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JONATHAN

SHIMON BAKON

It was the misfortune of Jonathan to live at a time when three powerful
personalities — Samuel, Saul and David — occupied the center stage of Israelite
history. Undoubtedly, their interaction brought about a transformation of the loose
confederation of tribes. The era of charismatic Jjudges, the last and foremost of
whom was the prophet Samuel, came to an end when he reluctantly crowned Saul
as the first king of Isracl. The greatness of David, who ruled after him, pointed
to a potential unfolding of a glorious future.

Jonathan, the oldest of Saul’s sons, in the shadow of these.three great men,
played a minor but not insignificant role in this transformation. He is best known
for his nobility of spirit and extraordinary bond of friendship with, and selfless
love for, David.! Yet, unmistakably, the biblical record also indicates considerable
interplay with his father Saul. In fact, from the start one notices an under-current
of tension between father and son, while his interaction with David, as we shall
attempt to show further on, created a dynamic of its own.

FOR THERE IS NO RESTRAINT IN THE LORD

We first encounter Jonathan in his daring exploit against the Philistines. Saul
had enlisted 3,000 men, of whom 2,000 were with him and 1,000 under Jonathan’s
command. While Saul waged a “sit and wait” campaign, Jonathan took the
initiative and smote the garrison of the Philistines that was in Geba (I Sam. 13:3).
It is a sad commentary on the military situation of Israel at that time that the

1. Pirke Avot 5:19. Jewish sages distinguish between two types of love, Whenever love depends
upon some material cause, with the passing away of that canse, the love oo passes away; but if it be
not dependent upon such a cause, it will not pass forever. The first passes as soon as the “cause ceases™
-~ such as the love of Amnon for Tamar. The second never fails — such as the love of Jonathan and

David. It is unfortunate that some contemporary views throw suspicion and aspersion upon Jonathan
and his friendship with David.

Shimon Bakon is the editor of The Jewish Bible Quarterly.



144 SHIMON BAKON

Philistines not only had garrisons stationed in the heart of Benjaminite territory,
but also had full control of the military equipment in the area: There was neither
sword nor spear found in the hands of any of the people that were with Saul and
Jonathan (13:22).

Nevertheless, Jonathan dared to strike at the Philistine garrison. The reaction
to his blow was fast in coming. The Philistines assembled a formidable army. Saul
did not display the leadership called for, and the demoralization of his forces was
accelerated. At this critical point, it was again Jonathan who took the initiative.
The Benjaminites had a reputation as skilled and daring warriors.? Jonathan,
accompanied only by his armor-bearer, trusting that there is no restraint to the
Lord to save by many or by few (14:6), overpowered a Philistine outpost and
caused a panic that led to mass flight.

The biblical narration employs two key expressions to explain the Philistine
stampede, with the consequence that every man 's sword [was] against his fellow
(14:20). The surprise attack of Jonathan and his armor-bearer caused N7 a
domino-like effect of “trembling” in the enemy camp. This state of panic was
accentuated by what the Bible describes as NN M [and the earth quaked)
(14:15). Some commentators {such as Kimchi) understand this phrase figuratively,
portraying the utter confusion of the Philistines. Other commentators interpret it
literally: a real earthquake occurred, adding to the tumult among the enemy. Just
as in the redoubtable battle of Barak against Sisera a sudden downpour, causing
a quick swelling of the brook Kishon, immobilized the iron war-chariots of the
Canaanites and made them an easy prey to the defenders, so this cérthquake
brought about the miraculous defeat of the Philistines.

Saul, took heart from this God-sent disaster befalling the Philistines and rallied
the Israelites to pursue the enemy. This campaign could have ended in a total rout
of the Philistines had not Saul imposed an oath on the men of Israel to abstain from
food. Jonathan, whose unawareness of this misguided oath almost cost him his life,
later bitterly decried it as having prevented a major victory: ‘My father hath
troubled the land’ (14:28).

2. See P. §. Vermaak, "The Prowess of the Bepjaminites,” JBQ, vol. XXII-No. 2 (April 1994).

JEWISH BIBLE QUARTERLY
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JONATHAN AND SAUL

Jonathan’s valiant exploit is baffling for two reasons.

(1) Why is it told in the first place? After all, it contributes very little to the
major thrust of the Book of Samuel: the establishment of the first kingdom, the
failure of Saul, the almost inexorable coming to the fore of David, and the role
of Samuel in this general development,

(2) After taking this daring initiative, Jonathan is porirayed by the biblical
narrator in one of two functions: as mediator between Saul and David, and in
making successive covenants with David. Undoubtedly, there were other military
campaigns in which Jonathan participated. Yet no mention is made of any except
the last batile at Gilboa, where he fell together with Saul and two brothers. It seems
as though the biblical narrator meant to draw attention to some of Jonathan’s
outstanding characteristics, while at the same time hinting at underlying tensions
between father and son and the reasons for that special bond between Jonathan and
David. One can state unequivocally that Jonathan was closer spiritually to David
than to Saul, as we shall show later on,

While Saul is withdrawn in a crisis, waiting for developments, Jonathan twice
took initiatives and brought the battle to the enemy. There is also another dimen-
sion where father and son differ, Jonathan is a genuinely religious person who
trusted the Lord implicitly. We miss this spirit in Saul, who tried to appease God
by offering sacrifices ( 13:9), proclaimed a fast precisely on the day of batile, and
upbraided the people “very faint” from the battle, for eating from the spoil of battle
(sheep and cattle) “with the blood.” (14:34) It is no wonder that later, after the
successful war with the Amalekites, Samuel reproved him: ‘Hath the Lord as great
delight in burnt-offering and sacrifices as in hearkening to the voice of the Lord?'
(15:22).

It is quite obvious that when Jonathan met David he found in him a kindred
spirit, leading to the immortal friendship between the two.

THE SOUL OF JONATHAN WAS KNIT WITH THE SQUL OF DAVID

The successful war against Amalek turned into a personal disaster for Saul,
leading to a final break with Samuel. The latter secretly ancinted David as the
future king: and the spirit of the Lord came mightily upon David (16:13), while

Voi. 23, No. 3, 1995
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conversely, the spirit of the Lord departed from Saul and an evil spirit . .. terrified
him (16:14). The Philistines again gathered to make war with Israel. This time,
in the ancient tradition of Aegean warfare, Goliath challenged the camp of Isracl
to choose a man for single combat.> David accepted, with the foltowing words:
‘that all the assembly may know that the Lord saveth not with sword and spear’
(17:47). David, on the strength of his trust in God, vanquished Goliath and put the
Philistines to flight. This event resembled J onathan’s earlier deed, and one need
not wonder that he discovered in David a kindred spirit and loved him as his own
soul. From here on, while Saul's career waned, David's rose. He married Saul’s
daughter Michal, he was successful in all his undertakings, he became the people’s
hero. No wonder the king became increasingly jealous of him: ‘and all he lacks
is the kingdom’ (18:8). Jealousy turned into paranoia and eventually into homi-
cidal hatred for the son of Jesse. Jonathan was now cast in the unenviable role of
mediator between Saul and David. Saul, though increasingly mentally disturbed,
was no fool. He saw in David not only a threat to himself but to his cherished
aspiration for a dynasty. In fact, hereditary monarchy was far from an accom-
plished fact. Two hundred years of charismatic judges had left their imprint on the
people’s mind, aided by the powerful influence of Samuel, who was never too
enthusiastic about establishing a monarchy in the first place. It is only with David
that Nathan, speaking in the name of the Lord, assures: ‘When thy days are
fulfilled, and thou shalt sleep with thy fathers, I will set up thy seed after thee’ (11
Sam. 7:12). In one of Jonathan’s attempis at mediation, Saul’s fury was expressed
in these insulting words to his son:

“Thou son of perverse rebellion, do not I know that thou hast chosen the

son of Jesse to thine own shame and unto the shame of thy mother’s

nakedness? For as long as the son of Jesse liveth upon the earth, thou shalt

not be established, nor thy kingdom’ (20:30, 31).

The undercurrent of tension between father and son grew in intensity as
Jonathan, on more than one occasion, pleaded for his friend. Sometimes Jonathan’s
intercession on behalf of David met with success; at other times he found himself
threatened with death because of them.

3. Thus Paris challenged Menelaus to decide the outcome of the Trojan War.

JEWISH BIBLE QUARTERLY
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A COLLUSION THAT BOOMERANGED

In the well-known episode told in Chapter 20, David suspected that Saul
wished him il], and he and Jonathan concocted a plan to ascertain the king’s real
intentions. It was before New Moon Day, which the king celebrated with his
retainers, David among them. David’s plan was to absent himself from this
celebration, and when the king asked the reason for David’s absence, Jonathan was
to explain:

This is the plot This is what I. tells Saul

‘David has earnestly asked leave David has earnestly asked leave of
of me 2200 that he might run Y11 me >TOYD. And he said: let me go,
to Bethlehem, his city, for it is the ! pray thee, for our family hath a
yearly sacrifice for all the Jamily’ sacrifice in the city, and he com-
(20:6), manded me, my brother

NN 37 MY NI and now, if I have

Jound favor in your eyes, let me get
away N)UIPN  and see my
brothers' (20:28-29),

What has happened to David’s simply constructed plot by which he had to rush
to Bethlehem to participate in the yearly family sacrifice feast? There are three
possible interpretations;

1) There are two sources for this event and the editor pieced them together.

2) The text of Jonathan’s presentation is corrupt.

3) The writer of this article favors a psychological interpretation. Instead of
inquiring: “Do you know where David is?”, Saul asked: ‘Wherefore cometh not
the son of Jesse to the meal?” The abrasive nature of the king's question, implying
that his son knows why the “son of Jesse” has absented himself and is keeping
it a secret from the king, raitles Jonathan. In addition, being a very straightforward
person, he is a poor liar. With deep psychological insight and skill, Jonathan’s
confusion is mirrored in three expressions that betray him. The first is at the start
of his explanation: ‘he asked leave of me’ [oyn]. In the English translation this
is synonymous with M1, as stated by David, but in the Hebrew there is a
significant difference. The term *TYy signifies “with me,” PTRYN]. It appears

Vol. 23, No. 3, 1995



148 SHIMON BAKON

in only one other place, and conveys a sense of separating after having been
together. It surely rings a warning bell for Saul. The second is a strange and
grammatically incorrect construction of NR 5 M3 NN [literally: ‘com-
manded me, my brother’]. Jonathan not only trips over his tongue, but adds
statements not included in the original piot. The third is a pathetic deviation from
the originally agreed terms. David had suggested ) {(to hurryl; Jonathan says
instead: MOYNNR [conveying a sense of escape, flight].

Itis at this moment that Saul’s fury is turned on his son. His insulting statement
brings about a point of no return, and from that moment onward Jonathan no
longer intercedes on behalf of his friend David.

THREE COVENANTS

The biblical narrative records three separate covenants made between Jonathan
and David. They differ substantially from one another in character and reflect
basic changes that had taken place in their relationship.

The first was made after David slew Goliath. The reason for it is stated: Then
Jonathan made a covenant with David, because he loved him as his soul (18:3).
We have attempted before to 'present the probable reason for this attachment, but
what was the nature of this covenant? Usually, there are terms and conditions in
a pact, binding on both parties, but here there are none. It is told that Jonathan
stripped himself of the robe that was upon him, and gave it to David, and his
apparel, even to the sword, and the bow, and to his girdle (18:4). This is a case
of prince and pauper. Captivated by the personality of David, his courage, his faith
in God, his poetic and musical talent and not least his mode of expression: and
it came to pass when he (David} made an end of speaking to Saul . . . Jonathan’s
soul was knit with the soul of David (18:4). By offering David paraphernalia of
his princely status, Jonathan elevated him and offered him unconditional friend-
ship.

The covenant between the two friends was renewed at a time when David was
in great distress. He feared for his life, uncertain of what Saul had in store for him.
Jonathan promised, under oath, to disclose his father’s intention, good or evil, to
David. This time a highly significant, almost pathetic, clause is added, when
Jonathan makes David swear: ‘And thou shalt not only while yet I live show me

JEWISH BIBLE QUARTERLY
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kindness of the Lord, that I die not; but also thou shalt not cut off the kindness
Jor my house forever (20:14-15).

Though not specifically stated, they made a mutual pact of two parties having
equal status: not to engage in the cruel oriental custom of destroying a rival for
power and his descendants too. There is reciprocity that extends to the two friends
and to their descendants. Put differently, this pact leaves their future in the hands
of Providence. If fate decrees that Jonathan will be king, he will protect David and
his children, and vice-versa.*

The next time the covenant was renewed, David was already in exile. Saul
searched for him constantly, and occasionally David was betrayed, but he man-
aged to survive and slip through the meshes of entrapment. This time David was
in hiding in the wilderness of Ziph, where Jonathan reached him and stren gthened
his hand in God (23:16), obviously encouraging him with assurances of divine
protection: *. .. and thou shalt be king over Israel and I shall be next unto thee;
and that also Saul my father knoweth’ (23:17).

It seems that Jonathan is reconciled to a reversal of positions, yet there are two
questions that beg for an answer: (1) How did Jonathan know where to find David?
and (2) How did the change in Jonathan’s attitude develop?

The answer to both questions is entirely speculative. It is well known that
David continued to be in contact with Samuel, and on one occasion sought refuge
with him. Furthermore, it was well known in Israel that Samuel had broken with
Saul. It is reasonable to assume that the hold of that great charismatic judge-
prophet on the people was still powerful; that the question of hereditary dynasty
was far from definitively resolved; and that Samue!’s ancintment of David may
not have remained a secret. Most probably Samuel knew David’s whereabouts,
and may himself have informed Jonathan. At any rate, the worse the objective
situation of David, the firmer the certainty in the minds of the king and his son
that David would inevitably become king, a belief shared by the people.

4. Tt has been said that since there were no witnesses to this covenant, it could have been made
up by a writer friendly to David. Such objection is invalid. An oath made with the Lord as Witness,
was a most sacred act, not to be trifled with. We modems too often project our own shortcomings and
cynicism onto biblical writings. After all, Jephthah in all probability sacrificed his daughter on the
strength of an oath, and Saul‘almost executed his own son.

Vol. 23, No. 3, 1995
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EULOGY

There are few biblical spiritual heroes whose faults are not mentioned in
Scripture. Implicitly or explicitly, the patriarchs and matriarchs are chastized, so
are Moses and Aaron, David and Solomon. However, over the person of Jonathan
there hovers an aura of silent and profound respect. He lived and died without
blemish. It was noted before that David's defeat of Goliath in some way emulated
Jonathan’s daring exploit with the Philistines. We can discover no grain of
jealousy in Jonathan. On the contrary, we encounter here for the first time the
generosity of his character, which inspired him to see in David a kindred soul
rather than a dangerous rival. This generosity takes on additional depth when
David indeed has become a serious rival for succession, leading eventually to
Jonathan’s admission that David, much to the chagrin of Saul, is better fitted to
be king of Israel.

There is an additional outstanding characteristic of Jonathan: unquestioned
loyalty. We have noted considerable tension between father and son, and that the
people sided with Jonathan. Had he been as audacious or ambitious as was
Absalom, he could have easily led, in conjunction with David, a rebellion against
his father, whose popularity was on the wane. Not Jonathan, who most judiciously
balanced loyalty for his father and for David. The Book of Samuel built for him
an eternal and indestructible monument. David himself left for posterity the
immortal eulogy for both the tragic king and his son:

‘How are the mighty fallen ... I am distressea for thee, my brother Jonathan;

Very pleasant hast thou been unto me; Wonderful was thy love to me

passing the love of women ..." (Il Sam. 1:19-26).

JEWISH BIBLE QUARTERLY



RICHARD BEER-HOFMANN AND THE BIBLE

In commemoration of the 50th anniversary of his death
SARAH FRAIMAN

Richard Beer-Hofmann (born July 11, 1866 in Vienna; died September 26,
1945 in New York) grew up in a fairly assimilated family. His only connection
to the Bible and to traditional Judaism was through an aunt and a grandmother,
But since both Aunt Agnes and Grandma Katherina lived right next door, Beer-
Hofmann had a lot of exposure to them and felt very close to them. In Paula, the
book that evokes his childhood in Austria and many shared moments with his wife
Paula, Beer-Hofmann lovingly describes the enchanting Friday night atmosphere
his grandmother created in her room, dressed festively for the Sabbath and praying
in the glow of the candles she had lit.

As he was growing up, Aunt Agnes was probably the closest person to him.
She combined the task of a mother with that of a friend. When she died, he
inherited her Bible, and he always kept it on his desk.

In 1892 he met Arthur Schnitzler and Hugo von Hofmannsthal. Although they
became more famous over the years than Beer-Hofmann, they always looked up
to Beer-Hofmann as the most talented of them.

After his first three short stories (Camelias, 1891; Das Kind, 1893; Der Tod
Georgs, 1900) Beer-Hoftmann turned to the oeuvre that would captivate hm for
the next four decades: the biblical trilogy dealing with the story of King David,
Die Historie von Konig David.' The short play Jacob’s Dream (Jaakobs Traum,

1. Its first pant, Der junge David, was published in 1933 in Berlin. Of the other two parts, Konig
David and Davids Tod, only a prelude was published in 1936, Vorspiel auf dem Theater zu Konig
David. All the detailed notes and drafis of the planned but never completed parts are at the Harvard
Houghton archive in Cambridge. I have included them in my research, since they add a lot 10
understanding Beer-Hofmann as a writer. Beer-Hofmann did not continue his work on the Trilogy after
the Anschiuss because of the complications of going into hiding in order to avoid being deported. in
1939 he was trying to escape from Austria, and in October 1939 he tost his wife and soulmate, Paula.
When he arrived in New York in 1940, he did not have the strength to continue working on the Trilogy,
although, as he admitted o a friend, he thought some of the drafts and completed scenes to be fairly
good. Instead, he wrote Paula, a book about his childhood in Austria and about some highlights of
his life with his wife.

Sarah Fraiman, born in Switterland, has a M.A. in German and French literature Jrom the University
of Ziirich. She is a Ph.D, candidate at Brandeis University, At present she lives in Israel.
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1918} served as an introduction to the trilogy, linking David to his biblical
ancestors.

Richard Beer-Hofmann was a religious person. He strongly believed in God,
and all his works from the turn of the century on deal with man’s relationship with
God. Beer-Hofmann loved the Bible and never got tired of reading it. Yet, he did
not choose to lead an observant life and to follow the commandments of Judaism.

Beer-Hofmann knew the Bible very well, but he used his source in a rather
unorthodox way. This becomes clear from a note found in the early drafts of Kdnig
David. There, Beer-Hofmann quotes (and indicates his exact source):

So tut man nicht in Israel: 11 Samuel 13:12, [No such thing ought to ke done

in Israel].

Beer-Hofmann was going to use this quote as lines for either the prophet
Nathan or Gad, who was to reprimand King David for what he did to Uriah. But
in the Bible, Tamar voiced these words to Amnon, her half-brother, when he was
about to rape her. Beer-Hofmann, however, did not hesitate to use this quote in
a different context. He felt free to use his biblical source according to his liking.
Although the Bible was the major source for his biblical plays, he did not limit
himself to it alone. In addition, with the aid of historical and archeological works,
he thoroughly researched biblical age customs and societies.

Beer-Hofmann kept mostly to the facts and events mentioned in the Bible, but
he added new dimensions to them. He changed sequences of events, added
secondary characters and inserted his own interpretation into an existing story.

The Bible usually narrates a story without delving into the feelings of the
individuals involved. Very rarely do we get a glance at a person’s emotional state.
The Bible’s silence in these areas provided Beer-Hofmann the opportunity to
elaborate.

Beer-Hofmann investigates the emotional content of relationships, particularly
those between Jacob and his brother Esau; Jacob and his wife Rachel; David and
his wives Michal, Ma'acha and Bathsheba; David and his scns Absalom and
Solomon.

David’s wife Ma'acha, the mother of Absalom, is only mentioned once in the
Bible (II Sam. 3:3). Beer-Hofmann made her the central female figure in David’s
life, although, according to the Bible, it was Michal who held that position. But,
since the Bible was silent about Ma’acha, Beer-Hofmann was able to fill the void

JEWISH BIBLE QUARTERLY
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with his own story. The relationship between David and Ma'acha is based on Beer-
Hofmann’s relationship with his wife Paula.

But not all the relationships portrayed by Beer-Hofmann have their origins in
his personal experiences; for example, the relationship between David and his first
wife Michal. According to Beer-Hofmann, Michal loved David, but was not loved
by him. The Bible reports that Michal loved David (I Sam. 18:20, 28) and sided
with him against her father Saul (I Sam. 19:1 1-17). Then, after David was crowned
king over ali of Israel (I Sam. 5:3), he brought the ark of God to the City of David
— Jerusalem (II Sam. 6:6-12). As he was dancing joyfully in front of the ark,
Michal saw him and despised him in her heart (Il Sam. 6:14-16). Beer-Hofmann,
however, only shows Michal’s powerful love for David which did not wane, even
when Saul gave her to Paltiel in a second marriage.? After David defeated Saul,
he took Michal back (I Sam, 3:15, 16), only to keep her in his harem, as per Beer-
Hofmann.

Beer-Hofmann’s novel addition is Michal’s tragic love for David (who only
loved Ma'acha) and Paltiel’s unrequited love for Michal. He brings to life the full
range of emotions only hinted at in his source,’ including the tragic lot of Michal’s
children who were separated from their mother at a very early age.

Another relationship not based on personal experience is the one between
David and Bathsheba. In the early drafts of Kénig David Beer-Hofmann portrays
their union as poisoned with guilt.* The Bible, on the other hand, implies a loving
relationship. When Bathsheba’s and David’s first child, fruit of the sinful union,
dies, the Bible reports that David comforted his wife Bathsheba (Il Sam. 12:24),
In Beer-Hofmann's play, the child does not die. Instead, the ill-fated relationship
is God’s punishment.’

David’s uncontrolled desire wrongs Bathsheba from the start. Beer-Hofmann
expresses this in an image. David’s passion is compared to a pebble thrown into
a still pond (Bathsheba) destroying its tranquility.® The basis of David’s relation-

2. Gesammelte Werke, Frankfurt am Main, 1963, p. 140. According to the Bible (1 Sam. 25:44),

after David’s flight from Saul, Michal was given to Paltiel, the son of Laish.

3. Later drafts of Kénig David, “Davids Schlafgemack’”; early drafts of Kinig David, entitled ' Fest
der Schafschur in Hebron.”

4. Note 19 (dated 24.11.08).
5. Note 18.

6. Early drafts of Kénig David, note 45 (28.10.1910).

Vol, 23, No. 3, 1995
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ship with Bathsheba is physical. Bathsheba, however, wants to be his friend and
partner. She tries to comfort David at Mahanaim, after Absalom’s death.” But
David rebuffs her, saying:

“What do you know about me? Do you understand me? Are you Ma’acha?

I saw you, and the cursed lust of the aging man came over me like fever

and like pestilence.”

Deeply hurt, Bathsheba becomes estranged from David from this moment on.

All this is Beer-Hofmann’s own invention; in the Bible, the relationship
between David and Bathsheba is not discussed.

Unlike the biblical account where David is solely responsible for Bathsheba’s
seduction (II Sam. 11:2-5), Beer-Hofmann introduces an accessory to the trans-
gression. David’s advisor Ahithophel is the initiator of the actual meeting between
David and Bathsheba.® David tries to resist the temptation, knowing that she is the
wife of his most loyal friend Uriah,'® and refuses to meet her.! Since Uriah was
David’s most trusted friend and the symbol of loyalty already in Der junge David,
David’s moral conflict became even more salient and his crime greater. Therefore,
Beer-Hofmann had to alleviate David’s guilt by placing part of the blame on
Ahitophel. In the Bible, David, after seducing Bathsheba, sends Uriah to Joab, his
general, with a sealed letter with orders to send Uriah to the front of the battlefield
(IT Sam. 11:14, 15). Beer-Hofmann sought to lessen David’s guilt by suggesting
that the idea to kill Uriah should not be David’s but, rather someone else’s,
preferably Ahitophel.”?

Beer-Hofmann changed facts or sequences of events in order to make his story
more dramatic or cohesive. For example, he sequentially connects David’s sin

7. There is no biblical source for this scene,

8. Early drafts of Kénig David, “Absaloms Aufstand,” note 7.

9. Early drafts of Kénig David, *Ahitophel.” In the Bible he is mentioned only as King David’s
advisor. Beer-Hofmann makes him Bathsheba's uncle.

10. Uriah appears already in Der funge David, in a very powerful scene, as the personification of
loyaity. This is entirely Beer-Hofmann's invention: in the Bible, Uriah is only mentioned as Bathsheba's
husband.

11. Early drafts of Kénig David, “Im Badehaus,” Oct. 1915.

12. Early drafts of Kéinig David, note 52. According to the latest drafis, Ahitophel was to initiate
and execute this plan, and David simply did not succeed in stopping him in time.
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with Bathsheba directly with Absalom’s uprising,'? although in the Bible there is
a three-year gap between the two events.'* Thus, Absalom’s rebellion assumes a
motivation which is not as clear in the Bible. And since it is clearly seen as God's
punishment for David's sin, it absolves part of Absalom’s guilt. Furthermore,
Beer-Hofmann puts most of the blame for the rebellion on Ahitophel, who
convinces Absalom that the uprising is not directed against his father but rather
against David’s advisors, particularly his general Joab. Ahitophel, in fact, master-
minds the uprising, not Absalom." Beer-Hofmann’s revisionist version sought to
absolve to some degree David and Absalom. In the case of Absalom, he tried to
shift the blame elsewhere (in contrast to Absalom’s negative image in the Bible,
I1 Sam. 15:1-12) in order to create a more balanced portrayal.

Beer-Hofmann maintained that what he added flowed naturally with the spirit
of the Bible's message without compromising the underlying story. This included
his addition of minor characters such as the slave Idnib4al in Jadkobs Traum or
the shepherd Nebajoth in Der junge David; Ahitophel in the drafts of Kénig David
or the astrologer in the drafts of Davids Tod. And these “secondary characters”
are by no means insignificant. They add new dimensions to the story. Beet-
Hofmann’s maxim was that poetic justice had to mirror divine justice; all char-
acters in a play, in theory, were equally important, The writer’s task was to make
the audience see that, although the focus was on the main character’s life, the
secondary characters had their own story in their own right. In all his plays,
therefore, Beer-Hofmann focused the spotlight temporarily on a secondary char-
acter, to elucidate that person’s development and fate.

In Jadkobs Traum, Idnibaal’s feelings about being a slave are shown, while in

Der junge David several secondary characters are illuminated: Abjathar, Uriah,
Ruth, Saul, Michal.

According to the early drafts of Kénig David, Beer-Hofmann planned to do the
same concerning Ahitophel. Ahitophel appeared for the first time in act two of Der

13. The first of the early drafts of Kéinig David says: “Zu verflechten: Davids Siinde, Absalons
Aufstand.”

14. In the Bible, the prophet Nathan does predict to David, after David's transgression with
Bathsheba, that God will raise up evil against David out of his own house (II Sam. 12:1 1).

15. EBarly drafts of Kénig David, “Fest der Schafschur in Hebron,” note 5 (“Kelterfest in Hebron,”
item 6).
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Junge David and already then proved to be a master of intrigue. Ahitophel became
David’s advisor, but would later lead Absalom’s rebellion against David. In Kénig
David, Beer-Hofmann was going to explain Ahitophel’s character; the son of a
poor farmer, his over-ambition is an outgrowth of his humble origins. The humili-
ations he experienced as a child made him *“not immoral, but rather, ethically un-
oriented,”® as Beer-Hofmann justified him. Since Ahitophel was blamed for most
of the transgressions David and Absalom committed, it was necessary to relieve
him from some of the guilt.

Beer-Hofmann sometimes changed details of the biblical story to add empha-
sis. For example, according to the Bible, Solomon was the second child of David
and Bathsheba. Their first child, conceived during adultery (II Sam. 10:5), died
shortly after birth (I Sam. 12:14-24). Yet Beer-Hofmann linked Solomon’s wis-
dom to his supposedly sinful origin: “As she carried me, and I moved, she struck
her belly, since I was her sin.”"’

Not all the details changed by Beer-Hofmann have such an obvious purpose.’
Some of the changes, however, are rather revealing. An example of a revealing
adaption of the biblical source occurs in Jadkobs Traum. The archangel Michael
announces to Jacob that he is “chosen.” Samael, however, points out that it is a
curse to be chosen.!* Though both angels’ pronouncements derive from the Bible
(Deut, 28; Isa. 42-49), the curse was meant as a punishment if the Israelites did
not keep God’s commandments (Deut. 28, 15-68). In Beer-Hofmann's play,
however, the curse does not correlate with punishment nor does the blessing with
reward. Jacob is chosen and blessed because of who he is, and so are his
descendants. Part of being chosen means to have to suffer through the ages.* Beer-
Hofmann thus evokes an accurate picture of the course of Jewish history, but
eliminates the biblical concept of reward and punishment.

16, Early drafts of Kérig David, **Ahitophel,” Sept./Oct. 1915,

17. Early drafts of Davids Tod, note 12 (16.6.05, Nachts).

18. For more details on biblical sources, see Richard Sheirich, Beer-Hofmann's “Historie.”
Sheirich also includes the unpublished materials.

19. Richard Beer-Hofmann, Gesammelte Werke, pp. 77-80.

20. H. G. Neumann elaborates on this thought in Richard Beer-Hofmann. Studien und Materialien
zur “Historie von Konig David,” Miinchen, 1972, pp. 220-223.
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Beer-Hofmann was also liberal in inserting into the biblical story his own
poetic motifs, for example the one of the seafarer:

In Jadkobs Traum, Indibaal and Jacob talk about the ocean, which is a symbol
of the eternal and transcendental. Jacob expresses his longing for the sea and for
a place beyond it; implicitly, paradise.?! This place of the beyond beckons man
to come and find it, paralleling the symbiosis of the God-man relationship. Beer-
Hofmann planned to continue throughout the entire trilogy. According to a
separate draft, entitled Der Seefahrer (The Seafarer),” David sends out a seafarer,
Achirach, on a mission that should take three years to find this country. According
to the drafts of David’s Tod, the seafarer was to some back twenty years later, blind
and a broken man. He found the country, but he could not see it. His lot was to
parallel David’s life of disappointment and is entirely an invention of Beer-
Hofmann’s,

Beer-Hofmann even considered adding a purely autobiographical item into his
biblical play: his experience with a starling. In his brief diary Daten Beer-
Hofmann wrote about a starling that flew into their house.? The whole family got
very attached to the bird which, unfortunately, died a few months later. Beer-
Hofmann planned to have a starling fly to the lonely old David, who considered
it as a good omen that something living wanted to be with him. It revived the king,
and he attached himself to the bird. The starling’s death was then the last straw
which broke him.

Beer-Hofmann made many modifications to the biblical story, however, trying
to create an atmosphere true to the biblical source. This he achieved with authentic
locations and costumes. As an additional means to achieve an authentic biblical
flavor he chose to write the names of the characters according to their Hebrew
pronunciation: Avraham, Itzchak (Isaac), Jaskob, Schemuel (Samuel), Shaul (Saul),
Jehonathan (Jonathan), Schelomo (Solamon), Jisroel (Israet), Aharon (Aaron),
Moscheh (Moses); he even used the Hebrew terms for geographic locations, such
as Mizrajim for Egypt or Kinereth for the Sea of Galilee. By his own admission
and the first-hand familiarity of his friend Sol Liptzin, Beer-Hofmann's knowl-

21. Richard Beer-Hofmann, Gesammelte Werke, pp. 47, 48.
22, Early drafts of Konig David, written 1915,
23. "Daten,” Modern Austrian Literature (MAL) 17, pp. 28, 29,
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edge of Hebrew was minimal. His Hebrew was good enough to read the ceniral
prayers and some passages of the Bible, but mostly, he had to rety on translations.?
Interestingly enough, there are fragments of Hebrew prayer and Hebrew word
structure in Beer-Hofmann’s plays. Very often, Beer-Hofmann omits the verb “to
be,” thus imitating a Hebrew grammatical structure.

Additionally, Beer-Hofmann injected biblical atmosphere into his works by
detailing the practice of ancient customs. For example, in Der junge David, the
priests celebrate the holy custom of declaring the arrival of the New Moon.” They
search the sky for the first sliver of the New Moon. Then, trumpets are blown at
the first sighting. Finallly, bonfires and torches are lit to signal the news all over
the country. In biblical times, torches were used to signal any kind of news over
distances. Beer-Hofmann has King Saul communicate his order by this means,
calling the people of Israel to war.

Another practice is exemplified when the messengers bearing the news of
Saul’s death wear clothes torn in the front as a sign of mourning. And Abiathar
is not allowed to participate in the burial of the prophet Samue! because members
of the priestly class (kohanim) are forbidden to be near dead bodies.

Richard Beer-Hofmann's precise knowledge of the Bible did not prevent him
from interpreting it in his own way. This demonstrates his self-confident attitude
towards God. In a way, he wrote his own version of a given biblical story, his own
Midrash.?' Over centuries Jewish sages gave their interpretations, midrashim, to
the biblical texts. That Beer-Hofmann put himself (unknowingly?) in this tradition
shows how much he believed in the prophetic authority of the poet.

24. According to Sol Liptzin, “Richard Beer-Hofmann and Joseph Widmann,” Modern Austrian
Literature 8 (1975), Nr. 3/4, p. 74.

25. Richard Beer-Hofmann, Gesammelte Werke, pp. 284, 285, 289, 297, 298. Beer-Hofmann
quotes Riehm, Handwiirterbuch des biblischen Altertums, conceming that custom; RBH, GW, p. 893,

26. Ibid., pp. 202, 203.

27. Ernst Simon applied this term to Beer-Hofmann’s work. E. Simon, “Rosch-Haschana-Gedanken
71 Richard Beer-Hofmanns Schauspiel ‘Der junge David,’ " Jidische Rundschau 39, Nr. 72/72, Berdin,
7.11.1934, p. 3.
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ANOTHER LOOK AT JOB 18:2,3

Scott B. Noegel

In a recent article in this journal! David Wolfers proposed a new and ingenious
reading for the crux P21 Y8)p in Job 18:2. Basing his reading on the apparent
problem of plural verbal forms used for a singular subject (namely Job}, the
connection of the sons of Kenaz with the tribal affiliations of Job's three friends,
and on the reading “are we considered unclean” for 1*HV) in 18:3, Wolfers
suggested that we translate the word 2N as a dialectical variant of t)p
(Kenizzites). Accordingly, Wolfers suggests we translate 18:2-3: ‘How long will
you [Jews] treat us Kenizzites with such contempt?’ While there may be
sufficient reason to accept PO1RY 8P as a play on the tribal name Kenizzite,
there are several reasons why we should prefer Delitzch's previous transiation,?
“hunt for words” (based on the Arabic qansa).

First, the incongruence in number which Wolfers sees as problematic, though
rare in the Hebrew Bible, is not unattested. Note the use of the piural suffix On-
in D2 for the singular antecedent MY in Job 22:21: DY) MYy N Pon
N INNIIN DN [Agree with him and be ar peace, and well-being will
come to you through him.] Inversely, compare the use of singular verbs with
plural subjects in Jeremiah 13:20: N3N ONIAN SRV DIV IRY [Raise
your eyes, and behold those who come from the north.] We should add to this the
words of Micah in 1:11: %% nawy» ©5Y 313y [Pass on inkabitant of
Shapir.] Such incongruences are probably best explained as colloquial usages

1. David Wolfers, “Three Singular Plurals, Job 18:2,3." Jewish Bible Quarterly, 22 (1994), pp.
21-25,

2. F. Delitzch, Biblical Commentary on the Book of Job, (Michigan: Eerdmans Publishing, 1949),

Scott B. Noegel reccived his Ph.D. in 1994 Jfrom the Department of Near Eastern Studies at Conell
University, He has published on Sumerian dutobiographies, biblical narrative devices, and on
wordplay in Ugaritic and Akaadian literature. Currently, he is working on a monograph on the
dialect of the biblical Song of Songs and its pelitical import. ’
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which have crept into the literary language.3 Compare, for example, the Hebrew
{and Arabic equivalent) colloquial greeting: DY DOV [peace be upon youl.

On the other hand, as suggested by Gordis,* the use of plural verbal and suffix
forms for singular subjects might be a rare feature of elevated style, as in Song
of Songs 5:1: D>TIT 12V MY 01 19ON [Eas friend, drink, be drunk with
lovel.

Moreover, even if we reject the argument based on the presence of
colloguialisms in Job, we still may see in Bildad's quip the employment of
enallage; i.e., a directional shift in address, an ubiquitous, albeit under-researched,
characteristic of biblical Hebrew poetry. The use of second person plural forms in
18:3b, therefore, might represent Bildad’s frustration, not just with Job, but with
all of his friends. Such frustration is found later in the words of Elihu (e.g.,
32:3, 6-16) and, therefore, is apposite to the tenor of the debate.

Another reason why we should read the crux YUY >8P as “hunt for words”
is that the reading makes better sense contextually. Note how the phrase heads a
chapter which is filled with references to the hunter's craft. For example, we find
WX 2YS Y [the iniquitous strides are confined)] (18:7); and the mention of
numerous hunters’ tools including NYA [net] (18:8); N2OVW [toils] (18:8%;n9
[trap] (18:9); D'DX [noose] (18:9); Dan/ NNV [a hidden rope] (18:10); and
17297 [snare] (18:10).

In addition, the line D2’y 1PNVI APNNas NIAYN W (18:3) which
Wolfers sees as alluding to the uncleanness of Job's words, and as a reaction to
Job’s carlier statement in 16:9, also is understood best within the context of
hunting imagery. The line simply means ‘do you consider us as beasts, are we
stupid [i.e., able to be trapped] in your eyes 73

Nevertheless, the reading “Kenizzite” proposed by Wolfers should not be
altogether rejected, but rather seen as a wordplay. Such plays on the names of
tribes and characters in the book appear in Job and fit well the poet's proclivity

3. Gary A. Rendsburg, Diglossia in Ancient Hebrew, American Oriental Series 72 (New Haven,
CT.: American Oriental Society, 1990), pp. 79-83.

4. Robert Gordis, The Book of Job: Commentary, New Translation and Special Studies, (New
York: Jewish Theological Seminary, 1978), p. 190.

5. Though a play on the meaning “unclean” should not be ruled out.
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for paronomasia [running).6 See, for example, the puns on Job'’s name in 13:24:
T2 WD 22UNM (And treat me like an enemy] and 33:10: 19 1INY »3wn?
[considers me His enemy; the quip on Eliphaz the Temanite (6:19): 1037
RN MNIX [Caravans from Tema look to them]; Zophar (27:16): 128 DN
02 9V [should he pile up silver like dust]; and the euphemism “curse” (773,
e.g., 1:11, 2:5, 9) in the name Elihu son of Barachel nona).7

Thus, while there is reason to see in Job 18:2-3 a witty subtextual allusion to
the Kenizzites, the reading “word hunter” is to be preferred.

6. John Curtis Briggs, “Word Play in the Speeches of Elihu (Job 32-37)," Proceedings of the
Eastern Great Lakes and Midwest Biblical Societies, 12 (1992), pp. 23-30; Scott B. Noegel, Janus
Parallelism in the Book of Job with Excurses on the Device in Extra-Jobian and Extra-biblical
Near Eastern Literature, (Ph.D. Dissertation: Cornell University, 1994).

7. For similar referencing with this root in Job see Ellen van Wolde, “A Text-Semantic Study of

the Hebrew Bible, Hlustrated with Noah and Job,” Journal of Biblical Literature, 113 (1994), pp.
31-34,
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OMPHALOS REVISITED
BEREL DOV LERNER

Philip Henry Gosse was a nineteenth-century British naturalist who proposed
a theory meant to insulate the belief in the literal truth of the biblical account of
Creation from the onslaughts of modern science. The particular issue of his day
was the contradiction between the biblical cosmogenic chronology (six days of
Creation occurring about six thousand years ago) and the chronology of modern
geology (continuous processes taking millions of years). Gosse called his book on
the subject Omphalos (Greek for “nave "), in reference to the knotty theological
problem of whether or not Adam was created with a navel. Such a navel would
seem to evidence the past existence of an umbilical cord and the experience of
birth. This would appear to contradict Genesis, according to which Adam had been
created a fully-formed adult. Yet fully-formed adult humans do possess navels.
So goes the paradox. Gosse broadens the discussion to take in many other
biological phenomena, and comes to the conclusion that all life must always seem
to evidence previous life. Our experience would have us believe that every chicken
was once an egg; but what of the First Chicken created directly by God? And what
says Gosse of the First Cow?

Every argument by which the physiologist can prove to demonstrate that

yonder cow was once a foetus in the uterus of its dam, will apply with

exactly the same power to show that the newly created [on the sixth day

of Creation] cow was an embryo, some years before its creation.’

Gosse goes on to compare the entire cosmos with an individual living organ-
ism. Just as any single stage of an organism’s development appears to imply the
passing of earlier stages, so too the present state of the cosmos gives witness {0
other, earlier states. The first creatures originally created by God were indistin-
guishable from the creatures of today. If we were to inspect the remains of those

1. As quoted in Stephen Jay Gould, The Flamingo's Smile (New York: 1985) pp. 111-112.

Dov B. Lerner studied social sciences and philosophy at Johns Hopkins University and the University
of Chicago. Seven years ago he moved to Israel and became a member of Kibbutz Sheluhot.
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first animals, we might falsely believe that they had also grown through many
stages of development, and had been preceded by previous generations of their
species. By analogy, the state of the cosmos at the moment of Creation would also
have seemed to suggest the passing of other, earlier states. In particular, the earth,
upon its creation, was endowed with geological formations which seemed to
witness extremely long-term changes. Gosse invented a terminology to expedite
the presentation of his argument, coining the expression “diachronic time” to refer
to the past which had actually occurred, while “prochronic time” refers to the
hypothetical past during which ancient processes would have occurred had God
chosen to call the universe into existence at an earlier stage of its development.
When was the First Chicken an egg? In reality, never; hypothetically, in prochronic
time.,

According to the Omphalos hypothesis, the cosmos is a system lacking an
obvious moment of origin in recent time. God created the cosmos like a projec-
tionist starting a film in the middle of the third reel. Anyone entering the theater
would assume he had missed the first part of the movie, but in fact it had never
been screened. Scientists studying the fossil record of evolution or the seemingly
ancient background radiation left over from the “big bang” deal with what would
have happened if God had decided to endow the cosmos with existence in an
earlier stage of its hypothetical development. They are like film critics trying to
deduce what images had been cast upon the screen long before the projectionist
had even dimmed the house lights.

Gosse's views were not well received, On the testimony of his own son,
“Atheists and Christians alike looked at it and laughed, and threw it away.”? The
scientist and historian Stephen Jay Gould attributes the unpopularity of Gosse's
views to the British tendency to “respect the facts of nature at face value” rather
than adopt the “complex systems of non-obvious interpretation 5o popular in much
of continental thought,”

During a recent visit to the United States, I had a long talk with a yeshiva
student about various areas of apparent conflict between Judaism and modern
thought. Inevitably, the discussion led to the problem of science and religion, and

2. Ibid..‘ p. 110,
3. Loc. cit.
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its most salient issue, creationism versus evolution. To my surprise, the view he
supported was clearly a contemporary reconstruction of the Omphalos thesis.
Unfortunately, he was not aware of a published version of this argument, and I
have not discovered such a version in my admittedly cursory search for it in the
appropriate Jewish literature. He assured me, however, that the argument is well
known in the “yeshiva world,” having heard it himself in a lecture given by his
own rosh yeshiva. Tt appears to me from this discussion that, despite its poor
original reception, the Omphalos thesis may be enjoying a kind of renaissance, this
time appearing in the garb of modern ccotogical science.

In short, the new argument states that life as we know it can only survive in
a pre-existing, dynamic and balanced environment. Let us see what it tries to
prove; i.e., that the first chapters of Genesis depict in literal terms events which
occurred about 6000 years ago. Consider the moment when God created the
various plants whose survival depends on the presence of long-dead and decayed
organic material in the soil. For those plants to survive, God wouid have had to
create the soil with already decaying organic material in it. Imagine a hypothetical
scientist traveling back in time to the day after Creation. Analyzing the freshly-
created soil, the scieatist would mistakenly deduce that the decayed bodies
nourishing the newly-created plants had in the past belonged to once-living
creatures, now long dead. However, according to our assumption of the literal
accuracy of Genesis, we know that these bodies had never lived; they had been
created a short time earlier in their present decayed state.

Beyond merely explaining the presence of decayed organic materials in the
soil, the thesis further claims a role for even the most ancient of fossils in the grand
scheme of nature. After all, experience has confirmed the ecological importance
of interactions between even the most seemingly independent elements of the
natural world. By broadening the scope of the argument to include all aspects of
the cosmic environment (¢.g., starlight which has apparently been traveling for
millions of years before it reaches the earth) it may be extended to cover (almost)
every contradiction between the scientific chronology and the biblical doctrine of
Creation in six days. The universe was created in a relatively short period of time,
but for it to work properly it had to exactly resemble 2 universe which had already
existed for billions of years.
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What are we to make of the new version of Omphalos? First of all, it is clear
that the new version is subject to the same criticism traditionally made against the
original: neither is empirically testable. Rather than disprove Omphalos, its op-
ponents simply point out its lack of scientific interest. In the words of Stephen Jay
Gould:

The world will look exactly the same in all its intricate detail whether fossils

are prochronic or products of an extended history . . . . But theories that

cannot be tested in principie are not part of science . . . we reject Omphalos

as useless, not wrong.*

Gould’s criticism must ring hollow in the ears of biblical literalists. After all,
they are not really interested in proposing hypotheses which will advance the
progress of scientific research; they merely seek an accommodation between
Genesis and the existing body of scientific knowledge. The literalists do not expect
science to verify the biblical cosmogony; they only wish to show that science docs
not conflict with it. Gould himself has admitted that science cannot prove Omphalos
wrong, and that is all that the literalists need to hear. Be that as it may, the
Omphalos thesis fails its genuine, apologetic, purpose for an entirely different
reason, as I shall now demonstrate.

Gosse meant to propose a thesis which would contradict neither the results of
scientific research nor the biblical account of Creation. As we have seen, the
Omphalos thesis can account for all of the evidence for evolution; this is exactly
what it had been designed to do. What Gould, as well as the thesis’s fundamentalist
supporters, forgot to ask is how well it fits the biblical story of Creation.

It would be unnecessarily messy to get involved in questions such as how the
plants created on the third day survived until the creation of the sun on the fourth.
God would have no problem miraculously sustaining them until the entire €Cosys-
tem, fossils and all, swung into operation. A thornier problem is posed by the fact
that all fossil evidence points to the existence of large communities of animals
5000-6000 years ago, as well as millions of years ago. In order to assure the
continuity between the prochronic fossil record and the first days of diachronic
time, we would have to assume that God created birds in their flocks, deer in their
herds and wolves in their packs. This in itself does not pose an unsurmountable

4. Gould, op. cir., p. 111,
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obstacle for the literal interpretation of Genesis. As usual, we, the human beings,
pose the real problem.

Genesis is quite specific about the creation of exactly one first man and one
first woman. Adam recognizes his special place in history and calls his wife Eve
[MN], for she was the mother of all that live [>N] (Gen.3:20). But what of fossil
and archeological records which trace the existence of human communities in the
far-flung corners of the world? These settlements were founded well within
prochronic times and survived into our own, ontologically-favored diachronic era.
This reveals prochronic processes which would not lead to the existence of exactly
one man at the moment of the creation of humans. An “omphalitic” reading of the
Bible would make us expect to find archeological records of a humanity languish-
ing in a process of extinction, leaving only one man alive at the moment of
Creation.

It might be suggested that Adam was a special case. While all other organisms
had to be created as participants in pre-developed ecological communities, Adam’s
survival was not dependent on a prochronic past. From the standpoint of religious
apologetics, such special pleading is worse than useless. The whole point of the
Omphaloes argument is to explain the existence of fossils by emphasizing the
importance of continuity between the prochronic and diachronic. What could be
the point of God’s creating human fossil remains if these lack any prochronic
evolutionary connection with the diachronic Adam? Worse yet, how could the
Omphalos thesis explain the existence of far-flung early diachronic human com-
munities contemporary with the alleged historical Adam?

The Omphalos thesis could not have failed to support Scripture at a worse
moment. The special creation of an historical Adam is essential to a number of
key theological ideas. For the literalist, Adam’s uniqueness constitutes the mate-
rial basis of the religious notions of human equality and fraternity: i.e., that we
may all claim the same original ancestry. Many of the less pleasant aspects of
human existence are explained by the Bible as having resulted from Adam’s and
Eve’s disobedience to God, If they were not the only people living at that time,
why should all of humanity (including those who are not their descendants) suffer
for their sin?

I see the fundamentalists gaining little advantage by adopting the Omphalos
thesis. While it does buttress the literalist claim as to the recent creation of the
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world, the question of the age of the universe is of minor theological consequence
compared to the doctrine of the historical Adam.

Fortunately, even some Orthodox rabbis have avoided the problem entirely by
allowing for a non-literal interpretation of the Creation story. Foremost among
them is Avraham Yitzhak Hakohen Kook, the first Chief Rabbi of the land of
Israel, who wrote:

It makes no difference for us if in truth there was in the world an actual

Garden of Eden, during which man delighted in an abundance of physical

and spiritual good, or if actual existence began from the bottom upwards,

from the lowest level of being towards its highest, an upward movement.

‘We only have to know that there is a real possibility that even if a man has

risen to a high level, and has been deserving of all honors and pleasures,

if he corrupts his ways, he can lose all that he has, and bring harm to himself

and to his descendants for many generations.’

Having been disinterred and subjected to the indignity of a late post-mortern
examination, the Omphalos thesis may again be returned to its rightful resting
place among the discarded doctrines of philosophical theology.

5.Rav A. Y. Kook, Selected Letters, trans. Tzvi Feldman (Ma’aleh Adumim: 1986) p. 12. Original
text may be found in Igror Ha-RAYaH, letter 134.
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The early Israelite, as any other thinking human, pondered about the end of life
and the life hereafter. The sharp discontinuity between living and not living could
not fail to elicit the questions: How does death occur? and What happens to the
spirit or soul after death?

We shall see that the early Israelites, though influenced by the cultures of the
surrounding nations, maintained a rather austere and simple view of the hereafter
that centered on the concept of sheol, the netherworld. As much as the Israelite
monotheism was an abolishment of the intermediary role for the idols, so was the
notion of sheol a departure from the norm in its abruptness and approximation of
human extinction.

The origin of the word sheol is not known; however, its closeness to the
Hebrew word that means “to ask” raises the possibility that sheol is a place where
one can query and ask about critical matters. Indeed, there wasa widespread belief
in ancient times that the dead know the future and can advise on proper actions.’
That might be the reason why the Bible does not have any commandments that
deal with honor to the dead and strictly prohibits any association with the dead.

1. See for instance, “Athid, Hagadath Athidoth™ in Encyclopedia Mikraith, (Jerusalem: Mosad
Bialik, 1971). The term ob, from the Hittite word a-a-bi, is apparently either the pit from which the
spirit of the dead rises or the spirit of the dead rising from the pit. Similarly, the word jtim in Isaiah
19:3 is probably similar to the Akkadian word efemmu, meaning ‘the spirit of the dead.’ To mollify
the spirit of the dead sacrifices were offered to them (Ps. 106:28).

Dr. Aron Pinker received his M.Sc. in theoretical physics and mathematics from the Hebrew Univer-
sity, Jerusalem, and his Ph.D. in mathematics from Columbia University, New York. He was a
Professor of Mathematics at Frostburg State University and is currently a Principal Operation
Research Scientist at ANSER. Dr. Pinker authored numerous articles, and several books. His books,
The Atom and Theory of Relativity were published in Israel. Whatever free time he has is dedicated
to Judaic Studies.
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There should not be found among the Israelites someone who casts spells, or one
who consults ghosts or familiar spirits, or one who inquires of the dead (Deut.
18:11).

Could it be that the u’rim and thum’'mim of the high priest’s breastplate of
judgment (Ex. 28:30), were designed to serve the Israelites in lieu of inquiring of
the dead? We note that the term w’rim and thum’mim is still not clear, nor is it
obvious what exactly they were. Is it possible that «’rim and thum'mim was
derived from roim methim {*see dead”] by transposing the first two letters in each
word? And a more intriguing question: Could it be that Saul went to consult with
the woman of En-Dor because he considered the u’rim and thum’mim to be the
Israelite equivalent of the general practice of asking the dead? When the u’rim
and thum’mim failed in their prescribed function, he resorted to their popular
equivalent (I Samn. 28:3-16). Could it have been Saul’s name that pushed this
psychologically unnerved king to transgress a clear biblical prohibition, that he
himself strictly enforced, to inquire of the spirits of sheol? We shall, obviously,
never know. Still, it is very suggestive that Shaul — sheol — shaal [Saul — sheol
— ask], a simple play on the various derivatives of the Hebrew root shl, may have
had a momentous significance in the brooding mind of King Saul.?

What is sheol? The primitive view of sheol was that of a creature with a giant
mouth capabie of devouring all. When Moses faced arevolt led by Korah, Dathan
and Abiram he resorted to a dramatic test: ‘But if the Lord brings something
unheard-of, so that the ground opens its mouth and swallows them up with all that
belongs to them, and they go down alive into sheol, you shall know that these men
have spurned the Lord’ (Num. 16:30). The Hebrew text speaks of a creature (bria)
that the Lord will create (yivra), and this creature would have a mouth that could
swallow. The emphasis on going “alive into sheol” must have implied horrific
suffering, not unlike the slow suffocation of those buried alive. An alternate
explanation would be that “alive” implies an early death, as in Proverbs 1:12 where
the author advises against the enticements of the sinners to entrap the innocent.

2. Note for instance, in 1 Samuel 14:27 the keriv is vatirena but the keri is vataerna. Such
transpositions are not infrequent in the Bible. It is possible that thunr’mim is similar to the Akkadian
word etemmu, in that case there would be no nesd to transpose the first two letters of thum "mim.

3. The ancient Israelites attached great significance to the literal meaning of a person’s name not
only at birth but throughout one's life (Gen. 27:36).
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Isaiah uses the same motif to describe the fate of the corrupt Israel: ‘Assuredly,
sheol has opened wide its gullet and parted its jaws in a measureless gape; . . '
(Isa. 5:14). Not only does sheol have a giant mouth, but also a voracious appetite:
sheol and abadon can not be satisfied, . . . (Prov. 27:20). This image of sheol was
50 well established that Habakkuk used it to describe the unsatiable desires of the
evil: How much less then shall the defiant go unpunished, . . . Who has made his
maw as wide as sheol, who is unsatiable as death, . . . (Hab. 2:5),

The more sophisticated view was that sheo! is the place of the dead, the final
destination of all: What man can live and not see death, can save himself from
the clutches of sheol? (Ps. 89:49). Joseph is assumed to be there, though belicved
to have been devoured by a wild beast, and even the Patriarch Jacob expects to
go there: *I will go down mourning to my son in sheol’ (Gen. 37:35).

No one can escape getting to sheo! and no one can escape from sheol. ‘Asa
cloud fades away, so whoever goes down to sheol does not come up’ (Job 7.9).
However, how one gets to sheol appears to be significant, though the rationale is
not always clear. Since sheol is necessarily the irreversible final resting place, all
accounts are to be settled in this world; no carry-over is possible. Thus, one would
accept without remorse going to sheol when he lived a full and peaceful life. But
one who had a turbulent life, full of sorrow and few rewards, would be justified
in feeling cheated, as if he was unjustly treated, for he can expect no compensation
in sheol.

Jacob clearly makes this point when he is asked to send Benjamin with the
brothers to Egypt: ‘If he meets with disaster on the journey that you are taking,
you will send my white head down to sheol in grief (Gen. 42:38). This same idea
is with minor changes repeated again later (Gen. 44:29). Thus, it is very unfor-
tunate if one descends into sheol mourning (lit. avel), with grief (lit. beyagon), or
with sorrow (lit. beraa), but one would normally have no complaint at descending
to sheol after a full peaceful life and natural death. Job’s complaint is indeed that
there is no justice because in the case of evildoers: ‘They spend their days in
happiness, and go down to sheol in peace’ (Job 21:13), implying that this should
have been the lot of the righteous.

The view that an unnatural death has grave consequences for the victim in
sheol is dramatically expressed in the bloody legacy left by David to Solomon.
With regard to Joab, Solomon was instructed: ‘{see] that his white hair does not
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go down to sheol in peace’ (I Kg. 2:6). And about Shimei he was told: ‘[send]
his gray hair down to sheol in blood’ (1 Kg. 2:9). David’s two enemies, Joab and
Shimei, were apparently older people when David told Sclomon to find a way to
kill them. It was not so much that the years of their life be shortened but that they
die an unnatural death, that they descend to sheol in blood, which is perceived as
the punishment. The punishment was twofold: they were relegated to the lowest
part of sheol, and they were in the company of the uncircumcised. Thus, when
Ezekiel in his dirge on Egypt bewails the fate of this nation he says:

O mortal, wail the [dirge] along with the women of the mighty nations over

the masses of Egypt, accompanying their descent to the lowest part of the

netherworld, among those who have gone down into the pit. Whom do you
surpass in beauty? Down with you, and be laid to rest with the uncircum-

cised. They shall lie amid those slain by the sword, . . . (Ezek. 32: 18-21).

What kind of a place was sheol? Surprisingly, the description of skeol in the
Bible is rather sparse. Though the term sheol, or its synonyms (eretz, kever, ‘afar,
bor, shahat, ‘abadon, ‘eretz tahtiot, duma, nahale beliyya’al), appear quite fre-
quently,’ these recurrences, unfortunately, do not enrich our image of sheol.
Probably the strongest impression of sheo! conveyed in the Bible is of depth, of
being down in the earth. Thus, to describe the depth of God’s wrath at the
ungrateful Israelites, Moses used the simile of sheol among other connotations of
in-depth actions: ‘For a fire has flared in My wrath And burned to the bottom of
sheol, . . .’ (Deut. 32:22),

In about half of the times that sheol occurs in the Bible it is associated with
being down in the depth of the earth. How deep? Perhaps, as deep as the sky is
high: ‘Higher than heaven — what can you do? Deeper than sheol — what can
you know?’ (Job 11:8), and similarly in (Amos 9:2). And to indicate excess of
distance Isaiah says: [you] have sent your envoys afar, even down to the netherworld
[lit. sheol] {Isa. 57:9).

4. Sheol occurs 65 times in the Bible (Gen, — 4 times; Dest. — 1; Num. —2: I Sam. and II Sam.
—2; I Kg. — 2; Isa. — 10; in Ezek. — 5; Hos. — 1; Jonah — 1; Amos — 1; Hab, — 1; Ps. — 16;
Prov. —9; Job — 8 ; Eccl. — 1; §.8. — 1), More than half of the occurrences are in the wisdom
literature.
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Because sheol was viewed to be so deep down, it cannot be considered to be
the equivalent of a grave (i.e., kever), which was obviously very shallow. Cer-
tainly, both sheo! and grave were down in the ground; thus it is possible that in
some cases the term sheol was borrowed 10 denote the grave and vice versa.’
Indeed, some traditional commentators and the earlier versions of the JPS English
translation of the Bible in some instances, chose to translate sheo! as “grave.”
While such translation makes the text simpler for the reader, it also conceals
significant nuances in the meaning of sheol.

Sheol is a place where the souls are in a state of great inertia: For there is no
action, no reasoning, no learning, no wisdom in sheol, where you are going (Eccl
9:10). The dead cannot give praise to the Lord, nor receive grace from the Lord:
For it is not sheol that praises You, not [the land of] of Death that extols You; nor
do they who descend into the pit hope for Your grace (Isa. 38:18). When Isaiah
wanted to dramatize the abrupt fall of Babylon he used sheol to describe the depth
of fall and the abrupt stop in the din and the pomp: Your parﬁp is brought down
to sheol, And the strains of your lutes! Worms are to be your bed, Maggots your
blanket! (Isa. 14:11).

Obviously, no physical existence is possible in sheol, but shadows of former
humans are merely shadows: sheol below was astir to greet your coming rousing
for you the shades of all earth’s chieftains, . . . (Isa. 14:9). The shadowy existence
in shecl conveys simultaneously insubstantiality and impotence. This is the lot
of one who is enticed by the loose woman: He does not know that the shades are
there, That her guests are in the depths of sheol (Prov. 9:18).

The Israelite concept of skeol agrees with similar notions of the ancient Near
East. In Mesopotamia it was believed that the dead go to a shadowy underworld.
For instance, the descent of the goddess Inanna/Ishtar to the netherworld is
described as descent to a Land of No Return: To a dark house . . .. To the house
which none leave who have entered it; to the road from which there is no way back;

5. See for instance the use of kever (Ezek. 32:22-26).

6. Forinstance, {Gen. 37:35, 42:38, 44:29, 44:31; 1 Sam, 2:6; I Kg. 2:6, 12:9; Prov. 23:14). Rashi,
in his interpretation of Genesis 37:35, says that the simple meaning of sheo! is grave, and that
homiletically it is Gehenna.
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to the house wherein the entrants are bereft of light; where dust is their fare and
clay their food; [where] they see no light, residing in darkness . . . B

All the descriptions of sheol in the preceding quote, “Land of No Return,”
“road,” “house,” “darkness” and “bad food,” can be found in the Bible. For
instance, Job says: ‘If I must look forward to sheol as my home, And make my bed
in the dark place, Say to the pit, You are my Father, To the maggots, Mother,
Sister, Where, then is my hope? Who can see hope for me? Will it descend to
sheol? Shall we go down together to the dust?’ (Job 17:13-16).

In Canaan a prominent role was held by the god of the netherworld Mot
{Death). Even Baal, the mighty god of thunder and rain, is subjugated to Mot and
must go down to the underworld as a servant of Mot, The interaction between
Mot and Baal, while illustrating the range of Mot’s authority, also introduces
elements of potential resurrection. For Baal does not remain forever in the
netherworld. Baal’s absence brings drought to the earth and forces his sister Anath
to cleave Mot with a sword, burn and grind him, and sow him in the fields.* Mot
and Baal represent succession of the seasons, and symbolically death and resur-
rection.

Allusions to Mot abound in the Bible. While frightening, all invasive, and
frustratingly inescapable, Mot is completely subjugated to the Lord. Poetically,
sheol is personified as the cohort of Mot, together entangling their victims like
birds in a snare, a description that simultaneously expresses the manipulative
character of Mot and the human impotence against him: Ropes of death encon-
passed me; torrents of Belial terrified me; ropes of sheol encircled me; snares of
death confronted me (Ps:5-6),'® and similarly in I Samuel 22:6. This overpow-
ering control that Mot exercises over the final destiny of man leads to images of
complete surrender: Sheeplike they head for sheol, with death as their shepherd
(Ps. 49:15).

8. “Descent of Ishtar to the Netherworld,” 1-11, in Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating 10 the
Old Testament, ed. ], Pritchard (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1969) p. 107.

9. There are some similarities between Ezekiel 31:15-16 and the Mot-Baal conflict in the Canaanite
mythology.

10. The association of Belial with torrents in this verse and the links among Mot, Baal and rains
in Canaanite mythology suggest that Belial may be an intended corruption of Baal.
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The instruments of devastation that Mot and sheol use are plagues and pesti-
lence against which no earthly protection exists: Where, O death, are your
plagues? Your pestilence where, O sheol? (Hos. 13:14), Undoubtedly, some may
have entertained the notion of escaping Mot and sheol through various self-
convincing connivances. How unrealistic such beliefs can be comes clearly
through in Isaiah’s words: For you have said, We have made a covenant with
Death, concluded a pact with sheol, When the sweeping passes through, it shall
not reach us; . . . . Your covenant with Death shall be annulied, Your pact with
sheol shall not endure; When the sweeping flood passes through, You shall be its
victim (Isa. 28:15, 18). No arrangements are possible with Mot, and sheol is the
final destination of all.

Mot is very strong. In the Canaanite mythology he is stronger than Baal the
god of thunder, lightning, and rain. Thus, when the author of Song of Songs wants
to describe the strength of love and passion he likens them to the fierceness of Mot
and sheol: For love is fierce as death, passion is mighty as sheol, its darts are darts
of fire, a blazing flame (S. of S. 8:6). While Mot is depicted in Canaanite
mythology and the Bible as being unusually powerful, he is not omnipotent. From
the depth of Mot’s domain, sheol, to the unlimited heavens all is subject to the rule
of the Lord: If I ascend to heaven, You are there; if I descend to sheol, You are
there too (Ps. 139:8). With imagery reminiscent of Adam and Eve, Job says:
*sheol is naked before Him; abadon has no cover’ (Job 26, 6).!

Some biblical verses on first reading seem to imply that there is a possibility
of return from sheol, or of resurrection. For instance, Hannah in her prayer says:
‘The Lord deals death and gives life, Casts down into sheol and raises up’ (I Sam.
2:6). A similar impression may come from the Psalmist: O Lord, you brought me
up from sheol, preserved me from going down into the pit (Ps. 30:4). However,
a closer reading of these and similar verses (Ps. 49:16; 86:13; Hos. 13:14; Jonah
2:3), reveals that sheol in these verses is a dramatic metaphor for a desperate
situation, a state of impotence, where only providential intervention can bring
salvation. Thus, Isaiah pleads, Ok, let Your dead revive! Let corpses arise! Awake

11. The nakedness of sheo! and abadon is reminiscent of the visit of the goddess Ishtar to the
realm of the dead in ancient Mesopotamian literature. At each gate the goddess had to give up some
garment, and was naked when she appeared before Ereshkigal, the queen of the netherworld.
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and shout for joy, You who dwell in the dust! — For your dew is like the dew of
fresh growth; you make the land of the shades come to life (26:19). This, however,
is just a poetic expression for supernatural intervention, not a request for a
realizable occurrence. The Israelites until after the Babylonian Exile simply did
not have a notion of judgment in a world hereafter or resurrection.

A much clearer statement on resurrection is found in the much later Book of
Dani¢l. In his vision on the future of Persia, he says: ‘Many of those that sleep
in the dust of the earth will awake, some to eternal life, others 1o reproaches, to
everlasting abhorrence’ (12:2). And, of course, Ezekiel’s vision of the dry bones
that come to life in flesh and spirit (Bzek. 37:1-10), suggests that such a notion
was not altogether alien to the Israelites. Yet, most of the talmudic sages found
it hard to accept these visions as potential realities. For instance, we find in
Tractate Sanhedrin (p. 92):

We learned, R. Eliezer says: The dead resurrected by Ezekiel stood on their

feet said praise and died. What praise did they say? ‘The Lord deals death

with justice and gives life with mercy.” R. Joshua says: this praise did they
say: ‘The Lord deals death and gives life, Casts down into sheol and raises
up’ (I Sam. 2:6). R. Jehuda says: Truly a symbol it was.”!?

It was in the post-exilic age that a belief in life after death and a judgment in
the afterworld started to take root among the lower groups, the proto-Pharisaic
elements. In this belief, sheol was the place where the souls of the wicked are
judged and punished, and thereby purified, before they can be admitted to Para-
dise; in contrast to the souls of the righteous that are admitted directly to Paradise.
Eventually, this doctrine of resurrection became fundamental in pharisaic Judaism
and was even incorporated in the daily prayer. For instance, the preliminary daily
prayer contains the following excerpt from Tractate Berakhoth (60b):

My God, the soul which thou has placed within me is pure. Thou hast

created it; thou hast formed it; thou hast breathed it into me. Thou

preservest it within me; thou wilt take it from me, and restore it to me in

12. There were sages who believed Ezekiel's vision to have been more than a ‘blip’ with symbolic
content. We find in Tractate Sanhedrin (p. 92): R, Eliezer son of Jose the Galilean says: The dead
resurrected by Ezekiel went to Isracl married wives and gave birth to sons and daughters. Stood up
R. Judah son of Beteira and said: I am one of their descendants and these are the phylacteries left to
me by my grandfather who was of them.
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the hereafter . . . . Blessed art thou , O Lord, who restorest the souls to the

dead.

Resurrection is also given a very important place in the Amidah prayer as the
second blessing. Despite a strong belief in resurrection in the Talmud it contains
very little detail. For instance, it is not clear from the Talmud whether all would
be resurrected or only the righteous,'’ how the resurrection would occur, and how
the resurrected dead would get from Exile to Israel.

The Sadducees adhered to the original concept of sheol and never accepted the
concept of life after death because it lacked any biblical support. The Talmud
contains many anecdotes on debates between Sadducees and Pharisees on this
issue (Sanh. 91). Precisely because the biblical origin of resurrection was chal-
lenged, it was raised to the level of a dogma: He who denies that resurrection is
prescribed by the Torah has no part in the world hereafter (Sanh. 10:1}. In the
view of Robert Gordis, the wisdom literature reflects the skepticism of proto-
Sadduceeism on this point. Thus, Job is familiar with these new ideas, but
questions: ‘If a man dies, can he live again?’ (Job 14:14). In his predicament,
it would have been comforting if ‘[ You] would hide me in sheol, Conceal me untit
Your anger passes, . . ." (Job 14:13). That, however, cannot be.

Ecclesiastes has looked into the possibility that the human soul would have a
more noble end than sheol and, at least initially, he concludes rather pessimisti-
cally: For the fate of men and the fate of beasts is the same . . . man’s distinction
over the beast is nothing, . . . all come from the dust and all return to the dust.
Who knows whether the spirit of men rises upward and the spirit of the beast goes
down to the earth? (Eccl. 3:20-21)."* Ecclesiastes rejects the new doctrine on the
hereafter by citing it with skeptical overtones: [ said to myself, ‘Both the righteous
and the wicked, God will judge, for there is a proper time for everything and every

13. According to Beth Shamai the thoroughly wicked remain there in everlasting disgrace, the
moderately wicked stay in Gehenna only until purged. However, according to Beth Hillel the most
wicked go to Gehenna and stay there for only a year; but informers, those who deny resurrection, and
those who lead masses into sin remain in Gehenna forever.

14. Translation of Robert Gordis. The JPS translation makes here a distinction between ‘breath’
and ‘lifebreath’ which is not in the Hebrew text and introduces a distinction where the author clearly
wanted to emphasize a similarity.
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deed — over there’ (Eccl. 3:17).1° However, towards the end of the book, in the
dramatic allegory on old age,’ he ends with the affirmation that The dust returns
to the earth as it was, and the spirit returns to God, who gave it (Eccl. 12:7)
Ecclesiastes, written sometime between 500 B.C.E. and 100 CE.," in a way
bridges between the ancient belief in sheol and the new belief in a world hereafter.

Probably the most vivid description of sheol, that incorporates many talmudic
sources, can be found in Josephus,’® who lived during the period 37 - ¢. 100 CE.
According to Josephus, sheo! (or Hades) is a dark subterranean region in which
the souls of the righteous and unrighteous are kept until the time when God will
resurrect all the dead in flesh and soul. While the souls are in sheol, angels reward
them in accordance with their earthly record. All enter sheol by the same gate,'*
but the just are gnided to the right, to a region of light, where they can enjoy the
good things that they see. In particular, for the just in sheol, there is “no teil, no
burning heat, no piercing cold, nor are any briers there.” The unjust are dragged
to the left, to the neighborhood of hell, where there is a lake of unquenchable fire®
prepared for the day of judgment. On the day of judgment, a just sentence is given
“to those that have done well an everlasting fruition; but allotting to the lovers of
wicked works eternal punishment.”” Following the day of judgment, the unjust
continue to reside in sheol, but now forever and in the lake of unquenchable fire.
The just, however, inherit both heav:n and earth, enjoy the fruits of the earth, and
live an unaging life.

15. Translation of Robert Gordis. The JPS translates the Hebrew sham (there) as ‘there is.” While
the JPS translation is more consonant with the general theme of Ecclesiastes, it does not fit with the
verses that immediately follow.

16. In few religions has death been considered a natural event. The allegory on the 0ld age may
be an attempt to undenmine this view.

17. Robert Gordis, Koheleth - The Man and His World, (New York: Schocken Books, 1968}
p. 5

18. An extract from “Josephus’ Discourse to the Greeks Concerning Hades,” in The Works of
Josephus, Complete and Unabridged, tr. William Whiston, (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers,
1992 p. 813.

19. That sheol had a gate is supported by Isaiah 38:10. This verse also implies that those who
died before their time were not admitted to sheol until a full measure of a man’s life elapsed.

20. Sce Proverbs 30:16. Various aggadet speak of the fire, or rivers of fire, in Gehenna (Pes. 54a;
BM 83a; BB 74a; TJ, Hag. 2:2, 77b; Shab. 3%a).
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It is notable, that both righteous and unrighteous are resurrected from sheol to
stand the final trial. Sheol is the final solution only for the evil. It is not clear
whether Jewish orthodoxy, in Josephus’ times or now, fully subscribes to all the
details in Josephus’ description. But it is clear that Jewish orthodoxy believes in
a world hereafter, resurrection, Gehenna® (sheel), and Paradise. Later kabbalistic
expansion even includes transmigration of souls (gilgul neshamoth).®

What compelled the Jews to disassociate themselves from their biblical con-
cept of sheo! and adopt views that can be traced to the ancient religions of the Near
East? Why was the concept of sheol inadequate? Sheol was a revolutionary
concept in the ancient Near East because, more than similar notions in other
religions, it relinquished the attachment between the living and the dead. Still,
sheol did not provide a satisfactory solution to the basic problems: How does death
occur? and, What happens to the spirit or soul afier death? The concept of sheol
lacked symmetry, did not afford differentiation, was too much earthbound, was
devoid of hope, and ultimately did not provide an answer to the most perplexing
question: Why does the evildoer prosper and the righteous suffer?

Certainly the early Israelite was familiar with the Genesis story of man's
creation: Then the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed
into his nostrils the breath of life . . . (Gen. 2:7). Symmetry would have required
that upon death the body return to the ground, as indeed we read: [for] dust thou
art, and unto dust shalt thou return (Gen. 3:19), and for the soul or spint to return
to the Lord who breathed it into the lump of clay. Yet, if sheol is the final end,
then the soul does not end up in heaven, but rather deep in the earth.

The notion that a human is rewarded in this world for his good deeds and
punished for his evildoing, having a clean slate at his death, did not well conform
to reality. Certainly not all accounts were settled in this world. Many evildoers

21. Gehenna is derived from Gei ben Hinnom, a valley south of Jerusalern where children were
passed through fire as a pagan tribute to Moloch. Jeremiah prophesied that this valley would become
a valley of slaughter and a burial place (Jer 7, 32). Over time, this horrible ptace became associated
with the place of retribution for the wicked and the replacement for sheof.

22, Y. A. Barlev, Sefer Yedid Nefesh, Mave Letorath Hakabbalah, (1987) p. 294.
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had a long and good life; sheol was too good a place for them. Many died young,”
many good died in pain and misery, the fate of sheol must have seemed too cruel
aprospect for them. Even these days, having the concept of resurrection and Olam
Haba (Paradise), it is hard to understand why such things happen. It was much
harder having only sheol. Sheol was simply too finat and indiscriminate a solution,
and perhaps too simplistic. Life forced on Judaism a retrogression to beliefs that
it denied in its early history.

23. One argument that is advanced by the proponents of transmigration was that a just God would
not have brought pain and suffering on the very young unless their souls had sinned in a previous life,
Transmigration entered Judaism in the eighth century C.E. via various Jewish sects and was originally
opposed by Saadia. Tt was the kabbalists who found transmigration a natural complement to their
theory on man and soul.
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WAS ABRAHAM HEARTLESS?

JEFFREY M. COHEN

Some writers have expressed surprise at the apparent heartlessness of Abraham
in being a party to the banishment of his concubine Hagar and of their child
Ishmael, exposing them to the dangers of a trek alone through the hostile desert.

It is difficult for us to put curselves in the place of such a God-intoxicated
person as Abraham, who lived not just with “faith” in God but with the absolute
reality of His guiding presence. It was that same total reliance on the precise
fulfillment of every promise made to him by his God that impelled Abraham to
proceed, without a moment’s hesitation, when he later received the command to
take Isaac to the Akedah,

That “word” had been disclosed 1o Abraham not once but countless times. His
God had assured him, beyond a shadow of doubt, that I will make of you a great
nation (Gen. 12:2) and I will give this land to your offspring (12:7) a land
stretching from the river of Egypt to the great river, the river Euphrates (15:18).
He had told him that He would make his offspring as numerous as the dust of the
earth (13:16) and so shall your offspring be (15:5). On the matter of who would
inherit from Abraham, he had been assured that it would be none but your own
issue (15:4). God had even given Abraham a clear picture of the fate of his children
who would be strangers in a land that was not theirs (15:13).

Particularly significant in this regard is the communication given to the preg-
nant Hagar after she had fled from the wrath of her mistress. She was given two
disclosures: First I will greatly increase your offspring, and they shall be too many
to count (16:10). The second divine disclosure was that his [Ishmael’s] hand will
be against everyone, and everyone’s hand will be against him (16:2).

It is inconceivable that Hagar, on her return to her master’s home, would not
have confided all that exciting information to Abraham, the father-to-be of that

Jeffrey M. Cohen is the rabbi of Stanmore and Canons Park Synagogue, London, and lecturer at Jews'
College. He has written seven books, the most recent being Blessed Are You, a comprehensive guide
to Jewish prayer (1993),
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“multitude.” For the headstrong concubine, who had already revealed her preten-
sions to superiority over her barren mistress — possibly even entertaining visions
of supplanting her — this would have been a golden opportunity to consolidate
her position, both in Abraham’s affections and in the household.

Thirteen years later, Abraham received a divine call, assuring him once again
that he would be greatly multiplied. At this stage, Abraham and Sarah had long
since abandoned hope of any remote possibility that they would have a child. Thus,
all those divine promises of fecundity would have been related, in Abraham’s
mind, exclusively to the offspring of Ishmael,

Even when God promised Abraham that Sarah would also have a child who
would be a progenitor of a nation, the distinction in the size of those respective
nations is clearly enunciated. In the case of Isaac, Abraham is told that Sarah shall
give rise to nations and that rulers of peoples shall issue from her (17:16). We are
not told of the particular size of her “nations,” only of her capacity to produce
offspring of regal quality. Abraham immediately pleaded that Ishmael might live
by Your favor (17:18) that is, carry on the exclusive lineage, without complicating
matters. He clearly grasped the potential for strife between the brothers and their
national offspring. God told him: ‘As for Ishmael, I have heeded you. I hereby
bless him. I will make him fertile and exceedingly numerous. He shall be the father
of twelve chieftains, and I will make of him a great nation’ (17:20).

Thus, the contents of the disclosure to Hagar, as well as the several personal
disclosures, would have left Abraham in no doubt about two aspects of Ishmael’s
destihy: First, that God had determined that he would survive, to attain to a degree
of power and size that would vastly outstrip that of Isaac; secondly, that Ishmael
would lead a warlike and violent existence, pursuing and being pursued by others,
destined to be a fugitive all his life.

If Abraham was watching out for the first signs of the unfolding of God’s
purpose for Ishmael, it would have come as no surprise to him when Sarah
communicated to him her desire to banish Ishmael, and set him on course thereby
for the restless flight that he would forever suffer.

Convinced that God had great, though awesome, plans for Ishmael, Abraham
was in no way callous in sending the young Ishmael off into the desert with only
his mother to protect him. As far as Abraham was concerned, his son had a far
greater Protector than his mother to secure his safety.
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PUNS UPON NAMES
SUBTLE COLOPHONS IN THE BIBLE

MOSHE GARSIEL

The term “colophon” is derived from the Greek kolophon (summit, finish,
finishing touch). Usually it designates a note giving information about the pub-
lisher (and sometimes about the author as well) — name, location, publication date
— appended at the end of a book. Such details are today placed on the title page
or somewhere near the beginning. Some dictionaries of literary terms date the
emergence of colophons to the time when the first printed books appeared, in the
fifteenth century, but many ancient Mesopotamian texts and texts from the neigh-
boring countries, uncovered and published in the present century, reveal a com-
mon meticulous practice of appending a colophon at the end of the tablet, in which
the scribe (an editor or copyist) offers information about himself, the text which
he has used as a source, the location, and other details about his work.!

H. M. I. Gevaryahu has made a significant contribution to scholarship in his
continuous study of the multifaceted appearance of colophons in the Bible.?
Among the interesting conclusions of his comprehensive investigation, two are
noteworthy. First, biblical colophons reflect a shift of interest away from the scribe
(transmitter or editor) and towards the author. While both in the ancient neighbor-
ing literatures and in the early biblical writing (from the sixth century B.CE.

1. For a summary of these various details, see E. Leichty, “The Colophon”, in Studies Presented
to A. Leo Oppenheim {Chicago, 1964) pp. 147-154.

2. Among his publications on the topic, see especially Biblical Colophons: A Source Jor the
‘Biography” of Authors, Texts and Books, SVT 28, (Edinburgh, 1974) pp. 42-59; 1dem, “Colophons
in Proverbs, Job and Ecclesiastes” (Hebrew), in Y. Avishur and J Blau, eds., Studies in the Anciens
Near East Presented to S. E. Loewenstamm (Jerusalem, 1978) pp: 187-137; Idem, “The Transfer of
Colophonic data from the End of a Text to its Beginning”, in Proceedings of the Seventh World
Congress of the Jewish Studies — Studies in the Bible and the Ancient Near East (1977) (Jerusalem,
1981} pp. 37-48.

Moshe Garsiel is professor of Bible at Bar-llan University, and head of its Department for Israel

Studies. His most important work published is The Kingdom of David, Researches in History and
Studies in Historiography.
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onwards), the colophons offer specific information about the author and his work.
Second, some colophons were originally placed at the end of a book or a given
collection, and only at a later proto-canonical stage were they moved by a
transmitter or editor to the beginning, so that subscriptions have been transposed
into superscriptions.

It is our intention in this article to look into only one aspect of biblical
colophons, that in which typical details appear in the form of indirect references.
Or to put it in other words, biblical editors may make a subtle use of a technique
defined in general literature as punning upon names, a device which is widely
employed in various forms both in ancient and modern literatures.

In biblical scholarship such punning is sometimes described as *“midrashic
name derivation” (Hebrew: midrash shem). In this technique the author creates a
correlation betweeri the sound of the name, or & meaning which can be derived
from it (not necessarily according to the rules of etymological derivation), and
other components of the literary unit. One aspect of this phenomenon is notewor-
thy in particular for our topic here. Sometimes an author or editor forms a pun upen
a name even when the latter is ot mentioned in the near context but stands in the
background or is placed in a distant part of the text. This type of latent punning
demands sensitive and alert readers, able to perceive this kind of subtlety in the
text.?

Such a device is employed as an implicit colophon in Isaiah Chapter 12. There
is a broad agreement in modern scholarship that this chapter was inserted here by
an editor to signify the conclusion of the antecedent division of prophecies. The
next section is addressed to the foreign nations and it therefore opens with a new
superseription (13:1). Chapter 12:1-3 include three words — yeshuati, liyeshuah
and hayeshuah — each derived from the root yesha (to save). Several scholars
have suggested that this is an implicit reference to the prophet’s name, Yeshaiyah,
which is derived from the same root.* To this I propose to add that there is another
latent midrashic name derivation in this context — the word uzi (my strength) in
v. 2 is an implicit reference to King Uzziah, the king during whose reign Isaiah

3. M. Garsiel, Midrashic Name Derivations in the Bible (Ramat Gan, 1987) Ch. IV, pp. 85-107.
4. See P. R. Ackroyd, Isaiah I-XII: Presentation of a Prophet, SVT 29 (1978) pp. 34-40.
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began his activity (see 1:1; 6:1). The word zimrat, which appears with uzi, is
regarded as the other component of a common word pair.*

These two implicit references to the names of the prophet and the first king
of his period seem to constitute a subtle colophon, but it might be argued that they
are accidental. The cumulative factor, however, is here overwhelming in the triple
use of words derived from yesha plus one derived from oz in a brief passage.

Furthermore, similar puns upon these names are known elsewhere in the Bible.
The prophet’s name is so exploited in II Kings 19:20-34 and Isaiah 37:21-35, in
which Isaiah concludes his speech of deliverance with a clause between a word
derived from yesha. This inclusio creates a correlation between his name and the
main message of his prophecy. In Isaiah 37:20-21; 38:21 and Il Chronicles 32:20-
22 the puns bring the name and its midrashic derivation even closer together. It
has also been pointed out that Ben Sira 48:20 adopts the same pun.®

We may add that similar names which contain the component yesha are
exploited for similar midrashic derivations; thus this sense is brought out of
“Joshua” in Joshua 10:6. The name of Elisha, which contains the same component,
undergoes a similar process: the writer in II Kings 13:14-19 attributes to this
prophet a symbolic act of deliverance, and in the proclamation with which the act
culminates Elisha twice uses the word yeshua (salvation). To this we may add that
even on the Mesha Stele, there are in lines 2-4 two words derived from the root
yesha which constitute a correlation between the king’s name Mesha and his
deliverance from his foes,

We now move to the other name implied in Isaiah 12, that of King Uzziah.
Elsewhere we have suggested that this name is expounded in II Chronicles 26:9-
10 as derived from uz (to strengthen), so that the king is described as building
towers (migdalim) in the desert and rebuilding and reinforcing the towers of
Jerusalem {v. 15). This implied midrashic derivation relies on the common con-
struct phrase migdal oz (tower of strength) (see Jud. 9:51; Ps. 61:4; Prov. 18:10).
It seems to me that in Chronicles 26:8, 9, 15, 16 the writer several times uses
synonymous words derived from the root hazak (be strong, strengthen) as another
implied pun upon the king’'s name.

3. Zimrat has been variously rendered: some read “sing” or “praise” and some read “strength’”.
6. See Ackroyd, op. cit., p. 40, 0. 67.
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Similar names which contain the same component are provided with similar
puns. The name of Uzzah is associated with uz in Samuel 6:3-14; 1 Chronicles 3:7-
9. The name of Boaz is associated with the epithet “mighty man of valor” (gibor
hayil).

The above instances of puns upon the names of the prophet and the king and
names which resemble them substantiate the suggestion that people in biblical
times were accustomed to such punning and that they were ready to absorb even
such implied puns as those in Isaiah 12.

We shall now examine Isaiah 35, which functions in a similar manner. This
chapter was probably inserted here to conclude the section containing his proph-
ecies. The following chapter (36) begins the historical account of the prophet’s
activity during the Assyrian campaign and Hezekiah’s reign. Chapter 35 consti-
tutes a contrast with the preceding Chapter 34. While the latter deals with the
desolation that will afflict the land of Edom, the former describes the deliverance
of Israel and the future changing of the desert into fertile land to welcome the
returning Israelites.

In verses 3-5 we read:

Strengthen you the weak hand, and confirm the feeble knees. Say to those

who are of a fearful heart, Be strong, fear not; behold vour God will come

with vengeance, even with a great recompense; and He will come and
deliver you. Then the eyes of the blind shall be opened.

The words Hizku, Imtzu, Yosha'akhem and Tipakahnah refer implicitly to the
names of the prophet, his father (Amoz), the king of Judah (Hezekiah), and the
king of Israel (Pekah the son of Remaliah)” respectively. The accumulation of all
these associations in such a short text leads us to hold that we are dealing with
another instance of a deliberate subtle colophon.

As in our first example, we will now show that readers of biblical times must
have been able to remark such implicit puns. We have noted above that “Isaiah”
and similar names are played upon with puns derived from the root Yoshia. Now
we must look at the word Imtzu (confirm}, which occurs only twice in Isaiah (35:3;

7. We may add that the roots  and  are also references to the other two kings of Israel in Isaiah's
times: Hoshea and Pekahiah (I1 Kg. 15:23; 17:1).
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41:10). In our opinion it is an implicit reference to the name of the prophet’s father,
Amotz (Amoz). It is worth noting that a similar name, Amaziah, is expounded in
this way three times in II Chronicles 25:3, 8, 11. There, however, the author
employs not a direct derivation from the root Hazak but terms from its synonym
Hazak (strong).?

We now move to the double occurrence of the word derived from Hazak in
the text under discussion. To support our assertion that it is an implicit reference
to the king of the times, Hezekiah, we may note that a similar explicit pun upon
this name is included in Isaiah 39:1 (but not in the parallel text in II Kings 20:12),
and that a comparable midrashic derivation becomes a leitmotif in the description
of Hezekiah’s various activities in II Chronicles 29:1-3, 34; 31:4; 32:1-8.

Furthermore, other names which contain the component Hazak are associated
with similar puns. Such is the case with the name of another person Hizkiyahu
(Hezekiah) — II Chronicles 28:12 and with the prophet Ezekiel ?

We have shown that three out of the four suggested implicit puns have parallels
elsewhere in the Bible, and this supports our proposal that the words under study
should be regarded as deliberate mute puns which constitute a subtle colophon.

Isaiah 33 can also be seen as containing such mute puns in reference to the
prophet and the contemporary kings. Verses 6 and 22 contain a derivation from
the root ¥sha; verse 14 a derivation from the root Ahz; verse 19 a derivation from
the root Oz; and verse 23 a derivation from the root Hzk. These may refer to Isaiah,
King Ahaz, King Uzziah, and King Hezekiah respectively. However, they are
spread throughout the chapter and therefore cannot be regarded conclusively as
¢lements in a deliberate colophon.

The contemporary prophet Micah is well-known for his pun upon names.
Scholars have observed that the phrase at the end of the book, Mi E! Kamokha
contains an association with his name (Micah 7:18).° We may add that in the same
verse we have a derivation from the root Hzk which is probably a deliberate
reference to the king of the time, Hezekiah.

8. On this word pair, see Avishur, op. cit, pp. 72, 203, 267.
9. See Ackroyd, op. cit., p. 39, n. 66; Garsiel, op. cit., p. 160.
10. See, e.g., H. W. Wolff, Micha, BKAT (Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1982) ss. 3-4, 204.
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It has been observed that Malachi 3:1 and Hosea 1:7 also supply references to
the names of the prophets associated with each of these collections."

The verses that conclude a section of prophecies in the Book of Zechariah also
contain a derivation from the root Zkhr, which may be another example of a
colophonic pun upon the prophet’s own name. We may note that a similar pun is
to be found in II Chronicles 24:20-22.

The beginning and the conclusion of the Song of Songs offer explicit and
implicit puns upon the two names of King Solomon, as well as upon the name of
his father, David. In Song of Songs 8:10-11 we read:

I am a wall, and my breasts like towers; then was L in his eyes as one who finds
favor (Shalom). Solomon (Shelomo) had a vineyard at Baal-hamon ...

The word Shalom is an explicit pun upon the king's name — Shelomo. In
another study we have shown that similar puns are rather common in the Bible
(see, e.g., I Kg. 5:4, 26; I Chr. 22:9; Ps. 72:3, 7).

The words Dedekha and Dodi (beloved, love} in their various forms appear
at the beginning (1:1, 4), at the end (8:14), and in many places throughout the
Song. They function as an implicit pun upon the second name of the king
(Jedediah; see II Samuel 12:25). At the same time they may be regarded as a pun
also upon the name of his father David.

11. See Y.T. Raddat, “Identity of the Second Isatah According to Y. D. Brach”, Beth Mikra 52
(1972), p. 74 (Eng. sum. p. 132).

12. See Garsiel, op. cit., p. 32.

13. For discussions and other examples, see Garsiel, op. cit, pp. 124-125, 134, 171.
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KING CYRUS, ANOINTED (MESSIAH) OF THE LORD
ASHER EDER

In Isaiah 45:1, King Cyrus of Persia is called Messiah ~—a word that means
“annointed” with the connotation of ancinted by the Lord. Cyrus is the only non-
Israelite ever called Messiah.

In post-biblical times some personalities were called Messiah by their follow-
ers, such as Bar-Kokhba by Rabbi Akiba, Shabetai Zvi, and Jesus in the Gospels,
but this has never been accepted in Judaism.

In biblical usage, the common element seems to be opening up to the spirit of
the Lord through the act of anointment. After Saul was anointed he began to
prophesy; but he was not specially anointed to be king. David was anointed three
times: by Samuel, later as king of Judah, and later still as king of all Israel.
Subsequently, kings were anointed, such as Solomon by the prophet Nathan, Jehu
by Elisha’s emissary, Jehoash by the priest Jehoiada, but they were not called
Messiah.

From this we may infer that one characteristic of a Messiah is that the spirit
of the Lord rests upon him: the spirit of wisdom and understanding, the spirit of
counsel and might, the spirit of knowledge and of the fear of the Lord (Isa. 11:2).

Historically it is possible but doubtful that Cyrus had already in his early youth
had contact with Jewish prophets. Isaiah 45:3-4 says:

‘And I will give thee the treasures of darkness, and the hidden riches of

secret places, that thou mayest know that I, the Lord, which call thee by

thy name, am the Lord . . . I have called thee by thy name; I have surnamed
thee though thou hast not known Me.’

Cyrus had not known the Lord God of Israel — that is, was not anointed by
a prophet — but He called upon the Persian king to restore the treasures of
darkness and the hidden riches of secret places — most likely the sacred Temple
vessels carried away to Babylon and restored by Cyrus.

Asker Eder holds LL B and LL.D deegrees from the University of Erlangen, Germany. After many
years’ experience as a tour guide, e now heads the recenily established Academy of Jerusalem which
is an educational project of the Hayut Foundation for the Renewal of the Zionist Vision.
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The deeds of Saul and David led to the period of the First Temple, and those
of Cyrus to the period of the Second Temple. From this we may infer that another
characteristic of a Messiah is preparing the way for the Temple, even if this
involved wars. However, the First Temple was actually built by King Solomon,
and the Second by Nehemiah, neither of whom is called Messiah.

Both the Temples of Jerusalem were houses of peace, not shrines of war. That
mcans the Messiahs who introduce the periods of peace symbolized by the Temple
were not merely warriors. As the Anointed of the Lord they fight righteous wars
against evil forces, but it is not their task to build the Temples.

King Cyrus must have been an extraordinary personality. Ancient historians
stressed remarkable circumstances and upbringing. Most likely he was influenced
by the monotheistic teaching of Zarathustra,' by way of Vishtaspa who was a
disciple of Zarathustra and perhaps uncle of Cyrus.

Does Isaiah 45:1 hint at such a link with the tradition of the Israelite tribes?
‘. .. L have even called thee by thy name; I have surnamed thee though thou hast
not known me [INYT> N TR Tva 15 NIWPNY)?

At an early age, Cyrus became ruler of a small province in Western Persia, as
a vassal of the Medes. About 550 B.C.E. (thirty-seven years after the destruction
of the First Temple by Nebuchadnezzar) he overthrew the Medes, and founded the
Medo-Persian Empire. Thereafter he conquered Asia Minor, including its Greek
city-states and the realm of the famous King Croesus of Lydia.

In 540/539 he took over the moribund Babylonian Empire without a fight. The
inhabitants of Babylon itself opened the city gates to him.? There may be a
recollection of these events in Isaiah 45:1-4:

Thus saith the Lord to His anointed [messiah}, to Cyrus, whose right I have

holden, to subdue nations before him, and to lovse the loins of kings; to

open the doors before him, and the gates may not be shut; I will go before
thee, and make the crooked places straight . . . I girded thee, though thou

1. Persian traditions refer either to three men of that name or title, or his appearance in three
different periods. He is most commonly placed in the land of the Medes in the seventh century B.CE.,
and it is conceivable that he was influenced by exiles from the Kingdom of Israel {cf. Il Kg. 18:11).

2. The Babylonian king Nabonidus, at odds with the priesthood over his religious ideas, had
withdrawn from the capital years before, leaving Belshazzar in charge there,
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hast not known Me, that they may know from the rising of the sun, and from

the west, that there is none besides Me, I am the Lord . . .

One year later, in 538, Cyrus issued the famous edict recorded in II Chronicles
36:23, which we shall consider hereafter.

After the conquest of Babylonia, no more offensive wars are recorded. Cyrus
dedicated himself to the consolidation of his huge empire, and to the education
of his people and his successors. Special games were introduced, especially for
the youth, geared to instill not only bravery, but also benevolence, justice and
righteousness. In 530, Cyrus fell in batile against the intruding Massagetes, a wild
and brutal people at the northeast of his empire.

Contemporary and later historians, including Herodotus, Xenophon, Strabo
and others, praised him in every respect: his skills as warrior and as statesman,
his benevolence, tolerance, justice and righteousness; his sympathy for the op-
pressed, that led him to liberate and repatriate many peoples who had been
deported by the Assyrians, Babylonians and other conquerors. Cyrus contrasted
sharply with the cruelty and oppression that had preceded him. It may be that some
records about him are exaggerated in Oriental fashion, but the fact remains that
he was welcomed by the peoples and praised by historians.

It was his principle not to interfere in the religious affairs of his various
subjects; but merely to declare that he was called by their respective gods to care
for rightecusness and justice. Apparently this seemed to him more important than
religious disputes. Was he then a polytheist, seeing the God of Israel as one
amongst many gods? Should the Lord God of Israel have taken advantage of a
gentile's polytheism to provide for the building of the Second Temple, and call
such a polytheist My Anocinted [Messiah]? Isaiah 45:13 says of him:

‘I have raised him up in righteousness, and I will direct all his ways. He

shall build My city, and he shall let go My captives, not for price nor

reward,’ saith the Lord of Hosts.

It seems that Cyrus acted in tolerance and wisdom: He must have been aware
that no human, not even a king, could force monotheism upon others if they were
not ready for it. The Lord God of Isracl wants to make known His name not
through the decree of a government but through His ways with His people (Isa.
45:6).
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Did Cyrus conceive and formulate his famous edict about the return of the Jews
out of his own counsel? Or did he consult prophets, such as Ezekiel who was an
exile in Babylon, or the contemporary Daniel (Dan. 1:21)? This likelihood may
be inferred from his edict recorded in Ezra 1:2-4 and II Chronicles 36:22 which
render his edict as follows:

Thus saith Cyrus king of Persia: All the kingdoms of the earth hath the

Lord, the God of heaven, given me; and He hath charged me to build Him

a house in Jerusalem, which is in Judah. Whosoever there is among you

of all His people — his God be with him — let him go up to Jerusalem,

which is in Judah, and build the house of the Lord, the God of Israel, He

is the God who is in Jerusalem. And whosoever is left, in any place where

he sojourneth, let the men of his place help him with silver, and with gold,

and with goods, and with beasts, beside the Sfreewill-offering for the house

of God which is in Jerusalem (Ez. 1:2-4; Tl Chr. 36:22).

How could a Gentile have spoken of the “Lord God of Heaven” and of the
“Lord God of Israel — He is the God” if he had not had some contact with
Israelites and/or Judaeans?

The possibility of such a “Jewish connection” with Persian kings appears also
in a term used by King Darius II in his confirmation of Cyrus’ edict: God that has
caused His name 1o dwell in Jerusalem (Ez. 6:12). (See also Daniel 6:18, 20, 25,
26 on the attitude of another Darius on the “God of Daniel.”)

After the king of Persia became also the king of Babylon® also (Ez. 1:1, 8;
3:13), and it seems that as successor he took responsibility for the Temple vessels
that had been carried off by an earlier king of Babylon and restored them to the
Jews. He went even further, and provided building materials for the Temple from
his own treasury.

. . . and let the expenses be given out of the king's house. . . And also let

the gold and silver vessels of the house of God, which Nebuchadnezzar took

Jorth out of the Temple which is at Jerusalem, and brought unto Babylon,

be restored, and brought again unto the Temple which is at Jerusalem,

3. The Hebrew Bible uses the word Babel for both the city of Babylon and the kingdom of
Babylonia.
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every one to its place, and thou shalt put them in the house of God (Ezra

6:4-5).

After his time, intrigues at court and slanders by hostile peaples — among them
Samatitans, Ammonites, Arabs — impeded the building of the Temple (Ez. 4:6-
9; Neh. 4:1). Darius II finally cleared the way for its completion (Ez. 4:24, 6:15).
It may be that Zarathustra’s monotheistic teaching had influenced the early Persian
kings.

This influence waned from Xerxes on, and intrigues such as that of Haman
clouded the picture, but it was yet under this sovereignty that the Jews had the
freedom to dedicate themselves to their spiritual development and to compile the
most influential book of mankind: the Tanakh.

His simple tomb bears the inscription “I, Cyrus, the Achaemenian” — in literal
translation, I, Cyrus, the friend of men.”

He is honorably mentioned in the Koran (Sura “The Cave,” 83-98), not by his
name Cyrus but as “Dhool-Qarnain” — literally, the Lord of the Two Horns; a
titte that may refer to his double Medo-Persian monarchy;® or his dual titles of
Persia and Babylon® '

Significantly, the Hebrew Bible concludes with Cyrus’ edict and call:

‘Thus saith Cyrus king of Persia: All the kingdoms of the earth hath the

Lord, the God of heaven, given me; and He hath charged me to build Him

a house in Jerusalem, which is in Judah. Whosoever there is among you

of ail His people — the Lord his God be with him — let him go up.’ (Il Chr,

36:23)

4. According to the Maulana Abu’lkalam Azad, a recent Minister of Education in India, the term
Dhool-Qamain does not refer to Alexander the Great, as often thought, but to Cyrus’ kingship of the
Medo-Persian double monarchy; cf. Dan. 8:3,20. (See “Pasargade”, by Ali Sami, Shiraz).

5. Referring the term “Dhool-Qarnain” to the two titles “King of Persia” and “King of Babel”
would have also a spiritual dimension: Babe! was founded as a spiritual kingdom in confrontation to
what Shem and ‘Ever represented. Its surmender to Cyrus who prepared for restoring the Temple could
be interpreted as an admittance of his political and spiritual supremacy. The term *Dhool-Qamain™,
or “Lord of the Two Homs™, would then describe his kingship of the two spiritual entities, i.e. the
kingdom of Persia which supported Israel, and the kingdom of Babel the antagonist of Israel.
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REFLECTIONS OF READERS
BEING JEWISH: A PARALLEL LINE TO OTHER FAITHS
MILTON KANTER

Robert Chernoff, in The Jewish Bible Quarterly of April 1993, focused our
attention on the application of Torah and interpersonal relationships. It would
seem proper to me to extend his thoughts to Jewish/non-Jewish relationships,
especially as they are found in the Torah. These thoughts view such relations as
parallel] lines, that are close but never meet. In our own day when we piously and
superficially refer to the “Judeo-Christian heritage,” we ought to understand the
awesome and delineating truth of such an approach; namely, that the Torah and
the Jewish faith are not simply different from other faiths but that they are
theologically and hence publicly, socially and moralty “other.” While the Torah
approach gives deference to other faiths, as Rabbi Chernoff indicates, it does not
pretend or intend to be anything like them.!

The Torah body of laws is unique just as God is unique. He is of course the
same God for all creatures of the: universe, yet the way of serving Him and
understanding the mission of mitzvah is qualitatively different. This difference is
“non-theological.” It does not seek to understand, as Maimonides and others
explained to us, what God is like, but how we should be God-like. The Talmud
teaches that just as we envision God to be kind, merciful, etc., so should we —
and in that special way, God truly exists on a personal level.? The way the Jewish

" 1. Rabbi J.B. Soloveitchik and others formulated a YN 2955 [external] approach to other faiths,
rather than an internal.

2. Nevertheless, according to my humble opinion, it is necessary to comprehend that the most Holy
Onie, Blessed be He, does not desire from us that we searchingly theorize regarding His actualities and
path ways; rather (that He desires) us to believe with compiete faith in God, Blessed be His name,
and in His Torah. Through that process we will reach the desired purpose (of the God/human
relationship). (Translation and parentheses mine). R9¥W O N PIN YRIN DY 1100 Y93 190)

Milton Kanter Ph.D. is Rabbi Emeritus of Skokie Valley Synagogue in Skokie, lllinois. He is now in
the private practice in the field of psychotherapy.



194 MILTON KANTER

people normatively have followed such a path was through the mitzvah, the
religious deed, which for them actualized the Torah and made it meaningful.
Maimonides explains the above talmudic text. X0 nnH
DN 1IN M0 ANN OGN DN 1IN [As He is called: gracious and compas-
sionate be yourself like Him] (Babylonian Talmud :3>p $naw).? Similarly, in
his introduction to the Mishneh Torah, Maimonides emphasizes:
NN 28 5y NNIND MHYYS 1M — we are commanded to actualize the Torah
by means of the mitzvah. In other words, God is “found” by the human acting as
he would imagine God to act; this is Torah essence; the mitzvah makes it, the sin
breaks it, or as is sometimes said “The mitzvah matters; the sin shatters.”

The above is not only a theological theory, but according to many of the
outstanding Jewish scholars, it is a biblical and practical fact. Rabbi Joseph Ber
Soloveitchik once pointed out the profound purpose of Abraham’s statement to
the children of Heth: ‘I am a stranger and a citizen among you’ (Gen. 23:4). Rabbi
Soloveitchik, in his classical questioning mode, posed the query of how these two
opposites could be true. A citizen is not an alien [stranger] and vice versa.
Soloveitchik indicated that Abraham represented the quintessential aspect of the
Tudaism in which Jews live or have lived. They have always been at the forefront
of the citizenry of that country. In every field of endeavor they have distinguished
themselves as children of that political entity. But they remained strangers. They
are always different. They did not eat the same food, they did not intermarry, they
did not see their faith as similar to the predominant faiths of those countries.

The biblical commentaries on this verse curiously coalesce. Rashi indicates
that Abraham was saying: He would leave it to the children of Heth whether they
wanted him to be a full-fledged citizen, because he felt that despite the externally
polite way in which they treated him, they may not have wanted this, Ibn Ezra is
more overt and blunt. He pictures Abraham as saying, “though I will be a full-

3. As is often his wont Maimonides makes a slight “change” in the talmudic text; his rendition
is (1N 1Y N2 XnW N1, In other words, Rambam's interpretation of the Talmud is that you
are to be what you “call” (upon) Him to be. (See N¥VIAN ad loc.) IWOHN 0%
VI NN THNZ KON NIUN NN 7PN DTINY “Now it is possible for a person to pursue
(Gods) spirit; rather to pursue his attributes, As he is called etc.” (Translation and parenthesis mine).
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fledged citizen of your country, for me, there is no place here which will be mine
PY i 0pn D PRI

Nahmanides is more psychologically practical. He pictures Abraham as honest
and aboveboard in regard to the Cave of Machpelah purchase, while at the same
time he portrays the children of Heth as suspicious and even paranoid; They
suspected him [Abraham) of demanding it [the double cave] as an outright gift.

Maimonides holds out the greatest hope for the future. As the Or HaHayim
on Genesis 23:4 reminds us (Ch. seven of the Laws of Merit and Gift) he looks
forward to the coming of the Messiah when the vision which Rabbi Chernoff
mentioned in his article will be realized as in the prophecy of Isaiah 11:9. Until
that time, the present relationship is one of separation, lest the Jews fall into the
great societal melting pot, a cauldron which has always devoured rather than
developed the people and the faith of Israel.

Keli Yakar in regard to the above, offers, as usual, a refreshing insight. He
agrees with Nahmanides and with Rabbi Soloveitchik, but adds an elegant com-
prehension of the phrase “alien and citizen.” He avers that in the general thrust
of Genesis 23:4 Abraham emphasized the spiritual aspect of the life/death process;
the halakhic obligation of MNM NN — giving respect to those who have passed
on — and not the pagan money concept.

This Keli Yakar concept reminds us that we, like Abraham, are strangers,
temporary and tenuous. Like the stranger, we are soon gone. As the psalmist puts
it: w32 Y9M 27YY A9MY PN VP23 [In the morming it flourisheth and groweth
up; In the evening it is cut down, and withereth] (Ps. 90:6). Yet in the world to
come, Jews are rooted citizens who “belong” to our Creator. They achieve this
“belonging” by the mitzvah; it enhances our souls and “manufactures” the next
world in this one.
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NEW TORAH DIALOGUES

HAYYIM HALPERN

The questions are designed to highlight moral lessons and values in the Torah
and Haftarah selections. Usually, there are no definitive answers to the questions
so that participants may be encouraged to express personal views. Ideally, the
dialogues will stimulate further discussion of the themes in the weekly readings.

QUESTIONS

VAETHANAN (DEUT. 3:23-7:11)

“How odd of God/to choose the Jews” goes the old doggerel; to which the Jews
respond: “It’s not so odd/The Jews chose God.” Find the two places in this portion
where Moses indicates the reason God chose the Jews.

HAFTARAH (ISA. 40:1-26)
The sages in the Talmud (Meg. 31a) indicate that God's power and gentleness are often
depicted side-by-side in the Bible. Where in this Haftarah is this seen?
+ 4+ +
EKEV (DEUT. 7:12-11:25)
Find the string of verses in this portion in which the Torah emphasizes divine
and human love.

HAFTARAH (ISA. 49:14-51:3)

The prophet uses many daring metaphors to present his messages of comfort and hope
in the series of haftarot of Consolation. The one that depicts a marital relationship between
God and Israel is common throughout. Where is it in this haftarah?

+ 4+

Hayyim (Harold) Halpern was rabbi in New Milford, NI and Valley Stream, NY where he led his
congregation in Torah Dialogues. His first series of dialogues appeared in Dor LeDor from 1975 to
1981. He resides in Jerusalem.
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RE'EH (DEUT. 11:26-16:17)

Repeatedly, the Torah emphasizes that all sacrifices be brought to the place
that the Lord your God will choose . . . . (see 12:5, 11, 14, 18 and 21}. Why not
mention Jerusalem specifically?

HAFTARAH (ROSH HODESH, ISA. 66)

At the conclusion of this haftarah, the last chapter in Isaiah, it is customary to repeat
the next-to-last verse. This is also the practice with three other synagogue Scripture
recitations: Malachi, Lamentations and Kohelet, Examine the last verses and explain the
reason for this practice.

SHOFTIM (DEUT. 16:18-21:9)

The verse commands that Israelites must not cut down trees and asks: ‘Are
trees of the field human . . .?° (Deut. 20:19) This is often cited by modern
conservationists. How is this verse used in halakha (Jewish law)?

HAFTARAH (ISA. 51:12-52:12)

In graphic terms the prophet describes the end of Israel’s exile and the onset of
redemption and return. Boldly, the prophet pictures God in some of the imagery. Cite two
instances here.

K1 TETZE (DEUT. 21:10-25:19)

Compare and contrast concern for the poor in this portion (24:19-21 and
parallel in Lev. 19:9f) and in the Torah in general with provision for the poor in
modern societies. '

HAFTARAH (ISA. 54-55:1-5)

At the beginning of Chapter 53, the prophet invites all to partake of free water, wine,
milk and bread (or food). What do you think these represent in the prophet’s message?

Vol. 23, No. 3, 1995
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KITAVQ (DEUT. 26-28:8)

The great and terrible tokhahah — a series of dire warnings, accusations and
curses — list the horrible consequences of disobedience to God’s commandments
(vv. 15, 45) and of forsaking Him by committing evil (vv 20, 58). Which is the
only specific charge against Israel presented in this indictment?

HAFTARAH (ISA. 60)

The prophet visualizes Jerusalem as the City of Light to which all nations flock. Chiefly,
however, he speaks of Israel's return to Zion, In Verse 8 he employs two similes. How do
you interpret the ¢loud and the doves?

+ + 4

NITZAVIM (DEUT. 29:9-30:20)

The next-to-last verse in this portion (30:19) appears to contain a tautology
(needless repetition of an idea) when Moses urges the Israelites to choose life in
order to live. How do you interpret this phrase in a meaningful manner?

HAFTARAH (ISA. 61:10F ., 62:1-12, 63:1-9)

Once again in bold metaphor the prophet depicts the intimacy and love of God and Israei
{62:5, cf, haftarah of Ekev). But in sharp contrast he soon turns from amorous images to
a vivid warlike one of God meting out sten Justice (63:111.).

How does the Jewish tradition of the two distinctive aspects of God’s attributes paraliel
the two disparate images of God here? Which famous American Civil War hymn was
inspired by the latter verse?

RESPONSES

VAETHANAN

In 4:37 Moses states that God chose Israel because He loved the patriarchs. In
7:6-8 he explains that it was not numbers, since Israel is the smallest of nations,
but Ged loves this people to keep His oath to their ancestors. Note the emphasis
on love.
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HAFTARAH
God comes with might and triumph in Verse 10 and in Verse 11 He is described as a
shepherd who gathers lambs in His arms and carries them in His bosom, gently leading

EKEV

The request that Israel love God (10:12); God’s love of the patriarchs (10:15);
love of the stranger (10:19); a reiteration to love God (11:1). See also the response
to the previous portion and Deuteronomy 14:1,

HAFTARAH

In 50:1 the prophet, in the name of God, asks Israel thetorically: Where is the bill of
divorce of your mother whom I dismissed? (cf. Jer. 3:8).

+ + ¢

REEH

At first another recognized sanctuary existed in the land of Israel at Shiloh (cf.
Rashi on 12:5). David established the center in Jerusalem around 1000 B.C.E.
Some Hassidic thinkers suggest that the non-specific phrase implied that wherever
a Jew prays is a “place chosen by God.” Even then, however, one should face the
ancient site of the sanctuary in Jerusalem when praying.

HAFTARAH

There is a general policy to conclude on a positive note in all synagoguge Scripture
readings. Each of the four texts cited ends in a negative tone; therefore the repetition of
the penultimate verse.

The Midrash explains that God cannot abide curses for Isracl at the same time that the
one honored with an aliyah blesses Him (Kch. Rabba on 8:3}.
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SHOFTIM

The halakhic principle of Bal Tash-hit is derived from this admonition. It states
that one is generally prohibited from destroying anything useful (Sefer HaHinuch
#529).

HAFTARAH

God is described as proffering cups of rage to Israel and then removing the cups (51:17,
22), In the last three verses of the haftarah the prophet speaks of God baring His arm as
He leads and protects the returnees,

KI TETZE

In this portion we have only a few of the agricultural provisions to which the
poor are entitled by law. In other parts of the Torah the needy are considered in
the laws of the Sabbatical Year (Deut. 15:1-4), the poor tithes (Deut. 14:28f.) and
loans (Lev. 25:35ff., Deut. 23:20, 24:12f). All of these are considered rights and
legal entitlements. In addition, one is expected to be considerate of dnd generous
to the poor out of the goodness of one’s heart (Isa. 3:15, 58:7; Prov. 14:31, 29:7
and many others). Modern societies generally organize welfare distributions by
government and volunteer agencies rather than legislating direct payments by
individuals, or requiring beneficiaries to harvest their own portions as in the Torah.

HAFTARAH

Various suggestions include the words of the Torah (v, Rashi and Radak); the words
of the prophet himself (cf. v. 2), material wealth; God’s presence (cf. Ps. 42:2); or the
Psalms (cf. v, 3).

KITAVO
Only in 28:47 does the catalog become particular: Because you would not serve
the Lord your God in joy and gladness . . . . From its earliest period, Judaism placed
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great emphasis on joyous worship and cheerful performance of the command-
ments (cf. Ps. 40:17, 64:11, 70:15, 97:12, 105:3).

HAFTARAH

The mixed similes are interpreted by Mendel Hirsch (Frankfurt A.M.) as contrasts: the
cloud passes and vanishes but doves refurn to their cotes. So too, Israel seemed to drift away
forever but, like the doves, it never forgot the return route. Alternatively, if the prophet is
scanhing the sea to the west, perhaps the clouds and doves are poetic descriptions of the
boats and sails of exiles returning (cf, Interpreter’s Bible, ad loc.). Radak remarks that flight
is the swiftest means of transport, therefore these images are used. A premonition of things
to come!

NITZAVIM

Various commentators explain: Choose the best of life (Rashi); choose the
right life here so that you will merit life in the hereafter; choose real (pious} life
so as truly to live (Abravanel); choose the blessings as an individual and thereby
insure the life of your posterity and community; choosing the proper life insures
longevity; and teach the skills of living to your child (v. Koh. R. 9:9). The New
JPS translation overcomes the problem by translating: “Choose life — if you
. . . would live — by loving the Lord . .. .”

HAFTARAH
The Hafatarah’s portraits of God seem to depict the two main aspects of God in Judaism.
Jewish tradition speaks of God's designation Adonai (Lord) as representing His attributes
of love and mercy [0>00 N0 and Elohim [God] as His attnbute of justice (PTH NN
J. W. Howe in “The Battle Hymn of the Republic” sings: “[The Lord] is trampling out
the vintage where the grapes of wrath are stored.”
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32ND INTERNATIONAL BIBLE CONTEST
FOR YOUTH, 5755

JOSHUA J. ADLER

The 32nd Annual Bible Contest for Youth from the Diaspora took place on
May 1 in Rosh Ha’ayin, with 50 contestants from 29 countries. There were about
16 young people from English-speaking countries — United States, England,
Canada, Australia and Ireland. Other countries represented were Belgium, Bul-
garia, Czechia, France, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Morocco, Russia, Serbia, Slovakia,
Spain, Switzerland and Turkey and the Latin American states of Argentina, Brazil,
Chile, Costa Rica, Mexico, Panama, Uruguay and Venezuela.

The winner of this contest was Zvi Goldman of Toronto followed by Ezra
Frazer of Teaneck (US), Goldie Katz (Mexico), Elisheva Yaakov (US) and Rachel
Mansdorf (US). Prior to the contest there was a grand reception by the Mayor and
city fathers of Rosh Ha-ayin, a city known for producing Bible champions from
Yemenite stock.

The twelve young people who scored the highest in the Rosh Ha’ayin Bible
contest competed with the four highest scorers of the Israeli youth contest which
had been held earlier in Carmiel. There were some surprises about which of the
Israelis would be the international champion. Althou gh the young Israelis took the
first four places, the winner at Carmiel, Yisrael Elitzur of Jerusalem, came in
fourth. Moshe Mazoz of Netivot became the international champion, There was
a tie for fifth place between Ezra Frazer of Teaneck and Zvi Goldman of Toronto.
Scoring quite well were also three young ladies from the Diaspora: Rachel
Mansdorf of New York, Goldie Katz and Devorah Tauber both from Mexico City.

Dr. Yosef Burg again was the chief judge at the contest and Avshalom Koor,
the popular radio and television personality and Hebrew language expert, again
ran the proceedings. During parts of the contest the sound of Israeli planes could
be heard overhead doing their stunt and formation maneuvers for the crowds not
able to get into the Jerusalem Theater.

In addition to books, the international winner received the special sculpture
award commissioned in memory of Professor Haim Gevaryahu, who first made
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the annual Bible contest for youth the central attraction for Israel Independence
Day, 32 years ago.

This year, the Independence Day contest with no skits, far fewer speeches but
more music, took only an hour and forty minutes rather than two hours as in
previous years.
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September 1995

Isaiah 8

Isaiah 9

Isaiagh 10
Isaiah 11
Isaiah 12
Isaiah 13
Isaiah 14

Isaiah 15
Isaiah 16
Isaiah 17
Isaiah 18
Isaiah 19
Isaiah 20

Isaiah 21 -
Isaiah 22
Isaiah 23
Isaiah 24
Isaiah 25
Isaiah 26

Isaiah 27

Rosh Hashsanah
Rosh hashanah
Isaiah 28

Isaiah 29

Isaiah 30



October 1995 November 1995

1 8 Isaiah 31 1 W Isaiah 57
2 M Isaiah 32 2 Th lsaiah 58
3 T  Isaiah 33 3 F Isaiah 59
4 W Yom Kippur
5 Th Isaiah 34 5 8§ Isaizh 60
6 F Isaiah 35 6 M Isaiah 6]
7 T Isaiah 62
8§ s Isaiah 36 &8 W Isaiah 63
$ M Isaiah 37 (Succoth) 9 Th Isaiah 64
0 T fsaiah 38 10 F Isaiah 65
1T W Isaiah 39
12 Th Isaiah 40 12§ Isaiah 66
13 F Isaiah 41 13 M Jeremiah 1
14 T Jeremiah 2
15 § Isaiah 42 15 W Jeremiah 3
16 M Isaiah 43 (Shemini Atzerer) 16 Th Jeremiah 4
17 T Isaiah 44 17 F Jeremiah 5
18 W Isaiah 45
19 Th Isaiah 46 19§ Jeremiah 6
20 F Isaiah 47 200 M Jeremiah 7
21 T Jeremiah 8
22§ Isaiah 48 22 W Jeremiah 9
23 M lsaiah 49 23 Th Jeremiah 10
24 T Isaiah S0 24 F Jeremiah 11
25 W Isaiah 51
26 Th Isaiah 52 26 8§ Jererniah 12
27 F Isaiah 53 27 M Jeremiah 13
20T Jeremiah 14
29 § Isaiah 54 29 W leremiah 15
30 M Isaiah 55 30 Th Jeremiah 16
3T Isaiah 56
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