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{11. Gen. Rab. 98.8, ed. Theodor-Albeck, p. 1259): “*Until Shi >
This re’fers 1o the King Messiah. And to hir‘l)l sh;?l) be iﬁ:ii:;;i;o?:;z [C?e: 4ol
p':oplcs —--for l-fe shall come and set on edge the teeth of [i.e, refute] the nati J’th' at] of [hf
(because in their eyes Shiloh is identified with Jesus). And cf, p. 1220: “A :‘iﬂom.o the world
tze pcoi)les”frhi‘s nffers to Jerusalem, that shall in the furure ‘dull tile teIZrh{ . :‘1 "i:l shallbe..
;',- oe w;r d, as.js said, ‘On that day I will make Jerusalem a heavy stone™ (Ze }? t- Speopleact
m Zechariah seems to have been chosen carefully to refute Jesus’ f: AN The Tl
Jerusalem: “And they will not leave one stone upon another in yo 3 (im;fus prophecy sbout
112. Melito of Sardis (n. 88, p. 68), sec. 66. And see also secygzu Wu =944l y
1966 article), 205—6, noted Meliro's allusion to the afikoman 6n ;}1' e (.n. ) P-70fis
man, see D. Daube, He That Cometh (London, 1966), 1—20. bn thisls mjﬂﬂmg of the afio-
5 ’; l; Nc;te that in the Middle Ages, t.hcrc was a widespread E!’aditi;:[o? 5::: bCiOW:
, and not afikowman, as today. This follows from the rhyme writren bl; thzn;l;:g afi-
i Shimon

_ ben Zemah Duran; see Haggadah shel Pesah Toras Hayyim, ‘im perusabei ha-rishonim, ed. M
-rishonim, ed. M.

Katzenellenbogen (Jerusalem, 1998), 12). This pronunciation is very similar to aphik
ikomenos.

CHAPTER 2

“amoraic period it became customary to rea

period of the Mishnah, the meal preceded the Haggadah, while in the
d the Haggadah before the meal;

also intended to

David Daube has already suggested that this change was
114

oppose the Christian interpretation of the holiday feast and its symbols.
The amorzim debated among themselves over the application of the words
of the Mishnah: “One begins with disgrace and concludes with glory” (.
Pes 1162). According to Rav, this phrase alludes to the passage “In the be-
ginning our forefathers worshipped idols, but now the Omnipresent has
brought us to serve Him”—that is, a sentence expressing the idea of the
election of the people of Israel. This is immediately followed by biblical
verses on the choosing of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob: “Your fathers lived
of old beyond the River” concluding with “and to Isaac I gave Jacob and
Esau, and I gave Esau the hill country of Seir to possess, but Jacob and his
children went down to Egypt” (Josh 24:2-4). The quotation in the Hag-
gadah ends at this point, even though the biblical passage continues by al-
luding to the Exodus itself: “I sent Moses and Aaron and I plagued
Egypt ...~ and goes on to relate the wondrous deeds of God, who brings
His people out of Egypt (Josh 24: s—7). Truncating the quotation at a verse

dealing with the separation between Esau and Jacob may also be interpreted

as a rejection of the Christian protest against the election of Israel.!?

THE “MIDRASH™ OF THE HAGGADAH

The main expression of confrontation with an alternative Christian in“

pretation may be found in the “Midrash”—the heart of the tannaitic Hag-
gadah. The Mishnah (72. Pes. 10.4) states the obligation to expound the bib-

lical verses in Deuteronomy 26:5—8: “A wandering Aramaean was my
father,” and this Midrash appears in the Passover Haggadah. The Midrash
between the abbreviated account of the Exo-

in question creates a parallel
lengthy and detailed account in the Book of

dus in Deuteronomy and the

114. Daube (n. 110, p. 75), 194—95-
115. Finkelstein already noted the truncation of the quotation from Joshua before the de-

scription of the Exodus (n. 77, p. 63, his 1942 article), 329. Aphrahat’s sermon for Passover,
(n. 86, p. 67) also begins with the polemical claim that the People of Israel is no longer the
chosen people. In this context, note Rabbi Shimon ben Zemah Duran’s Commentary to the
Haggadah on the passage: “And I gave to Esau Mount Seir’ . .. For he [Esau] did not want
to accept slavery and torture as Jacob did. . . . Therefore it is fitting for us alone to tell of the
Exodus from Egypt, for we suffered slavery and torture and we saw the salvation of God and
lung to His service.” See Haggadab shel Pesah Torat Hayyim (n. 113, p. 76), 74=75-

we Cl
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E.xodus. The level of literary sophistication of the Midrash is quite primi
tive compared to that of the tannaitic halakhic Midrashim Aq num[TJ “m-f
parallel verses cited from Exodus add nothing to the text exi:ounded ; »
Deuteronomy 26. For example, the Midrash explains the verse “Andr?f[:::

Egyptians treated us harshl d affli )
y, and afflicted us, and |
bondage” (Deut 26:6) as follows: s, and laid upon us hard

“And the Egyptian treated us harshly”—as is written, “Come, let us deal
shrevxidly with them; l_est they multiply, and, if war befall us, they join our
enemies and fight against us and escape from the land.” (Exod 1:10)

“and affli ST AT "

. d aﬂilgfd us”—as it is written, Therefore they set taskmasters over
them to afflict them with heavy burdens; and they built for Pharach
store-cities, Pithom and Raamses.” (Exod 1:11)

“And laid upon us hard bondage™ it is wri
ge™—as it is written, “So they [th i
made the people of Israel serve with rigor.” (Exod 1:13) o lthe Bgyprians]

The‘ parallel from Exodus is no more than a confirmation of what is writ-
ten in Deuteronomy, and the question that obviously arises is why this pa

a}lel had to be presented. Moreover, the very choice of the tcrsg and S -
cinct verses from Deuteronomy is surprising. Why did the Sages select thuc-
partlcular'vcrscs, recited upon bringing firstfruits to the Temple, as a baesi:
for the Midrash on the Exodus? Why was the dertailed and full ;to from
the B().ok of Exodus not chosen? This is even more surprising in Il?ht f
Fhe Mid'rash’s tendency to systematically turn the verses in Dgute ot

into a kind of mirror of the story in Exodus. The Midrashic autl:le:1 onll)y
stitutes the passage beginning “A wandering Aramaean was m fathe.r’s’l:" :
the full story in Exodus, thereby seeking to justify his choice ofy verses fro(l)ri
the Book of Deuteronomy.!'® The preference for the short passage from

w {; ;G;h?;ldz(}:l}}midtdno_tcd l:‘his enigma: “The story of the Exodus from Egypt ought to be based
orah’s words in the Book of Exodus.” His solution is li i
with the miracle [in Exodus] are not written i ey e
tten in one place; thus the S f the Mi
the verses: ‘A wanderin / , el i
g Aramean was my father’ . .. which, since th i i
e verses: A wa mean wa : - , since they were included in th
wasr;ﬁ;s!:n rcc:(;ct% up!on bringing Firstfruits, were familiar to the people, and their lanlguagde:
asy and simple.” See Goldschmidt (n. 76 i ; ivni
: . 76, p. 62), 30. David Weiss-Hal I
ports Goldschmidt’s explanation; see his article “C ) ons™ fin He-
P - mid : ! omments on *The Four Questions™ [in He-
[i;ev];]; t::] St]ud;es I;nF;\gga]\]dah, 'ch'argum, and Jewish Liturgy in Memaory of Joseph Hein[;;anix
ew], ed. E. Fleischer and J. Petuchowski ( Jerusalem, 1 i
' Frc ,1981), 671F. It is not clear wh
recited at most once a year when bringing the firstfruits (in the time of the Temglg));l::jf;

CHAPTER 2

Deuteronomy could have been explained as a purely literary choice, had
we not known from Melito’s exegesis that, by the second century, the Chris-
tians preferred to expound on Exodus 12 specifically.'” Melito mentions
the children of Israel, who placed the blood of the lamb on the doorpost
and the lintels, thereby preventing the angel of destruction that killed the
firstborn sons of the Egyptians from harming them. He regarded the Pass-
over sacrifice as a typological model for Jesus and the salvation he brought
with his own blood."' His exegesis shows that there is reason to wonder
why the Jewish Haggadah refrained from telling the story of the Exodus
according to the full and detailed story in the book of that name. Melito’s
contemporary Pseudo-Hippolyte, and Origen, in the third century, like-
wise placed Exodus 12 at the center of their exegeses.'"”

The explanation for the Jewish exegete’s choice of Deuteronomy 26 seems
to be rooted in the desire to draw a clear distinction between the Christian
and Jewish interpretations of the holiday. This is not merely a choice of an
alternative text but also involves the avoidance of two very important mo-
tifs in the story in Exodus that are absent in the passage from Deuteron-
omy 26—namely, mention of the festival sacrifice and Moses's name. This
ignoring of Moses is striking, not only in the context of the Midrash, but
throughout the Haggadah.'? In light of this, it is not surprising that our

have been more familiar than other verses that could have been chosen for the Midrash. Pre-
sumably, the difficulty in remembering was not in the verses interpreted, but in the excgesis
appended to them. For another explanation, see S. T. Lachs, “Two Related Arameans: A
Difficult Reading in the Haggadah,” Journal for the Study of Judaism 17 (1980): 65—69.

117. Melito of Sardis (n. 88, p. 68), secs. 1-2.
118. His words, “Understand, therefore, beloved, how it is new and old, erernal and tem-

porary,” are reminiscent of Yannai's liturgical poem for Passover: “Whar was at the beginning

will be at the end.” See Z. M. Rabinovitch, Piyyutei Yannai le-Torah ule-mo'adim (Tel Aviv,

1985), 1:300. y
119. Pseudo-Hippolyte in his exegesis {n Sanctum Pascha. See Homélies paschales, vol. 1,

Une homélie inspirée du traité sur la Piague d'Hippolyte, ed. P. Nautin (Paris, 1950), 117-23; Ori-
gen (n. 88, p. 68). For Easter sermons on Exodus 12, see Huber (n. 69, p. 60), 139—47;
Rowhourst (n. 71, p- 61), 2.IT1.

120. Cant. Rab. 3.2 states: “"Upon my bed by night'—this refers to the nighr of Egypt. 1
sought him whom my soul loves —this is Moses. ‘T sought him, but found him not.” On the
absence of mention of Moses in the Haggadah, sce Petuchowski, (n. 138, p. 44), 95-96; Daube
{n. 112, p. 76), 123 A Shinan, “Why Is Moses Not Mentioned in the Passover Haggadah?” [in
Hebrew)], Amudim 39 (1991): 17274 Shinan suggests four explanations for the omission of
Moses's name, one of which is the dispute with Christianity. Apparently the prayer “Moses
rejoiced,” recited at the Sabbath Morning Service, was intended to refute the Christian posi-
tion, which abolished the Sabbath and sanctified Sunday inits stead—this, as opposed to Jesus,

ROME OR _IERUSALEM
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And the Lord brought us out of Egypt with a mighty hand and an out-

stretched arm, with great terror, with signs and wonders.” (Deut 26:8)

‘And the Lord brought us out of Egypt™—Not by an angel, nor b
seraph,.nf)r by a messenger,'*! but the Holy One blessed be, Heb Y:I'
self, as it is written: “For I will pass through the land of Egypt thy ml];
and I will smite all the first-born in the land of Egypt, botglfiana:nrzilg "

beast; and on all the god i j
o T gods of Egypt I will execute judgments: I am the

‘I‘Fo'r I wi_ll pass through the land of Egypt”—I, and not an angel. “And
will smite all the first-born”—1I, and nor a seraph. “And on all ti}e gods

of Egypt I will execute judgments™—I i
Lord 1. and no mhcrl. g s"—1I, and not a messenger. “I am the

who is described as “lord of the sabbath” (Mart 12:8). Moses is “a fai
bed a5 “lord o : :8). a faithful servant”
‘t‘lcnfms::;a:zt: g;;rend as hls-pomon” ({:. Shabb, 10b). Moses is described in E:s ]t:rr;l:: Z
s ;E ;rilano:aiia; ar:uis; s:r;a :l (;;o:vn of beauty™), )rcminisccm of the aura around
tions against reciting this prayer in medilzval inirzftct:ri:;;;s scer: valn Voni::lr:lomifior ontro.
versy :_1bout the Liturgical Composition Yismah Moshe: Opposi;ion <-1D fe e fin et
in Fleischer and Petuchowski (n. 116, p. 78), 75—99. anesime fnbeone].
121. Rav Sa'adia Gaon’s texr of the Ha 4
Logo's, in clear opposition to John 1:1. Cf. AEE? flijziii’N/:;i rgtlbzdmsc hwol:d,“ thaf' i
received the Torah at Sinai. Not from an angel, nor from aseral;h ,b:u ﬁ:o i i:: IZT' 5 Moses
glc:s :Ic?ll);_l One l;le:;sed be Hf?. * The anti-Christian edge is clear, .';s nmed‘;‘; F.EE. gfc;iff 'IE)gis’
,g,,,Hamr;gzia a ung clcr Kirchenvater Justinus Martyr,” in Treue zur Tora: Festschrifd fw: Gz'i;:
Gecile words:f};;, ¢ eburtstdy, ed.”R V. D Osten-‘Sacken (Berlin, 1977), 84—87. He maintains
AT ban not an angel” are aimed against the interpretation of Justin Martyr, Di-
o a;ZpA:g :i;;i_r;r;)(r)i}:o ass(‘)::cg[}[lt t(;‘ find ;n allusion to Jesus in Exodus 23:20: :‘Be-
5 as from t i
As' my friend Professor David Rosenthal pointed oufrc;mn}::“isf :; bf)t::?l;n p—— ]‘35'-“5-
this vein Rashi’s jmcrprctation of Rav Hillel’s saying in 4, Stl?;/] 91a E‘Isr]aeleh:r “nde;;tarfd -
5,2?,' l:;plila;::elf&a;hcr, t(['i:.e Ho[-y One blessed be He will rule b;r Himself azg (:)vil]c:sisclla;i:r
T ‘r;] c[))r :;VI 1scu551f0n of Rabban Gamaliel’s saying in a different manner, see
oo ‘md}é B ot .y eans of an Ang_el and Net by Means of 2 Messenger,” in Stud) s i
; elated Literature, ed. B. L. Eichlerand J. H, Tigay (Philadelphi Yoy
On the “word” and the Lagos, sec H. Bietenhand, “Logos Theologie i l;fbl?, 1988‘), 163'“73‘
zur Lehre vom Worte Gottes im rabbinischen Schrifttum,” Auﬁ:g' md ; i
e gy e T ; ieg und Niedergang der romi-

CHAPTER 2

This exegesis is unique in comparison with all the others in the Midrash.
In the other sections, the author is content to pose a parallel berween Ex-
odus and Deuteronomy, every such parallel beginning with the words “as
it is written.” The essence of this Midrash is in the creation of the paral-
lel per se, not in developing the idea in the biblical verse. But not only
does this passage include such a parallel, but to each of the two parallel
verses an identical exposition is atrached: not an angel, nor a seraph, nor
a messenger, but the Holy One blessed be He Himself. This addition cre-
ates a strongly emphasized statement, indicative of its literary and con-
ceptual centrality.'?? This is the very essence of the Midrash and of its
purpose—to say that the deliverance from Egypt was achieved by God him-
self. Hence, verses from Deuteronomy, in which Moses is not mentioned,
in contrast to his centrality in the Book of Exodus, were chosen. How-
ever, the exegete does not completely give up on the detailed story from
Exodus but preserves the natural Jink to that book with a systematic par-
allelisrm between Deuteronomy and Exodus. In this way he succeeds in
telling the story of the Exodus without mentioning the “messenger,”
thereby pulling the rug out from under those who regarded Moses as an
archetype of Jesus.

If the Midrash did indeed have an ideological goal, it would be reason-
able to expect this purpose to be revealed in its ending. The last verse ex-
pounded in the Midrash is “And the Lord brought us out of Egypt with a

mighty hand and an outstretched arm, with great terror, with signs and won-
ders.” The final unit of the exegesis is “And wonders—this refers to the
blood, as is said, ‘And I will give portents in the heavens and on the earth,
blood and fire and columns of smoke’ (Joel 3:3).” This quotation from Joel
is of great significance, since in its original context the verse speaks of the
future deliverance: “In those days 1 will pour out my spirit. And I will give
portents in the heavens and on the earth, blood and fire and columns of
smoke. The sun shall be turned to darkness, and the moon to blood, be-
fore the great and terrible day of the Lord comes” (Joel 3:2—4).

The Sabbath before Passover is known among Jews as the “Great Sab-
bath,” while in the New Testament the same term is used for the Sabbath
Afier the Crucifixion, that is, the Sabbath that fell on the first day of Pass-

122. According to Goldschmidt, this excgesis appears in all versions of the Passover Hag-
gadah, unlike the other exegeses, some of which are missing in different versions. Hence,
Goldschmidt concluded that this exegesis was “widely accepted” bur did not explain why.

See Goldschmidt (n. 76, p- 62), 44-
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123 Th;
over.'# T iani i
e his term alludes to the messianic expectation of Joel’s “Great Day

; e
f th; I_..ord, which is linked to Passover. The same verse in Joel is inter
r - - - )
preted in Acts 2 in connection with the events that occurred seven weeks

after the Crucifixion, at Pentecost, wh
; > , when the apostl
had a kind of private epiphany: postles were gathered, and

(3] And there appeared to them tongues as of fire An

filled with the Holy Spirit . . . [14] But Peter, standing[:r]ith tﬁ:f;g;ere “
addressed them . .. [16] . . . But this is what was spoken by the pro he't. .
Joel . ... [22] Jesus of Nazareth, a man attested to you by God with E‘ni h
works and wonders and signs which God did through him in your migs: ’
as you yourselves know: . . . [33] Being therefore exalted at the right han::l
of .G:od, and having received from the Father the promise of the %-lol
Spirit, he has poured out this which you see and hear . . . [43] And ffzir

came upon every soul: and man
: : y wonders were done thro
Pl g ugh the apostles

In his sermorn, Peter claimed that the “signs and wonders” in Joel’s proph
ecy of deliverance were realized in Jesus. The essence of Jesus's roEl e
tion as Messiah—a proclamation known as kerygma—is in versepzz 1’{13};
makes covert use of Deuteronomy 4:34: “Or has any god ever amte,r:r 1ccl
to go and take a nation for himself from the midst of another nati Ptl(:i
trials, by signs, by wonders, and by war, by a mighty hand andanon’ d
st_rctched arm, and by great terrors, according to all that the Lord a“ é“t'
did for you in Egypt before your eyes?” pourod
. The two verses used l:fy Peter, from Joel and from Deuteronomy, are also
;\r:{tizgrafd u;,tohthe Jewish Haggadah. "l:'he verse from Joel concludes the
idrash, and that from Deuteronomy 4 is presented earlier: “‘Great awe'—
this a‘dludes to the revelation of the Shekhinah [divine presence], as is writ-
ten: ‘Or has any god ever attempted to go and take a nation f"or himself
from the midst of another nation.”” If we assume that the Jewish }Slc
use:d sources similar to those used in the Christian exegesis, his in:;l i
tation takes on a profound meaning. This is not merely a l;erm er[?rei
or technical parallel of biblical verses. His aim is to prove that tfl[;c‘l‘:?g(:s

123. On the meaning of th i ? ibli
Ml g of the concept the “Great Sabbarth,” and bibliography on it, see
124. For more on “wonders and signs,” cf. Acts
N . of 4:30; 5:12; 6:8. F 1
Pentecost and the Giving of Torah on Shavu’ot, see H. Conzelmannoiif: r;rﬁj;;t; be[ﬁecn
Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles (Philadelphia, 1987), 16. . it
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and wonders”—signs of future deliverance—happened in Egypt alone. The
exegesis— * Great awe'—this alludes to the revelation of the Shekhinah’—
parallels the Christian Pentecostal revelation described in Acts 2:43—
“Everyone was filled with awe’—and the use made there of Deuteronomy
4:34. The Christian position is of 2 universal revelation of divinity: the apos-
s are filled with the Holy Spirit, and their prophecy is understood by all
present, in all languages. The Jewish author, by contrast, needs Deuteron-
omy 4:34 to emphasize the election of Israel (“to go and take a nation for
himself from the midst of another nation”). What the entire exegesis im-
plies is that the redemption from Egypt is not a model for the Messiah who
has already come, but for one who is yet to in the future.
In this vein, we may understand a passage that many have found difficult
to comprehend: * ‘And He saw our affliction’ [Deut 26:7)—this refers to
their abstinence from sexual relations (literally, the way of the world], as 1s
written: ‘And God saw the people of Israel, and God knew [va-yeida elo-
him] [Exod 2:25].” Daube has suggested that this exegesis is based on the
biblical usage of the word knew, understanding the phrase “and God knew”
as sexual intercourse. Even though the Israelites practiced sexual abstinence,
they succeeded in having progeny by virtue of miraculous conception.'?
Daube thinks that this exegesis reflects an ancient Jewish source for the story
of Mary'’s pregnancy, one that was not excised from the Haggadah for some
unknown reason. I consider the opposite conjecture to be more likely—
that this exegesis responds to the Christian story and polemicizes with it,
arguing that a miraculous bitth from the Holy Spirit did in fact take place,
albeit not of Jesus, but of the Israelites born in Egypt. Thisisin accordance
with the general tendency of the Haggadah to portray the Exodus from
Egypt as a prototype of deliverance.'?

125. Daube (n. 112, p. 76), 5-9- Daube’s theory was rejected by Urbach (n. 77, p. 63), 1.
16, who described his theory as “ybsurd” and “curious” and was seconded by D. Henshke,
“The Midrash of the Passover Haggada® lin Hebrew], Sidra 4 (1988): n. 4 (“Urbach has al-
ready noted Daube’s bizarre words”). But in his commentary on the Passover Haggadah, the
medieval commentator Rabbi Yom Tov ben Abraham Ashbili wrote, “There are those who
say that he inferred it from the verse, “nd God knew,’ that this was like ‘and Adam again
knew his wife Eve'™ see Hiddushei ha-Ritba ol ha-Shas, Pesabim, ed. Y. Leibovitch (Jerusalem,
1984), 31. Similar things appear in Genesis Rabbah on the verse, “And the Lord visited Sarah”
(Gen 21:1): “R. Huna said: there is an angel appointed over desire, but Sarah had no need for
such, as He in His glory {made her conceive]” (Gen. Rab. 53.6, ed. Theodor-Albeck, 560).

126. Such an idea is nor alien to the Midrash. In Midrash Hagadol 1o Exodus, 22-23, a
Jewish version of the birth of Jesus is brought (sce the discussion of this below, chap. 5,
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_Thl‘s: explanation of the Midrash’s tendency can also explain its begi
ning: “Come and learn what Laban the Syrian sought to do to our Feglin—
Jacob. For Pharaoh decreed only against the newborn males, but Lab e :ll‘
to uproot all [Israel], as is written, ‘A wandering Aramaean \;ras m fa;:;: .
and he went down to Egypt'—compelled by the divine word ZIn i;:srl.'. -
eral sense, the biblical text expounded here refers to Jacob, the'Arama .
wl}o was an exiled “wanderer.” The verse is understood thus in the Se .
agint and in Sifrei,'” as well as by Melito,'? who describes Jesus as tal[:'tu_
his 'ﬁ)llowers from slavery to freedom, from darkness to licht, from d m}g;
to life, and from subjugation to eternal kingdom. Jesus suffegred’ agreat ; atl'
he was present in the murdered Abel, in the bound Isaac, in thegexiledc]a .
cob, in the sold Joseph, in the Moses thrust into the river in a bask n
the slaughtered Passover sacrifice, and in the persecuted David Stuartelt:I Iﬁ
and Sh?OI?lO Pines independently noted the parallel between th-e begin o
of Melltos_ exegesis and the passage in the Haggadah: “He brou h% usnlng
of slavery into lfreedom, from grief into joy, from mourning intg festiv(i)tu t
from darkness into great light, and from subjection into redemption ”139’
Hence the notion that this is a fragment of a Jewish-Christian Ha 'dah
from the Land of Israel is highly plausible.' In any case, Melito ad%[%sa“the

:). z::S)LIn J. Be::. 2.4 (5a), there is also a Jewish version of the birth of Jesus. A Jewish far
i:) t(;! yI a passing A.rab about the Destruction of the Temple and the birth of the Mesn']:zlr
" tc oc; II): ;Fe of theh lu;:gbof l]\SAethl:J}-xlem. The farmer became a salesman of baby clothes so :fl:at
iscover the baby-Messiah. The baby’s mother wanted to kill h i
pille had been destroyed because of his birth, but the Jew preventedlherefl:r::r)r':’ds:)ril:e ts}::nE Eem-
the sam};: man returned and asked about the child, and his mother replied that vgvim:i 3“’(;
‘storm}sl ad come and snatched him out of her hand. In this version, the manger i . and
:::rto t ehroy‘fll palace, and th_e role of Herod is filled by the mother. Note, too thge a:al[;lilllae
heen the tfu'\.:h of the Messiah and the Destruction of the Temple. This sto:' is :;1 b " E}
—tr t.; K?bit:a[gt: legend of “the baby Gadiel.” See Gershom Scholem, “The S}(’)urce: f&f 'lls"}?
ale of the Baby Gadiel” in Kabbalistic Literature” [in Heb ; . ]
7 . . rew], Devarim bego (Tel Avi
;210—83; }Iior this story and its parallel in Lam. R4b. (Buber edition BQ;gasf:ceéﬁivﬁzf ,
okem, ““La voix est la voix de ma soeur’: Fi b -
] ‘ : Figures et symboles f i
Lamcntauc.m's Rabbah,”” Cabiers de Litterature Orale 44 ():988;):?3—;"11“]“5 dans le Mideach
127. This is discussed in derail in Tabori {n. 85, p. 67); Henshke (Sn
128. Melito of Sardis (n. 88, p. 68), secs. 49, 68. R
129. Hall (n. 94, p. 70), 31-32; Shlomo Pines, “Fro
5 . : : D = H ”»
e e R i P m Darkness into Great Light,” fmmanuel
130. The structure of Melito's exegesi i i
gesis considerably overlaps wich
_Haggadah. He opens with a “Midrash”; moves on to an expEm:tiont};i;:tm[ klfnll'el o ou
ing of ’c,hc Ifa.sst.'wcr sacrifice, the matzah, and the bitter herbs; and concludessym' l(: ey
Hallel,” which includes a sharp attack on the ingrartitude of the people of Isra:]v e

CHAPTER 2

10,

exiled Jacob” to the series of typologies of the suffering Jesus, and we may
conclude that this is how he understood the phrase “A wandering Ara-
maean.” The identification of Jesus with Jacob is already mentioned in John
4:12, in the Samaritan woman’s question to Jesus: “Are you greater than our
father Jacob?” 1!

But in the Aramaic translations, as in the Haggadah, the verse in ques-
dion is seen as referring to Laban: “Laban the Aramaean sought to make
my father perish.” The Midrash as extant in the Haggadah raises three difh-
culties. First, how did the exegete know that Laban sought to kill Jacob,
since in Genesis 31:24 the angel warns him, “Take heed that you say not 2
word to Jacob, either good or bad” and there is no indication that Laban
sought to kill Jacob’s entire family? Second, how did the Midrashic author
know that Jacob went down to Egypt “compelled by the divine word”?
“Word” (dibbur) is tantamount to logos and can mean “an angel”—but
where is it written in the Bible that Jacob was ordered by God or by an an-
gel to go down to Egypt? Third, how are we to understand the fact that at
the heart of the Haggadah we find the view that Laban’s intention to kill
Jacob, an aim that was not realized, was more serious than the murder of
the children of Isracl by Pharaoh? Does this not completely diminish the
significance of the deliverance from Egypr?

This last question, which transforms Laban into the villain of the Hag-
gadah, led Louis Finkelstein to his bold theory that the Haggadah was com-
posed at the end of the third century B.C.E. and was intended to serve its
authors’ pro-Egyptian (Ptolemaic) and anti-Syrian (Seleucid) orienta-

132 Finkelstein also noted the similarity between “Syrian” (Hebrew:
arami; Aramaic: arma’i) and “Roman.” (Hebrew: roma’i).' ¥ Accordingly,
“A wandering Aramaean was my father” may also be read as a Midrash on
the situation of the Jewish people under Roman rule. Laban, who wished
to extirpate everyone, is the personification of Rome, whose subjugation
was harsher than that of Egypt. Jacob exiled from his home symbolizes the
fate of the nation as a whole: just as Jacob’s exile in Egypt was temporary—
he did not go down there to settle—so would the new Exile of Israel be.

tion.

131. Sec]. H. Neyrey, “Jacob Tradition and the Interpretation of John 410-26," Catholic Bib-
lical Quarterly 41 (1979): 419-37. Thereis also a similarity between the description of rolling the
large rock off Jesus’s tomb (Mark 16:4) and rolling the stone off the well by Jacob (Gen 29:10).

132. Finkelstein (n. 77, p- 63, his 1938 article), 300-301 and n. 20.

133. Finkelstein (n. 77, p- 63, his 1938 article), 300-301 and n. 20, and see the important

discussion of Berger (n. 7, p. 34), 161-62.
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The typological story created by the Midrash is based on the following
frame story: an evil man (Laban) wanted to kill a good man (Jacob); an
angel commanded the good man to go down to Egypt, and he went there
for a limited time. If we change two of the characters in the story, substi-
tuting Laban the Aramaean with Herod the Edumean, who rules by the
grace of Rome, and Jacob with Jesus, we receive the following story: “An
angel of the Lord appeared to Joseph in a dream and said, ‘Rise, take the
child and his mother, and flee to Egypt, and remain there till I tell you; for
Herod is about to search for the child, to destroy him.” And he rose and
took the child and his mother by night, and departed to Egypt” (Matt
2:13—14). The two stories are structured according to the same scheme.

The literary ropos used by the Gospel—the birth of the Christian Sav-
ior, the danger in store for him, his descent to Egypt, and his rescue—also
seems to have been used by the Jewish Midrashic author, who shifted it to
Jacob.!34 This is yet another reflection of the tendency to apply the Chris-
tian story of salvation to the Jewish story of deliverance from Egypt. In
times of subjugation and degradation, both stories offer a consolation and
hope for salvation.

At this point, we must return to the peculiarity with which we began our
discussion: Why, at least in terms of its literary qualities, is the Midrash
“primitive,” not going much beyond presentation of the parallel between
Deuteronomy 26 and Exodus? And, more generally, why did the Talmu-
dic Sages choose to create a textual Midrash in order to fill the obligation
of narrating the story of the Exodus? In point of fact, Melito’s “Haggadah”
is also none other than such a “Midrash,” whose aim is to create a source
for the new exegesis of Easter on the basis of the story of the historical Ex-
odus in the Old Testament. Without a textual Midrash and without alle-
gorizing the meaning of the sacrifice, there is no basis for the Christian
Easter. For Melito, his Midrash is no mere literary embellishment, but an

essential means of turning the biblical story of Passover into a prefigura-
tion of Jesus and the Crucifixion story. Hence, his exegesis begins with a
declaration that the biblical verses from Exodus are to be read first, and only
thereafter the mysterium, that is, their allegorization. Thus, the deliverance

134. This interpretation was supported by Daube (n. 110, P- 75): 189—92, and subsequently
by R.E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah (London, 1977), 545. But both think that the Chris-
tian story in Matthew is a Christian Midrash based on the Jewish exegesis on Laban, while I
think that the opposite is more tenable, namely, that the Jewish excgesis responds to the story
in Matthew and adapts it to its purpose.

CHAPTER 2

of Israel from Egypt acquires a double meanir‘lg: temporal amfl eternal. The;
historical Passover is that described in the scriptural text, Whll.e t’he eterna
Passover is that of Jesus.'? This duality runs throughout Melito’s f:xelglesm,l
explaining the need for the exegetical genre to construct the allegorical leve
overt text. ‘ .
abj\‘;itr}:; this backdrop, the liturgical. functio? of the JCW-ISh Ml(;iras}lll car;
be seen as a pale response to the Christian homily. Th.e ].ew1sh Ml rash use
the same literary technique as that used by the Christian one f1n coliimtert—
ing the Christian attempt to appropriate the story of the Exodus rom : gyp f.:
Thus, at least in this case, it may be argued that the hermeneutica hge‘rn:
has a different function in the two religic.ms.. From the very outselt, (;1 rlStll;
anity saw exegesis as a vital means of creative 1nf‘erpretat10n, f(,),r onlyt n:;u%1
it could Christianity construct an allegoncal. second story on top of t :
scriptural “first story.” Yet the Jewish e%e‘gesm adopts, at le;st in }:)ur cas '
the Midrashic genre, not to create an additional l.evel, but to ds ow that clelvegr
thing is present in the first story and that l‘he.l‘ells no seco; hstoryhat lj ;to
the Jewish author, the story in Deuteronorfly is interprete t rou% the t}x;y
in the Book of Exodus-—that is, the wr1tten_M1drash t'akes place ;)n : i
same textual plane as the biblical text itself. Thl.s assur_npnondnia)m.i: c{f, t ?
the Talmudic Sages adopted the Christian Midrashic genre to u}l1 on (?
or at times in opposition to it, a parallel (or reverse) J.CVVIISh Midras —pro
vides an historical explanation for the great flourishing of the creative
Midrash specifically during the second century C.E.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the suggestions offered here regar.ding the development of tlhe I“as::l
over Haggadah, we may conclude that this w‘ork emergcc! fromTa;l close arll1 ;
intimate dialogue with the Christian exegesis L:)f the hol{da)n le J(?Wl; :
Christian dialogue displayed here is very extensive, .esscmially po f:mldc,d\:
it also includes a great deal of commonality. This dialogue was inten be 0
define the identity of the two religious groups by mutual rejection but Tt
the same time offers a similar panacea to the com mon pr‘oblcm: how to cel-
cbrate a festival of deliverance duringa periodiolf subjection or.pers;cuuon.
Melito expresses himself with acerbic style, writing sharply against tf e]}i\:;
The Jews respond with restraint, circumventing the obstacles set up for t

135. Lieu (n. 108, p. 75), 210,

ROME OR JERUSALEM

87



ol DIp

DY9%H Y. ALY oYM

X Vms NED 3P ST omsrn RITGLY
WY (B.,0) ohay s BOHTS epy

b 1onE 139 O1h P WhH ob odEym
O3EM "pp 939 196D 3 jopE 43 96D
6D pp oap OUETY 939 gy
oM L 93 o OF%D oh 030 ohinh
0N S Hoon W e 03D 1 oYy
PEYY TDE 90 1 vEpdES 199 b o1hdn
PO oMy 93 Ty WP MIEN amb

DM50 17 193

AN TN N

736 99 DEID Db £197) Yip $IPBE open
OIEN MO pmd Mep oepd 3p

5T 3D H10 ,0pD b3 Nopo e svma SpwT
OID VMH Pl OMBE M 0HTId
PIDT (573 L7P) S7HOP3 733 PBY /DT
) ,0A7T0 A npp M3 P 3 svnon
3D £ N7 MDP3T (672 'p) PD3 1N
W1 60 9HTIO oh O3 NEIDY 0T I
JTPY 79) orD P (2 0 ©™M37) 3poT
L DTIVD ON /HrTIBY 1”3 I DN

OHTI0 o5 M H1D onE

MY ONPPEYT 07300 d3 XH "L W I
79 ,0C Y AHT 100 1YY b
220 A ©™5N3 LPREDd 1036 3py* T HE
Wb 72 v pep >nh Hran HOE qb Jop
oF o 91 /1wH3 163 b I M 1w
Sp3 DEDY JOE DN ML 1OE THin M
WO PYH PHT WD WP WY I D700
3751 ,0390 19 /ED) D'W3E3 WAL

S o powE HD TEMT A3 AN
,LOF M w0 ,7o%0 190 hh MpPd

Ahty

12

== 1 &5 |SE

"

»pon b OVP3 33 5130 £E psvapm M0y
P33 307 3ME 2307 Youseh 3 I3 Dy
DPRW 07200 nnh3 99 7D 0T 1y
9% 35 "3 Y3ps TapEs 5 D13 D3pyas
PP D700 Y& »ED %pa 1k O™503 Y9y
»PRooL 39 Y36 mypd MT30D 56'5's paps
SOMSH 1O o oy pymss DD mgs
VEDY ©MMDR TH 0mas Yo ovpy )
3791 I07V30H OPBd 13

T 69 1 v S5 Pzt e SN
39 199 ,m369 5 0%hwp pH opash

S0 336 o133 Yoo S ovpas ooy P
3rD £ 013 978 35 Myp3 519 a3 Ynney
P3WD D390 O pT MOP3 PN m3va)
73170 PEM 55 B D30 Y paED ohTon
0N DYTID3 ©M3TO PG (7p DED) Smops
POM DD 0590 1Y EvE 9 /D 1) arwp

00N VORI °ED PPd THY

oMb oh MBwEr 37 ppnn Sy
00 ,0m0 ©73p b v avnon
Wi YOMEY 397 ,0m0h oES b w3 B
PO (3 ,08) prtas Yp 39 p07 ornowd
2P0 PPOE QRE YN ,MNIME Py P 1T
MNpH MO ph P03 T30 A1 PrIY I
700 5 wpeh 0w 75v opr L pn D
0 PR3 DHED Ohbas wmb ‘D dhap on3
TI3PE PN OEDY b Mbah PI5 00 MIVE
VIMP VEE Y N ,MpH PIpon EDN
P23 Yp7 owpwd Y 1H pTsd oPnd
SODE P TS wh 173w Tpower (B )
13 0EDY MO ,pon PIpD wHn YpeE 137
p3 W MM Nph aps oa vmy P
D3P PNDY ABSE TN M0 mpwh D J"’;z
obus '3 o'hia 167y ©D Ny P03 °”m
PN /O b qEm Yo B oEDd3 |
D7D 273D B D T



ari
Highlight

ari
Highlight

ari
Highlight


oMM
oA

1"aR9

12
aTd

N7avm

R

QTITAN

ap

Tor Ko 5o (TN

noD 9w 170

T 7y 139

11 SR N3N P Ry K7 Nooa o DaY My

oD 2oR0w B7YR 70 YDY | T DNeras e
DIPATY PRI IRY 307 L9300 70 RS KD T 1Rn

, BT XM AOBT NP7OR NI T RS ROW yawn U Mowsn 93
X7V 534 9 AR LTI DM T RYY KoY T 1PaRTD XA

JI6TT00 ARTP YW LN89m e
2993 wMEn Do UHNwr BRI YT Uhntna v

1P XY ROW TINIT 2 3 M2 V2B Mmntna yme D kY 116

1o0M BYDT MK AN NP B amIN NS 194
AT WD 0 SRS Y NXY 8D 26pRa 10 mnb

181 0B 797 ooon Ak 1 v ww Setna 130 mama e etbs 236
77 2 30p DOADD 072w 237 LRI I D ORI TR 8OR e
P BT TEOw R N B D eyt YR XYY a1 fwow
,EYD UTEY 07202 PN RIPM 07D LAY BT NOR B0 W

KRl

S30DMoe 17y pUBa KON IR JUSEY DNYIRE 1em
STIR T FPART [IBR] XY ™D mawma nnn

YEPRI SRRNIMIY MIAPIAN IR N3 N2 00
ovp Xow S3mibD ANSIT TY NEY KD e
ATTRRI 27 SIETORIY 17RMY DY ,53STIRTD SBmEn

KT S31 L7 A2 TIPAA 21 AV R12R TR AT XY LK TP 530
A8 my ow o mbw ATt nx1 532 2 20 Mo mwen
YT TR 534 OMOA? WATD W B ATAT2 - Pt 533
TIITH ORI I, TV IR R0DA NPIX MNP IMsn X weta
XPU WPDY 172w VIR W L0727 onvRd) 7RI YR 1an
9737) NN KM D02 P2 AT ANAMA 535 7T DA T RY®
DR 701, MRP K7 990 N2 P RY? KD PIR (RO AN (14 'ya
3721, 730 10D DIAKTY MNP TX Xw K21 11 2 nona Panb
BYLRD TR B MY It X Mtk m a0’ 0 e
XX X2 DRAKY 777 R T0p OTIOB2 /0WT NYT 302w OW 7910 NI Y
TTEND (DY 0PN MOIRY 072 o TR 536 L wRn InaT T

WO AN RO w B amIN T BNYeEY 19e
D/YR 2GBUTTD NS YT NEY KD mons YeN pYnan
XY XD OX INM T OREY KD MM 31 oD Soxw

071 MR B3NS bR 17D 263

ISAN 11 MPY? DATH NMDIN NOATHS - o1 NI NOSTH

xR w92 121 DXOPRA 120 2T AYmY MER mbe
9y :2°n37 0V R C3n 23 ow Sy £037 v
PNRD PRI TP (R0 B 12T13) 17K D X

24pnrya
TR DAY (RP 'Ry 03 AW n 5% YIEY MINOW N3 223

78R 03 W% 12w P §2 OX “hbD N3t ORTRKY YK onn Xe
WIPBT IPIW AT TR 224 LINRD DR ONWODY *I0B KoK M

29927 b N K5 b N M dNbras 194
,29m91Y IRR | N2 T NWY NP Moo BN
wapeim W s 7"?:18 1IMIAN MY mbD
T NATNY NN ANy WD N9 D B Sy B
0™27 awbw Hx Py1 T6oynd oy MY M
DORIMY P12 A0 MAYR” b mIorn ATATT M
231 MMPP70 K> XM MOD 71 72 PRY DUYNRY LST7Ih
A197T5Y TovR 0ona 127 NPRww 0% ITATT 1 U
TORWATRU AR 378 00 ny YRR 377 0 Lo ay 90 376

PRI AL DN TINTT N P20 719178 M2 B Ik bR 7o1e
1Ay YR wienIw WD 379 LuD 'y DY 2"wno AMinoD |2

S005n 9% anN RO BD AN BNYYRY e
*nY3 1N "7 NX® XD T ¥n oD '7:&’127 "HYN
ST OTRAR2 2NN T’DPHTZ? Painkiet'y

.0"2wm% oprma 372 200

P AN NBR Y 5D AN T DNORAY 1em
MO 1T IBRY NI T NRY NS mons 19N ovese
T 45200709 V2T PUID2 ROT IR ANT YR SR
0737 whw % R TIATT $903 72 HRUona 120 M
45377195 nTATY NAIm T XYY X2 OMR XD oy K
WK ASHER ST 1o Ymanwl T nbRpaw EyN
22K ,M00 WYY AYTR AT P2 ww W PIY? ROR
702 TR KD DX N2 070 K37 XD 12 DYwn Py nnb
NP IOTY DTN DPIPRTD XY 77IRTT YTBI 453 LK TOR 452

JART2 116 'y AN TR %R NosT RPOR mam P R
STy Doy N 0BT DY DX QYORTY T AT Iian 454

wrrs
mIp

"aw
vpbn

AN
MR

Y awn

02NN ININOIMY DITIN 162 : ©N TINY DINUYRIN YW NDA DY NTIN - PN NN

13


ari
Highlight

ari
Highlight


ND

033 BOHT HOn phr poveY M=y
B> 5 q7) oy pps
09937 h» e omd w opd By
NDVD DD OIV3 7 HIDT M0 703N
HDDY 39 B% ommm pisn Sy oo
DY EMNDN HpdONm 3vRe I by
Py oD W vk rs”
PDOTNM spdE o pohie
D55 odED » obaw

boopIps HDHT Dy My P> mray
DELY Y7 (*7D) OHPD Y P
PPIPY P 1121 PPN POE OVPN 1793
Dp o A oo 3o pppa o3
L7D 1151 DOWDN 1B IPED TINY
1937 DN .oDMPhN 1D 1N 375
P MNDR3 PPIPY WIE T I
DYDY TISE OMPD PT £ NDP DN
190 PHED 20 b oM PYp
pYS» dp ppd wwp v oawb)
O 93D B7OMY WPE PN 0
ph  DOWDY WD MNDPD PN
APNED

n‘"ﬁsn nﬂ\w

B7Rd EDHT DTN Mo EYPD pand Yo
SR PP mp

IO PIDD M3T U3 DEp mymy
pyoh obd pRD 133pd Evod

EY7 507 0" DOPID 1013 MM bs
37 N7 Y7 DEYID 7 bopws Yy
135 D1 95D DEHd M5 vt g
B 16 wh vy nop Hdor hopin
wh 33b 03B Hh v7r pE)
OPY DID D DYIDYR pnind gy
od P W7y P DS oD phe
Do) Dp3PY ONPPY DNDD VIBE sy
> B P popIdd DYEX
(A7) omt

M aveys
bppy po B dEIT O
NOPD DID T IR 1
osp3 17 D7 1B Jpn Yo W3 B
9DRY DN PTINT 75 NDD DN
DY DD MM DINE DE3 I
JPED Dy

n9ms 57Oy wan nwbn 0TIp TN 12 PR 37Y 7RI LM AED LoRY MRW
absb ga9xY 1D°0 NII¥H BpY 0¥ XD v ‘OIN AT DI NRY AW TPW

(2 D) YR *TIX DT D7WTAR 7 DPAm DU !

oD
3

e I
pIpm VIR 7¥T M7 Y3 niwpRY W AmRaYY - 'BINN 187 A2 nup1 11;m
w M,
9qy3” 2°ND R L,L7T° 0N P12 A% HY9R? WHRW ‘OIN by X7 AR W

2y bY9RY TIOR DA 37KY ,AP? WT "W Sw o™on PT W "R,
(X 7D /R pYM) I N NTIWA NRED) .07y nooIN 1M 11n:_nb
nypn OPA A DIKY R7RW DN NRRAW DNWRT 0020 gla) ;; N
ey yn spb qary o3 onnn 1> 1AW’ A2 NAW NYRI 03

mIRYY 717 2w 0T WD g*12°2 Nmn

14

g 7980

ww "IR
y 13V
Lar il

3
wb nran pYWIAT C 1

p 351
mpa - DIMES AN IS 2
or 132 7



ari
Highlight

ari
Highlight


)5,
»
)Y

moD 5% mTam

\m

o PO 1D VB d3p v by )
[:0"PM] ") 3 O by ppp 5y9m
7D DT PHM P dhn ovyam
P35y Wh PPD 0 Yop prrmd s
U3 L P3Y DI 3 mispos
(7] DN

DD T PIDT DEH G

9y NDPIT MDD DI DY

DTS DOVED DS ppdd by
OIBP) P D77 19pd SHvND]

DI e 15 3 wh

Yo Yray lwnsiblbf;w;‘:;s?i? .
o0 D133 Yonpey I S"n‘ o
™0 pbat opmy »pby vs»:m;: K
PDION 0955 130bmn pypy sy u'»m:;
DOBD D73 ovpm ey B0 b
DB s 3 OPHY w3vnE
OT3DE 279 bbby Py .y usv‘m
WIDIE DD Y omsps oV9DY wl’a
DV ) EDE DBSDIm ops elglo)s)
B m 5 Y oor 2 oobom Yoy

(3] D DEHp 3 Wh oy 1y wp

S mEnns P35 ANm 5w msena pbosy o T B Saw Neb
"PY R7T ATIRDY AR X PN (2 NI YT D) M0R N DwIIRR NS - e
AT MIEDD 072 170 P07 MD0T MEn KW ana 52 Paond nran nv by
NBRIT ,AWYNY PPDRDY MO0 MIZH MO 17 I T KOR ,0mM or o bw
MEn RYR N PR OOVNA (T 07O XYY PITIH ROR DPR W95R mOYan nobw
NI 5% IDON IR 75T 072N PWHH 2713 WMAR DY A7apn WYY °012 I90Y

32771 XOR DPXR D07 19RY mvann b7an mobnn Yo wwb

YyRwn T¥M yHnn 777 1752 07aRIT 12T LR RDWWDT XNPM XY DN
nar anamRYH 7% reY1 PYIRI on 0w PY MM A¥n noD My ¥ nrand
Tayas 1°pY7 and vphin *Pawa ,X”Y 170 DD YOI M YW TN ,/N0D
7 NS 957 anow ow (7T 127D R LNVAD AT DA ynwn pvm
N7AlT YIwn $rRnDA 07NN PR B7H IR 7T MM [ N REY WPRY

9N XTI D DWMY WY DN »nb AR 9D RYX TIDW0R MXHI 00N YR PR
579y "nanow 1l

X IR TR YY) n1972 pny ‘va -t R
eyt mran oW 2UET T
Loyy @A PR M0D W
» R M MMy

B YRWW N3 %R 0127 X0 (
Y707 nYwa mw Yoaw rEr 1NN 1Inn ynw I

mznw 7137 1A ")a s3pb X5 0TI TN’ W

Jox g7 /33 hRyY M7 ME
9 907 XA N W YW
PR32 DV TR UKD 3707 972
AR M R NIRRT
»p1 T M0 ANER

by (o qynb n773) R7RHW 07T OV
MYVI) 7Hawa DTOPI MR Y ann7? 71N D
PPV A 7% MDD nNER 12 0PY o P 27T ,
% e XY yIT Yy wn Jbroy AT nygnHn n-mb B
NIXIY PO ANW T MERR IpiyR T A [ron 0INK? M0

o Hw MONT
w xon 1973 PRy
bbys iy oYY b paat /a7 nRE? 7 ANV nxy oo TV

15°



ari
Highlight

ari
Highlight


THE SAMUEL AND ALTHEA STROUM LECTURES
IN JEWISH STUDIES

The Yiddish Art Song,
performed by Leon Lishner, basso, and Lazar Weiner, piano
(stereophonic record album)

The Holocaust in Historical Perspective,
by Yehuda Bauer

Zakhbor: Jewish History and Jewish Memory,
by Yosef Hayim Yerushalmi

16

ZAKHOR

Jewish History and Jewish Memory

YOSEF HAYIM YERUSHALMI

THE JEWISH PUBLICATION SOCIETY OF AMERICA
Philadelphia

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON PRESS
Seattle and London



i

Prologue

This little book, part history, part confession and credo, has come
into being through several distinct stages, none of which antici-
pated the other. In 1977, while on sabbatical in Jerusalem, I de-
livered a lecture on sixteenth-century Jewish historiography to the
faculties of the Institute of Jewish Studies at the Hebrew Univer-
sity. My choice of subject was prompted not only by its inherent
fascinations, but by my feeling that a proper understanding of this
particular phenomenon can provide a fulcrum with which to rajse
a number of issues concerning the place of historiography within
Jewish civilization generally. Upon my return to the United States
I was asked to contribute a paper to the forthcoming Jubilee
Volume of the American Academy for Jewish Research. In re-
sponse, I submitted a lightly expanded English version of my
Hebrew lecture, now entitled “Clio and the Jews: Reflections on
Jewish Historiography in the Sixteenth Century,” which was pub-
lished when the volume finally appeared in the fall of 1980. Both
in the original lecture and in the published essay I managed to
confine myself rather closely to the announced topic, though there
were also some scattered hints concerning its larger implications.

The matter might well have rested there had I not received, in
the meantime, the gracious invitation of the University of Wash-
ington to deliver the Stroum Lectures in April 1980. This suddenly
seemed to me a propitious opportunity for a more expansive treat-
ment, no longer limited to any single period, of the issues with
which I was concerned. Still, I formulated the topic as “Jewish
History and Jewish Memory” with some qualms. Four lectures on
so broad a theme would obviously preclude the elaborate and
subtle discussion that many of the ideas to be dealt with really
deserve. Despite such misgivings, I decided to plunge ahead. The
lectures were given. This book is the result.

If such, then, are the external circumstances that have brought
it forth, its more vital origin lies in an effort to understand myself
asa Jewish historian, not within the objective context of the global



xiv Prologue

scholarly enterprise, but within the inner framework of Jewish
history itself. With the former I have no particular problems—
that is, none that are not shared by historians in other fields. Given
that it is important to consume most of one’s waking hours in the
study of the past, Jewish historical scholarship is as significant as
any other and its achievements are manifest. From the perspective
of Jewish history, however, it is different. At the very heart of this
book lies an attempt to understand what seemed a paradox to me
at one time—that although Judaism throughout the ages was
absorbed with the meaning of history, historiography itself played
at best an ancillary role among the Jews, and often no role at all;
and, concomitantly, that while memory of the past was always a
central component of Jewish experience, the historian was not its
primary custodian.

These significant dualities have often been obscured by rhetor-
ical flourishes and a certain semantic confusion. The Jews, after all,
have the reputation of being at once the most historically oriented
of peoples and as possessing the longest and most tenacious of
memories. Yet such accolades can be profoundly true or completely
false, depending upon what one means by “history” or “memory.”
If they are not to be completely meaningless, we should at least
want to know what kind of history the Jews have valued, what, out
of their past, they chose to remember, and how they preserved,
transmitted, and revitalized that which was recalled. Our investi-
gation along these lines will gradually reveal, I trust, how very
different the traditional concern of Jews with history was from
our own. This book, therefore, may properly be considered, on one
level, as an attempt at historical distancing.

My own terms of reference require no rigid definitions. They
should emerge, on the whole, with sufficient clarity in the contexts
that follow. I have discussed my understanding of “historiography”
at some length in the “Clio” essay, where I have also given ex-
amples of those who would blur the crucial distinction between
historical writing and various genres of Jewish literature that may
reflect a deep concern with history without displaying the least
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interest in recording historical events. All that need not be re-
peated here.

It may help to point out, however, that in repeatedly employing
such terms as “collective memory” or “group memory” I do not
have in mind some vaguely genetic endowment, nor an innate
psychic structure analogous to the Jungian archetypes. Contrary to
a theory widely held as late as the seventeenth century, a child left
in the forest to its own linguistic devices would not speak Hebrew
spontaneously, not even if it were a Jewish enfant sauvage, and
neither would it “remember” that Abraham journeyed from Ur to
Canaan. Only the group can bequeath both language and a trans-
personal memory. It was the abiding merit of Maurice Halbwachs,
more than fifty years ago, to have insisted to psychologists and phi-
losophers alike that even individual memory is structured through
social frameworks, and, all the more, that collective memory is not
a metaphor but a social reality transmitted and sustained through
the conscious efforts and institutions of the group (see Les cadres
sociaux de la mémoire, Paris, 1925, and his posthumously pub-
lished La mémoire collective, Paris, 1950). My own use of the
term is indebted to these works, in spirit if not always in substance.
However, in attempting a specific examination of the dynamics of
Jewish collective memory, I have found little help at hand. The
categories generally invoked are usually not adequate to the Jewish
case. What has been learned from the study of oral tradition, for
example, will only partially apply to so literate and obstinately
bookish a people. Notions of collective memory derived from the
folklore and mythology of peasants or primitives are also of
limited relevance when we consider how much of Jewish society
and culture was molded, prior to modern times, by guiding elites.
Significantly, Halbwachs himself devoted a chapter in the first of
his aforementioned books to “La mémoire collective des groupes
religieux” in which he referred exclusively to Christianity, while
in the discussion of “La mémoire collective et la mémoire his-
torique” in the latter work, it is the historical memory of a nation
that is at issue. The Jews, however, have represented throughout
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their history 2 unique fusion of religion and peoplehood, and they
cannot be grasped on either side of such dichotomies. The history
of Jewish collective memory, as I have indicated in the first lecture,
is yet to be explored. Here I have only tried to chart some possible
routes to be followed.

Returning to these lectures after the lapse of more than a year
in order to prepare them for publication, I was tempted more than
once to rewrite them completely, or even to lay them aside and to
write 2 full-scale and much larger work on the very same themes.
Instead I did neither. I decided to retain the format, and hence also
the tonality, of the lectures as they were originally given. Revisions
have been minimal and largely cosmetic. What has been lost there-
by in amplitude and subtlety will perhaps be compensated by the
immediacy of words spoken in a living context. At the same time,
despite some initial hesitation I have seen fit to add rather extensive
notes to each lecture, persuaded by close friends and colleagues
that these may be useful to students, and that they would enable
me to qualify and nuance at least some points that, inevitably,
have been too baldly stated in the lectures themselves.

Reviewing the whole, I am under no illusion that this book is
anything more than a series of tentative probes into its subject. In
the end, the stance I have taken emerges out of an acute awareness
that there have been a number of alternative ways, each viable
and with its own integrity, in which human beings have perceived
and organized their collective pasts. Modern historiography is the
most recent, but still only one of these, superior in some obvious
respects, deficient and perhaps even inferior in others, gain and
loss. Thus I regard the emergence of modern Jewish historical
scholarship since the early nineteenth century, not as an ultimate
triumph of historical progress, but as an historical fact historically
conditioned, something to be taken with the utmost seriousness,
but not to crow about. Nevertheless, the reader will not have
understood me if he interprets the doubts and misgivings I express
as meaning that I propose a return to prior modes of thought. Most
of us do not have that choice. For better or worse, a particular and

19

Prologue xvii

unprecedented experience of time and history is ours, to be re-
flected upon, perhaps to be channelled in new directions. My final
conclusions are admittedly not sanguine. Neither, I think, are they
hopeless.

Wellfleet, Cape Cod
30 Ab 5741/ August 30, 1981

Yosef Hayim Yerushalmi
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the Writing of History



21

Tle Hebrew Zakhor— "Remem-

ber”—announces my elusive theme. Memory is always proble-
matic, usually deceptive, sometimes treacherous. Proust knew this,
and the English reader is deprived of the full force of his title
which conveys, not the blandly reassuring “Remembrance of
Things Past” of the Moncrieff translation, but an initially darker
and more anxious search for a time that has been lost. In the
ensorcelled film of Alain Resnais the heroine quickly discovers
that she cannot even be certain of what transpired “last year at
Marienbad.” We ourselves are periodically aware that memory is
among the most fragile and capricious of our faculties.

Yet the Hebrew Bible seems to have no hesitations in com-
manding memory. Its injunctions to remember are unconditional,
and even when not commanded, remembrance is always pivotal.
Altogether the verb zzkhar appears in its various declensions in the
Bible no less than one hundred and sixty-nine times, usually with
either Israel or God as the subject, for memory is incumbent upon
both.! The verb is complemented by its obverse—forgetting. As
Israel is enjoined to remember, so is it adjured not to forget. Both
imperatives have resounded with enduring effect among the Jews
since biblical times. Indeed, in trying to understand the survival of
a people that has spent most of its life in global dispersion, I
would submit that the history of its memory, largely neglected and
yet to be written, may prove of some consequence.

But what were the Jews to remember, and by what means?
What have been the functional dynamics of Jewish memory, and
how, if at all, is the command to remember related to the writing
of history? For historiography, an actual recording of historical
events, is by no means the principal medium through which the
collective memory of the Jewish people has been addressed ot
aroused. The apparent irony is not limited to the Jews alone. It is
our common experience that what is remembered is not always
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recorded and, alas for the historian, that much of what has been
recorded is not necessarily remembered.

In the space of these lectures I shall not venture to treat the
relations between Jewish memory and the writing of Jewish his-
tory in all their tangled configurations. Nor do I propose to at-
tempt a history of Jewish historiography. For it is not historical
writing per se that will concern us here, but the relation of Jews to
their own past, and the place of the historian within that relation-
ship. What I have to say is ultimately quite personal. It flows out
of lingering preoccupations with the nature of my craft, but I do
not presume to speak for the guild. I trust that, by the time I have
done, the personal will not seem merely arbitrary. I would add
only that although, as an historian of the Jews, I am concerned
primarily with the Jewish past, I do not think that the issues to be
raised are necessarily confined to Jewish history. Still, it may be
that this history can sometimes set them into sharper relief than
would otherwise be possible. And with that we may begin.

* * *

For those reared and educated in the modern West it is often
hard to grasp the fact that a concern with history, let alone the
writing of history, is not an innate endowment of human civiliza-
tion. Many cultures past and present have found no particular
virtue in the historical, temporal dimension, of human existence.
Out of a mass of ethnographic materials from around the world
anthropologists and historians of religion have gradually clarified
the extent to which, in primitive societies, only mythic rather than
historical time is “real,” the time of primeval beginnings and
paradigmatic first acts, the dream-time when the world was new,
suffering unknown, and men consorted with the gods. Indeed, in
such cultures the present historical moment possesses little inde-
pendent value. It achieves meaning and reality only by subverting
itself, when, through the repetition of 2 ritual or the recitation or
re-enactment of a myth, historical time is periodically shattered
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and one can experience again, if only briefly, the true time of the
origins and archetypes. Nor are these vital functions of myth and
ritual confined to the so-called primitives. Alon g with the mental-
ity they reflect they are also shared by the great pagan religions
of antiquity and beyond. In the metaphysics and epistemology of
some of the most sophisticated of Far Eastern civilizations, both
time and history are deprecated as illusory, and to be liberated
from such illusions is a condition for true knowledge and ultimate
salvation. These and similar matters are well documented in an
abundant literature and need not be belabored here. Lest our dis-
cussion remain too abstract, however, let me cite one striking
example in the case of India, of which a noted modern Indian
scholar writes:

. . . the fact remains that except Kalhana's Rajatarangini, which is
merely a local history of Kashmir, there is no other historical text in
the whole range of Sanskrit literature which even makes a near ap-
proach to it, or may be regarded as history in the proper sense of the
term. This is a very strange phenomenon, for there is hardly a branch
of human knowledge or any topic of human interest which is not
adequately represented in Sanskrit literature. The absence of real his-
torical literature is therefore naturally regarded as so very unusual that
even many distinguished Indians cannot bring themselves to recognize
the obvious fact, and seriously entertain the belief that there were
many such historical texts, but that they have all perished.3

Herodotus, we are told, was the “father of history” (a phrase
that needs to be qualified, but I shall not pause to do so here), and
until fairly recently every educated person knew that the Greeks
had produced a line of great historians who could still be read with
pleasure and empathy. Yet neither the Greek historians nor the
civilization that nurtured them saw any ultimate or transcendent
meaning to history as a whole; indeed, they never quite arrived at
a concept of universal history, of history “as a whole.” Herodotus
wrote with the very human aspiration of—in his own words—
“preserving from decay the remembrance of what men have done,
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and of preventing the great and wonderful actions of the Greeks
and the barbarians from losing their due meed of glory.” For
Herodotus the writing of history was first and foremost a bulwark
against the inexorable erosion of memory engendered by the
passage of time. In general, the historiography of the Greeks was
an expression of that splendid Hellenic curiosity to know and to
explore which can still draw us close to them, or else it sought
from the past moral examples or political insights. Beyond that,
history had no truths to offer, and thus it had no place in Greek
religion or philosophy. If Herodotus was the father of history, the
fathers of meaning in history were the Jews.*

It was ancient Israel that first assigned a decisive significance to
history and thus forged a new world-view whose essential premises
were eventually appropriated by Christianity and Islam as well.
“The heavens,” in the words of the psalmist, might still “declare
the glory of the Lord,” but it was human history that revealed his
will and purpose. This novel perception was not the result of
philosophical speculation, but of the peculiar nature of Israelite
faith. It emerged out of an intuitive and revolutionary understand-
ing of God, and was refined through profoundly felt historical ex-
periences. However it came about, in retrospect the consequences
are manifest. Suddenly, as it were, the crucial encounter berween
man and the divine shifted away from the realm of nature and the
cosmos to the plane of history, conceived now in terms of divine
challenge and human response. The pagan conflict of the gods
with the forces of chaos, or with one another, was replaced by a
drama of a different and more poignant order: the paradoxical
struggle between the divine will of an omnipotent Creator and the
free will of his creature, man, in the course of history; a tense
dialectic of obedience and rebellion. The primeval dream-time
world of the archetypes, represented in the Bible only by the Para-
dise story in Genesis, was abandoned itrevocably.” With the depar-
ture of Adam and Eve from Eden, history begins, historical time
becomes real, and the way back is closed forever. East of Eden
hangs “the fiery ever-turning sword” to bar re-entry. Thrust reluc-

23

Biblical and Rabbinic Foundations o

tantly into history, man in Hebrew thought comes to affirm his
historical existence despite the suffering it entails, and gradually,
ploddingly, he discovers that God reveals himself in the course of
it. Rituals and festivals in ancient Israel are themselves no longer
primarily repetitions of mythic archetypes meant to annihilate his-
torical time. Where they evoke the past, it is not the primeval but
the historical past, in which the great and critical moments of
Israel’s history were fulfilled. Far from attempting a flight from
history, biblical religion allows itself to be saturated by it and is
inconceivable apart from it.

No more dramatic evidence is needed for the dominant place of
history in ancient Israel than the overriding fact that even God is
known only insofar as he reveals himself “historically.” Sent to
bring the tidings of deliverance to the Hebrew slaves, Moses does
not come in the name of the Creator of Heaven and Earth, but of
the “God of the fathers,” that is to say, of the God of history: “Go
and assemble the elders of Israel and say to them: The Lord the
God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob has
appeared to me and said: I have surely remembered you . . ."
(Exod. 3:16). When God introduces himself directly to the entire
people at Sinai, nothing is heard of his essence or attributes, but
only: “I the Lord am your God who brought you out of the Land
of Egypt, the house of bondage” (Exod. 20:2). That is sufficient.
For here as elsewhere, ancient Israel knows what God is from what
he has done in history.® And if that is so, then memory has become
crucial to its faith and, ultimately, to its very existence.

Only in Israel and nowhere else is the injunction to remember
feltas a religious ih:nperative to an entire people. Its reverberations
are everywhere, but they reach a crescendo in the Deuteronomic
history and in the prophets. “Remember the days of old, consider
the years of ages past” (Deut. 32:7). “Remember these things, O
Jacob, for you, O Israel, are My servant; I have fashioned you, you
are My servant; O Israel, never forget Me” (Is. 44:21). “Remem-
ber what Amalek did to you” (Deut. 25:17). “O My people,
remember now what Balak king of Moab plotted against you”
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(Micah 6:5). And, with a hammering insistence: “Remember
that you were a slave in Egypt....”

If the command to remember is absolute, there is, nontheless,
an almost desperate pathos about the biblical concern with mem-
ory, and a shrewd wisdom that knows how short and fickle human
memory can be. Not history, as is commonly supposed, but only

, mythic time repeats itself. If history is real, then the Red Sea can
be crossed only once, and Israel cannot stand twice at Sinai, a
Hebrew counterpart, if you wish, to the wisdom of Heraclitus.?
Yet the covenant is to endure forever. “I make this covenant, with
its sanctions, not with you alone, but both with those who are
standing here with us this day before the Lord our God, and also
with those who are not with us hete this day” (Deut. 29:13-14).
It is an outrageous claim. Surely there comes a day “when your
children will ask you in time to come, saying: What mean you by
these stones? Then you shall say to them: Because the waters of
the Jordan were cut off before the ark of the covenant of the Lord
when it passed through the Jordan” (Josh. 4:6—7). Not the stone,
but the memory transmitted by the fathers, is decisive if the mem-
ory embedded in the stone is to be conjured out of it to live again
for subsequent generations. If there can be no return to Sinai, then
what took place at Sinai must be borne alon g the conduits of mem-
ory to those who were not there that day.

The biblical appeal to remember thus has little to do with
curiosity about the past. Israel is told only that it must be a king-
dom of priests and a holy people; nowhere is it suggested that it
become a nation of historians. Memory is, by its nature, selective,
and the demand that Israel remember is no exception. Burckhardt's
dictum that all ages are equally close to God may please us, but
such a notion remains alien to biblical thought. There the fact that
history has meaning does not mean that everything that happened
in history is meaningful or worthy of recollection. Of Manasseh
of Judah, a powerful king who reigned for fifty-five years in Jeru-
salem, we hear only that “he did what was evil in the sight of the
Lord” (II Kings 21:2), and only the details of that evil are
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conveyed to us. Not only is Israel under no obligation whatever to
remember the entire past, but its principle of selection is unique
unto itself. It is above all God’s acts of intervention in history, and
man’s responses to them, be they positive or negative, that must be
recalled. Nor is the invocation of memory actuated by the normal
and praiseworthy desite to preserve heroic national deeds from
oblivion. Ironically, many of the biblical narratives seem almost
calculated to deflate the national pride. For the real danger is not
so much that what happened in the past will be forgotten, as the
more crucial aspect of how it happened. “And it shall be, when
the Lord your God shall bring you into the land which he swore
unto your fathers, to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, to give you
great and goodly cities, which you did not build, and houses full
of all good things, which you did not fill, and cisterns hewn out,
which you did not hew, vineyards and olive-trees which you did
not plant, and you shall eat and be satisfied—zhen beware lest you
forget the Lord who brought you forth out of the land of Egyps,
out of the house of bondage” (Deut. 6:10-12; cf. 8:11~18).

Memory flowed, above all, through two channels: ritual and
recital. Even while fully preserving their organic links to the
natural cycles of the agricultural year ( spring and first fruits), the
great pilgrimage festivals of Passover and Tabernacles were trans-
formed into commemorations of the Exodus from Egypt and the
sojourn in the wilderness. (Similarly, the biblical Feast of Weeks
would become, sometime in the period of the Second Temple, a
commemoration of the giving of the Law at Sinai.) Oral poetry
preceded and sometimes accompanied the prose of the chroniclers.
For the Hebrew reader even now such survivals as the Song of the
Sea (Exod. 15:1-18) or the Song of Deborah (Judges 5) seem
possessed of a curious power to evoke, through the sheer force of
their archaic rhythms and images, distant but strangely moving
intimations of an experience of primal events whose factual details
are perhaps irrevocably lost.

A superlative example of the interplay of ritual and recital in
the service of memory is the ceremony of the first fruits ordained
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in Deuteronomy 26, where the celebrant, an ordinary Israelite
bringing his fruits to the sanctuary, must make the following
declaration:

A wandering Aramean was my father, and he went down into Egypr,
and sojourned there, few in number; and he became there a pation,
great, mighty, and populous. And the Egyptians dealt ill with us, and
afflicted us, and laid upon us hard bondage. And we cried unto the
Loxd, the God of our fathers, and the Lord heard our voice, and saw
our affliction, and our toil, and our oppression. And the Lord brought
us forth out of Egypr with a mighty hand, and with an outstretched
arm, and with great terribleness, and with signs, and with wonders.
And He has brought us into this place, and has given us this land, a
land flowing with milk and honey . .. (Deut. 25:5-9) 8

This is capsule history at its best. The essentials to be remem-
bered are all here, in a ritualized formula. Compressed within it
are what we might paraphrase as the patriarchal origins in Meso-
potamia, the emergence of the Hebrew nation in the midst of
history rather than in mythic pre-history, slavery in Egypt and
liberation therefrom, the climactic acquisition of the Land of Israel,
and throughout—the acknowledgment of God as lord of history.

Yet although the continuity of memory could be sustained by
such means, and while fundamental biblical conceptions of history
were forged, not by historians, but by priests and prophets, the
need to remember overflowed inevitably into actual historical nar-
rative as well. In the process, and within that varied Hebrew litera-
ture spanning a millennium which we laconically call “the Bible,”
a succession of anonymous authors created the most distinguished
corpus of historical writing in the ancient Near East.

It was an astonishing achievement by any standard applicable to
ancient historiography, all the more so when we bear in mind some
of its own presuppositions. With God as the true hero of history
one wonders at the very human scale of the historical narratives
themselves. Long familiarity should not make us indifferent to
such qualities. There was no compelling 4 priori reason why the
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biblical historians should not have been content to produce an
episodic account of divine miracles and little else. Yet if biblical
histor); has, at its core, a recital of the acts of God, its accounts are
filled predominantly with the actions of men and women and the
deeds of Israel and the nations. Granted that historical writing in
ancient Israel had its roots in the belief that history was a theo-
phany and that events were ultimately to be interpreted in light
of this faith. The result was, not theology, but history on an un-
precedented scale.

Another surprising feature in most of biblical historiography is
its concreteness. Where we might have expected a re-telling of
Israel’'s past that would continually sacrifice fact to legend and
specific detail to preconceived patterns, we find instead a firm
anchorage in historical realities. The events and characteristics of
one age are seldom blurred with those of another. Discrepancies
between the hopes of an early generation and the situation en-
countered by a later one are not erased. (Compare, for example,
the promised boundaries of the Land of Israel with those of the ter-
ritories actually conquered in Canaan.)® Historical figures emerge
not merely as types, but as full-fledged individuals. Chronology,
by and large, is respected. There is a genuine sense of the flow of
historical time and of the changes that occur within it. Abraham
is not represented as observing the laws of Moses. The editors who
periodically redacted the sources at their disposal did not level
them out completely. Two essentially conflicting accounts of the
origins of Israelite monarchy lie side by side to this day in the
Book of Samuel.

That biblical historiography is not “factual” in the modern
sense is too self-evident to require extensive comment. By the
same token, however, its poetic or legendary elements are not
“fictions” in the modern sense either. For a people in ancient times
these were legitimate and sometimes inevitable modes of historical
perception and interpretation.'® But biblical historiography is
hardly uniform in these respects. The historical narratives that
span the ages from the beginnings of mankind to the conquest of
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Canaan are necessarily more legendary, the accounts of the mon-
archy much less so, and even within each segment there are
marked variations of degtee. This is only to be expected. The his-
torical texts of the Bible, written by different authors at different
times, were often also the end products of a long process of trans-
mission of earlier documents and traditions.

I cannot pause here to discuss the stages by which either biblical
interpretations of history or the actual writing of history evolved.
In terms of our larger concetns, such an atomistic discussion might
even prove misleading. By the second century B.C.E. the corpus of
biblical writings was already complete, and its subsequent impact
upon Jewry was in its totality. Post-biblical Judaism did not inherit
a series of separate historical sources and documents, but what it
regarded as a sacred and organic whole. Read through from
Genesis through Chronicles it offered not only a repository of law,
wisdom, and faith, but a coherent narrative that claimed to em-
brace the whole of history from the creation of the world to the
fifth century B.C.E., and, in the prophetic books, a profound inter-
pretation of that history as well. With the Book of Daniel, the last
of the biblical books in point of actual composition, an apocalyptic
exposition of world history was incorporated as well, which would
exetcise its own particular fascination in ages to come.

Obviously much more could still be said about the place and
function of history in ancient Israel that I have chosen to
ignore. But if we really seek to understand what happened later,
then we may already have touched on something that can prove
of considerable help, and should therefore be reformulated explic-
itly. We have learned, in effect, that meaning in history, memory
of the past, and the writing of history are by no means to be
equated. In the Bible, to be sure, the three elements are linked,
they overlap at critical points, and, in general, they are held
together in a web of delicate and reciprocal relationships. In post-
biblical Judaism, as we shall see, they pull asunder. Even in the
Bible, however, historiography is but one expression of the aware-
ness that history is meaningful and of the need to remember, and
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neither meaning nor memory ultimately depends upon it. The
meaning of history is explored more directly and more deeply in
the prophets than in the actual historical narratives;' the collec-
tive memory is transmitted more actively through ritual than
through chronicle. Conversely, in Israel as in Greece, historiog-
raphy could be propelled by other needs and considerations.
There were other, more mundane, genres of historical writing,
apparently quite unrelated to the quest for transcendent mean-
ings.”® Of the same Manasseh who did evil in the sight of the
Lord we read, as we do of other monarchs, that the rest of his acts
are written “in the books of the chronicles of the kings of Judah.”
Significantly perhaps, those royal chronicles are long lost to us.

If Joshua, Samuel, Kings, and the other historical books of the
Bible were destined to survive, that is because something quite
extraordinary happened to them. They had become part of an
authoritative anthology of sacred writings whose final canonization
took place at Yabneh in Palestine around the year 100 C.E., some
thirty years after the destruction of the Second Temple by the
Romans. With the sealing of the biblical canon by the rabbis at
Yabneh, the biblical historical books and narratives were endowed
with an immortality to which no subsequent historian could ever
aspire and that was denied to certain historical works that already
existed. The Jewish historiography of the Hellenistic period, even
such works as the first three books of Maccabees, fell by the way-
side, some of it to be preserved by the Christian church, but un-
available to the Jews themselves until modern times.!?

That which was included in the biblical canon had, so to speak,
a constantly renewable lease on life, and we must try to savor some
of what this has meant. For the first time the history of a people
became part of its sacred scripture. The Pentateuchal narratives,
which brought the historical record up to the eve of the conquest
of Canaan, together with the weekly lesson from the prophets,
were read aloud in the synagogue from beginning to end. The
public reading was completed triennially in Palestine, annually in
Babylonia (as is the custom today), and immediately the reading
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would begin again.* Every generation of scribes would copy and
transmit the historical texts with the reverent care that only the
sacred can command. An unbroken chain of scholars would arise
later to explicate what had been recorded long ago in a constantly
receding past. With the gradual democratization of Jewish learn-
ing, both the recitals of ancient chroniclers and the interpretations
of prophets long dead would become the patrimony, not of a mi-
nority, but of the people at large.

To many, therefore, it has seemed all the more remarkable that
after the close of the biblical canon the Jews virtually stopped writ-
ing history. Josephus Flavius marks the watershed. Writing in a
not-uncomfortable Roman exile after the destruction of the Second
Temple, sometime between 75 and 79 C.E. Josephus published his
account of the Jewish War against Rome and then went on to an
elaborate summation of the history of his people in the Jewish An-
tiquities. The latter work was published in 93/94, that is, less than
a decade before the rabbis held their council at Yabneh. By coinci-
dence the two events were almost contemporaneous. Yet in retro-
spect we know that within Jewry the future belonged to the rabbis,
not to Josephus. Not only did his works not survive among the
Jews, it would be almost fifteen centuries before another Jew
would actually call himself an historian.'® It is as though, abruptly,
the impulse to historiography had ceased.

Certainly, when we turn from the Bible to classical rabbinic
literature, be it Talmud or Midrash, we seem to find ourselves on
different and unfamiliar terrain as far as history is concerned.
Where the Bible, with dustere restraint, had said little or nothing
of God prior to the creation of the world we know, here we en-
counter the periodic creation and destruction of worlds before our
own.'® Ancient Near Eastern mythological motifs of divine vic-
tories over primeval monsters, of which only faint and vestigial
traces are preserved in the Bible, suddenly reassert themselves
more vividly and elaborately than before.”” To be sure, all the
historical events and personalities of the Bible are present in rab-
binic aggadah; indeed, much more is told about them by the rabbis
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than in the Bible itself. Guided often by an uncanny eye for gaps,
problems, and nuances, the rabbis amplified the biblical narratives
with remarkable sensitivity. The wide range of biblically based
rabbinic aggadah has enchanted poets and intrigued anthropolo-
gists and folklorists, theologians and philosophers. Even a modern
critical scholar of the Bible will often find that behind a particular
midrash there lies a genuine issue in the biblical text, whether lin-
guistic or substantive, of which he was himself previously un-
aware. But the fascination and importance of rabbinic literature
are not at issue here. It is the historian within all of us that balks,
and we recognize some of the reasons for our frustration. Unlike
the biblical writers the rabbis seem to play with Time as though
with an accordion, expanding and collapsing it at will. Where
historical specificity is a hallmark of the biblical narratives, here
that acute biblical sense of time and place often gives way to
rampant and seemingly unselfconscious anachronism. In the world
of aggadah Adam can instruct his son Seth in the Torah, Shem and
Eber establish a house of study, the patriarchs institute the three
daily prayer-services of the normative Jewish liturgy, Og King of
Bashan is present at Isaac’s citcumcision, and Noah prophesies the
translation of the Bible into Greek.

Of course there is something rather compelling about that large
portion of the rabbinic universe in which ordinary barriers of time
can be ignored and all the ages placed in an ever-fluid dialogue
with one another. Clearly, however, something else that we would
consider vital has also been lost in the course of this metamot-
phosis, and we need not look far to know what it is. The history
of the biblical period is present in the Bible itself. Admittedly, the
reconstruction of that history through modern critical scholarship,
buttressed by archaeology and the recovery of ancient Near Eastern
languages and literatures, now offers a more contextual undet-
standing than was ever possible before, and can sometimes diverge
sharply from the accounts and interpretations of the biblical
writers themselves. But at least the biblical record is sufficiently
historical to serve the modern scholar as a constant point of depar-
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ture and reference for his researches. By contrast, no such recon-
struction would be possible if it had to depend, not on the Bible,
but on the rabbinic sources that “retell” biblical history. This
would be so even if everything the rabbis told were linked together
and arranged into one continuous narrative parallel to the biblical
sequence, as in Ginzberg's prodigious Legends of the Jews."®

More sobering and important is the fact that the history of the
Talmudic period itself cannot be elicited from its own vast litera-
ture. Historical events of the first order are either not recorded at
all, or else they are mentioned in so legendary or fragmentary a
way as often to preclude even an elementary retrieval of what
occurred.'®

All this raises two distinct issues. One concerns what the rabbis
actually accomplished, the other, what they did not undertake
to do.

It is both unfair and misleading to burden the transmutations of
biblical personalities and events in rabbinic aggadah with a de-
mand for historicity irrelevant to their nature and purpose. Clas-
sical rabbinic literature was never intended as historiography, even
in the biblical, let alone the modern, sense, and it cannot be under-
stood through canons of criticism appropriate to history alone.
Anachronism, for example, may be a serious flaw in historical
writing; it is a legitimate feature of other, non-historical genres.
There is no more point in asking of rabbinic aggadah that it hew
closely to the biblical historical record than to try to divest the
biblical figures in Renaissance paintings of their Florentine cos-
tumes, or to carp at MacLeish for presenting Job as “]. B." to a
twentieth-century audience. The rabbis did not set out to write a
history of the biblical period; they already possessed that. Instead,
they were engrossed in an ongoing exploration of the meaning of
the history bequeathed to them, striving to interpret it in living
terms for their own and later generations.”® Just as, in their expo-
sition of biblical law, they explained the Jex zalionis as a principle
of monetary compensation rather than a more “historical” eye-for-
an-eye, so they were not content with merely historical patriacchs
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and kings endowed with the obsolete traits of a dead past. This
does not mean necesssarily that they were bereft of all sense of
historical perspective. They were certainly not naive. Without
having a term for it they occasionally showed themselves quite
capable of recognizing an anachronism for what it was,* but they
were also able somehow to sustain and reconcile historical contra-
dictions that we, for that very reason, would find intolerable. I
know of no more telling instance of the fusion of both tendencies
than what is revealed in this remarkable Talmudic aggadah:

Rabbi Judah said in the name of Rab: When Moses ascended on
high [to receive the Torah] he found the Holy One, blessed be He,
engaged in affixing taggin [crown-like flourishes] to the letters. Moses
said: “Lord of the Universe, who stays Thy hand?” {i.e, is there any-
thing lacking in the Torah so that these ornaments are necessary?} He
teplied: “There will arise 2 man at the end of many generations,
Akiba ben Joseph by name, who will expound, upon each tittle, heaps
and heaps of laws.” “Lord of the Universe,” said Moses, “permit me
to see him.” He replied: “Turn thee round.”

Moses went [into the academy of Rabbi Akiba] and sat down be-
hind eight rows [of Akiba’s disciples). Noz being able to follow their
arguments he was ill at ease, but when they came to a certain subject
and the disciples said to the master “Whence do you know it?” and the
latrer replied, “It is @ law given to Moses at Sinai,” he was comforted.22

- That the whole of the Law, not only the written (forah she-
biketab), but also the “oral” (forabh she-be'al peb), had already
been revealed to Moses at Sinai, was an axiom of rabbinic belief;?
nevertheless, were Moses transported to a second-century class-
room, he would hardly understand the legal discussions. In the
world of aggadah both propositions can coexist in 2 meaningful
equilibrium without appearing anomalous or illogical. Similarly,
elements of biblical history can be telescoped into legendary di-
mensions with no intimation that either the past or the Bible has
been compromised thereby. The historical record remains intact
within an inviolate biblical text to which, in a perpetual oscillation,
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the aggadic imagination must always return before its next flight.
Meanwhile, however, any event can be retold and reinterpreted,
sometimes simultaneously, in several different ways. Patently, by
that very token the assumptions and hermeneutics of the rabbis
were often antithetical to those of the historian, and generally
remote from ours even when we are not historians.”* But they were
appropriate to their particular quest, which was equally far re-
moved from our own.

A problem of a very different sort is posed by the meager atten-
tion accorded in rabbinic literature to post-biblical events. While
we can accept the aggadic transfigurations of biblical history as
forms of commentary and interpretation, we may still ask, tenta-
tively at least, why the rabbis did not see fit to take up where
biblical history broke off.

For the fact is that the rabbis neither wrote post-biblical history
nor made any special effort to preserve what they may have known
of the course of historical events in the ages immediately preceding
them or in their own time. The two solitary works frequently
trotted out to demonstrate the contrary need not detain us long.
Megillar Ta'anit, the so-called “Scroll of Fasting,” is not an attempt
at historiography but a terse calendar of thirty-five half-holidays
originating in the Hasmonean period and commemorating various
historical events, most of them connected with the Maccabean
wars.”® Such a calendar was preserved purely for its practical ritual
consequences, since on the days it enumerates one was not to
declare a public fast (hence the curious title) nor mourn the dead.
Significantly, it notes the day of the month on which the events
occurred, but not the year. At best only the other work, the Seder
'Olam (“Order of the World”)?® attributed to the second-century
Palestinian rabbi Jose ben Halafta, may qualify as a rudimentary
sort of historical recording, but even then it remains the exception
that confirms the rule. It is, in essence, a dry chronology of persons
and events from Adam until Alexander the Great that hardly
pauses for breath while relentlessly listing its succession of names
and years. Apart from this, the attempts by some modern scholars
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to find traces of historiography in the Talmudic period merely
reflect a misplaced projection of their own concerns upon a re-
luctant past.?”

Does this signify, as is so often alleged, that the rabbis were no
longer interested in history? Surely not. Prophecy had ceased, but
the rabbis regarded themselves as heirs to the prophets, and this
was proper, for they had thoroughly assimilated the prophetic
world-view and made it their own.?® For them history was no less
meaningful, their God no less the ultimate arbiter of historical
destinies, their messianic hope no less fervent and absolute. But
where the prophets themselves had been attuned to the interpreta-
tion of contemporary historical events, the rabbis are relatively
silent about the events of their own time. In Talmudic and mid-
rashic literature there are many interpretations of the meaning of
history, but little desire to record current events. It is this charac-
teristic concern for the larger configurations of history, coupled
with indifference to its concrete particulars, that deserves some
explanation.

We will state it as simply as possible. If the rabbis, wise men
who had inherited a powerful historical tradition, were no longer
interested in mundane history, this indicates nothing more than
that they felt no need to cultivate it. Perhaps they already knew of
history what they needed to know. Perhaps they were even wary
of it.

For the rabbis the Bible was not only a repository of past history,
but a revealed pattern of the whole of history, and they had learned
their scriptures well. They knew that history has a purpose, the
establishment of the kingdom of God on earth, and that the Jewish
people has a central role to play in the process. They were con-
vinced that the covenant between God and Israel was eternal,
though the Jews had often rebelled and suffered the consequences.
Above all, they had learned from the Bible that the true pulse of
history often beat beneath its manifest surfaces, an invisible history
that was more real than what the world, deceived by the more
strident outward rhythms of power, could recognize. Assyria had
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been the instrument of divine wrath against Israel, even though
Assyria had not realized it at the time. Jerusalem had fallen to
Nebuchadnezzar, not because of Babylonian might, but because of
Jerusalem’s transgressions, and because God had allowed it to fall.
Over against the triumphalism which was the conventional his-
torical wisdom of the nations there loomed, as though in silent
rebuke, the figure of the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53.

Ironically, the very absence of historical writing among the
rabbis may itself have been due in good measure to their total and
unqualified absorption of the biblical interpretation of history. In
its ensemble the biblical record seemed capable of illuminating
every further historical contingency. No fundamentally new con-
ception of history had to be forged in order to accommodate Rome,
nor, for that matter, any of the other world empires that would
arise subsequently. The catastrophe of the year 70 C.E. was due,
like that of 586 B.C.E., to sin, although the rabbis were well aware
that the nature of the sin had changed and was no longer one of
idolatry.*® The Roman triumph, like that of the earlier empires,
would not endure forever:

Rabbi Nahman opened his discourse with the text, Therefore fear
thou not, O Jacob My servant (Jer. 30:10). This speaks of Jacob him-
self, of whom it is written, And he dreamed, and behold, a ladder se:
up on the earth . . . and behold the angels of God ascending and
descending on it (Gen. 28:12). These angels, explained Rabbi Samuel
ben Nahman, were the guardian Princes of the nations of the world.
For Rabbi Samue} ben Nahman said: This verse teaches us that the
Holy One, blessed be He, showed our father Jacob the Prince of
Babylon ascending seventy rungs of the ladder, the Prince of Media
fifty-two rungs, the Prince of Greece one hundred and eighty, while
the Prince of Edom [i.e., Rome]} ascended till Jacob did not know how
many rungs. Thereupon our father Jacob was afraid. He thought: Is it
possible that this one will never be brought down? Said the Holy One,
blessed be He, to him: “Fear thou not, O Jacob My servant. Even if
he ascend and sit down by Me, I will bring him down from there.”
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Hence it is written, Though thow make thy nest as high as the eagle,
and though thou set it among the stars, 1 will bring thee down from
thence (Obad. 1:4).%

Destruction and redemption were dialectically linked. We are
told: “On the day the Temple was destroyed the Messiah was
born.” Should you then, want to know where he is, here is one
version:

Rabbi Joshua ben Levi met Elijah standing by the entrance to the
cave of Rabbi Simon bar Yohai . . . He asked him: “When will the
Messiah come?”—He replied: "Go and ask him.”—"And where is he
sitting?”"—"At the entrance to the city of Rome."—"“And by what
sign may he be recognized?”—"He is sitting among the poor lepers.
But whereas they untie their bandages all at once and tie them back
together, he unties and ties each separately, thinking: 'Perhaps I will
be summoned. Let me not be delayed.””

Rabbi Joshua went to the Messiah and said to him: “Peace upon
you, my master and teacher.”—"Peace upon you, son of Levi,” he
replied —He asked: “When will you come, master?”—He answered:
“Today!”

Rabbi Joshua returned to Elijah. The latter asked him: “What did
he say to you?” . .. He replied: “He lied to me, for he said that he
would come today, yet he has not come.”—Elijah answered: “This is
what he said to you—T oday, if ye would but hearken to His voice (Ps.

95:7)."%

If, in these potent images, the history of the world empires is a
Jacob’s Ladder and the messiah sits unnoticed at the gates of Rome
ready, sooner or later, to bring about her downfall, then the affairs
of Rome may well appear inconsequential and ordinary historical
knowledge superfluous. Whether, as R. Joshua found, the mes-
sianic advent is contingent upon Jewish repentance and obedience
to God, or even if, as others claimed, it will take place indepen-
dently, at the inscrutable initiative of the divine will, the question
of what to do in the interim remained. Here the rabbis were
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unanimous. In the interval between destruction and redemption
the primary Jewish task was to respond finally and fully to the
biblical challenge of becoming a holy people. And for them that
meant the study and fulfillment of the written and oral law, the
establishment of a Jewish society based fully on its precepts and
ideals, and, where the future was concerned, trust, patience, and
prayer.

Compared to these firm foundations contemporary history must
have seemed a realm of shifting sands. The biblical past was
known, the messianic future assured; the in-between-time was
obscure. Then as now, history did not validate itself and reveal
its meaning imminently. In the biblical period the meaning of
specific historical events had been laid bare by the inner eye of
prophecy, but that was no longer possible. If the rabbis were
successors to the prophets they did not themselves lay claim to
prophecy. The comings and goings of Roman procurators, the
dynastic affairs of Roman emperors, the wars and conquests of
Parthians and Sassanians, seemed to yield no new or useful insights
beyond what was already known. Even the convolutions of the
Hasmonean dynasty or the intrigues of Herodians—Jewish history
after all—revealed nothing relevant and were largely ignored.*®

Only messianic activism still had the capacity to revive and rivet
attention on current historical events and even lead to direct action
on the historical plane, but attempts to “hasten the end” became
discredited out of bitter experience. Three tremendous uprisings
against Rome, all with eschatological overtones, had ended in
disaster and disillusion. In the second century, no less an authority
than Rabbi Akiba could hail Bar Kochba, the military leader of
the revolt of 132, as the Messiah. Thereafter the tendency to dis-
courage and combat messianic activism in any form, already evi-
dent earlier, became a dominant characteristic of responsible rab-
binic leadership for ages to come.*® The faith of rabbinic Judaism
in the coming of the Messiah remained unshaken; the time of his
coming was left to heaven alone. R. Samuel bar Nahmani de-
clared: “Blasted be those who calculate the end, for they say that
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since the time has arrived and he has not come, he will never come.
Rather—wait for him, as it is written: Though he tarry, wait for
him. .. .”* The scrutiny of outward historical events for signs that
the end of time was approaching remained largely the province
of apocalyptic visionaries who continued to surface periodically
throughout the centuries.

As for the sages themselves—they salvaged what they felt to be
relevant to them, and that meant, in effect, what was relevant to
the ongoing religious and communal (hence also the “national”)
life of the Jewish people. They did not preserve the political his-
tory of the Hasmoneans, but took note of the conflict between the
Pharisees and Alexander Jannaeus.® They did not incorporate a
consecutive history of the period of the Second Temple or its de-
struction, but they carefully wrote down the details of the Temple
service, convinced of its eventual restoration.*® They betrayed scant
interest in the history of Rome, but they would not forget the
persecution under the emperor Hadrian and the martyrdom of
the scholars.”” True, they also ignored the battles of the Maccabees
in 'favor of the cruse of oil that burned for eight days, but their
recognition of this particular miracle should not be passed over
lightly. Hanukkah alone, be it noted, was a post-biblical Jewish
holiday, and the miracle, unlike others, did not have behind it the
weight of biblical authority. The very acceptance of such a miracle
was therefore a reaffirmation of faith in the continuing interven-
tion of God in history. Indeed, we may well ponder the audacity
with which the rabbis fixed the formal Hanukkah benediction as:
“Blessed be Thou O Lord our God . . . who has commanded us to
kindle the Hanukkah light.”*

I suspect, of course, that many moderns would rather have the
Maccabees than the miracle. If so, that is assuredly a modern
problem, and not that of the rabbis. They obviously felt they had
all the history they required, and it will help us neither to applaud
nor to deplore this. To continue to ask why they did not write post-
biblical history or, as we shall yet see, why medieval Jews wrote
so little, is somewhat reminiscent of those “educated” Indians who,
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westernized under the benevolent auspices of the British Raj, are
embarassed by the absence of historiography in their own tradition
and cannot reconcile themselves to it.

We, I think, can afford to be less troubled. We can acknowledge
serenely that in rabbinic Judaism, which was to permeate Jewish
life the world over, historiography came to a long halt even while
belief in the meaning of history remained. We can freely concede,
moreover, that much in the rabbinic (and even the biblical) heri-
tage inculcated patterns and habits of thought in later generations
that were, from a modern point of view, if not anti-historical, then
at least ahistorical. Yet these factors did not inhibit the transmis-
sion of a vital Jewish past from one generation to the next, and
Judaism neither lost its link to history nor its fundamentally his-
torical orientation. The difficulty in grasping this apparent in-
congruity lies in a poverty of language that forces us, faute de
mieux, to apply the term “history” both to the sort of past with
which we are concerned, and to that of Jewish tradition.

Some of the differences have already surfaced, others will be-
come clearer as we go along, for what we have discussed thus far
is only preparatory to what remains to be unravelled of our larger
theme. The next lecture will focus on specific instances of how
Jewish memory functioned in the Middle Ages. We will go on
from there to examine the brief but significant renaissance of
Jewish historical writing in the sixteenth century. Finally, we will
marshal our accumulated resources to probe a phenomenon that
is still very much with us—the unprecedented explosion of Jewish
historiography in modern times.

2

THE MIDDLE AGES

Vessels and Vebicles of Jewish Memory
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