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PREFACE TO THE NEW EDITION

On August 31, 2006, twenty-five years will have passed since in 1981
EJ. Bickerman died quite unexpectedly in Israel at the age of 84 years.
His 44 essays on themes of ancient Jewish and early Christian his-
tory, published in different, often remote journals and written in three
languages appeared successively in three volumes in 1976, 1980 and
posthumously in 1986 under the title Studies in Jfewish and Christian History
with Brill Publishers, Leiden. In the meantime, they have become clas-
sics and have been out of print for a long time. The same counts for
his most famous book Der Gott der Makkabdier, which he wrote in Paris as
an emigrant but published in 1937 in the Schocken Verlag/Jidischer
Buchverlag in Germany. It was translated into English by Horst R.
Moehring and printed by Brill Publishers, 1979, at the author’s request
in a slightly shortened form.

We are grateful that the publisher made possible a new two volume
edition of the ‘Studies’ together with 7%e God of the Maccabees, in which
Bickerman’s twenty essays written in Irench, and his five essays in
German have now all been translated into English. My own biographi-
cal essay “Elias Bickerman — Recollections of a Great Scholar from St.
Petersburg”, written in German for a symposium in St. Petersburg on the
occasion of the three hundredth anniversary of this town (1703—2003),
was first published in the Russian classical journal Hyperboreus 10 (2004),
pp 171-198. I thank Brian McNeil for his translation.

Professor A.J. Baumgarten, the editor of the posthumous volume
IIT of the “Studies” and former pupil and assistant of Bickerman, is
engaged in writing an intellectual biography of his great teacher which
he plans to finish in 2007. Herewith he fulfils an urgent desideratum
of modern scholarship in classical, Jewish and Christian studies.

Spring 2007 Martin Hengel
Tubingen






PREFACE TO THE ORIGINAL EDITION

Some years ago Professor Martin Hengel, now in Tubingen, sug-
gested that I should gather my widely scattered papers on Jewish and
Christian history. Other pressing obligations delayed the preparation of
my Scripta Minora, and I owe a debt of gratitude to Professor Hengel
and to Mr. EC. Wieder Jr. and Mr. ETh. Dijkema of Brill’s house for
help, patience and understanding.

Some papers have been revised to take account of new discoveries
and of my re-examination of sources, but it was neither possible nor
advisible to extend the bibliography for every point I touched. I do not
believe that the latest paper on every topic in necessarily better than
the earlier ones.

Though a classical scholar, I gave up a large part of my time to
questions of Jewish and Christian history. I did it, I believe, for two
reasons. First, it is more fun to work on a question one is not familiar
with. A specialist remaining in his field, perhaps, advances our knowl-
edge of it. Working in a foreign field, he learns. Secondly, my classical
studies again and again led me into neighboring fields. For instance,
Seleucid documents compelled me to study the Books of the Maccabees;
Hannibal’s treaty with Philip V of Macedonia, reproduced by Polybius,
1s unintelligible without the biblical berit; my papers on Utilitas crucis and
on the persecution of the Christians originated in the study of provin-
cial law in the Roman Empire. But an outsider is bound to commit
mistakes, some of them egregious. Therefore, I must ask indulgence
of the specialists in biblical, rabbinic and patristic disciplines who may
by chance open this work.

This work is dedicated to the memory of my parents Joseph and
Sarah, née Margulis. If I did achieve anything in my life. I owe it to
the example and love of my father and to the forbearing wisdom of
my mother.

Columbia University Elias J. Bickerman
October 1975






FOREWORD BY A. TROPPER

Elias J. Bickerman was one of the twentieth century’s great historians
of antiquity. He passed away a quarter of a century ago and many
of his writings are now viewed as classic studies in ancient history.
These writings are still relevant and well read today, and they succeed
to astound us page after page as they reveal Bickerman’s innovative
thinking alongside his breathtaking erudition.

Forty four of Bickerman’s articles were published in the 1970s and
1980s within a three volume collection entitled Studies in fewish and
Christian History, but these volumes have been out of print for some
time. Recognizing that a new generation of students and scholars has
much to gain from Bickerman’s Studies, Martin Hengel recommended
that E.J. Brill, the original publisher of Studies, put out a new edition of
this important collection. In order to further enhance the accessibility of
the collection for the large audience of English speakers not proficient
in French and German, Hengel also suggested that the new edition
include English translations of the twenty French and five German
articles of the original collection. Hengel’s reasoning was persuasive and
Brill agreed to publish a new edition of Bickerman’s Studies within its
Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity (AJEC) series. In addition, since
Brill’s translation of Bickerman’s famous book Der Gott der Makkabder
(The God of the Maccabees) is also out of print, it was decided to include
this classic work in the new edition as well.

In order to introduce the reader unfamiliar with Bickerman’s writings
to the intellectual landscape of his scholarship, I would like to highlight
four methodological themes which recur time and again in Studies, and
contribute, I believe, to the lasting quality of this collection. First, a
reader of Studies cannot help but be astonished by Bickerman’s sheer
breadth of knowledge. His vast learning is displayed in various ways and
one impressive application of this learning is his investigations into the
history of interpretation. From Hellenistic Jewish authors, early rabbinic
figures and early church fathers, through medieval scholastics, medieval
Jewish commentators and Renaissance artists, to Deists, Enlightenment
figureheads, Romantic historians and modern scholars — Bickerman
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explored and evaluated the contributions of numerous eras.' Bickerman
recognized the value of past and often neglected scholarship and he
seemed to enjoy finding corroboration for his preferred interpreta-
tions in the commentaries of earlier periods. Yet while appraising the
intellectual fruits of earlier eras, Bickerman was well aware that he
had access to sources previously unavailable and that he employed
ways of thinking alien to the past. In addition, Bickerman sought to
contextualize trends in interpretation and, in like manner, he tried to
situate current scholarly positions within the contemporary historical
setting. One fascinating result of his explorations into the history of
scholarship 1s that an opinio communis considered obvious by many of
his colleagues might have appeared more uncertain and contingent to
Bickerman because of his broader historical purview.?

Second, Bickerman was an exceptional philologist and though
philology is not as popular today as it was in the past, Bickerman’s
philological acumen may serve to remind current students of history
of the tremendous value of this traditional discipline. Studies contains
careful analyses of manuscript traditions and suggestive source criti-
cism, but Bickerman’s most powerful and insightful philological tool,
in my opinion, is his analysis of language. Bickerman believed that
a very precise understanding of ancient words, such as “Herodians,”
“Bracenuio” and “Christians” for example, could illuminate ancient
texts and historical realities.” Bickerman’s specialty, however, was not
ancient languages per se, but the language of ancient documents; i.e.
the technical terms, whether legal or administrative, which reflected
official institutions and structured formal discourse. Through his analy-
sis of ancient technical terms, Bickerman dated documents and texts,
determined their authenticity and shed new light on their meaning
and significance.

Third, Bickerman recognized early on the relevance of the Graeco-
Roman setting for a faithful interpretation of early Christianity and

! For example, see below, “The Two Mistakes of the Prophet Jonah,” 32-70; The
God of the Maccabees, 1058—1065.

2 On Bickerman’s scholarship in the context of his own historical setting, see Albert
I. Baumgarten, “Elias Bickerman on the Hellenizing Reformers: A Case Study of an
Unconvincing Case,” 7OR 97 (2007): 149-179.

3 See below, “The Herodians,” 656-669; “Utilitas Crucis,” 726-793; “The Name
of Christians,” 794-808. On Bickerman and philology, see Albert I. Baumgarten,
“Eduard Norden and his Students: A Contribution to a Portrait, Based on Three
Archival Finds,” SCI 25 (2006): 121-139.
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ancient Judaism and his studies in this vein heavily influenced sub-
sequent scholarship. Bickerman illustrated time and again how Jews
and Christians shared with their pagan contemporaries much intel-
lectual, social and cultural common ground. Analogies between Jewish
or Christian practice and contemporary pagan practice abound in
Bickerman’s discussions and they are usually employed to reveal how
Jews and Christians belonged to the overarching cultural environment
of the Hellenistic and Roman worlds. For example, Bickerman revealed
the influence of Greek literary genres on 2 Maccabees’ description of
the expulsion of Heliodorus from the temple and on Tractate Avot’s
chain of transmission." Bickerman also recognized that the varied and
significant ways in which Jews and Christians were distinct from other
subjects and provincials in the Hellenistic and Roman periods could only
come to the fore against the backdrop of the shared cultural practices
and assumptions of Graeco-Roman antiquity.

Fourth, Bickerman’s analogies extend far beyond antiquity and his
sophisticated use of analogies to distant contexts is guided by a phenom-
enological methodology.” In “The Messianic Secret and the Composition
of the Gospel of Mark,”® for example, Bickerman suggests that the
Gospel of Mark and the biography of the Baal Shem Tov portray the
early history of their subjects, a period in which the divine mission of
each subject was kept secret, in strikingly similar manners. This fasci-
nating comparison works, though not because Jesus or the Gospel of
Mark influenced the Baal Shem Tov or his biographer. Rather, like a
sociologist, Bickerman presupposes that humans tend to have a limited
repertoire of natural responses for any given set of circumstances. When
a specific response, or phenomenon, appears on more than one similar
occasion, Bickerman assumes that the phenomenon reappears because
it fulfills the same function under similar circumstances. Thus, the goal
of a distant analogy, as opposed to a contemporary analogy, is not to
determine the context or {eigeist for a phenomenon, but rather to bolster

* See below, “Heliodorus in the Temple in Jerusalem,” 432-464; “The Chain of
the Pharisaic Tradition,” 528-542. On Bickerman’s understanding of the relationship
between Judaism and Hellenism, see Martha Himmelfarb, “Elias Bickerman on Judaism
and Hellenism,” in The Jewish Past Revisited: Reflections on Modern Fewish Historians, eds.
David N. Myers and David B. Ruderman, New Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 1998, pp. 199-211.

> See below, “On Religious Phenomenology,” 879-893. See also Judah Goldin,
“Bickerman’s Studies in History, 11,” JOR 72 (1982): 207-209.

5 See below, 670-691.
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Bickerman’s interpretation of an ancient event or text by divulging the
function of the same phenomenon in similar circumstances in other
times and places.

The methodological principles highlighted here illustrate some of
the ways in which Bickerman contributed to the historiography of the
ancient world. His understanding of the importance of the Graeco-
Roman setting for the interpretation of Judaism and Christianity is
now a mainstream position and his phenomenological approach is at
the heart of many recent historical inquiries which employ methods
from sociology and anthropology. His investigations into the history of
interpretation are still excellent models of detailed scholarship and his
illuminating analyses of technical terms demonstrate the efficacy of
carefully executed old-fashioned philology. For these reasons and more,
Bickerman’s Studies is a classic that warrants a second edition.

Since the decision to publish a new edition of Studies was made, a
number of people contributed to the venture. Martin Hengel graciously
contributed a biographical essay on Bickerman which offers a concise
overview of Bickerman’s life. The editors of Brill’s Ancient Judaism
and Early Christianity series, Martin Hengel, Pieter W. van der Horst,
Martin Goodman, Daniel R. Schwartz, Cilliers Breytenbach, Friedrich
Avemarie and Seth Schwartz, each reviewed and edited a part of the
collection. Brian McNeil translated the articles originally written in
German and I'rench. Tessel Jonquiere checked the citations in Greek
and Latin. Louise Schouten, Ivo Romein and Gera van Bedaf orches-
trated the many tasks involved in the publication of this new, two-vol-
ume collection. All these individuals deserve our thanks because they
turned the decision to publish a new edition of Bickerman’s Studies
into reality.

I was brought on as editor because the editors of AJEC felt that a
single pair of eyes should review the entire new edition. As editor, I
sought to locate and correct errors which appeared in the original col-
lection or were introduced inadvertently in the process of translation.
Since the articles and The God of the Maccabees were written over the
course of many years and in three different languages, there is a great
disparity in style and spelling throughout. I attempted to minimize this
disparity and impose a semblance of unity on the collection. In addi-
tion, I introduced slight modifications designed to rectify infelicitous
formulations and ease the flow of the text. For the most part, I did not
check the numerous citations in Greek and Latin against the originals
and Tessel Jonquiere’s work should ensure that these citations appear, at
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the very least, just as Bickerman quoted them. I also made no attempt
to update Bickerman’s references since the purpose of this new edition
is not to present the state of scholarship on the numerous and varied
topics that Bickerman investigated but to reproduce Bickerman’s classic
studies on Jewish and Christian history.

Winter 2007 Amram Tropper

Jerusalem






FOREWORD BY THE EDITORS OF THE SERIES

Elias Bickerman was not able to complete in person the third volume
of his Studies in Jewish and Christian History. He had worked hard at this
task, but his sudden death on August 31, 1981, obliged him to lay
down his pen. As late as August 25, he sent a postcard to one of the
editors with the following message: “Greetings from the Holy Land and
thanks for your letter. I shall be back in N.Y. about Sept 15 and from
there shall send you a Xerox copy of my additions to the article ‘das
leere Grab’.” This postcard and the obituary notice in the Jerusalem
Post arrived in Tubingen on the same day.

This makes the third volume of essays a memorial volume for this
great scholar, who throughout his life steadfastly refused to allow others
to honor him with a Festschrift.

The posthumous edition of this volume entailed many difficulties.
We are happy to express our thanks to all those who helped bring it
to a successful conclusion.

We thank Professor A.I. Baumgarten for his careful editorial work;
Professor Morton Smith, Elias Bickerman’s friend, for advice and
assistance in many difficult questions; the publishing house of Brill in
Leiden for their exemplary work in printing this volume; and Mrs Grace
Goldin for the photograph of Bickerman which she kindly made avail-
able to us. We are grateful to Mrs Anna Maria Schwemer for helping
to correct the third set of proofs.

Last but not least, we wish to express our gratitude to those whose
generous financial support made it possible to edit this third volume: Mr
Franz D. Lucas, Honorary General Consul in London; the American
Association for Jewish Research in New York; and especially the Axel
Springer Foundation in Berlin.

M. Hengel P. Schafer M. Stern






FOREWORD BY A.I. BAUMGARTEN

In the preface to the first volume of this collection of papers, Professor
EJ. Bickerman characterized the articles he had written on Jewish and
Christian history as “fun”, as the joy of a scholar working outside his
field of expertise, learning much about subjects concerning which he
knew little. He further explained his interest in these matters as being
the result of historical accidents: study of Seleucid documents led him
to the Maccabees; Roman provincial law led to the accounts of the
trial of Jesus and to the persecution of Christians. Bickerman was to
repeat similar explanations of his interests in the introduction to the
English translation of Der Gott der Makkabder.

Bickerman’s account of the origins of his interest in Jewish and
Christian history may or may not be wholly convincing. Whatever
may have been the cause, Bickerman devoted considerable effort to
Jewish and Christian history, and the significance of his contributions
to these fields of study is beyond question. The papers collected in
these volumes contain original insights of great importance, regularly
forcing scholars to revise older explanations of historical data in the
light of new evidence and interpretations.

There is a sense, however, in which Bickerman ranged widely over
aspects of antiquity without ever leaving his original area of interest.
Tying together so many of the papers collected in these volumes and
fundamental to the interpretations Bickerman was able to offer, is a
thread of knowledge — of Bickerman’s mastery of documents, institu-
tions and official practice of the ancient world. This core, I submit, is
the foundation on which much of Bickerman’s contributions to Jewish
and Christian history is based, and the existence of this core is the key
to understanding how Bickerman was able to range so widely, yet see
so clearly what others had not seen.

As Morton Smith has written below, Bickerman wished to be remem-
bered only for his scholarship. As such his work is a brilliant example of
how to contribute effectively to varied fields, of how to build on a core
of knowledge and apply it to solving new problems. If, as he claimed,
Bickerman’s contributions to Jewish and Christian history originated
in “fun”, then they are “fun” turned into an intellectual endeavour of

the highest order.
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This volume is appearing in print thanks to the efforts of a number of
Bickerman’s friends and former pupils. Most of the papers collected
here were not completely revised by Bickerman prior to his death,
rather he left a number of assorted notes for revisions. The task of
going through these notes and preparing them for incorporation into
the papers was shared by Professor Morton Smith and Shaye Cohen.
I then prepared the final revised versions of the papers.

A special word of thanks is owed to Professor Martin Hengel, who
first proposed to Bickerman that he collect his studies on Jewish and
Christian topics. Professor Hengel undertook the major responsibility
of arranging financing for this volume. Without his efforts, this volume
might not have appeared.

A.l. Baumgarten



INTRODUCTION TO THE ORIGINAL EDITION
(PART THREE) — ELIAS J. BICKERMAN BY M. SMITH

Elias J. Bickerman who died at the age of 84, in Israel, on Aug. 31,
1981, was a great scholar who wished to be remembered only for his
scholarship. He therefore directed that his private papers be burned
without being read. Of the little information about his early life,
the most reliable seems that from the brief autobiographies written
by his father, Joseph, and his brother, Jacob, and published by the
latter under the title Two Bikermans (Vantage Press, New York, 1975).
These correct some details of the data in Who’s Who, to which Elias
Bickerman customarily referred those who asked about his career, and
on which I therefore relied when writing the memorial notice for Gromon
(1982.223f)). The corrected account runs as follows:

He was born in Kishinev in the Ukraine on July 1, 1897, his mother’s
name being Sarah (néde Margulis). During the first year of his life the
family moved to Odessa where, in October "98 (old style), his brother
was born. His father, in his thirties, was a tutor and, later, gymnasium
teacher, who not only supported his family, but also put himself through
university and became so well known for his political pamphlets that
he was able in 1905 to go on to St. Petersburg and a brilliant career as
a journalist. He became one of the leading writers for the newspaper
Den (“The Day”) and, briefly, its financial manager. Thus, he could
send his sons to good private gymnasia (preparatory schools) from which
Elias went on to the University of St. Petersburg in 1915 and there
became a pupil of Rostovtzefl, later his friend and collaborator. He
also entered the Russian army officers’ training school at Peterhof, from
which in 1917, shortly before the Bolshevik revolution, he was sent as
an officer to a regiment near the Persian frontier. When the regiment
was disbanded he became involved in Tatar-Armenian fighting at Baku,
was wounded and briefly hospitalized, but got home just in time to be
drafted for the Red Army. Rescued by typhus, he was confined for some
months to a hospital in Nikolaev (S. Ukraine) and thence transferred
to St. Petersburg, where a job in a navy office enabled him to remain
and complete his studies at the University by 1921. In that year his
brother, too, was certified to have completed his university studies (in
biology and chemistry) — degrees had been abolished as undemocratic.
These certifications obtained, the family fled to Berlin; there, in 1922,
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Elias was accepted as a student at the University and Jacob found a
place at the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute.

From this time on the career of Elias Bickerman is known chiefly
from his publications (a bibliography in preparation already lists a
dozen books and a hundred articles and reviews) and from his aca-
demic degrees, positions, and honors. His doctoral work was done
under Wilcken, his Ph.D. thesis being Das Edikt des Kaisers Caracalla in
P Giss. 40 (1926); his Habilitations-schrift became “Beitrage zur Antiken
Urkundengeschichte I-1II", Archav fiir Papyrusforschung, VIII-IX. These
studies led to his classic article, “Chronologie”, in the Gercke-Norden
Einleitung in die Altertumswissenschaft 111.5, 1933. Along with these appeared
a series of distinguished articles on problems of Greco-Roman his-
tory (especially chronology) and religion. At the same time, however,
he published another series of equally distinguished articles on the
Judeo-Christian tradition, beginning with “Das Messiasgeheimnis und
die Komposition des Markusevangeliums”, SNW 22,1923,122—40, and
having as its climax during this Berlin period his Realencyclopidie article,
“Makkabaerbticher I-TIT” (XIV.1.779-800). The importance of his
publications was recognized by his appointment in 1929 as Privat-Dozent
at the University, where he remained till 1933. During this period, too,
he and his father were active in White Russian circles, opposing the
Bolsheviks.

When the Nazis came to power in 1933 Bickerman went to France,
where his reputation was such that he was at once appointed Chargé
de Cours at the Ecole des Hautes Etudes, of which he became an Eléve
diplomé in 1938. In 1937 he became also Chargé de recherches at the Centre
National de la Recherche Scientifique, a position he held until 1942.
At the fall of Paris in 1940 he fled to Marseilles whence, shortly before
or after the fall of the Vichy government, he escaped to New York.
(His Who’s Who summary reads “Came to the United States, 1942,
naturalized, 1948”, but B. Bar Kokhba, in Cathedra, 1981/2, says he
stayed in Marseilles until 1943.)

While in France, in spite of the turmoil around him, he continued to
pour out articles of the highest quality — twenty-five in ten years — and
these in both of his chosen fields. Moreover, he produced in this period
his two greatest books, the revolutionary Der Gott der Makkabder, Berlin,
1937, and the magisterial Institutions des Séleucides, Paris, 1938. (His
German publications of this period are still signed “Bickermann”, his
French, “Bikerman”; his brother retained throughout life the spelling
“Bikerman”.)



INTRODUCTION TO THE ORIGINAL EDITION (PART THREE) XXV

Arriving in the United States, Bickerman (as he now became) was at
first attached to the Ecole Libre in New York and the New School for
Social Research, then, in 1946, became a research fellow at the Jewish
Theological Seminary. A Guggenheim fellowship in 1950 and a short
stay at the University of Judaism in Los Angeles were succeeded by
his appointment in 1952 as Professor of Ancient History at Columbia.
After his retirement in 1967 he became Professor Emeritus, spent a
year at the Institute for Advanced Study, and then resumed his research
fellowship at the Jewish Theological Seminary where, except for a
year at the Institute for Advanced Study of the Hebrew University, he
remained until his death.

His American period saw no decline in the quality of his articles;
indeed, he seems to have turned to these in preference to books, for
his most important books in these years — From Ezra to the Last of the
Maccabees, 1962, and Four Strange Books of the Bible, 1967 — were collec-
tions of papers. As retirement from Columbia approached, however,
he began revision and collection of his earlier works. Chronology of the
Ancient World appeared in 1968 (the Who’s Who date, 1967, is incorrect)
and has since gone through several translations and revisions; volumes
of revised Studies in Jewish and Christian History, of which this is the third
(I, 1976; II, 1980), were prepared.

The insecurity of his early and middle years was replaced by the
tranquility of his long old age. His health was in general excellent and
he retained not only his extraordinary range of knowledge, but also
his gift for analysis, for detecting neglected problems and proposing
original solutions, which made so many of his works turning points for
the study of the topics they treated — witness his recent article, “Darius
I, Pseudo-Smerdis, and the Magi”, Athenaeum (Pavia), n.s. 56, 1978,
239-261, which puts the discussion of the magi on a new footing. His
achievements were recognized by many prizes and honorary degrees,
and by memberships in the American Academy for Jewish Research,
The American Academy of Arts and Sciences, and the British Academy.
Winters of research in New York were followed annually by summers
in Europe and the Near East to visit his many friends on both sides of
the “iron curtain” and of the Arab-Israeli boundaries. The range of
his friendships was no less amazing than that of his knowledge, for his
kindness was no less amazing than his intelligence. Proverbs 10.7 can
be revised: the remembrance of a wise man is a blessing.

Columbia University Morton Smith






INTRODUCTION: ELIAS BICKERMAN — RECOLLECTIONS
OF A GREAT CLASSICAL SCHOLAR FROM
ST PETERSBURG' BY M. HENGEL

1. A citizen of the world and homo universalis

Elias Bickerman was one of the great classical scholars produced by
St Petersburg; Momigliano called him “one of the most original and
profound historians of the ancient world.” It was in St Petersburg, at
that time still the capital of Russia, that he spent those first years of
scholarly initiation which were to prove decisive for the further course of
his life. His path was to lead in less than twenty years from St Petersburg
via Berlin and Paris, and finally to New York, thanks to the terrible

[Original publication: “Elias Bickermann. Erinnerung an einen grolen Althistoriker
aus St. Petersburg,” Hyperboreus 10 (2004), pp. 171-198; English translation: Brian
McNeil. In quotations from Bickerman, the original text is English unless otherwise
noted. For the sake of consistency, the surname is spelled “Bickerman” throughout
this translation, except in references to the titles of published works.]

' Tam grateful to Professor Daniel R. Schwartz and Mr A. Ruban of the Bibliotheca
Classica for valuable bibliographical help.

There exists neither a detailed biography of the man himself nor a thorough presenta-
tion of Bickerman’s scholarly achievements. All we have are obituary notices and brief
posthumous appreciations. These are expanded and corrected by the autobiographies
of his father (up to 1922) and his brother (up to 1946), which the latter published under
the title: Two Bikermans. Autobiographies by Joseph and Facob F. Bikerman (New York et al.
1975); occasionally, these give biographical data about the older brother, Elias. Earlier
references in Who is Who? and the English-language Encyclopaedia Judaica TV (1971),
p- 946 (on Elias Bickerman) and p. 992 (on his father and brother) contain some errors.
On the bibliography of his father and his brother, in which Elias did not share, cf.
A. Momigliano, “L’assenza del terzo Bikermann,” Riwista storica italiana 94 (1982), pp.
527-531. The most detailed biographical information is given by Mortin Smith in
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research 50 (1983), pp. xv—xvii, reprinted in
E. Bickerman, Religions and Politics in the Hellenistic and Roman Periods, ed. by E. Gabba
and M. Smith (Biblioteca di Athenaeum 5), Como 1985, pp. ix—xii, and in Idem, Studies
in Jewish and Christian History 111 (AGJU 9), Leiden 1986, pp. xi—xiii. (I quote from
the last-named work: now in this volume pp. xxiii—xxv.) See also J.D. Cohen, “Elias
J. Bickerman: An Appreciation,” Jewish Book Annual 40 (1982 [1986]), pp. 162-165,
reprinted in Ancient Studies in Memory of Elias Bickermann (JANES 16/17), 1984/1985,
pp. 1-3; Bezalel bar Kochba, Cathedra 23 (1982), pp. 3-9; J. Méleze-Modrzejewski,
RIDA 3rd series 31 (1984), pp. 13—16; see also M. Himmelfarb, “Elias Bickermann on
Judaism and Hellenism,” in D.N. Myers and D.B. Rudman, ed. The Jewish Past revis-
ited, New Haven 1998, pp. 199-211. On Bickerman’s scholarly work, cf. F. Parente,
“Bibliographie,” in E. Bickerman, Religions and Politics in the Hellenistic and Roman Periods,
pp- xiii-—xxxvii (cited here as: Bibliographie with the title number).

? Momigliano, op. cit., p. 527 [original Italian].
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turbulences that shook Europe to its foundations in the first half of the
twentieth century. These had their origins in the ideological dictatorships
first in Russia and then above all in (and through) Germany; today, it
is scarcely possible to grasp the human and intellectual devastations
wrought to Europe by Bolshevism and by National Socialism. These
left their imprint on the path of the young scholar too, as we see in his
threefold adaptation of his surname: Bikerman in St Petersburg and
Paris, Bickermann in Berlin, and Bickerman in the USA. It was only in
the fourth country that he was able to establish a permanent existence
as a scholar, when he became professor of ancient history at Columbia
University in 1952, at the age of fifty-five. In his very personal obituary
notice, Joseph Méleze-Modrzejewski emphasized this point:

There are surely not many scholars whose curriculum vitae includes the very
uncommon adventure of a university career which was started afresh four
times in four different countries — and who have left behind an academic
oeuvre which has won worldwide recognition... Some of his works have
become great classics.?

What is more, this geographical sequence (St Petersburg — Berlin —
Paris — New York) is too narrowly defined. From the 1950’s onward,
he traveled regularly through old Europe. During a visit to Ttbingen,
he told my colleague Hubert Cancik: “Don’t work too much! Travel
instead!” In a letter which he wrote to me on an airplane, he thanked
me explicitly “for the hospitality in the Old World.” He had a particular
love for Italy and its language. When talking to ladies, he preferred to
speak Italian, and not to talk about scholarship. From the mid-1970s,
he included the Soviet Union in his travels. Kurt von Fritz told me at
that time that Elias Bickerman wanted to return to Russia on a per-
manent basis, and I found this news so unsettling that I arranged a
meeting with him in West Berlin. Bickerman dismissed all my reserva-
tions with a hearty laugh: naturally, all he wanted to do was to go on a
visit. And yet, this plan also involved homesickness and the yearning for
his mother tongue. In 1978, friends in Israel told me that Bickerman’s
fearless openness at a congress of historians in Moscow and on a short
visit to Leningrad had caused something of a sensation.

Although he was certainly no Zionist, he visited Israel and other states
in the Near East regularly in his last years. At the end of the 1940’s, he
and Tcherikover were in Jerusalem both candidates for a professorship

5 Méleze-Modrzejewski, op. cit. (n. 1 above), p. 14 [original French].
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in the history of the Jews in the Hellenistic-Roman period. He died at
Bat Yam near Tel Aviv on August 31, 1981, at the age of 84, and his
grave is in Jerusalem. Perhaps this too is a kind of homecoming; even
in ancient times, Jews from the diaspora wanted to be buried there. 1
received on the same day Shalom ben Chorin’s notice of his death in
the Jerusalem Post and a postcard which Bickerman himself had sent me
on August 25: “I shall be back in N.Y. about Sept 15 and from there
shall send you a Xerox copy of my additions to the article ‘Das leere
Grab’.” At this time, he was preparing the third volume of his Studies
in Jewish and Christian History for publication* and revising his earliest
essays in classical scholarship, on the Messianic secret and the empty
tomb, which he had published in 1923 and 1924 in the Seitschrifi fiir die
neutestamentliche Wissenschafl. It 1s a remarkable fact that his two earliest
essays, and the last essays which he published during his lifetime, are
devoted to biblical themes.” Although personally (like his father) a liberal
who sometimes almost gave the impression of being a skeptic, he had
an astonishingly positive sensitivity with regard to themes concerning
Greco-Roman, Jewish, and Christian religion. He knew what reverence
meant, and he was convinced that there exist religious values which
are worth defending. In the curriculum vitae appended to his dissertation
(1926),° he writes openly: “I am of Jewish descent and profess my adher-
ence to the law of Moses.” A religious attitude, hidden deep within
Bickerman, can also be seen in his publications on the Maccabees.’
The same is true of his dedication of his Studies in Jewish and Christian
History to his parents, which he underlined by means of a quotation from
the Bereshith Rabba: ““The days of the righteous die, but the righteous
themselves do not die.”® Here we can see the spiritual inheritance of
his Jewish family tradition.

I remember that he once described himself with great accuracy:
“I am a world-citizen. In every town I visit I can speak with a classical

* See below in the final section of this essay.

® These are all published in Vol. IT of the present work: “The Messianic Secret and
the Composition of the Gospel of Mark” (first published 1923); “The Empty Tomb”
(first published 1924); “Nebuchadnezzar and Jerusalem” (first published 1979/1980);
and “On the Margins of Scripture” (first published 1981): pp. 670ff.,, 712ff., 961ff,
1000ff. See Bibliographie, nr. 3, 4, 313, 314.

b See section II and n. 26 below [original German)].

7 See section III below.

8 Ed. Theodor-Albeck (second printing with additional corrections by C. Albeck)
I, Jerusalem 1965, p. 1237.
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scholar. Even in Kabul I can discuss with the director of the museum.”
He was a true citizen of the world, not only in a geographical sense,
but also in a comprehensive intellectual sense, since he was a homo
universalis. He published works in six languages, and knew not only the
texts of classical antiquity from Homer to Byzantium, as well as the
Jewish tradition and the church fathers, but also the great literature of
Europe, especially that of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries — a
trait which made him comparable to Zaicev, the recently deceased Greek
scholar in St. Petersburg. He owed the foundations of this extraordi-
narily ample intellectual foundation to his youth and the years of his
studies in St Petersburg.

In their selection of 25 classical studies by Bickerman, Emilio Gabba
and Morton Smith emphasize the masterly precision with which he
presents his work:’

The evidence and arguments are introduced, the objections and answers
balanced with the precision of elements in a Mozart sonata. The delib-
erate contrast and concord of historic and artistic truth is not the least
of their beauties.

At the same time, he showed himself a strict historian, indeed one is
tempted to say: a “positivistic” historian (in the best sense of that word).
He rejected all abstract theories that went beyond the historical sources
and all the speculations of “the philosophy of history,” not because
he was unacquainted with these, but rather because he had reflected
fundamentally upon them. Martha Himmelfarb is correct to emphasize,
with regard to the relationship between Judaism and Hellenism:"

Bickerman never set out a formal theory on the subject. The only method
he would have acknowledged were the tools of the ancient historian’s
craft as traditionally understood: philology and careful reading, which
he used to remarkable effect.

Both these tools were supported by his astonishingly wide knowledge
of the sources and his comprehensive familiarity with history and
literature, which very frequently permitted him to adduce unknown
parallels, which no scholar hitherto had evaluated. In Bickerman, one
could learn what Ernst Troeltsch called “the omnipotence of analogy.”
He warned younger scholars against the temptation to make things too

9 Bickerman, Religions and Politics (n. 1), pp. viif.
' Himmelfarb, op. cit. (n. 1), p. 200.



RECOLLECTIONS OF A GREAT CLASSICAL SCHOLAR xxx1

easy for oneself. He warned me: “Don’t write any ‘Halbgebackenes’
[‘half-baked things’],” and I have not forgotten to pass on this advice
to my own students. He imposed the highest standards on himself; with
others, he was somewhat more lenient, but always strict — as one can
see in his book reviews, which are always worth reading. For example,
he once told me that while he was a Privatdozent in Berlin, he submitted
a manuscript to Eduard Norden. Three days later, he received one of
the typically professorial postcards: “I have read your text twice, but
it did not convince me.” Bickerman’s laconic conclusion to this story
was: “I never published this article.” I replied — the student revolution
was just ebbing out at that date — “Today, the professor would only
read half of the article and would not reply until weeks had elapsed.
And then the Privatdozent would say: “That makes me all the more
determined to publish it!’”

In view of his extraordinary life, his exceptional memory, and his
brilliant gifts as a raconteur, he could certainly have written a very interest-
ing autobiography. I suggested this to him several times, but he always
refused point blank: “No autobiography, no Festschrift.” He simply did
not feel himself old enough for such a book, and this is why he con-
sciously refrained from adding his own voice as a third partner to the
autobiographies of his father and his brother;'" he also ordered in his
will that all his private papers, including all unpublished manuscripts,
were to be burnt unread. He was “a great scholar, who wished to be
remembered only for his scholarship.”'? Accordingly, the very little we
know about the events of his life is due to the autobiographies of his
father and his brother" and to occasional references in his own scholarly
works. The most detailed presentation of his biography up to now is by
Morton Smith in the third volume of Bickerman’s Studies in Jewish and
Christian History, published posthumously; this runs to two and a half
pages.'* Now we also have the letters which he wrote to his teacher and
friend Rostovtzeff, and the mentions of his name in the correspondence
of this great scholar. I have not been able to draw fully on these texts
for the present sketch."” A more detailed biography is urgently needed;

""" Two Bikermans (n. 1).

2 M. Smith in the obituary notice in Bickerman’s Studies in fewish and Christian Hustory
III (n. 1), p. xi. In this edition see above pp. xxiiiff.

% See n. 1 above.

" See n. 1 above, and the concluding section of this essay.

!5 T.M. Bonrapa-JleBuH, “M.M. PocTtoBLeB 1 WU.W. BukepMaH: yurenb U yUeHUK.
Hossle apxuBHbele MaTepuanel” (G.M. Bongard-Levin, “M.I. Rostovtzeff and L.I.
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this might be a task for a young scholar in St Petersburg today. Such a
work would not only link the four great stations of Bickerman’s path
through life, but would also mean in a certain sense that a great scholar
had returned home at last.

II. Years of study and travel: St Pelersburg and Berlin

The following recollections are based in part on the scanty written
sources, in part on things I myself experienced, and in part on “oral
history” that I heard from third persons. Given the nature of human
memory, I cannot always disentangle these three “sources” with com-
plete precision.

Elias (Joseph)'® was born on July 1, 1897 in Kishinev (capital of
today’s Moldova), the son of Joseph Bikerman (1867-1942) and Sarah,
née Margolis (1861-1931)."7 His wife’s respectable family traced its ori-
gins back to Abrabanel, but Bikerman senior came from a poor Jewish
family in Podolia. The only education he received as a child was in
the Talmud; it was only at the age of fourteen that he began to learn
Russian out of a personal interest. He continued to educate himself,
so that he was able to take the high school graduation examination
at the age of 29, in the year Elias was born; up to this point, he had
carned his living primarily as a domestic tutor. Soon after this, he began
his studies at the university of Odessa, where his second son, Jacob
Joseph, was born on October 28, 1898.'"® Their father’s keen interest
in literature, history, and mathematics was inherited by his sons." After
successfully finishing his studies, he was appointed to teach mathematics
at a high school in Odessa. From 1901, he also worked as a journalist
and quickly became well known, not least because of his controversy
with the Zionists V. Jabotinsky and B. Borochov. In the crisis year of
1905, he stopped working in the school and moved to St Petersburg,
where he worked as a freelance journalist and later as a publisher. As

Bickerman: A teacher and a student”), Ckugckuti pomar. Tlon pemn. T.M. Bourpan-
JleBuHa, Moscow 1997, pp. 333f.

o In his publications, his forename appears as Elias J. or Elias.

7 On this, cf. the autobiography of his father in Two Bikermans (n. 1).

'8 Two Bikermans, p. 83.

19 Ibid., p. 25.
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such, he soon made a name for himself. He presciently foresaw the
collapse of the Czarist empire and the failure of the March Revolution
and of Kerensky in the spring of 1917, which was followed by the
October Revolution. When the family moved to St Petersburg, Elias
began his education.

After graduating from a good private high school (classical gymna-
sium), he enrolled as a student at the university in 1915. One of his
professors was Michael Rostovtzeff, whose friend he remained; another
was S.A. Zhebelev, whose obituary he wrote in 1944.%

In 1926, he began his dissertation in Berlin® with some moving lines
dedicated to a teacher at his high school in St Petersburg:

BM.

Catharinae Smirnow
Magistrae dilectissimae,
Quae animum puert imbuit
Antiquitatum amore,
Matronae sanctissimae
Morte lugubri peremptae,
Requiescat cum martyribus in Deo.

Clearly, she was a victim of the Bolshevik terror. He could scarcely
have erected any lovelier monument to his earliest years in classical
education.

Later, he attended the Czarist Cadets’ Institute in Peterhof. He was
sent to the Persian border as a very young officer in 1917, and was
wounded in the battles between Armenians and Muslims in Baku. He
retained all his life the taut countenance of a Czarist officer. He fell ill
with typhoid fever, and this saved him from military service in the Red
Army. On his return to Petrograd, he worked as a military attaché in
the Office of Marine Transport, while continuing his studies. Like his
brother, who studied natural sciences, he successfully completed his
courses in 1921; however, in keeping with the egalitarian ideology of the

% Bibliography, nr. 162; cf. nr. 158 and 64.

21 See below. [Translation of the Latin text: “To the b(lessed) m(emory) of Catharine
Smirnow, a most beloved teacher, who filled the soul of a boy with a love of classical
antiquities. She was a most holy married woman who was snatched off by a sad death.
May she rest with the martyrs in God.”]
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Bolsheviks, no academic degrees were awarded. All that the two broth-
ers received were certificates that they had passed their examinations.
In the winter of 1921/1922, the family made their hazardous escape
from Russia with forged Polish passports in which the name Bikerman
had been changed to Berman. They came via Minsk and Vilna to
Warsaw, and thence to Berlin, where they arrived in April, 1922. The
story of their escape reads like a chain of improbable interventions by
providence. To begin with, they supported themselves with gold rubles
which they had hidden in loaves of bread when fleeing from Russia;
later, they had sewn these coins into their coats and thus brought them
safely to Germany, where they were an extremely valuable resource for
the family until the end of the inflation at the beginning of 1924. A
half-sister (from the first marriage of Elias’ mother) remained behind
in Petrograd at her own wish. The great classical historian Eduard
Meyer obtained a grant for the gifted Jewish émigré from Russia, so
that he could pursue his “advanced studies” in Berlin and begin work
on a doctoral dissertation.

This second period of his studies was thus the beginning of his
itinerant years. His first publications soon followed. The bibliography
compiled by Fausto Parente® lists 319 titles up to 1985. At the age of
17, Bickerman published thirteen pages of “Notes on Pushkin,”* and
a year later came a small study on “Grand Prince Constantine and
March 11, 1801.%* I would not be surprised if further publications from
his earliest years as a student in Petrograd were to come to light.

As I have mentioned, the first two essays he wrote in Berlin deal
with New Testament themes. They were published in the leitschrift fiir
die Neutestamentliche Wissenschafl, edited at that time by Hans Lietzmann,
who thought very highly of the young scholar.® Parente’s bibliography
has 83 entries up to the end of 1933, including numerous book reviews
and articles for the German Encyclopaedia fudaica. While he was looking
for a Doktorvater, he was particularly impressed by the ancient historian
Ulrich Wilcken, an expert in the study of papyri, because he had
corrected himself in front of his students: “A German professor who

22 Religions and Politics (n. 1), pp. xili—xxvii.

¥ W. BukepMaH, “IlyIIKHHCKYAe 3aMeTky,” [IyIIKUH U ezo coBpeMeHHuUKU 19-20
(1914), pp. 49-62.

? 1. BukepmMaH, “Llecapesud KoncrantuH 1 11 Mapra 1801 r.,” I'os10c MuHyBII€zo:
XKypHan ucmopuu u mumepamypsl 3 (1915) 10, pp. 102-111.

» Cf. n. 5 above.
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corrects himself before his students must be a great scholar. Therefore
I chose him as a doktorvater.” Wilcken was a noble character: “He
never criticized but only corrected.” Besides this, he was “a Kantian,
Prussian professor, who lived for his scholarly duty. Being a classical
scholar he never visited Athens or Rome, but only Cairo, Paris and
London, because only there were important papyrus collections.” This
outstanding scholar was the right teacher for an independent spirit like
Bickerman, who was completely devoted to the task in hand, i.e. the
study of the sources, and he remained grateful to Wilcken for the rest
of his life. In 1926, he took his doctoral title with a dissertation on
Das Edikt des Kaisers Caracalla in P Giss. 40 (Verlag A. Collignon, Berlin
1926). He defended his thesis before U. Wilcken and E. Norden. This
slender study, only 38 pages in length, is exceptional in its precision,
the concision of its formulations, and the convincing character of its
argumentations. It caused a considerable sensation in academic circles,
and made the name of the young scholar known.? This papyrus is not
the text of the edict itself, but a somewhat later decree which forbade
the bestowal of Roman citizenship on barbarians who had settled on
Roman territory. In the preface, Bickerman calls this little study “part
of large-scale studies of the production of official documents of Egypt,”
which U. Wilcken had suggested and which “are basically now com-
plete.” In this field, he also mentions PM. Meyer and W. Schubart as
his teachers. His dissertation established his reputation as an expert in
ancient legal documents on papyrus and in inscriptions. This theme
was to interest him throughout his life, and he repeatedly demonstrated
his mastery here. At the same time, such studies gave him a sure eye
for the forms of ancient political and religious texts in general. Here,
he was following in the steps of work done by the “school of Sokolov”
in St Petersburg.”’

These studies led to the publication of his Beitrdge zur antiken Urkun-
dengeschichte 1-111 in the Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung (1927 and 1930),%
and to his Habilitation. He became Prwvatdozent in Berlin in 1929. On
the basis of these pioneering studies, Arnaldo Momigliano called him

% See Bibliography, nr. 8 [original of the quotation from the preface to this book:
German].

7 See e.g. Bibliography, nr. 12 (1927) and nr. 51 (1930).

% Bibliography, nr. 12, 51, 52: (I) “Der Heimatsvermerk und die staatlische Stellung
der Hellenen im ptolemiischen Agypten,” APF 8 (1927), pp. 216-230; (IT) “’ Anoypoin,
olkoyévela, énikpiotg, "Avydnton,” APF 9 (1930), pp. 24-46; “”Evtevéic und vrduvnua,”
APF 9 (1930), pp. 155-182.
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‘A lawyer by instinct, rather than in virtue of a precise training. He
examines with extraordinary precision and originality various aspects
of public and private Greek, Hellenistic, and Roman law.”** With
J- Sykutris, Bickerman edited the letter of Speusippus, nephew of Plato
and head of the Academy, to King Philip of Macedon;* he himself
wrote the commentary and the notes to the translation.” This is a let-
ter of recommendation for an historian called Antipatros; at the same
time, it is a “public letter” meant to impress its readers and directed
against Isocrates. At that period, Bickerman planned “a large-scale
study of political literature in classical antiquity,” and he regarded both
this work and his essay on “Ritual murder and the worship of an ass”
(cf. Vol. T of the present book) as preliminary investigations in view
of such a book;™ as we know, of course, he was not able to carry out
this project. In their foreword, Bickerman and Sykutris write that “His
Excellency von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff and Professor P Maas have
examined this work and made stimulating observations on a number
of individual points.” They write that they had “already presented the
results of these investigations... in spring of 1927 to a small group of
friends in Professor W. Schubart’s house” — an indication of the lively
climate of collaboration in the Berlin of the 1920’s. He also mentions
this group in his first surviving letter to Rostovtzeff, when expressing his
joy that his teacher agrees with the contents of his dissertation.*
Another fruitful field of research to which he continually returned
was the cult of rulers in antiquity. In 1929, he published his great article
“Die romische Kaiserapotheose,” which was to have a fundamental
influence on subsequent scholarship. His starting point was the puz-
zling fact that while the Romans persistently refused to divinize living
emperors (as happened all the time in Greece and in the East), they
were perfectly willing to declare the divinity of deceased emperors and
indeed of some of the imperial relatives. Other original researches
into this subject, which took scholarship into new terrain, followed in
Bickerman’s years in New York.** Later, the questions involved in this

% Momigliano, op. cit. (n. 1 above), p. 527 [original Italian].

% F. Bickermann and J. Sykutris, ed. Speusipps Brief an Kinig Philipp. Text, Ubersetzung,
Untersuchungen (Berichte tiber Verhandlungen der Sachsischen Akademie der Wissen-
schaften 80, 3), Leipzig 1928.

U Ibid., pp. 12-47.

52 Ibid., 18f.,, n. 1 [original German)].

% Bourapg-JleBuH (n. 15 above), p. 330 (letter to Rostovtzefl, January 14, 1927).

$ARW 27 (1929), pp. 1-34 (= Religions and Politics [n. 1 above], pp. 3—36), Bibliography,
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field led him to study the attitude taken by individual emperors such
as Trajan and Hadrian to the Christians.”

In the previous year, his article about the first three Books of Macca-
bees had appeared in half-vol. 27 of Pauly-Wissowa.*® This subject too
was to accompany him for the rest of his life. He himself observed
that he?

was not (and is not) particularly interested in the Maccabees. But collect-
ing the evidence about the Seleucids (see Institutions des Séleucides, 1938)*
he necessarily had to study the Books (...). In the meantime, I received
an invitation from W. Kroll, then the editor of the Real-Encyklopadie (.. .),
to write the article about the First — Third Maccabees. I don’t know
why did he choose me for this task. But I was young and, thus, ready to
deal with any subject of Greek and Roman History. I was poor and any
honorarium was welcome (...). Last but not least, it was a honour for a
beginner to write for “Pauly-Wissowa”.

These lines entail a certain measure of understatement, for Bickerman
had already published the brilliant article on “Ritual murder and the
worship of an ass” in 1927, as well as writing a number of reviews of
books about hellenistic Judaism and several encyclopedia articles on this
subject between 1926 and 1928.%° This field was one of Bickerman’s
major interests, to which he returned again and again, down to his last
opus magnum, the posthumously published T#e Jews in the Greek Age.*

A quite different interest is reflected in his Ghronologie, which appeared
in 1933 in the Einleitung in die Altertumswissenschafi which was edited by

3

nr. 44; cf. also nr. 292, “Consecratio,” in O. Reverdin, ed. Le culte des souverains dans
Uempire romain (Entretiens sur I’ Antiquité Classique 19), Vandoeuvres and Geneva 1973,
pp- 3-25; nr. 247, “Filius Maiae (Horace, Odes, 1, 2, 43),” PP 16 (1961), pp. 5-19
(= Religions and Politics, pp. 453-469); nr. 297, “Diva Augusta Marciana,” A7Ph 95
(1974), pp. 362-376 (= Religions and Politics, pp. 541-557).

% Bibliography, nr. 282, RFIC 97 (1969), pp. 393-408 (“Pliny, Trajan, Hadrian and
the Christians,” in Vol. IT of the present work, pp. 809ff.). This essay prompted me to
write about Hadrian’s policies vis-d-vis Jews and Christians in Ancient Studies in Memory
of Elas Bickerman (n. 1 above), pp. 153-182 (= M. Hengel, Judaica et Hellenistica: Kleine
Schriften T [WUNT 90], Tiibingen 1996, pp. 358-391).

%61928; cols. 779-800 (Bibliography, nr. 43).

7 E. Bickerman, The God of the Maccabees (SJLA 32), Leiden 1979: Preface to the
English translation, p. xi.

% See n. 62 below.

% Bibliography, nr. 13 (an English translation of the article appears in Vol. I of the
present work, pp. 497ff)); cf. nr. 10 (a brilliant critique of the Russian investigation by
S. Luria of antisemitism in the ancient world, PV 46 (1926), pp. 1241-1246), 17, 22,
and 29-42 (the articles in the German Encyclopaedia Judaica).

1" Cf. n. 66 below.
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A. Gercke and E. Norden." It demonstrates a tendency to “mathemati-
cal exactness” in Bickerman’s work as an historian. A second, revised
edition, which was published in East Germany in 1963, was dedicated
to his former teachers: “In memory of Eduard Norden, Wilhelm
Schubart, and Ulrich Wilcken.”

He had probably already left Germany when this book was pub-
lished. He told the story of how on January 30, 1933 — that dies ater in
German and European history — he met Paul Siebeck, the owner of
the publishing house J.C.B. Mohr Siebeck and grandfather of today’s
publisher, in the Hotel Adlon in Berlin and signed a contract to write a
commentary on 1 and 2 Maccabees for the Handbuch zum Alten “Iestament.
When they came out of the hotel, Hitler had become Chancellor of
Germany, and Bickerman soon lost his position as Privatdozent. The
young scholar realized what this meant: although he was expecting
a professorship at Minster, there was in reality no longer any future
for him in Germany. In a letter to Rostovtzeff (March 23, 1933), he
describes the desolate situation in Germany and enquires about possi-
bilities of working in other countries. One possibility was Paris, another
Milan. On May 21, speaking of the same matter, he wrote these moving
words to F. Cumont in Rome: “My academic activity here is finished.”
But he concludes with his typical confidence: “I accept confidently my
fate: volentem fata ducunt.”** The same thing happened to the classical
scholar Gunther Zuntz, who had taught in a high school and whose
family the young scholar had frequented for some time.* Zuntz found
a research position in Denmark.

Bickerman also related that the publishing house Mohr Siebeck
always maintained contact with him even after his emigration to France.
Even in the post-War years, their catalogs said that he was preparing
a commentary on the Books of Maccabees.

Bickerman always spoke with great respect of his years in Berlin.
He had known the great philologists, historians, and theologians in

' Einleitung in die Altertumswissenschaft II1/5, Leipzig and Berlin 1933. A second
revised edition was published separately in 1963; cf. Bibliography, nr. 257, an expanded
English edition published in 1968; cf. nr. 280 and nr. 187-188.

# Bourapg-JlesuH (n. 15 above), pp. 330f; on Cumont, cf. C. Bonnet and Arnaldo
Marcone, RSI 114 (2002), pp. 241245 [original in letter to Cumont: French].

# On him, cf. M. Hengel, “Guinther Zuntz, 1902-1992,” Proceedings of the British
Academy 87 (1994): Lectures and Memoirs, 1995, pp. 493-522; expanded German version
in G. Zuntz, Lukian von Antiochien und der Text der Evangelien, ed. B. Aland and K. Wachtel,
with an obituary by M. Hengel (AHAW.PW 1995, 2), Heidelberg 1995, pp. 63-88.
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person. In addition to Eduard Meyer, Ulrich Wilcken, Eduard Norden,
W. Schubart, and PM. Meyer, whose names have already been men-
tioned, he also spoke of Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorft' (died
1931), Paul Maas, Werner Jaeger, Adolf von Harnack (died 1930), and
Hans Lietzmann. In this context, he liked to speak of the three forms
of aristocracy in the old empire: the aristocracy of birth, the military
aristocracy, and the “intellectual aristocracy,” i.e. the leading university
professors. The young scholar, who “was living on small grants,”** was
greatly helped by Paul Hinneberg, the editor of Aultur der Gegenwart and
of the Deutsche Literaturzeitung, who commissioned book reviews from him
and often gave him books; Bickerman also wrote reviews for Gnomon
and the Philologische Wochenschrifl. The “intellectual aristocracy” had
its drawbacks, however, and he once asked Hinneberg how he could
have a good relationship with professors who were often so difficult,
humanly speaking. He received this reply: “That is very simply. All 1
say 1s: ‘In your own professional field, you surpass all your colleagues.’
Then there are no more problems!”

One close friend was Hans Lewy, roughly his own age, a classical
philologist and scholar of Philo who emigrated to Jerusalem and died far
too young in 1945. His posthumous work, Chaldaean Oracles and Theurgy,
was not published until 1956." One had the impression, listening to
Bickerman speak of the two friends, that they had very different char-
acters: he himself was the adventurous type, vigorous and energetic,
while Lewy tended rather to be reserved and cautious. Like his father
before him, Bickerman was critical of Zionism, whereas Lewy was a
convinced Zionist.

Bickerman’s father, Joseph, had been politically active while working
as a journalist in St Petersburg. He continued these activities in Berlin,
among the Russian exiles. He was one of the founders of a “Patriotic
Union of the Russian Jews Abroad,” which aimed at the re-establish-
ment of a constitutional monarchy in Russia.*® He also wrote in many
genres:*’ for example, he published in 1929 a voluminous study in
German entitled Don Quijote und Faust, which reflects his idealistic-liberal

' Quotation from his brother’s autobiography: Two Bikermans (n. 1 above), p. 164.
_ ® Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Orientale, Cairo; new edition by Michel Tardieu,
Etudes Augustiniennes, Paris 1978.
% Encyclopaedia Judaica (n. 1 above) IV, 992.
¥ Two Bikermans (n. 1 above), p. 169; J. Frumkin, ed. Russian Fewry (1966), Index.
In the curriculum vitae appended to his dissertation, Elias speaks of the “writer” Dr
Joseph Bickerman.
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worldview. Soon afterwards, this book was translated into Spanish.*
Another book treated the contemporary topic of “freedom and equal-
ity.” His son too, who remained a “liberal conservative” throughout his
life and always had the courage to express his opinions openly in the
spoken or the printed word, was politically active in these circles.

III. Years of wandering: from Paris to New York

He left Germany on his own; his father and his recently married
brother followed in 1936. The latter had a visa for England and was
able to take his doctoral degree in Cambridge. He then worked in the
chemical industry, and emigrated to the USA in 1946. Here, he had a
leading position in the field of physical chemistry at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology.

In Paris, the great gifts of the émigré from Germany were well known
from the outset, and Elias was soon appointed “Chargé de Cours” at
the Ecole des Hautes Etudes, where he became an “éléve diplomé” in
1938; in 1937, he was appointed to a research position at the Centre
National de la Recherche Scientifique. Throughout his life, he had a
great friendship with the world’s most prominent epigraphic scholar,
Louis Robert, and his wife Jeanne in Paris. His emigration scarcely
interrupted the flow of his publications. I mention here only the num-
bers; most of these are book reviews, but the list also includes books
of his own and lengthy essays. 1930: 8 titles; 1931: 5; 1932: 10; 1933:
9; 1934: 9; 1935: 145 1937: 17; 1938: 15; 1939: 7; 1940: 4; 1941: 2.
No gap occurs before 1941/1942. In 1943, he published 2 titles, and
in 1944, 8 titles — by then, he was in the USA.

We learn a great deal about Bickerman’s stay in Paris, and above
all about the increasing danger after the Germans occupied the city
in July, 1940, in his letters to Rostovtzeff, who had endeavored even
before the War broke out to find a position for his former student in
the USA. For a long time, he tried to secure a visa for Bickermann
and his family, but bureaucratic difficulties slowed everything down. On
March 3, 1941, Mrs Bickerman wrote to Rostovtzefl’ from Nice, while
her husband was in Paris, that the family was making its preparations
for departure, but Bickerman wrote on October 19, and then again
on December 10 and 20, that he had not yet received the visa, and

% Verlag Arthur Collignon, Berlin 1929, 402 pages.
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that there was a danger that he would be deported to a concentration
camp. The clock was ticking ominously. On April 13, 1942, A J. Johnson
informed Rostovtzeff that the visa was almost ready; on May 28, he
wrote that the tickets for the ship had been booked. Bickerman arrived
in the USA in July/August; his father had died shortly before this.
Bickerman and his wife had to take the last ship that left Marseilles in
the direction of Lisbon. Bickerman had reviewed many of Rostovtzeff’s
books;* and now, thanks to his unwearying endeavors over the course
of several years, Michael Rostovtzeff, his teacher and fatherly friend
with whom he had exchanged letters since his years in Berlin, had
saved his life.”

We can trace the successive homes of this citizen of the world above
all by means of the languages in which he wrote his papers and the
periodicals in which these appeared. From 1923 onward, he published
mostly in German and in the scholarly periodicals of that country;
between 1934 and 1943, he usually wrote in French; from 1944 onward,
English predominates. His brilliant and self-assured style and the inher-
ent drama of his essays never changed.

I should like to mention two of the numerous publications in his early
years in Paris. Morton Smith has called these “his greatest books,”!
and they retain lasting significance. Bickerman’s best known work,
Der Gott der Makkabéier, was published in 1937 by the Jewish Schocken
publishing house in Berlin, with the subtitle: “Investigations into the
meaning and origin of the Maccabean revolt.”* This is certainly the
most stimulating study of this subject in the twentieth century, and I
believe that its importance is unrivaled. In preparation for this book,
the author had published a number of essays,” and the same publisher
had brought out his brief presentation of the Maccabean history in
1935.°* Bickerman’s basic thesis was that the initiative for the “hellenistic
reform” came not from the Seleucid king, but from a prominent group

¥ Bibliography, nr. 6, 7, 60, 68, 78, 83, 111, 130.
" BoHrapza-JleBuH (n. 15 above), pp. 334-339; cf. n. 65 below.
' Religions and Politics (n. 1 above), p. xi.
Schocken Verlag/Judischer Buchverlag, Berlin 1937, 182 pages. English translation
by H.R. Mochring, The God of the Maccabees (SJLA 42), Leiden 1979, with a preface by
the author written for this translation, pp. xi—xiii. Unfortunately, the valuable appendixes
II'and IV (pp. 143—-181) and the notes and Addenda et Corrigenda (p. 112) were not
included in the translation.

% Cf. the preface to the English edition, p. xi—xiii. The essays on the subject of the
Maccabees are collected in Vol. I of the present work.

" Die Makkabéer Eine Darstellung ihrer Geschichte von den Anflingen bis zum Untergang des
Hasmonderhauses, Berlin 1935; Bibliography, nr. 47.
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in the Jewish aristocracy in Jerusalem, leading finally to “a civil war,
a religious conflict between the orthodox and the reformers.” This
escalated when the “reformers” took an increasingly radical line and
appealed for aid to “the power and authority of the foreign ruler.”
The king responded by issuing edicts which prohibited the traditional
religious practices of the conservatives.”” Both the Persian rulers and
Antiochus III had confirmed the validity of Torah as the law for the
Jews in Judea; thus it was possible for Antiochus Epiphanes to revoke
its validity when the Jewish “reformers” asked him to do so. “Menelaos
was an anti-Ezra and Epiphanes his Artaxerxes.””® The hypotheses pre-
sented in this masterly book met with a basically positive response, and
they continue to be debated even today. Although “its style naturally
reflected the new political situation” after 1933,” the author himself
was surprised that “my academic and even pedantic book could offer
some consolation for the persecuted Jews in Germany, as several let-
ters I received from my readers told me.””® This too is an example of
his typical understatement; for at the beginning and at the end of his
book, he points to the religious consequences in world history of the
“testimony of the martyrs’ blood” which unites Jews and Christians,
and to the “service in the newly dedicated temple.” This service “has
preserved for humanity — in its millennial wanderings, deceived and
disappointed by countless alleged truths — the only truth which it has
found to be absolute and eternal, viz. the truth of the uniqueness of
God. In this way, history confirms theodicy. It is not from without, but
from within that disaster comes — but it is also from within that rescue
comes. And the presupposition of rescue is conversion.”

Taken together with the quotations from Ps. 106:42-46, 121:2, and
127:1,% this sounds like a confession of faith — something unusual in
the works of this particular author.®

> Der Gott der Makkabder, p. 137.

% Bickerman’s preface to the English translation (n. 52 above), p. xiii.

7 Ibid.

% Ibid., p. xii. On this, cf. Himmelfarb (n. 1 above).

% Der Goit der Makkabder, pp. 139 and 8.

80 Ibid., p. 8, and at the end of Die Makkabier (n. 54 above), p. 75, and in the preface
to the English translation (n. 52 above), p. xiii.

61 C. Schmidt, ““wa Taschlach Emet Arza...” (Dan 8,12),” in J. Brokoff and
J.Jacob, ed. Apokalypse und Erinnerung in der deutsch-jiidischen Kultur des friihen 20. Jahrhunderts,
Gottingen 2002, pp. 147-170, attempts to bring out the “political theology” and phi-
losophy of history in Bickerman’s book. Bickerman himself however was not fond of
pointed references to current events; cf. the next section of this essay.



RECOLLECTIONS OF A GREAT CLASSICAL SCHOLAR xliii

Institutions des Séleucides can also justly rank as a pioneering work.
According to its preface, this book was finished in May, 1936, but it
was published only two years later.”? “It treats a new subject”® where
the sources (unlike those for Alexandria and Ptolemaic Egypt) are
extraordinarily fragmentary; besides this, the geography and history of
the Seleucid realm mean that the institutions described here were less
constant than in the other empire. Bickerman wrote this opus magnum
after ten years of preparatory work, drawing on his studies of the his-
tory of concepts and of law in the Egyptian papyri. Although this book
soon went out of print, he refused a mere reprint, since he intended
to revise it in the light of more recent research. As far as I can see,
the revised version which Morton Smith mentioned has unfortunately
not appeared.®*

IV. The New World as a new home

Bickerman had a difficult start in the third station on his lengthy and
often dramatic years as a wanderer. He had a deep love for his Russian
mother tongue and for Italian, and he could express himself with literary
elegance, indeed with brilliance, in German, French, and English, but to
begin with, he found the American pronunciation hard to understand.
The first period was not easy for him, but as an outstanding scholar,
he overcame these difficulties. A.J. Johnson, whom Rostovtzeff had
asked for help in the matter of Bickerman’s emigration as long ago as
October, 1940, quickly found him work at the New School for Social
Research in New York,® and Louis Finkelstein obtained for him a fel-
lowship at the Jewish Theological Seminary ( JTS) in New York in 1943
or 1946.% After a short period in residence in 1950 at the University
of Judaism in Los Angeles, which had close links to JT'S, he succeeded
W.L. Westermann in 1952 as professor of ancient history at Columbia

%2 BAH 26, Paris 1938. A Russian translation by L.M. Gluskina, 'ocydapcmBo
Ceneskudoc, was published in Moscow in 1985.

5 Institutions des Séleucides, p. 1 [original French].

Religions and Politics (n. 1 above), p. xi.

% Bourapg-JlesuH (n. 15 above), pp. 333f.

661943 according to Gerson D. Cohen in his preface to E. Bickerman, The Jews in
the Greek Age, New York 1988, p. vii. According to Morton Smith in Religions and Politics
(n. 1 above), p. xi, Bickerman worked first at the Ecole Libre and the New School for
Social Research, and was given a research fellowship at JTS in 1946. This was suc-
ceeded by a Guggenheim fellowship in 1950.
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University in New York. Westermann too had frequently exerted himself
on Bickerman’s behalf. Kurt von Fritz, who had emigrated because
he had refused to swear an oath of loyalty to Hitler in Rostock, was
at that time professor of Greek at Columbia, and he himself has told
me that he gave this appointment his vigorous support. After reach-
ing retirement age in 1967, Bickerman spent a year doing research at
the Institute for Advanced Studies in Jerusalem. He then resumed his
research fellowship at JT'S.

After years of turbulent and unsettled wandering, when his life was
often in danger, there now followed almost three decades of peacetul,
fruitful, and continuous work, broken only by the annual summer visits
to the Old World which he so much loved. In the 319 entries in his
1985 bibliography, 161 publications, i.e. somewhat more than half,®’
come from his time in the USA, although of course he also worked on
his articles during his summer visits to Europe and Israel. Once again,
there came a steady flow of articles and book reviews on subjects from
the ancient East to Byzantium, covering the entire field of classical
philology, ancient history, Judaism, and early Christianity, as well as
biblical themes. He published and wrote book reviews in a strikingly
large number of academic periodicals.”® This shows the breadth of
his historical interests. I should like to mention only a few of his
books.

In 1963, the second, revised edition of his Chronologie appeared in East
Germany; at the same time, an Italian translation was published.” In
1968, an English translation, expanded to include tables, was published
as Chronology of the Ancient World.”

The preface is a typical example of his scholarly self-irony:”!

This book was originally written at the suggestion of Eduard Norden.
I was young at that time and did not realize the difficulty of my task:

7 Bibliography, pp. xxv—xxxvil, nr. 158-319.

5% Jbid., pp. xiiif.: 54 periodicals, series, and encyclopedias.

8 Ibid., nr. 257 and 258; cf. n. 41 above. The first German edition was published
in 1933.

7 In the series “Aspects of Greek and Roman Life” edited by H.H. Scullard,
Ithaca 1968 (Bibliography, nr. 280). A Russian edition appeared in 1975 (ibid., nr. 299;
253 pages).

' 'We find the same self-critical, ironic attitude in his preface to his great posthumous
book The Jews in the Greek Age (n. 66 above), p. ix: “The author does not doubt that this
volume contains its just share of mistakes and errors. In truth, without both ignorance
and arrogance, who would dare to publish a historical work?”
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knowledge is required to prepare a work of scholarship, but only ignorance
gives the courage to publish it.

Bickerman went on to express a very unusual viewpoint on the reviews
made of his own books; there cannot be many academic authors
who would readily agree with him when he says, “It is a pity that the
reviewers of my book preferred to praise it instead of pointing to its
faults.” He then formulates an unusual word of thanks to his friends
Jeanne and Louis Robert “for their censorious Bulletin épigraphique”, i.e.
for their critical review (feared by other scholars) of all publications in
the field of ancient inscriptions.

In the year in which he retired, he dedicated the revised English ver-
sion to two friends: his patron and predecessor as professor for ancient
history at Columbia University, W.L.. Westermann, and his successor,
Morton Smith. In view of the indifference, or indeed the disdain with
which questions of “chronology” and “factual character” are far too
frequently dismissed in my own field, that of New Testament studies,
I should like to quote the first sentences of the Introduction:™

Time is the proper dimension of history. A fact is historical when it has to
be defined not only in space but also in time. A fact is placed in the fourth
dimension, that of Time, by measuring its distance from the present.

In the prefaces to his books, we always find the same names of col-
leagues and friends who stimulated him and criticized him — for the
two cannot be separated. He mentions Boaz Cohen, Gerson D. Cohen,
H.L. Ginsberg, Judah Goldin, Saul Lieberman, W.L.. Westermann, and
last but not least Morton Smith; he always spoke of these scholars with
the highest respect. With Smith, he wrote a brief introduction to ancient
history for students: The Ancient History of Western Civilization.” In the
short foreword, “Why History?,” he sets out the basic principles of his
own critical understanding of history and of historical work, and these
are thought-provoking. The reconstruction of the past as a conscious past
is the work of human minds: “The past is what we make it” (p. 1).
This is why the Greeks were wrong to believe that not even the gods
could change the past: in reality, this exists only in our ideas about it,
and these in turn are subject to change. Without this reconstruction,

2 Chronology of the Ancient World, pp. 7 and 9.

% Harper & Row, New York, etc., 1976. Chs. 1-6 are mostly the work of Elias
Bickerman, chs. 7-18 of Morton Smith, but the whole book is based on a very close
collaboration between them.
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there would be neither an individual nor a collective consciousness of
identity, nor any knowledge of religious, moral, and cultural values. Nor
would there be any hope for the future: “as Orwell’s dictator in 7984
says, ‘He who controls the past controls the future’” (p. 3). Precisely
for this reason, however, the historian should not be a “time-server”:
‘A dishonest historian cheats both his readers and himself.” T recall
him saying about a German New Testament scholar who had written
an anti-Jewish book after the Second World War: “As a scholar he is
a dishonest man.” Respect for the object of one’s research demands
“the strict adherence to the truth,” precisely because one knows that
even “the most scrupulous historian is himself a part of history” (p. 5)
and “everyone, to some extent, tailors history to suit himself.” This is a
basic difference between history and the natural sciences: “No events,
as historical events, can be exactly repeated and there are no firm
‘laws of history’ (...). We have to reckon with ‘accidents,’ that is, events
we cannot explain” (p. 6). This means “that all historical accounts of
causation are to some extent hypothetical and therefore always open
to revision.” We may be reminded here of Droysen’s theory of history,
as well as of Sokolov’s school in St Petersburg.

This is why historical research needs the freedom to study the past
out of curiosity. All that results of the attempt to be up to date is illu-
sion and conceit. The wishes of society must not be allowed to tie the
researcher’s hands. (We see here how deeply the author was marked
by his experiences of two murderous dictatorships.) Such restrictions
paralyze our consciousness of truth and our creative powers:

The pursuit of the relevant too often deprives those who practice it of
the greatest delight of research: the discovery of the unexpected (p. 8).

This explains his especial fondness for the words of Heraclitus about
the “unhoped-for finding,” which he often quoted.”

Bickerman remained faithful to his special subject of Jewish history
in the hellenistic period, as we see from his book From Ezra to the last
of the Maccabees: Foundations of Post-biblical fudaism, written for a general
readership.” This brings together two earlier studies with related con-
tents. The second study, the English translation of his short book on

™ See the close of the present section.
7 New York 1962, 186 pages (Bibliography, nr. 252; on the earlier publications, cf.
nr. 175 and 185).
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the Maccabees,” bears a dedication which may puzzle the reader. Its
elucidation is shattering: “TO T.B. DEPORTED BY THE GERMANS
Ps 35,17.77

The book as a whole deals with the encounter between Palestinian
Judaism and Greek civilization. The first part ends with the “scribes,
as a sign of the impact of Hellenism on Judaism,” and the production
of the Greek translation of Torah. The second part shows that after
conquering the radical “reformers” who were open to assimilation,
the superior foreign civilization triumphed in a different manner even
under the Maccabean victors. John Hyrcanus created a “hellenistic
principality” in Judea, and the victorious religious party of the Pharisees
recast the Greek idea of a judgment of the soul and its re-embodi-
ment, by creating the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead and
the judgment of the world. This, together with biblical monotheism,
became the central Pharisaic doctrine, as we see in the beginning of
the Eighteen Benedictions: “You are mighty forever, Lord, you make
the dead to live.””®

Another book written for a wider readership, Four Strange Books of the
Bible,” is likewise based on earlier preparatory studies. It discusses the
Books of Jonah, Daniel, Qoheleth, and Esther, all of which are affected
by the zeitgeist of Hellenism, and brings to light their enigmatic charac-
ter, which has been overlooked by the sometimes “disarming naiveté” of
some would-be “enlighteners.”® His unprejudiced way of understanding
the texts leads to theological insights, as when he writes: “The story of
Jonah teaches us that God is merciful... because he is creator.” David
Kimchi, with his starting point in Is. 43:7, concludes that “God creates
men for the sake of his glory. In Augustinian terms: gratia gratis data. A
humanistic interpretation of the story of Jonah, judging it according
to man’s needs and mind, is fallacious (Ps. 115:1).”%!

His true opus magnum on the history of the Jews in the hellenistic
period, The Fews wn the Greek Age, appeared posthumously, seven years

6 Cf. n. 52 above.

77 P. 92. The Psalm verse reads: “How long, O Lord, will you look on? Rescue me
from their ravages, my life from the lions!”

8 From Ezra to the last of the Maccabees, pp. 54, 72ff., 148, and 164f.

7 New York, 1967. Cf. my review, ThLZ 95 (1970), pp. 941.

80 Four Strange Books of the Bible, p. 234; cf. pp. 134f.

81 Ibid., p. 48. Cf. also “The two mistakes of the prophet Jonah,” in Vol. I, pp. 32ff.
of the present work (Bibliography, nr. 266).
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after his death.* A.I. Baumgarten, who had worked with Bickerman
on this book, has explained its complicated history. It goes back to a
manuscript which was already finished in 1963; its publication was
announced in the preface to Four Strange Books in 1967.% The author
continued to work on this text in the last years before his death, but
he decided not to publish the notes (as originally intended), since he
was by now over eighty and it was not possible for him to revise them
to take account of the most recent scholarship: “The typescript of the
notes seems to have been destroyed.”® Nevertheless, this is a masterly
work which brings the numerous individual studies together to form a
coherent picture. At the same time, he responds to his critics. Given the
extremely fragmentary nature of our sources of Judaism in the early
hellenistic period, his gift of a concentric synoptic view of the very
various and disparate sources proves its worth. He makes surprising
but convincing inferences from these sources, and precisely because
there is no academic apparatus of footnotes and references, the reader
is introduced into Bickerman’s methodology and his life’s work. In
the preface, probably written ca. 1963 for the planned first publica-
tion,” he emphasizes that his intention is not to offer a connecting link
between the Hebrew Bible and the rabbinic period (as other scholars
have done), but rather to present Judaism in the age of the Greeks “as
a part of universal history.” Here, he follows a “theological” principle:
“the final meaning of which only he knows, before whom a thousand
years are like one day.” He encourages the reader by closing the book
with a quotation from Seneca (Nat. quaest. 6.5,2) which one might call
the maxim of Bickerman’s own often unusual — but for that reason
fruitful — methodological procedure:*

Plurimum ad inveniendum contulit qui speravit posse reperiri.

A saying of Heraclitus which points in the same direction is quoted as
a motto at the beginning of his Studies in Jewish and Christian History:*

8 E. Bickerman, The Jews in the Greek Age, Cambridge, Mass. and London 1988, 338
pages. Russian translation: EBpeu B anoxy smturusma, Moscow 2000.

% A.J. Baumgarten, “Biographical Note,” in Bickermann (n. 82 above), pp.
309-311.

# Baumgarten, Ibid.
Bickerman (n. 82 above), p. ix.

% Jbid., p. 305.

822 B 18 D.-K. (from Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 2.17; 121, 25 St.). On the
Studies, cf. n. 95 above.
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Eav un Edmnton, Gvédmiotov odk é&evpnoet, dvelepedvnrtov €0v Kol
dmopov.
One who does not hope for that which is unhoped-for,

cannot find it:
it is untraceable and inaccessible.?®

V. Meetings with Bickerman

According to mAbot 1.16, Rabban Gamaliel II advised: “Get yourself a
teacher and you will overcome doubt.” During my own brief studies,
which lasted only eight semesters, I did not have any teacher who left
his mark on me. Later, while I was a ‘Repetent’ (tutor) in the Tibinger
Stift, I began to study the history of Judaism in the Hellenistic-Roman
period as a protest against the Marburg existentialist theology which
enjoyed an almost dictatorial domination in Germany at that time. It
regarded historical work as something second-rate; a radical skepticism
led these theologians to dismiss its importance. It saw early Christianity
primarily as a syncretistic movement which was profoundly influenced
by the hellenistic pagan milieu in which it lived. While I was prepar-
ing my doctoral dissertation on the Zealots, a key experience for me
was reading Bickerman’s Der Gott der Makkabder, a book which was then
not very well known in Germany.* Here I encountered a convincing
historical methodology which led to unambiguous conclusions on the
basis of its philological mastery and its acute interpretation of all the
available sources. Other works by Bickerman, which I gradually came
to know, confirmed this impression. They were a/l, without exception,
worth reading. He wrote nothing “half-baked.”” Even if one did not
agree with all his conclusions, they were always stimulating, and fre-
quently opened up new perspectives. Thus, through his writings, he
became my teacher. The only other scholar of whom this is true was
Joachim Jeremias. Above all, however, Bickerman pointed to a subject
which has continued to interest me in its various aspects until the present
day, viz. the relationship of Judaism to the externally superior Greek
civilization and the significance of this relationship — full of tensions,
but at the same time fruitful in cultural and religious terms — for the

8 See also the closing words of this essay.
8 See above, section II1.
% See above, section I.
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Christianity which grew out of Jewish roots. Since Christianity came
into existence in FEretz Israel, not in a city such as Alexandria (where
it is first attested at a relatively late date in the second century), I was
particularly interested in the pre-Christian hellenism in the mother
country. Here, I found the right teacher in Bickerman, with his Der
Gott der Makkabder and his other studies which deal with various aspects
of this subject. German scholarship had paid scarcely any attention to
this problem of the penetration of the hellenistic civilization into Eretz
Israel from the fourth century B.C.E. onward.

Two other historians with links to St Petersburg were also important
in my scholarly career. Victor Tcherikover was born in St Petersburg in
1894. He studied first in Moscow, then from 1921 in Berlin, but went
to Palestine as an enthusiastic Zionist in 1925. He was one of the first
professors at the Hebrew University, but died in 1958 at the early age
of 64.”' The second is the great Michael Rostovtzeff, who opened my
eyes to the breadth and the real life of the “hellenistic world.”

The most important of all for me, however, was Rostovtzeft’s stu-
dent. Bickerman was a supreme master of the small format and knew
how to unite a profound interpretation of the sources with a stylistic
beauty which was completely concentrated on the topic at hand. His
publications stimulated me to begin my Habilitation dissertation in the
fall of 1964, after ten years of opera aliena in the textile industry. Its final
title was: Fudentum und Hellenismus. Studien zu threr Begegnung unter besonderer
Beriicksichtigung Paldstinas bis zur Mitte des 2. Jahrhunderts, and 1 submitted
it to the faculty in 1966.” After my Habilitation in January, 1967, I sent
him a letter of thanks. This was the beginning of a correspondence
which continued with some intervals until his death at the end of August,
1981. His last postcard from Israel arrived in Tiibingen together with the
obituary notice at the beginning of September.”® I suggested to him as
long ago as 1967 that he ought to publish in one volume his German,

9 Cf. the article on him by Alexander Fuks, Enc. Jud. 15 (1971), pp. 875f. His great
book Hellenistic Civilization and the Jews, trans. S. Applebaum, Philadelphia and Jerusalem,
2nd edn. 1961, and the major essay “Palestine under the Ptolemies,” Mizraim 4-5
(1937), pp. 7-90, were particularly important to me.

9 WUNT 10, Tibingen 1969, 3rd edn. 1988; cf. also M. Hengel, Fudaica et Hellenistica:
Kleine Schriften I (WUNT 90), Tibingen 1996, and “Judaism and Hellenism Revisited”
in J.J. Collins and G.E. Sterling, ed. Hellenism in the Land of Israel, Notre Dame, Indiana
2001, pp. 6-37.

% See section I above.
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French, and English essays about Jewish and early Christian history,
since these had appeared in disparate periodicals and were often hard
to get hold of. He agreed and sent me a list. The negotiations with two
German and one Dutch publishers were initially difficult. The German
publishers pointed out that collected essays did not sell well (later, they
regretted their rejection of this scheme); and the Dutch publisher wrote
directly to the author without my knowledge and asked for 4,000 dol-
lars to pay for the printing costs — a large sum of money at that time.
Naturally enough, Bickerman refused this, because for this price he
could have had his essays printed in an American university publishing
house. He added, with his typical self-conscious understatement: “As a
matter of fact, I was never — and I still am not — interested in my old
publications. A scholar like a snake does not care for his old skins.”** He
was right to hold that it was primarily others, viz. the academic world
and especially the younger generation of scholars, who would surely
be interested in his unique studies; nevertheless, he himself was happy
when the publisher decided not to ask for a financial subvention, and
a new possibility opened up. He did not shirk the work of checking his
“old skins” for mistakes and oversights, and writing additional notes
where necessary; indeed, he attached great importance to this. His
first list contained 32 titles, and the question was whether they should
appear in one volume or two. New studies were added, and finally
three volumes with 44 studies were planned. The preparation took a
long time, for the author revised his essays with great care. The first
volume of Studies in Jewish and Christian History contains ten essays on
the Bible and the Septuagint.” The second volume was published in
1980 and contains 16 essays on the post-biblical history and literature
of Judaism, not least on the fundamental theme of the Seleucids and
Maccabees.” Bickerman died at the age of 84, without completing the
preparatory work for the third volume. Six days before his death on
August 31, 1981, he wrote that he wanted to send me a Xerox copy
of the additions to his article on the empty tomb (1924) when he got
back to New York.”” After his death, I exchanged many letters with
his successor and friend, Morton Smith, about the preparation of the

9 Letter sent to me on September 20, 1967.
% AGJU 9, Leiden 1976, x + 288 pages.

% Bickerman, Studies 11, viii + 405 pages.

97 See section I, above.
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third volume. Smith suggested that we enlist the help of a student
and former colleague of Bickerman, A.I. Baumgarten, now professor
at the Bar-Ilan University in Israel. Thanks to the generosity of spon-
sors,”® the relatively high publishing costs were covered, and after a
number of difficulties had been overcome, the third volume appeared
posthumously in 1986.% All three volumes were printed in relatively
large editions, but all are out of print today, and I have suggested to
the publisher that they be republished. The extraordinary learning
of the author can be seen in the indexes, especially to the sources on
which he draws. Their extent and contents are particularly impressive
in Vols. IT and IIL.'* One can but bow in reverence before such a wide
knowledge of the classical texts, from the Ancient Near East to ecclesi-
astical Byzantine writers and the rabbinic authors. The “omnipotence
of analogy,” already mentioned,'”" which was always at his fingertips,
is obvious here. At the same time, one must ask: how did he manage
to read all this and — without a computer — to keep all these texts in
his memory?

In my correspondence with Morton Smith after Bickerman’s death,
we also spoke of the unpublished, difficult manuscript of The Jews in
the Greek Age. I made the suggestion that, if no other possibility was
open, the book should be published by Mohr Siebeck, especially since
the author had had good relations with this house since 1933." It is
the great merit of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America, which
had commissioned Bickerman’s work on this book over many years,
that it undertook the laborious task of preparing it for publication. In
1988, this crowning achievement and synthesis of his life’s work was
published.'”® Similar difficulties in finding a publishing house and the
necessary finance were entailed by the selection of 25 of his studies
in philology and ancient history under the title Religions and Politics in
the Hellenistic and Roman Periods, a multi-faceted work which represents
the unity of the ancient world.'” Emilio Gabba, in collaboration with
Morton Smith, deserves our thanks for undertaking this task. In 1985,
thanks to the support of the American Academy for Jewish Research

See the Foreword by the Editors of the Series, in the present volume, p. xix.
® Bickerman, Studies III (n. 1 above), xvi + 392 pages.

See the indices in the present work.

See section I above.

See section II above.

> See n. 82 above.

See n. 1 above.
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and prominent scholars, this volume appeared in the series “Biblioteca di
Athenaeum,”'™ one year before the last volume of Bickerman’s Studies.
These four volumes constitute an impressive work of scholarship.

Naturally, after exchanging so many letters, I wanted to meet the
inspiring scholar in person, and this happened at Pentecost in 1969, in
connection with the great exhibition in Amsterdam which marked the
three hundredth anniversary of the death of Rembrandt. Bickerman’s
calendar had not allowed him to accept an earlier invitation to give a
lecture in Tdbingen. After the War, he had been very reserved about
academic links to Germany; exceptions were the legal historian Hans
Julius Wolff in Ireiburg, who had emigrated to the USA and subse-
quently accepted a professorship in Germany, and Emil KiefBling in
Marburg, who had edited over the course of many years the collection
of the Greek papyrus documents from Egypt. My wife and I will never
forget how Bickerman explained to us in Amsterdam Rembrandt’s
grand depiction of the sacrifice of Isaac. He was quite simply an
inexhaustible source of stimulating remarks. In this context, he told me
that Lucian’s Demonax was the most interesting Greco-Roman parallel
to the Synoptics; he also pointed out the pre-eminent significance of
Plutarch as a religious and ethical writer and a contemporary of the
evangelists, a man who reflects the “Platonizing” intellectual milieu
which the early Christian mission had penetrated from the outset with
increasing success. Inter alia, he mentioned Plutarch’s “eschatological
treatise” De sera numinis vindicta, which allows us to understand why the
Christian message found adherents even among the educated classes.
I passed on this suggestion to one of my students, who subsequently
collaborated in editing this text.'” He answered the question why he,
as a classical philologist and ancient historian, had taken up topics of
study in Judaism and early Christianity in the preface to the first volume
of his Studies in Jewish and Christian History:

Though a classical scholar, I gave a large part of my time to questions
of Jewish and Christian history. I did it, I believe, for two reasons. First,
it is more fun to work on a question one is not familiar with. A specialist
remaining in his fields, perhaps, advances our knowledge of it. Working

195 See n. 1 above.

196 Plutarch, Drei religionsphilosophische Schrifien: Uber den Aberglauben, Uber die spite Strafe
der Gottheit, Uber Isis und Osiris, trans. and ed. by H. Goérgemanns with the collabora-
tion of R. Feldmeier and J. Assmann, Tusculum, Disseldorf and Zurich 2003, pp.
318-339 and 363-382.
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in a foreign field, he learns. Secondly, my classical studies again and
again led me into the neighboring fields. For instance, Seleucid docu-
ments compelled me to study the books of the Maccabees; Hannibal’s
treaty with Philip V of Macedonia reproduced by Polybius, is unintel-
ligible without the biblical berit; my papers on utilitas crucis and on the
persecutions of the Christians originate in the study of provincial law in
the Roman Empire...

Bickerman’s studies are an antidote against the “pernicious specializa-
tion” which is spreading in historical theology, and especially in my own
field, that of the New Testament — which is after all, according to the
Nestle/Aland edition, a book of only 680 pages. This specialization
no longer provides any “fun”: it leads to a deadly boredom. But even
this simple word “fun” (in keeping with Bickerman’s typical understate-
ment) points to the joy in the truth which, as the quotations from Seneca
and Heraclitus tell us, wants to be hoped for, found, discovered, i.c.
brought to light, precisely because it is avéAniotov, ave€epebvntov, and
amopov.'” Ultimately, this search for the truth has a transcendental basis.
Over the entrance to the great hall of the University of Freiburg stand
the words from Jn. 8:32, “The truth will make you free.”

Bickerman visited us once in Erlangen, and then three times in
Tubingen, where I received a professorship in 1972. These visits
always involved lively exchanges with classical scholars and historians
and theologians in Tibingen, and with the up and coming academic
generation. Bickerman was an extraordinarily stimulating dialogue
partner. He could hold you spellbound for hours on end, then sud-
denly interrupt himself and leave with the words, “I know — I am a
tiresome person.” The correct word would have been “fascinating.” 1
once visited him in Berlin, before he traveled to the Soviet Union.!*®
One high point was the bestowal of the Dr Leopold Lucas Prize on
him by the Faculty of Protestant Theology on May 30, 1977, in the
year of his eightieth birthday and of the University’s 500-year jubilee.'™
He received it together with Professor Shmuel Sambursky, the physicist

07 See the close of section IV above.

1% See section I above.

19 This prize was founded by the Jewish Generalkonsul Franz D. Lucas in 1972,
on the 100th birthday of his father. Dr Leopold Lucas was deported by the National
Socialists to Theresienstadt on December 17, 1942, and died there on September 13,
1943. The prize is awarded annually for outstanding work “in the field of theology,
the history of ideas, and philosophy.”
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and historian of science at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem.'” I was
dean at that time, and it was my task to hold the laudatio. I concluded
with these words:

It is of the nature of the academic search for truth that it sometimes
brings fruit in a quite unexpected way. For the scholar is not only subject
to the law of laborious work; at decisive moments, he is also under the
grace of discovery and of fruit, though of course there is no grace that
does not presuppose the law of hard endeavor. It is no doubt thanks to
this experience that Elias Bickerman placed the words of Heraclitus at
the beginning of his Studies:'"

One who does not hope for that which is unhoped-for,
cannot find it:
it is untraceable and inaccessible.!!?

1" Das physikalische Welthild der Antike, Zurich and Stuttgart 1965; Der Weg der Physik.
2500 Jahre physikalischen Denkens. Texte von Anaximander bis Pault, selected with an intro-
duction by Shmuel Sambursky, Zurich and Munich 1975; Naturerkenntnis und Weltbild,
Zurich and Munich 1977; The Concept of Time in Late Neoplatonism, Jerusalem 1971; The
Concept of Place in Late Neoplatonism, Jerusalem 1982.

11" On this, see the close of section IV and n. 87 above.

"2 Tubinger Universititsreden 31: P. Stuhlmacher and L. Abramowski, ed. Jur
Verleihung des Dr:-Leopold-Lucas-Preises, Tibingen 1982, pp. 63f.
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“CUTTING A COVENANT”

In the Bible, the characteristic expression used to describe the making
of a covenant is karath berith, literally “to cut a covenant.” This seems
a very bizarre expression. When, for example, Latin speaks of decisa
negotia or French of trancher une question, the verb (“to cut”) is employed
metaphorically, but in semantic harmony with its object. In the same
way, rabbinic Hebrew borrowed the verb karath to express the idea of
division.! We know, for example, that nothing other than the writ of
divorce can “separate” (karath) a wife from her husband. But in the
formula karath berith, the complement contradicts the verb. Elsewhere
in the Bible, the verb karath always has the concrete meaning of cut-
ting or destroying, even in a metaphor: “Your hope will not at all be
cut” (Prov 23:18).

We conclude that the phrase karath berith is not employed figuratively.
It is a standard expression which, initially at least, is literally exact,
and the only reason it appears bizarre is because the matter which it
defines changed in the course of time. In the same way, the English
expression fo strike a bargain comes from the period when the partners
struck each other’s hand as a sign of agreement.? Several languages
used a word meaning “hand” to denote a security (in the sense of bail),
because a gesture by the person who gave the security was the solemn
form which attested his consent. For example, it was said in Akkadian
that the security “withdraws the hand” of the creditor.” Legal Latin is
full of such fossils: lustrum condere, obligare fidem, mancipio accipere, vindictam
imponere, promittere, spondere, etc. These formulae were coined in remote
antiquity, when the ritual representation was an integral part of an actus
legitimus. The concept of mancipium went through a complex historical
development, but initially it was the material gesture whereby one

' M. Jastrow, A dictionary of the Targumim, s.o. My dear deceased friend Boaz Cohen
wrote to me on this subject: “Karath here means the severance of the fringes of the
garment.” See also Archives de Mari 11, 1950, nr. 71: “to tie the fringe of one’s cloak”
in order to make a treaty.

* Oxford English Dictionary, s.v., 9/1, p. 1134,

* E. Cuq, Etudes sur le droit babylonien, 1929, p. 232. Cf. also J. Partsch, Gittinger Gelehrter
Anzeiger, 1913, pp. 17-20.



2 “CUTTING A COVENANT”

who wished to acquire a thing to hold of it: adprehendere id ipsum, quod
et mancipio datur; necesse sit.*

A vow is a solemn formula, in most cases ratified by a gesture. This is
why the words relating to this activity allude either to the uttering of
sacramental words or to the ritual action which accompanies them.
The English word swear is related to the Latin sermo. In Assyrian, the
words for taking an oath mean “to speak,” “to mention.” In Tahitian,
horeo tapu, 1.e. “pronouncing a taboo,” means “to make a vow.” In
Irish Gaelic, the phrase “to bring the relics” (bierim mionna) means “to
swear an oath.” In Arabic, the current term for a vow is yamin, “the
right hand,” because one commits oneself to the vow with the right
hand raised, at the tomb of a saint or in some other sacred place. In
Dahomey, the expression for taking an oath literally means “to drink
voodoo” (the fetish), because the magic drink is taken during the cer-
emony. The Persian expression for swearing an oath literally means
“eating (or drinking) sulfur”; this comes from the ancient rite of the
ordeal. In the eighteenth century B.C.E., at Mari, the expression “to
kill an ass” meant “making a covenant,” because an ass was killed to
solemnize the agreement.’

In Greek, the formula dexian dounai (= Latin dextram dare) is transpar-
ent: it alludes to the gesture of giving one’s right hand in ratification
of a promise. But the two other common expressions for oath-taking

* Gaius I, 121. Cf. P. Noailles, Fas et Jus, 1948, p. 101; F. de Vischer, Nowvelles Etudes de
drott romain, 1949, pp. 193-257. Yor lustrum condere, cf. K. Latte, Romische Religionsgeschichte,
1960, p. 119, n. 3. Vindicta est virga according to the ancient commentaries (cf. e.g. Acro
on Horace, Sat. I1 7, 76). Cf. M. Kaser, Das romische iwiliprozessrecht, 1966, p. 70. On
the terms spondeo, sponsio, cf. ¥. de Vischer, Le régime romain de noxalité, 1947, pp. 881
E. Benveniste, Le vocabulaire des institutions indo-européennes 11, 1969, p. 214; on promuttere
(manum), ct. M. Kaser, Das rimische Privatrecht 1, 1955, p. 154. On vindicta, mancipatio, and
sponsio, cf. E. Volterra, Istituzioni di diritto privato romano, 1962, pp. 71, 328, 472.

> Cf. C.D. Buck, 4 Dictionary of Selected Synonyms in the Principal Indo-European Languages:
A Contribution to the History of Ideas, 1949, p. 1437; J. Pedersen, Der Eid bei den Semiten,
1915, p. 4; E. and 1. Andrews, Ductionary of the Tahitian Language, 1944, s.v.; P. Hazoumé,
Le pacte de Sang au Dahomey, 1937, p. 45. On oath-taking among the Arabs, cf. e.g
T. Ashkenazi, Tribus semi-nomades de la Palestine du Nord, 1938, p. 84. For Persian, cf.
E. Benveniste, “L’expression du serment dans la Gréce ancienne,” RHR 134 (1948),
p. 82. For Mari, cf. ANET, p. 482b. Cf. M. Held, Bulletin Amer. Schools of Orient. Res.
200 (1970), p. 62.
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are no less “eloquent” and concrete. Omnunai horkon means to “seize
vigorously” the sacramental object (horkos) on which one takes an
oath. For example, the forkos of Achilles is his scepter.® Temnein horkia
means “to make a treaty”; the primary meaning of this formula
means cutting the pledges of the contract which has been sworn (korkia),
viz. the sacramental victims, while the oath is being taken. The same
is true of the Roman ferire foedus (“striking an alliance”) in order to
ratify the oath. As a matter of fact, foedus = fidus = fides originally sig-
nified the pledge of good faith.” When he slaughtered a piglet with a
stone, the pater patratus was in reality striking this pledge of loyalty. How-
ever, let us avoid the simplistic error of imagining that the purely
material meaning was the primary sense of these expressive phrases.
In reality, in very ancient law, a word designated both the thing which
rendered an idea material and this idea itself.® Already in Homer,
horkia 1s not only the sacralized object and the vow which is taken on
this object, but also the oath that is sworn.” Foedus is at one and the
same time the victim which represents the juridical notion, this notion
itself, and the treaty which constitutes the memorial of the ceremony:.
The ancient Chinese emphasized this identity by placing the text
of the treaty on the corpse of the bull that had been sacrificed to ratify
the convention.

II

Let us now turn to the formula karath berith."® The etymology of the
word berith is uncertain and disputed,'' but the word (like foedus in Latin)

5 Homer, liad 1.233. Cf. Aristotle, Pol. 3.1285b. On the Greek vow, cf. the article
by E. Benveniste cited above, and Benveniste, op. cit. II, p. 163. Cf. also n. 73 below.

7 On the semantic development of the term fides, cf. E. Frankel, “Zur Geschichte
des Wortes Fides,” Rhein. Mus. 71 (1916), pp. 187-200; Benveniste, op. cit. I, p. 115;
J. Gaudemet, Institutions de Uantiquité, 1967, p. 310.

8 Cf. L- Lévy-Bruhl, L'dme primitive, 1927, pp. 130-132.

9 Cf. e.g Homer, lliad 22.262: Hector proposes to Achilles that they make a sworn
agreement. Achilles replies that there are no pacts deserving of faith (horkia pista)
between lions and human beings.

!0 Bibliographical indications will be found in the article by M. Weinfeld, in GJ.
Rotterweck and H. Ringgren, Theologisches Wirterbuch zum Alten Testament 1, 1972, pp.
782-808 (which is the best introduction to the study of this topic), and in the article
by E. Kutsch in E. Jenni and C. Westermann, ed. Theologisches Handwarterbuch zum Alten
Testament 1, 1971, s.o.

" Cf. e.g. DJ. McCarthy, Old Testament Covenant, 1972, pp. 2—4; pp. 59-61 (an exami-



4 “CUTTING A COVENANT”

means a covenant, the rite which creates an alliance, and the pact
which is the result. The “ark of the covenant” symbolized the berith
between God and the chosen people. In view of the parallels which we
have just cited, it is reasonable to suppose that the word berith originally
designated the oath that was sworn and its material representation, viz.
a thing or an animal which was cut while the oath was being taken.
This conjecture seems to be confirmed by the discovery of an exactly
parallel expression in Phoenician: 4r¢7t."* The derivation of the word 7
(‘alah in Hebrew) is likewise unknown; but the word signifies impreca-
tion, link, plot."”

According to scripture, circumcision was the “berith in the flesh.”
The incision which remained in the flesh was the “mark” of the berith.
Through this rite, one entered the berith with God and thereby also
the berith with Israel, the people of God. “In order to form one and
the same people” with Jacob, Shechem and the men of his city had
themselves circumcised.'* In this covenantal ceremony, the formula
karath berith was carried out literally.

The analogy with the Greek expression temnein horkia is however also
suggestive. For the Greek, “cutting” the victim meant slitting its throat.
In the Israelite rite too, the neck of the victim was cut.” It may be that
this rite of immolation could also serve to “cut” berith. The covenant
of Sinai was ratified by the sprinkling of the victims’ blood upon the
participants, 1.e. Israel and the altar which symbolized the deity. This
was “the blood of the berith which the Eternal has cut.” Finally, there is
a Psalm which speaks of the pious persons who have “cut” berith with
God by means of a sacrifice.'®

Modern commentators explain the formula karath berith by reference to
an expressive ceremony which is described twice in the Bible. We read

nation of scholarly hypotheses). Mr Albright has drawn my attention to the formula Zar
beriti (“dividing berith”) in the cuneiform texts of Qatna: cf. J. Bottero in Revue d’Assyriologie
44 (1950), pp. 112-113. Unfortunately, the meaning of this expression is obscure. Cf.
also E. Lipinski, Syria, 1973, p. 50; M. Weinfeld, Orientalia, 1975, p. 121.

2 TH. Gastner, “A Canaanite Magical Text,” Orientalia new series 11 (1942), p. 65.
Cf. ANET, p. 658; EM. Cross Jr. and R/J. Saley, BASOR 197 (1970), p. 142.

1 Cf. H.C. Brichto, The Problem of “Curse” in the Hebrew Bible, 1963.

* Gen 17:13 and 34:22. Cf. R. Dussaud, Les origines cananéennes du sacrifice israélite,
1921, p. 220.

1 Cf. Homer, lliad 3.292. Cf. J. Rudhardt, Notions_fondamentales de la pensée religieuse et
actes constitutifs du culte dans la Gréce classique, 1958, p. 282; J. Casabona, Recherches sur le
vocabulaire de sacrifices en Gréce, 1966, p. 105. On the Jewish rite, cf. P. Billerbeck, Kommentar
zum Neuen Testament 11, 1924, p. 730.

16 Ex 34:10; Ps 50:5. Cf. Dussaud, op. cit., p. 217.
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in Genesis'” that Abraham cut the victims in the middle and placed the
two parts opposite each other. During the night, the divine fire passed
between the separated flesh: “On that day, the Eternal cut berith with
Abraham.” Jeremiah also narrates that King Zedekiah and the nobles
of Jerusalem had promised to set free their Israelite slaves, “dividing a
calf into two parts and passing between the parts.”'®

What is the meaning of this rite? The commentators see it as a rite of
execration, but they are distorting the meaning of the prophet’s words."
Playing on words, Jeremiah says (v. 17): the Jews have proclaimed the
liberty of their Hebrew slaves,” but then they enslaved them anew,
violating the law about manumission in the seventh year (Ex 21:2), as
Jeremiah explicitly points out (v. 16). As a result, God will proclaim
the liberty of the sword, of plague, and of famine against those who
have disobeyed him. And the prophet continues (v. 18): those who have
passed (the verb is ‘abar) between the severed flesh have transgressed
(again ‘abar) against the berith contracted in the presence of the Eternal.
Accordingly, God will hand them over to the power of their enemies.
Nothing is said here, even by implication, about an imprecatory value
in this rite; the parallelism between verses 17 and 18 leaves no doubt
on this point. Rather, God is acting in accordance with the lex talionis
which is so dear to the prophets. (A good example of this principle
is Jer 17:19-27: the Jews, breaking the sabbath rest, carry burdens on
the sabbath day through the gates of Jerusalem. As a result, God will
set fire to those gates; it will devour the palaces of Jerusalem and will
not be quenched.) Since the berith of Zedekiah was made “before”
God and in the Temple which bears his name (vv. 15, 18), those who
violate “his” berith will be chastised by the God whose wrath they have
provoked. Those ethnographers who (wrongly) classify this biblical
ceremony among the rites of covenant where the partners exchange
their blood, and those historians of religion who follow them, see this
Israelite sacrifice as an act of communion which aims to create an
artificial brotherhood between the contracting parties. Other scholars

17 Gen 15:10-18. According to the interpretation of H. Cazelles, “Connexions et
structures de Gen. XV,” Rev. Bibl. 69 (1962), p. 336, the victims in this passage are
cut into three parts.

'8 Jer 34:18-21. On the juridical signification of this pact, ¢f. M. David, “The
Manumission of Slaves under Zedekiah,” Oudtestamentische Studien 5 (1948), pp.
63-79.

!9 In the original publication of this essay (p. 137), I still followed the exegesis of
the commentators.

2 Cf. J. Lewy, “The Biblical Institute of Deror,” Ereiz-Israel 5 (1958), pp. 22-31.
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again hold that even the exchange of blood or the shared meal by means
of which the primitive tribes make alliances are instruments of a curse
against any who might break the union that has been contracted.”

There is in fact no rite which is not susceptible of serving a diver-
sity of goals, and scholars often complain about this ambiguity in
sacred actions.” But why should one be surprised at this? The sacred
object is only an instrument. A half-civilized African once compared
the lightning conductor of the whites to the amulet which he wore
to protect him against evil powers.” Now, a technical instrument can
naturally serve very different, and even contradictory, purposes. The
action of a revolver remains the same, whether one draws it against
an enemy or against oneself: it is equally suitable for good or evil. It is
only the inner dispositions, the intentions, and the maneuvers of the
agent which determine the direction, and thereby the raison d’étre, of a
sacred action. If therefore we wish to identify more or less clearly the
intentions which people of old had when they practiced this or that
rite, we must begin by trying to understand the organization and the
effect of the ceremony.

111

The striking element in the sacrifice described in Genesis and Jeremiah
is the passage between the separated flesh. Why is this done? In all the
known examples, this rite of passing either confirms a promise (as in the
Bible) or is part of a ceremony of purification. What is the relationship
between these two religious values?

Let us begin with the obvious hypothesis that the passage between
the pieces of the sacrifice serves to establish a communication between
the agent and the victim, whether the transfer is from the human being
to the animal, or in the opposite direction. The one who offers sacrifice
chooses the direction of the transfer. On the other hand, the officiant can
only act in conformity with the nature of the forces which he claims to
dominate. In rites of purification properly speaking, he proceeds to the
elimination of evil by means of the rite. Naturally, dirt can be absorbed

21 On the theory of sacrifice proposed by W. Robertson Smith, and the controversy
to which it gave rise, cf. above all G. Davy, La foz jurée, 1922, pp. 43-81; W. Robertson
Smith, Lectures on the Religion of the Semites, 3rd edn. by S.A. Cook, 1927.

22 E. Durkheim, Les formes élémentaires de la vie religieuse, 1912, p. 551.

» R.H. Nassau, Fetishism in West Africa, 1904, p. 84.
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by an animal just as well as by any other cleansing agent. For example,
one can rub one’s body with wool,*
with small dogs.* One can transfer jaundice to yellow birds which are
attached to the bottom of the patient’s bed, etc.”

But if an animal is to be substituted for the patient, it is necessary
that it be still alive while the act of substitution is carried out. Pliny the
Elder informs us that one can heal a sick person by placing a puppy on
the suffering limb: the dog absorbs the illness and often dies as a result.
A newly born dog, still blind, is placed on the patient’s stomach, and the
dissection of the animal will reveal the nature of the malady. Another
example: among the Loango, a man condemned to death can transfer
his crime to an animal, which is then slaughtered in his stead. First
of all, however, the criminal must carry the sacrificial victim around
the place of judgment. In the same way, a scapegoat, even if it is in
fact killed later on, must still be alive in order to be charged with the
sins of the people.”” The universal rule is that one must transfer to the
substitute the impurities of which one seeks to be rid either during or
before its destruction.”

Naturally, as in many other circumstances, disparate principles can
come into conflict and thus influence the rites of purification. For
example, the homeopathic principle dictates that the stain of blood must
sometimes be wiped away by means of blood. The stain of Orestes was
“chased away,” as he says, “by the purifications of the piglets killed on
the altar of the god Phoebus.” In order to cure epilepsy (the “sacred
illness”), the “miasma” was removed by washing the sick person with
blood.* But we should note that these instances do not involve the

or one can wipe oneself down

# AB. Cook, Zeus I, 1914, pp. 422-428.

% Plutarch, Quaest. graec. 68.

% J. Fillozat, Magie et médecine, 1943, p. 101.

¥ Pliny, 30.42; 30.64: transire vim morbi, posiremo examimari dissectisque palam fieri aegri
causas. On the Louango, cf. J.G. Frazer, Anthologia Anthropologica 1, 1938, p. 153. On the
scapegoat, it suffices to refer to Frazer, The Golden Bough, 3rd edn., IX, pp. 33-59.

% H. Hubert and M. Mauss, Mélanges d’histoire des religions, 1909, pp. 77-78. Cf. e.g.
ANET, p. 354, and H.M. Kimmel, Ersatzrituale fiir den hethitischen Konig, 1967, pp. 15,
57, 113.

2 Aeschylus, Eumenides 283 and 449. Cf. L. Sechan, Etudes sur la tragédie grecque, 1926,
p- 97 and illustration I. Cf. Hippocrates, De morb. Sacr. 4 (VI, p. 362, ed. Littré):
kafoipovot yop Tobg €xopévoug T voio afuatt te kaidAloot toovtoowy domep
ploopd Tt xovtag fi dA dAdotopag. On the distinction (and the cohesion) of the
notions of “making pure” and “making strong,” cf. Lévy-Bruhl, Le surnaturel et la nature
dans la mentalité primitive, pp. 289-291, 438—441. On the state of purity as the absence
of all dirt — a state which precisely for this reason is not positive — cf. A.-]. Festugiere,
La Sainteté, 1949, pp. 11-17.
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transfer of dirt to an animal substitute: here, the blood is employed as
a stronger detergent than water (which can likewise purify a murderer),
or perhaps more precisely, as the strongest solvent that exists. Otherwise,
in the innumerable cases where the blood (or entrails, etc.) is applied
to obtain a healing, this does not involve the flushing out of dirt, but
seeks to make the patient stronger by an infusion of the vital fluid of
the animal.”® Following the same idea, the bloody piaculum serves to
re-establish purity rather than to expel the evil influence. Among the
Bechuana, expiation is reconciliation, the reunion of separated entities
(as they say in their language). When the penitent drinks the blood of
the victim, the conjurer announces that this is the sacrifice of reconcili-
ation with the spirits. In general, we may say that the use of blood in
magic and in primitive religion intends more to re-establish order in
the patient than to fight against evil.’! As scripture frequently informs
us, blood is life. The meaning of this ritual murder — for that is what
sacrifice is — 1s to appropriate for oneself the mystical strength of the
victim’s life in order to be able to apply this to one’s own goals. “I have
consecrated you,” says the magician, as he kills the sacred scarab, a
symbol of the divine sun, “in order that your essence may be useful
to me... to me alone.”” If a human being is to be disinfected, his
substitute must still be alive (although it will be killed later on); if its
properties are to be beneficial to the human person, it must be immo-
lated. When he enters into contact with the blood, the entrails, or the
severed limbs of the animal, the human person absorbs its vital force.
In the same way, when he offers a sacrifice to the deity, he contributes
“strength to the god in order to enable him to help the human person

% In one Babylonian rite, the limbs of the animal were torn apart and placed
on the patient to heal him. Cf. E. Dhorme, Les religions de Babylonie et d’Assyrie, 1945,
pp- 229, 251; C.E. Jean, Le péché chez les Babyloniens et les Assyriens, 1925, p. 153. The
confusion between the idea of purification and that of strengthening is particularly
obvious in the Brahman explanations of the sutrdmani sacrifice. Cf. G. Dumézil, Tarpeia,
1947, pp. 117-121. On the importance of blood in popular medicine, cf. Eitrem I,
pp- 441-447.

31 J. Tom Brown, Among the Bantu Nomads, 1928, pp. 105, 144. Such ethnographical
facts strikingly confirm the hypothesis of W. Robertson Smith, Lectures on the Religion of
the Semutes, p. 427, about the intention of the piacula.

2 P. Mag, Paris, 735M., in K. Preisendanz, Papyri Magicae Graecae 1, nr. 4: éyd o€
étéhevon va pot i 600 ovoia yévn xpAoLHOG. ... €uol pove. On the importance of
the sun in magic which appealed to the powers of the gods, cf. S. Eitrem, Symbolae
Osloenses 22 (1942), pp. 56fL.
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better.”*® The direction of the current is reversed: the power (this time
beneficial) passes from the animal to the human person.

v

This then is the significance of the rite de passage which we are investigat-
ing. It is not a simple process of elimination, but an active rite which
imparts power. The most ancient text which describes this ceremony
is a ritual from the second millennium B.C.E.** An army which has
been defeated by the enemy first passes through a ritual gate flanked by
two fires. These are of course two classical procedures (tugum and fire)
designed to separate oneself from, and get rid of, the fluid of defeat.
At the end of this ritual action, the troops are sprinkled with living
water from a river. This too is a common means of “desacralization.”
Between these banal ceremonies, however, we find a special rite. Behind
the magic gate, a man, a goat, a puppy, and a piglet are cut in two;
one part of each is placed on the one side, the other part on the other.
Although the text does not say so explicitly, the context shows that after
the troops have passed sub wgum, they march between the pieces of
the victims. The magic gate™ and the purifying power of the fire®® are
made necessary because of the sorcery worked by the defeat; the vital
force of the sacrificed victims will restore the strength of the defeated
troops by re-establishing their normal condition.

This interpretation is confirmed by all the parallel instances.” For

% H. Bergson, Les deux sources de la morale et de la religion, 1932, p. 216.

3O, Masson, A propos d’un rituel hittite, RHR 137 (1950), pp. 5-25. The text is tran-
scribed and translated on p. 6. An English translation of this ritual, which confirms
that of Mr Masson, has been sent to me by Albrecht Goetze, to whom I express my
gratitude. Cf. also HM. Kummel, Ersatzrituale fiir den hethitischen Konig, 1967, p. 151.

% For the wugum, cf. A. Goetze, Kleinasien, 1957, p. 156; Frazer, The Golden Bough, 3rd
edn., XI, p. 194. Tor the purification by fire, cf. ibid. III, p. 114; Eitrem I, pp. 1694
Gellius 10.8 (quoted by Eitrem I, p. 452) writes that at Rome, cowardly soldiers were
made to bleed, in order to get rid of their cowardice.

% Cf. e.g. Eitrem I, pp. 131f; I. Scheftelowitz, “Die Sundentilgung durch Wasser,”
Archav fiir Religionswissenschaft, 1914, pp. 353-412.

7 The classical parallels are brought together by Eitrem II, pp. 8-15. Cf. S. Eitrem,
“A Rite of Purification,” Symbolae Osloenses 25 (1947), pp. 1-38; ethnographic examples
in Frazer, The Folklore in the Old Testament 1, 1916, pp. 394—428, to which we should
add H. Gaidoz, Un vieux rite médical, 1892. According to Plutarch, Quaest. rom. 3, the
severing of a dog into two pieces, between which people passed in Boeotia, was a rite
of purification.
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example, before starting a campaign, the Macedonian army marched
between the pieces of a bitch which had been cut in two.” In the
hellenistic period, this rite was understood as an act of purification,
but its original meaning is indicated by the act which followed this
rite of passing. The army divided into two units, which engaged one
another in a simulated battle with an obvious meaning: strengthened
by the life of the victim, the army is now ready for combat. The same
rite is also employed to ward off disaster. — The Arabs of Moab (and
the Koriaks of the Kamchatka) pass between the halves of a victim
which has been cut into pieces, in order to protect themselves against
an epidemic.” Those who submit to this action are not already ill, but
persons still “pure.”* — Before entering his palace for the first time in
1882, the new viceroy of Egypt had to pass through the portions of
victims which had been cut into pieces, in such a way that his carriage
passed through the blood that had been shed. — A ship carrying Turkish
pirates is buffeted by a tempest, but makes its way forward through the
two parts of a victim thrown into the sea.*' This is not a propitiatory
sacrifice, as in the Book of Jonah, where “the fury of the sea calmed
down at once.” The victim is sacrificed, not to appease the waves, but
to make the ship prosperous. — We may compare two Pharaonic sto-
ries.* King Amenophis is told by his diviner that, in order to see the
gods, he must first purge Egypt of lepers. In a dream, King Shabaka
hears the voice of the god Amon, who reveals to him that, if he is to
have a long and happy reign, the Pharaoh must cut all the priests in
two and pass through the midst of them. This time, the point is not
to undo a sorcery, but to make the king luckier. One might call the
action “tonic.”

Naturally, the various ideas represented by a rite are often found in
combination, and sometimes one does not know whether a proceeding

5 Polybius 24.10(8), 17; Livy 40.6,6. The story of Quintus Curtius (10.9,11) is less
clear. Cf. Apollodorus 3.17,7.

%9 Loisy, Essai historique sur le sacrifice, 1920, p. 339; S. Krasheninikoff, “Opisanie zemli
Kamchatki,” in Polnoe Sobranie uchenych putechestvir po Rossii 11, 1819, p. 214.

1" Pausanias 3.14,9: before beginning their combat exercises, each of the two teams of
young men in Lacedaimonia cut up a puppy into pieces. On the prefigurative combat,
cf. J. Bayet, Croyances et rites dans la Rome antique, 1971, p. 49.

" H.C. Trumbull, The Threshold Covenant, 1896, pp. 7, 189. On the praxis of the
Turkish pirates, cf. Gaidoz quoted by Masson (gp. cit., p. 15); on the same rite at Algiers
in the Turkish period, cf. the note by J.G. Irazer in his edition of Apollodorus, ad
3.13,7.

2 Josephus, C. Apionem 1.26,232; Diodorus, 1.65,6 (cf. Herodotus 2.139).
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is healing, prophylactic, or tonic.” Mostly, the performance of the rite
explains the intention of the agent. For example, in order to protect
themselves against epidemics, the Chins in Burma cut a dog in two,
without cutting through its entrails. The halves of the victim are placed
symmetrically on both sides of the road in such a way that the intestines
bar the way to the malevolent power. There is an analogy, but also a
difference, with regard to the rite of the Moabite Arabs mentioned
above, who pass through the dissected victim. Among the Chins, this
action deals with the spirit of cholera; among the Arabs, the magic
fluid of the victim works on the agent himself.

We may next compare an episode in the Scandinavian sagas: the
hero, who has just cut a monster in two, is asked by the monster to
pass through the separated halves, but if he were to do so, he would
reanimate and rejuvenate his terrible adversary.** The direction of the
vital fluid is changed, but the meaning remains the same as in the cases
of the Arabs or Hittites.*

We must note another point too. Naturally enough, the victim is cut
into pieces in many sacrificial rites.*® The material passage between (or
under) something is also an element in innumerable magic actions.”

¥ Cf. e.g the Hittite rituals translated by A. Goetze in ANET, pp. 346-355.

" Frazer, The Folklore in the Old Testament, p. 410, and T. Gaster, Myih, Legend and
Custom in the Old Testament, 1969, p. 155. For a similar rite among the Ewe in Togo,
cf. Loisy, op. cit., p. 308. Cf. also Pausanias, 2.34,3; E.H. Sturtevant and G. Bechtel, 4
Hittite Chrestomathy, 1935, p. 121. According to a Hittite text which Masson translates
(op. cit., p. 8), after one has seen a bird of ill omen, one must place the halves of a
puppy on each side of the road. Is this in order to halt the malevolent influence? — On
the sagas, cf. Eitrem II, p. 15.

¥ Modern scholars see the rite du passage between the parts of the victim as the
absorption of the agent’s impurities by the victim; see e.g. Loisy, op. cit., p. 334; Eitrem
IL, p. 14; Masson, op. cit., p. 20. But Frazer, op. cit., p. 409, notes the protective character
of this ceremony.

¥ For example, in China the victim is cut into pieces to remove evil influences: cf.
Loisy, op. cit., p.341. Mr Goetze has written to me that the partition of the victims is
explained in the Hittite texts as a means “to bring them on the way to the netherworld.”
Cf. A. Goetze, Klenasien, 1933, p. 143.

¥ Cf. A. van Gennep, Les rites de passage, 1909, p. 119; J.G. Frazer, The Golden Bough,
3rd edn., XI, pp. 168ff. H. Lewy, “Beitrage zur jiidischen Volkskunde, Zeitschrifi des
Veremns fiir Volkskunde 27-28 (1928), p. 95, emphasizes that the material passage is often
an act of rebirth, not of purification. The same interpretation is found in H. Bichtold-
Staube, Handwirterbuch des deutschen Aberglaubens 11, 1929, p. 408. This 1s also the meaning
of the passage between two corpses in the ceremony of initiation or in superstitious
practices (H. Lewy, “Morgenlandischer Aberglaube,” Zeitschrift des Vereins fiir Volkskunde
3 [1893], p. 24), and of the passage between the perforated corpse of a victim among
the Bechuana. Cf. Frazer, The Folklore, pp. 408, 413; and Eitrem II, p. 12, n. 3.
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Nevertheless, the passage through a victim is found only in a very
restricted region; apart from the singular case of the Koriaks, this rite
has not been registered in any non-civilized people and it is unknown
in European folklore. It is not found in the exuberant ritual growths
of the Egyptians, Babylonians, or Indians. It appears for the first time
among the Hittites in Asia Minor; at a later date in antiquity, it 1s found
in Greece, in Persia,” and in the Greco-Egyptian folklore of the Persian
and hellenistic epochs. In modern times, it was practiced only in the
Near East: Turkey, Palestine, Egypt, perhaps Persia.* To the east of
the Aegean Sea, it occurred only among the émigrés of the Near East,
among the Romany in Transylvania and Great Britain, and among the
privateers in Algeria. It seems therefore that this rite, invented in Asia
Minor, spread in the sphere of Hittite domination or influence.”

% Herodotus, 7.39-40: Pythios of Lydia beseeches Xerxes to exempt his son from
military service in the campaign against the Greeks. The king has the recalcitrant man
cut in two, and the army marches between the two pieces of the bloody victim, doubtless
absorbing his vital force. But this is certainly also “an affirmation of the Persian power
over any who might become its enemies”: A. Caquot, “L’alliance avec Abram,” Semitica
12 (1962), p. 61. Cf. n. 40 above. — The episode of the Christian women who were cut
in two in 342 in order to heal a Sassanid queen is mentioned by Eitrem II, p. 11, but
he quotes a late Byzantine compilation. The source of this story (repeated by Sozomen,
Hist. Eccl. 1.12) is the Syriac Passion of Tarbo and her companions (translated by
O. Braun, Persische Mrtyrerakten, 1915). Cf. H. Peeters, Analecta Bollandiana 29 (1910), pp.
151-156. Whether or not the episode is authentic, the author of the Passion, writing
under the Sassanids (cf. J. Labourt, Le christianisme dans Uempire perse, 1904, p. 51) knew
the Persian rite of making the army pass between the portions of a victim.

¥ Gobineau, Histoire des Perses 11, 1870, p. 194. But this writer, who is prone to
exaggerations and who mentions the rite in order to illustrate the sacrifice ordered by
Xerxes (Herodotus, 7.39-40), was certainly capable of embellishing the facts: on his
writings, cf. A. Aymard in Mélanges de la Société Toulousaine d’études classiques 1 (1946), pp.
323-341. According to other travelers, the victim was killed in such a way that the visitor
(or rather his horse) was forced to enter through the shed blood. See an illustration in
J- Morier, A Second Journey through Persia, London 1818. According to the same author, 4
Journey through Persia, 1816, p. 85, this homage was reserved in principle to princes. See
also E. Kuttler, “Einige vorderasiatische Beteuerungsformeln,” Wiener Zeitschrif fiir die
Kunde des Morgenlandes 28 (1914), p. 54: W. Hasluck, Christians and Islam under the Sultans
I, 1929, p. 260. We must emphasize the point that this ceremony “brought luck” to the
traveler. A general who came originally from Persia was accused in Baghdad in 840 of
having killed a black sheep each Wednesday by cutting it in two, then passing through
the two halves, and finally eating the flesh of this sheep (Tabari apud E.G. Browne, 4
Literary History of Persia 1, 1908, p. 332). Cf. also Gaster, op. cit. (n. 44 above), p. 143.

T need not spell out the fact that these remarks about the area of expansion of
the rite are due to the inventories drawn up by other scholars. It is perfectly possible
that other instances have been published subsequent to the list which Frazer drew up in
1918, but I have not been able to work through the immense number of ethnographic
publications which have appeared in the intervening years. I note, however, that neither
Béchtold-Staube, s.o. “Durchziehen” in his Handwirterbuch, nor Stith Thompson, Motwe-
Index of Folk-Laterature I-VI1, 2nd edn. 1955-1958, mentions any parallel case.



“CUTTING A COVENANT” 13

Let us now turn to the rite of passing between the pieces of a
victim in order to reinforce an affirmation or a promise. Our first
observation must be that this ritual act is attested only in the cases of
the Hebrews, of the “Chaldeans” (Arameans), and probably of Asia
Minor in antiquity.”' In his account of the Trojan war, the novelist who
calls himself Dictys of Crete links the taking of a vow three times to
the act of passing between victims which have been cut in two.”* This
late writer has probably borrowed the description of this picturesque
rite from some collection of stories of foreign customs. In any case,
this shows that the rite continued to be practiced in some corner of
the world which was accessible to the Greeks (of Asia Minor) in the
hellenistic period.

This makes it worthwhile to examine the information given by
Dictys.” Speaking of the alliance formed against Priam, he relates
three acts. First, the Achaean chiefs, passing between the two portions
of a sacrificed pig, smear the points of their swords with the blood of
the victim. This is followed by the ceremony of the vow: mmicitias sibi
cum Priamo per religionem confirmant. Finally, they sacrifice to Mars and to
Concord. It appears that the contact with the vital force of the victim
reinforces the concord among the allies, while the vow (according to
Dictys) refers to the war that they will wage without quarter against
Ilion.

Later, after dividing a victim into two pieces, Agamemnon repeats
exactly the same rite as the Achaeans in the earlier episode. Then he
swears that he has not abused Hippodamia, his captive. Finally, in the
third narrative, the peace between the Achaeans and the Trojans is
solemnized by means of two ceremonies. First, heaven and earth, and
sun and the ocean are invoked as witnesses, then they pass between
the halves of two victims.

The reader of these texts will note that Dictys preserves the structure
we frequently find in the Bible: a rite which imposes an obligation is
guaranteed by a vow (see below, section VI).

' The cutting up of a victim to make an alliance among the Molosses or the
Scythians was essentially a different ceremony. Among the Scythians, for example, the
participants made their alliance by eating the detached portions. Paroemiogr Graect 1,
225; Lucian, Zoxar. 48. Cf. also for the Hebrews: Judges 19:30 and 1 Sam 11:7. Cf. also
Theophanes Continuatus in Corpus script. hist. Byzant. 33, 1938, p. 31, and the criticism
of this information about the Bulgarian vow by V.N. Zlatarski in the Shornik dedicated
to V. Lamanski, I, St Petersburg 1907, p. 253.

2 Cf. Eitrem II, 10.

» Dictys 1.15; 2.49; 5.10.
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However, the protective ceremony which includes a bloody sacrifice
can easily be interpreted in terms of purification or imprecation.” Two
texts will shed light on this interpretative modification.

In order to explain Gen 15 (see above), Ephrem the Syrian cites a
ceremony of the “Chaldeans” who pass between victims which have
been cut in two through the middle, and take a vow with the words:
“May God not do the same to me!”” Likewise, Cyril of Alexandria
cites this practice to illustrate the same biblical narrative, adding that
the rite was employed to make some vows particularly binding.”® By
thus introducing into the protective rite a formula which identifies the
one who takes an oath with the beast that has been cut in pieces, the
sense of the sacred action is changed. Now, the ceremony centers on
the death of the victim, not on its vital force (see above). Nevertheless,
if I am not mistaken,”” passing through the pieces of the victim is not
employed in the innumerable ceremonies of alliances, vows, and con-
federation among non-civilized peoples.”

> Thus, Seneca, De ira 3.16,4 interprets the action of Xerxes (cf. n. 48 above) as
a rite of purification.

» Ephrem, Opera syriace et latine, ed. Assemani I, 1737, p. 161: the editor reproduces
an exegetical catena which quotes this passage of Ephrem. It is not found in Ephrem’s
commentary on Genesis. Cf. Ephraem Syrus, In Genesim, ed. R.-M. Tonneau, 1955.

% Cyril, PG 76, 1054: fiv év #0e1 XoASaiolg tovg dodaiestépovg noteloBot tdv
Sprov S pécwv 10dotl 1OV dygotounudtov, kol vopolg adtolg éyympiotg éBefaiovv
10 xpfino. I do not know whether Cyril is quoting Ephrem, or whether they follow a
common source.

" The parallels cited by Frazer, The Folklore, pp. 395-397, 398-400, 403407, or by
Trumbull, op. cit., p. 323, are inapplicable to our case, because they lack the essential
element, viz. the passing between the portions of the sacrifice.

% When Keistut of Lithuania took an oath of allegiance to Louis I of Hungary
in 1351, he passed through the severed head and body of a bull. Unfortunately, our
sources do not agree about one important point. According to the Chroniwcon Dubrivense,
written after 1479, and which I know only in the passage reproduced by C. Clemen,
Fontes historiae religionum primitiworum, 1936, p. 107, the Lithuanians first rubbed their
faces and hands with the blood of a sacrificed bull, and took an oath with a formula
of imprecation which is quoted only in Lithuanian; after this, they passed three times
between the two halves of the victim. Henry of Dissonhover, however, in his Chronicle
of the years 1342-1362, referring to an eyewitness, relates that Keistut first had the
blood of a bull drawn off in order to inspect the omens. Then he passed between the
severed head and body of the bull, pronouncing an oath with an imprecation which
Henry reproduces in Latin: Scriptores rerum prussicarum, ed. 'T. Hirsch et al., III, 1866,
p. 420.
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Est emim tus wrandum affirmatio religiosa.™ The vow is an assertion guar-
anteed by religion. This means that every vow, by definition, ought
to contain two stable elements: first, the affirmation in question, and
secondly, the appeal to the religious power. The invocation may be
made in words, gestures, or a ritual action. There is no less variety in
the choice of the sacred object which is called to be a witness. For the
Bechuana in South Africa, this is the matter contained in the paunch
of the sacrificed bull: it seals the promise of the one who touches it.
In order to make his promises of marriage more solemn, Ptolemy
Keraunos swore in the temple of Zeus in 280 B.C.E. sumptis in manus
altaribus, contingens psa simulacra et pulvinaria deorum. Towards 750 B.C.E.,
two princes of Syria, Bar-Gay’an and Matti’el, took oaths about their
alliance “before” the gods (i.e., in the presence of the idols), who were
summoned to “open their eyes” on this occasion.®” Why?

In order to punish perjury. “As this wax burns in the fire, so may
Matt’iel burn in the fire” if he should betray his pact and his vow. “And
as this calf is cut in pieces, so may Matti’el be cut in pieces.”

When the sacred power is taken as witness, it strikes the one who
breaks faith. As Hector tells Achilles, the gods are the “guardians” of
agreements made with an oath.®’ But in order for the vow to bring
about the punishment of the perjurer, it is necessary that the one who
takes the oath consent to this in advance by uttering a conditional
imprecation against himself.

In feudal law, the one who bound himself by the “bodily” oath raised
his hand; the one who took an oath of a feudal vassal laid his hand
on the Gospels. On May 13, 1310, Aimery de Villiers-le-Duc gave his
testimony in the trial of the Templars, “raising his hands to the altar for
a more solemn affirmation.”*
death, “accepting in the presence of the said lord commissioners to be
plunged soul and body into hell” if he lied. Among the Bhilis of central

He called down upon himself a sudden

% Cicero, De gfff 3.104. In the following pages, I develop ideas sketched in my review
of G. van der Leeuw, Phinomenologie der Religion. Cf. Vol. II of the present work.

SO ANET, p. 659; A. Dupont-Sommer, Les Araméens, 1949, pp. 56-59, on whose
translation I draw. Cf. Benveniste (n. 4 above) II, p. 174: “The gods are taken as wit-
nesses by inviting them to look; no appeal is possible against the testimony of what
they see; this is the sole valid testimony.”

' Homer, fliad 22.255. Cf. Augustine, Ep. 17.9.

2 G. Lizerand, Le dossier de Uaffaire des Templiers, 1923, p. 189.
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India, the one who swears an oath confirms in writing that he will be
guilty of a false oath if an accident occurs to himself or to his family
within a set period of time.* An inscription from Cyrene describes the
ceremony of oath-taking, where wax figurines were burnt while the
oath-takers said: “May the one who fails to honor his vows and who
breaks them be melted and burnt like these figurines — he himself, his
family, and his wealth.”®* As we see, there is an infinite variety of means
employed to bring about the punishment for perjury, but the essential
point does not vary: the formula (often accompanied by a prefigurative
action) of devotio. As Plutarch says, “All vows end with the execration of
the perjurer.”® Consequently, the vow is tripartite. The curse is joined
to the affirmation and to the invocation of the sacred power.

Scholars have assimilated the cutting up of the victim when Matti’el
takes his vow to the ceremony of karath berith, seeing the latter as
an anticipation of the fate that awaits the one who transgresses the
covenant; but this conclusion involves two mistakes. First, there is the
mistake we have already mentioned a propos purification: in order for
the sacrificial victim to be able to represent the perjurer, the prefigura-
tive identification must take place before (or during) the immolation.
This is the rule in all sacrifices connected with an oath. Among the
Nanda of English East Africa, in order to seal the pact of peace, the
contracting parties hold a dog, which is then cut in two with the fol-
lowing curse: “May the man who violates this peace be killed like this
dog.” When a king of Alahah binds himself by the “vow of the gods”
in the fourteenth century B.C.E., he slits the throat of a lamb and says:
“If T take back that which I have given...”®

Following a ritual created in the Stone Age, i.e. before the foundation
of Rome, the pater patratus read the formula of the vow: if the Roman
people were to violate the conditions of the pact, “May Jupiter strike
it, as I today strike this piglet.” Then, with a flint borrowed from the
temple of Jupiter Feretrius, he slew the victim.*” In Homer, those who
bind themselves by a vow hold in their hand the hair cut from the head
of the animal whose throat is to be slit; it appears that this practice

% R. Lash, Der Eid, 1908, p. 22.
o Supplem. Epigr. Graec. 9.3.
% Quaest. Rom. 44.
% H. Cazelles, Rev. Bibl. 59 (1962), p. 345.
9 Livy 1.24.
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disappeared before the classical period,” probably for economic reasons.
A victim over which an oath had been taken was accursed, and could
not be eaten.” It was less expensive to take an oath on the /iera, the
entrails, which were reserved to the gods and were burnt on the altar.
These vital organs (especially the testicles) were thought to represent
the life of the victim. But it was also necessary that the identification
of the one who took the oath with the victim should either precede
or accompany the formula of imprecation. While taking the oath,
one placed one’s hand on the /Aiera, while the sacrifice was still “blaz-
ing.”’” In the same way, the Khond, standing on a tiger skin, vowed
that he would be devoured by this carnivore if he committed perjury:
the skin, pars pro toto, represented the entire beast.”! But it is impossible
that in the sacrificial vow — this ritual action — the perjurer should
be assimilated to the accursed victim only post factum. The transfer
of the evil spell is performed on a victim which is as yet pure, either
before the immolation or at the moment of slaughter. We find con-
firmation of this in the second Idyll of Theocritus, that masterpiece
both of erotic poetry and of ritual literature. Do we not see Simaitha
burning the wax and at the same time identifying her lover with this
magic substitute?

Besides this, as we have already noted, the imprecatory vow is nec-
essarily tripartite. But in all those texts where the berith is mentioned
in the Bible, the formula never contains an imprecation. Polybius has
preserved (in Greek) the berith by means of which Hannibal commits
himself vis-a-vis Philip V of Macedonia. This document contains only
an appeal to the gods and the conditions of the pact.”” There is no
formula of cursing. As we shall see, Hebrew makes a precise distinction
between berith and vows of execration (‘alah and shebu‘ah), even when
these are occasionally juxtaposed. As is well known, the concise formula
of the Hebrew vow is the euphemism: “May God do so to me and

% P. Stengel, “Zu den griechischen Schwuropfern,” Hermés 49 (1914), p. 99.

% Cf. e.g. Pausanias 5.24,10.

0 G. Glotz, s.v. Jus jurandum, in Dictionnaire des Antiquités 111, p. 751.

" AE. Crawley, ERE 9, 431. One may wonder whether the idea of malediction
was original in such cases. In the original conception of the rite, the skin of the vic-
tim, which conserved the vital energy of the tiger, was thought to communicate its
qualities to the one who stood on it. Cf. F. Cumont, “Un bas-relief mithraique,” Revue
archéologique 6th series 25 (1946), pp. 183-196.

2 Cf. Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological Association 25 (1944), pp.
871L; Amer F of Philology 73 (1952), pp. 1-23.
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more also, if ...” This turn of phrase simply transposes a curse to the
first person singular.

The imprecatory vow is not in fact the only current form of oath-
taking. As we have observed, a vow is both affirmation and invocation;
the curse 1s only an extra. In Greek, a distinction was sometimes made
between the vow, properly speaking, and the formula of imprecation
which was added to it. In the inscription from Cyrene mentioned above,
for example, horkia, the conditions of the agreement, are clearly distin-
guished from araz, the curses. One who accepts the oath that another
makes is more interested in the truth of the assertion made to him than
in the punishment that will be inflicted if the partner to the covenant
should commit perjury. An affirmation must be either true or false, and
the curse punishes bad faith; but the sacred power can also be invoked
to corroborate the truth. To quote the same passage of Cicero: i iure
wrando non qui metus, sed quae vis sit debet intellegt.

VI

Scholars have paid curiously little attention to these vows which place a
constraint on the one who takes them.”” But Saxo Grammaticus, writing
shortly before 1200, noted that the Danes of old, when they proclaimed
their kings, stood on stones which prefigured the stability of their obedi-
ence.”* In 478 B.C.E., the Greeks of the Delian league bound themselves
by reciprocal oaths while hurling blocks of iron into the sea, obviously
with the intention of making their promise irrevocable.” Nothing was
more common in antiquity than the vow ratified by a handshake. In
the time of Ezra, the priests swore to repudiate their foreign wives,
“giving each other their hand” to ratify this promise.”® There is no

™ See however Pedersen, Der Eid bei den Semiten, pp. 21M1.; Loisy, Essai historique sur
le sacrifice, pp. 281-286; S. Reinach, Cultes, mythes et religions 'V, 1923, pp. 1244, who
shows that the gesture indicated in Gen 24:1 and 47:8 is also based on the notion of
a vow which binds the one who takes it. J.Bollack, Rev. Etudes Grecques 71 (1958), p. 28,
emphasizes that forkia were employed to reinforce the spoken word. The one who took
the oath was not pronouncing a curse on himself; rather, the validity of the word was
attached “to the unshakable validity of the order of the world or of society.”

" Saxo Grammaticus, Gesta Danorum 1.10, in C. Clemen, Fonles religionis germanicae,
1928, p. 77: lecturt regem veteres affixes humo saxis insistere suffragiaque promere consueverant,
subtectorum lapidum firmitate facti constantiam ominaturi. On vows pronounced on stones, cf.
Frazer, The Golden Bough, 3rd edn. I, pp. 160ff.

7 Aristotle, Resp. Ath. 23.

6 Ezra 10:19.
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imprecatory character to this rite. According to Sophocles, to give one’s
hand is “the ancient pledge of faith.” This gesture established what the
apostle Paul calls “association” (Gal 2:9).”” This is a prefigurative action
which predetermines the future solidarity of the contracting parties. In
the same way, the brotherhood created by a pact of blood establishes
a more solid communion than natural consanguinity, one that cannot
be broken.”® It is not necessary to forbid the violation of this kind of
union: those who had exchanged their blood with one another would
never even think of doing so. This meaning of the rites of aggregation
is particularly evident among the Karen of Burma, where fraternization
proceeds by stages. The union created by a shared meal lasts only as
long as it takes to digest the food; then, if one plants a tree together,
the pact is valid along as the tree is alive; and finally, a perpetual alli-
ance is established by the exchange of blood.”™

Naturally, there is no logical or religious reason why a promise
whereby one commits oneself may not be accompanied by an impre-
catory vow. In this case, there will be two promises and two rites.
Herodotus relates that the Phocaeans, who had abandoned their city
in 547, promised imprecations against any of their group who might
desert the expedition. They also threw a solid mass of iron into the sea,
swearing that they would never return to Phocaea until this mass had
resurfaced.” Joinville relates the making of a treaty between Baldwin
IT of Byzantium and the Comani. First, the parties mingled their blood
and drank it, saying that “they would be blood-brothers.” Then they
cut a dog into pieces with their swords “and said that they would be
cut into pieces in the same way if either failed to keep faith with the
other.”® Among the Malagaches of Madagascar, a cockerel (or a hen)
is first sacrificed, accompanied by an execration against whoever might
fail to keep his word; then they exchange blood with each other and

7 Sophocles, Oed. Col. 1632: by this gesture, Theseus becomes fhorkios. On dextram
dare, cf. G. Beseler, Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stifiung (Rom. Abt.), 1925, pp. 3981L., 423ff; 1929,
4091; and Opera, 1930, pp. 19

8 A. van Gennep, Les riles de passage, pp. 35-56; J. Grierson-Hamilton, £RE 11, pp.
857-881. On the pact of blood among the Semites ca. 1150 B.C.E., cf. J. Cerny, Journ.
of Near East. Studies 14 (1955), p. 161.

7 Trumbull, The Blood Covenant, 1896, pp. 313-314. The document expressing the
obligation accepted vis-a-vis another prince by a Sassanid king was accompanied by
a packet of salt “sealed with the royal seal in sign of the immutability of the vow™:
A. Christensen, Llran sous les Sassanides, 1936, p. 389.

8 Herodotus 1.165.

8 Joinville, Histoire de Saint Louss, ch. 97.



20 “CUTTING A COVENANT”

promise friendship. The order of these two vows is reversed among
the Bali in Cameroon. The double oath is clearly obvious in Dahomey.
Initially, the exchange of blood sufficed to establish solidarity, but since
the number of perjuries grew, the fraternization was reinforced by an
imprecatory rite which is also employed separately on other occasions.
They believe that this act of “drinking the fetish” will bring death to
the one who breaks his promises. For example, among the Houédanou
in Dahomey, those who take the oath first bind themselves by means of
imprecatory vows, then they suck each other’s blood. Finally, they eat
magical pellets, saying that this substance will punish the perjurer. This
description shows that the original meaning of the vow which imposes
an obligation is often forgotten. In Morocco, for example, the rite of
aggregation is considered as deriving its power from the imprecation
which is either pronounced or implicit.** But this is a secondary devel-
opment, as we shall see if we look at a few ancient texts.

In Sophocles’ Women of Trachis, Hyllus, on the orders of Heracles,
gives him his hand, “this pledge of faith” (pistin), and swears “on the
head of Zeus” that he will carry out the wishes of his dying father.
But Heracles, panic-stricken, is not yet satisfied and demands more
of Hyllus, viz. that his son should curse himself in case he should fail
to keep faith.* It seems that the same doubling of the vow explains a
passage in Plato too. Before the ten kings of Atlantis pronounce judg-
ments, they give each other a pledge. The ceremony has two stages:
first, the kings slit the throat of a bull and offer it as a burnt offering,
sprinkling themselves with its blood in front of a stele on which ter-
rible imprecations are engraved; an act of purification marks the end
of this act. Next, the kings drink the blood of the bull, swearing that
they will judge in conformity with the law. Here we have the rite of
fraternization added to an imprecatory ceremony.®*

When he describes the way in which two oriental princes formally
establish friendship, Tacitus underlines the essential difference between

8 Trumbull, op. cit., pp. 46-48; ERE 11, p. 860; Hazoumé, Les pactes du sang au Dahomey,
pp. 54, 57, 62-65; E. Westermarck, Ritual and Belief in Morocco 1, 1926, p. 654. Among
the Kissi of French Guinea, the sacrifice which imposed an obligation was celebrated
each year to affirm the fidelity of the participants to the chief of the canton. This
sacrifice could also serve to seal a plot against him, by means of the addition of a
formula of execration. Cf. D. Paulme, RHR 132 (1947), p. 57.

8 Sophocles, Trach. 1181ff. On the character of Heracles in this drama, cf. G.
Murray, Greek Studies, 1946, pp. 113-123.

8 Plato, Critias 119e—120a.
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the two forms of commitment and the meaning of the vow by which
they obligate themselves. First, Radamastis swears to Mithridates that
he will not kill him by sword or by poison. Then the exchange of blood
must take place, ut dus testibus pax firmaretur. And Tacitus adds: id_foedus
arcanum habetur quasi mutuo cruore sacratum.®

VII

The berith too is a rite of solidarity.*® Its functioning naturally depends
on the intentions of the one who “cuts” it. It may be sealed in view of
some particular action, or it may create a complete and eternal union.
The berith between Jehoiada and the royal guard envisaged only a coup
d’état, while the berith between the Eternal and David is the promise
that his dynasty will last in perpetuity. The berith between Jonathan and
David made them brothers for ever. But the first and most important
point is that every berith creates shalom between the parties, a community
which cannot be broken. The prophet Obadiah uses the expressions
“men of the berith” and “men of shaldm” as synonyms. When he recalls
the pact between Solomon and Hiram of Tyre, which had been made
a century ecarlier, the prophet Amos threatens the people of Tyre in
the name of the Eternal, because they are selling Hebrew captives to
Edom “without remembering the fraternal berith.” — Those who were in
the berith of Abraham came to his aid to free his nephew Lot, who had
fallen into the hands of the king of Edom. To be in the berith means
to desire the same things and to wish to avoid the same things. In this
way, one’s wife can be called “the woman of your berith.”®’

There are innumerable rites of aggregation; the specific mark of the
berith 1s its rational character. Among the Arabs (and elsewhere), one
who desired help automatically became the protégé of any prominent
man on whom he spat; or else it sufficed to attach his own pitcher
of water to the other man’s. The essential point was contact of any
kind at all, since this magically created a sphere of solidarity.® When
Pluto has Proserpine eat a pomegranate seed, this magic trick attaches

8 Tacitus, Annals 12.47.

8 On the berith, cf. W. Robertson Smith, op. cit., pp. 318-320, 481; Pedersen, op. cit.,
pp. 31-53, and Israel I-11, pp. 263-310; and n. 10 above.

8 9 Kg 11:4; Jer 33:21; 1 Sam 18:3; Obad 7; Amos 1:9; Gen 14:13—14; Mal
2:14.

8 A. van Gennep, op. cit., p. 45; Pedersen, p. 23.
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her to the nether world for ever. But the men of Gibeon, although
they are willing to try every trick they can think of in order to obtain
the protection of the Israelites, are obliged to ask unambiguously:
“Cut berith with us.” “Make your berith with me,” says Abner to David.®
Like the deditio in fidem, the berith is the product of an appeal by one
party and the consent of the other party. Like fides, the berith, this
promise of solidarity, was originally granted unilaterally by a powerful
man to the one who sought his protection. This is natural, since it was
only the powerful man’s promise that counted. Even today among the
Bedouin, one of whom a stranger or a fugitive demands help commits
himself by his own favorable response; he does not ask for any commitment
on the part of his client.”” But the fraternal berith too was established, as
Amos says (1:9), e.g. between Hiram and Solomon (1 Kg 5:26) or
Jonathan and David (1 Sam 18:3). In this way, the noun (like the
Latin noun foedus) gradually came to designate any pact at all. Already
Hosea speaks ca. 730 B.C.E. of the berith that had been “cut” with
the Assyrians, although this form was unknown in Mesopotamian
civilization.”

Naturally enough, the party of whom a berith was asked could attach
conditions. When the inhabitants of Jabesh were besieged by Nahash,
king of the Ammonites, they besought him: “Make a berith with us,
and we will serve you.” But the cruel prince declared that he would
accept this surrender only after he had gouged out the right eye of
each inhabitant of the city.”” Obviously, such a mutilation would have
been impossible afier the berith had been agreed, since it bestows shaldm.
But the one who grants his berith does have power over his protégés;
thus, Joshua made the people of Gibeon “hewers of wood and carri-
ers of water” for the chosen people. This unilateral character of the
berith explains how this noun comes to mean “ordinance”: these are the
conditions attached to a promise. The sefer ha berith, the “document of
the covenant” in Exodus, is a declaration by the Eternal which lists the
duties of the chosen people to whom he promises the land of Canaan,

8 Jos 9:6; 2 Sam 3:12.

9 Cf. e.g A. Musil, The Manners and Customs of the Rwala Bedouins, 1928, pp. 438fL.
Cf. A. de Gobineau, “Les Amants de Kandahar,” in his Nouvelles Asiatiques: “One takes
in one’s hands the robe of the mistress of the house in order to obtain her protection.
The supplicant does not implore; he has a right which he may exercise vis-a-vis his
future protector.”

9 Hos 12:2.

91 Sam 11:1-4.
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the land of the covenant.” One is reminded spontaneously of the
pacts imposed on their vassals by the Hittite and Assyrian high kings:
these texts indicate the obligations of the vassals, but also promise the
aid of the sovereign.” Besides this, these pacts were confirmed by the
vassal’s oath.

In the berith, by the very fact of asking for it, the client obligated
himself to keep faith. Sometimes, this commitment was made explic-
itly, as in the case of the people of Jabesh which we have just quoted;
sometimes, it was implicit. The berith guaranteed that the lives of the
people of Gibeon would be spared, and a famine followed the violation
of this berith by Saul. On the other hand, the inhabitants of Gibeon
had to refrain from taking the life of any Israelite. Jonathan “cut” the
berith with David in a spontaneous action, by giving him his own clothes
and weapons. From then on, he watched over David. To accept a gift
from someone is to ally oneself with that person. Several years later,
after he had become king, David spared Jonathan’s son in virtue of the
berith.” For the same reason, having accepted the favor of the divine
berith, Israel is bound by this covenant and cannot abandon it — nor
can God himself go back on his promise. For millennia, all the hope
of the chosen people, a people so often brought low, was based on the
berith. Having bestowed this covenant on the posterity of Abraham,
God cannot forget it. We must grasp this sense of the word berith, if
we are to understand why the Septuagint translates the Hebrew noun
by diathéké, whence (by the intermediary of the Latin testamentum) come
our expressions “Old” and “New Testaments.” For diathéké is a unilateral
declaration, a favor, which imposes moral obligations on its beneficiary
when he accepts it.

Since the berith was a promise, people wanted to have some proof.
The rainbow reminds God of his berith with Noah, in which he prom-
ised never again to send a flood. A cairn of stones is the witness to the
covenant between Laban and Jacob. The stone which has heard all the
words that the Eternal addressed to the Hebrews will be the witness to
the berith made in the plains of Moab. The next stage is an inscription
engraved on a stone as witness to the covenant; and finally we have a
document, the sefer berith, as witness.”

P Ex 24:7; cf. 2 Kg 23:2 and 21.

9 V. KoroSec, Hethitische Staatsvertriige, 1931.

% 2 Sam 3:12; 1 Sam 18:3; 2 Sam 21:7.

% Gen 9:5; 31:44; Jos 24:26; Ex 24:7 and 2 Kg 23:2. On the relation between berith
and ‘eduth, cf. Ostborn, Tora in the Old Testament, pp. 39, 76.
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In order to prohibit even more strongly the violation of the benith, it
could be sanctioned by means of an imprecatory vow. Joshua accords
berith to the inhabitants of Gibeon, and the princes of Israel add their
vow. According to Ezekiel, God made a vow and granted a berith to
Jerusalem.”

As we have seen, the consent of the parties was necessary for the
berith. But was this sufficient to create a union? Even today, among the
Palestinian Bedouin, it is necessary to take hold of the central pillar
of the tent in order to establish solidarity with the nomad.” In the
biblical narratives, the berith mostly appears as a kind of nudi consensus
obligatio.” But if the narrator does not mention the rite which ratified
the promise, this is rather because the ritual action was already implied
by the formal expression karath berith. Sometimes, the acts which impose
an obligation are mentioned: a gift, a shared meal, the “berith of salt,”
the communion sacrifice.” But an even better way to make the com-
mitment indissoluble was to strengthen the positive dispositions of the
one who took the oath.

The Eternal promised Abraham, who had no children, that his poster-
ity would be innumerable. The patriarch believed this, and God saw this
as a merit in him. When however the Eternal later promised Abraham
the possession of Canaan, the patriarch asked for confirmation. The
divine fire, passing between the halves of the victims, sanctioned the
promise. On that day, God “cut” a berith for Abraham.

A thousand years after the time of the patriarchs, King Zedekiah
and the nobles of Jerusalem undertook to free their slaves. They had
recourse to the ancient rite, to add its force to their vow, and passed
through the corpse of a sacrificial victim.

97 Jos 9:15; Ezek 16:8; cf. above. The berith with Abram is described at Gen 15;
but God “swears” to the patriarch in Gen 22. Cf. also e.g. Gen 26:28; Ps 89:4. Gen
31:44-48 and 49-53 are two variants of the same narrative. In the first version, Laban
and Jacob enter a berith, while the second version tells of an imprecatory vow. On one
detail in the narrative, cf. J. Lewy, “The Late Assyro-Babylonian Cult of the Moon,”
Hebrew Union College Annual 19 (1947), p. 446. In the same way, the accord between
Abraham and Abimelech is solemnized by a berith in Gen 21:27 and 32, while in another
version (verse 31) the patriarch takes a vow “by Elohim.” The ordeal is reinforced by
a vow and a curse in Num 5:11-31.

% Ashkenazi, Tribus semi-nomades de la Palestine du Nord, p. 78.

9 Cf. e.g Jos 24:21-25; 1 Kg 20:32-34; 2 Kg 23:3.

1001 Sam 18:3; Gen 26:30; Ps 50:5; Ex 24:5-8. “Covenant of salt”: Num 27:19;
1 Chr 13:5. On the berith meal, cf. W.'T. McCree, “The Covenant Meal,” Journal of
Biblical Literature 46 (1926), pp. 120—-128.
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Two and half centuries after King Zedekiah, Plato in his old age
thought of the same rite of passage, which was well known in the Greek
purification ceremonies. In his utopian city, the election of the guardians
of the laws demands very great precautions, and three days of scrutiny
are necessary. First of all, three hundred candidates are chosen, then one
hundred from among them; finally, thirty-seven magistrates are chosen
from this hundred. For this last vote, the electors must pass “between
the tomia,” i.e. between the severed testicles of the victims. This is not
a purification, since the elections are held in the holiest temple of the
city; rather, by steeping themselves in the holiness of the victims, the
electors will be able to make a better choice.'!

For reasons of chronology which Saint Augustine so admirably
untangled, Plato could not have been a disciple of Jeremiah (as some
writers were claiming), but here there is one more spiritual point of
meeting between the prophet and the philosopher. In the time of
Jeremiah, the original idea of the berith was already attenuated, and
the pact of fraternity was reinforced by means of terrible imprecations,
based on the idea that God would punish the one who violated the
berith. But when he announces the divine oracle of the new covenant,
the prophet repristinates the ancient meaning of the berith, which derives
its stability from the unfailing consent of those who enter it: “Oracle
of the Eternal: see, this is the berith that I will make with the house of
Israel and the house of Judah... I will put my law within them, T will
write it on their heart...”'"

VIII

If this way of seeing things be accepted, we can understand something
that has hitherto seemed so strange, viz. that one and the same rite
was operative both for the taking of an oath and for purification. The
significance of passing between the parts of the sacrifice was always
and everywhere the same. When the body of the victim was cut in
two, its entire vital breath emerged and communicated its quality to
the agent who passed between the two sections, thus strengthening his

11" Gen 15; Jer 34. Plato, Laws VI, 753d: 10 8¢ tpitov gepétom pev €x 1dv exkatov O
BovAnBeig ov v BodAnton dud topiwv mopevduevog. On the lomia, cf. P. Stengel, Die
griechischen Kultusaltertiimer, 3rd edn. 1920, p. 137.

102 Jer 31:3.
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inner disposition. The fluid of life, extracted from the victim, bestowed
a compelling character on the promise which absorbed it. The soldier
became more combative, the elector more perspicacious. This action
gave more strength to one threatened by evil spells. There was even one
poor Romany in England during the industrial revolution who believed
that this ceremony, already by then three thousand years old, would
give him so much strength that his pockets would be full of money.

ADDITIONAL NOTE

I have read in a recent book'” that my modest essay was the first to
draw attention to a formal resemblance between the berith and the Hittite
treaties (see above). I have duly taken note of this fact; but I have not
followed this new path of investigation, for the simple reason that no
text of the Hebrew berith has come down to us. I remain convinced that,
in order two compare two juridical facts, one must know both of them.
For example, the emperor Julian understood the rite described in Gen
15:10-12 and 17 as an act of divination. When Cyril of Alexandria'™*
sought to refute this, he alleged a ceremony of the “Chaldeans” and
the Greek practices mentioned by Sophocles.'”

Nevertheless, our ignorance of the formula of the berith has not
prevented the publication of some three hundred books and articles
(where I am not mentioned by name) on the subject of the relation
between the berith and the oriental treaties, a flood which has not ceased
to enrich the theological bibliography over the past twenty years.'’
These authors get right to the point, viz. explaining the theological
value of the berith. They are not particularly interested in the history
of law and are ignorant of ancient diplomacy. To help them a little,
I present here a few observations relating precisely to the study of
ancient documents.

1% Dennis J. McCarthy, Treaty and Covenant, 1953, p. 3.

104 Cyril, Contra Fulianum 10, c. 358 (PG 76, 1054); cf. above.

1% Sophocles, Antigone 265: in order to exonerate himself, the guardian is willing to
take hold of red-hot iron, to walk through flame, “and to swear the vow in the name
of the gods” (kai Beodg Opxwpotetv). As happens frequently with scholars who make
comparisons, the analogy is shaky. Here we have first an ordeal by fire, and then an
imprecatory vow.

1% Cf. the bibliography in D,J. McCarthy, Old Testament Covenant. A Survey of Current
Opinions, 1972, pp. 93-108.
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From the point of view of the study of documents — which is the
perspective one must take in classifying and explaining juridical acts,
whether written or oral — the essential fact relative to the investiga-
tion of the Hebrew berith is that its form remains obscure, since the
Bible (our only source) never reproduces the text of a berith. We only
have allusions, and a few ritual details are mentioned. If we turn to
Deuteronomy, a book that is one long exhortation to fidelity to the
berith with God, we find frequent mentions of the berith of Sinai, or the
berith God made with Abraham.!%” At the close of the book, in the land
of Moab, Moses insists on fidelity to the berith."™ The sacred author
shows us Israel assembled in this land in order to enter “the berith and
the imprecation” (‘alah, 29:11), and Moses speaks of the “curses of the
berith which are written in this book of Torah” (29:20), but we read
nothing about the form of the act and the making of the covenant. All
we are told 1s: “These are the regulations (dibre) of the covenant which
YHWH commanded Moses to ‘cut’ in the land of Moab” (28:69), but
this clause is so obscure to us that the commentators have not reached
any consensus about whether this passage refers to the preceding pages,
or is the title of the discourse by Moses which follows (chs. 29-30).'"

There is nothing in the least surprising about this indifference to the
formal elements of the berith. Historians in the past and the present
are interested in the “prescriptions” of a legal act, i.e. the regulations
it lays down. Who would waste his time, in speaking of the Treaties of
Versailles or of the European Union, on an analysis of the external or
internal characteristics of the documents involved in these legal acts?

This is why the similarities which have been pointed out between
the berith and the international treaties in the East refer to general
ideas or indicate isolated analogies.'"” We are told that the berith, just
like the treaties, proclaims the conditions which obligate the parties (or
one of them). But this “prescription” (to use the technical term) is the
central part of every legal act; what counts is its juridical construction.
In the treaties which are adduced in this context, the intention is to
specify the aid which a vassal must give his king. But the berith never
asks the Hebrews to fly to the aid of the Eternal! — Another scholar
has demonstrated that the list of curses in Deut 28 is borrowed from

7 E.g. Deut 4:13; 5:3; 7:2; 9:9; 10:8; 17:2; 31:9 and 26.

18 Deut 29:8, 19, 26; 31:16, 20.

19 K. Baltzer, The Covenant Formula, 1971, p. 34.

10 Cf. McCarthy, op. cit. (n. 23 above); Baltzer, op. cit., Part 1.
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an Assyrian formula.'"! This parallel is precious for the analysis of
Deuteronomy, but it tells us nothing about the berith, since the exhor-
tation in which Moses lists the blessings and the curses is not a berith,
nor is this term employed in the passage in question.

Let us take another example. We are told that the “historical pro-
logue” to the treaties reappears in the biblical narratives of the berith.
According to the terminology of the study of ancient documents, what
we have here is a narratio, 1.e. an account of the historical facts which
have motivated this legal act. Such an exposé, which precedes the “pre-
scriptions,” is normal in the formulae for gracious acts (gifts, pardons,
etc.); we find it for example in the cuneiform acts of donation, and it
has been rightly observed''? that the “covenants” of God with Abraham
and with David belong to this class of documents: the patriarch and
the king are rewarded for their fidelity. But in the Hittite treaties of
vassalage from the second millennium B.C.E., the king speaks of the
benefits he has bestowed in order to inculcate in the spirit of his vas-
sal a feeling of gratitude and the duty of obedience. Did the Hebrew
berith include a similar exposé? In the absence of texts of the berith,
we cannot answer this question; but this theme does not appear in the
biblical descriptions of the making of a berith. Cf. e.g. Gen 15; 21:12;
26:26; the Sinaitic narratives (Ex 19-24 and 34); 2 Kg 23:3, etc. God’s
favors in the past tend rather to be recalled in remonstrances addressed
to Israel (Amos 2:10; Mic 6:4-5, etc.) and in those exhortations in the
biblical narratives which seek to persuade the chosen people, despite its
obstinacy and lack of docility, to submit to the divine law. The orator
confronts Israel with the alternatives of life and good things, or death
and evil things (Deut 30:15). “If it displease you to serve YHWH, choose
today whom you wish to serve” ( Jos 24:15). They are given the choice
of blessing or curse (Deut 30:1). For example, God lists his favors in
order to comfort the Hebrews, who have been enslaved by the Egyptians;
but the sacred writer notes that the Hebrews, oppressed by their harsh
servitude, did not believe Moses (Ex 6:2-9). The exodus from Egypt is
recalled at Ex 19:3-6 not as an article of the berith, but as an argument
in the negotiations which precede the making of the berith between God
and Israel. Similarly, in Jos 24, the historical argumentation is clearly
separate from the making of the berith in verse 25. We find the same
situation in Neh 9-10: the Levites harangue the people, but it is only

M. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School, 1972, p. 116.
"2 M. Weinfeld, Journ. of Amer Orient. Soc. 90 (1970), p. 184.
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later that the people enter the covenant of Nehemiah. Accordingly, the
biblical narratives reflect the negotiations which lead up to the berith,'
and the composition has the form of a dialogue: the people explicitly
accept the propositions made by God or by his representative. Cf. e.g
Ex 19:8; Jos 24:16 and 24; Neh 9:32.'"*

In the Bible, this historical discourse is attached to the history of
salvation: “We have heard with our own ears, our fathers have told us”
the work which God accomplished in ancient times (Ps 44:1). “Come
and see the mighty works” of God (Ps 66:5).""> The origin of such
words is not the Hittite chancellery, but the laudatory theology which
was in common use in the societies of the classical East.

Let us add that the “historical prologue” is not found in the Assyrian
and Aramaean treaties of the first millennium. Nor is it found in the
only treaty of the Phoenician tradition which we know, the pact between
Hannibal and Philip V of Macedonia. In my opinion, this is the only
specimen of the berith which has come down to us.'® Need I add that
this text in Greek has escaped the notice of those erudite scholars who
write so copiously about the berith? A study of these legal acts of the
first millennium gua documents would certainly help us understand the
Hebrew berith; at the same time, we must study other forms of covenants
in the Bible in relation to the international law of the East. For example,
the pact (‘@mana) of Nehemiah is not a berith, but a written declaration
which is ratified when the chiefs of the community put their seals to it.
Finally, we must take account of the local and chronological variations
of the ritual of the berith.

It 1s regrettable that the theologians discover “the covenant” every-
where in the Bible, without paying due heed to the biblical vocabulary.
Tor example, we are assured that the divine promise to Abraham was
an “oath” (Eid),"" although this word does not actually appear in the
biblical text. Instead, the author speaks of the berith between YHWH
and the patriarch (Gen 15:18). And can one really assert that eduth is
merely the synonym of the term berith?''®

In point of fact, it is not the contents of a juridical act but its form

'3 Cf. V. Korosek, fura 20 (1969), p. 215.

* On Ex 19:8, cf. McCarthy, op. cit. (n. 103 above), p. 156.

1> Cf. Deut 6:12-23; 26:5-10; Ps 78, 105, 106, 107, 135, 136.

16 Cf. n. 72 above.

7 M. Lohfink, Die Landverheissung als Eid, 1967, p. 101. McCarthy (cf. n. 106 above),
p- 60, has refuted this hypothesis.

18 Cf. 1. Gelb, Bibl. Orient. 19 (1962), p. 161; R. de Vaux, Bible et Orient, 1967,
p- 256 n. 1; Weinfeld, art. cit., pp. 188, 190 n. 58.
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that defines it. When the theologians tell us that the berith is Bestimmung
or Verpflichtung (“obligation”),'"? it is as if we were to be told that a
papal bull is a decision taken by the pope. Another idea dear to the
theologians is equally bizarre, viz. the distinction between a berith
between human persons and a berith with God. Will they then tell us
that a bull of canonization is a particular kind of papal act? Berith
was a solemn form, doubtless the most earnest form, for establishing
an agreement between the contracting parties. David did not need a
berith in order to marry Michal, the daughter of Saul (1 Sam 18:27),
but a berith sealed the brotherhood between David and Jonathan, the
son of Saul (I Sam 18:3). In the same way, an agreement with God
(or “before YHWH”: 2 Kg 23:3) was made stable by vesting it with
the due solemnities of the berith. Naturally, the Hebrews spoke of the
fidelity due to the berith, just as we speak of obedience to the law. But
this tells us nothing about the formal elements of the berith and even
less about the juridical nature of the obligation. At Rome, confarreatio,
coemptio, and usus all placed a woman under the juridical power (manus)
of her husband, but the juridical effects of the act differed in keeping
with the form that was chosen. It is also true that the contents (the
“prescriptions”) of one and the same form (papal bull, berith, etc.) vary
according to its juridical nature and to the case envisaged. It is the
traditional framework (the “protocol” in the terminology of diplomacy)
which is constant in the usage of one and the same chancellery dur-
ing a given period. Since — and let us emphasize this point yet once
more! — we do not know the contents of the berith, it is difficult for us
to speak of its “protocol.” But it seems that the biblical accounts of the
making of the berith permit the inference that this act was not ratified by
means of an imprecatory oath, as I believe I have shown in this essay.
According to the biblical narratives, neither the berith of Sinai nor that
of Shechem ( Jos 24) contained a validation by means of a vow." In
the same way, Deuteronomy does not describe any act of oath-taking
when it speaks of the berith which was established in the land of Moab,
although such an act is mentioned when it reports the ceremony held

19 Kutsch (n. 10 above), p. 304. This explanation of the Hebrew term, first proposed
in 1818, was long popular among German theologians of the nineteenth century. Cf.
R. Kraetzschmar, Die Bundesschliessung im Alten Testament, 1896, p. 5.

120 T am happy to note that although he does not know my article, M. Weinfeld
(n. 111 above), p. 63, writes that the benith of Sinai and that of Shechem were both
validated by a rite.
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opposite Garizim (Deut 27). The term berith appears neither in this
narrative nor in the parallel narrative in Jos 8:30—-35. It is true that
in the discourse reported in Deut 29-30, Moses speaks of aloth haberit
written in this book of Torah (29:20; cf. verses 11 and 13, as well as
19), but he is referring here to the fifty-four curses which he has just
uttered (28:15-68). It is precisely this passage that shows that the berith
as such does not contain an explicit imprecation. Such an imprecation
is adventitious,'?' an accessory precaution taken to guarantee better the
execution of the berith. We could refer here likewise to the curses against
anyone who in the future violates a royal edict (Ezra 6:2), sets aside the
provisions of a will,'* or disregards any prohibition, etc.

In a vow, on the other hand, the party who obligates himself calls
down some evil upon himself if he should fail to keep his promise: we
see an example in the rite performed opposite Garizim in Deut 27.
One submits in advance and explicitly to the punishment for perjury, as
long as one has the possibility of escaping from the cursing spells. Thus,
the priest Jehoiada summons the corps of his guards to the Temple,
“cuts a berith” with them, and additionally has them take an oath in the
Temple of the Eternal (2 Kg 11:4). Nebuchadnezzar “cut a berith” with
Zedekiah, king of Judah, put him under an imprecation (be’alah), and
led off the nobles of Judah to Babylon, so that Zedekiah would keep
his berith (verse 14). But Zedekiah “despised his [i.e. Nebuchadnezzar’s]
imprecation (‘alato) and broke his berith” (verse 16).'* Similarly, the people
joined the pact with Nehemiah “by imprecation and vow” (Neh 10:30).
In the middle ages, in order better to ensure the strict observation of a
legal act, anathemas and the commitment by vow were added to docu-
ments. In this case, the jurists speak of “sanctions” which are distinct
from the signs of ratification. Greek usage was similar.'* A distinction
was made between cuvBfxat and pxov and dpaort.

12 Cf. Brichto (n. 13 above), pp. 31, 76, 215.

122 For a Greek example, cf. P Herrmann and K.Z. Polatkan, “Das Testament des
Epikrates,” Sitz.-Ber: Osterr. Akad. 265/1, 1969.

' Note that Zedekiah had “given his hand” (verse 18). This gesture originally sealed
a private agreement (2 Kg 10:15). On the use of the right hand in the Hebrew vow, cf.
Ps 144:8; Tos. Nedar. 1.1; b.Naz. 3b (B. Cohen). The Chronicler (2 Chr 36:13) writes
that Zedekiah had taken a vow “by God.” The imprecation of which Ezekiel speaks
(17:19) invoked the divine wrath against the perjurer.

12t Cf. M. Weinfeld, “Covenant Terminology in the Ancient Near East and its
Influence in the West,” Journ. Amer. Orient. Soc. 93 (1973), pp. 190-199.



THE TWO MISTAKES OF THE PROPHET JONAH

According to the calculations of the ancient Jewish scribes,' the book
of Jonah consists of only 48 verses. But the man on the street is more
familiar with the name of the prophet Jonah than with that of any of the
other prophets. He remembers Jonah as the man who was swallowed by
a whale and then vomited out three days later, safe and sound. Although
the Jewish Bible contains fifteen prophetical books, Mohammed speaks
only of Jonah, “the man of the fish.”? From the second century B.C.E.
onward, Jonah in the belly of the sea monster and Daniel in the lions’
den have been seen as striking examples of deliverance; in the eyes of the
first Christians, Jonah emerging from the depths of the sea prefigured
the resurrection.’

The miracle may have impressed the believers, but it merely amused
the unbelievers. Celsus, who wrote a refutation of Christianity in the
second century, suggested that the Christians ought to adore Jonah
or Daniel rather than Jesus, since the miracles of these prophets sur-
passed the resurrection. Three centuries later, as the church fathers
tell us, Jonah was still the stuff’ of jokes and mockery on the part of
the pagans; and even believers, especially if they had received a Greek
education, found it incredible that a man could have stayed alive for

' The principal Jewish commentaries on Jonah (Rashi, Ibn Ezra, Kimchi) are
reprinted in the edition of Joh. Leusden, fonas illustratus, 1692. These exegetes often
reproduce the rabbinic explanations. Cf. L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews VI, 1946,
pp- 346fF; O. Komloés, “Jona Legends,” in P Hirschler Memorial Book, Budapest 1949,
pp. 41-61. The sermon on Jonah by Philo of Alexandria, preserved in Armenian,
was published by H. Lewy in 1936. I have made use of the Latin translation by J.-B.
Aucher, and I am very grateful to Ms N. Garsoian of Columbia University for her
kindness in comparing H. Lewy’s text with Aucher’s translation.

Tanchuma’s commentary was published by P. Kozovzov in the “Collected Volume
(Sbornik) in Honor of Baron B.P. Rosen”, St Petersburg 1897. Cf. S. Poznanski, RE}
40 (1900), pp. 1291, For the patristic commentaries, cf. Jerome, On Jonak, ed. P. Antin,
1956. On Jonah in Christian art, cf. M. Lawrence, American fournal of Archeology 66
(1962), pp. 289-296. Cf. Y.-M. Duval, Le livre de Jonas dans la littérature chrétienne, grecque
et latine, 1973.

2 Cf. B. Heller, Encyclopedia of Islam 1, “Ytnus b. Mattai.”

3 3 Maccabees 6:8; Matt 12:40.
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three days in the belly of a whale. In their embarrassment, erudite
Christians appealed to Greek stories which were no less astonishing,
such as the transformation of Zeus into a swan in order to seduce Leda:
“You believe these stories, and you say that everything is possible to a
god.” Augustine counters the skeptics by arguing that miracles are by
definition impossible.*

Modern exegetes have often tried to demonstrate the veracity of the
episode of the fish by citing sailors’ tales. Two years after the publication
of Darwin’s Origin of Species, Canon Pusey collected several stories of
this kind in his commentary on Jonah (1861).° Some religious writers
had recourse to rational explanations of the miracle: when he landed
in the sea, Jonah was taken on board a boat called “The big fish,” or
he spent three nights in an inn with a whale as its inn-sign, or else he
spent this period in a public bathhouse called “The whale.”® The most
intelligent of these rationalist conjectures was the hypothesis that Jonah
dreamt the whole incident when he fell into a deep sleep during the
tempest (Jon 1:5).

* Origen, C. Celsum 7.53 and 57; Augustine, Ep. 102.30 (CSEL 34, 570). A. von
Harnack, Porphyrius, Gegen die Christen (Abhandlung der Preussischen Akademie, 1916,
nr. 1) attributes this jest to Porphyry rather than to Augustine. Cf. Cyril of Alexandria,
Ad Jonam 2 (PG 71, 616). Jerome, Ad Jonam 2, quoting pagan myths, adds: Lllis credunt
et dicunt deo cuncta possibilia. The pagans believe the story of Arion, who was saved by
a dolphin, but not the story of Jonah, which is even more incredible — incredibilius quia
mirabilius, et mirabilius quia potentius.

> Cf. P. Friedrichsen, Kiitische Ubersicht der verschiedenen Ansichien von dem Buche Jonas,
2nd edn. 1841, p. 22. Luther was probably the first Christian author to say that the
adventure of Jonah in the belly of the great fish is a fable: “If it was not in scripture,
who would believe it? Who would not think it a lie and a fable?” Cf. his commentary
on Jonah, written in German in 1526 (WA 19, 219).

® Cf. Friedrichsen, pp. 25 and 292.

7 Several scholars attribute the paternity of this idea to Isaac Abarbanel (1437-1508).
Cf. e.g. Johannes Jalm, Einleitung in die gittlichen Biicher des Alten Bundes 11/2, 1803, p. 529;
Leonhard Bertholdt, Historisch kritische Einleitung in sammtliche kanonische und apokryphische
Schrifien des alten und neuen Testaments 'V, 1, 1915, p. 2382; Friedrichsen, p. 69; M.M.
Kalish, Bible Studies, 1878, p. 189. They quote Abarbanel’s commentary according to
FA. Christiani, ed. fonas Hebraice et Chaldaice cum Masora utraque, commentaris Raschu, Aben
Esrae, Kimchii et Abarbanelis, Leipzig 1683. Since this edition is now very difficult to get
hold of, Mr E.M. Gershfield was so kind as to consult the copy in the British Museum
for me. The hypothesis attributed to Abarbanel is found neither in this edition nor in
the original edition of Abarbanel’s commentary on Jonah (reprinted 1960, p. 124). It
seems rather to be the work of Hermann von Hardt, Aenigmata jonae, 1719, according
to I Vigouroux, Les livres saints et la critique rationaliste, 1886, p. 317. Indeed, Abarbanel
defends the credibility of the miracle of Jonah, on the analogy of the embryo which
lives for nine months in the womb of its mother. — However, H.L. Ginsberg of the
Jewish Theological Seminary in New York has kindly pointed out to me that this idea
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Despite all this, the historical character of the narrative was unam-
biguously affirmed as recently as 1956 in a Catholic encyclopedia, and
avowed (though with little enthusiasm) in a Protestant biblical diction-
ary published in 1962. In a mosque bearing Jonah’s name near the
oil wells in Mossul, the pious visitor can still admire today the mortal
remains of Jonah’s whale.”

All this shows that the Book of Jonah is a short but spell-binding work
which has held the attention of readers for some twenty-five centuries.
And yet its subject is very simple: a prophet announces the destruction
of Nineveh, but the inhabitants repent and are spared. The author
transforms this moralizing theme into a fascinating story, holding back
the dénouement and keeping the reader on tenterhooks.

II

There are three persons in the story of Jonah: God, the sinful people of
Nineveh, and the prophet. God is outside the dimensions of time and
space. We could imagine other ways of telling the story — for example,
the same dramatic interest could have been created by concentrating
on the conduct of the inhabitants of Nineveh. But the biblical text
speaks of Jonah.

The word of the Eternal was addressed to Jonah as follows: “Go to
Nineveh and prophesy against it!” The prophet is the one who cries
out on behalf of God, proclaiming the divine will. But a messenger can
refuse to pass on the message. The twelfth-century Jewish commentator
Ibn Ezra cited the case of Moses, who hesitated to accept the appeal
of the Eternal (Ex 4:10),” and in fact the theme of a human being
who is indifferent to the divine appeal is common both in history and
in literature. For example, Cicero, in his treatise on divination, speaks
of a peasant who is commanded by Jupiter in a dream to inform the
Romans of the anger of the supreme god. The man delays, and his son

had already been suggested by the great exegete Ibn Ezra (ad Jon 1:1), who writes that
all the prophets, with the exception of Moses (Ex 33:17-34:7), “prophesied in visions
and dreams.” And he underlines the importance of his hypothesis by saying that this
is a mystery. — On Jonah’s “whale,” cf. J.G. Frazer, The Folklore in the Old Testament 111,
1929, p. 82. C.C. Coulter, Trans. Amer. Philol. Assoc. 57, 1926, p. 42, notes that the
passivity of Jonah in the belly of the “great fish” is without parallel in the analogous
tales in folklore.

8 Catholic Biblical Encyclopedia, 1956; J.D. Douglas, ed. The New Bible Dictionary, 1962,

. 653.

P Kimchi ad Jon 4:3 quotes Num 11:14. Cf. also Jer 9:1 and 20:9.
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dies. The man still hesitates, and he is paralyzed. Finally, he is brought
on a stretcher and transmits the divine message. He is cured at once,
and is able to walk home."

Many centuries before Cicero, the Babylonian seers — contemporaries
of Jonah — swore that they could reveal signs and omens to the king
“If you refuse to speak, you will die.” An Assyrian seer informs us that
this is what happened to his mother: instead of transmitting in person
a divine message to the king, she entrusted it to a negligent courtier.
The revelation did not reach the king, and she died."" In terms of mod-
ern psychology, one who believes that he has received a divine appeal
and who delays to obey, falls victim to his own maladjustment. James
Nayler, a former officer under Cromwell, heard a voice ordering him
to leave his home, but, as he himself relates, “Since I did not obey the
order to leave, the wrath of God came upon me.” He fell ill, “and no
one thought I would survive.” Iinally, he changed his mind and on his
own initiative, he suddenly went out of the house without bidding his
family farewell. “I received the order to go to the east.”!?

In our own days, Tamba, in keeping with his family tradition, was
a seer in the former French Guinea. When his father died, he refused
to carry out this ancestral profession and fled to a foreign country. But
his visions made him mad. He was obliged to return to his village and
accept his task.”

Greek poetry gave symbolic expression to this religious experience
in the person of Cassandra, the daughter of Priam of Troy, who could
not stop predicting the future, even though no one ever believed her
words.

The author of the Book of Jonah employs the theme of the prophet’s
disobedience to construct the first center of interest in his story. Jonah is
ordered to go towards the east, to Nineveh, a city located near today’s
Mossul in Iraq. But Jonah boards a ship at Joppa to flee to the west,
to Tarshish.'* How is he to be compelled to carry out the order he has
received? In general, the divine discipline employs physical suffering in
such cases; but the author of Jonah avoids this banal theme.

' Cicero, De div. 1.55 and 2.85; Livy 2.36. Cf. A.S. Pease, Cicero De natura deorum
3.89; J. and L. Robert, Bull. Epigr. (R.E.G.) 1963, nr. 224.

" Waterman, nr. 656.

12 E. Fogelklon, Fames Nayler, 1913, p. 73.

'3 D. Paulme, Rev. hist. des religions 99, 1956, p. 150.

* R.D. Barnett, Antiquity 32, 1958, p. 220, believes that “Tarshish” is in fact Tarsus;
the same opinion was held by Ibn Ezra (ad Jon 1:3).
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A mighty tempest sweeps down upon Jonah’s boat. The boat which
carries an enemy of the gods is always at risk. In the fifth century
B.C.E., in Athens, Antiphon, a contemporary of Socrates, attempted to
prove before the tribunal of the people that his client, who was on trial
for murder, was innocent, because the ship on which he was traveling
had arrived safely in the harbor. When Diagoras, surnamed “the athe-
ist,” undertook a sea voyage, a tempest broke out. But the philosopher,
pointing with his finger to the other boats, asked if Diagoras was on
board there too — since those boats were equally in distress.

To counter this ironical argument, Theodore of Mopsuestia, a learned
fourth-century Christian commentator, assured his readers that the
tempest attacked only the boat in which Jonah was traveling.”

The sailors cast lots to discover who is guilty, and Jonah is thrown
into the sea. The narrator adapts here a theme found in folk tales from
Iceland to Korea: in order to appease the hostile elements, a man is
thrown overboard to ransom the other travelers. Jonah offers himself
as an expiatory victim.'®

This means that the reader already knows that the prophet will be
saved. But how?

Commenting on the surprising advice of Qoheleth, “Cast your bread
upon the waters” (11:1), the rabbis collected numerous anecdotes about
just men who had gone down with the boat that was carrying them,
but who had been carried to the shore by the waves. The author of
the Book of Jonah, however, once again delays this happy ending by
introducing a new danger: Jonah is swallowed by the great fish which
mediaeval imagination transforms into a whale. After three days, the
monster vomits him out.

The parallels which the commentators have so carefully assembled
make the story more rather than less obscure. People often imagined
beasts who were invulnerable from the exterior. When Heracles fought
against a sea monster to save Hesion, the daughter of the king of Troy,
he was swallowed by his foe, but he defeated the monster from the inside
by gashing its entrails with an axe. The fathers of the church sought to

5 Antiphon, V, 82. Cf. E.R. Doods, The Greeks and the Irrational, 1951, p. 36.
On Diagoras, cf. Cicero, De nat. deor. 3.37, 89. The explanation by Theodore of
Mopsuestia turns up again in a Hebrew collection composed in the tenth century (Pirké
R. Eliezer 10). J. Bodin (1530-1596) parodies the biblical narrative at the beginning
of his Heptaplomeres: an Egyptian mummy hidden in the cargo of a boat provokes the
tempest.

' Thompson, p. 264, 1.
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convince the unbelievers by adducing this Greek myth as a parallel to
what Jonah went through,'” but the Hebrew prophet did not fight against
“the great fish.” On the contrary, he was saved from drowning by the
monster. This means that the episode is an example of the theme of
“animals who give help,” such as the Greek story that explained how
Heracles, after being shipwrecked, was swallowed by a sea monster and
in this way was saved from drowning on the high seas."

Readers in the past, like Theodore of Mopsuestia, wondered whether
there might not have been a more conventional way to save the life of
Jonah. Jerome, no mean stylist himself, appreciated the literary effect
of surprise: “You will notice that precisely at the point where you think
Jonah will die, you read about his rescue.”"

The author, however, believes in the historical character of the inci-
dent. In the belly of the fish, Jonah prays; but as Jerome notes, this is not
a prayer for a future deliverance, but thanksgiving for the graces which
have already been bestowed on him.” This unexpected fact already
bothered the ancient translator into Greek, who changed the tenses in
the original text. The Jews who read this original text concluded that
this prayer had been uttered by Jonah after the fish had vomited him
out on to the shore: the Jewish historian Flavius Josephus, towards the
end of the first century C.E., knew and accepted this interpretation.
One generation earlier, the Jewish moralist Philo of Alexandria, telling
the story of Jonah in Greek, replaced the biblical prayer with a more
appropriate supplication. In a mediaeval Jewish paraphrase (in the Pirké
R. Eliezer), Jonah prays to be restored to life.”!

The discrepancy between the prayer and the situation in which Jonah
finds himself when he utters it shows that the author is employing a
prayer that was already in circulation under the name of Jonah. For
him, as for his hero and for religious persons of every confession, it was
unthinkable that a man in danger of death would neglect to pray, or

7 Midrash Qoheleth on 11:1; Cyril of Alexandria, PG 71, 616. Hans Schmidt, fona,
1907; J. Fontenrose, Python, 1959, pp. 347-350. Cf. my remarks in Biblioth. Orientalis
18, 1961, pp. 293fF.

' Aeneas of Gaza, Theophrastus, p. 33, ed. M.E. Colonna, 1958: ‘HepoxAfig aidetoin
Swoppayelong adte Tfig vems, €9’ NG EnAel, DMO KNTOLG GAMVOL Kol évidg yevouevog
Sreo@lecBor. On animals which help human beings, cf. Thompson, F. 911,4 and
B. 470.

' Theodore of Mopsuestia, PG 56, 324; Jerome ad Jon 2:1, et animadvertendum quod
ubt putabatur interitus, bt custodia sit.

% Jerome, ad Jon 2:3, nec de _futuro precatus; sed de praeterito gratias agit. Cf. the prayer
of Hezekiah, 2 Kg 20 (Is 38).

2! Josephus, Ant. 11.214; (Ps.) Philo, de Jona, 19-25.
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that he would be saved without first pleading to God. As Muhammad
explained if Jonah had not praised God, he would have remained in the
belly of the whale until the resurrection of the dead. The author, who
is honest, neither could nor dared invent this means of salvation. In his
eyes, the prayer in which Jonah invokes God — “You cast me into the
deep, into the heart of the seas” (2:3) — was linked to the episode of the
great fish. Perhaps, like Jerome at a later date, the author believed that
since Jonah was a prophet, he was able while in the depths of the sea
to envisage himself giving thanks to God in the temple. Nevertheless,
this episode plays a very clear role in the unfolding of events. As the
church father Irenaeus says, God permitted Jonah to be swallowed and
vomited out by the sea monster in order that he would later be more
submissive to the divine will.?

III

The official teaching of the synagogue was that whoever failed to reveal
a divine oracle was condemned by Heaven to death. Jonah, the son
of Amittai, was quoted as an example and a warning.* Miraculously
saved from death, Jonah learned his lesson: when he was commanded
a second time to go to Nineveh, he obeyed and revealed the oracle.
Now the reader expects to be told of a rain of fire and sulphur on
the new Sodom, but once again the author introduces a new reversal
of the situation. Unlike Sodom, where not even ten just men could be
found, the inhabitants of Nineveh repent, and God spares them. The
reader thinks that the prophet ought to be happy at the success of his
mission, but alas! All that Jonah experiences is a deep displeasure: “It
is better for me to die than to live” (4:3). God pays no heed to this
arrogant complaint nor punishes his presumptuous servant in any way.
On the contrary, he makes a climbing plant grow to shelter Jonah from
the sun. Next morning, however, the plant dies. When Jonah complains,
God replies: “You are concerned about the bush, for which you did not
labor and which you did not grow; it came into being in a night and
perished in a night. And should I not be concerned about Nineveh,
that great city, in which there are more than a hundred and twenty

22 Trenaeus, Adv. Haer. 3.20.
» Mishnah Sanh. 11.5; Ginzberg, VI p. 350 n. 30.
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thousand persons who do not know their right hand from their left, and
also many animals?” (4:10-11). The analogy in this reasoning is rather
weak, for Jonah was sad not because a plant withered up, but because
the shadow which its gourd gave him had disappeared.”

In any case, the story stops at this point, and we must believe that the
Lord’s rebuke convinced Jonah of his second error, just as the episode
of the sea monster had showed him the pointlessness of his flight. We
have therefore two extraordinary miracles which provide the substantial
arguments in the dialogue between God and his prophet. These miracles
are the “hinges” on which the entire plot turns, and this is how readers
have understood the composition of the Book of Jonah. On Christian
sarcophagi, the story of Jonah is represented in two reliefs: to the left,
the sea dragon which first swallows Jonah, then spits him out; to the
right, Jonah lying under the plant (or gourd).”

v

The structure of the book cannot however explain the psychological
problem of its hero. One who is called on one single occasion to be the
messenger of revelation, like the Roman farmer mentioned above, may
doubt the authenticity of his mission, or question whether he possesses
the gifts needed to accomplish it. But Jonah, the son of Amittai from
Gath-Hepher in Galilee, who lived during the reign of Jeroboam II (i.e.
in the mid-eighth century B.C.E.), is mentioned in the Second Book of
Kings as the nabi (“prophet”) who foretold the territorial expansion of
Israel from the region of Hamath to the Dead Sea (2 Kg 14:25).
How could this man, the “servant of Yahweh, the God of Israel,”
believe that he could escape from the Eternal?®® “When the lion roars,
who can refrain from fearing? When the Lord, the Eternal, has spo-
ken, who can refrain from prophesying?” (Amos 3:8). And why does

2 Tt seems strange that after having reproached God, Jonah should remain near
Nineveh. Tanchuma proposed placing 4:5 before 4:1, but that would leave the episode
of the plant suspended in mid-air. Kimchi (ad Jon 4:5) thought that Jonah still hoped
to see his prophecy realized.

» The Christian (or Jewish) artist who was the first to sculpt Jonah drew inspiration
from the sleeping Endymion of Greek art. Cf. J. Fink, Ruwsta di arch. crist. 27 (1951),
p- 180.

% Cf. Ibn Ezra and Kimchi ad Jon 1:2; L. Ginzberg, VI p. 411; Theodore of
Mopsuestia, PG 66, 331.
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the manifestation of divine mercy cause such an intense suffering that
Jonah desires to die? In his homily on the Repentance of Nineveh, Ephrem
shows the Ninevites who have been spared from death asking Jonah,
“What good would it have done you if we had perished? You have
become famous thanks to our repentance!”?

The traditional Jewish explanation was that Jonah, being a prophet,
knew in advance that Nineveh would repent and be saved. But this
was profoundly troubling for Israel, that obstinate nation: “Since the
nations are nearer repentance, I could condemn Israel.” Jerome writes
that the prophet knew that “the repentance of the Gentiles would be
the ruin of the Jews.”*

This interpretation of Jonah’s sentiments appeared, or became popu-
lar, after the destruction of the temple in Jerusalem by the Romans in
70 C.E. and the failure of the revolt of Bar Kochba against Rome in
135. The Jews understood that only God could rescue Israel; but they
also knew that their transgressions, from the violation of the sabbath
to their mutual hatred and extermination, prevented their prayers and
lamentations from ascending to the throne of the Eternal. Interpreting
scripture anew in keeping with their own hopes and needs, the religious
men of that time believed that the patriarchs and prophets of old were
Israel’s advocates in the presence of God and that they offered their lives
to expiate the faults of Isracl. Simeon Ben Azzai, a contemporary of
Rabbi Aqiba, affirmed that it was solely because of the merits of Israel
that God spoke to the prophets and that they prophesied. Viewed from
this perspective, the mission of Jonah appeared absurd. Nineveh was
the capital of the Assyrians, who — like Rome in the period of the rab-
bis — imposed their yoke on the Holy Land and its inhabitants. Nahum,
whose words were handed on in the same scroll as Jonah, rejoiced at
the destruction of Nineveh, “city of bloodshed, utterly deceitful, full
of booty — no end to the plunder!” (3:1).*

In their perplexity, some Jewish commentators thought that the
inhabitants of Nineveh had been spared because of the merits of their

ancestor Asshur, the son of Shem (Gen 10:22). Ibn Ezra thought that

77 English trans., H. Burgess, 1853.

% Mek. ad Ex 12:1 (I, p. 17); Jerome ad Jon 1:3, scit propheta. .. quod paenitentia gentium
rutna sit wdaeorum. Cf. John Chrysostom, PG 64, 423; Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 2.106, PG
30, 508: “Jonah knew that the grace of prophecy would pass over to the Gentiles.”

¥ Cf. Mek. ad Ex 12:1 (I, pp. 7-15). N. Glatzer, Review of Religion 10, 1945, p. 34.
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the Ninevites had worshiped the true God.* But even if they were
uncertain about what God intended, the Jews understood Jonah. In
the mid-second century C.E., Rabbi Nathan ( Jonathan) affirmed that
Jonah was not fleeing from the face of the Eternal, but went on board
the ship in order to drown himself for love of Israel.

The church fathers accepted the Jewish interpretation, but turned it
against its authors. Theodore of Mopsuestia writes that Jonah was sent
to Nineveh because the Jews refused to listen to the prophets, and the
Book of Jonah was written as a lesson to the obdurate people. Jerome
writes that Nineveh believed, but the incredulous Israel persists in its
refusal to recognize Jesus. Ephrem describes the Ninevites after their
rescue from death as wishing to learn the righteousness of the holy
people to whom their missionary belonged; but Jerome is afraid that
they did not see the iniquity of Israel. From the summit of the moun-
tain on the border of the Holy Land, the Ninevites who accompanied
the prophet back to his home saw with horror the abominations of
Israel: the carved images, the high places, the adoration of the images
of cows which Jeroboam had instituted (1 Kg 12:29), and the perver-
sity — both open and hidden — which the prophets had denounced.
“Perhaps this people will be exterminated instead of Nineveh which
was not destroyed.”!

Perturbed by this onslaught, the Jews tried to refute the Christian
accusation. They imagined that Jerusalem too — indeed, even before
Nineveh — had once returned to the Eternal, thanks to the exhortations
of Jonah, and they asserted that the repentance of Nineveh was not
sincere. This polemic may go back to Rabbi Aqgiba himself.*?

On the other hand, in the liturgical act of fasting to obtain rain, the
Ninevites were quoted as models of eflicacious repentance. Jesus was

% Ibn Ezra ad Jon 1:1 inferred from 3:3 (“Nineveh was a great city before God”)
that the town had previously worshiped the true God. He also notes that the text says
nothing about a destruction of altars and idols when the Ninevites repent. Cf. also
Ginzberg, VI, p. 349. J. Bodin notes: “If virtue is of no avail without the true religion,
why then was Jonah sent by God to Nineveh, but not commanded to proclaim the
true religion?” J. Chauviré, Colloque de Jean Bodin, 1914, p. 30.

' R. Nathan (Jonathan), Mek. ad Ex 12:1 (I, p. 18); on this rabbi, cf. L. Finkelstein,
Akiba, 1936, p. 297; Theodore of Mopsuestia, PG 66, 321; Jerome, ad Jon 1:1, in
condemnationem Israelis Jonas ad gentes mittitur quod Ninwe agente paenitentiam, lli in malitia
perseverunt.

32 Cf. Mek. ad Ex 12:1 (I, p. 9); Jebam. 98a. On the false repentance of Nineveh,
cf. Simeon ben Halaphta, yerTaan. 2:1, 65b.
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probably neither the first preacher nor the last to warn his hearers that
at the last judgment, the inhabitants of Nineveh would condemn Israel,
which refused to repent. An anonymous tradition in the Midrash on
Lamentations posited an antithesis between Nineveh (which repented at
the very first appeal) and Jerusalem (which never listened to the prophets
who were sent to it “early and late”), and affirmed that this was the
reason why the Jews were sent into exile. In the twelfth century, the
erudite Jewish commentator David Kimchi (1160—-1240) in Narbonne
took up this affirmation anew and expressed the opinion that the Book
of Jonah had been composed to give Israel an example to follow.™
Rupert of Deutz in Germany (d. 1129) was one of the most subtle
commentators of scripture. He studied and appreciated the Jewish
observations about Jonah, and declared that the prophet refused to
respond to the appeal God addressed to him, not because of a lack of
faith, but out of love for his people; and he cleverly remarked that this
1s why God did not display any great anger vis-a-vis Jonah. The erudite
abbot repeats the criticisms of Jonah which had already been made in
the time of Rabbi Aqiba, viz. that Jonah was full of zeal for the glory
of the son (i.e. Israel), but not for the glory of the father (i.e. God).*

v

From the end of the fourth century onward, some Christians affirmed
that Jonah was cast into despondency, not because of what he feared
would happen to Israel, but because he was jealous of the salvation
of the Gentiles. Augustine explains that Jonah prefigures the people
of Israel “according to the flesh,” saddened by the redemption and
deliverance of the nations. Jerome and Cyril of Alexandria, his younger
contemporary, both reject this malevolent interpretation. Since the
church regards Jonah as a prefiguration of Christ, Jerome reminds his
Christian readers that Jesus wept over Jerusalem (Lk 19:41) and that
he said: “Let the children (i.e. Israel) be fed first, for it is not fair to
take the children’s food and throw it to the dogs (i.e. the Gentiles)”
(Mk 7:27).%

% Midrash Ekah Rabbati on Zeph 3:1. CL. W. Bacher, Die Proimien der alten jiidischen
Homulie, 1913, p. 113.

3 Rupert, PL 168, 405. Aqiba, Mek. ad Ex 12:1 (I, p. 9).

» Augustine, Ep. 102, 6.35, comments on Jon 4:5, Pracfigurabat enim carnalem populum
Israhel. Nam huic erat et tristitia de salute Ninevitarum, hoc est de redemptione et liberatione gentium.
Jerome ad Jon 4:1, Non igitur contristatus; ut quidam putant, quod gentium multitudo salvetur,
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In his German exegesis of Jonah (1526), Luther takes up and affirms
the opinion which Jerome and virtually all the mediaeval commentators
had condemned. He asserts that the prophet was an enemy of Nineveh
and that he shared the “carnal” Jewish opinion that God was exclusively
the God of the Jews. This is why Jonah refused to let the Gentiles have
any share in the divine mercy. Luther deliberately translated wrongly
one verse of the prayer of Jonah because, as he writes, he could see
the prophet inside the whale and feel his discouragement. Nevertheless,
the Reformer was a man of a generous and enthusiastic spirit, and
he wrote later of the “extraordinary majesty of the prophet Jonah,”
confessing that he was ashamed of his commentary on this prophet,
because it had had merely touched on the essential facts. Luther asked
how Jonah could dare to give orders to God the Almighty: “This is a
great mystery.”*

Luther’s commentary on Jonah had no influence on the exegetes, who
continued to reproduce one of the two traditional views. Calvin insisted
on the fact that Jonah did not want to be taken for a false prophet.
Bossuet, in 1695, agrees with the father of French Protestantism. In
1651, Thomas Hobbes speaks of the “obstinacy” with which Jonah
discusses the orders of God. A hundred years later, the great Lutheran
exegete Carpzov does not even mention Luther’s opinion, but affirms
that when God sent Jonah, he wished both to manifest his universal
mercy and to chastise Israel.”’

When Carpzov published his enormous textbook, the philosophical
“century of lights” in Irance was already in full swing. However, the
philosophers paid little attention to the problem of the flight of Jonah,
although authors from the dictionary of Bayle (1696) to Voltaire’s La
Bible enfin expliquée (1793) mocked his whale.*® Thomas Paine, in his
Century of Reason (1793), expresses the opinion that the Book of Jonah
was written as a satire on a malevolent personage, who may have been

sed quod pereat Israel. On 4:3, Jerome writes that the prophet desired to die because he
despaired of the salvation of Israel. Cf. Cyril of Alexandria, PG 81, 601.

% Luther, Gesammelte Werke (Weimar edn.) 19, p. 201; in his Expositio (1524—1526),
Luther still follows the traditional interpretation. Cf. his Tischreden, nr. 3705.

7 Calvin, Opera 43.207. — Bossuet, Méditations sur I’Evangile, ch. 111. — Hobbes,
Leviathan, ch. 33. — J.G. Carpzov, Introductio ad libros propheticos, V'I., 1757, p. 340.

% Cf. P. Bayle, Dictionnaire, s.v. “Alabaster” and s.v. “Jonas.” — For Voltaire, cf.
Taureau blanc, 1977. — S. Parvish, An Enquiry into the Jewish and Christian Revelation, 1746,
p- 32. — The free thinkers denied the validity of the sign of Jonah (Mt 12:38). Cf.
Voltaire, Traité sur la tolérance, 1768: “God takes the same care of the idolatrous Ninevites
as of the Jews; he threatens them and he pardons them.”
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a biblical prophet or a priest who prophesied. This ardent rationalist
was probably unaware that the latitudinarian J.G. Herder had already
proposed a similar idea, viz. that the Book of Jonah was an invented
story which intended to depict the defects of the prophetic vocation
by showing a prophet who was terrified of losing his reputation.” In
1771, Shaftesbury compared the recalcitrant prophet to a pupil in a
bad mood who plays truant from school; in 1746, Diderot expressed
the opinion that if Jonah had been alive at that time, he would have
been sent to the Petites Maisons (a reference to a popular comic opera
first staged in 1732).

When they attacked the revealed religion, the free thinkers generally
made the same objections as the pagans in antiquity. For example, the
argument — which annoyed Pascal® (1660) — that the Pentateuch had
been composed by Ezra, had already been proposed by the Greek phi-
losopher Porphyry in the third century.*’ When the deist writers looked
for new proofs, their knowledge was not the equal of their zeal. In his
Nazarenus, Toland employs the pseudepigraphical Gospel of Barnabas,
and when Antony Collins writes of the text of the New Testament and
attempts to engage Richard Bentley, the foremost classical scholar of
his age, in discussion, he is simply out of his depth.” The free think-
ers often spoke of forgeries perpetrated by monks; they repeated the

% J.G. Herder, Brigfe das Studium der Theologie betreffend, Letter 9, 1780. The hypothesis
of Herder and Paine was repristinated by E. Trencseny-Waldapfel in Oriens Antiquus,
Budapest 1945, pp. 140ff.

1 Pascal, Pensées, nr. 633, ed. Brunschwig. Cf. Voltaire, Examen important de Milord
Bolingbroke, 1767, ch. 4: Ezra completed the composition of the Pentateuch.

# According to the rabbis, Ezra and subsequently Hillel re-established the authority
of Torah (Sukk. 20a). A Jewish apocalyptic work which saw the light of day after the
destruction of the Temple in 70 C.E., 2 Esdras, declares that Ezra published twenty-
four revealed books, 1.e. the totality of the Old testament (14:45). Irenaeus (Adv. Haer.
2.212), Tertullian (De cultu fem. 3), and Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 1.22:149) repeat
this statement, the origin and meaning of which are not very clear. Jerome left it to
his readers to decide whether Moses was the author of the Pentateuch, or Ezra had
drawn up the text of the Law (Adv. Helvidium 7); but antinomian Christians underlined
the fact that the Jewish law was a book by Ezra, not by Moses (Ps.-Clementine Hom.
2.47), and Porphyry (fragment 58, Harnack) elaborated the following idea: the works
of Moses were lost when Jerusalem was destroyed in 587 B.C.E., and were gathered
together anew by Ezra 1,180 years after Moses. Ibn Hazam, a Muslim author of works
of controversy (994-1064), declared that the only genuine copy of Torah had been
burnt when Nebuchadnezzar destroyed the Temple, and that Ezra had dictated the
text from memory 110 years later; this latter text was destroyed by Antiochus IV. The
Jewish texts currently in use went back only to the Maccabean restoration of scripture.
Spinoza and Hobbes followed this antinomian tradition.

2 R. Bentley, Works, 111, 1838, pp. 288ffL.
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patristic affirmation that the Apocalypse, “this strange rhapsody of
unintelligible revelations,” was composed, not by the evangelist John,
but by the heretic Cerinthus. With few exceptions, they did not discuss
the authenticity of the Gospels or of the Letters of Paul.* As far as I
know, none of them ever refers to Bentley’s celebrated demonstration of
the inauthenticity of the letters attributed to the Greek tyrant Phalaris
(1697). The deists were always ready to seize on any objection to the
authority of scripture, however childish it might be, but they were free
of any methodological doubt. Tor this reason, they tended to fail (though
sometimes by only a small margin) to formulate a genuinely scholarly
argument.

Jerome and Chrysostom had identified the “book of the law” which
the high priest Hilkiah found in the Temple in Jerusalem (2 Kg 22) as
the text of Deuteronomy.** Like their pious predecessors, the deists con-
tinued to believe that this was a book which had been lost long before
the reign of King Josiah.* Voltaire occasionally plays with the idea
that the book found in the Temple was a forgery produced by Levites
in the reign of Josiah; but despite all his anti-religious zeal, he is ready
to identify this volume with the totality of the Pentateuch.** Samuel
Parvish suggested in 1739 that the book of the law of Moses, placed
near the ark of the covenant (Deut 31:26) and discovered under Josiah,
was a counterfeit produced by Hilkiah; but no deist author paid any
attention to this conjecture, which was ignored for around 130 years.*’
The siécle des lumiéres in France had no concept of evolution. In physics,
the only alternatives were the intelligent creator or the fortuitous com-
ing together of atoms. Either the Pentateuch had been written by one

* Bolingbroke, Essays, IV, 9, 11, p. 421.

# Jerome, Adv. Tovinianum 1.5 (PL 22, 217); John Chrysostom, Hom. Matth. 9 (PG 57,
130); Procopius of Gaza ad 4 Kg 22 (PG 87, 1, 1199).

¥ Cf. Hobbes, Leviathan, ch. 33. — Bolingbroke, II, p. 18. — G.E. Lessing, “Hilkias,”
in Gesammelte Schrifien, ed. F. Munker, XVI, p. 245.

* Voltaire, La Bible enfin expliquée, 1777, note on Deut 17:14. In his Dictionnaire phi-
losophique (art. “Moise”), he affirms a propos the same passage that Deuteronomy was
written under Saul, the first king of Israel.

47 S. Parvish, An Enquiry into the Jewish and Christian Revelation, 1746, pp. 32ff. Parvish’s
conjecture did not reach a wider audience until 1872, when it was quoted by a German
scholar; cf. T.K. Cheyne, Founders of Old “Iestament Criticism, 1893, p. 2. Parvish is not
speaking of Deuteronomy, but like Hobbes (who was his source: Leviathan, ch. 33), of
the “book of the law;” i.e. Deut 12-27. In 1806, M.L. de Wette suggested, indepen-
dently of Parvish, that Deuteronomy dated from the reign of Josiah. He emphasized
that the reform undertaken by Josiah was in conformity with the law articulated in
Deuteronomy.
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single author — or else it had been put together by Ezra on the basis
of fragmentary elements. Bentley could write that Homer composed
separate poems (the /liad for men, the Odyssey for women) and that these
were united at the time of Peisistratus; but it was only towards the end
of the eighteenth century that A. Geddes (1792) and I'A. Wolf (1795),
both contemporaries of Lamarck, proposed the genetic concept for the
Pentateuch and the [liad, respectively: this meant that both works were
the result of complex literary processes and included fragments from
different periods.*®

The free thinkers were fighting the war against superstition, and they
did not actually seek to understand the sacred scriptures. For them,
the Gospel was “an oriental novel,” to quote d’Holbach’s phrase.*
Nevertheless, some of their extravagant conjectures turned out to be
correct, even if the positions they took often remained embryonic. They
sourly proclaimed that the Phoenician cosmology of Sanchuniathon,
mentioned by a Greek writer in the second century B.C.E., was older
than the Mosaic revelation — and the discoveries at Ugarit subsequently
confirmed this view.>® Our textbooks still teach us that the Jews became
merchants during the Babylonian exile — an erroneous belief which
has its source in the fertile imagination of Voltaire.”! In the nineteenth
century and for a long time afterwards, biblical specialists spoke of
the opposition between the Hebrew prophets on the one hand, and
the priesthood and cultic worship on the other. Antony Collins, who
classed the prophets (together with Solomon, Cicero, etc.) as his own
forerunners, affirmed in 1713 that the prophets were great free thinkers
who wrote very freely against the established religion of the Jews as if
they were convinced that it was nothing but a sham. Voltaire compared
the Hebrew prophets to the orators of Attica; Thomas Morgan (1737)
discovered that they troubled the royal power and made difficulties
for the rulers — he took the side of Ahab and Jezebel against Elijah

¥ Cf. J.E. Sandys, History of Classical Scholarship, 1908, II, p. 409. In the last edition
of his Scienzia Nuova (1714), G. Vico accounted for the differences between the lliad
and the Odyssey by suggesting that there had been two Homers, separated by a long
space of time. On Geddes, cf. Cheyne, op. cit., p. 4.

¥ D’Holbach, Textes choisis 1, 1957, p. 180. Cf. Voltaire, Examen de Milord Bolingbroke,
ch. 4: “I regard the attempt to find out the name of the author of a preposterous book
as the most futile of all investigations.”

0 Cf. Bolingbroke, Fragment 39, IV, p. 314: each of the oriental nations had its
own system of traditions, but only that of the Old Testament has come down to us
intact.

St Voltaire, Histoire de létablissement du christianisme, ch. 2.
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and Elisha.’? Since they opposed the idea of a chosen people, the
deists affirmed that the foremost article of humankind’s belief was the
uniqueness of God.” Although it had been refuted by David Hume in
1757, the idea of an original monotheism was taken up anew in the
twentieth century by Catholic anthropologists in Vienna. The Jewish
monotheism annoyed the deists, who liked to portray the God of Israel
as a tribal god who extended his protection only to one little group,™
and this idea dominated subsequent Protestant culture. A contemporary
English writer whose books are fashionable speaks of the necessity of
one single and unique deity in the Syriac civilization; Lord Bolingbroke
had already formulated the opinion that the “discovery of monotheism”
occurred in Egypt and in all those oriental lands which were famous
for their science and their knowledge.”

In his Nazarenus (1718), John Toland explained the history of earliest
Christianity as a combat between the Judaizing party of Peter and the
universalist party of Paul; other deists followed suit, and Bolingbroke
spoke of a combat between the school of Christ and the school of
Gamaliel. The German Enlightenment transmitted this point of view
to F.C. Baur who reformulated it in 1831 in Hegelian language, thereby
becoming the head of an influential school of exegesis.”

In order to become fashionable in academic circles, the ideas of
the free-thinkers about the Bible had to pass through the hands of the
German professors. The English and French rationalists, from Lord

52 A. Collins, A Discourse on Free-Thinking, 1713, p. 153. According to Bayle, Drabicius
and Kotterius considered the prophets to be revolutionaries. According to H. Winkler
(1903), the prophets were agents of Assyria. On the present state of the question, cf. HJ.
Kraus, Propheten und Politik, 1952. Voltaire had already said the same about Jeremiah.

* Bolingbroke, Essays 11, 2, II, p. 217. — D. Hume, Natural History of Religion,
1757.

> Chubb, p. 132; this affirmation was adopted by Bolingbroke and Voltaire.

% Bolingbroke, Essays 11, 5, II, p. 252. — A. Toynbee, 4 Study of History V1, 1939,
p. 44, gives a long quotation from E. Meyer, who sees the unique god as a reflection
of the Persian king of kings. This idea is so naively simplistic that the two scholars
forget to ask why the Persians themselves did not become monotheists.

% Bolingbroke, Essays IV, 9, II, p. 424: the religion of Paul was not that of Jesus.
In 1767, J.S. Semler had affirmed that there were two parties among the disciples
of Jesus, viz. the Judaizers with Peter and the gnostics or free thinkers with Paul; in
the second century, the church reconciled these two points of view. Through his own
teacher, J.S. Baumgarten, Semler was in touch with the deist movement in England;
he also had direct contacts with them. Cf. L. Zscharnack, Lessing und Semler, 1905,
p- 31 and 132ff. On the other hand, J.L.. Mosheim published a refutation of Toland:
Vindiciae antiquae Christianorum disciplinae adversus celeberrimi viri Jo. Tolandi, Hiberni, Nazarenum
(I have consulted the second edition, published in 1722).
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Herbert of Cherbury to Thomas Paine, had been freelance writers;
Oxford and Cambridge (to say nothing of the Sorbonne) were abso-
lutely opposed to biblical criticism. One Presbyterian theologian was
willing to admit that even if Jesus had been born far from Jerusalem,
one would have to recognize that his religion sufficed to guide people
to “virtue and goodness”; but he could not tolerate irreverent criticism
of the revealed books.”

In Germany, however, it was the universities that spread the message
of the Enlightenment. It was Kant who gave the answer to the ques-
tion: “What is Enlightenment?”

The deists affirmed that since revelation is incompatible with natural
religion, it is false and must be rejected. Since natural religion must
by definition be appropriate to all peoples at every time, the deists
(with some few exceptions such as Toland)* disliked the revelation of
Moses which was addressed to the elected people, and claimed “that no
system could be more simple and more clear than that of the natural
religion which one finds in the Gospel.” But their denigration of the
Old Testament was a breach in the first line of defense of Christianity;
they were well aware that the New Testament draws its authority from
the Old and that Christianity, in a phrase coined by J. Selden which
the free thinkers made their own, was merely a “reformed Judaism.”
Voltaire was no less sarcastic when he spoke of Jesus and the apostles
than when he spoke of Moses or Ezekiel. Bolingbroke, writing about the
“cleverer conduct” of Jesus, made his own objections, asking whether
people were in greater need of salvation at that time, four thousand years
after the human race had made its appearance, than at any other time
in history. A young disciple of the philosophers wrote in 1791: “The first
Romans, the first Greeks, and the first Egyptians were Christians, since
they were accustomed to practice charity, and that is what Christianity
means, whereas most of those who were called Christians in the period
after Constantine were nothing more than savages or madmen.” And

7 Samuel Chandler, An Answer to a late book entitled A Discourse of the Grounds and
Reasons, p. 195.

% On Toland, cf. M. Wiener in Hebrew College Union Annual 16 (1946), p. 215.

* Bolingbroke, Essays IV, 9, I1, p. 425. — J. Selden, De synedriis I, ch. 8. — D’Holbach,
Esprit du Judaisme, 1770, p. 1: it is obvious that Christianity is merely a reformed
Judaism. — D. Hume in his Natural History of Religions, criticizes what he calls the narrow
spirit of Judaism, the grotesque intolerance of Christianity, and the bloody principles
of Mahomet. On the “Christianity” of the first Romans, cf. Saint-Just, L’Esprit de la
Révolution, 1791, 1, ch. 19. C. Middleton, Miscellaneous Waorks 111, 1755, p. 56. Speaking
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Conyers Middleton, a respected Anglican theologian, went so far as
to write that even if Christianity was a sham, one would still have to
respect it for reasons of state.

The German Enlightenment, unlike the French, was not opposed to
dogmatic religion, but sought to reform and perfect a religion which
already existed. Its theologians, who were as radical as possible in the
domain of pure ideas, were assiduous in their attendance at public
worship and docile to both secular and ecclesiastical authority.” Moses
Mendelssohn identified the universal religion of reason with the faith of
the synagogue. Immanuel Kant proclaimed that moral religion begins
with Christianity.®! But if religious doctrine was required to pass the
test of reason, Lavater was correct to demand that Mendelssohn either
accept or reject the truth of Christianity. Mendelssohn evaded this
dilemma: in his reply, he spoke only of the Old Testament. Since the
Protestant faith was based on the testimony of scripture, which com-
prises both the Old and the New Testaments, the Lutheran theologians
had to explain before the tribunal of reason why they accepted Jesus
but rejected Moses. They had to play down the Old Testament in order
to shed a bright light on the new law which alone was in accord with
natural religion. For about 150 years, the “enlightened” and “liberal”
Protestantism of the German universities — from Semler and Eichhorn
to Wellhausen and Harnack — was inherently and as it were necessarily
opposed to the Old Testament, in order to save the remnants of the
Evangelical faith. With the Enlightenment, the spirit of Marcion took
hold of Protestant German theology.

of Jesus, Bolingbroke, IV, p. 44, writes that he succeeded in appearing guilty in the eyes
of the Jews in virtue of the very same declaration that made him appear innocent in
the eyes of the Romans; Jesus’ intention was that the Jews would have him crucified,
bringing about the redemption of humanity without knowing what they were doing — but
at their own expense (this idea had been suggested by John Locke, The Reasonableness
of Christianity, 1696; Works, VII, edn. 1833, p. 38). On this objection by Bolingbroke
to the doctrine of redemption, cf. WM. Merrill, From Statesman to Philosopher, 1949,
p- 224. It is rather odd that modern historians of biblical exegesis neglect the stimulus
provided by the deist authors. Bolingbroke 1s not mentioned by H.J. Kraus, Geschichte
der hustorisch-kritischen Forschung des Alten Testaments, 2nd edn. 1969; nor by A. Schweitzer,
Geschichte der Leben-Jesu Forschung, 2nd edn. 1913. Cf. also the brief chapter on the deists
in The Cambridge History of the Bible 111, 1963.

% Tt was J.S. Semler who introduced the anti-Judaic tendency into German exegesis,
but he opposed rationalism in the praxis of religion and demanded submission to the
authorities; cf. G. Karo, J.S. Semler, 1905, pp. 92ff.

5 On Mendelssohn, cf. I. Heinemann, La Loi dans la pensée juive, 1962, pp. 1361T;
J. Guttmann, Philosophies of Judaism, 1964, p. 294. On Kant, cf. E.G. Kraeling, The Old
Testament since the Reformation, 1955, p. 43.
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The theologians of the Enlightenment accepted the deist belief
that the universal values of morality were inscribed on the spirit of all
human persons, and the principle of the ethical criticism of scripture;
they believed that the mark of true revelation was its usefulness in
advancing the system of natural morality (a pragmatic point of view
which was a characteristic of German Pietism). They declared that
whereas the Old Testament was purely Jewish, the message of the
Gospel was universal.

Against this background, the significance of the Book of Jonah
appeared clear and simple. The prophets were wise men who defended
the doctrine of nature against the superstition of the priests. Jonah
was a narrow-minded sectarian, but the author of his story pleads in
favor of the universal morality. For the most eminent exegetes of the
Enlightenment, such as J.S. Semler (1773), J.D. Michaelis (1782), and
J.D. Eichhorn (1783), Jonah was an example of the Jewish fanaticism
which was very reluctant to see God show mercy to the Gentiles. The
Book of Jonah was written as a warning against the intolerance of
Israel.”

Seen in this light, the opinion which Jerome had refuted and Luther
had put forward anew attracted the men of the Enlightenment. If it
was to obtain the agreement of virtually all exegetes, however, this
interpretation required a second modification. We can see this transfor-
mation in the writings of H.E.G. Paulus, who was born in 1761 in the
century of tolerance, and died in the century of German nationalism.
He was known for the naive way in which he defended the miraculous
narratives in the Gospels: thus, Jesus did not walk on the water (Mt
14:25), but along the shore of the lake. In 1794, Paulus expressed the
opinion that the Book of Jonah had been written to explain why certain
prophecies had not been fulfilled. His position was subsequently restated
by German scholars, but with one significant distortion: the Book of
Jonah explains to the Jews why the prophecies of the condemnation
of the Gentiles have not yet been fulfilled.®” Paulus himself published
a pamphlet against the emancipation of the Jews in 1831, D jidische
Nationalabsonderung. He is not opposed to the Jewish religion as such,
but to the observance of the Law of Moses, since circumcision and

62 Friedrichsen, pp. 113fL; on Paulus, ibid. p. 105.
% F.B. Koester (1838) and F. Hitzig (1838), quoted by Friedrichsen, p. 105;
Wellhausen, Kleine Propheten, 1892; K. Budde, Jewish Encyclopedia VII, 1906, p. 229.
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sabbath observance make the Jews a people apart. (Nevertheless, he
does not demand that the Catholics stop venerating angels or obey-
ing the pope.) The Jews are rejected now, not because they refuse to
see the Christian truth, but because they are second-hand dealers and
merchants. Their distinctive characteristics are criticized as a national
blemish. As Gabriel Riesser noted in his reply to Paulus, “religious
hatred” has turned into aversion for a whole nation.®* Now, baptism is
seen as a guarantee, not of faith, but of national solidarity. Against this
background, Jonah appears as the utterly typical Jew who is hostile to
all the other nations and does not accept integration into any society.
The atheist Bruno Bauer (1838), the “liberal” Protestant Bleek (1860),
and the pious C.F. Keil (1866) all agree on this point.*® Under the influ-
ence of the German universities, this conception — though expressed
less crudely — still dominates the interpretation of the Book of Jonah
today: for Jonah, the mercy of God is fine as long as it concerns his own
people, but something abhorrent when it concerns his enemies.®
These scholars — learned but partisan — do a bad job of interpreting
the book which they are seeking to explain. For the Jews, just as for
Christians and Muslims, the unity of humanity can be brought about
only in the framework of the true faith; this principle is a corollary
of monotheism. Bishop John Hooper explained in a sermon that God
had sent Jonah to Nineveh to proclaim that the works of the law are
not necessary for salvation. Under the reign of Mary Tudor, in 1555,
Hooper ended his life on the stake because he refused reconciliation with
the church of the pope. For him, no redemption was possible outside
his own truth.”” And in fact, the expression of universal Christian fra-
ternal love is the prayer of intercession for all human persons, already
affirmed in the New Testament (I Tim 2:4), born of the conviction

8 G. Riesser, Gesammelte Schrifien 11, 1867, p. 97.

5 This is how E. Bleek, Einleitung in das Alte Testament, p. 574, defines the problem of
the Book of Jonah: “Whether it is correct to maintain such a hostile attitude against
all the other peoples, simply because they are other.” In 1920, the Protestant pastor K.
Gerecke published a pamphlet entitled: Biblischer Antisemitismus. Der Juden weltgeschichtlicher
Charakter; Schuld und Ende in des Propheten Jona JFudenspiegel (“Biblical antisemitism. The
character, guilt, and end of Judaism in world history in the ‘mirror of the Jews’ by
the prophet Jonah”).

5 G.E. Wright and R.H. Fuller, The Book of the Acts of God, 1960, p. 181. — Cf. A.
Westphal, ed. Dictionnaire de la bible, p. 674: “The Book of Jonah is an explicit protest
against the hostility shown by many Israclites to the pagans.” Cf. also W. Rudolph,
Joel-Amos-Obadija-Fona, 1971, p. 368.

57 John Hooper, An Oversight and deliberacion upon the holy prophet Jonah, 1550.
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that everyone is saved through knowledge of the truth.”® In the same
way, the Jews believed, as Rabbi Eleazer of Modein said in the first
century, that at the end of the ages Israel would be saved by God,
and the pagans condemned together with their idols. But Israel bore
witness to the truth before the pagan world, and no one prevented the
Gentiles from adopting the true faith. Although the sailors in Jonah’s
boat were pagans, they offered a sacrifice to the Lord and made vows
in his honor. After the destruction of the Temple in 70 made it impos-
sible for the Jews themselves to continue offering sacrifices to God, the
rabbis continued to encourage those Gentiles who feared God to offer
sacrifices to the Lord outside the Holy Land. A rabbinic text, which
may come from a missionary sermon, affirms that four categories of
persons belong to God: the Israelites who have not sinned, the Israelites
who have repented, the proselytes, and the Gentiles who fear Heaven.®
The Ninevites, who believed in Jonah’s words and recognized the power
of his God, were among those Gentiles who feared the Eternal. In
this same context, Ibn Ezra mentions the case of Jethro (Ex 18:11),
who deduces from the miracle of the exodus that the God of Moses is
greater than all the other gods. Modern scholars imagine, maliciously
or naively, that the author of Jonah portrays pagans who are open
to the divine truth in order to make a contrast to the narrow and
vindictive spirit of the Jewish people. In fact, the author shows that
even the pagans are obliged to respect the omnipotent God of Jonah
and to acclaim his miracles. The author of the Book of Jonah, who
repeated that those pagans who remained attached to their empty idols
were abandoning the one who had shown them divine favor, neither
supported nor tolerated lies — any more than did Jonah himself, Jesus,
Luther, or Bishop Hooper.

8 Cyprian, Ep 62.4: Nemini salus esse nisi in ecclesia possit, cf. Dict. Théol. Cath. 4, pp.
2155-2175. On the prayer of intercession, cf. A,J. McLean, Encyclopedia of Religion and
Lthies VII, pp. 385-388.

% Eleazar of Modein, Midrash on the Song of Songs, 231. On the four classes who
will be saved: Mek. on Ex 2:20; cf. Isracl Lévy, REF 50, 1905, p. 4; on the sacrifices
of the pagans, cf. “The Altars of the Gentiles,” Vol. II of the present collection of
essays.
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VI

There are three actors in the drama of Jonah: God, the prophet,
and the Ninevites. As Kimchi noted to his surprise, there is nothing
about Israel here. The opposition between Israel and the Gentiles was
introduced into the book by commentators who imagined they found
it there, although it does not exist in reality. This dichotomy was read
into the text by the Jewish preachers of the second century, and the
modern commentators merely added a touch of Christian hypocrisy
to the nationalistic interpretation of Jonah by the Jews. But six or
seven centuries separated the author of Jonah from his first rabbinic
exegetes. He wrote at a time when Nineveh, the Assyrian capital from
Sennacherib onward (705—681), had already been destroyed: “Nineveh
was a very great city before the Eternal” ( Jon 3:3).”° This city fell in
602; the author was writing under Persian domination. The edict of
penance for the Ninevites was published “by the king and his nobles”
(Jon 3:7). The participation of the great nobles in royal legislation was
unknown to either the Jews or the Assyrians, but it is characteristic
of the Persians (cf. Ezra 7:14; Est 1:13; Dan 6:17).”' Jonah says at 1:9
that he adores the Eternal, the God of heaven. This divine epithet
was popular in the fifth century B.C.E. Approaching the question
from the other side, we may note that the Book of Tobit, written in

70 Before Sennacherib, Nineveh was simply a cultic site of Ishtar. Sennacherib made it
a great city, protected by walls and equipped with an irrigation system: cf. Parrot, Nnive
et PAncien “Testament, 1953. Ninus, who is the founder of Niniveh in the Greek tradition
(Diodorus 2.1), is probably Sennacherib: cf. H. Léwy, FVES 11 (1952), p. 266.

I On the council and the governors of the king of Persia, cf. Herodotus 3.31,
84, 118; Xenophon, Anabasis 1.6; Ezra 4:9, 17 and 5:3 and 6:6; A. Cowley, Aramaic
Papyri, 1926, nr. 6, 21, 26, and 30; G.C. Cameron, Persepolis Treasury Tablets, 1948, nr.
15: orders were proclaimed in the name of N.N. and his companions. Ezra was sent
to Jerusalem “by the king and his seven counselors” (Ezra 5:14). The seven men who
see the face of the king ( Jer 52:25) are high dignitaries in the court at Jerusalem. The
expression “great men” is also found at 2 Kg 10:11; cf. also Nah 3:17. — Y. Kaufmann,
The Religion of Israel, 1962, p. 282, has recently attempted to prove that the Book of
Jonah was written in the eighth century, but without adducing convincing arguments.
As a matter of fact, the book mentions none of the attacks inflicted on Israel by the
Assyrians, although Shalmaneser III (860-825) had already made war on Israel. On
the “Black obelisk,” we see King Jehu of Israel prostrating himself and bringing tribute
to the conquering king. In 734, Tiglath-Pileser deported the tribes of Naphtali and
Manasseh. The idolatry of Nineveh is not mentioned in the book, and historically
speaking, the pagans did not convert to Judaism; conversion is not mentioned in Jewish
literature anterior to 2 Maccabees. The Ninevites (and the sailors on the boat) simply
acknowledged the power of the Lord.
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the fourth century already quotes Jonah. This means that Jonah was
written roughly in the fifth century B.C.E., or a few decades later. This
means that, at least for the rabbis, although prophecy was something
that belonged to the past and had ceased, as they held, with Haggai,
Zechariah, and Malachi”® (i.e., ca. 500 B.C.E.), the author of Jonah
still sees the prophets in their hairy cloaks, their faces marked by the
wounds which they had inflicted on themselves in their trances, and he
listens to the message they proclaim in their delirium. In the light of
their own experience and taking account of their own needs, the rabbis
and the church fathers saw in Jonah a missionary who (as Jerome puts
it) demanded “a repentance worthy of his preaching.””® The Gospels
too portray Jonah in this way. In the ancient Greek translation of the
book, Jonah is ordered to “proclaim in the city,” but the Hebrew text
says that the prophet is commanded to “cry against” Nineveh, and he
proclaims: “Forty days more, and Nineveh shall be overthrown!” (3:4).
As Augustine says, “Jonah proclaimed not mercy, but the wrath to
come” (annuntiavit Ionas non misericordiam sed iram_futuram), and with this
concise Latin phrase, the famous church father formulates the entire
dialectic problem both of Jonah himself and of the story told about
him. Jonah was not a missionary preacher, but a messenger of the
wrath of God. Nineveh was like Sodom — Kimchi noted that the sin
of Nineveh is described in the same terms as the sin of Sodom — and
Jonah announced the imminent chastisement of the new Sodom.™
Predictions about the fate which awaits us may help us avoid the
traps that lie on the road ahead. A common but fallacious objection,”
emphasized by the skeptic Carneades (214-129 B.C.E.) and taken
up anew by Cicero, is that one who believes in divination is actually
claiming to modify the pre-ordained causality, the existence of which
he postulates in his investigations. However, one who hears the weather
forecast does not hope to modify the weather. He simply wishes to take
into account future atmospheric conditions when he makes his plans
for the coming day. The fatality which is prophesied is conditional:
the event predicted will necessarily occur, provided that such and such a

2 Cf. Bonsirven, Judaisme palestinien 1, p. 256.

8 Jerome, ad Jon 3:4, dignam suae praedicationis paenitentiam flagitabat.

™ Augustine, Sermo 361.2 (PL 39, 161); cf. Titus of Bosra, Adv. Manich. 3.15 (PG
18, 1245¢); Kimchi, ad Jon 3:4, notes that the verb hapach (“to destroy™) occurs in
other hiblical texts in relation to the destiny of Sodom (Gen 19:21, 25; Deut 29:23;
Jer 20:17; Amos 4:11; Lam 4:6).

> Cicero, De divin. 11, 19.
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condition is fulfilled. Before the battle of Thermopylae (480 B.C.E.),
the seer Megistias read in the entrails of the sacrificial victims that the
defenders of the narrow pass would all die in battle. He sent his son
back home, but remained with the Spartans. As we can read in his
epitaph, although he knew for certain that a hostile fate was drawing
nearer, he did not dare abandon the captains of Sparta.

Apollo warned Laius not to have any children. Trying to outwit
his destiny, Laius abandoned Oedipus immediately after his birth. As
the Stoic Chrysippus (280-207 B.C.E.) explained, if Apollo had not
given this oracle, Oedipus would have known his parents and would
not have assassinated his father or married his mother. Apollo knew
that Laius would disobey, and the oracle was given to set in train the
whole chain of events, in order that in this way the destinies of the
various characters would be fulfilled. Nevertheless, Laius could have
escaped his destiny, if he had taken heed of the prediction and had
not begotten a child.”

When his diviners promise King Zakir of Hama, a contemporary of
Amos, that the siege of his city will be lifted, it is clear once again that
Zakir has the choice of continuing to resist his enemies, or surrender-
ing. Transmitting an oracle to a king of Mari, his governor adds: “My
lord may do whatever seems right to him.” Among the Hebrews, the
questions put to a diviner or a prophet of the Lord presuppose in the
same way the bifurcation of the path in the future (duplex eventus): “Shall
I go up to attack Ramoth-Gilead, or shall I desist?” (1 Kg 22:26).”
Thus, the diviner was frequently a counselor; and “counsel given by
Ahithophel was respected as much as an oracle of God himself” (2
Sam 16:23).”® The Hebrew prophets had recourse to fata conditionalia
in their warnings: “Thus says the Eternal to the house of Israel: Seek
me and you will live... but do not enter into Gilgal... for Gilgal shall

’® Herodotus 7.228. — W.C.. Greene, Moira, 1944, Index s.v. “Laius.” — The tribune
C. Ateius reported ill omens presaging doom for M. Crassus, who was leaving Rome
at that time for his Parthian campaign (53 B.C.E.). In 50, the censor Appius Claudius
excluded Ateius from the senate on the pretext that his revelation had been the cause
of a disaster for the Romans. Nevertheless, Crassus could have escaped the power
of the ill omens simply by putting off his departure: Cicero, De dwin. 1.16, 29. Cf.
J. Bayet, Croyances et rites dans la Rome antique, 1971, p. 353.

7 ANET, p. 623. — M. Noth, “History and the Word of God,” Bulletin of the John
Rylands Library 1950, p. 197. Cf. Jer 37:3; 38:19.

® One who is stupid enough to look for information about the future, e.g. where
and how he will die, provokes destiny and incurs punishment: cf. Plutarch, Lys. 29;
1 Kg 14.
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surely go into exile” (Amos 5:4). “If you are willing and obedient, you
shall eat the good of the land; but if you refuse and rebel, you shall be
devoured by the sword; for the mouth of the Lord has spoken” (Is 1:19).
A wise person could avoid the fata condicionalia by obeying the oracle.
Philosophers in antiquity distinguished this type of pronouncement
from the fata denuntiativa, the declaration of destiny which worked like
a magic spell.” Like it or not, Macbeth will become thane of Cawdor
and king of Scotland. The Pythia had declared that Gyges, who had
assassinated his king, would reign in Lydia, but she added that ven-
geance would fall on the fifth descendant of Gyges, and Croesus was
thus condemned long before his birth. The delirious mouth of Sibyl
(to borrow the expression of Heraclitus, a contemporary of the author
of the Book of Jonah) uttered words which predicted and preordained
events a thousand years in the future. Like the great prophets of Israel,
the Sibyl, “the informative servant maid of Phoebus,” proclaimed
destiny. “She prophesied the collapse of the Greek cities, the foreign
invasions, and the fall of empires.”® The Hebrew prophets were not
simply seers whom one visited in order to “consult God” (1 Sam 9:9),
but also, like the Sibyl, proclaimers of fala denuntiativa, and they spoke
spontaneously, without waiting to be invited. From his village south
of Bethlehem, Amos hurled curses against Damascus and the other
sinful cities: “Thus says the Eternal... I will send a fire on the house
of Hazael...” Such words are no mere conjectures, but sparks which
rekindle destinies that have fallen asleep.

The prediction of a Babylonian seer was both “decision” and “judg-
ment.” Agamemnon reproached the seer Calchas for never pronouncing
a favorable oracle, nor any oracle that was fulfilled in reality.® King
Ahab of Israel detested Micaiah, who never prophesied good, but only
evil (1 Kg 22). At Jerusalem, Isaiah was asked to prophesy “smooth
things,” i.e. an agreeable message (Is 30:10). The seer speaks the truth;

" Servius ad Vergil, Aeneid 4.696, Sunt fata quae dicuntur denuntiativa, sunt alia_fata quae
condicionalia vocantur. Denuntiativa sunt quae omni modo eventura decernunt. .. non polest aliter
evenire. As an example of the fata condicionalia, Servius cites Achilles (Homer, liad 18.88)
and explains: condicionem fati sub duplici eventus exspectatione pendere. He also speaks of the
gemina auctoritas fati.

8 Herodotus, 1.13; Heraclitus apud Plutarch, De Pyth. Orac. 397a and 398-399; on the
Erythraean inscription of the Sibyl of the year 162 B.C.E., cf. A. Kurfess, Sibyllinische
Weissagungen, 1951; Cicero, De diwin. 1.46 and 48.

81" A. Haldar, Assoctations of Cult Prophets among the Ancient Semites, 1945, p. 3; Homer,
Iliad 1.106.
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an Assyrian diviner wrote, “The message which I have sent you is the
truth.” Socrates affirms that his god gives him signs and that those
who follow his advice meet with success. Xenophon tells us that his
companions would have taken Socrates for a madman and an empty
boaster if he had predicted things revealed to him by his god, but had
then been refuted by events.?” This is what happened to Jeremiah, who
became a laughing-stock when his predictions were not immediately
fulfilled, and he cursed the day of his birth (20:7). The deist Tindal
declared that this biblical verse proves that the prophets were either
deceived or deceivers. We read that God did not allow any of Samuel’s
words to fall to the ground, and that everything he said came to pass;
the false prophets, on the other hand, could only hope that their words
would be confirmed by events. If a prophet speaks in the name of the
Lord, but his prediction is not fulfilled, “this is a thing which the Lord
has not ordained.”®

Jonah went to Nineveh, proclaiming in the name of God that the
city would be destroyed in forty days’ time; but the fata denuntiativa did
not come to pass. Nevertheless, he was not a false prophet — the miracle
of the great fish bears witness to his authority. God did not destroy
the guilty city; and as he tells both the Lord and his reader, Jonah
had suspected from the outset that God would not do so. This is why
the most ancient exegetes of the Book of Jonah whose interpretation
survives show him fleeing from his vocation because — since he was a
prophet — he already knew that his threats against Nineveh would not
be carried out in practice, and that people would mock him as a false
prophet. This interpretation is attested in a homily on Jonah pronounced
in 40 C.E. by Philo, one of the leaders of the Jews in Alexandria, and
it was accepted by some of the church fathers and some of the rabbis.
It recurs in Jewish miscellanies of the middle ages and was discussed
by Ibn Ezra. It was regarded favorably by the great theologian Saadia
(899-942) and by Rashi, the first Jewish commentator on scripture.

8 Waterman I, 369; Xenophon, Memor. 1.1,4; cf. Plutarch, De orac. Delph. 398,
Heliodorus, deth. 11.36. The Latin noun omen signifies literally the declaration of the
truth, cf. R. Bloch, Le Prodige dans Uantiquité classique, 1963, p. 80; cf. the story of the
diviner who staked his life on the veracity of his predictions (Augustine, De civitate Dei
2.24).

8 1 Sam 3:9 and 9:6; Deut 18:22. M. Tindal, Christianity as old as the Creation, ch.
13. On prophetic inerrancy in Jewish philosophy, cf. C. Touati, RHR 174 (1968), pp.
169-173.
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If we look at things in this way, Jonah seems to have been put in
an embarrassing situation. Jerome formulates the prophet’s problem
as follows: he could indeed declare that God is merciful, but in this
case the Ninevites would not have repented; or else he could declare
that God is implacable. He chose the latter solution and thus told lies,
but he was angry at the fact that God had made him a liar. In Philo’s
text, God replies to Jonah: “O prophet, you can say... my humiliation
has brought you honor. If you are troubled by the false character of
your preaching, the accusation is leveled against me, not against you,
o prophet! For you preached, not what you yourself wanted to say, but
what you had received.”®*

From very ancient times, people have firmly believed that in this
sublunary world full of errors and lies, it is only the divine declara-
tions that are true and unshakable. In the third millennium before
the Common Era, a Sumerian hymn proclaims that the word of the
supreme god Enlil is holy and immutable. Around two thousand years
later, in the time of Deutero-Isaiah, the mother of the last Babylonian
King, Nabonides (556-539), in a remarkable document of profound
personal piety, invokes Enlil “whose word is not pronounced twice.”®
The kings imitate the gods. Asarhaddon, king of Assyria (681-669),
proclaimed that his words were immutable.” The plot of the Book of
Esther turns on the principle that a royal order cannot be revoked,

8 Philo 6.41, 48. Cf. Jerome, Dial. Contra Pelag 3.6 (PL 23, 603): indignabatur quondam
et Jonas, cur Deo fuerit wbente mentitus, sed iniusti maeroris arguitur, malens cum pernicie innu-
merabilis populi verum dicere quam cum tantorum salute mentiri. Cf. Gregory Nazianzen, PG
35, 505 and 509; Cyril of Alexandria, PG 71, 607; Theodore of Mopsuestia, PG 66,
341; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, PG 81, 1726; Theophylact, PG 126, 908; Ps.-Tertullian,
De jJona, PL 2, 1165. The fathers of the church often combine this explanation with
the traditional Jewish interpretation. For the middle ages, cf. Pirké R. Eliezer, 10; Ibn
Ezra ad Jon 1:2; Rashi ad Jon 4:1; Midrash Jonah in Beth hamidrash, ed. Jellinek, I,
p- 96; Saadia Gaon, Book of Beliefs and Opinions, Eng. trans. Rosenblatt, Yale Judaica
Series 1, 1948, p. 154. (I am grateful to Professor J. Goldin of Yale University for
these last two references.) — From Jon 4:2 (“in my own country”), the Jewish exegetes
deduced that Jonah had first been sent to announce the destruction of Jerusalem, but
that God had then revoked his decision, so that the Jews had called Jonah a liar. He
did not want to have the same experience in Nineveh.

% On Enlil, cf. S.N. Kramer, HTR 49, 1956, p. 63. On the Harran inscription, cf.
CJ. Gadd, Anatolian Studies 8 (1958), pp. 35%.; Haldar, op. cit., p. 15; L. Diirr, Die Wertung
des gittlichen Wortes, 1938, p. 54; Furlani, “La sentenza di di1,” Memor. Accad. Lincer, ser.
VIII, 1/5 (1950), p. 225. According to the poets of pre-Islamic Arabia, the will of
Allah was immutable: C. Brockelmann, ARWW 21, p. 110; cf. Seneca, De benef 6.25: nec
unquam prime consilic deos paenitet.

% Luckenbill, nr. 596; cf. Dan 6:16.
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once it has been promulgated. And the prophets of Israel, from Isaiah
to Malachi, repeat that the word which comes from the mouth of the
Eternal is a word that will not be revoked (Is 45:23) and that the Lord
does not change (Mal 3:6). In the name of the Lord, Ezekiel assures
those who hear him: “The word that I speak will be fulfilled, says the
Lord God” (12:28). Do we not know that “God is not a human being,
that he should lie, or a mortal, that he should change his mind” (Num
23:19; cf. 1 Sam 15:29)?

Religiously minded readers in the past who took seriously the words
of God could not believe that the word which the Eternal had addressed
to Jonah would fail to come to pass. “Everything that was spoken by
the prophets of Israel, whom God sent, will occur,” writes the author
of Tobit; “Whatever God has said will be fulfilled and will come true;
not a single word of the prophecies will fail.” In this passage (14:1ff),
Tobit, who dies a few decades before the fall of Nineveh (612 B.C.E.),
announces the future collapse of Assyria, taking his stand upon the
oracle of Jonah: “I believe the words of God that Jonah spoke about
Nineveh.” The Book of Tobit was written in a period when even the
site of ancient Nineveh had been forgotten. When Josephus wrote, at
the close of the first century C.E., there was a new (Greek) city of
Nineveh. And so Josephus writes that Jonah had predicted that Assyria
would lose its imperial sovereignty over Asia.?’

Some rabbis held that since the repentance of Nineveh was merely
simulated or temporary, the words of Jonah would be fulfilled only forty
years later (equivalent to the “forty days” in his preaching). Jerome seems
to know this opinion, because he affirms that the Ninevites resumed
their sinful habits and were then condemned without the possibility
of appeal.®®

Other interpreters held that Jonah had misunderstood the true mean-
ing of the oracle which God addressed to him. Philo says that God is
not interested in pulling down stones, but in changing human hearts.
Augustine develops this point of view. If we consider the words of
Jonah on the material level, the prophet seems to have lied; but if we
consider them on the spiritual level, the oracle was indeed fulfilled, since
the sinful Nineveh was indeed overthrown. The rabbis too were familiar
with this interpretation. Playing on the different meanings of the root

8 Tob 14:4; Josephus, Ant. 9.10,2, 214.
8 Ginzberg, VI, 351, nr. 37; Jerome, Prologue to Jonah.



60 THE TWO MISTAKES OF THE PROPHET JONAH

haphach which is employed in the prediction of Jonah, an anonymous
exegete says that Jonah did not know whether Nineveh would turn to
embrace the good (i.e., would “change”) or the bad (i.e., would then
“be overthrown”).®

Some exegetes even went so far as to declare that Jonah’s oracle was
given by God with the express intention that it might not be fulfilled.
Origen, the greatest of the Christian commentators, follows the Platonic
idea of the noble and useful lie which is employed for pedagogical
reasons by a doctor who wishes to help his patient, and tells us that
the oracle of Jonas was a subterfuge: the Ninevites were meant to be
terrified by the proclamation of the imminent fall of their city, and so
find salvation. As Jerome explains, Jonah was wrong to want to con-
demn an innumerable mass of persons, rather than use a useful lie to
try to save them.”

The pious authors of these ingenious hypotheses were reading between
the lines. Nevertheless, they clearly indicate the problem that should
surely make any attentive reader of Jonah perplexed. Commentators
in the past like Kimchi, who took the text seriously, were astonished
at the fragmentary character of the narrative and supposed it to be a
piece taken from a lost book about Jonah. However, the biblical story
1s not about the prophet, but about a prophecy that did not come to
pass. Here, the astonishing goodness of God explains the failure of
Jonah’s prediction. The structure of the book (although not its actual
purpose) is that of a little treatise arguing for the precision of the divine
oracles. Unfortunately, predictions often remain unfulfilled, and this
1s why there must always be people who criticize either the character
of the divination or the seers. Given the character of the available
sources, the criticism which we know best is that of the Greeks. The
reputation of the oracle of Delphi was severely shaken in 546, when
Apollo, admittedly in ambiguous words (“If you cross the Halys, you
will overthrow a mighty kingdom”), encouraged Croesus of Lydia, a
benefactor of Delphi, to make war on Cyrus, king of Persia. Croesus
lost both the war and his kingdom, and the Greek god seemed to have
betrayed the piety of his generous worshiper. On the other hand, the
Persian King Darius (521-486) praised the god for telling the Persians

8 Augustine, Sermo 361, PL 39, 1616; Cf. De civitate Der 22.25; Sanhedrin 89b.

9 Origen, Hom. 19 and 20 on Jeremiah; Daniélou, Origéne, 1955, pp. 2801T; Jerome,
PL 24, 887; Philo had already affirmed (46) that God wanted to save Nineveh by ter-
rifying it. This was the medicine he employed to save Niniveh from death.
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“the entire truth”: it was Apollo who had counseled the city of Cyme
to hand over a suppliant to Darius. At that time, religious exegetes
explained that the oracle had been delivered in order to make the
divine wrath explode against those who were presumptuous enough to
ask what decision Apollo had taken with regard to this impious project.
Some decades later, in an Attic tragedy, Thetis, the mother of Achilles,
complains about the duplicity of Apollo: she had believed that neither
lies nor deceit issued from the mouth of Phoebus. As happened later on
with the Book of Jonah, some devout souls had recourse to the theory
of the useful lie: “The mouth of the god, which does not lie, does not
refrain from just deceit.” But Plato insists that by their nature, the gods
were incapable of lying, and that the stories of lying oracles had been
invented by the poets.”!

Apollo was blamed for having falsely predicted success. An unfa-
vorable prediction which failed to materialize was soon forgotten
and — except in extraordinary cases — could not damage the reputation
of a seer. When a sign was unfavorable, the worshiper tended rather
to plead with the god whom he had offended. Rabbi Jehuda ha Nasi,
in the second century C.E., advised that one who had a dream of 1ill
omen should pray and repent.”

But let us return to the Book of Jonah. The unfavorable prediction
which fortunately fails to come to pass has its parallel in religious sto-
ries or legends. In 692, Babylon revolted against Assyria, and the city
was destroyed by Sennacherib in 689. In 680, however, Asarhaddon,
Sennacherib’s successor, began the reconstruction of the city. In his
inscriptions, he explains that the iniquity of the Babylonians who had
revolted was an offense to Marduk, the divine protector of the city.
Marduk “invented evils” against Babylon and decided that it should lie
desolate for seventy years; but once the heart of the merciful Marduk
was appeased, he felt compassion, and ordered the restoration of
Babylon only eleven years later.”?

9 Herodotus 1.86-91; Plato, Rep. II, 383a and 389; Aeschylus, fragment 31 Nauck,
and Herodotus, 1.66 and 6.80; the letter of Darius I is included in N.M. Tod, Selection
of Greek Historical Inscriptions 1, 1933, nr. 10. Cf. also D. Hage and R. Merkelbach,
Vigiliae Christianae, 1966, p. 86.

9 Midrash Qoheleth 5.6.

9 Luckenbill II, 643; Nabonides gives a different version, ANET, p. 309. Cf. W. von
Soden, Letschrift fiir Assyriologie 51 (1935), p. 130, and 52, 1937, pp. 2244f;; R. Borger,
AfOr. Beiheft 9, 1956, pp. 12ff. The contradiction between the length of the stay in
Egypt announced in Gen 15:13 (400 years) and the sum of 215 years according to
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Like Babylon, Jerusalem experienced simultaneously the just anger
and the astonishing compassion of heaven. After the return from exile,
Zechariah (1:6) reminded his hearers that the words of the prophets had
been fulfilled, and that the Eternal of Hosts had acted in accordance
with his own designs. This is why the author of the Book of Jonah
cannot send his protagonist to speak in Samaria or Jerusalem. Israel
did not repent in time and was pardoned only after experiencing the
burden of the divine wrath.

No one in Jerusalem had ever doubted that the Lord was generous in
his forgiveness. On the banks of the Euphrates, in the Nile valley, and
in the mountains of Asia Minor, repentant sinners humbled themselves
and entrusted themselves fervently to the mercy of Ishtar or Ammon.
If the author of Jonah had visited the Greek island of Delos, he could
have seen with his own eyes the idol of Apollo with the Graces in his
right hand and a bow and arrows in his left hand. The traditional
explanation was that the god was quick to accord his grace and slow
to punish. The God of Israel and the god of the Greeks postponed
the punishment of the wicked, in order to give them time to repent
and change their way of life.”

A word from the god pronounced in time could annul the effect of
a prophecy and change the fata denuntiativa. Before the Persian War,
Apollo told the Athenians that their city would be condemned. When
they insisted on receiving a more favorable oracle, the god acceded to
this request and gave his word of honor that “a wall of wood” would
not be destroyed. This seemed to be a reference to the wooden ships
of the Athenian fleet, and at Salamis, in 480 B.C.E., the Athenians
won the decisive naval victory. — Nathan predicted a terrible chastise-
ment for the house of David, but when the king repented, the prophet
pronounced a new oracle: David would live, but the child whom he

Ex 12:40 and the chronology of the patriarchs is resolved by the suggestion that God
had reduced the period of oppression (Pirké Rabbi Eliezer 48).

9 R. Pleiffer, Ausgewdhlte Schiiften, 1950, p. 552; but the metanoia which Apollo demands
(Gallim. Fragment 114, ed. R. Pfeiffer) is not “repentance,” which in all the oriental
religions — including Judaism and Christianity — is the contrition of the heart. Metanoia
in Greek implies “an intellectual value judgment,” as A.D. Nock notes (Conversion, 1933,
p- 181); this decision refers to future conduct, not to the moral condemnation of the
past. Hamartia 1s not a “sin,” but an “error.” — On the postponed chastisement: cf.
Plutarch, De sera numin. Vind. 6 and De Pyth. orac. 304: a priest of Heracles, Mysogonos,
got drunk and forgot his obligation to observe sexual continence. The Pythia declared
that the deity permits what cannot be avoided. — On the mercy of the oriental gods,
cf. M. Smith, ¥BL 71 (1952), p. 141.
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had begotten in sin would die (2 Sam 12). — Isaiah tells King Hezekiah,
who is ill, that he is going to die. When Hezekiah prays, the Lord
orders the prophet to announce that fifteen years will be added to the
king’s life (Is 38). When Hezekiah sins anew, Isaiah announces that
the Jews will be carried off to Babylon. The king accepts this oracle
submissively, but makes the condition that during the days of his own
life, peace should be preserved. — The divine plans must come to pass,
even when the deity grants a respite. According to the rabbis, if Israel
repents, the fateful decree is not annulled, but redirected against the
Gentiles. In the sermon he delivered after Alaric had sacked Rome in
410, Augustine tells his hearers that a soldier had received the revela-
tion (probably in 398) of the future destruction of Constantinople by
fire from heaven; but like Nineveh, says the bishop, the city repented
and was saved. Nevertheless, as if to authenticate the oracle, on the
day which had been predicted, a cloud of fire drew near to the city
and covered it for a certain period. — When the terrible oracles uttered
by Jeremiah seemed not to be coming to pass, the prophet reproached
God: “O Eternal, you have seduced mel!...” (Jer 20:7).%

And yet, it was the same Jeremiah who called the determinist the-
ology into question. When he noticed how the potters reworked clay
which they had already used, he discovered that God would work in
the same way. The divine decision is not inflexible, and destiny can
be modified.

God can speak against a nation; but if it turns from its iniquity, God
revokes his decision to do it harm. “But if a nation does evil in my sight,
not listening to my voice, then I will change my mind about the good
that I had intended to do to it” ( Jer 18:10). This theory of conditional
prophecy was taken up by other prophets later on, and became part of
Jewish (and subsequently Christian) theology. The oracle is not accom-
plished automatically; its realization depends on human conduct. God
forgives Nineveh, says Jerome, not because some intellectual mistake
or error of judgment had been made when the oracle was given, but
because the Ninevites had changed their manner of life.” There are

95

Herodotus 7.139: in the same way, a presage of evil can be annulled by a con-
tradictory sign; Cicero, De diwv. 1.124; 1 Kg 21:29; Augustine, De excidio urbis Romae, ed.
M.V. O’Reilly, Patristic Studies (Catholic University of Washington) 89, 1955.

% Jerome, ad Jon 3:10, quin potius deus preservavit in proposito suo, misereri volens ab initio,
nemo enim punire desiderans quod facturus est comminatur. Cf. Philo, 2; Origen, Homuly on
Jer 1.1
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however few of us who recall the second part of Jeremiah’s declaration:
the promises of God, just like his threats, depend for their realization
on human conduct. Rabbi Jonathan, quoting Rabbi Jose, affirmed that
no favorable word pronounced by the word of God was ever retracted,
even if it was linked to the fulfillment of certain conditions.” Even
before Rabbi Jose, the author of the Letter to the Hebrews declared
that God is unchanging in his promises to Abraham, because “it is
impossible that God should lie” (6:18).

As a matter of fact, Jeremiah was confusing two kinds of future,
and hence two kinds of prophesying. Later, these were studied and
distinguished by the Greek philosophers: destiny, with the possibility
of an alternative or a conditional destiny (“/f you cross the Halys,
you will overthrow a mighty kingdom™), and the declarative prophecy
which is absolute.

Jeremiah hoped against hope that his people would convert at the last
minute so that the ultimate condemnation could be avoided. He wrote
down all his prophecies on a scroll of parchment so that the people of
Judah, aware of all that God intended to do to them, would abandon
their evil way. This means that he understood the words of the prophets
who had spoken before him as a conditional prediction ( Jer 25:4).

The anthropocentric theory of Jeremiah, which makes destiny depen-
dent on the changing conduct of human beings, chimed in with the
hopes of the people. In 609, he was threatened with the death sentence
because “he preached against the city.” His accusers believed in the
efficacy of oracles. But some of the elders were unwilling to agree with
the people; they cited the case of an oracle similar to those of Jeremiah
(Mic 3:12), which had failed to come to pass because King Hezekiah
pleaded with the Lord ( Jer 26).

VII

The destiny of the Ninevites demonstrated to the rabbis the conditional
nature of the divine decrees of condemnation. In his commentary on
Jonah, Tanchuma of Jerusalem reaffirms this principle. But he asks: if
this is indeed so, why did Jonah flee, and why was he angered when
the Ninevites amended their ways and God revoked their punishment?

97 Berachoth 7a.
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The answer — which a thirteenth-century Jew could not imagine — is
that Jonah refused to accept the perspective of Jeremiah and Ezekiel,
who see the prophet no longer as the herald of God, but as the sentinel
of his people who sounds the trumpet to warn them of approaching
danger (Ezek 3:16; 33:1-9). As Jerome explains in his commentary on
Ezekiel, this image means that the prophets predicted the punishment
in order that it might not actually come to pass. Cyril of Alexandria,
adopting a suggestion of Philo, pictures Jonah reproaching God: “Why
have you ordered me to proclaim the catastrophe in vain?” In the same
way, the rabbis refer to the two contradictory oracles about Hezekiah
(Is 38) and picture Isaiah protesting to God: “First you say one thing
to me, and then another!”%

Jonah, who had predicted the re-establishment of the frontiers of
Israel (2 Kg 14:25), did not want to proclaim an oracle which he knew
in advance would not come to pass: “for I knew that you are a gracious
God and merciful, slow to anger, and abounding in steadfast love, and
ready to relent from punishing” ( Jon 4:2). With the exception of this
last attribute, these terms are taken from a longer list in Ex 34, a pas-
sage to which scriptural authors often refer. In his affliction, a psalmist
repeats only those attributes concerning the divine mercy (Ps 103:8),
while Nahum insists, in his condemnation of Nineveh, that the Lord is
slow to anger and does not let the guilty go unpunished. Jonah quotes
the formula in exactly the same terms as Joel (2:13). Literary allusions
of this kind help make clear what a biblical author meant. For Joel, an
invasion of grasshoppers was the signal that the day of judgment was
approaching, and he urges the people: “He is gracious and merciful...
abounding in steadfast love, and relents from punishing.” (These last
words are added by Joel to the usual list of divine attributes.) “Who
knows whether he will not turn and relent?” ( Joel 2:13f.). The author
of the story of Jonah portrays the king of the Ninevites employing this
same expression of hope: “Who knows? God may repent and change his
mind” (3:9). But the prophet Jonah takes up Joel’s description of God,
not to encourage those who are repenting, but in order to explain why
he had fled from a mission which would have resulted in the Ninevites’
repentance, thereby averting the punishment which God wanted to
inflict on the sinners. It is this almost mechanical reciprocity between

% Jerome ad Ezek 33:1 (PL 25, 332); Philo, 40; Midrash Qoheleth 5:6 (on Is 38).
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the human person’s repentance and the changing spirit of God that
kindles the wrath of the prophet Jonah.

Are sins wiped out by repentance? Citing the example of Nineveh, the
rabbis declared that even if God has decided on the death of someone,
he would “repent” at once if that person “repented.” Nevertheless, they
had also heard of people who hoped that they would be able to commit
sins, then subsequently repent and be saved. Julian the Apostate was
shocked by the Christian idea that baptism washed away all sins, and
Jerome condemned the doctrine of Origen, who held that repentance
brought a complete pardon.” Without wishing to read between the lines,
we can understand why the prophet Jonah protested against an idea
popular in his days, viz. that repentance re-established the sinner in the
divine favor: “Return to me, and I will return to you” (Mal 3:7).

VIII

The author of the story of Jonah draws a contrast between the thesis
put forward by Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Joel, and Malachi — if you repent,
God too will repent — and the antithesis put forward by Jonah, i.e. that
once the Eternal has uttered a word, it must remain unshakable. In the
story, God does not condescend to argue against the outbreak of anger
on the part of his prophet. As Philo says, after curing the Ninevites,
God then tends to the sickness of Jonah by offering him the “parable”
(to use Ibn Ezra’s word) of the gourd. And God says to his prophet:
“You are concerned about the bush, for which you did not labor... And
should not I be concerned about Nineveh, that great city?” (4:10f.). The
story finishes with a reproach. The verb “to be concerned about” (or
“to spare”; Hus translates: “to have pity on”) is used here for the first
time in the narrative. This has nothing to do with the ideas of pardon
or repentance; it indicates a sovereign and arbitrary action by which the
enemy may choose (or not) to spare the population of a captured city
(Jer 21:7). The ideal king “will have pity on the weak and the poor”
(Ps 72:13). Nehemiah the Just concludes his memoirs by praying God
to “remember” him according to the greatness of his mercy (chesed).

When he employs this verb, the author of Jonah is once again
drawing inspiration for his narrative from Joel, who exhorts Jerusalem

9 Yoma 8.9, Schechter, p. 328; Julian, Caes. 336b; Jerome, ad Jon 3:6-9; cf. J. Forget
in Dictionnaire de Théologie catholique, 8/1, 980ff.
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to address the following plea in the Temple: “Spare your people, O
Eternal!” (2:17).

Here, the appeal is made not to the mercy of God, but to his con-
cern for his “reputation” in the eyes of other nations.'” Once again,
Joel helps us here to understand the Book of Jonah. As David Kimchi
rightly observes in his commentary on the conclusion to this book,
God saves Nineveh for the sake of his own glory, because both human
persons and animals are his own creatures.

The thesis of Jeremiah and the antithesis of Jonah are reconciled and
superseded by the author in what we might call a Hegelian synthesis.
As the ancient Jewish commentators noted, he was writing a parable for
Jerusalem. Cyril of Alexandria wondered why Jonah had been sent to
a city as distant as Nineveh, rather than to a city like Tyre; he answers
that this was intended to prove that the divine mercy saves even the
worst of sinners.'”’ An Egyptian story in the demotic tongue, which
was told anew in the reign of the Roman emperor Augustus, included
the prophecy of an Assyrian invasion and the installation of Egyptian
gods in Nineveh.'”” Both Jeremiah (13:14) and Ezekiel (24:14) predicted
that God would not spare Jerusalem, and their oracles eventually came
to pass. The author of Jonah tells his story to a city which is rebuilt,
but still sinful. Since God once spared Nineveh, why should he not also
take the sovereign decision to spare Jerusalem?

The Jews were not the only chosen people. As a matter of fact, there
was not one single tribe that had not been chosen by heaven. Israel
was the people of the Eternal, just as Ashur was the city of the god
Ashur. The legislator Solon, a contemporary of Jeremiah, speaks of
his city in language which recalls the warnings of the Hebrew proph-
ets: our city will never be overthrown by the will of Zeus “because
Pallas Athene stretches out her hands over it and protects it.” But the
citizens themselves threaten the existence of Athens by their cupidity
and anarchy.'” In exactly the same way, the Jews were sure that the
Eternal would protect Jerusalem: “The Eternal is in our midst, harm
cannot touch us.”

10 Cf. J. Lindblom, Prophecy in Ancient Israel, 1962, p. 380.

0 Cyril of Alexandria, PG 71, 601.

12 The story of Bocchoris is summarized by J. Krall in Festschrift M. Biidinger, 1898,
pp. Uff. CE Pap. Oxy, XXII, 2332, I, 34.

15 Solon apud Demosthenes 19.255.
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It was impossible to imagine Pallas without the Athenians; and, as
Jeremiah pointed out, no other people had ever abandoned its gods.
But Israel unceasingly committed apostasy, so that God was in fact free
to abandon the nation he had chosen. In other lands, the relationship
between a people and its heavenly protector belonged to the natural
order of things; but the bond between the Eternal and Israel was the
result of a free act of choice. Torah does not tell us why God called
Abraham rather than his brother Nahor, nor why, before the twins
were born, he chose Jacob rather than Esau. The Eternal had chosen
Israel. This favor might seem unjustified, or even unreasonable, but God
had made his choice because he loved Isracl (Deut 7:8). The prophets
knew that he could not continue loving Israel for long (Hos 9:15): God
wanted to repudiate Jerusalem, the city he had chosen (2 Kg 23:27),
and to reject Judah (Jer 14:19).

The Jews were the children of Abraham, but as John the Baptist told
them (Matt 3:9), “God is able from these stones to raise up children
to Abraham.” “Did I not bring Israel up from the land of Egypt, and
the Philistines from Caphtor and the Arameans from Kir?” (Amos
9:7). The claim of the Christian church to be the “true Israel” which,
thanks to God’s favor, has supplanted the rebellious Isracl may or may
not be unfounded, but it is not actually absurd — however, one cannot
imagine any other people declaring that it, rather than the Assyrians,
was the people of the god Ashur.!™ It is not by chance that the new
faith was born in Palestine. There was no place outside Israel for a
new religion.

The pagan gods were inseparable from their respective peoples
because these gods were a part of nature, just like the landscapes where
their cities stood. In all the ancient mythologies from India to Egypt and
Greece, matter is antecedent to the gods, who are merely the organizers
of the universe. The cosmic order and its truths are superior both to
gods and to human persons, whereas the God of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob is the creator. When the Jews began to philosophize in the period
of hellenism, they recognized this essential difference between the Lord
and the pagan pantheon. When the heroic mother whose seven sons
are killed by Antiochus IV exhorts them to hold firmly to the faith of
their ancestors, she speaks of God who created all things out of nothing,

10 M. Simon, Verus Israel, 1948.
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and concludes that he can also refashion the human body after death.
Paul takes up this argument: “God who gives life to the dead and calls
into existence the things that do not exist” (Rom 4:17).'%

The Christian apologists Justin, Theophilus, and Athenagoras repeat-
edly emphasized that the pagan gods did not exist in the beginning,
As the German philosopher Hegel (1770-1831), who knew the Bible
well, remarked, nature is the first and fundamental existing reality in
the East, but it is reduced in scripture to the status of a simple creature.
God is absolute causality.'™

Although Apollo was incapable of annulling the “fatal condemna-
tion” of Croesus, on whom the sin of his ancestor Gyges had fallen,
he postponed the downfall of the king for three years, thus saving
his life. Marduk could not wipe out the sentence of seventy years of
desolation which he himself had decreed, but he turned over the clay
tablet on which the sentence had been written, so that in the cuneiform
script the number 70 now looked like the number 11."" But the God
of Jonah could annul the judgment he had pronounced on Nineveh,
if he so desired.

Since he is absolute causality (to use Hegel’s term), the Lord is the
only one who is genuinely omnipotent. He does not even need to keep
his word. In Philo’s homily, the Lord cautions Jonah: “I am the absolute
autocrat, I who terrified the Ninevites. I had the authority to establish
and to annul the law; to change the sentence of death.” In the same way,
the rabbis contrasted a human judge, powerless to revoke the sentence
he had uttered, with God for whom everything is possible. “There is
no response to be given to him when ‘he spoke — and the world came
into being.” Accordingly, each one of his words is true and each one of
his decisions is just.” As Calvin said, “Let us learn from the example
of Jonah not to measure the judgments of God by our own wisdom.”
This wise ignorance is no burden on the author or the reader of Jonah.

1059 Macc 7:23, Paul, Rom 4:17. Cf. Hermas, Mand. 1.2; Origen, Heracl. 1;
Theophilus, Ad Autolycum 1.12; Athenagoras, Apol. 18; etc. On Philo, cf. H. Wolfson,
Philo, I, 1941, pp. 2921 This truth was so obvious to the rabbis that they did not feel the
need to emphasize it particularly. On cosmogonies, cf. U. Bianchi, Zeogonie e cosmogonze,
1960, and the volume La naissance du monde in Sources Orientales, 1960.

106 Cf. Hegel, Philosophie der Geschichte, III, Abt.: Judaea: “nature is now degraded to
the status of a creature”; cf. Hegel, Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Weltgeschichte, 11:
“Die orientalische Welt,” ed. G. Lasson, 1923.

17 Herodotus, 1.91.
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Heraclitus, a contemporary of this book, believed that time (which
changes all things) leads us like a child playing draughts. Plato, para-
phrasing Heraclitus, believed that we are puppets in the hands of the
gods, invented to serve as their toys or else for some purpose of which
we ourselves know nothing. But Jonah and his readers knew that their
God, slow to anger and rich in mercy, is not a “puppet maker,” even
if his ways are often incomprehensible to the human spirit. The story
of Jonah teaches us that God is merciful, but he is merciful because
he is the creator. As Kimchi puts it, quoting Ezek 43:7, God created
human beings for his glory, and he grants them pardon for the love of
his glory. In Augustine’s words, gratia gratis datur.'” An interpretation
of the story of Jonah in human terms will judge it in relation to the
needs and the spirit of the human person, but this interpretation is
erroneous. “Not to us, O Eternal, give the glory, not to us, but to your
name give glory!...” (Ps 115).!%

19 Philo, 46; Pesikta Rabbati, quoted by S. Lieberman, Jewish Quarterly Review 35,
1944, p. 34; Calvin, Opera 43, 1890, p. 264: discamus Jonae exemplo non metiri proprio
sensu Det judicium. — Kimchi ad Jon 4:10; Heraclitus, fragment 52 Diels; Plato, Laws
I, 644d. — In the Midrash on Jonah, the prophet says: “O God, govern the world in
accordance with your mercy, as it is said: “To the Lord our God belong mercy and
pardon’” (Dan 9:9). Cf. Is 37:35; 48:9; Ps 23:3; Testament of Abraham 11.

19 Cf. Four Strange Books of the Bible, 1967, ch. 1.



THE EDICT OF CYRUS IN EZRA!

Into the enchanted palace of Orientalism, which changes daily by the
magic of new discoveries, a classicist enters with reluctance — and at
his own peril. The present writer, however, was led by his investiga-
tions of the formulae of Greek and Roman state acts to examine the
Persian document in Ezra 1.

There are in Ezra two ordinances of Cyrus concerning the Return from
the Captivity: one in Hebrew (Ezra 1, 2—4), the other in Aramaic (Ezra
6, 3-5). Some scholars regard both instruments as two versions of the
same royal edict; but, since a comparison of the two texts discloses very
great differences, they conclude that at least one of the two ordinances
cannot be authentic.? Critics who accept as genuine the Aramaic tran-
scripts of other Persian records in Ezra, reject the Hebrew Edict of

' Cf. the “Introductions” to the Old Testament by R.H. Pfeiffer, 1941, by
O. Eissfeldt, 1965, by G. Fohrer, 1968, and by A. Robert and A. Feuillet, 1968, who
refer to the literature on the subject. In this article their works and the commentar-
ies on the Bible, particularly on the book of Ezra, are generally referred to by the
name of the author alone. Other abbreviations particular to this article are: Bacher =
W. Bacher, Die Agada der palistinischen Amorder, 1-111, 1892-1899; Borger = R. Borger,
Die Inschrifien Assarhadons = Archiv fir Orientforschung, Beiheft 9, 1956; Breasted =
J-H. Breasted, Ancient Records of Egypt 1-V, 1905-1907; Cowley = A.E. Cowley, Aramaic
Papyr, 1923; Dandamayev = M. Dandamayev, lran pri pervych Achemenidach, Gadd =
C.J. Gadd, The Harran Inscription of Nabonidus, Anatolian Studies VIII, 1958, pp.
35-92; Galling = K. Galling, Studien zur Geschichte Israels im Persischen Zettalter, 1964;
Landsberger, Brief = B. Landsberger, Mededelingen (of the Netherlands Academy) N.R.
XXVIII, 6, 1965; Luckenbill = E.D. Luckenbill, Ancient Records of Assyria and Babylonia,
I-11, 1926; Porten = B. Porten, Archives from Elephantine, 1968; Posener = G. Posener,
La premiére domination perse en Egypte, 1935; RLA = Reallexicon der Assyrologie; Rogers
= R.W. Rogers, Cunetform Parallels to the Old Testament, 1912; Smith = Sidney Smith,
Isaiah, Chapters XLI-LV, 1944; M. Smith = Morton Smith, Palestinian Parties and Politics,
1971; Thomas = D. Winton Thomas (ed.), Documents from Old Testament Times (Harper
Torchbook); Torrey = C.C. Torrey, Ezra Studies, 1910.

? For this reasoning see e.g., Batten, ad Ezra 1, 4; Lods, The Prophets and the Rise of
Fudaism, 1937, p. 185; R. Kittel, Geschichte des Volkes Israel 111, 2, 1929, p. 318; K. Galling,
Syrien in der Politik der Achaemeniden bis 448 v. Chr (A0 XXXVI, 3—4; 1937), p. 31.
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Cyrus,” which has few defenders; and, following Torrey, some regard the
Aramaic instrument as unreliable.* As a matter of fact, this deductive
reasoning is deceptive because it is based on a fallacy of presumption.
An examination of the formulae of both documents show that they
are not two variants of the same record but two independent records
concerning the same case.

Let us quote first the Aramaic document (6, 3—5). It runs as follows.
“Memorandum. In the first year of Cyrus the king. Cyrus the king
set down® an order concerning the house of God in Jerusalem. Let
the house be built. .. also the vessels of the house of God... let them
restore... and thou shalt put them in the house of God”.

This is an order in the form of an impersonal enactment. Such a
minute recorded a single decision, given orally at a cabinet meeting
or pursuant to a report presented for consideration. Accordingly, the
record was put down on a separate piece of writing material and being
a separate piece in the file had its own heading. The Greek name for
such a draft is Aypomnematismos, the Aramaic term a word of the same
meaning, dicrind (7719927, Ezra 6, 2), that is “Memorandum”.” Such
Memoranda are mentioned as initiating administrative action in the day-
book of the Persian arsenal at Memphis, from 484 B.C.;® specimens
of that instrument have been preserved among the Aramaic papyri
unearthed at Elephantine’ and in cuneiform texts from the Persian
treasury at Persepolis.'” Such “memos” could be written on any mate-
rial. While “memos” on clay tablets were arranged in “file cabinets”

® See, e.g, R. de Vaux. RB, 1937, p. 41 = Id. Bible et Orient, 1967, p. 87; H.H.
Schaeder, Ezra der Schreiber, 1930, p. 29; S. Mowinckel, Studien zum Buche Ezra-Nehemiah,
1965, p. 8; Galling, pp. 61-77; M. Noth, The History of Israel, 2nd ed.; 1972, p. 308;
M. Smith, p. 244, n. 16. Cf. also the introductions referred to in n. 1 and the authori-
tative commentaries, e.g., the commentaries of W. Rudolph, 1949 and of R. Bowman
in Interpreter’s Bible 111, 1954.

* Batten, Lc

> For the interpretation of the text cf. R. de Vaux, RB, 1937, p. 35 = Id. Bible e
Orient, pp. 83—-119.

% The technical expression QYY QW (sim te@m) is used likewise in the Elephantine
papyri and in the day-book of the Persian arsenal at Memphis (see n. 8).

7 Aegyptus 1933, p. 353.

8 R.A. Bowman, A¥SL, 1941, p. 302.

9 Cowley, No. 32.

1" G.G. Cameron, The Persepolis Treasury Tablets, 1946, p. 25. Cf. R.T. Hallock, FNES,
1960, p. 90 and, particularly, M. Dandamayev, Festschrift W, Brandenstein = Innsbrucker
Beitrige zur Kulturgeschichte, 14, 1968, p. 237.
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' “memos” on papyrus

chronologically or according to subject matter,
were glued together into a volume.

Cyrus’ memorandum (Ezra 6, 3) belongs to the same class of official
records. Materially, it is an instruction to the royal treasury concerning
the expenses for building anew the Temple in Jerusalem.'? Formally, it is
a dicrona, as its opening word says, written in the third person; although
in the last sentence the treasurer is addressed directly."”” Destined for
the bureaux, the mandate was, of course, not made public. Twenty years
later, in 520 B.C., the Jewish authorities in Jerusalem did not have a
copy of the document and could only vaguely presume that the origi-
nal might be found “in the royal treasuries” of Babylon (Ezra 5, 17)."
But the document was stored at Ecbatana, where Cyrus stayed in the
summer of his first year (538 B.C.)."

Let us now return to the Hebrew instrument transcribed in Ezra 1.
Introducing the quotation, the Chronicler says that Cyrus “caused a
voice to pass through all his kingdom. .. announcing as follows”. The
hagiographer speaks of a verbal promulgation made by heralds sent
throughout the Empire. In the same way, Ezra and Nehemiah issue
summonses through all Judaea convening all the people at Jerusalem
for gatherings.'® Oral announcements of matters the authorities desired
to make known to the population was the usual method of publica-
tion in the ancient world. Heralds are often mentioned in cuneiform
texts;'” there was an office of the Royal Herald in Egypt'® as well as

"' Cf. N. Schneider, Orientalia, 1940, p. 7.

12 Cf. the list of restored sacred utensils in Ezra 1,7-11, explained by Galling, pp.
78-88.

'3 Such an anacoluthon, which troubles commentators (see Julius A. Bewer, Der Text
des Buches Ezra, 1922, p. 62) often occurs in Persian documents. Cf. above n. 10; the
Behistun inscription c. 4, 67 ap. R.G. Kent, Old Persian, 1955, p. 132; Ezra 7, 12—-16.
Cf. J. Friedrich, Orentalia, 1943, p. 32.

" On archives in royal “treasure-houses” cf. Strabo, XV, p. 735; PJ. Junge, Klio,
1940, p. 30.

15 Fzra 6,1 Cf. Kittel (n. 2), III, 2, 312. It is difficult to say whether the megillah
(that is, the volumen) mentioned here was a folded sheet of papyrus or a roll of sheets
glued together to form a volume of royal “memoranda” from the first year of Cyrus’
reign.

6 Ezra 10, 7; Neh. 8, 15. Cf. Exod. 36, 6; II Chr. 24, 9; 30, 5. Here, and also in
30, 1, the word ‘ggeret means “the official message”.

' E. Ebeling, RLA 1, p. 322; idem. Neubabyl. Briefe (Abh. Bayer: Akad., N.F. 30, 1949,
No. 255.

'8 Breasted, V (Index), p. 57, s.v.
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at the court of Jerusalem.'” The Prophets like to present their utter-
ances as God’s proclamations to his people:* “One says: ‘Proclaim’.
And he says: ‘What shall I proclaim?’” (Isa. 40, 6). “Go, and cry in
the ears of Jerusalem, saying: “Thus says the Lord’” (Jer. 2, 1). The
Persian law acknowledged the validity of ordinances brought into force
by oral promulgation. Ior instance, Pseudo-Smerdis sent messengers
throughout the Empire to announce his coming to the throne. When
the herald dispatched to Egypt “cried” in the midst of Cambyses’ camp,
Cambyses merely inquired whether the messenger had received the
order from his pretended brother personnally or through one of the
courtiers.”! Whereas royal letters were always written in Aramaic (even
if addressed to the Greeks)”” verbal announcements were necessarily
made in the local language. Thus, a Persian herald addressed the Ten
Thousand in Greek.” Likewise, when Persian heralds were dispatched
throughout Thrace to prepare the supply system for Xerxes’ expedi-
tion?* they would hardly have made the proclamations in Aramaic, a
language unintelligible to the population. This difference between official
correspondence and official verbal announcement explains why the
Chronicler quotes Persian documents in Aramaic but reproduces Cyrus’
proclamation in Hebrew.” It is also quite natural that the proclamation
was read in Jerusalem where the official language was still Hebrew in
the time of Nehemiah.?

The king’s word allowing the return of the Jews to their ancestral
homes must have taken the form of a proclamation by heralds in all

" R. de Vaux, RB, 1939, p. 395 = Idem, Bible et Orient, 1967, p. 190. Cf. TD.N.
Mettinger, Solomonic State Officials, 1971, pp. 52-56.

2 1. Lindblom, Die litterarische Gattung der prophetischen Literatur (Uppsala Univ. Arskrift,
1924), p. 98).

21 Herod., I, 62. Cf. E. Herzfeld, Zoroaster and his World, 1947, p. 171, p. 224.

# Thuc., IV, 50, 2.

2 Xen., Anab., 11, 1, 7. Cf. Herod., VII, 131; Plut., Them., 6.

% Herod., VII, 119.

% Demotic correspondence between the Egyptian priests at Elephantine and
the Persian satrap, Pherendates, gives “copies”, i.e., translations of the original text
(E. Bresciani in Studi classici e orientali VII, 1958, p. 133). On the other hand, Darius’
proclamation, preserved in the great trilingual inscription at Behistun, was officially
translated and published in Babylonian, Aramaic, Egyptian, and, probably, in many
other languages. Cf. Dandamayev, pp. 83-92.

% Neh. 13, 24. In Cyrus’ time, the Jews in Babylonia still used the ancestral lan-
guage; see S. Daiches, The Jews in Babylonia, 1912, p. 30. The Eretrians deported to
Persia still spoke their “old language” some fifty years later (Herod., VI, 119). Cf.
E. Herzfeld, The Persian Empire, 1968, p. 11. The Milesians, transferred to Central Asia
in 479, were still bilingual 150 years later (Curt. Ruf. VII, 5, 29).
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of the Diaspora under Cyrus’ sway. Second Isaiah speaks of “the mes-
senger of good tidings”, who announces salvation and God’s return to
Zion (Isa. 57, 7). And again: “Go you forth from Babylon... proclaim
this... make it go out even to the end of the earth; say: “The Lord has
redeemed His servant Jacob’” (Isa. 48, 20).

Thus, there were (at least) two orders of Cyprus relevant to the
Return from Captivity: a royal proclamation addressed to the Jews and
published by the heralds everywhere and in many languages, including
Hebrew (Ezra 1);* and, on the other hand, a memorandum to the royal
treasurer, in Aramaic, which was not made public at the time.

II

The restoration of the Temple and the repatriation of the Exiles go
together.”® Second Isaiah sees Cyrus saying to Jerusalem: “She shall be
built”, and to the Temple: “You shall be founded” (Is. 44, 28). Thus, if
the memorandum referring to Cyrus’ order to build the Temple (Ezra
6, 3-5) is genuine, and the return of the sacred vessels of the Temple
by Cyrus (Ezra, 1, 7-11; 5, 14) is historical, as almost all critics assert,
there must have been a Return from the Captivity under Cyrus, and,
therefore, the Persian king must have issued a proclamation summon-
ing the Exiles back to Jerusalem. Thus, the position of scholars who
accept the authenticity of the Aramaic memorandum, but deny that of
the Hebrew document is untenable. On the other hand, radical critics,
who doubt the whole history of the Return under Cyrus and, thus, the
genuiness of the related documents, have logic, if not history, on their
side. Of course, to be consistent, they should also have condemned the
Cyrus oracles of Second Isaiah as later fakes.”

2 Cf. I Chr. 30, 6; Neh. 8, 15; Dn. 3, 4. Galling, p. 65, finds it “curious” that
Cyrus’ edict has no address, but he confuses oral and written messages. Galling,
p- 67, also objects that for the Chronicler, Judaea remained empty before the Return
(I Chr. 36, 20; a rhetorical paraphrase of II Kings 25, 11). But the edict was issued
by Cyrus, and not by the hagiographer.

% Cf. Ps. 147, 2; H.L. Ginsberg, Eretz-Israel IX, 1969, p. 49. Further cf. Cyrus’
cylinder (ANET, p. 315), the restoration of Sin’s temple and of the city of Harran by
Nabonidus (ANET, p. 560), or of Babylon by Esarhaddon (below, p. 100). For Greek
parallels cf. L. Robert, C.R.Ac. Inscr, 1969, p. 61. The other way around, gods and
their worshippers were deported together. See, e.g., Is. 46, 1. Cf. A. Alt, Kleine Schrifien
II, 1953, p. 237, D. L. Wiseman, Chronicles of the Chaldean Kings, 1956, p. 55.

% Cf. C.C. Torrey, The Second Isaiah, 128, p. 40. On the history of the hypothesis
denying the Restoration under Cyrus cf. W.E Stinespring’s Introduction to the reprint
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It is another question, however, whether the text of the proclama-
tion is trustworthy as given by the Chronicler or whether its original
form has been more or less altered by the hagiographer. The latter
opinion is held even by the exegetes who maintain the authenticity of
the scriptural account.™ Radical critics assume that counterfeiting of
this text is manifest at first glance.”

Modern translators render the text as follows.” “Thus saith King
Cyrus of Persia: ‘All the kingdoms of the earth has YHWH, the God
of heaven, given me, and He has charged me to build a house for Him
in Jerusalem, which is in Judah. Whosoever is among you of all His
people, his God be with him, and let him go up to Jerusalem, which
is in Judah, and build the house of YHWH, the God of Israel, He is
the God who is in Jerusalem. And whosoever is left, in any place where
he sojourns, let the men of his place support him with silver, and with
gold, and with goods, and with beasts, beside the freewill-offering for
the house of God which is in Jerusalem’” (Ezra 1, 2—4).

Ciritics discover in these three verses a flagrant anachronism, many
suspect expressions, and historical nonsense. It seems to me, however,
that their objections are based on misinterpretations.

All commentators regard the title of Cyrus in the proclamation as
anachronistic.”® They lay stress on the fact that no Achaemenid was
ever styled “King of Persia” in royal inscriptions and Babylonian con-
tracts. The argument seems decisive, but it is only delusive. We cannot
infer from the official style of one type of document results valid for
another. As a matter of fact, the royal style of the Achaemenian house
changed with the language of the instrument and with its formula.** For
instance, Darius I is called in his Persian “display” inscription, erected
in Egypt: “The great king, king of kings, king of countries, containing

of Torrey’s Ezra Studies, 1970, p. XIVf. Galling’s hypothesis (above, n. 2) that the
Return took place under Cambyses has been refuted by H.H. Schaeder, OLZ, 1938,
p- 103 and by Smith, p. 145.

%0 See e.g., J. Goettsberger, Die Biicher der Chronik, 1939, ad II Chron 36, 23.

3 See e.g, Ed. Meyer, Die Enistehung des Judentums, 1896, p. 49; Schaeder (n. 3),
p- 29. Cf. Galling, p. 611F.

2 The translation follows (with some minor changes) the version published by the
Jewish Publication Society. All other translations in modern languages agree, so far as
I know, with the quoted one.

# The argument has already been advanced by H. Ewald, History of Israel V, p. 48
and has been repeated and maintained by all critics since.

3 A convenient concordance of pertinent data is presented by R.D. Wilson, in
Festschrift Edward Sachau, 1915, p. 179.
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all (kinds) of men, king of this great earth, far and wide”, etc.,” while
on hieroglyphic monuments he receives the appellation of a Pharaoh:
“King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Lord of the Two Lands”, etc.® In
the dates of business documents, written in Egypt, in Demotic*” as well
as in Aramaic,” the same ruler is simply styled: “Darius, the King”.
But in the dates of cuneiform contracts, drawn in Mesopotamia® or
even in Syria,* Darius is designated: “King of Babylon, king of lands”.
Again, in the dating clause of Elamite drafts from the royal treasury
at Persepolis under the same ruler no king is mentioned but only year
and month.*' Since we do not have any parallel text to Cyrus’ Hebrew
proclamation it is futile to argue whether the title given here to the king
is trustworthy or not. But we can prove that it is not anachronistic.
Ciritics repeat that once Persia had been absorbed in the worldwide
empire of Cyrus after his conquest of Babylon, the title “King of Persia”
was no longer employed officially. In fact, Greek terminology shows that
the Achaemenids were known in the West as “Kings of Persia”, and,
accordingly, they did not use the Babylonian title (“king of lands”, etc.)
in dealing with the Lydians and Ionians.*” Likewise, the Chronicler uses
the title “king of Persia” in his narrative.* However, the title “king of
Babylon” appears in a passage of Nehemiah’s memoirs (Neh 16, 3),
even when this appellation was no longer official since it had been abol-
ished already in 482 B.C.** Since the Chronicler wrote under Persian
domination, probably in the first half of the 4th century,” his usage
shows how the Achaemenians were styled in Jerusalem. If Palestine
surrendered to Cyrus before the fall of Babylon, as Berosus’ account
suggests, the conqueror could hardly carry a name other than that of

% R.G. Kent, JNES 1942, p. 419. On his titles in Persia cf. R. Borger, W. Hinz,
IDMG CIX, 1959, p. 117.

% Posener, p. 37, etc.

7 Wilson, op. cit., p. 189.

% See, e.g., Cowley, No. 28.

¥ Wilson, op. cit., p. 184.

1 E. Dhorme, R4, 1928, p. 67.

' G.G. Cameron, (n. 10), p. 21.

2 The Persian ruler is styled “king of kings” in an Aramaic-Lydian bilingual inscrip-
tion (C.C. Torrey, AFSL, 191718, p. 185). The same title is given to Xerxes in an
Aramaic dedication at Memphis (G.A. Cooke, A4 Text-Book of North-Semitic Inscriptions,
No. 71). Cf. Ezra 7, 12.

# See, e.g, Fzra 1, 8; 3, 7; 4, 3, etc.

#* G.G. Cameron, A7SL, 1941, p. 327. Cyrus is styled “king of Babylon” in Ezra 5,
13 as Nebuchadnezzar’s successor.

¥ Cf. From Ezra to the Last of the Maccabees, 1962, p. 30.
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“king of Persia”.*® This appellation was not dropped subsequently. From
485 to 482 B.C. the name of “king of Persia and Media” preceded the
Babylonian title (“king of the lands”, etc.) even in cuneiform instru-
ments.”” As for Cyrus himself, in a cuneiform inscription from the begin-
ning of his Babylonian reign he is styled: “Cyrus, King of all, King of
Anshan”.*® Since Anshan could be used as a learned name for Persia,*
this inscription on the bricks of Ur preserves contemporary evidence
showing that in 538 Cyrus could have been designated as “King of
Persia” in a document emanating from the royal chancellery.

III

Critics discover Jewish phraseology in the titles of the Lord, Who is
called in the proclamation “God of Heaven” and “God of Israel”.
But the Persian administration styled the deities of the subject peoples
in agreement with the phraseology used by the latter. For instance, in
Persian documents Marduk is called “king of the gods”;* Sin is “the
Lord of Heaven and Earth”,>! Neith is “the Lady of Sais”,”* and even
the ram-headed Khnum is respectfully called “the Lord of Elephantine”
in official correspondence.” In dealing with Persians, the Jews at Ele-
phantine called their deity “the God of Heaven”. Accordingly, the
same name is used for the Jewish divinity by the Persian authorities.*
The term, “God of Heaven”, was used for all supreme divinities of
the Semites, Marduk and Baal-Shamem?® for instance. In 519 B.C. the
Jewish authorities in Jerusalem officially designated their deity as “the
God of Heaven and Earth” (Ezra 5, 11), using the name given to Him

¥ Berosus ap. Josephus, C. 4p. I, 150. Cf. Smith, p. 42.

7" G.G. Cameron, AFSL, 1941, p. 324.

% CJ. Gadd, L. Legrain, Ur Excavations I. Royal Inscriptions, No. 194.

¥ Smith, p. 121. Cf. G.G. Cameron, History of Early Iran, 1936, p. 223;
E. Herzfeld, Iran in the Ancient East, 1941, p. 111, Dandamayev, p. 103. Only three docu-
ments issued by Cyrus have been discovered as yet. See R. Borger, W. Hinz (n. 35),
p- 127.

% Cyrus’ Cylinder (Rogers, 380).
' Gadd, Legrain (n. 46), No. 307.
2 Posener, No. 8.
> W. Spiegelberg, S.B. Preuss. Akad., 1928, p. 605.
* Cowley, 31.
> O. Eissfeldt, AW 57, 1939, pp. 1-31.
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in Deut. 4, 39. Darius, accordingly, employed the same appellation
(“God of Heaven”) in his rescript (Ezra 6, 19).”°

For the same reason the expression, “God of Israel”, to which crit-
ics also object, is not surprising in a Persian document. Since Israel
was the historical name of the whole nation, the entire Twelve Tribes,
it continued to refer to the people in Judah even after the end of the
Northern Kingdom in 721. Ezekiel speaks of the remnant of Israel
in Jerusalem (Ez 9, 8). During the Exile, the appellation “Israel”, was
preferred because it designated the Remnant as the “Chosen People”.”
Second Isaiah calls out to “the God of Israel, the Saviour” (Is. 45, 15),
and an oracle was addressed to Cyrus on behalf of YHWH, “the God
of Israel” (Is. 45, 3).®

Other expressions that commentators consider superfluous only
exhibit the mark of bureaucratic style. Such are, for instance, the speci-
fications: “Jerusalem which is in Judea”, “God who is in Jerusalem”. In
a request of the Jews from Elephantine sent to the Persian governor
of Judea, we read: “god Khnub who is in the fortress of Yeb”, “the
temple of Yau, the god, which is in the fortress of Yeb”, etc.”® Such
precision was necessary.

The exegetes forget that the God of Israel was also worshipped in
Samaria, at Elephantine, and in other Jewish settlements; above all
in Babylonia, where He had His altars, if not temples.”” As a matter
of fact, the Persian insistance on the formula “God in Jerusalem”,
which, as we have just seen, reappears in Darius’ and Artaxerxes’
decrees, seems to verify the authenticity of Cyrus’ edict. For a Jew,
his Deity dwelt in heaven. The only passage in the Bible where the
Lord is called “the God of Jerusalem” is attributed to Sennacherib’s

% The Persians did not use this title with reference to their supreme deity.
J- Scheftelowitz, Die altpersische Religion und das Judentum, 1920, p. 124.

> H. Zucker, Studien zur jiidischen Selbstverwaltung im Altertum, 1936, p. 12.

% Finkelstein, The Pharisees 11 (3rd ed.), 1963, p. 875.

% Cowley, 30. Cf. Kraeling, 12. In an inscription displayed in the temple of Sin at
Harran, reference is made to “the temple of Sin which (is) in Harran”. Gadd, 41, 57. In
the mandate to Ezra, Artaxerxes four times repeated the formula: “God... dwelling in
Jerusalem” (Ezra, 7, 15-29). Galling, p. 71, discovers an anachronism in the expression:
“Jerusalem in Judah”, since he believes that the province of Judaea was not created
before 445. This hypothesis is erroneous (cf. Ezra 5, 8 and M. Smith, p. 196) and,
anyway, irrelevant. Cyrus here speaks of a country and not of a Persian province.

% M. Smith, pp. 88-94.
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envoys, who, vainly, “spoke of the God of Jerusalem as they spoke
of the gods of the peoples of the earth, who are the work of men’s
hands” (Il Chr. 32, 19).°" Accordingly, R. Eleazar b. Pedath (c. 230
C.E.) inferred from Cyrus’ words the comforting thought that even
during the Exile the Divine Presence did not leave Jerusalem. But
other Sages, rightly feeling a touch of polytheism in the expression,
called it foolish."

The critics also suspect the wording of v. 3: “Whosoever is among
you of all His (YHWH) people, his god be with him, and let him go up
to Jerusalem”. They find here the doctrine of Israel’s election which, as
they say, must have been foreign to the Persian king.** Let us begin with
the examination of the second part of the passage. As a matter of fact,
the words “his god be with him” already discomforted the Chronicler,
and, later, displeased the rabbis®* who quoted them as an illustration
of Kohelet’s saying (12, 13): “His talk begins as silliness”.

As for the Chronicler, quoting the words of Cyrus at the end of his
“Deeds of the Past” (ha-Yamim),” he alters the text transforming it into
a biblical greeting:*® “May YHWH his God be with him”.%

But the original wording of Cyrus’ edict, as the Chronicler and
the rabbis saw, conveyed a pagan meaning. Cyrus here speaks of
the attendant spirit, the “guardian-angel”, of the individual Jew. A
Babylonian letter states that someone brought precious stones from
Ashur to Babylon because he was accompanied by the tutelary spirit
of the king.” Nabonidus’ mother wished that after her demise two
genil might walk beside her son. Even a great deity could be recruited
to serve as one’s protector: “Marduk is your lamassu”. Thus, Marduk

8 A Hebrew inscription of uncertain date seems to say that YHWH, God of
Jerusalem, is also “God of the whole earth”. See J. Naveh, IE7 XIII, 1963, p. 84.

% Bacher II, p. 36; III, p. 554. When a Jew speaks of the Lord dwelling on Zion
(e.g. Is. 8, 18), in Jerusalem (e.g. Ps. 135, 21), on Sinai (e.g. Ex. 11, 11), or in the bush
(Deut. 33, 16), he thinks of God’s epiphany (cf. e.g. Ezek. 8—11). But the Lord did not
manifest Himself to Artaxerxes.

% Galling, p. 72.

8 Midr: Esther, Proem. 8 (R. Hanina b. Adda).

% In this way, the Chronicler, following the practice of cuneiform scribes, binds two
scrolls of his work together. CFE. L. Blau, Encycl. Jud. TV, 1149.

% Cf. Jud. 6, 12; Ruth 2, 4. See L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews VI, p. 191,
n. 53.

% The Greek version here omits the Name to make the text conform to the word-
ing of Ezra 1, 3.

% Cf. B. Landsberger, {4 XXXVII, 19267, p. 218, n. 2; W. v. Soden, Baghdader
Mutterlungen, 111, 1964, p. 148; E. Ebeling. RLA III, 1969, p. 541.
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accompanied Cyrus “like a friend” on the Persian king’s march toward
Babylon. And Second Isaiah announced to the same king that the Lord
will go before him to smooth his path (Is. 45, 2).%

As to the expression, “His people”, which worries the critics, it is
trivial and belongs to the common theology of the Ancient Near East.
Tor instance, we read in the Cyrus cylinder that Marduk, the great
Lord, was compassionate to “his people”.”” Here, we may insert an
important observation made by H.L. Ginsberg, which he has kindly
allowed me to publish. He notes that the Leningrad Ms. of the Bible
in Ezra 7, 13 and 7, 25 reads ‘ammeh, “His people” and not ‘amma, “the
people”, as in the vulgar text. This reading is preferable for reasons of
idiom;”" and in v. 25 it is preferable because Artaxerxes could hardly
have meant to authorize Ezra to judge “the entire people that is in
Abarnahara”. The reading, ammeh, “His people”, referring to the God
of Heaven named in v. 12 and to “your (Ezra’s) God” in v. 25, solves
both difficulties; and this terminological agreement between Cyrus’
proclamation and Artaxerxes’ letter is another point in favor of the
authenticity of the former.

The last problem we have to deal with in explaining the first sen-
tences of Cyrus’ edict, is the use of the Ineffable Name, which Cyrus
surprisingly makes his heralds shout twice in the streets of Babylon and
of Jerusalem. It is even more shocking that, far from being offended
by this indiscretion, the Chronicler, writing some two centuries after
Cyrus, inserts a third mention of YHWH in his quotation of the
proclamation (II Chr. 36, 23). The problem is difficult to solve, since
the history of the progressive disuse of the Tetragrammaton is still
very obscure.” It seems that it was pronounced without scruple as late
as ¢. 590.” On the other hand, Ben Sira already wrote Adonai as a
substitute for YHWH, and used the word £/ instead of Elohim.” The

% Landsberger, Brigf, p. 63; Gadd, p. 51; ANET, p. 316.

" ANET, p. 315; M. Smith, “Common Theology”, 7BL. LXXI, 1952, p. 141,
n. 27.

" In v. 13, ‘@mma yisrael is difficult because idiomatic Aramaic for “the people of
Israel” would be rather ‘am yisra’el or ‘amma di yisrael. Cf. the Peshitta rendering: ‘amma
disrael (H.L. Ginsberg). Cf. H.L. Ginsberg, Eretz Israel IX, 1969, p. 45, n. 15.

72 Cf. L. Finkelstein, HTR XXXVI, 1943, p. 296 and Idem, New Lights from the
Prophets, 1969, pp. 8-10.

7 ANET, p. 522, p. 568.

" See the Masada Scroll of Ben Sira, 42, 15-16; 43, 5 and 10. Yor Elohim and El
see ih. 45, 5; 51, 1; 41, 8; 47, 15, etc. In the Cairo text of Ecclesiasticus, the scribe
sometimes substituted YHWH for Adonar. See e.g. 42, 16; 43, 5.
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Tetragrammaton continued to be written in Mss. of the Bible (and of
the Greek version),” but persons who read the sacred text aloud used
a cypher (e.g., Adonai), or an abbreviation of the Tetragrammaton (YH,
YHW, YHH), which necessarily lacked the supernatural potency of the
full Name. It appears that such was the practice of Elephantine Jews in
the fifth century.’® Whether Cyrus’ heralds used the same contrivance,
we are unable to say.
The next verse (4) is difficult. The text reads as follows:

7022 PR WIR ITIRYY, QW I3 K37 TR DInpnT 22 W 79
QIR WK DIORD I°R? 1737 0Y I WD 71

The meaning of the passage is clear from the context, but the wording
1s intricate and has been obscured by modern interpreters. They render
the verse as follows: “And whoever is left... let the men of his place
assist him”. The rendering follows that of the Greek version, included
in the Septuagint, and Rashi’s paraphrase.”” According to the critics,
the passage means that Cyrus ordered his pagan subjects to make con-
tributions for the benefit of the Remnant of the Chosen People, and
interpreters deny that one may expect such an order from Cyrus. This
time they are right, but they misunderstand the passage.

One is bound to observe, in the first place, that the reference to a puri-
fied Remnant of Israel, which will be saved, or even to the “Survivors”
of the Captivity, is introduced in the text by the critics themselves.” The
verb sha’ar, and the nouns of the same root simply refer to the residue
that is “left” from a total after some deduction.” Thus, when the word
should mean the godly kernel of the salvation doctrine, this particular
meaning is indicated by a specification or by the context. Thus, Isaiah
(17, 3) speaks of the remnant (she'ar) of Aram after the destruction of
Damascus and of the remnant (she'ar) of Israel that will return to God

7 P. Kahle, The Cairo Geniza, 2nd ed., 1959, p. 162; M. Delcor, RHR CXLVII, 1955,
p. 147; J.P. Siegel, HUCA, 1971, p. 159.

76 Porten, p. 105. For the use (and abuse) of the Tetragrammaton (or its substitutes)
in Roman Palestine cf. S. Lieberman, PA47R XX, 1951, p. 400. The Tetragrammaton
is wanting in the Aramaic portions of the Bible, but appears in the Hebrew prayer
of Daniel (ch. II, 3ff).

77" Rashi’s interpretation was transmitted to Christian scholars by Nicholas of Lyra
(died ca. 1340). Cf. N. Polus, Synopsis Criticorum 1, 1969.

8 Cf. Joh. Heinr. Michaelis, Uberiores adnotationes in Hagiographa 111, 1720, ad loc. who
may have been the inventor of this interpretation.

7 Cf. R. de Vaux, RB XLII, 1923, p. 527 — Id. Bible et Orient, 1967, p. 25. For the
superabundant bibliography on the topic see G.I. Hasel, The Remnant, 1972.
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(10, 21). The Niphal participle nishar, used in our verse, occurs some
forty times in the Bible to denote a residue,* be it the people who are
“remaining” in the land of Israel in contradistinction to David’s host
in Hebron (I Chr. 13,2) or the “remaining” old men who had seen
Solomon’s Temple (Hag. 2,3). With reference to the Chosen People,
the participle is used in prophetical threats, e.g. Lev. 26,36: After the
destruction of your country, those of you who “remain” will tremble
before the enemy and shall fall, even if none pursues. Accordingly, the
same participle is used to denote the Jews “remaining” in Judea (or
Samaria) after the deportation,’’ or those who returned to the Holy
Land (Neh. 1, 3).% For this reason alone, the same participle in v. 4
should not be taken for a reference to the Jews in Babylonia.

In fact, as Ibn Ezra and Rashi saw, in Cyrus’ proclamation the return-
ing Jew (v. 3) is contrasted with those who “remain” in Babylonia.*®
The Greek version already implies this interpretation: kol nég 0
KOUTOAEITOUEVOS . .. AUYOVTOL oOTOV Givdpeg ToD TOmov ovToD.

Taking it for granted that all the Jews in Babylonia were eager to
go back to the Holy Land,* Ibn Ezra and Rashi imagined that those
“left behind” were people unable to return to Jerusalem due to lack
of means, and that Cyrus commanded to help them.* But that is to
introduce into the text something it does not say. In fact, Rashi’s notion

8 Cf. Deut. 7, 20; Jer. 8, 321, 7; Ez. 6, 12; 9, 8; 17, 21; Zech. 11, 9.

8 Cf. II Reg 25, 11 and 22; IT Chr. 30, 6; 34, 21; Jer. 24, 8; 39, 9; 4-, 6, 41, 10;
52, 15.

8 Cf. Ezra 9, 8; Hagg. 1, 12; Zech. 8, 11.

# InIs. 11, 11; Jer. 23, 3 the “remainder” in the Diaspora is opposed to the people
in the Holy Land. In Is. 46, 32 “the house of Jacob, and the whole rest of the house
of Israel” means the whole Chosen People.

8 This “Zionist” image of the Return is already reflected in a saying of R. Johanan
(died 297); Cyrus stopped the repatriation after discovering that gold and silver-workers
had left his capital (Bacher, 7L, p. 295). The story reflects the importance of jewellers
in the late Roman Empire, and the participation of Jews in their craft. Cf. A H.M.
Jones, The Late Roman Empire 11, 1914, p. 308; L. Ruggini, Ebrei e orientali’. SDHI,
1959, p. 232.

8 An exact translation of Rashi’s remark, which T owe to the kindness of Professor
Saul Lieberman, follows. “And any Jew who will remain in his place and not be able
to ascend (scil. to Jerusalem), because he has no money, I command the people of his
place that they should outfit him with silver, gold, property, and cattle, to enable him
to ascend to Jerusalem with the gifts for the building of the Temple offered by the
people of his place, since even among the Gentiles there were people who gave gifts
for the building of the Temple”. Ibn Ezra connects v. 3—4 as follows: “Those of you
Jews whose God has been with them and given them means, shall go up to Jerusalem
and build the Temple. All the rest, those who are poor, are to be helped by their fellow
townsmen” (I owe this translation to H.L. Ginsberg)).
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of welfare was alien to the world of Cyrus. As Josephus explains,®® many
Jews stayed in Babylonia because they were unwilling to abandon their
possessions. And speaking of men whose spirit God stirred to depart
and who were assisted by their neighbors, the Chronicler names “the
heads of the fathers’ houses”, priests and Levites, and not Rashi’s pen-
niless laggards.

Thus, the traditional construction of the passage cannot be right.
The kol hannish ar, the non-departing Jews, must be the subject (and not
the object) of the sentence.

The grammatical construction required by the suggested interpre-
tation 1is simple. The subject “whoever remains”, having a collective
meaning, is construed, as often, with the predicate in the plural. After
the verb the subject is resumed by the locution “the men of his place”
(that is, the inhabitants), where the pronominal subject refers to the
returning Jew. Such involved sentences often occur in Hebrew, particu-
larly in legal texts, and the place which the subject would ordinarily
occupy, 1s filled by a noun or a nominal expression which represents
this subject.”” For instance, Lev. 18,29 says: “Everyone who commits
any of these abominations... those souls who do it shall be cut off™.
The placing of a complimentary clause between the (first) subject and
the verb is a favorite construction of the Chronicler.” In the inserted
clause, whoever remains “in all the places where he sojourns”, I ven-
ture to suggest that the pronoun “he”, like all the pronominal suffixes
in the passage, again refers to the subject of the preceding sentence,
the returning Jew.

This returning Jew was not an isolated individual. He belonged to
a group which Gyrus calls “the men of his place”. The classicist here
will remember Hellenistic terminology, in which a person is denoted as
P. N, “of the community of the village V”. Tor instance, in a Palestinian
document of 124 A.D. a man is described as Elaios, son of Simeon, “of
the collectivity of the village of Galoda, living in the village Baitordoi.*’
In Hebrew (and in Jewish Aramaic) this hereditary affiliation to a place,
the origo, to use the Latin term for this bond, was expressed by the

8 Jos. Anit. X1, 8.

8 S.R. Driver, A Treatise on the Use of the Tenses in Hebrew, 3rd ed., 1892, par. 123
and pp. 196-201.

8 R. Corwin, The Verb and the Sentence in Chronicles, Diss. Univ. Chicago, 1909,
p- 16.

8 DID 11, 115, 2-3: 1dv émd k(dung) Tokoddv thg nept Akpafottdv oikdv év kdun
Bortoapdorg. Cf. Just. I. Apol. 26, 2 and 26, 4.
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preposition, min. Thus, in another Palestinian document in Aramaic,
of 71 A.D., a woman is described as Miriam, daughter of Jehinathan,
of (min) Hanablata, residing in Masada.”

The Aramaic documents from Persian Elephantine likewise distin-
guish the nationality of a person, his origo and his residence. A Jew, a
Chorasmian, and so on, belong to (the preposition /) a regiment. He,
or his property, may happen to be in Elephantine, in Syene, and so
on; the local connection indicated by the preposition “in” (b). But his
orgo 1s “of” (zi) Elephantine.

I venture to suggest that this legal style explains the seemingly strange
use of the preposition, mi(n), in the clause “from all (mikkol) places”,
which all translators since Jerome render as if the wording were “in
all” (bekol) places, an oddity recently emphasized by H.L. Ginsberg.”
I believe that the scribe who drafted the edict, referred to the origo of
a ger, to his affiliation with the “men of his place”. For instance, Ezra
(8,16) speaks of the Jews of “the place Casiphia”. According to Cyrus’
proclamation, the men of Casiphia were invited to assist a returning
Jew of their community, even if he happened to reside elsewhere. Just
as a collectivity bore the responsibility for the taxes, so it had to help
its needy members.

Our hypothesis has two weak points. First, I cannot support it by
cuneiform evidence. The social structure of the countryside in Persian
Babylonia remains unknown as yet. Secondly, as H.L. Ginsberg, to
whose philological acumen I always defer, observes, “it is not natural”
for the two nominal expressions in the sentence to refer to the Jews
who do not depart and for all the pronominal suffixes and pronouns
to refer to the departing Jew. Our text, however, was not composed by
a Hebrew writer, but drafted by Cyrus’ multilingual scribes, and, then,
rendered into Hebrew. In such translations, ancient bureaux deliberately
disregarded the syntax in order to express the legal meaning literally.

Whatever the future solution of the textual riddle may be, the dif-
ficulty of understanding the present text of v. 4 does not disprove the
genuineness of the edict. If obscurity were a solid argument against
authenticity, few ancient documents would stand this objection.

On the other hand, our interpretation of the passage has the sup-
port of First Esdras and Jerome in its favor. The former translates: 6cot

9 DJD II, 19. On origo cf. Rostovtzefl, SEHHW 1, p. 277, D. Noerr, RE Suppl. X,
pp. 434-473.
" H.L. Ginsberg, 7BL LXXIX, 1960, p. 167. He emends the text.
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o0V kot témovg oikodoty, Ponbeitocoy adtd ol év 1@ témE ardTod
= (Third Esdras): Quotquot ergo circa loca habitant adiuvent eum qui sunt in
loco ipsius. And Jerome translates: et omnes reliqui in cunctis locts ubicumque
habitant adiuvent eum vire de loco suo.

Last, but not least, the Hebrew author himself, as we have seen
(above p. 84), corroborates this interpretation (vv. 5-6). He distinguishes
between all those who went up to Jerusalem and “all their neighbors”,
who assisted them to return to the Holy Land. Thus, the whole pas-
sage may be rendered as follows: “Who is there among you of all His
people? Let him go up to Jerusalem... and all those who remain, from
all the places where he is denizen (ger), let them, the men of his place,
assist him...”

V

The expression, “in all places where he may sojourn” aroused the
suspicions of some critics.”” They found it hard to believe that Cyrus
described the exiles as “resident aliens” (@°93), as if they were in
Babylonia temporarily. As a matter of fact, the verb 73 (gir), merely
denotes the legal status of the Dispersion in an accurate manner.
Among the ancients, a resident alien and his descendants retained
his original nationality indefinitely, unless he was admitted among the
citizens.” Ezekiel’s idea that the alien residents “who beget children
among you” shall have an inheritance among the children of Israel
(Ez 47, 22), the universalistic announcement of the Second Isaiah, on
behalf of the Lord, “My house shall be called a house of prayer for
all nations” (Is 56,7) and the principle of Jewish proselytism which
admitted a stranger to the covenant, were all revolutionary innovations
in the ancient world, where foreigners had no access to local worship

9 See, e.g., Lods, (n. 1), p. 196, W.E.O. Oesterley, A History of Israel 11, 1932,
p- 75.

% See Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung VIII, p. 222. As a cuneiform parallel we may quote
the document from Uruk (525 B.C.) translated by H.F. Lutz, Univ. of California Public.
i Semit. Philol. X, 7, 1937. Its scribe (who is a priest) records his origin from another
town because he is not a citizen of Uruk. Cf. G. Cardascia in Recueil Société Jean Bodin
IX, 1958, pp. 105-117; Id. Les Archwes de Murasu, 1951, p. 6. Galling, p. 74, assures
his readers that the Jews as Schutzbiirger (sic!) are contrasted with the native “men of
his place”. This anachronistic view is refuted by the papyri of Elephantine. See, e.g,
D. Sidersky, REF LXVII, 1929, p. 188: several persons having Jewish names are styled
“from the town Bit giral”.
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and no part in the national law. Historians who repeat that postexilic
Israel was characterized by rigid exclusiveness, are neither well informed
about Judaism nor about pagan society.”*

Let us quote some examples. The Spartan, Demaratus, fled to Persia
in 491 B.C. and received from Darius a principality in Asia Minor;
nevertheless, more than two hundred years later, a descendant of his is
styled Lacaedemonian.” The Paeonians transported by the Persians to
Phrygia, and the Milesians or the Eretrians deported to Mesopotamia,
did not become Phrygians or Babylonians.” A royal privilege was neces-
sary to reckon as Persians the children of a deported Greek nobleman
and his Persian wife.”” Assyrian military colonists in Palestine remained
“the Susians”, “the Elamites”, etc. “residing® in Samaria” (Ezra 4, 10
and 17). Some two hundred years after the establishment of the military
settlement at Elephantine, one of its members was still “a Jew” or “an
Aramean”, and not a native of Elephantine.

Like other deportees, such as the Carians settled in a village on the
Tigris,” the Exiles formed communities under their own chiefs. Of
deported Paconians, Herodotus says that they lived in a village “by
themselves.”'” Such a Jewish politeuma (to use the Greek term) at Tell
Abib, near Nippur, is known from Ezekiel (3,15) and cuneiform docu-
ments.'”" Other places are mentioned in Ezra 2, 59. Ezra forwards his
orders to Iddo, “the chief in Casipha, the place” (Ezra 8, 17). There
were many Jews who preferred to remain in the Dispersion, as Josephus
suggests,'” unwilling to leave their possessions. His idea may be sound
since the Exiles were principally occupied in farming and thus attached
to their immovable belongings. The modern suggestion that the Jews
became money-lenders and tradesmen in the Babylonian Exile belongs
to professorial mythology. Cyrus commands those who remain in the

9 See C.C. Torrey’s vigorous protest (The Second Isaiah, 1928, p. 132) against this
current misconception of postexilic Judaism; cf. Finkelstein (n. 58), p. 535. As to clas-
sical society, it is a pity that Fustel de Coulanges’ La Cité Antique, published 1864, is so
little read and known outside of France.

% G. Dittenberger, Sylloge Inscr. Graee. (3rd ed.), No. 381.

% Herod. V, 98; Diod. XVII, 119; Strabo XV, p. 747.

” Herod. VI, 41.

% On the exact meaning of the verb ytb, see Cowley, No. 9 and Index, p. 291, s.v.

9 W. Eilers, ZDMG 1940, p. 220. Cf. the community of Egyptians in Babylon.
M. Dandamayey, in the volume Drevny Egipet @ Drevnjara Afrika, 1967, pp. 20-26.

100 Herod. V, p. 98.

%" Daiches (n. 26), p. 5.

192 Jos. Antt. X1, 8.

©
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Dispersion to assist the Return materially, each politeuma, “the men
of his place”, outfitting its members for re-emigration and providing
offerings for the Temple.

The term “the men of his place” naturally included gentile townsmen.
The alternative: Jew or Gentile still did not exist in 539. Even the pious
Jews reckoned with the existence (and, thus, the power) of the gods of
their neighbors. The Second Isaiah, so far as we know, was the first to
proclaim that “there is no god” except the Lord (Is. 45,5)."" As for the
Gentiles, they learned very slowly that the Jews were a peculiar people.
Second Isaiah expected the conversion of the nations, an idea which
presupposes that many foreigners had already come to worship the Lord
together with their traditional gods. Cuneiform documents from the
Nippur area show that Jews in Babylonia lived and worked side by side
with the natives. Artaxerxes not only sends his and his ministers’ gifts
to the Temple of Jerusalem, but also authorizes Ezra to collect such
gifts “in the whole province of Babylonia” (Ezra 7, 16). Thus, Cyrus
could expect that both the Jewish and the non-Jewish neighors of a
departing Jew would be ready to assist him. I do not know whether
there exists any cuneiform document which attests such a kind of suc-
cour, but there is a group of Greek inscriptions which illuminate the
practice of voluntary aid offered to returning exiles.

In 324, Alexander the Great announced the return of the island of
Samos to the Samians who had lost it to the Athenians in 365. One
of his officers wrote to Iasos, his native city, asking that the Samians
who sojourned in Iasos and wanted to be repatriated should be freed
from export duties and receive supplies for their journey. When the
repatriation began, a man from Sestos made two ships available for
the transportation of the exiles; elsewhere citizens helped the Samians
going home from their respective cities.'™

The Greek analogy is not advanced here anachronistically. Second
Isaiah, pending the Return, never doubts the cooperation of the
Gentiles. The nations, he says, will carry the children of Israel to
Jerusalem (66, 20), as an offering to the Lord, “on horses and in chariots

and in drays, on mules and on dromedaries”.!”

195 M. Smith, p. 93.

1% Sylloge, 213; A. Maiuri, Nuova Silloge epigrafica di Rodi ¢ Cos, 1925, no. 1; Ch.
Habicht, Ath. M. LXXII, 1957, p. 164; Chiron, V, 1975, p. 46.

195 Sh. M. Paul, 7BL LXXVIII, 1968, p. 84, notes the documentary style of this
enumeration. Here, and below, I quote the English translation of the Book of Isaiah,
with the introduction of H.L. Ginsberg, 1973.
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Cyrus’ appeal to the local and voluntary aid to the reemigrants
exemplifies the contrariety between jussive deportation and permissive
repatriation. The Jews going back to Jerusalem from Babylonia had
been forcibly transferred there by Nebuchadnezzar. Such transplanta-
tion had a double purpose.

First, it made a future revolt of the newly conquered people risky,
if not impossible.'” On the other hand, the resettlement of a foreign
group weakened the cohesion of the natives of its new abode, and
thus strengthened the king’s control in the province and reduced his
dependence on native chieftains. The Jewish regiment in Elephantine
or the Assyrian colonists in Memphis served the same purpose. Let us
remember the Babylonian and the other settlers in Samaria and their
hostility to Jerusalem.

Accordingly, the government took care of the deportees. On Assyrian
reliefs we can observe their transportation. Men, of course, walk, but
women and children are conveyed in carts driven by oxen.'”” The
transplanted captives of Nebuchadnezzar, among them Jews from
Jerusalem, were settled “in the most convenient places”'™ of Babylonia,
for instance, around Nippur. On the way, and after resettlement, the
government equipped the deportees with food for themselves and their
cattle, with seed and various utensils, for instance clothes and skin bottles
(for water), and even tried to provide them with brides."” Twelve hun-
dred years after Shalmanasar I (1295—-1274), whose correspondence we
have just quoted, Mithridates of Pontus still followed the same practice;
he sent “royal supplies” to the Armenio: settled by him near Olbia, on
the northern coast of the Black Sea.'"”

But the kings had no reason to furnish means of transportation,
supplies and money to persons who, leaving their assigned places and
function, desired to return to the home of their fathers. The best that
the kings could do for them was to permit them to return; even the

16 H. Lewy, JNVES XI, 1952, p. 280, n. 82. Cf. J. Lewy, HUCA XXVII, 1956,
p- 48, p. 54, p. 56.

7" Ancient Near Eastern Pictures, ed. J.B. Pritchard, 1954, p. 367; Pictorial Biblical
Engyclopaedia, ed. J. Cornfeld, 1964, p. 92. Normally, even royal officers travelled on
foot if they did not have their own horses or mules, R.'T. Hallock, Persepolis Fortification
Tablets, 1969, p. 6.

1% Berossus ap. Jos., C. Ap. 1, 138; Antt. X, 223.

19 H.W. Saggs, Iraq, XVIII, 1956, pp. 42-43, nos. 2526 (I am obliged to Prof.
W.W. Hallo, Yale University for a new translation of the relevant lines in the document
no. 25); G. Saporetti, Rend. Accad. Lincei, Ser. 8, XXV, 1970, p. 437.

19 A, Wilhelm, Alio XXXVI, 1936, p. 50. For Rome cf. Liv. XL, 38.
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exiles returning with Ezra, who went on an official mission, received
no material aid from Artaxerxes, not even a military escort, though

they carried gold and silver (Ezra 8,22).

VI

The mistakes of the critics are subordinated to their basic error. They
view Cyrus’ proclamation as a favor bestowed on the Jews and, for
this reason, regard the document as a Jewish forgery. Some attribute
the invention to the Chronicler, eager to glorify his people!'' while
other suppose that the edict was faked to prove the realization of the
prophecies of a Return.'”

The ancient readers, however, Josephus, Jerome and the rabbis, per-
ceived that Cyrus here repayed (or anticipated) the favors of the God
of Jerusalem. For instance, R. Tanchuma, a contemporary of Jerome,
quoting Isaiah 45, 3, believed that after Cyrus’ proclamation God
revealed to the Persian king the hidden treasures of Nebuchadnezzar.'”?
The wording of Cyrus’ proclamation agrees with this ancient inter-
pretation.

According to the bureaucratic style of Babylonian scribes, Cyrus gives
in a preamble the reasons for his decision. “All the kingdoms of the
earth has given me YHWH, the God of heaven, and He has charged
me to build Him a house in Jerusalem which is in Judah”. Critics mis-
understand this passage as a homage paid to the God of the Jews.

For the ancients a city was the dominion of its tutelary gods.'™*
Marduk was “the king of Babylon”, Sin that of Ur, and a stranger
entering Athens invoked Athena, “the mistress of this land”.'"” And the
Second Isaiah says: “YHWH, the King of Israel” (Is 44, 6). A prince
was only a vice-regent of the heavenly ruler, and his priest, who looked
after the public worship.

1 See, e.g., Torrey, p. 153.

12 See, e.g., S. Mowinckel, Acta Orientalia, 1937, p. 27.

13 Jos. Antt. X1, 6; Jerome, on Is. 45, 1 (PL. XXIV, 442); Tanchuma: Bacher III,
p- 474 (Mudr: Esther, 2, 1).

1% For Mesopotamian civilization, cf. Labat, p. 80; P. Dhorme, La Réligion Assyro-
Babylonenne, 1910, p. 121.

15 Aesch. Fumen. 211; cf. ib. 400.
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In order to suppress a captured city, the victorious enemy carried
away its divine images. When Moab is destroyed, says an oracle ( Jer
48, 7), Chemosh, the god of this nation, shall go forth into captivity
with his priests and his princes. For the same reason, the conqueror of
a nation had to call upon the gods of his subjects to side with him and
to recognize him as their legitimate representative on earth.''® Thus,
when Sargon of Accad extended his sway over Southern Babylonia, he
conquered this Sumerian country by the grace of Enlil.""” Some sixteen
centuries later; in 710 B.C., Sargon of Assyria subjugated Babylon and
Borsippa. He was greeted by the gods of both capitals and “took the
hands” of Marduk of Babylon and Nabu of Borsippa.''® Shalmaneser
III laid waste the city of the chieftain Ahuni and carried away his
goods; but he offered sacrifices before Adad of Aleppo when the people
of this city had embraced his feet.""” When Adadnirari II brought aid
to the subject city of Kumme, he offered sacrifices “before Adad of
Kumme, my lord”."*” When a calamity struck the subject city of Gozan
(Tell Halaf), conquered in 895 B.C., the Assyrian overlord ordered to
appease the local Adad."”! When the Egyptians ruled over Palestine,
the Pharaohs likewise cared for the local gods and built them temples,
as for instance to “Mekal, the great god, the lord of Bethshan”.'*

The belief in the universal dominion of a supreme god, the idea
that a local deity, let us say Koshar of Ugarit, reigns also over Crete
and Memphis,'” changed the formula of homage, but left intact its
content. A new ruler received the lordship from each universal god
simultaneously, and established his relations to each god separately as
before. Having entered Babylon, Cyrus announced that the Babylonian
god Marduk, had “appointed him to lordship over the whole world”."*
But at Ur, the Persian king proclaimed that “the great gods” of this
city “had delivered all the lands into my hand”.'® In the temple of Sin

"6 Labat, p. 38.

"7 G.A. Barton, Royal Inscriptions of Sumer and Akkad, 1929, p. 105.

18 Luckenbill, 11, § 272.

"9 Luckenbill, 11, §§ 561 and 610.

120 Luckenbill, T, § 371.

12U Die Inschriften von Tell Halaf (Archiv f. Orientforsch. Beiheft VI, 1940), No. 5.

'22°A. Rowe, The Four Canaanite Temples of Beth-shan, 1940.

125 M. Smith, “The Common Theology of the Ancient Near East,” 7BL LXXI,
1952, p. 140, n. 14.

12+ Cyrus Cylinder (Rogers, p. 382).

1% Gadd, Legrain (n. 48), No. 307.
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it was this moon-god who had established Cyrus’ dominion over “the
four quarters” of the earth.'® Later, in a hieroglyphic text, Darius I
acknowledged that “the double Nile” had given him “all the countries”,
the list of which includes Persia herself.'?” On the other hand, in Persia,
the Achaemenidians naturally gave credit to Ahura-Mazda, for their
success. But in each case there is always the correlation between the
appointment of the ruler by a god to be his vicar and the latter’s care
for the worship of his god. Ashurbanipal says, for instance, that Sin
of Harran, “who had created me for royalty” called him by name to
restore the sanctuary of Harran.'”® Nebuchadnezzar II announces:'?
“Marduk... has given me power... Nabu and Marduk looked with
favor on me and intrusted me solemnly with embellishment of the city
and the restoration of the temple... I am Nebuchadrezzar who takes
care of Marduk and Nabu, my lords”. When under Ashurbanipal,
his brother, Shamash-shum-ukin was installed as king in Babylon, the
records continued to give credit to the overlord for the offerings to the
gods or for the rebuilding of their shrines. On the other hand, when
the brother revolted, he prevented Ashurbanipal’s sacrifices from being
before Bel and the others gods of Babylon and brought to an end his
oblations.”” Let me quote two other instances: Cleomenes I of Sparta,
contemporary of Darius I, having defeated the Argives, was unable, or
unwilling, to take their city. But he forced his way into the sanctuary
of Hera and offered her a sacrifice, thus manifesting his lordship over
the rival city."”! On the other hand, the Tyrians were willing to obey
Alexander the Great’s orders, but they obstinately refused to admit him
into Melkart’s temple to sacrifice.'*

The Achaemenids followed the same lines of reasoning. Xerxes
destroyed shrines of the gods and carried away idols from hostile
Athens.””® But since Babylon had capitulated, Cyrus worshipped
Marduk, who had him “graciously blessed”. In his Cylinder Cyrus
clearly formulates the principle of do ut des, which governs the relations

126 Gadd, Legrain, No. 94. Cf. CJ. Gadd, History and Monuments of Ur, 1928,
p- 250. See now J. Lewy in HUCA XIX, 1946, p. 480.

127 Posener, p. 17.

1% Luckenbill, II, § 938.

129 1. Legrain, Royal Inscriptions_from Nippur, 1926, No. 79.

B0 Luckenbill, 11, §§ 9344L.

131 Herod. VI, 81. Cf. Xen. Hell. 111, 4, 3; Plut. Sol. 9.

152 Arr. 11, 15, 9.

13 Herod. VIII, 53; Paus. 111, 16, 8. cf. Isid. Lévy, Rev. Hist. 1939, p. 18.
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between the conqueror and a foreign god. He says: “Marduk moved
the noble heart of the inhabitants of Babylonia to me, while I gave
daily care to his worship”."* When Cambyses conquered Egypt, his
barbarian soldiers polluted the sanctuaries of Sais, the religious capital
of his Egyptian predecessors, the Saite Dynasty. But instructed by the
Egyptian priests, Gambyses paid reverence to the gods of Sais, “as did
every Pharaoh before him”, and took the name of “Son of Neith”,
the tutelary deity of Sais. Accordingly, he was recognized by the gods
and men of Egypt as the legitimate ruler of their land. When Darius
succeeded him, he, too, became “Son of Neith, the mistress of Sais”,
called and seated on the throne by Re, while in Coptus, in the city of
the god Min, the same Persian overlord was officially styled “loved by
Min, who dwells at Coptus”.'®

Accordingly, the prince, who, commanded by a deity, rebuilds the
latter’s temple and restores his (or her) city becomes the rightful king
of that city and the legitimate vicar of that god. This is the meaning
of the first clause in Cyrus’ proclamation: the Lord of Jerusalem has
chosen him to take the place of the (unworthy) line of David. When, on
Cyrus’ orders, his governor, Sheshbazzar, laid “the foundations of the
house of God who is in Jerusalem” (Ezra 5,16), he probably deposited
a cylinder like the one found in Sin’s temple at Ur, where the new ruler
recorded his election by the tutelary deity of the city.'*

Accordingly, a conqueror can appear as an instrument of salvation.
Thus, Cyrus was called by Marduk to replace the sinful Nabonidus on
the Babylonian throne. Marduk, the tutelary deity of Babylon, “scoured
all the land. .. seeking an upright prince... to take his (Marduk’s) hand
(at the procession of the New Year’s festival), Cyrus, the king of Anshan,
he called by name”."’

Second Isaiah speaks the same courtly language. The prophet, who
explicitly substitutes an everlasting covenant with Israel for the enduring
promise of God to David and his line (55,3),'* announces that the Lord
called Cyrus: “My shepherd”, giving him the honorific appellation of

13 Rogers, p. 382; cf. J. Lewy (n. 126), p. 485.

1% Posener, p. 17, p. 58, p. 118.

See n. 125 above. It is not certain that the king in this (damaged) text is Cyrus.
See W. Hinz, R. Borger, (n. 35) p. 127, n. 33.

BT ANET, p. 315 = Thomas, p. 92. In earlier translations, e.g., Rogers, p. 381, the
passage (lines 11-12) was understood as meaning that Marduk had grasped the hand
of Cyrus.

1% Q. Eissfeldt, Kleine Schrifien IV, 1968, p. 50.

136
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the ruler chosen by the Deity'* (44, 28). And again the prophet pro-
claims (45, 1ff)): “Thus said the Lord to Cyrus, His anointed one, whose
right hand He has grasped, treading down nations before him... I call
you by name, I hail you by title, though you have not known Me”. As
Jerome, commenting on the verse, correctly points out,'* the title of
“the Anointed” was “the mark of the royal power among the Hebrews”.
Accordingly, Calvin, in his commentary on Isaiah, asserted that it was
“absurd” to suppose that a prophet of the Lord had bestowed upon
a pagan ruler the title that belonged to the kings of Israel.'*! But the
Second Isaiah does just that.'*?

As Gyrus 1s installed by the Lord, who “roused him for victory” (45,
13), to fulfill God’s purposes (44, 28), the prophet in accordance with the
principle do ut des, naturally assumes that the conqueror would invoke
the name of the Lord (41, 25). After entering Babylon, Cyrus “sought
daily to worship” Marduk, who had nominated him “to be ruler over
all”. Since it is the God of Jerusalem who granted the empire to a
“young servant” of the Median king Astyagas (as Nabonidus describes
Cyrus),'” the Hebrew prophet looks forward to the repayment of this
debt by Cyrus: “He shall say of Jerusalem: ‘She shall be rebuilt’, and of
the Temple: “You shall be founded again’” (44, 28). Having conquered
Egypt, Saba, and Kush, Cyrus, as God says through His prophet, will
bring “My sons from afar and My daughters from the ends of the earth”
(45,13). And of course Cyrus shall proclaim throughout his empire his
acknowledgment of the might of YHWH. “I engird you, though you
have not known Me, so that men may know, from the east to the west,
that there is none but Me” (45, 5-6).

1% Labat, p. 178.

140 Hieron., PL. XXIV, 411: Iste appellatus est Christus. .. quod erat insigne apud Hebraeos
regiae potestatis.

! In Roman times some Jews misconstructed the sentence reading it: “God
spoke to his Anointed (sc. the Messiah) about Cyrus”. Jerome attests that this reading
appeared in many Mss. of the Greek and Latin versions of Isaiah: Dicit Dominus Christo
meo, Domino; the Greek scribes transformed Kyros into Kyrios, thence the Persian king
became dominus in Latin.

42 On cuneiform parallels to the oracles of Isaiah cf. Smith, passim, and articles of
M. Smith and Sh. M. Paul in A0S LXXXIIII, 1963, pp. 415421 and LXXXVIII,
1968, pp. 180-186 respectively. In Isaiah, God grasps Cyrus’ hand to single him out.
Cf. Is. 8, 11 (I owe this reference to H.L. Ginsberg). Likewise, on cylinder seals a deity
seizes the hand of a worshipper to introduce him to another god.

5 ANET, p. 306. Cf. M.-J. Seaux, RB LXXVI, 1969, p. 226.
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Second Isaiah was not dreaming a dream. Critics who ironically ask
whether Cyrus was, or was to become, a monotheist, ignore the tenets
of the common theology of the Ancient Near East.

Nabonidus, like Cyrus, was an upstart, who, as he himself says,
had nobody to help him, and was called to kingship by Sin, king of
gods, “what from former times Sin... had not done nor granted to
anybody”. To repay Sin for the promise to hand over all countries to
him, Nabonidus worshipped “the great godhead” of Harran exceed-
ingly and accomplished Sin’s commands, so that even the kings “far
away ... feared his great godhead”."** In his religious perspective Isaiah
saw Cyrus, who defeated Nabonidus, glorifying YHWH as Nabonidus
had exalted the might of the deity of Harran.

Let us quote a second example. A correspondent of the Assyrian
king Esarhaddon admonishes the king that Marduk, god of Babylon,
has seated him on the throne and granted him victories (Esarhaddon
obtained kingship after a civil war). Thus, Esarhaddon should make a
suitable offering to Marduk by freeing the Babylonians for the sake of
their tutelary god.'*

Accordingly, Esarhaddon, as he himself says, mobilized his people
(the Assyrians) and the people of Babylonia for the restoration of
Babylon, a city destroyed by his father Sennacherib. He ransomed the
Babylonians sold into slavery “from Elam to the land of Hatti”, and
freed them as a gift to Marduk. “I clothed the naked and made them
take the road to Babylon”. He gathered in the sons of Babylon and
encouraged them to settle in the city, to plant trees and to lay out canals.
Likewise, Nabonidus assembled the people of Babylon and Borsippa,
and kings and princes “from the border of Egypt... to the Lower Sea
(Persian Gulf)”, for the rebuilding of Sin’s temple in Harran. He also
reestablished that city, and made it “more than (it was) before”."

Last, but not least, Cyrus returned the gods of Ashur, Susa, and
other cities destroyed by the Babylonians, to their abodes, and “gath-
ered together all inhabitants” of these cities “and restored (to them)

their dwellings”.'*’

" Gadd, p. 57 = ANET, p. 562.

5 Landsberger, Brief, p. 32f1. It does not matter for our purpose that Esarhaddon’s
inscriptions describe the king’s actions in anticipation, as Landsberger says. Cf. Borger,
p- 4. Cf. also the rebuilding of the ziggurat of the temple of Marduk by Nebuchadnezzar.
Cf. F. Wetzel, EH. Weissbach, Das Hauptheiligtum des Marduks, 1937, p. 47.

6 Gadd, p. 49, p. 65 = ANET, p. 561.

W ANET, p. 316 = Thomas, p. 93. Here I quote the latter translation.
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As Isaiah expected, Cyrus did invoke the name of the Lord: “YHWH
has given me all the kingdoms of the earth” (Ezra 1, 3).

But he did so while speaking to the Jews, and, as we have seen he
similarly acknowledged the might of the divine patrons of other con-
quered cities and peoples. (In the same way Nabonidus, who glorified
Sin in Harran, attributed his success to Marduk in the texts addressed
to a Babylonian audience.)'*® Just as Cyrus allowed Babylonian scribes
to compose his cuneiform manifesto after an Assyrian model,'"” so he
let his Jewish secretary make him speak in unison with Isaiah. He surely
worshipped his ancestral gods, beginning with Ahura Mazda. But a
reasonable man should not neglect other sources of energy, be it Anu,
Marduk, or YHWH. Isaiah’s insistance that the Holy One of Israel
was alone holy would probably appear odd to the king of Persia; and
Jerome, in saying that Cyrus had declared that YHWH was the only
God, misinterpreted Cyrus’ proclamation and misled modern scholars.’
Cyrus, rather, included the God of Jerusalem in the endless list of his
tutelary deities, ranked according to their might, and the conquests of
the Persian king obviously proved that Ahura Mazda, and not Marduk
or YHWH, was the king of gods. The proof of the pudding is in the
cating, and the proof of divinity is the success of the true believers.
After Constantine, the Christians never tired of proclaiming that the
success of Christianity proves its truth. It is a paradox of the Jewish
religion, ironically appreciated by Voltaire, that the Chosen People
again and again were unfaithful to their Deity when the Lord protected
them, and kept faith with Him through persecutions, in dispersion, and
in abject misery.

This detailed examination of Cyrus’ proclamation has shown that
all the arguments advanced against its authenticity are faulty and fal-
lacious.”” We may now add some general observations on the same
topic.

"8 ANET, p. 306 = Thomas, p. 89.

149 7. Harmatta, Acta Antiqua XIX, 1971, p. 217.

0 Hier, ad Is. 45, 1 (PL. XXV, 442); Scripsisse Cyrum ad omnes genles, nullum esse Deum,
nist solum Deum Israel.

b1 Speaking of the authenticity of Cyrus’ edict, Torrey, 114 says: “There is no
difficulty whatever in the way, excepting the same difficulties which stand in the way
of the other documents (sc. in the Book of Ezra)”. It would seem to follow that if the
other (Aramaic) documents are accepted as genuine, it can be also argued that the
edict, too, is authentic. As a matter of fact, the prevailing opinion is that the author-
ity of the Aramaic documents “need not to be questioned”, as John Bright, Hustory of
Israel (2nd ed., 1972), p. 3 states.



THE EDICT OF CYRUS IN EZRA 97

Documents, private and public, were, of course, forged in the Ancient
Near East, for some immediate gains. For instance, a privilege of King
Manishutsu (23rd c.) for a temple in Sippar is now regarded as a fake
concocted some seventeen centuries after his death.'™ But Cyrus’ edict
does not grant any advantage to the Temple of Jerusalem or its wor-
shippers. It is a temporary order which could not be of any value to
the Jews after the rebuilding of the Sanctuary by Darius.

Fake documents of value purely as propaganda were also circulated.
But such fakes were necessarily constructed as historical narratives.
Otherwise, they would be meaningless to the audience. For instance,
a miracle-story of the Egyptian god Khons, which allegedly occurred
under Ramesses II but which was invented many centuries later, has
the form of a lengthy royal inscription of the said Pharaoh that gives
a detailed account of the event."® A leaflet containing some ten lines
of Cyrus’ Hebrew proclamation would be unintelligible to a Gentile
and of no interest to a Jew twenty years later. Yesterday’s news is no
longer news today, and a proclamation that deeply moved its contem-
poraries, is read indifferently if read at all by their sons. The letter
of A. Balfour to Lord Rothschild of November 2, 1917, the so-called
“Balfour Declaration”, if circulated today, by itself, would be of no
propaganda value to the State of Israel. Darius’ Temple made Cyrus’
edict an antiquarian curiosity which needed a historical frame to
become relevant again as testimony of the favor God bestowed upon
the Chosen People “before the kings of Persia” (Ezra 9,9. Cf. 6,14).
As such, we read it now in the Book of Ezra. But the compiler of the
latter did not have before his eyes an historical narrative supported by
documents. He found the latter in some archives and reproduced them
without understanding.

Thus, to explain the invention of Cyrus’ edict, we must suppose that
a Jewish scribe of a pro-Persian faction fabricated the text in order to
show that the Lord had invested Cyrus with kingship in Jerusalem.
We must also assume that it was this scribe’s idea to present the docu-
ment as a heralds’ declaration (and not as a written order), that he
was cognizant of the style and the formulas of Cyrus’ chancellery,
and, therefore, cunningly inserted expressions colored by heathenism.

2 K. Sollberger, Ex Oriente Lux XV, 196768, pp. 50-74. Cf. I. Gelb, FNES VIII,
1949, p. 348, n. 2; E. Ebeling, RLA 111, 1957, p. 9; W. Speyer, Die literarischen Fiilschungen
um. .. Altertum, 1971, p. 116.

1% G. Lefebvre, Romans et contes égyptiens, 1949, p. 227.
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All this is possible, but a little difficult to imagine. What is even less
imaginable is that this learned and astute forger should neglect to add
the mention of a permanent grant to the Temple or to the Chosen
People (as the author of the Greek Esdras does, for instance, when
concocting an order of Cyrus),"”* and that the same forger should omit
to mention the gathering of the exiles that was predicted by Isaiah and
commanded by Cyrus for Ashur and other cities.

R. Nahman b. Hisda (c. 350), who knew his Bible but did not read
modern commentaries on Ezra and Isaiah, realized the paltriness
of Cyrus’ favors announced by his herald. R. Nahman makes God
complain: “I am displeased with Cyrus: I thought he would rebuild
My Temple and gather in My people (cf. Is 44,28; 45,13), but he only
permitted the Jews to go up (to Jerusalem) and build (the Temple)”.
Perhaps, R. Nahman was a better interpreter than Wellhausen.'”

We can now consider CGyrus’ Hebrew proclamation as a whole. It has
the same structure as Gyrus’ cuneiform manifesto to the Babylonians,
the so-called Cyrus cylinder. First comes the rebuilding of the Temple,
and afterwards the return of God’s people. The word “His people”
(‘ammd) in Ezra 1,3 parallels the expression “their (the various gods)
peoples” (nise-su-nu) in the cuneiform text."® Yet, as we have stressed,
Cyrus did not gather the exiles of Jerusalem, but only permitted them
to return to their ancient home, and Cyrus’ Temple in Jerusalem was
never realized. Critics assert it is this fact which casts doubt on the
story of a return under Cyrus and disproves the authenticity of Cyrus’
Edict.” Now Sheshbazzar, “prince of Judah”, received from Cyrus
the sacred Temple vessels and carried them to Jerusalem “when the
exiles were brought up from Babylonia to Jerusalem”. This report by
the compiler of the Book of Ezra (1, 7-11. Cf. 5,145 6,5) is confirmed
by a word of Second Isaiah (52,11), a contemporary of Cyrus:"*
“Turn, turn away, touch naught unclean as you depart from there,
you who bear the vessels of the Lord”. But these vessels, placed by
Nebuchadnezzar in a Babylonian temple (Ezra 1,7), could not be sent

5+ T Esdr. 6. Cf. Jos. Antt. X1, pp. 12-18.

15 Meg. 12a. Cf. W. Bacher, Die Agada der babylonischen Amorder, 1913, p. 75.
I owe this observation to my late colleague, Isaac Mendelssohn.

157 The argument, clearly stated by J. Wellhausen, GGA, 1897, p. 90, has been
repeated ever since, again and again. Josephus, Antt. XI, 20, thought that Cyrus was
distracted from the building of the Temple by his campaign against the Massagetes.

8 T owe this acute observation to H.L. Ginsberg.
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by Cyrus to Jerusalem except for “the house of God” in Jerusalem
(Ezra 5, 15). Thus, there can be no doubt that Cyrus ordered that
this temple be rebuilt (Ezra 6, 3). To ask why his command was not
fulfilled is to postulate an assured harmony between commands and
their execution, a postulate contrary to established historical facts.”™ Let
us consider the restoration of the most famous shrine of Babylon, the
Esaglia of Marduk.'” Esarhaddon started the work with fanfare, the
echo of which we still hear in his inscription. But for some reason his
zeal slackened, and only Assurbanipal completed the work twelve years
later. Esarhaddon’s correspondence shows that the personal interven-
tion by a king was required at virtually every stage of the work, from
the cutting of the cedar trees to the stamping of the king’s name on
the bricks. As Cyrus surely took no personal interest in the Temple in
Zion, the question is, rather, why the Jews did not press for the speedy
restoration of their sanctuary.

The compiler of the Book of Ezra gives a very reasonable explanation
of the delay (4, 1): the intervention of the Samaritans. They desired
to build the Temple with the Jews. The latter, of course, declined the
offer which, if accepted, would have made the Samaritan people co-
beneficiary of the grace of the Lord of Jerusalem, and of the favor
of the Persian king. Solon won Salamis for Athens after having pro-
pitiated the ancestral and tutelary heroes of Salamis by offering them
sacrifices on the soil of Salamis.'®" Rejected by the Jews, the Samaritans
naturally endeavored to prevent the rebuilding of a Temple that would
outshine their own places of sacrifice to YHWH. Similarly, the opposi-
tion of the Babylonians, who had their own temples of Sin, delayed
Nabonidus’ restoration of Sin’s temple in Harran.'®? Further, as we
learn from Haggai (1, 2), the repatriated Jews preferred to acquire some
affluence before spending time and money on bribing Persian officials
and rebuilding the Temple. “The time has not yet come to rebuild the
house of the Lord”.

%9 In 1865, the Shah ordered the establishment of a mint after European models.
The machines and the French technicians soon arrived, yet the new coinage was not
issued before 1877. G.H. Curzon, Persia and the Persian Question, 1, 1892, p. 1472.

10" Landsberger, Brief, p. 171%.; E. Unger, Babylon, die heilige Stadl, 1931, nos. 27-31.
The idol of Marduk did not return to Babylon before 668. R. Borger, BO XXIX,
1972, p. 35.

161 Plut. Solon. 9.

192 H. Tadmor, Anatolian Studies XVI, 1965, p. 351.
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I venture to suggest that there was also another reason for delay,
a reason which Jewish authors of the Persian period could not state
openly.

Cyrus could worship Sin at Ur, and the Lord at Jerusalem. But the
God of Jerusalem could not choose a heathen as His vicar. When
Isaiah’s oracles spoke of the Lord as the true “King of Jacob” (41,21),
who elected Cyrus, “whose right hand He has grasped”, there were
many who resented the idea of a heathen as the deputy of their God,
and dared to argue about it with their Maker (43,9). Like Ezekiel and
Jeremiah, they continued to expect that a shoot “shall grow out of the
stump of Jesse” (Is. 11,1). At the beginning of Darius’ reign, Haggai
(2,4) and Zechariah (2,9) still expected that God would very soon shake
all the nations, and Haggai (2,20), in a direct polemic against Jeremiah
(22,24), who had predicted that no descendant of Jehoiachin would
ever mount the throne of David, promised to Zerubbabel, a chosen
one of the Lord of Hosts, that the God would wear him “like a seal-
ring”. Pious hands kept copying and preserving these oracles through
centuries, and even the Chronicler, loyal and thankful as he was to the
Persian monarch, repeated that God had established an everlasting
kingdom of David’s dynasty.'®

Many centuries later, R. Johanan (died 279 C.E.) and R. Isaac, his
disciple, still had scruples about Cyrus’ restoration. The Shekinah did
not dwell in the Second Temple the exiled children of Israel had built,
because it was a king of Persia who was responsible for the rebuilding
of the sanctuary, and the Shekinah would not rest upon the handiwork
of Japhet’s seed.'®* We may surmise that Jewish opposition to salvation
through the agency of a pagan deputy of God had something to do
with the cessation of the work which Sheshbazzar had begun in the
beginning of Cyrus’ reign (Ezra 5,61).

But in Darius’ second year, on September 2, 521 (Hagg. 1,15),
Zerubbabel, a grandson of the penultimate Jewish king, laid the founda-

19 1T Chr. 21,7 (after II Kings 8,19). For the same purpose, the Chronicler inserts
Ps. 132,8-9 in Solomon’s prayer (II Chr. 6,41). On the other hand, when Ezra (3,10;
8,20) and Nehemiah (12,24; 12,36) mention David, he is only the organizer of the
Levitic service. Nehemiah does not even call him king

'® Yoma 9b (R. Johanan); Pesikta Rabbati, 35 (t. W. Braude). Cf. Bacher II, p. 233.
The Jewish sources do not mention Julian’s promise to rebuild the Temple: the sanctu-
ary was to be restored by the Messiah, not by a heathen. S. Lieberman, Annuazre. ..
Bruxelles VI, 1944, p. 414.
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tions of the new Temple of the Lord; and it was dedicated four years
later on March 1, 514 (Ezra 6,15).

Referring to this David, an oracle announced: “He shall build the
temple of YHWH and sit upon His throne” (Zech. 6,13). Here again
appears the necessary connection between the rebuilding of the Temple
and the kingdom of Israel. Darius I, hard pressed by revolts which had
broken out at his accession from Elam to Egypt, let the governor of the
Jews and the elders of the Jews build the house of God at Jerusalem
and payed the expenses from the tribute of Syria (Ezra 6,7-8). As an
oracle said: “The hands of Zerubbabel have laid the foundations, his
hands shall also finish it” (Zech. 4,8).'® Thus, the Persian court accepted
the idea that only a Jewish prince could rebuild the dwelling of the
God of Israel. But the condition was that the priests in the new Temple
“pray for the life of the king and his sons” (Ezra 6,10).' Thus Darius
I established a compromise which served as a permanent precedent.
Elsewhere the conqueror took place of the native ruler. In Egypt, the
Achaemenids or the Ptolemies were vicars of Egyptian gods, built them
temples, and were represented as offering them sacrifices. In the Temple
of Jerusalem, the Jewish priests prayed and sacrificed on behalf of the
foreign overlord. Irom the reign of Darius I this prayer for the welfare
of the heathen ruler was the recognition of his legitimacy in Jerusalem.
When the sacrifices for the Emperor offered at his own expense were
stopped in 66 A.D., this was the beginning of the Jewish war.

Placed against its historical background, Cyrus’ proclamation can
hardly appear as a Jewish invention. After the beginning of Darius’
reign, when the temple had been already rebuilt and consecrated by
a prince of David’s line, there was no place for an invention that
would make Cyrus a second Solomon: “He shall build a house for
My name, and I will establish the throne of his kingdom for ever” (II
Sam 7,13).

1% The founding of a temple was a reiterative and symbolic act, and the new foun-

dation was laid on an old one. Cf. e.g., Borger, 21. On the terms 4 (Ezra 5, 16) and
yasad (“repair”. Cf. II Chr. 24, 27) see S. Smith in Essays in honor of ... JH. Hertz, 1943,
pp- 385-396; C.G. Cameron, FNES XVII, 1958, pp. 269-275; A. Gelston, V7. XVI,
1966, pp. 233—239. I shall deal elsewhere with Zerubbabel’s chronology.

1% For Assyrian precedents see Pfeiffer, State Letter of Assyria (1935), nos. 217
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The Chronicler says (Ezra 1,1) that Cyrus issued his edict “to fulfil the
word of YHWH?”. But historians confidently assure us that there is no
likelihood that Cyrus would have acknowledged the God of Jerusalem
and His oracles.'®” As a matter of fact being free from the tenets of
any doctrinarism, the Achaemenids eagerly and faithfully received
utterances of foreign prophets. Cambyses believed in an Egyptian
oracle concerning the place of his death, Darius, Xerxes and their
generals inquired of all Greek oracles; Darius tells us that Apollo at
Magnesia on the Maeander, “told the Persians” the truth and for that
received rewards from the Achaemenids.'® The Greek god probably
sent favorable prophecies to Cyrus when the Persians were conquer-
ing Asia Minor.'" When the Pisistratid refugees at the Persian court
tried to convince Xerxes to make war on Athens, they brought along
a soothsayer, Onomacritus, who, whenever he came into the king’s
presence, would recite the oracles of Musaios, telling of favorable
presages for the expedition. As Herodotus naively adds, the deceitful
prophet suppressed the verses announcing the fatal end of Xerxes’
campaign.'”” There were Jewish prophecies, old and new, predicting
Babylon’s fall. Second Isaiah speaks of their fulfillment (Is 42,9). The
Jews would hardly abstain from quoting these revelations in approaching
Cyrus, nor would he neglect the divine voice. Josephus may be right
when he supposes that the reading of Is 45,1 led Cyrus to restore the
Holy City.'”" But the Chronicler refers expressly to Jeremiah’s prophe-
cies as fulfilled by Cyrus. Commentators suppose that the mention of
Jeremiah there is due either to a clerical error or to a fault of memory.
We should rather admit that the hagiographer intentionally avoided
quotations from Second Isaiah. For the Chronicler, the Persian king
is simply an instrument of Providence; like Nebuchadnezzar, who was
brought upon the Jews to fulfill the menace formulated in Lev 26,34
and referred to in II C