
Raphael s. Weinberg

Rabbi Raphael S. Weinberg received his doctorate
from Bernard Revel Graduate School and is curently

Assistant Professor in Jewish History and Biblical
Literature at Stern College. He has contributed artcles
to English and Hebrew periodicals.

THE UPS AND DOWNS OF

"THE RISE AND FALL"

Dr. Solomon Zeitlin has bestowed
upon us the fist volume of a his-
tory of the Judaeans of the Second
Commonwealth. * In this volume he
discusses the period from 332
B.C.E., when Judaea became a vas-
sal of the Hellenes led by Alexander
the "Macedonian," until 37 B.C.E.
when the Hasmonean King Antig-
onus was beheaded by order of An-
tony in the shadow of Herod. The
book is a study of the social, re-
ligious and legal institutions of those
turbulent times.

Dr. Zeitlin is no neophyte in these
areas. He has contributed numerous
articles and monographs concern-
ing the Second Commonwealth
and he has most certainly in-
fluenced the historical evaluations

and theories of many scholars.
In this volume the author draws
heavily from his vast accumulation

of resources, weaving the salient
points into the text and referring the
reader to the origial articles for a
more detailed analysis of the pertin-
ent issues. This in itself is of great
value to the scholar and layman alike.

Articles and papers carry the curse
of Babel-they are strewn, in many
languages, throughout the mass of
periodical literature. The layman
rarely sees them, the student can
hardly find them. In this respect Dr.
Zeitlin has rendered a significant
technical service to us all.

The author was obviously quite
particular in his choice of style and
rendition, for he has mastered the
delicate, arduous technique of mak-
ing scholarly material palatable to

the average intellgent reader. The
Jewish Publication Society deserves

approbation for having established
a noble precedent of always pre-

senting a fiished, eye-appealing

product. Dr. Zeitlin's book wil now
reach the public and it is therefore
imperative for the theories ex-
pressed therein to undergo re-evalu-
ation and criticism.

There is a logical maxim involved
in all scientifc research which pro-
hibits the analyst from manipulating
facts in order to make them fit into
his personal preconceived notions.
From this point of view the term

· The Rise and Fall of the Judaean State by Solomon Zeitlin, Philadelphia, The
Jewish Publication Society of America, 1962.

77



TRADITION: A Journal of Orthodox Thought

"Orthodox historian" or "Liberal
historian" would be incongruous.

But there is also a widespread feel-
ing that the historian is, by defii-
tion, absolutely incapable of observ-
ing the facts which he examines.

This is basically true. Therefore, his-
torical evidence must often be in-
terpreted and the attitude of the
observer is a defiite factor in the

final conclusion. For this reason

there arose in Jewish historiography
a tendency of labeling some his-
torians "traditionalists" an.d others

"liberals". Isaac Halevi and Zev Jav-
its, for example, are considered right
wing historians, while J. H. Weiss

and Graetz are more liberal in their
approaches. In this review I consist-
ently take issue with the author

whenever I find his statements to be
based upon modernistic interpreta-
tions which could just as easily have
been explained in accordance with

my conservative (small 'c') views.
In his Introduction Zeitlin

writes: 1 "The word Y2 is not a trans-
literation of the Tetragrammaton;
we do not know how the four letters
were pronounced. There can be no
objection, therefore, to the writing

of the word Y in secular books.

Furthermore, according to the
Mishnah Yadayim 4:5, no trans-
cription was considered sacred un-
less it was written in the Assyrian
script; i.e., the square script, on
parchment, with ink." I humbly ob-
ject to the writing of the Tetragram-
ffaton in secular books, perhaps

from an Halakhic standpoint and
most certainly from the view of tra-
ditional esthetics. In the Mishnah
which enumerates those who have
"no portion in the world to come"
we read:3 "Abba Saul says: also
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one who pronounces af ha-hogeh,

the Divine Name as it is spelt." The
Jews certainly attached as much im-
portance to the written as to the

spoken. word: hogeh, therefore, may
be assumed to include both forms
of communication. But I must ad-

mit that we may not arrive at an
Halakhic conclusion from such
reasoning (also in view of the fact
that the Tetragrammaton was writ-
ten in a Lachish letter, a secular
miltary report dating back to 589

H.C.E.). The reason for the pro-
hibition is based on the principle
of the sanctity of God's Name and
the subsequent care taken not to

profane His Name. If this is so, the
spirit of the prohibition would in-
clude transcription. And although
it is true, thank God, that we don't
know how the four letters were pro-
nounced, Dr. Zeitln does not fol-
low the common erroneous trans-
literation but he instead transcribes
in a manner which he assumes,
and rightly so, is closer to the
c'orrect pronunciation.

The author states:4 "Until the
Restoration, Y had been held to be
an ethnic God, the God of the Ju-
daeans who made a Covenant with
their forefathers-Abraham, Isaac

and Jacob. This conception of God
was entirely changed because of the
influence of the Pharisees. Y ceased
to be an ethic God; now He be-
came the God of the Universe, the
Father of the entire human race.
The name was no longer pro-
nounced Y but A, the Lord of the
world." Dr. Zeitlin fully utilzes this
theory of progression from an eth-
nic God to a universal God in order
to explain why "the Pentateuch
never refers to proselytism,"6 and
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why the house of Y is eventually
named Bet ha-Mikdash, the Holy
House. Let us fist examine the ba-

sic premise. It seems to me that the
first indication in Jewish sources of
the universality of God may be
found in the primeval account, i.e.,
the Biblical story of creation. Prom
the opening sentence of the Bible

until chapter 2: 3 the name
used to identify God is Elokim.
This name is a general term for the
deity. In the Torah it is both ko-
desh referring to the God of Israel,
and chol referring to the pagan gods
(elohim acherim). Even when it is
specifcally related to Israel it stil

retains its general character, in con-
trast to Y which is the personal
name of the God of Israel, i.e., Ha-
shem Hu Ha-elokim. The creation
account uses the noun Elokim ex-
clusively to show that God in his
capacity as Creator of the world is
not only the Jewish God but rather
the God of mankind. This is surely
a universal concept. The Bible also

reflects a universal moral code.
Cain is punished for murder and
the earth is cursed for accepting

Abel's blood (Gen. 4:3). The Noa-
chides are forbidden to murder "be-
cause man was made in the image
of God" (9: 6). A generation is
sentenced to death by drowning be-
cause of its "violence." Sodom is
annihilated for being. "very wicked
and sinful toward God." The nar-
rative of the exodus discusses the

miracles that were performed in
Egypt leading up to the ultimate
national liberation. In this story

God hardens Pharoah's heart and
the hearts of his subjects in order

"that you. may know that the earth
is God's" (Exodus 9:29) and "that

Egypt may know that I am God"
(Exodus 14:14). God is also the
Lord of Egypt! Pharoah ends by
recognizing God and submitting to
him. In chapter 8 of 1 Kings we

find the moving supplication of
Solomon as he dedicates the Tem-
ple.

But wil God in very truth dwell on
earth? Behold, heaven and the heav-
en of heavens cannot contain Thee;
how much less ths house that I
have builded! Yet have Thou re-
spect unto the prayer of Thy ser-
vant, and to his supplication, 0
Lord my God, to hearken unto the
cry and to the prayer which Thy
servant prayeth before Thee this
day . . . Moreover concerning the
stranger that is not of Thy people
Israel, when he shall come out of a
far country for Thy name's sake -
for they shall hear of Thy great
name, and of Thy mighty hand, and
of Thine outstretched arm - when
he shall come and pray toward ths
house . . .
Is this not an expression of

hope to the universal God? Isai-
ah in chapter 2 of his prophecies,

which Dr. Zeitlin wil admit is pre-
Second Commonwealth, envisions
the end of idolatry: "and all nations
shall flow unto it." This is surely

prophetic universalism. The con-
cept of the universal God is as old
as Judaism and this concept is com-
plemented by the notion of the cho-
sen people-Israel's specific obliga-
tion to the universal God.

There is no need to assume that
the designation "House of God"
was "abandoned later because of
progressive changes. It was called
Bet ha-Mikdash, the Holy House,

Naos, a sanctuary, a temple."8 The
term Mikdash pre-dates the term
House of God."9 When Solomon
built his temple he meant it to be
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a house of God. The term which he
coined was subsequently used by
others. When however the name of
God, Y, was purposely relegated
and came into disuse, the house of
Y was called simply Bet ha-Mik-
dash. This would explain why the
term "Mikdash" was preceded by
the words "house of", a simple sub-
stitution for House of God.

Dr. Zeitlin writes: "The Penta-
teuch never refers to proselytism.

This attitude was not, however, in
accordance with the belief of those
Judaeans who promulgated the idea
of the universality of God. . . Later
when the universality of God be-
came the norm of the Judaeans,
proselytes were welcomed."lo We
must assume that Dr. Zeitlin delib-
erately ignores the references to

Gerim in the Torah because they

do not seem to undergo a formal
act of conversion but rather be-

come Israelites by settling in the
land, assimilating into the Judaean
fold in the course of time. A care-
ful inspection of the sources may,

however, prove otherwise. My con-
tention is that in the Torah itself
there are to be found two distinct
categories of gerim. One group of
gerim is comprised of strangers who
accept Judaism, who become prose-
lytes in the true sense of the term;
the other unit is the group of stran-
gers who relinquish their pagan
practices and wish to live among
the Jews in the Jewish country but
who do not desire to accept Judaism
as their faith. I wil now list the
pertinent verses alluding to the two
categories.

Category A -Gerim-Proselytes

Exodus 12:48-"And when a Ger
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shall sojourn with thee, and wil
keep the Passover to the Lord, let
all his males be circumcised, and

then let him come near and keep
it; and he shall be as one that is
born in the land; but no uncircum-
cised person shall eat thereof."
Leviticus 16:29-"And it shall be a
statute forever unto you: in the
seventh month, on the tenth day of
the month, ye shall affict your souls,
and shall do no manner of work,
the home-born, or the Ger that so-
journetli among you."
Leviticus 17: 1 O-"And whatsoever
man there be of the house of Israel,
or of the Ger that sojourns among
them, that eateth any manner of
blood, I wil set My face against

that soul that eateth blood, and wil
cut him off from among his people."
Leviticus 24: 16, 22-"And he that
blasphemeth the name of the Lord,
he shal surely be put to death; all
the congregation shall certainly
stone him; as well the Ger, as the
home-born, when he blasphemeth
the Name, shall be put to death. Ye
shall have one manner of law, as
well for the Ger, as for the home-
born; for I am the Lord your God."
Numbers 15: 14-16-"And if a Ger
sojourn with you, or whosoever may
be among you, thoughout your
generations, and wil offer an offer-
ing made by fire, of a sweet savour
unto the Lord; as ye do, so he shan

do. As for the congregation, there

shall be one statute both for you,
and for the Ger that sojourneth with
you, a statute forever throughout

your generations; as ye are, so shall
the Ger be before the Lord. One
law and one ordinance shall be both
for you, and for the Ger that so-
journeth with you."
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Numbers 19:10-"And he that
gathereth the ashes of the heifer

shall wash his clothes, and be un-
clean until the even; and it shall be
unto the children of Israel, and unto
the Ger that sojourneth among them,
for a statute forever."

The reader must admit that gerim
who partake of the Paschal sacri-
fice after having been circumcised;
gerim who fast on Yom ha-Kippur-
im,' gerim who offer a burnt-offer~
ing; gerim who are involved in the
red heifer ceremony, must be
members of the Jewish community,
and in good standing at that.

Category B-Gerim-Sojourners
Leviticus 25:47-48-"And if a Ger
who is a settler with thee be waxen
rich, and thy brother be waxen poor
beside him, and sell himelf unto
the Ger who is a settler with thee,
or to the offshoot of a Ger's family,
after that he is sold be may be re-
deemed; one of his brethren may re-
deem him."
Deuteronomy 14:21-"You shall
not eat of any thing that dieth of
itself; thou mayest give it unto the
Ger that is within thy gates, that he
may eat it; or thou ffayest sell it
unto a foreigner; for thou art a
holy people unto the Lord thy God.
Thou shalt not seethe a kid in its
mother's milk."

Here we are dealing with non-
Jews. You may give them your treife
meat; you must not alow another
Jew to be overexposed to him. Can
these be the same people who par-
take of the Paschal sacrifces? We
must conclude that there were prose-
lytes in Biblical days and that this
cOncept was not a Second Common-
wealth invention.

On page 27, the author states:

The leaders of the Judaeans, in order
to nulliy the high priesthood of
Manasseh and remove the danger of
the building of a temple on Mt. Ge-
rizim, enacted a law that, if a Ju-
daean married a woman of a foreign
nation, the offspring of this union
would not be considered J udaean.
The male offspring of Manasseh
could not be priests, not even Ju-
daeans. Thus it came about, through
the political ambitons of Sanballat,
that a child's status in Jewish law
follows that of its mother.

This last statement seems to be
quite presumptuous. It is true
that the Torah considers the
father as the focal point of the

famiy, i.e., "by their familes ac-
cording to their father's houses."l1

However, there are also indications
of . an ancient matriarchal category.
We fid that the children of Jacob
are classifed according to mothers
(Genesis 46). In Biblical days, the
mother had the prerogative of nam-
ing her children. Abraham defends
his integrity by informing Abimel-
ech: "And moreover she is indeed
my sister, the daughter of my fath-
er, but not the daughter of my moth-
er; and so she became my wife"
(Genesis 20: 12). In the archaic law
the paternal sister was suitable for
marriage while wedlock with the
maternal sister would be considered
incest. The Mishnah, being cogniz-
ant of the dual composition of the

family, formulates the following

regulation: 12 "Wherever there is a
kiddushin and there is not. trans-
gression, the issue follows the status
of the male. . . and whatever wom-
an who cannot contract kiddushin
with the particular person or with
others, the issue follows her status;
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this is the case with the issue of a
handmaid or a gentile woman. "13

There is no reason to assume that

this law is based on a single political
incident but rather on a very logical
general assumption. The mother
rears the child according to her

mores; the child assumes her re-
ligion. To this we may add that there
seldom is question as to' the identity
of the female progenitor while the

male parentage may be subject to
doubt.

We now come to a basic issue.
Dr. Zeitlin remarks:

The books of Moses, we must as-
sume, were known and regarded as
sacred by the J udaeans prior to their
compilation by Ezra. This explains
the repetitions and. contradictions
that are found in the Pentateuch. For
example, the law, Thou shalt not
seethe a kid in its mother's milk, is
repeated three times. The Ten Com-
mandments are repeated in Exodus
and again in Deuteronomy. There
are variants in the Ten Command-
ments. They even contradict one an-
other: according to Exodus the Sab-
bath should be observed because Y
created the world in six days and
rested on the seventh, whereas Deu-
teronomy states that the Sabbath
should be observed because Y took
the Israelites out of Egypt from the
land of bondage. In Exodus it is
stated that-the paschal lamb should
be a sheep or a goat and should be
eaten roasted, not cooked, while ac-
cording to Deuteronomy the paschal
lamb should be of the flock and the
herd, and should be eaten cooked.
There are other contradictions be-
tween the different books of the Pen-
tateuch. Ezra, in compilng and edit-
ing the laws of Moses, could not re-
move these repetitions and contradic-
tions, since the books were already
well known among the members of
the community in Judaea and were
already regarded as sacred.

The author here chooses to fol-
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low in the footsteps O'f too many
scholars who delight in raising textu-
al problems concerning the Penta-
teuch which have already been ob-
served by our sages, and in offering
solutions which are far less logical
and profound than those suggested

by the true Biblical critics. This re-
view is not the proper platform for
polemics as to the divinity and

subsequent consistency of Scrip-
ture as made manifest by the equally
divine Oral Law. I merely wish to
echo . sentiments of enlightened

philosophers such as Yehuda ha-
Levi givi.ng them a slight altera-
tion. The Bible as read is full
of repetitions, contradictions, and

ambiguities. God says to Moses and
Aaron: "This month shall be unto
you the beginning of months, it
shall be the fist month of the year
to you" (Exodus 12: 12). Prom this
verse Moses is supposed to inter-
calate a calendar. What type of sys-
tem is God discussing, solar, ltlnar,
solar-lunar? The LO'rd tells Moses:
"Speak to the children of Israel and
tell them to make for themselves

fringes" (Numbers 15:37). What
are fringes? God commands: "You
shall bind them for a sign on your
hand and they shall be for frontlets
between your eyes" (Deuteronomy
6:8). What are frontlets? Now, if
the Torah is the word of God are
we to assume that He was not able
to communicate properly with man?
Wouldn't it be more logical to hy-
pothesize an Oral Tradition that ex-
plains the written text? Or should
we rather say that the Torah was
quiled by a scribe or scribes who

were intellgent enough to produce
a literature completely beyond its
contemporary class and far above
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anything written since, but that they
lacked the vision to mend glaring
discrepancies? Is it logical to as~

sume that Ezra who changed the
script of the Torah from the ar-
chaic lvri to the more popuIar
Ashuri characters; Ezra who made
various takkanot; Ezra who extend-
ed the marriage prohibitions of the
Jew to include all non-Jews, would
not amend a "corrupt self-contra-
dictoryH text?

"Thou shalt not seethe a kid
in its mother's milk" is repeat~

ed three times according to our
Sages to signüy that the eating,
cooking, or deriving any benefit
whatever from a mixture of milk
and meat is forbidden. A more
textual interpretation would be as
follows: chapters 23 and 34 of
Exodus have many laws in common.
We find in a U garitic text that one
should seethe a kid in its mother's

milk.15A This fact indicates that the

Torah was censuring a Canaanite
ritual. Since Chapter 34 follows the
description of the Golden Calf in-
cident, which in effect is a mimick-
ing of pagan rites, the interdict
against the Canaanite ritual was re-
peated. Chapter 14 of Deuteronomy
deals with prohibited foods and the
eating of "abominable. things". It

would only be natural to repeat the
seething of a kid among the other
abominations. This interpretation
in no way Iìivalidates the rabbinic
usage. Torah may be understood by
various valid methods.

The question of the repetition of
the Decalogue in Deuteronomy is
quite satisfactorily explained by
Nachmanides and Ibn Ezra in Exo-
dus 20. In Deuteronomy 5 we find:
"Observe the Sabbath day to keep it

holy as the Lord thy God has com-
manded thee." Moses is specifically
reminding the people that God pre-
viously publicized the Decalogue

and now he was repeating it and pur-
posely paraphrasing God's words. In
Exodus 12:9 the following com-
mand about the Paschal sacrifice is
given: "Do not eat it half done or
be'shel mivshel ba-mayim, nor sod-
den at all with water, but roast with
fire." According to Zeitlin this con-
tradicts Deuteronomy 16:7 "Uvi-
shalto-thou. shalt 'COOk'15 it and

eat it . . ." Isn't it obvious to all that
the Torah terms the process of cook-
ing as be'shel mivshel ba-mayim,

sodden with water, the verb be'shel
alone meaning in this place "to pre-
pare", not to cook? There is no con-
tradiction. The "repetitions and con-
tradictions found in the Pentateuch"
belong right where they are.

When discussing the role of Mat-
tathias, Zeitln states: 16

The tragedy of the 1,000 men, wo-
men and children who had been
burned to death in a cave because
they would not profane the Sabbath
aroused the most intense indignation
of Mattathias and his followers. He
issued a statement permitting fighting
in self-defense on the Sabbath, "that
we may. not all die as our brothers
did in the hiding places." He held
that the Sabbath might be profaned
to save human life.

From this we must assume that
before the days of Mattathias Ju-

daism did not sanction profaning

of the Sabbath to save human life.
It would be simpler, however, to as-
sume that the cardinal principle of
the sanctity of life prevailed
throughout Jewish history. The case
in point could be explained as fol-
lows: The 1,000 people in the cave
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were refugees, with refugee men-
tality and spirit. When the Seleuci-
dean patrol approached they real-
ized that they could not withstand

them and decided that their ob1i~
gation was to sanctify the name
of God and not submit. (There was
more than a transgression of Shab-
bat involved here. Antiochus de-

manded idolatry-a case where Ha-

lakhically one must sacrifice his
life). Mattathias, hearing of this,
realized that if the Judaeans would
not organize themselves and form
a resistance movement, similar oc-
currences would become the norm.
He therefore advised guerila war-
fare.

Dr. Zeitlin has endeavored to

probe the mysteries of the Phar-
isees and Sadducees.. He has pre-
sented his views in a clear, sensible
manner and has succeeded at least
in convincing the reader that the

problem is quite involved. Dr. Zeit-
lin's theory in its entirety cannot
be discussed in a review, and frank-
ly should not be debated by some-
one who cannot arrive at what he
considers a more plausible solution.
There is, however, one misconcep-
tion that should be mentioned. The
author states: "The Sadducees de-
manded the rigid observance of the
Pentateuchal law; the Pharisees,

however, strove to amend the Pen-
tateuchal law in order to bring re-
ligion into consonance with life . . .
their aim was rather to modify Pen-
tateuchal law to meet the vicissi-
tudes of life. This they justifed by
their liberal interpretations."17 Cor-
responding to this view, Dr. Zeitlin
continues in a later section:18 "If
it was found that a defendant had
been executed upon the testimony
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of deliberately perjured witnesses,

the witnesses were subject to the
same penalty that the defendant had
sufered. According to the Penta-

teuchallaw, which in all probabilty
was in force in the early period of
the Commonwealth (Sadducee law,
see pp. 176-177) if even one man
testified falsely he had to suffer the
same penalty which the defendant
had undergone." Dr. Zeitlin, as he
indicates in his notes, is aluding to
the Mishnah Makkot 5b:

Witnesses are not to be put to death
as attested zomemim until after the
terminatìon of the trial ( Gemar
Din). Because the Sadducees con-
tended that zomemim were put to
death only after the accused had ac-
tually been executed, pursuant to the
scriptural text "lie for lie." Said the

Pharisee sages to them: But does not
the context read: Then shall you do
unto him as he purosed to do unto
his brother, which clearly implies
when his brother is stil alive? If so,
what is the purport of "life for life"
. . . zomemim are not to be put to
death until after the termination of
the triaL.

According to Dr. Zeitln the lit-
eral meaning of. the PentateuchaI

text is in agreement with the view
of the Sadducees as opposed to the
opinion of the Pharisees. It is my
contention that in this case, and

possibly in all cases, the Pharisees

are truer to the text than their op-
ponents.19 Let us examine the com-
plete text.20

One witness shall not rise up against
a man for any iniquity, or for any
sin, in any sin that he sinneth; at the
mouth of two witnesses, or at the the
mouth of three witnesses, shall a
matter be established. If an unght~
eous witness rise up against any man
to bear perverted witness against
him, then both the men, between
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whom the controversy is, shall stand
before the Lord, before the priests
and the judges that shall be in those
days. And the judges shall inquie
dilgently; and, behold, if the witness

be a false witness, and hath testifed
falsely against his brother . . .

At this point we must insert and
emphasize that these sentences are
dealing with actual court proced-

ure: the judge is cross-examining the
witness21 and he concludes that the

witness is perjuring: "then shall ye
do unto him, as he had purposed to
do unto his brother; so shalt thou
put away the evil from the midst of
thee." He only purposed to do, he
however accomplished nothing-
we are stil in court, nothing could

have happened yet. "And those that
remain shall hear, and fear, and
shall henceforth commit no more
any such evil in the midst of thee.
And thine eye shall not pity: life
for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth,
hand for hand, foot for foot." In
the fial sentence the Torah adds

pertinent information as to the
court procedure. Liabilty incurred

at the end of the trial, not at the be-
ginning. The law of zomemim does
not apply durig the time when the

evidence is being weighed but rath-
er when the verdict of guilty has
been pronounced. Then and only
then, if in retrospect we find that

the witness is false, do we brand him
a zomen. This is an emendation
of the original notion but it stil
leaves the whole concept withi the

confes of the court room. Accord-
ing to the Sadducee rendition, how-
ever, the last sentence contradicts

the previous sentences, changing the
application of the term zomem from
an intended criminal to an aCCOff-

plished one. In this case Dr. Zeitlin,
concentrating on the term "life for
life" contended that the Sadducees

are more literal and the Pharisees
more liberal. From the context, how-
ever, we see that the opposite is
true.

The author has a very interesting
chapter on the calendar. Dr. Zeit-
lin assumes that the Bible alludes to
a solar calendar.

In a solar calendar the day begins
with the dawn . . . In the Pentateuch
and in other biblical books which
were written before further change
in the calendar, the day always is
represented as preceding the night.
It has been assumed, though an er-
roneous rendering of the first chapter
of Genesis, that the biblical calendar
was in fact lunar. There the day
seems to begin with the evening. The
text which gives the account of the
creation says, Darkness was upon the
face of the deep. Then God said, Let
there be light and there was light.
Next God divided the light from the
darkness. The light He called day
and the darkness He called night.
Further it is stated, There was even-
ing (that is, the sunset) and there
was morning (that is, the dawn),
constituting one day. The common
error is to read the text as if it said,
There was night-tie, then day-tie,
and this made one full day. Rather
it says when the sun set and the sun
arose (again) ths concluded one
day. In other words, the work of cre-
ation, which precedes this statement,
is understood as taking place by day.
That day has its sunset, followed by
the night, and then, in tu, by the
dawn, and ths concludes the one day
and begins the next. A lunar calendar
is not involved. The day is indeed
from sunrise to sunse.22
Zeitlin has ilustrious support for

this explanation of Genesis 1: 5 in
the personage of Rashbam. Ibn
Ezra, however, refutes Rashbam in
his Iggeret ha-Shabbat. He also takes
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issue with those who propound such
a theory in his commentary to Exo-
dus 16:25. Granted, however, that
Zeitlin's interpretation is correct,

this merely indicates that the defined
period of time is a twenty-four hour
period beginning at dawn. It does

not in the least exclude the possi.

bilty of a festival-holiday unt of

time commencing with the evening.
In Exodus 12: 18 we read: "In the
first month on the fourteenth day
of the month at even ye shall eat
unleavened bread until the one and
twentieth day at even." Leviticus

23: 32: "It shall be unto you a Sab.
bath of solemn rest and ye shall
affict your souls; in the ninth day
of the month at even, from even
unto even shall you keep your Sab-
bath." The date given begins with

dawn, the holiday with the evening.
Dr. Zeitlin goes on to say that the
calendar was changed from a solar
calendar to a lunar-solar one.23

It is understandable that the change of
the calendar from a solar to a lunar-
solar system would arouse great op-
position. Although the calendar was
complicated and imperfect, it had a
tradition of usage for many centuries
and was supported by the Penta-
teuch. A people who clung to tradi-
tion would naturally react violently
against such a radical change. The
attitude of those who opposed the
innovation is expressed in the Book
of Jubilees: And command thou the
children of Israel that they observe
the years according to ths reckoning
- three hundred and sixty-four days,
and (these) wil constitute a com-
plete year, and they wil not disturb
its time from its days and from its
feasts; for everything wil fall out in
them according to their testimony,.
and they wil not give out any day
nor disturb any feast. . . For there
wil be those who wil assuredly
make observations of the new moon
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- how (it) disturbs the seasons and
comes in from year to year ten days
too soon. For ths reason the years
wil come upon them when they wil
disturb (the order J, and make an
abominable (day) the day of testi-

, mony, and an unclean day a feast
day, and they wil confound all the
days, the holy with the unclean, and
. the unclean day with the holy; for
they wil go wrong as to the months
and the sabbaths and feasts and ju-
bilees.24

This outburst could just as easily
have been directed against someone
who may have proposed a pure lun-
ar calendar such as the Moslems
use today. It does not in any way
back up Dr. Zeitlin's theory.

On page 429 the author discusses
the precept of wearing tefilln and
says:

The Pentateuch states too that the
children of Israel must put a sign
upon their hands and also on their
foreheads. In ancient ties people
wore phylacteries, amulets, for pro-
tection. The Sages modifed this cus-
tom and ordained that Judaeans
should wear tefillin on the left arm
and on the forehead. The tefilln con-
tained four sections from the Penta-
teuch: Exodus 13: 2~10; 13: 11-16;
Deut. 6 :4-9; 11: 13-21. These sec-
tions were placed in the tefilln be-
cause they were in compliance with

" the words, "a sign upon thy hand"
and also made reference to totafot
which, according to the Sages, meant
the tefilln. Similarly, a mezuzah
was affed on the doorpost of every
home in response to the. Penta-
teuch injunction to write them on
the doorposts of thy house and
upon thy gates.

Though a concept such as H alak-
hah ie-Masheh mi-Sinai, which is
the Talmudic dictum used to explain
the unique nature of tefilln, cannot
be explained satisfactorily on ration-
al grounds, it stil encompasses more
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than an "amulet" theory. The in-
tricacies of tefilln are not taken
care of by a good luck charm idea.
Aside from the fact that amulets

were known and used in Tannaitic
times, and stil are for that matter,

they did not displace or replace the

strange boxes and straps worn by
Jews throughout the ages.

Dr. Zeitlin's work is an important
contribution to scholarship. His his-
torical narrative is superbly written.
His theories about religious institu-
tions are obviously. controversial but
most stimulating. He has attempted
to probe the mysteries of an obscure
period and we all eagerly await his
second volume.

NOTES

1. P. 19.

2. The author spells out the Anglicized form of the T'etragrammaton whkh
wil be referred to in this article by use of the letter "Y". "A" wil symbolize

the name Lord, as pronounced in all places where "Y" is written.
3. Mishnah Sanhedrin 10: 1.
4.( Introduction pp. 13-14.

5. See alsop. 12; pp. 269-270.

6. P. 16.

7. P. 269.

8. P. 269.

9. "And let them make me a Mikdash, that I may dwell among them".

Exodus 25:8. (The term 'Bet Elokim' coined by Jacob at the place of his
celestial ladder does not seem to be relevant.)

10. P. 16.

II. Numbers 1:2.
12. Kiddushin 3: 12.
13. See also Mishnah Yevamot 2:5.
14. Pp. 19-20.

15a. Cassuto U., A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, Jerusalem, 1959, p. 212.
15. The Soncino translation here reads "roast", the new J.p.S. edition has

"cook" with no explanatory note. This is one example of the hidden dangers of
this new translation.

16. P. 95.

17~ Pp. 177-178.

18. P. 209.

19. This text has already been discussed by Dr. A. Weiss in his

.n"~~ii ,:ij,n ,t'~iil jitl .
20. Deuteronomy 19:15-21.
21. I am not discussing the problem of t:r-m ill or b~~~H ti~iii

which is a ii¡:"n~ but is not relevant to the b~¡:'i~ b~~'iÐ controversy.

22. P. 215.

23. P. 219.

24. Pp. 221-222.

87


