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It 1s an honor and a pleasure to write this foreword to the work
of onc of the most dedicated and erudite scholars of our time. Throughout
the years, Dr. Raphael Patai has contributed an impressive bodv of work
that 1s treasured by both serious researchers and the general population.
He has brought together religious literature, history, archacology, mythol-
ogy, and folklore to arrive at an exciting new understanding of material that
had once been scattered and often misunderstood. With the initial publi-
cation of The Hebrew Goddess, Dr. Patai opened up several important areas
of research and consideration. First published in 1967, this seminal book
discerned the patterns in the evidence of ancient Goddess figures in pre-
Israclite Canaan, described the continued existence of these figures among
the Hebrew people in the biblical period and explained how they had
afterwards been woven into Judaic thought and practice. Most important,
Dr. Patai created a well-organized overall strucrure in which the pertinent
evidence could be viewed and better understood.

Dr. Parai’s discussion of this subject was claborated upon with a wealth
of specific writings and quotations that pointed towards not only a female
aspect of God, but to the specific actions and images of a Goddess figure
within Judaism. We initially read of the major Goddess figures in Canaan,
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14 | Foreword

such as Asherah, Anath, and Astarte, who were worshiped before and during
the Biblical period. Following these historical threads, Dr. Parai then exam-
ined divine female imagery in Talmudic, Kabbalistic, and other Hebrew
literature thart existed at a time when the general perception of the Hebrew
God was solely as male. Gathering together a multitude of small pieces of
evidence Elcamd from numecrous texts, he was able to draw the many min-
iscule parts into a meaningful whole as, with the skill of the finest of teach-
ers, and a vision that is broad and encompassing, he allowed us to watch
as he carcfully fit cach one of the picces of the jigsaw puzzle into place,
eventually enabling us to see the entire picture. In this updated edition of
The Hebrew Goddess, Dr. Patai has included valuable additional materials
that further flesh out that original structure. With keen insight and articulate
commentary, he helps us to comprehend the new matenials as well as the
subtle, ongoing discourse concerning polvtheistic elements within a relig-
ious belief system based upon monotheism.

In the original edition, Dr. Patai presented a great deal of information
about various divine female images within Hebrew literature, such as Hokimna
[Wisdom], the Shekhina, the Matronit, and the Bride and Queen Sabbath.
He amassed an impressive body of material that gave clear portravals of
cach of these images. But in the nature of the true scholar, the publication
of the original Hebrew Goddess did not call a halt to his research. The image
of the Shekhina drew him further into the study of some of the most
fascinating material on this subject, the role of the Shekhina in Judaism
over the last few centuries. His original reconstruction of an overall narrative
of the Shekhina, alongside his documentation and analysis of the struggle
to explain her role in a monotheistic worship, provides witness to the nature
of an alive and theological debate that has seldom been achieved elsewhere.

Thar ancient religious beliefs reveal the worship of major deities that
arc female, and that these divine female figures, scemingly suppressed and
forgotten, vet seeped into the Bible, the Talmud, the Kabbala, and other
Hebrew literature, has recently garnered a great deal of attention and inter-
est, more than would normally be expected of such an academic subject.
Much of this interest has been the result of the rise of the feminist move-
ment over the last two decades. The popular explosion of the feminist
movement in late 1968, and its rapid growth over the next few years, raised
many questions about the status and roles of women in our society. Rela-
tonships and social institutions were challenged by investigations into the
part each might be plaving in constructing and/or maintaining a negative
role for those of the feminine gender. With some initial hesitancy, even the
bastions of religion were eventually placed under the feminist microscope.
From that time on, many women have been questioning and confronting
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the impact of various religions in formulating women’s status.

Over these last two decades feminists have been observing the various
existent religious systems from a feminist point of view, but from diverse
- positions in society and thus diverse perspectives. Many have been exam-
ining a specific religion from the perspective of a member of that religion.
They don’t want to throw the baby out with the bath water. Revision and
reform have resulted. women have become ordained as Episcopalian priests,
Jewish rabbis, and ministers in many Protestant denominations. Many Catholic
nuns have been trying to change Church rulings on women to enable them
to be ordained as priests. Liturgies and prayer books of nearly all Western
faiths have been questioned and many of them changed to wording that
includes both female and male in references to divinity as well as to the
congregation.

When I first began my book When God Was a Woman in 1969, my
own intention was simply to make people aware of the ancient worship of
God as female—as Goddess, Creator of Heaven and Earth, ¢.g. the Goddess
Nammu in Sumer—to challenge the idea that it was the natural or the
divine plan for men to rule over women as stated in Gen. 3:16. It was
important to me to show that Goddess worship had existed long before
the writing of the Hebrew Scripture [the Old Testament], which is held as
sacred by both Jews and Christians, and that Goddess reverence had affected
the status of women in many positive ways. Since the publication of When
God Was a Woman in 1976, the interest in a contemporary reclamation of
Goddess history, as well as the contemporary enactment of celebratory God-
dess rituals, began to form into what is now most often referred to as the
women’s spirituality movement. Today, thousands of women are drawing
upon Goddess reclamation in all arcas of work and study. Goddess figures
and imagery have emerged in women’s painting, sculpture, drama, novels,
poetry, music, dance, and films. New books, articles and academic theses
dealing with the reclamation of some specific aspect of Goddess history are
continually being written and published. The teaching of history, art history,
sociology, psychology, philosophy, anthropology, theology, and, of course
women's studies, has been affected by this ever growing body of informa-
nion about ancient Goddess worship. And women’s groups all across the
U.S. as well as in Canada, Europe, and other areas have been meeting to
create and enact Goddess rituals at the times of the solstices, equinoxes,
new or full moons, and at other times of celebration or life passage.

Looking back, I realize that had I known of Dr. Patai’s The Hebrew
Goddess during the years of my own rescarch for When God Was a Woman
it would have saved me a great deal of time and effort. But it was not until
1978, when I was finishing my second book, Ancient Mirrors of Womanhood,
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that I discovered it. The Avon/Discus paperback edition of The Hebrew
Goddess had come out in August of that year. At the time of my first reading
of The Hebrew Goddess 1 was deeply impressed not only by the dedicated
and painstakingly detailed research Dr. Patai had done many years before,
knowing from my own work what this entails, but also by his courage in
presenting his thesis on the continuation of Goddess reverence within Juda-
ism. I found the book to be a treasure of fine scholarship as well as an
inspiring example of the integrity of stating what others may have preferred
not to discuss or even see.

I did notice that Dr. Patai had not considered what reclamation of the
Goddess might mean to and for women. In his chapter on the Matronit,
he had suggested that the existence of a Goddess image may have occurred
as a somewhat natural response to a basic need and perception of wom-
anhood by “the male of the species?” Yet these past few years have shown
us that it has been primarily women who have wanted and needed to image
deity as female. I cannot say that men have not also become interested in
the recent Goddess reclamation, especially where interest in the Goddess is
aligned with the sanctity of nature and the Goddess thus becomes an eco-
logical svmbo] Bur ]udgmg from the startling numbers of women currently
involved in the large and rapidly expanding women’s spmtuahtv movement,
it is primarily women who have responded to reviving the Goddess and
are mainly responsible for spreading the word, incorporating this recla-
mation into so many diverse areas of culture and spiritual celebration today.
This in turn leads me to the mention of a prediction made by Dr. Parai in
1967 —before the popular emergence of the women’s movement.

At the end of his introduction, Dr. Patai asked, “Is the Hebrew Goddess
dead, or does she merely slumber, soon to awaken. .. ?” He went on to say
that “should she manage to revive, we can expect this to take place only in
the Land of Isracl” We must remember that this was written several years
before the start of the feminist movement and even more years before the
risc of the women’s spirituality movement. And, as the wise among us
understand, events we expect to happen do frequently occur, burt often in
the least expected ways. So it interesting to note, some 22 vears after Dr.
Patai’s contemplative question, that the Hebrew Goddess has indeed revived—
but in perhaps a most unexpected manner. This revival has resulted directly
from the women’s spirituality movement, which itself grew from within the
feminist movement, in the United States. Nonetheless, much of the revival
of the Hebrew Goddess has been based upon information in Dr. Patai’s
writings.

Along with the many Goddess figures in which contemporary women
have shown a special interest, figures such as the Sumerian Inanna, the
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‘Akkadian Ishtar, the Greek Gaia [Earth], Demeter, and Artemis, the Mex-
ican_Coatlicue, the African Yemaya and Oshun, the Celric Cerridwen and
ﬂ;allaq_non the Tibetan Tara, 2, the Hawaiian Pele, the i image of the Shekhina
ﬁa's_agamnscntobcrccognucdandrc\‘crcd She began to awake at the
writing of Dr. Patai’s book and has now been more fully awakened by
Jewish feminists. As I mentioned, many feminists have remained within
their familial religion, working to make changes from within male-oriented
religious systems. Thus Rabbi Lynn Gottlieb and Rabbi Leah Novick have
spoken and written about the importance of the Shekhina. Drorah Setel
has written and performed songs about the Shekhina. A Jewish women’s
group was formed by Irenc Javors to study the meaning of the Shekhina
in their lives. Javors explains that many of the women felt the image of the
Shekhina had been primarily formulated by men in the past and that, for
the future, the women felt the need to image and define the Shekhina from
a female perspective.

Even among the many women who have rejected their own familial
religion and have in some way involved themselves in women's spirituality
and Goddess reclamation, we find that the choice of a specific or favorite
Goddess image oftimes reflects a woman’s own racial or ethnic henitage.
Oshun and Yemava are most often of greatest interest to Afro-American
women. Women of Celtic descent are frequently drawn towards the legends
about Cerridwen. It is not difficult to understand why women who were
raised in the Jewish faith, and might still culturally identify themselves as
Jewish even though they do not follow Jewish beliefs or ritual, would be
drawn to the image of the Shekhina. Yet, as the Shekhina exists within
monotheistic Judaism, or as Hindus 'ipc:lk of Parvati, Kali, Uma, Durga,
and Lakshmi as aspects of Devi, the Goddess is a singular divinity to many
women today, who take a monotheistic approach and rcgard the numerous
h:sroncalgmidcssﬁgmasaspccrsof”lhcboddcss ame

" One of the most interesting concepts that has arisen from within the
women’s spirituality movement is the idea or belief that the Goddess 1s
immanent, i.c within us, even within all life, as contrasted to the idea of a
transcendent deity high above us. In considering Dr. Patai’s descriptions of
the Shekhina as an aspect of God—or a Goddess—who dwells on carth
with the people, we cannot help but observe the similarity of these concepts.
The point at which these two ideas may differ s in the efforts made to
have the Shekhina rejoin God in heaven, as explained in fascinating detail
in Dr. Parar’s new matenials. [ would suspect that most women involved in
women’s spirituality today would prefer that the Goddess remain with us.
And, at the nsk of bcmg regarded as flippant, they would perhaps also
prefer that if God and Goddess were to be reunited, God would come to
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us here on carth to join the Goddess. I will refrain from making further
analogies here about single parent homes or emotionally distant fathers,
other than to mention that in this sort of mythic consideration they do
come to mind.

Despite these differences, the wealth of information and the crystal clear
presentation and analysis of the evidence in The Hebrew Goddess demand
that it be read by anyone interested in religious history, theology or the
reclamation of the Goddess today. Dr. Patai has given us a classic work on
the subject of the continual emergence of divine female figures within Juda-
ism. It offers an insight into Judaism that has long been ignored. But even
beyond Judaic Studies, it provides some very valuable streams of thought
that may be useful for the study of religion in general. During my own
vears of research, I have found an amazing diversity of perception, narrative,
imagery, and symbolism of divinity, both in ancient cultures and in those
that still survive. This diversity raises questions about why the divine or the
sacred is perceived as it is—in specific forms at specific times and places. In
The Hebrew Goddess, which covers such a vast chronological spectrum and
such a broad geography, Dr. Patai succeeds not only in presenting a body
of work on a Goddess figure within Judaism but, perhaps even more impor-
tantly, allows us to gain some insight into the very process of debate, trans-
formation, and continual development of many, if not all religious images
and beliefs.

I first found The Hebrew Goddess in an updated edition published cleven
vears after its imtial publication; this new expanded edition, now being
published some eleven years later again, will, I hope, reach many more
readers, I expect that they will be as surprised, excited, and enlightened as
I have been by Dr. Patai’s valuable contribution to our deeper understand-
ing of the relationship between humanity and divinity as it is revealed in
The Hebrew Goddess.

Merlin Stone



PREFACE TO THE THIRD
ENLARGED EDITION

The present third edition of this book has been augmented by
three new chapters numbered VII, VIIIL, and IX. Consequently, the old
chapters VII and VIII of the second edition have now become chapters X
and XL

Chapter VII, “The Myth of God and the Shekhina!” discusses the atti-
tudes of students of Jewish mysticism to the myths contained in scattered
passages in Kabbalistic literature, and includes a tentative reconstruction of
what I consider the central myth of the Kabbala and Hasidism.

Chapter VIII, “Yehudim—Unifications.” presents data on the Kabbal-
istic and Hasidic tradition that requires of the believers to recite a yvihud
(“unification”) spelling out the purpose of the prayer about to be recited
or the mitzra about to be performed, namely the unification of God and
the Shekhina. It shows that these brief declaratory statements called yihudim
were (and among the Hasidim and the tradition-bound Sephardi and Ori-
ental Jews sull are) recited many times daily, and thus indicate that the
Shekhina, the feminine aspect (or “person”) of the Godhead was (and is)
a living reality in the belief system of considerable contingents of the Jewish
people.

Chapter IX, “The Shekhina as Maggid and Vision]” presents a different
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aspect of the same theme. Mysticism, as popularized by the Kabbala and
later by Hasidism, saturated the consciousness of major segments of the
Jewish people with the concept of the Shekhina (or Matronit), daringly
spoken of in most deeply revered sources as the spouse of God the King.
This, in turn, created an atmosphere conducive in the case of some of the
enthusiasts, to experiencing hallucinations in which they heard the voice of
the Shekhina, or visions in which they saw her in the shape of a woman, a
female divine figure. I consider this chapter merely a first step in assembling
some of the material bearing on this subject, and in drawing some prelim-
inary conclusions. The role of the feminine deity in popular Jewish con-
sciousness must constitute the subject matter of much further study before
we shall be able to get a full picture of the popular Jewish belief in the
Shekhina and its functional correspondence to the popular Catholic
Marolatry.

Apart from adding these three new chapters, I corrected in this edition
some minor errors that slipped into the previous one, and added a complete
bibliography.

I wish to thank Doris B. Gold of Biblio Press for having first raised
the idea of a new, expanded edition of this book.
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INTRODUCTION

1 | The Ubiquitous Goddess

Goddesses are ubiquitous—this, in a nutshell, is the conclusion
one reaches from a perusal of the voluminous and still growing literature
on the history of religion.

They stood by the cradle of Homo Sapiens, and testified to his carliest
known appearance in Europe, some thirty to forty thousand vears ago, as
evidenced by the discovery in Aurignacian deposits of statucttes of nude
women with enormous breasts and burtocks and protruding abdomens.
These figurines, representing in a highly stvlized and exaggerated form
women 1n an advanced stage of pregnancy, are usually referred to as paleo-
lithic Venuses—of Willendorf, Menton, Lespugne, Laussel, to mention only
a few—and are generally rcgzrdcd by students of prehistory as having had
religious significance.

They are strikingly parallcled by finds of a later provenance, uncarthed
n Mw)pnramu and Svria, and daung from the so-called Halafian age of
the 5th millennium 8.C.E. Both the European Old Stone Age and the Near
Eastern Halafian figurines served the same purpose: to ensure fertility and
delivery; in all probability, they served similar ends in relation to the animal
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and vegetable worlds as well. The carliest attested role of the goddess,
therefore, was that of the numinous mother who endowed her worshipers
with her own mysterious qualities.

At least as old as the Near Eastern nude statuertes are myths in which
goddesses play a larger, more universal role. The carliest answers to the
great question of “Whence?™ all reiterate, in various forms, the same idea:
it was out of the body of the primordial g(.x.ldc.» that the world-cgg emerged,
or that the carth was born; or alternately, it was r.ha goddess’ body itself
that provided the material from which the carth was made. Thus the oldest
cosmogonics, like the oldest worship of concretely represented deities, typ-
ically start with a primal goddess.

Once these phenomena were ascertained, and long before the data were
adequate, attempts at explanation began. One of the carliest was that of the
19th-century cultural evolutionist who posited an early matriarchal social
order in which the supposedly general predominance of women was assumed
to have been paralleled by a similar situation in the divine realm. The family
was ruled by the mother, the people by queens, and the heavens by goddcsscs

In a modified form this nplanatlon recurs as late as the 1930% in Father
Wilhelm Schmidt’s theory on the onigin of religion. He no longer adhered
to the view of unilinear cultural evolution, but instead assumed the existence
of several simultancous “primitive cultures™ of food-gatherers, whose relig-
ion was centered around a High God or a Supreme Being. Our of these
developed, says Father Schmidr, the three “primary cultures™: the matrilin-
eal-agricultural, the patrilincal-totemic, and the patriarchal-nomadic. Since
the cultivation of plants was first undertaken by women, their importance
in the social structure greatly increased, which, in turn, gave rise to a cult
of Mother Earth, as well as to a mythology of the moon conceived as a
female. Under the influence of these factors, “the Suprcmc Being was often
thought of as a female™ Thus Father Schmidr assigns an early but second-
ary place to the goddess in his multilineal scheme of religious evolution.

The Freudian position® on the goddess is that she represents that stage
in the carly development of the human individual in which the mother
appears to the child as the all-powerful source of both granfication and
deprivation. The goddess is a mother figure whose qualities are universal
because they stem from unconscious fantasies common to all peoples from
time immemorial, which have their primary source in the infantile mind.
The child in its jealousy of the father repudiates his role in procreation,
wishes to deny that the mother is a sexual being, preferring to think of her
as purc and virginal —hence the virginity of the goddess image. When the
child learns “the truth its wish that the mother should be a virgin is
frustrated, and it then unconsciously regards her as a harlot—hence the
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goddess is not only a virgin but a harlot. Moreover, in very early fantasy
life the frustrated nursling wants to devour the mother’s breast, imagines
that he acrually is destroying the mother, and, projecting his own hostility
upon her, fears that she will devour him—hence the bloodthirsty character
shared by the ancient Near Eastern virginal and wanton love goddessns
Jungian analyrical psvchology considers the Great Goddess as a pri-
mordial image or archetype in the sense of an inward image at work in the
human psyche and symbolically expressed in her figures as represented in
the myths and artistic creations of mankind. The workings of the goddess-
archetype can be traced in rites, myths, and symbols throughour history, as
well as in the dreams, fantasies, and creative works of both the sound and
the sick of our own day. The archetypal Feminine, designated only relatively
late in the history of mankind as the Great Mother, was “orshjpcd and
portrayed thousands of vears before the appearance of the term. A wealth
of symbolic images surrounded her, and she herself appeared in numerous
manifestations, as goddesses and fairies, she-demons and nymphs, some-
times friendly, sometimes hostile. An essential feature of the primordial
goddess archetype 1s that it combines positive and negative attributes.

This union of opposites in the primordial archetypes, its ambiva-
lence, is characteristic of the original situation of the unconscious,
which consciousness has not yet dissected into its antitheses. Early
man experienced this paradoxical simultaneity of good and evil,
friendly and ternble, in the godhead as a unity; while as conscious-
ness developed, the good goddess and the bad goddess, for exam-
ple, usually came to be worshiped as different beings.*

2 | “Church”-less Judaism

In view of the general human, psychologically determined pre-
disposition to believe in and worship goddesses, it would be strange if the
Hebrew-Jewish religion, which flourished for centuries in a region of inten-
sive goddess cults, had remained immune to them. Yet this is precisely the
picture one gets when one views Hebrew religion through the polarizing
prisms of Mosaic legislation and prophetic teaching. God, this view main-
tains, revealed Himself in successive stages to Adam, Noah, Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob, and gave His Law to Moses on Mount Sinai. Biblical religion,
in this perspective, is universal ethical monotheism, cast in a ritual-legal
form.

Historical scrutiny, however, shows that for many centuries following
the traditional date of the Sinaitic revelation, this rchglon idealized in ret-
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rospect, remained 2 demand rather than a fact. Further studv, undertaken
in the present volume, indicates that there were among the Biblical Hebrews
other religious trends, powerful in their attraction for the common people
and their leaders alike, in which the worship of goddesses played as impor-
tant a role as it did anywhere else on comparable stages of religious devel-
opment. It will also be attempted to show that the female deities of the
early, monarchic period did not subscquently disappear butr underwent
transformations and succeeded in their changed forms to retain much of
their old sway over religious sentiments. How these different religious trends
could coexist requires some explanation.

In contrast to the Roman Catholic faith with its single body, the Church,
Judaism has never developed a monolithic structure which could super-
impose its authority upon all Jewish communities in the many lands of
their diaspora. Local variations exist, to be sure, berween one Catholic dio-
cese and another, as well as between folk beliet and practice, on the one
hand, and the official teachings and rites of the Church, on the other. Yet
there is only one Catholic faith, one doctrine and one practice, which unites
believers throughout the world. Doctrines and rites may change, as they
did in the course of centuries; but when thev do, it is because the Church,
as embodied in the Pope and the Roman Curia, decides on a modification
and makes it, from that time on, the rule equally mandatory upon the entire
far-flung body of the Church.

No such unity exists in Judaism, nor has it ever existed, with the pos-
sible exception of a brief period when the Great Sanhedrin exercised central
authority in Jerusalem. Prior to that time and after it to this day, Jewish
doctrine and practice, although derived from one ultimate source, the Bible,
differed from place to place, because, lacking a coordinating and sanctifving
central authority, their precise formulation was left to local religious lead-
ership. For example, European Jews, in obedience to a certain medieval
rabbinical authority, accepted the religious ban on marrying two or more
wives, while their brethren in the Middle East continued to consider plural
marriages legal and to practice polvgamy to the present time.

Differences in doctrine among Christians led to schism. Among Jews,
they led to heterodox groupings without secession, because there was no
organized religious body from which to secede or which might have cut
off the offending limb. There was, to be sure, disapproval of the views and
conduct of groups other than one’s own, there were even arguments and
conflicts; but however erroneous the ways of others appeared, such errors
were never considered serious enough to warrant a formal break. Jewish
history contains examples of excommunication of individuals because of
apostasy—Uriel Acosta’s case comes readily to mind—but no body of relig-
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ious leaders ever used the weapon of the berem (“ban”) against any Jewish
group, however great the disapproval provoked. A case in point is the sit-
uation that developed in the 18th and 19th centuries when the Jews of
Eastern Europe became sharply divided into Hasidim (roughly, Mystics)
and Mitnagdim (Opponents). The antagonism between the two groups
increased to such a degree thar intermarriage between them was completely
out of the question. Yet, at no point during the great struggle, did any
Hasidic or Mitnagdic leader go so far as to cast a doubt upon the Judaism
of the opposing group. Similar furcations have occurred repeatedly in Juda-
ism, before and since, bur without cver splitting Jews into rival, discrete
groups,

The relevance of these observations to the subject of the present study
is as follows. Whatever formulation was given to the Jewish faith by any
local religious leadership, simultancously and side by side with it existed
divergent faith-variants within the broad and flexible overall framework of
Judaism. Consider the situation in Palestine in the days of the great Hebrew
prophets. There was Yahwism, preached by the prophets; there was an
official cult, organized by the court and headed by the king; there were
local variants, combining elements from these two as well as from other
sources, practiced by the simple country folk; and there were sects such as
the Rechabites who constituted an car!\ example of what religious histo-
rians call primitivists. Yet all these trends were part of the *Hebrew religion™
of the Biblical period.

The average lavman, whether Jew or Genule, stll believes that the
official Hebrew religion was a strict monotheism beginning with God’s
revelation of Himself to Abraham. Scholars date the origin of Hebrew
monothcism a few centuries later, during the days of the great prophets.
As we shall see, even this qualified statement must be modified somewhat
in view of certain doctrines, which succeeded in being admitted into the
literary depositories of the official religion during Talmudic times, and in
view of the Kabbalistic adumbration of a plurality of persons in the deity.
Let us here stress the fact that in addition to “official™ Judaism—thar crys-
tallization of the religion which represented the consensus of most of the
religious leaders of a certain time and place—Judaism has always comprised
heterodox variants as well. Moreover, since there was no hard-and-fast divid-
ing line berween official and non-official versions of the faith, there was
constant interaction between the two. The feminine numina discussed in
this book must, therefore, be considered part of the Hebrew-Jewish religion,
whether they were admitted into the “ofhicial” formulation of the faith or
accepted only by the simple people, against whose beliefs and practices the
exponents of the former never ceased to thunder.
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3 | The Masculine Godhead

Let us now proceed to look at the person of the deity as He
appeared, first of all, in the Biblical and Talmudic writings. To begin with,
let us restate that the legitimate Jewish faith, beginning with the earliest
formulations of its belief-system by the great Hebrew prophets, down to
its various present-day versions (e.g., those of Orthodox, Conservative, and
Reform Judaism in the United States), has always been built upon the
axiom of One God. This credo had its complementary corollary in the denial
of the very possibility of other gods.

As for God, He is not merely the One and Only God, but also cternal,
omnipotent, omnipresent, omniscient, aphysical (and therefore invisible),
inscrutable, and incomprehensible, as well as just, good, compassionate,
merciful, and benevolent. Since, being pure spirit, he is without body, he
possesses no physical attributes and hence no sexual traits. To say that God
is either male or female is therefore completely impossible from the view-
point of traditional Judaism. As Maimonides, the greatest medieval Jewish
philosopher, put it, “God is not a body, nor can bodily attributes be ascribed
to him, and He has no likeness at all”

Yet one factor, a linguistic one, defied all theological repugnance to the
attribution of bodily qualities to God. It is in the nature of the Hebrew
language that every noun has either the masculine or the feminine gender
(except a very few which can take cither). The two Biblical names of God,
Yahweh (pronounced, out of reverence for its great holiness, as “Adonai™
and usually translated as “the Lord™) and Elohm (or briefly El, translated
as “God”), are masculine. When a pronoun is used to refer to God, it is the
masculine “He™; when a verb describes that He did something or when an
adjective qualified Him, they appear in the masculine form (in Hebrew
there are male and female forms for verbs and adjectives). Thus, every verbal
statement about God conveyed the idea that He was masculine. Most peo-
ple, of course, never stopptd to think about this, but every Hebrew-speaking
individual from early childhood was imbued with the idea that God was a
masculine deity. No subsequent teaching about the aphysical, incompre-
hensible, or transcendental nature of the deity could eradicate this early
mental image of the masculine God.

In fact, during Biblical and Talmudic times, no efforts were made to
counteract the popular image of a masculine God. On the contrary, while
the Bible stresses that man cannot see God and sur\wc, and the Talmud
contains the axiom that “Geod sees but cannot be seen.” both of these great
source-books of Judaism contain innumerable references to God which
reinforce belief in His masculinity. The Biblical prophets, psalmists, mor-
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alists, and historians, as well as the sages, scribes, theologians, rabbis, and
teachers of the Talmudic period, constantly use unmitigated anthropomor-
phisms in referring to God. He is a “Man of War” a “Hero.” “Lord of
Hosts,” “King.” “Master of the Universe,” and “Our Father in Heaven.” to
mention only a few expressions. Needless to sav, these appellations all carry
a pronouncedly masculine connotation, and, together with the words of
the prayer, “We are Your sons, and You are our Father]” or “Have mercy
upon us as a father has on his sons!” indelibly impressed all Jews not only
with the Kingship and Fatherhood but also with the Manhood of God.

Theologians will point out that none of these expressions are indicative
of an actual belief in, let alone a doctrine of, the masculinity of God. Human
imagination, they will arguc, needs symbols to fasten on. The fatherhood
of God (which connotes His masculinity) is merely such a symbol. We do
not mean, when we pray to Our Father in Heaven, that He actually is our
male progenitor, but that we feel that we are dependent on Him, as we
were on our father in childhood. We certainly have no quarrel with this
argument. The God of Judaism is undoubredly a father-symbol and father-
image, possibly the greatest such symbol and image conceived by man. Nor
can there be any doubts as to the greatness of the psvchological need answered
by this image. This, together with the great moral imperatives, was the
unique contribution of prophetic Judaism to mankind.

Comparative religion, however, teaches us that there is in man an cqually
great, or possibly even greater, need for yet another symbol: that of the
divine woman who appears in many different forms throughout the world,
vet remains basically the same everywhere. Most familiar to us in the West-
ern world is the hgurc of Mary, who rose to such prominence in Christi-
anity, and especially in Catholicism. Did Judaism, the mother-religion of
Christianity, fail to fulfill this need? Is it conceivable that the human craving
for a divine mother did not manifest itself at all in Judaism?

It 1s true, of course, that official Judaism, to a greater extent than Chnis-
tianity, let alone the ancient Near Eastern religions, stressed the moral and
intellectual aspects of religion, to the relanve neglect of its affective and
emotional side. The prophetic demand for justice and mercy and the knowl-
edge of God as the core of religion, rather than ritual observance, points
in this direction. By the beginning of the Talmudic period, Judaism was
characterized by an emphasis on the study of the Law as the essence of
religion, as against mere belief expressed in traditional and emotion-laded
images. It is charactenistic of this development, as well as of the incipient
reaction to it, that as against the thousands of new religious laws contained
in the vast compendium of the Talmud, one finds in it only one single
significant addition to the realm of religious faith: the loosely sketched,
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vague aspects of God’s Presence, called Shekhina, of whom more anon.
4 | The Genius of Idolatry

The Biblical God-concept, intuitively grasped by the prophets and
gropingly reached by the people, reflects the strictly patriarchal order of
the socicty which produced it; this patriarchal society gave rise to a religion
centered around a single, universal deity whose will was embodied in the
Law, but who was abstract, devoid of all physical attributes and vet pro-
nouncedly male, a true projecton of the patriarchal family-head. But,among
the simple people, old popular religious traditions were too strong to be
easily overcome. According to a Rabbinic tradition, “the instinct of idolatry
was eradicated” in the days of Mordecai and Esther, or in those of Hanania,
Mishael, and Azaria,’ that is to say, well after the destruction of the Jeru-
salem Temple by Nebuchadnezzar which took place in 586 B.C.E. According
to another tradition, the idolatrous instinct, or “the Genius of Idolatry.” as
the name can be equally translated, was overcome only as late as the davs
of Nehemiah, that is, in 445 B.C.E., when the Levites among the Judacans
“cried with a loud voice unto the Lord their God”® Their request, a Tal-
mudic myth recounts, was:

“Woe and woe! It is he [the idolatrous instinct, or the heavenly
Genius of Idolatry] who destroved the Sanctuary, burnt the Tem-
ple, killed the pious, and exiled Israel from their land, and vet he
still jumps abour among us. Is it not that You [God] gave him to
us only in order to grant us a reward [if we overcome him|? We
want neither him nor his reward!™. . ..

[In responsc] a tabler fell down from heaven and upon it was
written “Truth”. .. which is the seal of God. Thereupon they sat
in fasting for three days and three nights, until he [the Genius of
Idolatry] was delivered up to them. He emerged from the Holy of
Holies like a young fiery lion, and the prophet Zechariah said to
Isracl: “This is the Genius of Idolatry,” as it is written, “This is the
Wickedness.”” As they got hold of him, a hair was tom out of his
mane and he let out a roar which was heard over four hundred
parasangs. They said: “What shall we do, lest, God forbid, they take
pity on him from heaven?” The prophet said to them: .. . “Lock
him into a leaden kettle and scal its mouth with lead, for lead
absorbs the voice ... "®

Whar happened to the fiery lion embodying the idolatrous instinct after
he was thus rendered harmless, we are not told. What is, however, most
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remarkable in the above storv is that it makes the leonine Genius of Idolatry
dwell in the adytum, the Holv of Holies itself, in that innermost sacred
chamber of the Temple in which God Himself was believed to dwell. His-
torically this means that the advtum, and the Jerusalem Temple as a whole,
were recognized in the retrospect of Talmudic times as the very center of
the idolatrous enticements to which the people succumbed throughout the
days of the First Temple and down to the time of Nehemiah, some two
generations after the return from the Babylonian exile.

In a more general sensc, too, there can be no doubt that down to the
very end of the Hebrew monarchy the worship of old Canaanite gods was
an integral part of the religion of the Hebrews. As we shall see in the first
two chapters, the worship of goddesses plaved a much more important role
in this popular religion than that of gods. The reason is not far to seck.
The image of Yahweh, in the eyes of the common people, did not differ
greatly from that of Baal or the other Canaanite male gods. Often it would
have been difficult to determine whether a certain cult was legitimately
Yahwistic, heretically Yahwistic, or unequivocally pagan. The worship of
Yahweh thus easily merged into, complemented, or supplanted that of the
Canaanite male gods.

But Yahwism lacked the female touch which was such an important
part of Canaanite religious life. Nothing it could offer replaced the Canaan-

“ite goddesses. Therefore, the prophetic denunciations of these idols had
little effect. The devotees of the goddesses could not be swayed to give
them up and to concentrate instead exclusively on the worship of a male

god.
5| The Hebrew Goddess

Were Asherah, Astarte, and the other goddesses served by the
Biblical Hebrews, Hebrew goddesses or merely foreign abominations as
labeled by the prophets? Gods are rarcly invented or discovered; rather they
arc taken over by one group from another. Even Yahweh had pre-Hebrew
antecedents, and so had the deity called El and identified by the Hebrews
with Yahweh. The Roman Jupiter goes back to the Greek Zeus Pater, who,
in turn, is derived from the Sanskrit Diaus Pitar. As long as a god is alive,
he can casily cross international frontiers and establish himself in a new
country in superficially changed but basically identical image and function.
'Ihswv-dmprobabh happamdmAshcrah,Astarrc,andAmrh they arrived,
at different times no doubt, among the Hebrews, and although foreign in
origin, they soon adopted the Hebrews as their children, and allotted them
all the benefits man finds in the worship of a-goddess. There can be no
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doubt that the goddess to whom the Hebrews clung with such tenacity
down to the days of Joshiah, and to whom they returned with such remorse
following the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple, was, whatever the prophets
had to say about her, no foreign seductress, but a Hebrew goddess, the best
divine mother the people had had to that time.

Following the death of the “spirit of idolatry” in the days of Nehemiah,
the Hebrew goddess succeeded in surviving. She underwent, to be sure, an
astounding metamorphosis, but then that, too, is the mark of a living deity.
In onc of her manifestations she penetrated—in what period we can only
conjecture—the rebuilt sancruary as a female Cherub, poised in marital
embrace with her male partner in the dark cell of the Holy of Holies. In
another, she became the manifestation of God’s presence, the Shekhina—a
feminine name just as God’s 1s masculine—the loving, rejoicing, motherly,
suffering, mourning, and, in general, emotion-charged aspect of deiry.

Her role thereafter was minor and restricted, difficult to trace, for sev-
eral centuries. One can, however, surmise that she must have gained strength
in the course of that time, and gradually asserted her independence, because
during the 13th century, when Kabbalism invested Judaism with a new
vitality, she emerged as a distinct female deity, possessing a will and desire
of her own, acting independently of the traditional but somewhat shrunken
masculine God, often confronting and occasionally opposing Him, and
playing a greater role than He in the affairs of Her children, the people of
Isracl. Corresponding to this reassertion of her personality, she, although
often still called by her old name Shekhina, assumed another name as well,
more fitting to her new and high status: Matronit, the Matron, Lady, or
Queen.

The new mythology of the Kabbala, revealed in the writings of the
Jewish mystics of the 13th century and amplified in those of the 16th,
knows evil goddesses in addition to the good ones. They are the she-demons
of yore, Lilith, Naamah, and Igrath bath Mahalath, who first appear in
Talmudic literature as lowly and hairy female ghouls and who managed to
work themselves up to much higher position, until their queen, Lilith, became
God’s consort. This happened following the destruction of the Jerusalem
Temple and the subsequent exile of Israel, which came to be regarded as
catastrophic events not only for the people but also for God. The Shekhina,
or Matronit, as she now was called, in her motherly love of her children
went into exile with them. This brought about a separation between her
and the King, who thereupon allowed Lilith, queen of the demons, to attach
herself to him and take the place of the Matronit as his spouse. The similarity
berween Matronit and Lilith is one of the rather uncanny aspects of Kab-
balistic mythology.
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The Matronit, meanwhile, continued to be closely concerned with her
children. Like a true goddess, she played the role of spouse as well as mother
to her people. She also assumed the form of a divine queen and bride, who
joined them every Friday at dusk to bring them joy and happiness on the
sacred Sabbath. To this day, in every Jewish temple or synagogue she is
welcomed in the Friday cvening prayers with the words “Come, O bride!”
aIthough the old greeting has long been emptied of all mystical meaning
and is regarded as a mere poetic expression of uncertain significance.

Is the Hebrew goddess dead, or does she merely slumber, soon to
awaken rejuvenated by her rest and reclaim the hearts of her sons and lovers?
No one can say. But should she manage to revive, we can expect this to
take place only in the Land of Israel. It was there that she first clasped to
her bosom the wild Hebrew warriors who irrupted from the desert. It was
there that most of her life-history, including her amazing metamorphoses,
took place. And it was there—less than four hundred years ago!—that her
Rachel and Leah forms revealed to the pious and the learned the divine
meaning of carthly love, the last of her great motherly-wifely acts, and that
her identity with the ancient Biblical goddess Asherah was recognized? in
a remarkable flash of intuitive insight. It will be there, therefore, if at all,
that she will re-emerge, in who knows what surprising old-new image, to
mediate, as of old, between man and God and to draw the returning faith-
bereft sons with new bonds of love to their patiently waiting Father.



THE GODDESS ASHERAH

In embarking now upon an examination of the various forms in
which the feminine principle was conceived by the Biblical Hebrews and
their successors, the Jews of the Hellenistic, Talmudic, and Kabbalistic peri-
ods, we begin, so as to proceed in chronological order, with the Goddess
Asherah, who was the earliest female deity known to have been worshiped
by the Children of Israel.

1| The Problem

The beginnings of the period we are dealing with here go back
to the time following the arrival of the Israclite tribes in Canaan. For about
six centurics thereafter, that is to say, down to the destruction of Jerusalem
by Nebuchadnezzar in 586 B.C.E., the Hebrews worshiped Asherah (and

places and times. Only intermittently, although with gradually increasing
intensity and frequency, did the prophetic demand for the worship of Yah-
weh as the one and only god make itself be heard and was it heeded by
the people and their leaders. This much is apparent, although the religious
history of the period as a whole—in spite of the numerous studies devoted

34
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to its untangling—is still obscure, duce to the inadequacy of the available
sources.

The primary literary sources pertaining to the period are contained in
the Biblical canon. While undoubtedly based on ancient oral tradition, some
of it reaching back into the Mosaic period, or even as far as the patriarchal
age, the Biblical accounts are prcscncd in relatively late reworkings and are
therefore not CORteMpOrary, in a strict sense of the word, with the events
they describe. Editorial revisions were especially thorough when the subject
matter pertained to the non-monotheistic phases of early Hebrew religion.
References felt 1o be offensive were toned down or abridged, and we have,
of course, no way of knowing how many were excised altogether. In the
narratives which deal with the subscqucm period of the Hebrew monarchy,
the monotheistic point of view is even more stringent, so that all references
to non-monotheistic forms of popular worship are not only consistently
derisive and unrelentingly condemnatory but are kept purposely in vague
and general terms.

The archacological data, while obviously suffering neither from sub-
sequent modification nor from contemporary tendentious representations,
arc disappointing because of their paucity or lack of dlarity. The temples,
sanctuarics, high places, altars, and other religious structures which were
uncarthed from the carly Hebrew period, contain, as a rule, no clear-cut
evidence as to the identity of the deity to whom they were dedicated. From
a comparison of Biblical references and archacological discoveries we know
that the rituals of both Yahweh and the Canaanite gods followed the same
general pattern, and it is preciscly this circumstance which makes the iden-
tfication of the deity worshiped at any particular archacological site extremely
difficult.

In the case of the small figurines and statuettes, of which many hun-
dreds were found all over Palestine, and a considerable percentage of which
can be attributed without any doub to the Israelite monarchic period, there
is a difficulty of another kind. While it can be taken for granted that these
figurines, mostly nude females, were used in some religious-ritual context,
in many cases we cannot be sure whether the goddess so represented was

by the Hebrews or by the Canaanite population who lived side
by side i in ca:i)f Palestine. The greatest frustration, however, for the historian
of religion is the absence of contemporary literary documents, such as inscribed
tablets, monuments, statues, or walls, which would contain clear evidence
of the nature of popular Hebrew religion in the carly period ending with
the Babylonian captivity of 586 B.CE.

Hz\'mg stated what we do not have, let us now turn o the extant
evidence on which one can nevertheless base an attempt at reconstructing
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carly Hebrew popular religion. This can be divided into four categorics:

1. The evidence of the Bible, which, in spite of the efforts of its mon-
otheistically oriented authors and/or editors, contains incidental informa-
tion as to the court ritual and popular religion which a few judges and
kings and all the prophets strove to suppress, eliminate, and replace by
monotheistic Yahwism.

2. Local archacological evidence, admittedly limited, but nevertheless
uscful and, with the intensive work going on in Israel, daily increasing in
volume and variety.

3. The considerably more ample data conrained in Canaanite, Syrian,
Mesopotamian, Iranian, Anatolian, and Egypuan archacology and m\"tho!—
ogy, with their detailed information about the deities who, according to
Biblical evidence, were worshiped by the Hebrews.

4. Literary sources of poeat-Bxbhcai Judaism, which flow richly especially
in the first few centuries of the Christian cra; which, becausc of their less
sacred character were not subjected to the same meticulous scrutiny as the
Holy Book; and in which, therefore, many references and recollections of
carly Hebrew polytheism were able to pass muster.

This enumeration of the types of source material bearing on carly Hebrew
popular religion indicates the amount and nature of the information we
can expect concerning the female deity whose person, image, and worship
form the subject of the present chapter. We are forewarned that the dara
will be neither ample nor explicit, neither exhaustive nor detailed, and, in
some cases at least, neither conclusive nor irrefutable.

As far as the Biblical books are concerned, their anti-polvtheistic atti-
tude manifests itself in, among other things, a pronounced reluctance to
allow any ritual detail of pagan worship to enter the references they contain
to Israel’s religious transgressions. Nevertheless, it 1s from Biblical sources
that we know the names of the three goddesses who were worshiped by
the ancient Hebrews down to the days of the Babylonian exile: Asherah,
Astarte, and the Queen of Heaven, who was probably identical with Anath.
It is with the first of these three that the present chapter deals. Let us begin
by reviewing what extra-Biblical sources tell us about Asherah.

2 | The Canaanite Asherah

That Asherah was the chief goddess of the Canaanite pantheon
we know from the rich mythical material uncarthed a few decades ago at
Ugarit, the modern Ras Shamra, near the northeastern corner of the Med-



The Goddess Asherah | 37

iterranean. In Ugaritic mythology, as preserved on numerous tablets, writ-
ten m 2 language quite close to Biblical Hebrew and dating from the 14th
century B.C.E., Asherah figured prominently as the wife of EL the chief god.
Her full name was “Lady Asherah of the Sca”—apparently, her domain
proper was the sca, just as that of her husband El was heaven, She was,
however, also referred to simply as Elath or Goddess. She was the “Pro-
%lfs_s_g"thc Gods™: all other gods, numbering seventy, were her children,

ng Baal, Anath, Mot, and the other chief protagonists of the Ugaritic
pantheon. One of her servants was Qadesh wa-Amrur, called the “fisherman
of Lady Asherah of the Sea)” who fished at her bidding and, in his capacity
as her equerry, saddled her donkey and helped her to mount. Asherah’s
relationship to her husband El was not unlike that of an Oriental queen to
her master: when entering into his presence, she would prostrate herself,
whercupon El would kindly inquire after her desire. When Baal wished to
obtain permission from El to build a house, he sent his mother Asherah to
intercede with EL Upon the death of Baal, El asked Asherah to name one
of her sons to succeed him as king.

Asherah was a motherly goddess and as such she, together with her
d-mg';tcr &mdn,su\'cdasmc“cmurscofd\cgods She suckled even human

es who were exceptionally deserving, such as Yassib, the son of King
Keret. She also scems to have foretold the fortunes of her devotees, for in
a l4th-century B.C.E. letter, found at Taanach ncar Megiddo (in Palestinc),
reference is made to a “wizard of Asherah” through whom she seems to
have spoken.

Little is known of Asherah before the period of the Ugaritic myths. In
a2 Sumerian inscription, set up by an Amorite official in honor of Ham-
murabi and dating from ca. 1750 B.CE., and other contemporary docu-
ments, she is called Ashratum (i.c., Asherah), the bride of Anu.? Since the
Sumerian and Akkadian deity Anu closely corresponded to the Canaanite
El in being the god of heaven, it appears that Asherah held the position of
the chief or mother goddess for at least three centuries prior to the Ugaritic
period. She was also known in Southern Arabia, where her name had the
form Atharath, as in the Ugarit tablets.* In the 14th century B.CE. Amarna
tablets, containing letters written by Canaanite petty chieftains to their
overlords, the king of Egypt.* the names Asherah and Astarte interchange,
which may indicate a lack of clear distinction between the functions and
pcrsonahncs of these two goddesses. As we shall see below, the same con-
fusion between Asherah and Astarte is found in the Bible and persisted
even among scholars down to our days.

Asherah was associated with several cities where she was worshiped in
her local manifestations. She was the “Asherah of Tyre™ and the “Elath



38 | The Hebrew Goddess

[Goddess| of Sidon”—both Tyre and Sidon having been for long periods
not only the capitals of independent states but also important Mediterra-
nean seaports whose prosperity depended on the bounty of the sea and the
good graces of its ruling lady. A third port, Elath, far to the south on the
Gulf of Aqgaba, may have been named after her. There were thus Asherahs
of many localities (just as there are a \1rg1n of Fatima, a Virgin of Gua-
dalupe, etc.), and when the Biblical references state that the Israclites served
“the Asherahs,” this can only mean that they adopred the worship of several
of these local manifestations of the great goddcss
A king of the Land of the Amorites, mentioned in the Amarna letters,
was called Abdu-Ashirta, i.,e., “Slave of Asherah."® clearly showing that he
was a devotee of her cult, which included the sacrificing of cattle and flocks.®

3 | What Was the Hebrew Asherah?

It was almost inevitable that the cult of this great Canaanite mother-
goddess, who was venerated also in many other parts of the Ancient Near
East,” should penetrate Hebrew religion as well. In fact, it was not long
after the Israclite conquest of the Canaanite hill country, in the period of
mixed Israclite-Canaanite settlement, that this development took place,
together with intermarriage between the Israelites and the Canaanites, Hit-
utes, Amorites, Perizzites, Hivites, and Jebusites, “among whom they dwelt”
The establishment of family and religious ties went hand in hand, and “the
Children of Isracl . . . served the Baals and the Asherahs$

While it is not casy to rcach a definitc conclusion as to the physical
shape in which Asherah was represented among the Hebrews, a careful
perusal of the numerous Biblical references to the “Asherahs™ seems to
indicate that they were carved wooden images which were set up by
implanting their base into the ground. In carlv times they often stood next
to altars dedicated to Baal:™” later, a “statuc of Asherah” was set up in the
Jerusalem Temple itself.!! The word Asherah in Biblical usage can thus refer
cither to the goddess herself or to her image.*?

From a story told in the Book of Judges about Gideon, who lived in
the 12th century B.CE., we learn that the Asherah worship in those carly
days was a communal or public affair. However, the wooden image of the
goddess belonged to the town’s chieftain who, at one and the same time,
was also the priest of Asherah and Baal. This chiefrain was none other than
Joash the Abiezrite, Gideon’s father. When Gideon, an early precursor of
zealous Yahwist reformers, demolished the altar of Baal and cut down the
Asherah, he incurred the wrath of the entire town of Ofra. His immediate
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punishment by death was demanded by the men of the city, and he was
saved only bccausc his father stood by him.'*

~ Gideon’s act remained, for several generations at least, an isolated inci-
dent. The cult of the Goddess Asherah continued among the Hebrews
throughout the periods of the judges and the kings. Unfortunately, in the
¢élimare-of Palestine, with its annual heavy winter rains, wooden obijects do
not survive. Therefore, however large was the number of the carved wooden
poles or statues which represented the Goddess Asherah and around which
her communal worship took place, as it did in the town of Ofra until its
d:smpum by Gideon, no ardm)k)gual evidence can attest to their existence.

On the other hand, there is ample archacological evidence as to the
‘wﬂ«: of Asherah as a houschold goddess, a variety of the Teraphim.

evidence consists of numerous small clay ﬁgunnes of nude women
already referred to above. These were found all over Palestine and can be
dated with confidence as deriving from all ages of the Israelite period. Many
ofthcsc figurines conform to types which can be taken as stercotyped rep-
resentations of Asherah. This seems especially to be the case with those
figurines which show a woman with protruding breasts below which, how-
ever, instcad of torso and legs, the figure consists of a straight cvlindrical
column with a flaring base. One can assume that these figurines are the
small clay counterparts of the larger wooden Asherah poles which were set
up by mplammg them into the ground. (See Plates 1-7, and the Asherah
figure on Plate 8). Judging from the frequent occurrence of these female
incs, not matched anywhere by images of male gods, the worship of

l:hc must have been extremely popular in all segments of Hebrew
% Inc of t wmm may have been the belief that
she promoted fertility in women and facilitated childbirth. In a 7th- -century
BCE chtcwmmfound in Arslan Tash in Upper Syna, the
h_clgofﬂ)c_@m Asherah is sought for a woman in delivery.'* Such an
invocation of Asherah may have been contained in the original form of the
exclamation made by Leah at the birth of Zilpah’s son, whom she named
Asher.’s If so, we have here a testimony to the worship of Asherah in the
carly period in which the patriarchal traditions of Genesis originated.

4 | Solomonic Idolatry

While the worship of Asherah was thus a central feature of pop-
ular Hebrew religion in the premonarchic period, and her statues stood in
many a local sanctuary, it remained for King Solomon to introduce her
wonl'ngmlus capltzl city of Jerusalem.

" As is well known, the’ very manner in which Solomon’s Temple was
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built in Jerusalem was conducive to the establishment of a polytheistic-
syncretistic cult. Solomon’s religious proclivities are condemned by the Yah-
wist historian, who begins his account of Solomon’s reign by stating that
“Solomon loved Yahweh,” but feels constrained to add in the same sentence
that “he, nevertheless, sacrificed and bumt incense on the high places™?®

The architects and builders who, at Solomon’s request, were sent by
King Hiram of Tyre to Jerusalem to build the temple hewed close to the
patterns familiar to them from their own temples. That this was the case is
indicated by a comparison of archacological discoveries with the Biblical
description “of Solomon’s temple. Of the numerous Canaanite and Syrian
Mmcm ated, the one most closely resembling Solomon’s is that of
Tell Tainat in Syria from the 9th century B.CE. That temple, like the one of
Jerusalem, was divided into three sections, a vestibule, a nave, and an inner
sanctuary, and like it, had two pillars at its entrance. A much older Canaanite
temple, which might be considered as the prototype of Solomon’s, dating
from the end of the Late Bronze Age, was found at Hazor.'” In Solomon’s
temple, all the brass work, including the two pillars Jachin and Boaz, was
executed bv a Tvrian craftsman also called Hiram.'* Again, archacology
teaches us that these brass furnishings of the Jerusalem temple were made
in @ manner customary in temples dedicated to “other gods™ along the cast
Mediterranean coast. It is probable that this similarity in structure and
furnishings was matched by a similarity of the worship itself: the difference
between Yahweh and other god.s lay not in ritual, but in the ideology and
morality, which was developed in his name by the great Hebrew prophets.

The chronicler of Solomon’s reign rcproaghcs him for having built
places of worship for many gods, yet he does so in a curiously restrained
manner: Solomon’s heart, he savs, “was not whole with Yahweh his god)”
and “he did what was evil in the eyes of Yahweh, and went nor fully after
Yahwceh as did David his father”!® In the passage in question, two exten-
uating circumstances are offered in excuse of Solomon’s acts: he did what
he did because his wives, to whom “he cleaved in love” turned his heart;
and all this happened when Solomon was old.?* Historical considerations,
however, invalidate these excuses.

Firstly, we know that political marriages between a ruler and foreign
princesses were an accepted means of strengthening alliances or friendly
relations berween states. Secondly, the introduction of a foreign princess
into a roval houschold inevitably meant the admission of her gods as well.
Thirdly, while such marriages may have taken place any ame dunng the
reign of a king, the most ambitious of Solomon’s pohncai marriages, that
with the daughter of Pharaoh, was entered into at the very beginning of
Solomon’s reign.?! It is reasonable to assume that he married the Sidonian
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princess?? about the same time that he set about to carry out his great
building projects for whose execution he needed the friendship and help
of the Phoenicians. A Hittite princess at his court—whose presence served
as a living political bond between Solomon and the nco-Hittite states of
Syria—was also valuable for him at the same time, as were daughters of his
Moabite, Ammonite and Edomute vassals. These marriages were in the nature
of guarantees of security, without which he would have had to keep pow-
erful troup contingents in constant readiness at a time when he needed all
the available manpower in the country for the construction of his grandiose
religious and royal compounds. It is thus more than probable that all these
marriages were contracted by Solomon soon after his succession, and that
the introduction of the respective divinities worshiped by his wives also
took place at the same time.?*

Among the deitics whom Solomon worshiped was “the Goddess of
the Sidonians™ who, as we have seen, was none other than Asherah. How-
ever, thehistorian recording this calls her “*Ashtoreth, Goddess of the
Sidonians™* Also, the prophet Ahijah the Shilonite, an uncompromising
Yahwist who flourished towards the end of Solomon’s reign and in the
years following it, reproaches the Israclites once with worshiping “‘Ash-
toreth, the Goddess of the Sidonians.” and another time with serving Ash-
erah.”® However, such a confusion of Asherah and Astarte is not confined
to the Biblical authors who equally detested both of them; it is found, as
mentioned above, already in the Amarna letters written in the 14th century
B.C.E. by people who should have known better because they believed in
rhc two goddesses and worshiped them. But we have to keep in mind that

in polytheistic cultures the prevalent tendency often was to identify one
god with another, substitute one god for another, combine one god with
another, or call one god by the name of another, as we know from many
%Mpﬂzﬂ, Babyiomam Hittite or Canaanite religions. In
any case, there can be little doubt that it was the worship of Asherah, already
popular among the Hebrews for several ng_crano_ns.,_whlch was introduced
by Solomon into Jerusalem as part of the cult of the royal houschold, for
his Sidonian wife.

5 | Asherab in Israel

Close to the end of Solomon’s reign, a dramatic encounter took
place between the prophet Ahijah of Shiloh, and Jeroboam the son of
Nebat, a young and brave foreman of Solomon’s work force. As the two
men met in the fields outside of Jerusalem, Ahijah grabbed the new mantle
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worn by Jeroboam, tore it into twelve picces, and said to the astonished
vouth:

Take ten of these picces, for Yahweh, the God of Isracl, will tear
away the dominion over ten tribes of Israel from Solomon, because
he forsook Yahwch, and served ‘Ashtoreth, the Goddess of the
Sidonians, Chemosh, the God of Moab, and Milcom, the God of
the children of Ammon. If vou will hearken to all that Yahwch
commands you, He will be with vou and give you Isracl.*

As is well known, Ahijah’s hopes in Jeroboam were bitterly disap-
pointed. No sooner had Jeroboam established himself in the northern part
of the country, when he set up two golden calves, onc in Beth-cl, just a few
miles from Jerusalem, and the other in Dan, the northernmost point of
Isracl. “These are your gods, O Isracl, who brought you up from Egvpt?
he proclaimed.*”

One can imagine the pain and the anger felt by Ahijah. As soon as the
stern Yahwist prophet had an opportunity, he pmphcsmd the downfall of
the house of Jeroboam, as he had foretold its rise some vears previously.
The charge was again the worship of “other gods and molten images™ in
general, coupled with a more specific accusation levelled against the people
of Israel as a whole: “Because they have made their Asherahs, provoking
Yahweh™2* The fact that of all forms of idolatry only the cult of Asherah
was mentioned spccnﬁcall\ by Ahijah must mean at least that the one variety
of religious worship in which the Israclites engaged more frequently than
in any other was the cult of the Goddess Asherah, symbolized and repre-
sented by her carved wooden images.

The introduction of the Asherah worship into the ritual of the royal
court had to wait for the armval in the capital of Israel, Samaria, of another
Sidonian princess, as bride of King Ahab (873-852 B.C.E.). She was Jezebel,
daughter of Ethbaal, King of Sidon, in whose capital city the “Elath of
Sidon.” i.c., the Asherah of Sidon, had been worshiped as carly as at least
five centuries prior to his own time. Under Jezebel's influence, and in order
to cement the alliance with her father, King Ahab of Isracl built an altar to
Baal in Samaria and “made™ an Asherah.*

The extent of the worship of these Sidonian deities in Ahab’s court is
artested by the report that 450 prophets of the Baal and 400 prophets of
Asherah ate at the rable of Jezebel.* It was these prophets whom Elijah
met on Mount Carmel, in a great public rain-making contest which ended
with the utter defear of the Canaanite god and a miraculous vindication of
Yahweh.*! It is interesting to observe that Elijah did not accuse the people
of having abandoned Yahwch for the foreign gods but merely of dividing
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their attentions between both.* Although the 400 prophets of Asherah
scem to have attended the meeting on Mount Carmel, only the 450 proph-
ets of Baal were chal[cﬁgcd 10 the-contest by Elijah, and ne-further word
is-said i the entire detailed narrative about the prophets of Asherah. The
appeal of the Baal pmphctq to their god and that of Elijah to Yahweh are
surprisingly similar, in fact, almost identical. When Yahweh's fire (light-
ning?) descends on Elijah’s altar and thus proves His superiority, the people
side with Elijah, and burst into shouts of “Yahweh is the god!” Thercupon
the 450 prophcts of the Baal are scized, dragged down into the valley, and
slaughtered at the River Kishon.** No word is said about the fate-of the
400 prophets of :\shc_ra.b The inference must be that, not being part of the
mbcfcll them. If so, they must have continued unhindered
to serve their goddess. Nor was the Asherah which Ahab had “made” and
set up in Samaria removed or in any way harmed either as a result of Elijah’s
victory over the prophets of the Baal, or during the remaining vears of
Ahab’s reign. It would appear then that only the Baal was considered by
Elijah (and the strict Yahwists in general) as a dangcrous rival of Yahweh,
while the Goddess Asherah was regarded as his inevitable, necessary, or at
any rate tolerable, female counterpart.

Ahab died ca. 852 BCE and was succeeded by his son Ahaziah (ca.
852-851), who in turn was followed by his brother Joram. In 841-842
Jehu overthrew the dynasty and became King of Israel, to be followed, after
a reign of 27 years, b\ his son Joahaz (814-798). It is from the days of
this king that the next report about the Asherah of Samaria dates. The Book
of Kings states tersely that during the reign of Joahaz the people of Isracl

“departed not from the sins of the house of Jeroboam, wherewith he had
made Isracl to sin, but walked therein; and also the Asherah remained
standing in S;mana 3

The persistence of the Asherah cult in Samaria, indicated by this state-
ment, is in marked contrast to the much lesser tenacity of the Baal cult. For
we are told that Joram, son of Ahab, “removed the pillar [masscba) of the
Baal that his father had made.* This pillar of the Baal must have been the
same cult object which, when erected by Ahab, was referred to as “an altar
for the Baal in the house of the Baal which he had built in Samaria™* The
absence of any indication of what, if anything, Joram did with the other
cult object. the Asherah, which his father Ahab had made.?” could mcan
that he did not touch it, becausc the worship of Asherah was considered,
as in the days of Ahab, a legitimare religious pursuit even by those who
objected to the Baal cult.

Even more remarkable is the absence of any action on the part of Jehu
and his zcalous supporters, the Rechabites, against the worship of Asherah
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n S:m}ana Against the Baal worship Jehu proceeded ruthlessly: by a clever
ruse he induced all the prophets of Baal (evidently, the 450 prophets of
Baal killed by Elijah less than two decades earlier were not all the Baal
prophets in the country; or possibly, new ones arose in the interval), as well
as all the priests and worshipers of Baal, to gather in the temple of Baal in
Samaria and had them put to the sword there. Then he had the pillar (or
pillars) of Baal broken into picces and destroyed the Baal temple itsclf,
desecrating its very site by making it a place of latrines.*® The narrative
concludes with a statement which both gives credit to Jehu for what he
did and blames him for what he left undone:

Thus Jehu destroyed the Baal out of Isracl; but the sins of Jero-
boam the son of Nebat, wherewith he had made Israel to sin, Jehu
departed not from them: the golden calves that were in Beth-el
and that were in Dan.®

No word is said in this entire detailed account as to any action against
the prophcts of Asherah—most of the 400 spared by Elijah must have been
still alive—the priests of Asherah, the worshipers of Asherah_ or the Asherah
statuc itself which still stood unharmed in Samaria. When the reign of Jehu's
son, Joahaz, came to an end (798 B.C.E.), the statue of Asherah still stood
in Samaria,* and if it stood, it must have been worshiped.

This state of affairs continued in the Kingdom of Isracl during the
remaining three-quarters of a century of its existence after the death of
Joahaz. Both the court and the people continued to worship Asherah. Only
in the eves of the post-exilic historian, looking back at the period of the
divided monarchy from the vantage point of his advanced Yahwist mono-
theism, does the Asherah worship appear as a sin. When he gives his mel-
ancholy account of what brought about the subjugation of Isracl by
Shalmaneser, King of Assvria, in about 722 B.CE., he lists several religious
transgressions: they set up pillars and Asherahs for themselves upon every
high hill and under every leafy tree, and burnt incense there, on all the high
places (“bamoth”), as did the nations whom Yahweh expelled before them;
committed evil acts, thereby angering Yahweh; served idols; made them-
selves molten images of two calves; made an Asherah; bowed down to the
host of heaven; served Baal; caused their sons and daughters to pass through
the fire; and used divination and enchantment. As we see, this list of ritual
transgressions, although given in two parts separated by several verses,*!
contains no repetition with the exception of the worship of Asherah: first
it is stated that the Israclites set up pillars and Asherahs for themselves upon
every high hill and under every leaty tree; then, that they made an Asherah—
this time in singular. The context clearly shows the reason for this repeti-
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tion: the first mention, in plural, refers to the Asherahs of village sanctuaries
on halitops the second, to the statue of Asherah which stood in Samaria,
in thc royal chapel of the capltal The mofold_ms:nuon of Asherah alone
among:all‘ the demcsscwcdbg_Lhclsraehtes down to rhelr Assyrian exile.

On the basis of the above rapid survey, one can summarize the history
of Asherah worship in Israel. The Goddess Asherah was worshiped in Isracl
from the days of the first settlement in Canaan, the Hebrews having taken
‘over the cult of this great mother goddess from the Canaanites. For public
worshlp the goddess was represented by carved wooden images, implanted
into the ground, usually next to an altar dedicated to the god Baal, and
located on hilltops, under leafy trees. For private religious use, innumerable
small clay figurines of Asherah were in circulation, showing the goddess in
the nude, with the characteristic gesture of holding her own breasts in
emphasis of her fertility aspect.

During the reign of Ahab, under the influence of his Sidonian wife
Jezebel, the worship of Asherah received added impetus: a statue of Ash-
erah, probably much more claborate and impressive than the wooden images
simple villages could afford, was made and set up in Samaria, making that
city, Ahab’s capital, the center of the Asherah cult. At the same time, Beth-
el in the south and Dan in the north of the Israclite kingdom remained the
centers of the court-approved cult of Yahweh, identified with the Canaanite
deity who manifested himself in the shape of a bull-calf and was related to
cither Bull-El or his son Hadd, the Baal (i.e., the Lord) of the Ugaritic
pantheon.

The cult of the Asherah escaped the popular anti-Baal and pro-Yahweh
uprising which, led by the prophet Elijah, took place under Ahab. Several
years later, when all the Baalists were massacred and Baal’s temple in Samaria
destroyed by Jehu, the Asherah of Samaria again escaped unharmed, and
her worship survived down to the end of the Israclite monarchy.

The Assyrians put an end to the Kingdom of Israel in 721 or 722
B.CE.; yet at least one center of Asherah worship and one statue of the
goddess Asherah survived the national catastrophe by a hundred years. As
part of his great Yahwist reform, King Joshiah of Judah, in or after the year
621 B.CE.. purged Beth-¢l of the remainder of the religious buildings and
institutions erected there by Jeroboam more than 300 years previously. The
tersc one-verse notice, in which the Book of Kings reports this,** states that
Joshiah destroved the altar and the high place (bamakh) that Jeroboam had
made, “and burned Asherah” No word in this notice about the Golden
Calf which Jeroboam had set up for worship in Beth-el and against which
Hosca found it necessary to prophesy as late as the second half of the 8th



46 | The Hebrew Goddess

century B.C.E.* only a short time prior to the destruction of Isracl. The
Golden Calf was, in all probability, removed by the Assyrian invaders, and
in its place new gods and cults were established all over Samaria, brought
along by the new setters from all parts of the Assyrian Empire.

Beth-¢l, 2 town lving some ten miles to the north of Jerusalem, while
traditionally a part of the kingdom of Isracl, came under the rule of Judah
when Joshiah succeeded in pushing the boundaries of his kingdom a few
miles to the north of the old frontier between the two sister-states. In the
century that had clapsed between the Assvrian conquest of Israel and this
modest expansion of Judah, some remnants of the Israchite population must
have managed to hold out in Beth-cl, and it must have been they who
carried on the worship of their old goddess Asherah. Thus the goddess
survived all the uphecavals that passed over Samaria during the Assyrian
mvasion and following it, until she fell under the axe of Joshiah, that last
great Yahwist reformer among the Judaean kings, who could tolerate the
worship of no other god besides Yahweh in any part of the country under
his control.

~ How are we to explain the extraordinary hold Asherah exercised over
the people of Isracl? We can only make an informed guess to the effect that
she answered the psvchological need for a mother-goddess which was keenly
felt by the people and its leaders alike throughout the centuries following
the conquest of Canaan. Equally intriguing is the question: why was the
Yahwist opposition to the Asherah worship so much milder and, ar any
rate, so much less effective than the struggle against Baal?

Could it be that even in the eves of those with the strongest pro-
Yahwist sentiments, who were rcad\ to put to death every Baalist and
eradicate all physical traces of Baal v.orshlp the cult of Asherah did not
appear as an equal ritual sin? Was the goddess perhaps regarded as com-
plementary to, rather than competitive with, Yahweh, and her worship
therefore tolerated? Or was the cult and the accompanying belief so strongly
entrenched in the populace that even zealous Yahwists like Elijah, Jehu, and
the Rechabites, however offensive Asherah was in their eves, did not dare
take action against her? Wherever the answer lies, the continuity of Asherah
worship in Isracl is a fact which must be recognized and remembered in
any attempt to trace the subsequent role plaved by the conceprt of a female
divinity in the popular religion of the people of Judaca and their heirs, the

Jews.
6 | Asherah in Judah

As far as it is possible to reconstruct the history of Asherah wor-
ship in Judah from the terse Biblical references, the goddess first penctrated



The Goddess Asherah | 47

the Jerusalem Temple itself under Rehoboam, the son of Solomon (ca. 928
911 B.CE). His mother, Naamah, was the Ammonite wife of Solomon,
under whose tutelage Rehoboam must have been introduced to the worship
of Milcom. Rchoboam’s favorite wife was Maacah, the daughter of
Abshalom* —that is to say, she was his paternal cousin. Maacah bore several
sons to Rehoboam; her t:ldf..st Abijah or Abijam, was his father’s favorite,

whom Rchoboam appointed to be chief over his other sons by his other
wives, and made him heir to his throne during his lifetime. In all this one
recognizes, of course, Maacah’s hand; her position remained equally strong
after her son Abijam actually succeeded Rehoboam, when she assumed the
position of Gevirah, or queen-mother.*

Maacah used her influence to introduce the Asherah already worshiped
in Jerusalem since the days of Solomon, into the Temple itself.* During
the short reign of Abijam (911-908 B.C.E.) the image of Asherah remained
in its place; but Abijam’s succession by Asa (908-867 B.C.E.)*” marked the
end of both Maacah’s dominance as queen-mother and the worship of her
Asherah. Under the influence of a propher—a certain Azariah, the son of
Oded—Asa, in the fifteenth vear of his reign, instituted the first religious
reform in the history of the Judaean kingdom.** He “pur away the detest-
able things [i.c., the appurtenances of idol worship] out of all the land of
Judah and Benjamin.” removed the sacred male prostitutes, and all the idols,
took away the strange altars and the sun-images, broke down the pillars
and hewed down the Asherahs, and, finally, removed the Asherah made by
Maacah, made dust of it and burnt it in the Kidron Valley, at the same time
deposing Maacah herself from her exalted position of queen-mother.#

One notes that the setting up of the Asherahs which Asa removed from
all over the land of Judah is nowhere mentioned in the Biblical sources.
This leads to the conclusion that this popular form of Asherah worship was
a heritage from the pre-monarchic period discussed above.

Asa’s son and successor, Jehoshafat (870-846 B.CE.), continued his
father’s cleanup work: he removed, we are told, all the Asherahs from the
countryside.3® Although this was already done by Asa, he either did not
complete the job or the Asherahs had sprung up again soon after they were
removed by him. The seer Jehu, son of Hanani, complimented Jehoshafat
for his zeal,®! but even this victory of Yahwism over Asherism was short-
lived.

Some ten vears after the death of Jehoshafar, Joash (836-798 B.C.E.)
ascended the throne of Judah. At first, under the influence of Jehoilada the
priest, he “did what was right in the eyes of Yahweh,” and engaged in
extensive restoration work in the Temple. Bur, following the death of Jehoiada,
Joash gave in to the demands of the princes of Judah and led the people
back to the worship of the Asherahs and the idols. In all probability, it was
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during this period that an image of Asherah was reintroduced into the
Temple itself, where it remained until, a century later, King Hezekiah (727
698 B.CE.) removed it. By that time, the countryside too was again overrun
bv the traditional Canaanite cult objects, such as high places and pillars,
and all these were also removed, and destroyed by Hezekiah. In the Jeru-
salem Temple itself, Hezekiah “cut down the Asherah and broke into pieces
the Brazen Serpent which Moscs had made, for unto those days the Chil-
dren of Isracl used to bum incense to it, and it was called Nehushtan™
The Asherah referred to must have been a statue which stood in the Temple,
just as the Brazen Serpent did and was worshiped like it.

We do not know what was the precise connection between Hezekiah's
reforms and the activities of Isaiah and Micah, the two great Yahwist proph-
ets of his dav. It is, however, probable that the king’s work echoed the
prophetic demand. For, in keeping with their monotheistic Yahwist point
of view, the prophets, within the general framework of their overall oppo-
sition to anv form of idolatry, spoke up against the Asherah cult in particular.
Isatah regarded the breaking of the altar stones into pieces and the removal
of Asherahs and sun-images as the prerequisites for the expiation of the
nation’s sin, although he expected this to happen only at a future, indeter-
minate, date.®® In the same future day. Micah too expected witcheraft, sooth-
saying, graven images, pillars, and Asherahs to be uprooted from the midst
of the people.

However, no sooner was Hezekiah dead than his son and heir Manassch
(698—642 B.C.E.) reverted to the old religious customs. The chronicler dryly
enumerates the sins of which the voung king was guilty:

He rebuilt the high places which his father Hezekiah had destroyed;
he set up altars for the Baal, and made an Asherah, as did Ahab
King of Isracl, and he bowed down to all the host of heaven, and
served them. And he built altars in the House of Yahweh . . . for all
the hosts of heaven, in the two courts of the House of Yahweh.
And he made his son to pass through the fire, practiced soothsay-
ing, used enchantments, and appointed them thart divine by a ghost
or a familiar spirit; he wrought much evil in the sight of Yahweh
to anger Him. And he set the statue of the Asherah that he had
made in the house [of Yahweh].5

The similarity between this list of ritual sins and the one which is given
as the causes which brought about the destruction of Israel is striking.>
Whar interests us in the present context is one detail; in both lists of trans-
gressions Asherah alone of all the idolatrous appurtenances is mentioned
twice. The reference to King Ahab indicates that Manassch was considered
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to have in some way imitated Ahab’s Asherah. It is also noteworthy that
the only image said to have been introduced into the Temple in the course
of Manasseh’s restoration of old forms of worship was that of Asherah. If
Manasseh did not bother to replace the Brazen Serpent, the other image
removed from the Temple by his father, this was probably due to the fact
that with the passage of time the worship of a deity symbolized or repre-
sented by a serpent figure had become obsolete. Not so Asherah, whose
motherly figure must have been dear to many worshipers and whose res-
toration to her traditional place in the Temple was therefore considered a
religious act of great importance. It is tempting to conjecture that the
mythical motivation behind Manasseh’s act was the conviction that Yah-
weh’s consort, the great mother-goddess Asherah, must be restored to her
old and lawful place at the side of her husband.

With Joshiah (639-609 B.C.E.), another reformer came to the throne
whose Yahwist zeal, sumulated by the dlscmm of the Book of Deuteronomy
in the cighteenth vear of his reign, surpassed even that of Hezekiah. The
D:mcmnonuckgmhnauhadmmd\lcnmmmdsﬁshcnhasﬁhph
Jehu, and the Rechabites had displayed. Its point of view was tinequivocal;
it commanded the complete destruction of the seven nations that had inhab-
‘ited Canaan, p prohibited intermarriage with them, and ordered their altars
to be broken down, their pillars to be dashed to picces, their Asherahs
hewed down, and their graven images bumnt.*” In addition, it warned:

You shall not plant for voursclf an Asherah, any tree, beside the
altar of Yahweh vour god which vou shall make for yourself. Nei-
ther shall vou set up a pillar, which Yahweh your god hates.™

In the remaining twelve vears of his life and reign, Joshiah carried out
these commandments faithfully. He had all the vessels that were part of the
service of Baal, the Asherah, and all the host of heaven removed from the
Temple and burned in the Kidron Valley outside of Jerusalem. Then, as if
afraid that even the charred remains of these idolatrous utensils might have
power to defile, he had the ashes carried to Beth-¢l, a place which he scems

to have regarded as of old contaminated by idolatrous practices. i-ollo\nng
this, he brought out the image of Asherah herself from the Temple, had it
bumned in the Kidron Valley, ground it up into into powder, and cast the dust
over the graves of those who had worshiped her. Next he demolished the
quarters of the Qedeshim, the sacred male prostitures, which were in the
Temple and in which the women wove “houses™ (clothes?) for the Asherah.
Finally, he turned his attention to the countryside and cut down the Ash-
crahs wherever thev were found. filling their places with human bones. In
a similar manner he destroyed, removed, and defiled all the other high places
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and objects of idolatry which were oniginally set up by Solomon.**

However, not even the most thorough and zealous Yahwist reform was
able to cradicate the tenacious worship of Asherah. Following Joshiah's
death, her worship, and that of her son, Baal, with whom Yahweh was
popularly identified, sprang up again all over the countryside. Consequently
Jeremiah, whose main prophetic activity fell into the 23 years between
Joshiah's death (609 B.CE) and the destruction of Jerusalem by Nebu-
chadnezzar (586 B.CE.), again found it necessary to prophesy against idol-
atry in general, and Asherah worship in particular. Most frequently, it is
true, Jeremuah reproaches his people for their worship of Baal.* He never
mentions Astarte, whose cult secems to have disappeared from Judah with
Joshiah's reform.®' Bur he speaks up against the “altars and the Asherahs
by leafy trees and upon high hills™*?

To sum up, we find that the worship of Asherah, which had been
popular among the Hebrew tribes for three centurics, was introduced into
the Jerusalem Temple by King Rehoboam, the son of Solomon, in or about
928 B.CE Her statuc was worshiped in the Temple for 35 years, until King
Asa removed it in 893 B.CE. It was restored to the Temple by King Joash
in 825 BCE. and remained there for a full century, untl l\mg Hezekiah
removed it in 725 B.C.E. After an absence of 27 years, however, Asherah
was back again in the Temple: This time it was King Manasseh who replaced
her in 698 B.CE. She remained in the Temple for 78 vears, until the great
reformer King Joshiah removed her in 620 8.CE Upon Joshiah’s death
cleven vears later (609 B.C E ), she was again brought back into the Temple,
where she remained until its destruction 23 vears later, in 586 8.C.E. Thus
it appears that, of the 370 years during which the Solomonic Temple stood
in Jerusalem, for no less than 236 vears (or almost two-thirds of the time)
the statuc of Asherah was present in the Temple, and her worship was a
part of the legitimare religion approved and led by the king, the court, and
the priesthood and opposed by only a few prophetic voices crving out
against it at relativelv long intervals.

7 | Ezekiel’s “Image of Jealousy”

The years immediately preceding Joshiah's reform or following
his death must be the tme recalled by Ezekiel in his grear vision of the sins
of Judah which, in his prophecy, appear as the cause of her impending
doom. There is, to be sure, no consensus of scholarly opinion on the subject,
and some Biblical scholars think that Ezckicl refers to the very time in
which the vision came upon him, that is, the year 592 B.CE.. six vears after
the exile of Jehoiakim and six years before the destruction of Jerusalem.®
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The vision itself, whether based on more than thirty-year-old memories
or on fresh intelligence (such as a visit to Jerusalem or reports), contains
the most detailed account of idolatrous practices in the Jerusalem 'I'cmplc
found in the entire Bible. The prophet, while being visited in his house in
Chaldaca by the clders of Judah, suddenly fecls the hand of the Lord Yah-
weh upon him, sees Him as a blinding fiery apparition, feels His hand
taking hold of him by a lock of his hair, lifting him up between heaven and
carth and taking him to Jerusalem, and depositing him there at the northern
gate of the inner Temple court.

Then God points out to Ezckicl one by one the “abominations™ being
committed by the “house of Israel” in His sanctuary: first He shows him
the “Image of Jealousy, which provokes to jealousy?” standing near the northern
gate which leads to the altar. Then, on the inside wall of the court, or of
the Temple building itself, He shows him relicfs of creeping things and
beasts and all kinds of idols, being worshiped by seventy elders of Israel
led by Jaazaniah, the son of Shaphan: cach has a censer in his hand, out of
which clouds of incense billow upwards. Thence God takes Ezekiel to the
northern gate of the Temple itsclf and there shows him the women sitting
and weeping for the Tammuz. The next stop is in front of the Temple,
berween the hall and the altar, where the prophet sees some 25 men pros-

ing themselves to the rising sun, with their backs turned to the Temple
of Yahweh. All this, Ezekicl hears God tell him, provokes Him utterly: His

punishment will be unsparing.*

Ezckicl’s visionary cnumeration of idolatrous practices is arranged in a
crescendo: cvery next rite mentioned is a “greater abomination™ than the
preceding one.® Taken literally, this means that, in the judgment of Ezckicl,

.ﬂtm of the “Image of Jealousy” was considered the smallest sin,
ed in increasing order by the burning of incense to creeping things,
beasts, and other idols, the mourning of Tammuz, and finally the worship
of the sun.

_ from the fact that the “Image of Jealousy™ is regarded by Ezcekiel
as the last ‘the idolatrous transgressions seen by him in his vision,
there 1s one significant difference berween it and the rest: in speaking of
all the ather sins, he describes and condemns idolatrous acts: the reliefs on
&nwallarcwon'hlpcdbvbunungmccnsctothan the Tammuz—by

; the sun—by prostrations. Only the “Image™ has no worshipers:
it merely stands in its place, its mere presence a sin of the house of Israel.

What was this * “Image of Jealousy™?* Biblical scholars generally accept
the view that it was the statue of Asherah set up in the Temple by King
tgm If 5o, we have here some independent contemporary testimony
o dr presence of Asherah in the last years of the Jerusalem Temple. Since,
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as we have seen above, following the death of Joshiah, the Asherah worship
was reestablished all over the countryside, it was to be cxpccx‘cd that it
would be restored in the Jerusalem Tcmplc as well. This is borne out by
the testimony of Ezekiel’s vision.

8 | Conclusion

It 1s on this note that we take leave of the Biblical Asherah, this
clusive vet tenacious goddess to whom considerable segments of the Hebrew
nation remained devoted from the days of the conquest of Canaan down
to the Babvlonian exile, a period of roughly six centurices. In the eyes of the
Yahwists, to whom belonged a few of the kings and all of the prophets, the
worship of Asherah was an abomination. It had to be, because it was a cult
accepted by the Hebrews from their Canaanite neighbors, and any and all
manifestations of Canaanite religion were for them anathema. How Ash-
erah was served by the Hebrews we do not knm\_aw the one
obscure and tantalizing detail of the women weaving “houses.” _perhaps
clothes, for her in the ]_cmsalcm_'rcmplc

"~ Yet whatever her origin and whatever her cult, there can be no doubt
abour the psychological importance that the belief in, and service of] Ash-
crah had for the Hebrews. One cannort belittle the emotional gratification
with which she must have rewarded her servants who saw in her the loving,
motherly consort of Yahwch-Baal and for whom she was the great mother-
goddess, giver of fertility, that greatest of all blessings. The Hebrew people,
by and large, clung to her for six centuries in spite of the increasing vigor
of Yahwist monotheism. From the vantage point of our own troubled age,
in which monotheism has long laid the ghosts of paganism, idolatry, and
polvtheism, only to be threatened by the much more formidable enemy of
materialistic atheism, we can permit ourselves to look back, no longer with
scorn but with sympathy, at the goddess who had her hour and whose
motherly touch softened the human heart just about to open to greater
things.*”

9 | Addendum: New Discoveries

In the ten vears that have passed since the publication of the
second (paperback) edition of this book, archaeological work has brought
to light additional evidence relating to the worship of Asherah among the
Biblical Hebrews and the neighboring peoples, much of which is summa-
rized by John Day in a concise paper titled “Asherah in the Hebrew Bible
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and Northwest Semitic Literature” One of the most intriguing finds that
has come to light in the past decade is that of Kuntillat ‘Ajrud in the
northeast Sinai, some forty miles south of “Ayn al-Qudayrat (equated with
Kadesh-Barnea), where two large pithoi (storage jars) were discovered. They
are over three feet high, and one of them carries this inscription (in my
translation): “Amaryau said to my lord . . . may you be blessed by Yahweh
and by his Asherah. May he bless you and keep vou, and be with my lord”*?

Another inscription from the same site reads: “I have blessed you by
Yahweh shmrn and his Asherah™™ The meaning of shmm is uncertain;
possibly it refers to Shomron, that is, Samaria. The Kuntillat ‘Ajrud pithos
have been ascribed to ca. 800 B.CE., that is, to the middle period of the
divided Judean-Israelite monarchy.

At Khirbet al-Qom, a site some nine miles wese of Hebron, another
inscription was found. It reads: “Uriah the rich has caused it to be written:
Blessed be Uriah by Yahweh and by his Asherah; from his enemies he has
saved him7*

These inscriptions show that in popular religion the Goddess Asherah
was associated with Yahweh, probably as his wife, and that “Yahweh and
his Asherah™ were the most popular divine couple.

“In the light of these finds some Biblical scholars have suggested an
emendation to a difficult passage in Hosea. In the Massoretic text Hosea
14:9 reads (God speaking): “As for Me, I respond and look on him [on
Ephraim]” In the oniginal: an: ‘aniti wa’ashurenu. The text as it stands,
does not make good sense. The form wa’Asherato, which appears repeatedly
in the a. m. inscriptions, suggests the reading ani ‘Anato wa’Asherato, that
15, “I am his Anath and his Asherah™ If so, what God says (through Hosea)
is, “I am Ephraim’s Anath and Asherah™—I am the one who provides the
people with the blessings of fertility. This emendation restores the paral-
lelism between v. 92 and 9b, lost in the Massoretic text. The whole passage,
then, would have God say:

Ephraim, what have I to do any more with idols?
I [Yahweh] am his Anath and his Asherah,

I am like a leafy cypress-tree

From me is thy fruit found.”

The combined import of these recent archacological finds and the sug-
gested emendation of the passage in Hosca—added to the historical record
as it can be gleaned from the Biblical references summarized above—is that
the worship of Asherah as the consort of Yahweh (“Ais Asherah™!) was an
integral element of rcllglous life in ancient Isracl prior to the reforms intro-
duced-by-King Joshiah in 621 B.CE.



ASTARTE-ANATH

It is a typical feature of Ancient Near Eastern and Mediterranean
religions that the divinities who pcuplt. their pa.nthcons torm family groups
and belong to at least two successive generations. In Chapter V we shall
have a closer look at the manner in which this old Near Eastern conceprt
re-emerged in the Kabbalistic mythology of the 13th and 16th centurics.
In the present chaprer, we propose to discuss the goddess who was consid-
ered along the cast coast of the Mediterrancan the daughter of Asherah and
her husband El, and who at times and in certain places overshadowed her
mother in popularity and in the hold she exercised on human imagination
and emotion.

Her proper name was Anath. However, she was equally well known,
far bevond the boundaries of Syria and Palestine, by the name Astarte
(Hebrew: ‘Ashtoreth, or, in plural *Ashtaroth), which secems originally to
have been her most favored epithet. It is characteristic of the unsatisfactory
state of our knowledge of the history of ancient Canaanite religion, that
we cannot as yet be sure whether Anath and Astarte were originally one
and the same goddm or two separate female deities who, in the course of
gradual development, became identified. In the following we shall have to
lcave this problem unsolved and discuss separately first Astarte and then

54
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Anath, while presenting also the data which connect the two goddesses.
1| The Canaanite Astarte

Most of the chief gods of ancient Syria, to judge from the Ugaritic
sources, had two names; occasionally one was a proper name and the other
an epithet. As we have seen above, the Lady Asherah of the Sea was also
referred to as Elath, that is Goddess. Her husband, properly named Father
Shunem, was in most cases styled El (i.e., “God™), or Bull El. Asherah’s son
Hadd is almost always called Baal or Master. The Divine Mot is also called
EPs Darling Ghazir. Another god is alternatingly called Prince Yamm (Sea)
and Judge Nahar (River). In like fashion, Asherah’s daughter seems to be
called cither Anath or Astarte (‘Ashtoreth).

Two names for a deity are a proscxhc requirement for classical Semitic
poetry, a favorite device of which is the reduplication of significant state-
ments without a repetition of the same words. In order to be able to express
the same idea in two parallel sentences, using two sets of synonymous
words, the Semitic poct had to have at his disposal two names for his gods
who figure so prominently in his mythological poems. The following exam-
ples, all taken from the Ugaritic tablets, illustrate the point:

Then came the messengers of Yamm,
The envoys of Judge Nahar. . .!
Or:

She penetrates EI's field and enters
The pavilion of King Father Shunem.?

Or:

And say unto Divine Mort.
Declare unto El's Darling Ghazir.*

Or:
He cries to Asherah and her children,
To Elath and the band of her kindred.*

In the same way, the names Anath and Astarte appear in parallel posi-
tions making it probable that the two names refer to one and the same

goddess:

Whose fairness is like Anath’s fairness
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Whosce beauty like ‘Ashtoreth’s beauty.?

Or in another passage where the first part of the crucial name Anath
has to be conjecturally completed:

His right hand (Ana)th scizes
‘Ashroreth seizes his left hand.®

Such Semitic refinements of style were lost on the Egyptians, and thus
we read in a 12th-century B.C.E. hieratic papyrus that Neith, the Great, the
God’s Mother, demands that the Enncad (the nine great gods) should thus
address the All-Lord, the Bull Residing in Heliopolis: “Double Seth in his
property; give him Anath and Astarte, your two daughters..”” Other
Egyptian documents, some as early as the 13th century B.CE.. also show
that Anath and Astarte were accepted in Egypnan religion as two scparate
goddesses of war.® By the 18th Dynasty, Astarte had become a goddess of
healing in Egypr, referred to as “Astar of Syria” Rameses III calls Anath
and Astarte “his shield”'* Both Anath and Astarte, as well as a third goddess
derived from the Canaanite-Syrian pantheon, Qadesh, bore the Egyptian.
title “Lady of Heaven.™ (Sce Plate 25.) An Egyptian stele erected in Beisan,
Palestine, in the 12th century B.CE. shows an Egyptian worshiping the
goddess “Anath, Lady of Heaven, Mistress of all the gods™!! Of the three,
Astarte scems to have been the most popular in Egypt; she had her own
pricsts and prophets'? as Asherah had in Isracl. Also in Moab the name of
Astarte appears with the omission of the feminine ending, as *Ashtar and
is coupled with Chemosh on the Moabite Stone of ca. 830 B.C.E.'* Astarte
seems to have been the consort of Chemosh, Moab’s national god.

A Canaanite city, called ‘Ashtaror or *Ashtartu, in the Bashan, is men-
tioned in several Egyptian documents from the 18th century BCE. on, as
well as in the Amarna letters which date from the 14th century B.CE '

At a much later period Astarte became the chief goddess of Sidon,
replacing Asherah. When this transition occurred is unknown, but by the
4th century B.CE. it was completed as can be concluded from the fact that
at that time the kings of Sidon were also the priests of Astarte and their
wives had the title “priestess of Astarte” However, the changeover could
not have taken place much earlier, because a century later Sidonian king
Eshmun‘azar reports that he and his mother built a temple for Astarte in
Sidon-by-the-Sea and Shamem-Addirim, two sections of Byblos; in other
words, in his davs the cult of Astarte was still spreading in Phoenicia. The
same inscription of Eshmun‘azar which contains the above derails also tells
us the full Sidonian name of Astarte: it was ‘Ashtart-Shem-Baal, i.c., “Astarte
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of the Name of Baal” Astarte and Eshmun, “the Holy Prince, the Lord of
Sidon,” were termed “the gods of Sidon™* The name “‘Ashtoreth of the
Name of Baal” occurred to the north of Sidon over a thousand vears earlier:
This 1s how the goddess, in all probability Anath, is called in two passages
on the Ugaritic tablets.’®

This is more or less the gist of what we know about Astarte from
Canaanite and Phoenician sources.!” As we shall see later, the Canaanite
mythical material about Anath is much more abundant.

2 | Astarte in the Bible

In passing now to an examination of the Biblical references to
Astarte, let us begin with those which show the clearest correspondence
with the extra-Biblical sources. The city of *Ashtartu in the Bashan is referred
to several times in the Bible, as a city of Levites. Once it is called Be‘eshterah, '
once ‘Ashterah,' but usually ‘Ashtaroth, in the plural form which is fre-
quently employed in Biblical place names.?® “Ashtaroth was originally the
capital city of Og, the legendary giant king of Bashan.* and of his people
the Rephaim who were smitten by Chedorlaomer.?? This last mentioned
detail is contained in an old semi-historical, semi-mythical account which
is the only reference to retain the full old name of the city: ‘Ashreroth-
Qarnaim (i.c., “Astarte of the Two Horns”). The concept behind this des-
ignation is graphically illustrated by several Astarte-figurines found ar var-
1ous archaeological sites in Palestine and acrually showing the goddess with
two horns.** (See Plates 9 and 10.)

The original meaning of the name Astarte (‘Ashtoreth) was “womb”
or “that which issues from the womb?* Such a meaning is most appro-
priate as an appellative for a goddess of fertility: she 1s called “she of the
womb.” i.c., the inducer, as well as symbol, of fertility, just as her brother-
consort Baal was the inducer and symbol of male fcrulm 2 Thus the pri-
mary meaning of the names of the divine couple Baal and Astarte was
bcgtttcr and conceiver, man and woman, husband and wife.

This being the case, the name ‘Ashtoreth or Astarte must have originally
been bur an epithet of the goddess whose proper name was Anath, just as
Baal (Master) was the cpithet of the god whose proper name was Hadd.*

Now as to the Biblical references to the goddess Astarte, the first men-
tion of her worship by the Hebrews comes from the early period of the
Judges, soon after the pencetration into Canaan: “And they forsook Yahweh
and served the Baal and the ‘Ashtaroth”?7 A little later more explicitly:

And the children of Israel again did that which was evil in the sight
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of Yahweh, and served the Baalim and the “Ashraroth, the gods of
Aram, and the gods of Sidon, and the gods of Moab, and the gods
of the children of Ammon, and the gods of the Philistines, and
they forsook Yahweh and served him not.2®

The first purge of these Baals and Astartes took place at the bidding
of Samuel, and was immediately followed by a decisive intervention by
Yahweh in favor of His people in their battle against the Philistines.” As
to the Philistines themselves, their Astarte must have been a goddess of war
as well as that of love and fertility, and this 1s why, when the Philistines
defeated Saul, they deposited his armor in the Temple of ‘Ashtaroth,
undoubtedly as a token of gratitude.®

In Chapter 1 we argued that the goddess whose worship Solomon
introduced into Jerusalem in honor of his Sidonian wife was none other
than Asherah, the Elath of Sidon. As a result of a confusion between Ash-
erah and Asrarte, which, as we have seen, began with the 14th century B.CE.
Amarna letters and whose sporadic traces can be found down to our present
dav, the Hebrew historian of the Solomonic era repeatedly refers to the
goddess of whose worship Solomon was guilty as “*Ashtoreth, the goddess
of the Sidonians™3! In a reference to the same goddess at a later time, she
is no longer accorded the ntle “goddess™ bur instead is called “*Ashroreth,
the detestation of the Sidonians”* This is how she is spoken of by the
historian who records that King Joshiah of Judah defiled the high places
which Solomon had built for ‘Ashtoreth.

3 | The Archaeological Evidence

The Goddess Astarte is mentioned only nine times in the Bible
as against the forty umes that Asherah is referred to. The Bible thus fails
to convey any idea as to the prevalence of the worship of Astarte among
the Hebrews. A somewhat better idea can be gained from the archacological
evidence that has come to light in excavations conducted in the last few
decades in many parts of Palestine. By the early 19407, a total of no less
than 300 terracotta figurines and plaques representing a nude female figure
had been unearthed. These nudes fall into several distinct tvpes, such as
those with arms extended to the sides and holding stalks or serpents, or
with hands holding the breasts, or with one hand placed over one breast
and the other over the genital region, or with hands crossed before the
breasts. Some are figures of pregnant women, other pillar figurines, etc. The
persistence and ubiquity of these figurines is remarkable. They have been
found in every major excavation in Palestine, and their prevalence extends
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from Middle Bronze (2000-1500 B.CE.) to Early Iron IT (900-600 B.CE.),
that is, to the end of the period of the divided Israelite monarchy, and even
later. The so-called Qadesh-tvpe is clearly associated by its symbolism with
a goddess; the other types are assumed by most scholars to have been
representations of the goddesses Asherah, Astarte, or Anath, although no
direct or definite identification could be made so far. According to a very
cautious view, it is still an open question whether the figurines represented
“the goddess herself, a prostitute of the cult of the goddess.” or were tal-
ismans “used in sympathetic magic to stimulate the reproductive processes
of nature”3* (See Plates 11-18.)

In the following remarks we shall concentrate on one single site which
has been studied more thoroughly and systematically than probably any
other in the country. This is Tell Beit Mirsim, to the southwest of Hebron,
todav on the Isracli-Jordanian border. The Tell (mound of ruins) was exca-
vated in the course of several years by William E. Albright and identified as
the Biblical town Devir.* The systematic archacological study of this Tell
has shown that the site was first occup:cd by Canaanites in the Early Bronze
Age, Period 4 (ca. 21st century B.C.E.), that it flourished during the Middle
and Late Bronze Ages (ca. 21st-13th centuries B.CE), and that is was
destroyed towards the end of the 13th century, evidently by the Hebrews
who at that time conquered the area. In the beginning of the Early Iron
Age (12th century B.CE.), the town was resettled by the Hebrews, and it
flourished until the end of the 6th century B.C.E., when it was destroyed in
the course of the general devastation of Judaea at the time of the First Exile
(586 B.CE.), All in all, there were in Devir some ten or cleven periods of
occupation. The town itself was larger that the average Israclite towns of
the First Temple period. measuring about 7% acres inside the walls. 3

The old name of the town was Kiriath-Sefer, meaning “Book Citv™ At
an undetermined darte this name was changed to Devir, which is the Biblical
term for the Holy of Holies of the Jerusalem Temple.* The name seems
to indicate that there was a temple or sanctuary in Devir, which is reported
to have been given “unto the children of Aaron the priest.” together with
cight other cities in the territories of Judah and Simeon.”

Whether or not the town played a special role in the religious life of
the Canaanites prior to the Israclite occupation, we do not know. It is,
however, a patent fact that the commonest religious objects found in the
Late Bronze levels (21st—13th centuries B.C.E.) of Tell Beir Mirsim arce the
so-called Astarte plaques, made of clay, generally oval in shape, bearing the
impress (from a pottery of metal mold) of the nude ﬁgurt. of the goddess
Astarte. In many cases she holds her arms upraised, grasping lily stalks or
serpents or both. The goddess’ head 1s adorned with two long spiral ringlets
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identical with the Egvptian Hathor ringlets, or she wears a Philistine-tvpe
helmet. Other plaques show the goddess with her arms hanging down, or
with her hands clasped together under her protuding navel. These plaques
go back to earlier prototypes found in Mesopotamia, where they have a
long pre-history in the Early Bronze. Other types of naked goddesses, both
plaques and figurines, also occur.® (Sce Plates 19-23).

When we come to the Israclite lavers (12th—6th centuries B.CE.), the
character of the finds changes. In Stratum A alone, stemming from the 8th
and 7th centuries B.CE. no less that 38 recognizable examples of female
figurines were found, as well as many more fragments of such figures. These
differ from the Astarte plaques, inasmuch as these Israclite naked female
figures wear none of the insignia of the earlier or contemporary Canaanite
goddesses. Onc must assume that these figures do not represent Astarte;
they have a style and appearance of their own, with a broader face empha-
sized by the straight horizontal hairline across the forchead, with curly hair
framing the face as well, and with no trace of the horns or “Hathor” ringlets
charactenizing the Canaanite Astarte. The breasts arc usually strongly
emphasized, but below them the body line becomes that of a pillar, with
its base flaring outward, which indicates that these figurines were intended
to stand up unsupported.® Because of the pillar-like appearance of these
figurines, some scholars suggest that they may have been clav representa-
tions of Asherah, the goddess whose larger images were carved out of tree
trunks.

However that may be, the archacological evidence leaves no doubt that
these figurines were very popular among the Hebrews in the period of the
divided Kingdom. “The clay molds were doubtless made by a few potters
who were good sculptors, and these men [non-Israelites] would sell their
molds to ordinary Israclitc potters scattered throughout the land”* One
type of these nude fertility figurines, representing women in the process of
parturition, was probably used as a charm to bring fruitfulness to women
or to ensure an casy delivery. Seals with Hebrew names, such as Elyagim,
Yovakhin, ctc., found in the same Stratum A, prove beyond a doubt that
these female figurines were made and bought by Israclites who used them

for religious purposes.*!
4 | The Ugaritic Myth of Anath

As mennoned above, the Canaanite mythical matenial about Anath
1s abundant. This is due to the discovery and decipherment of the alphabetic
cuneiform tablets of Ugarit, written in a language doscly resembling Hebrew
and dating from the 14th century 8.CE. In Ugaritic mythology, Anath is
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the by far most important female figure, the goddess of love and war, vir-
ginal and vet wanton, amorous and vet given to uncontrollable outbursts
of rage and appalling acts of cruelty. She is the daughter of El, the god of
heaven, and of his wife the Lady Asherah of the Sea. She has so many
features in common with the Sumerian’ Inanna and the Akkadian Ishrar
that onc must regard her as heir and kin of those great Mesopotamian
goddesses. **

However, instead of being concerned primarily with finding ever new
divine, human, and animal bedfellows, as Ishtar was reputed to have been,
Anath spent most of her energies on the barteficld. She too, to be sure,
was a typical goddess of love, both chaste and promiscuous. Her character
is aptly cpitomized in a 13th-century B.C. Egypran text in which she and
Astarte arc called “the goddesses who conceive but do not bear]” meaning
that they are perennially fruitful without ever losing their virginity. In the
Ugaritic myths her constant epithet is “the maiden Anath” or the “the
Virgin Anath?” And, as late an author as Philo Byblius, who flourished in
the early 2nd century CE. still refers to the virginity of Anath, whom he
identifies with Athena, the famous virgin goddess of the Greeks. Like Ishtar,
Anath was called “ladv of heaven, mistress of all the gods.” and, again like
Ishtar, she loved gods, men, and animals. (See Plate 24.)

Her foremost lover was her brother Baal. When she approached, Baal
dismissed his other wives, and she, in preparation for the union with him,
bathed in sky-dew and rubbed herself with ambergris from a sperm whale.
The actual intercourse between Anath and Baal is described with a graphic
explicitness which is unique even among the unrestrained accounts of love-
making usual in ancient Near Eastern texts. In a place called Dubr, Baal lay
seventy-seven times with Anath, who assumed the shape of a heifer for the
occasion, and, it appears, that the wild bull born to Baal was the issue of
this union. A mortal lover of Anath was Aghat, whom, after what must
have been an intimate téte-a-téte (description unfortunately missing), Anath
addressed as “My darling great big he-man!™ On the motherly side, Anath
was said to have been one of the two wemurses of the gods, to have given
suck to a son of King Keret, and onc of her appellations was “Progenitress
of the Peoples” In Egypt, Anath came to be regarded as the wife of the
god Seth, and an Egyptian magical text from the 13th century B.C.E. describes
in surprisingly sadistic terms how Seth deflowers Anath on the seashore.

Yet all these adventures in the fields of love pale to insignificance next
to Anath’s great exploits in war and strife. In fact, no ancient Near Eastern
goddess was more bloodthirsty than she. She was easily provoked to vio-
lence and, once she began to haht would go berserk, smiting and killing
rght and left. One sees her plungc into fighting with real pleasure: she
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smites the peoples of both East and West, so that their heads fly like sheaves
and their hands like locusts. Not satisfied with this, she binds the severed
heads to her back and the cut-off hands to her girdle, and plunges knee-
deep in the blood of troops and hip-deep in the gore of heroes. Now she
is in her element: her liver swells with laughter, her heart fills up with joy.

It was this bloodthirsty and warlike Anath whose worship penetrated
Egypt sometime prior to the 13th century B.C.E. She was, for the Egypnans
as well, “Anath, Lady of Heaven, Mistress of All the Gods,” a war-goddess
who was associated with horses and chariots and who, equipped with shield
and spear, protected the Pharaoh. Indeed, because of her warlike nature,
Anath in Egypt was called “the goddess, the victorious, a woman acting as
a man, clad as a male and girt as a female*

5| Anath in the Bible

It is a remarkable fact that the name Anath is never mentioned
in the Bible as that of a foreign goddess. The explanation seems to be that
the Biblical authors referred to her by her cpithet ‘Ashtoreth rather than
by her proper name, just as they referred to her Canaanite-Phoenician brother
and lover by his epithet Baal (“Lord™) rather than by his proper name,
Hadd.

This, however, does not mean that the proper name Anath is entirely
absent from the Bible. Mention is made of a Canaanite town in the territory
of Naphtali called Beth Anath (“House of Anath™),* whose inhabitants
were subjugated but not dispossessed by the Hebrews. Better-known is the
priestlv town of Anathoth, north of Jerusalem (today Anatha) which was
located in the territory of Benjamin and was the birthplace of Jeremiah and
other Biblical figures.** Place names such as these point to some connection
with the goddess Anath; most probably, their founders named them after
the goddess and in her honor, in accordance with the custom prevalent all
over pre-Biblical and Biblical Palestine to name localities after deitics.

Anathoth is the plural of Anath (as ‘Ashtaroth is of ‘Ashtoreth, or
Baalim is of Baal), and it indicates generalization of the concept; the town
was not named after any local Anath in particular, but after the Anaths in
general who manifested themselves in many places. The same form, Anath-
oth, appears also as the name of two men: one of them, a grandson of
Benjamin, lived in the earlv days of the Israelite judges; the other, a con-
temporary of Nchemiah, after the return from the Babylonian exile.* From
the days of the Judges the name of another individual survived, in the
singular: onc of the Judges themselves, we read, was a son of Anath. One
single heroic deed is reported of this Judge, Shamgar son of Anath: he
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“smote of the Philistines six hundred men with an ox-goad™ and thus saved
Isracl.*” It is tempting to conjecture that Anath was the name of the mother
(and not of the father) of Shamgar, and thar in the brief notice there is a
residue of an old myth about a son of the goddess Anath who inherited
his mother’s warlike qualitics. The ox-goad Shamgar used as a weapon
reminds us of the two bludgeons, Avamur (“Driver”) and Yagrush (“Chaser™),
which Baal, Anath’s brother and lover, used to defeat his arch-enemy Yamm.#

The last Biblical reference to Astarte-Anath does not contain either of
these names but refers to the goddess as “Queen of Heaven” As we shall
recall, the ttle “Lady of Heaven™ was given to Anath and Astarte by their
Egyptian worshipers,* which makes it more likely that the “Queen of Heaven”
who formed the subject of a heated argument between Jeremiah and his
Judaean fellow-refugees in Egypt was none other than the “virgin Anath)”
the “maid™ Astarte. Jeremiah was convinced, and tried to convince also the
remnant of Judah in Egypt, that the great national catastrophe that had
befallen them had come about as a punishment by Yahweh for the people’s
sin of idolatry. Unless they would repent, the prophct warned them, they
would all pcnsh in Egypt as the others had in Judaea.

But the people’s interpretation of the downfall of Judaea was diamet-
rically opposed to that of Jeremiah. They too recognized that the calamity
that had overtaken them was a divine punishment for a religious sin, but a
sin which, they felt, they had committed against the Queen of Heaven and
not against Yahweh. The answer given to Jeremiah by “all the people that
dwelt in the Land of Egypt, in Pathros™* therefore was:

As for the word that you have spoken to us in the name of Yah-
weh—we shall not listen to you. But we shall without fail do every-
thing as we said: we shall burn incense to the Queen of Heaven,
and shall pour her libations as we used to do, we, our fathers, our
kings and our princes, in the cities of Judah and in the streets of
Jerusalem. For then we had plenty of food, and we all were well
and saw no evil. But since we ceased burning incense to the Queen
of Heaven and to pour her libations, we have wanted everything
and have been consumed by sword and famine.

To these words the women added:

Is it that we alone burn incense to the Queen of Heaven and pour
her libations? Is it without our husbands that we make her cakes
in her image and that we pour her libations? **

This unique passage allows us a glimpse of the actual ritual of the
Hebrew Astarte worship. The rites were led by kings of Judah and her
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princes; its participants were the men, women, and children of the people;
the locale was Jerusalem and the other cities of the realm. About the rirual
itself we learn more details from another passage in Jeremiah in which the
prophet is addressed by God as follows:

Do you not see what they do in the caties of Judah and in the
streets of Jerusalem? The children gather wood and the fathers
kindle the fire, and the women knead the dough to make cakes to
the Queen of Heaven and to pour out libations to other gods, in
order to anger Mc!*?

The two passages together contain the following features of the ritual
performed in honor of the Queen of Heaven:

1. The children were sent to gather wood.

2. The fathers lit the fire.

3. The women kneaded dough and made cakes.

4. The cakes were baked over fire.

5. The women, assisted by the men, burnt incense; and

. Poured our libations.

Thev poured libations to other gods as well.

. In return for this veneration, the Queen of Heaven was believed
to provide the people with plenty of food and to secure their
well-being in general.

9. It can be assumed that the Kings of Judah led the ritual in
Jerusalem, and the princes in the other cities.

10. The burning of incense, the offering up of cakes, and the pour-
ing of libations presuppose altars, which, in turn, may have
stood cither in sanctuaries in the cities or on “high places™ in
the countryside.

e N O

The lighting of fire on altars, the burning of incense, and the pouring
of libations arc all rites well known from both the Jerusalem Temple and
the other ancient Near Eastern rituals. Only the baking of cakes requires a
word of explanation.

In Athens, Artemis was honored with round cakes called selenia, which
represented the moon. A Babvlonian hymn on Ishtar mentions the kamans,
sacrificial cakes, offered her. If Hebrew Kawwan (“cake™) is, in fact, derived
from Babvlonian-Assyrian kamanu, then it is likely that the Queen of Heaven
wurshlpcd in Jerusalem corresponded to the Babylonian-Assyrian Ishrar,
who is referred to as Shamar Shame, Queen of Heaven, and similar titles.s

A recent archacological find enables us to think of another explanation.
In the course of excavations conducted at Nahariah (in Isracl, north of
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Acre), on a bamah (“high place™), a stone mold was found dating from the
17th century B.C.E. The mold was used for casting small figures of the
goddess Astarte—her identity is clearly indicated by the two horns which
protrude to the left and right over her cars. She is “Astarte of the Horns?”
standing naked, except for her tall, conical headdress, looking down at her
protruding navel, with an enigmatic smile on her lips.> (See Plate 9.) Could
it be that such molds were used to bake cakes in the shape of Astarte, either
to be caten by the celebrants (perhaps as a precursor of the Holy Com-
munion in which the Host, which is supposed actually to turn into the
body of Christ, 1s eaten) or to be burnt on the altar? More data will be
needed before this question can be answered, but the possibility that this
is what was meant by the cakes in the image of the Queen of Heaven is an
intriguing one.5

If the equation of the Queen of Heaven with Anath-Astarte is correct,
as we believe it to be, then we can determine the period recalled by the
Judaean exiles in Egypt as the time of their devoted Astarte worship. As
we have seen above, the service of Astarte was forcibly terminated by King
Joshiah.5 Joshiah’s reforms were carried out beginning with the 18th year
of his reign,%” that is, after the vear 621 B.C.E. The controversy berween
Jeremiah and the people about the Queen of Heaven must have taken place
within a year or two after the arrival of the Judaean refugees in Egypt, say,
in 585 B.C.E. The Astarte ritual, forbidden by Joshiah only 36 vears previ-
ously, could therefore have been quite well remembered by the older Judacan
exiles in Egypt. Since Jeremiah began his prophetic actvities in the 13th
year of King Joshiah’s reign,*® that is, in 626 B.C.E., his description of the
worship of the Queen of Heaven in Jerusalem and the other cities of Judah
must date from the five years that clapsed between 626 B.CE. and the
reforms of Joshiah in 621.

That the Judaean exiles meant what they said to Jeremiah is proved by
their history in the subsequent two centuries. In the Jewish military colony
at Hermopolis in Egypt, the worship of the Queen of Heaven was pursued
in the 5th century B.C.E. Her temple is mentioned in an Aramaic papyrus
from that community, side by side with those of other deities.®

The last mention of the name of the old goddess in a Jewish environ-
ment comes some 175 vears after the determined vow of the Judaeans in
Egypt to return to the worship of the Queen of Heaven. In one of the
letters written by a member of the Upper Egyptian Jewish military colony
on the island of Elephantine, dating from 419 or 400 BCE., it is stated
that Yedoniah, the son of Gemariah, who was the priest and head of the
Jewish community, had collected the following donations; for Yaho (ie.,
Yahweh) 12 karash and 6 shekels; for Ishumbethel 7 karash; and for Anath-
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bethel 12 karash.® Since each contributor gave 2 shekels, and 20 shekels
madc 1 karash, one can casily calculate that, in addition to the 123 con-
tributors who “gave money to the God Yaho” and whose names are enu-
merated in the Aramaic document, there were 70 who gave their two shekels
cach to Ishumbethel and 120 who gave the same amount each to Anath-
bethel. Ishumbethel was a male, and Anathbethel a female, Aramaean deity.
In the name Anathbethel the two elements Anath and Bethel are unmis-
takable. It has been argued that these two deities were worshiped by non-
Jewish Aramacans who lived in Elephantine and for whom Jedoniah acted
as treasurer or banker.®! This is unlikely for two reasons. Firstly, it is not
probable that members of competing rival religious sects should entrust
their cultic donations to the hands of a man who was the leader of another
religious group. The keen religious rivalries which are known to have been
a feature of life in Elephantine would have prevented this.®> Secondly, in at
least onc letter written by an Elephantinian Jew to another, blessings are
invoked of Yaho and another deity,® which proves that the Jews of the
island could and did worship, along with Yahweh, other deities as well.




Whenever and wherever images were worshiped by the Hebrews,
as it frequently happened in the period which ended with the Babylonian
captivity of 586 B.C.E., such practices were always and uncompromisingly
condemned in the Biblical and later sources as idolatrous abominations.
The legal crystallization of this attitude was the commandment which ruled
out the making and worshiping of “graven images or any manner of like-
ness.” Biblical and subsequent Jewish religion has, therefore, justly been
called “aniconic”

However, it 1s the exception that proves the rule. In the case of aniconic
Judaism the exception was represented by the Cherubim, those winged
human figures which were an integral part, and according to at least one
Rabbinic opinion, the most important part, of all the Hebrew and Jewish
sanctuaries and temples. The Cherubim were, by any criteria, “graven images.”
and yet they continued to figure prominently in the Temple ritual down to
the very end of the Second Jewish Commonwealth (70 C.E.). Moreover, in
their last version the Cherubim depicted a2 man and a woman in sexual
embrace—an erotic representation which was considered obscene by the
pagans when they at last had a chance to glimpse it. And nevertheless, the
entire contemporary and subsequent Hebrew-Jewish literature contains not

67
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a word that could in the remotest be construed as a condemnation of the
Cherubim. On the contrary, their presence in the Holy of Holies, the inner-
most sanctuary of the Temple, and the ritual significance attributed to them,
are invariably referred to as a most sacred mystery. Only the Hellenistic
Jewish authors, such as the philosopher Philo of Alexandria and the ex-
priest Joscphus Flavius, speak about the Cherubim with an embarrassment
obviously created by the apprehension lest the pagan Greek readers for
whom they wrote consider the Cherubim as but the Jewish equivalent of
the statues of their own gods and goddesses and thus find a basis to refute
and reject the claim that the Jews worshiped only the one invisible God.

Since one of the two Cherubim was a female figure, we find that, in
addition to the Canaanite goddesses whose worship was condemned by the
Hebrew prophets and Jewish sages, the Temple of Jerusalem conrtained a
representation of the female principle which was considered legitimate at
all times. It is to an examination of the Cherubim, their history, their chang-
ing appearance and their evolving symbolism thar the present chaprer is
devoted.

1| The Ivory Cherubim

Excavations in Samaria in the palace of King Ahab of Israel (873~
852 B.CE) have brought to light a number of small ivory plaques whose
presence in that royal residence carned it the name “Ivory House™ Among
them is one which shows two crouching female hgurcs facing cach other.
The women are shown in profile, with both arms stretched forward, and
underneath cach arm 1s a wing whose upper edge seems to adhere to the
lower contours of the arm. In each hand the figures hold an object which
scems to be a large flower, probably a lotus. The upper body of the figures
1s upright; their legs are bent so that their knees protrude forward toward
cach other and their buttocks rest on their upturned heels. The arms and
legs are naked, but around the shoulders they wear wide, fringed collars,
and breast-plates hang down from their necks. Their heads, covered by
Egyptian-type head-cloths which bind their foreheads tightly and flow freely
down over the shoulders behind the cars, are crowned by a hollow, ring-
like ornament rising vertically upward. Between the two figures is a vertical
ritual object, with the same kind of ring on top, and under it a four-ticred
structure supported by slender, out-tumed legs. This object engages the
attention of the two figures who scem to shicld or fan it with their wings.?
(See Plare 26.)
Whatever the actual purpose of this ivory plaque, it is the closest illus-
tration found to date of the Cherubim, which in the Solomonic Temple
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shielded the Ark in the Holy of Holies—closest not only in general arrange-
ment and detail, bur also in time of provenance and place of discovery, as
well as origin since both Solomon’s and Ahab’s Cherubim point to Phoe-
nician workmanship. Of all this we shall have more to say later, but one
detail should be stressed already here: the two genii from Ahab’s vory
palace arc female figures.

A very similar pair of winged protective female genii is shown on an
Egyptian relief from Karnak, from the time of Thutmoses II (ca. 1500
B.CE.). The two genii are scated, face each other, their upraised wings touch
at the tips, and in cach of their hands they hold an ankh, the Egyptian kev
of life.?

We cannot go into a discussion of the numerous variations of winged
beings, human, animal or composite, which have been unearthed in exca-
vations in Palestine, Egypt, Mesopotamia and other places in the Near East.
Let us only mention in passing that the representation of such imaginary
hybrid forms was a favorite theme all over the area for several thousands
of years, and that the winged female genii of the Cherub type were merely
one of the many sub-varictics of these ubiquitous creatures of fantasy.

That the Cherubim in Solomon’s Temple were human and not animal
figures has been convincingly argued by Biblical scholars.* Others opin-
ioned that they were animal figures, shaped like winged oxen, or winged
lions. The Samarian ivory plaque suggests that they were, indeed, winged
women.

Before reviewing the Biblical evidence, a word should be said about
thc mcmmg and denivation of the term Cherub (Hebrew, K'rubh). Many

‘have been made to explain this Biblical Hebrew noun, none of
them completely satisfactory. It has, however, become accepted that it is
related to Akkadian karibw, which designates an intermediary between men

and the gods, a l'amgwhopwsacmstl'xc1:)1‘:¢y'a:rsofrm:ntothegodsa
2 | The Cherubim of the Desert Tabernacle

Let us leave aside the complicated question of the historicity of
the Book of Exodus in general and of the passage describing the Cherubim
of the desert Tabernacle in particular. For our present purposes it makes
little difference whether Exodus truly portrays the conditions of the tribes
of Israel during their wanderings in the desert in the 13th century B.CE.

or whether, to take the other extreme view, it represents the ideas of the
post-exilic Judaeans about the carly history of their ancestors after their
liberation from Egypt. In any case, as far as the Cherubim in Solomon’s
Temple are concerned, it must be taken for granted that they were patterned
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after carlier prototypes, which, through the Shiloh Tent which was called
“the House of Yahwch,”¢ may well have derived from an ancient period
rcaching as far back as the age of Moses. This must be considered a distinct
possibility even if the actual execution of the Solomonic Cherubim was
entrusted to Phoenician artists and craftsmen.

According to the Biblical tradition, in both the desert Tabernacle and
the Jerusalem Temple the only supernatural beings represented were the
Cherubim. These, however, were shown so often that they must be regarded
as the architectural and decorative, and consequently also the religious,
lestmotif of both sancruaries.

In the Tabernacle, two figures of Cherubim stood on both sides of the
ark-cover, separated by its width of one and one-half cubits (or 2% feer).
They were made of beaten gold, and, together with the ark-cover, formed
a single piece. Their faces were turned to each other, and downwards toward
the ark-cover, which was shiclded by their outspread wings. It was upon
the ark-cover, from between the two Cherubim, that God was believed o
speak to Moses.”

Cherubim-figures appeared also on cach of the ten curtains which formed
part of the sides of the Tabernacle.* In addition, Cherubim were depicted
on the Veil, which separated the Holy from the Most Holy of the Taber-
nacle. This Veil hid the Ark and its two Cherubim from all eyes, but it
carried a picture of the Cherubim, reproducing on the outside what it
concealed within. Like the ten curtains mentioned above, the Veil was made
of fine twined linen, blue, purple and scarlet, and was “the work of the
skilful workmen.™?

By simple count we thus find that there were twelve pairs of Cherubim
represented in the desert Tabernacle: one over the Ark in the round, and
one embroidered on the Veil and ten on the ten curtains.

3 | The Cherubim of Solomon’s Temple

In the Solomonic Temple the Cherubim motive was even more
in evidence. There were, first of all, the two Cherubim over the Ark. These
were made of olive wood and overlaid with gold. Their height was ten
cubits (15 feet), and their wing-span measured the same. Both Cherubim
were of equal size and form; their inner wings touched cach other, while
their outer wings reached the two opposite walls of the Holy of Holies in
which they stood: the total span of the two pairs of wings was 20 cubits
(or 30 feer), stretching across the entire width of the Holy of Holies. ™
Bencath the inner wings of the Cherubim stood the Ark.'! The pattern, we
are told, for the Cherubim, as for the entire Temple and all its holy vessels,



The Cherubim | 71

was handed down by David to his son Solomon.?

The ten curtains of the Tabernacle embroidered with Cherubim were
replaced in the Solomonic Temple by solidly built walls, and these, in turn,
were decorated with the Cherubim-motive: “And he [Solomon] carved all
the walls of the House round about with carved figures of Cherubim and
palm-trees and open flowers, both within and without™ Also on the two
wings of the main entrance door to the innermost Sanctuary (devir) “he
carved carvings of Cherubim and palm-trees and open flowers, and overlaid
them with gold.” and, similarly, on the outer door of the Temple (Jekhal),
which was made of cypress wood, “he carved Cherubim and palm-trees and
open flowers, and he overlaid them with gold fitted upon the graven work™

According to Chronicles, there was no door berween the Holy and the
Holy of Holies, but a veil separated them, as had been the case in the desert
Tabernacle. The manner in which it was made and decorated was also the
same as in the old Tent of Meeting: blue purple, crimson and fine linen,
with Cherubim wrought thereupon. !4

In addition to the above, Cherubim figured among the decorating of
the wheeled bases of the ten lavers. On the frames of these bases “there
were lions, oxen and Cherubim.” while on the sides of the bases there were
engraved “Cherubim, lions and palm-trees according to the space of each,
and wreaths round about™ All these bases were cast in one mold, and they
were placed five to the right and five to the left of the House.'®

Ezekicl, in his vision of the Temple, singles out the walls and the doors
only as being decorated with figures of Cherubim:

It was made with Cherubim and palm-trees, a palm-tree was between
Cherub and Cherub, and every Cherub had two faces: there was a
man’s face towards the palm-tree on the one side, and a young
lion’s face towards the palm-tree on the other side, thus was it
made through all the house round about. From the ground unto
above the door were the Cherubim and the palm-trees made, and
so on the wall of the Temple. . . . And the Temple and the sancruary
had two doors: each door had two wings, two turning leaves were
there to each door. And on the door-wings of the Temple there
were made Cherubim and palm-trees like as were made upon the
walls. .. .10

While it may be difficult to establish the precise meaning of each derail
of this visionary description of the Cherub-decorated walls and doors of
the Temple, it largely corresponds to the Solomonic Temple, with a few
added derails: in the description of the Temple of Solomon we are not told
how the Cherubim and palm-trees were arranged; from Ezekiel we learn
that these two decorative motives alternated: one Cherub, one palm tree.
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We also learn that the Cherubim and palm-trees were quite large: they
reached from the floor to above the height of the door. And finally we are
told that the Cherubim had two faces cach, one human face and one lion’s
face, turned Janus-like in opposite directions.

As we see, in all the above references to the Cherubim in the Solomonic
Temple they are consistently associated with palm-trees. Cherubim and palm-
trees appear side by side on numerous vory plaques, such as thosc that
decorated the bed of Hazael, King of Damascus, in the late 9th century
B.C.E, or those found in Arslan Tash, northern Syria, and dating from the
9th—8th century B.CE. (See Plates 27 and 28).

From all this it becomes evident that the Solomonic Temple contained a
surfeit of Cherubim. From the moment onc entered the Temple court from
where the House itself was visible, nowhere could onc’s glance escape the
impact of this ubiquitous, endlessly repeated decorative motive. The outer
walls of the Temple were full of carved Cherubim, and so were the doors
and the inner walls. On the right and left sides of the Temple stood five
huge lavers, each supported on bases decorated lavishly with Cherubim.
The Veil which one faced upon entering the Temple, displayed figures of
Cherubim embroidered in white, blue, purple and cnimson. And those to
whom it was granted to glance behind the Veil into the Holy of Holies,
saw there again two huge, sparkling, golden statues of Cherubim, fifteen
feet tall and filling with their outstretched wings the entire thirty-feet width
of the advrum.

4 | The Cherubim as Yalhweh'’s Mounts

No less interesting than the question of the Cherubim’s shape is
that of their symbolic import, or, to be more precise, of the successive
reinterpretations of their symbolism.

The carliest symbolic meaning artributed by the Hebrews to the Cher-
ubim was that they represented, in a rangible, plastic form, the clouds of
the stormy winter sky upon which God was supposed to ride across the
face of the carth. That gods ride on clouds is an old mythologem, traces of
which can be found among many peoples.'” Among the Canaanites it is
attested in the 14th century B.CE Ugaritic myths, in which “Rider of the
Clouds™ is one of Baal’s Cplthct‘i s The same epithet, “Rider in the clouds?
refers to Yahweh in one of the Psalms, while in another, Yahweh is addressed
thus:

Who makest the clouds Thy chariot
Who walkest upon the wings of the wind,
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Who makest winds Thy messengers,
The flaming fire Thy ministers.**

[saiah, in an eschatological vision, sces Yahweh “riding on a swift cloud”
on His way to Egvpt.?® The cloud as the mount of God is personified as a
Cherub: “He rode upon a Cherub, and did fly; vea, He did swoop down
upon the wings of the wind”?' Yahweh’s cplthcr “Rider in the clouds.”
was paralleled by another which referred to him as “the Sitter on the
Cherubim.”2?

In a magnificent prophetic cpiphany Habakkuk sees Yahweh appearing
in an carth-shaking storm, riding on his horses and chariots, treading the
sca with his stallions, and making Cushan and Midian tremble.?* Clouds—
winds—Cherubim—horses and chariots, all these, then, appear as inter-
changeable concepts in the poetic and prophetic imagery of the Bible in
speaking of the vehicle or mount on which Yahweh appears. Of them, only
the clouds, ‘arabhoth in Hebrew, have the feminine form. Yahweh’s horses
have the masculine gender, although mares were known to the Bible as
Egyptian charior horses.”* However, there scems to have existed an old
tradition which held, possibly under the influence of the She-Cherubs, that
God's mount, when in animal shape, was a mare. A late trace of this view
is found in the midrash which tells of God riding a mare—and, in 2 more
daring version, of taking himself the shape of a mare—and being pursued
by the ruttish Egypuan stallions into the Sea of Reeds.®

A more personified concept of the Cherubim is expressed in the myth
of Genests, according to which God placed at the east of the Garden of
Eden Cherubim with “the revolving sword of flame™ to watch over the way
leading to the Tree of Life.?® Related to these angel-like Cherubim is the
jewel-bedecked Cherub who was set by God into the Garden of Eden until
he became overweening and rebelled.?”

In connection with the desert Tabernacle there was an explicit mythical
tradition according to which God descended onto and into it in a cloud.
In fact, the desert Sancruary was called Tabernacle (Hebrew, mishkan; lit-
crally, “dwelling place™) because of the divine cloud that abode (shakhan)
over it and in it. When Moses finished the construction of the Tabernacle,

the cloud covered the Tent of Meeting and the glory of Yahwch
filled the Tabernacle. And Moses was not able to enter into the
Tent of Meeting because the cloud abode thercon, and the glory
of Yahweh filled the Tabernacle. And whenever the cloud rose up
from over the Tabernacle, the Children of Israel set out on their
journevings. But when the cloud did not rise up, then they jour-
neyed not till the day that it did rise up. For the cloud of Yahweh
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was upon the Tabernacle by day, and there was fire therein by nighe,
in the sight of all the house of Isracl, throughout all their journcys.

This passage must not be subjected to logical scrutiny (because the
latter would, e.g., lead to the conclusion that Moses was able to enter the
Tent only when Yahweh raised the cloud which, however, was the signal
for breaking camp and setting out on the dav’s journey), but instead be
treated as a myth. It says that God'’s presence in the Tabernacle was indicated
by a cloud which both scemed to hover over the tent and to fill it, and
which at night glowed like fire. This conception of the manifest presence
of God on and in the Tabernacle closcly parallels that of God's presence on
Mount Sinai: there too, cloud covered the mount, and in that cloud was
God: “He called unto Moses out of the midst of the cloud”™; and at the
same time, “the appearance of the glory of Yahweh was like devouring fire
on the top of the mount in the eves of the Children of Israel”** The cloud
that filled the House was the palpabl:. sign of God’s presence in Solomon’s
Temple as well: after the priests deposited the Ark in the Sanctuary, under
the wings of the Cherubim, “when the priests were come out of the holy
place, the cloud filled the house of Yahweh, so thar the priests could not
stand to minister because of the cloud, for the glorv of Yahweh filled the
house of Yahweh™%

The connection between clouds and Cherubim as the vehicle of God
is emphasized in the visions of Ezekiel. Once the prophet sces “the glory
of the God of Israel rising above the Cherub™; another time he sees four
Cherubim, each standing upon a wheel and, in turn, supporting the divine
throne. As the glory of Yahweh “mounts up from the Cherub to the thresh-
old of the Temple™ the larrer fills with a cloud, and “the sound of the wings
of the Cherubim is heard even to the outer courts as the voice of God
Almighty [E! Shaddai] when He speaks”™ These Cherubim, moreover, had
four faces each: a Cherub face, a human face, a lion’s face, and an eagle’s
face. Their bodies, even their backs, hands and wings, were full of eves. Each
Cherub had four wings, and when they spread them to fly, the whole
apparition, the Cherubim, the wheels, the throne and the glory of God,
rose up from the earth as one unit.¥

This then was the myth: in both the desert Tabernacle and the Temple
of Solomon, Yahweh’s presence was manifested by a cloud, personified in
the Cherubim-figures, which made it impossible for Moses, and later the
pricsts, to enter the holy place. That the Cherubim were the translation of
this myth into ritual reality is shown by the statement in Exodus that
Yahweh was believed to have spoken to Moses “from between the two
Cherubim which were upon the Ark of Testimony™* As far as the Biblical
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peniod is concerned, the Cherubim were thus unmistakable the symbolic
representation of the clouds “out of the midst of which™ God spoke and

which served also as His mount or chariot.

5 | Philo’s Cherubim

A different view of the Cherubim appears in the carliest post-
Biblical Jewish source in which references to them are found. Philo, the
carly-1st-century C.E. Alexandrian Hellenistic Jewish phﬂosophcr ® gives
no less than three interpretations of the Cherubim, ranging from cosmo-
logical to theosophic. Philo did visit Jerusalem, and may have seen the
Cherubim in the Temple, although he does not mention that he saw them.
In general, in describing the Temple he exhibits a remarkable reticence. As
long as he speaks of the courtyards and the exterior of the Temple, his
description is detailed and even verbose. But when he comes to talk of the
Holy of Holies, he manages to say nothing definite abour it without, how-
ever, stating that there was nothing in it

All inside is unseen, except by the High Priest alone, and indeed,
he, though charged with the duty of entering once a year, gets no
view of anything. For he takes with him a brazier full of lighted
coals and incense, and the great quantity of vapor which this nat-
urally gives forth covers evervthing around it, beclouds the sight
and prevents it from being able to penctrate to any distance.

Could Philo have had any reason to refrain from stating categorically
that there was nothing in the H()I» of Holies? Could it be that he, indeed,
knew, cither because he was told, or because he himself saw it, that the
advtum contained the Cherubim? The manner in which Philo treats the
Cherubim of the desert Tabernacle seems to indicate that the question must
be answered in the affirmative. When descnbing that portable sanctuary
whose existence, according to tradition, lay in a period preceding his own
by more than a thousand vears, Philo talks of the ten curtains which were
in it, bur does not mention that they were decorated by figures of Cherubim.
And as to the Cherubim over the Ark, all he has to say is: “The mercy-seat
serves to support the two winged creatures which in the Hebrew are called
Cherubim, bur as we should term then, recognition and full knowledge”3
After which he launches into his symbolic explanations of the Cherubim
of which more anon.

Philo’s tendency to gloss over the tangible form of the Cherubim even
in the archaic desert Tabernacle and to direct all attention to their symbolic
significance is quite evident. That he was nevertheless greatly preoccupied
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with the physical appearance of the Cherubim, as he himself may have scen
them in Herod’s Temple, 1s shown in his treatise On the Cherubim. In that
book, soon after setting out to explain the significance of the Cherubim
whom God placed “at the East of the garden of Eden.” he inadvertently
slips over into a discussion of the Cherubim figures of the Sanctuary. The
passage in which this occurs contains Philo’s three interpretations of the
Cherubim:

The Cherubim and the sword of flame which turns every way. ..
are an allegorical figure of the revolution of the whole heaven. . ..
One of the Cherubim then symbolizes the outermost sphere of the
fixed stars...the other of the Cherubim is the inner contained
sphere. . ..

This is one interpretation. The second is:

But perhaps, on another interpretation, the two Cherubim repre-
sent the two hemispheres [of heaven], for we read that the Cher-
ubim stand face to face with the wings inclining to the mercy-seat;
and 50, too, the hemispheres are opposite to each other. . ..

The Cherubim which “incline their wings to the mercy-seat” are, of
course, no longer the living Cherubim who with their flaming sword bar
the way to the tree of life, but the sculptured ones which, according to
Biblical tradition, were placed into the desert Tabernacle over the Ark.

In propounding his third interpretation, Philo ostensibly speaks again
of the Cherubim of Paradise, but here, too, he cannot rid himself of the
image of the two Cherubim with the Ark between them:

But there is a higher thought than these. ... While God is indeed
one, His highest and chiefest powers are two, even goodness and
sovereignty. Through His goodness He begot all thar is, through
His sovereignty He rules what He has begotten. And in the midst
between the two is a third which united them, Reason, for it is
through reason that God is both ruler and good. Of these two
potencies, sovereignty and goodness, the Cherubim are symbols, as
the fierv sword is the symbol of reason . . . these unmixed potencies
are mingled and united . .. where God 1s good, yet the glory of
His Sovereignty is seen amid the bencficence . . . where He 1s sov-
ercign, through the sovereignty the beneficence still appears.s

In the Genesis narrative there is not the slightest hint as to the position
occupied by the fiery sword in relation to the Cherubim. To say that “the
flaming sword which turned every way” was “in the midst between the
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two” Cherubim and “united them” is, to say the least, forced. It is quite
clear that Philo here is thinking again of the Cherubim which stood in the
Holy of Holies, with the Ark cover (or “mercy seat™) between them and
actually uniting them into one single piece of statuary, as explicitly stated
in Exodus: “on one piece with the ark-cover shall ye make the Cherubim.™#
The uncertainty in Philo’s mind conccrning this “third which united” the
Cherubim is also indicated by his i inconsistency with regard to the svmbol
that stood for Reason. In the above passage he says that Reason was sym-
bolized by the fiery sword; elsewhere, however, he states that God the father
1s Reason, while Knowledge is God the mother, and these two aspects of
the godhead are symbolized by the two Cherubim.

Before turning to the passages in which Philo expresses these ideas, let
us note that while in his interpretations of the Cherubim just quoted the
idea of bisexual symbolism is hinted at or implied, he stops short especially
of saying anything about a female aspect of God. God’s goodness is the
begetter, i.c., the male principle, this he states; but he does not make God’s
other aspect, His sovereignty, the female principle; instead, all he says 1s
that “through His sovercignty He rules what He has begotten”

In speaking of the creation of the world, however, Philo does take this
highly significant step when he savs:

.. the Architect who made this universe was at the same nme the
father of what was thus born, whilst its mother was the Knowledge
possessed by its Maker. With His Knowledge God had union, not
as men have it, and begort created things. And Knowledge, having
reccived the divine sced, when her travail was consummated, bore
the only beloved son who is apprehended by the senses, the world
which we see. Thus in the pages of one of the inspired company,
wisdom is represented as speaking of herself after this manner:
“God obrained me first of all his works and founded me before the
ages”* True, for it was necessary that all that came to the birth of
creation should be younger than the mother and nurse of the All

.. I suggest, then, that the father is reason, masculine, perfect, right
reason, and the mother the lower learning of the schools, with its
regular course or round of instruction. . . .

The process of creation is represented in this passage in symbolic terms,
but quite unequivocally, as procreation: God, the Father, who is Reason, had
union with the Mother, who 1s God’s Knowledge (also called by Philo
Wisdom, Lower Learning and Education, and “the Nurse of All"); the
Mother “received the divine seed.” and, “when her travail was consummated,
bore the only beloved son.” the visible world. Elsewhere Philo calls God
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“the husband of Wisdom.” who drops the sced of happiness for the race of
mortals into good and virgin soil™#

Philo employs a varied terminology in expressing the same idea in
different contexts. In two other passages, speaking of the Cherubim of the
Sanctuary, he says that they symbolized “the two most ancient and supreme
powers (or ‘virtues’) of the divine God™: his creative power, called “God™
which is a “peaceable, gentle, and beneficent virtue.” and his kingly power,
called Lord, which is “a legislative, chastising and correcting virtue™*!

It is clear that in all these explanations Philo had in mind one and the
same dichotomy which can be subsumed as follows:

VAL wWEH
God (Elohim) Lord (Yahwch)

Father Mother
Husband Wife
Begetter Bearer
Creator Nurturer
Reason Wisdom (Knowledge, Learning, Education)
Goodness Sovereignty (Kingly Power)
Peaccable Legislative
Gentle Chastising
Beneficent Correcting
Svmbolized by Svmbolized by
Cherub A Cherub B

Each of these two series of divine attributes is symbolized, according
to Philo, by one of the two Cherubim. Here, then, is the carliest indication
of the idea that one of the Cherubim in the Temple represented a male, the
other a female figure. This is consonant with the Talmudic tradition, to be
discussed anon, according to which the Cherubim couple was shown in
marital embrace in a sculpture which stood in the Holy of Holies of the
Second Temple. This statuary, we read in Talmudic sources, was shown to
the pilgrims who flocked to the Temple on the three pilgrimage-festivals.
It is thus probable, or at lcast possible, that when Philo made his pilgrimage
to the Temple, he saw the Cherubim “entwined™ like man and wife, as the
Talmudic phrase has it. Thus when Philo says thar the two divine potencies
of goodness (male) and sovercigny (female), represented by the two Cher-
ubim, were “mingled and united.” he may be influenced by the Cherubim
as he had seen them in the Temple of Jerusalem.

We shall see below that the two divine “virtues™ or “powers.” formu-
lated by Philo, became subsequently a part of Talmudic theology and were
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systematically developed in the theosophy of the Kabbala. What is surpris-
ing, at first glance, in Philos dichotomy of the deity is that he atributes
the “legislative, chastising and correcting™ activities, as well as the kingly
power, to the female, maternal aspect of deity, and the “peaceable, gentle,
and beneficent™ virtues, as well as goodness, to God’s male, paternal aspect.
However, there is a logical consistency in thus assigning these two sets of
atributes. The mother is the bearer, nurturer, educator, that is, the cstab-
lisher and maintainer of order; she, therefore, must be the one who wields
the legislative, chastising, and correcting powers which are the attributes of
sovereignty. The father, who is, of course, the begetter and creator, is, by
contrast to the mother, representative of gentleness, beneficence, goodness.
In thus assigning “soft™ qualitics to the father, Philo may also have had in
mind Biblical passages such as “Like as a father has compassion upon his
children, so has Yahweh compassion upon them that fear him,”#? and many
others which speak of God’s compassion; while in characterizing the mother
as the maintainer of order, he mayv have relied on verses which talk of her
as the parent who has to be obeved, or as a fierce lioness.** However this
may be, there can be no doubt that it is in this Philonic doctrine thar we
have to look for the earliest roots of medieval Kabbalistic symbolism in
which, as Scholem has pointed out, “women represent not, as one might
be tempted to expect, the quality of tenderness, but that of stern judge-
ment,” a concept which “was unknown to the old mystics of the Merkabah
period, and even to the Hasidim in Germany, but . . . dominates Kabbalistic
literature from the very beginning and undoubtedly represents a constituent
element of Kabbalistic theology™* In the Kabbala, as in Philo, “‘Kingdom"'
is the female aspect of the deity (in the Kabbala “Kindgom™ is the tenth
Sefira and identical with the Shekhina, the personified, female “Presence™
of God), is associated with the stern, uncompromising, divine principle of
justice, while the male aspect is manifested in the qualities of compassion
and mercy.

6 | Josephus on the Cherubim

Should we hope to obtain additional information about the Cher-
ubim from the writings of Flavius Josephus (ca. 37-100 C.E.), the only
eyewitness who left us a detailed description of the Jerusalem Temple as it
appeared in the last years prior to its destruction by Titus (70 C.E.), we shall
be sorely disappointed. Josephus, like Philo half a century before him, shows
extreme reticence even when describing the earlier Cherubim, those that
formed part of the desert Tabernacle and the Temple of Solomon. About
the former he says:
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Upon its [the Ark’s] cover were two images which the Hebrews
called Cherubim; they are flving creatures, but their form is not
like that of any of the creatures which men have scen, though
Moses said he had seen such beings near the throne of God.#

There seems to be an intention here to deny all similarity between the
Cherubim and any living creature, and to assert that they were supposed
to represent divine beings, stationed near the throne of God. Incidentally,
instead of “Moses™ one should read “Ezckicl™; it is in the latter’s prophecies,
and not in the Pentateuch, that the Cherubim surrounding the throne of
God are described.*

Even more remarkable is the omission by Josephus of any reference to
the Cherubim which adorned the curtains and the Veil in the desert Tab-
ernacle. He describes the curtain as “composed of purple and scarlet and
blue and fine linen, and embroidered with diverse kinds of figures, excepting
the figures of animals.” and the Veil which separated the Holy from the
Holy of Holies as “very ormamental, and embroidered with all sorts of
flowers which the carth produces; and they were interwoven into all sorts
of variety that might be an ornament, excepting the form of animals.”+” His
account, as we see, follows closely the one contained in Exodus, except that
where Exodus mentions the Cherubim, Josephus substitutes the words
“excepting the figures of animals™

In describing Solomon’s Temple, Josephus proceeds in a similar man-
ner: he savs nothing about the Cherubim on the Veil, on the walls of the
Temple, or in any other place, and purposely emphasizes that there is general
ignorance as to the shape of the Cherubim over the Ark. The passage in
question reads:

He [Solomon] also had veils of blues and purple and scarler and
the brightest and softest of linen, with the most curious flowers
wrought upon them, which were to be drawn before those doors
[leading from the Holy into the Holy of Holies]. He also dedicated
for the most secret place, whose breadth was 20 cubits and the
length the same, two Cherubim of solid gold; the height of cach
of them was five cubits; they had cach of them two wings stretched
out as far as five cubits; wherefore Solomon sct them up not far
from cach other, that with one wing they might touch the southern
wall of the secrer place, and with another the northemn; their other
wings, which joined to each other, were a covering to the Ark which
was set berween them: but nobody can tell or even conjecture what
was the shape of these Cherubim.*

Let us interject one single comment here. All the measurements con-



The Cherubim | 81

tained in this passage are identical with those in Kings, except that of the
Cherubim’s height which is given as ten cubits (15 feet) in Kings and as
five (7% feet) by Josephus. It scems that by reducing the height of the
Cherubim to one-half of the Biblical figure, Josephus hoped to reduce their
importance as well.

Preceding the above-quoted sentences, Josephus describes the walls of
the Temple which, as we shall recall, were decorated by alternating hgum
of Cherubim and palm trees as well as by flowers. All that Josephus has to
say, however, is that Solomon, “as he enclosed the walls with boards of
cedar so he fixed upon them plates of gold, which has sculprures upon
them. . . ™ Again, not a word as to what these v:ujpruru represented.®”

When reading these descriptions of Joscphus in which he flatly con-
tradicts Biblical texts, one begins to suspect that he must have had a definite
purpose in mind in omitting to mention the Cherubim so ubiquitous in
the Solomonic Temple. It is not difficult to surmise his reasons for so doing,
By underplaying the Cherubim in both the desert Tabernacle and the Solo-
monic Temple, he leads up to the total omission of any reference to them
in his description of the Temple of Herod with which, as a priest, he had
a thorough, firsthand familiarity. As we shall see below, there can be little
doubt that there were Cherubim in the Holy of Holies of the Second
Temple; they even played an important role in the ritual of the pilgrimage
festivals. If Josephus passes over them in silence, his reason, as that of Philo
before him, must have been that as an interpreter of Judaism to the Hel-
lenistic world in general and to Rome in particular he was loath to admit
that aniconic Judaism did, in fact, tolerate the rcpresentatmn of human or
semi-human and semi-divine figures within the sacred precincts of the Tem-
ple. Writing as he did after the destruction of the Temple, he wished to
portray it as a place of pure spiritual worship, unmarred by any figure of
living creatures, whether human, animal or divine. To be able to do so, he
had to obliterate the memory of the Cherubim, and he tried to do this by
the simple expedient of silence.

It is, however, not casy to deny something onc knows, and especially
when that knowledge is of considerable weight. Josephus knew that the
Holy of Holies contained the statues of the Cherubim pair, but he wanted
to assert that there was nothing at all in that most holy place of the Temple.
The result was that he got involved in a peculiar series of sclf-contradictions
which bear looking into. In onc passage he writes:

The nncrmost part of the temple of all was of 20 cubits. This was
also separated from the outer part by a Veil. In this there was nothing
at all. It was inaccessible and inviolable and not to be seen by any;
and was called the Holy of Holies.®!
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Contrast with this what Joscphus says in another passage:

.. although Theos [ Epiphanes], and Pompey the Great, and Licin-
ius Crassus, and last of all Titus Caesar, have conquered us in war,
and gotten possession of our Temple, vet has none of them found
any such thing [i.c., an ass’s head made of gold] there, nor indeed
an_vrhmg but what was agreeable to the strictest piety; although
what they found we are not at liberty to reveal to other nations. . . .

But for Antiochus |Epiphanes], he had no just cause for that
ravage in our temple that he made . . . nor did he find anything there
that was ridiculos. . . .

This is again contradicted in the very next section where Joscphus says:

.. nor is there anything [in the Temple], but the altar [of incense],
the table [of showbread], the censer, and the candlesuck, which are
all written in the law: for there is nothing further there, nor are there
any mysteries performed that may not be spoken of; nor is there
any feasting within the place.®

This curious vacillation between the categorical assertion that there was
nothing at all in the Holy of Holies, and the admission that somcthing
indeed was there but that it was not anything nidiculous, and that “we
i.e., the Jews or the priests, were not at liberty to reveal to other nations
what it was, seems to stem from two mutually contradictory lmpulscs On
the one hand, Josephus felt constrained to dcny the existence of any image
or object in the Holy of Holies in accordance with his tendency to represent
Judaism as a purely aniconic religion in both doctrine and ritual. On the
other, he felt impelied to impress upon his readers, and especially so in his
polemical treatise Against Apion, his own thorough familiarity with even
the most secret aspects of Jewish religion: hence the sentence on the imper-
ative of secrecy which slipped into his argument.

What was there in the Holy of Holies of which Joscphus knew but of
which he did not want to spcak we could surmise, even without the evi-
dence of the Talmudic sources, on the basis of his omission of any reference
to the Cherubim reliefs on the walls of the Temple: it could have been
nothing else but the figures of the two Cherubim. These figures, as we
know from the earlier evidence of Philo as well as the later one of the
Talmud, had assumed, by the beginning of the 1st century C.E., the character
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of sacred mystical symbols. Yet Jewish apologists familiar with Hellenistic
“culture and religion, as both Philo and Josephus were, feared that the idol-
atrous Hellenistic world, if it knew about the Cherubim, could not but
- regard them as analogous in purport and intent to its own images of gods
and goddesses housed in Greco-Roman temples all over the Mediterranean
arca. To explain that the Cherubim were sacred symbols and not idols, that
they tangibly expressed certain attributes of God, without in any manner
representing or depicting God himself, would have been a well-nigh impos-
sible task. The impression, therefore, both Philo and Josephus wished to
areate among their Hellenistic readers was that although in an archaic period
of Jewish history, it is true, the Sanctuary contained symbolic figures called
Cherubim, of unknown shape and appearance, all that was a thing of the
distant past, while in the present Temple (or, from the point of view of
Josephus, in the recently destroyed Temple) there was no image at all. In
the first part of this statement Philo and Josephus are unanimous. In the
second, Philo, who wrote while the Temple still stood, avoids the possibility
_d' being caught in a lic by the simple expedient of saying that only the
] Priest was allowed ro enter the Holy of Holies once a vear, and even
then he could sce nothing because of the incense smoke. Joscphus, writing
Aafter the destruction of the Temple, is bolder: he asserts that there was
“nothing in the Holy of Holies of the Herodian Temple; then he invalidates
this denial by asserting that there was nothing shameful in it and that he
“was not at liberty to divulge what the most holy chamber actually contained.

7 | The Cherubim in Embrace

An echo of Philo’s Cherubim symbolism is found in a midrashic
passage artributed to Rabbi Pinhas ben Yair, a2 2nd century C.E. Palestinian
‘teacher who seems to have been an Essene and ccrmnlv was a man of
“extreme picty. The passage, which is quite lengthy and contains a symbolic
‘nterpretation of cach and every part of the Tabernacle, begins as follows:

The Tabernacle was made so as to correspond to the creation of
the world. The two Cherubs over the Ark of the Covenant were
made 5o as to correspond to the two Holy Names. .. 5

The “Two Holy Names™ are, of course, those of God: Yahweh (“Lord™)

~ and Elohim (“God™), which is preciscly the idea expressed by Philo as we
“have seen above.

The midrashic source containing the above passage subsequently dis-

‘courses about the symbolism of the Tabernacle’s successor, the Solomonic

Temple, and, in returmning to the Cherubim, becomes guilty of a curious
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confusion between the Cherubim statuary that stood in the Temple's Holy
of Holies and the cosmic or clemental Cherubim which, as we have scen,
were the personification of the world-embracing winds: “The wings of the
Cherubim [in Solomon’s Temple] reached from one end of the world to
the other...”

This is followed by a remarkable statement which indicates that, at least
according to one school of thought, the Cherubim were the most important
feature in the entire Temple:

It was due to them [i.c., the Cherubim], and due to their maker
[or: makers] that the Temple stood. They were the head of every-
thing that was in the Temple, for the Shekhina rested on them and
on the Ark, and from there He spoke to Moses. ™

From a Talmudic tradition>® we learn that the Cherubim, although they
were golden statues, were held to have possessed a certain amount of life
and mobility: As long as Israel fulfilled the will of God, the faces of the
Cherubim were turned toward cach other: however, when Israel sinned,
they turned their faces away from each other.®

As late as the 3rd and 4th centuries CE., the memory of the original
function and the significance of the Cherubim in the Sanctuary survived

among the Babvlonian Talmudic masters. According to one of them, a
certain Rabh Qetina, who flourished in the late 3rd and carly 4th century,

When Isracl used to make the pilgrimage, they [i.c., the priests]
would roll up for them the Parokhet [the Veil separating the Holy
from the Holy of Holies], and show them the Cherubim which
were intertwined with one another, and say to them: “Behold! vour
love before God is like the love of male and female!™*"

Rashi, the 1 1th-century commentator, explains the passage: “The Cher-
ubim were joined together, and were clinging to, and embracing, each other,
like 2 male who embraces the female™

Whether the above tradition referred to the First or the Second Temple,
was no longer clear to the Babvlonian teachers. Some held that it must
have referred to the First Temple, because in the Second there were no
Cherubim; others, like Rabh Aha, son of Jacob (a contemporary of Hana
bar Qetina), argued that it referred to the Second Temple and thar the
Cherubim discussed in it were those painted or engraved on the wall.

Yet another detail concerning the Cherubim is given by Rabbi Shimeon
ben Laqish (ca. 200-275 C.E.), an outstanding Palestinian teacher:

When strangers entered the Sancruary, they saw the Cherubim
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intertwined with cach other; they took them out into the market-
place and said: “Isracl, whose blessing is [reputedly] a blessing and
whose curse is a curse, should occupy themselves with such things!™
And they despised them, as it is written, “All that honored her,
despisc her, because they have seen her [shameful] nakedness™*

The same tradition is contained in several Midrashim with a few added
details:

When the sins caused that the gentiles should enter Jerusalem,
Ammonites and Moabites came together with them, and they entered

the House of the Holy of Holies, and found there the two Cher-
ubim, and they took them and put them in a cage and went around
with them in all the streets of Jerusalem and said “You used to say
that this nation was not serving idols. Now you see what we found

and what they were worshiping!™*

As to the time when the Cherubim were shown to the people filling
the courts of the Jerusalem Temple, the only statement we have is that of
Rabh Qetina: the showing, and the accompanying explanation, were made
“when Israel made the pilgrimage™ to the Temple. According to Biblical
command, everv male Israclite was duty-bound to make the pilgrimage to
the Temple three rimes a vear: on Passover in the spring; on the Feast of
Weeks, seven weeks later; and on the Feast of Booths (Sukkoth) which fell
in autumn, two weeks after New Year.®® Of the three, the greatest and most
enthusiastically celebrated was the last one, on which, more than on any
other Hebrew holiday, the populace was commanded to rejoice.®’ From
descriptions contained in the Mishna and in Talmudic sources we know
not only the ritual derails of this joyous feast,** bur also the fact that both
men and women participated in it, and that on the seventh day of the festival
the two sexes used to mingle and commit what is cuphemistically referred
1025 “ltghthcadedncss " We can only surmise that the showing of the Cher-
ubim representing a male and a female figure in marital embrace, may have
preceded, and, indeed, incited the crowds to, the commussion of this “hght~
headedness)” which could have been nothing but an orgastic outburst of
sexual license.

Such ritual license was in accordance with both old Hebrew practice
and the religious customs of other ancient Near Eastern peoples. As to its
Hebrew antecedents, we happen to know from the incident of the Golden
Calf that sexual rioting was the traditional response to the exhibition of
statuary symbolizing or representing the deity. When Aaron made the Golden
Calf (as a representation of Yahweh) and showed it to the people, they

“offered burnt-offerings and brought peace-offerings and . . . sat down to
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eat and to drink” and then engaged in sexual intercourse.®?

Ritual license as a regularly (in many places annually) recurring feature
of temple worship is well attested from all over the ancient Near East. It
was, one might say, standard practice of the cultic veneration of the divine
powers of life and fertility. As Nelson Glueck recently observed: “The excite-
ment of pagan worship and participation in feasts of sacrificial offerings
apparently often led male and female worshipers to join together in feverish
consummartion of fertility rites”*

The muythical counterpart of this orgiastic ritual was, in ancient Israel
as well as among the other ancient Near Eastern peoples, the great cos-
mogonical and cosmological myth cycle, according to which the annual
period of vegetative fertility was preceded by a union of the male and female
clements of nature. To ensure that this great cosmological copulation take
place in the proper measure and with the requisite intensity, man himself,
it was felt, had to perform the sacred sex act, thereby both indicating to
the elements of nature what was expected of them and inducing them to
do the same through the compulsive force of a religio-magical act.®

However, what was considered in carlicr days as a proper manifestation
of popular enthusiasm at the sight of divine statuary, became intolerable in
the eyes of the sages, probably in the last century of the existence of the
Second Temple of Jerusalem, They felt they had to put an end to the festive
“lightheadedness,” and where ongmallv the women used to gather in the
Great Courtyard of the Temple, the so-called Women’s Court, while the
men stood without, they ordered that the two sexes should change places,
in the hope that this would prevent the repetition of the mass orgy. How-
ever, next year, they had to witness the futility of their measure, provmg to
them once agam that in the hour of j joy the “evil inclination.” that is, the
sexual drive, is apt to overpower both men and women. Thereupon thev
had special galleries built on three sides of the courtyard, leaving open only
the side which faced the Sanctuary, and confined the women to them.®

When this important reform took place, we do not know. But we can
understand, to some extent, the stubborn popular resistance to it if we
assume that the exhibition of the Cherubim in embrace was continued at
the three annual feasts of pilgrimage, while at the same time the populace
was prevented by the reform from indulging in its old traditional practice
of imitatio dei called for by the momentary glimpse of divine mystery.

8 | The Provenance of the
Cherubim-in-Embrace

When these Cherubim-in-embrace replaced the earlier two Cher-
ubim figures which were equal in shape and touched each other only with
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the tips of their inner wings, is an intriguing question. The incident remem-
bered by Shimeon ben Laqish, when the foreigners broke into the Temple
and exposed the holy figures to the sacrilegious glances of the mob, can
serve as terminus ad quem. Can the date of this incident be fixed with any
degree of certainty or at least likelihood?

In the year 170 B.C.E., Antiochus Epiphanes, the Seleucid King of Svria
(175-164 B.CE.), on his return from an Egyptian campaign, took Jerusa-
lem, massacred its inhabitants, and looted the Temple. He removed all the
Temple treasures, including the three large sacred gold objects, the incense
altar, the seven-armed candelabrum, and the table of showbread, and, as
Josephus indignantly remarks, “he did not abstain cven from the Veils,
which were made of fine linen and scarlet, but took everything along with
him to Antiochia”¢” Two years later, Antiochus sent his henchmen to Jeru-
salem to Hellenize the city; those of the Jewish population who were recal-
atrant were exterminated: the men murdered, the women and children sold
into slavery. Whoever could, fled from the city, and in their places foreigners
were settled.** This was a sequence of events into which an incident such
as that of the Cherubim would have firted well. In contrast to Nebuchad-
nezzar, who was not interested in combating the religious beliefs and prac-
tices of the Judacans, Antiochus Epiphanes was passionately intent on
eradicating Judaism. He may have seized upon the opportunity of publicly
humiliating the Jews by parading the Cherubim in the streets.

Another consideration which points to the same conclusion is that it
is much more likely that the sages of the Talmud, in whose names the
Cherubim incident is recorded, would retain an oral tradition concerning
an event that had occurred four centuries earlier, in the davs of Antiochus
Epiphanes, rather than one that had taken place almost nine centuries before
their time. Legends concerning the cruelties of Antiochus and his hench-
men, which provoked the Maccabees to their revolt, circulated in Rabbinic
arcles throughout the Talmudic period and even following it.%

If the Cherubim incident took place in 170 B.C.E., their male and female
figures in embrace must have been introduced into the Holy of Holies
sometime prior to that date, that is, between 170 B.CE. and 515 BCE,
when the Second Temple was rebuilt. It is, however, unlikely that this was
done at the ume of the rebuilding of the Second Temple. We know that
the Cherubim in the Solomonic Temple had a completely different appear-
ance: they were two identical human figures, flanking the Ark on both sides
and touching each other only with their wings, which met over the Ark. It
is not known whether, when Ezra rebuilt the Temple, he had new Cherubim
placed into the Holy of Holies; but if he had, it is most probable that his
new statuary was a copy of the old one, since his purpose was to restore the
Temple in the shape it had when it was destroved a few decades earlier. A
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change in the shape of the Cherubim could have been made only at a time
when there was a tendency to improve upon existing forms, to embellish
the building, to refurbish the sacred vessels, to increase the splendor of the
appurtenances. By a mere chance, we happen to know of such a period.

Among the scanty documents relating to the second Jewish common-
wealth, there is a little book about whose historicity there has been much
scholarly controversy. It is the so-called Letter of Aristeas, which was written
in Greek, in Alexandria, in all probability shortly after 132 B.CE™ This
treatise has the pscudepigraphic form of a letter written by Aristeas, a gen-
tile, to his brother Philocrates during the reign of Ptolemy II Philadelphus
(285-247 B.CE.), and it discusses three major subjects: the golden vessels
Prolemy had made for the Jerusalem Temple; the translation of the Pen-
tatcuch prepared at his insistence; and a series of questions concerning
kingship he put to the Jewish sages, together with the latter’s philosophical-
moralistic answers. The overriding aim of the treatise was to demonstrate
the excellence of Jewish religion and the folly of idolatry.™

In spite of the late date of its composition—ar least 120 vears after the
events described in it—and its ample legendary embellishments, Aristeas
seems to contain a solid kernel of historical truth. As to the translation of
the Pentateuch into Greek, for instance, scholarlv opinion is that, whether
the story told in Aristeas of the 72 elders sent by the Jerusalem High Priest
Eleazar to Alexandna to do the translation is true or not, it scems to be a
historical fact that the Pentateuch was translated in the ume of Prolemv II,
for it fitted in with his general policy of Hellenization.™ It seems to me
that precisely the same argument supports also the historicity of the presents
of exquisite Alexandrian workmanship which, according to Aristeas, were
sent by Prolemy 1I to the Jerusalem Temple. It is in this event that we can
find a clue as to the installation of the Cherubim-in-embrace into the Holy
of Holies.

The presents were ritual objects, mostly made of gold, to whose descrip-
tion Aristeas, and, following him, Josephus™ devote an inordinate amount
of space. They consisted of a table of pure gold (of which, more anon);
two large golden bowls set with stones, of a capacity of 20 gallons each;
several highly polished silver bowls; golden flagons with inlaid stones; etc.™
The longest description, quite out of proportion with the rest of the treatise,
1s accorded to the table which was sent to Jerusalem to replace the old rable
of the showbread, one of the most sacred objects in the Temple.” The
instructions the king gave to the goldsmiths in making this table are described
in detail in Aristeas: “Where there was no prescription in Scripture, he
ordered the construction to follow principles of beauty; where there were
written prescriptions, their measurements were to be adhered o™
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The table and all the other vessels were duly delivered to the hands of
the High Priest Eleazar who “devoted them to God’” in other words, put
them to use in the Temple. Thus far the semi-legendary account of Ptolemy
[T Philadelphus’ bountiful gifts to the Temple. Does the historical back-
ground of the period render it likely that such an event actually took place?

The religious atmosphere in Palestine in the first few decades following
the penctration of Hellenism was a relatively liberal one. Many Jewish
leaders felt no qualms abourt paying lipservice to Greek polvtheism, as attested,
for instance, by the use of the phrase “many thanks to the gods.” in a letter
written to Apollonius, the head of the finances in the Prolemacan empire,
by the Jewish merchant-prince Tobias in the middle of the 3rd century
B.C.E™ In these circumstances there was no objection raised on the part of
the Temple authorities to the introduction of ritual vessels and other objects
donated by foreigners.™ Even as late as the carly 1st century CE., King
Monobaz and ngen Helena of Adiabene (a kingdom on the left bank of
the Upper Tigris) had the handles of all the Temple vessels used on the
Day of Atonement overlaid with gold, and donated a golden lamp which
was placed over the door of the Holy House; Nikanor presented the Temple
with bronze door panels; Alexander Lysimachus had all the door-panels
covered with gold.* Especially close was the relationship between the Tem-
ple and the Jewish craft-guilds in Alexandria, headed by those of the gold
and silversmiths who are several times mentioned in Tannaitic sources as
having carried out repairs on Temple equipment. Thus when the old cym-
bals and copper mortar, which, according to tradition, dated “from the days
of Moses.” became damaged, they were repaired by Alexandrian craftsmen;
when the family of Garmu refused to divulge the trade-secrets of the prep-
aration of the showbread, and again, when the members of the Eutimos
family did the same with regard to the preparation of the incense, the sages
tried to break the monopolies of these artisan families by sending for Alex-
andrian Jewish experts. While all this took place about the middle of the
Ist century CE.*' the practice of importing Alexandrian artifacts to Jeru-
salem must have begun with the spread of Hellenism to Palestine and
Egypr.

The first half of the 3rd century B.C.E., described in Aristeas as a period
of what today would be called “interfaith cooperation” between Jerusalem
and Alexandria, secems to be the most likely time for the introduction of a
new Cherubim statuary into the Temple. At a time when the High Priest
replaced the old table of the showbread with a new one, of identcal size
but executed in a completely different style with the utilization of the latest
achievements of the Alexandrian goldsmn:hs art, he may have dcccptcd from

the same source a new Cherubim group, also contormmg In size to the
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traditional one, but representing the current artistic and symbolic under-
standing of the ancient figures described in Exodus and Kings.

We cannot know the details of the work or the process of its execution.
Was it Prolemy who entrusted the Alexandrian Jewish goldsmiths with the
task, so sensitive from both the artistic and the religious point of view? Did
it precede or follow the translation of the Pentateuch into Greek, which
made the descriprion of the Cherubim in the desert Tabernacle available to
the Hellenized Jewish artisans ignorant of Hebrew? Were they, in giving
their Cherubim the shape of a male and a female figure in marital embrace,
influenced by Egypran or Hellenistic mysteries in which they may have
participated ar that carly date as did their descendants several gencrations
later, arousing the ire of Philo?* Or did they rather emulate carly proto-
tvpes of that tvpe of Indian temple sculprure which we know from such
late examples as the Konarak fagade, showing divine pairs in various posi-
tions of ecstatic embrace, and which may have been known to them follow-
ing the onset of cultural contact between Hellenistic India and Egype?®
Did the Cherubim-in-embrace, once installed in the Holy of Holies of the
Jerusalem Temple inspire the idea of the male and female aspects of the one
God first expressed by Philo? Or did the idea precede the representation,
and the golden statue of the Cherubim merely express in tangible form
notions that had jelled cither in Jerusalem or in Alexandria? There are no
answers to these questions, nor will there be unless completely new and
unexpected evidence comes to the surface. The argument of this section
must, therefore, remain conjectural, based on circumstancial evidence and
a few, more or less equivocal, passages.

One counter-argument may be disposed of betore closing this section.
If, it may be asked, a Cherubim statuary was installed in the Temple at or
about the time when the new table and other vessels were, why is there no
mention made of this in Aristeas? The answer, I believe, lies in the same
considerations which explained above the reticence of Philo and Josephus
when speaking of the decorations of the Tabernacle and the First Temple.
Like Philo and Josephus, so their predecessor who wrote Aristeas, endeav-
ored to represent Judaism as a pure, aniconic faith. No mention could,
therefore, be made in his treanse of the Cherubim who, in the eves of the
pagans, would have appeared as idolatrous symbols. In fact, Aristeas goes
even further in this respect than either Philo or Josephus: in his description
of the Temple, which he maintains to have seen on a visit to Jerusalem, the
onlv object inside the Temple he mentions is the curtain,

One last question remains to be answered before we can go on to the
Kabbalistic reflection of the Cherubim-in-embrace. This is whether, follow-
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ing the removal and public exhibition of the Cherubim by Antiochus Epi-
phanes, a new statuary of the Cherubim was set up in the Temple to replace
the old one. Such a step could have been taken by the Maccabees when
they dleansed and rededicated the Temple in 165 8.C.E. No mention of the
Cherubim is found in the Book of Maccabees, but then that book tells only
in most general terms of the restoration of the Temple, so that one could
not expect to find in it a reference to the Cherubim in particular. However,
on the genceral principle that restoration meant the re-establishment of the
status quo, one is inclined to assume that every sacred vessel and object
contained in the Temple when it was desccrated by the Syrians was restored
in it five years later by the Maccabees. The words of Philo and Josephus
quoted above also point in this direction. Nor does the recollection of Rabh
Qetina about the showing of the Cherubim to the Temple pilgrims read as
if it would refer to a period which came to an end more than four centuries
prior to his time, but rather sounds like a tradition handed down from
evewitnesses a few generations previously.

However that may be, the Cherubim-in-embrace were regarded as a
fiting symbolic expression of the relationship berween God and Isracl.
Rabh Qetina was, of course, far from being the first to speak of this rela-
tionship as onc like that between man and wife. God as the husband and
Isracl as His wife had become a prophetic commonplace, from Hosea to
Ezekicl, that is for the last two centuries of the First Temple period. It was
this relationship that the Cherubim visually depicted, according to the Tal-
mudic sages quoted above.

While the female Cherub thus symbolized Isracl, she also became closely
attached to God, due to her position in the Temple. Once the idea of a
female Cherub emerged, it was further developed in Rabbinic literature. A
midrash, ¢.g., says that the Cherubim whom God placed to the cast of Eden
10 watch over the wav to the tree of life constantly dungccl their shapes:
at imes they were men, at other women, then again spirits, or angels.*
The angels likewise change their sex according to the will of God: ar imes
He makes them appear in the shape of women, and at others in that of
men, while occasionally He makes them assume the appearance of wind or
firc.*

9 | The Cherubim in the Middle Ages
For many centuries after the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple

by Titus (in 70 CE.), and the consequent disappearance of the Cherubim
statuary, the problem of the symbolic significance of those winged male
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and female figures continued to preoccupy some of the most outstanding
teachers and thinkers to Judaism, Those among them who were rational-
istically inclined, tended to disregard the Talmudic tradition according to
which the Cherubim were represented in marital embrace, and concentrated
on attriburting new svmbolic meanings to them. The mystics, on the other
hand, seized preciselv upon this aspect of the Cherubim and utilized it for
the reinforcement of their basic doctrine about the sanctity and cosmic
necessity of cohabiration between man and waife.

Maimonides, the greatest of medieval Jewish philosophers (born in
1135 in Cordoba, Spain; died in 1204 in Cairo, Egvpt), can be quoted as
an example of the former group. In describing the furnishings and sacred
vesscls of the Sanctuary, he has the following to say about the Cherubim:

God, may He be exalted, has commanded that the image of two
angels [i.¢., the Cherubim] be made over the ark, so that the belief
of the multitude in the existence of angels be consolidated, this
correct opinion, coming in the second place after the belief in the
cxistence of the deity, constituting the originative principle of belief
in prophecy and the Law and refuting idolatry; as we have explained.
If there had been one image, I mean the image of one Cherub, this
might have been misleading. For it might have been thought thar
this was the image of the deity who was to be worshipped—such
things being done by the idolaters—or that there was only one
individual angel, a belief that would have led to a certain dualism
[1.c.. belief in one God and one angel]. As, however, two cherubim
were made and the explicit statement enounced: “The Lord is our
God, the Lord is one”* the validity of the opinion affirming the
existence of angels was established and also the fact thar they are
many. Thus measures were taken against the error that they are the
deity—the deity being one and having created this multiplicity.®
Maimonides’ view is reechoed in the Midrash Ha-Gadol, a midrashic
compilation only slightly later than the renowned Guide of the Perplexed,
and which was made in Yemen. In it we find also a unique description of
the Cherubim:

“And thou shalt make two Cherubim"* These Cherubim, what
was their purpose? To make known that there are Cherubim on
high. ... If so, would one not have sufficed? No, lest people err
and say, “It 1s God [Eloah]” What was their appearance? Their
faces, backs, hands and breasts looked like those of human beings,
and they had wings like the wings of the fowl, like the Cherubim
of the Merkaba [the divine chariot] on high....®
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As to the Kabbala, it found in the Cherubim-in-embrace a most wel-
come basis for two of its central doctrines: one, that only the togetherness
of male and female is a state of blessedness; and two, that when a man sins
he thereby causes the separation between the male and female aspects of a
deity (of which more in the next two chapters), which, in rurn, leads to a
transcendental and universal disaster. In the Zohar, the magnum opus of
13th-century Spanish Kabbala, these two ideas are expressed as follows:

Three time a day a miracle took place with the wings of the Cher-
ubim. When the holiness of the king [i.e., God] revealed itself over
them, the Cherubim, of themselves, stretched out their wings and
covered their bodies with them. . . . A cloud descended, and when
it sertled upon the Lid, the wings of the Cherubim intertwined
and they beat them and sang a song....And the Priest in the
Temple heard their voices as he was pumna the incense in its
place. ... The two Cherubim, one male and one female, both
sang....“:\nd he heard the Voice speaking unto him... from
between the two Cherubim, and He spoke unto him” Rabbi Yit-
zhak said: From this we lecarn that God is “just and right"' that
is, male and female, and likewise the Cherubim were male and

female 2

We shall easily recognize in this passage a late variant of the theme we
first found adumbrated by Philo twelve hundred years earlier: the male and
female Cherubim representing the male and female clement in God. The
Talmudic view quoted above to the effect that the position of the heads of
the Cherubim changed, reflecting the moral behavior of Israel, is also ¢lab-
orated in the Zohar:

Rabbi Yose said: Woe to the world when one Cherub turns his
face awav from the other, for the verse “with their faces one to
another™ [refers only to times] when there is peace in the world.
Rabbi Yitzhak said: This is meant by “The nakedness of thy father
and the nakedness of thy mother shalt thou not uncover”*—woe
to him who uncovers their nakedness.*

What this Zoharic passage means is that woe to him who creates strife
in the world, because thereby he causes the two Cherubim to turn their
faces away from cach other, which in turn is but the visible manifestation
of the separation of the divine Father (the King) and the divine Mother
(the Martronit). Such a sundering of the Father and the Mother is spoken
of repeatedly in the Zohar as an uncovering of their nakedness, because the
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disruption of their union denudes them of cach other, weakens them and
dishonors them.

A little vounger than the Zohar is the Kabbalistic Bible commentary
of Bahya ben Asher, the distinguished Spanish exegete who lived in Sara-
gossa and died in 1340. Bahva refers repeatedly to the Cherubim in the
Temple, whom he considers as having been male and female, in embrace,
and representing symbolically a2 number of important things.

The two Cherubim corresponded to the brain and the heart in man,
Bahva says, or the human soul and the human reason.

Of the two Cherubim, onc was male and the other female, because
the human soul and reason are like male and female, one acts, is
acnive, and the other receives, is passive.

The two Cherubim were different in their substance, one being
male and the other female . . . in order to make manifest how greatly
Isracl was loved by God, like the love of male and female. . .. The
Cherubim in this form were a powerful symbol testifving to the
urtermost attachment between God and Israel with nothing inter-
vening between them. ... ™

In conclusion, let us return for a moment to the carliest period
of Hebrew history from which unequivocal data are so scant that they invite
conjectures and hypotheses. Hugo Gressmann, in a study about the Ark,
expressed the view that originally there must have been two images in it,
that of Yahweh and thar of his wife Anathyahu, or Astarte.”” Twenty vears
later, more cautiously vet along the same lines, Julian Morgenstern conjec-
tured that the two sacred stones in the Ark onginally “represented Yahweh
and, in all likelihood, His female companion.”* The findings of the present
study tend to agree with these conjectures. In the beginning, the story can
be recapitulated, two images, or slabs of stone, were contained in the Ark,
representing Yahweh and his consort. At a later stage, when this anthro-
pomorphic view of the deity was overcome, Yahweh was conceived of as
the male, patriarchal, and only God, whom it was forbidden to represent
in visual form. His erstwhile female companion now was reduced to the
position of a female guardian, represented by one of the two Cherubim,
who covered the Ark with their wings, which art the same time also served
as the scat of Yahweh. Following the destruction of the First Temple, the
idea slowly gained ground that the one and only God comprised two aspects,
a male and a female one, and that the Cherubim in the Holy of Holies of
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- times, when the male Cherub was considered as a symbol of God, while
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of Isracl. When, finally, the Kabbala developed its mystical theory
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‘the King and the Matronit, and ¢ndowed cach of them with a mythical,
existence, it considered the Cherubim pair as the fitting visual

~ independent
- representation of these two divine concepts.



Shekinna is the frequently used Talmudic term denoting the visible
and audible manifestation of God’s presence on carth. In its ultimate devel-
opment as it appears in the late Midrash literature, the Shekhina concept
stood for an independent, feminine divine ennity prompred by her com-
passionate nature to arguc with God in defense of man. She is thus, if not
by character, then by function and position, a direct heir to such ancient
Hebrew goddesses of Canaanite origin as Asherah and Anath. How did
the Shekhina onginate and develop, and what did she mean for Talmudic
Judaism? These are the questions that we shall artempt to answer in this
chapter.

1 | The “Dwelling” of God

In Biblical times, when God was imagined to dwell in or ride
upon clouds, as Baal had donc in the older Canaanite mythology,! the
mythological validation of the sanctity of the desert Tabernacle and the
Solomonic Temple was the myth of Yahwch descending in a cloud into the
sanctuary.’ The presence of God in this “cloud of Yahweh™* was regarded
as something more tangible than its visual aspect: because of the cloud,

96
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“Moses was not able to enter into the Tent of Mceting”* Similarly, after
the completion of Solomon’s Temple, “the cloud filled the House of Yahweh
so that the priests could not stand to minister by reason of the cloud, for
the glory of Yahweh filled the House of Yahweh$ The archaic nature of
this mythologem of the deity’s physical presence in his temple is attested
by the poctic passage following the above statement: Then spoke Solomon:

Yahweh meant to dwell in darkness,
But I built a house for Thee
A seat to abide in forever.®

A careful perusal of the passages referring to the manifestation of God
in the sancruary shows that the nouns “cloud” and “glory™ are used inter-
changeably, and that the “cloud™ was undoubtedly regarded as the visible
form taken by the “glory” of Yahweh when He wished to indicate His
presence in His earthly abode, the sanctuary.”

Since Yahweh was believed to have “dwelt” in the desert Tabernacle,
one of the names of that tent-sanctuary was mishkan, “dwelling” or “abode™®
According to the older Elohistic tradition, Yahweh merely put in temporary
appearances in the Tent of Meeting; he was a visiting deity whose appear-
ance in, or departure from, the Tent was used for oracular purposes.” In
contrast, the younger Pricstly tradition makes Yahweh a permanent inhab-
itant of this sacred Abode,'° thus retrojecting into the mythical past a belief
that was an integral part of the Jerusalem-centered theologv of the later
monarchy, i.¢., that God’s permanent abode was on Mount Zion, in His
holy Tunplt i

2 | Hokhma— Wisdom

While the quasi-physical manifestation of God’s “dwelling™ in His
sanctuary is thus an integral feature of Biblical theology, the term Shekhina
does not occur in the Bible. However, in the late Biblical period a theolog-
ical tendency made its appearance which prepared the ground for the emer-
gence of the Talmudic Shekhina, The trend referred to is that of i interposing
personified mediating entities berween God and man. These entities, orig-
mally conceived of either as having been created by God or as being His
attributes or emanations, gradually developed into angel-like beings who
act upon man and the world under instruction by God. The most frequently
appearing of these intermediaries, or Aypostases (as they are called), is Hokinna,
or Wisdom. In the Book of Job,'? Wisdom is described as a personage
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whose way is understood and place known only by God himself, while the
Book of Proverbs!? asserts thar Wisdom was the earliest creation of God,
and that ever since those primeval days she (Wisdom) has been God's
playmate.

In the Apocrvpha, this role of Wisdom is even more emphasized.'* A
passage is the Wisdom of Solomon states that “she [Wisdom| proclaims her
noble birth in that it is given to her to live with God, and the Sovereign
Lord of all loved her. . . 5 It was observed by Gershom Scholem that the
term “symbiosis™ used in this passage appears again in the same chapter in
the sense of marital connubium, and that it is therefore clear that Wisdom
here was regarded as God's wife.'® Philo states quite unequivocally that
God is the husband of Wisdom.!”

Wisdom plaved a particularly important role among the Jewish Gnos-
tics. References to the role of Wisdom in the primordial days of the world
scem to indicate the existence of a Gnostic Hokhma-myth which originated
in Jewish circles and was hypothetically reconstructed as follows:

Out of the primeval Chaos God created the seven archons through the
intermediacy of his Wisdom, which was identical with the “dew of light”
Wisdom now cast her eidolon, or shadow-image, upon the primeval waters
of the Tohu wa-Bohu, whereupon the archons formed the world and the
body of man. Man crawled about upon the carth like a worm, until Wisdom
endowed him wath spirit. Satan, in the shape of the serpent, had intercourse
with Eve who thercupon bore Cain and Abel. Thus sexuality became the
original sin. After the Fall, the sons of Seth fought the sons of Cain. When
the daughters of Cain seduced the sons of Seth, Wisdom brought the flood
upon the earth. Later, in her efforts to help mankind, Wisdom sent seven
prophets, from Moses to Ezra, corresponding to the seven planets. In the
myth Wisdom, acting like a female deity, clearly resembles the Gnostic con-
cept of the anima mundi, the “world soul™*

Whether this myth reconstruction is or is not correct in all details could
be decided only on the basis of a thorough study of Jewish, Early Christian,
and Gnostic sources, However, there can be little doubt as to the i importance
of Wisdom in Jewish Gnosticism, which built its speculations on the role
assigned to Hokhma in the late books of the Bible itself.

While Wisdom thus had all the prerequisites for developing into a
veritable female deity, no such development took place within Judaism.
Instead, post- -Biblical Judaism created for itself a new concept of feminine
divinity in the figure of the Shekhina, who first appears in the Aramaic
translation-paraphrase of the Bible, the so-called Targum Onkelos. While the
exact date of this work is stll in doubt (some scholars hold that it was
written as carly as the Ist century C.E., while others think that it had not
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amtained its final form untl the 4th century), it is generally agreed that its
author used an older version as the basis of his translation.

3 | The Early Shekhina

Shekhina (s#7kbinah) is a Hebrew abstract noun derived from the
Biblical verb shakhan discussed above and means literally “the act of dwell-
ing” These abstract nouns, constructed from the verbal root-letters with
the added -ak suffix, have the feminine gender. In actual usage, the term
Shekhina, when it first appears, means that aspect of the deity which can
be apprehended by the senses. Whenever the original Hebrew Biblical text
speaks of a manifestation of God through which He was perceived by man,
the Targum Onkelos interpolates the term Shekhina. For instance, the verse
“Let them make Me a Sanctuary that I may dwell [wihakhanti] among
them,™™ is rendered by the Targum Onkelos as follows: “Let them make
before Me a Sancmmn that I may let My Shekhina dwell among them?”
The onginal “T will dwell [wihakhanti) among the Children of Israel ..
that I may dwell [/shokhni] among them.”* becomes in the Tarngum “1 \ull
let My Shekhina dwell among the Children of Isracl. . . that T may let My
Shekhina dwell among them?™ The Biblical “that they defile not their camp
n whose midst I dwell”?! becomes “that they defile not their camp in whose
midst My Shekhina dwells”2? The Targum, evidently, could nor tolerate a
direct reference to God even in a poetic text, and thus it paraphrases the
original “He [God] found him [Israel] in a desert land . . . He compassed
him about . . . "2* as follows: “He filled their needs in a desert land. .. He
let them dwell around His Shekhina. ..~

From these examples, to which many more could be added,?* it appears
that the carliest use of the term Shekhina was in the sense of an abstract
hypostasis, interpolated wherever a Biblical statement appeared to be too
anthropomorphic to the greater sensitivity of a later age. The fact that the
noun Shekhina had the feminine vcndtr (Shekhinta in Aramaic) had no
significance ar all in these carly references.

In the Talmudic literature, the term continued to be used in the same
sense. E.g., Rabbi Ychoshua, a 1st=2nd century Palestinian teacher, states
that the following features were enjoved by Israel in the desert: the manna,
the quails, the well, the Tabernacle, the Shekhina, the priesthood, the king-
ship, and the Clouds of Glory.>® A Talmudic discussion flatlv equates God
with the Shekhina: “Rabbi Yose (2nd century) said: “Never did the Shck-
hina descend to earth, nor Moses and Elijah ascend to heaven, .. It is
correct that the Shekhina never descended to carth? Is it not wrirtcn, ‘And
Yahweh came down upon Mount Sinai . . 272
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At the same ume, however there is a tendency to endow the Shekhina
with more physical attributes than those. associated with God, and thus to
distinguish between the deity Himself who is bevond all sense-perception
and His tangible manifestation as the Shekhina. One passage in which this
physical view of the Shekhina is expressed with greart clarity is the following:

All those vears that Isracl was in the desert, these two caskets, one
of a corpse [of Joseph] and the other of the Shekhina [containing
the two stone tablets of the Law] were carried [by the Israclites]
side by side. When the passersby would say: “What is the nature
of these two caskers?” they would answer: “One is the casket of a
corpse, and the other of the Shekhina” “Is it the custom that a
corpse should be carried with the Shekhina?™ They would answer:
“This one [i.e. Joseph], observed what is written in the other one™*”

It is cvident that the presence of the Shekhina in the casket is imagined
in this passage in a manner corresponding to that of Joseph’s body in the
other casketr—both are actual, physical presences.

Similarly, the Biblical notion that the Tabernacle was built in order to
serve as a dwelling place for Yahweh is transformed in Talmudic literature
into the idea that both the desert sanctuary and the Solomonic Temple were
the carthly abode of the Shekhina. It was the Shekhina who, according to
Rabbi Azaria in the name of Rabbi Yehuda bar Simon, the 4th-century
Palestinian Amora, dwelt in the Temple, lining it, as it were, with love.

The notion is made tangible by Rabbi Yehoshua of Sikhnin is the name
of Rabbi Levi, a 3rd—4th century Palestinian Amora:

A simile: Like unto a cave on the seashore: when the waves rise,
it fills with water, yet the sea is in no way diminished. Thus it was
with the Tent of Mecting: it became filled with the glory of the
Shekhina, but the world was in no way diminished.?

According to Rabbi Ychoshua (end of 1st century C.E.),

... while the Children of Isracl were still in Egvpt, the Holy One,
blessed be He, stipulated that He would liberate them from Egypt
only in order that they build him a Sanctuary so that He can let
His Shekhina dwell among them. . . . As soon as the Tabernacle was
erected, the Shekhina descended and dwelt among them.

To this Rabh (the carly-3rd-century Babylonian Amora) added:

On thar day a thing came about which had never existed since the
creation of the world. From the creation of the world and up to
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that hour the Shekhina had never dwelt among the lower beings.
But from the time that the Tabernacle was erected, she did dwell
among them.*

According to another opinion however, the Shekhina originally did
dwell here below, on earth. However, when Adam sinned, she removed
herself to the first heaven. When the generation of Enosh sinned, she moved
up from the first to the second heaven. The sins of the generation of the
Deluge caused her to withdraw to the third heaven; those of the generation
of the Tower of Babel—to the fourth. When the Egyptans sinned in the
days of Abraham, she withdrew to the fifth heaven. The sins of the Sod-
omites impelled her to seck refuge in the seventh heaven. But when the
seven righteous men (Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Levi, Kehat, Amram, and Moses)
arose, they brought her back down to carth step by step.®!

Since the Shekhina dwelt in the Temple, any desecration of the holy
placc affronted her directly. When King Manassch set up a graven image
in the house of God, he did this purposely so that the Shekhina should see
m and be angered.®

It was a Talmudic tenet that the physical presence of the Shekhina in
the Temple, or in any other place on carth, was of such a nature that it
could be localized, and her movements from place to place followed. The
classical expression of this view is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda ben Id:
in the name of Rabbi Yohanan bar Nappaha (a teacher in Tiberias who
died in 279 CE.), according to which the Shekhina wenr through the fol-
lowing ten stages of wandering:

From the ark-cover she moved onto the Cherub;

from the Cherub onto the other Cherub;

from the second Cherub onto the threshold of the Temple;
from the threshold into the court of the Priests;

from the court onto the altar in the court;

from the altar onto the roof of the Temple;

from the roof onto the wall;

from the wall into the city of Jerusalem;

from the city into the mount of Olives;

from the mount into the desert.*

The idea is that each of these stations in the wanderings of the Shekhina
took her to a place more remote than the previous one from her onginal
dwelling place over the ark-cover. It was, of course, the sins of Israel which
caused the Shekhina thus to go into exile. In the desert, the Shekhina waited
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six months for Isracl to repent. When they failed to do so, she said in
desperation. “Let them perish!™3

According to another version, the Shekhina dwelt for three and a half
years on the nearby Mount of Olives, and cried out from there three times
a day: “Return, you backsliding children!”3% When all this proved futile,
she began to fly around and say, “I shall go and return to my place till they
acknowledge their guilt”* that is to say, she withdrew to heaven to wait
there for repentance to bring redempnon

4 | Persontfication

As to the presence of the Shekhina in the Second Temple, opin-
ions were divided. Some said that while in the First Temple the Shekhina
dwelt continuously, in the Second Temple she was present only intermit-
tently.¥” Some sages, however, like the 4th-century C.E. Palestinian Amora,
Shemuel ben Inva, asserted that the Shekhina never graced the Second
Temple with her presence, and that this circumstance constituted one of
the seven features marking the inferiority of this sanctuary in comparison
with the First Temple.®® Rabbi Yohanan, too, was of the opinion thart the
Shekhina never dwelt in the Second Temple, the reason being that it was
built with the aid of the Sons of Japheth, i.c., the Persians, and, as stated
in Genesis 9:27, God dwells only in the tents of Shem, that is in a Temple
built by the Children of Isracl themsclves.™

Again others held not only that the Shekhina was present in the Second
Temple,® bur that, following its destruction, she transferred her seat to
several important synagogues in Babylonia, where her presence was both
visible and audible. Especially two synagogues, those of Huzal and Shaf
Wevatibh, had the reputation of serving as alternate dwelling places for the
Shekhina. The Shaf Wevatibh synagogue in Nehardea was built, according
to tradition, by King Yechonia and his men, of stones and dust they had
brought along from Jerusalem.** At times the Shekhina would dwell in this
synagogue, at others in that of Huzal. Once, so the story goes, the fathers
of Shemuel and Levi were sitting in the Shaf Wevatibh synagogue in Nchar-
dea when the Shekhina appeared making a noise, whereupon they got up
and left. On another occasion, blind Rab Sheshet sat in the same synagogue
when the Shekhina again came, but he made no move to leave. Thereupon
ministering angels came to frighten him away, but he said: “Master of the
World! If one is afflicted and the other is not, who is to vield?” Whercupon
He (i.c., the deity) spoke to them: “Let him be!™*

As to the precise nature of the noise made by the Shekhina, another
Talmudic passage describes it as follows: “The Shekhina rang before him
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[Samson] like a bell™** As we shall see in another context, God’s approach,
too, was said to have been accompanied by the tinkling of bells,

In general, it was an accepted article of faith that wherever their exile
took the people of Isracl, whether to Egypt, to Babylonia, or to Edom
(Rome), the Shekhina went along with them, and that she would remain
with them until the ume of their redcmpu'on -

In addition to her appearance in places of primary or secondary sanctity,
the Shekhina would also show herself to individuals and even to animals.
According to a Palestinian view, transmitted to Babylonia by Rabh Dimi
(carly 4th century CE.), the Shekhina spoke to Adam, to the Serpent, and
to the fishes, and, as a consequence of this distinction, members of these
three species copulate in a face-to-face position, while all the other animals

rm the sexual act face-to-back.#

That the Shekhina can be seen is almost a commonplace in the Midrash.
The sign of the Abrahamic covenant which the Children of Israel carried
on their flesh enabled them to gaze at the Shekhina; had it not been for
the circumcision, they would have fallen flat on their faces at her appear-
ance.* Even Nadab and Abihu, the two rebellious contemporaries of Moses,
“feasted their eves on the Shekhina, but had no enjoyment from her; Moses,
on the other hand, did nor feast his eves on her, but enjoved her”+” Already
as a babe, Moses was joined by the Shekhina. When the daughter of Pharaoh
found the ark of bulrushes into which he had been placed by his mother,
and opened it, she saw the Shekhina in it.** Of all men, Moses was the only
onc to whom the Shekhina spoke “every hour, without setting a time in
advance” Therefore, in order to be always in a state of ritual purity and
readiness to receive a communication from the Shekhina, Moses separated
himself completely from his wife.#

The Shekhina joins the sick to comfort them,’ and helps those who
are in need.®! Moreover, she has special concern for the repentant sinners
of Isracl:

[These] are accepted by the Shekhina as if they were righteous and
pious persons who never sinned. They are carried aloft and scated
next to the Shekhina. ... He whose heart is broken and whose
spirit is low, and whose mouth rarely utters a word, the Shekhina
walks with him every day. .. .3

Good deeds, even if performed by idolaters, attract the Shekhina: when
the prophets of the Baal practiced hospitality, the Shekhina descended and
rested upon them. ™

If husband and wife are worthy and deserving, the Shekhina rests between
them.* On the other hand, Rabh Abin bar Ada, a Babylonian Amora of
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the 3rd—4th centurices, said in the name of Rabh: “He who marries a woman
not suitable for him, when God lets his Shekhina rest, he will give testimony
concerning all the tribes, but him™s*

A different view of the Shekhina shows her as being attracted by aes-
thetic and aristocratic qualities. “The Shekhina rests only on him who is
wise, heroic, rich and tall of stature™s* Rabbi Yohanan bar Nappaha (died
279 CE.) enumerated a very similar list of excellences as attracting the
Shekhina: “God lets His Shekhina rest only on him who is heroic, rich,
wise and modest”s” Rabbi Hama bar Hanina, a Palestinian Amora of the
3rd century, said: “When God lets His Shekhina rest, He will let her rest
only on the noble families in Isracl”** According to another view, “the
Shekhina rests only where there is no sadness, no sloth, no laughtcr no
levity, no merriment, and no senscless chatter, but where there is rejoicing
over the fulfillment of 2 commandment™s*

Lest one think that the Shekhina was thought of as ranking merely
with the angels, we adduce a few passages which emphasize her superiority
to them: The splendor of the Shekhina feeds the ministering angels. Her
radiance, however, is so grear that the angels must cover their faces with
their wings so as not to see her.® The ministering angels are removed from
the Shekhina by myriads of parasangs, and the body of the Shekhina herself
measures millions of miles.*!

These ideas are complementary without being contradictory: on the
one hand, the Shekhina can be so small as to find place in the Tabernacle
or even in the small ark of bulrushes next to the child Moses; on the other,
her size overshadows the world. A midrash neatly reconciles the two ideas:

The emperor said to Rabban Gamlicl: “You say that wherever ten
men are assembled, the Shekhina dwells among them. How many
Shekhinas are there?” Thereupon Rabban Gamliel beckoned the
servant and began to beat him [saying]: “Why did vou let the sun
enter the emperor’s house?” [“Nonsense™] said the emperor, “the
sun shines all over the world!™ “If the sun] answered Gamliel,
“which is only one of a thousand myriad servants of God, shines
all over the world, how much more so the Shekhina of God!™*

The problem of how to reconcile the omnipresence of the Shekhina
with her “dwelling™ in the sanctuary was solved in a different manner by
Rabbi Yohanan bar Nappaha by the introduction of the concepr of “con-
tracting” of which the Kabbala was later to make extensive use in its cos-
mogony. Yohanan explained that when Moses heard God say “Let them
make Mc a Sancruary’** he was frightened by what he assumed would be
a task of immense magnitude, because he knew that even the *heaven and



The Shekhina | 105

the heaven of heavens cannot contain™ God.** But God rcassured him that
a small Tabernacle would, indeed, be sufficient for Him: “I shall descend
and contract my Shekhina between [the planks of the Tabernacle] down
below.5

5 | The Shekhina Confronts God

These, and many other similar passages clearly demonstrate a pro-
nounced tendency to pcrsomfv the Shekhina and to conceive of her as a
manifestation of the deity in a lower form, capable of being perceived by
the human senses. This Shekhina was the direct heir of the Biblical Cloud
of Glory which had dwelt in the sanctuary and had been the visible man-
tfestation of Yahweh's presence in His House. There is as yet no indication
in any of these passages that the Shekhina was considered a divine entity
separate from God to the extent of being able to confront him. However,
m view of the mystical dualistic theosophy of Philo and the Cherubim-
mbolism of the Second Temple,® it was inevitable that the step from
rding the Shekhina as the manifestation of God to seeing in her a
ds divine entty should be taken. The carliest evidence that it was,
dates from the end of the 3rd century C.E.
Before presenting the passage in question, a word must be said about
the relationship of the two Talmudic concepts of the Shekhina and of the
“Holy Spirit™ As A. Marmorstein has convincingly shown, these two con-
cepts were used synonymously in the Talmudic period.®” When, therefore,
a Talmudic teacher speaks of the Holy Spirit, he may as well have used the
term Shekhina, With this in mind, let us quote a saying of Rabbi Aha, a
teacher who lived ca. 300 C.E.

- The Holy Spirit comes to the defense [of sinful Israel by] saying
first to Isracl: “Be not a witess against thy neighbor without a
~ cause)®® and thereafter saving to God: “Say not: I will do to him
as he hath done to me™*

This passage has grear significance in the historical development of the
ewish God concept. We have here a very early testimony as to the idea
that the “Holy One, blessed be He” or God, and the Shekhina or Holy
Spirit, arc two separate and discrete divine entities. The Holy Spirit is said
here to have admonished God not to practice retribution and to refrain
from punishing Isracl. She (she, because the “Holy Spirit.” like the Shekhina,
i feminine) was, therefore, considered to have an opinion, a mind, a will,
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The Shekhina plays a similar role in another passage which is of con-
siderable later provenance. It is found in Midrash Mishle, whosc late age is
indicated by the fact that the first to quote it was Rabbi Hananel (died
1050 CE.). In it we read:

When the Sanhedrin wanted to add King Solomon to the three
kings and four commoners who had no share in the World to
Come, Shekhina rose up before the Holy One, blessed be He, and
said: “Master of the World! Scest Thou a man diligent [ic.
Solomon] ... 2! They want to count him among mean men” In
that hour, a divine voice was heard saying to them: “Let him stand
before Kings, let him not stand before mean men!™" [i.c., do not
include Solomon together with those mean men who are excluded
from the heavenly Paradise. |

A clear-cut differentation between God and the Shekhina is made by
Moshe Hadarshan, the carly-11th-century Midrashist of Narbonne, in his
book entitled Bereshit Rabbati. He savs, in the name of Rabbi Akiba (the
2nd century C.E. Tanna), that

when the Holy Ong, blessed be He, considered the deeds of the
generation of Enoch and that they were spoiled and evil, He removed
Himself and His Shekhina from their midst and ascended into the
heights with blasts of trumpets. ...?

Although three passages may be considered rather meager evidence,
thev are sufficient to establish that the idea of two separate divine entitics
did exist in Talmudic times and that there were ar least some teachers who
saw nothing exceptionable in it. Others, however, took a different view, and
opposed any implication of such a plurality, thercby adding indirect evi-
dence to the existence of such beliefs. Rabbi Eliezer, the Palestinian Amora
of the 3rd century, warned thar one must carefully refrain from implying a
divine plurality even inadvertently in translating Biblical passages which
contain references to the physical appearance of God:

Rabbi Eliczer said: “He who translates a Biblical verse literally is
a liar, and he who adds to it is a blasphemer. For instance, if he
translates the [Hebrew] verse ‘And they saw the God of Israel’™
[into Aramaic]: ‘And they saw the God of Isracl he is a liar, for
the Holy One, blessed be He, sees but cannot be scen. If, however,
he translates "And they saw the glory of the Shekhina of the God
of Isracl] he blasphemes because he makes three [i.c., instead of
one God, he refers to three deities |, namely, Glory, and Shekhina,



The Shekhina | 107

and God. What *And they saw the God of Israel’ means is that they
feasted their eves on the splendor of the Shekhina™™

Rabbi Eliezer here objects to both the literal translation of a Biblical
anthropomorphic expression and its paraphrase by the interpolation of such
terms as Glory and Shekhina. The basis of his objection to the first method
is that it makes it appear as if God could directly be apprehended by human
sense organs, which, of course, is untrue with reference to a purely spmrua]
dexty. His objection to the second method must stem from the experience
or knowledge that his contemporaries tended to regard such expressions as
Glory and Shekhina as designartions for discrete deities. While Rabbi Eliczer
considered such a view as ‘blasphemous, others, as we have scen above, saw
nothing exceptionable in it, at least as far as the Shekhina was concerned.

6 | The Feminine Shekhina

The passages which cstablish the Shekhina as a separate divine
personality, indicate her femininity in no way except by the grammarical
gender of her name. It should be emphasized, however, that both in Hebrew
and Aramaic, the gender of the subject plays a2 much greater role in the
sentence structure than in Indo-European languages. In English, for instance,
onc can say, “The Shekhina rose up . . . and said.” without becoming aware

at all of the gender of “the Shekhina” In Semitic languages, the verb as
-~ well as the adjective have separate male and female forms; in the sentence
“the Shekhina rose up . . . and said.” therefore, both verbs impress the reader
{or hearer) with the femininity of the Shekhina by taking themselves the
feminine forms. Thus, even without any explicit pronouncement to the
effect that the Shekhina was a female divine entity, her sex was kept in the
forefront of consciousness by every statement made about her.

In Midrashic homilics, the Talmudic sages allowed themselves consid-
erable latitude in throwing light on the mystery of the deity by comparing
him to human beings of both sexes. The following passage, transmitted in
the name of Shemuel bar Nahman, a Palestinian teacher of the 3rd and 4th
centuries, can serve as an example:

It is the wont of the father to have mercy, “Like as a father has
compassion upon his children, so has the Lord compassion upon
them that fear Him™; 75 and it is the wont of the mother to comfort,
“as one whom his mother comforts, so will 1 comfort you”™ God
said: “I shall do as both father and mother™”

It is, of course, a far cry from saving that God acts like a father and a
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mother to asserting, as Philo did,™ that he has two components, a fatherly
and a motherly. Yet the Shekhina, with her feminine gender, comes quite
close in the Talmudic sources to being regarded as a feminine manifestation
of the deity. The following statement by Rabbi Aha definitely points in that
direction:

When the Shekhina left the Sancruary, she returned to caress and
kiss its walls and columns, and ¢ried and said: “Be in peace, O my
Sanctuary, be in peace, O my roval palace, be in peace, O my pre-
cious house, be in peace from now on, be in peace!™™

In another passage it is the Community of Isracl (Knesseth Yisrael, also
of feminine gender and subsequently identified with the Shekhina or sym-
bolized by her), lamenting the destruction of the Temple:

The Communirty of Isracl said before the Holy One, blessed by
He: “Master of the World! I remember the safety, the security and
the peace which I used to enjoy, and now it is all departed from
me. And I cry and lament and say: O, if I could return to former
years when the Sanctuary stood, and when you used to come down
into it from the high heavens, and let your Shekhina rest on me,
and the nations of the world would praise me! And when I would
seck forgiveness for my sins, vou would answer me. But now [ am
covered with shame and disgrace”

And she also said before Him: “Master of the World! My heart
breaks in me when I pass by your house and 1t is destroyed, and
the voice of silence is in it and says: The place in which Abraham’s
sced presented sacrifices before you, and the priests stood on their
platform, and the Levites intoned praise on their harps, how can
it be that now foxes dance in 12! . .. Bur whar can I do, since my
sins brought this about, and the false prophets who arose in me
led me astray from the way of life to the way of death....”

When the temple was destroyed by fire, the Holy One, blessed
be He, said: “Now that I have no seat on earth, I shall remove my
Shekhina from her [the carth] and shall ascend to my first
abode. .. In that hour the Holy One, blessed be He, cried and
said: “Woe to me, what did I do, I let my Shekhina dwell below
for the sake of Isracl, and now that they sinned, I returned to my
first place. . .1 became a laughter unto the nations and a derision
to the creatures” In that hour Metatron [God’s chief ministering
angel] came, fell upon his face, and addressed God: “Master of the
World! Let me cry in Your place!” But God answered him: “If you
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do not let me cry now, I shall retire to a place into which you have
no permission to enter, and shall cry there”. .. [Thereafter] God
said to the ministering angels: “Come, let us decend, I and vou,
and see what the enemy did to my house” . .. When God saw the
Sanctuary, He said: “Verily, this is my house, and this is my resting
place, into which the enemy entered and did what he wanted” And
God cried and said: “Woe to me because of my House! My sons,
where are you? My lovers, where are You? What shall I do to you?
I warned you, but you did not repent””%

That the Shekhina is the love aspect of God is clearly stated in a parable
which compares the Temple to Solomon’s palanquin: just as the latter was
inlaid with love, so did the Shekhina fill the sanctuary.®* But she also rep-
resents the divine punitive power. This is most succinctly expressed in a
Tannaitic passage which states that on ten occasions did the Shekhina descend
from on High: after the Fall, when she entered the Garden of Eden to
punish Adam, Eve, and the Serpent; when she confused the builders of the
Tower of Babel; when she destroved Sodom and Gomorrah; when she
saved the Children of Israel from Egyptian slavery; when she drowned the
Egyptians in the Sea of Reeds; when she appeared on Mount Sinai; when
she led the Children of Israel in the pillar of cloud; when she entered the
Sanctuary; and once more will she descend in the future in the days of the
battle of Gog and Magog 82 We note that in the above list, which actually
cnumerates only nine descents—one evidently got lost while the tradition
still circulared orall} —five descents of the Shekhina are punitive expeditions.
As we shall see in a subsequent chapter, the punitive aspect of the Shekhina,
coscly paralleled by the cruel aspect of the ancient Near Eastern love-
goddcsscs plays an important role in the Kabbalistic figure of the Shekhina-
Matronit.

A mixture of the punitive and the merciful aspects of the Shekhina
appears in the legends which attribute to her the function of taking the
souls of exceptionallv meritorious men. There were six individuals, we read
in the Talmud, whom the Angel of Death could not overcome, and who
died only through a kiss of the Shekhina; they were Abraham, Isaac, Jacob,
Moses, Aaron, and Mirtam.®* According to another passage, it was God
who took the soul of one of them, Moses, by kissing him on the mouth.*
But after Moses died, it was the Shekhina who carried him on her wings
a distance of four miles to the place where he was to be buried.®

Since Moses is said to have to given up all carnal contact with his wife
in order to be always ready to receive communication from the Shekhina,
it scems probable that a notion clearly stated in the Zohar was already
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present in rudimentary form in Talmudic times: the 1dea that the relation-
ship between Moses and the Shekhina was like that of husband and wife.%
If so, there is an interesting parallel between the Shekhina carrying her dead
husband, Moses, to his burial place, and the Ugaritic myth about Anath
carrying the body of her husband-brother, Baal, to his burial place.*”

7 | Conclusion

We have followed, in this chapter, the development of the Shek-
hina concept from irs Biblical antecedents, through its carly Targumic
beginnings in the 1st or 2nd century B.C.E., to the stage it reached a thou-
sand years later, just prior to being taken up by Kabbalism and made into
onc of the comerstones of its mystical thcosoph_\ At first, it scems, the
Shekhina served merely as a convenient means of solving the problem pre-
sented by Biblical anthropomorphisms in the eyes of a later, more sensitive,
theology. By interpolating the Shekhina, it was no longer God himself who
was said to have acted in a human manner, but his “presence™ which, evi-
dently, was concerved as something akin to a “presence” manifesting itself
at a spiritualists’ seance, a barely visible indication of what is acknowledged
to be pure spirit and therefore not apprehensible by the senses.

Before long, however, this spiritual “presence™ began to take on sub-
stance. Her movements from place to place could now be discerned, and,
having acquired a physical aspect, she became subject to historical events:
more and more closely joined to the fate of Israel, she suffered its vicissi-
tudes, accompanied the people into their exiles, and experienced the hopes
and despairs with which Israel reacted to the blows dealt her by fate or, as
the Sages of the Talmud would have put it, shared in the punishments
meted out by God to his sinful people. In this capacity, the Shekhina came
very close to being identified with the Knesseth Yisrael, the personified,
female “Community of Isracl”

Next, almost inadvertently, as the distance between God and the Shek-
hina grew, the latter took on increasingly pronounced physical attributes.
The more impossible it became to think of God himself in anthropomor-
phic terms, the more the Shekhina became humanized. Now she could be
heard as well as seen, and, having found her voice, it was inevitable that
she would speak not only to man but to God. Once she was allowed to do
this, there was no longer any doubt that the deity was considered as com-
prised of two persons: God and the Shekhina.

In Biblical times, there was nothing strange, let alone heretical, about
a plural concept of the godhead. Most of the nations in whose midst Israel
dwelt recognized divine pluralities, and the old Hebrew myth saw nothing
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remarkable in the fact that Yahweh appeared to Abraham in the shape of
three men who, however, were unhesitatingly recognized by Abraham as
onc person. The narrative is masterly in conveying the mystery of this three-
in-one deity by changing back and forth between plural and singular,™ to
which has to be added the further mystery of the unexplained changeover
of the “three men” into “two angels” by the time they reached Sodom, and
their contradictory identification as Yahweh’s messengers.® Thus, Philo’s
theosophic discernment of the two aspects of the deity® is, in fact, not too
far removed from this old Biblical indeterminacy as to the number of per-
sons in the deity, nor is the Talmudic postulation of God and the Shekhina
as two divine entitics.

Philo assigned masculinity to one, and feminity to the other, aspect of
the godhead. Such a step was never taken by Talmudic Judaism, or at least
such a thought was never clearly formulated or expressed, until the days of
the Kabbala. Yet the very fact that all names of God (Yahweh; Elohim; the
Holy One, blessed be He; etc.) were masculine, while the name Shekhina
was feminine (as were other manifestations of the deity, such as the Holy
Spirit, the Word, Wisdom, etc. ), inevitably pointed in the direction of such
a sexual differenniation, which came about, as it was bound to, with the
great medieval mystical movement of the Kabbala.

The latency of the feminine elements in the Jewish God concept for
one millennium and a half is a psvchologically remarkable phenomenon.
From about 400 B.CE. to 1100 CE. the God of Judaism was a lone and
lofty father-figure, and whatever female divinity was allowed to exist in his
shadow was cither relegated to a lower plane, or her feminity was masked
and reduced to a grammatical gender, as in the case of the Shekhina. Yet
n spite of the masculine predominance on the highest level of the Talmudic
God concept, popular belief and imagination dwelt in a world peopled and
haunted by feminine numina, ranging from lowly and loathsome she-
demons to exalted personifications. It is to an examination of these ideas
that we next turn.



THE KABBALISTIC
TETRAD

Let us now turn to the development of the Hebrew goddess myth
in the Middle Ages, when the mythical-mystical figure of a feminine divinity
occupied a central place in Jewish religious consciousness.

There are some puzzling factors about this medieval Jewish religious
development. One is that it took place in an entirely religion-bound com-
munity, whose official doctrines could never have tolerated deviation from
strict monotheism. Another, that, on the surface at least, it appears as if the
primary factor in the emergence of the goddess figure and her divine family
had been mystcal speculation about the nature of the deity, which in turn
led to the creation of mythical narratives about the rclanonshlp among the
four members of the supernal Tetrad.

There is, of course, no hard and fast dividing line between mystical

sV mbohsm and mythical narrative. On the contrary, these two areas of relig-
ious expression imperceptibly merge, and those w ‘whose 1 religious inclinations
impel them to approach the border region from either side, may suddenly
find that they have crossed over to the other. Historical examples show that
at times such crossings-over were effected purposely: old polytheistic myths
were, in this manner, transformed into mystcal theological ideas and thereby
fitted into the framework of a narrower, more rigidly monotheistic religion.

112
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The best known, though not always readily acknowledged, example of this
type of transformation is the re-emergence of the ancient Near Eastern
mythological feature of divine triads (a group of three gods) in the Chris-
tian doctrine of the Holy Trinity.

At other times, the searching mind, striking out along unexplored paths
of religious discovery, finds itself on the other side, having crossed the
invisible border unmtcnnonall\ and inadvertently. Such an accidental slip-
page from the realm of mystical speculation into that of mythical narrative
occurred in connection with the Kabbalistic interpretation of the mystical
meaning of the Tetragrammaton, the secret and most holy four-letter name
of God, which to pronounce was considred a mortal sin. An examination
of the psychological and traditional channels along which this slippage took
place will occupy us in this chapter, together with the attempt to reconstruct
the myths of the four divinities constituting the Kabbalistic tetrad. First,
however, let us look at the world of the Kabbala in which this tetrad occu-
pied a pivotal position.

1 | The Kabbala

The Kabbala was a great Jewish rcligious movement which reached
its literary zenith in the 13th century, and its greatest popularity in the 16th
and 17th centuries. Its roots go back to Talmudic notions and ideas, and
even beyond them, to doctrines first adumbrated by Philo of Alexandria,
the Ist century Hellenistic Jewish philosopher, whose teachings about the
Cherubim were examined in Chapter Three. Central to the Kabbala is a
secret and esoteric doctrine about the nature of the deity and the relation-
ship between God, World, and Man. While the Kabbala as a whole is deeply
muystical, it is speculative rather than ecstatic. It emphasizes the intuitive
grasp of ultimate truths, but at the same time demands the most exacting
observance of all the laws and rules of traditional Judaism. It stresses the
personal religious experience, yet, paradoxically, it considers itself as a body
of old, transmitted wisdom, as indicated by the meaning of its very name,
Kabbala, literally “Reception,” that is, something “received” from ancient
masters. In fact, the chain of Kabbalistic tradition is believed to lead back
to Adam himself, whose knowledge of all the ultimate secrets was derived
directly from divine communication.!

The foundations of medieval Kabbalism were laid in Babylonia and
Byzantium in the 7th and 8th centuries, when a number of Midrashim with
marked Kabbalistic tendencies made their appearance. Several of these (¢.g.,
the Alpha Beta of Rabbi Akiba and the Midrash Konen) deal with the mys-
teries of Creation and the structure of the universe. Other writings of the
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same period describe the heavens, represented as seven celestial palaces (the
so-called Hekhalot), and the divine chaniot (Merkaba) which served as the
throne of God. These carly ventures into mystical cosmogony, cosmology,
and theosophy were transmitted in the 9th century to Irtaly and Germany,
and, soon thereafter, also to Spain, which in the 13th century became the
chief center of the Kabbala.

The most important work of the entire Kabbalistic movement, the
Zohar, or “Book of Splendor” was written ca. 1286 by Moscs de Leon (ca.
1240-1305) in Castle, Spain, but was attributed by him to Shimeon ben
Yohai, the 2nd-century Palestinian teacher and mystc. With this volumi-
nous book (it contains close to a million words), written in the forms of a

mystical commentary to the Five Books of Moses, in a somewhat arnfical
Aramaic, Spanish Kabbala reached its culmination. For the subsequent two
centuries, however, Kabbalism remained the esoteric preoccupation of a few
sclect individuals. An important new development took place following the
expulsion of the Jews from Spain in 1492, which brought about a powerful
upsurge of Messianic longings for a redemption, and resulted in the migra-
tion of several leading Spanish Kabbalists to the town of Safed in the
Galilee. Within a few vears thereafter, Safed became the new center of the
Kabbala and held this position for a short but remarkable period in the
16th century.

From Safed, the Kabbala spread rapidly to all the Asian, African, and
European centers of the Jewish diaspora. It soon became a veritable mass
religion, and as such prepared the ground for the Messianic movement led
by Shabbatai Zevi (1626-1676) and, a century later, for East European
Hasidism, the pictistic-mystical sectarianism which nearly caused a schism
in Judaism in the 19th century. Thus Kabbalistic mysticism became one of
the most powerful forces to lead the Jewish people forward on its historic
course, until Enlightenment and Emancipation, and then Nationalism and
Zionism, took over to serve as vital propellants.

In the Kabbalistic doctrine of God, fully developed in the Zohar, the
feminine clement plays an extremely important role. As Gershom Scholem,
the foremost authority on the subject, put it, the introduction of the idea
that the Shckhina was the feminine element in God, opposed to “the Holy
One, blessed be He” as the masculine element in Him,

was onc of the most important and lasting innovations of Kab-
balism. The fact that it obtained recognition in spite of the obvious
difficulty of reconciling it with the conception of the absolute uniry
of God, and that no other clement of Kabbalism won such a degree
of popular approval, is proof that it responded to a deep-scated
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religious need. . . . It says something for its vitality that despite the
opposition of such powerful forces [as the philosophers and the
Talmudists] this idea became part and parcel of the creed of wide
circles among the communities of Europe and the East.?

The Zohar and the later Kabbalistic works are replete with references
to the Shekhina, the female divine entity already familiar to us from her
appearances in the earlier Talmudic and Midrashic literatures. In the next
chapter we shall discuss in detail this feminine divinity whose favorite Kab-
balistic name 1s “the Matronit.” i.c., the Matron. What we wish to consider
here is the question of the relationship of the Shekhina to God, and the
issue of polvtheism versus monotheism represented by it. The learned among
the Kabbalists were undoubtedly aware of the problem, grappled with it,
and succeeded in solving it in a manner satisfactory to them. One can
imagine that by extraordinary mental effort they were able to remain unfail-
ingly aware of the absolute oneness of God even while their imagination
was assaulted by the most outspoken descriptions of passionate embraces
between the male and female “elements” of the deity.

But the learned were always few, while the ignorant and near-ignorant
were many. The strength of Kabbalism lay not in what it meant for the
select few who were able to devote a lifeime to its study, even as the
intellectual elite of the anti-Kabbalists did to the study of the Talmud. The
Kabbala’s significance lay precisely in the great influence it exerted, from
the 16th century on, upon the many, the masses, for whom intensive study
was out of the question. If the most conspicuous ideas and teachings of
Kabbalism nevertheless reached them, it was by word of mouth and in
greatly simplified form. To purt it differently, a simpler idea had a greater
chance of popular acceptrance than a more difficult one. The belief in the
Shekhina (or Matronit), the matronly, divine figure, who, in a way, func-
tioned as an intermediary between the People of Israel and God, was a
simple, casilv comprehended idea. Since it “responded to a deep seated
religious need,” it won ready acceptance among wide circles in the Jewish
communities everywhere. Much more difficult to understand was the com-
. plementary doctrine which maintained that God and the Shekhina were
one. Lip-service, to be sure, was paid by all to the time-honored orthodox
Jewish concept of the Oneness of God. On the logical level, many were
even able to assert that the Shekhina and the other elements (of which more
below) discerned in God were merely symbols which helped in compre-
hending the mysterv of His nature, or emanations issuing forth from Him,
but in no way affecting His fundamental Oneness.

Yet on the decper level of emotion and imagination, the image of the
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wifely and motherly, passionate and compassionate female divinity met with
immediate, spontancous and positive response. Especially to popular imag-
ination, the Shekhina was no mere symbol or emanation, but a great heav-

enly reality whose shining countenance shoved the theoretical doctrine of
the Oneness of God into the background. The deep emotional attachment
of the simple, unsophisticated followers of the Kabbala to the Shekhina
was comparable to the relationship of the Italian or Spanish villagers to
their Madonna. In both cases it cannot be denied that one is faced with
the veneration of a goddess, and it is impossible to dispute that she means
more for the satisfaction of deep-seated religious emotional needs than God
Himself.

Numerous passages in the Zohar, whatever their possible interpretation
as mystical speculations about God, struck a responsive chord in hearts
yearning for a divine mother-image. Some of these passages deal with the
tragic figure of the Matronit which we shall analyze in the next chapter.
Others discuss the divine tetrad, the four major persons of the Zoharic
godhead, and several of these passages make it appear that the name Yah-
weh, composed of four letters, was the basis from which the concepr of the
divine family of four was derived. We shall, therefore, turn next to that most
ancient, most holy and forbidden name of God, the Tetragrammaton.

2 | The Tetragrammaton

In the Bible, God is referred to by several names, such as EL
Elohim, Shaddai, Yahweh, or a combination of these. In the Talmudic period,
the most frequently used name of God was “the Holy One, blessed be He”
In the Zohar and Kabbalistic literature in general, God is still called “the
Holy One, blessed be He.” but, in addition, several other mystical divine
names appear, which refer to God in relation to various stages in the history
of the universe, or designate certain aspects of His being.
- The ancient Biblical Tetragrammaton, Yahweh (YHWH), is regarded
in the Kabbala as an abbreviated symbol of four divine elements which
form part of the deity. The four cicﬁgt_s_ are Hokhma (Wisdom), Bina
(Undcrstandmg Tiferet ( Beauty), and Malkhut (Kingship). Morcover,
Wisdom is identified with the Father, Undcrsrandug with the M()thcr,

| Beauty with the Son, and Kingship with the Daughter. These four our divine
| concepts form the Kabbalistic tetrad.

One passage in the Zohar, for instance, states that “the letter Y in the
name YHWH is called Father and stands for Wisdom; the first H is the
Supernal Mother, called Understanding; and the W and the second H are
the two children, a son and a daughter, who were crowned by their Mother.?
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A related passage explains:

Wisdom spread out and brought forth Understanding, and they
were found to be male and female, Wisdom the Father, and Under-
standing the Mother. ... Then these two united, and lighted up
each other, and the H [i.e., the Mother] conceived and gave birth
to a Son. Through the birth of the Son the Father and the Mother
found their perfection [tiqqun], and this led to the completion of
everything, the inclusion of everything: Father, Mother, Son and
Daugher.*

In yet another Zoharic passage more dertails are given about the origin
of this divine family:

The Y brought forth a river which issued from the Garden of Eden
and was identical with the Mother. The Mother became pregnant
with the two children, the W who was the Son, and the second H
who was the daughter, and she brought them forth and suckled
them. . . . These two children are under the tutelage of the Father
and the Mother. . .. After the Mother gave birth to the Son, she
placed him before her, and this is why the first H in the name
YHWH must be written close together with the W. The Son received
a double share of inheritance from his Father and Mother, and he,
in turn, nourished the Daughter. This is why when writing the
Tetragrammaton in sacred texts, one must bring the W and the
second H close together.®

In spite of the explicitness of these passages, which 1s matched and even
surpassed by many others to be dealt with further on, all the modern stu-
dents of the Kabbala interpret them as nothing more than mystical sym-
bolism.® They argue that it is in the nature of the Kabbalistic style to speak
of aspects or emanations of the One God as if they were independent
entities. Since God 1s known to be wise, they speak of His Wisdom; since
He is possessed of understanding, they speak of His Understanding, etc.,
and to further clarifv these attribures, they designate them as Father, Mother,
Son, and Daughter.

Two considerations render this interpretation unsatsfactory. One is the
“slippage™ phenomenon referred to above, which can be observed in many
Kabbalistic elaborations of the four “clements™ in the deity, dealing with
their affairs and vicissitudes, the relationships between them and their reac-
tions to one another. Even if the Kabbalistic tetrad had actually and demon-
strablv originated in purely mystical speculation, somewhere on the way
such a slippage occurred, with the result thar the colorful details supplied
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about four persons of the deity clearly belong to the realm of myth.

The other consideration which vitiates the mystical symbolic interpre-
tation of the Kabbalistic tetrad is the existence of numerous divine tetrads
in other religions with occasional surprising similarities between the myths
told about them and the statements made about the four “elements™ of
God in Kabbalistic literature.

This not only renders it unlikely that what the Kabbala has to sav about
the tetrad was engendered merely by mystical symbolism, but makes us
suspect that the Kabbalistic myths about the tetrad reflect outside, non-
Jewish influences. A rapid survey of polytheistic tetrad myths is here called
for to substantiate this assumption.

3 | Ancient Tetrads

Tetrads, although not as common as triads, are found in several
relgious cultures of antiquity. The earliest known group of four related gods
is that of ancient Egyptian religion. The father-god, Shu, we read in carly
Egyptian mythological texts, was the air that carried the sky. His female
counterpart was Tefnut, goddess of moisture. Their union produced a son
Geb, or Earth, and a daughter Nut, or Sky. Geb and Nut were united in
tight marital embrace, until Father Shu separated them by raising the sky
up from the bosom of the earth.” (See Plate 29.)

Only somewhat younger is the tetrad myth of the Sumenians, the old,
non-Semitic inhabitants of Mesopotamia. The precise family relationships
of the gods of the Sumerian pantheon is obscure, and in most cases little
is known abourt which god was whose son, husband, father or brother, and
which goddess was whose daughter, wife, mother or sister. Nevertheless, it
has become clear, primarily thanks to the indefatigable studies of Samuel
N. Kramer, that there was a close, first-degree relationship berween a group
of four gods who were in control of heaven, carth, sea, and air, and who,
among them, created all the other cosmic entities.* The four were the god
of Heaven, An; the great mother goddess Ninhursag; the god of water,
Enki; and the god of air, Enlil. That they were a clearly defined tetrad is
cvident not only from their position of primary creator gods, but also from
their continued importance after the emergence of the other gods. It is they
who “usually head the god lists, and are often listed as performing signif-
icant acts together as a group.” Moreover, “at divine meetings and banquets
they were given the seats of honor™?

An, the heaven-god, was once the supreme ruler of the Sumerian pan-
theon, but as carly as the 3rd millennium B.C.E. his place was taken by Enlil,
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the air-god, who s also titled “father of the gods.” and “king of all lands™
He was also the god of Wisdom, and the ruler of the abyss (absu)—an early
indication of the oft-recurring connection between wisdom and water.

Ninhursag was also called Ninmah, Nintu, and Aruru, although her
original name seems to have been Ki, meaning “[mother] Earth” She was
probably raken to be the wife of An (Heaven), and the two, An and Ki,
may have been conceived as the parents of all the gods.' In her capacity
as the great mother and the earth goddess, Ninhursag was also “the lady
who gave birth.” the mother of all living things, and especially the mother
of the carthly kings. The early Sumerian kings liked to describe themsclves
as “constantly nourished with milk by Ninhursag™"!

Enki, king of the watery abvss, calls himself in a pacan of self-glorifi-
cation “the first-born of An.”** which would make Ninhursag his mother.
However, in another passage of the same long poem, Ninhursag is called
“Enlil’s sister]”'* and she calls Enki, “my brother™!* This apparently reflects
another version of the carly Sumerian tetrad, according to which An (Heaven)
had three children, Ninhursag, Enki and Enlil. The contradiction in the
position of Ninhursag, who appears as both mother and sister of Enki and
Enlil, can possibly be resolved by referring to the Zoharic explanation of
the Tetragrammaton discussed above. The Father (“Wisdom”™ there to0),
we shall recall, brought forth the Mother, that is, the Mother was originally
the Father's daughter. But then Father and Mother had union, and the
Mother gave birth to the Son and the Daughter. Thus the Mother was, at
onc and the same time, also the sister of her Son and Daughter. It can be
conjectured that a lost Sumerian myth may likewise have told how Father
An brought forth Ki (Ninhursag) by spontancous gencration (or by mas-
urbation, as Atum was said to have engendered Shu and Tefnur in Egyptian
mythology).** If so, then Ninhursag, like the Mother in Kabbalism, was
both the mother and the sister of her two children.

The tetrad of the Hittites, whose ancient empire centered on the Ana-
tolian platcau and who spoke several unrelated languages, can be mentioned
only in passing. The Hittites absorbed so much foreign mythological mate-
nial thart the isolation of original Hittite myths would be a major scholarly
task which lies far beyond the present author’s competence. However, even
a cursory perusal of the readily accessible Hittite myths shows that groups
of four gods appear repeatedly. One text-fragment enumerates the four gods
Kashku (the Moon-god), Taru (the Storm-god), Hapantalli, and Katakh-
ziwurt. Another appeals to “the mighty gods™ Naras, Napsaras, Minkins,
and Ammunkis.'® A Hittite myth of unquestionably Canaanite origin is the
one in which the tetrad of Elkunirsa (that is, the Canaanite El gone eretz,
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“El, Creator of the Earth”), his wife Ashertu (Asherah), their son Baal-
Hadad, the Storm-god, and their daughter Ishtar (Astarte or Anath) figures
prominently.'”

An ancient Near Eastern bronze figure of unknown provenance shows
a divine tetrad in the form of four human figures rising out of a common
stem and held together ar their lower legs by a ring. (See Plate 30.)

In the ancient Canaanite pantheon itself the four gods El, Asherah,
Baal, and Anath stand out among all the other gods as a clearly recognizable
divine family. Thanks to the major archacological discovery of the Ugaritic
rablets at Ras Shamra, near the northeastern corner of the Mediterranean,
we have an exceptionally complete picture of the mythological world of
the northern Canaanites in the 14th century B.CE. The chief of all gods
was El the father god, often called *bull of his father” His wife Asherah,
also referred to as “Lady Asherah of the Sea” was the mother of all other
gods whom she suckled at her breasts. Their son Baal, also called Aliyan,
Prince, King, and Rider of Clouds, was the god of rain, and fertility, who
periodically died and again came to life. Their daughter Anath, usually
referred to as the Virgin or the Maiden Anath, or simply as The Girl, was
the goddess of love and female fecundity, as well as of the war and the hunt,
who enjoyved fighting as much as she did love-making, was bloodthirsty,
tempestuous and unrestrained. '®

In Greek mythology, Cronus, Rhea, Zeus and Hera seem to have formed
the original divine tetrad. Cronus and Rhea were brother and sister as well
as husband and wife. After castrating his father Uranus (“Sky”), Cronus
ruled in his stead, unal he, in turn, was castrated and dethroned by his own
son, Zeus, who then became King of the gods, and god of the sky and of
thunder. The wife of Zeus was Hera, his sister, goddess of the carth, fecund-
ity, marriage, and women, and worshiped as Maid, Wife, and Widow.

The Roman cquivalent of this tetrad was that of Saturn, Ops, Jupiter
(Jove), and Juno. Juno’s eldest and most common name was Juno Lucina,
or Lucetia, referring to her original light-nature. In her capacity as the
goddess of marriage, she was also known as Martrona, a name which, of
course, reminds us of the Kabbalistic name of the daughter-goddess, the
Matronit, who will be the subject of the next chapter. Juno Matrona’s prin-
cipal festival was the Matronalia or Matronales, celebrated on May 1, when
husbands and wives would pray to her and offer sacrifices for marital hap-
piness. The priest of Jupiter, the flamen dialis, had to be married; his wife
was the flaminica dialis, priestess of Juno.'®

Tuming now to the great Asian world east of Mesopotamia, and first
of all to Iran, we find again the by now familiar tetrad, although in a
modified form. The mythical history of the world in Iran begins with Zur-
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van (“Time”), a hermaphrodite, who existed prior to heaven, ecarth, and
everything else. For a thousand years Zurvan sacrificed in order to have a
son, and finally Ohrmazd and Ahriman were conceived in the womb of his
female half. Overjoyed, Zurvan vowed that whichever of his children should
emerge first would receive the kingdom from him. It was evil Ahriman who
ripped the womb open, and presented himself to Zurvan saving: “I am
your son Ohrmazd™ Zurvan, however, rejected him, and while he was still
talking to Ahriman, the true Ohrmazd was born, whom Zurvan thercupon
instructed to rule and order all things.>®

A divine tetrad figures importantly in Hindu mythology. Shiva is the
generative principle, the four-armed and fourlegged great lord of procrea-
tion, the gigantic Phallus, identical with the Vedic storm-god Rudra, “the
Roarer” His home is in the Himalavas where he lives in perfect marital
happlncss with his wife, Parvati the Great Mother, symbolized by the female
generative organ, and known also by many other names, among them espe-
cially Devi (goddess), i.c. the goddess par excellence. Parvati assumes ter-
rifying forms also, such as that of Kali; as such she carries in her many arms
a great array of weapons, and demands bloody animals and human sacrifices.
She is also known as Shakti (“Power™), and, as a medieval ode puts it, “If
Shiva is united with Shakn, he is able to exert his powers as lord; if not,
the god is not able to stir” Anyone who truly grasps the goddess’s complete
nature can master the whole universe, because he becomes one with her. In
her resides all love. Her devotees call upon her as children addressing their
mother, and she cherishes them, taking them to herself, so that they at last
become one with her, experiencing a flood of supreme joy, and tasting
boundless, intense bliss.

This divine couple had two children: Ganesha, god of wisdom and
remover of obstacles, and Kartikeva, god of war and patron of thieves.
Shiva’s vehicle is the bull Nandi, and Parvat’s is a lion.

Shiva, incidentally, is also Nataraja, “Lord of the Dance.” who, when
artacked by the demon Muyalaka, pressed his toc upon Muyalaka’s back,
until he broke it, and then, with him underfoor, danced the cosmic dance
of creation, maintenance, and destruction.?!

The last tetrad we shall refer to her is central to Japanese mythology.
Izanagi (“The Male Who Invites™) and Izanami (“The Female Who Invites™)
were brother and sister who had union and procreated a great variety of
divinities in many different ways. From the left eve of Izanagi, also called
the August Male (his sister-wife is also the August Femalc), was born Ama-
terasu, the “Heaven Shining” the sun goddess, and from his nose, Susa-
nowo, the “Impetuous Male” These two couples occupy the central place
in Japanese cosmology. Amaterasu is resplendent and shining, and receives
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from Izanagi the Plain of High Heaven as her dominion. Susanowo is dark,
and the rule over the Sea Plain is given to him. He becomes desirous of
visiting his mother Izanami, who in the meantime had died of bums suf-
fered in her genitals when she gave birth to the god of Fire and now inhabits
the Land of Darkness. Izanagi is furious at this impertinence of his son and
banishes him from the land. Susanowo thereupon resolves to take leave of
his sister, who, however, mistakes his approach for an attack and meets him
fully armed with bow and arrows. Susanowo assures her of his peaceful
intentions and suggests that they take an oath together and produce chil-
dren, which they do.®

A number of common features can be distilled from these tetrad
myths: the divine tetrad consists of parents and two children, usually a
son and a daughter, but occasionally two sons. The four deities making
up the tetrad stand for, or are in control of, the major component parts
of the world, such as air, moisture, carth, and sky (Egypt); heaven, air,
water, and carth (Sumer); or they represent a combination of such major
components of nature and of cosmic principles, such as carth, vegeta-
tion(?), storm (i.c., rain), and fertility (Hirtites); heaven, sca, rain, and
fertility (Canaan); time(?), carth, sky, and female fecundity (Greece);
sowing (or agriculturc), abundance, sky, and marriage (Rome); male
principle, female principle, heaven (or sun), and sca (Japan); or clse they
stand for cosmic principles and concepts, such as time (a hermaphrodite,
pointing both backward to the past and forward to the future), light,
and darkness (Iran); procreative principle, fertility principle, wisdom,
and war (India).

Another recurrent characteristic is that the daughter in several tetrads
is a goddess of both love (the fertility principle) and war (the destructive
principlc); thus in Hittite, Canaanite, and Japancese mythologies; in Hindu
mythology, the same double role falls to the mother goddess. In several
tetrads the mother goddess is conceived of as clasping her children, both
gods and men, to her breast and suckling them (in Sumenan, Canaanite,
and Hindu mythologies).

In at least one mythology (Hindu) one of the gods forming the tetrad
is Wisdom, and the power of the Father is said to depend on his union
with the Mother.

Mention can also be made of the separation of the Son and the Daugh-
ter, which in Egyptian mythology (as well as in many others in which no
tetrads can be discovered) ** figures as a precondition for the establishment
of the existing cosmic order, and of the representation of creation as a
victory of the creator-god over opposing forces (in Iranian and Hindu
mythologics).



The Kabbalistic Tetrad | 123

4 | The Father and the Mother

We are now ready to turn to the testimony of the Kabbalistic
literature itself, and to review thosc passages which give evidence of “slip-
page” from the symbolic into the mythological realm. These passages con-
tain numerous accounts of episodes in the life of the divine Father, Mother,
Son, and Daughter, which in their sum total amount to veritable biogra-
phies. As we shall sce, so many of these episodes are clearly mythological
that in the face of their cumulative evidence the contenton that all this is
merely mystical symbolism and speculation about the “aspects)” or “ema-
nations,” or even “clements” of a one and only God, must appear as pious
fiction. The four entities of the godhead in these passages function as inde-
pendent persons who address, converse with, act upon and react to, cach
other. Moreover, the deeds they perform, the experiences they undergo, and
the feelings they display are all well couched in unmistakably mvthological
terms, strikingly similar to the tetrad myths sketched above.

To begin with, let us refer again to the fact that the explanation of the
four consonants of the Tetragrammaton is given in sexual-familial terms.
The four letters, as we have seen, are not only stated to symbolize (or stand
for) Wisdom, Understanding, Beauty, and Kingship (which in themselves
could be understood as purely conceptual attributes of God), but are also
identified with Father, Mother, Son, and Daughter, respectively. In addition,
as we have likewise scen, reference is made to the manner, purely sexual, in
which these divine components (or may we already be permitted to call
them “persons™?) originated: the Father brought forth the Mother, then
copulated with her, and thus the Son and the Daughter were born.

The relationship between the Father and the Mother is discussed in
numerous other passages as well, of which a few are presented here:

“Never does the inclination of the Father and the Mother toward each
other cease. They always go out together and dwell together. They never
separate and never leave cach other. They are together in complete union.”
We have seen above that this mythological mouf (or “mythologem™) is
contained in the Egyptian myth of Geb and Nut, and the Hindu myth of
Shiva and Parvati. Here we may add that the mvthologem of the World
Parents, of the Sky-father and Earth-mother as the progenitors of the uni-
verse, of their clinging together in a permanent embrace, of the timeless
bliss they enjoy in their complete and ceaseless union, is quite common all
over the world,* which in itself renders it most unlikely that the author of
the Zohar happened by coincidence to hit upon the same idea simply on
the basis of his mystical speculations about the meaning of the first two
consonants of the Tetragrammaton.
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In another Zoharic passage, the sexual union of the Father and the
Mother (here referred to as “Tzaddiq?” 1.e., Righteous One, and his “Female”)
15 described in unflinching physiological detail:

When the seed of the Righreous is about to be cjaculated, he does
not have to seck the Female, for she abides with him, never leaves
him, and is always in readiness for him. His sced flows not save
when the Female is ready, and when they both as one desire cach
other; and they unite in a single embrace, and never separate. . . .
Thus the Righteous is never foresaken.?

The unceasing love between the Father and the Mother, and its tangible
expression, their permanent union, earned them the name “Companions™
(re‘im):

The Father and the Mother, since they are found in union all the time
and are never hidden or separated from each other, are called “Com-
panions” . .. And they find satisfaction in permanent union. . . %7

The Supreme Mother is called “Companion™ (r#‘aya), because the love
of the Father never departs from her.**

The marital embrace of the father-god and the mother-goddess is so
ught and so permanent that the wo give the impression of one body,
androgynous in nature, like Zurvan in ancient Iranian mythology. The emer-
gence of this idea in Jewish mysticism can be traced back to Joseph ben
Abraham Gikarilla (1248—1303) whose writings influenced the author of
the Zohar and who, reciprocally, was influenced by the Zohar.?* In fact,
Gikatilla warned against the belief, held by contemporary or earlier Kab-
balists, that the deity actually had the physical form of an androgyne:

He who understands this mystery will understand all the Merkaboth
and all the Grades of Emanation which take the shape of receiver
and influencer. And this 1s the mystery of the androgyne.3! Not as
if there was there the actual shape of an androgvne, God forbid
that one should believe such a thing and broadcast such a
calumny. . . . [But] each Grade of all the Grades of YHWH, blessed
be He, has two faces. One face which receives from the one above
it, and a second face which emits good to the one beneath it, until
it reaches the navel of the carth. Thus, each Grade has two aspects,
a [feminine| power of receiving...and a [masculine] power of
emanating...and in this manner the Merkaboth are called
androgyne. . . . This is a great mystery among the mysteries of the
Cherubim, and the mystery of the shape of the Merkaba.*
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In the sequel the author makes it clear that, when speaking of the
androgynous character of the godhead, he has in mind a double body joined
back to back, with two front sides looking in opposite directions—the
classical, Midrashic concept of the androgyne.*

In spite of Gikarilla’s warning, however, the Kabbalistic tendency to
discern a male and female clement in the deity could not be suppressed. In
fact, it remained an established doctrine that God consisted of male and
female components. Thus we read in the Zohar:

The Female [component of the godhead] spread out from her place
and adhered to the Male side, until he moved away from his side,
and she came to unite with him face to face. And when they united,
they appeared as veritably one body. From this we learn that the
male alone appears as half a body . . . and the female likewise, but
when they join in union they seem as veritably one body.. .. [On
the Sabbath] all is found in one body, (..OITIPlCtC for the Matronit
clings to the King and they become one body, and this is why
blessings are found on that day.*

Moses Cordovero (1522-1570), the influental Safed (Palestine) Kab-
balist, expatiates on the subject repeatedly in his Pardes Rimmonim (“The
Pomegranate Orchard™), which he completed in 1549. Typical of his approach
is the following comment on the highest of the ten Divine Emanations, or
Sefirot, called Crown: “The Crown itself is comprised of Male and Female,
for one part of it is Male, the other Female. .. 7%

The view that the deity is androgynous or hermaphroditic in nature, if
not in form, must have existed several centuries prior to its first explicit
mention by Gikatilla. For we read in an early Midrash that “When the Holy
One, blessed be He, created man, He created him as an adrogyne.” % Since
it was a pivotal doctrine in Hebrew religion that God created man in his
own image.*” the statement that man was first created in an androgynous
shape must have meant that the deity too was imagined as hermaphroditic.
This, however, is merely our inference; in no Midrash is there even as much
as a reference or an allusion to the hermaphroditic nature of God. In Kab-
balistic literature, beginning with the Zohar, on the other hand, with its
penchant for sexualizing the entire spiritual world, the doctrine of the male
and the female aspects of the godhead had become commonplace, and
almost inevitably crystallized into the concept of the androgynous deity.

But to return to the mythical biography of the divine parents, as a
result of the enduring marital embrace, the Supernal Mother became preg-
nant (again like Zurvan in Iranian mythology) and gave birth to a Son and
a Daughter:
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The Supernal H [i.c., the Mother] became pregnant as a result of
all the love and fondling—since the Y never leaves her—and she
brought forth the W [the Son], whereupon she stood up and suck-
led him. And when the W emerged, his female mare [the Daughrer,
represented by the second H in the Tetragrammaton] emerged
together with him.*

The twin birth of the Son and the Daughter took place, according to
another version, in the form of the birth of a single but androgynous being.
In other words, the sccond generation of the godhead duplicated in its
original shape that of the first. The passage containing this idea combines
theogony with cosmogony by referring to the Son as “Heaven” and to the
Daughter as “Earth™ “Understanding [i.¢., Supernal Mother] broughr forth
Earth [i.c., the Daughter], but the latter was conrained in Heaven [i. ¢., the
Son|, and they emerged together, joined together back to back...” Then
Heaven took Earth and set her in her proper place,

and when Earth turned to dwell in her place and became separated
from the back of Heaven, she was confused and wished to adhere
again to Heaven as in the beginning, because she saw that Heaven
was bright while she was dark. But then Supernal Light poured
forth, illuminating her, and she returned to her place to gaze at
Heaven face to face, whereupon Earth was established and became
jovful.*

This passage is significant not only mythologically but also cosmogon-
ically. It states, as do the mythical cosmogonies of so many peoples, that
the sexual union between the Father-god and the Mother-goddess resulted
in the birth of Heaven and Earth. At first, Heaven carried Earth upon his
back; then he separated from her and placed her beneath and opposite
himself. Earth, dark and desolate, tried to reunite with Heaven in the former
position. But Heaven turned his radiance upon her, and, basking in the
light reflected from Heaven, Earth was content with her place below, which
she has occupied ever since. The basic similarities between this cosmogonic
mvth and those of other ancient cultures are obvious.

Let us now look at the relationship of the parental couple of the tetrad
to their children. The Father and the Mother loved their children exceed-
inglv, adorned their heads with many crowns, and showered them with a
flood of blessings and riches. However, the Father loved the Daughter more,
while the Mother’s favorite was the Son. In fact, the Father’s love for his
Daughter knew no bounds. He called her not only Daughter, bur also Sister,
and even Mother, and he constantly kissed and fondled her. For the Mother,
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this was too much; she suffered pangs of jealousy and reproached the
Daughter, demanding that she cease beguiling her husband.*

The wifely jealousy of a goddess is a feature frequently encountered in
ancient m\'thologlcs * It is a true mythological motif, anchored in an oft-
recurring human situation whence it is projected out into the divine realm.
To maintain, in the face of the above passage, that the Father, Mother, and
Daughter figuring in it are but mystical symbols of the different aspects of
the One God requires, to say the least, a tour de force. Apart from the
intrinsic cvidence of the passage itself, its derivation, too, shows that it
considered its protagonists as separate personalities. For, it so happens that
we know the classical example after which the passage was fashioned. It is
contained in a Midrash on the Song of Songs in which the love of God
for Isracl is made tangible by comparing it to the overpowering love a King
felt for his only daughter. In his boundless love, the King was not satisfied
to call his daugher “my daugher” but addressed her as “my sister” and even
“my mother” And, this 1s exactly how God addressed his beloved Israel, the
Midrash states and proceeds to illustrate its proposition by citing Biblical
passages.*?

It is on this Midrash that the author of the Zohar based his myth of
the exceeding love of God the Father for his daughter, the Martronit, using
the identical terms of endearment. There can be little doubt that just as in
the Midrash the king and his daughter, standing for God and Isracl, arc
two separate persons, so in the Zoharic myth the two divine figures of the
Father and the Daughter were also conceived as discrete and independent
personages. The jealousy of the Mother was added by Moses de Leon to
the Midrashic prototype of this myth, based probably on his familiarity
with similar mortifs in other mythologies.

As for the divine Mother’s love for her Son, she expressed it by holding
him against her breast and giving suck to him, and continuing to do so
even after he grew up and was ready to marry:

As long as Isracl is found with the Holy One, blessed be He [i.c.,
the Son], He, so to speak, is in a state of completeness, and He
nourishes himself aplenty by sucking the milk of the Supernal
Mother. . . %

Only when the Matronit (i.c., the Daughter) was separated from the
King (i.c., the Son) did “the Supernal Mother, too, remove herself from
the King and cease to suckle him. ., 7%

The Mother-goddess suckling her son (or sons) is, as we have seen, a
mythologem frequently recurring in accounts of ancient tetrads.
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5| The Son and the Daughter

In many mythologies, the older of the two couples which form
the tetrad withdraws at an early juncture to a remote position and leaves
most of the troublesome dealings with mankind to the younger divine pair.
Because of this, most of the myths telling about the lives of the gods focus
not on the parent deities, but on their children, the two vounger gods. This
is certainly the case in seven out of the nine tetrads sketched above, and
this is what we find in the Zoharic mythology as well. The passages dealing
with the Father and the Mother, or dwelling on the relationship between
them and their Son and Daughter, are relavtively short texts, reiterating or
alluding to a very few cvents. In contrast, the passages concerning the Son
and the Daughter stretch into lengthy narratives, describing in detail the
relationship between them, and especially the tragic phase of their tempes-
tuous love affair, their separation which came about with the destruction
of the Temple of Jerusalem and the exile of the people of Israel. An analysis
of this material will be contained in the next chapter. But a summary of
those features which bear directly upon the Kabbalistic tetrad belongs to
the present context.

The terminology itself is complex and confusing. The Son is called “the
King” “the Holy One, blessed be He” Zoharariel (meaning “Splendor of
Ariel” Ariel being a name of the altar, and itself meaning “Lion of EI”),
Adirvaron (“The Mighty One Sings”), Aktaricl (“My Crown is EI”), Tetrasia
(“Four God.” referring to the Tetragrammaton, or to God as the ruler of
the four clements, air, earth, water, and fire),** as well as “Heaven,” as we
have seen above.

His sister-wife, the divine Daughter, has even more names: Malkhut
(“Kingship.” the name of the tenth Sefira), Shekhina (“Dwelling™), Matronit
(Matron or Lady), “Pear]” (or “Precious Stone™), “Discarded Corner-
stone) * as well as the “Community of Isracl “Female.” “Moon,” “Hart)
“Earth” “Night” “Garden.” “Well” “Sea” “The Supernal Woman,” “The
Light Woman.” According to Joscph Gikatilla, “in the days of Abraham the
Shekhina was called Sarah; in the days of Isaac—Rebekah; and the days of
Jacob— Rachel ™+

The Son and Daughter, or, as we shall refer to them from now on, the
King and the Matronit, were destined to marry, like many a brother and
sister in divine families. When their marriage took place is not stated, but
it scems that it could not be celebrated until Solomon had built the Temple
in Jerusalem, which was to serve as their wedding chamber and thereafter
as their bedroom.
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The problem of incest involved in the marriage of the King and the
Matronit arose but did not bother the Kabbalists. Their view was that under
ideal circumstances, which, of course, prevail in heaven, all unions are per-
mitted, because “Above on high there is neither incest, nor cutting off, nor
scparation, nor keeping apart; therefore, above on high there is union between
brother and sister, and son and daughter”

While the love between the King and the Matronit was thus licit, it
was very different in character from that between their parents. Where the
steady, solid love of the elder couple earned them the name “Companions,”
the love affair of the King and the Matronit was marked by quarrels, tem-
porary separations, and tempestuous reunions, so that the pair was properly
referred to as “lovers™ (dodim).

The reason for many of the difficulties besetting the King and the
Matronit was that she became closely associated with the People of Isracl
(this is why she was often referred to by the name “Community of Israel?
Knesseth Yisrael). Hence, when the People of Isracl sinned, this resulted in
a separation between God, the King, and his wife, the Matronit.

The wvisible expression of their separtion was the destruction of the
Temple, their bedroom. Invisible, but no less painfully felt, was the conse-
quent impairment of the King’s power, an idea reminiscent of the notion
of Hindu mythology that the male god (Shiva) is powerful only when
united with the goddess (Shakt), but is unable even to stir withour her.**
As expressed repeatedly in Kabbalistic theosophy: “The King [i.c., God]
without the Matronit is not a king, is not great, and is not praised. .. "%
Therefore, the separation of the King and the Matronit was a calamity for
both the people of Isracl and the godhead itself.

In other mythologies, as well as in the Zohar, it is a commonplace that
divine acts influence the fate of men. The reverse of this idea, that human
deeds have a spontancous, almost automatic effect on the fate of the gods,
is not, as far as is known to me, a part of pagan mythologies. But precisely
this idea plays an important role in Kabbalistic mythology. Two examples,
expressing at the same time the close analogy between the marriage of man
and woman and that of the King and the Matronit, will suffice:

The groom and the bride, as soon as they receive the seven blessings
under the wedding canopy, become united following the Supernal
example. And therefore, he who commits adultery with another’s
wife damages the union and, as it were, causes a separation on high
into two authorities. Because the union of the Community of Israel
[i.c., the Matronit] is only with the Holy One, blessed be He [i.c.,
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the King], such an adulterer “Robs his father and his mother™'—
“his father.” this is the Holy One, blessed be He; “his mother.” this
is the Community of Israel.*

That 1s to say, an adulterer, who causes separation between a man and
his wife, wreaks grave damage in heaven also, by causing separation between
the divine couple.

The second example is a passage which expresses the idea that a man
is supposed to practice imitatio dei by marrying and begetting a son and
daughter, thus reproducing, in flesh and blood, the divine tetrad; and that,
by failing to do so, he “diminishes the image™ of God, causing scparation
between members of the divine tetrad:

When is a man called complete in his resemblance to the Supernal?
When he couples with his spouse in oneness, joy, and pleasure, and
a son and a daughter issuc from him and his female. This is the
complete man resembling the Above: he is complete below after
the pattern of the Supernal Holy Name, and the Supernal Holy
Name is applied to him. . .. A man who does not want to complete
the Holy Name below in this manner, it were better for him that
he were not created, because he has no part at all in the Holy
Name. And when he dies and his soul leaves him, it does not unite
at all with him because he diminished the image of his Master.5

6 | The Tetrad as Myth

The above analecta will have to suffice at this stage of our efforts
to picce together a mythological biography of the divine tetrad of the
Kabbala. That we have to do here with polytheistic myths or, at least, myth
fragments cannot be doubted. Bur if so, it remains now to give consider-
ation to the question of the meaning of these myth fragments for the author
of the Zohar (and of the other Kabbalistic treatises quoted), and for the
followers of the Kabbala, the m’qubbalim, who believed in and were deeply
influenced by these writings and doctrines. Two problems at once become
apparent.

One is that the Kabbala-believing Jews, no less than their co-religionists
who disapproved of the Kabbala, were strict monotheists. The tenet that
there is only One God was equally axiomaric for both groups. Any question
as to the possible polytheistic meaning of the passages quoted above would
undoubtedly have met with the most vehement and indignant denial on
the part of the Kabbalists, although their opponents were wont to accuse
them of precisely such pluralistic heresies.> To the believers, however, the
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mystical doctrines and the books expounding them simply could not con-
tain anything so blasphemous—indeed, anything that was not in complete
accord with the teachings of pure faith first embodied in the Bible.

If it was pointed out to them that this or that passage in the Zohar
smacked of polytheistic heresy, their answer was ready: what might seem
heresy in a passage was not its frue meaning, which could be understood
only by immersing oneself in the “mysteries™ (razin) of the hidden truths.
To their thought processes, inured to and conditioned by turns of expres-
sion such as “this means.” “as if)” “as it were.” and the like, with which every
page of the Zohar is replete, any passage, even one speaking quite clearly
of two or four deities, would appear to be referring to the One God in His
various aspects, the very existence of which was one of the greatest “mysteries”

While such must have been the conscious and habitual mental processes
which made the Zoharic doctrine of the tetrad unexceptionable to the
Kabbalists, that doctrine struck a different chord in the subconscious realm
of emotional response. Man everywhere fashions his gods in his own image,
and familism was, and has remained until quite recently, a most important
factor, if not the central one, in the socio-psvchological image of the Jew.
The Jew could not imagine a Jewish life without the family, nor one not
centered around the family. The lone, aloof God, adored by the Jews up to
the time of the Kabbalistic upsurge, could not satisfy the emotional craving
which sought a reflection of earthly life in the heavenly realm. The lone,
aloof God, even if cast in the image of the father, even if surrounded by all
his heavenly hosts, the angels and archangels, functioning as the heavenly
patrons of the clements of which nature and mankind were composed,
could not be recognized as a reflection in God of the human condition.
And vice versa, human existence, always appearing to Jewish consciousness
in the multiple form of man, wife, and children, could not be recognized
as the true reflection of God, in whose image man was said to have been
created, as long as that God was alone.

The removal of this barrier of non-correspondence was a stroke of
genius of Jewish mysticism. The divine tetrad, however successfully explained
away on the conscious level, evoked an immediate response on the subcon-
scious emotional level. Within it, the similarity of God and man was estab-
lished down to small details. By marrying and procreating children, the
Jewish man now fulfilled a great God-pleasing deed, not only because God
commanded him to do so—that alone, one out of 613 commandments,
would not explain the central importance of family life—but because in
doing so he engaged in an imitatio det, an emulation of God, of the most
intrinsic and highest order. By uniting with his wife, begetting children,
and maintaining his family, the Jew acted—now he knew—exactly as God
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did, because He too lived on high in a family arcle of His own, with His
Wife, His Son, and His Daughter. And more than that: by marrying and
begetting children, man directly contributed to the well-being of the Divine
Family, promoted the happiness and the completeness of the Supernal Cou-
ple and their children. The emotional satisfaction derived by the mystic
from this belief, however much or little of it was allowed to risc over the
threshold of conscious knowledge, contributed in no small measure to the
popular appeal of the Zoharic doctrine.

The second problem centers around the authors of the Kabbalistic
treatises—and, in particular, the author of the Zohar. Were they aware of
injecting polytheistic ideas into Jewish faith and, if so, from where did they
(or he) take the doctrine of the divine tetrad? If not, what train of thought
led them to these concepts?

Let us begin by assuming, as all or most modern students of Jewish
mysticism have, that Kabbalistic theosophy is nothing but the result of
mystical speculation about the nature of God, and that the passages describ-
ing the Father, the Mother, the Son, and the Daughter and their interre-
lationships are free inventions created for the purpose of rendering various
aspects of the One Divinity intelligible. In this case, we must also assume
that the similaritics between these inventions and the details contained in
the mythologies of other religions about their respective tetrads were due
to sheer coincidence. But this 1s highly unlikely, if not impossible, because
the similarities are too numerous, too detailed, and too complex. It is impos-
sible that, beginning with the name YHWH as the only point of departure,
mystical speculation should develop a system of a divine tetrad which fits
in as completely as the Zoharic one does with all the other ancient retrads,
from Rome in the West to Japan in the East.

We must, therefore, conclude that the author of the Zohar worked with
a much greater supply of raw material than the Tetragrammaton alone.
From where he drew his knowledge about other tetrads, and how much
he knew about them, cannot at this stage be determined. Yet that Spanish
Kabbalists were familiar with non-Jewish religious systems, and not only
those that flourished around the Mediterrancan Basin, is a fact that has
been recognized by no less an authority on Jewish mysticism than Professor
Scholem, who has pointed out that the reachings of Abraham Abulafia (a
contemporary of Moses de Leon; born in Saragossa in 1240, died ca. 1291)
“represent but a Judaized version of that ancient spiritual technique which
has found its classical expression in the practices of the Indian mystics who
followed the system known as Yoga” including such features as breathing,
body postures, ecstatic visions, ctc.® If Yoga could influence Abulafia, one
is permitted to assume that Indian mythology may have been known to,
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and reflected in, the thinking of Moses de Leon. A knowledge of Indian
theosophy could have reached 13-century Spain, just as knowledge of Yoga
practices, through the intermediacy of the Arabs. As we have seen, it so
happens that the Zohar’s tetrad shows greater similarity to the Indian than
to any other tetrad. The idea that, if not united with the goddess, the God
is powerless, found in almost identical phrasing in both the Zohar and
Indian mythology, is an especially striking instance.

But if Moses de Leon knew of “pagan™ divine tetrads, did he con-
sciously include the idea in his Zohar? To answer in the affirmative would
be tantamount to charging him with willful propagation of idolatrous her-
esics, and I do not believe this was the case. The idea that the Godhead
was androgynous by nature was a theosophic doctrine latent in Judaism
for many centuries. As we saw above, Philo of Alexandria discerned a male
and a female element in the deity as carly as the Ist century C.E. Thus
when Moses de Leon came to explain the “hidden meaning™ and the “true
significance” of the Tetragrammaton, he followed old, if indistinct, paths
interpreting its first two letters (YH, which in themselves are a short form
of the name of God) as referring to the male and female elements in God,
identified as Wisdom and Understanding. When speculating about the third
and fourth letters, his thinking was influenced by what he knew and remem-
bered of the “pagan”, tetrads, and possibly in the first place of the Indian
one. The third and fourth letters became identified in De Leon’s mind with
the mystical offspring of the onginal divine couple. Had he followed the
Indian example, he would have made both children males. But the fourth
letter of the Tetragrammaton was an H, like the second one; therefore it,
t00, had to stand for a female divinity. Thus a son and a daughter were
made to form parts of the deity.

Once the four mystical aspects of the deity were delineated, further
speculation as to their nature and interrelationships led to that inadvertent
slippage referred to in the beginning of this chapter. Probably without being
aware of his mental processes, De Leon referred again and again to the four
aspects of the godhead, briefly for the most part, but with decreasing restraint,
as if they were separate persons. Before long, he felt no hesitation in attrib-
uting to the four persons interrelationships and feelings which made sense
only if one regarded them as four separate gods, very human in their behay-
ior, emotions, and reactions. In supplving details, De Leon again drew upon
his familiarity with other tetrads, whether consciously or otherwise. His
cognitive process must have been similar to that of the prophets and poets
of the Hebrew Bible who used phrases in praise of God and attributed
deeds to Him which had been applied, in exactly the same terms, to the
pagan gods Baal and Bull-El by their Canaanite predecessor.® As is well
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known, in the old days quite a few polvtheistic references did in this manner
slip into the Biblical image of God, and this is presumably what happened
again two millennia later, in the case of Moses de Leon.

To sum up: On the conscious level, De Leon spoke of four aspects of
the Godhead, and this is what his theosophic teachings were taken to mean
by the everwidening arcle of Kabbalists. But, in his endeavor to give empharic,
vivid expression to his ideas, he resorted to a rich array of mythological
and sexual imagery. The features of this imagery grew out of De Leon’s
familiarity with Indian and other pagan tetrads. Without being aware of
what he was doing, in speaking of the marriage of the Father and the
Mother, the subsequent birth of their Son and Daughter, the emergence
out of the Mother’s womb of the androgynous Heaven-and-Earth, their
scparation, the love of the Father for the Daughter, the jealousy of the
Mother, the suckling of the King (the Son) and the Matronit (the Daugh-
ter), etc., he composed a tetradic myth cycle. He set out to establish a
doctrine of quatrinity, of the Divine condition of being fourfold, and ended
up with the myth of a tetrad, a group of four separate and independent
deities.

If the author, the master himself, was unaware of all this and knew only
of the mystical symbolism of the Godhead’s four aspects which his teachings
purported to explore, one need little wonder that his followers felt no
qualms in accepting his doctrines. They knew intellectually that whatever
they read in the Zohar about the Father, Mother, Son, and Daughter referred,
in its true meaning, to the four aspects of the one Godhead. Yet, at the
same time, they responded emotionally not to the “true™ meaning and
purport of the statements, but to what the words actually said. Such simul-
tancous response on two levels is not an infrequent phenomenon. The
Kabbalists not only gained insight into the mythical nature of the God-
head from Zoharic accounts, but also derived a quasi sensuous emotional
satisfaction from learning about the sexual and familial life of the divine
tetrad, which gave mythical sanction to the corresponding aspects of their
own life on carth. And, although this second-level response remained sub-
conscious, it was in large measure due to it that the Zohar, and with it
Kabbalism, achieved such remarkable popularity in Judaism.
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Plate 1. Asherah figurine (height 7% inches), from Tell Duweir, Palestine, from
the period of the Hebrew monarchy. (Courtesy of the Metropolitan Muscum of Art.
Gift of Harnis P. Colt and H. Dunscombe Colt, 1934.)



Platc 2. Asherah head from Tell Erami (*Gar™), Israel, from Iron II period
(Courtesy of the Isracl Department of Antiquities and Museums. )



Plates 3 and 4.  Asherah head from Tell Eram (*Gart™), Israel, from Iron 11
peniod. (Courtesy of the Isracl Department of Anniquities and Museums



Plate 5.  Asherah head. (Courtesy of the Semitic Museum, Harvard University.)



Plates 6 and 7 Primitive “bird-faced™ Asherah figurine from Palestine. (Courtesv of the
Reifenberg Collection and the Israel Department of Antquities and Muscums.



Plare 8.  Figurines and plaques from Middle Bronze to Iron II periods. The two

LADIC A4S

plaques on the left and left-center of the first row are clearly recog
Astartes by their horn-like (*Hathor™) hair stvle. The figurine on the nghr of the
second row is an Asherah. (Reprinted by permission from James B. Pricchard. The
Ancient Near East in Pictures, Princeton Umiversity Press, 1954



Plate 9.  Astarte of the Homs (height 8 inches). Left: the ancient mold
(18th-16th century B.CE ) found in Nahariva, Isracl; nght: modern cast
from it. (Courtesy of the Isracl Department of Antiquines and Muscums,)



Ancient mold and modern cast
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Plate 11, Astarte (height 5% inches). Molded clay figurine from Megiddo, Israel,
Middle to Late Bronze (2,000-1,200 8.CE.). (Courtesy of the Oniental Insttute of
the University of Chicago.)



{Courtesy of the Universiny

U
o
1
7
—
..
b
g
=
¥,
o
7
£
il |
s
;M 3
-
 ~
0 @
Je C
ol
U o
-9
o

87
B

u B
£ w»
by
-
w -
-,

Museum, L




Plate 13.  Astarte holding sacred flowers. Plaque from Beth Shemesh, Isracl.
(Courtesy of the University Museum, University of Pennsylvania.)




Plate 14.  Astarte plaque from Beth Shemesh, Isracl. (Courtesy of the University
Museum, University of Pennsvivania.)




Plate 15.  Gold pendant from Ras Shamra, Syria, with relief figure of Astarte
standing on lion. 15th century s.C.E (Courtesy of the Louvre and Prof. Claude F.
A. Schaeffer.



Plate 16.  Gold pendant from Ras Shamra, Svria, with relief figure of Astarte,
holding flowers. (Courtesy of the Syrian Directorate of :\nt:qumu and
Muscums, Aleppo.)




Placc 17.  Astarte with lioness-mask (height 4% inches). Pottery figurine from

Beth Shean, Isracl. (Courtesy of the Israel Deparmment of Annquinies and

Museums
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Queen of the Wild Beasts. Ivory from Minct cl-Beida, Tomb III (ca
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Plate 20.  Silver figurine of a goddess, with gold necklace and bele. From Ras
Shamra, Svria. (Courtesy of the Louvre.)



late 21, Seared goddess. Hurrite art. Ivory from Ras Shamra, Syria, 19th-18th
century B.CE (Courtesv of the Louvre and Prof. Claude F. A. Schaetter




Plate 22.  Silver figurine of goddess from the Canaanite remple at Nahariva, Isracl,
18th—-16th century BCE (Courtesy of the Isracl Department of Antiquities and
Museums. )



Plare 23.  Bird-faced goddess with child. From Enkomi, Cyprus, 17th—15th
century B.CE (Courtesy of the Louvre.)



Plate 24.  The goddess Anath. Cylinder-seal from Ras Shamra, Svria. (Courtesy of the Louvre and Prof. Claude F. A
Schactter.)
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late 26 Cherubim from Ahab’s “Ivory House™ in Samana, ca. 870 B.CE Ivony

tablets. (Onginal 1

e Palestine Muscum of Archacology, Jerusalem. Courtesy of

the Isracl Department of Annquities and Muscums
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Plate 27 Female Cherub with palm-tree. Ivory plaque from the bed of Hazacel
king of Damascus, late 9th century 8.¢ £ (Courtesy of the Louvre.)



Platc 28. Winged goddess with palm-tree. Ivory plaque from Arslan Tash.
(Courtesy of Bible Lands Museum, Jerusalem. Collection Borowski. )
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Plate 29.  Shu raising up Nut. Egyptian drawing, (Reproduced by courtesy of the Trustees of the British Muscum.)
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Plate 30.  Ancient Near Eastern bronze tetrad. Ongin unknown. (Courtesy of the
Louvre.)
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Plate 33.  Aramic incantarion bowl from Persia, with Lilith in the center.
{(Courtesy of the Seminec Museum, Harvard University. )



Plate 34.  The Moses Pancl in the Dura Europos synagogue (3rd century CE),
showing the Shekhina with the infant Moses in her arms. {From Erwin R.
(.v(xniumu!_,h Jewssh Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period, Bollingen Series XXXVII,
vol. 11, Copyright 1964 by Princeton University Press, Reproduced by
permission. )



MATRONIT—
THE GODDESS OF THE
KABBALA

Let us now turn our attention to the fourth person of the Kab-
balistic tetrad, the Daughter, who, in addition to the old Talmudic name of
Shekhina, is referred to in Jewish mystical literature by a profusion of names,
epithets and appcllatives, but most frequently by the Latin loan word
Matronita, that is “the Matronit” or the Matron. Of the four persons of
the Kabbalistic tetrad it is she who plays the greatest role as the central
figure in both divine happenings and relationships, and the occurrences
through which human fate, and in particular the fate of Isracl, is propelled
forward. She is the central link between the Above and the Below. She is
the person through whom man can most casily grasp the ineffable mystery
of the deity, and who most fullv identifies herself with the interests, the
jovs, and the woes, of Israel. She is unquestionably the most poignant, and
at the same time most Jewish, expression of the idea of a goddess.

Yet, and this is a striking example of perhaps the most fascinating facet
of the history of religious and mythical ideas, there is a detailed similarity
between the life history, character, deeds and feelings attributed by Jewish
mysticism to the Matronit, and what ancient Near Eastern mythologies
have to say about their goddesses who occupy positions in their pantheons.

135
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In myths, cpics, narratives, and visual representations these ancient Near
Eastern goddesses are described and depicted in clear, realistic, down-to-
carth colors, without the veiling effect the mystical approach of the Kabbala
has on its goddess figure. A glance at them will, therefore, materially aid
our understanding and characterization of the goddess of the Kabbala, the
Matronit.

1 | The Goddess of Love and War

Three or four examples will have to suffice to introduce to us the
goddess who plaved a central role in the religious ritual as well as popular
consciousness of all Ancient Near Eastern people. Her name varied from
culture to culture—Inanna in Sumer, Ishrar in Akkad, Anath in Canaan—
vet her character remained the same for centuries, even millennia. The life
domains in which she primarily manifested herself were love and war, and
her personality exhibited everywhere the same four basic traits of chastty
and promiscuity, motherliness and bloodthirstiness.

The oldest of them was Inanna, the great Sumerian goddess of love
and war, the tutclary deiry of Uruk (the Biblical Erech), whose prominence
in the Sumerian panthcon was well established by the 3rd millennium B.CE
That she was regarded a virgin is evident from the two epithets which
accompany her name: in myths and other texts she is most frequently called
“the maid Inanna” and “the pure Inanna” Yer throughout Sumerian history
she was the goddess primarily responsible for sexual love, procreation, and
fertility, who freely gave herself to Dumuzi (Tammuz), the earliest mytho-
logical ruler of Sumer, and thereafter became the wife of all Sumerian kings.
Nor was she immune to the advances of ordinary mortals: an old Sumerian
story tells of a gardener who one night managed to take advantage of
Inanna’s utter weariness and had intercourse with her. Upon awaking in
the moming, Inanna was enraged over the indignity, and the vengeance she
wrought seems to us to have surpassed all reason. Burt her behavior was in
keeping with her character, for she was a goddess of boundless rage and
ruthless destruction, “the lady of battle and conflict.” who had “great fury
in her wrathful heart” It was she who armed King Hammurabi (ca.1728-
1686 B.C.E.) with mighty weapons, and was his “gracious protecting gen-
ius” More than a thousand years later, in the days of Nabonidus (555-539
B.C.E.), she was still worshipped at Uruk in a gold-clad cella, driving a
chariot to which were harnessed seven lions.!

The direct heir of Inanna in Mesopotamia was Ishtar, the great goddess
of love and war in the Akkadian pantheon. The identity of the two is attested
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by the fact that in some Akkadian texts the two names are used inter-
changeably. In the Babylonian Ishtar, however, a certain shift occurred in
the balance between the virginal and promiscuous poles of her character:
her virginal aspect was underplayed, while her promiscuity was emphasized
to the extent of making her a divine harlot. In many texts Ishtar is spoken
of as the “Cow of the Moon-God Sin.” and in this capacity she ruled over
the plants, watered them and made them grow. An incantation for child-
birth tells of this “Cow of Sin™ that she was impregnated by a “restless
voung bull;” and had grear difficulty in bearing her voung, untl two genii
of heaven helped her. In her human form, her love easily turned to hate:
she first loved then destroyed, a long line of divine, human, and animal
paramours, including a lion, a horse, a bird, a gardener, several shepherds,
the hero Gilgamesh, Tammuz, ctc. She also was the wife of human kings,
such as Sargon of Agade. Her influence extended over all mankind and the
entire animal kingdom: when she entered the Nether World, neither man
nor beast copulated; when she emerged, all of them were again scized by
sexual desire. But she was also the mother of the country, who said of
herself, “It is I myself who gave birth to my people.” and the mother of
several gods among whom the Fire-god was the first born. One of her titles
was “sweet-voiced mistress of the gods” Yet she was also “the most awe-
some of the goddesses.” “Ishtar of the battlefield.” clad in divine fire, carrying
the melammu-headwear, who would rain fire on the enemies. It was she
who gave victory to her lovers, the Babylonian kings, entrusting her mighty
armed forces to them. Among all the arts of war she was specially interested
in charioteering: in the carly stages of her career she tried to win the love
of Gilgamesh by promising him “a chariot of lapis and gold.)” and more
than a millennium later, in the Prolemaic period, she was sull known as
“mustress of Horses, lady of the chartiot” When not engaged in love or war
she was sitting, awe-inspiringly, on her lion-throne.?

The Canaanite Anath, with whose exploits we have become acquainted
above in Chapter I1, is so close in character and attributes to Inanna and
Ishrar that she must be considered as merely the western variant of the
great Mesopotamian goddess.

The Persian counterpart of the great virginal-wanton-motherly-warrior
goddess was Anahita. Although the phonemic resemblance between “Anath”
and “Anahita” is purely coincidental, the worship of Anath may have spread
as carly as the 1st millennium B.CE. from the Mediterranean shore as far
cast as the upper reaches of Euphrates, as indicated by the name of an
Assyrian township, Anat (today Ana), a few miles lower down the river
from Dura Europos. The worship of Anahita, Herodotus informs us (in a
passage in which he makes the curious mistake of writing “Mithra™ instead
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of “Anahita”), was learned by the Persians from the Assyrians. Other Greek
authors state that the cult of Anaitis (as they referred to Anahita) corre-
sponded in every respect to the Babylonian cult of Ishtar, and that the
representations of Anaitis were shaped after those of Ishrar.

In the Avesta, the sacred writings which ancient Iranian tradition attrib-
utes to Zoroaster (who probably lived in the 10th century B.C.E.) but which
did not assume their extant form until the carly Sassanian period (3rd—4th
centuries C.E.), an entire chapter (Yasht v ) is devoted to her. Her full name
was Ardvi Sura Anahita, or “The High, Powerful, Immaculate.” and she 1s
described as “a beautiful maiden, powerful and tall, her girdle fastened high,
wrapped in a gold-embroidered cloak, wearing carrings, a necklace and a
crown of gold, and adorned with thirty otter skins.” She is, thus, unmistak-
ably a virgin goddess, like her Sumerian, Akkadian, and Canaanite coun-
terparts. Yet her virginity, as theirs, did not prevent her from being also the
goddess of ferulity: she was the goddess of the fertilizing waters, of a
supernatural spring, located in the region of the stars, from which flow all
the rivers of the world. She was the one who multplies the herds and
wealth, gives fertility, casy childbirth, and ample milk to women, and purifies
the sced of men. She was invoked by marriageable girls and by women at
the time of childbirth. Nor was she lacking in the attributes of the harlor,
and in her sanctuary at Erez in Akilisene, which contained her golden statue,
the daughters of the noble families of Armenia used to prostitute themsclves
to strangers before their marriage. In Lydia, where she was identified with
Cvbele, the Great Mother, as well as in Armenia and Cappadocia, because
the bull was sacred to her she was confounded with Artemis Tauropolos.
And finally, just as Inanna, Ishrar, and Anath, Anahita too was the goddess
of war, who rode in a chariot drawn by four white horses, Wind, Rain,
Clouds, and Hail, bestowed victory on the combatants and gave them sturdy
teams and brave companions. Because of this warlike character of hers, she
was identified by the Greeks also with Athene, while as the goddess of
fertility she appeared to them as identical with Aphrodite. Most commonly,
however, she was called in the Hellenistic world the “Persian Diana” or
“Persian Artemis.” In astrology, the Iranians themselves regarded her as the
personification of the planet Venus. Her cult, according to Berossus, was
introduced among the Persians by Artaxerxes II (404-362 B.C.E.), who built
for her altars and set up her statues in Babylon, Susa, Ekbatana, Persepols,
Baktra, Damaskos (2), and Sardes. From these places, Persian influence car-
ried her cult westward into the Greco-Roman world. At a later period, she
was considered the daughter of Ormuzd, and the benefactor of all mankind,
mother of all wisdom and queen.?
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2 | The Matronit in Popular-Mythical
View

The same four traits of chastty and promiscuity, motherliness and
bloodthirstiness, characterize the Matronit, the daughter-goddess of Kab-
balistic literature,

According to Kabbalistic theory, the Matronit is but the lowest of the
ten Sefirot, the mystical aspects or emanations of the Godhead which, to
some extent, corrcspond to the Gnostic acons. Yet whatever the primary
meaning and origin of the Matronit as a theosophic concept, she has been
built up in Kabbalistic literature, and especially in the late 13th century
Zohar—thc holiest book of Kabbalism—into a palpable individuum whose
acts, words, and feelings only make sense if she is considered a truc myth-
ological deity. Whatever the intention of the authors of Kabbalistic treatises
in creating or developing the female divine figure of the Matronit, one
thing is certain: among the Kabbalists there could have been very few, who,
while reading or hearing about her uninhibitedly described exploits, were
nevertheless able to visualize that she was nothing but an aspect of the
manifest nature of the one and only Deity. For the masses of Kabbalists—
and Kabbalism was a religious mass movement among the Jews from the
15th to the 18th centuriecs—she undoubtedly assumed the character of a
discrete divinity, in other words, she was taken as a goddess, separate and
distinct from the male deity who, when contraposited to her, was referred
to as her husband, the King. The popular-mythical, as against the scholarly-
mystical view of the Matronit had a marked resemblance to the popular
Mannlam' of the Latin countries, where the Virgin is not the Jewish woman
whose womb God chose to reincarnate Himself in human form—as the
official Catholic doctrine has it—but the Mother of God, herself a goddess,
who through the ages never ceased to perform miracles, and to whom,
therefore, direct and personal adoration is due. This, precisely was the light
in which the Matronit appeared to the uneducated or semi-educated Kab-
balistic Jews; in contrast to the divine King who, following the destruction
of the Jerusalem Temple, withdrew into the remote heights of heaven and
made himself inaccessible, the Matronit remained down here on carth, con-
tinued to be directly concerned with the welfare of her people, and could
be approached directly, any time, any place. She thus supplied the psycho-
logically so important female divine figure in Judaism, a religion in which
this clement had been submerged for many centuries prior to the emergence
of Kabbalism.

The relatively late reappearance of the goddess—I sav reappearance
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because, as we have seen in the first two chapters, in Biblical imes goddesses
did figure prominently in popular Hebrew religion—is in itself a remarkable
feat of religious resurgence. Even more remarkable, however, is the reap-
pearance in the figure of the Matronit of the four basic traits of chastity,
promiscuity, motherliness, and bloodthirstiness, which place her right
alongside the great ancient Near Eastern love-goddesses.

3 | The Virginal Matronit

Little can be said about the first of these cardinal features in
the portrait of the divine Matronit. Virginiry, after all, is a state shred by
all human and divine females in an carly stage of their life history. It
becomes remarkable only if, after reaching full nubility, a woman prefers
to remain a virgin and actually preserves her virginal state in an envi-
ronment, whether carthlv or Olympian, where the general atmosphere is
onc of intensive sexual activity or even promiscuity. It becomes more
than remarkable if the feminine figure in question herself engages in such
promiscuous sexual activity and vyet, at one and the same time, retains
her virginity. Yet this is PH.CI.SCI\' the paradoxical chastity characterizing
several ancient Near Eastern goddesses, and this is the trait shared with
them by the Matronit.

The Virgin Mary, to whom reference has already been made earlier,
also belongs to this category of female divinities, and her veneration can
be adduced as an additional example which will further facilitate our
understanding of the paradoxical virginity of the Matronit. Mary bore
Jesus to God, and several other sons and daughters to her carthly hus-
band Joseph, vet she nevertheless remained “The Virgin™ and 1s adored
as such to this day. Similarly with the Matronit, who paradoxically retained
her virginity while being the lover of gods and men. Her virginity is
spoken of in the Zohar in both figurative expressions and direct state-
ments. The Biblical verse about the “red heifer, faultless, wherein is no
blemish, and upon which never came yoke™ is applicd to her and explaned
as meaning that the forces of Evil could never overpower the Matronit,

“neither Satan, nor the Destrover, nor the Angel of Death,” all of whom
represent the forces of Hell.® In contrast to the pagan goddesses who all
arc said to have succumbed to Satan, she, the Shekhina, is a cup full of
blessing of which nobody has as vet tasted, unimpaired, that is, virginal.®
No stranger is permitted to draw near her, he who tries to approach her
suffers the penalty of death.” In one aspect the Shekhina is identical with
the Holy Land, and in this capacity she was never defiled or enjoved by
a stranger.®
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4 | The Lover of Men and Gods

In sharp contrast and logical contradiction to this picture of the
virgin Shekhina is the one which depicts her as being enjoved, in addition
to the divine King who was her lawfully wedded husband, also by Satan,
other gods, heroes of Biblical history, and many other men. Yet, and this
again is a fecature she has in common with ancient Near Eastern love-
goddesses, no blame is attached to her because of any of these sundry
unions. A goddess behaves in accordance with her divine nature, and the
human laws of sexual morality simply do not apply to her—this is the
common attitude that finds expression in both the ancient Near Eastern
and the Kabbalistic myths. As the father-god El says in an Ugaritic mythical
poem * .. . there is no restraint among goddesses™

In the carly mythical ages, we are informed in the Zohar, Jacob became
the first husband of the Matronit. However, while Jacob was alive, the union
was not consummated because, inveterate polvgamist that he was, he con-
unued to have marital relations with his two wives and two concubincs
even after the goddess artached herself to him. Therefore, only after his
death, when his spirit entered the Bevond, did Jacob couple with the
Matronit. '

With her second husband, things were different. This was none other
than Moses, who, once she became his wife, separated himself from his
carthly helpmate, Zipporah. Having done this, he was allowed to achieve
what Jacob never did: to copulate with the Matronit while still in the flesh. !

We hear nothing of the Matronit from the death of Moses—when she
took him on her wings and carried him from Mount Nebo to his unknown
burial place four miles away'?—to the time when the Temple was built in
Jerusalem. As Solomon labored on the construction of the Sanctuary, the
Matronit made her own preparations for her union with her divine hus-
band, the King: she prepared a house for him in which he could take up
joint residence with her and which, in a mystical way, was identical with
the Jerusalem Temple itsclf. When the grear dav arrived, her father and
mother adomed her so that her bridegroom should become desirous of
her 13

The King and the Matronit were not only brother and sister, but twins;
in fact, Siamese twins, who emerged from the womb of the Supernal Mother
in the androgynous shape of a male and female body attached to cach other
back to back. Soon, however, the King removed his sister from his back,
and she, after a funle attempt to rcunite with him in the same position,
resigned herself to the separation and to facing the King across a distance. '

By human standards a marriage between brother and sister would have
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been incestuous; not so in the heavenly realm: there, a Zoharic text informs
us, no incest prohibitions exist, and thus it was completely proper and licit
for the King and the Matronit to marry.'s

~~ The wedding, a veritable hieros gamos, was celebrated with due pomp
and circumstance. The Matronit, surrounded by her maidens, repaired to
her couch set up in the Temple, there to await the coming of the groom.
The curtains round about were decorated with myriads of precious stones
and pearls. At midnight, the tinkling of bells he wore around his ankles
announced the coming of the King. As he approached, he was accompanied
by a host of divine youths, and the maidens of the Matronit welcomed him
and them by beating their wings with joy. After singing a song of praise
to the King, the Matronit’s maidens withdrew, and so did the youths who
accompanied him. Alone, the King and the Matronit embraced and kissed,
| and then he led her to the couch. He placed his left arm under her head,
| his right arm embraced her, and he let her enjoy his strength. The pleasure
of the King and the Matronit in each other was indescribable. They lay in
tight embrace, she impressing her image into his body like a seal that leaves
its imprint upon a page of writing, he playing betwixt her breasts and
| vowing in his grear love that he would never forsake her.®

' Some say, that as long as the Temple stood the King would come down
from his heavenly abode every midnight, seck out his wife, the Matronit,
and enjoy her in their Temple bedchamber. The Sacred Marriage thus became
a daily, or rather midnightly, ritual, performed not by the human represen-
tatives of the god and goddess who usually figured in the ancient Near
Eastern New Year rituals, but by the two deities themselves. This divine
union had unsurpassed cosmic significance: on it depended the well-being
of the whole world.!”

Others say that the King and the Matronit coupled only once a week,
on the night between Friday and Saturday. In true mythical fashion, this
weekly divine union served as the prototype, in other words, as the mythical
validation, of the traditionally practiced weekly union between pious hus-
bands and wives.!® In the Kabbalistic view, when the learned men, familiar
with the heavenly mysteries, couple with their wives on Friday nights, they
do this in full cognizance of performing a most significant act in direct
imitation of the union which takes place at that very time between the
Supernal Couple. If the wife conceives at that hour, the earthly father and
. mother of the child can be sure thar it will receive a soul from the Above,
. one of those pure souls which are procreated in the divine copulation of
| the King and the Martronit."
~ But even more than that. When a pious carthly couple performs the
act, by doing so they set in motion all the generative forces of the mythico-
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mystical universe. The human sexual act causes the King to emit his seminal
fluid from his divine male genitals, and thus to fertilize the Matronit who
thereupon gives birth to human souls and ro angels.?® The passage in the
Zohar in which this particular thought (or mythologem) is expressed is so
replete with symbolic expressions calculated to obscure its true meaning

that one gains the impression of purposeful avoidance of clarity in order|

not to offend sensibilities. The King’s seminal fluid is referred to as a “niver™;

the Shekhina or Matronit as “the Sea™ or “Livi ng Creature”; the King's
male genital is called “the sign of the covenant.” and so f'orth Yet th

meaning of the whole passage is nevertheless clear: it speaks of the scm:j
union between the King and the Matronit, and the resultant procreanon
by them of souls and angels.

Yet another version, stll preoccupied with the tmes of divine copu-
lation, speaks not of a weekly, but of an annual cycle. Every vear, we are
told, the people of Israel sin with tragic inevitability which enables Samael,
the Satan (or Azazel) to bend the Matronit to his will. Samael, in the form
of a serpent, or riding a serpent, lurks at all times near the privy parts of
the Matronit, in the hope of being able to penetrate her. Whether or not
he succeeds in thus gratfving his desire depends on the conduct of Israel.
As long as Israel remains virtuous, Samael’s lustful design is frustrated. But
as soon as Israel sins, as they, alas, are bound to do year after vear, their
sins add to Samacl’s power, he glues himself to the Matronit’s body “with
the adhesive force of resin.” and defiles her.!

Once this happens, the Matronit’s husband, the King, departs from her
and withdraws into the solitude of his heavenly abode. This unhappy state
of affairs continues until, on the Day of Atonement, the scapegoat, which
is destined to Azazel,? is hurled to its death down a cliff in the Judacan
Desert. Samael, artracted by the animal offered to him, lets go of the Matronir,
who thereupon can ascend to heaven and reunite with her husband, the
King.*

The union berween the Matronit and the King is described most graph-
ically in a manuscript enttled Sefer Tashag, written in the early 14th century
bv a Spanish Kabbalist known onlv as R. Josef. The central portion of this
book is a mystical interpretation of the meaning of the letters of the Hebrew
alphabet, including the Tetragrammaton, and an abstruse description of the
bodv of the Matronit. The following brief excerpts are taken from the
discussion of the mystical meaning of the letters zavin (1) and her (T1).

After the completion of the holv body of the Holy One, blessed
be He, which is the Covenant?* of the Holy One, blessed be He,
He pours out the good 0il** to the Matronit. . .. The letter bet is

!
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open to receive the male, that is, the letter zayvin, which is called
the Covenant. . .. The letter ber hints at the Matronit: as the woman
is closed on three sides and is open on the fourth side to receive
her husband, so the letter bet, which is the Matronit, is open to
receive the van, the King, the Lord of Hosts. For the legs of the
het are the legs of the Matronit, which are open, and the beam on
top is the body of the Matronit. And the zavin is the Covenant in
relation to the set, and it is complete, and the letter bet is as in the
human body with its two legs spread out, and the body on top is
the beam and this is its image;

Body
Left Space Right
leg between leg
the legs

Morcover. woman is also like the letter B ( 1), but in the letter
he the son does not cleave to her,2° while in the bet he does cleave
and suck from her. Likewise when Metatron, the great and precious
prince, does not suck from the Matronit, he is called he—there is
a space between the legs, for he does not cleave to the Matronit.
But when he sucks from the Matronit and cleaves to her in union,
he is called her and is called Metatron.?” Thus far the mystery of
het. And how many holy chariots has cach letter, for cach letter is
in the image of the Holy One, blessed be He.**

A new chapter in the life of the Matronit opened when her bedchamber,
the Temple of Jerusalem, was destroyed. Since her husband, the King, was
wont to copulate with her only in the Temple, its destruction meant the
sudden disruption of the heretofore intensely pursued love-relationship
between the two.?® This event was a stark tragedy for the divine lovers. The
Matronit was banished from her holy abode and from the Land of Isracl,
the King intoned a bitter lament over his great loss, and the Sun and Moon
and all that is above and below mourned and cried with him.* The sepa-
ration of the King and the Matronit denuded them of cach other and both
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remained in a stare of “shameful nakedness™*' Moreover, since it is a cardinal
principle of the physical as well as the metaphysical universe thar “blessings |
are found only where male and female are together?” the King, when he
thus became deprived of his Matronit, lost stature and power, was no longer
King, nor great, nor potent.*

Soon, however, in true male fashion, the King was no longer able to |
endure the misery of solitude, and he let a slave-goddess take the place of |
his true queen, one of the handmaidens of the Matronit who used to “sit |
behind the handmull™ This slave-concubine, who was none other than Lilith, |
now assumed rule over the Holy Land, just as the Matronit had ruled over
it in former times. This act, more than anything clse, caused the King to |
lose his honor.* -

As to the Matronit, her misery consisted not only in losing her husband
and being banished from her palace and land, but she had to resign herself
to being violated in her exile by other gods. And although these unions
were involuntary on her part, once the other gods were able to take pos-
session of her, she became tied to them, and the children of those other
gods, the gentiles, were able to suckle from her just as the Children of Israel
had done while the Temple still stood.

Yer whether at home or in exile, the Matronit is irresistibly attracted
to the pious men of Isracl, and especially when they are engaged in cither
of the two most meritorious pursuits: the study of the Law and the per-
formance of good deeds. Men of such caliber make it a rule to sleep with
their wives only on Friday night: throughout the six days of the week they
live as if they had been castrated and devore themselves to their holy works.
But, in doing so, do thev not run the risk of unblessedness, since, “blessings
arc found only where male and female are together™? No, because whenever
these men are away from their wives, the Shekhina couples with them.
Likewise, when such sages keep away from their wives because of the latter’s
menstrual impurity, or when they are on a vovage, the Shekhina joins them;
never are they deprived of the blessed state of male and female togetherness.®

Above (p. 128), we have seen that in the Kabbalistic view Rachel, the
beloved wife of Jacob, was identified with the Shekhina. Since Rachel is the
suffering mother of Isracl, and the Shekhina (or Matronit) is the personi-
fication of the Community of Israel (see below, Section 5), the identification
of the two had a deep emotional appeal. A special mystical Karvana, a
procedure of intense mental concentration, was recommended by Isaac Luna
(1534-1572), the leading Kabbalistic master of 16th-century Safed, for the
purpose of bringing about the reunification of the exiled Rachel-Matronit
with her husband, God the King. This Lurnanic Karvana is described by
Jacob ben Havyim Tzemah (d. after 1665), a Kabbalist and physician, in
his anthology of the customs of Luria:
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One must concentrate with a complete concentration on two things,
as a result of which one will be beloved Above and well-liked Below,
and a thread of charm will be drawn over him on thar day, and he
will be accepted into the sacred hall of the Matronit. At first he
should concentrate on this: at the beginning of the night, when he
gocs to sleep, he should think and concentrate on raising up his
soul into the mvstery of the Matronit and into the mystery of the
Female Waters, in order to make Leah copulate with Jacob. And
when midnight arnives, he no longer has to cause the Female Waters
to rise, and therefore at that ime he should concentrate a second
time, this ime on participating in the anguish of Rachel, for at
that time she descends down below, into the [world of physical]
creation. Therefore he should ar that time weep for half an hour
or more about the anguish of Rachel and her banishment and her
exile, and about the destruction [of the Temple]. And it is especially
proper to concentrate on this: Since we sinned, we cast the souls
into the husks [i.c.. into the unclean physical world] and forced
Rachel, who is the Shekhina, to go down into exile among the
husks to gather those souls. . . . Because of our many sins she was
forced to descend into exile, and thus we caused her all this. And
especially he who is from the root of Cain, in whom there is much
of the filth of the serpent [see below, p. 242] into which the souls
are sunk, does well to crv and wail much, for he has a greater share
in that treacherous act [of causing the exile of the Matronit] than
the other roots. . . . And thereafter, from midnight on, let him occupy
himself with the Torah until the light of morming. And you should
concentrate on bringing gratification and elevation to the Shek-
hina, to Rachel, who stands outside. And vou should bring about
her restoration through the Torah with which vou occupy voursclf
ar that time, so that she be restored by the time dawn breaks, [and
be able and ready] to ascend together with the ascent of the mom-
ing praver, to copulate with her husband [i.c., God] through the
power which vou added to her during the night. And then vou
will be called Groomsman of the Matronit, if vou concentrate on
this unfailingly to participate in her anguish and to restore her.*

5 | The Motherly Matronit

The third characteristic of the virginal and wanton love-goddesses
of the Ancient Near Eastern religions, as we shall recall, 1s their motherli-
ness. By an apparently paradoxical combination of traits, the same goddess
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who remains eternally virginal and who is insatiable in her sexual appetite,
is also the mother image, the woman who bears, suckles, rears, and protects
both gods and men.

In Kabbalistic mv'rhologv the trait of motherliness originally belonged
to the second person in the tetrad, the Mother-goddess, the progenitress of
both the Son-King and the Daughter-Shekhina,*” but it was transferred to
the Daughter, as a few references will show. The Shekhina-Matronit, we
read in the Zohar, is the (spiritual) mother of Israel, and as such she is the
embodiment of the “Community of Israel” (the Hebrew term for which,
Knesseth Yisrael, has the feminine gender). She lovingly suckles all the
Children of Isracl, thereby providing them not only with nourishment but
also with complete well-being. She is, in fact, called the “Lower Mother”
in relation to her people, and in contradistinction from her own mother,
who is the “Supernal” or “nghcr Mother. The motherly nature is so
strong in the Matronit that she is unable to turn away even from the gentile
chjldrcn foisted upon her: after her exile from Jerusalem, when the “other
gods.” that is, the deities of the pagans, had their will on her, she gave suck
to the heathens just as she had wet-nursed Isracl.?®

6 | The Warlike Matvonit

The fourth characteristic of the virginal-wanton-motherly ancient
Near Eastern goddesses is their bloodthirstiness. In the old mythological
texts the maiden goddess of sexual love is often described as possessed of
the most appalling cruelty. The close to three millennia which had elapsed
between those myths and the period in which the Matronit of the Kabbala
flourished have, of course, left their mark. In the medieval sources, the
warlike traits of the Matronit are drawn with greater restraint. Yet the
archaic feature of bloodthirstiness is clearly recognizable in the Kabbalistic
references to the Matronit as the chieftain of the divine armies, and the
leader of the supernal forces against the opposing human and infernal pow-
ers of evil.

It would be futile at this stage to search for connecting links between
the bloodthirsty goddesses of the 3rd and 2nd millennia B.CE. and the
warlike Matronit of the 13th century C.E. The idea of a warlike deity was,
of course, nothing strange to Biblical Hebrew faith, but, in keeping with
the officially embraced monotheism, all supernatural belligerence was attrib-
uted to Yahweh, who therefore is referred to as a “man of War” a slayer of
dragons, and victor over human enemies whose life-blood crimsons his
garments.® In Talmudic times (1st—5th centuries C.E.), although the chas-
tised and subjugated Judaism of the Roman and Byzantine eras had long
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ceased to think of God as a warrior, a late faint echo of the ancient pagan
goddesses of destruction can perhaps be heard in one of the traits artributed
totthhckhhu.dlcpcrsoni.ﬁchrcscnccofGod.hnagincd:safcmak
entity. She was said to take the souls of exceptionally meritorious individuals
who were to be spared the bitterness of being mowed down by the Angel
of Death.* The remarkable thing in this idea is not the combination of
compassion and the snuffing out of human life, but that his function or
mercy killing was assigned to the female Shekhina. It was, however, only
in the Kabbala that the Shekhina, now conceived as a truly mythical female
deity, assumed a character reminiscent of the ancient Near Eastern blood-
thirsty goddesscs.

In the Zohar it is the Shekhina-Matronit to whom the King entrusts
all his warlike activities: when he wishes to take revenge on the idolatrous
nations, the Forces of Evil awaken, and the Shekhina becomes filled with
blood and metes out bloody punishment to the sinners.** In her wars against
the pagans the Matronit commands myriads of supernatural soldiers falling
iInto many catcgoncs, such as “lords of supernal faces? “lords of eves “lords
of “capons, “lords of lamentations,” “lords of trembling,” and other armed
warriors with six faces and six wings, all of whom gird terrible swords,
whose clothes are blazing fire, and whose flaming scimitars fly all over the
world. This was the army which the Matronit led against the Egyptians in
the days of the Exodus.*

In fact, the King completely renounced all direct control of his forces
and placed them under the command of the Matronit. He entrusted to her
all his weapons, spears, scimitars, bows, arrows, swords, catapults, as well
as all his fortifications, wood, stones, and subordinated all his warlords to
her, saying: “From now on, all my wars shall be entrusted to your hands”
In keeping with this mandate, when the Great Overlord of the Egyptans,
who was nonc other than Samacl, leading his six hundred chariots manned
by angry warriors (or “accusers)” because this battle was, of course, a spir-
itual rather than a physical contest), charged the flecing Israclites, it was
the Matronit who led the defense and drove the attackers into the sea.
Several generations later, when Sisera attacked the Children of Isracl, it was
again the Matronit into whose hands the enemy’s chariots were delivered
and who uprooted them from the world.**

In a Midrash which represents a later Hebrew version of the ancient
apocryphal Book of Enoch (written probably in 150 B.C.E.), a passage deals
with the theme of the warlike Matronit. The Hebrew book in question is
called Sefer Hekhalot (*Book of the Heavenly Halls™), as well as Sefer Hanokh
(“Book of Enoch™); it belongs to the rich Hekhbalor litcrature which flour-
ished beginning with Talmudic times, and was known to the author of the
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Zohar and other Kabbalists. Its frame is the visit that Rabbi Yishma'el paid
to the heavenly halls, where he was met and guided by Metatron, the chief
“angel of the Face? who is none other than Enoch after his translation.

The passage referred to reads as follows:

R. Yishma'el said: Metatron, the angel, the prince of the Face, said
to me: In the seven halls stand the four chaniots of the Shekhina,
and before each hall stand four camps of the Shekhina, and between
each two camps flows a river of fire, and between each two rivers
the camps are surrounded by mists of purity, and between each
two of them stand pillars of brimstone, and between cach two
pillars are wheels of flame which surround them, and between each
rwo wheels there are flaming torches. . . . *

While the interest of the author, like that of the Hekbalot litcrature in
general, is focussed on the description of the marvels seen in the heavenly
halls, the idea that the Shekhina-Matronit is in charge of the heavenly
chariots and armed camps is clearly attested here as being pre-Zoharic.

As in the glorious past, so in the mystical present of the long exile, the
miserable Galuth, the Shekhina-Matronit is the warlike defender and deliv-
crer of Isracl. But her power to defeat Isracl’s enemies depends ultimately
on Isracl herself. The Shekhina-Matronit is always present in the midst of
Isracl ready to protect it from all sides and against all nations. But when
Isracl sins, it thereby weakens the hands of the Shekhina, her strength fails,
and the great commanders of the other nations, that is, their heavenly
guardians, gain the upper hand. But as soon as Isracl repents the Shekhina
becomes filled with strength; she shatters the power of all those great com-
manders, destroys the armies of Isracl’s enemies, and takes revenge on them.

Closely related to the warlike aspect of the Zoharic Shekhina-Matronit
is her appearance as an enormous and monstrous being described by the
author of the Zohar in terms borrowed from the Midrashic picture of the
Behemoth. This mythical cosmic animal is said in the Midrash to be cating
every dav the grass of the Thousand Mountains and devouring the many
beasts that pasture on their slopes, to be drinking in one single gulp all the
waters of the Jordan and quenching its thirst from the huge river Jubal,
which issues from Paradise.* This mythologem is elaborated in two Zoharic
passages which describe the Shekhina-Matronit as a cosmic woman monster
for whom the Thousand Mountains are but one single bite, who swallows
in onc gulp the waters of a thousand rivers, whose terrifving arms stretch
out in 24,000 (or 25.,000) dircctions, with her claws ready to tear or kill.
In her hair arc caught thousands of shields, while her hair itself streaks
down and away from her, carning her the epithets “Moon with the hair”
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and “Comet with the tail” From this long, Lilith-like hair issue hosts of
frightful and threatening warlords grouped under such peculiar names as
“lords of weights” “lords of severity,” “lords of insolence,” and “lords of
lords)” all of whom are also called “lords of purple” No one can escape
from the cruel punishment meted out by them, or by Shekhina herself.

From between the legs of this terrifying woman monster emerges an
equally terrifying son, the chief angel Metatron, who reaches from one end
of the world to the other, and issuc two daughters who are none other than
the two infamous queens of the she-demons, Lilith and Naamah.

It is consonant with this terrible aspect of the Shekhina-Matronit that
her old Talmudic role of death bringer is also remembered and revived in
the Zohar, which repeatedly asserts that the words of the Book of Proverbs
(5:5) “Her feet go down to death” refer to the Shekhina, svmbolically
represented by the forbidden tree which for Adam was a “tree of death.

The warlike, monstrous, and bloodthirsty aspect of the Matronit leads
us back, for a moment at least, to the question of connections between
Kabbala and Hinduism (cf. above, pp. 132-33). The probability of a connec-
tion between the two, and especially between the Kabbala and the Tantric
and Shivaic reachings of India, has been further developed in my book The
Jewish Mind (1977), in which, among numerous other topics, I discuss Kali,
the beautiful, bur at the same time monstrous, Hindu goddess who is one
of the many manifestations of Shaku and who thus far has been mentioned
only in passing here (p. 121). Just as Kali is conveniently depicted as black,
to emphasize her frightening character, so the Shekhina also, says the Zohar,
“ar times tastes the other, bitter side, and then her face 1s dark”# Marvin
H. Pope, in his monumental new commentary to the Song of Songs (in
which, incidentally, he devotes 26 pages [pp. 153-79] to a summation of
the argument presented in the first edition of the present book), goes even
further in calling attention to the similarities between Tantric hymns to the
black and beautiful goddess Kali and certain passages in the Song of Songs
(especially 1:5).%” After an extensive and interesting discourse on “black
and beautiful.” Pope surveys the surprisingly numerous black goddesses and
dwells on the “most notorious of all,” Kali of India, who is “beautiful, ever
voung and virginal, and at the same time horrendous, violent, destructive
and insatiable in her thirst for blood and flesh, wine and sexual intercourse”
Unquestionably, the verse “I am black and beautnful, O daughters of Jeru-
salem” (Songs 1:5) 1s strongly reminiscent of certain Hindu hymns cele-
brating the swart beauty of Kali, and especially the lines “Dark art Thou
like the blue-black cloud Whose face is beauteous as that of Samkarshana
[1.c., Shiva]”% These comparisons add a new dimension, an unsuspected
historical depth, to the relationship between Kabbalism and Hinduism.



Matronit | 151

Another aspect of this relationship is that, despite the geographic dis-
tance that separated the Spanish Jews from India, intrepid Jewish authors
such as the Kabbalist traveler Abraham Abulafia (sce p- 132), his contem-
porary the Kabbalist translator and author Isaac Albalag, and others did to
some extent familiarize the Spanish Kabbalists with Hindu thought and
doctrines.s!

7 | Mary and the Matronit

An interesting parallel to the warlike aspect of the Matronit is
represented by the development of the Virgin Mary not only into the supreme
ruler of the world but into the patroness or goddc«:s of Christian armed
might. At the opening of the Council of Ephesus in 431 CE, Cyril of
Alexandna delivered a sermon in which he described Mary as the mother
and virgin “through whom the Trinity is glorified and worshipped, the
cross of the Savior exalted and honored, through whom heaven triumphs,
the angels are made glad, devils driven forth, the tempter overcome, and
the fallen creature raised up even to heaven™*?

Lest one think that the triumph of heaven and the driving forth of
devils artributed to Mary was regarded as taking place on a spiritual plane
only, let us refer to Narses (ca. 478—ca. 573), the Byzantine general and
officer of Emperor Justnian, who looked to Mary for direction on the ficld
of battle, expecting her to reveal to him the time and hour of attack.’* and
the Emperor Heraclius (ca. 575-641), who bore her image on his banner.5
As carly as 438, a portrait of the Virgin, attributed to St. Luke, was sent
from Jerusalem to Pulcheria, and subsequently this portrait came to be
regarded as a kind of palladium and accompanied the Byvzantine emperors
to the bartleficld until the capture of Constantinople by the Turks in 1453.%
In the West, the German Knights (Deutscher Ritterorden) chose the Virgin
as their patroness.**

Tope, in his commentary to the Song of Songs, has pointed out that
this role of the Virgin Mary as wargoddess and the use of her picture as a
palladium and battle standard

developed early from the identification with the goddess Athena-
Victoria. The Emperor Constantine worshiped Athena and Apollo,
who appeared to him at Autun before the Battle of Milvian Bridge.
Constantine’s labarum, under which sign Christianity became a
religion of conquest, had as its base the saltire or cross chest bands
of the soldier and the war-goddess, which continue to this day as
the symbol of the Queen of Bartles on flags and military uniforms.s”
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Mary, like the Martronit, was considered as having taken over the roval,
governing, and controlling functions of God to the extent that her sover-
eignty actually eclipsed that of God. She was regarded as the imperatrix of
the universe, the ruler of the world, the mistress who commands, and the
queen of heaven and carth.>® John of Damascus (ca. 750) called her the
sovereign lady to whom the whole creation had been made subject by her
son, so that it be preserved through her.™ St. Peter Damian (1007-72), the
Iralian cardinal and Doctor of the Church, calls her deificata, i.c., “the deified
one,” and two hundred years later, Mechthild of Magdeburg (ca. 1210—<a.
1285), the German mystic, goes so far as to call her “goddess”*

The parallel between Mary and the Matronit extends to other aspects
as well. Like the Matronit, Mary was also considered the spouse of God;
like her, she came to be rcgardcd as the mother of men in a general, mvsnc:l
sense; and like her, she assumed the position of the intermediary between
God and men through whom led, if not the only, at any rate the best and
casiest, way to God. The old pagan goddess to whom the Israelites sacrificed
cakes®' reawakened among the Christians to new life in the Mary whom
the Kollyndians, a Sth-century sect of zealous women, worshiped by car-
ryving cakes in a procession in her honor;* and among the Jews in the
Martronit-Shekhina, whose identity with Asherah was recognized by Moses
Cordovero in 16th-century Safed.®

8 | The Meaning of the Matronit

We discussed a few of the traits which make up the four aspects
of the Matronit—her chastity, her promiscuity, her motherliness, and her
warlikeness (or bloodthirstiness)—which are the most important compo-
nents of her personality. The fact that preciscly the same four aspects char-
acterize also the ancient Near Eastern love-goddesses, and that their traces
can be rediscovered in the Virgin Mary, makes us pause. Whence, we feel
compelled to ask, this resemblance, this persistence of the paradoxical god-
dess-figure in ostensibly and avowedly monotheistic religions? In trving to
answer, the alternative of diffusion rersus independent invention immedi-
ately offers itself. The possibility of diffusion is, of course, present: the
prototype was the Sumerian Inanna, whose features can be clearly recog-
nized in the Babylonian Ishtar, the Canaanite Anath, and the Persian Ana-
hita. Hebrew monotheism may have been unable to exorcise the tenacious
goddess, and it is not at all impossible that, even if she slumbered for several
centuries, she awoke and reclaimed some of her old dues in the figure of
Mary in Christianity and in that of the Shekhina-Matronit in Talmudic and
Kabbalistic ]udmsm Yes, not at all impossible. Bur how can one prove it,
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short of the most claborate research? And if a connection were proven,
what would be gained thereby? There still would remain the question of
why precisely this goddess achieved such a fabulous secondary career, among
all the others just as readily available in the rich ancient Near Eastern
pantheons? To answer this, we have to shift from comparative mythology
to psychology, and once we do this, the question of diffusion versus inde-
pendent invention becomes irrelevant. For whether or not the Matronit
(and Mary) goes back ultimarely to Inanna, her coming to life in new and
very greatly changed religious environments shows that she answered a
psychological need in medicval Ashkenazi or Sephardi Jewry as she had in
Sumer of the 3rd millennium B.C.E. How can this psychological need be
made tangible?

In trving to answer this question, we shall, of necessity, concentrate on
the Matronit-Shekhina, the medicval Kabbalistic goddess- ﬁzurc, with whom
this chaprer deals, If we want to consider what the Matronit-Shekhina
meant psvchologically, we must view her entire mythical character com-
prised of the four major traits discussed above. They present Matronit-
Shekhina as the myvthologically objectified projection of the all-round woman,
the woman who takes on all the shapes, aspects, and appearances of the
human female needed by the male of the spcc:cs not only for biological
survival but equally for his psychological existence. The character of his
need, which accompanies him from birth to death, from cradle to grave,
changes as he lives out his allotted span. No sooner is he born of her, than
he wants to be clasped to her ample, motherly breast and given suck by
her. As he grows, he needs her protection and direction. As soon as he
becomes aware of woman as the opposite sex, he must have her shine on
his emotional horizon in virginal puritv. When he has to struggle with
enemics or is beset by adversity, he relies, in fact or in fancy, on her to fight
the forces of evil that oppose him. When he smarts under frustration or is
discouraged by failure, he imagines her as the furious female who can do
for him what he himself cannot do, fearlessly plunging into artack and
fighting his bartles. In the routine of regulated marital sexuality, she imparts
metaphysical, even cosmic, significance to the act. When homelife becomes
monotonous and stale, she is there with the thousand painted faces of her
allure and the ever-present promise of her availability. And when the ula-
mate exhaustion overcomes him, it is hope of her last kiss which makes him
forget the bitterness of dying and instead think of death as the beginning
of a new life in a happy Bevond.

The Marronit is thus the projection of evervthing a woman can be in
order to sustain man. She symbolizes in her manifold aspects the great
affirmation of life, the basic satisfactions one derives from existence, the
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comforts one finds in mother, nursemaid, lover, bride, wife, wanton seduc-
tress, warrior-protectress, and opener of the gates of the Bevond.

The fact that the image does not lack its contradictory features, betrays
something of the male’s ambivalence in his relationship to woman. The
Matronit, in common with the great ancient love-goddesses, is both virgin
and wanton. Virgin, because man must idealize woman: he wants his woman
to be virginal, to have waited for him through countless acons, and o
remain virginal and chaste even while viclding to his embrace, and to his
alone. Wanton, because at the same time, he imagines the woman whose
body holds the promise of lust for him as the embodiment of desirability,
loved by men and gods, as one who not merely vields to him but arouses
him, makes him follow her into and through the labyrinthine mysteries of
love. And, paradoxically, but with a deep inner inevitability, he imagines his
virgin bride and wanton woman to be one and the same person and projects
both self-contradictory characters into one and the same goddess. A third
feature with which the same goddess is embellished 1s that of the mother.
This expresses, if not necessarily Oedipal inclinations, at least the desire o
recapture in the beloved’s embrace something of the happy security of the
infant cuddled in its mother arms.

As if this were not enough, the conflated image of the virgin-wanton-
mother, in tumn, appears as mercly one of the two overall aspects united n
the goddess: the love aspect, as against which she has another aspect, a cruel
and frightening one, that of the pitiless warrior-goddess who sheds blood,
extinguishes life, and enjoys doing this as she does making love. And, what
is equally paradoxical, man feels himsclf attracted by the wrathful counte-
nance of this goddess of battle and blood as much as to the virgin-wanton
who beckons to him with her chaste-experienced smile, or to the mother
who offers him her ample, nourishing breasts.

The goddess thus speaks to man with four tongues: keep away from
me because I am a Virgin; enjoy me because I am available to all; come
shelter in my motherly bosom; and die in me because I thirst for your
blood. “Nd\c\trofh:rmnmmndhgaimthcuppcrhuﬂ.dm
is a decp chord in the male psyche which powerfully responds to it. Her
voices enter man and stir him; they bend man to pay homage to her and
they lure man to lose himself in her, whether in love or in death.



THE MYTH OF GOD AND
THE SHEKHINA

1| Scholars and Myth in the Kabbala

Students of Jewish mysticism have stated more than occasionally
that Kabbalistic and Hasidic mysticism conrains aspects, or clements, or
features they stvle “mythical” The founder of the Jerusalem school of these
studics, Gershom Scholem, went on record to this effect in both his carly
and late books on Jewish mysticism and the Kabbala. In his classic M’a;or
Trends tn Jewssh Mysticism (first published in 1941), he speaks of “mythical
metaphors.” which “provide the key for a kind of mystical topography of
the Divine realm” in the Kabbala; of the Kabbalistic “revival of myth in
the verv heart of Judaism™; and even goes so far as to state that “the whole
of Aggada can in a way be regarded as a popular mythology of the Jewish
universe” He speaks of “ancient mythologems scattered among the frag-
ments” of the German Hasidic w ritings of the 12th century, of the “mythical
account” of God’s visible glory given by the lOth-ccnrun Iralian physician
and medical writer Shabbatai Donnolo, and even states that “the Zohar is
perhaps the classical example of [the] mythical reaction in the heart of
Judaism” He makes reference to the Zohar's “myth of Lilith as Adam’s first
wife)” and claims that mythical elements contained in the Aggada were “of
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course duly emphasized and occasionally converted into an entirely new
myth” by the Zohar, of which “the mvthology of the ‘great dragon’ (Zohar
2:35a) is very characteristic”! Similar statements are scattered throughout
Scholem’s Major Trends, and recur in the later books he wrote on the Kabbala?

Of the vounger authors on the subject whose work is available in
English, let me mention Louis Jacobs, who in his Hasidic Prayer speaks of
the “mythological language™ of the Kabbala, the whole of which, according
to him, is “highly charged mythology.” After quoting a passage from R.
Zeev Wolf of Zhitomer on the role of the tzaddig in the mystical copulation
between the congregation and the Shekhina, effected through prayers, Jacobs
remarks: “It is hard to see how much further traditional and Orthodox
Jews could go than the above in the direction of mythological expression
in praver”?

In these and many other comments of scholars about the mythical
“elements.” “accounts.” “metaphors,” ctc., in Jewish mysticism, we miss one
thing that could and should have served as the capstone of the numerous
brief and disjointed references to the mythical in the Kabbala: a presenta-
tion in full, in a consecutive narrative form, of at least one of the major
Kabbalistic myths to whose constituent elements so many allusions are
madc. There is certainly no dearth today of studies dealing with Jewish
mysticism,* but their readers will look in vain for even one single example
of a full myth as it can be pieced together from shorter and longer segments
and references containing single mythologems, motifs, or other clements,
and dispersed all over the Kabbalistic sources. In books dealing with
mythologies of other nations and religions, the inclusion of such total pre-
sentations of myths is the rule.

The question then arises: why did students of Jewish mysticism who
so frequently speak of the mvthological characrer of Kabbalistic descriptions
of God, the world, man, and the interrelationships between them, not follow
the same path? It is always hazardous to try to fathom the motivations that
keep scholars from doing something, vet I believe I can venture a guess:
the answer, it seems to me, could lic in the conviction of Jewish scholars
of the Kabbala and Jewish mysticism that Judaism differed qualitatively
from the religions with which mythologies are usually associated. For them,
the world of religion, untl the emergence of Christianity, was divided into
two murtually incompatible realms: that of polytheistic paganism, and that
of monotheistic Judaism. Among Jewish historians of Jewish religion, this
view was presented most emphatically and in greatest detail by Y’hezq'el
Kaufmann in his multi-volume Hebrew magnum opus, Toldot haEmuna
haYasr'elit (“History of the Religion of Israel™).® Such views are, of course,
not confined to Jewish scholars. Historians of religion in general considered
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m\’thologv the typical mode of expression of polytheistic religions, whose
gods and goddesses conducted themselves in a manner reflecting the mores
of the nations that worshiped them. Pure monotheism, whether Jewish or
Christian, was scen as centering on the one and only omnipotent, omnis-
dent, and omnipresent God, who demanded a strict moral conduct from
the believer, a corollary of which view was the denial of the existence of a
mythical dimension as far as the relations of God and the world were
concerned. Islam, of course, shares this view, and in its insistence on the
absolute oncness of God has radically opposed and extirpated from its
official doctrine all traces of pagan Arab polvtheism.

Something of this attitude still characterizes Jewish scholars specializing
in the study of Judaism in general and Jewish mysticism in particular. Scho-
lem himself, although he almost singichandedly rescued Jewish mysticism
from the contemptuous neglect to which the 19th-century founders of the
Wissenschaft des Judentums had condemned it,* was still influenced by the
traditional scholarly view that saw in mythological polytheism a lower, and
in a supposedly amythological Jewish monotheism a higher, manifestation
of the human religious spirit. The “mythical epoch.” Scholem writes, was
that of “the childhood of mankind™: “the truly monistic universe of man’s
mythological age™ was “alien to the spirit of mysticism” which replaced it,
although “to a certain extent. . . mysticism signifies a revival of mythical
thought. . . 7 The Kabbala 1tsnlt says Scholem, “contains, side by side with
a decp and sensitive undcrstandmg of the essence of religious fecling, a
certain mode of thought of primitive mythological thinking”®

It is not difficult to understand why scholars such as Scholem and his
drcle, who saw in the mythical elements in the Kabbala a “relapse into. . .
mythical consciousness.” and spoke of “primitive mythological thinking”
were averse to the task of reconstructing a Zoharic or Lurianic myth and
of presenting it in a full and consecutive narrative. In any case it is a fact
that they did not undertake it. Scholem is actually apologetic abour the
mythological elements he discerns in the Kabbala when he finds it necessary
to aver that “without attempting anything in the nature of an apology [onc]
cannot fail to notice that it [the Kabbala] contains. . .a certain mode of
thought characteristic of mythological thinking™?

2 | The Central Myth of the Kabbala

As against views such as this, I do not hold that the myth frag-
ments contained in Jewish mystical literature represent “relapses™ into the
primitive mentality of a bygone “mythical epoch” Mythopoesis, I believe,
is one of the highest types of manifestations of the human creative psyche,



158 | The Hebrew Goddess

certainly ranking with other types of religious speculation and creativity. In
fact, I must confess to deriving a certain satisfaction from having been able
to dcmonstratc‘ first in my book Hebrew Myths (which 1 wrote jointly with
Robert Graves), then in a number of essays, and finally in the present book,
that the Jewish creativity in the rehgmus realm extended into the field of
mythology as well 10

Let me then perform the task from which other students of Jewish
mysticism have shied away and reconstruct here in outline the myth of God
and the Shekhina, or, as they are often referred to in Jewish mystical liter-
ature, the supernal King and Queen, which, I believe, is the central myth
of the Kabbala and Hasidism. In piecing together this great myth from the
original sources, I am resorting to the Jungian method of utilizing relevant
materials irrespective of the differences in time periods to which the sources
from which they are culled belong. Here it goes:

At one moment in the course of His infinite existence, God decided
to create the world. Since the All was up to that time totally filled
with His being, He contracted Himself so as to make room for the
created universe. He created the world for the sake of man, and
His selt-limitation, involved in the act of creation, showed how
great was God’s love of man, even before He actually created him.

Once the creation of the world was accomplished, the All con-
sisted of two parts: God and the world.

No sooner did Adam become a sentient being than he began to
contemplate the physical and spiritual worlds into which he was
placed, and committed a grave sin that ever since has dogged the
steps of man. God’s spiritual being was comprised of ten Sefiror
(emanations or aspects), but in contemplating God Adam mistook
the tenth and lowest Sefira, that of Malkiut, or Kingdom, which
was the Shekhina, the female manifestation of God, for the totality
of Godhead. Since the Creator endowed Adam (and through him
men in general) with the power of influencing the condition of
the Godhead On High, by doing so Adam caused a fissure to occur
between God and the Shekhina. Ever since this first original spir-
itual sin, man has ever and again repeated it—a mythical event that
occurred in #lo tempore is bound to be repeated, reenacted, again
and again—and thus reintroduced, and made even more painful,
the separation between God and His spouse, the Shekhina.

When, in the course of history, the People of Isracl came into
being, the Shekhina, God’s divine Matronit, became in a mystical
way the Mother of Israel as well as the personification On High
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of the Community of Isracl. As long as the Temple of Jerusalem
stood, it served as the sacred bedchamber in which, every midnight,
God the King and His spousc, the Matronit-Shekhina, celebrated
their jovous marital union. A derailed description, taken from Zoharic
sources, of this union was given above (p. 142). The loving embrace
of the King and His Queen the Shekhina secured the well-being
not only of Isracl bur also of the whole world.

Some sav that the coupling of the divine King and Queen took
place not daily but only once a week, on the night between Friday
and Saturday. Others cven speak of an annual union between them.
However that may be, the divine coupling was, and is, profoundly
influenced by human behavior, or, to be more exact, by the com-
portment of Isracl. When Israel sins, these sins force the divine
couple to turn away from each other; when the people repent,
when they are pious and perform the mitzvor, God and the Shek-
hina turn back to cach other and unite in love. When the pious
husband and wife down here on earth perform the great mitzva of
zivpug, marital union, the mystical power contained in and issuing
from this act enables, and more than that, induces, the King and
Queen On High to do the same, and thus to become restored to
their pristine unity. However, if Isracl sins, the transgressions them-
selves give power to the forces of evil, to the Sitra Alra, “the Other
Side.” represented by Samacl, to attach themselves to the body of
the Matronit, and thereby prevent her from uniting with her hus-
band, her legitimate spouse, God the King.

When the Jerusalem Temple was destroved, the Children of Isracl
went into exile, and the Shekhina-Matronit, in her capacity as the
mystical embodiment of the Community of Israel, went into exile
with them. This was the greatest tragedy in the life of both Isracl
and God. For not only was the exile of the Shekhina a catastrophic
and immeasurably painful disruption of the unity and completeness
of the Godhead, it also led to a diminution of the power, the honor,
and the very stature of the divine King Himself. Worse than that:
since the masculine nature of God the King made it impossible for
Him to remain alone without the company of a female consort,
He let the place of His departed Queen be taken by Lilith, the evil
handmaid, who was the ruler of hosts of she-demons and who now
became the slave-concubine of the King, a position that made her
the effective ruler over the Holy Land. This is to this day the
condition of God above and of the Land of Isracl below, as well
as of the exiled Community of Isracl and their divine matron, the
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Shekhina. Only the coming of the Messiah will put an end to the
suffering caused by this situation to Israel, and to their divine
parents, God and the Shekhina.

This, in briefest outline, is the Kabbalistic myth of God and the Shek-
hina. The Lurianic kavvanot (“concentrations™) and yihudim (“unifications™)
which we shall discuss in Chapter VIII are the ritual counterpart, the dro-
menon, of this great, central, cosmic-spiritual myth of God and the Shekhina.
The myth itself, the legomenon, emerged fully formed in the Zohar in the
13th century. The ritual was not fully shaped until nearly three centuries
later, in the Kabbalistic center of 16th-century Safed. Once the yibudim had
become established parts of the ritual practice of the Kabbalists, they secured
the survival of the underlying myth of God and the Shekhina, while the
myth on its part supplied the meaning of the ritual and validated it by
underlining its significance and imperative nature. Together, the myth of
God and the Shekhina and the ubiquitous yshudim that turned the entire
panoply of Jewish ritual into a constantly reenacted series of references to
that myth, instilled into the Kabbalistic, and later the Hasidic, believer the
conviction that his words and acts had a direct cosmic-mystical influence
on the state of the Godhead. Nothing else could have endowed the Jew in
exile with a firmer conviction, a greater self-assurance, concerning his own
religious value and his crucial spiritual role in the world. To say that this
conviction counterbalanced the Jewish trauma of living in Exile as a scorned
minority would be an understatement: it filled the Jew with the inner
certitude that, despite his suffering in the Galuth, he towered high above
his Gentile tormentor in every respect that really counted in the realm of
the spirit.



UNIFICATIONS

The term Yibud (“unification.” plural Yibudim) as used in Kab-
balistic and Hasidic literature refers to four different tvpes of rituals. One
of them is the enunciation of a rather simple declaratory statement, prior
to reciting a praver or performing a mitzva (“commandment™), to the effect
that the intention of the person doing so is to bring about the unification
of God and the Shekhina. The second is an incantation-like recital of the
same or similar formulas for the purpose of exorcising a dibbug (“spirit”)
from the body of a person possessed by it. The third consists of extremely
complex mental exercises in which divine names are combined into one in
many different ways for the purpose of thus achieving directly two goals:
to unify God and the Shekhina, and to unify the soul of the adept who
performs the rite with the supernal soul of God. In this type the yibudim
are performed for their own sake and for the direct effect they themselves
are supposed to have. Finally, the fourth tvpe of yibudim serves expiatory
purposes; the atonement of sins, and the purification of the person whom
sin has rendered impure.

While some of the ythudim have their roots or antecedents in antiquity,
all of them developed into full-fledged and carefully patterned rites only
among the Kabbalists of 16th-century Safed. Irrespective of their diverse
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purposes, all four types are based on the doctrine that the Shekhina suffers
an exile which she shares with her children, the People of Israel; that the
exile is a tragic separation between her and her divine husband, the Holy
One, blessed be He, which causes unspeakable pain to both of them; that
the yihudim unite them, or at least diminish the distance between them and
thus bring pleasure to both; and that therefore yihudim are the most impor-
tant religious acts a man can perform.

We shall now have a closer look at each of these four kinds of yihudim.

1 | The Zohar on Unifications

One of the most remarkable innovations of the Kabbala is the
idea that it is the supreme dutv—and privilege—of the religiously accom-
plished man to bring about a unification between God the King and His
estranged spouse, the Shekhina (or Matronit). We have seen above some-
thing of the Talmudic-Midrashic antecedents of the idea that the Shekhina—
originally conceived as God’s visible and audible presence on earth—had
her abode in the Temple, and that when the Temple was destroved she was
forced to go into exile. We have also learned that the union between man
and wife was considered by the Zohar a replica of the union between God
and the Shekhina, and, at the same time, the fulfillment of one of the greatest
sacred commandments, because it mystically promoted that divine union
and thus contributed to the onencss and wholeness of the deity.

However, the Zohar went a significant step farther than this. It expanded
the concept of the influence human conduct exerted on the state of the
deity from the sexual union between husband and wife to all acts performed
by man, or, at least, to all religiously meaningful acts. As the Zoharic text
puts it, Isracl achieved royal rank because of its “diligent efforts (“hishtad-
lur”) in the Tora and the commandments to unite the Holy One, blessed
be He, and His Shekhina, to bring the King [i.e., God] to His place and
to His hosts On High.. ™!

According to the Zohar, God and the Shekhina are not only the supreme
divine couple, but also the spiritual-mystical parents of Isracl. This is stated
explicitly in the immediate sequel to the above quoted passage which says
that Israel “are the children of the Holy One, blessed be He, and His
Shekhina” Of course, the Zohar also holds that Adam himself was not
merely the handiwork of God, bur an offspring of God and the Shekhina,
as hinted at in a passage on the very next page of the Zohar which explains
that when Adam “emerged into the world, the sun and the moon saw him
and their light faded [nastam: literally, “became closed up™], because the
apple of the heel [of Adam] darkened their light. Why? Because he came
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from the work of the Supernal Sun and Moon.™? that is, from God and the
Shekhina.

Elsewhere the Zohar instructs the observant Jew who is intent on
fulfilling properly the commandments that he must dedicate all his acts to
God, to the explicit exclusion of the forces of evil: “Rabbi Elazar said: ‘In
all the acts of man it is necessary for him that they be for the sake of the
Holy Name? What does ‘For the sake of the Hol\ Name mean™? To pro-
nounce with his mouth the Holy Name over everything he performs, so
that cverything be in His service, and the Other Side should not alight on
it, for it [the Other, ic .» Evil, Side] always lies in wait for men and can
alight upon that act”

This, to put it slmpl\ teaches that all acts performed by man are in
danger of being seized by “the Other Side]” that is, by the evil, Satanic
forces. To prevent such an outcome, one must state clearly before perform-
ing any act that one does it in the service of God. Below we shall see a
concrete example of an act—that of copulation—which must be dedicated
in this manner to God to the exclusion of the arch-demoness Lilith (sce
p- 234. The doctrine attributed by the Zohar to R. Elazar is the back-
ground against which that incantation must be viewed.

In the thinking of the author of the Zohar, even the prohibition of
adultery is anchored in the conjugal relationship between God and the
Shekhina, referred to as the “Community of Isracl™:

When [Eve] was prepared for Adam, the Holy One, blessed be He,
blessed them. .. like a cantor who blesses the bride with seven
benedictions. Hence we learn that the groom and the bride, once
they are being blessed by the seven benedictions [which are part
of the traditional wedding ceremony], cleave to cach other in a
manner exemplified On High. Therefore he who goes to join the
wife of another damages the coupling, for the coupling of the
Community of Isracl is with the Holy One, blessed be He, alone.
... He who joins the wife of another is as if he deceived the Holy
One, blessed be He, and the Community of Isracl . . .

There is, of course, a principal problem in all these references to the
marital relationship between God and the Shekhina, of which the Kabbalists
themselves were fully aware: it is the problem presented by the separateness
of the Shekhina from the Godhead for the doctrine of the divine oneness.
As Isaiah Tishby pur it (in my literal translation):

The Kabbalists . . . recognized the theological danger comprised in
it [in the problem of the unity of the Shekhina with the other
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Sefiror], and in their considerations of the nature of mystical sin
they gave first place—as “the root of rebellion™ and as the heretical
denial of the principle of the unity of God—to the view thar the
Shekhina was a scparate power, unconnected with the system of
the Sefiror; but they did not deny the possibility of her separation
from the system. The mystery of the mystical union is the mystery
ofthccopuhnmotdkShckhnu\mthhcrhmbandem[ Beauny”
one of the higher Sefiror], that is, of her integration into the system
of the Sefiror without scparation (see Zohar 1:12a, ctc.), and the
religious mission of man is to maintain this union with the karvana
[“concentration”™] of the praver and the commandments.®

The passage in the Zohar 1:12a referred to reads: “And with all this it
must be known that God Almighty is all onc without separation. .. ”

I quoted the above explanation in full in order to show the dxﬁiculncs
modern scholars of the Kabbala encounter in trving to reconcile explicit
Zoharic statements about the Shekhina with the basic doctrine of divine
unity that they, together with the Kabbalists of all ages, including, in the
first place, the author of the Zohar, hold inviolate. And indeed, inviolate it
is as far as the doctrine in principle 1s concerned. God is one— this for Judaism
has been, ever since the Biblical Si'ma‘ Yasrael (*Hear, O Israel . . ), cardinal
and axiomatic, not open to doubt, or even to “a doubt of a doubt?” as the
Hebrew expression has it. Yet, in view of the profusion of mythological
material contained in the Zohar and in other Kabbalistic master works, one
must assume that, in order to be able to maintain this principle, the Kab-
balistic mind had to have an extraordinary capacity for compartmentaliza-
tion. On the one hand, it was convinced of the oneness of God: on the
other, it could not but accept, and believe in, the claborate myths telling in
striking detail about the relationship between God and the Shekhina, about
the arguments they exchanged, the demands they made on cach other, ctc

Take, ¢.g., the so-called “Opening of Elijah” quoted from the Tigqune
haZohar (a component book of the Zohar) and printed at the very begin-
ning of numerous editions of Hasidic, Sephardi, and Oriental Jewish praver
books. It is superscribed with the recommendation, “It is good to recite
before every prayer the Opening of Elijah, may his merits protect us, Amen!
and it is useful for the opening of the heart” Its Aramaic text takes up more
than three pages, and contains this passage: “You who sleep in Hebron
[1.e., Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob], and vou the Faithful Shepherd [i.c., Moses],
wake up from the your sleep, wake up and sing to awaken the Shekhina
for she is asleep in the Exile. . . . Instantly the Shekhina raises her voice and
utrers three calls to the faithful Shepherd, and says to him: *Arise, O Faithful
Shepherd. . . ™
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This is followed by a mystical discussion between God and Moses, the
gist of which is that ever since the Shekhina, represented by the fourth
letter, the H, in the Tetragrammaton (YHWH), went into exile, the Name,
i.c., the Godhead, is not complete, but consists only of YHW. These three
letters, when written out in full—thus: Yod He Waw—have the total numer-
ical value of 39, which equals that of the word zal, meaning dew. Next the
words in Cant. 5:2, “*Open to me, my sister, my love . . . for my head 1s filled
with dew (zal)” are attnibuted o God: it is He who addresses these words
to the Shekhina, and what they mean is that God, in the absence of the
Shekhina, is only YHW, since according to a rule in the Kabbalistic gematria
two words whose letters have the same numerical value are equivalent.
Hence what the words quoted from Canticles mean is that in them God
expresses his love and vearning for the Shekhina, without whom He is
incomplete, only zal, that is, Yod He Waw. Only when reunited with the
Shekhina will God again be YHWH (Yahweh).

The passage quoted in the prayer books ends with the words: “Instantly
the Faithful Shepherd arises, and the Holy Fathers with him. Thus far the
mystery of unification. Blessed be the Lord for ever. Amen and Amen.” This,
incidentally, is the Kabbalistic explanation of why it is so important to recite
all the pravers and perform all the commandments with the kavrana, the
sacred intention, of unification, of helping the Godhead to become one and
complete again.

The complexity of the quoted passage is a good example of the nature
of many Kabbalistic doctrines that require considerable mental effort o
grasp their import. However, it is a safe guess that the less versed a person
was or is in the mystical doctrines of the Kabbala the more he was or is
inclined to consider the relationship between God and the Shekhina as
analogous to that of flesh-and-blood husband and wifc. For the great masses
of the Kabbalists, and later of the Hasidim, to whom the mystical doctrines
were known onlv from the brief but frequent references to them contained
in the pravers book, the anthropomorphizaton of the Godhead in the two
persons of the Holy One, blessed be He, and the Shekhina, and the attni-
bution of a quasi-human character to them and to their interrelationships,
was inevitable. This, from a theological point of view, was the great weak-
ness of Jewish mysticism, and this, from a psychological point of view, was
its great strength.

2| The Kavvanot of Luria

The teaching about the coupling of God and the Shekhina On
High, and about the need of striving with all one’s acts to bring about, or
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at least to facilitate, that divine union adumbrated in the Zohar, was scized
upon by Isaac Luria, with whose work we are well familiar by now, and
who was the most influential Kabbalistic master since Moses de Leon. Luria
expanded the Zoharic ideas into a veritable principle of motivation for the
entire sphere of religious activities. He taught that when performing any
mitzva (“religious commandment™), one must concentrate on its one sacred
mystical purpose, which is to bring about the unification of God and the
Shekhina. The term kavvana, which, as we have seen above, was used by
Luria, 1s a Talmudic technical term describing the principle that when per-
forming a mitzva one must do so with the explicit intention (karvana) of
tulfilling the mitzra in question. If one happened to pertorm a mitzva with-
out such intention, it does not count, and one has to perform it again, this
time with the requisite intention.” A more complete Talmudic term for the
same concept is kavvanat halev, that is “concentration of the heart™®

In Luria’s usage the term kavrana was endowed with a highly charged
meaning: it came to designate a most intense concentration on the mystical
significance of the religious act being performed. This type of kavvana had,
and still has, its highly visible and audible expression in the body language
of the Hasidic Jews, heirs to the Lurianic tradition. E.g., when they pro-
nounce the words Shma‘ Yisrael (“Hear, O Isracl™), they close their eves,
press one hand against the face, contract the face muscles surrounding the
cves as tightly as they can, swing the upper part of the body back and forth
with rapid and abrupt movements, and cjaculate the last word of the first
sentence, Ebad (“One™) loudly and explosively. What lies behind this behav-
ior pattern is the conviction that this most sacred confession of faith must
be recited with such an intense concentration that it must manifest itself in
shaking the whole body and soul.

Luria recommended many kavvanot (“concentrations™) which came to
be considered by all Kabbalists binding instructions, and were collected in
a book titled Sefer haKavvanot (“Book of Concentrations™).” He suggested
nothing less than the recitation of a fixed formula before the performance
of all the mitzvot. The formula states explicitly that one’s intention in doing
so is to bring about the yihud, unification, of God and the Shekhina. This
suggestion is repeated with some variations several times in the Sefer
haKavvanor and in numerous other sources quoting Luria. A derailed ver-
sion of it was quoted above (p. 146) in our discussion of the image of the
Matronit. A popular short version reads as follows: “For the unification of
the Holy One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina, in fear and love, to unite
the YaH with WeH in a complete union, in the name of all Israel, and to
raisc up the Shekhina from the dust... ™ YaH and WeH are, of course,
the two halves of the most sacred divine name Yahweh, the first of which
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is mystically identified in Kabbalistic doctrine with God the King, while
the second stands for the Shekhina. The rupture in the divine name reflects
the separation between God and the Shekhina, and their reunion is mys-
tically represented in the union of YaH and WeH, the reconstitution of the
oneness and wholeness of the Godhead.

In the Sefer haKavvanot Luria i1s quoted as having said: “One must
always be careful to say before everything, ‘For the unification of the Name
of the Holy One, blessed be He, in fear and love and awe, in the name of
all Isracl) for one must always unite the male and the female™

Hayvim Vital (1543-1620), the foremost disciple of Luria, whose writ-
ings are the chief source of our knowledge of Luria’s teachings, explains in
his Sha‘ar haMitzvor (“Gate of the Commandments™): “Like a son, all of
whose intention is to do the will of his Father in Heaven and to give
pleasure to Him. This matter can be realized only by him who knows the
kavvana [“intention”] of the prayer and the mitzvor, and, when performing
them, concentrates on putting aright the Supernal Worlds, and on uniting
the Name of the Holy One, blessed be He, with His Shekhina. .. 712

Hayyim Vital returns to the Lunanic ythudim in others of his books as
well. In his P’ri ‘Erz Hayyim (“Fruit of the Tree of Life™), he writes: “And
know that it is an act of charity and a praver to unite the name YaH which
is separated from WeH, to join them together.. .. Therefore, before per-
forming a mutzva or an act of charity, one must sav: “To unite the name of
the Holy One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina, in fear and love, to join
YaH with WeH, in the name of all Israel. .. 7"

Let us add to these Lunanic instructions concerning the yihudim a
Kabbalistic interpretation of the Eighteen Benedictions, the chief pravers
recited three times every weekday and four times on the Sabbath and hol-
idays by all observant Jews, whether Hasidic or not. In the Zobar Hadash
(“New Zohar™), a collection of sayings and texts found in the manuscripts
of the Safed Kabbalists and assembled by Abraham ben Eli‘ezer halevi
Berukhim, a disciple of Moses Cordovero, the Eighteen Benedictions are
stated to serve the purpose of uniting God and the Shekhina. The passage
in question reads as follows: “A whispered [or secret] prayer is the ‘still
small voice’ [in which God revealed himself to Elijah, cf. | Kings 19:12].
And since there the King [i.e., God] came, one must rise in His honor, and
this is why the prayer [the Eighteen Benedictions] is called “Amida [“stand-
ing”]. And because of this the Life of the Worlds [i.c., God] is comprised
in eighteen benedictions through which is united the Holy One, blessed
be He, and His Shekhina, YAHDWNHY [that is, Yahweh and Adonay]
... " Therewith the most important and most frequently recited praver is
declared to serve the one supreme purpose of the Kabbalistic life: the bring-
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ing about of the restoration of the unity On High, the yihud of God and
the Shekhina.

3 | The Spread of the Yihudim

In its original Talmudic formulation the concept of the exile of
the Shekhina simply meant that when the Temple of Jerusalem was destroyed
and the people of Israel exiled, the Shekhina, God’s presence on carth, went
into exile with them.’® In the Kabbala, the exile of the Shekhina, now
identified with the Community of Israel, came to play a much more impor-
tant role, and “to mean that @ parr of God Himself s exiled from God.” ' The
passages in the Zohar that describe this exile, the laments of the heartbroken
Shekhina (or Matronit) over her destroved bed chamber, and her yearning
for her husband, God the King, are among the most moving in the entire
Kabbalistic literature.!”

In the later, Lurianic, Kabbala the exile of the Shekhina and her sepa-
ration from God arc given greater cosmic significance. The prefiguration of
this tragic event, it is taught, occurred in the very days of Creation, when
Adam committed the sin of contemplating only the last Sefira, Malkiut
(identified with the Shekhina), instead of penetrating the vast unity and
totality of all the Sefiror in his contemplation. He mistook Malkhut, the
Shekhina, for the whole of the Godhead, and thus shattered the unity of
the Godhead, instead of consolidating it.**

The basis of this doctrine is, of course, the Kabbalistic 1dea that the
acts of man—in this case of Adam, the first man—have a fatal effect on the
condition of the deity. With Adam’s sin began the tragic phase of cleavage
in the deity that has been, and is still being, brought about again and again
by “the destructive and magical influence of human sin” Thus the exile of
the Shekhina became “a symbol of our own guilt, and the aim of religious
action must be to end this exile or at least to work in this direction. The
reunion of God and His Shekhina constitutes the meaning of redemp-
tion”** Herein lies the ultimate theosophical ground of the yihudim, the
unifications.

Although it is Isaac Luria who is generally credited with the introduc-
tion of ythudim into the Kabbalistic doctrine and practice, in fact the idea
scems to have been floating about in the Kabbalistic atmosphere of 16th-
century Safed. It appears, for instance, in the teachings of Moses Cordovero
(1522-1570), an older contemporary of Luria, who, although outshone by
Luria in brilliance and influence, yet was undoubtedly as important a Kab-
balistic thinker as he. It is Cordovero who left behind the most elaborate
description of the unificatory purpose of the two daily morning rites of
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putting on the rallitl (“prayer shawl™) and the refilln (“phylactenies™). Before
performing these rites, Cordovero says, one must recite this:

For the unification . . . and so as to provide, through the tefillin of
the hand, brains for the Female of the Small of Face [i.c., the
Shekhina], and through the tefillin of the head, brains for the Small
of Face [God], so that the Bridegroom [God] embrace the Bride
[the Shekhina], His left arm under her head and His right arm
embrace her. .. And the straps [of the zefillin] should be bonds of
love between the Bridegroom and the Bride, and let not the sins
bring it about thar the straps be tied to Samacl [i.¢., Satan] and
his female [Lilith], and all their retinuc. .. Behold, I put on the
tefillin of the head so as to bring all the idolaters under the hand
of the Lower Shekhina, and the tefillin of the hand so as to bring
all the other gods under the dominion of the Upper Shekhina

An explanation of the concepts and terms appearing in this yiud would
require a full introduction into the world of Cordovero’s Kabbala which
would lcad us far aficld from the present subject. However, even without
such an excursus the intention of the passage is clear enough: it states that
by pronouncing the unification formula the person putting on the refillin
ensures that the straps will constitute bonds of love between God and the
Shekhina, will unite them, and at the same time prevents Samacl and Lilith
from using the straps for their nefarious purpose.

As for the dichotomy of the Shekhina into an “Upper” and a “Lower)”
this is based on the Zoharic distinction between “the Shekhina Above™ and
“the Shekhina Below™ Above, on high, the Shekhina dwells among the
twelve Holy Chariots and the twelve Holy Beasts, while below she sojourns
among the twelve tribes of Isracl. It was this Lower Shekhina who went
into exile with the Children of Isracl when the Temple was destroved.
However, the two manifestations of the Shekhina, the Zohar teaches, are
tied together, so that actually the Upper Shekhina and the Lower Shekhina
are onc (Zohar 1:159b),

The Kabbalistic doctrines on which Cordovero based the quorted
instructions are contained in several of his writings. In his Shi‘ur Qoma
(*Measure of the Stature™), he writes that the acts of the pious induce the
Shekhina to copulate with her Husband. In his Pardes Rimmonim (“Pome-
granate Orchard™) he explains: “If 2 man is pious (Tzaddsq), the Shekhina
pursucs him and unites with him, so that through his good deeds the union
[of the Shekhina] with her Husband is aroused. . . . Thus we find that the
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arousal of that Tzaddig causes the Supernal Tzaddig [God| to unite with
the Shekhina. .. "

Cordovero also expands upon the Zoharic idea that the Shekhina cop-
ulates with the saintly whose prototvpes were Jacob and Moses (¢f. above,
p- 141). He writes in his Tomer D’vora (“The Palm Tree of Deborah™):

Man stands between two females: a lower, physical one who takes
from him food, raiment, and conjugal rights, and the Shekhina who
stands above him to bless him with all of these things, so that he
should be able to give them. . . . Occasionally it happens that a man
separates himself from his wife for one of three reasons: 1) because
she is menstruating; 2) because he is busy with the Tora and sep-
arates himself from her throughout the weekdays; 3) because he is
traveling and keeps himself from sin. At such times the Shekhina
cleaves to him and 1s tied to him, and does not leave him, so thar
he should not be abandoned and separated, for alwavs a complete
man is male and female [together], and therefore the Shekhina
copulates with him [i.c., joins him].*!

Even before the publication of Luna’s kavvanor and his praver book,
Kabbalistic masters came to consider the yibudim essennal for praving with
total concentration. Before long, Jews in all parts of the diaspora were
reciting the yihudim, and they continued to do so until, as a consequence
of the decline of the Kabbala, and traditional Jewish observance in general,
in the 19th century, the vibudim were deleted from the praver books of the
Enlightened communities of Central and Western Europe. One of the car-
liest authors to prescribe the recitation of yihudin was Elivahu de Vidas, a
disciple and close friend of Moses Cordovero. He completed his major opus,
the Sefer Reshie Hoklma (*Book of the Beginning of Wisdom™) in Safed in
1575. The Resint Hokhma is onc of the outstanding books on morals in
Judaism, and at the same time the work of a deeply thinking and fecling
Kabbalist, for whom the Zohar was the major source of inspiration and
insight into things religious. On the yvilmdim Vidas has this to say:

Before one performs that vibud, one must sav with one’s mouth
and utter with onc’s lips: *I do this thing or this mstzya to unite
the Shekhina with the Holy One, blessed be He” And let him
concentrate on the unificanon of YAQDWNQY. And in the momn-
ing praver we unite the Shekhina and te her to Hesed [“Love,” the
fourth of the Sefiror). ... The time of the afternoon praver is to
unite Shekhina with the left arm [i.c., the Sefira of Gevura, “Might™),
and likewise at might is her unification with the Central Column.
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.22 Thus the essence of our pravers is to unite the Shekhina always
with the mentioned entities [Binot]. Also, one must intend every
day to unite the Shekhina with the mystery of bed and table and
chair and lamp. . . . Behold, this is a comprehensive unification for
the rules of the day.... %

The word YAQDWNQY requires explanation. In other texts it appears
in the form YAHDWNHY (see below). The Hebrew letter gof transliterated
as q) is customarily used as a substitution for the letter 4¢ (h) when pro-
nouncing or writing the divine name outside the reading of the Bible or
of the prayers. Thus Elokim (“God”) becomes Elogim, and the Tetragram-
maton YHWH becomes Yod Qe Waw Qe instead of Yod He Waw He. The
Kabbalistic divine name YAHDWNHY is a composite obrained from com-
bining alternaringly the letters YaHWeH with those of another divine name
ADoNaY, meaning “Lord.” which is the customary substitution in pronun-
ciation whenever the name Yahweh appears in writing in the Bible and in
the prayers. In Kabbalistic teaching the divine name Yahweh has a mas-
culine, and the name Adonay a feminine connotation. As for the “mystery”™
of bed, table, chair, and lamp, it indicates that all one’s daily activities must
be performed with the intention that they, too, serve the unification of God
and the Shekhina.

The imperative of exerting all one’s mental and psvchic powers for the
overriding purpose of bringing abour the unification of God and the Shek-
hina became standard in Kabbalistic praver books from the 17th century
on. One of the first of them, and onc of the most widely circulated in the
Ashkenazi world was that of Nathan of Hannover (16th—17th centuries),
titled Sefer Sha‘are Tziyon (“Book of the Gates of Zion™).** “In this volume,”
says Scholem, “the Lurianic doctrines of man’s mission on carth, his con-
nections with the powers of the upper worlds, the transmigrations of his
soul, and his striving to achieve tigqun [“perfection”] were woven into
prayers that could be apprcciatcd and understood by evervone, or thar at
least could arousc everyone’s imagination and emotions”? On the unifi-
cation of God and the Shekhina, Nathan of Hannover has this to say:

After you have performed the midnight tiggun [prayer in memory
of the destruction of the Temple of Jerusalem and for the resto-
ration of Isracl], prepare your soul, and subject every limb to the
Holy One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina, and make all vour
body a chariot for the Shekhina, and say with great concentration
and thoughts of good: “Master of the World! Behold, I intend to
make my whole body a chariot for the Shekhina, so as to unite the
Holy One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina (YAHDWNHY) with
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fear and love (YAHHWYHH), to join the name YaH with WeH
in a complete union, in the name of all Isracl.?

Several points in this paragraph require comment. The concept of a
chariot (“merkava”), that is, vehicle, for God has its roots in Ezekiel's vision
of the Divine Chariot (Ezek. 1) as the vehicle carrving God's throne. In its
Kabbalistic transformation the term came to be applied to the person of
the mystical adept who, by his utter kayvana (“concentration™), attracts to
himself the Shekhina, the “presence™ of God, and thus makes himself a
chariot, actually a vessel, for her. The term merkara also came to mean the
utilization of gematria, that is, the combination of letters appearing in words,
or the equation of their numerical value. Our text contains two examples
of this tvpe of gematria, the first of which was explained above. The second,
YAHHWTHH, is a similar combination of the divine names YHWH and
EHYH (i.c., Ehveh) (Cf. Ex. 3:14), meaning *I am”

One of the most valuable carly Kabbalistic anthologies is the Midrash
Talpivot, compiled by the Sephardi Rabbi Elijah haKohen of Smyma
(d. 1729), also known as Elijah haKohen halttaman, after one of his earliest
books, entitled Midrash halttamari (first published in Constantinople, 1695).
For his Midrash Talpivot, R. Ehjah excerpted matenial from no less than 300
books, and arranged it alphabetically according to subject matter. In the
three pages of the section titled “Anaf Yihud” (“Branch of Unification™),
he deals mostly with the profession of the unity of God, and touches only
briefly on unification as a rite to be performed. In one paragraph he writes:

From a manuscript: Before a man performs a murzra he must say
with his mouth, “I perform this mizzra to unite the Holy One,
blessed be He, with His Shekhina” and he should concentrate on
the unification of the names Hawaya v/Adnut [literally; “cxistence
and mastery.” but standing for the divine names Yahweh and Adonay],
thus: YAHDWNHY, and he should will it that thercby she [the
Shekhina] should be raised up from the Exile. How? When he goes
to the synagogue to pray he should say, “Behold T am going to
unite the Shekhina with the Holy One, blessed be He,” and thus
for the other mitzvor.*”

We are by now familiar with the Kabbalistic combinations of divine
names for the purpose of uniting God and the Shekhina, so that the only
new clement in R. Elijah’s manuscript is the instruction that one must recite
the formula on the way to the synagogue, clevating thereby the mechanical
act of locomotion to a matter of mystical significance.

Outstanding among the 18th-century Kabbalists in whose thinking the
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service of the Shekhina with unifications came to occupy a central place
was Hayvim Yoset David Azulai (1724-1806), the famed Palestinian halakhist,
Kabbalistic master, and traveler, known by his Hebrew acronym as “the
HIDA” His preoccupation with the viudim becomes especially evident in
his commentary on the Passover Haggada, entitled Simbat haRegel (“The
Joy of the Festival™). In it he artributes mystical influences on the Shekhina
to practically every rite performed in connection with the Passover and the
Seder meal. When burning the hametz, the “leavened” crumbs found in the
house on the day before the Passover, he writes, “It is good to say this: ‘Be
it the will before You, O Lord, our God... [that] just as I remove the
hametz from my house and myv property, so, O Lord, our God.. . You
should remove all the externals [i.c., evil spirits] and the spirit of uncleanness
from the carth, and our evil inclination from us. . . and those that oppose
the Shekhina, eradicate them with the spirit of eradication. .. [

The Hida also refers to the concept of the zaddig as the chariot for
the Shekhina, and to the performance of mitzvor “for the purpose of puri-
fying the sparks of holiness and umifyving the Lovers [i.c., God and the
Shekhina],” and asserts that “full redemption will come for the sake of the
Shekhina” He prescribes that before drinking cach of the traditional four
glasses of wine at the Seder one should say: “Behold, I am prepared and
ready to fulfill the mitzva of the first [second, third, fourth] glass of the
four glasses for the sake of the unification of the Holy One, blessed be He,
and His Shekhina, by means of Him who is secret and hidden [i.c., God],
in the name of all Isracl” The same prayer must be repeated, according to
the Hida, over cating of the mazza, the maror (bitter herbs), the recital of
the story of the exodus from Egvpt, the cating of the afikoman (the piece
of matza eaten a the conclusion of the Seder meal), etc.? In sum, the whole
of the Seder is for the Hida a series of rites directed at one and the same
sublime aim: the unification of God and the Shekhina.

The Hida was also one of the most spirited defenders of the yibudim
against the strictures of R. Ezekiel Landau (see below). According to the
Hida one should follow the practice of the Jews of Turkey, and recite the
Ishem vihud, for by doing so onc “demonstrates explicitly that one’s acts
are for the sake of God alone, and then there will be no stranger [i.c., evil
power] in one’s studies or in the mitzvor one performs” He takes R. Ezekicl
Landau to task for his unrestrained anger at the Hasidim, and his view that
“no special intention at all is required, and that all the perfections occur
automatically On High, as the results of our acts” As against this, the Hida
emphasizes that there is no comparison at all between a man who “has the
correct intention.” and him who merely “carries out the preceprs for the
sake of heaven,” but withour such explicit intention.*
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4 | Hasidic Masters on the Yihudim

The Hasidic custom of reciting yithudim onginated with the foun-
der of Hasidism, Rabbi Isracl Ba‘al Shem Tov (1700-1760) himsclf. The
Sefer Keter Shem Tov (“Book of the Crown of the Good Name”) quotes
“the Besht” (spelled in Hebrew BShT, the acronym of Ba‘al Shem Tov) as
having told about a vision he had: He ascended to heaven where he was
told that “I shall not vet die because they have enjoyment On High when
I recite unifications down below.” Then, the Besht continued, he asked the
Messiah whom he encountered in heaven, “When will the Master [i.c., you]
come?™ And the Messiah answered, “When vour teachings spread abroad

..and all Isracl will be able to make unifications and ascension like you.
n3i
Once the yihudim became part of the world of the Hasidim, the Hasidic
masters introduced numerous modifications into their text, and also began
to reinterpret them. One of the disciples of the Besht was R. Ya'agov Yosef
of Polonnoye (died ca. 1782), who was rabbi of Shargorod, the second
largest Jewish community of Podolia, and was expelled from there in 1748
because he became an adherent of the Besht. Ya'agov Yosef fought the
opponents of Hasidim vigorously and even bitterly, and thus contributed
to the rift between the Hasidim and the Minagdim. In his major work, the
Toldot Ya‘agov Yosef (“History of Ya‘aqov Yosef”), and in other writings, he
taughr that thoughts of evil only enter the mind in order to enable man o
uplift and “improve” or “perfect” them in praver. He was also much taken
by the concept of man as the “chariot of the Shekhina” on which subject
he wrote:

Thus man becomes sanctified to be a chariot for the Shekhina, in
body and soul, as [he was] at the Revelation at Mount Sinai. ...
And this i1s what the Ramban [R. Moshe ben Nahman, Nahman-
ides| wrote in the section Ahare: “He shall live by them [the laws
of the Tora]” This is the purpose of man: to purify his mater [i.c.,

his body] until it becomes a chariot for the Shekhina, in body and
soul, as [were] Enoch and Elijah, ctc. And this 1s what is said, “One
suspends the study of the Tora for the funeral of a dead person, to
separate alien thought from his thought, and thereby to cause the
Qlippa [“husk.” i.c., evil spirits] to separate from the Shekhina, to
¢nable her to unite with her Husband. This is the true wedding
ceremony, and understand it

Again some clucidations are in place. First of all, Nahmanides, ad Lev.
18:5 (where the above quote appears) does not say what R. Ya'aqov Yosef
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claims he says. This 1s what Nahmanides says: “Those who leave all affairs
of this world and pay no attention to them, as if they had no body, and
their intentions and thoughts are [directed] to their Creator alone, as was
the case with Elijah—when their soul cleaves to the Honored Name, will
live forever in their body and soul.. .. " The idea that man should make
himself a chariot for the Shekhina is taken by Ya‘agov Yosef, notr from
Nahmanides, but from the post-Lurianic Kabbalists.

Sccondly, similarly late-Kabbalistic is the idea that by separating oneself
from alien, impure, or evil thoughts one brings abour a liberation of the
Shekhina from the g%ppa, the impure husks, the dark forces of the Sitra
Almra, the “Other Side.” that cleave to her and prevent her from uniting
with her husband, God. However, as we will see below (p. 231), the concept
of the glippa itsclf is Zoharic.

A later book of R. Ya'aqov Yosef, entitled K'tonet Pasim (“Coat of Many
Colors™) * contains Kabbalistic homilies on Leviticus and Numbers. In it
he refers so many times to the Shekhina and to ythudim that one is left in
no doubt as to this subject being a major, or perhaps even the major, pre-
occupation of his.®* A conspectus of the dozens of passages in which R.
Ya'aqov Yosef speaks of the unification of God and the Shekhina—many of
them embellishments and elaborations of statements contained in carlier
Kabbalistic literature—results in the following picture of his teachings on
the subject.

Because of our sins the love relationship between God and the Shekhina
has been disrupted. Instead of facing cach other as a loving couple does,
“thev stand back to back, which is the mystery of the double face and of
the dormita™ (p. 18).* Through the “hatred and scparation below™ on carth,
a separation was caused between the four letters of God’s Name, YHWH,
above (p. 19). This divine separation was brought about by the evil incli-
nation (p. 96). However, “when envy, which causes putrefaction and death
in the world. is climinated, there will be peace and unity below, and this
will bring about the reunification of God’s name above (pp. 60, 96, 97).
Onc must do all that is in one’s power to pursuc peace in the world, and
thus to bring about the unification above (p. 21). Every physical act one
performs must be accompanied by “the power of thought to unite the Holy
Ong, blessed be He, and his Shekhina™ (p. 54). Through the observance of
the Tora and the performance of the mitzmor unification is brought about
above, and “copulation face to face™ of God and the Shekhina (pp. 174—
75), as a result of which those above and those below will be blessed (p.
68). In all one’s acts “one should concentrate on the unification and cou-
pling of the Holy One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina™ (p. 219).

“The Shekhina is the source of all souls™ It is the duty of man to
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perform the commandments and to have pure thoughts which cause the
Shekhina to be liberated and purified from the husks, the impure clements
that adhere to her, and thus to be able to join “her lover)” God, and to
couple with Him (pp. 181-82). This unification On High is also expressed
in the unification of the four letters of the name of God, YHWH. “Thus is
the greatest rule in the Tora” (pp. 99, 220).

Also by establishing a loving relationship with his fellow men, a man
can bring about unification On High. Any “joining” down below causes
unification of the Name of God above (p. 19). One must do this, if for no
other reason than out of “pity for the honor of the Name™ (p. 19). Even
such a physical act as sexual union between man and woman causes On
High the unification of the Name into Ebad (“One.” p. 220).

A rather complex scheme of “three kinds of copulation™ is set up by
R. Ya'aqov Yosef to illustrate the close interdependence of copulation down
below on carth and Oh High in heaven:

In every [uttered] word [dibbur] there is a unification of the Holy
One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina. There are three kinds of
words which are called three kinds of copulation [zirrug]:
1. Copulation of the King and His Matronit. ... 2. Copulation of
the son and his spouse. . . . 3. Copulation of slave and handmaid.
... The words of the Tora and prayer, when a man, wrapped in
tallith and refillin, secludes himself with his Creator—this is a cop-
ulation of the King of the World and the Matronit, a union of the
Holy One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina. . . . [Mundane] ralk
1s a unification of the slave and the handmaid; words of love between
friends are a copulation of the son and his spouse; and when a
man devotes himself to Tora and prayers, if he knows that [they
are directed to] the Holy One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina,
then he ties together [the Sefira of]) Malkhut [i.c., the Shekhina]
On High. ... (p. 247).

As this brief presentation shows, R. Ya'aqov Yosef was almost obsessed
with the idea of the unification of God and the Shekhina, and with the
religious imperative to dedicate one’s life to bringing it about.

A contemporary of Ya'aqov Yosef was R. Elimelckh of Lyzhansk (1717-
1787), who had a central role in creating the veneration of tzaddigim, saintly
Hasidic rabbis. In his book No‘am Elimelekh (“The Grace of Elimelckh™),%
he repeatedly explains that it is a sacred duty to recite yihudim:

If one intends to perform a mitzva, one must utter with one’s
mouth in speech that one wants to perform that mitzva, and say,
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“For the sake of the unification of the Holv One, blessed be He,
and His Shekhina. .. ."

.. When a man repents and corrects his deeds, he effects through
his repentance and study the restoration [figgun] of the
Shekhina. . . . On the day on which he becomes cleansed of his sins
he should act for the clevation of the Shekhina, to unite her with
the Holy One, blessed be He. ... One must say, “For the sake of
the unification of the Holy One, blessed be He, and His
Shekhina. ... "

.. This is the reason why we say prior to all our works [i.c.,
before the performance of all mizzvot| and our prayers, “For the
sake of the unifiction, etc., in the name of all Isracl. .. *

A leading Hasidic master of the next generation, much of whose relig-
ious teachings centered on the Shekhina, was R. Moshe Hayyim Efrayim
of Sudvlkov (ca. 1740-1800:), a grandson of the Besht. His book, Degel
Mabane Efrayim (“Banner of the Camp of Ephraim”), containing sermons
on the weekly portions of the Pentateuch, is a classic in Hasidic literature.
In it he writes:

My grandfather, may he rest in Eden and let his memory be for a
blessing for life in the World to Come, said tha all thmgs come
from the Shekhina, so to speak, and all the deficiencies |hesronot |
a man has should be understood as deficiencies of the Shekhina,
50 to speak . . . blessed be He and blessed be His Name . . . There-
fore all our pravers should be recited for the replenishment of the
deficiencies of the Shekhina, so to speak, and then our own defi-
ciencies will be replenished of themselves. This is why the tzaddigim
[the saintly Hasidic rabbis] are emissaries of the Matronit [i.c., the
Shekhina], for the tzaddigim through their own deficiency know
that there is a deficiency in the Shekhina, and they unite her in a
complete union. And it is apparent that all the couplings are done
by knowing, and this is why coupling is called knowing as in “and
the man knew Eve his wife” (Gen. 4:1).3¢

This passage calls for a few bricf comments. One is that the author’s
repeated use of the expression “so to speak” (kivyakhol in the original),
when he mentions the Shekhina shows that he found it necessary to indicate
that what he savs about the Shekhina must not be taken in a literal sense
lest one think that the Shekhina acts independently of God, or that the
Shekhina is something other than, and different from, God. The very fact
that the author inserted the phrase “so to speak™ three times in this short
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passage shows that he was aware that in his statements about the Shekhina
he came dangerously near the heresy of belief in sir'te shuyot, “two powers,

or two divine authorities, as it is called in Talmudic-Midrashic sources (B.

Hag. 15a; Gen. Rab. 1).

The second comment is on the author’s use of the phrase “Blessed be
He and blessed be His Name,” abbreviated as &% wp”sh in Hebrew, that is
barukh hx wvarukhy siymo, with reference to the Shekhina. This is rather
incongruous, for each of the four words has the masculine form in Hebrew,
while the Shekhina, both conceprually and grammatically, is feminine. The
explanation must be that while speaking of the Shekhina, our author had
in mind God, after the mention of whose name the 575 ur™sh abbreviation
comes almost automatically. Our third comment is that the author once
refers to the Shekhina by the name Matronit (i.e., “Matron”), which is
usual in the Zohar but rather unusual in Hasidic texts. New also is the
reccommendation that all praver should be directed toward the goal of
replenishing the deficiencices of the Shekhina (and thus securing her com-
plete union with God); this can be done by tzaddigim through their knowl-
edge which leads to a coupling of God and the Shekhina.

A contemporary of the Master of Sudylkov was R. Levi Yitzhaq of
Berdichev (c. 1740-1810), one of the famous personalities of the third
generation of zzaddigim, whose great scholarship won him the respect of
even the Mitnagdim. His teachings stressed three elements: joy in fulfilling
the mitzvor, d'vequt (“cleaving™) to God, and fervent praver. He used to sing
prayers in Yiddish in which he spoke to God in familiar terms, and even
dared to address demands to Him. His book of sermons, Q'dushar Lew
(“The Holiness of Levi™) * was first published during his lifenme and soon
became very popular. In it he refers to “the version of the ARI [Isaac Lunia]”
of the unification formula as reading, “For the sake of the unification, etc.,
in fear and in love, and love and fear” and explains that “at first there must
be fear, then love, and then, from the love is drawn forth a more internal
fear, as is known to those familiar with the hidden wisdom.™ 4

To the same genceration belonged one of the greatest figures in the
history of Hasidism, R. Shneur Zalman of Lyady (1645-1813). Shneur
Zalman was the founder of the Hasidic school later to become known as
Habad Hasidism. HABAD is an acrostic of the words Hokhma, Bina, Da‘at;
literally, “wisdom, understanding, knowledge.” but meaning, in the Kab-
balistic terminology, germinal, developmental, and conclusive knowledge.
Habad Hasidism reintroduced a scholarly element into the movement, and
madc deep inroads into the ranks of the Mitnagdim. Shneur Zalman’s book
Tanya (originally called by the author Liggute Amarim, or “Collections of
Savings”)*! is one of the few Hasidic writings that is not a collection of
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discourses but a complete, systematic explanation of the author’s doctrines.
In it he gives a derailed explanation of what is meant by the Vshem yibud
formula:

This is the explanation of “for the sake of the unification of the
Holv One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina, in the name of all
Israel™: This kavvana [“concentration”] must be recited in one’s
heart. So that one’s heart should really desire this supernal unifi-
cation, there must be in one’s heart great love of God alone, to
cause Him pleasure above, and not in order to slake one’s own soul
which thirsts for God, but like a son who exerts himself for his
father and mother, whom he loves more than himself. .. . In any
case, onc must habituate oneself to this kavrana, for even if it is
not trulv and fully contained in one’s heart, one’s heart wants it
truly at least to a very little extent, because of the natural love that
is in the heart of all Tsrael to do everything that is the will of the
Supernal, blessed be He. And this unification is His true will, that
is, His supernal unification in the emanation [azzilut] which takes
place through the arousal down below [i.c., in the human realm],
through the unification of the divine soul and its integration into
the light of God which is clad in the Tora and the mizzvor with
which she [the soul] is occupied. And they become truly one, as |
have written above, for through this also the source of the Tora
and the mirzvot—which is the Holy One, blessed be He—unites
with the source of its divine soul which is called by the name
Shekhina. For they are in the capacity of that which fills all the
worlds and in the capacity of that which surrounds all the
worlds. . . . But as for the unification of his soul and its integration
in the light of God to be one, this is what every man of Israel
wants truly and fully with all his heart and all his soul, due to the
natural love that is hidden in the heart of all Israel, to cleave to
God and nor to separate and be cut off and separated, God forbid,
from the unification of oneness of [God] blessed be He.*

The idea Shneur Zalman wishes to express in his convoluted and rep-
etitious style 1s that by concentrating on the unification, one brings about
a union berween “the divine soul” and “the light of God.” that is, between
God and the Shekhina, who together “fill all the worlds™ Morcover, Shneur
Zalman asserts, every man in Israel carries in his heart a “natural love™ of
God and the desire to cleave to God. That is to say, the yihudim have two
aims: to unite God and the Shekhina, and to unite the soul of him who
performs the commandments with God.
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A vounger contemporary of R. Shneur Zalman was R. Barukh of Med-
ziboz or Medzibezh (1757-1810), another grandson of Isracl Ba®al Shem
Tov. Barukh considered himself heir to his famous grandfather, claimed
clevated status for the rzaddig, the saintly leader of the Hasidim, and held
court in Medziboz in great style, in an autocranc and luxurious fashion,
including even the keeping of a “court jester) Hershele Ostropoler. His
conduct aroused opposition even on the part of other Hasidic leaders,
among them Shneur Zalman himself. Among Barukh’s published works is
a book titled Butzina diN’hora, a title he took from a Talmudic phrase
meaning literally “lamp of light” but used in the Talmud in the sense of
“wisc man.”# In it Barukh introduces a legal decision by making reference
to “the jomning of the Holy One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina™
Noteworthy in that passage is that Barukh does not use the word yilud
(*unification™), which had become a terminus technicus in Kabbalistic and
Hasidic literature, but fzeruf, that is, “joining” or “combination.”

The endless preoccupation of Hasidic masters with the yihudim resulted
in always new interpretations of their meaning, or at least in new variations
in it. Occasionally the oniginal meaning of the shem vibud was completely
lost in these new interpretations and replaced by abstruse mental exercises.
Take for example Avraham Y'hoshu'a Heschel’s explanation in his Hasidic
anthology entitled Sefer Ligqute Y'garim (“Book of Precious Collectanea™):
“The point in the unification is: not to separate the brain from the words,
not to mix together evil and good. This is [the meaning of] ‘the tree of
knowledge of good and evil’ (Gen. 2:17), and this is ‘And a handmaid that
1s heir to her mistress’ (Prov. 30:23)"

The phrase quoted from Proverbs refers to the Zoharic myth (discussed
below, pp. 249-50), according to which, when the Temple was destroved
and the Matronit (Shekhina) “sent away” by the King (God), He took
Lilith, the slave-woman or handmaid, in her place. Thus the handmaid
became heir to her mistress the Shekhina, and the evil thar she symbolized
became attached to the good represented by God. As we have seen, accord-
ing to the Hida the kayrana (“intention™) in performing mirzvor must be
to scparate the evil from the Shekhina and thus to enable God and the
Shekhina to reunite. This concept is gencralized by Heschel, who interprets
the purpose of the yihudim to be, paradoxically, the separation in gencral
of good and evil in the realm of the divine.

Heschel continues: “And the marter of the couplings and the unifica-
tions is like the marter of the supernal waters: know that there is no evil
there at all. Why, then, is there any need for our unifications? The expla-
nation is that the Father sees the damage done to the son who walks about
worried, withoutr knowledge, that is to say, is not enriched by the [divine]
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pleasure. And examine it well! And the matter is clear for those who under-
stand.”* I must admit that I cannot claim to belong to that elite group as
far as this interpretation is concerned.

In a large, four-part, 850-page Hasidic anthology entitled Sefer Ta‘ame
haMinhagim udqore haDinim (“Book of the Meanings of the Customs and
the Sources of the Rules”), the author collected statements by several tzad-
digim on the unifications. Under the heading “Matters of Tzizzit” (“ritual
fringes”), he makes a statement that clearly shows that in the world in which
he moved all religious acts were customarily introduced by the Fshem yihud
formula, so that when a mitzva was not introduced or not accompanied by
it, this was something that required special explanation. He writes:

“The reason why one does not recite “for the sake of the unification’
when one has the opportunity to fulfill the commandment of receiving
guests, and why this should be subtracted from all the other command-
ments. Because receiving guests is greater than receiving the face of the
Shekhina. Hence the recitation of ‘for the sake of the unification” does not
belong there™ The author states that he quotes this from the book Degel
Mabhane Efrayim of R. Moshe Efravim of Sudylkov.*

In his footnotes to this entry R. Shub adds comments taken from other
sources. He writes: “In the introduction by the Rabbi, the Tzaddig of
Komarno [Yitzhaq Eisiq of Komarno, d. 1874, the author of numerous
Hasidic works], I saw that my teacher, my uncle the saintly master Zevi,
used to say over cvery small or great thmg Pshem yihud, etc. with a full
mouth. Even when he drank a little water he stoppcd and recited several
yihudim. And in the book Zera® Qodesh (Vayesher),* it is written: ‘When a
man comes to secck Him, blessed be His Name, in praver, and says Pshem
yihud ctc., in the name of all Israel) thereby his praver is heard even if he
is not a fzaddiq [a saintly person], for every intention to walk in the path
of the Tora is always counted for him as if he had fulfilled it”

Several hundreds of pages later R. Shub returns to the subject in greater
detail. He writes:

In the book Zera® Qodesh [*Holy Seed™] by the Gaon, the saint of
Ropsitz [ Ropezyce, Poland] (in Vavera) wrote that one must beware
when one performs a mitzva, lest a turning away toward unfit
[pasul] thought occur in one’s heart, God forbid. ... And in the
book Derekhy Pigqudekha [“The Road of Your Commands™]* he
wrote thus: I received from my masters that it is profitable to
make a statement prior to performing a commandment. Even when
onc is alone one should say before one’s Creator: *Master of the
World! It is well known to You that it is my wish to do Your will
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only, and it 1s possible that in the midst of my performing the

commandment my evil inclination will lead me astray and some

other [1.c., foreign] thought will fall into my thoughts to perform

that commandment by turning away. Behold I annul that thought

and that impure tanC\ and will of the heart, for my will is truly

contained in my bones, and joined to my thoughts to serve w ith

a full service only God alone™+

In his notes to this entry, R. Shub refers to a tradition according to
which “when the saintly zzaddiq of S"G* ordained the saintly rabbi of
Stretyn [Judah Zevi Hirsch of Stretyn (d. 18542)], peace be upon him, the
saintly rabbi of Stretyn told him that he did not understand what is meant
by ‘For the unification of the Holy One, blessed be He! And the saintly
rabbi replied that the intention is that . . . one must direct all bodily things
for the sake of heaven, and this will be the unification of the Holy One,
blessed be He, and His Shekhina™

5 | Opposition to the Yihudim: The
Halakhic Side

We can deal only briefly with the opposition to the yihudim put
up by some rabbis who were the spiritual leaders of the Mitnagdim, the
orthodox opponents of Hasidism. The more outspoken among them took
up the cudgel against the yihudim, and engaged the “unificationists™ in a
battle roval that showed that the issuc was for them a matrter that rouched
the very essence of their faith. A summary of the polemic between the two
camps is given in Louis Jacobs’ book Hasidic Prayer in which he shows to
what extent the 1ssue of whether one must or must not recite this Lurianic
formula stirred up the spirits and contributed to the bitter enmity between
the Hasidim and the Mitnagdim.>' Jacobs quotes in extenso the view of R.
Ezekiel Landau (1713-1793), one of the greatest Talmudic luminaries of
the 18th century, who in his Responsa not only argued with great deter-
mination against the yihudim, but used the opportunity to voice his all-out
condemnation of Hasidism in general. Landau’s attack culminates in this
passage: “In my opinion this 1s an cvil illness in our gencration. As for the
generations that preceded our own time, [they] did not know of this for-
mula and did nor recite it. .. burt in this generation of ours. .. each one
says, ‘T am the seer, and to me the gates of heaven have opened up, and it
is for my sake that the world exists” These are the destroyers of the gen-
crations, and to the gencrations of their existence I apply the verse, “The
wavs of the Lord are right, the just will walk in them but the Hasidim will
stumble therein?™s?
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Actually, the Biblical passage quoted by Landau says, “bur the trans-
gressors (poshim) will stumble therein™ (Hosea 14:10), but in his wrath
against the Hasidim Landau substituted the work “Hasidim™ for “trans-
gressors,” thereby equating the two.

The Hasidic responsc to this head-on artack was given by R. Havyvim
b. Shlomo Tirer of Czernowitz (ca. 1760-1816), an important Hasidic
leader who had profound knowledge not only of mysticism but also of
rabbinic literature, and thus was well qualified to refute and reject Landau’s
strictures. In his book Sha‘ar haT Yilla (“Gate of Praver™), R. Havyim, instead
of artacking Landau, adduces proofs from the Talmud and the Codes to
the effect that kayvana prior to carrving out a mitzva was halakhically required.
He further argues that the “fear and love™ emphasized in the yihudim arc
essential for artaining the full value of the mitzra performed. “Love and
fear]” he savs, “are the two wmgs which carry the mirzva aloft, “like the
wings of a bird by which it flies in the whole of the sky bencath the heavens™
He concludes by emphasizing the unification, not of God and the Shekhina,
but of “His great and holy Name and . .. of the Lower World with the
Upper World?s?

Louis Jacobs, in discussing the basic issuc berween Landau and R.
Havvim, finds two factors in it: one is the meaning of kavvana, the other
Landau’s suspicion that in the Hasidic position there was a trace of Shab-
bataian heresy.* While this is undoubtedly correct, I suspect that, unspoken
by either of the two antagonists, the issue went deeper and revolved around
an essential difference between the Hasidic and the non-Hasidic under-
standing of the narure and condition of the deity. The Hasidic vibudim were
based on the Kabbalistic doctrine thar raught that the unity and wholeness
of the deity were disrupted, and that consequently it was the duty of those
who understood the mystery of this tragic development to exert themselves
to the utmost to restore the divine unity, or at least to bring God and the
Shekhina closer to cach other. It was this great, all-pervading mystical pur-
pose and responsibility that became central to Hasidic existence, and found
its expression in the innumecrable yihudim. Such teachings were anathema
to Ezekiel Landau and the other rabbinic leaders of the Mirnagdim. Thev
were, of course, familiar with these Hasidic ideas, but rejected them because,
for them, they smacked of heresy, or at least sinful aberration, and this quite
apart from any suspected Shabbataian connections or sympathics, This, 1
believe, was the basic issue underlving the unification polemic: whether or
not one believed that the performance of mitzrot by observant Jews con-
tributed to bringing together God and the Shekhina, that is, the male and
female aspects (or elements) of the deity. Behind it loomed the even larger
issuc of whether one believed in the entire, complex mystical structure
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erected by the Kabbalists around and upon the God-concept, whether one
went along with, or opposed, the doctrine of the divine Sefiror that underlay
the belief in the ability and duty of man to influence the state of God. This
deepest aspect of the controversy did not surface often and with clanity,
perhaps because it was a much too sensitive one to be dragged mnto the
arena of disputation. Still, the controversy must have revolved around the
Kabbalistic teaching thar there was tension, there was a problemaric rela-
tonship, between God and the Shekhina, that the destruction of the Temple
of Jerusalem meant a tragic scparation between the male and the female
aspects (or clements) in the deity, and a diminution of God’s powers, and
thart it was the duty of every true believer and man of piety to perform the
mitzvor with the explicit intention and for the purpose of unifving God and
the Shekhina, or at least to diminishing the rift between them, and thus,
ultimarely, topcrtormdxgrmtcstpmsntﬂcwn-lcc the noblest mystical task,
of which man is capable. Had the issue been only the recital or deletion of
a sentence in preparation to the performance of mitzver, it would be difficult
to understand the animus that went into defending the position of cach
side. If the controversy was about a basic understanding of the nature of
the deity, and the relationship berween man and God, the passion displaved
by the two opposite camps is not only understandable, but one recognizes
that it was inevitable: it dealt, after all, with martters that lay at the very
core of Jewish belief and hence of Jewish existence.

The polemic about the yihudim was carried on for several decades, and
died down only when both the Hasidim and their opponents the Mitnag-
dim felt threatened by the spread of the Haskala (the Jewish Enlighten-
ment). But even this development did not mean a rapprochement between
the two camps. What happened instead was that the Hasidic Jews and most
of the tradition-abiding Scphardi and Oriental Jews continued to recite the
yihudim, and to retain some knowledge —whose extent varied with the amount
of general Jewish education they received —of the meaning and significance
of the unification formula. As against them, the run-of-the-mill Reform,
Conservative, and non-Hasidic Orthodox Ashkenazi Jews, from whose praver
books the yi/mdim had been excised, in most cases lost even the knowledge
that such a thing as yihudim existed in other Jewish camps, while their
spiritual leaders dismussed them as old-fashioned, primitive superstinion which
was best ignored.

6 | Influence on the Non-Hasidim

A simple way to gauge the influence of the unifications on the
non-Hasidic Jews from the 18th century on is to have a look at the praver
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books used in those parts of the Jewish world that were dominated by the
leading anti-Hasidic rabbinical authorities of the times. The foremost among
these was R. Eljah of Vilna (1720-1797), known as “the Gaon of Vilna”
whose personality and genius gave a powerful impetus to the nise of the
Mitnagdim, the “opponents™ of the Hasidim. And vet, the Siddier Ishe Yisrael
(“Praver Book Fires of Isracl™), which follows the rite of the Gaon, contains
the 'shem yihud formula many nmes. True, out of respect for the Gaon the
praver book carries a footnote to the effect that “according to R. Elijah of
Vilna one should not recite any unifications prior to the performance of a
commandment]” vet this cannot obliterate the fact that even in this praver
book the unifications have an important place.®

Another praver book, which contains the comments of both Elijah of
Vilna and R. Akiba Eger (1761-1837), one of the greatest rabbinical
authoritics of the 19th century and a most prestigious exponent of strictly
orthodox halakhic Judaism, is the Siddur Orzar haT'fillot (“Prayer Book
Treasury of Pravers”). This Suddur too prints scveral times the Pshem vibud
formula.s

These two examples should suffice to show the penctration of the yib-
udim into the praver-practice of non-Hasidic, and even anti-Hasidic, Jews
from the 18th century on. Other Ashkenazi rabbis were unable to formulate
a definite stand cither pro or against the unifications. Some of them, even
if they did not approve the recital of shem vihud, were of the opinion that
for those versed in the Kabbalistic doctrines, the recital of yibudim was a
permussible, or even commendable, rite; others even felt constrained to
inform their followers of the Hasidic teachings about those awesome mys-
teries. Thus in the late 17th century the German Rabbi Y'hiel Mikhael
Epstein (d. 1707) gives in his praver book. which contains the Hebrew text
of the pravers plus R. Epstein’s Yiddish translation, an objective, non-critical
description of the Hasidic wav of prayer. He writes, among other things:
“The Kabbalists wrote: if a man prepares his body for the performance of
a commandment, he should say explicitly that he does it for the unification
of the Holy One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina. Then, instantly, out of
that word a holy angel is created who will help him fulfill thar command-
ment leisurely and casily, and who will become an honest advocate for him
before the Holy One, blessed be He. .. %7

R. Epstein himself was of the opinion that the recital of the unifications
behoves only those who had penetrated the gates of the Kabbalistic mys-
teries, vet he considered them so much part of the prayers and other reli-
gious rites that he felt constrained to devote considerable space to them in
his praver book. Thus he wrote: “Before wrapping onesclf into the rallith
one should say, ‘Behold, 1 prepare my body for wrapping into the wrap of
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mitzva for the sake of the unification of the Holy One, blessed be He, and
His Shekhina, in fear and in love, in a complete unification, in the name of
all Isracl’™ And again, when putting on the refillin, one should sav: “For
the sake of the unification of the Holy One, blessed be He, and His Shek-
hina, in a complete unification, in the name of all Isracl, behold 1 put on
the refillin to fulfill the commandment of my Creator. .. ™ R. Epstein also
refers to the concept of making the worshipers bodyv a “chariot for the
Shekhina™ He writes: “By purtting on the little rallizh, onc’s body becomes
a chariot for the Shekhina, like the Holy Beasts which carry the throne of
honor. And [this is| enough for him who understands”** The “Holy Beasts”
that carry the throne of God are, of course, “the living creatures™ described
in the vision of Ezekiel, chapter 1.

Onc of the most carefullv composed, and in traditional Ashkenazi com-
munities most widely used, praver book is the Seder ‘Avodat Yisrael (“Order
of the Service of Israel”) compiled by R. Sehigman Beer (1825-1897. His
full name in Hebrew was R. Yitzhaq ben Arve Yosef Dov).% The value of
this praver book is greatly enhanced by the fact that its compiler used several
dozens of manuscript and printed prayer books in its preparation, and by
the copious notes with which he clucidated the text of the pravers. A veiled
reference to the vibudim is contained in a note of his on a brief prayer
customarily recited prior to putting on the rallith, which begins: “Behold,
I wrap myself in a zallith of fringes in order to fulfill the commandment of
my Creator. .. " In his footnote to this praver R. Beer writes that he took
it from R. Epstuns praver book, and from the praver book of R. Isaiah
Horowitz (1565(2)-1630), ttled Seder Sha‘ar haShamavim (*Order Gate
of Heaven™).* R. Horowitz, known as “The Holv Shelah™ from the initials
of his magnum opus, the Sh'ne Lubot haB'rit (*Two Tablets of the Cove-
nant”), which is an cthical guide combining Halakha (traditional law), hom-
ily, and Kabbala, was one of the greatest Ashkenazi rabbinical authorities,
who served in the last vears of his life as rabbi of the Ashkenazi community
of Jerusalem. His Kabbalism decpened after he settled in Jerusalem and
became acquainted there with the manuscripts of Isaac Luria, Moses Cor-
dovero, and Joseph Caro. In his praver book R. Horowitz refers several
tmes to ythudim, and states, ¢.g., that the purpose of circumcision is the
unification of God and the Shekhina.

After referring to these two authorities (R. Epstein and R. Horowitz)
as his sources, R. Beer states:

It must be known thar all the additional matters [contained| in our
praver book about the benedictions of tallith and rejn'im to be
recited before the benedictions and after them, are not in the man-
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uscripts and in the books of the pious, because they are not pre-
scriptions of the ancients, but mercly a custom that has struck roots
since the book Sha‘are Tzivon [“Gates of Zion™ of Nathan of Han-
nover| has become known. In that book is presented another ver-
sion to be recited prior to wrapping onesclf in the rallith, and there
arc in it deep things founded on the mysteries of the Kabbala, and
about them R. Epstein said in his praver book [the Seder Tfilla
Derekly Yshara] that those who had not entered the gates of the
Kabbala should not recite them, but should instead recite the above
version, in a simple language, understandable to all.**

As these few sample quotations show, Ashkenazi religious leaders could
not resist at least to flirt with the desirability of reciting viludim.

7 | The Witness of the Praver Books

After Luria, Cordovero, and de Vidas, practically all the praver
books published by and for Sephardi and Oriental Jews contain numerous
unifications and other references to the Shekhina. In a sampling of dozens
of praver books identified as following “the version of Isaac Luria” or “the
Sephardi custom.” or “the custom of Spain.” or which were printed by and
for Yemenite, Iraqi, etc. Jews, I found that the vihudim invariably occupied
a prominent place.? Although these prayer books are of later vintage, they
go back to the teachings of the 16th-century Kabbalists, passed on from
gencration to generation among Scphardi and Oriental Jews. Thus the
nstructions that the yibudim have to be recited on manv occasions, on
weekdays, Sabbaths, and holidays, and their actual recital, constitute a direct
heritage of some four centurics.

Among the Ashkenazi Jews the yibudim became popular through the
intermediacy of the Hasidim. Hasidism, as is well known, split East and
Central Eumpcan Jewrv into two camps, opposing, and often bitterly fight-
ing, cach other. The Hasidim adopted the Sephardi praver book and nusak
(version), and thus the unifications became an essential part of their pravers
and other rituals. As for the Mitnagdim, many of them, while remaining
opposed to Hasidism, could not resist adopting the yibudim, and did this
even in the face of severe condemnation by their own rabbinical leaders.®

This placed the average, semi-educated non-Hasidic Ashkenazi Jew in
an ambivalent, not to say awkward, position. On the one hand, he followed
his rabbi in opposing Hasidism, but on the other he found in his praver
book a permissive (to say the least) attitude with reference to the unifica-
tions whose recital, even though he may not have fully understood them,
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was stated there to be the proper thing to do for those familiar with the
teachings of the Kabbala. Thus, by reciting the yshudim, the non-Hasidic
Jew could feel that he performed rites that endowed him with at least a
semblance of being familiar with mysterious teachings about God.

The Hasidic Jew was spared this difhculty. His rabbi in harmony with
his praver book, instructed him to recite the yihudim, and he understood
that by doing so he was performing a momentous task, a duty of the highest
order towards God, a very great mitzva. Nor was the recital of the yihudim
a rare or occasional thing for the Hasidic Jew. To the contrary, it was
something he was instructed to perform a dozen or more times every day,
untl 1t became for him something of a reflex action, just as was the addition
of the phrase zikbrono liv'vakba (“May his memory be for a blessing”) after
mentioning the name of a deceased.

To illustrate the frequency with which a Hasidic Ashkenazi Jew recited
vihudim, let me describe what I found in the prayer book my paternal
grandfather, R. Moshe Klein of Pata, Hungary, used all his adulr life. When
he died in Jerusalem in 1928, his much thumbed-through praver book
passed into the possession of my father, from whom I, in turn, inherited it
when he died in Tel Aviv in 1953. It is the Siddur Bet Ya‘agov heHadash
(“The New Prayer Book House of Jacob™), published in Vienna by H.
Ziegelheim (no date), which follows, as stated on the title page, the Sephardi
custom. It 1s, in fact, a late version of the praver book of the Sephardi Jews
which was edited in the 16th century in accordance with the kavvanot, the
mystical “intentions.” of Isaac Luria. It is thus but a late version of the
praver book used by the Kabbalists in 16th-century Safed. On the very first
page the worshiper is instructed to recite, prior to wrapping himself in the
tallith, the unification formula with which we are by now thoroughly famil-
1ar, with the appropriate ending, . ... behold, I wrap my body nto the
tzitzit."** The verv next page contains instructions to recite the same for-
mula in connection with the tying of the tefillin (“phylacteries”) around
the left arm and around the head, with the appropriate changes in the
closing phrase. This means that the two rituals which introduced the daily
prayers were explicitly stated to be performed for the purpose of bringing
about a union between God and the Shekhina. In addition, my grandfather’s
siddur contains instructions to recite the shem vihud formula on the fol-
lowing occasions: betore beginning the morning praver, in connection with
the sanctification of the New Moon, prior to performing the kappara
(“atonement™) rite on the eve of Yom Kippur, before observing the com-
mandment of the fulav on the Feast of Tabernacles (Sukkot), and before
entering the Sukka (“booth™) on that feast, and on many more occasions
throughour the liturgical vear in connection with all kinds of holiday rit-
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uals.** All in all, the Siddur Bet Ya‘aqov heHadash repeats the instruction to
recite the I¥hem yilmd formula no less than 15 nmes, thus prescribing its
recitation about 2,000 times a vear, and. in addinon, has references to the
Shekhina many more times.

A glance at the other praver books that were until one or two gener-
ations ago in use in most Jewish communities in the Arab world, shows
that they contain the unification formula as often, or even more often, than
the stddur discussed above.®

8 | The Yihudim Today

At the present ume the unifications are stll being recited by
numerous Jewish communitics. Among the Hasidim, who so far have suc-
ceeded in holding their own against currents of modernization, and to
maintain their traditional religious life-stvle practically unchanged, whether
in Israel, in the United States, or in their other, smaller concentrations, the
performance of mitzvor continues cven among the voung generation in the
same form in which it was practiced by the previous ones. This means that
the recital of the unifications is as integral a part of their pravers and other
religious rituals as it was in the past. The yibudim are recited by them in
the course of the moming service, prior to wrapping themselves in the
tallith, and before putting on the refillin, as well as at the beginning of the
afternoon and cvening pravers, and also on many other occasions in the
course of the day which, for the Hasidim, consists of an almost continuous
series of observances of murzvor (“commandments”™), dim (“rules™). and
minhagim (“customs”).

This being the case, even the most recently published praver books
intended for Hasidic communities contain the shem vibud formula more
or less as frequently as did their older traditional praver books. Apart from
this feature, in which they remain tradition-bound, some of their newly
issued praver books are thoroughly modern, in the sense of containing, in
addition to the original Hebrew or Aramaic text of the pravers also their
English translation, as well as a running commentary on them. The best
example 1s the recently published Complete Art Scroll Siddur with “a new
translation and anrholngma] commentary by Rabbi Nosson Sherman™*”
This beaunfully produced praver book is used by several Hasidic commu-
nities in the United States. At its very beginning it prints the hem vibud
formula with the following introductory explanation in English: *Many
recite the following declaration of intent before donning the tallis™ (and
similarly before putting on the refillin), and then follows the usual text of
the unification in the original Hebrew-Aramadic, and in an English trans-
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lation which reads: “For the sake of the unification of the Holy One, blessed
be He, and His Presence, in fear and love, to unify the ‘\Tamc—\-"ud kei with
vav-kei [i.c., yod-he with waw-be] in pcl’ftct unity in the name of all Israel "¢
As we see, thc only concession to “modernity” made 1n this translation is
the substitution of the English word “Presence” for the Hebrew Shekhina,
which, of course, dilutes and masks the original meaning of the unification
formula.

As far as the meaning, or the interpretation, of the shem vihud tormula
is concerned, a certain erosion is noticeable in many of the communities in
which it is still recited. The crucial words, “For the sake of the unification
of the Holy One and His Shekhina” have begun ro lose their original
meaning, and are being reinterpreted in a manner that enables the average
congregant to recite thcm without having to face their full import. I made
inquiries among several Hasidic rabbis in the New York area concerning
this issue, and received differing explanations of the meaning of the formula.
One of them asserted that its meaning was that the religious rite to be
performed was “special to God, and not, Heaven forfend, to Satan” This
explanation echoes a teaching found in the Zohar to the effect that one
must state that a rite 1s performed in the service of God alone, and that by
doing so one prevents Satan from claiming a share in 1.9

Another Hasidic rabbi explained that the sentence means that the per-
son about to perform the rite wishes to attach himself to the Holv One,
blessed be He, that 1s, it refers to a desired union between the worshiper
and God. This interpretation, too, is found in the writings of 18th and 19th
century Hasidic masters, as we have seen above. Several others whom I
asked evaded direct answer by asserting instead that the Holy One, blessed
be He, and His Shekhina were one.

Among the Sephardi and Oriental Jews the situation is different. Some
of their congregations maintain traditional orthodoxy, while others have
loosened up to varving degrees, and approximate in the stvle of their obser-
vance the Conservative synagogues of the Ashkenazim. My inquiries among
Sephardi and Oriental Jewish rabbis revealed some of these differences with
reference to the recital of the I%bem yvihud tormula. In the more tradition-
bound synagogues, old-fashioned, pious hazzanim (“cantors”) still start the
services with the ¥hem vibud formula, which is recited likewise by the old-
timers in the congregation. The younger cantors and vounger members of
the community, I was told, no longer recite the formula. As far as under-
standing it, I was told that “99% of the people do not understand it”

According to a learned voung rabbi of one of the Oriental Jewish
congregations in New York, the I5hem vihud formula refers to the apparent
separation between God and the Shekhina thar came abour as a result of
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the Galuth, the Exile. The oneness, unity, and indivisibility of God are so
fundamental that to think otherwise would be sheer heresv. However, in
the Exile we are like people locked in a windowless room: we are in dark-
ness, and think that this is the state of the world. But once a skylight is
opened in the ceiling, sunlight comes flooding in, and all recognize that
there 1s light that pervades the world. Likewise in relation to the Shekhina:
in the Exile we are locked in darkness and cannort see the divine glory that
embraces the Shekhina and unites her with the Holv One, blessed be He.

The prayer books in use among the Sephardim and Oriental Jews, as
a rule, contain full versions of the Pdhem yihud. One of the few which do not
include it is the Siddur Kol Yaakov: Daily Prayer According to the Minhag of
Aleppo (Aram Soba), edited by Rabbi David Bitron.™ Still, even this modern
Sephardi praver book did not completely excise the traditional Kabbalistic
concept of the Unification. It rerains the lengthy passage from the Tiggune
haZohar that is usually included in Sephardi and Oriental Jewish praver
books, titled “P’tiba [Opening, or Initiatory Discourse] of the prophet
Elijah of Blessed Memory.” which we have discussed above and which also
contains references to the return of the Shekhina to God’s Holy City.™

Orther Sephardi and Oriental Jewish praver books in popular use at
present abound in unifications and references to the Shekhina. Several of
these are of modern vintage, not only in the sense that they were printed
in the 1970 and 1980’s, but also in that in their last pages they include
newly instituted Isracli prayers for the welfare of the State of Israel, of its
presidents, of the soldiers of the Israel Defense Army, etc. One of these,
following the Aleppan minhag, is the Siddur Bet Yosef vObel Avraham ( “Praver
Book House of Joseph and Tent of Abraham™), subtitled “According to the
Custom of Aram Tzova [Aleppo] for the Community of the Sephardim
and in All Their Places.” edited by $ alih Mansur.™ It prints the 5hem yilud
formula several times, thus, c.g., prior to the text of the Minha (“afternoon™)
praver, as follows:

For the sake of the unification of the Holy One, blessed be He,
and His Shekhina (YAHDWNHY), in fear and love
(YAHHWYHH), and in love and fear (AYHHYWHH), to unite
the name YaH with WeH in a complete union, in the name of all
Isracl. Behold, we come to recite the Minha praver which was
instituted by our father Isaac, peace be upon him, with all the
mitzvot that are comprised in it, in order to restore its root in the
Supernal Place, to cause pleasure of the spirit to our Creator, and
to do the will or our Maker.”3

The same ivocation with but minor variations is contained in the other
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most popular and most recently issued Siddur ‘Et Ratzon (“Praver Book
Time of Good Will™), subuitled “Includes the Prayers for the Whole Year,
for Weekdavs, Sabbaths, New Moons, and Holidavs, according to the Cus-
toms of the Sephardim and All the Children of the Oriental Communities
in the Land [i.c., in Isracl] and Abroad”™ This praver book too contains
the “Opening [Praver] of Elijah” with the added comment that “it is good
to recite it before every prayer, and it helps in opening the heart” It instructs
those who use it to recite the shem yihud before performing the following
rites: the daily morning, afternoon, and evening pravers, the reading of the
Song of Songs on Friday evening, the Friday evening pravers, the Friday
evening Kiddush, the eating of the Hallah (the Sabbath loaf), the Sabbath
mussaf praver, the Sabbath Zakhor, the three Sabbath meals, the New Moon
mussaf praver, the lighting of the Hanukkah candles, the blessing of the
new moon, the counting of the ‘Omer (on the 49 days between Passover
and Pentecost) and the daily recitation of the bedtime Sirma‘. All in all,
this prayer book prints the text of the I¥hem yihud no less than 18 tmes (I
mayv have overlooked one or two), that is, more often than any of the other
pravers.™ A person who conscientiously follows these instructions recites
the formula ar least some 1,750 times a year.

In addition, this prayer book recommends concentration on the com-
posite divine names AYDHNWYH and YAHDWNHY cach time one says
Amen at the recital of the Kaddish, that is, five times for every Kaddish, or
15 times daily. It also prints a Kabbalistic diagram in the shape of a seven-
branched candelabrum with the same two divine names inscribed above
| g

Another likewise very popular Sephardi praver book, entitled Siddur
Abavat Tzivon haShalem (“The Complete Praver Book Love of Zion™),” is
almost identical with the above, except that it includes also the readings for
the Tigqun Hatzot (“Midnight Elevation™), which are pravers of moumning
abourt the destruction of Jerusalem and the return of Isracl, and are intro-
duced by the shem vibud.

In conclusion only one comment: Oral testimony of persons familiar
with the ritual practices of Hasidic Ashkenazi, Sephardi, and Oriental Jews,
and the written witness of the praver books in use among them, are unan-
imous in confirming that the unifications arc an essential and oft-recited
ingredient of their prayers. This, I believe I am correct in interpreting as
an indication that the belief in the Shekhina, the exiled spouse of God the
King, or of the Holy One, blessed be He, and in the religious duty of
bringing about a reunification between them, is also a living part of the
belief svstem of these Jewish communitices.
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9 | Yihudim n Exorcism

An additional purpose for which ythudim were frequently used
was the expelling of dibbugim (singular dibbug),™ spirits of dead persons
that were believed to be able to take possession of the bodies of living
individuals and thereby cause them grear suffering. The existence of this
tvpe of belief in spint-possession and in the possibility of expelling the
invading spirit is well known from the New Testament, the writings of
Josephus Flavius, and Talmudic literature.™ The term dibbug, as it became
popular after the spread of Lurianic Kabbala, referred only to a spirit of a
dead person (and not a demon) who, while alive, committed such grave
sins that upon his death his spirit could not enter even Gehenna, but was
hurled about from onc end of the world to the other by avenging angels.
Such a spirit could escape this torment only if it succeeded in entering the
body of a living person, which it could do if it found an individual whose
transgressions made him vulnerable to being possessed by a spirit. Once
the dibbug succeeded in entering the body of such a person, the avenging
angcls could no longer hurt it, but it, in turn, caused the person in question
much pain, erratic behavior, and serious illness. Hence, if signs of dibbug-
possession were discerned, steps had to be taken to exorcise the spirit, to
expel it from the body of the possessed. The central rite in the complex
ritual of exorcism was the recitation, often for hours on end, of yiludim,
accompanied by the blowing of the shofar, by adjurations, and often by
causing physical pain to the patient.

In his book about dibbug tales in Jewish literature, Gedalya Nigal col-
lected some 90 reports, accounts, and tales about the dibbug (mostly in
Hebrew), dating from the 16th to the 20th centuries.® From this material
it becomes clear that dibbug-possession was a definitely culture-bound phe-
nomenon, that is, as Dr. Nigal observes, dibbugim appeared only in envi-
ronments in which people believed in their existence. Moreover, both the
symptoms of posscssion by dibbugim, and the methods used to exorcise
them, conform to definite patterns, as do the sins for which the soul of a
deccased becomes a dibbug (mostly of a sexual nature), and the minor
transgressions committed by the living person which enable a dibbug to
penctrate his body. In most of the cases the dibbug 1s masculine, and the
possessed person is a young woman.

Dibbug-possession became frequent in 16th-century Safed, where the
Jewish population was acquainted with, and influenced by, the doctrines of
the Kabbala. The exorcist had to be a Kabbalistic master, and later a rzadd:g,
a saintly rabbi of a Hasidic community. Although Havvim Vital, whose



194 | The Hebrew Goddess

writings contain the first detailed accounts of dibbug-possession, does not
call the spirit which takes possession of a person by the name dibbug, he
refers to the phenomenon and describes it as a special case of gilgul, trans-
migration of souls.®!

The drama of exorcism fascinated those who witnessed it, and many
of them, as well as of those who functioned as exorcists,left behind detailed
records of the procedures. One of the accounts tells about an exorcism that
took place in Tiberias in 1833. In it the dibbug himself instructs the exorcist
rabbis how to proceed. He says (speaking, of course, from the mouth of
the possessed person, in this case a 20-year-old youth): “On Friday night,
engage in studying all night, sanctify yourselves, to perform unifications
and to cause the supernal powers to couple. .. ”

The exorcists follow the dibbug’s instructions, and say in unison: “With
the combinations (zzeruf) of the Holy One, blessed be He, and His Shek-
hina, we stand here today before our master the divine Tanna, Rabbi Meir
Ba‘al haNes, to sue this evil and recalcitrant spirit. .. ” Nevertheless the
struggle between the dibbug and the exorcists goes on for a long time, until
at long last they succeed in expelling him.®

In many of the accounts telling about the exorcising of dibbugim the
central feature of the ritual is the recitation of yibudim, often repeatedly,
and always emphatically.** One of these exorcisms took place in Baghdad
in 1900, and is reported by R. Y’huda Fetava, the exorcising rabbi, who,
first of all, tries to ascertain whether the person who for twenty years was
bothered by “evil thoughts™ is actually possessed by a dibbug. The way he
does this is by “reciting into the ears of the man possessed the yibud of the
spirit, so that the breath of the yibud should enter his ear and his limbs, for
the breath of the yihud expels the breath of the dibbug?” The exorcist relates:
“I recited this ythud many times over, one after the other, speaking into the
car of the possessed, without interruption, until I became exhausted” He
explains that he did this because these “yibudim are like fire in chaff, and
are worse [for the dibbug] than the pain of Gehenna. . . ” Finally, the dibbug
was no longer able to suffer the pain, and exited from the body of the
patient.™

Other examples, too, show that the yihudim were believed to force the
dibbug out of the body of the possessed, and that by being spoken into the
his ear they entered the “cavity of the body” and thus forced the dibbug
out. Occasionally the recitation of these exorcistic ythudim went on for
several days—in one reported case (from 1913), the exorcist treated a woman
patient with yihudim for no less than seven weeks, while in another his
cfforts continued for a full vear.

As can be seen from the dates mentioned in the reports about exorcisms
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and from other sources, dibbug-possession and the exorcism of dibbugim
disappeared in the carly 20th century.® The modernization of the religious
atmosphere, to which even the most traditional-bound Jewish circles could
not remain immune, seems to have eliminated the belief in dibbugim which
was the prime precondition of the occurrence of this type of psychiatric
phenomenon, and thus, after a career that spanned almost four centuries,
the spirit known as dibbug was finally laid to rest.

10 | Yihudim for Their Own Sake

Luria’s instructions to the effect that one should recite the brief
formula of Phem vilud “before everything,” that is, prior to reciting anv
praver or performing any mitzra, were intended for the Jewish public at
large. For the adepts, the learned initiates, who in the Safed circle of the
Kabbalistic masters constituted the intellectual-religious elite, Luria had
instructions for an entirely different tvpe of ythudim whose purpose was,
not to make sure that the recital of a prayer or the performance of a mitzra
served its ultimate aim, the unification of God and the Shekhina, but to
achieve, through intense concentration on the yihud itself, a direct influence
on the condition of the Godhead. The basic purpose of these yibudim was
to reunify the Z%r Anpin (“The Small of Face?” or “The Impatent One”),
representing the male aspects of the Godhead, with the Nugva diZ‘er (“The
Female of the Small One”) representing his female aspect.

The Lurianic instructions describing these unifications are extremely
complicated. They involve a kind of mental gymnastics, requiring a veritable
virtuosity in juggling complex and varying rules of gematria—the equation
and combination of the numerical values of the letters of Hebrew words,
and especially of the names of God—and necessitate keeping in mind an
array of artificially derived divine names, of which the ones mentioned above
are but clementary examples. Thus these yihudim constitute, not a rite intro-
ductory to pravers or mitzyot, but “an independent exercise, detached entirely
from the format of traditional prayer and the performance of other mszzvor.™ 5

Isaac Luria, the chief initiator of these unifications, referred to them as
yihudim ‘elyontm, or “supernal unifications.” Since their performance required
not only intense concentration, but also took up considerable time that
otherwise would have been devoted by the adepts to Tora study, the “Holv
ARI” (Luria) anticipated objections from his followers, and felt it necessary
to reassure them: “Don’t say that the study of the Tora is greater, and that
it is not seemly to neglect it, because the mentioned matter of the yihudim
is greater than studying the Tora, for it unifies the supernal worlds”**

One of the instructions of this type of yihudim reads as follows: “Behold,
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the supernal unification of Hokhma [“Widsom™] and Bina [“Understand-
ing”]® is that of the name YHWH with Hokbma, and the name Ehye with
Bina, and the joining of them together thus: YAHHWHYHH. This is the
supernal copulation. ... In sum: Let him [the adept engaging in unifica-
tons] place the name YHWH with its four letters before his eves, and
concentrate on unifving the Holv One, blessed be He, and His Shekhina.

According to Luria, the yihudim of this type had an immense effect on
the spiritual world. Vital writes:

He who performs a supernal unification, the souls of tzaddigim
[deceased saintly men] will cleave to him, and behold, the souls of
the zzaddigim will reveal themselves to him. ... And know that
Benayahu ben Yehoyada is the one who is present and reveals
himself in all places where a yéhud is being performed, which causes
the Female Waters to rise up. And the secret of the matter is that
there were many tzaddigim who in their lives were always perform-
ing supernal ythudim. .. . He who performs a unification at a pro-
pitious time causes the unification of all the supernal roots, and
this is a very high grade....”!

The passage requires some explanation. Benayahu ben Yehovada was
one of the high officers of King David, the commander of the Cherethites
and Pelethites, who is reported to have performed “mighty deeds™ (2 Sam.
23:20-22), and who, according to Luria, accompanied “anyone who per-
formed supernal unifications”** The raising of Female Waters refers to the
power inherent in the Nugva diZ‘er, who is the female counterpart of the
Zer Anpin. The power thar thus ascends from the Female in turn arouses
the Male Waters which are the power flowing from the Male to the Female,
and thus bring abour a union of the two.*

According to Luria the vihudim should be performed either in one’s
home, or, preferably, at the grave of a departed rzaddig.” It so happens that
in the neighborhood of Safed there were (and sull are) numerous tombs
of such holy men as Shim‘on bar Yohai, Rabbi Akiba, Hillel and Shammai,
Shemayah and Avtalyon, Abbaye and Rava. Thus it was not difficulr at all
for the adepts to go and prostrate themselves on one of these graves as
recommended by Luria. The rite consisted of stretching oneself our full
length on the grave, and while in that position performing the unifications,
combinations of letters, etc.”
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11 | Expiatory and Purificatory Yihudim

As for the fourth type of yihudim it will suffice to mention only
bricfly that Luria taught that these “supernal unifications™ could and should
be used for several expiatory purposes. Vital's Sha‘ar Rual haQodesh, the
main source describing these Lunanic doctrines, contains the texts and
instructions of many dozens of ythudim for the purpose of making an evil
person repent, for punh ing the soul, and for atoning such grave sins as
homosexual intercourse, sleeping with a married woman, and the like.” To
judge from the number of vihudim serving these purificatory purposes, the
most frequently committed sin among the Jews of 16th-century Safed was
homosexuality, to atone which nincteen different yihudim are recom-
mended. Next to it came adultery with a married woman, which sin is
expiated by ten different yiludim. Vital took many of the texts of the viludim
he assembled in his book from other leading Kabbalists to whom he always
conscientiously gives credit.””

By the time Vital wrote this book the yihudim had become such an
important religious ritual that it was found necessary to preface them with
a special lengthy prayer, in Aramaic, asking “the Ancient One of the Ancient
Ones,” that is, God, to accept them.™

A derailed presentation of Luria’s teachings as to how to perform the
“supernal unifications”™ which he so greatly stressed is contained in a brief
treatisc written by R. Yosef Tabul and preserved in a manuscript in the
library of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America in New York.” The
Kabbalist Yosef Tabul (or Ibn Tabul, ca. 1545-1600) immigrared from his
native North Africa (whence he was also called “Yosef haMa‘aravi”) to
Safed, where in 1570 he became one of the foremost disciples of Luna,
and after Luria’s death the principal transmitter, next to Hayyim Vital, of
Luria’s teachings. His treatise on Luria’s yihudim begins: “This is the lan-
guage of my teacher and master Rabbi Yitzhaq Luria Ashkenazi—may his
memory be for the life of the World to Come—which he told me mouth
to mouth, word by word, in great secrecy. It is tried and proven, and great
1s the advantage for him who knows it. And this is his language. .. ”

Then follows an account of Luria’s instructions as to how to cleave to
the souls of tzaddigim who passed away by “stretching oneself out on their
graves” and by “keeping the honored and awesome Name [of God] always
in mind, to unite the Holy One, blessed be He, with His Shekhina in fcar
and love, to unite the waw with the be by means of the yod and the Ze. .

“And behold.” R. Tabul continues, “there is no doubt that the maddlqm
after their death, when they dwell in the dust, do not cease from serving
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God, but always engage in unifications in the secret of their soul and spirit
and ghost,!® that rise up and unity Hokbma [“Widsom™] and Bina [ Under-
standing™] in the secret of their soul, and the Tiferer [“Splendor™] with the
Malkine [“Kingdom™], in the secret of the ghost, and the Female Waters
of her [of Malkhutr] with the secret of their soul, and especially so at mid-
night when the Holy One, blessed be He, plays with the ghosts of the
tzaddigim in the Garden of Eden, as explained in the Zohar in the section
Lekh Ukba. .. T

In the sequel R. Tabul explains that by performing unifications one
achieves a union berween one’s own soul and ghost and spirit, and those
of the zzaddig over whose grave one prostrates oneself. He gives explicit
instructions as to how to concentrate on the letters of the name of God
(YHWH), and how to combine the letters of this name with the other
divine name Ehyeh, and the letters of YHWH with the letters of Adonay.

In these complicated Kabbalistic mental exercises one feels that the
original purpose of the yihudim, namely the unification of the male and
female elements (or aspects) of the Godhead, is lost, and the accent is on
the gematria, the virtuosity in combining the letters and in producing long
and pracrically unpronouncable divine names to which quasi-magical qual-
ities are attributed.

Next R. Tabul turns to “the yihudim which my Master taught me,
mouth to mouth, word by word, letter by letter,” The first of these instructs
the adepr what to do while reciting the S#’ma‘ prayer, in order to cause the
“Female Waters™ to rise to the Sefira of Bina (“Understanding™). Here the
accent is no longer on the unification of God and the Shekhina, but on
that of the soul of the adept and the soul of the fzaddig on whose grave
the adeprt lies prostrate with the “supernal root on which both vou and
that rzaddig depend ™!

12 | The Common Man and the
Shekhina

A conspectus of the rich material on the unifications, of which
only a sample could be presented above, shows that they were essential
parts of the everyday life of most Jews until the general decline in traditional
religious observance that set in with the spread of the Haskala, the Jewish
Enlightenment, in many parts of the Jewish world. The role the yihudim
plaved in the life of the individual Jew depended, of course, on his general
religious orientation. All in all, however, there can be no doubt that there
was an intense preoccupation with the yihudim among all the Hasidim,
Sephardi, and Oriental Jews: in their life the yihudim were a ubiquitous
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clement, accompanying, as we have seen, practically every moment of their
waking hours, and every one of the many mirzvot they were expected to
perform day after day.

The Kabbalistic authors and Hasidic masters in whose writings is laid
down the duty of reciting the /shem yilud formula “over cverything” as
several of them state, are at pa.im to explain that God and the Shekhina are
one. Schooled as they were in mystical thinking, they undoubtedly reached
an understanding, satisfactory for their grasp, of the nature of the Godhead,
so that for them, despite the constantly referred-to dichotomy between the
male and the female aspects or clements in God, and the separation between
them that made the unifications such an important religious duty, it was a
decp-scated and unshakable tenet that God and the Shekhina were one. It
is a fact that they never ure of emphasizing, and insisting on, the ultimate
oneness of God, even while instructing their followers to recite unifications
many times a day.

But what of the followers, who constituted the vast majority every-
where, in Europe as well as in the Middle East? They, even if possessed of
some learning, lacked the ability to understand the sublime mysteries of
divine oneness while following the instructions of their spiritual leaders and
reciting the [shem yihud formula again and again. All they were able to
grasp was that by enunciating the hallowed formula they declared that the
mitzva or other act they were about to perform served always one and the
same purpose: that of uniting God and His Shekhina. This is what the
formula said, and this is whar those who recited it understood it to mean.
Can it be that they were aware that the Shekhina they thus strove to unify
with the Holy One, blessed be He, was, despite the pl:un meaning of the
words, which must have been clear even to the least educated among them,
not a separate entity but a mysterious emanation from, or aspect of, God?
That, ulumarely, “the Holy One blessed be He, and His Shekhina™ was
nothing bur a figure of speech, and that behind it stood the supernal,
majestic, untouchable and unassailable oneness of God? I doubt it. It scems
to me that what was carried in the mind of the untutored or semi-tutored
Jew as a result of the constant repetition of the unifications was something
akin to the mental picture the uneducated Catholic layman had of the deity:
his “Lord™ was Jesus Christ, the object of his loving adoration was “the
Mother of God,” and the abstruse doctrine of the threc-in-one deity was
cither unknown to him, or was pushed so far into the background of his
consciousness that it plaved a very minimal role, if it played a role art all, in
his religious belief and thinking. The believing mind has an uncanny capac-
ity to remain unaware of logical contradictions inherent in its beliefs. Like-
wise the Jews managed to be unmindful of the contradiction between their
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axiomatic belief in the absolute oneness of God, and their acceprance of
what the yibudim hammered into them many times every day: that the
Shekhina was separated from God, and that it was their duty to restore the
shattered unity between her and God.

It is a matter of great regret that no documentation is available of what
the Jewish folk belief was concerning the Shekhina after the Lurianic doc-
trines became accepted into the prayer books and thus lodged in the Jewish
mind. One can only extrapolate from rare written records left behind by
learned men whosc writings contain indications or betray traces of w hat
must have been the beliefs of the simple ptoplc One such record is con-
tained in the book Mgillat S’tarim (“Scroll of Secrets™) written by R. Safrin,
which we shall discuss in Chapter IX. Also the very fact that the visions of
the carlier Kabbalistic and Hasidic authors fall into a definite pattern—one
could, e.g., establish a definite typology of the maggid—makes it appear
likelv thar those visions were expressions or products of the general atmos-
phere of the Jewish communities dominated by Kabbalistic or Hasidic
masters and their teachings. Dibbug possession, discussed above, and occur-
ring in other cultures as well, is yet another phenomenon that evinces such
patterning. Hence it may not be farfetched to conclude that the yibudim,
which unquestionably were part of the everydav life of the community at
large, created a suscepribility to visions of the Shekhina and to experiences
of maggidim in many more people than would appear from the number of
surviving accounts. Many could have had, in fact, must have had, such
visionary experiences in order to enable the few learned and ralented among
them to describe their visions in largely similar terms, and to leave them as
a legacy for us to study and ponder.

Visions and hallucinations were, of course, but one type of phenomena
in communities for which Kabbalistic and Hasidic mastery was the acme
of accomplishment. Beyond that was the psychological effect of the doc-
trines themselves, of which even the least knowledgeable had to have some
inkling. How far this scatter-cffect of Kabbalism and Hasidism spread among
the ‘amkha, the Jewish population in general, is hard to say for the simple
reason that all the surviving documentation pertains to the life and work
of the learned clite among the Kabbalists, and of the rzaddigim, the rab-
binical leaders enjoving the reputation of saintly men, among the Hasidim.
And even the writings left behind by the Hasidic /iterati present not a few
problems, especially when one wishes to base on them conclusions with
reference to the mental world of the common man. of the Jewish millions,
whose enthusiastic support made it possible for the few hundred rzaddigim
to devorte their lives to studying the Zohar and ro mystical speculation, and
to enjoy prestige, honor, adulation, and occasionally luxurious living.
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Hasidic literarure, although it spans less than two centuries, is very
voluminous, and 1s difficult of access because of its language, stvlistic pecu-
liaritics, ideological premises, and the concepts with which it operates. For
these and several other reasons, its scholarly study has barely begun. To
subject it to scholarly scrutiny, to somcth:ng akin to the French explication
de texte, and, in the first place, to a psychological investigation, could be a
matter of considerable importance for an understanding of the Jewish psy-
che in East and Central Europe in the rwo centuries after the emergence
of Hasidism. A painstaking study of the belief systems, the conceprual con-
structs, and the fantasv-world of the Hasidim, the learned and the untutored
alike, would show what it was that made it possible for them, not only to
preserve their mental equilibrium in the midst of, to say the least, trying
circumstances, but also to maintain an optimistic outlook, a specific Hasidic
version of the zestful enjovment of life. I am confident that such a study
would establish that one of the foundations of this development was the
role assigned to the Hasid, even to the simple, ignorant Jew, in bringing
together God and the Shekhina by reciting yibudim ten or fifteen times a
day. This belief made him in his own eyes a factor in the mysterious goings-
on in Heaven, and thus gave him a sensc of importance and value far bevond
that which appeared on the surface of things.



THE SHEKHINA AS
MAGGID AND VISION

1 | As Maggid

In chapter IV above we referred to statements made by some
Talmudic sages who claimed to have seen or heard the Shekhina in her
carthly manifestations, and cited Talmudic and Midrashic passages speaking
of individuals and the Children of Israel in general as having “feasted their
eves on the Shekhina,” 1.e., of having acrually gazed at her. These passages—
not to mention such Biblical visions of God Himself as those of Isaiah
(6:1-5) and Ezekiel (1:26)—made it possible for medieval and later Jewish
mystics to claim that their own visionary or auditory experiences of the
Shekhina did not go beyond the permissible within the framework of legit-
imate Jewish doctrine. Inevitably, it was the Kabbalists who put forward
such claims and recorded their perceptions of divine sights and sounds.

Early Kabbalistic literature, and in the first place the Zohar, contains
numerous accounts of, or references to, heavenly inspiration, in which the
Holy Spirit, the Prophet Elijah, the chicf angel Metatron, or other angels
and heavenly forces, appear and communicate mysteries and other weighty
revelations to the favored adept. In the 15th century, the personified source
of such revelations assumed the character of a maggid (literally, “sayer” or
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“teller™), who repeatedly or even regularly addressed the individual Kab-
balist in a dream, or spoke from his mouth while he was awake. In the 16th
century the five most important Kabbalists of the Safed circle—Joseph Caro,
Shlomo Algabetz, Moses Cordovero, Isaac Luria and Havvim Vital—had
their maggidim and left behind accounts of their experiences. After them,
the maggid phenomenon continued well into the 18th century, while other
types of supernatural visions occurred even in the the 19th.

The history of maggidism has stll to be written, but several of the
individual Kabbalists who saw unagcs and heard voices of maggidim have
already come under scholarly scrutiny. It appears that the first master in
whose circle the image of the maggid crystallized was the 15th—16th century
Spanish Kabbalist Yosef Taitazak, who indulged in severe ascetic practices,
and reported having received revelations in Hebrew from a maggid. After
the Spanish expulsion (1492), Taitazak sertled in Salonika, where he became
the head of a group of disciples whose members subsequently moved to
Safed and founded there the great Safed school of Kabbala.!

The Kabbalistic master in whose life the maggid played the most impor-
tant role was Joseph Caro (1488-1575), the oldest of the five mentioned
above. Caro is the most famous and most influential codifier of Jewish law
of all umes, whose Shulhan ‘Arukh is the last, and to this day authoritative,
halakhic code of Judaism. Less well known in non-Kabbalistic and non-
Hasidic circles is the fact—somewhat embarrassing for them—that Caro
was also a leading Kabbalistic master in 16th-century Safed. He kcpt a
secret Kabbalistic diary for half a century, of which the only surviving
fragment was printed under the title ;Haggzd Mesharim, that is, “Teller of
Truths™?

The influence of the maggid on Caro was all-encompassing. Not only
did the maggid communicate to him sermons interpreting the secrets of the
Kabbala and passages in the Bible, but also gave him practical help, guiding
him in his wanderings in Turkey, directing him to emigrate to Eretz Israel
(at the time a Turkish province), and, most importantly from the point of
view of the development of the Shulhan ‘Arukh, stimulating him to write
his halakhic works. The maggid also functioned as Caro’s mentor in personal
matters, encouraged him to live a strictly moral life, and even promised him
that he would achieve his great dream—martyrdom, although in fact this
was never attained by him.*

Caro and his maggid arc of special interest to us in the present context
because Caro identified the divine personage who accompanied him through
most of his long life (he lived to be 87) with the Shekhina. In addressing
Caro, the maggid identfied herself as the Mother, the Shekhina, the
Matronit—all Kabbalistic terms designating the mystical divine spouse of
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God. In onc passage, c.g., she says: “I am the mother who chastises her
children, I am she who is called Matronit, I am the Mishna, who speaks in
vour mouth, I am she who dries up the sea, who pierces Rahab, 1 am the
chastising mother, [ am the angel who redeems the mystery of Jacob™
Although in this passage the maggid is identified with the feminine mani-
festations of God (Mother, Matronit) as well as with the Mishna, in later
revelations she prefers to identifv herself with the Mishna alone.*

Several passages in the Maggid Mesharim testify to an crotic relation-
ship between Caro and his Maggid-Shekhina. E.g.: “I alw ays embrace you
and cling o vou™; “I cleave to you and Kiss vou with love, as it is written,
‘Let him kiss me with the kisses of his mouth’ (Song 1:2)”; “Come out
and meet me, my sister, my fair one, I desire you and love you. . . ™ Although
Werblowsky, who devoted a whole book to Caro, cautions ag:unst reading
too much into phrases such as these, since, as he says, they are current in
the Midrash and the Kabbala,” it is undeniable that the intimate rclationship
that went on for decades in the imagination of Caro between him and his
Magqgid-Shekhina had a definitely erotic note to it, which, of course, is
nothing unusual in the context of muystical experience also outside the
boundaries of Judaism. As Louis Dupré¢ put it, “All Western religions have
produced mystics of love. Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have known cach
its own kind of spiritual cros™*

Joseph Caro’s idennfication of the Magaid-Shekhina with a sacred book.
the Mishna, has its historical antecedents in the apocrvphal Wisdom of Ben
Sirach (Chapter 24) in which Hoklma (“Wisdom”) is identified with another
holy book, “the book of the Covenant of the supernal God —the Tora which
Moses commanded us as an inhentance of the Communirty of Jacob™ (Sir-
ach 24:23)°

The next oldest of the five Kabbalistic masters, mentioned above, Shiomo
Algabetz (ca. 1505-1584), refers in his writings, as we will see (p. 250),
to the Shekhina as “our Mother™ and to God as “our Father™” As for infor-
mation about the magqgid, Algabetz is important because of a picce of
writing known as “The Shavu'ot Epistle” in which he describes in detail
the auditory manifestation of a nuﬂgzd through the mouth of ]oscph Caro
which he witnessed and heard in the course of two nights. He writes that
on the night of Shavu‘ot Caro and he spent all night reading the Bible,
then studied the Mishna Z'ra‘im, and then

Our Creator cnabled us to hear the voice of the speaker in the
mouth of the Hasid [i.c., Caro], a great voice, clearly enunciating,
and all the neighbors heard it and did not understand. And the
loveliness was great, and the voice became stronger and stronger.
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and we fell on our faces, and none of us dared lift up our eyes and
faces to see because of our grear fear. And that voice spoke to us
and said: “Hear, O friends, vou are the choicest of the choice, my
friends and beloved ones, peace be unto vou. . .. It is now many
vears that the crown of my head fell down, and there is nobody to
comfort me, and I am cast into the dust and embrace dunghills
(Lam. 4:5). But now vou have restored the crown to its former
state. . .. Behold, I am the Mishna who chastises men, I came to
speak to vou.. .. Be strong and rejoice in my Tora. .. ” And all of
us broke into tears because of our great jov and also when we
heard the pain of the Shekhina because of our sins, and her voice
was like the voice of a sick person who beseeches us. . .. And then
we continued until the light of the moming, and the study did not
cease from our lips in joy and trembling. . . .10

Several points in this passage of which we quoted only the highlights,
call for comment. First of all, it is interesting that although the maggid
whose voice issues from the mouth of Joseph Caro identifies herself as “the
Mishna” Algabetz and the group recognize in her the Shekhina. Secondly,
the whole passage is full of ambivalence: the image has “grear loveliness”
but at the same time it inspires “great fear” The voice flatters the group,
calls them “choicest of the choice.” but then strikes a threatening note saying
that she “chastises men.” She says that the crown of her head fell down and
she herself is cast into dust and embraces dungheaps, but at the same ume
she states thar Caro and his group have restored her crown to its former
place. She speaks with a “grear voice™ and vet with the voice of a sick person
who “besecches us™ Similarlv ambiguous or ambivalent is the reaction of
those who hear the voice: thu are scized with a great joy, but also cry
bitterly over the pain of the Shekhina and their own sins which caused her
suﬂu'mg,s They both rejoice and tremble. I certainly wish a competent
analyst would rake a close look at this and other similar passages describing
the maggid’s communications and the reactions of those who received them.
But cven short of that one thing is quite clear: the image which appears to
the group is recognized by them as the Shekhina, and, in fact, cannot be
anvbody clse but the Shekhina. It is the Shekhina, and not the Mishna,
who, according to traditional Kabbalistic doctrine with which members of
the group were suffused, was cast into dust, who suffered, and who could
be restored to her place on high and reunited with her husband, the super-
nal King, by the performance of mitzvot, and, in the first place, by the grear
mitzva of studving the sacred literature with utter concentration. .

As we will see below (p. 250), Algabetz dwelt in his other writings as
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well on the plight of the Shekhina, and on the duty of the pious “to bring
back our Mother to her place and to her palace?” As for the maggid of Caro,
also the Jerusalem rabbis who wrote haskamor (“approbations”) to the Mag-
gid Mesharim make it clear that she was indeed none other than the Shek-
hina." Incidentally, as Werblowsky has pointed out, the term maggid appears
in the writings of Caro and Algabetz only once or twice. The usual desig-
nation for the spiritual persona who addresses Caro is gol (“voice™), or
dibbur (“speech™).”? Interesting is the phrase in which the Shekhina describes
herself as being in exile among saravim viallonim, which is a modified quote
from Ezekiel 2:6, where it means “briers and thorns” but which in the
approbation of the Jerusalem rabbis to the Maggid Mesharim, as Wer-
blowsky suspects, could be a pun and intended to be read Serbim uSlavonim,
that is, “Serbs and Slavonians,” since the consonants of the two Hebrew
words as they appear in the Bible can be read thus as well.'*

With the third of the group, Moses Cordovero (1522-1570) we have
dealt in the preceding chapter, but what he has to say about the maggid
belongs in the present context.'* Cordovero wrote a book-length treatise
about angels in which he discusses the maggid in some derail. He refers to
angelic spirit-possession by saving that angels can “clothe themselves into
a man;" and that such an :mg:.l ;xmw:\sing a man is ““har people call nmqm’d 2

or a prophcr and a Ll’l:ll'lt)f for Lhc Holy One, blt.w.d be He....” When
the Children of Israel went into the field to fight the Philistines, ‘“thc Shek-
hina was with Isracl in their war, and her chariot was the mystery of the
king” When a person is thus possessed by the Shekhina, “he feels nothing
but heaviness of head, no ringing of the cars. ..

From this Cordovero concludes that “all the acts of a man must be for
the sake of Heaven in thought, so that he straighten his thoughts in those
acts for the sake of the unification of his Creator, as is known, and he should
utter with his mouth, ‘For the sake of the unification of the Holy One,
blessed be He, and His Shekhina! and then perform the act, so that the act
should not be spoiled. .. and then the Tzaddig [i.e., God| will alight on
that act, and evil will be removed from it”

In the sequel Cordovero touches upon a favorite subject of the Kab-
balists, namely that coupling between man and wife must be performed
with awe and dedication:

And this is the great principle in procreation, in the union of man
and wife, for there is nothing thar promotes the presence of Evil
Lilith there as does this act. Because it is a grear achievement to
beget a child who survives, who builds worlds, rather than to beger,
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in hasty confusion, children of Lilith . . . or to beget evil ones, chil-
dren of Samacl and Lilith, the devastators of the world. ... One
must beware of having strife and quarrel in one’s house . . . for then,
instantly, Lilith will be present there. And let him [the husband]
know that he represents the Supernal Groom, and his wife the
Supernal Bride. .. .15

We shall sce below examples of Kabbalistic anxiety over the interference
of Lilith with the sacred act of union between man and wife (pp- 234-35).
Here, in Cordovero’s teachings, we see the general background of that fear:
the concern with the danger that Lilith or some other forces of evil may
interfere and “spoil” any pious act performed, and we are told that the
method of preventing it is to recite the “unification” formula discussed in
the preceding chapter.

Next in chronological order comes Isaac Luna (1534-1572), with whom
we are by now well acquainted, and who was by far the most influential of
the Safed Kabbalists, and this despite the fact that he spent only the last
two vears of his hife in Safed and that he died at the young age of thirty-
cight. He came to be referred to as the “divine Rabbi Isaac” or, from the
acrostic of these three words in Hebrew, as HaARJ JmQadwh “the Sacred
Lion” In contrast to the other leading Safed masters, Luria himself wrote
next to nothing. The works usually referred to as Kitve haARI, “the writings
of Luria,” were actually written b_\ his disciples, and in the first place by
Hayyim Vital, who carefully recorded his teachings, creating an extensive
corpus of Lurianic works which, in turn, had a unique influence on the
development and spread of the Kabbala. Thus it is from books compiled
bv Hayyim Vital that we know of Luria’s maggidism, although, in fact, it
is difficult to determine where in these books the record of Luria’s teachings
ends and Vital’s own ideas begin.

Morcover, one of the two books which conrain most of the information
on Luria’s maggid experiences, the Sha‘ar haYihudim (“Gate of Unifica-
tions”), was compiled not even by Hayyim Vital but by his son Samuel

Vital. The other book, Sha‘ar Ruakh baQodcsh (“Gate of the Holy Spirit™),
f()rrm one of the eight “Gates™ into which Hayyim Vital nrgamzcd Luria’s
teachings and which he entitled ‘Etz haHayyim (“Tree of Life”). This work
too was reedited and rearranged by Samuel Vital.'¢

The Lunanic doctrine of maggxdmm as it appears in the Vitals® pres-
entation, has a distinctly non-spiritistic coloration. The maggid is not the
spirit of a deceased saint or master, nor the audible manifestation of the
Godhead, but comes into being as a result of an adept’s studiousness, piety,
and prayer. As Lawrence Fine pur it, “the Voice that a man utters while
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engaged in the study of Torah or mystical prayer ascends above, thereby
creating a maggid. At a later point in tume, this created spiritual voice
descends below by ‘clothing’ itself in the mystic’s current voice. .. ” or, it
joins “with the voice of a departed Zaddik (righteous person) in the world
above]” and then, having merged, “the two voices. . . descend and speak
through the voice of the adept?'”

In Luria’s maggidism, as reported by the Vitals, the maggid is not
identified with the Shekhina, but has some connection with the Sefira of
Malkhur (“Kingdom™), which, as we have seen, is identified with the
Shekhina.™®

Hayvim Vital (1543-1620) was the youngest of the five Kabbalists
mentioned. In addition to presenting the Jewish world with the corpus of
Luria’s teachings, Vital himself wrote voluminously. He held forth in con-
siderable detail about the theory and practice of yibudim, which he must
have done in obedience to his master, Luria, who, he writes in his Sefer
haHezyonot (*Book of Visions™), often reproached him for not performing
enough of them.™

After the appcarance of Shabbatai Zevi (1626-1676), the false Messiah,
those who continued to believe in him despite his apostasy in 1666, remained
true to mainstream Kabbalism inasmuch as they experienced visitations
from maggidim very similar to those of the non-Shabbaraians. One of the
leading Shabbataian mystics was Ya‘aqov b. Yitzhaq Serjun (or Tzurgeon;
his name is spelled in Hebrew Tzerugun) of Salonika, who, in 1668, described
his maggidic visions, or rather hallucinations. These were clearly modelled
after the Zohar in which Talmudic sages frequently appear and divulge
great mysteries to the company of adcpts However, there is one significant
difference: while in the Zoharic visions the sages who appear are the sole
apparitions and sources of mystical instruction, in Serjun’s visions the sages,
cither Tannaim or Amoraim, appear in the company of “the Holy Shekhina™
As for the contents of the revelations themselves, they all deal with “the
sacred soul” of Shabbatai Zevi, the meaning of his apostasy, and related
1ssues. 20

Somewhat later, but still in the 17th century, revelations of heavenly
maggidim concerning Shabbatai Zevi and the legitimacy of his messianic
mission became frequent among Italian Kabbalists.?* The usual contents of
the communications the Shabbataian visionaries claimed to have received
from their maggidim were confirmations of the messiahship of Shabbatai
Zevi. One of them was Mord’khai Ashkenazi (d. 1701) from Zholkva
(Zolkiev), a rabbi, preacher, and Kabbalist who spent some time in Iraly
and claimed to have received a new reading of the Zohar from heavenly
maggidim. His book, titled Eshel Avraham (“The Tamarisk of Abraham™),
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containing Zoharic commentaries, was seen through the press in Fuerth in
1700-1701 by Ashkenazi’s patron and fellow Shabbataian visionary, Abra-
ham Rovigo.

Abraham Rovigo (ca. 1650-1713) was himself a recipient of maggidic
revelations, and a generous supporter of Kabbalists who claimed to be
favored by maggidim. He was a wealthy man, a collector of manuscripts
and printed books, and had, ¢.g., the Sefer haKarvanot copied for him by
his teacher, the renowned poet and Kabbalist Moses Zacuto (ca. 1626-
1697).22 Zacuro lived from 1645 in Venice and was rabbi in Mantua from
1673 to his death. The relations between master and disciple became strained
after the apostasy of Shabbatai Zevi, when Zacuto became an opponent of
the Shabbataian movement, while Rovigo remained one of the ma’aminim
(“believers™). Stll, the extant letters from Zacuto to Rovigo, dated 1671~
1672, show that the two remained friends, and repeatedly discussed Kab-
balistic issues. Thus in April, 1672, Zacuto wrote to Rovigo: “I believe I
have already informed you about the mystery of the name /uz [“backbone™],
which is the mysterv of Hokhma and Bina [“Wlsdom and “Understanding,”
two of the ten Sefiror], of the male and the female. .. ” and continued to
expatiate on this esoteric subject.?

Other Shabbataian visionaries who received revelations from maqgidim
and were supported by Abraham Rovigo included Issachar Baer Perlhefter
and Mord'khai Mokhiah Eisenstadr from Prague (between 1677 and 1681).*

A contemporary of these Kabbalists was Abraham Mlgucl Cardozo
(1626-1706), a former Marrano and unul 1673 a physician in Tripoli,
North Africa, who from 1675 to 1680 occupied a leading position in the
Shabbaraian group of Smyma. The Kabbalistic exercises of this group included
maggidic visions, which confirmed Cardozo’s belief in Shabbatai Zevi, and
even prompted him to consider himself, or at lcast call himself, “Messiah
ben Joseph™# Like all the Kabbalists of the period, Cardozo too was pre-
occupied with yibudim, and in one of his discourses he gives detailed
instructions to members of his circle how to proceed in performing “uni-
fications” He tells them to go down to a ravine near Smyrna with R.
Elivahu haKohen, who, he assures them, will be accompanied by his maggid.
Once there, they should take five stones, “cach the size of a fist or bigger.”
recite the verse “And a river went our of Eden” etc. (Gen. 2:10-14), “for
the Shekhina’s stones are sapphires.” and then place or throw these “stones
of holiness™ into the river and recite a yihud addressing God: “You are He
who unites the Holy One, blessed be He, with His Shekhina. . . . Be it Your
will that You bring near the Shekhina to the Holy One, blessed be He.
.. " The description of the ritual and its explanation takes up several pages
in Cardozo’s treatise in which he also predicts the appearance of several



210 | The Hebrew Goddess

maqggidim. What is noteworthy in this treatise of Cardozo is that he con-
siders God a separate entity from both the Holy One, blessed be He, and
the Shekhina: he instructs his followers to pray to God that He should
unite the latter two.

Cardozo not only performed y#hudim but also taught them to his dis-
ciples, and instructed them to recite yihudim on the tombs of tzaddigim so
as to receive revelations.?® Nothing could show more clearly the close con-
nection between yihudim and maggidic revelations.

The R. Elivahu haKohen mentioned in Cardozo’s treatise is nonc other
than his friend Elivahu haKohen halttamari (d. 1729), the famous author
of Shevet Mussar (“Sceprer of Chastisement™) and of the Midrash Talpiyot,
which we had occasion to quote. He too was the recipient of maggidic
communications, and described the image of his maggid.>”

The last flare-up of maggidism took place in the 18th century when it
caused a stormy dispute between the poet and Kabbalist Moses Hayyim
Luzzatto (1707-1746) and his opponents, led by the anti-Shabbataian
Kabbalist Moses Hagiz (1672—ca. 1751). Luzzatto, whose Kabbalism was
unged with a Messianic coloring, considered his own marriage ceremony
as symbolic of the unification of the Shekhina with her divine husband, and
claimed that a maggid spoke to him while he was awake, and not in a dream.
This was a claim the older and more moderate Moses Hagiz could not
countenance, and felt that he must decry it.?*

Luzzatto was twenty when he had his first maggidic revelation, and
thereafter both his life and his writings were largely determined by his
maggid. In order to achieve communications from the maqgid Luzzatto
engaged in persistent yihudim exercises and meditations. Like the other
Kabbalists who claimed to have maggidim, Luzzarro did not sce his maggid
but only heard his voice as he spoke through Luzzatto’s own mouth. How-
ever, in contrast to the maggid who spoke through the mouth of Joseph
Caro and could be heard by all those present, the words thar Luzzato’s
maggid put in his mouth could be heard only by him. After threc months
of this, the Prophet Elijah appeared to Luzzato, and gave him eschato-
logical messages. Later the chief angel Mctatron, Abraham, Moscs, and R.
Hamnuna Saba also would address him. Two vears after the inception of
these hallucinanons Luzzatto’s maggidism entered a new stage: he was now
permitted to submit questions to the maggid. Throughout, much of his
maggidic communications dealt with Shabbatai Zevi.

In one of his letters (in 1730) Luzzarto wrote to R. Benjamin haKohen
Vitale (1651-1730), the Kabbalist and longtime rabbi of Reggio: “I was
most diligent about the ythudim, to perform one yihud almost every quarter
of an hour, and so I continue to this day” Luzzatto took some of his ythudim
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from Nathan of Gaza (1644-1680), the prophet and theologian of Shab-
batai Zevi.>

Only once in his writing did Luzzatto mention the name of his maggid:
it was, he savs, S/muvel, which means something like “He who listens to
God” A student of Luzzatro, R. Jacob Forti (or Hazaq, 1689-1782), who
served as chief rabbi of Padua, gives a slightly different version of the
maggid’s name: he calls him Shim?el. Such a compound name, ending in
El (that 15, “God”), 1s a typical angelic name, the like of which were for
long current among the Kabbalists. To mention only one other example,
the great-grandfather of the Hida, R. Isaac ben Abraham Azulai (born in
the early 17th century), claimed to have received revelations from an angel
named Yho’el, meaning “Y'ho (short for Yahweh) is my God

2 | In Visions

More or less simultancously with the appearance of maggidism
occurred experiences of visionaries who saw the Shekhina. Just as the former
had its roots in the divine or angelic voices heard by Biblical prophets, and
in the Bar Qol (literally, “Daughter of Voice™), the divine voice heard by
some Talmudic sages, so the latter, as we have indicated above, also had
their Talmudic, Midrashic, and even Biblical antecedents.

The carliest example of a visual appearance of a heavenly being in the
form of a woman is found in the Midrash Pesigta Rabbati. It is based on
the prophetic-poctic image of Zion as the mother of the People of Israel,
to which frequent references are made especially by Isaiah, in several of the
Apocrypha, and in the earlier Midrash.!

The Pesigta Rabbati, a Palestinian Midrash dating probably from the
7th century, contains this passage:

Jeremiah said: When I went up to Jerusalem, I looked up and saw
a woman sitting on top of the mountain, clad in black, her hair
dishevelled, crying and hoping that someone would comfort her.
And I too was crying and hoping that someone would comfort
me. I approached her and spoke to her and said to her: “If you are
a woman, speak to me, and if you are a spirit, get away from me!”
She responded and said to me: “Don’t vou recognize me? I am
she who had seven sons. Their father went overseas, and while I
went up and cried about him, behold another [messenger] came
and said to me: “The house fell upon your seven sons and killed
them’ [cf. Job 1:18-19]. Now I do not know for whom [ should
cry and for whom I should dishevel my hair!™ I answered and said
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to her: “You are not better than my Mother Zion, who has become
a grazing ground for the beasts of the ficld” She answered and
said to me: “I am vour Mother Zion. I am the mother of seven,
for it is written, ‘She that hath bome seven languisheth’ (Jer. 15:9)2%

In the sequel Jeremiah “proves™ to Mother Zion that just as God restored
the suffering Job to his former state of well-being, so He will restore and
rebuild her as well.

What we have here is a description of a vision supposedly had by the
Prophet Jeremiah, in which Mother Zion appears in the shape of a mourn-
ing woman who enters into a dialog with the prophet, and even quores a
verse from his book. Her image is so realistic that the prophet mistakes her
for a flesh and blood woman, although there must have been something in
her appearance that made him suspect that she might be a spirit. Jeremiah
had advance knowledge of the existence of a heavenly woman symbolizing
Zion, for he says, “You are not better than my Mother Zion.. " but he
still does not recognize the woman whom he sees before him. Hence the
“punch line” of the vision: “I am vour Mother Zion...”

Some cight centuries separate this description of Jeremiah’s vision of
Mother Zion from a description of the appearance of the mourning Shek-
hina vouchsafed to the Kabbalist Abraham ben Eliezer halevi Berukhim
(ca. 1515-1593). Berukhim was born in Morocco, immigrated to Palestine
probably before 1565, and became a disciple of Isaac Luria. He was an
ascetic and a visionary, and a great devotee of the holiness of the Sabbath,
about which he wrote a book, Tigqune Shabbat (“Rules of the Sabbath)
published in numerous cditions). He also collected sections of the Zohar
not included in the Mantua 1558-1560 edition; these were subsequently
published under the title Zohar Hadash (*New Zohar™). The account of
Berukhim’s vision of the Shekhina is contained in a letter written from
Safed by R. Shlomo Shlomel of Dresnitz, himself a well-known Kabbalistic
author who settled in Safed in 1602. Apart from the vision, this letter
contains indications of the enormous influence Isaac Luria had on the Safed
Kabbalists.

[R. Abraham hal.evi Berukhim] would rise every midnight and
walk about in the streets [of Safed], and raise his voice crying aloud
with a bitter voice: “Arise for the honor of the Name, blessed be
He, for the Shekhina is in exile, and our Holy House is devoured
by fire, and Israel are in great trouble. .. ” [Once Isaac Luria told
him:] “Go to Jerusalem, and there go to the Western Wall, and
pour out vour praver and vour tears, and then, if you will find favor
with your Creator and will merit to sce the Shekhina, then vou
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can be sure that vou will live another 22 years”

As soon as R. Abraham haLevi heard this, he instantdly sold all
the things of his house for the expenses of the trip, and went to
Jerusalem, and instantly shut himself up three days and three nights,
in fasting and in sackcloth and in great weeping, and did not move
from there. And after three davs he went to the Western Wall and
prayed there, and cried bitterly. And when he lifted up his eves he
saw on top of the Western Wall the shapc [“dugma”] of a woman
behind her [2], and I don’t want to write here in what kind of
clothing he saw her, for I fear for the honor of our Creator. And
as soon as he saw her in that manner, he fell upon his face on the
ground, and cried and wept: “Mother! Mother! Mother Zion! Woe
to me that I see you thus!..” And so he cried bitterly, and beat
upon his face and tore his beard and the hair of his head, untl he
fainted, fell down, and slept upon his face. Then he saw in a dream
that she came and pur her hand on his face and wiped away the
tears from his eves, and said to him: “Be comforted, my son Abra-
ham, for ‘there is hope for thy future, and they children ‘shall return
to their own border’ (Jer. 31:17), for T will cause their capuvity
to return and I will have compassion on them’” (Jer. 33:26). And
R. Abraham awoke from his sleep, and returned to Safed jovtully
and happily, and when the ARI of blessed memory saw him he
said to him: “I can sec in you that you merited appearances of the
Shekhina, and from now on you can be sure that you will live
another 22 years” And so it was, for he lived after this 22 years.®

The affinity of R. Berukhim’s vision with that attributed to Jeremiah
by the Midrash Pesigta Rabbati is obvious, despite the new elements con-
tained in the story about the Safed Kabbalist. The words the woman addresses
to R. Berukhim are quotations from Jeremiah. Luria identifies the appari-
tion, both before and after the occurrence of R. Berukhim’s vision, with
the Shekhina. R. Berukhim, however, recognizes in it only “Mother Zion™
(as did Jeremiah), and this despite the fact that he himself was daily (or
nightly) preoccupied with the pain of the Shekhina, and that the three days
of fasting and mourning he engaged in in Jerusalem before going to the
Western Wall could have been done only as an expression of his griet over
the exile of the Shekhina.

R. Berukhim’s vision is divided into two parts: at first, while awake, he
sees “Mother Zion,” reacts in vehement desperation, and faints. Then, while
asleep (or unconscious?), he feels Mother Zion touch his face, wipe away
his tears, and hears her address comforting Biblical quotations to him. 1
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have not come across other instances of such a double visionary experience
in both a conscious and an unconscious state one after the other.

It is noteworthy that, as compared to the maggidic revelations, the
visual or visionary appearances of the Shekhina are much rarer. This may
have something to do with the auditory rather than visual orientation of
the Kabbala and Hasidism and their followers. Jewish mysticism is based
primarily on the spoken, heard, and written word; visual experiences play
a relatively minor role in it. The same holds good in the realm of combatting
the “Other Side.” as evil powers are referred to, and their dangerous influ-
ences: it is primarily verbal methods, pravers, incantations, concentrations,
unifications, and the like, that are emploved to protect a person or a place
from being attacked or harmed, or to rid him or it of the presence of evil
spirits, dibbugim, or demons, and only secondarily are visible objects, such
as game‘or, amulets or talismans, used, and even if they are, it is the written
word on them that makes them efficacious.

Yer withal, occasional appearances of the Shekhina were reported by
Kabbalists and Hasidim, even after the 18th-century decline of maggidism.
The desire to be vouchsafed mystical visions of the Shekhina produced, at
least in some cases, visionary experiences which were then duly put down
in writing. A Hasidic master who was most interested in Shekhina visions
recorded by, or reported of, leading Kabbalists and Tzaddigim, and who
himselt has such visions, was the prolific author R. Isaac Judah Jehiel Safrin
(or Sifrin, 1806-1874). In one of his books, entitled N’tiv Mirzvotekha
(“The Path of Thy Commandments”),** he describes, among other visions
of the Shekhina, the one seen by the 16th-century Kabbalistic master R.
Abraham haLevi Berukhim, with which we are by now familiar from the
17th-century account of R. Shlomo Shlomel of Dresnitz (see above). Less
inhibited than R. Shlomo Shlomel, R. Safrin supplies some addinonal details
about the woman R. Berukhim saw on top of the Western Wall. She had
the “shape of the likeness of a woman dressed in black.” and R. Berukhim
instantly recognized her as the Shekhina. He did nor address her, as in R.
Shlomo Shlomel’s account, as “Mother Zion,” but cried out, “Woe to me
that I must see vou thus!” and fainted. In his sleep (fainting and falling
asleep secem to be the same thing for R. Safrin) R. Berukhim sees that “the
Shekhina approaches him in the shape of the likeness of a woman adorned
in beautiful clothes, very radiant.” and he hears her address to him the same
words of comfort quoted by R. Shlomo Shlomel. The major difference
between the two accounts is that in the carlier one 1t is only Isaac Luria
who identifics the woman and the Shekhina, while in the later one R.
Berukhim himself recognizes her.

Next, R. Safrin quotes the Sefer haHezyonot (“Book of Visions™) of
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Hayvim Vital, which reports a vision of a radiant woman by that chicf
disciple of Isaac Luria. R. Safrin quotes these lines from the Sefer haHezyonot:
Vital saw “a dignified woman (isha hashuva), and she was beautiful like the
sun, stand in front of me, and she said to me: “What is it, my son Hayyim,
why are vou crving? I heard [sic] vour tears, and came to help you! And
she stretched forth her hand, and I cried: ‘My mother! My mother! Help
me to sec the Name [i.c., God], blessed be He, sitting on the throne, the
Ancient of Days, whose beard is white like snow, and who i1s majestic
without end...!” Here R. Safrin omits a major part of the story, and
continues at thc pmnt where God Himself addresses Virtal, saving to him:
“Hayvim, my son..." whercupon R. Safrin’s quotation breaks off.

Although the quotc from Viral, as presented by R. Safrin, does not say
explicitly that the radiant woman was the Shekhina, the very fact that Safrin
inscrts this quotation among others that talk about the appearances of the
Shekhina indicates that he interpreted the apparition as the Shekhina. Also,
no other woman but the Shekhina could help a person see God.

Checking Hayvim Vital’s Book of Visions® 1 found that R. Safrin quoted
rather inaccurately even the small part of Vital's vision he reproduced. Vital
gives a lengthy description of a dream he had in the night of Saturday, the
8th of Teveth, 1566, in which he saw a high mountain with its head reach-
ing into heaven, and the Prophet Elijah took him, in a flash, to its top.
There a ladder stood leading up to heaven, but once there, Elijah disappears,
and Virtal sees

and behold a dignified woman, beautiful like the sun, standing on
top of the ladder. And I thought in my heart that she was my
mother. And she said: “What is it, my son Hayyim, why are you
crving? I heard your tears, and came to help you™ And she stretched
forth her right hand, and lifted me up to the top of the ladder.
And I saw, and behold, there was there a big round window, and
the flame of a great fire came our of it, sweeping back and forth
like the appearance of lightning, with great strength, and it burned
everything that was there. And I called out with bitterness of soul
to that woman and said to her: “My mother! My mother! Save me
from this fire so that it should not burn me!™ And she said: “Nobody
can save you from this flame but you yourself! Therefore I shall
advise you what to do: Place vour hand on vour head, and you
will find there wool, white as snow, and take it and put it into the
flaming window, and it will be closed” And she quickly went on.
And it seemed to me that the black locks of my head were trans-
tormed into wool through some merit in the mystery of “the hair
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of his head like pure wool™ (Daniel 7:9). And so I did, and I was
able to go on quickly. And within a moment the flame again poured
out as before. And then the woman disappeared from my eyes.

Now Elijah appears again and takes Vital to a wondrous place, a mirac-
ulous garden, where Vital sees the souls of saintly men in the shape of geese
studying the Talmud. In the middle of the garden Vital sees a huge building
floating in the air, with a ladder leading up to it. Elijah again disappears,
and, Vital continues,

I alone went up the ladder and entered the door of that building,

and saw the Name, blessed be He, sit on the throne next to the

middle of the southern wall, and he had the likeness of an Ancient

of Days, old, with a beard white as snow, in infinite majesty, and

tzaddigim [“saintly men™] were sitting there on the floor before

Him on beautiful new couches and carpets, and learned Tora from

his mouth. And I knew in my mind that these were saintly men

who are called #'ne ‘aliva [“men of spiritual sublimity™], and they

had the form of human beings. They see the face of the Shekhina
always, and learn Tora from His own mouth. . . . And when I entered
and saw His face I got affrighted and began to tremble. And I fell
upon my face on the ground before His feet, and no strength at

all was left in me. And He stretched forth His hand, and took hold

of my right hand, and said to me, “Hayyim, my son! Arise, why

do you fall on your face? Fear not. .. "

Finally Virtal entreats God to let him stay with Him, but God says that
his time has not yet come and he must return to earth.®

As we see, Vital's own account of his dream vision does not idenufy
the woman he sees as the Shekhina, although here too there are hints as to
the divine nature and powers of the woman whom Vital at first takes to be
his mother. R. Safrin’s alleged quote from Vital to the effect that Vital
entreated his mother to help him see God is not contained in the original.
One must assume cither that R. Safrin had before him a different manu-
script of Vital's Sefer haHezyonot, or that he did not remember it correctly
and attributed to it statements not found in it.

Before returning to R. Safrin’s account of visions of the Shekhina I
wish to refer to one other mention of the Shekhina contained in Vital’s
book. In one of his dreams Virtal finds himself at the burial of Moses, and
in his dream, he says, “I was sad and very troubled in my heart, and said:
‘O if I onlv could merit now to see the radiance of the Shekhina who
shields Moses, peace be upon him, and stands here with us. . . . If only my

»37

cves would be opened and I could sce. .. !
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To come back now to R. Saffrin, he next refers briefly to a vision of the
Shekhina had by “the saint, our master the rabbi Levi Yitzhaq [of Berdi-
chev]™: “On the night of Shavu‘ot he was granted a vision of the Shekhina,
in the shape, etc. And she said to him: ‘Be strong, my son Levi Yitzhaq!
Many pains have you endured, but be strong, my son, for I shall be with
vou. Fear not and be not afraid. .. ™

A different type of Shekhina vision was seen, according to R. Safrin,
by R. Ya'aqov Shimshon of Shepetovka: 3

When he was in the Holy Land, he saw the Shekhina in a vision,
crying and mourning over the husband of her youth, for she had
a husband and he died. And he [R. Ya'agqov Shimshon | awoke from
his sleep and said to his companions: “There is in the world nobody
today who could be the husband of the living Matronit of ema-
nation, but the saint R. Pinhas of Koretz,* and surely he must
have died tonight” And he rent [his garment in mourning], and
pronounced the blessing [“Blessed be the True Judge.” one is sup-
posed to pronounce when hearing of the death of a dear onc], and
cried much, for he [R. Pinhas] was his master. And after a while it
became known that these words were indeed true. . . %

R. Safrin’s own visions of the Shekhina are recorded by him in two
different versions. His book Mgillat S’tarim (“Scroll of Mysteries”) contains
accounts of no less than three visions he had of the Shekhina. On one
occasion, he writes,

In the middle of the day, while I was studving the Gemara Yebamot,
for the sake of the God of Eternity [El ‘Olam], to adorn the Shek-
hina with all my strength, suddenly a great lighr fell [#afal] upon
me, and the whole house was filled with light, with a wonderful
lighe, from the inspiration of the Shekhina. This was the first time
that I tasted a little of His light, blessed be He, truly, without
mustake and confusion, in a wonderful pleasure, a very, very sweet
light which no thought can encompass.

On another occasion, R. Safrin writes, “On the eve of the holy Sabbath
I dreamt a long dream, and in it [was] the explanation of Psalm 23, ‘The
Lord answer thee in the day of trouble? And the essence of the pain was
about the limbs of the Shekhina, clad in this pain. .. "#

In a third entry R. Safrin writes:

The 20th of *Omer, 5605 [1845]. I was in the town of Dugla. |
arrived there in the middle of the night and in darkness. There was
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nobody to take me into his house, unul a ranner came and took
me in. I wanted to pray the evening praver and perform the count-
ing of the ‘Omer, but could not [do it] there. So T went to the
local House of Study and prayed there, and this made me under-
stand the reason of the descent of the Shekhina and her pain when
she stood in the street of the tanners [and was greatly humiliated
therebv]. And I wept much before the Master of All over the pain
of the Shekhina. And because of the intensity of my pain [ fainted,
and slept a little, and saw in a vision light and great brightness,
like the shape of a virgin, adorned, and her light shone, but I did
not merit to see her face. And more one should not write. And her
light was greater than the light of the sun at noon.*

R. Safrin reported of his visit to Dugla in greater detail in his N'tip
Mitzvotekha, in a third-person narrative. After he “fainted and fell asleep?
he saw the Shekhina

in a vision of light and splendor and grear radiance, such a light
that it dimmed the light of the wheel of the sun, etc. She was
adorned with twenty-four jewels, and cach jewel shone with such
a light that the light of the sun grew veritably dark in comparison,
in so many kinds of radiance and splendor that the corporeal thought
cannot encompass it. And she said, “Be strong, my son.” ctc. And
he was distressed that he was granted to see only a view from the
back, and did not merit to reccive the face of the Shekhina. And
they [?] responded to him, “But vou are alive, and it is written,
‘For man shall not see Me and live’ (Ex. 33:20)"

Here R. Safnin 1s reminded of another vision he had when he saw the
same kind of radiance surround his master:

And he went about and rold in these words: “Such a radiance |
truly saw surround my master on New Year’s Dav which fell on
Sunday, and on Monday my teacher and master was not able to
blow [the shofar], and he arose to pray Minha, and his Minha praver
was always burning firc, the flame of God, as is known. And when
I saw this, I got up from my place and went to the window that
was close to the place of my master, to pray there. And after the
praver it was the habit of my master to walk a little up and down,
and also to go to the window. And when he turned his face back
from the wall I saw on his face a radiance and glow and effulgence
like the appearance of the rainbow on high, in shining colors. And
fear and trembling came upon me, and 1 fell backward, and some
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people grabbed me so that I should not fall, and they did not know
its reason. And when my master saw my trembling, he turned his
face back to the wall, and leaned his head against the wall for two
or three minutes, and then tumed back, and I no longer saw
anvthing. ...*

R. Safrin’s descriptions of his visions are significant more for what they
do not say than for what they do. They do not say that the luminous virgin
whom he saw was the Shekhina, evidently because that would have been
sacrilegious. A 19th-century Hasidic writer no longer had the daring of the
Midrashic authors of antiquity who saw nothing wrong in asserting that
the Children of Israel “feasted their eves on the Shekhina™ (sce above, p.
103), and certainly not of the Hellenistically influenced artist of the Dura
Europos synagogue who depicted her as a nude woman holding the infant
Moses in her arms (see below, p. 291). Nor did he have the temerity, even
in his dreams, to see the face of the Shekhina and of God, “the Ancient of
Days” as Hayvim Vital claimed to have seen in a dream of his (sce above).
R. Safrin’s dream vision is more modest: he claims to have seen onlv the
back of the Shekhina.

His use of the epithet “virgin™ to describe the apparition he saw echoes
the well-known imagery of the Biblical prophets in which the person rep-
resenting a nation or people is referred to as a “virgin” e.g., the “virgin
daughter of Zion™ (Isa. 37:22; Lam. 2:13), “virgin of Isracl” (Jer. 18:13,
etc.; Amos 5:2), “virgin daughter of Egypt” (Jer. 46:11), “virgin daughter
of Zidon™ (Isa. 23:12), “virgin daughter of Babel™ (Isa. 47:1). On the other
hand, R. Safrin’s usc of the epithet “virgin” to describe the woman he saw
in his vision scems to be in contradiction to the description of the like
apparition by the other visionaries whom he quotes and who recognized
in her their own Mother Zion. However, looking at the concept of the
divine woman from a broad historical perspective, one recognizes that the
attribution of both virginity and motherliness to one and the same divine
person is precisely what one would expect if the Shekhina of the Hasidim—
equated in these visions with Zion, which in turn is bur a poetic title for
the “Community of Isracl™ (see above, pp. 129-30)—were but the specific
late Jewish variant of the Ancient Near Eastern goddess. That goddess was,
as we have seen (above, pp. 136f1.), characterized by four cardinal traits:
she was virgin, mother, lover, and warrior, all the four of which recur in
both the popular image of the Virgin Mary, and the Kabbalistic concept of
the Matronit-Shekhina. Two of these characteristics, those of virginity and
motherliness, reappear, or rather have survived, in the Hasidic visions
by R. Safrin, and the contradiction between them is perceived by the Has-
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idic raconteur as little as it was by his many predecessors both within and
outside Judaism. With all this, R. Safrin’s accounts give us a glimpse, albeit
a tantalizingly fleeting one, into how the Shekhina figured in popular Jewish
imagination.

As far as R. Safrin personally is concerned, his visionary experiences
are an expression of his intense preoccupation with the Shekhina and with
yihudim—this is readily apparent from many passages in his books. He says,
for instance, that the effect of a simple act of a tzaddig, such as smoking a
pipe, was believed to bring about the unification of God and the Shekhina.
He quotes R. Ya'aqov Yosef of Polonnoye to the effect that when the Ba'al
Shem Tov smoked his pipe, in cach and every movement of his he effected
“awesome unifications” And of R. Zevi of Zhidachev he reports that he
brought down the Shekhina by merely “smoking the pipe, with all the
unifications he performed at those times”#

We conclude this rapid and of necessity sketchy presentation of the
Shekhina as maggid and vision with a report of the quite unusual attitude
to the maggid phenomenon displaved by Elijah, the Gaon of Vilna (1720-
1707). Although the Gaon of Vilna was a militant opponent of Isracl Ba'al
Shem Tov and of Hasidism, he was a devoted student of the Zohar, was a
Kabbalist, and in his adolescence even had a vision of “an image” which
made him desist from trving to create a golem.* The Gaon’s most important
disciple, R. Hayyim of Volozhin (1749-1821), writes about him that “Heaven
wanted to deliver unto him supreme mysteries . . . through magqgidim, mas-
ters of mysteries and [heavenly] princes of the Tora [i.e., different kinds of
angels], but he did not desire it; it was offered to him, but he refused it. [
heard from his holy mouth that many times magqgidim from Heaven appeared
to him, requesting to dcliver unto him the mysteries of the Tora without
any cffort, but he would not hearken unto them? Once, however, it so
happened that despite the Gaon’s refusal, the Prophet Elijah visited him
and “revealed to him great and awesome things.” 4

With the spread of the Haskala, the Jewish Enlightenment, the religious
atmosphere in which most Jews lived was no longer conducive to cither
maggidic experiences or visions of the Shekhina. Yet despite the diminution
signified by this dcw.lopmcnt one feature, introduced originally by the
Kabbalists, survived in wide segments of the Jewish community, and today
still forms an integral part of their religious services. The feature 1 am
referring to is the recital of yihudim, which we have discussed in the pre-
ceding chapter.



No she-demon has ever achieved as fantastic a carcer as Lilith,
who started out from the lowliest of origins, was a failure as Adam’s intended
wife, became the paramour of lascivious spirits, rose to be the bride of
Samacl the Demon King, ruled as Queen of Zemargad and Sheba, and
ended up as the consort of God himself. The main features of Lilith’s myth-
ical biography first appear in Sumerian culture about the middle of the 3rd
millennium B.C.E. What she meant for the Biblical Hebrews can only be
surmised, but by the Talmudic period (2nd-5th centuries CE.) she was a
fully developed evil she-demon, and during the Kabbalistic age she rose to
the high position of queenly consort at God’s side.

1 | The Background

The earliest mention of a she-demon whose name is similar to
that of Lilith is found in the Sumerian king list which dates from ca. 2400
B.C.E. It states that the father of the great hero Gilgamesh was a Lillu-
demon. The Lillu was one of four demons belonging to a vampire or incubi-
succubac class. The other three were Lilitu (Lilith), a she-demon; Ardat Lili
(or Lilith’s handmaid), who visited men by night and bore them ghostly
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children; and Irdu Lili, who must have been her male counterpart and
would visit women and beget children by them.! Originally these were
storm-demons, but because of a mistaken etvmology they came to be regarded
as night-demons.?

Lilith’s epithet was “the beautiful maiden,” but she was believed to have
|been a harlot and a vampire who, once she chose a lover, would never let
hlm go. but without ever giv mg him rcal sansfacnon Shc ‘was unzﬁﬂt to

epic Gilgamesh and the Hu!uppu Tree (danng from ca. 2000 B.C.E.), Lilith
(Lillake) built her house in the midst of the Huluppu (willow) tree which
had been planted on the bank of the Euphrates in the davs of Creation. A
dragon set up its nest at the base of the tree, and the Zu-bird placed his
voung in its crown. Gilgamesh slays the dragon with his huge bronze axe,
whereupon the Zu-bird flees with its voung to the mountain, and Lilith,
terror-stricken, tears down her house and escapes to the desert.*

A Babvlonian terra-cotta relief, roughly contemporary with the above
poem, shows in what form Lilith was believed to appear to human eves.
She is slender, well-shaped, beautiful and nude, with wings and owl-feet.
She stands erect on two reclining lions which are turned away from each
other and are flanked by owls. On her head she wears a cap embellished by
several pairs of horns. In her hands she holds a ring-and-rod combination.®
Evidently, this is no longer a lowly she-demon, but a goddess who tames
wild beasts and, as shown by the owls on the reliefs, rules by night. (See
Plate 31.)

In the ensuing centuries Lilith’s shape changed again. A 7th-century
B.C.E. tablet found at Arslan Tash in northern Syria shows her as a winged
sphinx, across whose body is written the following inscription in Phoeni-
cian-Canaanite dialect:

O, Flyer in a dark chamber,
Go away at once, O Lili!

These lines are part of an incantation text used to help women in
childbirth®—one of many extant from the period of the Assvrian Empire
and the new Babylonian Kingdom—and they show that by that time the
myth of Lilith had all the major features which were claborated to their fill
2,000 years later by Kabbalistic Judaism.

2 | Isaiah 34:14

One brief reference to Lilith, and a doubtful one art that, is all
that is found in the enure Bible. Isaiah, in describing Yahweh's day of
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vengeance, when the land will be turned into a desolate wilderness, says:

The wild-cat shall meet with the jackals
And the satyr shall cry to his fellow,
Yea, Lilith shall repose there

And find her a place of rest.”

The Mesopotamian and North Syrian material surveyed above supplies
the background to this prophetic allusion. Evidentdy, Lilith was a well-
known she-demon in Israel of the 8th century B.C.E., whose name had only
to be mentioned to conjure up the beliefs current about her. That she is
said to find a place of rest in the desert seems to tie in with the episode
recorded in the Sumerian Gilgamesh fragment: after Lilith fled into the
desert, she evidently found repose there.

3 | The Talmudic Lilith

The information about Lilith contained in the Talmud and the
Midrashim of the Talmudic period is meager. One passage states that she
had wings®; another, that she had long hair.? On this basis Rashi (Shlomo
Yirzhaqi), the medieval Talmud commentator (1040-1105), concluded that
the Lilin (masculine plural of Lili, whose feminine singular is Lilith), have
human form, except that they have wings, in contrast to the demons who
have completely human form and car and drink like humans, and to the
spirits who have neither body nor form.'® It thus appears that, as far as her
overall appearance was concerned, Lilith looked verv much like the Cher-
ubim. This detail will become significant in connection with the Zoharic
myth about the relationship of Lilith to the Cherubim.

Somewhat more is known about the life history of Lilith and her nefar-
ious activitics, as they were imagined in the Talmudic period. Lilith, we
lcarn, was Adam’s first wife, However, Adam and Lilith could find no hap-
piness together, not even undcrs!randlng When Adam wished to lic with
her, Lilith demurred: “Wh\ shou.ld I lie bcncar_h you, shc asked, “w hen I
that Adam was determined o overpower her, she uttered the magic name
of God, rose into the air, and flew away to the Red Sca, a place of dl-rcputc
full of lascivious demons. There, Lilith cngagcd in unbridled promiscuity .
and bore a demonic brood of more that one hundred a day. God, however,
sent after her three angels, Senoy. Sansenoy, and Semangelof by name, !
who soon located her in the same wild warers in which the Egyptians were
to drown in the days of the Exodus. The angels gave her God’s message,
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but she refused to return. When they threatened drowning her in the sea,
she argued: “Let me be, for I was created in order to weaken the babes: if
it is a male, I have power over him from the moment of his birth until the
cighth day of his life [when he is circumcised and thereby protected], and
if a girl, until the twentieth day” The angels insisted however, and in order
to make them desist, she swore to them in the name of God: “Whenever |
shall see you or your names or your images on an amulet, I shall do no
harm to the child” Moreover, she gave her consent to the death of one
hundred of her own children day after day—which is the reason why that
many demons dic every day. This agreement between the three anaa:]q and
Lilith is the basis for writing the names Senoy, Sansenoy, and Semangelof
on amulets hung around the necks of newborn babes: when Lilith sees the
names, she remembers her oath and leaves the child alone. 2

However, in spite of her determined refusal o return to Adam, Lilith
soon became attracted to him again, and managed to sleep with him against
his will. In the meantime Adam had received Eve as his wife, was persuaded
bv her to cat from the fruit of the Tree of Knowledge, and was expelled
from the Garden of Eden with the curse of death hanging over his head.
When Adam became aware that because of his sin God decreed mortality
upon him and all his furure descendants, he embarked upon a period of
penitence which lasted for 130 years. He fasted, refrained from intercourse
with Eve, and, in order to mortifv his flesh, wore a belt of rough fig twigs
around his naked body. He could not, however, control his involuntary
nocturnal emissions, which were broughr about by female spirits who came
and coupled with him and bore him spirits, demons, and Lilin. At the same
time, male spirits came and impregnated Eve, who thus became the mother
of innumerable demon children. The spirits thus procreated are the plagues
of mankind."?

It should be noted that the succubac and incubi who soughr out Adam
and Eve in the 130 years of their self-imposed separation remain anony-
mous in all the sources dating from the Talmudic period. Yer there is basis
to assume that Lilith was regarded as one of Adam’s succubae, because her
seduction of Adam must have served as the mythical prototype and vali-
dation of the belief in her power over men who spent a night alone in a
house. The danger to which such a man would expose himself was regarded
as so acute that Rabbi Hanina, the lst century C.E. teacher, wamns: it is
forbidden for a man to sleep alone in a house, lest Lilith get hold of him.™

4 | Lilith of the Bowls

The relatively scanty Talmudic material about Lilith is comple-
mented by much richer data contained in Aramaic incantation texts found



Lilith | 225

in \'ippur in Babvlonia, some 50 miles southeast of modern Hilla in Iraq.
Excavations conducted by the University of Pennsvlvania brought to light
dozens of bowls inscribed with magical texts, sev eral of which are dirccted
against Lilith or Liliths. The bowls date from about 600 CE.; in other
words, they are about a hundred years vounger than the text of the Baby-
lonian Talmud (which was cnmpl[cd ca. 500 C.E.). But there 1s every reason
to assume that such incantations against Lilith were not the product of the
6th century but go back to earlier periods. In Nippur of the 6th century,
there was an important Jewish colony (in addition to Mandacans and other
groups), and some of the most interesting bowls were, by their own incon-
trovertible evidence, inscribed and used by Jews. While the Talmud contains
the views of the learned clite about Lilith, these bowls show what she meant
for the simple people. It is surprising to sce to what extent the sages and
the quacks shared the fear of Lilith and the belief in her evil nature.

From a synopsis of the incantation texts it appears that Lilith was
regarded as the ghostly paramour of men and constituted a special danger
for women during many periods of their sexual hife cycle: before defloration,
during menstruation, etc. A mother in the hour of childbirth and her new-
born babe were especially vulnerable, and therefore had to be protected
from the Liliths. The home, arches, and thresholds were favorite haunts
where the Liliths lurked ready to pounce on anybody foolish enough to go
unprotected. A rough drawmg sketched on a Jew ish bowl shows Lilith
naked, with long loose hair, pointed breasts, no wings, strongly marked
genitals, and chained ankles. At night, the female Liliths join men, and the
male Lilin women, to generate demonic offspring. Once they succeed in
attaching themselves to a human, they acquire rights of cohabitation, and
therefore must be given a get, or letter of divorce, in order that they may
be expelled. Jealous of the human mates of their bedfellows, they hate the
children born of ordinary human wedlock, attack them, plaguc thcm suck
their blood, and qrranglc ‘them. The Liliths also manage to prevent the birth
of children by causing barrenness, miscarriages, or complications during
childbirth. As Montgomery aptly put it over half a century ago, “the Liliths
were the most developed products of the morbid imagination—of the bar-
ren or neurotic woman, the mother in the time of maternity, the sleepless
child”s

Let us now turn to a few examples illustrating the manner in which
these magic incantations are phrased. The first is the text of the bowl which
carries the sketch of Lilith described above (see Plate 32). It reads as follows:

In the name of the Lord of salvations. Designated is this bowl for
the sealing of the house of this Geyonai bar Mamai, that there flee
from him the evil Lilith, in the name of “Yahweh El has scattered™;
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the Lilith, the male Lilin and the female Liliths, the Hag [ghost?]
and the Snatcher, the three of vou, the four of vou, and the five of
vou. Naked are vou sent forth, nor are vou clad, with vour hair
dishevelled and let fly behind your backs. It is made known to you,

whose father is named Palhas and whose mother Pelahdad: Hear
and obey and come forth from the house and dwelling of this
Gevonai bar Mamai and from Rashnoi his wife, the daughter of
Marath.

.. Be informed herewith that Rabbi Joshua bar Perahia has sent
the ban against vou. ... A divorce-writ [gita] has come down to
us from heaven, and therein is found written your advisement and
vour intmidation, in the name of Palsa-Pelisa [“Divorcer-Divorced™],
who renders to thee thy divorce and thy separation, vour divorces
and your separations. Thou, Lilith, male Lili and female Lilith, Hag
and Snatcher, be under the ban. . . of Joshua bar Perahia, who has
thus spoken: A divorce-writ has come for vou from across the

.. Hear it and depart from the house and dwelling of this
Geyonai bar Mamai and from Rashnoi his wife, the daughter of
Marath. You shall not again appear to them, either in a dream by
night or in slumber by day, because you are sealed with the signet
of El Shaddai, and with the signet of the House of Joshua bar
Perahia and by the Seven who are before him. Thou Lilith, male
Lili and female Lilith, Hag and Snatcher, I adjure vou by the Strong
One of Abraham, by the Rock of Isaac, by the Shaddai of Jacob,
by Yah [is] his name...by Yah his memorial . . . I adjure you to
turn away from this Rashnoi. the daughter of Marath, and from
Geyonai her husband the son of Mamai. Your divorce and writ
and letter of separation . . . sent through holy angels . . . the Hosts
of fire in the spheres, the Chariots of El Panim before him standing,
the Beasts worshipping in the fire of his throne and in the water.

.. Amen, Amen, Selah, Halleluyah!'®

Only a few comments arc needed for the complete understanding of
this text. Its intent is clear: Lilith and her company are adjured to leave the
house of Geyonai and his wife Rashnoi, never again to return. The Liliths
arc given a letter of divorce and sent naked, just as Gomer was by her
husband Hosea.!” In another bowl, both female and male demons are given
their ger (letter of divorce) in order thus to rid the house and its inhabitants
of them:

This is the get for a demon and spirits and Satan . . . and Lilith in
order to banish them from . . . the entire house. Yah. . . cut off the
king of the demons . . . the great ruler of the Liliths. I adjure vou
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.. whether you are male or female, I adjure you. . .. Just as the
demons write letters of divorce and give them to their wives and
do not again return to them, so take your letter of divorce, accept
vour stipulated share [ketubba), and go and leave and depart from
the house. . . . Amen, Amen, Amen, Sclah.'®

A medieval story, preserved in Hebrew and Arabic versions, tells of a
vouth, Dihon ben Shalmon, who marries the daughter of Ashmodai, then
gives her a get (letter of divorce), whereupon she kills him with a kiss.!?
Rabbi Joshua ben Perahia, whose name is invoked several times in the
Nippur bowl, was an earlv-1st-century B.CE. sage, who evidently was believed,
by the 6th century CE., to have been a powerful exorciser of demons. The
divine names and epithets are either traditional Jewish or very close to them.
The concluding lines show thar certain elements of the Merkabah (“Char-
1ot”) mysticism?® were familiar matters in 6th-century Nippur.

Another, considerably later text is a classic example of a magic ritual
whose integral part is its own validation by reference to a myth. It reads as
follows:

Shadai
Senoy, Sansenoy, Semangelof, Adam, and the Ancient Eve. Qut
Lilith.**

In the name of Y, the God of Isracl, the Cherubim-sitter, whose
name lives and endures forever. The prophet Elijah was walking
on the road and mer the Evil Lilith and all her band. He said to
her: “Where are vou headed for, O you Unclean One, and you
Spirit of Dcﬁlcmcnt. and all your band, where are thev going?”
And she answered and said to him: “My lord Elijah, I am on my
way to the house of a woman in childbirth, Mercada. . ., daugh-
ter of Donna, to give her the sleep of death and to take her child
which is being born to her, to suck its blood, and to suck the
marrow of its bones, and to seal its flesh” And the prophet Elijah,
blessed be his memory, said to her: “With a ban from the Name
(i.e., God), blessed be He, be vou restrained and be you like unto
a stone” And she answered and said to him: “For the sake of
Yahweh, release me from the ban and I shall flee and swear to you
in the name of Y, the God of Israel, that I shall desist from this
woman in childbirth and her child which is being born to her, and
shall surely not harm her. And every time that they mention my
names, or I sce my names written, I and my band shall have no
power to do evil or to harm. And these are my names: Lilith, Abitar,
Abiqar, Amorpho, Hakash, Odam, Kephido, Ailo, Matrota, Abnukra,
Shatriha, Kali, Taltui, Kitsha™ And Eljah answered her: “Behold,
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I adjure vou and all vour band in the name of Y, the God of Isracl,

[which name in its] numerical value [equals] 613 [or the number
of the religious commandments], [the God of] Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob, and in the name of his Holy Shekhina, and in the name of
the ten Seraphim, Ophanim, and Holy Beasts, and the ten books
of the Law, and by the might of the God of the Hosts, blessed be
He, that you and your band go nort to injure this woman, or the
child she is bearing, neither to drink its blood, nor to suck the
marrow of is bones, nor to scal its flesh, nor to touch them, either
their 248 limbs, nor their 365 ligaments and veins. Just as she
cannort count the stars of heaven, and cannot dry up the waters of
the sea. In the name of Him who rent Satan, Hasdiel, Shamriel”23

The efficacy of the ritual is ensured by rcutmg the first occurrence of
a similar rite, performed by a mythical hero, in this case the prophet Elijah.
The structure of the text is identical with the one which validates the efficacy
of an amulet inscribed with the names of Senoy, Sansenoy, and Semangelof
by telling the story of how these three angels extorted a promise from Lilith
to keep away from all places where their names are displayed. As we shall
see later, the thirteen additional names of Lilith reappear in medieval Jewish
magic.

On a third incantation bow! the name “Lilith Buznai™ appears several
times.** Some four centuries later this name, in the form “Pizna.” reappears
in the Midrash Abkir. The context of the bowl says: “Charmed art thou,
Lilith Buznai and all the goddesscs . . . and the 360 Tribes, by the word of
the granddaughter of the angel Buznai™ Evidently, Buznai was the individ-
ual name of a female numen, who is described interchangeably as a Lilith
and an angel; she was regarded as a goddess and had a granddaughter who
was anragonistic to her. A similar enmity, as we shall see later, existed between
the Elder Lilith and the Younger Lilith, according to Kabbalistic mythology.

Lilith’s fame and fear spread from Babylonia to the East, into Persia,
where magic bowls were used against her by vanious strata of the popula-
tion, much in the same fashion as in Babylonia. As in the case of the bowls
discussed above, the Persian bowls also talk of Lilith in the singular, as well
as of plural “Liliths’ as a category of female, harmful, and dangerous demons,
in conjunction with male “devils” and male “demons.” The following bowl
inscription is written in Aramaic, around a picture of Lilith, similar in
execution to the one referred to earlier though differing in detail (Plate
33): 5

You are bound and scaled, all vou demons and devils and Liliths,
by thar hard and strong, rmght\ and powertul bond with which
are tied Sison and Sisin. . .. The evil Lilith, who causces the hearts
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of men to go astray and appears in the dream of the night and in
the vision of the day, who burns and casts down with nightmare,
attacks and kills children, boys and girls—she is conquered and
sealed away from the house and from the threshold of Bahram-
Gushnasp son of Ishtar-Nahid by the talisman of Metatron, the
great prince who is called the Grear Healer of Mercy . . . who van-
quishes demons and devils, black arts and mighty spells and keeps
them away from the house and threshold of Bahram-Gushnasp,
the son of Ishtar-Nahid. Amen, Amen, Selah. Vanquished are the
black arts and mighrty spells, vanquished the bewitching women,
they, their witchery and their spells, their curses and their invoca-
tions, and kept away from the four walls of the house of Bahram-
Gushnasp, the son of Ishtar-Nahid. Vanquished and trampled down
arc the bewitching women, vanquished on earth and vanquished
in heaven. Vanquished are their constellations and stars. Bound are
the works of their hands. Amen, Amen, Selah.?

The evidence of the names of the man for whom the bowl was inscribed
and his mother seems to indicate that he was a follower of the Parsi religion.
As the text itself shows, Lilith was supposed to threaten Bahram-Gushnasp
as a result of a magic spell cast on him and his house by witches who were
Lilith’s devotees.

In the text of another bowl from Persia, this one written in Mandaic
(pagan Aramaic), Lilith is rendered harmless by a still more powerful incan-
tation. She is adjured to cease haunting the house of a certain Zakoy and
1s immobilized as follows:

Bound is the bewitching Lilith with a peg of iron in her nose;
bound is the bewitching Lilith with pincers of iron in her mouth;
bound is the bewitching Lilith, who haunts the house of Zakoy,
with a chain of iron on her neck; bound is the bewitching Lilith
with fetters of iron on her hands; bound is the bewitching Lilith
with stocks of stone on her feet. ...

5 | The Birth of Lilith

While the major characteristics of Lilith, as we have just seen,
were well developed by the close of the Talmudic period, it remained for
Kabbalistic mysticism to establish a relationship, and quirte a close one at
that, berween her and the deity. In the six centuries that elapsed between
the Babylonian Aramaic incantation texts and the carly Spanish Kabbalistic
writings, Lilith must have greatly extended her influence, for when she
reappears in the 13th century she not only commands considerably greater
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attention bur is surrounded by a larger retinue, and her life history is known
in much greater mythological detail.

Her birth, to begin with, is described in a number of alternative ver-
sions. According to one, she was created before Adam—in fact, on the fifth
day of Creation, because the “living creature” with whose swarms God
filled the waters ?* was none other than Lilith.?* Another version, which ties
in directly with the earlier (Talmudic) Lilith image, recounts that she was
created by God in the same manner in which, shortly before, he had fash-
R ioned Adam. That is to sav, God d again n turned to the carth to obtain raw
" 'material, but this time, instead of using the clean carth which was the
' substance of Adam’s body, He—for reasons unknown—took filth and impure
sediments from the earth, and out of these he formed a female. As was to
. be expected, this creature g.yjr_;cd out to be an evil spirit.*

According to a third version, God originally created Adam and Lilith
together in such a manner that the female creature was contained in the
male. Lilith’s soul was originally lodged in the depths of the Great Abyss,
whence she was called forth by God and joined to Adam. When Adam was
created and his body completed, a thousand souls from the Left (1.c., Evil)
Side tried to attach themselves to him. But God let out a shout and thus
drove them off. All this while Adam lay there, a body withour a soul,
greenish in color. Then a cloud descended, and God commanded the earth
to produce a living soul. This God breathed into Adam, who now was able
to stand up, and, behold, his female was attached to his side. But God sawed
his creature into two, whereupon Lilith flew off to the Cities of the Sea,
where she stll lurks ready to harm mankind.*!

Yet another version considers Lilith not as a being created by God, but
as a divine entity which emerged spontancously, cither out of the Great
Supernal Abyss, or out of the power aspect of God (the Gevuralr or Din),
which manifests itself chiefly in the divine acts of stem judgment and pun-
ishment. This stern, punitive aspect of God, one of His ten mystical attri-
butes (Sefirot), has at its lowest manifestation some affinity with the realm
of evil referred to as “the dregs of the wine.” and it is out of this that Lilith
emerged together with Samacl:

A muystery of mysteries: Out of the power of the glow of Isaac’s
noon (i.c., the Geviralz), out of the dregs of the wine, there emerged
an intertwined shoot which comprises both male and female. They
are red like the rose, and thev spread out into several sides and
paths. The male is called Samacl, and his female [Lilith] is always
contained in him. Just as in the side of Holiness, so in the Other
[Evil] Side as well, male and female are contained in one another.
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The female of Samael is called Serpent, Woman of Harlotry, End
of All Flesh, End of Days.*

In the mystical writings of the two brothers Jacob and Isaac Hacohen
of Segovia (Castile), which antedate the Zohar by a few decades, Lilith and
Samacl are said to have been born by an emanation from beneath the
Throne of Glory, in the shape of an androgynous, double-faced being, cor-
responding in the spiritual realm to the birth of Adam and Eve, who also
were born as a hermaphrodite. The two androgynous tw 1n-couplts not only
resembled each other, but both “were like the image of what is Above™
that is, reproduced in a visible form the image of the androgynous deity.®

Yet another version connects the birth of Lilith with the creation of
the luminaries, carefully avoiding, however, any statement to the effect that
God actually created her. The “first light)” which was the light of Mercy
(another of the ten Sefiror), appeared when, on the first day of Creation,
God said “Let there be light”* When this light became h.\ddcn.J:Ith@?y
became surrounded by a husk of sk of Evil. This idea is expressed by the state- |
ment thar “a husk [¢7ippa] was created around the brain)” and this husk,
in turn, spread and brought out another husk, and this was none other than
Lilith.3

6 | Lilith and the Cherubim

As soon as Lilith was born, or emerged in one of the mysterious
wavs described above, her k)ngmg for male companionship manifested itself.
She began to fly about, soaring up into the heights of heaven and again
swooping down, until she reached the Cherubim who surrounded God’s
throne and who, because their faces were like those of small boys,* are
called in the Zohar “small faces” To them Lilith attached herself, impressing
herself into their bodies, and once she succeeded in doing this, she refused
to scparate from them. But when God created man, which He did in order
to bring this world to completion, He forcibly detached Lilith from the
Cherubim and made her descend to carth. Lilith, thinking that she would
become Adam’s helpmate, approached him, but again she was frustrated.
For, attached to Adam’s side was Eve, whose beauty resembled the beauty
of Above. When Lilith saw the complete image of Adam and Eve together,
she understood that she had no chance, and fled back up to heaven to
reattach herself to the Cherubim. However, by this time the watchers of
the Gate of Above barred her way, and God, addressing a stern rebuke to
her, cast her into the depths of the sea.?”
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7 | Liith and Adam

As noted above, the older sources do not state clearly that it was
Lilith herself who, after her Red Sea sojourn, returned to Adam as his
succuba. The later sources, however, know it tor a fact that this, indeed, did
happen. Adam, we read in the Zohar, succeeded in impregnating Lilith
during their early short-lived connubium; then, not having been a suitable
helpmeet for him, Lilith left him,* to return after a while and force herself
upon him. Before doing so, however, she managed to arrach herself to Cain
and to bear him numerous spirits and demons.*”

The first medieval source to give the myth of Lilith and Adam in full
was the lost Midrash Abkir (ca. 10th century), which was followed by the
Zohar and later Kabbalistic writings. Adam, we learn, was a perfect saint,
and when he understood that because of his sin—or, as a consequence of
Cain’s fratricide—death came into the world, he separated from Eve, slept
alone, and fasted for 130 vears. Bur Lilith, whose name is Pizna**—or,
according to the Zohar, two female spirits, Lilith and Naamah—found him,
desired his beauty, which was like that of the sun disk, and lay with him.
The issue of these unions were demons and spirits, called “the plagues of
mankind,” who lurk underneath doorways or in wells and latrines, and lead
men astray.*!

According to the mythical cosmology of the German-born Palestinian
Kabbalist Naphtali Herz ben Jacob Elhanan (lived in the second half of the
16th century), in the second of the seven earth-layers, counting from the
bottom, dwell

the giant human figures, tall of stature, who were born of Adam
in the 130 years during which he begot demons, spirits, and Lilin.
Lilith used to come to him against his will and conceive from Adam
[and she bore these beings]. And they are always sad and full of
sorrow and sighs, and there is no joy at all among them. And these
hosts can multiply [and ascend] from that earth to this world upon
which we stand, and [here] they become harmful spirits, and [then]|
they return there. ...

That Adam begot with Lilith spirits, demons, and Lilin became a com-
monplace in the mystical literature of the 14th to 17th centuries, often with
the added explanation that it was Adam’s own sin which made it possible
for Lilith to overcome him against his will.+
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8 | Lilith the Succuba

-

The next period in Lilith’s life was spent in two activities: seduc- |
ing men and killing children. As to the first, a passage in the Zohar puts it |
as follows: -

She [Lilith] roams at night, and goes all about the world and makes
sport with men and causes them to emit seed. In every place where
a man sleeps alone in a house, she visits him and grabs him and
attaches herself to him and has her desire from him, and bears from
him. And she also afflicts him with sickness, and he knows it not,
and all this takes place when the moon is on the wane.*

Spontancous nocturnal emission is the visible sign of Lilith having
succeeded in arousing the desire of a man in his sleep and of having satisfied
her own lust through him. In doing this, she assumes the shape of either

e T - - =
a2 maturc young woman or a young virgin. The issue of such unions are

She forsakes the husband of her vouth [i.e., Samael] and descends
to carth and fornicates with men who sleep here below, in the
uncleanness of emission. And from them are born demons, spirits,
and Lilin, and they are called “the plagues of mankind™ 4

However, Lilith is well capable of seducing men not only in their sleep
but also while awake. Once she succeeds, she rurns from a beautiful seduc-
tress into a cruel fury and kills her victim:

She adorns herself with many ornaments like a despicable harlot,
and takes up her position at the crossroads to seduce the sons of
man. When a fool approaches her, she grabs him, kisses him, and
pours him wine of dregs of viper’s gall. As soon as he drinks it, he
goes astray after her. When she sees that he has gone astrav after
her from the path of truth, she divests herself of all ornaments
which she put on for that fool. Her ornaments for the seduction
of the sons of man are: her hair is long and red like the rosg, her
cheeks are white and red, from her ears hang six ornaments, Egyvp-
tian cords and all the ornaments of the Land of the East hang from
her nape. Her mouth is set like a narrow door, comely in its decor;
her tongue is sharp like a sword, her words are smooth like oil, her
lips red like a rose and sweetened by all the sweemess of the world.
She is dressed in scarlet, and adormed with forty ornaments less
onc. Yon fool goes astray after her and drinks from the cup of wine
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and commits with her fornications and strays atter her. What does
she thereupon do? She leaves him asleep on the couch, flies up to
heaven, denounces him, takes her leave, and descends. That fool
awakens and deems he can make sport with her as before, but she
removes her omaments and tumns into a menaang figure. She stands
before him clothed in garments of flaming fire, inspiring terror and
making body and soul tremble, full of frightening eves, in her hand
a drawn sword dripping bitter drops. And she kills thar fool and
casts him into Gehenna.*®

Lilith attempred to play this trick on Jacob, but she was no match for
him: “Jacob went to her and came to her place . . . and saw all the ornaments
of her house, but escaped from her, whercupon her male, Samael, attacked
him and fought him but could not prevail upon him™4”

Even when a man wishes to engage in lawful sexual intercourse with
his wife, the menace of Lilith is present:

And behold, that hard shell [i.e., embodiment of evil], Lilith, is
alwav: ms?&?.«ﬁi?fn the bed linen of man and wife when thev cop-
ulate, in order to take hold of the sparks of the drops of semen
which are lost—because it is impossible to perform the marital act
without such a loss of sparks—and she creates out of them demons,
spirits, and Lilin. ... But there is an incantation for this, to chase
Lilith away from the bed and to bring forth pure souls.. . . in that
moment, when a man copulates with his wife, let him direct his
heart to the holiness of his Master, and say:

“In the name of God.

O vou who are wrapped in velvet [1.c., Lilith],
You have appeared.

Release, release!

Neither come nor go!

The seed is not vours,

Nor in vour inheritance.

Go back, go back!

The sea rages,

Its waves call you.

I hold on to the Holy One,

Wrap myself into the King’s holiness”

Then let him cover his head and his wife for one hour, . . . *

Some forms of unholiness in sexual intercourse are described by R.
Naphtali as follows:
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Lilith, God preserve us, has dominion over children who issue from
him who couples with his wife in candlelight, or with his wife
naked, or at 2 ime when he is forbidden to have intercourse with
her. All the children who issue from such unions, Lilith can kill
them anytime she wishes, because they are delivered into her hands.
And this is the secret of the children’s smiling when they are small—
because of Lilith who plays with them.*

The counterpart of the magic efforts to protect men from the nocturnal
enticements of Lilith, the succuba, is an incantation whose purpose 1s pre-
cisely the opposite: to obtain a succuba for the night with the help of that
other demon-queen, Igrath bath Mahalath. The formula is contained in a
15th-century text which reads as follows:

“I adjure you, Ograth [i.c., Igrath] bath Mahalath, Queen of the
Demons, with the great, strong and terrible Name, with the name
of his holy angels, and with the name of Bilar the heroic, King of
the Demons, that vou send to me X, daughter of Y, the beautiful
maiden from among vour maidens who follow vou, whose number
is like the number of the days of the year, and with the name of
Metatron and Sandalphon, AAA NNN SS57 And this must be done
cither on the eve of Sunday or on the eve of Wednesday. And one
must have a separate room, and a clean white bed and clothes, and
the room and the bed should be fumigated with aloe wood. And
the knowledgeable will understand.s

An incantation such as this must have been employed by Rabbi Joseph
della Reina in making Lilith herself his lover. This Rabbi Joseph scems to
have been a known Spanish Kabbalist who about 1470 attcmptcd to bring
about the rcdcrnpuon of Isracl by means of a great magico-mystical ritual.
Having failed in his noble but c\ctremc!v dangerous attempt to slay Satan,
whose machinations prevented rcdcrnpuon so the storv goes, Joseph dcspalrt.d
of the powers of saintliness and turned to evil ways, bending the forces of
the Other Side to his will. The full, folklorically embellished version of
Joseph’s story written by Solomon Navarro (b. 1606) contains an account
of Joseph’s love affairs, first with Lilith and then with the Queen of Greece
(whence his surname, Della Reina):

And after this, Rabbi Joseph reached the city of Zidon and dwelt
there. And he corrupted his ways, after seeing that his plan [ro
bring the Messiah| had failed. And especially after hearing the
terrible heavenly voice, he despaired of the World to Come, made
a covenant with the evil Lilith, and delivered himself into her hands,
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and she became his wife. And he made himself impure with all
impurities, to the extent of using for evil the Holy Names and the
other names and incantations he knew. And he adjured spirits and
demons every night to bring him what he wanted. And this is how
he conducted himself many days, until he became enamored of the
wife of the King of Greece more than of any other woman. And
he had her brought to him almost every night, and in the morning
he commanded [the spirits] that they return her.

And it came to pass one day that the queen told the king that
“Every night in my dream they take me to a place and a man lies
with me, and in the morning I find myself in my bed, and I am
solled with an effusion of semen, and I do not know whence this
came to me.” The king understood the matter, sent for the magi-
cians, and ordered them to watch in the house of the queen with
other women, and said ro them that they should be prepared and
ready with incantations and names of impurity, so as to stop those
who would come to take the queen. And they did so and sat watching.

And in that night the demons came as commanded by Rabbi
Joseph, and the watchers instantly sensed it and performed acts
and adjured them so that they should know what was the matter
and what it was about. And the demons said: “We are emissaries
of Rabbi Joseph, who dwells in Zidon™ Instantly the king sent a
commander of the army with letters and a present to the Prince of
Zidon [asking him] that he should immediately send him Rabbi
Joseph alive, [to enable the king] to take revenge on him by sub-
jecting him to severe torture. And it came to pass that when Rabbi
Joseph saw that the evil had overtaken him—and he knew it from
the mouth of the demons he had sent even before the writing
reached the prince of Zidon—he went and threw himself into the
sca and died.®!

9 | Lilith the Child-Killer

Following her rejection by the Cherubim, Lilith remained in the
depths of the sea until Adam and Eve sinned,

when the Holy One, blessed be He, brought her up, and she obtained
power over those children—the “small faces”™ of mankind—who
deserved to be punished because of the sins of their fathers. She
roams all over the world, then approaches the gates of the Garden
of Eden and observes the Cherubim watching over the gates. She
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sits down there, next to the flame of the sword, since it was from
that flame that she originated. When the flame turns around [indi-
cating that the world has entered into a phase of punishment|, she
rushes off and again goes roaming all over the world to seck out
the children who deserve to be punished. And she smiles at them
and kills them. . .. #

After the completion of her raids on mankind, Lilith returns to the

cities of the sea, her headquarters. Only when ultimately God will destroy
the Evil Kingdom of Rome, will she move there to take up her abode in
the eternal ruins, 5

In the meantime, Lilith

goes out into the world and secks out children, and she sees the
children of mankind and attaches hersclf to them to kill them and
to draw herself into their souls. And as she is about to go into such
a soul, three holy spirits [i.c., the three angels Senoy, Sansenoy, and
Semangelof] appear there, and they soar toward her and take that
soul from her and place it in front of the Holy One, blessed be
He, and there [the children] study in front of Him.*

Thus, even if the angels are unable to save the child’s life, they at least

save its soul. To make sure that one’s child is in no way harmed b\ Lilith,
onc must perform the act of procreation itsclf in holiness:

If a2 man is in a state of holiness, he has no fear of her [Lilith],
because the Holy Onc, blessed be He, sends those three holy angels
whom we mentioned, and they watch over the child [\a.hxh is being
conceived] and she cannot harm him. . .. But if 2 man is not in a
state of holiness, and he draws out a souI from the side of unclean-
ness, then she comes and plays with that child, and if she kills ir,
she penctrates that soul and never leaves it.%

Although the above quotations were taken from the Zohar, the practice

of protecting a2 mother and her newborn child from Lilith with the help of
the three angels Senov, Sansenoy, and Semangelof is considerably older not
only in the East but also in the West. The famous mystical treatise Sefer
Raziel (Book of Raziel), written or compiled in all probability, by Elcazar
ben Judah ben Kalonymos of Worms (1176-1238), contains, ¢.g., scveral
such incantations. On folio 43a of the 1701 Amsterdam edition, one finds
the following instructions:

Tried and proven for protecting the mother and her child from
sorcery and the Evil Eye, and so thar in the hour of the birth no
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demon and evil plague should be able to overpower her and her
child . . . the seventy names of angels are, as is well known, very
efficacious for all kinds of protection. And also the following names
and their drawings, as Adam saw them and drew them, are very
good for the protection of the mother and child. [See Figure 1.]
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Figure 1. Amulet to protect woman in childbirth from Lilith. (From The Book of
Raziel, folio 43a.)

On the very next page of the Book of Raziel are listed the names of the
seventy angels, and under them is a sketch showing twice the three angels
Senov, Sansenoy, and Semangelof. It is difficult to make out what the three
sketches on the right side represent, but on the left the intention scems to
be to show them as bird-headed beings. Over the sketches of the angels the
words “Adam and Eve, Ourt Lilith!” appear twice, and under the picture
follows the incantation text, which reads as follows (my translation from
the Hebrew):
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Figure 1. Amulet to protect woman in childbirth from Lilith. (From The Book of
Raziel, folio 43a.)
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In the name of EHYE WHA AA BB AO MAK AAA.

I adjure vou First Eve [here an epithet of Lilith] in the name of
Him Who is your Creator and in the name of the three angels
whom vour Creator sent after vou and the angel in the isles of the
sea, to whom vou swore that wherever vou will find their names
vou will cause no harm, neither vou nor one of your cohorts and
servants, and that [vou will not damage] anybody who wears their
names. Therefore, in their names and seals set down here, I adjure
vou and vour cohorts and your servants that you causc no harm
to the woman in childbirth, N. daughter of N., nor to the child
who was bomn to her; neither during the day nor during the night,
ncither through their food nor through their drink, neither in their
head nor in their heart, neither in their 248 limbs, nor in their 365
sincws. By strength of these names and figures, I adjure vou and
vour cohorts and vour servants. [Sec Figure 2.]
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Figure 2. Amulet to protect woman in childbirth from Lilith. (From The Book of
Raziel, folio 43b.)

As we see, the Book of Razzel follows the classical pattern of incantation
rituals, which carry in themselves the guarantee of their cffectiveness by
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Figurc 2. Amulet to protect woman in childbirth from Lilith. (From The Book of
Raziel, folio 43b.)
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recounting, or at least referring to, a validating myth. Reference to the old
myth abour Lilith and the three angels is all that is needed in order to
endow the apotropaic measure with unfailing potency.

The myth of Lilith the child-killer remained a potent factor in the lives
of the tradition-bound Jews down to the 19th century. To protect the
newborn boy-child agamst Lilith, they would draw a circle with natron or
charcoal on the wall of the birth room and write within it: “Adam and Eve.
Out Lilith!™ At the same time, they would write the names of the three
angels Senoy, Sansenoy, and Semangelof on the door of the room:

If children laugh in their sleep, or if they laugh while they are
awake but alone, this is a sign showing that Lilith is playing with
them, and especially when this happens on the night of the new
moon. Whoever nortices that they laugh will do well to tap them
on their nose with his finger and say: “Go hence, Pelonith [i.c.,
Lilith], you have no portion or inheritance here, you have no sat-
istaction here!” Then let him recite the entire “Wikbi no‘am’ prayer,
and do thus three ames. ... %

Solomon’s dominance over Lilith, which became an integral part of
medieval Jewish and Muslim Arab demonology, retained an important role
in Middle Eastern Jewish exorcisms as recently as the early 20th century.
Raphael Ohana writes in his collection of maglcal remedies:

In another manuscript book I found written the following: Pro-
tection from Lilith. Draw a Scal of King Solomon, peace be upon
him, who adjured Lilith that when she would see his seal she and
her cohorts would flee, and that she would have no permission to
hurt him. And if it be placed on a house, she would not enter it,
neither she nor anv one of her band. If it be engraved upon pure
silver, it is even better. And this is its shape:® [See Figure 3.]

The same magic Seal of Solomon protects also the sick against Lilith,
if it is ascertained that it is she who caused the ailment.®”

The same book contains two further suggestions as to methods one
can employ in order to safeguard a woman from Lilith:

If vou place a needle close to the wick in the lamp which is in the
house of the woman in childbed, she will be safe from the entry
of Lilith. Also, if she rake the measure which is used to measure
the wheat, and place it closc to the bed, and if Lilith is there, she
will sit on that measure and will not move from her place unul
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thcy remove that measure from there. (From a Babylonian manu-
script book. ) *

Bab
Qabul Kesen

Kesan Kesaban

His name is Shadai

My rock Elijah

Shield of

Figure 3. The magic Seal of Solomon. (From Raphael Ohana, Mar'e HaYeladim,
p. 94a.)

10 | Lilith and Naamah

Lilith’s companion in many of her evil exploits is Naamah, another
high-ranking she-demon. Her origin is obscure, but as her name Naamah
(“the Charmer™) indicates, she is a demoness of extraordinary, irresistible
beauty.

In the carlier, Talmudic-Midrashic mythology, Naamah is still taken to
have been a flesh-and-blood woman, the daughter of Lamech and Zillah,
and sister of Tubal-Cain,*! who earned her name by enticing men with the
sweet, sensual sounds of her cvmbals to worship idols, although, according
to the lone dissenting opinion of Abba bar Kahana, she was a pious and
well-mannered woman who became Noah's wife.5? Naamah is still a human
female according to those myths which tell about her role in seducing the
sons of God. She was so beauriful that she led the angels astrav, and from
her union with the angel Shamdon, or Shomron, sprang Ashmodai, who
was destined to become the king of the devils.®

From being the human mother of Shamdon’s demonic brood, Naamah
was transformed by the Kabbala into a semi-human, deathless being who,
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like Lilith, fulfills the double task of seducing men and strangling children
in their sleep. She was so beautiful that

the sons of man, and even the spirits and demons, went astray after
her. R. Yitzhaq said: Those sons of God, ‘Aza and ‘Aza’el, went
astray after her. R. Shimeon said: She was the mother of the demons,
for she came from the side of Cain, and she, rogether with Lilith,
was appointed over the askara [strangulation] of children. R. Abba
said to him: Did you not say that she was appointed to play with
people? He answered: Truce; she comes and plays with people and
at times she bears them spirit-children, and to this day this is her
task. R. Abba said: [Since we know that the demons] die like
humans, how can she still be alive? He answered: Right, but Lilith
and Naamah, and Agrath, the daughter of Mahalath who came
from their side, all continue to live until the Holy One, blessed be
He, eradicartes the spirit of uncleanness from the world. . ..

Come and sce: This Naamah was the mother of demons, and
from her side come all those demons who lie with men and take
the spirit of desire from them, and she makes sport with the men
[in their sleep] and causes them to emit seed.*

Naamah and her brother Tubal-Cain were descendants of Cain, and
the latter was, of course, the son of Satan by Eve:

In the hour when Adam with the supernal image, with the holy
image, descended, and those of Above and Below saw him, they
all approached him and made him king over the world. After the
Serpent came upon Eve and injected his impurity into her, she gave
birth to Cain. From there descended all the generations of the
sinful in the world, and also the demons and spirits came from
there. Therefore, all the spirits and demons are half human, while
their other half comes from the supernal angels. Also, all the other
spirits which were born of Adam are, likewise, half from Below
and half from Above. After they were born of Adam, he begot on
those spirits daughters who resembled the beauty of those Above
and the beauty of those Below. . ..

And there was one male who came into the world from the spirit
of Cain’s side and he was called Tubal-Cain. And a female came
with him after whom the creatures wenrt astray, and she was called
Naamah. From her came other spirits and demons, who hang in
the air and announce things to those others who are found below.
It was this Tubal-Cain who brought murder weapons into the
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world. And as to Naamah . . . she is alive to this day, and her dwell-
ing is among the waves of the Great Sea.*

In 2 mythical image, reminiscent of Dange’s Inferno, the Zohar describes
Naamah’s beauty, which is irresistible even to the most horrid nocturnal
monsters: In the darkness of the night, great monsters pursue Naamah:
they are Afrira and Qastimon, the two chieftains of the demonic world,
who “swim about in the Great Sca and, when night falls, fly away from
there and come to Naamah, the mother of the demons, after whom the
carlv divinities went astray. They try to approach her, but she leaps away
six thousand parasangs, and takes on many forms in the eyes of men, in
order to seduce them.”*

Once Naamah arrives in our own world,

she makes sport with the sons of man, and conceives from them
through their dreams, from the male desire, and she attaches herself
to them. She takes the desire, and nothing more, and from that
desire she conceives and brings forth all kinds of demons into the
world. And thosc sons whom she bears from men visit the women
of humankind, who then conceive from them and give birth to
spirits. And all of them go to the first Lilith and she brings them
up.is

At times it happens that Naamah goes forth in the world in
order to have intercourse with the sons of man, and a man is found
in bounds of desire with her and awakens from his sleep and gets
hold of his wife and lies with her, and his urge stems from that
desire which he had felt in his drcam. In such a case the child
which is procreated comes from the side of Naamah, because in
her desire he was conceived. When Lilith comes and sees this child,
she knows what happened, and she attaches herself to him and
rears him like those other children of Naamah, and she comes to
him many times but does not kill him. . .. For each time when the
moon renews itself in the world, Lilith comes and visits all those
whom she rears, and makes sport with them, and that man suffers
damage ar that time.®”

While Lilith and Naamah thus have become unmistakably evil spirits,
at least once more in history they assumed human form. This happened
when, in order to try Solomon’s wisdom, they took the shape of two pros-
titutes and went to Solomon asking for his judgment in their quarrel over
the surviving child.

Then came two harlots to King Solomon, and they were Lilith and
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Igrath [according to other sources: Lilith and Naamah|. Lilith,
who strangles the children because she cannot set up for herself,
from one of them, a screen to be a hiding place for her [?]. And
the other is Igrath. . . . Onc might David was asleep in the camp in
the desert, and in his dream Igrath coupled with him and bore
Adad [identical with Hadad the Edomitc]. And when they asked
him, ‘What is vour name?® he answered, “My name is Ad, Ad is my
name” [Ad sh’mi in Hebrew], and they called him Ashm'dai. He is
Ashmodai, the King of the demons who deprived Solomon of his
kingdom. . ..

King Solomon, it may be remarked here, “had dominion over the demons,
spirits, and Lilin, and knew the language of cach . . . and when his heart was
merry with wine, he would command the wild animals, the fowl of heaven,
and the creeping things of the carth, as well as the demons, spinits, and
Lilin, to dance before him™%

It was due to Solomon’s power over the demons that he was able to
resist the Queen of Sheba, who was none other than Lilith.™ Another
country over which Lilith reigned was Zemargad.”

11 | Lilsth and Samael

As we have seen, according to a Zoharic myth, Lilith and Samacl
emerged in an androgynous form out of the “dregs of wine™ of the divine
punitive power.” Another version which was also current in Kabbalistic
circles in the Middle Ages is silent as to Lilith’s provenance, but makes her
Samael’s wife, and the first among his four wives, to boot. Bahva ben Asher
ibn Halawa, the carly-14th-century Kabbalistic Bible commentator (died
1340), reports the myth as follows:

Four women were the mothers of demons: Lilith, Naamah, Igrath,
and Mahalath. Each onc of them has her own hosts and classes of
spirits of uncleanness, and they have no number. And it is said that
cach of them rules on onc of the four Tegufor [i.c., the vernal
equinox, the summer solstice, the autumnal equinox, and the winter
solstice] of the years, when they gather on a lofty peak near the
Mountains of Darkness. Each of them rules on her Tegufa, from
the hour of sunser until midnight, they and all their hosts. But
King Solomon ruled over all of them and called them [his] slaves
and slave-women and used them according to his will. And these
four women are the wives of Esau’s heavenly patron [i.e., Samael],
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and following his example, Esau himsclf took four wives, as explained
in the Pentateuch.™

Nathan Spira (died 1662) transmits an interesting variant of the same
theme. The four women become the “rulers]” in the sense of heavenly patron,
of four kingdoms:

Know that there are seventy heavenly patrons, one appointed over
cach narion, and they all are under the rule of Samacl and Rahab.
Rahab was given as his share all the borders of Egypt, which meas-
ures 400 by 400 parasangs. Samael was given four kingdoms, and
in cach of them he has a concubine. The names of his concubines
are: Lilith, whom he took as his consort, and she is the first one;
the second is Naamah; the third, Even Maskith; and the fourth,
Igrath, the daughter of Mahalath. And the four kingdoms are: first,
the Kingdom of Damascus, in which is found the House of Rim-
mon; second, the Kingdom of Tyre, which 1s opposite the Land of
Isracl; third, the Kingdom of Malta, which formerly was called
Rhodus; and fourth, the Kingdom called Granata, and some say
that it is the Kingdom of Ishmael. And in each of these four king-
doms dwells one of the four aforementioned concubines.™

Mixed Egypuian-Arab-demonic descent is attributed to Igrath in a late
version of the myth of the four she-demons who rule over the Tegufor (i.c.,
the two equinoxes and the two solstices). When Ishmael grew up, his mother
Hagar brought him an Egvpuan wife,

the daughter of Kasdicl, the Egyptian sorcerer. And when Ishmacl
divorced her, as commanded by his father, she was pregnant and
gave birth to Mahalath. And the mother and the daughter remained
together in that desert, which was full of sorcery, and a demon
named Igrathiel ruled over it. This demon was attracted to Mahal-
ath, who was very beauniful, and she conceived and bore a daughter
whom she called’ Igrath, after that demon, Thereafter Mahalath left
the desert and became the wife of Esau. But her daughrer Igrath
remained in the desert, and she, Naamah, Pelonith [i.c., Lilith], and
Nega® rule over the four Tegufor. Pelonith fornicates with all men,
Naamah only with the gentiles, Nega® only with Isracl, and Igrath
is sent out to do harm on the nights preceding Wednesdays and
Saturdays. But of thosc who fear God it is said, “And Nega* will
not approach your tents”™™

The marriage berween Samacel and Lilith was arranged by the “Blind
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Dragon.” who in Kabbalistic mvthology is the counterpart on high of “the
dragon that is in the sea”™ “There is a dragon of Above who is the Blind
Prince, and he functions as the intermediary between Samael and Lilith,
and his name is Taniniver [Blindragon]. . . . It is he who arranges the match
between Samael and Lilith. ... 77

Blindragon’s place in the mystical hicrarchy of demons is described as
follows:

Asimon [a demon] rides on Naamah, and Naamah rides on Igrath,
the daughrer of Mahalath, and this Igrath rides on several kinds of
spirits and bands of mid-dayv demons; and from the left there is
the shape of a serpent riding on a blind dragon, and this dragon
rides on Lilith the wicked, may she be destroved quickly in our
davs, amen.™

However, the marriage of Lilith with Samael, also known as the “Angel
Satan” or the “Other God.” was not allowed to prosper. God was appre-

hensive lest they fill the world with their demonic brood, and to prevent
this he castrated Samacl. This mythologem, found in several 17th-century
Kabbalistic books,™ is based on the identification of “Leviathan the Slant
Serpent and Leviathan the Tortuous Serpent”™®® with Samacl and Lilith,
respectively, and on the reinterpretation of the old Talmudic myth according
to which God castrated the male Leviathan and killed the female in order
to prevent them from coupling and thereby destroving the earth. Leviathan
the Tortuous, or crooked, Serpent is, to the Kabbalists, Lilith, “who seduces
men to follow crooked paths™®! Once Samael was castrated, Lilith, since
“she could no longer couple with her husband,” took to satisfving her desire
bv fornicating with men who experience nocturnal emissions.

In another 15th- or 16th-century Kabbalistic text the Midrashic state-
ment that God “cooled™ the female Leviathan is reinterpreted to mean that
God made Lilith barren, so that she cannot bear offspring “but is mere
fornication.™*

12 | The Two Liliths

The idea that there are many Liliths is, as we have seen, very old.

In the Babylonian incantation texts there appear male Lilin, in addition to

the female Liliths, who are heirs to the 3rd millennium B.C.E. Sumerian

male and female demons similarly named. It remained, however, for the

13th-century Kabbalists to split the person of Lilith herself in two and to
distinguish berween an Elder and a Younger Lilith.

In the writings of R. Isaac Hacohen, a Spanish Kabbalist who flour-
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ished about the middle of the 13th century, we read that the Lilith who
was born androgynously with Samacl and who became the wife of that

“Great Prince and Great ng of all thc dcmons is Lilith the Elder. In

addition to Samael, other _demons as well are the bedfellows of this Lilith-
the Elder, \\ho—:md this is most remarkable—%is a ladder on which one '_
can ascend to the rungs of prophecy” This can mean only one thing: that |
Lilith can help those whom she favors—or gain mastery over her—to rise I
towards, or actually arrain proR_ctlc powers. Another numinous figure |
introduced into this mythology is Qaftzefoni, the Prince and King of Heaven,
whose wife is Mchetabel, the daughter of Matred.*® The daughter of this
mysterious couple is Lilith the Younger. There seems, however, to be some
confusion between Lilith the Younger and Lilith the Elder, because it is the
latter who is called Tzefonit (“Northerner”), which would make her, and
not Lilith the Younger, the daughter of Qaftzefoni:

Know that all the jealousy and altercation between the Princes of
Quarrel and the Princes of Peace. . . is on account of Samael and
Lilith who is called Northerner (Tzefonit), as it is written “QOut of
the North, the Evil One shall break forth”** Both of them [Samael
and Lilith] were born in a spiritual birth as androgynes, corre-
sponding to Adam and Eve—below and above two twin figures.
And Samacl and Lilith the Elder, who is the same as Tzefonit, are
referred to as the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil. . .. %

The same mid-13th century author, Isaac Hacohen, also asserts that
“on rare occasions Qaftzefoni couples with, and adheres to, and loves a
creature whose name is Lilidtha” who in a mysterious way resembles Hagar
the Egyptian; but whether this Lilidtha is identical with Qaftzefoni’s own
daughter, Lilith the Younger, cannot be established.

Now, Lilith the Younger became the wife of Ashmodai, King of the
demons, and out of this union sprang the great prince Harba diAshm’dai
(“Ashmodat’s Sword™), who rules over 80,000 demons of destruction and
numerous other demon offspring. However, “Lilith the Younger, who has
the form of a beautiful woman from head to navel, and from the navel
downward is flaming firc—like mother, like daughter—™ aroused the desire
of Samacl. This caused intensc jealousy between Samael and Ashmodai, as
well as constant fighting between Lilith the Younger and Samacl’s wife,
Lilith the Elder.®

Some three centuries after Isaac Hacohen, Moses Cordovero (1522—
1570), a leader of the Safed Kabbalists, retells the myth of the two Liliths
with the addition of a few interesting derails: Lilith the Elder, he says, has
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480 bands of demons under her command, the number being derived from
the numerical value of the letters LY L Y T (30, 10, 30,10, 400) making
up the name Lilith. On the Day of Atonement, Lilith the Elder marches
out into the desert and, being the demon of screeching—her name taken
as if derived from the verb Y L L, “to scream™—spends the day there scream-
ing. Samael, however, also has a concubine named Mahalath, the daughter
of Ishmael.® who has 478 bands of demons at her disposal—again the
letters of her name give the clue to this number MH L T = 40, 8, 30,
400)—and “she goes and sings a song and a paean in the Holy Tongue.
And when the two meet, they fight, on the Day of Atonement, there in the
desert, and they taunt each other, until their voices rise to heaven, and the
earth trembles under their screams. And all this is brought about by God
so that they should not be able to make accusations against Isracl [on the
Day of Atonement]....”

Lilith the Younger is helped in her fight against Lilith the Elder by her
own mother Mchetabel.*

The mythological motif of enmity between Lilith and her fellow-
demonesses, and the resulting advantage for Isracl on the Day of Atone-
ment, is treated by other 16th-century Kabbalists as well. Abraham Galante
(died 1560 or 1588), an important Safed Kabbalist and contemporary of
Moses Cordovero, recounts the entire story of the annual encounter in the
desert between Lilith and Mahalath, but gives a somewhat different char-
acterization to onc of the two chief she-demons: Mahalath, according to
him, is shown by her name to have been a compulsive dancer: as she marches
into the desert at the head of her bands of destrucnive angels, “she goes
and dances and gyrates in ring dances™ until she and Lilith fall upon each
other and engage in a fierce battle.®

Lilith’s bands, and presumably Lilith herself as well, were imagined in
this period as being covered with hair from head to foot, including their
faces, but as having a bald pate. Their fourteen names, derived directly from
the older incantation texts,” are: Lilin, Abito, Abizo, Amo(z)rpho, Haqash,
Odam, (I)Kephido, Ailo, Tatrota, Abniqta, Shatrina, Kalubtza, Tiltoi, Pirtsha.”!

But, to return to the two Liliths: this idea is put forward in a different
form by Hayyim Vital (1543-1620), a Safed Kabbalist and chief disciple
of Isaac Luna. He explains that the original “Lilith the stiff-necked™ was
the “garb,” that is, the shell, the outer and evil part, of Eve; the wife of ™
Adam. But he goes on to say, “there is an cven more external [i.c., more
evil] Lilith, who is the wife of Samael” In the sequel it is not clear whether
Vital speaks of the first or the second Lilith when he says that “there was
an angel who was expelled from heaven and he was called ‘the flame of the
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revolving sword.*? and at times he is an angel and ar times a demon called
Lilith. And since the female rules at might, and the demons rule at night,
she 1s called Lilith” [i.e., Nocturnal].??

The notion that Lilith rules at night goes back to the Zohar, where the
Biblical expression “dread in the nights™ (pahm' ba-leloth)* is ucplaincd as
“Samael and his female.” i.c., Lilith.” What is more intcresting in Vital's
thinking is that he regarded Lilith and the angel as interchangeable, as
appearing once in the shape of one and once as the other, made tangible
by the flame of the revolving sword. We shall recall that in the 6th-century
C.E. Nippur incantation texts the same numen is called once “Lilith Buznai”
and once “angel Buznai* which is yet another example of the great antiquity
of some of the ideas put forward by the medieval Kabbalists. The same idea
underlies a passage contained in the Zoharic literature itself which reads:
“Come and sce: The Shekhina is at times called the Mother, at times the
Slave-Woman T[i.c., Llllth] and at times the King’s Daughtcr e i

In other \\ords circumstances determine whether one and the same
fcmmmc divine essence assumes the form of a good or an evil numen. And,
since circumstances constantly change, the goddess appears once as good
and once as evil. In a different formulation of the idea, Lilith appears as
the “nakedness™ of the Shekhina, that aspect of her which preponderates in .|
the period of Isracl’s exile: “When Israel was exiled, the Shekhina too went
into exile, and this is the nakedness of the Shekhina. And this nakedness is
Lilith, the mother of a mixed multitude”*

[
}k’

13 | Lilith’s Triumph and End

The hour of Lilith’s greatest triumph and the high point in her
career came with the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple. When that catas-
trophe took place,

the King [i.c., God] sent away the Matronit and took the slave-
woman [i.e., Lilith] in her place. . .. Who is this slave-woman? She
is the Alien Crown whose first-born God slew in Egypt. . .. She
used to sit behind the hand-mill, and now this handmaid is heir to
her mistress.” Rabbi Shimeon cried and said: “The King without
the Matronit is not called King; the King who atrached himself to
the slave-woman, to the handmaid of the Martronit, where is his
honor? . . . He lost the Matronit and attached himself to the Other
Place, which is called slave-woman. . .. And this slave-woman was
destined to rule over the Holy Land of Below, as the Matronit
formerly ruled over it. ... "%
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The Zoharic idea that the most terrible outcome of the destruction of
the Temple and the exile of Tsract was that because of them God was forced
to-accept Lilith as his consort in place of the Matronit, was further clabo-
tared by R Shlomo Alqabetz (ca. 1505-1584), the Safed Kabbalist and
famous author of the Sabbath-song Lekba Dod:i (“Come, My Friend™). In
his mystical philosophy, Alqabetz attributes it to the sins of Isracl that the
Shekhina, Isracl’s mother, had to leave her husband, God, who is Isracl’s
father, and go into exile together with her children. As a result of this
separation, God the father consorted with “the slave-woman™ (i.c., Lilith),
and she became the mustress of His house. The situation was similar to that
of a man who had a good wife, the mother of his sons, and then, in his
wrath, he turned away from her and went in to her handmaid, who con-
ceived and bore him a son.

“And it is known thart there is no glory for a man except with his wife
who was destined for him, but not by adhering to handmaids . . . through
which he himself is reduced to a lower rung” Likewise, after the Shekhina
in exile

descended to be with us . . . her rival [Lilith] angers her greatly, and
she sobs and sighs because her husband [God] does not throw his
light upon her. ... Her joy has fled because she sees her rival in
her house, deriding her, to the extent that the mistress became a
handmaid, and the handmaid mistress. And when our Father sees
our Mother lving in dust and suffering because of our sins, He too
becomes embittered in his heart and He descends to save her and
miake the strangers cease violating her. And now, can there be any-
body who sees these things without rending his heart to repent
and thus to bring back our Mother to her place and to her
palace? . .. 10!

While thus the Zohar and the later Kabbalists who were influenced by
it artribute God’s degradation through coupling with Lilith to the cosmic
consequences of the destruction of the Temple, the pre-Zoharic gnostic
Kabbalists, such as Moses of Burgos, placed the same divine Fall in the very
davs of Creation. For, they maintained, just as on earth below Lilith and
Samael procreated demons and spirits with Adam and Eve, so in the Upper
Realm *a spirit of seduction issued forth from Lilith and seduced God the
King, while Samael managed to have his will on the Shekhina 102

Whatever the beginnings of this connubium between God and Lilith,
it is to continuc until the coming of the Messiah will put an end to it.

A voice is appointed to announce to the Matronit and say “Rejoice
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greatly, O daughter of Zion, shout, O daughter of Jerusalem, behold,
thy King cometh unto thee, he is righteous and victorious, lowly
and riding upon an ass™% . .. For he would not be riding, until
that time, in a place which is not his, in an alien place . . . and would
remain lowly . . . for until that time the Righteous One would remain
without righteousness. But at that time [he and the Matronit will
again] couple with each other, and he will become “righteous and
victorious” because he will no longer dwell in the Other Side [i.c.,
will no longer be ded to Lilith]....And God will restore the
Matronit to her place as in the beginning. And what will the rejoic-
ing be? Say, the rejoicing of the King and of the Matronit. The
rejoicing of the King over returning to her and separating from
the slave-woman, and the rejoicing of the Matronit over coupling
again with the King. 1%+

Those Messianic days will mark not only the reunion of God and the
Matronit and the rejection of Lilith, but also the end of Lilith’s existence.
For, although Lilith has existed ever since the sixth or even fifth day of
Creation, she is not immortal. In the Days to Come, when Israel will take
revenge on Edom, both she and the Blind Dragon, who arranged the match
between her and Samael, will be killed. 9%

14 | Conclusion

It is rather difficult to evaluate the position of Lilith in Jewish
religion, and her significance for the Jewish believer. The very fact that as
late as the 18th, or even the 19th, century the belief in her not only survived
but remained a potent factor in religious consciousness and conduct is in
itself surprising. That these beliefs and, in all probability, the practices as
well retained essentially the same form in which they first appeared 4,000
years previously in Sumer 1s remarkable. A citizen of Sumer ca. 2500 B.CE.
and an East European Hasidic Jew in 1880 C.E. had very little in common
as far as the higher levels of religion were concerned. But they would have
readily recognized each other’s beliefs about the pernicious machinations
of Lilith, and each other’s apotropaic measures for driving her away or
escaping her enticements.

It is interesting, moreover, to note that both in ancient Sumer and in
Kabbalistic Judaism Lilith’s career ran very similar courses. She started out
in both faiths as a lowly she-demon, whose activities were confined to the
nether realms of existence, who was associated with impure nocturnal ani-
mals, and who pulled man down to her base level. Then, in both religions,
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she succeeded in working herself up, as it were, to higher rungs on the scale
of numina, untl she became an undoubted goddess in Sumer and the
consort of God in Kabbalism. Yet with all these advances in her career, the
basic qualities of her personality never changed: she remained the beautiful
seductress who joined lonely men in their nocturnal unrest, enjoved sex
with them, and bore them demonic offspring, while she also found enough
time to play her lethal games with children, causing them to laugh happily
in their sleep and then strangling them mercilessly so as to get hold of, and
array herself in, their innocent souls. There can be little doubt thar a she-
demon who accompanied mankind—or at least a part of mankind—from
earliest antiquity to the threshold of the Age of Enlightenment must be a
projection, or objectification, of human fears and desires which, in a deeper
sense, are identical with those of oft-mentioned “plagues of mankind™ said
in Kabbalistic literature to be the offspring of Lilith, but recognized by us
as her psychogenic progenitors.

The meaning of Lilith becomes more easily comprehensible if one con-
siders the basic similanty between her and the Matronit, the goddess of the
Kabbala, whosc image was described and analyzed in a previous chapter.
Lilith, of course, is the embodiment of everything that is evil and dangerous
in the sexual realm, while the Matronit is her exact opposite: a good, even
saintly figure. Yet, at the same time, Lilith is also irresistibly attractive, while
the Matronit is sternly forbidding and even warlike. A closer look casily
discerns the mask-nature of these contrasting characterizations: behind the
cvil mask of Lilith and the good one of the Matronit, the numen, embod-
ving man’s fears and desires, is disconcertingly, ver reassuringly, the same.
Her mythical biography, whether it treats her as Lilith or as the Matronit,
remains fundamentally unchanged:

Both the Matronit (who is identical with the Shekhina) and Lilith
onginated, according to the Kabbalisuc doctrine, from an emanation of the
deity. We also recall thc virginitv of the Matronit. Lilith, too, is a virgin, or
at least assumes at will the bodily form of a virgin when she joins the couch
of a sleeping man who embraces her in his unconscious desire. Both the
Matronit and Lilith are, on the other hand, promiscuous: no sooner is a
man separated, even temporarily, from his wife than the Matronit joins him,
couples with him, and thus restores him to that state of completeness which
is the privilege and high blessing of the male and female together. Lilith
does the same, with the difference, of course, that in contrast to the holy
union of man and the Matronit, the union which Lilith enters into with
man is an unholy defilement.

Both the Matronit and Lilith are queens: the Matronit, the heavenly
queen of Isracl; Lilith, the queen of Sheba and Zemargad.
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The motherly aspect of both the Matronit and Lilith is expressed in
their giving birth all the time to innumerable souls: although again, the
souls brought forth by the Matronit are pure and enter the bodies of chil-
dren conceived by husbands and wives in purity, while those issuing from
Lilith are impure and become demons, “the plagues of mankind™

The Matronit, as we have scen, 1s a goddess of war also; she kills not
only the enemies of God and Israel, bur also takes the souls of pious men,
substituting in their extreme hour for the Angel of Death. Lilith, likewise,
is a killer of men and children, and the pleasurable laughter of her victims
makes us more than suspect that they enjoy death at her hands as much as
they would expinng through a kiss of the Matronit.

The Matronit was the wife of Jacob and Moses; Lilith was the wife of
Adam and Cain. The Matronit was also the wife of God—her wedding with
him having been signified by the dedication of the Temple of Jerusalem.
Lilith, too, became the wife of God, at the hour that same Temple was
destroved. Both of them were also enjoved carnally by Samael the Satan—
the Matronit each time Isracl sinned, and Lilith when the Blind Dragon
arranged a union berween them.

Finally, the images of both the Matronit and Lilith were split in two:
a distinction was made between the Upper Matronit and the Lower Matronit,
and likewise between the Elder Lilith and the Younger Lilith.

We thus recognize the identity of opposites in Lilith and the Matronit
or, as onc may better put it, the ambivalence of religio-sexual experience.
The same impulse or experience can, in the case of one man, be good, and
in the case of the other, evil. In the case of one an act can promore the
blessed union berween God and his Matronit; in the case of the other, the
same act, or what scemingly is the same act, can result in a strengthening
of the powers of evil, of the Other Side. Thus it is not only God’s will that
is inscrutable; man’s feet lead him also along unprcdlcrablc paths. and he
rarcly if ever knows whether a step he takes leads him toward God or away
from Him.

The interplay between man and the two bafflingly similar antithetical
goddesses 1s indicative of the great unity that exists berween the realms of
the divine and the human in the mystical Jewish world-view. The All 1s
viewed as an inverted triangle poised precariously on its apex, man. Over
him, at the two comners of the triangle’s base, hover—at a distance that
defies the eye, vet so near as to almost merge with him—God and the
Goddess. God is one, but the Goddess, who is part of him, is two: the
Matronit and Lilith. She appears like the revolving flame of the Cherubim’s
sword in the ancient myth: once she shows her Matronit face, once her
Lilith visage. The flame revolves so fast that it is impossible to hold in onc’s
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eve a separate picture of either. Although God and the Goddess are one,
innumerable strands of artraction and repulsion run back and forth between
them, and likewise between man and the deity. Far from “keeping his silence
and sustaining the world.” this deity is moved by man as much as he moves
man, he rejoices with man and suffers with man, and the two aspects of his
female component constantly struggle for man and within man.




THE SABBATH—
VIRGIN, BRIDE, QUEEN,
AND GODDESS

The Sabbath, to which we now turn our attention, is an excep-
tional figure among the female divinities of Judaism. All the numerous
images discussed so far were originally either foreign goddesses and demons
(Asherah, Astarte, Anath, Lilith, Naamah) or had their beginnings in Jewish
divine attributes which were conceptualized and personified (Shekhina,
Matronir). As against them, the Sabbath is a unique example of a day of
the week—or more precisely, the name and idea of such a day—having been
developed into a female numen and endowed with the character of virgin,
bride, queen, and goddess.

1 | Sabbath and Sex

The Biblical name Sabbath (Shabbat), designating the seventh day
of the week, seems to have had some connection with the Akkadian shabattu
or shapattu, the name for the feast of the full moon. Yet neither in Akkadian
nor in any other ancient Near Eastern religion was there a weekly feast and
day of rest in any manner comparable to the Sabbath.

From a passage in Deutero-Isaiah we learn in what way one was sup-
posed to observe the Sabbath in the early post-exilic period:

255
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If, because of the Sabbath, you tum away vour foot
From pursuing business on My holv day,
If you call the Sabbath a dcllght
And God’s holy and honored day,
If you honor it by not following your way
And by not scc:kmg your business
Nor :pcakmg thereof —
Then you will find delight in Yahweh,
And I shall make vou nde high

Upon the hills of the earth
And I shall feed vou with the heritage
Of vour father Jacob—
For the mouth of Yahweh has spoken.!

The character and laws of the Biblical Sabbath are validated by the
myth of Creation: God created the world in six days, and on the seventh,
the Sabbath, He rested; He blessed and sanctified it, and consequently it is
the duty of every Israclite to do likewise and to refrain from all work on
that holv day.? With the passage of time, the restrictive Sabbath laws became
more and more stringent. By the lst century CE., in some Jewish com-
munitics sexual intercourse was included among the acts prohibited on the
Sabbath, under the penalty of death.* While this prohibition was unable to
take root in Judaism (in which, on the contrary, the idea was soon to
develop that intercourse with one’s wife on Friday night was a sacred duty),
it became an important law in several marginal Jewish sects such as the
Samaritans, the Karaites, and the Falashas.*

In Talmudic Judaism the performance of the marital act on Friday night
was considered a very old religious law. According to a Talmudic tradition,
onc of the ten ordinances introduced by Ezra was that one should car garlic
on the eve of the Sabbath, because garlic makes one happy, multiplic,s the
semen, arouses love, and kills jealousy.® Some sages attributed such impor-
tance to the performance of the act on Friday nighr that nothing was
supposed to keep them from it. A legendary reflection of this is found in a
Talmudic story which tells of Yechuda ben Hiyya thar he used to spend all
his time in the house of study and return home only on the eve of the
Sabbath. Whenever he thus went home, a pillar of fire could be scen pre-
ceding him. One Friday, however, he became so engrossed in his studies
that he forgot abour the time and remained poring over his books. When
his father-in-law, Rabbi Yannai, waited in vain for the appearance of the
pillar of fire, he said: “Turn over his bed, for Ychuda must be dead. Would
he be alive, he would never have neglected his marital dury” These words
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had the effect of a command issuing by mistake from the mouth of a ruler,
which is carried out before he can rescind it, and at thar instant Yehuda
died.®

Thus, as far as sexual intercourse on the Sabbath is concerned, the view
that developed in the mainstream of traditional Judaism was diametrically
opposed to that held, or to be held later, in several semi-Jewish sects. As
we shall see in the course of this chapter, Kabbalism, building on the tra-
ditional Jewish view, developed its own approach, which endowed the per-
formance of marital intercourse on the Sabbath with a special cosmic
significance and turned the Sabbath itself into a veritable divine queen, the
bride of God Himself.

2| The Sabbath of Philo

Philo’s comments on the Sabbath begin with a discussion of the
significance of the number seven. He refers to the old Pythagorean com-
parison of the numbers with gods and, in particular, to the likening of seven
to the virgin goddess Athena.” and utilizes it in his allegorical explanation
of the sacredness of the Sabbath, the seventh day. The number seven, Philo
points out, is the only onc in the “decade” (i.c., the first ten digits) which
is neither produced by mulaplication with any other number nor produces
one within the decade if multiplied by another. And, he goes on to say, “by
reason of this, the Pythagoreans, indulging in myth, liken seven to the
motherless and ever-virgin Maiden [i.c., Athena], because neither was she
born of the womb nor shall she ever bear”*

Elsewhere Philo says that since

it is the nature of seven alone...ncither to beget nor to be
begotten . . . other philosophers liken this number to the mother-
less virgin Nike, who 1s said to have appeared out of the head of
Zcus, while the Pythagoreans liken it to the Sovereign of the Uni-
verse: for that which neither begets nor is begotten remains
motionless . . . [and] there is only one thing that neither causes
motion nor experiences it, the original Ruler and Sovereign. Of
Him, seven may be fitly said to be a symbol. .. .*

This rich symbolism of the number seven is transferred by Philo in its
entirety to the seventh day of the week, the Sabbath. We are left in doubt
as to whether this application was the idea of Philo himself or whether it
originated with others. One of the two passages in which Philo discusses
the symbolism of the Sabbath is cxphutl\ stated to be a mere recording of
what others have invented; the other is phrased so as to indicate that it
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contains original thoughts of his own on the subject. In the first he says:

Some have given to it [the seventh day, the Sabbath] the name of
the virgin, having before their eves its surpassing chastity. They
also call her the motherless, begotten by the father of the universe
alonc [who is] the ideal form of the male sex with nothing of the
female. It [seven] is the manliest and doughtiest of numbers, well
gifted by nature for sovereignty and leadership. Some give it the
name of “scason” (or: “decisive ime”), judging its conceprual nature
from its manifestation in the real of sensc. . .. For seven reveals as
completed whart six has produced, and therefore it may be quite
rightly entitled the birthdav of the world. .. .*°

Sabbath as the motherless, chaste virgin does not, of course, jibe well
with the excellences of the day marked by seven, “the manliest and dough-
tiest of numbers”; but as to the sovereignty and leadership which Philo also
attributes to the Sabbath, these—as we know from his speculations about
the two Cherubim—he regarded as traits of the female component of the
deity. In the passage in which Philo presents these ideas as his own, he
indulges in an even less restrained sexual symbolism:

The prophet [Moses] magnified the holy seventh day, seeing with
his keener vision its marvelous beauty stamped upon heaven and
the whole world, and enshrined in nature itself. For he found that
she [the Sabbath] was in the first place motherless, exempt from
female parentage, begotten by the Father [God] alone, without
begetting, brought to the birth, vet not carried in the womb. Sec-
ondly, he [Moses] saw not only ‘these, that she was all lovely and
motherless, but that she was also ever virgin, neither born of a
mother nor a mother herself, neither bred from corruption nor
doomed to suffer corruption. Thirdly, as he scanned her, he rec-
ognized in her the birthday of the world, a feast celebrated by
heaven, celebrated by carth and things on carth as they rejoice and
exult in the full harmony of the sacred num

Here we have a fully developed mythological picture of the Sabbath,
whether arrived at by Philo himself or built upon traditions known to him
from other sources. The Sabbath is described as a daughter of God, begotten
by her Father alone without the participation of any female, and therefore
motherless. She is marvelous in her beauty, ever virginal, incorruprible, but,
at onc and the same time, endowed with sovereignty and leadership. In
these features, we shall recognize without difficulty some of the traits which
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also characterized other female numina of the Talmudic and Kabbalistic

3 | The Talmudic Antecedents

In the Bible, the prohibition of working on the Sabbath is stated
in general terms only. In the Mishna and the Talmud, all the activities which
count as work, and therefore are prohibited on the Sabbath, are enumerated
and discussed in considerable detail.*? There can thus be no doubt that in
the Talmudic period the Sabbath was of primary importance as the weekly
day of rest, hallowed by God and observed by men with meticulous scru-
pulousness, as one of the pivoral religious duties of Judaism.

Yet, in addition to all the legalistic detail, there is one single passage in
Talmudic literature which indicates that the personification of the Sabbath
as a bride and a queen dates back ro the Talmudic times (the two sages
mentioned in the passage in question lived in the 2nd and 3rd centuries
GE.):

Rabbi Hanina used to wrap himself [in festive clothes] towards
evening on Friday and say: “Come, let us go to receive Sabbath
the Queen” Rabbi Yannai used to put on [festive] clothes on the
eve of the Sabbath and sav: “Come, O bride, come, O bride!”!?

Other Talmudic passages, while not addressing the Sabbath as a bride
or a queen, clearly show that the sages of the Talmudic period related with
extraordinary love and affection to the Sabbath day. Sayings such as “He
who takes three meals on the Sabbath will be saved from three evils: the
pangs of the Messiah, the judgment of Gehenna, and the war of Gog and
Magog.” or “He who celebrates the Sabbath with enjoyments will be given
an inheritance without bounds™** express the spirit in which the Sabbath
was regarded. Anecdotes about a pious man called “Joseph the Sabbath-
lover” are adduced to illustrate the rewards one can expect to reap if one
loves and honors the Sabbath.'* The Sabbath is like the spice which endows
the Sabbath meals with a delicious scent.’® The importance of honoring
the Sabbath with a festive table is repeatedly emphasized, and one sage,
Rabbi Yose ben Yehuda, a Palestinian teacher of the 2nd century CE., had
this to say abour it:

Two ministering angels accompany a man on Sabbath eve from
the synagogue to his house. One is a good angel, the other an evil
one. As the man arrives in his house, if he finds the candle burning,
the table set, and his bed made, the good angel says: “Be it the
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will [of God] that it be like this on the next Sabbath!™ And the
evil angel answers “Amen™ against his will. If not, the evil angel
savs: “Be it the will that it be like this on the next Sabbath!™ and
the good angel answers “Amen™ against his will.'?

In a midrashic passage the Sabbath not only is personified but is con-
traposited to God:

Rabbi Shimcon ben Yohai said: The Sabbath said before God:
“Master of the Worlds! Each day has its mate, but I have none!
Why?” The Holy One, blessed be He, answered her: “The Com-
munity of Isracl is vour mate” And when Isracl stood before Mount
Sinai, the Holy One, blessed be He, said to them: “Remember
what I told the Sabbath: ‘The Community of Israel is vour mate?
Therefore, remember the Sabbath day to keep it holy!#

The six weekdays, this Midrash in effect says, constitute three pairs, and
the odd Sabbath day received Israel as her mate. Israel was thus promised
to the Sabbath in the days of Creation.

The common feature between the Talmud’s and Philo’s view of the
Sabbath 1s that both p«.rsomh her as a woman: Philo makes her the virgin
daughter of God, who is also the sovereign and ruler of the world; the
Talmud presents her as the bride of Israel and a queen.™”

4 | The Falasha Sabbath

sacred books in the (.:ccz. language from a pgnod as carl\ as the 4th century
C.E., went one important step further than the Talmud in their view of the
Sabbath: they not only personified, but they deified her. This development,
as has been pointed out, “is analogous to what Hellenistic Jewish and
subsequent Gnostic speculation has done with such a concept as wisdom™2
However, the Falasha deification of the Sabbath has been carried to an
extreme never duplicated in either Hellenistic Jewish or Gnostic portravals
of the figure of Hokhma-Sophia. The only true analogy to it can be found
in the Kabbalistic Matronit and Sabbath figures of the 13th and 16 cen-
turies, respectively.

The Falashas, whose presence in Ethiopia is first attested historically in
the 12th century CE. preserved a primitive Judaism which relies entrely
on the Old Testament and the apocrvphal Book of Jubilees, includes the
practice of animal sacrifices, and knows nothing of the Mishna and the
Talmud.?* One must therefore assume that they were cur off from contact
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with the Palestinian-Babyvlonian-Egyptian mainstrecam of Jewish life prior
to the destruction of the Second Temple in 70 C.E.

The Falasha book Teezaza Sanbat, or “Commandments of the Sabbath.”
is definitely a Jewish book written in Geez, the classical Ethiopian language,
and dating in its present form from the 14th century, although it contains
material which may go back to the 5th-7th centuries.?? The framework of
the book is the story of Creation, but its bulk deals with the greamess and
the glory of the Sabbath of Isracl, her adventures, acts, punitive expeditions,
and intercessions with God. She 1s described as the daughter of God, a
divine princess, to whom all the angels pav homage and who is exceedingly
loved by God Himsclf. God, we read, “sanctified the Sabbath, glorified her,
and blessed her through the Holy Spirit. . . . The Sabbath will rise from her
scat on Friday at dawn. . . . the arch:mgde will crown the Sabbath of God,
and the priests of Heaven will leap for jov. . . 7 Ninety thousand angels will
crown the Sabbath of God and bring her down from on high. Because of
her, all will rejoice like calves, and all the angels of Heaven will be glad
because of the greamess, the splendor, and the glorv of the Sabbath of God.
The Sabbath will look upon the souls of the just in the garden, and they
will rejoice on Friday.

The souls of the sinners will love her [the Sabbath] in order that
she may bring them out of Sheol [hell]. ...

God said to the archangel Michael: “Go down to Sheol for the
sake of the Sabbath rest™ When the Sabbath rises from the right
hand of God, Friday at dawn, the angels risc immediately with the
Sabbath and crown her. While they praise, glorify, and honor her,
they fear and tremble greatly. . ..

The Sabbath of Isracl said to God, the Lord of Heaven and
Earth: “I brought Thee those who believe in me and Thee, show
mercy to them for my sake” God answered the Sabbath: “I pity
them for thy sake and He sent them away without shame or
humiliation. . . .

Sabbath means: I am God. “It is not the day bur I [who says
it]” says God. . ..

Sabbath said to God: “Hearken to me, O Lord, [and let me say|
but one word. I was with Thee when Thou didst create the Heaven
and didst establish the earth upon the rocks with Thy wisdom. . . .
O Lord, give me Thy consent and send me not to the unjust, the
slanderers, the quarrelsome, and the treacherous. Drive me not
away towards those who strike me with their spittle, who sit in the
sun, who wash not with water, who cover not their. . . who throw
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away their spittle, quench not their fire, and accept not my com-
mandments. As to their women, they knead their dough, they cook,
draw water, crush in the mortar, shour, neglect my command-
ments, and rebuke their neighbors. .. »

On the day when God reprimands the children of Adam, the
Sabbath will stand at the entrance of Hell in the valley of fire and
will say: “By God! May the just be not separated from the sinners
before I separate them for my sake. [ shall inform Thee of those
who rest not and observe not my laws” God said to her: “Numer-
ous are those who committed sins before me” The Sabbath said
to God: “Remember not the sins of Thy servants after they observed
Thy Sabbath. Thou hast given me for a witness to the people, and
Thou hast said through the mouth of Thy servant Moscs: "My
Sabbath you shall keep, for it is a sign between you and me
throughout vour gencrations!?** And Thou hast said: *You shall
keep my Sabbath for it is holy and a rest unto vou, and later it will
be a witness. Their other faults will not be reprimanded. Verily, 1
shall forger their sins because of thee, my witness.” Thou shalt not
count them among the infidels because of their faults, and Thou
shalt not couple them with the unjust. I conjure Thee by Thy glory.
Thou hast granted it to me, and Thou wilt not deny it because of
Thy justice. I, Thy Sabbath, rose on that day to deliver my men-
scrvants and maidservants from among the oppressors and the
wicked, for I am meraful. How can he be clean that 1s born of
woman? Not even the sun and the moon are clean before Thee.*
O Lord, permit me to deliver my servants forever, without limit.
Amen”

God said to the Sabbath: “I shall not confound thee and shall
not refuse what thou hast asked of me. I grant thee everything that
is thine. I say it truly in the name of my justice and of my Sabbath.
And now, may they have respite from Hell on that day, since the
Sabbath is the witness for those who observe it Sabbath said to
God: “Grant it to me”*

After brief references to the glory of God, the creation of Adam, the
Fall, and the covenant of Noah, the narrative dwells at some length upon
the well-known myth of Abraham and Nimrod,* then returns to the sin
of Adam, recounts the story of the Golden Calf| and finally takes up again
the story of the Sabbath:

When the Sabbath rose from her seat on Friday morning, 640,000
angels followed her, and she worshiped the Creator. About 4,300
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angels praised the Sabbath; 680,000 were to her right, 880,000 to
her left. God conversed with the Sabbath. He gave the Sabbath [to
Isracl] to eat the fruits of the earth,*” to drink, to rest, to worship,
1o pray, and to show mercy. God said: “They to whom I gave thee
shall descend with thee. They who praise not, are not submissive,
invoke not God on my Sabbath, and transgress my laws and com-
mandments shall be couplcd with the wicked?”

And God said: “They who honor thee are as if they honored
me, who dismiss thee are as if they dismissed me, who serve thee
are as if they served me, who receive thee as if they received me,
who make of the Sabbath a day of delight are considered as if they
had made a loan to me.

The Sabbath said to God: “From Thee come the commandments
and the law. . . 7 God said: “Mavy [the angels] descend with thee?”
The Sabbath said to God: “Hearken to me, only one word” God
said to his Sabbarh: “Yes, I listen to thee. He who celebrates thee
and honors thee more than the other days will not have his sins
remembered.?® He who gives alms on the Sabbath, who receives
thee after being washed in water, I permit thee to take him from
me. To him who gives alms on the Sabbath of God, I shall give
the forty-nine gifts I gave to thee™

The Sabbath left the camp of God. God said to the angels, his
servants: “Go, descend with her” He sent them, and the angels
followed, numbering 240,000. They brought her to carth. They
reported the deeds of men to God. . ...

God saw [all this] and said: “The [Sabbath]| shall never be worn
out, the fruit of the Sabbath shall not perish. Praise me all
people”. ..

The Sabbath descended from Heaven to the earth on Friday at
the ninth hour [and remained] until Sunday at the rising of the
sun so that the carth might see the deeds of the Sabbath. . ..

The Sabbath said to Michael, Gabriel, Ruma’el, and Urniel: “Bring
to me all those who are mine, who believe in me, who neglect me
not, who observe me and accept me” Michael ran with his hosts,
descended and scized all those who belonged to the Sabbath, as
the Sabbath had told him. The hosts of Michael fought with the
hosts of Berna’el, and with their nails they took these hypocrites,
the host of Hell, by the throat. They drove them to the bottom of
Sheol and slapped them on the cheeks. They overpowered the hosts
of Berna'el and subjugated them according to their deeds. Michael
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then ascended to the Sabbath and said to her: “The riders of Hell
assailed me and took me by force”

Thereupon the Sabbath said to God: “O Lord, my Creator, give
me power over those who love me, and over those who are mine,
and withhold not my servants from me!™ God said to the Sabbath:
“I shall give thee all those who are mine, as thou has asked me. .,
for those who fear God, the Sabbath will stand before Him [and
defend] the children of Adam on the last day” And she will say to
God: “On that day I shall be witness for those who fear me and
know me. And as for those who disregard me and know not God,
the hosts of Berna'el will seize them and will throw the sinners
into Hell”

The story now returns to the days of creation which came to a conclu-
sion with the Sabbath, and the choice of Isracl, whose special task was to
keep the Sabbath.

God said to his Sabbath: “Go, descend to the earth” And the
Sabbath descended from the highest heaven to the carth in the
midst of Jerusalem. Abel, Enoch, and Melchizedek, the great priest,
received her. And all the angels of God crowned her, and then they
dispersed in the midst of heaven after having departed from her
throne. . ..

When God questions the inhabitants of the carth upon the day
of His arrival [the day of the Last Judgment], the Sabbath will
stand before Him on behalf of those who fear him. . ..

Sabbath said to God: “Thy name is great forever. Thy name is
gracious.” God said to the Sabbath: “I am gracious for those who
belong to thee™ The Sabbath will rise on the day on which God
questions those who fear Him and those who fear Him not. Then
the Sabbath will intercede for those who belong to her and will
say to her Creator: “These are my people; these are my inheritance;
these are they who walk in my path who love me, who believe in
me, who neglect Thee not, who find delight in Thee. Now they
will enjoy cternal rest. Amen. ..

The personification of the Sabbath is a strong element also in another
Falasha writing, the so-called Abba Eltjah. In it we read that God gave the
Sabbath the following names: Luminous, Glorified, Honored, Beautiful,
Resuscitating, Rejoicing, Beloved, and Guardian; and that the name Sab-
bath itself means “T am God alone™




The Sabbath | 265

So far the old Falasha myth of the Sabbath.

In Ethiopian Jewish and Christian folk belief there is a certain paral-
lelism between Mary and the Sabbath. In an Ethiopian folksong the Sab-
bath and Mary are considered mothers of a certain hero, while Michael and
Gabriel are his fathers.*! And a Falasha made the following statement: “The
mediatrix of the Christians is Marv; ours is the Sabbath?”®

To recapitulate the main features of the Falasha Sabbarh: she is one of
the carliest creations of God but, in a mystical sense, is also identical with
God, which does not, however, prevent her from engaging in discussions
with God. She is also a queen, crowned by the angels and seated on her
throne. Those who observe the Sabbath rest and love her are her people,
whom she claims from God and whom she rescues from the Last Judgment
even if they sinned. To love and honor the Sabbath is the same as loving
and honoring God. She orders the archangels to engage in a barttle with
the hosts of Satan (“Berna’el™) in order to save the pious from his clutches.
She is so terrifying in her glory that even the angels remble when they
look at her. In brief, she is a veritable goddess.

5 | The Kabbalistic Sabbath

As mighrt be expected, the laconic Talmudic allusions to the Sab-
bath as bride and queen were seized upon by the Kabbalists and developed
nto a Sabbath mythologem, upon which then was built one of their most
important mystical rituals. Althuugh the peak of Sabbath adoration was
reached only in the 16th century in the Safed center of the Palestinian
Kabbalists, the trend towards it was heralded as carly as the 12th century
in both poetic and doctrinal exposition.

Abraham ibn Ezra (1092-1167), the famous Hebrew scholar and poct
who lived in Spain, Italy, and France, describes in a treatise entitled “Epistle
of the Sabbath™ that on the night of the 14th of Tebeth, 4919 (December 7,
1158), while sojourning in England, he had a dream in which a man handed
him a myrrh-scented letter, saving, “Take this letter which the Sabbath sent
vou.” The poet opens the letter and finds in it a poem in which the Sabbath
describes herself as “the crown of the religion of the precious ones™ and
goes on to enumerate her excellences, such as:

[ am the delight of males and females,
In me rejoice the old and the young.*

A century later, a certain Menahem ben Jacob composed a poem in
which he addressed the Sabbath as queen and bride. This poem was still
reprinted in 19th-century editions of the complete praver book.* The lines
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How sweet is vour rest, O vou Queen Sabbath,
Let us hasten toward vou, come, O anointed bride,

are closely reminiscent of the famous 16th-century Sabbath song Lekia
Dodi, which was to supplant all the earlier poetic praises of the Sabbath
and of which more will be said below.

Also in the 13th century, some Jewish mystics introduced a heterosexual
notion into the Sabbath concept, justified by the two verbs which open the
Fourth Commandment in the parallel versions of Exodus and Deuteron-
omy, respectively: “Remember the Sabbath day to keep it holy™;* and
“Observe the Sabbath day to keep it holy”* The Book of Bahir, the mystical
Bible commentator Nahmanides (Moses ben Nahman, 1194-1270), and
the Zohar all reiterate the idea that the words “Remember” and “Observe”
refer to two Supernal Sabbaths, one masculine, the other feminine. As the
Zohar puts it: ““The children of Isracl shall keep the Sabbath’3 —this refers
to the night, the mystery of the female; and ‘Remember the Sabbath day’*
refers to the day, the mystery of the male”

The feminine Sabbath is, morcover, mystically identified with the Shek-
hina, or the Sefira of Kingship, while the male Sabbath is the Yesod (“Foun-
dation™) or Tif’eret (“Beauty™), 1.c., the male aspect of the deiry. Since the
Shekhina is also identified with the Community of Israel, in this manner
the Shekhina becomes the bride, or mate, of the Sabbath Yesod.*°

If we recall that Philo alrcady had discerned a “manly and doughty”
aspect in the Sabbath, in addition to her feminine aspects of virginity, beauty,
and sovercignty, we find that the Kabbalistic distinction between a male
and a female Sabbath is, again, an idea which has its roots in antiquity.

Elsewhere the Zohar describes the preparations one is supposed to
make for reception of the Sabbath, the queen and bride, in proper fashion,
in order thereby to induce her to come and, at the same time, banish her

dark rival Lilith:

One must prepare a comfortable seat with several cushions and
embroidered covers, from all that i1s found in the house, like one
who prepares a suppa [canopy| for a bride. For the Sabbath is a
queen and a bride. This is why the masters of the Mishna used to
go out on the eve of Sabbath to receive her on the road, and used
to say: “Come, O bride, come, O bride!™ And one must sing and
rejoice at the table in her honor. And more than this: there is yet
another mysterv. One must receive the Lady [ic., the Sabbath]
with many hgl1tcd candles, many enjoyments, btalltlhll clothes, and
a house embellished with many finc appointments, for through this
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rejoicing and these arrangements one causes the Evil Handmaid
[i.e., Lilith] to remain in the dark, hungry, crying and wailing,
wrapped in mourning clothes like a widow. For when the one is
fulfilled, the other is destroyed. The Good Inclination is the Holy
Marronit, the Holy Kingdom which descends on the Sabbath. ..
and the King proceeds to receive her with many hosts. And the
Evil Inclination, the Evil Handmaid, remains in the darkness like
a widow without her husband, without a chariot. Those about
whom it is said that they offered sacrifices and burnt incense to
the Queen of Heaven and the stars, which I [God] have not com-
manded them to do, thev worship the Evil Maid who rules on the
eve of Sabbaths and Wednesdays. What did they do? They took
dark clothes, and darkened the lights and made a mourning on the
Sabbath cves. . . .#

It is a peculiar, yet again almost inevitable, coincidence that the same
night on which the pious prepare to receive Queen Sabbath, and on which
God Himself proceeds to unite with her, should also be the time when
Lilith roams and seduces men. It is up to man, the passage quoted above
seems to say, to make his choice between the holy bride, the Sabbath, and
the unholy one, Lilith.

Pope, after quoting the foregoing two paragraphs in his commentary
to the Song of Songs, adds:

The passage, however, by implication, says even more than this.
Patai, in his chapter on Lilith makes it clear that she is none other
than the evil aspect of the same Goddess whose good side is the
Matronit. The mention of the worship of the Queen of Heaven,
will allusion to Jer. 7:18, 44:17-19, makes it clear that the reference
is to the persistence of the old-time religion, the cult of the Great
Goddess, older by millennia than the revelation of the name of the
God of Israel. The issuc here is whether one performed similar rites
in the name of the Queen of Heaven, Inanna-Ishtar, Anat, Artargatis,
Venus, or in the name of Yahweh and his Sabbath Bride.*

Less than a hundred years after the Zohar, the idea of the Sabbath as
God’s bride and of God as the Sabbath’s bridegroom, was claborated and
made explicit by David ben Joseph Abudarham, a commentator of the
pravers and the benedictions, who lived in Seville about the middle of the
14th century. In his exposition of this thought, Abudarham adduces evi-
dence from the special Sabbath prayers, which he reads as alluding to the
betrothal of the divine couple. “The Sabbath.” he says, “is called bride, and
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God s called bridegroom.” This can be concluded from the fact thar the
words “You [God] sanctified the seventh day to vour name.” included in
the Friday cvening prayer, actually mean “You betrothed the Sabbath day
to Yourself™# Similarly, the prayer bcgmmng with the words “Moses rejoiced”
was included in the Sabbath liturgy because it refers to the n:]onung of the
bndcgroom, God, over the bride, the Sabbath; and the praver “You are
one” was included because it refers to the union of bride and groom.*

The Zoharic image of God the King proceeding with his innumerable
hosts to receive his bride the Sabbath, the Holy Matronit, was subsequently
translated into a central weekly ritual among the Safed Kabbalists of the
16th century. They developed the custom of leaving the town on Friday
toward dusk and proceeding to the adjacent hills and fields in order to
receive the Sabbath in the open. While approaching the queen and bnide,
the spirits of the marching group would rise to a near-euphoria, and they
would begin to intone the Lekba Dodi, the Sabbath song which was uni-
versally accepted later and is sung to this day in every synagogue on Friday
cvening. The poem was written, with liberal borrowings from carlier ver-
sions, by Shlomo ben Moshe Halevi Alqabetz (ca. 1505-1584), a member
of the Safed group of Kabbalists. Like all poems of this sort, the Lekha Dod:
too 1s replete with Biblical phrases and allusions to religious ideas, with
which one must be thoroughly familiar in order to get its full meaning.
The literal prose translation which follows is offered with this author’s
apologies, in full awareness of his inability to do justice to the poetic and
cmotonal qualitics of the Hebrew original.

Come, mv friend, to meet the Bride,
Let us receive the face of Sabbath.

“Observe” and “Remember” in one utterance,
The Only God let us hear.

God is one and His name is one,

For renown, glory, and praisc.

Come. ..

Come, let us go to meet Sabbath,

For she is the source of blessing,

Pouring forth from ancient days.

The acr was the end, in thought the beginning .+

Come...



The Sabbath

King’s temple, roval city,

Arise, leave the destruction behind,

Long have vou sat in the vale of tears,

Now He will show mercy unto vou.
Come...

Shake off the dust, arise, put on

The garments of your glory, O my people!
Through the Son of Yishai the Bethlehemite *
Draw nigh to my soul and redeem it!

Come. ..

Awake, awake, for your light has come!
Arise and shine!

Wake up, wake up. sing a song!

God’s glory was revealed to vou.

Come...

Be not ashamed, be not confounded.

Why are you humble, why do you sigh?

The poor of my people will find refuge in vou,
And the City will be rebuilt on her mound.

Come...

Your spoilers will be despoiled,

All your destroyers will be removed,

Your God will rejoice over vou

As the bridegroom rejoices over the bride.

Come...

You will spread out to the right and left
And the Lord you will adore.

Through the Man, the Son of Perez,*”
We all shall be happv and rejoice.

Come. ..
Come in peace, O crown of her husband,
In joy and in jubilation,
Amid the faithful of the chosen people,
Come, O Bride, come, O Bride!

Come, my friend, to meet the Bride,
Let us receive the face of Sabbath.

269
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In addition to this pacan, in which the Sabbath is described as God’s
bride and God as the Sabbath’s husband, Psalms 29 or 95-99 were also
recited, and sometimes even musical instruments were played. The fields in
which all this took place were, through the arrival of the Sabbath-Shekhina,
turned into the “sacred apple orchard.” which in itself is a mystical mani-
festation or aspect of the Shekhina,* a sacred grove sanctified by the union
of God with His bride and producing the souls of the just. The festive
procession going to receive the Sabbath outside the town resembled in
both form and spirit the processional fetching of the bride in traditional
Middle Eastern Jewish weddings by the entourage dispatched by the bride-
groom’s family to escort her to the wedding canopy.

Pope, in his commentary to the Song of Songs, surmises that this Kab-
balistic custom of receiving the Sabbath in the open followed

an ancient custom of devoting the evening of Friday (Fri[g]day,
Frig being the old Teutonic love-goddess corresponding to Venus)
to venereal activity. . . . The emphasis on the open country and the
fields ourside the town suggests alfresco amour under the benign
glow of the Venus star (which helps one to understand the French
expression for “out-of-doors.” a la belle ctoile, the beautiful star
being Venus). The Bride and Queen greeted at dusk in the open
country around Safed, we may plausibly surmise, was the epiphany
of the Evening Star, Ishtar-Venus, Queen of Heaven. The question
of the Canricle (8:5a): “Who is this ascending from the stcppc’
is thus answered. The vesper sortie into the field recalls the invi-
tation of the Canticle (7:12-13): “Come, my love, let us hie to the
field . . . there will I give you my love”

So far so good. But in the subsequent two sentences Dr. Pope makes
a surmise which forces us to part company with him:

The euphoria of the procession as they marched to the field singing
the hvmn composed by Solomon Algabetz, “Come my love to meet
the Bride/ The presence [face] of Sabbath let us receive.” could lead
to “lightheaded™ activities if both sexes were present.

Just what was done by the devout mystics after they got to the
field is not entirely clear, but one may imagine that in the popular
observances there were those who tarried to indulge in the kind
of celebration congenial to the Love Queen.*

As far as onc can conclude on the basis of what we know of the life of
the Safed Kabbalists—and whether learned or not, all the Jews of Safed
were Kabbalists in the 16th century—these Friday evening excursions to
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the fields must have been purely a masculine affair. Thus the open country-
side, which mystically assumed the character of the “sacred apple orchard.”
could have been the scene of nothing more than a highly emotional, but
at the same time purely mystical-imaginary union between the male partic-
ipants in the procession, as representatives of the Community of Isracel, and
the Holy One, blessed be He, the Divine Bridegroom of that community
and of the Sabbath. The passage from the Song of Songs (8:5) quoted in
this context by Pope, “Under the apple tree I aroused vou, there vour
mother conceived you.” certainly contributed its share to the development
of the concepr of the “sacred applc orchard” and, as Pope pointed out
(p- 192), may in turn have had something to do with the old pagan worship
in sacred groves. But in the course of the more than two millennia that had
passed since thar Biblical scene, Jewish sensibilities had become highly refined,
so that any kind of group “celebration congenial to the Love Queen™ would
have been torally abhorrent to the 16th-century Kabbalists.

By that time, and especially in a Muslim environment such as repre-
sented by the town of Safed, the strict separation of the sexes had long
been an entrenched and inviolate rule among the Jews. Public intermingling
of men and women, whether in the synagogue, in the ficlds, or elsewhere,
was entirely out of the question. This communal emphasis on segregation
of the sexes meant that unmarried young men had to, and did, find outlets
in clandestine relationships or encounters with women. If and when such
affairs became public knowledge, their least consequence was utter disgrace.
While no accounts of the sexual behavior of the Safed Jews are extant, there
are contemporary documents which allow us to conclude that clandestine
illicit sex was the most frequent among the transgressions for which a sinner
was believed to incur the punishment of gigul, or transmigration of his
soul into the body of an animal or another human.

However, clandestine offenses against an oppressively severe sexual code
are one thing, and public sexual celebrations are quite another. While we
can thus be practically certain that such group happenings could not, and
did not, take place, we have every reason to assume that in those Friday
evening excursions to the “sacred apple orchard™ there was a strong admix-
ture of erotic clements and libidinous arousal, which did not lead to any
sexual activity until later that night, however. Since one of the focal endeav-
ors in the religious life of the Kabbalists was to sanctify, by mystical inter-
pretation, the legitimate sexual relations between husband and wife, whatever
libido may have been aroused by the Friday evening group celebrations in
the open fields around Safed was channeled into the licit and recommended
satisfaction of marital sex after midnight.
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Following the end of the evening prayers, the men would return home
to be received by their wives—the wife in this instance became for the
husband the earthly representative of the Shekhina, with whom he was
about to perform that night the sacred act of cohabiration in imitation
of, and in mystical sympathy with, the supernal union berween God the
King and His wife, the Matronit-Shekhina-Sabbath. The return from the
synagogue to the home on Sabbath eve was also the occasion on which it
was proper to show due reverence to the mother; of Isaac Luria, the great
leader and master of the Safed Kabbalists, it is reported that upon entering
his home he used to kiss reverently the hands of his mother.

Now the husband would approach the table and pick up two bunches
of myrtle, each consisting of three twigs, prepared for the bride and the
groom, and then circle the table—all rites imitative and symbolic of obser-
vances performed at actual weddings—and sing welcoming songs to the
two angels of peace who were believed to accompany him home from the
synagogue. The chanting of Chapter 31 (Verses 10-31) of the Book of
Proverbs, which followed, had a double significance. Ostensibly, it was meant
as a pacan to the “woman of valor.” the good wife and mother whose very
presence in the house, quite apart from all the care she lavished on her
family, made it possible for the husband to live a complete Jewish life, in
accordance with the oft-reiterated teachings of the Kabbala about the blessed
state of male-female togetherness. Bevond that, however, there was a deeper
meaning: the “woman of valor” whose excellence is described in the twenty-
two alphabertically arranged verses was interpreted as being none other than
the Shekhina herself, the divine Matronit, whose image thus was mystically
merged with thar of the man’s own wife,

Next came the recitation of an Aramaic pocm containing an invitation
addressed to God the King to take part in the festive Sabbath meal. At
some time during that meal or following it, the husband chanted another
mystical Aramaic poem written by Isaac Luria and describing the union of
God the King and his bride, the Sabbath-Shekhina 3! The first six stanzas

read as follows: 52
Let me sing the praises of Him who enters the gates
Of the orchard of apple trees, holy are they.

Let us invite her now, with a freshly set table,
With a goodly lamp which sheds light on the heads.

Right and left, and the bride in between
Comes forth in her jewels and sumptuous raiments.
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Her husband embraces her, and with her Yesod,>*
Which gives her pleasure, he presses her mighualy.s

. Cries and sighs have stopped and ceased,
New faces come, spirits and souls.

He brings her great joy, in a double measure,
Light pours upon her, and blessings on end.

Upon the completion of this song it is customary to this day among the
Hasidic Jews who follow the ritual established by “the Holy Lion™ (i.c.,
Isaac Luria) to say this Aramaic prayer:

Be it the will before the Ancient One, the Most Holy One, and
the Most Secret One, and the Most Hidden of All, that the Super-
nal Dew be drawn from Him to fill the head of the Small Face
and to fall upon the Orchard of Holy Apples, in radiance of face,
in pleasure and in jov for all.5

The several courses of the meal, the drinking of wine, the numerous
songs, the “words of Torah.” and the after-meal grace took so long that, by
the time the family rose from the table, it would be near midnight. And
this was as it should be, because it had to be midnight when husband and
wife retired to bed in order not to violate the stringent Kabbalistic rule
prohibiting cohabitation prior to midnight of the Sabbath. The background
of this rule requires some explanation.

6 | The Mystical Union

As we have scen in the first section of this chapter, Friday night
was considered in the Talmudic period the proper time for scholars to fulfill
the religious commandment of marital intercourse with their wives. This
must have been an established custom, just as was the daily performance of
the marital act by men of leisure, twice weekly by laborers, once a week by
donkey drivers, once in thirty days by camel drivers (whose caravans returned
home only once in thirty days), and once every six months by sailors (whose
extended sea voyages enabled them to return home only at such long inter-
vals). The passage in the Mishna which contains this information®” is couched
in the form of a legal decision as to the frequency of marital intercourse
required of people from various occupations in fulfillment of the Biblical
law which enjoins a man not to diminish “the food, the raiment, and the
conjugal rights™ of his wife.5* The subsequent Talmudic specification to the
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effect that scholars must have marital intercourse with their wives on Friday
nights underwent further refinements as to the precise time most suited for
performance of the act by scholars, and received its final codification as a
religious law by Joseph Caro (1488-1575), in his Shulhan ‘Arukh, the last
great and comprehensive Jewish code, first printed in Venice in 1564-1565.
Caro, who was also an outstanding mystic and leader of the Safed circle of
Kabbalists, advises that the act should be performed “neither in the begin-
ning of the night nor towards its end, lest the husband hear the voices of
people and be brought to thinking of another woman, but in the middle
of the night”* Although this explanation of the rule to perform the act in
the middle of the night is plausible enough, since thinking of another woman
while coupling with one’s own wife was considered a grave sin, there is
much more to it than Caro allows to meet the eyve. As his Polish commen-
tator, Abraham Abele Halevi Gombiner (1635-1682), remarked about a
hundred vears later, “The Kabbalists wrote awesome mysteries [about inter-
course] precisely after midnight. . . 7

What these “awesome mysteries™ were can be summarized from the
basic writings of the Kabbala. They consist of two parts: an earlier one,
explaining the mystical meaning of marital intercourse on Friday night; and
a later one, specifying the mystical significance of restricting marital inter-
course to Friday night after midnight.

The first is found in the Zohar, which casts its teaching on the subject
into the form of a reinterpretation of a passage in Isaiah: “Thus saith the
Lord concerning the eunuchs who keep My Sabbaths, and choose the things
that please Me, and hold fast to My covenant: Even unto them will I give
in My house and within My walls a monument and a memorial better than
sons and daughters. .. 7°' The “eunuchs” savs the Zohar, are the scholars
who study the Law all week long and “castrate themselves for the duration
of the six days of the week, tiring themselves out with the study of the Law,
and on Friday night they spur themselves to copulation because they know
the supernal mystery of the hour in which the Matronit couples with the
King” The words “who keep My Sabbaths™ mean that those scholars keep
themselves waiting for the Sabbath. “Choosc the things that please M¢”
refers to the time of the coupling of the Matronit. “Hold fast to My Cov-
enant” means that they hold onto that part of the godhead which carries
the sign of the Abrahamic covenant, the Sefira of the Yesod, which stands
for the masculine member, and through which the King unites with the
Matronit. The Zohar concludes the passage with the words, “Happy is the
lot of him who sanctifies himself in this holiness and knows this mystery”—
that is to say, happy is he who, knowing this mystery, sanctifics himself by
coupling with his wife on Friday night at the time when the King couplc'i
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with His Martronit and, by so doing, both imitates the divine act and brings
it about, helping the godhead to achieve its mystical unity.®?

The second part of the mystery, that which pertains to the precise time
of copulation, is contained in the 16th-century elaboration of the Kabbal-
istic doctrine. Isaac Luria, in his discussion of the relationship between the
King and the Matronit, whom he calls the Small Face and his Female,
respectively, distinguishes two facets or persons in the latter: one, referred
to by the name Leah, representng the lower aspect of the Shekhina-Matronit
and rcaghma only as high as the chest of the Small Face; and the other,
Rachel, the Shekhina’s higher aspect, occupying a face-to-face posmon with
the male deity from his chest upward. The Small Face, incidentally, is also
called Jacob or Israel when in juxtaposition to Leah and Rachel.

The Small Face is engaged during the day, and during the night up to
midnight, in copulation with Leah which is, mystcally, of a low degree.
From midnight on, on weekdays, and up to midnight on Fridays, a higher
type of copulation takes place between the Small Face and Leah. After
midnight on Friday, the Small Face and Rachel copulate, which is the
highest kind of union of the male and the female in the godhead. This,
therefore, is the time of grace in which a scholar should unite with his wife,
making sure that he does so only after having pronounced the words: “I
fulfill the commandment of copulation for the unification of the Holy One,
blessed be He, and the Shekhina.”¢?

Thus, for the Jew reared in the great mystical tradition of his faith, the
Sabbath was a day whose pleasures, both physical and spiritual, amply com-
pensated him for the drabness, narrowness, and frequent sorrowfulness of
the weekdays. With the Sabbath, a queenly visitor entered even the humblest
abode, which, due to her presence, was transformed into a royal palace,
with the table set, the candles burning, and the wine waiting. The mistress
of the house became mysteriously identified with the Queen Sabbath, who
was also identical with the Shekhina, the divine Matronit, God’s own con-
sort. As for the master of the house, he felt his chest swell and his con-
sciousness expand due to the “additional soul” which came down from on
high to inhabit his body for the duration of the Sabbath. All these supernal
presences made man and wife feel part of the great spiritual world order
in which every act and word was fraught with cosmic significance, and in
which the supreme command of the day was “Rejoice!” When midnight
came, and the fulfillment of the commandment to rejoice on the Sabbath
found its most intense expression in the consummation of the marital act,
this was done with the full awareness not only of obeying a divine injunc-
tion, but also of aiding thereby the divinity himself in achieving a state of
male-female togetherness which God is just as much in need of as man.
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It 1s certainly a very far cry from the ancient Canaanite mass orgiastic
festivals performed in honor of Astarte, the goddess of sexual love and
ferulity, to the mystcally oriented and privately observed celebration of
marital sex in honor of the Sabbath, the divine queen and consort of God.
Yet, quite apart from the historic development which led from the first to
the second in the course of nearly three millennia, one can discover in both
at least one common feature which indicates their generic relatedness. Both
observances are culturally conditioned and traditionally formulated responses
to the basic human psychological need to elevate and sanctify the sexual
impulse by attributing to the sex act a higher, a religious, a divine signifi-
cance. In both, the act becomes more than the end-in-itself that in physi-
ological reality it actually is; it becomes a sacrosanct observance directed at
a loftier and greater aim: the exertion of beneficial influence upon the great
ultimate realities of the metaphysical world. And in both it is a female deity
whose invisible vet omnipresent countenance is supposed to light up into
a benign and pleasurable smile when she observes the fervid performance
of her favorite rite.



CONCLUSION

The foregoing eleven chapters have not discussed all the feminine
numina who, in one period or another, plaved a role in the history of
Hebrew and Jewish religion. There were, in addition to those treated, such
concepts as the “Holy Spirit)” closely akin to, vet distinct from, the Shek-
hina; the “Community of Israel.” a personified guardian spirit of the totality
of the Jewish people; and “Wisdom, ” God’s carliest creation and playmare,
who had her counterpart in the Greek Sophia; none of these received more
than flecting mention above in various contexts. Several others were not
even touched upon, such as the “Word." who also had a Greek counterpart
in Logos; the “Daughter Voice™ (Bath Qol), through whom God’s will was
made audible on earth; the Law (Torah), God’s beloved whom He made
the bride of Moses; the Earth (Adamah), considered in a literal sense the
mother of all living; the Mother City, and especially Zion, regarded as the
mother of the people; and her counterpart, the Daughter of Zion, who
represented the Mother’s children, the people of Isracl.! All of these were
personified, all were female and all partook, to a greater or lesser extent, of
a numinous character. If they were omitted from the present volume, it was
because they did not share, or shared only to a minor degree, those traits
which transform a numinous entity into a goddess, that is, into a truly
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divine being believed to possess a will of her own and to be capable of
acting independently of any other divine power.

Such independent volition and capability of action was attributed to
all the goddesses discussed. In reference to the early ones, those who estab-
lished themselves in the Biblical Hebrew religious consciousness, the ques-
tion of their dependence on or independence of Yahweh never had to be
faced up to squarely. Asherah, Astarte, and Anath, on the one hand, and
Yahweh (or Yahweh Elohim), on the other, inhabited two separate realms.
Those who believed in the goddesses saw no incompatibility between the
sway they held over certain areas of human life and certain departments of
nature and the rule Yahweh exercised over others: in the polytheistic view
of the divine, gods may compete with, and occasionally conspire against,
one another, but they never cast a doubt on onc another’s existence. And
as to those who believed in Yahweh only, for them the gods and goddesses
worshiped by others were merely idols, devoid of any significance what-
soever, except the one baleful ability to lead men astray from the path of
righteousness.

In the later period, the female divinities occupied a position in relation
to God which was similar in one respect to that of Satan: they were capable
of independent thought and action—surpassing by far the autonomy of
angels, who were believed to be basically no more than the instruments of
God’s will. Yer there was, of course, the fundamental antithesis between
good and cvil which separated the Cherubim and the Shekhina from Satan
and his cohorts. The independence of Satan’s will from that of God was
the result of his rebellion against his Master, and his opposition to God
was always that of cvil to goodness. Not so the female divinities, whose
every independent act, even if it brought them into conflict with God,
stemmed from their own, different, but equally valid, will to good.

The onc exception to this rule 1s Lilith, the female embodiment of evil,
Satan’s companion, more deadly than any male devil could ever be. Her
realm, dark and sinister, vet full of dangerous allure, stands bevond the
control of God. The most powerful archangels, unable to subdue her, could
only strike a bargain with her which left her ample room to pursue her
nefarious activities.

The world peopled by these goddesses is calculated not only to repel
the orthodox believer in the one and only God, burt also to frustrate the
logical mind. It is not unlike that old orchard of mysteries which the Talmud
warns against exploring in the form of the story abour the four sages who
“entered the Pardes.” three of whom came to a bad end. If one 1s armed
only with the sword of logic, one runs the grave risk of being caught on
the horns of not one but several dilemmas: not only that of reconciling the
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existence of the omnipotent, one and only God with the existence of other
equally, or almost equally, potent divinities, and female ones to boot; but
also that of rendering two opposing wills-to-good accordant with each
other; and that of distinguishing between the good and evil goddess, who
is perhaps, after all, but one wearing two different masks.

It is, however, in the nature of religious truth that it transcends logical
veritics. Faith, luckily for man, can grasp truth intuitivelv and on a decper
(or, if you wish, hjghcr) level, a level far bevond the reach of the laborious,
step-by-step advance of logical thinking. The religious truth of the existence
of a once-harmonizing, once-discordant goddess side by side with a one-
and-only and omnipotent God was mumphantlv manifested in what can
be called the Kabbalistic breakthrough. The mystical God- -concept of the
Kabbala, with its one and yet multiple deity, and its goddess image, the
Matronit, whose wifehood to both God and man brought man nearer to
God than he could ever get to a lone, patriarchal, male godhead, humanized
God and, simultaneously, divinized man.

What ultimately emerges from this conspectus is that, contrary to the
generally held view, the religion of the Hebrews and the Jews was never
without at least a hint of the feminine in its God-concept. At times, as in
the Talmudic and even more so in the post-Talmudic periods, the female
element in the deity was effectively pushed into the background. At others,
as in the Biblical and again in the Kabbalistic eras, it occupied an important
place in popular theology, occasionally even to the extent of ov crshadowmg
the male deity or the male component of the godhead. Only in the most
recent times, after the Kabbalistic upsurge had subsided, and its last rever-
berations in Hasidism receded, was the female element eliminated from the
God-concept among Reform, Conservative, and non-Hasidic Orthodox Jews,
leaving it centered upon a strictly spiritual, but nevertheless inescapably
masculine Godhead, upon “our Father in heaven” On the other hand, among
the Sephardim, the Oriental Jews, and the Hasidic Ashkenazim, despite the
inroads modernism has begun to make in their ranks, the mystical-mythical
doctrine of God and the Shekhina has retained its hold, nor in the least
due to the fact that in these circles the reverence for the teachings of old
Kabbalistic, respectively Hasidic, masters is still a powerful influence.

In conclusion, it may be appropriate to append here a comment for
the purpose of putting the persistent sexual imagery of the Kabbala in its
proper perspective. In the Middle Ages—and from the viewpoint of out-
look, mentality, and imagery, the 16th-century Kabbalists were as medieval
as the 13th-century originators of the Kabbala—there was nothing unusual
about resorting to the symbolism of coitus in speaking of certain cosmic
and divine events. Thus, for instance, in the cosmic realm the conjunction
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of the sun and the moon—that is, the appearance of these two luminaries
close to each other in the skv—was described verbally and visually as a man
and a2 woman in sexual embrace, with an explicitness which today would
be considered pornographic, but which in those davs was taken for what
it was intended: symbolic representations of an otherwise hard-to-imagine
event.? Or, in the realm of the divine, let us recall the views of St. Peter
Damian, the 11th-century cardinal and doctor of the Roman Catholic Church,
who maintained that when the Virgin Mary matured, she possessed such
charm and beauty that God, filled with passion for her, sang the Cantides
in her praise, and that subsequently she was the golden couch upon which
God, tired out by doings of men and angels, lav down to rest.* Two hundred
vears later, another Italian cardinal, the philosopher and ascetic St. Bona-
venture, did not hesitate to call Mary “the spouse of the Eternal Father™
And in 1399 Christine de Pisan (1363’ 1431), a famous forerunner of
feminism, wrote these remarkable lines in her Epitre au dieu d’Amours:

Sweet Jesus, heart broken, wounded and dead, was abandoned by
all his people excepr for the women. All the faith remains in a
woman, and it is foolishness to speak ill of her, even if only our of
respect for the Queen of Heaven, in remembrance of her goodness
so noble and so deserving that it entitled her to conceive the Son
of God! God the Father gave great honor to woman when He
wanted to make her His spouse and His mother, the temple of
God joined to the Trinity. ... %

When viewed against this background, the sexual imagery of the union
between God and the Sabbath, or between God the King and his consort,
the Shekhina-Matronit—or, for that marter, between the Matronit and man—
will appear neither offensive nor fantastic. The two-thousand-vear-old Jew-
ish tradition of viewing the relationship between God and man as one
between husband and wife was, in the course of ume, repeatedly trans-
muted, transformed, expanded, reapplied, and refined. What remained
unchanged was the basic approach underlving it all: the overriding, irresis-
tible tendency to view both the physical cosmos and the metaphysical world
of the divine in human terms, which inevitably centered on the sexual
reference, and thereby to reduce the great awesome mysteries, ever threat-
ening to crush puny man, to a scale and form which he could grasp or with
which, at least, he could grapple, thus gaining the self-assurance he needed
to survive.

In strictly human terms, then, all the changing forms of the deity, the
attribution to him of sexual qualities and functions, the carly vencration of
goddesses, their transformation into female divine attributes or manifesta-
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nons, and their resuscitation at a time when they seemed dead and buried
for over a millennium—all this served the onc primal and permanent pur-
pose, succinctly expressed first in the Bible and then repeated in numerous
claborations down to the present day: to safeguard human survival through
any and every religious law, concepr, idea, and endeavor. Let man, this view
maintains, keep the statutes and ordinances, even those which bid him look
up to a Brazen Serpent, in order that he may live by them.® It is under this
imperative of life that the historical role of the Hebrew Goddess must be
viewed and assessed.”



APPENDIX

THE GODDESS
IN THE DURA
SYNAGOGUE:

1| The Synagogue and Its Murals

Excavations conducted on a ell, close to the eastern frontier of
northern Syria, on the right bank of the Euphrates some 40 miles ro the
south of its confluence with the Khabur, unearthed the remains of the town
of Dura Europos. This was a Roman frontier post for about a century, and
in 256 ckE. it fell to the advancing Persians. In order to buttress the aty
wall against the Persian onslaught, the Romans partly demolished the syn-
agogue that had been built against the wall, and partly filled it with sand,
mud, and rubble. It was due to this latter measure that the murals covering
the inside walls of the svnagogue remained undamaged through almost
seventeen centuries, although as soon as excavation exposed them to the
clements they began to deteriorate rapidly.!

An inscription found in the svnagogue itself gives the date of its con-
struction: it was built in 245 C.E., replacing an older and smaller synagogue
that had occupied the site for a few decades. Sometime during the cleven
vears of its existence, all the interior walls of the synagogue were covered
with the murals, whose discoverv created quite a str among historians of
religion. That the Second Commandment was not interpreted by early Juda-
ism as an absolute prohibition of all pictorial representation of humans and
animals was well known before the Dura Europos discoveries. But here
was, for the first time, irrefutable historical evidence of the completely unre-
strained use of polychrome painted murals showing scenes in which men
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and women appeared and interacted. Here were pictures illustrating Biblical
storics, executed according to a master plan that utilized all the vertical wall
surfaces of the synagogue, including its western walls, in whose center was
a scallop-capped niche that originally must have contained the Ark. And,
what is more, one of the largest and most claborate murals flanking the
Ark on the left and having the rescue of the infant Moses from the Nile as
its subject is centered upon the naked figure of a woman! The Dura dis-
coveries thus occasioned not only a correction in the traditional view of the
Jewish historical attitude on representational art, but also a revision of the
cqually traditional ideas concerning Jewish modesty and bashfulness. It had
to be conceded, at least, that Jewish communities existed that had assimi-
lated and incorporated into their traditionally Jewish institutions the Hel-
lenistic attitude to the naked human body and its pictorial representation
in the service of religion. (See Plate 34.)

2 | Goodenough’s Interpretation: Anahita

The three volumes of Goodenough’s magnum opus, devoted to
the interpretation of the symbolism of the Dura Europus synagogue.? con-
tain the most exhaustive and penetrating analysis of the murals. Drawing
on his unparalleled familiarity with the art of the Greco-Roman world in
general, Goodenough has established beyond doubt thar the naked woman,
shown standing up to her thighs in the water of the Nile and holding the
infant Moses in her arms, “startlingly rescmbles”™ the usual representations
of the goddess Anahita, the most popular deity of Iran in the Sassanian
period.* This observation, in itself, does not come as too great a surprise,
because Dura Europos was a predominantdy pagan city in which the Jews
constituted but a small minority, and it was to be expected that their pic-
torial art should be subject to surrounding influences. As Goodenough
points out, they spoke Greek, and their art had an undoubtedly Hellenistic
base. Only two doors away from the synagogue, a wall painting found in
a house shows Aphrodite (with whom Anahita was identified) with Eros
beside her, and these two figures “startlingly resemble” the representation
of the woman and the infant Moses.* Goodenough concludes that

to paint the Moses scene the artist drew upon some painting of
Aphrodite, who in Dura was probably often called Anahita, with
the baby and with female attendants in their peculiar dress. So
startling an invasion into the Moses story, for representation in a
svnagogue, would hardly have occurred as the mere borrowing of
a form. The infant is indeed Moses coming out from the ark in the
Nile, but he comes out to divine company in the arms of the
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goddess, herself quite as recognizable as though flagged with a
written label.®

As to the three women standing above “Anahita” Goodenough says,

I sce no reason to doubrt thar following a Jewish tradition, or
oniginally with himself, the master designer at Dura introduced the
Nvmphs deliberately and skillfully into the scene of the infant Moses,
and did so in order to intensify the notion that Anahita-Aphrodite
was drawing from the water a Wunderkind with royal nature at
least *hedged’ with divinity.®
Goodenough thus argues that the synagogue muralist not merely bor-
rowed the form in which Anahita was usually represented in the pagan
paintings, but consciously took the figure of Anahita and introduced it into
his painting as if saving: Look, Moses was a “divine child.” as clearly proven
by the fact that he was fetched out of the Nile by the goddess Anahita,
who evidently would perform such a service to none other but a “divine
child™” The artist’s purpose in doing so, Goodenough explicitly states, was
to show that Moses was a “Wunderkind.” a Miraculous Child, rivaling in
his nature the pagan gods whom the Greeks and Romans liked to depict
as “Wunderkinder™”

3 | Criticism of Goodenough’s
Interpretation

Anahita, as we have scen above, was not merely the Persian coun-
terpart of Aphrodite and of Artemis, but belonged to that ancient Near
Eastern tvpe of great goddesses who were virgins and wantons, loving
mothers and cruel death dealers.® Could it be this goddess whom the Dura
Europos muralist represented as holding the infant Moses in her arms? Is
such an interpretation, as given by Goodenough, possible in the light of
what we know about the Jewish attitude to pagan gods and goddesses?

We know that, following their penetration of Canaan, the Hebrew
tribes adopted several local gods, or deities who held swayv in neighboring
countries, among them the goddesses Asherah, Astarte, and Anath (called
the Queen of Heaven).? This was bitterly denounced by the Biblical authors
and labeled as “awhoring after foreign gods” What, in fact, took place in
the carly Israclite period was an incorporation of Canaanite gods and god-
desses into the popular (as well as court) religion of the Hebrews. However,
this phase of their religious history came to an end in the 10th, or at the
latest 9th, century B.C.E., after which time no new foreign deity was able to
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gain a foothold among the Hebrews. They continued, to be sure, for several
more centuries to serve the old gods who had won them over in the carlier,
morce malleable age, but no new adoption of foreign deities into popular
Hebrew religion occurred.

After the Babylonian exile (586 B.C.E.), the “foreign™ gods underwent
a rapid decline among the Jews, although some of the old deities managed
to live on, side by side with Yahweh, for another one or two centurices,
especially in such relanively isolated places as the military outpost on the
Upper Egyptian island of Elephantine. By the time the Hellenistic age
arrived, in spite of all the attraction Hellenism held for the Jewish upper
classes, it would have been completely out of line with this Jewish religious
development, which by then was six or seven centuries old, to incorporate
the worship of a new god into the Jewish religious structure. Individual
Jews, of course, in every age, became temporarily or permanently attracted
to the practices and doctrines of other religions. Apostasy and conversion
to other faiths have dotted Jewish history for well over two thousand vears.
But never since the carly Israclite period has Judaism admitted a new god.

These considerations alone contain a refutation of the interpretation of
the naked female in the Moses panel of the Dura Europos synagogue as
the representation of the goddess Anahita. Even if the 3rd-century Jewish
community of Dura lay outside the mainstream of Jewish rthglou-. devel-
opment, ' ‘the admittance of a pagan goddess in the form of her painted
image on a synagoguc wall would be totally impossible. As to the centers
of Jewish religious development in Palestine and Babvlonia, the fear of
idolatrous contamination was so strong there that strenuous attempts were
made to preclude any contact with idols. An illustration of this artitude can
be found in the discussion that began when the Patriarch Gamliel IT (flour-
ished abour 100 C.E.), on the occasion of his visit to the Hellenistic city of
Acre (north of Haifa), made use of a public bath which was decorated with
a statuc of Aphrodite. The question whether this was permissible still occu-
pied the rabbis after several gencrations.' A Jewish community, such as
that of Dura Europos, even if it was only remotcly connected with the great
Jewish religious centers of Palestine and Babvlonia dominated by such a
mentality, certainly could not tolerate the representation of a pagan goddess
in its synagogue.

What the attitude of the Dura Jews themsclves was toward the pagan
gods worshiped by the gentiles of their town is clearly demonstrated by
another mural in the synagogue. This shows the destructive effect the Ark
of the Covenant had on the god Dagon of the Philistine city Ashdod (cf.
Samuel 5:4). However, instead of showing the broken pieces of the statue
of Dagon, the artist painted the broken images of the principal Palmyrene
gods, which were worshiped at Dura. The meaning of this painting was
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correctly recognized by Goodenough when he remarked that the artist

“succeeded very well in using the incident from [Book] 1 Samuel to show
the collapse of paganism before the reality of Judaism, the collapse of pagan-
ism presumably as he knew it directly in Dura itself”*? Elsewhere Good-
enough repeats the same intcrpretation: “The gods of local paganism collapse
before the Ark of the Covenant, the symbol of metaphysical reality in Juda-
ism”'3 It is remarkable, indeed, that he remained unaware of the crass
logical contradiction between this statement and the one that precedes it
by only three lines, in which he says: “Moscs is the divine baby here, with
the three nymphs and Anahita-Aphrodite™ How, onc must ask, did Anahita-
Aphrodite escape the fate of the other “gods of local paganism™ How
could she be shown standing in triumphant nakedness over the ark (of
Moses), when all her divine collcagues lic shattered under the Ark (of the
Covenant)? One has only to posc this question in order to recognize that
the woman holding the infant Moses in her arms cannot be the represen-
tation of Anahita-Aphrodite.

A comparison of the “Anahita-Aphrodite™ picture with the Dura Euro-
pos synagoguc murals in which the artist used Hellenistic elements, ideas,
or motifs also vitiates Goodenough’s interpretation. Neusner, following
Goodenough, cites three examples of this artistic procedure.™ One is the
figure of David plaving his lyre and surrounded by animals, in which the
intrusion of the pagan Orpheus idea is unmistakable. The other is the figure
of Moscs shown leading the Children of Israel out of Egypt and carrying
a staff, which, however, is portraved as a club. Since the only two Greek
heroes ever to carry a club are Theseus and Heracles, Goodenough argues
that the Dura muralist “could have put it into Moses™ hands only because
of its immediate symbolic reference to their [i.c., Thescus’ and Heracles')
special characters and to his [i.c., Moses™]™'* The third example cited by
Ncusner is that of Anahita-Aphrodite holding the infant Moses. However,
there is a basic difference between Goodenough’s interpretation of David-
Orpheus and Moses-Heracles, on the one hand, and of the Anahita-Aph-
rodite figure, on the other. In the first two, we are shown pagan appurte-
nances with which the artist endowed the Biblical heroes whose pictures
he painted. It was David whom he painted, although the manner in which
he executed his painting made David’s figure reminiscent of Orpheus. Sim-
ilarly, in painting Moscs, he made usc of a feature associated with Heracles
and Theseus. Thar the juxtaposition of the Greek and Hebrew heroes, implied
by the borrowing of traits or paraphernalia from the former and attributing
them to the latter, must have been based upon a current Jewish view influ-
enced by Hellenism, cannot be doubted. In both cases, however, the Hel-
lenistic features were absorbed and assimilated into the traditional Jewish
concepts, which became enriched by them. Whar the artist says by means
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of the Hellenistic references is: Our David was a greater musician than
Orpheus, our Moses a greater hero than Heracles.

If Goodenough were correct in his interpretation of the female figure
holding the infant Moses, we would have to assume that the artist, in this
single case, completely reversed the procedure he followed in the other
pictures. For what Goodenough savs is that this picture shows Moses being
rescued by the pagan goddess Anahita- -Aphrodite, that is to say, that the
muralist in this case allowed a Biblical story to be assimilated into Greek
or Hellenistic or Persian—but in any case, pagan—religious tradition and
that he set down the result in his mural, quite uninhibitedly and for every-
body to see. Had the artist actually had in mind what Goodenough ascribes
to him, he would have been guilty of gross idolatry, and also the congre-
gation that tolerated his mural in the synagogue would have been guilty of
the same sin.

4 | Moses in the Arms of the Shekhina

If the female figure holding the infant Moses in her arms is not
Anahita, who then is she? Before secking the answer to this question, let
us again state clearly that part of Goodenough’s interpretation which we
accept. There can be no doubt that the muralist did engage in what Good-
enough calls a “borrowing of form™ In other words, he painted a female
figure whose attributes and posture he borrowed from the current repre-
sentations of Anahita-Aphrodite, and he did this in order to paint an image
that could readily be recognized as a divine female. Once we accepr that
this was the artists’s intention, we can easily understand why he “borrowed
the form™ of Anahita-Aphrodite: simply because there was no other form
available to him in which to express the idea that a feminine deity cradled
Moses in her arms. In Jewish artistic tradition there was certainly no pro-
totype for the pictonal representation of a divine female; in the gentle
environment of Dura, it was almost exclusively the Anahita-Aphrodite image
that intruded upon the artist’s consciousness.

Who then was this goddess-like figure into whose arms the muralist
placed the infant Moses? Our answer is that she was the Shekhina.

This conclusion, startling though it may scem initially, can be supported
by a number of considerations. The first of these is that the Midrash estab-
lishes a very close connection between Moses and the Shekhina, God's
feminine aspect, which (or better, who) in the course of the Talmudic period
achicved an increasing independence, and in the post-Talmudic period
developed into a discrete feminine divinity.'* In fact, no other human was
represented as having had as intimate a relationship with the Shekhina as



288 | The Hebrew Goddess

Moses. In the Kabbala, this relationship was to culminate in the statement
that Moses, and he alone of all men, not only became the husband of the
Matronit (= Shekhina), but copulated with her while still in the flesh.'” In
the earlier, Talmudic and Midrashic sources, this idea is adumbrated in the
assertion that, of all men, Moses was the onlv one to whom the Shekhina
spokc *everv hour without setting a time in advance? and that therefore,
in order to be alw ;avs in a state of rirual purity and readiness to receive a
communication from the Shekhina, Moses separated himself completely
from his wife.'s

When Moses died, the Shekhina, we are told, took him on her wings and
carried him from Mount Nebo to his unknown burial place four miles away.”
The Shekhina’s function ar the death of Moses is paralleled by her ministration
to him ar his birth. When the daughter of Pharaoh, we read in the Babvlonian
Talmud, found the ark of bulrushes in which his mother had placed Moses,
and opened it, “she saw the Shekhina with him.™2° This tradition is quoted
in the name of Rabbi Yose, son of Rabbi Hanina, a Palestinian teacher
(Amora) of the second half of the 3rd century CE., whose savings are
contained in both the Palestinian and the Babylonian Talmuds.

The second consideration is that the Midrash lifts the entire scene on
the banks of the Nile out of the realm of the anecdotal, which characterizes
it in the Biblical narrative, into the realm of the miraculous and mythical.
When the mother of Moses placed him in the ark, we read in the Midrash,
she put a canopy over him, to take the place of his wedding canopy, because
she feared that she would not be granted the sight of his suppa. When the
handmaidens of Pharaoh’s daughter tried to dissuade her from rescuing the
child, the Angel Gabriel came and struck them to the ground. The minis-
tering angels in heaven, with all kinds of arguments, reminded God that
Moses must be saved. Gabriel gave Moses a blow, so as to make him cry
and thereby awaken compassion in the heart of Pharaoh’s daughter. Moscs
himself, although only three months old, had the voice of a youth, and he
refused to take suck at the breasts of any Egvptian woman, saying(!): “The
mouth which will speak with the Shekhina should suck an unclean thing!?*

As for the daughter of Pharaoh, she did not just happen to go down
to the river, but was compelled to do so by one of several divine acts. Some
sav that God sent a severe heat wave over Egypr, and all the Egyptians went
down to the Nile to seek relief, among them Batya, the daughter of Pharaoh,
with her maidens.?? Others say that the daughter of Pharaoh suffered from
leprosy, or from painful boils, so that she was unable to bear warm water.
She therefore went down to the Nile to wash in its cool waves, noticed the
ark, and the moment she touched it or the infant Moses, she was cured.
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Still others say that she went down to the Nile in order to purifv herself
from the uncleanness of her father’s idol worship and that, unbeknownst
to her, she uttered words of prophecy on the banks of the nver.?

When Batya saw that the touch of Moses cured her of her disease, she
said, “This bov is a saint.” and decided he must stay alive. Since he who
keeps alive a single soul in Israel is considered by God as if he had sustained
an entire world, the daughter of Pharaoh was taken under the wings of the
Shekhina and was called the Daughter of God, Bat-Ya.?s

Thirdly, it should be pointed out that the Midrash literature abounds
in passages clearly indicating that Moses was considered a “divine child”
Miriam, the older sister of Moses, was possessed by the spirit of prophecy
and foretold that her parents would give birth to a child who would become
the savior of Isracl. Thercupon Amram, who for three vears had separated
from his wife, approached her, and she conceived and bore Moses. When
the child was born, the whole house became filled with great light, like the
light of the sun and the moon. His parents saw that his appearance was
like thar of an angel of God. They circumcised him, called him Yequricl
(ie., *“My Hope Is God™), and hid him for three months. When thev were
no longer able to hide him in their home, his mother made him a lictle ark,
which she placed, with Moses in it, among the reeds on the bank of the
Nile.*

After taking him with her into the palace, Batva constantly kissed and
hugged him, and she loved him exceedingly, for he was very beautiful. All
the people at court desired to see him, and once they glimpsed him, they
could not take their eves off him.*” Prenatal (or even preconceptional)
annunciation, angelic countenance, light flooding the house, the healing
touch, the ability to speak at the age of three months, irresistible charm
and beauty—all these are features that unmistakably place the infant Mosces
in the “divine child™ caregory.

The fourth consideration is the close association in the Midrash of the
Shekhina with a sacred casket or ark. After accompanying Moses in the ark
of bulrushes, the Shekhina dwelt in the Ark in which the Children of Isracl
carried the two Tablets of the Law in the desert. When the tribes rested,
the Shekhina had her abode in the Tent of Meeting, the desert Tabernacle,
or hovered over it. During these periods, and subsequently in the Land of
Canaan, the Shekhina was most closely associated with the Ark of the
Covenant. After Solomon completed the Temple in Jerusalem, the Shekhina
hovered, or dwelt, over the Ark cover. between the two Cherubim. Some
sages held that she was present in the Second Temple as well.*® The Torah
shrines in synagogucs were the substitutes for the Ark of the Covenant, and
after the destruction of the Second Temple (70 C.E.) the Shekhina, now in



290 | The Hebrew Goddess

exile hersclf, sought out these synagogues to serve as her resting places. The
significance of this association, Shekhina—Ark—Torah shrine, will become
evident when we come to discuss the shape of the ark of bulrushes in the
Dura synagogue mural.

Fifth and last, the Shekhina was closely associated with certain Baby-
lonian synagogues. According to Abbaye (a Babylonian teacher who died
in 339 C.E.), the Shekhina dwelt altcmatcl\ in the Shaf Wi cyatibh synagogue
of Nehardea and the svnagogue of Huzal. Nehardea was one of the carliest
centers of Babylonian Jewry, situated at or near the junction of the Euphra-
tes and Nahr Malka rivers, some 200 miles southeast of Dura Europos;
Huzal was located nearby. In these svnagogues, the Shekhina was both
audible and visible.?”

Talmudic accounts thus place the Shekhina, in a visible and audible
form, in synagogues only 200 miles distant from Dura Europos, and in the
same period in which the Dura paintings were executed. As to the Mid-
rashim summarized above under points one through four, although most
sources in which they are found are centuries younger than the Dura murals,
the oral tradition upon which they are based can casily go back into the
3rd century C.E,, or even further. In these Midrashim, Moses is represented
as a “Wunderkind”; and the Shekhina 1s closely associated with Moses, in
that she is said to have been with him in the ark of bulrushes; to have
spoken to him frequently, possibly daily, during the wandering of the Chil-
dren of Israel in the desert; to have gone with him physically, dwelling in
the casker or Ark containing the Tablets of the Law; to have been his bride;
and to have carried him to his burial on her wings.

We have, of course, no way of knowing how much of these Midrashim
was known to the Jews of Dura in general, and to their synagogue muralist
in particular. There is, however, evidence to prove beyond doubt that some
Midrashic embellishments of Biblical stories were known to the muralist,
because he included them in his paintings. One case in point is his picturing
one of Job’s friends in kingly splendor, which conforms not to the Biblical
text (in which Job’s friends are not further identified), but to the Midrash
which states explicitly that Job's friends were kings.*

A sccond example is found in the Moses panel itself, where the two
midwives standing before Pharaoh at the right side of the picture are shown
wearing the same dresses as worn by the mother and sister of Moses, appear-
ing to the left. Identically clad figures denote the same person in the pictonal
idiom of the Dura muralist (¢.g., in the Exodus panel he shows Moses three
umes in identical garb, and in the Ezekicel panel he shows Ezekiel twice in
identical garb); but the identfying of Shifra and Pua (the two midwives)
with Jochebed and Miriam (Moses™ mother and sister) is not Biblical, bur
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Midrashic.* Herc again the artist displays his familiarity with the Midrash,
and these two instances make it probable or, art the very least, possible that
in the scene showing the rescue of the infant Moses from the Nile he also
illustrated a Midrash or, rather, the cvcle of Midrashim that associates Moses
with the Shekhina.

It scems to me that the cumulative force of the evidence adduced above
indicates quite clearly that the intention of the artist was to stress the
greatness, or even divinity, of Moscs by showing him held safely over the
water not by a foreign goddcss but by the divine female of Jewish tradition,
the constant companion of Moses from cradle to grave, the Shekhina.

The Nile scene gave the artist the finest opportunity to show the infant
Moses in the arms of the Shekhina. This was a scene in which, according
to the Midrash, the Shekhina was present. However, the muralist could not
show the Shekhina with Moses inside the ark; that would have been too
difficult technically, if not impossible. He therefore proceeded to show the
bov carried by the Shekhina, just as she carried him to his burial, a hundred
and rwenty vears later when he died, substtuting the figure of the divine
female for the unnamed slave-girl whom, according to the Biblical account
(Exodus 2:5), Pharaoh’s daughter dispatched to fetch the child out of the
Nile.

It remains to touch upon, albeit bricfly, the nudity of the woman hold-
ing the infant Moses in her arms. This is undoubredly the strangest, in the
sense of least Jewish, feature in the entire pictorial cvcle of the Dura syn-
agoguc. The very fact that the picture of a nude female was admitted into
the synagogue shows to what extent the Jews of Dura were Hellenized,
accustomed to the nude representation of the deities of their gentile neigh-
bors, in temples as well as private homes. This circumstance made it possible
for the artist to introduce the nude figure of a woman into the synagoguc.
What made it necessary, once he conceived the idea of showing the Shekhina
with Moses, was that he had no Jewish, more modest example to follow in
depicting the Shekhina, and that in borrowing the form of a gentile goddess
he found only nude figures to copy. Thus the only way he could express
that this woman, in contrast to the others appearing on the pancl, was a
divinity was to show her in the nude, while all the others were represented
fully clothed.

5 | The Ark of Bulrushes, the Ark of the
Covenant, and the Temple

We have left to the last the question of the peculiar form the
muralist gave to the ark of bulrushes in the Moses pancl. The vessel is
clearly not the lirtle ark woven of bulrushes that Jochebed prepared for
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Moses (Exodus 2:3), which undoubredly had a rounded, basketlike shape.
What we sec instead is a rectangular box, with a triangular gabled root over
its right end.

The peculiar shape of the ark of bulrushes has caught the attention of
Goodenough, who commented that the ark is sketched in a manner closcly
resembling the shape of the sarcophaguses found, e.g., at Beth Shearim,
Isracl. His explanation is that the artist intended to indicate that Moses, the
Redeemer, had died and was reborn to new life.*

This explanation scems farfetched to me, because we have no evidence
to show that the Dura muralist was familiar with the gabled sarcophaguses
or that the idea of the infantile death and rebirth of Moses (a non-Jewish
mythologem) was known to him. A much closer comparison would be
between the shape of the ark of bulrushes and that of the Temple shown
twice on the same wall. In fact, the ark of bulrushes is painted unmistakably
in the shape of a miniature Temple.

The same shape was given to the Torah shrine or Ark in most Jewish
representations from the 1st to at least the 10th centuries C.E. The oldest,
found in the Jewish catacombs of Rome and dating from the 1st to 4th
centuries C.E., show the Torah shrine as precisely such a miniature Temple
with a gabled roof. In the Beth Alpha synagogue, a mosaic dating from the
early 6th century C.E. shows the Torah shrine in the same form, as does a
picture in a 10th- century Pentateuch manuscript from Egypt.® These exam-
ples, w hich could eas:lv be multiplied, indicate that there was a firm tradi-
tion in Jewish art to represent the Torah shrine as a miniature Temple with
a gabled roof. The Torah shrine, whose presence in any room turned it into
a synagogue, actually symbolized, represented, and substituted for the Tem-
ple of Jerusalem, which was destroyed by the Romans in 70 CE. In the
Dura synagogue, the Torah shrine, or ar least the niche in which it stood,
did not have such a triangular gabled top but was capped by a rounded
shell-like semidome. Corresponding to it, the Ark of the Covenant is also
shown with such a shell-shaped rounded top. Yet this detail cannot alter
the fact that the ark of bulrushes is shown in the shape of a miniature
Temple, and it most probably is symbolic of the Temple or its predecessor,
the desert Tabernacle.

We now recognize that just as the woman holding Moses in her arms
represents the lifelong association of Moses with the Shekhina, so the ark
of bulrushes in the shape of a miniature Temple or Tabernacle hints at the
greatest religious feat performed by Moses: the building of the Tabernacle,
the Sanctuary that served as the prototype for all subsequent Jewish Temples
in Jerusalem. The desert Sanctuary was called mishkan (“dwelling”) because
Yahweh was believed to have “dwelt” (shakban) in 1t or over 1t in a cloud.®*
It is this idea of the * ‘dwelling” (Shekhina) of Yahweh that in time developed
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into the concept of the Shekhina, the “dwelling” or “presence” of God, as
a separate, feminine divine entity. The nude woman in the Moses mural is
shown raising her right arm over the Ark—this is how, with ingenious
simplicity, the artist illustrates the mystical concept of the Shekhina hovering
over the Tabernacle.

In recognizing that this is indeed what the Dura muralist had in mind
in painting the nude woman holding the infant Moses in her arms, we find
that in this picture he proceeded exactly as he did in the David-Orpheus
and Moses-Heracles murals. As in those two, here also he enriched a Jewish
character with features taken from the Hellenistic pictorial 1 imagery of his
environment. Far from allowing a pagan goddess to intrude into a Biblical
scene, he assimilated, in this picture as well, certain Hellenistic features to
embellish the Divine Female, the Shekhina.

6 | Conclusion

The above considerations lead up to certain general conclusions
with regard ro the reladonship of the Dura Europos Jews to Hellenism.
These conclusions can be subsumed under two categories: first, the extent
to which the Jews of Dura accepted Hellenistic cultural features; and sec-
ond, the traits they rejected as incompatible with their own Jewish religious
traditions.

The area from which the Jews of Dura were willing to accepr cultural
influences is presented in the svnagogue murals as thar of the pictorial
representation of divine, or quasi-divine, heroes in the Hellenistic stvle. This
1s considerably more than a mere “borrowing of form,” because it implics
the assernion that the Biblical heroes and other Jewish figures depicted in
a form borrowed from Hellenistic representational art were, in fact, as close
to being divine as were the Greek heroes or deities whose attributes were
borrowed for giving visual expression to the divine quality of the Jewish
heroes and other figures.

The belief that some Biblical and post-Biblical heroes were superhuman
and quasi-divine was an old Jewish tradition that went back to Biblical
times and developed more fully in the post-Biblical period. It was certainly
an old, established feature of Jewish religion by the time the Dura murals
were painted.

We saw, above, some of the Midrashic traditions that surrounded the
birth and infancy of Moses and that leave no doubt as to his quasi-divine
character in Tannaitic and Amoraic belief. To them we may add the follow-
ing generalizations: the typical hero, whether he lived in Biblical or post-
Biblical times, was considered in the Talmudic (i.e., Tannaitic and Amoraic)
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tradition as being gigantic in bodily size, wiclding superhuman strength,
enjoving a much longer life-span than ordinary mortals, possessing extraor-
dinary wisdom and beauty, having had (and prevailed in) encounters with
angels and demons, and having the power to make even God Himself obey
him.* People who had this mental image of their own “god-men.” when
they learned about Greek gods and heroes, felt no qualms over borrowing
the latters’ traits and attributes when it came to expressing in visual form
the divine qualitics of a Moses or a David, or depicting the divine female
(or: the female in the divinity), the Shekhina.

As against this, the Jews of Dura were rooted firmly enough in their
Jewish traditions not to allow the pictoriaj representation of any pagan
deity as such to intrude into their place of worship. In all the panels of the
Dura synagogue there is not a single example of the representation of a
pagan god as such. What are represented clearly and with unmistakable
intent are the local idols (i.c., statues of the pagan gods), broken into pieces
and lving scattered on the ground before the holy Ark of the Covenant of
the God of David. To interpret the woman holding the child as Anahita
holding Moses is therefore absurd. For the Dura Jews, Anahita was but
another of those idols shown shattered in another panel. To represent her
as a living deity and, to boot, as rescuing the infant Moses from the Nile
would have been mnconceivable.

We thus recognize, in the mirror of the synagogue murals, a community
that was Jewish in its religious traditions and observances, whose Jewishness
was sufficiently vital and self-assured to allow the assimilation of Hellenistic
pictorial art as well as of features attributed by Greek religion to its gods,
but that was, at the same time, tradition-bound enough in the manner of
Talmudic Judaism to reject the very idea that the Greek gods could be
anything more than lifeless images fashioned by human hands.
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New York.
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James B. Pricchard, Ancent Near Eastern Texts (hereafter: ANET) Princeton, 1955,
pp. 131-34, 138, 140, 145, 146, 490.

William F. Albright, Archacology and the Religion of Iracl, Balimore, 1942, p. 78.
Ensziglopedia Migrast (Jerusalem, 1955). s.x. Asherah; J. Halévy. Revue des Erudes
Juives 12:112€

Albright, op. ait. p. 78.

Entz. Migraiz, s.v. Asherah; ANET, 483-84.

Entz. Migrast, s.v. Asherah.

Sce all matenial ably presented by William L. Reed in his The Asherah in the Old
Testament, Texas C hristian University Press, Fort Worth, Texas, 1949, pp. 69-86.

Judges 3:5-7

The textual evidence as to the narure of “the Asherahs™ is equivocal. The Asherahs
are said to have been “made™ (1 Kings 16:33; 2 Kings 17:26; 21:3; 2 Clronides
33:3) which indicates that they were artifacts, made by human hands, and not
merely natural trees as some scholars believe. The expressions to “set up” ([sazal
27:9; 2 Kings 17:10; 2 Chronides 33:19) or even “build™ (1 Kmgs 14:23) an
Asherah point to the same conclusion. Only once is an Asherah said to be “planted”
(Deuteronomy 16:21) and the verb there probably means “implanted.” thar is, set
into the ground as one would a pillar. On the other hand, the removal of Asherahs
is called “curting them down™ (fudges 6:25, 26, 28, 30; 2 Kimngs 18:4; 23:14;
Exodus 34:13), “hewing them down™ (2 Clronicles 14:2; 31:1; Deuteronomy 7:5),
“breaking them into pieces”™ (2 Chronicles 34:4, 7), “bumning” (2 Kmgs 23:15;
Deuzeronomy 12:3), “exterminating”™ (2 Chrontcles 19:3), “removing” (2 Chronicles
17:6). and “uprooting™ (Micah 5:13) them.

Judges 6:25, 28.

2 Kings 21:3.

This s also the conclusion of Reed. gp. it

Judges 6:25-32. The entire story of Gideon 1s most instructive in that it illustrates
the irruption of Yahwist ideas into the midst of the pre-existing Baal and Asherah
worship. The fact thar Gideon needed the help of ten men (v. 27) in order to
destroy the altar of Baal, cut down the Asherah and build an altar for Yahweh,
indicates that the paraphernalia of the Baal and Asherah worship were quite
sizable.

It might be pointed our here that there was a significant difference berween
the image and the altar. The altar was “the altar of the Baal.” it did not represent
the god, bur was merely dedicared to him. As against this, the wooden image was
Asherah, it represented her in the manner in which a statue of an Egyvpuian or a
Greek goddess represented that deity. It is therefore more than probable thart the
wooden image called “the Asherah™ was carved or in some other way so fashioned
as to indicare clearly that it stood for the goddess.

See sources in Reed, op. ar., pp. 80-81, 87.
Genesis 30:10-13. Since Zilpah was Leah’s handmaiden, it was Leah’s nght o
name her children, just as it was Leah’s right to introduce Zilpah into Jacob's
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bed. The text in Genesis is extremely laconic, and the exclamations made by Leah
and adduced as explanations of the names given to the sons ar their birth arc
purposcly kepr unclear. Nevertheless, the impression is gained that the names of
Zilpah’s two sons were onginally felt to have had some connection with Canaanire
dermies. When the first son of Zilpah was bomn, Leah exclaimed: “By Gad (baGad),™
and called his name Gad. When, shortly thercafter, Zilpah gave birth 1o a second
son, Leah exclaimed: “By Oshn! (usually translared as “By my happiness!™) For
women will call me happy” And thus she named him Asher (Gemests 30:10-
13). The prefix &-, used in both cases (baGad and bbdn) is the one used when
swearing by a god (cf., e.g.. “By Yahweh! Joshua 2:12: Judges 21:7; 1 Samuel
24:22; 28:10; 2 Samucel 19:8; 1 Kings 2:8, 23, 42 “by Elohuim.” Genesis 21:23;
1 Samuel 30, 15; Nehemiah 13:24; 2 Chronicles 36:13; Isaiah 56:16).

A deiry by the name Gad was worshiped in Canaan, Palmyra, Phoenicia and
Arabia as the god of good luck (cf. Robert Graves and Raphacl Patai, Hebrew
Myths; The Book of Genesis, New York, 1964, 45.2). No god by the name Oshri is
known. Some scholars, therefore, assume that the text has been editonally emended
s0 that the name of the deity nvoked by Leah should conform more closely to
the name Asher which it was supposed to explain, and thar the original tradition
had Leah exclaim: basherab—"Bv Asherah!™ (Cf, Reed, op. cir., pp. 80-81, 87).
The masculine name Asher may have been derived from Asherah, just as the
masculine Astar was from Astarte in Canaanmire mythology (cf. ANET, pp. 129,
140; <f. also the Egypuan form Astar for Astarte, ANET, p. 250).

1 Kings 3:2-3.

Cf. Views of the Biblical World, Jerusalem, 1960, vol. 2, p. 213; f. 1 Kings 6:2-10,
15-38.

1 Kings 7:13-50.

1 Kings 11:4, 6.

1 Kings 11:2—.

| Kings 2:46; 3:1.

1 Kmgs 11:1, 5.

Another consideration which speaks against the annbution of idolatry to Solo-
mon’s old-age weakness or folly is the accusation of idolatry leveled by the prophet
Ahijah the Shilonite—an uncompromising Yahwist—agamnst all Israel: “They have
forsaken me” Ahijah says in the name of Yahweh, “and have worshiped Ashtoreth
the goddess of the Sidonians, Chemosh the god of Moab, and Milcom the god
of the children of Ammon . . 7 (1 Kmgs 11:33). We note that Ahnjah accuses the
Israclites of serving the same three foreign gods whose worship, according to the
carlier passage, was introduced by Solomon in his old age. Bur while Solomon
was said merely not to have gone “fully”™ after Yahweh, the people as a whole are
charged by Ahijah with having “forsaken™ Yahweh. It would, therefore, seem thar
while the roval court worshiped both Yahweh and other gods, the people did not
worship Yahweh at all, bur served only those other gods. It 15 hard to imagne
thar this should have come abour as a result of the people imitaning the court:
popular religion in the Middle East was (and still is) notable for its slowness in
accepting changes. It is far more likely that the popular idolatry of Solomon’s day
was by that time an old tradition which had spread among the Hebrews as a
result of their prolonged contact with the nations of Canaan.
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I Kings 11:5.

1 Kings 11:33; 14:15.
1 Kings 11:29-39.

1 Kings 12:25-33.

1 Kings 14:9, 15.

1 Kings 16:32-33. In connection with Jezebel’s father Ethbaal we again encounter
the by now famihiar confusion of Asherah and Astarte. From the account in the
Book of Kings it 1s evident that Ethbaal and his family must have been the devorees
of Asherah, for only this explains the introducrion into Samaria of Asherah wor-
ship by Ahab in honor of his wife Jezebel, Ethbaal’s daughrer. Yet according to
Menander, as quoted by Josephus Flavius (Contra Apionem 1:18), Ethbaal was
the King of Tyre (and not of Sidon), and he was a priest of Astarte.

I Kings 18:19.
Cf. R. Patai, “The Control of Rain in Ancient Palestine]” Helrew Union College
Annual, vol. 14, 1939, pp. 251-86.

Verse 21.

I Kings 18.

2 Kings 13:6.

2 Kings 3:2.

1 Kings 16:32.

1 Kings 16:33.

2 Kings 10:18.-27.
2 Kigs 10:28.-29.
2 Kings 13:6.

2 Kings 17:10-12, 16-17.
2 Kings 23:15.
Hosea 8:5-6.

2 Chronicles 11:20, 21, 22; cf. 1 Kings 15:2, where Maacah’s father is called
Abishalom,

1 Kings 14:31-15:2; 15:13; 2 Chronucles 11:20,22.

I Kings 15:13; 2 Chromicles 15:16.

According to one set of sources, Asa was Abijam’s brother (1 Kmgs 15:10; 2
Chromicles 15:16); according to another, he was his predecessor’s son (1 Kings
15:8; 2 Chromicles 13:23).

2 Chronicles 15:10,

1 Kings 15:12, 13; 2 Clwvonicles 14:2, 4; 15:8, 16.

2 Clronicles 17:6.

2 Chronucles 19:3.

2 Kings 18:4; 2 Chronicles 24:2, 17-18; 31:1.

Lsainh 17:8; 27:9.

Mieah 5:11-13.

2 Kings 21:3-7; f. 2 Chromides 33:3-7, 15, 19.
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Cf. above, p. 15.
Dentevonomy 7:5; 12:3; of. Exodus 34:13.
Deuteronomy 16:21-22.

2 Kings 23:4,6,7, 13, 14; cf. 2 Chronicles 34:3.4,7.1In 2 Kings 23:7 the masoretic
text has “he demolished the houses of the gedeshim that were in the house of
Yahweh, where the women wove houses (batim) for the Asherah™ Apart from the
question of how can houses be woven, stvlistically it is well-nigh impossible that
the word “house™ should appear three times in one and the same sentence. The
Sepruagint has “stolas.” i.c., garments, for batim, which may be based on an original
badim, 1.¢.,"linens” The expression “(a person) clothed in linens™ (badint) appears
as a standing epithet for a mystical figure in Ezekiel (9:2, 3, 11, etc.) and Daniel
(12:6, 7). Thus it may well be that, from time to time, the Asherah statue was
dressed in new linens, and that women considered it a pious act to busy themselves
with weaving the material for these garments, on looms set up for this purpose
in certain chambers in the Temple compound. The weaving of ritual vestments
was a woman’s task in Babylonian temples (cf. Woolley, Antiguaries’ Jowrnal 5:

393), at Hierapolis in Syria (Lucian, De Dea Syria 42), and in Greece (Gressmann,
Zeitschrift fur dic alttest. Wissenschaft, 1924, pp. 325 ff). It scems that also in
Ugarit the makers of sacred vestments had a role in the temple ritual (cf. John
Gray, The Legacy of Canaan, p. 156, and I and IT Kings, Philadelphia, Westminster
Press, 1963, p. 507).

As to the gedeshim, most Biblical scholars consider the term to refer to sacred
prostitutes of both sexes, and not merely males. I am inclined to read it as “male
sacred prosututes,” for had the Biblical author wished to refer to both male and
female functionaries he would, in all probability, have said “gedeshim ugedeshot”
using both the masculine and the feminine plural forms of the noun gadesh, The
function of the gedeshim had something to do with the fertility cult centering in
the figure of the mother-goddess Asherah. Possibly, their services were made use
of by childless women who visited the sanctuary in order to become pregnant.
Such pilgrimages to holy places for the purpose of removing the curse of barren-
ness have remained an important feature of popular religion down to the present
day among Moslems, Jews and Christians alike in all parts of the Middle East.
The gedeshim may have also functioned in rites of imitative magic in the fertility
cult, whose purpose was to ensure fruitfulness in nature, the coming of the aurumn
rains, the growth of the crops, the multiplication of domestic animals, ete.

Fertility goddesses had male artendants or priests in ancient Near Eastern relig-
tons, and, in the case of the gedeshim in the Jerusalem Temple, one of their tasks
seems to have been to supervise the work of the women weaving linens for
Asherah, which, therefore, was done in the chambers of the gedeshim.

Jeremiakh 2:8,23; 7:9: 9:13; 11:13,17; 12:16; 19:5; 23:13,27; 32:29, 35.
2 Kings 23:13.

Jeremiah 17:2.

Ezeliel 8:1.

Ezekiel 8:1-18.

Cf vv. 6, 13, 15.

The word “jealousy™ undoubtedly refers to Yahweh: it is His jealousy that the
image arouscs. The word “image” (semel in Hebrew) first occurs in a Deuteron-
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omic imunction prohibiting the making of a “a statue (pesel). the form (munal)
of any image (semel), the likeness (tabmizh) of male or female; the likeness of any
beast which is on the carth, the likeness of any winged fowl which flies in the
heavens; the likeness of any fish which is in the water under the carth™ (Dewter-
onomy 4:16—18). Semel therefore means here an image which represents a member
of one of the four major realms of the animal kingdom, and which is made for
wdolatrous purposcs.

In the Book of Chromucles, probably under the influence of Ezckicls usc of the
term semel, the Asherah image set up by Manassch is called, not merely “Asherah”
as in the onginal account (2 Kimge 21:3), but “the statue (pesel) of the image
(semel)” and, the second ume briefly “the image (ha-semel; 2 Clronicles 33:7, 15).
The identificanion of Ezckicl's “image of jealousy™ with Manassch’s “image of
Asherah™ is implicit in the termmnology of Clronsdes.

Following the publication of the earlier edinons of this book there was a consid-
erable revival of interest in the worship of female deities in ancienr Isracl and in
Judaism in gencral. About Asherah herself several studies have been published.
Cf.e.g. John Day, “Asherah in the Hebrew Bible and Northern Semitic Literature
Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 105, No. 3 (1986), p. 386: William G. Dever,
“Asherah, Consort of Yahweh? New Evidence from Kuntillat ‘Ajeud.” Bullern of
the American Schools of Oriental Research (BASOR), Vol. 255 (1984), p. 21-27:

“Recent archacological discoveries provide both texts and pictonial representanions
that for the first ume clearly identify “Asherah™ as the consort of Yahweh, ar least
mn some arcles in ancient Isracl. . . . We cannot avoid the conclusion that in Israel
Yahweh could be closcly identified with the cult of Asherah, and in some circles
the goddess was actually personified as his consort™; J. R. Engle, Pillar Figurines
of Iron Age Isvacl and Asheraly-Asherim, Diss, 1979, Ann Arbor, 1981; Mordckhai
Gillulah, “LYahweh Shomron ul'Asherato” Sh'naton I'Miura ultHeqer haMiral
haQadum, Jerusalem: M. Newman, 1979, pp. 129-37: “It is likely that the Ash-
crah was considered for gencranons a legitimate object of worship both in
Judah . . . and in Israel. . . . One cannot avoid the conclusion that she was consid-
cred the consort of Yahweh, or that at least in a certain period they joined her 1o
him as his mate”™ (mv translanion from the Hebrew): K. Jarod, “Zur Inschrift Nr.
3 von Hirbet ¢l-Qom.” Bibitsche Notzzen, Vol. 19 (1982), pp. 30—41; André Lemare,
“Who or What Was Yahwch's Asherah?®™ Biblical archacology Review, Vol. 10, No.
6 (Nov./Dec. 1984), p. 42, quotes an inscription which reads “Blessed be Urivahu
by Yahweh and his Asherah” which must have been an old popular blessing
formula repeated several times; Ze'ev Meshel, “Did Yahweh Have a Consort?™
Biblical Archacology Review, Vol. 5, No. 2 (March/Apr. 1979), pp. 244, reports of
the excavations at Kuntillar ‘Ajrud in the Northern Sinai, just south of the Isracli-
Egvptian border, where large pithoi (storage jars) were found with inscriptions
containing the names of El, Yahweh, Baal, Asherah, and the phrase “May vou be
blessed by Yahweh and by his Asherah™ (the finds seem to date from the lare-
9th- or carly-8th-century Be. Ziony Zevit, “The Khirber al-Qom Inscription
Mentioming a Goddess” BASOR, Vol. 255 (1984), pp. 39—47: an inscription
from ca. 750-700 sc which should be read: “Unyahu the governor wrote it.
May Unyahu be blessed by Yahweh my guardian and by [his Asherah]. Save him
[save] Unyahu”

The papers listed above scem not to have been available to Steve Davies when
he wrote his essav “The Canaanite-Hebrew GoddessT m Carl Obon (ed.), The
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Book of the Goddess, New York: Crossroad, 1983, pp. 68-79. Davies paper is
devoted mostly to Asherah, and he summarizes my findings from an carlier edition
of The Helrew Goddess, However, he attributes to me more than [ ever clumed.
He savs: “Raphael Patai’s well rescarched and fascinating book The Hebrew Goddess
makes a case that there was a female form of deity throughout Hebrew and Jewish
history™ (p. 74). 1 never made such a “case”™ What [ said was thar “the religion
of the Hebrews and the Jews was never wathour at least 2 hint of the feminine in
ity God-concept™ (see above, p. 279). Thereafter [ speak of “the carly veneration
d'gnddmu.dmrtmdhnmmm&makdnwmuhmwmm
7 (pp- 280-81). Inaidentally, Davics misuses the term “Hebrew culture” when
hmM“HM‘WMaMMWhmMmt
of the God Yahweh and the rejection of other gods™ (p. 74), The acceptance of
the god Yahweh was certainly an important, even crucial, clement of “Hebrew
culture™ (or, rather, religion), but the repection of other gods, i.e., the worship of
Yahweh as the enly God, characterized only the culture of the Yahwist minority.
Unbased reading of the Biblical text. combined with the archacological evidence
(as indicated above), shows irrefurably thar the grear majority of the people,
mncluding most of their kings, princes, priests, and prophets, did mer reject other
gods. Yet. of course, it would be fallacious to exclude all these people from “Hebrew
culture” Thev were all Hebrews, speakers of the Hebrew language, heirs to Hebrew
traditions, members of Hebrew tnibes or descent groups—in a word, camiers of
Hebrew culturc—but they were followers of varving assorzments of deinies chosen
from among Yahweh, Baal, Asherah, Astarre-Anath, the Queen of Heaven, to name
only the most popular ones.
Published in the Journal of Biblical Studies, Vol. 105, No. 3 (1986), pp. 395-408.
Cf Ze'ev Meshel, “Did Yahweh Have a Consort?™ Biblscal Archacdlogy Review, Vol.
5, No. 2 (March/April, 1979), pp. 24-34.
John Day in Journal of Biblical Studses (1985), pp. 391-92.
John Day, ibud., p. 394.
Cf. Robert Gordis® letter in Beddlical Archacologry Review, Vol. 5, No. 4 (July/August.
1979), pp. 55-56.

Chapter I1 | Astarte-Anath

ANET, 130.

ANET, 133.

ANET, 135.

ANET, 131

ANET, 144,

ANET, 130, where, in view of the above-mennoned prosodic rule. the missing
part of the name should be restored as (Ana)th” rather than *( Ashrore)th™ which
is the first choice of H. L. Ginsberg,

ANET, 15.

ANET, 249-50.
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ANET, 250.

W, F. Albright, Amer. Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures, Jan. 1925, p,
82.

ANET, 249-50.

ANET, 250.

ANET, 320. Chemosh was regarded as the local Moabite manifestation of the
deity known in many lands as Baal (“Lord™) or Molech (*King™), as evidenced
by the name Mesha king of Moab gave to one of the anies he built: he called 1
Beth-Baal-Mcon, i.c., House of the Baal of Mcon. It is not likely thar a zealous
devotee of Chemosh like Mesha would have named a city he built after another
god. Cf. Emtz. Muprast, s.v. Molech; ANET, 321.

ANET, 242, 328, 486 n.

ANET, 505.

ANET, 149; cf. p. 130.

Cf. the marerial assembled by H. Ranke in Studies Presented to F. L. Griffith,

London, 1932, pp. 412-18; WE Albright, Archacology and the Religion of Isracl,

Baltimore, 1942, index, s.v. Astarre.

Le. Beth ‘Ashrarah, Joshua 21:27.

I Chronicles 11:44.

E.g.. ‘Anathoth; sce below, p. 62.

Joshua 9:10; 12:4; 13:12, 31 Desteronomy 1:4: 1 Clronicles 6:56.

Genesis 14:5.

E.g., the 17th century pcE figurine from Nahariah, see Plate 9.

The original meaning of the word ‘ashraroth can be established with the help of
four passages in Deuteronomy (7:13; 28:4, 18, 51) in which it occurs in a poetic
context. In cach of the four passages the phrase “the ‘ashraroth of vour flock™ is

paralleled by “the increase of your kine” According to the rules of Hebrew pros-
ody, the word “increase™ (sheger) must have roughly the same meaning as ‘ash-
taroth. On the other hand, sheger (which has its cognate verb-root in Aramaic
meaning “to send forth™) is a synonvm of rebem, the well-known Biblical word
for “womb™ (Exodis 13:12). Thus both sheger and ‘asltareth can mean only “womb!”
or by rransterence “that which 1ssues from the womb Cf. U. Cassuto, Perush ‘al
Sefer Slimat, Jerusalem, 1959, p. 105. From “rebom™ is derived the Biblical Hebrew
noun “rakam,” meaning “she of the womb!” or “girl” (Judges 5:30), and a similar
Ugantic noun meamng the same (Kramer, Mythologses, 187). Similarly, from ‘ash-
taroth 1s denived the Canaanite name of the Goddess *Ashtoreth, meaning “She
of the womb” a most appropriate name for a goddess of fernlity.

The name Baal is derived from a Semitic verb which originally meant “ro ke
possession sexually”

When the goddess is styled “the maiden.” this epithet is usually followed by her
proper name Anath: “the maiden Anath™ It scems thar a knowledge of the onginal
meaning of the name Astarte, namely “girl)’ lingered, and thart it was therefore
found clumsy to refer to the goddess as “the maiden Astarte” which would have
meant “the maiden girl”

Judges 2:13.
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Judaes 10:6.

Samuel 7:3—4, 10-13; 13:10.

1 Samuel 31:10.

Ashtoreth elohe Tzidonim, 1 Kings 11:5, 33.

2 Kings 23:13: Sngquis.

Cf. James B. Pritcchard, Palestinian Fugsrines in Relation to Certain Goddesses Known
through Literature, New Haven, 1943, pp. 1, 87,

Joshma 15:15; Judges 1:11; cf. Joshua 10:38-39; 12:13; 15:49; 21:15; 1 Chronscles
6:43.

W, E. Albright, Archacology of Palestine, Pelican Books, 1949, pp. 18, 43.

Joshua 15:15; 1 Kmgs 8:6 etc.

Joshua 21:14; 1 Chronicles 6:43.

Albnight, op. ar., pp. 105-06. The word “Asherah™ p. 106, line 1 should be emended
to read “Astarte” Such a confusion between Astarte and Asherah occurs as carly
as Judges 2:13 and 3:7.

Cf. sketches of 15 such figurines in Albright, op, air., p. 133

Albright, The Excavations of Tell Beit Mirsom vol. ii. (Annual of the Amenican
Schools of Oriental Research, New Haven, 1943, vol. xxi-xxii), p. 139; cf. pp.
138—1.

Albright, Archacology of Palestine and the Bible. New York, 1932, p. 110; id., Journal
of the Palestine Oriental Sociery, 1931, pp. 123-24,

Cf. below, Chapter V.

Langdon, Semntz, p. 30; ANET 15, 136, 137, 139, 140, 142, 146, 151-53, 249,
250, 254; Gordon, in Kramer (ed.), Mvthologies of the Ancient World, 1961, pp.
187, 197-99; Albright, Archacoloqy and the Religion of Israel, pp. 75, 85, 197.
Judges 1:33; cf. Joshua 19:38.

Joslua 21:18; 2 Samuel 23:27; | Kings 2:26; Jeremuah 1:1, etc.

1 Chronicles 7:8, Nehemia 10:20.

Judges 3:31; cf. 5:6.

ANET, 130-31. For another explanation of the name Shamgar ben Anath, see
Eva Danclius, “Shamgar ben Anath.” Journal of Near Eastern Studies, July 1963,
vol. 22, pp. 191-93.

Cf. above, p. 56.

Jeremiah 44:15.

Jeremiah 44:15-19.

Jeremiah 7:17—18.

Zimmern, Kedinschriften und das Alte Testament, 3rd ed., pp. 441 £, 425; ZATW
6, 301-08.

The mold and a modern cast made of it are pictured in Views of the Biblical World,
vol. 1, Chicago-New York, 1939, p. 290.

A certain reinforcement for the above conjecture can be found in Rabbinic tra-
dition according to which the show-bread (Lebem panim which was offered up
daily in the Temple (Exodus 25:30) was baked in a mold. cf Mishna Menahot
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11:1; B. Menahot 94a, 97a; cf. Mishna Demai 5:45; Num. Rab. 4:14. The prease
translation of the name of this bread-offering 1s “bread of the Face™ (i.c., of God).
This is how, ¢.g.. Father de Vaux explains the meaning of the term in his Ancient
Israel, New York-Toronto-London, 1961, p. 442. The mold in which the bread
was baked must have given it a shape which had some relation ro its name. If so,
it becomes quite likely that the cakes for Astarte were prepared in a similar manner.
2 Kings 23:13; of. above, p. 45.

2 Kings 22:3. According to the less plausible version of 2 Chrondeles 34:3: in the
eighth vear of his reign.

Jeremiah 1:2.

Cf. Entz. Migraiz, s.v. Mlekhet Hashamayim.

ANET, 491.

ANET, 491, n. 9.

For instance, when Arsames, the satrap of Egypr, left in 410 BCE on a visit to
Darius, the priests of the Elephanunian male god Khnub nstigared the destruc-
ton of the temple of Yaho in Elephantine, cf. ANET, 492.

ANET, 491

Chapter 111 | The Cherubim

1 Kings 22:39.

See Lucas n. Grollenberg, Arlas of the Bible, London, 1957, figure 214; and E.
Auerbach, Wiiste und gelobtes Land, Berlin, 1936, 11. pl. V.

Cf. Hugo Gressmann, Altorientalische Bilder zum Alten Testament, 2nd ¢d., Berlin-
Leipzig, 1927, plate 497.

Cf. ¢.g. Hugo Gressmann, Die Lade Jahwes, Berlin-stuttgarr-Leipzig, 1920, pp.
64-65; and Entz. Migrait, s.v. K’rubh.

Cf. Entz. Migrait, s.v. K'rubh.

1 Samuel 1:24.

Exodus 25:17-22; 37: 6-9; Numbers 7:89. The size of the Cherubim is nort stated
but one can reach an estimate on the following basis: The heighr of the Ark was
12 cubits (2V% feet), and, we are told in Exodus 25:10, 20, that the wings of the
Cherubim covered the Ark from above. If we assume that the Cherubim knelt on
both sides of the Ark in a position resembling that of the genii of the Samanan
vory plaque, their height in this position must have been abour 5 feet, so as 10
allow their wings to meet over the Ark. This would give us also a wing-length of
about 5 feet (from the shoulder of the Cherub to the tip of the wing), in which
case the wing would extend horizontally bevond the knee abour 2 fect, and the
3% feet (or 22 cubits) length of the Ark would have preciscly enough room in
the space between the knees and under the wings of the Cherubim.

Exodus 26:1, 36:8. Each of these curtains measured 28 cubits (42 feet) from top
to bottom and 4 cubits (6 feet) in breadth (Exodus 26:2; 36:9). If, as scems
probable, each curtain was decorated with one pair of Cherubim, the latter must
cither have been pressed closer together than the Cherubim over the Ark, or were
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smaller in size. The curtains were many-colored: fine twined linen, blue, purple
and scarler, “the work of the skilful workman™ (Exodis 26:1: 36:8, 35).

Exodus 26:31-35.

1 Kings 6:23-28; 2 Chromcles 3:11-13; 5:7-8.

1 Kings 8:6-7.

1 Chronicles 28:18. The Cherubim themselves were “rza‘atza'tm work™ (2 Chron-
sles 3:10), an expression rather difficult to understand. In all probability, however,
the word tza‘azzu‘im is derived from a root related to the Arabic verb rzagha, to
form, to practice the art of the goldsmith, in which case the phrase means “a work
of plastic form™ or “work of sculprure”

1 Kings 6:29-35; 2 Chronscles 3:7.

2 Clwonscles 3:14.

1 Kings 7:29, 36, 37, 39. While we learn nothing positive about the shape of the
Cherubim from this passage, we nevertheless can conclude something abour them
by elimination: since it enumerates three types of figures: lions, oxen and Cher-
ubim, the latter were neither lion-shaped nor ox-shaped, as some Biblical scholars
opined. Cf. ¢.g., Tur-Sinai, Entz. Migraiz, s.v. Aron; Graham-May, Culture and
Conscience, Chicago, 1936, 248-57, etc.

Ezeliel 41:18-20, 23, 25.

Cf. Raphael Patai, haMayim (Water), Tel-Aviv, 1936, p. 107,

ANET, p. 130, 131.

Psalm 68:5; 104:3-4.

Lsaiah 19:1.

Psalm 18:11.

1 Chroncles 13:7.

Habakkuk 3, and esp. vv. 7, 8, 15.

Cf. Canticles 1:9.

Mekhila diR. Shim'on, 51-52, 54; Mid. Wavosha, 52; ¢f. Robert Graves and
Raphacl Patai, Hebrew Myths: The Book of Genesis, New York, 1964, p. 12.
Genests 3:24; cf. Graves-Parai, op. ait., 12.d.

Ezcksel 28:12-19; cf. Graves-Parai, op. az., 8.a., 14

Exodus 40:34-38.

Exodus 24:15-17.

I Kings 8:10-11.

Ezekiel 9:3; 10:1-22. The derails of Ezekiel's vision defv interpretation, although
1t is clear that his description of the wheeled quadrangular Cherub-charniot is based
on certain cultic objects some of which were excavated in Babylonia. The theme
of a jewel-bedecked Cherub is exclusivelv Ezekelian (10:1, 9; 28:13-14, 16), as
1s the idea thart the bodies of the Cherubim arc full of eyes. Perhaps the eves, as
the “stones of fire,” are based on bejewelled Cherubim figures? The association of
“glowing stones™ with divine beings is found already in Isafah (6:6) who calls his
six-winged angels, not Cherubim but “Scraphim” i.c. “fiery beings”

Exodus 25:22.

The dates commonly given for Philo’s birth and death used to be 30 BcE and
50 c k., respectively. Recently, however, this birth-date has been proved to be too
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carlv and ca. 15 r.cE. has been substituted for it, while his death date has been
moved down to ca. 45 ¢k, Cf. Moses Hadas and Morton Smith, Heroes and Gods,
New York, 1965, p. 129,

Philo, De Spee. Leg. 1. XII1, scc. 72, Locb Class. Libr. p. 141,

Philo, De Vit. Mos. I1. XV1, sce. 76fE, Locb Class. Libr. p. 487. A late echo of this
interpretation 1s found in Zobar Hadash, Tigqunim (Warsaw: Lewin-Epstein, no
date), p. 95a: “They are Wisdom and Understanding, which are the faces of the
Cherubim?”

Philo, On the Chersbim VIL 21-24; IX. 27-30; Locb Classical Libr. ed. pp. 21-
27; cf. also De Vit. Mos. 11. 98-99.

Exodus 25:19.

Proverbs 8:22.

Philo, On Drunkenness, VIII. 30 and IX. 33, Locb cd. pp. 333-335; «f. p. 337;
De Spec. Leg. 1.96, p. 155.

Philo, On the Cherubim XIV. 49, Loceb p. 39.

Philo, Vit. Mos. 3:8; Quaest. in Gen. 57.

Psalm 103:13.

Proverbs 30:17; Ezekiel 19:2. The artribution of softness to the father and tough-
ness 1o the mother seems to go back in the Near East to a much earlier period
than that of Philo. In the mythology of ancient Uganit (14th century 8.cE), the
father of a mythical group of griffons or vultures is designated by a name which
is mrcrprctcd by Th. Gaster as “softie)” while the name of the mother of the
griffons means, according to him, “roughie” Cf. Th. Gaster, Thespis, New York,
Doubleday Anchor Books, pp. 362-63. In ANET, 154, H. L. Ginsberg makes no
attempt to translate or interpret the Ugaritic names of the vultures® father (Har-

sab) and mother (Samal).

G. Scholem, Major Trends m Jewish Mysticism, New York, 1961, p. 37.

Josephus Flavius, Anz. 3:6:5.

Ezekiel 9:3; 10:1-22.

Josephus, Ant. 3:6: 2 and 4.

Josephus, Ant. 8:3:3.

Ant. 8:3:2.

Contrast this with another passage, Anr. 8:5:2, where Josephus describes the roval
palace built by Solomon and says that the fourth row of stones in its wall “would
make one admire its sculptures, whereby were represented trees and all sorts of
plants with the shades thar arose from their branches and leaves that hung down
from them. Those trees and plants covered the stone beneath them, and their
leaves were wrought so prodigiously thin and subtle that you would think they
were in motion. .. "

Josephus, Wars 5:5:5.

Josephus, Contra Apionens 2:7 and 8.

Midrash Tadshe, ed. Jellinek, Bet baMidrash 111, p. 164.

Op. cir. p. 167.

In considering whart the Talmudic sources have to say about the Cherubim, one
must look at the Talmudic reports in general on the differences between the
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Solomonic Temple and the one built after the return from the Babvlonian exile.
To begin with, 1t has to be pointed our that the sages of the Talmud as a rule
referred to the Temple of Solomon as the “First House” or “First Temple” and
to the post-exilic Temple as the “Second House!”™ or “Second Temple™ In using
the larter term, they rarely added any qualifving clause which would make it clear
whether they referred to the Temple buile by the Babylonia returnees in 520-515
& E.. to the Temple as restored by the Maccabees in 165 s.c e, or to the Temple
as completely rebuile by Herod 1n 20-12 sce This lack of preasion in isclf
causes certain difficulties when wving 1o place Talmudic starements into their
proper historical background.

With the above reservation in mind, ler us quote the key passage which deals
with the question of whether there were any differences in equipment between
the First and the Second Temples. According to Shemucl ben Inva (a Palestinian
Amora of the carly 4th century k) the following featurcs of the First Temple
were absent from the Second: “The Ark, the Ark-Cover, the Cherubim, the Fire,
the Shekhina, the Holy Spirit, and the Oracular Breastplare™ This opinion, how-
ever, is contradicted by the general statement immediately following to the effect
that those enumerared features “were indeed present (in the Second Temple) but
were of no help.” and by the preceding special reference to the “the Fire of the
woodpile™ on the altar, abour which R. Hanina, the adjutant high priest (2nd half
of the st century ¢ ) said that while the Fire on the altar in the First Temple
crouched like a lion, in the Second Temple he himself saw it crouching like a dog
(B. Yoma 21b).

These and similar passages indicate quite clearly that the Tannaim, i.c. the Pales-
unian sages of the Ist and 2nd centuries & whose words are incorporated in
the Mishna, had definite traditions concerning the Temple, which were no longer
understood by their heirs and successors, the Amoraim, who lived in the 3rd to
5th centunies either in Palesune or in Babylonia, and whose words are contained
in the Palesanian Talmud and the Babylonman Talmud respectively. When a sage
like R. Hanina, who also happened 1o be a high funcionary in the Temple (as his
name, “Segan hakohanim.” i.c., adjutant high priest, indicates), states that he him-
sclf saw the Fire on the altar, one will have to relv on him rather than on the
statement of Shemuel ben Inya who lived in Babvlonia almost three centunes
later.

B. Baba Bathra 99a.

B. Yoma 54a. Rabh Qetina’s statement was found objectionable by Rabh Hisda
(another Babylonman Amora of the late 3rd century) on the grounds thar such a
procedure would have violated the Biblical commandment (Number 4:20) which
warned: “They (i.c. the priests) shall not go in to sec the holv things while they
are uncovered”™ However, Rabh Nahman (a contemporary of Rabh Hisda) had
an answer to this objection: 3 bnde who 15 still in her father’s house is bashful
toward her groom; once she lives in her husband’s house, she is no longer bashful
toward him. Likewise the children of Israel, while they were in the desert, were
bashful and would not look at the Shekhina—the visible “Presence™ of God,
represented by the Cherubim; once they settled in their land, thev could feast
their cves on her.

This being sertled, a new question anises: does Rabh Qetina speak of the First
or the Second Temple? If of the First. there was no veil in it (this was the accepted
Talmudic view, 2 Clmomzdes 3:14 norwithstanding, based on 1 Kings 6:16 which
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was interpreted as referring to a partition wall between the Holy and the Holy
of Holies). If, however, he spoke of the Sccond Temple, in that there were no
Cherubim (this in accordance with the view of R. Shemuel b. Inva quoted above).
The first, anonymous, answer is that the reference is to the First Temple, and that
the Vel mentioned was the Veil of one of the doors. The second answer, given
by Rabh Aha bar Ya‘akov (a Babylonian Amora of the carly 4th century), holds
that Rabh Qetina spoke of the Sccond Temple, and that he referred not to the
Cherubim of the Ark, but to the Cherubim engraved on the walls of the Temple
as stated in the Book of Kings (1 Kings 6:29, 35).

This explanation is followed by a masterly reinterpretation by Rabba bar Rabh
Shila {an carly-4th-century c . Babylonian Amora) of one of the phrases appear-
ing in the description of Solomon’s Temple. The bases of the lavers, we are told
in 1 Kings 7:36, were decorated by engraved Cherubim, lions and palm trees,
“according to the space of cach, with wreaths” The words in quotes, “Ema‘ar ish
wloyoth” in Hebrew, are read by Rabba “kish ham‘ure bliwya (shelo),” that is the
Cherubim were “like a man intertwined with his wife”

B. Yoma 54b.

Lam. Rab. Petihta sec. 9; Pesigta diRabh Kahana ed. Buber, Lvck, 1868, pp. 137b-
138a; ed. Mandelbaum, New York, 1962, I, 301; Yalqut Shimoni to Isaiah sec.
474, 1o Zephaniah sec. 567.

In its midrashic form the tradition scems to refer to an incident that took place
at the time of the destruction of the First Temple or somewhat prior to it. It is a
midrash to Lamentations, Jeremiah’s songs of woe over the destruction of the First
Temple, and the Ammonites and Moabites mentioned in them figure among the
peoples who launched an artack on Jerusalem shortly before Nebuchadnezzar
besieged the city in 598 p.cE (2 Kigs 24:1-2). However, a scrutiny of the events
recorded in the Books of Kings, Chronides, and Jeremnah tails to disclose any occur-
rence such as the one taken for granted in the above passages, namely a penctration
of gentles into the Holy of Holies of the Temple prior to its destruction. The
onlv juncture at which such an event could have conceivably taken place was the
siege of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar in 598 rc e The two accounts of this
event, contained in the Book of Kings and in Chronucles are so different as to be
irreconcilable, bur historians tend to accept the one contained in Kings as rcﬂcm'ng
what acrually transpired. According to thar account, King Jehoakim of Judah
(reigned 608-598 s.c.E ), shortly before his death rebelled against Nebuchadnez-
zar, who thereupon set out to punish him. The Babylonian army reached Jerusalem
soon after Jeholakim’s death, and laid siege 1o it. This was more than Jeholakim’s
son and successor, the cighteen-vear-old Jehoiachin, could endure, and he threw
himself on the mercy of Nebuchadnezzar, thereby saving his ary and country
from destruction, although he himself was taken into captivity to Babylon.

The narrative in Kings is so explicit in detailing what happened ar thar tragic
hour in Jerusalem’s history that we can be positive that had the Temple been
entered by Nebuchadnezzar and thereby desecrated for the first time since it was
built, this would certainly have been recounted by the historian. We are told that,
when Nebuchadnezzar arrived at Jerusalem, voung king Jehotachin “went out to
the king of Babylon.” with his mother, princes, officers and servants, all of whom
Nebuchadnezzar took to Babylon as his captives. We are further informed that
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Nebuchadnezzar took away all the Jewash soldiers, craftsmen and smuths, a total
of ten thousand persons. (In Jeremiah 52:28 the more realistic figure of 3,023 1s
mentioned.) Finally, we are appriwcd thar Nebuchadnezzar took all the treasures
from the House of Yahweh and the king’s house, and curt in pieces all the vesscls
of gold which Solomon had made for the Temple (2 Kings 24:8-16). On this
latter point, Clronicles again has a divergent tradinon; Nebuchadnezzar carned
off the vessels of the House of Yahweh and pur them into his temple in Babylon
(2 Chromicles 36:6-7, 10). The version ofK:'ags scems here too to be more reliable:
what Nebuchadnezzar was interested in was, not to acquire cult objects for this
temple, but to obrain gold: he, therefore, did not hesitare to break the large golden
vessels nto preces so as to be able to transport them more casily,

Omne can thus reconstruct what happened: Nebuchadnezzar demanded, obtained
and rook away all the gold vessels of the Temple and the Palace, just as the
Egvptian Pharaoh Shishak had done in the days of Rehoboam (928-911 sk ),
more than three centuries previously (1 Kgs 14:25-26). If we check back to
the account of Solomon’s Temple construction, we shall find enumerated a large
number of “pure gold™ vessels: altar, table, candlesticks, lamps, cups, snoffers,
basins, pens, etc. (1 Kings 7:48-50), which went under the collective name *all
the vessels that were in the House of Yahweh™—practically the same phrase used
in connection with their removal by Nebuchadnezzar: “all the gold vessels which
Solomon, King of Isracl, had made in the Temple of Yahweh as Yahweh had said™
The Cherubim were not touched by Nebuchadnezzar because thev were not of
solid gold: they were made of olive-wood, and merely overlaid with gold (1 Kmgs
6:23, 28). Even if the gold overlay of the Cherubim still existed 350 vears after
thev were made, and was not replaced by brass, as Solomon’s golden shiclds were
by his son Rehoboam (1 Kings 14:27), it was of small value compared with the
many solid gold vessels delivered to Nebuchadnezzar by Jehouachin. It is, there-
fore, safe to assume that, whether or not Nebuchadnezzars officials supervised
the removal of all gold vesscls from the Temple, the Cherubim were not disturbed.
and certainly not dragged out in derision into the streets.

We thus conclude that the Cherubim-incident was merely agadically connecred
to the First Temple, and that the event to which it referred must have raken place
n the davs of the Second Temple to which all the three Amoras quoted above
have reference. However, we cannot go along with them in interpreting both
statements—the one referring to the showing of the Cherubim to the people
during their presence in the Temple ar the three feasts of pilgrimage, and the one
describing the dragging out of the Cherubim into the streets—as having the
Cherubim-relicfs decorating the walls of the Temple as their subject. This inter-
pretation became necessary only because several Babylonian Amoras accepted as
axtomaric the view that there were no Cherubim in the Holy of Holies in the
Second Temple. just as there was no Ark, Ark-cover, Fire, Shekhina, Holy Spirir,
and Oracular Breastplate in it. However, as we have seen, this view is contradicred
by more reliable, firsthand evewitness accounts as to the presence of the Fire, and
by the general assertion that all the enumerated features did, in facr, exist in the
Second Temple as well,

As w0 the Cherubim, Rabh Qetina’s statement is unequivocal: the Veil was
rolled up and the Cherubim behind it were shown to the people. The Veil is, of
course, the curtain separating the Holy from the Holy of Holies. If all that had
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been meant by Rab Qetina was that the Cherubim engraved on the walls of the
Temple were shown to the people, there would have been no need to roll up any
veil: The walls were not covered by veils or curtains, and, if they were adorned
with relicfs of Cherubim as were the walls of the First Temple, 1.¢. from the ourtside
as well as the inside (1 Kings 6:20), all the Israclites could see them from their
courtyard, without even having to approach the Temple building itself.

Secondly, it we assume that there were no Cherubim on the outer walls of the
Temple, but there were on the inner walls of the hekhal (the Holy Hall), and that
Rabh Aha bar Ya'akov (above, p. 84) referred to these, we run up against vet
another difficulty, By consulting any modern reconstruction of the floor plan of
the Herodian Temple, one at once notices that the line of vision from the court
of the Israclites (which was the closest non-priests were allowed to approach the
Temple) through the two doors between the slam (vesubule) and the békhal (Holy
Hall), into the hékhal itself was tughtly hemmed in by the large altar of bumt
offerings which stood on the southern side, and the eight rables used for the
preparanion of the sacrifices which occupied the northern side of the Court of
Pricsts (cf. M. Avi-Yonah, Sepher Y'rushalavim, Jerusalem, 1956, vol. 1, pp. 399,
406). Due ro the narrowness of this line of vision, the two side walls of the hékhal
were not visible to people ourtside, in the Court of Israclites. The only part visible
was the Veil which was stretched across the back end of the hékbal. When the
Veil was rolled up, the Cherubim behind it, in the Holy of Holies (devir), became
visible.

Thirdly, if Shimeon ben Laqish also refers to Cherubim decorating the walls in
relict, how did the forcigner “rake them out™ and carry them around in the strects
in cages? Rashi (ad B. Yoma 54b), to be sure, comments thar “they folded them
down from the wall” but this explanation 1s forced.

Morcover, the showing of the Cherubim to the awestruck pilgrims, and the
taking them out in sacrilegious derision and displaying them to the profane crowd
of the marketplace, have abour them the feel of a deep mystery and its wanton
desccration; they make sensc only if they refer to a unique group of statuary that
was so holy that it was normally hidden in the dark interior of the advrum.
Exodus 23:14-17; 34:23-24; Deuteronomy 16:16.

Leviticus 23:40; Deuteronomy 16:14; M. Sukka 5:1.

Cf. R. Patai, Man and Temple, pp. 24-53.

Exodus 32:6. The Hebrew verb Przabeq, translated above as “engaged in sexual
intercourse.” is a technical term meaning preciscly this. It appears, ¢.g., in the story
of Isaac and Abimelech, where the Philistine king is said ro have learned that
Rebekah was indeed the wife and not the sister of Isaac when, looking out his
window, he saw Isaac m'rzalieq, engage in sexual intercourse, with Rebekah.
Nelson Glueck, Detties and Dolphins, New York, 1965, p. 166.

Ct. Patai, Man and Temple, pp. 13, 66, 70.

M. Sukka 3:2; Tos. Sukka 4:1; M. Middoth 2:5; Yer. Sukka 55b middle; B. Sukka
52a; Patai, Man and Temple, pp. 27-28.

Emil Schiirer, Geschichte des judischen Volkes, 3rd and 4th eds., 1. 197, quoting [
Mace. 1:20-24; Josephus, Ane., XII1:5:3—4; 2 Mace. 5:11-21; Josephus, Contra
Apionem 11:7.

Schirer, op. cir., pp. 197-98; quoting | Mace. 1:29-40; 2 Mace. 5:23-25; Jose-
phus, Anr. XILI:5:4.
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Cf. c.g., Jellinek, Beri haMidrash, 1. p. 31-46.

Cf. Moscs Hadas, Aristeas to Philocrates, New York, 1951, p. 54. According to the
carlier estimate of Emil Schiirer, gp. aiz, I1I 611, it was written in ca. 200 BCE
Cf. Schiirer, gp. aiz., 111. 609.

S. Zeitlin, editonial note in Hadas, Aristeas to Philocrates, p.71.

Ant. XI1: 2: 5,9, 10,11, 15.

Aristeas 51-82 and 320; Hadas, op. az. pp. 121131, 225.

Cf. Exodus 25:23-28; 1 Kings 7:48.

Hadas, ap. ar. p. 123, Aristeas and, following him, Josephus devote many pages
to the description of the table. We learn thar it was decorared with egg designs,
garlands of all kind of fruir, visibly projecting clusters of grapes and cars of grain,
also dates and apples, olives and pomegranates, etc. “They worked stones of the
miorsofmcsc\tra!spcqcstomsanblclhcshapﬁofﬂ\cfrmts 7 The legs had
lilv-shaped capitals; there were leaves of ivy intertwined with acanthus, and “all
the parts were carcfully made and fitted, the ingenius art corresponding to truth
to such a superlative degree that if 2 breath of wind blew, the leaves stirred in
their place, so closely was every detail modelled on reality” (cf. Hadas, op. a2, pp.
125-27.) Josephus largely repeats Aristeas’ description of the table, adding that
the intricate “sculprures” representing the many types of fruit were so lifc-like
“that you would guess thev were nowise different from real tendnls; for thev
were so very thin and so very far extended at their extremities that they were
moved with the wind and made one believe that they were the producr of narure,
not the representation of art”™ (Josephus, Anr. XI1:2:9). It must have been these
decorations which mnspired the later Talmudic legends abour golden trees planted
by Solomon in the Temple which brought forth fruit and thus provided nourish-
ment for the priests (B. Yoma 21b, 39b; Yer. Yoma 41d; cf. Num. Rab. 11:3;
12:4; Mid. Tanhuma Num. ed. Buber, p. 33; Cant. Rab. 3:9; Josephus, Ans.
VIII:5:2; of. Patai, Man and Temple, pp. 90, 101).

For our present purpose it is interesting to note thart the “living golden trees”
motive represents another example of the auribution by the Talmudic sages to
the First Temple of a feature which was introduced only into the Second Temple,
and at a relatively late date at that. This strengthens our argument thar the exhi-
bition of the Cherubim in cages in the marketplace, attributed by the Talmudic
sages 1o the First Temple period, actually took place likewise in the days of the
Second Temple, during the sack of Jerusalem bv Antiochus Epiphanes.

Josephus Ane., XIL:2:11.

C£ Joseph Klausner, Historiva shel haBavir haSheni, Jerusalem, 1952, 11 130.

Cf. Schiirer, Geschichte, 4th ed., 111 362-63.

M. Yoma 3:10.

CE. Tos. Sukka 4:6, p. 198; B. Arakhin 10b; A. Buchler, Studies in Jewssly History,
Oxford Univ. Press, 1956, pp. 5111

Philo, De Spec. Leg. 1. 3196F

According to W. W, Tarn, The Grecks in Bactvia and India, Cambridge, 1938, pp.
414-36.

Hadas, Arsteas 83, p. 133.

Gen. Rab. 21:9.



312 | Notes to Chapter IV

86.
87.
88.

89,
90.

97.
98.

SREN R e LR e

Ex. Rab. 25.2.

Deuteronomy 6:4.

Maimonides, Guide of the Perplexed, 111, 45, Transl. by S. Pines, University of
Chicago Press, 1963, p. 577.

Exodss 25:18.

Midrash haGadol, cd. M. Margulics, Jerusalem, 1956, p. 580. The original of the
word translated above as “breasts™ is “pashdotam.” Margulics in a footnote states
that he does not know what this word means. My suggested translation is based
on the following considerations: the context shows that the word must mean a
part of the human body. The alef inserted berween the » and the s seems 1o be
a mater lectionss for a, as 1s frequently found in Midrash haGadol, ¢.g., the name
Raba is spelled, not in its usual form RBH, but RABH. The feminine plural suffix
-ot, instcad of the usual dual suffix, appears in the text in the word preceding
vashdotam, namely vadotam (“their hands™), while one would expect y'ideheon and
sirdebem. These devianons from standard Hebrew mask, but cannor obliterate,
the meaning of the word sashdotam, i.c. “their breasts™

Numbers 7:89; Deuteronomy 32:4.

Zohar 111, 59a.

Exodus 25:20.

Leviticus 18:7.

Zohar 11. 176a.

Cf. Bahva ben Asher, Be'wr ‘al HaTora, Amsterdam, 1726 (on Exodus 25), folios
117b, 117d. 118c. Reference to the symbolic significance of the male and female
Cherubim 1s also found on fol. 118d and 119a.

Hugo Gressman, Die Lade Jakhwes, 1920, pp. 64-65.

Julian Morgenstern, “Amos Studies 11" Hebrew Union College Annual, vol. 15,
1940, p. 121, note 98; id. The Ark, the Ephod, and the “Tent of Meeting,” Cincinnati,
1945, pp. 95, note 159, 96, 107, 111.

Chapter IV | The Shekhina

Cf. Chaprer I11, “The Cherubim.” p. 72.

Cf. ibid. pp. 73-74.

Exodsus 40:38,

Exodus 40:35.

1 Kings 8:10-11; 2 Chronides 5:14; 7:2.

1 Kings 8:12-13; 2 Chromeles 6:1-2.

The technical term for the visible appearance of Yahweh in the sanctuary or in
any other place chosen by Him is the verb shakban, meaning to dwell, or abide.
In the great and famous Sinai theophany (Exodus 24:16), “Yahweh's glory dwelt
(shakhan) on Mount Sinai™; and subscquently He commanded Moses to build
Him a sancruary “that I may dwell (wbakbanti) among™ the Children of Israel
(Exodus 25:8). Following the conquest of Canaan, God ook up His abode on
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Mount Zion, and 1s referred to by Ismak (8:18) as “Yahweh Zeboath who dwells
(shokben) in Mount Zion™ Zion 1s God's holy mountain: “1 am Yahweh vour
God, dwelling (shokhen) in Zion My holy mountain.” says Joel (4:17). In the Psalms
(135:21) this concepr becomes the basis for a divine epithet: “Blessed be Yahweh
out of Zion, the Jerusalem-dweller (shokhes), Hallelujah.” just as in an older poctic
context He 1s called “the thombush dweller™ (Deuteronomey 33:16).

The Tabernacle is often called obel mo'ed, “Tent of Mecting”™ or simply habbel,
“the Tent” as well. It scems that the oldest Elohistic tradiion used the term “Tent
of Meeting.” while the more recent Priestly tradition preferred the archaic term
Mishkan, “d“cl!mg (cf. de Vaux, Ancient Isracl, pp. 294-95), thereby giving
emphasis to the idea that Yahweh acrually “dwelt”™ (shokhen) in the desert sancruary.

Exodus 33:9; Numbers 12:4-10.

Exodus 40:34-35; f. de Vaux, p. 295.

Isa. 8:18; Joel 4:17.

Job 28:13-28.

Proverts 8:22-31.

Wisdom of Solomon, passim (esp. 7:25f%.); Sir. 19:20; 24: Bar. 3:9-37; Secr. of Enoch
30:8.

Wis. Sol. 8:3.

Cf, Scholem “Zur Entwicklungsgeschichte der kabbalistschen Konzeption der
Shekhinah,” Eranes Jabrbuch 1952, vol. 21 Zunch, 1953, pp. 48—49.

Philo. On tise Cherubim XIV. 49. Locb Class. Libr. p. 39.

Ct. Gilles Quuspel, “Der gnostische Anthropos und die jidische Tradition” Evanos
Jabrbuch 1953, vol. 22, pp. 195-234, quoting Iren. 1.30 and Preuschen, Adam-
schriften, p. 22.

Exodus 25:8.

Evodus 29:45-46.

Numbers 5:3.

Cf. also Numbers 35:34.

Deuteronomy 32:10.

Ct. Siegmund Mavbaum, Die Anthropomorphien und Anthropopathien bei Onkelos,
Breslau, 1870, pp. 51-54, 631

Ex. Rab. 2:4.

B. Sukka 5a, quoting Exodis 19:20.

B. Sota 13a—b; cf. Mckhilta, Beshallah.

Num. Rab. 12:4 (pp. 46d. 47b); Pesiqta diRabh Kahana, ed. Mandelbaum, p. 4.
Num. Rab. 12.4, p. 47b; Paiqm diRabh Kahana, ed. Mandcibaum, p. 4.

Num. Rab. 12.6.

Pesigta diRabh Kahana, ed. Mandelbaum, pp. 2-3.

B. Sanhedrin 103b, quoting 2 Chromides 33:7, 22.

B. Rosh Hashana 31a; of. Pesigra diRabh Kahana, ed. Mandclbaum, p. 234, and
parallel sources listed there.

B. Rosh Hashana 31a and Rashi. sbéd.
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Jeremah 3:22.

Hosea 5:15; Pesiqra diRabh Kahana, ed. Mandelbaum, 235.
Pesiqta diRabh Kahana, ed. Mandelbaum, pp. 390-91.
Cf. B. Yoma 21; Yer. Taanith 65a.

B. Yoma 9b.

Cf B. Yoma 21b.

Rashi ad Megilla 29a.

B. Mcgilla 29a.

B. Sota 9b.

B. Megilla 29a.

B. Bekhoroth 8a.

Num. Rab. 12.8.

Pesigta diRabh Kahana, ed. Mandelbaum, pp. 396-97.
B. Sota 12b.

B. Shabbath 87a: f. B. Pesahim 87b; Deut. Rab. 11:10 end; B. Yebamoth 62a;
Aboth diR. Nathan, p. 10.

B. Shabbath 12b.

Targum to Judges 6:13 and Psalm 16:8.

Alpha Beta diR. Akiba, ed. Jellinek, Ber haMudrash 111. 29.
B. Sanhedrin 103b-104a.

B. Sota 17a.

B. Qiddushin 70b.

B. Shabbath 92a.

B. Nedanm 38a.

B. Qiddushin 70b.

B. Shabbath 30a; B. Pesahim 117a.

Pesigta diRabh Kahana, ed. Mandelbaum, pp. 110, 161; Ex. Rab. 32.4; Mid
haGadol Shemini 10a, p. 189.

Alpha Bera diR. Akiba, ed. Jellinek, Bet haMidrash I11. 29.

B. Sanhednin 39a.

Exodus 25:8.

1 Kngs 8:27.

Pesiqta diRabh Kahana 20a, 62a; ¢d. Mandelbaum, pp. 8, 33, 337, and parallel
sources listed thid. in the footnotes.

CE pp. 75-79.

Cf. A. Marmorstein, Studies i Jewish Theology, Oxford Univ. Press, 1950, pp. 130-
31,

Proverbs 24:28.

Proverls 24:29; Lev. Rab. 6.1

Since the passage in Lev. Rab. 6.1, quoted above, speaks of the “Holy Spinit]” and
not the Shekhina, Gershom Scholem is technically correct when stating that Mid-
rash Mishle (see below) contains the first and only midrashic reference to a dif-
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ferentiation between God and the Shekhina. Cf. Scholem, “Zur
Entwicklungsgeschichte der kabbalistischen Konzeption der Shekhinah!™ Eranos
Jabwbuch 1952, vol. 21, Zurnich, 1953, p. 59. In substance, however, he is in error,
because, as pointed out above, the differentiation between God and the Holy
Spirit, found in Lev. Rab. 6.1, is essennally idennical with a differentiation berween
God and the Shekhina.

Midrash Mishle ed. Buber, p. 47a, quoting Proverts 22:29; ¢f. Mishna Sanhedrin
10.2 on the three kings (Jeroboam, Ahab and Manassch) and four commoners
(Balaam, Doeg, Ahitophel, and Gehazi) who have no share in the World to Come,
and B. Sanh. 104b.

Bereshit Rabban, ed. Albeck, p. 27. The same midrash is found much carlier in a
Hebrew version of the Book of Enoch, where, however, the crucial passage reads “1
removed my Shekhina from their mudst” Cf. Jellinek, Ber baMidrash 11. 114.
Exodus 24:10.

Midrash haGadol Exodus 555; cf. B. Qiddushin 49a, and Tosafot i#d. beginning
with “Ham’targem”; Arukh, s.v. Tirgem.

Psalms 103:13.

Isaial 66:13.

Pesigra Rab. 139a.

See above, pp. 77-78.

Lam. Rab. Introduction, 25.

Lam. Rab. Introduction, 24.

Pesiqra diRabh Kahana, ed. Mandelbaum, p. 4.

Aborth diRabbr Nathan, ed. Schechrer, p. 102, and see parallel sources in the notes.
B. Baba Bathra 17a; ¢f. Cant. Rab. ad 1.2 (5)

Deut. Rab. 11.10 end.

B. Sora 13b; Sifre Deut. 355,

Cf. below, chaprer VI. “Matronit”

Albright, Archacology and tie Religion of Israel, p. 85.

Plural: Genesis 18:2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 16, 22; singular: Genesis 18:1, 3, 10, 13, 14, 17—
21, 23-33.

Genesis 19:11F., 13. Cf on this entire problem Aubrey R. Johnson, The One and
the Many m the Israclste Conception of God, Cardiff, 1942. Johnson shows thar the
same vacillation between singular and plural is found also in other ancient Near
Eastern religions, pp, 28-31.

CE above, p. 78.

Chapter V | The Kabbalistic Tetrad

Cf. G. Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism, New York, 1961, pp. 20ff.
Op. cit., p. 229.

Zohar 111. 290b. My translation in the text above is free. It renders the sense of
the passage instead of trving to give a literal translanion which would be clumsy
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15.

17.

18.

19,

20.
21

22,
23.
24.

26.
27.
28,

and difficult in English. The same procedure was followed in the rendering of
most passages quoted from Kabbalistic literature.

Zohar 111. 290a.

Zohar I11. 65b.

Cf. Scholem, op. cit., pp. 211fF; 1. Tishby, Mushmat haZohar, Jerusalem, 1957, 1.
pp. 98tt; R.]. Zwi Werblowsky, Jeseph Karo— Lawyer and Mystic, Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1962, pp. 2064

Cf. Rudolf Anthes, “Mythology in Ancient Egypt)” in Samuel Noah Kramer (ed.),
Mpythologies of the Ancient World, New York: Doubledav Anchor Books, 1961, pp.
36-37.

Samuel Noah Kramer, The Sumerians: Their History, Culture and Character, The
University of Chicago Press, 1963, p. 115.

Op. cit., p. 118.

Op. cit., p. 122.

Op. cit., p. 175.

Op. ar., p. 182.

Op. cit., p. 258.

Cf. Anthes, op. cit., p. 36.

ANET, p. 120.

Cf. Hans G. Guterbock, “Hittite Mythology,” in Kramer, Mythologies of the Ancient
World, p. 155.

Cf. Cyrus H. Gordon, “Canaanite Mythology.” in Kramer, op. cir., pp. 183-217;
Cf. above, chapters I and II.

Cf. Roscher, Ausfiehrliches Lexicon der griechischen und romischen Mythologie, s.v.
Juno; H.J. Rose, A Handbook of Greek Mythology, London, 1933, pp. 102, 324.
Cf. M.]. Dresden “Mythology of Ancient Iran.” in Kramer, op. cif., pp. 355-56.
Ct. W Norman Brown, “Mythology of India” in Kramer, op. cit.. pp. 305-06, 309,
311-12.

E. Dale Saunders, “Japanese Mythology,” in Kramer, ap. ciz., 417-21.

Cf. Raphael Patai, Adam waAdama, Jerusalem, 1942, 1. 1344,

Zohar 111. 290b.

E.g., in ancient Egypnan, Babvlonian, Greek and Hindu mythologies; in Icelandic,
Polynesian, Micronesian, Indonesian, Maori, North and South American Indian,
African, Mongolian, Siberian, etc. mythologies. Cf. Stith Thompson, Motif-Index
of Folk-Literature, rev. cd., Bloomingron, Indiana, vol. I, 1955, p.128: A625. World
Parents: sky-father and carth-mother as parents of the universe. The sky-father
descends upon the carth-mother and begets the world. A625.1. Heaven-mother—
carth-father. A625.2. Raising of the sky. Originally the sky is near the carth (usu-
ally because of the conjunction of the sky-father and earth-mother), It 15 raised to
its. present place. Cf. also Patai, Adam waAdama, 1. 1121

Zohar 1. 162a-b, explaining the secret meaning of Psalm 37:25.

Zohar 111, 4a.

Zohar 111. 77b-78a.
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Cf. Scholem, op. ar., pp. 173194, 185.

The Merkaboth (sing., Merkaba) are the divine chanots which, based on Ezeksel 1
and 10, have become the mystical symbol of God in the carly Kabbalistic docrrine.
“Androginos™ is the term used by the author in his Aramaic text,

Joseph ben Abraham Gikatilla, Sha‘are Orab, Offenbach, 1715, pp. 61b-62a.
CE., for instance, Gen. Rab. p. 55; of. Roberr Graves and Raphacl Patai, Hebrew
Mytls, New York, 1964, 10.1,

Zobar T11. 296a.

Pardes Remmonim, VIIL. 17.

Cf. Gen. Rab. p. 55; Cf. Graves-Patai, Hebrew Myths, 10.1.

Cf. Genesss 1:26-27. A hermaphroditic creator god figures also in ancient Greek,
Egypuan. Hindu and Aztec mythologies, ¢f. Suth-Thompson, Motif-Index, A 12.
Zobar 111. 77b.

Zobar 1. 30b-31a.

Zobar 1. 156b, Sitrc Torah,

Ct. Suth Thompson, Motif-Index, Index, s.v. Jealousy.

Shir Hashirim Rabba 3.11; cf. also Sefer haBahir sec. 43, and Scholem, Unsprung
and Anfinge der Kabbala, Berlin, 1962, p. 149.

Zohar 111. 17a.

Zohar 111. 88b.

Ct. Scholem, Major Trends, pp. 56, 362, 363.

The last two names are frequent in the book Bahir, the 12th-century Kabbalistic
treatise, of. Scholem, Das Buch Baksr, Leipng, 1923, 49, 52, 61, 65, 131,

Cf. G. Scholem, Von der mystichen Gestalt der Gottheit, p. 171 and p. 177 where
he quotes Joseph Gikatilla, Sha‘are Orab.

Tigqune haZohar, tqqun 34, p. 77, quoted after Tishby, Madmar baZobar, 11. 623.
Cf. above, p. 121,

Zohar 111. 52, 69a.

Proveris 28:24.

Zobar 111. 44b.

Zohar 111. 7a.

Cf. Scholem, Mayor Trends, pp. 115, 229 and 403, note 75.

Cf. Scholem. op. aiz., p. 139,

Cf. Graves-Patai, Helbrew Moytins, chapters 1-21.

Chapter VI | Marronit—
The Goddess of the Kabbala

ANET, pp. 41, 44, 54, 55, 56, 57, 159, 178, 309; Samucl Noah Kramer, The
Sumersans, Univ. of Chicago Press, 1963, pp. 122, 140-141. 153, 161-62, 197,
20506, 262.
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27.

28.

Stephen H. Langdon, Semstic (The Mythology of All Races, Vol. V), Boston, 1931,
Pp. 25-28, 94, 97; id., Balnlonian Liturgics, Paris, 1913, pp. 43, 95; ANET, 83,
84,94, 108, 111, 113, 118, 119, 123, 205, 250, 294, 298, 299, 383, 427, 449,
451.

Cf. Emil G.H. Kracling, Bible Atlas, New York: Rand McNally, 1956, p. 305 and
maps iii and xi; Herodotus i. 131; Roscher, Ausfishrl. Lexikon d. Griech. Myth. , s.v.
Anaits; Strabo xi. 532¢; Enc. of Rel. and Ethics, s.v. Anahita; G. Widengren, Numen
I (1954), p. 72, and II (1955), pp. 92, 122-23. That Anahita was considered a
daughter of Ormuzd is stated by the 4th-century Ce Armenian historian Aga-
thangelus, of. Fr. Wi indischmann, “Die persische Anahita oder Anaitis)” Abhandl.
d. philasoph.-philolog. Classe d. kinig. Bayer. Akad. d. Wiss., Miinchen, vol. 8. (1858),
pp- 85-128.

Numbers 19:2.

Zohar 11. 180b, Raaya Mchemna.

Zohar n1. §9b-90a, Raava Mchemna,

Zobay iii. 267a, Raaya Mehemna.

Zohar 1. 189a.

Gordon, in Kramer (ed.), Mythologies of the Ancient World, 204.

Zohar 1. 21b-22a.

Zohar 1. 21b-22a.

B. Sota 13b; Sifre Deur. 355.

Zobar 1. 49a, 1. 74b.

Zohar i. 30b-31a.

Tiqqune haZohar, Tiqqun 34, p. 77; quoted after Tishby, Mishmar haZohar, u. 623.
Zobar Hadash, Midrash Hancelam to Ekhah, Warsaw, n.d., p. 183.

Ibd.

Zobar m1. 296a,

Zohar, 1. 89a-b.

Zobar 1. 12b,

Zohar i1. 219b; 1. 64a.

Leviticus 16:8-10.

Zohar 1. 79a: 1. 64a.

Le., the sign of the Covenant, the circumaision. In this case the divine phallus, as
above in the passage just quoted from the Zohar, 1:12b.

That is, his semen, which above was termed “river”

In the letrer he (1), the left “leg™ is not artached to the top horizontal part, the
“beam,” which stands for the body; whereas in the het (T1) it is artached to it.
Note that here the imagery has changed: now the “leg” has become the son of
the Matronit,

Below (p. 150) we shall meet again with Metatron, chief of all angels, represented
as the son of the Matronit who issues from betwixe her legs.

Excerpts from folios 38b—40a of the manuscript Sefer Tashag by R. Yosef, a xerox
copy of which has been kindly put ar my disposal by Prof. Jeremy Zwelling of
Weslevan University, Middletown, Connecticut, who is preparing a critical edition
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of the book, based on several extant manuscripts. My translation is from the
Hebrew onginal.

Zohar 1. 42a-b.

Zobar 1. 210a-b.

Zohar 1. 17a-b, 74b,

Zobar . 69a.

Tind.

Zohar 1. 84b.

Zohar 1. 49b-50a, 66b; Moscs Cordovero (1522-1570), Pardes Rommonim, Gate
16, section 6.

Jacob ben Havvim Tzema, Sefer Nagid M ’tzave, Amsterdam, 1712, pp. Sb—6a.
Sec above, chapter V, “The Kabbalistic Tetrad”

Zobar 1. 84b, . 17a-b, 186b.

Exodus 15:3; Isasak 51:9, Psalm 89:11; Isaah 63:1-6.

B. Baba Bathra 17a; B. Sota 13b: Sifre Deut. sec. 355; of. Deur Rabba, 11:10
end; Cant. Rab. 1 and 3.

Zohar ii. 29a.

Zohar 11. 50b,

Zobar 1. 51a-b.

Sefer Heldhalor, included in Jellinek, Ber haMidrash, 5:183-84.

Zohar 1. 75a-b.

An allusion to the “Behemoth on the Thousand Mountains” was found by the
authors of the Midrash in Pralm 50:10 where God says: “For every beast of the
forest is Mine, and the cartle (in Hebrew: Behemoth) upon a thousand hills™ CE.
Midrash Konen 25; Pesiqta Rabbati 80b-8la; Leviticus Rabba 13.3; 22.10;
Numeri Rabba 21.18; Pirge diRabbi Eliezer, ch. 11; and see also Graves-Parai,
Hebrew Myths, 6.1, 0, and p.

The chief passages are Zohar 1. 223a-b, and IIL 60. Proverds 5:5 is quoted in
Zohar 1. 35b, 221b, and II. 48b. Cf. G. Scholem’s excellent analvsis of these pas-
sages in his Von der mystischen Gestalt der Gotthest, Zirich: Rhein-Verlag, 1962,
p. 186.

Cf. Raphael Patai, The Jewssh Mind, New York: Scribner’s, 1977, pp. 134-50, and
especially p. 144, quoting G. Scholem, On the Kabbalah and Its Symboliom (New
York: Schocken, 1965, p. 107).

Marvin H. Pope, Song of Songs: A New Trandation with Introduction and Commen-
tary (Anchor Bible serics), Garden Citv, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1977, p. 167.

Itnd., pp. 317-18; cf. also pp. 191-92.

Patai, gp. az., pp. 147-48.

Cf. Encyclopacdia Britannica, 11th ed., s.v. Marv.

CE Evagrius, Ecdesiastical History, iv. 24.

Enc. Bri., thnd.

Hastings (ed.), Dictionary of the Bible, s.v. Mary, p. 292.
Real-Encvelopedsc fir protestantiscize Theologie und Kirche vol. 12, p. 319, s.v. Mana,
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59.
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Pope, op. ait., pp. 170-71.

Hastings, Dicr. pp. 290, 292; Real Enc. pp. 316-17.

Enc. Brit., ind_; Real Enc., p. 316.

Real Enc., thid_; Die Relypion m Geschichte und Gegenwart, 3rd ed., s.v. Manenver-
chrung, vol. 4, p. 764 (Tibingen, 1960).

Cf. above, pp. 63-64.

Real Enc. p. 315.

Moses Cordovero, Pardes Rimmonim, Sha‘ar “Erkhe haKinuvim, Koretz, 1780,
ch. 3, p. 120c.

Chapter VII | The Myth of
God and the Shekhina

Gershom Scholem, Major Trends, pp. 13, 29, 31, 34, 87, 113, 157, 174, 391.
Gershom Scholem, On the Kabbalah and Its Symbolism, New York: Schocken Books,
1965, index, s.v. Myth; Scholem, Kabbalah, The Jewish Publicanon Society of
America-/Quadrangle Books/The New York Times Book Co., 1974, index, s.v.
Myth, mythology.

Louis Jacobs, Hastdic Prayer, pp. 24, 127-28.

Among the Kabbala scholars whose work is available only in Hebrew I wish to
refer in particular to the two-volume anthology of my old friend Isaiah Tishby,
entitled Misimar haZohar (“The Wisdom of the Zohar™), Jerusalem: Mossad Bialik,
1957-61), in which he undertook the difficult task of presenting systemancally
the vast Zoharic material according to subject matter, c.g., “The Godhead.” “The
Evil Side” “Creanion.” ctc. A section in it deals with the Shekhina. Yer even Tishby
shares with other Jewish scholars the reluctance to present in consecutive narrative
the Zoharic myth of God and the Shekhina, or any other Zoharic myth for that
matter.

Eight volumes, Jerusalem: Mossad Bialik, 1937-57. A onc-volume abridgement
by M. Greenberg, titled The Religion of Isracl (1960), is available. Kaufmann's
main thesis is thar Israclite monotheism was an entirely new, sur generss, phenom-
enon in religious history, and that from its very beginnings Israchte monotheism
was devoid of any element of polytheistic mythology. It so happened that in 1942~
43, when Kaufmann was working on his book, I was just completing vol. 2 of
my book Adam waAdama (“Man and Earth in Jewish Custom, Belief and Leg-
end”), (Jerusalem: Hebrew University Press, 1943). in which [ presented Biblical
and Talmudic myvths woven around the concepts of Mother Earth and man’s
relationship to the earth. During the 194243 academic vear our work-places
were next to cach other: Kaufmann taught ar the Reali High School in Haifa,
and I served as academic secretary of the Technion Institute of Technology, just a
few steps away, We met quite a2 number of rimes and discussed issucs that pre-
occupied both of us, but we never saw eve to eye on them, nor could we in any
way influence cach other. After 1943 [ had no more contact with Kaufmann, but
I did register my disagreement with his approach in three book reviews I wrote
about his book. Sce Ha‘Olam (Jerusalem), June 20, 1940, and Sepr. 17, 1942,
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and Edoth (“Communitics”): A Quarterly for Folklore and Ethmology (Jerusalem),
Julv, 1946, vol. 1, no. 4, pp. 256-57.

CE ¢.g. Hannch Gractz, History of the Jews, vol. v, Philadelphia: Jewish Publ. Soc.
of Amernica, 1956, in which he terms Moses de Leon, the author of the Zohar,
“pernicious” (p. 10), the Zohar a “notorious forgery™ (p. 12), a “farrago™ (p.14),
which “propagared a gloomy superstition™ (p, 22}, and more the like. | cannor at
the moment lav my hands on the German original of Gractz's History, bur |
remember from my reading it many vears ago that somewhere n 1t he calls the
Zohar a Logbuch, that 1s. 2 “book of lies” Other scholars of the carly Wissenschaft
des Judentims school, such as Zunz, Geiger, Luzzarto, and Steinschneider, were
no more charitable i their condemnanon of the Zohar.

Scholem, Mayor Trends, pp. 7-8.

In the sequel the apologenc note in Scholem’s view of “the mvthical™ in the
Kabbala is even stronger. He writes, “It is indeed surprising that in the very heart
of Judaism ideas and notions sprang up which purported to mnterpret its meaning
better than any others, and which vet represent a relapse inro, or if vou like a
revival of. the mythical consciousness™ (ibid., p. 22).

Scholem, gp. ar., p. 22. CE abo the critical analysis of Scholem’s positon on
religion by Gershon Weiler, “On the Theology of Gershom Scholem™ (in Hebrew),
n Mdina wHinnukly (“State and Education™), Tel Aviv, 1979, pp. 181-92.

Cf. Robert Graves and Raphael Patai, Hebrew Mytis, New York: Doubleday, 1964,
R. Patai, “What Is Hebrew Mvthology?™ Transacrions of the New York Academy of
Seciences, 2nd ser., Vol. 27 (Nov. 1964), pp. 73-81.

Chapter VIII | Yihudim—Unifications

Zohar 3:83a,

Zohar 3:83b.

Zohar 3:51b.

Zohar 3:44b.

F. Lachover and 1. Tishbv, Mishnar haZobar, 2nd ed., Jerusalem: Mossad Bialik,
1957, Vol. 1, p. 221.

Based on Tigqune haZohar, Dubno, 1844, p. 96.

M. Ber. 2:1; B. Ber. 13a; B. Eruvin 95b; ctc. However, of. B. Rosh haShana 28b
where it 15 said that the performance of muzzror does not require intention.

B. Ber. 13b; B. Mcg. 20a.

Published in Venice, 1620; in Constantinople, 1720; and in many more edinons.
Seder T'filla miKol haShana ‘tm Kavvanot haARI (“The Order of Prayer for the
Whole Year with the Concentrations of Isaac Luna™), Koretz, 1794, p. 263b (the
last page).

Op. ciz.. pp. 232, 26a.

Havvim Vital, Sha‘ar baMirzvor, reprint, Tel Aviv, 1962, Introduction, p. 2.
Havvim Vital, /*'r1 ‘Erz Hayyim, Dubrovna, 1798 (repring, 1984), p. 37b. My thanks
arc duc to Prof. Gedalva Nigal of Bar Ilan University for kindly bringing these
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passages to my attention. Cf. also Sefer haLigqutrm, ed. Sar Shalom Mizrahi, Jeru-
salem, 1981, p. 283b.

Zohar Hadash, Warsaw: Lewin-Epstein, no date, p. 202.

CE B, Mcg. 29a. Cf. also Gershom Scholem, On the Kabbala and Its Symbolism,
New York: Schocken Books, 1965, p. 107.

Scholem, wd. Emphasis in the original.

Cf. above, pp. 14546,

Scholem, op. aiz.. p. 108.

Scholem, ibid.

Suddur T'filla k’Minhag Sfarad (“Prayer Book according to the Sephardi Cus-
tom™), with explanations by R. Moshe Cordovero, Przemysl, 1892 (reprint, Jeru-
salem. 1964), p. 22b.

Quoted from Shr'ser Qoma, Warsaw, 1883, p. 43; Pardes Rimmonim, Cracow, 1592,
pp. 316, 86; Tomer D'vora, Venice, 1589, p. 89. As quoted by S.A. Horodezky,
Toras haQabbala shel Rabbi Moshe Cordovero, Berlin: Eschkol, 1924, pp. 175-78.
In the usual representation of the ten Sefiror, the “central column™ passes from
Keter (“Crown”) on the top, through Tiferer (“Beauty”™) and Y¥od (“Founda-
tion™), down to Malkius (“Kingdom™) ar the bottom.

Eliyahu de Vidas, Sefer Reshit Hokbma, Amsterdam: N'tan'el Foa, 1708, ch.9,
Sha‘ar haAhava (“The Gate of Love™), p. 100b. My translation of this and all
other passages quoted. De Vidas® book was first printed in Venice, 1579, and
reprinted thereafter many times.

First published in Prague, 1662, and reprinted many times thereafter.

Gershom Scholem, Kabbalah, The Jewish Publication Sociery of America-/Quad-
rangle Books/The New York Times Book Co., 1974, pp. 193-94.

Nathan of Hannover, Sefer Sha‘are Tzivon, Zolkiev: Saul Meverhoffer, 1849, p.
19a.

Midrash Talpiyot, Smyrna, 1736 (reprint, Jerusalem, 1963). p. 292.

Hayyim Yoscf David Azulai, Stmhar haRegel, Lemberg, 1864, p. 2, and Limmud
Bet, Limmud Gimmel.

Ibid.

Azulai, op. ait., as quoted by Louis Jacobs, Hasidic Praver, pp. 152-53.

Isracl Ba‘al Shem Tov, Kezer Shem Tov, reprint, B'ne B'rak, 1947, p. 5.

Ya'aqov Yosef of Polonnove, Toldor Ya'agov Yosef, Warsaw, 1881, p. 248 (end of
Behar).

First published in Lemberg, 1866. Critical edition by Gedalya Nigal, Jerusalem,
1985.

CE index of Nigal's edition, s.vv. Yubud, Yhudin, Yid vZivvug, Masronita, Perud,
Skkhina.

In speaking of the “mystery of the double face™ Ya'aqov Yosef takes up a theme
that was first touched upon by the Midrash (Gen. Rab. ed. Theodor. p. 55; cf.
Robert Graves and Raphacl Patai, Hebrew Myths, 10.1, and above, p. 125), and
then claborated by Gikatilla and the Zohar (cf. above, pp. 124-25). The androg-
ynous original man is paralleled in Kabbalistic teachings by the similarly androg-
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ynous Godhead. What Ya'aqov Yosef says is that while the exile lasts God and the
Shekhina are turned back to back, thus they are du-parrzusim, that is, like a Janus
head. Morcover, God is asleep: this is the mystery of the dormiza, of the (divine)
sleep. However, he continues, “When He will want to rebuild the Temple!” God
will awaken, and then God and the Shekhina “will rum face to face” and thus the
wholeness of the Godhead will be restored and Redemption will come about.
Elimelekh of Lyzhansk, No‘am Elsmelekh, Lvov, 1787 (reprint New York, 1956).
Op. ar., New York, 1956, pp. 37d, 59b, 88a.

Moshe Hayyim Efravim of Sudvlkov, Degel Mahane Efrayim., Jerusalem, 1962—
63, p. 34.

Lewi Yirzhaq of Berdichev, Sefer Q'dushar Levi, Slavuta, 1798 (latest reprint, Jeru-
salem, 1964).

Op. cit., Jerusalem, 1964, p. 311.

First pninted anonymously in 1796, then in several more editions.

Shnecur Zalman of Lyady, Tanya, 1865, 1:41, pp. 272-b.

B. Sanh. 14a.

Barukh of Medziboz, Burzina diN'hora, fist published 1880, then in Pietrkov,
1889, in which edition the quotation is on the last page.

Avraham Y'hoshu‘a Heschel, Sefer Ligguze Yqarom, Mezhirov, 1794, p. 5a. The
Lemberg, 1864 edition has manv crrors. E.g., on p. 4a instead of eno mit'asher
Fra‘anug 1t has eno matkasher crc.

Cf. Ta‘ame haMmbagim uM gore haDintm, by Abraham Isaac Shub, Lemberg. no
date (ca. 1896), pt. L, p. 2a, quoung Degel Mahane Efravim.

The reference is to the book of sermons Zera ‘Qodesh by the Hasidic rabbi Naftali
Zev1 (1760-1827) of Ropsiz (Ropezycee, Moland).

By Zevi Elimelekh Spira of Dinov.

Ta‘ame haMsnbagm pr. 111, p. 3.

The reference scems to be to Rabbi Israel Ruzhin of Sagadora (1797-1850), the
founder of the Ruzhin Hasidic dvnasty.

Cf. Louis Jacobs, Hasidic Praver, pp. 140-53, “The Polemic on the Recital of Le-
Shem Yihud™

Ezekicl Landau, Noda' blhuda, Stertin, 1861, no. 93, p. 74a. The responsum is
dated Sivan 22, 5536 (1776).

Hayvim b. Shlomo Tyrer, Sha‘ar baT filla, Sudvlkov, 1813, responsum, pp. 3-10,
as quoted and caited by Louis Jacobs, Hasidic Prayer, pp. 147-51.

Jacobs, gp. ar., pp. 148-49 and 151-52,

Suddser Ishe Yisrael, reprint, Jerusalem, no date, p. 172

Siddsr Otzar baT fillor, Vilna, 1914,

Y'hicl Mikhacl Epstcin, Seder T'filla Derckh Y'shara (“Order of Prayer Straight
Path”™), Offenbach, 1791, p. 10a.

Op. at., 10b, 23b, 24b,

The Seder ‘Avodar Yisrael was published in Roedelheim, Germany, 1868, and
reprinted by Schocken Books in 1937 (no place of publication).,

First published in Amsterdam, 1717, and then reprinted several times, c.g., in
New York, 1954,
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Seder ‘Avodat Yisrael, p. 55, note,

Cf e.g., Siddur Tora Or vim Sha‘ar haKolel . . . Nusal haARI (“Praver Book The
Tora Is Light with the Universal Gare . . . Version of Isaac Luria™), Vilna, 1896.
This praver book contains, in addition to the yébudim, numerous other references
to the Shekhina. The same is the case with the following sampling of other praver
books:

Seder I'Shalosh R galim k'Minhag haS faradim (“Order for the Three Pilgrims’
Festivals according to the Custom of the Scphardim™), 1857.

Seder Or Zari'a T)illa PKhol haShana k'Minbag S farad (“Order Sown Light,
Praver for the Whole Year according to the Custom of Spain™), Jerusalem, 1987.

Seder Sha‘ar haShamayim (“Order Gate of Heaven™), by Isaiah Horowitz
(“the Shelah™) (15652-1630), Amsterdam, 1717 (reprint, New York, 1954). On
p- 277 the purpose of the rite of circumcision is stated to be the unification of
God and the Shekhina.

Swuddur T'filla (“Praver Book™), by the Yemenite Rabbi Shalom Shar“abi, reprine,
Jerusalem, 1964.

Siddur Or miTsivon Nusah §'farad (“Praver Book Light from Zion, Version
of Spain”), Jerusalem, 1968.

Seder T'fillar Ysharim ‘im Sharh fi 1-“Arabi (“Prayer Book the Prayer of the
Righteous Ones, with a Commentary in Arabic as Spoken in Baghdad and Its
Environs and the Cites of India and China. . .”), ed. and transl. by $alih Ya'qub
Mansar, Jerusalem, 1938.

Seder Minha vArvit I'Shalosh Rgalim (“Order of the Afternoon and Evening
Pravers for the Three Pilgrims’ Festivals . . . according to the Custom of Bagh-
dad™), ed. Yirzhaq Yosef Hayyim A'budi, Livorno: Sh'lomo Belforte, 1935. On
p- 90 the blessing recited when seeing a leafy tree is stated to have as its purpose
“the Unification of God and the Shekhina . .~

Siddur K’nesset Yisrael haShalem &l Dillug . . . K'Minhag Q°Q haSfaradim
vkhol ‘Edot haMizraly . . . (*Prayer Book the Complete Communiry of Isracl With-
out Omission . . . according to the Custom of the Holy Congregarions of the
Sephardim and All Oriental Communities, according to the Version of Isaac Luna™),
d. Yoscf ben Aharon Hasid, Jerusalem, 1980. This prayer book is used at present
(1988) by the Isracli Jewish Communities Center of Forest Hills, N.Y., founded
by Bukharan Jews.

See above, pp. 184-87.

Stddur Bet Yatagov heHadash (“The New House of Jacob Praver Book™), Vienna:
H. Zicgelheim, no date, p. 4.

Op. cit., pp. 157-58, 374, 387, 389, 404, 408, 413, 422, 435, 449, 450, 457-58,
462, 465.

See the praver books listed in note 62.

Published in Brooklyn, N.Y. by Mcsorah Publications, 1985,

Op. cit., pp. 4-5.

Cf above, p. 163.

New York: Sephardic Henitage Foundation, 1985.
Op. dit., pp. 9-10, 175.
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Jerusalem, 1974; reprinted in Brooklyn: Aleppian Publishing Co., 1980. The
quote 1s on p. 129.

Tind.

Brooklvn: Ahiczer Congregarion, 1981. I am indebted to Mr. Joseph Sutton and
Rabbi Ezra Labaton for furnishing me with copies of this and other Sephardi
praver books in usc at present.

Siddur ‘Et Rarzon, pp. 17, 103, 125, 144, 159, 177, 180, 244, 261 (twice), 279,
305, 310, 337, 338, 352, 353, 356.

Op. az., pp. 31,38

Printed in Jerusalem, by Eshkol Publishers, no date.

The Hebrew term dibbug is used in Talmudic lirerature in the sense of attachment,
inimacy, friendship. In Kabbalistic literature it was given the meaning of a spiric
which artaches itself to a person by invading his body. In English transliteration
it is also spelled dibbuk, dybbuk.

James Hastings (ed.), Dictionary of the Bible, New York: Scribner’s 1963, p. 280.
Gedalya Nigal, Sippure Dibbug b'Stfrut Tisrael (“Dvbbuk Tales in Jewish Lirera-
ture™), Jerusalem: Rubin Mass, 1983.

Havvim Vital, Sha‘ar Ruah haQodesh, Tel Aviv-B'ne B'raq, 1963, vibud 15, p. 98;
idem, Sha‘ar haGilgulim, introduction 5, as quoted by Nigal, op. iz, p. 17,
Nigal, pp. 165-72.

Nigal, pp. 181-84. 198, 199, 201, 203-5, 211-13, 217, 220-23, 225, 267-68.
Nigal, pp. 198-203.

Nigal, pp. 217, 225

Scholem, “Dibbuk.” in Enc. [udaica, Jerusalem, 1972, 6:19-20; A. Marmorstein,
in Mitteilungen sur jadischen Vollskunde, Vienna, 1929, pp. 11-18.

Lawrence Fine, “The Contemplative Practice of Yihudim in Lurianic Kabbalah!
in Arthur Green (ed.), Jewish Spiriruality from the Sixteenth Century 1o the Present,
New York: Crossroad. 1987, p. 78.

Vital, Sha‘ar Rual haQodesh, p. 75.

Hokima in the Kabbalistic system of Sefiror (“emanations™) is the second Sefira
and stands for the Supernal Father, while Bma is the third Sefira standing for the
Supernal Mother.

Vital, Sha‘ar Ruah haQodesh, p. 110,

Ibid., p. 74.

Fine, op. ait., p. 90, quoung Vital, Sefer baHezyonor, pp. 170-72.

C£. Fine, op. it., pp. 68, 85.

Vital, Sha‘ar Rualy haQodesh, p. 108, as quoted by Fine, p. 78.

Cf. Fine, op. air., p. 89.

Vital, Sha‘ar Ruah haQodesh, pp. 76-108.

Op. iz, pp. 180, 181, 186, 188, 190, 191.

Op. ar., pp. 194-97.

Jewish Theological Seminary of America MS MIC 1995, pp. 175a-180a.

I suggest the use of these three terms—soul, spirit, and ghost—for the Hebrew
nefesh, n'shama, and ruab,
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Here we must leave R. Tabul's brief but most valuable presentation of Luna's
unifications, but before doing so [ would like to remark that if a scholar were to
undertake the rask of preparing an annotated English translation of it, he would
perform a valuable service to the scholarly world.

Chapter IX | The Shekhina as
Maggid and Vision

Gershom Scholem, “HaMaggid Shel R. Yosef Taitazak” Sefinor, Vol. 11 (1971
77), pp- 67-112.

First published in Lublin, 1646.

Cf Joseph Dan, *Maggid.™ in Enowdopaciia Judaica, Jerusalem, 1972, 11:698-701,
and literature there in the bibliography.

As quoted by Werblowsky, “Lil>muto shel haMagid shel R. Yosef Qaro] Tarinz,
Vol. 27 Nos, 2-3 (Jan. 1958), p. 314: wdem, Joseph Karo, pp. 167, 175. The drving
up of the sca and the piercing of Rahab are taken from Isa. 51:9-10, where these
heroic acts are arrributed to “the arm of Yahweh”

Werblowsky, Jeseph Karo, p. 275.

Werblowsky, Tarbiz, loc. ar.

Werblowsky, Tarbiz, loc. at.; repeated in his Jaseph Karo, p. 268.

Louis Dupré, “Mystucism.” in Encyclopacdia of Relupon, New York: Macmullan,
1987, 10:254.

Bernard Lang in his Wisdom and the Book of Proverés: A Hebrew Goddess Redefined,
New York: Pilgrim Press, 1986, argues that Hokbma (“Wisdom™), which figures
prominently in the Biblical Book of Proverbs (1:20-33; 8:1-36; 9:1-18), was
an “apparently pale goddess™ who was later “reinterpreted or redefined” as a
“purely poetic figure™ (p. 5; cf. also pp. 6-7). Apparently in support of his argu-
ment Lang puts ar the head of his first chaprer a quote from Hermann Gunkel:
“The sages had a kind of female patron deity of whom they sometimes spoke;
Hebrew tradition calls her *Wisdom™ (p. 3, quoting Gunkel, Zsmn refigionsaes-
dnclptischen Verstandns des Newen Tetaments, Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprech,
1903, p. 26). In view of his interest in ancient Hebrew polvtheism, Lang’s asser-
tion that among the gods worshiped by the Israclites “there was only one goddess:
Astarte, who was probably also called Queen of Heaven!™ is surprising (p. 5,
referring to Jer. 44:18, and ro Wolfgang Heimpel, “A Caraloguc of Near Eastern
Venus Deities” Svro-Mesoporamian Studies, Vol. 4 (1982), p. 71). Whart about
Asherah, whose worship 1s well attested from the pre-monarchic period down to
the days of the first Exile? See above, pp. 34-53. Lang simply ignores her, although
he refers briefly to her Uganitic equivalent, Athirar, EI's consort, who, he says,
“may indeed be Wisdom’s mother™ (p. 64). And, one more question: “Lady Wis-
dom™ and “Lady Folly™ (Langs translations) appear juxtaposed as two opposites
in Prov. 9:1 and 13. If *Wisdom and Folly are the two powers vving for favor
with students™ (as Lang savs, p. 86), and “Lady Wisdom™ is an ancient Hebrew
goddess, why should the same starus not be accorded to “Lady Follv™ Why s
she merely a “harot”” a “figurc of fiction” created by the poct? (pp. 100, 108).
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Thus, despite Lang, I still maintain that Hoklmra in the Bible and the Apocryvpha
is nothing more than a personified hvpostasis. and never developed within Judaism
“into a ventable female deny”

As reprinted in Isaiah 6. Abraham hal.evi Horowitz’s Sk'ne Lubot haB'rit, Jeru-
salem, 1969, vol. 2, pp. 88a-8%.

2nd ed. Venice, 1654.

Werblowsky, Tarbiz, Vol. 27, Nos. 2-3, p. 311: cf. also his Jeseph Karo, pp. 19,
108-9.

Werblowsky, Joseph Karo, p. 18.

Cf. Joseph Dan, “Maggid" Enc. Judaica, (1972), 11:700.

Reuben Margalioth, Mal’akbe ‘Elyon, Jerusalem: Mossad haRav Kook, 1945,
appendix, D'vishot bInyane haMalaklnm, from a MS of Cordovero. p. 64. On
Cordovero in general, of. ]. Ben-Shlomo, “Moses Cordovero” in G. Scholem,
Kabbala, Philadelphia: Jewish Publ. Soc. of Amer.-Quadrangle Books/The New
York Times Book Co., 1974, pp. 4014,

CE. Sl'mone Sitarim, 7 vols., Jerusalem, 1863-98; rev. ed. Yehudah Ashlag, Tel
Aviv, 1962,

Lawrence Fine, *Maggidic Revelations in the Teachings of Isaac Luria” Mystics,
Pinlosophers and Politicians: Essays in Jewssh Intellecrual History :n Homor of Alexander
Alrmann, ]. Reinharz and D. Swetschinski, Durham, N. C.: Duke University Press,
1982; pp. 145-46.

Op. at., pp. 147, 149.

Havvim Vital, Sefer baHesyomor, ed. A. Z.. Aescoly, Jerusalem: Mossad haRav Kook,
1954, p. 149.

CE Rivka Schatz, “Mar®ot ‘al Raza diMalka M'shiha” Sefunor, Vol. 12 (1971-78),
pp- 217-52.

Scholem, Kabbalah. p. 275; Isaiah Tishby, N'tive Emuna uMinur (*Paths of Belief
and Heresy™), Tel Aviv: Masada, 1964, index, s.v. Rovigo, etc.

Jacob Leveen, “Autograph Letters of Moses ben Mordecai Zacuto™ in Alexander
Scheiber (ed.), Semarec Studies tn Memory of Immanuel Low, Budapest, 1947, pp.
326-27. 330.

Leveen, op. ait., p. 332. On Rovigo f. G. Scholem, Halomotar shel haShabtas R.
Mord'kisa: Ashk'naz: (*Dreams of the Shabbaraian R. M. A™), Berlin: Schocken,
1938; Tishbv, op. ait., pp. 81fE

Ct. Scholem, Kabbalah, p. 275.

Op. ait., pp. 396-400.

Scholem, “Sh'ne M'qoror Hadashim I'ldi‘ar Torato shel Avraham Mikhal Qar-
dozo.” Sefienor, Vols. 3—4 (1960). pp. 243-300.

Shevet Mussar, Constantinople, 1712; Midmsh Talprvot, Smvrna, 1736. Cf. Meir
Benavahu, “HaMaqaid shel haRambal” (“The Magaid of M. H. Luzzatta™), Sefunor,
Vol. 5 (1961), p. 302.

Benavahu, HaMaqaid shel baRambal, pp. 297-336.

Benavahu, gp. at., p. 302.

Benayahu, gp. cir., p. 304, interprets the name Sh'mae'tel as “Servant of the Living
God™ Cf. also op. ar., p. 305.
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Cf. R. Partai, Adam waAdama, Jerusalem: Hebrew University Press, 1943, 2:98tF
Pesigta Rabbati, od. M. Friedmann, Vienna, 1880, p. 131b.

Cf. Simha Asaf, “Iggrot miTz'fat” in Qoverz ‘al Yad, 3, Jerusalem, 1939, pp. 122-
23. 1 am indebted to Prof. Gedalya Nigal for having brought this document to
my attention.

Isaac Judah Jehiel Safrin, N'tiv Mitzvotekha, 1.cmberg, 1858.

Havvim Vital, Sefer haHezyonot, cd. A. Z. Acscoly, Jerusalem: Mossad haRav Kook,
1954.

Op. cit., pp. 4447

Op. cit., p. 79.

Ya‘aqov Shimshon of Shepetovka (d. 1801), was a disciple of Dov Ber of Mezhi-
rech and of Pinhas Shapiro of Koretz. The Encydopacdia Judasca (1972) 9:1238
gives 1799, with a question mark, as the date of his going to Erctz Isracl, but
according to the source here quoted he must have gone there in or before 1791,
the date of the death of R. Pinhas Shapiro of Korerz.

R. Pinhas Shapiro of Koretz (1726-1791) was a Hasidic rabbi in Koretz and
Shepetovka, who prayed with intense d'vequs (“enthusiasm™).

Safrin, N'niw Mitzvotekha, pp. 20b-21b.

Safrin, Mgillat Starim, pp. 14, 19.

Loc. at,

Safrin, N'tiv Mitzvotekha, pp. 20b-22b.

Safrin, Mgillat S’tarim, pp. 19, 32.

Werblowsky, Joseph Karo, pp. 3971,

Op. ar., pp. 307-11.

Chapter X | Lilith

Thorkild Jacobsen, The Sumerian King List, Chicago, 1939, p. 18, n. 37, and p.
90, n. 131.

Bruno Meissner, Babvionien und Assynen, Heidelberg, 1925, 1. 201.

Ebeling and Meissner, Reallexikon der Assvriologie, 1. 110.

Samuel N. Kramer, Gilgamesh and the Huluppu Tree, Chicago, 1939, pp. 1-2. The
same story was told in the missing part of Tablet xii of the Babylonia Gilgamesh
epic dating from the 7th century B.cE; cf. Alexander Heidel, The Gilgamesh-Epic
and Old Testament Parallels, Chicago, 1946, p. 94.

Emil G.H. Kracling, Budletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research 67 (Ocr,
1937), pp. 16-18.

Cf William E. Albright, Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research 76
(Dec, 1939). p. 9.

Isazah 34:14.
B. Nidda 24b.
B. Erubin 100b.
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Rashi to B. Sanhedrin 109a.

These names, as shown by Moscs Gaster, Studies and Texts, pp. 1252fF, are denved
from Byzantine magic names such as Sisynios, Synithoros, and the like; <f. also
H.A. Winkler, Salomo und die Karina, Stuttgart, 1931,

Alpha Beta diBen Sira, ed. Eisenstein, Orzar Midrashim, p. 47; of. M. Gaster,
MGWT 29 (1880), 553fF; Num. Rab. 16.25; Zohar 1. 34b.

B. Erubin 18b; Gen. Rab. 20.11, pp. 195-96; 24.6. p. 236; Tanhuma Genesis
Buber 20; etc.

B. Shabbarh 151a.

James A. Montgomery, Aramaic Incantarion Texts from Nippur, Philadelphia, 1913,
pp. 77-78. and <f. pp. 75-76 which are paraphrased or summarized above.
Montgomery, gp. cit., pp- 155-56, bowl no. 8.

Hosea 2:5.

Jehuda L. Zlotmik, Ma‘ase Yerushalmi, Jerusalem, 1946, p. 33.

Op. cit., pp. 66~67.

Cf. G. Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mystictsm, New York, 1961, pp. 40t In
an Arabic incantation text against the Qarina (the Muslim equivalent of Lilith),
King Solomon is said to have called his vezir and cousin Asaf ibn Barakhia, in
whose name we recognize Joshua ben Perahia, and commanded him to write an
amulet to ward off the demoness and all her helpers, of. H.A. Winkler, Salomo und
dic Karina, Stuntgart, 1931, p. 18,

Gortheil, whose transcript was published by Montgomery, reads, Yalnweh Qad-
monah Havin Lilith. It scems to me, however, that these words should be read
wHawah qadmonaly hutz Lilith, giving the famous Jewish magical incantation
formula as translated above.

Montgomery misunderstood this name. In later Jewish magic it has become a
commonplace to arrange a formal sale of a child whose life was threatened by an
evil spirit and to call him Mercado, i.¢., The Sold One, if a boy, and Mercada, if
a girl.

Montgomery, gp. cit., pp. 258fF. My translanion. A very similar incantation is reprinted
in as recent a popular remedy-book as Raphael Ohana's Mar'e haY ladim, Jeru-
salem, 1908, p. 61b.

Cf. Montgomery, op. ait., pp. 252-53.

Cf. Cyrus H. Gordon, “Two Magic Bowls in Teheran.” Orientalia, vol. 20, Rome,
1951, pp. 306-15.

Cf. Gordon, ap. cit. pp., 306-07, whose translation was followed above, with a few
slight changes.

Ct. Gordon, op. cit., pp. 309-10. Lilith appears on numerous other bowls as well,
Cf. Gordon, Orientalia 10 (1941), pp. 120-21, 279, 289 (where “male and female
Liliths™ are mennoned), 339, 340 (“Lilin” masculine plural), 347 (“Liliths™), 348
(“male and female Liliths™), 351 (“I adjure thee, O Lilith Hablas, granddaughter
of Lilith Zamav™)., 353 (“bewitching female Liliths™), 354, 356.

Genests 1:20-21.

Zohar 1. 34b.

Yalqur Reubeni to Genesis 2:21, p. 68.
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39.

41.

43,

45.

47,

49.
50.

52.
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Zohar 11, 19a.

Zohar 1. 148a, Sitre Torah.

Gershom Scholem, “Kabbaloth R. Yaaqobh weR. Yitzhaq" Maddae haYabaduth
vol. II, Jerusalem, 1927, pp. 251, 260.

Genesss 1:3.

Zobar 1. 19b, with L. Tishbv's comments in his Mishnat haZohar 1. 372.

B. Sukka 5b.

Zohar 1. 19b.

Zobar 1. 34b.

Zohar 1. 19b.

Cf. above, p. 228, where “Lilith Buznai™ is mentioned.

Midrash Abkir; Zobar iii. 76b; Yalque Reubeni to Genesss 4:8, p. 95.

Naphtali Herz ben Jacob Elhanan, ‘Emeq haMelekh, Amsterdam, 1648, 1794
180a.

Cf. Bahva ben Asher tbn Halawa (d. 1340), Commentary to the Pentateuch (in
Hebrew); Venice, 1546, 15d; Manassch ben Israel (1604-1667), Nishmar Hayvim,
Amsterdam, 1652, 114b, ch. 12 of the Third Maamar; ‘Emeg baMelek, 23c-d,
chapter 42,

Zobar 1. 19b.

‘Emeq bhaMelekh, p. 103a; of. the Yiddish book Hanhaga: Hasudim w'Anshe Ma'ase,
Frankfurt .M., 1700, pp. 16a-17a.

Zobar 1. 148a-b, Sitre Torah.

Zohar 1. 148b, Sitre Torah,

‘Emeq baMelekh, Sha'ar Tigqune haTshuvah, ch. 11, p. 19¢. The mythical refer-
ences in this ncantation are clear enough. The statement that Lilith is wrapped
in velver mav refer to the scarler dress which, as we just saw, Lilith was believed
to wear when trving to seduce men. The admoninon that she should rerum 1o
the raging sca whose waves call her, refers to the well-known myth according to
which Lilith's permanent abode s in the waves of the Red Sea.

Emeq haMelekh 83b.

Cf. G. Scholem, Tarbitz, vol. 19 (1948), p. 175.

Solomon Navarro, “Sippur Yosef della Revna” in Yitzhaq Luna, Sefer Luggquse
Shas, Livorno, 1790, pp. 58b-5%a.

Zobar i. 19b. The tumn of the flame is reminiscent of the turning of the Cherubim
themselves: according to the Talmudic view (B. Baba Bathra 99a) when the Cher-
ubim rumned their faces toward each other, this showed that Israel obeved the will
of God; when Israel sinned the Cherubim tumed their faces awav from cach
other. The smile of Lilith s reflected in the smule that one can observe on the
faces of slecping children. Therefore, according to Jewish folk-belicf, one should
wake such a child, whercupon Lilith will flee,

Zohar iii. 19a.

Zobar Wi 77a.

Zobar . 77a.

nglm 91£, and Raphacl Ohana, Mar's haY ladim, Jerusalem, 1908,
P-
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Ohana, lax. at., quoting Liqqute Gure haARI; of. also Sefer Z'klra 53b; Grunwald,
Mirted. zur piad. Volkskunde, vin, 62; similar beliefs and pracrices among other
peoples, of. Wuttke, Der deur. Vollsaberglasbe, 386, Ploss, Das Kind, 1. 851; Nyberg,
Kind und Erde, 222; Graves-Patai, Hebrew Myths 10.4.

Ohana op. ., 94a.

Op. at., 25a,

Op. dit., 94a-b.

CE. Genesis 4:19, 22,

Gen. Rab. 23.3, p. 224, and paralle] sources.

Pirge di R. Elf'ezer, according to reading of Nahmanides on Gen. 4:2; of. Mid.
haGadol . 118; Zohar 1. 55a; Zohar Ruth 99a, beginning with the words “R.
Nehemia patah™; Agadar Bereshit (introd.) 38; Lowis Ginzberg, Legends of the Jews
. L. 150; V. 171: Menahem Zioni b. Mcir of Spever (15th century). Sefer Zions,
Cremona, 1560, p. 14b.

Zohar 1. 56a; cf. 19b,

Zobar . 76b,

Zohar i. 9b.

Zobar iii, 76b-77a.

G. Scholem, Tarbis vol. 19 (1948) p. 172; of. also Mid. Telnllim 72, Buber, p.
324; Yalgur Reubent 1o Genesis 4:8, p. 95, quoting Sefer Miskhan haEduth. The
reference to Hadad the Edomite is found in 1 Kmgs 11:14,17.

Targum Sheni to Esther 1:3.

CE Scholem, Tartirz, vol. 19 (1948) p. 169.

CE Targum to Job 1:15.

Cf. above, pp. 230-31.

Bahva on Genesss, Venice, 1546, 15d: of also Yitzhaq Caro, Toldorh Yirzhag, (Man-
tua, 1558), to Geness 16a; Yalgur Reubeni Reubeni Gadol, Wilmersdorf, 1681,
53c (Parashat Toldoth); Aharon Shemuel, Neshmar Hayyim, Hanau, 1617, 114b
(Ma'amar Gimel, ch. 12).

Nathan Spira, Tur hadretz, Venice, 1655, p. 19¢.

Psalm 91:10; Ohana, Mar'c haY ladim 10a-b, quoting Mahari Taitazak.

Isaialy 27:1.

Moses Cordovero, Pardes Rimmonim, Cracow, 1591, Gate 25, ch. 5, p. 186d.
“Emeq haMelekh, p. 84b, <f. p. 140b.

CE. c.g., ‘Emeq haMelekls, 140b, and Bezalel ben Solomon of Kubnin, ‘Amudeha
sdrva, Dusseldorf, 1693, pp. 51c—d.

Isazah 27:1.

Emeq haMelekh, pp. 84¢, 103a, 121b, 130a; Zohar ii, 180b.

Op. ar., p. 84a; G. Scholem, Tardirz, vol. 19 (1948), p. 173,

Cf. Genesis 36:39.

Jeremiak 1:14.

Cf. G. Scholem, Tarbiz, vol. 5, p. 194

Cf Scholem, “Kabbaloth R. Ya‘agobh weR. Yitzhaq™ Madda‘e haYahaduth, vol.
I1, Jerusalem, 1927, pp. 251, 255, 258, 260-61. This jealousy in the family of evil
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divinities mirrors the jealousy the Mother Goddess feels when she sces the bound-
less love the Father God fecls for their daughrer the Marroniz, cf. above, pp. 126-
17

CE. Genesis 28:9.

Moses Cordovero, Pardes Rommonom, Cracow, 1591, Gate 25, ¢h. 5, p. 186d;
Gare 26, ch. 8, p. 188d.

Abraham Galante, Sefer Qol Boklim, Nenice, 1589, p. 15, to Lamentations 1:5.
CF. above, p. 227.

‘Emeq haMelekh, 140b.

Genests 3:34.

Hayvim Vital, Sefer ‘Etz Hayyim, Koretz, 1784, p. 129d.

Canr. 3:8.

Zobar 1. 163b.

Cf. above, p. 228.

Zohar Hadash Tigqunim, Warsaw: Lewin-Epstein, no date, p. 117a top.

Zobar 1. 27b.

Proverts 30:23

Zobar ii. 69a.

Shlomo Algabetz, B'rath baLewm, ch. 7, cf. ch. 6.

G. Scholem, Tartiz, vol. 5. pp. 50, 194-95; 1. Tishby, Mushnar haZobar, 1. 299.
Zecharial 9:9.

Zohar . 69a.

‘Emeq baMelekh, p. 84d.

Chapter XI | The Sabbath—Virgin,
Bride, Queen, and Goddess

Isasah 58:13-14.

Genests 2:2—-3; Exodses 20:8-11; Deuteronomy 5:12-15.

Cf. Jubslees 50:8.

Cf. A.Z. Acscoli, Sefer baFalagnm, Jerusalem, 1943, p. 37; Wolf Leslau, Faladm
Anthology, New Haven, 1951, p. 19.

B. Ketubot 62b; B. Baba Kamma 88a; ¢f Yer. Megilla 752 mud.

B. Ketubot 62b. For the Talmudic belief in the power of the word, ¢f. R. Paray,
Man and Temple in Ancient Jewish Myth and Ritual, pp. 185ff.

Cf. Stobacus, Ed., 1. 1.10.

Philo, Leg. Alleg. 1. 15 (Locb Class. Libr. i. p. 155).

Philo, De Opsf: Mund: 100 (Locb 1. p. 79).

Philo, De Spec. Leg. 11. 56-58 (Locb vii, pp. 343, 345).

Philo, Vir. Mas. u. 210 (Locb vi. p. 553).
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Cf. the tractate Shabbat ot the Mishna, the Babylonian Talmud and the Palesunian
Talmud.

B. Shabbar 119a.

Lo, cit.

B. Shabbat 119b.

Exodus 20:8; Gen. Rab. 11:8, pp. 95-96; cf. Pesiqta Rabban 117b.

In both the Bible and the Talmud the noun Shabbath has either the masculine or
the feminine gender.

Leslau, Falasha Anthology, ap. cit. p. 3.

Op. at. pp. xhi—xli.

Op. ax. pp. 9, 10.

Exodus 31:13.

Cf. Job 25:4-5.

Cf. B. Sanhedrin 65b; Pesiqta Rabbari 23, p. 120a; Zobar iii. 288b.

Cf. Graves-Patai, Hebrew Myths, ch. 25.

Cf. Isarak 58:13-14.

Cf. B. Shabbat 118b.

Leslau, op. at., pp. 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23-24 30-32, 36, 37-38.

Op. at., pp. 42, 45. A comparison berween the Falasha Sabbath and the Mandacan
Sunday, also personified and 1n many wavs paralleling the former, was made by
L. Troje, “Sanbar” in Richard Reitzenstein, Die Vorgeschichte der diristlichen Tanfe,
Leipzig and Berlin: Teubner, 1929, pp. 328-77. He also pointed out (p. 347)
that the expression “Sabbath of God.” found in the Teezaza Sanbat, goes back to
Philo of Alexandria, De Cherub. 87. In that passage (Loeb Class. Libr. ed. p. 61)
Philo says thar “Moses otten i his laws calls the Sabbath, which means ‘rest)
God’s Sabbath?” In fact, in most of the pertinent passages, the Hebrew expression
15 “the seventh day is a Sabbath unte the Lord” (Exodus 20:10; 31:15; 35:2;
Lemticus 23:3). However, in Exodus 31:13 and Lerizicus 19:3 the expression “my
Sabbaths™ occurs, put in the mouth of God. Thus Troje’s conclusion that the
expression “God’s Sabbath™ was coined by Philo, is only partly correct.

Op. air., p. 143, note 9.

Op. at., p. 147, note 95.

Cf. L.L. Baruch (ed.), Sefer haShabbar, Tel Aviv, 1936, pp. 333-35.

Cf. e.g. Seder ‘Avodar Yisrael, Rocdelheim, 1868, p. 200.

Exodus 20:8.

Deuteronomy 5:12.

Exodus 31:16.

Exodus 20:8.

Zohar 1. 138a; cf. | Tishby, Muhnat haZohar ii. 487-8. 491.

Zohar 1. 63b.

Zohar i, 272b.



334 | Notes to Chapter XI

42.
43,

44,
45.

47,

o
wm

wou
o B

6l
62.

63.

Pope, op. ait., p. 175.

The Hebrew word “quddashta™ which appears in the Sabbath benediction, means
both “vou sanctified” and “you betrothed”

David ben Joscph Abudarham, Sefer Abudarham, Praguc, 1784, p. 45a.

This line alludes to the midrash according to which the Sabbath existed in God’s
thought cven before the creaton of the world, although, coming as it did after
the six days of creation, it was the end and completion of the Creator’s work.
The son of Yishai (Jesse) the Bethlchemite was, of course, David; bur the poct
alludes to a more distant son, or descendant, of Yishai, namely, the Messiah whose
carly coming was a very real expectation among the Safed Kabbalists,

Another allusion to the Messiah. David was a descendant of Perez (or Pharez).
This is based on B. Taanith 29b. The concept of the Shekhina as the Sacred Apple
Orchard is closely paralleled by the Catholic view of Mary as the Olive Tree,
expressed, e.g. by St Alfonso Marnia di Liguon (1696-1787) as follows: =, ..
Mary was called the olive tree, like a fair olive tree in the plains (Ecdes. 24:19),
for as the olive tree produces nothing but oil, the symbol of mercy, thus from the
hands of Mary nothing bur graces and mercies proceed” See Barry Ulanov (ed.),
The Wav of St. Alphonsus Liguori, New York, 1960, p. 87. This book carries the
“Impnmatur” and “Nihil obstat™ of the archdiocese of New York.

Pope. gp. aur.. p. 175,

Cf. c.g.. Hayvim Vital (1542-1620), Sha‘ar haGilgulim (“Gate of Transmigra-
tions”), Przhemvsla, 1875, pp. 15a-b.

Cf. G. Scholem, Eranos Jakmiuch, vol. 19 (1950), pp. 154

This poem is printed in the prayer books following the Lunanic tradition, e.g.
Siddur Tora Or yimSha‘ar haKolel, Vilna 1896, pp. 55a-56a.

Le., the Sabbarh, who is identified with the Shekhina and 1s God’s bride.

This is a daring simile: Yesod (“Foundation™), onc of the ten Sefiror, corresponds
to the penis in the human body. It is said to be “hers” because it is through it
that God unites with his bride, the Sabbath-Shekhina.

The Aramaic original has karzsh which means not only “presses™ as translated
above, bur also “penctrates™ or “deflowers.” as in Yer. Qiddushin 59a rop.
Stddur Tora Or, Vilna, 1986, p. 56a.

M. Kerubor 5:6.

Exodus 21:10; of. R. Patai, Sex and Famuly in the Bible and the Middle East, New
York, 1959, pp. 43f.. 158ff.

Joseph Caro, Shulban ‘Arukly, Orah Hayyim scc. 240.

Cf. Magen Abraham, a commentary printed in the standard editions of the Shudhan
‘Arukh, Orah Havyim, to sec. 240,

Isaial 56:4-5.

Zohar ii. 89a. The above interpretation largely follows that of L. Tishby, Mishmar
bhaZohar, Jersualem, 1961, 1. 537-38.

Havvim Vital, ‘Eez Hayyim Shatar haK'lalim, 12-13; and other passages quoted
by S. A. Horodezky HaMstorin b Yurael: Tel Aviv, 1961, ii1. 98; cf. also Shabberai
of Rashkow, Seder T'filla miKol baShana, Kortez, 1794, pp. 157b-258b. The rest
of the day is also devoted to communion with the world of the divine. In the
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Kiddush, or Sancuification, of the second Sabbath meal, taken in the moming of
the Sabbath, after returning from the Morning and Mussaf pravers in the syna-
goguc, the Holy King, the Holy Ancient One, the Holy Apple Orchard (i.c. the
Sabbath-Shekhina), and the Small Face are invited ro pamcipate in the meal
(Stddser Tora Or, Vilna, 1896, pp. 78b, 82a). The same invitation, in a somewhar
different wording, is extended again for the third meal, taken on the aftemoon of
the Sabbath following the retum from Minha prayer in the svnagoguc. According
to another view, the first meal was given in honor of the “Female of the Small
Face” i.c., the Shekhina; the second, in honor of the “Holy Ancient One.” and
the third, in honor of the “Small Face™ (cf. Isaiah halevi Horownz (ca. 1565-
1630), Sk'ne Luhor HaB'it, Amsterdam edition, reprinted in New York, 1946,
i. 139b).

The third meal was usually lingered over until the time came to retumn to
the synagogue for the evening praver. At this praver it was customary to protract
the singing of the word Barkim (“Bless You™) as long as onc’s breath allowed,
because the completion of this word signified the precise moment at which the
Queen Sabbath departed, and this they would try to postpone as long as possible
(cf. Isaac of Vienna (12th-13 centurics), Or Zarw'a; Jacob Segal (15th ¢.), M-
bage Mabani, as quoted in Baruch (ed.). Sefer baShabbaz, pp. 59, 65).

Although with the appearance of threc stars on the darkening sky the Sabbath
was definitely over, two more ceremonics remained which extended her felt pres-
ence far into the night. One was the Handalah (“Scparation™), performed by each
family head in his home, in the presence of his wife and children. This consisted
of lighting a bunch of claborately woven wax candles, drinking a cup of wine,
and smelling sweet herbs, all to the accompaniment of appropnate benedicnions.
The Polish Kabbalist Isarah halevi Horowitz quotes his own father to the effect
thar “One must sing the Havdalah to a good and beautiful melody in order to
bid the Queen farewell in joy and in song. Also, for the same reason, 1t is our
custom to perform the rite standing, although one could do it sitting down,
because onc must be standing up in order 10 accompany her. . . And one adds a
part of the weekday to the holy day at the outgoing of the Sabbath in order 1o
teach and to show that one is reluctant to let the Holy Guest go, and that it is
difficult to part from him. Therefore onc holds him back, and from most of the
houses accompanies him with songs and pacans. . " (Si'ne Lubor baB'rit, op. cit.),

It was the custom of the Hasidim of East Europe “to spend the time from
sunset to the hour of the evening praver (on the Sabbath afternoon) in songs and
praises of grear joy, and they used ro dance and frolic in their great happiness in
honor of the Quecen Sabbath as she was leaving, in the same manner in which
she was recerved. This resembled the musical entertainment of a bndegroom and
bride. And this 1s what every wise man would do in his congregation to honor
the Queen, and this is 2 wonderful charm (segulla) to reduce the disturbers of
their souls and to assure themselves of a happy and jovous week. . 7 (Baruch, op.
at., p. 82).

Following the Havdalah, several traditional songs were sung, and then came
the time for the last ceremony regarded as part of the Sabbath observances although
the Sabbath irself had ended at nightfall. This was the festive meal called Swdar
Mlawe Malka (*“Meal of Farewell to the Queen™), which, like the three carlier
Sabbath meals went back to Talmudic wradinion (cf B. Shabbath 117b-118a,
119b) and was regarded by Joseph Caro as a religious duty (Shudban ‘Arukh, Orah
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Hayyim, sec. 300, and the commentary of Sha‘are Teshuva ad loc.). Among the
Hasidim, who regarded the time spent at this meal and its attendant merriments
as part of the Sabbath, the Mlawe Malka was the occasion for much gaicty,
feasting, and dancing protracted far into the night.

| Conclusion

Mother Earth and the city (Zion) as the mother of the people are discussed in
detail in Raphacl Patai, Adam waAdama, Vol. 1. Jerusalem, 1943, pp. 65-120.
Cf. C.G. Jung, Gesammelte Werke Zurich-Swuttgart, 1958, vol. 16, pp. 263f., “Die
Conjuncno.”

Ct. Real-Encyclopadse fiir protestantische Theologie und Kirche, s.v. Mania, vol. 12, pp.
316-17.

Cf. Hastings (cd. ), Dictionary of the Bible, s.v. Mary, p. 290.

Cf. Chnistine de Pisan, “L'¢pitre au dicu d’Amours.” in Robert Bossaut (ed.), La
lirtérature morale au Moven Age, Pans: Libraine Larousse, 1935, p. 93. My translation.
Leviticus 18:5; Numbers 21:8-9.

Let me mention only in passing thar in recent years there have been remarkable
stirrings among Jewish feminists in the direction of atributing feminine traits to
God and introducing the worship of such a feminine deity in religious services,
E.g., onc such praver says: “Blessed 1s She who spoke and the world became .. 7
which is simply a transposition into feminine gender of the madinonal Jewash
prayer; “Blessed 1s He who spoke and the world became. . ™ Bur then it continues:
“Blessed is She who in the beginning gave birth. . . Blessed is She whose womb
covers the carth.” which is not merely a rransformation of God into a Goddess,
but the attmbution—even if only metaphonically—of female physical-biological
functions to Her. Note that in no traditional Jewish praver is God referred to as
having “begotten™ the world, or as possessing masculine genitals. Cf. Rita Gross,
“Female God Language in a Jewish Context” Davka 17, reprinted in Carol I,
Christ and Judith Plaskow (ed.), Womanspirit Rising, New York: Harper & Row,
1979; Naomi Janowitz and Maggic Wenig, “Sabbath Pravers for Woman.” in op.
., p. 176.

| Appendix

A.R. Bellinger, F.E. Brown, A. Perkins, and C.B. Welles (eds.), The Excavations at
Dura Europos Conducted by Yale University and the French Academy of Inscriptions
and Letters, Final Report, Vol. VIIL, Pr. 1: The Synagogue by Carl H. Kracling, with
contributions by C.C. Torrey, C.B. Welles, and B. Geiger (New Haven, 1956).
Erwin R. Goodenough, Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period, Vols., IX. X. XI,
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161, 16566, 177-78, 197, 218,
230, 246, 253-54. 261, 275-76;
atrributes of, 28, 83, 97; in Biblical
writings, 28; as bridegroom, 268;
concept of, 30, 107, 111, 184; and
creation of the world, 158; cma-
nations of, 97; as the father, 29, 111,
258, 332; of Judaism, 29; as King,
20,93,95,125, 139, 14243, 148,
159, 162, 180, 192-93, 205. 249,
272, 274, 280; knowledge of, 29;
and love for Israel, 94, 127: as male
and female, 93, 94; masculinity of,
28, 29; as mother, 77; names of,
113, 116; oneness of, 115-16; pas-
sion for Mary, 280; reveals himself,
25, 27; as the Sabbath’s husband,
270; and the Shekhina, 155-60,
183-84, 186, 188, 190, 195, 198—
201, 206, 209-10, 220, 279, 324;
spousc of, 203—4; in the Tabernacle,



74; in Talmudic writings, 28. See also
Godhead; Holy One, blessed be He

Goddess{es), 15, 17, 18, 23, 24, 135-36,
278-79; archetype of, 25; blood-
thirstuness of, 25; figures of, 13; as
harlot, 24-25; as mother figure, 24;
of the Sidonians, 41, 42; as virgin,
24; worship of, 26

Godhead, 19, 134, 139, 158, 160, 163, 165,
195, 198, 207, 275, 323. Ser alw
God: Holy One, blessed be He

Gog and Magog, 109, 259

Golden calf, 45, 85, 262

Golden trees in the Temple, 311

Golem, 220

Gombiner, Abraham Abele Halevi, 274

Gomer, 226

Goodcnough, Erwin, 28384, 286-87, 292

Gottlieb, Rabbi Lynn, 17

Graetz, Heinrich, 321

Granata, 245

Graven images, 48, 67, 101

Graves, Robert, 158

Graves of Tzaddigim, 197-98

Grear Goddess, cult of, 267

Great Mother, 25, 138

Greco-Roman: temples, 83; world, 285

Greece, 122, 235-36; mythology of, 120;
people of, 137-38, 283, 286, 293—
94; polytheism of, 89; rehigion of,
294

Gressman, Hugo, 94

Guadalupe, Virgin of, 38

Gude of the Perplexed, 92

Habad Hasidism, 178
Habbakuk, 73

Hadad the Edomite, 244
Hadd (Baal), 45, 55, 57, 62
Hagar, 245, 247

Hagiz, Moses, 210

Halafian Age, 23

Halakha, 186; code of, 203
Hallah, 192

Hallucinations. See Vision(s)
Hama bar Hanina, Rabbi, 104
Hamerz, 173

Hammurabi, 37, 136
Hamnuna Saba, Rabbi, 210
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Hana bar Qetina, 84

Hananel, Rabbi, 106

Hanania, Mishael and Azana, 30

Hanina, Rabbi, 224, 259, 307

Hapantalli, 119

Harba diAshm’dai, 247

Hasid(vm), 27, 165, 166, 173, 180, 182-85,
187-88, 189, 198, 201, 219, 251;
in Germanvy, 79 rabbis in New York,
190

Hasidism, 19, 20, 114, 158, 174, 182, 187,
200201, 214, 280; authors of, 200;
masters of, 173—74; mysticism of,
155

Haskala, 184, 198, 220

Haskamot, 206

Hathor, 60

Havdalah, 335

Haywyim of Volozhin, Rabb, 220

Hazael (king of Damascus), 72

Hazor, 40

Hazzanim, 190

Heaven, 17, 174, 176, 201, 206, 220, 231,
234, 261; halls and palaces of, 114,
149

Hebrews, 31, 32, 35, 36, 45, 52, 57, 59,
67, 72, 284; culrure of, 301; heroes
of, 286; Jewwsh religion of, 27;
kingdom of, 60; language of, 107;
literature of, 14; monarchy of, 31,
35; myths of, 111, 158; period of,
35; polytheism of, 36; popular
religion of, 35-36; as warriors, 33

Hebron, 53, 64

Hékhal (Temple), 71, 310

Hekbalot, 114; literature of, 14849

Helena (queen of Adiabence), 89

Heliopols, 56

Hell, 140, 262, 264. See also Nether World:
Sheol

Hellenism, 89, 283, 285-87, 291, 293; cul-
ture of, 82; mysteries of, 90; period
of, 34; world of, 81

Hera, 120

Heracles, 286-87, 295

Herachus, 151

Herem (ban), 27

Hermaphrodite god, 121. See also Andro-
gvne; Du-partzusim
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Hermopolis, 65

Herod, 81, 307

Herodotus, 137

Hershele Ostropoler, 180

Heschel, Avraham Y'hoshu'a, 180

Hesed (love), 170

Hezekiah, King, 48, 50

HIDA. See Azulai, Hayyim Yosef David

Hieros gamos, 142

High God, 24

High places, 44,45, 48,49, 64. Secalso Bamah

High Priest, 75, 83, 89

Hilla, Iraq, 225

Hillel and Shammai, 196

Himalayas, 121

Hinduism, 150; hymns of, 150; mythology
of, 121-23, 129 (se¢ abo India,
mythology of); people of, 17

Hiram (king of Tvre), 40

Hisda, Rabh, 307

Hittite(s), 38, 41, 119-22; mythology of,
119, 122

Hivites, 38

Hoklma, 14, 97-99, 116, 196, 204, 209,
325-27; myth of, 98. See also
Sophia; Wisdom

Hokhma-Sophia, 260

Holy: beasts, 169, 186, 228, Land, 140, 145,
159, 217, 220; Name, 130, 163

Holv of Holies, 30-32, 59, 68, 72, 75, 77,
78, 80, 81-85, 87, 90, 94, 308-
10. See also Jerusalem, Temple of;
Sancruary; Temple

Holy One, blessed be He, 100, 105-6, 108,
111, 114, 116, 127-28, 130, 143-
44, 162-63, 16567, 170-71, 175~
77, 179-80, 182, 185-86, 189-92,
194, 196, 198-99, 206, 237, 260,
272, 275. See also God; Godhead

Holy Spirit, 105, 111, 202, 261, 278, 307,
309, 310, 314-15

Homo sapiens, 23

Homosexuality, 197

Horowitz, Rabbi [saiah, 186, 335

Hosea, 45, 53, 91, 226

House of Yahweh, 70

Hungary, 188

Huppa (canopy), 266, 288

Husk(s), evil, 146, 174-75, 231

Huzal, svnagogue of, 102, 290
Hypostases, 97, 99

Idolaters, 92

Idolarry, 63, 88, 92, 287, 297

Idols, 47, 85, 285, 294

Igrath bath Mahalath, 32, 235, 242, 24546

Igrathiel, 245

Image of Jealousy, 51

Imitatio det, 86, 130-31

Inanna, 16, 61, 136-38, 152-53, 167

Incantation(s), 39, 163, 214, 225-26, 230,
234-36, 23940, 246, 249

Incense, 63, 82, 93

Incest, divine, 129, 141

Incubi, 223, 232-33

India, 90, 122, 150-51; mystcs of, 132;
mythology of, 133 (see also Hin-
duism, myvthology of); temple
sculpture of, 88; tetrads of, 133-34

“Instinct of idolatry,” 30

Intermarriage, prohibition of, 49

Iran, 122, 283; myvthology of, 120, 122, 124;
tradition of, 138

Iragi Jews, 187

Irdu Lili. See Lilith

Iron Age, 59

Isaac, 25, 101, 109, 128, 164, 191, 228,
230, 310

Isaac Hacohen, Rabbi, 231, 24647

Isaiah, 48, 73, 202, 211, 222-23

Ishmael, 245, 248

Ishtar, 17, 61, 64, 120, 136-38, 152

Ishtar-Venus, 270

Ishumbetel, 65, 66

Islam, 156, 204

Isracl, 45, 46, 84, 91, 93-95, 100, 104. 110,
135, 162, 169, 174, 177, 179, 223;
Land of, 16, 144, 245 (sce also Eretz
Israel; Palestine); people of, 32, 42,
158, 162; sins of, 101, 103, 105,
143, 159; state of, 189, 191; tribes
of, 34, 69

Isracl Defense Army, 191

Israchte(s), 38, 41, 42, 44, 45, 60; monar-
chy of, 45, 59

Israel Ruzhin of Sadagora, Rabbi, 323

Italy, 114, 208

Ivorv House of Ahab, 68



Izanagi and Izanami, 121-22

Jachin and Boaz, 40

Jacob, 25, 101, 109, 128, 141, 164, 170,
204, 228, 234, 253, 256, 275,296

Jacob Hacohen, 231

Jacobs, Louis, 156, 182-83

Japan, 122, 132; mythology of, 121-22

Japheth, Sons of, 102

Javors, [rene, 17

Jebusites, 38

Jedomah, 66

Jehoiachin, King, 308-9

Jehowada (priest), 47

Jehoukim, King, 49, 303

Jehoshafat, 48

Jehu, 4447, 49

Jeremiah, 50, 6265, 211-13. 308

Jeroboam, 41, 42, 44, 45

Jerusalem, 26, 3942, 46, 49, 50, 51, 62—
64, 75, 85, 87, 101-2, 141, 151,
186, 192, 206. 211-13, 262, 303;
destruction of, 30, 34. 50; Temple
of, 30-32, 39, 47-52, 59, 64, 68,
70, 79, 82-84, 85, 87, 88, 94, 101,
128-29, 141-42, 144, 158-59,
168—69, 171, 249-50, 253, 289,
292, 303 (see also Holy of Holies;
Sancruary; Temple)

Jesus, 140, 199, 281

Jewish: craft guilds, 89; faith, 27, ﬁ:rmmsrs
17; folk belicf, 200; goldsmiths, 89
military colony, 65; mysticism, 155—
56, 214; mysncs, 202; psyche, 200-
201

Jewish Theological Seminary of Amcrica, 197

Jewrv, European, 26, 27, 187

Jezebel, 42, 45, 298

Joahaz, 43, 44

Joash, 38, 47, 50

Job, 212, 290; Book of, 97

Jochebed, 290

Johnson, Aubrey R., 315

Joram, 43

Jordan, 149

Joseph, 100

Joseph (husband of Mary), 140

Joseph, Rabbi (Kabbalist), 143

Joseph della Reina, 235-36
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Joseph the Sabbath-lover, 259

Josephus Flavius, 68, 79-83, 87, 88, 90,91,
193, 298, 306, 311

Joshiah, 32, 45, 46, 49-51, 53, 38, 65

Joshua ben Perahia, Rabbi, 226-27, 329

Jubal River, 149

Judaca, 59, 63; exiles from, in Egypt, 65;
kingdom of, 47; kings of, 46; peo-
ple of, 30, 87

Judah, 46, 50, 59, 63, 64

Judah Zevi Hirsh of Stretyn, 182

Judaism, 18, 25-27, 29, 32, 81, 82, 87. 92,
98, 133-34, 147, 155, 204, 259,
287; hererodox varants in, 27;
monothetstic, 156; “offical” 27;
traditional, 113

Judges, 36, 57, 62; Book of, 38

Jungian method, 158: and view of the god-
dess, 25

Juno, 120

Jupiter, 31, 120

Justinian, 151

Kabbala, 14, 19, 32,93, 95, 104, 111, 113,
115-18. 130, 14748, 150, 155-
58, 165, 167-70, 186-88, 193,
2034, 207, 214, 241, 272, 274.
279, 288

Kabbalism, 32, 110, 114-15, 119, 134, 139,
150, 152, 200; age of, 22; authors
of, 200, doctrine of, 252; literature
of, 123, 125, 139, 175; mysticism
of, 155; mythology of, 52, 118, 127,
141, 147, 228, 246; period of, 34;
symbolism of, 79; rerrad of, 112-
14, 117-34; theology of, 79; the-
ory of, 139; theosophy of, 79, 129,
132; treanses of, 139

Kabbalists, 27, 115, 129-31, 134, 139, 148,
161, 175, 185, 202-3, 220, 265

Kaddish prayer, 192

Kadesh-Barmnea, 53

Kali, 17, 121, 150

Kamanu, 64

Kappara, 188

Karaites, 256

Karmnak, 69

Karnkeva, 121

Kasdiel, 245
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Index

Kashku, 119

Katakhziwuri, 119

Kaufmann, Y'hezq'el, 156, 320

Kavvana(ot), 14546, 160, 164-67, 170,
172, 179-80, 183, 188

Kawwan (cake), 64

Kehat, 101

Kerer, King, 37, 61

Ketubba, 227

Khirbet el-Qom, 53

Khnub, 304

Ki, 119

Kiddush, 192, 335

Kidron Valley, 47, 49

Kingdom of Isracl, 4446

Kings, Israelite, 36

Kingship, 123; Sefira of, 265. See also Malklyuz

Kirath-Sefer, 59

Kishon River, 43

Klein, Moshe, of Para, 188

Knesseth Yisrael. See Community of Israel

Kollyridians, 152

Konarak, India, temple of, 90

Kramer, Samuel N., 118

K'rubh. See Cherubiim)

Kunnllar ‘Ajrud, 53, 300

Labarum, 151

Labaton, Rabbi Ezra. 325

Lady of Heaven, 56, 62, 63

Lakshmu, 17

Lamech, 241

Landau, Rabbi Ezekiel, 173, 182

Last Judgment, 264-65

Law, the, 30, 92, 277; study of, 29, 274,
Tablets of, 100, 290

Leah, 39, 146, 275, 296-97

Left Side, 230, Ser also Evil Side: Other Side;
Sitra Abra

Legomenon, 160

Lekha dodi, 250, 266, 26869

Levi, 101

Levi, Rabbi, 100, 102

Leviathan, 246

Levites, 30, 57, 108

Levi Yitzhaq of Berdichev, 178, 217

Libations, 63

Lianius Crassus, 82

“Lighthcadedness” 85, 86

Lili. See Lilith

Lilin. See Lilith

Lilich, 32, 145, 150, 155, 159, 169, 180,
221-55, 26667, 294-95, 329-30;
names of, 228

Lilith Buznai, 228

Lilith Pizna, 228, 329

Liliru. See Lilith

Lillake, 222

Lillu-demon, 221

Lion{s), 136-37, 222, 307-8

Liggute Amarim, 178

“Lower Mother” 147

L'shem vibud, 181, 185, 188-91, 195, 199

Lular, 188

Luria, Isaac, 145, 166-68, 170, 178, 186—
88, 203, 207-8, 212-15, 272-73,
275: doctrines of, 200

Lurianic Kabbala, 193

Luz (backbone), 209

Luzzatto, Moses Havvim, 21011

Lydia, 138

Maacah, Queen, 47, 298

Maccabees, 87, 307; Book of, 91

Madonna, veneration of. See Mary, Virgin;
Mariolatry; Mother of God

Maggsd(sm), 19, 200, 202-11

Magic, 225

Magic bowl, 225, 228

Magid Mesharim, 203—4, 206

Mabalath, 245, 248

Maimonides, 28, 92.

Male and female in the godhead, 93, 125,
199

Malkina, 116, 128, 158, 168, 176, 198, 208.
See also Kingship

Malta, 245

Manasseh, King, 48-51, 101, 300

Manna, 99

Mansur, Slih, 191

Mantua, 209, 212

Margulies, Mordecai, 312

Mariolatry, 20, 116, 139. Sec also Mary, Vir-
gin; Mother of God

Marmorstein, A.. 105

Marer, 173

Marrano, 209

Martyrdom, 203



Marv, Virgin, 29, 139-40, 151-53, 219, 264,
280, 334; as goddess, 152; as spousc
of God, 152, 281. Ser also Marniol-
atry; Mother of God

Masseba (pillar), 43

Matriarchal social order, 24

Matrona (Juno), 120

Matronalia, 120

Marronit, 14, 20, 32, 33, 94, 95, 109, 115-
16, 120, 125, 127-29, 134-54,
158-59, 162, 166, 176-78, 203
4,217, 219, 255, 260, 267-68, 272,
274, 279-80, 288, 318

Matza, 173

Mechthild of Magdeburg, 152

Megiddo, 37

Mchetabel (daughter of Matred), 24748

Meir Ba'al haNes, Rabbi, 194

Melammu-headwear, 137

Melchizedek, 264

Menahem ben Jacob, 265-66

Menander, 298

“Mercy seat” 75-77

Merkabaioth), 93, 114, 124-25, 172, 317.
See also Chanot(s)

Merkabah: literature of, 79: mysticism of.
227

Mesha (king of Moab), 302

Mesopotamia, 23, 59, 69, 136, 223

Messiah, 174, 210, 235, 250, 259, 334

Messianism, 114, 210

Metatron, 108, 144, 149-50, 202, 210, 229,
235, 318

Mgillaz Starom, 200, 217

Micah, 48

Michael (archangel), 261, 263-64

Midian, 73

Middle Ages, 91, 112, 280

Middle East, 199, 299

Midrash{im), 73, 85, 91, 103-4, 107, 113,
125, 127, 148-49, 204, 211, 223,
260, 28689, 291: Abkir, 228, 232,
Ha-Gadol, 92; Haltaman, 172;
Konen, 113; literature of, 96;
Mishle, 106; Talpivor, 172, 209

Milcom (god of Ammon). 42, 47, 297

Minhagim, 189

Minba praver, 191, 218, 335

Minkins, 119
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Minam, 109, 289-90

Mushkan. See Tabernacle in the desent

Mishna, 85, 259, 266, 273, 307; personi-
fied, 292-93

Mithra, 137

Mitnagdm, 27, 174. 178, 182-85, 187

M=), 19, 159, 161, 16667, 170, 172—
73, 175-81, 183-84, 185, 188-89,
195, 199, 205

Mlawe Malka, 335

Moab, 54; gods of, 58; people of, 41, 85,
302, 308

Molech, 302

Monobaz (king of Adiabene), 89

Monothetsm, Hebrew, 27, 112, 130, 156—
57, 320

Montgomery, James A., 225

Moon: and Lilith, 233; myvthology of, 24;
the Shekhina as, 149; and sun in
conjunction, 281

Mordecai, 30

Morgenstern, Julian, 94

Morocco, 212

Mosaic: legaslanion, 25; penod, 35

Moses, 25, 48, 70, 73, 74, 80, 84, 89, 97—
99, 101, 1034, 109-10, 141, 164+
65, 169, 204, 210, 253, 258, 262,
277, 283, 286-88, 290-92, 294,
312; bunal of, 216

Moses de Leon, 114, 127, 132-34, 166, 321

Moses of Burgos, 250

Moshe ben Nahman (Ramban). See
Nahmanides

Moshe Hadarshan, 106

Moshe Havvim Efravim of Sudylkov, 177,
181

Mor, 37, 55

Mother Earth, 24, 119, 320, 336

Mother goddess, 38, 45, 46, 49, 147, 332

Mother of God. 199. See alo Manolatry:
Mary, Virgin

Mother-Shekhina, 203—

Mother Zion, 212-14, 219

Mount Carmel, 4243

Mount Nebo, 141, 288

Mount of Olives, 101-2

Mount Sinai, 25, 74, 99, 109, 174, 312

Mount Zion, 97, 313

Muslim(s), 271, 299
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Mussaf prayer, 192, 335

Muyakala, 121

Mysteries, Zoharic, 131

Mysticism, mystics, 20, 92, 112, 253
Myths, mythology, 24. 37, 157

Naamah (she-demon), 32, 150, 232, 241-
45,253

Naamah (wife of Solomon), 47

Nabonidus, 136

Nadab and Abihu, 103

Nahar (god), 55

Nahanah, Isracl, 64

Nahmanides, 174-75, 266

Nahr Malka River, 290

Name(s) of God, 83, 176, 195

Nammu (Sumerian goddess), 15

Nandi, 121

Naphtali, 62

Naphtali, Rabbi, 234

" Naphrali Herz ben Jacob Elhanan, 232

Napsaras, 119

Naras, 119

Narbonne, 106

Narses, 151

Nararaja, 121

Nathan of Gaza, 211

Nathan of Hannover, 171, 187

Navarro, Solomon, 235

Near East: goddcsses of, 109, 14041, 147—
48, 152, 219, 284; mythologies of,
135; peoples of, 85; religion(s) of,
29, 54, 146, 255, 299; rituals of,
64, 143; statuertes of, 23-24; m-
ads of, 113

Nebuchadnezzar, 30, 34, 50, 87, 308-9

Nega', 245

Nchardea, 102, 290

Nehemiah, 30, 32, 62

Nehushtan, 48

Neith (goddess), 56

Nether World, 137. See also Hell; Sheol

Neusner, Jacob, 286

New Testament, 193

New Year, 85, 142, 216

Nigal, Gedalya, 193, 322, 330

Nikanor, 89

Nike, 257

Nile River, 28384, 288-89, 291, 294

Nimrod, 262
Ninhursag, 118-19
Ninmah, 119

Ninry, 119

Nippur, 225, 227, 249
Noah, 25, 241, 262
Notam Elimelekh, 176
Novick, Rabbi Leah, 17
Ntiv Mitzvorekha, 214, 218
Nudity, divine, 291
Numinous mother, 24
Nugra diZ'er, 195-96
Nusaly (version), 187
Nue, 118, 123

Ofra (town), 38, 39

Og (king of Bashan), 57

Ohana, Raphael, 240

Ohel Mo'ed. See Tabernacle in the desert

Ohrmazd. See Ormuzd

‘Omer, 218

“Opening of Elijah] 164

Ophanim, 228

Ops, 120

Oriental Jews, 19, 184, 187, 190-91. 198,
279

Ormuzd, 128, 138, 318

Orpheus, 286-87, 293

Orthodox Jews, Judaism, 28, 156, 184, 279

Oshun (African goddess), 17

Other Side, 214, 230, 235, 253. See also Evil
Side; Left Side; Siva Alra

Paganmism, 156

Paleolithic Venuses, 23

Palestine, 35, 39, 54, 69, 89, 212, 285. Ser
also Erctz Isracl; Israel, Land of

Palmyra, 297; gods of, 286

Paradise, 149. See also Garden of Eden

“Pardes.” 278

Pardes Rimmonsm, 125, 169

Parokhet, 84. See also Curtain(s) in the Tem-
ple; Veil in the Temple

Parsi religion, 229

Parvan, 17, 121, 123

Passover, 85; Haggada, 173

Pata, Raphael, 150, 158, 267, 301, 320

Pathros, Egypt. 63



Patriarchal: age. 35: society, 30; traditions,
39

Pelomith. See Lilith

Pentatcuch, 80, 88, 90, 114, 177, 245, 292

Perez (Pharez), 269, 334

Penizzites, 38

Perlhefter, Issachar Bacr, 209

Persepolis, 138

Persian(s), 102, 137, 228, 282; goddess of,
137

Pesel (statue), 300

Pesigta Rabbati, 211, 213

Pharaoh, 292; daughter of, 40, 103, 288

Philistines, 58, 60, 63, 200, 285

Philo Bvblius, 61

Philocrates, 88

Philo of Alexandnia, 68, 75, 79, 82, §3, 90,
91,93.98. 105,108, 111, 113, 133,
257-58, 260, 266, 3056, 333

Phoenicia(ns), 41, 56, 69, 70, 297

Phylacterics. See Tefillin

Pilgrimage festivals, 78, 81, 85, 86, 299

Pillar(s), 44, 48, 49; of cloud, 109

Pinhas ben Yair, Rabbi, 83

Pinhas of Korerz, Rabbi, 217

Psthoi (storage jars), 53, 300

Podolia, 174

Polygamy, Jewish, 26

Polvtheism, 112, 132, 134, 156-57, 279

Pompey, 82

Pope, Marvin H., 149-51, 267, 269-70

Praguc. 209

Prayer(s), 167, 170, 176-78, 189, 214, 268;
books, 16465, 166, 170-71, 185-
92, 200

Presence of God. See Shekhina

Priest(s). 94, 301; tradition of, 97

Pri ‘Etz Hayvim, 166

Prophet(s), 27, 28, 30-32, 36, 48, 68, 133,
206, 211, 219, 301

Prostitutes: male, 47, 49, 299; sacred, 299

Proverbs, Book of, 98, 180, 272, 326

Prolemaic period, 136

Prolemy II Philadelphus, 88-90

Pulcheria, 151

Pvthagoreans, 257

Qadesh, 56, 59
Qadesh wa-Amrur, 37
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Qaftzefoni, 247

Qamc'ot (amulers), 214

Qarina, 329

Qdushat Levi, 178

Qedeshim. See Prostitutes, male

Qetina, Rabh, 84, 85, 91, 307-8

Qlippa. See Husk(s)

Qo (voice), 206

Queen of Heaven, 36, 62, 65, 267, 270.
280, 284, 301, 326. Ser also Sharrat
Shame

Queen of Sheba, 244, 252

Queen of Zemargad, 221

Qucen Sabbath, 14, 335

Ra‘ava (companion), 124

Rabba bar Rabh Shila, 308

Rabbinic radition, 30

Rabh, 100, 104

Rachel, 128, 14546, 275; and Leah, 33

Rahab, 204, 245, 326

Rabam, 302

Rashi, 84, 223, 309

Ras Shamra, 36, 120. Sec also Ugarit

Rava, 196

Rebekah, 128, 310

Rechabites, 27, 43, 44, 49

Redemption, 103, 168, 173, 237, 323

Red heifer, 140

Red Sca, 223, 232, 330

Reform Jews, Judaism, 28, 184, 279

Reggio, 210

Rehem, 302

Rehoboam, 47, 50, 309

Re'im (companions), 124

Repentance, 103, 149

Rephaim, 57

Revelation, 174, 203, 209-10

Rhea, 120

Rhodus, 245

“Rider of Clouds” 72, 73, 120

Rimual: license, 85-86; observance, 29

Roman Catholic Church, 280; faith of, 26

Roman Cuna, 26; era of, 147; mythology
of, 120

Rome, 122, 132, 237, 292

Ropsitz, Gaon of, 181

Rovigo, Abraham, 209

Rudra, 121
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Ruma'el (archangel), 263

Sabbath, 33, 125, 167, 187, 192, 217, 255—
76, 280, 333-35; meal, 334

Sacred marnage, 142

Sacrifices, 108

Safed, 114, 145, 152, 160-61, 168, 170,
188, 193, 195-97, 212-13, 247-
48, 265, 269-71; circle, 203: Kab-
balists, 203, 207, 213, 268, 271,
334

Safrin, Rabbi Isaac Judah Jehiel, 200, 214—
15, 219-20

Sages, 29, 68, 86-88, 91, 102, 107, 110,
202, 208, 211, 225

Saint Alfonso Maria di Liguori, 334

Sainr Bonaventura., 280

Saint Luke, 151

Saint Peter Damian, 152, 280

Salonika. 203, 208

Samacl, 143, 148, 159, 169, 207, 221, 230—
31, 23334, 250-53. Ser also Satan

Samaria, 4245, 53, 68, 298; wory plaques
of, 69

Samaritans, 246

Samkarshana (Shivaj, 150

Samson, 103

Samuel (prophet), 58

Sancruary, 30, 92, 96, 99, 100, 1045, 108—
9, 141, 292, 312. See also Holy of
Holies; Jerusalem, Temple of;
Temple

Sandalphon, 235

Sanhedrin, 26, 106

Saragossa, 94, 132

Sarah, 128

Sardes, 138

Sargon of Agade, 137

Sassanian period, 138

Satan, 98. See also Samael

Sefer Liggute Ygarim, 180

Sefer Raziel, 237-39

Sefer Reshir Hokloma, 170

Sefer Shatare Tzivon, 171

Sefer Ta'ame haMinbagim, 181

Sefer Tashag, 143

Sefiracot), 79, 95, 125, 128, 139, 158, 164,
168, 170, 176. 184, 19798, 208—

9, 230, 266, 274, 325, 334. See also
Emanatons

Segovia, Casule, 231

Selenia, 64

Semel (1mage). 299-300

Semutic poetry, 55

Senoy, Sansenoy, and Semangelot, 223-24,
227, 324-25

Sephardi: custom, 187-88; Jews, 19, 153,
184. 187, 190-91. 192, 198, 279

Seraphum, 228, 305

Senun (Tzurgeon), Ya'agov ben Yitzhaq, 208

Serpent, 98, 103, 109, 143, 146, 231, 242

Setel, Drorah, 17

Seth (Egypuian god), 61, 74

Seth (son of Adam), 98

Seven: heavens, 101; planets; 98; nghteous
men, 101

Seville, 267

Sex: marital, 272-76; ntual, 86; and the
Sabbath, 256-57

Sexual imagery, 279-80

Sha‘are Tzivon, 187

Sha‘ar baMitzvot, 167

Sha‘ar baT*filla, 183

Sha‘ar haYdrudim, 207

Sha‘ar Rualy haQodesh, 197, 207

Shabattu, 255

Shabbatr. See Sabbath

Shabbaraian heresv, 183

Shabbarai Donnolo, 155

Shabbatai Zevi, 114, 208-9

Shaddai, 116, 226-27

Shat Wevatibh (synagogue), 102

Shakr, 121, 129, 150

Shalmaneser (king of Assyria), 44

Shamdon (angel), 241

Shamgar ben Anath, 62-63, 303

Shapattu, 255

Shapiro, Pinhas, 328

Shargorod, 174

Sharrat Shame, 64. See also Queen of Heaven

Shavurot, 217; Epistle (ser Alqabetz, Shlomo)

Sheger, 302

Shekels, 6566

Shekhina, 14, 17, 19, 30, 32, 79, 83, 96—
111, 11416, 128, 143, 146-50,
152-53, 156, 158-83, 189-92,
194, 196-97, 199-200, 202-6,



208, 213-20, 228, 249-50, 252,
255, 266, 270, 272, 275, 278, 280,
287-94, 307, 309, 314-15, 320,
323-24, 334-35; in exile, 101;
merciful, 109; as “our Mother” 204;
punitive, 109

Shekbnta, 99

Shem, 102

Shemavah and Avtalvon, 196

Shemuel, Rabbi, 102

Shemuel bar Nahman, 107

Shemuel ben Inva, 102, 307-8

Sheol, 261-62. See alse Hell; Nether World

Sherman, Rabbi Nosson, 189

Sheshet, Rabh, 102

Shevet Mussar, 210

Shiloh Tent, 70

Shimeon, Rabbi, 242, 249

Shimecon ben Lagish, 84, 87, 310

Shimeon ben Yohai, 114, 196, 260

Shishak, Pharaoh, 309

Slrt‘ur Qoma, 169

Shiva, 121, 123, 129; reachings of. 150

Sh'kininah. See Shekhina

Shlomo Shlomel of Dresnitz, 212, 214

Sh'ma* praver, 192, 198

Sh'ma Yisracl, 164, 166

Sh'mu‘Tel, 327

Si'ne Lubot haB'rit, 186

Shofar, 194, 218

Shomron (angel), 241

Show-bread, 3034

Sifte rishuyot, 178

Shu, 118-19

Shub, Rabbi Abraham Isaac, 181-82

Shulban ‘arukh, 203, 274, 335-36

Shunem, 55

Siddur, 188-89; Abavar Tzivon haShalem,
192; Ber Ya'agov beHadash, 188:; B
Yosef vObel Avraham, 191; ‘Et Raz-
zon, 192; Ishe Yirael, 185; Kol Yaa-
kov, 191; Orzar haT fillor, 185

Sidon, 38, 56; gods of, 42, 57, 58, princess
of, 40, 42

Simeon, 59

Simbaz baRegel, 173

Sin (moon-god), 137

Sin(s), 117, 193, 197, 233, 236, 262, 271,
330
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Sinai, 53

Sinaitic revelation, 25

Smners, 261

Sisera, 148

Sitra Abra, 159. See also Evil Side; Left Side;
Other Side

Sky-father, 123

“Small Face' 169, 275, 335. Ser alo Z'er
Anpn

“Small Faces™ (Cherubim or children), 231,
236

Smyrna, 209

Sodom(ites), 101, 111; and Gomorrah, 109

Solomon, 39, 41, 47, 50, 71, 79, 106, 128,
141, 241, 244, 289, 297, 306, 309,
329: palanquin of. 109; Temple of,
39, 40, 50, 68-72, 79-81, 8384,
87, 96, 97, 100, 307-9 (sec alo
Temple, First)

Song of Songs, 149-50. See also Canricles

Sons of God, 241

Sophia, 277. See also Hoklma; Wisdom

Spain, 114, 133; expulsion of the Jews from,
114, 203; Jews of, 151; Kabbalists
of, 132, 151, 229

Spira, Nathan, 245

“Spinit of idolatry) 32

Succubac, 223, 232-33

Sukka, 188

Sumer, 122, 136, 152-53, 246, 252; culture
of, 221; king list of, 221; mythol-
ogy of, 122; pantheon of, 118, 136;
rerrad of, 118

Sun: images of, 48; worship of, 51

Sun and Moon, 144, 162-63

Supernal: couple, 132, 142; Father, 325
Light, 126, Mother, 124-27, 141,
147, 325; waters, 180

Supreme Being, 24

Susa, 138

Susanowo, 121-22

Sutton, Joscph, 325

Synagogue(s), 33, 102, 172, 259, 271, 285,
290, 335

Svria, 23, 54, 55, 87, 222-23, 282; people
of, 90; temples of, 41

Taanach, 37
Tabernacle in the desert, 69, 70, 71, 73, 75,
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76, 80, 81, 83, 90, 96, 97, 99-101.
104-5, 289, 291-93, 313

Tabernacles (Sukkot), 188

Tabul, Rabbi Yosef, 197-98, 326

Tamazak, Yosef, 203

Tallith, 169, 176, 186-89

Talmud, 14, 28, 29, 87, 183, 216, 223, 225,
259-60, 278, 307; study of, 115

Talmudic Judaism, 96, 111, 256; literature
of, 32, 99-100, 193; myths and
mythology of, 241, 246; period and
umes of, 27-29, 31, 34, 87, 95,
105-6, 110, 116, 14748, 221,
224, 273, sages of, 91, tradition of,
78, 92, 93, 295-96

Talmudists, 115

Tammuz, 51, 136-37

Taniniver. See Bli

Tanna(im), 106, 291, 307

Tantric hymns and teachings, 150

Tanya, 178

Tara (Tibetan goddess), 17

Targum Onkelos, 98, 99

Taru, 119

Teezaza Sanbaz, 261, 333

Tefillin, 169, 176, 188-89

Tefnur, 118-19

Tell Beit Mirsim, 59

Tell Tainar, 40

Temple: compound, court of, 51, 299;
destruction of, 32, 50, 108, 128—
29, 139, 146, 183, 249-50, 261;
as divine bedchamber, 129, 142,
144, 159; First, 31,59, 80, 91, 94,
102, 311 (see also Solomon, Temple
of); restoration of, 47; ritual of, 67;
Second, Herodian, 76, 81, 83, 307-
11. See also Holy of Holies; Jeru-
salem, Temple of; Sanctuary

Tent of Mceting. See Tabernacle in the desert

Tegufa(or), 24445

Teraphim, 39

Tetrad(s), 112, 116, 118-23, 127, 135, 147

Tetragrammaton, 113, 116, 119, 123, 128,
132-33, 165, 171

Tetrasia, 128

Theogony, Zoharic, 126

Theosophy, 114

Thescus, 286

Thousand Mountains, 149

Threc-in-onc deiry, 111

Throne of God, 74, 80, 114, 186, 215, 231

Thutmoses II, 69

Tibenas, 101, 194

Tiferet (Beauty), 116, 164, 198, 266

Tigaun (perfocnon or restoranon), 117, 171,
177

Tigqune haZohar, 164, 191

Tigqunc Shabbar, 212

Tigqun Hatzot, 192

Tishby, Isaiah, 163-64, 320

Tirus, 79, 82, 91

Tobias (merchanr prince), 89

Tohu wa-Bohu, 98

Toldot Ya'agow Yosef, 174

Tomer D'vora, 170

Torath), 146, 162, 170, 174-76, 179, 181,
195, 2045, 216, 219, 273, 277,
290, 292

Tower of Babel, 101, 109

Transmigration. See Giligul

Tree: of death, 150; of Knowledge, 224: of
Life, 76

Trinity, doctrine of, 113, 151, 280

Tripoli, North Aftica, 209

Tubal-Cain, 24142

Turkey, 203; Jews of, 173; people of, 151

Tire, 38, 245, 298

Tyrer, Havyim ben Shlomo, of Czernowirz,
183

Tzaddig (epithet of God), 123, 206

Tzaddig(im), 156, 169-70, 173, 176-78,
179-81, 196-98, 200, 214, 216,
220; tombs of, 210

Tzefonit, 247

Tzemah, Jacob ben Hayvim, 145

Tzeruf (combination), 179, 194

Tztzzer (ritual fringes), 181, 188

Ugarit: language of, 37, 60, 299, 306, myths
and mythology of, 37, 60-62. 72,
110, 141; panthcon of, 37, 45;
period of, 37; tablets of, 55, 120.
Sec also Ras Shamra

Ulam (vestibulc), 310

Uma, 17

Understanding (Sefira), 116-17, 123, 133,
306. See also Bina



Unification of the Godhead, 275, 324

United States: Hasidim in, 189; Judaism in,
28

Universal ethical monotheism, 25

Universe, structure of, 113

Uranus, 120

Unriah, 53

Uriel (archangel), 263

Uriel Acosta, 26

Uriyahu, 300

Uruk (Erech), 136

Veil in the Temple, 72, 80, 82, 87, 308-10.
See also Curtain(s) in the Temple;
Parokhet

Vemice, 209

Venus (goddess), 267

Venus (planct), 138, 270

Vidas, Elivahu de, 170

Virgin(ity), 140, 252, 255, 258

firgin Mary. See Mary, Virgin

Virgin of Isracl, 219

Vision(s), 19, 20, 200, 208-9, 211-20, 214

Vital, Hayvim, 167, 193-94, 203, 207, 215,
219, 248

Vital, Samuel, 207

Vitale, Rabbt Benjamin haKohen, 210

Warlords of the Shekhina, 150

Warers: female, 146, 196-97; male, 196

Werblowsky, R. J. Zwi, 204, 206

Western religions, 204

Western Wall, 212-14

Wisdom, 97-99, 116-17, 119, 121, 122,
133, 178, 260, 306. See also Hokbhma,
Sophia

Wisdom of Ben Sirach, 204

Wisdom of Solomon, 98

Wissenschaft des [udentums, 157

“Woman of valor” 272

Women rabbis, 15

Women's Court, 86

Word, the, 111

World-cgg, 24

World Parents, 123, 316

World to Come, 106, 235, 315

“Wunderkind” See Divine child

Ya'aqov Shimshon of Stepetovka, 217, 328
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Yaaqov Yosef of Polonnoye, 174-76, 220,
323

Yagrush, 63

Yah, 226-27

Yaho. Ser Yahweh

Yahweh, 28, 31, 34, 35, 3943, 46-51, 53,
58, 63, 65, 66, 72-74, 83, 85, 94.
96, 105, 111, 116, 16567, 211,
223, 227, 256, 282, 292, 296-97,
299, 304, 313. See also YHWH

Yahweh EL 225; as “man of War” 147; glory
of, 312; s, 53

Yahwism, 27, 31, 36, 47

Yahwast(s), 40, 46, 51, 301; cult of, 31; ideas
of, 296; monothcism of, 44, 52;
prophets of. 42, 48; reform of, 38,
45, 46, 49

Yamm (god), 55, 63

Yannai, Rabbi, 256, 259

Yassib (son of King Keret), 37

(echonia, King, 102

Yedoniah (son of Gemariah), 65

Yehoshua, Rabbi, 99-100

Ychoshua of Sikhnin, Rabbi, 100

Yehuda bar Simon, Rabbi, 100

Ychuda ben Hivya, 256

Yehuda ben 1di, Rabbi, 101

Yemaya (African goddess), 17

Yemenire Jews, 92, 187

Yequticl, 289

Yesod (Foundation), 266, 273-74, 334

YHWH, 116, 124, 132, 165, 171-72, 175~
76, 196, 198. See also Yahweh

Yiddish, 178

Yihud(im), 19, 160-200, 324

Yishai (Jesse), 269, 334

Yishma'el, Rabbi, 149

fitzhak, Rabbi, 93, 242

Yirzhaq Eisiq of Komamo, 181

Yoga, 132-33

Yohanan, Rabbi, 102

Yohanan bar Nappaha, Rabbi, 101, 104

Yose, Rabbi, 93, 99

Yose ben Hamina, Rabbi, 290

Yose ben Yehuda, Rabbi, 259

Yovakhin, 60

Zacuro, Moses, 209
Zechaniah, 30
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Zeev Wolf of Zhitomer, 156

Zehigs, Dr. Dorothy, 298

Zemargad, land of. 244, 252

Z'er Anpin, 195-96. Ser alswo “Small Face™

Zera' Qodesh, 181

Zeus, 31, 120, 257

Zewvi of Zhudachev, Rabbi, 220

Zadon, 236

Zillah, 241

: 39, 296-97

Zion: daughter of, 278; as mother, 211-12

Ziomsm, 114

Zipporah, 141

Zivyug (marital union), 159, 176

Zohar, 93, 109, 114-16, 123-25, 129-34,
139-43. 14749, 155, 160, 162,
166, 168-70, 178, 190, 198, 200,
202, 208, 212, 220, 231-33, 237,
243, 249-50, 266, 274, 321; doc-
trine of, 132; myths and mythology
of, 128, 180

Zoharancel, 128

Zohar Hadash, 167, 212

Zoroaster, 138

Zu-bird, 222

Zurvan, 120-21, 124-25

Zwelling, Jeremy. 319
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