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MONARCHY AND THE BIBLE 

A THOUGHT ON THE 200th ANNIVERSARY OF THF. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

by MAX M. ROTHSCHILD 

THE ROLE OF MONARCHY IN THE ANCIENT WORLD 

The uniqueness of the Tenakh, seen against the background of ancient Middle 
East civil izations, is a reflection of the uniqueness of Israel's ancient culture and 
religion. The origins of ethical monotheism, the advancement of social morality. 
the ideal of a national mission leading to the universal salvation of all 
mankind- all these biblical ideas together form the greatness and uniqueness of 
Israel. One particular idea, however, which is an in tegral part of Israel's culture, is 
never sufficiently recognized: the role of the king in ancient Tsra~l. the attitude 
toward the institution of the monarchy, radicall y different as it is from any other 
known civilization. 

We can appreciate this factor only if we realize the role of the king in the 
ancient world. Among all the people's of antiquity. the king- whether he was 
ruler over a city-state or over a larger realm - was an absolute monarch. This 
absolutism of the kings of "all the peoples" (Deut. 17: 14) would not permit a 
king to share his power with anyone else; the king was mo~tly of divine origin, 
either by way of an incarnation of a particular deity. or he was worshipped and 
deified as a divine being after his death. In most cases, he was the supreme law
giver and the supreme religious authority as well. 

Few civilizations ever went so far as to call into question any of these qualities 
of their kings, even if they demanded of them to be just and righteous rulers. The 
Tenakh, on the other hand, evidences a radically different view of the monarchy, 
even though the later history of the Israelite and Judean kingdoms showed trends 
similar to those of surrounding civilizations, up to the time of the Hasmonean 
kings who, in their abuse of royal power, their ruthless economic exploitation of 
the common 'people, and their court intrigues, had all the characteristics of the 
kings of other ancient Mid-East nations. It is precisely the deterioration of the 
later kingdom which puts into focus the earl ier, original Biblical ideal of a Jewish 
monarchy. 

In ancient Sumer, going back well into the 5th millenium BCE. the king was an 
incarnation of the gods of the land or the cities. In ancient Egypt. from its very 
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beginnings down to the late 5th century BCE, there existed a firm tradition of 
royal-divine pyramids and rock tombs. In ancient Ugarit, the king was 
considered to be God's son. Even amid the relatively late Roman civilization, the 
king was the " pontifex maximus," the highest priest. And in ancient Greece, 
mother of political democracy, people rendered divine worship to many of their 
kings. 

Among all those nations, the king was part of God's plan for his own people 
and, in some cases, for the entire world. O n the king's health depended the 
fertility of the crops. He was the highest religious authority. By his grace, men 
lived and died. If he exercised justice and righteousness at all, it was because of 
his divine nature. People actually believed that they could not exist without a 
king, and that the entire world would be destroyed without a royal sovereign. 
There was no power beyond that of the king, nor any institution of appeal over 
the king's fiat. It was inconceivable that the king could be held to account by a 
higher authority. 

Sonnet by Emma Lazarus at thefoot of the Statue of Liberty. 
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A SAFEGUA RD AGA INST ROYAL ABSOLUTISM 

In ancient Hebrew society, the institution of prophecy formed a safeguard 
against royal absolutism. As to the deification of the king. we have a number of 
explicit prophetic passages. fulm inating against such an idea: cf. Ezekiel 28: 12. 
and especially v. 9 in the same chapter. expressing most succinctly the opposition 
to the divine nature of the king. Compa.re also Isaiah 10:6. In general, the literary 
prophets. beginning with Hosea and culminat ing in Ezekiel, proclaimed an ideal 
monarchy. They were not against a kingdom on principle, but they wanted an 
ideal kingdom. In this r espect they differed from Samuel's violent opposition to a 
king as such. The prophets called for a kingdom under God. 

It is significant that Samuel the prophet, sent by God, and by no other power 
or institution, is the first leader of the people to teach the!Jl the "law of the 
kingdom," writing this in a book: "Then Samuel told the people the manner of 
the kingdom, and wrote it in a book , and laid it up before the Lord" (I Sam. 
10:25). Yehezkel Kaufmann ("Religion of Israel", pp. 262fT.) speaks of two 
differing attitudes by Samuel towards the kingship, and shows how some of the 
later prophets seem to waver between these two viewpoints: on the one hand, 
kingship per se is sinful, rebellious; on the other hand, the king is a gift of God to 
the people. For our purposes, however, it is important that neither viewpoint can 
conceive of Israelite monarchy as absolute; both share the idea that there is a 
power greater than the human king, a power to which the monarch is responsible. 
And this was precisely the radical departure in the Biblical conception of the 
monarchy from the views prevailing in the ancient world. 

A RADICAL DEPARTURE FROM ACCEPTED POLITICAL NORMS 

It would appear that this Biblical attitude towards the monarchy as such, part 
as it is of the larger monotheistic trends of the Tenakh, represents no less of a 
radical, revolutionary departure from accepted social and political norms of 
antiquity than does the idea of the one universal God. Ancient thinkers already 
recognized this difference of the Jewish attitude towards monarchy. The best 
example is to be found in Josephus ("Contra Apion", 11:16) who said : "The 
Jewish concept of monarchy is unique." 

But let us look at the Biblical sources themselves. There is in all of the Tenakh 
not a single instance of the deification of a living Hebrew king. The king is never 
worshipped as divine. T hat this radical, new idea had to struggle constantly 
against the popular conception of the monarchy is shown very interestingly in 
isolated passages, such as the famous one in P salms 2:7, or the perhaps 
symbolical one in Micah 5: I. Here we have traces of a common belief in the 
divinity of the king prevalent in surrounding civilizations, parallel to the traces of 
polytheistic beliefs which it took centuries to uproot. 

53 



THE COMPUTATION OF THE NEW MOON 
by MENACH EM RAAB 

A clear description of the calendar used by our ancient forebears in the time of 
the Bible seems to have eluded the scrupulous searching of scholars. T o be sure. 
the subject abounds with speculation and theories. yet it baffles the imaginat ion. 
Wh at kind of calendar did our ancestors use? Was it based on the lunar cycle o r 
the solar year? How did the ancients determine the beginning of a new month ? 
Was it based on observations of the celestial bodies o r was it a result of a 

predetermined mathematical calculation? 
These questions defy conclusive answers. It is possible. however. to propose 

certain theories that may have a high degree of accuracy and lend themselves to 

acceptability. 

THIS MONTH SHALL BE UNTO YOU T H E BEGI NN ING OF MONTHS 

The first Mitzvah given the Children of Israel when they were about to leave 
Egyptian bondage dealt with the calendar, or more accurately with the reckoning 
of the months of the year . Before the final plague is visited upon the Egyptians, 
the Israelites are instructed: " This month shall be unto you the beginning of 
months; it shall be the first month of the year to you." 1 

The underlying question in understanding this Biblical passage is to which 
month does the Bible allude and how is the day of New Moon (Rosh Chodesh) 
determined. Talmudic Sages accepted the month of Nisan as the one in question.

2 

Nisan was to be considered the first month of the year. Accepting this premise we 
still face the more difficult question of how the new month was sanctified. On 
what basis was the day of the New Moon to be proclaimed? 

KIDDUSH HAHODESH 
It is generally accepted that in the days of the Talmudic scholars, the New 

Moon was proclaimed according to the testimony of witnesses. That is to say, 
witnesses appeared before the Bet Din and test ified that they saw the new moon 
in the heavens. The Bet Din would then proclaim that day as New Moon, the first 
of the new month. After their " Kiddush Hahodesh" or proclamation of the New 
Moon, the days of the month were counted accordingly for establishing the dates 
of the Holidays and for all other purposes. It is also known that in a later period 

I. Exodus 12:2. 

2. Cf. Rosh Hashanah 3a. 
Menachem Raab. Rabbi and Educator. came on Aliyah with his family in 1973 from Trenton N.J . He was 

ordained by Yeshiva University and received his BA and Doctorate there. He earned an MA in Education from 

Columbia University. He stems from a family who helped to build Israel from the early days of the new Yishuv. 

56 

the determining factor in the proclamation of the New Moon shifted to 
astronomic calculations, i.e., computations were made to learn when the new 
phase of the moon begins. Hence it became somewhat obsolete to wait for the 
testimony of witnesses. 

During a still later period the Sages took an even bolder stand and under 
certain conditions ignored the exact "Molad" or appearance of the new moon 
and allowed themselves the privilege of postponing the declaration of the New 
Moon so as to prevent specific holidays from falling on certain days of the week. 
For example, the Sages did not want Yom Kippur to be on Sundays or F ridays. 

A superficial study of Talmudic sources reveals the difficulty of pinpointing the 
exact date and duration of these different periods. It is not easy to indicate with 
any degree of accuracy at which stage the reliance was on witnesses, when the 
emphasis switched to mathematical calculations and computations, and when the 
Sages introduced the practice of postponing the proclamation of New Moon 
because of externai considerations and not remaining bound by the true Molad. 

There are also many Talmudic passages related to Kiddush Hahodesh which 
seemingly contradict each other. Were we able to ascertain the method used in a 
given period for determining the New Moon, some of these contradictions would 
be resolved. 

Although there are no conclusive proofs that would enable us to make positive 
assertions about the stages and their duration, we can, nevertheless, find certain 
clues in the Talmud from which we can cull some conclusions and propose some 
solutions to our problem. 

The common belief is that from the days of Moses the month was proclaimed 
by resorting to the testimony of witnesses and that during the journies in the 
wilderness the Israelites used a lunar calendar. On the Biblical verse, "This 
month shall be unto you the beginning of months . .. " we learn in the Mechilta : 
"Rabbi Ishmael says, He (the Almighty) showed him (Moses) the moon at night 
and said to him, 'Such as this you will see,' . : ."3 and He thus taught him the 
method of determining the Molad. From this and other similar passages it is 
obvious that the Sages accepted the view that the calendar used in the wilderness 
was lunar and not solar. 

There is, however, sufficient ground to take the opposite view, namely, that 
during the Biblical period it was the solar and not the lunar calendar that was in 
use. 

A SOLAR CALENDAR DURING THE BIBLICAL PERIOD 

In his elaborate work on the calendar, Handbook of Biblical Chronology, Jack 

3. Mechilta. Ex. 12:2. 
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Finnegan states: "These facts suggest that the orientation of this calendar was 
primarily .toward the sun: the rising of the sun began the day; the equinoxes were 

the turning points of the year. If this was the case then, in the lack of other 
evidence, the guess may be hazarded that the months were not tied closely to the 
phases of the moon but were units of the solar year, probably thirty days in 
length."4 

Prof. Solomon Zeitlin in his chapter on the calendar in The Rise and Fall of 
the Judean State elaborates on th is very theme and maintains that the Biblical 
calendar was solar and not lunar . .~ 

Supporting evidence to this theory may be found in the Apocrypha of the 
Book of Jubilees. When dealing with the dates of the story of Noah it is stated 
here: "And all the days of the commandment fifty two weeks of days, and these 
are all a complete year ... And you command the children of Israel that they 
observe the years according to this reckoning, three hundred and sixty four days 
will constitute a full year."6 

The view that a solar calendar was used is already mentioned in the Biblical 
commentary oflbn Ezra (Exodus 12:2) where he brings the opinion of one Rabbi 
Yehuda Haporsi and rejects it. 7 Be that as it may, if we do accept this opinion, we 
can resolve some of the problems related to our question. 

NO ALLUSION TO THE MOON 

First, it is strange that in the ent ire Bible, neither in the Pentateuch nor in the 
later books, do we find any allusion to the moon in connection with the 
proclamation of the New Moon.8 Certainly no mention is ever made about 
witnesses in this context. It is hard to believe that a procedure which supposedly 
was in use for centuries and for generations from the days of Moses should not 
be mentioned in the entire Bible even by the merest hint. 

The entire story of Jonathan and David in the Book of Samuel negates the 
theory that the testimony of witnesses about the appea.rance of the new moon 
determined the beginning of the new month. lt is quite obvious from the passage 

4. Finnegan. Jack , Handbook of Bihlica/ Chronn/n/{1', Princcwn lln 1ver~ itv Pre~s. 196-1. p. 1fi. 

5. Cf. Zeitlin, Prof. Solomon. The R isr 011d Foil nf lhP Jurfoon Slal e. pp. 213f. and Hoenig. 

Pro f. Sidney, The Jewish Reaction to Ca le ndar Refor m. Tradi lion, Vol. 7. no . l. p. 5f. 

6. Jubilees 6:30, 32. 

7. Ibn Ezra, Ex. 12:2. 

8. Although the words for month in the Bible. 1Vi1n and Mi'. refer to the cycle of the moon. it 

is no proof that the phases of the moon determined the reckoning of the months. No doubt the 

concept of a month stems from the waxing and waning of the moon . This in itself. however. does 

not necessarily indicate how the month was calculated. 
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that there was foreknowledge of when the New Moon will be. David says to 
Jonathan: "Tomorrow is the new moon"9 and Jonathan says to David : 
"Tomorrow is the new moon." 10 

If as some would have us believe it was necessary to have eyewitness 
testimony about the new moon, how did David and Jonathan have the 
foreknowledge that such witnesses would indeed appear? The New Moon must 
have been a set day and more Likely than not the month was a solar one. 

Another indication that the New Moon was known in advance of the date and 
did not depend on the arrival of witnesses may be found in conjunction with the 
enumeration of the holidays. The Bible stipulates that the first day of the seventh 
month be a day of abstinence from labor: " In the seventh month, in the first day 
of the month, shall be a solemn rest unto you, a memorial proclaimed with the 
blast of horns, a holy convocation. You shall do no manner 'of servile work"" 

It is difficult to believe that the Bible would forbid work o.n a specific day and 
yet not make it possible to know in advance by at least one day when it will be. 
Even more surprising is the fact that work is forbidden twenty four hours 
beginning at sundown of the eve of the day in question, yet the Bet Din can only 
hear the testimony of the witnesses during the following day. The witnesses must 
arrive, testify, be cross-examined, the Bet Din must make its decision and 
proclaim the day New Moon and New Year. It is inconceivable that under these 
conditions the Bible would prohibit work from the preceding evening. Logic 
dictates that it should be known in advance when a day of "solemn rest" is being 
proclaimed. It stands to reason that the status of the day be known from the 
moment it begins and not from some indefinite point after it has begun. If the 
calendar used in the Bible were a solar calendar, the problem described would not 
exist. 

Though all the preceding cannot be offered as definite proof that a solar 
calendar was used, if this were so, it would certainly clarify the passages 
discussed. 

THE LUNAR CALENDAR AFTER THE RETUR N FROM EXILE 

There is no doubt that after the return from Babylonian exile and the 
restoration of the Land of Israel, the lunar calendar was used. The method used 
to determine Rosh Hodesh during the early days of this period eludes us. The 
earliest source indicating dependence upon witnesses stems from the days of 
Rabban Gamaliel the Elder who lived at the end of the Second Temple in 
Jerusalem. We read in the Mishnah: 

9. I Sam. 20:5. 

10. I Sam. 20: 17. 

II. Lev. 23:24-25. 
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There was a large court in Jerusalem called Beth Ya'azek. There all the 
witnesses used to assemble and the Beth Din used to examine 
them ... Originally they used not to leave the place the whole day of 
Sabbath, but Rabban Gamaliel the Elder introduced a rule that they could 
go two thousand cubits from it in any direction. 12 

During his days and for generations following, the New Moon was determined 
solely on the basis of testimony of witnesses. The day the moon was seen 
was declared New Moon. Even when the witnesses did not arrive to the Bet Din 
until some days later. the day the moon was sighted was proclaimed New 
Moon retroactively. 13 

TESTIMONY ON NEW MOON EVEN ON THE SABBATH 

Since the New Moon depended on the testimony of the witnesses, and if the 
witnesses would tarry or arrive late for whatever reason, the New Moon was 
nevertheless proclaimed on the day it was sighted, it was extremely important 
during the days of the Temple to do all possible so that the witnesses arrive on 
time. If they would not arrive on the day they saw the new moon, the sacrificial 
offerings for the New Moon could not be brought. Hence the Sages went so far 
as to allow the witnesses to desecrate the Sabbath and to journey as quickly as 
possible to the Bet Din. This is the meaning of the Baraitha: 

The Rabbis taught: At first they would profane (the Sabbath) for all of 
them (months). When the Temple was destroyed Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zaccai said to them, ' Is there a sacrifice?' It was then ordained that they 
not profane except for Nisan and Tishri alone. 14 

This Baraitha indicates that the day the moon was sighted was proclaimed 
New Moon regardless of when the testimony was actually rendered in court. If 
the witnesses were late in arriving, Rosh Hodesh was proclaimed retroactively. If 
we will maintain, as some early Rabbinic authorities do, that the New Moon was 
not proclaimed retroactively but only on the day that testimony was accepted in 
court, then why was profaning the Sabbath permitted? Why did they not wait 
until the witnesses did arrive and proclaim that day Rosh Hodesh and bring the 
prescribed sacrifices on that day? We can only conclude that regardless when the 
testimony was given, the emphasis was on the day the moon was sighted so that 
the New Moon would correspond with the Molad even if it meant proclaiming 
the day retroactively. Hence, there can result a situation where on Rosh Hodesh 
it was not yet known that the new month had begun and the sacrifices were not 

12. Rosh Hashanah IV, 5. 

13. Maimonides, Yad Hahazaka- Laws of Kiddush Hahodesh 3, 6. 

14. Rosh Hashanah 21b. 
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brought. Therefore, it was permitted to profane the Sabbath in order that the 
sacrifices might be offered on the right day . 1

.1 

Authorization to profane the Sabbath was technicall y derived from a Biblical 
verse. The Talmud states: 

The Rabbis taught: How do we know that one may profane the Sabbath 
for these (months), since it is written, 'These are the appointed seasons of 
the Lord ... which ye shall proclaim in their appointed season.' 16 17 

Since the festivals had to be observed in their "appointed seasons," that is, at 
their designated time, and since the time could not be altered, profaning the 
Sabbath was permitted. Were they able to change the times of the festivals, they 
could have proclaimed the new month on the day the testimony was given in 
court and the sacrifices could then have been brought on that day and there 
would be no need to profane the Sabbath "in order that the sacrifices might be 
offered on the right day." 

FROM DAY OF SIGHTING TO DAY OF TESTIMONY 

The first deviation from this practice occurred before the days of Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zaccai as we see in the Mishnah: 

Originally they used to accept testimony with regard to the new moon 
during the whole of the day. On one occasion the witnesses were late in 
arriving, and the Levites went wrong in the daily hymn. It was, therefore, 
ordained that testimony should be accepted (on New Year) only until the 
afternoon sacrifice. If witnesses came after the afternoon service that day 
and the next should be kept holy. After the destruction of the temple 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zaccai ordained that testimony with regard to the 
new moon should be received during the whole of the day. 18 

Here we have for the first time a situation where the proclamation of the New 
Moon was changed from the day it was sighted to the day of testimony. This was 
done for the sake of the sacrifices. After the destruction of the Temple, Rabban 
Yohanan reverted back to the original practice of accepting testimony even after 
the afternoon sacrifice time since there no longer were sacrifices. · 

At this time it also became unnecessary to profane the Sabbath since there 
were no longer sacrifices that had to be offered on that day. Hence this 
permission was rescinded except for Nissan and Tishri. 19 

I 5. Mishnah Rosh Hashanah I, 4. 

16. Lev. 23:4. 

17. Rosh Hashanah 21b. 

18. Rosh Hashanah IV, 4 . 

19. Rosh Hashanah 21b. 

61 



It is indeed possible that at this time the Sages relaxed their insistence on 
proclaiming Rosh Hodesh on the actual day the moon was sighted. They wanted 
to uproot the practice common among the populace of profaning the Sabbath to 
bring the testimony to court. By declaring as New Moon the day the witnesses 
arrived, the Sages were able to demonstrate that since there were no more 
sacrifices, it was not necessary to profane the day of rest. 

Not only if the witnesses did not arrive on the exact day was the New Moon 
postponed. Even when they did arrive on time but the Bet Din did not manage to 
cross-examine the witnesses before dark, the New Moon was postponed for the 
morrow. This we see in the Mishnah: 

If the Bet Din and all Israel saw it, if the witnesses were tested and there 
was not- time left to say 'sanctified' before it grew dark, then the month is 
prolonged. 20 

The intention here also was to eradicate from the people the earlier practice of 
proclaiming New Moon exclusively on the day the moon was sighted. 

For all this the Sages allowed themselves the liberty only during the other 
months since they had no sacrifices with which to be concerned. On Tishri and 
Nisan, the two months during which the holidays occurred, it was still important 
to proclaim New Moon on the exact date since they still did not abandon the 
teaching that the holidays must be in their "appointed season." The Sages thus 
still permitted profaning the Sabbath on these months in order to bring the 
testimony. This is the meaning of the Mishnah: 

For the sake of two months the Sabbath may be profaned, namely, Nisan 
and Tishri, since in them messengers go forth to Syria and in them the 
dates of the festivals are fixed. When the temple was standing they used to 
profane the Sabbath for all the months, in order that the sacrifices (of the 
new moon) might be offered on the right day21 

During the other months where it really made no difference after the 
destruction of the Temple the Sages no longer insisted on the witnesses coming 
on time, but for Nisan and Tishri, where they did not want to alter the days of the 
festivals, they continued to insist on the proclaiming New Moon on time and thus 
permitted profaning the Sabbath. 

ASTRONOMIC CALCULATIONS INTRODUCED 

During this period and until the days of Rabban Gamaliel II at the end of the 
first century it seems that the astronomic calculations were not considered. It was 
Rabban Gamaliel who first started using these computations though he did not 
abandon the use of witnesses. This is what underlined the famous dispute 

20. Rosh Hashanah III, 1. 

21. Rosh Hashanah I, 4. 
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between Rahban Gamaliel and Rabbi Joshua which resulted in the for'Tier being 
deposed from his position of authority. The Mishnah states: 

On another occasion two witnesses came and said. we saw it at its proper 
time, but on the night which should have been the new moon (i.e. the 
following night) it was not seen. and Rabban Gamaliel accepted their 
evidence. Rabbi Dosa ben Harkinas said: They arc false witnesses. How 
can they testify that a woman has given birth to a child when on the next 
day we see her belly still swollen? Said Rabbi Joshua to him: I see (the 
force of) your argument. Thereupon Rabban Gamaliel sent to him to say, I 
enjoin upon you to appear before me with your staff and your money on 
the day which according to your reckoning should be the Day of 
Atonement. Rabbi Akiba went (to Rabbi Joshua) and found him in great 
distress. He said to him: I can bring proof (from the Scripture) that 
whatever Rabban Gamaliel has done is valid. because it says, 'these are the 
appointed seasons of the Lord. Holy Convocations. which ye shall 
proclaim in their appointed seasons,' 22 (which means to say that) whether 
they are proclaimed at their proper time or not at their proper time, I have 
no appointed seasons save these. He (Rabbi Joshua) then went to Rabbi 
Dosa ben Harkinas, who said to him: If we call in question (the decision 
of) the Bet Din of Rabban Gamaliel. we must call in question the decisions 
of every Bet Din which has existed since the days of Moses up to the 
present time. 23 

According to what we stated above. Rabban Gamaliel instituted the practice 
of depending upon the mathematical calculations and to establish the festivals 
according to his calculations. He was not overly concerned that the witnesses 
may be offering false testimony as long as it coincided with his own 
computations. Rabbi Joshua and Rabbi Dosa ben Harkinas as well as Rabbi 
Akiba did not yet rely on these calculations. According to them, it was the 
testimony of the witnesses that was the determining factor and they would not 
therefore accept false testimony. 

Rabban Gamaliel had the authority io alter the day of the New Moon. This is 
what the Mishnah meant when it says, "If we call in question (the decisions of) 
the Bet Din of Rabban Gamaliel, we must call in question the decisions of every 
Bet Din which has existed since the days of Moses up to the present time." The 
Mishnah is telling us that Rabban Gamaliel had the authority to change the 
method of determining the New Moon and the days of the festivals just as his 
predecessors had made changes. Had not the Sages decided not to accept 
testimony about the moon after the afternoon sacrifice? 

22. Lev. 23:4. 

23. Rosh Hashanah II, 8-9. 
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The authority to make these changes came from the Biblical verse: "These are 
the appointed seasons of the Lord, even holy convocations. which ye shall 
proclaim in their appointed season. "24 At first. emphasis was placed on the end of 
the verse-" "in their appointed season," i.e. only in their exact time and the Bet 
Din had no authority to change it. Later. emphasis was switched to the rest oft he 
verse: ''which ye shall proclaim." i.e .. it is left· for you to proclaim either in their 
exact time or not in their exact time. 25 

COMPUTATIONS AND TESTIMONY OF WITNESSES 

Now, although from the days of Rabban Gamaliel the computations were 
used, they nevertheless did not discontinue accepting testimony. Even at a later 
date. during the time of the Tanna Rabbi Jose, witnesses still continued to come 
and they were still permitted to profane the Sabbath for Tishri ·and Nisan. 
However, since the computations were the significant aspect, Rabb~ Jose did not 
want to permit profaning the Sabbath when it absolutely served no purpose, as 
for example, when the moon is seen clearly by all. That is the meaning of the 

Mishnah: 
Rabbi Jose says that if it has been seen clearly, the Sabbath is not to be 
profaned on account of it. 26 

It seems, furthermore, that in order to help the Jews living in the Diaspora to 
know when the festivals occur and particularly those Jews who lived in remote 
regions where the Court messengers did not reach before the festivals, the Sages 
avoided extending the month of Elul to thirty days. This we learn from the 

statement: 
Rabbi Hinenah bar Kahana said that Rab said, From the days of Ezra we 
do not find that Elul was extended. 27 

This passage is difficult to understand. Is it possible that it was never necessary 
to extend this month? This does not seem reasonable. If, however, we say that 
the decision was made on the basis of computation, then when they saw that Elul 
would have to be extended, they lengthened the month of Ab instead. This was 
possible only after Rabban Gamaliel. 

NOT ON SUNDAY, WEDNESDAY OR FRIDAY 

In the days of Ulla a new element was added into the calculations. The 
calculations were made to prevent New Year from ever coming out on Sunday, 

24. Lev. 23:4. 

25. The Hebrew reads c~k- them. The Sages changed the diacritical marks to CJ:;lt<- you. 

26. Rosh Hashanah I, 5. 

27. Rosh Hashanah 19b. The expression "from the days of Ezra" is not to be taken literally but 

means for a long period of time. 
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Wednesday or Friday. This was done so that the Day of Atonement should not 
be on Friday or Sunday and Hosanna Rabba on the Sabbath." We have no 
evidence that this was a consideration prior to the days of Ulla. It appears that in 
his time this became an elenient in determining the New Moon. 

In summary, we can assume that at first, i.e., in Biblical times, the solar 
calendar was used. With the return from Babylonian exile, the lunar calendar was 
used, with reliance on the testimony of witnesses and the actual day on which the 
moon was sighted was declared New Moon. Toward the end of the Second 
Temple, the day the witnesses testified was also eligible to be Rosh Hodesh 
although the moon was sighted on another day. This was done only under special 
circumstances and for a specific reason - the sacrifices. After the destruction of 
the Temple, the day of testimony was always declared New Moon except for the 
months of Tishri and Nisan because of the holidays. Rabban Gamaliel began 
relying on calculations though he did not abolish the witnesses. In the days of 
Ulla the festivals were intentionally shifted around to prevent them from coming 
on certain days of the week, 

Blessing of the New Moon by Ezekiel Schloss (Dvinsk, 6.1912). 

28. Cf. Rosh Hashanah 20a for the reasons. 
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REHABILITATION OF LILITH 
h' SOL LIPTZIN 

LILITH. THE FIRST 1\'IFE OF AP.\~1 

Manv are the tales that are told in tlw literatures of F::J.st and \Vest and in the 
folklor~ of Jnvs. Christians and Moslems ahout Lilith. not a drop of whose blood 

is human but who was made like a soft. sweet woman. Some of these tales go 

back to Bah\'lonian-Ass\Tian sources of close to four thousand years ago. 
perhaps C\'Cll -to a still older period when the Sumerians were the most ciYilizcd 
people inhabiting the region between the Tigris and the Euphrates. a region from 

which the patriarch Abraham stemmed. 
Though the original stories of the mysterious. tormented goddess. demon or 

woman are lost in the night of time. the legend of Lilith as the Arst wife of Adam. 

the most fascinating of all the legends about her. is a rather late development. 
occurring in the Talmud. expanded by the Cabbalists. flourishing among 

Yiddish-speaking Jews of Eastern Europe. and fcn-ored as a romantic theme by 
poets. novelists and dramatists of Europe and America until our own day. 

Most versions vilified her. since they were written by the descendants of her 

successor Eve. Adam's second wife. Nevertheless. all the calumnies and 
imprecations hurled at her have not obscured her loveliness nor tarnished her 
radiant. golden hair. Her soft-shed kisses still enticed Dante Gabriel Rossetti's 
young men into her net and her melodious voice and flashing eyes still lured 
Yitzchak Lei bush Peretz's Monish away from his absorption in the folios of the 
Gemara and led this pious youth to forswear in her arms God and the Torah. 

It was not. however. until the dawn of our century. the century that fought so 
vef_::mently for the liberation of woman from the dominance of man. that 
attempts were begun to rehabilitate Lilith as Adam's proud mate who refused to 
bow to his claim of male superiority. a claim which her successor Eve accepted 
as God-ordained. It was Eve. and not Lilith. who was responsible for the fall of 
man and his expulsion from Paradise. and it is the children of Eve. not those of 
Lilith. who have made a sorry mess of our planet. despoiling it of its ecological 

harmony. 

LILITH MENTIONED ONLY ONCE IN BIBLE 

Only once does the Bible mention Lilith. She is listed in Isaiah (34:14) among 
the creatures that will settle in the desolated land of Edam and find a restmg 
place there. It is not clear, however. what sort of a creature the prophet had in 
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mind and this lack of clarity has plagued translators and commentators down the 
ages. The Septuaginta translates Lilith as a tailless ape. The Vulgate Latin 
rendering designates her as Lamia, in Roman folklore, a female demon, half 
woman and half serpent, a vampire who lured men in order to suck their blood. 
Luther, in his German translation, conceived Lilith as a Kobold, a gnome or 
goblin who dwelt in mines and subterranean caves and contaminated silver with 
a worthless ingredient which the chemists now call cobalt. The King James 
English version designates Lilith as a screech-owl. The American Revised 
Version of 1901 calls her a night-monster and the Revised Standard Version of 
1952 a night-hag, thus completely negating the aspect of beauty which oral 
tradition always assigned to her. 

It was once assumed that the name Lilith had been derived from /ai!a, the 
Hebrew word for night, since she was generally conceived as a creature of the 
night, but this etymology is no longer accepted, since the name occurs in ancient, 
pre-Hebraic inscriptions as Lilit, Lilu, and Lilitu. 

There is no evidence that Isaiah thought of Lilith as the first consort of Adam. 
This notion arose in Talmudic times as a result of a difficult problem posed by 
the stories of creation in the earliest two chapters of Genesis. Jewish sages, who 
never doubted the literal accuracy of the biblical text, were perplexed by the fact 
that these chapters gave two apparently contradictory versions of the creation of 
woman. The first chapter narrates that, on the sixth day of creation, God 
fashioned the human species in his own image - male and female created he 
them- both simultaneously and in the same manner. The second chapter of 
Genesis, however, relates that Adam still had no mate suitable for him, while all 
other living creatures were already paired. In order to provide him too with a 
mate, the Lord caused a deep sleep to fall upon him. During this sleep a rib was 
taken from him and fashioned into a woman with whom he could be happy, since 
she was bone of his bone and flesh of his flesh. 

ADAM HAD TWO MATES 

The contradiction between the two chapters was resolved by the conjecture 
that Adam had two mates. One was created at the same time as he and, though 
she could not claim priority, she felt justified to claim equality with him, a claim 

which he refused to countenance and which led to constant marital dissension 
and ultimate separation. The later mate, fashioned of a not too vital part of 
Adam's anatomic structure, was content to subordinate herself to him. The first 
was Lilith and the second was Eve. 

Lilith, in legendary lore, was conceived as a winged creature, hence one who, 
though stemming like Adam, her consort in Paradise, from adama, earth, 
nevertheless aspired to rise upward beyond the all-too-earthly. She anticipated 
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Babylonian terra-cotta relief of Lilith 
with wings and feet of a bird. 
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Lilith with the face of 
woman and body of a 
snake, from a 16th 
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the modern revolt of woman against the double standard of morality. When 
Adam insisted on subjugating her to his will, she balked and fled from the 
Garden of Eden, which was a paradise for him who lorded over all species but 
not for her who was too proud to bend under his yoke. She sought refuge with 
Lucifer, the lucent archangel, but was precipitated with him to the abyss. 

LILITH, THE MOTHER OF EVIL 

Because of her relationship with this chief rebel against God's authority, 
Talmudists saw her as the mother of evil (Baba Bathra 73a), as the enemy of 
Adam's offspring with Eve. She was reputed to be roaming about at night, 
appearing to men in their dreams and fastening herself upon any man asleep 
alone in a room (Shab. 151 b). Angry at her successor Eve, she sought to steal in 
the night infants newly born to Eve's descendants and to carry them off to the 
desert, her usual abiding place. 

In classical mythology Lilith was confused with Lamia, belovod of Jupiter, 
with the face of a woman and the body of a serpent, a vampire who gave birth to 
Scylla. St. Jerome wrote that Lamia was called by the Hebrews Lilith- "et 
lamiam quae Hebraiae dicitur Lilith." 

The Alphabet of Ben Sira of the ninth or tenth century gave a detailed version 
of the medieval conception of Lilith and was the principal source for the Zohar's 
assertion that she was Adam's first wife (Zohar I, 19b, 39b; Ill, 19a). It may also 
have been, along with the Talmud, the chief source for Johann Andreas 
Eisenmenger's description of Lilith in his venomously antisemitic volume 
Entdecktes Judentum, whose many German editions since 1699 stimulated 
German poets and whose English translation of 1732-33 made her better known 
among English readers. 

In the Walpurgis-Night Scene of Goethe's Faust, Mephistopheles points Lilith 
out to his companion Faust and warns him to beware of her, now that he has 
been rejuvenated, since any young man whom she lures with her beautiful hair, 
she never lets go again (Faust I, 4119-4123). 

AMULET AROUND NECK OF NEWLY BORN INFANT 

Estern European Jewish folklore wove many legends about her. The most 
widespread of these related that she stood at the foot of the beds of lying-in 
women and tried to snatch newborn babes from the arms of their mothers. 
Superstitious women feared her. To ward her off, it was customary to hang an 
amulet around the neck of the newly born infant, an amulet inscribed with the 
names of the three angels- Snwy, Snsnwy, and Smglf- who had terrorized her 
after her flight from Eden. Equally effective in warding off her pernicious power 
were the "childbirth tablets" which were inscribed with magic formulas and 
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which were nailed to the walls of the lying-in room. While the greatest danger 
faced infants during their first night. male children were in peril of being snatched 
away until their circumcision on the eighth day while girls had to be protected 
against Lilith's wiles until their twentieth day. She was especially dangerous to 
infants who had been begotten sinfully. 

HUMANIZING LILITH 

Western European writers, primarily romantic writers who were fascinated by 
the exotic and the occult, found in Lilith a most attractive subject. Among 
French writers, Alfred de Vigny in 1859 depicted her as the personification of 
sensuality; Victor Hugo in 1886 identified her with the Egyptian goddess Isis and 
saw her as the mother of innumerable evil spirits: Remy de Gourmont, in his play 
Lilith of 1892, presented her as an imperfect creation of God, who discarded her 
by tossing her to Satan, the Prince of Evil, and then corrected his error by 
creating Eve as a more suitable mate for Adam. Among English poets, Robert 
Browning humanized her in his lyric of 1883. Adam, Lilith and Eve; but it was 
Dante Gabriel Rossetti, the Pre-Raphaelite painter and poet. who was most 
charmed by her. He painted her in 1864 and for this portrait he wrote the 
following exquisite sonnet: 

Of Adam's first wife, Lilith. it is told 
(The witch he loved before the gift of Eve,) 
That, ere the snake's. her sweet tongue could deceive, 
And her enchanted hair was the first gold. 

And still she sits, young while the world is old. 
And, subtly of herself contemplative. 
Draws men to watch the bright net she can weave, 
Till heart and body and life are in its hold. 

The rose and poppy are her flowers; for where 
Is he not found, 0 Lilith, whom shed scent 
And soft-shed kisses and soft sleep shall snare? 
Lo! as that youth's eyes burned at thine. so went 
Thy spell through him, and left his straight neck bent, 
And round his heart one strangling golden hair. 

IN ART A RADIANTLY BEAUTIFUL WOMAN 

More elaborate was Rossetti's depiction of Lilith in his ballad Eden Bower, 
which he completed in 1869, five years after his painting and his sonnet. While in 
his painting he portrayed her as a radiantly beautiful woman in a modern, rose-
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filled boudoir combing her massive golden hair and while in his sonnet he 
depicted her as an ever alluring Lorelei who is still the bane of enticed young 
men, his ballad reverted to the primeval, legendary era of Adam and Eve in the 
Garden of Eden. The ballad was in the form of a plea by Lilith to the serpent who 
had been her lover before she had been turned over by God to Adam when he 
was created long after her. She implored her King-Snake to lend her his 
serpentine shape for an hour, so that she could avenge herself on Adam, who had 
become faithless to her, and on Eve, her successor. Then the hearts of the human 
pair would ache as her own heart ached. 

REHABILITATION OF LILITH. A RECENT DEVELOPMENT 

The rehabilitation of Lilith is a twentieth century development of the legend. 
But already as early as 1889, Anatole France attempted, in his short story La 
Pille de Lilith, to win sympathy for her offspring. Leila, the daughter of Lilith, 
was no less beautiful and immortal than her mother. To a young Parisian who 
loved her passionately and whom she left in order to return to her Oriental home, 
she bequeathed an amulet which contained a prayer. When the prayer was 
deciphered by a learned priest, it proved to be a plea for release from her 
immortality. "My God, grant me Death, so that I may enjoy Life. My God, grant 
me Remorse, so that I may experience Joy. My God, make me the equal of the 
daughters of Eve." The priest then gave the young man an insight into the world 
of Lilith and her daughter. Their permanent home was among the pre-Adamites. 
These were wiser and fairer than the post-Adamite mortals. When Lilith was 
replaced in Adam's affections by Eve in the garden of Eden, he was still in a state 
of innocence. Not participating in Adam's first transgression against God, Lilith 

was not tainted by original sin and therefore escaped the curse pronounced upon 
Eve and Eve's offspring. She knows neither pain nor death. She does not have to 
atone and has no soul that needs to be redeemed. Her daughters are immortal 
like her and live beyond good and evil. 

This story parallels the German legend of Tannhauser and his beautiful 
paramour, the immortal Lady Venus, a legend which formed the basis for 
Heine's verse narrative and for Wagner's opera. 

Josef Victor Widmann, the Swiss dramatist, goes beyond Anatole France in 
seeking to rehabilitate Lilith. In his poetic mystery, Der Heilige und die Tiere, 
1905, he showed her as the vassal of Asasel, forced to do his bidding and to 
tempt with her loveliness the saintly hero of the drama, and yet revolting against 
her fate. When this hero succeeds in resisting her wiles, she is filled with awe at 
his purity, understanding, sympathy and holiness. She cannot proceed with her 
mission of luring him and retreats before the radiance that streams from his 
compassionate eyes. When he addresses her pityingly as a poor, wayward spirit, 
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she is overcome with shame and inner revulsion against her assignment as the 
eternal temptress. 

LILITH. THE SYMBOL OF THE MODERN REVOLT OF WOMAN 

In 1908. three years after Widmann's biblical drama. Isolde Kurz sought to 
rehabilitate Lilith in her long verse narrative Die Kinder der Lilith. As the 
daughter of the Suabian poet Hermann Kurz. she had revolted against the ideal 
of woman which was dominant in respectable German circles when she grew up 
and which degraded woman to the humiliating level of a "demiitige Magd oder 
Weibchen- Leib ohne Seele." She had heard the clarion call oflbsen against the 
bourgeois concept of marriage. She recalled that the girls of her generation and 
her upper middle class were groomed primarily for marriage and were 
brainwashed to be proud of their vassalage to husbands. Such women accepted 
their own intellectual impoverishment as an asset that heightened their 
attractiveness as dolls or darlings. In order to please suitors, many a girl 
pretended to be spiritually poorer and weaker than she really was. She was not 
expected to bring any intellectual treasures into her marriage but rather to be a 
tabula rasa, a blank sheet on which the man was to write his text. 

Isolde Kurz was familiar with the legend of Lilith as a haughty, winged demon 
who did not get along well with Adam, who flew away from him after a quarrel 
by invoking the Ineffable N arne, and who thereafter dwelt in grottos as a 
dangerous vampire. 

The poetess regarded this legend as an absurdity. Why should the omniscient 
God have selected so evil a mate for Adam? And why were wings bestowed upon 
Lilith and not upon Adam? Having wings, she undoubtedly shared with the 
angels the ability to fly from place to place and to gain deep insight into what 
transpired on .the terrestrial planet. But she also shared with mortals the need for 
food and the reproductive instinct. Did God have some higher purpose when he 
combined these traits in Lilith? And was the denigration of Lilith in the lore of 
the Jews a later development of the original legend, the result of ensuing centuries 
of lesser esteem for women? 

Isolde Kurz undertook to restore Lilith to her pristine eminence and to cleanse 
her of the later legendary excrescences, even as Euripides had rehabilitated the 
alluring, demonic Helen and had exonerated her of faithlessness by presenting 
her in his drama Helen as the model of a loyal wife who had escaped from her 
captor Paris and had hid for many years in Egypt until she could be reunited with 
her husband Menelaus. A fate similar to Lilith's had also overtaken the radiant 
Aphrodite, goddess of love, who had been degraded during the Middle Ages and 
lived on in popular imagination as a demon, not unlike Hekate or Cybele, as a 
temptress who sat on crossroads and lured young men to passion and death, a 
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demon whom John Keats had immortalized in his ballad La Belle Dame Sans 
Merci, whom Richard Wagner had depicted as Lady Venus in his opera 
Tannhiiuser and as Kundry in his opera Parsifal, and whom Algernon Charles 
Swinburne had rehabilitated in his poetic monologue Laus Veneris, preferring 
her even to the Virgin Mary. 

HALF ANGEL AND HALF HUMAN 

The Lilith legend, as transformed by Isolde K urz, clarified and justified 
apparent contradictions in God's plan, when he fashioned this strange creature, 
half angel and half human. According to her, God had, in the course of aeons, 
gotten tired of the eternal sameness, of absolute perfection, of Seraphic choirs 
forever intoning hymns of praise. He longed for change, growth, decay, disorder 
straining toward order, imperfection evolving and ameliorating. He therefore 
created life, the many species of fauna and flora that covered land and sea. These 
did not, however, sufficiently satisfy Him. He wanted a species that could 
encompass the all in thought and imagination and that would be worthy of 
accompanying Him, so that He would not be lonely in His uniqueness. He 
therefore formed Adam out of a clod of earth, out of Adama, and gave to this 
first human being as a mc.te the most resplendent of the winged spirits, the bright, 
airy Lilith. With her many charms and whims, she was to goad earthbound 
man to creative activities and to unceasing progress toward perfection. 

Out of the loving couple's daily dissensions and reconciliations, clashes of will 
and harmonious reunions, there were born stimulating thoughts and there arose 
the beginnings of art. It looked as if man was indeed evolving toward the blessed 
goal which God designed for him. But Lucifer, the lustrous archangel closest to 
the Divine Presence, feared that before long man would displace him and become 
his successful rival. Hence, he put an obstacle in the way of man's upward climb. 
During Adam's sleep he created out of a rib Eve, a creature unwanted by God, a 
woman who was merely body, unleavened by spirit, and who enticed her mate 
into sensual indolence. Eve destroyed Adam's love for Lilith, his bright, splendid, 
graceful first mate, who was no less spirit than sense. Becoming aware of Adam's 
degeneracy under the influence ofEve, Lilith fled in despair. Eden, the abode of 
their bliss, went up in flames. Banned from a paradisial existence, Adam created 
with Eve sensual, wolfish offspring who were enmeshed in guilt and suffering 
down the generations. However, God's plans cannot be forever thwarted. The 
Angel Gabriel revealed to Adam before his death that Lilith too had born a son 
to him that was being raised by Seraphim and that would descend to earth in 
constantly new transformations, as prophet, as poet, as .leader of his purely 
human brothers or half-brothers. Though his radiant influence would to a large 
extent be vitiated by the children of Eve, who would rally together under the 
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slogan. "He is one and we are many." there is progressi\'c improYemcnt and 
ultimately the children of Adam will slough the legacy of EYe and evol\'c upward 
toward spiritual perfection. the final goal foreseen for them by God. 

UL!TH 1:-.1 G. B. SJlA\\''S HAC/\' TO .\IFT/fl'SF!. . .UI 

The most magnificent rehabilitation of Lilith \\·as undertaken in English 
literature by George Bernard Shaw. ln his play of 1921. Hock to .llcthusc/ah, he 
portrayed her as the personification of the force of CreatiYc EYolution. as the 
mother of Adam and Eve and hence of the entire human race. 

The play begins with the first human pair in the Garden of Eden. It continues 
on to the :year 31.920. as far as thought can reach. It concludes with the sage 
insight of Lilith. who wonders whether her labor in creating man and woman was 
enough of an achievement or whether she ought to labor again and to bring forth 
something that would sweep them away. After weighing all possibilities. she feels 
that she can be reasonably content with her human offspring and that she should 
not supersede them. She had been patient with the human race for many aeons, 
even though this race tried her sorely. and her patience had been rewarded. 
Mankind, ever dissatisfied. had worked its way up from cruelty and hypocrisy 
and had redeemed itself from vileness. "The impulse I gave them in that day 
when I sundered myself in twain and launched Man and Woman on the earth still 

urges them: after passing a million goals they press on to the goal of redemption 
from the flesh, to the vortex freed from matter. to the whirlpool in pure 
intelligence that, when the world began. was a whirlpool in pure force." 

It was Lilith who gave her daughter Eve the greatest of gifts: curiosity. This 
has prevented stagnation and is opening up to the human race ever greater vistas. 
"!am Lilith:I brought life into the whirlpool of force. and compelled my enemy, 
Matter, to obey a living soul." When the final goal will be attained toward which 
mankind reaches out, when the whirlpool will be all life and no matter, then Lilith 
herself will also be superseded and become only a legend and a lay that has lost 
its meaning. "Of Life only there is no end; and though of its million starry 
mansions many are empty and many still unbuilt, and though its vast domain is 
as yet unbearably desert, my seed shall one day fill it and master its matter to its 
uttennost confines. And for what may be beyond, the eyesight of Lilith is too 
short. It is enough that there is a beyond." With this optimistic faith in the 
creative evolution of life, the aged British sage ends his dramatic masterpiece, his 
rehabilitation of Lilith after the calumnies of many generations, his idealization of 
her as the primal creator of the human species, as the cause of all suffering, 
progress and evolution from matter to spirit. 

The twentieth century, in its revaluation of values, has restored much abused 
and long vilified Lilith to her pristine splendor. 0 

THE DOCTRINE OF REWARD 
by SHIMON BAKON 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE 

From a historical perspective, the Bible created a revolution in a world view of 
natur~ man, and God, which only in the course of centunes trickled into the 
consciousness of nations. It took centuries because, perhaps at the same time a 
revolution brought about by Greek thinking and Greek mythology, captured the 
imagination of people around the Mediterranean and the Near East. 

Primitive idolatry viewed the world surrounding man as a great mystery, 
inhabited by many kinds of irrational and capricious gods and spirits bent on 
plaguing man. The only way man knew how to appease these powers was by 
magic and mystery rites, designed either to control or to propitiate them. In the 
world hierarchy, these gods representing the forces of nature. were at the apex, 
followed by nature itself, with man at the bottom of the totem pole. 

It is hard to ascertain what indeed brought about the Greek world view which, 
to a degree, freed man from the fear of the capricious deities. and so discovered 
man. Perhaps it was Greek mythology which personified gods. allowing them to 
assume human qualities. (Just compare Greek with either Babylonian or 
Egyptian mythology). Or was it the right questions. answers to which permitted 
freer reign to the human mind, leading to quasi~scientific and philosophic inquiry.: 
How do events in nature occur? Is there some permanence in the ever changing 
events that present themselves to the experience of man? The result was an open 
and rational world opening up to the inquiring mind. But it is the same Greek 
mythology which had permitted gods to slay the frightening titans and the 
vicious cyclops (perhaps the frightening irrational beings that inhabited nature 
surrounding man) which assigned to all gods on the Olympus. from Dionysus up 

to Zeus himself, conflicting, even diametrically opposed qualities; though 
humanized, one never knew how one stood with them; why the anger of one or 
another god or goddess was brought down on an innocent victim. And, above 
them all, there reigned Moira, Blind Fate which. in the last analysis. having 
created gods, nature and man, could strike without warning. Man's world had 
become more rational, but man had not achieved freedom. 

The Biblical revolution, held in bay by the brilliance of the Greek world view. 

had something entirely different in store for man. It freed man once and forever 
from irrational fear of nature. Man, created in the image of Goc.L and the crown 
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of creation. had been given limited. though responsible. control over nature. In 
such a hierarchical setting. man assumed managerial freedom over his 
surrounding by transcending it. 

It was another aspect of the Biblical revolution. not easily recognized and 
frequently maligned. that brought about a more profound quality of freedom: the 
specific covenantal relationship between God and man, and more specifically 
Israel. In such a relationship. the nature of God is not subject to speculation. 
What is of significance is the nature of the covenant itself. In simplest terms. each 
"party" takes upon itself clearly defined responsibilities: corporate Israel fully 
understands and freely assumes responsibility for the consequences of either 
following or spurning the terms of the covenant. Thus. two new realities are 
thrust upon the consciousness of man: first. the contractual relationship freely 
entered between God and man: second. the inner freedom deriving from a clear 
knowledge of the consequences of such a re1ationship. These then are the basic 
foundations of Reward and Punishment, born of the Biblical revolution. which 
conceived man as transcending nature (possessing to a large degree the ability to 
control his own inner nature) on one side. and being accountable to the terms of a 
Covenant, on the other side. 

JUSTICE AND FORGIVENESS 

No less revolutionary than the concept of the covenant was that of a God of 
Justice. A covenant does not necessarily imply an ethical relationship. Following 
the dictates of a tyrannical power does not mean that these dictates, though more 
or less adhered to, are along ethical or moral lines. We encounter the basic 
outlines of a God of Justice as early as Abraham, who comprehends God as the 
Universal Judge of the Universe. Such a God sets down righteous rules to be 
followed;' and they clarify for man that there is reward for adherence and 
punishmem for not adhering to them. Thus a new, dynamic dimension was added 
to the idea of the covenant. It is not an arbitrary God whom Israel is now bound 
to be loyal to, but One who demands ethical conduct of His followers. There is 
the profound assumption: man is free in the pursuit of righteous conduct. As seen 
before, he transcends nature. One cannot talk of a good sheep, or a bad tiger. 
Both the sheep and the tiger follow their natural inclination. Man, conceived as a 
creature, and bidden to abide by the ethical laws of a Covenant set down by a 
Righteous God, has independence to display either the quality of goodness or of 
wickedness. However, there are also consequences, flowing from man's 
independence. But are these consequences irreversible? 

The Bible is replete with indications of "measure for measure." How else are 
we to understand many of the narratives in which poetic justice plays a 
significant role, and so identified by our sages. To give one example: the 
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substitution of Leah for Rachel in retaliation for Jacob's dealing with his brother 
Esau. On reading isolated statements in Scripture, one may get the impression of 
the ''irreversibleness" of God's verdict. See f.i. Nu. 23:19: 

God is no man that He should lie. neither the son of man that He should repent. 

When He hath said, will He not do it? Or when He hath spoken, will He not make it 

good? 

This same sentiment, more clearly defined in the context of events surrounding 
it, is expressed by the prophet Samuel (I Samuel 16:29): 

... The Glory of Israel will not lie nor repent, for He is not a man, that He 

should repent. 

One gets a similar feeling of irreversibility on reading Amos (2:4): 
... For three transgressions of Judah, yea. for four, I will not reverse it; 

Because they have rejected the law of the Lord. 

However, the Biblical mind is not a treatise on philosophical topics. Perhaps 
one of the outstanding features of the Bible is the co-existence of contradictory 
statements. The dynamics of the Bible is to be sought precisely in the tension 
between the seeming contradictions. God can both be transcendental and 
immanent; He is both Father and King; freedom and providence do not 
necessarily exclude one another. By the same token, God can be very stern in 
dispensing justice, and, at the same time, very forgiving. There are many 
"fences" placed around God's justice. Let us consider Abraham's remarkable 
plea for Sodom. The introduction already is quite revealing (Gen. 18:17-20): 

Shall I hide from Abraham that which I am doing ... For I have known him. to the end 

that he may command his children after him, that they may keep the way of the Lord, to do 

righteousness and jus~ice . 

Does God test Abraham's comprehension of and sensitivity to justice? What 
of course is clear, is that God's "Brith" with Abraham contains unmistakably the 
ethical foundation in the terms of the Covenant. 

Abraham's response to God's revealed intent to destroy Sodom contains 
a challenge, a daring question and a negotiable request (Gen. 18:23-25): 

Wilt Thou indeed sweep away the righteous with the wicked? Peradventure there are fifty 

righteous within the city; Wilt Thou not forgive the place for the fifty righteous that are 

therein? That be far from Thee to do after this manner, to slay the righteous with the 

wicked that so the righteous should be as the wicked; that be far from Thee: shall not the 

Judge of all the earth do justly? 

Justice, in the eyes of Abraham goes beyond the elementary fact that the 
wicked and the righteous could not be treated the same way by the Judge of the 
Universe. Perhaps, if there were fifty, forty, thirty, twenty or even ten righteous 
people, could Sodom be forgiven for their sake? Could not the righteous minority 
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save a wicked majority? It is interesting to note that God resp~n~s p~sit~vely to 
Abraham's request; but no answer is forthcoming to Abrahams InqUiry mto the 

I ntary nature of Justice. But God seems satisfied both with Abraham's 
e erne . h "fi I" 
daring challenge and his unanswerable questiOn. At any rat:. t. e na sen-
tencing flowing from God's justice can be reversed under certam ctrcumstances. 

APPEALING GOD'S JUSTICE THROUGH T'SHUVAH . . . 

Of course the classic expression of the possibility and even destrabthty of 
appealing G~d's stern justice is T'shuvah, Repentance, with the book of J~nah 
serving as a superb example of this expression. Jonah, perhaps the last ot the 
"seers," begrudges the arch enemy of Israel the privilege of an appeal from the 
verdict of destruction through the expedient ofT'shuvah. He refuses to the end to 
be the "true" messenger (Navi) of God. He is witness to the power of 
Repentance, when Nineveh is spared: but it is only at the very end, at t~e parable 
of the gourd that the rationale for the power ofT'shuvah dawns upon htm: we all 

God's creatures for whom He has compassion. In addition, amongst these 
are • d' · · 
creatures there are many innocent children and dumb beasts. A new Im~nsion IS 

added to the profound insight of Abraham, who pleaded that a nghteous 

minority should save an evil majority. This time it is the innocents. But It IS f~r 
the sake of Repentance that God is willing, even desirous to go back on Hts 

ords diminish His power of unmitigated justice. With one fell swoop, the final 
;eath 'blow to "Moira," Fate, was meted out. God of Justice had already made 

clear to man that there are consequences to his deeds. Even within the parameter, 
circumscribed by a clear knowledge of the consequences of his deeds, man h~s 
turned into a free agent. He has, by consent of God, become the master of hts 

destiny. But now, with the growing comprehension ofT'shuvah, ~an '.s ac.hi.evmg 
an even greater degree of freedom when God, moved by compasston, IS wtlhng to 
forego stern justice. And it is with the emphasis on this new insight that the great 
outpourings of the literary prophets (a new phenomenon!) i!1umine Israel and the 

world, culminating in Ezekiel (18:23): 
Have 1 any pleasure at all that the wicked shall die. . and not rather that he should return 

from his ways, and live? 

COLLECTIVE AND PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY . . . 

The idea of a covenant entered into by God and an entlre peop_Je. 1mphes 

collective responsibility, not only for the present but for all generattons. 
Neither with you only do I make this covenant and this oath but with him that standeth 

here with us this day before the Lord our God. and also with him that is not here with us 

this dav (Deut. 29:13-14). . 

What ab~ut personal responsibility? There are some who c?ntend th.at ~his 
issue was first raised by Jeremiah and further elaborated by Ezekiel. But this vtew 
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does not take into account that both. collective and per::.onal responsibility, could 
co-exist in Scripture side by side from the very beginning. seemingly 
contradictory in nature, yet not exclusive of one another. There are too many 
passages in Scriptures which illustrate this point. So we find (Ex. 20:5) the 
';visiting of the Sins of the fathers upon the third and fourth ger :ration" four 
times on the one hand. and in Deut. 26:16: "The father shall not be put to death 
for the children, neither shall the children be put to death for the fathers: every 
one shall be put to death for his own sin" on the other hand. In the second part of 
the Sh'ma, all of Israel is warned with the withholding of rain for disobedience to 

God, and in Nu. 15:30 we read: "But the soul that does! aught with a high hand, 
whether he be home-born or a stranger. the same blasphemed the Lord; and that 
soul shall be cut otT from his people." Because A chan (Joshua 7) "transgressed 
the covenant of the Lord," the anger of the Lord "was kindled against the 
children of Israel." Yet. when he. as the source of trouble was found out and 
removed, the calamity also is removed. Similarly. Pinchas. the grandson of the 
High Priest Aaron. when taking drastic action against the major perpetrator of 
the sin at Baal Peor. Zimri son of Salu. "turned My wrath away from the 
children of Israel" (Nu. 25:7-11). But then the misdeed of the man. who gathered 

wood on the Sabbath. brought no calamity upon the Israelites. except on himself 
(Nu. 15:32-36). 

Whence the conflict between collective and personal responsibility? It stems 
from the tension created by God's covenant and God's justice. 

The most significant consequence flowing from the Covenant (as we have seen 
the root cause of collective responsibility) was the presentation of a unifying 
philosophy of history of the Jewish people. where prophets saw in the 

ascendancy of the oppressors of Israel a sure sign of God's displeasure, 
appointed as His rod of anger against Israel. 

It is, however, the justice and righteousness of God which veers away from 
collective penalty. Each person is judged on his own merits; beyond that, God's 
compassion allows, as in the case of Abraham and Sodom, a righteous minority 
to save a wicked majority; and the innocents, as in the case of Jonah at Niniveh, 

to stay a deserved punishment But above all it is the instrumentality of 
Repentance which re-establishes the balance between dire consequences of 
breaking the Covenant and the demands of Justice: for God only wishes that "he 
shall return and live." 

It is characteristic of Scripture that responsibility of collective Israel should 
exist side by side with individual responsibility. Neither could it be different. 

Scripture is not merely nonnative, it reflects also the totality of life. Experience 
teaches that there is such a thing as "cosmic" justice. Traces of any act 

committed find their way in far distance and in far time. No generation can ever 
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be totally free from the mistakes made by the previous ones. And there is the 
ethical dimension of life, (and perhaps, even more pronouncedly so, that of law). 
Here enters the spiritual element of intention and of guilt, complicating the issue 
of responsibility. The very nature of its inner requirements points in the direction 
of just retribution, atonement; while the demand for equity in the province of law 
and legislation narrows the circle of responsibility from the collectivity to the 

individual himself. 

VISITING THE SINS OF THE FATHERS 
This matter of corporate responsibility gets more serious when it transcends 

the here and now, and is transferred to generations to follow. For, in these 
circumstances the Covenant and Justice of God seem in direct collision, and may 
have been responsible for the proverb, current in Israel: "The fathers ate sour 
grapes,and the teeth of the children are on edge" (Jeremiah 31 :28). 

In the Pentateuch the statement of visiting the sins of fathers upon the third 
and fourth generation is found in four places: Ex. 20:5~6, Ex. 34:6~8, Nu. 14:5, 

Deut. 5 :9~ 10. 
In all these quotations, it is true, the visiting of the sins is placed in perspective 

against the lovingkindness of God carried into the thousand's generation. 
Furthermore, the visiting of sins of one generation to the other is based on the 
assumption that the following generations continue in rejecting God (see Ex. 
20:5~6 and Deut. 5:9~10). And in Ex. 34:6~8 and in Nu. 14:5, where the 
"'Kl1W- those that hate me," does not appear, our sages were quick to point out 
that the "nakeh lo ye-nakeh"- npl' x? npl- has to be interpreted that God 
will clear those that had purged themselves of. the sin, but will not clear the ones 
who had not purged themselves of that sin. Yet, historically, an almost fatalistic 
air of "Fathers ate sour grapes" had put its pall upon the Jewish people and 
pervaded its inner feelings leading to a deep sense of resignation. 

It is to this feeling of defeatism that Jeremiah and Ezekiel addressed 
themselves. We have seen that collective responsibility of Israel stemmed from 
the Covenant; and that, from the beginning, there had occurred a fusion between 
the God of the Covenant and the God of Justice, who demands ethical conduct 
from Israel. Yet, in spite of the fusion, there existed a certain tension between the 
two concepts, both applicable to the relation of God to His people. Each of the 
two concepts, separately and in conjunction, exerted a powerful influence upon 
the mode of thinking of the elite of Israel. 

Jeremiah, the prophet par excellence, first had upbraided Israel and predicted 
the calamity that must befall her; and now, that tragedy had struck, he rose to 
the heights of the comforter and predicted a great and glorious future for her. 
God, in His compassion, will establish a new covenant 'with Israel, in which His 
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commandments will be fully internalized by her, and then (31 :28~29): 
ln those days they shall say no more: The fathers have eaten sour grapes and the children's 

teeth are on edge, but everyone shall die for his own iniquity. 

On reading and re-reading the relevant passages, one is left with the feeling 
that all this will come to pass in "those days," perhaps in the near future or 
perhaps far away; and this covenant will be unlike "the covenant I made with 
their fathers in the day when I took them by the hand to bring them out of the 
land of Egypt" (31 :31). The initiative will come from the Lord, for "I will forgive 
their iniquity, and their sin will I remember no more" (31 :33). But for the present, 
Israel did break the Covenant without repenting, and there had to be just 
retribution (for which Israel now suffers). 

Ezekiel, who took the same proverb discussed by Jeremiah, came to 
conclusions that seem merely an elaboration of Jeremiah's, yet are subtly 
different in significant aspects. These differences are the result" of emphasis laid 
by Jeremiah and Ezekiel on the Covenant and on Justice respectively (Ezek. 
18:2). 

What mean ye, that ye use the proverb in the land of Israel saying: the fathers have eaten 

sour grapes and the children's teeth are set on edge? 

Behold, all souls are Mine, as the soul of the father, so also the soul of the son is Mine, the 

soul that sinneth, it shall die 

What we then have is the categorical statement that each soul belongs to God, 
And then follows: 

But if a man be just, and do that which is lawful and right 

with a distinct elaboration of what it means to do justly: 
he is just, he shall surely live, saith the Lord God: 

And if such a man begets a son that is the opposite of the father: 
he shall surely be put to death, his blood shall be upon him ... the righteousness of the 

righteous shall be upon him and the wickedness of the wicked shall be upon him. 

While, so far, Ezekiel elaborates on the responsibility for the consequences of 
fathers and sons, there follows a significant addition: 

but if the wicked turn from all his sins ... he shaH surely Jive. he shall not die 

All the sins he has committed shall not be remembered, for: 
Have I any pleasure at all that the wicked shall die ... and not rather that he should return 

from his ways and live? 

There are, as indicated before, significant differences between Jeremiah's and 
Ezekiel's assumptions and emphases. The latter proceeds from a comprehension 
of God's Justice, which tempers the severity of trespassing the covenant, does not 
allow the summary punishment of collective Israel, neither the vicarious 
punishment of father for the sons, or the sons for the sins of the fathers, permits 
larger leeway for the activistic initiative of every individual for his own 
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redemption. culminating in: 
Cast away from you ail transgressions ... and make you a new heart and a new spirit. 

Note: Ezekiel does not project. as does Jeremiah. a redeeming state of affairs 
for days to come but for the now: neither does it require a !It'll' cm•enant, initiated 
by God. but the active decision of man. who is requested "to make (for himsclD a 
new heart and a new spirit." 

WHEREFORE DOTH THE WAY OF THE WICKED PROSPER' 

In the words of the late Dr. Hertz, in his commentary on the Bible, Justice is 
not the only ethical quality of God or of man. nor is it the highest quality, but it is 
the basis for all others. But if this be so. "wherefore doth the way of the wicked 
prosper?", queried Jeremiah. This outcry goes far beyond the rhetorical question 
of Abraham: "Will not the Judge of all the earth do justice?" Acceptance of 
God's justice which flies in the face of the daily experience, taxes the faith of any 
person, from Abraham's time to our own. 

The question of why the innocent suffer and the wicked prosper, seen in the 
light of God's reign of justice required answers. One of the answers given was 
that God "'has hidden His face," and thus the cause of this most excruciatingly 
difficult question is shrouded in deep mystery. In fact, God does not respond to 
Abraham's specific query. as to the equal treatment of the righteous and of the 
wicked, as pointed out in a previous chapter. Nor is God's answer to Jeremiah's 
question at all clear. He is merely reminded that his own personal tragedy, the 
immediate reason for his outcry, is as nothing compared to the national tragedy 
awaiting IsraeL 

In the Book of Job, it is we, the readers of the prologue, we the outsiders, who 
get some glimpse into why Job will suffer so grievously. Job and his friends are 
never let in on the secret of God's wager with Satan. Therefore all their 
discussions, though most profound, are mere rationalizations on the human 
plane, that do not begin to penetrate to God's real design. The Rabbis resignedly 
declared that this troublesome problem of why the innocents suffer, was already 
discussed between God and Moses. So one of the answers was that we do not 
know, that we must in faith accept God's verdict. 

The second answer, which is the predominant mood of Biblical interpretation, 
is that in the final analysis and in the sight of God, we are guilty. Mea culpa! Is 
then Israel more wicked than the peoples whom God has selected to serve as His 
rod of anger? Prophet Amos' classical answer is: "Only you have I known of all 
the families of the earth; therefore I will visit upon you all your iniquities" (Amos 
3 :2). Implicit, if not explicit in this declaration, is the prophet's grasp of the 
Covenant, which knows of little privileges but of unmistakable obligations. 
Noblesse oblige. Israel's special standing with God imposes upon her a higher 
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code of behaviour. More explicit in this way of thinking is Jeremiah. Israel has 
repeatedly broken the sacred covenant: she is steeped and even arrogant in the 
unwarranted belief that the covenant has made Jerusalem, and most certainly the 
Holy Temple, inviolate. And it is this sort of answer. which was the predominant 
mood of Biblical interpretation of this problem. It is perhaps this mood which has 
become so ingrained into the consciousness of the Jewish people that, to this day, 
we seem beset, in the words of a modern psychiatrist, with a national streak of 
masochism in our spiritual make-up. 

It was reserved for the prophet Habakkuk to raise the same question, but to 
come up with a different answer. In true prophetic spirit he sees violenc(; amongst 
his people. In his dialogue with God, he complains (Hab. 14): 

Therefore the law is slackened, and right doth never go forth. For the wicked doth beset the 

righteous. Therefore right goeth forth perverted (I :4). 

God responds that he has appointed the Chaldeans, a people most cruel 
and bent on conquest, to set things right. Thereupon Habakkuk challenges 
God (I :3): 

Thou art of eyes too pure to behold evil. wherefore ... boldest (Thou) Thy peace, when the 

wicked swallow up the man that is more righteous than he? 

Israel, true, is not guiltless. But why should she be chastised by a people less 
righteous than she? To which query God replies (2:4): 

Behold his soul is puffed up, it is not upright in him. 

But the righteous shall live by his faith 

Two answers are implicit in God's reply: the righteous Israelite, though 
suffering for his unswerving loyalty to God and adherence to His moral precepts, 
will live; while the tyrant will meet his destruction. It is no wonder that Rav 
Simlai (Makkot 23b ), commenting on this verse, stated: "Moses gave Israel 613 
commandments; David reduced them to ten; Isaiah to two, and Habakkuk to 
one." 

It would be fitting to conclude that there exists within the range of Scripture an 
alternate answer to the disturbing question: it is the story of Purim, an almost 
pleasant relief from the magnificent, if depressing, general mood of self 
accusation, so prevalent in Biblical literature. In the story of Purim it is the 
corrupting irresponsible power of the strong, going hand in hand with the 
inhumanity of the oppressor against the weak which lies at the root of their 
suffering. Is it then coincidence that God is not mentioned even once throughout 
the whole narrative and is merely hinted at as the ultimate source of Haman's 
downfall? 

It is remarkable, indeed, how tenaciously the Bible and later literature held to 
the doctrine of just retribution, in spite of all the problems this poses for prophets 
and sages alike. This is not the time nor the place to discuss the Olam Haba, the 
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world to come beyond history, in which all injustices will be fully cleared up and 
in which the righteous will find full compensation for the suffering in this world. 
There were some who could not harmonize the doctrine of just retribution with 
personal experience. In all probability, Elisha ben Avuyah (Acher) is a cas_e in 
point. Tradition has it that he became a heretic when he witnessed a person killed 
in the performance of a Mitzvah. How pithy is a Rabbmic lore which tells that, 
when Rabbi Akiba was tortured to death and when some of his disciples cned 
out, "Is this the man, and this his reward," God thundered in reply, "Do not ask 
Me, or I shall destroy this world!" 
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DAVID AND BATHSHEBA 
by MOSHE GARSIEL 

Part II 

DID URIAH KNOW ABOUT THE ADULTERY 

Learning of Bathsheba's pregnancy, David is understandably alarmed. Now it 
would be impossible to conceal his sinful act. Even more disturbing to him was 
the realization that he could not escape his responsibility for the deed by tricking 
Uriah or any other member of Bathsheba's family into believing that her lawful 
husband was the father of the child that she was carrying. Her ritual immersion 
after her menstrual period made it unequivocally certain that she could not have 
been pregnant before Uriah had left for the battlefield. Both David and 
Bathsheba were now in grave danger since he had no way of knowing that she 
had tried to repel David's advances. The penalty for a married woman who had 
voluntary adulterous relations was death. 

Faced with a three-fold tragedy (to himself, Bathsheba and Uriah), David tried 
thrice to avoid the ultimate catastrophe by getting Uriah to sleep with his wife, 
thereby making him the supposed father of his (David's) child. While this ruse 
would, of course, be morally wrong, it would, however, save the child from being 
branded with the shame of bastardy and enable Uriah to resume his marital life 
with Bathsheba in ignorant bliss. 

The narrator describes David's desperate attempts to find a merciful and 
humane way out of his dilemma. However, all of his efforts fail because as the 
Bible notes elsewhere (Prov. 28:13): "He who covers up his sins shall never 
prosper." 

ATTEMPTS TO ERASE THE SHAMEFUL DEED 

Nevertheless, David's attempts to avoid unnecessary suffering to other people 
is partially, at least, attributed to his credit. It appears that the narrator has 
ambivalent views about the king's efforts to erase this shameful chapter in his 
history, hence he delineates David's painful and unsuccessful attempts in fairly 
great detail: 

a) David's first attempt: By urging Uriah to ugo down", the king indicates to him 
that he is free to return home (and to do as he pleases there). David further orders 
that Uriah be given a gift of food or some object. This "gift" should not be 
viewed as a bribe but rather as a device to get Uriah to hasten home and present 
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it to his wife. But Uriah refuses to return to his house either for the purpose of 
presenting the gift to Bathsheba or for the opportunity to exchange a few words 
with her or even to show her that he is alive and well and uninjured in the recent 

fighting. 
b) David's second attempt: David rebukes Uriah in a "fatherly" tone: "Have you 
not come from a journey?" etc. Uriah declines once again and swears that he will 
not return home as long as his comrades are engaged in battle. Despite this, 
David offers him two days leave in the event that Uriah should change his mind 
later. Uriah, however, rejectes this second offer and remains in David's palace. 
c) The third attempt: David invites Uriah to dine with him. Uriah eats and drinks 
to the point of drunkenness, thereby violating part of the oath that he had 
previously taken. Despite his inebriated condition, however, he stubbornly 
refuses to go to his own home. David is thus defeated all do~n the line. 

So demonstrably adamant is Uriah in his rejections of Dav.id's requests that 
one wonders why an officer as well-disciplined as he should fail to heed his 
monarch's repeated requests, despite his supposed avowal of solidarity with his 
comrades. It appears that the war was not at its most crucial stage, nor was a 
warrior as seasoned as uriah particularly fearful at this specific time. Why this 
sudden burst of "nationalistic" feeling? 

WAS URIAH SUSPICIOUS 

This unusual reaction of Uriah raises the question: Did he know about David's 
interlude with his wife? Was he merely suspicious about the king's role or did he 
have more conclusive evidence about David's guilt? In his usual manner, the 
narrator offers no explicit answers. 

There are, therefore, va:ying opinions about the replies to these queries. Some 
critics maintain that Uriah's determined refusal to return to his home and his 
sarcastic response to David are certain proof of his awareness of the adultery. In 
contrast to this opinion, others hold the opposite view that had Uriah known the 
truth, then David would never have risked giving him the message ordering his 

own death. 
A novel view is offered by Perry and Steinberg who claim that the narrator 

was deliberately ambiguous about the degree of Uriah's knowledge of the 
infidelity. This conscious lack of clarification by the author sharpens the irony of 

his account. 
However, it seems clear to me that Uriah very definitely was aware of David's 

relations with his wife. At first he only had a faint suspicion. Later the full extent 
of the king's guilt was revealed to him as various clues fell into place. This 
opinion is based on a literary analysis of Uriah's different responses. as well as an 
examination of cogent historical factors: 
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When David first urged Uriah to return home and "to wash his feet." the latter 
does not tell the king that he 'cannot accept his offer. Uriah does not. at this point. 
tell David that he cannot return home because of his deep feeling of comradeship 
for his fellow soldiers. It is likely that Uriah does not offer that excuse at this 
stage because he is not yet aware of the king's betrayal. 

It should be noted that Uriah had hastened to Jerusalem for the primary 
purpose of giving his king a personal account of the battle situation. Hence, he 
had no time to chat with his friends at court before he saw David. So devoted 
was Uriah to his military duties that even if his friends had offered him guarded 
innuendos about the affair. he would have failed to heed them. The first dialogue 
between Uriah and David therefore is conducted in an even atmosphere and 
Uriah does not immediately refuse to return to his home. 

However, after Uriah concluded his first audience with the king, he was free to 
converse with his friends in David's bodyguard. It is probable that as some of the 
ctiers gave him the king's gift, they also hinted to hima bout the affair. Other 
members of the court might have offered additional tidbits of news implying that 
all was not well in the palace and that this malaise was vaguely connected with 
the king and Bathsheba. They may have even suggested that Bathsheba had 
sojourned at the palace. 

At this point Uriah does not have sufficient information to convince him 
(conclusively) of David's affair with his wife. Nevertheless, the evidence pointing 
in this direction seems so strong that he is determined to find out for sure. Uriah, 
therefo,re, decided to remain in the palace overnight. He was aware that in 
daytime most courtiers would fear detection by the king's spies, or his keen eyes 
and ears, and would hesitate to express any negative opinions about David. 
Moreover, during the day most of the courtiers were occupied with their assigned 
duties and had little time to converse. Hence Uriah decided to wait until night fell 
when he could gain a fuller and more reliable account of the episode that involved 
his wife and the king. 

URIAH SLEPT AT THE GATE 

"But Uriah slept at the gate of the King's palace, along with all his lord's 
courtiers" (II Sam. 11 :9). While the narrator wishes to inform us in this verse 
that Uriah did not return home, it is important to note two significant phrases 
that he employs. 
I) "at the gate of the King's palace." The precise location of where Uriah spent 
the night is stated only in the description of his first night in the royal palace. On 
the second night we are told only that he slept "in Jerusalem" (v. II). On the 
third night Uriah went to his couch beside the courtiers of his lord." 
2) ~~uriah slept with all his lord's courtiers"- the use of the word "air' seems to 
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be of special importnce here because verse 13 notes simply that Uriah slept 

"beside the courtiers of his lord." 
The implications of the key phrases noted can better be understood after an 

examination of the composition of David's army. Uriah was not an ordinary 
officer but rather a member of David's select knights. This division was 
comprised of several units of thirty knights, each one led by a commander and 

his assistant. 
In times of peace and also during periods of civil disturbance, the division, 

which consisted of crack warriors, served as the king's bodyguard. Together with 
other distinguished officers, they also served on the king's honor guard (Cant. 
3:7; II Sam. 16:6). However, in wartime, part of the division remained near the 
king, while the rest joined the active fighting forcees in which they held important 

positions of command. 
Since Uriah himself was one of David's knights (IT Sam. 23:29; I Chron. 

II :41), he most likely was acquainted with his comrades at arms who were 
members of the king's bodyguard and who protected all parts of David's palace 
including the entrances and other strategic areas. At least a few of these men 
either knew about the Bathsheba episode or had some indirect role in it. When 
David originally inquired about the bathing woman's identity, he directed his 
query to the palace servants (at this point he did not even make an effort to 
conceal his interest in her from his courtiers). Then David sent messengers from 
his palace to summon Bathsheba to him. When she entered the palace, she must 
have gone past the guards stationed at the gates. Later, after a suspiciously long 
interval, she bad to pass the guards again on her way out. Moreover, after 
Bathsheba discovered her pregnancy, she sent a messenger to David informing 
him about her condition. Undoubtedly her messenger had to inform the guards 
that he was bearing an important communication of hers for the king before they 

permitted him to enter the palace. 
There is no doubt, therefore, that at least some of the palace guards witnessed 

parts of the affair, others no doubt used their imagination to guess what had 
taken place between the king and Bathsheba, while still others enjoyed the gossip 
that must have spread rapidly through the court as details of the affair were 

whispered about. 
The narrator refers above to "the gates of the palace" because that was where 

the guards were posted (II Chron. 12:10) and was precisely the place to go to 
discover people who knew what was going on in the palace. Hence, Uriah chose 
that particular place to spend the night, devoting little if any time to actual sleep: 
At this point the narrator does not state again that Uriah slept with all of the 
king's servants but only with some of them. After his first night in the palace, 
Uriah \\as absolutely convinced that some evil fate had befallen his wife. 
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WHY DID YOU NOT GO TO YOUR HOUSE 

The next day when David sent for Uriah and inquired in a fatherly tone, 
"Have you not come from a journey? Why did you not go down to your 
house?", he was confronted by a Uriah who knew. The Hittite replied to David 
with bitter and well-directed irony, "The Ark and Israel and Judah are inside 
tents; my master Joab and my lord's officers are camping in the open and am I to 
go to my house and eat and drink and lie with my wife? By the life of the Eternal, 
and by your life I cannot!" 

Note how that the tone of this response differs from that of Uriah's previous 
reply during their first meeting when the king had asked him to go home "and 
wash his feet." While Uriah does not accuse David directly of adultery, he 
rebukes him indirectly and antithetically for betraying an active warrior and 
sleeping with his wife while the soldier was engaged in battle. 

That Uriah's reply was meant to be sarcastic (and considered so by both the 
narrator and the reader) can be shown by an analysis of the language employed 
by Uriah. On the one hand, Uriah is careful to speak of "my master Joab." But 
on the other hand, when he takes an oath on the life of the king, he declares, "by 
your own life" and omits the phrase required by court etiquette, "My master the 
King." In his deep hurt, he consciously or unconsciously forgets the conventions 
which govern the servants of the King as they address him or swear by his name 
(II Sam. 14:19 and 15:21). 

David, a man of deep sagacity (II Sam. 14:18-20), must have been aware of 
the nuances of Uriah's reply and might have known why he refused to return 
home. Nevertheless David gave Uriah two days leave, hoping either that the 
Hittite would change his mind or that his longing for Bathsheba would become so 
intense that it would overcome his qualms about returning to her. 

However, David's second attempt at persuading Uriah to return home also 
fails. Now the king invited him to dine in the palace. Surprisingly enough, Uriah 
ate and drank in excess, making it quite evident that his previous oath not to do 
so, in order to demonstrate his feelings of solidarity with his comrades at arms, 
was only an excuse. David had deliberately gotten Uriah (to become) inebriated, 
hoping that in this state the Hittite would let down his guard and return home. 
But even this plan failed and David was forced to seek a more desperate remedy. 

ENTRUSTED WITH A MESSAGE SEALING HIS OWN DOOM 

Having no other way out, David dispatched Uriah with a secret message to 
Joab ordering his own death. Critics have raised the question: if David had 
surmised from Uriah's tone and continued refusal to return home that the Hittite 
was aware of the affair, why did he entrust him with a scroll which he could open 
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without too much difficulty and, once aware of its contents, he could denounce 

his king and humilia te him publicly? 
After careful tho ught. however. it wi ll become evident that the problem posed 

by these scholars is more apparent than real for the following reasons: 
a) The scroll was sealed with the royal signet. If Uriah had opened it for an y 

reason, he would have risked death. 
b) The message might have been written in a secret code known only to Joab or 
his closest aide. It is not likely that the king would have dispatched any uncoded 

military information which could easily be read by the enemy in case of the 

messenger's capture. 
c) The very fact that David entrusted Uriah with an important message would 
serve to allay the latter's fear that the king intended to harm him. Moreover, 
Uriah is not concerned about any danger to his life by the agency of the king at 
this time because he feel s that had D avid desired to kill him, the murder could 
have been readily committed in Jerusalem (thro ugh a staged " accident," hired 
murderer, o r false accusation as in the case of Naboth, etc.). Uriah returns to his 
unit with a feeling of security precisely because he is rejoining his comrades at 
arms. It never d awned on him that his delibera te murder would take place on the 

fie ld of battle. 
(to be continued) 

Translated and adapted by Professor Herschel Levine from an article in Beth Mikra. the Hebrew quarterly of 

the World Jewish Bible Society. 
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THE LAWS OF MOURNING 

BIBLICAL SOURCES 

by Hyman Routtenberg 

Part II 
In our previous issue we started a series of text readings on the laws of 

mourning and their Biblical sources. Many of the current laws are derived from 
the verses in Ezekiel 24:16-11. wherein the prophet. upon the sudden death of 
his wife, is instructed by the Alm ighty not to weep nor perform the customary 
rites of mourning. We continue here additional laws derived from these verses 

and from other Bibl ical sources. 

T he study of Torah is regarded as a joy. The 
Yerushalmi derives the prohibition to study Torah 
at t he time of mourning from the Book of Job: 

"And none spoke a word unto him" (2: 13). not 
even a word of Torah. 

Yerushalmi, Mo'ed Katan 3:5 

A mourner is forbidden to put on sandals 
(shoes) as the All Merciful ordained Ezekiel. 
"And put thy shoes upon thy feet" (Ezek iel 
24: 17) which implies tha t for everyone else it is 
forbidden. 

Mo'ed Katan 15b 

Said Rav Jud ah, as citing R ab: A mou rner is 
forbidden to eat of his own bread on the first day 

of mourning (i.e., after the funera l) as the All 
Merciful said to Ezekiel: "And eat thou not the 
bread of men," (24: 17).• 

Ibid 27b 

Addit ional laws of mourning are derived by the 

sages from David. Joab, Job, Amos, sons of 
Aaron. 

• According to Tosafot this is true even if he cats 
several times that day. According to the Rosh. however. the 
prohibi tion applies only to the first meal after the funeral. 
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Dr. Roullenberg. ordained rabbi from Yeshiva University. Ph.D. degree from Boston University. had a 

distinguished career in the U.S. rabbinate before retiring in Israel. He is the author of li mos '!( Tekoa in which 

he explored the rabbinic interpretations of the prophet. 
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A mourner is forbidden to wash himself, as it is 
written, "And anoint not thyself with oil" (II Sam. 
14 :2), and bathing is implied in anointing. Said R. 
Joseph, Come and hear: When the Sages said that 
it is forbidden them to wash on the fast day, they 
meant only in regard to washing the whole body. 
but one is permitted to wash one' s face, hands or 
feet, and the same restrictions you find also in the 
case of one 'separated' (under a ban) and a 

mourner. 
Mo'ed Katan 15b 

A mourner is forbidden to engage in work for it 
is written, "And I shall turn your feasts into 
mourning" (Amos 8: I 0); hence we say that just 
as it is forbidden to engage in work during a 
festival, so it is forbidden to engage in work 

during mourning. 

A mourner is forbidden to cut his hair, because 
since the Divine Law ordained the sons of Aaron 
(when Nadab and Abihu died): "Let not the hair 
of your heads go loose (Lev. 10:6), we infer that 
for everybody else cutting the hair is forbidden. 

Mo'ed Katan 14b 

A mourner is forbidden the use of the conjugal 
bed, as it is written, "And David comforted Bath
Sheba his wife and went in unto her" (IT Sam. 
12:24), which implies that before then (during the 
period of mourning) it was forbidden him. 

Ibid. !Sb 

A mourner is in duty bound to rend his 
garments, because the All Merciful enjoined the 
sons of Aaron, "Let not the hair of your heads go 
loose, neither rend your clothes" (Lev. I 0 :6). 
From here you infer that everyone else is bound 

to do it. 
Ibid. 
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There are man y references in the Bible to 
rending the garments as a sign of grief. Mourning 
also took the form of throwing dust on the head 
(Joshua 7:6), wearing sackcloth (Gen 37:34), 
sitting in ashes (Job 2:8), crying, removing the 
headdress, removing the shoes, covering the lips 
in order to safeguard silence and eating the bread 
of mourners (Ezekiel 24: 16- 1 7). 

David expressed his sorrow for the death of 
Saul and Jonathan by rending his clothes, wailing, 
weeping, and fasting all day. 

(IISam.J:JJ-12). 

Said R. Ashi to Amemar: Whence do we derive 
that the rending of a garment is to be done 
standing? From the text: "Then Job rose and rent 
his mantle" (Job I :20). 

Mo'ed katan 20b 

To what extent doo::s one rend his garment? To 
exposing his breast down to the region of the 
navel; some say, only down to the region of the 
heart. Although there is no proof on this point, 
there is some Scriptural allusion to it, as it is said: 
" And rend your hearts and not your garments" 
(Joel 2:13). 

Mo'ed Katan 26b 
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HOSPITALITY IN SODOM 
A BIBLICAL CONTRAST 

JO EL B. WOLOWELSK Y 

The Bible, in general, offers us little descriptive material concerning its 
protagonists. Therefore, when it chooses to offer details concerning a hero's 
actions, it calls on us to investigate the minutiae to gain a fuller picture of his 
character and concerns. A good example of this is Genesis 19:1-3, where the 
Torah's contrast of Lot's hospitality in Sodom with the actions of Abraham 
( 18: 1-8) offers us an insight into his world-view. 

Many critics point out that Abraham hat to serve three guests (18 :2) while Lot 
entertained only two ( 19: I). This is not insignificant, but is more telling to notice 
that while Abraham perceives his guests to be mere men, Lot sees them as 
malakhim, important envoys. A person's perception of others reveals his view of 
himself. Abraham is Judaism's Knight of Faith, yet he puts himself out for simple 
men; the sight of anonymous people walking in the heat of the' desert is enough to 
motivate him to forgo a divine colloquy-the goal of the religious 
personality-and dash towards them. Indeed, in a few short verses there are no 
fewer than five rushing verbs (vayaratz, vayumaher). A braham-advanced in age, 
recouperating from surgery, graced with a visit from God-putting aside a ll 
concerns and racing to fulfill the mitzvah to be forever associated with his name: 
hakhnasat orchim. 

Lot, however, is too caught up in his own self-importance to put himself out 
for a simple person. He himself, after all, is a princely fellow. Unlike Abraham 
who sits in the solitude of the desert, Lot sits at the gates of the city ( 19: I) where 
the town notables were wont to sit. As befits a person of his station, he rises-
calmly, to be sure-when fellow notables approach. Indeed, while Abraham and 
his guests simply bow to each other (I 8 :2), Lot and his guests bow twice (19 :2). 
More formality , as befits a person of class. But, alas , not a reflection of greater 
sensitivity or hospitality. 

Abraham's offer flows slowly, with a sense of compassion. It takes three verses 
for Abraham to complete his invitation (18 :3-5), and while he offers only bread 
(v. 5) he actually provides a banquet (v. 8). Lot, on the other hand, is curt and 
ingracious. In a few short words ( 19 :2) he has them rested, washed , up and out! 
It is no wonder that the guests were quick to accept Abraham's offer (I 8 :5) while 
they felt Lot's hospitality was no better than sleeping in the streets (I 9 :2). 

Mr. Wolowelsky teaches Math and Jewish Philosophy at the Yeshivah of Flatbush in Brooklyn. New-York, 

and is a member of the editorial Board of T radition. 
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Strikingly, while Abraham's hospitality reflects the dictum of " saying little and 
doing much," Lot offers little but thinks he has done much . Abraham in his 
humility offers only bread but provides a feast; Lot thinks he has arranged a feast 
( 19 :3), but- as the Torah sarcastically comments- it is characterized by the 
unleavened bread that is served! 

Lot's perverted concept of hospitality prompts him to offer his daughters to his 
neighbors (I 9 :8); Abraham's perception · of his obligations drives him to involve 
his whole household in the service of his guests. Indeed, when Abraham involves 
some anonymous boy (18 :7), Rashi, quick to catch that the exception highlights 
the rule, remarks that the lad is none other than Ishmael, being trained by his 
father in the mitzvah of hospitality. 

The contrast is not surprising. Abraham sits alone in the desert, choosing to 
create his own society about him. Lot, on the other hand, i_s blinded by the 
glamour of his cosmopolitan urban life. (It is the Torah and not Lot who 
recognizes the sinfulness of Sodom [ 13: 13].) Abraham's decision to mold the 
environment in which he will live is a sign of his strength, not weakness. Thus 
the Torah significantly points out that the incident occurred in Ailonei Mamre 
[ 18: 1], the locality associated with Abraham 's show of strength [ 13: 18]. It is as 
if Abraham anticipated the Maimonidean admonition: It is in the nature of man 
to model his thoughts and actions after his neighbors and to pattern his life after 
the customs of his society. Therefore he should associate himself with righteous 
people ... and stay away from wicked people ... Hence if he finds himself in an evil 
society he should move to a place where the people act properly. [And if he has 
nowhere to go to] .. .let him go out to the caves in the desert I lest he be influenced 
by the evil people about him). (Mishneh Torah, Deot, 6:1 ). Lot, prince of his city 
(19: 1, Rashi), was actually a prisoner of the mores and attitudes of his society. It 
is no wonder that Rashi (19:3) saw in Lotj; matzah a hint of his Passover, of his 
holiday of freedom. In leaving Sod om he gained the freedom to live in the light of 
Abraham's example of hospitality, not in its pale shadow. 
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TO MEMBERS OF THE BIBLE READERS' UN ION 

A MESSAGE FROM THE CHAIRMAN 

The last number of the Bulletin of the Bible 

Readers' Union. no. 132. was sent to members 

from Israel on Friday. Sept. 25. 1970. five 

months after its founder and editor had gone 

on Aliya to Israel with his wife. Since then 

seventeen issues of Dor-le-Dor. the Bulletin of 

the World Jewish Bible Society. to which the 

Bible Readers' Union is affiliated. have 

appeared. And in this. the 18th no .. with the 

courtesy of the Editorial Board. we are 

resuming our personal message to our 

members. 

Among the most momentous happenings of 

the past years. one must unfortunately count 

the increasing isolation of Israel in the comity 

of nations. By the time this issue of Dor-le-Dor 

Israel. The words in which their thoughts arc 

clothed have become part of the fabric of our 

ch·ilisation. Malachi. the last of them. affirms 

the purpose of all of them- to remind men 

everywhere. from the rising of the sun to it s 

setting. east and west. of the immutable Law 

which God gave Moses at Sinai. The Ten 

Commandments are bindi~g upon the whole of 

mankind. just as the 613 commandments 

contained in the Five Books of Moses arc 

binding upon the Jewish people. The Prophets. 

and not least The Twelve whose words we shall 

be reading in the coming months. warned Israel 

and the nations that they departed from these 

God-given commandments at their own peril. 

and they sought to bring men back to the 

reaches you. the new session of the United worship of God. This means. as Abraham had 

Nations Organisation will be in full swing. and realised at the beginning of the history of the 

there is little doub,t that the nations of the Jewish people. to act righteously and justly. 

"Third World". who command such a large God wants a world in which men can live at 

proportion of the votes in the Assembly. will be peace with one another. and enjoy the riches o f 

vociferously demanding that Israel be expelled heaven and earth for their good. And we are 

from its company. We are convinced that in sure that eventually this will be achieved . 

spite of all their efforts they will not succeed. We are greatly pleased at the response of so 

Israel is a reality which will endure, and the many of you to our circular letter which was 

words of the Prophets will yet be realised. sent out with the summer issue of Dor-le-Dor. 

During the winter months spanned by this and we trust that those of you who had not yet 

issue, January to April 1977. we shall be done so will have renewed their membership by 

reading the books of the so-called Min or 

Prophets for the sixteenth time. The sixty·seven 

chapters of these Twelve Prophets are regarded 

in the Hebrew Bible as one book. shorter in its 

1050 verses than Isaiah. Jeremiah. or Ezekiel. 

the time this issue reaches you. We regret that 

former Life Members of the BRU are also 

required to do so, as many indeed have. In any 

case. we shall be sending you the four issues for 

the current year 6737 (1976/77). Our 

Yet the message which these Twelve Prophets Treasurer in England. Mr Ben Rose. points out 

have to utter is no less important and enduring. that posting receipts to donors at 6 l / 2p a time 

and as relevant to the nations of the world as to is both time-consuming and an avoidable 

expense to the Union. and asks that if a receipt 

is required. a stamped addressed envelope 

should be enclosed. 

We also appreciate you personal good 

wishes. whic h arc warmly reciprocated. and we 

can assure you that any letter sent to us 

personally (at 122 Rehov Uvicl. Ramal Gan 

51. 3 11. Israel) will receive our c areful attentio n 

and will be acknowledged. The Editorial Board 

of Dor-le-Dor also welcomes your comments 

on this journal and, for the record. we are 

appending some of your remarks: 

" I love Dor-le Dor" - M.E.C .. Leamington 

Spa. 

" I should again like to thank you for the 

wonderful readings wh ich you hooks gin~ us. 

and the deeper insight into the prophecies and 

meanings of the Hebrew Bible"-H.B .. 

Orpington. 

"The attraction to me of jo ining was 

rrccis~ly the knowledge that on the same day 

numerous other people would be reading the 

same chapter. thus strengthening the bond 

between us. even though often largely unknown 

to each other"-S.B .. Bristol. 

" With heartfelt congratulations on your 

excellent publication, and best ll'ishes for its 

continued success and expansion"-M.L.. 

Dublin. 

" I have been a subscriber to your journal 

Dor-le-Dor for the past year, and have found it 

very interesting and worthwile"-D.L.. Mill 

Hil l. London. 

Joseph Halpern 

WORLD JEWISH BIBLE SOCIETY 

MF.MBERSHIP (Tall: deductible in USA) 

Membership Includes: 

Triennial Tenakh Study Calender 

One-year subscription to Dor le-Dor 

For Beth Mikra, Hebrew Quarterly 

WORLD JEWISH BIBLE SOCIETY 

18 Abarbanel St., P.O.B. 7024 
Jerusalem, Israel 

Remittance for membership is enclosed 

Name 

Street 

City . State Zip 

$10 

Add $8 
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TRIENNIAL BIBLE READING CALENDAR 

With these pages we are continuing the second triennial Bible reading calendar, 
beginning ll'ith the first chapter of Joshua and concluding 1rit/;. the Book o( 
Chronicles at the end of the third year. The sequence of the darly chapters zs 
interrupted in order to allow for the readings connected with the Sidra of the 

Week and the holidays. 

Dec- Jan 1976-7 

W 22 Ezekiel 47 

Th 23 Ezekiel 48 

F 24 yp~ 

Sa 25 yp~ 

Su 26 Hosea I 

M 27 Hosea 2 

T 28 Hosea 3 

W 29 Hosea 4 

Th 30 Hosea 5 

F 31 !Dl'1 

Sa llll'1 

Su 2 Hosea 6 

M 3 Hosea 7 
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w 
Th 

r 
Sa 

Su 

M 

T 

w 
Th 

F 

Sa 

Su 

M 

T 

w 

5 
(i 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

D 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Ill 

19 

Hosea 9 

Hosea LO 

'ti'1 

Hosea I I 

Hosea 12 

Hosea 13 

Hosea 14 

Joel I 

m~w 

n11J1.? 

Joel :! 

Joel 3 

Joel4 

Amos I 

i1:11ln N 

i1:11ln !:l 

i1:11ln , 

n 

N' 

,, 

1' 

l.)' 

Jan-Feb 1977 

Th 20 Amos 2 
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Sa 22 NiN1 

Su 23 Amos 3 

M 24 Amos 4 
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Th 27 Amos 7 
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Sa 29 N:::l 
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1;n• 

Micah .J 

Micah 5 

Micah 6 

Micah 7 

Nahum I 

O't.lDVJ~ 

, 

N' 

l' ,, 
U::llll::l Y'll 1l.l 

Tll 

n?111:1 T' 
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TRIENNIAL BIBLE READING CALENDAR 

Feb-March 1977 

Nahum 2 

Nahum 3 

Habakkuk 1 

Habakkuk 2 

Habakkuk 3 

i1~1;n 

,!:l 

'l 

Sa 19 

Su 20 

M 21 

T 22 

w 23 

T h 24 

F 25 

Sa 26 

Su 27 

M 28 

T 

i1:1t n!:lw n~1;n n 

Zephaniah 1 ll 

Zephaniah 2 

Zephaniah 3 N' 

w 2 Haggai 1 !:l' 

Th 3 H aggai 2 ;noN n•nm l' 

F 4 ;noN n7·l~ o•;1o ,, 

Sa 5 i11~n 

Su 6 Zechariah I 

M 7 Zechariah 2 

T 8 Zechariah 3 

W 9 Zechariah 4 

Th l 0 Zechariah 5 

F I I Ntzm ':I 

Sa 12 n;o n::1w ~-tllln •:::~ 

Su 13 Zechariah 6 

M 14 Zechariah 7 

T 15 Zechariah 8 

W 16 Zechariah 9 

Th I 7 Zechariah I 0 

F 18 '11po - 7i1p'1 

T' 

n• 
ll' 

March-April 1977 

s 20 

M 21 

T 22 

w 23 

Th 24 

F 25 

Sa 26 

Su 27 

M 28 

T 29 

w 30 

Th 31 

F 

Sa 2 

Zechariah 11 

Zechariah 12 

Zechariah 13 

Zechariah 14 

Malachi 1 

Nip'1 

Nip'1 

Malachi 2 

Malachi 3 

Psalms 1 

Pslams 2 

Psalms 3 

,~ 

'71'lli1 n::1w 

Su 3 noo 

M 4 noo 

T 5 noo 'lll1~il 7m 

w 6 noo 'll71~:-t ?1n 

Th 7 noo 'll71~i1 ?m 

F 8 noo 'll71~i1 7m 

Sa 9 

Su 10 

M II 

tit:D '7111 ':17'::1111 

tiOD 7111 )1itiN 

Psa lms 4 

T 12 Psalms5 

W 13 Psalms 6 

Th 14 Psalms 7 

F 15 'l'IJl:l 

Sa l 6 'l'IJlV 

Su 17 Psalms 8 

M 18 Psalms 9 

'l 

l' ,, 
1ll 

TIJ 

l' 

n• 

1/ you wish to receive copies of our complete Ji"iennia/ Bible Reading Calendar 
for yourself or your friends please write to: Editor, World Jewish Bible Society, 
P.O.B. 7024, Jerusalem, Israel. 
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Winter 1976- 7 

Monarchy and the Bible Max M. Rothschild 51 

The Computation of the New Moon M enachem Raab 56 

Rehabilitation of Lilith Sol Liptz in 66 

The Doctrine of Reward Shimon Bakon 75 

David and Bathsheba - Part ll M oshe Garsiel 85 

The Laws of Mourning -Biblical Sources - Part II Hyman Routtenberg 91 

Hospitality in Sodom - Biblical Contrast 

Letters to the Editor 

Triennial Bible Reading Calendar 

Joel B. Wolowelsky 94 
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