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ABSTRACT i
Jane Ledbovttz‘éooper
N oy .

* A.CRITIQUE OF ERWIN-R. GOODENOUGH'S
JE__—_S'_Q-U___—T——_—TKE__TNISH YMBOLS IN-THE GRECO-ROMAN PERIOD

a

Erw1n R. Goodenough postulated the exlstence of an un-
reqogn1zed sect of Judaism 1mmed13tely pr1or\to the advent of
Chr1st1an1ty. It is his belle? that;there was a mystlc sect of
Judarsm that paralleled the Pharasalc movement, and subséquently
formed the basis ©f Chr1st1an1ty, although there is do direct
referenqe to it in either raob1n1c or church sgyrces.‘ In accordance.

with his thinking, Christianity assimilated much of the beliefs and

practices of this ;ect,ﬁend rabbinic censorship ob]iterq{:fiony

mention thereof, in this way 1eading to its tdta{‘effaeenen

.

These suppos1t1ons sparked Goodenough s investigation 1nto

the archeoﬂog1ca1 remains unearthe} in the Ancient Near East and

around- the Med1terreneen from the Hellenistic era. This .scholar-

ship resulted in his magﬁum opus, Jewish §ylbois in the Gréco-Roman

- . . ‘ e .
Period, a thirteen volume work wherein he has organized and
classified mMuch of the materia].into categories of pagan and. Jeuish
symbols.;  The last three volumes deal with the art of the lurals of

o

the *Dura Europos Synagogue. which he interprets in terms of sylbolic
analysis, ra]lying support ;or his theory of the existence o#
practicing Jewish mystic sect. e

In this paper the opinions of other scholars of the
HeIlen1sti\ period are discussed offering‘different possibilttfes

st the scientific foundot1on of

for 1nterpretation of these syubols. Crit1cisl of Goodegonqh'is
léveled largely agJQB h :
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: . . INTRODUCT 10N
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a - " ..’°% The preseht thesis is based on the works of Erwin Ramsdell .
Goodenough because he opens up a wholeigzrld of art and artifacts

in the Greco- Roman period wh1ch have previcusly been accounted

* for in literary sources. He-thereby forces“us to re-evaluate this

-%i ?‘ period in the history of reli%1on, focu51ng on the relat1onsn-pf
the rabbis and the masses they'led.- )

Me will be'dealing mainly with his major'work Jewish

Symbols in the Gneco-Roman Period, (19§5~68) to which he devoted

.‘ A} .
;s , the greater part of his life. Here he states at the very outset .

The problem in the brigin of Christianity to which this study '

hopes to contribute is that of its rapid hellenlzation.“] This

é% | f' is mentioned because all the next twelve volumes_ane“dedlcated

i;‘ R _“ngfhewamassing. assorting and analysing of, art symbols, although )
%E 3 this work appears to be secondary to his main purpose. His chief 3.
‘%%{ ‘ interest is to show that Christlanity,arose from an already well-

'established Hellenized Judaism‘"and not directly from pagan sources.

When looklng through hls.magnum opus, a fifteen’ volum v

-

: \ e
"[4 ork }beautlfully iustrated ‘with. magnlficent phbﬁographs. he s
eye 15 astonished at the tremendously vast collectlon, and the | i

’ ulnd boggles at the palnstaking detailed effort inpamassing these

IR o Y

-4_artlfacts and then divlding them 1nto categories of pagan, Christian
nﬂ: and Jewish symbols. \ihe yhole of the-pdpulated area of the Jewish

: !nrld in the Near East and the shores of the Mediterranean of thatj




.as’ household and personai'adornment.‘deqs have’constantly produced

P . . R “ o~
[

&

- ’ . R L
For, purposes of cult and religious observances, as well '
2] ) i
and made use of objects which appeqﬂed-in some fashion to their

aesthetic sense. A problem exists, however, regaiding the Jewdsh

r

attitude toward figurative and representetiona] art.2. The , o :

* Pentateuchd} code fh many places (Ex 20:4,  Deut. 5:8 and in gheat|-‘“¢%
detail in Deut. 4:16-18) ostensibly prohibits. 1n the. stricgest "‘é

- terms, the making of any image or Tikeness of man or»beast.’and , '”é
consequently there are no figuratiVe images tdda} in present-day‘ g ;.g
synagogues. and what eiaboration of detail there is we dismiss l-lg

- as decoration -- meritiwg'Various aesthetic standards. iﬁ
1 However, this was not aiways the case. The vast amount. Jg

)5,
T3

,,
Ly

of recent arcpeo]ogical fiwd%ngs, particularly from: synagogues

e

and burial places, as wellas Jewish coins, from the 2nd century

B.C.E. to the: 3rd century c. E., have displayed treasures of: ‘,l

‘great beauty and design and there is- iittle in- our literary sourées

to account for this weaith of materiai The-art of the Greco-
Roman period is technically known as Hellenistic. as compared to

the classical Greek,; and- these materiai remains by and large are

'of this 'genre’. Many have Greek designs and motifs, and are

often found in combinaﬁnon with very specificaiiy Jewish symboi ,a’

In view of these new findings, "how are we' now to determine\
just what was the Jewish attitude to art? ‘What does this new |
naterial evidence of the past say in terms of what it meant to-

the people of the time? As the iiterary evidence that even makes

mention of.the problen; is scanty -- fragments in the Taimud. f’
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Josephus and,neqd Sea Scrolls --"this brings in the question of - . %

.
-
?
]

- the rabbinic attitude at the time this ‘fashioning of images'

was svolvdng. Further, what were in thé minds of the artists,

»

‘or those who commissioned the drtisans initiaily? As a lodgical
development “from thatfquestion, what was the relat1onsh1p of -

‘the masses to the rabbis? : ‘ :

- ' ; —Boodenough states categor1ca]1y that ‘he §s-not an art
L v
‘ historian. He. wr1tes in the fieQd of the history of religion,

-~

.

" and, deals with the meaning of Jewish art.3 Goodenough's b1ases

;1’ : \w 0
coot + are not difficult to ascertain; he s ates them blatantly at the

.
. O . (=Y

f | . . utSet. He is a Chrtstian and a mystl aqufrom this perspective

Ve et

fashions h1s highly original thesis, whe er oné‘looks at it

fromitbe‘viewpoint of aeither a historian of reltigion or historian |

N

U . TS S Sy P

of art.

o

> " HE lains in his monumentai\ ork, Jewish Symbo]s, anﬁfi:f

et

LY

BN, s B L

a number of minor studies that ﬁﬁéh of the arché logical rema1ns

with representational art, in defiance&of apparent rabbinic

T eIy

'pﬁoscript1on, was the manifestation of a Jewish Syxghetié mystic

reldgion. He contends, moreover, that this Jew1sh stic religion

A

stood side by side. equal in size and lmportance to

hat we now
< -

know as rabbinic Judaism. He further asserts that what we,know

as rabbinic Judaism, and whatiGeorge Foot Moore in his Judaism in

'
f

fhe First Centuries of the Cﬁristian Era: The Age of the}Eannaim'

e o caTls ‘normative’.was not normative at all for that period, but

"only evolved so many centuries later.-

S TPTRE ST WAy FS ST SPP S SUVs L TIPIIRIO R0 TR TR Ty, P U R S ey A I I ™ " SN |



. ' "
- For Goodenough this mystic séct, that he hold!yresponsible

For the gfeation bf Jewish art, developed from the Jewish tradition

itself.. It absorbed pagan mystery religions and thelr symbols, . ,ff

adapting them to their OWn meaning. This, then, was the practice ‘ff

of a large and- widespread group, counting.in great\hu-bers the
¥

Jews through the Greco-Roman;,orld. The grounduork latdkby this

sect accounted for the curions

rapid and widespread develop-entL Co

\
of Christianity in the ear]y cen J;ies ofﬁtﬁ Co--on Era, thls,

Para]]eling this theory, ‘G denough‘pre nts a counterpart -

" that early church art developed fro p,uideSpiead productive and

The

f}oitful Jenish art tradition.

W :

to his hypothe51s. ‘
Every scholar. shou]d ‘have some daring and i-aginaséon
out fo? eone acquainted uith Jews and their ethos, trzdition
~and hist‘ig\ygS

such c0ntroversial nanipulation is very pro* ca%ive.

”&emanding further lnvestjgition The basic, suppositions that

-

Goodenough assumes, of necessity, must be questioned. Because

his work “is tremendgusly fascinating, the rangewt:d scope"of-7°5f“;"

scholarship'impressive the éiyle of his iriting ighl ndivfﬂdaf"

w1th’%ery subJective opinion, it,engages the reeder s involvelent.,°”

4
"

As-is usually the case nith pioneer thinkers, Goode ougb is ‘in

reaction agazvﬁt current mentality, and consequemtly provokes

response. Part of what one reacts tq is his litetary style whfth



. Ty o - . , ‘ \) h o
Vis redundant and repeti{ive Redup]1cat1on in a sl1gth§ d1fferent
o 3 context 15 a tricky;, affalr After stat1ng .tXe _same aSSumpt1on
, often enough the effect)is for the reader; to accept the omgfna]]y
A "unproven as a fact . ) ‘
o In this thesis criticism will be Qex\;ed égainst soméovery v
1

personal bases of h%s opinions.: The aim willibe to 1nd1cate some

s

»

fundﬂmental points that appear questionabie, as we]l as investigate
»  some areas of his methodology which might bear scrut1ny. E Con
Who is this man? 'Erﬁin\Ramsdell Goodenough was born in g
1893 1n Brooklyn, and ‘in 1923 began teaching h1story at Yale. k\ _;
S Hhile preparing his doctoral thesis, published as ﬁThe Theo]ogy of
' B Justln Marty ¥, Goodenough came to Phe conclusion that many
:. - Hellenistic elemenﬁs of ea?ly Christianity were derived not from
the pagan world directly.'But from the already hellenized Judaism
" through which Christianity w#s fi;st’disse@inated.' Most 6f;ﬁis.

- later work was devoted to the study of this hellenized Judaism.

%ﬁ“,{éﬁ This he expounded in his published works,” The Jurisprudence of

27 .7 the Jewish Courts in Eqypt (1929), By.light, Light: The Mystic ‘

. Gospel of Héllenistic Judaism (1935), ‘The Politics of Philo |

ng_; (1?38), ’"“ : i Philo \Judaeus (1940), and ' ’rj

T .his magnum opus, / b ls in the Greco-Roman Period ;
(13 volumes, 1953-68).4 ! o . N v

s . )
He was active in miny scholar]y organizations, and edited -

Ihg Journal of Biblical Literature from 1934-42, He left a legaty ~

cf beingﬁa very exciting and- sgimulating persona]ity Religion

27+ in_Antiquity: Essays in Memory of Erwin Ramsdell Goodenough,
WL, ™ S E ~ T . . N




‘argument is his concept of the v'alu,e of a symbol as distinct

) A

. « ;
was published #n ‘1968 after 'his death . %

o

edited by Jacob Neusner,
by many of his *friends, admirers a.néi even his gr'i'tics,'.who seem -

'tq have been captivated by his quixotic personality and remember . -

’ .
5 e e

him with fondhess. -, o . . o

.That was the scholar who in his Tater years of his career,

when he-came to iiit'erpret the Gréco-Ro;nan art, ‘had already

formulate_d-s&_me very definite opinions. H; wasq' engaged in usi‘ng 7 A
art as a ;Sroof-tex-t,land one can jusfi%iably"inquii‘e as to the (
legitimacy of his methad. "Th'e Tine we. are tracing, however, is .
that by which Greek mystic philosophy of synbo1s cam:g/fn“t;: usage |

. B

5

for Jewish piety:.“ The fundament4l point in Goodenbugh"s . S
4 N ’ .

. - T VR " * ! 9’
from its intemretation.ﬁ. He defines the yalue as Simply emotional

‘impact” but he also equateiw}]\ug with meaning and discovered as
. ’ Lot . . N . ‘ . » .
the meaning of his symbols a complex\mysticaj theology. Before’

we doncern 'ou_rsel/ves,‘ howéver, w_H';h h\%s th,eory)\of symbolic

. ‘traanfe'rence /-—': something h‘e picked up from f;hé, Jungian school

of psychology -- we should start with his early work ‘to get an-
insight into his manner .of thifking, According to his reasoning:’

It was in the Greco-Roman period that Jews seem to-
have gone farthest in adopting rituals with a blessgd .o
cup that was drunk, and blessed bread that was broken and ~ '
eaten. If the major premise of this entire study.is sound -«
that ‘borrowed symbols may be given new interpretations:
but will keap their old values -~ we should expect to find
Jewish ritualistic wine associated with sacred matters in
: general, with birth, ma%riag;. and death especially, and
conspicuous'at sacred meals, ' I

\/ T | )
by e 4 .

\ S PP O B AL @B SR seteN e B

' The thesis of these volumes.is that. hellenized Jaws:
did more than carry into their Judaism from the Kellenis

world certain philosophic 1deas of God,. and mystical . ..
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. analysis -- that will be!the main endeavour t: this critiq e,

: .aspirations for escape 1nto his - Being The amdzing ,
‘ omnipresence of hellenistic art forms ‘and symbols on .
- their graves and synagogues presents a clear dilemma. '
. either these were brdught.in as 'puyre decoration' with ’
all meaning carefully screened-out of them,” or. they came
" ‘in.with real purpose, in which case ‘they must reveal .
another way in which Jews accepted something from .
paganism in their religion.8 - . Co

R

Thusawe seé his, ‘intent is to démonstrate the'existencg o

I

of a mystic Jewish sect, out bf which arose a mystic Christian~ .

H

sect and hence the very laborious work which occupied the

greater part of’ his years in collecting Jewish art. Is it not

orthodox practiceifor a historian to amass data. and “then deduqe

- -

a conclusion? True many sc1entists formulate a theory and’then

KT

construct experiments to determine-the validity of the theory.,

In histovys albeit the history of relng1on, the faqts,sho’ld

T *»\..._A.#—-’

present themselves firstly leadiné/toﬂsome deductive codcluSion, "

instéad of forcing evidence to fit’ inTo desired results. Hence, .’

it ‘{s to ‘his methodology in general that this inguiry will SR

addreo§ itself rather than the individual, component Qetails
:’/:,/’ - '
ﬁhich“may stand up very well when extracted from its,poSition .

. ! L]
.
-~ . X P
.

in the- argument
. .

¢ .

In the course of this, agalysis. 1t will be pOinted out = s ¥

that there are’ other approaches. and other criteria. for assessrdg )

Goodenough's collection of synbols. and it is to highlight some RO
“lof the differing attitudes -- rabpinic, SOClD political artistlc : ,

e N T
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.0 | CHAPTER I ] L .

< . o ' THE eRoeLEM

Goodenodgh's Theory . . ’

5 ‘

Thirty years beFore his work .on Jewish-Symbols, while’ g

s

- . ”
wrt&;ng his doctorate on Justin Martyr, Goodenough was occupied

1

with:the problem of the Jeuish and Hellenistic components in ’

v -
P . A £ *

"~ Christianlty., Justin S Old Testament allegory was in ]ane part an :

- adaptat1on for Christian purposes of allegor1es known to have been

e .' Jewish because they appear in‘Philo. Accord1ng]y, Goodenough

.iﬁ; ' envisages a large number of Jeus who pract1ced the1r Judaasm in

Ezy 'a'way consistent with the classic thought and wr1tings of Philo. o
gé’ Other evidence of t‘e existence of such a mystic sect. is’ reflected ‘ .

- : in the apocaJyptic and apocryphal, books such as the H1sdom of . E
Solonon, "The Maccabees, the Jeuwsh Sibylrlne Books, to name only -é
a'few.lfs;ﬁswrhs..ym,is. . -—N/ : _ 35‘ A (
‘@ Tha;"the rabbis cens ediot}er wriﬁings, and did not inelode ;

LIRS ~

¢ *_.them in the canon, is tn itself a .clue to the existence of a | -

a

cleavage as to Hhat\iie rabbis understood eexacceptablk practice

-

and that .of other Hellenistic authors. . “It has arisen by the .
;f" accident that the most inportant literature we have frdm/;hé kas

o -of- this period is that of the rabbis and the writings o7’Ph1lo. anid g

so scbolars have tended to regard these as antithetical categories

into~one 9r the other of uhich we must force all other evidence."2




We have taken two approaches to the Jews of the

period. One was the testimony of the pagans, which
. brought out essentially the Jews' loyalty to their
\ .~ observances, and their sense of exclusiveness as a
group. The other was-the testimony of Christians,
~ which added to this picture of Jewish loyalty the.

suggestion that many Jews adopted the best that-was

current "in their pagan environment, and justified //—\\

© . themselves in d01ng so. by allegor1ca1 1nterpretat1ons
“ ' \ of their Bible.3 .

We are led to believe by Gboaenpygh that Philo was not
unique in his thihkiné. "He $peaks to and of a group of mystic
Jews, and contrasts the1r point of view frequently with that of *
the ordinary Jeu, who could not ‘cross’ the Jordan', as he calle@

it, that is, get beyond.(wh11e still observing) the legal require-’

ments, to come into metaphysical reality that Philo foﬁnd 1mblicit ‘é\“

in the rorah.-4 In By Light, Light written in 1935, these ideas

of mysticism based on Philo are developed and coa]esced The‘~

Jeu1sh Slbylllne Books, the three last Books-of the MaCCabees.

A

especially Fourth Haccabees, the fragments quoted by Eusebius, the

pseudo-Justianian Qratio ad Graecos.the Mystic Liturgy, and the

little Jewish apology in the Clementine Hgmilies'ara examplés of
writings that could be ascribed to this “mystic" sect according
to Goodenough. 5 . » ’
o These and nany other writings were later rejected by the
rabbis, and therefore lost to the Jewish world of religious thought.b
Goodenough assumes that strict censorship was “in existence. ‘but L (

.

the poss1bﬂg”reason and meaning of this supposed expurgation 18 notf

at all an issue for consideratiou.' That mysticism always existe¢75
but was never part of the aainstream of Jewish tradt;inn 13\@h05'



was the predominating factor fﬁ?—E;}arge majority of Jews. a N

Goodenough qhotes.So]omon rayzel that “many of these

books advocgted rellgious law which differed from the leg1s1at1on = ¢
favoured by the Phar1sees and the rabbis " to fortify his beliefs.

He sgarches hard for scant references to & lost literature and y
| poin s to'a discussion of Sirach in the Talmud where Akiba was

F ; referring to the "books of the Sadducees."’ Thatjthis is the only

% - . known mention of tﬁe;"books of the Séghucees" is ihdicatiye~f0r‘

o Goodenough of the existence of some sort of censorship. Based ¢

largely on the forego1ng evidencé, he p oses that there is a

. .
f@b ' wide discrepanqy between what we now know from rabbinic writing

in the Talmud of how the Jews of that period were suppo§ed1y

T u practicing-an& observing, and what in aétuality was the real 0

g

%j ‘ situat1on. v _ - e
Eﬁ;r - One of the basic arguments is that Hé?rew was an 3nknown\

:‘E':i l‘ . ¢ \\WLet!

A ° language for the populace of the Greco Roman era, and Greek the

spoken, written and praying vernaculaf

\ “The Mishnah became a .companion to the Bible" only
- for scholarly rabbis who could read Hebfew. Those who
could not read Hebrew got along, as Philo's group had
done, without a Mishnah. cannot a priori fill with :
; ‘ rabbinism the silence .of the Judaism of the Roman
diaspora in this period.8 ° : ,

: |

o Goodenough's assessqeqt Of:phe khbbinjc position in Palestine is j

| " one of low 1nffuence. and the scantiness\of the Jerusalem Taimud 3

o l’ #s'compared to the Babyloniantvefgioh is gvidéncehof a weak position;9
‘ E o lTo furnish more detail in this pj;ture of a preponderanpe

‘;be‘Jew§ being unilingual and Greek spéakihg. the freéuenéy of Greek . .

__mames on Jewish tombs is pointed out as being highly significant.




.
e
L

‘asserts. was accomp11shed through a hard. struggle 1T #2717 we

" of the legal code. "It is so assimilated into ‘the halacha that

-
.

| neyer having beén complgielyaerad!caxed,\%as.been in"existence -

’ By the third century Greek was predominantly the language. T
of Jews in Palestine itself, and we shall see that the: .%
invasion of Jewish art by hellenistic ornament was no less . .
striking in Palestine than in Rome or Dura. Even in the
time of Christ, Greek names are nearly as common’as Hebrew
and Aramaic together on Jewish tombs of Palestine, whil?

by the phird century Greekoverwhelmingly predominates. 0 'i

' 1, 5 i ) ’ Pt

\ Goodenough's theory is based on his assessment of rabbinic ;
power and influence during the first centuries of the common era. ‘ f%

It is Goodenough's belief that during the time of Philo the extent .. -
of rabbinic influence was hardly appreciable. Even though they . -

eviptually won popular prestige, support and respect,\phis, he

have Pearned thus far is that there is no evidence to show that

—:.

the Jews of the imperial diaspora were led by rabbinic thinkers,(
<

or were normative or halachic Jews."l2

He sees @ sharp distinction betqsen what has been cqlled"

normative or halachie Judaismqgnd the Hellenistic Jews who
~t.k

~ embraced myst1c1sm in theipubélief and practice.]3 This cleavage r&

would not be eV1dent~today as it would at the ti-e of Philo

because the rabbis have caused its disappparance through infer- 'V{Q'L*g

N ‘,'J:,
tw1n1ng and interweaving the ‘mystic elenert 1n their construdt#bn - ,%g
] ~ LY

today it is not even apparent. Goodenougﬁ admits that hé .has _had

u

difficulties in making this point Wndeerood to modern day Jews.]4

f

He points to the fact that the later. developnenf& of Merkabah \
mysticism and Kabbalah were built op’this*nyqtic strain, wh?ch,;

34‘ ‘ ‘ci’<

continually. L - > o RO

. N “
. - - . .
h . ot L N i Wl o
R T, Ay CI
A T -
. . A « A 1
.t « n
f - A ‘e .
. . A L P o~ M .
. . , . . . R e
~ ‘ T - v . . . K
~ N 1 ~ . - . Ky v i <
P
. . . B N . o
. Pt el v, .
. o w 7
. .
‘ E )
, A




’ - . . ' . . ' ’?u-fr ’ ]3

. Gaodé?ough turhs to. several of .the recognized historians

of religion Tike Moore. Finkelstein or Grayfel seeking in’ their

4
works any factua] evidence ?or the existence of such a deviant
5

» Sect. ; s C ‘ )

But the most he could glean from their h1storiography was :

a concession that there was no comp]ete uniform1ty in Jewish

—

T

thought or practice in the"Gregg:ggmgg_periqd. Thus, agreement on
a negative point is the~exten§-bf their acknowledgement. He
§1n§1es oﬁt.Salo éaronees one ef the authorities who ddmits that
there is indeed a problem in this area, if'ye try to give meaning

4 .
to all the material remains with Jewish and pagan symbols that
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have come to light. 15 gecause of the very recentness of his theory.

Goodenough admits to difficu]ty in encounterlng the establxshmenta,‘

L TR, W0 TS N I

/ " both Christian and Jewish, with their traditional outlook. E
. - R -, . \ . ,
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\HISTORICAL EVIDENCE

. BaéesKStructure on Philoe
: | : : N o
. The problem is one of positing a sect of Judaism which /

started to exist about three centuries before the common era, ks

ama21ngly 11ke Chrxs%\anity as we now know it, and at the same

-

time resenb]ing paganism in many of its beliefs and practices.
Goodenough believes that it was the customs of this sect that

Philo describes and it was to this that philo addressed his

v

wWorks.

In rev1ew1ng Philo's sketchy biography in An Introduction

+

to Philo Judaeus (1940), he mentions _the fact that this phiTosopher

;—1.1

o :",
,‘came from a very prosperous ue]]-connected family in A]exandria,
l

and lived at a time when this variegated metropolis was at the

heighf of its glory. Philo was very involved po]itica]]y; and
had a veritable obsession uigh‘fﬁé ideas of the Greek civilizltion. .

I'n est1mat1ng hxs Jewish educatioa, Goodenough asserts. that he got .
his knowledge of Torah through the Greek translation of this wark

* made from the Hebreu two centuries before his tine. It-seens that o

he had a guide to the Hebrew proﬁgr names but otherwise folloued

nt.16 This: profound grnsb of

N
,1,.

closely the text of the Septuagi
Torah, acquired in translatinn, coupled with his extensfvc
knowledge of Greek philosophy and ethics, resulted in. hts readiuqé

i ”

"Plato in terms of Moses and Hoses in terns of Plato.“7 ﬁff;
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) - \ . . ) 4 -
. . . that Torah ceased to be Jewish in'character-anq became a
PR cryptogram of Greek thought.“lg

According to the particular beliefs of this alleged form

- of Judaism, God. revealed himself‘to_be the source of the great

e

|

. stream of being a§ the sun is of light. For this sect, then,
Goodenough- explains, God was a light which ‘was discérned by the
iibht rays that he shot férth. This relationship 1; similar to ‘
our seeing the sun, itself a‘light, by means of thg-ray; that . ”w
'rééch us. "But to the ancient world," he writes, "the sun was |
the source of life, human, animal, vegeiable and divine; it was
;Ee vivid symbol of God to the philosophers, God himself in

P populqr religion; it was the symbol of théﬁght and perception,

- and, in Philo‘aﬁd the Mystery ﬁeligions alike, of revelation qhd .

mystic illumination."19

‘As a by-way between man and-God, this stream of ligﬁt was
‘very 1mport§ni and served as-a path of ascent. The true Judaism,”
accordingly, is fulfilled only whén men recognize the essentigl ’
' mature of this deity, and ascend. into higher and higher contact
-1'u§th,tﬁg Being of God.20 This,'in brief, is what Goodenough °

‘terms Philonic Jﬁdaism, characterized\by having successfully

'jissililated from the mystery religions the idea of the mystic - .
iascent as a possible access to God. ! : S

The term 1 ogos 1is Philo s designatxon for this stream of

i
' .
KA
a e VT, Y

God‘s rad1ation‘ Goodenough equunds this theory of light and' 5 ‘”

~.~ . +
RFe s v ol i
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elements thdtﬂgiveirise to this mystic sect, By assessing Pniio'

as holding a leading influential position in the Jewish community .
R
at large, and by postulating this mystic sect for whom ‘he wrote, :

He thep attributes to Philonic f

the scenario begins to take shape.
] . o
« -Judaism a capital importance for the'rq-writing of Jewish history

in Greco-Roman times. | ' . p;
’ It is only in later centuries Goodenough asserts th&t the

, . rabbinic péwers succeeded in wholly stamping out any méntion of

2]

this sect or their practices, Contrary to our common understanding xq

of normative Judaism as legalistic, Philo wrote: ,
, ~ The highest achievement in 1ife was not.obedience to God's
L detailed laws, good as that still was but the going out of.
bodily defilement and confusion, out of this woer itself \
: into somethin? which was not of this world. . . . Symbolized
o in sacred meals and rites, the new Judaism found 1ts !
" ) reality in the Logos.and Sophia, which men took into them-
’ : © ,selves to produce’ %n this life or the next, a second or\'
‘ 1mmaterlalfb1rth . -
— T T T T T T - .} \ur\w )
- ‘ The idea of escape from this worldly rea]ity to a higher meta-

LS .

physica] state, and the symbols nhich were embod1ed 1n these rites
- characterized this mystic sect. Because Goodenough perceives . z'
‘allusions to mystic.practices in Philo'’s writings. thg terms mystic;
seft and Philonic Judaisn are used 1n the same sense.Z?
Betause he predicates

writinns. it is imperative to
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bases his tnebry. By getting a lavourvof hfs\liffrary style,

the reader can sense how often hils statements are nighly subjective.
One.can Judge whether personal intuition can be equated with
scientific schola hip. What nmerges predominantly in Philg

Judaeus is a relia ce’ on impression. "These (impressions of

Philo's personality) are first an igpreSSIOn of a man who never

tired of infinite ramifications in expounding and éefend1ng a
central idea, the idea that the deeper content1of'Judaism was a
révelafion of the concepts of Platonic and Pythagorean )
bﬁilosoph}, Ssoic and Pla%nnic ethfcs. and of ihe way to reach
the reality behind those conceptions in mystic ascent."2? |

The main burden of our thesis is a critical look at

Goodenough's uethddology. not nqcessarily—a.counter-attact‘on )
* his accumulation of facts. !t is therefore incumbent on the
critic to analyse Goodenough's stnie of writing and procedure.
Firstly, he admits that he reads Philo as a Greek mystic.26
Secondly, he asserts that it is necessary to understandjthe mani
L-Eul,‘ . ‘before undnrstanding his worka:} In the first instance, to féSE“\m
- Philo as Goodenough does iuposes upnn the reader the necessity
of also being mystically inclined. | It is only in this way. that a
-similar common understanding can be achieved Secondly. as Philo

1 chiefly;ﬁnown through his literature and not autobiographrcally.

ithis procedural tactic is puzzling. Knawing the man before hig'
,:' works, when he 1s only knowable through his works, is an example
of qirculur reasoning.
‘ .The search for the Judaic dnfluence in Christianity is
nd The desire to




influences Goodenough and has bearing upoh his estimate of

Philonic Judaism. As mentioned before, he contends thHat Pnilb's
r Y
were the representative writings of a practic1ng sect, and. that:

it was this literature that was eventually re;ected by Jews and
taken up by Ghristians to form the basis of a new religion and

c1v111zation. For hlmuthls sect is the 11551ng link connecting

~
- .

Christianity with 1t§ Judaic elements.z7J )

\{hus'oun criticism, which is directed at style of

writing and personal attitude, has as a result been a judgment
not so much of inaccuracy but rather of distortion of evidence.

It would seem, then, that although Goodenough is interested in

/trad{ng a direct path to Christianity through this deviant sect.
his effortsgtend to misrepresent Judaism with the vieu making
his theory1v1ab4e.' What evolves is a formula of Judaisn that

looks like a myopic distortion. He writes:
SERY

4

The p01nt of Jewish monotheisn-in the ancient world was
not the refusal to recognize that the sun and stars, for
example, are animate beings of an-order far superior to
man, or that the air is filled with angels . and demons,
The strict Jew was distinctive in thé East because,
thinking such superhuman entities to be servants and
-helpers of God, he refused them any rites or cultus, and
"addressed his prayers only to the supre-e principle
behind them.28 .

It seems-that in reading Philo he is so enthusiastic about
tailoring Jdewish history to dovetail into Philo’s structures thet
he \iphlightS'the idea of the 'supre-e principle . neglecting to
account for the\develep-ental idea behind the Jevish God, anﬂ hﬁs
relationship to Israel. As shoun by the state-ent in th¢ above




b

' ' 19 ‘
“»aspects of %ﬂg close bers;)nal contractual relationship the - .,
. Hebééws a;wiys enjoyed with the'l'r deity. A theory should
. break new ground but to iguo_re basic tradxttonal material
;' alters the reader's sus‘pic‘ioﬂrrs. S “ - ,
i o . In summary,q then, Goo;;nough s particular focus‘on the .
, - ‘ interpretation of Philo provides him with the bases for the
; beHefs and rites of this mystic sect, refer‘red to by him as .
| .1 Philonic Judaism, and the proof of which is substantiated b;"
20 the material remains of the Greco-Roman period. »

.
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5

oy

g W

5




‘. - ' Assumes Greek the Language 0f the Jews

’ 2

[

In his evaluation of this Hellemistic pepiod culturallx. s
* the judgment that Greek was the prevailing languige amongst'tne
‘Jews’is germane to Goodenough's argument.29 The co;ollary of
this\proposition is that Hellenlstic civilization w;sfmore _
'famfliar thanithe-Hebrew tradition for tvhe Jewish populace: o
- Pioneering new territory, Goodenough r frains from’ relyipg -on
) recognized Jewish or Christian literatur , wary of their intrinsic

¢ biases. In clearing a new path. he direcbslbis scrutiny'to the

' material ev1dence of what the populace itself must. have written N

. on at’ 1east accepted. «

-

i

.o As therek is a paucity gf literary naterial it is on the
+ inscriptions on grave stones that Goodenough centers his attention'
Here -he finds, apart from the word’ 'shalom’,. which is in Nebrew.
§ a-pn:ponderance of Greek and Latin, both in nomenclature and najn l:
inscription. It'%g Goodenbugh's assertion that Greek predoninate&#
uy ' “oyer Hebrew as the language of the people. ‘and ‘as a consequence ;‘.F

o -

all influential writings had- to be in that language. The Hishnah

was not translated from Hebrew into any. other language until the

Middle Ages. This absence was not a mere oversight. accordinh to.g
.Goodenough but\rather a decision of delibenate political action.k
By this seclusion very few outside the academies could ‘réad the };j
: Mishnah, and the powers it held Were secuPely tiad within.,; |

We can now understand why-R:- Simeo
middle of the second century,:and
later, allowed (and other: rabbis’
lation of the Pantateuch {nto’/Gr
- ‘translation into any other-
quite Aware-that' Jews. coul
to ‘the Penfateuch; and:
to all appearancesathe
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‘é?” o L | ‘ Pregum?s Minimal Rabbinic Inf?uencé: e
) Tl . J The real thrust o¥ the argument ds’ to examine thék;uestion
\? f{{// of‘thg“rébbis9 influence and power in the face of the Va;t a;ount
g, " of art and'?r;i?gcésflsymbélg Soqh pagan anf Jewish: és-well as”
Voot magical charms and amulets that- have been unearthed. That there
‘ ‘: was no centralized co&rdﬁnated rabbihiéikystem emanatingwf;qm
..ﬂ{b ) Palestine might-give the impression that rabbinic influence was:
_;L' insffeciual ;nftﬁe communityi _Goodenhough ;oncedes that there was
“13 a certain amount of political-égntrpl of the Jews in the diaspora
{ft by the delegates sent out from the ?afr;arch“in Palestine to
o collect mpney;uapprai§2 synagogue heads and fight heﬁesy.3]' %Thﬁk
; they effq;ted a sense of loyal cohesion throdgho:; world Jewry £
~i;§/\ seems quite likely. But the sugervision'of‘the contents ;nd range }5
. :\ ‘ wish thought would have refuired a tremendous organizatigg 1\57
‘ N } deed.f32 Lacking the se;-up of a political orgaﬁizafion. i;f
L s ‘: Goodenough toncludes there was no exercise of eon;ro} over thouqﬁt §§§§
v - and behhvfour& our, reaction is thatqﬁe éeéké the nega;ivéxﬁs ’ g
' él L ;ositive-evidgnce. Wabbinic control}operated 19J;|d1fferent mannofa:‘%g
- ‘the rabbis-were the local anchgrs who had persuasive influence,. - ‘;i§
: “Qii raﬁq{ihe lécal legfl‘arbitrators, ﬁ@ose‘%écision affgéted actioq.33 :g%
. Aifej;gio&s cantrdl can bg‘exeréi;ed,apart from.apcééiraj poli;{caf-' 'E;%
. ?\fi se¢ular organization, as is witnessed in the development of the
\ zn o Talmu‘dﬁw B L e . AR
ﬁ?~1§.' . | stf hdw‘??fectivg were thé ra nd their p ic jnflaencg?ég
"-:;i ' a'_nd how did they reconcile their supb’k edly anti-iconic attitude .- %

with all,g?e archeological. evidenge in graveyards and sypagogues? - * :




\\q?d practice§735 The real inquiry, in fact, i§ what was the impetus

“Ea;ehpw allowed the Jews to mike art ,for Gentiles, and the second )

- was .the issue that the rabbis scrutinized with great seriousness.36

. " ELE. Urbach quotes many,lalmudic incidents illustrating

Goodenough attacgs this problen by opentpq”ﬂp some,periiheqt,&nd

fundamental quLj}ions. Firstly, how reliable was the tradifion
tﬁaf the rabbinical centres- did sugfrvise world Jewry at this time?
What does the\recorquf rabbinic respbn;e indicate? What were

the Jews actually réhresenting in their art and iniériptioﬁi?thHﬂ

of deépe;fimport, when fashioning this art what were their motives

tﬁht demanded and produced the art, within or without rabbipic
trad1t1on? Thus, after bringing up the questlon of rabbinic
%nfluence Goodepough then ignores the whole 1ssue by concentratlng
on the archeological evidence and lnSIStlng it speak for itself.
He thereby cancels out this pertinent inquiry, anq disregards
whatever response may ensue. ' '

The next chapter, deallng with a cr1t1c1sm of Goodenough s
ideas, will detail how the rabb1s handled the problem. Here only
passing reference is made to the faét that both in the writings i
of"Josephus and Philo; as well aﬁ Talmudic discussion, concern for
the ‘Second Commandment was as evident i?r the Jews of the |
Hellenistic period as it was in Biblical times. Close attention l ;
was always paid to the two parts of the injunction. -»The first ﬁ

Y]

farbade,fhe making ‘unto thee' of any graven image etc., which

P

2
. ¢ :

‘a” . * a - ‘v
part of the commandment forbade the worship of such images, which

how the rabbﬁs treated the’ problem of art, often sanctioning it

uhen it was not being used for worship, and even tolerat1ng it A




T

"maximal, he then uses the theory of symbalic transference to-

where its value was debated. The guiding prfncip]e for &ecisidn~\
maklng was complete satisfaction that the art seryed no threat to ;‘
the worship of " God 37 This argument is mentioned here because of,
Goodenocugh's response that throws his methodology into sharp
relief.38 Throughout his study his unique search leads him to
his own individual questions and his theories to different corollarieS“

Using Urbach' s‘phrase in rebuttal, he writes, "The problem is not °

B

whether a few rabbis can-be shown to have bowed before [underlining

mine] the situation, but what prémpted ‘Jews to introduce the forms
at al1.=39

Here then is a new arrangement of facts. He'marshalis

. +
et a) oy e Tty

”

his data and then constructs a new situation. A new order is e

AL

arrived at, but that does not necessarily negate evidence brought ':}n
forward by other scholars. He ignores classic literary testimony
and follows the paths of psychology in formulating his ideas.

i

With rabbinic influence minimal, and su}rounding'cuﬂtural ﬁressure,_i

account for the inspiration of the art of this period. .

. -
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| Psychologfcal Evidence

Uses Theory of Symbolié Transference

The many symbols and art forms'that appear amongst and
imprinted on the material remains can be shown to have been deeply

meaningful 1n pagan religious thinking and feeling. In Goodenough 3

- understanding, then, it follows that some Jews who were in close

(contact with Greco—Roman“E?vilizatlon hoped_that the1r religion,
too, would. be enriched by the conceptions in which these art forms
had a place. 'They thought SO with such conv1ct10n that they
took t e forms even into their graves and synagogues, and mingled .
them yith their cult objects and the heroes from Holy Writ."40
Goodenough s working hypothesis is based on his theory of
symoolic transference. The principle in operation is that if,
the symbols borrowed from paganism were at that timg alive, they
would havo been alive for Jews as well.- As a meaning or vafue.in
a synbol is meosured’simply by émotional impact, the evaluation

S

of symbols in Judaism would have the same effect and touct‘ihe
‘same sympathetic chord, but instead of possessing pagan me

hing
would denote something of Jewish sfgnificance.4" “First, a Tioe
‘syubol when;borrouod by a new religion will presumably get new

explanations, but will be borrowed for its value.*®2 If, then,
';ho‘argunent follows, the value serves Jewish purposes, we must
bo:;lerted to 'new' aspects in Judaism. These symbols found in

unexpected places not on1y denote a change has occurred, but is

télling us so-ething about a shift in Judaisp. This ‘other Judaism’

13 thot ospoct implying a dimension of mysticism.

- IR
NP Y PR SR SLy ias



" In amassing and classifying all the pagan and Jeuish

symbéTs engraved on archeologica] renains in the Hiddle East and

around the Med1terranean, Goodenough noted particu]arly the locale

.in which they were found., The fact that the sites in which they

were unearthed were burial places and §ynagogues'uos indicative

" that .they were used in a re]igious context. By interpreting

these symbols as representing a nystic ascent to God, or a *
reaching-out for a life in the afterworld, he deduces that these

Jews had a different psychological approach to God,‘and';o the

problem of man's security.43 -- different, that is, fron'what hé
. « .

gk?erstands of rabbinic lTaw.

Our business is to follow the symbols theaselves. not

with the illusion that they will teach us all that Judaism

meant in. those days, but with the conviction that {n them
» . we have genuine data, which must be allowed to speak- their
-~ own evidernce as directly as the data from the.rabbinic 5

schools.44 . : .

The meaning of these symbols, for him, was thoA'lingua

franca' of the Hellenistic Jews in the Hedfterrean area, and as far

]

as Babylonia. This non-verbal form of conuunicat1on is as telling
as any writtep documents,’ and hence the stature of this -ystic
Judaism is parallel and equal to that which we learn about in
rabbinic literature. Because of thgihppearance of many of_these

symbols in the pa}ntings in fhe Dura Europos sjnagogue. these -

famous frescoes are then vieued as the repteseng;tive pictorial

?“‘5

art of this myst1c sect of Jews .5 Becausé of the similarity of: .

art conventions and themes, he proposes that fhis Jewish art i:
the precursor of Christian att, in the sililar fashioﬁ that thi:;u:J
mystic sect of Judaism was the basis for the oarly cntistiqns.

l
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" In summary, then, these are the basic elements that combfned
g’, ' + to give shdpe to this hypolhésized myst#caséét of Hellenized Jews.

° , It is useless to try to understand my interpretation
‘ *'of the Dura paintings, which reflect so much of this
symbolism, without clearly understanding the writings of
Philo and their implications. He opens up a strange new
‘ : world, incredible both to Christians and to Jews of .
L. trad1ziona1 ‘hackground. Out of this world came not only
\ . his,writings but the Greco-Roman symbols on Jewish
‘ ' arcﬁeo]ogical remains, and the great Jewish tradition of
0Yd Testament art ?reserved directly as Jewish at Dura and
, . reproduced copigusly in early Christian catacombs and ' \
! © mosaics. It was 2 world, not a sect with narrow definitions, -
: . and I see no reason to suppose that it centered in a formal
S "theology any more than did the thinking of Philo himself....%6
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Only the originator of this theory can tie up all the .
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NOTES - CHAPTER I

J.S.
J.S.
ibid.
J.S. 1:7.

1:7.
1:53.

. ibid.l »

. - This subject is dealt with in the works ofca Scholenm, chief1y ?,
Major Trends in_Jewish Mysticism (1941, 1954, and reprinted in
English 1965). Goodenough refers to his works but critgcizes’
Scholem for not connecting later Merkabah Mysticism with such.-
? gect of practicing Jews in the Greco-Roman period. See J.S.:

W . -
7. ?‘35 1:8, footnote 8, in which he refers to BT ganhedrin. 90a,-
0ab. . ) '

3.s.
J.s.
ibid.
3.5, 1:16, 17 |
B 12 J.s. 1:17, .

1:12.,
1:13.

2 13. Goodenough states on page 18, volume 1, {that for hin tha tt ,
5 halachic, rabbinic, talmudic.or Pharisaic Judaism: have. equiva;
o value and that he uses them synonyuously. ‘Far the rol:ladir»
w7 : this paper we will similarly consider the difforent‘ 1 ENP)
2o ’ . as representing the same'ueaning. E

14 3.5, 1:2n.
15.% J.s. 1:22
3,

"6. Some scholars, based on e ynolo 1ca1 reascns. bq}igy
N even had an earlier Greek translation-of -the-Pentati
e . :;-is a consensus, in any event, ehit {t was Grask::

s from which he worked. . L

Etwin R. Goodenough.
. Barnes and NOU]e,‘inc;:



18, ibigl P. 1z;n°

19.  ibid, p. 23. !

20.  ibid, p. 13. : | ' )

21. See J.S. 12:9. cf. with the comment of A.D. Nock. "How could

) (’ such a complicated scheme have enjoyed so wide a dissemination
o and then have passed away without leaving any clear trace?”
A Arthur Darby Nock, Essays on Religion and the Ancient World,
Z%» : : ed.sggph Steward (Cambridge:- Harvard University Press, 1973)
p. . . ’

& 22.  Philo Judaeus, -p. 158. R . B

Soas 23. See. A.D. Nock above, p. 900. "It is not to be doubted that
! Philo and countless other Jews found overtones in what they

thus did; but there is no evidence that Philo found the

overtones which .G. suggests."” .

(S

:
§
24.  Philo Judaeus, p. 27, underlining mine. :
[ . AN g

25. ibid, p. 52, upderlining mine. 3
26. - ibid, p. 28-29- | g
T 27,7 S T6. :
,ﬂzs. _Philo Judaeus, p. 80. 1 . mg
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.38, . See workof 6.F. Moore, Judaism in the First Centuries of the
»:- Christian Era, 2 vols (New York: Schocken Books, 1971), vol. 1,
- The 5"Consolidatiqn of Judaism', o

34, . Prof. R. Goldenberg has pointed out to us that the Talmud
" - reflects a highly political rabbinate in firm control df the
. legal and judicial profession, Their influence was more than
"local from the evidence of the rabbis' involvement in the ’
: ‘.. Roman diaspora.. " :
’1?f,hﬁ’$k$§l Erwin R, Goodenough, "The Rabbis and- Jewish Art in the .
Sy o @reco-Roman Perdiod”, HUCA, 32, (1961), p. 273+ ‘



Joseph Guttmann, ed., No Graven Images - Studies in Artcand
the Hebrew Bible, (New York: Ktav Pub shing House Inc., 1971), °

pp. 3-14.

See E.E. Urbach, “The Rabbinic Laws of Idolatry in the Second-
and Third /Centuries in the Light of Archeological and Historical
Facts.” IEJ 9 (1959) p. 273.

[

E.R. Goodenough, "Rabbis and Jewish -Art", p. 273 .
ibid, p. 277.

ibid, p. 278.
J.S. 12:70-71-
J.5. 12:73.
J.S. 12:76.

ibid .° . - . ,
Upon learning about the Yale Expedition. under Prof, Rostovtzeff
excavating the Synagogue in Dura Europos in 1933, .Goodenough's -
reaction was that this only confirmed the theory he was working
out, and even took credit for having been able to predict the

existence of such Jewish art.’ See J. S. 1:29.,
J.S. 12:19l
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. " CHAPTER II |

o | . CRITICAL EVALUATION | -

| - 1. Other Interpretations of Philo -

i
-~ ¢ .
’ . ?

As we have seen before, Goodenough portrays Philo as

philosopher and spokesman representing a large sectarian group of

jt‘)“‘ Alexandrfan Jews operating apart from rabbinic influence. It is %
%{ -our intention to ascertain jﬁst where Philo bimself stood in the ' %
o spectrum of thought from Jewish to Judeo-Christian belief. Was | §

he really representative of ;a large group, as Gogdenough asserts, %
%; Coe or was he an 1so]aped intgllect. sensitive to the varying phi]osophie§ 7%
ﬁ:: S and religious thobgﬁts of his highly exciting time, and responding | %

in a most creative way? .

Very little factual material is known about Philo, the only

e

4 . .
firm date being 40 C.E. That was the year hée represented the Jewish

community of Alexandria at the court of the Roman Emperor Gaius

5 - ', ¥ ’ N )
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Catigula. protesting the erection of statues in synagogues, an? it

§s recorded that he was an elderly man at that time.! He belonged

1 2
s Dy Skl

to one of t@e_noblest Jeuish,Alexandrian familieg,iwhich had the'
distinction of having Roman citizenship. There-is some opinion that
his family was ¢onnegtedruith Herod, and possibly that this is the
reason Philo's fatheb had the cpveted Roman citizenship. He must
have had it pri&r to ton?ﬁb to Alexandria as Roman citizenship was

inpdssible for the Jews bf that city to attain.2 This cleavage is

certliﬁly illustrative of the vast difference in soc1al scale that

': ‘3jj‘ﬂ18t3d 1n that cotuunity. and althoagh politica]ly he may have been



‘the.- official representative, his aristocratic standing must have

]ed him to a variance in thinking with the vast najority ‘of the .

Jewish community of Alexandria.3 | .,

-
- e

Because his writing$ lack any traditional source material, ..

George Foot Moore also questions whether Philo was representative .:,7

of Alexandrian Jewry in otality.4 .Sauuelosélkjn is in accordance '

+ Wwith this opinion. "It would be a great mistake to assume that
_Philo represents the religious belief of the Alexandrian community

ub

as a whole. Alt%ough Philo is not represedtagiye of traditfonal

Judaism, Belkin does believe he is writing from Jewish sources.
As for his educational background, Goodenough assessad

Philo's Jewish learning as a matter of his knowing the Greek

translation of the Tofaﬁ 6 It is certain that he sust have abtained
a Greek education;-the existence of Jewish schools 1n the diaspora

at that time is not yet-proven, so we cannot auto-attcally conclude

that he studied at ;any of the academies. However, . he relates that

he sometimes consulted the elders of the community about aggadtc,

traditions.” 1In any event, for‘soae scholars the fact that he

v - ~wrote in Greek is no 6a§is fﬁ?“tnferring that he knew no Hebéei..
On the contrary, because of the way he handled certain 1nterprn- Y
éat1ons more like the origina! Hebrew than the Septuagint. and-for i

other etymological consfderationms, Holfson ﬂeliev&s th;twhe. 1ke
& g \""

" other learned Alexandrians. studied Hebrew.

removed he

language.
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f . and the Psalms in the Tannaite Midrash has no counterpart in Philo, 4
| even when the quotation would seem almost to force itself on the
: attpntion.“g For this scholar, there is a difference between

f Philo's outlook and traditional Judaism. ' ¥
In this sense the spirituality of God is a philosophical . 3
\ theory derived from the Greeks, not a doctrine of R
M : Judaism in Biblical times or thereafter, any more than A
. ' Jewish monotheism is a doctrine of the unity of God in
Fy the metaphysical sense. Philo has both conceptions from,
Plato, and reads them into the Bible with the rest of

his philosophy; but he-did not get them from the Bible CL3
nor from Judaism at al1."10 :

’ i
Philo and Language . ’

.. ‘ " There seems to be a diversiéy of opinion coﬁcerning Phi]p's.
e ' gnowiedge'oﬁ Hebrew and his xeference to traditional Jewish sources
 in trying to ascertain whether Qe.wrote as a Jewl The intricacies
of transla{iop shed some 1ight on tﬁis‘probl%mi For instance, .
* «  'Elohim' became (56~. even though the Greek term had already.various
connotations in the Greek religion. ‘Adonai’ aﬁd '*Jehovah' are f
transiated {7+ , even though that epithet was used to denote i
- ‘ various gods.~ Another example,o’El Elyon' became dosed € °77mﬁ5
st an expression used for Zeus. 11 The designated differenges denote

different worlds of thought. The application of Greek religious

terms By Hellenistic Jewish writers for their own religion did not

2.
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obliterate the basic difference between thesee two religioss.*
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Nolfson states that this Hellenization in langbagehgave to the Jews
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N widei‘knowledgé of other religions, but it did not cause them to
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.Change the#% conéeﬁtions.of’théir.own religion. Goodenough, on

ks

‘theiothgr hand, believes that a Greek~speaking Jew who thought of
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qud,as Thgos would have quite a differéent conception from a Hebrew

‘ L
AR S
P N o » ‘* . ‘(\ - ¢ SR .
5 RS L R AP R TS Ty T A &
E AN T U LTSRS - WU A 1



.

who -thought of-God as Adonai, Elohim or Yahweh, again‘confi&é}‘g

his idea that there was a group of Jews whose thinking about

(Fod was at varianck from that of the rabbis. 12

Hence, Wolfson believes that Jews thought as traditional
Jews whether they used ALQS theos or not.  Goodenough agrees bqt
insists, ﬁonetheles§ that there were some Jews‘kho used dﬂqklggggg
and conceptualized their God in terms of their Greek compatriots.ce
From this mode of analysis Moore conoludes that Philo does not
rest the obl1gat1on to the law on the authority of revelation as
do the Jewish trad1t1onal sources but commends it to. Greek
concepts Tike intelligence and conscience. Another is that he
makes no olace for tradition besdide exegesis. ofteh heingfat
variahce with ,Tannaite Halakah. This Moore attributes to the
fact that PRjlo operated exclusively with the Greek translation
of the Pentateuch, which from his. understanding was- seuantlcally

G

d1ffer&nt 13 , : t

-~

~

On the other hand Wolfson by 'concentrating on other
pertlnent aspects of Philo places him in with the typical B
Hellenistic Jewish writers of his time. Using the very
vocabulary of the Greeks, Philo denounces poiytheism, 1ts
mythologies and its mysteries.?4 Philo himsedf takes great
pains to 1nterpret the special sense in which he use3utnese

erms borrowed from polytheism and mythology, and %Frefully

explains the special sense in which he conpahes the convtnpnt
Mith God to an 1nitlatlon 1nto mysterles.‘5 -




A suciu; Goodanough suggests, he always adhered to the principl*e

"Philo and Mystéries

- native abf11t1es and proper educatron who have sidcceeded in

-mysteri?s by asserting that- commun1on with God is not be sacred

. writersl, Philo, whose exegetical practices were in accord with -

'.gin_. 0 iritua] meaning, or whatever his: allusmns to mysteries.

Goodenougit depicts this mystic sect of Judaism and ‘uses
the term §ynonymous]y with Philonic Judaism.16 In the context4of
the foregoing, the questmn remains what was Philo's mtent when
he used the word mysterles. “From all th1s we may -’ gather by

those who have been 1mt1ated into mysteries he means men of good

/ 2

mastering their passwons and in acquirmg a true knowledge of the

existence and nature of God. ":7 Philo cﬁa]]enges the heathen-

rites but by obedience to the teachings and practices of the law.!8

By the time of Philo, Biblical exegesis was an L already.

established practice, and even wi:thin the’ various methods, allegory

. had a sound rabbinic tradition. 'The inner Sspiritual meaning of

t‘he Biblical text was the main concern of the allegowrjst; and’
wi(jtht;in“!:he allegorical metﬁod itself there were expositors who
foun'd_‘;!;’elpning in different ways. There were‘those who interpreted”r
sjmboj 1:;113; Jl'ﬁﬂn- h 'C?f? » and whose who analysed the very

3
»,

wording for metaphorical meaning,,ﬂ'ﬂl(? 'é)l'?.‘. The first was
L 4

_dei‘ived from the word')”h meaning ‘whatever j-oins. ethical

princip]e, a symbol', and the second l4¢l7 meamng mark, character' ]9

The Heﬂenistic Jews used tlns method to prove that the teacmngs .

o

9of the Bible were consonant with Greek wisdom, and of all the . A

o
’ #
«

-

f—'. nbh;i'nic method, was the most succe»’ssvful of the?u. ) . ' . .

0\. ‘}{:
B < even as ‘an a'llegorist. whatever importance Phﬂo o o

- N ~

R
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that practice of the law was essential .As for the extreme,:

al]egor1sts, we get the impress1on from Ph1lo tha hey were
=
a group of we]]-mean1ng thbugh rather misquided people. In
13 4

. 0 . v ¢
any event they never consciously separated themselves from the
body of A]exandri&n Judaism.20 The three tendencies in Alexandrian

Juda1sm. the traditional, the a]]egor1ca] and the extremely/

s,‘r

allegorical, did not constitute sects -- they merely represented

o

"a conflict of ideas.?! o ~

@

‘:If we areﬁhiéht in ouh'ana]ysis of Phi]o's‘deeeription f“//'.
ef'th%s group of extremeya]]egohists"whose fhterpretation pointed .
out the mysteriee then, to qhote Nolfeoh, " . . we may dismiss |
as. h1stor1ca11y unfounded the v1ew ‘that they [the .extreme allegor-
ists] constftuted a d1st1nct sect withﬁn Hellenistic Judaism and
"that they were m111tantly engfhed in anticipation of Paul, in

the strugg]e for the abrogat1on of éhe Law, and that as such,.

therefore, they had placed §hemse1ves outside the Jewish cz?munity -zze;
l) ! s y .
=z ( . R | ,

Ph1lo and Rabb1nic V1enpo1nts ‘

Influences of Falest1n1an Oral Law are found iqﬁPhilo s_‘j”‘
\

halakah That they may appear to differ on certain points -is due

to the fact that later Talmudic halakah was not the same as thq;

of rudimentary pre-mishﬁaic ¢1mes bafowe 1tawas f{xed Ahexandrian
‘Jewry did not differ signifrcant!y&from the prevaitjng Judaic -
pradt%ces of the times, and the local courts in Egypt foltowed

Palestinian Law.23 >Moreover, Belk%n believes “it woufﬁ be a '
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literalists who refused to acceptkany symbolic interpretation, to,

speak of only the educated secfor of the community. From what we
know,'Philo was influenced by Jewish sources, although he did not
uri}e in a hewish idiom, nor for a mass Jewish audience. The .
question still remains -- not gﬂether Judaism influenced Phile,” .
but whether Philo influenced the Jews. o ‘ C
If Philo were writjdg for a special sect of Jews, such as
.Goodenoggh proposes, thﬁre is no literary‘evidéncg in either
~ Jdewish or Christian literature to this effect. The Mishpah makes

no allusion to such rites as this alleged sect practiced.25

O T e Ve T T

In Alexandria where there was a close interminglijng of

. comnunzty 1ife, Eusebius, one of the early Christian writers, made

«this observation about the'JewssZG, N
The whole Jewish natidh is divided into two sections;
the Logos was forcing the majority to accept the pre-
scriptions of the laws accoriing to their literal sense,
but the other class he [Celsus] exempted from this . . .

if“ " that they might pay heed to a philosophy which was more
A e divine and too elevated for the multitude, and that they - . .*
SR might be abTe to grasp those things which were signified
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e | ‘spiritually in the Laws.27 :

.- " . AN

This description by a contemporary on-looker corroborates the
7 opinion that Hellenized Judaism appealed to a better educated upper
”clasg; very small' in number, of the Jewish community. As Philo

o ,?\ AN
belonged to an aristocratic intellectual minority, his writings

'cduid not have been understood by nor have influenced the masses of
]oﬁe( class Jews, albeit he‘wis their political rgpresenta;ive.
” Ac?ording to Samuel Sandmel, the Philonic and rabbinic
" traditions do indeed overlap.' He does not see any value iﬁ asiing
the question. *Is Pﬁilo Hel]gui;ed?'za -Goodenough, in his re- (

¢¢raation of'the hist&?& of the Jews in Greco-Romanxiimes. sets up




N

two opposing camps -- Ph1lo versus the rabbis.‘ However:, Sandmel
feels that this debate is hardly valid; where Phi]o ré$resents a
single writer, the rabbis constituted a large group subscribing
to numerous schools of thought Nor is Sandmel concerned with
whether the Pa]est1n1an or Alexandrian halacha ‘was the dom1nant
1nfluence. ‘He is not convinced of any hard compelling argument
that Philo knew Hebrew, but only that there is abundant reference

to his Greek education and none to his Jewish. The pertinent point

is the extent of his Hebrew. The Hellenistic and Hebrew civilization

had many parallels in semantics, use of allegory and points of law.
Hence for Sandmél, the whole of the discussion of Pnilp centerinp
on qua]itative’and quantitative diagnosis of his Hellenistic er ‘
Hebrew components is futile.?9 It is on this basis that he pre-
poses a completely different methodology for evaluating Philo.
sandmel believes that the nnly way significant differences
can be discerned is by noting the variant use of a common idea, or

dissimilar inferences from a common Biblical base. To #llustrate

" his methodology, Sandmel deals with the allegorical.materiaT

pertaining to the Abraham cycle of stories. It is by the following.

that he detects the difference in thinking: = .
1. For the rabbis, Abraham began ohserving the heavenly
bodies and discovered the existence of God. He was the
creator of the universe, including the stars. ‘ _ .
! p ’ B '

- 2. Josephus, writing for a wider audience, portrays

.Abraham as a -athenétician and philosopnef. rn‘iheﬁsape .

way, it was: the aberrations in the movement of the ,1“,%y33;§{f§

¢ ‘
, constellations that- led Abrahel an his road tb dﬁscovuny‘“
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/‘AxJud;isn// Ev&n uhen dinected at Jewish audiences, apologetic and

R4

. a genera! way without pointed references of the weaknesses of

' 1dolatry and heathen Wores, always dwelling on the superiority of

39

' ! o ‘
3. Philo's interpretation does not have Abraham continue

<
b,
:
A
b
I
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in the direction from the heavenly bodies to God. He
" turned away from the stars and inwards to himself. . God for o

. him is more in the nature of a subjective spiritual reality.

QHenéb it 1s not the halachic or haggadic structure; both traditional, }

-

that is significant, but the attitude and viewpoint of.what it all

means. "The issue is what one or the other sees in the practices,

in the Bible, and the nature of man, and the nature of God."30 For
Sanémel,.Philb diverges in that he interprets even the same
traditional haggadah significantly differeitt from the rabbis.

The very purpose of Philo's writings was net the pfgservation

. of Jewish concepts, but their sublimation and adaptation to Greek

philosoghy“ Mhat heaendeavoured was _to show that the morality

taught and examplified in the scriptures was in complete accord—w1th
what the philosophers . taught in more abstract form on the authority

of right reason. Right reason for the Greeks was another mode of ;

divine revelation.3!

Because of the sociological mixture in Alexandria at thnat

time, the Jews found themselves surrounded by hostility and anti-

semitisml32 Philo had to ﬁake his Judaism understandable to the

Greeks. and Egyptidﬁs'and his work furneb out to- be in the nature of
an apolos¥-33 Philo can be “‘placed amohg other ﬁel]eﬁistic apologists /4
of Judaisq who followed- in the footstep;‘of Old’Te§tament writers ' 5
by refraining from direct polemics against specific gods, 6r the

customs of surrounding nations.’ Instead they preferred to speak in . *
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) a
propogandist elements always broke through., Philq may well have

thought that the Egyptian Jewry did need .a Greek translation of the
/ , .

Torah, nonetheless he asserted in De Vita Mosis, 11, 6:36 that the

Septuagint translation was made -to eplighten the Gentile world.34’
‘.Mogéover. because it was comparatively easy for some Jews

to assimilate, 1ike his own nephew'TiberiJE Julius Alexander, he

attempted to‘stem this influence by writing his explanation of

e

Judaism in a seemingly palatable manner,3% It is the hprobted

Jewish intellectuals of the time and the %ﬁGstateixihat Philo

describes as 'malicious critics of the Law, who are impudently
bold in inventing objéciions against it.'3® 1t {5 to this group
of upper class assimilationists that he addresses his apologetics.,

while Yeaving the masses of Diaspora Jewry untouched.

-
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2. Analysis of "Hellenization"

o Ituappears from the foreéoing that these Hellenized Jews
of an upper wealthy class had to rationalize their religioNs
beliefs when confronted with the surrounding cu]ture. For | '@i
expediency and prattical reasons they were conscious of the'
advantages of Helleﬁ#sm over Judaism. 1In Jerusalem, for instance,
it is known that the adaptation to Hellenization among the Jew$

s not evenly distributed throughout society but was limited to

th® ' more knowledgeable sdphisticates confined to the ruling

aristocracy of that city.37

A'major unifying factor in keeping the Jewish people together
was tenacity in ;heir appreciation of law. During the period of
Antiochus I;l. thgre was a feuq between Hyrcanus, son of Tobiah,
aﬁd his e]de} brothers. Most of the people backed the latter, and
the High Priest Simon followed suit.38 This split among the people
has generally been interpreted as a Hellenizing party agaiﬁst a
re11gious faction, but in reality, this break 1n the Jewish community
1n the years 201- 198 with the rise of the Hellenizing party was not
cultural. nor was it based on theé}eticaladifferences. as Josephus
uoulg have us believe. The main issue arose from political and
practical considerations. The Jewish aristocracy grew fearful of
_ the weakness of the Pto]emies. and turned to the new power under
Antiochus 111 that appeared in thgycountry.39 When Antiochus 111
lssuaed power, he allowed tha Jews to live according to their

'ancistral luws It was not the ruler. however. who deter-ined
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comprehended and interpreted them in a living practical context,

and implemented them accordingly.*® This idea that the Jews during
the;e Hellenistic times weré always bound to their 'ancestral laws'
in the political struc}ure of the community is important in trying
to recreate the last centuries before the Common Era. Tcherikover

believes that these laws were the whole of the written as well as

- . ' ¥
the developing oral trad1tion.4] If we accept this analysis, then -

the Jews wele uﬁified in their communal structure, for the greater
part by their adherence to Jewish-law. Hence, despite Hellenistié(.
overrule, the Jews as a whole tenaciously lived according to '
Mosqic law. | -

Goodenough asserts that this alleged mystic sect existed

not only in Jerusalem but had ramif%fations thrpughout the

Hellenized diaspora. Because of this praposition, an understgndinq
about the very syncretic nature of Hellenism itself is imperative.

As a matter of fact, even though they were known.as ‘Hellenizers;

it is an error to describe the Jewish Wellenists of -Jerusalem as

the bearers of Greek philosophical ideas.?2 The simplistfc'cbncebtiﬂi

of bracketing together all essentials’calle& 'Hellenistic' does not f
" take into account the superficial 'levantine? ,character of nellenist

culture in the oriental countries generally, and’ especially in

Palestine, ". . . for what was naturgl to Philo, a pupil of Graik

philosophers andS;‘citizen of the most highl} civilfzed and

Hellenized city of the entire Hellenistic dispersion. was in no

sense natural to the political and public laaders df an orienttl




?

ﬂ’ o , Further, the cultural ‘value of the Greek towns of Palestine

: ~and their influence on the local people must not be overestimated.
' This is the practice of many modern historians, but they are at
fault in emphasizing Palestinian cities as points radfating the light

of Greek culfure, because this view does not fit the historical

Z;' ieq}ity.44 Tcherikover does not believe that Greek names always
2, ‘ represent evidence that their bearer was deép]y involved in Greek
culture. . ‘ T

Even where the Greek influence was felt most strongly,
= and the confrontation most directly met, the Hebrew 'Weltanschauung'

. * was never subsumed in the dominant culture., For instance, in the

G
-

~ _ second century, the idea of personal immortality, and the question

%; of resurrection became part of the belief of the Pharisaic sect.

§~ However, even in the very basic issue of Tife after death, it is

Vg? érfoneous to attribute the Jewish belief in immortality as evolving
i; from the Greek, common as that idea is, since the Jew/éﬁgmgﬂe

é;‘ Hellenistic Greek did not hold 1denti§a1 views.¥> For the hreeks,
5%: spe;ial people might attain to immortality, but special people

g%; . only, whereas the ordinary reward of a virtuous man was only ever-
i;* ’lusping remembrance .46

1

.~ In actuality, the more '‘Hellenism® is dissected the more
careful one become; about simple generalizations. The 'Hellenistic’ :
uiso;1efies Qere complex in themselves an& diff@red from one region
@6 ano@ﬁcr. The 1aeatiopil andvgeographical differences must. be
“fﬁisgcrnad‘and analysed before trying to assess the intellectual
: X‘Spip%gff,' of Hellenism, su{:h as Goodenough refers to so freely
“?ﬂijéhfpﬁgﬁﬁu; his work. For example, that Greek was the predominant

e

1
.
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.lénguage is the widespread opinion. et, even’though Gregk was the‘
official and spoken tongue among the upper !Fvels of the coﬁmunity

_at large, it was only onqAamonglmany. and it is important to
o

]

remember that it was not the only language spoken in the towns.47
In Pa]estqne, as in other ancient lands from Egypt to India, there
was a fusion of Oriental and Greek elements, with the former taking

nomenclature and architecture

ascendancy over the latter.

Speech,

-- the external garb in this hybrid culture was generally Greek,

e *

but the essence and inner content -- re]igious customs, art,’

opinion and\thought remained Oriental in origin.48 , -y }
Targ agrees wft this assessmént of ﬂellenis@ic g@]@ure.
He asserts that what the Jews took was only. the outward fdrms and
that few learned ah&thiné of the spirit. Although, the Jew may have j

adopted and reflected Greek manner and fashion, his’ ideals were

not that of the Greek even if expressed in the same terms. The

- word 'freedom' is used by Tarn as a classic example. For the Greak, &i

. *freedom' was an end in itself; the expression of which allowed an -

unconfined self—wor;ﬁipping community, forming independent laws and f
d e ’

worshipping what gods it pleased. For the Jew, the concept of

- ‘freedom' conjured up a concept of means, praventing 1nterferenca ““ﬁ

3~' with his devotion to a divinely. given law, unchangeab1e by nan;‘ Iff
was freedom to Horship a God, beside Whom ‘there could be no- othoraw,
‘Wisdom'

object of worship. likewise was a term commou to both.
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Even in some of the smallir centers in Babylonia,
particularly Dura, where Hellenism had made a considerable impact -
on the Jewish community, most Jews did not speak Greek. As an |
example of the many cultures that are subsumed under the term
’Helle‘1st1c ’ the following is 1]]ustrat1ve. in Babylonia, the
language of thé army, politics and government was chiefly Iranian;
of urban life, commerce and cu]ture, primarily Greek, and of the
massive agr1cu]tural population, variet1es of Aramaic. 30 That
Aramaic was the spoken language ofvthe Jews is inferred from
Josephus' writings and from the later literature, which was pro-
duced in Hebreu‘and Af{yaic. Salo Baron believes that through the
Hellenizing influence, more aypd more Jews adOpteq Greek as_the
tongue of communication, their command of that language, however,
remained superfit%a].sl Even in Egypt, where Hebrew was becoming
a lost language by the beginning of the Common Era, in the first
pre-Christian century they still prayed in Hebrew, accordina to

an indication in the Nash papyrus, which contained the Decalo&ue

' and Shema intended for liturgical use.%2 1, Babylonia, an the

whole, the Jews formed a separate cqltural-ethnic group.53

Not only did the Jews remain somewhat apart from the _
surrounding civilization, but their lines of communication

re¢ached ocut fpr closer contact with other Jewish communities. It

- is tnown"thit the Jews 1in B:?ylonia carried on a lively inter-

course with'Pal;stine. Theye is a record of many exchanges qfr
teachers‘which~so1idified the contact and contributed to the

development of a homogeneous cultural tradition.®% This is further
testified to by the similarity of accounts found in the Palestinian
and Babylonian Talmuds.55 :
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The Jews of Baby]onia, a province of the Parthian E-piré,
had,locai autonomy over their couiunal affairs. This political
power over their own people is indicated by their tax cbllecting
actiVigies:'their legal/ authority to appoint their own judges,
and even the permission to inflict the déath penalty‘Bn-nenbers of ’

their own cdﬁmunity. Contact uith their kinsmen in Palestine has

already been noted.%® ‘The synagogue community had an important
self -regulating status that was not necessarily a private affair,
but one that had official recognition, so that private law became
public léw, and the synagogue became a pplitical forum in uhfch the

»

Jewish body acted. 57
”One of the criticisms of Good;nough 's hypotheSIS is t;af
it rests on the sociologlcal position of the Jews in Greco Ronan
;imes, from the Parthian Empire to the surrounding shores)of the
Mediterranei;n. He creates ghis mystic sect with their pr cticing X
rites, and presumed they existed over a vast geograpbical area,
under various political reginesﬂ Yet there were significant
differences in the social and po]itigrl posftiqn o;\the Jews nnderﬂ

different rule. Even under se-wide an umbrella as ‘Hellenistic

rule' there is a difference of opinion as to Eﬁi-unity relationship;’

Tcherikover, Tarn and Colledge all uphold the view that tifre was
an independent Jeqsshjcoununity that had its legal rights:xafeéf
guarded as aJéétter of due accord., Goodenough's portrayal of
political relations of the Jews with the Ro-ans was that lt nas

.always precarious, consisting in.the Jews' dcating largely in gﬂ

*flattery, obsequeiousness and 1nsinuation,f5a'*




As for Qhe internal workings of the Jewish community, Tarn

' points out that the realities of custom, folkways and legalism
were the guidelines for behaviour. and what was disapproved and

scorned was any att1on that might lead to alien be11ef or faith. g

if If any foreign powers did creep into the tradition, it was the
- ‘ occult influences of the east'-- astrology, demonology and magic.
A

For the rabbis had hoped to make of them riva]]ing handmaids fdr
o o their own spi;it; while the.Greek spirit could be no handmaid.
-, . Tarn notes that Judaisg/g; the first century, oddly enough. wWas , ¢
| offering a strange spectacle of a system which refused to accepi % |
‘Greek thought but might at the same time ‘experiment with theSe 4
lower 1nf1uences of mysticism.?g Hence to drd//the line of deve]op-
nent for this ‘mystic’ sect from the Platonic rayidnaT1sm of Philo's e
. philosophy to the mysterits of the Orient is a contrived argument. o
Raebinic influence could no@ have been as ineffectual or., v
, deficient, allowing the ﬁidespread practice of mystic}sm, hardly’ |
Jdistjnguisheble'fkom its pagan origin, as Goodenough'likes to
) portray. ‘The great triumph of Judaism is in maintain%ng their
society and not being completely assimilated into the surrounding '
} L ' cultures and religions. Focusing on Babylonia, which was only one‘
%*j;}i. part of the Greco-Roman uﬁ?ld. the Jews cou]d have readily
' ' apdstesized to the dominant fatth, the'Sassanians Zoroastrianism, a
'iéﬁ;for to another Biblical faith 1ike Mandaeanism or Christianity, or ,
’jil%’even Nanichaeism. Although a. few did converﬁ to the Sasanian faith, C

o

- ,:and soae did becoue Chrﬁstians. there is n?wevidence of apostasy to i3

'bults or religions.ﬁo As a ‘matter of fact, of all the
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. carried forth under the rabbﬁn?c influence. This was the force

“on orthodoxy in,thedlogy. but on uniformity of observance. The

,/they believed it was their obligatlon to-God to do so.

"of God's Torah. It was Torah in its broadest scope -~ based as -

.mxsteries’was‘part of th} fabbinic-dqmifn.£4 : T - o if" 5

religions that floug{shed at the beginning gi‘}hg-Chrig%ian gra.in
the Roman ané Parthi;n empires, Judaism alone{has suryived, wi;
the exception of-Zoroastrianism, nuﬁbering some lto,ooo-persons.‘
Moore believes that this victory was due to the Pﬁarisaic authority

+

that brought about usity and uﬁiversalfty: not necessarily b¥sed -
o g

rabbis were triumphant in bringing about a unityeof belief and
observance in their wide dispersion; and bridgeq\the gulf between

Aramaic and Greek speaking Jews whatever their numbers were .51

The rabbinic.infjuenge was not“incoh;iderabje. although \;r"
we would ag}ee %t was not necessarily ‘normative’ at tha§ akpe.

As “for their eschatalogical §1ews. éhey saw Torah and the command-
me;ts as a wéy of shielding them 1in Fhis world and promised the :
blessinés\oﬁ\the wor1¢‘to come. In this ‘they were powerful and

influential.b?, The majority of the Jews kept the law because
63

Not
only d1d the rabbis have the support and cqnsent of the populace.
but their spec1a1 knowledge or gnosis was a effective basis for ; :; %g
public act1vit1es, and they\could authenticate this know]edge by )
a wide variety of ﬁmpressive proofs. The weight of geneaolgy of
the D&vidic 1ine ‘of Exilarch, and ihe political fact of the

Sassanfag governmeht did not measure up to the autﬁoritative poyér,

xS
-, R

much upon holiness as'upon'knowledge of faqtg.v Even the 1dea of _Tﬁé

'




s ) - ' ‘ 49

Y P ' Because the exilarch was charged with the adm1n1stration

) ;, of the Je;lsh community ‘in Babylonia, the rabbis were employed in
adjudicating matters.of a civil nature. Court records show concern

with such matters as Sabbath limits, gifts to’priesfs, taboo$
against’sexual relations, etc. It was Samuel, the leading rabbi, 4
. at ;hé:;ime of Spqpur I who declared "The law of the land is the'law."df
"2,""7 v k’*')&’l '3 At that time there is no evidence .. 3
) that the rabbis weretinyolved in private matters, like burying the
» dead, keeping the festivals. or rcsorting to amulets to guard

65

houses against: demons. Involvement 1n these affairs was a later

development, To note the presence of’amulets or decorations on
;. burial places at this time 1is not to conclude the absence of rabbinic = ¥

'influence. We do know there was an ‘erub (Sabbath limitation)

t

, in the area of the Dura Synagogue. This was a matter df public law M 3
i: and testifies to the fact that gpbbinical superv151on was a fcrce Co 1%
{A*. l‘ in. that community.§5 , - o ’ :

f? . o Hhat does emerge from a study of developing law in. | )
é:; - Babxlonia 1s’a proces; of creative symbiosis becween a ﬁeu»actlve ;%
}i’ patient .rabbis, ‘and ‘the passive preoccipied many of the masses.57 'g
ﬁg The court was the instrument-of action and the schools developed ,%
: into an instrument of support. The rabbis were able to shape a l%
il ‘ - ¢ociety based on. the Pentateuch, using thé g:;ce of tradition. How, .‘:%
ﬂ'“ﬁ i strong they were is hard to determ1qg accurately, but their influence 2%
s.kif;~'¢; cannot be underestimated judging by later history. ”%
R .'?/_ ,_" , | - oo %
%
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EN 3. Rabbinic Involvgmgnt in Magic and Mysticism - :
Lo ‘ P N . ’ )
S That the rabbis 'were invblved in magic and mysticism is
: . vbeyéﬁd dfspute, but just how these same rapbiS‘functidned'in the

o ‘reélity of the situation is the‘purpose of this }omyentary.

:; " Although some. of them had their own adventures in.the‘%céhlt, .

- fcosmoldgical ahd theosbphica], they did not see th;mselves aslﬁ

. magicians or seers,, nor did they profess teo reveal the secrets of
the hereafﬁer. Eschatology, though very evident i%tghe.religioué

, e belief of the ﬁay, never di; éomgletely di;placé the national hope .

a éf rg@emptioﬁ and the ?pri]ding of Zion.88 Moreover, for the

““rabbis, }edempﬁion was §omgthihg to be éﬁ&gfd and gained‘thrpugh'a
legal ;iformation gf Israel.. ' ) ~

« . 2

. @ ‘ X -
The Jews of Babqu@ia, too, it mist be remembere%, not °

‘“” only had an‘independent exegetical traditiqﬂ% and an autonomous
< * * ‘.\‘)\ -

1Ega1“trapition, they.also had their own‘mygtical lore, based on. -

the vision of the Babylonian prophety éiékiel.ﬁ? There ;s:spmel,
< ‘eyiaence, fu;%herhorer tk sqggest;that mystfcism in 911 its . )
§:  f&nyaitiC"forms did e;ist and was cq]%ivate@ in the’Babylbnian -
P ac;J:mies;70 | ‘

-~ v

)
e
)

b -

~ e 4

o . The magic tﬁat“was,wid spreéd;fﬁ‘fhe ancient Near ‘East was

. . . R “\, : . .
international and universal in character, transcending etMnic and -

I k'l L]

&

political borgders with such things as cdmmon belief in demons, . °-

. angets, holy men, miracles, incantation, fantasies, .etc. plowever,

4 yet personal; universal, yet individual, those of the rabbis were

SN ‘ N ; . . ) - .

P 'pridari]y_particuiar to the Jews, commungl and ccﬁﬁ;cgive;“7‘ The
a N e ¢ . . '

s g;’a T . ¢

5

’

) while “the eHief concerns of .th international myth were commbnpl&ke;sﬂr




" at a larger totality -- a betterment of society.’2

Jdine between true religion and magic was clearly drawn and widely

\attitudeg. They wére always mindful that the performance of power

-graces iﬁd magical actions were derived from the Torah, rather than

.fhat gave them their authority aszyonder workers and consequently ?

© knouladge of Torah. 75

e : . “(Q

distinctive difference between what the rabbis indulged in and

y

that of other eastern religions, is that in the latter magic was
emp!oxed only as a personal self-saving method with emphasis on

the individual person. For the rabbis, the end result was aimed

Although it isytrue that the rabbis performed many of the

functions and claim®d the powers characteristic of magicians, T
r'd -

they did .not apply the term to themselves, nor approve its
application by others. Indeed they would not have regarded their

power as magical nor the Torah as a source of magic. The dividing

recognized by both rabbis and community.73

¥

Hence, although the Jews often used the same magical

préctices as pagans, a strong distinction was inherent in their own

»

was due to their supreme God, and certainly not the.pagan gods,.who

o}

»

were often regarded as demons and impure spirits. The rabbis

were adamant about the fact that their miracles, supernatural.

74

from some other sourceé of supernatural power. It was forah learning

~ . & N v N .
where a rabbi was accorded the reputation for performing wonders,

i [

he. was:generally a well established authorlty in one of the schools.

- - v - - N x E
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Flith, wisdon and unusual abilitx were thought of as one piece, and

" A S

thus. he holy man embodied virtue, great know]edge and d1v ne power,
as\a cquplete~package. In this context, too, 'know1ng and ‘‘doing’
fg 1erparab]e. and as the rabbi's wisdom was derived from Torah, R

hifﬂfupernatural talent or uagical skills Ximxlarly was due to his 'i
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For the most part, supernatural fluence was used as a_

L4

means of coercion where legal power was unavailable, and
especia]fy in those matters of law which almost never produced
. cases and court action.’6 The influence of the rabbis, then,

it must be stressed again, was based on knowledge of Torah, of

“
J 3

the facts, and even of the mysteries.’7
The Greek word /U‘7§ﬂufﬁequent1§;occurs in rabbinic
literature, and though it often means ‘mystery' in its religious

connotation, it may also stand for ‘a secret'. The rabbis used

\ N
.
0 I

8
DT U P
C e Kot e

it also as a technicai term. For exaﬁple, circumcision is the: .{5

- )

L RS lue
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‘mystery of God', and the oral law ‘the mystery of the Lord."78

i
LN

The 'mysteries' of pagan religions represented no danger, The L

rabbis did not .stigmatize the heathen mystery cults, although

' they certainly knew something about them.79 ‘As we noted above,

the term ‘mystery' was emﬁ]oyed by the rabbis to represent their

own esoteric knowledge. The rabbis did not seem to be'?;ruggiing

against any Trites'of Jewish mystery™ such as Goodenough 1mpaies

Hewe in éxistence.%f ®
It is for the above reasons that we are dubious about

; ' . Goodenough's biased statements concerning magic as it manifests |

M itself in other Near Eastern relMgions, as being part of the ‘ B

} s Jewish re]iglon in this period.81 The differences in what the :

| ) 1woru magic implied both in concept and applicatinn were fundament-

ally d{zs1m1lar. So, when Goodenough urites. “that while the

rabbis condemned magic, they respected its power", he fails to ¥

_make the subtle, yet fundamental and tremendous difference in

the essent1aljkonponents and how they functinn. e .




Although some rabbis mention obscure rites of idolatry

or shameless practices of the heathens, the rabb¥s never directly-
and explicitly assailed the‘hgathen rites of mysteries. This was
not necessarily a conscious fo}m of censorship, as Goodenouéh
~implies often enougﬁ,-rather they simply had no reason to engage
in such attacks. Unlike the earlier Hellenistic Jews, by the
first centdry C.E., the rabbi; were no longer struggling with
gentile paganism. They mostly pkeached to Jews, and to Judaism.82
The.conn:tation in the word 'mysteries' implied no threat. We
have already seen how the rabbis even applied that term to their
own esoteric knowledge. A Jew had to become an idol worshipper
before he could be 'initiated into éhe mysteries' sdch as the
rites Goodenough refers to and by the first century C.E. the Jews

were so far removed from clear-cut idolatry, there was not the
83

need to argue and preach against it.
By the emphasis on the talismatic powers of the mezuzah
or tefillin, and by not concerning himself %ith the constant

struggle that the rabbis had to accommodate i se for religious

purposg§;’Goodenough oversimplifies their use as amulets,S4

. Trachtenberg treats these two ritya]ﬂobjects as _having ambiguous
character, and thinks they did play a part in superstitious usage ' |

as well as religious.as He believes the mezuzah was descended

from a primitive éharm, but the rapbinic leaders gave it religious
content by insisting on the iﬁgcr ption on a pieceé of parcﬁhent
With the Biblical verses Deut. 67 4 - 19, and 11: 13 - 20.8% I
this wa& the rabbis emphasized jts function as a reminder of the
5r1nciple of monotheism. The tefillin were similarly adapted for

-religious purposes.

I
.

{‘*"& "(83;5;':‘.: \:i&,‘-i:\.\‘;-u;;, oo K ‘?:tr"-" e el e S v * : B MR
B e I I T R Reg U s U I o i A S T L P S - S ) . R PR AR .



Morton Smith suggests that Goodenough's desire to break
away from his New England Protestant puritanical background is

——

the impetus for his seeking out the nystical non-rational elements
jn the Judaic component of Chnistianity.87 The Christian roots
of Goodenough's mystic Judaism have also been-noted byiﬂoék.aa In

his piecing together of scattered evidence, Goodenough imagines a

Jewish religious ceremony similar to those of ghe mystery religions,.“l.

Which’ﬁere later incorporited into the Christian sacraments. ’ o
‘However, even if there was a similarity in appearance,

there is a very important and esséntia) difference in the nature

of the act. In the mystery religions, the rite was used as a

vehicle to salvation by a personal union with a saviour god who

had himself died and risen again'.89 The cult- image, for the pagan

3
v

religions was. the vessel of the divine spirit itself, the object
' 90"

of worship and the recipient of prayers. may look, to ail

appearances, that the Torah was venerated in the same manner by

keeping it in a sacred shrine, 'For the Jews, though, the scrolls
which were central to their service were sacred only fOor the
words they contained. W .
The attitude in the social setting is another mark of.
difference noted Sy Tacitus, in his description of Jewish practice:
They have no fear of death since they regard the sou]s
of those whg die in battle or-by execution as eternal.
They imitate the Egyptiam custom of burying their dead
« «» « the rites of Liber (Bacchus) are festive and gay.
while those of the Jews are absurd and mean. .
Although there is a certain anouht of truth in Goodenpugh‘
»
assertion that religzon at the time we are 1nvestiglt1nc contained

a‘great deal of magic, the essential difference in thg;fquttpnféf -
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. magic and. religion must not be obscured. Malinowski defines magic
‘as a practical art consisting of acts which are only means to a
@ﬂ _ definite end, while religion consists in a body of self-contained

92 In

Eﬂ . ‘acts, being themselves the fulfillment of their purpose.
other words, magic was limited to circumscribed technique, while
religion must be seen as a total system of beliefs and ritu;l.
As their approach was one of prac;icality. the rabbis®
attitude toward the pr051em of idolatry was focused on how they
affected the social and commercial contact of the Jew with the
T gentile. Though they itressed that idolatry was one of the
graVést 9bom3natiohs, their main concern was deterring the Jews

from falling victims to it under duress or for lucrative reasons.

The rabbis in the second century did not fight against

POIIE NPt 00 i i e L I O AP
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, \
. superstition when it was possible to subordinate it to their

religion. They were more concerned with the practical rites of

idolatry inasmuch as they might affect the behaviour of the Jews.93

N

ke
O
%u -

2ok .%

z_ According to the Mishnah, the 'books of Homer' were

%}; referred to as unclean.d? Lieberman points out, however, that

égﬂ the rabbis were well acquainted with this literature. They ﬁever
i? referred ﬁo them, though, not because it was a matter of censorsﬁip

as Goodenoughpwould have us believe, but rather because they' were
addraﬁsing a dewish audience, and not writing ;heoretical treatises
" on 1&olatry for genfiles.gs How the actual rites of‘idnlatry
might affect the conduct of the Jews was their.chief concern,

and they wrote a whole'tractate;‘Abodah Zarah' dealing with the

;-sgﬁjéct. Only biblical sources are ujed as reference, while they

s Toa P
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/

do not refer to the existing Greek or otheralitératures;’jThef

pompositign of this tractite is based on material gathered fron«
experiential sources -- that is, records from personal con?ex@.?sﬂ‘
It is for the above reasons that we find no};h;oregicgl
discussion abﬁut'alien worship. That the rabbis‘uere'fhmiliaf
¢ with a variety of rites of idolatry prevalent in and around .
. the Near East is evide Sw ;unerous references in theiTaluud{
butvthgir overriding i terest was how to accounodaté them,
making sure that any act similar to that in the heathen cult,
was in no way paying homage to the idolsY or the spirit répresen;edij

by these symbols.97 . T ,\
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o 4. Rabbinic Attitude foward Art

We have seen in what manner the rabbis indulged in magic
and mysticism in the foregoinQ,»an# here we will endeavour to
" show something of how the rabbis dealt with the obvious growth -
of artistic exfression in the Greco-Roman times. The Jewish home
and the synagogué could not always be denied of art, and Talmudic
response to the situation has been recorded. There is a hypo-
thesis that moddels . for the Dura™paintings came from house decoration,
though the possibi]it& that 0ld Testament icoqography was derived
from decoration in Jewish homes has not found favour. A study
of the mosaics at Antioch from this period has revealed many
examples of the same philosophical and religious concepts that

. . . . -
were used in homes, and very similar to the Dura paintings.98

We learn from the tale of Rabbi Jochanan (3rd cent. C.E.)
that people began to\ have pa}ntings on the wall and the rébbis
did not hinder }hem. (JT Abodah Zarah,'3.3). In the fouf;ﬁ century -
we hear of mosaics which do not provoke any prohibitions from
Rabbi Abuna. (JT Abodah Zarah, 41 d. 1.37-42a, 1.7). Another
Talmudic story is told of Rav and a synagogue, possibly in Sura,
that had. a mosaic in the floor, and since he could not force the
reﬁoval of this art from the stone floor, he nonetheless showed

"his disapproval only by not prostrating himself. Another instance
- ¢ X
tells of Rab, Samuel and Samuel‘s father who prayed in a. synagogue

in which there was a statue (andgn;g).gg

Another Mishnaic story illustrating the artistye milieu in
‘ ‘which they lived is that of Rabban Gamaliel. When attending the



L

Bath of Aphrodite at Acre in which'there stood a statue of Venus,
he accounted for his seemingly irreligious action by a quip, "I
did not come into her domain; she came inte mine."* In Danby's
_translation o% the Mishnah, Abodah Zarah 4:8, there is a passage:
"They dj/ybt say, 'Let us make a bath for Aphrodit;‘, but 'Let
us make/an Aphrodite as an édornment for the bath.'" In other'words.
“his retort underscored the fact that the bathhouse was‘not made
as a temple for Aphrodite, but the statue of Aphrodite was made
as an adornment for the bath. (BT Abodah Zarah, 44b). The u]timatg
concern was alﬁays the worshipping of the idol and not the setting,
'excépt where the physical surroundings had potential for, idolatrous
misuse. In this context, a story is told of Rabbah, a Babylonian
teacher of the third century, who{made a decision that.a statue,
‘if set in a large city for decorative purposes is perqissible.
but forbidden in a small village where its importidnce is magnified,
and the populace might 1ike1§§%orsh1p that image. (BT Abodah Zarah,'
41a)100 A sharp distinction always existed between purpose and '
function, that js, whether a. statue represented a cult-image, or
was set in-a fon-cultic environment and”would therefore be
considered ornamental.l0l’ -

Not only is there reference in rabbinic ljterature as to
how the rabbis interpretﬁd the seqond commandmegt, but both Philo
and Josephus make mention of the éxistence of fhe probiem during

the Second Temple period.

N

Josephus way committed to writing history in the manner
of the Greek and Roman historians, directing his work to a Roman

audience, and the resultant affect was a history greatly




.those existent in the Bible, ends up witﬁ writings of an apologetic ;

fartistica]qy wrought/;ppuihznances 106 .,

,ﬁsiﬂilar nanner. Josephus. as a sophisticated cosmspolite,

59

?onditioned by apologia. This is most obvious in his remarks
regarding art. The episode of Herod erecting the golden eagle -
1n~thg Temple, later to be torn down by ‘wadicals', is illustrative
of his attitude, 102 i:igphus attributed this act of destroying
the golden eagie to an insistence by Jews on the strict ‘
ob;ervance of the anti-iconic Second Commandment, rather than to
hatred of Rome, which was iﬁf]amed by the prominence of the
emblematié eagle, Since the eagle was not an image intended

for idolatrous purposes, King Herod, when erecting it undoubtedly

| -had the sanction of 1mportant re11gifus author1t1es.‘°3 Goodenough

relies heavily on Josephus and does not make allowances’ ?or his

[2

- political biasgs.w“~

/Similarly Philo by imposing Platonic thought-p%tterns on S

nature as we have noted befq{e.]os His att%}ude towards art
ippears to- agree with the anti-iconic attitude found in Biblical

passages, but in actuality has echoed the Platonic concept of
2] R

fﬁanning the 'amusement' and '1n1tat1ve‘ arts because they might

. arouse false emotion and passion.-'nﬁ was more concerned with

Plato's ideal state, where representation of objects is unworthy.
for the earnest seeker of phi]osophic truth, ‘than with the Temple
cu]t of his own day, which was known far and wide for its

ln his attitude toward art, Philo voiced the phtlosophic

entiments and aspirations of & highly select group, and in -a

Sxaisied ¥ EnAY
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catered to Roman favour. However, the apologetics of both :

Philo and Josephus, regérdless of their literary biases, still .

adhered. to the principle of traJittonal interpretation anq“ "
function as enunciated in the Second Conlandqgnp.’
In summary, then, artistic expression abounded in Jguish"

life in the Second Temple period. The rise of Hellenism and
. : - I

- the ensuing Greek polis cﬁanged the society from agriculturally
based to a mere urban existence. This brought with it a
populace of artisans and merchants, and the Pe}tateuchal laws

made for a society which was largely agricultu;al underwent a

period of re-examination and re-intgrpretation.]97

» ‘ »
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o 5. Comments on Theorx of Symbols

L3

‘ . Symbofic'ingerpretation is the wvery woof and warp upon
which‘Goodenough rests his ﬁain‘hypothesisi Basic as is the
hsycbélogical theory of the trén;f%r of symbols to his work, it

is not its viability that is beingfaésessed re, even though some

scholars have raised their doubts about the undne s of the

theory-loa Our criticism is levelled at the value assigned to

each device, the conclusion about its significance, or the

£

overestimation of its importance. ' oA

For instancé, many of the>symbols with which he deals
- . PEY

in his study come from the burial places in Rome. There is
certginly evidence that life after death was of'degp concern

for the Jews of Rome, asjno doubt it was fgr other éo-re]igiopists
at that time. 1t is veﬁi possible, méreover, that the abundance
of menorahs or other Jewish emblems on thé tomb may haye signified
an effort at that fiqe to\asgqre salvation. Granted this gs a
true picture, itufs tdll a gweeping conclusion thaf fails to take
account of the fact that 46% of the epitaphs from the Monteverde
cataconb. and 62% from Via Appia show no symbo]s whateyer.109 For
a people whose rgligious faith was‘supposedly directed to a life
in tﬁe ﬁera;fter. there is very little in sepulchral inscriptions

to indicate the importance of that belief, In fact, most

inscriptions are 1imited simply to “peace” or “"Shalom"., Rarely
does one find. expression 1n tﬁeir sepulcﬁral inscriptions beyond :
some ilplied sort of continued existence with a standard formula

}'iz pelca ‘be his (her) “sleep™; which appears on a large number of . b



_ It is in the very assesshent of these symbolic values
that a difference of judgment arises. In interpreting Jew1sh
symbols thé menorah fo; 1nstanc7% comes to.represent light and
hOpe of eternal life in the world to come. Goodenough' even ‘
stretches this meaning to symbolize God Himself. i Granting the
supreme 1mportance of the menorah among symbols. it is note—
worthy that &n less thén-one-third of the inscr1qfigps, the

menorah appears. What becomes apparent in this case is the

overimportance attached to the symb01 of ffe menorah with universal

meaning if frequency of its appearance 1s- to be of significance.

There 1C an 1nterest1ng discuSSIonsin BT Avobah Zarah 43b

which sheds light on symbolic interpretation and {llustrates the

possibilities of/ the misreading of symbols, The sage Gégaliel
had a chart wiyh celestial signs, which in itself is suggestive
of a viﬁlatio of the se;ond commandmengf Yet it was proved pe;J
missible on the as;umpiion_that “Hheniit is for the purpose of -
study, the matter is different . . . tﬂgu mayei;jﬂehrn in Qrdefzc
to understand and teach." In o her.ucfdé, Gama.iél's e;ployagn;
of this syﬁbol was in: no wagiho néc::g with'koqship: Hhérever a
zodiac appears in Goodenough s find g;; ﬁe‘readily assumes 1t

had meaning only for mystical ptrposes 12 Thus the zodiac in the
'Beth Alpha synagogue unquestionably attests ‘to the practices of
mysticism in that congregation.} “Helics and the chariot syubo!izos'*

he states, "the divine charioteér*of Hellentzed Judaism. God =
himself. "]13 ) .j . o Ce ; - C f \;f

4

¢

- The above compariSon servas as. a cl%ar exanple that the j“j
fufdamentals of sym&olic value are‘establdshaﬁfby tnalgkﬁh
of tha’outside observer. Hhare ane ‘ “
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L'.o ) » In summary then, fhe differentiation as to what elements . /
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-constitute magic and .what components religion is not rigidiy defined
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and the line of distinction is difficult to determine. For,

L'

9.

. Goodenough everyvhigher religion has in it some component of magic,
while for Malinowski, the categorical difference is emphasis on
their function. For the latter, magic is to cause something to

- happen, whereas religion is a sxséem of beliefs.”4

For the historian of reiigion, dealing in symbolism is
fraught with pitfails.‘ Theoreticaliy he is attracted to the
. ' meaning of a reiigious phenomenon and to its history, trying to.
.describe the situation as wé]] as place it in dits proper perspective.

avo

The quertion that arises is whether Goodenough can dec1pher in a

AR N N
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.

158
. .

. ‘fact", the existential situation that serves as its cause, since
the so- cwiled “fact" for a historian of religion is conditioned :

by the historical moment and the cultural style of the epoch.115 .

I R U
,
4

On the function of the historian of re]igion, Eliade writes, ”He
- is attracted to the meanin f a réligious phenomenon and to its .
history; he tries to do usti€e to Jboth and not to sacrifice either .

of tbem;"‘ls Basing,so much of hjs evidence on the theory of

o L AR
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symbdlic'transference is tantamount to building on quicksand, .

. -expecielly where the very meaning of ‘the symboi itself is opén to .
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. question. "Depﬁh psycho]ogy has taught us that the symbol

.. - delivers fts message and fulfills its function even when its

- meaning escapes awaréness."117 ' yj the meaning of a symbol, the

, o
.-~ > basic unit in the structure, cannot as yet be determined as hav1ng

.~

-

'universal significance. it appears that the foundation of

Gpodeangh $ theory rests on "shifting sands”.
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. L In summing UR, we conclude that Goodenough renders a;”f N
1njustice to -local detail by gnouping together so vast a v
geographtca] arga.

< very SOphisticat:ﬁ ph1losophy of Phi]o W1th foli

. an-enormous varwety of political and cultural divérgencies. and 5

S1ngles qut a specifim anti-rabbinic séctb - g : -

.

4In the same ways he bracketeq together thé
A

superstition and magic to constitute the binding faith of this
mystic gzctl ﬂF attempts to explain a la% e bo

mat§r1a1 by % s1ngle formula. As we have noted. he d Ws from'\
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CHAPTER III

-DURA ART

*

1. Goodenough's symbols as Part of
- the Larger Part of
"Art History

Goodenough has a specialized way of looking at the art of
the Dura Europos Synagogue, and this he discusses in the’last
.ﬂthree\volumes of his Work. - He does not concern himself with the
broader aspects of art history but devotes his attention to the
symbolic and iconographic components of the pictures. In inter-
preting the paintings, ‘he is looking particulariy for the symbo]s X
that he has already isolated in the early part of his work, and |
then searches for para]ieis in pagan‘and Christian~environme%§s.
“The only such vantage point [for examining the pictures] I know .
is still in the history of art, in the history of theisymbolic~
conventions used in*the. paintings. and in the way in which the

','decorations on the walls were pianned to go together “‘
As 'in the. former chapters, our criticism of Goodenough is
not with his search for the symbols, nor his erudite uanner nitn

whichﬂon the whole he presents his findings, rather it'is that in

selecting his information for a speciai perﬁpective, ne purposeiy

- omits some very relevant scholarshiwwhen he appro
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circularimethod of working, his conclusions are already contaumnt‘ '

in the basic premise. ™ . . . we are here dealing with Jews who

4

felt that they\needed precisely these figures to express values

D2

they found in, or projected into, théir Judaism. On no other :
Basis does it seem possible to exﬁlain‘the wide use of these
symbols, the kind of symbols selected from. paganismJ and-the -- o

ST - { .

places they were used. n3 i
S \ It would seem, then, that Goodenoughis apprecfatioq of
art histo$y is 1imited to the history ﬁf symbolic conventions, f
but a seriqys“study of art encompasses many more disciplines. He ‘

admits that historians of art.are concerned with other developments

in tecﬁnique. style, and compositions of paineings, as well as ,
R origin.4 The purpose for Goodenough, it seems, is not to discuss -
‘the art of Dura in its his%oyical—aspect. and explore the ) 7
99§sib111t1es_of meaning, but, rather, his intention is to isolate
aﬁd d{scuss the symbolism of thg paintings that would be compatible
uith his theory.“His taging'this position brings about the
question whether such biased manipulation can do full justice
g the l_msic intentYon of the art. Goodenough makes a special:'plea
i §h§t'when viewing. the piqtprés the approach ought to be made

. { \ . .
with a " tabyla rasa ready for any impressions.“5 Yet, by setting
his own special limitations. it makes us critical that his methodolog?fﬂ,
is, not universal]y app]icable but unbalanced in favour of Goodenough

*«Carf}Kraeling, who wrote the final report on the excavations of

j'-t;hgg synagogue, warns against “the attempt to explqit the material for

"7 'the benefit -of extraneous hypotheses.*®¢
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- art critics the best exanples today of tbd:.type of Ro-an painting.
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There was indeed a tremendous international hybrid Culture

-

in HdTTgwig\ c txmes. This was a result of a compromise betueen

nat1onal.cu]tures, maIni;'breek and Oriental, as uell}as between
v

social classes, with a.rising proletariat, and anfever-increasing

concentration of capita] 7 Arnold Hauser claims that prior to this
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He]]gn1st1c deve]opment the traditionmal form of art was that oféihe

c1§;s1c Greek, which was 1dentif1ed by being ]argely ceremonial in - -

e

character. In th1s c]assxc art, the predominantly lrdividual figure
very often represented not a specxfjc person, but rather an abstract
idea of timeless reality.8 Hauser further states that the Hellenistic

style which bedan as a matter of copying classic Greek sculpture,

.

gave way tgo a genre known as Roman art, with painting foregost as

the medium of exbression. f
,Painting,is the popular art of the Ronaﬁi, speaking to all ‘ rﬁ

in a language they'understoéd. In- 1ate Roman and early Christian =
b ¥

‘\"&.3

£
¥
L
E

art painting was the art par excellence, and used for didactic and

-

‘propagandistic purposes.? For the most part this Roman style was

illustrative, epic apd dramatic. The main purpo§e was to relate a

s t . A o .
story, and Hauser likens the use of these paintings.’ to that -of the‘

modern motion film. 10 The paintings at Pompeii and Dura remain for

Many of these pictures were set in scenes,‘with the inte tion of . - k
conveying the continuity of the event.ll Hauser ternSTZﬁzs -ethod, ;§§
the depiction of successive scenes, a5 qpntinuous » with its aiu 1f_ R
to brin; out the action of the subject. ‘This he contrasf; to o

te

)1solat1ng s which is the opposite, -- art vhich renders the instant

impressiona ‘ e . . : QV{
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_art conventions reflect a mingling of ibeas.

" Kraéling uses the same-distinction in ana]ysing'thé\:i:tures

at Dura, and states that" sett1ng and funct1on are the determ ng
factors.12 From the remains, we can see that there were foug large,

walls completely covered with a number of large impressive scenes

" of aétfon.‘ The ‘overall effect is precisely that‘of being "impressive,

epic, and draﬁa;ic." For most scholars the juxtaposition of the
paintings strbngly suggest some thematic pattern, and most hold to
the idea of a time-seq&ence, and thé~gvidence of a story being. ‘
unfolded.!3

It is GoodenOugh‘s contention that/i;M\L1blical scenes were

not representational but, rather, only a]]egor1ca1. and that the

fnspiration was derived from the Greek-speaking west, and not from

" Aramaic and Hebrew speaking Babylonia.l? e further maintains that

the aptist borrowed much from the surrounding°ar§ <- tree-vine,’
banqueting coucp zodiac, white and black horsemen, qtc.‘:“The

Greekkconventi63§3wh1ch the artlsts\used to représent the biblical

texts indicated that the texts were being read with a- Greek mystﬁcal

, undev‘st:anding.“‘5 Kraeling, on the other hand, assumes the artists

used pittern books, and traﬁitiqnal iconographic and stylistic

elements to provide the visudY details they required.l® If the .-

po?sibility exists that the outward forms ofﬁart were borrowed

» from. the wealth of stock art conventioﬁi, the claim that they have

dent cal meaning when used 1n different circumstanchs is
debatab1e.,

At Dura .we see he]lenistic motifs mingled/ with Iranian

cq§tuue and traditional forms." Ne’ accept t this mixture in

8 [

It is the extent i




of the domination of foreign ideas upop Jwﬂa1sm tha%,Js questioned, ‘
According to @oodepough the reP1§1ouSnbel1ef§ of the congregation ~u~
at Dur&\zfﬁp an Iranian-Hellenistic Judaism, and .it is ihgﬁsamef

. Judaism as that of the Jews of the west, who thought along the lines‘

that Philo indicated. With all these cu]tural and re]igtous forces

A
exerting the1r/f;cal -influence, we wgﬂfer what countervatling :%
powers kepR the Jews together as an 1dent1f1ab1e group. In other | 3%
vwords, if outside 1nfluences were so”powerful as Goédenough Eég
'1nd1cages by his selection of symbols and their use 1n the Dura :é%
paintings, how did~rebbinic_ Judaism maintain its position at ai#éf 4

- ', ¢ A possible answer to the question is Hischnitzeﬁ‘h belief

that the material ev1dence of art1stic creat1v1ty we find in-Jewish
&

houses of worsh1p as we1l as burial p]aces, is a reflection of a

changing viewpoint. The pgjntings of the synagogue at Dura are

evidence of a relaxation of the ancient Deuteronomic prohibitionsv

=Y

ref]ect1&g ey attitudes regarding artistic endeavour.'g She )
points out that in tﬁgze‘ﬂellenisfic times, art was dissociating /7

-1tself from mythoJogy, as’ well as.freeing itself from shrines. S

°

Portra1t landscape. idyllic anig;l scenes.»topics of current
history and OF political events became increasingly impoytantfzq-;
Hef'opinion of the'function of art‘ihuthe*3rd centu}y C.E. is in ¢

dccord with Hapser's. descd bbd above. "An art which much Tess, or

nq longer, was dedicatéﬂ ; glﬁrify1ng heathen cults could not 5Jﬂ
A= S LIS
possibly, be attacked with tm” intransigence of ancient biblical e

prophets."2] It was during HePlenistic times that<art was taken -

-

out of the pagan shrines and’ holy places and enjoyed a larger v

function, partic&larly 1n urban ¢entres like,none* :Nexpndria“and 3




. : " 2. The Dura Synagogue o i;j
ot . o o, (;. ) : L .

History of the Jewish Community I l’." * f

~ ’/

')

The Iast three volumes of Goodenough's magnum opus are

PO e . devoted to the art of Dura, whlch he presents as. the ultlmate

I~

! prooff of his basic thesis, When the synagogue of Dura Europos,
- was excavated in 1§23. the ﬁncoverjng of the'pa{nted freecoess
\ -

. decorating a place of worship forcei»traditfbna]_attitude§ into a

' ~ . ¥ . .
, re-evaluation.23 Further search into the period, place and people

of Dura for some clues explaining this unexpected manifestation

S ' . ’ b - - 2 f oo '
- - now _beca mandatory; . . CoL , _ S

- . . e

L ° The Jews of Dura orig1nally formed a poor humble communwty

1]
living in a caravan tour stop’ on the Euphrates. The - c1ty greu ln

o .

rsize and wealth as {t became an expanding mi]itary post and it 1s

A
Y -
a

thought that the Jewish commun1ty deve]oped accordingly’as pﬂfveyong -

kd

-

ﬁi - . to the expanding army requirements.?4 There is reason-to believe
;; _ that this reaﬁ growth and expansion appeared in’ t\\\few ye@rs gust
S before the whole community was destrgye in 256 C. E. with the

victory of the Persians. Many of the ]ater newcomers to this

P

provin 1a1 town must have moved in from Edessa and le{bis where

"

L]
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they had closer contact with)sophisticated Hellenistic chil1zation,
. . TN, .
brought the influences of the dominant -culutre into the sma]l

N

°

mote Jewish Commﬂnfty.zs .The commun1ty enjoyed the possession” ¢

\\

nd use of its newly‘decorateo house of assembly only for a‘brief ’

periodawith the irony that the last and most elaborate stage of

=

* the synagogue -was being built on\newly acquired wealth just when -

- 3
5he Romans uere,]osjni\battle. .
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. . nfhowever, the elaborate art” and archeologich] remains that

-

|
[ g1ve _the impression of asswm1latwon ‘to the surrounding society, ory
| t
| at least a ]arger measuye of Jewish outﬂeach toward contemporary _
: culture, are for Krae11ng sxgh1f1cant of Just t\e oppos1te « The Q' | \\
h - . dege]opment of Juda1sm dur1ng the first csnturles of the Cbmﬂbn Era.

E »A\, . when Rome was hold1ng sway, has always been rggarded by most

} k historians of this:period as turning away from the out51de world

L and back1ng itself 1nto a corper, more concerned ‘'with the vast )
i* 5 »': body of trqd1t1dn and 1earn1ng of its ‘scholars. Yet 1t 1s in this 3
-

|

|

|

|

K

j#permd that' we have the most elaborate monuments oF Jewish | L °;
”%"u architecture and art.26 krae];ng«regards this phenomenon not esv;
! . '\;? indicative of assimilation of faith buxéas.a;reéult of éreater
e economlc competence .and c&hmunal strength Be1ng more self cdhftdent
of its rel1g1ous foundat1ons, art was being, employed as a further

expression of the 1mportanc§ of Jew1sh religious observance.27 In

’,‘ I e;sence, Greekwhrt impressed more than Greek phﬂosophy.28 At.

‘~9' f' the t1mh of Dura, then, the Jews n.ﬁkpave outward]y become wealthier
, “{"P' and urbahlzed but Roman regtrictions tended to halt their expansive = .3
T e ' reldgious réﬁations to their soc1a1 env1ronment This wasairought t
, N about after cons1derab1e proselytizing on the part- of " the Jews. 6

LI I

which was threatening. Ph1]on1c theo]ogy, based as it was on '/”\ ,
. Greek ph11050phy¢ and myst1c1sm were d1sappearing from the Sspherew . N
e T of 1ngerest 29 The forces in operation are the restr1ctions of f |
)M:'{ Judaﬁsm to 1ts ewn re]1gious beliefs, and at the same time the - ' - 3

- &

freedom to wse ,art to depict the basis af thts faith. As we have
noted aboves Hé

schnitzer regards ‘the paintings of the Dura synagogue
as a manwfestation of this growing sense of freedom of artistic

‘expressfhn in the whole Jewish world 30
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S o It is in this setting, therefore, that.Kraeling believes

- that those who comm?g;ioned the patntipgs é} Dura. had an inflepse

i What is more, this artiserved to reinforce ‘abservance ?j/the law
- g and traﬁitional practicé% for a éommun%ty°living inqa‘Etrongly -

&’. : . 3 N N . . N LI
ﬁ' ’ .competitive religious enviranment and exposed political pasition.32

thér documents of this period greatly supbor the evidence that

)

ngs-parficipatgﬁ in.]bcai,-ﬁolitical and‘gconomic Yife, ‘and had

- .

3 '?f\ absorbed an intense knowledge of, the surrounding culture.33 Whether

.

¢ this social fintercourse was co-operative or competitive has not
_ .. . .yet been established. \
. T X . : ' . - \ .
o . ’ : ' : ‘ : H

N Art Interpfetat{dh

A o

Before attdhbﬁ*ﬁg to give megning to the art of Dura, the

very basis fbn some broad measure'o?cidentﬁfigétidW'must be secufed.
. i . ) - ' . . . ) &
Kraelingg who. wrote the fjnalfréport of the exgavation of the Dura

v s}ﬂagogue, accepts;fﬁe'working hypothesi% of }WO.tradiiiohs iq
| ancient Jewish art.34, ipferbrgting the pictures, he follows a
' sipilar Eléssjficaifon,to Hauéer'ﬁ.'jnezﬁerms one "ndrrétive" and
B and ;hg other “symbolic®. .ﬂb‘be]ie;es éhat at.Dura thése‘fwo,

§-° ,. f;  .trad1£iqgs are em?lqyed, witq the detérmining féqtbr‘being §é'ting -”

1%7/ . ﬂaﬁ; function.?s . T i"‘._» | o :

» S . ‘Thé pidéing of the Axeggﬁ’ﬁcéne is a fine ei}mple'topsho;'

. | _Qbat'distinguishes-the 'narratﬁvé“ (or what-Hauser pajls‘“céntinhous'
' " “from the tsymbolic™. (equivalent’ ta Hauser's “ido1dting"). On the

'%ya11 §p§q§~qbb§g,the'rorah‘hiphe ;hgré is gfmendrqh,\fu]pv‘anﬁ .

. v- -ethrgg, @' facade of templ€ entrance,.as well as the scene of
. o Abfﬂﬂl!~3ff9r1ﬂg\IS#Q§;3§"Th*$ gégms Tike ah’pdd'ar}angémeng;."
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.. - and well infornied devtion to the established traditions of Judaism.31-
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4 ) Hoqever, when a scene appears seperate}y,asyit does‘here, it nay
be symbolic, takino-the place of another 6p1t~objeét,ra‘§ﬂgjgr, or
as in the case of the Akedah which 15 all by itself in the Beth -

~ Alpha, mosa1cs, 1t may represent a concept d1v1ne forg1veness. By
contrast, when scenes eppeér in 1arge cyc]es, they usually represent
the trad1tnona] way of ljlustrating a narretive*‘ale. This V
assumption is based uponxthe similarity to manuscript %ecoratione

‘ from which' these frescoes:could-hahe develooed;‘ In the manuscript’
tradition, the relationship betueen the scenes ‘was forméd by the
sequefce of historic events.37 Accordang]y. the Akedah scene above
the Torah shrane, wh1]e telling a story in_a time sequence, is

~ used ‘in this case symbol1ca1]y, mLst likely representing the 3hgigr

’amongst other 51mp]e cult objects. Hence, while the subject matter
) ‘ 38 ’

is narrat1ve, its functlon is symbolic. o C o,

4

The study of the four 1ndiviﬂual f1gures shown in’ tht Ning

W

. Panels above: the Tordh Shrine on the West Wall furnishes us with
onother example of scho]arlj disagreement'on interpretat#on - ; 'Pf
whether narrative or symbolic. For queling, although each picture
has* a large central 1ndiv1dua1 flgure, these are st111 Associated

< with enough detail in background setting to. identify the stony

o7 being told. 1In hIS opinion, the indiVidual figure does not - \‘. ,éﬁ
_represent.a single c?ncept o¥ conjure;up a §pec1ficeigéa.39 ‘_? . .
' It-i's not only the large scenbs that are opeh to differ?yg’
. mean%ngs, in consxderiné~a single 1tem like tﬁe,vine trellis.;
there exists ‘an interpretative~var1ance. Goo_epoqgh assigns ;

n

importance to ;ﬁé sumbolic value Pflthe gry
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“c\’}‘ , . ‘ n s ' \%
¢ Kraeling the vine trellis is mere]y an accepted art convention

in wall decoration. It simply. functions as a frame to delineate

,: ] spatial ]imitation, creating the illusion of distant prospects and .
%7 : open*vistas.“oy ‘ '
'?: . It then beconFs apparent, when TQoked at from Kraeling's
point of yiew, that the” style used points to a close following of
) ' Bib]icai ‘narrdtive. 4] An§1yt1cal approach to the background )
treatment, the setting of the scene so to speak, indicates that
. the*artist paid attention to significant detail in an effort to

i iilustrate salient facts of historical tale.%Z 'vgur conc]usion

: has been that the body of the register compositions s in fact “‘t\~
. symbolic or a]]egorical but narrative and historical in interest“43

2,

This impression is further substantiated by the cumalative effect

i
¢ of the naigative sequence from the Prosze to its fuifilment in

.. the days of Eﬁe Messianic King.%4 . ' RS 4 "
If the supp051{ion that the decorations are narratiVe is
accepted it may be assumed that the "substance of the faith for

o

that cgggregation can best’ be understood by a record of events

. - that gives testimony to that faith.';‘45 It-also appears that o
. \’: Y ,suchaa selection of themes mustﬁhave been clasely associated wit
b 9 . . - \ N

.- - ,the religious life and observance of the Judaism of the Bible

.

anvaishnah 46 Horeover. the 51ze and ipportance of the panel on
the: north wail. representing Ezekiel 37 and 38, oints to d

N messianic interest in the nationa] redemption inf the land of Israel
Fo# Rachel Wischnitzer, it is preciseiy this theme that
T 4 .
. unifies a1l the frescods’ jnto one continuous parrative. The

o
. ocganizing formative f/etor in. the iconography of the synagogue N -

'\”




a

paintings is the messianic concept which pervades the rabbinical
literature of. Palestine and Babylonia.47, Evidence of rabbinical

exegesis is substantiated in many of " the scenes and partjcﬂ]ar

e (.

.details 1in the synagogue decorations Js ' - e

-

Not on]y the detaiis of the paintings but the very Juxta-

pOSition of the pane]s indicate this messianic.theme ds’being

'underscored.4?‘ Rabbinical circles'gave’ﬂqyes his,place°in the |

' v . ) ) > N C . .
salvation plan, and this is attested by the schematic placement of ~ __
_the Biblical, scenes. The west wall contains stenes of-the birth ‘

of Moses, his leading Israel out of Egypt, temple 5acrifice of

,Moses and Aaron, ‘as wel] as what is taken for divine inJervention
.in the Purim drama 50 In-addition, the saprifice of Isaac was =~ ®
assoc1ated in ancxent tradition with the 51te of the Templé:to be

. reconstructed and this connection tao. is, demonstrated in the generalf i b

]ayout pfthe scenes in the frescoes.SI ‘Thus, tradition, general

o 5

Jew1$hxand regional beliefs,,appear blended together in the
»
Messianic cyole of the synagogue."52 The connecting ideas between

o

eSthatOlOgy.53 "The stories in the Bible of the éa“i‘ly years ’of Moses, . I

and the sa]vation of Israel’ were important texts for the Babylonian

Jewry of Yhis time.s4 e i' - SR : .11f£
\X/ : In'actuaiity, there is'no singﬁeiﬁethdd with‘nhich to
compare the 1nterpretations of the foregoing scholars with . l,}fl

- 1

Goodenough because where the former used ‘a. uide’angle lens‘ .

Goodenough zeroes in‘on a narrou ¥ocal point”‘«ln discussing 15‘*

AR




'metpodology'above, we noted that he does not .seek out any back- v
ground evidence that might offer compatible source material for

{ - . understanding the frebcoes.’ ‘Indeed, just-.the complete oppgsite:

. ﬁe concenﬁrateé solely on the detadils of the pictures, and from

. this ﬁpecia] angle of vision gives meanlng to the whole by piecing
together particular jtems. Moreover, by seek1«g resemblances,
either exact or dubious, to other designs appearlng on archeologlcal
. remains, he backs up his argument for their similarity. Yet upon

4

close examlnation many of these likenesses seem contrived, and
< N
i . %

i A worked over. HenCe there’ is no narrative coptinuity for Goodenough.

" The stories of Moses and Ezekiel have no ideational (in_this case

LN \
?f‘ ~  messianic) coﬁﬂegfion whatever.®® It is the mystic symbolism,
. ) éxtracted and\Hccumdlatgﬂ from Philo's wriiings, rather than the

juxtapositron of tme scenes,~thq; he employs as a measur1ng rod in

¥, . v

‘-evaluating the p&intings. .
In this context 1t is important to note that -aside from

Jacob's. dream, only the west wall of the synagogue contalns scenes
from the Pentateuch And yet Philo' s a]legor1es are based solely

fﬁﬁ(these five books. There is no trace of the creation story nor -

égﬂ' ‘ of any Biblical passages before the sacrifice of Isaac. portions

2?1‘ o of7the Bible ‘to which Philo paid major attent1on. Albeit, this

G ma;pr~discrepancy is of no hindrance to Goodenough and 6e assuneQ.”

A the artists continued to use the same symbolic'vocabulary. andﬁthe

interpreter can -presume the same sort of allegorizatian of Blb11cal'

incidents on the”other walls.56 . 'ﬁ '

.




Philo wa{’allegorical and'althoogh rabbinic SOorces’
were Similarly 1nclined the differencéﬁis of cruc1al 1mportance.
The Midrash with which the rabbis expounded was always based on
'the Tanach as a chronicle of hisxory._ For Goodenough, however,’ .
" the pictorial message .on the remaining frescoes all 1sioeaningfulp
only in terms of Philonic al]egory, and the details are syubolic,’
"" of the prevailing mysticism of the area.2’ The theme of thep
'synagogueﬁ as he understands it,-is the poner anohglory of " .
Judaism; but not that hisioficol ascht asnunderstood by the
rabbis. Henée, in Goodenough's Jnderstanding the artists chose

not . to regresent but to’ allegorize.58 The difference in

interpretation between "narrative continuous and symbolic-
. isolating" can be best discerned by a closer study of different
approachés. This distinct\on is highlighted by considering

only three of the many divergent points.

“r
- ‘ ’

Numerology:

E

- When Goodenough ldoks at a painting, hy"eye selects itels ;~
in terms of numbers. In this way, his analysisoof a picture is
"not the primary impr/551on/;?\the eye, but rather deternined ,
selectioo of numerical group1ngs. -= 7 branches Qf the nenorah

with Aaron on one Temple. and the -7 walls’ in theéklosed Tehple. VJC -

In the scene of Samuel anointing David _that which’ the 'unskilled' f¢

eye might -have overlooked in tbe whole design soodenough draws:=
our attention to the fact shot ‘there are 7 nen (6 hieratical j
‘figures aind Samuel) In theepictorial dren@ of the Philittincs

e

-and the Ark the !ignificance “of the lon railin& bars~&as:jfﬂf
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~ articles into groups of 3,'5““ (4 3), 10(5.5) -

: numbersh

of balance of des1gn.

.' : 85

As/for the men

1
-importance and value ‘as marking off 7 "spaces.

walking beside the ark, the quest1on 1s not whp/or what they

LS \...
A B

- are, but rather that they number 3. In the panel conta1n1ng

o

the Esther story. the 4 men represent heavenly intervention.59

- In his discussion of three drawings of the ark (by de
‘Mesnil), Goodenough notes that- there arée 8 panels-on the doors

- of -the first but makes no comment. The sécond one has 6'panels,

which he notes are two sets of the mysthc number 3, and jt also

’has 3. laurel wreaths, wtich'supports his theory. Whereas since

LY

the drawing .of the third ark has only two laurel wreaths, there <"

is no mention made of this fact.60 This way lies madness, my

readers may well cry” is his own admission about this involved

discﬁssiop.G]. We would agree that there was a tradition of
) ¢

number mysticfsm from the bythagoreans as well as Mesopotamian
astrology, but some of Goo?bnough s search into numerology seems

desperate]y cq/srived

-

. It is in this way that we see the very spdcial attention

paid to the pictorﬁal art. It is not the balance|of design,

colour or figure interpretation that is used as a

»

but an assessment based on divis1on of lines, spaces, persons,

- all the mystic

n

Even if thig is a valid way to ana#&se his picture,

according to his own fet premise, the question still remains

whether the artist consGiously chose these numbers, or a matter

artisti¢ gauge,

. //“\'.
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Clothing: | LT

Another focus for attention is the great gnifiqence
/4?;en to the detail of clothing.62 In‘heepihg with- his general
hypethesis of s*?hglic transference, it fo1lowgwthat costhhe and .
dress which were used 1in a specific context in pagan and Christian
“art had similar value for Jew1sh art. 6% 'kraeling;‘on the other '
hand, bel1eves that clothing had 1ittle significance fo mystic:
interpretation, as they were prabably copies of Greek s{atuary or
‘(else portrayed the type of robes officials wore. Dress could .

have been‘that of the local pepulace or cohld have been copies

&

from works of art imported or fashioned by 1me;rted artists 1n
hpnour of d15t1ngui§ﬂ%d citizens of the Greek cities of the Orient 5‘
Dﬁstlnction about dress, then, could possibly indicate social
status, with Tong gowns for patriarchs and men of distinction; .
‘tunic and troesers for kings; and‘?ess‘elaborate outftt; for
r commonfe;ople 65 ' S L I
. ' The 1ﬁportant question remains for the art historian fs o
‘whether these tries mere handTed according to patterns of style
or\yhether their dress had any ‘symbolic meaning It must also be
determ1ned whether the same treatment is homogenébus throughout

or differs with thg different moi@ﬂs 66 4 is very possible that 'ﬂ

«© .
a

¥ the artists drew their 1nSpiration for dress from the surroundfng

67

m1xed ‘population. As we have noted above, the Jewish community .

greatly participated in‘the_local political and ecenomiq life,
and most likely eore‘Parthigh-dress like their neighbours,68 . --°°
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Further illustration of the inteqpretative values of

4

s ~different scholars is.how they regard isolated figures that appear

,in the decorations. For Goodenough, many of ‘the figures are not

a real historical character, but merely the personification of I,

mystic allegory. “We have seen Elijah 'Samuel and Jacob in great

\Qrominence as mystic leaders and shall see others on the 51de

*walls, so, that the philosophers of the synagogue, like Philo,

)

used almost interchangeably any_a of the inc1dents of gneat

personalities of the Bible fof mystlc allegory nb9

Other scholars
Took at'the figures, particularly those four in the Wing Panels,

and identify them by the background setting, which?illustrates

_ the historical circumstances.70 For Goodenough, the} are all ™

. -
different portraits of Moses, whereas for Kraeling, two are
different stories. of Moses, while the dthers are Ezra and Abraham.7]
If one accepts the argument.that the art of Dura is historical

and narrative, the figures are then seen as rep esenting characters
A

in action. They cannot be mystic and symbolic images whose

ndiuidual characteristics are subsumed in transcendenCe.

<

Goldman toq asserts that the artists had a keen.interest

LI

for narration 51nce they showed such vigor and clarity in

W

delineating the figures. He suggested that they must have used '

common formats for costumg,de51gn which were(@%andard for that

'type of dress. These patterns for choice of costumes formed - PRt g

stock units. However they were re- adapted the results were

o 5 '

visual cliches and idjomatic eXpression tﬁat made any new arrange-

- v

ment look S0 familiar.72_'. ‘ S . &
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6iffering Pointé of View on Detail

v L0f course, concern with deta1ls in the plcture is valid,

whether one disagrees with the selectlon, or even if in atcord

~

with Goodenough s special._purposes. Houever. the choice. af

F , . i
‘ /d{ssimilar grounds for evidencé to substantlate these pointg of

re]evence, illustrate the deCTsive difference in lnterpretation.
Where some scholars mayycon51der Jewish natertal‘for docunenfatiqn
\\) of ‘a scheme, Coﬁﬁgg;hgh cgzgistently tdrne,togerd pagan‘in Christian
sources for coﬁfirhatienhof his .analysis. By theefollquinééyfhepe__..f
i of comparing the same issue, the particg]ar biases of éooﬂeneugh{e

~ . methodology become exposed. '

. ) ! R LY ]
1. Codgzetely Ignores Jewish Sources
. Esther and’Mordechai ~-HC 2

|
In this scene. Esther is portrayed with a crown on her head.

There is a description of a headdress from ancient tiaes that fits @.‘ j

this visual 1mage ~~ being a turretted 3rown, siuilar to the walls
~ #y

! around,a city. Cpnsequently this expensive headd::;: was known’ as
a 'city'of gold'ﬂ"{{t 27 angd in rabbinic‘ Aramaic X rfef 73

.~ This luxurious article ot'JeNePlery was gorn by women of . uealth or

~

h1gh status. There is also reference to this crown in Hittitepps
e well-as in Greek and Roman sources 9nﬁ texts frou Ugarit nention

“ that que'ens of that é%:;\ry were

their heads.’?-
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L Goodenough however, notes that Esther wears a golden

4 mural crown commonly assocxéted with Tyche, and mentions that this

"-turretted crown was part of the dress on heads of gods, goddesses
and royalTty.’5 He relates it chiefly to the croﬁheworn&bj Atargatis-

, . | ‘ st ’ .
Astarteg paredros of \Adonis, alsd seén on G&, and was noted on a

-

§ cotn of Alagabalus off Bostra where it was worn by the Tyche of the ° ;
city.76 B - " T
-, ’ . Although th1s ornamenta] headdress, known as a ‘Jerusa]em S

of Gold' 1is attested to in several Jewish sources, Goodenough 1s
) chiefly concerned to re]ete this mural crown to that of T}che.’ It

seems a gross’ negligence on the part of serious scholarship,to

@
overlook important texts.: T%e overwhelming -evidence that he amasses .

" for Latin and GreeK sources at the expense d! thiS‘serious omission
*

» o 2.
depreCiates the value of the argument © ,

. o .4 . 3

- . B 3 : ) . I
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o L . R . P 1

b‘-g \ " s' ﬂ ’ > Cew s ‘ . o
$o .. s cC \

e L2 ﬂhere A reement on Rabbinic Sourceslgﬂismisses its Importafice . . ..
o e Eligah and tﬁE‘Frophets of Baal ~__SC 3 — _

The acceptance Lf the main figure in this pane] as being

P . * ‘e

%ﬁ 9;' a ';?at of Elijah is agreed upon by all the maJor scholars. fﬁe“ \' i
e icture showing a figure about .t 1ight a fire on an altar, - undeﬁqy
gf‘- ' .. which there is a snake. has been estaplisheq %s that of Hiel.77 T "fl
‘iffil X Krae]ing cites tfis as a test\hase that indicates the artists
s re]iance on. knoz: foik tales o{ the rabbis for their inspic,at,ion.~ ’e;ié

This pictdrial interpretation stands out as the clearest afd most

b vivid manifestation of the existence of a living popuThr heritage.78
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Goodenough acknowledges the possibility of a rabbinig

béeis,‘out then ighores its possible significance. HHe'emphasizes
instead the prominent stance‘of eight men in Greek‘robe.\the

'imponfonce of dress, and then dwells ?t length on fhe hiccory of
snaké mythology.’9 - '

- .
- ) kY
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3. Where Existing Litefary Texts Counter Hypothesis Postulate °
. Lost Document :
Exodus From Egypt- . WA 3.

N f’ ~ ,»«} ’

7/<:3 The Israe11tes in this picture are portrayed going out of’
Egypt with battle armamept of various shie]dsd7ndehelmets, bows,
and. drrows. EX ]3:18‘\And the children of ds ael went up armed

‘out of the land of Egypt." The crucial word is ‘fgfg‘, And for
this ‘the LXX reads "to the. fifth generat1on. Jewish Hel]enictdc

writers deplored the utter defenselessness of the depxr;ing ‘ E

Israelites, there being no reference to tneir being provided with : i
weapons in the Seotuag1nt. nor in nongdewish,Hellenistjc sources._ |
However, "armed israelites“ turns dp dn'yarioue.foxns in rabbinic
,tradition.ao 'Hence, this is for'Kraeling an'indispotéode examfle N
;that the art1sts' 1nformation rested on passages of encient -

- author1ty. 1 ‘ ‘ ' e w0

8
-

. It 1s character1stic of Goodénough to acknowledge opposing
v1ewpoints 'but the fol]owing retort hardly merits scholorly
consideration. “S1nce some lost thoroughly/hellenized litedhry' L
document gigﬂg have mentioned ‘the arms: of the lsraelites. this .
single detail no more’ offers ar test chse’ whi&hnestablished thd' "

v, P




painfﬁngts rabbinical baékground,%or everything than does thel

Jbresghce qf Ares (though a more startling variant) make the painting

- e - - ] ~
purely hell nwstic.‘ [underlining mine]82 : . - i
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'4. "

here Image Differs from Both Pentateuch and Phllo, Ignores
Bicvth of Moses WC 4 i oo

G

:', In the sc&PE of the birxh of Moses. there is a young glrlg
1n the. water holdlng a baby with oU}stretchéh a;m, although the

.
-yt

s - wrftings in the Pentateuch and Ph1lo show, no reason for such a
S (N R
: M rendftlon. In the scene of ' Pharaoh*? daughter retr1eV1ng Moses,

from the. ark a reading of Exodus 2:5, Philo and the Lxx. as well

s
~

L o j a£ Jos;ghus, wou]d require’that the act be performed by others.
) :?M}'M e -'”‘ h{g'.{i!,&":;.she sent h,er handmahd to fetch it."
~Targum Onkelos and the Hellenistic author” Ezekiel read that she ;-n
5 - ;stbétched"out her own arﬁ to-Brasp the baby‘8§
- l ,"' E- e Howévéh, there is a decohﬂ/century m1drash re*erréd‘td.
: 11n BT. Sotah 12b indtcatlng that. the rabbls were already at ‘this

¢y

W time dispating the readlng of this phrase. Somé regarded it .to

e

-

. %ean that “sheAitretched out-her arm" as'is shown in the picture.\
- *~Thfs~servws~;s“evi&ence that the artists who-drew the portn yal are
SO . 1n accordgnce ith rabbinfé tradition and the Targum, and thgt
?”EE' _ they must have known about this version of the story.r' “

o ~r . Once tore, - Goodenough doeanot recoghxze adl)connectionl

% with other Jew&sh source material. ﬂisfﬂ}?gle -viewed apgroach
lo¥ps force by the omission of this av@dence from rabbinic »fu '

A
!

b,
iy

e
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'nystagogue fron ‘Philo in Vita Mosis.,

) .
Instead hedtreats the whole ep}spde 1n the’ category

5. Enphas1zes Detail Out of Proportion to-the Whole :
Birth pf Moses WC 4 . .

~—,

Goodenough derives his view of MOSes pr1mari1y as a

S A
Accord1ngly, the: descrlption

of his exceptjonal‘birth is placed under "MiraCIe Babies", and
it fo]lows that the pictur of‘tﬁe ;ude girl in the water then )
takes on Special s1gnifica::L. The delineation,of HF} pudendum ° ;
t;ﬁto 1ndicate that she is indeed Anahita- Aphrodlte Venus, the

il
Y

P ne s T 45

goddﬁss>of live.. The other detall that he magnif1es cn lmportance
s her being jewelled ulth a'necklace, which o\ten appears on
‘the images of Anahita.857 - . ‘ ‘ .

~ »
I -

We would agree with Bickermann s remark that neither

-

Ay

Jeujsh nor Christiannart excluded ‘nudity when 1t was required

Viy the thg:e. and that in _ancient art it.was commen for godesses

- \ ~ o,

e
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\of the birth of 'Miracle Babies" in, Roman and, Greek mythology, o |
and from the mytholbgica] viewpoint For him, the woman-who f
finds the baby is the goddess Anahita, the most popular deity a ;
" of Iran dhr1ng the Sassan1an peribd 84 T I o S
| Y L ;o
N . "\ L . '3‘.’3
' > N

-

AT

L

a

to uear the same jeuellery as their votaries. There may be an ) ' ;é
abvious reason.ﬂhe o¥serves. for the artistic rendition -- she lé
15 nlked because she is in the watert “at the river's ‘bank" ' fi

(Efza)“' L e e . ."“_"ﬁ




‘ .6. Builds Argument on DuBZggﬁ_Artistic*Rendition \ A33? , 5if -
- ~_ Moses and the Rod eratles - WA 3 - .

o hlthough Goodenolgh  admits that the ideas expressed at: Duna
. \‘ were planqed by philosophers , the craftsmen’ who execoted the : ‘u‘fof
i \ - -‘: traditional -forms . and designs were \learly unskilled.g7 It is ' <
;\ﬁ possible that what was found .in the synagogue was an inferior 'Lji{‘
[ provincial representation of what might have been a. great Jewish
tradition of Biblical ‘art.  Having taken this position, he theh
' substantiactes hlS theory of the great mythicaﬁ charaqter of Mosos
frg\ this picture and maintains that his rod is defi/jt/ﬁ; showh’
as the knotted club of Heracles. ijlhere can be no doubt, howevnr

) *. he writes,‘"that this identification of Moses rod- with the club
of Theseus. and Heracles was intentional ind-so st:}nge on

1dentifioation seems to indicate that Hoses uas th Jewishf)

Heracles, or that the miracle in opening and cloﬁlﬂ

v

o,

‘was comparable to their labors."88 '

In actualitywthere are three pietures of Hoses

I\c
'i

S5 held in ane: case.betng ¥ thin Line, anowerea siuudga of
¢ width, and further along on the pan91 an‘outltntmof wh
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psychoioéi%al Rorschach test. To look for positive evidence- in

—_— . these ear1y°qunfings it fmust be ascertained how.sbccessfully the © .
. " craftsmanship carried out the ifitention of the art. ‘ ) ,

The artistic style of the Dura synagogue has much in comhnon
with early Christian art 3} this period The pictures of the
catacombs, as an example, were entirely works of s1mp1e artisans .l

\
.and amateurs, whose" qua]1f1cation consisted 1n the1r religious

- zdal rather than any positive talent 90 There is. a]ﬂays ‘the 7 .

Ly

possibility of a:gap between the artist 's intention and his power
ﬁ (F’execution. The noted. art historxan,'Arno]d-Haqser, warns "those

D R D T o S P o L U N S P

cholars who are determined 20 find the metaphysical world-view
"of the Middle Ages in the earliest Christian art of looking too
fherd, He cautions them about the’qbsurdity of'interpreting alr .
‘-the oﬁvious defects in~ear1y art as against classical\gzt as being

simply due to conscious and,deliberate-chﬁice.gl ‘ h

() In summary, then, we note that {n‘dealing with. the* question

G | of the art of Dura, Goodenough's methodology of focusing on details

° i R . . ~ S

rather than on the wider aspects of art history sets up conditions

L
& . 3 - e

L. . - ’
N B o o O T Ly N T P

%§ \ for a‘poseible distortion in interpreting the paintings. One of

o the 1nportant concerns of the art historiah in the Hellenistit era
. LN

is the changing funczion of art. During thlS time. art ceased to

“‘be used for purposes of mytholqgica] worship as in former years and
was harnessed for reasons of pra;tfbal didactic service.
The hfStory of the Dyra community was that of‘rapid
‘.l:developaent fron a small fsolated caravan toun in ‘Babylonia to a
large wea)thy comnunity. The 1mmigrants into Dura Lrvm"the larger.




N . . ,
Helienistic(centers, who brought "in the’influ ce of the doninhnt

the destructipn of the city in 245 C.E. This ‘raises the questiOn

cu]tures. Qég; .in this periad of grow:ng grosperity Just before

., of uhether the material. renains found in Jeuish milieu, si-iiar
.to those of the surrounding pagan culture. reflect an assylilation
of religious ‘ideas, or\nerely an expression of -ateria] ‘wealth °

employed for: the pos;tlve expression of their developing faith.

4

In discussion of art,: the procedure of analysis dewands
a criterion\of Judguent The hypothesis uhich distinguishes ‘
paintings that are in sequence, relating a continuous narrttive.
from those that evoke an™instant isolated concept or spirituai
experience, proves valuable in epproaching the murals. of the Dura\
synogogue. The consensus of most stholars is that there is. a .\
‘ 2 /;chene to the pche-ent ‘of the pictures. The evidence for a. thele
of messianism with af revival of national life in Israel stands’ in
Contrast to Goodenough‘s\interpretation of the-paintings‘being an -
expression of hope for personal salvation with ritudl enqct-ents
by a mystic sect that constituted the.congregation at D“re. This
proposai is based on the significance of detail in the area of
nunerologys clothing and the isolation of the indivdduoi figure.
The forner analytical method is compl fmented .by a descriptive;
exa-in;tion‘of the~paintings,'highlighting details in theipointings:i
suggesting possibilities of being syiboiic. Pagan and Christian '
‘gources, rather than rabbinic, furnish the proof of*bndgrsenentefiyf?
The unevenness of the artistic rendition leavesuopqg the'po:sihil‘t
of reading too much tnto visual i-pression.fﬂhiCh -ay or !lx Q_

“'have been successfui copies of stock nodo155
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s g‘ " “Rs was stated at the outset- the main burden of this -

Ce thesis was to review Erwin Goodenough\s m?jor work on Greco Roman

. « ' Y e

’ ~~ symbols with the main emphasis in evaluating hislmethodb]ogy dnd

u,‘
-
o
STy A

» ~

‘ . P - .
3 - - . style. Utmost admiration and grat‘tude to him has at all times
I .

r'e
P
A Y

been reserVed ‘for his’ enornous work in gathering and organizing

o . the. tremendous wealth of material that .appears in these fifteen
-’W_ - . . ., \!
Lo TR volumes.‘~ - . T Q/ ) I 5
-y . . . - ‘ ‘ . .
. The grounds upon which he bases'his theory - the,ahthority

of Philo, the aSSini]ation into the surrounding culture as

of the rabbis:;gpe excavated material renains on which there is

-

Wbundance of sy-bols, and the theory of symbo'lic transference,

finally ail culninating in the Dura frescoes -- have been assessed

gnd critic1sed in the foregoing chapters. : "

1Y

In this la&t section we shall deal with the character of

the author himself This entails judgment on the persistent

I
domination of his personal views and how they nake themselves

e

.manifes

literary s yle. The veny subJectivennanner of his writi is

apparent in just about any page taken at rendon througgout the S,

!
work; an impressive nunber of” sentenoes are -all An. the first

person singular. He is highly repetitive and the effect of this-

«f?epetition is that an,idea stated initialiy as a. bypothesis.)by ﬁ}””?
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“ page 202, "1 §ee o possibility. therefore, that a contemporary

oﬁserver could have misseJ the resemb]ance, or bhave failed to

s ecognize that the artist painted Aphrodite -Anahita as the one

o who finds the baby Moses" -< a supposition. [underlingng mine]

Byf(giume XII on page 37. with\\he persumed agreement of the

reader. he builds his argument,'"If Aphrodite could take Moses

"from the ark in the Nile . . . a.facb

K . w'i’ormuiation of'?eiigious psychoiogy. "The psychology of reiigion .

which is emerging here," he writes, "is as a whole my own. 1

eIt is, of course, statements 1ike the above that alert one s
; critical fecuities._

The greatest admirers of his work are still skeptical
about the soundiiess of his methodology, chiefly because of the = i}

- selectivity of’his material,, Saio‘Baron questions the principles.

of selection which must necessarily be subjective.:

o He also

‘J/ _raises the basié probiems of methodoiogica] iimits.2 Can an j
%f,'“,é *investigation of ancient art and archeology interpref every

if:: iu‘iidecoretion found in a synagoq&éxor tomb to be a weaningful symbol
?} : i uith some ritualistic or mystic basis? He feei:éihat Goodenough ‘
gu g presses too hard as undoubtedly many decbrations were unconscious
%}' | imitationsoof environmental practices.d - " .
2{, . Since there were other Jewish symbois in biblical literature
%g;:‘f"fnot eppropriated for Hellenistic Jewish purposes, we woui},agree v
B '

55

R uith Neusner thet the reasons for this exclusion ‘'ought to be
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{nvestigated as-a form 6f.scient1f1c-bontrol. 'Tne converseafoo --

those symbols that appeév in pagan religions and neVer apbear in

Jewish remains -- must alsc come under scrutiny.4 . ‘2_\» .

_The very argumen't for the theory of. symbolic transference

1s doubted by Morton Smith S Even were the theory acceptab]e. the

A4 &

abundance of, Greek-and Latin 1conography causes Smith {o be .

critjnel of Goodenough's selectivity in th15rtrea. He faults‘him

for representlng o'ly a purposeful' few. “He picked out a

the-bulk of Greeo-Rom h\;:ter1a1."§ Avi-Yonah concurs with this

opinion taking his position from Jewish sources, and notes that

s Y. o - K .
Goodenough draws convenient\conclusions»en the;bases”of selected

evidence, disregarding: inconvenient facts.? | ..

The-variations in'jmporg t,concebtsL basig for coherence

LS '

and integrity, are of considerable

&

word philosophi, fhnse hypothetical pe' ons who must have master-

minded the whole design and 1ayou2‘of’the ﬂgrihSynagbgue. isa
case in point Goodenough articulates this co c\Pt as containing

the essential qualities of mysticigm. In this uay the philosophi

were masters of "symbole.and cere onjes and although technical

planners. this class of deijgn@r understood meanings beyond ordinar

craftsmen and were p ented as ”creative religious thinkers."8

Bickermann, on the other hand takes this word and traces 1ts

A we s

(
contextual meaning to stand for engineer in 1ts most prosaic

matter-of—fact sense.9 It follows, then. that\tha 1ntarphetawio‘

cttan 1t -

of the art is cont1ngent upon how one’ evaluates this nor

onsequence. For,instance, the
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_" . : .f Another common chtiqismﬁ1s Goodenough s portrayal of
Ve oo the group of rabbis as be ing of'pne monolithic block. Neusner
g , Tegrets that. Goodenough understands the Talmud as-embracing only

g ; " & single, set of ideas.?o Ayi- Yonah 1s in agreement with - Neusner,
Do P

”’\ /4\‘,adm1tt1ng to ‘the existenggﬁof a Jewish mystlc trend,‘but is

1

s ; ‘adamant that this was not a diptinctly separate ‘element.- It'ﬁas .

. part and parcel he-insists, of what as a whoie made‘hp a rich .

re]igious Tife, thereby disavowing Goodenough's sharp grOUp1ngs LR

- L. Goodenough s’ approach as to how‘artxsts worked 1n anc1ent

timet is also a matter on which he d(ffers from other scho]ars 1n

the ﬁie]d of art history. For Goodenough al]othe creat1v1ty//as

inspired from mystical concepts and mode]ed on the symbols of

S

- . ] . . |

s books. panel paintings aﬂd cartoons were standard equipment of

ancient artists, the -technique of copying EXIStlng models no doubt

was used at Dura as well, 12 There is a serious complaint against

’ -

"I:, Goodenough that he overlooks the 1mportance of archetypeés, and of

A

)

"; eveh graver concern is his repudiation of. the met_hod of much art

. @ AN
[

e historical neSearch ‘3 ~_ - - R - ~
a Aﬂ:itwo

i

~ ¢ N . .
o Indegga/iﬁckermann‘s judgnent is that -he mixes
\\\iisciplines -~ art vocabulary and theology.N It 1s precisely
~ these theologica\ 1nprassions and biases that' weaken the. greatness

of. Goodenough's enornous work 1n our opinion. 'i

\ 3@. ) / One ‘of th( d1ff1culties faced by a hy torian of religion

o nysticism, whereas soMe art historians ‘believe that. because pattern




;f' b demacation is in itself an mportant contribution of the scholar

- L3

in -rel1g-1oUs studies, The historian of religion ougt’nt to be . e

r:‘\' . cntn:al in the matt,er ‘of describimg phenemena on'ly. and should

}~ . not evaluate data on@uwthg)g of unexamined rinciples of
.t u ‘g .,
' the‘:loglcal judgment 15 This is particularly rele.vaq,t becauso it §s:

T

the opinion of Jacob Neusner whose work fwocuses spec1f1cany onA:ha

soc1al and religious history ofa the Jews 1n these Greco-Roman

te g

o times. However, where hi s-work is confined to detecting the R

3

. social rea\hties behind t e religious cv@ivity, Goodenough s -

culpable, by contrast, in his attempt}ing ‘to. ascribe a belief and
practu:e to Jews 1n another era. This -is accomplished by presen}/ingi

, their own aateria] evidence, the assessment of which ¥ yet to be f’

S E detemined and by empathizing his own feeHngs tﬁmystic-isn.

) 1

. : ~ "Nock says that @e abiding importmce 'of the. woﬂt 1s as; a

w“,’ , ‘material saum]ung ]5 “In a friendly encouﬁer, Nenton Snith
\ 3 ‘ 'lauded GSodennugh with the .praise, that scho'lans will forewt;, be‘

R mdebted to hiu for his tre’nendous uork in. conec‘ting a/da/

b
ES
i

talﬁing effort in detectwgagpi

" e
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L v seeking .in etery conceivable historical and literary source theit
oo : meaning and‘use. We almost forgive him his ulterior motive, aha

the fact that each of the discip]ines he' embraces shows up to bE&

- (ﬁylty. ‘ - . - .

The rhader is not anly awed by Goodenough s dedication ~é
throughout the 13 volumes of his work, but is equa]ly Ae11ghted
by the yastness of his eruditioq* as well as intrigued by his
fruitful and creative imagination. This is not anly reflected in

his extravagant lTanguage but his ivery concepts carry us along --

*soaring out of this world, literally, to his other-world of.

. mysticism. The art work is a treasure-trove to behold. What | .

o

.
ey e U i e AP e B g p g T

<

wmight have resulted in a dry-as-dust archeological record by any

3

t‘\
' other -ortal becoues Titerary bassion with Goodenough‘s enthusiasm
. Jumping out of the print on ngéh and every page, and v15ua1

excitenent'with the thri}l of di/g”very of each and every picture.

et o N e Em e, Sl o

‘Most: impoTrtantly, though. because it is attractive,’ scho]ar]y,

serious and yet provocative, it will always have an 1ntr1guing

v J.

. fascination for otheé 'historians of r?lﬁgion . and. who can forete]l

e 3 uq':‘;:.\ﬁw

e ©

\
t

. *what new discoveries this work will stimulate? Goodenoydh has §

~E;f‘” “indeed opened up a new wgrlidsfor both Christia4 ahd.ifhish’scholarsi}:
:.: . thejffétory\of*uestarn rpiiaion in Gfgco-Roma;\times can never ‘

Jf ,' agaiu‘rcvert‘tb accapteégbliches.°‘This cruciaily important period

N in history will hava to be re~assessed with this 'néw awareness'

';_fnr whieh we -ust ad\ be gratafully indebted.
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