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Chapter

The Dislocation of the Temple Vessels:
Mobile Sanctity and Rabbinic Rhetorics
of Space

Ra‘aman S, Boustan

Long residence enables us to know a place intimarely, yer its image
may lack sharpness unless we can also see it from the outside and
rCﬂCC[ UPO[] our CK?CFiCﬂCC.

—Yi-Fu Tuan, Space and Place: The Perspective of Experience

Over the past two decades, a growing chorus of scholars and intellectuals,
both within and beyond the feld of Jewish studies, has advanced the claim
that the notions of exile and diaspora, despite their apparent affinities, stand
in profound tension with cach other." While “cxile” is configured, in historical
sources as well as contemporary scholarship, as an abnormal and unsustain-
able state of crisis poverned by a narrative of sin, punishment, and longing
for rescaration, “diaspora” has come to signify a dynamic and even generative
politico-spatial condition thar is characterized by porous social boundaries
and culeural vitality.? This revisionist interpretation of the Jewish discourse
and experience of diaspora has been most powerfully articulated by Daniel
Boyarin and Jonathan Boyarin in a series of provocative and incisive essays.?
Blending historical analysis and political intervention, they advocace “a privi-
leging of Diaspora, a dissociation of ethnicities and political hegenionies as
the only social structure that begins to make possible a maintenance of cul-
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wiral identity in a world grown thoroughly and inextricably interdependent.™
This valorization of the essendally open-ended spatial horizons of diasporic
existence glosses over the historical particularities of diasporic experience in
specific times and places. As such, their formulation oo readily assimilates
“diaspora” in its heterogencous historical forms to the highly particular phe-
nomenon of “globalization” characteristic of capitalist posumodernity and ics
distinctive technologics of communication and movement (human, capil,
and commodity).” Moreover, their critique of the Zionist project of re-terri-
torializing the world’s Jewish population within the borders of a nation-state
in the area of Palestine runs the risk of establishing an equally teleolopical
counter-nacrative in which the postwar Jewish experience in Western Europe
and especially North America displaces the State of Israel as a truer realization
of Jewish historical processes. Still, the Boyarins have played an instrumental
role in bringing about a salutary re(e)valuacion of those forms of Jewish col-
lectivity, both in the past and the present, that differ from, or even compete
with, the model—and the ideal—of the modern liberal nation-state.®

'This theorerical paradigm has called renewed attention 1o the rich spec-
truin of discursive and embodied practices through which Jewish diasporic
communities have historically succeeded and continue o succeed in main-
taining their collective identities. Most notably, Erich Gruen has recently ar-
gued that the Jews of the Hellenistic diaspora did not perceive their disperston
throughoue the Mediterrancan world as a condition in need of remedy, nor
apparently did scriprural representations of the Babylonian exile as punish-
ment for Israel’s sin and the concomitant “docerine of restoration” color their
experience of their contemporary situation.” In fact, according to Gruen, the
powerful image found in Greek-Jewish sources of the holy city of Jerusalem as
the “mother city” (metropolis) of the scavtered Jewish colonies (apoikial) is an
index of the profound sense of belonging that diaspora Jews felt in the local
communities in which they and their more immediate ancestors made their
lives.! Affective attachment to and financial support of the institutions of the
geographic “center” in Jerusalem proved to be particularly effective serategics
for sustaining numerous highly localized forms of diasporic Jewish identity
throughout the Mediterrancan world.

The Boyaring' diasporic model of Jewish social and cultural vitality has
also productively informed the recent work of Charlotee Fonrobert on the
historical emergence and significance of the rabbinic legal institution known
as the eruv fatseivor, the ritual joining of courtyards, although her analysis also
significantly modifies their assumptions abour the nacure of the relacionship
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between the notions of territorialicy and sovercignty.” Fonrobert argues chat
the erup Jatseiros is a distinerive spatial practice that forges otherwise undifier-
entiated urban space into a residential community, thereby offering “a power-
ful model of a territory without sovereignry” that, “as such, would have much

"% It would seem that,

10 offer the current discussions about diaspora cultures.
from the perspective of this paradigm, diasporic practices are not only highly
admirable and adaprable, bur also accord well with traditional Jewish piery; in
sharp conurast, exile belongs to the naive and ultimately dangerous sphere of
“mythic” chinking that requires careful historical deconstruction lest it lead to
the fetishizarion of territorialicy.!

I think it important to stress that I myself am in full sympathy with these
important “post-Zionist” correctives to the regnant approach o jJewish iden-
tity in nineteenth- and ewentieth-century scholarship that was predicated on a
cultural logic peculiar to the discourse of modern nationalism as well as to the
insticutional forms of the Western European nation-state.’® This shift in per-
spective is particularly helpful when analyzing the socioculeural processes thae
obrained in the very different contexis of the multiethaic, multireligious, and
multilingual empires of antiquity, with which this chaprer is concerned. And
the premodern cases, with their vast, contiguous territories and heterogeneous
subject populations, in turn bear provocative similarities to the Russian, Otto-
man, and Hapsburg Empires of the prewar period—and perhaps to contem-
porary, though still nascent, post-nationalist political areangements as well.?

At the same time, I find something curious and cven troubling in the
way that the new scholarly discourse on diaspora maps so neady ento tra-
ditional supersessionist narratives—both Christian and Jewish-—concerning
the replacement over the course of late antiquity of “cultic community” with
“scriptural community” as che primary organizing principle for religious life.
Indeed, the celebration in this scholasship of the mobility and dynamism of
narrative, textuality, and hermeneutic creativity selectively recapirulates the
perceived predilection within rabbinic Judaism—in its ancient and especially
its modern forms-—for Torah study as redemptive practice and its concomi-
tant distaste for the sacred spaces of temple precincts, the gencalogical exclu-
sivity of priesthoods, and the bloody meat of animal sacrifices." Insofar as the
sacrificial cuit of the Jerusalem Temple represents an atavistic embarrassment
for many maoderns, scholars included, there are enduring predispositions 1o
prefer the text-centered scholastic piety of the rabbis to whae might all wo
readily be seen as the spatial “obsessions” of the Temple cult.

It is, of course, undoubtedly the case that the period of late antiguity
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saw a profound hiscorical shift in religious discourse and practice as societics
throughous the ancient Mediterranean world ceased, albeit only gradually, w
engage in animal sacrifice.” Yet, it would be decply misleading o characterize
this complex process as the inevitable “spiritualization” of what had suddenly
come to seem cmpty ritual forms. ™ Blood cult remained the dominant para-
digm for religious ritual and piety throughour late antiquicy, ;Jm.viding the
ritual logic and symbolic idiom for the novel modes of ricual-licurgical action
that came to characierize Judaisim and Christianity.”’ As Jonathan Klawans,
Ishay Rosen-Zvi, Steven Fraade, and others have compellingly shows, many
of the traditions found in rabbinic Heerature that describe the sacrificial and
purity practices in force when the Jerusalem Temple was still in operation
scem to be neither a simple record of pre-destruction practice nor the fruit of
scriptural exegesis. Instead, these scholars have argued thac these eradicions re-
flect the rabbis” ongoing and creative engagement with—and even expansion
of—cuitic practice as they sought to address the contemporary religious and
soctal concerns of post-destruction Judaism, ™

Building on these insights into the enduring vizality of cultic discourse in
late antique religions, I wish to explore in this essay how the spatial dislocation
of the Temple vessels ac ¢he time of the destruction informs rabbinic actiudes
concerning the physical reality and spatial fixity of the sacrificial cule. T will
argue that the early rabbis of the second 1o fourth centuries articulared a far
more nianced acticude toward the dialectical tension becween the “locative”
dimensions of the physical cult and the more mobile forms of authority and
plety that they sought to cultivate in the wake of the Temple’s destruction.® 1
will focuss on a series of carly rabbinic sources of the third and fourth centu-
ties that offer “eyewitness” testimonies concerning the cultic vessels that were
taken from Jerusalem to Rome after the destruction of the Temiple in 70 €6
and, in some cases, detaited descriptions of their precise location and physical
form.® I will suggest that these sources are not pursuing what is often taken
as the relatively straightforwasd rabbinic agenda of supplanting the physical
cult with an edifice of learned discourse and pious prayer.® Rather, these texts
are marked by a palpable rension berween appropriating che Temple cule to
augment hermeneutically oriented rabbinic auchority and prestige, on the one
hand, and preserving sensual experience as a privileged site of religious mean-
ing and auchority, on the other. These rabbinic traditdons hetray an abiding
fascination with the unique and inimitable power embodied in the concrete,
but mobile, remains of a ritual system over which the rabbis are nor quite
able—or willing—to assere complete control. In emphasizing the visual ac-
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cessibility of the Teniple vessels outside the precincts of the Jerusalem Temple,
these sources give expression to the productive tension that (some) Jews in late
antiquity felt berween the centering discourse of the traditional cult and che
new spatial mobility of the sacred that characterized the post-Temple era in
which willy-nilly they found themselves,

I wish to suggest that these traditions do not merely accord a central
role to visual testimony in rabbinic halakhic debares concerning the form and
function of the various Temple vessels, but in fact thematize the irrevocable
visual power of these sacred objects. Visuality thus simultaneously indexes the
experience of mobility, insofar as the act of seeing occurs in the imperial capi-
tal of Rome, and the enduring significance of the cultic center in Jerusalem,
insofar as the very idiom of secing hearkens 1o the materiality of the historical
sacred center in Jerusalem.

In no sense, then, did rhetorics of space come to matter less to the pro-
duction of Jewish identity in this period; nor were they replaced in rabbinic
discouwrse, in any direce way, by rhetorics of textual authority. Rather, the spa-
tial and material dimensions of the sacrificial cult—linked through the act of
seeing—continued to function as primary parameters within which Jewish
cultural forms evolved. It is thus my aim to show that a great deal is fost in our
picture of early rabbinic Judaism if we emphasize its textual-exegerical nature
to the exclusion of its deep and continuing engagement with the physical
realities—both spatial and ricual—of the Jerusalem Temple.

I will thus suggest that at least some rabbinic sources betray an awareness
that the new mobility of the post-destruction period did not merely present
the potential for generating novel forms of religious authority and piety, but
also generated a cultural and religious problematic that demanded far more
than could be achieved through a straightforward supersessionist discourse.
Instead, these sources transformed the long-standing link berween visualicy
and cultic practice into a bridge beeween materiality and textuality, berween
the centriperal pull of the Jerusalem Temple and che cenmrifugal dynamism of
the new “diasporic” picty of the rabbis.”

The Temple Vessels on Display in Rome:
Rabbinic “Eyewitness” Testimonies

Following the protracted, but ultimately successtul, siege of Jerusalem in
70 C.E., the Roman army under the command of Titus tansported a viri-
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ety of cultic implements from the now-destroyed Jerusalem Temple to Rome.
Whether or not the Romans had initially intended o destroy the Temple com-
plex and take its sacred vessels as war spoils,? these symbolically potent irems
were readily incorporated into the joine triumph celebrated by Vespasian and
Titus at Rome circa June 71 ¢.E. for their victory in the (first) Jewish war!
This dramatic scene of the conquering Roman army parading the Temple ves-
sels through the streets of Rome would subsequently be etched in stone for alt
tine on the triumphal arch crected soon after the death of Titus, in 81 c.5.%
Moreover, anciene sources report that Vespasian vowed—perhaps already dur-
ing the triunphal ceremonics—to construct @ temple to Peace in which the
vessels would be placed on permanent public display.® This grand architecrural
projece quite literally enshrined the Roman conquest of Judea wichin the public
space of the imperial capital, Indeed, the Roman historian Fergus Millar has
recently emphasized how significant this series of commemorative gestures was
in legicimating the political aspirations of the new Flavian dynasty”

The Apocalypse of Barnch (2 Baruch), an apocalypse ser during the de-
struction of the First Temple by the Babylonians in §87/86 B.c.k. but written
in response to the destruction of the Second Temple by the Romans, addresses
quite candidly the anxieties of those who had experienced these events and
were concerned about the fate of the Temple vessels.® The text reassures its
audience in no uncertain terms that, at the bidding of the angelic emissary of
God, the vessels will remain in or near Jerusalem, hidden bencath the earth:
“Eacth, carch, carth, hear the word of the mighty God, and receive the things
which I commir to you, and guard them until the last times, so that you may
restore them when you are ordered, so due strangers may not get possession
of them.” And the carth opened its mouth and swallowed them up."® This
evocative image of the sacred vessels from the Jerusalem Temple, sccreted away
in or near the Land of Isracl in preparation for the furure renewal of the cul,
echoes a long-standing lirerary eradition from the Second Temple period.* 1n
resistance to the cennrifugal forces of exile that had scattered the Judean popu-
lation, the vessels are saved from the sacrilege of falling into the impure hands
of the enemy. Yet, in the contexr of the evenss of 70 c.k., it is quite striking
that the author of 2 Baruch refuses to acknowledge the fact that Titus and his
victorious arnties had, in very recent memory, paraded the sacred implements
of the Jerusalem cult through the streets of Rome in triumphal procession,
enshrined this celebration in monumental public are on the Arch of Tieus,
and even placed some of these items on display in the newly built Temple of

Peace.®
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The rabbis of Roman Palestine in the third and fourth centuries were also
fascinated by the fate of the Temple vessels but apparently accommodared
themselves to the reality of their dislocation to Rome. Reports concerning the
viewing of the Temple vessels in Rome already make their appearance in the
carlicst strata of rabbinic licerature. These sources present rabbinic visual ees-
timonials concerning the plysical form of a variety of Temple vessels, includ-
ing the seven-branched candelabrum (menorah), the Temple veil (parokber),
and various vestments of the high priest. These testimonies concerning the
"Temple vessels in Rome form a tiny subgenre of their own. In the examples
considered here, a rabbinic authority-either Rabbi Eleazar ben Yose or Rabbi
Shim‘on ben Yohai, both of whom lived in the second century ¢.g.—reports
having seen onc or another of the Temple implements during a visit to Réme.
The formularion of the tradition is almost identical for both rabbis: the only
difference is thar while R. Eleazar merely reports what he “saw” in Rome, R,
Shim‘on adds a verb of motion (“When I wenr to Rome...") at the front of
his report. As we will see below, this cluster of texus explicitly and repeatedly
thematizes the ace of visualization itself, linking these bricf narrative snippets
1o a broader and highly contested discourse concerning the importance as well
as the limits of visual access to the Temple vesscls.

Because of the obvious similarities between chese formulas, I would cau-
tion against the assumption char these third-, fourth-, and casly fifth-century
rabbinic sources represent transparent records of the actual expericnces and
words of sccond-century rabbis in the capital. ™ Moreover, 1 do not believe we
are well served by trying to interpret these serikingly similar episedes in the
biographies of R. Elcazar and R. Shim'on as historical evenes. Rather, T think
it more productive to analyze these traditions within their immediate licerary
contexts in order to consider the place of cultic imagery within late ancique
Juduaism in general and rabbinic culture in particular.

Almost from the beginning, these “eyewitness” repores appear within
claborate narrative, exegetical, or dialectical contexts, often 1o resobve a dis-
pute concerning cuhtic law. These reports generally address cither the precise
design of onc of the Temple implements or some sacrificial practice thar has
left a physical mark upon one of these vessels. Their emphasis on visualiza-
tion builds upon widespread traditions concerning the public viewing of the
Temple vesscls by the laity during pilgrimage festivals, although it is worth
stressing that these rabbinic “memorics” of the Jerusalem cult likely do not
reflece the actual historical practices performed before the destruction of the
Temple when the sacrificial cult was still in force,™
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Thus, for example, we read in the Tosefta (ca. mid-third century) thar R,
Eleazar ben R. Yose saw the Temple veil during a visit to Rome:

And thus did he [the high priest} count [when sprinkling the sacri-
ficial blood during the expiatory ritual on the Day of Atonement]:
“One, one and one, one and two, one and three, one and four, one
and five, one and six, one and seven.” R. Judah said in the name of
R. Eliczer: “One, one and one, two and one, three and one, four
and one, five and one, six and one, seven and one.” He went out

to his left, along the veil {parokber]. And he did not touch the veil.
Bur if he wuched it, he rouched it. R. Eleazar b. R. Yose said: “1
myself saw it {the veil] in Rome, and there were drops of blood on
it. And they told me:¥ These [drops] are from the blood of the Day

of Atonement.”¥

R. Eleazar’s testimony is here appended to « series of refacively disconnected
rabbinic dicta concerning the precise dynamics of the Yom Kippur rituak:
mention of the parokhet scems to have prompred the redactor o include
the R. Eleazar eradidon, which does not otherwise substantiate or refure an

argutment.®

Dectails concerning R. Eleazar’s sighting of the Temple vessels exhibic sig-
nificant variation in the basic content of this tradition across the rabbinic
corpora of the third and fourth centuries. For example, R, Elcazar clsewhere
testifics that, while in Rome, he saw the head-plate (#5465) of the high priese—
and not the Temple veil. More significantly, this tradition, which is found
ewice in the Jerusalem Talmud, likewisc situates R. Eleazar’s testimony within
the context of halakhic debate regarding the precise appearance of the sa-
cred objece: “On the head-plate [rsits] there was written ‘FHoly unto the Lord.
‘Holy unto’ [was written] below, while the divine name was above. Juscas a
king sits on his throne, so onc [part of the phrase] is below and the divine
name is above,” Bue R, Eleazar b. R, Yose said: ‘I myself saw it in Rome, and
actually, engraved upon it on one line was “Holy unto the Lord ™"

The anonymous authority cited in this passage is apparendly in possession
of a received tradition that asserts thae che words “Holy unio the Lord” wete
engraved upon the head-plate on two separate rows, with the divine name
on top. This anonymous tradition does not rest on either an exegetical or an
experiential rationale, but instead appeals to the obvious iconic function of the

phrase: the vertical configuration not only embodies the elevared position of
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God bur also signifies the logical relationship berween the priestly head-plate
and God’s divine kingship. By contrast, R. Eleazar grounds his conHicting
position that the entire phrase was written on a single line in eyewitness testi-
mony, which, while perhaps less graphically apr, carries with it the authority
of visual experience.

Other tannaitic figures could similarly attract various cultic objects o
their names. We fAind in the fragmentarily preserved halakhic midrash Sifrei
suta a statement attribured w R. Shim'on ben Yohai concerning the form of
the menorah from the Jerusalem Temple, which he claims w have spent a
long time inspecting while in Rome. But, unlike what is probably the carliest
form of the R. Eleazar statement {ound in che Tosefta, R, Shim'on's report is
here already embedded in a halakhic context and juxiaposed to an exepetical
argument:

From where [in Seripeure do we know] that all die famps [of the
menorah] must be rurned inward toward the middle famp? Scriprue
teaches thus: “(When you sct up the lamps, let the seven lamps give
tight) toward the front of (¢f zd) the lampstand” (Nm 8:2). And
{elsewhere] it says: “(There is @ people that came out of Lgypy; it
hides the earth from view) and it is scttled next to me (migndi}” (Nm
22:5}. R, Shim'on said: “When [ went to Rome and saw the menorah
there, all of its lamps were turned inward twward the middle kunp.™*

Perhaps unsurprisingly, this discussion in Sifref znta does not appeal t the au-
thority of contemporary synagogue iconography. Instead, through midrashic
exegesis, it subscantiates its claim that the outer six lamps of the menorah were
oriented toward the central lamp. The passage notes the echo of the verbal
element mud (Min front of ™) in two unrelated verses from the Pentateuch—
one stipulating how Aaron should arrange the lamps of the menorah and the
other relating how the Moabite king Balak feared chat he was being encircled
by the people of Isracl. The physical arrangement conjured up in the former
verse is not, however, self-evident. The midrashist reasons that just as this cle-
ment of the prepositional phrase implies encirclement in the Balak story, so
should it be understood to do in the description of the menorah. The passage
thus determines that the three candles on cach side of the menorah were ori-
ented inward roward the central flame. Unlike R. Eleazar’s report concerning
the head-plate, R. Shini'on’s testimony confirms rather than contravenes the
received tradition cired anenymously by the text.
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Visualization of the Temple Cult among Jews and Christians

Beyond their varied halakhic aims, all these eyewimess testimonies participate
in whar scemss to be an underlying cultural tradicion—common in boch early
Judaism and carly Christianicy—thar acknowledges the power and conten-
tiousness of visual access o the Temple vessels. To report thae once had laid
eyes on the sacred objects of the Temple cult was no insignificant claim, Thus,
for example, a noncanonical gospel (B Oxyrhynchus 840), likely composed
before the end of the second century .k, not long before the motif would
emerge in the Toscfta, relates that the high priest rebuked Jesus and his dis-
ciples for having entered the Temple sanctuary and gazed upon the Temple
vessels in an impure state:

And having taken them, he [Jesus] broughe them [the disciples] into
the place of purification [eis auto to hagnentérion] and was walking in
the Temple. And having approached, a certain Pharisee, a chief priest
whose name was Levi, joined them and said to the Savior: “Who
gave you permission to enter ¢his place of purification and 1o see
these holy vessels (tanta ta bagia skene] when you have not washed
yourself, nor have your disciples surely washed their feet? But you,

in a defiled state, you have entered this temple, which is a pure place
that no one enters nor dares to view these holy vessels withour first

having washed themselves and changed cheir dothes.™

Much about this passage remains obscure, not least whether the author of ¢his
gospel was familiar with the actual functioning of the defuncr Jerusalem cult.
Daniel Schwartz has noted that, in its equal emphasis on prohibitions against
visual and physical violation of the cult, the passage is perfectly consistent with
other Second Temple sources ihat likewise proscribe the improper viewing of
the Temple utensils. Here, of course, the author underscands the actions of
Jesus and his disciples as an outright rejection of the exclusivise posture of the
Jerusalem priesthood. Schwartz suggests that the anti-priestly impulse in this
text was also shared by the Pharisaic and rabbinic movements,

Frangois Bovon, however, has recently pointed our that Schwartz’s reading
depends on the contradictory assertions that, on the one hand, che designa-
tion of the high priest as a “Pharisce” likely reflects later Christian criticism of
Pharisaism racher than an accurate historical memory of the priest’s identity,
and, on the other, the document provides reliable insight into actual Pharisaic
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practice. Bovon instead argues, convincingly to my mind, that the gospel frag-
ment should be read in the context of second-centuery Christian controversies
concerning the need for purification during water baptism rather than as cvi-
dence for firse-century Judaism or the historical Jesus.* He points out that
the expression “the holy vessels” (ra hagia skené) is preciscly the same language
used by carly Christians to describe the liturgical urensils employed in the
ritual of the Eucharist. On this reading, the lost gospel tells us neither abour
the history of the actual Temple vessels nor abour their fate, but about how
their memory was appropriated in early Christian culture.

Unlike Second Temple Jewish sources—but very much in the spiric of
P Oxyrhynchus 840-—rabbinic literature nowhere plices restrictions on the
viewing of the Temple vessels.” Tn a fascinating article, Isracl Knohl has ana-
lyzed a variety of rabbinic sources that represent the laity's viewing of the Tem-
ple vessels during the Second Temple period as a sacred rite, one almost akin
to a theophany.” Knohls argument lacgely hinges on later rabbinic reports
concerning sectarian coneroversy surrounding the display of the showbread
table and the menorah outside the inner sancruary of the Temple on pilgrim-
age festivals.™ As 1 have suggested above, 1 doubt that these rabbinic sources
can be used to reconstruct the history of actual cultic practice in the Jerusalem
Temple.® Nevertheless, I do think he is fundamentally correct in identifying
a strong “democratizing” or “popularizing” impulse within rabbinic literature
itsell. Quite clearly, the rabbinic authors of these texts wished o presene the
Temple vessels as the patrimony of all Israel—and nor just the priesthood.
Yet, these diverse rabbinic traditions, including the eyewitness testimo-

nies that [ have analyzed above, arc also marked by a provocative emphasis
on the visual power of the Temple vessels. They carry within them a palpable
and abiding interest in the very materiality of the cult. Of course, unlike early
Christianity, late antique Judaism was relatively slow to develop liturgical prac-
tices and personnel that could be understood, however provisionally, to replace
the Jerusalem culr indeed, it was most likely not uniil che ffth century that
the synagogue was pradually transformed, under considerable Christian influ-

# Bur, while third- and fourth-century

ence, into a kind of surrogare temple.
rabbinic sources do not provide the lost cultic implements with a tangible new
referent comparable with the Christian Eucharist, rabbinic claims of special
knowledge about the appearance and function of the Temple vessels paradoxi-
cally reaffirm their continuing cultural, religious, and political significance.
These rabbinic cyewitness reports serve as an antidote to the destruction

of the Jerusalem Temple and the resulting dislocation of its cultic vessels. These
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conditions might have prompted the rabbinic authors 1o reflect on the fragil-
ity of a place-bound Temple cult or to interpre the caprure of the Temple
vessels as confirmation that proper knowledge of the Jerusalem cule should
hencefosth derive solely from Seripture, It Is significant, therefore, that these
particular sabbinic sources explicidy value visual confirmation over scriprural
exegesis. Indeed, they stress chat the physical acts of travel and visualization
serve as the basis for rabbinic knowledge of and authority over cultic practice.
This affirmation of the sheer physicality of the ritual implements of the Jeru-
salem cult complicates the uaditional picture of the rabbis as the paragons of
a post- Temple Judaism in which texe trumps object. Morcover, this narative
image of the act of visualizing the Temple vessels in Rome encompasses both
the experience of mobility and attachment to the cultic center in Jerusalem.
The rabbis may have celebrated the power of their own mobilicy to bridge,
however tenuously, the spatial rupture beeween their community in Palestine
and the displaced sancta in Rome. But at least for some rabbis of the third
and fourth century, the recognition that the sacred was an increasingly mo-
bile phenomenon was compatible with their enduring attachment to the con-
crete realiz of the Jerusalem Temple. In chis regard, the rabbis of late antiquity
could, at times, not only reinterpret but also reathrm the religious power thae
was bound up in the sacrificial cule. Their cultivation of diasporic modes of
continuity—in particular, hermeneutic authority and activity—stood in pro-
ductive tension with the cultic idioms and images wich which they remained
very much in dialogue.

{(Postymodern scholars, both Jewish and non-Jewish, may recognize their
own values in the rabbinic embrace of the utopian potential of increasingly
mobile and dynamic forms of religious communicy. Nevertheless, they should
guard against adopting a supersessionist stance chat relegates spatial and
physical attachments to a more primitive phase of religious and culwural life,
whether thar stage is associated with the bloody sacrificial cult of the Jerusa-
lem Temple or with the nadonalist discourses of nincteendi- and cwenteth-
century European—and Jewish—modernity.

Chapter ¢

Sacred Space, Local History, and Diasporic
Identicy: The Graves of the Righteous in
Medieval and Early Modern Ashkenaz

Lucia Rasre

In 1470, the cantor of the Jewish community of Regensburg was questioned
by Christian interrogarors interested in hearing the Jewish view on Saint Em-
meram, the city’s patron saint. The cantor confirmed that his coseligionists
believed that the satnt had been a Jew named Amream and thas he lay buried
not inr the abbey bearing Saint Emmeram’s name, but in the Jewish cemetery,
This was, he said, what he had been told by his parents. Although the grave
was unmarked, the cantor was prepared to point out the hole in the ground
that was believed 1o be the saint’s burial place. It was said among the Jews, he
added, that Amram “helped them.”!

In the Rhenish city of Worms, a story was told of how the twelve par-
nasim, ot Jewish community leaders, had met their deaths during the persecu-
tion of the First Crusade in 1096. Their supposed mass grave played a major
role in local custom from ac least early modern dmes. The rich cradition of
minhagim preserved from thar period gives a detailed piceure of how, on vari-
ous vecasions throughoue the yeas, the Jewish communiey would walk over w
the cemetery outside the city walls, encircle its circumference, say prayers, and
give charity. On the public fasts commemorating the persecution itsclf, people
wotutld prostrate themselves on the mareyrs’ grave and invoke their intercession
with God to have mercy on the community.?

In Mainz, during the persecution of the First Crusade, the Jewish cem-
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the name of an evil spiric (Shabrivi, brivi, rivi, iré, ri} insceibed in a wiangular shape (cf.
Schirire, Febrew Amulets, Go).

30. Scholem, "Magen David,” Emyc!fip;uvfia Jndaica, £1:688. Note, however, that in
Islamic culeure che hexagram is commonly referred to as Sofomon's Seal, based on tegend-
ary accounts of the wondrous signet that the biblical king received from heaven. For ex-
amples of Solomon’s Seal in Istamic art and culeure, see Rachet Milseein, ed., King Solomans
Seaf (Jerusalem, n.d. [1995]}

31. I contrast o what Schrire writes (Hebrews Amuless, 68), the expression melekd
David (King David) 15 far less common,

32. Examples of Hebrew amulets are reproduced and discussed in Schrive, Febrew
Amudets; Isaiah Shachar, Jewish Tradition in Are: The Fenchtwanger Collection of Judaiva (Je-
rusalem, 1981), 237-317: Ll Davis and David A, Frenkel, The Hebrew Amuler: Biblical-
Medical-General (Hebrew) (Jerusalem, 1995); Niwa Behrouzi, ed., The Hand of Forsune:
Khamsas from the Gross Family Collection and the Erees Israel Museans Collection (Hebrew
and English) (Tel Aviv, z002); and Elka Deitsch, ed., Kabbalah: Mysticisin in Jewish Life
{Mew Yorl, zoo3).

33. Another example from Kyustendil was made a year eacdier chan the 1897 fetdbali
preserved in the Library of che Jewish Theolegical Seminary of America (private collection
in New York, unpublished}.

14. Gabrict Backay, “The Priesely Blessimg in Sibver Plaques: The Significance of the
Discovery at Ketef Hinnom" {Hebrew), Cathedm 52 (1989} 37-76. Barkay sugpests the
amulets were “probably worn on the body, maybe forerunnees of wefillin.”

35. The word ja is abbreviated as 1, which, among the Sefaradim, commonly indicaces
“sont of " {as in the Arabic ibn),

36, See Hayyim Joseph David Auzvlai, Petad einayim (Jerusalem, 19595 15t ed.,
Livorno, 1790}, vol. 1, 18a—18b; Joseph Mayyim, Adederer Elippabu {Jerusalem, 1968; repr,
of Liverno, 1864), 2tb. CF Shalom Sabar, "From Sacred Symbol to Key Ring: The ‘Hunsy
in Jewish and Istacli Sociery,” in fews at Home: The Domesticiation of Identity, ed. S. J. Bron-
ner (Oxford, zo1o), 140-62. '

37, For the Indian examples, see Shalom Sabar, “The Hluminated Ketnlbah,” in The
Jews af tucia: A Story of Three Commanities, ed. O. Slapak {Jerusalem, 1995}, 166—z02, nus.
1, 14, 15, 17. An example from Vienna, 1831, is reproduced in Sabar, Kerubbabh, 239. For
this motif, see also an example from Jesusalem, 1893, in Sabag, “Two Millenniy of Keb-
bot," 54, )

38. For examples from Jerusalem, see Sabar, “Two Millennia of Ketebbor” 8,
G870,

39. Gross Family Collection, Tel Aviv, CE. Belirouzi, Hand of Fortune, 18,

4o. Sabar, Muzal Tov, pl. 18.

41. See the examyple issued for Morocean families in Pard, Brazil, 1911, reproduced in
Sabar, Ketnbbaly, 366—68,

42, 'This aotion is alecady implied in die midrash in Nwmbers Rabbak 18:21. This

interpretation depends upon gemratria (numeralogy): the numerical vithue of the leters in
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“Avrant” is 243, but when the fek is added to his name, dhe total reaches 248, according
to rabbinic cradition the number of limbs in the human body. Tn o recent worlc on the evil
eye in Jewish eradition, however, the Sefuradi rabbi Yitshak Pela explains thae the bel was
added to protect Abralam (Pelia, Sefer olei wyin [Jerusalem: 1990), 210),

43. For example, Heray, 1880, No'am Bar'am-Ben Yossef, ed., Brides and Berrath-
als: Jewish Wedding Rituals in Afghanistan (Jerusalem, rog8), B4, and Herat, 1895 (Subar,
Ketubbab, 304).

44 Even when the sums did not reach the said amounts, at least the tens and units
added up 1o fifty-five. Sce also the examples illustrated in Sabar, “Tiwo Millennix of Kerub-
bot” (e.g., 41, 43, 46, and 47).

45. This practice was also followed by the Moroccan families who immigraied 1o
Gibralear, as our example shows.

46. An carlier example, dated 1898, is preserved in the collection of the Iseael Mu-
seum, Jerusalem {Ket. 179/157); see Sabar, Mazal Tov, pl. 36, The werm shiviti derives [rom
the figst word of the verse quoted en this plaque: " have set [s#71#1] the Lord always before
me” (Ps 16:8). Amony the Jews of Istam, this plague is generally called menorah, after its
cenrral L[csign component {sce below),

47. For the history, meaning, and analysis of the Shivid Menorah in Jewish art and
thought, sce Esther Juhusz, “The “Shiviti-Menoral': A Representatien of the Sacred—
Berween Spirit and Matcer” (Ph.D. diss., Hebrew University of Jerusalem, z004).

48. In 1933, only two Jewish families were recorded in the village. CF Ben-Yaacob,
Kurdistan Jewish Communities, 99, The ketubbady is preserved by the descendants of the
original couple, who reside in Zechariah (a moshav near Jerusalem).

49. Cf. Shalom Sabar, *Childbirth and Magic: fewish Folldore and Material Culrure,”
in Cudrures of the Jews: A New History, ed. D, Biale (New York, 2002), esp. 683, and figs.
9-11, 15, 19.

50. The decoration of the Aerndibal wish biblical figures whe bear the same names as
thase of the bridal couple was especially comunon in laly. In some communities, ir was
more common to inscribe names of ideal biblicat couples—in particular, Ruth and Boaz—

bue the names of the patriarchs and matratarchs are rare.

Cuarter 5. Tus Discocation oF tHE TEMpLE VESSELS

1. See, esp., the general framework presented in the introduction to Howard Wett-
stein, ed., Diveporas aned Exiles: Vivieties of fewish Identity (Berkeley, Calif,, 2002).

2. The theoredical and historical literature on the notior of diaspora as well as on
specific diasporic communities is vast. Recent Jewish studies scholarship in this ficld has
been profoundly shaped by its dialogue with a series of seminal studies, published in the
1980s and 19905, on the hisiorical emergence of the modern nation-state as the dominant
politico-sociat form characeeristic of “European modernig” and its contemporary (“post-

modern”) crises and wransformarions, most prominencly: Benedice Anderson, Tmagined
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Commimnities: Reflections on the Origin and Sprevd of Nationalism, rev. ed. (London, 1991}
Roger Rouse, “Mexican Migration and the Social Space of Postmodernism,” Dinspari 1
{1991): 8—23; ideny, "Questions of Identity: Personhood and Collectivity in Transnations]
Migration to the United States,” Critigne of Anthropology 15 (1995): 351-80; Paul Gihoy,
The Bluch Atlantic: Modernity and Dowble Conscigusness (Cambridge, Mass., 1093}, esp.
187-224; Homi Bhabha, The Location of Cultire (New York, 1994), esp. 199-244, 303-37
James Clifford, "Diasporas,” Crltirsd Anthropology 9 (19943 302~38; Smadar Lavie and
Ted Swedenburg, introduction to Displacemnent, Diaspora, and Geographies of Identity, od.
S. Lavie and T. Swedenbueg {Durham, N.C.. 1996), 1-25;5 Vijay Mishra, "The Diasporic
{maginary: Theorizing the Indian Diaspora,” Texrsal Practice 10 (1996): 42 1-a7; waul Arjun
Appadurai, “Sovereigaty without Territoriality: Notes for a Postnational Geography.” in
The Geagraphy of Identity, ed. B Yacgee (Ann Arbor, Mich., 1996), jo-39.

3. Daniel Boyarin and Jonathan Boyarin, "Diaspora: Generation and the Ground of
Identity,” Critical Inquiry 19 (1993): 6937253 and ilem, Powers of Diaspora: Tive Exsays an
the Relevance of]ewis/; Crlenre (Minneapolis, 2002).

4. Boyarin and Boyarin, "Diaspora,” 723,

5. See, esp., Boyarin and Boyarin, Powers of Diaspora, esp. 6-11; and Jonathan Bo-
yarin, “Space, Time, and the Politics of Memory,” in idem, Remapping Memary: The Politics
of Timespaee (Minneapolis, 1994), 1-38. By contrast, Engseng Ho, The Graves of Tarin: Ge-
nealogy ane Mobility across the Incian Ocean {Berkeley, Calif,, 2006), 3—5, cautions strongly
against using “plobalization” as the dominant framework for understanding the historical
experiences of tong-standing diasporic communities. As Ho observes, the practices that
produced and sustained thiese diasporas in fact “expand the time and space of social life,
rather than compress them” (4).

6. See now, however, David Guodblaer, Elements of Aucient Jewish Nationalism (Cam-
bricdge, 2006), which offers a thoroughgoing but, 1 think, ultimately unsuccessful defense
of applying the caregory of nationalism to forms of Jewish collectivicy in antiquity. For a
critical assessment of Goodblatds inatention to the fundamental structural differences in
the distribution of power berween the imperial states of antiquity and the inodern system
of nation-states, see Steven Weitzman, “On the Relevance of Ancient Jewish Nattonalism:
A Briel Response o David Goodblacts Flements af Ancient Jewisl Nationalism,” Jewish
Svcial Steefies 1.4 (2008): 16572,

7. Brich 8. Gruen, Diaspora: fews anidst Greeks and Romans (Cambridge, Mass., 2002);
and idem, "Diaspora and Homeland,” in Diasporas and Exiles, ed. Wetstein, 18-46,

8. See, esp,, Gruen, Diuspord, 132-52, here 243,

9. Charlotee Elisheva Fonrobert, “The Political Symbulism of the Erav,” fewdsh Social
Strelies 11 (2005): 9-35.

o, ibid,, 29.

t1. See Isracl J. Yoval, “Fhe Myth of the Jewish Exile from the Land of Israck: A
Demonstracion of Irenic Scholatship,” Contmon Knowledge 12 (2006): 16-33, whicl argues
that the connection benween the destraction of the Second Temple and the notion of exile

developed only pradually over the course of face antiquity and, in fact, represents a Jewish
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appropriadon of an eriginally Christian, anti-Jewish claim. The author seems o be sug-
gesting that the Jewish notion of “exile” not only masks its own biybrid origins, buc is both
politically and vthicatly problematic, The article was first published in Hebsew in Alpaypin
20 (2005} 9-25.

12, See the discussion in Ra'anan 5. Boustn, “Imperialisms in Jewish History, from
Pre- 10 Post-Modern,” AfS Perspectives (fall 2005): 8—rto; and Jonathan Beyarin, “Jews,
Christians, and the [dentity of Christian Europe,” ASS Perspectives (fall 2005): 12-13.

13. Sarah Abrevaya Stein, "Modern Jews and the Linperial Imagination,” AJS Persper-
tives {fall 2005): 14-16.

t. See Jonathan Klawans, Prrity Sucrifice, and the Temple: Symbolisng and Superses-
sionisnn in the Study of Ancient judaism (New York, 2006), esp. 175-211, which shows that
much scholasship on rabbinic Judaism presumes the narmtive of spiricual progress aleeady
found in some rabbinic texts in which the sacrificial cult of the Jerusalem Temple was
replaced by increasingly meaningful forms of religious piety, such s prayer, Toral study,
and good deeds.

t5. See the chassic statement of Perer Brown concerning the far-reaching process that
veeusred in fate antiquity wherely a mobile class of exceptional individuals eclipsed the tra-
ditional Femple cults as the tocus of the holy in *The Rise and Function of the Holy Man
in Late Antiquity,” in Society ane the Holy in Late Antiquity (London, 1982), 103525 and J.
Z. Smith, Map s Nor Tervitury: Studics in the History of Religion {Leiden, 1978), 17289,

16. For a thoroughgoing critique of the use of the cuncept of “spiritualization” in
modern schotarship, see Klawans, Purity, Sacrifice, and the Temple, esp. 147-74, 203544
and idem, "Interpreting the Last Supper: Sacrifice, Spirisualization, and And-Saceifice,”
New Testamnent Studies 48 (2002): 1-17. For a nuanced and dialeceical account of the “end”
of sacrifice in ancient Mediterrancan religions generally, see Guy G. Stroumsa, L fin di
sacrifice: Les mutations religicwses de lantiguité sardive (Paris, zoos).

17. On sacrificial calt as the paradigm for ritaal action in late andque religions, see
Strowmsa, Fin du sacrifice, 105—44, as well as the contribucgion in this volume by Michael
Swartz.

18. Klawans, Purity, Sacrifice, and the Tenple, 175-211; shay Rosen-Zvi, “Bodies and
Temple: The List of Pricstly Bodily Defects in Mishnah Bekhoror, Chaprter 77 (Hebrew),
Jewish Staelies 43 (2005-6): 49-87; and Steven D, Fraade, "The Temple as « Marker of Jew-
ish identity Before and After 70 c.r.: The Role of the Holy Vesscls in Rabbinic Memory
and Imaginadon,” in Jewish Identitics in Antiquiny: Stucdies in Memory of Menabenr Stern, ed.
L. 1. Levine and 3. R. Schwartz (Tithingen, 2009), 235-63. | would like to thank Steven
Frazde not anly for generously sharing his paper with me in advance of its publication, b
also for engaging with me in productive and enjoyable dialogue about the meaning of the
rabbinic representations of the Temple vessels—about which we have come to strikingly
complementary conclusions,

19. On che “locative” worldview of religious systems thae are buile around tradivional
sacrificial cults, see Smith, Mup fs Nor Territary, esp. 101-3, 132—43, 160-70, 1858y,
291-94, 308-9. For air importane acempt to modify and auance Smith’s dichotomy be-
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tween “locative” and “utopian” eeligions, sce Surah les fohnston, "Working Overtime in
Afterlife; or, No Rest for the Virtuous,” in Hewvendy Realms aned Earthly Realities in Lare
Autigue Religions, ed. R. S. Boustan and ALY, Reed (New York, zee4q), 85-100.

20, | amalyze here only those waditions that are found in rabbinic compilations from
Palestine from the third and fourth centusies (i.e., the Mishnzh, the Tosefia, the halakhic
midrashim, and the Palestinian Talmud). For discussion of the subsequent development of
this materint in lacer rabbinic and "para-rabbinic” literature, see my companion study, "The
Spoils of the Jerusalem Temple ar Rome and Constantinople: Jewish Counter-Geography
in a Christianizing Empice,” in dmtiquiey in Antiquity: Jewish and Christian Pasts tu the
Greco-Roman World, ed. G. Gardner and K. Gsrerloh (Tibingen, 2008}, 327-72. A num-
ber of recent studlics have also addressed various aspects of these traditions: Frande, “Temple
as a Marker of Jewish Ideneity™; Steven Fine, “When [ Went to Rome . . . There [ Saw the
Menorah . . " The Jerusatem Temple Implements During the Second Century c.i.” in
The Archacology of Difference: Geneler, E{/}Ilici!}', Class and the “Other™ in Antiquity, Studies
in Howor of Eric ML Meyers, ed. D, R, Edwards and C. 10 McCullough (Winona Lake, [nd.,
207}, t71-82; and David Noy, “Rabbi Aqiba Comes 10 Rome: A Jewish Pilgrimage in
Reverse?," in Pilgrimage in Graeco-Roman and Eurly Christian Antiquity: Seeing the Geels, ed.
1. Elsner and [. Rutherford {Oxflord, 2005), 373--85.

21, See n. 14 above.

22. For a characterization of rabbinic Judaism as 2 fundamentally “diasporic” refigions
and cuteural forrmation, see Boyarin and Boyarin, “Diaspora,” esp. 718-23.

23, See now James Rives, "Flavian Religious Policy and the Destruction of die Jeru-
salem Temple,” in Favius foscphus and Flavian Rome, ed. ]. Edmondson, S, Mason, and
J- Rives (Oxford, 2005}, 14566, which argues thae the destruction of ¢he Jerusalem calt
by the Romans was an intentional serategy foe dispiriting and thus subduing the rebellious
populadion of fudea.

24. The fullest source on the trivmph is Josephuas, fewish Wirn 7.118-62. On Vespa-
sian and Titus’s rivmph, see, esp., Michael McCormick, Erernal Victory: Trinmphal Ruder-
ship in Late Anthquity, Bysamtiwn, and the Early Modieval West {Cambridge, 1986}, 14-17;
and Mary Beard, The Ropan Trimaph (Cambridge, Mass,, zoo7h 152-53.

25. 1 follow the date for the erection of the arch given in Michael Planncr, Der Titis-
fagen (Mainz, 1983), vi—~92. For the most comprehensive discussion of the spoils panel
of the arch, sec Leon Yarden, The Spoils of ferusalent anr the Avelr of Titns: 24 Re-investigution
(Stockhobn, 1991}

26. Suctonius, Vo5, 9.13 Josephus, fewish Wir, 7.158. On the Templan: Pacs, see, esp.,
James C. Anderson, fr., The Fistorical Topagraphy of the fmperial FPora {Brussels, 198.4),
to1-18; Eva Margareta Steinby, ed., Lexicon Topagraphicrnn Urbis Romae, 6 vols. (Rome,

1993-2000), 4:67-70; and Lawrence Richardson, Je., A New Topugraphical Dictionary of

Ancient Rome (Baltimore, 19y2), 286-87.
27, Fergus Miller, "Last Year in Jerusalem: Monuments of the Jewish War in Rome,”
in Flawins Josephus and Flavian Rome, ed. Edmondson et al, 101-28.

28. On the dating of the text to the period between the fall of ferusalem {70 c.k.) and
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the Bar Kokhba revole (132-135/36 ¢.2.) and, more specifically, between too and 130 coi.,
see A, B J. Klifn, "2 (Syriac Apocalypse of) Baruch,” in The Ofd Testament Prendepigrupha,
vol. 1: Apocalypiic Literature and Tisiaments, ed, ]. H. Charlesworth (New York, 1983-85),
615-52, esp. G16-17.

29, 2 Bar 6:8 (IKlijn, "2 Baruch,” 623).

30. 2 Mc 2:1-8. Close parallels also appear in 4 Bar (Paraleipoment Jeremion) 1:7-20;
Vit Proph. z:11-14. On this theme, see Steven Weiteman, Swrviving Sacrilege: Cultroral
Persistence in fewisl Autiguity (Cambridge, Mass., 2005), 96—117; and lsaac Kalimi and
James D. Purvis, “The Hiding of the Temple Vessels in Jewish and Samaritan Liverature,”
Catholic Biblical Guarterly 56 (199.4): 679-85.

31. On the image of the hidden vessels as a strategy of cultural resissance, sce Weitz-
man, Surviving Sacrilege, 96-117; and idem, “Myth, History, and Mystery in the Copper
Scroll,” in The Idea of Biblical Interpretation: Essays in Henor of fames L. Kugel, ed. F. Naj-
man and J. H. Newman (Leiden, 2004), 239-55-

32. In my view, acither Fine, “When T Went 10 Rome,” nor Noy, “Rabbi Aqiba
Comes to Rome,” provides suflicient justification for reading these sources as straight-
forward historical reports, For a critique of their positions, see Boustan, "Spoils of the
Jerusalern Temple,” 339-41.

33. See Fraade, “Temple as 2 Marker of Jewish idenciry,” which demonstrates convine-
ingly that sources from the Second Temple period provide no evidence for the public dis-
play of the Temple vessels and explains the appearance of this raditon in post-destruction
Jewish and Christian sources as a reflex of the growing impormance that the visualization of
the sacred held in fate antique religions. See below for further discussion of this issue.

34. yYom s5:5 (q2d} offers a slighdly different version of this phrase, in which ic is
R. Eleazar who is the speakee: “1 saids These [drops] are from the bivod that they would
sprinkle upon it on the Day of Atonement.”

35. tiipp 2016 {Licberman); my translation. CfL bYom 57a.

36, R, Eleazar's testimony is absent in the Mishnal's parallel description of the sacrifi-
cial ritual carricd out by the high priest on the Day of Atonement.

37. yYom 4:1 (q1ck my vanslation. CF yMeg 1:9 (71d); bShab 61b.

38, Siffei suta, be-ha'ulotehba, 8:2 (Florovitz, 255); my ranslation.

19. B Ox. 840, 2:1-3. [ bave (olfowed the text and transhatdion in Frangois Bovon,
“Fragment Oxyrhynchus 840, Fragment of # Lost Gospel, Witness of an Early Christian
Controversy over Putiey,” Jotrnal of Biblical Liteyauwe 119 (zooo): 70528, esp, 714-15.
The text is also translated in Wilhelm Schocemelcher, ed., Mew Tastament Apocrypha, vans.
R MecL. Wilson, 2 vols., tev. ed. (Louisville, Iy, 1991), t:94-95. It was originally pub-
lished in Bernasd P Greenfell and Arthur S, Hunt, The Oxyrbiynchins Papyri (London/Ox-
ford, 1908), vol. 5, no. 840.

40, Danict R. Schwartz, "Viewing the Holy Utensils (P Ox V, 840),” New Testament
Stueclies 32 {1986): 15 3~59. For example, Schwarez cites Josephus's report that when Pompey
and his nen entered the Temple and saw various cultic vessels, they “saw what it was unlaw-

ful for any but the high priese vo see” {Josephus, Auriguities of the Jews, 14:71-72).
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41. For his assessment of Schwartz’s argument, sec Bovon, “Fragment Oxyrhynchus
840, 71112,

42. ‘This fact was aleeady stressed by Abraham Sulzbach, “Zum Oxyrhynchus-Frag-
ment," Zeitschrift fiir die newtestamentliche Wissenschaft wund die Kunele der iifteren Kirche 9
(1908} 175-70.

13- Israel Knohl, "Pose-Biblical Sectartanism and Priestly Schools of the Penrateuch:
The Issue of Populae Pacticipation i the Temple Cult on Bestivals,” in T Moedrid Qumran
Congress, ed. ]. T, Barrera and L. Vegas Montaner, 2 vols. (Leiden, 1992), 2:601-9; also
published as “Participation of the People in the Temple Worship—Sccond Temple Sectar-
ian Conllict and the Biblical Tradition” (Hebrew), Tarbiz 60 (1991): 13946,

44. This material is found in increasingly expansive forms at mlag 3:8; thag 3:35:
yHlag 3:8 {7od}; bHag 26b. Knoh! finds cchoes of the debate berween the Pharisees and
Sadducees deseribed in these sottrees in an ordinance found in the Qumuran Temple Scroll,
col. 3, lines to-12. Knohl's view is in keeping with the interpretation of the rabbinic
sources in Yaakoy Sussman, “The History of the Flalakhah and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Pre-
timinaey Talmudic Observations on Migsar Ma'ase - Torah,” appendix ¢ in Elisha Qhmron
and John Stragnell, Quamran Cave 4, voi. 52 Migsat Mutase ha-Toral (Oxford, 1994), 199
Suud Licberman, Tosefla kifibutah, to vols. (New York, 1973), 5:1336. But fora cuntrnrﬁc;
tory interpretation, sec Joseph M., Baumgarten, “Immunity to Tmpurity and the Menorah, »
Jerwish Stuelies Internet Journal § {2006F B41-45, which auributes Sadducean ridicule of
the Pharisaic pracrice of purifying the menorah not to their sejection of Pharisaic liberal-
isem (i.e., allowing the public to come into contact witlt the vessel) but to their conviction
chiat the menoral was wself immune to impusity because of “the purifying power of its
radiance” (1.45).

45. See also Frande, “Temple as & Marker of Jewish Tdeatity.”

46. Lee 1. Levine, The Ancient Synagogue: The First Thausand Years, and ed, (New
Haven, Conn., 2005}, esp. 236-49, 630-32. Buta higher degree of contdnubey with earlier
pesiods is eophasized in Steven Fine, This Haly Place: On the Sancrity of the Synagague dir-
ing the Grecu-Rorean Perived (Notre Dame, Ind., 19y97).

CHAPTER 6. SACRED Spack, Local Histonry, anp Diasporic IpEnrITY

1. Raphael Steaus, ed., Urbunden und Akeenstiicke zur Geschichte der Juden in Re-
gensburg r¢53—1738 {Munich, 1960}, 29-31. For the full narrative, sce the Yiddish Mayse
bk (Basel, 1602), now available in facsimile: Ascrid Siasck, ed, and teans., Un bean livre
dbistoires: Byt shiin Mayse bukdr, 2 vols. {Basel, 2004), no. 241.

2. Lscael Mordechai Peles, ed., R Juda Liw Kircheim: The Chstoms of Worms Jewry
{Iebrew) {Jerusalem, 1987), 25t—54; Binyamin Shlome Hamburger and Eric Zimmer,
eds., Wormser Minhaghuel des R fousep (Juspa) Schnimes (Hebrew), 2nd ed. (Jerusalem,
1992), 1:102~7,

3. London, British Library, MS Add. £8695 (G. Margoliouth, Catalogue of the Hebrew
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and Samavitas manuscripts in the British Musenm, vol. 2 iLondon, 1905, no. 683; lnstitute
of Microflmed Hebrew Manuscripts, Jerusalem [IMHM], no. 4981), fol. 561

4. Meayse bukh, no. 187, introduction.

5. bShab 33b-34a. On the way the posthumous image of R, Shim‘'on ben Yitshag was
modeled on thar of his wlmudic namesake, see Lucin Raspe, “Payyeranim as Heroes of Medi-
eval Folk Narrative: The Case of R, Shim'on ben Yishaq," in fewish Stdies Between the Disci-
plinestfudaistik swischen den Dissiplinen: Papers in Honor of Peter Schifer on the Oceasion of His
Sixticth Birthday, ed. K. Herrmann, M. Schliiter, and G. Veltri (Leiden, zo01), 354-69.

G, Tor an account of the pigrimage 10 Meron in the Galilee, where Shim'on bar
Yohai's grave was located from the fifteenth contury onward, see Elchanan Reiner, “Pilgsims
and Pilgrimage to Erets Yisracl, 109915 17" (Hebrew) (Ph.DD. diss., Hebrew University of
jerusalem, 1988), 23739, 295-305.

7. Robert L. Cohn, "Suinthood en the Periphery: The Case of fudaisin,” in Swins and
Virtues, el J. S. Hawley (Berkeley, Calif., 1987), 87-108; repr. in Sainthood: Its Manifesta-
tions in Warld Religions, ed. R. Kieckhefer and G. D Bond (Berkeley, Calif., 1988), 43-68,
esp. 46—47. On late antiquity, see, g, Allen Kerkeslager, “fewish Pilgrimage and Jewish
Identity in Hellenistic and Early Roman Egypt,” in Pilgrimage and Holy Space in Late
Antigue Egypr, ed. D, Frankfurter (Leiden, 1998}, gy-225; for contemporary practices,
sce Shifra Epstein, "Les pélerinages hassidiques en Pologne,” Caliers du Judaisme 8 (2000):
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