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Preface

On June 23—28, 1996, forty internationally-renowned scholars convened 
in Jerusalem for deliberations on The Sanctity and Centrality o f  Jerusalem 

to Judaism , Christianity and Islam. The conference was under the auspices of 
four academic institutions: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America (the 
Louis Finkelstein Institute for Religious and Social Studies); The Seminary of 
Judaic Studies (recently renamed The Schechter Institute of Judaic Studies); 
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem; and Tantur Ecumenical Institute for 
Theological Studies. They were joined by eleven co-sponsoring institutions: 
The American Jewish Congress; Bethlehem University; Boston College; Bran- 
deis University; The Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities; The Na
tional Association of Arab Americans; Notre Dame University; Tel-Aviv 
University; Union Theological Seminary; Yad Izhak Ben-Zvi; and Yale 
University. This volume includes the presentations delivered during that week- 
long conference.

We wish to acknowledge a number of key persons whose commitment to 
the idea of such a scholarly gathering was crucial to its realization and success. 
Chancellor I. Schorsch of The Jewish Theological Seminary offered his en
thusiastic support from the outset, as did the chairman of The Seminary of 
Judaic Studies International Board, Professor J. Fleishman. Father T. Stransky, 
Director of the Tantur Ecumenical Institute, was a full partner in the planning 
of the conference; he graciously placed at our disposal the beautiful premises 
of his institution in southern Jerusalem as the primary site for our proceedings. 
Other venues for conference sessions included The Seminary of Judaic Studies, 
the Hebrew University, and Bethlehem University. Special thanks are due 
Professor Y. Nini of Tel-Aviv University, Dr. Z. Zameret of Yad Izhak Ben- 
Zvi, and Dr. M. Hassassian of Bethlehem University, each of whom hosted 
an evening of public lectures presented by conference participants.

I would like to thank H. Davis for her efforts in organizing the conference,
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coordinating its schedule, and preparing the abstract booklet, conference pro
gram, and other materials. She was likewise instrumental in editing and pre
paring this volume for publication.

Finally, our gratitude to Continuum Publishing Company of New York 
for its cooperation in publishing these proceedings.

T h e  Ed i t o r



Introduction

A  city will inevitably adopt many of the characteristics and forms regnant 
in any given age. When that city is not just another urban center, but 

possesses a spiritual and religious dimension as well, the reshaping of its urban 
terrain might indeed be extensive and reflect ideas and practices which find 
literary and religious expression as well.

The study of Jerusalem offers a unique opportunity to examine the impact 
of a dominant culture on a city. Each time Jerusalem was conquered and ruled 
by a different group, the city’s physical appearance was inevitably reshaped, 
including its size, population, leadership, public buildings, and governing in
stitutions. Moreover, given the differing traditions, other aspects of urban life 
were lifewise affected. New religious edifices were built and given special prom
inence, and the yearly calendar was altered and new holidays celebrated, both 
publicly and privately. Under these circumstances, the newly dominant culture 
would quickly reshape the city’s landscape in accordance with its particular 
traditions. Thus, the politics and religious life of a city such as Jerusalem, 
including varied cultural creations and archeological remains, are inextricably 
intertwined, and each component reflects in one way or another the ideals and 
worldviews of the ruling power.

What uniquely characterizes Jerusalem is the religious value it holds for 
each of the three major religions of the western world. Dominated over the 
centuries by a variety of cultures and traditions, Jerusalem bears the stamp of 
each in its physical and spiritual legacies. It is therefore fascinating not only 
to study how each tradition totally redefined this urban setting to suit its own 
political, social, and religious agendas, but also to compare the similarities and 
differences between them. The following types of questions were addressed 
throughout the conference:

• How did the Jews, Christians, and Muslims each reshape the city during 
their political hegemony? How did the city-plan, as well as the organi

xiii
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zation and location of public buldings, reflect the character of the ruling 
power? In what ways do the art and architecture of each period represent 
the ideas and values propagated by the various regimes?

• What political and social institutions were created by each tradition, and 
how did these institutions promote the particular agenda of each? Who 
constituted the leadership elite in the city, and how did it evolve over 
time in response to changing political and religious contexts?

• How was the religious life of the city expressed in each era, in its material, 
institutional, and spiritual realms? It what ways was the religious ambience 
of the city affected by its political and social contexts? Were the forms and 
practices developed in Jerusalem by each tradition reflective of practices 
elsewhere? To what degree did the city develop its own distinct ideas and 
religious forms, and to what degree was it receptive to outside influences?

♦ ♦ ♦

The articles in this volume have been organized chronologically, commencing 
with the biblical tradition. Japhet offers a broad sweep of the development of 
Jerusalem as a chosen city. Beginning with the pre-Israelite era, she traces the 
city’s gradual evolution toward a status of uncontested preeminence in Jewish 
life, carefully noting the various political, social, and religious factors impacting 
on this development from one era to the next. The other articles in this section 
focus on what are undoubtedly two of the most momentous events in the First 
Temple period. Zakovitch hones in on the Davidic traditions, and Hallo on 
the era of Hezekiah. Their analyses provide an illuminating study of contrasts.

Zakovitch offers an insightful literary approach, focusing on the sources as 
evidence as to how David, his contemporaries, and the events associated with 
them were understood and depicted by later tradition. The specific historical 
implications are downplayed, but the relationship between these literary 
traditions and their ideological projections is meticulously scrutinized.

Hallo, for his part, draws heavily on Assyriological sources in an effort to 
reconstruct the events surrounding Sennacherib’s siege of 701 B.C.E. and 
Jerusalem’s escape from destruction. The extent to which external sources can 
illuminate and corroborate the biblical historical narrative is cogently argued, 
as are the implications for contemporary controversies regarding the historical 
reliability of the biblical narrative. Specifically, Hallo takes sharp issue with 
those scholars who would deny any value both to the Bible as an historical 
record and to related archeological evidence for the reconstruction (however 
partial) of the First Temple period.

The articles which address aspects of the Second Temple period concentrate 
on the last part of this 600-year era, i.e., the Hasmonean and, more particu-
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larly, Herodian eras. Influenced by the dominant culture symbolized by the 
Greek polis, Jerusalem’s status as the “mother” city of the Jews gained in 
importance. My article argues that by the early Roman period the city had 
become ever-more Jewish in many of its practices and observances. At the 
same time, however, it had also become a cosmopolitan city replete with in
stitutions, languages, material culture, social patterns, and religious practices, 
many of which were adopted and adapted from the Greco-Roman world. 
Jerusalem was, at one and the same time, the most Jewish and most cosmo
politan of cities in Roman Palestine. The tensions and creativity resulting from 
these diverse and, at times, conflicting tendencies were a hallmark of the city’s 
landscape during these centuries.

Goodman argues that pilgrimage, especially from the Diaspora, was a prod
uct of Herod’s vision and initiative. The encouragement of Diaspora involve
ment in the city was important to this king for political, cultural, and especially 
economic reasons.The Temple played a crucial role in this scenario, consti
tuting an engaging focus for visitors from abroad and thus attracting consid
erable funds which spurred the economy of the city as a whole, its environs, 
and Judaea generally. Goodman’s linking of Judaean developments to wider 
phenomena in the Roman world adds an important dimension to his analysis.

Several articles focus on the extent to which the city played a role in mes
sianic movements of the later Second Temple period. Baumgarten offers a 
multifaceted view of messianism in the era, a view that has become widely 
accepted of late. Many differing messianic ideologies were to be found in 
Judaean society, some purely ideational in nature, others more practically ori
ented; some apocalyptic, others with specific political goals; some based on a 
crystallized philosophy, others revolving around a charismatic individual; some 
which place Jerusalem at its center, others seemingly oblivious to the city. 
While Baumgarten focuses on several non-Jerusalem-oriented messianic phe
nomena, particularly that of John the Baptist, Sanders discusses the role Je
rusalem and its Temple played in the life of Jesus, in Acts, and especially in 
the writings of Paul. While not a central theme in any of the above, the 
significance of the city and Temple, both historical and symbolic, found ex
pression in each and every case.

Alexander focuses on the book of Jubilee’s reference to Jerusalem as the 
navel of the universe and on the city’s geographical centrality as reflected in 
the description of the Table of Nations (Genesis 10). Claiming that neither 
earlier biblical nor Near Eastern models can fully account for this motif, Al
exander looks to Greek models and finds the characterization of certain Greek 
religious centers as omphaloi (e.g., Delphi), as well as to the Ionic cartographic 
tradition, as the probable sources of Jubilees’ description. He places these ideas
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in the context of the newly-expanding Hasmonean state, with its center in 
Jerusalem, and views them as an attempt to legitimize Hasmonean territorial 
expansion. Alexander also discusses the thirteenth-century Hereford map of 
the world, which probably derived from at least a fifth-century original. Re
flecting a “symbolic and mythological geography” within Christianity, this 
map may have in some way been drawn from the Jubilees cartographic tra
dition. Finally, recalling a number of rabbinic statements on the centrality of 
Jerusalem, as well as the claim that the Temple contained the Foundation 
Stone for the entire universe, Alexander suggests that such a tradition may be 
polemical, intended either to counter Rome’s claim of centrality, or perhaps 
a less-centripetal, Diaspora-oriented, Jewish view.

Finally, Shinan analyzes the names for Jerusalem which appear in several 
rabbinic traditions. Some lists include ten names, and others seventy. He em
phasizes the uniqueness of such lists in that they include negative as well as 
positive appellations and that they reflect the rabbinic memories of Jerusa
lem—her failings as well as her glory. Moreover, Shinan notes third- and 
fourth-century Samaritan parallels to such listings and suggests that these 
Jewish traditions may also stem from polemical concerns.

A majox focus of the conference was Byzantine Jerusalem (324-638 C.E.). 
Tsafrir opens this section by offering a comprehensive account of the trans
formation of the city into a hub of Christian activity, commencing in the days 
of Constantine and continuing through the sixth century, with the flurry of 
building activity associated with Justinian. A Christian stamp was thus im
printed on the city, and the Church, through its various buildings and insti
tutions, quickly came to dominate urban affairs, much as the Temple 
authorities had done earlier.

While also affecting other parts of Palestine, the Constantinian revolution 
was primarily aimed at Jerusalem and its environs. From a backwater town 
named Aelia Capitolina, the city was now thrust into the forefront of religious 
and political prominence. Christian clergy, monks, and pilgrims filled its 
streets, and the city’s ecclesiastical leadership strove for ever-greater political 
and religious prominence and recognition in the Byzantine world.

Rubin deftly traces the attempts of Jerusalem bishops to promote their city’s 
cause by claiming that it is both the site of holy places where relics were found 
and where holy signs occur—in the present no less than in the past.

Pilgrimage became a widespread and significant phenomenon in Byzantine 
Palestine, much as it had been earlier, at the end of the Second Temple period. 
Bowman’s study of the first such pilgrim itinerary (that of the Bordeaux Pil
grim, ca. 333) offers an original interpretation to what has generally been 
regarded as a dry listing of places and distances. He contends that the biblical
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associations (both of the Hebrew Bible and the New Testament) conjured up 
at these different sites may be understood as conveying a profound religious 
message for the Christian pilgrim.

The phenomenon of pilgrimage is taken up by Bitton-Ashkelony from an 
entirely different perspective. She discusses the more reserved attitudes of the 
fourth- to fifth-century church fathers Augustine and Gregory of Nyssa which 
range from downplaying the religious value of pilgrimage to Jerusalem (Au
gustine) to outright opposition to the phenomenon (Gregory). She firmly 
argues that these reservations were not directed against pilgrimage as a religious 
value per se, but rather against the need for fulfilling this ideal specifically in 
Jerusalem; local pilgrimage to holy places and to tombs of martyrs and saints 
was of equal, if not superior, value.

Irshai discusses the Jewish dimension of the Jerusalem Church. Beginning 
with the primitive church in the first century, whose Jewish roots are self- 
evident, he points out aspects of the Aelia church which bore Jewish traits, 
not the least of which was the apparent presence in the city of a number of 
Jewish-Christian synagogues. Even in the fourth century, Jews appeared as 
significant figures in some of the writings of Cyril of Jerusalem, in his letter 
to Emperor Constantius II and especially in his fifteenth catechetical lecture, 
which Irshai suggests was reworked to include references to Julian’s abortive 
attempt to rebuilt the Jerusalem Temple.

Perrone tackles the intriguing question of the interrelationship between 
historical-earthly Jerusalem on the one hand, and the symbolic-heavenly one 
on the other. After tracing this dichotomy from New Testament times through 
the Ebionites, Justin, the gnostics, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Origen, and various 
chiliast ideologies down to the fourth century, he notes the divergent attitudes 
of Eusebius and Cyril. The focus of Perrone’s study, however, is the varying 
attitudes toward Jerusalem espoused by Jerome in his different writings, with 
a particular emphasis on his famous Epistle AG—from the enthusiastic embrace 
of the earthly “Constantinian” Jerusalem by a pilgrim to the denial of any 
unique status of the city. What is unusual about Epistle 46 is that it grapples 
with these two polarities in an attempt to reconcile between them. Perrone 
accounts for these differences by attempting to reconstruct the Sitz im Leben 
of each within Jerome’s career.

Wilken focuses on the Byzantine tradition, which was fully committed to 
earthly Jerusalem as the gateway to heaven. It was only in this city that the 
true message of Jesus and the New Testament could be fully received, under
stood, and internalized, and it is only by living where Jesus lived, seeing what 
he saw, and touching what he touched that one could experience the fullest 
spiritual life. The bearers of this message were the monks of Jerusalem’s Ju
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daean Desert who propagated an all-encompassing love for the earthly city. 
Wilken incorporates into his discussion Sabas’ and Theodosius’ well-known 
petition to the emperor Anastasius, as well as the emotional laments of the 
sixth-century monks, Strategius and Sophronius, as they witnessed the capture 
of Jerusalem by the Persians and Muslims respectively.

Bradshaw takes up the fascinating question of the influence of Jerusalem 
on Christian liturgy. Following an overview of the status questionis, he notes 
the many ways that this liturgy was assumed to have developed within the 
context of the city’s rituals and was disseminated throughout the Christian 
world by returning pilgrims. Without totally denying the cogency of this view, 
Bradshaw, however, seeks to fine-tune it, suggesting, for one, that even when 
Jerusalem practices were imitated, it was often a very selective process and may 
have taken place only after a long interval. Moreover, some of the so-called 
Jerusalem rituals may have in fact been introduced into the city by visiting 
pilgrims; in other words, the city imported traditions and not only exported 
them. Finally, Bradshaw notes that a number of liturgical traditions usually 
associated with Jerusalem were, in reality, of foreign vintage, often differing 
significantly from those of Jerusalem itself.

Stemberger completes the section on Byzantine Jerusalem with a discussion 
of Christian and Jewish sources which respond to the Persian and Muslim 
conquests of the city in the early seventh century. These conquests, especially 
the former, unleashed a wide range of religious responses, from dirges over the 
city’s grim fate to ecstatic eschatological visions of messianic proportions. The 
relevant writings of Strategius, Sophronius, and Pseudo-Methodius are noted 
from the Christian side, as are the apocalyptic Sefer Zerubbabel, the piyyutim 
of Qallir and several midrashim from the Jewish.

A fourth focus of the volume addresses the early Middle Ages, when Jeru
salem came under Muslim rule. Grabar’s keynote address at the conference of
fered a panoramic overview of medieval Jerusalem (with a retrospective glance 
beginning with Aelia Capitolina) and thus opens this section. Grabar deftly 
surveys the development of sacred space in the city from one period to the next, 
noting that each successive regnant religious tradition added its own unique 
stamp to the city while incorporating earlier ones as well. The rich tapestry of 
early medieval Jerusalem, with its Christian and Jewish communities living be
side the dominant Muslim population, is captured through Grabar’s descrip
tion of the evolution of holy sites and what he terms the “petrification” of 
memories, in this case from biblical and New Testament sources as well as from 
late traditions associated with the prophet Muhammad himself. Once again, 
we see that Jerusalem absorbed different religious traditions while providing 
the setting for the emergence of new forms and patterns.

Whatever Jerusalem’s importance in Islamic tradition, there is no gainsaying
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that Mecca remained its supreme religious center. The contrast between the 
place of Mecca in Islam and that of Jerusalem in Judaism is skillfully drawn 
by Lazarus-Yafeh. Beginning with a number of similarities between each holy 
city (its prehistory, the dissemination of holiness from one particular sacred 
spot to an entire city, and the phenomenon of pilgrimage), her discussion then 
focuses on three significant differences: (1) memories of the destruction of the 
Temple and their impact on the eschatological hopes within Judaism (not to 
be found in Islam); (2) the competition between Mecca and Medina (with no 
similar phenomenon in Judaism); and (3) the symbolism surrounding Jeru
salem (with nothing comparable with respect to Mecca). These differences are 
explained not merely as a result of different historical circumstances, but in
deed as a reflection of the very essence of each religious tradition.

Elad traces the beginning of Muslim worship at the Haram el-Sharif (the 
Muslim term for the area of the Temple Mount) and the practice of pilgrimage 
to Jerusalem as encouraged by the ruling Umayyads. He analyzes the religious 
ceremonies involved in such visits and attempts to reconstruct the motivations 
for such pilgrimages, as well as the routes taken by pilgrims and the specific 
places visited both in the Haram and throughout the city.

Neuwirth discusses the early religious development of Islam, when the new 
faith transcended its pagan roots, Medina-based setting, and Jerusalem ori
entation and proceeded to develop a character and symbolism of its own. 
Despite the hostility toward the Jews of Medina when they failed to accept 
Muhammad, many elements of Judaism did, in fact, penetrate early Muslim 
worship, such as the focus on sacred space, praying in its direction, and the 
use of Scriptures as an integral part of the ritual ceremony. Neuwirth argues 
that the “exodus” to Medina stimulated the search for a scriptural substitute 
for former ritual patterns and accorded a universal dimension to the new 
community and its message.

Rosen-Ayalon’s article concludes this section by comparing descriptions of 
the city of Jerusalem by a Muslim, Jew, and Christian, all of whom visited 
Jerusalem in the eighth decade of the twelfth century. As might have been 
expected, each dwells on his own religious community, Al-Harawi on the 
Muslim, Benjamin of Tudela on the Jewish, and Theoderic on the Christian. 
Nevertheless, in a number of instances they each relate to the buildings and 
monuments of the “others,” and a comparison of these descriptions and the 
organization of their respective material is most instructive. None of these 
authors, however, relates in a meaningful way to the city’s population as a 
whole, or to its institutions and ruling authorities. This introspective focus 
appears to have been characteristic of medieval (and, for that matter, modern) 
Jerusalem society.

A further focus of the conference—and the present volume—was the place
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of Jerusalem in medieval Jewish and Christian traditions. Stroumsa’s contri
bution continues a theme noted with respect to the Byzantine period, i.e., the 
tension between the notions of earthly and heavenly Jerusalem, which is now 
further sharpened by the preeminence attained by the city in the Byzantine 
period. Stroumsa studies these two contrasting yet interrelated dimensions in 
the Middle Ages. On the one hand, the upsurge of interest in earthly Jerusalem, 
sparked by the same religious currents which eventually led to the Crusades, 
was often expressed in the building of local imitations of Jerusalem loca sacra, 
e.g., churches which resembled the Holy Sepulchre, mounds reminiscent of 
the Golgotha, and monasteries which were often referred to as Jerusalem. 
Attempts to actually create a replica of Jerusalem are also known and are 
referred to by the author as an early example of EuroDisney. Concomitant to 
this tendency, which generally languished after the failure of the Crusades, 
was the contrasting development of a mystical, spiritual Jerusalem, which 
could be realized within one’s own soul. Building on traditions articulated by 
Augustine and John Cassian, multiple levels of meaning were assigned to Je
rusalem which could be realized through spiritual exercises and mystical con
templation. Going to Jerusalem came to be associated with leading a life of 
true spirituality and virtue.

Constable’s investigation focuses on the symbol of the cross in medieval 
Europe, describing its alleged power in the religious and political spheres dur
ing the ninth to twelfth centuries. More specifically, the cross was associated 
with Jerusalem in the various ceremonies and celebrations throughout the 
Christian liturgical year. The Crusades provided the opportunity for the iden
tification of this effort with the symbol of the cross, and according to tradition 
Pope Urban II ordered all crusaders to wear a cross insignia on their outer 
garments; some even had it branded on their foreheads. The cross was also 
associated with other crusades (e.g., in Spain), and was used by pilgrims as 
well. Thus, by the twelfth century the cross had become a symbol of “Christian 
power and of individual salvation.”

That the crusades highlighted the centrality of Jerusalem is well known; 
Chazan, however, goes one step further and focuses on Jewish awareness of 
this phenomenon among their Christian oppressors. In describing crusading 
efforts, the Hebrew chronicles, particularly the Mainz Anonymous, use biblical 
terminology which is laden with messianic meaning and often associated with 
Jerusalem (e.g., Isa. 40). Of more import, however, are the responses of the 
Jewish community, not only in the well-known martyrological sphere, thereby 
reflecting the religious fervor of the crusaders themselves, but also in the fact 
that the sacrifices being offered by Jewish martyrdom were reminiscent of 
Temple sacrifices and even more desired by God than the sacrifice of Jesus.
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This latter sacrifice, the very core of Chrisitan faith, paled—in Jewish eyes at 
least—before the slaughter of Jewish men, women, and children on the altar 
of their faith during the crusades. Moreover, just as Christianity had appro
priated the biblical imagery of Abraham’s readiness to sacrifice his son for its 
theological agenda, so, too, did Ashkenazic Jewry in the way it carried out this 
martyrdom. The Hebrew chronicles often invoke the image of the 'Aqedah 
when describing these events.

Linder deals with medieval Christian liturgical reaction to the collapse of 
crusader efforts, particularly defeat at the hands of Saladin in 1187. Liturgical 
expression varied in extent and content. Individual prayers, a single Mass, and 
even a full week’s liturgical cycle were instituted in the coming years and 
decades to commemorate this and subsequent crusading events. Some of these 
responses were of short duration, others struck deeper roots and continued to 
be recited for centuries. The geographical distribution of these prayers was 
wide, with a particular concentration in France and England. Beginning with 
concerns such as the crusading efforts and Jerusalem, some of these prayers 
eventually came to include other issues as well, such as prayers for the welfare 
of the king and his realm.

The many and varied ways that the memory of Jerusalem has been perpet
uated in Jewish tradition is the subject of Golinkin’s broad investigation. He 
divides these traditions into three categories: (1) the various customs attributed 
to Second Temple Jerusalem; (2) post-destruction ceremonies intended to 
preserve the city’s memory; and (3) unique customs of Jerusalem which 
evolved over the last two millennia. Spanning the realms of prayer, days of 
mourning, wedding and funeral customs, and others, these customs on occa
sion continue those practiced during Second Temple times.

Turning to Jewish liturgy, Reif has plotted the use of the theme of Jerusalem 
during the formative period of Jewish liturgy, i.e., the first millennium C.E. 
Noting the various prayers and prayer-settings in which Jerusalem is men
tioned (whether in a historical or eschatological mode), Reif then discusses the 
various motifs associated with the city and the broader religious ideas behind 
them. Finally, he offers an overview as to how Jerusalem was viewed historically 
at various stages in this period.

Visotzky relates to three midrashim which he dates to about the ninth 
century—Midrash Mishle, Tanna d’be Eliyahu and Pirqe de-Rabbi Eli'ezer— 
and notes the references to Jerusalem in each. Whereas the city is rarely men
tioned in Midrash Mishle, it plays a more prominent role in Tanna d5be 
Eliyahu, where it is noted several dozen times. However, Jerusalem is most 
prominently featured in a wide range of contexts in Pirqei de-Rabbi Eli'ezer. 
Anti-Samaritan (regarding the priority of Jerusalem over Mount Gerizim) and
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anti-Karaite passages are especially noted, and the question is raised as to 
whether the editor of this midrash might have, in fact, lived in the city.

Ben-Shammai addresses a field which is now being inundated with new 
primary material as a result of access to Russian libraries and archives over the 
last decade. Once published and digested, these medievel exegetical texts, both 
Rabbanite and Karaite, will undoubtedly enrich our knowledge of Jewish cul
tural and religious life. In what he describes as preliminary remarks, Ben- 
Shammai declares his “aim of putting the subject on the agenda” by focusing 
on the names given to Jerusalem by these exegetes in their translations and 
commentaries. The biblical term is almost universally preserved, and the word 
used more and more by the Muslims, al-Quds, was likewise used by Arabic
speaking Jews when referring to the Temple and its precincts. Ben-Shammai 
suggests that the emphasis on the city may stem not only from the biblical 
text itself, but from a more contemporary agenda as well. From his survey of 
this material, he raises the following questions: could the Muslim conquest 
and shaping of the city have increased messianic expectations among the Jews, 
and not only among the Karaite population where it was clearly a central 
factor? Might the newly-claimed status of Baghdad as a “City of Peace” have 
caused Jewish exegetes to reemphasize the centrality and sanctity of Jerusalem? 
Or might this Rabbanite emphasis have been a response to internal Jewish 
polemics, particularly with regard to the Karaites?

Our volume concludes with two articles that take us into the late Middle 
Ages and modern period respectively. Each deals with a particular Christian 
community in Jerusalem. O’Mahony addresses the oft-neglected Ethiopian 
church prior to 1650. Garnering scraps of information from a wide variety of 
sources, he skillfully traces a series of events which point to the struggles and 
intrigues surrounding this community’s quest for recognition and legitimation 
in the holy city. Roussos’ presentation has a more contemporary ring as he 
addresses the frictions between local churches as their sponsoring countries,
i.e., the European powers of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, vied for 
positions of power in the city. Issues of the city’s internationalization and 
extraterritoriality, well known from twentieth-century diplomacy, had already 
surfaced in the nineteenth century, and were exploited by the different coun
tries and churches in the course of promoting their own particular agendas.

♦ ♦ ♦

While it is the written version of the formal presentations that ultimately finds 
expression in this volume, many of the most riveting moments of the confer
ence were during the discussions and exchanges which took place after each 
paper. As is customary in delivering scholarly papers, most speakers focused 
on specific topics within well-defined historical contexts. In the less formal
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exchanges, however, participants felt freer to make wide-ranging diachronic 
and synchronic comparisons.

Many commented on the fascinating changes in Jerusalem’s evolving urban 
landscape from one period to the next. As the city encompassed two parallel 
north-south ridges, the focus of Jerusalem’s urban plan as represented by its ho
liest buildings shifted from one to the other in successive eras. Under Jewish 
sovereignty (and under earlier Jebusite rule as well), the Temple was located on 
the eastern ridge: broad streets, bridges, and monumental staircases all con
nected various parts of the Herodian city with the Temple Mount. However, 
for a variety of reasons, one of which was their declared aim of replacing the 
Jewish memory of the city, the Christians of the fourth century and later 
shifted the religious focus of the city to its western ridge. There they erected not 
only a new temple in the form of the Constantinian Church of the Holy Sep
ulchre, but many other churches and monasteries as well, including Justinian’s 
massive Nea Church at the southern end of the city’s main north-south street 
0cardo), near Mount Zion. Other clusters of sacred institutions were to be 
found on Mount Zion itself, as well as on the slopes and crest of the Mount of 
Olives. The Temple Mount was deliberately ignored and left desolate.

The Muslims, however, reversed this process and built their central mosques 
on the Jewish holy site along the eastern ridge. This move not only constituted 
an explicit architectural challenge to Christianity’s heretofore preeminence in the 
city, but also allowed for the utilization of a large, available tract of land which 
also happened to be be associated with a sacred past honored by Islam as well. In 
addition, we can detect an interesting development within the Muslim tradition 
itself. At first, the Temple Mount’s surroundings were used for large palaces, and 
remains of a number of them have been found near the Mount’s southwestern 
corner. As time went on, however, two significant changes took place: more and 
more buildings bearing a religious character—prayer halls, monasteries, schools, 
and hospices—were erected adjacent to the Mount’s northern and western pe
rimeters; these buildings were raised in order to put them as close as possible to 
the Haram’s entrances. This necessitated the building of high-vaulted substruc
tures to allow for their significant elevation.

Common to Jerusalem in each successive,1 period was the prominence of 
religious institutions and their leadership in civic affairs. With the exception 
of Herod’s thirty-three year rule, Jerusalem for centuries was principally under 
the sway of high priests. Other religious groups such as the priestly Sadducees 
and the Pharisees likewise constituted influential bodies in the latter part of 
the Second Temple period. In a similar vein, Byzantine Jerusalem saw the local 
clergy rise to prominence, as bishops, priests, and monks assumed a central 
role in the city’s daily affairs. The same appears to have held true for the 
Muslim period as well.
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As might be expected, many expressions of religious piety were similar from 
one tradition to the next. Thus, large-scale gatherings of the faithful in the 
Temple, churches, or mosques were regular occurrences. The presence in the 
city of not only the official clergy, but of a wide spectrum of holy men, was 
a familiar phenomenon. Egeria’s account of her experiences in Jerusalem is a 
vivid statement of the aura of sanctity that pervaded the city and its population 
at certain holy moments throughout the year. Pilgrimage to Jerusalem was a 
common phenomenon in every age and, as a result, the ambience in Jerusalem 
always had an international, cosmopolitan dimension.

Nevertheless, there were also some notable differences between the various 
traditions and how each related to Jerusalem. For Christians and Muslims, 
Jerusalem was in essence a holy city, and its importance was due solely to the 
religious traditions associated with it. For both Christianity and Islam, there 
were other cities which functioned either as a political capital or religious 
center, comparable, if not surpassing, the sanctity of Jerusalem (e.g., Rome 
and Constantinople with regard to Christianity; Mecca, Medina, and Baghdad 
in Islam). For the Jews, however, Jerusalem was both a political capital and 
an exclusive religious center. It was a home both in a secular and religious 
sense. Not only was the Temple located there, but so, too, were royal palaces, 
civic and social institutions, as well as entertainment facilities (the gymnasium, 
theater, amphitheater, and hippodrome). As a result, the loss of Jerusalem in 
70 was a far more crushing blow for Judaism than its loss for Christians in 
638 C.E., or for Muslims in 1099 C.E.

Similarities and differences were likewise evident in the ways each religious 
tradition treated “the other.” Second Temple Jerusalem knew of very few non- 
Jewish residents (the Herodian court being a major exception). What the status 
of non-Jews might have been we do not know, although it is quite certain that 
no outward pagan worship would have been tolerated. Christians, for their 
part, banned Jews from living in the city and allowed them to be present only 
on specific occasions. In contrast, the Muslims appear to have adopted a policy 
which accorded a place—albeit inferior—to Christian and Jew alike.

Finally, the loss or absence of Jerusalem, whether due to conquest or sheer 
distance, aroused profound religious stirrings within each of the three religious 
traditions. Whether in the form of poetry or prayer, customs or ceremonies, 
or in the use of Jerusalem-related names for buildings and institutions found 
elsewhere, each tradition reflects a deep attachment to the city and a profound 
acknowledgment of its centrality and sanctity.

June, 1998 
Jerusalem

Lee Levine
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1
From the King's Sanctuary 

to the Chosen City

S A R A  J A P H E T

Towards the end of the First Commonwealth, in the seventh century 
B.C.E., a new concept was introduced into several biblical works—the 
concept of the “chosen place/city.” This concept is most prominent in Deu

teronomy, where it is one of the most important innovations—some would 
say, the most important innovation in the book. We find there the com
mandment that when the people of Israel enter the land, conquer it, and settle 
in it, and when God grants them safety from all their enemies (Deut. 12:10), 
they should restrict the worship of the Lord to one place, “the site that the 
Lord your God will choose amidst all your tribes as His habitation, to establish 
His name there” (ibid., 12:5).1

In addition to Deuteronomy, the concept appears in the Deuteronomistic 
sections of the Former Prophets, for some of which there are parallels in 
Chronicles,2 in two psalms (78:68; 132:13), in the prophecy of Zechariah,3 
and lastly, in Chronicles, aside from the parallel sections.4 However, there is 
a difference between the formulation of this concept in Deuteronomy and in 
all the other sources. In spite of the importance of this concept, the name of 
the “place” is not given in Deuteronomy; “the place which the Lord will 
choose” remains anonymous throughout the book. In all the other sources, 
“the place” is unequivocally Jerusalem, “the city the Lord had chosen out of 
all the tribes of Israel to establish His name there” (I Kgs. 14:21).

Nonetheless, Deuteronomy and almost all the other sources are silent re
garding the mode of this “choosing”: how will the Lord, or how did the Lord, 
choose the “place?” This total silence seems to be intentional and eloquent, 
in itself an aspect of Deuteronomy’s overall philosophy. The absolute denun
ciation of all earlier places of worship also involves the rejection of all earlier 
forms of consecration. No actual act of “choosing” is suggested.

3
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This complex of ideas requires some further clarification. Ancient Israel 
knew many “holy places,” sites dedicated to the God of Israel, where sacrifices 
and worship were conducted. This was indeed the prevalent practice in Israel 
described by the biblical narratives, established by the law, and confirmed by 
archeological excavations.5 The manner in which these places were consecrated 
may be learned from various biblical stories, a good example of which is the 
story of Jacob in Beth-el. Jacob “came upon a certain place and stopped there 
for the night, for the sun had set” (Gen. 28:11). During his sleep he had a 
dream, in which God revealed himself to him: “And the Lord was standing 
beside him and He said: ‘I am the Lord, the God of your father Abraham . . 
(ibid., 28:13). Jacob awoke from his sleep and exclaimed: “Surely the Lord is 
present in this place, and I did not know it!” (ibid., 28:16). He then conse
crated the stone on which he slept by pouring oil on it, and dedicated the 
place to God (ibid., 28:18-22).

Similar biblical texts make it clear that it is the divine revelation—in various 
forms and on various occasions—which designates a place as holy: “And he 
built an altar there to the Lord who had appeared to him” (ibid., 12:7; also 
35:1). The same idea is expressed normatively in a legal injunction in Exodus: 
“in every place where I pronounce My name (>OVy JIN *1>DW nWK OlpDD ittl)6
I will come to you and bless you” (Ex. 20:21), God’s “pronouncing his name” 
being his self-introduction in revelation.

Viewed from the perspective of the norm and practice prevalent in ancient 
Israel for a long time, the demand expressed in Deuteronomy may be regarded 
as no less than a revolution, for in Deuteronomy worship is not merely central, 
but absolutely exclusive: there is only one place “chosen” by God.7 Any wor
ship outside this one place is viewed as a severe transgression of the Lord’s 
commandment, comparable to the worst practices of the surrounding Ca- 
naanites.

This “choosing” of “the place” was not enacted by God’s revelation. Ac
cording to Deuteronomy there was only one revelation, the one-time theoph- 
any in Sinai, and no other. Even the Sinaitic revelation did not include seeing, 
only hearing: “you heard the sound of words but perceived no shape—nothing 
but a voice” (Deut. 4:12; “since you saw no shape when the Lord your God 
spoke to you at Horeb out of the fire”—v. 15; see also w. 33, 36; 5:26). This 
is no doubt another aspect of Deuteronomy’s polemic against earlier and con
temporary views of God’s revelation to his people. According to Deuteronomy, 
after Sinai, God will transmit his will to the people through the agency of the 
prophets and through them alone (18:15-18). However, choosing the place 
is attributed to God himself and not to any prophet, and no form of this 
“choosing” is specified.

The book of Kings continues in the footsteps of Deuteronomy and nowhere
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refers to the question of how the Lord chose Jerusalem among all the other 
places on earth.8 Jerusalem is simply described as the “place which the Lord 
had chosen.” The issue remains an enigma: how will the place be chosen, or 
how was the place chosen?

When we look at the history of Jerusalem as depicted in the Bible, it be
comes clear that the concept of “chosenness” was not a complete innovation 
at the time, when it suddenly occupied the center of religious thought. It was 
the end product of a long process to which historical circumstances and reli
gious beliefs and practices contributed their part. Could we, then, begin from 
the point where Deuteronomy left off and answer the question of how Jeru
salem became “the chosen city”? We should say from the outset that the 
attempt to answer this question is not new, and certainly not modern. It was 
already done in the Bible, in the late book of Chronicles, which demonstrates 
that the question mark left by Deuteronomy already bothered ancient gener
ations. I prefer, however, to leave the Chronicler’s answer to the end of my 
article, and turn now to the perspective of the modern historian.

♦ ♦ ♦

The beginning of the process is marked by the astonishing awareness of Je
rusalem’s foreignness. It remains outside the earliest traditions of Israel and 
carries no historical or religious memories. The biblical traditions of Israel’s 
prehistory—formulated in the Bible as the period of the Patriarchs—present 
Jerusalem as a Canaanite city. While in itself a historical fact, suggested by 
Egyptian sources,9 its presentation in Genesis deviates from the practice of the 
book regarding other places and sites. We learn from Genesis that Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob roamed through the land then occupied by the Canaanites 
and built altars in the Lord’s honor in all the places that God appeared to 
them.10 Jerusalem, however, is not included among them. It appears explicitly 
in Gen. 14, where its ruler at the time of Abraham is the Canaanite Melchi- 
zedek, described as holding the dual position of king and priest: “And Mel- 
chizedek, king of Salem,11 brought out bread and wine; he was a priest of God 
Most High. He blessed him, saying: ‘Blessed be Abram of God Most High 
. . .  and blessed be God Most High who has delivered your foes into you hand’. 
And [Abram] gave him a tenth of everything” (Gen. 14:18-20). Jerusalem lay 
outside the purview of the most ancient religious traditions of Israel.12

The foreignness of Jerusalem is revealed even more strongly for the period 
of the Judges by three explicit statements:

1. Josh. 15:63: “But the Judites could not dispossess the Jebusites, the
inhabitants of Jerusalem; so the Judites dwell with the Jebusites in Je
rusalem to this day.”
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2. Judg. 1:21: “The Benjaminites did not dispossess the Jebusite inhabitants 
of Jerusalem; so the Jebusites have dwelt with the Benjaminites in Je
rusalem to this day.”

3. Ju d g 19:10—12. in the story of the concubine, the foreignness of Jeru
salem is presented as a matter of fact and common knowledge: “But the 
man refused to stay for the night. He set out and traveled as far as the 
vicinity of Jebus—that is, Jerusalem. . . . Since they were close to Jebus, 
and the day was very far spent, the attendant said to his master: ‘Let us 
turn aside to this town of the Jebusites and spend the night in it’. But 
his master said to him: ‘We will not turn aside to a town of aliens who 
are not of Israel, but will continue to Gibeah’.”

Jerusalem was not part of the Israelite territory after the conquest.13

♦ ♦ ♦

The history of Jerusalem as an Israelite city begins with David, who conquered 
it in one of his first campaigns after he became king of both Judah and Israel:

All the elders of Israel came to the king at Hebron, and King David 
made a pact with them in Hebron before the Lord. And they anointed 
David king over Israel. . . . The king and his men set out for Jerusalem 
against the Jebusites who inhabited the region. . . .  David captured the 
stronghold of Zion; it is now the City of David (II Sam. 5:3—7).

After he conquered the city, David undertook four steps: restoration and 
rebuilding of the city (ibid., 5:9); establishment of Jerusalem as his capital 
(ibid., 5:11); bringing the ark of the Lord up to Jerusalem and providing a 
sanctuary for it (ibid., 6:2-19); and beginning preparations for building the 
Temple (ibid., 7; I Chron. 21—29). David’s considerations in undertaking 
these measures, as well as their meaning and implications, have been discussed 
by many scholars,14 and I will refer to them only briefly.

David’s major political consideration seems to have been his wish to loosen 
the fetters of tribal ties. As long as he was king of the tribe of Judah alone, 
perhaps under the patronage of the Philistines, his capital was in Hebron, the 
southern city which was very conspicuously connected with the tribe of Judah 
(II Sam. 2:1-4). Moving to Jerusalem—which did not, in fact, belong to any 
of the tribes—signaled the weakening of his ties with the tribe of Judah and 
the beginning of a new era. There were also geographical and strategic con
siderations. Jerusalem was conveniently located in the center of the hill- 
country, on the intersections of roads from north to south and east to west. 
It was strategically positioned on a hill, surrounded on three sides by deep
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valleys, and had a dependable supply of water.15 Moreover, since it had been 
in the hands of the Jebusites up to this point, David could claim it as his own 
property. He actually calls it “the City of David.”

While the establishment of a new capital at a major historical and political 
turning point is a well known phenomenon in political history, David’s second 
step was less common and reveals his true genius. As already noted, Jerusalem 
was not connected with the ancient traditions of Israel and carried no venerated 
historical memories. David undertook to change this situation by turning Je
rusalem not merely into an Israelite city, but also into a holy city. The tactic 
he chose to employ was the transfer of the ark to Jerusalem.

The ark was the most sacred cultic object in the history of Israel. It was 
not associated with any tribe in particular, but rather with the people as a 
whole, and its origin was traditionally associated with the people’s wanderings 
in the wilderness (Ex. 25:10-22; Deut. 10:1-5).16 It was the most important 
concrete symbol of God’s presence amidst his people; by means of the ark 
God led them safely through the wilderness.17 After the conquest of the land, 
the ark found its final abode in Shiloh (I Sam. 3:3), but as a result of the war 
against the Philistines (ibid., 4—6), it was stored in the city of Kiriath-jearim 
(ibid., 7:1-2) and practically forgotten.

David brings the ark to Jerusalem in an elaborate and magnificent proces
sion. He does not despair, even after the first failure (II Sam. 6:6-10), and 
finally establishes a sanctuary for the ark in the traditional way, in a tent. By 
the very presence of the ark in Jerusalem, the city becomes holy, the unifying 
religious center of all Israel. At the time this was, of course, a contrived sanc
tification, which was even publicly mocked by Michal, Saul’s daughter (ibid., 
6:20-21). In time, however, this situation changed. The foundations laid by 
David were built upon by Solomon, who erected the Temple as a magnificent 
building and brought the ark of the Lord from its tent to the “holy of holies” 
inside the Temple (I Kgs. 8:1-10).18 At this time the Temple was, in fact, the 
king’s chapel, part of the grand building complex in Jerusalem. However, time 
on the one hand, and the experience of pilgrimage on the other, had their 
impact, and the status of the Temple, as well as the sanctity of Jerusalem, were 
eventually absorbed into the people’s collective consciousness.

After Solomon’s death, the people of northern Israel parted ways with the 
House of David and anointed their own king, Jeroboam. This king’s greatest 
effort, according to the biblical story, was directed toward this matter: to 
disconnect the ties of the people with Jerusalem:

Jeroboam said to himself: “Now the kingdom may well return to the 
House of David. If these people still go up to offer sacrifices at the 
House of the Lord in Jerusalem, the heart of these people will turn
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back to their master King Rehoboam of Judah; they will kill me and 
go back to King Rehoboam of Judah.” So the king took counsel and 
made two golden calves. He said to the people: “You have been going 
up to Jerusalem long enough. This is your God, O Israel, who brought 
you up from the land of Egypt!” He set up one in Beth-el and placed 
the other in Dan (ibid., 12:26-29).

Thus, Jerusalem’s position had been established in the people’s mind. Jer
oboam was not afraid of the political power of Judah, nor of the attraction of 
the House of David, but of the religious attraction of Jerusalem.

♦ ♦ ♦

The next crucial point in the history of Jerusalem occurred two hundred years 
later, during the reign of Hezekiah, at the end of the eighth century B.C.E. 
At his time, the Assyrian king Sennacherib undertook a military campaign 
against the kingdom of Judah, during which he took hold of all the fortified 
cities of Judah except Jerusalem. Jerusalem withstood the long and severe siege 
(II Kgs. 18:13), and then, for one reason or another, the siege was lifted and 
Sennacherib returned to his country. Jerusalem was saved (ibid., 19:7, 35).19

The historical and political significance of these events cannot be over
estimated; after the conquest of northern Israel about twenty years earlier (722 
B.C.E.), the conquest of Jerusalem would have meant the end of Judah, and 
with it the end of the national entity called “Israel.” However, the deliverance 
of Jerusalem also had far-reaching and long-lasting theological ramifications 
in connection with our topic. In the general context of biblical historical phi
losophy, this deliverance automatically meant that Jerusalem was protected by 
God. However, the “self-evident” theological interpretation became sharply 
focused and greatly highlighted in conjunction with the prophecy of Isaiah 
which preceded the deliverance.

Throughout the Assyrian siege, Isaiah demonstrated a position of complete 
spiritual confidence. He proclaimed that the Assyrian campaign was indeed a 
deserved, albeit temporary, punishment for Judah. Jerusalem would not be 
conquered (see, e.g., ibid., 19:28, 34). The withdrawal of Sennacherib not 
only confirmed Isaiah’s farsightedness, but turned his words into a theological 
maxim: Jerusalem had a unique position in the earthly world. It was indestruc
tible, for the Lord’s presence and special grace protected it from all evil.

The deliverance of Jerusalem from the Assyrian threat in the days of Hez
ekiah, and the contrast between its survival and the destruction of the kingdom 
of Israel, may be seen as the seed which would grow and flourish in later 
generations into a new theology of election. The full bloom of this theology
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is found about a hundred years later, in the reign of Josiah, at the end of the 
seventh century.

♦ ♦ ♦

King Josiah (640-609 B.C.E.) was one of the last kings of Judah and its last 
great ruler. Josiah took advantage of the decline of Assyrian power, using this 
short interval of independence as an opportunity for change and expansion. 
The biblical story of Josiah’s activity centers upon his religious actions and his 
most important undertaking in this area: a comprehensive cultic reform, in 
the eighteenth year of his rule (622 B.C.E.; ibid., 22-23; II Chron. 34—35).20

The reform had two major objectives: to remove from the land every form 
of idolatry (an understandable step, with which I will not deal in this context) 
and to abolish all the sanctuaries to the Lord throughout the land, in both 
Judah and Israel—except the central Temple in Jerusalem. Josiah proceeds 
differently in each of the various religious centers: he deals most severely and 
cruelly with the sanctuaries of the northern territories which had belonged to 
the kingdom of Israel (II Kgs. 23:15-16, 19-20), but much more mildly with 
the shrines of Judah. Nevertheless, he defiles these shrines as well, discharges 
the priests and other attendants of the sanctuaries, and brings them all to 
Jerusalem:

He brought all the priests from the towns of Judah [to Jerusalem], and 
defiled the shrines where the priests had been making offerings—from 
Geba to Beer-sheba. He also demolished the shrines of the gates.. .  .
The priests of the shrines, however, did not ascend the altar of the Lord 
in Jerusalem, but they ate unleavened bread along with their kinsmen 
(ibid., 23:8-9).

Josiah followed the religious philosophy of Deuteronomy to the letter: wor
ship of the God of Israel is exclusive and can be conducted only in Jerusalem! 
Thus, in the century between Hezekiah and Josiah a new religious philosophy 
evolved and a vigorous and energetic king came on the scene to implement 
it.

The underlying motives of this theology, and of Josiah’s actions, are not 
made fully clear in the biblical story. Deuteronomy explains the command
ment by the wish to distance the people of Israel from the forms of worship 
of the other nations: “Do not worship the Lord your God in like manner” 
(Deut. 12:4), but it does not clarify why one should abolish the sanctuaries 
to the God of Israel for that purpose. Scholars have tried to explain it in their 
own terms. Some would explain the Deuteronomistic philosophy as a corollary
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of the monotheistic idea: that one God should have one place of worship; that 
the existence of many shrines might be interpreted by the people as an ad
mission of the existence of various forms of this deity, and therefore tend to 
polytheism.21 Some would explain it in more practical religious terms: that 
the forms of worship developed in the provincial shrines could be affected by 
popular beliefs and customs, which the more sophisticated priests in Jerusalem 
could not accept. Other scholars would explain the emergence of this philos
ophy and reform on political grounds: it was one aspect of the kings attempt 
to centralize his rule, to annex to his kingdom the territories which were 
formerly under Assyrian rule, and to create an absolutely unified kingdom. 
The aim was political, but the means were religious.22

Whatever the reasons that brought about this religious revolution (and they 
should be viewed as a complex rather than as single and unidimensional), the 
effects of this reform were enormous. Although such a system may seem to 
the observer totally inviable, contrary to human nature and man’s need for 
God’s nearness and presence, in the long run the reform did prevail. This was 
not the result of the religious logic of the reform or of Josiah’s power, but of 
the concrete historical circumstances and their religious interpretation. Thirty- 
six years after the reform, and twenty-two years after Josiah’s death, Jerusalem 
was conquered by the Babylonians, the land of Judah was destroyed, the Tem
ple was burned to ashes, and many of the people were exiled. A spirit of 
repentance swept the people and turned the Deuteronomistic philosophy of 
history into a major religious force. When the fortunes of the people eventually 
changed, and the Persian kings allowed the people of Judah to restore their 
religious life, only one sanctuary was built in the land of Judah—the Temple 
of Jerusalem.23

♦ ♦ ♦

Very little is known about the history of Israel at the beginning of the Second 
Temple period under Persian rule, and our views are colored by the picture 
portrayed in the book of Ezra-Nehemiah. Although Ezra-Nehemiah does not 
abound in the Deuteronomistic terminology of “choosing,”24 the exclusivity 
of Jerusalem seems self-evident for this book. There is complete identification 
between the God of Israel and Jerusalem; He is defined as “the God that is in 
Jerusalem” (Ezra 1:3).

It seems, however, that this picture does not fully represent the historical 
reality, and that at least at the beginning of that period matters were more 
complicated. It is doubtful that Jerusalem was, in fact, the only sanctuary for 
the Lord, and that worship of the God of Israel was not performed in other 
places as well, either in the land of Israel or abroad.25 Against this historical 
background, the idea of “the chosen place” developed in two opposing direc
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tions. One direction was a continuous effort to strengthen the idea of Jeru
salem’s exclusivity. This was done by broadening the theological basis of the 
“choice” and founding it on explicit traditions and additional religious con
cepts. The opposite direction also propagated the idea of “chosenness and 
exclusivity,” but focused on denying that chosenness to Jerusalem. A forceful 
propagator of the first direction is the book of Chronicles. The propagators of 
the opposite view are the Samaritans, for whom it is a most important religious 
tenet: there is indeed a “chosen place”; this place is not Jerusalem, but rather 
Shechem. The two opposing currents center on one aspect of the idea of 
“chosenness,” which was either neglected or intentionally avoided by Deuter
onomy: the circumstances in which the choice was originally made. Both 
sources provide answers to the question left open in Deuteronomy: how and 
when did God choose the “chosen place?”

Chronicles insists on the election of Jerusalem in all contexts which relate 
to the building of the Temple, starting with the time of David. In all the 
parallel sections in this pericope, which the Chronicler takes from the books 
of Samuel-Kings, he adds phrases and passages which explicitly relate how 
Jerusalem was actually chosen. I Chron. 21 borrows the story of the threshing 
floor of Araunah from II Sam. 24, but ends it very differently. Among the 
additions to the story we find that God confirmed by fire His pleasure with 
the altar built by David. To the words taken from II Sam. 24:25: “And David 
built there an altar to the Lord and sacrificed burnt offerings and offerings of 
well being,” repeated verbatim in I Chron. 21:26, Chronicles adds the words: 
“He invoked the Lord, who answered him with fire from heaven on the altar 
of burnt offerings.” The Chronicler ends the passage with a proclamation by 
David: “Here will be the House of the Lord and here the altar of burnt 
offerings for Israel” (ibid., 22:1). The place was chosen and consecrated by 
God’s revelation in fire, and was publicly announced by David’s proclamation.

The Chronicler also introduces a few changes into the story of the building 
of the Temple, some of which are clearly related to our topic. In his intro
duction to these chapters, the Chronicler adds a clear description of the Tem
ple’s location, which is absent from Kings:

Then Solomon began to build the House of the Lord in Jerusalem on 
Mount Moriah, where [the Lord] had appeared to his father David, at 
the place which David had designated, at the threshing floor of Ornan 
the Jebusite (II Chron. 3:1).

According to this view, the place of the Temple was chosen by God’s revelation 
to David, but it is also the place called “Mount Moriah,” connected to the 
period of the patriarchs, to the binding of Isaac.



Then, when Solomon dedicated the altar and the Temple, the Chronicler 
adds to the story of I Kings that:

When Solomon finished praying, fire descended from heaven and con
sumed the burnt offering and the sacrifices, and the glory of the Lord 
filled the house. . . .  All the Israelites witnessed (lit., saw) the descent 
of fire and the glory of the Lord on the House (II Chr. 7:1-3).

The question of how the Lord chose Jerusalem receives in Chronicles an 
unequivocal answer: God already chose Jerusalem in the time of David, when 
He revealed Himself to David by the fire on the altar. It was then reaffirmed 
for all the people of Israel in the time of Solomon, when God’s fire descended 
from heaven to the altar, and His glory filled the Temple!

The borrowing of motifs from the Sinai theophany (Ex. 19) and from the 
dedication of the Tabernacle (ibid., 40:34-38) is unmistakable; the Jerusalem 
Temple is the successor of the Tabernacle, the place chosen by God as His 
one and only abode, as the only place of worship. According to Chronicles, 
the exclusivity of Jerusalem as the place of worship was a binding principle 
and a historical fact throughout the monarchical period.26

The Samaritans, too, take the idea of “the chosen place” for granted: there 
is only one place of worship of the God of Israel. Their answer, however, is 
diametrically opposed to that of the Chronicler. God chose “the place” at the 
very outset of Israel’s existence, when he made the binding covenant between 
Himself and the people of Israel, at the revelation at Sinai. The Samaritans 
introduce the choice of place into the most venerated text of God’s revelation: 
the ten commandments. In the Samaritan Bible, the tenth commandment 
reads as follows:

So, when the Lord your God has brought you into the land of the 
Canaanites which you are about to invade and occupy, you shall set up 
large stones, coat them with plaster and inscribe upon them all the 
words of this Teaching. When you cross the Jordan you shall set up 
these stones, about which I charge you this day, on Mount Garizim. 
There, too, you shall build an altar to the Lord your God . . .  that 
mountain on the other side of the Jordan, beyond the west road which 
is in the land of the Canaanites who dwell in the Arabah, near Gilgal 
by the terebinths of Moreh, near Shechem (Ex. 20, after verse 14).27

According to the Samaritans, the mountain of Garizim was chosen by God 
in His self-revelation to the people of Israel at Sinai. Following this view, the
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Samaritan Pentateuch systematically changes the Deuteronomic statements 
regarding “the place that the Lord your God will choose”: in place of the MT 
“will choose” (in 1>) the Samaritans have “has chosen” (in i).

The Samaritans’ answer to the question of “chosenness” demonstrates very 
clearly that by the time of the schism, the idea of exclusivity was fully rooted 
in the people’s minds.28 The rivalry between Jerusalem and Shechem had to 
lead to a schism because it was transferred from the political realm to the 
religious one: theologically speaking, it was an either-or situation—either Je
rusalem or Shechem.

The concept of the “chosen place”—election which means cultic exclusiv
ity—had enormous political and religious effects, in its time and for the future, 
for Judaism and for the religions that developed from it. All these, however, 
lie outside the scope of this paper, which here comes to its end.

Notes
1. Biblical quotations follow the version of the New Jewish Publication Society (NJPS) 

unless otherwise stated. “The site that the Lord will choose” is mentioned twenty times in 
Deuteronomy, with variations. See also 12:11, 14, 18, 21, 26; 14:23, 24, 25; 15:20; 16:2, 6,
7, 11, 15, 16; 17:8, 10; 26:2; 31:11.
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I Sam. 7:17; 9:12, 22-25: a place of worship in Ramah; (7) I Sam. 11:15: in Gilgal; (8) I Sam. 
10:3: a place of pilgrimage “to God at Beth-el”; (9) I Sam. 21:5, 7, 10; 22:11-19: a sanctuary, 
with many priests, in Nob; (10) I Kgs. 3:4: “the largest shrine” in Gibeon; (11) I Kgs. 18:18-38; 
also 19:14—Elijah’s altar on Mount Carmel; (12) Amos 7:13: “it is the king’s sanctuary and a 
royal palace”—about Beth-el. Regarding the laws, see below Ex. 20:22-26; the laws of pilgrim
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as examples.

6. The translation follows the common meaning of *vot in the Hiph'il (see, for instance, 
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7. It is interesting that this one place is not defined in Deuteronomy as “holy” (vynp), 
but as “chosen.” Although the term “holy” is found in several places in Deuteronomy, in 
particular in reference to the people (\yi*Tp OV), it never applies to the place of worship. Only 
God’s abode in heaven is described as holy: O’öVyn "p “pjnp Dü>p\yn (Deut. 26:15). The 
absence of the term “holy” characterizes also the revelation stories in Genesis and in Joshua- 
Kings; by contrast, in the P section of the Pentateuch it applies, inter alia, to the Tabernacle.

8. The absence of any hieros logos for the Jerusalem Temple in the Deuteronomistic his
tory (that is, Joshua-Kings) is therefore no coincidence. Although one may regard II Sam. 24 
as having been originally such a story, no connection is made in either Samuel or Kings be
tween the “threshing floor” of Araunah and the Temple site. For the book of Chronicles, see 
below.
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the fourteenth century B.C.E.), from which we also learn the name of its king, Abed-Heppa. 
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[Names and History],” EJ\ IX [Jerusalem, 1971], 1379-80).
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country (Gen. 13:18: “the terebinths of Mamre which are in Hebron”; 14:13; 18:1; 21:31; 22: 
19; 23; ibid., 12:6, 8, 13:3-4). Isaac is connected with the land of the Philistines and the Negeb 
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with Shechem and Beth-el (ibid., 28:19; 33:18; 35:1-15). Some other names are also mentioned 
(ibid., 32:3: Mahanaim; ibid., 32:31: Peniel).

11. For “Salem” (obvy) as an epithet of Jerusalem, see Ps. 76:3.
12. Later tradition, starting with II Chron. 3:1, identified “the land of Moriah,” the place 
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in conquering the city.
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15. See: E. Efrat, “Jerusalem (Geography),”£/, IX (above, note 9), 1514-16.
16. Although the traditions about the ark differ in many details, the basic tenet of the 
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say: ‘Return, O Lord, You who are Israel’s myriad of thousands’ ” (see also Josh. 3-4).
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The First Stages of Jerusalem's 

Sanctification under David: 
A Literary and Ideological Analysis

Y A I R Z A K O V I T C H  *

God’s twofold election—of David and his line and of Jerusalem—appears 
in Ps. 78; it tells of God’s disillusionment with the temple in Shiloh 
and the line of Ephraim, and how religious hegemony was transferred to Je

rusalem and the Davidic dynasty:

He did choose the tribe of Judah, Mount Zion, which He Loved. He 
built His Sanctuary like the heavens, like the earth that He established 
forever. He chose David, His servant, and took him from the sheep- 
folds. He brought him from minding the nursing ewes to tend His 
people Jacob, Israel, His very own. He tended them with blameless 
heart; with skillful hands he led them (w. 61—72).1

In the course of ascertaining the status of Jerusalem in the history and con
sciousness of the nation in the biblical period, we find that the city was eclipsed 
by other, more ancient and venerable ones that enjoyed a greater degree of 
sanctity. The stories of the patriarchs as recounted in Genesis establish the 
dominance of other sites of cult worship: Abraham’s first stop in Canaan was 
in Shechem, and “he built an altar there to the Lord (Gen. 12:6-7); Jacob, 
too, returning from Paddan-aram, camped in Shechem and bought a parcel 
of land there; he, too, erected an altar in Shechem (ibid., 33:18—20). Indeed, 
it seems that it was incumbent upon all who entered the Land of Canaan to 
first camp in Shechem and erect an altar: Joshua, leading the Israelites to the 
land, also erected an altar in Shechem (Josh. 8:30-35), in compliance with 
Moses’ injunction (Deut. 27).

16



Y AI  R Z A K O V I T C H  ♦ 17

Beth-el was also an extremely important place of cult worship; Abraham 
made it the second camp of his journey and built another altar there (Gen. 
12:8). Jacob underwent significant experiences in Beth-el on his way to 
Paddan-aram (ibid., 28) as well as on his return journey (ibid., 35).

Abraham had a special affinity to the site of the terebinths of Mamre in He
bron. It is here that he settled (ibid., 13:18), had a divine revelation, and re
ceived tidings of the imminent birth of his son (ibid., 18). He bought a parcel 
of land—the cave of Machpelah—as the burial place for Sarah (ibid., 23) and 
where, in time, other patriarchs and matriarchs would be buried as well.

Jerusalem is never mentioned by this name, neither in Genesis nor in the 
rest of the Pentateuch. Its secondary status in patriarchal traditions is to be 
attributed to the fact that the city was conquered only in the time of David, 
where it subsequently became known as the City of David (II Sam. 5:6-9). 
Prior to that, the so-called Jebusites, the ruling tribe in the city, called it Jebus. 
Jerusalem was clearly an alien city in the time of the judges, as is evident from 
the story of the concubine at Gibeah which mentions Jerusalem only in pass
ing; the concubine’s husband refuses to stay in the city for the night, as it is 
not an Israelite city:

Since they were very close to Jebus, and the day was very far spent, the 
attendant said to his master: “Let us turn aside to this town of the 
Jebusites and spend the night in it.” But his master said to him: “We 
will not turn aside to a town of aliens who are not of Israel, but will 
continue to Gibeah” Qudg. 19:11-12).2

The above account, however, seems to contradict the rendering of the con
quest and settlement of the land as it appears at the beginning of Judges: “The 
Judites attacked Jerusalem and captured it; they put it to the sword and set 
the city on fire” (ibid., 1:8). Later in the same chapter we find a different 
account: “The Benjaminites did not dispossess the Jebusite inhabitants of Je
rusalem; so the Jebusites have dwelt with the Benjaminites in Jerusalem to this 
day” (ibid., 1:21). To complicate matters even further, an almost identical 
verse in the book of Joshua reads: “But the Judites could not dispossess the 
Jebusites, the inhabitants of Jerusalem; so the Judites dwell with the Jebusites 
in Jerusalem to this day” (15:63). The key to this quandary lies in the bias 
that guided the author of both verses in Judg. 1: the entire passage (up to 2: 
5) is a clear pro-Judite account, in which Judah is the first to dispossess the 
inhabitants of the land, as God had commanded; he is highly successful while 
the other tribes are castigated for their failure. The verse from Josh. 15 thus 
underlies both biased verses in Judg. 1: according to the book of Joshua, Judah
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failed to conquer Jerusalem; in Judg. 1, he is successful while the tribe of 
Benjamin fails. We can therefore glean nothing from Judg. 1 that would un
dermine the view that Jerusalem had no role in Israelite history prior to the 
time of David.3

After having united the Israelite tribes under his rule and having filled his 
Philistine enemies with terror, David continues his drive to conquer the Je- 
busite city that refuses to regard him and his army with due respect. The 
complacent Jebusites are confident that the protection provided by the blind 
and the lame will suffice to overcome the upstart and repel David’s efforts to 
conquer the fortress. They boast that “Even the blind and the lame will turn 
you back” (II Sam. 5:6), but David overcomes them, takes the fortress, names 
it the City of David (v. 9), and declares it his capital.4 Since the City of David, 
or Jerusalem, had been neutral in the nation’s historical consciousness, and no 
single Israelite tribe could claim it as its own, David’s move was calculated so 
as not to spark accusations of favoritism toward any particular tribe.5

The timing seemed auspicious for David and his kingdom; it was the op
portune moment to bring the Ark to Jerusalem for the nation, city, and king 
alike. The Ark, ancient symbol of the unity of the people and of God’s choice 
to call them His own, had accompanied the Israelites since their wanderings 
in the desert.6 The Ark had misguidedly been taken by the Israelites into battle 
against the Philistines. It was captured and taken to Philistia, and then to 
Beth-shemesh and to Kiriath-jearim, where it remained for twenty years in 
the house of Abinadab. Thus, it was only fitting that the Ark reside in Jeru
salem and endow the city with a religio-political dimension.

The long years of the ark’s residence in the house of Abinadab apparently 
dulled the justified awe of its holiness, and David would pay dearly for his 
callousness during his first attempt to bring the Ark to his city. David hitherto 
had nothing but success in his undertakings and now wished to celebrate the 
arrival of the Ark in Jerusalem in great pomp: “David again assembled all the 
picked men of Israel, thirty thousand strong” (II Sam. 6:10). Accompanying 
“the Ark of God to which the Name was attached, the name Lord of Hosts 
Enthroned on the Cherubim” (ibid., 6:2), then, was a bold display of youthful 
strength and military might. This appellation of the Ark indicates that God 
was its source of power and recalls the first, abortive, attempt to enlist its 
power in the battle against the Philistines: “So the troops sent men to Shiloh;
. . . and brought down from there the Ark of the Covenant of the Lord of 
Hosts Enthroned on the Cherubim” (I Sam. 4:4). Could this repetition of the 
same appellation hint, perhaps, at David’s repetition of the sin previously 
committed by the Israelites? David does as he sees fit with the Ark of God, 
using it as if it were an object at the command of men; he does not request
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God’s permission for his actions.7 The author introduces subtle irony by con
trasting the Divine presence and the Ark with the attitude exhibited toward 
them by the people: God is the “Enthroned on the Cherubim” (o>iron 1W>); 
they serve as his chariot, while David and his men “loaded (UD*V1) the Ark 
of God onto a new cart” (II Sam. 6:3). The allusion to their lack of under
standing is temporarily lost amid the riot of the revelers: “David and all the 
House of Israel danced before the Lord [to the sound of] all kinds of cypress 
wood [instruments], with lyres, harps, timbrels, sustrums, and cymbals” (ibid., 
6:5). It was no longer a celebration of young men alone, but of the entire 
House of Israel.

The celebrations were abruptly terminated by the fatal act of Uzzah, son of 
Abinadab: “But when they came to the threshing floor of Nacon, Uzzah 
reached out for the Ark of God and grasped it, for the oxen had stumbled. 
The Lord was incensed at Uzzah. And God struck him down on the spot for 
his indiscretion, and he died there beside the Ark of God” (ibid., 6:6-7). The 
account in I Chronicles is clearer: “. . . and struck him down, because he raised 
a hand against the Ark” (13:10). Uzzah’s gesture of reaching out to touch the 
Ark is construed as having had harmful intent. The same collocation is used 
in the verses “Do not raise your hand against the boy . . .” (Gen. 22:12) and 
“But when the angel raised its hand upon Jerusalem to destroy i t . .  .” (II Sam. 
24:16). History repeats itself because people fail to learn the lessons of the 
past: Uzzah’s intentions were good and proper, as had been those of the people 
of Beth-shemesh who rejoiced at seeing the Ark of God.8 Moreover, Uzzah 
hastened to prevent the Ark from falling off the cart. However, this act stresses 
his profound incomprehension, shared by the general public and David as 
well, of God’s ability to ensure the well-being of His Ark. God had “single- 
handedly” smitten the Philistines by means of the Ark, freed it from captivity, 
and returned it to the Israelites; is this not a sure sign that God could prevent 
its fall as well? It seems more than likely that God purposely caused the oxen 
to stumble, to instill in King David the awareness that the Ark is deserving of 
the same respect due God Himself, and anyone who mistakenly distinguishes 
between the two forfeits his life.

God had now aborted the festivities; the mighty troops and the House of 
Israel were nowhere to be seen. David’s reaction indicates that he had not 
grasped the lesson, and he countered the wrath of God with his own fury: 
“David was distressed because the Lord had inflicted a breach upon Uzzah; 
and that place was named Perez-uzzah” (ibid., 6:8). When God enabled David, 
descendant of Perez (Ruth 4:8-22), to win a victory over his enemies, David 
triumphantly renamed the site Baal-perazim, saying “the Lord has broken 
through my enemies before me, as waters break through a dam” (ibid., 5:20).



20 ♦ The First Stages o fJ eru sa lem  ’s Sanctifica tion under D avid

However, when God struck down Uzzah, David’s emissary, David expressed 
his anger by renaming the site Perez-uzzah. David remained unaware that his 
victory in battle at Baal-perazim was his reward for asking God if he should 
go to war against the Philistines (ibid., 5:19), while the tragedy at Perez-uzzah 
was his punishment for failing to consult God’s will.9

David was frightened as well as irate: “David was afraid of the Lord that 
day; he said, ‘How can I let the Ark of the Lord come to me?’ ” (ibid., 6:9). 
Note the king’s humiliation here; the words “to me” indicate that he took 
personal umbrage at the incident. David’s reaction is remarkably similar to 
that of the inhabitants of Beth-shemesh, even to the same mistaken lesson 
derived from the event—the removal of the Ark elsewhere: “So David would 
not bring the Ark to his place in the City of David; instead, he diverted it to 
the house of Obed-edom the Gittite” (ibid., 6:10). Does David’s decision 
reflect some unspoken wish on his part to punish God? David took the Ark 
from the Israelites and brought it to the home of an idol-worshipper, a Phil
istine from Gath.

This was not the first encounter between the Ark and the city of Gath: 
when the Ark was seized by the Philistines, it brought a scourge upon Ashdod, 
and the victims sent out messengers to ask: “What shall we do with the Ark 
of the God of Israel?,” and the reply was: “Let the Ark of the God of Israel 
be removed to Gath” (I Sam. 5:8), hoping that a change in location would 
bring them respite. David’s decision to remove the Ark to the home of a 
dweller in Gath is no wiser than the decisions of the Philistines or the inhab
itants of Beth-shemesh.

Just as the blow God dealt to Beth-shemesh was followed by a lengthy 
period of calm during the long years in which the Ark remained in Kiriath- 
jearim, so, too, was the home of Obed-edom the Gittite blessed in the wake 
of the tragedy at Perez-uzzah: “The Ark of the Lord remained in the house of 
Obed-edom the Gittite three months, and the Lord blessed Obed-edom and 
his whole household” (II Sam. 6:11). Were it not for the Ark’s munificence, 
it would have remained in the house of Obed-edom in Gath longer still, but 
God was seeking to spur David to action: “It was reported to King David that 
‘the Lord has blessed Obed-edom’s house and all that belongs to him because 
of the Ark of God’. Thereupon David went and brought up the Ark of God 
from the house of Obed-edom to the City of David, amid rejoicing (ibid., 6: 
12). LXX (the Lucianic version) adds: “And David said, ‘I will return the 
blessing to my house’,” as if his reasons for bringing the Ark to the city were 
wholly personal.10 Would David’s house truly be blessed once more?

David was warier this time, fearing perhaps that the Ark would strike again. 
“When the bearers of the Ark of the Lord had moved forward six paces, he
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sacrificed an ox and a fading” (ibid., 6:13). David was ecstatic: “David whirled 
with all his might before the Lord” (ibid., 6:14), and the people rejoiced with 
him: “Thus David and all the House of Israel brought up the Ark of the Lord 
with shouts and with blasts of the horn” (ibid., 6:15). Compare this to Ps. 
47:6: “God ascends midst acclamation, the Lord, to the blasts of the horn.” 
The Ark remained quiescent this time, wreaking no havoc, and the procession 
seems to have gone well. Was David’s caution sufficient, however, to ensure 
that the Ark would shower blessings upon the king and the people of Israel? 
Could David have once again repeated his mistake of failing to consult God’s 
will regarding the transfer of the Ark to Jerusalem? In any «vent, just at their 
peak, the festivities became clouded over: “Michal daughter of Saul looked 
out of the window and saw King David leaping and whirling before the Lord; 
and she despised him for it” (II Sam. 6:16).11 Unseen, Michal watched David 
from the window as he set the Ark in the tent he pitched for it and made 
sacrifices and offerings (v. 18). David renders to God what is God’s and to 
the people what is the people’s. God had blessed the house of Obed-edom, 
whereas David blessed the entire people “in the name of the Lord of Hosts” 
(v. 18) and adds from his own bounty: “And he distributed among the peo
ple—the entire multitude of Israel, man and woman alike—to each a loaf of 
bread, a cake made in a pan, and a raisin cake” (ibid., 6:19). With this largesse 
the public festivities were concluded: “Then all the people left for their homes” 
(ibid.); all left and the stage was cleared for a conclusion typical of biblical 
stories.12 David’s plan had indeed come to a satisfactory end: the Ark arrived 
at the destination David had wished, the City of David, thus putting an end 
to the peregrinations that began when it left the temple at Shiloh. But the 
reader is still in for a surprise: the story was not yet over, and it is far from 
clear that all will end on a happy note.

Silence now replaced the tumult, and the personal aspect superseded the 
public one; David “went back to bless his household” (ibid., 6:20), and, re
calling the LXX version for v. 12, we realize once more that David expected 
God to bless his own household. The reader accompanies David on his way 
home with some trepidation, having already seen what the king has not: the 
chilling scorn of Michal, watching David from the window.

When Michal went to greet her husband, she showed her contempt for 
him. LXX pauses in the narrative at this point to emphasize the queen’s bitter 
invective, by the addition of the words “she blessed him” before reporting 
Michal’s speech to the king.13 She counteracted his wish for a blessing for his 
household by blessing him with a greeting that was nothing but a curse, as is 
evident from her ironic rhetorical question: “Didn’t the king of Israel do 
himself honor today?” (ibid., 6:20), an innuendo that it was not honorable



22 ♦ The First Stages o f  Jerusa lem  's Sanctification under D avid

behavior at all; on the contrary, it was pathetic and despicable. She greeted 
her husband David by his title, “King of Israel,” as a king whose behavior was 
not worthy of a sovereign, “exposing himself today in the sight of the slavegirls 
of his subjects as one of the riffraff might expose himself!” (ibid., 6:20).

Michal was well aware that David was frolicking “before the Lord” to glorify 
Him, but in seeking to denigrate him she charged him with exposing himself 
before the slavegirls. The king retorted with biting words: “It was before the 
Lord who chose me instead of your father and all his family and appointed 
me ruler over the Lord’s people Israel! I will dance before the Lord” (ibid., 6: 
21). The beginning of this verse is clearer in the LXX version: “I dance before 
God, blessed be He, who has chosen. . . .”14 David had not sought to display 
himself before the women, but rather before God, in gratitude for what God 
had done for him. Michal, his wife, as member of the House of David, was 
not worthy of blessing, but David will bless God for having chosen him. David 
was aware that Michal, as “daughter of Saul,” had been condescending to him, 
and he reminded her that God was displeased with her father and chose David 
instead. The reader is reminded of the words spoken by the people when David 
was anointed king: “Long before now, when Saul was king over us, it was you 
who led Israel to war; and the Lord said to you: ‘you shall shepherd my people 
Israel, you shall be ruler of Israel’ ” (ibid., 5:2).

David dared not deny the accusations Michal leveled at him. Furthermore, 
wishing to show respect for God, he cared nothing for how Michal perceived 
him: “I will dance before the Lord and dishonor myself even more, and be 
low in my own esteem”—LXX reads “in your esteem.”15 David did not con
sider his honor compromised by dancing before common women: “but among 
the slavegirls that you speak of I will be honored” (ibid., 6:22); had Michal 
been scrupulously honest with herself, she would have admitted that she was 
not of noble blood either. True, she was the daughter of one king and the 
wife of another, but her father was not born to royalty—he was a simple 
peasant who ventured out to look for asses and found the kingship in their 
stead.

The incident of bringing the Ark to Jerusalem concludes in the dry, laconic 
tone of a chronicle: “So to her dying day Michal daughter of Saul had no 
children” (ibid., 6:23). The narrator does not explicitly state that this was 
God’s punishment for her pride, but the perceptive reader can immediately 
grasp that the woman who initially appeared high up at the window as “the 
daughter of Saul” had been judged accordingly by the divine power, sharing 
the fate of the waning House of Saul.

Michal was dealt a punishing blow, but David did not escape unscathed 
from the incident either; true, the king had succeeded in bringing the Ark of
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God to Jerusalem, his capital, and the people all witnessed his joy. But there 
was still no peace within the privacy of his own home.

David had to subject his actions to careful scrutiny in order to fathom why 
the mission had not been entirely successful, why his joy was imperfect. David 
had assumed that he had the authority to determine where the Ark of God 
was to reside and that he alone could decide when to ask for a blessing for his 
house; he ultimately learned that both of these were to be left to God’s judg
ment alone. Later on, David did not dare build a shrine for the Ark without 
consulting Nathan the prophet first: “Here I am dwelling in a house of cedar, 
while the Ark of the Lord abides in a tent” (ibid., 7:2). At the end of chapter
7, God promised David that his line will last forever, and David made a request 
of God: “Be pleased, therefore, to bless Your servant’s house, that it abide 
before you forever, for You, O Lord God, have spoken. May Your servant’s 
house be blessed forever by Your blessing” (ibid., 7:29).16

The book of Chronicles contains a different, later, redaction of the story of 
how the Ark was brought to Jerusalem (I Chron. 13-16). According to this 
account, David admitted that he abused the Ark by moving it from Kiriath- 
jearim: “Because you were not there the first time, the Lord our God burst 
out against us, for we did not show due regard for Him” (ibid., 15:13) and 
he was now assiduous in adhering to the stricture of the Law: “The priests 
and the Levites sanctified themselves in order to bring up the Ark of the Lord 
God of Israel. The Levites carried the Ark of God by means of poles on their 
shoulders, as Moses had commanded in accordance with the word of the Lord” 
(ibid., 15:14-15, and see also w . 20, 27, and compare with Deut. 10:8: “At 
that time the Lord set apart the tribe of Levi to carry the Ark of the Lord’s 
Covenant”).17

According to the Chronicler, the liturgy that accompanied the Ark on its 
way to Jerusalem—the arrangement of verses from Ps. 105, 96, 107, and 106 
(in that order) and the hymns of praise and thanksgiving recited by the Levites 
Assaf and his brothers—merit great importance. This privileged status of the 
liturgy corresponds with the prevailing view at the time of the Chronicler, 
according to which the psalms recited in the Temple were David’s inspiration 
and creation.18

The act of bringing the Ark to Jerusalem points to David’s political wisdom; 
however, there is no clear-cut, definitive indication that God chose the site. A 
veritable miracle—and incontrovertible proof of the sanctity of Jerusalem for 
the people and the faith of Israel—appears in the concluding chapter of II 
Samuel, which tells of the census David conducted among the people, the 
ensuing pestilence, and how it was arrested finally at “the threshing floor of 
Araunah the Jebusite” (II Sam. 24).
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This chapter was not penned as a single unit, and the concept of the sanc
tity of Jerusalem was initially foreign to it. A close reading of the chapter 
shows that it contains contradictory verses: the pestilence, which was pun
ishment for the census that David conducted, was to have lasted three days: 
“shall there be three days of pestilence in your land?” (v. 13), and, indeed, 
it does last that long: “the Lord sent a pestilence upon Israel from morning 
until the set time” (v. 15). However, in verse 16, the text weaves mention 
of Jerusalem into the fabric of the story, and at some point God retracts his 
intention of sending a pestilence: “But when the angel raised his hand against 
Jerusalem to destroy it, the Lord renounced further punishment and said to 
the angel who was destroying the people: ‘Enough! Stay your hand!’ The 
angel of the Lord was then by the threshing floor of Araunah the Jebusite.” 
Moreover, this same verse does not jibe with the concluding verse of the 
chapter (v. 25): “The Lord responded to the plea for the land; and the plague 
against Israel was checked”—for God had already stopped the destructive 
angel!19

The original narrative of the chapter, then, would include verses 1—15 and 
25b alone: the pestilence endured until the “set time,” as David had been 
forewarned, and at that time God stopped it and “responded to the plea for 
the land.”

What was the function of the original narrative? The story shares several 
points of similarity with the episode of David and the wife of Uriah the Hittite 
(ibid., 12). The root hrh, indicating God’s rage toward Israel over the census 
(ibid., 24:1), is used in the story of Bath-sheba, wherein David raged against 
the rich man who stole the paupers lamb, i.e., against himself: “David flew 
into a rage against the man” (ibid., 12:5). When David discovered that he 
himself was the culprit, he asked for forgiveness: “And David said to Nathan: 
‘I stand guilty before the Lord* ” (v. 13), and in the census: “And David said 
to the Lord: ‘I have sinned grievously in what I have done’.” And, just as God 
assents and forgives him in the incident of Bath-sheba (“The Lord has remitted 
your sin; you shall not die”—ibid., 12:13), he requests here, too: “Please, O 
Lord, remit the guilt of your servant, for I have acted foolishly” (ibid., 24:10).

Moreover, it was these similarities that impelled the redactor of the appen
dix to II Samuel to affix the last story in the book to the list of David’s warriors; 
Uriah the Hittite was the last among them (ibid., 23:39). It is understood that 
the king’s sin against Uriah prolonged God’s rage toward Israel. This reading 
is corroborated by the absence of the census story in the parallel accounts 
appearing in I Chron. 11 and elsewhere; neither does the list of warriors in I 
Chronicles end with the mention of Uriah the Hittite (ibid., l l : 4 l a), but
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continues with w. 4 lb-47. The list in I Chronicles would appear to preserve 
an original passage that was intentionally omitted from the masoretic text in 
order to create a meaningful juxtaposition.20

If we are correct in establishing this link between the story of the census 
and the incident of David and Bath-sheba, we must try to understand why 
God raged against Israel. Should he not rather have raged against David? I 
believe that the verse originally read: “The anger of the Lord again flared up 
against David and He incited David against the people.” Only upon the ad
dition of a new element to the story, namely, its reuse as part of a polemic on 
the sanctity of Jerusalem, was the first verse amended accordingly.

The original story addressed another sin committed by David in addition 
to the incident with Bath-sheba—the sin of the census-taking. David is re
quired to choose an appropriate punishment for himself: “Shall a seven-year21 
famine come upon you on the land, or shall you be in flight from your 
adversaries for three months while they pursue you, or shall there be three 
days of pestilence in your land?” (II Sam. 24:13). David avoided assuming 
responsibility; instead of choosing the punishment that would inflict personal 
injury on him—flight from his pursuing enemies—he opted for a collective 
punishment. His eloquent response conceals his selfishness: “I am in great 
distress. Let us fall into the hands of the Lord, for his compassion is great; and 
let me not fall into the hands of men” (ibid., 24:14). Following upon his 
decision, a terrible plague killed seventy thousand people.

It emerges that the original narrative sought to denounce David by heaping 
sins upon him, and we must ask who would be likely to wish this. In order 
to reply conclusively, we must analyze the points of similarity and divergence 
between the original layer of the census story (ibid., 24) and another one 
appearing in the appendix to II Sam: the impaling of seven sons of the House 
of Saul by the Gibeonites (21:1-14). The following are the points of similarity 
between the two accounts:

1. Both episodes deal with a sin committed by a king: Saul breaking his 
oath to the Gibeonites (chapter 21) and David’s sin (chapter 24);

2. Saul’s sin generated the punishment of a three-year famine: “There was 
a famine during the reign of David, year after year for three years” (v. 
1), and David was granted the option of choosing between three alter
natives for punishment, one of them being “a three-year famine” (the 
proximity to the story in chapter 21 is another reason to prefer the 
reading of “three” to “seven”—v. 13);

3. Chapter 21 speaks of both Israel and Judah: “and Saul had tried to wipe 
them out in his zeal for the people of Israel and Judah” (v. 2); likewise,



in chapter 24, the opening verse reads “Go and number Israel and Ju
dah”;

4. The two stories end on a similar note: “God responded to the plea of 
the land thereafter” (ibid., 21:14); “The Lord responded to the plea for 
the land, and the plague against Israel was checked” (ibid., 24:25).

The story in chapter 21 is thus an anti-Saul text which purports to justify 
David for having seven sons of the House of Saul killed;22 chapter 24, then, 
is the anti-Davidic response of the House of Saul: David’s sin is no less severe 
than the one committed by Saul. The redactor of the chapter accuses David 
of hypocrisy: is his act of handing over seven males of Saul’s line to the Gi- 
beonites indeed only a desperate attempt to stop the three-year famine? David 
is clearly unfazed by the prospect of a three-year famine; were he concerned 
about it, and had he been less selfish, he would have chosen the punishment 
of pursuit by his enemies, sparing the people of both a three-year famine and 
a three-day pestilence.

Therefore, the opening of the anti-Davidic story was changed with the 
intention of softening its acerbic tone, and the second layer, comprising verses 
16-25, was added. The sin becomes a vague wrongdoing perpetrated by the 
people, for which God incites David to punish them (v. 1). The new insertion 
concentrates on the sanctity conferred on Jerusalem and the process of its 
becoming a center of cult worship for the entire people of Israel.

♦ ♦ ♦

In its present formulation, chapter 24 of II Samuel bears an affinity to two 
patriarchal traditions and to a brief episode in I Kings, all dealing with the 
acquisition of land in Israel. It is only those accounts telling of landowners 
selling parcels of land to the Israelites of their own accord, explicitly stating 
that the transaction was carried out in the presence of witnesses and for the 
full price, that furnish proof of the ownership of the land by the people of 
Israel. As the Bible cannot report the purchase of every parcel of land, it tells 
only of those central figures in the history of the nation who bought tracts of 
land that became sites of great import for the history of the land and the 
historical consciousness of its people. The four stories tell of such acquisitions: 
the cave of Machpelah in Hebron (Gen. 23:8-20); Shechem (Gen. 33:19); 
the threshing floor of Araunah in Jerusalem (II Sam. 24:21—24; I Chron. 21: 
22-28); and Samaria (I Kgs. 16:24). The purpose of buying land was either 
to erect an altar, as in Shechem and Jerusalem, or for burial (Hebron, as well 
as Shechem, as Joseph is brought there for burial—Josh. 24:32).

The four stories revolve around capital cities in the biblical land of Israel.
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Two were capitals of the kingdom of Judah: Hebron was David’s first capital 
during his reign over Judah alone, and Jerusalem was the capital of his united 
monarchy; and two were capital cities of the northern kingdom: Shechem was 
the first capital of the north after the division of the kingship, and Samaria 
was the capital of the dynasty of Omri and continued to serve as capital of the 
northern kingdom until its destruction.

The reader is aware that the stories about the acquisition of the capital cities 
of the kingdom of Judah are replete with allusions to the patriarch Abraham, 
who bought Hebron, and the burial of the patriarchs there; and to King David, 
founder of the royal dynasty, who bought Jerusalem. The same is true about 
the acquisition of the capital cities of the northern kingdom; Shechem figures 
prominently in the life of the patriarch Jacob, and the short account about 
Samaria tells of Omri, founder of the major royal dynasty in the north. Three 
of these cities also appear in the Bible in the context of conquest—Shechem 
(Gen. 48:22), Hebron (Ju.dg. 1:10), and Jerusalem (II Sam. 5:6-8). The 
traditions about the acquisition of these places legitimizes their ownership by 
the people of Israel.

Only two of the four abovementioned accounts, those of Hebron and Je
rusalem, the two capitals of the kingdom of Judah, go into much detail. The 
capital cities of the northern kingdom receive only brief mention. This bias is 
obviously due to the dominant role of the authors from Judah in the redaction 
of the biblical narrative.

The story of David’s acquisition of Jerusalem is identical in many respects 
to the account of Abraham’s purchase of Hebron; Araunah was willing to give 
David the threshing floor gratis, but David declined the offer and insisted on 
paying for it. Both the name of the owner and the amount he received for the 
land, fifty sheqalim, are stated. The similarity between the story of Araunah’s 
threshing floor and the account of the cave of Machpelah was obvious to the 
redactor of the story of the threshing floor in I Chron. 21, where the similarity 
is stressed even further. While David, in II Samuel, wished to buy the threshing 
floor at “a price,” in I Chron. 21:24 he insisted on paying the “full price,” 
the very expression employed in Gen. 21:9. In general, the root qnh that is 
used to describe David’s act in II Sam. 24:21—24 is replaced in I Chronicles 
twice by the root ntn (w. 22, 25) so as to emphasize the link to the Genesis 
episode. In Chronicles, the root qnh appears only once (v. 24) and reappears 
in Gen. 23:18. I Chronicles also mentions the presence of witnesses, the sons 
of Oman, at the transaction.23

The account of the acquisition of Jerusalem is first and foremost a claim 
for the legitimation of the site’s sanctification and its transformation into a 
center for the entire people of Israel. The purpose of the story, namely, to
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present Jerusalem as the center for both factions, Judah and Israel, is evident 
already in the story of the census of Judah and Israel which preceded the 
plague: “all the tribes of Israel, from Dan to Beer-sheba” (II Sam. 24:2). The 
pestilence—which was the punishment for the census-taking—also afflicted 
the entire people: “70,000 of the people died, from Dan to Beer-sheba” (ibid., 
24:15). However, it is in Jerusalem that God halts the destroying angel from 
his task: “But when the angel raised his hand over Jerusalem to destroy it, the 
Lord renounced further punishment and said to the angel who was destroying 
the people, ‘Enough! Stay your hand!’ The angel of the Lord was then by the 
threshing floor of Araunah the Jebusite” (ibid., 24:16). The story informs us, 
then, that God chose the site, and Gad the seer, in fact, instructs David to 
build an altar on the threshing floor of Araunah (v. 18). David builds an altar 
and offers sacrifices (v. 25); the story concludes with the words “The Lord 
responded to the plea for the land, and the plague against Israel was checked” 
(ibid., 24:28).

The validity of this version of the sanctification of Jerusalem was sustained 
as long as the unified monarchy stood firm, but the rift in the kingdom created 
a new situation. I Kings was redacted with a bias in favor of the kingdom of 
Judah and the House of David, denouncing Jeroboam for choosing Beth-el 
and Dan and wishing to isolate the northern tribes from Jerusalem: “If these 
people still go up to offer sacrifices at the House of the Lord in Jerusalem, the 
heart of these people will turn back to their master, King Rehoboam of Judah; 
they will kill me and go back to King Rehoboam of Judah.” So the king seeks 
counsel and fashions two golden calves, and addresses the people: “ ‘You have 
been going up to Jerusalem long enough. This is your God, O Israel, who 
brought you up from the land of Egypt!’ He set one up in Beth-el and placed 
the other in Dan” (I Kgs. 12:27-29). It is noteworthy that Jeroboam to some 
degree remains true to traditional practice by resuming Israelite worship of 
God in the ancient cult sites of Beth-el dating from the time of the patriarchs, 
and Dan, a place of cult worship dating from the time of the Judges 0 udg- 
18).24

When the northern tribes seceded from the House of David, claiming “We 
have no portion in David, no share in Jesse’s son! To your tents, O Israel! 
Now look to your own House, O David” (I Kgs. 12:16), the story of the 
hallowing of Jerusalem in the time of David lacked the power to instill in the 
northern tribes a sense of belonging to the city. In order to make the northern 
tribes accept the centrality of Jerusalem and convince them of its sanctity, it 
had to be affiliated with a figure accepted by all the factions of the people, 
namely, Abraham. Thus, attention was diverted temporarily from the first king 
to the first patriarch.
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Two passages in Genesis associate the sanctity of Jerusalem with Abraham. 
The first (Gen. 14:18-20) recounts the story of Melchizedek of Salem. These 
three verses were inserted into the narrative telling of the war of the four kings 
against the five kings, and interrupt the flow of the story.25 “When he returned 
from defeating Chedorlaomer and the kings with him, the king of Sodom 
came out to meet him in the Valley of Shaveh, which is the Valley of the 
King” (v. 17); “Then the king of Sodom said to Abraham, ‘Give me the 
persons, and take the possessions for yourself ” (v. 21). The three verses which 
interrupt the meeting between the king of Sodom and Abraham were incor
porated smoothly and skillfully into the body of the narrative. The word 
“king” appears in v. 17, although the king referred to in w . 18-20 is a different 
king altogether: “King Melchizedek of Salem.” Verse 20 tells of Abraham 
giving something to Melchizedek: “And [Abram] gave him. . . . ”; in v. 21 the 
king of Sodom tells Abraham: “Give me the persons. . . .” Moreover, Mel
chizedek mentions God, “Creator of heaven and earth,” in his blessing (v. 
19)—a phrase which recurs in Abraham’s oath: “I swear to the Lord, God 
Most High, Creator of heaven and earth” (v. 22). This serves to identify God 
Most High as the God of Israel, Creator of heaven and earth.

The incorporation of the encounter between Abraham and Melchizedek 
into Gen. 14 serves, then, to link Abraham and Salem, i.e., Jerusalem, as we 
read in Ps. 76:3: “Salem became His abode; Zion, His den.” The story rec
ognizes that Jerusalem is occupied by a foreign, Canaanite power, and was not 
conquered by Abraham, but this is not due to any weakness on his part; the 
narrative portrays Abraham as a hero, and the king of Salem blesses him with 
a reference to “God Most High, Who has delivered your foes into your hand” 
(ibid., 14:20). However, it is stated that the sanctity of Jerusalem predates the 
settlement of the Israelites in the city. The Canaanite inhabitants of the city 
worshipped God Most High, Creator of Heaven and Earth, identified with 
Yahweh.

Melchizedek concedes the supremacy of Abraham: “And King Melchizedek 
of Salem brought out bread and wine” (v. 18). Abraham, for his part, ac
knowledges the sanctity of the site and gives the priest of God Most High “a 
tenth of everything” (v. 20) to express his gratitude for his victory and triumph.

The name Melchizedek, king of Jerusalem, is also the name of the king of 
Zion in Ps. 110 (v. 4: “You are a priest forever, a rightful king by My decree” 
[Melchizedek: lit., “rightful king”]). Moreover, the element zedek is inextri
cably bound with Jerusalem from time immemorial and evokes the image of 
Adonizedek, king of Jerusalem in the time of Joshua (Josh. 10:1); it relates 
also to Zadok, the founder of the priestly dynasty in Jerusalem and priest in 
the Temple of Solomon.26
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A second account in Genesis dates the hallowing of Jerusalem to the time 
of Abraham in the story of the binding of Isaac (Gen. 22), in which God put 
Abraham to a test “on one of the heights” in “the land of Moriah” (v. 2). In 
this story, one verse alone bears the burden of acting as a connective device: 
“And Abraham named the site Adonai-yireh, whence the present saying ‘On 
the mount of the Lord there is vision’.” This verse disrupts the narrative flow 
of verses 13 to 15.27 The term “Mount of the Lord” that appears in the 
intervening verses (see, for example, Isa. 2:3; 30:29) could not have been 
formulated before the establishment of the Temple on that site (see Ibn Ezra’s 
commentary to Deut. 1:1). Here, too, this addition, serving to anchor the 
events in Jerusalem, is skillfully incorporated into the narrative: the root rh  
appears in verses 4 and 13; compare especially “God will see to the sheep for 
His burnt offering” (v. 8) with “Adonai-yireh” (v. 14). The root rh  alliterates 
with the sound of the name Moriah. Indeed, several ancient translations of 
the Bible translated Moriah as stemming from vision, sight.

It is noteworthy that the story of the binding of Isaac (Gen. 22), which 
incorporates an allusion to the hallowing of Jerusalem, bears several similarities 
to the story of the hallowing of the city in the time of David (II Sam. 24). 
Both stories contain a severe threat to the continuity of the line of Abraham: 
the demand to sacrifice Isaac and the plague; in both, respite is granted after 
a substitute is sacrificed on the altar; in the story of the binding of Isaac, God 
stops Abraham with the injunction: “Do not raise your hand against the boy” 
(Gen. 22:12), and in the story of the census and the plague, God stops the 
angel with the words: “Stay your hand!” (II Sam. 24:16); Abraham equips 
himself with all the implements needed for the sacrifice of Isaac (Gen. 22:6), 
and David, in the threshing floor incident, buys from Araunah the implements 
he needs to offer sacrifices (II Sam. 24:24). The author of I Chronicles depicts 
the angel as holding a drawn sword in his hand (21:16), just as Abraham held 
the firestone and the knife (Gen. 22:6); in the Chronicles version, David is 
put to the test, like Abraham (Gen. 22:1): “Satan arose against Israel and 
incited David to number Israel” (I Chron. 21:1)—and we are well aware of 
Satan’s role in putting righteous men to the test from the book of Job.28

The Chronicler adds an important and dramatic element to the story of 
the hallowing of Jerusalem, that of divine fire which descends from the heav
ens, confirming God’s choice of the act and the place: “And David built there 
an altar to the Lord and sacrificed there burnt offerings and offerings of well
being. He invoked the Lord, who answered him with fire from heaven on the 
altar of burnt offerings” (ibid., 21:26). This element accords with the tone of 
the consecration of the Temple of the Wilderness in Sinai: “And the Presence 
of the Lord appeared to all the people. Fire came forth and consumed the
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burnt offering and the fat parts on the altar. And all the people saw, and 
shouted, and fell on their faces” (Lev. 9:23-24). Chronicles includes a similar 
miracle in the story of the consecration of the Temple of Solomon: “When 
Solomon finished praying, fire descended from heaven and consumed the 
burnt offering and the sacrifices, and the glory of the Lord filled the House” 
(II Chron. 7:1). It is no coincidence that the author of Chronicles chose to 
insert miracles precisely at these two junctures: the story of the threshing floor 
appears in the book of Chronicles at the beginning of the section dealing with 
David’s preparations for the building of the Temple (I Chron. 22-29), while
II Chron. 1—6 depict Solomon’s role in completing the endeavor undertaken 
by his father. The miracle in the time of Solomon thus concludes the segment 
that opened with a similar miracle experienced by his father.29

Yet another verse was inserted in the narrative of the story of the threshing 
floor in I Chronicles: “David said: ‘Here will be the House of the Lord and 
here the altar of burnt offerings for Israel’ ” (22:1). The language is reminiscent 
of Jacob’s reaction after his dream in Beth-el: “Shaken, he said . . .  ‘This is 
none other than the abode of God, and this is the gateway to heaven’ ” (Gen. 
28:17). In both stories, the speaker is moved by awe and fear, as evidenced by 
Jacob’s words: “How awesome is this place!” (ibid.) and by the description of 
David as “terrified by the sword of the angel of the Lord” (I Chron. 21:30). 
The Chronicler seems to have consciously adopted the spirit of his predecessor 
in Genesis as his underlying bias, expressing a wish to conflate the various 
places of cult worship into one site—Jerusalem.

The Mount of Moriah is first mentioned by that name in the description 
in II Chronicles of the building of the Temple of Solomon; note that this 
name does not appear in the story of the binding of Isaac; there the site is 
called “one of the heights in the land of Moriah.” The Chronicler explains 
the name and identifies the mount with the site of the Temple: “Then Solo
mon began to build the House of the Lord in Jerusalem on Mount Moriah, 
where [the Lord] had appeared to his father David, which he made ready in 
the place that David had appointed, at the threshing floor of Oman the Je
busite” (II Chron. 3:1). Perhaps the correct reading should follow the ancient 
translations: “in the place where David had designated, at the threshing 
floor. . . . ” LXX reads: “on the Mount of Moriah where God had appeared to 
his father David,” thus further reinforcing the allusion to the story of the 
binding of Isaac.30

Abraham is conspicuously absent from this story, and the explanation of 
the name Moriah, from the root rh  of which the author of Gen. 22 is so fond, 
is associated here with David. This chapter, then, was redacted in light of the 
opposite principle to the one we have seen above; after the division of the
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kingdom, the sanctity of Jerusalem was associated with Abraham, to raise its 
status for all the tribes, and for this reason the story of the binding of Isaac 
was glossed with the addition that it took place in Jerusalem. In Chronicles, 
however, composed in the period of the Return to Zion, it was David whom 
the authors sought to set up as the first to sanctify Jerusalem. This is because 
at this time the returning exiles evinced separatist tendencies and were un
willing to include others in the project of building the Temple. The returning 
exiles of the tribe of Judah set themselves apart from the Samaritans, who had 
remained in Israel and had not been exiled,31 telling them: “It is not for you 
and us to build a House to our God, but we alone will build it to the Lord 
God of Israel” (Ezra 4:3). In order to dissuade the Samaritans from seeking 
to participate in building the Temple, they must be made to forget that Je
rusalem was holy to the patriarchs, since they considered themselves descen
dants of Abraham. The sanctity of Jerusalem had to be reestablished as 
stemming from David of Judah, who was not a figure of special consequence 
for the northern tribes or the Samaritans.

At the time of the return of the exiles, there was a need for complete identity 
between “one of the heights” and the Mount of the Lord in Jerusalem, because 
the Samaritans, who had been excluded by the tribe of Judah, identified “one 
of the heights” with Mount Gerizim in Shechem. According to the Samaritans, 
Mount Gerizim has thirteen names, among them Beth-el, the gateway to 
heaven, Luzia, “one of the heights,” and Adonai-yireh. The Samaritans em
ployed the same tactic as the Chronicler: the latter identified Beth-el and the 
Mount of Moriah with Jerusalem, as the Samaritans had previously identified 
the same sites with Shechem.32 The Samaritan identification of Moriah with 
Shechem is aided, of course, by the resemblance between the names Moriah 
and the “terebinth of Moreh,” the name of the cult site in Shechem (Gen. 
12:6).

In conclusion, let us recapitulate the main points of our discussion. Jeru
salem was not a holy city to the Israelites in the pre-Davidic period (the time 
of the Judges, Samuel, and Saul), when God was worshipped in Shechem, 
Beth-el, Hebron, and Dan, and the sanctity of these sites was associated with 
the era of the patriarchs. After David made the neutral, newly-conquered site 
of Jerusalem his capital, and after Solomon built his Temple there, the sanctity 
of the city was associated with bringing the Ark, symbol of the unity of Israel 
and the Divine presence, to Jerusalem. The holiness of the city was especially 
bolstered by a story that contained an element of the sanctity of Jerusalem 
only at a secondary stage: the salvation of the entire people of Israel from the 
pestilence in the time of David, who then built an altar there. The insertion 
of the story of the threshing floor of Araunah in its present place, at the end 
of the book of Samuel, serves as a link to the story of the building of the
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Temple of Solomon in the book of Kings and is designed to inform the reader 
how the altar in Jerusalem came to be built. The altar is mentioned in the 
next chapter (I Kgs. 1:50-53) and is the same altar to which Adonijah and 
Joab son of Zeruiah fled for protection (ibid., 2:28-34).

Upon the division of the kingdom, when the northern tribes resumed their 
cultic practices, despite denunciations by the House of David, traditions sur
rounding the sanctification of Jerusalem in the time of Abraham were formed 
in Judah. The status of Abraham as the forefather of the entire people was 
utilized by means of interspersing allusions to him in existing stories that 
originally had nothing to do with Jerusalem. When the exiles returned, they 
attributed the sanctity of Jerusalem to David, due both to their wish to be set 
apart from the Samaritans and to their desire to show that Moriah signified 
the place of cult worship in Jerusalem and not in Shechem.
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Jerusalem under Hezekiah: 

an Assyriological Perspective

W I L L I A M  W .  H A L L O

Jerusalem 735-701 B.C.E.

A s we gather here to observe the thirtieth centennial, more or less, of the 
capture of Jerusalem from the Jebusites by King David, there are those 

who question the validity of the disciplines of biblical archaeology1 and even 
of biblical history,2 or at least of their traditional designations. Today I would 
like to defend the case for “biblical history” by testing it against a single 
illustrative reign, that of Hezekiah. The choice is easy enough for an Assyri- 
ologist, for it is exclusively during this reign that Jerusalem is mentioned by 
name in cuneiform documents from Mesopotamia (as against those from 
Egypt in the Amarna period). The reason why it did not appear earlier is not 
far to seek: Judah had been beyond the interest of the Assyrians (let alone the 
Babylonians) until 735 or 734 B.C.E., when it was besieged by the northern 
kingdom of Israel under Pekah and his ally, Rezin of Damascus, in an anti- 
Assyrian move designed, perhaps, to substitute a more tractable king in Judah 
for Ahaz who, according to one view, had just assumed the coregency of that 
land.3 But this father and immediate predecessor of Hezekiah held staunchly 
to his pro-Assyrian policy; in a move typical for the period,4 he appealed for 
help to Tiglath-Pileser III, with fateful consequences for both Israel, which 
was shorn of half of its possessions, and Judah, which was reduced to vassalage.5

The incorporation of Israel into the Assyrian empire was consummated by 
its next two kings, Salmaneser V and Sargon II, with the capture of Samaria 
in 722 B.C.E., a feat variously credited to either king in the different cuneiform 
sources,6 and even regarded as two separate events in some modern treat
ments.7 Two years later, Sargon returned to the west and referred to himself, 
apparently in that connection, as musaknis mät Iauda, “the subduer of the

36
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land of Judah,”8 but to him it was still a land “which is far away.”9 There is 
no indication that he invaded Judah either in 72010or 712 B.C.E. when he, 
or rather his turtänuy returned once more to the western front to deal with 
the Philistine city-state of Ashdod. Throughout that time Ahaz remained a 
loyal vassal, deaf to the incitements of the rebels, mindful that he now bordered 
on Assyrian provinces both to the west (Ashdod) and to the north (Israel), 
and perhaps encouraged by prophecies like Isa. 20.11

The same was true even of Hezekiah in the first decade of his reign, ac
cording to some.12 It was not until the death of Sargon in battle in 705 B.C.E., 
and the general rebellion that greeted this unique event and the succession of 
his son Sennacherib, that Hezekiah demonstrably joined the rebellion. Indeed, 
he became the leader of its western wing and received the embassy of 
Merodach-baladan, leader of its eastern wing, some time between 705 and 
702 B.C.E., i.e., during the latter’s exile and second tenure, according to one 
view.13 It was only after this that Sennacherib, seeking to maintain the expan
sionist policy of his predecessors and to deal with rebellion in the decisive 
manner that had become traditional with them, turned his attention to Jeru
salem. He thus confronted Hezekiah, whose reign had begun twenty-two years 
before his own (727 B.C.E.) according to some scholars,14 or ten (715 B.C.E.) 
according to others.15

All told, Hezekiah’s reign has numerous points of contact with extra-biblical 
sources. At first glance, it might seem that the last word or at least the latest 
word had been said about these, for even in the short time since I accepted 
my assignment for this conference, excellent articles have appeared on the 
subject by N. Na*aman16 and O. Borowski,17 both scholars with an exemplary 
first-hand knowledge of the material, and it is barely a decade since it was 
surveyed by H. Tadmor, the acknowledged master of the field.18 As Tadmor 
points out, the campaign of Sennacherib against Judah and Jerusalem in the 
reign of Hezekiah is the longest account in the Bible of any encounter between 
Israel and Assyria, and at one and the same time the most detailed description 
of an Assyrian campaign to the west in the cuneiform sources.19 If, neverthe
less, I am prepared to review the ground once more, it is at least partly because 
some aspects of it still deserve another look in the light of recent research. 
More generally, the extra-biblical sources can be used to illustrate and evaluate 
the divergent methodologies currently competing in biblical historiography.

I shall concentrate first on some objective facts and leave the Jerusalem of 
ideology to the conclusion. For biblical historians, nothing is more objective 
than an inscription, and in Hezekiah’s case this has long been available in the 
form of the inscription commemorating the completion of “the tunnel on the 
eastern side of the City of David which carries the water of the Gihon spring
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to a pool at its southern end”20—surely the same Gihon mentioned in con
nection with Hezekiah’s hydraulic accomplishments in II Chron. 32:30. Al
though no royal name is mentioned in it, the paleography points to an eighth 
century date and makes the association of the feat with that mentioned in 
Chronicles (cf. also II Kgs. 20:20)21 highly probable, if not universally ac
cepted.22 The geologist D. Gill has shown that the tunnel made extensive use 
of a preexisting natural fissure in the rock,23 and in his new edition of the 
inscription, K. Lawson Younger, Jr. has identified this fissure with the ZDH, 
which remains its main crux.24 Meantime, the original—which was cut out 
of the rock by vandals, recovered from a Jerusalem antiquities dealer by the 
Ottoman authorities, and removed to Istanbul in 1880—remains there to this 
day despite all efforts to negotiate for its return.25

Jerusalem in 701 B.C.E.

The biblical account describes Hezekiah’s waterworks as part of his preparation 
for the impending Assyrian invasion. In effect, he is quoted as saying “why 
should the kings of Assyria come and find much water?” (II Chron. 32:4). So 
we now turn to the question: when in the reign of Hezekiah did the Assyrians 
invade Judah? For a long time the so-called two-campaign theory held sway, 
based on the apparently irreconcilable discrepancies between the biblical ac
count of Sennacherib’s invasion and the Assyrian king’s own version of the 
event as preserved in three copies of his annals (one of which is now right here 
in Jerusalem)26 as well as its imaginative recasting by Herodotus.27 But it has 
become increasingly clear that the minimalist demand for extra-biblical veri
fication of biblical historiography cannot be met in any mechanical way. Nei
ther source is so objective as to be free of the biases imposed by its own 
ideological agendas. The miraculous deliverance of Jerusalem according to the 
book of Kings (and Isaiah) can be reconciled with the limited victory claimed 
by the Assyrians if these biases are taken into account.

Na’aman has shown how the genuine disaster suffered by Judah as a whole 
could have been subordinated to the overriding recollection of the sparing of 
Jerusalem in the memory of the Deuteronomistic historian of II Kings.28 Tad- 
mor in particular has analyzed the official Assyrian version of events to show, 
point by point, how each of its elements fits into the wider context of the 
official ideology.29 Analogous differences appear between the cuneiform 
sources themselves when they happen to report on the same event from dif
ferent vantage-points, as is best illustrated by the battle of Der twenty years 
earlier (722 B.C.E.).30 Today, only one or two defendants of the two-campaign 
theory remain;31 unless we accept the startling hypothesis proposed by B.
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Becking, that Sennacherib as crown prince “holding a high military rank” 
campaigned against Jerusalem in 715 B.C.E. on behalf of his father Sargon 
II,32 we can safely date the one campaign of Sennacherib against Judah, the 
third campaign of his reign, in his fourth year, i.e., 701 B.C.E.33

There can also be little doubt that the ultimate goal of Sennacherib’s cam
paign was Jerusalem. But even the Assyrian war machine could not venture 
an assault against so great a redoubt without first neutralizing the approaches 
to it. Hence, the brunt of the Assyrian attack was borne by the fortress of 
Lachish, which in its day—like Latrun in 1948 C.E.—guarded the approaches 
to the capital34 and indeed was a kind of second capital itself.35 Perhaps because 
the fall of Lachish was a major success of Sennacherib’s campaign, it received 
a disproportionate share of attention not only in his annals but also in the 
reliefs decorating the “Palace without a rival” which he reconstructed in Nin
eveh.36 Between them they illustrate Assyrian siege techniques in an un
matched fashion and, as Tadmor indicates,37 the reliefs in particular occupy a 
central position in Sennacherib’s new palace. Borowski has used the reliefs, 
with their depiction of incense stands being carried off as booty, to suggest that 
Hezekiah’s reforms did not go so far as to abolish all offerings to local shrines.38

An equally fascinating discovery was made long ago by R. D. Barnett, who 
identified the peculiar “uniforms” worn by the male deportees from Lachish 
with those of Sennacherib’s troops appearing in other reliefs, and drew from 
there the conclusion that some contingents of exiles from Lachish were quickly 
incorporated into the Assyrian army and thus formed the first “Jewish regi
ment” in history.39

The fate of Lachish was shared by many other towns and garrisons in Judah, 
if not necessarily precisely the forty-six “fortified walled cities and surrounding 
small towns, which were without number”40 that Sennacherib in his annals 
claims to have besieged.41 Nor is the figure of 200,150 people exiled from 
them to Assyria exempt from the stereotyped exaggerations of the Assyrian 
chancery, as newly investigated by M. de Odorico, who described this figure 
as a “ ‘high-exact’ number.”42 His study cites43 an earlier one by S. Stohlmann, 
according to whom this “exile of 701” was every bit as shattering as the more 
famous exiles of 722 and 586.44 If it did not have the same impact on its 
contemporaries, this may be because it did not serve as an object-lesson to the 
prophets of the time. Rather, it represents a significant convergence of biblical 
and Assyrian testimony.

Jerusalem itself was, of course, spared, and it was this event that burned 
itself into Judahite consciousness and later memory. Sennacherib could claim 
no more than that he had shut up Hezekiah in the city like a bird in his cage, 
and even this claim was little more than a metaphor borrowed from an in-
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scription of Tiglath-pileser III, as Tadmor has shown.45 The same scholar has 
made a strong case for suggesting that the Assyrian king did not even try to 
throw a true siege against the city;46 the siege of Lachish and the other towns 
had drained his strength47 and though he had the means to press a siege if he 
had chosen to, he was preoccupied with matters closer to home: his great 
building projects in Nineveh and his “Babylonian problem.”48 He contented 
himself with exacting heavy tribute, with the liberation of Padi49 from im
prisonment in Jerusalem, his restoration to the throne of Eqron,50 and the 
transfer of part of western Judah to Philistine rule (Mic. 1:10—16).51 The 
account in II Kgs. 19:35 and Isa. 37:36 attributes Sennacherib’s retreat to the 
angel of the Lord who struck down 185,000 men—a figure uncannily close 
to the 200,150 exiles of Sennacherib’s annals—while Herodotus weighs in 
with a garbled version of matters that recalls a plague of mice sending the 
Assyrian army packing. The figures for the size of Hezekiah’s tribute in the 
biblical account (300 talents of silver and 30 talents of gold, not including the 
metals from the Temple doors) are also noticeably similar to those in the 
Assyrian annals (800 talents of silver and 30 talents of gold), as has often been 
remarked.52

The Aftermath of the Invasion

What is worth more than passing notice, being a relatively new addition to 
the roster of extra-biblical verifications, is the denouement of the invasion. 
According to the next two verses in II Kgs. 19:36-37 and Isa. 37:37-38, 
Sennacherib, at some point after his return to Nineveh and while sacrificing 
to his god Nisroch, was murdered by his sons Adramelech and Sharezer, who 
then fled to Ararat (Urartu), leaving the field to Esarhaddon. This notice has 
long been met with skepticism by biblical historians. While the assassination 
of the Assyrian monarch was well established in the cuneiform sources, the 
identity of the assassins and their subsequent fate apparently was not. In fact, 
however, it was! Hidden in a letter to Esarhaddon, that had been published 
already in 1911,53 was a report on the intrigues surrounding the assassination. 
It took a 1980 study by S. Parpola to ferret out the true import of this letter 
and identify one of the assassins in it as Arad-Mullissu, son of the king.54 From 
here it is only a relatively small step to the Adramelech of the Bible—even if 
we do not choose to follow Parpola’s further proposal, that the king was 
crushed alive under one of the colossi guarding the entrance to the Temple 
where, according to a misinterpretation of the annals of his grandson Assur- 
banipal55 or W. von Soden’s reading of other Assyrian evidence on the event,56 
the murder took place. As to the flight to Urartu, given the constant warfare
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between Assyria and Urartu in the first millennium, it remains distinctly plau
sible that Urartu would have been eager to shelter a rebel against the king of 
Assyria. M. Garsiel adds to all this the interpretation put on the very name of 
Sennacherib, or what he calls its “Midrashic Name derivation” (MND), which 
links it to the Hebrew roots for “destroy” (HRB) and “shame” (HRP) in 
defiance of its plain Akkadian etymology (II Kgs. 19:16-17, 24 = Isa. 37:17— 
18, 25).57

On the Judahite side, too, the abortive invasion had an aftermath, at least 
in the narrative as arranged in II Kings and Isaiah. Hezekiah fell ill immediately 
after or, according to Na’aman,58 immediately before the siege, and though 
the king recovered, he associated (or was required to associate)59 his son Ma- 
nasseh with him as coregent for most of the remaining fifteen years of his 
reign, according to one theory, waiting only until the latter was old enough— 
twelve according to E. Thiele—to take on the duties of the office. This solution 
solves a knotty problem of biblical chronology.60

The pericope on Hezekiah’s illness has an almost folkloristic character, but 
at least three of its four discrete parts can be paralleled from extra-biblical 
sources. I have no comparative data for therapy by fig cake or fig paste61— 
etvelet t’ënïm—of II Kgs. 20:7 (= Isa. 38:21) which many commentators 
regard as extraneous to the pericope.62 Even here, however, I may call attention 
to the existence of an equivalent concoction called—in the plural—kamänäte 
sa titti in Akkadian63 and gidesta in Sumerian, though in the latter case dec
orated with dates or date syrup rather than figs.64 Isaiah’s initial prediction 
“For thou shalt die, and not live” (38:l)65 echoes “he (she) shall die, he (she) 
shall not live” of the Laws of Eshnunna,66 of a medical text, and of the hem- 
erologies of Mesopotamia, as seen by M. Stol.67 The divine reversal of this 
prediction is accompanied by an assurance of divine protection for Jerusalem 
(38:6), at least for the time being.68

Unlike his father Ahaz, Hezekiah had appealed for divine help in the face 
of Jerusalem’s siege,69 and the response had come together with this first and 
most explicit biblical allusion to the (temporary) inviolability of the city as 
demonstrated by a divine sign (ot). In the words of Isaiah, “ ‘I am going to 
make the shadow on the steps, which has descended on the dial (Heb. ‘steps’)70 
of Ahaz because of the sun, recede ten steps’. And the sun(’s shadow) receded 
ten steps, the same steps it had descended” (38:8). Without going into the 
scientific problems raised by this sign, it is well to recall Y. Yadin’s discussion 
of an Egyptian sundial or rather sun-staircase of the type alluded to here.71 It 
is preserved in a model in the Cairo Museum and catches the shadow of the 
sun, not like a sundial where it is cast by a pole on a semicircular surface, but 
rather by two walls on two flights of steps. With the help of an improved
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reading of the biblical passage provided by the Isaiah Scroll from Qumran, as 
read by S. Iwry,72 it is thus possible to preserve the “sun-staircase” of the 
tradition, even if the “sundial” has to go.73

But most important for me personally is the new light still being shed on 
the psalm of individual thanksgiving, which in the version in Isaiah is attrib
uted to Hezekiah after his recovery. Such attributions are familiar, for instance, 
from the prayers of Hannah and Jonah, and in a recent study J. Watts tends 
to dismiss them as created or positioned ad rem, though rendering a useful 
service in treating it in the context of the entire genre of what he calls “insert 
hymns in Hebrew narrative.”74 The general question of the relationship of 
narrative and poetic versions of given biblical pericopes is a complicated one.75 
The case of Hezekiah’s prayer is distinguished by the fact that it is described 
as a “writing” or even a “letter” (mikhtav). I have therefore long tried to 
connect it with the mikhtam genre in the Psalter on the one hand, and with 
the cuneiform literary genre which I have identified as the “letter-prayer” on 
the other.76

In particular, I called attention to the emergence of the royal letter-prayer 
as a means for appealing to the deity in matters affecting the health of the 
king or the welfare of his kingdom.77 Admittedly, the genre flourished more 
than a thousand years before Isaiah, but it did not die out then. At least one 
of the prototypes dating to the nineteenth century B.C.E. survived in recog
nizable form into the seventh! This was already indicated in my edition of the 
original Sumerian text78 and has more recently been confirmed in R. Borgers 
edition of the late bilingual Sumero-Akkadian version.79 While this is not 
enough in and of itself to date the prayer of Hezekiah or to derive its generic 
inspiration from cuneiform models, it at least has served to remove a weighty 
chronological argument against the juxtaposition of the two genres. Moreover, 
a native Assyrian genre of letters to the god Assur had developed in the mean
time for public proclamation after major triumphs such as the eighth campaign 
of Sargon. It is even possible that the third campaign of Sennacherib was so 
commemorated in the form of the so-called Azeka inscription as originally 
interpreted by Na’aman.80

If the biblical historians and prophets adopted the motifs and sometimes 
even the idioms of the Assyrian royal chancery, as has been argued, for ex
ample, by H. L. Ginsberg81 and S. Paul,82 they must have been equally capable 
of deliberately turning the tables on Sennacherib and treating his death as a 
punishment for his sins against God and Jerusalem.83 It thus appears within 
the realm of possibility that they similarly adapted the genre of the royal letter- 
prayer for the story of Hezekiah and the rescue of Jerusalem.

With the death of Hezekiah in 698 (Tadmor) or 687 (Thiele), the name



W I L L I A M  W .  H A L L O  ♦ 43

of Jerusalem again disappears entirely from the cuneiform records of Babylonia 
and Assyria, as is easily demonstrated thanks to the work of S. Parpola84 and 
R. Zadok.85 When the Babylonian Chronicle (5 rev. 12) reports on the first 
siege of Nebuchadnezzar II in 597 B.C.E., it says simply that the king “pitched 
his camp in front of the city of Judaea.”86

Jerusalem in Ideology

A few speculative remarks may be ventured on the Jerusalem of ideology, a 
central theme of this conference. I have nothing to contribute to the question 
of its sanctity, except perhaps to recall the etymology—whether real or pop
ular—most often offered for its name, i.e., City of Shalim, a deity with ample 
connections not only to Ugarit but to “the earliest Semitic pantheon” of 
Mesopotamia, as presented by J. J. M. Roberts.87 This etymology is usually 
buttressed by appeal to the name of the city in the shortened form Shalem 
found in the Bible in connection with Melkizedek88 or in parallelism with 
Zion.89

Perhaps a contextual light can be thrown on the concept of the city’s cen
trality—the background, as it were—of its later reputation as the omphalos, 
the navel of the earth. The concept has had both defenders, beginning with 
W. Roscher90 and A. J. Wensinck,91 and critics, notably S. Talmon who prefers 
to regard the term täbör haäretzn as a purely topographical feature.93 We 
know little of the systematic geographical insights of the biblical writers beyond 
such texts as the Table of Nations in Gen. 10, whereas we are quite well 
informed about the geographic and even the cartographic attainments of the 
Mesopotamians, which were considerable.94 An insightful study by P. Mich- 
alowski has taught us to pay attention in the Mesopotamian case to what he 
calls “mental maps and ideology.”95 He was particularly concerned with the 
ideological role of the early Mesopotamian designations of foreign and distant 
lands such as Aratta in the east, Dilmun in the south, and especially Subartu 
in the north. But his insights can equally well be applied to the case of a native 
city at the very heart of a culture and its beliefs,96 and they can be paralleled 
by the later case of the famous Babylonian mappa mundi, last edited by W. 
Horowitz and discussed by M. Stol, where Babylon occupies a central position 
in the top of the circle representing the known world.97

Thus, we are led to a related point: the city’s inviolability. I have already 
alluded to this ideological component of the biblical narratives.98 It is expressed 
once implicitly, by the juxtaposition of Sennacherib’s siege and his assassina
tion as if to say post hoc ergo propter hoc, and once explicitly, when the prophet 
conveys the divine promise of protection for the city. In the older view of, for
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instance, J. Hayes, “the tradition of Zion’s inviolability” and invulnerability 
goes back to pre-Hezekian and even to pre-Davidic and pre-Israelite times,”99 
while in the'classic treatment by B. Childs, this “Zion tradition” starts and 
ends with “Isaiah and the Assyrian crisis.”100 What, then, is the comparative 
evidence? Clearly, only one city in the Mesopotamian experience is a candidate 
for a comparable status: Babylon. Its inviolability is implied by the respect it 
was accorded by the Assyrians, the long-time rivals of the Babylonians, yet also 
their debtors in matters religious and cultural. Only two Assyrian kings ven
tured to destroy the city, and both paid a heavy price. The first was Tukulti- 
Ninurta I in the thirteenth century B.C.E., who ended his days in a fiery death 
besieged in his own capital that he had newly built and named after himself. 
The second was Sennacherib—and if the biblical historian and prophet had 
no trouble in seeing his assassination as retribution for the abortive siege of 
Jerusalem, neither did the court scribes of Nabonidus in treating it as fit 
retribution for his consummated destruction of Babylon, as noted by J. J. M. 
Roberts101 and, once more, by H. Tadmor.102 B. Porter, in her study of Esar- 
haddon’s Babylonian policy, has shown how Sennacherib’s son and successor 
marshalled all the physical and spiritual resources of the empire to reverse the 
effects of his father’s depredations.103 P.-A. Beaulieu goes even further. Ac
cording to him, both the founder of the Chaldaean dynasty, Nabopolassar, 
and its last king, Nabonidus, believed that Marduk himself had caused the 
assassination of Sennacherib, the destruction of Assyria, and the restoration of 
Babylon and its cult.104 The analogy goes a long way toward explaining the 
tremendous role played by the siege of Jerusalem in the consciousness of bib
lical prophets and historians, and the gap between their view of the event and 
that of the Assyrians.105

Methodological Conclusions

What, then, is the general methodological lesson we can learn from the case 
of Jerusalem under Hezekiah? The simple test of the minimalists, that the 
biblical version of events must have extra-biblical, preferably contemporane
ous, verification before it can be regarded as historical, is an impossible demand 
even in the best of circumstances as here, where the events loom so large in 
Assyrian royal inscriptions and art, but are presented in such a widely divergent 
manner. However, the maximalist willingness to accept the biblical version 
until falsified by extra-biblical sources, preferably contemporaneous and bear
ing on the same matters,106 also lacks a rational basis, given the randomness 
of these sources and their accidental discovery. Because Mesopotamian refer
ences to Jerusalem by name were confined to the single reign of Sennacherib
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and his contemporary Hezekiah, we cannot treat the absence of conflicting 
sources about Jerusalem in other periods as confirmation of every biblical 
statement about the city. The task of the biblical historian thus remains as 
before: to weigh the comparative evidence point by point in order to discover, 
if possible, the nature of its convergence with the biblical data and the reasons 
for its divergence.107
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Second Temple Jerusalem: 

A Jewish City in the Greco-Roman Orbit

L E E  I .  L E V I N E

Introduction

By the end of the Second Temple period, in 70 C.E., Jerusalem had been 
under Jewish hegemony for almost one thousand years. The city had 

come to be regarded, by Jew and non-Jew alike, as a quintessentially Jewish 
city. Jerusalem’s population was overwhelmingly Jewish, as were its leadership, 
calendar, and public institutions, first and foremost of which was the Temple.

In the course of the First and Second Temple periods, Jerusalem had 
evolved into the central sacred site of the Jewish people. This status was not 
achieved overnight, but was the result of an ongoing process spanning many 
centuries. Beginning with David’s decision to conquer the city and transform 
it into his political and religious capital, it reached a peak in the First Temple 
period with Josiah’s decision to centralize Jewish sacrificial cult in the city. 
Whereas beforehand it had been permissible to offer sacrifices to the God of 
Israel anywhere in the country, now only those sacrifices brought to the Je
rusalem Temple were recognized as legitimate and sanctioned.

However, the centrality of the city became even more pronounced in the 
ensuing Second Temple period. Cyrus’ recognition of Jerusalem by virtue of 
its holy Temple was to be repeated later on by Hellenistic and Roman con
querors, and Antiochus Ill’s edict on behalf of Jerusalem upon its capture ca. 
200 B.C.E. is clear testimony of this status (Ant. 12, 138—44). Moreover, the 
transformation of the city into the capital of a substantial political kingdom, 
first in the days of the Hasmoneans and later under Herod, further imbued 
Jerusalem with a status and importance heretofore unmatched.

Parallel to this enhanced political status, Jerusalem also enjoyed a height
ened religious standing. Isaiah had already envisioned the city as a spiritual
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focus for all nations (2:1-4), and in the aftermath of the destruction Ezekiel 
describes the city as the center of the world and its name as “the Lord is there” 
(5:5, 48:35), while II Chronicles refers to the Lord as “the God of Jerusalem” 
(32:19). As has been noted in previous articles in this volume, the author of 
Chronicles emphasizes God’s choice of Jerusalem by relating that a fire de
scended from heaven onto the altar David built there (I Chron. 21:26; cf. II 
Sam. 24:25) and by explicitly identifying Moriah of the 'Aqedah story with 
the Temple Mount (II Chron. 3:1). Deutero-Isaiah (48:2, 52:1) and Nehe- 
miah (11:1) extend the realm of holiness beyond the Temple (Isa. 27:13; Jer. 
31:22) to embrace all of Jerusalem, while Zechariah takes this one step further 
and includes all of Judaea as well (2:14-17). Centuries later, these ideas were 
elaborated in the Letter o f  Aristeas (83), Jubilees (8:17-19), as well as by Jo
sephus {Ward, 52) and Philo (Embassy 37, 281). During the Second Temple 
period, the twin concepts of an eschatological and heavenly Jerusalem made 
their appearance (Enoch 85-90) and became even more prominent in the 
generation following the destruction of the Second Temple ( IV Ezra; II Ba
ruch, cf. also Rev. 21-22; Heb. 12).

The Jewish Dimension of Jerusalem 
in the Hellenistic-Hasmonean Period

The Second Temple period witnessed a series of efforts aimed at defining 
Jerusalem as the quintessential Jewish city by emphasizing its uniqueness and 
particularity. Ezra and Nehemiah’s attempts to separate the city and its pop
ulation from the surrounding regions and peoples was a religious policy which 
reflected Judaea’s geographical and political isolation; this policy would be 
advocated by other authors and sects down to the end of the Second Temple 
era. We have the testimonies of a number of Greek writers from the early 
Hellenistic period indicating the relative success of this policy. Hecataeus of 
Abdera, for instance, describes the uniqueness of Jerusalem, its Temple, and 
people, as well as the success of Jewish society in preserving its ancestral 
traditions. Ben Sira advocates a similar posture, and the agenda of the second- 
century Hasidim seems to have had an intensive Jewish focus.1

Moreover, during these three centuries, between Ezra and Nehemiah on 
the one hand and the Hasmoneans on the other, a number of practices and 
literary works evolved which clearly expressed a particularistic social and reli
gious thrust. This proclivity was expressed early on in a variety of ways, from 
banning foreign merchants on the Sabbath, emphasizing the use of Hebrew, 
to driving out foreign wives.2 The division of the Jewish population into 
priestly mishmarot and lay maamadot, each with semi-annual obligations in
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the Temple, also seems to have evolved at this time, as did a series of halakhic 
requirements, such as spending the “second tithe” in the city four times every 
seven years.3 The emergence of apocalyptic literature in the third and second 
centuries is a further expression of Jewish particularism, as was the newly- 
established centrality of the Torah in Jewish religious life, a centrality which 
found expression in Sabbath and festival communal-reading frameworks that 
crystallized during this period.4

This introversive focus on the Jewish body polity was given a dramatic boost 
in the mid-second century B.C.E., with the ascendance of the Hasmoneans 
and the establishment of a sovereign state boasting ambitious territorial de
signs. Among the most prominent changes effected, the following may be 
noted:

1. The Hasmoneans radically altered the geographical concept of Eretz- 
Israel to include almost all of the territory west of the Jordan River and 
large tracts to its east; for the 400-or-so years beforehand, Jewish Judaea 
included only the region around Jerusalem, which was more or less 
contiguous with the Persian administrative region, Yehud.

2. Concomitant with the successful conquests, there crystallized an ideol
ogy that the Jews under Hasmonean hegemony were, in fact, reclaiming 
their ancestral homeland and, in fact, were obliged to eliminate all pagan 
worship. This led to the destruction of pagan shrines and, at times, to 
the death or exile of native populations (e.g., I Macc. 13:43-53). Iron
ically, it was precisely at this time that the institution of conversion first 
made its appearance in a Jewish context, as the Hasmoneans forced 
conversion upon the Idumeans in the south and the Itureans in the north 
CAnt. 13, 257-58, 318).

3. The Hasmonean era witnessed an enhanced prominence of the Temple 
in Jewish life. The Hasmoneans rose to power as defenders of the Tem
ple and its purity from foreign cults, and this achievement played a cen
tral role in their court propaganda, as indicated by II Maccabees and the 
letters prefacing that book. Brief references in I Maccabees and Josephus 
indicate that each and every Hasmonean ruler devoted energy and funds 
to improving and strengthening the Temple and its surroundings.

4. Together with the above campaigns to ban idolatry and reemphasize the 
Temple’s prominence came a greater emphasis on matters of ritual purity 
within Jewish society. This new focus found expression in many of the 
halakhic decisions ascribed in our sources to the early Pharisees and the 
Qumran community. In the material culture, this emphasis is evident 
in the appearance of ritual baths (miqvaot), and this tendency is further
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underscored by the almost exclusive use of local (as against imported) 
ware and by the more frequent recourse to using the ashes of a red heifer, 
intended for purification from corpse impurity. This rare sacrifice was 
reportedly offered seven times (five, according to another tradition) from 
the Hasmonean period onward, i.e., in the last two hundred years of the 
Second Temple period. Only two cases are noted for the previous mil
lennium (M Parah 3:5).

5. Jewish art underwent a radical change at this time, and was now char
acterized by the studious avoidance of any figurai representation, either 
human or animal. Up to this point, such depictions were not uncommon 
in Jewish circles, from the cherubs over the holy ark and the lions of 
Solomon’s throne, to the figurines found in Israelite settlements and the 
human and animal images on Yehud coins from Persian and Hellenistic 
Jerusalem. The magnificent Tobiad palace in 'Iraq el-Emir (between 
Jericho and Amman), dating from the early second century B.C.E., is 
adorned with majestic figures of eagles and lions carved in stone. How
ever, commencing under the Hasmoneans and continuing for some 
three centuries, human and animal representations were not to be found 
in Judaea. Exceptions to this rule exist, but they are few and far between.5

6. Finally, the emergence of Jewish sects—e.g., Pharisees, Sadducees, and 
Essenes (including the Qumran community as well), each with its own 
particular religious agenda—is a further indication of a more concerted 
Jewish emphasis at this time, at least within certain circles.

The Hellenistic Dimension of Hasmonean Jerusalem

Understanding the Jewish component of Second Temple Jerusalem is neces
sary for an understanding of the city and and its workings—necessary but not 
sufficient in and of itself. Another force at work in the wake of, and even 
before, Alexander’s conquests of the East was Hellenistic culture, and this 
dimension was to shape the city profoundly. The social and cultural message 
of the Hellenistic world was radically different from the Jerusalem of Ezra and 
Nehemiah. Alexander had married a Persian princess and compelled his offi
cers and soldiers to wed Persian women. The message here was loud and clear: 
isolation, insulation, and estrangement were to be rejected; a meeting of 
cultures—symbiosis, synthesis, and even syncretism—were the order of the 
day. This, of course, is a far cry from the mass-divorce from non-Jewish spouses 
by members of the Jerusalem aristocracy that was advocated by Ezra and Ne
hemiah.

Moreover, what had been of marginal significance before Alexander became



LEE I.  L E V I N E  ♦ 57

much more central after his conquest. The impact of Hellenism on the Near 
East in general, and on Judaea and Jerusalem in particular, was considerable. 
From the very beginning of this era, there are indications of Jerusalem’s par
ticipation in the life of the wider Hellenistic world, such as its diplomatic 
relations with Sparta, which developed in the third and second centuries 
B.C.E. or its use of imported Rhodian wine, as attested by the discovery of 
hundreds of stamped amphora handles dating from the mid-third to the late 
second centuries B.C.E. Several books written or edited in the third century 
B.C.E., e.g., Ecclesiastes (Qohelet) and the Song of Songs, appear to reflect 
either Hellenistic genres (in the case of the latter) or the questioning of tra
ditional Jewish values resulting, inter alia, from the impact of Hellenistic cul
ture (in the case of the former). Contrastingly, a number of other books written 
at about this time express opposition to certain hellenizing tendencies, as, for 
example, Ben Sira and Jubileesy although even these exhibit a certain measure 
of outside influence.6

The pièce de résistance of Hellenization in Judaea, occurred in 175 B.C.E., 
when the high priest Jason converted Jerusalem into a Greek polis replete with 
gymnasium and ephebium (II Macc. 4). Whether this step represents the cul
mination of a 150-year process of Hellenization in Jerusalem, or whether it 
was the initiative of only a small coterie of Jerusalem priests with no wider 
cultural or social ramifications, has been debated for decades.7 The answer may 
well lie somewhere between these two polar positions. In any event, Jason’s 
move constituted a bold step in the city’s adaptation to the wider world, a 
process which would be interrupted—albeit only temporarily—by the perse
cutions of Antiochus IV and the resultant Maccabean revolt.

A further stage in the Hellenization process took place under Hasmonean 
rule. The motivation of the Hasmonean revolt has often been misunderstood. 
It has been contended that this revolt came in protest to the process and 
progress of Hellenization in Judaea, but this is patently not the case. The 
Maccabees revolted in response to the persecutions imposed by the king—a 
most exceptional policy for an enlightened Hellenistic king. It was an extreme 
measure and was undoubtedly motivated by the most unusual of circum
stances, although there is little scholarly agreement as to precisely what these 
were.8 Following their victory, the Hasmoneans themselves quickly adopted 
Hellenistic mores; they instituted holidays celebrating military victories (Ni- 
canor Day on the 13th of Adar), as did the Greeks; they signed treaties with 
Rome and forged close alliances with the upper strata of Jerusalem society, 
whose hellenized proclivities are attested by names such as Alexander, Dio
dorus, Apollonius, Eupolemus, Antiochus, Numenius, Antiochus, Jason, An
tipater, and Aeneas.9
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Under Hasmonean rule (141-63 B.C.E.), instances of Hellenization within 
Jerusalem became more commonplace. The document in I Macc. 14, record
ing the public appointment of Simon as leader, high priest, and strategos, is 
written in a style strikingly reminiscent of documents from the Hellenistic 
world. The structure of this declaration, the claims put forward to justify and 
explain this appointment, the use of purple robes and gold ornaments by the 
Hasmoneans, the dating of an era commencing with Simon’s appointment, 
and, finally, recording the text of this document on bronze tablets and placing 
them in a prominent place in the Temple area and in the (Temple?) treasury 
are well-known Hellenistic practices.

Beginning with the second generation, the Hasmoneans began adopting 
Greek names in addition to their Hebrew ones: John Hyrcanus I (134—104 
B.C.E.), Aristobulus I (104-103 B.C.E.), Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 
B.C.E.), Salome Alexandra (76-67 B.C.E.), Aristobolus II (67-63 B.C.E.), 
Hyrcanus II (63-40 B.C.E.), and, finally, Antigonus (40-37 B.C.E.). Helle
nization in the Hasmonean court is likewise reflected by the hiring of foreign 
mercenaries and, more poignantly, by the assumption of royalty by Aristobolus 
I, Alexander Jannaeus, and Aristobolus II. No less telling in this regard is the 
sole rule of a queen, Salome Alexandra. Her smooth and unchallenged suc
cession may well have been facilitated by contemporary Ptolemaic practice.

Several burial monuments and graves discovered in Hasmonean Jerusalem 
similarly reflect a significant appropriation of Hellenistic forms. The two prin
cipal remains of such funerary monuments, the priestly Bnei Hezir tomb from 
the Qidron Valley to the east of the city and Jason’s tomb (also probably 
belonging to a priestly family) to the west (in today’s Rehavia neighborhood), 
were both built in typical Hellenistic fashion—the former with its facade in 
classic Doric style (columns, pilasters, and frieze), the latter with its single 
Doric column and pyramid-like monument. Both tombs feature kukhim (or 
loculi, rectangular niches cut perpendicularly into the tomb’s wall for primary 
burials), a burial arrangement which reached Judaea from Alexandria and Pal
estine’s southern coastal region (e.g., Marisa). The tomb of Jason features 
scenes of merchant- and warships, a gazelle, as well as a series of menorah 
graffiti. Both of these tombs feature a variety of inscriptions, one in Hebrew 
in the Bnei Hezir tomb, and Greek and Aramaic ones in Jason’s tomb.10

The tiny bronze coins minted by the Hasmoneans are a fascinating example 
of the cultural synthesis of Hellenistic and Jewish traditions. The very issuance 
of coins for economic and political purposes clearly reflects contemporary 
practice of both established kingdoms and newly-founded political entities 
seeking recognition and legitimacy. While only inscriptions in ancient Hebrew 
script (the First Temple precursor of the Aramaic square script introduced into 
Jewish society in the Persian period) appear on the coinage of Hyrcanus I and
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Aristobolus I, Greek inscriptions appear under Alexander Jannaeus. These in
scriptions bear the Greek name of the ruler as well as his Greek title, i.e., 
ßaoiketig; the Hebrew inscriptions, by contrast, bear the ruler’s Hebrew name 
(Yohanan, Judah, Jonathan, Mattathias) as well as the title “high priest” or 
“king.” On occasion, these bilingual inscriptions appear on either side of the 
same coin.11

Moreover, the symbols appearing on these coins were, with rare exception, 
borrowed from the surrounding Hellenistic world: anchors, cornucopiae, a 
wheel or star design, and floral representations. However, in this regard the 
Hasmonean rulers introduced one very unique element: no images of living 
beings—neither animal nor human—appear on any of their coins. Thus, the 
artistic and epigraphical components of the coins minted in Jerusalem under 
Hasmonean auspices reveal a fascinating symbiosis of Jewish and Hellenistic 
elements, reflecting the desire of the Hasmoneans to live comfortably in both 
the Hellenistic and Jewish worlds; this is the message they wished to convey 
via one of the most public vehicles at their disposal. In a similar vein, contem
porary Phoenician coins exhibited native symbols together with Phoenician 
and Greek legends. Hasmonean numismatic evidence is thus significant on 
two counts: it reflects the vision and policy of those who ruled, while the 
message contained therein was aimed at the population at large for whom 
these coins were made.

Other evidence from Hasmonean society, though limited, likewise points 
in the direction of Jewish and Hellenistic symbiosis. This thrust is reflected, 
for example, in the archeological finds from the Hasmonean palaces at Jericho. 
There we find, side by side with the large swimming pool and pavilion, the 
latter in Doric style and following Hellenistic aristocratic tastes, a series of 
ritual baths (miqvaot) reflecting the Hasmoneans’ priestly commitment to 
maintain their ritual purity with regularity. Even a book as hostile to the Jewish 
Hellenizers and their reforms as II Maccabees, written toward the end of the 
second century B.C.E., reflects a certain ambivalence. II Maccabees was the 
first to use the terms “Judaism” (2:21; 8:1; 14:38) and “Hellenism” (4:13) as 
contrasting values and clashing cultural forces. Yet, the book itself was written 
in Greek, patterned in the tradition of Greek “pathetic” historiography, while 
borrowing Greek literary motifs in its narratives. This was not the only such 
case in the literary sphere. At about the same time, the Greek translation of 
the book of Esther utilized the finest of Greek linguistic and stylistic tech
niques, especially in the additions to the Hebrew text which focused on par
ticularistic values, emphasizing the chasm between Greek and Jew (i.e., 
between Haman and Mordecai). It is explicitly stated that this Greek trans
lation was carried out in Jerusalem.

Thus, far from stifling Hellenistic influence, Hasmonean rule was actually
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catalytic. To maintain diplomatic relations, support a bureaucracy, build a 
military force, create a kingdom, and develop its capital, Greek language and 
ways had to be learned. As Bickerman has aptly remarked with regard to a 
number of Hellenistic native rulers who took over in the wake of the Seleucid 
collapse: “Cosmopolitanism was the price of independence.”12

Herodian Jerusalem and the Process of Hellenization

With the Roman conquest of the East and the subsequent ascension of Herod 
as king of Judaea, a new era opened for Jerusalem that was marked by a far 
greater intensity of contact with, and integration into, the surrounding culture. 
The reasons for this increased contact are threefold. First and foremost was 
Rome’s establishment of an empire whose borders embraced the entire oiku- 
mette. With control of these areas firmly secured, Rome justifiably boasted of 
a pax Romana, an era which allowed for freedom and security of movement. 
Internal boundaries essentially disappeared and the flow of traffic, be it of a 
commercial, social, religious or cultural nature, now became commonplace. 
As a result, Jerusalem was linked more firmly than ever to a network of urban 
centers in the Roman East.13

A second factor behind Jerusalem’s increased international contacts relates 
to Herod himself. Without a doubt, the most fundamental operative principle 
of Herod’s public policy was the integration of his Judaean kingdom into the 
warp and woof of the Roman world. Herod’s ability to maintain and 
strengthen political connections was proven time and again in the course of 
his 33-year reign.14 His political loyalty was matched by a fascination with the 
cultural and social world of his time, both in its Hellenistic and Roman ver
sions. As has been well documented archeologically over the last generation, 
Herod directed much of his enormous energies to promoting Hellenistic- 
Roman civilization, in its many ramifications, throughout his kingdom and

Finally, a third factor which had considerable influence on the cultural 
milieu of Herodian Jerusalem was linked to the dramatically-expanding Jewish 
Diaspora.15 With rare exception, these communities were highly acculturated 
socially and culturally. Herod actively encouraged the involvement of Diaspora 
Jewry in the life of Jerusalem. He took the initiative by bringing a number of 
priestly families to Jerusalem from Egypt and Babylonia. Moreover, his re
building of the Jerusalem Temple on a monumental scale served not only as 
a source of inspiration for Jews everywhere, but also as an inducement and 
attraction for many to visit the city, primarily in the framework of the pil
grimage festivals. Jews from throughout the Diaspora were among the mul
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titudes streaming into the city in the course of the year. One has only to read 
Acts 2:9—11 to realize the extent of their presence: therein appears a list of 
places whose languages could be heard on the streets of the city during a 
festival. The gatherings of pilgrims in Jerusalem appear to have represented a 
microcosm of the entire Roman world, bringing a wide range of cultures into 
the city.

Of no less significance to our discussion is the fact that permanent com
munities of Diaspora Jews were likewise to be found in Jerusalem. The exis
tence of such communities is attested in three sources: rabbinic literature, 
which takes note of a synagogue of Alexandrians in Jerusalem (T Megillah 2: 
17); the Theodotus inscription, which speaks of a Jerusalem synagogue 
founded by Jews from Rome;16 and Acts 6:9, which lists a series of Diaspora 
synagogues in the city established by Jews from Alexandria, Cyrene, Asia, 
Cilicia, and a synagogue of freedman. The extent of this permanent form of 
Diaspora presence in the city is unknown but, together with the constant 
stream of visitors from abroad, their influence on city life and affairs was 
undoubtedly considerable.

How did the above-noted developments impact on the city, and what im
pressions might a visitor to Jerusalem have had? Even before entering it walls, 
one could not help but be struck by the many funerary monuments surround
ing the city.17 As was the case with the earlier Hasmonean period, burial 
remains from the first centuries B.C.E. and C.E. offer clear evidence of Hel
lenistic influence. The monuments in the Qidron Valley (the so-called Absa
lom and Zechariah tombs) are typical Hellenistic monuments that could be 
found throughout the Roman East. Wealthy Jerusalemites copied the finest 
examples of Hellenistic architecture when building those tombs, which fea
tured solid square bases, columns, capitals, architraves, and cornices, all con
forming to regnant Hellenistic styles. Often these monuments were capped 
with a tholos or pyramid, both ubiquitous architectural elements throughout 
the East.

Diaspora Jews as well seem to have expended sizable sums of money on 
funerary monuments in Jerusalem. Nicanor of Alexandria, who contributed a 
magnificant gate to the Temple, also erected an impressive tomb on the crest 
of today’s Mount Scopus. But what may have been the most magnificent tomb 
of all was that of Queen Helena of Adiabene and her royal family to the north 
of the city. Pausanias takes note of this tomb together with that of King 
Mausolus of Halicarnassus whose mausoleum became one of the seven won
ders of the world: “I know many wonderful graves and will mention two of 
them, the one at Halicarnassus, and one in the land of the Hebrews.”18

Furthermore, the use of stone chests (ossuaries) for secondary burial of
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bones first appears in the time of Herod and quickly became the dominant 
form of secondary burial down to the time of the city’s destruction. Why such 
a practice crystallized in Jerusalem at this time has been a subject of consid
erable speculation.19 However, it would appear most plausible, given the date 
of their appearance and the fact that their use declined precipitously following 
the year 70, that the use of ossuaries was a product of Roman influence. 
Romans likewise used small stone boxes, along with the better-known urns, 
for gathering their ashes following cremation. Although the adoption of such 
ossuaries by Jews would have required a large measure of adaptation, viewing 
this Roman practice as the inspiration for the use of ossuaries can best explain 
the dating of this Jerusalem burial custom. As it first appeared in the Herodian 
era, it reflects the profound impact Rome was having on the city. It would 
also explain the timing of this custom’s disappearance. Once the city was 
destroyed, the social and cultural matrix which supported it also disappeared, 
and the practice then began to sink into oblivion. If this line of reasoning is 
to be accepted, then the introduction of ossuaries may be construed less as a 
statement of particular Jewish religious beliefs than as a social convention 
which the relatively affluent Jerusalemites borrowed from the Romans.

Once in the city itself, our visitor would undoubtedly have been struck by 
the many similarities between Jerusalem and other Greco-Roman urban cen
ters. The three towers to the north of Herod’s palace, the Antonia fortress 
north of the Temple, public buildings such as the bouleuterion> agora, Xystus, 
as well as the palaces and residences of the wealthy classes in the Upper City, 
almost always followed Hellenistic-Roman styles.20

Excavations of the city’s Jewish Quarter after 1967 offer remarkable evi
dence of the extent to which this wealthy, oft-priestly, stratum of Jerusalem 
society imported and adopted the regnant artistic styles and material goods 
from the surrounding world. Among the most relevant finds in this regard are 
mosaic floors featuring geometric and floral designs, frescoes often similar to 
those found at Pompeii (emphasizing architectural designs, colored panels, 
imitation marble, and architectural and floral motifs), a glass decanter from 
Sidon, imported western and eastern terra sigillata, fine (or thin-walled) ware, 
Pompeian red ware, Italian amphorae, and perfume bottles. Herodian society, 
and this includes the remains from Jericho and Herod’s desert fortresses, as 
well as Jerusalem, was strikingly different from its Hasmonean predecessor in 
the quantity and quality of imported wares imported into the country. 
Whereas Hasmonean society had relied primarily on local ware, the Herodian 
upper classes utilized foreign-made ceramics to a far greater extent. Thus, from 
this aspect as well, the wealthy residential neighborhoods of the Upper City 
of Jerusalem and elsewhere were well ensconced in the wider Greco-Roman 
material culture.21
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Three major structures in and around the city were erected by Herod as 
entertainment institutions. In a relatively detailed account, Josephus records 
the functions of these buildings during the games organized by the king {Ant. 
15, 267-79). The theater was the setting for dramatic and musical perform
ances, the amphitheater for bloody spectacles between gladiators or animals, 
or between gladiators and animals, while the hippodrome featured chariot and 
perhaps foot races. Herod constructed these buildings with the intention of 
introducing well-known and widespread Greco-Roman institutions into his 
capital, thereby placing Jerusalem in the cultural forefront along with other 
major urban centers of the East. No sizable Roman city with any modicum 
of civic pride would do without one or more of these institutions, much as 
any respectable modern city would do without a center for the performing 
arts, museums, or major sports facilities. However, Herod was not content 
with simply erecting these structures; he also allocated considerable sums of 
money to promote quadrennial spectacles, to which he invited the foremost 
athletes and performers of the time.

The pièce de résistance of Herod’s building projects in the city was the 
rebuilding of the Temple. The king’s munificence in this regard knew few 
bounds. He doubled the size of the Temple Mount area, creating the largest 
temenos (sacred precinct) known in the ancient world. Around three sides of 
this temenos he built porticoes, and along the fourth a monumental basilica 
(royal stoa) measuring well over 250 meters. This basilica was the largest- 
known building of its kind at the time. In the overall plan of this complex, 
Herod utilized a recognized Hellenistic model. Similar temenoiy with their 
artificial platforms, porticoes, basilicas, and temples, are known from North 
Africa, Syria, and Asia Minor, and this type of building, referred to as a cae- 
sareum, is described by Philo and other Greco-Roman authors of this period. 
Herod thus adopted this overall model and its components with regard to his 
showcase Temple.22

Other aspects of the Temple complex likewise reflect Hellenistic influence. 
The architectural components of some of these buildings discovered in ar
cheological excavations conform to regnant Greek traditions; the columns, 
capitals, basilical plan, lintels, etc. all follow Hellenistic architectural models. 
There should be nothing particularly revolutionary in such a realization. As 
noted, Jews have never possessed an architectural tradition of their own, and 
their buildings borrowed heavily from the architectural and artistic styles in 
vogue in contemporary society. Solomon’s Temple itself had been patterned 
after a typical Phoenician temple plan.23

In moving from place to place within Jerusalem, our imaginary visitor 
would have been struck by his or her ability to communicate linguistically in 
all parts of the city.24 Although Latin and Hebrew might have been heard at
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times, these languages were spoken by only a small minority of the population, 
the former only by visiting Roman officials and soldiers. Almost everyone in 
the city spoke either Aramaic or Greek (or both). The latter appears in about 
37% of the city’s inscriptions and was certainly the preferred language of the 
city’s Diaspora population. The monumental Theodotus inscription from a 
Jerusalem synagogue, as well as Acts’ description of the Hellenist wing of the 
early church (the term “Hellenist” probably referring to the language of these 
people as well as their origin), attests to the use of Greek by the foreign-born. 
Aramaic is evidenced not only in the phrases ascribed to Jesus in the gospels, 
but also by a series of documents dating from this period (letters, the marriage 
document [ketubah], and several literary works).

Tertullian once asked: “Quid Athenis et HierosolymisC' (“What has Athens 
in common with Jerusalem?”). On the basis of our examination of the city, 
its practices, composition, and institutions at the end of the Second Temple 
period, we would have to answer: a great deal! Jerusalem was affected by 
Hellenistic and Roman culture as was Athens.

Nevertheless, as in the earlier Hasmonean period, our presumed visitor to 
the city could not help but be struck at the same time by some significant 
differences between Jerusalem and other Roman cities. Perhaps one of the 
most immediate realizations was in the public realm. In contrast to other urban 
landscapes, Jerusalem was bereft: of any figurai art.25 The ubiquitous statues of 
deities, emperors, prominent citizens, and animals which might have graced 
the streets, plazas and public buildings elsewhere were not to be seen. Although 
the Jews were not adverse to figurai representations in other periods of their 
history, during these particular centuries, as noted above, there was a general 
consensus that such depictions were to be eschewed.

The Temple was the one institution which, more than any other, bestowed 
upon the entire city a distinct Jewish ambience. Not only were its holidays, 
rituals, and leadership determined by Jewish tradition, but the rhythm of daily 
life was dictated by the Jewish cycle of holy days and holidays, all of which 
were focused on the Temple Mount. Symbolic of this preeminence was a stone 
found at the southwestern corner of the Temple Mount with the inscription 
ny>pnn JV1—a place of trumpeting.26 This discovery jibes well with Josephus’ 
account that a priest would announce the onset and conclusion of Sabbaths 
and holidays by sounding a trumpet from the walls of the Temple Mount 
(War A, 582). Moreover, leaders of almost all the major sects of first-century 
Jewish society were wont to meet their students and conduct other affairs in 
the Temple Mount area.

But the presence of the Temple as a unique Jewish institution was felt on 
an even wider scale. Given the requirement of ritual purity for everything
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connected with its precincts, this concern became part of everyday life for 
much of the population. One of most salient expressions of this concern was 
the emergence of a vigorous stone vessel industry. A wide range of everyday 
utensils (including tables) were created in stone.27 Stone became the preferred 
medium as it is not susceptible to impurity as is ceramic ware, for example. 
Although such vessels have been found in almost all Jewish settlements, the 
largest quantity has turned up in and around Jerusalem. The ever-increasing 
use of ritual baths (miqvaot) at this time further emphasizes this concern for 
purity. Not only were such baths located near the entrances to the Temple for 
those about to enter its precincts, but they became a regular feature among 
certain sects (e.g., the Essenes), among the priests living in the Upper City, 
and even in many agricultural installations throughout Judaea whose produce 
might find its way to the Temple.28 Certain practices that were widespread in 
the Hellenistic and early Hasmonean periods, such as importing foreign wines, 
had now disappeared. Almost no Rhodian jar handles have been found in 
Herodian and post-Herodian Jerusalem.

Conclusion

In measuring the urban dimensions of this interplay between Judaism and 
Hellenism29—from the material culture, to the institutions, languages, and 
diverse social and religious practices—the impact of the latter on Jerusalem 
must be judged as most significant. Indeed, Jerusalem had a great deal in 
common with its pagan neighbors of the first century. Nevertheless, within 
the context of this extensive influence, there were many instances when a 
foreign influence was seriously altered in the process of adaptation to Jewish 
practice, or were even rejected entirely because they offended Jewish sensibil
ities. Moreover, as we have seen, there were numerous instances in which 
strong Hellenistic proclivities existed side by side with distinctly Jewish be
havior. Thus, the hippodrome seems to have been located not far from the 
Temple, and most homes of the wealthy in Jerusalem’s Upper City included 
Hellenistic-Roman decorations alongside their ritual baths. Even Herod him
self was careful to avoid figurai representations in his palaces and public build
ings (at least in Judaea), and he likewise demanded circumcision before 
allowing female members of his family to marry non-Jews. All these nuances 
were at play in the city at one and the same time, and in a wide variety of 
areas in city life. It is thus important to underscore the need for a balanced 
picture in order to appreciate the totality of this phenomenon.

In short, Jerusalem occupied a most unusual position within Jewish Pales
tine. On the one hand, it was the most Jewish of all cities, given the presence
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of the Temple, the priesthood, and the leadership of almost all sects and 
religious groups, not to speak of the many religious observances associated 
specifically with this city. On the other hand, Jerusalem was also the most 
hellenized of Jewish cities, both in terms of its population, languages, insti
tutions, and general cultural ambience. Jerusalem’s Janus-type posture made 
it a truly remarkable city, for Jewish society in particular and within the larger 
Roman world in general.
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5
The Pilgrimage Economy of Jerusalem 

in the Second Temple Period

M A R T I N  G O O D M A N

There have been many general studies of the economy of Jerusalem in the 
late Second Temple period.1 It is clear that, despite social tensions en
gendered by the inequitable distribution of wealth, this was an exceptionally 

prosperous society.2 The basis of such prosperity can hardly have been the 
exploitation of the agrarian hinterland in the Judaean hills which, despite the 
panegyrical remarks of Josephus ( War 3, 49-50), was too poor and too far 
from the coast for the encouragement of cash crops for interregional trade. 
Jerusalem did not lie on any important trade route. Nor was prosperity a 
product of the political role of the city in the Herodian period and under 
Roman procuratorial rule, for the government of Judaea was often based else
where than Jerusalem and, in marked context to Ptolemaic Alexandria, Jeru
salem never developed a society and economy based around a royal court. The 
wealth of Jerusalem derived in one form or another from its sanctity. It is a 
truism that without its religious role Jerusalem would never have become a 
major city; specifically, although by the end of the Second Temple period the 
city may have attracted wealthy visitors to study or to settle in an exciting 
international atmosphere, the main cause of prosperity was the presence of the 
Temple. The aim of this paper will be to explore the role in the economy of 
mass pilgrimage and, in particular, the significance of pilgrimage from abroad.

In theory, the economic impact of pilgrimage should have been immense. 
According to the Torah (Ex. 23:17; Deut. 16:16), every adult Jewish male was 
required to visit the Temple three times each year, and although the total size 
of the Jewish population in this period is unknown, it was undoubtedly very 
large indeed.3 Comparison with the history of Mecca in more recent times 
encourages speculation that much of Jerusalem’s society might have been 
bound up in the service industries required by pilgrims, so that the periodic
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pilgrim festivals might have become the “harvest” of the city,4 although since 
Jerusalem did at least have some indigenous economic base, the city would not 
have been as totally dependent on visitors as Mecca became.5

Some aspects of the pilgrimage process and its importance in later Second 
Temple Judaism can be derived from explicit evidence in the ancient sources, 
particularly the writings of Josephus and early rabbinic texts.6 Visitors might 
use tents (Ant. 17, 213-17) but often they needed to be given accommodation 
by institutions7 or individuals (Mark 11:11), for which they might pay in cash 
or in kind (as envisaged in T Ma'aser Sheni 1:12). They needed food, drink, 
luxuries, and souvenirs, and it is reasonable to assume that the craftsmen of 
the city, who greeted the pilgrims on arrival according to M Bikkurim 3:3, 
took advantage of the market for their goods. Pilgrims tended to stay not just 
for the minimum period required, but for the whole festival period, often 
bringing with them their wives and children, even though the latter were under 
no obligation to visit the Temple at all.8 Proper performance of pilgrimage 
without considerable expenditure was more or less impossible, however 
cheaply the pilgrim tried to live, since, according to early rabbinic texts, there 
was a requirement for the money earned in exchange for the second tithe 
(Deut. 14:26) to be spent by the pilgrim while within the boundaries of the 
city.9

It is unlikely that every adult male Jew visited Jerusalem at the same time, 
but ancient comments on the impact of pilgrimage in the first century C.E. 
make it clear that the festivals were very crowded. The interest of the sources 
lies naturally not in economics but in the political volatility which resulted 
from the presence of huge numbers of people (War 2, 224 and elsewhere). 
Passover was apparently a particularly popular pilgrimage time (Ant. 17, 214), 
but the Pentecost and Tabernacles festivals were also well attended. Numbers 
in ancient texts are always hard to evaluate, but Josephus clearly intended to 
impress his readers when he gave the figure of 2,700,000 male pilgrims who 
came to Jerusalem for the Passover in 66 C.E (War 6, 425); the size of the 
city’s normal population is unknown, but even the highest estimate is under 
a quarter of a million.10

As Philo remarked with pride, these pilgrims came from all over the Jewish 
world: they were “thousands of men from thousands of cities” (Special Laws 
1, 69). Such mass international pilgrimage is not attested for any other cult 
in the Roman empire, for the simple reason that only Jews insisted (at least 
in theory) both that only one Temple was a valid place for sacrifices and that 
all adult male devotees of the cult were duty bound to make regular obeisance 
there. Other shrines, like the sanctuary of Asclepius at Pergamum or Artemis 
at Perge, also hosted regular large gatherings,11 but these festivals were essen-
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tially local affairs for the surrounding region. A devotee of Asclepius in Italy 
would usually visit a shrine to the god closer to home than Pergamum, and 
would see no value in the long trek to Asia Minor; pagan pilgrims who em
barked on long journeys were the exception, not the rule.12

It seems clear that mass international pilgrimage was a feature of Judaism 
which distinguished it from other religions, thus explaining the nervousness 
of the Roman authorities at the potentiality for political unrest among such 
huge crowds. It is worth comparing the caution of Trajan when asked by Pliny 
the Younger about setting up a fire brigade in Nicomedia in Bithynia (Letters 
10, 33-34). It is also likely (if unprovable) that such pilgrimage was to prove 
an important element in the prosperity of the city in the last century of its 
existence. Below I shall investigate a question which, I think, has not been 
previously asked by scholars: when did such mass international pilgrimage 
start?

It has been noted before that no reference to international pilgrimage can 
be found in any source referring to the period before Herod.13 I would like to 
suggest that this silence may not be accidental. It seems to me significant that 
nothing about such pilgrimage can be found in the glowing description of 
Jerusalem found in Ps. Aristeas to Philo crates 83—120, a text composed probably 
in the mid-second century B.C.E., or in the writings of any of the Greek and 
Latin gentile authors who wrote about Jews before the mid-first century
B.C.E.14—despite the fact that mass movements across international borders 
would have been very noticeable in the late Hellenistic period, with Jews 
coming from Alexandria (in Ptolemaic territory until 31 B.C.E.) or Babylonia 
(in Parthian territory). Both Jewish and non-Jewish writers referred quite fre- 
quendy to the transfer of money from the Diaspora to the Temple. This was 
the theme of Cicero (On Behalf o f  Flaccus 28), Josephus described it as an 
ancient custom (AntA4 > 185-267; 16, 160-78), and according to Bar. 1: 10- 
14 Babylonian Jews sent money (rather than themselves) to Jerusalem for 
offerings and prayers to be made on their behalf in the holy city on the feast 
days. None of these sources, however, refers to Diaspora pilgrimage. It seems 
likely that the pilgrimage feasts before Herod’s time involved essentially only 
local Jews from the land of Israel; the vastly expanded Temple court which 
Herod was to build would eventually be filled to overflowing, but no source 
suggests a problem with lack of space in the Temple before then.

If mass pilgrimage began in Herod’s reign, how did it come about? By 
chance, perhaps. It is notoriously hard to gauge the intentions of individuals 
from their actions. But it seems to me more likely that the prime motivator 
was Herod himself. Herod was a remarkable businessman, speculator, and 
entrepreneur,15 and had initiated numerous complex financial schemes.16 It is
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hard to believe that he was unaware of the economic consequences of the 
upsurge in the number of visitors to Jerusalem during his rule, especially when 
his own expenditure did so much to support it (see below). It was unlikely 
that Diaspora pilgrimage would have become popular unless it was encour
aged. Diaspora Jews were not tied into the Temple service by the close links 
of the maamad system, which apparently applied only to inhabitants of the 
land of Israel.17 It is possible that the loyalty to Jerusalem of the huge Jewish 
population of Egypt (and especially Alexandria) was threatened by the com
peting attractions of the shrine at Leontopolis, although concern about such 
competition cannot be proved. Josephus even hints that pilgrims were only 
expected to go up to Jerusalem “from the ends of the land which the Hebrews 
shall conquer” (Ant. 4, 203). It was a product not of a change of halakha from 
the biblical requirement, but of custom, that Diaspora Jews had come to 
assume that they were not required to visit the Temple three times a year. If 
their custom was to alter, they would have to wish to go.

Herod had good economic reasons to encourage pilgrimage from the Di
aspora. The kingdom of Judaea, granted to him and captured for him by the 
Roman state,18 lacked more than a few capital assets. There was a limit to the 
wealth to be derived from natural resources such as the balsam groves of eEn 
Gedi, and Judaea was not well suited to bring in a large income from agri
cultural exports. The only real asset of the kingdom to be exploited was the 
status of Jerusalem as a religious center, and that is what Herod set out to do.

The time was propitious for the venture. The pax Romana permitted free
dom of movement throughout much of the world inhabited by Jews, partic
ularly after the suppression of Mediterranean piracy by Pompey in 67 B.C.E.19 
After 31 B.C.E., the huge Alexandrian Jewish community was, like Judaea, 
integrated into the Roman empire; the Jews of Syria and Asia Minor had been 
incorporated within the empire earlier. The Babylonian community remained 
under Parthian rule at this time, but trading contacts between the empires 
multiplied, as is evident from the sudden prosperity of the caravan city of 
Palmyra,20 which facilitated communications of other kinds. In any event, the 
brief episode of Parthian control over Judaea in 40-37 B.C.E.21 initiated far 
closer relations between Palestinian and Babylonian Jews than had been known 
for many centuries.22 Even if Herod’s Hasmonaean predecessors thought of 
encouraging mass pilgrimage (which is unknown, although many of them 
invested in the repair of the Temple itself), political instability would have 
made it difficult.23 By contrast, Herod chose the right time.

The economic advantages brought by such pilgrims were multifarious. Pil
grims helped to protect delivery of the offerings sent to the Temple, even by 
those who did not themselves go up to worship (cf. Ant. 17, 312—13, on the



M A R T I N  G O O D M A N  ♦ 73

caravans which came from Babylon); according to T Sheqalim 2:3, which may 
or may not be based on anything more than speculation, the offerings from 
remote lands were a rich source of Temple income. Jews from the Mediter
ranean Diaspora seem to have picked up from their gentile compatriots the 
practice of euergetism, apparently uncommon among Judaean Jews outside 
the Herodian family. Thus, the gates of the Temple were plated with gold by 
Alexander the Alabarch, who came from Alexandria (War 5, 201-206), and 
there are other examples of such conspicuous expenditure by individuals in 
search of prestige.24 Visitors were bound to spend money on the purchase of 
souvenirs,25 and although it is impossible to tell precisely when the non-biblical 
requirement to spend all second tithe money in Jerusalem became current,26 
it is probable that it was in operation in Herod’s time.

How could Herod set about attracting Diaspora pilgrims to the holy city? 
The dictatorial methods he used in the administration of Judaea27 would hard
ly work in this case, since he lacked any formal powers outside his kingdom, 
but he was an expert at diplomacy, as shown by his ability to prosper through 
the Roman civil wars. The examples of the capitalist schemes of the Ptolemies 
in Egypt and the radical reorganization of Rome by Augustus after Actium 
undoubtedly influenced his general policies, but in this case only indirectly.

Some methods of encouragement were simply practical. Herod protected 
the pilgrimage route from Babylonia by installing a military colony in Batanaea 
(Ant. 17, 29-31), although there is no evidence that he encouraged a network 
of protected pilgrimage routes for the Mediterranean Jews; on the contrary, 
arrival at his new port city of Caesarea would have presented a disconcerting 
first view of the holy land for pious Jews, since the temple of Rome and 
Augustus dominated the harbor.28 The Temple provided, either through its 
own staff or by leasing space to entrepreneurs, good facilities for the exchange 
of foreign currencies (M Sheqalim 2:1, 4), but Herod’s only obvious contri
bution to this service was the building of the great basilica in which it was 
probably housed.

More significant, perhaps, were Herod’s efforts to alter Diaspora attitudes 
to the Temple to make Diaspora Jews feel that pilgrimage would be worth
while. Among more blatant moves was the appointment of high priests from 
the principal Diaspora communities, such as the Babylonian Hananel, and 
Jesus b. Phiabi and Boethus, both from Egypt. This preference for non- 
Judaean priests as incumbents of the highest office has often been discussed 
as part of the suppression of the local Jewish elite,29 but it is reasonable also 
to emphasize its effect in raising the profile of Diaspora Jews in Jerusalem. 
Herod in any case maintained contact with many Diaspora communities, por
traying himself as their protector throughout the Roman empire, much as



Hyrcanus had done before him; in this case, his patronage may have bought 
the king prestige in the eyes of his Roman masters by showing him to be a 
ruler with a constituency wider than just Judaea, and the promotion of pil
grimage may only have been a secondary motive.30

It is plausible to postulate a similar dual motive for the single action by 
Herod most likely to have stimulated pilgrimage—the rebuilding of the Tem
ple. Rebuilding began in 20/19 B.C.E. and was basically completed by ca.12
B.C.E., although work on the building continued fairly constantly until 64
C.E., since the edifice needed frequent repair.31 Herod himself explained his 
massive expenditure as a product of his piety and wealth, according to Jose
phus, whose report probably derived from Nicolaus of Damascus (Ant. 15, 
380—90), and the new edifice was doubtless intended to reflect the glory of 
his rule, much as Augustus tried to enhance his own image by the rebuilding 
of the city of Rome. The initial completion of the Temple project was cele
brated on the anniversary of Herod’s accession to power (ibid., 15, 421-31). 
Like Augustus in contemporary Rome, Herod enhanced public space by en
larging the hillside through the use of an artificial platform built on arches. It 
is less likely that Herod’s main hope was to win popularity with his Jewish 
subjects, who were apparently nervous about the whole project and the pos
sibility that it might prove sacrilegious (ibid., 15, 385); like Augustus, Herod’s 
main hope may have been to ensure his reputation for posterity.

At the same time, it is a reasonable assumption that Herod believed that 
his rebuilding made economic sense and that it was more than simply a heavy 
financial drain. It is hard to doubt Josephus’ insistence (ibid., 15, 380; 17, 
162) that Herod paid for the initial construction out of his own pocket, but 
the continuing work on the site, not completed until more than three-quarters 
of a century later, was financed from Temple money and the grandiose project 
may have served a useful purpose in releasing into the economy sacred funds 
otherwise kept idle in the Temple treasury.32 In practice, the building project 
stimulated the entire economic life of the kingdom.33 Despite the behavior of 
Agrippa II in seeking alternative jobs for the workmen after the Temple was 
finally completed in 64 C.E. (ibid., 20, 219-22), it is implausible to see the 
provision of employment as a prime aim of Herod. Equally implausible is the 
picture of Herod’s finances given by Josephus (Ant. 16,150—55), where he 
described Herod’s munificence as the product of a passion for honor which 
blinded him to the economic consequences of his generosity. According to 
Josephus, it was only after prolonged famine that Herod’s expenditure on 
urban reconstruction led him into difficulties in feeding his subjects from his 
own resources (ibid., 15, 302—16). The whole thrust of this paper is to en
courage the view that Herod’s expenditure was really a capital investment
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expected to pay off in time in the promotion of tourism. Pilgrimage to the 
great new sanctuary, one of the wonders of the Roman world, built on a 
massive scale with meticulous care, became an enjoyable and awe-inspiring 
experience, such that Diaspora Jews would be willing to undergo the inevitable 
discomforts of the journey and, on arrival, would spend their money in the 
holy city.

It takes time for investment in infrastructure to pay off, and it is unlikely 
that Herod’s own finances benefited greatly from the influx of tourists he 
encouraged. His own income derived from direct and indirect taxation in 
Judaea (benefiting in the latter case from the increase in interregional trade) 
and by the profit from tax concessions in various parts of the empire leased to 
him by the Roman state. It also remained true, even in the very last days of 
the Temple, that the great majority of pilgrims still seems to have come from 
the land of Israel. There is no evidence that a Diaspora Jew like Philo went 
up more than once to Jerusalem (On Provid. 2, 64), and it is a surprising fact 
that non-local coin issues have rarely turned up in the archaeology of the city.34 
Nonetheless, by the mid-first century C.E., many Jews from many different 
places could be found in the vicinity of the Temple (Acts 2: 9—11; 6:9), and 
Jerusalem was, in the eyes of Pliny the Elder, one of the great cities of his time 
(Nat. Hist. 5, 14).
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The Role of Jerusalem 

and the Temple in 
"End of Days" Speculation 

in the Second Temple Period

A L B E R T  I .  B A U M G A R T E N

Variety of Messianic Scenarios

Morton Smith published a brief article entitled, “What is Implied by 
the Variety of Messianic Figures,” where, like in so many of his other 

contributions at that time,1 he posed a question and proposed an answer that 
served as an impetus for much scholarly discussion to follow. He attempted 
to make better sense of the data accumulating from Dead Sea scrolls and other 
sources concerning messianic2 and other eschatological scenarios, while facing 
the common conclusion that Judaism and Christianity went their separate 
ways as a result of a disagreement concerning the messianic status of Jesus. 
Smith noted that the variety of messianic figures in Second Temple Judaism, 
a variety often to be found  in the very same text, was so great that messianic 
eschatology could not have been the cause of the emergence of different 
groups. As Smith wrote:

If a group had no single eschatological myth, it cannot have been or
ganized as a community of believers in the myth it did not have. . . .
If the variety of eschatological prediction is any evidence, eschatology 
was, for the members of these groups, a comparatively arbitrary and 
individual matter. . . . Such an arbitrary and individual matter can 
hardly have been the basis of group organization and practice.3

Smith, therefore, proposed to turn in other directions in the search to under
stand why groups arose and split off from each other, but this aspect of his
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insight is not my concern in this article.4 Rather, I would like to take up 
Smith’s central thesis: the variety of messianic and other eschatological expec
tations, and the fact that Jews did not have a standard checklist of events which 
were to occur at the time of the redemption, which would prove that the end 
was at hand. This conclusion has been basic to several attempts to assess ancient 
Jewish scenarios for the end of the world, as already implied in the title of the 
collection edited by J. Neusner, W. Green, and E. Frerichs,Judaisms and their 
Messiahs (Cambridge, 1987), or reflected in many of the contributions to J. 
Charlesworth’s The Messiah: Developments in Earliest Judaism and Christianity 
(Minneapolis, 1992). As stated explicitly by J. J. Collins, at the outset of his 
recent comprehensive study of ancient Jewish messianism, the assumption 
among scholars used to be that ancient Jewish messianism was both ubiquitous 
and consistent. Recent discussions of the matter, however, based in large part 
on the Dead Sea scrolls, have yielded a “sweeping reaction” and a “dramatic 
shift” against that synthesis. It is the newly-recognized variety which Collins 
intends to describe, even while arguing that perhaps the pendulum of scholarly 
opinion has shifted too far.5

How is this variety of eschatological vision, messianic and non-messianic, 
to be explained? Sometimes, consideration of the social, economic, political, 
or religious situation of the author of a particular scenario is helpful: eschat
ological expectations, one may argue, were tailor-made to suit the circum
stances of those who believed in them. Thus, for example, I suggest it is no 
accident that in Ben-Sira’s formulation of his hopes for the punishment of the 
nations and vindication of Zion (36:1—17), he did not indicate any desire for 
a new or rebuilt Temple, despite the fact that hopes for a new or rebuilt 
Temple were fairly widespread in eschatological scenarios of other Jews of the 
Second Temple era.6 This cannot be an accident. When one remembers, how
ever, that any hint that the end of time will bring a new Temple is inevitable 
criticism of the existing one as inferior by comparison, Ben Sira’s omission 
becomes more comprehensible. Ben Sira was a firm supporter of the then 
current order, viewing it as the fulfillment of all his dreams.7 When expressing 
his prayers for the future, he asked for the continuation of the prevailing 
situation forever, beseeching God, according to the Hebrew version:

May His love abide upon Simon, and may He keep in him the covenant 
of Phinehas; may one never be cut off from Him; and as for His off
spring, (may it be) as (enduring as) the days of heaven (50:24).

The author of these lines had no reason to include a new Temple in his 
aspirations for the end of days.
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On the other hand, explaining a particular scenario on the basis of the 
social, economic, political, or religious commitments of its author does not 
always yield useful insights. Reality is often too disorderly to be so easily 
understood: class interests and cultural commitment, for example, do not al
ways concur. Think, in the contemporary world, of phenomena such as 
“radical chic” or of middle class socialists. Incoherence and inconsistency, 
especially when viewed by the standards of our logic, as well as “inelegant 
landings”—combinations of positions whose congruity we may find difficult 
to grasp—should not be surprising.8 The historian’s task is to explain as best 
as possible what is known, while recognizing that there are limits to both our 
knowledge and understanding. Sometimes we may ask better questions than 
the available evidence or our ability to comprehend allows us to answer, but 
even these questions have value.

Jerusalem in the Careers of the Sign Prophets

The account of Jesus, as told in the gospels, creates a certain bias in favor of 
seeing Jerusalem as the inevitable last stop of a Jewish messianic movement. 
After a career as preacher, miracle worker, and healer in the Galilee, Jesus’ 
story reached its inevitable climax, as foretold in the Scriptures (Matt. 16:21— 
23, 17:22, 20:17-19 and parallels), in Jerusalem. There he was accused, tried, 
crucified, buried, and resurrected. In light of Smith’s thesis, as summarized 
above, one must ask: was Jerusalem always the last stop in ancient Jewish 
scenarios of the end of days, and if not, why not?

Evidence exists for a number of movements led by sign prophets which 
flourished in Judaea in the last century before the destruction of the Temple.9 
The principal witness to these activities was Josephus, with some additional 
light thrown on the subject by the New Testament. Josephus’ testimony on 
these matters was not entirely objective, as he seems to have played down the 
eschatological side of Judaism in general, as, for example, in his discussion of 
the prophecies of Daniel (Ant. 10, 210).10 The modern reader must therefore 
supplement Josephus’ information, adding the messianic dimension to the 
understanding of what these figures were doing. Indeed, in all the cases to be 
discussed below, the reader must add the eschatological aspect to Josephus’ 
bare details.11 Nevertheless, the role of Jerusalem in these scenarios of re
demption is not as obvious as might be thought, hence worth careful analysis.

Aside from Jesus, there were two other groups for whom the culmination 
of human history was to take place in Jerusalem. Josephus mentions the anon
ymous Egyptian prophet who promised his followers that he would lead a 
military assault on Jerusalem from the Mount of Olives (War 2, 261). In the



parallel report in Ant. 20, 169—72, the victory to come was more miraculous 
in nature: the walls of Jerusalem would fall down.12 According to both versions, 
the result was the same: Felix led out his troops who slaughtered the followers, 
while the Egyptian himself escaped and disappeared. Jerusalem was also the 
venue of deliverance promised by yet another anonymous prophet of the revolt 
era who led 6,000 poor women and children, and a mixed multitude of males, 
to expect redemption in the Temple on the eve of its fall ( War 6, 283—85). 
All these people perished in the capture and destruction of the Temple by the 
Roman army.13 The first of these events in particular testifies to the centrality 
of Jerusalem in scenarios of the end of days. Unlike the local women, children, 
and mixed multitude in the summer of 70 C.E.—not to be taken seriously in 
any case, by ancient standards, because of their age, sex, and social standing, 
and inevitably devoted to Jerusalem as they lived there and feared for the future 
of its Temple—the Egyptian prophet came from the Diaspora to play out his 
part in the drama of the end of days at the place where he believed its most 
decisive moments would occur.

In contrast to these are the prophetic figures in whose careers Jerusalem did 
not have a role. First among them is Theudas, who persuaded his followers to 
take their possessions and cross the Jordan. The waters would then part at his 
command. As usual in such events, his followers were captured and Theudas 
himself beheaded (Ant. 20, 97-99). Much is unclear or unspecified in this 
story, such as in what direction Theudas and his disciples were crossing the 
Jordan, from which side to which? What did they hope to achieve by this 
action, other than perhaps on the symbolic level, if they were crossing the 
Jordan from east to west and thus reenacting the opening moments of the 
conquest of the land?14 In any case, Jerusalem plays no part whatsoever in this 
drama.

Next are figures, again anonymous, at the time of Felix. We are told that 
they took people out o f  Jerusalem to the desert and promised to show them 
there miracles of freedom or liberation in harmony with God’s design. These 
activities were taken seriously enough by Felix to order his troops to slaughter 
these “madmen” (War 2, 258-60; Ant. 20, 167-68). The place of Jerusalem 
in this scenario is explicitly different from its role in the “standard” one based 
on the Christian model. One must leave Jerusalem for the desert in order to 
witness and participate in the finale of God’s design for the world. Were these 
Jews who left Jerusalem for the desert promised that they would ever return 
and, if so, what might happen then? Josephus, our only witness to these events, 
did not tell.

According to Josephus, an anonymous figure at the time of Festus persuaded 
some to follow him into the wilderness, where they would find salvation and
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rest from troubles. Following the usual pattern, they, too, were massacred by 
the Roman troops (ibid., 20, 188). Where these people came from, and where 
they were to go, is not mentioned explicitly. Nevertheless, the absence of any 
role assigned to Jerusalem is notable.

Finally, there is the case of Jonathan the Sicarius, who promised his follow
ers signs in the desert outside Cyrene (War! , 437-50; Life424-25). Jonathan 
was a refugee from Jerusalem in the years after the end of the revolt. Never
theless, the venue for his signs was in far-off Cyrene, and Jerusalem had no 
part in the expectations aroused by this figure. On being captured, Jonathan 
accused many of the leading Jews of Cyrene, and Josephus as well, of having 
supported his efforts. Ultimately, many of the leading Jews of Cyrene were 
executed, while Josephus continued to enjoy the trust of the Flavian house. 
Thus, the consequences of this episode were limited to the Jewish community 
of Cyrene.

The conclusion to be drawn from these examples is straightforward: as one 
might expect on the basis of Smith’s thesis, among the varieties of Jewish 
messianic expectation were ones which included Jerusalem as the last stop, 
and ones which did not.

John the Baptist

This conclusion has important implications for understanding the reports of 
the career of John the Baptist, of whose activities we learn from the gospels 
and from Josephus, Ant. 18, 116—19. Recently, scholars have insisted more 
effectively against a simplistic harmonization of the various accounts.15 For 
example, the eschatological side of John’s activities—so central to the gospel 
version—was not explicitly noted by Josephus. At best, one might argue that 
it was implicit in John’s call for repentance, culminating in baptism—a sign 
of readiness to be accepted into the kingdom of heaven which was soon to 
unfold. With this understanding, John appears to be another instance of Jo
sephus’ tendency to play down or remove the messianic aspect of the work of 
figures he portrayed. Josephus’ evidence should therefore be supplemented, 
and his John should be understood in an eschatological context, even if we 
had no other evidence on John from the gospels.

In comparing the versions, however, one detail illuminated by the above 
analysis has been overlooked. Josephus’ John was active in the Peraea, and 
Jerusalem is never mentioned. Appropriately, the king who acted against John 
was Herod Antipas, whose domain extended to the Peraea and who was con
cerned about John’s growing influence among his subjects, lest it should lead 
to sedition. Congruent with this context, John was executed at Machaerus.



Some of these basic facts remain the same in the story of John told in the 
gospels: Herod Antipas was still the king who executed John at a prison in his 
realm (Mark 6:14-29 and parallels; Machaerus is not explicitly named in the 
gospels). Apparently that part of the story was too fixed to be liable to change, 
but much of the rest has been recast. In the gospel versions, John is much 
more explicitly a figure with an eschatological message, the forerunner of the 
Messiah, Jesus. In these accounts, the residents of Judaea and Jerusalem were 
attracted by his teachings (ibid., 1:5//Matt. 3:5). Matthew adds the inhabitants 
of the region around the Jordan to the list of those fascinated by John’s preach
ing. Next, while we are never told where Josephus’ John baptized (did he use 
whatever ritual baths were available, or streams in the Peraea, or perhaps the 
Jordan?), John of the gospels baptized in the Jordan, nowhere else, and it was 
there that he baptized Jesus (Mark 1:9 and parallels). Consistent with this 
picture of John is the family background attributed to him: he was the son of 
the priest Zachariah, of the priestly course of Abijah, who served in the Temple 
and lived in the hill country of Judaea (Luke 1:8-23, 39).

All this, however, created a problem: if John attracted residents of Judaea, 
Jerusalem, and perhaps the area around Jericho, and baptized in the Jordan, 
how is it that he was sentenced and executed by Herod Antipas? Even by the 
wildest stretch of the imagination, John of the gospels posed no political threat 
to Herod Antipas’ rule, of the sort described by Josephus. While Herod An
tipas had a palace in Jerusalem, where he spent festivals (ibid., 23:7) and 
pursued other interests, his kingdom did not include Judaea, which was subject 
to direct Roman rule by officials such as Pontius Pilate. How and why, then, 
did Herod Antipas come to play the part in John’s death which was a fixed 
component of the story?

The gospels therefore changed the reason for John’s execution, from Herod 
Antipas’ suspicions of John’s growing power into a dispute of a personal origin. 
John criticized Herod’s marriage with Herodias, his brother’s wife, leading 
Herodias to hate John, so that she incited her daughter Salome to ask Herod 
Antipas for the head of John the Baptist (Mark 6:14-29 and parallels). Ex
plaining a clash as a confrontation with a personal basis is a standard tactic in 
popular storytelling, ancient and modern (as is explaining success or cooper
ation as due to good personal relations, or “chemistry”).16 I propose that with 
the change of venue of John’s activity to Judaea and Jerusalem, and with no 
political motive for Herod Antipas to be concerned with the actions of a 
prophet/preacher working there, the gospel authors had no choice but to tell 
a slightly different story and provide an alternate cause for Herod Antipas to 
execute John.

Josephus’ connection to John the Baptist was much less charged than that 
of the gospel authors: neither Josephus nor any figure he venerated had been
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baptized by John, thus possibly acknowledging John’s seniority. Josephus did 
not relegate John to the role of a forerunner of the figure he believed to be 
messiah: Josephus did not have John himself concede that he was not fit to 
tie the sandals of the one who was still to come (ibid., 1:4-8 and parallels). 
Josephus did not write from the perspective of a movement which regarded 
the followers of John the Baptist as potential members of their own group, 
who (merely?) needed to be convinced to switch their loyalty from John to 
some other messianic figure (Matt. 11:11—15//Luke 7:28, 16:16), as had been 
the case with Apollos of Alexandria. Apollos only knew the baptism of John 
at first, and preached it boldly in the synagogue, but being fervent in spirit he 
had already seen that it culminated in Jesus’ career. All he needed was to be 
taught the “more correct” way of God by Priscilla and Aquila at Ephesus, and 
then he became a most effective preacher for the Christian cause (Acts 18:24- 
28). Josephus did not believe that disciples of John, such as those whom Paul 
met in Ephesus, only required to be told that John’s mission on earth was 
pointing to the higher status of Jesus, and then they would become Christian 
(ibid., 19:1-7). Josephus did not have to argue that a new message was ap
propriate after John (Matt. ll:13//Luke 16:16). Whatever John the Baptist 
did, Josephus’ version of his career therefore seems less tendentious than the 
Christian accounts. Attention should first focus on the deviations of the gospel 
versions from that of Josephus, rather than the other way round.17

The historical John, I suggest, was therefore active in the Peraea, and not 
in Judaea and Jerusalem. As such, he quite naturally came into conflict with 
Herod Antipas, who feared his growing influence. John’s was a messianic 
scenario in which Jerusalem did not play a part. The gospel authors, however, 
considered John a forerunner of Jesus, whose messianic career had reached its 
climax in Jerusalem. Under those circumstances, it was virtually obligatory 
that the forerunner preach to the same audience, in Judaea and Jerusalem. 
Hence, the gospel version of John’s career was transposed to Judaea and Je
rusalem, and he became a messianic figure in whose scenario of redemption 
Jerusalem played a key role.

Historical Interpretation

Why was Jerusalem a crucial element in some scenarios, but apparently missing 
in others? One line of explanation would focus on the places of origin of the 
central figures: those not themselves from the Jerusalem vicinity placed less 
importance on the city’s role in the end of days. This sort of explanation will 
not help much, however, as it cannot explain Josephus’ Egyptian, who prom
ised the conquest of Jerusalem by natural or miraculous means.

Alternately, we should not underestimate the attractions of a desert location



for the decisive acts of the redemption of the world. The desert was tradition
ally the refuge for those on the lam, in some degree of tension with authori
ties.18 As eschatological dramas are based on the hope for change and thus are 
inevitably revolutionary in some sense, a desert location may be appropriate. 
Furthermore, the sense that the crucial first moments of the finale of human 
history should take place in the desert may have been reinforced by aspects of 
the biblical tradition, from the crossing of the Jordan as the beginning of the 
conquest of the land, to the verse in Isa. 40:3, in which the prophet cries to 
prepare the way for the Lord in the desert.19 A slightly different possibility for 
understanding the significance of the desert location is suggested by D. R. 
Schwartz. The desert may have been seen as an alternative to the Temple, 
which was viewed as hopelessly polluted. Sanctity, for these prophetic figures 
active in the desert, was now transferred there (at least temporarily), as it was 
for the Qumran community. Ultimately, however, they believed, God would 
return to Jerusalem.20

For these reasons, the leaders of these messianic movements concentrated 
on what was to occur in the desert, as that was truly crucial. Once redemption 
was underway, perhaps all the rest would follow by itself, in any case. Rec
ognizing the importance of these inaugural stages, the authorities saw to it that 
these movements never got past that point in their careers. Perhaps the dreams 
spun out by Theudas, the anonymous figures at the time of Felix, the anon
ymous figure at the time of Festus, Jonathan the Sicarius, or Josephus’ John 
the Baptist culminated in Jerusalem, but the Romans or Herod Antipas made 
certain that these movements were terminated well before they reached that 
stage.

Conclusion

Appeal to hypothetical ends of scenarios, such as in the concluding paragraph 
of the previous section, is dangerous speculation. Even the temporary trans
ference of holiness to the desert, like so many other temporary actions, has a 
way of becoming permanent when repeated for so long that no other way is 
ever experienced, thereby acquiring an aura of seeming natural. Thus, even at 
Qumran, the archetype model for a transference of holiness to the desert, 
speculation was indulged regarding plans for a rebuilt Jerusalem of the end of 
days (5Q15). At the same time, however, the community of the end of days, 
as well as the banquet in which the messiahs will participate at that time, were 
imagined as taking place wherever the happened to be, certainly not nec
essarily in Jerusalem or at the Temple (lQSa). For example, the work to be 
done by the members of this future community is called mvn (lQSa
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i, 12—U/, 19—20). This may be military service21 or some other aspect of 
participation in the life of the community, but it is explicitly not Temple 
service, YHp JlTDy, in biblical terminology (e.g., Ex. 36:1).

Given the known variety of prophecies for the end of the world, I would 
rather conclude as I began: the range of hopes of a better world to come, from 
which there would be no going back to the “bad old days,” was broad enough 
to include movements of despair,22 as well as of the triumphalist kind.23 In at 
least one example, in 4QMMT, the conviction that the end was imminent 
was based on a combination of success and failure:

we recognize that some of the blessings and curses have come about that 
are written in the book of Moses. And this is the end of days, when 
they will return upon Israel forever (C21—23).24

Some visions were held by the members of the lower rungs of society and 
needed to rise from the bottom up, while others were promoted by the elite 
and trickled from the top down.25 In some scenarios, there was a specific 
human figure who played a critical role in the drama of redemption, in others 
God or the angels did the work, with little or even no human assistance.26 In 
some, Jerusalem was the last stop, in others not.
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E.  P.  S A N D E R S

This paper will be divided into four parts: Jesus, Paul, Luke, and “every
body else.” There is quite a lot to say about Jesus, Paul and Luke, and 
so everybody else will receive very little attention.

Jesus

I assume that Jesus was born into an average Jewish Galilean family and that 
he inherited views typical of his time and place. New Testament scholars are 
presently suffering through one of the periodic attempts to reevaluate Jesus, 
and this has resulted in new views about Jesus and his society: Galilee was as 
hellenized as any part of the Roman empire, Jesus spoke Greek, he attended 
the theater at Sepphoris where the Greek classics were performed (difficult to 
do, since the theater was built at least fifty years after his death1), his teaching 
relates more closely to Greek cynicism than to Jewish prophecy or wisdom 
instruction, and he was more likely to travel to Tyre or Sidon than to Jeru
salem.2 I think that the explanation of these views is simple. Some New Tes
tament scholars are disturbed by the fact that Jesus was thoroughly Jewish, 
and they are responding to this problem by claiming that the Galilee was 
thoroughly hellenized, and Jesus along with it.

I shall not discuss this view any further, but merely offer my understanding 
of the form of Judaism that Jesus inherited. I think that Jews in the Galilee 
spoke Aramaic as their principal language, that they attended the synagogue 
on Shabbat, that they were immersed in the Bible and its depiction of Jewish 
history and God’s will, that the farmers were fairly reliable to tithe and offer 
first fruits, that most people regularly purified themselves by immersion in 
miqvaoty and that they made pilgrimage to Jerusalem to attend one of the
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festivals as often as they reasonably could, offering the appropriate sacrifices 
there.3 In the words of S. Freyne, “insofar as any urban center dominated the 
cultural life of the Galilee, it would seem that it was Jerusalem, not the Hel
lenistic cities, that had the controlling influence over the majority of the pop
ulation/’4

If this is true, Jesus inherited the view that Jerusalem and the Temple were 
of prime importance. Accordingly, I assume that before he began his public 
career as healer, prophet, and teacher, Jesus had traveled to Jerusalem several 
times, that on each trip he spent a week being purified of corpse-impurity, 
and that he then worshipped in the Temple by offering birds or quadrupeds 
to be sacrificed.

Despite this, Jerusalem and its Temple are not major themes of Jesus’ teach
ing as we now have it. The surviving material in the gospels, of course, was 
collected in Greek, and the gospels were written after the destruction of the 
Temple. Moreover, they were transmitted and used by an increasingly gentile 
Christian movement, for which Jerusalem was not very important. Some ma
terial dealing with the Temple and its service may have been lost. There are, 
however, a few passages attributed to Jesus about Jerusalem and the Temple, 
all of them favorable. I shall mention the most prominent: (1) Jesus told his 
followers to be reconciled with other people before presenting a gift at the 
altar (Matt. 5:23—24); (2) after healing a leper, he told the man to show himself 
to a priest and to offer for his purification what Moses commanded (Mark 1 : 
40-44); (3) he called the Temple the dwelling place of God (Matt. 23:21); 
(4) he forbade swearing by Jerusalem because “it is the city of the great King” 
(Matt. 5:35); (5) this passage is a little more complicated. It is a lament over 
Jerusalem: “Jerusalem, Jerusalem, killing the prophets and stoning those who 
are sent to you! How often would I have gathered your children together as a 
hen gathers her brood under her wings, and you would not!” (Matt. 23:37- 
39; Luke 13:34-35). This lament is obviously a criticism of Jerusalem itesy but 
it implies the importance of the city itself.

In addition to these five passages, we should also note the lack of negative 
material about the priesthood. The gospels, especially Matthew, contain pas
sages in which Jesus denounces the Pharisees or the scribes (e.g., Matt. 23:1- 
36; Mark 12:37-40), but not equivalent passages attacking the priesthood or 
the sacrificial system. There is, however, an implicit criticism that some priests 
and Levites cared too much about purity in the story called the Parable of the 
Good Samaritan (Luke 10:29-37).

The material in the gospels that is attributed to Jesus was subject to change, 
expansion, and reduction before it was written in our gospels, and we cannot 
know with certainty that Jesus himself uttered all the sayings just listed, nor



that he never criticized the priesthood. I think, however, that the gospels are 
reliable in a general way: they present the main themes of Jesus’ words and 
deeds.5 In any case, the only information that we have about Jerusalem in the 
teaching of Jesus is favorable.

If, then, Jesus saw Jerusalem and the Temple in a positive light, why did 
he, in about the year 30, enter the Temple precincts and overturn some tables 
used by moneychangers and sellers of doves (Mark 11:15-19 and parallel 
passages in the other gospels)? There are three theories. One is that he found 
these transactions to be defiling and that he thought that some of the Temple 
officials were dishonest. According to this view, he was a moderate reformer: 
he approved of the Temple but wanted its administration to be more spiritual 
and more honest. This view has often seemed self-evident because the gospels 
quote Jesus as saying, after he overturned the tables, “Is it not written, ‘My 
house shall be called a house of prayer for all the nations’? But you have made 
it a den of robbers” (Mark 11:17, quoting Isa. 56:7; Jer. 7:11). There are, 
however, reasons to doubt this interpretation. One is simply that the gospel 
writers often quote passages from the Hebrew Bible to show that Jesus “ful
filled” them. The saying attributed to Jesus, which conflates two prophetic 
passages, could easily have been supplied later. More telling is the point men
tioned above: as far as we know, Jesus did not otherwise attack the priesthood, 
the Temple, or Jerusalem. His overturning of the tables was probably the 
immediate cause of his death, and he must have known, before he did it, that 
it was a dangerous action. It seems probable, then, that there would be some 
other indication that he was a cultic reformer if that were the explanation of 
this last, fatal, gesture.6

The second interpretation of the overturning of the tables in the Temple 
area is that Jesus was a radical reformer: he fundamentally disapproved of major 
aspects of his native religion, especially those having to do with sacrifices and 
purity. According to one scholar, for example, “House of prayer for all the 
nations”— that is, the gentiles— indicates the reason for Jesus’ action. He 
wanted Judaism to drop its purity practices, centered on the Temple, and 
admit gentiles freely.7 Again, however, the other evidence does not support 
this view. According to the gospels, Jesus limited his own ministry to Israel 
(Matt. 15:24; cf. Matt. 10:5—6). He had few contacts with gentiles, and some 
of these were not overly cordial (Mark 7:24-30; Matt. 15:21-28; the passage 
includes calling the gentiles “dogs”). Moreover, we should recall once more 
Jesus’ favorable references to Jerusalem and the Temple. These do not reveal 
that he wanted to open the Temple to gentiles.

The third opinion is that the overturning of the tables should be interpreted 
in accord with Jesus’ sayings about the destruction of the Temple. In this case, 
the physical action is a symbolic gesture representing destruction. Sayings pre-
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dieting or threatening the destruction of the Temple are very deeply embedded 
in the New Testament traditions about Jesus. According to all three synoptic 
gospels, he predicted that “Not one stone [of the Temple] will be left on 
another’ (Matt. 24:2; Mark 13:2; Luke 21:6). According to the story of Jesus’ 
arrest and trial before the high priest and his council, he was first charged with 
threatening to destroy the Temple before he was charged with blasphemy 
(Matt. 26:51; Mark 14:58). While he hung on the cross, some passers-by 
taunted him: “you who would destroy the Temple, save yourself’ (Matt. 27: 
40; Mark 15:29-30). The tradition even appears in Acts, according to which 
the first martyr, Stephen, was accused of saying that Jesus of Nazareth will 
“destroy this place,” obviously the Temple (Acts 6:14).8

It is my own view that Jesus’ act of overturning the tables of moneychangers 
should be understood in light of these statements about the destruction of the 
Temple.9 Even if someone wishes to maintain the traditional interpretation of 
the event—that he was cleansing the Temple of dishonesty—it must still be 
granted that he also threatened or predicted that the Temple would be de
stroyed. We rephrase our question: Why would a good and loyal Jew, who 
believed in the Bible, predict the Temple’s destruction? It is most doubtful 
that Jesus had suddenly come to the opinion that the slaughter of animals was 
inappropriate as a way of worshipping God. Nothing in the gospels points in 
that direction, and his followers, as we shall see, were not opposed to the 
Temple as such. The best explanation seems to be that he expected the Temple 
to be destroyed so that when the kingdom of God arrived a new one would 
be built, one made without human hands (“without hands”: Mark 14:58). I 
think that Jesus was an eschatological prophet, a prophet who expected God 
himself to interrupt human history and create a new and better world, one in 
which Israel was redeemed and restored, and in which the gentiles, too, would 
come to worship the God of Israel.10 I shall not elaborate on this general view 
here, but if it is correct, the prediction of the destruction of the Temple fits 
perfectly. This eschatological expectation is rare in Jewish literature that is 
more or less contemporary with Jesus, but it does occur, most notably in the 
Temple Scroll from Qumran.11

To summarize: Jesus held fairly conventional views about Jerusalem and 
the Temple: he thought that they were central. He was, however, an eschat
ological prophet, and he expected that the Temple would be replaced in the 
coming kingdom of God.

Paul

We turn now to Paul, a Jew from Asia Minor, who was first a persecutor of 
the Christian movement and later a convert to it. He became, in his own



words, aposde to the gentiles (Rom. 11:13). He was not the only one, but he 
clearly considered himself the preeminent one; I am inclined to think that this 
was, in fact, the case. Paul’s letters are the earliest books in the New Testament. 
Most were written between the years 50 and 60 of the Common Era. The 
gospels are a few decades later, having been composed in the seventies, eighties, 
or nineties. The book of Acts, written by the author of Luke, was probably 
composed in the nineties. Thus, Paul’s letters, not Acts, are the best sources 
for the first years of the Christian movement.

Paul’s letters reveal that the disciples of Jesus, all of whom were Galileans, 
had established Jerusalem, not Galilee, as the center and headquarters of the 
early movement. Paul had an ambiguous relationship with the Jerusalem apos
tles, which is revealed in a few sections of his letters. I shall briefly summarize 
the first two chapters of Galatians, which respond to the charge that he was a 
second-hand apostle dependent on Jerusalem, and not an authoritative figure 
who could make important decisions, such as whether or not gentile converts 
to Christianity had to observe all of the Jewish law. In this conflict, Jerusalem 
was not the central issue, but nevertheless it reveals the general early Christian 
assumption that Jerusalem was the natural headquarters of the new movement.

In Galatians, Paul names Peter, James the brother of Jesus, and John as the 
“pillars” of the church in Jerusalem (Gal. 1:18-19; 2:9). He emphatically 
insists, however, that his own mission was given to him directly by revelation, 
and that he was not dependent on the Jerusalem pillars (1:1; 1:11—12; 1:17; 
2:6). After the Lord appeared to him, he writes, he went to Arabia, then back 
to Damascus; he did not even visit Jerusalem until three years later (1:17—18). 
Fourteen years later he made his second trip to Jerusalem. He insists that he 
was again guided by revelation (not, therefore, by a summons), and he em
phasizes that the Jerusalem apostles “added nothing” to him (2:2; 2:6). But 
he also confesses that he was worried lest he had run in vain (2:2). The meaning 
of this phrase is not certain. It is not probable that Paul doubted the truth of 
his message, but he may have wondered whether or not the church was being 
split into two factions, one Jewish, the other gentile. In any case, he was eager 
to prove solidarity between the gentile converts and Jerusalem, and for this 
purpose he agreed to take up a collection from his gentile churches and give 
it to the poor in Jerusalem (2:10).

I think that we may assume that in these two chapters of Galatians, Paul 
overstated his complete independence, but it is also probable that he was 
basically telling the truth. At one point in the narration of his dealings with 
the Jerusalem pillars, he takes an oath: “In what I am writing to you, before 
God, I do not lie” (1:20). Paul believed in God, and I doubt that he would 
take an oath before God if he were deliberately lying.
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We learn from this a lot about Paul’s personality and something of his 
career. We see behind the passions of Galatians, however, not only that Paul 
considered himself an emissary of God, commissioned directly from heaven, 
but also that Jerusalem held a central place in the early Christian movement. 
If Paul’s mission resulted in a complete rupture with Jerusalem, he would have 
run in vain. After shaking hands with the pillar apostles and agreeing to take 
up a collection, he spent the rest of his life—except when he was imprisoned— 
collecting and delivering money for Jerusalem.

Jerusalem also figures in one of the more difficult passages in Galatians, an 
allegory based on the story of Sarah and Hagar. I shall quote it in full.

Tell me, you who desire to be under law, do you not hear the law? For 
it is written that Abraham had two sons, one by a slave and one by a 
free woman. But the son of the slave was born according to the flesh, 
the son of the free woman through promise. Now this is an allegory: 
these women are two covenants. One is from Mount Sinai, bearing 
children for slavery; she is Hagar. Now Hagar is Mount Sinai in Arabia; 
she corresponds to the present Jerusalem, for she is in slavery with her 
children. But the Jerusalem above is free, and she is our mother. For 
it is written, “Rejoice, O barren one who does not bear; break forth 
and shout, you who are not in travail; for the children of the desolate 
one are many more than the children of her that is married” (Isa. 54:
1). Now we, brethren, like Isaac, are children of promise. But as at that 
time he who was born according to the flesh persecuted him who was 
born according to the Spirit, so it is now. But what does the scripture 
say? “Cast out the slave and her son; for the son of the slave shall not 
inherit with the son of the free woman” (Gen. 21:10). So, brethren, 
we are not children of the slave but of the free woman. (Gal. 4:21-31)

This is not a very good allegory, since Hagar has two meanings: both Mount 
Sinai and Jerusalem. Part of Paul’s meaning is nevertheless clear: on one side 
stand Hagar, her descendants, Mount Sinai, Jerusalem, and slavery; on the 
other, Sarah, her descendants, and freedom. The descendants of Hagar are 
now (“so it is now”) persecuting the descendants of Sarah, and Paul identifies 
himself and his readers with Sarah’s descendants (“we,” “us”).

What is less clear is the identity of the two sides. For centuries, Christian 
exegetes have thought that the two covenants of freedom and slavery represent 
Christianity and Judaism.12 This interpretation goes along with the view that 
Galatians is an attack on Judaism. This is a complete misreading. Galatians is 
an attack on competing Jewish-Christian missionaries who want the gentiles



who have faith in Jesus also to be circumcised and accept the entire law of 
Moses. Paul was of the view that his gentile converts should become mono
theists, worshipping the God of Israel, and that they should accept Jewish 
ethics, especially sexual ethics. They should not, however, be required to accept 
those parts of Judaism that separated Jew from gentile in the Diaspora— 
circumcision, food, and “days” (the Sabbath and other holy days).13 This is 
the sole topic of the letter. At no point does Paul consider Judaism per se. For 
that, we must wait until Rom. 9-11.

The allegory of Sarah and Hagar is Paul’s third argument from the Abraham 
story (the first is Gal. 3:6-8, the second 3:15-18). It is very highly probable 
that it was Paul’s Christian opponents who had introduced Abraham into the 
debate when they tried to persuade Paul’s gentile converts to be circumcised. 
Paul tried to reverse the argument and to prove that the story of Abraham 
shows that circumcision is not necessary—despite Gen. 17, which he carefully 
does not mention. The allegory in Gal. 4 should be read in light of the overall 
argument of Galatians and in particular the arguments from Abraham. That 
is, it is part of the intra-Christian debate over the requirement of circumcision.

The context in Galatians, almost by itself, determines the meaning of the 
allegory. I shall, however, briefly indicate some revealing details:

1. Just before the allegory, Paul had written that he was again “in travail”— 
in the agony of childbirth—“until Christ be formed in you” (4:19). 
That is, he was afraid that his churches in Galatia had become the 
offspring of competing Christian apostles and needed to be born again 
of their true parent—himself. It is no surprise, then, that the allegory 
deals with childbirth. Paul is, in effect, identifying himself with Sarah 
and his enemies with Hagar.14

2. The contrast of “freedom” and “slavery,” and the connection between 
slavery and Jerusalem, go back to Gal. 2:4, where “false brothers” in 
Jerusalem tried to force Titus, one of Paul’s gentile assistants, to be 
circumcised.15 This would have meant slavery not only for Titus, but 
also for “you,” the Galatians (2:5).

These two points suffice to show that the allegory is quite at home in the 
overall context of the letter, especially the other arguments from Abraham, 
and in ch. 4 in particular, as part of Paul’s argument against the position of 
“false brothers”—Christians, especially Jewish Christians, who disagreed with 
him about the conditions that gentiles had to fulfill in order to belong to the 
people of God in the last days. In Paul’s view, the only condition was faith in 
Jesus Christ, accompanied by monotheism and ethical purity; in theirs, it was
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faith in Jesus, plus acceptance of circumcision and the rest of the law. Paul 
viewed his enemies as trying to enslave his gentile converts by requiring cir
cumcision, and their home base was “present Jerusalem.”

The reference to persecution in Gal. 4:29 requires an additional word. The 
allegory applies the story of Sarah and Hagar to Paul’s own situation, and the 
similarity that proves the connection is persecution: “as at that time he who 
was born according to the flesh persecuted him who was born according to 
the Spirit, so it is now.”16 In and of itself, persecution in Paul’s letters could 
refer to the persecution of the Christian movement by non-Christian Jews, 
and that, of course, is the way this verse has usually been read. We know with 
certainty that at least some non-Christian Jews persecuted some Christian 
Jews, since Paul attributes this activity to himself prior to his call to be an 
apostle of Jesus (Gal. 1:13; I Cor. 15:9). This does not, however, establish the 
conventional view (that the allegory contrasts Christians with non-Christian 
Jews), since Paul saw all groups other than Pauline Christians as persecuting 
himself and hindering his mission. He had been:

in danger from rivers, danger from robbers, danger from my own people 
[non-Christian Jews], danger from gentiles, danger in the city, danger in 
the wilderness, danger at sea, danger from false brethren [anti-Pauline 
Christians].. . .  (II Cor. 11:26)

Every place, every group, was dangerous. Given the overall context of Gala
tians, we should assume that persecution in Gal. 4:29 refers to persecution of 
Pauline Christians and especially of Paul himself by “false brothers”—other 
Christians.

This explanation of the allegory has considerable consequence for under
standing the “present Jerusalem” and the “Jerusalem above” in Gal. 4:25—26. 
Paul is not thinking of the “present Jerusalem,” which is in slavery, as the 
Jewish capital city, but rather as the city that harbors the headquarters of the 
Christian movement, which is too greatly dominated by the “false brothers” 
who wish to enslave Paul’s gentile converts. “Jerusalem above” is the “mother” 
of those who maintain that gentiles can belong to the people of God without 
being circumcised. The contrast of the passage is not Christianity vs. Judaism, 
but rather Pauline Christianity vs. that of Paul’s opponents.

We turn now to a third aspect of Paul’s letters, which is, I think, even more 
interesting and important for the topic of this volume. In Paul’s last surviving 
letter, written to Rome, probably from Corinth, he reflects on his past quarrels 
and difficulties, his present situation, and his future hopes. Moreover, he de
scribes his vocation. I shall quote a few of the key passages:



• Inasmuch as I am apostle to the gentiles, I magnify my ministry in order 
to make my fellow Jews jealous, and thus I shall save some of them (Rom. 
11:13-14).

• I want you to understand this mystery, brethren: a hardening has come 
upon part of Israel, until the full number of the gentiles come in, and 
thus all Israel will be saved (11:25-26).

• I tell you that Christ became a servant to the circumcised to show God’s 
truthfulness, in order to confirm the promises given to the patriarchs, and 
in order that the gentiles might glorify God for his mercy . .  . Isaiah says, 
“The root of Jesse shall come, he who rises to rule the gentiles; in him 
shall the gentiles hope” (15:8-9, 12, quoting Isa. 11:10).

• [I am] a minister of Christ Jesus to the gentiles in the priestly service 
(hierogountd) of the gospel of God, so that the offering of the gentiles may 
be acceptable, sanctified by the Holy Spirit (Rom. 15:16).

These passages and others show that Paul set his career within a framework 
that is very common in Jewish sources from the exilic period through the first 
century C.E.; at the end of the ages, or the climax of history, the tribes of 
Israel will be gathered, and the gentiles will come to Jerusalem bearing gifts 
and worshipping the God of Israel.17

At the time he wrote Romans, Paul had finished taking up his collection 
for Jerusalem, and he and some gentile delegates were about to take the offering 
there, before he, Paul, returned to the West. He planned to go to Rome and 
then on to Spain, so that he would have converted gentiles over a vast area 
(15:22-29). Then the Lord would return, and all Israel, and in fact all gentiles 
as well, would be saved (11:25-32). This conception explains why he wrote 
that he was carrying out a priestly service: he was taking the expected tribute 
of the gentiles—both money and people—to Mount Zion. This act fulfilled 
part of the prophecies.

But as he reflected on how close this expectation was to fulfillment, he 
realized that things were not working out as they should. He had done his 
job, fulfilled his calling—he had won gentiles. But Peter, James, John, and 
the others had been less successful in persuading Jews to accept Jesus. This is 
the implication of much of Rom. 11, Where Paul states that he “magnifies” 
his ministry to the gentiles, “in order toi make [his] fellow  Jews jealous, and thus 
[he would] save some of them” (11:1/3-14). Though he was apostle to the 
gentiles, here he assigns himself some role in winning Jews. It is probable that 
the need to give himself a part in this endeavor stemmed from his realization 
that Peter and the others had not, in fact, won enough Jews. The Jewish 
eschatological scheme that Paul inherited was that first Israel would be gath-
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ered, and then the gentiles would bring gifts and join in the worship of God. 
But, in Paul’s view, the gentiles were ready first. Then what about the Jews? 
To meet this problem, Paul reversed the scheme. The gentiles would come in, 
and this would make the Jews jealous, so that they would join, and thus he, 
Paul, apostle to the gentiles, would manage to save some Jews as well. He 
would do so indirectly, by creating jealousy, but clearly Peter and James needed 
some help! This conception is surprising, and so I shall repeat one of the 
passages:

I want you to understand this mystery, brethren: a hardening has come 
upon part of Israel, until the full number of the gentiles come in, and 
thus (houtös: in this manner) all Israel will be saved (11:25—26).

The scheme is reversed, Israel will be saved by Paul’s gentile mission.
The view that gentiles would be ready for the arrival of the Lord before 

Jews was, of course, Paul’s original contribution to what I have called Jewish 
restoration theology.18 But I wish to emphasize once more that the basic 
scheme was widespread. It appears in the biblical prophets, and in rather a lot 
of post-biblical literature. Above I proposed that Jesus himself had held at least 
some aspects of this expectation, and Paul’s letters confirm its importance in 
early Christianity, making it even more likely that the basic hope goes back 
to Jesus. Jerusalem and the Temple were central to the biblical passages pre
dicting the assembly of the tribes of Israel and the pilgrimage of gentiles, and 
thus they were also central to early Christian eschatological hope.

There is a fourth and final point to be made about Jerusalem and the 
Temple in Paul’s letters. Already before Paul, early Christians had come to see 
Jesus’ death as an atoning sacrifice. According to Paul’s inherited formula, 
people who believe in Christ are “justified by [God’s] grace as a gift, through 
the redemption which is in Christ Jesus, whom God put forward as an expi
ation by his blood, to be received by faith” (3:24-25).19 It would be very easy 
to draw from this view of Jesus’ death the conclusion that the sacrifices of the 
Temple had become superfluous—and Christians did eventually draw that 
conclusion. We do not, however, see this in Paul’s letters. He thought that 
the coming of Christ annulled those parts of the Jewish law that separated 
Jews from gentiles in the Diaspora: circumcision, food, and days. But he did 
not apply his Christology to the question of Temple worship. He says nothing 
against it, and in Rom. 9:4 he lists “the service”—the service of the Temple— 
as one of God’s important gifts to Israel.

Romans, written just before Paul took the “offering of the gentiles” to Israel, 
is his last surviving letter. According to Acts, when he reached Jerusalem with



his gentiles and their offering, he was accused of taking Greeks into the Temple 
(21:28). I do not, of course, know that Paul actually did this, but he could 
have. He could have had the view that the coming of Christ meant not that 
the Temple was now useless, but rather that gentiles who believed in him 
should also have access to it. In any case, there is nothing against the Temple 
in Paul’s letters, and there is the positive point that he saw Jerusalem as the 
natural end-point of his own mission to the gentiles.

Luke

The same man wrote the gospel according to Luke and the Acts of the Apostles. 
These works, like most of the other early Christian literature, were written 
anonymously. The gospels seem first to have been named “according to Luke,” 
etc. in the second half of the second century. For convenience, however, I 
shall follow the usual custom of calling the author of the third gospel and the 
book of Acts “Luke.” Luke held what New Testament scholars often call a 
Jerusalemocentric view of the world. This is an ugly word, which simply means 
that he put Jerusalem in the center of his story as much as he could. One of 
the concerns of Acts is to show the shift of the Christian community to its 
next major center, Rome, but the gospel of Luke and most of the book of Acts 
are indeed Jerusalemocentric; Paul reaches Rome only at the end of Acts.

Luke accepted the fact that Jesus was from Nazareth and that he spent most 
of his public career in the Galilee, but he still inserted Jerusalem into the story 
more often than did Matthew and Mark. Luke depicts Mary and Joseph as 
bringing the infant Jesus from Galilee to the Temple in order to present him 
to the Lord as the firstborn son (2:22-4). He states that Jesus’ family went to 
Jerusalem for every Passover, and that when Jesus was twelve he entered into 
a learned discussion with teachers in the Temple (2:41-51).

Most striking in Luke’s presentation, after Jesus was crucified, is that the 
disciples remained in Jerusalem rather than fleeing to the Galilee, as Matthew 
and Mark have it (Mark 14:28; 16:7; Matt. 26:32; 28:7; 28:16). Consequently 
the resurrection appearances in Luke and Acts all take place in or near Jeru
salem (Luke 24; Acts 1:1—12).

The early chapters of Acts show the disciples as active missionaries in Je
rusalem, and Luke also emphasizes that they worshipped in the Temple (3:1).

Finally, according to Acts, Jerusalem was Paul’s home base. Paul carried out 
his first career, persecution of the Christian movement, from Jerusalem. There 
he obtained letters from the high priest that would allow him to go to Da
mascus and bring back in bonds those who followed “the way” (as Luke calls 
the Christian movement). Moreover, after Paul was converted to the Christian
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cause near Damascus, he made his way as soon as he could to Jerusalem (not 
three years later, as in Gal. 1:18), where he preached to Jerusalemites and 
disputed with Hellenists (9:26-30). Paul’s own statement contradicts this. He 
states that he was unknown to the churches in Judaea until his second trip, 
fourteen years after his first, which was three years after his conversion (1:22). 
I shall not give the details of the rest of Paul’s career according to Acts, but 
the view of that book is that Paul was under orders from Jerusalem, that the 
church there sent him on missions to Asia Minor and Greece, and that when 
each mission was concluded he dutifully reported back to Jerusalem. Paul’s 
own view, as we noted above, was that he was independent of Jerusalem, went 
there only twice before his final visit, and went in response to revelation. Acts’ 
depiction of Paul’s career must be very much like the one that made Paul so 
angry when he wrote Galatians.

Finally, we should note what is not in Luke-Acts: the eschatological pil
grimage of Jews and gentiles to Jerusalem. Luke was concerned to downplay 
eschatology. He wanted to depict Christianity as a well-established ongoing 
movement in the Roman empire, peaceful and non-threatening. Hot escha
tology is often a little threatening to society.

How much of Luke-Acts can we believe? The legends of Jesus’ infancy and 
childhood are probably only legends, though in general they are not unlikely: 
probably Jesus really did go to Jerusalem often. I doubt very much Luke’s 
theory that the disciples stayed in Jerusalem after Jesus’ execution. They prob
ably fled to the Galilee, as Mark and Matthew state, though they did not stay 
there. Their home base was Jerusalem, as Luke says, though Paul’s letters are 
better evidence. There is no reason to doubt that members of the early Chris
tian community in Jerusalem worshipped in the Temple. I do not believe 
Luke’s account of Paul’s career. If Acts is strictly correct, Paul was telling lie 
after lie in Galatians. As I indicated above, I can believe he exaggerated, but 
not that he swore by God that he was telling the truth, while telling deliberate 
lies. In short, I find only parts of Luke’s Jerusalemocentric theory convincing.

We do, however, see something very important happening in Luke and 
Acts. By the end of the first century, Jerusalem and the Temple were of his
torical and symbolic importance, but no longer the focus of Christianity. 
Luke’s biggest concern was the question, Who are the people of God?20 He, 
of course, wanted the Christians to be the true people of God. One of his 
tactics was to show that Christianity grew out of Jewish Heilsgeschichte and 
that the Christians had inherited the right to be the true worshippers of the 
God of Israel. Luke wanted close continuity with the faith and history of Israel, 
and he achieved this by tying the Christian movement to Jerusalem even more 
strongly than it actually was. He no longer, however, thought of the eschat-



ological pilgrimage to the Temple, and so that connection between the Chris
tians and Jerusalem found no place in his account. Jerusalem was rapidly 
becoming a romantic symbol of the origin of Christianity in the bosom of the 
biblical faith.

“Everybody Else”

It would be moderately interesting to describe the way in which Ignatius of 
Antioch used the Temple and the altar as metaphors for the Christian life, or 
to discuss the typology of Hebrews and the Epistle of Barnabas, or the new 
Jerusalem described in the book of Revelation.21 But when we reach Luke, we 
have come to one of the main ways in which Jerusalem figures in Christian 
literature after Paul: Jerusalem was of historical importance as the place where 
Jesus died and as the first center of Christian activity. It was less and less often 
seen as a center of a living religion. Moreover, although Christian eschatolog
ical expectations did not entirely vanish (as R. Wilken has shown),22 never
theless Jerusalem was less frequently the object of Christian hope for the future. 
More often, Christians saw heaven as their future hope, not a new Jerusalem.

I would like to close, however, by returning to the role of Jerusalem in the 
first Christian generation. Paul’s eschatological hope, which was probably 
shared by all the first Christians, included the expectation of the gentiles’ 
pilgrimage to Jerusalem. When he wrote Romans, he, representative gentiles, 
and their tribute were about to depart for Jerusalem, in accord with the biblical 
prophecies, all of which would be fulfilled when the Redeemer came from 
Zion (Rom. 11:26).
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Jerusalem as the Omphalos of the World: 

On the History of a Geographical Concept

P H I L I P  S .  A L E X A N D E R

J
erusalem has evoked many images, but none is perhaps more vivid and 
abiding than that of the Holy City as the center and navel of the earth. A 
series of medieval Christian maps, of which the Hereford mappa mundi is 

perhaps the best known, has given this idea graphic expression by depicting 
the world as a circular landmass surrounded by Ocean, with Jerusalem at its 
center, the circle of its walls following the line of the earth’s rim and hinting 
at the city’s perfection and spiritual supremacy. Often reproduced, the sym
bolism of these charming artifacts has passed into popular consciousness. But 
where and when did this concept originate, and what message or messages has 
it been used to convey?

The first clear reference to Jerusalem as the navel of the earth occurs in the 
book of Jubilees, a retelling of the book of Genesis composed in Hebrew in 
Palestine in Second Temple times. The importance of Jerusalem, its favored 
location, and even its centrality within its region, are certainly mentioned in 
earlier Jewish texts, but it is only in the second century B.C.E. in Jubilees that 
we find for the first time a clear cartographic image of the world as a whole, 
with Jerusalem placed at its center and called “the navel” of the earth. The 
relevant passage comes from Jubilees’ treatment of the division of the world 
among the sons of Noah after the flood:

And he (Noah) knew that the Garden of Eden is the holy of holies and 
the Lord’s dwelling place, and Mount Sinai the center of the desert, 
and Mount Zion the center of the navel of the earth: these three were 
created as holy places facing each other.1

There are problems with this text and unfortunately neither the Greek nor the 
Hebrew survives to help us solve them. The phrase “the center of the navel
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of the earth” seems curiously tautologous and we might suspect that “navel” 
has been added secondarily, perhaps in the Greek or the Geez. Why not simply 
“center of the earth,” matching “center of the desert?” Zion’s designation as 
the “navel” does, I would suggest, have a point and was probably in the original 
text. It serves to rank Sinai and Zion. Both are “holy,” both are “centers,” 
but whereas Sinai is only the center of the desert, Zion is the center of the 
world and its omphalos. The resonant epithet omphalos establishes Zion’s higher 
status.2

The geographical centrality of Jerusalem is presented by the author of Ju
bilees in a very concrete way. His treatment of the Table of the Nations in 
Gen. 10 projects a remarkably vivid imago mündig one so coherent and car
tographic that it probably once existed as a drawn map. The world is visualized 
as a more or less circular landmass surrounded by the waters of ocean, its disc 
bisected east-west by a median running through the Garden of Eden and the 
Straits of Gibraltar, and north-south by a median running through Mount 
Zion and Mount Sinai. The medians intersect at Zion which stands, conse
quently, at the center of the earth.3

What exactly does the author of Jubilees mean by asserting that Zion is the 
“navel” of the earth? We must be careful not to read too much into his use 
of the word. The concept of the center of the earth plays an important role 
in many religious worldviews and is associated with an impressive, and re
markably constant, set of mythological ideas. But it would be wrong to assume 
that every time the phrase “the navel of the earth” occurs, it invokes auto
matically this whole nexus of ideas. There may be distant echoes of mythology 
in Jubilees (note, for example, that the “navel” is a mountain), but funda
mentally Jubilees is not expressing mythology. Indeed, its sober geography is 
remarkable for its absence of mythology and stands in striking contrast to the 
fantastic geography of its contemporary, I Enoch. The Jubilees’ reference to 
Zion as “the navel of the earth” must be considered in the context of the 
message of the Jubilees world map as a whole, and in that setting it can be 
seen first and foremost as a political statement. It is part of the anti-Greek 
political rhetoric of the Jubilees mappa mundu

I would suggest that when the author of Jubilees refers to Zion as the navel 
of the earth, he does not have earlier Jewish or Semitic ideas primarily in 
mind,4 but rather contemporary Greek claims that Delphi is the omphalos of 
the world. There were a number of omphaloi in Greece, but Delphi was the 
omphalos par excellence. Its status as such was enshrined in national folklore 
and literature, and the omphalos stone at Delphi was a major tourist attraction 
which featured on coins.5 Delphi was a pan-Hellenic shrine and doubtless its 
claim that it was the navel of the earth was intended to support its national 
status. Its role within Greek religion can be compared to the role of the Je-



rusalem sanctuary within Judaism. There is every possibility, then, that the 
author of Jubilees could have known this Greek tradition.

Early Ionian geographers took up this popular Greek mythology and gave 
it cartographic form. Although the details of the early Ionian maps are obscure, 
it is probable that they represented the oikoumenezs a circular disc (Herodotus 
derides them for being “compass-drawn”), that Delphi was the midpoint, and 
that the landmass of the world was divided into three continents—Europe, 
Asia, and Libya (= Africa). Dicaearchus was later to relocate the midpoint of 
the world. He envisaged an east-west axis running from the Straits of Gibraltar, 
through Syracuse, the Peloponnese, along the Cicilian coast and the Taurus 
mountains (seen as a long spine stretching across northern Syria) to India. His 
north-south axis was drawn from Lysimachia in Propontis to Alexandria in 
Egypt and bisected the east-west axis at Rhodes. However, the older maps 
seem to have had Delphi at the center and it was this image of the world 
which apparently persisted, largely resistant to advances in geographical knowl
edge, as the world-map of educated Greeks well into the current era.

The author of Jubilees took this standard Ionian map and recast it unto a 
biblical frame. He correlated the three sons of Noah with the three Ionian 
continents—Japhet = Europe, Shem = Asia, and Ham = Libya—using the 
rivers Nile and Dan (as did certain Ionian cartographers) to demarcate their 
respective territories. And he relocated the omphalos of the world from Delphi 
to Jerusalem. This view, which I have argued at length elsewhere, has recently 
encountered some criticism.6 So let me restate the evidence for it as succinctly 
as I can. The use of the Don and the Nile to delimit the territories of Noah’s 
three sons is a clear Ionian feature on the Jubilees map, which indicates that 
the author of Jubilees knew the Ionian geographical tradition. This conclusion 
is reinforced by the presence of other details on the map which almost certainly 
did not come from earlier Jewish tradition. Note, for example, its visualization 
of the coastline of the northern Mediterranean, with its “tongues” of land 
(Italy and Greece) jutting out into the sea.

Where is the Jewish antecedent for this? The image is so vivid that it points 
to a cartographic precursor. So, too, when Jubilees talks about the “great 
islands” to the northwest of Europe (the British Isles), where is the Jewish 
source? This is not just the vague biblical “islands of the sea”; the islands are 
precisely located. It is true that there are scattered hints in the Bible that the 
earth is circular, and certain, largely poetic, passages speak of the centrality of 
Jerusalem to the Land of Israel, or even vaguely to the world, though, as we 
shall presently see, it is doubtful whether earlier Jewish tradition ever called 
Jerusalem the “navel” of the earth. It is also true that, according to the Bible, 
Noah had three sons who parceled out the world between them after the flood.
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Jubilees is not saying anything radically new. Its image of the world is con
sonant with earlier Jewish world geography, such as it was, which is hardly 
surprising since biblical geography and Ionian geography may have common 
roots in Babylonian geography. But nowhere before Jubilees do we find these 
scattered elements drawn together so clearly and convincingly. This synthesis 
is less easy to achieve than one might suppose. In my view, the crucial stimulus 
toward achieving it was provided by an encounter with the Ionian world map.

A consideration of the general program of the Jubilees map confirms the 
impression that its assertion of Jerusalem’s centrality is essentially polemical 
and political. We must recall the historical setting of the book. Jubilees dates 
to the mid-second century B.C.E. Its appearance coincided with the Has
monean revolution, which caused a profound intensification of religious life 
in Palestinian Judaism. The Hasmoneans redefined the concept of Jewish ter
ritoriality, the relationship of Israel to the Diaspora, and possibly even the 
concept of what it meant to be a Jew. They re-drew the political map of the 
Middle East by first establishing the independence of the Jewish territory from 
Greek hegemony, and then expanding Jewish hegemony over neighboring non- 
Jewish territory and creating a greater Israel. Jubilees attempts to give de jure 
justification for both these de facto developments. Note, first, its treatment of 
the Greeks on its world map. Javan (Greece) is a son of Japhet, and so his 
patrimony, according to the Jubilees schema, belongs to Europe, which ends 
at the Bosphorus. The Greeks, therefore, have no right of residence in Asia, 
and in usurping land there they are breaking the solemn agreement entered 
into by the sons of Noah after the flood.7 Positing Jerusalem as the omphalos 
of the world is an integral part of this polemic: it is a political gesture of great 
symbolic significance.8

Jubilees also seems to have tried to underpin the legitimacy of the territorial 
expansion of the Hasmonean state. In this context, its treatment of Canaan is 
noteworthy. As a son of Ham, Canaan had to be assigned on the Jubilees 
schema a patrimony in Africa (the area round Carthage was cleverly chosen 
for him9). However, in migrating from Ararat after the flood, Canaan saw the 
so-called “Land of Canaan,” liked it and seized it, thus violating the covenant 
between the sons of Noah. The “Land of Canaan” was, in fact, allotted to 
Arpachshad, the ancestor of Abraham. We have here a polemical reversal of 
the “Canaanite” “Joshua the brigand” traditions, which claimed that it was 
the Jew svà io  had usurped the Land.10

The author of Jubilees used the Medes as a foil to the Canaanites. The 
Medes, as sons of Japhet, were assigned territory in Europe—the British Isles, 
in fact—but having migrated to their patrimony they did not like it (the 
weather may have been a problem), and so they returned to the Middle East
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Figure 1: The Hereford Mappa M undi
(after the simplified hand-copy in K. Miller, Mappae Mundi, IV [Stuttgart 
1896], 2)

and settled in the allotment of Shem. There was, however, a difference. The 
Medes occupied their new territory amicably, by negotiation and agreement. 
This story about the Medes is otherwise unknown. The author of Jubilees 
probably made it up as a telling contrast to the violence of the Canaanites.11 
Maps, even modern scientifically-surveyed ones, are ideological constructs. 
What features are selected for representation, how they are named, the choice 
of meridians, the projections used, and the resultant distortions of size and 
relationship are not value-free, but often involve political statements. The 
Jubilees map is no exception. It was, arguably, propaganda for the Hasmoneans 
and embodied their political aspirations in much the same way as Marcus 
Agrippa’s “map” erected in the Forum at Rome embodied Augustus’ vision 
of the Roman world order.12

I would like now to consider the question of whether Jerusalem or any 
other locality is referred to in the Bible as “the navel” of the earth. The 
expression tabbur ha-aretz, applied to Mount Gerizim in Judg. 9:37 and to
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Jerusalem in Ezek. 38:12, has certainly been given this sense, ever since the 
Septuagint rendered tabbur as omphalos. But it is very doubtful whether this 
translation is historically correct. The contexts of both references are vague 
and it is hard to see why such strong metaphorical language should have been 
used. It is more likely, as S. Talmon has suggested, that tabbur has a neutral 
geographical sense, perhaps something like “plateau,” or “rounded hill.”13 The 
root “DO is not attested in early Semitic. Tibbur occurs in mishnaic Hebrew 
and in later Jewish Aramaic in the anatomical sense of the umbilicus, and from 
there it was passed on to modern Hebrew. Particularly noteworthy is B Yoma 
85a which states, in accordance with early medical theory, that the formation 
of the embryo begins from the tibbur. But this later usage can hardly be de
cisive for the early meaning of the word. Old Hebrew had another term for 
the umbilicus, derived from the root TW and found in Ezek. 16:4 and 
Cant. 7:3.14

Moreover, mythological motifs normally associated with the navel of the 
earth—for example, that some physical feature (a rock or a mountain) marks 
the spot from which the earth grew—are also not prominent in the Bible. 
These ideas are found in Babylonia and Egypt, but they are not obvious in 
ancient Hebrew literature. Wensinck tried to prove that belief in a navel of 
the earth was universal among the western Semites, but his methodology is, 
to say the least, dubious. He lumps together sources from widely different 
periods and places to create a highly synthetic picture. When we introduce a 
diachronic perspective it becomes clear, as Talmon rightly observed, that all 
Wensinck’s clear Jewish evidence comes from post-biblical aggadot. Behind 
Wensinck’s account seems to lie the view, fashionable in his day, that there 
existed in the distant past a universal folk-religion, a sort of perennial philos
ophy, one element of which was a set of ideas about the navel of the earth. 
This is speculative and would command little support today.

I know of only two sources that may plausibly be seen as anticipating 
Jubilees. The first is I Enoch 26:1, where, in his cosmographical account of 
his world tour, Enoch says: “I was transported to the middle of the earth, and 
I saw a blessed place, in which were trees and saplings surviving and burgeon
ing from a felled tree.” The “blessed place” here, as in 27:1, is the land of 
Israel, and the place at the center of the earth is Jerusalem, an unmistakable 
topography of which follows, though in keeping with the fictional setting of 
the narrative the name Jerusalem itself is not used. This passage in I Enoch 
belongs to the Book of the Watchers, which was probably redacted in the 
second half of the third century B.C.E., that is, earlier than Jubilees. Given 
that the author of Jubilees unquestionably knew the Enochic literature, we 
may well conclude that he knew this passage of I Enoch. We are certainly
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getting close to Jubilees’ position, but we are still not quite there. It is one 
thing to say that Jerusalem is the middle of the world and another to say that 
it is the navel of the earth, and to realize this assertion in clear cartographic 
form. The latter implies the former, but not vice versa.

The other possibly antecedent source is the Septuagint, which, as we have 
already noted, rendered tab bur in Judges and in Ezekiel by the Greek omphalos. 
In the latter text there is a link with Jerusalem. However, we cannot be sure 
whether the Greek translations of these two books pre-date or post-date Ju
bilees. The rendering of tabbur as omphalos is striking and full of potential. It 
is probable that the Septuagint here, as so often elsewhere, is reflecting Pales
tinian Jewish exegetical tradition. The word tabbur, it should be recalled, 
occurs only twice in the Hebrew Bible and its sense is very uncertain. This 
uncertainty may have been exploited already in the late Second Temple period, 
and Ezek. 38:12 used as a convenient biblical “peg” on which to hang the 
doctrine of Jerusalem as the navel of the earth. The Septuagint reflects this 
Palestinian tradition. In other words the equation tabbur — omphalos in Ezek. 
38:12 is not a distinctive Alexandrian invention, but represents Palestinian 
exegesis—the same Palestinian exegesis as is implied by Jubilees.

To sum up: I would suggest that the doctrine of Jerusalem as the navel of 
the earth can be traced back no earlier than the Hasmonean revolution of the 
second century B.C.E. It is first clearly attested in Jubilees, whose author used 
it for polemical purposes to support aspects of the political propaganda of the 
Hasmonean state.

Once launched, the idea had a long and vigorous life, in both Christianity 
and Judaism. First, the Christian tradition. Though explicit statements occur 
from time to time in Christian writers, asserting the geographical centrality of 
Jerusalem and calling it the omphalos of the earth, it is Christian cartography 
that expresses this idea most powerfully. This brings us back to the Hereford 
mappa mundi. Even at a glance the similarity of the Hereford map to the 
reconstructed Jubilees map is striking. Is this accidental? I would argue not: a 
convincing line of transmission can, in fact, be constructed linking the 
Hereford map direct to Jubilees.

We know that the author or creator of the Hereford map was one Richard 
of Holdingham, and that it was drawn, probably at Lincoln, in the late thir
teenth century, though it was taken almost immediately to Hereford, where 
it has remained to the present day.15 It belongs to a collection of maps which 
show a strong family likeness. These include both the large, detailed images 
like the Hereford mappa mündig and the little T-O and T-Y maps, which are 
probably stylized pictograms or logos created by scribes who were daunted by 
the challenge of copying the complex, full-scale map. P. D. A. Harvey argues
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Figure 2: The Jubilees Mappa Mundi
(after P. S. Alexander, Anchor Bible Dictionary, II [New York, 1992], 982)

that this whole group of mappae mundi belongs to “a single, much ramified 
tradition which must go back to the Roman period,” at least to the fifth 
century.16 He suggests that the original was a Roman map “measured” and 
“reasonably accurate,” “showing coastal outlines, mountains, rivers, towns and 
boundaries of provinces,” which has become more and more garbled with 
successive copying. Parts of this original, more accurate, map have, however, 
been preserved. In this context he points to the map contained in an eleventh- 
century Cotton manuscript,17 which displays a strikingly more correct coast
line for the North Sea and the English Channel. He raises the question of the 
possible relationship between this original Roman map and the Marcus 
Agrippa map, set up in Rome on the orders of Augustus and based on a survey 
of the empire initiated, according to tradition, by Julius Caesar. He notes that 
Dilke is in favor of such a link, whereas Brodersen is not, on the grounds that 
the Agrippan map was not an image, but a written text.18

Parts of Harvey’s tradition-history are plausible, but parts are not. That the 
ancestor of the Hereford family of maps goes back at least to the fifth century
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is a conclusion demanded by the basic stemmatics of the manuscripts. But 
that the ancestor-map was some sort of official Roman world map, based on 
information derived from the efficient Roman methods of surveying, seems to 
me to be totally off-target. In fact, I would suggest that Harvey and other 
historians of cartography are guilty of naively misreading the Hereford map.19 
The Hereford map, and the others like it, were never meant to be “real” 
geography. Their significance was symbolic and theological right from the 
start. The Hereford map was so seriously out of joint with the geographical 
knowledge of its day that it cannot have been intended to be taken literally. 
Educated people, as Harvey correctly observes, already accepted by the thir
teenth century that the world was not a flat disc but a globe, and many would 
have subscribed to the theory that in the southern hemisphere lay a continent 
matching our own, the terra incognita or australis, cut off from northern lands 
by the burning and impassable tropics.20 This terra australis has actually been 
added to the Beatus mappa mundi, thus destroying its symmetry. There is 
surprisingly little contemporary information in the Hereford map.21 Its image 
was already antiquated when it was produced. It is a survival from an earlier 
age, cherished more for theological than for strictly geographical reasons. It 
was not meant to function like a modern school atlas to inform people about 
the “real” world, but as a stylized visual aid to assist pious meditation and 
reflection.22

The Hereford map belongs primarily to a tradition of Christian symbolic 
and mythical geography for which the real world was of little moment. Jeru
salem was central to this geography, but this “Jerusalem” was not strongly 
identified with the physical city in the land of Palestine. In certain Christian 
sources, the physical Jerusalem does indeed stand at the center of the physical 
world.23 Thus, a widespread Byzantine tradition puts the omphalos in Jerusa
lem, though significantly—in contrast to Jewish tradition—it is precisely lo
cated in the Church of the Holy Sepulchre and not on the Temple Mount. 
This polemical relocation of the navel of the earth is apparently reflected in 
the sixth-century Madeba mosaic map, which shows Jerusalem as (more or 
less) a circle with the Church of the Holy Sepulchre at its center, and which 
pointedly ignores the Temple area. Christian and Jewish geography thus drew 
quite different maps of the same small space.

However, for most Christian writers, Jerusalem was a spiritual entity which 
the Christian could experience anywhere. Other great cities, Rome, Constan
tinople, Aachen, could become “Jerusalem.” “Jerusalem” could even be cre
ated in one’s local church by the erection of stations of the cross and of 
“calvaries.” Ambivalence towards the Land of Israel goes back to earliest Chris
tianity. The spiritualization of “Jerusalem” is found already in the New Tes-
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tament: Paul in Gal. 4:25—26 regards the metropolis of the Church as being 
not the “present Jerusalem” which is “in slavery with her children,” but the 
“Jerusalem above” which is free. It is true that from time to time there have 
been upsurges of Christian interest in the real Jerusalem. Constantine’s beau
tification of the city with fine buildings in the fourth century raised its im
portance in Christian consciousness and promoted pilgrimage. At the time of 
the Crusades, there was a strong feeling that the actual places of Christ’s life 
and passion were important and should be seized back from the Muslims. And 
in the nineteenth century, European Christianity became obsessed with the 
realia and archaeology of the Bible. Why these upsurges should have occurred, 
and what they tell us about the spirituality of the ages which produced them, 
are intriguing questions which we cannot pursue here. Suffice to note that this 
interest was the exception rather than the rule. For the most part, Christianity 
has been indifferent to the actual “Holy Land” and the actual “Holy City.” 
Against this background, to find fault with the cartography of the Hereford 
map is rather misplaced and involves a misjudgment of its purpose and the 
nature of its geography.

The ancestor of the Hereford map was probably similar in outline to the 
Hereford map itself, though occasionally this tradition may have been revised 
and smartened up, as in the Cotton manuscript, by reference to “real” maps. 
The roots of this image lie not in Roman “scientific” cartography, but in a 
symbolic Christian world-map originating in the East, an idiosyncratic version 
of which is found in the works of the sixth-century writer Cosmas Indico- 
pleustes. This early Christian map was, in turn, more or less identical to the 
Jubilees map and may well have been descended from it. It should be borne 
in mind that Jubilees circulated in a Greek version in the Greek East and is 
quoted by a number of Byzantine scholars.24 Also relevant is the type of early 
Christian text known as a “Division (Diamerismos) of the World.” A classic 
example of this genre, worked and reworked in Latin and Greek throughout 
late antiquity, is found in the Chronicle of Hippolytus (§§44ff.). These Dia- 
merismoi contain a detailed ethnography based on the Table of the Nations in 
Gen. 10. They are, in many respects, verbal analogues to the medieval mappae 
mundi, and some of them may show the influence, whether direct or indirect, 
of Jubilees. I would suggest, then, that a plausible case can be made for the 
descent of the Hereford map from the Jubilees map. Jubilees represents the 
fons et origo of an imago mundi which prevailed in Christian Europe almost 
down to the time of Columbus.

Finally, some remarks on later Jewish tradition. Jewish-Greek literature 
yields a few interesting references to the centrality of Jerusalem. Philo, in his 
Embassy to Gaius (§294), claims that Jerusalem is “situated in the center of
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the world.” Josephus, in the War (3, 51—52), defines Judaea as stretching from 
the Jordan River to Jaffa, and writes: “the city of Jerusalem lies at its very 
center, and for this reason it has sometimes, not inaptly, been called the ‘navel* 
of the country.” A similar tradition is echoed earlier in the Letter o f  Aristeas 
(83), where it says that Jerusalem is “situated in the center of the land of Judah 
on a high and exalted mountain (cf. Isa. 2:2).”

But the most significant developments of the idea are to be found in rab
binic texts. The locus classicus is in the Tanhuma to Leviticus (Qedoshim 10, 
ed. Buber, 78):

As the navel is in the middle of the person, so is Eretz Israel the navel 
of the world, as it is written, “That dwell in the navel of the earth” 
(Ezek. 38:12). Eretz Israel is located in the center of the world, Jeru
salem in the center of Eretz Israel, the Temple in the center of Jeru
salem, the heikhal in the center of the Temple, the ark in the center of 
the heikhal, and in front of the heikhal is the 9even shetiyyah from which 
the world was founded (oblVH nnvyin rDOOVJ).

What is striking about the rabbinic traditions is how they testify to the re
mythologization of the concept of the navel of the earth. I argued that in 
Jubilees there is no sign of mythology; the navel of the earth is a geopolitical 
concept used to locate Jerusalem on the terrestrial plane and to assert its po
litical importance. In the rabbinic sources, however, the original mythological 
associations of the idea come flooding back. The mythology is clear in the 
Tanhuma passage quoted above. Jerusalem has cosmogonic significance. It is 
the first created place from which the rest of the world grew outward concen
trically. The “navel” is linked with the 9even shetiyyah, a stone or rock sup
posedly located within the Temple which marked the exact spot from which 
the world developed like a foetus from the umbilical cord.25 Related to this 
may be the tradition that Adam was created from earth taken from the Temple 
Mount. The original thought, as found in II Enoch 71:35,26 was probably 
that it was appropriate that humanity should arise from the same spot from 
which the physical world grew; Jerusalem was not only the tabbur of the world, 
but the tabbur of humanity as well. In rabbinic tradition, however, the aggadah 
is given a rather different twist: it was appropriate that Adam should be formed 
from the place where later atonement should be made for his sins.27

In rabbinic literaure, the concept of the navel of the earth belongs to a 
constellation of mythological motifs which define Jerusalem as an axis mundi. 
In Jubilees, Jerusalem is the focal point only of the horizontal, terrestrial plane. 
In rabbinic texts, however, it has vertical as well as horizontal centrality: it is
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the focal point of different, superimposed planes. The Temple in Jerusalem 
and Jerusalem itself stand over against the heavenly Temple and the heavenly 
Jerusalem; Jerusalem, the terrestrial midpoint, corresponds to Jerusalem the 
celestial midpoint.28 Jerusalem also corresponds, in a downwards direction, to 
Gehenna, the center of the underworld, an entrance to which is located near 
the Holy City. And the ’even shetiyyah, on which the Ineffable Name is in
scribed, serves as a capstone to seal the waters of the abyss and prevent them 
welling up and overwhelming the world.29 Jerusalem is the point where heaven, 
earth, and the underworld meet—a veritable axis mundi.

Here, too, it seems possible to introduce a diachronic perspective. In tan- 
naitic sources, as in the Bible, there are general statements about the centrality 
of Jerusalem. The map of the concentric circles of holiness surrounding the 
Temple in M Kelim 1:6-9 is a pertinent example. But this idea undoubtedly 
gains precision and force in the amoraic period, when it is linked to renewed 
speculation about the navel of the earth. And although they are occasionally 
quoted in Babylonian sources, these traditions all appear to be Palestinian in 
origin. The relationship between M Yoma 5:2 and later texts illustrates this 
development. There it is stated that the 9even shetiyyah, has been in the Tem
ple “from the days of the first prophets.” Even allowing that the time ref
erence of “from the days of the first prophets” is vague and probably means 
simply “from time immemorial,”30 the language is odd if the ’even shetiyyah 
is being thought of as the navel of the earth, since, by definition, the ’even 
shetiyyah is the oldest thing on earth and has always been there. However, in 
the corresponding passage of the Tosefta (Yom ha-Kippurim 2:14, ed. Lie- 
berman, 237-38) the cosmogonic function of the 9even shetiyyah is clearly 
introduced and sets the tone for the comments in the Jerusalem and Baby
lonian Talmuds, and for later midrashic texts in general. These later ideas 
were attached to the 9even shetiyyah by the common midrashic device of et
ymology. The mysterious word shetiyyah is derived either from the root nnVJ), 
“to found” (hence “stone of foundation,” i.e., foundation stone of the 
world), or from the root TIDV), “to weave” (hence “stone of weaving,” in
volving comparison of the act of creation to the weaving of cloth).31 Thus 
the 9even shetiyyah provided a convenient peg on which Palestinian amoraic 
authorities were able to hang certain speculations about the cosmic and the
ological centrality of Jerusalem.

Why might these ideas have been stressed in Eretz Israel in amoraic times? 
Again, we may suspect a political purpose. Rome also regarded itself as the 
center of the world, the hub of a network of roads leading outward to the 
edges of its empire. This was symbolized by the miliarium aureum in the 
Forum, the “golden milestone,” which “in letters of gilt, indicated the mileage
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from Rome along the trunk roads to key points in the empire.”32 The amoraic 
sages seem to have increasingly regarded Rome and Jerusalem as rivals, partic
ularly after the empire became officially Christian and went over to “heresy.” 
J. Neusner has suggested that this rivalry is a major motif of Genesis Rabbah.33 
The rabbinic story which circulated in amoraic times, that Rome was founded 
when an angel stuck a reed into the sea and a mud-bank grew round it on 
which the city was built,34 reads like a parody of the story of the creation of 
the world from the 9even shetiyyah in Jerusalem. The new emphasis on Jeru
salem as the navel of the earth may be part of this anti-Roman rhetoric. Al
ternatively, it may have been intended for an internal, Jewish audience. I. Gafni 
has argued that the new stress on the importance and centrality of the Land 
of Israel which he finds in Palestinian amoraic sources reflects an emerging 
political struggle between the rabbinic schools of Eretz Israel and Babylonia.35 
The religious authorities in Palestine, alarmed by the growing reputation of 
the Babylonian academies, began to highlight ideas which asserted or implied 
the primacy of Eretz Israel. Perhaps the tibbur ha-olam  and the 'even shetiyyah 
traditions were employed as part of this propaganda. If either of these sugges
tions is correct—and they are not mutually exclusive—then, once again, for 
all its mythological color, the assertion that Jerusalem is the navel of the earth 
is intended, as in Jubilees, primarily to serve political ends.

Notes
1. Trans. R. H. Charles, revised Ch. Rabin in H. D. F. Sparks (ed.), The Apocryphal Old 

Testament (Oxford, 1984), 38.
2. It is also possible that the omphalos here is the city of Jerusalem, which could not, in 

keeping with the fictional standpoint of the narrative, be named, and that Zion is the center 
of Jerusalem. The author of Jubilees may also have intended a contrast between “the desert” 
(= the uninhabited world) and “the earth” (= the inhabited earth, the oikoumene). The im
plication that the place of the giving of the Law was in the center of unoccupied territory to 
which no people had laid claim could have aggadic overtones. Neither of these readings of the 
text would materially affect my argument.

3. This I take to be the meaning of the statement, “these three were created as holy places 
fa cin g each other”

4. On these, see A. J. Wensinck’s classic study, Ideas o f  the Western Semites concerning the 
Navel o f  the Earth (Amsterdam, 1916). It should be noted, however, that the vast majority of 
Wensinck’s sources date from well after the time of Jubilees.

5. W. H. Roscher, Omphalos (Leipzig, 1913; repr. Hildesheim, 1974).
6. See my essay “Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi’ of the Book of Jubilees,” JJS 33 (1982), 

197-213, and my article “Early Jewish Geography” in the Anchor Bible Dictionary, II (New 
York, 1992), 980-82. J. M. Scott (Paul and the Nations [Tübingen, 1995], 16-24) thoroughly 
reviews my position and makes some constructive criticisms. Less satisfactory is J. Maier, “Zu



P H I L I P  S .  A L E X A N D E R  ♦ 117

ethnographisch-geographischen Überlieferungen über Japhetiten (Gen 10, 2-4) im frühen Ju
dentum,” Henoch 13 (1991), 157-94.

7. A point well argued by F. Schmidt in his “Naissance d’une géographie juive,” Moïse 
géographe y ed. A. Desremaux and F. Schmidt (Paris, 1988), 13-30.

8. It would also have served as a useful reminder to the Jewish Diaspora of the centrality 
of Jerusalem. Propaganda is usually aimed as much at “insiders” as “outsiders.”

9. The choice is clever because it exploits the fact that Carthage was a Punic (i.e., Ca
naanite) settlement. This lends an aura of historical credibility to the claim. The implication 
may be that at least some Canaanites did finally reach their patrimony, perhaps having been 
sent on their way by Joshua and the Israelites.

10. Procopius, De bello vandalico X, 13-22.
11 . However, as with the Canaanites, there may be an element of historical realism in the 

Jubilees account of the Medes. The author of Jubilees knew full well that the Medes historically 
lived in Asia. That caused problems for his neat schematization, which the story of relocation 
helped to solve. He probably arrived at the British Isles as their original patrimony by a process 
of elimination. Having assigned the other parts of Europe to the sons of Japhet, only the 
northwest was left for the Medes.

12. On the Agrippan map, see below, note 18. The suggestion that Jubilees intends to 
support the Hasmoneans may be greeted with some scepticism. Jubilees is normally regarded 
as anti-Hasmonean. It was certainly popular with the Dead Sea sect, who were bitter opponents 
of the Hasmoneans. Moreover, Jubilees advocated a solar calendar and not the luni-solar cal
endar which prevailed in the Hasmonean-controlled Jerusalem Temple. However, it is not 
implausible to suggest that Jubilees and the Dead Sea sect may have supported the concept of 
a greater Israel, while denying the Hasmonean claim to the high priesthood and the legitimacy 
of the Temple cult. Significantly, the doctrine of a greater Israel is found not only in Jubilees 
but in the Genesis Apocryphon as well (lQGenAp. XXI).

13. See his excellent article harm  TDOTeds. G. J. Botterweck and H. Ringgren (Grand 
Rapids, 1978), III, 437-38; and further: H. Eshel and Z. Erlich, “The First Battle in the War 
of Abimelech with the Lords of Shechem and the Question of the Tabbur Ha-aretz,” Tarbiz 
58 (1988-89), 111-16 (Hebrew).

14. The absolute form of the word is uncertain. BDB and Talmon suggest shory the dic
tionaries of Alkalay and Even-Shoshan shôrer. See further below on the possibility that the 
Septuagint translation of Ezek. 38:12 reflects Palestinian Jewish exegesis.

15. See P. D. A. Harvey, Mappa Mundi: The Hereford World Map (London, 1996), where 
the older bibliography is cited. The map, which is on a single piece of parchment, is 1.58 x
1.33 m.

16. Ibid., p.22.
17. British Library, Cotton ms. Tiberius B.V., f. 56v.
18. Harvey (above, note 15), 24—26. On the Agrippan map, see further C. Nicolet, Space, 

Geography and Politics in the Early Roman Empire (Ann Arbor, 1991), 95-122. Curiously, Julius 
Caesar’s survey of the empire is alluded to in the bottom left corner of the Hereford map, but 
this, in my view, cannot be used to link the Hereford map to the Agrippan map. It is simply a 
learned piece of doctrina on the part of Richard of Holdingham or some other medieval scholar.

19. The impatient strictures of Beazley, a historian of cartography, on the Hereford map 
are typical: “The non-scientific maps of the later Middle Ages, contrasted with the portolani, 
are of such complete futility; they affect the history of earth-knowledge (at least from the 
thirteenth century) so little; and their chief types have already been so fully discussed, that a 
bare allusion to the monstrosities of Hereford and Erbstorf should suffice” (C. R. Beazley, The 
Dawn o f  Modem Geography, III [Oxford, 1906], 528).



118 ♦ Jerusa lem  as the Omphalos o f  the World

20. See J. K. Wright, The Geographical Lore o f  the Time o f  the Crusades (New York, 1965), 
53-57.

21. On possible contemporary influences on the Hereford map, see Y. Friedman, “The City 
of the King of Kings: Jerusalem in the Crusader Period,” The Centrality o f  Jerusalem: Historical 
Perspectives, eds. M. Poorthuis and Ch. Safrai (Kampen, 1996), 190-216.

22. The map seems originally to have formed the central element of a triptych (Harvey 
[above, note 15], 11-15). A location on the wall behind the altar, bringing the image into 
spatial relationship with the sacrament, would have been highly suggestive. The detail of the 
map would not, of course, have been visible to the congregation, only the general impression 
of the outline of the world, though two sites of salvation-history—Jerusalem and the Red Sea, 
which was colored bright red—would probably have stood out. The map may also have been 
used for catechetical purposes. In this case, people would have been brought up close to it and 
had its details pointed out to them.

23. Wright (above, note 20), 259-61.
24. R. H. Charles ( The Book o f  Jubilees [London, 1902], xxvi-xxvii) gives a partial list of 

quotations.
25. See the parallels in T Yom ha-Kippurim 2:14 (ed. Lieberman, 237-38); J Yoma 5, 4, 

42c; B Yoma 54b; and further: L. Ginzberg, The Legends o f  the Jews, 7 vols., reprint (Philadel
phia, 1968), V, 14-16 (the fundamental discussion of these traditions), and p. 292; Z. Vilnay, 
Legends o f  Jerusalem (Philadelphia, 1987), 5-36.

26. “He, Melkisedek, will be priest and king in the place Akhuzan, that is to say, in the 
centre of the earth, where Adam was created, and there will be his final grave” (trans. F. I. 
Andersen, in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, I, ed. J. H. Charlesworth [New York, 1983], 
208).

27. Genesis Rabbah 14:8; J Nazir 7:2; Pirqei de Rabbi Eli'ezer 12.
28. See Ginzberg (above, note 25), V, 292; Vilnay (above, note 25), 128-32 for references.
29. On the entrance to Gehenna, the center of the underworld, see Ginzberg (above, note 

25), V, 14; and Vilnay (above, note 25), 269—70. On the 'even shetiyyah as the capstone, see 
Ginzberg, op. cit., V, 15-16, and Vilnay, op. cit., 78—80. Echoes of this latter tradition are 
found in Muslim sources; see ibid., 19.

30. “The first prophets” are identified in B Sotah 48b as Samuel and David, but this is 
probably a later attempt to give the vague expression some precision. See further Ginzberg 
(above, note 25), VI, 69.

31. Ginzberg’s proposal (ibid.,V, 15) that ’even shetiyyah originally meant “fire-stone” and 
referred to a meteorite that had been placed in the Temple, is ingenious, but hardly consonant 
with the Mishnah’s description of the stone as being only “three fingers high.” This suggests a 
piece of natural rock protruding above the level of the floor. However, Ginzberg’s etymology 
may still be correct. The rock may have been called “the fire-stone” simply because it was the 
place where the priest rested the fire-pan when he burned the incense in the Holy of Holies on 
the Day of Atonement. The geography of the Temple area and the relationship of the present- 
day features, particularly the Rock, to the layout of the ancient Temple is a matter of intense 
debate among archaeologists.

32. L. Casson, Travel in the Ancient World (London, 1979), p. 173. See further Nicolet 
(above, note 18), passim; and W. Müller, Die Heilige Stadt: Roma quadrata, himmlisches Jeru
salem und die Mythe vom Weltnabel (Stuttgart, 1961).

33. J. Neusner. Genesis and Judaism  (Atlanta, 1985). For further evidence of the “rivalry” 
between Israel and Rome, see P. S. Alexander, “The Family of Caesar and the Family of God: 
The Image of the Emperor in Heikhalot Literature,” Images o f  Empire, ed. L. Alexander (Shef
field, 1991), 276-97.



P H I L I P  S .  A L E X A N D E R  ♦ 119

34. Sifre—Deuteronomy 52; J 'Avodah Zarah 1:2; B Shabbat 56b. Ginzberg (above, note 
25), IV, 128, VI, 280. The story has a moral purpose: Rome was founded to punish Israel for 
her sins.

35. I. Gafni, Land, Center and Diaspora: Jewish Constructs in Late Antiquity (Sheffield, 
1997), 71-78.



9
The Many Names of Jerusalem

A V I G D O R  S H I N A N

While the name “Jerusalem” (which appears in the Bible more than 650 
times) can only be found in the books of the Prophets and the Hag- 
iographa, throughout the whole Bible one can find numerous names, epithets, 

and appellations which allude to this geographical entity, such as “the city of 
David” (II Sam. 5:7),1 “Zion” (Isa. 1:27; 33:5), “faithful city” (Isa. 1:26) and 
many more.

Rabbinic literature—The Mishnah, Tosefta, and the two Talmuds, as well 
as midrashic compilations and the Aramaic targums—inherited the many 
names and epithets that the Bible bestowed upon Jerusalem and also added 
many of its own. These names are scattered throughout the sources, but have 
also been collected in the form of lists. It is these lists that will be the focus 
of our discussion.

The rabbinic tendency to call any one entity by many names attests to its 
multifaceted and complex nature. The rabbis, for example, established that 
Moses had many names2—as did the Angel of Death,3 the Torah, the people 
of Israel, and God.4 Yet, we must admit that the distinction between a name 
and an epithet is not at all clear, in the same way that in our case the distinction 
is often blurred between names/epithets given to the entire land of Israel, the 
holy city, the Temple Mount, or the Temple itself.

In addition to the defined lists, which include ten to seventy items each, 
names for Jerusalem can also be found scattered throughout rabbinic literature; 
although a final count is yet to be completed, over 120 different names have 
already been collected.5 We shall mention only one example of a name that is 
not included in the lists to be studied here. It is found in the Aramaic targum 
to Song of Songs 8:11: yinn Î7V11 T\të)Vb D>D 0*0 (= “Solomon had a vine
yard in Baal-Hamon . . .”). The Aramaic targum on the verse expounds:

120
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Nxnot? Nt?>Tiö n>m  n>ov Not7vn Nobv n m  n>nivn np^o Nin noin 
oî?Ym>n rm> i >tiin

One nation came up by lot unto the Lord of the universe, the One 
that peace is His, a nation that is compared to a vineyard. He settled 
her in Jerusalem.

Here, the targum freely interchanges “Baal-Hamon” with Jerusalem, claiming 
it as one of her many names, most probably6 following verses that mention 
YUDn (= hamon, crowd) with regard to Jerusalem, such as Ps. 42:5.

Let us move to the focus of our discussion—the rabbinic lists of Jerusalem’s 
names and epithets. The rabbis particularly favored listmaking as a method 
for organizing, remembering and presenting data, and numerous lists can be 
found in their literature.7 Two—or by an alternate count, three—lists of 
names for Jerusalem are found in rabbinic literature, two lists of ten names 
each, combined to form one list of twenty, and a separate list with seventy 
names. Each list will be discussed separately.

The Twenty Names of Jerusalem

The list of twenty names of Jerusalem is found in Avot de-Rabbi Nathan8 and 
finds no parallel in any other rabbinic text. Its placement in Avot de-Rabbi 
Nathan comes following the Mishnah in tractate Avot (5:5) that lists ten 
miracles that were witnessed in the Temple of Jerusalem, and other lists such 
as the ten ways in which Jerusalem is superior to all other lands. The list is 
comprised of two parts, the first—Jerusalem’s ten names of praise, and the 
second—her ten names of disgrace. This is the first part:

,ninyn ,moïo ,nnp :nivy owt? o>î?\yn> nNipj m tw  mvyy 
nro> , o fpix ,nm> ,nn ,nvym

In ten names of praise Jerusalem is called: (1) City (7r), (2) City (qirya)>
(3) Faithful, (4) Espoused, (5) Sought Out, (6) I delight in her,
(7) The Lord is there, (8) Righteousness, (9) Well being (or: Peace),
(10) Jebusite.

The first three names and the eighth name are drawn from one verse: “After 
that you shall be called City (Vr) of Righteousness, Faithful City (qirya)” (Isa. 
1:26). We should note that the word “city” is often part of a pair of words 
that form a description or name for Jerusalem, such as “The City of David” 
or “The Holy City,”9 but the use of “city” by itself to specify Jerusalem was 
common as well. It explains, for example, the understanding of the phrase



“City of Gold” (iDt bVJ as referring specifically to a golden ornament in
the form of (the walls of) Jerusalem.10

The following three laudatory names of Jerusalem are derived from various 
other verses in Isaiah, all expressing the idea of future-naming. “Espoused” 
and “I delight in her” relate to the words in Isa. 62:4: “But you shall be called 
‘I delight in her’ and your land (shall be called) ‘Espoused’ ”; “Sought Out” 
finds its source in Isa. 62:12: “And you shall be called ‘Sought Out’, a city 
not forsaken.”

The seventh name in the list, “The Lord is there,” is based on the last verse 
in Ezekiel: “and the name of the city from that day on shall be ‘The Lord is 
there’ ”(48:35),11 while the ninth name, “Well being” or “Peace,” seems to 
be drawn from Ps. 147:12-14: “O Jerusalem, glorify the Lord; praise your 
God, O Zion . . . who endows12 your realm with well-being.” To this point, 
the above names are consistent in their laudatory nature, which only serves to 
highlight the difficulty of finding the aspect of praise in Jerusalem’s final name 
in that list—Jebusite (from Josh. 15:8: “Along the southern flank of the Je
busites—that is, Jerusalem”).

While the main source for the names collected in the list of Avot de-Rabbi 
Nathan is Second Isaiah, we have yet to determine the nature of the list and 
the purpose it serves. The same holds true for its time of composition, due to 
the absence of reliable dating methods for any specific text of Avot de-Rabbi 
Nathan.13 The second part of our text—the ten names that denigrate Jerusa
lem—do not bring us any closer to finding a solution:

,rrnôîn m : ovyî? nNipi mm] mvw
mvio ,n»3y ,nNuun ,n:my ,m it» ,rt

and in ten [names] of disgrace [Jerusalem is called]: (1) Widow,
(2) Harlot, (3) Bereaved, (4) Barren, (5) Exiled, (6) Disdained,
(7) Forsaken, (8) Rejected, (9) Unhappy, (10) Storm-tossed.

Here, too, the majority of the names find their source in the book of Second 
Isaiah. The first name, “Widow,” is coined according to Lam. 1:1: “The city 
once great with people . . .  is become like a widow,” while the slur “harlot” is 
derived from the words of Isaiah: “Alas, she has become a harlot, the faithful 
City” (1:21). The next four condemnations are all drawn from a single verse 
in Isaiah: “Who bore these for me when I was bereaved and barren, exiled 
and disdained” (49:21). Likewise, the rest of the names find their source in 
the words of the same prophet. “Forsaken” and “Rejected” appear together 
in one verse, “And you shall be called ‘City of the Lord Zion of the Holy One 
of Israel’ whereas you have been forsaken, rejected” (60:15). “Unhappy” and
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“Storm-tossed” are joined in “Unhappy storm-tossed one, uncomforted” (Isa. 
54:11). A common thread clearly runs through Second Isaiah’s choice of 
names and epithets for Jerusalem. He draws his metaphors for the city from 
the semantic field of a woman’s relationship with her husband and family, and 
therefore the great majority of Jerusalem’s names are colored with that partic
ular motif.

Is there a correlation between this two lists of names? It seems that there is 
only a minimal basis for comparison, and even then only for the first few 
names. The first name of each list—“City” (Vr) and “Widow” respectively— 
stand in contrast to each other in a common source (Lam. 1:1): “the city once 
great with people . . .  is become like a widow,” while “City” (qirya) and “Har
lot” are represented in similar fashion in “Alas, she has become a harlot, the 
faithful city” (Isa. 1:21). One further correlation between the names that praise 
Jerusalem and those that shame her is set up in Isa. 62:4: “Nevermore shall 
you be called ‘Forsaken’ . . . but you shall be called ‘I delight in her’ and your 
land ‘Espoused’.” Beyond that, however, the names and their meaning vacil
late, leaving no means for comparison. It is therefore fair to assume that the 
two lists before us are independent of each other and that there is no a priori 
correlation between them.

What compelled an author to compile a list of names that comes to de
nounce Jerusalem? The equal number of names in the two lists clearly repre
sents the desire of their author(s), or of whomever brought the independent 
lists together, to highlight the balance between the two faces of the city, a 
phenomenon that we shall see again later on.

I would like to suggest at least öne motive for creating the list that comes 
in praise of Jerusalem which can be understood by its comparison to a passage 
from the writing of Marqah the Samaritan,14 who lived in Palestine in the 
third-fourth centuries. In his work, Memar Marqah, the poet establishes that 
Mount Gerizim is the chosen place and that “It has thirteen names in the 
Torah (the Samaritans, as is known, do not accept the prophets and Hagi- 
ographa as part of the canon of inspired writings), each declaring its glory.”15 
He then lists and explains each name:

The first: “The Hill Country to the East” (OlpD “ID—Gen. 10:30), 
for the God of the East had chosen it from the days of creation.. . .
The second: Bethel (t>N —Gen. 12:8), for God mighty and awe
some is a shield and helper to those who believe in Him. . . . The third:
The Abode of God (o>D1Î7N J1>1—Gen. 28:17), for the holy angels did 
not cease uttering praise to their Lord, seeking God in it. . . . [Other 
names are]: Gateway to Heaven (0»0\yn *lVVy), Luza (ntll?), Sanctuary
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(WlpO), Mount Gerizim (o>P~iyin), The House of the Lord ('D 3Vl),
Good Hill Country (ülOD “inn), The Chosen Place (“in ion  OlpOD),
The Eternal Hill (OÎ71V One of the Heights (0>*inn 7HK). The
thirteenth name: Abraham’s calling the name of that site “The Lord 
will see” (n*0> Tl).

Several of the names that Marqah appropriates for Mount Gerizim are 
known through Jewish tradition as names for Jerusalem. This fact fits well 
in the framework of the debate between the rabbis and the Samaritans 
regarding the identity of the unspecified “Chosen Place” (“*1WN OlpOH 

—Deut. 12:4 and elsewhere).16 The term “Sanctuary,” for example, is 
considered by the rabbis as a name for Jerusalem as well.17 Three other 
names—Bethel, House of God, and Gateway to Heaven—are drawn from 
the story of Jacob’s dream (Gen. 28). Similarly, we find in rabbinic sources 
that the site of Jacob’s dream is identified as Jerusalem.18 The term “Good 
Hill Country” that Marqah attributes to Mount Gerizim is based on a verse 
in Deuteronomy, “that good hill country and the Lebanon” (3:52), and 
here, too, it is necessary to point out that “Lebanon” appears among the 
rabbis’ names for Jerusalem.19

One thing that remains clear is that the idea of listing the many names of 
a place in the land of Israel in order to attest to its glory already existed in the 
third to fourth centuries. It is possible that at the base of this practice lies a 
cultural-religious struggle between different religious sects over who could pro
duce more names to sanctify their holy site. Yet, it is important to note that 
Marqah limited his list to names of praise, while the rabbis did not hesitate 
to include terms of derision in their list, because for them Jerusalem is not a 
paragon of virtue. The city, by nature, contains good and bad, splendor and 
wretchedness.

The Seventy Names of Jerusalem

The list of seventy names of Jerusalem is found in a text that was published 
by S. Buber (1895) under the name Midrash Shir HaShirim Zuta, and in
dependently by S. Schechter (1896) under the name Aggadat Shir HaShirim. 
Parallel texts are found in two late compositions: Midrash HaGadol to Gen. 
46:8 (ed. Margulies, 775) and Yalqut HaMachiri to Isa. 62:4 (ed. Shapira, 
253).

The list appears in Shir HaShirim Zuta, in the course of an especially 
lengthy exposition whose theme is introduced by “Israel is called by seventy 
names (e.g., Orchard, First-born, Palm Tree) and Jerusalem by seventy, and 
the Torah by seventy (e.g., Wisdom, Understanding, Renewing Life) in def-
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erence to the seventy names of the Lord Blessed Be He (e.g., Most High, 
Fierce in Wrath, Awesome, Beauty).” The number seventy is well known in 
rabbinic thought and literature: the elderly of the Sanhédrin, the nations of 
the world and their languages, the angels in the celestial entourage, the vessels 
of the Temple, and many more.20 Seventy is used to convey a high and round 
number, the number of completeness or wholeness, and the many names for 
Jerusalem is, at a certain level, a testimony to the special status that she bears 
the worldover.

The text listing the seventy names is distorted, and at times Buber and 
Schechter differ in their reading of the text, as each emends it freely. Here, 
then, is my attempt to translate the complicated text into English:

Jerusalem was called [or: He called Jerusalem] by seventy names: Je
rusalem, Shalem, There is a Vision (nN*V), Jebus, Gilead, Lebanon,
Zion, Heights (o>xyno), Throne of the Lord ('D KV3), City of Israel 
C7hn\y> n>V), Fair Crested (̂ 13 H0>), Summit of Zaphon >ÎD1>),
Joy of all the Earth (>pNn to Wivyo), Espoused (nÎ71Vl), I delight in 
her (nn >3ûn), A Stone to Lift (nOOVO pN), Efrata, Region of Yaar 
(“)V> rrtVJ), Resting Place (nfVDO), Ariel, Mount of Assembly (7V10 “in),
Fair (nû>),21 Maiden (nt>1TD), Bride (DÎ7D), Wife ofYouth (onw  JIVUN),
Great with People (OV ’rcn), Great among Nations (o»1>n yT\T))f The 
Princess among States (JilJHttl >m\y), A City Knit Together (*vy 
TÖ rminvy), House of Prayer (rt?>f)n JVl),22 Migdal-Eder, Consort 
Cttvy), Stronghold (nTISö), Dearly Beloved (nnn>), Sought Out 
(nvym),23 A city not Forsaken (nittO Nb “)>V), Joy (DÎ7>̂), Garden of 
Eden of the Lord ('D pi),24 Lofty Mount (OVID *in), Sanctuaries
(o>V!npD),25 Barren (m pv), Moriah, High Mountain (nil> "in), Over
bearing City (rovn “PV), Faithful City (D30ÏO n>“lp), City of Righ
teousness ( p is r i  “PV), Valley of Vision (yptn  N>}), The Gateways of 
the Peoples (0>0VD nirtn), Shrines (DIOl), Portion (nt?n3), Holy 
Mount (vm pn “ID), Desired Mountain (l^ n  "in), Hill of Frankincense 
(irmi?n nvn )̂, City of David ( in  n>v), City of the Negeb (ittn TV),
Lofty Mount of Israel C?N"!Vy> 01*10 *in), A new Name which the Lord 
Himself shall bestow (inip> 'H IWN Win OVy).

This list is then followed by scriptural proofs that verify twenty different 
names, e.g.:

She (= Jerusalem) is called Shalem as it says “And king Melchizedek 
of Shalem” (Gen. 14:18). She is called “There is a Vision” (n*0>) as 
it says “(on the mountain of the) Lord there is a vision (DN")> 'D “irD)”



(Gen. 22:13). . .  . [She is called] Lebanon as it says “that good hill 
country, and the Lebanon” (Deut. 3:25).

Yet, only fifteen of the names from the abovementioned list of “seventy names” 
are presented here alongside scriptural proofs (followed occasionally by some 
discussion in which the name is explained or otherwise dealt with26). On the 
other hand, six new names were added in the course of gathering textual 
evidence for Jerusalem’s names:

[She is called Waters (o>)] as it says “and all nations shall assemble 
(I1p3l) there in the name of the Lord, at Jerusalem” (Jer. 3:17) [and it 
says] “Let the water below the sky be gathered (l 1p>) into one area”
(Gen. 1:9) and just as the waters accepted all the water from creation, 
so, too, is she destined to accept all of her children. . . . She is called 
City of the Great King (21 Jl>lp—Ps. 48:3), for she is the city of 
the King of all Kings the Holy One Blessed be He. She is called Perfect 
in Beauty (>D1> D̂>Î7D), as it says “Perfect in Beauty, Joy of all the Earth” 
(Lam. 2:15)... . She is called Bashan, as it says “O jagged mountain, 
Mount Bashan” (Ps. 68:16). She is called Hadrach, as it says “in the 
land of Hadrach” (Zech. 9:1) that she trembles27 before the King on 
High. She is called Rammah (or: On a Height), as it says “A cry is 
heard on a height (DÖ12 î?1p)” Qer. 31:15).

In total, sixty-five (according to Schechter’s reading: sixty-three) names can be 
gleaned from the list itself and from the scriptural proofs that follow it. Ad
ditional names, though without textual backup, are listed in the parallel texts 
of Midrash HaGadol and Yalqut HaMachiri—such as “Palace” (ytftlN), Ra
chel, Cattle (INS), or “Center of the Earth” (>pNn 1120)—but in these texts 
as well the count of names does not reach seventy (HaMachiri—fifty-seven, 
Midrash HaGadol—sixty-nine).

As yet, I have been unable to determine why some of the names warrant 
textual backing while others appear alone, just as I have been unable to discern 
any particular order to the list. The names are not listed alphabetically, they 
do not follow the order in which they appear in the biblical text, nor are they 
organized by themes. It would seem that there was no a priori order at all, 
and that if there was, the texts we have in our hands do not allow for its 
retrieval.

How were the seventy names chosen? The text seems to present a few viable 
ways. According to the first, the most obvious one, the compiler uses verses 
that directly address Jerusalem, as for example, in Isa. 62:4: “You shall be
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called ‘I delight in her.” According to a second way, the names for Jerusalem 
were drawn from verses that contained the root Nip (= to call by name) in 
connection with the city, as we find for example in Jer. 3:17: “At that time, 
they shall call Jerusalem ‘Throne of the Lord’.” Amazingly, however, several 
of the names are derived from a play on the root O ( t o  put), while reading 
\y (sin) as \) (shin), understanding it as somehow derived from the word OV) 
(= name). This play on words is employed, for example, in creating the names 
“Eden” and “Stone to lift” (TWWft pN), based on Zech. 12:3: “I will make 
(D>vyN) Jerusalem a stone for all the peoples to lift,” and on Isa. 51:3: “Truly 
the Lord has comforted Zion . . . He has made (OVy>l) her wilderness like 
Eden.” Apparently all measures were considered acceptable in establishing 
names for Jerusalem.

Jerusalem’s names portray her as a city complex by nature. Unlike the list 
of twenty names of both praise and condemnation in Avot de-Rabbi Nathan, 
most of the names in the list of seventy come to praise Jerusalem and only 
few of them describe her negatively. At times, however, through the recycling 
of versions or copies, even the few negative epithets for Jerusalem were dis
torted and evolved into names of praise. “A Bowl of Reeling” (!?yi ^O), for 
example (“Behold, I will make [lOW] Jerusalem a bowl of reeling for the peo
ples all around” [Zech. 12:2]), appears in different versions of our list as D£>> 
(Fair) or Î7V Dût? (= Couch + on). The name “Exiled” (n!?1>), from “who 
bore these for me when I was . . . exiled and disdained” (Isa. 49:21), becomes 

(Joy, as in Isa. 65:18: “For I shall create Jerusalem as a joy and her people 
as a delight”), and the epithet HNIIO (Sullied, as in Zeph. 3:1: “Ah, sullied, 
polluted, overbearing city”) evolves as Moriah (rPllXD). It seems that at the 
heart of the copyist’s treatment of Jerusalem’s names lies the assumption that 
the text before us is actually one of praise, and therefore it is necessary to 
distort any indications to the contrary despite the fact that our text in its 
original form most probably included negative attributes side by side with 
positive ones.

The list of ten names of denigration in Avot de-Rabbi Nathan and the few 
remaining negative epithets from the list of the seventy names testify to the 
rabbis’ realistic outlook on Jerusalem. As in many areas—such as their attitude 
toward the people of Israel, the fathers of the nation, and the rabbis them
selves—they subject any entity to intense scrutiny and criticize it for what it 
is without any partiality. Rabbinic literature is filled with passages about Je
rusalem and its people, built on the rebuke of Jerusalem found in the biblical 
prophecies and in the stories of the destruction of the Temple,28 and there is 
an abundance of tales about the hatred that reigned amongst the city’s residents 
and the religious, moral, and social transgressions that overtook her.
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The rabbis’ preoccupation with Jerusalem does not merely represent an 
effort to glorify past history or lament the splendid city of yore. Nor do they 
only seek to portray a brilliant image of the future on which to hang the 
nation’s hopes. The prominence of Jerusalem in rabbinic literature also serves 
as a signpost of caution engraved with the woes of a city whose many trans
gressions led to her destruction, forcing the readers to pay heed that such sin 
and punishment should never be repeated. Jerusalem of the rabbis—as re
flected inter alia in her names—differs greatly from Mount Gerizim as per
ceived by the Samaritans. She is complex in nature, and is not exclusively 
virtue and glory.

During the rabbinic period, when Jews did not inhabit Jerusalem, the city 
was upheld as a remembrance from time past and as a foundation for hope in 
the future. The coexistence of praise and condemnation embodied in Jerusa
lem’s many names demonstrates that the remembrance that by nature was 
inclined toward nostalgia and hyperbole, and that the hope that offered a 
promise of a bright future and an escape from the grim reality of life, did not 
in any measure diminish the criticism that the rabbis conferred upon Jerusa
lem.29
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Byzantine Jerusalem: 
The Configuration of a Christian City

Y O R A M T S A F R I R

Some sixty years elapsed between the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus and 
the decision of Hadrian, the neoclassicist Roman emperor, to rebuild the 

city. Many historians believe that the imperial initiative was a major factor in 
the outbreak of the Bar-Kokhba revolt.1 Hadrian’s plan materialized only after 
the suppression of the revolt in 135 C.E. The new Roman city, now named 
Aelia Capitolina, was built upon the ruins of Jewish Jerusalem, whose rubble 
was reused for building their new colony.2

Aelia Capitolina

The change of Jerusalem’s name to Aelia Capitolina is indicative of the loss 
of Jewish dominance in the city. Hadrian also changed the name of the prov
ince from Judaea to Syria-Palaestina. A third decision in Hadrian’s rule was a 
bitter act of suppression: Jews who had survived the massacre and exile were 
not permitted to settle in Aelia Capitolina or its vicinity. In fact, our sources 
inform us that one small Jewish congregation did indeed manage to survive 
in Jerusalem,3 even though the city had become predominantly pagan. Later 
Christian sources (mostly from the early fourth century on) express enormous 
theological interest in describing the Jewish loss in the Bar-Kokhba revolt, 
emphasizing the fact that the bishops of the See of Jerusalem were chosen not 
from among the members of the Judaeo-Christian community (ecclesia ex cir- 
cumcisione), as they were expelled from the city together with the Jews, but 
from among the ordinary Christians (ecclesia ex gentibus).

The pagan city of Aelia Capitolina enjoyed no more sanctity or centrality 
than any other colony in the eastern provinces. Caesarea, the official capital 
of the province of Palaestina, later Palaestina Prima, preserved its title and
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function throughout the Byzantine period, and even after the foundation of 
Palaestina Secunda and Palaestina Tertia in the late fourth or early fifth century 
it remained the metropolis of the senior province in the region. In terms of 
town-planning and architecture, Aelia Capitolina had the same character as 
any other city in Palestine or Arabia, the best-preserved of which is Gerasa 
(modern Jerash).4

The various modern maps of Roman Jerusalem illustrate the scholarly con
sensus for reconstructing the two main streets of the city, the cardines, along the 
major north-south arteries of the present-day Old City. These maps also agree 
in their reconstruction of the decumanus, an east-west street which was divided 
into two main sections, the eastern end north of the Temple Mount (along the 
present-day Via Dolorosa) and its continuation along the course of the central 
Cross Valley (today’s David and Chain Streets). Moreover, scholars locate the 
camp of the Roman Tenth Legion in the southwestern part of the city (in the 
present-day Armenian Quarter) and suggest that the forum of the city was close 
to the city-center, south of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre (in the area of to
day’s Muristan). Various archaeological discoveries corroborate some of the 
abovementioned assumptions, particularly the course of the streets, while oth
ers—such as the reconstruction of the forum and the Roman camp—remain 
hypothetical, although very likely. Other Roman monuments that have sur
vived in the Old City, or that have been discovered in archaeological excava
tions, are the monumental arch in the Russian Hospice (the monumental gate 
of the forum?), the arch of the Ecce Homo on the Via Dolorosa, the ancient re
mains of the northern Porta Neapolitana (Damascus Gate), the remains of the 
monumental quadriporticus decorating the Siloam pool, the public bathhouse 
west of the Temple Mount, and others. The early seventh-century Chronicon 
Paschale, in its rather obscure description of Roman Aelia, mentions other 
monuments as well.5 The location of the center and perhaps residential area of 
the small Jewish and Christian minorities is not clear but, as we shall see below, 
the sources indicate that they existed on Mount Zion, outside the southern wall 
of Aelia,6 near the traditional tomb of David and the chapel of the caenaculum,.

Byzantine Jerusalem

The Jews who lamented their ruined Temple and prayed for Jerusalem, and 
the Christians who perceived themselves theologically, ideologically, and his
torically as verus Israel and reveled in the destruction of the Jewish city, were 
referring to the formerly Jewish city of David, Solomon, and the prophets, the 
city of the Hasmoneans and the First and Second Temples. For example, the 
Christians perceived of Mount Zion as both the Citadel of David—the his



Y O R A M  T S A F R I R  ♦ 1 3 5

torical founder of Zion—and the Seat of Jacob the Less—Jesus’ brother and 
founder of the first church of Jerusalem, the Mother of all Churches.7

In reality, however, the architecture and topography of Christian Jerusalem 
since the fourth century followed the city-plan and architectural configuration 
of Aelia Capitolina. Indeed, some monuments of Second Temple Jerusalem 
survived the sack, such as the temenos of the Temple Mount or the wall and 
towers to the west and southwest that were saved by Titus.

The Bordeaux Pilgrim, who visited Jerusalem around 333 C.E., describes 
Aelia in its very first stages as a Christian city.8 Among the city’s monuments 
he lists the Temple Mount and several sites in its vicinity: the spring of Siloam, 
the praetorium  of Pontius Pilate, and the Bethesda pools. Of particular interest 
is the description of the Temple Mount, where two statues of Hadrian stood, 
and not far from them, still on the site of the ruined Temple, a stone with 
holes which the mourning Jews would come to anoint every year. The Bor
deaux Pilgrim also mentions that during his visit to the site of the newly- 
discovered Holy Sepulchre and the hill of Golgotha he saw a basilica of 
remarkable beauty being built by the Emperor Constantine.9 He distinguishes 
this basilica from other multipurpose civic basilicas, so common in Roman 
cities, by calling it the “basilica of the Lord” ( basilica. . . id  est Dominicium) .10

The Constantinian basilica was incorporated into the already existent city- 
plan of Aelia.11 The entrance to its front courtyard or atrium was from the 
main colonnaded north-south street of Jerusalem (cardo). The complex of the 
Holy Sepulchre included: the congregational basilical church (referred to by 
the pilgrim Egeria as the Martyrium); the site of Jesus’ tomb, above which an 
enormous rotunda, known as the Anastasis, was built; the Hill of the Cruci
fixion (Golgotha or Calvary); and an inner atrium in front of the rotunda 
which connected the various parts of the complex. A large baptistery, com
posed of an antechamber and the room of the baptismal font, was built as an 
annex, probably south of the main building. Cyril of Jerusalem informs us 
that in the mid-fourth century the baptistery was the main site for the con
version of pagans and Jews to Christianity.12 Beneath the basilica was the Cave 
of the Finding of the Cross. The center of Christianity in Jerusalem now 
shifted to this place from its first center on Mount Zion. The focal position 
of the Holy Sepulchre in the hierarchy of ecclesiastical institutions in Jerusalem 
and throughout Palestine was established with the dedication of the church in 
335 C.E.13 The festival of the encaenia, i.e., the dedication of the church of 
the Holy Sepulchre in mid-September, developed into a large fair of com
mercial and social significance and continued to function as such during the 
early Islamic period as well.14
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The orientation of the basilica and entire complex of the Holy Sepulchre to 
the west, and not as was commonly the case in Palestine—to the east,15 was 
dictated by Jerusalem’s topography and city-plan. If the architects would have 
followed the canonical orientation, then their alternative would have been to 
build the main complex west of the Holy Sepulchre. By doing so, they would 
have had to insert the propylaeum , atrium, and basilica between the western 
wall of the city and the hill of Golgotha, far from the city-center, the main 
street, and the forum. Such a location would have considerably harmed the 
centrality of New Jerusalem. As we shall discuss below, the church is located 
on the Madaba map, where—in contrast with its actual geographical loca
tion—its entrance appears in the very center of the city.

♦ ♦ ♦

The church of the Holy Sepulchre was founded by Constantine following his 
mother Helena’s pilgrimage to the holy places around 326 C.E.16 The act of 
building the first churches in Jerusalem, Bethlehem, and Mamre had an enor
mous impact on the Christianization of Palestine and the development of 
ecclesiastical architecture in general.17 Eusebius quotes a letter to Macarius, 
Bishop of Jerusalem, in which Constantine himself speaks about his enthusi
asm to embellish the tomb of Christ: “. . . I have no greater care than how I 
may best adorn with a splendid structure that sacred spot which, under Divine 
direction, I have disencumbered. . . .”18 The destruction of the temple of Aph
rodite and the building of the church marked Christianity’s major initial tri
umph over paganism. The act of building a church directly on top of the 
temple’s ruins calls for a special study. Suffice it to say for the present that 
such an act apparently needs no explanation, as it demonstrates the victory of 
the church over the temple. In practice, however, such an act was very rare. 
Worshippers were aware of the demonic powers or curse of the impure site 
where the shrine of the demon had once stood.19 In most cases Christians 
refrained from building churches directly on top of a pagan shrine (i.e., on its 
cella and adytum , but not in its courtyard or pronaos) unless a solemn purifi
cation ceremony was carried out. Only at a later date, at the end of the fifth 
or early sixth century, did Christians acquire enough self-confidence to build 
on top of temple ruins (or, primarily in the West, even integrate a church into 
the desecrated temple’s structure, as, for example, at the Parthenon in Athens 
or the temple of Concordia in Agrigento).

The building of the church of the Holy Sepulchre on the very spot of the 
temple of Aphrodite was inevitable, since the temple covered the site of the 
holy tomb. At the turn of the fourth century and into the fifth, we learn from 
Mark the Deacon that the main temple of Gaza—the Marneion—was de-
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stroyed by the Christians who built the church of Eudoxia on exactly the same 
spot; this was an explicit religious and political demonstration of Christianity’s 
triumph.20 In both exceptional cases of the church of Gaza and the church of 
the Holy Sepulchre, a meticulous purification of the polluted site of the temple 
and the rock beneath it was performed. According to Eusebius, the building 
of the church in Jerusalem began only after the eradication of the “dreadful 
grave of souls and the gloomy shrine of lifeless idols to the impure spirit they 
call Venus.” Only at this stage was New Jerusalem built on the site.

The foundation of the church of the Holy Sepulchre (inaugurated in mid- 
September, 335 C.E.) was followed by intensive building activity of churches 
and monasteries in Jerusalem and the entire country. This was the main im
petus for the emergence of Byzantine Jerusalem.21 Constantine himself 
founded, probably at the same time as the Holy Sepulchre, the church of 
Eleona on the Mount of Olives,22 the Church of Nativity in Bethlehem,23 and 
the church of Mamre near Hebron, on the site where the angels visited Abra
ham.24

Constantine’s activity was followed by the building of churches and mon
asteries throughout Palestine in places mentioned in the Hebrew Bible or 
connected with the life of Jesus and his disciples. On the one hand, the Chris
tians had limited success at converting the region of Tiberias, Nazareth, and 
the Sea of Galilee, which was densely settled by Jews. On the other hand, 
neither Jerusalem nor Bethlehem presented a serious obstacle in building loca 
sancta and in converting the region, since the suppression of the Bar-Kokhba 
revolt left this region bereft of any significant Jewish settlement. The new 
settlers, the pagans, seemed to have embraced conversion. Classical paganism, 
which had lost its attractive powers already before the fourth century, was 
easily defeated by Christianity after the Christianization of the state and the 
imperial court. Christian eagerness to possess the holy sites was translated into 
the intensive building of churches. Among the most important foundations 
of the later fourth or fifth century in Jerusalem are the Church of the Ascen
sion, located on the summit of the Mount of Olives,25 and the church of 
Gethsemane in the Qidron Valley (or the Valley of Jehoshaphat).26 The entire 
area of the Mount of Olives (from Bethpage and Bethany in the east to the 
Valley of Jehoshaphat in the west, between the Mount of Olives and Jerusalem) 
became occupied by many churches and monasteries.27 The most famous mon
asteries on the Mount of Olives, those of Melania the Younger and Gerontius, 
became a center for Latins who came to visit or settle in Jerusalem.28 The 
excavations at the site of Dominus Flevit, on the western slopes of the Mount 
of Olives, reflect a typical example of a small-sized Byzantine monastery.29 
Located on a Jewish cemetery of the Second Temple period, the edifice was a
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combination of both rock-cutting and building, and the entire complex con
sisted of an inner courtyard surrounded by cells, a chapel, and an oratory 
decorated with a handsome mosaic pavement.

The Mount of Olives and its slopes were recognized as part of Jerusalem, 
and its loca sancta became an integral element of the cultic and religious life 
of the city. Nevertheless, from an urban point of view the Mount of Olives 
always remained outside of Jerusalem, connected with the main city by long 
and steep paths sloping down toward the Valley of Jehoshaphat and then rising 
to the summit of the Mount of Olives. One of these paths was a flight of 
several hundred steps mentioned in several sources.30

The summit of Mount Zion, which is geographically the higher part of the 
southwestern hill, was left: outside the walls of Aelia Capitolina31 and was only 
later incorporated into the city. In the eighth century B.C.E., Mount Zion 
was included in the city by the building of the walls later mentioned in Neh. 
3:8 (“the Broad Wall”). With the building of the Hasmonean “First Wall,” 
it was again included within the built area of Jerusalem as the “Upper City.”32 
After the destruction of the Second Temple, the area probably hosted the 
Christian congregation of Jerusalem. Traditions have located the House of 
Caiaphas and the Church of the Apostles there, the latter being the site where 
the Holy Spirit descended from Heaven.33 A small Jewish congregation may 
have also been located in this area. Thus, both Jews and Christians were sit
uated in the same area, near the present-day Church of the Dormition. The 
identification of the Jewish synagogue on Mount Zion or its vicinity is derived 
from the writings of three fourth-century authors: the Bordeaux Pilgrim, Epi- 
phanius, and Optatus of Milevis.34 J. Pinkerfeld discovered that the original 
building of the present-day Tomb of David was originally a Roman building, 
perhaps a synagogue; M. Avi-Yonah connected Pinkerfeld’s discovery with the 
above-mentioned sources.35 The original Roman building was a broadhouse 
made of smoothly-cut stones and containing a niche facing (though not ac
curately) the Temple Mount. The ground plan and the interior arrangement 
resemble the synagogues of Eshtemoa and Susiya in southern Judaea. It seems 
that the synagogue on Mount Zion (whether identified with the Tomb of 
David or not) went out of use in the first half of the fourth century,36 when 
the Christians took over Mount Zion and began the long process of building 
a vast Christian complex on the site.

No remains have been found of the early Church of the Apostles, which 
might have been housed in a private dwelling (domus ecclesiae). Cyril of Je
rusalem mentions the existence of the Upper Church (àvwxèpa éiacteaia) 
on Mount Zion and the church which stood there in the mid-fourth century,37 
however there is no indication whether he was referring to the early church
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(i.e., domus ecclesiae of the second—third centuries) or to another medium-sized 
church built on the site in the first half of the fourth century. A large church 
was built there in the time of Bishop John II (386 or 387-417 C.E.).38 Frag
ments of walls and trenches of this later church were detected, enabling the 
reconstruction of a large basilica.39 The Zion Church gained its fame from its 
association with the early Christian congregation of Jerusalem, or Mother of 
All Churches (mater omnium ecclesiarum). This noble origin became the main 
argument of Juvenal, archbishop of Jerusalem in the Council of Chalcedon, 
for gaining the nomination of Jerusalem as the fifth patriarchate of the Chris
tian world.40

The area of Zion was encircled by a city-wall in the mid-fifth century, when 
the Empress Eudocia built the southern wall of Jerusalem along the line of 
the “First Wall” of the Second Temple period.41 The area of Mount Zion was 
rich with Christian buildings and holy sites. Some, like the House of Caiaphas 
and the Church of Siloam, were known already in the early fourth century; 
others, such as the Church of St. Peter’s Repentance and various monasteries, 
were added during the fifth-sixth centuries. Egeria and the Armenian Calendar 
emphasize the role of the churches on Mount Zion in the city’s liturgy.42 
These sites, together with those on the Mount of Olives, formed the nucleus 
of liturgical processions to and from the Holy Sepulchre. These processions 
enabled the participants to imitate Jesus’ movements in Jerusalem and read 
the appropriate phrases and prayers at the right time and the right place.43 
The monk Strategius, who describes the route taken by the captured Patriarch 
Zacharias (with the Life-Giving Cross) from Golgotha to Zion, and then to 
exile in Ctesiphon in 614 C.E., mentions that Jesus himself carried the cross 
through the gate of Zion on his way to Golgotha. This account leaves room 
for the suggestion that processions from the Church of Zion through the gate 
of Zion to Golgotha reenacted Jesus’ last walk to his crucifixion.44 This was 
most probably the original “Via Dolorosa,” which changed its course in a later 
period, eventually reaching the present-day Via Dolorosa in the eastern part 
of the city.

A major effort to deepen the Christianization process in the northern sub
urbs of Jerusalem took place in the mid-fifth century, when the Empress Eu
docia built the new martyrium of St. Stephen, where the remains of the saint 
were deposited45 and which was inaugurated in 460 C.E. The identification 
of its remains, which were found in the compound of the present-day church 
(the French St. Étienne, or the École Biblique) north of Damascus Gate, with 
the ancient St. Stephen is plausible but not beyond doubt.46 Recent archaeo
logical excavations have shown that the entire northern suburb (or at least its 
western part) abounded with monasteries. Excavations in the area west of the
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Church of St. Stephen, north of the Damascus Gate, have revealed remains 
of other monasteries, at least some of which were held by Armenians.47 The 
compound of the Church of St. Stephen was, however, the only place in the 
city in which multitudes of monks and other supporters of Orthodoxy, lead 
by the holy monks Sabas and Theodosius and the Patriarch John, could find 
room to gather together during the Origenist dispute in 516 C.E.48

Christian building activity on the outskirts of Jerusalem widened the city’s 
boundaries, but not necessarily on account of earlier Roman buildings. In 
many places, especially in the north, we learn that ecclesiastical as well as 
residential buildings were situated amidst earlier cemeteries without clearing 
away the older tombs.49 More explicit in this regard was the incorporation of 
newly-built churches into the existing network of streets, monuments, and 
residential quarters of Roman Aelia. In addition to the complex of the Holy 
Sepulchre, some other major Christian foundations were found within the city 
as well.

The transition from paganism to Christianity is very clear in the case of the 
Church of St. Mary of the Probatica (the Sheep Pool), located in the modern- 
day compound of the Church of Santa Anna, in the northeastern quarter of 
Jerusalem’s Old City,50 near the large pools of Bethesda which were famous 
for their healing powers (John 5). Several votive gifts of pagan character, and 
a votive foot made of marble dating most probably to the second—third cen
turies, support the suggestion that this area was a pagan healing precinct (As- 
clepeion) also in the time of Aelia Capitolina. The building of the Church of 
St. Mary of the Probatica indicates the conversion of this pagan center into a 
Christian site. If the analysis of the archaeological remains from the Byzantine 
church is correct, we may well have here one of the boldest architectural 
projects ever undertaken in Byzantine Jerusalem. The accepted reconstruction 
is that of a large church partially supported by huge piers and vaults above the 
twin Bethesda pools.

The largest and most grandiose structure in Jerusalem was the Nea church, 
or the New Church of Mary, built in the southern part of former Aelia Cap
itolina with funds donated by the Emperor Justinian and inaugurated in 543. 
Procopius’ enthusiastic description of this prestigious building project and its 
adjacent buildings is confirmed by the archaeological finds. Some of its re
mains, such as two apses, the threshold, and several marble pavers, were dis
covered in the excavations of the Jewish Quarter.51 Enormous vaults were built 
in order to raise the level of the building and provide more space for the Nea; 
they were also used as water cisterns, and on the wall of one of them a dedi
catory inscription was found moulded in plaster. The inscription praises the 
munificence of the Emperor Justinian and the care of the Abbot Constantine,
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under whose supervision the work was executed. The financial outlay was 
great, especially for a site that was not considered a major locus sanctus.

The central position, size, and beauty of the church, with its annexed hos
pital, demanded repaving the southern end of the cardo. This section of the 
street, which was originally Roman, was removed, leveled, and then rebuilt at 
great expense,52 as it was adorned with porticoes and shops. The Madaba map 
clearly depicts this new stage of the street.

The depiction of Jerusalem on the Madaba map helps immensely in ap
preciating the full extent of Jerusalem’s Christianization. Many buildings iden
tified (by their red gabled roofs) as churches or ecclesiastical buildings are 
shown on the map. However, only five or six of them can be identified with 
certainty: the complex of the Holy Sepulchre, the Church of Zion, the Nea 
Church, the Church of St. Mary of the Probatica, and probably also the 
Church of Siloam and the Church of St. Sophia (the Holy Wisdom) on the 
site of the praetorium.

The northern part of the city, including its network of streets, follows the 
original plan of Roman Aelia Capitolina. The Byzantine churches were incor
porated into the existing urban setting. Archaeology shows that some features 
evident in the rigid planning of the Roman city were forfeited in favor of a 
more practical and utilitarian approach in the Byzantine period. This change 
in priorities should not by any means be construed as a deterioration of the 
city as an urban center. In fact, the southern part of Jerusalem exhibits a clear 
Byzantine character53 and is also reflected in the Madaba map. As noted, the 
southern area was encircled by a wall only in the time of the Empress Eudocia. 
A rather loose plan dictated by the topography is evident in this area, as is the 
strong touch of “comfortable disorder” so typical of Byzantine architecture 
and city-planning.

♦ ♦ ♦

The Church not only governed Jerusalem’s religious life, but also founded 
social and welfare institutions—hostels for pilgrims, hospitals, and shelters 
for the elderly—which were established and maintained by the Patriarchate 
or by individual monasteries. These include, for example, the hospital 
(v0G0vK0|XEi0v) annexed to the Nea church, the shelter for the poor (nz^xelov) 
built by the monk Passarion near the eastern gate of the city, and hostels 
(£evo8oxeia) for pilgrims and the elderly (7EpOKo)|xaa) built by monks. Literary 
sources write amply on ecclesiastical and religious matters, yet they reveal 
very little information concerning the municipal and provincial administra
tion. This unbalanced state of information is partially due to the nature of the 
sources, which are in large part theological, hagiographical, and pilgrims’ re-
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ports. Nevertheless, there is no doubt that it also reflects the fact that the real 
hegemony of life in Jerusalem remained as much in the hands of clerics of the 
Patriarchate as in those of municipal leaders or the provincial governor.

Paradoxically, Jerusalem became the fifth patriarchate following the coun
cil of Chalcedon (451 C.E.), while Caesarea remained the metropolis of Pa
laestina Prima. Officially, not only the civil governor, the dux, or military 
governor resided in Caesarea, but the metropolitan bishop of the province as 
well. Moreover, the pro-Chalcedonian desert monks, Sabas and Theodosius, 
together with the Patriarch John in 516 C.E., were the real spiritual leaders 
of the Jerusalem community.54 Before ten thousand monks and other sup
porters (this figure may be exaggerated) of the Chalcedonian decree in the 
St. Stephen church, they anathematized Severus, Patriarch of Antioch, as 
well as other anti-Chalcedonian leaders. By this act they secured the Ortho
dox hegemony in Palestine, unlike other countries of the East, including Sy
ria and Egypt.

Sabas was a great spiritual and practical leader.55 By purchasing properties 
and building a hostel in Jerusalem for his monastery, the Great Laura, he 
followed the example of earlier prominent monks of the Jerusalem (or Judaean 
Desert) community. Building monasteries within the city-walls was mostly 
common in Jerusalem’s southwestern quarter, between the gate of David’s 
Tower (in the area of today’s Jaffa Gate) and Mount Zion. This area was most 
probably occupied by the Roman Tenth Legion until the end of the third 
century; after it was removed from the city, it gradually became settled, ena
bling monasteries to acquire the land and deserted buildings there. The most 
explicit example is the story of Peter the Iberian, who built his monastery 
between David’s Tower and Mount Ziôn, in an area which, according to his 
biographer, was by municipal regulations open for settlement since the days 
of Constantine.56

The Madaba map reveals how its artist (and his patrons) perceived the image 
of Jerusalem. Two features are most prominent. The first, as noted, is the 
location of the gates to the church of the Holy Sepulchre in the exact center 
of the oval-shaped city. Jerusalem itself is located in the center of the map, 
demonstrating that the Holy City was perceived as being in the very center of 
the Holy Land, which itself is the center of the earth. The omphalos, which 
now stands in the Greek Catholicon of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, 
reflects the tradition (which still exists today) that the church is the navel of 
the earth—in contrast with the former Jewish tradition which placed the navel 
on the Temple Mount. In order to depict such a central position for the 
entrance to the church (which is located north of the actual city-center), the 
artist had to distort the geographical reality and shrink the southern part of
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the city. The real question is whether the artist was conscious of his change 
and deliberately did so in order to give priority to this notion of the omphalos, 
or did he, in fact, have no sense of the actual topography and believe that the 
church was in the very center? It is not impossible that he might have perceived 
Jerusalem as an oval-shaped city, as depicted in the map, and that the Holy 
Sepulchre was indeed located in its center.57

The second striking feature of the Madaba map is the absence of the Temple 
Mount from the depiction of Jerusalem.58 The Temple Mount, even in its 
ruined state, was the largest area in Jerusalem and yet is not shown on the 
map. The omission of the Temple Mount from the city’s topography probably 
occurred in the later fourth century. The Bordeaux Pilgrim in 333 visited the 
area and described the monuments on it, some of which seem to have been 
venerated by Christians. Later sources, however, beginning with Egeria in the 
380s, did not mention the Temple Mount at all; only the walls and pinnacle 
that bordered it were noted on several occasions.59 Jerome is the only writer 
who described the Temple Mount when relating how the Jews had to purchase 
the right to lament at the site of their ruined temple.60 It is very likely that 
the Christian change of attitude towards the Temple Mount occurred after 
the death of the Emperor Julian in 363. The Christians, alarmed by the Jewish 
attempt to rebuild the Temple under imperial initiative and support, preferred 
to abandon the area and leave it empty and unvisited or, as later traditions 
call it, a place of refuse. The elimination of the Temple Mount from the 
Madaba map thus reflects its elimination from Christian memory.

The process of Christianization was most probably quicker and more in
tensive in Jerusalem than in other cities of Palestine. Still, we find echoes of 
the struggle between Christianity on the one hand, and the memories and 
sympathy for the classical tradition on the other. This is evidenced by the 
Orpheus mosaic which was found in a house or chapel north of the Damascus 
Gate.61 This mosaic, depicting Orpheus, Pan, and the Centaur, reflects the 
vividness of the classical, even pagan, cultural heritage. Indeed, Orpheus (but 
not Pan or the Centaur) was converted rather easily into a Christian hero who 
brings peace and harmony to nature’s wild.62 The mosaic remains unique and 
its presence in Jerusalem calls for further investigation.

One cannot understand Byzantine Jerusalem without considering the mul
titude of pilgrims who flooded the city. We assume that many thousands of 
visitors from the various parts of the Christian world came to Jerusalem and 
stayed there for long periods, sometimes even two or three years, and that 
many remained for the rest of their lives.63 Jerusalem became the basis for 
their travels throughout the Holy Land, including Arabia and Sinai. Many 
pilgrims were poor and did not contribute much to the city’s economy, but
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others paid for food and lodging, made use of local guides, and bought relics 
and souvenirs. Some of these souvenirs are better known, such as the metal 
ampullae depicting the Holy Sepulchre, the crucifixion, and other scenes,64 or 
the hexagonal glass bottles that were sold to pilgrims in the markets of Jeru
salem.65 The majority of these bottles were moulded with Christian symbols, 
but many were also decorated with seven-branched menorot and may be in
dicative of the fact that during the late Byzantine period a remarkable number 
of Jewish pilgrims visited the Holy City and bought its souvenirs. Most of the 
pilgrims, however, were undoubtedly Christians who hailed from all corners 
of the world. As mentioned above, many lived in hostels for pilgrims or in 
shelters for the poor and elderly, and the infirm were cared for in the local 
hospitals; most of these welfare institutions were maintained by the church 
and the monasteries. As a result of the presence of these pilgrims, Jerusalem 
became one of the most cosmopolitan cities in the ancient world. In addition 
to the inhabitants of Palestine and Arabia, the sources also mention Greeks, 
Cappadocians, and Armenians, immigrants from the Latin West and Egypt, 
and many others who frequented the city.66

The Christian character of Jerusalem survived for generations after the Mus
lim conquest. The great change took place in the days of the Umayyad Caliphs 
Abd al-Malik and Walid who, in the late seventh and early eighth centuries, 
built the Dome of the Rock, al-Aksa mosque, and the palaces south of the 
Temple Mount. Even then, numerous churches and an intensive Christian life 
flourished in the city.67 The multifaceted Christian character of the city, which 
we have tried to describe above, was first and foremost an outcome of the deep 
religious sentiments and zealous faith of the Christian community and its 
leaders. On the one hand, they saw themselves as citizens of biblical Zion, the 
historical city of the Temple which witnessed the crucifixion of the Lord but, 
on the other, as citizens of New Jerusalem and keepers of the New Temple— 
the Holy Sepulchre, the place of the Resurrection, the holiest spot of the 
Christian world. In a letter to his congregation in Jerusalem, the Patriarch 
Zacharias, who in 614 was exiled to Ctesiphon by the Sassanians together with 
many thousands of Christians and the Holy Cross,68 we may find this synthesis 
of the historical-biblical understanding together with the religious approach 
of this Christian leader of New Jerusalem. Echoing Ps. 137:1, he writes: “Re
member, my brothers, that by the rivers of Babylon, there we sat down, and 
we wept, when we remembered Zion, and the Golgotha, and the life-giving 
Tomb, and Bethlehem which is unforgettable forever.”



146 ♦ Byzantine Jeru sa lem : The Configuration o f  a Christian City

Notes
1. See, for example, E. Schürer, The History o f  the Jewish People in the Age o f  Jesus Christ, 

rev. ed., G. Vermes et al. (Edinburgh, 1973), 534—43. On Aelia Capitolina, its foundation, and 
history, see Y. Tsafrir and S. Safrai (eds.), The History o f  Jerusalem, III (Jerusalem, in press; 
Hebrew).

2. See the illustrative finds of the Burnt House discovered in the Jewish Quarter of Jeru
salem, in N. Avigad, Discovering Jerusalem (Jerusalem, 1980), 120-39.

3. S. Safrai, “The Holy Congregation of Jerusalem,” SH 23 (1972), 62-78; idem, “Jews 
in Jerusalem in the Roman Period,” History o f  Jerusalem (above, note 1).

4. See, for example, the initial reconstruction of Aelia’s city-plan by Germer-Durand before 
the discovery of the mosaic Madaba map; J. Germer-Durand, “Aelia Capitolina,” RB 1 (1892), 
369-87. For the topography and archaeology of Aelia Capitolina, see, inter alia, H. Vincent 
and F.-M. Abel, Jérusalem, II: Jérusalem nouvelle (Paris, 1914-26), esp. pp. 1-88; Y. Tsafrir, 
“The Topography and Archaeology of Aelia Capitolina,” History o f  Jerusalem (above, note 1); 
H. Geva, in NEAEHL, II ( Je ru s a le m , 1993), 758-67.

5. Chronicon Paschale (Bonn, 1832), 474.
6. On the building of the wall of Aelia, probably under Diocletian, and for its suggested 

course along or not far from the line of the, present Turkish wall, see Tsafrir (above, note 4); 
as well as idem, “The Gates of Jerusalem in the Description of Mukkadassi—A New Suggestion 
of Identification Related to Byzantine Sources,” IEJ27 (1977), 151-61.

7. See especially idem, “Zion—The South-Western Hill of Jerusalem and Its Place in the 
Urban Development of the City in the Byzantine Period,” Ph.D. dissertation (Hebrew Uni
versity of Jerusalem, 1975), 91-205 (Hebrew).

8. Itinerarium Burdigalense 589-96 (CCSL 175, 16-18); R. W. Hamilton, “Jerusalem in 
the Fourth Century,” PEQ84 (1952), 83-90.

9. The Constantinian church of the Holy Sepulchre has been the subject of numerous 
historical and archaeological studies. See Vincent and Abel (above, note 4), 40-300; Ch. Coüas- 
non, The Church o f  the Holy Sepulchre, Jerusalem (London, 1974); V. Corbo, II Santo Sepolcro 
di Gerusalemme, 3 vols., Collectio Maior 29 (Jerusalem, 1981); see recently J. Patrich, “The 
Early Church of the Holy Sepulchre in the Light of Excavations and Restoration,” Ancient 
Churches Revealed, ed. Y. Tsafrir (Jerusalem, 1993), 101-17.

10. R. Krautheimer, “The Constantinian Basilica,” DOP2X (1967), 117-40.
11 . Following the city’s Christianization some time in the late fourth or early fifth century, 

the second part of its name, “Capitolina,” was dropped and the official name remained Aelia 
until the end of the Byzantine period. The Muslims also referred to the city as Aelia for several 
centuries, pronouncing it in the Arabic form, Iliya. Its common name in Greek and Latin 
Christian literature (and, needless to say, in Jewish sources) was Jerusalem, and sometimes 
Hierosolyma. It is very likely that the name Jerusalem was colloquially and most commonly 
used throughout the Byzantine period.

12. Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses XX. According to one opinion, this text was written by 
Cyril’s successor, John II, and thus is to be attributed to the latter part of the fourth century; 
see, for example, A. Piédagnal, Cyrille de Jérusalem, Catéchèses mystagogiques, SC 126 (Paris, 
1966), 18-40.

13. This occurred in spite of the rivalry between the leaders of the Jerusalemite See and the 
metropolitan bishops in Caesarea; see Z. Rubin, “The Church of the Holy Sepulchre and the 
Conflict between the Sees of Jerusalem and Caesarea,” The Jerusalem Cathedra^ II, ed. L. I. 
Levine (Jerusalem, 1982), 79-105.



Y O R A M  T S A F R I R  ♦ 147

14. Arculf 1, 7-12 (Adamnanus, De Locis Sanctis [CCSL 175, 185]).
15. This is in contrast to the West, as in Rome for example, where early churches were not 

oriented in any one direction, but instead were most probably influenced by local topographical 
and individual considerations. The churches of Palestine and the East generally faced eastward.

16. Eusebius, Vita Constantini, III, 25-54. See also E. D. Hunt, Holy Land Pilgrimage in 
the Later Roman Empire—AD 312—460 (Oxford, 1982), 6-49.

17. A. Grabar, Martyrium: Recherches sur le culte des reliques et Part chrétien antique, 2 vols. 
(London, 1972); R. Krautheimer, Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture5 (Harmondsworth, 
1979), 62-67. On the architectural structure and reconstruction of the church, see above, note
9. The aedicula above the tomb is discussed by J. Wilkinson, Egeria's Travels (London, 1971), 
242-52; and recendy by M. Biddle, “The Tomb of Christ—Sources, Methods and a New 
Approach,” Churches Built in Ancient Times, ed. K. Painter (London, 1994), 73—147.

18. Eusebius, Vita Constantini, III, 30.
19. See especially H. Saradi-Mendelovici, “Christian Attitudes toward Pagan Monuments 

in Late Antiquity and Their Legacy in Later Byzantine Centuries,” DOP44 (1990), 47-61.
20. Marc le Diacre, Vie de Porphyre, évêque de Gaza, 20-53, eds. H. Grégoire and M. A. 

Kugener (Paris, 1930), esp. pp. 17-44; see also G. Downey, Gaza in the Early Sixth Century 
(Norman, 1963), esp. pp. 14-32.

21. On the topography and archaeology of Byzantine Jerusalem, see Vincent and Abel 
(above, note 4); J. T. Milik, “Notes d’épigraphie et de topographie palestiniennes, IX: sanctu
aires de Jérusalem à l’époque arabe (VIIc-Xe s.),” RB 67 (I960), 354-67, 550-86; idem, “La 
topographie de Jérusalem vers la fin de l’époque byzantine,” Mélanges de l'Université Saint Joseph 
de Beyrouth 37 (1960-61): 127-89; Geva (above, note 4), 768-81; Tsafrir, “The Topography 
and Archaeology of Byzantine Jerusalem,” History o f  Jerusalem (above, note 1).

22. On the church of Eleona, see Vincent and Abel (above, note 4), 337-60, 374-412; H. 
Vincent, “L’Eleona, sanctuaire primitif de l’acension,” RB 64 (1957), 48-71.

23. On the Constantinian Church of the Nativity in Bethlehem, see, inter alia, W. Harvey, 
Structural Survey o f  the Church o f  the Nativity, Bethlehem (Oxford, 1935); E. T. Richmond, 
“Basilica of the Nativity, Discovery of the Remains of an Earlier Church,” QDAP 5 (1936), 
75-81; idem, “The Church of the Nativity, the Plan of the Constantinian Building,” QDAP 
6 (1938), 63-66; H. Vincent, “Bethléem, le sanctuaire de la nativité d’après les fouilles ré
centes,” RB 45 (1936): 551-74; B. Bagatti, Gli antichi edifici sacri de Betlemme (Jerusalem, 
1951); idem, “Recenti scavi a Betlemme,” LA 18 (1968), 181-236.

24. On the remains, see A. E. Mader, Mambre, 2 vols. (Freiburg, 1957).
25. On the remains, see Vincent and Abel (above, note 4), 360-419; V. Corbo, “Scavo 

archeologico a ridosso della basilica dell’Ascensione,” LA 10 (1959-60), 240-70.
26. Vincent and Abel (above, note 4), 328-37; P. G. Orfali, Getsémani (Paris, 1924).
27. For example, F. G. Bliss and A. C. Dickie, Excavations at Jerusalem 1894—1897 (Lon

don, 1898), 211-24; E. Loukianoff, “OEXaiœv, " The Basilica ofEleon in Constantine's Times, 
326-333 A.D., Mémoires de l’Institut d’Egypte 42 (Cairo, 1939).

28. Y. Tsafrir and L. Di Segni, “The Population and Ethnie Structure of Byzantine Jeru
salem,” History o f  Jerusalem (above, note 1).

29. B. Bagatti, “Scavo di un monastero al ‘Dominus Flevit’ (Monte Oliveto- 
Gerusalemme),” LA 6 (1955-56), 240-70; idem, “Nuovi apporti archeologici al Dominus 
Flevit,” LA 19 (1969), 194-236.

30. See the discussion by J. Braslavi (Braslavsky), “A Topography of Jerusalem from the 
Cairo Genizah,” E lVII, L. A. Mayer Volume (Jerusalem, 1964), 69-80, esp. p. 75 (Hebrew). 
The number of steps varies from one source to the next and may reflect various states of 
preservation of the flight of steps.



31. On the state of Zion in contrast to Jerusalem, see Hamilton (above, note 8), 83—90.
32. Avigad (above, note 2), 64—80; H. Geva, “The ‘First Wall* of Jerusalem during the 

Second Temple Period. An Archaeological-Chronological Note,” El, XVIII (Jerusalem, 1985), 
21-39 (Hebrew).

33. See references and discussion concerning Zion and the monuments on Mount Zion in 
Tsafrir (above, note 7), 89-277.

34. Itinerarium Burdigalense 592 (CCSL 175, 16); Epiphanius, De Mensuris et Ponderibus 
14 (PG 43, col. 261); also in Syrian: J. E. Dean, (Epiphanius), Treaties on Weights and Measures, 
The Syrian Version (Chicago, 1935), 54C (English trans., 30); Optatus Milevitanus, Liber de 
Schismate Donatistarum 3, 2 {PL 11 , cols. 993-95).

35. J. Pinkerfeld, “David’s Tomb, Notes on the History of the Building,” Bulletin o f  the 
L. M. Rabinowitz Fund fo r  the Exploration o f  Ancient Synagogues, III (Jerusalem, 1960), 41-43; 
M. Avi-Yonah’s editor’s note, ibid., 43. See also the discussion by B. Bagatti, The Church o f  the 
Circumcision (Jerusalem, 1970), 112-22; and Tsafrir (above, note 7), 91-108, 197-205.

36. Epiphanius, in the Greek and Syrian versions (above, note 34) mentions that the syn
agogue existed until the days of the Emperor Constantine and the Bishop Maximona. The name 
Maximona was probably the local common Aramaic form of the name Maximus (335-349 
CE).

37. This is contingent upon the fact that the text was indeed composed by Cyril, and not 
John II, as some scholars suggest. Egeria (ca. 381-384 C.E.) mentions the church of Zion as 
one of the important churches of Jerusalem already before the time of John II; see below, note 
42.

38. The fact that the new church was built under John II is derived from the Georgian 
lectionary of the Church of Jerusalem which mentions the commemoration of the archbishop 
John, who was the first to build (the church of) Zion, and Modestos, who rebuilt it after the 
fire; M. Tarchnishvili, Le grand lectionnaire de l'église de Jérusalem (V-VIII siècles) {CSCO 188- 
89; Scriptores Iberici 9-10) (Louvain, 1959), Latin trans., 565. See also, G. Garitte, Le calendrier 
palestino-géorgien du sinaiticus 34 (Xe siècle), Subsidia hagiographica 30 (Brussels, 1958), 410—
11. See also Tsafrir (above, note 7), 70—71.

39. On the archaeological remains, see M. Renard, “Die Marienkirchen auf dem Berge Sion 
in ihrem Zusammenhang mit dem Abendmahlsaale,” Das heilige LandAA (1900), 3-23; Vincent 
and Abel (above, note 4), 431-40.

40. E. Honigmann, “Juvenal of Jerusalem,” DOP 5 (1950), 209-79.
41. The building of Eudocia’s wall is mentioned indirectly by Ioannes Malalas, Chronogra- 

phia 14 {PG97, cols. 532-533), by Eucherius (without mentioning Eudocia by name), 3 {CCSL 
175, 237), and by the (so-called) Antoninus, 25 {CCSL 175, 142; recensio altera, 166). The 
remains of the wall were discovered by Bliss and Dickie (above, note 27, 1-177) and attributed 
to Eudocia by J. N. Dalton, “Note on the First Wall of Ancient Jerusalem and the Present 
Excavations,” PEFQSt (1895), 26-29. See also the discussion by Tsafrir (above, note 7), 132-
35, 205-32.

42. Egeria 25, 11; 27, 5, 7; 37, 1; 39, 4-5; 40, 2; 43, 2-3, 8-9; 44, 3. A. Renoux, “Un 
manuscrit du lectionnaire arménien de Jérusalem (cod. Jer. Arm. 121),” LeMuséonlA (1961), 
361-85; 75 (1962), 385-98; idem, Le codex arménien de Jérusalem 121 {PO 35, 1). See also J. 
Wilkinson, Egeria 's Travels (London, 1971), 253-77.

43. See in particular J. F. Baldovin, The Urban Character o f  Christian Worship, Orientalia 
Christiana Analecta 228 (Rome, 1987).

44. Strategius (ch. XIII) mentions that Christ entered the Gate of Zion carrying a cross on 
his way to Golgotha. See, for example, Arabic manuscript Sinaiticus 428, ed. G. Garitte, Ex- 
pugnationis Hierosolymae A.D. 614—Recensiones Arabicae, CSCO 340; Scriptores Arabici 26

148 ♦ Byzantine Jeru sa lem : The Configuration o f  a Christian City



Y O R A M  T S A F R I R  ♦ 149

(Louvain, 1973), pp. 23-24 (and Latin translation, CSCO 341; Scriptores Arabici 27, p. 16). 
See other manuscripts, CSCO 340, pp. 76-77 (and Latin translation, ibid., 341, pp. 51—52). 
See also ibid., 347; Scriptores Arabici 28 (Louvain, 1974), pp. 126-27, 165-66 (and Latin 
translation, CSCO 348; Scriptores Arabici 29, pp. 85, 113-14); idem, La prise de Jérusalem par 
le Perses en 614 (CSCO 202-203; Scriptores Iberici 11-12) (Louvain, I960), 22-23 (203 — 
translation). This course probably began in the praetorium or in Pilate’s house, which was located 
in the valley, somewhere in the vicinity of the present-day Dung Gate. See also discussion by 
Tsafrir (above, note 7), 159-60; on the location of Pilate’s house, see idem, “The Maps Used 
by Theodosius: On the Pilgrim Maps of the Holy Land and Jerusalem in the Sixth Century 
C.E.,” DOPA0 (1986), 129-45, esp. pp. 141-45. The ancient Gate of Zion has not yet been 
discovered and it has no connection with the present Zion Gate of the city’s Turkish wall.

45. Cyril of Scythopolis, Vita Euthymii 35 (ed. E. Schwartz, Kyrillos Von Scythopolis [Leipzig, 
1939], 54).

46. On the church and its identification, see M. J. Lagrange, Saint Étienne et son sanctuaire 
à Jérusalem (Paris, 1894); see also Vincent and Abel (above, note 4), 743-804.

47. C. Schick and F. G. Bliss, “Discovery of a Beautiful Mosaic Pavement with Armenian 
Inscriptions, North of Jerusalem,” PEFQSt (1894), 257-61; V. Tzaferis et al., “Excavations at 
the Third wall, North of the Jerusalem Old City,” Ancient Jerusalem Revealed, ed. H. Geva 
(Jerusalem, 1994), 287-92; D. Amit and S. R. Wolff, “An Armenian Monastery in the Morasha 
Neighborhood, Jerusalem,” ibid., 293-98; M. E. Stone and D. Amit, “New Armenian Inscrip
tion from Jerusalem,” C a th ed ra l (1997), 27-44 (Hebrew).

48. Cyril of Scythopolis, Vita Sabae 56 (ed. Schwartz, 151)
49. G. Avni, “The Necropoleis of Jerusalem and Bet Govrin in the Fourth-Seventh Cen

turies—An Example of Urban Cemeteries in Palestine in the Roman and Byzantine Periods,” 
Ph.D. dissertation (Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1997).

50. C. Mauss, La piscine de Béthesda à Jérusalem, (Paris, 1888); Vincent and Abel (above, 
note 4), 669-742.

51. Avigad (above, note 2), 229-46; for an analysis of the sources concerning the church 
and the adjacent institutions, see also Milik, “La Topographie” (above, note 21), 145—51.

52. On the dating of the street to the sixth century, see Avigad (above, note 2), 213—29; 
on its supposed Roman origin, see Tsafrir (above, note 4).

53. Compare a similar phenomenon in Bet Shean-Scythopolis; Y. Tsafrir and G. Foerster, 
“From Scythopolis to Baysan—Changing Concepts of Urbanism,” The Byzantine and Early 
Islamic Near East, II: Land Use and Settlement Patterns, eds. G. R. D. King and A. Cameron 
(Princeton, 1994), 95-115. For parallels in various countries, see D. Claude, Die byzantinische 
Stadt im 6. Jahrhundert, Byzantinisches Archiv 13 (Münich, 1969), esp. pp. 15-106.

54. See above, note 48.
55. On Sabas, see recently J. Patrich, Sabas, Leader o f  Palestinian Monasticism—A Compar

ative Study in Eastern Monasticism, Fourth to Seventh Centuries, Dumbarton Oaks Studies 32 
(Washington D.C., 1994).

56. Peter der Iberer (ed. R. Raabe [Leipzig, 1895], 44-45. For monastic buildings in the 
area of today’s Armenian Quarter, between Jaffa Gate and Mount Zion, see Tsafrir (above, note 
7), 37-44, 78-88.

57. The perception of Jerusalem as a round city appears in the description of Eucherius 3, 
wherein “the area of city was encompassed in a circular shape by not a small length of walls” 
(situs ipse urbis in orbem circumactus est non paruo murorum ambitu—CCSL 175, 237). The 
Breviarius completes the description by saying that the basilica of Constantine is in the center 
of the city: in medio civitatis est basilica Constantini (Breviarius de Hierosolyma 1 [CCSL 175, 
109).



150 ♦ Byzantine Jerusa lem : The Configuration o f  a Christian City

58. The attempt of M. Avi-Yonah to trace the esplanade and the Western Wall on the map 
is rather unconvincing; M. Avi-Yonah, The Madaba Mosaic Map (Jerusalem, 1954), 59.

59. See, for example, Bar Sauma’s account of the monks’ struggle with 103(!) thousand 
Jews near the corner of the Temple Mount; F. Nau, “Résumé de monographies syriaques 
(Barsauma),” Revue de Torient chrétien 19 (1914), 122. On the pinnacle of the Temple, where 
Satan tempted the Lord, see the Breviarius de Hierosolyma 6 (CCSL 175, 61).

60. Hieronymus, In Sophoniam 1, 15-16 (CCSL 76A, 1970), 673-74. The author’s bitter 
anti-Jewish description of the Jews is influenced by his theological approach against Judaism; 
nevertheless, there is no doubt that the description has historical value.

61. H. Vincent, “Une mosaïque byzantine à Jérusalem,” RB 10 (1901), 436-48; 11 (1902), 
100-103.

62. A. Ovadiah and S. Mucznik, “Orpheus from Jerusalem—Pagan or Christian Image?” 
The Jerusalem Cathedra, I, ed. L. I. Levine (Jerusalem, 1981), 152-66.

63. J. Wilkinson, Jerusalem Pilgrims before the Crusades (Warminster, 1977); Hunt (above, 
note 16).

64. A. Grabar, Ampoules de Terre Sainte (Monza-Bobbio) (Paris, 1958).
65. D. Barag, “Glass Pilgrim Vessels from Jerusalem,” Journal o f  Glass Studies 12 (1970), 

35-63; 13 (1971), 45-63.
66. Tsafrir and Di Segni (above, note 28).
67. See for example, Milik, “Sanctuaires” (above, note 21).
68. Zacharia Hierosolymitani Patriarcha, Epistola (PG 86, 2, col. 3228); see also Garitte 

(above note 44) (Arabic version), Ch. XXII (CSCO 340, pp. 49, 98; 341, pp. 33, 66; 347, pp. 
142, 185; 348, pp. 97, 127).



11
The Cult of the Holy Places and 

Christian Politics in Byzantine Jerusalem

ZEEV R U B I N

One of the major problems connected with the acceptance of Christianity 
as a licit religion and its subsequent endorsement as the only official 

state religion is the manner in which this process affected time-hallowed norms 
of hierarchy and provincial administration within the Christian church. The 
rise of Constantinople as the capital of the new Christian empire, and the 
consequent elevation of its see to a rank equal to that of Old Rome, is one 
case in point.1 Another is how the bishop of Aelia in the Provincia Palaestina 
would bring all the evangelical associations connected with his see to bear in 
order to gain official recognition of its status as an apostolic see, although the 
practice thus far recognized was that such a status was reserved only for met
ropolitan sees. The See of Caesarea stood to lose from the rise of Jerusalem. 
The resulting tension is evident in the sixth and seventh canons of Nicaea in 
325.2

Elsewhere I have argued that Eusebius’ account of the discovery of the Holy 
Sepulchre and the construction of the church there betrays an undercurrent 
of surging tension between the two sees, not so much in what it says as in 
what it omits, i.e., that the wood of the Holy Cross was proclaimed to have 
been discovered near the burial cave, which otherwise would have remained 
an empty cave without any testimony to authenticate its identity, and that 
Macarius, bishop of Jerusalem, played an important part in publicizing the 
discovery. As might be expected, this argument has failed to gain a general 
consensus.3 Although this is not the place for a renewed detailed discussion of 
the problem, I believe it would be useful to point out what I consider to be 
the main issues involved. It seems to me that there is little doubt today that 
Eusebius’ account of the discovery of the site of the Holy Sepulchre is fraught 
with silence and evasion, especially about anything that might have any bearing 
upon the discovery of the Cross in the vicinity of the sepulchral grave.
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Differences of opinion arise about Eusebius’ possible reasons for suppressing 
the fact that the discovery of the Cross was publicized as evidence for the 
identification of the cave as the Sepulchre. Fear that this sign which was “the 
very heart and soul of the faith would be fettered to an imperial standard” has 
been suggested as one possible motive.4 This explanation would have gained 
in likelihood had it not been for Eusebius’ own role in promoting the theme 
of the Cross as a symbol of great power wielded by an emperor who turned 
out to be a champion of Christianity against its enemies.5 Other possible 
explanations have been offered. Eusebius himself, it has been argued, as a man 
to whom historical truth and authenticity were important, may have had some 
natural doubts as to the authenticity of the Cross. Yet, assuming that Eusebius 
really cherished such doubts, would they not inevitably extend to the tomb 
itself in the absence of any object to authenticate it? It has likewise been 
proposed that Eusebius may have had some scruples of a theological nature 
against putting too much emphasis on the Cross because his main purpose 
was to underscore the Resurrection rather than Christ’s death, and for that 
purpose it would have been much more useful to focus on the tomb. But 
would not such a procedure be self-defeating when the sole object that might 
be used as testimony for its authenticity was left unmentioned, or would the 
mere mention of its discovery indeed run counter to such a purpose? Another 
explanation of the same character is that Eusebius’ tendency to emphasize the 
spiritual nature of Christianity involved an inclination to shy away from the 
cult of physical relics. But, then, was the tomb itself—so profusely glorified 
by Eusebius—any less of a physical relic than the Cross?6

Were one to dismiss my thesis as “unlikely,” without any serious attempt 
to show exactly what renders it so,7 I could only maintain that the conflict 
between Jerusalem and Caesarea is an undeniable fact of history highlighted 
by an impressive array of sources, some of which will be referred to in what 
follows, and especially those that make it amply clear that in this conflict even 
considerations of doctrinal probity were subordinate to those of mundane 
ecclesiastical politics. If questions of orthodoxy and heresy might be used as 
ploys by some of Macarius’ successors, would it be too much to assume that 
Macarius himself made use of the wealth of evangelical associations connected 
with Jerusalem, associations that were indeed the sole foundation of its claim 
to ascendancy over Caesarea, and that Eusebius, as the metropolitan of Pal
estine, had every reason to be concerned about the process of the transfor
mation of Aelia into a holy city? The assumption that Eusebius’ account of 
the discovery of the Holy Sepulchre is colored by his fears therefore cannot 
be dismissed, at least as a viable hypothesis.

Macarius’ personality ought to serve as a starting point for the understand-
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ing of the problem. Not much is known about him beyond his involvement 
in the nascent cult of the holy places in Jerusalem and its environs.8 The one 
other sphere of activity where he has left: his imprint is the enhancement of 
the prestige of his see. It is to his presence in the Council of Nicaea that the 
promulgation of its seventh canon, mentioned above, ought to be ascribed.9 
It is in the context of this activity that Macarius’ attempt to nominate Maxi
mus—later himself bishop of Jerusalem—to the vacant See of Lydda (Dios- 
polis) ought to be understood, since it heralded a series of attempts on the 
part of the bishops of Jerusalem to arrogate themselves a position superior to 
that of the metropolitan bishops of Caesarea. This idea had already been ad
umbrated before. It, however, required fuller development and substantia
tion—and since my own fuller discussion on the subject appears only in 
Hebrew, it may still require fuller development and substantiation.10

Unlike these first phases of the conflict, which may be described by some 
as too hypothetical and hence doubtful and disputable, there can be hardly 
any doubt that the conflict between the See of Jerusalem and the See of Cae
sarea flared up during the episcopates of Eusebius’ successor in Caesarea, Aca- 
cius, and Maximus’ successor in Jerusalem, Cyril. The former is almost 
uniformly denounced in the sources as a rabid Arian11 and the latter has been 
canonized as an orthodox saint, but the picture that emerges from contem
porary sources, or from sources written no later than a few decades after his 
death in 386, is rather different and may be summed up as follows.12

Cyril began his ecclesiastical career as a disciple of Maximus, faithful to the 
Creed of Nicaea. In order to obtain the See of Jerusalem, he joined the camp 
of Acacius of Caesarea, which at the time was enjoying Constantius’ favor. 
His readiness to compromise on matters of religious doctrine was, however, 
greater than his willingness to concede in matters of power and hierarchy. 
Jerome,13 Epiphanius,14 Theodoret,15 Socrates,16 and Sozomen17 do not mince 
words.18 Cyril’s main concern was not doctrinal purity, and his true purpose 
was to establish the primacy of his see.19 Acacius of Caesarea was by no means 
motivated by less mundane considerations.20 His conduct during the short 
reign of the Nicene-Orthodox emperor Jovian proves that in his case, too, his 
insistence on his concept of doctrinal purity was no more than a ploy in his 
struggle to defend the supremacy of his see.21 A detailed discussion of the 
different phases of this conflict lies outside the framework set for this paper. 
Suffice it to say that Acacius of Caesarea enjoyed an initial advantage by virtue 
of the proximity of his see to the center of secular power. His endorsement of 
the view prevailing in the imperial court will have had much greater effect 
than the endorsement of the same view by the bishop of Jerusalem—still a 
mere suffragan and out of touch with the representatives of imperial govern-
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ment. Cyril seems to have gradually realized that he had much more to gain 
by joining the leadership of an opposition party. It is thus that his gradual 
return to the Nicene Creed in the course of a troubled episcopate, that in
cluded three periods of exile, is best explained. The rise to power of Theodosius
I, a staunch Nicene Orthodox, in 379 found him to be the right man in the 
right place. In the Council of Constantinople in 381-382, his orthodoxy was 
vindicated and his church was given the title mater omnium ecclesiarum,22 
tantamount to its official recognition as equal in dignity to the apostolic sees 
of Alexandria and Antioch.

The weakness of Cyril’s position at the beginning of his episcopate is re
flected in all the sources mentioned above, but perhaps nowhere better than 
in the Chronicon of Jerome, where he imputes to Cyril a renunciation of his 
ordination as priest by the Nicene-Orthodox Maximus, so that he could accept 
it again from Eusebius’ Arian successor at the See of Caesarea in return for a 
promise that he would be nominated bishop of Jerusalem rather than Maxi
mus’ own candidate, Heraclius.23 Later sources assert that Acacius and his ally, 
Patrophilus of Scythopolis, did not even wait for Maximus’ demise and evicted 
him from his throne in order to install Cyril in his stead.24 Whatever the truth 
behind these layers of hostile propaganda in our sources, they seem to bear 
witness to the fact that upon Cyril’s accession to his post, the inferiority of 
the See of Jerusalem to that of Caesarea was more or less universally recognized. 
Cyril’s letter to Constantius, celebrating the appearance of the cross of light 
in the sky of Jerusalem during the Pentecost of 351, cannot fail to be conceived 
as an attempt to reassert the unparalleled holiness of Jerusalem. The fact that 
the cross was described as extending from the Golgotha, the site of Christ’s 
passion, to the Mount of Olives, the site of his ascent to Heaven and his 
ultimate triumph, demonstrates with the utmost clarity the extent to which 
the very notion of this holiness came to be dependent on the presence of the 
holy places in Jerusalem.25

It was in the same year that the discovery of the grave of St. James was 
proclaimed in Jerusalem, according to a tenth-century Latin source, which in 
all likelihood follows a lost Greek original.26 The renewed stress on the mar
tyrdom of Christ’s brother, the founder of the Church of Jerusalem, may be 
regarded as accidental only by those who, while forced to admit that doctrinal 
disputes could be harnessed to political struggles, nevertheless refuse to ac
knowledge that the encouragement of the cult of the holy places might be 
used in a similar manner. The document follows a familiar pattern. A recluse 
named Epiphanius, residing in a cave between the Mount of Olives and the 
pinnacle of the Temple, has a vision in which St. James reveals to him that 
this very cave is the place of his burial. A recurrence of the vision helps him
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to overcome his own doubts, and though he is first dismissed by the bishop, 
he manages to enlist a notable of Eleutheropolis, Paul, to aid him in exhuming 
the relics.The bones of St. James, together with those of the priests Zacharias 
and Simeon, duly turn up. It is only then that Cyril himself endorses the 
discovery with great enthusiasm and sanctions the construction of a monument 
next to the burial cave. The close affinity between this story and the one about 
the bones of the first martyr, St. Stephen, to be discussed later on, has been 
noted. The skeptics may use the fact to reject the former as modeled on the 
latter, but is it not equally reasonable to assume that under similar circum
stances two different bishops of Jerusalem resorted to similar methods to high
light the unrivaled holiness of their church? After all, it was by virtue of the 
fact that Christ’s brother was regarded as its first bishop that it deserved to be 
recognized as mater omnium ecclesiarum at the Council of Constantinople.

The practical consequences of this recognition are immediately noticeable 
in the protocols of the council. In the list of participants, Cyril’s name appears 
before that of Gelasius, bishop of Caesarea, also known as an ecclesiastical 
historian.27 A more significant fact is that Gelasius was Cyril’s relative, his 
sister’s son, who was finally recognized by the ecumenical council after two 
previously futile attempts by Cyril to install him in that position. Cyril’s re
peated efforts to involve himself in nominations to the See of Caesarea, which 
were meticulously and maliciously documented by Epiphanius, had been 
thwarted by a coalition of semi-Arian Palestinian bishops, apparently headed 
by Eutychius, bishop of Eleutheropolis. The establishment of Gelasius in the 
metropolitan see thus marks the apex of the power of its rival, the bishopric 
of Jerusalem, in the fourth century.28

This state of affairs did not endure long after Cyril’s death in 386. The 
resumption of the dispute could hardly have taken place while Cyril was still 
alive and Gelasius was in the See of Caesarea. Yet Gelasius himself appears to 
have revived the pristine claims of his see shortly after his patron’s death. In 
a council held in Constantinople in 394 to decide on a schism in Bostra, it 
was he who represented the bishops of Palestine (he appears fifth in the list of 
participants, after Nectarius of Constantinople, Theophilus of Alexandria, Fla- 
vianus of Antioch, and Palladius of Caesarea in Cappadocia).29 It is a seductive, 
though speculative, assumption that the dispute broke out when Gelasius was 
still alive. Photius’ statement, that he translated the Historia Ecclesiastica pub
lished by Rufinus in 402, has led to some confusion.30 Together with Win- 
kelmann and others, I believe that the reverse is correct, and that it is a Historia 
Ecclesiastica written by Gelasius which served as Rufinus’ main source until 
the early eighties.31 In this case, what Rufinus says about Cyril may indicate 
what he found in his source: aliquando in fide, saepius in communione variebat,
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a statement which strongly implies that his opportunism was by no means 
irreprehensible.32 Theodoret and Sozomen will affirm much more frankly (and 
possibly more clearly reflecting Gelasius’ view when he was writing) that his 
objective in this opportunism was to procure primacy for his see.

In the list of participants in a synod convened in Jerusalem during the 
Encaenia celebrations of 401, the name of Eulogius, bishop of Caesarea, pre
cedes that of John, bishop of Jerusalem.33 Thus, the positions of these two 
prelates in the Council of Constantinople had been reversed already at the 
very beginning of Eulogius* episcopate, and it was in all likelihood John’s 
disreputable involvement in the Origenist dispute that contributed to the de
cline of his see’s prestige.

The order of participants in the Encaenia Synod of Jerusalem foreshadows 
that of the council convened in Lydda in 415 to discuss and decide upon the 
question of Pelagius’ doctrinal probity—yet another dispute in which John 
involved himself in a rather ill-advised manner. Once again, Eulogius’ name 
heads the list of participants and that of John of Jerusalem appears only in 
second place.34 The demotion of the See of Jerusalem at that time, in com
parison to that of Caesarea, must have been extremely painful to a man who, 
in the heat of the Origenist dispute several years earlier, had repeatedly insisted 
on his authority to pass judgment on certain issues by virtue of his position 
as the holder of an apostolic see (apostolicam cathedram tenere se jactans, as 
Jerome puts it in his Letter 82).35

Renewed activity in the glorification of the holy places in Jerusalem and its 
vicinity may mark the counter-reaction of its humiliated bishop. We do not 
know the exact date of the construction of the basilica on Mount Zion which, 
according to the Georgian lectionary, took place during the episcopate of 
John.36 Any date between the intervention of Theophilus of Alexandria in the 
Origenist controversy (which marks a turning point in the position of his see) 
and the Council of Lydda may fit. Let us recall that John’s relapse to second 
place after Gelasius of Caesarea had already become an established fact in 401.

It was while John of Jerusalem was officiating in the Council of Lydda that 
he heard news about the dream of a priest named Lucianus concerning the 
location of St. Stephen the Protomartyr’s relics. He immediately left the coun
cil, accompanied by the bishops of Jericho and Sebaste, and went to supervise 
the exhumation of the saint’s bones at Caphar Gamala. A letter allegedy written 
by Lucianus himself to commemorate the event (in the Latin translation of 
Avitus of Braga, who had been staying in the Holy Land together with Au
gustine’s emissary, Orosius) does little to counter the impression that the whole 
affair was much more than a mere coincidence.37

John’s policy of propagating the holiness of Jerusalem by every possible
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means was continued, so it seems, by his successor, Praylius, whose pro- 
Pelagian position does not seem to have had an adverse effect on the mounting 
prestige of his see in the long run.38 Stories about miraculous occurrences in 
Jerusalem and its environs spread far and wide. One of them, said to have 
taken place in 419,39 was in essence a reenactment of a miracle that had 
occurred in Cyril’s time, during the Pentecost of 351, as described in his letter 
to Constantius.40 Caesarea ultimately had little to offer in order to stop the 
flow of prestigious pilgrims to the Holy City. From Theodoret’s Letter 110,41 
we learn of a fresh reversal in the fortunes of the two sees. Domninus, a 
successor to Eulogius, was nominated by Praylius in an action whose canon- 
icity was not above dispute. The man had been a digamus. The very nomi
nation of a person whose position was inherently weak may have been a ploy, 
but the very fact that Praylius was again able to act like Cyril, at the highest 
point of his influence, is significant. In the Council of Chalcedon, Glycon, 
bishop of Caesarea, appears second in the list of participants, after the noto
rious Juvenal, bishop of Jerusalem.42 At that time, the secondary position of 
the See of Caesarea seems to have become a matter of course. For nearly three 
decades, the struggle of the bishop of Jerusalem seems to have moved to a 
more advanced stage. Both in the first and second councils of Ephesus, he had 
been engaged in an attempt to establish for his see a rank higher than that of 
the Apostolic See of Antioch. The story of his exploits, plentiful in intrigue 
and about-faces, is richly documented and has been the subject of at least one 
brilliant study.43 At any rate, it concerns the sees of Jerusalem and Antioch.44 
Suffice it to say in the present context that the Council of Chalcedon ultimately 
recognized the apostolic status of Jerusalem, but preserved that of Antioch.45

That the Metropolitan See of Caesarea was no longer in the game is a fact 
that can be safely attributed to the mounting prestige derived from the cult of 
holy places in Jerusalem. That this cult was actively promoted by its bishops 
is much more than a mere hypothesis. Not only Cyril’s repeated references to 
the Cross in his Catecheseis, when reflecting, as a priest, upon notions fostered 
by the reigning bishop (Maximus) and by his predecessor (Macarius), are 
significant in this context, but also his letter to Constantius, promulgating the 
theme of the cross of light that illuminated the sky of Jerusalem during the 
Pentecost of 351. These episodes have been discussed above. Juvenal’s report 
to the emperors Marcian and Pulcheria concerning the Dormition of the 
Blessed Virgin might have been adduced as further evidence, for it bears upon 
the sanctity of two sites, both that of Mount Zion and that of Gethsemane. 
Unfortunately, however, John of Damascus’ account concerning this report is 
highly problematic.46 A much stronger consideration is the fact that a bishop’s 
doctrinal enemies could cast aspersions on his character on account of an
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alleged neglect of a holy place. Witness the attack of John Rufus, in his Pier- 
ophoriae> against that selfsame Juvenal for having allowed the Probatica to 
become run down with the passage of time.47
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"Mapping History's Redemption" 

Eschatology and Topography 
in the Itinerarium Burdigalense

G L E N N  B O W M A N

In a recent article, R. Markus queries—with reference to the fourth-century 
C.E. emergence of a Christian network of holy sites—“why, how was it 

possible that any place should become holy?” He proceeds to analyze a sacra- 
lyzing transformation of places in popular perceptions and practices as the 
reflection of a shift in Christian devotion “from the eschatological meaning of 
the historical narratives to their topographical associations.”1 This shift, which 
prepared the ground for the Constantinian church building program, affecting 
not only Palestine but the entirety of the Roman empire as well, came about, 
according to Markus, because early fourth-century Christians felt it necessary 
to elaborate cult practices around tombs and relics of martyrs in order to assert 
continuity between their church—increasingly enjoying the support of the 
Roman state—and the church of early Christians, who discerned the signs of 
their divine election in the wounds of martyrdom that same state had inflicted 
on them. Markus writes that “the veneration of martyrs . . . served to assure 
the Christians of a local church of its continuity with its own heroic, perse
cuted, past, and the universal Church of its continuity with the age of the 
martyrs.”2 Martyrs and their relics came to be seen as resting “in place,” and 
the place of the cult became a site for encounter between the sanctifying 
individuals and events of an increasingly-distant past and contemporary Chris
tians who wished to participate in that sanctity. “Places became sacred as the 
past became localised in the present,”3 and the logic of the cult practices that 
brought fourth-century Christians into contact with their martyred forebears 
was easily extended from places explicitly connected with martyrdom to sites 
associated with other elements of Christian and pre-Christian history.

163
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Scripture into Site: Text and Monument 
in the Fourth-Century Holy Land

In the Holy Land the sites sanctified were less commonly those associated with 
martyrdoms (notwithstanding the powerful exception of Golgotha) than those 
linked through biblical narratives with Jesus’s préfiguration, his incarnation, 
and the dissemination of his message through his disciples’ activities. Con
stantine, as is well known, initiated a massive program of church building in 
Jerusalem in 325 C.E. with the construction of a shrine complex composed 
of a basilica known as the “Martyrium,” a rotunda-shrine over Jesus’ tomb 
named the “Anastasis,” and a chapel at Calvary. This was quickly followed by 
the erection of three other memorial compounds: one near Hebron at 
Mamre—where Abraham was said to have been visited by God and two mys
terious companions (Gen. 18:1—22); another at Bethlehem—where Jesus was 
reputed to have been born; and a third, the Éléona, on the Mount of Olives 
from whence, according to Acts 1:6-12, Jesus ascended into the heavens. 
These and other sites provided local and pilgrim Christians with settings 
wherein they could engage—in liturgy and the imagination—with signal 
events drawn from a sanctified past.

We see, for instance, in the enthusiastic narrative of a late fourth-century 
pilgrim who has come to be known as Egeria,4 a compulsive siting of biblical 
referents on the landscape:

All along the valley [below Mount Sinai] they [local monastics serving 
as guides] showed us how each Israelite had a house, and they were 
round stone houses, as you can still see from the foundations. They 
showed us where holy Moses ordered the children of Israel to run “from 
gate to gate” (Ex. 32:27) when he had come back from the Mount.
They also showed us where holy Moses ordered them to burn the calf 
which Aaron had made for them; and the bed of the stream from which, 
as you read in Exodus, holy Moses made the children of Israel drink 
(ibid., 32:20). And they pointed out the place where a portion of 
Moses’ spirit was given to the seventy men (Num. 11:25), and where 
the children of Israel had their craving for food (ibid., 11:4). They 
showed us also the place called “The Fire” (ibid., 11:3), a part of the 
camp which was burning, where the fire stopped when holy Moses 
prayed. And they showed us where the manna and the quails descended 
on the people (Num. 11.6, 31). So we were shown everything which 
the Books of Moses tell us took place in that valley beneath holy Sinai, 
the Mount of God.5
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When Egeria returns from the Sinai to Jerusalem to participate in its extended 
Holy Week liturgy, she witnesses on Palm Sunday how the Christian liturgy— 
enacted in the Holy City in the same places the events it celebrates were alleged 
to have been carried out originally—re-presents and thus reenacts the past:

the bishop and all the people rise from their places, and start off on 
foot down from the summit of the Mount of Olives. All the people go 
before him with psalms and antiphons, all the time repeating “Blessed 
is he that cometh in the name of the Lord”. . . . Everyone is carrying 
branches, either palm or olive, and they accompany the bishop in the 
very way the people did when once they went down with the Lord . . . 
what I found most impressive about all this [the patterns of worship of 
the Jerusalem community] was that the psalms and antiphons they use 
are always appropriate, whether at night, in the early morning, at the 
day prayers at midday or three o’clock, or at Lucernare. Everything is 
suitable, appropriate and relevant to what is being done.6

In Egeria’s lauding of the verisimilitude of holy land sites and practices, we 
see yet another instance of the evolving phenomenon of site sanctification 
traced by P. Walker through Eusebius of Caesarea’s and Cyril of Jerusalem’s 
discourses on the holy places.7 Egeria sees played out before her the forms of 
Scripture, whether these be read in the details of landscape or reenacted in 
celebrants’ movements across the field of the literal sites. Cyril, addressing 
catechumens ca. 350 C.E., calls upon them to read from the site surrounding 
them the truth others can only hear: “one should never grow weary of hearing 
about our crowned Lord, especially on this holy Golgotha. For others merely 
hear, but we see and touch”.8

Emerging from these two texts, one may discern the threat Gregory of Nyssa 
(331-395 C.E.) saw in the growing cult of holy sites—the danger that such 
sites would come to be seen as inherently sacred and that worship of the sites 
would come to supplant reverence for the divine events from whence their 
original significance was metonymically drawn.9 Cyril, in the lecture cited 
above, suggests that contact with holy sites adds to the devotion Christians 
feel when hearing Scripture read; seeing and touching the sites which provide 
a mise en scène for the scriptural events relay a better spiritual charge than 
merely hearing of the events through a scriptural reading. In Egeria, Scripture 
begins to dissolve into site; of the holy place which would become St. Cath
erine’s, she writes “nearby you are also shown the place where holy Moses was 
standing when God said to him (Ex. 3:5), ‘Undo the fastening of thy shoes’, 
and so o n ”10 More significantly, the sacramental charge put into sites by the
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past activities of sacred figures begins, in Egeria’s rendering of the holy places, 
to leak out of the places and affect surrounding objects in ways that have little, 
if anything, to do with the dissemination of the divine truths the Scriptures 
relay. When Egeria visits Edessa, she sees wonderful fish in the pools of the 
palace which she discovers are excellent to eat: “I have never seen fish like 
them, they were so big, so brightly coloured, and tasted so good.”11 This is 
not, however, a mere intrusion of secular matter into a text marked by its 
devotion to reading biblical inscriptions off the landscape. The palace visited 
was that of King Abgar, a monarch who featured in an early Christian legend 
as having believed in Jesus before seeing him, having written a letter to him 
attesting to that belief, and having been rewarded by Jesus with a miraculous 
letter which protected Abgar and his city during an extended Persian siege. 
During that siege, the people of Edessa had been rescued from death by thirst 
by a miraculous eruption of sweet water out of dry ground which had occurred 
after Jesus’ letter had been circulated throughout the city. Subsequently, pools 
were built to hold the waters of the miraculous spring and the fish Egeria 
enjoyed were spawned in the sanctified waters of those pools.12 Here the sacred 
power inherent in Jesus’ words is transferred into a text which serves as a 
miracle-working object and gives rise to a body of water containing the fish 
which are not only big and beautiful but are also delicious to eat. The word 
is here in the process of becoming world, and the contagion by which sites in 
the world borrow sanctity from Scripture only to subsequently appear as holy 
in themselves does not take long to develop. We read in the Itinerarium (ca. 
570 C.E.) of the Piacenza Pilgrim that

We travelled on to the city of Nazareth, where many miracles take 
place. In the synagogue there is kept the book in which the Lord wrote 
his ABC, and in this synagogue there is the bench on which he sat with 
the other children. Christians can lift the bench and move it about, 
but the Jews are completely unable to move it, and cannot drag it 
outside. The house of Saint Mary is now a basilica, and her clothes are 
the cause of frequent miracles. . . . The region is a paradise, with fruit 
and corn like Egypt. The region is small, but in its wine, oil, and apples 
it is superior to Egypt. The millet is abnormally tall. . .  .”13

Here not only has the terrain been transformed by contiguity to biblical events 
associated with it so that it itself has become miracle working, but elements 
of the place themselves give rise to “biblical” stories which were not related 
in the Bible. Place has truly become holy.

Behind this sanctification of site is a shift from the priority of hearing to
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that of seeing and touching. In some ways this reflects the “coming out” of 
the church in the period of tolerance which followed the close of the fierce 
and final persecution Diocletian had launched in 303 C.E. Once it became 
safe to engage publicly in ritual and in commemoration of Christian ideology, 
the media of proselytization no longer needed to be the spoken word based 
on the concealable text, but could become the visual and haptic demonstratives 
of monument and public liturgy.14 The “holy land”—like other monumental 
celebrations of the word made flesh throughout the empire—became, in this 
sense, a translation of spoken discourse into a discourse of visual and tactile 
display. The world was in the process of being transformed by the word and 
it is not, therefore, surprising to see that some domains of the world (the 
interiors of churches, the surroundings of martyrs’ shrines, and the land where 
the word had walked as a man) could be seen—and read—as the incarnated 
word.15

Locating the Text of the Bordeaux Pilgrim

The Itinerarium Burdigalense,16 which appears to be an account of a pilgrimage 
from Bordeaux to the Holy Land and back in 333 C.E., is positioned at this 
transformation’s cusp. Despite the significance of its location, modern recep
tion of the text has been dismissive. R. Wilken characterizes the Itinerarium 
Burdigalense as

a brief, almost stenographic account, noting where he went, what he 
saw, where he changed his horses, and distances from one place to 
another. . . . The book exhibits almost no theological interest. It moves 
indiscriminately from one place to another . . . [and] has no hierarchy 
of place.”17

In the work of most commentators, the Bordeaux Pilgrim’s narrative is over
shadowed by Egeria’s “modern” first-person account, which appears to offer 
a more immediately rewarding access to religiosity of the period. Thus, E. D. 
Hunt unfavorably compares its “stark narrative” with that of Egeria, which 
“furnishes a more penetrating glimpse into the devotion of the Christian trav
eler.”18 Hunt’s dismissal resonates with M. Campbell’s description of the Iti
nerarium Burdigalense and its source, the “Antonine Itinerary,” as “barely more 
than lists of cities, mansiones, places of interest, and the approximate distances 
(given in milid) between them. These works are in effect verbal charts, designed 
for the convenience of subsequent travelers, not for the reader’s spiritual ex
altation.”19 I will, however, argue in the following pages that the half century
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which separates the two texts effected massive transformations in Christians’ 
senses of their world and the place of their religion in it, and these changes 
deeply effect the narrative economies of the texts. I will contend that the 
Itinerarium Burdigalense is not a mere “verbal chart” for the guidance of trav
elers, but is instead a carefully structured and deeply theological transposition 
onto topography of an eschatological history. The text, rather than seeking to 
direct pilgrims to the holy places of the Roman empire, works to lead cate
chumens to gateways which open onto a kingdom not of this world.

Egeria’s ecstatic response to the conjunction of place, text, and pilgrim was 
symptomatic of new attitudes toward holy sites developing in the decades 
following Constantine’s conversion. Her narrative celebrates a world in the 
process of being transformed into a Christian domain, and the tone of her 
text is redolent with the same holy confidence which inspired Eusebius (ca. 
337—339 C.E.) to suggest that the building of the Anastasis was the beginning 
of an inworldly fulfillment of Revelation’s prophecy of a new heaven and new 
earth:

on the very spot which witnessed the Saviour’s sufferings, a new Jeru
salem was constructed, over against the one so celebrated of old which, 
since the foul stain of guilt brought upon it by the murder of the Lord, 
had experienced the last extremity of desolation, the effect of divine 
judgement upon its impious people. It was opposite this city that the 
emperor now began to rear a monument to the Saviour’s victory over 
death, with rich and lavish magnificence. And it may be that this was 
that second and new Jerusalem spoken of in the predictions of the 
prophets.20

For Egeria, the newly-Christianized empire is part of the project of world 
sanctification she and her contemporaries saw prefigured in the texts of Bible; 
the Christian world, and herself as a Christian in it, are valorized by that 
continuity, and that engagement renders both self and site worthy. Egeria’s 
narrative is densely charged by enthusiastic first person narration; “we had 
been looking forward to all this so much that we had been eager to make the 
climb.”21 It is marked by a confidence in the continuity of biblical past and 
sanctified present to the extent that Egeria is able to use her contemporary 
experiences to illuminate and elaborate biblical narrative:

I kept asking to see the different places mentioned in the Bible, and 
they were all pointed out to me. . . .  Some of the places were to the 
right and others to the left of our route, some a long way off and others 
close by. So, as far as I can see, loving sisters, you must take it that the
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children of Israel zigzagged their way to the Red Sea, first right, then 
back left again, now forwards, and now back.22

Posteriority—the belatedness of visiting the holy places four centuries after 
Jesus’ death—is not a condition of loss and distance as the world has assimi
lated the biblical past and built upon it a contemporary structure of Christian 
community and authority. There is no rupture between the biblical past and 
the imperial present but only the signs of a community developing its struc
tures and traditions on that past and into its future:

We were also shown the place where Lot’s wife had her memorial, as 
you read in the Bible. But what we saw, reverend ladies, was not the 
actual pillar, but only the place where it had once been. The pillar itself, 
they say, has been submerged in the Dead Sea—at any rate we did not 
see it and I cannot pretend we did. In fact it was the bishop there, the 
Bishop of Zoar, who told us that it was now a good many years since 
the pillar had been visible.23

For Egeria, the Holy Land presents a wealth not only of monuments to the 
founding moments of her faith, but also of testimonies for the expanding 
power of that faith as it develops the institutions needed for it to grow and 
spread throughout the known world. It is not surprising that she—having 
witnessed the monuments to the biblical past and seen the continuity between 
that past and her present in Jerusalem’s fervent transformation into a ritual 
center manifesting the word made flesh—announces her intention of moving 
on to visit places beyond the borders of the Holy Land which have been caught 
up in and render evidence of the expansion of that incarnated and empowered 
revelation.24

Although the Constantinian basilicas were being erected as the Itinerarium 
Burdigalense was being composed, the tone of its discourse differs radically 
from Egeria’s. In it a detached impersonality prevails which tends to efface the 
subject positions of both narrator and “reader”:

from here to Bethasora 14 miles, where the spring is in which Philip 
baptized the eunuch. From there it is nine miles to Terebinthus where 
Abraham lived and dug a well under the terebinth tree and spoke and 
ate with the angels.25

In striking contrast to the passage from Egeria cited above—where the wan
derings of the children of Israel are experienced in terms of a network of sites 
on a contemporary landscape which itself comes to serve as the grounds for
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biblical exegesis—in the Bordeaux Pilgrim’s description of Bethel, the narrator 
and time of narration at times disappear. In one case the reader is introduced 
by the text into a landscape which is not coterminous with the contemporary 
site from whence the narrative is launched, but is present only in the discourse 
of I Kgs. 13:1-32:

From here it is a mile to the place where Jacob, on his way to Meso
potamia, fell asleep, and there is the almond tree, and here he saw a 
vision and the angel wrestled with him. Here was also King Jeroboam, 
to whom was sent a prophet so that he might be converted to the Most 
High God; and the prophet was commanded not to eat with the false 
prophet whom the king had about him, and because he was led astray 
by the false prophet and ate with him on his way back, a lion met the 
prophet on the way and killed him.26

In the Bordeaux Pilgrim’s narrative, the order of events is not organized with 
reference to the moment of observation, but either in terms of a spatial con
tiguity which collapses temporality—

A mile from here is the place called Sechar, from which the Samaritan 
woman went down to the same place where Jacob had dug a well, to 
fill her jug with water from it, and our Lord Jesus Christ spoke with 
her; and where there are plane trees, which Jacob planted, and baths
which get their water from this well”27—

or, as I will demonstrate below, in terms of an eschatological periodicity which 
renders the narrator’s role extraneous. The Bordeaux Pilgrim’s text, rather than 
portraying the center of an expanding new world order, seems to manifest to 
its audience a space contiguous to, but not continuous with, the secular world. 
The pilgrim, who moves out of his or her native land and into that holy space, 
seems simultaneously to “lose” himself or herself and to “find” a way out of 
this life and into a world which takes its being from the events and prophecies 
of the Bible. The Itinerarium thus appears to map a passage between two 
distinct domains—the contemporary and fallen world of the Roman empire 
and another world where time is eschatological and leads towards the eternity 
of a promised redemption. The presence on that map of the four Constanti
nian basilicas would seem, however, to provide a conundrum inasmuch as they 
would seem to be very much of the time and order of empire. It will be 
necessary to move through the holy land represented in the Itinerarium Bur- 
digalense to understand why, in a text which takes its bearings from a biblical
past, the author should emphasize the fact that
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lately, by the order of the emperor Constantine, was built a basilica, 
that is a house of the lord, with ponds of remarkable beauty beside it, 
from which water is taken up, and at the back a font, where children 
are baptized.28

Traversing the Itinerarium

The Bordeaux Pilgrim’s text poses for the critical reader an immediate set of 
methodological questions. Is the text—for which we have no contemporane
ous history of usage—to be read purely in terms of its internal logic? Insofar 
as the text is, even with its descriptive addenda, in large part a listing of names, 
it seems clear that its author expects its audience, in seeking to understand the 
text, to draw upon extra-textual information pertaining to the sites and events 
it names. Can we then use the contemporary Holy Land and its topographic 
peripheries as sources for the information we need to make sense of the Bor
deaux Pilgrim’s text?

Two things seem to militate against that mode of referencing. The first is 
that the Itinerarium appears to be an unreliable guidebook to a practical trip 
through Palestine. As Wilken points out, “his route is puzzling; he sometimes 
turns back to visit places he could have seen when he was in the vicinity, and 
he makes few observations on the things he has seen.”29 The text’s erraticism, 
as well as its striking ommisions,30 suggest that it functions not so much as a 
guide to a literal place than as a discourse using that space as a pretext for 
another exploration. The second argument against using fourth-century Pal
estine as a hermeneutic device is that, in the text itself, real places seem to 
serve as doorways into a literary domain—that of the Bible—as in the passage 
cited above where the reader is carried into I Kgs. 13 rather than directed 
along fourth-century roads. One is led to ask, then, whether the text is organ
ized in terms of a logic existing outside of itself, not in the order of sites along 
fourth-century pilgrim routes but in the biblical texts which early Christians 
would themselves have used as devices for interpreting events in their own 
contemporary world? In this case, the literal Holy Land would be presented 
as a gloss on biblical materials instead of, as it does in Egeria’s text, serving 
itself as a primary text which the Bible serves to explicate. Interpretation would 
thus have to be based not primarily on the sites visited but—at least in the 
first instance—on the biblical references to which those sites offer access. In 
traversing the text of the pilgrim in the following pages, I will reverse the 
agenda Spitzer discerned in Egeria’s gaze (see above, note 5) and direct my 
eye from “the locus (locality) in Palestine” to “the biblical locus (i.e., passage)” 
with which contemporary Christian knowledge would have associated it. In 
doing so, I hope not so much to show the land as it would have been perceived
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before place came to be seen as holy as to provide an insight into what the 
Bordeaux Pilgrim was presenting if it was not a Holy Land.

The presentation of biblical material in the Itinerarium Burdigalense is 
framed, both at the beginning and the close of the narrative, with hundreds 
of brief entries of which the following, tracing the route between Antioch and 
Banias, are typical:

City of Antiochia
From Tarsus in Cilicia to Antiochia 
To the palace of Daphne 
Change at Hysdata 
Halt at Platanus 
Change at Bacchaiæ 
Halt at Catelæ 
City of Ladica 
City of Gabala 
City of Balaneas
The border of Coele Syria and Phoe
nicia.31

The massive distances covered between Bordeaux and the borders of the Holy 
Land (by the text’s own calculation the distance between Bordeaux and Sarepta 
is 3190 miles) are, in large part, rendered as empty spaces by the text. The 
narrative marks borders (both natural and political) and makes occasional 
mention of curiosities dealing with water (the ebb and flow of the river Ga
ronne at Bordeaux and “a city in the sea two miles from the shore”)32 but in 
large part restricts itself to the names of places where the traveler rested or 
changed horses. Outside of the Holy Land the text proffers little more than 
the homogenized mapping which characterizes the military itineraries of the 
period. The only deviations from such models are a number of emendations; 
on the way out—

Viminatium “where Diocletian killed [Marcus Aurelius] Carinus”;
Libyassa where “lies [the body of] King Annibalianus (Hannibal), who was 

once king of the Africans”;
Andavilis where is “the villa of Pampatus, from which came the curule 

horses”
Tyana where “was born Apollonius the Magician”; and
Tarsus where “the Apostle Paul was born”;

xvi [miles]
141 miles, 10 changes, 7 halts 
v 
xi 
viii 
ii
xvi
xvi
xiv
xiii
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Philippi where the apostles “Paul and Silas were imprisoned”;
Euripides where “is buried the poet Euripides”; and
Pellas from “whence came Alexander the Great of Macedonia.”

It is with the text’s advent upon territories which have parts to play in the 
biblical narratives33 that the tenor of the Itinerarium Burdigalense changes rad
ically. At Sarepta (biblical Zarephath) the narrative begins to sprout novel 
shoots of discourse: “this is where Elijah went up to the widow and asked for 
food.”34 A few lines later, another biblical referent emerges from the stem of 
the itinerary—“this is where Mt. Carmel is; there Elijah made sacrifice,”35 
followed soon after by a third—“There [Caesarea Palaestina] is the bath of 
Cornelius the Centurion, who gave many alms.”36 A few lines later the city 
of Isdraela (biblical Jezreel) is described as “where Ahab reigned and Elijah 
prophesied; there is the field in which David killed Goliath.”37 That is followed 
by the mention of Aser which—inexplicably according to Wilkinson38—the 
pilgrim claims was the site of Job’s house. The text then presents Neapolis 
(present day Nablus) as:

the site of Mount Agazaren (Gerizim); the Samaritans say that there 
Abraham offered sacrifice, and five hundred steps go up to the top of 
the mountain. From there, at the foot of the mountain, is that place 
called Sechem. There is the tomb in which Joseph is laid in the villa 
which his father Jacob gave him. From there Dinah, Jacob’s daughter, 
was abducted by the sons of the Amorites. A mile from here is the place 
called Sechem. . . .  39

From that point on, until the confines of the Holy Land are left behind, the 
form of the itinerary nearly disappears beneath a profusion of commentary 
binding places to an apparently unstructured glossing of biblical associations 
and throwing out the occasional contemporary observation. Despite this ap
pearance of unstructured proliferation, which led the above-quoted commen
tators to characterize the Itinerarium as a “verbal chart” which “moves 
indiscriminately from one place to another. . . [and] has no hierarchy of 
place,” a theme emerges in the opening sections of the pilgrim’s presentation 
of the Holy Land which sets the parameters for the rest of the text, determining 
what will be included and what excluded in the text’s presentation of the 
territory.

The reader, emerging from a long traverse of the spiritual desert which

and on the return—
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surrounds the Holy Land, first encounters biblical manna at Sarepta where the 
text’s itinerary intersects with that of Elijah who, directed by God, left his 
desert refuge by the brook Cherith and traveled to Sarepta to dwell in the 
house of the widow. The next excursus, eight entries later, refers to the site 
on Mount Carmel where Elijah offered sacrifice. Both incidents are part of a 
larger narrative (I Kgs. 16:29-18:46) which refers to the apostasy of Ahab and 
of the larger part of Israel and to Elijah’s role in returning Israel from Ba'al 
worship to its dedication to Yahweh. Central to the story is a fierce drought 
which Elijah called down upon the land as a consequence of Ahab’s following 
of the Ba'als. While the consequent famine wracked the land, Elijah hid from 
the wrath of Ahab by the brook Cherith, east of the Jordan, where he was fed 
by ravens until the brook itself dried up in the drought. He then went to 
Sarepta where he not only fed the widow and her household with a jar of meal 
and cruse of oil, which miraculously refilled themselves as long as he took 
sojourn there, but also resurrected the son of the widow who had fallen sick 
and died during his stay (ibid., 18:17-24).

Elijah’s establishment of a small community sustained by divine power in 
the midst of a world dominated by famine and disease is followed, in the 
biblical narrative, by his challenge to the hegemony of the apostate king and 
the priesthood of Ba'al which propped up Ahab’s power. Elijah’s sacrifice on 
Mount Carmel is, of course, the bloody showdown between Elijah and the 
450 prophets of Ba'al recounted in I Kgs. 18:20-40. Elijah, setting up the 
confrontation, challenges the king, the prophets, and all Israel gathered on 
Carmel: “How long will you go limping with two different opinions? If the 
Lord is God, follow him; but if Ba'al, then follow him” (ibid., 18:21). The 
failure of Ba'al’s prophets to bring fire down upon their sacrificial offering is 
countered by Elijah’s spectacular success in calling a voracious flame down 
upon his drenched bull. This is followed by the slaughter of the priesthood of 
Ba'al and by the torrential closure of the drought which had blasted Israel. 
Elijah on Carmel not only “repaired the altar of the Lord that had been thrown 
down” (ibid., 18:30) but also provided a convincing retort to those who, 
limping with two different opinions, could not decide which god—Yahweh 
or the deity of the rulers of the state—was the true one.

The richness of detail of these episodes is only alluded to in the text of the 
Itinerarium Burdigalense through the citing of “Sarepta” and “Mount Car
mel.” The text uses sites as mnemonics to bring strategically signal moments 
in the history and prehistory of Christianity to the consciousness of a fourth- 
century audience already knowledgeable about biblical matters. To such an 
audience, the stories of Elijah would be pertinent on several levels. Elijah’s 
challenge to Israel and his spectacular proof of the power of the only true god
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would have posed a salient exemplum to early fourth-century neophytes who 
were poised to commit themselves—or had only just committed themselves— 
to the worship of monotheistic Christianity and the abandonment of allegiance 
to the sanctioned divinities of the Roman state. Furthermore, Elijah’s expe
riences at Sarepta would, for them, function typologically; the Itinerarium s 
reference to Sarepta would—for early Christians to whom “typology, the 
exposition of the foreshadowings of Christ in the history of Israel, was . . .  a 
subject of elementary catechesis”40—have evoked Jesus’ feeding of the multi
tude with loaves and fishes at the Mount of Beatitudes as well as his resurrec
tion of Lazarus at Bethany (Elijah at Sarepta is the first of several Old 
Testament figures of Jesus which occur in the Itinerarium Burdigalense). The 
progress of Elijah’s triumph—his movement from hiding as an isolate bearer 
of truth in the wilderness through being the mainspring of a small community 
resident in the world but not subject to its life-destroying regime to becoming 
the victorious scourge of his enemies and bringer of life-giving rains to Israel— 
might itself stand as a préfiguration of the Christian community’s own sense 
of past, present, and future. This suggestion is supported by the fact that, 
throughout the text, an historical motif recurs wherein a dominant old order 
is mapped, then challenged by a divinely-endowed truth, and then shown to 
be overcome by that new power. An example, in typical topographical 
concentration, appears a few lines later: “City of Isdraela [jezreel]: there 
Ahab reigned and Elijah prophesied; there is the field where David killed 
Goliath.”41

The commentator on the Oxford annotated edition of the Revised Standard 
Version of the Bible notes, with reference to the opening of the Elijah sequence 
discussed above, that “the Canaanite (or Phoenician) god Baal (16:31-32) was 
held by his worshippers to be the one who controlled the rain. Elijah intended 
to show that his God, the Lord the God o f  Israel, was the one who really 
controlled the rain.”42 Elijah’s demonstration—graphically rendered in I Kgs. 
18:41-46 when the rains pour torrentially over the burnt bull and the heca
tomb of the slain Ba'alist prophets—meshes with a less spectacular, similarly 
pedagogic yet more ambitious, exposition pertaining to water which runs 
through the whole of the Itinerarium Burdigalense. Soon after the pilgrim’s 
siting of Elijah’s sacrifice are two excursuses directly associated with water:

There is the bath of Cornelius the Centurion, who gave many alms.
At the third milestone from there is Mt. Syna, where there is a spring;
if a woman washes herself in it, she will become pregnant.43

Then, a few lines later, the pilgrim speaks of
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Sechar, from which the Samaritan woman went down to the same place 
where Jacob had dug a well, to fill her jug with water from it, and our 
Lord Jésus Christ spoke with her; and where there are plane trees, which 
Jacob planted, and a bath, which gets its water from this well.44

If—as the constant mention of water-related sites throughout the text would 
suggest—water is a significant element in the pilgrim’s presentation of the 
land, then the reader should examine this early congeries of water associations 
for evidence of the narrator’s motivation in including them.

The mention of the spring at Syna develops the theme of the life-giving 
powers of water earlier raised by the invocation of Elijah at Carmel, where he 
brought the rains and ended the killing drought. That the spring—even 
though extra-biblical and contemporary—does not simply maintain already 
existent life but miraculously engenders pregnancy suggests that water in the 
Holy Land has a nature-defying power to replace barrenness with life. This 
link is demonstrated more forcibly later in the text, where the narrator locates, 
outside of Jericho,

the spring of Elisha; before if a woman drank from that water she would 
not bear children. A vessel was brought to Elisha and he put salt in it and 
came and put it over the spring and said “thus says the Lord: I have healed 
these waters.” Now if a woman drinks from it she will have children.45

With the citing of the bath of Cornelius the Centurion, the text again 
invokes life-giving water and, in so doing, effects not only a movement from 
the Old to the New Testament, but also the first appearance of another re
current motif of the Itinerarium—the overcoming of the old dispensation by 
the new. Cornelius, whose story is relayed in Acts 10, was one of the first two 
gentile converts,46 whose conversion follows on the narrative of Peter being 
instructed in a vision to reject the dietary restrictions of Leviticus (Acts 10: 
10-16). The divine instruction to overturn the Old Testament discriminations 
between the clean and the unclean is, in the rest of the chapter, extended to 
the laws separating Jews from gentiles and as a result Cornelius, a gentile 
believer in the word of Christ, is baptized. Peter, at Cornelius’ house, says:

“Truly I perceive that God shows no partiality, but in every nation any 
one who fears him and does what is right is acceptable to him”. .. . While 
Peter was still saying this, the Holy Spirit fell on all who heard the word.
And the believers from among the circumcised who came with Peter were 
amazed, because the gift of the Holy Spirit had been poured out even on
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the gentiles. For they heard them [Cornelius and his kinsmen and close 
friends] speaking with tongues and extolling God. Then Peter declared:
“Can any one forbid water for baptizing these people who have received 
the Holy Spirit just as we have?” And he commanded them to be baptized 
in the name Jesus Christ (Acts 10:44-48).

The bath of Cornelius commemorates the fact that “to the gentiles also God 
has granted repentance unto life” (Acts 11:18) and thus marks the historical 
moment at which the promise of divine election, previously restricted to the 
Jews, becomes universal. It is interesting that the site of this gentile conversion, 
encountered as the pilgrim’s text enters the Holy Land, is balanced later in 
the text, as the narrative prepares to depart from the Holy Land, by the citing 
of another water—“the spring . . .  in which Philip baptized the eunuch”47— 
where the original gentile baptism occurred. The text transposes onto the 
spatial boundaries of the Holy Land the temporal borders of the new and old 
dispensations. The limits of the Old Testament Promised Land are marked 
simultaneously as the beginnings of the domain opened to redemption by the 
universal promise of the New Testament. This historical progression seems to 
be further marked geographically by the pilgrim’s noting of Tarsus—where 
“the Apostle Paul was born,” and Philippi—where the apostles “Paul and Silas 
were imprisoned”—beyond the boundaries of the biblical Holy Land at the 
front, beyond which pagan holy men and mythographers such as Apollonius 
of Tyana48 and Euripides still prevail.

The relation of the Old and New Testament dispensations is further de
veloped in the excursus around the site of Sechem,49 where the setting of 
Jacob’s well allows the narrator not only to invoke the coming of the Israelites 
into their inheritance of the land (Gen. 33:18-20 and Josh. 24:32),50 but 
also—through the tale of Jesus and the Samaritan woman—to suggest that 
that literal inheritence is superseded by the spiritual bequest brought by Jesus 
to Jews and non-Jews alike. In an analogous gesture to Elijah’s at Sarepta, Jesus 
at the well at Sychar asks a woman for water:

The Samaritan woman said to him, “How is it that you, a Jew, ask a 
drink of me, a woman of Samaria?” For Jews have no dealings with 
Samaritans. Jesus answered her, “If you knew the gift of God, and who 
it is that is saying to you, ‘Give me a drink,’ you would have asked 
him, and he would have given you living water.” The woman said to 
him, “Sir, you have nothing to draw with, and the well is deep; where 
do you get that living water? Are you greater than our father Jacob, 
who gave us the well, and drank from it himself, and his sons, and his



178 ♦ “M apping History's R edem ption"

cattle?” Jesus said to her, “Everyone who drinks of this water will thirst 
again, but whoever drinks of the water that I shall give him will never 
thirst; the water that I shall give him will become in him a spring of 
water welling up to eternal life” (John 4:9—14).

The woman, acknowledging Jesus as a prophet, queries whether God is to be 
worshipped—as the Samaritans do—on Mount Gerizim or—as the Jews do— 
in Jerusalem. Jesus replies:

Woman, believe me, the hour is coming when neither on this mountain 
nor in Jerusalem will you worship the Father . . . the hour is coming, 
and now is, when the true worshippers will worship the Father in spirit 
and truth (John 4:21 and 23).

This desanctification of place, seemingly an example of that early Christian 
tendency so well described by W. D. Davies,51 seems to sit oddly in a text 
which overtly sacralizes a Christian holy land. It is, however, important to 
recognize that the Bordeaux Pilgrim uses topographical description precisely 
as a means of transcending the Judaic conception of a physical inheritance and 
stressing the spiritual, and thus universal, character of the Christian “home
land.” This shift is evidenced in the juxtapositioning of Joseph’s bones, which 
lie in a tomb “in the parcel of the ground which his father gave him,”52 and 
Jesus’ promise of “a spring of water welling up to eternal life” which rests not 
on a site of land but in the souls of all those who believe. From this point on 
in the text, the “worldly kingdom” of the Old Testament is increasingly de
valued while the despatialized domain of spiritual salvation is celebrated as the 
ultimate “holy land.”

The pilgrim’s presentation of Jerusalem interweaves the abovementioned 
themes to provide a tapestry densely illustrated with evocations of the collapse 
of the in-worldly kingdom of the Jews and its supercession by the spiritual 
empire of their Christian inheritors. The description of the pools of Bethesda, 
which marks the pilgrim’s entry into Jerusalem, is drawn from the chapter in 
John which directly follows the story of Jesus’ encounter with the Samaritan 
woman at the well below Gerizim. Like that story, the narrative of Jesus’ 
Sabbath healing, without the use of water, of the paralytic (John 5:2-15)— 
who had lain uncured next to the wonder-working pools for thirty-eight 
years—serves simultaneously to abrogate Old Testament law and to demon
strate that the “living water” of Jesus’ word is more powerful than the 
life-giving water of the land. The remainder of John 5 distinguishes between 
the Jews, who sought to kill Jesus for breaking the Sabbath and proclaiming
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himself equal with God (ibid., 5:16-18), and those who will, in believing the 
word of Jesus, pass “from death to life” (ibid. 5:24).

The narrative moves from the pools to the Temple Mount itself, where it 
celebrates the wisdom and power of Solomon, the great kingdom builder of 
the Israelites, in noting the remains of his palace, his Temple, and the great 
underground pools and cisterns he had constructed. At the same time, how
ever, by merging elements of the second and third temptations of Jesus relayed 
in Matt. 4:5-10, the text shows Jesus rejecting the promise of earthly power 
to which Solomon succumbed.53 This is followed by the pilgrim’s noting of 
“a great corner-stone, of which it was said, ‘the stone which the builders 
rejected is become the head of the corner’.”54 Matthew sets that psalmic phrase 
in a chapter in which Jesus demonstrates by a number of parables that the 
work of God is being taken from those originally assigned it and passed to a 
new people. In that chapter, mention of the cornerstone is followed by Jesus’ 
statement to the chief priests and the elders at the Temple that “the kingdom 
of God will be taken away from you and given to a nation producing the fruits 
of it” (Matt. 22:43).

The Itinerarium then demonstrates that Solomon’s Temple is ineradicably 
bloodstained “in front of the altar. . . [by] the blood of Zacharias.”55 The 
reference invokes Jesus’ condemnation of the scribes and Pharisees for killing 
those God sends to inform them of his will:

I send you prophets and wise men and scribes, some of whom you will 
kill and crucify, and some you will scourge in your synagogues and 
persecute from town to town, that upon you may come all the righteous 
blood shed on earth, from the Wood of innocent Abel to the blood of 
Zechariah the son of Barachiah, whom you murdered between the 
sanctuary and the altar (Matt. 24:34—35; see also Luke 11:49—52).

This passage, which the Oxford annotators note refers to “the sweep of time 
from the first to the last victim of murder mentioned in the Old Testament,”56 
is followed in the New Testament text by Jesus’ retraction of the divine dis
pensation from Israel:

O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, killing the prophets and stoning those who are 
sent to you. How often would I have gathered your children together 
as a hen gathers her brood under her wings, and you would not! Behold, 
your house is forsaken and desolate (Matt. 23:37-38).

The Itinerarium then provides the demonstration offered by the Jesus quote 
in displaying the statues of the Temple’s destroyers built over its ruins and the
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site of the scattered peoples’ lamentations over the loss of their kingdom and 
their temple: “there are two statues of Hadrian, and not far from the statues 
a pierced stone to which the Jews come every year to anoint and lament over 
with sighs, tearing their clothes and then going away again.”57 The contrast 
displayed by the pilgrim is not only that between the glory of the past and 
the desolation of the present—a contrast reiterated by the text’s mention 
of Hezekiah who, in II Kgs. 20:16-19, is told by Isaiah that the peace and 
security of his own days will be traded off against the absolute desolation 
of his house and his nation in the future—but also between the ruins of the 
Jewish Temple and the glory of the new Christian temple rising on a facing 
hill. This demonstration, overt but understated in the Itinerarium Burdigalense, 
is made more triumphantly by St. Jerome later in the century, in On Zephania 
1, 15-16:

You can see with your own eyes on the day that Jerusalem was captured 
and destroyed by the Romans, a piteous crowd that comes together, 
woebegone women and old men weighed down with rags and years, 
all of them showing forth in their clothes and their bodies the wrath 
of God. That mob of wretches congregates, and while the manger of 
the Lord sparkles, the Church of His Resurrection glows, and the ban
ner of His Cross shines forth from the Mount of Olives, those miserable 
people groan over the ruins of their Temple. . . .  58

From the Temple Mount the pilgrim’s text moves first to Sion and then 
across the city to Golgotha. Along this course it catalogues a number of mon
uments of the Old Dispensation, including Siloam—a pool of water which 
observes Judaic law by keeping the Sabbath, the remains of David’s palace, 
and the “ploughed and sown” (Isa. 1:8) sites of six of the seven synagogues 
which had been built around that palace. It also locates the places where a 
number of salient moments in the trial and execution of Jesus occurred—the 
ruins of the house of Caiaphas and the praetorium of Pilate, the column where 
Jesus was scourged, Golgotha, and the “vault, where they laid his body, and 
he rose again on the third day.”59 The listing of ruined buildings and dead 
officials is followed by the siting of a death which became a new life. The site 
of Jesus’ resurrection is as well also the site of the “resurrected” Temple which 
Eusebius, quoted above, referred to as the “new Jerusalem constructed over 
against the one so celebrated of old which . . . had experienced the last extrem
ity of desolation, the effect of divine judgement upon its impious people.” 
The Bordeaux Pilgrim, having displayed the detritus of Israelite sacred and 
secular ambitions, here celebrates the fact that God, through the offices of a 
“new Solomon”—Constantine—has had himself built a new “house of the
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Lord” in which He, having abandoned His former “chosen people,” will take 
up residence amongst those to whom His blessing has passed. Here, too, are 
waters; not only “cisterns of remarkable beauty” which parallel those under 
Solomon’s palace, but also “beside them a bath where children are baptized.”60 

Prior to this attention to the trial, execution and resurrection of Jesus, the 
sections of the text treating the Holy Land had predominantly focused on Old 
Testament episodes concerning Israel’s establishment and activities. From this 
point on, the emphasis shifts to the coming of Jesus, the preaching of his 
message, and the dissemination of his word. Although, as in the earlier sections, 
there are interjections of material drawn from the other testament, in the latter 
part of the text (excluding the excursus on Jericho which will be discussed 
below) Old Testament figures are usually mentioned only to point to the 
tombs in which they were buried. Thus, after leaving Jerusalem and moving 
eastward, the pilgrim notes Gethsemane, the palm from which the branches 
were torn to welcome Jesus on Palm Sunday, the teaching on Éléona (and the 
basilica Constantine built there), the transfiguration, the raising of Lazarus, as 
well as “two monuments, built with remarkable beauty by way of a memorial. 
In one is placed the prophet Isaiah—this one is in fact made from one stone— 
and in the other Hezekiah, king of the Jews.”61 Similarly, when the itinerary 
later moves southward, from Jerusalem through Bethlehem to Hebron, it notes 
the site of Jesus’ birth and the aforementioned spring where Philip baptized 
the eunuch and lists the tombs of Rachel, Ezekiel, Asaph, Job, Jesse, David, 
Solomon, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Sarah, Rebecca, and Leah. The only mention 
of a living Old Testament figure in this final excursus is that of Abraham at 
Terebinth (Mamre) who “lived and dug a well under the terebinth tree and 
spoke and ate with the angels.”62 This episode marks the original choice by 
God of Abraham as the father of

a great and mighty nation [by which] all the nations of the world shall 
bless themselves. . . .  I have chosen him, that he may charge his children 
and his household after him to keep the way of the Lord by doing 
righteousness and justice; so that the Lord may bring to Abraham what 
he has promised him (Gen. 18:18-19).

It is followed in the Itinerarium by only two more notes before the text departs 
the Holy Land. The first is that, over the site where the original covenant was 
forged, the Christian emperor Constantine built “a basilica of remarkable 
beauty.”63 The second, immediately following, is that in Hebron one may find 
“a remarkably beautiful tomb”64 containing the bodies of Abraham, his son, 
his grandson, and the wives of all three.

The section of the Itinerarium Burdigalense pertaining to Jericho and its
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environs65 contains a substantial number of Old Testament references—to Eli
sha’s spring (see above), to the house of the prostitute Rahab,66 to the site of 
Jericho destroyed by the Israelites,67 to the twelve stones marking the resting 
place of the Ark of the Covenant,68 to the place where Joshua circumcised the 
children of Israel,69 and to the hillock from whence Elijah ascended into 
heaven70—of which all but one are enclosed within a framing pair of New Tes
tament sitings: the sycamore that Zacchaeus, the tax collector, climbed to see 
Jesus71 and the river in which John baptized Jesus.72 Also caught within the 
New Testament frame is a naturalistic description of the Dead Sea: “the waters 
of this sea are by far the bitterest of any. In them is no fish of any kind nor any 
ship, and if any man goes in to swim the water turns him upside down.”73 

This juxtaposing of incidents drawn from the Israelites’ triumphal entry into 
the promised land and from Jesus’ procession towards the fulfillment of his mis
sion in Jerusalem produces more than a simple parallelism when the reader links 
up the Old Testament figure of Rahab, the New Testament figure of Zacchaeus, 
and Jesus’ admonition to the chief priests and elders at the Temple in Matt. 21— 
“the tax collectors and the harlots go into the kingdom of God before you” (21: 
31). Rahab the harlot was—alone of all the inhabitants of Canaanite Jericho— 
saved from death because, having recognized that the spies who approached her 
were doing God’s will, she protected them from her own people. Analogously, 
Zacchaeus, who had lived a life of sin, was offered salvation by Jesus because he 
recognized Jesus and answered to his call. This emphasis on seeing and believing 
is further developed in John. Jesus, seeking to escape the crowds who—having 
participated in the miracle of loaves and fishes (ibid., 6:5—14)—had taken him 
for a worldly messiah and “were about to come and take him by force to make 
him king” (ibid., 6:15), walks across the Sea of Galilee. On the following day, he 
tells those who sought him out on the other side:

You seek me, not because you saw signs, but because you ate your fill 
of the loaves. Do not labor for the food which perishes, but for the 
food which endures to eternal life . . . you have seen me and yet do not 
believe” (John 6:26-27 and 36).

Later, in the same chapter, Jesus goes on to develop the distinction between 
that which sustains life in this world and that spiritual food which gives life 
unto eternity:

I am the bread of life. Your fathers ate the manna in the wilderness, 
and they died. This is the bread which comes down from heaven, that 
a man may eat of eat and not die. I am the living bread which came 
down from heaven; if any one eats of this bread, he will live for ever”
(ibid., 6:49 and 51).
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By imbricating the markers of the Israelites’ crossing of the Jordan so as to 
effect their triumphal entry into the land with references alluding to Jesus’ 
passage through the waters of the Jordan towards his fulfillment in Jerusalem, 
the Itinerarium Burdigalense poses the former as a sign or préfiguration of the 
latter. The Israelites, who ate manna in the wilderness, crossed over into the 
Promised Land and died, as the proliferation of their tombs in the following 
section demonstrates. Jesus passed over the waters of Galilee and the Jordan 
and through death only to be resurrected and to open a pathway for his 
disciples to follow into an eternal Promised Land.

The exegetical movement from the former to the latter is mirrored in the 
text’s movement from the site where Joshua initiated those Israelites born while 
the tribes wandered in the desert through the Dead Sea to the site on the 
Jordan River where Jesus was baptized. The Israelites lived, built a nation, 
and they and that nation died. The terminus of that process—marked by the 
tombs in the desert and a water in which nothing can live and which turns 
those who enter into it “upside down”—is countered by a movement devel
oping out of it and transcending it which is marked by Jesus’ baptism in the 
Jordan:

when Jesus was baptized, he went up immediately from the water, and 
behold, the heavens were opened and he saw the Spirit of God descend
ing like a dove, and alighting on him; and lo, a voice from heaven, 
saying, “This is my beloved Son, with whom I am well pleased” (Matt. 
3:16-17).

Interestingly, this vertical passage between heaven and earth, which subsumes 
and sublimates the earlier lateral passage between desert and promised land, 
is succeeded by the mention of the site “from whence Elijah was caught up 
into heaven.”74 The mention of this site—outside the above-cited New Tes
tament “brackets”—not only reminds us that Elijah, alone amongst all of the 
“dead Jews” mentioned in the Itinerarium> was taken up live into heaven but 
also implies that the mantle of Elijah, which in Old Testament history is 
caught by Elisha,75 is in the new dispensation passed to Jesus at the adjacent 
site of the baptism.

Conclusion

There is no question that, in attempting to recuperate the text of the Bordeaux 
Pilgrim, I have read into it much that is not overtly there. The fact, however, 
that the biblical materials associated with the site references made by the Iti
nerarium cohere to make up a systematic and complex discourse on the ty
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pological and historical relationships of the Old and New Testaments implies 
that the text itself would originally have functioned in a setting in which such 
scriptural supplementation would have been part of its audience’s relation to 
its reading. The consistent attention of the pilgrim to the life-giving qualities 
of water would suggest that this setting was that in which catechumens were 
being prepared for baptismal initiation into the Christian church.76 In the 
course of such a process the text may have been used as a sort of spiritual 
itinerary (not unlike today’s Stations of the Cross which serve as devotional 
mnemonics within Latin Christian churches) for pulling together lessons about 
the new and old dispensations covered throughout the long process of cate
chetical instruction. The movement of the text’s itinerary out of the contem
porary secular world and into the space in which biblical history was enacted, 
and then—through the processes both of Jesus’ baptism and of the gentile 
converts—back into the world of pagans and powers in which, before the 
hegemonization of the Roman empire by Christianity, the newly baptized 
Christian would have to live, would offer a préfiguration of the process for 
which the neophytes were preparing. In that process, of course, both their old 
lives and the lives of those who lived under the old dispensation would be left 
behind. As St. Ambrose would later write in describing the rite of baptism in 
his De Sacramentosr.

What was of greater importance than the crossing of the sea by the 
Jewish people? Yet the Jews who crossed over are all dead in the desert.
But, on the contrary, he who passes through this fountain, that is to 
say, from earthly things to heavenly—which is indeed the transitus, 
that is to say, the Passover, the passing over from sin to life—he who 
passes through this fountain will not die, but rise again.77
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13
The Attitudes of Church Fathers 
toward Pilgrimage to Jerusalem 

in the Fourth and Fifth Centuries

B R O U R I A  B I T T O N  - A S H K E L O N  Y

The sporadic testimonies about pilgrims to Palestine before the rise of 
Constantine, and the few traditions regarding holy places which are re
lated to the life of Jesus are well known to students and scholars of this period.1 

Evidence of pilgrimage to Palestine was on the rise from the mid-fourth cen
tury on, and by the eighties of that century Egeria and Jerome defined this 
activity as a mass phenomenon.2 John Chrysostom has described it as follows: 
“The whole world runs to see the tomb which has no body.”3 This new reality 
has led a number of scholars to attribute this dramatic change to the policy of 
the emperor Constantine. Recently, this thesis was clearly formulated by Joan 
Taylor: “Suddenly, with Constantine, the church began to focus on earth: the 
divine substance intermixed with certain material sites and resided in things 
which could be carried about.”4 Nevertheless, it seems to me that the pene
tration of the idea of earthly “holy space” into the Christian consciousness, 
which was contrary to the Pauline conception in the New Testament, as well 
as the development and localization of myths connected with the life of Jesus, 
could not be the result of one man’s actions, even the emperor himself!

Besides Taylor’s theory, and that of J. Smith, stating that “Constantine 
created, for the first time, a Christian ‘Holy Land’,”5 there are several other 
competing theories. The first one is that of the sociologist M. Halbwachs, in 
a study published over fifty years ago, La topographie légendaire des evangiles 
en terre sainte,6 Halbwachs discusses the importance of collective memory in 
the process of formulating Christian traditions regarding holy places. This 
theory views holy places as an outcome of Christian collective memory, which 
was nurtured by the roots of Jewish collective memory regarding biblical sites.
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The localization of biblical and New Testament myths is the last stop on the 
winding and dynamic road of collective memory. This theory enables us to 
give greater weight to local pilgrimages and to the visits of some personages 
to third-century Palestine, even though their statements are devoid of details 
regarding the holy places. These examples reflect a curiosity about the holy 
places and throw light on the process described by Halbwachs. Another theory 
for the religious development of pilgrimage was the cult of the martyrs, which 
existed in the Christian world since the third century and has recently been 
discussed at length by R. Markus: “to give the first importance to the ‘local’, 
the cult of the martyrs, in bringing about the transformation we are concerned 
with.”7

This paper will focus upon the tension between local places of pilgrimage 
and one central place of pilgrimage—Jerusalem. My basic assumption is that 
pilgrimages to holy men, tombs of martyrs and saints, and holy places in 
Palestine are various expressions of a single religious phenomenon called “pil
grimage.” Close examination of the different components of this phenomenon 
will enable us to understand the attitudes of Christian thinkers toward pil
grimage to Jerusalem. I do not intend to deal with the entire range of factors 
that shaped these attitudes;8 rather, I have confined myself to examining the 
views of two figures: Augustine, who is enigmatic and generally not discussed 
in this context; and Gregory of Nyssa and his well-known opposition to pil
grimage in Letter II.9 How did these two figures cope with this new religious 
reality, which diametrically contradicts the New Testament or, if you will, the 
traditional Pauline view?

Augustine

In Augustine’s day, pilgrimages to the tombs of martyrs and holy places were 
quite a common pattern of religious behavior among Christian intellectuals 
and in Roman aristocratic circles. When examining the attitudes of Christian 
thinkers to pilgrimage in late antiquity, it seems that Augustine, more than 
any other Church Father, presents the greatest difficulty in solving this issue, 
since he does not deal with this phenomenon directly in his broad range of 
works. In contrast to other thinkers in his day from the Latin-speaking 
West, Augustine never visited the holy places in Palestine; nor do his writings 
reveal any hint or expression of such a desire. Unlike him, his contemporary, 
Paulinus of Nola,10 considered the idea—although he, too, never set foot in 
the holy places.11 Jerusalem—the Christian city of the late fourth and early 
fifth centuries—with its growing number of churches, monasteries, and holy 
relics, did not especially attract Augustine’s attention. On the other hand,
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Paulinus of Nola enthusiastically describes the churches of Jerusalem, the dis
covery of the cross,12 and the settlement on the Mount of Olives by sisters 
from the West headed by Melania the Elder.13 This reality, various elements 
of which contributed, directly or indirectly, to the establishment of Jerusalem 
as a Christian city and to its penetration into the general Christian awareness, 
did not arouse any sort of reaction from Augustine. There is no doubt that 
the differences in approach between these two prominent figures of the Latin 
West’s intellectual elite are marked and perhaps hint at the problematics in
volved in Augustine’s perception of the existence and establishment of earthly 
Jerusalem as a Christian city.

Augustine is silent about this religious phenomenon that, already in his day, 
had existed for several generations. For him, Palestine was not a remote and 
forgotten province, as is evidenced by his correspondence with Jerome.14 One 
may assume that this exchange of letters made Augustine more aware of the 
attraction of the holy places to Christians, even though this issue was not 
raised in their correspondence. In this context, we should also mention among 
the many visitors and pilgrims to Palestine in Augustine’s day one Orosius, a 
young presbyter apparently of northwestern Spanish origin, who arrived in 
Bethlehem in 414/415 in Augustine’s service to Jerome.15 Upon his return to 
the West, he brought relics of Stephen the Protomartyr that were discovered 
near Jerusalem in 415. We do not have specific information as to whether 
Orosius himself brought these relics to Hippo, home of Augustine, but they 
nevertheless found their way to that community.16 The transference of Ste
phen’s relics was a signal event for the proliferation of the cult of the martyrs 
in North Africa. Augustine was well aware of these discoveries, and was even 
involved in the building of memorial churches to Stephen. The miracles per
formed by this martyr via his relics in Augustine’s community and nearby 
occupy a large part of the last book of The City o f  God. This is not the only 
instance when Augustine was a first-hand witness to the arrival of relics from 
the Holy Land, as we can see from the story about Hesperius, who received a 
box containing a holy relic from a friend who had made pilgrimage to Jeru
salem. The holy relic was soil taken from Jesus’ tomb or, as reported by Au
gustine himself, terra sancta}7 The manifold dimensions of this story will not 
be discussed in this framework; nevertheless, it demonstrates beyond all doubt 
that Augustine was familiar with the various traditions associated with holy 
places and holy relics.

As a Christian thinker, Augustine saw no need to devote a special discussion 
to this religious reality, and especially to the question of the role of the holy 
places in Jerusalem and its environs to which many Christians streamed. Un
like Augustine, other theologians at the end of the fourth and beginning of



B R O U R I A  B I T T O N - A S H K E L O N Y  ♦ 191

the fifth centuries discussed the issue, either supporting or negating the phe
nomenon.

One would assume that for the author of The City o f  God\ earthly holy 
space and the religious emotions of believers toward this space were insignif
icant. However, his deep involvement in encouraging and shaping the cult of 
the martyrs within his bishopric in North Africa, as reflected in many sermons 
he delivered at the martyr celebrations and in his other writings, does not 
permit us to make such an assumption.18

In light of the above, how is one to perceive Augustine’s silence? Was this 
incidental, or did he intentionally choose silence as his way of dealing with 
this religious reality in Palestine? Does his position reflect early Christianity’s 
a-territorial trend?19 Is Augustine’s attitude rooted in his theological doctrine 
and adherence to the Pauline position regarding earthly holy space only?

“The generation of Paul”—this is how P. Brown characterized the circle 
of Christian intellectuals in the West at the end of the fourth century, includ
ing Augustine.20 Such a definition seems to correspond, directly or indirectly, 
to Augustine’s positions regarding pilgrimage and holy places in Palestine. 
Augustine’s loyalty to the Pauline conception of Divine Presence in the world 
and to the spiritual conception of the temple of God is apparent throughout 
his many writings.

In his commentary on John, Augustine writes that one hears the prayer that 
dwells within, in a secret place called “bosom” in the Scriptures (Ps. 35:13: 
“and my prayer returned into mine own bosom”). For this reason, a Christian 
does not need to travel far or to raise himself up as if he could reach God with 
his hands. There is no need to raise one’s eyes to the mountains, stars, or sun; 
rather, one should purify one’s heart, and everywhere man wishes to pray, that 
is where God dwells, as he writes: “He who hears you is within you.”21 Ac
cording to this pattern of thought, which is based on Paul’s words in II Cor. 
6:16 (“for you are the temple of the living God”), the true cult has no temple 
and no place.

In his commentary on the Sermon on the Mount, Augustine develops at 
length a spiritual conception of Divine Presence.22 In it, he repeatedly declares 
that God does not dwell in any space, but rather he dwells within the saints 
and the righteous.23 Contrary to those who claim that God physically resides 
in the heavens, Augustine demonstrates the absurdity of this belief: if God 
was physically in the heavens, then no one in the world would be happier 
than the birds, who were closer to him than any other creature. Referring 
to the popular practice of praying toward the east, he emphasizes that we 
should not err in thinking that God dwells only there, since He dwells 
everywhere.24 Augustine further stresses that while claiming God’s omnipres-



ence, one should not mistakenly think that he is referring to an earthly place; 
one should dismiss any concrete— camali—thought.25

A similar a-territorial view is indicated in Augustine’s commentary on Ps. 
76:2: “In Judah is God known: His name is great in Israël.” Augustine explains 
that one should not erroneously conclude from this verse that God is found 
in any one place more than in another.26

Thus, Augustine’s writings clearly reflect his spiritual conception of the 
temple of God and Divine Presence. The idea of a network of holy places 
connected with God’s name was therefore alien to him.

Augustine’s detachment from the idea of Christian holy topography in Pal
estine is demonstrated in his commentary on Psalms 132:2—7 (LXX: 131:2— 
7), and especially the last verse: “Let us go to his dwelling place; let us worship 
at his footstool” or, as other Christians have translated, “where his feet stood.” 
Whereas Eusebius, Jerome, and Paulinus of Nola interpreted the verse in re
lation to holy places and pilgrimage to Palestine,27 Augustine, in a long and 
complex commentary on this Scripture, stripped these verses of their simple 
meaning and dressed them in the pure Pauline conception.28 Verse 6, “Lo we 
heard of it at Ephratah, we found it in the fields of the wood,” moves Augustine 
to relate the essence of what they heard, unlike other commentators who dealt 
with the place in which it was heard. To this he responds that these things 
refer to the place of the Lord, but first he chooses to explain the meaning of 
the name “Ephratah.” He does not regard Ephratah as a geographical location 
in Palestine; this is in contrast to its identification as Bethlehem, which was 
accepted by Christian writers based upon the biblical identification in Gen. 
35:19 and Mic. 5 :l .29 According to Augustine, “Ephratah” is derived from 
the Latin speculum, symbolizing the future prophecy and the house found in 
the “fields of the wood.” He expounds upon this enigmatic explanation at 
length: the future house of the Lord has been pronounced in the form of a 
prophecy. Therefore, “Ephratah” symbolizes the prophecy of the future and 
explains the second half of the verse, “we found it in the fields of the wood.” 
Even here Augustine rejects any possibility of understanding this verse by its 
simple meaning. “Field of the wood,” saltus, generally means “an unworked 
and forested place,” symbolizing, according to Augustine, the nations of the 
world, idol worshippers who have yet to receive the Word of the Lord. In the 
next verse, “We will go into His tabernacles,” commentators generally inter
pret “His tabernacles” as the holy places in Jerusalem.30 Augustine, on the 
other hand, asks “Whose Tabernacles?”— to which he replies, “Those of the 
God of Jacob.” Therefore, the tabernacles are the soul of the believer, and it 
is here, in the soul, that God should be worshipped. The verse continues: “We 
will worship on the spot where His feet stood.” Unlike other commentators,
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Augustine does not question the geographical place where this takes place. 
Rather, he states that the feet stand in Christ, and this is the way of the truth. 
Thus, we have seen consistently that in this interpretation he makes no ref
erence to holy places in Palestine.

The cult of the martyrs, which essentially defined the boundaries of Chris
tian holy space in the Christian communities, flourished in Augustine’s day. 
Here the question arises, how did Augustine deal with the reality of many 
memoria to martyrs, to which masses of pilgrims streamed? Does not this 
reality, in fact, conflict with his Pauline view regarding holy space? Or, alter
natively, did Augustine try to bridge between his theological positions and the 
religious reality he witnessed around him?

We should emphasize here that Augustine regarded the tombs of the mar
tyrs as holy places par excellence. Thus, he viewed the tomb of Felix of Nola 
as a place where a possible theophany or intervention by God could occur 
(Letter 78).

The process of creating holy places, essentially converting a neutral space 
into a holy one via holy relics, which was a growing trend toward the end of 
the fourth century, did not engender any reservations on Augustine’s part; in 
fact, he even gave it his support.31 Augustine’s view regarding the process of 
creating holy places and their role is largely explained by the Hesperius inci
dent.32 As noted, Hesperius kept a box in his room containing soil (terram 
sanctam) from Jesus’ tomb. From the day the box was brought into his home, 
evil spirits attacked the members of his household. Thereupon, Hesperius 
wished to remove the soil from his house, bury it, and build there a place of 
prayer, where Christians would gather to worship God. When approached for 
their advice, neither Augustine nor Maximinus, a bishop of the neighboring 
region, objected, and Hesperius’ wish was thus fulfilled. The continuation of 
the story, as told by Augustine, indicates that this place became holy for Au
gustine, both by the terminology he used in describing it and in its function 
as a holy site for believers.

The Hesperius incident concludes with yet another story about a paralyzed 
young man who heard the news and asked his parents to let him visit the 
locum sanctum, whereupon a miracle occurred and the boy stood on his feet. 
The story of the miracle is cited by Augustine for one purpose: to confirm the 
status of the new place and to validate it as holy by virtue of the soil from 
Jesus’ tomb. In this incident, the soil from Jesus’ grave was considered a holy 
relic, and it is this that converted neutral earthly space into holy space. The 
origin of this relic or its inherent significance is of no concern to Augustine; 
the heart of the story is the miracle and the process by which a local holy place 
came into being, in this case with Augustine’s blessing. R. Wilken has re
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marked that “here, as elsewhere, Augustine’s piety collides with his theol
ogy.”33

However, the literary context in which Augustine chose to mention the 
Hesperius story is crucial for understanding his perception of this account. 
Here, Augustine rejects the pagan doubt in past Christian miracles, which he 
claims came about in order to negate the miracle of Jesus’ resurrection and 
ascent to Heaven.34 For Augustine, the miracles that occurred in the tombs of 
the martyrs in his day are living proof that Christian miracles indeed occurred 
in the past. Therefore, the cult of the martyrs and the miracles there were a 
means of reinforcing and proving the truth of the Christian faith.

Augustine did not confine himself to preaching the virtue of the martyrs 
and their role; he even tried to influence the shaping of cultic practice— 
primarily by rejecting ancient pagan customs and by preventing unethical 
behavior in cultic places. This position is predominant in two letters, XXII 
and XXIX, which he wrote from 392-395, at the beginning of his career as a 
bishop, and which express his explicit reservations against the customs of the 
pilgrims and local participants in the celebrations of the martyrs.

Gregory of Nyssa

Gregory of Nyssa and his brother Basil of Caesarea both visited Palestine. Basil 
journeyed to the East around 357, but never mentioned visiting the holy 
places.35 On the other hand, Gregory’s visit—and especially the letter he wrote 
following his visit—continued to make waves for hundreds of years in debates 
regarding the religious value of the pilgrimage act.36 This letter, from the 
eighties of the fourth century, may be considered one of the most explicit 
reservations regarding pilgrimage to Jerusalem ever expressed by a Christian 
theologian.

Three historical sources attest to Gregory’s visit to Jerusalem: Letters II and 
III, and his hagiographical Vita Macrinae. These sources contradict one an
other, both with regard to his reason for coming to Jerusalem and vis-à-vis his 
views on pilgrimage to Jerusalem and his relationship toward the city and its 
inhabitants. The varying weight scholars accorded each of these sources or, at 
times, their disregard for any one of them, is what determined their diverse 
assessments of Gregory’s visit and his attitude to the phenomenon. I do not 
intend to discuss here all of Gregory’s arguments. Rather, I would like to 
consider one basic question: to what extent did Gregory express theological 
positions about pilgrimage in Letter II, and to what degree did his words echo 
his debate with the Jerusalem Church? Let us first consider the reasons which 
brought Gregory to Jerusalem in 381. In Letter II (11—13), Gregory writes
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that there is no contradiction between his criticism of pilgrimage and his visit 
to Jerusalem. In this way, he wished to remove all doubt that it was religious 
motivation that brought him to the city. He presents himself as a mediator in 
the service of the church. Therefore, by presenting his visit solely as a diplo
matic mission, devoid of any pilgrim dust, he contradicts his statement in Vita 
Macrinae.

In Vita Macrinae, which he wrote after his visit to Jerusalem, ca. 382-383, 
Gregory reminds the recipient of this treatise that he did not forget their 
meeting after his return from Jerusalem “for the sake of the prayer ( k g i t 9 
£ÛXf|v), in order to see in these places the signs (or^eia) of the Lord’s coming 
in the flesh.”37 Scholars have had difficulty in interpreting the expression kcit 
tt%r\v in this context. The term f| et)X̂ l usually means prayer, wish, or vow.38 
Maraval, in his translation of Vita Macrinae, preferred at first to interpret “à 
la suite d’un vœu.”39 Recently, however, he has retracted this translation, 
preferring “en vue de la prière.”40 Maraval bases this change of mind on similar 
expressions in pilgrimage literature, in which prayer in a specific place marks 
the act of pilgrimage. If we adopt Maraval’s interpretation, then Gregory’s 
words in his introduction to Vita Macrinae attest that religious motivation was 
at the root of his journey to Jerusalem.

It should be noted that this source is an innocent statement, which had 
no bearing at all on the question of the holy places. Gregory relates here 
to the journey as a chronological landmark; the journey itself is not a sub
ject of discussion, but merely an interjection. There is not necessarily a 
contradiction between these two purposes for Gregory’s journey to Jerusa
lem. Nevertheless, there is certainly no reason to repress or downplay his 
religious motivation. I believe that both motivations, religious and diplo
matic, existed side by side, but we are unable to determine the order of 
events. It appears that the apologetic character of Letter II is what led Gregory 
to deny the religious motivation for his journey to Jerusalem. If this is correct, 
then there is a great dichotomy between Gregory’s religious behavior as a 
pilgrim in Jerusalem and Cappadocia, and his theological positons regarding 
pilgrimage as expressed in Letter II. This is not the only difficulty that arises 
when comparing the sources dealing with his visit; a different tone is heard in 
each of his letters.

In Letter III, which he wrote immediately upon his return home from 
Jerusalem, we detect a positive tone with regard to the places he called “holy” 
and the people he met there: he tells us that when he saw and felt the holy 
places, he was filled with an indescribable joy (Letter III, 3). Gregory tells 
about his meeting good people in these places (Jerusalem) and the signs of the 
Lord’s great philanthropy that people bestowed upon him in these places and
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which gave him an enormous sense of joy. It is in Jerusalem that he met souls 
in which one spiritually sees signs of the Lord’s kindness, to the extent that 
one could think that Bethlehem, the Golgotha, the Mount of Olives, and the 
Anastasis dwell in their hearts {Letter III, 1). Immediately following this en
thusiastic description, Gregory goes on to paint an ambivalent picture of his 
visit, for, he says, the sense of joy is accompanied by a feeling of bitterness, 
and thus he returned sadly to his homeland {Letter III, 4). After these intro
ductory words, Gregory proceeds to expose before his readers the christological 
issues that caused opposition to him by certain figures (in Jerusalem), who 
turned out to be a source of disappointment for him.41 Gregory does not 
divulge the names of his adversaries, nor does he mention the names of his 
supporters. One may assume, as Maraval has suggested, that Cyril of Jerusalem, 
who was then bishop of the city, was among his adversaries.42

Contrary to the contents of Gregory’s Letter III, his Letter II leaves no traces 
of his joy upon seeing the holy places in Jerusalem. The term ayiot t ô jt o i  was 
absent from this letter, although he used it when referring to the tombs of the 
martyrs.43 This small difference joins his general negative description of the 
city. Not only did the holy places not bring him joy, as stated in Letter III, 
but he even asks in a harsh and mocking manner what the sense there was in 
seeing these places and what advantage was to be gained by visiting them? 
One would think that the Holy Spirit dwells within the inhabitants of Jeru
salem and could not reach Cappadocia {Letter II, 8)! Gregory presents a grim 
description of Jerusalem, city of sin and evil-doing which has not been spared 
of even one type of sin (prostitution, theft, murder, idolatry, incest). Let us 
not forget that this is the same city in which the people and places aroused 
joy in Gregory according to his Letter III!

There is no doubt that the opposition he had met in Jerusalem explains his 
harsh criticism of the city and its inhabitants, and this essentially explains his 
contradictory positions regarding the holy places in Letters II and III. But to 
what degree Letter II indeed reflects his basic opinions about pilgrimage and 
what are the special features behind his claims?

At the beginning of Letter II, Gregory raises doubts whether seeing Jeru
salem, where one may witness the signs of the Lord’s physical realization, is 
part of religious piety (etiofeßeia). While Gregory raises this question with 
regard to visiting the holy places in Jerusalem, this does not apply to the cult 
of the martyrs. His position on this issue is clear; those who recognize the 
fruits of piety must participate in the cult of the martyr.44 In other words, 
unlike pilgrimage to Jerusalem, the cult of the martyrs was perceived by him 
as belonging to the realm of religious piety.45

One of Gregory’s main reasons for opposing pilgrimage to Jerusalem is that
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this act does not belong to the canon (Kavôva). Basing himself on Matt. 25: 
34, he writes: “When the Lord called the chosen to inherit the Heavenly 
Kingdom he did not include the journey to Jerusalem among the good deeds” 
(Letter II, 2-3). This act is not included in Jesus’ instructions to his disciples 
in Matt. 5:3-11. Gregory goes on to declare that if there were any merit in 
this act, then one would not chose to fulfill it in this way, since the act causes 
“spiritual harm” to those who chose a monastic way of life. Of course, this is 
a fundamental claim which is difficult to reject out of hand. Moreover, it 
should be noted that the use of this claim was rare in the fourth and fifth 
centuries and Gregory’s decision to use it is original. However, despite the 
absence of any instruction in the New Testament making pilgrimage obliga
tory, the phenomenon gained momentum and developed, and was indeed 
witnessed by Gregory when he was in Jerusalem.

Gregory deliberately asserts that there is no contemplative value in seeing 
these places. If one indeed can argue Divine Presence through visible objects, 
one may conclude that God dwells in Cappadocia more than in any other 
place since it has an abundance of cultic places (0voiaöTf]piov).46 Gregory 
announces his conclusion unequivocally; everywhere the believer is found, he 
may glorify and praise God. A change of place does not necessarily bring about 
closeness to God. Paraphrasing II Cor. 6:16, Gregory states that he whose soul 
will be worthy of God dwelling and walking in him, God will reach him. 
However, he who has evil thoughts dwelling within him, “whether you are 
on the Golgoltha or the Mount of Olives, or at the Anastasis tomb, you are 
far from receiving Christ within you” (Letter II, 17). Jerusalem has no advan
tage over any other region in the world, and because of its sins it is not even 
worthy of the Divine Presence dwelling within it. Basing himself on Paul in
II Cor. 5:8, Gregory proposes to his reader to advise the brothers to leave their 
body in order to go before the Lord, and not to leave Cappadocia in order to 
visit Palestine (Letter II, 18).

However Gregory still fears that someone will make the claim, according 
to Acts 1:4, that the Lord commanded his disciples “not to depart from Je
rusalem, but to wait there for the promise of the Father” (LetterW, 18). Against 
this possible claim he responds that these words were said before the Holy 
Spirit was divided among the disciples (Acts 2:1—4), and thus the Lord com
manded them to remain in the same place “until you are clothed with the 
power on high” (Luke 24:49). Jerusalem, the place in which the Holy Spirit 
descended, thus had a role in history, however from the moment the Holy 
Sprit was divided among the disciples its role ended. Thus, there is no im
portance to the place with regard to the presence of the Holy Spirit, since the 
Holy Spirit blows wherever it pleases (John 3:8). The believers in Cappadocia,
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according to Gregory, also “share the grace . . . according to the proportion 
of faith” (Rom. 12:6), and not because of their journey to Jerusalem (Letter
11,19). With these decisive words, Gregory hopes to abolish the special status 
accorded to Jerusalem that may be deduced from the New Testament.

Until now, we have shown that Gregory judiciously used traditional theo
logical views anchored in the New Testament that essentially reject the role 
and significance of earthly holy space. It should be noted that the “substitute” 
proposed by Gregory to the Christian believer is not traditional, at least in 
part. I am implying that in Letter II Gregory does not discuss the value of 
heavenly Jerusalem instead of the earthly city, as do other Christian thinkers. 
One could easily anticipate that Gregory would do this and would pronounce 
these conceptions which are anchored in the New Testament (Heb. 12:22, 
Gal. 4:26) and in the Christian tradition of scriptural interpretation of early 
Christian thinkers, such as Origen and Eusebius. However, instead of the 
traditional conception that glorifies the importance of heavenly Jerusalem, 
Gregory places the newly created network of holy places on a par with the cult 
of the martyrs in Cappadocia, which he and his brother Basil were among its 
founders.47 Emphasis upon the local network of holy places, as opposed to the 
holy places in Jerusalem, robs the city of its historical uniqueness and reveals 
the author’s preference for local pilgrimage to the tombs of martyrs in Cap
padocia over pilgrimage to Jerusalem. This standpoint sets Gregory of Nyssa 
apart from other late fourth-century thinkers in the debate about the holy 
places and pilgrimage.

Gregory raises yet another claim in Letter II in order to prove the insignif
icance of the holy places for Christians. He rejects their value as evidence for 
the truth of Christianity and of Jesus’ divinity (Letter II, 15). Gregory denies 
the contemplative value of pilgrimage to Palestine; seeing the holy places— 
which is the essence of the religious experience of pilgrimage—is completely 
unimportant for Christian faith.

Our sources clearly testify that other perceptions about the pedagogical role 
of Jerusalem existed in Gregory’s day. The most prominent personality in his 
time, who had placed great religious and pedagogical weight on the holy places 
so as to reinforce Christian faith, was Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem.48 It would 
not be unimaginable to assume that Gregory’s words here basically echo a 
direct or indirect debate between these two figures.

In his Catechetical Lectures, Cyril has interpreted the main events in the life 
of Jesus by relying upon references from the Bible and from geography which 
emphasize the importance of earthly Jerusalem for Christian faith in his time. 
Cyril tried to persuade his congregants not with profound theological ar
guments, but with concrete evidence that could be seen and touched in
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Jerusalem and around it. Cyril repeatedly emphasizes to his audience that the 
testimony for the truth of Christianity and the divinity of Jesus, as learned in 
the Holy Scriptures, is found “among us” (jtap* T|(x l v ) ,  and that the main 
events of holy history occurred here (svTOU0a) in Jerusalem.49

This motif reflects not only Cyril’s desire to teach the importance of his
torical Jerusalem in order to strengthen the Christian faith, but also his aim 
to confirm the special status of Jerusalem of the here-and-now and to empha
size the privilege afforded those living in it in the present. In his Catechetical 
Lectured, 19, Cyril states and enumerates the abundant evidence relating to 
the life of Jesus. One chain of testimony is borrowed from the miracle acts 
performed by Jesus and another is borrowed from the geographical realm, 
from the places where Jesus and his disciples performed their acts, such as the 
Jordan River and the Sea of Galilee. After reviewing this geographical evidence 
before his congregants, he brings the concrete evidence found in their geo
graphical proximity. Firstly, he mentions the holiest relic of them all, “the 
holy tree of the cross bears witness, it is found among us to this day.” From 
this place it now fills almost the entire world who takes part in its faith. 
Gethsemane, the Golgotha, “the holy hill standing above us here”; the holy 
tomb bears witness and so does the stone placed there until this very day, and 
also the Mount of Olives bears witness.50 According to him, the many 
and varied pieces of evidence are valid to both convince the non-believers and 
bolster the faith of those who were already adherents of Christianity.51

In Catechetical Lecture XIII, Cyril searches for proof of Jesus’ crucifixion. 
And, indeed, he finds a boundless reservoir of evidence for the crucifixion in 
the books of the Prophets. However, he finds concrete evidence at the place 
“you see, at the Golgotha.” He does not hesitate at all in asserting that this 
place, which serves as evidence for the crucifixion of Jesus, is the center of the 
earth (r^s Y&P T° M̂ cnbTaTOv 6 ToXyoGas). Cyril is apparently aware of 
the importance as well as the difficulty in this assertion, and he hastens to say 
that these are not his words, but rather those of the prophet.52

By this same method, Cyril seeks to prove Jesus’ resurrection. He first brings 
the evidence from the Bible and then attempts to confirm the faith of his 
congregants through the places in which these events occurred. Thus, proof 
of the resurrection of the Lord is “the place itself.”53 Gregory of Nyssa cate
gorically rejects this concept: his faith neither increased nor decreased by seeing 
the places connected with Jesus’ activities.

For us, we believed that Christ who appeared on earth is the true God 
before we came to these places, as we did afterwards; our faith in light 
of this has neither increased nor decreased. We knew about incarnation
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through the Virgin before we saw Bethlehem; we believed in resurrec
tion before we saw the tomb; we believed in the truth of the ascent to 
heaven without seeing the Mount of Olives.54

Cyril also seeks proof for Jerusalem’s supremacy over other places. For 
example, he attempts to derive some purpose from the descent of the Holy 
Spirit upon the city (Luke 24:49). As already mentioned, Gregory of Nyssa 
draws clear boundaries between events of the past and present-day life, between 
the role of historical Jerusalem and that of the present.

We have only glimpsed at Cyril’s views which attribute to the holy places 
a religious-pedagogical role of the first order, and which demonstrate the su
premacy of Jerusalem over other places. This position reflects the deep division 
between the conceptions of Gregory of Nyssa and Cyril of Jerusalem regarding 
this issue. We have no solid proof for a direct debate between these two figures. 
Cyril indeed wrote about thirty years before Gregory arrived in Jerusalem (ca. 
381), but it is possible that Gregory became aware of Cyril’s perceptions re
garding the value and role of the holy places during his stay in the city.

The fact that Gregory did not suffice only with theological claims in order 
to reject the religious significance of the pilgrimage act, but rather added to it 
a vehement attack against the city and its inhabitants, is indicative of the 
personal dimension which influenced his reaction in Letter II; Letter II is not 
a theoretical theological treatise against the significance of the pilgrimage act. 
It should be remembered that Gregory was spurred to react to the phenom
enon of pilgrimage following his visit to Jerusalem; for this reason, I believe 
that we should not divorce the contents of Letter II either from the historical 
context or the hostile attitude which he encountered in Jerusalem. It is possible 
that Gregory indeed held these views regarding the role of the holy places. 
However, it is precisely Gregory’s originality and divergence from the classic 
set of claims expressed when heightening the value of the local holy places in 
Cappadocia, and not the value of heavenly Jerusalem, that succeeds in ex
pressing the author’s position. Gregory used the traditional conceptions of 
Christian holy space for his apologetic purposes against Jerusalem and its in
habitants. The reasons mentioned here lead us to conclude that Letter II is not 
only a systematic theological document against the phenomenon of pilgrimage, 
but also an apologetic document against religious conceptions claiming the 
supremacy of Jerusalem by virtue of the pedagogical role of its holy places. 
This conclusion slightly weakens the extreme dichotomy between Gregory’s 
attitude toward local pilgrimage and pilgrimage to Jerusalem. Gregory’s the
ological claims in this context undermined and injured the standing and pres
tige of the bishop of Jerusalem, who had invested much effort to establish



the special status of the Jerusalem Church on the basis of its geographical 
proximity to the holy places.

Conclusion

From the writings of Gregory of Nyssa and Augustine, it may be said that 
neither of these figures rejected pilgrimage as a pattern of religious behavior; 
rather, they rejected Jerusalem or disregarded the city as a center for pilgrimage. 
More precisely, they preferred the local cult and local pilgrimages over pil
grimage to Jerusalem for both theological and political reasons. At the end of 
the fourth century, and throughout the entire Byzantine period and beyond, 
we are witness to competition between the local cult and the holy places in 
Jerusalem. Gregory of Nyssa was among the first promulgators of this debate 
and among the most radical speakers against the holy places in Jerusalem.
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14
The Jerusalem Bishopric 

and the Jews in the Fourth Century: 
History and Eschatology

O D E D  I R S H A I

In a well-known passage in his Martyrs o f  Palestine, Eusebius of Caesarea, 
father of church history and the metropolitan bishop of Provincia Palaes- 

tina, recorded the following dialogue which took place on the 16th February, 
310 between the local Roman governor Firmilianus and a Christian prisoner 
named Pamphilus:

Firmilianus . . . next asked him what his city was. But the martyr let 
fall a second expression in harmony with the former one, saying that 
Jerusalem was his city—meaning, to be sure, that one of which it was 
said by Paul: “But the Jerusalem that is above is free, which is our 
mother”. . . . This was the one he meant. But the other (the governor) 
had his thoughts fixed on this world here below, and enquired closely 
and carefully as to what city it was, and in what part of the world it 
was situated; and then applied tortures as well. . . . But our martyr . . . 
stoutly affirmed that he spoke the truth. The judge next asked him 
again and again as to what and where situated that city was of which 
he spoke, and he replied that it was the country of the godly.. .  . The 
judge, on the other hand, was puzzled and shook with impatience, 
thinking that the Christians had certainly established a city somewhere 
at enmity and hostile to the Romans; and he was much occupied in 
discovering it and enquiring into the said country in the East.1

This dialogue took place in the midst of the most extensive and ruthless 
persecutions of the Christians by the pagan Roman state. What we have here,

204
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as clearly stated by D. Hunt, is a vivid illustration of two worlds apart. At one 
extreme was the practical Roman governor who, so it seems, had not heard of 
a city called Jerusalem and, on the other, was the Christian martyr, obsessed 
with a Christian dream about a heavenly Jerusalem, a dwelling place for the 
godly alone which is bound to descend in the “end of days.” Both of them 
did, however, agree on one thing, namely, there was no place on earth named 
Jerusalem.2 Even if we ignore the somewhat legendary features of this story, 
we are still faced with an emphatic conclusion that Hadrian’s pagan city Aelia 
Capitolina managed to obliterate the memory of the older and more famous 
Hierosolyma. With only a small trickle of pilgrims from outside Palestine,3 
how many of the Christians living outside the region were still aware of the 
fact that the Church of Aelia was actually the oldest apostolic see?4 From a 
modern perspective, one is inclined to endorse J. Wilkinson’s remark that 
“Christianity in Jerusalem makes depressing reading.”5

The enigma of early Christian Jerusalem becomes even more apparent if 
we pause to observe the fundamental ecclesiastical-political transformation this 
church underwent in a relatively short time: in the course of just over a century 
(ca. 330-430), the Jerusalem Church ascended from the position of a some
what peripheral church to one of the five leading centers (patriarchates) of the 
Christian world.6

Z. Rubin’s colorful description of the accomplishments of the local 
church’s political wizards at the time is most informative,7 but neither the 
miraculous discovery of the holy cross (fifteen years after the abovementioned 
dialogue took place) nor the building of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre 
later on—both carried out by members of the imperial family8—were enough 
to facilitate the remarkable transformation in the history of that community. 
Nor could it be attributed entirely to the sudden concerted surge in devo
tional pilgrimage to the holy city to see “the places where it all happened,” 
to touch the holy relics of the past, and to participate in the newly-formulated 
liturgical ceremonies and processions apta diei apta loco (befitting in time and 
place) described by Egeria.9 The ever-growing sacerdotal and imperial interest 
in reviving the notion of “navel of the earth” had deep roots in the past and 
was connected with the tradition of the Apostolic Church, going back to the 
period of the Mother Church of the first century. The image of the first- 
century Jerusalem Church, with its local founders Stephen and, later on, 
James, and its concept of the brotherhood (àôsXxpôrr]«;) of love and spiritual 
alliance and sharing ( k o l v ô s ) ,  still fascinated church fathers such as Basil of 
Caesarea.10 This deep sense of enduring respect for that cradle of Christianity 
was the outcome of what I believe H. Chadwick meant years ago by his 
reference to that church’s “living mystique,” which manifested itself in its
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authority and which “a network of communities linked themselves to by their 
common origin and events occurring there.” However, he described this early 
mystique and its later manifestations as unrealistic, “in one sense poetry 
rather than truth, literature rather than dogma, symbol rather than cold 
reality.”11

Chadwick explored the tension between two different concepts of authority 
within the church, the one emerging from Rome the other from Jerusalem, 
and their imprint on the church at large (“the circle and the ellipse”). How
ever, he paid less attention to the presence and function of these models within 
the constraints of the abovementioned centers themselves, in our case the 
formation of the Jerusalem Church’s self identity.12 Contrary to Chadwick’s 
moderation or even dismissal of the essence of the local history as something 
denoting “symbol rather than cold reality,” it is my contention that the history 
of that see during the first three centuries of the Common Era might serve as 
an important tool for understanding later developments in Jerusalem, most of 
all the great transformation of the fourth century.

Close examination of the handful of historical traditions concerning the 
Jerusalem Christian community, preserved mainly in Eusebius’ Flistoria Eccle
siastica, reveals a somewhat overbearing presence of a local “Jewish element” 
in them. I am not referring here to late Second Temple Jerusalem, the last 
generation of which coincided with the formation of the local Christian com
munity, but rather to the continued presence of a Jewish element in the history 
of that Christian community in the post-70 era. This Jewish element deter
mined and shaped the self-perception of the Jerusalem Christian community, 
whose entire history may be seen in terms of a long and enduring confrontation 
with its Jewish past.

The rise of the new Christian Jerusalem in the early decades of the fourth 
century in a way eased this struggle with the past. However, extraordinary 
events in the second half of the century, perceived locally as signifying the 
“End of Days,” a scenario in which the Jews were allotted a key role in their 
unfolding, added both a new dimension to these ongoing polemics with the 
Jews and a new sense of the local Christian mission. In what follows, I shall 
try and demonstrate the existence of these two dimensions in the evolving 
history of the Christian community of Jerusalem.

♦ ♦ ♦

The Apostolic Church in Jerusalem, led by James, Jesus’ brother, between the 
early forties and early sixties of the first century, was, according to J. D. G. 
Dunn, “in no sense part of a new religion, distinct from Judaism.”13 The 
famous apostolic decree (Acts 15) from ca. 48 C.E., whereby James required
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all gentile converts to adhere to some basic requirements of the Law, is a clear 
indication of the spirit in which this community was run.14

Moreover, James was martyred in the year 62 by the Sadducees, headed at 
the time by the High Priest Hanan son of Hanan. This event, according to 
Josephus,15 caused some uneasiness among the Pharisees, who most probably 
viewed his execution as a strictly political act with no foundation in the Law. 
In early Christian circles, James became a symbol of exemplary fidelity to the 
Law, and his martyrdom was utilized for local anti-Jewish polemics. It was 
claimed to be the last straw that brought about the destruction of the city and 
its Temple. Eusebius records the following tradition, learned from one of his 
second-century sources, Hegesippus: “and they buried him (James, following 
his martyrdom) on the spot by the Temple . .  . and at once Vespasian began 
to besiege them.”16 Anyone with only a rudimentary knowledge of the chro
nology of that period would have noticed the flaw in this assertion. While the 
former event occurred in 62 C.E., the latter happened a number of years later. 
However, when faced with a clear case of divine retribution, who would have 
paid attention to such chronological inaccuracies, especially when the Jerusa
lem community could assert through such a tradition its own special role in 
the divine punishment that was visited upon the city and attributed by the 
church at large to the crucifixion of Jesus?17

The following era in the history of the church (70-135 C.E.) was designated 
the age of the Church of the Circumcision, which was characterized by its 
Jewish leadership. At its head stood a series of fifteen bishops whose names 
we first learn from the abovementioned Hegesippus, who availed himself of 
the local archives.18 These leaders no doubt continued to govern the com
munity in accordance with James’ teachings. In fact, according to some later 
sources, this Jerusalem community was comprised of the Nazarene sect of 
Jewish-Christianity. Although by then it was adopting some form of Chris- 
tology, accepting the virgin birth and referring to Jesus as divine, at the same 
time this community adhered strictly to the law and emphasized its deep bond 
with Jerusalem.19 It seems that it was at this time that the ascetic high priest
like image of James, celebrated leader of the early church, began to evolve.20 
However, by the standards of the Pauline gentile church, this community was 
probably considered in many respects heretical. The formative periods in the 
evolution of the Jerusalem community’s heritage were thus Jewish-Christian 
in character, a fact which may have caused some embarrassment to later gen
erations of the local gentile church. The early history of the latter community 
is thus the cause of a major change in its character.

This change occurred immediately after, and as a result of, the Bar-Kochba 
revolt. Tradition has it that the Romans issued a decree banning all Jews from



entering Jerusalem or its vicinity, and according to Eusebius this action 
brought about the cessation of the Jewish-Christian community as well:

Thus, when the city came to be bereft of the nation of the Jews, and 
its ancient inhabitants had completely perished, it was colonized by 
foreigners, and the Roman city which afterwards arose changed its 
name, and in honor of the reigning emperor Aelius Hadrian was called 
Aelia. The church, too, in it was composed of Gentiles, and after the 
Jewish bishops the first who was appointed to minister to those there 
was Marcus.21

If we combine Eusebius’ description with his unmistakably polemical state
ment found in his Chronicon, namely, that this ban was first and foremost in 
accordance with a heavenly command and in fulfillment of ancient prophecy, 
we may also detect in the above description an anachronistic sigh of relief.22 
However, eradicating the past from the local tradition was out of the question, 
as doing so meant creating a vacuum in the line of the local succession of 
leadership. This, in turn, meant creating a breach in what was called the 
àX,T]0f|ç Xôyos, i.e., the authentic tradition.23 The essential thing, therefore, 
was to downplay the importance of that period or create a dignified apostolic- 
like image for the new gentile leadership. Thus, close examination of Eusebius’ 
account of the second century in his Historia Ecclesiastica reveals not only the 
complexity of the situation, but also the way in which the newly-established 
gentile leadership tackled it.24

By the third century, the Church of Aelia became a regional center, taking 
an active part in combating heresies with strong monotheistic leanings, such 
as those which sprung up in the Roman provinces of Arabia and Syria. The 
cases in question concerned Beryllus of Bostra and Paul of Samosata.25 These 
were the early signs of a new assertive church resuming its role of apostolic 
authority, guidance, and leadership. By the turn of the fourth century, Jeru
salem had its share of martyrs, and from the outset of the most bitter dogmatic 
strife of the fourth century, i.e., the Arian controversy, this church was rec
ognized as a bastion of orthodoxy and its bishop Macarius was acknowledged 
as one of the most avowed enemies of the heretic Arius of Alexandria. It appears 
that the Church of Aelia did, after all, manage to build for itself some sort of 
reputation as being an active anti-heretical center.26

The third decade of the fourth century brought about a radical change in 
the lives of Jerusalem Christians, as they prepared to take part in the active 
formation of a Christian Holy Land. With the final demise of the pagan 
Roman state, Constantine devised his “Holy Land” plan, in the center of
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which was the uprooting of pagan shrines, particularly in and around Jerusa
lem. According to recent studies, a pagan presence was very much in evidence 
in Palestine, and especially in Aelia,27 and is attested in an abundant number 
of contemporary sources. Hadrian established a pagan center in Aelia which 
both Jews and Christians assumed was established in order to subvert their 
own past.281 am referring, on the one hand, to the pagan temple built on the 
site where, according to local tradition, Jesus was crucified and buried, and, 
on the other hand, to the ploughing of the Temple Mount, a tradition ap
pearing in rabbinical sources.29 This initial phase in the re-creation of earthly 
Christian Jerusalem is of little concern to us here. However, it was the second 
phase in the appropriation of Jerusalem, this time from its ancestral inhabi
tants, the Jews, that demanded a much more subtle approach. As we shall see 
below, events occurring in Jerusalem presented a far greater challenge to the 
local church fathers. A few illustrations should suffice to demonstrate my ar
gument.

The dedication ceremony of the Constantinian Church of the Holy Sep
ulchre on 14th September, 335 marked a new era in Jerusalem, in which new 
imagery was appropriated, contrasting the New Jerusalem with the Old.30 This 
annual ceremony at first carried with it a strong anti-pagan sentiment; grad
ually, over time, it assumed a profound anti-Jewish symbolism. The ceremony 
was described in terms of the consecration of the Temple in the days of King 
Solomon.31 Christian pilgrims flocking to Jerusalem from all over the world 
were constantly reminded that the new church on Golgotha faced the old 
Temple ruins of the Jews.32

Moreover, it seems that the local bishopric contrived to convey the same 
message to the Jews as well. It brought about the relaxation of the old Had- 
rianic decree for just one day in the year, on the 9th of the Jewish month of 
Av, so that the Jews could come and mourn on the site of the Temple ruins 
and no doubt see with their own eyes the new and prosperous Christian city.33 
Both the desolate Temple Mount and the thriving Church served as testi
monies to Jewish crimes against Jesus or, perhaps in accordance with local 
tradition, against James, the founder of the Jerusalem Church. By the middle 
of the century, the local church felt very secure and even its Jewish-Christian 
roots were utilized in catechetical lectures in an anti-Jewish polemical con
text.34 It is therefore not surprising that in those years, according to a later 
tradition, James’ remains were found buried near the Temple35 and the only 
remaining (Jewish-Christian) synagogue which stood on Mount Zion was de
molished by Maximus, the local bishop.36

The most profound development in the Jerusalem Church’s evolving self- 
identity was yet to come—in the course of Cyril’s service as bishop between



210 ♦ The Jerusa lem  B ishopric and  the Jew s in the Fourth Century

348 and 386 C.E. This church father, whose checkered career is of less im
portance to us here,37 was the true founder of the “new” church of Jerusalem 
and an ardent local patriot. Although his literary output was meager, consisting 
of one sermon and one known epistle to Emperor Constantius II, he became 
most famous for his eighteen Catechetical Lectures, a preparatory course on 
the Christian creed delivered during Lent to candidates for baptism.38 His 
patriotic spirit is openly expressed in his sixteenth lecture: “for in all things 
the choicest privileges are with us”;39 nevertheless, he was well aware of the 
Jewish history of Jerusalem and indeed of the Jewish-Christian roots of his 
community. These facts played a major role in his theology of holy places 
which formed the basis for the local liturgical rite he created and which is 
preserved until today through Egeria’s unique diary from 383/384, and the 
fifth-century Armenian Lectionary.40

The Jews and their traditions were singled out in his lectures as the arch
enemies of the Church, second only to heretics, whom he despised even 
more for holding Jewish views. His lectures were to constitute a set of ar
guments buttressed by prooftexts from the Bible and the New Testament, to 
serve his listeners, the new converts “as armor”41 in their future battles with 
the enemies of the Church. He therefore tried to remove all allegorical in
terpretation from his exegesis and tended to use only the literal and histor
ical sense.42 Thus, it is not surprising that Cyril’s theology centered around 
the first advent of Jesus by emphasizing his incarnation and crucifixion in 
Jerusalem, i.e., the historical and earthly existence of Jesus as opposed to his 
Divine existence.

Did Cyril express any interest in the expected Second Coming of Jesus in 
the End of Days? The answer to this lies in the way Cyril addressed two 
significant events, each twelve years apart, that occurred in Jerusalem. The 
first, in 351, had local significance; the other, in 363, was to shake the entire 
Christian world:

On the morning of May the 7th of the year 351, at the third hour of 
the morning, there appeared in the skies of Jerusalem a great luminous 
cross which extended from the hill of Golgotha to the Mount of Olives, 
and was seen by all the inhabitants of the city. The whole population 
of the city made a sudden concerted rush into the Martyry, seized by 
a fear that mingled with joy.. . they poured in, young and old, men 
and women of every age, even to the maiden hitherto kept in seclusion 
of their homes, local folk and strangers, not only Christians but pagans 
from elsewhere sojourning in Jerusalem all of them as with one mouth 
raised a hymn of praise to Christ our Lord.
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This description is taken from the earliest testimony of the apparition in 
Jerusalem—Cyril’s letter to Emperor Constantius II, which was written shortly 
after the event.43 As the letter is most probably authentic, it constitutes a 
firsthand account of this incredible event, the impression it left, and—above 
all—the interpretation it engendered. The historicity of the actual event is 
secondary. At the time of the miraculous event, the emperor to whom Cyril 
sent this description was in great distress, facing a decisive battle with Mag- 
nentius, usurper to the throne in the West and, at the same time, a period of 
unrest in the East. He was in great need of a heavenly omen in his favor. 
There was already a precedent for this in his father’s days, the famous Milvian 
Bridge apparition of the year 312 which also occurred on the eve of a decisive 
battle. Following Constantius’ victory, contemporary sources did, in fact, in
terpret the miraculous event in this manner. The anonymous Arian historian 
transferred its location to Mursa, where the actual battle took place.44

However, Cyril saw something entirely different. After emphasizing to the 
emperor the unique location of the apparition, Jerusalem (mentioned seven 
times in the course of the epistle), he contrasted it with the finding of the 
Cross on Golgotha while, at the same time, totally ignoring the apparition 
seen by Constantius’ father.45 Cyril went on to state that the wonder was the 
present fulfillment of biblical and New Testament prophecies at the time, 
though their ultimate fulfillment would only come to pass in the future. Cyril 
was probably referring to the eschatological scheme at the “end of days” de
scribed in detail in Matt. 24, where the first sign of that new age leading to 
Jesus’ Second Advent was “the appearance of the sign of the Son of Man 
(01HT) p ) in heaven (verse 30).” Subsequently, Cyril encouraged the emperor 
to study the gospels on this matter with diligence and patience as a necessary 
precaution against “the opposing force” (avTiKeijiryvT] evepyeias).46 By Cyril’s 
time, there was already an established tradition that the “sign” referred to in 
the gospel was the sign of the Cross47—but who was the “opposing force?”

The general meaning of this term in the New Testament was adversary or 
enemy; in Cyril’s vocabulary, however, it had a special connotation. In his 
fifteenth lecture, dedicated to Christ’s Second Coming, Cyril defined this op
posing force as the Antichrist—the evil/satanic king who would fight the final 
battle against Christ in the end of days—who, at the same time, would be the 
King of Jerusalem and, above all, the benefactor of the Jews. According to 
Cyril, the “sign,” a luminous cross appearing in the sky, declares the coming 
of Christ so that the Jews who pierced him and plotted against him would 
“mourn tribe by tribe”48 (a phrase taken from the prophecy of Zechariah on 
the “end of days”). If the Jews would contemplate flight from Christ’s wrath, 
the angel hosts accompanying him would surround the Jews so as to prevent
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them from fleeing. Cyril ended this chilling description by stating that the 
“sign of the Cross shall be a terror to his foes but joy to his friends who have 
believed in him.” I doubt whether this interpretation of the significance of the 
apparition was fully grasped by the emperor, but this seems to be the lesson 
Cyril wished to convey to his flock, and to others as well, specifically the bishop 
of the Metropolitan See of Caesarea, an avowed rival of the political aspirations 
of the Jerusalem Church. It is not surprising, therefore, that a few years later 
Cyril was banished from office with trumped-up charges.49 Cyril was very 
cautious in his representation of the whole event, and did not cultivate false 
hopes, yet he nevertheless managed to rescue this incredible occurrence from 
potential political exploitation and adorn it with a far more lofty meaning. By 
so doing, he clearly indicated the centrality of Jerusalem and the Jews in his 
eschatological scheme. It is not surprising, therefore, that the 7th of May be
came a date to commemorate on the local Christian calendar.50

Twelve years following the abovementioned event, again in the month of 
May, Jerusalem was placed once more in the center of anxiety of a troubled 
Christian world. This was the age of the famous pagan emperor and usurper 
of the Christian empire, Julian the Apostate. He is often portrayed as contriv
ing to change the course of history by halting the process of Christianization 
thoughout the empire;51 he was now out to create new horizons for his pre
ferred religion, i.e., polytheism with its universalism,52 basing it on Neopla- 
tonic concepts together with an active sacrificial system. This principle, 
coupled with Julian’s Christian upbringing, drew his attention to the religion 
of the Jews. In his famous polemical manifesto “Against the Galileans,” written 
in Antioch late in 362, Julian stated clearly that in his religious system there 
was a place for the Most High God, the God of the Jewish nation, and indeed 
for its ancient sacrificial cult. Thus, during his sojourn in Antioch in the cold 
winter of 362-363, Julian planned to rebuild the Temple in Jerusalem, and 
proceeded to inform the Jews of his projected plan, to be executed following 
his return from his campaign against the Persians.53

However, there was a hidden agenda in this scheme which undoubtedly 
caused much apprehension among the Christians. Julian proposed to strike 
Christianity at the heart of the newly-founded Constantinian Jerusalem. By 
erecting the Jewish Temple, Christian symbol of Jewish desolation, Julian 
aspired to nullify Jesus’ famous words concerning that very same Temple: 
“There shall be left no stone upon another in this house.”54 The work on the 
site, supervised by imperial officials, began in May, 363, but soon came to a 
halt. According to an apocryphal tradition in Syriac, this happened on the 
night of the 18th of May, and the entire plan was abandoned.55

Much has been written on the circumstances of this sudden development,
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most probably caused by an earthquake. It provided contemporary Christian 
writers not only with all they required for the portrayal of this episode, but 
also yet another sign of divine retribution on their behalf. It gave them the 
opportunity to embellish their traditions with many miracles and marvels.56 
Julian’s subsequent death at the end of June, 363, on the Persian front, added 
to their elation. The atmosphere of anxiety followed by relief among Christians 
was expressed in the hymns of the Syrian church father, Ephrem. Writing less 
than a year after the event, Ephrem described it in apocalyptic terms, using 
imagery culled from prophecies in the book of Daniel and the New Testament.

However, in all the tremendous upheaval caused by Julian, one voice was 
missing—the voice of the Jerusalem community. Was this really the case? 
Knowing that Cyril was in Jerusalem at the time,57 and knowing his ability 
and eagerness to promote the cause of his see, such silence is striking. It seems 
to have prompted a later writer with considerable knowledge of the Jerusalem 
scene to forge in Cyril’s name an epistle describing the whole affair.58 It is 
possible, of course, that such a source once existed, but the fact that none of 
Cyril’s contemporaries knows about it makes its existence quite unlikely. How
ever, I believe that a plausible solution to this age-old enigma is to be found 
in Cyril’s existing lectures and lies with Ephrem’s elucidation of the affair as 
an event of apocalyptic dimensions. It is widely assumed that Cyril’s lectures 
were delivered ex tempore ca. 350/351 and came down to us without subse
quent editing. I am suggesting that this is the case with all of his lectures, save 
the one in which he expounded the eschatological scheme of the Church— 
the signs of the end of days, the acts of the Antichrist, and the Second Coming 
of Jesus—i.e., the fifteenth catechetical lecture.

W. Telfer, an authority on Cyril’s work, once remarked: “In this lecture 
we see how a mid-fourth century churchman looked round him and looked 
forward.”59 Whereas there are signs of editing in the opening section of the 
lecture, the real surprise lies in its second section dealing with the Antichrist 
and his actions. As I have tried to show elsewhere, this section was based on 
Julian’s image and actions. A careful study of the imagery and other hints Cyril 
dropped in the course of the lecture leaves no doubt as to whom he was 
referring. Yet, as we have stated before, Cyril was extremely cautious in his 
presentation so as not to arouse false hopes among his listeners in an imminent 
Second Coming. As always, he based his message on Scripture and structured 
it according to the outlines he found in the writings of earlier unnamed church 
fathers. This whole section can thus be regarded as a Vaticinium ex eventu. 
Cyril’s Antichrist is a Roman king (and not a Jew, as can be found in some 
of the earlier traditions) who usurped the throne. He is a Homo Magicus, a 
person initiated into magic practices, thus echoing Julian’s active participation
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in magical activities, which was part of the cultus deorurrt*0 in his brand of the 
Neoplatonic cult. He abhorred idols, a notion somewhat surprising when at
tributed to Julian but, nevertheless, it is not far off the mark, for Julian wanted 
to reform paganism and integrate it into a centralized system revolving round 
the cult of one God, Helios.61 The Antichrist will beguile the Jews and build 
their Temple for them, he will come to them as a Messiah. Although the latter 
three characteristics appeared in one form or another in earlier traditions, they 
nevertheless are reminiscent of genuine images and actions of Julian, notably 
his image as the Messiah of the Jews in Ephrem’s hymns and Gregory of 
Nazienzus’ invectives.

I believe that one of the most revealing attributes of the Antichrist’s be
guiling reign was the way it was to change in the course of the days, “at first 
making a pretense of benevolence, but afterwards displaying his relentless tem
per chiefly against the saints of God (the Christians).”62 This two-phased reign 
entirely resembles what happened in Julian’s time.63 All told, it seems quite 
plausible to assume that Cyril’s Antichrist was based on Julian’s figure. Cyril 
might have delivered this updated and adapted lecture the following year. If 
my reconstruction is correct, Cyril’s eschatological proof shifted the polemics 
with Judaism from the past to the future, from history to eschatology, and 
gave the Christians of Jerusalem a new and deeper sense to their mission.
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"The Mystery of Judaea" (Jerome, Ep. 46) 

The Holy City of Jerusalem  
between History and Symbol 

in Early Christian Thought

L O R E N Z O  P E R R O N E

A Historical Faith Without a Sacred Space?

If we look at the symbol of Nicaea (325) and Constantinople (381), that 
basic summary of Christian beliefs elaborated by the early Church and still 
used today by most Christian communities, we may at first be rather surprised 

by a fact which has to do with our theme. The second section of the Creed, 
devoted to the “Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten son of God,” while 
presenting his incarnation, life, death, and resurrection, makes no mention at 
all of places. The only allusion to space appears in the rather symbolic, if not 
altogether mythological, indication of his coming “from the heavens” to the 
earth, but no concrete land is recorded. What a contrast with the historical 
precision of the sentence pointing to the circumstances of Jesus’ passion: “He 
was crucified for us under Pontius Pilate!” It seems, then, that early Christians 
were concerned only with knowing “when” the events of Jesus’ life had taken 
place, while no attention was apparently paid to “where” they had occurred.

It would indeed be misleading to overemphasize this contrast between 
history and geography, especially when we recall that the Niceno- 
Constantinopolitan creed probably adopted a form originally employed within 
the Palestinian church, if not in Jerusalem itself. At the least, we find this same 
model as the object of explanation in the pre-baptismal homilies of Cyril of 
Jerusalem, which exploit the local setting for the audience of the Holy City. 
But, even if this were not the case, the same explanation could still be given 
for the absence of any geographical details in the Creed: the early church had 
no need to be reminded of the places which had represented the scenes of
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Jesus’ life. The ancient “rule of faith” (régula fid ei)—which finally led to the 
synods of the fourth century—was always related to Scripture as a sort of key 
to the understanding of its contents and, at the same time, a way of summing 
them up authoritatively. The Old and New Testaments continually speak of 
the Land of Israel and Jerusalem as the essential scene of the history of salva
tion. Even later on, in patristic times, when pilgrimage to the Holy Land had 
already become fashionable, the first connection with it was through the Bible. 
We can see it very clearly in a man like Augustine, who was never eager to 
travel to Jerusalem or to stay in the Holy Land; in this way, he differentiated 
himself from many contemporaries who, like Rufinus and Jerome, had taken 
the road to the East. Nevertheless, Augustine, as a priest of Hippo, when 
discussing the correct interpretation of the Bible with his Manichaean friend, 
Honoratus, and reminiscing over the errors made by both of them in their 
youth, suggests a visit to the land of the Bible as the ultimate recourse to a 
final understanding concerning its true meaning.1

On the other hand, it would be mistaken to consider the absence of ref
erences within the Creed to the land and the city of Jesus’ life as totally 
irrelevant. As we shall see, this silence is not in the least accidental, but can 
be taken as a sign of a problem for the early Christian mind. The difficulty 
with such a geographical and topographical context could be overcome not 
only with time but, more specifically, only in a new historical constellation. 
It is not necessary to insist here on the reasons for this uneasiness towards the 
places of the gospel on the part of the early Church, inasmuch as the story 
has recently been told again in a most satisfactory way.2 It is true that the first 
Christian community had its origins in Jerusalem and maintained its center 
there during the initial period. But even before the fatal consequences of the 
first Jewish revolt, with the ensuing destruction of the Temple, began to be 
felt, and the parting of the ways between Christians and Jews became effective, 
Paul had already articulated his reservations about the religious and political 
core of the Israelite people and its tradition, opposing earthly Jerusalem in 
favor of the heavenly one, which is the only true mother of Christians (Gal. 
4:25—26). The powerful impulse to detach oneself from the concrete, histor
ical, city and to opt for a symbolic and spiritual one was thus accomplished, 
even if Paul’s relation to Jerusalem retained a certain ambivalence due to the 
respect paid by him both to the first Christian community (Rom. 15:19, 26- 
31) and to the forms of traditional Jewish devotion to the Temple (Acts 24: 
11).

This tendency to abandon any connection with land and places in favor of 
a spiritualization is the main thrust of the New Testament, though the memory 
of Jesus weeping over the fate of his beloved city (Luke 19:41) was never
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forgotten in the Church, whose preaching based itself upon the narration of 
the gospels. Furthermore, it should be remembered that it was also the city 
that the evangelist Matthew continued to call “holy,” even after it had seen 
the crucified Jesus (Matt. 4:5; 27:53). In contrast, the climax of detachment 
from Jerusalem was attained in the famous sentence pronounced by Jesus in 
his dialogue with the Samaritan woman (John 4:21-24): “Believe me, O 
woman; the time is coming when you will adore the Father neither on this 
mountain nor in Jerusalem. . . . ” Here, the relativization of Jerusalem as the 
place chosen by God for his presence within and adoration by the chosen 
people is clearly transcended in the name of a spiritual cult, without giving 
special status to any particular site. This position, although implying a very 
idealistic and ultimately problematic attitude with regard to sacred space, 
would consequently offer the mightiest support to all spiritualistic critics of 
the idea of a Christian Holy Land.

I deliberately speak of a main trend, since the wealth of references to Je
rusalem contained in the New Testament reveals, on close examination, the 
same sort of ambivalence and mixed feelings that we met above for the Creed. 
It may be possible to anchor Jesus’ conduct toward Jerusalem more deeply 
inside the religious tradition of Israel as a continuation and fulfillment rather 
than as a real break, as suggested by Jesus’ words to the Samaritan woman.3 
Nevertheless, the image of Jerusalem in the first Christian centuries was either 
nourished retrospectively through the records of the past (albeit not in a way 
which could confer any actual religious value to the place itself) or substanti
ated by the expectations concerning the future. Such expectations had been 
expressed in the New Testament by the author of Revelation, who adapted 
materials deriving from both the Old Testament and from the apocalyptic 
literature through the image of a new Jerusalem, a splendid city coming down 
from above (Rev. 21-22). If the symbolic meaning of this “new Jerusalem” 
could be partially juxtaposed to “Jerusalem above” of Gal. 4:26 and to “heav
enly Jerusalem” of Heb. 12:22, then a further stage of this eschatological thrust 
was introduced by the same author through the idea of a millenary kingdom 
(Rev. 20:1—7). Such a prospect was to accompany early Christian eschatology 
for a long time, mostly in connection with Jerusalem, thereby opposing or 
moderating the spiritual transformation of the Holy City.4

Earthly and Heavenly Jerusalem 
in the First Three Centuries

As we have seen, the principal issue brought to light by the New Testament 
image of Jerusalem is that of the shift from the “historical” to the “symbolic.”5
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Such movement was to be further developed during the first three centuries 
C.E. Apart from marginal Jewish-Christian groups like the Ebionites (who are 
said to have continued to venerate Jerusalem “in the Jewish manner,” as the 
“House of God”),6 what is important now is no longer the city itself in its 
present state but what it represents: on the one hand, it was the center of 
biblical history and the cradle of the new religion; on the other, it was the 
illustration of the coming Kingdom of God. To sum up the terms of this 
problem, the coupling “earthly Jerusalem-heavenly Jerusalem” may be ac
ceptable, provided that we recognize also the symbolic implications of the 
former. This will be better understood if we provisionally avoid going over 
the well-known route of the investigations regarding “heavenly Jerusalem”7 
by first taking into account the research into the “earthly” one. Since my 
purpose is only to delineate a general background for a more detailed exami
nation of a later patristic source (Jerome, Ep. 46), it will suffice here to sum
marize the results of N. Brox’s enquiry into this subject.8

Brox describes a wide range of themes, combining both historical and sym
bolic aspects. Jerusalem is of permanent value as the starting point of the 
Christian mission throughout the world as, for instance, Justin had asserted 
in the first Jewish-Christian debate and in his defense of Christianity vis-à-vis 
the pagans.9 This lasting salvific significance of the old Jerusalem (even if just 
as a provisional stage in preparation for the New Alliance) explains why Ir- 
enaeus opposes the negative view of the gnostics toward the Holy City, which 
only left room for a totally different heavenly Jerusalem. Bearing in mind the 
picture of the desolated city after the destruction brought about by the two 
Jewish revolts, they refused to recognize in it the “city of the great king” (Ps. 
48:3) as it had been described by the first evangelist (Matt. 5:35): the God of 
this Jerusalem could not be the God of Jesus Christ.10 Although the gnostics’ 
refusal is quite radical, the anti-Judaic exploitation of the present unhappy 
condition of the city was a well-known apologetic argument for ecclesiastical 
writers. Yet, the early church’s main difficulty with respect to Jerusalem was 
that the city had been the site where Jesus died on the cross.11 As we shall see 
later, such uneasiness was not completely eliminated even in the days of Chris
tian Jerusalem.

At the beginning of the third century, Tertullian, too, opposed the spiri
tualistic criticism of the gnostics, and praised Jerusalem as the embodiment of 
the biblical mind and ethos in contrast to Athens and its classical values: 
historical Jerusalem represented the symbol of faith and of the believer’s dis
position as distinguished from reason and Hellenic philosophy.12 Though the 
major trend in early Christian literature led to the reconciliation of Jerusalem 
with Athens (mainly via Alexandria), this polemical contrast remained alive
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and well in later patristic authors, as we shall partially verify from Jerome’s 
writings. At the same time, one should not forget that a similar antithesis was 
also evoked by Revelation (14:8; 17:5; 18:2; elsewhere) between Jerusalem and 
Babylon (the former being the city of God and his heavenly reign, and the 
latter being a symbol of Rome or, more generally, of an earthly reign, domi
nated by the devil) and was to play an important part in the theology of 
martyrdom and subsequently in the writings of Augustine.13 If we move briefly 
to the fourth century, the peculiar role of Jerusalem within the history of 
salvation was stressed by Ephraem of Edessa, who seems to have taken advan
tage of motifs circulating in his Semitic context and therefore probably deriving 
from older Jewish traditions concerning the Holy City as the center of God’s 
plan for mankind.14

The ecclesiological relevance of Jerusalem was exploited by Cyprian who, 
in the middle of the third century, had stressed the authoritative model of the 
early community as portrayed by Acts. With regard to this biblical reference, 
we should notice how the symbolic development was already anticipated 
within the original narration, with its ideal picture of the community life in 
early Christian Jerusalem, as the manifestation of “one heart and one soul” 
(Acts 4:32).15 If such a model further nourishes the historical memory of the 
Holy City, then the movement toward a spiritualization of the earthly, his
torical, Jerusalem reaches a decisive phase with Origen.

The great Alexandrian theologian (who came to live in Caesarea and knew 
the church of the Holy City intimately, since he had been invited to preach 
there by his friend, the bishop Alexander) preferred to think of Jerusalem as 
an allegory of the church, or of the soul and its spiritual life, ignoring the 
historical significance of earthly Jerusalem, which had been darkened by its 
responsibility for the death of Jesus.16 Such identifications were accompanied 
by the explicit claim of the church as the “new Israel,” that the promise of 
the land once addressed by God to Abraham and to the chosen people, rein
terpreting it in a spiritual sense which rejected any attachment to a place.17 
Moreover, if the whole earth had been condemned because of Adam’s sin 
(Gen. 3:17), then there could be no exception to that, not even for Judaea 
and Jerusalem.18 In conformity with such spiritualization, Christians are re
garded by Origen as the children of “Jerusalem above” (Gal. 4: 26), the mother 
being a city in heaven and not on earth.19

The equation of Jerusalem with the soul, in turn entering into a process 
of greater symbolic appropriation, would be universalized by monastic spiri
tuality in the following period. The monastic way of life drew its inspiration, 
on the one hand, from the model of the first community and, on the other, 
from the ascetic existence understood as a spiritual journey toward Jerusalem,



thought of symbolically as a synonym for perfection.20 With this latter phe
nomenon we have already reached the age of pilgrimage and of the new Chris
tian Jerusalem, which is my main concern. In fact, the witness upon whom I 
intend to rely as evidence for a different awareness of the Holy City (i.e., 
Jerome) unites both dimensions of the early Christian image of Jerusalem (the 
historical—both past and present—and the symbolic). But there were other 
aspects as well in the interplay between history and symbol, especially as re
gards Jerusalem and the eschatological perspectives within early Christianity.

For much of the first three centuries C.E., and probably for a very large 
number of the churches at that time, eschatological hopes focused on Jerusa
lem. The expectations of the “millenarists,” appealing to Old Testament pro
phetic passages, sayings of Jesus, and the book of Revelation, were in many 
cases closely linked to the Holy City as the future horizon of the final Kingdom 
of Christ on earth. The complexity of sources and attitudes which inspired 
the chiliastic position has been illuminated by recent research, especially in 
the thorough investigation of S. Heid.21 His conclusions provide us with a 
more balanced assessment of the shift toward the symbolic or spiritual Jeru
salem that we described earlier. According to Heid, the widespread presence 
of chiliastic ideas from the second to the fourth centuries shows that early 
Christianity had, in fact, much more interest in Jerusalem and the Holy Land 
than the communis opinio would allow us to think.

Early chiliasm was originally influenced by the prophet Isaiah (primarily 
chapters 53-54) rather than by the seer of Revelation (chapters 20-21), thus 
assuming a Christian version of the prophetic “Jerusalem ideology.” As the 
prophecy of the suffering Servant (Isa. 53) had been fulfilled through Jesus’ 
passion and death, so, too, was the following promise of a reconstructed Je
rusalem (ibid., 54) to be accomplished. Meanwhile, this latter hope had been 
further reinforced by the destruction of Jerusalem during the first Jewish war 
(66—74 C.E.) and had become a point of discussion between Christians and 
Jews, as we see in Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho. Answering his Jewish partner, 
who wanted to know whether the Christians truly believed that Jerusalem 
would be rebuilt, Justin assured him that this was indeed the opinion of or
thodox Christians, based on the promises of Ezekiel, Isaiah, and other proph
ets.22 If such a generalization is not without problems for Justin himself (since 
he does not ignore gnostic criticisms or other spiritualistic concepts), his po
sition reflects a specifically apologetic concern with regard to the Jews. A con
cern of this kind regarding a Christian annexation of the biblical promise of 
the land, once made by God to the people of Israel, was motivated so as to 
avoid a break in the history of salvation and to lead it to its fulfillment in 
Christ.
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This line was to be pursued by Irenaeus, who saw the millenary kingdom 
of Christ and his saints located in Jerusalem as the last act in the plan of 
salvation. Once again, it is a realistic eschatology: to be complete, the economy 
of redemption requires that an earthly reign be established, so that the saints 
may exert their rule over the adverse powers who tyrannize them. Otherwise, 
salvation—being purely spiritual—would be only partial.23 Irenaeus’ view is 
based upon the Pauline notion of “récapitulation” (Eph. 1:10) and is con
nected to the promise of the land to Abraham (Gen. 13:14-17; 15), in this 
way exploiting anew the biblical “restorationist” motif. While doing so, Ir
enaeus differs from Justin, inasmuch as he does not claim Jerusalem and the 
land of Israel in direct competition with the Jews.24 Since Abraham could not 
see this promise realized, but lived in the land as “a stranger and a pilgrim,” 
its fulfillment was assured by Christ in a church composed of both Jews and 
Gentiles. Nevertheless, this realization would be perfect only in the final king
dom, after the Antichrist has been defeated. Irenaeus strenuously opposes every 
effort to allegorize: instead of being a symbol, Jerusalem is a city on earth, a 
definite historical reality; however, this earthly Jerusalem, in its final form, has 
to be transformed according to the model of the heavenly one. Irenaeus, 
therefore, succeeds in integrating into his eschatological vision the perspective 
of Gal. 4 on “Jerusalem above.”25

We have already discussed how the realistic interpretation of Jerusalem and 
the Holy Land promoted by chiliastic eschatology was resisted by a spiritual 
exegesis developed first and foremost by Origen. In a similar fashion, such a 
radical redefinition was followed by later chiliasts as well. The Montanists, for 
example, had relativized the geographical fixation on a historical Jerusalem, 
having substituted for themselves a new one, which would soon descend from 
heaven to two little towns in Phrygia.26 Tertullian, the most important theo
logian who shared Montanist convictions, at least for a while provides evidence 
of this trend towards a spiritualization of the millenaristic perspective. His 
Jerusalem is no longer the reconstructed city of Justin and Irenaeus, but rather 
one that descends from heaven.27 Jerusalem is thus a spiritual reality and its 
connection with the city in Palestine is purely nominal. In the final analysis, 
even that very current which had made the most significant efforts to maintain 
the link with the biblical tradition of the Holy City and the Land of the 
patriarchs, thus assuring the continuity of God’s salvific plan centered on the 
earthly Jerusalem, was recast into a symbolic mode.28

With the slow but steady disappearance of chiliasm as an important current 
of patristic theology, one might have thought that the religious significance of 
historic Jerusalem would actually be confined only to its past, but this was not 
the case. After the discovery of the tomb of Christ under Constantine, the
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building of basilicas in the holy places of Palestine and the development of 
pilgrimage to them on an unprecedented scale—the dominant spiritualizing 
approach expounded at that time by as important exponent of the Origenian 
tradition as Eusebius of Caesarea—were no longer tenable. It had to be tem
pered, or even transformed, in face of the new reality of a Christian “Holy 
City” in a “Holy Land.” The time had come for a new Christian Jerusalem, 
which would be religiously relevant in its present condition, both as the historic 
and geographical scene of Jesus’ death and resurrection and as the permanent 
memory of those salvific events.

The New Christian Jerusalem of the Fourth Century:
A New Image for Theologians and Pilgrims

The emergence of this new Christian Jerusalem can be reconstructed especially 
through two authors, who were also the principal protagonists of ecclesiastical 
life in fourth-century Palestine: Eusebius of Caesarea, an eyewitness to the 
momentous changes under Constantine, and Cyril of Jerusalem, bishop of the 
city in the second half of the century, when this transformation had already 
been consolidated.29 Together with them, an important source for appreciating 
the novel awareness which emerges with respect to the religious importance 
of the present Holy City can be found in the Itinerary of Egeria. Again, it is 
my intention only to note the main features of the historical background 
against which to read Jerome, our key source for reviewing early Christian 
thought on Jerusalem at the end of that same century.

There is a debate among scholars as to what extent Eusebius really changed 
his mind when he saw the effects of Constantine’s innovative policy towards 
Jerusalem. This affects not only his long-established theological views, but also 
relates to the rivalry which would inevitably ensue between Jerusalem and his 
own metropolitan see of Caesarea.30 Nevertheless, it is impossible not to per
ceive Eusebius’ different tone in his depiction of Constantine’s Christian Je
rusalem in the encomiastic Life he dedicated to the emperor just after the 
latter’s death, or perhaps even in the official discourse he delivered in Jerusalem 
on the occasion of the dedication of the Constantinian martyrium (335).31 
Instead of clinging to his earlier contrast between earthly and heavenly Jeru
salem (following his Origenian approach, whereby the Old Testament prom
ises of the land should be interpreted spiritually), the bishop of Caesarea now 
tends to present the actual Jerusalem in a pronounced eschatological aura in 
fulfillment of the prophetic expectations.32 In this way, history and symbol are 
for the first time reconciled—albeit tentatively—within a Christian frame
work. Eusebius contrasts the new Christian Jerusalem with the ancient one,
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which was destroyed because of its responsibility for Jesus’ death. The place 
where Jesus had been buried is the beginning of a new epoch of salvation 
grounded on the resurrection of Christ, whose perennial memory and tri
umphant demonstration are attested by this sacred cave.33

However, Eusebius’ new understanding of the local and physical aspects of 
the Christian faith is not without certain reservations, as may also be inferred 
from his somehow disconcerting silence on the most precious relic of the 
Cross, whose veneration presumably emerged already during his lifetime.34 
Two decades later, Cyril of Jerusalem went a step further in recognizing the 
special importance of the Holy City. Jerusalem—and in it, more specifically, 
Golgotha, the place where Christ, the head of the Church’s body (Col. 1:18) 
and of every power (ibid., 2:18), came to suffer his death—is explicitly claimed 
to be the center of the earth. Thus Cyril coopts, in a very pregnant Christian 
form, claims found in Jewish tradition with regard to the Temple Mount.35 
Moreover, the centrality of Jerusalem is supported and amplified in the con
sciousness of the Church by fragments of the Cross which, according to Cyril’s 
testimony, had been dispersed “throughout all the inhabited world.”36

We thus find in Cyril a new awareness of the special privilege attached to 
the Holy City within the Christian world. This is why—although still con
fronted by the ruins of the Temple—he can say that everything good originates 
in Jerusalem.37 What is even more striking is a frequent motif in Cyril’s cat
echetical homilies regarding the holy places. These places are taken as a doc
ument, or better, as proof of the contents of the Creed that he is explaining 
to his catechumens.38 In this way, the historical elements of the Christian faith 
are authenticated by local and visual aspects which, in Cyril’s eyes, themselves 
assume the role of very eloquent witnesses. There are several instances where 
it may not be out of place to speak of the holy places of Jerusalem as a kind 
of “fifth gospel”; at least we see that their testimony is inserted (apparently on 
the same level and with a corresponding value) in long passages of biblical 
references to historical events: sacred geography is now fully integrated into 
the salvific history.39 We would probably be mistaken to claim a quasi- 
sacramental power of places in Cyril’s words, yet we cannot deny that they 
lay the foundation for premises in this direction. In expressing the Christian 
faith, the experience of seeing the places had also become important: as a 
matter of fact, Cyril already knows well that to look at them helps in some 
way to reenact the facts of the past.40

These perceptions fully corresponded to the primary expectations and feel
ings of the pilgrims when they visited the Holy Land.41 From Egeria’s trave
logue, we can sense the importance of sacred space in connection with the 
historical narratives of the Bible; for her, past and present, history and symbol
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go hand in hand. During her travels, this Spanish lady thus performs a double 
instruction: a biblical catechesis—since the Bible is her chief source and guide
book; and a historical-geographical account, which depends not only on Scrip
tures, but in some cases indicates that some information derives from oral 
traditions connected in some way to those holy places.42 The synthesis of both 
aspects, besides Egeria’s personal prayer and forms of devotion at the different 
stations of her pilgrimage, occurs especially in Jerusalem thanks to the carefully 
planned liturgical framework which the local church provides for its own 
community and which exerts a particular attraction on the monks and pil
grims. Once more, its underlying conception consists largely of the combi
nation of history and geography: as Cyril had stressed earlier, pilgrims now 
reenact the events of Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection “at the very spot.”43 

Until now, I have tried to describe the principal consequences regarding 
the patristic image of Jerusalem created by the new historical constellation of 
the fourth century. If we could continue to listen to other voices from the 
following centuries, we would discover further evidence for this new reality. 
For example, in pronouncements of Palestinian monks at the beginning of the 
sixth century, they exploit the motif of Jerusalem and the Holy Land as a locus 
theologicus on behalf of their own doctrinal pro-Chalcedonian stance.44 Nev
ertheless, I shall restrict myself to a very interesting document from the end 
of the fourth century, Ep. 46 in Jerome’s epistolary. Its interest lies in the 
fact that it not only gives evidence of the new Christian attitude toward the 
Holy City in a rather impressive form but, at the same time, does not con
ceal the traditional difficulties with regard to Jerusalem on the part of Chris
tian authors. Through this source, we may therefore be able to ascertain the 
degree to which the changed perception of Jerusalem succeeded in shaping 
the Church consciousness, inasmuch as further statements on Jerusalem and 
the Holy Land contained in other letters of Jerome point in a different di
rection.

Jerome and the “Sacrament of Judaea”:
New Insights and Old Reservations

Ep. 46, addressed in the name of Paula and Eustochium to their Roman friend 
Marcella, but probably written by Jerome himself, has been transmitted by 
several manuscripts under the title of “Exhortatory letter regarding the Holy 
Places,” which correctly sums up its content and aim.45 The letter was written 
soon after Jerome and Paula had settled in Bethlehem (386) and is therefore 
full of the happy atmosphere of a new beginning in a long-desired setting. We 
are thus able to discern therein the typical spiritual condition of pilgrims



L O R E N Z O  P E R R O N E  ♦ 2 3 1

coming to the Holy Land, but what concerns us here is, first of all, the image 
of Jerusalem emerging from the text. From the outset, the city is closely as
sociated with the Holy Land as its center and heart, to the point that its name 
is practically interchangeable with that of Judaea.46 It is not by chance that 
such connection with the land is expressed through the revealing quotation of 
Gen. 12:1—i.e., the passage first containing the promise of the land to Abra
ham: Paula and Eustochium, having established themselves in the Holy Land, 
have so far accomplished the divine command addressed to Abraham. Their 
exodus from Rome—which Marcella is invited to imitate and to perform 
herself—is in this sense the ascetic-monastic equivalent of the patriarch’s jour
ney to the Promised Land.47

The picture of this land in Jerome’s text mixes inextricably concrete and 
symbolic aspects: it is a hilly, uncomfortable landscape but, at the same time, 
is characterized allegorically as spiritual ascent, even at the cost of somehow 
forcing the geographical evidence.48 Jerome explains this ascent with the ex
ample of Mary, leaving the “fields” of Nazareth and coming to the “moun
tains” of Judaea after she had received the announcement of Jesus’ birth and 
knew that her womb would become the house of the Son of God. This last 
image invites, in turn, an association with the Temple, built on the site of the 
previous Jebusite city, and therefore interpreted by Jerome as a figure of the 
future Church that would be assembled among the gentiles. But the relation
ship of Jerusalem with the “Christian mystery” is already prefigured in the 
Bible through the person of Melchizedek.

It then becomes clear that in a few condensed sentences the letter has 
assembled some of the main Old Testament traditions regarding the Holy 
City,49 giving, as we might expect, the symbolic interpretation characteristic 
of the patristic authors. But what is new here is that instead of moving as usual 
into a spiritual allegory, such interpretation serves to raise the status of the 
present Christian Holy City. Moreover, though there might be several other 
obvious passages from Scripture to support this, Jerome also cites extrabiblical 
traditions, like the connection between Adam’s burial place and Golgotha. 
The drama of mankind, from its sinful progenitor to its redeemer, the “second 
Adam,” was in this way bound to the place of Jesus’ death, as per Cyril, though 
the bishop of Jerusalem had not appealed to such legend in order to develop 
his idea of the universal centrality of the Cross.50

For Jerome, biblical and extrabiblical motifs emphasize the unique status 
of the Holy City, which alone, through its three scriptural names (Jebus, 
Salem, and Jerusalem), is to be regarded as a summary of the “Christian mys
tery” when interpreted etymologically. Such a categorization seems at first to 
point to the Trinitarian faith but, in fact, is applied to the essential stages
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of the monastic experience as the Christian way of life par excellence: from 
the fight against the passions (Jebus as calcata), through the impassibility 
gained from it (Salem as pax), up to the beatitude of perfection (Jerusalem as 
uisio pads).51

This initial praise of Jerusalem as the most celebrated city, with its at
tempted reconciliation of history and symbol, must nevertheless face a serious 
question concerning the possibility of actually preserving such a privilege 
within Christianity. It is an objection which echoes the old criticisms of the 
Christian claims advanced for Jerusalem as a “city of God.” Such criticisms 
were widespread, as we already know, especially among the gnostics, but had 
not been ignored by Origen and other exponents of spiritualistic hermeneutics. 
We cannot exclude the possibility that they had again been brought to light, 
especially in the Roman ecclesiastical milieu, in opposition to the increasing 
attraction of pilgrimage to the holy places among the western aristocracy.52 
According to these reservations, the old economy of salvation, whose center 
was Jerusalem, had come to an end with the death of Christ. Therefore, it was 
legitimate to ask whether the “mystery of Judaea” and the tradition of “fa
miliarity with God” centered on Jerusalem had by now been completely trans
ferred to the gentiles by means of the mission undertaken by the apostles.53 
This had indeed been the line of thought followed by early Christian authors 
up to the fourth century. No wonder, then, that the question had not yet 
disappeared, even in the face of the new reality represented at the time by 
Christian Jerusalem.

Nevertheless, replying without any apparent embarrassment to that tradi
tional objection, Jerome reasserts the unique value of Christian Jerusalem. On 
the one hand, he says, it was not the place itself that was guilty of the death 
of Christ, but rather the people living in the city at that time. On the other 
hand, the present reality of the city is much greater than it had been in its 
Jewish past. Jerome here makes a comparison between the sanctuary of the 
Temple and the Holy Sepulchre, stressing the superiority of the latter. At the 
same time, he betrays the persisting complex of envy as well as the Christian 
need for compensation with regard to the ancient religious institution of Is
rael.54 Furthermore, to what extent this position is weakly supported by Jerome 
from a theological point of view can be seen in the main argument he puts 
forth for the superiority of the tomb of Jesus. Jerome simply exploits the basic 
experience of pilgrims in the holy places, which is propitiated by their evocative 
power. To enter the cave of the sepulchre helps one to imagine the body of 
Christ lying there dead, and the angel announcing the resurrection. In this 
way, the reenactment of the past is enhanced by the recollection of the visitor 
at the very spot.55
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We have to admit that Jerome—whether or not he is original (the question 
may for the moment be left open)—is not at his best with theological elabo
rations, but rather when he deals with the text of Scripture, for instance, when 
he rejects the application to Jerusalem of Rev. 11:8. This passage cannot mean 
an identification of Jerusalem with Sodom and Egypt because of Jesus’ cru
cifixion, since these places have to be interpreted spiritually as equivalent of 
“this world.” Besides that, their supposed identification with Jerusalem is even 
more problematic, if we realize that, on the one hand, Rev. 11:2 speaks of the 
“Holy City” and, on the other, Matt. 27:51-53 still presents Jerusalem in 
such terms after the death of Christ on the Cross.56 The conclusion of this 
biblical quaestio de Jerusalem is offered by the assertion of a complete continuity 
between the new Christian Jerusalem and the old one, inasmuch as Jerusalem 
through all the Scriptures is declared “holy” and also in Jesus’ words appears 
to be the “city of the great King” (ibid., 5:35).57 Jerome’s Christian Jerusalem 
is, then, no longer the cursed land of previous Christian authors, but must be 
regarded as the most precious soil inasmuch as the blood of Christ had been 
poured onto it.

Interestingly enough, this last claim about Christian Jerusalem takes advan
tage of the new historical situation created in the Constantinian church by the 
steady development of the cult of martyrs—a feature which, together with 
monasticism and pilgrimage, distinguishes the spiritual landscape of this period 
and leaves room for a different appreciation of Jerusalem and the holy places. 
How could the tomb of Christ be neglected when the burial places of the 
martyrs were the object of such wide, universal veneration? Moreover, proof 
of the special sacred quality inherent in Christ’s sepulchre could be shown by 
its connection to a popular religious phenomenon, i.e., miracles performed on 
the possessed before the tomb.58 This thaumaturgical argument rounds off the 
picture of contemporary Jerusalem in the presentation made by Jerome, who 
shows himself as capable of integrating into his argument even the most con
crete and popular expectations of pilgrims coming to venerate the holy places.59

Nevertheless, this is not yet the end of this remarkably dense apology for 
Jerusalem. To compensate for the concession made to popular religion, and 
to restate the spiritual utility of pilgrimage to the Holy Land on a more de
manding level, Jerome recalls how many protagonists of the religious and 
intellectual life of the church—bishops, martyrs, and theologians—had visited 
it, making their journey to Jerusalem a formative experience, both for their 
knowledge and virtue. With regard to the first aspect, we find once again the 
motif alluded to at the beginning of this paper in Augustine’s words, from 
De utilitate credendi, and reinforced by our information on the few famous 
pilgrims of the pre-Constantinian period who, from Melito to Origen, had



234 ♦ “The M ystery o f  Ju da ea"

sought Jerusalem and other places in Palestine for the sake of deepening their 
knowledge of Scripture. The unique opportunity provided by Jerusalem to 
become acquainted with the Hebrew Bible makes this city the “Christian 
Athens,” as Jerome says, thus recalling and, at the same time, overcoming the 
previously-mentioned antithesis of Tertullian.60 As for virtue, Jerusalem and 
the Holy Land are the ideal setting for a monastic existence, as is demonstrated 
by the fact that the best representatives of monasticism come here from all 
over the world. We clearly perceive at this point a strong element of ascetic 
aristocracy emerging in Jerome’s group but, at the same time, this elitist con
sciousness is moderated by the cosmopolitanism of the monastic milieu, which 
impresses on it the characteristic atmosphere of a new Pentecost.

To sum up, Jerome’s vindication of the peculiar status of the new Christian 
Jerusalem, though essentially influenced by a presumed critical attitude toward 
the Holy City, succeeds in uniting in an organic manner theological, exegetical, 
pastoral, and devotional motifs. These reasons, mixing questions of principle 
and situations of fact, largely reflect the developments which had taken place 
during the fourth century. They finally lead Jerome to draw an ideal picture 
of the city and its surrounding land as the most suitable context for a monastic 
way of life.61 We can even guess how this rediscovered preeminence of Jeru
salem in Christian eyes could have been exploited in order to enhance the 
ecclesiastical importance of the city outside Palestine, when we observe how 
Jerome places Jerusalem in opposition to Rome. This contrast is emphasized 
by means of a forced comparison between the rich church buildings of Rome 
and the poor simplicity of the manger in Bethlehem, seen moreover against 
the background of the idyllic rural atmosphere of Jesus’ little village. Despite 
the emphasis placed on Jerusalem, this epilogue shows the attachment to and 
the preference for Bethlehem on the part of Jerome and his community.62

The last point may perhaps help to explain, at least in part, why in later 
letters Jerome disconcertingly formulates a quite reserved, if not a completely 
contradictory, point of view with regard to Jerusalem as the “Holy City” of 
Christians. Nevertheless, personal and theological reasons played a more im
portant part, especially after 393, when Jerome found himself involved in a 
deep controversy with John, bishop of Jerusalem, over the heritage of Origen’s 
thought. This is the context of his Ep. 58 to Paulinus of Nola (395), wherein 
Jerome, trying to dissuade his correspondent from traveling to the Holy Land, 
describes Jerusalem as a city similar to all others, devoid of any special sanctity, 
which is exclusively dependent on the moral conduct of the individual.63 We 
find here, once again, the same constellation of biblical passages (as, for in
stance, Gal. 4:24-26 and John 4:21-24) which traditionally supported the 
spiritualistic detachment from historical Jerusalem in the name of the heavenly 
one.64 Finally—as Jerome says, resuming in this sentence the manifesto of the
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spiritualistic attitude—“the kingdom of God is within our soul,” and thus to 
see the holy places is not necessary to the faith of Paulinus.65

With such statements, Jerome approximates the view of Gregory of Nyssa 
in his famous Ep. 2, written a few years before Jerome’s letter to Marcella 
(between 383 and 385). This document expresses a violent critique of the 
practice of pilgrimage to Jerusalem on the part of the monks, given the fact 
that, on the one hand, the grace of God does not abound there more than in 
Cappadocia and, on the other, the city appears to be full of vicious behavior. 
In principle, then, Christian faith had no need of seeing the places in order 
to manifest itself; it was neither less before the pilgrimage nor greater after 
it.66 However, even in Gregory’s case, it is possible to note a certain contra
diction, since his preceding Ep. 3 (dated around 379) spoke not without some 
emotion of his visit to the “salvific symbols” of Jerusalem and Bethlehem, nor 
did it emphasize the contrast between the way of life in the Holy City and 
the exigencies of the gospel.67

Finally, even more drastic and fundamentally negative than the attitude 
toward the Holy City exhibited in Ep. 58 was Jerome’s rejection of Palestine 
as the “promised land” in Ep. 129 to Dardanus (414). Though this polemic 
was directed against the messianic hopes of the Jews, its basic point of view 
was again the traditional spiritualistic approach to the city and the land as 
figures and symbols of spiritual entities, and not as concrete historical realities 
of the present Christian world.68

An examination of these last sources is out of place here. I would like just 
to point out how Gregory’s, and partly also Jerome’s, arguments renewed the 
old spiritualistic reservations which had been typical of the early Christian 
tradition and still continued to find adherents in their own time.69 In these 
and other positions expressed by contemporary and later patristic authors, 
there are certain limitations (as is the case of Augustine) due to the necessity 
of taking into account the flourishing of Christian holy places and pilgrimage 
during the fourth century onwards. But their basic orientation was not so well 
disposed as to promote the veneration of the holy places and to encourage the 
journey to them. One might think at first that the new reality of Christian 
Jerusalem had not yet penetrated the consciousness of theologians, despite the 
efforts made by some of them to give it greater value. In this sense, it would 
be reasonable to presume that, as is normally the case, a gap remained between 
realities and ideas, the former having this time gone a step further than the 
latter. But at least both Gregory of Nyssa and Jerome knew very well what 
they were speaking about, so that their reservations have to be understood 
rather as timely reactions to a contemporary devotional phenomenon, which 
was becoming not only more and more fashionable but also controversial.70

It is altogether questionable whether the above-mentioned gap between re
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ality and ideas was ever bridged in later patristic times. There were indeed 
important individual voices (not only those of pilgrims and monks) defending 
the theological status of Jerusalem and the Holy Land, like the noteworthy 
pronouncements made by Pope Leo the Great in the mid-fifth century.71 
Nevertheless, most ancient Christian theologians were inclined to maintain 
the tension between history and symbol: Jerusalem continued to be the symbol 
of a different reality pertaining to a spiritual realm, an order superior to the 
historical one; the latter could only claim for itself a secondary and relative 
value.
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Loving the Jerusalem Below: 

The Monks of Palestine

R O B E R T  L . W I L K E N

Christian Jerusalem is at once a fact of history and a work of the imagi
nation. The actual city, the place where King David ruled and Jesus of 
Nazareth was crucified, is irrevocably part of Christian memory. What hap

pened there—whether one thinks of the siege of Nebuchadnezzar in 586
B.C.E., the destruction of the Temple by the Romans in 70 C.E., or the advent 
of Muslim rule in the seventh century—is no less constitutive of the Christian 
past than of Jewish history. When the Persians occupied Jerusalem in 614
C.E., it was a Christian monk from Mar Saba who wrote a lament mourning 
the destruction of the city. What he lamented was not a heavenly city, the 
new Jerusalem, but the actual city of stone and wood, its marble columns and 
mosaic floors, its magnificent portals, and, of course, the temple of God, the 
holy Anastasis. John the Almsgiver, patriarch of Alexandria, lamented the Per
sian conquest of Jerusalem not for one day, not for a week, not for a month, 
but for a full year. “Wailing and groaning bitterly, he strove by his lamenta
tions to outdo Jeremiah, who of old lamented the capture of this same city, 
Jerusalem.”1

But for Christians, Jerusalem is also the city of Ps. 87, “Glorious things are 
spoken of you O city of God,” and Isa. 60, “And nations shall come to your 
light,” a spiritual and theological reality that came into being with the coming 
of Christ. When Christians pray the words of Ps. 46, “There is a river whose 
streams make glad the city of God, the holy habitation of the Most High,” 
they think of the Church, not the city located on the edge of the Judaean 
Desert. The sublime words and soaring images of the psalms and prophets, 
though anchored in the singular hopes of the ancient Israelites, brought into 
existence something that was not there previously. Isaiah’s Jerusalem (and the 
Jerusalem of the Apocalypse) is unlike any city that ever existed. It will be a 
city in which “the Lord will be [the] everlasting light” (Isa. 60:19).

240
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The spiritual Jerusalem of Christian prayer would, however, never have 
come into being had things not taken place in the historical city. Just as it is 
not possible to tell the Christian story without reference to time, “crucified 
under Pontius Pilate,” in the words of the creed, so one cannot speak of the 
Christian mysteries without reference to place. When Cleopas and another 
disciple met Jesus on the road to Emmaus, Cleopas said to him, “Are you the 
only visitor to Jerusalem who does not know the things that have happened 
there in these days?” (Luke 24:18) From the very beginning Christian belief 
was oriented to events that had taken place in Jerusalem. Early on this topo
graphical fact embedded itself deep within the Christian memory, so much so 
that in the second century a Christian bishop could say that Jesus was crucified 
“in the middle of Jerusalem.”2 Where Jesus suffered and died and was buried 
helped impose order on the memory of his life and sowed seeds for the sanc
tification of space.

♦ ♦ ♦

The Christian Church had its beginnings in the city of Jerusalem. In the book 
of Acts it is reported that Jesus’ disciples, as well as his followers—Mary and 
other women—gathered in a room in Jerusalem after his death. As they were 
offering prayer to God, the Holy Spirit descended on them like a rushing 
wind. Filled with the Spirit, Peter went out into the streets and preached to 
the “inhabitants of Judaea and all who dwell in Jerusalem” (Acts 2:14). The 
first Christian martyr, Stephen, met his death in Jerusalem, and in the fifth 
century a great church was built in Jerusalem to house his relics and honor 
his memory. In a sermon preached in Jerusalem to venerate Stephen, Hesy- 
chius, a presbyter in Jerusalem, declaimed: “Among us Stephen fixed his court
yards and his tents, among us he received the lot of his ministry and the part 
of his martyrdom.”3 Only Christians whose home was Jerusalem could say 
that these things have been accomplished “among us.”4

It is this identification with the actual city of Jerusalem, its saints and 
martyrs, its holy places and history, that gives Palestinian monasticism a sin
gular place in the history of Christian Jerusalem. The monks of Palestine did 
not come to Jerusalem as pilgrims, to worship at the holy places and carry 
home tales of the wonders they had seen; they came to live in the desert near 
Jerusalem, to make this land their home, to build communities of faith and 
piety contiguous to that place where God was shown forth.

The first monks in Palestine had little interest in the desert surrounding 
Jerusalem. Hilarion, whom Jerome calls the “founder and teacher of this way 
of life [monasticism]” in this “province,” i.e., Palestine, came from a tiny 
village, Thabatha, five miles south of Gaza.5 Geographically Gaza was closer
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to Egypt than to Jerusalem, and spiritually the most compelling ideal of the 
solitary life had been set by Antony. Hence Hilarion modeled his way of life 
on Egyptian practice, i.e., by Antony’s example. On one occasion (but only 
on one, according to Jerome), Hilarion went up to Jerusalem to venerate the 
“holy places,” but he chose not to live in the desert of Jerusalem. “The blessed 
Hilarion, a Palestinian who lived in Palestine, set eyes on Jerusalem for only 
a single day, lest one who lived so close to the holy places appear to despise 
them, yet . . .  he did not wish to appear to confine God within prescribed 
limits.”6 Hilarion believed he would be as close to God in the desert near his 
home as he would be in Judaea.

The first monk to settle in the Judaean Desert was Chariton, a native of 
Iconium in Asia Minor (present-day Konya) who came to Jerusalem as a pil
grim in the fourth century.7 In contrast to Hilarion, he seems to have made 
his home in the Judaean Desert because it was close to Jerusalem. By the end 
of the fourth century, during the reign of Emperor Theodosius (379-395), 
the presence of the “holy places”' in Jerusalem and vicinity had begun to 
beckon wealthy and well-connected men and women from the West. The 
most famous of these women was Melania, who renounced her husband and 
children to pursue an ascetic way of life in the East. She first traveled to Egypt 
to visit the monastic communities, but eventually settled in Jerusalem where 
she and her friend and companion, Rufinus, founded monasteries on the 
Mount of Olives. Not to be outdone by Melania and Rufinus, Jerome and 
Paula founded a monastery in Bethlehem near the Church of the Nativity. 
Jerome’s letter to Marcella, written in the name of Paula and Eustochium, is 
one of the first documents urging someone to leave her home and take up 
residence in the Holy Land.

But the future of monasticism in Palestine did not lie with monks from the 
west. At the beginning of the fifth century, Euthymius, a monk from Armenia, 
made the long journey from his native land to settle permanently in the Ju
daean Desert. Unlike the intellectual Jerome, who came to the Holy Land to 
investigate biblical geography and to impress friends in Rome by transmitting 
Eastern learning in Latin dress, Euthymius’ only desire was to live and pray 
in the desert that touched the Holy City. His sentiment was like that of T. S. 
Eliot on his visit to Little Gidding. “You are not here to verify/instruct your
self, or inform curiosity/Or carry report. You are here to kneel/Where prayer 
has been valid.”8

Euthymius’ life, and that of his industrious disciple, Sabas, were written by 
Cyril, a native of Palestine from the city of Scythopolis, south of the sea of 
Galilee in the Jordan Valley, and the first self-consciously Palestinian writer 
in Christian history.9 Cyril’s book takes its shape from place, the desert that
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was contiguous with Jerusalem the Holy City. There were deserts aplenty in 
Egypt, Syria, Cappadocia, and Armenia, but only this desert was called “the 
desert of Jerusalem” or “the desert east of the holy city,” “the desert of the 
holy city” or simply the “dear desert.”10

Cyril begins his account of the monks of the Judaean Desert with the arrival 
of Euthymius in Palestine in 405 C.E. “Our great father Euthymius led by 
the Holy Spirit came to Jerusalem in the twenty-ninth year of his life and 
adored the Holy Cross and the Holy Anastasis and the other holy places. He 
visited the God-fearing fathers who lived in the desert, and as he learned the 
virtue and way of life of each one, he stamped this on his own soul. Then he 
came to live at the laura at Pharan, six miles from the Holy City.”11

Euthymius sowed the seed in the “desert of Jerusalem,” but his disciple, 
Sabas, would nurture the young plants, uproot the weeds, hoe and cut and 
prune, and bring the garden to full bloom. Euthymius was a “lover of solitude” 
who desired only “to commune with God in silence through prayer.” Sabas, 
however, was a “jolly builder,” as the Byzantinist H. G. Beck called him. 
Unlike Euthymius he was no recluse. He loved the sound of the hammer and 
saw, the scrape of a trowel on stone.

Of him Cyril writes: “Eager to advance from glory to glory, conceiving in 
his heart the ascent to God, and completing ten years in his monastery, he 
had the god-pleasing desire to go to the Holy city and to live the solitary life 
in the desert surrounding it. For it was necessary through him by colonizing 
it to fulfill the prophecies about it of the sublime Isaiah.”12 The term polisai> 
translated “colonize,” means “build” or “found” a city (polis) and is seldom 
used in early Christian literature. It does, however, occur in Athanasius’s Life 
o f  Antony, a work that Cyril knew. In Cyril, however, it has a much more 
particular reference. It refers to the desert of Elijah, John the Baptizer, and 
Jesus, and the work of colonization is seen as the fulfillment of biblical proph
ecy. “The Lord will comfort you, O Zion, and give courage to all its deserted, 
and will make her wilderness like the garden of the Lord; joy and gladness 
will be found in her, thanksgiving and the voice of song” (Isa. 51:3).

Though the monks lived in the desert, Jerusalem was only a short walk 
from their monasteries, and the city itself, its churches, holy places, and history, 
were never far from their minds. The key text for understanding the attitudes 
of the Palestinian monks to Jerusalem is found in a petition sent by the monks 
to Emperor Anastasius at the height of the controversy over the dogmatic 
definition of the person of Christ. Elias, the patriarch of Jerusalem, refused to 
support the emperor when he deposed Macedonius, the Chalcedonian patri
arch of Constantinople. To mollify the emperor he sent his famous monk, 
holy Sabas, on an embassy to Constantinople to plead the Chalcedonian cause
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and, according to Cyril, to insure that the “mother o f  the churches be. protected 
from all disturbance.”13 It was an uncommon assignment for this man of the 
desert.

Leaving his responsibilities in Judaea, Sabas traveled to Constantinople, 
where he stayed the winter to press his case before the emperor. Anastasius 
was unmoved. He removed Elias from office and, over the protest of the 
monks, exiled him to Aila (Elath) on the Gulf of Aqaba, a garden of delight 
for twentieth-century sun-worshippers, but to a bishop in the sixth century a 
miserable and inhospitable town on the edge of civilization.

On their return to Jerusalem, Sabas and Theodosius, the leaders of the 
cenobitic communities in Palestine, took it upon themselves to address a pe
tition directly to the emperor:

Theodosius and Sabas, Archimandries, and all the other abbots and 
monks who dwell in the Holy City of God and all the desert around 
it and the vicinity of the Jordan send this petition to the God beloved 
and very pious emperor, Augustus and Pantokrator by God’s grace, 
Flavius Anastasius, friend of Christ. The king of all, God and ruler of 
all things, Jesus Christ, only Son of God, has entrusted to your au
thority the scepter of rule over all things after him, to arrange, through 
your piety, the bond of peace for all the holy churches, but especially 
for the mother of the churches, Zion, where was revealed and accom
plished for the salvation of the world, the great mystery of piety. . . .
From that precious and supernatural mystery of Christ, through the 
victorious and precious cross and life-giving Anastasis, indeed all the 
holy and adored places, receiving by tradition from above and from the 
beginning through the blessed and holy apostles, the true confession, 
a confession without illusion, and faith, we, the dwellers o f  this Holy 
Land, have kept it invulnerable and inviolable in Christ, and by the 
grace of God, we maintain it always without being intimidated in any 
way by our adversaries. . . .  14

They express their astonishment that the emperor, who had been nourished 
in the true faith, has allowed “such turmoil and trouble to be poured over the 
Holy City of Jerusalem, to such an extent that the mother o f  all the churches, 
Zion, and the Holy Anastasis of our God and Savior . . .  has become a com
mon place. . . .” Jerusalem is the “eye and light of all the world” and “we, the 
inhabitants of Jerusalem, as it were, touch with our own hands each day the 
truth through these holy places in which the mystery of the incarnation of our 
great God and savior took place. How then, after more than five hundred
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years after the savior’s presence among us, can we Jerusalemites learn the faith
anew:

The language of this petition is without precedent in Christian history. 
Many of its central ideas had been germinating for generations, but here, for 
the first time, they are united in a series of theological conceptions that bring 
together history, practice, and belief. Already in the middle of the fifth century, 
at the time of the Council of Chalcedon, no less a figure than Leo the Great, 
Bishop of Rome (d. 461), had appealed to the testimony of those places “by 
which the whole world is taught” as evidence of the truth of the doctrine of 
the “two natures” formulated at the Council of Chalcedon.15

There is, however, a notable difference between Leo and the monks of the 
Judaean Desert. Leo was interested only in the theological significance of the 
“holy places” and showed no interest in the Christian community that lived 
in Jerusalem. For Leo, the holy places do not imply “Holy Land,” and certainly 
not the authority of the bishop of Jerusalem. He would not have suffered 
himself to be instructed in matters of faith by the bishop of Jerusalem or the 
monks of the Judaean Desert. But it is precisely this link between place and 
people that was central to the petition to Emperor Anastasius.

In the petition, the earlier pilgrimage piety centered on “holy places” gave 
way to a theology that includes the Christian community living in Jerusalem 
and vicinity, the bishop, priests, monks, and the faithful. Only the “inhabitants 
of Jerusalem” had a tangible relation to the places, for they were able to 
“touch” with their own hands the truth through these holy places. The city 
conferred on its inhabitants a unique status. The point of the petition is not 
that the emperor should venerate the “places,” but that he should show def
erence to the Christians living in Jerusalem. Contrast the words of Jerome 
little more than a century earlier: “It is not being in Jerusalem, but living a 
good life there that is praiseworthy”16 The monk Hilarion, it will be recalled, 
chose not to live in the vicinity of Jerusalem.

The purpose of the petition to Emperor Anastasius was, of course, political; 
it had to do with a struggle over the theological definition of the person of 
Christ that had gone back to the early fourth century. Its language, however, 
is sacramental. The arresting term is “touch.” Its appearance here recalls the 
opening lines of the epistle of I John, where the same term is used: “That 
which was from the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen 
with our eyes, which we have looked upon and touched with our hands, 
concerning the word of life. . . . ”

Though the term “touch” is the same in both texts, what is being touched 
is, of course, not the same. John, a disciple of Jesus, was speaking about the 
person of Jesus who could be embraced by the disciples during his earthly life
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and touched after his resurrection. According to the gospel of Luke, Jesus 
addressed his disciples: “Why are you troubled and why do questionings rise 
in your hearts? See my hands and my feet, that it is I myself; touch me and 
see” (Luke 24:39). But the monks of Palestinian were not speaking of touching 
Jesus; what they could touch were the places and things which Christ’s body 
had touched during his days in Jerusalem, the cross on which Jesus had died, 
the stone of the tomb in which he had been buried, the walls of the room in 
which he had celebrated the Last Supper, the street on which he had carried 
the cross to his death. In the words of Paulinus of Nola: “No other sentiment 
draws people to Jerusalem than the desire to see (videant) and touch (contin- 
guant) the places where Christ was physically present, and to be able to say 
from their own experience, ‘We have gone into his tabernacle, and have wor
shipped in the places where his feet stood’.”17 Through seeing and touching 
the places one sees and touches the “truth,” that is Christ.

Another Palestinian monk, John of Damascus who lived at Mar Saba in 
the eighth century, was to give these ideas philosophical and theological co
herence. In his treatise On the Images, written at the height of the iconoclastic 
controversy, he treats the “holy places” in Jerusalem and “holy things” asso
ciated with Christ in the same terms he uses for icons, i.e., holy pictures. Just 
as one bows before “images of Christ, the incarnate God, our Lady, the theo- 
tokos and mother of the son of God and the saints,” so one venerates these 
holy places. Among the places “by which God has accomplished our salvation” 
John mentions the cave in Bethlehem, the wood of the cross, the nails, the 
lance, the seamless tunic, the holy tomb, the stone of the sepulchre, Mount 
Zion and the Mount of Olives, the pool of Bethesda, the garden at Gethsem
ane. All these are to be “honored and venerated” as “God’s holy temples.” 
His term for such places is “receptacles of divine power.”18 Through things 
that can be seen and touched, God is known and made present to human 
beings. This sacramental principle, founded on the Incarnation, is not confined 
to the bread and wine of the Eucharist, but is here extended to other material 
objects, to icons, and to things and places found in Jerusalem.

The heavenly Jerusalem now had an image on earth. In earlier Christian 
tradition, the Jerusalem above was the “mother of believers,” but for the Ju
daean monks the church of the earthly Jerusalem is the “mother of the 
churches.” By the sixth century, the Christian monks of Jerusalem and the 
Judaean Desert had created a new spiritual and political fact within the Chris
tian world. These monks had a cool indifference to the stratagems and blan
dishments of the emperor in Constantinople. For them, Jerusalem—not 
Rome—was the apostolic see par excellence. Since the time of the “savior’s 
presence among us,” they insisted, the inhabitants of the Holy Land have 
handed on the faith pure and undefiled.
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The petition to Anastasius is the most luminous text on Jerusalem from the 
monks of Palestine, but I would be remiss were I not to call attention to two 
other monastic writers who offer a different, but no less significant, perspective 
on the attitude of Palestinian monks to Jerusalem.19 I refer to the monk from 
Mar Saba, Strategos, whose Capture ofJerusalem  is an account of the Persian 
conquest, and a poem by the monk Sophronius, who was later patriarch of 
Jerusalem when the Muslims took the city in 638.20

Strategos wrote a lament over the city following its Persian occupation, 
when churches were pillaged and Christians were killed. What impresses the 
reader of this work is the intensity of feelings reflected in his account of the 
occupation. The text reaches its emotional zenith as the patriarch of Jerusalem, 
Zachariah, bound, is led with a band of captives down into the Qidron Valley 
and up to the Mount of Olives, where the fearful band halted briefly. Strategos 
writes, “They raised their eyes and beheld Jerusalem ablaze with flames and 
began to lament with tears. Some struck their faces, and others threw ashes 
over their heads, and some threw dirt in their faces, and some pulled hair from 
their scalps. Some struck their breasts, and others lifted their hands to heaven 
crying out and saying, ‘Have mercy on us, O Lord; have mercy on your city, 
O Lord, have mercy on your altars. . . . O Lord, look how your enemies are 
rejoicing in the destruction of your city and of your altars . .  .\”21

When Zachariah saw the people throwing ashes over their heads and beating 
their breasts, he raised his hand to calm them. Before being led away

he turned to Zion, and as a husband consoles his wife, so Zacharias, 
comforting Zion as he wept, extended his hands, crying out and saying,
“O Zion, with a sorrowful word that makes one weep I speak peace to 
you; peace be with you, O Jerusalem, peace be with you, O Holy Land, 
peace on the whole land; Christ who chose you will deliver you. . .  . O 
Zion, what hope do I have, how many years before I will see you again.” 
“What use is there for me, an old man, to hope? How will I see you 
again? I will not see your face again. I beseech you, O Zion, to remem
ber me when Christ comes to you. O Zion, do not forget me your 
servant, and may your creator not forget you. For if I forget you, O 
Jerusalem, let my right hand wither. Let my tongue cleave to the roof 
of my mouth if I do not remember you. Peace on you, O Zion, you 
who were my city, and now I am made a stranger to you.”22

This extraordinary scene is reminiscent of David’s departure from Jerusalem 
after the revolt of Absalom. As David left the city, crossed the Qidron brook, 
and ascended the Mount of Olives he was followed by the people of the city. 
The ancient Israelite historian describes the scene in these words, “But David
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went up the ascent of the Mount of Olives, weeping as he went, barefoot and 
with his head covered; and all the people who were with him covered their 
heads, and they went up, weeping as they went.” (II Sam. 15).

The other lament over Jerusalem was also written during the time of the 
Persian conquest. Composed by Sophronius, who became patriarch of Jeru
salem after the Byzantine emperor Heraclius had recaptured the city, it belongs 
to a quite different literary tradition, the Greek anacreonticon, a showy and 
pretentious genre of poetry favored by rhetors in this period. Even though 
Sophronius’ language is ostentatious and affected, the poem has an immediacy 
to it. One scholar observed, somewhat myopically, that the poem is a “tearful 
lamentation” that is “more credit to Sophronius’ feelings than his talents as a 
historian.” But that is precisely the point; what is most interesting about the 
poem is not the bits of information it provides about the occupation, but what 
it tells us about Sophronius’ love for Jerusalem. He sings:

Holy City of God
Home of the most valiant saints
Great Jerusalem
What kind of lament should I offer you?

Children of the blessed Christians 
Come to mourn high crested Jerusalem

In the face of such tragedy 
The flow of my tears is too brief 
The dirge of my heart 
Too measured before such suffering.

Nevertheless, I shall sound forth a lament 
Weaving my garment of groans for you 
Because you have suffered such brigandage 
Concealing the rushing forth of my tears.23

Like Strategos, Sophronius views Jerusalem as a political as well as religious 
center. In Strategos’ threnody it was the “great city of the Christians,” and in 
Sophronius’ poem it was the “great Jerusalem” and the city of the “children 
of the blessed Christians.” In the war between the Roman and Sassanid em
pires, Jerusalem was the emblem of the Christian empire. The capital of the 
empire may have been located in Constantinople but its spiritual shield and 
buckler was Jerusalem. Sophronius presents the occupation of Jerusalem as an 
attack on Rome, using the ancient term “Edom”:
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Deceitfully the Mede
Came from terrible Persia
Pillaging cities and villages
Waging war against the ruler of Edom [Rome]

Advancing on the Holy Land
The malevolent one came
To destroy the city of God, Jerusalem.

All together
They raised on high their holy hands 
Beseeching the Lord Christ 
To fight on behalf of their city.24

The profound transformation in Christian attitudes toward Jerusalem is 
summed up in one sentence from Strategos’ Capture ofJerusalem : “And the 
Jerusalem above wept over the Jerusalem below.” For Christians, these terms, 
“the Jerusalem above” and “the Jerusalem below,” derive from St. Paul: “Now 
Hagar . . . corresponds to the present Jerusalem, for she is in slavery with her 
children. But the Jerusalem above is free and she is our mother”(Gal. 4:25- 
26). Paul’s allegory was taken over by Melito of Sardis in the second century. 
In his paschal homily he wrote: “The Jerusalem below was precious, but it is 
worthless now because of the Jerusalem above.”25 Five hundred years later, 
after the building of Christian Jerusalem, and generations of Christian life in 
the city, a monk from Mar Saba wrote: “The Jerusalem above wept over the 
Jerusalem below.”26 So great was the sorrow in heaven that “on that day a 
great darkness came over the city” and people were reminded of the darkness 
at Christ’s crucifixion.

It is now recognized that the monks of Palestine are a significant chapter 
in the history of Jerusalem and of the Holy Land. What I have suggested is 
that they are a precious repository not only of historical information and 
theological ideas, but of profound human emotions. It is not a little paradox
ical, and at the same time alluring, that it was monks who wrote with such 
passion and fervor about the actual city of Jerusalem. After all, these were men 
who had left home and family and goods, all the natural bonds that kindle 
human affections and bind us to place, to seek God in a place they had never 
seen. Yet it is these same men, solitaries given to lives of prayer and fasting, 
who in antiquity conveyed the deepest feelings of Christians about the earthly 
Jerusalem. That is why they remain for us not simply witnesses to a distant 
past; their voices find a place deep within our own hearing. They remind us 
that to love God alone does not mean turning away from other loves; it deepens
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and intensifies them. Only in loving the heavenly Jerusalem can we truly love 
the earthly Jerusalem.
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17
The Influence of Jerusalem on Christian Liturgy

P A U L  F.  B R A D S H A W

A  search of Christian liturgical texts from all time periods and in all ec
clesiastical traditions reveals the regular occurrence of references to Je

rusalem, but the word is almost invariably employed as a symbol of the 
eschatological age to come,1 picking up the language of the book of Revelation, 
which speaks of “new Jerusalem, coming down out of heaven from God” (21: 
2; see also 3:12; 21:10); of St. Paul, who refers to “the Jerusalem above” (Gal. 
4:26); and of the Letter to the Hebrews, which talks of “the heavenly Jeru
salem” (12:22). For the influence that the earthly city itself might have had 
on Christian worship, we must turn our attention instead to Christian pil
grimages to Palestine from the fourth century onwards.

Even if the phenomenon of pilgrimage was not initiated by the emperor 
Constantine’s attention to the holy places,2 what had previously been no more 
than a trickle of pilgrims had certainly turned into a flood after the identifi
cation and building of shrines at the sacred sites associated with Old and New 
Testament events. Nor were the monastic guardians of these places slow to 
respond to the devotional needs of those who visited them. A pilgrimage-diary 
of the late fourth century, usually attributed to a nun from France or Spain 
named Egeria, tells how at various biblical sites at which her party stopped 
there was a short act of worship, which normally included an appropriate psalm 
and reading as well as prayer.3 While it is possible that these liturgies were 
composed and conducted by those leading the particular pilgrimage group— 
some sort of early ecclesiastical tour guides—it seems more likely that they 
were “staged” by the resident religious community in each place in order to 
provide a suitable means for the visitors to express their piety.

If this was true of such sites as Mount Sinai and Jacob’s Well, how much 
more would it have been of Jerusalem itself? Once again, Egeria’s description 
suggests that the core liturgical practices of the Holy City had been expanded
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to include appropriate devotional stations at the sacred places within it, some 
on a daily or weekly basis, others on annual occasions particularly associated 
with them. So, for example, every day in the year, after the celebration of 
evening prayer in the Anastasis, the worshipping community went in proces
sion to the site of the crucifixion, where a further short act of worship was led 
by the bishop.4

In the light of both the popularity of pilgrimages to the Holy Land and the 
prestige which Jerusalem enjoyed as the cradle of Christianity among the other 
churches in the ancient world, it is not at all surprising to find that many of 
its liturgical practices were imitated by Christian communities elsewhere. This 
is particularly well exemplified by the liturgy of the city of Constantinople, a 
liturgy which eventually became the basis of the standard practice of eastern 
Orthodox Christians. It is important to remember that this city only became 
an important center in the ancient world after Constantine expanded it in the 
fourth century. It therefore had no significant Christian community resident 
there prior to that time, and so possessed no ancient indigenous liturgical 
traditions. Hence, it was forced to borrow from elsewhere, and two of the 
principal sources of its later practices are the churches of Antioch and Jeru
salem. Often practices derived from both these traditions were absorbed into 
a single rite, rather than just one or the other being selected, a process which 
resulted in much duplication.5

Whilst borrowing from Jerusalem may not have been quite as extensive 
elsewhere, various elements from the liturgy of the Holy City nevertheless 
found their way into the practices of Christians throughout the ancient world. 
One example would be the widespread adoption of the Sunday “cathedral”6 
vigil. This was a gathering which took place very early every Sunday morning 
throughout the year, and consisted of a series of psalms and prayers followed 
by a reading of the account of the death and resurrection of Jesus from one 
of the four canonical gospels. Although there is evidence for the existence of 
this ritual in the late fourth century in Antioch as well as Jerusalem, there can 
be little doubt that its true place of origin was Jerusalem, where the celebration 
took place at the very hour and in the very spot—the Anastasis—where the 
resurrection of Jesus was believed to have happened. This office forms a part 
of the regular Sunday services of all later eastern rites, and although it was not 
preserved in full in the West, traces of it can be seen in some traditions, 
suggesting that there, too, it once had a more prominent place.7

The imitation of Hagiopolite customs by other churches is particularly 
evident with regard to practices connected with different occasions in the 
liturgical year. A very good example is the midnight mass of Christmas, copied 
throughout the Christian world. Although it is true that this was originally
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celebrated in Bethlehem rather than Jerusalem, representatives of the Jerusalem 
church always went down to Bethlehem for the occasion. Here the nativity of 
Jesus was commemorated on the 6th January, rather than the 25th December 
as at Rome, and it began with a service in the late afternoon of the 5th January 
at the site where the angels were believed to have appeared to the shepherds 
in the fields to announce the birth of the Savior. The worshippers then moved 
on to the cave of the nativity to keep a vigil until midnight, when the Eucharist 
was celebrated. After this was over, the bishop and monks left for Jerusalem 
to lead the celebration of the feast there at dawn.8 Although the full details of 
this liturgical sequence were not adopted elsewhere, we do find most other 
churches adding a similar midnight celebration of the Eucharist to their older 
liturgy of the day for the feast of the nativity. In Rome, of course, and in the 
other churches which eventually copied its practice, this celebration was on 
the night of the 24th-25th December rather than of the 5th-6 th January.

But above all, the emergence of what western Christians later came to call 
“Holy Week” and eastern Christians “Great Week”—the attempt to com
memorate liturgically the detailed events of the last week of Jesus’ life on the 
particular days on which they were thought to have occurred—has tradition
ally been thought to have been a fourth-century creation which began in 
Jerusalem, and has been often attributed to “its liturgically-minded bishop,” 
Cyril.9 It is certainly true that by the late fourth century, Jerusalem possessed 
a well-developed series of liturgical practices for this particular time of the year, 
and that similar practices were found in the later traditions of other churches 
throughout the ancient world. It is also natural that we should expect them 
to have originated in Jerusalem itself, where the events of those crucially sig
nificant days for Christians could be commemorated at the very sites where 
they were believed to have taken place, just as the Sunday cathedral vigil and 
the midnight mass of Christmas appear to have done. However, we need to 
exercise some caution before assuming that everything we find in the Je
rusalem Holy Week liturgy of the fourth century necessarily originated 
there, or that all later Holy Week practices of other churches were copied 
from the customs of Jerusalem. The true story appears to be rather more 
complex than that.

While it is highly likely that some elements of what later became standard 
Holy Week liturgy in many parts of the world owe their origin to the desire 
of pilgrims to commemorate the gospel events in the very places and on the 
very days that they were said to have happened, the leading liturgical scholar 
R. Taft has demonstrated that such so-called “historicizing” tendencies already 
existed among Christians long before the fourth century, and that the degree 
of “historicism” in the fourth-century Jerusalem liturgy can be overstated. No
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attempt was made, for example, to locate the Holy Thursday liturgy at the 
supposed site of the Last Supper, nor did the procession through the city early 
on Good Friday seek to replicate exactly the route taken by Jesus, with detours 
to the house of Caiaphas or Pilate, but instead went directly to Golgotha.10 
Thus, whatever motivated these liturgical developments, it was obviously not 
a desire to follow in every single footstep of Jesus in the last days of his life. 
For that reason, “historicism” may not be the most appropriate expression to 
use; what the Christians were doing was attaching importance first to time, 
and then to place, as a means of entering into communion with the Christian 
mysteries.11 For this they already had the precedent of the cult of the martyrs, 
celebrated on the anniversary of the death at the place of burial.

Much more significantly still, the research done by the American scholar 
T. Talley points to the conclusion that Jerusalem may have been as much an 
importer of liturgical practices as an exporter at this period, with different 
groups of pilgrims bringing their own local customs and traditions with them 
and introducing them into the liturgical cycle of the city, as well as carrying 
back with them ideas for innovations in the worship of their home churches.

Talley has claimed that some elements of the Jerusalem Holy Week liturgy 
in this period appear to have been imported from elsewhere rather than being 
local creations.12 His case rests on the supposition that the indigenous Jeru
salem tradition followed the chronology of the passion and death of Christ 
recorded in the gospel according to Matthew. And certainly, when one looks 
at the various gospel readings prescribed in later Jerusalem lectionaries for the 
different liturgical occasions during this particular season, and to some extent 
at other times of the year as well, the gospel according to Matthew is the most 
common choice and seems to form the core of the system of readings.13

According to Egeria’s description, Holy Week began with the celebration 
of Lazarus Saturday and Palm Sunday. The first of these commemorates Jesus’ 
raising of Lazarus from the dead just outside the city, in Bethany, an event 
recorded only in the gospel according to John. Palm Sunday commemorates 
Jesus’ triumphal entry into the city, when the crowds shouted praises and 
strewed his way with branches pulled from trees, and the Jerusalem church 
imitated this liturgically by a procession to the city from the Mount of Olives 
in which the participants carried branches of palm. While this latter event is 
described in all four canonical gospels, it is assigned to a particular day only 
in the gospel of John, where it is said to take place five days before the Passover. 
Thus, Matthew’s gospel alone would not have led the Jerusalem church to 
celebrate the event on this particular day, even though the reading used at the 
celebration was apparently from that gospel, and hence the selection of the 
day would have had to come from a Christian community that was following 
a Johannine chronology of the Passion.
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From this evidence Talley concludes that the celebration of Lazarus Sat
urday and Palm Sunday did not belong to indigenous Jerusalem practice but 
were brought there from Constantinople which, in turn, derived the obser
vances from Alexandria, where they had originally formed the festal conclusion 
of the forty-day fast, as they continued to do in Constantinople. While ac
cepting the general outline of Talley’s thesis, another American scholar, J. 
Baldovin, has suggested that it is more likely that Jerusalem inherited the 
Lazarus Saturday/Palm Sunday tradition directly from Alexandria rather than 
via Constantinople and that Constantinople itself may have received it from 
Jerusalem.14

Talley also offers another apparent example of liturgical importation during 
the celebrations of this particular week. Egeria’s description of Holy Thursday 
indicates that there were two celebrations of the Eucharist in Jerusalem on 
that day. The first took place in the afternoon between 2 p.m. and 4 p.m. in 
the Martyrium basilica, and the later Jerusalem lectionaries indicate that the 
theme of the readings was the Last Supper eaten by Jesus with his disciples on 
the day of the Passover, according to the chronology of Matthew’s gospel. The 
second eucharistic celebration occurred immediately afterwards in the place 
Egeria describes as “behind the Cross” (post crucerri). She comments that “on 
this one day the Offering is made behind the Cross, but on no other day in 
the whole year” (35, 2).

The existence of this double liturgy has puzzled scholars, since more than 
one celebration of the Eucharist in a single day would be very unusual in 
ancient times, although more common in later centuries in the West. Talley, 
however, has put forward the hypothesis that the second celebration may have 
been a concession to pilgrims who came from a liturgical tradition that fol
lowed the Johannine chronology of the Passion and who wanted a separate 
eucharistic celebration at the site of the crucifixion on the day and at the hour 
of Jesus’ death according to that chronology.15 For, while in the other canon
ical gospels Jesus is said to have celebrated the Passover with his disciples on 
the night before he died, in John’s gospel his death is said to have taken place 
one day earlier, on the day and at the hour that the Passover lambs were being 
sacrificed in the Temple.

In support of Talley’s general proposition that the Jerusalem Holy Week 
did not develop as a single integrated whole, but by the piecemeal addition to 
the local core of elements from other places and differing traditions, we may 
point to some signs of similar importation in other areas of that city’s liturgical 
practices. For example, the rites of initiation of new converts to the faith as 
celebrated in late fourth-century Jerusalem included both a threefold credal 
interrogation of the candidates and also a post-baptismal anointing with oil.16 
Such practices were previously unknown anywhere else in the East, but be
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longed exclusively to the liturgical traditions of Rome and North Africa. It is 
true that the details of the anointing as practiced in Jerusalem were not iden
tical with those of these western traditions; as well as the head, as in the West, 
the Jerusalem anointing also included the ears, nose, and chest. Yet, it is hard 
to avoid the conclusion that the idea of adding a post-baptismal unction to 
the rites had been brought there from the West along with the credal inter
rogation. Similarly, a number of years ago, the British liturgical scholar G. 
Cuming argued that several features of the Jerusalem eucharistic rite were not 
those found in Antioch and the rest of the surrounding region, but more 
closely resembled the practices of Alexandria.17

Even the celebration of the paschal triduum (the three-day observance of 
Good Friday, Holy Saturday, and Easter Day) appears to have roots outside 
Jerusalem. The earliest Christians kept a single annual festival which com
memorated the whole paschal event—the death and resurrection of Jesus—as 
a unity. At first this took place on the night of the Jewish Passover itself, but 
later generations of Christians tended to favor the Saturday night following 
the Passover instead. It was preceded by a day of fasting, but since all Fridays 
in the year were regular fast days for Christians, the Saturday night-Sunday 
celebration soon gained a continuous two-day period of preparatory fasting 
on the preceding Friday and Saturday. However, at first these days were not 
understood as commemorating particular events connected to the death of 
Jesus; the whole paschal event was still celebrated in the one unitive feast.18

By the middle of the third century, on the other hand, the days had begun 
to acquire a new significance. A Syrian document known as the Didascalia 
Apostolorum, although cognizant of six days of fasting before the annual feast, 
stresses the particular importance of the fast on the last two days as recalling, 
respectively, the crucifixion of Jesus and his sleep in death.19 A similar devel
opment can also be seen in the writings of Origen in Egypt at the same period. 
He viewed the paschal events as extending over three days, in fulfillment of 
Hos. 6:2: “Now listen to what the prophet says: ‘God will revive us after two 
days, and on the third day we shall rise and live in his sight*. For us the first 
day is the passion of the Savior; the second on which he descended into hell; 
and the third, the day of resurrection.”20

Although it is unlikely that in either case the days were marked liturgically 
in any special way, it can be seen that what happened in Jerusalem in the 
fourth century was not a complete novelty, but merely the natural outcome 
of this line of thinking. All that Jerusalem was doing by developing special 
ritual practices on Good Friday was giving concrete liturgical expression to 
the events that the day was already understood to commemorate at the very 
sites where they had happened.
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It is also questionable how far we should speak of these Jerusalem liturgical 
practices as really being “imitated” elsewhere. Although some form of litur
gical celebration of Good Friday begins to be found in other places before the 
end of the fourth century, two important facts should be noted. First, this 
development did not spread rapidly everywhere, as there were some signs of 
reluctance to make the transition from the single unitive feast. So, for example, 
while in some cities of northern Italy Easter was focused upon the resurrection 
of Jesus before the end of the fourth century, with his death being commem
orated on Good Friday, in others there was a continuing emphasis on the 
passion in the celebration of the paschal feast. What made some local churches 
here adopt Good Friday appears to have been not so much the pressure of 
returning pilgrims as the assistance that it gave to attempts at the formulation 
of Christological doctrine; the separation of the commemoration of the death 
of Jesus from his resurrection helped efforts to distinguish the human and 
divine aspects of Christ’s person.21

Second, what actually went on in other parts of the world, and especially 
in the West, does not closely resemble the particular customs of the Holy City. 
The Jerusalem liturgy of Good Friday began with the veneration of the sup
posed cross on which Jesus had been crucified and of other relics. This lasted 
from 9 a.m. to noon. From noon until 3 p.m. there was a service of biblical 
readings interspersed with prayers in the courtyard between Golgotha and the 
Anastasis. Then followed another lengthy service of readings and prayer in the 
Martyrium basilica—this last having been a feature of every day in Holy 
Week—and the day’s liturgy ended with a commemoration of the burial of 
Jesus inside the Anastasis, although individuals who were able also kept up a 
vigil throughout the following night.22

While the veneration of the cross captured popular imagination and spread 
to other churches of the East, no attempt was made to copy every one of the 
other practices in exact detail throughout the world. Even the dissemination 
of this particular devotion was impeded at first by the need to obtain a frag
ment of the true cross from the Jerusalem church. Thus, we hear of public 
veneration of a remnant of the cross in Antioch on Good Friday, and in 
Constantinople on the last three days of Holy Week. In Rome, on the other 
hand, while the Good Friday liturgy from quite early times certainly included 
readings appropriate to the day, it was otherwise indistinguishable from any 
Friday in the year, and it is not until the end of the seventh century that there 
is evidence of the adoption of the veneration of the cross on that day, a de
velopment apparently influenced by the practice in Constantinople. The papal 
liturgy involved an elaborate procession with the relic to the Church of the 
Holy Cross, its veneration, and then the traditional service of the word fol-
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lowed. It is interesting to note that the ritual directions speak of the arrival at 
the church as being “in Jerusalem,” suggesting that the procession was seen 
as a symbolic pilgrimage to the Holy City. In other churches in Rome there 
was no procession, and the veneration followed rather than preceded the serv
ice of the word. Later, the ceremony spread throughout the West, with ordi
nary wooden crosses being used where relics were lacking.23

A similar slowness to imitate the Jerusalem traditions in the West can be 
seen in relation to Palm Sunday. Once again, in Rome the focus of the day 
was not on Jesus’ triumphal entry into Jerusalem, but the principal reading 
was the account of his passion and death from Matthew’s gospel. While the 
gospel reading in Spain and Gaul included the record of the entry from John’s 
gospel, the primary reason for its selection seems to have been the passage 
which preceded it, the account of Jesus’ anointing by Mary. It was not until 
the seventh century that the Sunday was called in palmis in Rome, and not 
until the ninth century in France that we encounter a procession with palms 
like that in Jerusalem; in Rome, which was even more conservative, it does 
not seem to have been the practice until, perhaps, the eleventh century.24

We may conclude this survey, therefore, by agreeing that the city of Jeru
salem was certainly an important influence on Christian liturgy throughout 
the world, but not always through either a simple or rapid imitation of its 
practices carried home by early pilgrims, as has sometimes been asserted. In 
part those pilgrims themselves brought practices to Jerusalem, and imitation 
elsewhere was generally highly selective and often very slow in happening. In 
reality, the imitation owed as much to the particular doctrinal and pastoral 
needs of the various local churches as to the prestige enjoyed by the Holy City 
in the Christian world.
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Jerusalem in the Early Seventh Century: 

Hopes and Aspirations of Christians and Jews

G Ü N T E R  S T E M B E R G E R

T he early seventh century was a period of tumultuous upheaval and rev
olutionary change for most of the Byzantine empire, but especially for 
its East and, above all, for the Holy Land with Jerusalem at its center. The 

city changed hands several times within a few decades: in 614, Jerusalem fell 
to the Persians and was for some time entrusted by them to Jews;1 about 617, 
the Persian occupants reinstated a Christian administration, and in 628 they 
had to surrender their conquests to Heraclius who had besieged Ctesiphon 
when the Persian king Chosroes suddenly died. In 630/31, Heraclius brought 
the relic of the Holy Cross triumphantly back to Jerusalem, but a few years 
later, in 637 or 638, the Christian patriarch of Jerusalem had to hand over 
the keys of the city to Arab conquerors who were to rule the country for 
centuries to come.

These events gave most participants the impression of living at the end of 
times and provoked a wave of apocalyptic writings in which Jerusalem played 
a central role. Christians could, at first, hope that these events were only 
temporary setbacks; only a few decades later they realized the real impact of 
the events. Palestinian Jews, on the other hand, recognized immediately how 
extraordinary the events were to which they were witnesses. Fortunately, we 
have quite a number of literary sources, some of them contemporary, others 
much later or at least less easily dated, which offer us enough information for 
an analysis of Jewish and Christian reactions to these events.

On the Jewish side, the outstanding documents are Sefer Zerubbabel, sev
eral piyyutim  by Eleazar ha-Qallir (most important among them is a silluq, 
published by E. Fleischer) or attributed to him, and some midrashic texts 
which, although not easily dated (chapters 28 and 30 of Pirqe de Rabbi Eli- 
ezer,2 perhaps also Pesiqta Rabbati 34-37,3 etc.), have been used in the history
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of research. On the Christian side, we have the writings of Strategius and 
Sophronius, some hints in the Doctrina Jacobi4 with its quite extraordinary 
apocalyptic mood, and, above all, a number of Syriac apocalyptic texts, the 
most important of which is the apocalypse of Pseudo-Methodius. In order to 
capture the spirit of the period, some of these texts will be analyzed separately 
and then briefly compared with each other in search of common elements of 
interpretation of this revolutionary period.

CHRISTIAN SOURCES

The Capture of Jerusalem by Strategius

(Antiochus) Strategius, also known as Eustratius,5 a monk of Mar Saba, was 
an eyewitness of the Persian conquest of Jerusalem and the events which fol
lowed it. The Greek original of his description, the Expugnatio (or: Devastatio) 
Hierosolymae, is almost completely lost, but a Georgian and four Arab versions 
survive.6 In this context, the main point of interest is not so much the historical 
facts he describes (or the legendary material his account includes) as their 
interpretation.

Strategius laments the fate of “Jerusalem, the city of Jesus Christ, the son 
of David, the son of Abraham, the city of God, Jerusalem/’ This introduction 
seems to emphasize the biblical heritage of Christianity and, above all, of the 
Christian city of Jerusalem. But the author continues and explicitly rejects 
weeping over the Jewish Temple, over the priests who killed the prophets, 
over those who crucified Jesus: “they only received what they deserved” (1, 
12-16; the passage is missing in Version D). He thus contrasts the Persian 
conquest of the Christian city of Jerusalem with the destruction of Jewish 
Jerusalem, not only the fall of Jerusalem to the Babylonians in 586 B.C.E.,7 
but even more so with the conquest of the city by Titus in 70.

As in 70, so also in 614 did a number of omina announce God’s withdrawal 
from the city: monks saw angels standing on the walls of Jerusalem with fiery 
spears in their hands. At first they rejoiced, believing that the angels were there 
to protect the city (5, 28f.); but then they saw another angel descending from 
heaven, telling the angels to depart because God himself would throw fire on 
the city and hand it over to the enemies (5, 3If.). Another monk saw Christ 
on the Cross who did not accept his supplications, but rather turned his head 
away (6; the versions differ regarding the details of this vision).

Time and again, the author insists that the sins of the inhabitants of the 
city are responsible for the great catastrophe. Jerusalem is condemned because 
of the crimes of the circus parties: they are the main reason that Jerusalem’s



condemnation as pronounced in Ezek. 16 is now to be fulfilled (2, 2-8); the 
depravation of the priests and the people in general produce a stench which 
only fire and sword can purify (7, 9-11).

The Persians forced their way into the city, killing all the Christians they 
found while destroying and razing churches. Then heavenly Jerusalem wept 
over earthly Jerusalem (8, 9), but to no avail. The sun was covered with 
darkness as at Jesus’ crucifixion (8, 10).

Only now Jews enter the story as told by Strategius; where they come 
from—whether they had already lived in Jerusalem, entered the city together 
with the Persians, or had come after them, he does not say. “Cursed Jews” 
tell the Persians that many Christians are still hidden in cisterns and caves. 
Deceived by a proclamation of peace, they come out of their hiding places 
and are made prisoners, guarded by Jews in the pool of Mamilla (9). Only 
Version C mentions Jews at this stage, whereas the Georgian and the other 
Arab versions have the Jews come on the scene only when the Christians were 
already confined in the pool. Strategius says that the Jews had an excellent 
standing with the Persian king and came to the pool to tell the Christians that 
everybody who would convert to Judaism would be redeemed from the Per
sians (10, 2); but the Christians preferred martyrdom to the prospect of being 
thrown into the fire of hell together with the Jews (this last part appears only 
in Version D). The furious Jews then bought many of the captives from the 
Persians and slaughtered them like sacrificial lambs (10, 6). Version C gives 
the precise number of Christian martyrs: 4518 Christians were killed by the 
Jews on May 20th, the day of the destruction of Jerusalem. All texts agree that 
while the Persians led the remaining Christian captives, together with the 
patriarch Zachariah, out of the city, the Jews began destroying and setting fire 
to the Christian churches (10, 9).

We shall not deal here with the historical question of Jewish participation 
in the conquest and devastation of Jerusalem, and the massacre of its popu
lation, nor with the question of the real measure of destruction;8 to say the 
least, the accounts are highly exaggerated and dictated by typological rather 
than historical interests. The author—or those who later revised his text— 
evidently intended to underline that it was not so much the Persians, but 
rather the Jews who were responsible for the destruction of the Christian city 
and the killing of Christians, as they had been responsible for Christ’s death.

This typological interest is again evident in the scene where the patriarch 
Zachariah bids farewell to Jerusalem. Having crossed the Qidron Valley and 
gone up to the Mount of Olives, the patriarch who is to be deported into 
Persian captivity with most of the Christian community of Jerusalem stops to 
get a last glimpse of the burning city. He wishes peace for “Jerusalem, Gol-
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gotha, Sion (Bethlehem: not in Version D), Gethsemane, and all the holy 
places” (15, 4-5), and recites Ps. 137:5: “If I forget you, Jerusalem, let my 
right hand wither. . . . ” R. Wilken has pointed out the parallel with David’s 
farewell to Jerusalem which he had to leave in Absalom’s revolt (II Sam. 15).9 
Another parallel which comes to one’s mind is Christ weeping on the Mount 
of Olives over the fate of Jerusalem (Luke 19:41-44; see also 21:20-24).

Having arrived at “the river of Babylon” (18, 8), Zachariah is reminded of 
the first Babylonian captivity and explicitly compares what had happened in 
the time of Moses (!) to what was happening now, in the time of Christ’s 
disciples (18, 9). He again recites Ps. 137, recalling the fate of Jerusalem’s holy 
places, the Holy Sepulchre, and the Anastasis. And again, in the letter which 
he writes from Persia to the renewed Christian community in Jerusalem,10 the 
patriarch recalls Sion, the Anastasis, Gethsemane, Mary’s Tomb, Bethlehem, 
the holy places, all the monasteries and their inhabitants—exclusively Chris
tian points of interest (22, 30—32); in spite of understanding his fate in line 
with Israel’s Babylonian captivity, no memories of the biblical tradition con
nected with the holy city come to his mind.

A few years later, when the emperor Heraclius returned the relic of the 
Holy Cross to Jerusalem and provided for the funding of the repair of the 
Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem (some reconstruction had taken place when Je
rusalem was still under Persian occupation), it seemed to Strategius that Je
rusalem was to be reinstated to her former glory once the divinely ordained 
punishment of her inhabitants was over.

Sophronius of Jerusalem

The reaction to the catastrophe is not very different in Sophronius’ poems. 
This monk had left his monastery, St. Theodosius on the outskirts of Jeru
salem, together with his mentor John Moschus, already at the first signs of the 
impending catastrophe: in 603 they departed for Egypt, and later for Rome, 
where John Moschus died. Sophronius brought his friend’s body for burial to 
St.Theodosius in 619, but left Jerusalem again in 628 for Africa; when he 
returned in 633, he was elected patriarch of Jerusalem, a position he still held 
when negotiating surrender to the Arabs.11

In poem 14, Sophronius describes how Jerusalem was conquered by the 
Persians. Not having been an eyewitness, he does not give any details. Contrary 
to Strategius, he does not blame the inhabitants of Jerusalem. He does not 
interpret the fall of the city as a punishment for the sins of the Christians; he 
even emphasizes the holiness of so many people who gave up their homes, left 
their cities and families (lines 33-36), and came to the city of Jerusalem as if
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it were the celestial pole, living like angels on earth (53—54). The Persian king 
is thus not sent by God—he is a demon, driven by his furious folly, to destroy 
cities holy to God (25-27) and to burn down the holy places of Christ, to
gether with his friends, the Jews (62). Sophronius, therefore, feels entitled to 
ask God for vengeance: “O Christ, let us soon see Persia burning in exchange 
for the conflagration of the holy places” (73—74).

A few years later, while Sophronius was still out of the country, he wrote 
a poem (no. 18) in honor of the return of the Holy Cross to Jerusalem: “The 
time of the lawless people is past. . . the cloud of the godless people has gone” 
(1-3). Astonishingly, Sophronius now contradicts his former interpretation: 
the Persian conqueror took Jerusalem because of God’s wrath (25) and because 
Christ led him to despoil his own city (3If.).12 Driven by God, he drowned 
the whole city in a torrent of fire (35f.). But he then overstepped his command; 
taking the wood of the Cross to Persia (37), the conqueror caused his own 
downfall: “When the Parthian country saw the divine wood (of the Cross), it 
killed Chosroes, the Persian king” (53-55). Sophronius was convinced that 
now, since the Holy Cross had returned to Jerusalem, “the insult of the lawless 
Jews has been turned on their own heads” (85f.) and a lasting peace had come 
(Ilf.). Written a little later, when Sophronius was temporarily away from 
Jerusalem, poem 20 expresses his longing for Jerusalem with her earthly mon
uments, above all the rock, the navel of the world (29f.), on which the Cross 
stood. It is as if nothing had happened.

Pseudo-Methodius

There are only a few passages in Sophronius that might be interpreted as 
expressions of a feeling to live at the end of history. The hymn of the return 
of the Cross to Jerusalem comes closest to it. We have to look to a slightly 
later text, Pseudo-Methodius, to find a completely eschatological reading of 
these and the following events. The advent of Arab rule led an eastern Christian 
writer, living in formerly Persian, now Arab, territory, to compose an apoca
lypse in Syriac (differently dated to the period between ca. 644 and 692, now 
most commonly to the end of this period) which soon became highly influ
ential and was subsequently translated into Greek and Latin.13

In this text, the stage for the final war at the end of history is set in the 
last—the seventh—millennium: since the Greeks “devastated the kingdom of 
the Hebrews and of the Persians, they too will be devastated at Gab'ot by 
Ishmael, ‘the wild ass of the desert’, who will be sent in the fury of wrath 
against mankind” (XI, 3). Many Christians will then give up their faith (XII, 
3), “the Divine Office and the Living Sacrifice will come to an end in the 
Church” (XIII, 1). But when the crisis has reached its climax, “the king of
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the Greeks shall go out against them in great wrath.. . . And the sons of the 
kings of the Greeks will descend upon them . . . and finish off with the sword 
the remnant left over from them in the Promised Land” (XIII, 11). A period 
of peace is to follow in which “the king of the Greeks will come down and 
reside in Jerusalem for one week and a half of a week, ten and a half years in 
number [cf. Dan. 7:25; 9:27]. Then the Son of Perdition shall appear, the 
False Messiah. He will be conceived and born in Chorazin, brought up in 
Bethsaida, and he will reign in Capernaum” (XIII, 21-XIV, 1). The places 
are those cursed by Jesus because of the unwillingness of their inhabitants to 
believe in him (cf. Luke 10:13—15). Being close to the rabbinic center, Ti
berias, they of course also point to contemporary Judaism; is it only a coin
cidence that, according to Sefer Zerubbabel, the Messiah Son of Ephraim shall 
be born in Rakkath, i.e., Tiberias?

This is the decisive turning point in history: at the appearance of the Son 
of Perdition, “the king of the Greeks shall go up and stand on Golgotha and 
the Holy Cross shall be placed on that spot where it had been fixed when it 
bore Christ. The king of the Greeks shall place his crown on the top of the 
Holy Cross . . . and hand over the kingdom to God the Father. And the Holy 
Cross . . . will be raised up to heaven, together with the royal crown” (XIV, 
2-4). The restoration of the Holy Cross to Jerusalem by Heraclius is not 
explicitly mentioned, but it is to be understood as central to the scene when 
all earthly rule comes to its end. Then the Son of Perdition will be revealed: 
He “will enter Jerusalem and take his seat in God’s Temple, acting as if he 
were God [cf. II Thess. 2:4]. . . . But at the Advent of our Lord from heaven 
he will be delivered to the ‘Gehenna of Fire’ and to ‘outer darkness’ ” (XIV, 
10-13).

There are many problems in the interpretation of Pseudo-Methodius which 
have to be left to specialists of Christian-Syriac apocalypticism. The important 
element in our context, however, is clear: the consummation of history is to 
take place in Jerusalem. Jerusalem is the city where the last Christian emperor 
hands over his dominion to God; Jerusalem’s Temple is the place where Satan’s 
representative on earth challenges God’s rule, but is thrown out by God or 
the returning Christ. It is the city of David, and not the new Rome, where all 
earthly kingship ends and God will be king over the whole earth.

There is some debate whether Pseudo-Methodius is to be interpreted within 
the tradition of Jewish apocalypticism or not. P. J. Alexander has most force
fully argued

that the expectation of a Last Roman Emperor derived from the Jewish 
(post-canonical) national hope for a Messiah, an anointed king of the 
Jews who would free the Jewish people from the oppression by foreign
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powers. Indeed, as one compares the details of the Byzantine expecta
tion with the corresponding Jewish material, one finds that so far as 
the basic features are concerned, the agreements in content, and some
times also in literary and linguistic form, are so striking that they cannot 
possibly be accidental.14

Others have emphasized, however, that these seemingly Jewish features de
rive from the Syriac Christian tradition (above all, the Cave of Treasures) and 
that the emphasis on Jerusalem is to be understood as a “reaction to 'Abd al- 
Malik’s foundation of the Dome of the Rock on the site of the Jewish Temple” 
interpreted in light of what Julian the Apostate had done.15 Wherever the 
direct inspiration of the author may have come from, it seems clear that Jewish 
tradition—at whatsoever point it entered the stream of Christian apocalypti
cism—was of great importance in the further development of the apocalyptic 
tradition. Even if there was no direct Jewish influence on Pseudo-Methodius, 
it is intriguing to read his work, at least to some extent, as a Christian answer 
(or, to remain more neutral, a Christian parallel) to Jewish apocalyptic inter
pretations of the events of this century.

J E W I S H  TE XT S

Jewish texts are, as is to be expected, even more focused on Jerusalem and very 
eager to interpret the turmoil of these decades as signs of the imminent end. 
Sefer Zerubbabel, Sefer Eliyahu, and three piyyutim  are closely related to each 
other and follow the same eschatological scheme, although they seem to reflect 
different stages of the historical events.

Sefer Zerubbabel

This apocalypse, ascribed to Zerubbabel, one of the Jewish leaders at the return 
from the Babylonian exile, is known in several different versions; there is no 
critical edition (given the state of the textual tradition, one may even doubt 
how such an edition could be realized).16 I. Lévi was able to prove that this 
apocalypse, dated by earlier authors to the time of the crusades, was written 
in the context of the Persian rule over Jerusalem and the years afterwards. The 
main clue to solving the riddle of the apocalypse was the list of the last ten 
kings who rule the nations: the ninth king is Shiroi, king of Persia, the tenth 
Armilus, the son of Satan, born of a statue of stone (p. 80). The only Persian 
king of this name is Shîrüya who, after the death of his father Chosroes,
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ascended to the throne as Kavad II. He negotiated the peace treaty with Her- 
aclius, who is to be identified with the Armilus (Romulus) of the apocalypse. 
The text (agreeing with rabbinic tradition) says that the Second Temple will 
be destroyed after 420 years; 990 years later the redemption will come (p. 76). 
Contrary to the manuscripts, when we count the 990 years from the building 
of the Second Temple, and not from its destruction, we arrive at 638 which 
fits well the general scheme of the apocalypse.

The details given in the apocalypse for the events in the years before the 
expected coming of the redemption lack any precision and are too confusing 
to be used in an historical reconstruction. Only with difficulty can its allusions 
be pieced together with information we have from other sources. Nehemiah 
ben Hushiel, the warrior messiah from the house of Joseph, is to bring all 
Israel to Jerusalem where they will offer sacrifices to the Lord. But then the 
Persian king will come to wage war against Jerusalem (p. 78) and Nehemiah 
will be killed, his body left without burial before the gates of Jerusalem (p. 
81). Armilus will extend his rule over the whole earth; he will build seven 
altars of stone in the form of a woman from which he was borne, and every
body will venerate it (p. 82; evidently an allusion to the veneration of Jesus’ 
mother, Mary).

In this final affliction, the Davidic messiah, Menahem ben Ammiel will 
appear, Nehemiah will rise from the dead and, together with the prophet 
Elijah, they shall lead the whole people of Israel to Jerusalem, rebuild the city, 
renew the sacrifices, and then go out to the Mount of Olives where God is to 
reveal himself (p. 84).

In a kind of appendix, the apocalypse sums up the signs of the end in their 
temporal sequence in the last week of years (which seems to begin, not to end, 
with the year 990 after the destruction of Jerusalem). In the last year of this 
week, Menahem ben Ammiel will kill Armilus with the breath of his mouth 
(cf. Isa. 11:4), but the final battle against the forces of Gog and Magog will 
be led by God himself (pp. 85-88).

This is not the place to go into details of the text (as, for example, the role 
of Heftzibah, the mother of the Davidic messiah, as opposed to Armilus’ 
mother, or the origins of the Messiah and the Antichrist in comparison with 
what Pseudo-Methodius has to say). Sefer Zerubbabel does not even mention 
the Persian conquest of Jerusalem at the beginning of the series of events; the 
Jewish leader is said to have taken Jerusalem (without a war) on his own. The 
renewal of some form of sacrifices after 614 is frequently taken as an historical 
fact;17 this is not impossible, but the text may quite as well just take up what 
is said about Zerubbabel in Ezra 3:2-6. What the apocalypse depicts as the 
Persian war against Jerusalem probably corresponds to the reversal of Jewish



268 ♦ Jerusa lem  in the Early Seventh Century

fortunes in Jerusalem about 617, when the Jewish leader—here symbolically 
named Nehemiah—was deposed and, so it seems, executed. The atmosphere 
in the short period of renewed Christian rule is well described, and one may 
easily understand the heightened messianic expectations of many Jews when 
the attacks of the Arab troops were to bring to an end centuries of Christian 
rule over Palestine. But, once again, one must know the history of these years 
(details of which have been reconstructed on the basis of this apocalypse!) in 
order to make full sense of this text. One has to remain conscious of this 
vicious circle. In any case, if this apocalypse (at least in an early version) was 
written in these decades, it certainly captures well the general atmosphere of 
these years and the excitement of the Jewish population.

Eleazar ha-Qallir

L. Zunz had already pointed to parallels between a poem by ha-Qallir and 
Sefer Zerubbabel.18 What they really meant, however, was discovered only 
much later. A piyyut found among the texts of the Genizah, published and 
interpreted by E. Fleischer,19 clearly presupposes Sefer Zerubbabel. Fleischer 
dates the piyyut because of the events described in it (the Arabs are not yet 
seen as the new power) to the years between 629 and 634. Whereas the apoc
alypse seems to have been frequently altered and adapted to new circumstances, 
the piyyut—because of its form and the mode of transmission of poetical texts— 
is not likely to have been tampered with and adapted to later conditions.

In this piyyut, ha-Qallir expresses his conviction that the time has come to 
rebuke the “beast of the forest,” Rome, at the hands of the Messiah (the “red 
one”) and Elijah, the “hairy one” (1-5). “[And Ass]ur will come over her [the 
beast], and will plant its tabernacle in her territory [cf. Dan. 11:45] . . .  All 
her judges will be put to shame and all her idols exposed to contempt” (8- 
12). These words sound very general; that the Persian conquest of Jerusalem 
is alluded to becomes clear from what follows:

And the holy people will have some repose because Assur allows them 
to found the holy Temple; and they will build there a holy altar and 
offer sacrifices on it. But they will not be able to erect the sanctuary 
because the ‘staff from the holy stump’ has not yet come (16—21).

This is the first really clear testimony we have that the Persians allowed the 
Jews to renew the Temple, and that an altar was built and sacrifices were 
offered on it. But this restoration of the cult was not completed because the 
Davidic Messiah had not yet appeared. At first, the “the strength of the head”
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(22; cf. Ps. 60:9: “Efraim is the strength of my head”), i.e., the Messiah ben 
Joseph, had to come, as did the Jewish leader of Jerusalem during the Persian 
occupation: “He will be set up as officer and head—within three months he 
will reach the top” (24—25). Not much later, however, the Persian chief of
ficer20 killed him in the small sanctuary and the Jewish people mourned him 
as the “Anointed One for the War” who had perished (26-30).

Then arises the enemy, the “headstone,” the small horn which arose among 
the ten horns (Dan. 7:7) and brings destruction on the holy people; his name 
is [Armai] ios (32-39). He erects an idol in his name, and whoever does not 
bow to him will be destroyed (41-44). But then, so the poet hopes, comes 
the Messiah ben David (92—96). He will awaken the slain Messiah ben Joseph 
(97) and the three Fathers of Israel (101) from the dead; both messiahs will 
cooperate in complete harmony under God’s rule.

The second part of the piyyut ( I 13ff.), published by Fleischer from another 
manuscript, returns to an earlier stage of the eschatological events. Here, the 
poet dreams of the punishment meted out to Israel’s enemies, corresponding 
exactly to what the had done to Israel: “they ploughed Zion as a field; therefore 
they will be destroyed by a fire, ploughing their backs” (190f.); they will receive 
their punishment because they made Jerusalem a ruin (192), destroyed the 
Temple and caused the end of the morning sacrifice (196), burnt down the 
Holy of Holies, etc.: the main emphasis is on what they had done to Jerusalem 
and its Temple.

In the following lines, the poet describes the ingathering of all the Israelites 
to the Holy Land and the Temple Mount (228), the rebuilding of the Holy 
City, surrounded by a wall of fire and that of God’s glory (234f.). Then, 
Jerusalem will greatly expand: the three holy mountains (Carmel, Tabor, Sinai) 
will come and form the base of the Temple; the City’s territory will be ex
panded and reach until Damascus, in order to fulfill Cant. 7:5: “your nose is 
like a tower of Lebanon, overlooking Damascus,” and Zech. 9:1: “Damascus 
is his resting place.”

This tradition, which in Sefer Zerubbabel is mentioned only briefly (p. 85; 
but here five mountains are named: Lebanon, Moriah, Tabor, Carmel and 
Hermon), is first attested in Sifre—Deuteronomy 1 and taken up in Pesiqta 
de-Rav Kahana 20, Pesiqta Rabbati 21, 6, Song of Songs Rabbah 7, 11, and 
Tanhuma, Tzav, 12 (ed. S. Buber, §16, p. 20). This tradition is based on a 
material reading of biblical poetry. Most of the texts regarding the eschato
logical expansion of Jerusalem are to be found in later midrashim (Sifre- 
Deuteronomy is the only early text of any importance) and in the Bavli, but 
never in the Yerushalmi. These traditions are drawn together in a systematic 
way in the eschatological midrashim and related piyyutim .
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In its final part (246ff.), the piyyut describes how the holy people of Israel, 
with the Messiah at their head, enter the city. God himself comes (251) and 
the gates of the Temple are opened (Zech. 14) to receive the holy ark (253f.). 
God will rule in Jerusalem forever (268), David will be Nasi and his throne 
will stand forever in the Temple which was prepared before the world existed 
(272—275). Sacrifices are mentioned only in the first stage of the restoration, 
in the beginning of the Persian rule, but once the full redemption has come, 
there will be no more sacrifices since the Temple is to be a spiritual center.

The piyyut is generally very close to what we know from Sefer Zerubbabel; 
it does not give the names of the two messianic figures, nor does it mention 
the mother of the Messiah. The symbolic names of the two messiahs are, 
however, to be found in another piyyut attributed to Qallir, the one which 
Zunz already compared with Sefer Zerubbabel. Here, the poet enumerates the 
events of the months of the year which brings the final redemption, beginning 
with the appearance of Menahem ben Ammiel in Nisan and ending with Adar, 
when (Elijah) the Tishbite, Menahem, and Nehemiah will be together in the 
rebuilt Jerusalem and everybody praises God. A number of motifs known from 
Sefer Zerubbabel and other texts reappear in this piyyut which, however, does 
not contribute anything new and, above all, is completely timeless, giving no 
hint to the historical context in which it might have been composed.

More important is another piyyut—Oto ha-yom—which is also attributed 
to Qallir. Parts of it have been known for long; the full text has been found 
in the Genizah and published by J. Yahalom.21 This text clearly situates the 
messianic hope in history: the king of the West (Byzantium) makes war against 
the king of the East (Persia) and remains victorious; but then a king from 
Arabia (Yoqtan) comes forth, puts up his camps in the country, and fights 
against the Romans in the plain of Akko. The Jews leave Jerusalem (Qiryah) 
and fast for forty days; then their messiah will be revealed. As Yahalom points 
out, the historical setting of this first part of the poem is in the early years of 
the Arab invasion, just before the capitulation of Jerusalem. Now, so the poet 
hopes, the visions of Sefer Zerubbabel will be realized. He quotes explicitly 
(32-33: “And there will come the vision of the son of Shealtiel which God 
had let him see”), as well as paraphrases and elaborates upon in the second 
part of his poem, which focuses on Jerusalem. In this part, he names Heftzibah 
and Menahem ben Ammiel, but not Nehemiah: Menahem is identified with 
the Messiah ben Joseph who will be killed by Heramlios,22 but brought to life 
again by the Davidic messiah (46—55). The poem ends with the description 
of the eschatological expansion of Jerusalem and a string of biblical verses 
praising the holy city.
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S U M M A R Y

No Christian text dealing with the Persian conquest of Jerusalem interprets it 
in a clearly eschatological key. Sophronius’ hymn to the Holy Cross, written 
when the imminent danger was over, comes closest to such a reading. Jewish 
texts, on the other hand, immediately interpret the Persian victory as a decisive 
sign of the imminent end, following the maxim attributed to Simeon ben 
Yohai: “If you see a Persian horse tethered in Eretz Israel look out for the feet 
of the Messiah” (Lamentations Rabbah 1, 41; Song of Songs Rabbah 8, 9). 
The subsequent setbacks were not seen as indicating the incorrectness of this 
interpretation, but rather as facts which had to be built into the scenario which 
proved to be more complicated than at first foreseen. This may be the main 
reason for the seemingly irrational structure of several of these texts. But the 
earliest Christian text which unequivocally gives an apocalyptic interpretation 
of the events of this century, Pseudo-Methodius, is no less embarrassing in its 
structure and may point to a longer prehistory of this interpretation than we 
can document today.
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Space and Holiness 

in Medieval Jerusalem1

O L E G  G R A B A R

The usual way in which medieval Jerusalem is reconstructed and explained 
is both simple and logical. Leaving aside for the moment the imperial 
Roman paganism which ruled the city between 70 C.E. and the fourth century, 

three systems of religious beliefs and practices—Jewish, Christian, and Mus
lim, each with ethnic, social, economic, political, ideological, and linguistic 
variables—were present and active in the city during the medieval millennium. 
One of them always dominated, the Christian one from Constantine to the 
early seventh century and in most of the twelfth, the Muslim one the rest of 
the time. It is easy to demonstrate that the monumental infrastructure of the 
city—the Holy Sepulchre and the Nea during the so-called Byzantine Chris
tian rule; the Holy Sepulchre and a host of other churches, few of which have 
remained, during Latin Christian times; and the Haram al-Sharif and its im
mediate surroundings in Umayyad, Fatimid, or Mamluk guises under Muslim 
rule—expressed religious and ideological values and ambitions characteristic 
of whatever system predominated. Significant Jewish monumental presence 
appears only in the nineteenth century, partly because Jews were not directly 
connected to political power since the second century and partly because post- 
Temple Judaism did not need or require monumental expression until the 
modern era.

Domination was rarely total in medieval times, except perhaps in the Late 
Antique Christian town; as a result, it is reasonable and proper to posit, un
derneath the large constructions and shiny effects sponsored by princes, pa
triarchs, abbots, and civil or military governors, a daily life of multiple pieties 
and ethnicities. How these different communities lived and operated is often 
difficult to imagine for the first half of the Middle Ages, roughly before the 
Crusades, for the very interesting reason (which is still partly true of the Je-
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rusalem of today) that the communities were (and are) closely connected to 
their coreligionists or compatriots elsewhere, but not to each other in Jerusalem 
itself. In most of the sources dealing with Jerusalem, groups other than one’s 
own are hardly ever mentioned, except for occasional complaints about some 
humiliation or levy imposed by whoever dominated.

Studies on Jerusalem in the Middle Ages have tended to concentrate on 
five neatly-separated chronological segments—Late Antique or Byzantine, 
early Islamic, Latin, Ayyubid, Mamluk—or on the three ethno-religious com
munities and their subdivisions. This is so largely because of the linguistic 
competencies required to handle these fifteen academic boxes. Original sources 
on Jerusalem are in eight or nine languages, and secondary literature in at least 
six additional ones. When one further adds the literary genres of written 
sources, matters become even more complicated. Inscriptions in Greek, Arabic, 
Syriac, or Armenian, Genizah fragments in Hebrew or Arabic written with 
Hebrew characters, travelbooks from many lands endowed with varying de
grees of imagination, court documents in Arabic, endless diplomas in Latin, 
grand chronicles from remote capitals like Cairo, Baghdad, Constantinople, 
Moscow, or Aachen, locally-sponsored guidebooks, and pious eschatological 
meditations and proclamations all require awareness of specialized issues and 
vocabularies and of many other cultural milieux than strictly Palestinian ones. 
A similarly vast comparative baggage, together with considerable linguistic 
skills, are required to learn and understand the archaeological and visual data 
available for Jerusalem in unusually large and varied quantities.

It is indeed nearly impossible to handle all this information and, as a result, 
the vision we tend to have of medieval Jerusalem (when we actually do try to 
have one, for the period is remarkably telescoped in most surveys or guide
books) is that of a relatively small number of discrete periods following each 
other. In each one, Jews, Christians, and Muslims organized their lives and 
structured their behavior according to whatever constraints or opportunities 
affected each one of them. There were unusual moments involving all of the 
city’s inhabitants, as when the emperor Julian returned to paganism in the 
middle of the fourth century; when out of nowhere Persian invaders arrived 
around 614 and allegedly sacked the city; when the caliph al-Hakim initiated 
measures against Christians and Jews which culminated in the looting and 
destruction of the Holy Sepulchre in 1009, or when Frederic II set up his own 
peculiar arrangement in a presumably Ayyubid city. Nevertheless, however 
interesting and important these episodes may be, the overwhelming picture 
offered of medieval Jerusalem is that of separate religious communities, and 
the academic result is the ecumenical juxtaposition of the lives and activities 
of these communities in whatever sequence editors and organizers of symposia
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have chosen. Compelled in part by the nature and accessibility of sources, this 
juxtaposition also corresponds to a very peculiar paradox of our own time to 
cultivate differences without realizing incompatibilities and to feel satisfied 
with an acknowledgment of variety while maintaining the indivisible unique
ness of one’s own faith and nation. This paradox, I shall try to suggest, is 
deeply embedded in the very fabric of Jerusalem, medieval and probably con
temporary.

Regardless of one’s views about the ethics of a scholarship of juxtaposition, 
even when apparently compelled by the sources and by the limitations of any 
one scholar, this is not the only way to look at the history of medieval Jeru
salem. In fact, the physical space of the city and the components of its holiness 
are constant features which are partly independent of the faiths with which 
they are associated. They defined the city far more consistently than the chang
ing mosaic of men and women, of authority and religion. These factors may, 
in fact, have shaped the ways of the faiths that came to them. Therein lies 
what seems to me to be the true originality of Jerusalem: alone among all the 
cities of God (whoever or whatever the divinity may be) known to be, it is a 
holy city for three religions, rather than for a single one, that can accommodate 
an unusual variety of subsets of these three religions. There are a few examples 
elsewhere of this sort of internal ecumenism.

I will first identify the key components of the space and holiness of Jeru
salem and then give three examples of what could be called the “petrification” 
or “inlocation” of the holiness, that is to say, the transformation of a priori 
neutral spaces and stones into holy ones. I will suggest something of the dia
lectic whereby hallowed spaces generate their own holiness which, if evicted, 
must find a place elsewhere. My examples are medieval, but some of the 
remarks which follow may have implications for earlier times in the city. I 
suspect, although I have not studied the matter, that the very nature of Israeli 
and Palestinian nationalism has been modified by being associated with Je
rusalem, as contemporary emotional allegiances are no less affected by the 
character of the city than were the old traditional religions.

The key event that created medieval Jerusalem was the destruction of the 
Herodian city after the two Jewish revolts of the first and second centuries 
and its transformation into Aelia Capitolina. The following two results en
sued:

1. the Roman military establishment took over and transformed an enclo
sure hugging the ridges of sharply-rising hills into a more or less square 
walled city with fixed gates, a backbone of regular main streets, parts of 
which were excavated in the seventies and successfully incorporated into



the contemporary restoration of the Jewish Quarter, and a number of 
water reservoirs. These walls, gates, reservoirs, and streets have remained 
the main axes of the city’s composition until today. The city included 
what is known as the “western” hill, a ridge with a succession of high 
points from Golgotha in the north to Mount Zion in the south; the 
upper and middle parts of the Tyropoeon Valley; and the eastern hill, 
strikingly modified by Herod the Great, where the Temple stood at the 
northern edge of the earliest city. A deep ravine on the eastern side, the 
Qidron Valley, was used for centuries as a cemetery. Beyond it rose the 
steep slope of the Mount of Olives, dominating the city and extending 
one’s vision to the Mediterranean or to the Dead Sea. In ways for which 
there are parallels elsewhere (Montmartre and Montparnasse in Paris, 
seven hills in Rome, Istanbul, and San Francisco), here, in a strikingly 
small area, an east-to-west sequence of high ridges and narrow gullies 
created a daunting setting for any sort of urban design. The genius of 
the Roman military establishment was to know how to form a coherent 
quadrilinear space with strong axes wherever it had to show its presence, 
and it is fascinating to see how that presence has remained in the present 
configuration of the Old City as well as in a Late Antique representation 
like the Madeba map, where an irrationally ovoid city totally focused 
on Christian buildings still identifies Roman imperial walls, gates, and 
main streets.

The Roman order highlighted for all times (or at least until the city 
became affected by the modernism of our own times) the physical shape 
of Jerusalem—both the key natural elements of the landscape, like the 
high ridges and deep gullies, and the artificial limbs forced on that land
scape, like the flattened Mount Moriah transformed into a huge plat
form. Since there are other imperial examples, Jerash for instance, of 
adapting standard plans to terrains ill-suited for quadrilinear orders, 
there is perhaps no need to attribute a profound ideological significance 
to the design of Roman Jerusalem and to consider it merely as a standard 
operational procedure. However, a deeper purpose cannot be entirely 
excluded because of the second unique effect of the failed Jewish revolts 
of the first and second centuries. Before turning to it, it is worthwhile 
to point out that, in our own times and under the effect of modernism 
in general and of tall buildings in particular, a new artificial and arbitrary 
pattern of planning and construction is being imposed on a much en
larged city. Romantic antiquarians and believers in history regret it, 
worshippers of the future and devotees of change love it. But, even if 
modern Jerusalem is not my concern here, the medieval city can either
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be incorporated into the language of modernism (or whatever follows 
post-modernism) or else be swallowed and trivialized by it. For better 
or for worse, the Roman system of destroying and rebuilding is no longer 
morally viable.

2. The second major result of the fateful events of the first and second 
centuries may be called the liberation of memory from space. The Ro
man city was provided with a number of monuments commemorating 
or expressing standard pagan and imperial themes—temples to Venus 
and Jupiter, a statue of Hadrian, an ensemble which became known in 
later sources as a “capitol”—although the exact quality and character of 
these constructions may well have been exaggerated by later Christian 
writers. We tend to assume that Roman official art did not look like 
Caesar’s Palace in Las Vegas, but I have often wondered about the true 
scale of architectural and artistic investment made by the empire for a 
troublesome provincial city. Whatever may have been the case, the im
portant point is that none of these buildings was in honor of anything 
that heretofore had been holy in Jerusalem and, thus, memories were 
released from the spaces they had occupied. These memories were col
ored in Jewish and Christian terms, but I prefer, at this stage, to divide 
them into historical, sacred, pious, and eschatological categories, al
though the boundaries between them are not always clear and a consid
erable amount of overlap does occur.

Historical memories are those of clearly-delineated events which are not 
necessarily transformed into places of holiness or worship; in Jerusalem, the 
most obvious examples are the memories of David and Solomon, the real as 
well as the mythical creators of the city’s importance. Sacred memories also 
include events, but these are associated with sacred figures. On the basis of 
evidence from later times, which can reasonably be used for earlier ones, 
Moses, Abraham, Adam, and, of course, Jesus were the principal agents of 
memory; over the centuries, many others will be added.

Pious memories are memories requiring or inviting behavior, specific ac
tions, or contact with hallowed places. The main expression of pious behavior 
in Jerusalem was pilgrimage, and one of my arguments is that pilgrimage 
eventually became an activity independent of religious affiliation but demand
ing a religious allegiance. Thus, Islam in the seventh and later centuries de
veloped pilgrimage to Jerusalem not because it was required by the faith itself, 
but because Islam became part of the city. A sociologist could well point out 
that tourism in Jerusalem has a pilgrimage-like aspect which is absent from 
tourism in Cairo or in Paris, but is partly present in Rome.
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Finally, there are eschatological “memories.” It is, of course, not very logical 
to talk about a memory of something that has not yet happened, but at some 
point in history Jerusalem became infused with the expectation of the end of 
time in the space of the city. Whether it is reasonable to assume this expec
tation as early as the second century of the Common Era is unclear to me, 
just as I am not certain about the ways in which, and the times when, the 
cemeteries and mausoleums or caves, eventually the garden of Gethsemane to 
the east of the city, affected the emotions which became part of Jerusalem. 
Nevertheless, the presence of the dead, mighty, or humble, in the hope of 
resurrection and eternal life, became an essential psychological component of 
the city.

However one is to interpret the eschatological component need not affect 
the general point that we can reconstruct and imagine for, let us say, around 
200 C.E., a walled Roman garrison and administrative town containing serv
ices associated with such functions artificially imposed on a rugged and wa
terless terrain, as well as a host of displaced memories—some involving 
concrete events, others determining modes of behavior. The vast majority of 
these memories was Jewish, but a Christian differentiation had appeared, and 
the southeastern corner of the Roman city with its presumed “capitol” was 
going to be the place where Jews sought (or were going to seek) traces of the 
ruined Temple, while Christians looked for the place of Jesus’ preaching or of 
St. Stephen’s martyrdom. What is curious about the few accounts we have of 
these early times (the point even applies, I believe, to the “invention” of the 
Holy Sepulchre) is that there were searches because of memories without a 
clear sense of where the searches would end.

The Middle Ages were the time when the space of Jerusalem and the mem
ories associated with the city were transformed by Christians, and then Mus
lims, into monuments, stones—what I call the “petrification” (or eislithosis) 
of the memories. Christians and Muslims could do that because they exercised 
political and financial power, but it is also possible to construe the relationship 
between the successive monotheistic versions of divine revelation in another 
way, which may become clearer after I sketch out reconstructions of the me
dieval city in three early medieval instances.

The Christian transformation was simple. The western hill was sanctified 
through the building of the Holy Sepulchre complex, the Zion complex, and, 
somewhat later, the Nea or New Church of the Theotokos as major monu
ments in the midst of many other, lesser, constructions. The eastern hill was 
left in ruins as a sign of God’s wrath upon the Jews and as the fulfillment of 
the prediction in the gospels that no stone shall remain upon another stone. 
Beyond the ruinous Jewish space, the Mount of Olives—scene of the Ascen
sion and location of the forthcoming Resurrection—rises beyond the valley of
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pain and death. The whole city could become monumentally organized around 
foci of architectural or liturgical attention because enough memories existed 
which could embody the space of the city. As one walked out of the Holy 
Sepulchre, one could see the destroyed Temple area with its pagan remains 
and the Nea’s mighty substructures facing Herod’s tremendous western wall, 
which at that time was probably already associated with Solomon—although 
I have not yet found a clear source to prove or disprove this assumption. 
Procopius’ account of the building of the Nea emphasizes primarily the en
gineering feats needed to carry stones into the building site and “forty oxen 
were specially selected by the emperor for their strength” to pull the carts that 
brought the stones. It is not easy, in this text, to separate the hyperbole of a 
Constantinpolitan publicist from what actually happened (for instance, carts 
were never used in Syria and Palestine at this time), but it is reasonable to 
assume that someone had persuaded Justinian to outdo Solomon’s or Herod’s 
work. This is not the only time that Justinian compared himself to Solomon.

There was also a second level of “petrification” of memories. The Piacenza 
Pilgrim in 570, and other pilgrims around that time, actually see the fig tree 
on which Judas hanged himself, the altar on which Abraham was meant to 
sacrifice Isaac, which is also Melchizedek’s altar, the wood of the Cross, the 
sponge and the reed of the Passion, the onyx cup of the Last Supper, the 
Virgin’s girdle and headband, the stones with which St. Stephen was killed, 
the ring of Solomon, the silver bowls with which Solomon ruled the demons, 
the horn with which David was anointed, and so on. In addition to an archi
tecture that organized the space of the city, there was also a reification of the 
memory of things, at times with movements from one place to the other, so 
that the same object could be seen in two different sanctuaries or in the treasury 
of two different churches.

The first Muslim transformation was that of the seventh century. Its key 
act was the resacralization of the area of the Herodian Temple. There are many 
reasons for this transformation, and many different interpretations of it now 
exist, as they have since the ninth century. From the perspective of this paper, 
the causes of the event are less important than its results.

Instead of the willfully ruinous area of the Temple, the faithful Christians 
coming out of the Holy Sepulchre see now the shining and colorful Dome of 
the Rock. In stages which will probably never be known, Abraham, Moses, 
several Zacharias, Jesus, Jacob, and Joseph acquire their Muslim embodiment 
in the stones of what becomes the Haram al-Sharif. David and Solomon are 
also present, but in a different way, due to their double quality in Islam of 
kings and prophets and because of a historical as well as mythical kernel as
sociating them with Jerusalem.

The details of these changes are almost impossible to disentangle either
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chronologically or typologically, but two points are essential. One is that a 
space inherited by a very young Islam required specifically Islamic meanings; 
within a century, beyond the early connection with the “mihrab of David” 
mentioned in the Koran (38:21), or with a place seen by the Prophet (there 
is much scholarly debate on both of these issues), the combined themes of the 
Prophet’s isra and mtraj, Night Journey and Ascension became the dominant 
theme of the Haram. The other point was the Muslim adoption of the general 
themes of resurrection, judgment, and eternal life. Typologically, the themes 
of mystical visits and ascension were already present in Jerusalem; only now, 
however, did they acquire a Muslim connotation.

The impact of this early Islamic transformation on the character of the 
physical city was, first of all, that the whole city became, so to speak, religiously 
charged rather than contrasted through an active western Christian pole and 
a negative, ruined, eastern one. It is, as far as I have been able to see, impossible 
to imagine the actual physical presence of Jews in the city; this is unfortunate, 
as these must have been extraordinary decades—from ca. 640-690—when 
very different and hardly homogeneous members of all three faiths were seek
ing or holding on to their place in Jerusalem and where there must have been 
a whole crowd of intermediaries ready to suggest where memories could find 
a place and which places needed memories. Let us just try to imagine in their 
actual places what Arculfus described around 670, after he identified the foot
prints of Christ before his Ascension:

. . .  on the west of the round building [of the Ascension] described 
above there are eight upper windows paned with glass. Inside the win
dows, and in corresponding positions, are eight lamps, positioned so 
that each one of them seems to hang neither above nor below the 
window, but just inside it. These lights shine out from their windows 
on the summit of the Mount of Olives with such brilliance that they 
light up not only the part of the Mount to the west. . . but also the 
steps leading all the way up from the Valley of Jehosaphat to the city 
of Jerusalem, which are lighted, however dark the night. Most of the 
nearer part of the city is lighted as well. The remarkable brilliance of 
these eight lamps shining out by night from the holy Mount and the 
place of the Lord’s Ascension brings to believing hearts a readiness for 
the love of God.2

Arculfus’ emotions were affected by a spectacle of lumière whose son may have 
been provided by liturgical singing, yet it affected the whole part of the city 
which by then was supposed to be Muslim and to contain a Jewish Quarter.
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The second important aspect of the early Islamic transformation of the city 
is, once again, difficult to explain but easy to see—the building of the Dome 
of the Rock. Much has been, is, and will be written about the construction, 
iconography, history, patronage, and holiness of this most extraordinary and 
unique monument. But, for an understanding of the visual history of the city, 
it does not really matter why it was built by and for Muslim purposes. The 
important point is that it was a truly unique work of art in its shape and in 
its decoration of shiny gold and mosaic on the outside, and with an extraor
dinary interior spatial order and marble as well as mosaic decoration. It was 
and still is a work of art because its aesthetic magnetism and power kept it 
from destruction, because the abstract values by which it was (and is) perceived 
and judged could be adapted to the memories of Abraham or Solomon, to 
changing moods of Muslim piety, to a church, to a mosque, to Palestinian 
nationalism, or to Israeli tourist posters—to anything that required physical 
beauty and attraction. Urban planners see such buildings as challenges, if not 
even real problems, because they dominate space and constrict invention and 
innovation. They are also a problem for strict religious leaders because they 
overwhelm the perception of space and lead one’s emotions in directions other 
than strictly pious ones. It is possible that the edifice was built in this fashion 
because it is only by abstracting them into geometry and color that the Med
iterranean, and possibly even local, builders and decorators could express the 
complex religious and ideological motivations of the building’s patrons into 
terms understandable to all the inhabitants of Jerusalem.

My last vision of urban medieval Jerusalem is roughly that of the mid
eleventh century, when we have an important eyewitness account by the 
Persian traveler Nasir-e-Khosrow who, like a contemporary trained anthro
pologist, used fieldnotes, measurements, and drawings in remote northeastern 
Iran to relate what he saw and did in Jerusalem. It is also the time of thousands 
of Genizah fragments with considerable information about Jews in the city, 
of Latin Christian pilgrims, and of the first fa d a il or “praises” of the city for 
Muslims.3

The main spatial changes were: shortening of the walls of the city to the 
south; reconstruction of the complex of the Holy Sepulchre after its destruc
tion by order of al-Hakim; reconstruction of the Aqsa mosque and a new 
dome on the Dome of the Rock after an earthquake; abandonment and even
tually closing of the southern gates of the Haram (the ones under the Aqsa 
mosque); a number of additions to the Haram itself, including a fancy new 
gate on the spot of the present Gate of the Chain, facing westward and dom
inating the city across the Tyropoeon Valley, which was still very much a 
valley at that time. Most of these changes were the result of perfectly normal
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maintenance requirements. Some also reflected political decisions. The Holy 
Sepulchre was looted probably because it was alleged to be filled with expensive 
objects. Moreover, Fatimid ideology was expressed through the dynasty’s con
trol of Jerusalem in particular and of Muslim piety in general, as is clear from 
the inscriptions found near the Holy Sepulchre, in the Dome of the Rock, 
and, most spectacularly, on the triumphal arch of the new Aqsa mosque. In 
the latter, the Koranic mention of the masjid al-aqsa (17:1) is the earliest 
remaining use of that important reference associated with Jerusalem and it is 
followed by the full titulature of the ruling caliph al-Zahir and the names of 
his local representatives.

These spatial changes both reflected and affected holiness. They reflected 
it primarily in the Muslim sanctuary, with the full establishment through 
buildings and inscriptions of the two dominant themes of Muslim piety: the 
Prophet’s Journey and the Resurrection and Judgment. But this is also the 
time when the fada il, those wonderful accounts of pious memories in Jeru
salem, enshrined the prophet-kings David and Solomon in the Muslim stones 
of the city. These changes also reflected a new trend toward the withdrawal 
of religious systems into themselves. The new gate to the Haram dominates 
the city, but the Holy Sepulchre is closed unto itself; the probable completion 
of the colonnade on the north, west, and south of the Haram, as well as the 
building of parapets and formal gateways to its upper platform, are all features 
which emphasize the boundaries between spaces and, therefore, between 
groups. Two aspects of these changes remain unclear to me. One is why Mount 
Zion, the highest point in the city, with a church built or rebuilt in the late 
tenth century, was kept outside the walled city. The other one is why there is 
no evidence for Jewish holy spaces, as opposed to religious or otherwise re
stricted institutions which existed, among other places, on the Mount of Ol
ives.

Both Mount Zion and the Mount of Olives deserve a monographic history 
as spaces with considerable modifications in the nature of the holiness and 
piety which surrounded them. But, in a general sense, and if one excludes 
relatively minor modifications like the shifting of the names of gates from the 
south of the Haram to the north, the image suggested by this second definable 
moment in the history of Islamic Jerusalem is that of confessional communities 
acting out their lives and beliefs separately from each other in their minds, if 
not necessarily in the streets they shared. They rarely talk about each other, 
except at carefully-staged moments when a Nasir e-Khosrow is shown in the 
Holy Sepulchre paintings depicting the “Last Judgment” or the “Entry into 
Jerusalem,” that is to say, images which reflect shared beliefs or innocuous 
events in the life of Christ—not the “Crucifixion” or the “Resurrection,”
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which must have existed in that sanctuary. A small group of tenth-century 
inscriptions do suggest something a bit different. They are epitaphs of Muslims 
and Christians which contain unusual curses on those who would deface the 
tombs or jump over them. They provide a curious glimpse of a time when 
relative peace in the living streets was possible because one could play one’s 
antagonisms out in the cemeteries.

The time of the crusades will see an explosion of Christian buildings and 
a partial eradication of Muslim memories; the latter will be revived in Ayyubid 
and Mamluk times. Under the less tolerant and more arbitrary late medieval 
domination of the latter, separate lives in separate quarters becomes the lot of 
Jews, Christians, and Muslims. Their stories are better known, as they have 
been studied more frequently than the early medieval period, which has been 
my primary concern.

What I have tried to show here can be summed up in the following manner. 
An artificial Roman imperial space over ragged hills and valleys contained a 
rich trove of holy memories associated with the real and the mythical history 
of the Jews and the first Christians, as well as with pious practices like pil
grimage or the deeper expectation of existence beyond time. Between 350 and 
700, these memories (or most of them) found spaces, and these spaces acquired 
holiness—first a Christian holiness and then a Muslim one. Over the centuries, 
memories changed location as well as confessional allegiance—Abraham in 
particular, but also Jesus, Adam, and David—and spaces changed their holy 
names. But sooner or later, sometimes as late as the nineteenth century, holy 
memories were still seeking a space in Jerusalem and its surroundings, and at 
times insignificant stones were suddenly given a meaning from the rich source 
of the Scriptures in order to please a wealthy visitor. At the same time, large- 
and small-scale pilgrimage continued regardless of religious affiliation, and the 
expectation of the end of time and the beginning of eternity drew people, 
living and deceased, to the city. They still do so today.

The further uniqueness of Jerusalem is that most of its memories were 
Jewish, but that these Jewish memories became Christian, and Christian and 
Jewish memories became Muslim. Alone, of all the holy cities of the world, 
the space of Jerusalem could accommodate all these pious expressions in every 
one of their confessional garbs. This was so in part because it is the same God 
who appeared differently to Jews, Christians, and Muslims. It was also so 
because Islam, which dominated the city during most of the Middle Ages, 
acknowledged and formalized the rights and beliefs of those who remained 
within the fold of older traditions. Finally, it was so because the Roman empire 
had freed the memories of the city from the places they had occupied and also 
freed the city from being a political capital. During 1800 years or so, Jerusalem
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was an administrative and political sous-préfecture for all but one unsuccessful 
century. This, I submit, allowed for another set of values than those of 
power—values of belief and piety—to define the purpose of the city. Yet, in 
a striking paradox, it is political and ideological power that, under Constantine, 
Justinian, eAbd al-Malik, al-Walid, al-Ma9mun, al-Hakim, and al-Zahir, cre
ated the monuments of the city which shaped the way we perceive it. And, as 
a further paradox, it is the Dome of the Rock, the one building whose exact 
original function is still something of a mystery, that dominated the city in 
the past. In it the brilliant manipulation of space and decoration restricted the 
certainty of holiness, but the aesthetic quality given to the holiness made the 
space sacred.

Today, this old Roman city is a small part of a large metropolis teeming 
with different expectations and varied agendas. Whether the holiness of its 
spaces is still meaningful in terms other than those of contemporary ethnic 
and political passions, or whether it is destined to be transformed into the 
post-modernist spaces of contemporary architecture needed for international 
tourism and worldly taste, will not be known for a while.

Notes
1. This paper is substantially the one delivered at the conference, with only a few rhetorical 

devices removed. The bibliography on Jerusalem, even for its medieval centuries, is immense, 
and most of it, as well as the justifications for some of the arguments in this paper, will be 
found in O. Grabar, The Shape o f  the Holy, Jerusalem 600-1100 (Princeton, 1996). Maps, 
references, and drawings can be found on the three sheets (1992) of the Tübinger Adas der 
Vorderen Orient, in K. Bieberstein and H. Bloedhorn, Jerusalem: Grundzüge der Baugeschichte, 
III (Wiesbaden, 1994), and in D. Kroyanker, Jerusalem Architecture (New York, 1994), which 
summarizes his multi-volume series in Hebrew.

2. J. Wilkinson, Jerusalem Pilgrims before the Crusades (Warminster, 1977), 107.
3. See also M. Rosen-Ayalon’s article in this volume.
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Jerusalem and Mecca

H A V A  L A Z A R U S - Y  A F E H

Jerusalem and Mecca are two of the most famous holy cities in the world. 
Although a vast amount of literature and scholarly treatises has been written 
about each, very little has been done by way of comparative study. Most 

comparisons treat the relationship between the sanctity of Jerusalem and 
Mecca in Islam, or the sanctity of Jerusalem in Judaism, Christianity, and 
Islam. I propose to compare the sanctity of Jerusalem and Mecca in their 
original, “natural” original surroundings in order to gain a broader picture of 
Judaism and Islam. In other words, if the basis for the sanctity of Jerusalem 
in Judaism differs from the basis for the sanctity of Mecca in Islam, then what 
does this say about Judaism and Islam ? Perhaps it is no more than different 
historical contexts that shaped their sanctities. Or perhaps the most essential 
characteristics of each religion shaped the sanctity in its own particular way. 
If, on the other hand, their sanctity is basically the same—taking into consid
eration, of course, their different histories and religious sources—we may then 
draw some more universal conclusions with regard to the religious character 
of holy cities in general.

Three Similarities

Let us begin by mentioning only three of the many basic similarities between 
the two holy cities—the ancient pre-monotheistic source of their sanctity, the 
expansion of this sanctity to the respective cities, and the strict regulations for 
pilgrims and inhabitants of these cities.

The ancient pre-monotheistic source o f  sanctity. Scholars have stressed the fact 
that the sanctity of both cities stems from pre-monotheistic times and from a 
specific locale in the city. In Mecca, the Ka'ba shrine and the small Black Stone 
in its eastern wall, and perhaps also other stones in and near the Kaeba and
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Mecca, were all ancient sites of pre-Islamic pagan worship. In Jerusalem, Ar- 
aunah’s threshing floor (II Sam. 23:18ff.) was the site which King David 
bought (apparently from the Jebusite king) and where he erected an altar and 
gave burnt offerings to God, and where King Solomon built the Temple. 
Because of the huge rock on the site, this may well have been an early pre- 
monotheistic place of worship.

The expansion o f  the sanctity. Both the Temple Mount and the Ka'ba im
parted their sanctity to their respective cities. Although these are two very 
different shrines (for instance, no offerings are burnt at the Ka ba and there is 
no priesthood in Islam), the same process of sanctification of the city took 
place in both. The cities became holy because God was said to dwell in each— 
even though this notion was discarded long ago by all three monotheistic 
religions. After building the Temple in Jerusalem, King Solomon asked: “But 
will God indeed dwell on the earth? The heaven and heaven of heavens cannot 
contain Thee, how much less this house that I have built?” (I Kgs. 8:27). 
Isaiah (66:1) repeats almost the same question, and Paul is quoted in the Acts 
of the Apostles (17:24) as saying: “God that made the world and all things 
therein . . . dwelleth not in Temples made with hands.” In the same way, Al- 
Ghazzäll (d. 1111), one of the greatest Muslim writers, states clearly that 
people make pilgrimage to God’s house in Mecca, “although everyone knows 
that no house can contain the transcendent God, nor can any city harbor 
Him.”1 Nevertheless this ancient pre-monotheistic notion survived as a meta
phor and the cities became holy because they encompassed the site in which 
God—as the ancient kings—chose to dwell. Slowly, but surely, the distinction 
between temple or shrine on the one hand, and city on the other, was blurred, 
and the city itself became the holy site. Thus, Jerusalem was termed “the city 
of God, the holiest dwelling place of God Most High” (Ps. 46:5), and the 
entire country was considered sacred for the same reason. In Al-Hidjäz as well, 
a huge area of sacred territory—Haram—surrounds Mecca. A long process 
of discovering other holy sites in and around the cities then began, sites 
which pilgrims added to the primary goal of their pilgrimage, i.e., the Temple 
in Jerusalem or the Ka'ba in Mecca. The pilgrims to these cities and shrines 
came to be considered visitors of God Himself and were urged to behave 
accordingly throughout the entire city, and not only at the Temple or the 
Kaeba mosque.

Strict regulations fo r  pilgrims and inhabitants. The pilgrim’s behavior in both 
cities is scrupulously regulated, especially in Islam, where no one may enter 
Mecca and the holy territory without undergoing special purification. At spe
cific points along the periphery of the holy territory (.Mawâqït), the Muslim 
male pilgrim has to wash his whole body, remove his everyday clothes, and



H A V A  L A Z A R U S - Y A F E H  ♦ 289

dress in the white garb of holiness (.Ihräm), which consists of two unsewn 
sheets thrown around the body in such a way so as to cover the left shoulder, 
back, and breast, but leaving the right shoulder and arm bare. Dressed in this 
garb, the Muslim pilgrim to Mecca is considered to be in a state of holiness 
and many prohibitions are imposed upon him, such as washing, shaving, cut
ting his hair and nails, or having sexual relations. Arriving in Mecca in this 
state, he has to perform certain rituals at the Ka'ba ( Tawäf—civcxxm^mbxA^ 
tion) and near the mosque surrounding it (Say—running between two hills) 
before he can remove his Ihräm garb. This holds true for the pilgrim who 
arrives in Mecca before the general Hajj-pilgrimage begins (for which he will 
then once more put on the Ihräm dress) and for the ordinary visitor to Mecca 
who cannot enter the city merely as a casual visitor. The city and its surround
ings thus became as holy as the Ka'ba itself which first sanctioned them.

It is a small step from here to the discussion whether the pilgrim to Mecca 
should stay longer in the holy city. This practice was very common and con
sidered to be a pious and recommendable act. However, the holier the city 
became in the eyes of the believers, the more some Doctors of Law and mystics 
hesitated to recommend such an act of piety. Below are some of the great Al- 
Ghazzâlî’s thoughts on this matter:

The very cautious among the 'Ulamä did not like people to stay on in 
Mecca because of three reasons: first, because people may became bored 
and too familiar with the House [e.g., the Ka'ba] and this will extin
guish the flame of reverence in their heart. Therefore, 'Umar [the sec
ond caliph, 634-644] used to strike the pilgrims after they had 
performed the rituals and say: “O People of Yemen, go home to your 
Yemen; O people of Syria, go home to your Syria; O People of Iraq, 
go home to your Iraq”. . . . The second reason is that in order to raise 
the yearning to return, one has to leave. . . .  Therefore someone said:
“To be in another place while your heart yearns for Mecca and is 
connected with this House is better for you than to be in it, while you 
are bored and your heart is in another place.” And someone else said: 
“How many are those who are in Khorasan and are closer [to the Ka'ba] 
than those who circumambulate it”. . . . The third reason is the fear to 
commit sins in Mecca, which is a very dangerous thing to do, as it may 
bring the wrath of God [upon you ] because of the honored place. . . .  
People say that sins are multiplied in Mecca as are the good deeds [done 
there ] . . .  Ibn 'Abbas said: “I prefer to commit seventy sins in Rakiyya 
than one in Mecca”2 . . .  and some people who stayed in Mecca [for 
longer] never relieved themselves there but used to go everytime outside
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the holy territory to do so; others, who stayed for months, never lay 
down there [to sleep], . .  . Do not think that opposing staying [in the 
holy city] stands in contrast to the city’s excellence, because its real 
cause [has nothing to do with the city itself but] with the weakness of 
man and his inability to live in the way demanded [that is] worthy of 
the city. Therefore, we mean that leaving the place is better than living 
there in boredom and disrespect, but [it certainly is not better] than 
living there while living up to the city’s demands.3

Some of these considerations bear a strong resemblance to views expressed 
about a thousand years earlier by the so-called Qumran sect in the Temple 
Scroll, for example. It should be borne in mind, however, that the Temple 
Scroll refers primarily, though not exclusively, to future Utopian descriptions 
of the city rather than to actual practice. These regulations mean that the 
sanctity of the Temple or the Ka'ba spilled over to the city itself, placing— in 
theory at least— unbelievable hardships on its inhabitants or at least on those 
who aspired to live by the holy law. In the Temple Scroll, these regulations 
were much stricter and included various sources of defilement and impure 
relations that were forbidden in the city. Some of these rules were known from 
the Bible and rabbinic literature, but were much more strictly applied here, 
others were totally unknown to the sages or were clearly at odds with their 
views.

In the chapter “Bans on entering the Temple and Temple city,”4 God 
decrees: “and the city which I will hallow by settling my name and my Temple 
within it shall be holy and clean.” Therefore, no impure person should enter 
it before special purification as, for example, he who had sexual relations (out
side the city) or contact with the dead, or even nocturnal emissions.5 In the 
same way, “no blind man shall enter the Temple city so that they will not 
defile the city in which I dwell,” nor should a leper or diseased person, to 
whom separate places are allotted in other cities.6 Not only were sexual rela
tions forbidden in the city, so, too, was relieving oneself within the city: “And 
you shall make them a place for a hand outside the city, to which they shall 
go out to the northwest of the city-roofed houses, with pits within them to 
which the excrement will descend.”7 It was stipulated that this place was to 
be 3000 cubits outside the city— about 1500 meters according to some— and 
therefore Yadin supposed that those Essenes who actually made the attempt 
to live in the city according to such rules tried not to relieve themselves on 
Shabbat (perhaps they ate accordingly) because they could not travel this far 
on Shabbat without transgressing the Sabbath limits. They may also have lived 
near the Essene Gate (which was named after them) which led to the “hand” 
outside and was perhaps closer to it than the other gates.
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In the same way, Mecca is considered the city in which God built His house 
and the pilgrims are His visitors. According to some, a pilgrim even shakes 
hands with Him by kissing the Black Stone which is considered to be His 
right hand, as it were.8 Being rooted in a social reality, however, the Hajj 
regulations regarding Mecca are more tempered than those of the Temple 
Scroll referring to Jerusalem, although they may not seem so evident. As noted, 
after entering the city in the special Ihräm garb—which has no counterpart 
in Judaism—and after performing several rituals at the Ka'ba, the Muslim 
pilgrim may remove his Ihräm dress and is thus relieved of its concomitant 
personal prohibitions. He may now wash, cut his hair, or have sexual rela
tions—even inside the holy city. Only the general prohibitions not to hunt, 
cut trees, or shed blood in Mecca remain in force at all times.

Three Differences

Having mentioned—if only briefly—three basic similarities between the two 
holy cities and their sanctity, we shall now focus on three important points of 
differences between them: the destruction of the Temple and the hopes for its 
rebuilding and the redemption of Israel; the competition of Al-Madina with 
Mecca; and the spiritual symbolism of Jerusalem as compared to the earthly 
image of Mecca.

The destruction o f  the Temple in Jerusalem. The destruction of the First and 
Second Temples of Jerusalem and the dispersion into exile had far-reaching 
ramifications, and not only in the political sphere. The political and religious 
trauma was great. Life had ceased, as it were, and there was a general feeling 
that all comforts and pleasures should be discarded until the rebuilding of the 
Temple and the ingathering of the exiles could once again reinstate the proper 
equilibrium in history. People even thought that the cosmic order was inter
rupted:

Rabbi Joshua testified that from the day the Temple was destroyed 
there is no day without a curse, the dew has not descended for a blessing 
and the flavor has left the fruits. Rabbi Jose says the fatness [nourishing 
quality] was also removed from the fruits.9
So long as the Temple service is maintained, the world is a blessing to 
its inhabitants and the rains come down in season.10

Without the Temple offerings, however, there appears to have been no 
venue for the atonement of sins; even the gates of prayer seemed to be sealed.11 
The sages, of course, reorganized the spiritual life of Israel without the Temple, 
but mourning upon its destruction and the destruction of Jerusalem remained
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an integral part of Jewish life ever since, and for some it became the central 
idea of their entire life. Every Jew cited the words of the Psalmist: “If I forget 
thee, O Jerusalem, let my right hand forget its cunning, let my tongue cleave 
to the roof of my mouth if I remember thee not, if I prefer not Jerusalem 
above my chief joy” (137:5-6). For centuries, Jews the worldover remembered 
Jerusalem—more so than the Temple itself—on various occasions:

• when a man built his house he was to leave a small part of the wall 
unfinished in memory of Jerusalem;

• no festive banquet could be complete, but some things were to be omitted 
in memory of Jerusalem;

• to this very day, a glass is broken at a wedding in remembrance of Jeru
salem and a special blessing is recited: “May she who was barren [Zion] 
be exceedingly glad and exult when her children are gathered within her 
in joy”;

• in the prayers to be recited several times daily, mention of Jerusalem has 
a permanent place connected with both one’s misery and as well as hopes 
for redemption: “Let our eyes behold thy return in mercy to Zion” (from 
the daily 'Amidah)\

• after the reading of the haftarah on Shabbat, one recites: “Have mercy 
upon Zion, for it is the home of our life, and save her that is grieved in 
spirit—speedily, even in our days. Blessed are thou, O Lord, who makest 
Zion joyful through her children”;

• finally, in the Grace after Meals one recites: “And rebuild Jerusalem thy 
holy city speedily in our days. Blessed are thou, O Lord, who in thy 
compassion rebuildest Jerusalem.”12

This historical difference brought about deep religious changes in Judaism 
which had no counterpart in Islam; some of these developments were even 
frowned upon by Islam and ridiculed by its Doctors of Law.13 In Judaism, the 
hopes for rebuilding the Temple and Jerusalem and the restoration of the 
Davidic dynasty became associated with the more general eschatological hopes 
for a golden messianic age, the redemption of Israel and all mankind, and the 
eternal prophetic search for justice, righteousness, piety, charity, and peace. 
Although Jerusalem had been an important part of the eschatological prophetic 
visions before its destruction (see, for example, Isa. 2:2-4), its role became 
central to them after the destruction.

Jewish literature abounds with descriptions linking the rebuilding of Je
rusalem and the ingathering of exiles with a dramatic eschatological change 
of heart in man and the inauguration of a new golden age for man, city,
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land, and even the world. Jerusalem in ruins became the symbol of Israel’s 
misery14 and future rebuilding— the redemption of Israel, all mankind, and 
the beginning of the messianic era. In certain kabbalistic circles, the long
ing for Jerusalem took the form of erotic yearning; the synonymous terms 
Jerusalem and Zion were explained, under gnostic influence, as symbols of 
the majestic male and earthly female (Jerusalem the city), elements in God 
Himself which would reunite at the end of days, as it is written: “Awake, 
awake, put on thy strength, O Zion; put on thy beautiful garments, O Je
rusalem, the holy city” (Isa. 52:l) .15

These are, of course, only a few hints of what is elaborated upon in the 
various corpora of Jewish literature over the centuries; it has no parallel in 
Muslim medieval literature with regard to Mecca and the Ka'ba, neither of 
which has ever suffered a traumatic history or destruction. Mecca is never 
mentioned in Islam’s daily prayer which, in any case, is not very verbal al
though the direction of prayer is always toward Mecca, nor is the city men
tioned during festivals although it is present in the mind of every Muslim who 
wishes to perform the Hajj pilgrimage at least once in his lifetime. Moreover, 
Mecca plays no central role in the eschatology of Islam (according to some, 
this will be the first place of resurrection; according to others, Jerusalem— like 
in the Judaeo-Christian tradition— will be the place where the great Judgment 
will commence and take place). Eschatology in Islam has remained marginal 
in Muslim theology,16 probably because there was no destruction or exile 
which demanded spiritual compensation in the form of a theory of redemp
tion.

Muslim mystics, the Süfïs, were also very reserved about their feelings and 
yearnings for Mecca and the Ka'ba; many of them even advised their disciples 
against making pilgrimage, as “the knowledge of God is more urgent than the 
visit to His house”; they explained the Qufanic verses about pilgrimage as 
referring to “the pilgrimage of the profession [in your heart] of the essence of 
the one true God,” and the verses about sacrifice as referring to “the sacrifice 
of the desires of the heart in the courtyard of the Ka'ba of the heart.”17 Some 
even spoke out explicitly against pilgrimage to the Black Stone at the Kaeba:

Muhammad b. Al-Fadl says: “I wonder at those who seek His temple 
in this world: why do they not seek contemplation of Him in their 
hearts? The temple they sometimes attain and sometimes miss, but 
contemplation they might enjoy always. If they are bound to visit a 
stone, which is looked at only a year—surely they are more more bound 
to visit the temple of the heart, where He may be seen three hundred 
and sixty times in a day and night. But the njystic’s every step is a
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symbol of the journey to Mecca, and when he reaches the sanctuary he 
wins a robe of honour for every step.”18

It may well be that such sayings, together with the general reserved or even 
ambivalent Muslim attitude to the holy Black Stone,19 contributed their share 
to the astonishing fact that when the Black Stone was robbed by the Ismâ'ïlï 
Qarmatians, who considered its worship as idolatrous, and held by them for 
twenty years (930—950),20 no great religious outcry was heard in the Islamic 
world. It is also interesting to note that, due to Jewish-Christian influence, 
early Muslim mystics became more attached to Jerusalem and the Land of 
Israel21 than to Mecca and Al-Hidjäz. It might have been easier to accept the 
given sanctity of the Holy Land and Jerusalem than to risk the over-cultivation 
of the sanctity of Mecca, the Ka'ba, and the Black Stone. This may be true in 
other spheres as well, and not only with regard to the Süfi mystics, and is 
certainly deserving of a separate study.

The rivalry between Mecca and Al-Madina. Al-Madina, and Jerusalem to a 
lesser extent, were and still are great rivals to the primacy of Mecca in Islam. 
In early Judaism, Jerusalem was also rivaled by other sacred places and holy 
cities, such as Beth-el (Gen. 28:16) and Dan (I Kgs. 12:28). Later on, the 
Samaritans made Shechem their holy city instead of Jerusalem. Nevertheless, 
there can be no doubt that Jerusalem prevails as the holy city of Judaism which 
has no rivals and shares its holiness with no other city in the world.

Mecca, however, is a different story. From the outset, Mecca and Al-Madina 
competed for primacy in Islam. Muhammad was born in Mecca, the city of 
the holy Ka'ba, but had to leave it in 622 because of the inhabitants’ hostile 
attitude to his religious message. He found a place of refuge for himself and 
his company in Yathrib-Al-Madina, and from there established his leadership 
throughout Arabia. He dreamt of returning to Mecca and reinstating mono
theistic worship at the Ka'ba. Muhammad’s dream came true eight years later, 
in 630, when he returned to Mecca as victor. However, he did not stay for 
long in his birthplace, now the holy city of nascent Islam, but returned to Al- 
Madina, where he died and was buried two years later.

The rivalry between Mecca and Al-Madina was very serious and the liter
ature in praise of each is great, constituting part of the popular genre in Arabic 
literature in praise (Fadail) of different cities, objects, or people. But the 
competition between these two cities encompasses more than just local or tribal 
rivalry. Mecca is the place of the Ka'ba and the great holy mosque {Al-Masdjid 
Al-Haräm) surrounding it. Every Muslim has to make pilgrimage to it and to 
the other sacred places in its vicinity at least once in his lifetime: to the neigh
boring hills of Safa and Marwa, where the ritual of Say (running back and
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forth in memory of Hagar’s searching water for her son Ishmael ) is performed; 
to the plain of'Arafat, where the dramatic “Standing” (Wuqüf) and hearing 
of the sermon takes place; and to the small places of Muzdalifa and Minä 
nearby. None of these sites competes with the Ka'ba and Mecca, but early on 
they became part of the Muslim Hajj-pilgrimage.22 Al-Madina, however, is an 
independent holy city some 400 kms. north of Mecca. It harbors the Prophet’s 
mosque (Al-Masdjid al-Nabawï) and his burial nearby, which is considered 
one of the gates to heaven. No pilgrim to Mecca returns home without visiting 
the holy tomb although this is not considered part of the pilgrimage, and 
everyone prays there although it is explicitly forbidden to pray to the Prophet. 
According to classical Islamic theory, there is no holiness but that of God and 
no tomb should be worshipped, and even prophets are considered to be or
dinary humans only.23 Al-Madina is not part of the holy territory of Al-Hidjäz, 
and the pilgrim may enter this city in his everyday clothes (it is only forbidden 
to shed blood, hunt, or cut trees there). Even non-Muslims who may never 
enter Mecca are allowed to enter Al-Madina, but only for a couple of days. 
Nevertheless, Al-Madina aspired for centuries to surpass Mecca’s primacy and 
become the first holy city of Islam.

We shall not dwell here on this fascinating competition. Mecca is the city 
wherein every prayer and good deed is multiplied, as are the sins committed 
there. Every prayer there is worth a hundred thousand prayers in any other 
mosque; to live there is as if one lives in constant prayer, or as if one is stationed 
on a dangerous frontier (Ribät); if one dies there, it is as if one has died in 
lower heaven; to be resurrected there almost assures one of God’s forgiveness. 
The people of Mecca are God’s people (Ahl Alläh), and even the simpletons 
among them are deserving of paradise.The Prophet said: “By God, you, Mecca, 
are the best on God’s earth and the most beloved earth to God, and had I not 
been evicted from you I would never have left you. . . .”24 Other cities (Jeru
salem, for example) also tried to compete with Mecca, but to no avail. Only 
the rivalry of Al-Madina was never to be trifled with and often overshadowed 
the unique place of Mecca in Islamic religious thought and history.

It seems that because of this rivalry the amount of literature in praise of Al- 
Madina is legion, perhaps even more than that in praise of Mecca! Al-Samhüdï 
(d. 1505), a native of Al-Madina, is a late author who collected in the two 
volumes of his A Complete Account o f  the History o f  the Abode-City o f  the Chosen 
Prophet25 all the praises of Al-Madina.This book comprises Hadlth and other 
sayings, as well as stories extolling Al-Madina, some of which clearly attempt 
to undermine the special status of Mecca: to visit the Prophet’s tomb and to 
stay in Al-Madina is the best of all good deeds; when God created the Prophet, 
He commanded Gabriel to bring to him dry dust from the future burial place
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of the Prophet in Al-Madina which He kneaded with the nectar of paradise 
and immersed in the rivers of paradise; every prophet is buried in the place 
he loves most; before the excellence of Al-Madina became clear to everyone, 
the Prophet said in a Hadlth that Mecca is the best of all cities of God and 
the one He loves most—but when the Prophet stayed in Al-Madina for many 
years and proclaimed his religion from there, the blessings of Al-Madina be
came greater than those of Mecca. Mecca was then reconquered by the Prophet 
in the same way as all the other lands were conquered later (e.g., without any 
special distinction), but the Prophet never returned to settle there. Al-Madina 
thus became the most beloved city of God where all prayers are answered and 
in which it is best to die and be buried because the Prophet will intercede for 
all its people on the day of Judgment. A visit to Al-Madina is equivalent to a 
private pilgrimage to Mecca (cUmrd)y and a prayer in the Prophet’s mosque 
in Al-Madina is equal to the Hajj-pilgrimage, and so forth. Even the holy 
places outside Mecca are recruited into this competition, as it is stated that on 
certain days of the pilgrimage prayer on Mount 'Arafat and in Minä is better 
than in Mecca—thus demonstrating that God’s grace is boundless and not 
restricted to Mecca alone.

There can be little doubt that such rivalry did, in fact, undermine the 
primacy of Mecca, which could not develop as the holy city of Islam par 
excellence. Mecca is usually considered the first of the three holy cities of Islam, 
as is expressed in the famous Hadlth: “You shall only set out (lit., fasten your 
saddles) for three mosques: the Sacred Mosque ( in Mecca), my (i.e., the 
Prophet’s) mosque (in Al-Madina), and the Aqsâ mosque (in Jerusalem),”26 
or in many Hadlth traditions such as the following: “One prayer in my mosque 
(in Al-Madina) is worth ten thousand prayers, and one prayer in the Aqsâ 
mosque is worth a thousand prayers, and one prayer in the Sacred Mosque 
(of Mecca) is worth one hundred thousand prayers.” Sometimes only two of 
the three cities are mentioned: “A prayer in my mosque is worth more than 
one thousand prayers elsewhere, except (for a prayer )in the Sacred Mosque 
(of Mecca).” Sometimes a fourth city is mentioned (for example, Al-Küfa) or 
a different, third, one, but more often than not Mecca is the first of three— 
a phenomenon with which Jewish Jerusalem never had to wrestle.

Symbolic Jerusalem and the shunning o f  symbols in Islam. We now turn to 
the most basic point of difference between the status of Jerusalem in Judaism 
and that of Mecca in Islam. At the end of the entry “Jerusalem” in the En- 
cyclopaedia o f  Religion, F. E. Peters writes:

Jerusalem is more than a city or even a capital. It is a [biblical] idea.
People, city, and temple became one . . . linked in destiny and in God’s
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plan, then transformed and apotheosized into Heavenly Jerusalem . . .
[even after its destruction Jerusalem remained] not as a vaguely remem
bered nostalgia, but as a symbol built solidly into the thought and 
liturgy of Jerusalem.

We know that this idea and symbol of Jerusalem, and especially heavenly 
Jerusalem, became very important in Christian thought,27 and it may well be 
that the unique position of Jerusalem in Islam was a continuation of this 
Judaeo-Christian heritage. Mecca, on the other hand, never became a symbol 
of Islam or in Islam. It was neither a capital nor even a spiritual capital, and 
despite the myth of the heavenly Ka'bas—seven above the earth and seven 
below of exactly the same measurements as the earthly Ka'ba in Mecca—there 
is no real Islamic counterpart to the Judaeo-Christian heavenly Jerusalem.28

Why is this so? I believe the answer has less to do with Mecca itself than 
with the more general characteristics of mainstream Islam as a puritan, almost 
spartan, religion which aspires to understand and express the unity and tran
scendence of God ( Tawhïd) in the most abstract way possible. Islam knows 
of no visual symbols, just as it shuns icons, liturgy, music, drama and proces
sions, festivals, myths, and even—to some extent—allegory. Of course, no 
religion is devoid of symbolic language, and in Islam there were mystics and 
Shfites as well as others who cultivated this language. Nevertheless, of the 
three monotheistic religions, mainstream Islam avoided symbols and symbol
ism more than the other two, apparently because it was always devoted to 
attaining the highest level of perfect, pure, and abstract monotheism without 
succumbing, as it were, to any human need for symbolism and allegory. 
Therefore, Islam has, for example, no visual symbol29 like the cross and no 
parallel to the lulav or the symbolic parts of the Passover seder, or to the 
incense bowl or shofar of Jewish mosaic art. We shall not examine here either 
the details of this claim or whether the Qur’an, the Arabic script, the Mihräb- 
prayer niche, or even the Kaeba and other items could be considered symbols 
of Islam. Suffice it to say that if we define symbol as something “presented to 
the senses or the imagination which stands for something else,”30 Islam may 
perhaps have “marks or signs of identification,” but no visual symbols. With 
regard to Mecca, it is certainly true that Muslim authors explicitly and pur
posefully denied any symbolic status to the holy city, or to any other place, 
just as they denied any religious symbolism to special weekly or yearly times. 
Friday, for example, is not a day of rest because God never needed any rest 
after the six days of creation!31

Thus, this deep difference between the two holy cities has its roots not only 
in the different historical circumstances that shaped their destinies, but also
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resulted from the very basic differences in their character.While Judaism ac
cepted, to a certain extent at least, the pagan legacy of holy places and holy 
times, as well as symbolic signs, thereby catering to the needs of the people 
who cannot live with a totally abstract religion, mainstream Islam tried to 
avoid symbolism even of holy times and places, leaving holiness and symbolism 
to God alone. (This—at least on the theoretical level; in practice, however, 
this attitude failed completely and popular religion offered copious answers to 
the demands of the people in terms of festivals, holy places, and holy times.) 
In this regard, we should examine the unique quotation which Al-Samhüdï 
quotes from one Ibn eAbd Al-Saläm (a Damascene Shafi‘ite Doctor of Law 
who died in Cairo in 1262) and which he, like most of his sources, cannot 
accept as he strives to prove that Al-Madina and the Prophet’s tomb therein 
are the most holy places in the world:

All times32 and all places are equal and they differ in merit only because 
of what happens in them, not because of any inherent quality in them.
In the same way also the merit of Mecca and Al-Madina is connected 
only with what a person performs in them and with the fact that God 
Almighty is most generous to his servants and multiplies the rewards 
of deeds done in those cities.33

This is the religious ideal of Islam which only few have dared to formulate in 
such an explicit manner and which was seldom achieved in reality. Regarding 
Mecca, however, it seems to have succeeded in putting limits on the city’s 
sanctity, denying it the symbolic status which Jerusalem has attained in Judaism.
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Pilgrims and Pilgrimage to Jerusalem 

during the Early Muslim Period1

A M I K A M  E L A D

The Historical Framework

The politico-religious status of Jerusalem in the Muslim world was es
tablished at the beginning of the second/eighth century, during the 
Umayyad period (661-750). However, from the mid-eighth century, and even 

prior to it, Jerusalem lost its central political, though not religious, status, and 
throughout most of the Middle Ages it was an outlying city of diminished 
importance.

The effort made by the Umayyads to exalt and glorify the religious and po
litical status of Jerusalem was enormous. The evidence for this is to be found in 
the scope of the Umayyad building program in Jerusalem, in the sanctification 
of the Haram, and in the rituals instituted there. The building program in
cluded not only Qubbat al-Sakhra and al-Masjid al-Aqsä, but also the smaller- 
domed buildings on the Haram (Qubbat al-Silsila, Qubbat al-Nabl, Qubbat 
al-Mieräj; the Haram wall with its holy gates, which have combined Jewish 
and Islamic resonances (Bâb al-Nabl, Bâb al-Sakïna, Bab Hitta); the six large 
structures outside the Haram, including the large two-storied palace, from the 
second floor of which a bridge led apparently to al-Aqsä Mosque; and, finally, 
the roads to and from Jerusalem built and repaired by 'Abd al-Malik.2

This intense building activity must be seen in the context of the sanctifi
cation of the Haram and the rituals performed there. Although there is no 
explicit written testimony that the Umayyads considered Jerusalem to be their 
capital, their extraordinary investment of material and human resources in the 
city leaves no doubt that this was so. Certainly, at the local level, it would 
seem that the city was for some time the political and administrative center of 
the district (jund) of Filastln. The abundance of “Traditions in Praise of Je
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rusalem,” including the exegeses of passages of the Qur'an which are devoted 
to the city, and the “historical” traditions concerning the conquest of the city 
and the peace treaty granted it, all belong to this concerted effort on the part 
of the first Umayyads to give exceptional status to Jerusalem.

It therefore seems evident that the Umayyads intended to develop Jerusalem 
into both a political and religious center which, if not intended to surpass 
Mecca, would at least be its equal. This effort began with the reign of Mu'äwiya 
b. Abi Sufyân (661-680) and ended during the reign of Sulaymän b. eAbd al- 
Malik (715-717), when he began to build the city of Ramla. Sulaymän, ap
parently, did not share the adoration of Jerusalem which his father and brother 
had demonstrated before him.3

Muslim Worship on the Haram 
during the Umayyad Period

Ritual ceremonies in Jerusalem in the Umayyad period (and later as well) were 
mainly concentrated on the Haram. There are a number of early testimonies 
of these services, and they certainly confirm the trend developed and encour
aged by the first Umayyad caliphs. Many of these rituals were performed in 
and around the Dome of the Rock (Qubbat al-Sakhra).

During the time of eAbd al-Malik, the Dome of the Rock was opened to 
the public on Mondays and Thursdays only (!); on the other days only the 
attendants entered. These attendants cleansed and purified themselves, 
changed their clothing, burned incense, and anointed the Rock with all kinds 
of perfume. Prayers were held after incense was burnt. Ten gatekeepers were 
responsible for each gate.4 During eAbd al-Malik’s reign, the Dome was coated 
with gold and the Rock was surrounded with an ebony balustrade, behind 
which—between the pillars—hung curtains woven with gold. Jews and Chris
tians were employed in different services on the Haram: they cleaned the dirt 
there, made glass for the lamps and goblets, and prepared wicks for the lamps. 
They were exempt from the poll tax and passed these tasks on as an inheri
tance.5 Apparently, the gatekeepers mentioned above do not refer to these 
same Jews or Christians.

Another early tradition says that there were tofrty guards, one of whom 
belonged to the Ansär. Also serving on the Haram were al-Akhmäs, slaves of 
the caliph who belonged to the State Treasury as the fifth part (khums) of the 
booty or who were acquired by the Treasury on account of this khums.6

A chain hung from the middle of the Dome of the Rock. An interesting 
tradition relates that at the time of eAbd al-Malik a precious stone was sus
pended from this chain together with two horns of the ram sacrificed by
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Abraham, and the crown of Kisrä, king of Persia. According to another tra
dition, prior to the siege of Mecca by 'Abdallah b. al-Zubayr in 683-684, the 
two horns of the ram sacrificed by Abraham in redemption of his son were 
hung in the Ka'ba. According to one version of the latter tradition, they were 
placed on the fence of the Kaba at the time it was built and renovated by Ibn 
al-Zubayr, and were shattered there.7 Less than ten years later, horns of the 
ram were allegedly found at the Dome of the Rock in Jerusalem.

Evidently, already in the Umayyad period there were a number of places 
venerated within the Dome of the Rock where the Muslims performed ritual 
ceremonies. Two of these, the Black Paving Stone (al-Baläta al-Satuda) and 
the Gate of Isräfll, were of special significance.8

During the season of the hajj, the same ritual ceremonies were held on the 
Haram as were held in Mecca. One interesting tradition, parts of which are 
unparalleled in the known sources, describes in great length the ritual cere
monies customary on the Haram during the time of eAbd al-Malik. The text 
is found in the book of Sibt b. al-jawzl (1186-1256), Mirätal-Zamän, which 
is still mainly in manuscript form.9

Analysis o f  Sibt b. al-Jawzï’s Description

Generally, the text can be divided into two parts. From the first part it is 
learned that the politico-religious situation, i.e., the struggle with eAbdalläh b. 
al-Zubayr, drove eAbd al-Malik to prevent Ahl-al-Shäm from going to Mecca 
to perform the hajj and then build the Dome of the Rock as a replacement 
for the Ka'ba. The second part (much longer than the first) deals mainly with 
the actual building of the Dome of the Rock, its special attendants, the rituals 
held within, some physical characteristics of the Haram, and in this connection 
the description of the building and renovations on the Haram during the reign 
of the 'Abbäsid caliphs, al-Mansür (754-775) and al-Mahdl (775-786).

Many passages in the second part have almost identical parallels in the 
“Literature in Praise of Jerusalem” (Fadail Bayt al-Maqdis). The first part, 
which deals with the motives for the building of the Dome of the Rock, has 
almost no parallels in this genre. This description reported by Sibt b. al-jawzl 
is much longer and detailed than the well-known tradition of al-Yaeqübl (d. 
897), which was one of the main sources for scholars debating the reasons and 
circumstances for the erection of the Dome of the Rock.10

Notably, while many identical parallels are found in Sibt b. al-Jawzfs book 
and in the Fadail literature, the sources of M irät al-Zamän are al-Wäqidl (d. 
823), Hishäm b. al-Sä9ib al-Kalbî (d. 764), and his son Muhammad (d. 819), 
whereas the sources for this tradition in the Fadail books are a Jerusalem 
family.11
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The account of Ibn al-jawzl has bearing upon some historical as well as 
historiographical problems. It has significant implications for the importance 
of Jerusalem during the Umayyad period. The importance of the Dome of the 
Rock and the reasons for its erection are also part of this vast problem.12 There 
is good reason to discount the objections of Goitein and adhere to the earlier 
contention of Goldziher that it was the struggle with Ibn al-Zubayr which 
caused 'Abd al-Malik to build the Dome of the Rock and to attempt to divert 
the hajj from Mecca to Jerusalem. This in no way conflicts with what appears 
to have been two other important considerations in 'Abd al-Malik’s develop
ment of the Haram: the association of the spot with the Last Days and with 
the Temple of Solomon.

Although the immediate cause for the construction of the Dome of the 
Rock and the attempt to divert the hajj from Mecca to Jerusalem may have 
been his struggle with Ibn al-Zubayr, 'Abd al-Malik was also concerned with 
emphasizing the central place of Jerusalem, of the Haram and the Sakhra, 
within the religious landscape of early Islam. There is no contradiction in 
arguing that he built the Dome of the Rock on the site of the Temple of 
Solomon as a symbol of the Last Days and also as a rival to Mecca, which was 
then in the hands of his opponent Ibn al-Zubayr.

Worship on the Haram after the Umayyad Period: The Wuqüf

Additional testimonies on the performance of the w uqü f ceremonies in Jeru
salem on the Haram come from later periods. Näsir-i Khusraw, who visited 
Jerusalem in the year 1047, describes the performance of al~td r/jTopposite the 
Rock on the Haram, the offering of the *ïd al-Adhä sacrifice on the Haram by 
those Muslims who were unable to make the pilgrimage to Mecca. Al- 
Türtüshl, who was in Jerusalem in the last decade of the eleventh century, 
notes that on the day o f cArafat, in the mosque in Jerusalem, the people from 
that city and the neighboring villages stood in prayer with their faces turned 
to Mecca, raising their voices in du a (prayers of request, invocations) as 
though they were standing before Mount 'Arafat in Mecca.

In the year 1189 Saläh al-Dln traveled from Safad to Jerusalem for the 
explicit purpose of celebrating the holiday of the sacrifice there. Ibn Taymiyya 
(d. 1329) also tells of the existence of the wuqüf custom in Jerusalem. Toward 
the middle of the fourteenth century, eAlâ5 al-Dln, Abü al-Hasan composed a 
poem (qasida), whose verses blatantly condemn a number of the rituals held 
in Jerusalem which related to the Holy Rock and other places on the Haram.13 
Muslims from Jerusalem and the adjacent areas, as well as pilgrims from all 
over the Muslim world, most certainly took part in the rituals held on the 
Haram in the course of their visit to the holy places in the city.
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The Visit and Pilgrimage to Jerusalem and Its Holy Sites

Christian and Jewish Pilgrims to the Holy Land

There was a long and developed tradition of Christian worshippers visiting 
the Holy Land already before the early Muslim period (634-1099).14 Its roots 
were still deeply embedded in the early period of the Christian church, but 
the real impetus was in the days of Constantine, following the pilgrimage of 
his mother, Helena, to the Holy Land.15

The pilgrims set out for the Holy Land with guidebooks which were widely 
circulated in the Christian world. One of the first guides, already heard of at 
the beginning of the fourth century, was Eusebius’ Onomasticon, “The Guide 
to the Land of the Bible.”16 There were short guides written for the Christian 
pilgrim at the beginning of the sixth century which were prepared for the 
pilgrim to carry about during his travels to the holy places and were already 
distributed to him at his place of origin in the West.17 A number of descrip
tions of Christian pilgrims’ routes in the Holy Land in the early Muslim period 
seem to follow such itineraries.18

Many testimonies exist of pilgrimages by Jews to the Holy Land, especially 
from Syria but also from places farther away in the Muslim world. We have 
almost no information about Jewish pilgrimages from European countries dur
ing this period, which were ongoing whenever external circumstances made it 
possible.19 It is noteworthy that the first guidebook for the Jewish pilgrim to 
Jerusalem (and Palestine?) was most probably the one published by J. Braslavi20 
from the eleventh century. Guidebooks for Jewish pilgrims to the Holy Land 
existed from the twelfth century on.21

Muslim Pilgrimage to the Holy Land

We have no testimony during the early Muslim period for the existence of a 
guide for Muslim pilgrims to the Holy Land. The earliest-known book con
cerning the visits to the known Muslim holy sites (in the Islamic caliphate) 
dates to the ninth century. Three more treatises on this subject, dating to the 
end of the tenth century, are known, however none of them has survived. 
Their authors were Shf ites (apparently not by coincidence), and it is clear that 
they discussed, first and foremost, visiting the sites holy to the Shf ites.22

The Umayyad and Early \Abbäsid Periods23

From the beginning of the Umayyad period, Muslim visitors and pilgrims 
came to Jerusalem to pray in its holy places. A few very early testimonies of 
this have been collected and are cited here. However, even partial conclusions
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regarding the scope of the phenomenon cannot be drawn from them, nor are 
specific pilgrim itineraries or a complete list of the holy sites that pilgrims 
visited and prayed at given. What is known is that the places visited were 
concentrated mainly on the Haram, and that the itinerary also included the 
Place of Prayer of David (Mihräb Däwüd), the Spring of Silwän, the Valley 
of Gehenna (mainly the Church of Mary), and the Mount of Olives.

Many traditions were circulated in the Umayyad period in an attempt to 
encourage pilgrimage to Jerusalem and prayer there. These constitute a part 
of the “Traditions in Praise of Syria” (Fadail al-Shärri).24 In addition, special 
traditions in praise of places in Jerusalem itself were circulated at the beginning 
of the Umayyad period as part of the Fadail literature, and this certainly 
encouraged pilgrimages and visits there. Thus, we have a rather early tradition 
that was circulated no later than the first quarter of the eighth century that 
“he who comes to Jerusalem and prays to the right of the Rock [on the Haram] 
and to its north, and prays in the (holy) place (al-mawdt) of the Chain, and 
gives a little or much charity, his prayers will be answered and God will remove 
his sorrows, and he will be freed of his sins as on the day his mother gave birth 
to him.”25

Tradition has it that the Prophet “prayed” to the right of the Rock on the 
night of the isra \ and it was there that the Qubbat al-Nabl was later built.26 
It should also be remembered that he who prays to the north of the Rock 
unites the two qiblas.27 As for the place of the Chain, this may mean Qubbat 
al-Silsila (or perhaps the chain that was suspended from the center of the Dome 
of the Rock).28

Another early tradition (the isnädconcludes with Khälid b. Maedän, d. 103 
or 104/721-722) encourages visits to the holy places in Jerusalem: “Whoso
ever comes to Jerusalem must come to the eastern Mihräb Däwüd and pray 
there and bathe in the spring, the Spring of Silwän, for it is one of the springs 
of Paradise, and he is not allowed to enter the churches and buy anything 
from there.”29

The pilgrims came to Jerusalem from nearby locales (from Syria30 and from 
more distant regions. Some came in fulfillment of personal vows.31 Anyone 
who could not make the pilgrimage and pray in Jerusalem could send olive 
oil instead to illuminate the Mosque of Jerusalem.32 Goitein thinks that Jews 
and Christians also donated oil for illumination of the mosque.33

Some pilgrims came to Jerusalem before the season of the hajj in order to 
sanctify themselves and prepare themselves for the hajj or the eumra. This 
santification ceremony was called ihräm or ihläl (meaning that the person 
sanctifying himself, the muhrim, announced out loud his intention and read
iness to enter into a state of ihräm).

Early traditions, which can be dated back to at least the first quarter of the
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second/eighth century, extol the sanctification of the hajj or the 'umra from 
Jerusalem.34 There is information on a number of important Muslim scholars 
who went up to Jerusalem to perform the ihräm there before the hajj, namely 
'Abdallah b. 'Umar (d. 74/669), 'Abdallah b. al-'Abbâs (d. 58/678), Mahmüd 
b. al-Rabf, Abü Nu'aym (d. 99/717), and a little later Wakf b. al-Jarrâh (d. 
812), who performed an ihräm in Jerusalem.35 All these were famous people; 
some of them did not live either in Syria or Palestine. Obviously scholars and 
other residents of Palestine were also present on the Haram during the ihräm 
ceremony before the hajj, and it may be assumed that they constituted the 
majority of those sanctifying themselves. It is related, for example, that Sâlih 
b. Yüsuf, Abü Shu'ayb, a resident of Palestine who died in Ramla in 282/890, 
performed the hajj ninety (or seventy) times, and each time he would perform 
the ihräm from the Rock of Jerusalem [or the Haräm: min Sakhrat Bayt al- 
Maqdis[ .36

There is great virtue in combining the visit to Jerusalem with one to He
bron. All those who visit Jerusalem and afterwards go to the tomb of Abraham 
in Hebron will there recite five prayers; their requests from God will be granted 
and all their sins will be forgiven.37 Another tradition combined the pilgrimage 
to Mecca and the visit to al-Madlna with that to Jerusalem, praising and 
recommending prayer in the three mosques of these cities during the same 
year.38 Perhaps in this light one can understand the words of al-MuqaddasI 
(second half of the tenth century) who, when describing the Berbers in North 
Africa, says that there are very few of them who do not visit Jerusalem ( wa- 
aqallu man läyazüru Bayt al-Maqdis minhum).39

A rare testimony combining the pilgrimage to Mecca with the ziyära to 
Jerusalem is found in a poem by al-Mu'allâ b. Tarif, the mawlä of Caliph al- 
Mahdl (775-786).

Kämil Muraffal:
Yä sähi innï qad hajaj / tu wa-zurtu Bayta *l-Maqdisi 
Wa-dakhaltu Luddan eämidan / f i - ïd i  Märyä Jirjisi 
Fa-raaytu fih i niswatan / mithla ’z-zibai ’l-kunnasi.A0

Translation:
Oh, my friend:
I have already performed the pilgrimage / and visited Jerusalem 
And I entered [the city of] Lod intending to visit / the St. Georgius 
Festival
And I saw there women / who looked like gazelles gathering to their 
shelter.41
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Al-Mu'allä b. Tarif visited Lod for the St. Georgius festival, one of the 
Christian festivals recognized by the Muslims in Palestine according to which 
they calculated the seasons of the year. The festival of Lod {'Id Ludd) is the 
festival of the sowing season.42 Exactly when al-Mu'allä visited Jerusalem and 
Lod is not known, however it may have been at the time of al-Mahdl’s visit 
to Jerusalem in 163/780.43

Jerusalem also constituted a unique center for the early ascetics and Muslim 
mystics, the zuhhäd\ who developed and circulated the “Traditions in Praise 
of Jerusalem.” Some resided in the city and others made pilgrimages to it from 
all corners of the Muslim world. They often combined their visit to Jerusalem 
with visits to other border towns (ribätät) in Palestine and other parts of the 
Muslim world.44

The testimonies for visits to Jerusalem and its holy places are very early, 
but what the pilgrim’s itinerary was is not known, nor is there a full list of 
the holy sites which they visited or where they prayed. It was said of the well- 
known scholar al-Awzâ'ï (d. 157/774)45 that he prayed on the Haram with his 
back to the Rock, saying: “Thus did 'Umar b. 'Abd al-'AzIz” (717-720). The 
transmitter of the tradition continues: “And al-Awzä'l did not come to any of 
the holy places which are generally visited.”46 It was also said of the scholar 
Wakf b. al-Jarräh (d. 812) “that he did not visit a single one of the holy places 
[which it was customary to visit].”47 The latter two traditions are evidence of 
the controversy between the scholars in the second century of the hijra (eighth 
century of the Christian era) regarding the holiness of Jerusalem and the holy 
places there, especially of the Rock.48

A tradition which emphasizes the controversy between the Muslim scholars 
on this question and, at the same time, offers evidence of the itinerary of the 
Muslim pilgrim at the end of the eighth century was reported by Ja'far b. 
Musâfïr (d. Muharram 254/January, 868),49 who states:

I saw Mu’ammal b. Ismâ'll (d. 206/821-822)50 in Jerusalem give [a 
small] amount of money to people {atä qawman shay an) and they went 
round with him to those [holy] places {ft tilka ’l-mawädi). His son said 
to him: “Oh my father, Wakf b. al-Jarräh has already entered [Jeru
salem?] and he did not make a course [of the holy places].” [Mu’ammal] 
said: “Each person does as he pleases.”51

Although specific places were not mentioned in the sources, from the evi
dence compiled of visits to the holy places in Jerusalem from the Umayyad 
period to the early 'Abbäsid period, approximately to the year 800, it can safely 
be assumed that, first and foremost, they included sites on the Haram, e.g.,
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the Dome of the Rock, the Aqsä Mosque, the Dome of the Prophet, the Dome 
of Ascension, and the Dome of the Chain. A number of gates on the Haram 
were surely included: the gates of Mercy, Hitta, the Divine Presence (Sakïna), 
the Tribes (al-Asbät), and the Prophet. And, finally, there were additional 
places outside the Haram, such as Mihräb Däwüd, the Spring of Silwän, and 
the Mount of Olives.52

The description by Ibn Kathlr, who outlines the existing situation in the 
Umayyad period, informs us that visitors to Jerusalem saw pictures of al-Sirät> 
Paradise, and other scenes connected with the Latter Days on the Haram. 
Ninth- and tenth-century geographers, Ibn al-Faqlh, Ibn eAbd Rabbihi, 
al-MuqaddasI, and also the Muslim traveler Näsir-i Khusraw, describe or men
tion numerous structures on the Haram, many of which were no doubt erected 
in the Umayyad period. It is difficult to determine exactly where they were 
located, since their names and locations changed over the years.53

The First Guide fo r  the Muslim Pilgrim from  the Beginning o f  the 
Eleventh Century

It has been clearly shown that from the earlier periods (seventh-ninth centu
ries) there is much evidence of pilgrimage and visits to the holy places in 
Jerusalem, especially on the Haram. The “Literature in Praise of Jerusalem” 
supplies much information concerning religious and learned men who dwelt 
in Jerusalem or who came to visit its holy sites, however at this stage of research 
it is very difficult to assess the nature and especially extent of these pilgrimages 
in the early Muslim period. It has already been stressed that a complete de
scription of the pilgrim’s stops during this period is lacking and we know of 
no guidebook for the Muslim traveler from this early period.

It was only in the early eleventh century that a complete and detailed itin
erary of visits to the Muslim holy places in Jerusalem was recorded by Ibn al- 
Murajjä. It is the first of its kind known,54 and its influence is well attested in 
the late compilations of the “Literature in Praise of Jerusalem.” Some of these 
late authors copy the itinerary almost verbatim, while others present only parts 
of it. A few scholars mentioned this guidebook and briefly stressed its impor
tance.5̂  separate discussion was dedicated to it by Livne.56

Ibn al-Murajjä describes more than twenty recommended sites in Jerusalem. 
In some of them the Muslim must pray and in other places he need only 
perform the invocation or combine prayers with invocations. Livne came to 
the conclusion that the majority of these prayers have no direct link to the 
specific places in which they are said. Prayers and invocations are already found 
in the early compilations of hadïth and in the early adab literature; some of 
the prayers “give the impression that they paraphrase some verses from the
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Bible, especially from Psalms.” The prayers which have a special link to places 
in Jerusalem are those said in Mihräb Däwüd (sürat säd) and Mihräb Maryam 
(süràt Mary am). Summarizing this topic, Livne concludes that the prayers were 
probably compiled artificially by Ibn al-Murajjä himself.57

Dating the Guide o f  Ibn al-Murajjä

Unlike most of the traditions in Ibn al-Murajjä’s book, which can be dated to 
a much earlier period with the help of the isnäd, the traditions in the “Muslim 
Guide” (except for the prayers) are not preceded by an isnäd. Therefore, it 
appears that Ibn al-Murajjä composed the guide himself during the first half 
of the eleventh century. It is highly probable, however, that this itinerary, or 
a similar one, was known to visitors to the holy places in Jerusalem already at 
the beginning or middle of the tenth century. This can be deduced from an 
interesting tradition, recorded by Ibn al-Murajjä with an isnäd which con
cluded with Abü Muhammad, eAbdallàh b. Muhammad al-Khülî [?], relating 
that on the tenth of Muharram, in the year 335 [= 12th August, 946], he had 
a dream wherein he visited the holy places on the Haram in Jerusalem. In this 
dream he visited:

1. The Dome of the Rock. Within the Dome.
2. The Black Paving Stone (al-Baläta al-Sawdä5). Then to:
3. The Dome of the Ascension (of the Prophet) to Heaven (Qubbat al- 

Mfräj).
4. The Dome of the Prophet (Qubbat al-Nabl).
5. The Gate (Bäb) of Hitta.
6. The Cradle of Jesus (Mahd eïsâ) and Mihräb Maryam.
7. Mihräb Zakariyyä*.
8. The Gate of Mercy (Bäb al-Rahma).
9. Al-Masjid al-Aqsä.58

All these sites, and several others, are mentioned (though not in this order) by 
Ibn al-Murajjä.59 This tradition most probably testifies to the existence of an 
itinerary to the holy places on the Haram. Its purpose is most probably to 
reinforce and praise their sanctity.60

Stops in the Visitors* Itinerary to the Holy Places in Jerusalem , 
according to Ibn al-Murajjä

1. The Dome of the Rock (Qubbat al-Sakhra). Within the Dome of the 
Rock the Muslim should pray in the following holy places:



310 ♦ Pilgrim s and  P ilgrim age to Jerusa lem

la. The Black Paving Stone (al-Baläta al-Sawdä3). 
lb. The Cave under the Rock.
lc. Maqäm al-Nabl. Then the Muslim must turn toward the cast, 

stand and pray at the eastern gate of the Dome of the Rock, which 
is:

Id. The Gate of [the Angel] Isràfll (Bâb Isrâfll). Then he goes out of 
the Dome towards:

2. The Dome of the Chain (Qubbat al-Silsila). Then to:
3. The Dome of Ascension [of the Prophet] to Heaven (Qubbat al-

Mi'räj). Then to:
4. The Dome of the Prophet (Qubbat al-Nabl). Then to:
5. The Gate of Mercy (Bâb al-Rahma). Then to:
6. Mihräb Zecharia (Zakariyyä9). Then to:
7. Solomon’s Chair (KursI Sulaymän), which is located on a rock at the

backside [= the southwest] of the mosque [i.e., the Haram]. Then he 
goes on toward:

8. The Gate of the Shekhina (Bâb al-Saldna). Then to:
9. The Gate of Hitta. Then to:

10. Al-Masjid al-Aqsä. Within the Mosque the Muslim should pray in: 
10a. Mihräb 'Umar.
10b. Mihräb Muawiya.
10c. All the mihräbs within the Mosque. Then he ought to descend 

to:
11. The Gate of the Prophet (Bäb al-Nabl). Then he continues toward:
12. Mihräb Maryam, also known as the Cradle of Jesus (Mahd eïsâ). From 

there he goes down to:
13. The place which the Angel Gabriel drilled with his finger and tied up 

al-Buräq. From this place the Muslim can ascend to:
14. Al-Sähira, which is the Mount of Olives (Tur Slnä [= Tur Zaytä],61 

or enter:
15. Mihräb Däwüd, which is [located] at the western gate of the city.
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Jerusalem and the Genesis 

of Islamic Scripture

A N G E L I K A  N E U W I R T H

Jerusalem’s Honorary Names in Islam1

Looking for an Islamic expression of the spiritual meaning of Jerusalem 
through history, one inevitably comes across a triple honorary name that 

the city has borne for at least ten centuries2 and which is still in use among 
believers as a mnemotechnical device to remind them of the complex signifi
cance of the sanctuary:

Ülä al-kiblatayn (First of the two directions of prayer)
Thânï al-masjidayn (Second of the two sanctuaries)
Thälith al-haramayn (Third after the two places of pilgrimage)

At first glance, the three attributes appear surprising: instead of presenting 
panegyric expressions of the particular “merits of Jerusalem,” they rather seem 
to mirror the inconsistent historical process of attraction and repulsion which 
this city, as a complex religious symbol, underwent a process which, superfi
cially viewed, may be taken as a steady decrease in recognition during the 
formative period of Islamic religious development. To do justice to the titles, 
we should, however, attempt to re-read them within a broader semantic and 
religious context. Obviously, two of the three titles immediately touch on the 
process concerning us here, i.e., the genesis of Islamic Scripture. Thus, the 
epithet “first of the two directions of prayer” relates to the earliest phase of 
scriptural genesis, recalling a ritual custom—the physical orientation of the 
worshipper toward Jerusalem—which was practiced by the emerging Muslim 
community during the Meccan phase of the prophet’s activities. The middle 
epithet, “second of the two sanctuaries,” also recalls a development still from 
the time of the prophet. It refers to the tension emerging between the two

315
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foundation places of monotheist worship which were becoming rivals: on the 
one hand, the Ka'ba of Mecca, soon after the Hijra, had become celebrated as 
the place from where the Abrahamic worship, i.e., primarily the rites of pil
grimage (the hajj), had originated; on the other hand, Jerusalem, the “further 
sanctuary” (al-masjid al-aqsä), presented itself as the center of the “Blessed 
Land” (al-ard allatt bäraknä fihâ), the homeland of those Quranic prophets 
whose message had survived in verbal, not ritual, forms, i.e., Moses and Jesus. 
Since the Abrahamic sanctuary should be, of course, more ancient than the 
sanctuary of the people of Moses (the Banü Israel) built by Solomon, Jerusalem 
falls into second place, after Mecca. The last honorary name, “third after the 
two sanctuaries,”3 reflects a later compromise. It expresses the ultimate con
cession that some religious scholars, a few generations after the prophet, would 
grant those growing circles within Islam who, to the orthodox, exaggerated 
their esteem for Jerusalem. The epithet, therefore, expresses restriction rather 
than approval. Jerusalem is conceded third rank only, after Mecca, and now 
that the prophet’s tomb had become a place of pilgrimage—after Medina as 
well.

Of course, the titles would hardly have survived into modern times as hon
orary names had they been meant to describe a successive loss of significance. 
They should, therefore, allow for a different reading. To approximate their 
intended meaning, we have to ask what particular experiences relating to Je
rusalem might be hidden behind these titles, experiences deemed worth pre
serving by the Muslim community. For our present purposes, we will limit 
ourselves to an inquiry into the history of the first and the second of these 
titles.

Ülä al-kiblatayn
The first epithet draws our attention to the peculiar body language4 implied 
in the Islamic ritual, more precisely its introductory gesture which, however 
modified, characterizes the prayer worship until today. As is well known, the 
ritual custom of facing the Ka'ba was preceded historically by the worshippers’ 
orientation toward Jerusalem; this practice was upheld for a few years until it 
was changed by a revelation dating from the year 2 Hijra.5 Thus, the Wbla is 
to be considered as part and parcel of the emerging Islamic worship from its 
formative, i.e., middle/late Meccan, period onward. In order to understand 
the particular consciousness that might have found its expression in the earliest 
worshippers’ adoption of a kibla, their orientation toward a distant sanctuary, 
we have to consider the particular communication process that is implied in 
Islamic worship. Our source—the Qur an—the only contemporary one we 
possess, must be viewed in a novel way: not in its paraenetical function, i.e.,
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as a canonized corpus of narrative, edificational, or legal texts, but rather in 
its liturgical function, i.e., as the document of, and a kind of “libretto” for, a 
very complex communication process.

When we turn to the kibla, three contextual associations closely connected 
with it come to mind, associations that seem to point to particular experiences 
of the early community as underlying the adoption of the gesture: firstly, taking 
up the kibla is always performed at a cosmically-determined time of the day; 
secondly, it is closely connected to the evocation of a topographia sacra as the 
place of remembrance of divine self-manifestation; and thirdly, it attests to the 
ever-renewed staging of divine communication to man through the recitation 
of Scripture.

The Emergence of Muslim Worship 
as Mirrored in the Early Surahs

Since the Islamic practice of facing a kibh in worship appears to have been 
adopted at a particular historical stage, we should undertake a short survey of 
the Qur anic texts that yield some information about the body language in the 
Meccan pagan and ever-increasing Islam-imprinted worship. A number of 
early surahs present similar scenarios: the prophet recites verses in front of two 
groups of listeners: one, the God-fearing, responds to the Qur an recitation 
through prostration, thereby acknowledging the spiritual presence of the divine 
sovereign and displaying strong emotions; the members of the other group 
“turn their backs,” thereby rejecting, or even mocking, participation in the 
worship as they witness it. What kind of service is to be presupposed here as 
the framework of this interaction? We may assume that it was composed of 
two basic elements: the first should have been the ritual which, already in pre- 
Islamic times, bore the name saläh, an Aramaic loanword used in the Qur’an 
for both the ancient Arabian and the emerging Islamic community’s worship. 
This suggests that the ritual had already been in use in a relatively fixed form, 
presumably consisting of a sequence of gestures of self-humiliation in front of 
the divine King, similar to those of the later canonized Muslim saläh. Some 
Quranic passages explicitly state that Muhammad himself was exhorted to 
partake in this ritual at the Kaeba. The second element may be considered 
Muhammad’s own innovation, i.e., the recitation of the speech conveyed to 
him. Since, in some metatextual passages, his listeners are reprimanded because 
of the negligence displayed in their performing the traditional saläh, and in 
others because of their rejection of Muhammad’s recitation, we learn that both 
types of worship were celebrated together and that the whole scenario was 
supposed to be staged at the Ka'ba.
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The Community’s Dissociation from 
the Kaeba and Their “Exodus” into 

the Imaginary Space of the Banü Isratl

Striking signs o f  change in the surahs o f  the later Meccan periods. The collision 
between the adherents to the ancient Arabian worship and the followers of its 
monotheist reform, which is already heralded in the metatextual parts of the 
early surahs which comment upon the poor reception given Muhammad’s 
recitation, leads to the final emigration of the early community from Mecca 
to Medina. Not only the biography of the prophet, the sîra, but, indirectly, 
the Quran as well, reflect at least one intermediate stage which has been 
termed in western scholarship the “Second Meccan period.,,6 At this stage, we 
find a new framework for the recitation of the surahs. The earlier metatextual 
references to hostile behavior are missing, and the surah is addressed exclusively 
to believers, and only indirectly to nonbelievers, by noting their positions in 
the frequent polemical passages which often contain stereotypical simulations 
of arguments.

There are, however, further hints of progress in the development of worship. 
One Qur anic verse affirms that now, in addition to the Qur’anic recitation, 
there is a communal prayer transmitted in the Qur anic text as the “Opening 
Chapter” {al-fatiha)7 in which the believers express themselves as “We,” thus 
responding to the speech of God transmitted by the recitation. Finally, this 
recitation itself has gone through changes: the new surahs have become longer 
and more composite. Indeed, they seem to reflect the shape of worship familiar 
to neighboring religions, featuring in their central parts a narration of salvation 
history, a kind of recasting of the Torah- or gospel-reading, which is absolutely 
novel in the Qur anic development. This narrative nucleus of the surah is 
framed by other typical features of monotheistic worship, such as hymns, 
litanies, exhortations, and, finally, polemical sermon-like elements. The em
phatic introductory section, instead of alluding to the rites of the Ka'ba, now 
refers to writing or to instruments of writing such as the pen, parchment, etc.8 
What has happened? What was it that replaced the Ka'ba’s significance?

♦ ♦ ♦

The “Exodus”. The only Qur anic verse of this period of development that still 
refers to Mecca, surah 17.1, appears to be of key importance to our problem. 
It alludes to a nocturnal exodus:

Glory be to Him, who carried his servant by night 
from the Holy mosque (al-masjid al-haräni) to the Further Mosque 

(al-masjid al-aqsä)
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the precincts of which We have blessed,
That We might show him some of Our signs.
He is the All-hearing, the All-seeing.

This somewhat cryptic verse mentions a nocturnal journey, more precisely a 
flight, conceived as an experience of liberation and viewed even in analogy to 
the exodus of Moses,9 leading the prophet out of Mecca toward “the other 
sanctuary” par excellence, which in the context of the religio-geographical 
horizons of the early community can hardly be located elsewhere than on the 
Temple Mount of Jerusalem, the “masjid o f  the Banü Israel”.10 The simplest 
explanation of the event alluded to in this verse would be to assume the 
experience of a dream.11 In Islam, this explanation has been upheld by only a 
minority of the exegetes, yet it has been incorporated into the most renowned 
tenth-century commentary on the Quran by al-Tabari, wherein a cousin of 
the prophet, ’Umm Hänis, is quoted to have related the following:

As to the nocturnal journey (isra) of the Messenger of God the follow
ing took place. He had been staying in my house over night. After 
performing the last evening prayer he retired to sleep and so did all of 
us. At dawn the Messenger of God woke us up for morning prayer, 
and when we had performed it together, he said to me: ’Umm Häni9, 
you remember that I performed with you in this very place the evening 
prayer. Thereupon, however, I was in Bayt al-Maqdis and have prayed 
there. And now I have been praying again with you the morning prayer 
in this place.12

It should not detract from the convincing force of this simple and sober 
account that a short time later the same Quranic verse, 17.1, was to become 
the locus probans for the elevation of the prophet to the rank of an ecstatic 
with the ability to perform a miraculous ascent to heaven. In later exegetic 
traditions, verse 17.1 is usually understood as an allusion to a unique nocturnal 
voyage (isra), miraculous not only insofar as time and space are reduced to 
quantités négligeables, but in other respects as well; the prophet is imagined to 
be riding a fairy tale-inspired, pegasus-shaped beast, the Buräq, on whose back 
he travels from Mecca to Jerusalem, passing by diverse stations of significance 
for salvation history. At a further stage of the exegetic development, the journey 
is even imagined as going beyond Jerusalem and ascending through the seven 
celestial spheres to heaven itself. This ascent (mträj)—according to the tradi
tion reported from the prophet’s scribe, Ibn Mas'üd—reaches its climax when 
God himself gives Muhammad the institution of the five Islamic prayers.13

The images of the prophet underlying these two interpretations of verse



320 ♦ Jerusa lem  and  the Genesis o f  Islam ic S cripture

17.1 stand in sharp contrast. Still, the sober descriptive version and the fan
tastic mythifying interpretation have one trait in common, namely, the reali
zation that the aim of this journey, the revelation of the “signs,” is nothing 
other than an expression of the unique closeness to God granted to the prophet 
through prayer. In both accounts, the voyage out of Mecca is associated with 
prayer, the prophet himself performing or even leading the prayer (saläh) in 
the midst of the other prophets in the Jerusalem sanctuary in one version, and 
the prophet being granted the very institution of prayer by his divine Lord in 
the other. Thus, in view of the identical nucleus of both accounts, namely the 
concept of prayer as connected to a particular site, it is suggestive to interpret 
the nocturnal journey, the exodus to the sanctuary of the Israelites, the masjid 
BanïIsraïU as a spiritual movement continuing the journey already started in 
the imagination of the prophet by his facing the kibla, unto the “further 
sanctuary” which, newly introduced as the orientation for prayer, may be 
assumed to have been still forcefully present in the worshippers’ minds.

♦ ♦ ♦

The spiritual dimension o f  the “exodus”. How is it to be explained that adopting 
the kibla could appear as so significant a departure as to be conceived as an 
exodus into the space of the memory of the Banü Israel? It appears that the 
Jerusalem sanctuary, in its function as the object of ritual orientation, as the 
focus of an imaginary space becoming accessible in prayer, did not reach the 
consciousness of the community as an isolated discovery or at a haphazard 
time.

As has been mentioned, the process of segregation from the traditional 
Meccan rites is clearly reflected in the evolution of new Islamic forms of wor
ship, less dependent now on the presence at holy places and concentrating 
more strongly on elaborated verbal compositions than on the earlier ritual 
gestures. The new surahs show clear compositional patterns, extending over 
numerous complexly-built verses14 and reflecting in their central parts impor
tant episodes of biblical history. This process of development is, however, not 
to be understood simply as a change in forms, but its full dimensions run 
much deeper. What is mirrored here is the radical break with the inherited 
tradition which is caused by the intrusion of writing into the space of memory. 
It should be stressed that, according to the most widely-accepted hypothesis, 
it was still during Muhammad’s Meccan career that the medium of writing 
was, for the first time in Arabic literature, consistently integrated into the 
composition of texts and the techniques of their preservation. Nevertheless, 
the wording may not yet have been fixed for an envisaged individual reader, 
but rather still for a secondary mediator, that is, a reciter of texts. Thus, there
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were two essential novelties: (1) the newly-attained state of convergence of the 
Qur anic revelation with the previous Scriptures, represented primarily by the 
Torah, the scripture of the Banü Israeli; and (2) the simultaneous adoption of 
the topographia sacra of that very group, by fixing the direction of prayer toward 
their central sanctuary. Together, these developments created a new self- 
consciousness of the young community, which was no longer based only on 
the rites as practiced at the Ka'ba, but much more on the new awareness among 
the receivers and bearers of a Scripture, thus giving them a share in the memory 
of salvation history transmitted by the medium of writing.

The particular type of change in orientation, described by J. Assmann15 as 
the transition of a society from ritual coherence to textual coherence, seems 
to have been at work here. The kibla toward Jerusalem points to a close 
connection between the emerging Islamic community and the older religions, 
and thus to a newly-attained “textual coherence.” Thus, it is not surprising 
that the Qur anic allusions to the Meccan sanctuary and its rites as the previous 
guarantors of societal coherence, allusions which used to be so numerous until 
then in the introductory sections of the Meccan surahs, were soon replaced 
by a stereotypical introductory evocation of the Book (kitäb), now realized as 
the most significant common spiritual possession, and even more as the token 
of God’s presence.

The images now appearing in the beginning sections of the surahs, the book 
and its requisites, point unequivocally to the awareness that a stream of tra
dition has come to a standstill and now has become accessible through the 
means of writing. It is a new form of remembrance that finds expression here 
and which would soon penetrate daily ritual practice. The strong attachment 
to the local Meccan place which was characteristic of the worship at the Ka'ba 
gives way to a new situation for the Muslim worshipper in a spiritual space 
reaching far beyond the horizons of the inherited rites into the world and the 
history of the others, of the Banü Israeli. Accordingly, there is a substantial 
change in orientation— in terms of time as well. Instead of the numerous 
allusions to ritually-relevant times of the day appearing at the beginnings of 
the early surahs, the surahs in the new phase of development display a sub
stantially new time-setting; they culminate in an oft-repeated appeal, formally 
introduced with a simple referential “at the time when” (idh) or “remember 
when” (udhkur idlï)> to the examples of former prophets reaching far back 
into the history of their spiritual forebears, the Banü Israïl.16 Jerusalem is the 
central sanctuary of the space marked by this Scripture and thus by history 
and, on the medial level, by writing. All prayers gravitate in the direction of 
Jerusalem as their natural destination and the worshipper turns his face to 
Jerusalem, seeking his Lord via the remembrance of salvation history.
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Thânï al-haramaym  
The Image of Mecca from the Perspective of Exile

The Muslim community at Medina, as is well known, dissociates itself from 
Jerusalem in the process of the growing precariousness of its relations with the 
Medinan Jews. At the same time, this dissociation is nothing other than the 
reverse recollection, the rediscovery of Mecca as the essential destination for 
the longing of the exiles at Medina. Hardly two years after the Hijra, there is 
a change of orientation, this time attested by a Quranic passage (surah 2.143-
45):

The fools among the people will say,
“What has turned them from the direction 
they were facing in their prayers aforetime?,,
Say: “To God belong the East and the West.
He guides whomever He will to a straight path.”
We have seen you turning your fa ce about 
in the heaven, now we will surely turn you 
to a direction that shall satisfy you.
Turn your fa ce toward the Holy Mosque (,al-masjid al-haräm)\ 
and wherever you are, turn your faces toward it.

The spiritual return of the worshippers to the Ka'ba at Mecca heralded in 
these verses dislocates Jerusalem from the center. However, as a prototype of 
a center to be visited in the believer’s imagination and headed for from afar, 
it survives, becoming reembodied in the Idbla toward Mecca. The replacing 
of the actual Jerusalem kibla, therefore, should not, as has been done until 
now, be viewed merely from a negative point of view, i.e., as a solely pragmatic 
politico-religious step. A ritual reorientation in space, expressed by so domi
nant a gesture in worship, reflects the reality of a genuine change of spiritual 
longing. Mecca was able to replace Jerusalem since the memory shared with 
the Banü Isrà*ïl by the Medinan community had, in the meanwhile, been 
blotted out to some degree by a novel experience of real exile, within which 
the symbolic value of the Meccan central sanctuary had increased substantially. 
One should also bear in mind that, although there had been a decisive leap in 
spiritual development, a total break with ritual practices with regard to their 
timing and gestic performance, had not taken place. Once the evocation of a 
central sanctuary through ritual gesture had been realized as a precondition of 
prayer, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to conceive of any orientation 
other than toward the Meccan Ka'ba, after the symbols shared with the Banü 
Israel had become problematic.
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What is even more important, however, is that the “ideal Mecca” as con
ceived in exile had itself gone through a substantial change; it had become 
integrated into that particular form of memory borne by the medium of writ
ing that bestowed on it the rank of a place honored by a significant episode 
of salvation history. Mecca had become center stage in the career of a great 
biblical protagonist, Abraham, and thus entered biblical space.

Mecca—Part of Biblical History

Abraham’s inauguration prayer of the Ka'ba (surah 2 .126f.) is reminiscent of 
Solomon’s inaugurational prayer of the Temple (I Kgs. 8:41-43) in its essential 
verses:

My Lord, make this a secure temenos 
and make us submissive to You, 
and of our seed a nation submissive 
and show us our holy rites and 
turn Your Face toward us, surely You turn 
and are the All-compassionate.
And our Lord do You send among them a Messenger, one of them, 
who shall recite to them thy signs and teach them the Book 
and the Wisdom and purify them, You are 
the Almighty, the All-wise.

What is elsewhere expounded in detail is only alluded to in this passage, 
namely, that Abraham institutionalized the rites, the most essential being the 
saläh and the hajj (the pilgrimage). However, Abraham’s inaugurational prayer 
culminates with his plea that there shall take place not only rites, but verbal 
worship and reading of Scriptures as well, and that a prophet should arise, to 
read out of the Book to the worshippers at the Ka'ba. Abraham’s prayer was 
fulfilled with the appearance of the prophet Muhammad, who was sent to 
complete the complex structure of Islam as a religion whose cult is based 
equally on ritual and verbal worship.

Through this new development in meaning, Mecca has for the second time 
taken over part of the aura of Jerusalem. After the change of the kibla moved 
the focus of prayer from Jerusalem to Mecca, with these Qur anic verses Mecca 
was now honored with what had been a prerogative of Jerusalem, as attested 
by the words of the prophet Isaiah (2:3): “Torah will go out from Zion and 
the word of the Lord from Jerusalem.” In fulfillment of the prayer of the first 
propagator of monotheism, Mecca had again become a place of theophany 
which, through the mediation of a prophet reciting scriptural verses, proves



324 ♦ Jerusa lem  and  the Genesis o f  Islam ic S cripture

capable of satisfying the new expectations which, aroused by examples of sal
vation history, demand that a genuine theophany—a divine revelation— 
should take the shape of a book, a Scripture.

Conclusion: The Kibla Conceived as a Vector Pointing toward 
Scriptural Memory

If one were to spell out the main characteristics of Islam, then a visual and an 
auditive dimension certainly would have to figure prominently: the worshipper 
facing Mecca on the one hand, and the announcement of prayer through 
liturgical words and followed by Qur3anic recitation at certain times of the day 
on the other. Prayer’s demand for an. orientation in space—to the center of 
the world, which is paramount to the place of divine self-manifestation—is 
valid for Judaism as well; yet regarding its realization, there is no apparent 
comparable practice in Jewish worship. The particular pathos of the practice 
in Islam seems to be due to its dramatic history, where the introduction of 
the tribla or, more precisely, the two successive Wblas, marked important steps 
in the community’s progress on its way toward a new collective identity. The 
kibla was first oriented toward Jerusalem, the sanctuary of the People of the 
Scripture, the center of the space of the memory of the Banü Isrä l̂. By asso
ciating themselves with them, the new community entered the space of the 
earlier adherents of the scriptural religions. By reverting the kibla to Mecca, 
they reentered a space of their own memory. But this could no longer be a 
mere return to an earlier stage of development, since relevant space had now 
been coupled with the command to seek God’s face. This was to be accom
plished not simply in the given place of ritual worship inherited from the 
forefathers, but essentially in an imaginary space charged with the memory of 
more universal salvation history, that is, with scriptural memory. For once and 
for all, holy space entered into a close relationship with Scripture and thus 
with the Quran and its recitation. The community’s realization of Jerusalem 
as the center of the imaginary space of salvation history may duly be considered 
a crucial stage in the development of the Islamic concept of Scripture, which 
itself combines memory of scriptural history and ongoing divine-human com
munication to form an inseparable unity.
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Three Perspectives on Jerusalem: 

Jewish, Christian, and Muslim Pilgrims 
in the Twelfth Century

M Y R I A M  R O S E N - A Y A L O N

The Crusader period has been described as the “Golden Age” of medieval 
pilgrimage to the Holy Land. In his study of medieval pilgrims, the Holy 
Land, and its image in European culture, A. Grabois refers, of course, to the 

Christian pilgrims.1 However, it appears that non-Christian pilgrims also ben
efited from the conditions at the time. The flow of Muslim and Jewish pil
grimage was far from attaining the dimensions of the deluge of Christian 
pilgrims, but must have been more extensive than the surviving evidence at
tests. We shall refer to some of these pilgrims in this study.

The first, al-Harawi, was a Muslim who compiled an elaborate compen
dium of Muslim pilgrimage sites, including Jerusalem.2 The second was Rabbi 
Benjamin of Tudela of Spain, whose stay in Jerusalem was rather brief.3 The 
third pilgrim, apparently of German origin, was a Christian monk named 
Theoderic.4

Al-Harawi states clearly that he visited Jerusalem in the year 569/1173; 
since his visit is dated, he has been chosen as the first of the three to be 
discussed. As for the other two, studies have shown that their visits took place 
around the same date.

I. THE ITINERARIES AND THE MONUMENTS

Al-Harawi (Plate I)

We do not know where al-Harawi entered the city. However, his report clearly 
establishes three different areas that he visited. The first group of sites revolves
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Plate I: The Itinerary o f ‘Ali al-Hawari

1. Dome of the Rock 8. Church of the Jacobites
2. Dome of the Chain 9. Tower of David
3. Dwellings of the Canons 10. Pool of Siloam
4. Al-Aqsa Mosque 11. Church of Ascension
5. Solomon’s Stables 12. Church of Zion
6. Cradle of Jesus 13. Tomb of Mary
7. Pool of the Sons of Israel 14. Holy Sepulchre
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primarily around the Temple Mount. He begins with the Dome of the Rock 
and the monument immediately next to it, which he clearly states lies to its 
east—the Dome of the Chain. From there he moves to the north of the 
Temple Mount, to the Dwellings of the Canons (a crusader addition), and 
then to the extreme south of the Temple Mount, to al-Aqsa mosque. In the 
vicinity of this monument he mentions Solomon’s Stables and the Cradle of 
Jesus. He then returns to the north of the Temple Mount, this time outside 
its limits, referring to the Pool of the Sons of Israel (Birkat Banü Israil). From 
there he could have walked along any of the streets running east-west until he 
reaches the Church of the Jacobites (Kanisat al-Yaakiba). He subsequently 
reached the Tower of David (Burg Dawud) at the entrance to the city and 
opposite the point from where he had started, the Temple Mount. This group 
contains all of the monuments inside the city, with one exception (and to 
which we shall return).

The second group consists of sites visited by al-Harawi outside the city. In 
fact, his itinerary is rather confused. He sets out in the south, at the Pool of 
Siloam (Ayn Silwari), then refers to the Church of the Ascension (Kanisat al- 
Saliq) on the Mount of Olives in the east, and again returns to the south, to 
the Church of Zion (Kanisat Suhyun). From there he goes on to speak of the 
Tomb of Mary in the Valley of Jehoshaphat, and finally returns to the Mount 
of Olives, where he mentions some tombs and a memorial. In his description 
of the Mount of Olives, he merely notes that bi4jabal (“on the mountain”) 
there is a saint’s place and his tomb (Maqam Rabta al-Adawiya). There were 
apparently more tombs of saints and disciples on the Mount of Olives, but 
al-Harawi was unable to identify them (Salahines wa4tabairi). Al-Harawi men
tions the existence of two tombs to the east, that of Saddad b. Aws al-Hazragi 
and that of Du-1 Asabf at-Tamiml.

In the third and last group, al-Harawi introduces the Christian pilgrimage 
sites. However, after announcing this new category, he basically describes only 
the Holy Sepulchre;5 he has already described several other Christian sites in 
the previous two groups.

Rabbi Benjamin of Tudela (Plate II)

Rabbi Benjamin begins his itinerary by mentioning the existence of three (!) 
walls. The first building he encounters is the Tower of David, and he then 
apparently walks along what is known today as David Street to the Muristan 
(Hospital), although at the same time he refers to the existence of Templum 
Solomons, which in all probability he has not yet visited; we shall return to 
this later. He then mentions the large altar (bamah), called shiporki (sepulchre),
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Plate II: The Itinerary of Rabbi Benjamin of Tudela

1. Tower of David 9. Temple (Dome of the Rock)
2. Muristan 10. Solomon’s Stables
3. Templum Solomonis (al-Aqsa mosque) 11. Pool of the Sheep
4. Holy Sepulchre 12. Tomb of Absalom
5. Abraham’s Gate (Damascus Gate) 13. Tomb of King Uzziah
6. David’s Gate (Jaffa Gate) 14. Pool of Siloam
7. Zion Gate 15. Church of Mount Zion
8. Gate of Jehoshaphat (Lions’ Gate) 16. Jewish cemetery
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taking the trouble to specify that this is where “that man is buried.” From 
here he has easy access to the northern gate, with which he begins his enu
meration of the city’s gates: the Gate of Abraham (Damascus Gate) in the 
north, David’s Gate (Jaffa Gate) in the west, Zion Gate in the south, and the 
Gate of Jehoshaphat (Lions’ Gate) in the east. This last gate brings him to the 
Temple, which he refers to as Bet Hamiqdash, adding the words biym ei qedem 
(“in the past”). He also calls it “Tinpoli Domini” ( Templum Domini). He 
then mentions the Western Wall and Solomon’s house (bayt asher hay a 
TShlomo) and the stables that he (i.e., Solomon) built. Next on his itinerary 
is the pool where the priests slaughtered their sacrifices. This is probably the 
Pool of the Sheep, since immediately afterwards he refers to the Gate of Je
hoshaphat, walking through it to the Valley of Jehoshaphat.

Once outside the city, he lists the Tomb of Absalom, the Tomb of King 
Uzziah, and the Pool of Siloam. From the Valley of Jehoshaphat, he ascends 
the Mount of Olives and overlooks the Dead Sea as far as Mount Nebo. To 
the southwest, he refers to Mount Zion and its bamah (in reference to a church, 
as he does with the Holy Sepulchre), and the Jewish cemetery.

Like al-Harawi, Rabbi Benjamin organizes his itinerary in three coherent 
categories: first the city itself, with the Tower of David, the Hospital, and the 
Holy Sepulchre; then the Temple Mount and its vicinity; and, finally, the sites 
outside the city-walls. Nevertheless, Bejamin’s itinerary is quite different from 
that of al-Harawi.

Theoderic (Plate III)

In Theoderic’s account, it is difficult to discern a rational itinerary, as he seems 
to describe his visit to Jerusalem in several spheres. He begins with an intro
duction containing a general overview of the topography, and then relates 
more specifically to the sites and monuments, but, as we shall see, with varying 
emphases and degrees of interest.

Thus, he notes Mount Moriah with the Temple of the Lord and the Mount 
of Olives, which is higher. Between the two he mentions the Brook of Qidron 
and the Valley of Jehoshaphat, as well as the Church of the Blessed Mary by 
the Tomb of Jehoshaphat. He then notes, below the Pool of Siloam, a new 
cistern between Mount Zion and Akeldama. He follows the two walls enclos
ing the city and returns to the Tomb of Jehoshaphat, noting that its masonry 
resembles that of a pyramid. He states that the city is “united” by towers, 
walls, and bulwarks; in all probability, this should be understood as an “en
closure” or “encirclement.” Outside the wall is a valley or ditch, protected by 
yet another wall, bulwarks, and a fosse. Note that he speaks of two walls while
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Rabbi Benjamin mentions three. Theoderic goes on to list Jerusalem’s seven 
gates. Six of them are locked every night until dawn; the seventh is blocked 
and opened only on Palm Sunday and the Exaltation of the Holy Cross.

Thus far the general description. Theoderic now proceeds to describe the 
monuments. The first is the Tower of David, with Mount Zion to its south 
and the Mount of Olives to its east (as indeed they are). Also south of the 
Tower of David, outside the walls, is the Church of the Blessed Mary. He 
then mentions the Palace of Solomon and the Beautiful Gate, as well as the 
Field of Akeldama for the burial of strangers. The next group of sites he 
mentions begins with the House of Pilate, which is next to the House of St. 
Anne and the Pool of the Sheep. He mentions one side of Herod’s palace, the 
Antonia, and the gate outside the court.

Everything up to this point has been introductory, since Theoderic pro
ceeds, in his own words, “now to describe the Holy Places.” He begins, of 
course, with the Holy of Holies, i.e., the Holy Sepulchre, and follows with a 
detailed description of the monuments and all their trappings—decorations, 
chapels, icons, and the like. His itinerary goes on to list the Church and the 
Hospital of St. John the Baptist, and near it another Church of Mary. From 
there, in the south, one proceeds to the Beautiful Gate (of the Temple) and 
to the Temple of the Lord. Descending twenty-two steps, one reaches the 
Great Pool with its underground passages leading to the Church of the Holy 
Sepulchre (rather strange),6 where the sacrifices were washed. (Theoderic later 
also mentions an “abandoned pool” where sacrifices were washed.)

Having already mentioned the Cloisters and the Dwellings of the Canons 
at least twice, he once again gives a detailed description, reporting their po
sition as lying to the north (of the upper platform). He also infers that a slab 
(or altar) to the southeast may be either the mouth of a pool or the site of 
the killing of Zachariah son of Berachia. Afterwards, he points out “above 
the steps . . .  in front of the pool” to the east, four columns with arches (what 
we would call a mawazin today) as well as the tomb of a wealthy man made 
of beautifully carved alabaster and surrounded by iron lattice work. Above 
the southern steps are two more arched columns on the right and three on 
the left. On the east, and toward the platform, are fifteen double steps (which 
indeed are very large) by which one goes up from the Golden Gate to the 
Temple. South of the platform are two small houses; at the western angle is 
the School of the Blessed Mary. Theoderic then turns to the southern end of 
the Temple Mount, mentioning the Palace of Solomon (al-Aqsa mosque), 
describing it as an “oblong church.” Next to the palace lie the Stables of 
Solomon.

After discussing the city and its surroundings, albeit summarily, Theoderic
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now turns to a new “cycle”—in his words, “that of the order of Christ’s 
suffering”—which constitutes an itinerary in itself.

The cycle begins in Bethany, in the valley to the east of the Mount of 
Olives, at the House of Simon the Leper and of Lazarus and his sisters Mary 
and Martha where Jesus used to visit. On Palm Sunday, Jesus went from 
Bethany to Bethphage, half-way from the Mount of Olives to the Beautiful 
Chapel. The route runs across the Valley of Jehoshaphat and the Qidron Brook 
to the Golden Gate. Theoderic now refers to the Church of St. Mary on 
Mount Zion, but immediately returns to the Valley of Jehoshaphat, to the 
Tomb of Mary. He returns to the Golden Gate, mentioning the existence of 
a chapel commemorating the passage of Christ through the gate (this is perhaps 
the chapel seen on some of the late medieval prints). He also notes at this 
point the passage of Heraclius through the Golden Gate, an event we know 
to be debatable. After passing the Cradle of Jesus, at the southern corner of 
the city, near the Temple Mount, the route descends the steep slope through 
the advance wall, which the Templars may have built to defend their homes 
and palace. From there it leads to the ancient City of David and the Pool of 
Siloam. He then mentions the Beautiful Chapel containing the Prison of St. 
Peter on the road from the Temple to Mount Zion. From there he proceeds 
to the Valley of Jehoshaphat and the Tomb of Mary, and then to the Church 
of Gethsemane. Theoderic next speaks of a “New Church” very close by. From 
the Lithostratos, one moves eastward to St. Peter of Galicante (also known as 
Galilee). Turning to a different part of the city, he returns to St. Anne’s and 
the nearby Pool of the Sheep.

From here on, it seems that our pilgrim leaves the city, passing through the 
Tower of David (probably corresponding to the Jaffa Gate), the Church and 
House for the Lepers, continuing on to the Church of Blessed Stephen and 
the Cistern of the Hospitalers. He mentions an Armenian church dedicated 
to a saint called Cariton, the Church of the Ascension on the Mount of Olives, 
and then a “dark chapel” with the body of the Blessed Pelagia.

To the west, on the road to Bethany and on the slopes of the Mount of 
Olives, Theoderic mentions a church where the Savior used to sit, as well as 
an underground cave. Has he now come full circle?

Finally, outside the city and beyond the Tower of David, he refers to two 
monuments: one to the south, the New Cistern, and one to the west, the 
Monastery of the Cross, in a fertile valley.

334 ♦ Three P erspectives on Jerusa lem
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II. COMMENTARY  

Al-Harawi

On the whole, al-Harawi’s account does not appear to be very systematic. 
Toward the end of his account, he says: “and the Christians have their own 
sites of pilgrimage” and then proceeds to describe the Holy Sepulchre. He also 
lists some of its adjacent monumental elements but, in fact, lists no other 
churches, although he has already mentioned several of them in passing. He 
is completely silent about many other sites whose existence is well known.7 
While three of the churches he has mentioned (the Tomb of Mary, the Church 
of the Ascension, and the Church of Zion) are, in fact, extramural, it is none
theless strange that he neglects to list them with the Christian monuments. 
Moreover, he mentions the Church of the Jacobites only casually during his 
walk through the city.

We have seen the way in which al-Harawi relates to monuments outside 
the walls of the city; he has nothing to say about the walls or the gates. As a 
matter of fact, he does not enter the city at all, but rather begins his account 
with the words Bihi Qubbat al-Sahra (“in it is the Dome of the Rock”). 
Clearly, in his view this is the most important monument of all and the one 
that must be mentioned first, though we have no idea of how he reached it, 
which route he took, or what he saw on the way. At the same time, he em
phasizes the fact that he himself has visited it, and gives a detailed description 
of it on several occasions.

On the first, he deals with it on the theological level, and this is the tone 
that prevails. This is where the Prophet ascended to Heaven and where al- 
Harawi saw the footprint of the Prophet in the rock. He gives the rock’s 
measurements and even describes the iron grille, which is indeed an extraor
dinary piece of craftsmanship.8 He adds that in his day (i.e., 1173), only the 
southern part of the grille remains; this may well account for the wooden 
screen erected by the Ayyubids which can still be seen all around the rock.9 
The next element he discusses is the grotto beneath the rock, Magarat al- 
Arwâh, with its attached legend, as well as the possibility that Zachariah’s 
tomb is located there.

Al-Harawi now gives us very important information, as he describes and 
furnishes us with the full text of an inscription in the Dome of the Rock that 
no longer exists (Qurän 2 , 255-56). He goes on to state that the inscription 
was executed in gold mosaic, which was the medium of all mosaic inscriptions 
in the Dome of the Rock up to the Mamluk period10 (only in the Ottoman 
period were other techniques used, such as inscriptions in stucco).

Another interesting item of information is al-Harawi’s account of the paint
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ings of Suleiman b. Daoud and the Messiah. He refers to them as Sürat, and 
these may very well have been icons. In her commentary to the text, J. Sourdel- 
Thomine draws attention to the fact that this information is repeated in some 
of the accounts of western pilgrims.11 However, as we shall see below, Rabbi 
Benjamin of Tudela completely contradicts these accounts, leaving us with an 
enigma.

When describing the monument with its four doors, Al-Harawi states, once 
again, that he entered it in the year 569/1173, under the Franks. Surprisingly, 
it seems that there was no objection to the building being entered by non- 
Christians; as we shall see, Rabbi Benjamin visited it, too.

Approaching the Dome of the Rock’s eastern door, al-Harawi mentions 
another inscription located above it, while providing additional information 
that this door faces the Dome of the Chain. He quotes from the inscription 
(which has been discussed extensively by van Berchem), giving the name and 
another surat. Interestingly, al-Harawi does not say here that the inscription 
was made of gold mosaic—a piece of circumstantial evidence, for the eastern 
wall has no mosaic decoration and thus the inscription above the eastern door 
was not made of mosaics. The inscription mentioned above, however, fits the 
monument’s scheme of decoration perfectly and undoubtedly was executed in 
mosaic. Al-Harawi remarks that he noticed Qur’änic inscriptions above all 
four doors. It is evident that the inscriptions were not covered up, since al- 
Harawi was able to read them and identify their contents. To dispel any doubt, 
he clearly states that “the Franks have not altered anything here.”

He next refers to the Dome of the'Chain, noting the tradition linking this 
monument with the Judgment of Solomon, and then discusses the Dwellings 
of the Canons north of the Temple Mount’s upper platform. He is apparently 
unable to refrain from mentioning the columns and other artistic marvels, 
“which he intends to discuss separately.” Comments of this kind recur fre
quently in al-Harawi’s text; unfortunately, however, this promised work on 
architecture and decoration has not come down to us. When describing the 
Pool of the Sons of Israel, al-Harawi adds an account of the slaughter of the 
children of Israel. However, Rabbi Benjamin does not mention this tradi
tion—yet another discrepancy between the two visitors to Jerusalem.

Al-Harawi now goes on to describe al-Aqsa mosque. He speaks of the mih- 
rab of eUmar b. al-Hattab, which provides him with an opportunity to stress 
the fact that the Franks had changed nothing. Once again, he quotes an Arabic 
inscription, Surat al-Mi'radj (Qur'an 17, 1). This inscription might be one 
that has recently been cleaned. He then cites the name of a Fatimid caliph, 
al-Zahir, followed by the name of the person who was in charge of the building 
and gilding of the dome (the vizir) and the date (426/1035). These details are
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followed by the names of the craftsman and mosaicist, al-Misri. Once again, 
al-Harawi expresses his amazement that the Franks have retained all these 
Arabic inscriptions. Subsequently, the inscription apparently disappeared, but, 
as has already been pointed out by Sourdel-Thomine, was extensively docu
mented by van Berchem. It seems likely that the rediscovered inscription in 
al-Aqsa mosque referred to by R. W. Hamilton12 may be connected with 
al-Harawi’s account.

After mentioning the famous stone that gives the measurements of the 
Temple area, al-Hawari returns to the Dome of the Rock and gives a detailed 
description of the building—the number of its columns and pillars (he dif
ferentiates between them by the use of the words ustawät and arkän) and, once 
again, the measurements of various parts, including the dome, and the number 
of windows. He again notes the four doors, this time giving their names. G. 
Le Strange, in the nineteenth century, published some passages from al- 
Harawi, whom he called eAli of Heart; he noted that al-Harawi’s measurements 
correspond perfectly to the state of the monument today.13

Al-Harawi now lists other monuments and their measurements, including 
the Dome of the Chain and the Grotto. These are followed by very detailed 
measurements of al-Aqsa mosque. In fact, this order may correspond to a 
deliberate scheme, in which al-Harawi first introduces the monuments and 
then returns to each of them to describe them in greater detail. Having spoken 
of al-Aqsa mosque, he mentions Solomon’s Stables and the Cradle of Jesus, 
and, as noted above, he proceeds northward, to the Pool of the Sons of Israel, 
telling the story of the children of Israel slaughtered by Nebuchadnezzar whose 
heads filled the pool. He then mentions the Church of the Jacobites, linking 
it to a well where Christ washed and was revered by the Samaritan; strangely, 
this tradition is otherwise unknown.14 He concludes this section with the 
Tower of David, mentioning that it contained a mihrab and apparently even 
a Quranic inscription (37, 20/21- 2 1/22).

Turning to monuments outside the city, he points out the Pool of Siloam, 
comparing it to the Zamzam well in Mecca and noting the belief that the 
water derived from beneath the rock in the Dome of the Rock. He then 
mentions the Church of the Ascension and the Church of Zion, the site of 
the Last Supper. Al-Harawi describes the Tomb of Mary in great detail, even 
noting the different colors (green and red) of marble used for the columns. 
Curiously, he does not note this feature for the Dome of the Rock, though 
it is an equally magnificent building and one which al-Harawi knew had been 
built by Muslims. Nevertheless, he does relate some Muslim traditions con
nected with the Tomb of Mary. There is no doubt that al-Harawi was sen
sitive to architecture. Just as he commented earlier on the Dwellings of the
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Canons north of the Temple Mount’s upper platform, he now states that the 
Tomb of Mary has many columns that, together with the various antiquities, 
form a wonderful work of art. It is noteworthy that when speaking of the 
numerous tombs of saints and disciples, al-Harawi makes his first complaint 
that since the Frankish occupation of the country the tombs cannot be iden
tified.

He now proceeds to describe the Christian pilgrimage sites. He begins with 
the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, which he mockingly describes as Qumama 
(a dung heap) rather than Qiyama (a resurrection). Nevertheless, he is duly 
impressed by its architecture, which he promises to describe in detail in his 
projected volume on that subject. He goes on to explain that the place was 
actually called Qumama, since this was where all the city’s refuse was discarded. 
The area is thus correctly identified as having been located outside the city in 
the time of Christ. This, he relates, was the place where the hands of criminals 
were amputated and where thieves were crucified. At this point, one may 
wonder whether an interesting transposition has taken place on the Temple 
Mount, which was also on the fringe of the city and where heaps of refuse 
had piled up until the Islamic conquest.15

When al-Harawi mentions the descent of the Holy Fire, he says: “I have 
lived long enough in Jerusalem to know how it works.” Unfortunately, he 
does not describe it or give the length of his stay in the city. These words, 
however, do imply that Muslims were permitted to reside in Jerusalem at the 
time, and this is confirmed by Rabbi Benjamin, who enumerates the various 
communities living in the city, including the “Ishmaelites” (Muslims). Curi
ously, al-Harawi says nothing of the Muslim community; in fact, apart from 
the various monuments of the Temple area, he mentions no Muslim monu
ment within the city. However, there must have been a mosque for the Muslim 
community, which was not permitted to pray on the Temple Mount during 
the crusader occupation.

Al-Harawi’s account of his pilgrimage to Jerusalem is only a small part of 
his entire work. This may well reflect an interesting aspect of Muslim pilgrim
age to the Holy Cities. In an article published a few years ago, Sourdel- 
Thomine studies some documents that are, in fact, certificates attesting to 
pilgrims’ visits to the Holy Cities.16 Several of these certificates are accompa
nied by sketches confirming the authenticity of the pilgrimage.17 On close 
examination, it is obvious that the space allotted to Jerusalem is far smaller 
than that devoted to Mecca and Medina. Sourdel-Thomine argues that this 
reflects the importance traditionally given to the cities and compares it with 
the importance of prayer in the various cities as related by Nasir-i Khosro, for 
whom prayer performed in Jerusalem had a lesser weight than prayer per-
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formed in Mecca or Medina. The relatively short narrative of al-Harawi may 
thus reflect these traditional proportions.

Rabbi Benjamin of Tudela

Rabbi Benjamin’s primary concern when describing his visit to the Holy Land 
is for the Jews and the Jewish community, as well as Jewish traditions. How
ever, even on these subjects relatively little can be learned from his account. 
Each place he visits is described principally in terms of the presence or absence 
of Jews; if no Jews are present, he has nothing further to say.

Arriving in Jerusalem, his first comment is that it is a small city. We would 
naturally like to know to which cities he is comparing it. We should note that 
earlier he referred to “the great city of Gibeon”; can he mean that Gibeon was 
larger than Jerusalem? At the same time, however, he is struck by Jerusalem’s 
great demographic diversity, mentioning that it is densely populated by all 
kinds of communities. Interestingly enough, the first one he mentions is the 
“Ishmaelites” (Muslims), a group not mentioned by Theoderic or even al- 
Harawi. Rabbi Benjamin then lists the Jacobites, Aramaeans (or Armenians), 
Greeks, Georgians, and Franks, again emphasizing the large variety of com
munities. In view of this list, and the monuments that Rabbi Benjamin iden
tifies, this Jerusalem was undoubtedly a Christian city.

He goes on to state that Jerusalem was fortified by three walls, This is a 
rather puzzling comment: there was, indeed, a fortification wall around the 
city, but what of the other two? It is possible that one of these surrounded the 
citadel, to which he refers separately. The third may have been the wall built 
by the Templars in the south, close to the Temple wall, which is referred to 
by Theoderic as well.

Although Rabbi Benjamin is primarily concerned with the Jewish theme, 
and the fact that his information is rather scanty, one of his most important 
contributions, nevertheless, concerns a concession for “dyeing” granted to the 
Jews, a fact that probably would have escaped us were it not for Rabbi Ben
jamin’s eagerness to record every scrap of information related to the Jews. The 
Jews paid the king annually for this concession, which was an exclusive one 
in Jerusalem. This may imply that the Jews were engaged in a complete textile 
industry, which probably included the production of souvenirs and relics. 
Rabbi Benjamin states that the Jews numbered 20018 and that they lived under 
the Tower of David; another edition mentions “walls” in the plural, giving 
rise to the abovementioned suggestion regarding the identity of one of the two 
extra walls.

Our Jewish traveler, like his Muslim counterpart, seems to have had a
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penchant for architectural detail. The power construction of the Tower of 
David impressed Benjamin of Tudela, and he clearly states that there is no 
building in the entire city as strong as this one. This was the dominant military 
element of the city under the crusaders, despite the fortification walls they 
constructed. Rabbi Benjamin’s understanding of the Tower of David is almost 
that of an archeologist, distinguishing between the different periods of its 
construction. Describing the lower part, he says that it is huge, measuring 10 
ells (amoi)y and adds “that was the doing of our ancestors.” The implication 
is that the upper part, built by the Muslims, is both of a later period and is 
less impressive than the lower part, which, of course, is the Herodian Tower 
of Phasael and may have received special attention because of its connection 
with the Jewish past and due to its massive proportions.

Rabbi Benjamin begins his itinerary from the Tower of David, undoubtedly 
because this was the entrance to the city, and lingers there for a while, in all 
probability because of the concentration of Jews in this part of the city. He 
then enters the city and mentions two buildings, which are rather far apart: 
the Hospital and the Templum Solomonis. He clearly has not yet reached the 
Templum Solomonis, but merely mentions it, perhaps because he assigns a 
similar function to both buildings, stating that the Hospital housed 400 people 
and the Templum Solomonis 300 people, not including horsemen. We know 
that St. John’s Hospital was under the control of the Hospitalers and that the 
Temple Mount (including Solomon’s Stables which Rabbi Benjamin attrib
uted to King Solomon) was under the control of the Templars.

Next to St. John’s Hospital is the Holy Sepulchre, of which, as noted earlier, 
Rabbi Benjamin mentions only a bamah (“altar” or “platform”) called shiporki 
(sepulchre) which, he adds, is the tomb of “that man.” It is surprising that 
the church itself is not mentioned, since Rabbi Benjamin does refer to other 
churches of lesser importance.

In fact, this is practically all he has to say about the inner city. He enu
merates the gates, naming them in a counter-clockwise fashion, starting with 
the Gate of Abraham (Damascus Gate). He thus encircles the city in order to 
reach the Temple Mount directly, without crossing the city or paying attention 
to its buildings or inhabitants. He knows that in former times the Temple 
stood there and that today, precisely where the Temple stood, is a monument 
called “Tinpoli Domini.” He does not attribute its construction to the Mus
lims, but names 'Umar b. al-Hattab as its builder, reflecting the crusader 
tradition connecting the Dome of the Rock with the Mosque of 'Umar. Rabbi 
Benjamin’s only reference to aesthetic criteria surfaces when he describes the 
Dome of the Rock as a large and most beautiful building. However, he does 
not comment on its exterior or interior decoration. On the contrary, he makes
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a most unexpected remark: that the gentiles do not permit sculptures or fig
urative depictions, and only come there to pray. Though he apparently entered 
the building, this detail indeed contradicts al-Harawi’s account. Another omis
sion is equally difficult to understand: Rabbi Benjamin of Tudela, a resident 
of medieval Spain, undoubtedly knew Arabic, but he has nothing to say about 
all the inscriptions read by al-Harawi.

He then mentions the Western Wall, though this passage is somewhat 
confused; the Western Wall is identified as one of the walls remaining from 
the Holy of Holies, but at the same time is called the Gate of Mercy.

Now reaching “Solomon’s House” (al-Aqsa mosque), Rabbi Benjamin 
mentions the stables built by Solomon. Once again, as with the Tower of 
David, he feels the need to emphasize the remarkable nature of the architec
ture, reporting that the building stones are such as cannot be seen anywhere 
else in the country. The so-called “Solomon’s Stables” are another Herodian 
building, combining massive construction with an historical connection in the 
Jewish past.

He proceeds to describe the pool where the priests slaughtered their sacri
fices. For Rabbi Benjamin this is another opportunity to link a monument 
with memories of the Jewish Temple, giving an account of the priests and the 
ritual of that period; as already mentioned, al-Harawi offers a different account 
of the pool. The nearby Gate of Jehoshaphat is mentioned immediately after
wards as leading to the Valley of Jehoshaphat. The monuments in this vicinity 
are, once again, essentially Jewish in nature: the tombs of Absalom and King 
Uzziah, the Pool of Siloam, and “a large building from the time of our an
cestors.” He notes that there is little water there and that the people of Jeru
salem store rainwater, an observation made by Theoderic as well. Between 
Jerusalem and the Mount of Olives, only the Valley of Jehoshaphat is men
tioned, an additional point of similarity with Theoderic’s account. To the east, 
Rabbi Benjamin notes the view of the Dead Sea, Lot’s Wife, and Mount Nebo.

He then turns to Mount Zion, where he states clearly that there is no 
building other than a bamah at the site, though we know that there was a 
Church of St. Mary. The term bamah is the same as that used for the Church 
of the Holy Sepulchre. His emphatic denial that there is any other building 
on Mount Zion is puzzling. Presumably, he means that there is no building 
apart from the church, or perhaps he is referring to the absence of any Jewish 
buildings.

The last site mentioned by Rabbi Benjamin is the Jewish cemetery, which 
apparently lies not far away since, on the whole, there is a logical order in his 
account. The description of the cemetery, with its references to royal tombs, 
including that of David, tends to associate it with the Cenaculum (the Church
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of St. Mary). Two stories are related in connection with the cemetery. The 
first is factual in nature, telling of the robbery of tombstones for the building 
of houses either by Benei Adam (people) or, in another version, Benei Edom 
(Edomites, as distinct from the Christians mentioned earlier).19 The second 
story belongs more to the realm of legend, telling of two people who enter a 
grotto and visit the tombs of Judaean kings, finding there extraordinary treas
ures and gold and marble objects.

Theoderic

At the beginning of his account, Theoderic mentions the existence of seven 
gates, though he notes that the Golden Gate is blocked while the others are 
locked at night and reopened in the morning. He does not list the gates in 
any order, nor does he name them as does Rabbi Benjamin.

Several comments may be made on his account of the Temple Mount. He 
informs us that both the courtyard and the upper platform are paved with 
wide stones—undoubtedly the paving that still survives today. He adds that 
two sides of the Mount are unchanged (without specifying which sides), and 
then refers to the Canons and the Templars who built houses and gardens at 
its southeastern end.

When referring to Solomon’s Stables, he describes them as a structure “that 
is remarkably complex,” with vaults, arches, and roofing of different kinds 
that can house 10,000 horses and their grooms. The area is so great that a 
single crossbow shot could not encompass its length or breadth.

From the courtyard, he looks up to the mawazin on the upper platform 
and notes two arched columns on the right and three on the left, while on the 
east he counts fifteen steps from the Golden Gate to the Temple. He goes on 
to mention the existence of “large pools” around the Temple and beneath the 
pavement.

Returning to the Temple (the Dome of the Rock), Theoderic gives a de
tailed description of its doors, columns, piers, marble panels, and mosaics 
(outside), as well as its inscriptions, starting from the west, though he cites 
them in Latin rather than in Arabic. He relates the traditions connected with 
Christ as well as those of the Old Testament, such as Jacob’s Ladder, and then 
describes in detail the Dome of the Chain, which he calls the Chapel of the 
Blessed James and says it is well decorated with pictures. He appears to imply 
that at the time the monument was walled, a phenomenon known elsewhere 
even today.

Curiously, he refers to the Dome of the Rock as a church consecrated to 
Our Lady Mary, describing it as a monument in honor of Jesus Christ and 
his revered mother. He proceeds to trace the history of the monument, which
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he says was first built by Queen Helena and her son, the Emperor Constantine. 
He now attempts to describe the earlier history of the Temple founded by 
Solomon. Interestingly, he specifies that the building was rectangular, and not 
round as it was in his day, until Zedekiah was captured by Nebuchadnezzar 
and taken to exile. He mentions the destruction of the First Temple by Ne- 
buzoradan and accurately describes the return of the Jews to Jerusalem after 
seventy years of exile, led by Zerubabel and Ezra and under the patronage of 
Cyrus, and the rebuilding of the Temple, which he correctly numbers “the 
second.” He quotes Neh. 4:17, which describes the rebuilders as “everyone 
with one of his hands wrought in the work, and with the other hand held a 
weapon.”

He further recounts the destruction of the Temple by King Antiochus of 
Syria and the rebuilding of the Temple, which he terms “the third,” by Judah 
Maccabee. This brings him to the time of King Herod, of whose role Theo
deric is well aware in the history of the Temple: he relates that Herod razed 
the building and built a new and larger one, which he calls “the fourth,” which 
stood until the days of Vespasian and Titus, who brought about the fourth 
destruction.

As for the “Palace of Solomon” (al-Aqsa mosque), Theoderic goes into great 
detail, describing its pillars and recording that at the end of the sanctuary the 
building rises to a circular roof, round and large; this is apparently the dome, 
though this is not stated specifically. He notes that this and neighboring build
ings are in the possession of the Templars, who store arms, food, and clothing 
there and have their stables there as well. Above the stables, the area is full of 
houses, dwellings, and outbuildings for every kind of purpose. He also says 
that the area contains walking places, lawns, council chambers, porches, con
sistories, and reservoirs of water in splendid cisterns, and below—washrooms, 
stores, and granaries.

On the other, western, side of the palace, the Templars built a new house, 
of which the height, length, and breadth are given; its cellars and refectories, 
staircases and roof are most unusual.

It is evident that the city walls surround the dwellings of the Templars on 
the south and east. To the north and west, the wall built by Solomon surrounds 
the buildings, together with the outer court and the Temple; the northern 
wall of the Temple and the gate of the Antonia are mentioned at the very 
beginning of his account. It is striking how much of Theoderic’s account is 
borne out by the archaeological evidence.

From there, passing through a narrow passage that runs between the city- 
wall and the garden of the Templars, he refers to the Cradle of the Lord. 
When speaking of the Golden Gate, he correctly identifies it as a double gate.

Important evidence for the topography of Jerusalem is contained in Theo-
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deric’s statement that “most of Mount Zion is situated outside the walls of 
the Holy City on its south.” He goes on to add, however, that there is a church 
(that of St. Mary) that is well defended by walls, towers, and bulwarks. This 
may account for one of the three walls mentioned by Rabbi Benjamin which 
are not well identified (see above). He gives a very detailed description of the 
Church of St. Mary (the Cenaculum) and its decoration, including “a round 
ciborium” (apparently a dome).

His description of the Tomb of Mary in the Valley of Jehoshaphat is very 
different from that of the Via Dolorosa or the sites connected with the life of 
Christ. Like al-Harawi, Theoderic is overwhelmed by the beauty of the mon
ument; he, too, praises the marbles and mosaics. Once more, he states that 
“this church and all its neighbouring buildings are strongly defended by big 
walls, strong towers, and bulwarks,” and notes that there are many cisterns in 
the vicinity.

Theoderic makes a rather puzzling comment about the Church of the As
cension on the Mount of Olives: “. . . for it is not the custom in these parts 
to use any consecration for the places glorified by Our Lord’s presence, except 
for this particular mountain height.” 20 It is not clear how this applies to the 
other churches mentioned earlier, particularly the Holy Sepulchre. He gives a 
detailed description of the decoration of the church, adding that it, too, is well 
defended against the infidels by towers, great and small walls, and bulwarks, 
as well as by sentries at night. Also when speaking of the Monastery of the 
Cross, Theoderic remarks that its fortifications are “strongly defended against 
the attacks of infidels by towers, walls, and bulwarks.”

Theoderic also makes some general comments about the city. He notes that 
it is in the shape of a polygon, with five angles, one of which projects inward. 
He apparently noticed the paving of the streets, for he says that underfoot 
“nearly all streets are made with closely-lodged stones.” He notes that many 
of the houses have stone roofs as well as windows to let in light. The houses 
have carefully-made walls reaching a considerable height, but the roofs are not 
raised in “our manner with beams,” but are flat. The rainwater drains into 
cisterns and there is no other water supply; this observation is similar to one 
made by Rabbi Benjamin. Theoderic also adds a fact well known to us, that 
there is no wood in the area.

Theoderic, as Rabbi Benjamin, was greatly impressed by the Tower of Da
vid. He gives an accurate description of this monument, stressing the fact that 
it is an incomparably strong construction made of enormous square blocks. 
He adds that the tower is adjacent to the newly-built palace, which is also 
heavily defended by ditches and a barbican. He observes that from here the 
road to Bethlehem runs to the south.
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I I I .  C O N C L U S I O N S

All three accounts share similar basic interests, as they are all primarily con
cerned with the monuments and very little with the people living around them.

Al-Harawi is not very curious about the city or its inhabitants; the existence 
of a Muslim community is not even mentioned, though it is implied, and, of 
course, it is mentioned by Rabbi Benjamin. Al-Harawi relates to the city in a 
very limited way; interestingly, he is rarely impressed or excited. Only in two 
or three instances does he express admiration, always in relation to the archi
tecture. Unfortunately, the book in which he promised to discuss the marvels 
he saw and admired either was never written or has not survived.

Although Rabbi Benjamin speaks about the Jews and the Jewish tradition in 
Jerusalem, an emotional chord is hardly every struck. Two minor exceptions 
are when he describes those who come to mourn at the Western Wall, and 
when he relates that they write their names; nevertheless, these remarks are 
never accompanied by any feelings of personal involvement. On the other 
hand, he cannot help but be impressed by the institution of the Hospitalers, as 
well as by the diversity of the city’s population. On the whole, he tells us little.

For Theoderic, everything is both real and mythical. He retraces the itin
erary of a real pilgrimage, but each detail relates to the biblical legacy. Neither 
of the other two pilgrims observes a heavenly Jerusalem, nor does Theoderic, 
but his earthly Jerusalem has an important substratum of ancient Jerusalem. 
The historical details mentioned by both al-Harawi and Rabbi Benjamin do 
not seem to have this dimension.

There are, of course, many questions that remain unanswered. However, 
on the purely factual level, some interesting comments may be made. For 
example, while Theoderic gives a very detailed description of the Holy Sep
ulchre and its marbles, mosaics, and columns, he says nothing of the sort about 
the Dome of the Rock. After describing the Holy Sepulchre in great detail, 
he devotes a few words to the forum in front of the church, where commercial 
activity took place, as well as the “roofed street” (the covered market) full of 
items for sale. He speaks with amazement of the wealth of the Hospital of St. 
John and of the help provided to the poor and destitute: “. .  . no king or tyrant 
would be powerful enough to feed daily the great number fed in this house 
and it is not surprising, for besides the properties they have abroad. . . they 
possess almost all the cities and villages which once belonged to Judaea and 
were destroyed by Vespasian and Titus . . .  all the fields and vineyards.” This 
is a rather strange interpretation of the past; Theoderic mentions the Jews and 
the Romans, but not the Muslims from whom the crusaders conquered the 
country.

None of our three pilgrims refers to the city’s administration,21 institutions,



or buildings. They seem to resemble the later travelers and explorers who may 
have been a continuation of the pilgrim tradition.

Each of the three narratives may be viewed as a microcosm, illustrating the 
sanctity and centrality of Jerusalem to Judaism, Christianity, and Islam at one 
and the same time.
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Vincetpax et finietur bellum. Quando autem vincetpax, vincet ilia civitas 
quae dicitur visio pads (Augustine, Enarr. in PsaL 64, 4).

In his book The Martyrs o f  Palestine, Eusebius reports the following con
versation between the Roman governor of Palestine and the Christian Pam- 

philus in late third-century Caesarea:
—“Where do you come from?” asks the Governor.
—“From Jerusalem,” answers Pamphilus.
—“Where is that?”
—“It lies toward the Far East and the rising sun.” 1
This exchange is revealing on two counts. Not only does it show that the 

Roman governor in Caesarea was ignorant of the former name of Aelia Cap
itolina, but it also reflects Pamphilus’ intention to describe heavenly Jerusalem, 
rather than the earthly one, as his true homeland—a characteristic Christian 
attitude in the pre-Constantinian period.2 Incidentally, the governor was not 
the last person to be ignorant of the geographical location of Jerusalem. Some 
twenty years ago, when my wife and I told a major American poet that we 
came from Jerusalem, she asked, “Is it far from Israel?”

The idea of a heavenly Jerusalem as a model of the earthly city was, of 
course, originally a Jewish idea, which owes its centrality in Christian literature 
to the fact that it was picked up and developed in the book of Revelation. 
This text, as well as the Letter to the Hebrews, propounded a conception of 
heavenly Jerusalem as the perfect model of which earthly Jerusalem was, at 
best, a pale reflection.3 In Christian thought patterns, heavenly or new Jeru
salem soon achieved autonomous status, as it were, from earthly Jerusalem, a 
phenomenon which has no parallel in Jewish thought.

349
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The noble status of Jerusalem did not stem only from its having been the 
home of the first Christian community, the “Mother Church.” It soon 
achieved mythic status. In various strata of early Christian literature, for in
stance in some New Testament apocryphal texts, the Mount of Olives in 
particular became the mythicized place of dialogues between the resurrected 
Christ and his disciples. Since its appearance in Zech. 14:4 (a radically es
chatological passage and the only time it is mentioned in the Hebrew Bible), 
the Mount of Olives had achieved eschatological importance; in Christian 
consciousness it was not affected by the curse on Jerusalem.4 So, too, Golgotha 
was not simply the place where Jesus had been crucified, but it soon became 
identified with the burial place of Adam in an adaptation of Jewish traditions 
regarding Mount Moriah. Like its Jewish antecedent, the early Christian con
ception of Jerusalem as the omphalos did not only imply that it was the center 
of the inhabited earth, the oikoumenè (as represented in medieval maps), but 
also the locus of a direct connection between heaven and earth. Fifth-century 
Christian Jerusalem, for instance, was a place where letters could fall from 
heaven, offering the possibility of new divine revelations.5

The singing of the praises of urbs beata Hierusalem in medieval hymns and 
religious poetry refers to the heavenly city, not to its earthly figura . This dual 
nature of Jerusalem and, more specifically, the dialectical relationship between 
earthly and heavenly Jerusalem, is crucial for any understanding of medieval 
attitudes to the holy city.6

In contradistinction to heavenly Jerusalem, the earthly city was charged 
with a deep ambivalence in early Christian literature.7 Indeed, Jerusalem in 
the writings of the New Testament had left a powerful yet ambivalent impact 
upon the early Christian mind. In the gospels, Jesus had predicted the destruc
tion of the Temple. Paul’s career, moreover, symbolized the passage of the 
new religion from Jerusalem to Rome, from a marginal provincial city to the 
empire’s capital, in a movement which has been described as “elliptical” by 
Henry Chadwick.8 In the first centuries, we can detect in the main a trend of 
de-territorialization, which denied any central importance—at least implic
itly—to earthly Jerusalem. The City of David retained in Christian conscious
ness a deeply ambiguous position: its inhabitants had been guilty of Deicide. 
The destruction of the Temple predicted by Jesus was soon perceived as divine 
punishment inflicted on the city for this crime.

An indication of the permanence of this ambivalence of Jerusalem in Chris
tian consciousness perhaps is reflected by the fact that although there are at 
least five Bethlehems in the U.S.A., the only other Jerusalem I could find in 
the atlas is located in Olutanga, a small, remote island in the southern Phil
ippines.
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The Constantinian revolution brought with it the reconstruction of Jeru
salem as a sacred city, its renovatio, mainly through the building of the basilica 
of the Anastasis. During three centuries, until the Islamic conquest, Byzantine 
Jerusalem would be invested with earthly as well as heavenly glories, adorned 
with churches and sanctuaries; the city had become the recipient of much 
respect and the source of some spiritual influence. Holy places were discovered 
not only in Jerusalem, but also throughout Palestine, soon transforming the 
latter into a terra sancta, a “Holy Land,” during the fifth and sixth centuries—a 
process well described by Robert Wilken.9

And yet, the Temple Mount remained barren until the end of the seventh 
century, when the Kubbet a-Sahra, the Dome of the Rock, was built. This 
building is the first extant architectural monument of Islamic civilization, and 
remains to this day the most majestic structure in Jerusalem. According to the 
theology first propounded in the Letter to the Hebrews, Jesus was both the 
High Priest and the Sacrifice. His body was the new Temple. Hence, the 
theologically central position of Constantine’s Church of the Anastasis, which 
was meant to replace the Temple.10

As is well known, the birth of Christian pilgrimages to the Holy Land and 
the Holy City in the fourth century took place despite reticence or objection 
by some of the leading teachers of the Church.11 In a dialectical way, it is this 
movement back to Jerusalem which led the way to the reproductions of Je
rusalem—more precisely, of its heart for Christians, the Holy Sepulchre—in 
various cities of western Europe throughout the Middle Ages. Often built by 
personalities, such as bishops back from Holy Land pilgrimage, these repro
ductions permitted those who could not go on pilgrimage themselves to ex
perience it without leaving home, as it were, “abroad at home”—to use the 
motto of a New York Times columnist. The Holy Sepulchre, then, can be said 
to represent the core of the emerging “cultural memory” of the Christian 
people. Its symbolic reproduction throughout Europe reflects the organization 
and institutionalization of this memory.

In a sense, both the reproductions of Jerusalem and the idea of a heavenly 
Jerusalem represent two different metamorphoses of Jerusalem which run par
allel to the Church’s understanding of itself as verus Israel: if the name “Israel” 
refers to believers in Christ, this entails the expropriation of its earlier owners 
from their identity. If the true Jerusalem is located in heaven or elsewhere 
upon earth, the Old City upon the hills of Judaea has lost its unique signifi
cance. The desacralization of the Judaean space, however, can also be seen as 
the reverse side of the sacralization of the European soil; Jerusalem is not only 
elsewhere, to use Oleg Grabar’s term, but everywhere. There is, then, another 
side to the radical metamorphosis of Jerusalem: the multiple senses and ref



352 ♦ M ystical Jerusa lem s

erences of the name also reflect the spiritual conquest of a whole continent by 
the faith born in Judaea.

In the following pages, I shall focus upon the connections between two 
strikingly different phenomena, the reproductions of the Holy Sepulchre and 
the metaphor of heavenly Jerusalem. Both reflect central aspects of the meta
morphosis of Jerusalem in medieval consciousness, or what the French call 
“l’imaginaire médiéval.” To be sure, both phenomena have been studied often 
and well. Oddly enough, however, they never seem to have been approached 
simultaneously in their possible relationships. This is precisely what will be 
attempted here. I shall first refer to the intriguing phenomenon of the dupli
cation of sacred places—the medieval translatio of Jerusalem to various Eu
ropean cities. I shall then discuss the idea of a new or heavenly Jerusalem and 
the spiritual metaphors of Jerusalem which have been prominent in Christian 
spiritual and mystical literature since the patristic period. Prima facie, these 
two ways of “uprooting” Jerusalerh do not seem to be connected to one an
other; one reflects an “overdose,” as it were, of the spatial, earthly dimension 
of Jerusalem, while the other represents its very negation. I shall argue that 
both phenomena dialectically complement one another, functioning like a 
pendulum of sorts in medieval thought patterns. In other words, the way to 
heavenly Jerusalem does not pass as much through earthly Jerusalem as it does 
through the multiple Jerusalems disseminated throughout western Europe. It 
should be noted here that these phenomena have no real counterpart in By
zantium, for complex reasons which reflect the vast difference between eastern 
and western Christendom. In particular, the status of Constantinople as the 
new Jerusalem has no equivalent in the West. In the fourth century, Rome 
in a sense came to be considered a nova Hierusalem. Santa Croce in Gerusa- 
lemme was built as early as the second half of the fifth century.12 The Hiero- 
solymitan influence was not only architectural, but also liturgical, especially 
during the paschal period. However, when Rome was sacked by Alaric in 410, 
Augustine could explain the collapse of the empire’s capital precisely by re
calling its pagan past and by contrasting it in a radical fashion to the Civitas 
Dei—another name for heavenly Jerusalem. Indeed, the Crusaders’ Iter Hi- 
erosolymae did not have a Byzantine equivalent either. In a sense, then, this 
will be an investigation into the mythopoieic power of Jerusalem in European 
religious imagination.

♦ ♦ ♦

The idea of a Christian translatio Hierosolymae seems to occur for the first time 
with Montanus who, according to the testimony of Eusebius, “gave the name 
of Jerusalem to Pepuza and Tymion, little towns in Phrygia.” 13 As confirmed
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by Tertullian, who knew Montanist beliefs as an insider, this probably means 
that heavenly Jerusalem was thought to have descended upon Pepuza and 
Tymion. The heretic status of the Montanists in the third century, and the 
Christian invention of the idea of Holy Land in the fourth century, probably 
prevented the translatif) Hierosolymae from becoming implanted in patristic 
literature. Nevertheless, this conception never quite disappeared, remaining an 
endemic expression of sectarian eschatology throughout Christian history, 
from the Hussite reconstitution of the Holy Land in Bohemia, and the Ta- 
borites’ Tabor, up to nineteenth-century Russia, for instance, where the sec
tarians of New Zion were expecting the descent of heavenly Jerusalem.14

If the new Jerusalem can descend from heaven on Pepuza, a small town in 
Asia Minor, who needs the City of David anymore?15 To be sure, new Zions 
exist in various cultural surroundings. A famous case is that of the churches 
carved in the rock in Lâlibalâ, Ethiopia. This new Jerusalem became a major 
goal of pilgrimages at times when Axum was inaccessible.16 In the modern 
world, we think mainly of Baptist churches in the southern United States or 
in sub-Saharan Africa or the Swedenborgian churches “of the New Jerusa
lem.” 17 It should be pointed out that the idea of translatif) from the Holy Land 
to Europe was not limited to the Holy Sepulchre and Jerusalem. In the last 
decade of the thirteenth century, for instance, the house of the Blessed Virgin 
Mary was transposed from Nazareth to Tersatz in Dalmatia, and from there 
to Loreto, near Ancona.18

Since Carolingian times, the symbolic transference of shrines from the Holy 
Land could bring considerable prestige and charisma to spiritual and political 
centers in the West.19 The clearest and earliest example, perhaps, is Aachen 
(Aix-la-Chapelle), where the political stakes were particularly high. Charle
magne wished Aachen to be perceived in the sequence of Jerusalem, Rome, 
and Constantinople. The Libri Carolini call the city sedes davidica and New 
Jerusalem. The translatif) here directly reflects the political claim of Charle
magne to be Constantine’s, and ultimately Solomon’s, successor.20 Moreover, 
in his competition with the Byzantine emperor, he had succeeded in being 
granted by Harun al-Rashid a kind of protectorate over the Christian holy 
places in Jerusalem, with the right, for instance, to build xenodocheia for west
ern pilgrims. Eusebius had specified that the dome of the Anastasis should 
“make conspicuous an object of veneration to all,” the Holy Sepulchre. So 
the Rotunda Church of Aachen, Charlemagne’s Capella Palatina, was per
ceived in typological association with the Church of the Holy Sepulchre.21 Let 
us also mention, among others, the case of Orléans, where a crucifix was seen 
weeping on the eve of the year 1000. Within the context of the changing 
religiosity at the turn of the millennium, such a prodigy was thought by some
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to foretell “far greater matters, some kind of translatio Hierosolymae, in which 
Orléans would play the role of the New Jerusalem.,,22

The most sustained effort to concretize such a translatio was the actual 
building of a city according to the ideal plan of Jerusalem. Heavenly Jerusalem 
was often represented as urbs quadrata—but also as a circle23—and the sacral 
topography of the city could be perceived as a mental map, a mandala of sorts, 
reminding one of Christianity’s central belief and offering an immediate object 
for meditation.24 A clear example is that of Constance, mentioned by Chris
toph Auffarth in his study of the significance of Jerusalem in the realized 
eschatology in the wake of the Crusades. Auffarth points out that such mental 
maps also became mental timetables as pilgrimage loci.25

From the early ninth to the early twelfth centuries, at least nineteen 
churches were built in western Europe which were meant to be copies of the 
Holy Sepulchre, imitating its main characteristics.26 The first such edifices were 
built on a smaller scale than the original. So, for instance, Saint Maurice of 
Constance, was built between 934 and 976, following that of Saint Michael 
of Fulda, which was built already in 820 as a copy of the Anastasis. Konrad, 
bishop of Constance, had gone on pilgrimage to the holy city. In his Vita 
(dating from 1123), mention is made of the reconstruction of the Holy Sep
ulchre with wonderful goldwork, mirabili aurificis opereF  The church in Pa
derborn, built between 1033 and 1036, was the first one to be built ad 
mensuras ejusdem ecclesiae et sancti Sepulchri. The oldest such church, however, 
seems to be the Narbonne Holy Sepulchre, built in white Pyrenean marble in 
the fifth century. The first real reproduction of the tomb in Jerusalem, com
plete with antechamber, was built in Eichstätt, Walbrun around 1160. Ex
amples of similar churches from the twelfh century are numerous, from 
Northampton and Cambridge to Augsburg. Moreover, there exist ten round 
churches built by the Templars and the Hospitaliers, as well as the Pisan 
baptistery.28 These churches, which evoke the image of the Holy Sepulchre, 
express a devotion to the first shrine of Christendom.

One striking example of a new Zion in Europe is the Chiesa di Santo 
Stefano in Bologna, also called Sancta Jerusalem Bononiensis, one of the ear
liest and certainly the most famous of the many similar churches in western 
Europe. The Santo Stefano rotunda was conceived as a reproduction of the 
church of the Anastasis but, at the same time, was also meant to refer to the 
Hierusalem coelestis and the Santa Maria rotunda in Rome, i.e., the Pantheon. 
According to some traditions, Petronius, bishop of Bologna ca. 431-450, upon 
returning from a Holy Land pilgrimage, had a replica of the Holy Sepulchre 
built in his city and consecrated to the protomartyr Saint Stephen. This re
production is, in a sense, an eidolon of Jerusalem, a portable Jerusalem, as it
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were, whose function was to remind one of the great and original shrine, the 
omphalos.29 A representation of Petronius, Bologna’s patron saint, depicts him 
holding the city in his hands. Bologna itself is thus represented as a forma  
Orbis, similar, in a way, to Jerusalem.30 The first testimony for the name of 
Jerusalem granted to the Petronian Church in Bologna, it would seem, is found 
in a document by Charlemagne, dated to 887; it confirms to Wibodus, bishop 
of Parma, the acquisition of various churches in Bologna, including that of 
Sanctum Stefanum qui dicitur sancta Hierusalem.31 The earliest mention of a 
Hierusalem in Europe seems to go back to a document dating from 716 where 
mention is made of the church Sancti Andrae, ubi est baptisterium, una cum 
ecclesia Sancte Hierusalem?2

The numerous scholars who have studied the impressive compound, its 
architecture, and history agree that it is quite distinct from the many other 
round churches, imitations, or copies of the rotunda of the Holy Sepulchre 
(or, rather, copies of an idealized Holy Sepulchre). The church as it exists 
today seems to have been erected upon the ruins of an earlier, Roman building, 
which may date to Saint Petronius’ time. As is well known, in 1048 Constan
tine X Monomachos had rebuilt the church of the Anastasis, which in 1009 
had been destroyed by the Caliph Al-Hakim. The Crusaders, in turn, launched 
extensive rebuilding activities at the Holy Sepulchre from 1099 to 1161. The 
plan of S. Stefano relies on the arrangement that existed in Jerusalem prior to 
the Crusaders’ extensive rebuilding of the Holy Sepulchre. The Bologna 
church thus remains, to this day, the only concrete testimony to the original 
form of the Anastasis, after the radical changes made in the Jerusalem sanctuary 
itself in the eleventh century. This original form was known accurately, since 
plans of the Holy Sepulchre, similar to those drawn by the seventh-century 
pilgrim Arculf, had been brought back to Europe by the Crusaders.

But the church did not stand alone. It seems that, originally, Sancta Hi
erusalem consisted of a reproduction of the various holy places in Jerusalem 
that was created at the eastern end of Bologna. Already in the tenth century, 
mention is made of San Giovanni in Monte Oliveti, and also of a church of 
S. Tecla, built as a similitudo of the Valley of Jehoshaphat, whose identification 
with the Qidron Valley is attested already in Eusebius’ Onomasticon. This Valle 
di Giosafat is located between the Oliveti and Sancta Hierusalem, in other 
words, corresponding to the topography of Jerusalem. Indeed, the claim that 
the distances between the different loci reproduce precisely those between their 
models in Jerusalem is not quite accurate. The distance between S. Giovanni 
in Monte Oliveti and S. Stefano varies by almost one kilometer from the 
distance between the Anastasis and the Mount of Olives. The field of Akel- 
dama and the pool of Siloam are also mentioned in the sources, although
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their location remains undetermined. The whole complex, then, was created 
as a “theme park” of sorts, the first Eurodisney, offering a reproduction of 
Jerusalem, its hills and valleys, and permitting a short escapade into the myth
ical Holy Land without the vagaries of the voyage. This was a new Jerusalem, 
neither a faithful reproduction of the earthly city nor a completely mythical 
one. Actually, neither “reproduction” nor “myth” quite fits the nature of this 
reconstructed Jerusalem, no more than either fits the maps of Jerusalem drawn 
by pilgrims and travelers throughout the centuries. Rather, its most obvious 
character lies in what can be called the actualization of the Holy City.

The Church of St. Stephen itself did not originally possess a precise sym
bolism as did the Holy Sepulchre. This was added later by the Benedictine 
monks who rebuilt the original church in the Middle Ages. It is reasonable to 
postulate the First Crusade offered the impulse for the reconstruction of Sancta 
Hierusalem. We know of the great enthusiasm generated by the First Crusade 
among the Bolognese.33 With the first Crusaders returning from the liberated 
holy city, the time was ripe for a new symbolism, more powerful and more 
complex than the earlier tradition, itself inherited from the late antique pil
grimages to the Holy Land.

The Nuova Gerusalemme, however, was meant to be more than just a 
souvenir reproduction of the holy city. It had obvious liturgical dimensions 
that are referred to in our sources. In the twelfth century, we know of pro
cessions from S. Stefano to S. Giovanni in Monte that were organized by the 
returning Crusaders. In the Middle Ages, S. Stefano was also the site of Easter 
week ceremonies and of an adoratio crucis copied from the cult of the Holy 
Cross in Jerusalem. In its twelfth-century form, S. Stefano offered a clear and 
specific link to Jerusalem and its holy sites. Through its architectural and 
liturgical imitations, it gave the citizens of Bologna a visible connection to 
Jerusalem, both the holy city and the heavenly vision.

The liturgical dimensions of Jerusalem’s memoriae permitted the perfor
mance of the sacred drama of Christ’s Passion. Here, too, the developments 
reflect a deep ambivalence. In the mid-thirteenth century, Urban IV estab
lished the Corpus Christi feast in order to express his own interest for the Holy 
Sepulchre.34 Already in ninth-century Carolingian France, one could observe 
various liturgical connections with Jerusalem, such as processions of palms. In 
Santa Croce, Bologna, we can recall the facsimile of the Holy Cross kept at a 
special locus called Golgotha. This may have been the setting for an adoratio 
crucis, similar to the Exaltation of the Holy Cross described by Egeria on Holy 
Thursday, when the relic of the True Cross was presented to the faithful to 
be kissed.35 In the tenth century, tropes of the visitatio sepulchri were chanted 
in places such as Saint Gallen or Limoges.36 Altogether, Christian liturgy rec-
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ognizes a direct relationship between the spatial and temporal dimensions of 
cultic behavior. It might be worth noting that the liturgy commemorating 
different events, such as the Annunciation or the Birth of Jesus, which are 
usually celebrated once a year, can be celebrated at any time on the spot 
itself.37

In the same context, one should also understand the development of the 
Passion mystery plays: Jerusalem is everywhere; the reconstitution of its central 
shrine performs a role similar to the reenactment of the events which it is 
intended to recall. Plays about visitation to the Holy Sepulchre were common 
in western Europe.38 There is no doubt that the dissemination of such churches 
reflects the new interest in the earthly Jerusalem inspired by the Crusades. 
Moreover, the movement for the construction of these churches came to a halt 
with the conquest of Jerusalem by Saladin. No wonder, then, that there was 
no similar phenomenon in Byzantium. The question remains, however, of the 
extent to which the cult in these churches strengthened or weakened the be
lievers* bonds to the holy city. The Holy Sepulchre venerated in western Eu
rope was no longer localized in Jerusalem, and the Passion of Jesus Christ, the 
Via Crucis, could be reenacted everywhere.39

The idea of the Via Dolorosa is a medieval invention of the Franciscans 
which had been imported to Jerusalem from Europe, as was the rite of the 
Deposition, which reached Jerusalem only in the sixteenth century. In a sense, 
therefore, it is the very recovery of Jerusalem in medieval Christendom which 
brought, in a dialectical way, to its Aufhebung, and to the transformation of 
religious memory. Paradoxically, then, the memoriae of Jerusalem played a role 
in limiting the significance of the actual Holy City in Christian religious con
sciousness.40

In “Calvaries of Convenience,” a chapter of his recent Landscape and Mem- 
ory, Simon Schama focuses on mountains transformed into symbolic Golgo- 
thas in the Middle Ages.41 Schama begins his analysis with Monte Verna, the 
Piedmontese mountain chosen in 1224 by St. Francis as an alternative calvary 
and where he received the stigmata; “And this, God willed, should manifestly 
appear on Mount Verna because there the Passion of our Lord Jesus Christ 
was to be renewed through love and pity in the soul of Saint Francis.” In the 
following centuries, the Franciscans would continue converting mountains 
into inspirational theaters. Schama mentions the case of the Franciscan Friar 
Bernardino Caimi who, having seen the real Mount Zion while acting as 
patriarch of the Holy Land, determined in i486 to create on Monte Verna a 
more readily-available version. On the mountain, various chapels were built, 
called by names such as “Nazareth” or “Bethlehem” and adorned with paint
ings from the “parallel lives” of Jesus and Francis. At these chapels, the pilgrim
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would pause for prayer and contemplation during his (or her) ascent. Monte 
Verna, therefore, was not only transformed into a new Golgotha, but into a 
new, symbolic Holy Land—a fact which emphasizes the abstract nature (or 
spiritualization) of the idea of the Holy Land in the Middle Ages.42

The piety which encouraged the development of the Via Dolorosa went 
against the grain of the Iter Sancti Sepulchri and Crusader piety.43 Inspired by 
their love of the heavenly city, pilgrims and Crusaders came to earthly Jeru
salem: Terrestram celestis amore Jerusalem cum aliis currens.44 As pointed out 
by Bernard McGinn, we cannot recapture the power evoked by the name 
“Jerusalem” at the time of the First Crusade if we ignore the full scope of the 
name’s meaning. In the piety of the Crusaders, engaged in a mixture of holy 
war and pilgrimage, there was also room for concordia, the peace of the hearts, 
which was necessary for a pilgrimage of penance.

This kind of piety, however, did not go unchallenged. The growth of a 
new, local religiosity in western EurQpe tended to belittle or even ignore the 
significance of, or the need for, Holy Land pilgrimages. One can also follow 
a trend of opposition to the Crusades in the Middle Ages.45 After their final 
failure, the reconquest of earthly Jerusalem had paved the way, as we have 
seen, for a radical spiritualization of the Iter Sancti Sepulchri.

♦ ♦ ♦

The failure of early Christian apocalyptical movements, illustrated by the per
ception of the Montanists as heretics and the postponement sine die of the 
parousia, had direct implications for the representations of Jerusalem. Rather 
than alternative earthly locations, or the idea of an eschatological renovatio, it 
is the metaphor of a spiritual Jerusalem which became prevalent in the early 
Christian mind. This Jerusalem was the Christian’s true fatherland, and it was 
in heaven. Indeed, early Christian writers were here following in the footsteps 
of Jewish apocalypticism; in the book of Revelation, the new Jerusalem was 
to descend from heaven (Apoc. 21:1—5). For IV Esdras, a Jewish text redacted 
at the end of the first century C.E., the eschatological element is still promi
nent: Jerusalem would be established by God in messianic times. The Syriac 
Apocalypse of Baruch weakens this element by pointing out the direct rela
tionship between Urzeit and Endzeit: heavenly Jerusalem had been prepared 
by God since the origin of the world.

The transformation of the ideal city was completed in the late second cen
tury with Clement of Alexandria, who recalls that the Stoics referred to the 
heavens as the true city.46 For him, as a Christian, the obvious parallel to the 
heavenly city of the Stoics was heavenly Jerusalem, which he calls “my Jeru
salem.”47 We reach here the roots of the mystical meaning of Jerusalem.
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For Origen, who follows and develops Clement’s views on the polis, Jerusalem 
(whose Hebrew name means “vision of peace”) could mean the Church, but 
also, in the tropological sense, it could mean the soul.48 A similar allegorical 
interpretation is found in the writings of the fourth-century Origenist, Di- 
dymus the Blind. For him, too, Jerusalem could be understood in a threefold 
way: it is at once the virtuous soul, the Church, and the heavenly city of the 
living God. We shall return to the visio pads metaphor of Jerusalem, which 
runs like a thread throughout the centuries.49 One should at least mention 
here another formative metaphor, stemming directly from Paul: the Jerusalem 
above, the Christians’ mother, is also called free, eleuthera (Gal. 4:26). Caelestis 
Hierusalem, quae est mater libertatis, chorus libertatis: this is a Leitmotif of 
medieval Latin Christian literature.50

As is well known, the Augustinian typology of the two cities finds its roots 
in Tyconius, whose Commentary on the Apocalypse referred to two civitates, 
Babylon versus Jerusalem.51 It is impossible here to offer even a brief overview 
of Augustine’s perception of spiritual Jerusalem, whose praise he sings: Quando 
de ilia loquor, fin ire nolo. For him, heavenly Jerusalem represents the Church, 
the wife of Christ, while Babylon represents power and politics. In his de 
Civitate Dei, the civitas dei is also called “Jerusalem.” It is needless to dwell 
upon the major formative influence of this typology on medieval perceptions.52 
Augustine’s most interesting developments regarding Jerusalem, perhaps, oc
cur in his Enarrationes in Psalmos. Jerusalem is placed in opposition to Babylon, 
as in Revelation (and also to Sinai, as in Galatians). While Babylon refers to 
present life, in this world, Jerusalem alludes to future life. Then the boundaries 
of time will be overcome and God will be praised forever, in saecula saeculorum. 
In his commentary on Psalm 64.2, for instance, Augustine begins by referring 
to the etymologies of Babylon and Jerusalem.53 One means confusio, (Heb. 
bilbul) and the other visio pads (Heb. y r e  shalom). The major problem facing 
the relationships between these two opposite entities is the fact that they are 
inextricably intertwined throughout history: Permixtae sun t. . . usque in finem  
saeculi. Jerusalem represents the love of God, while Babylon signifies the love 
of the world: Duas istas civitates fa ciunt duo amores: Ierusalem fa cit  amor Dei; 
Babyloniam fa cit amor saeculi. Hence, the criterion for anyone to recognize his 
own identity: ask yourself what you love, and you’ll know where you belong. 
Such an understanding of Jerusalem, then, denies any localization of the city: 
Jerusalem is everywhere or, more precisely, in the hearts of those who love 
God.

The full-fledged spiritual interpretation of Jerusalem, with its multiple 
levels of meaning, is first found in the writings of John Cassian (fifth century). 
For him, Jerusalem could be understood as referring to the human soul:



360 ♦ M ystical Jerusa lem s

Si Hierusalem aut Sion animam hominis uelimus accipere secundum illud: lauda 
Hierusalem dominum: lauda deum tuum Sion. Jerusalem, he goes on, can be 
understood in four ways, according to the four senses of Scriptures. According 
to history (secundum historiam), it is the city of the Jews, the earthly Jerusalem. 
According to allegory (secundum allegoriam), it represents the Church and 
Christ. According to anagogy (secundum anagogem), it is “that city of God 
which is the mother of us all.” Finally, Jerusalem is identical to the human 
soul when understood according to tropology (secundum tropologiam).54 Je
rusalem thus becomes the most privileged symbol. In nuce> this name includes 
the entire Old Testament, the city of God, the mystery of the Virgo singularis, 
the total presentation of Christian mystery.55

Throughout the Middle Ages, these various senses of Jerusalem appear 
among different writers, from the Venerable Bede and Hrabanus Maurus to 
Nicolas of Lyra, for whom Jerusalem is the best example illustrating the four
fold sense of Scriptures. Such conceptions of the spiritual meaning of Jerusalem 
should be understood in the tradition of its fourfold meaning stemming from 
Cassian, as, for instance, in Nicolas of Lyra, or in Hugh of Fouilloy’s De 
claustro animae, a treatise in forty-three chapters on the four senses of Jeru
salem: historical, ethical, anagogical, and mystical.56

Cassian’s Collationes was one of the most influential books in the formative 
period of monastic spirituality. No wonder, then, that Jerusalem is one of the 
preferred symbols of contemplative life in medieval literature. More precisely, 
it would seem that the use of Jerusalem in medieval Christian spiritual and 
mystical literature stood at the intersection between two traditions, that of 
Cassian and that of Augustine. It is the combination of these two which per
mits the emergence and development of Jerusalem as the natural symbol of 
the contemplation of the divine glory shared by angels and those leading the 
monastic vita angelica.

The most obvious author for the medieval spiritual meaning of Jerusalem, 
however, is Bernard of Clairvaux. The following quotation is representative of 
his understanding of Jerusalem:

You have two from heaven, both Jesus the Bridegroom and the Bride 
Jerusalem.. . .  When the holy Emmanuel brought to earth the teaching 
of heavenly discipline, when the visible image and beautiful appearance 
of that heavenly Jerusalem which is our mother became known as re
vealed to us in and through Christ.57

For Bernard, the monastery was a training camp for heavenly Jerusalem.58 He 
intended to model the church after heavenly Jerusalem.59 In a famous letter
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from about 1129 to Alexander, bishop of Lincoln, which has become the locus 
classicus of the new religious sensitivity, Bernard identifies Clairvaux in so many 
words with heavenly Jerusalem: Et, si vultis scire, Clara Vallis est. Ipsa est Ieru- 
salem, ea quae in coelis est, tota mentis devotione, et conversationis imitatione, et 
cognatione quadam spiritus sociata. Bernard was referring to Philip, a monk 
from England who, on his way to Jerusalem, had made a stop in Clairvaux. 
Bernard convinced him that his monastery was the new and true Jerusalem 
and that there was no need for him to continue his exhausting voyage.60 His 
conception of spiritual pilgrimage is developed in his writing “on conver
sion.”61 The monastery was not only conceived as a paradeisos, but also as a 
new Jerusalem, the heavenly city of peace, already in the patristic tradition.

For Bernard, then, the cloister of Clairvaux is a Jerusalem in anticipation. 
The monk dwells in Jerusalem: this name refers to those who in this world 
lead a religious life; by a virtuous and orderly life, they seek to imitate the way 
of life of the Jerusalem above:

Puto enim hoc loco prophetam lerusalem nomine désignasse illos, qui in 
hoc saeculo vitam ducunt religiosam, mores supemae illius lerusalem con- 
versatione honesta et ordinata pro viribus imitantes; et non veluti hi, qui 
de Babylone sunt. . . . Mea autem, qui videor monachus et Ierosolymita, 
peccata certe occulta sunt. . . .62

In the second half of the twelfth century, the school of St. Victor provides 
other instances of a similar conception of Jerusalem. Explaining the parable 
of the Good Samaritan, for instance, Richard of St. Victor sees not only Christ 
in the Samaritan, and the fallen man in the traveler attacked by the thieves 
(both interpretations revert to patristic literature), but also argues that the city 
of Jerusalem, which the traveler left, represents contemplation, while Jericho 
symbolizes fallen man’s misery; the descent from Jerusalem to Jericho repre
sents sin.63

Dom Jean Leclercq, the great scholar of medieval monastic spirituality, has 
edited an anonymous sermon, probably written in the eleventh century by a 
disciple of Jean of Fécamp.64 This text, written with profound enthusiasm, 
makes generous use of quotations from the Psalms and appears to reflect 
widely-shared images. It begins by praising the frequent recollection of 
Jerusalem as a spiritual exercise of great value: Ciuitatis et regis Hierusalem 
frequens recordatio dulcis est nobis consolatio, religiosae exercitationis grata occasio, 
onerosae sarcinae nostrae necessaria subleuatio. I wish to call attention here to 
the direct link between the representation of a place (even if only a meta
phorical, ideal one) and religious meditation, or, as the text has it, an exercise.
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This would be recognized by Ignatius of Loyola who, in his Spiritual Exercises, 
emphasized the need to identify a place with oneself in order to meditate on 
the mysteries of Christ’s earthly life. This trend in Ignatian spirituality clearly 
reflects medieval patterns of thought, especially since the Crusades.

♦ ♦ ♦

The coupling of opposite entities, Jerusalem/Babylon, is not limited to Latin 
and ecclesiastical literature. Its important influence upon European culture is 
reflected by its presence in the earliest strata of Italian vernacular literature of 
the duecento. Such texts may reflect Joachite influence. Giacomino of Verona, 
for instance, writes, in Veronese:

Ierusalem celeste 
rit* de l ’alto Deu 
dond e Cristo segno. . . .
. . . contraria de quella 
c itA de gran pressura 
un la quai Lucifer. . . ,65

questa terra s’apella 
nova, preclara e bella

ke p er nomo se clama, 
Babilonia la magna

Similar perceptions of Jerusalem are found in the Libro delle tre Scritture of 
the poet Bonsevin de la Riva, one of Dante’s precursors:

. . . quella cità soprana si è pu r d ’or lucente
Le plaze delectevre le mure resplendante
. . . Oi De, splendor purissimo in la cità celesta. . .
. . . Oi De, com po  godher lo ju st in paradiso. . . .6<s

In what can be described as a pendulum movement in the longue durée, the 
image of a golden Jerusalem was to cross centuries (and religious boundaries) 
as well as continents. From the song Urbs beata Ierusalem, dicta pads visio, 
known to have been written for Vespers in the eighth century, a straight line 
goes up to the Victorian hymns on “Jerusalem the Golden,” and from these 
to the Hebrew song of Naomi Shemer which was to become one of the main 
symbolic and cultural expressions of Israeli triumphalism in 1967.

Bernard of Clairvaux, Richard of St. Victor, Joachim of Fiore, and Giacom
ino of Verona have been brought here as examples of the understanding of 
Jerusalem as a symbol of spiritual life. Throughout the Middle Ages, and up 
to the early modern period, heavenly Jerusalem has represented for this trend 
of thought the ultimate goal of the pilgrim on his way to spiritual vision. The 
total transformation of the symbol, with the complete disappearance of any 
reference to earthly Jerusalem, will be accomplished in spiritual writings such
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as those of Bonaventure in the thirteenth century. He speaks of St. Francis, 
in his insatiable thirst for peace, as a citizen of heavenly Jerusalem, which the 
soul reaches when it enters into itself.67 At the dawn of modern times, the 
Spanish mystics continued this trend. Bernardino of Laredo, for instance, pub
lished in 1535 his Ascent to Mount Sion. The work’s historical importance 
stems from Teresa of Avila’s predilection for it. The ascent to Mount Sion has 
now become totally metaphorical:

So that the ascent of Mount Sion is the same as the ascent to Jerusalem.
. . . And this temporal Jerusalem denotes for us the eternal and sover
eign city for which God created us and to which we shall not go unless 
we ascend from the knowledge of ourselves to the following of Christ.68

The message has undergone a radical spiritualization, earthly Jerusalem has 
disappeared from sight, and the whole pilgrimage to the holy city is a journey 
of the soul:

The fire of the Lord is in Zion, since contemplative souls possess it in 
this life, and finally are perfected in Jerusalem, since such souls as these, 
who here begin to love, and persevere in love, grow in love continually 
as they proceed along the road of this exile, then are led . . . into the 
Jerusalem which is above, where in that fire which had its beginning 
in this exile of ours burns without intermission.. .  .69

In the late Middle Ages, we can follow the development of new, radical 
beliefs in a kind of pilgrimage. This can be described as internal and quite 
atopical, a pilgrimage accomplished not in space, with no need of dangerous 
and expensive travel to a foreign land, not even in a conveniently miniaturized 
space at home, but within the soul itself. The traditional images of Holy Land 
pilgrimage are reinterpreted metaphorically, and the earthly pilgrims are a 
figure of the march toward spiritual Jerusalem. Such an idea is found, for 
instance, in the sermons of Bernardino of Siena, probably the most influential 
spiritual force in Italy in the first half of the fifteenth century. Toward the end 
of Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales, it is also reflected in the words of the country 
priest, who views Canterbury as the Holy Land for everybody, since earthly 
pilgrimages are but the image of the spiritual march toward Jerusalem.70

♦ ♦ ♦

I have dealt briefly above with two different phenomena: the imaginary visit 
to Holy Land shrines at their local replicas, and the tradition of a heavenly 
Jerusalem, up to the development of spiritual pilgrimages to Jerusalem in the
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later Middle Ages. I have argued that these two phenomena are related. Various 
“spiritual pilgrimages,” which began to be printed as early as the first half of 
the fifteenth century, were meant as spiritual guides for those who could not 
afford the expense of the pilgrimage itself or who were unwilling to suffer its 
vagaries. In a sense, Christian spirituality was thus rediscovering themes already 
found in late antique patristic spiritual and monastic literature. The Christian 
was defined anew as homo viator.

Such patterns of thought reflect, in a sense, a return to some fundamental 
Augustinian attitudes. No wonder, then, that in the fifteenth century Nicolas 
of Cusa was able “to transpose these themes of spiritual experience to the level 
of philosophical and theological reflection, and to elaborate a mystical synthe
sis/ ’71 For him, it is not only man who could be defined as viator. Rather, it 
is the whole life of the Church on earth which should be understood as a 
pilgrimage in the footsteps of Jesus Christ.

We can perhaps describe schematically the dialectical evolution of pilgrim
age ideas in the following way: the holy places gave birth to the development 
of pilgrimage in early Christianity. At a later stage, translations of these holy 
places brought them to European cities. Finally, the pilgrimage to the local 
replica of the Holy Place was transformed into a spiritual pilgrimage.

Apocalyptic spirituality permits the actualization and vivification of percep
tions often muted or neutralized in mainstream Christian tradition. The great 
Calabrian visionary from the twelfth century, Joachim de Fiore, is said to have 
experienced a conversion to internal life precisely during a pilgrimage to the 
Holy Land which he undertook as a young man. He was to make great use 
of the name of Jerusalem in his Liber Figurarum. The most puzzling pair of 
figures in this book is perhaps the antithesis of Jerusalem/iTarZerâzand Babylon/ 
Rome. Note that the Roman church, for Joachim, is always Jerusalem, never 
Rome. While Babylon is the realm of the devil, the heavenly kingdom of God 
is symbolized by Jerusalem. The theme of the figures is the pilgrimage of the 
faithful people of God. “The sons of Jerusalem are pilgrims sojourning in the 
midst of Babylon. . .  . The Liber Concordiae. . .  starts from the concept of the 
earthly pilgrimage and throughout makes much use of the figures of pilgrimage 
and journeying.72 At the end of history, there will be a third apotheosis of 
Jerusalem, after the reign of David in earthly Jerusalem and the pontificate of 
Pope Silvester in Rome.

In his Eternal Gospel, Joachim goes into a detailed description of heavenly 
Jerusalem as described in Rev. 2 1 , seeing a precise symbolism in its various 
components, such as the different precious stones from which it is built. He 
insists on the fact that in heavenly Jerusalem there is no Temple built by men, 
since the Father and the Son are themselves the only Temple of the Spirit.
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In the fourth century, Eusebius and Jerome pointed out the traditional 
etymology of Jerusalem, Yerushalaim, as referring to a vision of peace, visio 
pads in Jerome’s words. This interpretation was picked up by Augustine and 
Isidore of Sevilla.73 Through their mediation, this traditional etymology had 
become prominent in medieval texts.74 The last avatar of the perception of 
earthly Jerusalem in the later Middle Ages and at the time of the Renaissance 
reflects a new dimension given to the mystical visio pads. From a purely spir
itual vision, it also becomes the best metaphor of an eschatological dream of 
peace upon earth among religions and civilizations.

In his De pace fid ei, Nicolas of Cusa dreams of a religious concordate agreed 
upon in heaven, i.e., in the only rational region, by wise Christians, Jews, and 
Moslems. Given full powers, they then meet in Jerusalem, the common reli
gious center, in order to receive in the name of all the single faith, and they 
establish upon it perpetual peace, “in order that in this peace, the Creator of 
all things be glorified in all saecula. Amen.” 75

The development of ethnological curiosity, also vis-à-vis “Turks” (i.e., Mus
lims) and Jews, together with the sorrow generated by religious strife through
out Europe, encouraged a renewal of utopian thought. Jerusalem provided 
here a ready-made symbol, understood by all. Tomaso Campanella, another 
visionary from Calabria (this time a Dominican), dreamed at the beginning 
of the seventeeenth century of a new kind of recuperatio Terrae Sanctae, which 
would be the utmost expression of the renovatio saeculi: “The Church was 
born in Jerusalem, and it is to Jerusalem that it will return, after having con
quered the whole world.” The former presence of the Crusaders in Jerusalem 
is perceived by Campanella as a step toward the instauration of the messianic 
kingdom in that kingdom: Jerusalem, indeed, is the Holy City, where Jews, 
Christians, and Muslims can become united in communion.76

A similar mixture of mysticism and politics linked to Jerusalem is found 
also in the thought of the sixteenth-century Jesuit, Guillaume Postel, an Ori
entalist who became the first holder of the Chair of Hebrew at the Collège de 
France and one of the great “illuminés” of the Renaissance. For Postel, Jeru
salem, true mother of the universe, is the figura of the building of the third 
Temple, a Temple to serve the whole earth and to permit the spiritual rebirth 
of humankind in the final kingdom of Jesus Christ and the restitution of all 
things, the apokatastasispantôn dear to the Stoics and to Origen:

Ceste unité unique, et du tout differente de toutes celles qui ont esté, 
ou sont, ou jamais seront au monde inférieur, est la personele Jerusalem, 
de laquelle David escript: Yerusalaim sehubeerah Iah yiheddow, Jeru
salem cujus associatio aut participatio pro ipsa fit una cum eo. Nos
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pieds sont establis en tes portes, o Jerusalem. Jerusalem qui es edifiée 
comme une cité, mais non pas une cité, ains une personne, de laquelle 
l’accompaignement est pour elle avec un luy, qui en est le chef. Or est 
il du tout certein et nécessaire qu’entre toutes et sur toutes les congre
gations, polices, estats ou eglises du monde, il y en aye une tele qu’elle 
soit du tout excellente et differente de tout aultre . . . car oultre l’estre 
un corps mystique ou civil et politique, elle est personele et vive union 
come chascune aultre mere ou vierge ou femme du monde. . . .  C’est 
donc la finale victoire d’une seule et unike colombe et espouse. . . 77

One could go on quoting Postel’s lucubrations on messianic Jerusalem, for 
him both a political and spiritual entity. His naiveté and messianic patterns 
of thought reflect a recurrent trend in modern religious attitudes, with which 
we are unfortunately all too familiar. We are here far away from another early 
modern reinterpretation of Jerusalem, Pico della Mirandola’s De dignitate hom
inis, where heavenly Jerusalem is the goal of a spiritual flight kindled by the 
Socratic delirium described in Plato’s Phaedrus, a flight which takes the mys
tical philosopher far from this world ruled by Satan.78

♦ ♦ ♦

In these pages, I have sought to focus on medieval mental representations of 
Jerusalem and to suggest some main lines of their development and transfor
mation processes. As we have seen, these processes are dialectical in the sense 
that they fuel one another. The heavenly or spiritual Jerusalem lies at the base 
of Holy Land pilgrimages and crusades, while pilgrimages to the earthly city, 
in turn, permit the development of “new Jerusalems” throughout Europe. 
Ultimately, it is such memoriae of Jerusalem which permit a constant passage 
between earthly and heavenly Jerusalem in the “imaginaire médiéval.” The 
spiritualization of Jerusalem and its “multiplications” are two sides of the 
Christian “uprooting” of Jerusalem, reflecting a fundamental ambivalence in 
Christian attitudes to the Holy City. In the religious history of Europe, Je
rusalem is no longer located “toward the Far East,” as it had been for the 
Palestinian martyr Pamphilus. Jerusalem is both in heaven and at home.
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Jerusalem and the Sign of the Cross 

(with particular reference to the 
cross of pilgrimage and crusading 

in the twelfth century)*

G I L E S  C O N S T A B L E

I

It is hard to exaggerate the importance of the cross in the Middle Ages. As 
the ubiquitous symbol of the power of Jesus, it permeated every aspect of 

life and thought. The followers of Jesus were told in the New Testament to 
take up His cross and to follow Him. At baptism they were “signed with the 
sign of the holy cross” and restored to life “by the imposition of the same 
cross of the Lord.” Leo the Great said that “The cross makes all those who 
have been regenerated in Christ into kings,” and in the tenth-century Romano- 
Germanic pontifical the cross was called the trophy of Christ’s victory and our 
redemption and “the incomparable sign of Christ, by which the power of the 
devil is destroyed [and] the freedom of mortals restored.” Alan of Lille, in his 
sermon On the Cross o f  the Lord\ which was preached on the occasion of the 
third crusade, said that

We bear the glorious figure of the cross on the forehead of the body 
by impression and on the forehead of the mind by faith. . .  . The sign 
of the cross is sometimes made for strengthening, sometimes for glo
rifying, sometimes for signifying, sometimes for sanctifying. O great

* This lecture is published as it was delivered at the conference. A revised and annotated version 
will appear at a later date.
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mystery of the cross, which drives away the demons, saves men, con
quers the world, and weakens sin.

The cross was the vexillum regis, the standard or banner of the all-powerful 
King, which sanctified the rule of Christian monarchs and brought victory in 
battle. It also brought peace, prosperity, and security. The Council of Cler
mont in 1095, where Urban II preached the first crusade, decreed that “If 
anyone flees to a cross on a road when his enemies are in pursuit, let him 
remain free as if he were in a church.” Fields were regularly blessed with the 
cross in order to assure fertility, and houses as a mark of good fortune. Count
less men and women were cured of ailments by the sign of the cross: a blind 
boy saw after he was “signed” by Bernard of Clairvaux, and a deaf man heard 
“when the sign of the cross had been imposed.”

The development of the cult of the cross in the Latin West has been studied 
in particular by André Wilmart, who dated “the true advance” of the cult in 
the eleventh century and studied the works of Peter Damiani and Anselm of 
Canterbury. Ralph Glaber and John Gualbert were cited by Delaruelle, who 
also said that “This evolution was completed in the second half of the eleventh 
century.” More recently, Dominique Iogna-Prat stressed the importance of 
the cult of the cross at Cluny and associated the feasts of the Invention and 
Exaltation of the Cross with the works of Abbot Odilo in honor of the cross, 
and Johannes Fried pointed out the significance of the cross in the millennial 
expectations around the year 1000 and said that the cult of the cross reached 
a high point in 1060. Jean Leclercq, writing somewhat earlier, distinguished 
two periods in the history of medieval devotion to the cross: the first from the 
ninth to eleventh centuries, when the emphasis was on redemption and re
mission of sins and on the power of the cross, and the second in the twelfth 
century, when greater attention was paid to patience and suffering, though 
the older view of the glory of the cross and its redemptive power was still 
found in the works of many writers.

Every aspect of the cross had a special meaning and was given a symbolic 
interpretation. For Gregory of Nyssa it was “a visual symbol of the four prin
cipal extensions of the universe and its unity in Christ,” and for Augustine it 
represented “four invisible dimensions of man’s soul in its capacity to love.” 
The four arms of the cross stood for charity, perseverance, faith, and hope. 
Christians must extend their arms to the cross in order for Christ’s arm to 
extend to them, wrote Ephraim Syrus: “For he who does not extend his hand 
to His cross cannot move his hand to His table.” The life of monks and nuns 
was frequently compared to the cross. According to the Book on Preserving the 
Unity o f  the Church, the monastic habit had “the form of a cross through its
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four extended parts so that this four-part union through every part restrains 
and leads to heaven him who is crucified to the world.” Later it continues:

For we call a cross not only that one which was put together out of 
wood at the time of the passion but also that which is fitted to the 
virtues of all the disciplines throughout the course of an entire life. 
Whence not only the whole life and institution of a monk but also 
every Christian action is described in the sign of a cross.

For Aelred of Rievaulx the order of Cîteaux was the cross of Christ, and 
Caesarius of Heisterbach described the inner crucifixion of monks by com
passion and their outer crucifixion by mortification of the flesh.

It was customary from the earliest times to place a cross in the hand of a 
new monk and to mark him with the sign of the cross. In the west-Syrian rite 
the sign was on the shoulder, but the position of the mark may have varied 
from region to region and even from monastery to monastery. Pseudo-Denis 
the Areopagite said, in his Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, that after the new monk 
ratified his commitments “the priest marks him with the sign of the cross and 
cuts his hair, invoking the three persons of the divine beatitude.” Arnulf of 
Lisieux, in a letter written about 1159, said that a monk should express obe
dience to his superior by voice and in writing “with an oath also physically 
intervening [and] with the added impression of the saving cross.” This suggests 
that the cross was not seen only as a blessing but also as a sign of confirmation, 
like a cross put on a document in place of a signature. It marked the monk 
as the bearer of the cross and also sealed his obligation to renounce the world.

The cross with which a new monk was marked may have been associated 
with the ancient concept of entry into monastic life as a second baptism, which 
initiated a new monk into a new life, free of sin. It may also have been an 
indication of the monk’s spiritual orientation toward Jerusalem, with which 
the cross was associated in medieval devotions and spirituality. In an influential 
article, “The Cross and Prayer Towards the East,” published in 1945, Erik 
Peterson showed “the close connection,” as he put it, “between the East and 
the cross.” The custom of praying in the direction of the cross, the presence 
of the cross behind (or sometimes in place of) the altar in many ancient 
churches, and the mystical visions of the cross in the East all reflected, Peterson 
argued, the belief in the second coming of Christ in the East. Capelle also 
argued that, “It was in the first place a matter of an ‘eschatological cross’ since 
the direction towards the East was eschatological. The cross was evocative and 
annunciative of Christ.” Recent research has confirmed the importance in the
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works of the church fathers of praying toward the East and of praying with 
extended arms, which represented the figure of the cross.

The association of the cross with Jerusalem was made clear in the ceremony 
of carrying the cross in imitation of Christ on Good Friday, in the legends of 
St. Helen’s finding of the cross, in the Roman church known as Santa Croce 
in Gerusalemme, and in the feasts of the Adoration, Invention, and Exaltation 
of the cross. Egeria, in the account of her pilgrimage to the East, described 
vividly the mass of the cross in Jerusalem, and Adamnan, in his book On the 
Holy Places, described the church where the cross was preserved and the sweet 
odor and oil that emanated from it. One of the most striking statements of 
the concentration of the cult of the cross on Jerusalem appears in the Histories 
of Ralph Glaber, who attributed the fact that Christianity spread to the north 
and west of the Holy Land, but not to the south and east, to

the position of the Lord’s cross while the Savior hung there in the place 
called Calvary. For the rough people of the east were behind the head 
of the Suspended One, but the west was in the sight of His eyes, ready 
to be filled with the light of the faith. So too the north, softened by 
the faith of the sacred word, received His almighty right arm, extended 
for the work of mercy, while the south, made tumultuous by the peo
ples of the barbarians, received His left [arm].

This passage is reminiscent of Ephraim Syrus’ exhortation to Christians to 
extend their arms toward the cross, and it underlined the fact that Christ’s 
followers received their faith from the East and faced His cross in Jerusalem, 
at least in spirit if not in body. Throughout the Middle Ages, Jerusalem was 
seen as the true homeland of all Christians, and especially of monks. Origen 
said that “All of us who have learned the holy scriptures, whether we live well 
or badly, are in Jerusalem,” and Augustine, in his commentary on the Lord’s 
choice of Sion in Ps. 131:13, called Sion both the church and “the Jerusalem 
to whose peace we run, which peregrinates not in the angels but in us.” Mon
asteries were often described as Jerusalem in the twelfth century. “The under
taking of monks,” according to Bernard of Clairvaux, “is to seek not the earthly 
but the heavenly Jerusalem, and this not by proceeding with their feet but by 
progressing with their spirit,” and in a letter about a cleric who became a 
monk at Clairvaux while on his way to Jerusalem, Bernard wrote that he had 
quickly reached his destination because Clairvaux was “the Jerusalem that is 
associated by a total devotion of mind, imitation of way of life, and affinity 
of spirit with [the Jerusalem] that is in heaven.” There is a glowing passage 
on Jerusalem in Bernard’s treatise In Praise o f  the New Army, in which he said,
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addressing the earthly city, that God had allowed it to be attacked so frequently 
“in order that you might be an occasion both of virtue and of salvation for 
brave men.”

There is no explicit reference to the cross in these passages, but they date 
from the first half of the twelfth century, when the cross was firmly associated 
with crusading and pilgrimage to Jerusalem, and when there was a recognized 
parallel between going to the heavenly Jerusalem as a monk and to earthly 
Jerusalem as a pilgrim or crusader. Bernard declared that the pilgrim to Je
rusalem who entered Clairvaux had reached his destination, and he wrote to 
the sister of a man who had become a monk rather than go on a crusade, that 
by taking the monastic habit he had fulfilled rather than put aside “the inten
tion of the saving sign that he had received,” that is, the cross. Geoffrey of 
Chalard, who died in 1125, was dissuaded by a vision from leaving his mon
astery to join the first crusade, and Count William of Nevers, who had sworn 
to take the cross and go to Jerusalem, instead became a lay brother at La 
Chartreuse, where he bore the cross of Christ daily (according to the Life of 
Hugh of Lincoln) and “as a true pilgrim of the world he did not cease to go 
from virtue to virtue before he deserved to see the God of Gods in Sion.”

Sometimes the distinction between the two Jerusalems is unclear, as in the 
so-called Itinerary or Exhortation o f  a Certain Dermot o f  Ireland Who was Trav
eling to Jerusalem, of which the author, writing about 1117, called himself “an 
exile for the sake of God” who carried both the cross of Christ and a cross on 
his clothing and who fled to God “Who is not only in Jerusalem but every
where.” Caesarius of Heisterbach told a story about a canon of Liège who, 
after hearing Bernard of Clairvaux preach the crusade, took the cross of the 
Cistercian order rather than of the expedition across the sea because he judged 
it “more salubrious to impose a continual cross on his mind than to sew a 
brief sign temporarily on his clothes.” Caesarius went on to stress the supe
riority of the cross of the order to the cross of pilgrimage, saying that whereas 
“someone signed by the cross or bound by the vow of another pilgrimage” 
was permitted to join the Cistercians, a monk who took the cross or went on 
a pilgrimage without permission was an apostate rather than a pilgrim of 
Christ.

II

Very little is known about the origins of the cross of pilgrimage and crusading, 
though there is abundant evidence for its use by participants in the first cru
sade, which Erdmann considered “unquestionably an innovation.” It seems
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to have originated in the initiative taken by Urban II in his preaching of the 
crusade at Clermont in 1095. The only use of the term cruce signatusby Urban 
himself is in a document now generally considered a forgery, but many con
temporary accounts of his preaching show that he ordered the crusaders to 
wear a cross. Fulcher of Chartres said that “at the order of said pope, after 
their vow of participation,” the pilgrims put “crosses made of silk or woven 
with gold or adorned with some sort of brocade” onto their mantles, cloaks, 
or tunics above the shoulder and that “The warriors of God who prepared 
themselves to fight for His honor were indeed justly marked and strengthened 
by this sign of victory.” According to Baldric of Bourgeuil, Urban cited the 
exhortation of Jesus to take up His cross, and said “You should apply a cross 
to your clothes, and from this you will proceed more safely, and you will 
present both an example and an encouragement to those who see you.” 
Therefore, Baldric continued, “Everyone immediately sewed the standard of 
the holy cross onto his outer garments. For so the pope ordered, and it pleased 
those who were about to leave to make this sign.”

Almost all the contemporary historians of the first crusade refer to the 
crosses worn by the crusaders, and their evidence is confirmed by sources from 
all over Europe. In 1098, a woman named Emerias of Alteias, “who had raised 
the cross on her right shoulder for the journey to Jerusalem,” came for a 
blessing to Bishop Isarnus of Toulouse, who advised her to found a monastery 
rather than go on a crusade. Geoffrey of Malaterra, who lived in southern Italy 
and died before 110 1 , said that when Bohemund joined the crusade he “put 
the sign of that expedition, that is the cross, on his garments.” Ekkehard of 
Aura, writing around 1115, put in his chronicle under the year 1096 that 
“Many men also showed the sign of the cross on themselves on their foreheads 
or clothes or divinely impressed on some part of their body, and they believed 
themselves enrolled by this stigma in the same army of God.”

The evidence of charters confirms the connection between taking the cross 
and going to Jerusalem. When Stephen of Neublens decided in 1100 “to go 
to Jerusalem where the God-Man was seen and lived with men and to worship 
in the place where His feet stood,” he opened his heart concerning this journey 
to Abbot Hugh of Cluny, who “placed the sign of salvation, that is, the holy 
cross on my shoulder and a ring on my finger.” When Chalo of Vivonne, 
whom Pope Calixtus II had excommunicated for failing to settle a dispute 
with the canons of St. Hilary at Poitiers, subsequently “with rash audacity” 
took the cross to go to Jerusalem, he was forbidden to leave by apostolic 
authority. In 1145, a donor visited Saint-Sulpice-en-Bugey “when he was 
about to begin the journey of pilgrimage to Jerusalem and had received the 
standard of the holy cross”; Maurice of Glons resigned a fief to St. James at
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Liège in 1146, when he was “armed with the sign of the cross and about to 
travel to Jerusalem”; William of Obey, in 1153/64, proposed to visit the tomb 
of the Lord after the sign of the cross of the Lord had been taken”; and so on 
all over Europe.

The dates of these and other charters show that many journeys to Jerusalem 
were not necessarily connected with one of the great expeditions that later 
scholars have called crusades. The cross was the mark of a pilgrim whether or 
not he (or she) was armed and intended to fight the pagans. Later it was 
adopted by members of the military orders as a mark of their permanent 
commitment to the defense of Christians and the church, but to consider the 
cross a sign exclusively of crusading rather than of pilgrimage is an error of 
hindsight that sees the crusades in the twelfth century as an institution rather 
than as events. This conclusion is confirmed by the evidence of iconography. 
The pilgrim whose wallet is marked with a cross on the tympanum of the 
main portral of the cathedral of Autun, which dates from about 1130, carries 
no arms, nor does the pilgrim in the sculpture from Belval, now in Nancy, 
who wears a cross around his neck or perhaps sewn or pinned on his chest. 
In a canon concerning the defense of Christian people, the First Lateran Coun
cil referred to “those who are known to have placed crosses on their clothing 
for the journey either to Jerusalem or to Spain,” but they were not called 
crusaders as distinct from pilgrims.

In the earliest sources, the crusaders were referred to as peregrini or milites 
or simply as christicolae or Christians. Crucesignatus did not become the estab
lished term for crusaders until the end of the twelfth century, and even then 
may also have been used for simple pilgrims. Signati alone was used for Conrad 
III and his followers on the second crusade in the First Life of Bernard of 
Clairvaux, who cured the blind boy when he was signatus and the deaf man 
impresso crucis signaculo. Fulcher of Chartres described the crusaders as ligno 
dominicae crucis muniti and signo crucis armatus, and in the anonymous Deeds 
o f  the Franks and Other Jerusalemites they were called signo crucis armati, signo 
crucis muniti, and signo crucis protects

The precise nature and position of the cross are uncertain. According to 
both Fulcher of Chartres and Guibert of Nogent, it could be made out of any 
of several types of cloth and was attached at the shoulder to the tunic, mantle, 
or cloak. King Louis VII, at the start of the second crusade, received the sign 
of the cross from the pope, and others were distributed at Vézelay by St. 
Bernard who, according to Odo of Deuil, “was forced to cut his own clothes 
into crosses and to sow them after he had sown, rather than distributed, the 
bundle of them that had been prepared.” Some sources specified that they 
were worn on the right shoulder, but Peter Tudebode said that it could also
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be between the shoulders, presumably in the middle of the back. The badges 
of the pilgrims on the Autun tympanum and in the cloister at Silos appear on 
their pouches, and the Templars wore their cross on the chest, like the pilgrim 
in the Belval sculpure. Alan of Lille, writing toward the end of the twelfth 
century, said that crusaders on their way to Jerusalem wore the cross on the 
shoulder and on the way back on the chest, to show that the burden had 
become easy. Robert of Rheims said at one point that the sign of the cross 
was placed on the forehead, chest, or, in the case of returnees, between the 
shoulders on the back; at another point he said that Bohemund required his 
followers to wear “the sign of pilgrimage” and to bear “the sign of the cross 
either on their foreheads or on their right shoulders.”

The marks on the forehead or body were apparently made by branding or 
tattooing. Guibert of Nogent said that Abbot Baldwin of Josaphat, who later 
became archbishop of Caesarea, “himself carried the sign of the cross, which 
was customarily placed on the clothing, made out of some cloth, on himself 
by I know not what means, so that he was inflicted by iron not just with a 
depicted [cross] but with the image of the military stigma.” The westerners 
who joined the holy army were described in the account of the translation of 
St. Nicholas, which took place in 1100 , as “some imprinting the sign of the 
cross on their own body with a glowing iron, others marking [it] externally 
on their clothes.” There are also several references to crosses found on the 
bodies of dead crusaders and pilgrims. “Clear crosses were found. . . above 
the shoulders” of some crusaders who were shipwrecked at Brindisi, according 
to Fulcher, for instance, and Raymond of Aguilers said of a group of crusaders 
who were captured and killed by the Saracens that “All these dead men had 
crosses on their right shoulders.”

It is impossible to say whether the cross was a mark of pilgrimage to Je
rusalem, or of pilgrimage generally, or whether it was a specific mark of par
ticipants in an armed expedition either in Spain or the East, as the canon of 
the First Lateran Council suggests. Robert of Rheims and Ordericus Vitalis 
referred to the cross simply as “the sign of pilgrimage” and “in the manner of 
a pilgrim,” and the Autun and Belval sculptures show that it was used by 
unarmed as well as armed pilgrims. Very little is known about the early history 
of pilgrimage badges, but scallop shells have been found in the graves of pil
grims to Compostela in the late eleventh and early twelfth centuries, and there 
is a reference in the Pilgrim*s Guide to the sale at Compostela of “the small 
scallop shells which are the insignia of the blessed James.” “Not without reason 
the prayers returning from Jerusalem carry palms,” according to the Codex 
Calixtinus, “and those returning from the abode of St. James carry scallop 
shells. For the palm signifies triumph and the scallop shell good work.”
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No clear picture emerges from these sources regarding the history and sig
nificance of the cross of pilgrimage and crusading, nor of why Urban chose it 
as the mark of participants in the first crusade. The cult of the cross was at its 
height during Urban’s lifetime, and it was apparently on his mind at the time 
of his visit to France in 1095, as Delaruelle pointed out, citing his consecration 
of a cross at the abbey of the Trinity at Vendôme and the decree of the Council 
of Clermont concerning roadside crosses. He was also deeply concerned with 
Jerusalem and may have been inspired by the ancient association of the cross 
with Jerusalem and the East, but none of the sources says so. Urban chose the 
cross, according to Baldric of Bourgeuil, to protect and identify the crusaders. 
For Fulcher it was a sign of victory; for Ekkehard a mark of belonging to the 
army of God; and for Geoffrey Malatesta and Ordericus Vitalis, the latter 
writing somewhat later, simply a badge of pilgrimage. Odo of Cheriton said 
that the cross worn by the Templars and Hospitallers, like the cross of monks, 
meant that they had the cross in the heart and in the flesh “so that they crucify 
the flesh from the vices of luxury and greed and the mind from the desires of 
avarice and pride.” Otherwise, he said, they would be donkeys of the devil. 
Some other ancient themes, which have not perhaps been sufficiently empha
sized by crusading scholars, may run through these and other references to the 
cross as a sign of protection and victory and the ceremonies by which all 
Christians were signo sanctae cruris consignati and restored to life per eiusdem 
dominicae cruris impositionem. There are, too, some striking parallels with the 
ceremonies for making a new monk who was marked with a cross, sometimes 
on the shoulder. These parallels suggest that by marking participants with a 
cross Urban may have had in mind some sort of personal consecration to the 
holy undertaking rather than a formal sign of pilgrimage. A benedictio cruris 
peregrinorum is found in the pontifical of Magdalen College, which dates from 
the twelfth century, and later became a standard ceremony, but it has no 
specific reference to crusading as distinct from pilgrimage.

Alan of Lille mingled the roles of crusaders and pilgrims in the sermon “On 
the Cross of the Lord” that he addressed to the participants in the third 
crusade. After giving a brief history of the cross, “the seal of our religion, the 
banner of the Christian faith,” which was at first lost, then found by Helen, 
taken by Chosroes, and recovered by Heraclius, he said that owing to sin it is 
now lost without hope of recovery. The loss of the cross showed beyond a 
doubt God’s reproach and Christ’s retreat from men.

Therefore indeed the soldiers of Christ sign themselves with the sign 
of the cross on the body, sign on the heart, sign externally by the image, 
sign internally by penance; they bear the cross of Christ not with Simon
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as an obligation but with Christ in patience; with the right-hand robber 
in penance, not with the left-hand [robber] in violence. Christians sign 
themselves with the cross; crucified they go on pilgrimage in the world; 
they reach the place; they seek the tomb with the Magdalen; they run 
with Peter; they discover with John. They weep for the taking of the 
cross; they labor for its recovery; they avenge Christ’s wrongs; they 
mourn His insults; they free the land of our inheritance, the inheritance 
of Christ, the dowry of the Virgin.

Alan ended this section with the statement, cited above, that pilgrims going 
to Jerusalem wore the cross on the shoulder and those returning on the chest.

Writing a few years later, James of Vitry, who was bishop of Acre before 
he became a cardinal, said in his second sermon addressed “To Those Signed 
or About to Be Signed with the Cross” that

The Lord told us to raise the sign of the cross like the standard of the 
highest king in Sion, that is, the church of God, by preaching the power 
of the cross and by exalting the praises of the cross by the voice of the 
speaker, and by inviting the people to the cross. Just as a house of God 
is known by the cross raised above it, so a man is known as a house of 
God by the cross affixed to his shoulders; and since we have been signed 
with the cross by baptism itself, we should not deny the sign of the 
cross.

God could have freed His land by a single word, James continued later in the 
same sermon, “but He wished to honor His servants and to have companions 
in its liberation, giving you the occasion to save your souls. . .  . This holy 
pilgrimage has indeed saved many who would have remained in their sins if 
the Lord had from the beginning freed that land by Himself.” Just as nobles 
and great men invest their vassals with precious fiefs by gloves and other tokens 
of small value, James said, “So the Lord invests His vassals with the heavenly 
kingdom by a cross made out of modest thread and cloth.”

These sermons, written by two of the most perceptive churchmen of their 
time, bring together many of the themes touched on in this talk, including 
the concentration on the cross as a symbol of Christian power and of individual 
salvation, the parallel of the crosses of baptism and pilgrimage, and the aim 
of freeing the Holy Land and winning the heavenly kingdom, of which the 
cross was the symbol. Far more than just an identifying badge or sign, the 
cross was granted by God to the crusader to guide his journey both in this 
world and to the next. Delaruelle described the crusade as, above all, “an
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extraordinary movement of feelings and imaginings evoked by the cross of 
Christ.” The cross thus brought together the earthly and heavenly Jerusalems, 
toward which respectively (as Bernard of Clairvaux said) monks progress with 
their spirits and laymen proceed with their feet. Jerusalem has been called “the 
most authentic reason for the crusade,” and pilgrimage “a living witness to 
the dominant role of Jerusalem in medieval thought.” The cross, as the symbol 
both of Jerusalem and of pilgrimage, thus lay at the heart of the spiritual as 
well as of the bodily journey of medieval Christians.



26
Jerusalem as Christian Symbol 

during the First Crusade: 
Jewish Awareness and Response

R O B E R T  C H A Z A N

While scholars have been unable to reconstruct with precision the papal 
message that set the First Crusade in motion and the complex imagery 
that animated the Christian warriors who undertook the arduous and danger

ous journey eastward, there is no real doubt as to the centrality of Jerusalem 
in crusader thinking. The three Latin chronicles composed by eyewitness par
ticipants feature Jerusalem at the core of the crusading enterprise; even the 
rather dry letters that have survived, which have added relatively little to mod
ern comprehension of the crusade, project Jerusalem as the centerpiece of the 
undertaking. To be sure, other emotionally evocative symbols pervaded the 
crusading campaign. Indeed, the force and success of the endeavor stemmed 
from the successful interaction of a number of potent images. In this mix of 
compelling symbols, however, Jerusalem surely dominated.1

Crusade historians have by and large paid little attention to the available 
Jewish materials. More precisely, they have utilized the Hebrew data for re
constructing the Jewish experience during the First Crusade; they have not, 
however, looked to the Hebrew records for their perspectives on the broad 
crusading phenomenon. The Jewish evidence consistently reinforces the cen
trality of Jerusalem in crusader thinking in two ways: first, it overtly depicts 
the crusaders as focused on the conquest of Jerusalem, a focus that the Jews 
both admired and denigrated. More subtly, the Jewish materials show the Jews 
of the 1090s creating their own counter-crusade, Jerusalem-based religious 
imagery, an imagery that sustained them during a period of tribulation and 
whipped many of them into a frenzy of martyrological inspiration. Aware of 
the extent to which their crusader foes were moved by Jerusalem, the Jews
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asserted the superiority of their own claims to the Holy City, particularly its 
spiritual dimensions.

Let us begin with the direct testimony of the Jewish sources to the centrality 
of Jerusalem in crusader thinking. Those sources include three unusual He
brew narratives and numerous Hebrew elegies written in honor of the Euro
pean Jewish martyrs to misguided crusading zeal and to the impact of that 
zeal among burgher circles in the Rhineland. These Jewish sources involve a 
host of scholarly problems that require extensive treatment, for which the 
present circumstances are not appropriate. Let me note simply the need to 
distinguish among these sources, both narrative and poetic, between imme
diate and later, a distinction with which crusade historians are readily familiar.2

Our earliest and, in many ways, richest Jewish source is the so-called Mainz 
Anonymous, a carefully composed narrative that is particularly sensitive to the 
early stages of the crusade and to the complex evolution of anti-Jewish senti
ment on the fringe of the crusading campaign.3 Let us note the very beginning 
of this meticulously constructed Hebrew account:

It came to pass in the one thousand and twenty-eighth year after the 
destruction of the [Second] Temple that this disaster befell Israel. Ini
tially, the barons, nobles, and commonfolk in France arose, took coun
sel, and planned to ascend, to rise up like an eagle, and to clear the 
way to Jerusalem, the Holy City, and to arrive at the sepulchre of the 
crucified, a trampled carcass that can neither profit nor save, because it 
is vanity.4

Our Jewish narrator is here, as elsewhere, quite well informed as to the early 
development of the First Crusade. Note his awareness of the centrality of 
France and the French in the early preaching of the crusade and of the complex 
social composition of the campaign, that involved no kings, many barons and 
nobles, and a significant number of commonfolk. In this perceptive account, 
we find full Jewish awareness of the role that Jerusalem played in early crusade 
thinking. For the Jewish author, the Holy City, in particular its Holy Sepul
chre, lay at the heart of the agitation that began in France and quickly spread 
eastward into the writer’s own territory, the Rhineland.

Acknowledgment of the elevated goals of the crusade may seem straight
forward, with the Jewish narrator simply recognizing the most obvious of 
realities. In fact, however, the Mainz Anonymous was contravening a rich 
Jewish historiographic legacy. Prior Jewish tradition included no enemy figures 
moved by pious goals. The biblical Egyptians, Assyrians, and Babylonians, as 
well as the more fictionalized and personalized Haman of the book of Esther
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and Persian courtiers of the book of Daniel, are portrayed in one of two ways— 
either as figures whose shadowy motives are of no real interest, since they 
operate as God’s agents on the historical scene, or as real human beings moved 
by the basest of motivations; the Second Commonwealth Seleucids and Ro
mans are generally portrayed along the latter lines. Even for an unusual Jewish 
observer like Josephus, positive in his orientation to the Roman rulers of Pa
lestinian Jewry, the Romans were moved by concerns of state, tempered by 
political and ethical largesse; even Josephus did not go so far as to portray the 
Roman foe as moved by high spiritual objectives. To acknowledge an enemy 
in pursuit of lofty religious goals required divergence from traditional Jewish 
patterns of thinking. Committed to accurate portrayal of the late eleventh- 
century realities, the author of the Mainz Anonymous, as well as other Jewish 
narrators and even poets, could not disguise the mission of the enemy, even 
though such acknowledgment meant a break with prior Jewish paradigms and 
implied grudging respect for the foe. To be sure, this grudging respect ulti
mately had to be tempered by Jewish denigration, and in fact—as we shall 
quickly see—it was.

Let us pursue one step further this overt Jewish acknowledgment of the 
Jerusalem-centered objectives of the First Crusade. The precise language util
ized by the anonymous Jewish narrator includes elements with positive 
resonance to the Jewish ear. He identifies the Jerusalem toward which the 
crusade was directed as 7r ha-qodesh, the city of sanctity. More interestingly, 
the Jewish narrator speaks of the crusader effort le-fanot derekh, to clear the 
way, to Jerusalem, an expression taken from Isa. 40 that suggests a genuine 
redemption of the Holy City.

To be sure, the Jewish author had to temper his acknowledgment of genuine 
crusader zeal focused on Jerusalem with profound repudiation, and he ener
getically did so. Most obviously, after identifying the goals of the crusade as 
clearing the way to Jerusalem the Holy City, he specifies accurately the crusader 
objective of securing the Holy Sepulchre, which the Jewish writer portrays 
pejoratively as “the sepulchre of the crucified, a trampled corpse that can 
neither profit nor save, because it is vanity.” The vituperative quality of this 
depiction is by no means accidental.5 There were, from the Jewish perspective, 
noble elements in the crusading endeavor, elements which were, however, 
thoroughly nullified by the perverted religiosity that lay at the heart of the 
enterprise. Jerusalem may have constituted the crusade objective, but it was a 
worthless, indeed shameful, aspect of the Holy City that, from the Jewish 
perspective, stimulated the mammoth undertaking.

Once again, there are important biblical resonances to the precise language 
used by the Jewish narrator. The designation of Jesus as a trampled corpse is 
taken from Isa. 14, one of the prophet’s lengthy diatribes against Babylonia.
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Isaiah contrasts tellingly the arrogance of the mighty Babylonia, which had 
visited so much destruction upon the world, with its ignominious end:

All the kings of nations 
Were laid, every one, in honor,
Each in his tomb;
While you were left unburied,
Like loathesome carrion,
Like a trampled corpse...  . (Isa. 14:18-19)

There is much more here than mere vituperation. On one level, the power 
and the arrogance of the Christian world are, for the Jewish narrator, con
trasted with the ignominy of its slain messiah figure. For this Jewish observer, 
the Isaiah image highlights the essential flaw of the Christian religious vision, 
its focus on a central figure who represents the opposite of divine majesty. At 
the same time, the Isaiah citation suggests that the seeming strength and power 
of the Christian world, so strikingly expressed in the crusading venture, are in 
fact chimeric: this massive undertaking is destructive in the extreme; it con
stitutes the embodiment of arrogance; for all the grandeur of the crusade, its 
eventual fate will be the undoing prophesied by Isaiah, with the peoples of the 
world rejoicing at the downfall of the haughty.

There is yet a second pointed biblical resonance in the dismissive depiction 
of the crusader goal. The figure whose sepulchre the crusaders seek is depicted 
as a power that “can neither profit nor save, because it is vanity.” That com
bination of terms comes directly from the well-known speech in I Sam. 12 . 
There the aged judge upbraids his people for their request for a king, that is 
to say a human leader to usurp the place of God himself. God sends a miracle 
to chastise the people, who cry out in remorse over their lack of faith in asking 
for such a human leader. Samuel, in the face of Israelite contrition, reassures 
his people:

Have no fear. You have indeed done all these wicked things. Do not, 
however, turn away from the Lord your God, but serve the Lord with 
all your heart. Do not turn away toward vanities which can neither 
profit nor save, for they are vanity. For the sake of his great Name, the 
Lord will never abandon his people, seeing that the Lord undertook to 
make you his people. (I Sam. 12:20—22)

There is a double message here, negative with respect to Christianity and 
positive with respect to the Jews. Christianity is depicted as yet another sinful 
search for a human intercessor, along the lines of the Israelites of Samuel’s
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days. At the same time, the Jewish readers are reassured that the God who had 
remained loyal to them in days of old would continue to hold them dear as 
his own special people, all seeming Christian power and success notwithstand
ing.

The depiction of crusader objectives highlights, in a number of ways, the 
Jewish author’s negative assessment of the enterprise. One last manifestation 
of this negativity should be mentioned, for it constitutes the most regular 
Jewish denigration of the crusading enterprise. As soon as the Mainz Anony
mous begins his description of the movement of the crusaders out of France 
and into the Rhineland, he introduces a recurring description for these pilgim- 
warriors; they are regularly designated as to*im> those in movement but in 
confused, erratic, and pointless movement.6 The Christian sense of pilgrimage 
is implicitly acknowledged but in a totally pejorative manner.

Thus, the Jewish author upon whom we have focused recognized the 
Jerusalem-centered spirituality that lay at the core of the crusade, while re
jecting critical elements in that religiosity. Although breaking with prior Jewish 
perceptions of the enemy, the narrator does link the crusaders with earlier foes 
of Israel, at least with respect to the outcome of their hostility. Like all historic 
opponents of the Jewish people, the crusaders are ultimately doomed to failure. 
In the opening passage of the Mainz Anonymous cited earlier, this sense of 
eventual outcome is expressed recurrently. We have already noted the use of 
Isa. 14 to convey the Jewish sense of the ultimate failure of the crusade. Di
rectly related to Jerusalem, the Jewish narrator depicts the crusader intention 
“to rise up like the eagle” (le-hagbihah ka-nesher), thus reminding Jewish read
ers of the prophecy of Ovadiah. The prophetic warning to Edom, identified 
in the medieval Jewish lexicon with Rome and Christianity, predicts total 
destruction, the result of its gleeful participation in the sacking of Jewish 
Jerusalem. The prophet highlights the haughtiness of Edom: “Your arrogant 
heart has seduced you, you who dwell in clefts of the rock, in your lofty abode. 
You think in your heart, ‘Who can pull me down to earth?’.” The prophet 
then warns: “ ‘Should you rise up as high as the eagle, should your eyrie be 
lodged among the stars, even from there will I pull you down’, declares the 
Lord” (Ovad. 1:3-4). Late eleventh-century Edom, in its campaign to conquer 
Jerusalem and in its persecution of Jews along the way, is portrayed as reca
pitulating the arrogance of an earlier Edom; its ultimate fate will be precisely 
that projected by the prophet.

A bit further in its account, the Mainz Anonymous once more introduces 
a historic enemy for whom Jerusalem served as the occasion for divinely or
dained defeat. The narrator portrays the French crusaders sweeping across into 
the Rhineland and their impact in the following terms: “When the crusaders
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came, battalion after battalion, like the army of Sennacherib, some of the 
barons in this empire said: ‘Why do we sit idly by? Let us also go with them. 
For anyone who goes on this way and clears the way [again le-fanot derekh\ to 
ascend to the polluted sepulchre of the crucified will be guaranteed paradise’.” 7 
While we might note in passing yet another reflection of Jewish acknowledg
ment of Jerusalem and genuine crusader religious sentiment, I would like to 
draw attention to the expression “like the army of Sennacherib” and to suggest 
that the choice of this figure was hardly accidental. The image was intended 
to conjure up an impression of overwhelming numbers and military power, 
more than offset by eventual divine undoing of the Assyrian campaign for 
Jerusalem. This might be taken as a pious pre-1099 Jewish hope. However, 
even if the Mainz Anonymous was penned subsequent to the remarkable cru
sader conquest of the Holy City, the expression would still reflect Jewish 
conviction of ultimate divine reversal of crusader fortunes.

Thus, the Jewish memorializes of the 1096 victims of crusade-related vi
olence were profoundly aware of the Jerusalem-centered crusader imagery. A 
measure of admiration was more than offset by rejection and vilification. 
Equally, if not more intriguing, is the extent to which the Jerusalem- 
centeredness of the crusade conditioned the patterns of 1096 Jewish behaviors 
and thinking. While the Rhineland Jews who suffered assault and who re
sponded in one of the most unusual outbursts of martyrological enthusiasm 
in Jewish history were overt in their recognition of Christian zeal, they would, 
of course, have been quick to reject any suggestion that Christian religiosity 
conditioned their own heroic postures. Such a suggestion would have been 
decisively and angrily repudiated, for the eyes of the Christians and Jews of 
1096 were firmly fixed on the values and symbols that divided them, rather 
than the patterns of behavior and thinking that in point of fact united them.

For the Jewish victims of crusader aggression and for those who survived 
the attacks, the Jewish behaviors of 1096 represented nothing more or less 
than an unusually high level of age-old Jewish dedication and heroism. As 
their memorializers regularly proclaimed, they were simply emulating Daniel 
and his friends, the mother and her seven sons who fell victim to Seleucid 
persecution, and Rabbi ‘Aqiva and his associates who were martyred by the 
Roman authorities. Yet these memorializers were, in fact, ambivalent on the 
issue of historic precedent. While regularly reiterating the chain of historical 
tradition that linked the martyrs of 1096 with their predecessors of the Persian, 
Seleucid, and Roman periods, they at the same time recurrently felt and em
phasized the uniqueness of the behaviors and thinking of 1096. Thus, the 
Mainz Anonymous, normally restrained in its depiction of tragedy, breaks 
forth into elegy after describing the battle at the gateway to the archbishop’s
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palace in Mainz, the victory of Count Emicho and his followers over the 
desperate Jewish defenders, and the beginning of the slaughter that would 
utterly destroy the Jews who had sought safety in the palace. According to the 
generally laconic chronicler, the events were unparalleled in the history of the 
Jewish people, indeed in the history of the world. “Ask and see! Was there 
ever an 'aqedah [a human sacrifice, but more on this key term shortly] as 
numerous as this, from the days of the original Adam.” 8 The so-called Solo
mon bar Simson Chronicle, later and less well-focused than the Mainz Anon
ymous, embellishes this brief outcry in striking terms: “At such reports, the 
ears of those who hear must surely tingle. For who has heard the like? Who 
has ever witnessed such events? Were there ever so many sacrifices like these 
from the days of Adam? Were there ever a thousand one hundred sacrifices 
on one day, each one of them like the sacrifice of Isaac the son of Abraham?”9 
The attentive reader knows, of course, that each one of those offerings was in 
fact a real sacrifice, with no restraining divine hand to hold back the knife at 
the last moment.

We would do well to follow the late eleventh- or twelfth-century Jewish 
narrators in seeing the Jewish behaviors of 1096 as simultaneously a contin
uation of prior Jewish martyrological patterns and an innovative and 
precedent-setting departure. Our focus will, for this occasion, be on the new 
and different and the impact of crusading fervor on that innovation. The 
altered Jewish patterns of behavior and the thinking that underlay this un
precedented martyrdom show unmistakably the influence of the religious zeal 
evident in a general way in the First Crusade and, more specifically, of its 
focus upon Jerusalem and the epic of self-sacrifice played out in a number of 
ways in its sacred precincts.

On the behavioral level, what is striking about the Jewish actions of 1096 
is the movement from traditional patterns of passive martyrdom, that is to say 
willingness to accept death at the hands of the oppressor, to the preponderance 
of activist martyrdoms, that is to say acts of suicide or homicide in which 
beleaguered Jews took matters into their own hands and dispatched themselves 
or their loved ones in advance of slaughter by the enemy. Prior Jewish religious 
injunction prescribes only passive martyrdom, and that under limited circum
stances; the normative precedents advanced in the 1096 narratives and poetry, 
those of the Seleucid and Roman periods, all involved passive martyrdom. The 
only early model that shows real activism is that of Masada, nowhere alluded 
to in the 1096 Jewish sources because of rabbinic distaste for the radical groups 
who had made Masada their last refuge.10

Our focus, however, is less upon the Jewish behaviors than upon the sym
bolism that sustained such acts. A variety of present-day observers agree to the
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centrality of Jerusalem and Temple imagery among the 1096 Jewish martyrs, 
in particular the activist martyrs. One of the earliest poems that has survived 
from this episode, penned by David ben Meshullam, a well-known leader of 
the Jewish community of Speyer and a survivor of the assaults, is replete with 
invocation of the Temple theme. Only two of the many Temple-centered 
stanzas will be cited:

Infants and women agreed to the sacrifice 
Of splendid offerings in the sanctuary of the Temple.
O you who are unique and exalted! For your sake we are tortured and 
killed,
Rather than acknowledge an imposter born of lust.
Year-old lambs appropriate as burnt offerings
Have been set apart, burnt offerings to serve as peace offerings.
To their mothers they say: “Do not let your mercies be aroused.
We have been assigned from on high as a sacrifice to the Lord.” 11

The somewhat later Solomon bar Simson Chronicle preserves, in its Co
logne section, a remarkable hortatory address that is similarly rich in Jerusalem 
and Temple imagery:

Then the pious and faithful one—the priest who stood above his breth
ren—said to the congregation seated about him at the table: “Let us 
recite the grace to living God, to our Father in heaven. For the table 
is set before us in place of the altar. Now let us rise up and ascend to 
the house of the Lord and do speedily the will of our Creator. For the 
enemy has come upon us today. We must slaughter on the Sabbath 
sons, daughters, and brothers, so that he bestow upon us this day a 
blessing. Let no one have mercy—neither on himself nor on his com
panions. The last one remaining shall slaughter himself by the throat 
with his knife or pierce his belly with his sword, so that the impure 
and the hand of evil ones not sully us with their abominations. Let us 
offer ourselves up as a sacrifice to the Lord, like a whole burnt offering 
to the Most High offered on the altar of the Lord.” 12

In both poetry and prose, imagery of Jerusalem and Temple sacrifice abounds, 
indeed dominates.

While present-day observers have regularly noted the dominance of Jeru
salem and Temple imagery in the depictions of 1096 Jewish martyrdom, they 
have been slow to set this imagery in a crusading context. The relationship to
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the holy territory to do so; others, who stayed for months, never lay 
down there [to sleep], . .  . Do not think that opposing staying [in the 
holy city] stands in contrast to the city’s excellence, because its real 
cause [has nothing to do with the city itself but] with the weakness of 
man and his inability to live in the way demanded [that is] worthy of 
the city. Therefore, we mean that leaving the place is better than living 
there in boredom and disrespect, but [it certainly is not better] than 
living there while living up to the city’s demands.3

Some of these considerations bear a strong resemblance to views expressed 
about a thousand years earlier by the so-called Qumran sect in the Temple 
Scroll, for example. It should be borne in mind, however, that the Temple 
Scroll refers primarily, though not exclusively, to future Utopian descriptions 
of the city rather than to actual practice. These regulations mean that the 
sanctity of the Temple or the Ka'ba spilled over to the city itself, placing— in 
theory at least— unbelievable hardships on its inhabitants or at least on those 
who aspired to live by the holy law. In the Temple Scroll, these regulations 
were much stricter and included various sources of defilement and impure 
relations that were forbidden in the city. Some of these rules were known from 
the Bible and rabbinic literature, but were much more strictly applied here, 
others were totally unknown to the sages or were clearly at odds with their 
views.

In the chapter “Bans on entering the Temple and Temple city,”4 God 
decrees: “and the city which I will hallow by settling my name and my Temple 
within it shall be holy and clean.” Therefore, no impure person should enter 
it before special purification as, for example, he who had sexual relations (out
side the city) or contact with the dead, or even nocturnal emissions.5 In the 
same way, “no blind man shall enter the Temple city so that they will not 
defile the city in which I dwell,” nor should a leper or diseased person, to 
whom separate places are allotted in other cities.6 Not only were sexual rela
tions forbidden in the city, so, too, was relieving oneself within the city: “And 
you shall make them a place for a hand outside the city, to which they shall 
go out to the northwest of the city-roofed houses, with pits within them to 
which the excrement will descend.”7 It was stipulated that this place was to 
be 3000 cubits outside the city— about 1500 meters according to some— and 
therefore Yadin supposed that those Essenes who actually made the attempt 
to live in the city according to such rules tried not to relieve themselves on 
Shabbat (perhaps they ate accordingly) because they could not travel this far 
on Shabbat without transgressing the Sabbath limits. They may also have lived 
near the Essene Gate (which was named after them) which led to the “hand” 
outside and was perhaps closer to it than the other gates.
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reappropriation of that imagery. In Jewish lore, that critical event in early 
Israelite history was labeled the 4aqedah, Abraham’s preparatory laying out of 
his beloved son on the altar. We have already seen both the Mainz Anonymous 
and the Solomon bar Simson Chronicle speaking collectively of the Jewish 
martyrdom as an extraordinary *aqedah and of hundreds upon hundreds of 
4aqedot. One of the most striking of the individual martyrdoms depicted in 
the Mainz Anonymous involved a Jew named Meshullam bar Isaac of Worms 
who invoked in a sustained way the Abraham/Isaac imagery in slaughtering 
his son, born to him by his wife Zipporah in her old age. The Mainz Anon
ymous tells this brief tale in language redolent of Gen. 22, reinforcing the 
overt imagery with recurrent linguistic borrowings from the biblical text.13 
Once again, there is a sharp Jewish challenge to Christian appropriation of the 
Abraham/Isaac tale and symbol; the real followers of Abraham and his son 
were the Jews of 1096, ready in fact to move beyond Abraham’s readiness for 
sacrifice to the bloody reality.

The Christian warriors who set forth on the road to Jerusalem saw them
selves as undertaking a divinely-ordained pilgrimage and, in so doing, emu
lating the self-sacrifice of Jesus that took place in the Holy City. This 
undertaking bore no immediate repercussions for most of the Jews of the late 
eleventh century. For a small number of major Rhineland Jewish communities, 
the call to the crusade unleashed potent anti-Jewish sentiment. Many, if not 
most, of the Jews assaulted in the name of the crusade and confronted with 
the choice of conversion or death responded with intense rejection of conver
sion and saw their death as divinely-ordained martyrdom. These Rhineland 
Jews and those who later celebrated their valor were intensely aware of the 
place of Jerusalem and its resonances in crusader ranks. At the same time, they 
denigrated Christian views of Jerusalem and its sanctity and projected the 
Jewish martyrs as far exceeding their crusading counterparts in depth of reli
gious understanding and zeal. For neither the first nor the last time in its 
history as reality and symbol, Jerusalem was fiercely contested by its Christian 
and Jewish devotees.14
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The Loss of Christian Jerusalem 

in Late Medieval Liturgy

A M N O N  L I N D E R

A lmost a century of Christian rule in the Holy Land ended with the defeat 
of the Latin army in Hattin on 4th July, 1187, and with the capitulation 

of Jerusalem to Saladin some three months later. Latin Christendom reacted 
to this new situation in various ways and by various means, but its immediate 
and most durable response can be observed in the sphere of liturgy.

Adoption of Traditional Liturgical Practices

The liturgy of Christian Europe evolved over more than a thousand years of 
common practice and was rich and varied enough to meet most new chal
lenges. It offered psalms and prayers traditionally said in times of crisis for 
individuals and the community at large, as well as Masses for the Dead, which 
were celebrated more and more frequently as losses accumulated in the Holy 
Land and in other crusading campaigns. As early as 1190, the Cistercian Gen
eral Chapter associated the fallen crusaders with the dead commemorated in 
the daily Mass for the Dead in every Cistercian house.1 The main burden of 
commemorating fallen crusaders lay, of course, on their relatives, and though 
less documented than measures adopted by large organizations like the Cis
tercian Order, such ceremonies were undoubtedly performed in the usual way 
and on the appropriate dates in numerous churches throughout Europe for 
quite a long time.

Traditional liturgy also provided a large number of votive masses, such as 
the masses In tribulatione, In tempore belli, Contra paganos, Pro pace, and Con
tra persecutors Ecclesiae. Each of these could be celebrated—and indeed fre
quently was—under the specific rubric Pro Terra Sancta, and in this way served 
the specific needs of the crusade. When Oliver Scholasticus from Paderborn 
preached the crusade in Bethun in June, 1214, he celebrated the Holy Cross
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Mass prior to his crusading sermon, as he recorded in his description of the 
miraculous apparition of the cross in the sky on that occasion.2 Another ex
ample of a traditional votive mass celebrated in this specific context is known 
from Sicily: toward the end of 1198, the commissioners appointed to preach 
the crusade on the island informed Innocent III that a weekly mass Pro tri- 
bulatione was celebrated for the sake of the crusaders in some churches, and 
asked for his authorization of this practice. The pope confirmed it on 5th 
January, 1199, and extended it to the whole island.3

Besides these general traditional practices, by the end of the twelfth century 
the corpus of traditional liturgy also comprised several practices specifically 
bearing on Jerusalem and the Holy Land. There was the old rite of consecrating 
the peregrinus on one’s departure on peregrinatio, but as that rite was entirely 
silent with regard to the military character of the peregrinatio, it was gradually 
augmented by new, essentially military, ceremonies. The more the crusader 
diverged from the prototype of the pilgrim, the more these rites tended to 
emphasize Jerusalem as his goal and the predominantly military character of 
his pilgrimage. It was an uneasy combination of ideas, and something of that 
unease can be detected in the departure ceremony celebrated in honor of Philip 
Augustus in St. Denis on 24th June, 1191. There the king received the tradi
tional pilgrim’s staff and hamper, but also two military standards and two 
flags,4 for his peregrinatio combined the humble, almost ascetic self-denial of 
the pilgrim with the military pomp and might of the king of France.

Much more specific—and more poignant after the loss of Jerusalem in 
1187—were some traditional triumphal commemorations celebrated on fixed 
dates. One of these was the Holy Sepulchre Mass celebrated on Holy Saturday 
in countless churches throughout Europe at least since the eleventh century. 
It celebrated victory—in the broadest theological sense of Easter and in the 
limited historical and geographical sense of the Holy Sepulchre of Jerusalem 
as the chosen venue for that victory. The annual miracle of the Holy Fire 
embodied these localized aspects in a specific liturgical practice.

Another commemoration of victory was celebrated on 15th July.5 On that 
day in 1099, the crusaders “liberated” Jerusalem, and on the very same date 
fifty years later, in 1149, they also dedicated the new church of the Holy 
Sepulchre. Both festivities certainly had a grim, hollow sound to them after 
1187, but they were maintained, nonetheless, in many European churches 
right down to the fifteenth century; we can still find them in the Calendars 
of Alençon, Brouges, Beauvais, the Cluny usage, Laon, Soissons, and else
where.

A third commemoration specific to the memory of Jerusalem was the De
struction of Jerusalem Sunday, the ninth Sunday after Trinity Sunday (or
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Pentecost), toward the end of July and the beginning of August.6 This was 
not by accident, of course: it was meant to be celebrated close to the Ninth 
of Av, for it commemorated, as it still does today, the destruction of Jerusalem 
by Vespasian and Titus as a just punishment for the act of Deicide perpetrated 
by that Jewish city, and the cessation of its Jewish identity from that date on. 
Clear and straightforward as this message was, it became ambivalent in the 
crusading context. It could not simply be ignored, for it was held in very close 
proximity to the Liberation of Jerusalem Day on 15th July and, furthermore, 
its narrative structure was basically identical to that of the Liberation Day. 
Both portrayed the destructive siege and occupation of Jerusalern in the context 
of the cosmic conflict between God and Evil, Salvation and Damnation. The 
restoration of Christian rule in Jerusalem by the crusaders in 1099 resulted, 
therefore, in a reappraisal of the traditional commemoration and its contem
porary relevance, and led to a reformulation of the old affinity between the 
ancient signifier and its contemporary signified.

Medieval Christianity in general, and the crusaders in particular, preferred 
to consider themselves successors to Vespasian and Titus rather than heirs to 
the high priests of Jerusalem. An impressive body of pious historical works, 
sermons and legends, poems and plays converged around the memory of the 
Roman siege and destruction of Jerusalem. We find in it various sub-groups 
centered on the figures and objects of Veronica, Joseph of Arimathea, the 
Imago Salvatoris in Rome, the literary cycle of the Venjeance de Dieu, and 
many others. The medieval reputation of Vespasian stood high for several 
reasons, recreating his image in the form of a proto-Christian emperor, cer
tainly a champion of God; it was but a step to claim (as in La chanson 
dAntioche7 and by Matthew of Edessa8) that Godfrey of Boulogne conquered 
Jerusalem with the very same sword that Vespasian wielded in a similar and 
earlier campaign. Baudry of Dol contested this opinion when he underscored 
the differences between these two sieges and asserted that the crusaders be
sieged Jerusalem in 1099, “not in that siege prophesied by the Lord when he 
said: ‘For the days shall come upon thee, that thine enemies shall. . . encom
pass thee round, and shall confine thee and thy children within thee’; now, 
on the contrary, she is encompassed by her friends, and her children confine 
the aliens and the false.”9 It is clear, nevertheless, that the much easier iden
tification with the Romans had a better reception.

The simple equation of the besiegers with the Romans vindicating God’s 
cause and of the besieged with the biblical Jews, God’s enemies undergoing 
their just punishment, runs counter to the crusaders’ tendency to see them
selves in the light of the Old Testament’s history and figures. The royal cor
onation at Bethlehem more than hinted at the Davidic precursors of the kings
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of Jerusalem, and the epitaph of Baldwin I—“alter Judas Maccabeus”— 
referred, once again, to the biblical roots of the kingdom. Ironically, and 
perhaps tragically, the strong identification of the crusaders with the Old Tes
tament surfaced again after 1187 in attempts to explain and justify their defeat. 
The crusaders, it was claimed, like the Old Testament inhabitants of Jerusalem 
before them, paid the price of their iniquity, for the Holy Land, as scriptural 
history amply proves, does not tolerate sinners on its soil, certainly not for 
long.

The same commemoration supported two different interpretations with 
mutually-contradictory messages, from the twelfth century down to the im
mediate aftermath of the 1187 defeat.

Liturgical Innovations: The Clamor Pro Terra Sancta

Our documentation proves that these traditional liturgical practices were not 
only available in 1187, but also that they were highly relevant to the new 
situation and were, therefore, applied in that context. It also proves that by 
themselves they did not suffice. New practices evolved very early on, as early 
as 1188, and new texts were composed somewhat later, within two decades 
after the fall of Jerusalem. This burst of creativity suggests that the generation 
of 1187 felt the need to expand traditional liturgy with new practices and 
texts, through which it expressed new attitudes toward Jerusalem and the Holy 
Land, the Moslems, and the crusade. A fairly good insight into this process 
can be gained by surveying (even in a cursory fashion) the evolution of one of 
these innovations, the Clamor pro Terra Sancta in mass. Introduced immedi
ately after Hattin, it was still practiced in the framework of several liturgical 
usages by the beginning of the sixteenth century. This is an impressive duration 
(even when the factor of sheer inertia is taken into account), indicating the 
long-term vitality of this practice.

Structure, Origin, Diffusion

The Clamor pro Terra Sancta probably originated in London in 1188. It con
sisted of a weekly program of daily masses celebrated in Westminster Abbey 
(St. Peter) “for peace, and for the liberation of the Land of Jerusalem, and of 
the Christian captives held in chains by the Saracens.” Another account 
changes the venue to St. Paul’s Cathedral, but describes essentially identical 
proceedings; robbing Peter to give the prayers to Paul is of no consequence in 
this case.10 Both accounts describe a sequence of prayers that were introduced 
into mass immediately after the Pater noster and before the Agnus Dei, in a
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seven-day program of daily masses. This sequence consisted of a psalm (a 
different psalm for every day, seven psalms in all) accompanied by an antiphon, 
eleven versicles, and a collect.

It was not a complete innovation. Both its appellation (clamor) and structure 
correspond to an earlier liturgical practice, the Clamor pro malefactoribus in 
mass. Evolved toward the end of the tenth century by monastic and capitular 
communities struggling against lay despoilers, it was maintained in the litur
gical heritage of several major monasteries and churches (Farfa, Langres, Tours, 
Chartres, Corbie, Fleury, etc.) and was practiced at least down to the four
teenth century.11 By the end of the twelfth century, it served as the model for 
special clamor-tyçz preces that were commonly inserted into mass in reference 
to specific emergencies, either local or general. A Clamor Pro pace Ecclesiae, 
for example, was decreed for the Cistercian Order by its General Chapter ca. 
1155.

Recourse to the traditional clamor in the post-1187 situation was to be 
expected, therefore, in the general context of the adoption of traditional litur
gical practices, but the clamor proved to be particularly relevant to that situ
ation, more so than any of the other traditional practices bearing on crises in 
general, because its prayer, In spiritu humilitatis, presented the desolation 
wreaked by invasores through the figure of the grieving Jerusalem and in terms 
borrowed from Jeremiah’s lamentations over the desolation of the city: sedet 
in tristitia, non est qui consoletur et liberet earn. That prayer alluded to Jerusalem 
in the traditional allegorical mode via its reference to the actual monastery or 
church mentioned. In 1188, the London liturgist emphasized the literal aspect 
of the church o f  Jerusalem rather than its allegorical préfiguration of the 
church/monastery as Jerusalem. It was the same attention to topicality that 
guided his choice of the daily psalms said during the clamor. Tuesday’s psalm 
was Ps. 59, referring to Joab’s victories against Mesopotamiam Syriae et Syriam 
Sobaly12 while its text also mentions “Moab” and “Idumea,”13 and Friday’s 
psalm (Ps. 82) named God’s enemies as tabemacula Idumeorum et Ismahelitum, 
Moab etAggareni, Gebal et Ammon etAmalech}A The topicality of both psalms 
to Londoners in 1188 was self-evident.

The London observance was not an isolated phenomenon. An almost iden
tical daily program, though limited to one mass and one psalm, was adopted 
in various other places at about the same time. The psalm chosen for that 
practice was Ps. 78 [79], Deus veneruntgentes (recited in London on Thursday); 
the entire sequence (psalm, antiphon, versicles, and collect) was said in pros- 
tratione and was easily inserted into any mass on any day. Monastic 
congregations could practice this clamor daily, whether after a chapter or later, 
and daily usage is documented in churches serving the public on particular
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occasions, usually during crusades and in times of crisis; when it was cited on 
Sunday it had a much larger audience, obviously, with a larger proportion of 
lay worshippers in the congregation.

A cursory survey of the liturgical manuscripts reveals the wide diffusion of 
this practice and its duration in time.15 The earliest manuscript comes from 
Arles, in the late twelfth century. The clamor was enjoined on the universal 
church by Innocent III in the bull Quia maior (1213), included in the Pon
tifical of Guillaume Durand of Mende and in the Ordinal of the Carmelites. 
Our latest evidence in print comes from the Marian Sarum Missal of 1555, 
which restored this practice after it was suppressed in the Book of Common 
Prayer and, finally, from the printed Braga Missal of 1558. During these 
centuries, it was included in manuscripts produced or celebrated in the 
churches of Chartres, Sens, Clermont, Senlis, Fécamp, Valenciennes, Assisi, 
Avignon, Marseille, Paris (the common Paris usage and the Sainte Chapelle 
in particular), Seckau, Köln, Reims, Rouen, Sankt Lambrecht, Sarum, York, 
Durham, Essen, and Monte-Cassino.

This short list illustrates the considerable geographical diffusion of the 
clamor and also raises the question whether some parts of Europe are more 
prominently represented in the list of extant manuscripts than others and, 
consequently, whether such a disparity reflects a different attitude toward the 
clamor and its goal—the deliverance of Jerusalem. Our documentation sug
gests that the clamor was mostly practiced in France and England, and to a 
lesser degree in Germany and Italy, and that it was almost completely un
known in Spain and Scandinavia. These results should be further checked 
against the relative roles played by members of these cultural-political-national 
entities in the crusading movement. The complete absence of the Spanish is 
easily explained; they have had their own infidels to worry about on their very 
doorsteps. But the relatively minor representation of German and Italian man
uscripts calls for further investigation. It may be due, to some extent a least, 
to the very real threat of the Turks, much nearer to home than the Holy Land, 
or to the greater accessibility of French liturgical manuscripts (thanks to the 
monumental survey of Leroquais) than manuscripts “hidden” by catalogues 
(mostly the old ones) whose editors exercised the utmost self-restraint in their 
description of liturgical manuscripts, suppressing rather than revealing their 
detailed contents.

From Temporary to Regular Practice

The London elaborate weekly observance, maintained sine intermissione, could 
not have lasted for a long time, and most probably was not intended
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to. Like the other clamor practices, it was regarded as an exceptional measure 
devised to respond to an exceptional crisis, and to be applied, consequently, 
for a short duration only. The 1187 debacle was still regarded at the time as 
a temporary setback, a transitory crisis that called for a clamor-typz response. 
A study of the chronology of this practice highlights its temporary character 
throughout the thirteenth century in a series of immediate responses to the 
vicissitudes of the crusade. It appears with an almost constant periodicity, in 
close association with certain events (crusades, particular dangers and enemies, 
e.g., the Tartars) and for their duration. Though each of these clamor celebra
tions was essentially temporary, their high frequency and relatively long du
ration nevertheless coalesced into an almost permanent liturgical activity that 
responded to frequent alarms and accompanied the organization of crusades, 
their actual execution, and their usually catastrophic aftermaths. One could 
always be sure, during most of the thirteenth century, of encountering some 
crusading venture—with its accompanying liturgical practices—taking place 
someplace or other in Europe and the Latin East.

The temporary nature of the Clamor pro Terra Sancta is reflected in the 
particular character of its integration into the liturgical manuscripts, mainly 
missals and sacramentaries. For most of the thirteenth century, it appears in 
additions written on first and last blank pages and on spaces left blank before 
the Canon of the Mass, or as marginal additions to written pages. These 
additions and interpolations answered the need of the moment and served as 
an update for future use, but the actual process of integration into the standard 
authoritative missal was rather slow. There is some evidence of integration as 
early as the beginning of that century, but the process did not accelerate until 
the last quarter of the century, reflecting the gradual transformation of the 
clamor from a temporary measure wholly dedicated to the Holy Land to a 
regularly celebrated practice bearing equally on the Holy Land and other issues. 
The clamor became an integral part of the Carmelite conventual daily mass, 
according to the ordinal composed by Sibert of Beka about 1312, and was 
declared obligatory by several Chapters General of the Order,16 but the best 
example of such a transformation in a use open to the public is that presented 
by the Sarum Use.

The Sarum Use Clamor (documented from the Cathedral of Exeter) was 
augmented by two additional prayers about the middle of the thirteenth cen
tury.17 These were the Ecclesie tue quaesumus domine and the Deus a quo sancta 
desideria, received, respectively, from the votive masses, Contra persecutores 
Ecclesiae and Pro pace. The three-tiered structure (three psalms and [probably 
three] prayers) was adopted by the Archbishop of Canterbury in 1295, when 
he instructed the English bishops to celebrate special masses as well as a daily
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clamor in Mass for the Holy Land and for the Realm and the King. This was 
the decisive step towards regular celebration, for the clamor became anchored 
on issues of permanent importance and continued relevance—the well-being 
of the King and the Realm. The final version was established some time in 
the fourteenth century.18 It consisted of three psalms (78 and 66 [identical 
with the 1295 Clamor\> and Ps. 20), an antiphon, eight versicles, and three 
prayers; the first bore on the deliverance of the Holy Land, the second {Rege 
qaesumus famulum) on the diocesan bishop, and the third on the king {Da 
qaesumus omnipotens deus famulo tuo reff). This became the standard form of 
the clamor in England for the next two centuries. It was celebrated daily 
throughout the year, with the exception of certain portions of the Christmas 
period and the Paschal time.19 The new form implied, obviously, a certain 
dilution of the crusading character of this clamor as a purely crusading liturgical 
practice, but what it had probably lost in this direction it more than certainly 
gained in enlarged and constant impact thanks to the regularity of its daily 
celebration in the entire land.

Implementation

If our distinction between temporary and regular practice of the clamor is 
correct, it provides us with a useful tool for evaluating the problematic inquiry 
regarding the actual performance of the clamor: Most of our documentation 
is prescriptive, consisting of either service-books or documents produced in 
relation to the implementation of ritual, such as papal or other ecclesiastical 
directives, while the evidence about actual use and implementation is at best 
episodic and open to challenges of typicality. Furthermore, by bearing on 
actual events these documents tend to emphasize commission rather than 
omission. Let me illustrate this difficulty with three cases of indirect evidence 
of implementation which are trustworthy in principle because all three sources 
are manifestly concerned with issues other than the one at hand, i.e., the 
question of implementation.

The thirteenth-century Customaries of St. Augustine, Canterbury, and St. 
Peter, Westminster determine that monks in penitentia should take the last 
place among the brethren and prostrate together with the young and the nov
ices whenever clamor is said in mass.20 This casual reference to the clamor can 
be taken as perfectly credible evidence that the clamor was indeed practiced in 
these two Benedictine houses, but it certainly does not prove how often it 
took place, nor are we in a position to extend this information to any other 
house or religious community without further evidence.

My second example concerns the crusade led by Frederick II and the treaty
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he signed with el-Kamil in 1229. Gerold, the Patriarch of Jerusalem, com
mented on the treaty’s clauses point by point in a bitter report he sent to 
Rome, and this was his angry reaction to the clause that reserved the Temple 
Mount to Muslim control: Haec est abusio manifesta que expositione non indiget, 
hec est conventio Christi ad Belial; p er hoc apparet, si frequentatio psalmi illius 
“Deus venerunt gentes” cessare debeat, cum adhuc templum sanctum polluant 
infideles21 Here again, we obtain valuable information about the actual im
plementation of the clamor, but we have to delimit its implications very care
fully. Crusades in general offer perfect occasions for temporary clamors, limited 
in time and circumscribed to certain territories, and the unique character of 
this particular crusade, led by an excommunicate emperor, should certainly be 
considered in any attempt to gauge the measure of support, liturgical and 
otherwise, that it was able to enlist in Europe. And one might query, finally, 
how well informed the Patriarch of Jerusalem was in his palace in Acre about 
what really happened in Europe.

My third and last example concerns the mobilization of the French king
dom during the crusade led by Louis IX in 1248. Salimbene of Adam hap
pened to visit the Franciscans of Provins during the preparations for the 
crusade and met there two Joachimite friars, who tried to win him over by 
showing him commentaries and prophecies attributed to Joachim of Fiore:

Et cum diceretur per totam Franciam in missa conventuali qualibet die 
per totum annum psalmus u.Deus venerunt gentes in hereditatem tuam” et 
cet., ipsi similiter deridebant dicentes: “Oportet impleri scripturam que 
dicit>y [Tren. 3:44]: “Opposuisti nubem tibi, ne transeat oratio. Nam rex 
Francie capietur et Gallici debellabuntur e tpestilentia multos consumet. ”
Et facti sunt isti duo exosi fratribus de Francia, qui dicebant quod in 
precedenti passagio fuerant ista compléta,,22

This evidence is clear and unequivocal, certainly about the Franciscans in 
France during that specific year, and that year alone; but how much can we 
deduce from this text concerning other regular communities, clerics, and lay
men, at the same time in France, let alone in other countries or at other times? 
It would be utterly wrong to read into this document more than it really 
conveys.

The episodic evidence provided by sources like these should be checked 
against and complemented by evidence of a more serial nature, covering long 
spans of time and relating to large territories, like the series of relevant decrees 
issued by the annual General Chapters of the Cistercian Order. They provide 
us with important information about commission, omission, and repeal in the
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entire Order year in and year out. After a silence of some forty years—the last 
time its General Chapter decreed on this matter was in 1197—the Order 
established special prayers in support of the crusaders and of the Holy Land 
in 1239,23 and again in 1245,24 1247,25 125526and 1258.27 The clamor ïczç- 
pears in the conventual daily mass only in 1245, and the phrasing prout an
tiquitus fier i consuevit suggests that a considerable time passed since past 
observance. It was reintroduced in 1255, and again in 1261, under the ref
erence orationes. . . quae . . . antea p er  nostrum Ordinem dicebantur28 and sicut 
antiquitus fier i consuevit29 suggesting, once more, a considerable period of non- 
observance. It was expressly and definitely repealed in the following year.30 
Clearly, the historian will neglect the invaluable information provided by the 
Cistercian legislation at his own peril, but he should be aware, at the same 
time, of failing to recognize its character as a prescriptive source always in need 
of corroborating or invalidating evidence, which not infrequently turn out to 
be indirect and episodic.

The Prayers of the Clamor

The problem we have to address under this heading is topicality. Many of the 
texts employed in both office and mass were general enough to fit nicely into 
most particular situations, the sort of passepartout texts that can be recycled 
successfully, texts that transmit ideas and sentiments centered on few pivotal 
conceptions of the relationship between Man and the Divine. We shall call 
them the “universal texts.”

More limited pivotal concepts like martyrdom, virginity, sacrifice, or priest
hood denote relationships general enough to embrace a large number of spe
cific situations, yet delimited, all the same, to the particular clusters of values 
peculiar to the Christian religion. Let us call them the “Christian common 
texts.”

The last stage in this scale, going down from the universal through the 
commonly Christian, brings us to the uniquely individual. Liturgy cannot deal 
with the individual on universal or relatively general grounds alone. Whenever 
it paints the unique physiognomy of a personality, a specific entity, or a par
ticular historical occurrence, it marks them with particular markers, creating 
texts or practices which will embody and transmit its recognition of their 
uniqueness.

We propose to apply this three-level analysis (universal—commonly Chris
tian-individual) to the evolution of the Jerusalem liturgy. The immediate re
action to Hattin was expressed in recycled texts. Some of them were of the 
first, universal type: a general cry for help when in distress. The Valenciennes
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antiphon (late twelfth century) cries: Clementissime deus exaudipreces nostras?' 
while the London antiphon of 1188, and the Sarum Use right down to the 
fifteenth century, were more detailed, but no less general: Tua est potentia 
tuum regnum domine tu es super omnesgentes dapacem domine in diebus nostris?2

Yet most of the texts chosen immediately after 1187 are of the second type, 
referring directly and specifically in a typical Christian context to biblical Je
rusalem or to the concepts of martyrdom, God’s war with Evil, and the Holy 
War against the heathen.

The prayer said in the first clamor in London was a very old one, going 
back to the Christian Roman empire; this prayer for the Roman empire and 
the emperor on Good Friday reads as follows:

Omnipotens sempiteme deus, in cuius manu sunt omnium potestates et 
omnium iura regnorum, respice ad Romanum benignus imperium ut gen- 
tes, quae in sua feritate confidunt, potentiae tuae dextera comprimantur.

It was adapted to the more general needs of the Christian society during the 
eighth—ninth centuries (the Gregorian Sacramentary) by the replacement of 
Romanum Imperium with, that of Christianorum . . . auxilium (respice ad Chris- 
tianorum auxilium). But it was still too general in terms of the 1188 situation, 
although the call for God’s aid against ferocious (read: barbarous) gentes (read: 
non-Christians) fit the crusading situation quite well. Our 1188 London pro
gram in St. Paul’s, therefore, went one step further by explicating: respice ad  
Christianum benigne exercitumy and later versions added another explicit ref
erence to gentes paganorum. Its concise opposition of God’s people with the 
ferocious pagans was clear enough to express the sentiments of Christians 
afflicted at the hands of non-Christians, and general enough to fit any situation 
of this type. The best proof of this extraordinary applicability is this prayer’s 
long duration as the main prayer against the heathen. It maintained its role 
against the non-Christians in the crusading and the anti-Turkish liturgy as 
long as liturgy was mobilized for these ends, and it is still to be found in the 
modern Catholic missal as the collect of the Missa contra Paganos.

This progression, from the general to the less general, albeit still in need of 
some explication, did not solve the problem entirely, for it failed to highlight 
the uniqueness of the Jerusalem crusade, hence of the Jerusalem liturgy. Two 
new explicit prayers appeared toward the beginning of the thirteenth century.

The first prayer seems to have been created in Germany, as its earliest texts 
are known from three twelfth-century German manuscripts (copied in Bam
berg, Darmstadt, and one of unknown provenance) as well as two twelfth- 
century manuscripts from Valenciennes and Arles, on the western limits of
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the empire. It spread to various French (Chartres, Sens, St. Denis) and prob
ably also English centers during the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Re
ceived by the Carthusians into their breviary, it opened the rather long list of 
their clamor prayers before Prime (mostly five, in one manuscript seven) right 
down to the fifteenth century. Of a more limited diffusion than that of the 
competing second prayer, it was still popular enough to survive in some eigh
teen manuscripts and in seven versions. Its earlier text reads as follows:

Deus qui ad nostre redemptionis exhibenda misteria terram repromissionis 
elegisti, libera earn quesumus ab instantia paganorum, ut gentium incre- 
dulitate confusa populus in te confidens de tue virtutis potentia glorietur.55

The second prayer was issued by Innocent III in 1213. It was by far the 
most popular prayer for the deliverance of Jerusalem, known today in twenty- 
two versions preserved in a very large number of manuscripts, incunabula, and 
early prints. This number is further augmented by most of the manuscripts of 
the Pontifical of Guillaume Durand, which brings this prayer in its Ordo pro 
liberatione Terrae Sanctae a fid ei inimicis (111:16). Its text reads as follows:

Deus qui admirabili providentia cuncta disponis, te suppliciter exoramus 
ut terram quam unigenitus Filius tuus proprio sanguine consecravit de 
manibus inimicorum crucis eripiens, restituas cultui Christiano, vota fi- 
delium ad eius liberationem instantium misericorditer dirigendo in viam 
salutis aetemae. Per eundem Dominum nostrum. . . .

Two short prayers present a concise call for action as well as a manifest of 
the principal ideas subsumed in the general idea of the crusade: that the sanc
tity of the land derives from the choice, the real presence and the Passion of 
God; that a fundamental dichotomy divides the Christians from the enemies 
of the cross and of the Christian cult; that the crusade is an action of restoration 
and liberation, as well as a way offered to the individual to acquire eternal 
salvation. Each of these statements is an entire discourse in a nutshell; each of 
them calls for further elaboration, but in their brevity they can be better per
ceived and assimilated by the congregation, in the same way that the brief 
“Symbol” was assimilated through repetition in a liturgical context.

Unlike the first prayer, these two are committed to the liberation of Jeru
salem and to this goal alone. They represent the third type of liturgical text 
in our analysis, the complete mobilization of liturgy in the service of the 
crusading movement. We have moved all the way down, from the universal 
to the general Christian concept and, finally, to the uniquely historical and
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individual in less than one generation, from 1188 to 1213. The last prayer in 
particular (Deus qui admirabilî) became identified with the crusading move
ment to such an extent, that it received numerous additions which echo the 
concerns and doubts harbored in the minds of the attending believers in an 
ongoing dialogue conducted between the faithful under the guise of addressing 
God in prayer. One of the most interesting interpolations of this type can be 
read in the Reims Clamor, documented in manuscripts copied between the 
thirteenth and fifteenth centuries:

. . .  de manibus inimicorum crucis eripias, qui earn non tarn ex sue virtutis 
potentia quant ex nostre iniquitatis offensa detinent occupatam, ipsamque 
restituas cultui Christiano, ad laudem gloriam nominis tui sancti, vota 
fidelium. . . .

As late as the end of the seventeenth century, the Franciscans of Jerusalem and 
Bethlehem used to say this prayer in the following version:

Deus qui admirabili providentia cuncta disponis: te suppliciter exoramus: 
ut hanc terram, quam unigenitus tuus proprio sanguine consecravit: de 
manibus inimicorum cunctis eripiens, et earn in Christiana religione tuo 
nomini servire concédas?4

As late as 1670, in Jerusalem and under hostile occupation, this prayer still 
expressed the same sentiments and ideas that motivated Christian Europe to 
evolve this special Jerusalem liturgy on the aftermath of Hattin.

Notes
1. J. M. Canivez, Statuta Capitulorum Generalium Ordinis Cisterciensis (Louvain, 1933), I, 

122, Statut. 16.
2. Oliverus Scholasticus, Historia regum Terre Sanctey ed. H. Hoogeweg, Bibliothek des 

Literarischen Vereins in Stuttgart 202 (Tübingen, 1894), 285.
3. De Vestra Discretione, dated 5 January, 1199 (PL 214, cols. 470-71, no. 508). The envoys 

were appointed in July, 1198; see P. Cole, The Preaching o f  the Crusade to the Holy Land, 1095— 
1270 (Cambridge, MA, 1991), 85.

4. Rigordus, De gestis Philippi Augusti, Recueil des historiens des Gaules et de la France 17 
(Paris, 1878), 29.

5. A. Linder, “The Liturgy of the Liberation of Jerusalem,” Mediaeval Studies 55 (1990), 
110-31.

6. Idem, “The Destruction of Jerusalem Sunday,” Sacris erudiri 30 (1987-88), 253-92.



406 ♦ The Loss o f  Christian Jeru sa lem  in Late M edieva l Liturgy

7. La Chanson d ’Antioche, ed. P. Paris (Paris, 1848) V:4, 12-13.
8. Fragmenta Chronici Matthaei de Edessa, Recueil des historiens des croisades, Documents 

arméniens 1 (Paris, 1869), 25.
9. Baldricus Dolensis, Historia Hierosolimitana, Recueil des historiens des croisades, His

toriens occidentaux 4 (Paris, 1879), IV:9, 97.
10. See [Ps.] Benedict of Peterborough, The Chronicle o f  the Reigns o f  Henry II and Richard 

/, ed. W. Stubbs, II, Rolls Series 49b (London, 1867), 53-54; Roger of Howden, Chronica, 
ed. W. Stubbs, II, Rolls Series 51b (London, 1869), 359-60. On the question of the author(s) 
of these accounts and their authority, consult D. M. Stenton, “Roger of Howden and ‘Bene
dict’,” English Historical Review 86 (1953), 574-82; J. B. Gillingham, “Roger of Hoveden on 
Crusade,” Mediaeval Historical Writing in the Christian and Islamic Worlds, ed. D. O. Morgan 
(London, 1982), 60-75; D. Corner, “The Earliest Surviving Manuscripts of Roger of Howden’s 
‘Chronica’,” English Historical Review 98 (1983), 297-310; idem, “The ‘Gesta Regis Henrici 
Secundi’ and ‘Chronica’ of Roger, Parson of Howden,” Bulletin o f  the Institute o f  Historical 
Research 56 (1983), 126-44; J. Sayers, “English Charters from the Third Crusade,” Tradition 
and Change, Essays in Honour o f  Marjorie Chibnall, eds. D. Greenway et al. (Cambridge, 1985), 
195-213.

11. P. J. Geary, “L’humiliation des Saints,” Annales 34 (1979) 43-60; L. K. Little, “For
mules monastiques de malédiction aux IXe-Xlc siècles,” Revue Mabillon 262 (1975), 377-99; 
idem, “La morphologie des malédictions monastiques,” Annales 34 (1979), 43-60; idem, Ben- 
edictine Maledictions: Liturgical Cursing in Romanesque France, (Ithaca, 1993).

12. Ps. 59:2.
13. Ibid., 59:10.
14. Ibid., 82:7-8.
15. A. Linder, “ ‘Deus venerunt gentes’: Psalm 78 (79) in the Liturgical Commemoration 

of the Destruction of Jerusalem,” Medieval Studies in Honour o f  Avrom Saltman, eds. B.-S. 
Albert et al. (Ramat Gan, 1995), 145-71.

16. B. Zimmerman, Ordinaire de l'Ordre de Notre-Dame du Mont-Carmel (Paris, 1910), v, 
x, xiv. The Ordo (R. XLIII) is published on p. 86. See also M. Rickert, The Reconstructed 
Carmelite Missal: An English Manuscript o f  the Late XIV Century in the British Museum (Addi
tional 29704-5, 44892) (London, 1952), 37.

17. Manchester, John Rylands Univ. Lib., Latin Ms. 24. J. Wickham Legg identified this 
version as the earliest form of the Sarum Missal. See his edition, The Sarum Missal (Oxford, 
1916), 209-10.

18. Documented in the Sarum Usage Missal from St. Mary’s, Lapworth (Warwickshire), 
Oxford, Ms. Corpus Christi College 394, dated to 1398.

19. The prayers were not said in the ferial mass from the Vigil of the Nativity to the second 
Sunday after Epiphany (Domine ne in ira), and from Maundy Thursday to the Sunday following 
the Corpus Domini Octave (Deus omnium).

20. E. M. Thompson (ed.), Customary o f  the Benedictine Monasteries o f  Saint Augustine, 
Canterbury, and Saint Peter, Westminster\ I (London, 1902), 240, 242; II (London, 1904), 200, 
203-204.

21. Epistolae saec. XIII e regestispontificum Romanorum, selectae, I, ed. C. Rodenberg, MGH 
(Berlin 1883), 297, no. 380.

22. Salimbene de Adam, Cronica, I, ed. G. Scalia (Bari, 1966), 339-40.
23. Canivez (above, note 1), II (Louvain, 1934), 201, An. 1239, Statut. 3—special Friday 

prayers in support of the Duke of Burgundy’s crusade tarn pro servitio Terrae sanctae quam pro 
negotio Constantinipolitano. A similar disposition was probably decreed in 1238 by the Provincial 
Council of Bordeaux, convoked at Cognac; see Concilium Copriniacum, ca. 30, in J. D. Mansi, 
Sacrorum Conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio (reprint Graz, 1960), XXIII, col. 873.



A M N O N  L I N D E R  ♦ 407

24. Canivez (above, note 23), 289, An. 1245 Statut. 2, at the request of the Papal Legate 
pro rege Franciae qui signum sanctae cruris assumpsit\ et pro terra Sancta.

25. Ibid., 316, An. 1247 Statut. 4, establishing Friday prayers in support of a long list of
persons, beginning with the Pope and closing with . .  . omnibus cruce signatis, maxime qui in
comitatu domini regis Franciae erunt.

26. Ibid., 409, An. 1255 Statut. 2. The prayers are described as tampro domino Papa quam 
pro statu Ecclesiae, but both their structure and content indicate a typical Jerusalem liturgy.

27. Ibid., 435, An. 1258 Statut. 1, a general confirmation of the orationes solemenes quae 
solebant fieri.

28. Ibid., 409, An. 1255 Statut. 2.
29. Ibid., 475, An. 1261 Statut. 3.
30. Ibid., Ill (Louvain, 1935), 3, An. 1262 Statut. 13: Oratio “Deus venerunt gentes,” quae 

ad missam d id  consuevit, et responsorium “Aspice Domine, ”penitus revocantur.
31. Bar. 2:14, slightly changed.
32. After I Par. 29:11.
33. Hessische Landes- und Hochschulbibliothek Darmstadt Hs. 3183, fol. 188v.
34. Daily Processions carried out by the Franciscans in Jerusalem and Bethlehem, printed 

in Venice (1623) and Amsterdam (1670).



28
Jerusalem in Jewish Law and Custom: 

a Preliminary Typology1

D A V I D  G O L I N K I N

Jewish literature written during the past two thousand years has preserved 
hundreds, if not thousands, of laws and customs related to the city of 
Jerusalem. This material has been collected in many books and articles, but 

thus far no attempt has been made to categorize and organize this vast corpus. 
I shall attempt here to present a preliminary typology of these laws and customs 
which will enable further study and investigation.

The laws and customs related to Jerusalem can be conveniently divided into 
three major categories: (1) laws and customs in talmudic literature which are 
attributed to Second Temple Jerusalem; (2) post-destruction laws and customs 
observed by Jews throughout the world in order to remember Jerusalem; and 
(3) post-destruction laws and customs observed by Jewish residents and visitors 
in Jerusalem itself.

Laws and Customs Attributed to Second Temple Jerusalem

This category contains at least fifty such traditions. We shall only mention 
them briefly since they have already been listed and investigated by quite a 
few scholars.2 About twenty of these laws are contained in a list which has 
come down to us in four different versions.3 The most well-known version (B 
Bava Qama 82b) reads as follows:

Ten things were said about Jerusalem: that a house sold there can be 
redeemed even though it is a walled city (Lev. 25:29—30); that it does 
not bring a heifer whose neck is broken (Deut. 21:1—9); that it can 
never become a condemned city (ibid., 13:13-18); that its houses can
not be defiled through leprosy (Lev. 14:33-53); that neither beams nor

408
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balconies are allowed to project; that no dunghills are made there; that 
no kilns are made there; that neither gardens nor orchards are cultivated 
there, except for the rose gardens which existed from the days of the 
former prophets; that no chickens may be raised there; and that no 
dead person may be kept there overnight.

Scholarly opinion is divided over the historical veracity of these traditions. 
Some scholars, such as L. Finkelstein and S. Bialoblocki, accept most of these 
traditions at face value. A. Guttmann, on the other hand, views most or all of 
them as apocryphal, pointing out that of the twenty laws found in the four 
versions of the list, only four occur in all four versions. Furthermore, most of 
these laws are not cited in the Mishnah. In addition, there are over 300 disa
greements in rabbinic literature between Bet Shammai and Bet Hillel, yet none 
of them concerns the laws of Jerusalem. Lastly, even the four laws found in all 
four versions are contradicted by other rabbinic sources.4 He therefore suggests 
that these laws first appeared in the realm of aggadah: Guttmann states:

As several of the items concern biblical laws, it stands to reason that 
the Mishnah disregarded them primarily because it rejected their au
thenticity. On what grounds?. . . The only satisfying explanation for 
the disregard of several seemingly important cases is, in our opinion, 
that the redactors of the Mishnah considered them as belonging to the 
realm of the aggadah. We saw that three of the four lists were given in 
an aggadic or semi-aggadic context. . . .

The predominant tendency after the fall of the Temple was to empha
size the unique and distinguished status of the city by pointing to its 
superiority not merely from the viewpoint of beauty, sanctity, historical 
past, etc., but also from the vantage point of the law. Accordingly, the 
Tannaim put special effort in finding and creating laws and practices 
that would set Jerusalem apart from all the other cities of the land. As 
a consequence, we find that halakhot are being used in the same way 
as aggadot?

Finally, a recent study by S. Safrai presents a more balanced view. Regarding 
the four lists, he admits that “it is not unlikely that some items were not 
traditions from the time of the Temple, but only imaginary creations . . . that 
developed after the destruction of the Temple.” He then proceeds to examine 
four specific laws and to show, through careful analysis of rabbinic sources, 
Apocrypha, Josephus, and the Dead Sea scrolls, that they were “actually prac-
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ticed in Jerusalem during the time of the Second Temple, or at least. . . reflect 
the reality of the time.”6 Safrai’s approach to these laws and customs is, no 
doubt, the correct one. We should neither take them at face value nor reject 
them in toto as apocryphal. Rather, we should critically examine each custom
using rabbinic and external sources in order to see whether it could be dated
to Second Temple Jerusalem.

Post-Destruction Laws and Customs to 
Commemorate Jerusalem and Its Destruction

The second category consists of at least twenty-five laws and customs observed 
by many, and sometimes all, Jewish communities throughout the world for 
hundreds and even thousands of years in order to remember Jerusalem. These 
customs have yet to be examined in a critical fashion.7 They can be conven
iently divided into five categories: (a) wedding customs; (b) funerary customs; 
(c) prayer customs; (d) fast days; and (e) general mourning customs observed 
throughout the year.

a) Wedding Customs
1) Rabbi Yom-Tov Lippman Heller (Moravia and Poland, 1579—1654) 

was the first to mention breaking a plate at the tenaim  or knassmahl 
(engagement ceremony) “as a reminder of the destruction of the 
Temple of Jerusalem.”8 This is no doubt a late explanation for a 
universal tendency to frighten away demons on happy occasions,9 
but it shows that Jews frequently associated such customs with the 
destruction of the Temple.

2) The hassidim developed a custom of writing in their tenaim  or en
gagement contracts as follows:

The wedding will, God willing, take place in the Holy City of 
Jerusalem. But if, Heaven forbid, because of our sins, the Messiah 
will not have come by then, the wedding will take place in Ber- 
dichev.10

Today, some Jews write similar phrases in their wedding invitations.
3) We read in the Babylonian Talmud (Bava Batra 60b):

What does the verse mean “I shall place Jerusalem at the head of 
my greatest joy” (Ps. 137:5)? Said Rabbi Isaac (third century, 
Eretz-Israel): “these are the ashes from the hearth which we place 
on the head of the groom.”

This custom was not only codified by the major codes of Jewish law, 
but we know that it was actually observed by various Jewish com
munities until the twentieth century.11
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4) In addition, the verse “If I forget thee Jerusalem” alluded to above 
is recited at many Jewish weddings today. This custom is first men
tioned by Rabbi David Halevi (Poland, 1586-1667) in his com
mentary to the Shulhan Arukh.12

5) In as early as fourteenth-century Germany, and especially in Italy, 
brides would wear large, ornate rings in addition to their actual wed
ding ring. These rings were frequently crowned with an ornate build
ing. I. Abrahams, A. Wolf, and D. Sperber maintain that these 
buildings represent the Temple in Jerusalem so that the bride, too, 
should remember the Holy City on her wedding day.13

6) Finally, the most well-known wedding custom associated with Je
rusalem is that of breaking a glass at weddings. The custom itself is 
mentioned in the Babylonian Talmud (Berakhot 31a) and is un
doubtedly an attempt to ward off demons, as explained above. None
theless, by the fourteenth century, it was already explained as a way 
of remembering the destruction, and this is the explanation that has 
survived until today.14

b) Funerary Customs
1)1. Gafni has shown that Diaspora Jews began to be buried in Israel 

in the third century because they believed that this practice atones 
for one’s sins and that those buried in Israel will be the first to be 
resurrected.15 It is clear that Jews held the same beliefs with regard 
to Jerusalem, and especially about the Mount of Olives where the 
resurrection was supposed to begin.16 Thus, it is not surprising that 
many Diaspora Jews made ‘aliyah to Jerusalem in their old age in 
order to die and be buried there, while many others were brought to 
Jerusalem for burial after their deaths.17

2) Other Jews were not buried /«Jerusalem, but were buried with their 
feet pointing toward Jerusalem, so that when the resurrection occurs, 
they will be ready to stand up and walk toward the Holy City. This 
custom is already mentioned by R. Abraham, the son of Maimonides, 
who opposes it because it is an imitation of the Muslim custom of 
being buried toward Mecca.18 It is also mentioned by R. Moshe Sofer 
(Hungary, 1763-1839) and other rabbis, and it is still the practice 
in Israel today.19

3) It is a widespread custom to comfort mourners both in the shurah 
(double line) at the cemetery and at the house of mourning with the 
expression: “May God comfort you among the other mourners for 
Zion and Jerusalem.” It is difficult to trace the exact origin of this 
phrase, but similar words of comfort were already used by R. Jacob
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Moellin in Mainz (d. 1427) and by the Carmi family in Cremona, 
Italy (ca. 1572).20

c) Prayer Customs
Aside from the frequent mention of Jerusalem in liturgy,21 there are a
number of prayer customs associated with Jerusalem:
1) The book of Daniel (6:11) indicates that Diaspora Jews used to face 

Jerusalem in prayer in the second century B.C.E. An oft-repeated 
baraita states that Jews all over the world face Jerusalem, while Jews 
in Jerusalem face the Holy of Holies.22 Though the archaeological 
evidence is mixed, most ancient synagogues also faced Jerusalem.23 
In any case, this was the practice codified in Jewish Law and is the 
universal practice until today.24

2) A corollary of this custom is that the doors or windows in a persons 
home should face Jerusalem so that he can pray through them. This law 
is based on a literal reading of the above-mentioned verse from Daniel.25

3) R. Meir of Rothenberg (Germany, d. 1293) would bow toward Je
rusalem every time he mentioned the word Jerusalem in the Grace 
after Meals.26

d) Fast Days
1) Shortly after the destruction of the First Temple in 586 B.C.E., Jews 

began fasting on the Third of Tishri, the Tenth of Tevet, the Sev
enteenth of Tammuz, and the Ninth of Av in order to commemorate 
specific events related to the destruction.27

2) The days preceding the Ninth of Av were observed as days of mourn
ing, when haircutting, laundering, betrothals, and marriages were 
forbidden. In the course of the centuries, the number of prohibitions 
was gradually expanded to include eating meat and drinking wine, 
and the period of mourning was extended by many to the three weeks 
between the Seventeenth of Tammuz and the Ninth of Av.28

3) According to rabbinic tradition (M Ta'anit 4:6 and B Taeanit 29a), 
both Temples were destroyed on the Ninth of Av. On that day every 
year, Jews throughout the world abstained not only from food, but 
also from bathing, anointing oneself, wearing leather shoes, and con
jugal relations. They recited the book of Lamentations at night and 
special qinot or elegies during the day while sitting on the ground.29

4) Specific Jewish communities added additional mourning customs, 
such as placing ashes on their foreheads, wrapping the Torah scrolls 
in black, and announcing the number of years that had passed since 
the destruction of the Second Temple.30
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e) General Mourning Customs
In addition to the customs described above, which were attached to 
specific life-cycle events or days of the year, there are a number of general 
mourning customs which were observed throughout the year.
1) The Mishnah (Sotah 9:11) states:

When the Sanhédrin ceased [judging capital cases a number of 
years before the destruction], singing ceased at wedding feasts, 
as it is written: “They shall not drink wine with a song” (Isa. 
24:9).

This prohibition went through many permutations over the centu
ries, but the general trend was to allow sacred music while prohibiting 
secular music. Indeed, the latter type of music is prohibited by some 
Orthodox rabbis until today.31

2) A much rarer mourning custom is related by R. Yoel Sirkes (Poland, 
1561-1640) in the name of Sefer Haeshkol (by R. Abraham ben 
Isaac, Provence, d. 1159):

If you hear the sound of gentiles dancing and playing flutes and 
rejoicing, sigh and say: “Master of the universe, Your people whom 
you took out of Egypt have sinned doubly and been punished 
doubly. . .  You have destroyed their palaces, You have stopped 
their joy . . . You have cast down their glory from the Heavens to 
the earth . . . Oh God, do not be angry at us forever. . . May it 
be Your will that you build Jerusalem Your holy city speedily in 
our day, Amen.”32

3) We learn in a baraita that after the destruction of the Second Temple, 
there were many ascetics who refused to eat meat and drink wine, 
since they were no longer offered in the Temple. Rabbi Joshua 
scolded them, saying that by that logic we can no longer eat bread, 
figs, and grapes nor drink water because they, too, were offered in 
the Temple!

He said to them: My sons, to mourn too much is impossible and 
not to mourn is impossible. Rather, thus said the sages: a person 
plasters his house and leaves a small section unplastered in memory 
of Jerusalem. A person prepares a feast and leaves a little bit out 
in memory of Jerusalem. A woman makes jewelry and leaves a 
small item out in memory of Jerusalem, as it is written (Ps. 137: 
5-6): “If I forget thee Jerusalem, may my right hand forget its

»  44cunning . . . .
This baraita was quoted by the Bavli and standard codes of Jewish 
law and its customs are still observed by some ultra-Orthodox Jews 
today.34
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Post-Destruction Laws and Customs Observed 
by Residents and Visitors in Jerusalem

The largest category we shall discuss consists of laws and customs observed by 
residents of Jerusalem and pilgrims visiting the city since the destruction. These 
customs, which have never been studied in a critical fashion, can be conven
iently divided into five main categories: (a) laws and customs not unique to 
Jerusalem which reflect the fact that the city was a melting pot for Jews the 
worldover; (b) unique mourning customs over and above those mentioned 
above; (c) laws and customs which mimic specific laws and customs of Second 
Temple Jerusalem; (d) laws and customs which were intended to preserve the 
chastity of the city’s inhabitants; (e) laws and customs which express the Jewish 
people’s love for the city.

A word is in order here regarding the vast number of source used in this 
category. We rely on five types of sources: (1) bibliographies;35 (2) Genizah 
fragments;36 (3) responsa literature;37 (4) the taqqanot of Jerusalem as well as 
other collections of local customs;38 and (5) itineraries and letters from the 
tenth—twentieth centuries.39 These latter documents are crucial because they 
enable us to compare the laws and customs in theory with eyewitness accounts 
of actual practice.

a) Melting Pot Customs
Rabbi Hizkiyah da Silva lived in Jerusalem for most of his adult life 
(from 1678-95). He stated that “in Jerusalem one must always follow 
the stricter custom because all [ o f her inhabitants] are gathered [= le- 
kuta’e/.”40

This aspect of the laws and customs of Jerusalem is also reflected in 
a letter sent by Rabbi Yisrael Ashkenazi to his benefactor back home in 
Italy (ca. 1517-23):

In the days of Rabbi Ovadiah [of Bertinoro, 1488-ca. 1516], [the 
prayer customs] were like that of the Jews of Israel. . . but now 
that the Spanish Jews have been added [due to the Expulsion of 
1492] . . . they do as they please. And the cantors: there are three 
Spanish Jews and one from Israel and each one o f  them does as he 
pleases. One says the qedushah [which begins with] keteryitnu lek- 
hah, and one says [naqdishakh v’na'aritzakh]. And there are vari
ants in the qedushah itself. And there are many examples like this, 
one [cantor] adds and another detracts. . . .”41
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Indeed, by far the largest number of laws and customs reflect the fact 
that Jerusalem was a melting pot for Jews from all over the world. Here 
is a random sampling of a few such customs:
1) Originally, the qedushah was only recited in Israel and Jerusalem on 

Shabbat or when the mussafwas recited. Pirkoi ben Baboi (ca. 800) 
reports how this custom was changed due to the influence of Baby
lonian immigrants:

Until now they do not say [the qedushah which includes the 
Shemae\ in Eretz-Israel except on Shabbat and festivals and only 
in Shaharit, except in Jerusalem and in every city containing Baby
lonians who caused controversy until [the Palestinian Jews] took 
upon themselves to recite the qedushah every day. But in the other 
cities and towns of Eretz-Israel which do not contain Babylonians, 
they do not recite [the qedushah] except on Shabbat and festivals.42

2) Jumping forward almost a millennium to the taqqanot of 1730, we 
are told that “a betrothed man may not see his fiancée until the night 
of the wedding,” so as to prevent the latter from becoming pregnant 
before the wedding day. However, upon investigation one discovers 
that the same taqqanah was enacted in Candia in 1228, in the Bal
kans ca. 1500, in Safed in the sixteenth century, and in Aleppo.43

3) When R. Joseph Schwartz arrived in Jerusalem from Germany in 
1837, he reported to his brother back home that bridegrooms in 
Jerusalem read a special portion from the Torah (Gen. 24:1-8) on 
the Shabbat after their wedding.44 Yet, in fact, this custom is not 
indigenous to Jerusalem. It is mentioned in various forms by Rav 
Sa'adia Gaon (Babylon, tenth century), R. Judah Al-Bargeloni 
(Spain, eleventh century), R. Nathan ben Yehiel (Rome, eleventh 
century), Rabbenu Bahya (Saragossa, thirteenth century), R. David 
Abudraham (Seville, fourteenth century), and the Rashbatz (Algiers, 
fifteenth century), and is observed by some Oriental Jews until to
day.45

4) Finally, it is stated in the taqqanot of Jerusalem of 1883: “It is the 
custom in the Holy City of Jerusalem, may she be rebuilt, to recite 
the tahanun (a prayer of supplication) even in a place which has no 
Torah scroll.” 46 Yet, investigation reveals that this custom did not 
originate in Jerusalem, but was, rather, a widespread Sephardic cus
tom following the opinion of R. Joseph Karo.47

Thus, a large percentage of the laws and customs of Jerusalem 
were imported by immigrants from elsewhere and reflect the fact that 
the city was a melting pot for Jews from all over the world.
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b) Mourning Customs Over and Above Those Practiced Elsewhere
In addition to the mourning customs described above, pilgrims and 
natives of Jerusalem observed a number of mourning customs which 
stemmed from their proximity to the Temple Mount and its ruins:
1) A baraita in the Babylonian Talmud (Mo'ed Qatan 26a) rules that 

one must tear one’s garments upon seeing the cities of Judaea, Je
rusalem, and the Temple in ruins.48 R. El'azar adds that one recites 
a special verse (Isa. 64:9-10) for each type of ruin. This law was not 
merely codified by the major codes of Jewish law; we know from 
travelers’ itineraries that it was actually practiced by visitors to Je
rusalem ca. 100, 1210, ca. 1240, 1481, 1488, 1495, 1879 and 
1888.49 R. Ovadia of Bertinoro, for example, described the ceremony 
in his famous letter of 1488:

And at a distance of three quarters of a mile . . . the blessed city 
was revealed to us . . . and there we rent our clothes as required. 
And when we continued a bit more, our ruined holy and glorious 
House was revealed to us and we rent our garments a second time 
for the Temple. . . . 50

2) The Itinerary of the Bordeaux Pilgrim, written by an anonymous 
Christian pilgrim in 333 C.E., contains an oft-quoted description of 
the observance of the Ninth of Av in Jerusalem at that time:

These are two statues of Hadrian, and not far from the statues 
there is a perforated stone to which the Jews come every year and 
anoint it, bewail themselves with groans, rend their garments, and 
so depart.51

Jerome (ca. 386-420) gives a similar description of Jews mourning 
in Jerusalem in sackcloth on the Ninth of Av.52

3) The Aveilei Tziyyon or “Mourners of Zion” lived in Jerusalem and 
elsewhere from ca. 850—1173. They are variously referred to as 
“mourners of”: “Zion, His glorious height, the Eternal House, the 
Temple and the Tabernacles, Jerusalem, and Zion and Jerusalem.” 
The sources report that they “desired the Redemption morning, 
noon and night,” “sigh and groan and await the Redemption and 
mourn for Jerusalem,” and that they “do not eat meat or drink wine 
and they wear black. . . and they fast. . .  and they ask for mercy 
before God.” Finally, they composed and recited special poems and 
elegies for Jerusalem and the Temple.
Since the Aveilei Tziyyon are mentioned in both rabbinic and Karaite 
sources during the same period of time and in very similar language,53 
there is much disagreement as to the makeup of the group. J. Mann
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and S. Poznanski maintain that they were originally a group of Rab- 
banites, and when the Karaites came to Jerusalem in the early ninth 
century they adopted their behavior. M. Zucker, on the other hand, 
maintains that the rabbinic sources are referring to the Karaite Aveilei 
Tziyyon,54 This is not the place to settle this disagreement. Suffice it 
to say that Aveilei Tziyyon—Rabbanite and/or Karaite—mourned for 
the Temple from the ninth to twelfth centuries.55

4) Since the 1860s, many of the ultra-Orthodox Jews of Jerusalem pro
hibit the use of instrumental music even at weddings. This prohi
bition is attributed to Rabbi Meir Auerbach (1815-78), one of the 
leading Ashkenazic rabbis in Jerusalem, or to the saintly Rabbi 
Nahum Shadik (1813-66). A. M. Luncz says it was enacted because 
the men and the musicians looked at the women, but today it is 
explained as a sign of mourning for the destruction. Ultra-Orthodox 
Jews circumvent this prohibition by holding their weddings at Mo- 
shav Orah outside the city limits or by using singers who accompany 
themselves on drums.56

c) Laws and Customs which Mimic Those o f  the Second Temple
Given the fact that the ruins of the Second Temple are located in Jeru
salem, it is not surprising that the Jews of the city developed some laws 
and customs aimed at imitating laws and customs of the Second Temple.
1) Rabbi Ya'akov Hagiz, who lived in Jerusalem between 1648 and 

1664, relates:
It is a good thing that which is customary here in Jerusalem our 
holy city, may she be rebuilt, that every Shabbat there is a person 
who [pays for] lighting the candles in the synagogue . . . .  That 
Shabbat is a holiday for him, and his friends and relatives have 
ealiyot. It seems that they derived this custom from the wood of
fering.57

The “wood offering” (Neh. 10:35; 13:31 and M Ta'anit 4:4-5) con
sisted of wood donated to the Temple for use on the altar nine times 
a year by nine different families, and the day of donation was celebrated 
by the donors as a holiday. R. Hagiz said that the families in his day 
who rejoiced on the day on which they donated oil to the synagogue 
were imitating “the wood offering” of Second Temple days.

2) M Rosh Hashanah 4:1 relates that when Rosh Hashanah fell on 
Shabbat, the shofar was blown only in the miqdash—meaning the 
Temple or Jerusalem—and not elsewhere.58 After the destruction, 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai decreed that the shofar could be blown
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on Shabbat wherever there was a bet din. Yet, in actuality, this seems 
tq have only occurred in Yavneh, in Eretz-Israel during the geonic 
period, and in a few specific cities in the Diaspora.59 In 1881, and 
again in 1904—1905, Rosh Hashanah fell on Shabbat and Rabbi 
Akiva Yosef Schlesinger tried to revive the Second Temple custom 
of blowing the shofar in Jerusalem on Shabbat. Some of his rabbinic 
colleagues were in favor yet were afraid to say so publicly, but it 
appears that he did indeed blow the shofar on Shabbat following the 
practice of Second Temple Jerusalem.60

3) The classic list of the laws of Second Temple Jerusalem mentioned 
above states that “one does not allow a dead body to remain there 
overnight,”61 i.e., burial must be performed on the day of death or 
on that very night. This custom, which mimics Second Temple prac
tice, is explicitly mentioned by five writers between 1837 and 190962 
and is the accepted custom in Jerusalem until today.

4) The most impressive custom in this category of imitating the Temple 
is mentioned in eighteen primary sources written between 921-1330 
C.E.63 According to these sources, Jews would gather in large numbers 
on the Mount of Olives on the three pilgrim festivals, and especially 
on Hosha'nah Rabbah. They would begin by making a circuit around 
the gates of Jerusalem reciting special prayers and then ascend the 
Mount of Olives. There they would perform seven haqqafot around a 
special sacred stone while reciting the traditional Hoshanah poems. 
The priests would wear special clothing. The Gaon of Eretz-Israel 
would stand on the special stone and declare the dates of the festivals, 
bless the Diaspora Jews who had donated money to the Palestinian 
yeshivot, and excommunicate sinners such as the Karaites. It is difficult 
to reconstruct all of the elements of this fascinating ceremony, but it 
is clear that during the tenth and eleventh centuries the Mount of 
Olives became a surrogate Temple Mount on which Jews imitated 
certain laws and customs of the Second Temple.64

d) Laws and Customs Intended to Preserve the Chastity o f  the Jews o f  Jerusalem 
A number of the eighteenth-century taqqanot of Jerusalem were aimed 
at preserving a high level of chastity and sexual purity in the city. Only 
further study will reveal if such laws were limited to that period of time.
1) A taqqanah from 1730 rules that “no woman shall remain in the 

synagogue for the final qaddish, either at Shaharit, Minhah, or 
M aariv r65 The obvious goal was to prevent men from looking at or 
mingling with the women after services.
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2) A taqqanah from 1754 goes one step further and rules that “any 
woman who has not reached the age of forty may not come to the 
synagogue for Minhah and M aariv on the Sabbath and weekdays, 
except for Rosh Hashanah, Yom Kippur and Simhat Torah. . . .”66

3) As of 1798, we hear of a custom that any girl under the age of twelve 
may not be married within the city, but rather the wedding is held 
in a nearby village.67 It was apparently considered unseemly to marry 
a girl under the age of twelve in the holy city of Jerusalem.

4) Lest we think that men escaped this trend, a taqqanah from 1749 
rules that single men between the ages of twenty and sixty had to get 
married within four months. If not, they had to leave Jerusalem 
forthwith in order to seek a livelihood and a wife.68

e) Laws and Customs which Express the Jewish People's Love fo r  the City o f
Jerusalem
The Jews of Jerusalem and Jewish pilgrims to the city developed various
customs which expressed their love for the city in general, and for the
Temple Mount and Western Wall in particular:
1) Beginning in the twelfth century, we hear of many customs associated 

with the Western Wall. Jews visiting the Wall would recite specific 
passages from the Bible and the Mishnah related to the Temple and 
the sacrifices,69 as well as special prayers composed by well-known 
rabbis.70

2) R. Moshe Reisher reports in 1868 that:
it is the custom [in Jerusalem] to circle the city on Hoi Hamo'ed— 
men, women, and children—in order to fulfill the verse (Ps. 48: 
13): “Walk around Zion, circle it, count its towers” and this is an 
ancient custom.71

Conclusion

Jewish tradition has always stressed that Torah study and theory must be 
grounded in practice.72 The Jewish attitude towards Jerusalem is in keeping 
with this approach. Love for the city of Jerusalem was not just studied in the 
Bible and Talmud and mentioned in the liturgy. It was expressed in the con
crete form of laws and customs before the destruction, throughout the Dias
pora after the destruction, and within the city from 70 C.E. until the present. 
We have not attempted to list all of these innumerable customs. Rather, we 
have presented a preliminary typology of the Jewish laws and customs of Je
rusalem which will help future scholars deal with this vast corpus of material.
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Jerusalem in Jewish Liturgy

S T E F A N  C .  R E I F

There can be little doubt that Jerusalem occupies an honored place in the 
medley of religious ideas formulated and transmitted by Jewish circles 
through countless generations. Equally incontrovertible is the notion that lit

urgy has, during those many centuries, functioned as a central medium for the 
expression of Judaism’s most cherished principles of faith and practice. In the 
words of the late A. M. Habermann, “the mention of Jerusalem was obligatory 
in all the statutory prayers.”1 It therefore follows that any characteristic selec
tion of Hebrew literature should include significant examples of the occurrence 
of Jerusalem in liturgical texts. The fact is, however, that an examination of 
R. Hammer’s recently-published volume, The Jerusalem Anthology: A Literary 
Guide, fails to support such a presupposition. In what is a useful and extensive 
volume, all manner of works, of diverse content and from numerous periods, 
are cited for their remarks about the City of David, but there is only one 
minor reference to the standard rabbinic prayerbook.2 It seems to me that this 
by no means represents an oversight on the part of the learned author but is, 
rather, a reflection of a basic problem in the study of Jewish liturgy which is 
singularly relevant to any treatment of the subject in hand. As such, it deserves 
some attention at the beginning of this paper.

If it is assumed, as the structure and content of the conference in which 
this contribution is being offered justify us in assuming, that the liturgical role 
of Jerusalem in biblical, apocryphal, qumranic, Christian, and Muslim texts is 
being dealt with in different contexts, what remains to be examined here is 
the theme as it occurs in rabbinic prayer-texts. If one was of a mind to do so, 
one could simply take the traditional siddur of any of the major rites, before 
the substantial revisions of the modern period, and summarize the cases in 
which Jerusalem makes an appearance. One would then have a comprehen
sive catalogue of texts that had been fairly standard for the best part of a
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whole millennium but had also, by virtue of their very canonicity and ritual- 
ization, lost the link with their original incorporation. Since I regard my in
vitation to contribute to this important scholarly initiative as demanding more 
of me than the provision of a literary index, I feel obliged to complement what 
is here being offered by colleagues by tackling the subject of Jerusalem in the 
first rather than the second millennium of rabbinic liturgical history. It is then 
that one is likely to find the evidence that will prove so central to any under
standing of what Jews, Christians, and Muslims had in common and how they 
differed in their approaches to the Holy City. That is the period during which 
only two major rites appear to have existed, in Babylonia and the Land of 
Israel, and it predates both the widespread standardization based on the former 
rite and the subsequent renewal of ritual fractionization in both Europe and 
the Orient.3 And here, in the formative era of rabbinic liturgy, one is con
fronted by precisely the problem that apparently faced Hammer; how can one 
place liturgical texts, which clearly had their origin in that wide span of time, 
in a particular geographical, chronological, or theological context?

That problem relates to the scientific use of liturgical texts from the 
talmudic-midrashic literature, from the geonic corpora, and from the earliest 
sources preserved in the Cairo Genizah. There are, of course, general difficul
ties in dealing with any material of such origins. There are undoubtedly oral 
and written stages; clear indications of provenance are rare; and traditions often 
appear isolated. The matter of dating, contextualizing and expounding the 
texts is consequently a challenging task. As far as liturgy is concerned, that 
task is made even more complicated by further considerations. To what extent 
may we assume that the text preserved in one generation precisely matches its 
format in an earlier one? Is there not a tendency to adjust versions to accom
modate them to current thought? When a scribe cites a prayer, might he not 
absentmindedly record what is familiar to him rather than what he is supposed 
to be transmitting? What is more, it is all too facile a solution to subscribe to 
the general principle that all short, simple Babylonian texts (from the Talmud, 
for example) represent the pristine form while all longer, more complex Pa
lestinian versions (from the Genizah, for example) may universally be judged 
to be later accretions. These and other difficulties have led scholars from the 
period of the Wissenschaft des Judentums until our own day to eschew the kind 
of detailed historical reconstruction of liturgical history that would explain 
what dictated many textual choices in favor of a less speculative approach that 
concentrates on an account of what these choices simply were.4 As D. Rappel 
has, however, strongly contended, the theological history of rabbinic liturgy 
deserves no less attention than its text-critical analysis, since every variant 
carries with it a meaningful religious message of some sort.5 How, then,
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shall we best proceed in attempting to meet both these needs in this brief and 
necessarily modest examination of the place of Jerusalem in the first few cen
turies of rabbinic liturgy?

I propose to examine a few of the major prayers (but not liturgical poems) 
that were incontrovertibly central to the rabbinic tradition. Some are docu
mented in the talmudic and geonic sources and are representative of author
itative viewpoints, while others are found in the Genizah fragments and are 
often more indicative of less conformist trends. Each such examination will 
include a survey of the role that Jerusalem and closely-associated subjects play 
in the texts and a report on the nature of significant textual variations that 
relate directly to that role. I shall deliberately refrain from defining texts as 
specifically Babylonian or Palestinian in order not to confuse textual evidence 
with its assumed provenance nor unjustifiably restrict the interpretative pos
sibilities. Some additional information of a similar nature will then be adduced 
about less prominent prayers. At that point, an effort will be made to sum
marize the various notions relating to Jerusalem that have been identified 
and to estimate their individual and overall significance in the realm of re
ligious ideas. In the concluding section of the paper, I propose to offer 
some options that are available to historians in their analysis of the devel
opment and absorption of such ideas among the rabbinic Jews of the period. 
I am, however, aware that no more than the groundwork will by then have 
been completed and that the matter of historical reconstruction, speculative 
as it must remain at this stage of our knowledge, will await attention in another 
context.

A start may be made with a liturgical tradition that lays strong claim to be 
one of the earliest to be documented in the talmudic-midrashic literature. It 
describes a ritual that took place in the Temple on Yom Kippur and, given 
that it has no real parallels or equivalents in the post-Temple period to con
taminate its textual purity, it may be regarded as a reliable testimony to an 
important list of theological priorities inherited by the rabbis. The beginning 
of the seventh chapter in the mishnaic tractate Yoma records that after the 
high priest had recited some relevant pentateuchal passages he pronounced 
eight benedictions—for the Torah, Temple-service (‘Avodah), Thanksgiving, 
Forgiveness of Sin, Temple (.Miqdash), Israel, Priests, and other (more general) 
matters.6 The Tosefta identifies the first benediction as that familiar to us from 
synagogal (or, perhaps, academic) use; the next three as those included in the 
eAmidah\ the fifth, sixth, and seventh as individual (unique perhaps?) bene
dictions; and the last as a special plea for the security of the Jewish people.7 
Further comment is provided in the talmudic tractates. The Palestinian Tal
mud cites the doxological conclusions for all the benedictions, and the ones
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that are of special interest to us in the present context are those for the Temple- 
service, Temple, and Priesthood. The latter two allude to God’s special choice 
of these two institutions by the use of the phrases ha-boher ba-miqdash and 
ha-boher ba-kohanim, and to the awesome worship of God in the imperfect 
tense by the use of the phrase she’otekha nira ve-naavod. What is of special 
significance here is an alternative phraseology offered for the Temple. Instead 
of noting its Divine selection, the third-century Palestinian ’amora, Rabbi Idi, 
opts for a phrase about the Temple that refers to the Divine presence in Zion 
{ha-shokhen besiyyon).8 Little is added to the discussion by the Babylonian 
Talmud, which merely cites (but not in the Munich manuscript) a tannai tic 
tradition virtually at one with that of the Tosefta.9 What, then, of Jerusalem 
the city? Its only mention in this context is in variant texts of the Mishnah 
which cite it between Israel and the Priests and therefore create a textual 
problem by referring to nine, rather than eight items.10

Another liturgical phenomenon that is widely recognized as having had its 
origins in the pre-rabbinic period is the grace after meals. What remain more 
open questions are the degree to which its four benedictions are a revolutionary 
innovation of the tannaitic rabbis and whether each was appended to a basic 
text-form at a different point of development.11 In this case, however, there is 
little difficulty in locating the context in which Jerusalem occurs, since the 
third benediction is devoted to that subject and its doxological conclusion is 
exclusively concerned with that city. The problem here is that, on approaching 
the sources emanating from the first Christian millennium, one is confronted 
with a wide variety of content. The' closing benediction itself, if we include 
both the Sabbath and weekday versions, may refer simply to the building of 
Jerusalem, to the consolation of Zion through the building of Jerusalem, or 
to David’s God and the building of Jerusalem.

Such complexity appears positively straightforward when compared with 
the situation regarding the subjects covered in the body of the benediction, 
according to a variety of textual and literary traditions.12 It is obviously not 
possible in the present context to record all the variants, but if the briefest and 
most extensive lists are set side by side, then the purpose of indicating the 
range of content will have been well served. The simplest formulation would 
appear to have included a request for God’s mercy to be shown to his people 
Israel, his city Jerusalem, his Temple (hekhal, maori), and, perhaps as early 
additions to such a formulation, to his glorious habitation Zion and to the 
Davidic dynasty. Some versions place an emphasis on the secure provision of 
food while others make a link between that subject and the main theme of 
the benediction by stressing that the worshipper’s consumption of food and 
drink by no means indicates that he has forgotten the plight of Jerusalem and
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its need for restoration. In a number of texts, the theme of restoration is spelled 
out, in some cases after the benediction, with pleas for some or all of the 
developments that are presupposed by references to the consolation of Zion, 
the building of Jerusalem, and the return there of God’s presence and rule, as 
well as of the Davidic (= messianic) kingdom, the sacrificial system, and the 
Jewish population.

Given the fact that the fourteenth benediction of the daily ‘Amidah shares 
with the third benediction of the Birkat ha-Mazon (Grace after Meals) the 
central theme of Jerusalem, it is by no means surprising to find that they have 
in common many of the related topics found in the body of the text.13 The 
major difference between them is that in the case of the ‘Amidah benediction 
there are two options, of sound talmudic pedigree, for the treatment of the 
restored kingdom of David. According to one, it appears as part of the Jeru
salem benediction while, according to the other, it is treated in an independent 
benediction. Inevitably, there are indications of conflated versions and con
tamination by the text of the Grace after Meals, but three archetypal formu
lations stand at the center of most textual witnesses, as has recently been 
pointed out by Y. Luger.14 The first of these, which is perhaps the closest to 
the simpler format recorded for the Grace, invokes God’s mercy first on Israel 
his people, Jerusalem his city, and his Temple (hekhal, miqdash, ma on), and 
then on his glorious habitation Zion; it then pleads for the building of an 
eternal Jerusalem and concludes with a doxology that refers to God as the 
builder of Jerusalem. In the second formulation, the messianic kingdom of 
David is added to the subjects of God’s projected mercy which are again Israel, 
Jerusalem, and Zion, the last-mentioned appearing on its own, without any 
specific word for the Temple itself. That institution receives attention after 
the addendum referring to the Davidic kingdom, when a plea is made for the 
reconstruction of God’s house and palace. Since the option to include the 
Davidic kingdom in the Jerusalem benediction is here being exercised, the 
doxology understandably describes the recipient of the prayer as the God of 
David and the builder of Jerusalem. The third archetypal formulation again 
has the simpler doxology on the one theme, as well as a plea for the building 
of an eternal Jerusalem, but any similarity with either of the other two for
mulations ends there. God is in simple terms kindly requested to return to his 
city of Jerusalem (or, according to a textual variant, make it his habitation), 
and there is no mention whatsoever of any of its other institutions.

In the context of his study of the talmudic origins of rabbinic liturgy, J. 
Heinemann helpfully points out that there are three other benedictions which 
use similar formulations in dealing with the topic of Jerusalem and which 
occur, respectively, in the service for the fast-day of the Ninth of Av, in the 
benedictions that follow the haftarah-reading, and in the benedictions that are
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recited at a wedding feast. Although Heinemann’s agenda is somewhat differ
ent from ours, and his comparative list of readings makes no distinction be
tween the talmudic and geonic evidence on the one hand and the early 
medieval sources on the other, a careful and eclectic use of the information he 
compiled about these three liturgical items will be of considerable assistance 
to us in the present context.15

The special prayer formulated in talmudic times for the Ninth of Av, and 
inserted at some point in the *Amidah during one or all of the services to be 
held on that day, is designed to make specific mention of the fate of Jerusalem. 
In its simplest form, it first reads very much like the fourteenth benediction, 
craving God’s mercy (not his compassion)16 on Israel his people, Jerusalem his 
city, and Zion his glorious habitation, while then adding to the list the ruined 
city, whose plight and divinely-promised ultimate restoration are duly noted. 
As far as the doxology is concerned, God is again cited as the builder of 
Jerusalem or, in more complex manner, as either the God of David and the 
builder of Jerusalem or the consoler of Zion and the builder of Jerusalem. The 
initial word of the second blessing after the prophetic reading is again either 
rahem or nahem, and the doxological variants once more contain references to 
either the consolation of Zion—this time with her children—or to the build
ing of Jerusalem. Since the benediction directly concerns Jerusalem, the re
mainder of the content is also of importance for our discussion. The titles of 
Jerusalem are here given as “Zion your city” and “our house of life,”17 and 
there is also a call for swift vengeance on behalf of those who have been 
saddened, presumably by its loss.

If Jerusalem stands as a theme in its own right in both of these benedictions, 
its relevance to the wedding feast is somewhat more problematic. One must 
assume that the philosophy behind its inclusion is that even at times of self- 
indulgence and joy one should remember the tragic loss of the historic and 
spiritual center. Be that as it may, there is still ambiguity about whether to 
place the emphasis on the joyous occasion or on the loss, and this makes itself 
particularly felt in two of the benedictions. In the fourth, the joy of the barren 
woman joyfully gathering her children to her clearly serves as a metaphor 
alluding to the return of the Jews to Jerusalem, since the doxology praises God 
as the one who will gladden Zion through (the return of) her children. The 
subject of the fifth benediction is the joy the participants are requesting of 
God, such as he produced in Adam by creating a wife for him, but the dox
ology varies in different traditions. One placed the emphasis exclusively on 
God’s gift of joy to the bride and groom, another on such a gift to his people 
(or Zion) and on the building of Jerusalem, and a third on the creation of his 
people’s joy in Jerusalem.18

Since this analysis has perforce alluded to such Jerusalem institutions (if
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they may, for want of a better term, be categorized as such), it will not be 
appropriate to leave the *Amidah without devoting some attention to the sev
enteenth benediction, that entitled ‘Avodah and dealing with the Temple serv
ice, at least insofar as the textual data are relevant to the matter of Jerusalem. 
This benediction is particularly important since it is highly likely that elements 
of it have their origin in Temple times.19 Here, the textual options are basically 
two, even if there is the usual phenomenon of examples that are not wholly 
consistent with either option but incorporate elements of both. In the first of 
these, the text remains true to the title given to the benediction in various 
talmudic passages, namely Birkat ha-Avodah, by making use of the root eavad 
twice in the body of the text and once in the doxology. God is asked to express 
his favor by dwelling in Zion, and a future is described in which his servants 
will serve him there and the reciters of the prayer will worship him in Jeru
salem. In the final phrase of the text God will find favor in them and the 
doxological conclusion states that the reciters of the benediction will serve 
him. The second formulation has a somewhat different style, order, and con
tent. It entreats God to favor his people and their prayer, to restore the service 
to his Temple {devir betekha), and to accept favorably their service (‘avodah), 
including an ambiguous reference to <<fire-offerings,, that could allude to either 
the restoration or the acceptance. There then follows a final appeal to see God’s 
merciful return to Zion, followed by a doxology that describes him as the one 
who restores his presence to Zion.

It will perhaps be useful to spell out more precisely the differences between 
the two archetypes. The first formulation has a text that centers on what will 
happen liturgically in a future Zion followed by a doxology that stresses (and 
presupposes?) divine service there, while the second has a form of words that 
centers on God’s acceptance of Jewish liturgy, followed by a doxology that 
stresses (and presupposes?) his return to Zion. The mention of Jerusalem is 
unique to the first version and that of prayer (as distinct from service) is unique 
to the second, while the concern with finding God’s favor is common to them 
both. It should be added that in the later midrashic literature there is a con
flated reading that simply requests the restoration of the divine presence to 
Zion and the order of the Temple service to Jerusalem, God’s city. It is not 
clear, however, whether this represents anything more than a late textual var
iation.20

Whether or not the prayer entitled ya ealeh ve-yavo was originally more 
closely associated with another liturgical context, by the geonic period it had 
certainly become part of the ‘Avodah benediction and consequently deserves 
some attention at this point in the discussion.21 The prayer is inserted on 
festive occasions and expresses the hope that on this special day God will
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remember his special Jewish connections. What these connections are is a 
matter of textual controversy, although it may safely be said that certain circles 
tended to expand the list into a kind of litany. Perhaps there was a simple 
form which referred to no more than the divine remembrance of the wor
shippers, God’s people Israel. Be that as it may, one dominant formulation in 
the post-talmudic period also opted for a number of references associated with 
Jerusalem, not only mentioning God’s city, without specific name, but also 
using a number of poetic terms for the Temple. The other specified Jerusalem 
by name, also cited “our fathers,” and in some versions included the Davidic 
messiah— but made no mention of the Temple.

Before an attempt is made to summarize and analyze the textual evidence, 
attention must be drawn to some additional data relating to Jerusalem’s treat
ment in five other contexts, where it is of less central significance than in the 
cases noted above. In the M usaf prayer for the pilgrim festivals, the basic theme 
is the future offering, on the respective occasions, of the requisite sacrifices 
ordained in the Pentateuch. Again there are two basic styles. In the first (thor
oughly documented by E. Fleischer), biblical verses play an important part, 
the formulation is not greatly at odds with those used for the other 'Amidot 
of the day, and there are simple references to the return to Zion and Jerusalem, 
to the joyous view of the Temple, and to the festal offerings. The second 
version is more complex, differing from the other ‘Amidot and expanding on 
the theme of the return to Jerusalem and the future offerings in the Temple. 
It decries the current inability to make the pilgrimage to the Temple site and 
looks forward not only to the return of the people and the sacrifices but also 
to the restoration of God’s presence and of the specific duties of the priests, 
levites and Jewish population.22

In the second post-Shema benediction of the evening service, God is en
treated to protect the worshippers from catastrophes and ensure their peace 
and security. While one version of the doxology remains with the general 
theme of God’s protection of Israel, the other extends this to include God’s 
“stretching the canopy of peace” over his people Israel, consoling Zion and 
building Jerusalem.23 The matter of peace is itself the subject of the final 
'Amidah benediction, and in some versions the blessing is invoked not only 
on God’s people Israel but also on his city or, more specifically, on Jerusalem.24 
As far as the Qaddish is concerned, the version that came to be used at the 
burial service and Siyyum ceremony goes beyond the simple praise of God and 
contains a passage of messianic character. This is regarded by Heinemann as 
a genuine bet midrash element rather than a later addition, as was suggested 
by I. Elbogen. The theme there is that God will establish his kingdom, revive 
the dead, build Jerusalem, reconstruct the Temple, and replace heathen ritual
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with authentic worship.25 Finally, it is interesting to note that the text of the 
geu lah  benediction included in the Passover haggadah also includes a messianic 
section, in various formulations, which looks forward to the restoration of the 
Temple and the sacrifices and to the joy to be engendered by that development 
and by the “the building of your city.” Another version, however, refers more 
simply to next year’s joyous celebration of the Temple service in “Zion your 
city.”26

What, then, emerges if we now attempt to capture an image of the thematic 
wood rather than the textual trees, first bringing into view the overall treatment 
of the city and its special institutions, and then moving on to the activities of 
God and of Israel, as they are all described in the sources examined earlier? 
The city is referred to as Zion, the city of God, and simply Jerusalem. The 
Temple enjoys a larger number of epithets, the basic forms alluding to it as a 
holy place (miqdash), glorious habitation (mishkan kavod) or house of God, 
while the more lyrical terms include hekhaly ma on, devir, and bet hayyim, all 
of which, while clearly conveying the general sense, present problems for the 
precise translator. The act of liturgy, or divine service, attracts the term *avodah, 
but there are also more specific references to sacrifices, as well as instances in 
which prostration and prayer are included in the formulations. The Jewish 
people involved one way or another with Jerusalem were priests, levites, Israel, 
and Zion’s children, and there are also references to the royal Davidic dynasty. 
Apart from the mention of its worship of God, reports of Israel’s activities are 
fairly limited, with notes about her exile, her renewed sight of the holy place, 
and her return. As is only to be expected in praises of God and his power, on 
the other hand, the divine activities vis-à-vis Israel and her institutions receive 
considerable attention. They include (as well as his divine status) his presence 
and his potentially favorable treatment of Israel;27 his mercy, compassion and 
building program; his vengeance and his blessing of happiness; and his eternal 
restoration of Israel’s lost glories.

The data collected and the themes identified are also capable of being in
terpreted in the context of the variety of religious ideas to be found in Jewish 
liturgical material in the period under discussion. There is some ambivalence 
about whether it is the Temple or the city that is spiritually predominant. 
While the Temple is sometimes seen as God’s place, it also functions in a 
special way to the benefit of Israel. The service of God may be expressed and 
his favor obtained not only through the Temple rituals, past and future, but 
also through other acts of worship. The separate functions of Israel, the priest
hood, and the levites are blurred in contexts in which more general reference 
is made to Zion and her children. The theological and political significance 
of Davidic rule and the building of Jerusalem are stressed in some prayers, 
while in others the dominant theme may be the cultic shortcomings of exile
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and how these will be made good by the restoration, or Israel’s tragedy and 
how its pain may be assuaged by God’s mercy, or the exercise of his power as 
purveyor of joy or recompense. Descriptions of the future may be oriented 
toward security, the recovery of what was lost, or the messianic eon. It may 
be presupposed either that it is primarily God’s presence that requires to be 
restored to Zion or that his special favor will be obtained when Jerusalem 
again becomes the center of his cultic service.28

As already indicated earlier in this paper, a chronological approach to the 
ideas and formulations to be found in early Jewish liturgy is fraught with 
methodological danger. It is nevertheless an important interpretative option 
and must be offered as such, albeit with the necessary caution. If it is assumed 
that the scholar may, with some degree of confidence, identify early tannaitic 
material, distinguish it from later talmudic and geonic sources, and date the 
contents of the Genizah texts to the end of the first Christian millennium, a 
reconstruction of the development of liturgical ideas becomes possible. In the 
period before 70 C.E., a realistic picture emerges of the Temple and its service, 
with the priests at their center and the people of Israel at their edge, all of 
them the beneficiaries of the special favor expressed by God for Zion, a term 
that alludes to the whole religious arrangement. During the talmudic period, 
there is the keen anticipation of a recovery from the disasters that befell these 
institutions and the expectation of an almost imminent restoration of the city 
of Jerusalem, the Temple and its service, and the special relationship with God 
that they represent. God’s compassion and mercy will bless Israel with security, 
and the people’s prayers, as well as their offerings, will attract divine favor. As 
the passing of the centuries puts paid to even the vaguest folk memories of 
actual Jerusalem institutions, so the prayers chosen most commonly to relate 
to them become less embedded in reality and convey a more futuristic and 
messianic message.29 God’s infinite power will bring unexpected joy and rec
ompense to those suffering the pain of exile and persecution. A detailed picture 
is painted of an idealized future, with Jerusalem functioning with more than 
its former glory. The Temple and the Davidic kingdom are presupposed and 
each group of Jews is seen to be playing a part in the scene. Economy of 
expression and simplicity of language, particularly as championed by the Baby
lonian formulations, give way to the kind of generous augmentation and col
orful vocabulary that are more characteristic of Palestinian prayer texts.

What if, however, the dating of tannaitic material is more problematic and 
the talmudic traditions as they have come down to us are less than reliable 
witnesses to the precise prayer forms of the talmudic period? Perhaps geonic 
testimonies are not disinterested records of liturgical developments, but con
tain more than their share of propaganda on behalf of their own notions and 
ambitions. Is there always such a clear-cut distinction between what is au-
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thoritative and Babylonian on the one hand and what is deviant and Palesti
nian on the other? Conceivably, Genizah texts of the ninth and tenth centuries 
are authentic bearers of liturgical traditions that predate the geonic tendency 
to standardization but became popular only afterwards.30 It must be allowed 
that such doubts would call into question some of the chronological recon
struction just attempted. At the same time, however, it would still be possible 
to maintain that the religious ideas identified in the liturgical texts examined, 
in all their variety and difference of emphasis, stand testimony to changing 
conceptions of Jerusalem and its institutions on the part of Jews in the first 
Christian millennium. The changes may be due as much to the different 
milieux from which various forms of liturgy emerged as to chronological de
velopments over a period of centuries. A synchronic rather than diachronic 
analysis would still detect the same rich variety of theological notions pertain
ing to Jerusalem as that described above. The problem is that any attempt to 
set their emergence and development in particular historical contexts suffers 
seriously from a lack of matching historical data. Whatever the methodological 
preference, there can be no avoiding the conclusion that Jerusalem stood close 
to the hearts and minds of Jewish worshippers whenever and wherever they 
formulated prayers that were central to their reflections on the present and 
their aspirations for the future.
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Jerusalem in Geonic Era Aggadah
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A s we celebrate the three-thousandth anniversary of the founding of Je
rusalem, she still faces a somewhat uncertain future. As we look back to 

the past and forward in our hopes for the future—however it may be that we 
see Jerusalem—she reflects our deepest hopes, joys, and sorrows. Isaiah teaches 
us “Rejoice with Jerusalem and be glad for her, all who love her” (66:10), 
even as the Tosefta1 teaches of that very verse that “all who mourn Jerusalem 
will merit seeing her joy.”

The same Tosefta text teaches us the piety that “a man makes a banquet 
but omits one item as a remembrance of Jerusalem”2 and that “a woman puts 
on her jewelry yet leaves off an item as a remembrance of Jerusalem.” I offer 
this Tosefta here not only as a recognition of the sanctity and centrality of 
Jerusalem in rabbinic literature from its earliest times, but also as a caveat that 
should the following discussion omit any matter, great or small, it should be 
construed as a pious remembrance of the Holy City and not, Heaven forfend, 
an error of scholarship.

During the geonic era—particularly from the eighth through tenth cen
turies—Jerusalem underwent many changes as it came under Muslim rule; 
she experienced an upsurge of visitation from the Karaite and Rabbanite com
munities, and perhaps received the attentions of the Samaritan community to 
her north. I wish to focus here on the traces, if any, that those years of Jeru
salem’s history have left in the aggadic literature of the rabbis. I have chosen 
three midrashim as the focus and limits of my study, each from the middle of 
the era in question, each from somewhere in the Middle East,3 each exhibiting 
specific characteristics which distinguish it from the other two.

First, Midrash Mishle is a midrash cum commentary to the biblical book 
of Proverbs. Second, Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer is a Hebrew, targum-like retelling4 
of the pentateuchal narrative from Creation to the death of Miriam. Finally,
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Seder Eliahu Rabbah is a meandering narrative of moral sermons, exegeses, 
law, and lore. In short, I have chosen three disparate genres of midrashic/ 
aggadic literature for my examination of Jerusalem in geonic era midrashim. 
In each case I date the relevant midrash to the ninth century.5

Before I begin to sketch the evidence or offer analysis and conclusions, a 
note is in order on date and provenance. I do not intend here to prove defin
itive date or locale for any of these three midrashim,6 nor are these facts 
necessary for the observations which follow.7 Indeed, one would expect vir
tually any rabbinic work, authored in virtually any era, to sing the praises of 
the Holy City, for the psalmist has taught us, “If I forget you, O Jerusalem, 
let my right hand wither, let my tongue stick to my palate if I cease to think 
of you, if I do not keep Jerusalem in memory even at my happiest hour” (Ps. 
137:5-6).

In order to honor Jerusalem and at the same time respect those of my 
colleagues who may differ as to date or locality of any of the three texts being 
examined, I shall survey each separately, offering analyses and conclusions 
about each individual midrash. Only at the very end of this paper will I attempt 
to garner what, if any, significance my findings may have about the role of 
Jerusalem in the literature of the rabbinic community dwelling between the 
Mediterranean Sea and the Tigris River in the ninth century.

Midrash Mishle

I begin with Midrash Mishle not only because I know it best, but because it 
presents the simplest body of evidence. I was, I confess, surprised to learn that 
Midrash Mishle has but two references to Jerusalem in the entire body of the 
text and these are each borrowed from earlier sources. The first text is to Prov. 
1:24:

“Since you refused me when I called” (ibid., 1:24)—this refers to Jer
emiah, who called to Israel in Jerusalem to repent, as it is said, “But 
they refused to pay heed. They presented a balky back” (Zech. 7:11).

“And paid no heed when I extended my hand” (Prov. 1:24)—this refers 
to the angel Gabriel, for his hand was against Jerusalem for three and 
a half years. He had live coals in his hand to cast upon Jerusalem, yet 
he cast them not. . . .8

What interests me about this text is that there are earlier parallels for the 
latter half (the part about Gabriel with his hand against Jerusalem). This text 
has its sources in Leviticus Rabbah, Lamentations Rabbah and/or the Baby-



Ionian Talmud.9 In none of them is Jerusalem mentioned. One wonders if the 
Muslim conquest of Jerusalem precipitated the city’s mention in our midrash.

The second text of Midrash Mishle which mentions Jerusalem is to Prov. 
15:30, which invokes the story of Yohanan ben Zakkai escaping besieged 
Jerusalem. This text has sources and parallels galore,10 all of which, by plot 
necessity, mention Jerusalem. Here, too, it may be significant that besieged 
Jerusalem is the subject.

One might briefly note that Jerusalem is not mentioned in the first chapter 
of Midrash Mishle, when the Queen of Sheba makes her famous visit to King 
Solomon. It might have been appropriate to localize the story in the glories of 
Solomonic Jerusalem, yet no explicit mention is made. Nor when in chapter 
twenty-three, Midrash Mishle expands upon on the messianic future and cites 
the verse, “The city shall be [re] built upon her ruins,” is there mention of 
Jerusalem by name. It is as though Midrash Mishle can only see Jerusalem 
narrowly, through the lens of conquest or destruction, with no eye to its past 
glory or future resurrection. Perhaps too much should not be made of this 
argument ex silentio; after all, Midrash Mishle is biblical commentary to the 
book of Proverbs, which also does not mention Jerusalem by name.

Seder Eliahu Rabbah

Despite famous idiosyncrasies that mark its unique style,11 Seder Eliahu Rab
bah, a.k.a. Tanna DeBei Eliahu Rabbah, shares much in common with Mid
rash Mishle.12 Indeed, both texts have a clear anti-Karaite polemic, marked by 
Midrash Mishle in its famous Rabbanite curriculum in chapter ten and par
alleled in Seder Eliahu at the very outset of chapter one. There, it is offered 
as commentary to Ps. 139:16, where the Day of Judgment13 and the Sabbath 
day’s study are conflated as the interpretative matrix for the Psalm verse. The 
Day of Atonement is the next interpretation for that verse of Psalms offered 
by Seder Eliahu and then the Day of Gog and Magog. It is in this destructive- 
apocalyptic interpretation that Jerusalem is first mentioned in Seder Eliahu.

The nations of the world will be found guilty and so be destroyed from 
the world and descend to Gehenna. Why? For they laid a hand on 
Israel and upon Jerusalem and the Sanctuary. Whence in Scripture do 
we know this? Know ye, that when Nebuchadnezzar King of Babylonia 
surrounded Jerusalem, the nations of the world, etc.14

This is but one of two dozen references to Jerusalem in Seder Eliahu. It rep
resents a class of references to Jerusalem in apocalyptic, end-of-days texts which
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speak of the destruction of the nations and the retribution which God will 
bring upon them.15 Often, these texts are composed of explicit scriptural verses 
which themselves contain references to Jerusalem, particularly its historic de
struction.16

Complementary texts speak of messianic hope for Jerusalem, with the gen
eral good advice, “each and every sage of Israel. . .  should yearn for and desire 
and look forward to the honor due Jerusalem and the honor of the Sanctuary 
and the salvation soon to sprout forth, and for the ingathering of the Dias-

” 17pora. . . .
There remain yet two more categories (in addition to some random Jeru

salem citations18) in which Seder Eliahu evokes Jerusalem. The first, which I 
confess is mystifying, consists of four different references to the “great academy 
in Jerusalem” (bet hamidrash hagadol beyerushalayirri).19 Since precious little in 
Seder Eliahu indicates that the author actually knew Jerusalem, I am dubious 
about the veracity of the reports. One is inclined to consider this “great acad
emy” a fictional device, perhaps on the order of a “heavenly Jerusalem” and 
any “heavenly academy” that might be found there.

Although the concept of a heavenly Jerusalem is absent in Seder Eliahu, 
one must admit the possibility that there actually was such an academy in the 
Holy City. If nothing else, it offers some verisimilitude to the first-person 
narrator as one who is serious in his studies, ready to dialogue with Karaite 
and Rabbanite alike, whether on his travels from one locale to the next or in 
the Holy City itself.

The final category of citations regarding Jerusalem contains five references 
to the city as part of an extended consideration of Ps. 79.20 They open with 
the prayer, “Blessed is the Omnipresent Who remembers Jerusalem at all 
times,” yet include three references to destroyed Jerusalem. Perhaps this jux
taposition of the prayer with the historic fact of destruction can best be un
derstood by the last of the references. There, the heading of Ps. 79 is taken 
up:

A Psalm of Asaph . . . Thus when Asaph and all the prophets foresaw 
that the gates of Jerusalem would be rebuilt [in the messianic future]
. . .  Asaph and all the prophets rejoiced at the matter. Asaph explained,
The One Who shall rebuild Jerusalem shall also resurrect my grand
father from the earth.

The messianic hope of bodily resurrection, here tied to the equally messianic 
hope that the Holy City will be rebuilt, seems to embody the rabbinic prayer 
for a restored capital. At the same time, it undermines the possibility that the
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Great Academy of Jerusalem, just mentioned, existed on any map but that of 
the rabbinic imagination. Indeed, Seder Eliahu Rabbah closes with a messianic 
prayer which seems to epitomize the role of Jerusalem:

All who are resurrected in the days of the Messiah and go to the Land 
of Israel will never again return to dust, as it is said, “The remnant of 
Zion and those who remain in Jerusalem, all who are inscribed for life 
in Jerusalem, shall be called holy” (Isa. 4:3). . . .  Thus may it be Your 
will, O Lord our God, that we may witness the rebuilding of Jerusalem, 
Amen!21

For Seder Eliahu Rabbah, then, the restoration of a Jewish Jerusalem is as 
much a messianic hope as is the prayer for bodily resurrection.

Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer

Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer contains some eighteen references to Jerusalem. They fall 
in a variety of categories: some serve as incidental prooftexts,22 others describe, 
as it were, historic occurrences in the city,23 including references to the infa
mous four kingdoms and counting Ishmael or Islam as the final kingdom.24 
Then there are references to messianic Jerusalem, such as in chapter fifty-one, 
where it is imagined that every variety of fish will gather in the Mediterranean 
Sea, sweetened by the waters as they travel upstream to Jerusalem, there to be 
gathered—one supposes for the great messianic fish fry.

Messianic fervor is a leitmotif in the score of Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer, as in 
chapter thirty-four, wherein God recognizes the misfortunes of the city past 
and promises succor for the future: “I smote Jerusalem and her people on the 
Day of My Wrath, so in bountiful mercy shall I heal them.” Indeed, Pirqe 
Rabbi Eliezer’s imagination is well exercised on behalf of the Holy City. She 
is listed among the ten things which God imagined before creation began,25 
and though not named, located in Adam’s plans for the Mount Moriah Motel, 
most probably referring to a monument thought to be his mausoleum.26 That 
same Jerusalem mountain serves, quite expectedly, as the object of Abraham 
and Isaac’s famous three-day journey in Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer, chapter thirty- 
one. There, father and son make a stop on the way, on Mount Scopus, to 
assure themselves that the journey is going according to divine plan.

Jerusalem also serves as the locus for Jonah’s gentile sailors as they journey 
to Jerusalem to fulfill the vows they took when the ship was in danger.27 In 
the same chapter of Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer, Jonah is treated to a tour of the depths 
of the seas. During the trip, Jonah’s fish “showed him the Sanctuary, as it is 
said, ‘To the ends of the mountains I descended,’ from which we learn that
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Jerusalem stands upon seven hills.” One other midrash in Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer, 
although deemed quite baffling, also refers to the Temple: “Anyone who prays 
at this place in Jerusalem it is as though he has prayed before the Throne of 
Glory—for the Gate of Heaven is there with an open door in order to hear 
prayer, as it is said, ‘For this is Heaven’s Gate’ (Gen. 28:17).”28 Of course, 
Genesis itself immediately has Jacob name the site Beth-el and identifies it as 
Luz of old. Our sages, good Deuteronomists that they were, polemicized 
against “foreign” altars in their midrashic insistence that this locus, too, was 
Jerusalem.

This polemic advancing Jerusalem as the only true place of prayer also calls 
our attention to chapter thirty-eight, where the Samaritans are the object of 
the preacher’s scorn:

Anyone who eats Samaritan bread is as though he has eaten pork! Nor 
may one convert a Samaritan and further they have no portion in the 
bodily resurrection [at the time of messianic redemption] as it is said,
“Not for you, but for us” (Ezra 4:3)—Not in this world, neither in 
the world to come. Nor shall they have any portion or inheritance in 
Jerusalem, as it is said, “For you shall have neither portion nor justice 
nor memorial in Jerusalem” (Neh. 2:20).

Here, as above apparently, the very idea of an alternative capital was anath
ema to the rabbis, whether they dwell in Jerusalem or not. One must wonder 
if the author did, in fact, dwell in Jerusalem or, perhaps, further north, under 
the shadow of Mount Gerizim and the Samaritan community. This might 
account for the sharp, however brief, polemic.

Of course, the very question of whether they merely yearned for Jerusalem 
or did actually live and study here is most sharply raised by the final midrash 
of Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer which we will consider here. In chapter thirty we read:

Rabbi Ishmael said: In the End of Days the Muslims29 will do fifteen 
things in the Land [of Israel]. These are: they will survey the land,30 
they will turn the cemetery to a trash heap where sheep graze,31 . . . the 
use of paper and quill will diminish,32 . . . the breaches in the Temple 
wall will be fenced in, while a building shall be erected in the Temple 
Court,33 and two brothers shall rise up as princes over them in the 
End34 ..  . destructions . . . wars, one in forest to the West35 . . . one in 
the Mediterranean . . . and one in the mighty city Rome.36

All this suggests a Land of Israel under Muslim rule. Although Jerusalem 
is not mentioned, she is described as the locus of the Temple Mount. Earlier
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scholars have placed this text at the time of the Muslim sack of Rome, when 
the sons of Haroun al-Rashid shared the Caliphate, some two centuries fol
lowing the land survey of Mu’awiyya.

Did the Rabbanite author of this midrash, then, dwell in Jerusalem, did he 
study there, pray there, walk her very streets? I limit myself here only to the 
evidence of the text, for there is outside evidence from Muslim and Karaite 
sources that does, indeed, indicate the presence in Jerusalem of a Rabbanite 
community. As far as our text is concerned, however, we might conclude a 
possible, but not necessary, first-hand knowledge of Jerusalem, for the events 
referred to would have been known to all Jews under Islam concerned with 
the sanctity and centrality of the Holy City. These political acts would have 
been mulled over by Jews in the Land of Israel and throughout the Muslim 
(and perhaps even Christian) diaspora. Nevertheless, of our three midrashim 
surveyed, Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer37 has the best knowledge of the Holy City.

In summary, Midrash Mishle hardly mentions Jerusalem, while Seder 
Eliahu Rabbah offers a view of the city from afar, a view through the rose- 
colored glasses of messianic hope for rebuilding and resurrection. Only Pirqe 
Rabbi Eliezer seems to know of a Jerusalem contemporary with its own re
daction. Yet even that midrash is rife with the possibility that the events which 
overtake Jerusalem may herald the advent of the Messiah. Was the long- 
awaited redemption finally to come? If Jews could witness the capture of Je
rusalem and the sack of Rome from Christianity by Muslim conquerors, was 
it too much to imagine Jews regaining the Holy City under the rulership of 
the King Messiah? No more unimaginable, I suppose, than wishing that all 
three religions share the Holy City with free access to all its holy places for all 
who revere her. As the prophet Isaiah teaches, “Rejoice with Jerusalem and be 
glad for her, all who love her” (66:10).

Notes
1. T Sotah 15:15 (Erfurt; ed. Lieberman, 244).
2. Ibid., 15:13 and 14.
3. The exact provenance of each of the three midrashim under discussion remains under 
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4. Here, using a technical term coined by G. Vermes in his Scripture and Tradition in 

Judaism (Leiden, 1961).
5. For Midrash Mishle, see my various introductions to my Ph.D. dissertation (Jewish 

Theological Seminary, 1982), my Hebrew critical edition (New York and Jerusalem, 1990), 
and my annotated English translation (New Haven, 1992). For Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer, see G. 
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8. For full commentary, see my edition (above, note 5), ad loc.
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23. Chapter 9, Hezekiah blocks the water sources of the city, citing II Chron. 32:30; 
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Scripture referring to Jerusalem (Dan. 1:1, Neh. 13:6); and Chapter 28, referring to Greece, 
Persia and Media, Babylonia, and Ishmael; viz. Islam, with a citation of Isa. 31:9.

25. Chapter 3.
26. Chapter 20. Cf. G. Friedlander’s translation (above, note 5), ad loc. This locution (bet 

malon) parallels Karaite tombstones of the period which use similar language (malon hatov) also 
found in Midrash Mishle.
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TJ. Chapter 10.
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Gerizim. See the references to this connection with the Samaritan shrine in A. Shinan’s article 
in this volume.
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during the caliphate of Mu’awiyya, ca. 640 C.E.
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32. Friedlander’s translation here is gibberish, but the Hebrew text here (vyqml hnyr 
vhqlmos) is admittedly difficult. The word qlmos is undoubtedly reed quill, as nyr is paper. The 
lead verb, vyqml, is not found in rabbinic Hebrew, but exists in biblical Hebrew; cf. Isa. 9:6—
7, which may have been in the mind of the narrator. My thanks to Prof. O. Grabar for helping 
me reach this translation.

33. This is understood as a reference to the Dome of the Rock; see S. Krauss apud Fried
lander’s note, ad loc.

34. Perhaps the sons of the Caliph Haroun al-Rashid; and see Friedlander (above, note 5), 
who cites H. Graetz ( Geschichte der Juden, V [Leipzig, 1861], 197f.); as well as Z. Fraenkel 
(MGWJ 8 [1859], 112) who assume the caliphs to be Mohammed Alemin and Abdallah Al- 
mamun (ca. 809—813 C.E.).

35. Here Friedlander translates Arabia. Our text reads 'arav, which means West, whereas 
the rabbis generally refers to Arabia as ‘araviah. Still, the translation is possible, for it would 
then imply Arabia to the East and the Mediterranean to the West.

36. Which was sacked by the Arabs in 846 C.E., a likely terminus for the redaction of Pirqe 
Rabbi Eliezer.

37. At least in the version considered. Ed. Luria is lacking the material in Chapter 30 
discussed above.
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Jerusalem in Early Medieval 

Jewish Bible Exegesis

H A G G A I B E N - S H A M M A I

The earliest systematic Jewish Bible exegesis in the Middle Ages is that of 
the geonic period (ninth to eleventh centuries) or, to be more precise, 
the latter part of that period, since the geonic period started after the Savoraim, 

in the late seventh century. The term “geonic” also indicates the geographical 
boundaries, namely, the communities that lived under Muslim rule. It has also 
important linguistic and cultural bearings, as we shall see shortly.

The geonic period opens a whole new chapter in the history of Jewish 
learning. Emphasis should be put equally on halakhic contributions (to be 
sure, of different genres), philosophy, and biblical exegesis. It seems that in all 
these areas the new activity starts suddenly—from nothing, as it were—with 
very few antecedents on which to rely. The beginning of this new chapter is 
coupled with a most fundamental cultural change, namely, the adoption of 
the Arabic language, and indeed Arab culture, by Jews. This important change 
affected all areas of literary activity, both religious and secular, with the ex
ception of liturgical poetry. Socially, it involved all segments of the Jewish 
population, including the highest echelons of Jewish spiritual and cultural 
leadership of the largest communities at the time. The importance of this 
change cannot be overestimated, as it deeply exposed Jewish spiritual activity 
to interaction with the cultural environment at large (including Islam, Chris
tianity, and the heritage of classical philosophy and sciences).1

The geonic period witnessed also the most important development in the 
history of Jewish sectarianism during the Middle Ages—the schism between 
Rabbanites and Karaites. In principle the Karaites rejected the authority of 
rabbinic tradition in favor of independent interpretation of the Bible. In prac
tice, however, Karaite exegetes often followed exegetical principles and atti
tudes resembling those of the Rabbanites and also made use of, or reacted to,
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similar exegetical traditions. Consequently, for the present discussion the Ka
raite exegesis may be considered part of the same corpus.

The novelty in the genre of biblical exegesis in the geonic period is that, 
unlike talmudic times, the study of the biblical text now acquired a new status 
as a legitimate occupation in its own right. This development may have been 
connected to the Karaite challenge, though it should also be borne in mind 
that biblical exegesis for ages had enjoyed a similar status in Christianity. This 
fact could be of significance in the geonic environment, where Christians and 
Jews participated in one universal civilization, namely, the Arabic-speaking 
civilization. In addition, Jews and Christians in Arabic-speaking countries had 
a bilingual channel, since they could communicate in both Aramaic, which 
for many Christians was still an important vehicle of both secular (written and 
spoken) and religious expression, and Arabic.

The need, or the wish to rephrase or paraphrase, the Bible in another lan
guage was bound to lead to exegesis on two levels: translation and commentary. 
The rephrasing or paraphrasing of the biblical text was very often greatly 
affected by the issues that constituted the mental or ideological agenda of the 
Jewish public, especially the intellectual sector of that public. The fact that 
this was done in Arabic is not merely a linguistic factor, but clearly indicates 
the extent to which the Jews felt part of the general culture in which they 
lived. In the translation, some authors try to incorporate their exegetical views 
in the most concise way possible. Those whose works combine translation 
with commentary, perhaps the most common format, try to translate quite 
precisely the language of the original Hebrew text with respect to both vocab
ulary (e.g., the use of identical roots) and syntax, even to the degree of awkward 
or clumsy literalism.2 They rely on the opportunity to elaborate later, at the 
level of commentary, on the exact meaning of their translation—and they did 
so at length, producing numerous lengthy commentaries, as may be discerned 
from the very caustic remarks made in the twelfth century by the Spaniard 
Abraham Ibn Ezra, in his introduction to the Pentateuch. Saadya is an espe
cially interesting case; his translations were accompanied by long commentar
ies, yet even in such recensions one finds numerous deviations from a literal 
translation. Nevertheless, at least in the case of the Torah, he prepared a 
separate edition of the translation, which he considered—according to his own 
testimony in his introduction—a short, concise commentary. Here, of course, 
Saadya tries his best to include in the translation as many exegetical elements 
as possible.3

Exegesis of the geonic period, in its particular frame of reference, having 
been written mostly in Arabic, gave ample opportunity not only to paraphrase 
the biblical text in relation to the issues that occupied the minds of the general
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public, but also to subject the rabbinic interpretation of the Bible to the same 
process. This is especially true with regard to Rabbanite exegesis,4 but Karaite 
exegesis as well reacted to rabbinic tradition, not always for the purpose of 
disputing or refuting it, but very often for silently incorporating elements of 
it into their system.

The harvest of Jewish translations and commentaries on the entire Bible, 
or on select books from the geonic period, is extensive, one may say even vast. 
With few exceptions, they were written in Arabic. Most authors originated in 
the main Jewish centers of the time, Babylonia and Palestine. Of the former, 
Saadya (to be sure, a native of Egypt who studied for some time in Palestine) 
and Samuel b. Hofni among the Rabbanites figure prominently, as does Qir- 
qisänl the Karaite. Noteworthy among the Palestinians are the residents of 
Jerusalem, mostly Karaites, starting with Daniel al-QümisI (around 900 C.E.), 
through Salmon b. Yeruhim, and Yefet b. 'Eli (tenth century),5 to Yeshu'a b. 
Judah (eleventh century), to name just a few. To these one may add also the 
Karaite lexicographer David b. Abraham al-FäsI, of North African origin, who 
most probably resided in Jerusalem in the second half of the tenth century 
and composed there the first dictionary of biblical Hebrew in Judaeo-Arabic, 
which is a treasure trove of exegetical and linguistic materials.

The earlier Karaites of Jerusalem are generally identified with the Mourners 
of Zion,6 whose relationship with Jerusalem is strongly colored by messianic 
expectations. There is another novelty of the geonic commentators, namely, 
that for all Jews living in the realm of Islam, Jerusalem had again become a 
concrete, actual reality, and not an abstract concept. It was the seat of a gentile 
government and also the residence of members of a number of faiths. There 
was an active, important community there whose influence and jurisdiction 
were recognized far beyond its immediate environment. People would go on 
frequent pilgrimage trips to Jerusalem, sometimes more than once a year.

There were, indeed, many more exegetes, less famous or even completely 
unknown to us. Jewish exegesis of the geonic period has been studied to a 
rather limited extent, largely due to the fact that most of the primary sources 
are still unpublished. Even the relatively modest amount preserved in western 
libraries has not been exhausted to date. The many thousands of additional 
manuscripts containing such materials that have recently been made accessible 
in Russian libraries make the exhaustive study of this material seem more 
distant than ever. This assessment is valid also to very limited topics, such as 
the one discussed here. Consequently, the following remarks are some im
pressionistic observations, with the very humble aim of putting the subject on 
the agenda.



450 ♦ Jerusa lem  in Early M edieva l Jew ish  B ib le Exegesis

The Name of Jerusalem in the Translations and Commentaries

It is well known that the name al-Quds became quite common among Muslims 
already in the beginning of the ninth century.7 In Judaeo-Arabic documents 
from the Genizah, Jerusalem is primarily called al-Quds, occasionally Bayt al- 
Maqdis: However, initially al-Quds (and, of course, Bayt al-Maqdis) seems to 
have indicated the Temple (or the Temple Mount), and the full name of the 
city as a whole would be Madïnat Bayt al-Maqdis, or Madïnat al-Qudsy i.e., 
the city of the Temple.8 Only later, by way of extension, or abbreviation of 
the long name, would the entire city take on Bayt al-Maqdis!al-Quds. The use 
of al-Quds as indicating mainly, but in no way exclusively, the Temple Mount 
is very common in several early documents. Among them is the famous frag
mentary document that contains the story of the return of the Jews to reside 
in Jerusalem by the permission of Caliph eUmar b. al-Khattäb. One of their 
requests was to settle near the Temple Mount and its gates.9 However, in the 
same document al-Quds is also mentioned as indicating the entire city.10 
Judaeo-Arabic translations render mostly Temple or Temple Mount, while 
Yerushalayim and Ziyyon in most cases are not rendered at all, but are rather 
left in their original Hebrew forms. It would seem that the translators felt that 
even though for everyday purposes also Jews could adjust to the Muslims’ use 
of al-Qudsy it was not appropriate for rendering the scriptural text. It appears 
that for them the Hebrew name of Jerusalem was, as it were, not translatable, 
and even if it were (as will become evident in the exceptions quoted below), 
the Arabic Muslim equivalents could not be suitable for this purpose. In 
Judaeo-Arabic commentaries, sporadic use of the Arabic names may be found. 
So, in his commentary on Isa. 22:1, Saadya11 remarks that the expression gey 
hizzäyön (Valley of Vision?12) indicates Bayt al-Maqdis.15 This comment was 
later copied by the eleventh-century Spanish exegete, Judah Ibn Bal'amm.14 
Occasionally one may find forms which seem to originate in Syriac transla
tions: ürsälim (OÎJNtniN). In Saadya’s comments on Isa. 62:6, he mentions 
the watchmen set by God on the walls of arüsaläm (OhÖODN).15 This name 
may be a corrupt form of the Syriac. It is found also in the commentary on the 
book of Samuel by the judge Isaac b. Samuel al-KanzI, a Spaniard who emi
grated to the East towards the end of the eleventh century and settled in 
Egypt.16 In the course of the commentary, the exegete follows the normal cus
tom of using the Hebrew Yerushalayim. He also quotes the famous midrashic 
etymology that the name Yerushalayim is a combination ofyinzVand shalem}7 

When Saadya uses al-Quds in his translation of Psalms, he does so in most 
cases to render terms indicating the Temple, normally the Hebrew qodesh. In 
some comments balad al-Quds (which very closely follows biblical eir ha-
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qodesh) refers to Jerusalem,18 and in a comment on Ps. 45:13,19 perhaps the 
reference is to the entire Land of Israel, and elsewhere indeed to the entire 
land.20 Hebrew miqdash is rendered maqdis, e.g., Ps. 68:36, and consequently 
balad al-maqdis (probably a reflection of biblical miqdash, rather than rabbinic 
bet ha-miqdash which, in turn, is reflected in the Arabic Bayt al-Maqdis) refers 
to the entire city.21 In his translation of Daniel,22 Saadya follows a similar 
usage and always gives the name of the city in the Hebrew form, and so also 
in his discussion of the laws of prayer.23 The appellation al-Quds in the course 
of the comments on Dan. 9:2-324 was correctly translated by Qâfih as referring 
to the Temple.

It is interesting to consider some exceptions to this general trend. Saadya 
renders the name Shälem (Ps. 76:3 and already Gen. 14:18) by the Arabic Där 
al-Saläm [= the house/abode of peace], and so also the name Yerush'lem in 
Dan. 5:3. In the Arabic translation of the Scroll of Antiochos,25 however, 
Saadya always renders the name of Jerusalem as Madïnat al-Saläm (= the city 
of peace). This last-mentioned rendering is also found in Isa. 40:2; Ps. 48:2 
(“the city of our God”), 51:20 (“rebuild the walls of Jerusalem”), 79:1 (“and 
turned Jerusalem into ruins,” but not in v. 3 there), and in a variant reading 
of the translation of Ps. 122:2 (“Our feet stood on your gates, O Jerusalem”). 
It is found also in Saadya’s (?) translation of Cant. 6:4.26 This rendering thus 
appears in a variety of contexts, which may have an eschatological element in 
common.

The phrase där al-saläm (the ho»use/abode of peace) occurs in the Qur’an 
twice: 6:127 and 10:26. It may designate Paradise or perhaps some other place 
which God has allocated to his faithful believers.27 Concerning the first verse, 
according to one tradition, quoted on the authority of Qatäda,28 it indicates 
Paradise {al-jannd)\ according to another, quoted from Jäbir b. Zayd, saläm 
(= peace) equals God.29 A harmonizing tradition on the authority of al-Suddl, 
one of the oldest authorities on Qur ânic exegesis, says that the abode is Par
adise, while peace is God.30 Fakhr al-Dln al-RäzI, the twelfth-century 
exegete-theologian, in the course of a typical lengthy discussion, also remarks 
that it is one of God’s names.31 These traditions and exegetical suggestions 
can be easily traced to other prooftexts in the Qur än.32 It is probably related 
to the rabbinic statement that Shalom is one of God’s names.33 Be that as it 
may, such traditions or similar ones were possibly in the back of the mind of 
the 'Abbàsid Caliph al-Mansür, the founder of Baghdad, when he nicknamed 
his new capital Där al-Saläm or Madïnat al-Saläm (the City of Peace).34 He 
may well have had some eschatological motives for doing so, which was very 
typical of the 'Abbasids. While the rendering City/Abode of Peace by Saadya 
may allude to a plausible etymology for the name Yerushalayim, as far as I have
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been able to trace, there is only one instance in a rabbinic source, Avot de- 
Rabbi Nathan,35 where Shalom is listed as one of the ten names of Jerusalem. 
In Saadya’s writings, however, no suggestion to that effect has been found as 
yet.36 Consequently, I would venture to suggest that Saadya tries through these 
occasional renderings to offer a Jewish counterweight to some kind of escha
tological status conferred upon Baghdad by the 'Abbasids. Accordingly, God’s 
gracious assistance to the righteous against Syrian villains was not manifested 
in the Baghdad of al-Mansür, who managed to depose the Syrian Umayyads, 
but rather a thousand years earlier, in Hasmonean Jerusalem, in the struggle 
against the Syrian Seleucids. Similarly, the arena for the manifestation of divine 
justice and salvation in the End of Days will again be in Jerusalem rather than 
in Baghdad.

Not only in translations, but also in exegetical or other theoretical discus
sions, does Saadya use al-Quds to denote the Temple only. To mention just a 
few examples: in his introduction to Isaiah;37 in his commentary on Isa. 26 in 
the Commentary on the Ten Songs;38 and in his introduction to Psalms;39 or in 
his commentary on Isa. 22,40 where he mentions eïdân al-quds (= the harps 
of the Temple). Similarly, Saadya comments on Ps. 24:7 as follows:

The meaning of “O gates, lift up your heads” is glorification and rev
erence, meaning to say that His light [= glory] cannot be contained 
by the heavens and earth, all the less so by the Temple (al-quds), as 
Solomon said: “Even the heavens to their uttermost reaches cannot 
contain You, how much less this House” [I Kgs. 8:27] 41

In this comment, al-Quds clearly denotes “this House.”42

The Relationship between City and Temple

A survey of Saadya’s renderings of the name of Jerusalem, and of the many 
quotations from his commentaries, has shown that he preserves the term al- 
Quds mainly to denote the Temple, although among Muslims it had already 
become the common appellation of Jerusalem as a whole. One may conclude 
from this fact that the matter is important beyond the limited scope of no
menclature. It touches on the notion of Saadya and his contemporaries, that 
the Temple is the central focus of the city in general, and in his vision of the 
Redemption in particular. A relevant illustration appears, for example, in his 
interpretation of Isa. 62:3, “You shall be a glorious crown (eat er et tiferei), ’ ’ as 
referring to the Temple (al-Quds) and the Nation, although the feminine 
addressee is explicitly named by the prophet as “Zion and Jerusalem.”43

If this is the situation with respect to the works of Saadya, who had spent
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some time as a young man in the Land of Israel, but then preferred the rival 
center of Baghdad, it is small wonder that similar characteristics may be found, 
and in a much more emphasized manner, in the exegetical works of the Karaite 
Mourner of Zion, Salmon b. Yeruhim (active in Jerusalem in the mid-tenth 
century). There al-Quds, the Temple, figures prominently. It is not surprising, 
then, that in Salmon’s argument (in his introduction to Psalms) against Saadya 
concerning the place of the Psalms in the Temple rite, the term al-Quds is in 
the center of the controversy.44

Salmon was a resident of Jerusalem, and yet al-Quds denoted for him mostly 
the Temple or Temple Mount. In the course of his commentary on Lam. 1: 
4, Salmon identifies the term la-parbar (I Chron. 26:18) with the Cattle Gate 
(bäh al-baqar), which “has remained the gate’s name to this [i.e., Salmon’s] 
day.” “The gate is known now on the western side of the Temple Mount and 
was used for bringing sacrifices into the Temple.”45 It is obvious that this can 
indicate only the Temple.46 Now, the entire discussion there is about the 
phrase in Lam. 1:4, “All her gates are deserted”; this is precisely the interesting 
point, because the verse may, or indeed should, be interpreted as referring to 
the city, and yet Salmon interprets it as explicitly referring to the Temple, and 
specifically to “the porters who used to sit at the gates of the House of the 
Lord” (Hebrew beit YWY is inserted in the Arabic discussion).47 Yefet ben 
'Eli, another Karaite resident of Jerusalem (second half of the tenth century), 
interprets the verse as referring to Jerusalem.48

In a similar instance, Salmon understands Lam. 2:9, “Her gates have sunk 
into the ground” (again with the feminine pronoun referring to Jerusalem), 
as indicating the gates of the Temple.49 Time and again in lengthy exegetical 
discussions,50 Salmon distinguishes very clearly between Jerusalem 
( YRWSLM)51 and the Temple (al-Quds). Commenting on Lam. 1:17, “Jeru
salem has become among them a thing unclean,” Salmon interprets Jerusalem 
as comprehending both entities of the Temple (using the historical Hebrew 
term bayit sheni, the Second Temple) and the city:

He means the attitude of Edom [= the Romans and Byzantines]: after 
they had destroyed the Second Temple, all along [the period of] their 
control [over the Temple Mount] they used to throw there rags of 
menstruate [woman], refuse and every [kind of] filth52. . . .  As for the 
damned Samaritans, they think that whoever enters Bayt al-Maqdis 
[= Jerusalem?] is defiled for seven days, and therefore it says “Jerusalem 
became a menstruate [woman].”53

In relation to general references to Jerusalem in the Bible, the commentator 
may make precise distinctions between the Temple, the Temple Mount, cer-



454 ♦ Jerusa lem  in Early M edieva l Jew ish  B ib le Exegesis

tain sections of Jerusalem, or the entire city. Such distinctions clearly reflect 
first-hand- acquaintance with the topographical reality and are typical of 
exegetes who, like Salmon, had such an acquaintance. Commenting on Lam. 
1:13, “He left me forlorn,” the Karaite commentator expounds a homily with 
a technique that is typical to geonic exegesis and may be described as system
atization of rabbinic homiletics. Around a leading term or root, the exegete 
assembles several or perhaps all of the available biblical prooftexts in which 
the root appears. The purpose of the exercise is, of course, the message— 
historical, moral, ritual, and the like. The leading term in the verse in question 
is the root ShMM. Salmon assembles several occurrences of the root in the 
Bible which he refers to the relevant parts of Jerusalem or the Holy Land, and 
then builds a kind of descending hierarchy of deprivations54 from all honored 
positions: at the peak is the Temple (Dan. 9:17; “show Your favor to Your 
desolate sanctuary”); then the Temple gates (Lam. 1:4; “All her gates are 
deserted”55); Mount Zion (Lam. 5:18: “Because of Mount Zion, which lies 
desolate”); Jerusalem (Isa. 64:9: “Jerusalem a desolation”); other cities [of the 
land] (Isa. 24:12: “Desolation is left in the town”); [the entire] Land (Zech. 
7:14: “and the land was left behind them desolate, without any who came and 
went”). When Daniel (9:18) used the plural, saying “see our desolations,”56 
he summed up all these pronouncements, in the lowest state of lowliness, after 
which can come only ascent toward redemption.

It is thus not surprising that Salmon renders “the glory of Israel” in Lam. 
2:1 as al-Qudsy i.e., the Temple is for him the acme of a triangle consisting of 
kingdom,57 Temple and glory, and prophecy, while “His footstool” in the 
same verse refers specifically to the Temple only.58 Salmon’s rendering of the 
“the glory of Israel” may reflect a widespread tradition with respect to the 
interpretation of phrases of this kind. Already al-Qümisï interprets “the Pride 
of Jacob” in Amos 6:8 as a reference to the Temple; he does it in a complex 
exegetical maneuver, in which he combines also Ps. 132:l459 and 47:5 (where 
the same phrase occurs again).60 “The Pride of Jacob” in 47:5 was also inter
preted by Saadya61 as a reference to the Temple.62

The combination of the Temple with political power in the notion of 
biblical and eschatological Jerusalem in biblical exegesis of the geonic period 
has already been noted.63 The place given to Mount Zion in the hierarchy, 
adduced in the comments on Lam. 1:13, reflects apparently an element pe
culiar to the works of Karaite Mourners of Zion mainly in the tenth century, 
such as Salmon, Yefet ben 'Eli, and Sahl ben Masliah. In their works, one 
finds quite often a distinction between Jerusalem, which symbolizes the Tem
ple (i.e., the religious/spiritual aspect of the city), while Zion figures in such 
passages as the seat of the kingdom of David and Solomon, and the actual site
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of their royal magnificent buildings (the secular counterpart of their Temple), 
which are now occupied and defiled by the idolatry of the uncircumcised (= 
Christians) but will eventually return to its past glory. This distinction prob
ably reflects these authors’ acquaintance with the topographical reality of Je
rusalem in their time, when the Western Hill, already identified in this period 
as the biblical Mount Zion, was the site of a large concentration of major 
constructions of Christian worship.64

Another representative example of the central, focal, place of the Temple 
in the perception of biblical and actual Jerusalem in Jewish exegesis of the 
geonic period is found in several of Yefet’s commentaries. In his translation 
to and comments on Ps. 122, the entire psalm concerns pilgrimage (which is 
evident) and the glory of the City of the Temple (balad al-quds65). The city 
itself has no importance other than being the seat of the Temple.66 The de
scription “Our feet stood inside your gates” in v. 2 of the psalm may refer, 
according to Yefet, either to the pilgrims who come to mourn the destruction 
of the Temple (including in his own time) or to those welcoming the pilgrims 
who will come when the Temple will be rebuilt.67 The psalmist’s call to his 
addressees “to pray for the well-being of Jerusalem” (sha’alu shelom Yerusha- 
layirri) is understood by Yefet as referring to enquiries about the condition of 
the Temple which are posed to the pilgrims who return to their homes by 
those left behind in their places. The pilgrims who go to the Temple, when 
it stood or will stand again, go there to offer sacrifices, while those who go 
there in the period of exile, while the Temple is destroyed, go there to pray 
and mourn. The psalmist actually prophesied that they will have to inform 
their fellow-neighbors about the terrible defilement of the Temple by the 
gentiles, in both theological and ritual aspects, and about the bad conditions 
in which the Jewish residents of Jerusalem are living.68 This is the typical 
linkage of Karaite exegetes, namely, to interpret biblical statements as prog
nostications of their own time and situation. This is precisely the kind of 
interpretation which Saadya did his best to avoid. The Karaite views discussed 
here find an interesting expression in the theology of pilgrimage of the mourn
ers which was aimed at speeding up the restoration of the Temple.

The centrality of the Temple in Yefet’s commentaries comes up almost 
naturally in verses or sections that mention the unnamed “chosen site” and 
which are so typical to Deuteronomy. On the “rest and the inheritance”69 in 
Deut. 12:9, Yefet quotes three interpretations; according to the first, and ap
parently the one which he preferred, it indicates the Temple {al-Quds) and 
the land which the Tribes would inherit.70 This is probably why Jerusalem 
and/or the Temple are often called beit menuhah (cf. I Chron. 28:2).71 Deut. 
16:16 says: “Three times a year all your males shall appear before the Lord
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your God. They shall not appear before the Lord empty-handed.” “Before” 
is rendered by the Hebrew et penei> which Saadya translates by the Arabic 
bayna yaday (= in front, before). Yefet renders it f i  quds rabbika (= in the 
Temple/Sanctuary of your Lord), and similarly at the end of verse.72

It may be of interest to adduce here some Rabbanite parallels. In a Genizah 
fragment,73 probably from a commentary by Samuel b. Hofni (the famous 
Gaon of Sura and father-in-law of Hai Gaon, d. 1013) on Deut. 12:6,74 the 
author says that this verse comprises seven things which should be brought to 
the Temple.75 He thus takes it for granted that the verse speaks of the Temple, 
which is a reasonable assumption. Or, he may actually be saying that the 
“chosen place” denotes the Sanctuary, whatever or wherever this may be. But 
further on he says:

If the vows are of the kind which is not offered on the altar, such as 
wheat, wine, oil, and their likes, these vows should be handled accord
ing to the intention of the person who makes them: if he dedicated 
them to the poor of his locality, he should distribute it to them, but if 
he intended the vows for those who reside in al-Quds, then he has to 
carry it to al-Quds?**

“Those who reside in al-Quds” could mean the priests in the Temple, but it 
may equally reflect the language used in the Gaon’s time to denote the Jewish 
inhabitants of Jerusalem who were dependent to a large extent on vows made 
for them in other communities.

A similar comment on Deut. 12:577 is also quite instructive in this regard. 
It is also found in a Genizah fragment,78 and is typical of eleventh century 
exegesis. It may also belong to Samuel b. Hofni’s commentary, but Karaite 
authorship, perhaps by Yeshu'a ben Judah for instance, should not be excluded. 
It reads as follows:

He says “unto His habitation” rather than “to His Presence”79 in order 
to instruct us that He meant that you should seek the place where the 
Presence should be, which can be one of two possible situations: either 
the Glory is actually abiding there, or It is not. There you should set 
out. This is like the situation in our own time, when the Glory is not 
present in al-Quds, yet we pray in its direction, as it says “To His 
habitation,” which is the place of His dwelling. Therefore it is said, “a 
glorious high throne from the beginning is the place of our sanctuary 
[Jer. 17:12].”80 It does not say “our sanctuary,” but “the place of our 
sanctuary,” to teach us that the [designated] location of the Temple is
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the chosen one, and that whether the Glory is actually present in the 
[location of the] Temple or absent from it, there we should aim, as it 
is said, “the place of our sanctuary.”81

Clearly, al-Quds here refers to the sanctuary only. The city of Jerusalem at 
best encompasses the location of the Temple, which is the focus of the Jewish 
prayers.

Another relevant statement which certainly comes from the pen of Samuel 
b. Hofni is found in his comments on Deut. 32:11.82 Having quoted a number 
of biblical similes that involve eagles, he says:

Similarly the Land of Israel is the highest of lands, and al-Quds\s higher 
than all of it, as it is said: “Then shalt thou arise, and get thee up unto 
the place which the Lord thy God shall choose” [Deut. 17:8].83

On the face of it, al-Quds in this comment may refer to either the Temple 
or Jerusalem. However, it should be noted that this comment is a faithful 
reflection of a rabbinic tradition, namely a statement found in the Babylonian 
Talmud (Sanhédrin 87a), where the geographical and spiritual superiority of 
the Temple is deduced, as it were, precisely from Deut. 17:8, which is an 
injunction associated with legal procedure, not with worship or pilgrimage. 
The unannounced and unascribed integration of such a tradition in Arabic 
paraphrase is rather typical of Samuel b. Hofni and, in fact, of other exegetes 
of the geonic period, at least since $aadya. There can be no doubt, therefore, 
that the Temple is intended here. The Temple functions in this tradition not 
as a ritual focus, but as the acme of the judicial system.

To this context belongs Daniel al-Qümisî’s interpretation of the enigmatic 
mention of Beth-el in Zech. 7:1. According to him, it is a reference to the 
Temple,84 i.e., the term is not a proper name of a locality, but a description 
of the Temple, “the House of God”; the persons mentioned there sent their 
queries to the priests of the Temple. This interpretation is not very common. 
It is found again in the Judaeo-Arabic commentary of Tanhum b. Joseph of 
Jerusalem (late thirteenth century).85 The old targumic tradition had it that 
the term referred to the place known by the name Beth-el, and that this was 
the destination of the query. A quite common approach is that the term is the 
name of one of the persons who sent the query, i.e., it is not an indirect object 
in the verse, but one of the subjects.86

I would like to mention very briefly just a few examples of exegetical state
ments found in the Judaeo-Arabic dictionary of biblical Hebrew by the Karaite 
Abraham b. David al-FäsI (active in Jerusalem in the second half of the
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notion of Jerusalem.

The first case is Cant. 7:3 (“Your navel is like a round goblet”). According 
to al-Fâsî’s allegorical interpretation (in itself not much expected in a 
dictionary), which he repeats twice, the navel (shofrekh) in this verse alludes 
to the Temple as it does in the “navel of the earth” in Ezek. 38:12.88 Now, 
the exegetical process through which this conclusion is reached seems to be as 
follows: the rare term in Song of Songs is translated into Arabic by an 
etymologically-related term and common Arabic word, surra,,89 This rendering 
is then equated with the Hebrew word tabbur of Ezek. 38:12. The meaning 
of the latter word itself, navel, was felt to be evident. Its particular meaning 
in Ezekiel had been associated with the Temple in old midrashic sources,90 
and hence perhaps in very early Islamic sources.91 On this background of the 
image of the navel, and the long tradition of allegorical interpretation of Song 
of Songs, the identification of the navel of the beloved with the Temple is 
perhaps not so surprising.

Another case is the “nut grove” in Cant. 6:11 which, according to al-Fâsï, 
also alludes to the Temple.92 The reason for comparing the Temple to a nut 
grove is “the commotion, stamping, and crying93 [heard there] especially in 
times of hardships, as it is said ‘and we shall cry out to You in our distress’ [II 
Chron. 20:9].” The prooftext quoted, which refers explicitly to the Temple, 
proves that the identification of the nut grove with al-Quds is actually with 
the Temple. According to the Targum on the verse in Song of Songs, the 
allusion is specifically to the Second Temple.

Jerusalem, as well Madïnat al-Quds, is for al-Fâsî the City of the Temple.94 
In his usage, al-Quds still refers predominantly to the Temple (I counted over 
fifty occurrences),95 while over twenty times the name al-Quds refers to the 
city in general, in both geographical explanations and allegorical interpreta
tions.

The textual evidence of al-Fasfs dictionary occasionally sheds light on the 
development of the notion of Jerusalem in Jewish sources of the eleventh 
century. Mention has been made above of Salmon ben Yeruhim’s interpre
tation of the term parbar (I Chron. 26:18) and his identification of it with 
the Cattle Gate. Al-FâsI discusses the term in connection with parbarim (II 
Kgs. 23:11), and says “a place name in al-Quds,”96 which may refer either 
to the Temple or to the city. In the two abridgments of al-Fäsl’s dictionary, 
composed by the Karaite Levi ben Yefet (son of the famous Yefet ben 'Eli 
mentioned above; active in Jerusalem in the late tenth century-early elev
enth centuries) and the Rabbanite scholar 'Eli ben Israel Alluf (active in Pal
estine, first half of the eleventh century),97 the biblical term is identified as
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“a gate on the western side of al-Quds.” This seems to be taken from Sal
mon, and therefore probably refers to the Temple. In a third abridgment, 
however, the Karaite scholar eAll b. Sulaymän,98 says unequivocally: “A place 
name in the city of Bayt al-Maqdis [= Jerusalem].” It may well be that for 
this prolific epitomizer of old Karaite sources, who spent most of his life in 
the Diaspora, al-Quds came to denote mainly the city; however, in this case, 
to prevent any possible doubt, he changed the term al-Quds to Madïnat 
Bayt al-Maqdis.

♦ ♦ ♦

As mentioned at the beginning of the present study, my intention was merely 
to suggest a number of observations, which pertain mainly to one aspect of 
the attitude toward Jerusalem in Jewish exegesis of the late geonic period. We 
have seen how, in Jerusalem as a real residence and with the Islamic Temple 
Mount as a concrete presence, the Temple in so many appearances and con
texts predominates the concept of biblical Jerusalem in Jewish exegesis down 
to the mid-eleventh century. This concept may be due to the messianic ex
pectations that were aroused by the advent of Islam and the return of Jewish 
presence to Jerusalem. It may be that the deterioration of the Jewish presence 
in the city during the second half of the eleventh century brought with it a 
change in this concept. Further research into these rich and fascinating ma
terials will certainly bring to light many other interesting aspects.
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“Saadiah Gaon’s Interpretive Technique in Translating the Book of Job,” Translation o f  Scrip
ture, JQR Supplement (1990), 47-76.

4. See my forthcoming observations in “The Rabbinic Literature in Saadya’s Exegesis: Be
tween Tradition and Innovation,” Proceedings o f  the Sixth Conference o f  the Society fo r  Judaeo- 
Arabic Studies (Ramat Gan, 1993) (Hebrew).

5. Especially relevant to the last three is the important study of D. Frank, “The Shoshanim
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of Tenth-Century Jerusalem: Karaite Exegesis, Prayer and Communal Identity,” The Jews o f  
Medieval Islam, ed. D. Frank (Leiden, 1995) 199-245. Most extant fragments of al-Qümisfs 
commentaries are in Hebrew.

6. Ibid.
7. On the occurrence of the name on 'Abbasid coins struck in Jerusalem in the early ninth 

century, see Y. Meshorer, “Coins of Jerusalem under the Umayyads and the 'Abbâsids,” The 
History o f  Jerusalem: The Early Islamic Period (638-1099), eds. J. Prawer and H. Ben-Shammai 
(Jerusalem-New York, 1996), 419; see also M. Gil, “The Political History of Jerusalem during 
the Early Muslim Period,” ibid., 10 (which is based mainly on Goitein’s views; see the next 
note).

8. On the names of Jerusalem in the Muslim period and sources, see S. D. Goitein, “al- 
Kuds,” Encyclopaedia o f  Islam2, V (Leiden, 1986), 322-23. Goitein mentions only literary 
sources; there seems to be a discrepancy between these sources and the numismatic evidence 
quoted in the previous note.

9. In the original Arabic: qurb al-quds wa-abwäbihr, see M. Gil, Palestine during the First 
Muslim Period (634-1099), II, (Tel Aviv, 1983), no. 1, p. b:13 (Hebrew); p. a:4: 'Umar “orders 
to clean the Temple” (amarahum bi-tanzïf al-quds)\ see also idem, “The Jewish Community,” 
The History o f  Jerusalem (above, note 7), 167.

10. Idem, Palestine (above, note 9), p., a: 15.
11. The names of Jerusalem in Saadya’s works have recendy been discussed by E. Schloss

berg, “The Names of Jerusalem,” Mehqerei Hag 4 (1992), 74-82 (Hebrew). Schlossberg’s 
article contains much valuable information, some of which is used in the present study; at the 
same time his article needs several corrections, additions and qualifications, both in details and 
in the general premises and conclusions, which will not be discussed here.

12. As a rule, translations of biblical quotations are given here according to Tanakh: A New 
Translation o f  the Holy Scriptures According to the Traditional Hebrew Text (Philadelphia, 1985); 
on some lexicographical and exegetical problems involved in this verse, see also A. A. Macintosh 
(Isaiah XXI [Cambridge, 1980], 138), who interprets the allusion as Jerusalem, but mentions 
nonetheless Driver’s suggested etymology of hizzäyön from the (Arabic) root hzy, and the con
sequent translation “the valley of calamity.”

13. Saadya’s translation of Isaiah with the extant fragments of his commentary have been 
edited twice: first by J. Derenbourg et al., Oeuvres complètes de Saadia ben Iosef al-Fayyoumi, 5 
vols. (Paris, 1893—99), III, and subsequently (with many more fragments of the commentary) 
by Y. Ratzaby (ed.), Saadya s Translation and Commentary on Isaiah (Kiryat Ono, 1993), with 
Hebrew translation by the editor. Henceforth quotations will be given from the latter. The 
commentary on Isa. 22:1 is found on p. 177; see also below, note 60.

14. R. Judah Ibn Bal'amm s Commentary on Isaiah, eds. M. Goshen-Gottstein and M. Perez 
(Ramat Gan, 1992), 112; the editor refers to Saadya and adds that Ibn BaTamm meant Jeru
salem.

15. Saadya on Isa. (Ratzaby [above, note 13], 237). Interestingly, Saadya retains the Hebrew 
name in the translation of the verse.

16. Translation of II Sam. 5:5, ms. British Library, Or. 2388 (Catalogue, no. 167), fol. 22b.
17. Ibid., fol. 24b; the source of this midrashic etymology is Genesis Rabbah 56:14 (eds. 

Theodor-Albeck, 607-608).
18. J. Qâfih, Saadya's Translation and Commentary on Psalms (Jerusalem, 1966), 33 

(Saadya’s introduction); his comment concerning Ps. 137 (repeated in his comment to the 
actual verse, p. 272) has been understood as referring even to the entire Land of Israel; see U. 
Simon, Four Approaches to the Book o f  Psalms (Albany, 1991), 23; this understanding is not 
compelling.
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19. Saadya on Ps. (Qâfih [above, note 18], 129); here, too, the comment may also be 
understood as a reference to Jerusalem or to the sanctuary only.

20. Ibid., 114 (on Ps. 37:9).
21. In a fragment of Kitäb al-tamytz, published by H. Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion of 

the Cairo Genizah in Cambridge,” JQR 16 (1904), 104:15-16.
22. Saadya’s Judaeo-Arabic translation and commentary on Daniel (with a Hebrew trans

lation) was published by J. Qâfih (Jerusalem, 1981).
23. Ibid., 115:20,21,26.
24. Ibid., 160:end (see 9:17).
25. A non-canonical, quite popular work on the wars of the Maccabees, written in Aramaic. 

It is not possible to date it with certainty, and scholarly views range from the second century 
C.E. to the early Middle Ages. See EJ, XIV (Jerusalem, 1971), 1045-47 (Saadya’s Arabic 
translation is not mentioned there, but only the fact that he mentions the scroll in his Sefer ha- 
Galuy). See H. Malter (Saadia Gaon: His Life and Works [Philadelphia, 1921], 173), where 
Malter remarks that “the translation was intended to counteract the Karaites who had rejected 
the feast of Hanukka as a Rabbanite invention”; see also p. 355, on the history of the ascription 
of the Arabic text to Saadya. The text was published by J. Qâfih as an appendix to his edition 
of Saadya’s Arabic commentary on Daniel. The edition, notably with Saadya’s theoretical in
troduction to the scroll, has established the Gaon’s authorship beyond any doubt.

26. Judaeo-Arabic translations of the five scrolls ascribed to Saadya, with commentaries 
thereof bearing the same ascription, have been published by J. Qâfih (Jerusalem, 1962). The 
translation quoted here is found on p. 105. The question of the authenticity of all these works 
is certainly beyond the scope of the present study. That the translation of Song of Songs was 
inspired by Saadya seems to be a reasonable proposition.

27. See H. Ringgren, Islam, 9aslama and muslim (Uppsala, 1949), 10; “Där al-Saläm,” 
Encyclopaedia o f  Islam (above, note 8), II, 128.

28. An early authority on exegetical traditions (d. 735); Encyclopaedia o f  Islam (above, note 
8), IV, 748.

29. al-Suyütl, al-Durr al-Manthür (Cairo, 1314 AH), III, 45.
30. al-Tabari, Jämi al-bayän 'an taw ïl äy al-qurän> 8 (Cairo, 1968), 132.
31. Mafitih al-ghayb, 13 (Beirut, 1990), 154.
32. See D. Gimaret, Les noms divins en Islam (Paris, 1988), 204-205.
33. E.g., B Shabbat 10b (supported by the prooftext Judg. 6:24).
34. See above, note 27.
35. ARN, B, 39 (ed. Schechter, 107). I am indebted to Prof. A. Shinan for this reference.
36. One could expect an allusion to this topic in a comment on Gen. 22:14; no fragment 

of Saadya’s commentary on that verse has been uncovered until now.
37. See my “Saadya’s Introduction to Isaiah as an Introduction to the Books of the

Prophets,” Tarbiz60 (1991), 401-404 (Hebrew); published again in Ratzaby (above, note 13), 
155-56, 250-51; the restoration of the Temple is combined there with the restoration of
prophecy (nubuwwa) and political power (mulk).

38. The commentary is still unpublished; see my survey in “New Findings in a Forgotten 
Manuscript: Samuel b. Hofni’s Commentary on Ha’azinu and Saadya’s ‘Commentary on the 
Ten Songs’,” Kiryat Sefer 6\ (1986-87), 313-32 (Hebrew). Isa. 26:1-19, according to Saadya, 
is the tenth song which will be sung on the occasion of the messianic redemption; see ms. 
Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Heb. d. 57 (Catalogue2745, 23), fol. 87-91; British Library, Or. 8658, fol. 
21-22. Al-Quds is used there several times to indicate the Temple.

39. Esp. pp. 30-33, in the course of the discussion of the exclusive function of the Psalms
in the rites of the Temple; see also Simon (above, note 18).



40. Ratzaby (above, note 13), 178.
41. Saadya on Ps. (Qâfih [above, note 18], 92). “The earth” actually appears in the text 

in the plural “earths” (Arabic: al-aradin), which is a typical Arabic usage, specifically in the 
context of the Creation story. It is found, for instance, in exegetical-aggadic traditions related 
to Quran 65:12, where the seven heavens that are explicitly mentioned there are said to have 
seven earthly counterpans; see al-Tabari (above, note 30), 28, 154. The theme seems to be 
well attested in midrashic sources; the dating, however, is somewhat problematic; see L. 
Ginzberg, Legends o f  the Jews (Philadelphia, 1947), I, 11; VII, 12, n. 28. On the dating of the 
tradition about seven heavens, see E. E. Urbach, The Sages—Their Concepts and Belieft (Je
rusalem, 1975), 238.

42. The same usage is found in Salmon b. Yeruhim’s introduction to Psalms; see below.
43. Ratzaby (above, note 13), 237.
44. J. Shunary, “Salmon ben Yeruham’s Commentary on the Book of Psalms,” JQR 73 

(1982), 172:296-327.
45. S. Feuerstein (ed.), Der Commentar des Karäers Salmon ben Ierucham zu den Klagelieder 

(Cracow, 1898), XVII.
46. That this is so can be also inferred from further references in Salmon’s commentaries 

indicated in the following note; for a different view, see M. Gil, Palestine during the First Muslim 
Period (Cambridge, 1992), 643, note 115, §842; see also H. Ben-Shammai, “The Karaites,” 
The History o f  Jerusalem: The Early Islamic Period (638-1099 (above, note 7), 207. Note that 
in Feuerstein (above, note 45, XVIII:8—10), Salmon refers even to the Tabernacle in the wil
derness as al-Quds.

47. This leads Salmon to a detailed discussion of the Temple’s gates (ibid., XV:25-XVIII: 
26); parallel discussions, to the degree of verbal similarity, are found in Salmon’s commentary 
on Song of Songs, preserved in St. Petersburg, ms. Firkovitch II, Evr.-Ar. I, 1406, fol. 125- 
140; there is not much new or different information there.

48. In his commentary on Ps. 122:2 , ms. Paris 289, fol. 106a.
49. Ms. British Library, Or. 2515 (Catalogue, no. 253), fol. 94b.
50. E.g. Feuerstein (above, note 45), XXXVII:26-XXXVIII:11.
51. As a rule, Salmon leaves the Hebrew name of Jerusalem in its original form in his 

translations and comments. Some exceptions may be found, e.g., Feuerstein (above, note 45), 
XII:24—25: “Nebuchadnezzar came to Bayt al-Maqdis in the year, etc.” probably refers to Je
rusalem.

52. This is an allusion to the well-known stories about the condition of the Temple Mount
during the Byzantine period, when it was used as a depot for refuse.

53. Feuerstein (above, note 45), XLIV:23-30.
54. Arabic tawhhush renders Hebrew shomema in the Lam. 1:13, translated in the Tanakh 

as “forlorn.”
55. Actually said of Jerusalem, see above.
56. The Tanakh translates desolation in the singular; other translations (e.g., King James) 

are more faithful to the Hebrew and have the plural here, which corresponds to Salmon’s 
insistence.

57. It should be noted that the exegetes of the geonic period, even those who resided in 
Jerusalem, felt as if they were living in exile, or at least in an exilic age. The terms used in 
such contexts are: the age of dawla or mulky i.e., government, control, and the age of jäliya 
or jä lü th (see]. Blau, The Emergence and Linguistic Background o f  Judeo-Arabic2 (Jerusalem, 
1981), 162.

58. Ms. British Library Or. 2515 (Catalogue, no. 253), fol 73a.
59. The term menuhati (“my resting-place”) in this verse represents for the exegete the

Temple; on this term see below, note 71.
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60. Daniel al-Qümisï, Pitron Sheneim 'Asar [Commentary on Minor Prophets], ed. I. D. 
Markon (Jerusalem, 1957), 36-37.

61. Saadya on Ps. (Qâfih [above, note 18], 131); the prooftext adduced is Ezek. 24:21.
62. Interestingly, Yefet ben 'Eli interprets another occurrence of the “The Pride of Jacob” 

in Nah. 2:3 as a reference to the messiah; Jefeth b. Ali’s Arabic Commentary on Nähüm with 
Introduction, Jews’ College Publication no. 3, ed. H. Hirschfeld (London, 1911), 22 (Arabic), 
36 (English).

63. See above, note 37.
64. I have elaborated on this point at some length in my article “Poetic Works and Lam

entations of Qaraite ‘Mourners of Zion’—Structure and Contents,” Knesset Ezra: Literature 
and Life in the Synagogue. Studies Presented to Ezra Fleischer (Jerusalem, 1994), 220-24 (He
brew).

65. As already noted, this is a favorite appellation for Jerusalem also with Saadya and other 
authors.

66. Ms. Paris 289, fol. 105a.
67. Fol. 106a.
68. Complaints of this kind abound in Karaite literature of the period; see for instance my 

article in Knesset Ezra (above, note 64).
69. This is the King James rendering of ha-menuhah ve-ha-nahalah, which for the purpose 

of the present study seems much more suitable than the “allotted haven” of the Tanakh.
70. Yefet commentary on Deut., Ms. Oriental Institute, St. Petersburg, C41, fol. 10a; 

according to its colophon the ms. was copied in Jerusalem, 24 Elul, 1825 Sel.= Jumäd[!] II 
920 AH, by Judah b. Abraham Ibn al-Naqqäsh, for Isaac b. Joseph b. Samuel 'Abd al-Walï. 
On another ms. copied by the same scribe in the same year, see M. Beit-Arié, “Hebrew Man
uscripts Copied in Jerusalem before the Ottoman Conquest,” Jerusalem in the Middle Ages: 
Selected Papers, eds. B. Z. Kedar and Z. Baras (Jerusalem, 1979), 275-77 (Hebrew). All the 
dates in mss. copied by this scribe in that year are somewhat problematic, as Beit-Arié had 
already pointed out. The reason for this is apparently that 5274 AM was a leap year according 
to the Rabbanite calendar, but not so in the Karaite calendar. The equivalent Christian dates 
have therefore to be pushed one month backwards, and the ms. quoted here was completed in 
the Middle of August, 1514.

71. As has been noted above (note 59), the term menuhah is used already by Daniel al- 
Qümisl to denote the Temple, on the basis of Ps. 132:14.

72. Fol. 100a.
73. Cambridge University Library, T-S Ar. 16.50.
74. “And there you are to bring your burnt offerings and other sacrifices, your tithes and 

contributions, your votive and farewell offerings, and the firstlings of your herds and flocks.”
75. ODi OD>nbv NntnN tnpbN >i?N awn n>wn bipbN Nin ym ip i.
76. nt?n ino rrpxi nnbNi *n:ui?Ni napbN p  briB :np> tù  nq ixvbH r o to  n̂ nonû 

>d ï>n>pQî?t? ïîo  ini naop> on>î?yû rrtn  >ov'* m*n y o  ïn n*nî?N nnN* mpny> no
nt?ôn> tnpbN >!?nû tnpbN

77. It seems that the King James version is here closer to the exegete’s interpretation: “But 
unto the place which the Lord your God shall choose out of all your tribes to put His name there, 
even unto His habitation shall ye seek, and thither you shalt come.”

78. T-S Ar. 46.278.
79. The author discusses the suggestion that Scripture could have used here sh'khinatomsxeoA 

of shikhno, with complete disregard of the fact that term shekhina, which for him seems to be a basic 
term, is nowhere attested in the Bible. It is obvious that for the author shekhina and kavod (Pres
ence and Glory) are interchangeable synonyms.

80. Here, too, I found the King James version more suitable to the exegete’s purpose.



81. HPDWbN rpû [!]yiD> >lbN V'SIQbN >bN Î13N <pV>b »1X1 IJlPDWb bp> Obi UDWb nbipi 
Nin bno ropn  n>bN o>pn [!]Nb ndni o>po unnbN ïid> non vxvs >bv ini [?Mvy*nn 
bNp [îjmnbi .nwDt? V'sio ini unvyb >po >b*i n>bNi tnpbN >û t?>b >»> in n  >ibN ^NotbN 
injido n>û wipobN >ibN v'siobN <py>b iw ipo  bp> obi 'po 'po 'Nio 01*10 nnn nod

'vtrrpo oipo 'p'^ NJisp n>bN my n>N> in vyipobN >0 unnbN ind in mNi
82. “Like an eagle who rouses his nestlings, Gliding down to his young, So did He spread 

His wings and taken him, Bear him along on His pinions.” On Samuel’s commentary, see the 
reference above, note 38.

83. Ms. British Library, Or. 8658, fol. 46a: 11-13: 13>p on> >D1 1VW Nni> po by ON >po 
'pn Nny>o} ya >bVN tnpbNi iNibnbN >bVN >vy> >pN *jb*TD .'20 n vbu yv by pibn>i iiD\y> ybo

in pbN >» *inn> méjn oipon bN jvbyi Jiopi
84. Markon (above, note 60), 68.
85. Tanhum ha- Yerushalmi s Commentary on the Minor Prophets, ed. with Hebrew transla

tion H. Shy (Jerusalem, 1991), 291:2-3. The same approach seems to have been followed in 
the King James rendering.

86. Or pan of one subject, as is the interpretation of the Tanakh.
87. The dictionary was edited and published by S. L. Skoss, The Hebrew-Arabic Dictionary 

o f  the Bible Known as Kitäb Jämt al-Alfaz (Agron), I—II, Yale Oriental Series, Researches XX- 
XXI (New Haven, 1936-45). This edition represents al-Fâsï’s shon recension of this work. 
Skoss described the long version in his introductions; I, xcv-cii; II, cl-dx.

88. Ibid., I, 31:34; II, 310:8.
89. This translation is found also in Saadya’s commentary on Prov. 3:8 (ed. J. Qâfih [Je

rusalem, 1976] 45:7), but not as the main translation of the verse. A dialectal variant, surra, is 
used by al-Fâsï; see Skoss (above, note 87), II, 6:58—59.

90. See for instance Tanhuma, Qedoshim 10, in the popular editions.
91. I. Hasson, “The Muslim View of Jerusalem—The Qur’an and Hadlth,” The History o f  

Jerusalem: The Early Islamic Period (638-1099 (above, note 7), 383: “The rock which is in Bayt 
al-Maqdis is the center of the world.” Note that in the midrashic sources quoted in the previous 
note it is the Ark that is in the center of the world, and the rock is situated in front of it.

92. Skoss (above, note 87), I, 31:23.
93. al-haraka wa-l-taqtaqa wa-1-surâkh.
94. Skoss (above, note 87), II, 58:16.
95. Some of them refer to verses or biblical terms discussed above.
96. Skoss (above, note 87), II, 482:60.
97. In modern publications (such as the ones quoted below in this note), his name is usually 

given as 'Ali ben Israel. However the biblical name 'Eli seems to have been quite common in 
the Middle Ages, both among Rabbanites and Karaites, and there is no reason to use the Arabic 
form for certain people. M. Steinschneider (Die arabische Literatur der Juden [Frankfun am 
Main, 1902], §68) gives rather litde information on him. Much imponant information is found 
in J. Mann, Texts and Studies1, II (New York, 1972) 30-31, 58, and in interesting excerpts 
from his commentary on Samuel on pp. 95-96. On 'Eli’s linguistic work, see Skoss’s intro
duction to al-Fâsï (above, note 87), I, cvi-cxx (on this matter, see also the imponant contri
bution of Mann, op. cit., 96-98). A first-hand examination of the photocopy of his manuscript 
commentary on Samuel can ascenain beyond a doubt his Palestinian provenance or at least 
prolonged residence there.

98. He may have originated in Jerusalem; he was active in Egypt during the second half of 
the eleventh century; see my observations in “Hebrew in Arabic Characters: Qirqisânï’s View,” 
Studies in Judaica, Karaitica and Islamica Presented to L. Nemoyy ed. S. R. Brunswick (Ramat 
Gan, 1982), 122-23.
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Pilgrims, Politics and Holy Places: 

The Ethiopian Community 
in Jerusalem until ca. 1650

A N T H O N Y  O ' M A H O N Y

Introduction

The Ethiopian community in Jerusalem served at least from after the Cru
sader period onwards as an important point of contact between Ethiopia 

and the rest of the Christian world. The encounter which ensued took the 
form of a prolonged historical dialogue, a blend of religious, political, and 
cultural contacts, undertaken over many centuries by pilgrims, monks, and 
travelers passing through Jerusalem on their journey to Europe or Ethiopia. 
However, over time contacts became more difficult between these two parts 
of the Christian world as the forces of Islam sought to isolate and conquer the 
Ethiopian kingdom.1

The great Italian Ethiopisant, E. Cerulli, in his magisterial Etiopi in Pales- 
tina2 a comprehensive and meticulous historical survey of the Ethiopian com
munity in Jerusalem, elaborates upon the above encounter in the following 
terms: knowledge regarding Ethiopia found its way to Europe through the 
itineraries of European pilgrims who had journeyed to the Holy Land. Their 
informants were members of the Ethiopian community or pilgrims in Jeru
salem who, in their turn, on returning to Ethiopia brought back knowledge 
of Europe. The history of the Ethiopian presence in Jerusalem is also the 
history of the geographical, cultural and political knowledge regarding Ethi
opia in medieval Europe and, at the same time, the history of the initial 
encounter between Europe and Ethiopia.3 It was also in Jerusalem that the 
medieval European ideas regarding Ethiopia and its sovereign Prester John,4 
considered a potential ally in Christendom’s war against Islam, were at least 
partly formed on the basis of the observations of the European pilgrims in the
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Holy Land.5 It was these ideas, both true and legendary, that stimulated the 
projects of the navigators of the great European discoveries towards the end 
of the fourteenth century,6 and, as such, the Ethiopian presence in Palestine 
played an important role in the history of modern times.

Ethiopian communities were also established in Rome, and monks and 
pilgrims were also found in other parts of the Middle East, in the Coptic 
monasteries of Egypt,7 as well as in Cyprus,8 and in the second half of the 
fifteenth century a small Ethiopian community was discovered in Lebanon.9 
A polyglot Bible attests to an Ethiopian community of monks and pilgrims at 
a Coptic monastery in the desert around Scetis in the twelfth century.10 Ethi
opian monks were also found at the Church of St. George in the Christian 
quarter of Cairo and at Qusqam, an Egyptian monastery and pilgrimage site; 
this is evidenced by annotations to Ethiopie manuscripts.11 From the fifteenth 
and sixteenth centuries onwards, a steady stream of Ethiopian pilgrims and 
diplomatic missions made their way to the Holy See.12 Many of these pilgrims 
settled in Rome, where they provided Europe with knowledge regarding Ethi
opia. In the pontifical archives there are a number of documents authorizing 
the payment of funds in support of these itinerant Ethiopians in Rome,13 who 
were originally attached to the Church of St. Stephen. However, in 1539 the 
Holy See gave them a permanent house in “Santo Stefano dei Mori,,, situated 
behind St. Peters. This would in time become the cradle of Ethiopian studies 
in Europe.14

Another point of possible contact between Ethiopia, Europe, and the Chris
tian Orient was afforded by the ecclesiastical relations between Ethiopia and 
Egypt, as the only metropolitan or abuna in Ethiopia was a Coptic monk who 
would have been consecrated by the Coptic patriarch of Alexandria. This 
relationship required the dispatching of Ethiopian embassies to Cairo to secure 
the permission of the Muslim ruler and the cooperation of the patriarch. This 
brought the Ethiopian envoys into a place often frequented by Europeans and 
pilgrims on their way to or from Jerusalem.15

The importance of the Ethiopian presence in Jerusalem is, however, not 
limited to the growth of relations between Europe and Ethiopia, as Palestine 
also functioned for Ethiopia as a point of contact with Oriental Christians: 
Armenians,16 Georgians,17 Syrian Jacobites,18 Nubians,19 Copts,20 and Maro
nites. The encounter between Ethiopians and these other Oriental Christians 
explains how cultural traditions and artistic influences21 reached Ethiopia out
side the close relationship between Ethiopia and Coptic Egypt.22 Jerusalem 
widened the horizon of Ethiopia whose isolation from both Europe and the 
Christian Orient was thus much less hermetic than might have been sup
posed.23

The oldest testimony which has reached us about the presence of the Ethio-
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pians in the Holy Land after the rise of Christianity is found in two letters 
from the circle of Saint Jerome who lived in Bethlehem between 386 and 412. 
His disciple Paula and her daughter Eustochium wrote to their friends in 
Rome, Lota and Marcella, mentioning the arrival of Ethiopian monks in the 
Holy Land. But it is difficult to know if the terms “Ethiopia,” “Ethiopici,” 
and “Ethiopes” are to be understood as pilgrims from the kingdom of Aksum 
or whether we should view these terms in these fourth-century texts as an 
expression for Africans and/or Black Africans in general.24

Over time, the Ethiopian pilgrims settled near the holy places in Palestine 
and came to form a more or less organized community. A variety of sources 
have preserved information on the presence of the Ethiopians in the Holy 
Land—letters and manuscripts sent to the Ethiopian community in Jerusalem 
from the Royal court in Ethiopia; travel accounts of European pilgrims to 
Jerusalem; chronicles of the other Christian communities in Jerusalem (Fran
ciscans, Greeks, and Armenians); and, finally, historiographical works 
composed by Ethiopians living in the Holy Land.25

The Ethiopians in the Holy Land during the Middle Ages

Little is known about the life of the Ethiopians in Jerusalem from the fourth 
to thirteenth centuries. There is no certainty that there were Ethiopians 
amongst the “Surani” whom the Crusaders encountered when entering Je
rusalem in July, 1099.26 The Surani were Monophysite Christians in Palestine 
who were dependent on the jurisdiction of the Patriarch of Antioch. These 
included Syrians, Copts, Nubians, and possibly Ethiopians.27 The Ethiopian 
monks and pilgrims would have worshipped and perhaps also lived with these 
other Oriental Christians, probably at the St. Mary Magdalen monastery in 
Jerusalem. These churches followed the teachings of the Alexandrian theolo
gians who insisted on the union of the divine and human nature of Christ 
following the split in the Church at the Council of Chalcedon in 451.28 The 
conquest of Jerusalem by Salah-ad-Din in September 1187 made a great im
pression on the Christians not only in Europe, but also in Ethiopia. One of 
the reasons given for Emperor Lalibella’s construction of the rock churches in 
northern Ethiopia is said to have been the need felt by Ethiopians for a new 
Jerusalem.29 Johann von Würzburg reports that Ethiopian pilgrims visited 
Jerusalem in the twelfth century, and refers to them as one of the nations who 
had a chapel in the Holy City.30 In 1187, Salah ad-Din is said to have granted 
exemptions from a new communal tax to be paid to the Islamic rulers by the 
Greeks, Copts, Georgians, and Ethiopians. However, there is no evidence to 
prove that there were Ethiopians in Jerusalem during this period.31

The Syrian Jacobite historiographer Jacob Barhebraeus (1226-86) relates a
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story which throws some light on the presence of the Ethiopians in Jerusalem 
in the thirteenth century.32 In 1237, a dispute broke out between the Coptic 
patriarch Cyril III ibn-Laqlaq (1235-43) and the Syrian Jacobite patriarch of 
Antioch, Ignatius II, when the former appointed and consecrated a Coptic 
bishop for Jerusalem. Barhebraeus tells us that an Ethiopian monk by the 
name of Thomas requested Ignatius, when visiting Jerusalem, to consecrate 
him Metropolitan of “Abyssinia.” The normal procedure would be for the 
Ethiopian emperor to send a special embassy to the Coptic patriarch of Al
exandria, not of Antioch, to obtain a new metropolitan or abuna for Ethiopia. 
The geographical boundary for ecclesiastical authority between the patriar
chates of Antioch and Alexandria meant that Palestine and Jerusalem would 
be under the jurisdiction of Antioch. However, Cyril felt the need to consecrate 
a metropolitan to the Coptic community in Jerusalem due to the growing 
numbers of Egyptian Copts in Jerusalem and Syria, thus encroaching upon 
jurisdiction of the patriarchate of Antioch. The Ethiopian’s request to be made 
metropolitan gave Ignatius the opportunity to repay Cyril since it was well 
known that Ethiopia depended on the patriarch of Alexandria. Barhebraeus 
remarks that this plan of Ignatius was considered illegal, as the metropolitan 
of Ethiopia was always an Egyptian Copt.33 Ignatius, all too aware of the 
difficulties that the consecration of Thomas would pose, sought to consult 
the Dominican fathers.34 The Dominicans made their opposition to the 
plan clear, but nevertheless offered their good services for an agreement to be 
reached between Cyril and Ignatius. However, the latter went ahead and con
secrated the Ethiopian. The Dominicans, along with leaders of the Knights, 
Hospitalers, and Templars, protested the consecration before Ignatius. The 
patriarch decided to pass the incident off as a matter of linguistic misunder
standing and the affair was closed. There is no evidence that Thomas returned 
to Ethiopia.35

The reasons for the strong reaction of the Latins against Ignatius’ actions 
are many. The position of the Latins in Palestine was relatively weak as against 
the growing power of the Ayyubid Sultan al-Malik al-Kamil (1180-1238) in 
Egypt. The Latins lived in Jerusalem on the Ayyubid’s sufferance. The walls 
of the city had been demolished during the fifth Crusade and had not been 
rebuilt, and the Crusaders controlled very little of the hinterland. Furthermore, 
the action of the patriarch of Antioch could possibly have jeopardized the 
delicate negotiations which the Dominicans conducted with the patriarch of 
Alexandria for reunification between the Latin and Coptic churches.36

The presence of Ethiopians in Jerusalem in the thirteenth century is also 
explicitly attested in a Latin document, preserved in the Escorial, which can 
be dated to the end of that century.37 In 1283, the Dominican friar Burchard



A N T H O N Y  O ’ M A H O N Y  ♦ 471

of Mount Sion described the Ethiopians in his Descriptio Terrae Sanctae as 
“the most pious amongst the Orientals,” a reference to their rigorous fasting 
and, in general, the characteristic features of their liturgical ceremonies which 
made such an impression on the European pilgrims to Jerusalem.38

It can be seen from various other sources that the Ethiopians were present 
in Jerusalem at the beginning of the thirteenth century. The first known letter 
addressed to the Ethiopian community in Jerusalem by the emperor dates from 
this period. The document is preserved in an Egyptian collection, a biography 
of the Sultan al-Malik al-Mansur Kalawan (1279-90). In 1290, Emperor 
Yagbe’ä Seyon (1285-94) sent an Ethiopian mission to Cairo with a letter and 
gifts for the Ethiopian community in Jerusalem, together with one hundred 
candles which were to be lighted in the churches there. The Ethiopian emperor 
also requested that the Ethiopians should be allowed to enter into the churches 
of Jerusalem without being subjected to a tax, especially since Ethiopian mis
sions making their way to Cairo would often continue their journey in pil
grimage to the Holy City.39

We have no documentation that Ethiopians had direct knowledge of the 
Crusades. However, it seems unlikely that the kingdom was not aware of the 
military adventures of their fellow-Western Christians against Islam. It can 
only be assumed that the relative weakness of the Ethiopian kingdom in the 
thirteenth century, and the need to maintain good relations with the Ayyubid 
sultan in Egypt, precluded Christian Ethiopia from becoming more involved 
in this struggle in the eastern Mediterranean. After the fall of St. Jean d’Acre 
(eAkka) in 1291, which put an end to the Crusader domination in Palestine, 
voices were raised in the West for military action to reconquer the Holy Land. 
Various projects were conceived. One in particular was by Guillaume Adam, 
a Dominican friar who was later to become archbishop of Sultaniyyah and 
who had traveled to the island of Socotra in the Red Sea, where he had stayed 
for several months and from where he had made a number of unsuccessful 
attempts to travel to Ethiopia. In 1317, Adam submitted his plan for exter
minating the Saracens, De Modo Sarracenos Extirpandi, which included the 
blockade of eastern trade in the Red Sea based on Socotra.40 He also envisaged 
military cooperation between Europe and Ethiopia against the forces of Is
lam.41

The desire to establish contacts between Europe and Ethiopia was not just 
the preserve of the former but also of the latter. Niccolo da Poggibonsi, who 
had journeyed to Palestine between 1345-47, met a number of Ethiopians in 
Jerusalem who were also keen for an alliance with the Latins which would 
enable them to break the isolation imposed by the Islamic states.42 We have 
details from the fourteenth century regarding the topography of the Ethiopian
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presence in Jerusalem and Palestine. Jacob of Verona states that in 1335 the 
Ethiopians possessed an altar in the Basilica of the Nativity in Bethlehem, and 
according to da Poggibonsi, writing in 1345, the Ethiopians had an altar in 
the apse of the Basilica of the Holy Sepulchre and in the chapel of the Virgin 
Mary of Golgotha. Da Poggibonsi further describes the Ethiopian liturgy and 
their participation in the procession on Palm Sunday. The Ethiopians were 
exempted from paying taxes to the sultan and from paying fees to enter the 
Holy Sepulchre; they were even permitted to carry the traditional Ethiopian 
handcross.43

In 1386, Johann von Bodmann visited the Holy Land and mentioned that 
two Ethiopian monks lived permanently as representatives of their community 
in the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem. By the time of Johann von 
Bodmann’s visit, Muslim control over the Christian holy places was at times 
strictly enforced. He mentions that the door to the Holy Sepulchre was 
watched, permitting no one to enter the church except to replace one of the 
existing representatives or in the event of death.44 This issue was to complicate 
relations between the Muslim ruler and their Christian subjects. It is recorded 
that when the Ethiopian Emperor Yeshaq (1414—27) learned that the door to 
the Holy Sepulchre remained closed and was only permitted to be opened on 
a few Christian feast days, this news led him to exact revenge on the Islamic 
communities surrounding his kingdom. However, it is probably more correct 
to say that Yeshaq’s move against the Islamic states to the south was part of 
an expansionist policy being undertaken by the Ethiopian kingdom. Sultan 
Barsbay (1422-38) is supposed to have sought out the Coptic patriarch to kill 
him and to persecute the Christians in his territory in reaction to the Ethiopian 
emperor’s plans, but for some unknown reason he refrained from carrying out 
this scheme.45

The Ethiopian Community in Fifteenth- 
and Sixteenth-Century Jerusalem

Zar a Ya'eqob’s reign (1434—68) was a period of intense contact between Ethi
opia and Jerusalem. The emperor sent an Ethiopian delegation to attend the 
Council of Florence in 1441, which was headed by Nicodemus, superior of 
the Ethiopian community in Jerusalem, and a year later sent an important 
pilgrimage from Ethiopia via Egypt to Jerusalem.

In 1441, Zara Ya'eqob commissioned monks from the Ethiopian com
munity in Jerusalem to attend the Council of Florence (1438-45), which was 
called by Pope Eugene IV for the purpose of uniting the Eastern and Oriental 
churches with the papacy. Nicodemus, the head of the Ethiopian community



A N T H O N Y  O ’ M A H O N Y  ♦ 473

in Jerusalem—and not the emperor—designated the four Ethiopians who 
would attend the Council of Florence.46 In 1438, the Pope wished to issue a 
bull urging Prester John to expel the Muslims from Egypt and Palestine,47 but 
a Franciscan friar, Alberto da Sarteano,48 who had been appointed the apostolic 
commissioner in partibus orientalibus Indie, Ethiopie, Egipti et Jerusalem by the 
papal bull Dum onus (22 August, 1439), realized that the bull would have 
little effect and dissuaded the Pope from issuing it. However, the Pope en
trusted a letter to friar Alberto da Sarteano to deliver to the head of the Ethi
opian community, Nicodemus in Jerusalem. Four Ethiopian delegates from 
the community in Jerusalem were to travel to Egypt and, in the company of 
the Copts, embark for Europe; they arrived in Florence on 26 August, 1441. 
It has often been supposed that the Ethiopians were part of the same delegation 
as the Copts. In fact, even though they traveled together, and in spite of the 
relationship between the two churches, the delegations were separate and did 
not enjoy the same powers. The Copts had authority to accede to the bull of 
union, Cantate domio, whereas the Ethiopians could only observe and report 
back to the emperor, who was the effective head of the church. The Ethiopians 
did not have, and would not have had, authority on their own to subscribe to 
the union of the churches. No doubt the Pope hoped that, when notified of 
the outcome of the Council, the emperor would accede, but neither he nor 
his successors appear to have done so, and it is extremely improbable that Zar a 
Ya'eqob would ever have consented to such a limitation of his own authority 
over religious matters.49 A copy of the Latin text and Arabic translation of 
Cantate domio was sent to the Coptic patriarch of Alexandria, and attempts 
seem to have been made to send a copy to the Ethiopian court; there is some 
evidence that a copy of the bull was carefully studied by Zar'a Ya'eqob. Al
though the religious consequences of the Council of Florence were negligible 
for Ethiopia, it is quite possible that it exercised an important influence on 
cartographic information available in Europe regarding Ethiopian topography. 
The Ethiopian delegates sent from Jerusalem to the Council of Florence may 
have been responsible for much of the detail included in the map known as 
Egyptus Novelo and drawn in Florence under the supervision of the artist Pietro 
del Massajo.50

In 1481, a mission was sent to Egypt to ask the patriarch for a new abuna. 
On this occasion, the following requests were submitted to Sultan Qa’itbay
(1468-95):

1. when an Ethiopian mission makes its journey to Jerusalem, it should be 
exempt from paying taxes upon entering the Basilica of the Holy Sep
ulchre;



2. the basilica should remain open to all Christians for the duration of the 
Ethiopian mission’s stay in Jerusalem;

3. during that stay, all Christians in Jerusalem should benefit from the same 
exemption from paying taxes, in honor of the Ethiopian mission.

In the fifteenth century, the Ethiopian emperors felt that they were in a 
position of strength vis-à-vis the Muslim rulers in Egypt to the north who 
held Palestine within their sphere of influence. As had become more or less 
customary, the mission of 1481 continued on to Jerusalem for pilgrimage 
purposes and to visit the Ethiopian community in the Holy City. They carried 
a decree permitting all Christians to enter the Holy Sepulchre without paying 
taxes. However, the local officials were said to have refused and would allow 
only members of the Ethiopian mission to enter the basilica; the members of 
the mission objected to this arrangement and insisted that the rights granted 
by the decree be honored. It is clear from the account by Mudir al-Din al- 
’Ulaymi, who recorded these events, that the Ethiopians were eventually al
lowed to enter the Holy Sepulchre along with members of the other Christian 
communities.51 This event offers a concrete example of the origin of this tale 
brought to Europe by pilgrims regarding the privileged position of the Ethio
pians in Jerusalem and the position of power that the Ethiopian emperor held 
against the sultan.52

Throughout the fifteenth century, the Ethiopian community consolidated 
its position in Jerusalem, and between 1460 and 1480 they acquired two more 
properties: the Chapel of Improperium inside the Basilica of the Holy Sep
ulchre and the Grotto of David on Mount Sion. In 1480, the Ethiopians 
owned the following in Jerusalem: (1) the chapel in the rotunda of the Basilica 
of the Holy Sepulchre; (2) the Chapel of Mary of Golgotha; (3) the Chapel 
of Improperium; and (4) the Grotto of David. By the beginning of the fol
lowing century, the Ethiopian community was to have made two further ac
quisitions: an altar in the chapel of the Tomb of Mary in Gethsemane; and 
co-ownership with the Copts of a church near the Jordan River. In 1512, they 
acquired the Chapel of the Sacrifice of Abraham situated at the foot of Calvary. 
The principal center for the Ethiopian community in Jerusalem, however, was 
the monastery at the Grotto of David, which they lost when the Franciscans 
were expelled in 1559.

Even before the Ottoman conquest of Palestine in 1517, the power of the 
Egyptian rulers was in decline, which brought about a loosening of the restric
tions on the position of the Christians in Jerusalem. In March 1513, under 
Sultan Qansuh al-Ghawri (1516-30), the Christians were granted exemption 
from paying taxes on arrival at Jaffa, Gaza, Ramallah, and Lydda, and on

474 ♦ PilgrimSy Politics and  Holy Places



A N T H O N Y  O ’ M A H O N Y  ♦ 475

entering the Basilica of the Holy Sepulchre; the decree was issued in the form 
of an inscription at the left entrance of the basilica. However, these changes 
must be seen within a wider political context: the Mamluk sultan was threat
ened politically by expansion of the Ottomans to the east and economically 
by the growing maritime influence of the European powers to the south and 
west.

Barbone Morosini, a Venetian visiting Palestine in 1514, just prior to the 
Ottoman conquest, mentions in his itinerary all the sites traditionally associ
ated with the Ethiopian presence in Jerusalem: the chapel in the Basilica of 
the Holy Sepulchre; the Chapel of Mary at Golgotha; the Chapel of Impro- 
perium; the Chapel of the Sacrifice of Abraham; and the Grotto of David. He 
also identifies the presence of Ethiopians in Bethlehem, where they celebrated 
at their own altar in the Basilica of the Nativity. This has been viewed as 
verifying the account of Jacob of Verona who places the Ethiopians there in 
1335, which means that there could have been an Ethiopian presence in Beth
lehem for nearly two centuries.53

The Arab historian Ibn Iyas describes probably the last Ethiopian embassy 
to Jerusalem before the change from Mamluk to Ottoman rule; it departed 
Cairo in 1516 on its way to Jerusalem and stayed there for a period of three 
days.54 With regard to the Ethiopian pilgrims, they would have had to leave 
Ethiopia at Epiphany in order to be in Jerusalem for the celebrations of the 
Holy Week and Easter. Francesco Alvares, the chaplain of the Portuguese 
mission to Ethiopia, wrote that in 1520 another Ethiopian mission set out for 
Jerusalem, but this time the caravan included some 336 pilgrims. The caravan 
was attacked by Bedouins and almost completely annihilated, except for fifteen 
monks who escaped and continued their pilgrimage. After the destruction of 
the caravan, it is reported that the Ethiopian pilgrims did not set out on 
pilgrimage to the Holy Land for several years.55

The Ethiopian Community in Jerusalem after the Ottoman Conquest:
1517-1650

Cerulli has shown that the Ethiopian community in Jerusalem attained its 
greatest prosperity during the last years of the Mamluk rule, however this 
relatively good position was changed drastically for the worse by two events: 
the Ottoman conquest of Palestine in 1517 and the attack on Ethiopia by 
Ahmad Gran in the 1520s during which time he managed to invade most of 
the Christian kingdom, burning churches, monasteries, manuscripts, and 
icons, and killing those who refused to embrace Islam. These two events pre
saged hard times for the Ethiopian community in Jerusalem. Cut off from
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Ethiopia, the community could no longer expect political and financial support 
and could not find means to pay the taxes and bribes demanded by the new 
Ottoman rulers. The result was a gradual lost of its rights and privileges in 
the holy places. Nevertheless, the Ethiopian community in Jerusalem did man
age to survive the difficult period after the Ottoman conquest. The French 
pilgrim Denis Possot found Ethiopian monks living in Dair as-Sultan, and in 
his book Le voyage de la Terre Sainte, he describes how he and a small group 
of other French pilgrims visited that place where “Abraham fulfilled his duty 
of sacrificing Isaac, and the chapel is guarded by the black people called Abys- 
sinians. 50

The Portuguese Franciscan friar Pantaleäo de Aveiro,57 who spent a year 
and eight months in the Holy Land, from April 1563 till November 1564, 
describes in detail the position of the Ethiopian community in Jerusalem in 
his Itinerârio da Terra Santa, e suas particularidades.58 The whole of chapter 
XXXII, “Abexins do preste Joao” or “Prester John’s Abyssinians,” is an account 
of the Ethiopian community which the Portuguese Franciscan describes with 
great sympathy and admiration. He mentions Ethiopian participation in var
ious ceremonies in Jerusalem: on the Mount of Olives during the feast of the 
Ascension—a privilege they have since lost—as well as participation in the 
ceremony of the Holy Fire. On the eve of Ascension Day, the Franciscan friars 
would go to the ceremonies on the Mount of Olives to sing vespers; they 
would remain during the night and sing high mass, and then take communion 
the following morning. This practice was adopted by the other Christians in 
Jerusalem. Pantaleäo relates in his Itinerârio how he saw Ethiopians, both men 
and women, among those taking communion, behaving with a devotion that 
edified him. He also mentions that it was their custom not to spit on the day 
on which they took communion and they did not eat anything like olives or 
plums which would necessitate taking stones out of their mouths. Pantaleäo 
tells us that during the ceremony of the Holy Fire on Holy Saturday, the 
Ottoman authorities admitted only two Ethiopians into the chapel of the Holy 
Sepulchre, from which they emerged after some time with lighted candles.59

The five German pilgrim narratives from approximately the same time as 
Pantaleäo’s visit, which Cerulli examined for his Etiopi in Palestina, afford 
evidence that the Ethiopians possessed two chapels and refer ambiguously to 
two more. The first are the Chapel of Mocking and a chapel in the rotunda 
of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre. The Itinerârio confirms their occupation 
of both (chapters XXVI and XXXV). Cerulli remarks that the Chapel of Abra
ham’s Sacrifice, which about ten years earlier had been the principal center 
for the Ethiopians, is mentioned by only one of his five Germans, and even 
he does not state explicitly that it still belonged to them, while another passage
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might relate either to this chapel or to one in the forecourt, at one time called 
St. Mary of Golgotha and known to have been occupied by the Ethiopians by 
the mid-fourteenth century. The Itinerârio establishes that both these were 
still in their possession, and Cerulli’s suggestion that the second might have 
passed to the Franciscans by 1559 is not therefore tenable. Like the five 
German pilgrims, Pantaleäo also makes no reference to the Ethiopians in con
nection with David’s cave on Mount Sion, thus affording negative support to 
Cerulli’s suggestion that the community had lost it when the Franciscans were 
deprived of their convent. In chapter XXII, Pantaleäo also speaks of an Ethi
opian martyr who was burnt by the Moors in the forecourt of the Church of 
the Holy Sepulchre, leaving a footprint in one of the stone slabs “as though 
on soft wax.”

Pantaleäo insists more than once that, although the Ethiopians had many 
elements not in conformity with what he considered to be proper Christian 
practice, they were yet obedient to the Holy See. Pantaleäo describes the Ethio
pians in Palestine as friends of the Latins who showed them deference and 
publicly took pride in their own subjection to the Holy See.

The Ethiopians were also said to be on good terms with the Ottomans. 
Pantaleäo’s explanation is the old story that the Prester John was able to divert 
the water of the Nile and so ruin Egypt; the sultan therefore paid something 
to the prester and treated his subjects well. It is interesting that the community 
should have been favorably regarded at this time, for it has been shown that 
the Ottoman conquest of Palestine in 1517 was, in fact, followed by a con
siderable decline in its prosperity.

After the Ottoman conquest of Palestine and Egypt in 1517, it is quite 
possible that many of those Ethiopian manuscripts from Jerusalem, which are 
today to be found in papal and Italian libraries, reached Europe with refugees 
leaving the Holy Land at that time. Some members of their community, but 
not all, left for Italy, Austria, and Spain. Between 1530 and 1550, dramatic 
years for the homeland, Ethiopians were back in Jerusalem, certainly out of 
devotion, but also to seek help from Christian Europe against the invasion of 
Ahmad Gran. By 1640, the Ethiopians came under the charge of the Arme
nians, and in 1654 their rights concerning property and religious ritual were 
given over to the Greeks. During the eighteenth century there were few Ethio
pians in Jerusalem, while the nineteenth century saw their return to Dair as- 
Sultan.60
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The Greek Orthodox Community 

of Jerusalem in International Politics: 
International Solutions for Jerusalem 
and the Greek Orthodox Community 

in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries

S O T I R I S  R O U S S O S

Since the early eighteenth century, the diplomatic corps of countries such 
as France, Austria, and Russia had believed that Jerusalem should be han

dled as a special issue and that the Holy City should be “governed” under a 
special status separate from the political and social situation in the region. It 
was this very idea that led to Russo-Turkish agreements in the mid-eighteenth 
century and the great diplomatic effort regarding the protection of the Holy 
Places throughout the nineteenth century; it was this idea that also led to the 
abortive International Commission for the Holy Places in the early 1920s and 
propelled the proposals for internationalization in 1946-47.

The first part of the essay will cover the nineteenth century and the attitude 
of the Orthodox Patriarchate and community toward the interests and activ
ities of England, Prussia, France, and the rejuvenated Catholic presence in 
Jerusalem as well as the increasing Russian influence. The period ofpost-World 
War I and of the British Mandate, with its attempts to find an international 
solution by setting up a special status for Jerusalem, will then be examined. 
In this respect, the International Commission for the Holy Places, and the 
British Commissions on the affairs of the Greek Orthodox Church in 1920s, 
will also be addressed. The third part of the paper will examine the attitude 
of the Greek Orthodox community and Church toward proposals for inter
nationalization of the Holy City in the critical period of 1946-48.

♦ ♦ ♦
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From the fifteenth century onward, the cornerstone of the Patriarchate’s at
titude and stance toward international intervention was its self-perception as 
the guardian of the Holy Places in the name of eastern Christianity. The Greek 
Orthodox patriarchs viewed themselves as heirs of Patriarch Sophronius who 
arranged the terms of Jerusalem’s capitulation with the Caliph 'Umar in 636. 
The rights and privileges of the Orthodox Church in the Holy Land were, 
according to the same view, secured by the Akhdname (Firman) of 'Umar 
which was held by the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate.1

The Greek Orthodox Patriarchate saw also itself as the guardian of the Holy 
Places in the name of the Greek nation, t o  Tévoç xœv Pŵ iaitov. For them, the 
Greek nation was the continuation of the later Byzantine period, the contin
uation of a Greek-speaking, Orthodox culture. Although the Greek Orthodox 
Church covered several races with different languages and cultures, it was this 
culture of the late Byzantine elite that prevailed. This elite became the leading 
group of the Greek Orthodox millet, effectively identifying the Greek Ortho
dox, Rum, with the Greeks.2

The Ottoman conquest of Jerusalem led to the subordination of the Patri
archates of Jerusalem, Antioch, and Alexandria to the Ecumenical Patriarchate 
of Constantinople. From the mid-sixteenth century onward, and for nearly 
three centuries, the Patriarch of Jerusalem resided in Istanbul. The millet sys
tem  afforded the Ecumenical Patriarch a leading role in Orthodox Christian 
affairs—he was the leader of the Rum millet and of all the Orthodox regardless 
of language or race. The Greek Orthodox Patriarchate of Constantinople be
came the sole channel of communication between the Porte and the Greek 
Orthodox subjects. The Patriarch of Constantinople, therefore, could influ
ence the election of the Patriarch of Jerusalem and consequently the admin
istration of the Holy Places in the city.

The concentration of all this power transformed the Patriarchate into a 
center of intrigue and political maneuvering, including bribery for both re
moving and appointing patriarchs. During the seventeenth century, there were 
thirty-one patriarchs with an average tenure of no more than three years. 
During the same period, many of those patriarchs were deposed and reinstated, 
making a total of about sixty changes. This vacillation and instability weakened 
the patriarchs and strengthened the power of the Patriarchate’s Greek-speaking 
apparatus, the Phanariotes.5

Members of that Greek-speaking elite also became part of high echelons of 
the Ottoman bureaucracy. The eighteenth century was marked by the domi
nation of the Phanariotes, who had gained wealth and power and thus dictated 
their will to the ecclesiastics. Efforts by patriarchs to side with Greek Orthodox 
middle-class craftsmen guilds in order to counterbalance the Phanariotes did 
not bear any fruits.4
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The arena of antagonism and maneuvering for the control of the Holy 
Places had now been transferred to the Ottoman court, the Porte, in Istanbul. 
During the eighteenth century, the influence of western powers, and partic
ularly France, in the Ottoman empire reached unprecedented proportions.5 
Turkey had to grant certain privileges and Catholic influence reached its peak 
during the same period. The alliance between France and the Ottomans led 
to the Capitulation of 1740, a treaty which gave the French extensive trade 
and other privileges concerning the protection of French subjects and the 
building of churches. Among other provisions, the treaty gave the Franciscan 
Order a dominant position in the Holy Places at the expense of the Greek 
Orthodox Patriarchate. It was the first time since the crusades that a foreign, 
European power was in a position to regulate the status quo in the Holy Places 
and, as such, “internationalized” the issue.

At the beginning of the eighteenth century, the Patriarchate of Antioch, 
neglected as it was by Constantinople, turned to the French consuls and the 
Catholic Church. The Patriarchate of Alexandria followed suit. The shifting 
of loyalties from Constantinople to Rome concerning the Patriarchates of 
Antioch and Alexandria in 1721 increased the tension between the churches 
of Old and New Rome.6 This French-Catholic interference was seen by the 
Orthodox as the greatest danger against the Greek Orthodox preeminence in 
the Holy Places. The official historian of the Patriarchate, Chrysostomos Pa- 
padopoulos, saw the reestablishment of Orthodox dominance in 1757 as an 
event of great importance.7

It was at that time that the parties of a centuries-long antagonism were 
crystallized. On one hand, the Catholics rested on the influence of foreign, 
western powers, namely France and Austria, and thus wished the “interna
tionalization” of the issue. On the other, the Greek Orthodox Church and its 
apparatus, the Phanary had to rely on the indigenous Greek Orthodox popu
lation and work in close connection with the Ottoman bureaucracy, central 
and local, and hence was always cautious toward foreign, “international” in
volvement.

The emergence of Russia as protector of the Orthodox of the Ottoman 
empire in the eighteenth century did not alter the attitude of the Greek Or
thodox Church. During the Russo-Turkish war of 1787-91, the working 
relations between the Patriarchate, the Porte, and the local pasha helped the 
Confraternity of the Holy Sepulchre to overcome the disturbances of Muslims 
Arabs.8 Similarly, at the beginning of the nineteenth century, the dispute be
tween the Greek Orthodox and the Armenian Church over some of the Holy 
Places was settled through mediation by the Greek high-ranking member of 
the Ottoman bureaucracy, Georgios Karatzas, without involving Russia or any 
other European power.
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The notion that the Holy Places were part of the international agenda, and 
indeed part of western diplomacy, became dominant during the Crimean cri
sis. In his endless search for prestige, Napoleon III decided to back the Cath
olics in the Holy Places (at the expense of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate). 
Russian prestige was challenged and the issue became more perplexing due to 
secret concessions made by the Ottomans to both the Latins and the Ortho
dox. After laborious diplomatic efforts, at the end of 1852, the Ottomans 
decided to side with the Latins, believing that a Franco-Turkish alliance could 
thwart any Russian threat.9

The struggle for domination over the Holy Places, as well as Russian de
mands for further protection over Christian subjects of the Ottoman empire, 
led to the confrontation between Russia on the one hand, and France, En
gland, and the Ottomans on the other. However, despite its Near Eastern 
pretext, the Crimean war was primarily fought for domination in central Eu
rope and its main aim was to weaken the conservative alliance of Austria, 
Prussia, and Russia.10

As far as the Holy Places were concerned, the Paris Conference (1856) 
reestablished the status quo ante annulling the concessions given to the Latins 
by the Ottomans. Although the Greeks became the dominant church in the 
Holy Places, they had to share certain shrines with the Latins and the Arme
nians. The transfer of decision-making from Istanbul to Paris and other Eu
ropean capitals had been detrimental to Greek maneuvering and to its 
negotiating position.

Throughout the nineteenth century, it was deeply rooted in the Greek 
Orthodox conscience that the aim of all western diplomats in Istanbul, par
ticularly of the French, was to protect and promote the Catholic interests in 
the Holy Places. According to a pamphlet of the Patriarchate published in 
Athens in 1919, every French ambassador in Istanbul was a staunch supporter 
of Catholicism and a fierce enemy of the Greek Orthodox.11

In the meantime, Palestine had become a common area of western interest 
and acquisition for both Protestant and Catholic groups. It was under the 
Prussian and English umbrella that the Protestant Bishopric of Jerusalem came 
into existence in 1841. Despite internal differences between the Anglicans and 
the Evangelicals, and their eventual failure, the bishopric gave impetus to 
Protestant activity in the Levant.12

For the Russians, these activities seemed to be the forerunners of Prussian 
and British political influence and penetration. Russian intervention and pro
tection, though Orthodox, was not welcomed by the Greek Orthodox Patri
archate of Jerusalem. It was seen as an endeavor to dominate the Holy Places, 
playing the indigenous Arab Orthodox population against the Greek-speaking 
Patriarchate. It reminded them of the Slavonic Benevolent Society in Bulgaria
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which led to the emergence of Bulgarian “Church nationalism” and the sub
sequent creation of the Bulgarian Exarchate. It was another form of interna
tional intervention which reduced Ottoman rule over Orthodox matters and 
hence curtailed the influence of the Phanariotes> the Ecumenical Patriarchate 
apparatus, with respect to the election of the Patriarch of Jerusalem.

In 1845, Russian pressure led to the election of Cyrillos, who took up 
residence in Jerusalem and severed the close link with the Phanar. The second 
half of the eighteenth century was full of controversy and strife between the 
Russian Orthodox Ecclesiastical mission and Russian diplomats on the one 
hand, and the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate on the other. The Russian mission 
contributed a great deal to the education and welfare of the Arab Orthodox, 
who had been neglected by the Patriarchate.

Strong Arab Orthodox opposition, combined with Russian pressure, 
brought about a compromise with the Patriarchate in 1875 which gave some 
concessions to the Arabs without, however, losing the upper hand in the ad
ministration of the Holy Places. Working relations with the Ottoman Porte 
were not enough to preserve the position of the Greek Orthodox clergy in 
Palestine.

To the Greek Orthodox, the experience of the nineteenth century showed 
that no foreign intervention in the Holy Places could protect the interests of 
the Orthodox Church. On the contrary, foreign intervention was sometimes 
inimical toward the Patriarchate of Jerusalem and detrimental to the traditional 
links between the Patriarchate and the Ottoman central and local administra
tions. Even the emergence of the new Greek state in 1830 did not alter this 
basic idea of the Patriarchate. Athens became the second center of the Greek 
world, marking the beginning of an antagonism with the traditional center of 
the Greek Orthodox world, Constantinople.

♦ ♦ ♦

World War I brought new protagonists into the Middle East arena. The British 
were now the dominant power in Palestine and the Holy Places. The initiative 
of the Greek Orthodox in this completely new international and regional 
landscape was threefold: firstly, toward the Greek state, an emerging regional 
power; secondly, toward new international fora; and thirdly, and most im
portantly, toward the new masters of the region, the British.

Internal strife between the majority of the Holy Synod and Patriarch Dam
ianos had weakened the Greek Orthodox Church in 1918. It was at that point 
that the majority of the Holy Synod openly asked for the moral and material 
help of a government beyond the region—the Greek government. This ini
tiative had four possible motivations: firstly, the Greek national consciousness
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which prevailed among the members of the Patriarchate’s hierarchy; secondly, 
the emergence of a strong Greek state on the “winners’ ” side, which was ready 
to undertake the role of a regional power in the eastern Mediterranean (the 
triumph of the irredentist policy of secular Athens had meant the end of the 
religious, communal power of Constantinople); thirdly, the collapse of pro
tection resulting from the close connection between the Patriarchate and the 
Ottoman administration; and last, but not least, the loss of life-giving income 
from Rumania and Bessarabia due to the war and the situation in Russia. 
Nonetheless, the idea of seeking the protection of the Greek state was not 
shared by Patriarch Damianos and other members of the Confraternity. The 
complaints of the Greek consuls that the Patriarch was randomly ready to 
cooperate with them were a constant feature of their reports from Palestine.

On the international scene, the Patriarchate prepared and submitted to the 
Peace Conference in Paris a memorandum, which is a most vivid statement 
of Greek Orthodox reservations against the interference of European powers 
in the Holy Places. The memorandum came as an answer to the Latin one on 
the Holy Places, arguing that “. . . the Franciscans had settled down in the 
most important Holy Places since the fourteenth century through pecuniary 
means on the one hand, and on the other by the inter-mediation of Kings and 
Democracies.”13 In another paragraph, the memorandum stated that “. .  . this 
struggle [for the Holy Places] used to end in favour of the Franciscans when
ever the political influence of the West oppressed efficaciously the Sublime 
Porte leaving no outlet to it.”

The views of the Greek Foreign Ministry, which was the channel of com
munication of the Patriarchate of Jerusalem with other governments and Or
thodox churches, are of some interest. In 1918, the Second Directorate of the 
Foreign Ministry argued that the Holy Places were a sui generis land and 
should be handled as such. They therefore should be a corpus separatum ad
ministered by the local patriarchates and communities that had rights over the 
Holy Places, namely, the Greek Orthodox, the Latins, and the Armenians. 
Alternatively they saw a British protectorate as the preferable solution.14 It is 
evident that the Greek Foreign Ministry wished to avoid the involvement of 
foreign powers and any kind of internationalization. The British solution re
flected Greek reservations for a Catholic protectorate, either French or, less 
likely, Italian.

The reservations of the Greek Ministry were also shared by the Greek Or
thodox Patriarchate in Jerusalem. The diplomatic struggle around the Com
mission for the Holy Places in the early 1920s clearly showed how weak the 
Greek Orthodox Church was in face of “internationalizing” the issue of Je
rusalem and the Holy Places.
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The idea of placing Jerusalem under a special international regime had 
already been conceived during secret British, French, and Russian talks in the 
winter of 1915-16 on the division of the Ottoman empire. The Sikes-Picot 
Agreement provided for a neutral entity including Jerusalem under interna
tional administration.15

As soon as the British troops entered the Holy City on the 9th December, 
1917, Pasquale Baldi, a Catholic specialist on the Holy Places, outlined the 
Catholic plans and expectations regarding the Holy Places and made clear that 
the balance of power had been changed. Now it was the great powers and the 
international role of the Catholic Church, and not the Greek elites and the 
Ottoman bureaucracy, that played the decisive role in the matters of Jerusa
lem.16 “Today,” he argued, “it is not the question of counting how many 
Greeks are in the Ottoman empire but how many Catholics there are in the 
world. . .  .”

In 1922, the Vatican increased its diplomatic effort in an attempt to secure 
a preponderant role for the Catholics in the Commission for the Holy Places. 
The views of the Vatican reflected its fears that a combination between An
glicanism, Zionism, and the Orthodox would harm the rights of the Catholics 
in the Holy Places.

The proposal of the Holy See was that only the state members of the League 
of Nations should participate in the Commission for the Holy Places, which 
was set by Article 14 of the Mandate. The other denominations, namely Greek 
Orthodox and Armenians, would have a consultative role. This provision 
meant that Catholics would decide over Orthodox and Armenian matters, let 
alone disputes between, for instance, Catholics and Greek Orthodox.17

The British proposed that the Commission for the Holy Places should have 
three subcommissions, one Christian, one Jewish, and one Muslim. The Chris
tian subcommission would be composed of three Roman Catholics (Italian, 
Spanish, Belgian), three Orthodox (one of whom would be Greek and one 
Russian), one Armenian, and possibly one or two representatives of the Ethio
pians and the Copts.

The British proposal met with strong French opposition, which maintained 
that a Christian commission should have a Catholic majority and, of course, 
the president of such a commission should be French, given the traditional 
role of France as protector of Catholicism. On the other hand, the prepon
derant role of France encountered a strong reaction by Italy in view of the fact 
that the Latin Patriarch of Jerusalem was Italian.

Facing this deadlock, the British stated in October, 1922 that they were 
not able to settle the disputes among the Catholic states and that they assumed 
the protection of the Orthodox rights since these were not represented by an
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Orthodox power in the League of Nations. Thus, they would not accept a 
solution which would not be just for the Orthodox. The commission was 
never realized and the British Mandate undertook the obligation to preserve 
the status quo in the Holy Places.

♦ ♦ ♦

The diplomatic struggle over the Commission for the Holy Places revealed 
the weakness of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate after the collapse of the 
Ottoman empire. The transfer of decision-making from Jerusalem and Istan
bul to Paris, London, and Rome deprived the Greek Orthodox Church of any 
power and gave the Vatican the initiative. The arguments of European powers 
on the issue mirrored the same ideas and notions about the Holy Places which 
prevailed in the nineteenth century, especially after the Crimean War, whereby 
the Holy Places and Jerusalem were not part of the region and thus did not be
long to the East and its tradition. They were in the East, but not quite eastern. 
They had an extraterritorial character and they could be thought of as part of 
Europe. If there was not a European power behind the Greek Orthodox Patri
archate, it had to be invented; otherwise, the Greek Orthodox could not have 
been represented. Tsarist Russia no longer existed and Greece was trying to 
heal the trauma of the Asia Minor disaster. The British undertook the task.

The Holy See saw the “internationalization” as an opportunity to redis
tribute the Holy Places and get the lion’s share out of a Catholic-dominated 
Commission for the Holy Places. Dispute and antagonism among Catholic 
powers, as well as British reservations to accept French partnership in Palestine 
through a French-dominated Commission for the Holy Places, foiled the Vat
ican’s plan.18

The Greek Orthodox Patriarchate of Jerusalem now had to change its at
titude toward finding new allies, both regional and European. The British 
seemed to be reliable allies. The relations between the Anglican and the Or
thodox Church had been long and amicable since the reign of the Patriarch 
of Constantinople, Cyrillos Loukaris, at the beginning of the seventeenth cen
tury. During the 1920s, high-ranking Greek Orthodox ecclesiastics partici
pated in the Lambeth Conference; in the same period, the Anglo-Hellenic 
League of London included prominent members of both the Anglican and the 
Greek Orthodox Church.

Moreover, the Patriarchate did not oppose the Zionist plan for Palestine 
since this was the policy of the British Mandate. Patriarch Damianos adopted 
the line that Greek Orthodox Christians, like Jews, were a minority and that 
they should cooperate with each other. In general, the Patriarchate followed a 
path known since the Ottoman times. It coopted with the state’s policies in



order to preserve its internal autonomy and the control of the Holy Places. 
Tolerance for allegiance was a scheme known during the Ottoman era.

The policy of the Patriarchate was reinforced by British policy concerning 
the Holy Places. The British Mandate administration and the Foreign Office 
tried to avoid any international interference, mediation, or inquiry regarding 
either the Patriarchate of Jerusalem or the Holy Places in general. The handling 
of the two major crises in the Patriarchate in 1919—21 and in 1924—26 aimed 
at avoiding any international implications.

In 1919, the majority of the Holy Synod of the Patriarchate asked for the 
deposition of Patriarch Damianos, accusing him of being autocratic and cor
rupt, as well as responsible for mismanagement of the Patriarchate’s revenues 
and for the abysmal debt of the Orthodox Church of Jerusalem. They also 
proposed the intervention and arbitration of the Patriarchates of Constanti
nople and Alexandria as well as the churches of Greece and Cyprus. The 
Bertram-Luke Commission was set up in order to avoid this interference or 
any other international implications concerning the preservation of the status 
quo in the Holy Places. The Commission ruled out any interference from 
abroad, either ecclesiastical or political, and reinstated the position of Patriarch 
Damianos.19

In 1925, the demands of the Arab Orthodox to play a decisive role in the 
Patriarchate’s affairs and the refusal of the Greek hierarchy to accept such 
demands led to another crisis. The Arab Orthodox community constituted 
the vast majority of the Orthodox faithful in Palestine and felt that their rights 
and needs for education and social welfare were being ignored by the Patri
archate. They were excluded from the Church administration and the man
agement of the Church revenues and lands.

The British administration responded by setting up of the Bertram-Young 
Commission, which aimed again at avoiding any international implications 
which could have transferred the matter from the jurisdiction of the Palestinian 
administration to the international fora, and indeed to the Council of the 
League of Nations. This primary aim of the Commission prevented proposals 
for radical alterations in the administration of the Jerusalem Patriarchate.

The Arab Orthodox community also opposed the notion of international
ization, though for different reasons. Although the Arab Orthodox community 
owed the emergence of its nationalism to the international, mainly Russian 
but also Protestant, educational mission in the Levant and the Holy Places, 
they did not espouse the idea of “internationalization” of the Holy City. On 
the contrary; they included the future of the Holy Places in their aspiration 
for the “nationalization” of the Orthodox Church in Palestine.20

In the late 1920s and the 1930s, many prominent Arab Orthodox individ-
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uals and newspapers were deeply involved in the Palestinian Arab national 
movement. The newspaper Filastin and its editor, 'Isa al-Isa, were among the 
strongest critics of the Patriarchate and advocates of greater Arab participation 
in the administration of the Church. From the 1920s onward, there were 
radical proposals for the establishment of an autonomous and autocephalous 
Palestinian Arab church following the example of the Bulgarian Exarchate

As K. Cragg has argued, the Arab Christians were and still are adversely 
affected by their minority status, their ambivalent relations with the West, and 
the complexity of their interreligious situation. For the Arab Christians, and 
the Arab Orthodox in particular, the basis of their Palestinian Arab nationalism 
and, at the same time, the greater issue is that of Palestine. The land of Pal
estine became one of the most important issues in the culture and history of 
the Palestinian Christians. This notion of Palestine could not exclude the Holy 
Places and, as such, any idea of corpus separatum for Jerusalem could not be 
accepted by the Arab Orthodox.21

In 1947, the extraterritorial character of the Holy Places would give way to 
corpus separatum of Jerusalem. The “internationalization,” which was behind 
all European diplomatic initiatives from 1852 onward, was now presented 
unveiled. The Prussian suggestions of 1841 regarding an international agree
ment on Jerusalem, Bethlehem, and Nazareth were present and prevailed a 
century later.22

The General Assembly of the United Nations, in its resolution of 29th 
November, 1947, recommended the establishment of Jerusalem as corpus se
paratum under a special international regime to be administered by the United 
Nations. The Vatican saw the internationalization as an instrument to promote 
Catholic interests over the Holy Places. All relevant Encyclicals and Vatican 
broadcasting underscored the preservation of the Catholic rights in the Holy 
Places.

The Greek Orthodox Patriarchate reacted to the corpus separatum plan and 
tried to find allies in the region. Greece supported the United Nations plans 
since they had the blessing of London and Washington, and the Greek gov
ernment could not afford to irritate its closest allies on a relatively minor issue 
in the midst of the civil war. Although the Greek government supported the 
plan, the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate was to come to an understanding with 
Israel against the corpus separatum. The reservations of the Patriarchate were 
deeply rooted in the mistrust toward the Catholics and the Vatican. In their 
view, every effort for internationalization was one more opportunity for the 
Catholics to dominate the Holy Places.

The recommendations and suggestions to the plan made by the Patriarchate 
of Jerusalem reflected these beliefs.23 Regarding the nationality of the High
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Commissioner, the Patriarchate regretted the fact that he could not be of either 
Israeli or Arab nationality, i.e., a member of the indigenous population. They 
feared that the possibility of a Catholic commissioner would harm the interests 
of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate. Furthermore, the composition of the 
international court which would have the ultimate jurisdiction over disputes 
in the Holy Places excluded nationals of the region, both Arabs and Israelis. 
It was one more source of fear that Orthodox interests would not be given 
adequate consideration.

For the Greek Orthodox Church, in Jerusalem, Athens, and Constanti
nople, the plan for internationalization would transform Jerusalem into 
“. . . un centre d’intrigues internationales.” In his letter to the United Nations, 
Patriarch Timotheos stressed that the Greek Orthodox Church should fully 
acquire adequate representation in accordance with the fourteen-century-long 
history of Orthodox presence. In the Patriarch’s view, equity, justice, and a 
clear understanding of realities were the pillars of a practicable and lasting 
settlement in the Holy Places.24 This clear understanding of the realities on 
the ground, the realities of the Orient, was always the criterion of Patriarchal 
policies.

In conclusion, throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the 
notion of extraterritoriality and internationalization of the Holy Places was 
dominant in the policies of the European powers and the Holy See. In other 
words, Jerusalem was in Palestine but not quite Palestinian. The Vatican tried 
to use this notion in order to dominate the Holy Places. As Zander put it, 
“. . .  in this struggle the Latins increasingly secured the support of external 
powers . .  . whilst the Greeks had to rely on the indigenous Christian popu
lation and [indeed] their connections at the court in Constantinople.”25

Every time the decision-making was transferred from Constantinople and 
Jerusalem to western capitals, the position of the Orthodox Church became 
precarious. Whenever the terrain of diplomatic effort was the East, the Greek 
Orthodox Church managed to preserve its position by coopting the state, 
whether it be Ottoman, British Mandate, Israeli, or Jordanian. The millet 
system shaped the attitude and perception of the Orthodox Church of Jeru
salem. It was a status of autonomy and self-sufficiency which the Church, as 
a religious corporation, enjoyed together with extensive jurisdiction under the 
Ottoman rule.26 Even the emergence of the Greek state did not alter the policy 
of the Patriarchate. It preferred to search for allies in the region rather than 
to rely on the external political aid of the Greek state. The fourteen-century- 
long history of the Patriarchate dictated that the only way for the preservation 
of its position would be to adjust itself to the realities of the region and to 
build its future with the living stones of the Holy Land.
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357, 358, 361, 365, 368, 371-81 , 3 8 2 -  
92, 393-407 , 467, 469, 471 

Ctesiphon 145, 260  
Cyprian 225 
Cyprus 468, 490  
Cyrene 61, 81 
Cyril III ibn Laqlaq 470  
Cyril of Jerusalem 135, 139, 146, 148, 153-  

55, 157, 159, 165, 196, 198-200, 2 0 9 -  
12, 213, 214, 215, 218, 219, 220, 221, 
22 8 -2 9 , 230, 231, 237, 238, 242-43 ,
250, 253

Catechetical Lectures 198-99, 210,
213, 218 

Cyrillos 486  
Cyrillos Loukaris 489  
Cyrus 53, 343

D

Dair as-Sultan 476, 477  
Damascus 94, 100-101, 269, 312 
Damascus Gate 134, 140, 141, 144, 329, 

330, 340  
Damasus of Rome 159 
Damianos 4 8 6-87 , 489, 490  
Dan (city) 28, 32, 34, 294 
Dan (river) 106
Daniel (book of) 79, 213, 220, 384, 387, 

412
Daniel al-Qümisî 449, 454, 457  
Dar al-Saläm 451 (see also “Salem”) 
Dardanus 235 
Darmstadt 403
David 6, 7, 8, 11-12, 16, 17, 18-35, 36,

44, 53, 54, 118, 134, 173, 175, 180,
181, 240, 247, 263, 265, 270, 279, 281, 
284, 285, 288, 292, 364, 365, 395, 4 2 7 -  
28, 429, 4 3 1 ,4 3 2 , 454  

Grotto of 4 7 4-75 , 477  
Mihrab of 282, 305, 308, 309, 310, 

337 
Tomb of 341
Tower of 327, 328, 329, 331, 333, 

334, 337, 3 3 9-40 , 341, 344 
David ben Abraham al-FäsI 449  
David ben Meshullam 389 
David’s Gate (see “Jaffa Gate”)
David Street 134, 328
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David’s Tower (see “Citadel of David”)
Day of Atonement 103, 118, 440 
Dead Sea 169, 182-83, 278, 330, 341 

scrolls 77, 78, 409, 420 
sea 117 

Delphi 105-106 
Denis Possot 476

Le voyage de la Terre Sainte 476 
Deposition 357 
Der (battle of) 38
desert of Jerusalem (see “Judaean Desert”) 
Destruction of Jerusalem Sunday 394 
Deuteronomy (book of) 3-5, 9, 11, 13, 14, 

15, 124, 443, 455 
Devastatio Hierosolymae (see “Strategius, 

Expugnatio Hierosolymae”)
Diaspora 60-61, 64, 71, 72, 73, 75, 80, 96, 

99, 107, 117,411,412,419, 441 
Dichaerchus 106 
Didascalia Apostolorum 256 
Didymus the Blind 359 
Dilmun 43 
Dinah 173
Diocletian 146, 167, 172 
Divine Presence 191-92, 197,

210
“Division (Diamerismos) of the World” 113 
Doctrina Jacobi 261
Dome of the Ascension 300, 308, 309, 310 
Dome of the Chain 300, 305, 308, 310,

327, 328, 336, 337, 342 
Dome of the Prophet 300,305,308,309,310 
Dome of the Rock 145, 266, 281, 283, 284, 

286, 294, 300, 301, 302, 303, 305, 306, 
307, 308, 309, 310, 311, 313, 318, 321, 
322, 327, 328, 329, 333, 335, 336, 337, 
340, 342-43, 345, 351, 446 (see also 
“Sakhrat Bayt al Maqdis”)

Dominicans 470, 471
Dominus Flevit 138-39
Domninus 157
domus ecclesiae 139-40
Dormition of the Blessed Virgin 157
Duke of Burgundy 406
Du-1 Asabi9 at-Tamiml 328
Dung Gate 149
Durham 398
Dwellings of the Canons 327, 328, 331,

336, 337-38

E

Easter 256, 257, 356, 475 
Ebionites 224 
Ebla 50
Ecce Homo 134 
Ecclesiastes (Qohelet) 57 
École Biblique 140
Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople 

483, 486 
Edessa 166
Edom 248-49, 342, 386, 453 
Egeria 135, 140, 144, 148, 164-69, 171, 

188, 210, 228, 229-30, 238, 251, 254, 
255, 356

Egypt/Egyptian 8, 14, 15, 36, 60, 72, 73, 
79-80, 83, 86, 87, 106, 109, 143, 145, 
166, 233, 239, 242, 243, 256, 263, 383, 
413, 449, 464, 468, 470, 473, 474, 477, 
480

Egyptus Novelo 473 
Eichstätt (Walbrun) 354 
Ekkehard of Aura 376, 379 
Elephantine 15 
Elias (patriarch) 243, 244 
'Eli ben Israel Alluf 458 
Elijah 173-75, 176, 177, 182, 186, 243, 

267, 268, 270 
Elisha 176, 182, 183, 186 
Emar 49
Emerius of Alteias 376 
Emmaus 241 
encaenia 135
Encaenia Synod of Jerusalem 156, 161 
“End of Days” (see “eschatology”)
*En Gedi 72
England, English 398, 399, 400, 404, 482, 

485, 488, 489, 490 
Enoch 54, 105, 109 
Ephesus 83 
Ephraim 16
Ephraem of Edessa, Ephrem the Syrian, 

Ephraim Syrus 213, 214, 219, 220, 225, 
372, 374 

Ephratah 192
Epiphanius 139, 148, 153, 154, 155, 218 
Epistle of Barnabas 102 
Eqron 40, 47
Eretz Israel (see “Land of Israel”)
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Esarhaddon 40, 44
eschatology 77-89, 93, 98, 99, 101-102, 

103, 163-87, 204-20, 223, 227, 228,
236, 251, 264, 266, 269, 270, 271,
279, 280, 292-93, 350, 353, 373, 451— 
52

Escorial 470
Eshnunna, Laws of 41
Eshtemoa 139
Eskender 479
Essen 398
Essene Gate 290
Essenes 56, 65, 290
Esther (book of) 59
Ethiopia, Ethiopians 467-81, 488
Eucharist 246, 253, 255, 258
Eudocia 140, 142, 148
Eugene IV 472-73
Eulogius of Caesarea 156, 157, 161
Euphrates 50
Euripides 173, 177
Europa 158
Europe, Europeans 106-107, 113, 117, 351— 

66, 393, 394, 398-99, 401, 425, 467- 
68, 471, 475, 478, 484, 485, 487, 489, 
491,492

Eusebius 136, 138, 151-52, 153, 154, 158, 
159, 165, 168, 180, 192, 198, 202, 204, 
206, 207, 208, 214, 216, 228-29, 237, 
238, 352, 353, 365

Martyrs o f  Palestine 204, 349 
Onomasticon 304, 355 

Eustochium 230-31, 242, 469 
Eustratius (see “Strategius”)
Euthymius 242-43, 250 
Eutropia 214
Eutychius of Eleutheropolis 155, 159 
Evangelicals 485 
Evangelus 238
even shetiyyah 114, 115, 116, 118 
Exaltation of the Holy Cross 331, 356, 368, 

372, 374 
Execration Texts 14 
Exodus (book of) 164 
“Exodus” (from Mecca) 318-21, 325 
Expulsion of 1492 414 
Ezekiel (book of) 54, 109-10, 181, 226 
Ezra 10, 54, 56, 343 
IVEzra, IV Esdras 54, 358

F

Fakhr al-Dln al-Râzï 451
Farfa 397
fast days 410-12
Fatimids 336
Fécamp 398
Felix 80, 84
Felix of Nola 193
Festus 80, 84
Fifth Crusade 470
figurai art 56, 59, 64, 65
Filastin (newspaper) 491
Filastln 300 (see also “Palestine”)
Firmilianus 204
First Crusade 356, 358, 372, 382-92
First Jewish War 226
First Lateran Council 377, 378
“First Wall” 139, 140
Flavianus of Antioch 155
Fleury 397
Florence 368, 473
France, French 251, 258, 356, 379, 333, 

386, 394, 398, 401, 404, 476, 482, 484, 
485, 487, 488, 489 

Francesco Alvares 475
Franciscans, Franciscan order 357, 405, 407, 

469, 473, 474, 476, 477, 484, 487 
Franco-Turkish alliance 485 
Franks 336, 337, 338, 377 
Frederic II 276, 400 
Fulcher of Chartres 376, 377, 378, 391 
funerary customs 410, 411—12 (see also 

“burial”)

G

Gab'ot 264 
Gabriel 295, 310, 439 
Gad 28
Galatians (book of) 94—96, 97, 101, 359 
Galilee, Galilean 79, 90, 91, 94, 100, 101,

102, 138, 182-83, 186, 199, 242 
Gaon of Eretz-Israel 418 
Gaon of Sura (see “Samuel ben Hofni”) 
Garden of Eden 104, 105 
Gate of the Chain 283 
Gate of the Divine Presence 300, 308, 310 
Gate of Hitta 300, 308, 309, 310
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Gate of Isrâfil (of the Angel) 302, 310, 311
Gate of Jeshoshaphat (see “Lions9 Gate”)
Gate of Mercy 308, 309, 310, 341
Gate of the Prophet 300, 308
Gate of the Tribes 308
Gath 20
Gaul 258
Gaza 136, 138, 241, 474 
Geba 9
Gehenna 118, 265, 305, 440
Gelasius 155-56, 160, 161
Genesis (book of) 14, 16, 17, 27, 29, 30,

43, 50, 104, 105, 113, 238, 390, 443 
Genesis Apocryphon 117 
Genesis Rabbah 116
Genizah 268, 270, 276, 283, 312, 414, 423,

425, 426, 433-34, 445, 450, 456 
gentiles 91, 92, 207, 208, 215, 227, 231, 

232
gentile converts 93, 94, 95-100, 102, 103, 

176-77, 186 
Geoffroy (bishop of Chartres) 369 
Geoffrey of Chalard 375 
Geoffrey of Malaterra 376 
Geoffrey Malatesta 379 
geonic 438-46, 447-49 
Georgian Lectionary 148, 156, 259 
Georgians 468, 469 
Georgios Karatzas 484 
Gerasa, Jerash 134, 278 
Germany, Germans 398, 403, 411, 476 
Gerold (patriarch of Jerusalem) 401 
Gerontius 138 
Gesta Francorum 391 
Gethsemane 157 
geulah  benediction 432 
al-Ghazzäll 288, 289-90 
Giacomino of Verona 362 
Gibeah 6, 17, 33 
Gibeon, Gibeonites 13, 25, 339 
Gihon spring 37-38, 50 
Gilgal 12, 13 
Glycon of Caesarea 157 
gnostics 224, 232 
Godfrey of Boulogne 395 
Gog and Magog 267, 440 
Golden Gate 331, 333, 334, 342, 343, 446 
Golgotha 135-36, 140, 145, 148, 154, 164,

165, 180, 196, 197, 199, 209, 210, 211,

229, 231, 254, 257, 262-63, 265, 278,
350, 356, 474 

Goliath 173, 175
Good Friday 254, 256, 257, 374, 403 
Grace after Meals 292, 422, 428 
Granada 368 
Great Laura 143 
Great Pool 331
“Great Week” (see “Holy Week”)
Greece, Greeks 101, 105, 106-107, 445,

469, 488, 489, 490, 491 
Greek Catholicon 143 
Greek Foreign Ministry 487 
Greek Orthodox 185, 482-93 
Greek Orthodox Patriarchate of 

Constantinople 483 
Gregorian Sacramentary 403 
Gregory of Nazienzus 214, 219 
Gregory of Nyssa 165, 189, 194-201, 203, 

235, 372 
Epistle 2 235 
Epistle 3 235 

Guibert of Nogent 377, 378 
Guillaume Adam 471

De Modo Sarracenos Extirpandi 471 
Guillaume Postel 365—66 
Gulf of Aqaba 244 
Gush Emunim 88

H

Habad 88
Hadrian 133, 135, 180, 205, 208-209, 217 

416
haftarah 292, 428 
Hagar 95-96, 97, 295 
Hagia Sion 272
hagiography 120, 123, 186, 194 
Hagiopolite 252 
Hai Gaon 456
Hajj 289, 291, 293, 295, 296, 302-303, 

305-306, 313, 316, 323 (see also 
“pilgrims, pilgrimage”) 

al-Hakim 276, 283, 286, 355 
halakha 72, 298, 408-23, 447 
Ham 106, 107 
Ham an 383 
Han an el 73
Han an son of Hanan 207
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Hannah 42 
Hannibal 172
Haram al-Sharif 275, 282, 283, 284, 288, 

300, 301-303, 306-308, 309, 310 (see 
also “Temple, Temple Mount”)

Harun al-Rashid 353, 444, 446 
Hasidim (2nd c. B.C.E.) 54, 66 
hasidim (Middle Ages) 410 
Hasmonean revolt 57, 110, 461 
Hasmoneans 53-60, 72, 86, 107, 108, 117, 

134
Hasmonean state 55, 62, 107, 110, 452 
Hattin 393, 396, 402, 405 
Hebrews (book oft 54, 102, 103, 251, 349, 

351
Hebron 6, 14, 17, 26-27, 32, 138, 164,

181, 306 
Hecataeus of Abdera 54, 66 
Heftzibah 267, 270 
Hegesippus 207, 216 
heikhal 114 
Helena 214
Helena of Adiabene 61, 136, 304, 343 
Helios 214 
Hellenists 64, 101 
Hellenization 56-65, 66, 90 
Heraclea (Perinthus) 158 
Heraclius 154, 248, 260, 263, 265, 267, 

272, 334, 379 
Heraklius the Diakon 203 
Heramlios (see “Romulus”)
Hereford mappa mundi 104, 108, 110-12, 

113, 117, 118 
Herod (the Great) 53, 60-65, 67, 71-75, 76, 

86, 278, 281, 331, 333, 340, 341, 343 
Herod Antipas 81-82, 83, 84, 87 
Herodias 82 
Herodotus 38, 40, 106 
Hesperius 190, 193-94, 202 
Hesychius (presbyter) 241 
Hezekiah 8, 9, 36-50, 180, 181, 445 

tunnel of 38 
al-Hidjäz 288, 294, 295 
Hierosolyma 146, 205 
Hijra 316, 322 
Hilarion 241-42 
Hippo 190, 222 
Hishäm b. al-Sâ9ib al-Kalbl 302 
Hittites 445 
Hol Hamo'ed 419

“Holy City” 120, 121, 128, 143, 145, 221, 
224, 225, 226, 228, 229, 231, 233, 234, 
242, 243, 244, 248, 252, 258, 269, 383, 
384, 387, 390, 391, 392, 411, 415, 425, 
438, 439, 441, 442, 444, 471, 474, 482 

Holy Cross Mass 393-94 
Holy Fire ceremony 476 
Holy of Holies 118, 269, 341 
holy relics 189, 190, 193, 199, 205, 260, 

356
Holy Saturday 256, 476 
Holy Sepulchre Mass 394 
Holy Thursday 254, 255, 356 
Holy Sepulchre 151-52, 246, 263 
holy space 191-92, 198, 200, 221-23, 275- 

86
“Holy Week” 253, 254, 255, 257, 475 
Honoratus 222 
Hosha'nah Rabbah 418 
Hospitalers 340, 345, 354, 379, 470 
House for the Lepers 333, 334 
House of Pilate (see “Pontius Pilate, 

praetorium ’)
House of Simon the Leper 334 
House of St. Anne (see “Church of Santa 

Anna”)
Hrabanus Maurus 360 
Hugh of Cluny (abbot) 376 
Hugh of Fouilloy

De claustro animae 360 
Hugh of Lincoln 375 
Hyrcanus I 58 
Hyrcanus II 58, 74

I

Ibn 'Abbas 289
Ibn 'Abd Rabbihi 308
Ibn 'Abd al-Saläm 298
Ibn al-Faqlh 308
Ibn al-Firkah 314
Ibn Hazm 299
Ibn Iyas 475
Ibn Kathlr 308
Ibn Lahfa 311
Ibn Mas'üd 319
Ibn al-Murajjä 308-10, 314
Ibn Taymiyya 303
Iconium 242
'Id Ludd (see “St. Georgius festival”)
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Idumeans 55
Ignatius II (patriarch of Antioch) 470 
Ignatius of Loyola

Spiritual Exercises 362 
Imago Salvatoris (Rome) 395 
incarnation 164, 199, 210, 221 
India 106
Innocent III 394, 398, 404 
In tempore belli 393
International Commission for the Holy 

Places 482, 488, 489 
In tribulatione 393 
'Iraq el-Emir 56 
Iranaeus 227 
Iraq 289
Isaac 5, 11, 14, 30, 31, 32, 181, 388, 390- 

91, 442, 476 
Isaac ben Joseph ben Samuel 'Abd al-Walï 463 
Isaac ben Samuel al-Kanzî 450 
'Isa al-Isa 491
Isaiah (book oß 8, 38, 40-42, 44, 53-54,

84, 98, 180, 181, 226, 240, 243, 288, 
384-85, 386, 444, 460 

Second Isaiah 122-23 
Isdraela 173, 175 
Ish-bosheth 34 
Ishmael 103, 264, 445, 446 
“Ishmaelites” 338, 339 
Isidore of Sevilla 365 
Ismâ'llï Qarmations 294 
isra (see “Night Journey”)
Israel (kingdom) 6, 7, 8, 25-26, 35, 36-50 
Israel (state) 492
Israelites 6, 14, 16, 18, 26, 44, 117, 164, 

169, 182-83, 222, 269, 320 
Istanbul 38, 278, 484, 485 
Italy, Italians 106, 368, 376, 398, 411, 414, 

477, 487, 488 
Itinerarium Burdigalense (see “Bordeaux 

Pilgrim”)
Itinerary or Exhortation o f  a Certain Dermot 

o f  Ireland Who was Traveling to Jerusalem  
375 

Itureans 55

J
Jablr ben Zayd 451
Jacob 4, 5, 16, 17, 27, 31, 170, 173, 176,

177, 184, 187, 281,443

Jacob Barhebraeus 469-70 
Jacob of Verona 472, 475 
Jacob’s Well 251 
Ja'far b. Musäfir 307, 313 
Jaffa 114, 474
Jaffa Gate 143, 149, 329, 330, 333, 334 
James 94, 98-99, 154, 205, 206-207, 209, 

216, 217 
James of Vitry 380

“To Those Signed or About to Be 
Signed with the Cross” 380 

Japhet 106, 117 
Jason 57 
Jason’s tomb 58 
Jean of Fécamp 361
Jebus, Jebusites 5-6, 7, 11, 17, 18, 36, 231,

237, 445 
Jeremiah (book of) 240 
Jericho 56, 59, 62, 82,156,176,181-82, 361 
Jeroboam 7-8, 28, 170 
Jerome 153, 154, 156, 161, 180, 188, 190, 

192, 221-39, 241, 242, 245, 246, 249- 
50, 365, 469

Epistle 46 230-34 
Epistle 58 234-35 
Epistle 129 235 

Jerusalem, bishopric 204—20
earthly 54, 97, 112, 113, 114-15, 

190, 198-99, 222, 223-28, 246, 
249-50, 345, 349-70 

eschatological 54
heavenly 54, 97, 113, 115, 222, 223- 

28, 239, 240, 246, 249-50, 251,
262, 297, 345, 349-70 

epithets 3, 6, 7, 14, 15, 17, 29, 30,
31, 43, 54, 120-29, 133, 233,
234, 270, 315-17, 450-52, 460 

Jerusalem lectionaries 254, 255 
Jerusalem Talmud 115, 426 
Jesse 181 
Jesus b. Phiabi 73
Jewish-Christianity 207, 208, 209-10, 216,

218
Jewish Quarter (of Jerusalem) 62, 141, 146,

278, 282 
Jezreel (see “Isdraela”)
Joab son of Zeruiah 33, 34 
Joachim of Fiore 362, 364 

Liber Figurarum 364 
Eternal Gospel 364
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Job 173, 181 
John (archbishop) 148 
John (book of) 177-78, 191, 254, 258 
John (patriarch) 141, 143 
John II 140, 146, 148 
John Cassian 359-60 

Collationes 360 
John Chrysostom 188 
John Moschus 263 
John of Caesarea 160, 161 
John of Damascus 157 

On the Images 246 
John of Jerusalem 156-57, 161, 162, 234 
John Rufus 158 
John the Almsgiver 240 
John the Baptist 81—83, 84, 87, 94, 98, 182, 

243 
Jonah 42, 442 
Jonathan 34
Jonathan the Sicarius 81, 84 
Jordan 492

River 12, 55, 80, 82, 84, 87, 114,
174, 183, 199, 474 

Valley 242 
Joseph 100, 281 
Joseph of Arimathea 395 
Josephus 54, 55, 63, 64, 69, 70, 71, 72, 74, 

79-83, 84, 86, 87, 114, 207, 384, 409 
Joshua (book of) 14, 16, 17, 29, 107, 117,

182, 183 
Josiah 9-10, 53, 445 
Jovian 153
Jubilees 54, 57, 104, 105-108, 109, 110,

111, 113, 114, 116, 117 
Judaea 43, 54-58, 65, 66, 69, 72, 73, 74,

75, 79, 82, 83, 101, 114, 133, 139, 215, 
221-39, 241, 244, 342, 351-52, 416 

Judaean Desert 143, 241-50
monastic movement 219,241-42,250 

Judaeo-Christians, Jewish-Christians 133, 
224, 293, 294 

Judah, kingdom of 6-10, 14, 17-18, 25-27, 
28, 32, 33, 36, 37-38, 114 

Judah (tribe) 16, 32 
Judah ben Abraham Ibn Naqqäsh 463 
Judah Ibn BaTamm 450 
Judah Maccabee 343 
Judas 281
Judges (book of) 17-18, 28, 32, 33, 109-10

Judgment (Muhammad) 284, 296 
Judites 5, 17
Julian the Apostate 144, 212-14, 219, 220, 

266, 272 
Julius Caesar 111, 117 
Justin 224, 226-27

Dialogue with Trypho 226 
Justinian 141, 281 
Juvenal 140, 157, 158, 162

K

Kaba 287, 288, 289, 290, 291, 293, 294,
295, 299, 302, 316, 317, 318, 322,
323

earthly 297 
heavenly 297 

Karaites 416-17, 418, 438, 440, 441, 444, 
445, 447-64 

Kavad II 267 
Kefar Habad 367 
Khälid b. Ma dän 305 
al-Khassâf 312 
Khorasan 289
kibla (see “orientation of prayer”)
Kings (books oft 11, 14, 26, 28, 33, 38, 40- 

41, 170-71, 175, 186 
Kiriath-jearim 7, 18, 23 
Knights 470 
Köln 398
Konrad (bishop of Constance) 354 
Konya (see “Iconium”)
Koran 282, 284, 293, 297, 302, 316, 317, 

318, 319, 321, 322, 323, 324, 325, 335, 
336, 337, 451 

al-Küfa 296
Kurs! Sulaymän (see “Solomon’s Chair”)

L

Lachish 39, 40 
Lâlibalâ, Lalibella 353 
Lambeth Conference 489 
Lamentations (book oft 412 
Land of Israel 106-107, 112, 115, 116, 120,

222, 294, 298, 411, 414, 418, 425, 442, 
443, 444, 453, 457, 460 

Langres 397 
Laon Calendar 394



I nde x  ♦ 507

Last Judgment 284
Last Supper 246, 254, 255, 281, 337
Latrun 39
Lazarus 181, 334
Lazarus Saturday 254—55
League of Nations 488, 489, 490
Leah 181
Lebanon 269, 468 
Leo the Great 236, 245, 371 
Leontius 250 
Leontopolis 15, 72 
Letter ofAristeas 54, 114 
Levi ben Yefet 458 
Levites 91 
Leviticus 176
Liberation of Jerusalem Day 395 
Libya 106 
Liège 375 
Limoges 356
Lions’ Gate 329, 330, 341 
Lithostratos 333, 334 
liturgy 140, 164-65, 167, 185, 205, 210, 

215, 238, 251-59, 281, 297, 317, 356-
57, 393-407, 412, 424-37 

Lod 306-307 (see also “Lydda”)
London 396, 397, 398, 403, 489, 491
Loreto (near Ancona) 353
Lot 169, 341
Lota 469
Louis VII 377
Louis IX 401
Lucianus 156, 161
Luke (book of) 90, 94, 100-102, 246 
Luke-Acts (books oß 101 
Luz 443
Lydda 474 (see also “Lod”)
Lysimachia 106

M

maamadot, mishmarot 54, 72, 76 
Macarius 136, 151-53, 157, 208 
Maccabean revolt (see “Hasmonean revolt”) 
Maccabees (see “Hasmoneans”)
Maccabees (books oß 55, 57, 58, 59 
Macedonia 173 
Macedonius 243 
Machaerus 81-82 
Machpelah, cave of 17, 26, 27

Madeba map 112, 136, 142, 143-44, 146, 
150

al-Madina, Medina 291, 294-96, 298, 306, 
316, 318, 322, 338-39 

Mosque of 312, 325 
Magarat al-Arwah (see “Cave [Grotto] under 

the Rock”)
Magdalen College 379 
Magnentius 211 
Mahan aim 14 
al-Mahdi 302, 306-307 
Mahd eIsâ (see “Cradle of Jesus”)
Mahmûd b. al-Rabl* 306 
Mainz 388
Mainz Anonymous 383-87, 388, 391, 392 
al-Malik al-Kamil 401, 470 
al-Malik al-Mansur Kalawan 471 
Mamilla 262, 272
Mamre, Moreh 12, 17, 136, 164, 181
al-Ma’mun 286, 446
Manasseh 41
al-Mansur 302, 451-52
Maqâm al-Nabï 310
Marcella 230-31, 235, 242, 469
Marcian 157
Marcus Agrippa 108, 111
Marcus Aurelius 172
Marduk 44
Marian Sarum Missal of 1555 398 
Marisa 58
Mark (book oß 100, 101 
Mark the Deacon 136 
Marneion 136, 138 
Maronnites 468
Marqah the Samaritan (see “Memar 

Marqah ”)
Mar Saba 240, 246, 249 
Marseille 398 
Martha 334
Martyrium (Martyrion) 135, 159, 164, 228, 

255, 257
martyrs, martyrdom 163—64, 167, 194, 204, 

205, 207, 208, 219, 233, 239, 241, 382-
83, 388-89, 391, 402-403, 477 

cult of 189-203, 233, 254 
Marwa 294
Mary 100, 166, 231, 241, 258, 267, 334 

tomb of 263, 327, 328, 333, 334,
335, 337-38, 344
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Masada 388
al-Masdjid al-Aqsa (see “al-Aksa, al-Aqsä”) 
al-Masdjid al-Haräm (see “Dome of the 

Rock”)
al-Masdjid al-Nabawï (see “Mosque of the 

Prophet”)
Mass for the Holy Land and for the Realm 

and the King 400 
Masses for the Dead 393 
mater omnius ecclesiarum (see “Mother of All 

Churches”)
Matthew (book oß 100, 179, 211, 223,

233, 254, 255, 258 
Matthew of Edessa 395 
Maurice of Glons 376 
Mausolus of Halicarnassus 61 
Maximus, Maximona 148, 153, 154, 157, 

209
Mecca 69-70, 287-99, 301, 302, 303, 306,

313, 315, 316, 317, 318-20, 322, 324, 
325, 337, 338-39 

Medes 107-108, 117, 445 
Mediterranean 106, 278, 283, 439, 442, 

443, 446, 471, 478, 487 
Melania the Elder 190, 242 
Melania the Younger 138 
Melchizedek 5, 29, 34, 43, 118, 281 
Melito (of Sardis) 233, 249 
Memar Marqah 123-24, 446 
Menahem ben Ammiel 267, 270 
menorah 58, 145 
Mephibosheth 34 
Merodach-baladan 37 
Mesopotamia 36, 41, 43, 44, 50, 170 
messiah/messianism 77-89, 214, 265, 267,

268, 270, 271, 292-93, 336, 366, 410, 
428, 431, 441-42, 443, 444 

Messiah ben David 269 
Messiah ben Joseph 269 
Messiah son of Ephraim 265 
Michal 7, 21, 22, 34 
Middle East 107, 438, 468, 486 
midrash 34, 436, 438-44 
Midrash HaGadol 124, 126 
Midrash Mishle 438, 439-40, 444, 445 
Mihräb Däwüd (see “David, mihrab of”) 
Mihräb Maryam 309, 310 
Mihräb Muawiya 310 
Mihräb Zakariyyä9 309, 310

Milvian Bridge 211
Minä 295, 296
miqva’ot 55, 59, 65, 82, 90
Mishnah 120, 121, 409, 413, 419, 426,

427, 435 
al-Misri 337 
Mitzpah 13
Mohammed Alemin 446 
Monastery of the Cross 333, 334, 344 
monks, monasticism 233, 234, 238, 240- 

50, 361, 372-81, 400, 467, 468, 469, 
472, 476, 478 

Montanus, Montanists 227, 352-53, 358, 
367

Monte Verna 357-58 
Mont Valérian 369 
Moors 477 
Moscow 275 
Moshav Orah 417
Moses 14, 16, 23, 96, 103, 164, 316, 319 
Mother of All Churches 135, 140, 154, 155, 

244, 246 
Mosque of the Prophet 295, 300 
Mount Carmel 13, 173-74, 176, 269 
Mount Ebal 13 
Mount of Ephraim 390 
Mount Gerizim 12, 15, 32, 35, 108, 123, 

124, 128, 173, 177, 443, 446 
Mount Hermon 269
Mount Moriah 11, 14, 30, 31, 32, 33, 35,

54, 127, 269, 278, 330, 350 
Mount Nebo 330, 341 
Mount of Olives 79, 138-39, 140, 154,

162, 164, 165, 180, 190, 196, 197, 199, 
200, 210, 242, 246, 247-48, 254, 262,
263, 267, 278, 280, 282, 284, 305, 308, 
310, 312, 313, 314, 328, 330, 331, 334,
341, 344, 350, 411, 418, 446, 476 

Mount Scopus 61, 442 
Mount Sinai 4, 17, 30, 95, 104-105, 164- 

66, 251, 269 
Mount Syna 175-76 
Mount Tabor 269
Mount Zion 16, 98, 104-105, 116, 134,

135, 139, 140, 143, 148, 149, 156, 157, 
209, 218, 246, 330, 331, 334, 341, 344,
357, 363, 454, 455, 474, 476 

“Mourners of Zion” 416-17, 449, 453, 454 
mourning customs 410, 412, 413, 416-17
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al-Mu'allä b. Tarif 306-307 
Mu’ammal b. Ismâ'ïl 307, 313 
Mu âwiya b. Abï Sufyân 301, 444, 446 
Mudir al-Din al-eUlaymi 474 
Muhammad 282, 294, 295, 296, 298,

305, 315, 316, 317, 318, 321, 323, 325, 
335

Muhammad (son of Hishàm b. al-Sâ9ib al- 
Kalbl) 302 

Muhammad b. al-Fadl 293 
al-Muqaddasî 306, 308, 313 
Muristan (Hospital) 134, 328, 329 
Mursa 211 
Musaf431
Muslim conquest, rule 145, 240, 247 

N

Nabonidus 44 
Nabopolassar 44 
Nacon 19 
Nahmanides 422 
Nancy 377 
Napoleon III 485 
Narbonne Holy Sepulchre 354 
Nasir e-Khosrow, Nâsir-i-Khusraw 283, 284, 

303, 308, 338 
Nathan 23, 24 
Nativity 253
“navel of the earth” (see omphalos)
Nazarenes 207, 216
Nazareth 93, 100, 138, 166, 186, 231, 240, 

353, 357, 491 
Nea Church 141-42, 275, 280, 281 
Neapolis (Nablus) 173, 250 (see also 

“Shechem [Sechem]”)
Nebuchadnezzar 240, 337, 343, 440 
Nebuzoradan 343 
Nectarius of Constantinople 155 
Negev 14
Nehemiah 10, 15, 54, 56, 268, 270 
Nehemiah ben Hushiel 267 
Neoplatonism 212, 214 
New Alliance 224, 236 
“New Church” 334
New Church of Mary (see “Nea Church”) 
New Church of the Theotokos 280 
New Cistern 334 
“new Golgotha” 358

“new Israel” 225
New Jerusalem 136, 138, 145, 168, 209, 

223, 240, 352, 353-54, 356, 358,
361

New Rome 265, 484 
New Zion 353, 354 
Niccolô da Poggibonsi 471-72 
Nicanor Day 57 
Nicene Orthodox 153-54 
Nicolas of Cusa 364

De pace fid ei 365 
Nicolas of Lyra 360 
Nicolaus of Damascus 74 
Nicomedia 71 
Nicomedius 472-73 
Night Journey 282, 284, 319-20, 325 
Nile River 106, 477, 478 
Nineveh 39, 40
Ninth of Av 395, 412, 416, 428-29
Nisroch 40
Noah 104, 106-107
Nob 13
North Africa 63, 190, 191, 202, 256, 306, 

313, 449 
Northampton 354 
North Sea 111
northern kingdom (see “Israel, kingdom”) 
Nubians 468, 469

O

Obed-edom the Gittite 20 
Odo of Deuil 377
Old City (of Jerusalem) 134, 141, 351 
Oliver Scholasticus from Paderborn 393 
omphalos A3, 104-19, 143-44, 205, 350, 

355 
Omri 27 
Ophra 13
Optatus of Milevis 139 
Ordericus Vitalis 378, 379 
orientation of prayer 315, 316-17, 320-22, 

323, 324, 325, 412 
Origen 198, 215, 225, 227, 228, 232, 233, 

234, 236, 256, 359, 365, 374 
Origenist dispute 141, 156, 161 
Orléans 353-54, 368 
Ornan (see “Araunah”)
Orosius 156
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Orpheus 144
Ottoman, rule 38, 474-77, 483-92 
Ovadiah (book of) 386

P

Paddan-aram 16, 17 
Paderborn 354 
Padi 40, 44
Palace of Solomon (see “al Aksa, al-Aqsä”)
Palaestina Prima 133, 143
Palaestina Secunda 134
Palaestina Tertia 134
Palestine, Palestinian 58, 104, 110, 116,

136, 143, 160, 188, 189, 190, 191, 194,
198, 214, 221, 228, 230, 234, 235, 240- 
50, 251, 260, 268, 276, 277, 281, 283, 
306, 307, 349, 366, 370, 384, 415, 418,
426, 427, 433-34, 435, 449, 458, 464, 
468-81, 485, 486, 490, 491, 492 (see 
also “Filastîn”)

Palestinian Talmud (see “Jerusalem 
Talmud”)

Palladius of Caesarea (Cappadocia) 155 
Palm Sunday 254-55, 258, 331, 472 
Palmyra 72, 76 
Pamphilus 204, 349, 366 
Pantaleäo de Aveiro 476

Itinerârio de Terra Santa,, e suas 
particularidades 476 

Paris 278, 279, 369, 398, 485, 489 
Paris Conference (1856) 485, 487 
Parthenon 136 
Parthian rule 71, 72 
Pasquale Baldi 488 
Passarion 142
Passion 254, 281, 356, 357, 373, 404 
Passover 70, 100, 184, 254, 255, 256, 297, 

432
Patrophilus of Scythopolis 154
Paul 83, 90, 93-100, 172-73, 177, 191,

197, 204, 222, 249, 251, 288, 350, 359, 
396

Paula 230-31, 242, 469 
Paulinus of Nola 189-90, 192, 202, 234- 

35, 246 
Paul of Eleutheropolis 155 
Paul of Samosata 208 
Pausanias 61 
pax Romana 60, 72

Pekah 36
Pelagius 156-57, 161 
Pellas 173 
Peloponnese 106 
Peniel 14, 187 
Pentecost 70, 234 
Pentecost of 351 154, 157 
Pepuza 352-53 
Peraea 81, 82, 83 
Perez-uzzah 19-20, 33 
Pergamum 70, 71 
Perge 70
Persians, Persian rule 55, 56, 58, 166, 212-

13, 240, 247, 248, 260-72, 275, 302, 
384, 445 

Pesiqta Rabbati 34 
Peter 94, 98-99, 176, 380 
Peter the Iberian 143 
Petronian Church (Bologna) 355 
Petronius (bishop of Bologna) 354-55 
Phanar, Phanariotes 483, 484, 486 
Pharan 243
Pharisees 55, 56, 91, 207, 420 
Philip 169, 177, 181 
Philip Augustus 394 
Philippi 173, 177, 186 
Philippians (book of) 186 
Philistines 6, 7, 14, 18, 19-20, 34, 37, 40, 

44
Philo 54, 63, 70, 75, 237 
Phoenicia, Phoenician 59, 63, 172, 175 
Photius 155 
Phrygia 227, 352-53 
Piacenza Pilgrim 281 
Pico della Mirandola 

De dignitate hominis 3 66 
Pietro del Massajo 473 
Pilgrim's Guide SIS
pilgrims, pilgrimage 69-76, 99, 101-102,

103, 136, 144-45, 164-87, 188-203, 
205, 209, 214, 226, 228-30, 231, 232,
233, 235, 236, 238, 239, 241, 242, 251, 
252, 254, 255, 257, 258, 279, 283, 287, 
288-89,291,294-95,296,300-14,315-
16, 323, 326-46, 386, 392, 394, 414, 
416, 418, 419, 431, 445, 449, 467-81 
(see also “Hajj,” “'Umra”)

Pirkoi ben Baboi 415
Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer 438, 442-44, 445, 446 
Pisan baptistery 354
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Pishon 50
piyyut 260, 266, 268-70 

Oto ha-yom 270
Plato

Phaedrus 3 66 
Pliny the Elder 75 
Pliny the Younger 71 
Pompeii 62 
Pompey 72
Pontifical of Guillaume Durand of Mende 

398, 404 
Pontius Pilate 82, 221, 241, 254

praetorium 135, 142, 149, 331, 333 
Pool of the Sheep (see “Church of St. Mary 

of the Probatica”)
Pool of the Sons of Israel 327, 328, 336 
population 69, 70, 72, 75, 91 
Porta Neapolitana (see “Damascus Gate”) 
Porte 484, 486 
Portuguese 475-76
prayer 195, 251, 252, 258, 292, 293, 295, 

296, 301, 304-305, 306, 307, 308-309, 
310, 312, 315, 318, 319-20, 323, 324, 
325, 338, 341, 358, 373-74, 393-407, 
424-37, 441, 442-43 

Praylius 157, 162 
Prester John 467, 473, 476, 477 
Priscilla 83
Prison of St. Peter 334
Procopius 141
Pro pace 393
Pro tribulatione 394
Prophet, the (see “Muhammad”)
Propontis 106
Provincia Palaestina 151, 204 
Prussia 482, 485, 491 
Ps. Aristeas to Philocrates 71 
Pseudo-Denis the Areopagite

Ecclesiastical Hierarchy 373 
Pseudo-Methodius 261, 264-66, 267, 271 
Ptolemaic rule 69, 71, 73 
Pulcheria 157
purification, purity 55-56, 64-65, 86, 90,

91, 92, 96, 103, 136, 138, 153, 176, 
187

Q
Qaddish 431 
Qa’itbay 473

ha-Qallir, Eleazar 260, 268-70 
Qansuh al-Ghawri 474—75 
Qatäda 451
Qidron Brook 247, 330, 334 
Qidron Valley 58, 61, 138, 139, 247, 262, 

278, 282, 328, 330, 334, 341, 344, 355 
Qirqisänl the Karaite 449 
Qubbat al-Mierâj (see “Dome of the 

Ascension”)
Qubbat al-Nabï (see “Dome of the 

Prophet”)
Qubbat al-Sakhra (sçe “Dome of the Rock”)
Qubbat al-Silsila (see “Dome of the Chain”)
al-Quds 450-51,452-59
Queen of Sheba 440
Qumran 42, 55, 56, 84, 87, 93, 424
Qur’an (see “Koran”)
Qusqam 468, 479

R

Rabbanites 417, 438, 441, 444, 447, 449, 
456, 458, 463, 464 

Rabbi Abraham (son of Maimonides) 411 
Rabbi Abraham ben Isaac (Provence)

Sefer Ha eshkol 413 
Rabbi Akiva Yosef Schlesinger 418 
Rabbi eAqiva 387 
Rabbi Bahya (Saragossa) 415 
Rabbi Benjamin of Tudela 326, 328—30,

336, 338, 339-42, 344, 345 
Rabbi David Abudraham (Seville) 415 
Rabbi David Halevi (Poland) 411 
Rabbi El'azar 416 
Rabbi Hizkiyah da Silva 414 
Rabbi Idi 427 
Rabbi Isaac 410 
Rabbi Ishmael 299, 443 
Rabbi Jacob Moellin (Mainz) 411-12 
Rabbi Jose 291 
Rabbi Joseph Karo 415 

Shulhan Arukh 411 
Rabbi Joseph Schwartz (Germany) 415 
Rabbi Joshua 291, 413 
Rabbi Judah Al-Bargeloni (Spain) 415 
Rabbi Meir Auerbach 417 
Rabbi Meir of Rothenberg (Germany) 412 
Rabbi Moses ha-Cohen 390 
Rabbi Moshe Reisher 419 
Rabbi Moshe Sofer (Hungary) 411
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Rabbi Nahum Shadik 417 
Rabbi Nathan ben Yehiel (Rome) 415 
Rabbi Ovadiah Bertinoro 414, 416 
Rabbi Shmuel 312 
Rabbi Ya'akov Hagiz 417 
Rabbi Yoel Sirkes (Poland) 413 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai 417, 440 
Rabbi Yom-Tov Lippman Heller (Moravia 

and Poland) 410 
Rabbi Yisrael Ashkenazi 414 
Rachel 181 
Rahab 182 
Raja9 ben Haywa 311 
Rakkath 265 
Rakiyya 289 
Ram ah 13 
Ramallah 474 
Ramla 306
Rashbatz (Algiers) 415
Raymond of Aguilers 378, 391
Rebbe Menahem Schneersohn 367
Rebecca 181
Rechabites 216
Red Sea 118, 169, 471
Rehoboam 8, 28
Reims 398
Reims Clamor 405
Renaissance 365
Resurrection (Jesus) 100, 145, 152, 158, 

194, 199-200, 221, 228, 232, 246, 252,
256, 257, 280, 284, 338 

resurrection 441-42, 443 
Revelation (book of) 54, 102, 103, 168,

223, 225, 226, 233, 236, 239, 251, 349,
358, 359 

Rezin of Damascus 36 
Rhineland 383, 386, 387, 391 
Rhodes 76
Rhodian amphora handles 57, 65 
Richard of Holdingham 110, 117 
Richard of St. Victor 361, 362 
ritual baths (see “m iq va o f )
Robert of Rheims 378 
Rocamadour 368 
Roman

army 80, 81, 277 
East 60, 61, 113
empire 70, 72, 73, 75, 90, 101, 117,

163, 168, 170, 184, 248, 285

Tenth Legion 134, 143 
Romans (book of) 98, 99, 102 
Rome 73, 74, 97, 98, 100, 108, 111, 112, 

116, 119, 147, 151, 225, 231, 234, 239, 
242, 245, 246, 248-49, 253, 256, 257, 
258, 263, 268, 278, 279, 350, 352, 364, 
367, 368, 386, 401, 443-44, 468, 469, 
489

Romulus 267, 269, 270, 272 
Rosh Hashanah 417-18, 419 
Rotunda Church (Aachen) 353 
Rouen 398
Rufinus 155, 159, 160, 161, 222, 242 
Rumania 487 
Rum millet ASX 492
Russia 353, 482, 484, 485, 486, 487, 488, 

489, 490 
Russian Hospice 134
Russian Orthodox Ecclesiastical Mission 486 
Russo-Turkish war 482, 484

S

Saadya, Sa'adia Gaon 415, 448, 450-53, 
454, 456, 457, 460, 461, 464 

Sabas 141, 143, 149, 242-44, 250 
Sabbath 54, 64, 90, 96, 178, 180, 290, 292, 

389,415,417-18, 427, 440 
“Sacrament of Judaea” 230 
Sacred Mosque (Mecca) 296 
sacrifices 4, 7, 11, 12, 30-31, 48, 53, 56, 70, 

91, 92, 99, 173, 174, 175, 212, 220, 
255, 267, 268, 269, 270, 288, 301, 303,
330, 331, 351, 388-89, 390-91, 402,
419, 428, 431, 432, 453, 476 

Saddad b. Aws al-Hazraqi 328 
Sadducees 56, 207 
Safa 294 
Safad 303 
Safed 415
al-Sâhira (see “Mount of Olives”)
Sahl ben Masliah 454 
Sainte Chapelle 398 
Saint Gallen 356 
Saint-Sulpice-en-Bugey 376 
Saladin, Saläh al-Dln 303, 325, 357, 393, 

469
Salem 231-32, 238 (see also “Där al- 

Saläm”)



I n d e x 513

Sälih ben Yüsuf, Abü Shu ayb 306  
Salimbene of Adam 401 
Salmaneser V 36
Salmon ben Yeruhim 449, 4 5 3 -5 4 , 462  
Salome 82
Salome Alexandra 58 
Samaria 26, 27, 35, 36, 177 
Samaritans 11, 12-13, 15, 32, 33, 35, 123, 

128, 170, 173, 176, 177-78, 223, 294, 
337, 443, 446, 453  

al-Samhüdî 295, 298
Complete Account o f the History o f the 

Abode-City o f the Chosen Prophet 
295 

Samuel 118
Samuel (books of) 11, 2 4 -2 6 , 27, 32, 33, 

34, 238, 247-48 , 385 
Samuel ben Hofni 449, 4 5 6 -5 7  
Sanctuary (see “Temple, Temple Mount”) 
San Francisco 278
San Giovanni in Monte Oliveti (Bologna) 

355, 356 
Sanhédrin 125 
Sankt Lambrecht 398
Santa Croce in Gerusalemme 352, 356, 374
Santa Maria rotunda (Rome) 354
Santo Stefano dei Mori 468
Saracens 272, 378, 396, 471
Sarah 17, 95-96 , 97, 181
Sarepta 172-75, 177
Sargon II 36-37 , 39, 42
Sarum 398

Use Clamor 399, 403  
Sassanian, Sassanid 145, 248 
Saul 7, 21, 22, 25 -2 6 , 32, 34 
Savoraim 447  
Scandinavia 398 
Scetis 468, 478
School of the Blessed Mary 331, 333  
Scythopolis (see “Bet Shean”)
Seat of Jacob the Less 135 
Sebaste 156 
Sechar 170, 176, 177 
Seckau 398 
Second Crusade 377  
second tithe 55, 70, 73 
Seder Eliahu Rabbah 439, 4 4 0 -4 2 , 444  
See of Caesarea 151, 153, 154, 155, 156, 

157, 160, 212, 228

See of Jerusalem 133, 146, 153, 154, 156, 
157

See of Lydda 153, 161 
Sefer Eliyahu 266
Sefer Zerubbabel 260, 265, 266 -6 8 , 269,

270
Seleucids 60, 384, 387, 388, 452  
Senlis 398
Sennacherib 8, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 

44, 387  
Sens 398, 404  
Sepphoris 90
Septuagint 20, 22, 34, 35, 103, 109, 110, 

117
Sermon on the Mount 191 
Sharezer 40  
Shealtiel, son of 270
Shechem, Sechem 12-13, 14, 15, 16, 26,

27, 32, 33, 173, 177, 294  
Sheep Pool (see “Church of St. Mary of the 

Probatica”)
Shekhina 299  
Shem 106, 108 
Shema 431, 437  
Shemer, Naomi 362  
Shfites 297, 304 
Shiloh 7, 13, 16, 18, 21 
Shir HaShirim Zuta 124-26  
Shïrüya, Shiroi 266  
Shuruppak 50 
Sibert of Beka 399  
Sibt b. al-jawzl 3 0 2-303  

M irät al-Zamän 302  
Sicily 394  
siddur 424  
Sidon 90
Sifre—Deuteronomy 269  
Sikes-Picot Agreement 488  
Silas 173, 177
Siloam Pool 134, 135, 180, 305, 308, 327, 

328, 329, 330, 333, 334, 337, 341, 3 5 5 -  
56 

Silos 378
Silvester (pope) 364
Silwân, Spring of (see “Siloam Pool”)
Simeon (priest) 155 
Simeon ben Yohai 271 
Simhat Torah 419  
Simon (Hasmonean ruler) 58
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Sinai 144, 359 
Sion (see “Zion”)
Slavonic Benevolent Society (Bulgaria) 485- 

86
Socotra 471 
Socrates 153, 159, 219 
Sodom 29, 233, 239 
Soissons Calendar 394 
Solomon 7, 11-12, 29, 31, 32, 33, 56, 63,

178, 180, 181, 209, 279, 281, 283, 284, 
288, 303, 316, 323, 328, 329, 330, 336, 
340, 343, 353, 440, 454 

Solomon bar Simson Chronicle 388, 389— 
90, 391, 392 

Solomon’s Chair 310
Solomon’s Stables 327, 328, 329, 333, 337, 

340, 341, 342 
Song of Songs 57
Sophronius 247, 248, 261, 263-64, 271, 

272, 483 
Sossius Hierocles 186 
Sozomen 153, 156, 159 
Spain, Spanish 98, 251, 258, 326, 341, 377, 

378, 398, 414, 477, 488 
Sparta 57 
Speyer 389 
St. Ambrose 184 
St. Augustine Customary 400 
St. Bernard 377
St. Catherine’s (church and monastery) 165 
St. Denis 394, 404 
St. Étienne 140 
St. Francis 357, 363 
St. Georgius festival 306-307 
St. Helen 374 
St. Hilary at Poitiers 376 
St. James at Liège 376-77 
St. Jean d’Acre 471 
St. John’s Church 331, 333 
St. John’s Hospital 331, 333, 340 
St. Mary Magdalen monastery 469 
St. Maurice of Constance 354 
St. Michael of Fulda 354 
St. Paul’s Cathedral 396, 403 
St. Peter of Galicante (Galilee) 334 
St. Peter, Westminster Customary 400 
St. Stephen 93, 140, 155, 156, 190, 202, 

203, 205, 241, 280, 281, 354 
St. Theodosius 263

Stations of the Cross 184 
Stephen of Neublens 376 
Stoics 358, 365 
Straits of Gibraltar 105, 106 
Strategius, Strategos 140, 148, 247, 248, 

261-63, 271
Capture o f  Jerusalem 245, 249, 271 
Expugnatio Hierosolymae 261 

Subartu 43
Süfîs (mystics) 293-94 
Suleiman ben Daoud 336 
Sumerian 41, 42 
“Surani” 469 
Susiya 139
Swedenborgian churches 353
Synod of Diospolis (see “See of Lydda”)
Syracuse 106
Syria, Syrian 50, 63, 72, 208, 243, 256,

281, 289, 305, 343, 452, 469, 470 
Syrian Jacobites 468, 469, 470 
Syria-Palaestina 133

T

al-Tabari 319
tabbur haaretz 108—109, 110, 114, 116,

458
Tabernacles (festival) 70
Table of Nations 43, 105, 113
Tabor (of the Taborites) 353
Tanhuma 114, 445
Tanhum ben Joseph of Jerusalem 457
tannaim, tannaitic 409, 433
tacjqanot of Jerusalem 414, 415, 418-19,

421
targums 120, 438, 458 
Tarsus 172, 177, 186 
Tartars 399 
Taurus mountains 106 
Tell Miqne 47
Templars 333, 334, 339, 342, 343, 354, 

378, 379, 470 
Temple, Temple Mount 6, 7, 9, 10, 11-12,

14, 23, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 40, 53, 54,
55, 58, 60, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 69-
76, 77-89, 90-103, 112, 114-15, 117, 
118, 120, 121, 125, 134, 135, 139, 144, 
145, 150, 178-80, 182, 187, 207, 209, 
212, 214, 216, 222, 229, 231, 232, 236,
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238, 240, 255, 261, 265, 266, 267, 268,
269, 270, 275, 278, 280, 281, 288, 2 9 1 -
92, 298, 299, 303, 312, 319, 323, 328,
329, 330, 331, 333, 334, 336, 337, 338,
340, 342, 343, 350, 351, 364, 383, 389,
401, 409, 410, 411, 412, 414, 416, 417,
418, 419, 423, 426-31 , 432-33 , 436,
440-41 , 442, 443, 446, 450, 4 5 2-59 , 
462 (see also “Haram al-Sharif’)

Temple Scroll 93, 290
Templus Solomonis (see “al-Aksa, al-Aqsâ)
Terebinthus (see “Mamre, Moreh”)
Teresa of Avila 363 
Tersatz (Dalmatia) 353 
Tertullian 64, 224, 227, 233, 353 
Thabatha 241
Theoderic 326, 330-34 , 339, 341, 3 4 2-44 , 

345
Theodoret 153, 156, 157, 159-60
Theodosius 141, 143, 242, 244
Theodosius I 154
Theodotus inscription 61, 64
Theophilus of Alexandria 155, 156, 161
Theudas 80, 84, 86, 87
Third Crusade 371
Thracia 158
Tiberias 138, 265
Tiglath-Pileser III 36, 40, 45
Tigris River 50, 439
tithes 90
Titus 133, 135, 343, 345, 395 
Tobiad palace 56 
Tomaso Campanella 365 
Tomb of Jehoshaphat 330  
Tomb of King Uzziah 329, 341 
Torah-reading 66, 311, 318 
Tosefta 115, 426, 427, 438 
Tours 397
“Traditions in Praise of Jerusalem” 3 0 0 -  

301, 302, 307, 308 
Trajan 7
Transfiguration 181 
translatio Hierosolymae 352-54  
Trinity Sunday 394 
Trinity at Vendôme 379  
Tukulti-Ninurta I 44 
Turks 398
Tur Slnâ, Tur Zaytä (see “Mount of 

Olives”)

al-Türtüshl 303 
Tuscany 368 
Tyconius

Commentary on the Apocalypse 359  
Tymion 3 52-53  
Tyre 90
Tyropoeon Valley 278, 283 

U

Ugarit 43
'Umar b. eAbd al-'Azïz 307  
'Umar b. al-Hattab, 'Umar al-Khattäb 340, 

450, 483
mihräb of 310, 336, 340 

Umayyads 145, 300, 452  
9Umm Häni 319
'Umra 296, 299, 30 5 -3 0 6  (see also 

“pilgrims, pilgrimage”)
United Nations 491, 492  
Upper Church 139 
Upper City 62, 65, 139 
Urartu (see “Ararat”)
Urban II 372, 376, 379, 392  
Urban IV 356  
Uriah the Hittite 24 
Uzzah 19—20

V

Valenciennes 398, 402, 403
Valley of Jehoshaphat (see “Qidron Valley”)
Vatican 488, 491, 492
Venerable Bede 360
Venice, Venetians 407, 475
Venjeance de Dieu 395
Veronica 395
verus Israel 134
Vespasian 207, 343, 345, 395  
Vézelay 377
Via Dolorosa 134, 140, 344, 357, 358
Vigilantius 239
Vita Macrinae 194—95

W

Wald b. al-Jarräh 306, 307  
al-Walid 145, 286  
al-Wâqidî 302
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Washington, D.C. 491 
wedding customs 410-11, 429 
Western Wall 150, 312, 330, 341, 419 
Westminster Abbey 396 
Wibodus (bishop of Parma) 355 
William of Obey 377 
World War I 482, 486 
Würzburg, Johann von 469 
Wuqüf 303

X

Xystus 62 

Y

yaaleh ve-yavo 430—31 
Yagbe’ä Seyon 471 
Yalqut HaMachiri 124, 126 
al-Ya'qubi 302 
Yathrib-Al-Madina 294 
Yavneh 418 
Yazïd 311
Yefet ben 'Eli 449, 453, 454, 455, 458 
Yehud 55, 56 
Yemen 289
Yerushalmi (see “Jerusalem Talmud”) 
Yeshaq 472
Yeshu'a ben Judah 449, 456

Yom Kippur 419, 426 
York 398

Z

Zacchaeus 182
Zachariah son of Berachia 331 
Zachariah (see “Zacharias [patriarch]”) 
Zacharias (patriarch) 140, 145, 247, 262-63 
Zacharias (priest) 82, 155 
Zadok 29
al-Zahir 284, 286, 336 
Zakiyaddln 325 
Zamzam Well (Mecca) 337 
Zar a Ya'eqob 472, 473 
Zechariah 3, 54, 179, 211 

tomb of 61 
Zedekiah 343 
Zerubbabel 343
Zion 6, 43, 44, 78, 102, 120, 122, 127, 

135, 145, 148, 180, 244, 247, 258, 263, 
292, 293, 323, 363, 374, 375, 390, 411, 
416, 419, 427-33, 442, 450, 452, 454 

Church 140, 142, 148, 327, 328,
329, 335, 337 

Gate 140, 148, 149, 329, 330 
Zionism, Zionists 488, 489 
Zipporah 391 
zuhhäd 307
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