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DIGEST OF THE THESIS -

This study is an attempt to trace ths commandment,
significance, and concretizations of joy as it has besn
expressed through the vehicle of the iFestival of Succoth.

The Festival began with no Bibllical definitlion
axcept that it be 2 joyous occaslon. Gradually the holy
days were defined, and by the First Templs they had ceremonial
rites. Yet not till the Second Temple did the restival
acqulire the character which we know.

Saveral new ceremonials and sacrifices were insti-
tuted having admittedly no Biblicel origin. Perhaps these
are bstter explalined with reference to nsighboring cultures.
Fven so, thelr avowed purposs was a concretizaetion of the
festive joy.

Simultaneously now, the institutions of the Sukksh
and the Lulav were deflned, for these made the laymsn an
important perticipant in the festive jov.

What then was the neture of ths joy 1ltself, as
these ceremonlals expressed it? The joy, it is suggssted,
did not usally appesr by 1ltsell In the litersture, but
dissolved In sorrow. When the joy 1s extracted and considered
alone, then perhaps we caan discern a basic disagresmsnt
betwasen the dlivine-centered approach of the school of Azliva,
and the human-centered school of Ishmsel,

Finelly en attempt Is offered to trace the same

disagreement backwerds, [inding similar disegresments in




the approaches of Flliezer and Joshua, and still earlier
with Hillel and Shammai. On the basis of this evidence,

1t would appeer that we are dealing with en important

Tannaitlc concern.
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Chapter 1
Iatroduction

On the heppy festivels of Jewish life, tha
Toseital commands the plous Jew to express his joy in ths
Hallel, 2 collectlon of Pselms snd phreses in pralse of God.
The ysers heve permitted bsautiful melodiss to mttsch them-
salves to ths verled parasgraphs, achieving & crescendo of
song and prayer, a deeply religious joy. Then st ths height
of the crescendo, the entire congrasgation suddenly uttsrs ths
terribls cry: "Oh Lord, save us, please! Oh Lord, ssave us,
please!”

Is that joy?

Still deeper, 1 an ambltlous student wers to esk
for the origin of this frightened cry, he would be told thsat
1t was origlinally part of the service of the happlest
fastival of the Jewlsh year, the festival of Succoth. And
he would wonder, Heve the Jaws aver known how to reioics?

He might saek a "true Succoth joy" in the Bibls,
but there he would only [ind it undefined, even coniused.
Yet 1t would be » purer joy than ever lster, unalloyed with
sorrow, and dedlcated to God.

It wes a2 purlty that could not be praserved,

The very lack of Bibllcal deflnition Inclited biltter contro-
versiss even as aarly as the deys of the Second Templs.

—1—
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The thhnahz'roports that once at the Water Drawing
Festival on Sukkot, a certain Sadducee (whom Josephus
f{dentifies as Alexander Jnnnal)3 refused to pour the water
libation as the traditlon dictated, but instead poured it
out at his feet. The publlec who saw this became Incensed,
end cest their Esrogim at him, How desre this "son of a
captive" presume to interpret trasdition! And the tradition
had, sccording to the Talmudh been known from Sinal.

Yot curiously the elaborate ceramony described
there in the Mishnah 13 not mentioned in the Bible; 1t 1is
not even hinted at. The best support that is offered is =a

Midrash on Isalah 12:3, "and ye shall draw water with joy."
]l But Melmonides is much more honest when he admltss thet
although there sare 'hintst! for 1t in the Torash, still those
' who will not acknowledge the Oral Torah will not acknowledge
the Water Drawing Festival.

Not only this portion of the Festival, but also
the qulra Festival seems to have emerged dirsctly from the
Oral Torah. The extent of dlscussion surrounding Sukkot
may be Inferred from s story told by the Gason R. Ylaroe16
that once upon 2 time the Gaon of Vilna remarked before

Sukkot to those who were standing around him that every:

student ought to be an expert on at least one tractate of

the Talmud, These words touched the heart of ons Rsbbl, so

that he took coursge and reviewsdd the tractate of the Sukkot
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many times until he knew it by heart. On the intermedlate
days of that festival, when many advanced students sat with
the Gaon, this rabbl came and sald, "I have studled the
tractate of Sukkot, end I know it by heart.”
The Gaon asked, "Do you want me to ask you some=-
thing from thils tractate?"
The rabbl agreed, snd the Gason asked him, "How
many dilsputes are there between Rabti Meir and Rabbl Judah?
' Between Rabbl Akive and Rebbl Tarphon? Between Abaye and
Rava?=--How many in the tractate of Sukkot?"
The rabbl did not know. Immediately the Gaon
stood up and counted the controversles; he snalyzed the
H tractete into subjects and systems and laws; he counted the

number of valid Sukkot to be equal to the word "Sukkah"

spelled without a vav, and the number of invalid Sukkot
' to be squal to the word "Sukkeh" spelled plena.

That only the Gaon of Vilna, witk his vast
knowledge, could percelve the complexitles of the tractate,
testifies vividly to the elaborate Oral Law which contalns
almost the whole of the Festlval of Sukkot. Therefore to

trace the Festival 1s to appreciste something of the import=-
ance of the Oral Law to Jewlsh history.

But the survey herein alms st something beyond a
r bare historical anslysis. Is there s theology behind it
all? Is there such a thing as Jewlsh joy? Was there a
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constant philosophlc undercurrent through the wealth of
legal material thet very soon surrounded the Festivsl?

These are questions which are broadly significant.
I spprosch them here first historically by tracing ths
festival joy through its Biblicel growth. Then I propose
to center on latar elaborestion ol severel ceremonials intended
to concretize the joy, but which have only a partial origia
in the Blble, and I hope to show why this alsboration was
necessary. rinelly I wlill csater on the idea of Joy, and

trace it th-ough its Tennaltlc sources.




Chapter ?
The Autumn Festival in Biblical Times

A. The Perlod oi Judges

The asrllest relersuca to an sutumn lastival anoag
the Jewlsh peopls seems to bs In Juiges 2:27, whera ws raad
that Gasl was inilamed by wlne at a "hervest [estival" whan
grepes were harvestesd, soc that he rebslled agalinst Abimelach.
"And thay went out to ths rleld and gathersed thsir vinayards
and trod the grapss, and hald a [festival; and they went 1in
to the housse of thalr god and they ate and drank and curssd
Abimelsch."

Thus, we {ind at the outset an underined, namalass,
seemingly deteless rastivsl, almost an orgy, centaring
eround the harvest of grapss, which we know was in the iall

of tha year in Palestlnsa.

We cen derlive support, but no furthar iniormation,
from a letsr passags, "And they commanded the childran ot
Benjamin, saying: 'Go and 1lle in wait in ths vinasysasrds, and
ses, and behold, 1f the daughters ol Shilol coma ont to dancs
in the dances, thean you come out oi the vineyerds and catch
{or yoursell, every man his wlie {rom tha dsughters ol Shilolh
3 Y .'"7 It wes seemingly a time when tha pirls were
sccustomed to present themselves for courtchip. A memory of

this 1s preserved in later 11teratur58 as Rabban Gamllel
-5=-
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says that Isreel never had happy deys like the Fifteenth of
Ab and like Yom Kippur, for on these days the daughters of
Israel would come out with borrowed white garments and dance
In the vineyards.
But this specifically refers to Yom Kippurl Such
passages lend support to the hypothesis advanced by many

? that originelly Yom Kippur was one festival with

scholers
Sukkoth, end not till later were they separated. We cannot
enter here into s long discussion of this fascinating problem,
but for the sake of completeness we must not shrink from

a glance at the autumn festival as the Israelites knew it
among thelr nelghbors. The modern sclentiflic mind demands

a context for any statement, so that similarities may be
appreciated and differences assessed.

What then was the context of the joy out of which
the Israselites carved a festival? How did thelr neighbors
celebrate the harvest?

The vast literature on this queationlo seams to
center around the Egyptian Osiris Cycle, corresponding to
the Mesopotamian Tammuz cycle. 1In each of these clvilizetlons
we {ind the semson of the year personifled in a god who
dies with the summer, and then, lest all of 1life remaln
destroyed, is miraculously resurrected with the coming of
the life-glving season of winter ralns,

The myth 1s elaborate. The sarth and sky sare

seen as united in the sacred marriage of the supernatursal




[ 3 -7=
' powers, personified by the nuptials of the king snd queen,
or the prlest and prlestess. The commoners snd lay folk

enfict & counterpart, their own meritel relations.
This leads into the Autumn Festival, where the king
1s to die and be resurrected, or is to win in sacred

combat,

Thus the Annuasl Festlivel in an agricultural

community represents the centre snd climax of

| all the religlous activitles of the year when
the king engeges in a sacred combat with his 1

spirituel foes like the gods In the creetion story

' which 1s enacted as part of the drama., Having ’
won the victory he 1s re-established in the i
|
I

throne. . .and to ensure the fruitfulness of the
earth and the multiplication of men and Ygasta,
he has nuptial relations with the queen.

Without the mythologlical overlay, is this not
very much the same ceremonisls as we find in the Jewish
Rosh-Hashonoh==Succoth cycle? The similarity becomes
still more striking when we read that

through the rite de separation the evil of the
old yeer is expelTed and contaglon removed in
preparation for the consecration of the new crops

« « «after a solemn meals has been held in which

a small portion of the first-frults (s eaten
sacramentally by the king or chief and certaln
privileged persons. The rites are ususally con=-
tinued for several days with asppropriete dances

and asceticisms, ﬁoncludlng with revelries, license,
and lustrations.l

Thus, among the pagans who were neighbors to
anclent Israel, we find the major themes which were to
develop into the Jewlsh autumn festival cycle. There was
a solemn, sacred period at almost the exact days of the
] present Succoth., If the whole was baslcally a joyous time

of the year, then 1t becomes clesr how Rabban Gamliel could
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have called it "originally e joyous dey."

There 1s, however, the important difference that
emong the Israellites we find a complete absence of myth and
sex. If there 1s a struggle, among the Jews 1t becomes
a struggle between man and God for spiritual dominlon and
ethical obedience. If there is joy, emong the Jews it be-
comes a recounting of the joys of life tinged with sorrow and
a plea for salvation., But these Jewlsh themes emerged
slowly. At the outset, there was merely in Israsel an
undefined, unnemed joy at asbout the same time as the pagan

nelghbors were rejoicing.

B, Exodus: the General Account

The code In Fxodus makes the autummn festival an
officially Jewish celebration. But we are told little more
about 1t. The name remains quite general, Chag Ho'oseef,
the seme name as before; and this name merely gathers together
the description In Exodus 23:16B, "the Feast of Ingathering
at the end of the year, when you gather in the results of
your work Iin the fleld." The dete 1s general, too, belng
"at the end of the year,"® B'tsays heshonoh. A repetition

of the command in Exodus 34:23 gives us llttle further
Information, except to clarify the date slightly, bl'tkoofas

hashonoh,"at the turn of the year," meaning probably the

*a stde questlion presents itself: if this were
the festlval "at the end of the year," then what ol the Rosh
Hashonoh celebration which we know. There seems to have
been only one sutumn festival. If so, then this supports
the parallel with the single, protracted, pagan Tommuz cycle.




year to year to worshlip and to sacrifice to the Lord of

hosts in Shiloh." When, in I Samuel 1l:13-1L, Fli was
concerned that Hennah moved her 1lips as though drunken, his
fesr is intelligible when we conslder the nature of the autumn
festivsal,

When the First Temple was built, the festlval was
of course transferred there. In fact, the autumn festival
was already so important an event in the public 1life that
this was the time salected for the dedication of the Temple.
I Kings 6:38 tells us that the Temple built by Solomon was
finished "in the month of Bul, which 1s the eighth month."

. ¥
asutumnal equinox.1h

We are told little about how the festlval was to
be celebrated, Fxodus 3L:23 summarizes it with, "Three
times in the year all thy males shall appeser before the
Lord God, the God of Isrsel. . . .The cholcest first-frults
of thy land thou shalt bring unto the house of the Lord
thy God." Thus, the pilgrimsge character was established,
but we are not told its nature, nor its exact date. One-
wonders if Iin fact the festival at that time was exact in
glither naturs or date,

At first we cen dlscern that there was a pllgrimage
to Shiloh. To this the Bible testifles twice: first in
Judges 21:20, "Go =nd behold, 1f the daughters of Shiloh
come out to demce. . .", end later, in I Samuel 1:3=5, when
Flkensh, Semuelts father, "went up out of his city from
The commentary Radak finds this month to be Marcheshvan, on
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the basis that /13 is related to /ian, meenlng "a flood," and
"this is the season whsn the rains begin." The text 1s not
cieér as to whethsr or not the dedicetion Yook plece immed-
istely. I so, then it stands here in contradiction to

the sccount in chapter sight where we read that Solomon
assembled 8ll the peopls "et the Chag in the month of Ffun'l ,
whicii is the sevanth month." Tedak, Fashi, and Kimehi® all
interpret this as Tishri, becauss Humbers 2L:Z1 employs

[Nl as "strong," and Tishri is the "month strong with
holidays." Scheuss auggestsls that thls lstter referencs

may have originally reeé also "the elghth month," but was
later changed to "the seventh month" when the Chag was [ixed
et thet month., He finds a proof for this hypothesis in

16 who celebrated the festival in ths

the sccount ol Jeroboam
eighth month, but a later writer edded thaere that thils wss a2
festival "of his own heart," i.e., it should have been in
the seventh monthl™ "

A second possibility remalns: that the Temple was not
dedicated on thet same Succoth, but on tl.e Succoth of thse

following year, This is Snaith's vlew,lB

who says: "Soleomon
would have no cholce as to the cete when the Temple should
be dedicated, He wes bound to wait until the next snnual
fesst sfter the completion of the building operations.”

Therefore therse is "no real difficulty sbout the dillsrent

#*
Along with modern scholsrs. See Interpretsr's
Bible, Exegesis, 8d loc., New York: Abingdon, 1962.

**Mhny other writers have discussed the problem
of the date discrepency. See especially J. Ebrgenstern.17
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dates," And this does seem logically simple as an answer to
the problem.

Without entering into the vast unliverss of Biblicsl
scholership, we can glance at the problem. Up to this time,
the festival had not been dated. It 1s sufficlent here,
merely to note the fact that the many textual discrepancies
point to an emerging date. And therefore the Tannaim later
spent considerable effort dlscussing the date, to fix it
properly.

Interestingly, in Exodus the autumn festival was
called "the Feast of Ingethering." But by the time of the
dedication of the First Temple, the festival had become so
firmly fixed in the religlous 1life of the people that now
1t was called "The Festlval" par excellence. By now the
festival had begun to take on a more or less set month, end
a more or less definlte meaning. The meaning we can derive
from a number of corroborating prophetic references., (Though
this, too, becomes an important problem for the later rabbinic

authorities.)

C. The Prophetic Expression
The vineyards were places of joy. Isalsh 16:10

threatens that the day wlll come when "no songs are sung
in the vineyards, no shouts are ralsed, . .and I have hushed
the vintage shout."

Again, in 24:7-11, the same prophet spoke to the
people at a time when they were merry with wine, and once

more he predicted a time when "all the happy-hearted sigh
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e« + 00 more do they drink wine with singing."

Isalah, in his beautiful "Vineyard Song" (5:1-2ff)
was most probably standing among the people when they had
assembled for thelr Autumn Festivel at the grape harvest:
"Let me sing of my beloved." A song would have been timely,
and a joyous song would have been sppropriste. Therefors,
when the prophet turns suddenly upon the people wilth words full
of reproof, 1t must have been ths grester shock amid the
relgning joy.

A generation earlier, when Amos (5:18ff) was
preaching that the "Day of the Lord" would be a day of
darkness and gloom, 1t may be possible to suggest that he
delivered that sermon on the happlest day of them all, the
Autumn Festlval. Thls suggestion 1s supported by the very
next verse In the text, where the prophet majestically cries
out

I hate, I desplse your feasts, and I take

no delight in your solemn assemblies. Even though
you offer me your burnt offerings and cersal
offerings, I will not accept them, and the peace
offerings of your fatted beasts I will not look
upon, Take away from me the nolise of your songs;
I will not listaen to the melody of your harps.

But let justice roll down like waters, andl9
righteousness like an ever-flowing stream.

Is this not a vivid description of the Autumn
Festivel as we belleve it to have been celsbrated in the
days of the First Temple? Amos takes care to list in each
of the cases the prescribed offerings by name. (Fven the

mention in verse 26 of "Sakkut," a pagan god, taunts us to
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link this speech with the festival of Succoth, as thsir
syncretistic practice.) Amos tells of the songs, end
gives a general picture of the joy that must have reigned
on those festlive days.

Perhaps the prophetic attitude is best summed up
by Amos 8:10, where the prophet foresees the days when "I
will turn your festivals (Chag) into mourning." The Chag
is the direct antithesis of mourning; !f mourning is supreme
sorrow, then the festival is supreme joy.* But still there

wes merely a very general ldea of what joy ought to be.

D. Deutaronoq;

The sctual form of joy was not clearly expressed
until we find it recorded In Deuteronomy, usually dated
nesr the close of the period of the First Temple. We eare
immedliately struck with & new neme: the indiscriminate
Festival of Ingathering (Judges) which later had become the
lmportant Cheag, (Exodus) now Is called Chag Succoth, which
the Septuagint translates as "tent pltching." Perhaps the
tents represented the booths, or huts, used overnight in the
work of harvesting. No historical explanation 1s offered In
Biblicsel sources.

The account in Deuteronomy 16:13-16 offers no’
definite date for the festival, only that 1t is to be

observed at the end of the hervest "after you have gathered

*Later Jewlsh law forbade mourning during the
festivel days. The Romans, too, forbade mourning during thelr
festival of Ceres, which took place et the same time as thse
Jewish Succoth; see T. Gaster, Thespis, DBuobleday, 1961, p.

Ll, quoting Livy 12:56. No festIval is a time for mourning
and especially the autumn festival seems to have been the
antithesis of mourning.




-1~
ia from your threshing floor and your wine press." For
seven days "you shall rejolce in your feast." The joy is

to take place, however, "at the place which the Lord your
God shall choose," 1.e., at the Temple. Perhaps this limits
the joy which the earlier sources seemed to indicate, a

joy that spparently before could have been celebrated any-
where one happened to be, but was now much narrowed. If
sarliser it had been obscurely a pilgrim festival, here it
seems to have been primarily = pilgrim festivel. And ies
that not to be expected? A central Temple ought to centrsl-
f{ze the cult,

As the pllgrim comes before the officers of the
femple, he has a prayer to offer, to explaln himself,
Deuteronomy records 1t as follows:

My father was a fugitive Aramean. He went

down to Egypt with meager numbers and sojourned
there. . . .The Lord freed us from Egypt by a
mighty hend., . . .He brought us to this place

and gave us this lend, a land flowing with milk
and honey. Wherefore I now bring the first fruéss
of the soil which Thou, Oh Lord, hest glven me.

Several threads run through this besutiful
prayer., The festival 1s stlll an agricultural celebration.
But the history of the land 1s important, so that the people
will remember how they obtalined 1t. The first fruits are
specifically dedicated to God (vs. 10b: "You shall leave
them before the Lord your God"). And the joy, therefore,

s no longer free, but conflned religiously, tiled to a

priesthood. These are themes which were much expsanded in
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Tannaltlc discusslons,

A further stricture was placed on the joy: it
must be shered with the less fortunate. Verse 32 nemes
the Levite, the stranger, the fatherless, and the widow;
these are the responsibility of the commnity. And we are
told thet to share with them the produce of the lsnd is to
realffirm God's covenant with hls people. The joy now has
strong ethical overtones.

The covenant is reasffirmed, secondly, with a read-
ing of the Torah. Deuteronomy 31:9-13 commands that "every
seventh year, the year set for remission, at the Feast of
Booths, when all Israsel comes to appesar before the Lord your
God in the place which He will choose, you shall read this
Toreh aloud In the presence of all Isreel, . . ."

In summary, the book of Deuteronomy, whlle not
yet offering = positive date for the Festival, has defined
it (1) by commanding that it center around the Temple, and
prescribing a ceremony to be held there by each pllgrim who
formal 1y dedicates hls harvest to God; and (2) by insisting
on this Festival ss a time when each man recognizes his
ethical responsibilities toward the community as a whole and
toward the less fortunate; and (3) by choosing this as =
reaffirmation of the covenant betwesn God and Israel,

recalling the history of that covenant.
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] S Post-Exilic Festival of Sucooth

Ezra tells us that when the exiles returned to
thelr land, one of their first deeds was to celebrate the
Festival of Succoth.

And when the seventh month had come, and the

children of Isrsel were In their citles, the

people gathered themselves together as one man

to Jerusalem. . . .And they kept the feast of
Tabernacles as it is wrltten, and offered the daily
burnt offerings by number according to the ordinance,
as the duty of every day required. . . .Fron

the first day of the seventh month they began

to offer burnt offerings unto the Lord; but, the
foundation of the Temple was not yet lald.”

Notice that the date is stilll not specific.
The text says that they possessed an ordinance as to the
proper number of sscrificilsl offerings, but 1t does not
glve us that number, No significance is offered for the
festivel, ZFEven the booths are missing. In sum, the
leassons of Deuteronomy seems to heve faded; the festivel
is agaln almost the skseleton thet it was In the days of
the judges.

The reconstruction of the festival took m step

forwerd in Nehemiesh 8:1L-18", TIn the seventh month, all

“John Bright, in his A History of Israel, West-
minster, Philedelphia, 1959, hesitantly dates Nehemiah
before Fzra, thus reversing the traditional order. If so,
then we might ses in Fzra a decline from the exalted religious
Joy which Nehemish hed previously evoked. We might hypo~
thesize that Fzrae did tEIa merely as an emphasis on the
centrality of the Temple functions, in the same way that
Humbers later emphasized the Temple functions, while
Leviticus took a more balenced view. So that, on this view,
Nehemiah: Fzra:: Leviticus: Numbers. This does seem to be =
probable =pprosch. Even so, it i3 = minor point, becsuse it
deals with only two generations, and if we view the devel=-
opment of the Festival broadly, we can visualize Fzra-
?ahemtah, a single entity, with both religlous end cultic
eatures,
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the people gethered themselves together "as one man" into
the street which was before the water gate, snd they asked
Fzra the scribe to bring the book of the Torah of Moses.
And Fzra brought the book and read it to the congregation,
on the first day of the seventh month., But the people wept
and were greatly moved. The Levites comforted the peopls,
and then they all ate and drank and were happy, "becauss
they had understood the words that ware declared unto them,"
But does this not sound quite similar to the modern renewel
of the covenant on Rosh H&shonoh, followed by the joy of
Succoth? Surely it is at least a seed of the ceremonials
which expanded to so much In later days,

On the second day, egaln the people gathered
themselves together to hear the Torah read. They found
written In the Torsh®™ that the children of Israel are
commanded to dwell In booths in the feast of the seventh
month. So they gathered the green branches of five apeclas**-
and made with these, booths on thelr roofs and in thelr
courts and in the streets--for "since the days of Joshua
the son of Nun, unto that day, the children of Israel had
not done so; and there was great joy."

Then on each day followlng, he continued reading

the Torsh, The festival lasted for seven days, and the

*In the book of Dsuteronomy?--0Only here were
booths mentioned previously, as our analysis has shown.

**Ibn Fzra, sd loc, unites the Hedas with the Ovos
so that there are only the traditional four speclies, as
required by Leviticus., He cltes the Kabbalah for suthority.

e
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elghth day was a solemn assembly according to the ordinance.
The twenty-fourth day was a great fast, In which the people
reaffirmed thelr covenant with God.

To this polnt, the festival had attained several
importent features. It was still a time of joy. But now
it centered on both a specific meaning and a specifie
concretization of that joy. The meaning was a joy at a
reaffirmation o1l the covenant between Isrsel and God.

The concretization was the Booth.

There remained only two major points for clar=-

ificatlon., A date had to be settled on, end the Temple

service had to be outllned, These we find in Ezeklel.

. Fzeklel

Fzeklel, in hls account in 45:25, for the first
time offers en exact date for the festival of Succoth. "In
the seventh month, on the fifteenth day of the month. . .
seven days, the sin offering as well as the burnt offering,
and the meal offering as well as the oll."

This is not only a specification of the date,
but also of the offerings with which the festival was
celebrated publically in the Second Temple. FEzeklel was
interested in re-establishing the prlesthood; therefore he

insisted that the festival center around the Temple. He

dascribed an elaborate ritual which required, of course, both

prilests and the Temple.

Interestingly, Fzeklel returns here to the name
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Chag used for the autumn festival in the early days of the
First Temple. Posslbly he 1s striving for historiceal
associations, But it Is more tempting to wonder if perheps
he may have hoped to forget the Booths which would only
have tended to decentralize the festivel. We mlight recog-
nize that nelther Deuteronomy nor Nehemiah hed offered a
meaning for the Booths, so Fzeklel could easily de-emphasize
them. The Chag would imply, for our purposes, that this
festival remained the festivsl.

In sum, for FEzeklel the festival had become purely
a rituel, The command for joy had entirely disappesred,
along with the agricultural significance. Were we to com-
bine the religlous joy of Nehemiah with the ritual of
Fzekisl, we would find the festival full-grown as in

Leviticus.

G. Leviticus

The book of Laviticu323 broadens Ezeklel's Chag
to Cheg Adonoy (vs. 29), ilmplylng s newly religions oriente-
tion; not only ritual, but also & religious:emotion 1s to

characterize the festival of Succoth. Possibly under the

Influence of EZekleI* the festival 1s narrowed here; wheresas

Deuteronomy had included strangers In the festivel joys,

*Sae Pfeiffer,zu P. 243, which says that this sec~-

tion of Leviticus, which is part of the H-code, was Influenced

by Fzeklel, Jeremlah, and Deuteronomy. He dates this code
at around 550 BCE.
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Leviticus permits only Isreellites. 1In consequsncs, the
rellgious joy can be helghtened; when the family circle
narrowed the family spirit is intensified.

Leviticus, secondly, spirituslizes the joy by
making every Jew part of the ceremony. For the first ¢
we find mentlioned the "Four Specles": "Take the frult o
goodly trees, branches of palm trees, and boughs of thl
trees, and willows of the brook-=snd rejolce before the
your God for seven dsya."25 No longer is the joy confi
to "the place where the Lord your God shall deslignate,”

but now each Jew 18 commanded his own important ceremon

is
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No longer does he express his joy with license, but now he

r¢ joices with the "four species." The importance of the

individvel is & lesson thet was learned from the Exils.

Leviticus, thirdly, commands that every cltiz

of Israel dwell in booths for the seven days of the festivsl.

The resson given is historlcal: "Thst your generations
know that I made the children of Israel to dwell In boo
when I brought them out of the lend of Egypt; I am the

thy God." 1In this, it becomes truly a festival"before God."

The former festures of the "solemn assembly"
together with its prescrlbed sacrifices are retalned.
(Vss, 35-29) And the date !s retained, too, ass 1t was
Fzeklel.

The major theologlcal characteristics of =
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religlious festlval ere now present. The holldasy has a

fixed dete. It 1s an expression of joy out of neture, in
the "four specles," It remembers the history of the peopls,
in the Succoth., In these it mekes provision for the
individual's religlious experlience. But it also tles the
individuels together into & community, with a solemn
assembly to partlcipate in centralized ceremonies. With the

account in Leviticus, the Biblical festival is complete.

Later works needed merely underscore the

sssentials developsd in Leviticus. Ilumbers 29:12-39 desls
specifically with the "solemn mssembly" of the festival. Here
we find outlined the sacrifices which were to be required.

An interesting feature 1s the decreasing number of enimals
sacrificed on each succeeding day. On the first dsy thirteen
young bullocks are sacrificed, but the second dasy requlres
only twelve, and so on for the remaining five days. This list
differs from that in Ezeklel, for Ezeklel uned required the
same numbaer of sacrifices on Succoth as on Passovar,* whila

llumbers requires counsidersbly more secrifices on Succoth,

%This tends to support the view of Gaster, 22¥CIt
and many others, that originally the Pessover aad Succoth
festlvals were the same festivals held twlce a ysar., Hence
they were often confused. See also Heldel, the Day of Yahwsh,
The Century Co., New York, 1929, for e dlscuEETbE-gf-ﬁhw
Testament parallels. In the Hew Testament, Heldel finds, 1t
is recorded that Jesus entered Jeruselem in the sprlng, on
"Palm Sunday", with pslm branches., But this was a rlte
clearly assocliated with the Jewish autumn festival, s&s sarly
as Tannaltic times. Thus the scholerly view emerged, that

the two festivels, spring end {ell, tended to coelesce at
first, then only laster were they separated.

1]
y
|
.
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more In fact than on any other sacred day of the Jewish

year.

One point remained to complete the festival as
the Bible saw it. Zechariah added a messlianic vision.
On that great dey In the future (Zech. 1l4:16~19) all the
nations that have survived will go up year after yeer
to worship the King, the Lord of hosts, and to keep the
festival of Succoth. And if the family of Egypt do not
go up, then a plague shall come upon them; and a similar
punishment shall come upon all natlons who do not keep
the festival of Succoth.:

———

s#Later generations added much to the Messlianic
conceptions of this festivel. Distingulshed guests out of
the Jewish past were invited to the legendary mesl to be hseld
someday in the Sukksh. And perhaps someday aeven the grest
Leviathan will be served for the main course. But this 1s
g study in 1itself,




CHAPTE: 3
AFTER THF BIBLE--CLARINICATION AND DECHEE

The post-5iblicsal suthorities were able to focus
on saeveral problematic areas tnat ths Bible had kindly
falled to clarily. From their decislons emerged a festival
which was not only much clsarer than the Bible had left 1t,
tut wes In many ways a new Iestivsl, because s large Templse

and st incressed population now required new caremonisls,

A, The Date of the Festlival

The first scholarly discussions centsred sround
the date of the festival. Although an exact date hasd IInelly
emarged rom the Blble 1tself, still the Eible contalned
unresslved all the ambigulties of Its sarllest dsays, And
now, if the Eible was to be consldered s non-contredictory
unit, then it required soms scholarly anslysis.

The Mechilte®7 nates that both Fxodus 23:16
and Exodus 34:22 do not date the Festivel of Ingathering
comnanded there. Exodus 23:16 commends the “estival on
NnItn ple 3 , and Fxodus 34:22 commands the same [estivel
at N JID »MINJS ., Therefore, reading the two pesssagcs
together revezls that the Festival ol Ingetheriag must be
both (1) at the snd of the year, and (2) at the squinox.

The Mechilta adds, howsver, that this also must be "thec

seventh month." From where this addition? It cen only be
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from Leviticus 23:39, "on the fifteenth day of the seventh
month." But this 1s cheating, for the T'koofoh could as

s il i 'S .

well be the spring equinox on March 21; and If Nissan were
the New Year, then this hollday could as well be 1n the
spring! Thus it 1s apparent that the Mschilta could not
date the holy day glven Exodus alone, Yet a date 1s
possible by using the Information from Leviticus; thus the
Biblical accounts are brought together and harmonized.

The Sifraza notes the special problem of leap
year, end commands that the autumn festival be a sign that
the year has been properly intercelasted. The festivel must
occur at a time "when you have gathered in all the fruit";
not merely 8 part of the frult, but all of it. In this way
the ceslendar is kept in accora with nature, Furthermors,
the dlscussions on the date for the prayers for raln sare

elaborations of thls same problem.29

BE. An Order for the Festivals

Once the date and calendar position had been
established, the varied celebrations of the year could be
sat in thelr proper order and given their unigue maanings.Bo
Nissan 1s the beginniang of the year, as regards the order of
the months, the reign of kings, and the order of the fest-
ivals, and for renting of houses., That is, apparently, the
secular fiscal year seems to have begun with Nissen, But

spiritual metters begin with Tishri: the beginulng of the
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jasr, lor yeers 1a geaersl,™ sabbaticel years, Jubiless,

aud Jor plants and vegetables.**

The implicetion is that
tha sutumn _sstival belongs to this 1lsttsr, spiritusl,
portion ol tha ysar.

Tha Sirra31 unigusly iantsrprats the order oi
Jastivals, 1In esch ysear, Passovar is the Iirst .estivel;
Succoth is the last. I sa oiieriag ougnt to havs been
vrought on Passover but one has dslayed, then tha dalay is
not 8iadlul antil Succoth ° [ull year end & hall later has
pessad without the ollering haviang oeen vrought., Agein,

i’ 2 vow to briag an oiifsriag was mede just balora Succoth,
then oas mey walt this Sueccoth, sad the entirs yeer lollowlacs;
ont L: h= still has not brought his oilering when ths

sscond Succobth has passed, ther he has sinansd. Succoth

is tha end ol the [astive yaar.

In this dating oi the ilestival, end setiiaz oi. it
in the liturgical cselendser, the Tsanalm did aot go much
bayond what even a cursory rsacing oi tns Biuls woull meke
obvious. But they expand the Eiclical sccouat o, discovarlu.
tharain the nacesser; desdlinas, end esteolished tus orasr

o. Thase ead the sigunillcaaca o. that orcer.

E. The Pilgrimaga Lo Jerusalam

Ca the propsar dete, tha Jewlsh populeey Lad baen

accunstbomau Lo comas tTo Ghe Templs ia Jarusals=. ‘'inaa this

*Thae "wacounting" o tha esrs, 11 that wa cumat

tnaly coatants, which is e spicituel matbor.
a3 Sodl i s -
lature, indrpzd et Lhils ©tlima,
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practice was transferred irom custom to law, it became
necessary to specifly who should be required to come. The:
problem was easily solved.

Both Fxodus 23:1L-17 and Deutseroncmy 16:16 requirs
"all" to appear before the Lord. Yet surely some ought to
be sxcepted: the deel man, the imbecile, snd the smsall
child cen be excused, because they woulc be unable to spprec-
fete the sanctity of the occasion. Ths person of unknown

sex and the hermaphrodite would be undesirable among the
pilgrims. Women and unfreed sleves were needsd at homa. The
leme, the blind, the sick, and the aged, sll would be unsble
to meke the Journsey.

A little later, the Mechllts (¥aspa, ch. 5) clariiies
itself. These categorles ol persons sre only excludsd Irom
reading the praysr prescribed in Dsuteronomy 26:1-11, But
they still must bring the proper oflfering.

If these wers very early decisions, yet they were
not recorded t1ll Tannaltic times -, Still later the Amoraim
discussed this matter in detall,33 and found clearer defini=-
tions for esch of these cestegories, along with Eiblicel
verses to support them. But the need [or such exemptions
is obvious, and the modern mind demands nelther rational
nor Biblicel defensa. Yet this wes ths rabbiniec method,
and it enebled them to specify, ultimately from the Blblse,
who should be permitted, indeed required, to present him-

salf in Jerusalam at the festival there.
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C. The Pilgrimage Offerings

The Bible hed commanded that no pilgrim come to
Jerusalem empty-handed. He 1s to bring something (the
Bible impllies an offering) to express his joy, and to
dedicete that joy to God. But what should he bring? The
Bible is sllent, so the suthorities cleverly interpreted
two Blblicsl verses, thereby creating two offerings which
hed previously been unknown.

The one verse 1s Exodus 23:1l, "three times in the
year shall you hold a festival for Me."

sdva L gap P2 cle

This verse was interpreted as requiring an offering, called
the Chagiga, playing on the word (n/1 , Simllarly, the
same word occurs in Lev. 23:l41, referring especlally to
the festival of Succoth; here,too, it Is nraderstood to
commend the Chaglige offering.

A second verse produced the R'iyash offering.
Daut, 16:16 commands "three times in the year shall sll
your males appesar before the Lord your God,"

‘Ml ™ 09 pk 71135 /> kI It PNTD Qult

This 1is the offering of "appearance", playing on the
word k7" |, This offering, together with the Chaglga,
was brought each year to Jerusalem by the pilgrim,

Those Bilblical texts hardly suggest the offerings
derived from them. Even the Mishna ' admits thet the

Chegiga 1s "as a mountsin suspended by a thread [of Biblicsal
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evidence]." Yet the rabbinic reassoning can easily be con=-
jectured: the Bible seems to require some offerings, whatever
they be; since the Bible did not specify them, the Oral Law
must. These two categorles of offerings then opened a vast
area for dliscussion In the learned scademlies.

The rabbis Intend these offerings to represent
a concretization of the Joy which is the essence of the
festlval.35 Joy was slways sesn to bte the essence of the
festival of Succoth, so thst Melmonides says thet no men
is free to withhold hils rejolclng.36 Therefore the implli-
cation is drawn thet the more offerings one brings, tha
greater his joy. HKe can offer as many as his llnances permit

him. 37
The Chaglge was a "pesce offering" brought to the

Temple where the fat was burned on the altri, end the meat
was eaten by the owner., The R'lyah was also brought to
the Temple, but there it was wholly burned before God . ™

In summary, the able-bodied Jewish male was required
on a set date in the fall of the year to make & pllgrimage
to the Temple In Jerusalem, and there to bring before God

the two animal sacrifices,

*Por a full discussion of the implications of the
differences between these two offerings, see the next
chapter herein,
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D. The Two Temple Ceremonles

At the Temple, he was privileged to wltness two
cersmonles, which were wholly unknown to the Bible: the
Water Drawlng Festival and the Aravs Ceramony.

The Arava Ceremony 1s described in the Miahna.38
It consisted of a rite in which young willow branches were
gethered from e plsce celled Motsa In Jerusalem. These
btranches were then set upright along the sides of the sltar,
with thelr tops bent over the top of the altar., The Shofar
was sounded, and e procession msrched once around the altar
crying "Save us, Oh Lord." This entire rite hss no Biblical
authority.

A second rite, also without Bibll al basis, was
the Weter Drawing Festivel. The Mishna ’ describes this in
detall, with important Telmudic ela.boratlona.ho On the day
following the important [first day of the festlval, the Templese
would be re-srranged to bring into prominence the great
Menoret, asnd other utensils, so that s vast light would
{1luminate the proceedlngs to follow. "There wses no court-
yard in Jerusalem that was not 1it up from the light of the

Water Drawing Faatival."ul

Then the leaders of the community
would dance and sing and even juggle torches. The festivitles
lested through the night, till at cock-crow, the Shofar was
sounded, snd & procession was formed to drsw the water, and

then to pour out = libatlon at the r&iltar.h'2
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There is not one bit of Biblical asuthority for this
cersmony. But two statements suggest a possible origin in
neighboring cultures, The first is the emphasis on light.

It seems to have been a ceremony in which light was more
important than water., Water comes only at the end of the
rite, with the statement, "Our ancestors bowed down to the
sun, but our ayes are turned toward God.“hB And then the
water 1s poured--as 1f to put out the light!

This suggests a possible parallel to the Zoroestrian
fire festivals, and also to the Greek and Roman sun festivsls.
Without entering Into the vast llterature on these religlons,
we might say that the Jews of thls perlod had tasken over
some of these "light rites," rejecting eny sexuel end
mythological symbolism connected with them smong the pagans,
and then expressly declared that "our eyes ere on God."™

Important for the development of the festival as
a whole, however, 1s the recognition that these two cere=
monials, the Arava end the Water Drawing Festival, undoubtedly
originated in extraneous sources and nelghboring customs,
rather than in the Bible. They are wholly unknown to the
Biblical edltirs.

When the Temple was destroyed, of course, nslither
the pllgrimages with thelr complex secrificial ceremonlials,

nor the Arava and the Water Drawing Festival, were possible.

*If this interpretation be correct, we need only
understand "our fathers who were in this place" (Mishna
Sukkot 5:lj) to be not the Jews of the First Temple, but the
pagans. It is a likely Vell.
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4s one Breitha notes,* Rabbi Judsh ben Betayra seld that
when the Temple was exlistent, there was rejolcing only with
flesh, as 1t is wrltten,hs "And you shall sacrifice peace=-
offerings, end eat them there, and re¢ jolice before the Lord
your God." But now that the Temple is no longer existent,
there can be no Joy except with wine, as 1t is urlttenub
"and wine makes happy the heart of man.,"

Actually, though, after the destruction of the
Temple, the Festival of Succoth did not dle, nor did it
degenerate Into a ceremonial of drunkenness, The seeds of
1ts continuation had long sgo besn planted, In requiring the
joy to be concretized In two rites that had been glven to the
charge of every individual Jew. These rites were the Sukkah
and the Lulav., Originally they may have centered around the
Toemple, but even then they seem to have been the responsibility
of the individual. And because ol them, the Festival, end

Judaism, too, survived.

The Sukkah

A, A Sukkah in Fvery House
Where should the Sukkeh be? Perhasps in the Temple?

No, says the Slfrah7; the rabbis remove any doubt by stating

that when the Bible sald "make for yourself a Sukkeh," it

means to require a Sukkash for each men, for eech home . *

*Such 1s the argument of the school of Aklva,
which the Sifrs represents. But see the discusslion of the
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That the Sukkah 1s a home institutlion is the
implication of another derivation of the same verse, "Thou
shalt make“he means that ons must make a Sukkah speciflically
for the purpose of this festival.

An old Sukksh is not valid. The Mishna*? defines
an "old Sukksah" as one which was made thirty deys bz=fore
the festival., Such e structure is not valld, according to
the school of Shammal. Fven if the school of Hillel would
permit an "old Sukkah," the resson 1s possibly an economic
one, since not every men could afford a new Sukksh each yesr.
Nevertheless, the intzntlon of the ruling, on the part of
both schools is clearly that the Sukkah is 2 home-built

institution,

B. Structure of the Sukkah

Secondly, how should the Sukksh be bullt? Well,
what was the Sukkah in the Biblical experience? Genesls
33:17 tells us that "Jacob traveled to Succoth, and he
built for himself a house, and for his flock he made =2
Sukiksh," Reshi here quotes the Talmd’? which understends

this as follows: Jacob stayed eighteen months in this plecs,

opposing opinion of the school of Ishmasl, later in this
peper, HNevertheless, even Ishmeel would agree that the
intention of the Sukkah was to require the Sukksh to be a
home institutlon, which is the point we are observing hars.

*Phe JPS translatlon, 1962, calls this a "stsll,"

A
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end during thet time built for himself both & house and a
Sukkeh; during the winter he lived in the house; during the
summer he lived in the Sukkah.

So & "Sukkah" 1s both a temporary home (i.e., =&
summer residence) and a stell for cattle. This seems to
be the Biblical meaning, as the Rabbis interpreted it. But
never does the Blble give more than this hiat of what the
Sukksh ought to look like. The Tannaim pick up the hint and
expand it thus: Any Sukkeh is valld; "Our rebbls taught
that a Sukkah of Gentiles, women, cattle, Samaritans, and
any Sukkah whatever, 1s valld, provided that it is covered
according to lau."sl The Hlahnasz makes this still more
emphatic: Any material 1s valld for the sldes of the Sukkah--
for the essence of the Sukkah Is in its coverlng.53 Raahls21L
derives the name "Sukiah" from the name for its roof,
"Stchach." The lMishna orders that a Sukksh be declared
fnvalld it its "sunlight 1s more than its shade"; therefors
the coverling must really cover the structurs.

The covering 1s described in detail. A shest
may not cover 1t; nor a vine, a gourd, or an 1lvy; nor bundles
of strew or of wood. The general principls is glvenss that
whatever is susceptible to uncleannes and does not grow
from the soll may not be used for a covering.

The Tosefta includes a report illustrating the
importance of the covaring.56 Fabbl Fllezer was sitting in
the Sulzkah of Rabbl Yochanen ben Ilei, when the sun rose
till it reeched the Sukkah. Rabbl Yochenan suggested, "Why




-3l-
not spreed a sheet over it?"

But Rabbl Eliezer merely replied, as If he hadn't

heard the suggestion, "There 1s not a single tribe among
the Isrsmelites thet did not provide a prophet."

The sun rose still higher, and Rabbil Yochanan
rapeated his suggestion, "Why don't we spread a sheet over
the Sukkah?"®

Again Rabbl Fliezer responded, "There was not a
single tribe in Israel that did not reise = judge from 1ts
midst." The sun reached his feet,

Rabbi Yochenen (being a good host?) took a sheet
end spread 1t over the top of the Sukkah.

But Rabbi Fliezer, without a word, arose snd went

3
away,

The point is clear: the covering is the essence
of the Sukkah. And the polnt 1s more strongly made by ths !
Mlshna57 itsell when 1t permits any meterisl to be sultable
for the sides of the Sukkah.

The Sukksh requlres, however, not only the proper

covering, but also construction to the proper dimensions.

*And the sheet would be only & temporary added
covering, for after the sun had gone down, they would remove
the sheet. See Chazon Yehezkall, Commentary, ad loc.

*“rhe Gaon of Vilna, ad loc.,gellantly suggests that
he left not out of disegreement wIth Rabbl Yochanan, but
because these Midrashic pesrls were ones he hsd already heard
from his teacher, This story besutifully supports the
argument I offer in the next chapter. Rabbl Yochanan obviously
represents a human-centered viewpolnt, opposing the Divine=-
cantered viewpoint of Rabbl Fllezer.

lil
|
|
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The meximum height allowed is twenty cubits; nor may it be
less than ten handbreadths high. In modern measures, the
Sukkah must be between about thirty-five inches and esbout
thirty-five feet in height,

That the height of the Sukkah is of primary
importance 1s attested to by the opening of the Tosefta,58
where 8 disagreement is reported between Rabbi Judeh and his
colleagues. They maintalned that the maximum height should

be twenty cubits. (And this 1s the law as finally codified,)
But Raebbi Judah called to mind a larger Sukkah which Queen J

Helena (A convert to Judalsm) hed bu!lt,59

and he reported
that he knew that the selders would enter and lsave from it,
while none of them would say a word of reproof.

No, hils colleagues sald, she was a woman, and o
thersfore not obligated to the Sukkah, so even If the size
were Improper they would not have complalined.

But, he answered, she had seven sons who were
themselves scholars, end they would have complained had they
felt the helght to be wrong. The Tosefta leaves the discussion

here, but the Talmud carries it furthar.6o

Neverthelsss, the
point for our purposes 1s clear: that the height of the
Sukkah was of major concern, and that common usage rather

than Biblical support was determinant.




C. The Theory behind the Structuresl Kequirements

But now the essentlal questlon: how were thess

measurements and covering requirements derived? The Bible
made merely the command61 that a man must dwell in a Sukksh.
This "dwelling" 1s what the rabbls had sought to define.
Therefore, they expanded the Blbllical merning that the
Sukkah be a "temporary home," and spoke of it &s something
of "a permanent temporary homs." The Mishna expressed it
MeNT 1P CAL TAT D20 AT PR PON'D nEAR ’9
"A1l the seven days, a man his Sukkeh permsnent, and his
house ttmporary."62 It means, of course, that durlng the
festival of Succoth, the Sukkah, constructed as a temporary
sbode, must become his permenent home, until ths close of
the festival,

Therefore, the measurements were discussed with
the apparently contradictory double intent ln mind: the
Sukkah must be a home=like place, and also a temporary
structure.

Specifically, Sukkot La reports Raba's comment on
a suggested design, that "no man lives in such 2 dwelling
[as you would wsnt him to]." Possibly thereiore, Shammal's
ruling was accepted, thst the Sukkah requires all four
walls, for only then 1is it home~like. And furthermore it
was commended that "i{ts shsdow be more then its sunlight,"”

so thet 1t be still a2 more permanent structure,

)
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Seemingly & parsdox appesrs when the Talmud,63
contrasts the Sukkah with 8 house! The Sukkah does not need
e Mszuzah nor a parapet, which houses require, nor need an
Fruv be prepared for it, "because it 1s unsuitasble as a
dwelling." The Sukkah rmst be of a temporary nature.
Now 1t becomes clear why the helght wes restricted.
More than twenty cublts' height would require the sinking
of zolid posts, and thereby creeste a more permanent structure,
The Tnlmud6ll lists several attempts to derive the limitations
on height from Bibllcal verses. But the real reason seems
to have existed long before these Blblical verses were so

interprated. The real resason is that the Sukkah in principle

must remein temporary.

In summary, then, the rebbis expected of the
Sukkah that 1t te a relstively solld temporary structure.
Their laws regulating the Sukkash attempted to preserve this
dslicaste balance between the temporary and the permasnent.
And the Midrashic attempts made much of comparing such a
Sukkah to humen 1ife in genersl, and to Jawish 1life in-

perticular,

|
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The Lulav
Another concretization of the Autumn restival
was to be found in the Lulav and 1ts bouquet, together

called by the rabbis "the Four Specles.,"

Tracing the festival through its Biblical develop-
ment, in the lest chepter, reveeled that the Four Species did

not appear until very lete. The first mention is as late
as Levitlicus 23:40, "And you shall take on the first day the !
fruit of the goodly tree, brenches ol palm trees, and :
boughs of thick [leafy]” trees, snd willows of the brook,

end you shall rejoice before the Lord your God seven deys.,"
This verse 1s the only mention of such a ceremonisal
in the Torsh., Therefore it was an Important verse to the

rebbis, and occasioned many, many problems. For cur purposes

—— e P il

herein, let us focus on the four areas which follow.

A. The Meaning

First, the verse clearly interprets the rour
Specles as expressive of the joy of the [estival; the meaning
seems to occasion little rabbinic difficulty, but considerable
scientific difficulty.

The meaning the Four Specles sctuslly hed might
be =scertained from the many Midreshim which are devoted to

fenciful developments of the Four Species and their inter=-

relationships. But the legsl codes might grant us a more l

3
1962 JPS translation.

|
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sccurate understanding of the mesnings that wers ultimaiely
attached to this ceremonial.

The Biblical explanation was merely "and ye shall
rejoice." But aspparently the Second Temple practice arrived
at something else entirely. An elemsnt of salvetion was
added to the Biblical joy. Here the Four Specles were used
in & circumambulation of the altar, The Hlahna65 directs
that as the people (carrying thelr bouquets of the Four
Speclies) proceeded sround the altar, thsy were to cry out

le_) ax*ein "2 ledle . Rabbl Judeh dissgreed, forbidding
the use of the Divine Name in this eeremony, and directed
instead that the pesople recite: Ly % 'C 1> (0l Uk

The Talmud66 expands this cryptic phrase, showing that vohoh
is really the name of the Holy One Blessed be He, and then
offers a Midrash on Exodus 15:2, In which we are asked not
toread 5,0k , but a3l “Jk . This reference is
clearly to the Divine Name.

Thus, whether or not the finsl decision should
permit the pronuncistion of the Divine Name, it is clear
that the petition was egreed on. "Oh Lord, save us, plsase!l"”

The Tosafot®!

nicely suggest that the meening is
"Oh Lord, thou art bound in the chains of exile, as are thy
children, save thyself together with them." And on.this
interpretation, which has much Midrashic support,68 Flegzer

Kalir wrote his famous plyyut for Hoshonoh Rabbah.




From whence came this additlonal element, the

request for salvation, superimposed upon the Biblical joy?

And how was the ideam of salvatlion associsted with the Xour
Specles?

Judaism had long had a tredition in which Fternity
wes thought to be connected with treces: From the very early
"Tree of Life" Iin the Garden of Eden, on down through the
theopheny at the Burning Bush, and further wlth Deborah
judzing under a tree. The tree (possibly representing
long life and an eternity of seasons; namely, representing

all of Nature) symbolized s8lvation.

But still more interesting is a possible parsllsl
to the Zoroastrien Heoman rites, in which eternal life was
belleved to come from the Heoman shoot.®? This plent hed
been brought from Indie, and msy possibly have been the Dar
tree mentloned bslow. Its appearance in Persia must have 19

been just =zbout the time the Jewish exlles were there. It

would seem reasonable to conjecture that 1 not the plsnt
ftsell (which would have been a blatantly pagsn sdoption),
then at least the idea of salvation attached to it, was
sufficlent to revive the alresdy Jewish traditlon of sslvation
rooted In the tree. And thus was perhaps born the mesning

of the Lulav: joy together with salvatlon.




<Y

B. Specification of the Ftrog
Secondly, the components of the bouquet had to be

specifled. Thls appears to have been a considerable problem
through the period of the Soferim, and into the eerly
Tannaitic period.

To take the example of the Ftrog, we can illustrate
the complexity of the problem to be faced, The 1M ‘\‘1' 13
was translated as "the frult of the goodly tres." Were there
not many such trees? Was one tree more goodly than another?
The Jeruselem Talmud’C understands this to be "a tree whose
fruit 1s goodly, =nd also whose wood is goodly." The
Hldrash71 requires that 1t have both s pleasant taste and
8 plessant odor. The Mishnal? specifies 1ts sizs and char-
acteristics; it describes thet which could only be the cltron
W8 LNow,

This description was not reached without argument.
Once Rabbl Aklva73 came to the synegogue with an Ftrog so
lerge that he carried it on his shoulder. But this proved
nothing, for his colleagues told him that such an Ftrog was
not 1319

The specificstion of the Ftrog as a cltron was
arrived at still earlier, and 1s hidden end possibly lost to
us. Curious 1s the suggestion of Webber T4 that the Bible
had referred to a specific "fruit of the Dar tree," which
was a8 "holy tree" in Indle which eppsrently produced a cone=-

shaped frult. This frult then was carrled br tha Medas to
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Perala* at which time a citron wes substituted for 1t.
#inally 1t found 1ts way to Palestine. The sarliest mention
of its use as an Ftrog 1s 1ts plcture on the back of =
Maccabean coin (ca, 136 B.C.E.)

The MldraahTS attempts to find Biblicsl support
for the specification of the Ftrog: Which tree was it from
which Adam and Zve ate? Rabbl Abba seid It was the Etrog
trea. This we know from the verse (Genesis 3:6) "And the
women saw that the tres was good to est." And what othar
tree 1s there whose wood 1s as good to eat as 1ts frult?

The Ftrog tree 1s the only one; therefore from of oid, the
Ptrog we ere told was s desirable frult. But objective
scholsrship will hardly permit us to consider the Ftrog
Biblicel.

By the beginning of the Tannaltic perioc, however,
there remsins nelther a question, nor even evidence of
sarlier questions, regarding the identificetion of the
components of the Four Species. Probably the most sccurats
puess would be that Leviticus had codiflsd a prectice alresdy
common though not specific, and the Soferim wsre respoasibls
for the specificatlion,

C. The Nature of the Cerasmonisal

A third ares of clarificstion wss the expression
In Leviticus 23:40, "and yo shell take," "Taken" was under-

stood as requiring that they be employed for ritusl purposes.

*yhers perheps 1t was used for the purposes of
Zoroastrian rituel?
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But how was this to be concretized?

Nehemiah 8:15 directs that the Four Species be
used to decorate the Suilzah] The Samaritans and the Karaltes
preserved this usage.76 Among the Tennaim, Rabbl Judah
glso sald he thought it proper to use materiels of the Four
Specles to cover the Sukkeh. 7

But by II Maccabees 10:6-7, we find a suggestion
that the Four Specles was hand-held. "Taken" was understood
1literally ss "taken in the hend." Also Jbaephus78 refers
to Ftrogim that were thrown; so that of course they had to have
been hand-held., The book of Jublless, too, in 16:30=31,
tells that the chlldren of Isrsel were commended to sit in
Sukkot, and to take the frult of the goodly tree.

Finally, the Tosefta’? very clearly acknowledges
the practices of holding the four species: Habbl Fleazer
of the school of Kabbl Zsdok reported thast thus werse the men
of Jerusalem accustomed to do; when he would enter the
synagogue, the Lulav would be In hils hands; when he would
rise to interpret the Torah or to lead in prayer, the Luleav
would be in his hands; when he would rise to read in the
Torah, or ralse his hands to recite the priestly benedlction,
he would lay the Lulev on the ground; he would enter & home
to visit a sick man, or to comfort a mourner, and carry the
Lulav in his hand; then when he would come to the House of
Study, he would glve the Lulav to hlis son, or to his servant,
and ask thst 1t be tsken back to his house.
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The transition to a hand-held bouquet 1s not st

all clear. Possibly the controversy preserved In the Toseftaao

over whether the Four Specises can be taken unbound, or
whether they must be bound together, might be a clus to the
transition polnt., If they sre to be hand-held, how cen one
conceive of thelr usage unbound? Nevertheless, even the
opinion permitting them unbound still doss not say that they
m:st not be held in the hand. So the transition is still
earlier then this controversy; and it is now lost.

We might conjecture that the Four Species came to
be hand-held by association with the Arsvs ceremony dascribed

in the Mishna and Toaefta.al When the Talmudaz

terms this
"a law from Moses on Sinal," it means that it had long sgo

become tradition.

D, For How Meny Days

1. Leviticus 23:40 states quite specificsally thet
the Four Species are to be taken on the Iirst day of the
festivel., "And you shall take on the first day frult of the
goodly trees. . . ." But the festivel lasts seven days,
as the contlnuation of the same verse says expliclitly:
"And you shall rejoice before the Lord your God seven days."
Shsll the Four Species be taken, however, only on the [irst
day?

The Slfra83 solves the problem easily by understanding

the festival to consist of "seven first days." Therefors,




since the Lulev 1s clearly required on the first dey, then
{t 1s by extenslon required also on the other days. This

extension Is supported by asnalogy with the Sukkeh: as the
Sukkseh is required for seven days by the Biblical l.njum:.t'.iu:m.a,'l
"In Sukkot shall you dwell for seven days," and as the

holidey itself 1s seven days in length, for "and you shall

n85

rejolce before the Lord your God seven days, so also 1is

the Lulav to be taken for seven days. "The Sukkeh and the
Lulav are one hollday.“86

And this does seem to be the intention of the Bibls,
that the Lulav be taken on the rirst day, and again on each
succeeding day, until the seven days are completed. This
wes the custom at the great Temple in Jeruaalam.87 But
because of the difficulty in the Blbls text, polnted out
above, a distinction wes made in the clties outside of
Jorusslem, There the Lulav was permitted only on the first
day.

2. Since the first day was therefors the most
important, as far as the Lulav was concerned, the question
eroses, what if that first day fell on the Sabbath? Even
so, the Lulav was to be taken, Mishna L:2 says specifically
thet when the first day is on Sabbath, the Lulav is used in
the Temple that year for the full seven days of the festival.
Normally, it would have been taken for only six deys, omittihg
the intermediate Ssbbath,

But when the (irst dey wes Sabbeth, the Mlshnasa




reports that (before evening) the people would bring

thelr Lulavim to the Templs mount, where the superintendents

would arrange them on the balcony. The older men would place
their Lulavim In the office where they could get them without
braving the crowds.And each man, as he left his Lulav
thera, would say as follows: "To whosever hand mr Lulav
comes, bshold it his as a gift." On the morrow, they arose
and came early, and the superintendents would throw the
Lulsvim to them. But the men were unwilling to accept eny
Lulav which they heppened to csatch; they would sometimes
actually start fights, physicelly sssaulting each other.

Why such an insistence on possession of the
Lulav? The rabbinic law had bean set, that "no man can
fulrill his obligation [regarding the Lulav] on the first
day ol the holiday, with the Lulav of his nelghbor."59
This lsw was of course besed on the verse citad above, "On
the Iirst day you shall take your [_ahfj,"go and the men
Intended to be pilous, not even to accept a Lulav received
as a "gift."gl

But when the plety got more insistent, so theat
tne physical Cighting was becoming passionste, the court
recognizaed that thls proceedure was dangerous, and dscreed
: that the Lulavim should be employed at the respective homes
and not be brought to the Temple. Still, in the Temple

surroundings, the Lulav was used for the full seven days ofl
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the festival.

Then the Temple was destroysd. The Mlahnagg reports
the decrese of Nabbl Yochanan ben Zakkal, that in memory of
the Temple the Lulav should be used for seven days throughout
the provinces, So the apperent origiaal intention of the
Bible was at last carried out, end the Lulav was taken for
seven days wherever a Jew might find himself.

I we mey extend our research into the Amoralc )
period, we Iind that it was the custom in the Babylonlisesn
communities to refuse to permit the Lulsasv to sverride the
Sabbsth.93 Even i{f the firs% dey of the festival fell on the
Sabbsth, still the Lulav was not used on that day. The

rsason given by Rm&uhl"‘u'r and the Talmud95 was that becauss

of the uncertainty of the observations of the moon, the
first day of the festival in Baebylonla wes in doubt. This

oractice has becoma codified Into Law.?6

D. Summary

In this way, the futumn Festival moved from an
indiseriminate joyous ocecssion, to become a well-defined
Tampla festival. But concurrently, we have traced sn lnner
movament from the individval to the Temple centsr, and finally
back again to the individusl. Because the festlval could =at
last bscome securely a individusl's ceremonial, if survived.

But now we can turn to a2 deeper quastion: Why
should the festival have survived? In what way did the
Festivel of Succoth speak to thz real needs of the peoplae?

‘Jhet did it express that touched them dseply?




CHAPTFR FOUR
AN APPROACH TO
THE NATUKE OF FESTIVAL JOY

A simple counting of the commands to rejolce
reveals that there 1s a variation In the nature of the joy
ettributed to each of the festivsls. The Yalkut Shimoni®’
notes that the Bible does not commend joy even once in its
descriptlion of the Passover, Perhaps, suggests the Midresh,
it is becaise at that time the fate of a men's crops is still
in the balence and he cannot yet re jolce, Or perhaps it is
because the Passover celebrates an evemt et which Egyptlisns
had to be killed; and one does not rejoice, in accordance
with Proverbs 24:14, "When your enemy falls, be not glad; and
when he stumbles, let your soul not rejoice." For that reason,
it 1s commanded that the whole Hellel not be read on Passover
for most of the festival,

Secondly, on Shavuot there 1s one expression of
re jolcing., Deuteronomy 16:11 commands "Thou shalt rejolcs,
thou and thine house." But still only one, because though
the corn has been hsrvested and gethered In the barn (meriting
one command for joy), yet the frult of the trees has not
yot besn plcked.

But the Festival of Succoth 1s sccorded three
commands for joy. Leviticus 23:40 ssys that with the Four

18-




Species "You shall rejolce before the Lord your Cod seven

days." Then Deuteronomy 16:14 says sgain, "You shelt rejoice

on the festival, you and your son. . , ." And sgaln, the

following verse emphasizes that "You shalt bes altogether

joyful."

Why the need for three commands for joy on Succoth?
The Midrash finds three ressons: (1) thet man has been
cleared of sin on the preceding Yom Kippur; (2) that the corn
hes besen harvested and stored; end (3) that the fruit has

been harvested and stored.

Then the Midrash adds =z sweet consolastion, that
though the triple joy be incomplete 1ln this troubled world,
still there 1s the promlse of a better future.

But the command remains: rejoice on the Fastivsal
of Succothl Yet, as I remarked et the outset of chapter
ons, it 1s a strange sort of joy, which grew to Include In
its happlest moment an agonlzed cry for salvatlon. And even
hers, one wonders why a Midrash should, without a break, in
the very next line, qualify thet joy, to promise it Iin aenother
day.

The inescepmble conclusion is that unaelloyed joy
was foreign to the Jewlsh temperament. When one consliders
the Jewish history of exile and destruction, the sorrow
becomes Intelligible, even expected.

But was 1t always so0? Our earller investigation
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e zitle showed quite cleerly that tne 2iltle intended s
iny. The prophnetez trled to auggest en slement of sorrow
witrin %ne loy, but the very Zorcs of thelr preeching shows
Lvret tnelr mensegpe wesz 0ot well racalved, The pacpls demenced
s ure jof.

'nd tnla 1z atreage, for our study of corperstive
Vaanpotemlan cultures, together witr lster Jewlsh traeditlions
thet zaem %o nerk Leck to esriler deys, suggests that Joy
for the Jew had most probsbly ealweys been slloyed wilth sorrow.
7% may ue, then, that the later Orel Lsw pressrved s trusr
pletore of Jewlsrn Joy then dld tre Eilble 1tsell Iin connection
witn the noly dsy of 3Succoth.

: Cartealnly, howaver, in later days through the
Tenneitlec period, Joy snd sorrow ware not opposites, but
waora nubltly intertwined. OSometimes the joy wss expected in
Lt neorxt world, And somatimes e bltter-sweet comment wes
ollarad about. the "goodness" of God., A typlesl axsmple
might ha theat ol the ‘.(nlk'ut:()8 where a consolation 1s oflared
to Job, Whan Job criticlzed the atrlct justice of the Lord,
iud promlsad him s reasidence 1n a Sukkah made from the skin
ol Ltho lLeviathean in the World to Come,

An example of a pessimistic sort of joy is that
ol tha P'alktes d'iHav Kahan399=
When 8 man rejolces In thils world, so that a [estival
comos end he cooks meat and bskes In hls home in

order to rejoice on the festival, He does this only
for the snke of his family. But one son says "my
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brothert's share is larger than mine." And the men
finds troubles In the midst of his joy. But In
the Future to Come, when the pots are boliling with
good food, & man will see and his soul will
delight. That will be a time of complete joy.

Such 1s the nature of a joy dissolved in sorrow;
it has been much 8 part of Jewlsh life, Y&t on another
level the rabblis were able to consider joy as an entity in
{tself, as an element slmost separated from life. They were
sble to analyze 1t clinically and to discuss it in depth.

Thelr discussions produced & lengthy dispute which
I should llke to discuss here, regarding how to direct this
joy. For a hint on an approach to thils problem, I express
apprecliation to A, J. Heacholloo for suggesting that the
schools of Akiva and Ishmael were really quearreling over =
transcendent God, ss opposed to an Iimminent God. Heschel
marks out a path for a possible theologlcal aspproach to
Halacha.

The present study spproaches the problem somewhat
differently then did Heschel. 1In my own investigstions, I
wondered 1f these rival schools disagreed about the place
where God was to be found, (the transcendent or the imminent
God), or whether it msy not have been an argument on the
proper arena where one ought to begin the sesrch lor God. It
seems to me to be more in accord with the avidence to suggest

thet Akiva fought for a Divine-centered law, while Ishmasl

{fought for a human-centered law.™

*Dhe consequences ol this are far-reaching, but
most interesting among them 1ls that we might sse a parallel
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First I want to explain this distinction, =nd to
offer the evidence which I think would tend to support it.
Then I went to trace the same controversy back through the
pravious legel discussions, as much as I {ind evidence
avallable for dolng so. '

The Ishmeelitic school 1s the mors difflcult to
discover, because sventusally it waes absorbed into the school
ol Aklva and the actual controversy wanad. Therafors ths
sources seem to permit the school of Akiva to speak more
clearly. Yet the controvsersy appears to have remained latent
in the opinlons of opposing Tannalm down through the
genaratlions.

It must be stressed that thls was not a sharp
controversy between two clesrly opposing positions. Rather,
the dlsagrsement 12 merely on the choosiang betwsen two poles
of 2 single continuum. In genersl, there are theologicsl
consequancas to every legal decision, but ususlly the cone
sequences sare not clearly distinguisheble, Hers, both Akiva
and Ishmael are seeking God. The one, according to our
theory, is centering his search on hls gosl, God. The other
is centering his search oan that which wse know besst, man, But

the search of each passes through the large gray arss between

In that ancient srgument to modern Jawish life. We might
suggest that today, In the twentleth century, the Orthodox
are pleading, with Akiva, for a Divine=centered epproach,
while the Reform, with Ishmesl, sre pleasding for a humsn=-
centered approech.
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men and God., Thersefore to trece the search 1s at best

difficult.

L. The School of Ishmeel

Let us begin with the school of Ishmael, since
that 1Is the more difflcult. Thelr view 1s perheps nast
exemplified by thse sccount Iin the Mechi1ltal®l where the
Biblical pllgrim is enjolned egsinst appsaring before God
ampty-handed.* The Mechllta specifles that thls mesns he
must come with an animal that 1s suitable to be offered as
e burnt offering. Neither mecnay nor a peace-offering can
ba substituted.

Until here, the law 1is stralght-forward. But now
the Mechilta, of the school of Ishmsel, proceeds to supply
s reason for that sacrificlal gift. It refers to Deut, 27:7E,
"thou shalt rejoice before the Lord thy God." And Lt ex-
pleins this verse with the strange phrese: it 1s not right
that your own table be full, whlle your Master's tabls be
ampty. PR R FJ(I k)N EJn.c Eave " vk
That 1s, you rejoice in a way that God would spprove, then
think to share your joy with God. A joy fitting to God

can only be judged by humen stendards,®*

*Basad on Fx. 23:15E.

**This reminds one of the philosophlic phrssing,
derived from Carneades, "Any notlon of deity is either
anthropomorphic or mesningless." See C. Hartshorne and
William Reese, Philosophers Speak of God (University of
Chicego Press, Tﬁ;ﬁT:_gf_hIB.
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The Sifre, also basically from the school of
Ishmael, carries thils viewpoint still further.lo2 Commenting
on the Biblical "You with your sons and household. . ." the
Sifre notes that thls means a family joy. You are directed
to invite your closest friends, PWT A'AN 2"an ., pAgaln,
it 1s a human-centered Jjoy, for the implicatlion is that only
1n such a family atmosphere is a rejoicing before God.

Another passage In the Sifre imekes the sams
polnt.lo3 There are three mitzvos on a festival: celsbration,
appsarance before God, and joy; easch has its own unique
quality. "Appearance before God" 1s entirely dedicated to
God.* "Celebration" took place both befors and after revel-
atlon%*;.}t partakes of both the humen end the Divine. And
finelly, "joy" has the quality of being participsted in by
both men and women; therefore 1t 1is wholly human,

In this passage we ses a gradation of the joyous
mitzvos, from the purely divine to the purely humen., Coming
as 1t does from the school of Ishmsel, 1t i3 an instance
end 1llustration of our point that we are desling on both
sides with a continuum rather than a sharp debate. But the

import of this psssage 1s nevertheless cleer: that festive

joy Includes a ritual dedicatlion to God, yet is primerily to

*Prabably this means the R'iyeh offering.

*%*his refers to the ritual Pescal offering, which
is therefore both a human asnd divine institutlion; possibly
we arg meant to conslider it originslly human, but efterwards
commanded by the Divine,
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be experienced in the human emotion of joy (frees from
revelation).

To present one more passage from the school of
Ishmael, perhaps the clearest statement of thelr position,
we can note the expansion by the Si.fr'e]'m'i on a difficulty
{n Deut. 16:13, "The fesstlval of Succoth shalt thou celebreate
for seven days. . . ." Why this commandment? It is for
the common peoplsl

But vs. 15 then says that these ssven days are
celebrated for God; "Seven days shall you keep a E;;tival
unto the Lord your God."

No, ve; 13 stends; when 1t commends "the festivel
of Succoth shalt thou celebrate, ., . ." 1t understands these
days as a human celebration.

Why then the spparently divina-centered statement
in vs, 15? This is to show that when you build a Sukkeh for
yourself (mas vs., 13 had commanded), it is a deed for the
sake of God. Agsln, the school of Ishmael sees this as a

human joy, whose purpose is a dedication of man to God.

BE. The School of Akiva

Now, the school of Akliva takes directly an opposite
emphssis with respect to this same verse. The 'I'almu'alo5
records a statement by HKav Shesheth in the name of Rabbl
Akiva, that the wood of the Sukkah 1s forbldden to be used
for ssculsr purposes, for all seven days of the festival,

because the Blble says '"the festival of Succoth seven days
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unto the Lord,"

The Sifralo6 records 2 statement by HRabbi Akliva
that when Fzra commanded that the Four Species be used to
dacorate the Sukkah in memory of the Fxodus from Egypt.
rzra was referring not to the Sukkah 1tself which Ezre might
be thought to have bellieved exlsted in the desert experlancs,
but rather Fzra was concretizing the "clouds of Divine glory."
Thus Akiva is interpreting the Sukksh, even in the dssert
deys, to have been a strongly divine-centered memory.*

Similar to Alkiva's mscription of the Sukkah to
God Himself, in Aklva's ascription of the Four Svecles salso
to God Himself. The P'sikta of Rav Xahanal®7 quotes Akive
{n sttributing the "frult of the goodly tree" to Cod, on ths
besis of Psalm 104:1; Rebbl Aklive continues, listing esch ol the
“our Species, asnd finds for every one of them a verse which
proves that it is sscribed to God. The obvious implicetion
is thst when a man takes the Lulav, he takes it for God. Tt
seems to be not so much human as it is elmost a holding of
the Divine by the hends of man. On thils interpretation,

Fliezer Kalir wrote his plyyut for Sacharis ol the [irst

#The Talmud, Suk. llb, reverses the order of the
Sifra, understanding Akiva a8 saying that whlch ¥ilezer says
hers, and vice versa. In either case, thay are probably
both reflerring to a divine-centsred interpretation, becauss,
as I wlll suggest below, Fllezer was theologicelly a descendent
of Akiva rather than of Ishmael. The disagreement in both
the Sifra and the Talmud at thils point is on exegesls and not
on theology. The confusion with respect to names herein
becomes understandable when we appreclate that there 1is
apparently no theologlecal, hence, no real, distinction
betwsen them,




-5T-
day of Succoth, [1{k12A ANple @ "I will teke on this first
dsy, for Eim who 1s first-snd-lsst, the fruit of the noble
tree. « « "

It would be eamsy to multiply cltetions of the
position of the school of Akiva, But it seems obvious and
quite clear, More Iinteresting is an Interchange tetween the
rivel schools of Akiva and Ishmael, where Rkiva apparently
was forced to surrender hils position so that men could live
with the mitzveh,

The Mitzvenln in question is thet of the Sukksh,
‘rom the posltion stated sbove, we would expect Aklva to
interpret the Sukkah as a Divine institution. Suchk 1s the

case, for the Talmud reportsloa

Kabbi Judah ben Eathyra
teaching a Braltha supporting the view of Aklve, that just

es the lNeme of Heaven rests upon the restival offerlng*

80 does it rest upon the Sukksh, He offers a verse In

support of his position: "The Festival of Succoth, for seven
deys unto the Lord. . . ." This he Interprets as meaning that
just es the festival offering ("Festlval" from the verse) 1is
for the Lord, so also 1s the Sukksh ("Succoth" from the

verse) for the Lord, Therefore the Sukksh 1Is expressly

*Phis is s fasclnating emphasis of the school of
Aklve, It will be shown below that the Festivel offering
was understood by the esrlier Tannaim, the school of Hillsl
and Shammal both agreeing, to be dedlcated to Man. Whlle
not disagreeing with that viewpoint, R. Judah ben Bathyra
focuses on the offering itself, before 1t is slsughtered.
At this time it 1s concelved of as dediceted t_ﬁuﬁa—o . only
elterwards does man benefit from it., Therefore, he cleverly
maintains the position of Aklva's school, by attributing
even thls to God.
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declared to be for the Lord, s dlvine-centsred Institution.

Now, the view of the school of Akiva with respect
to the Sukksh is in direct contrast to that of the school of
Ishmael, which we discussed just sbove, from the Sifrel (1L0),
that the Sukksh 18 "for you," for the common psople. It is
not necessary to repeat the entire passage, bscause the polint
of disasgreement seems clear: the school of Ishmael under-
stands the Sukkah to be a human=centered Institution, while
the school of Akive understands the Sukkah to be a divine=-

centered institution.

C. Debate over the Corollary

An important corollary of the school of Akliva 1s
reported in the Slfre.109 Rabbl Fleszer (ben Azarlah=--sas
b, Sukkot Llb) compered the Sukkeh to the law which had bs:n
previously stated with respect to the Lulav, Just as each
men must have his own Lulav, so on the first day of the
festival, each man must have hls own Sukkah, And thils Is
consistent with the school of Akiva, for If the Sukkah is a
divine-centered institution, then "and you shall meke. . ."
meens that sach one of you shall make a Sukkah., It is s
commandment from which no man 1s frse.

But the school of Ishmaelll® recognizes the
aconomic situation in which many men {ind themselves., Not
sveryone csn afford to have his own Sukkash. Some inevitably
must be forced to borrow & Sukkash, or to share one in

pertnership. Perhaps, academically asked, a man may even
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stel a Sukkah! 1In these cases, let us recognize the
humanity of man, and consider such Sukkot as vealidly ful=-
f11ling the laws. The Sifre offers a verse in support of
this view., ULeviticus 22:,,2 commends every citizen of Isrssl
to dwall in a Sukkah, But the "Sukkah" thers is singular;
so that concelvably, if 1t wsre necessary, every citizen
of Israel could legally dwell in the same Sukkehl]
Thersfore, the human-centered esnswer offered by
the school of Ishmsel 1s to not reguire 2 separats Sukksh
for sech man, And thils becomes ths law.lll
Idseally, however, the school ol Ishmael surely
would have preferred each men to have his own Sukksh, And
I the 1deal could not be attainsd In regard to ths Suklrah,
than surely 1t could by means of the Lulav, bescause the
Lulev costs very little, Here, therefore, both of the
schools found themselves In agreement.
As before, we can illustrate the initial law by
clting the school of Aklvs. The story is related112 that
once Habbi Aklva, Rabben Gamliel, Rabbl Joshus, and Rabbi
Fleazer ben Azsrish were traveling on a ship. HKebbaen Gamliel
glone hed a Lulav, BHe used it to fulfill his obligstion, then
gave it es a gift to Fabbl Fleszer bsn Azerish, who used
it, and gave it to Rabbl Akive, who in turn gave 1t to
Habbl Joshus, who finslly returned 1t (es a2 gift of course)
to Habban Gamliel,

This accords with the law later established in
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the Mishnal13 which reflects the school of Akiva:

The Sifrell% from the school of Ishmesl is In
agreement, for twlce 1t insists thet each man must have
his own Lulav, For support it quotes Leviticus ”2:L9D, "And
you shall take. . ." to mean each ons of you. Sarely the
reason of the Ishmaellitlic agreement 1s thst in no way would
asconomic hardship prohtblt sach man from having his own
Lulev. The human situation would perhlt the stricter law.
Yet in ths casa of the Sukkah, the school of Ishmael Insisted

upon, and won, & permissioan to shere the Sukkah.

DJ. Jo¥, a8 Positive Factor

Can similar theologlcal disagreements bse found
In other generations? How dld they expect the [lestival to
be celebratad? What conecrete form should the joy take?
Leviticus 23:35 commands that "on the first day
there shall be & sacred occaslion. Then the next verse commands
2 complementary sacred occasion on the eighth dey, With

115 asks how one must

reference to these commands, the Sifrs
sanctlfy thet occesion? It answers that one does so with
food and fessting end clean clothing.116 The Bible text in
vs. 25 slready hed required an ebstention from work, ". . .
and you shall do no kind of work." Therefore the next verss,

in repeating the command, must imply that something else 1is

to be understood. This additional factor is s santifyling
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of the occasion by some positive action. The Sifra therefore
supplies a party dlnner, with its festive, clean estmospheres.

Before we can spprecieste that positive addition,
we must undertake a study of whet the Tanneim meant by the
negative factor, eand how it relstes to our major question
when the positive is added to 1t.

In context, the Sifrs returns to the question of
absteining from work as a means of sanctifying the festival.
The Bible was clear when it required one to abstain from
nis occupation on the first and last days of the festival.
Even vs, 39 repeats that these days shall bs "a solemn
rest." DBut how should one mark the festival during its
intermediste days? Should he be permitted to work then?

This brings up In the Sifra Iragments of a con-
silderesbls controversy. The initial anonymous statement for-
bids work during the intermediate days., Rabbil Jose the
elilean, however, permits work; his resson is that caly the
first and last days were singled out by the Bibles to
prohibit work on them, but since there 1s no express restriction
on the lantermediste days, why not permit work on them?

Then the Sifra closes with an anonymous statement egrscing
with Rabbl Jose. Perhaps, then, the Sifra's concluslon is
that work 13 to be permitted during the Intermediate days.

Yot the extent of the controversy is revesled by
noting that the Shulchan Aruchll? codifles the final law in

sgraement with the Inltisl position of the Sifra, that s
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man's occupation is actually forbldden during the intermedliate
days.

This declision derives from the Talmudic discussion
in Dhagize B8a, where intriguing light is shed on our problem,
There we find two Bralthot which ars brought into oppesition
with each other. -

The first Bralthe is & clear statement that Rabbil
Jose the Gelilean forblds work on the intermediate dmys.

But this statement 1s directly opposite to that of the same
fFabbil quoted in our Sifrel Yat in the Talmud it is elaborated
with the support of Kebbl Akliva, who offers a Biblical basis
for 1t., Thus, from the Telmud, the school of Akiva, together
with Habbl Jose, seem to want to forbld work, and to want

this strongly enough to seek for it In the Bible.

The second Braltha, however, presents another
view, the ovinion of the school of Ishmeel. This position
would seem from here to be that worik perhesps ought to be
permitted on Intermedieste days. They suggest a Biblical
verse to support thelr position, but then state that "the
Biblicsl verse was not handed to the scholars, except that
they tell you which days are forbldden and which days sre
permitted, which work is forbldden and which worlk 1is
parmitted." Thls means that 1f work is to be forbidden (as
the school of Aklve would 1llke), then know ye 8ll that the
rabbis have forbldden the work, and not the Biblel! Yet
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the tons of thls Bralthe seems to indicate that actually the

school of Ishmeael felt 1t necessary to permlt work on these
intermediate days, end though they recognizad the validity
of Akive's prohibltion, still they insisted on the human

nesd to pursue dally 1life: surely It 1s difficult for a man
to obsarve an elght-day festival wholly away from the demands
of his occupation.

This 1s the posltion that our theory would hevs

led us to expsct from the school of Ishmasl. Then ws would
heve expected the school of Akiva to both forbild work end
dedicate the Iestivel entirely to God. These ars the viewpoints ,

offered by the Talmud, in contrast to the Sifrs,118

The Mechllta,119 however, clesrly takes enother
view. Here the school of Ishmasl iIs sald to desire to
lorbid work on the intermediste days. Rabbi Josish inter-
prats Exodus 23:15, "The feast of unleavened bread shall you 1

£a9p saeven days," to mesn thet lor all seven days you shall

not worl, TFRabbl Josish was an outstanding disciple of

120 could be considered =an

Ishmeel, therefore his view
authoritstive view of thet school.

Yet 1mmediately thls raises an intramural dispute,

fnother leeding disciple of Ishmamel's school,121 Rabbi *

Jonathen, rebukes Rabbi Josiah with the curt stestement, "This

Is unnecessary." |
He means that even 1l Hebbl Josiah desires to

Torbid work on the intermediate days, and even if the majority

X
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think 1t advisable to follow that opinion, still let them

not base thelr prohibltion on Biblical evidence, FHather,

he seys, let them employ a rabbinle argument, reasoning in
this way:

On the first end last deys of the [festivsal,
neither of which is preceded by a sacred day, work is for=
bidden. Therafore how much more is it proper to lorbld worlk
on the intermedimte days, whlch are preceded and followsd
by holy days.

The Mechilte discusses this at some length, and
attempts to refute it, as any purely rabbinic statement 1is
sasily opened to dispute. But in the end,122 the Mechilte
accepts it, stating, "BEshold we have thus learned that wori
{s forbidden during the intermediate days ot the festival.

In summary, there seems to be & majority oplnion,
shared by both the schools of Ishmeel &nd Akliva, that work
ought to be forbidden on the Intermediste days. Ths text
of the Sifre 1s not supported by the parsllel evidence, end
thererfore if it Is not simply wrong, then at best 1t reflects
a8 minority opinion thet stems from the earller controversy
now lost to us. Significant, howevur,_is not the conclusion;
but the dispute around the derivation of tkat agresment. I
worizc is to be forbidden, then Akiva Insists it is the Elble
which forbids the work, while Ishmael insists it 1s the
rebbis who forbid the work. A4lilve Is centering on the Divine;

Ishmasl, on the human.
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The Shulchen Aruch123 derives the lew by a nice
compromise: If in truth the Bible was given to the scholers
(ng the school of Ishmael emphesizes), then let those scholers
asdopt the Bibllical support (offered by the school of Aklva).l?LL
In this way both schools are saetisfied, though of courss
the basically theologlicel diflerencss remeln.”

liow that we hsve consldered the negetlve requirements
of the festival, and now that we have understood both schotls
to be in agreement that the festlval is best spent eway
from ths secular world, we cen turn to the positive aspects
of the fastive joy. Merely e negetive law is insufficient.
"dditlionslly the festivel ought to be characterized by food
and feestlng and clean clothing. TRabbl Abba bar Mamual

describes 1t125 in these words: "Whoever forbids work on the

intermediete days, only does so in order thst people should
eat end drink and tire themselves out with Torsh-~but we
sat and drink and live it upl"

By study also? Tkis introduces us to an interesting
controversy: Fliezer vs. Joshua,

The Joy, being a2 relligious joy, must be dedicated.
Shall it be dedlicated to God? Alclva would probably have

agreed to this. Similarly his predecessor Bliczer would have |

J't"l‘he compromise is extended to permit some worlk
end forbid other work, but thers Is no specification as to |
exsctly which work should be permitted and which forbidden.
In this way, the law is made liveable., This, then, seems
like an ultimate victory for the school of Ishmsel.
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agreed:
Once on a festival, Rabbl Flieszer ben Hyrcsanus
lsctured spparently wilthout end. HKis collesgues left, a few
at a time, untll very few remained, The Rabbl was very greatly
sngered., "On a festival," he sald, "e man should do nothing
but est and drink, or sit end study." That is, the festival
must be understood to belong either to men or to God. And
the implication of course as judged by Rabbi Ellzier's own
action of lecturing at length, 1s that the festival ought
to balong to God., The Talmud (Betss 15b) end also Pesechim
68B, quotes Rabbl Yochanan who finds support from Deuteronomy
1€:8, "Six days shall you eat Matzos, but the seventh day is
& solemn assembly for the Lord your God; you shall do nz work.,"
liabbl Joshusa, however, took a different view.

Considering also Numbers 29:35, "The elghth day 1s & solemn
assembly for you," he suggested that one ought to divide
the observance, half for God and half{ lor man, This becomes
law, codilfied in Shulchan Aruch 529:1. On a casual glaace,
this view of Joshus appears to be mersely a moliflication of
Fliezer's harsh statements, But the two men have a long
history of controversy throughout the Tennaitic llterature,
and one would sxpect & more besic disagreement. Thereforse,
oz a longer examination, one can see Joshus reflecting a
huran-centered viawpoint, in contrast to Fllezer's mors
~igorous insistance on study for the salte of God.lgé Sincs
these men were the teschers of Akiva and Ishmsel, we flnd

that this has traced the same controversy back another

|
|
|
|
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generation: Is thls joy to be dedicated to God or to man?
Joshua would dedicate It to man; Fllezer would dedicate 1t
to God.

Is this controversy between Joshuas anc FEliezer
reslly a parallel to that between Ishmeel end Akliva a
generation later? Yes, we can suggest, for the Slfrelz?
from the school of Ishmael records it again, with almost
vrecisely the same words, even the same proof texts as thoss
employed by Joshua., It reeds as follows:

Deuteronomy 16:£ commands that the seventh day
of the festival be a solemn assembly (dedicated to God) upon
which you shall do no work., Does this mean thet a man must
be shut up the whole day in the synagogue? No, for Numbers
29:35 terms it "a solemn assembly for you." This means,
says the Sifre, thet one divides the day, halfl for the
synsgogue (for God), snd half for himself(for feasting).

EFven If the Sifre be quoting here the very words
of Joshua without offering his name, still 1t Is the school
of Ishmeel quoting them in order to agree with them. There-
lore the Sifre supports our suggestion that we have traced

the dispute baclwards another generation.

Hillel vs, Shammal

Can we now trace the same dispute back [lurthsr
still? The Sifralea records an intriguing dispute that might
ba the clue we seek. The schools of both Hillel and Shammal

are seld to mgres that ths Chagipa must be offered up on the
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first day of the festival., The school of Shammal finds &
seriptural basis from Leviticus 23:41, "And you shall keep
it 2 feast unto the Lord"--"feast" means the Chagiga, and
b 7 hul 8 1nterpreted129 to refer to the first day only.
‘pparently the school of Killel accepts this 1nterpretatlon.130

But & second offering was enjolned. This wes the

R'iyeh that wes Intended to be brought to the Témple and

wholly burnt on the sltar there. Could we consider the
R'iyah to be God's offering, since it is wholly burnt? Could
we fuorther consider the Chaglgs to be man's offering, siace
only the fat must be burnt, while the pilgrim eats the
remalnder?

This suggestion Is the more plausible when we
note a Mishneaic dlsput9131 centering eround these offerings.
The school of Shamma!l requires that the R'iyeh be worth twice
the value of the Chaglga. The school of Hillel holds the

opposits.

Shammei says his reason 1s that "the H'iysh 1s
offered entirely to God," namely, is wholly burnt, so that
men derives no benefit from it. He lmplles that the Chagigs,
however, is esten partly by the pilgrim and hence it 1s humen-
cantersd; 1t should be of lesser velue because the dlvinely
dediceted R'iyah must be the more important.

Hillel sgrees thet the Chagige 1s human-centerad,
He even offers the additional proof that the Chagiga was

132

fnown prior to the revelation at Sinsl, for it was
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offered up below the mountesln, before Moses had descended
with the revesled Tablets, --Fut therefore Hillel feels
that, just bsceause the Chagige 1s human-centered, it should
be worth twice the velue of the R'iyah,

It would seem from this thet ths lines of dispute
heve been drawn cleerly. Is the festivsl to center on man
or on God? Shemmel says God; Hillel seys man. Anc thls
cppears to be a direct parallel to the dissgreement of
Fliezer and Joshua, which in turn 1s a parellel to Aklva =znd
Ishmeel.

But if so, then the dlscussion in the Siire (Fmor
15:%) becomes difficult. Shammal, though sgreeing that the
Chagiga should be offered up on the Iirst dey of the festival
(vacause ths pllgrim is hungry?), holds that the 2'iysh
should not be offered up. One might ask, therofore, how can
Shemmei, who accordlng to our thesory bellaves that the
fastival must be dedicated to God, not require God's ollering,
the R'iyah, on the first day of God's lfestival? Nowhere
does the school of Shammal give 1ts reasons.

Possibly we can [ind en answer by comparing
Shammai's opinion with that of the schoal of Hillel, Hillel
raquires that the ['iyah should be offered up on the Iirst
day. Hillel, it seems, is raquiring thet both the R'iyeh
and the Chagiga should be offered up on the first day.

Then we are further mystiflied by the statement of Ulleh!t?3

that Hillel dedlcetes: both of these offerings "to God."
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Yet In the light of the evidencse deduced here, wse
can wonds> If Hillel really means to center on God. Is he
not, perhaps, looklng at the actual humen situstion? Con-
sider for a2 moment: a man comes from far eway; he has with
him two animals or mors; one animal all sgres he must offer
up on the first day, but Shemmel would requlre hlim to feed
and cere for the second animal until the following dsy.
Hillel dlsagrees, and permits the pilgrim to offer up that
Atiyeh immedlately. Thus Eillel, as ws would expect, asppesrs
to be the more practicsal, the more humesn-centered, the more
aware of the common man,

Therefore a Bralthe 1is quoted13h in which the
school of Hillel explains that they understend "lor God"
to moan that the offering must be brought on the first day
ol the festival, But the implication is that the Chasira,
et least, is still a humen-centersed institution.

The Mishna explicltly supports our reasoning, when
in Chagiga 1:5 1t quotes Deuteronomy 1h:17, "sach with his
own pift, according to the blessing which the Lord your God
has bestowed upon you," and explains this to mean that each
man nead only bring whet he can afford: the man with meny
riouths to feed but little wealth, need bring lewesr offerings
for God, though more offsrings for his family; and so the
revarsa: the msn with few mouths to feed but with much wesalth,
nead bring more offerings for God, though fewer [or his
family. Therefore the school of Hillel clearly explains




thet humenlstic consideraestions motivaeted their ruling. 1In

this way Hillel centers on men and men's monetary difficulties.

In Conclusion

‘Je have followsed this conflict bstween the divine-
centered and the human-centered joy through the stratas ol
glmost the entire Tannaitic period. We have seen this to
be = possible explanatlon in depth lor the diiferences
between the varled schools. The I'asct that this conflict
cen ba traced through sn extended period of history would
sesm to Indicate a tenslon between two elsments which are
perhaeps a nstural source of the religious expression, ec
man sseks to satlsfy both himsell and his God.

But most important, we hesve sttempted to demonstrate
here e method of textusl criticism, whereby ons coasiders
tha thesologlcsl consequences which any legel decision
inavitsebly awskens, Is there such s thing as consistency
in these consequences? Is there an spplication in them
for the understanding of humen nature? Do they illuminate
modern living? One can only say that, if this epproacn

be valid, the possibilitiss lor [urther research are vast.
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