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INTRODUCTION 

"Galut, exile, seems to be the dominant feature of 

Jewish history," writes a contemporary Orthodox theologian. 1 

That physical exile characterized the Jewish people's exis

tence for much of its history there can be no dispute, but 

the claim can also be made that galut has played a central 

role in the spiritual life of the people as well. For two 

thousand years Jews have prayed daily: "Lift up the banner 

to bring our exiles together .•• Return thou in mercy to the 

city Jerusalem and dwell in it ••. Blessed art thou, 0 Lord, 

who restores thy divine presence to Zion.u 2 

These petitions, part of six "natioLal petitions"J 

which were standardized by the Rabbis as part of the daily 

Amidah, emphasize a condition of disharmony which God's 

aid may rectify. Within the prayers one ~an glimpse the 

nucleus of a Rabbinic view of exile. Rei~rences are made 

both to the physical ingathering of the "dispersed of 

Israelr(nidche yisrael) and to the retur~ of God's pre

sence to Jerusalem with the concomitant rsstoration of 

the Temple cult. In other Rabbinic writi~gs these and 

similar motifs embroidered with homiletic variations recur 

in connection with attempts to justify, rationalize, or 

explain the historical pl~ght of the Jewl3h people. 

In terming that plight "galut" we wi~l be referring 

both to the historical situation of the :aws and their 

consciousness of that situation. Concer~:ng our blaim 
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that galut may be appropriately viewed in this conceptual 

fashion, H. H. Ben-Sasson has written: 

The Hebrew term galut expresses the Jewish conception 
of the condition and feelings of a nation uprooted 
from its homeland and subject to alien rule. The term 
is essentially applied to the history and the histori
cal consciousness of the J8wish people from the de
struction of the Second Temple to the creation of the 
State of Israel •. ,The feeli~g of exile does not always 
necessarily accompany the condition of exile. It is 
unique to the history of the Jewish people that this 
feeling has powerfully colored the emotions 04 the indi
vidual as well as the national consciousness. 

Yitzchak Baer, in his historical essay Galut, argues simi-

larly for a broad conception of galut: 

The word HGaluttt embraces a whole world of facts and 
ideas that have appeared with varying strength and 
clarity in every age of Jewish history. Political 
servitude and dispersion, the longing for liberation 
and.reunion, sin and repentence and atonement: these 
are the larger elements that must go to make up the 
concept of Galut if the word is to retain any real 
meaning.5 

The purpose of the present work is to isolate from a 

particular stratum of the Jewish tradition, namely the lit

erature of the Rabbinic period, its concept (or concepts) 

of galut. Given the intertwining of history and histori-

cal consciousness involved in the concept of galut we will 

be dealing as well with such related historical rubrics as 

the destruction of the Second Temple and the suffering of 

the Jewish people within the borders of Eretz Israel. 

The period under consideration is derivative, of 

course, from the earlier Biblical period. In chapter I 
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we will detail the Biblical usage of the term galut. In 

addition to its specific usage in the Bible, galut already 

carried abstract connotations: it is therefore appropriate 

to speak of a "concept" of galut within the Biblical tradi

tion. 6 Galut in the Bible can refer to the Babylonian 

exile, to the general state of forced absence from one's 

native habitat, to an individual banished from his home, 

or in an abstract sense to the condition of being exiled 

or collectively to the people who are in exile.7 

The Rabbis inherited both the Biblical conceptions of 

galut and the actual experience of a widespread diaspora. 

They knew of a previous exile and the return of some of 

the people to the land. It is therefore essential at the 

outset of our investigation to determine the parameters of 

galut and to distinguish it from the diaspora. 

As mentioned above, Ben-Sasson sug~sts that the begin-

ning of galut in our sense of the term must be correlated 

with the destruction of the Second Temple. He draws both 

"physical" and "psychological" distinctions between galut 

and diaspora: 

The residence of a great number of members of a nation, 
even the majority, outside their homeland is not defin
able as galut so long as the homeland remains in that 
nation's possession. Only the loss of a political
ethnic center and feeling of uprgotedness turns Diaspora 
(dispersion) into galut (exile). 

Other historians view galut differently. Baer sees all the 
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phenomena of galut (described above) as existing previously 

in the Hellenistic-Roman diaspora and ~sees in the destruc-

tion of the Temple "only" a widening of the breach in the 

nation's historical continuity, an augmentation of "the 

treasury of national-religious jewels whose loss is to be 

mourned." 9 

Ben-Tzion Dinur, the Israeli historian whose histori-

cal work (Israel Bagolah) deals with the 0 special histori

cal character of 'Israel in Diaspora' ••• the continuation 

of collective Jewish life in the Dispersion and in spite 

of the Dispersion,"10 considers the exile to begin only 

after the Arab conquest of Palestine: 

The real "exile" ••• did not begin til the moment when 
Palestine ceased to be a Jewish country through being 
occupied and permanently settled by non-Jews. It is 
only from the time when the nation was deprived of 
the soil on which it had developed itsr own specifi
cally national form of life that the problem of the 
individual Jews'.; preservation of their national 
characflr in the Dispersion became particularly 
acute. 

Each of these definitions of galut betrays the histori

cal bias of its author, particularly insofar as the defini

tion will determine the terminus ad quern of galut. Baer 

and Dinur clearly emphasize physical separation from the 

land as the essential element of galut. Ben-Sasson also 

suggests that the establishment of the State of Israel 

eliminates galuto Dinur (who elsewhere betrays his 

Zionist intellectual bias by dating the modern period from 
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the early, sporadic migrations to Palestine at the turn of 

the eighteenth century) does mention that his historical 

view clashes with tradition: 

Jewish tradition and popular belief, it is true, do not 
make any distinction between the destruction of Jewish 
sovereignty in Palestine and the nation's loss of its 
own territory, but regard them as one and the same,12 

It is precisely this lack of clarity in the traditional 

point of view of the Rabbis which determines the texture of 

the Rabbinic position and distinguishes our approach from 

that of the historian. We will take as our starting point 

Ben-Sasson's suggestion that the loss of the political

ethnic center and the accompanying feelings of uprootedness 

turns diaspora into galut, We will therefore have to dis

tinguish at varying points in our discussion, between actual 

galut and the "semi-galut" which characterized the position 

of the Jews living on the land after the destruction of the' 

Temple. 

The history of the relationship between the Rabbinical 

communities of Eretz Israel and Babylonia is relevant to our 

discussion and will be considered in chapter VI. In fact, 

conditions in the "galut" in terms of economic and politi-

cal stability were often superior to those in Eretz Israel, 

and this will definitely be seen to color the Rabbinic view 

of the exile to some extent. In addition, the general con-

tours of the material do not suggest a great deal of varia-
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tion over time and Schecter's observations concerning the 

"development" of Rabbinic thought are reflected in our study: 

On the whole, it may safely be maintained that there is 
little in the dogmatic teachings of the Palestinian 
authorities of the first and second centuries to which, 
for instance, R. Ashi of the fifth and even R.Sherira 
of the tenth century, both leaders of Rabbinic opinion 
in Babylon, would have refused their consent, though the 
emphasis put on the one or the other doctrine may have 
differed widely as a result of changed conditions and 
surroundings.1j 

Only in those instances where the change of emphasis is 

apparent will we be concerned with the dating or background 

of certain comments. This will be especially the case in 

the material which deals with the relative status of the two 

communities, Babylonia and Palestine. 

Despite the centrality of the diaspora to Jewish history 

and the significance of the concept of galut from the Bibli

cal period, the concrete reality of the Rabbinic period did 

not generate a great deal of comment on galut. There is no 

Rabbinic work which concentrates on it specifically, although 

the Midrash on the Book of Lamentations is richer than any , 

other single source. Aggadic comments concerning galut are 

spread out in the various midrashim and throughout the Talmud. 

None of the modern systematizers of Rabbinic thought 

(Moore, Schecter, Kadushin, Marmorstein, Urbach) devotes so 

much as a chapter to galut, although Bialik and Ravnitsky 

(in Sefer J-a...Aggadah) did collect a considerable number of 

texts describing it. The material which we have assembled 
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here has been classified by the systematizers under such 

rubrics as "Sin and Punishment," "God's Presence in the World:' 

"Land of Israel," etc. 

Instead of dealing with galut in these terms, however, 

we have attempted to array the material on galut according 

to a different set of descriptive terms, i.e., the reasons 

for, character of, and purpose of galut, as well as consider-

ing the theological dimension.and the role_of the land of 

Israel itself. The test of the methodology should be the 

same as that invoked by Kadushin to test his own terms: 

We have just mentioned several of our descriptive terms. 
They are "justified", it seems to us, on two counts. 
First, they epitomized genuine aspects or qualities of 
rabbinic thought. Second, they represent an analysis 

_that attempts to relate the specific rabbinic state
ments to rabbinic thought as a whole. Our descriptive 
vocabulary constitutes an interpretation, but a justi
fied interpretation.14 

In compiling the material from various sources my 

' approach was always to attempt to understand the purpose or 

motive behind each comment in its own terms. For example, 

many 01' the comments imply a question: "Why did the exile 

occur/" Others may be seen to respond to "What purpose does 

it serve?" or "Why is it of this particular nature?" 

In chapters two through four the corr..~ents are arranged 

in detail. One important distinction which arises from the 

te·xts themselves is the difference between a reason for 

galut and a purpose for galut. The forme~ always tries to 
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define a direct correspondence between the behavior cf the 

Jews and their exile. The latter starts from the condition 

of exile and attempts to understand not simply ''cause," but 

also "effect" of the exile, both upon the Jews and the world 

at laree. 

Within our category of purpose we will distinguish the 

general Rabbinic position of the "teleology of the exile" 

from the later concept of mission. For example, the 

Philadelphia Conference of reformers in 1869 declared con-

cerning the exile: 

We look upon the destruction of the second Jewish 
commonwealth not as a punishment for the sinfulness of 
Israel, but as a result of the divine purpose revealed 
to Abraham, which, as has become ever clearer in the 
course of the world's history, consists in the disper
sion of the Jews to all parts of the earth, for the 
realization of their high priestly mission, to lea~ the' 
nations to the true knowledge and worship of God~':> 

The Rabbis, on the other hand, did not need to reject 

the concept of galut as punishment, but rather sought an 

explanation of God's purposes which would embrace it. How-

ever, the theological flexibility of the Rabbis with res-

pect to the exile is remarkable. Their comments concern-

ing the purpose of galut typically vary according to the 

straits of the community of Israel. Schecter points out 

this "theology by impulse" and suggests: 

The preacher, for instance, would dwell more on the 
mercy of God, or on the special claims of Israel, when 
his people were oppressed, persecuted, and in want of 
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consolation; whilst in times of ease and comfort he 
would accentuate the wrath of God awaiting the sinner, 
and his severity at the day of judgment.15 

Our problem then, is essentially to look for point of 

congruence in this vast and unsystematic literature. We 

must avoid generalizations from the very scanty material 

directly bearing on our subject and perhaps may conclude 

with only flsome aspects" of a Rabbinic idea of galut. 

Schecter alludes to this problem which becomes particular

ly acute in an investigation of galut: 

The ••• Rabbis seem to have thought that the true health 
of a religion is to have a theology without being aware 
of it: and thus they hardly ever made--nor could they 
make--any attempt towards working their theology into 

17 a formal system, or giving us a full exposition of it. 

An alternative approach to describing aspects of galut 

would be to treat galut as a "value-concept." Kadushin, who 

introduces this idea as an attempt to understand the psycho

logy of the Rabbis, does not treat galut in this fashion. 

Nevertheless, since the values referred to in the concept of 

galut are "communicable" and can also be viewed as personal 

and subjective,18 we will attempt to apply his framework as 

well. (Chapter 7). 

The problem of aggadic language and figures of speech 

will recur in many areas of our analysis. Kadushin treats 

aggadic statements as independent entities, which contain 

ideas or describe situations that are complete in themselves}9 

He treats Aggadah as a concretization of ~he value-concepts 
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in speech (as distinguished from the Halakhah which concre

tizes them in law and action). 20 With respect to galut, 

however, we cannot assume a priori that galut is the opera

tive Rabbinic concept involved and references will have to 

be continually drawn to the accompanying ideas of suffering 

and Hurban (destruction). 

In terms of measuring the real theological value of a 

given comment, in general, we are without guidelines. If the 

aggadah is taken as the free language play of the Rabbis 

with halachah serving as the limit, then our only guidelines 

are those which refer to the status of the land of Israel; 

also, the Jewish liturgy provides a point of reference and 

may reflect the significance of a eiven concept to the 

people as a whole. 

References will occasionally be made to later concep

tions of galut, particularly by way of contrast with the 

Rabbinic view. For example, in the mystical literature the 

exile is connected with a corresponding defect in the Divine 

Order, an adaptation of the Rabbinic idea of Shechinta 

Bagaluta, (that God's indwelling presence also goes into 

exile). Other modern thinkers have extended galut beyond 

its place as the historical reality and consciousness of 

the Jewish people to a metaphor for the human condition 

(Berkovits) or a metahistorical and cosmic category. 21 
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As was suggested in a recent Midstream syrnposiurn, 22 

"The idea of Galut has played a crucial role in shaping 

Jewish life and attitudes during many centuries." The 

present work is an attempt to take a critical slice from 

the history of ideas in the Jewish tradition, and to ana

lyze whatever insights within that tradition can be said 

to characterize the Rabbinic literature. In order to deal 

in the categories suggested by the texts themselves, we will 

temporarily lay aside any notions of what role consciousness 

and "exile as consciousness," may play and focus on the 

Hebrew term galut. As indicated above, our approach will 

be both verbal, focusing on texts which mention galut, 

and conc~ptual, dealing with related ideas in the litera

ture. Biblical usage will provide the background and take

off point for much of our Rabbinic material. 

1Eliezer Berkovits, Faith After the Holocaust, p. 120. 

2Petitions #10, #14, and #17 from the daily Amidah 
prayer; translation from P. Birnbaum, Daily Prayer ~ook, 
pp. 94-98. 

3cf. commentary on the Amidah, Joseph Hertz, Authorized 
Daily Prayer Book, p. 142 . 



• 

J 
i 
[. 

- 12 -

4H~yyim Hillel Ben-Sasson, "Galut," Encyclopedia 
Judaica, Vol. VII, p. 275. 

5Yitzchak Baer, Galut, p. 9. 
6 .496-498'Y,n"lt1vi'J ;-P1Di7v"::n}\ ",ni7l" ,li'Jl"7T ;i"i}\ vn:::c" 

?Interpreters• Dictionary of the Bible, Vol. II, p. 186. 
8Ben-Sasson, lac. cit. 

9Baer, -2.:Q• cit., p. 10. 

lOB T . . I 1 d th D. en- z1on Dinur, srae ~ ___ e iaspora, p. 3-4. 
11Ibid. 

12Ibid., p.5. 

13solomon Schecter, Aspects of Rabbinic Theology, 
pp. xxii - xxiii. 

14Max Kadushin, The Rabbinic Mind, p. 10. 

l5Da,vid Philipson, The Reform Movement 'in Judaism, p.354. 
16schecter, .2.E• cit., p. 612. 

l?Ibid. 

18Kadushin, .2.E· cit., p. 4. 

l9Ibid., p.60. 

20 Ibid., p.11. 
21A. Cohen, Natural and Supernatur~l Jew, Chap. III,pt. 1. 
22 "The Meaning of Galut in America Today," Midstream, 

Vol. IX, no. 1, p.6 • 
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THE BIBLICAL BASIS FOR LATER VIEWS OF GALUT 

CHAPTER I 

In order to appreciate the nuances of Rabbinic opinion 

of the experience of galut it is essential to discuss their 

verbal and conceptual background in the Biblical tradition. 

The verbal precedent turns out to be fairly restricted, but 

the concept of galut, whether actual or potential, had a 

broader significance as we shall see below. 

Our concern is only tangentially the problem of deter

mining the historical-cultural roots of certain Rabbinic 

views of galut. The Rabbis, viewing the Bible as a unit, 

did not seek to analyze whether a given statement reflected 

a reaction to a particular situation. Consequently, similar 

warnings about a future exile in the torah and later periods 

(e.g. the time of the conquest and of the prophets) would be 

seen by them to reflect the continuity of certain ideas 

through scripture. When we assume that apparently from a 

very early period the concept of potential exile was con

veyed to the people as an integral part of the covenant with 

God, we need not ask the question of the literal truth of 

that assumption. Although certain Biblical scholars have 

concluded likewise (see below), more important for our 

consideration is an overview of Biblical reality as it was 

perceived by the Rabbis. In the following analysis, we will 
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try to determine the place of galut in the general sweep 

of the Biblical view of the relationship between God and 

Israel. 

Given our broader purposes, it is not particularly 

significant that the word galut (ni7l) in its various 

forms (e.g., iJni7l ,n,?l7) occurs only thirteen times 

in the Bible. The parallel substantive form, golah 

occurs f t t . . h . t• 1 or y imes wit varia ions. Translators render 

each of the forms as "captivity" in virtually every case, 

but it is possible to suggest some differences in usage: 

1) The word galut occurs only one time outside of the 

"Later Prophets" whereas golah occurs some 15 times in the 

so-calle~ "historical" books (i.e., Kings, Chronicles, Ezra, 

Nehemiah), 2) Galut is used in a construct sense (galut of 

Judah, galut of Jerusalem, our galut) in every instance 

except one (Amos 1:6 and 1:9); golah, on the other hand is 

used only once in construct (Ezekiel J:15) and is occasion

ally the noun set in apposition to a construct (as in the 

expressions, 

3) These expressions, especially shevi-hagolah, prisoners 

of the captivity, and others which suggest some difference 

between shevi and golah (e.g. Ezekiel 12:11 

and Nahum J:10 ~~~~ ~~7~ ~7il7 ~~~ Cl may perhaps 

intend a differentiation between the experience of, and the 
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location of, the captivity. The Interpreter's Dictionary 

of the Bible, however, says that galut and golah may be 

used interchangeably (Amos 1:6, 15), "as synonyms in 

either the abstract sense (Ezekiel 1:2; 12:11) or the 

collectives meaning "exiles" (Jeremiah 29:20, 22)." 2 

The Rabbinic texts use the expression galut almost 

exclusively, and by no means restrict it to the construct 

usage. This particularly significant when we focus on 

those passages which are the locus classicus for the cov

enantal warnings concerning the nature of the future exile, 

the so called tochachot (reproofs) of Leviticus 26 and 

Deuteronomy 28. Whereas in these instances the Bible uses 

other terms for expulsion and dispersion (from the verbs 

n1iT?1 ,i~~~~? ,r~~~? to spread out, to ruin, or to scat

ter), the Rabbinic comments to the verses speak in terms of 

galut. 

One might explain this fact as simply a linguistic 

development with a resulting gradual preference for the 

term galut. An alternative hypothesis would be that galut 

had established itself by the time of the Rabbinic period 

as a concept with certain connotations which do not charac

terize the term golah. For the purposes of this discussion' 

we will use the term galut. This linguistic and partially 

psycholinguistic question of the term galut adumbrates our 

consideration of whether there is tn fact a Rabbinic ideo-
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logy (or ideologies) of galut. We will first have to demon

strate that galut is a conceptual category in the Biblical 

period. 

The Encyclopedia Mikrait considers galut to develop as 

a concept in the Bible from two sources: a) "future expec-

tations, which were widespread among the people of Israel 

from a very early period; b) the system of forced banish

ments which were employed by neighboring countries in the 

area."3 If we follow Biblical history chronologically then 

we can trace the background of this motif of galut through 

the period of the sojournings and covenant-making of Abraham, 

the wanderings of the patriarchs, the journey to the land 

and the career of Moses, the covenantal guarantees and re-

proofs, later specific warnings, and the actual experience 

of galut itself. From the exceptional beginning of Jewish 

history outside of the land of Israel in the case of Abraham 

to the crystallization of national identity and ideology in 

the wilderness, a situation which we can best describe as 

"tension" between exile and presence on -:he land is always 

.f 4 mani est. 

In attempting to isolate the s.ignif icance of any con-

cept to Biblical man we are facing a severe methodological 

problem. Anthropologist Raphael Patai has attempted (in 

Tents of Jacob) to illustrate the effect of certain histori

cal myths on the formulation of the cul t'...:.re of the Biblical 
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period. He writes of a "unique historical-mythological 

background, whose importance ••. lies in the psychological 

effect it had on the Hebrews following their settlement 

in Canaan ••• that set them apart from the other peoples 

of the contemporary world and that continued to exert its 

influence in all subsequent periods of Jewish history."5 

The first part of this myth involves the fact that 

not only does the history of the people begin with Abraham 

outside of the land, but also uthe Hebrew people came into 

being in the Egyptian Diaspora, that in the history of the 

Hebrews Diaspora came first, and nationhood, country and 

sovereignty second. 116 Concerning the early, pervasive charac-

ter of the myth he suggests: 

In the earliest national-traditional Hebrew conscious
ness (i.e., in the days of the monarchy) the Diaspora 
had primacy over the land of Israel, in the sense that 
the commonly held view was that the Hebrews had origi
nated from the Nesopotamian Abraham and had developed 
into a nation known as the "Children of Israelu in 
Egypt. In this sense the early history of the Hebrews 
is unique.? . 

In addition, the first Jew, Abraham, remains until his 

very old age merely a stranger and sojourner in the land 

(Genesis 2J:4, ger v'toshav). As part of the covenant 

Bein HaBettarim (between the sections, Genesis f5), in which 

God promises Abraham that his descendents will inherit the 

new land of Canaan, he is also informed that his seed will 

go into exile. The effect of this association of the promise 
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of the land with the foreknowledge of the exile is to create 

the model for the permanently insecure status for the Jews 

on the land. In fact the land does not really belong to 

the people at all, and they are not permitted to buy and 

sell it -- "For the land is mine as you are strangers (gerim) 

and sojourners (toshavim) with m~· (Leviticus 25:2J). 

The status of Abraham with respect to the land is the 

eternally inherited status of the Jew as well. Just as it 

characterized the period of the patriarchs' traversing the 

land of Canaan which was promised to their descendents, so 

was the tension of the present and future of the people on 

th 1 d 1 . t . d 8 e an a ways main aine • Patai argues that the myth of 

the first covenant's being connected with the future exile 

of the people, was present and active together with the tra-

dition of a group of tribes "in a land that was not theirs" 

(Genesis 15) who formed the nation.9 

This historically symbolic formation of the people as 

gerim in fulfillment of the covenant Bein HaBettarim was 

followed by the events of the Exodus. Since virtually four~ 

fifths of the torah describes the journey to the land and 

the accompanying revelation, the normative toraitic situation 

is that of being on the way to the land. Perhaps the great

est of the prophets, Moses, is in fact the prophet of the 

journey and never enters the land himself. Again we recog-

nize a situation of tension betwee~.the current condition 
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and the anticipation of a new reality. 

Patai also detects in the traditional retrospective 

view which connected legislation of moral and ritual law 

with the slavery in Egypt the functioning of an active exile 

myth. He concludes that "there can be no doubt that while 

the Diaspora in the monarchic period was not an actual reali

ty, it certainly had a strong psychological immanence in the 

life of the Hebrews.10 

The parallel of the situation of the exodus with the 

later phenomenon of galut is dr&wn graphically by Ezekiel 

(20: 35-8). He terms galut "the wildern.ess of nations," and 

suggests that the people will be returned by it to their 

previous condition of being on the way to the land. In 

Jeremiah and Hosea there is evidence of a certain idealiza

tion of the wilderness image. The former (2:2) contrasts 

the affection for God which was characteristic of Israel's 

youth in the wilderness with their contemporary attitudes 

and behavior. Hosea (2:16) boldly declares, using the 

imagery of the renewal of a marriage bond, that the galut 

will serve to renovate the spiritual connection between 

the people and God. 

One Biblical scholar refers these latter passages to a 

traditional prophetic hostility to settled agricultural or 

urban life. "The literary prophets draw a contrast between 

the virtues of the recollected life in the wilderness and 
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the evils inherent in urbanization."11 On the other hand, 

Ezekiel's wilderness of nations and Jeremiah's description 

of it as "pits of thirst and darkness," (2:6), reflect a 

much more realistic description of actual conditions of 

exile. Von Rad characterizes this change of attitude as 

reflective of the changing historical circumstances: 

This growth of negative aspects to such a pitch that 
in the end the whole time in the wilderness was given 
the appearance of so sombre a period, is connected 
with general radical insights about Israel's relation
ship to Jahweh and about the possibility of her exis
tence in the light of this God, insights which only 
became consolidated in the later monarchical period, 
and certainly not without the activity of the prophets. 
It was the recognition of Israel's insecurity and ex
posedness, perhaps even her defeat, which so radically 
changed the picture of the wilderness. But this age 
also heard the tidings that Jahweh would do a new thing-

-he would once more redeem Israel in the same way 2s he 
had done at the beginning and lead her again through the 
wilderness.12 

The ~enewal and the redemption (in the wilderness again) 

would become necessary because the experience of the tension 

between present and future, people and land, had somehow 

dissolved. The terms of that tension are specified in great 

detail by the covenantal reproofs mentioned above. In par

ticular, we have already noted the special character of the 

land which is always under the meticulous supervision of 

divine Providence (Deuteronomy 11:12). In Levticus (20:22-

2J) the commandments are referred very specifically to the 

character of the land, that the Jews "should keep all my 
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statutes and ordinances, and perform them, so that the land 

to which I bring you for your dwelling ~ill not vomit you 

out." The tension arises from the conditional nature of the 

Jews' relationship to the land; a violation of the covenant 

by the relaxation of the tension is the cause of the pro-

phets' warnings. 

The Bible suggests that the consciousness of this ten

sion and the possibility of exile was constantly reiterated 

to the people even though it changed its character when 

galut became a more likely reality. 13 Yehezkel Kaufman 

describes the change of the character of galut from vision

ary threat to actual reality and suggests that "the descrip-

tions of the exile in the Torah are, indeed, the most elo-

quent advocates of their antiquity, for they show clearly 

that their authors had no idea of the actual condition of 

Israel's historical exile ••• The mood of real exile is not 

reflected at all, nor are any of the later prophetic motifs 

alluded to: the gradual destruction, first of Israel then 

of Judah, or the destruction of the Temple. The image of 

exile in the torah must, therefore, be an ancient one, 

antedating the historical experience of destruction and 

exile." 14 Kaufman attributes the peculiar emphasis on the 

punishment of exile in the torah, as we have above, to the 

feeling that Israel was not autochthonous in Canaan, "that 

it was 'given' the land and might,. therefore, be deprived 
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of it by an angry God ... l5 

This continuous myth or feeling is communicated in 

periods beyond the time of the Patriarchs and the Exodus, 

and occurs periodically to remind the people of the possi

bility of exile. For example, in the course of the conquest 

of the land, as the land is divided among the tribes for per

manent settlement, the people are informed (Joshua 23:16) 

0 When you transgress the covenant of the Lord your God ••• 

and go and serve other gods ••• you shall perish quickly from 

off the good land which He has given you. 0 During the reign 

of Solomon with the kingdom at the zenith of its power and 

the Temple newly constructed the king is reminded (I Kings 

9s6-7): 0 But if you turn oway from following me ••• and keep 

not My commandments •.. then I will cut off Israel out of the 

land which I have given them. 0 

The admonitions and threats concerning the exile con

tinue throughout the prophetic tradition from Amos and Hosea 

onward until the point when the people themselves had direct 

experience of galut. This experience is the final corrobora

tion of a continuing tradition of galut. The reaction of the 

people is recorded in °exilic" poetry such as Psalm 137. The 

response of the Jews in exile, not to assimilate or to accept 

the downfall of their god, but to recognize their very exis

tence as exilic and then to long for return, is the subject 

of considerable comment by Biblical scholars. 
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In a typical interpretation Th. C. Vriezen suggests 

that the "period of political annihilation brought with it 

a rebirth of Yahwism." 16 Sandmel (in The Hebrew Scriptures) 

remarks: 

The experience of the exile was of far-reaching signi
ficance in the development of the religion of Israel. 
The exile marks the dividing line between the Ancient 
Hebrew religion and that which we call Judaism. The 
new experience provided a conviction of the continu
ous relation between the Deity and Israel.~ 

The actual conditions of exile provided the opportunity 

to test the experience of covenant theology and the people, 

conditioned by the warnings of the prophets, accepted the 

events as Divinely ordained. Peter Ackroyd writes of the 

deepeni~g conception of exile which characterizes the later 

books of the Bible: 

The exile is no longer as historic event to be dated 
in one period; it is much nearer to being a condition 
from which only the final age will bring release ••• 
the Chronicler is properly elaborating that aspect 
of prophetic teaching which stressed the absolute 
necessity of exile; that God's dealing with his people 
in the future must depend upon a repudiation and des
truction of which the exile was the expressiona18 

Even with the implied development of the myths of 

exile, the Bible gives a fairly clear overview of the ex-

perience of galut. With respect to the reasons for galut, 

the tradition is virtually univocal violation of the 

covenant and the attendant sanctity of the land leads to 

exile. The land will not support any inhabitants who do 

not comport themselves righteously upon it. 
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Yehezkel Kaufman does suggest, however, that a certain 

development is evidenced in the reasons given by the Bible 

for galut. In particular he sees a distinction between 

the toraitic rationale and the views of the prophets. In 

the first instance the sins specified were those which in-

volved the relationship between man and God as compared with 

the sins of a social character: 

In the literature prior to classical prophect, nation
al doom and exile are, as rule, threatened only for 
idolatry. The idea that God dooms a whole society for 
moral corruption is not altogether absent in the early 
literature, but it is for particularly heinous sins 
which the whole society has committed or is responsi
ble for that the doom comes ... Classical prophecy radi
cally alters this view; it threatens national doom and 
exile for everyday social sins ••. Amos is the first 
to evaluate social morality as a factor in national 

-destiny ••• what underscores the novelty of this evalua
tion is Amos's almost complete silence regarding 
idolatry, the chief offense which the early literature 
held crucial for the destiny of the people.19 

Yehudah Elitzur disputes this conclusion and gives 

several examples of toraitic commands on the social level 

that are connected with galut, as well as of prophetic 

"commands" of a sacral character. He suggests that the 

prophets simply repeated the toraitic formulations and 

applied them to situations which were realized during 

their lifetimes "in our days there are these specific 

sins and they will result in the following punishments." 20 

Granted that the Bible provides a reason for the exile, 

we may ask if it is possible to discern a purpose for the 
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exile or a function which it might serve ( in the sense 

we have defined above in the Introduction). D9es the 

Bible, for example, support a conception of mission of the 

Jews as a light unto the nations in the exile? 

We have already mentioned in connection with the wil

derness motif the prophetic idea that the galut may serve 

to renew the spiritual connection between God and His people. 

Jeremiah apparently regarded the Babylonian exile favorably 

as a means of regeneration of the people. (cf. Jeremiah 

24:1-10, where the prophet compares the exiles with good 

figs and those who remain behind are considered spoiled). 21 

In a thematically related verse from the reproofs 

themselves (Leviticus 26:41) "I brought them into the land 

of their enemies; if then their uncircumcised heart is hum

bled and they make amends for their iniquity ••• ", the 

sense is conveyed that the exile does serve a function. 

The question may be raised, however, whether such contin

gent realities can be described as "purposes" for galut. 

If in fact the Jews have the option of turning in repen

tance and avoiding exile, then these purposes may be viewed 

as merely ex-post-facto rationalizations of an avoidable 

reality and are simply the instrumentality for returning 

to the pre-exilic situation. They have no independent 

significance as purposes. 

Nor is there any B;blical basis for the concept of 
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mission, which (as above in the introduction) later exe-

getes attempted to find there. Fassages which refer to 

seemingly related ideas, e.g., "all the nations of the 

world will be blessed through your seed," or "light unto 

the nations" (or lagoyim) do not presuppose a situation of 

galut for their validity. In fact, an added indirect proof 

of this point can be adduced by reference to the lack of 

Rabbinic comment on verses such as Isaiah 42:6, the £E 

lagoyim passage, which is not mentioned in any Rabbinic 

work at all. 22 

Not only is there no concept of mission in galut, but 

as we shall see below, the actual degenerate character of 

life in the galut seems to void any such possible conclu-

sion. According to Elitzur the Biblical view is that it is 

redemption, not galut, which spreads the true faith. 23 

Therefore the only purpose which galut serves in Biblical 

terms is that its termination may demonstrate the redemp-

tive power of God before the other nations, perhaps on the 

model of the Exodus from Egypt. Kaufman suggests this as 

an interpretation of Ezekiel's "wilderness of nations" 

passage: 

This remarkable prophecy is unparalleled for its 
depiction of God's redemption, not as a longed-for 
release, but as a compulsory, wrathfnl redemption 
"with a strong hand crd an outstretched arm.", .• he 
will bring them out of the exile, purge them in the 
"desert of nations" and restore ~hem to their land 
before the eyes of the nations.2~ 
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Only in the circumstance of the establishment of God's 

house on the top of the mountain (in Isaiah's vision of 

2:2-5) is the mission of Israel fulfilled, when "out of 

Zion shall go forth the law." Therefore, G. F. Moore 

suggests, that in the prophets the return of the people of 

Israel to its own country from the exile and dispersion is 

a conspicuous feature of the restoration of God's favor: 

"The denunciations of calamity and captivity in the Law do 

not conclude without the assurance of restoration, if the 

misery of exile works in Israel a change of heart (Deutero

nomy JO:l-10; Leviticus 26:40-45; I Kings 8:47-5J). 25 In 

describing the development of the prophetic conception of 

exile Ackroyd concludes: 

The exile is seen as judgment upon the people's 
life, but more than that it is understood as lying 
within the purposes of God not simply as judgment 
but in relation to what he is doing in the life of 
the world. The response to it must be the response 
of acceptance, but this involves not merely a repen
tant attitude, appropriate and necessary though this 
is, because the disaster is not simply judgment, not 
simply a condemnation of the past but also a stage 
within the working out of a larger purpose ••• The ex
perience of disaster ••• was to be understood as pro
viding a mea~s by which the nature of God should be 
revealed, a ~r~cess by which both the people on whom 
it was exerc:3~1 and also the nations as witnesses 
of the actio~ ~ould come to the acknowledgement of 
who he is. I_- if we were to pick any one phrase 
which is char,'c':teristic of this whole period, it 
would surel:/ ·:~e 'to know that I am Yahweh' ••. 2b 

When galut is described in the Bible, consequently, 

it is normslly referred to as 2 situation of degradation 
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and one to be remedied by God's returning of his people. 

For example, the abovementioned prophecy of Ezekiel(J6:20-24) 

records: "And when they came unto the nations, wherever they 

came they profaned My holy name ••• And I will sanctify My 

great name which has been profaned among the nations, and 

then nations shall know that I am the Lord ••• for I will take 

you out from among the nations •••• " Galut itself is a pro

fanation of God's name and only the return of the dispersed 

will ameliorate the situation. Contemporary theologian 

Eliezer Berkovits writes: "It is then by taking Israel back 

unto himself, purifying them and placing his spirit within 

them, that God sanctifies his name, revealing himself as 

the Holy one ••• By redeeming them from among the nations 

and accepting them again God is being sanctified." 27 

In another passage Ezekiel also refers to galut as 

unclean (4:1J) "The children of Israel shall eat their 

bread unclean, among the nations whither I will drive them." 

Amos uses a similar expression (7:17): "And you shall die 

in an unclean land, and Israel shall surely be led away 

captive out of his land," arid Hosea ((:2-3) writes about 

the pollution and spoliation of life in the galut. Buchler 

ascribes this attribution of impurity to the galut as cha

racterizing the distinction between °the land owned by Him, 

therefore pure and holy, and implying a~d demanding his 

worship and excluding idolatry, and other countries which 



• 

- 29 -

serve idols and are, on account of that, impure, because 

they are owned and ruled by idolators." 28 

Another element of life in the galut is its imperma

nence (Deuteronomy 28:65) "And among these nations you 

shall have no repose, and there shall be no rest for the 

sole of your foot .•.. " Those who survive will be only a 

remnant, few in number (Deuteronomy 4:27, and many prophe

tic references). But the fact that this saving remnant 

will not find respite among the nations insure~ that they 

will be unable to assimilate, remaining therefore an exilic 

people -- this abnormal situation is partially the means 

which will bring them back to God. 

- One final shade of opinion in the Biblical view of 

life in galut comes from the period when it was already a 

reality. Ezekiel counsels "What is in your mind shall 

never happen -- the thought 'let us be like the nations, 

like the tribes of the countries, and worship wood and 

stone.'" On the other hand Jeremiah's classic statement, 

"Seek the peace of the city whither I have caused you to 

be carried away captive, and pray unto the Lord for it," 

counsels acceptance of the temporary situation of exile, 

but not the acceptance of local gods or customs. Kaufman 

suggests that Jeremiah outlined a program for the exile 

which was to come and which embodied a divine plan for a 

. 1 . 29 universa pagan empire • The exiles must patiently wait 
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on God and hope for the end. 

In summation, galut occupies a very prominent place in 

the ambience of the Biblical period. There can be not doubt 

that galut stands for much more than its original verbal 

usage as captivity. We have described this concept as a 

historical myth ~hich involves the tension between reality 

and the anticipated future, between presence on the land 

and exile. Following Kaufman, we have suggested that the 

concept underwent certain changes as it became a real his-

torical possibility. Also following Kaufman (and Patai) 
I 

we have emphasized the role of very early mythical history 

of the Jewish people in determining the connotations of 

galut. Elitzur summarizes this position which argues that 

galut is ~ concept in Biblical thought as follows: 

Israel can never become so indigenc~s in Eretz Israel 
as to ignore the ever present possi~ility of exile. 
The Bible impresses the idea that :3rael should not JO 
regard itself as autochthonous in ti:e Land of Israel. 

In terms of the overall sweep of B~blical theology 

both the experience and the concept of €~lut have been con

sidered to play a consequential role. =~ the first place, 

acknowledgement that the punishment of s:cile is exacted by 

God as part of his just~ is seen by Ei:.:<,:rodt to be the 

carrying out of this concept of divine ~~stice to its logi-

cal conclusion: 
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Any nation which went so stubbornly against the will 
of God as to make the entire pattern of its life, in 
the state, in social conditions and in cul tic organi
zation, into a conspiracy against Yahweh (cf. Jeremiah 
11:9), a systematic rejection of his exclusive sover
eignty, has forfeited the right to exist ••• the most 
varied imagery is used to drive home explicitly and 
forcef~±ly that this is the inevitable and necessary 
end •.• 

The concept of God's justice is now broadened to encompass 

the scope of judgment among the nations, with the results 

apparent to all the world through the exil~' and redemption.3 2 

The effect of the galut among the people themselves, 

on the other hand, has been portrayed as the concretization 

of certain historical processes which had already been set 

in motion, namely the increasing vale of prayer as a sub-

stitute for sacrifice, and the importance of the individual 

as taking part of the value of the community within the 

Judaic faith.JJ In terms of the people as a whole, the 

continuity of the faith of exile with the previous faith 

marked the distinction between the galut of the Jewish 

people and the forced banishment of other peoples of the 

region. Berkovits sees the exile in terms of the theologi-

cal lessons which it taught the Jews and through them the 

rest of the nations: 

The behavior, the way of life, of the exiles causes 
them to believe tha~ the people of Israel have rejec
ted God. And so indG~d they did. As God, however, takes 
pity on his name ana :9stores his association with 
Israel, even though - ,y do not deserve it, the nations 
learn to understand true meaning of the exile of 
God's people. God's ~e becomes sa~ctified again, not 
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through Israel but as a result of God's interven
tion in the course of history,J4 

The Biblical point of view suggests certain definite 

elements toward the formation of an ict-01.ogy of galut, both 

in terms of the mythical consciousness of the people of 

Israel and their relationship to the land and in terms of 

the galut from the point of view of God's acting in history. 

We will follow along these same lines in the; Rabbinic mater

ial, paying special attention to both developmen~s from ~he 

Biblical precursors and innovation where it exists. 

1 J II, J n' ;i 'I ~ J, 1 1 V J j? t 7 1 j? ', J ~ '~ • ~ 

~J.A. Sanders, "Exile," The Interpreter's Dictionary 
of the Bible, Vol. 2, p. 186.~-

4This concept of tension is elaborated in an article on 
which appears in the Israeli periodical 

Vol, 26, by Yehoshua Amir. As a student of Dr. 
Amir~s in Jerusalem I discussed this idea with him and I am 
particularly indebted to him for this insight. 

5R, Patai, Tents of Jacob, p.5. 

61bid., p.6. 
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THE NATURE OF GALUT EXPERIENCE 

CHAPTER II 

As we have noted above (Chapter I) the Bible views 

galut as a transitory situation of degradation. The Bib-

lical conception clearly indicates a certain tension which 

anticipates a return to the land with accompanying mighty 

acts and miracles conspicuously wrought by God. By the 

Rabbinic period, however, practical experience with dias-

pora and galut led to a broader and more concrete descrip

tion of life in the galut (although Biblical metaphors con

tinue to be applied to the current reality). 

In ·particular we see developing a sense of the con

tinuity of the exile as well as certain rationalizations 

for the actual character of galu~ -- to the effect that 

perhaps it's not so bad here or at least not the worst of 

all possible fates. Although throughout a significant por

tion of this period life in the "exile" was relatively com-

fortable, it was never accepted as the desirable condition 

and the question was omnipresent as to when it would end: 

n~';i i:::iyt.l7? Y"w:::ii ;i''J.p;i 'l!l? 7Kit.l7' nol:J ;"117.)K '1? '1 17.)1'\ 
• ?~:::i ?VJ 1'''' a'i~l.) ?~ 1''' 7'::J. • n1?,?? n1?'? 7':::i ' ' ,,\'\~ 

• 71' ?VJ 1'''' ~jl.) ?VJ 1''' 1~:::i1 • 'il.) ?VJ 1'''' ?:::i:::i '~ 7?'7 1'::J. 
~1in;i 77.) ' ' 'nJ~'VJ 1'~:JY1 • 01i~ ?VJ 1'''' 71' ?VJ 71?'? 7':::i1 

on17''' n,,,, ,, 1:Jl.)0l n1~7.);i 77.)1 
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In this text R. Levi observes that the present situation 

seems to persist whereas between previous nights (of exile) 

God provided respite for the Jews, The difference is 2ttri

buted to a falling away from the torah and the commandments. 

R. Levi (ben Sissi), a first generation Palestinian amora 

who later emigrated to Babylonia, 2 does not specify the con

dition of exile here, although the subjectivity to the natiora 

he mentions is frequently referred to as galut Bavel, galut 

Edom, etc. In dealing with the thought of the Rabbis as it 

developed in the light of the changes following the destruc

tion of the Second Temple, it will be necessary to distin

guish the actual situation of physical exile from that of 

the "se~i-exile" which the Jews experienced who remained on 

the land. In this connection the original Biblical connota

tion of galut as forced captivity seems to be applicable at 

various points in the history of Eretz Israel, 

Consequently the rubric of subjection to the nations 

can be useful in drawing a full picture of the Rabbis' con

ception of galut, especially since they date the beginning 

of the galut from the loss of religio-political independence 

with the destruction of the Temple. In a continuation of 

the above text of R. Levi, the amoraim cite the following 

text from R. Simeon ben Gamliel -- we face continued exis

tence among the innards of the nations: 



- 37 -

~~ 7n1~ nl?~ ln'i~~ ,,, ?y 1J'n1JK :?~,?~l-1J 71y~'v 'i ,~~ 
~~Jl C'~' ~~J 1~'Y~ llnJ O',YJl~ 1J~~ lJK ,on11 ~11? n1'1J?~ 

-~~Jl ~~J nnK ?y - 1'11JY ~~Jl 7'1'P ~~Jl C'J~ 

The textual material on the conditions and character-

istics of galut make some general comments of this nature 

as well as more specific characterization of the psycholo-

gy and social concomitants of exile. Following is an at-

tempt to delineate the major elements in the Rabbinic pie-

ture of galut, as well as certain mitigating atti~udes 

toward it; the attitudes seem to suggest the beginnings of 

what was later termed "galut mentality." 

In the first place, the reality of galut is typically 

described by allusion to Biblical verse. The verses do not 

necessarily derive from the sections of the tochachot, 

which purport to predict the conditions of galut (but as 

we have seen may be very far from the reality). Rather 

we find, as in the above examples from Song of Songs, that 

passages may be taken out of context entirely. For example, 

the "evil days" referred to in Ecclesiastes (12:2) are con-

nected by the hlidrash (Eichah Rabbati, petichta 23) with 

the days of galut: 

Often the Rabbinic comments will connect a reference to 

degradation mentioned in the Biblical text with the situ-

ation of exile. Who are the "ones bowed down" mentioned 
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in Psalm 146? They must be the Israelites who have been 

2xiled from their land:J 

,T1K7 ~~1nJ 17l~ 7Ki~, i?N ,a,ni~~n 7n ,~, • a,n,~~ ~piT ·~ 

.a~,KJ1~ ,Jn? O'~,~~ 1n K7K ,on~1? inpT K7 C''~,,,~ i7l~ Cl,~~ 

The galut situation itself is seen here to confer upon the 

Jews outside of the land a stooping posture before their 

enemies; from the day that they left Jerusalem under exile 

the Jews faced this situation. The Jew in exile is corn-

pared elsewhere to a beggar (Midrash Tehillirn 

and is deprived of his pride which has been given to the 

gentiles (Hagigah 5b). 

In fact one-· homily suggests that galut can be viewed 

as the most severe of all .punishments meted out by Gods 4 

~?l~ 'JN CJ,?Y K,J~ 'JK~ C,110'n '~ inK ,'~ ~K nini 1nK 1J1 

~KJ cn~iK ?y~ '~ c~n,, i~KJ~ ?~n 1lJ~ n?iv~w ni7l n~p ,c~nN 

'~ ~,~, ,~,~, nT~ C1'~ ninK yiK 7K C~''w,, ,,,l 9~?J1 ~~'nJ1 

1~K1 ni~? n1~7 ~~K '~ 1~K n~ C~''K ni~K1 K~3 nJK ,,,K ,,~K' 

1n~K '~ 1~K ~~ 1~1K1 'J~7 ,J~7 1~K1 JY17 JY17 1~K1 Jin? J1n7 

~nKi p?inn 7JnJ in~1K1 i?igi 'J1nJ ,,n1JJ1 l'JJ1 nlTn 1'YJ 

n~? i~Jn 7N i~1K1 in~iK ?y~ n7l' ~?l ?Ki~,, ni~n nK~~ n~iK 7y 

,ini?i~ yiN nK nK11 i1Y J1~, K? '~ ,,,~, 1~J ,~J ,, 111ln ~Ki 

••• 1J?' ii~n n11Jp iJ i~KJ n~ niin' 17~ o'p,in' nT n~? i~Jn 7K 

In this passage a series of punishments are suggested with 

galut as the culmination of each series; in the final ex-

ample Yehoyakirn, the King of Judah who went into exile, is 

considered as if he has died on account of that fact. 
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The galut is a continuous difficult reality for the 

Jews. Anyone who is capable of computing the length of 

the exile will recognize that compared to its extent, the 

time of peace and rest for the Jews is likened to one day:5 

i~~ • ,,,, 1~ 01, in ,, l,lT 1? i~~ • 01,~ ~1~~ lPY, 1~~~1 

~PY~ l~, inK 01,~ K~~~ n1?1~ ,~, J~n? yi1, ~1~~ ~~ '~ ~nK ,l, 

.1~y '~ 1?~J ~1,~l 

The general phenomenon of galut may be compared to 

the refinement process in which olive oil is taken from 

the olive. 6 First the ripe oliv; is selected from the tree, 

the~ it is pounded, pressed, and beaten from place to place. 

As we shall note below (Chapter IV) this refinement process 

does serve a purpose and therefore produces a reward at the 

end, but there can be no doubt that the metaphor suggests 

that it is long and painful. 

Together with the pain of exile, the Rabbis suggest 

certain other feeling states as characteristic. Some of 

these directly parallel the forecasts mentioned in the 

reproofs of Leviticus and Deuteronomy.· For example, the 

impermanence of galut and the fact that Israel will find 

no rest there (mentioned in Deuteronomy ?5) is elaborated 

in Genesis Rabbah (JJ:6): 

/ 
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, .. ~ K? niJ~ ~~~~ ,.,~ • nil~ ~K~~ K7 a,ilJ ~J~, N,~ (~ ~~,N) 
nil~~,~, ~7i Y"l1n R7 a~~ a,ilJi (n~ 0"1Ji) ~nii~ii • a,iTin 

.o .. itin i,~ ~7 nil~~~~~ 17N N~ • 'ili 

This text directly applies the idea that the Jews will find 

no rest among the nations but will be perpetual wanderers. 

This sense of impermanence does have positive consequences 

as well, at least insofar as it promotes the process of 

return (almost certainly here teshuvah, spiritual return, 

as opposed to return to the land), 

Elsewhere we find the paranoic supersensitivity fore

shadowed in Leviticus 26:36 applied to the situation follow

ing the Bar Kochba revolt by R. Joshua ben Korcha: "The 

sound of a driven leaf shall put them to flight." He 

apparently refers here to real conditions of his time 7 

l"J Q,Jwi, il .. ,~ 'lt CY!) p"J,, ,~N '9il ~?y ?ip a~n~ .,,,i (i) 
1li~~i 1l~ii il1~Yi ~TJ ~T a,?y~ ,~,c~i nii~ ~J~Ji nil7,N~ 

1l"N11 1J~1~N 1l,l!ll l~T 1nK7 • 0"~1!)~ iJip"Ji, K~~ il7 ,,N 
O",pnl il"7Y~ 1l7 ,iN 1J1~~i 'l"~Ji il,~ip~J ilJ~,i ~,,,J 1,N~ 

l"N1 i?!lJl ~~,~ "l!l~ Jin ~oil~ ioJi "Jil ~?y ?ip ani~ ~i,, pioD0 
:n~ ,.,J~ ri1ii 

The Biblical text refers specifically to this occurring 

in "the land of your enemies." This gives an added indica-

tion of the supposition that a status of semi-galut was 

attributed by the Rabbis themselves to their lives in 

Eretz Israel during this period • 
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Another element from their present experience empha-

sized by the Rabbis could be described as feelings of iso-

lation and alienation from the surrounding cultures. For 

example, the Rabbis compared their experience of galut 

with that of other nations who went into exile and conclu-

ded that the galut of Israel was more painful because the 

requirements of her laws prevented certain contacts with 

non-Israelites: 

1,~ c~?il~ ~"Y~ ~?~ c,7,l lJ~~ c?iy~ ni~i~ \ T~) • ~110' ~n?l 
cni?l 7,~ DJ,,~ c•ni~i en~~ c~?JiK~ c?iyn ni~iK • ni?l cni?l 

• ni?l cni?l CJ,,~ 7,n,~ 7'Ki on~~ 7•?Ji~ l'K~ ?~i~· 7J~ • ni?l 
?. ;~,~· ?~~ • ni?l oni?l 1~~ cn?o ni,u~pv~J ?'J?~~ 7n~ 0?19~ n1~1~ 

.~,,n, nn?l 1~KJ lJ? • ni?l cni?l l,~n, 1,J?n~ 1n~ 

With the development of distinctive legal institutions and 

restrictive observances it was more difficult than in Bib-

lical times to assimilate naturally into local polulations. 

This fact, which also had positive consequences for the fu-

ture of the people, is not an unmixed blessing for the Rabbis. 

In the above example it would seem to add to the burdens of 

exile, although the author of the comment is clearly re-

signed to it. 

In another example we observe that obedience to God's 

command is the source of ostracism by the other nations:9 
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?Jo ~~i:>J n\\ .~,p~;i n'J. 7J.11nJ. :1''1v 7'1n~ TJJ.11 • 'J.V iJc:>J J.iV'1 
~,, 71~Y'?~7~ nii:? 1!'PJ. • 7n1N l'llOC ,,;i n11J.7 7K1~' 1'JJPJ'JJ C1v:>J 

?y 1JJ.'iVN \\7 :1YJ.1K ?yi :JTY 'Y'D::l :1!'7rv 7y ("K 01CY) 1 11 ;,;i. C1n'J:1 
oin'J;i ~;, niT~ "::l7J niiJ.7 1'l'PJ. o c11\\7 1"lon7 nc?iV ni?l cni?ln 

n17l C1'lo;; '?y 1JJ."'Z'K K7 nYJ.1\\ 7yi ,," "Y':V::i ;iv?iv 7y (co) i";i;i 
C1TI"J~ ~' J.1Y~ '::i7J n11J.7 1iVPJ. • C'nK n"1J. 11JT \\71 C11K7 :i:>J?iV 
:in~ "J. 0 1l1 niniK 1J"7n J.1YJ. 1Y':l J.1YJ. KtJ;>J (~"J :l"YiZ7~) J.~nJi 

.,,.,~iVn 7\\1 l'n11J.n cy "n'!'n 7K :i? 1:>JK :iJ11o:>J? K!?JiV l7:>J7 ?~~ • n'iVY 
:l"n1J"J~ ?J ?y ;i11n1 7'07g7 yin :li1C1 ,,~;i ;i'7Y OYJ C':'J'' • 7;i7 ,,;>,), :1J110;>Jn ~1CK l'::l~ n"il?PK i?c;i ;i? 1:>JK l'07g7 n11n1 ;iniK i7J.p K71 

1K :1J.l ~n1"J.Y ;ii;ii KJ~ 7;i;>J n7K1!'1 7;i7 ;i? K~;>J 'n'':1 ,,,7,~ 'J1K 
71J'gK 71n~ ;;1\\ 7Kl'JJ'' :'1 11 J.v:1 i::iK lJ • '7 1'7J.j7~ 711;, K7 'J.l :in1'J.Y 
inJ. OJ. 7nnn K71 g·y C'1J.i} iniinJ. nJ.nJ K? 0'~7iy;i 71J.1 1'J::i7 ii~K 

71:iJ':>J 71J.0J1 71;,? 7'7Ko~ 7J'1:1 ,,,,,K lJJ.7 npn K7 inJ.1 1JJ.7 7nn ~7 
'J .,,:i .,7 c'7J.vc ii;i K7 :1'J.l 'n1J. iK "J.l ;i'n1J. n'i:ii ?J'c 71J'~1 

::in11J. 'J1CJ K71 ;ii"J. 'Jl~J ,,;i,, nK1j7 C1' nKJ.;i • n'!'Y ;inK 

When the Israelites attempted to flee in all directions 

after the destruction of the Temple they discovered that 

no nation would have them because their obediance to God's 

law had prevented them from establishing close relations 

with their neighbors. The text indicated one perception 

of the difficulties Israel would face among the nations 

(and demonstrates an example of a continuing tradition of 

challenging God's protection of the Jews). 

On the other hand, the same argument about the iso-

lationism caused by adherence to the torah was turned on 

its head. In Sifra (Bechukotai) we le2rn that if it were 

not for the torah which the Jews retained in the galut 

then they would be no different from all the nations of 
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of the world. Ben-Sasson, commenting on this function of 

torah in the galut, suggests: 

In the galut the Torah was both the anchor and the 
protective wall for survival, preserving unity: this 
had already been symbolized in the promise of the 
''dust of the earth": As the dust of the earth is not 
blessed except with water, so Thy children are not 
blessed except by virtue of the Torah (Genesis Rabbah 
41:9). 10 

Certain characteristics of exile can best be described 

as social or sociological observations. In the first place 

there were comments that emphasized that all existence on 

foreign soil implies toiling and travail for sustenance: 11 

;'Ii'.:)~ C'JJ ~7N ~J'~Y 1'~ ,,~J n~JJ l'J~~, ln~ c~iT 1YJO' 
T -:r ~ ;i n y' :i... ;i T l ' J ~ y i l\ '', c' J J ' i 7 n J ~ 'Y J (_ .l n ~ v ~ i J ) ~ r.i ~ n i 
(c~) ~i'.:l'l1i ~i'.:)~ ~,~J yiNJ ,,~N,~ ~~ '~ 1i~~YJ ,,~~,v ,~,, 

.·1.li ~J7~Nl1 7iJ~YJ 

In this passage we meet another application of a Biblical 

verse in a general fashion to life in the galut. Since 

exile implies dislocation, it is suggested elsewhere that 

it is particularly hard on men, whose l}.vlihood is more 

greatly affected than that of a woman. \Sanhedrin 26a; 

it is assumed that her support is based on her marriage.) 

We do not necessarily have to cons:rue the above 

passages in their literal sense. What we find are gener-

al associations of certain disabilities Jf the current sit-

uation with galut without any attempt to connect any parti-
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cular element of the phenomenon of galut with a particular 

disability. In such a vein we find other comments concern-

ing the effects of galut on study of tor2h: 

For example, in the Midrash on Lamentations (Petichta 

23) we read, "You find that when Israel went into exile 

among the nations there was no· one among them who could 

remember his studies." Another source suggests that the 

galut situation itself is by definition associated with 

ceasing to study. 

1TY7K ., ,~K •;i ,,y ;"IJVJ 'n'l 'J ;-J;,77.)1 'J'Y iini Y7.)1n Y7.)il 
nnKi "JW ~ip~ ?y nnKi 71J~, 'V1P':) 7y nn~ ;i~7 i77;i niy~iw?w 
K7.)?~:i 0iin ?io":i ?y nn~ ,,~Ki ~J,~1 1~,~~~ i7l~ 7Ki~, ?y 

?y 1 11 7.)7 ..-'~K •;i 1iY :1.::l:7J ":J J"n:ii 1J"';-J 17l'V 7K1'J7" 7y 1"7.)7 
17 1"K 1~1p7.)7.) 7K1'V' l7l~ 7l':J •;i 11Y ;i:i~J ":J 'K7.) ;iiin 7iO"J 

.;iT~ 711l ;iiin 710'J 

In the midrash it is redundant to speak of bittul torsh 

and exile since they are synonymous. 

In another comment on the same text we find a more 

specific social consequence attributed to galut, namely 

that it serves to blur social distinctions: 13 

nN:. ';iii;; ;iy,n "::J ;iy7.)1 "J'Y iini y~in Yl7.)11 (l"' ;i'':)1")' 
C'J;i:J y1i • 0'1i7 0'1iY D,'1'VY l';i 7K1~' 17l K7'J7 1Y K~l~ 

• inN: 11Y l'J7YJ i?:i.·..7 7l'Jl • iJ7 ?K1'..7' "11:7 • iJ7 ;"J'l7 "11Y • iJ7 
:';i iiy ;i:i'JJJ ":J N:7N: 1~::J :i"n:J 1"K i:i~J ':J • ';i iiy ;i:ioJ 'J 
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From a modern point of view this new found solidarity might 

seem a positive achievement, but it seems fairly clear from 

the context of the Jeremiah quotation that this forced mix-

ing was not particularly desired. In fact we learn else-

where that R. Isaac (Shabbat 119b) blamed the destruction 

of Jerusalem on the break down of such social divisions, 

that the small and the great were made equal, i.e., "like 

people, like priest" (Isaiah 24:2). In any event galut is 

seen to be associated with disloc2tion on the social level. 

A contrasting point of view which emphasized a relative 

optimism about galut was also articulat'ed by the Rabbis. 

Whereas some would see in galut the equivalent of death at 

least in a metaphorical sense, others suggested that Abraham, 

confronted with a choice, chose galut over Geihinnom as fu

ture punishment for the Jews: 14 

7,J11,J c~ c,n'JJr.i iwi,~ • c,n~?.J c,7,~J o;i o c,nwJ c,pioy 
n,, , :::i 7 ::i J , K • c J ;i, l J • l , J J , , , , 'J) ;i ~, , ;i :i K ;i r.i J ',. K • c , n 7J J 

.,, 1,,, ,J, • ni,i:::i7?.J:i nK ,7 ,,J c;iiJK ir.iK K~~ 1J KJ,Jn ., 
nK 17 ,,J ;"1 11 Jp;ii OJ;"l,l ,,J 0;"11JK ,,,~K KJ,Jn 1J Kr.in.,, ,,.,K 

';ii • Q;"11JK ;iT ci:::ir.i C11'l ,:::l K7 OK (J7 !'.J,1J.1) i";i;i • ni,i:::i7r.i;i 
i r.l K K ;i K 'i Cl 11 J K J 1 ;i ' 1 • 1 , 1 JI 7 :1 11 J y ;i Cl , :::l 0 ;i !.V 1 r.l 7 r.l • C 1 , l 0 ;i 

CJ;"l,lJ 11J& ;ir.iJ. ir.iK ci,;i iniK 7:::i ;ir.ini J.'JJ,, c;iiJK ,J,JK ;i,;i l:::l 

Ki;i;i C,,J • ,, ir.l KO'!Jii'.J 7,,;i yep Q;"11JK :i":ip;i 7"K ni,i:::i7r.iJ. 1K 
.n,,J C1JK nK ';i ni:::i 
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Offered the choice at the sealing of the covenant Bein 

HaBettarim, Abraham here "chooses" the subjugation of the 

nations, although his choice is apparently not without some 

ambivalence. The options seem to express the difference be-

tween punishment in this world and in the world to come and 

the fact that there is some difficulty over the choice indi-

cates how severe a punishment galut might be considered, 

(if it can be compared to punishment in the world to come!) 

However, the point is made in several places that galut 

is very distinctly exile, and not disappearance altogether: 15 

o"in~ Q "ir.i1 i?lt7 D"ll:J::J.'V •., ,,.,~ ir.iiK y"i o"1l::J. oni::i.Ki 
w~~ 7::i.1K ?1J" .~71l ~?K 7"i::J.1~ 7"~ D"1l::J. Dni::J.K1 11.)1K 
i1~K t"J~f.:) 7i::J.1K "1~ C::J."::J."1~ yiK DJn~ ~~JK1 1~1K K1~~: 

:~?il K?K 7i::i.1K T"~ o"il::i. ani::i.Ki D""v~ "JR ~r.i K~ 

Thus, galut is short of complete destruction and despite its 

difficulty there was confidence in the continued existence 

of the people of Israel. If the Jews were to be lost among 

the nations (o""1l::J. cni::i.Ki) and consumed among them, we 

find elswehere that the manner of that consumption would be 

of a particular character; it would be similar to the eating 

of cucumbers or of pumpkins, whose seeds are left for re

planting and sowing: 16 

c~~ ~.,~, ir.iK1 ~"Y~" K::J. 0"1l::J. oni::i.~i i~K ~w~ 

"~~r.i KJ'~nor.i ::i.i i~K ·1l1 ?iil i~i~::i. Y?n' Ki~~ 
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~,,JNJ ~D,,, K~~ ~, ~7· ~'pnc D'1l~ on,JK1 Kip 
N~,o~ ~7K ,,JY ~PJ ,~,K ~~J 'J'Yn J'nJi nvpJnD~ 
K1U1l ic ~' ~'pnc DJ,J'1K yiK oJnK ~7JK1 \K1p,J 

.7,~17,,, 7'K1~'P n7'JKJ KD7,, 

Tos'fct ventures the explanation here that these are 

vegetables from which part is saved and part eaten. Anoth

er explanation holds that these are vegetables which ripen 

at various times in various sections of the country, Some 

are eaten here and some are left to ripen there, 17 

Ben-Sasson commenting on the same theme, suggests 

Despite the feeling of suffering and the oppression 
of the exile, the rabbis at all times firmly believed 
that the galut would not mean total destruction. God 
mad made ~he nations of the world swear that "they 
would not subjugate Israel overmuch": the great suffer
ings in the galut consisted of a violation of this oath, 
and. this would hasten the advent of the Messiah (Ketu
vot llla; Song of Songs Rabbah 2:?)J8 

As we shall discuss below (Chapter IV) the teleological 

explanations of galut suggested that the conditions of galut 

were designed by God to produce certain results either among 

the Jews or the nations. The various exiles are seen in one 

view to alternate in their severity, a harsh exile followed 

by a moderate exile (Eichah Rabbati 1:42). At no time, of 

course, in the Rabbinic literature is the claim made that 

there will be no return. In one place the exile is compared 

to the wandering of a deer which eventually returns to its 

home: 19 



... 

- 48 -

i11n1 o?iy~ ~107 171~ ~T~ ,~~~ ~~ ",~~7 17 ~~,," 
o?iy~ 7~~ ,,,~nJv ,D 7y ~~ ,,~,~, ~~ ,~,v~? 

11Tn7 7,1,ny 

In this example lahzor must mean physical return to 

the land; the atidin can mean simply in the future, but the 

passage has eschatological overtones as well. We therefore 

see that at various junctures the emphasis will be placed 

on return and at other times on the continuation of exile, 

a pattern of though~ we can demonstrate more clearly from 

later periods of Jewish history, but which can be detected 

in the Rabbinic thought as well (see Chapter VII). 

With respect to the recommended patterns of behavior 

and response in the galut none of the R&bbinic comments are 

as specific with regard to life in exile as were Jeremiah's. 

There are a considerable number of aggaciic texts which deal 

with the actions of specific persons or groups in the semi-

galut of Eretz Israel, and by viewing a number of these we 

begin to perceive an overall attitude o: dealing with the 

subjection to the nations. 

In the first place, if we except tte period around the 

time of the rebellion of Bar Kochba, the common advice is 

to accept a posture of conciliation or passivity as we shall 

see below. The most active resistance re2ommended is flight: 20 
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.. ,,g .. ~ .. ,,,l7 iKJ'Z' ;i'Z'YD iJ'niJ1 1iDK u??.:>Ji iJ?.:>D niJ 
KaiD lJ 11y?K '1~ 11?.:>Rl 1J?;i n1J?D~ J?.:l O"Y1 O,JnJ 

~,;i, niJl 1?.:>iK ~nK ;iD niJ7D;i JD iJ? lKJ o~y1 O'JnJ "J1 
i?Kwi iJ? o,?iKv onK ,,, T?.:>1J 1?.:>K1 in1J o;i? iDi? Ki,"nD 

TI1J,, {J• Y'Z'1;i) JPY"J J,nJ ;i~ ,,, nK1 ;"l~D nRi JPY, nK 
(a"• K11 ilJ) 111J 7Ji ;"l'Z'D n1J,, (J ni,~'Z') ;"l'Z'?.:!J 7Ji JPY' 

.1,11n:i ~J "r.lY 1? (iJ :i"Yt!.7,) ~";iJi a??.:>,, n1J ,,,, 

Similarly the people are counselled elsewhere to 

"enter your chambers and shut your doors behind you": 

117;)Yn K? ;ig1ln ;iyw:i :iKii :inKv :iywJ - 1,11nJ KJ "DY i? 

;iyv:i 'n'K1ilJJ ?1J,JJ ,J i?Jno;i a01PD ;i? 7n K?K ,:i1lJJ 
11,. 3 .,r.i,iint< J,tzl;i" "JV ,oip?.:> :i? "nnJ OJ'niJ11YJ :i::>iln 

.J"il\:i 'IJgJ 

The imagery in the above comment concerning the withdrawal 

of God's right hand will be dealt with at length in the 

discussion of theological implications of galut; for the 

moment the importance of the imagery is for the withdrawal 

it counsels for the Jews. They are also advised not to 

exhibit satisfaction publicly lest it awaken envy among 

. 1 t• 22 surrounding popu a ions: 

il\in ?K ,,JJ? JPY, o:i? 1?.:>K "iK1nn :ir.i?" JPY" 1?.:lK,, 
.. ,~ ?\\yr.iv, ~JDJ ~,, ivy ,JgJ 't\? 1'YJV onKVJ OJD~Y 

oOJJ HO pn" K7V 

Here it is possible to argue that there may be a reference 

to life &ilior.g the heathens. But since there were many in 

Eretz Israel, the passage may also refer to the semi-galut 

situation on the land. One passage in Rosh Hashanah de-

scribes a particular incident which was a continual problem 
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in the environment of subjection to the nations. In this 

instance we are again faced with decrees limiting the free

dom of Jewish observance. The strategy advocated is concil-

iatory, with appeals to the universal character of Jewish 

tradition: 23 

~?ID ~,,Tl ni::i?D;i ~1Tli!7 ~n''11KD ,,,,y, K?i ,Kii;i'' 
;i~y ilD ninJw i??n'~i o;i'JJ 0K ,,,~, N?i!7i ;i11nJ ipoY' 

nn~ n'J11D~7.:l ~~Y i?oJi iJ?;i ,,,,Jn1 Y1i'.Ji!7 1J ;iii~' 
i!?'?J 13,l~~1 1K1J C~? ~17.:lN ~?~K l,'1!~ 1'Y~ "?1il 7::Ji!7 
'JJ ~,, iJnJK D::J'nK ~' C'~~ ,K ,,~K ;i7'7J 1J"l~~, i::i?~ 
~~,K '~~ 1J"JnID"l ~~ 1JnJK nnK ON 'lJ N?i 1Jnl~ inK JN 

.oi7o'J1 ni~p nii'Tl 1J'7Y l'1l1l onKw 71ID7i 

The basic conciliatory pattern emerging from the above 

texts characterizes what has been termed in the modern 

period "galut mentality." As we have seen, the origin of 

the idea in the Rabbis is less connected with the physical 

exile than with the condition of subjection to the nations.' 

This condition also produced the notion that the tim~ of 

our active resistance is past, particularly in the wake of 

the two crushing defeats by Rome. In this text (from Y~lkut, 

admittedly a late source although the opinion is attributed 

to R. Yochanon) the idea is expressed that active entrance 

on the stage of history for the Jews will await a signal 

from God, since we are unable to keep our fires burning on 

our own: 24 

D Y l 1 1 J l 7 7.:l 7 7 i!7 7.:l p n 1 ' 1 " K Q 1 1 i K ;.: l " ::J ' 1 1 K " i'.J i p 
p'?1~1 inK KJi ~J::J1 13~ nN i? p'?i~i in~ NJ ~i'.Jn 'D1iDi 
~i!7 ,,,K, ~~~ l"ni'.J~ 'J'K l7'K1 lK::JD iDK ,~J::J1 iJ;i nK ,, 

ii W?J ., r.>., J ;n , l D l 7 1 l ., 'Z7 Y ~ 11 JP~ ' J ::I 7 ';i K 1 ::- ' 1 1 .~ K l :::l , 1 V :J 

¥?K l'l"n~~ 1J~ l'K ,,,K, l~JD ,;i~J::J1 ~~~w 'D'J ,ilnJJ1 
inK l~l t,,K ;iK1J l11KJ C"'n ,,~n l~Y "J ,~Kl~ l11K7 

ol11N ~J "::J ~~.,~ '7.:l1j? :l"Jr;i 
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In summary we can suggest that the root of the galut 

mentality can be detected in Rabbinic passages which dis

cuss generalized reaction to the loss of political-reli

gious autonomy and the general weakness in political terms 

of the Jewish community. In the material which refers to 

the conditions of galut itself, however, we are unable to 

locate material which accords particular support to some 

of the more positive evaluations of galut. Notions of 

galut as refuge and as source of strength through conver

sion (see below) contrast with most descriptions of the 

real situation. Sources which refer specifically to the 

exile in Babylonia will be treated separately (Chapter VI) 

as they do reflect a somewhat different point of view on 

this issue. 

The experience of galut is basically seen as continu

ous with the predictions of the Biblical text, (which is 

to say that the Rabbis borrowed these motifs to describe 

their contemporary situation). As we have noted, the inno

vation in the thought of the Rabbis involved the incipient 

realization of the continuing character of galut. Their 

rationalizations and the behavior which they prescribe 

seem to suggest an entrenchment into a position of passi

vtty and acceptance of the status quo. 

In addition we witness a focusing on attitudes of 
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isolation and impermanence, degradation and impurity, and 

a crystallization of feelings of estrangement from alien 

populations. Israel will not find permanent rest there 

and although return is ultimately expected, for the moment 

galut will continue and even intensify in its difficulty. 

As the darshan in Sifra, B'chukotai 6:6 ~uggests: ''The 

dispersion is a difficult judgment for Israel ••• as they 

will be spread as barley is winnowed and no one of them 

will be able to cling to his fellow for support." 

Nevertheless, the long range faith of Israel remained 

that they would be eternal despite the difficulties of 

exile, as was suggested in Genesis Rabbah 41:9: "As the 

dust of the earth is scattered from one end of the world 

to the other, as the dust of the earth causes even metal 

vessels to wear out but exists forever, so Israel is eter

nal but the nations of the world will become as nought .•• 

as the dust of the earth is threshed, so thy children will 

be threshed by the nations •••• " 
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THE REASONS FOR GALUT 

CHAPTER III 

The concept of galut as it is understood in Rabbinic 

literature and the description of the feelings it engen

dered reveal a community struggling against adversity and 

searching for a rationale for accepting its suffering. 

As we have seen the origin of galut is traced traditional

ly to a specific series of events over a seventy year 

period, commencing with the destruction of the Second 

Temple in the year 70 C.E., and culminating in the quash

ing of the Bar Kochba revolt between 135 and 1J8 C.E. 

From the beginning these events demanded an explana

tion. Even the gentiles asked: "And His people, what did 

they do to Him that He exiled them from their land?" 1 

Apparently the Rabbinic tradition never countenanced the 

idea that such a series of calamities could be without 

intention and meaning. In particular they developed no

tions of y'surin shel ahavah, that God chastens those 

whom he loves, suc,gested that suffering was a necessary 

phase preceding the advent of the Messiah, and emphasized 

that the righteous could expect recompense for their actions 

in the world to come. They innovated a teleology of galut 



- 56 -

out of the Biblical tradition (see Chapter IV) to explain 

God's purposes and Israel's place in them. However, with 

respect to the reasons for galut, virtually all of the 

material reflects an idea summarized in the liturgical 

2 statement: 

"On account of our sins we were exiled from our country 

and removed far away from our land." 

The texts which elaborate on this formulaic "On ac-

count of our sins ••. " suggest after the fact rationaliza-

tions of a situation which already exists. In general, 

therefore, they do not share in the Biblical ambience of 

tension over the possible exile and the potential return. 

Rather they seem to adopt the attitude of resignation 

which comprises the refrain of a series of poems which 

introduce the Midrash on the Book of Lamentations:3 

ll1~~ 1~~~,~ ?~nn~ i71~ 71~~1 ,171 i~cn~ 71~~ 
",1:1 ;i:r21~ ~:Pt-t" o;-i~7y 

Galut is here the natural and predictable action which 
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results from the expected punishment of Israel for its 

misdeeds. The Rabbis were not satisfied, however, with a 

general answer, but rather attempted to discern the speci-

f ic causes of the destruction of the Second Temple and the 

concomitant galut. Consequently there exists a considerable 

homiletic variety in the cataloguing of sins which are attes

ted as c~using galut. Some opinions speak generally, others 

relate galut to the violation of specific commands; impiety, 

ethical failure, and lack of faith are also adduced as rea-

sons. Following is a representative sample of such opinions. 

As mini-sermons they reflect the point of view of the dar-

shan as much as they indicate some intrinsic connection 

with galut, but some general observatio~s will be made from 

their totality; in particular it should be borne in mind 

the extent to which Biblical models are incorporated direct

ly (such as in the above quotation from Sichah R~bbati), 

Since those models link galut with violation of the 

covenant, general non-observance would surely be connected 

by the Rabbis with the punishment of galut: 4 

-.lJ n"K i~ ni?lJ ;i""1P T'1n!l 1JJ1 ?~i·:"' "JJ ~t\ ,~ l\ 11
, 

n1?l ~t ni?"w i~""nnJ ~i~::J ?y ?Ki~~ ii~y~ ?y ?t\1~" 
ilZ>:> ni?:. 71;,? t\?t\ in?"V.,, T't\ ;iJn::J;-: 7::J in?!z'.,, ,";i;i 

-.nl\ it :"IJnr.i;i 11.) ,~~.,,"El ?y?.) n?;, (iti ;i"1:J1-;) K~'in, 
Q~Jln ill"~~;i o~~ 

On the other hand, several texts point to specific 

sins, as in the following examples where debauchery, 
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immoderation in drinking, and an apparent instance of un

justified violence are adduced:5, 6 ,7 

n~K n1lJJ O'~itw ,,~v ?y o'OJ"':i n1~Y? o:i? Y1'~ nNT ?J 
?y O'~J1vi1 (i oi~y) o:iJ 1~NJiZ7 T'i 1Tl onnJ i'?Yil7 ill'~ 

'ili on101y ?y o'n1101 Till nio~ 

i~ N''n i"N i1TJnJ1 i11~:J. ~?~ :inio a nW'1 a 7''i1 l~ n~'1 
?~n'' • :'IT~nJ 01': 1J • :inio D1'J 1J o Y'Ol C1':J. 1J KJN 

?l'' pn~' 1J ?~1i:)i17 'J1 o~J pJn 'J1 17.l~ ., 11 1 .. i?:iK 11nJ 
ni~y n111,?1 i? ni?l 01l ?ln'i ~?N • TNJ J'nJ T'N 

.. p1T~J a.,n,il.':i li 01?:>:v) ,!•;i:i P' '':iio::i lt?N 1?l N? o'OJtoi1 
0 l'., 

n1~1N ?y o"o?p .. n?:>ilii ilY!Z'J ilrr:ip:i 1~~ ?11.l il'?Y ?!>l N? Fl!> 

• ,.,il :i~inJ :i~i 'J • on'?l il~? onNi i?l ~? ani?lil? o?iyil 
o:'l~n n1?yi1? il~? 1J ?J 

In the first two instances above the specific reference 

is to the exile of the ten tribes although we can assume 

that the comments have in mind the present galut as well. We 

might suggest that the comments are not directed at the peo-

ple of the Hurban period for their drunkenness or adultery, 

but that the preachers are merely preaching a sermon to 

their own day about these sins. tthey are not referring to 

historical, as contrasted with symbolic, Biblical events.) 

Therefore galut is used not in spatio-historical terms in 

these comments, but rather is a symbol for extreme punish-

ment. 
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In the last cornnent, however, we do seem to have a 

specific charge made against the generation of the Hurban 

by those who later seek to justify God's action. In terms 

of specific explanations of galut the most frequently arti

culated reasons are specified in Pirke Avot: (5:9) 

n,,,, ,,~~1 ?yi c,7,?N ni,)J ,,),, ;, c?iy? K) ni71 

·T1N0 no'~~ ?y1 c'~, niJ'~~ ?yi 

The gravity of the first three mentioned sins is apparent 

since they are else~here listed as the only commandments a 

person should rather let himself be put to death than vio-

late. 

The last mentioned sin in connection with the sh'mitah 

regulation is important for it recalls the dimension of the 

particular quality of the land itself depicted in the torah. 

This theme is elaborated upon in various comments with the 

addition of the commandment concerning the Jubilee year. 

This addition to the three ''cardinal sins" is striking 

since it indicates how seriously the R~bbis took the de-

scription of God's justice described in the Bible. For 

example, in Shabbat JJa we find: 

~Ni~'~ n~no~ 0J'J~1 01n ~,~~~ n') C'~, '1~,~~ 7iy) 
c')~1' an~ ,J~ yiN~ n~ ,~~on ~,, '111 l~'Jnn ~71 i~~J~ 
D'~~l' OJl'~ ~ni~ ''K~OC on~ ~~ 'Jlil) 7Jl~ 'J~ ,~~ ~) 

c~?,?x •,,~y1 ni'iy 'l''l 71y) :0Jin~ 7J1~ 'J'~l ~) 
l'~:' 7n1x. 7'?1~1 0?11? ~) n171 ni7)1'1 T'O,~~ 'o~~~l 

i~Y ~?N0 n1~y1n0 7J n~ 'J i~~J~ 7~1~c) J')~l'l ''in~ 
o'i11 r~i0 '~J~ 
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In this text the presence of the Shechinah in the land 

of Israel is mentioned in order to emphasize the sanctity 

of the land and the significance to the mitzvot which are 

connected with it. This theme of God's special solicitous-

ness toward the land of Israel will be discussed below 

(Chapters V and VI). The idea is, of course, already sub

stantially Biblical, although not the concept of Shechina. 

BUchler in Studies in Sin and Atonement finds the idea 

of the "soiling nature of sin118 to be continuous without 

any break from the Biblical to the Rabbinic times, with 

only the vocabulary which expressed its character varying. 

·Concerning the above passages he wrote: 

_As they who delayed the burial of the executed and 
afterwards hanged criminal defile the land and cause 
God's presence to withdraw, how much more so in the 
cases of idolatry, immorality and bloodshed. (Midrash 
Tannaim, Deuteronomy 21, 2J) The three cardinal sins 
which, beside others explicitly included in the Bible 
among those which defile the country, pollute the land; 
and they also form a group in the account of R. Yohanan 
b. Thortha, R. Ishmael's contemporary, of the sins that 
caused the destruction of the first Temple, and each is 
proved by teachers of the second century to have one or 
the other of the effects stated. So immorality as well 
as idolatry are proved from various biblic~l p0ssages 
to cause the withdrawal of God's presence. 

The connection of the withdrawal of the Shechinah with the 

exile is dealt with at length below (Chapter V). The texts, 

which BUchler mentioned that deal with matters of morality, 

with the "social and ethical behavior of the community 

are among the most elaborate which fit the category of 
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reasons. It is interesting and significant to note the 

extent to which what would be termed social and ethical 

misdeeds frequently dovetail with violations of "ritual" 

laws. For example, in the following complex passage from 

Eichah Rabbati {1:28) the d~rshan brings explanations 

which range from social neglect to failure to observe the 

Passover ordinances, in order to rationalize galut: 

M11 17.JJ no!>::i y.?Jn i?:J~'JJ ?y " "J1Y7.J " :iii:i" :in?1 1r.ll\l 
en? ni~~ i"7V ?:::il\n O"~" nyJ.-:; y:iJn ,.,;y ?:::il\n l\? (t"'tl C"1J.i) 

K",r.i:::i .. c:l"nJ. iinJ. "JY 7i:::i:7r.i i?J.:iv ?y "JiY7.J l\ 11 1 " .,l1Y 
?y .. "l1Y7.J ~", Q iciJ.YJ. J.:J';Jn l\? Ki:i 'iJY ':J"~ Dl\1 (1 11 :::i cw) 

l\ 11 , " l1"J.l\1 'iJ 1't:JiZJ j?1'V':Jn K? (c:zi) X11 17.l:J • 1":JIV 1:JliJ iyiV'JiV 
• C n 1 l\ :l i T 'Jn 1 l? 1 " J ':)? ( u 'JJ) K '11 ;o :J " l ') i1 i ~ :i 7.J 1 ? T l "'7 ? 'J a " J 1 Y r.i 

• ; ::>. 1 C iV::l K l , :t ' 1 1 ., :::l " J. ' 1 o " l Y 1 'JJ 'J 7.J 1 ? :J l\ 'JJ ? Y • " l i Y 7.J l\ 11 i 
1iJ.Y'JJ ?y " "Jiyr.i l\ 11 1 " :in'i7.J ::'"n "JY 1'JJY.?J ?v ?J.c ?:::iil\:i 

l\:"JK 1 11 1\ .. 'J7.J11i7 ":Jll\ niJy ?ii? (J. 11 ? nir.i\V) l\ 11 1~:::i C"J.:::ii:::i n1i:::iy 
17.J1l\ 'i01., "J.l DiVJ. :111:1" "J.1 o Y~1iV ":Jll\ D"J.:J1:J niiJ.Y ?iv 

- o ?1y ?liJ 1l\tlTI7.J ?tl1l 1J"l\iV 1i1i 11i l? 7"K 

In passages such as these the consistent background 

principle may be seen to be the faith in God's justice; 

what varies is the grounds upon which the decree might 

have been based. Social discord (rejoicing at another's 

downfall) and the desuetude of the obligation of Brit 

Milah are mentioned elsewhere in Eichah Rabbati as reasons 

for galut and linked in the same comment: 10 

n.,J., ll"J.l\ C:"J1J.l\ Dl:Jl Jl\J :iy~n ,,,J. l\J.j?1Y J.1 17.Jl\ 
n i :::i i 1 K 1 :::>. ? ' , c r.i :i i :i i " i , ., J. .1 " v :i i T n ~ c " 'V1 ii' :i ., vi p 

• "n"J.J. .,,.,,'i? :iZ> (l-:"'i :i"::J1") :i"J.p:i i? 1r.il\. ni1::cp1 

l"J.? D"n"?1:i1 i~cn 1? 17.JK " c:i 7:::i":i "JJ. "l1J.1 i? 17.JK 

.:i~r.itr.i:i :in1~~ ,, 17.Jl\ 0 C"P"i~ 7:i:::i ,.,:i l\? ,, 17.JK 0 ni~iK:i 

l"iV"J. 7i:i1io i? 17.Jl\ 9 c:iJ.w c"J.icJ. ?:::ino:i? i? :i":i 1? 17.Jl\ 
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n,iJ? c,J~? 17 ~,~ i7 ir.i~ • c,J,~ ~nr.>T~~ ~ni~y J,n~, 
i~J1 ~av) iaMJ~ Q ~J 11~~ l,,n 1~ ir.>M o ci~JJID ~,,~ 

?y i?~ on?~~J 7,n~~ ,,~~ ~?M ,,y ~?i o l"~Y~ iiJY, ~,? 
nZ>11 (T", ,?vr.>) J,n~i • ,n?yn Ht ,~nyi (011) J,n~i i?~ 

.;ipp "' ,.,~, 
In pesikta Rabbati (24:3) the opinion is offered that 

the Israelites were not exiled until they had broken the 

tenth commandment and coveted their neighbor's possessions. 

Other comments based on similar reasons for galut include 

the idea that certain tribes (Reuben and Gad) were first to 

go into exile since they separated themselves from their 

brethren because of their possessions (Numbers Rabbah 22:8), 

or that unfair judges provoke the punish~ent of galut 

(Sifra 8:5). In Yoma (JBb) neglect of ·study through forget-

fulness is linked with the galut of one's progeny. Such a 

hyperbolic statement of moral instructio~ is illustrative 

of the strength of the underlying faith in God's acting 

justly. 

One comment in Pirke Avot (1:11) seems to suggest an 

ethical maxim of being careful in the use of language: 

ni?l nJ1n 1J1nn Nr.>~ c~•iJ,J ii~T~ c,cJn ir.ii~ 11,?~J~ 
.a~,,n~ c•,,r.i?n~ in~,, c,y,~ :,r.> cipa? i7lni 

However, the parallel in Abot D'Rabbi ~a~an refers this 

passage to misinterpretation of scripture, thus indicating 

a certain jealousness on behalf of autho~itative interpre-

tation. If this comment is reasonable, ~hen galut here 
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does have overtones of national disaster, since it indi-

cates a certain danger to Rabbinical authority. Without 

the addition the passage can be understood in an individual 

sense as well. 

Other midrashim deal with matters of faith and impiety 

on the part of the Israelites as a cause of galut. For ex

ample they are accused of having blasphemed God and acted 

in a quarrelsome fashion toward Him: 11 

iy ?Ki~• 17l N? i~K Kl'Jn 'i (i :'l:::l'N) 1YJ Ol iiJ ':::> 
1'i!7YH:7 1Y ?Ki'V' 17l ~? ir.>K 711.:1•0 'ii .:'1 11 :lj7il? i~K'lt11 

oil" ::i p il? n 1 ~ r.> ' ? Y::>. 

In Brachot (8a) it is suggested that whoever has a synagogue 

in his town and does not pray there causes galut for himself 

and his children: 

??gn;i? C'JJ OJ:::lJ 7'~1 ii•y::i 3'.l:'l 11 :l 1? 'Z'"'lJ ·~ ?:::> ?"i ir.iN 
O'Yl1J:i '•yi;i •J~'i!7 ?:::> ?y ';i i~~ :'l~ 1 l'i!7 yi 1:::l'i!7 ~ipJ 
oi11w N?K i1Y ~,, ;~,~., n~ •r.iy n~ •n?nJ:i i'i!7~ ;i?nJ::i 

n•::>. n~i onr.>i~ ?y~ C'iZ7niJ •JJ;i ir.i~Jo 1J'::i?i i? ni?1 
.o:::iinr.i 'i!7in~ ~,i;i• 

Particularly with respect to questions of lack of faith 

there was a widespread tendency to connect the galut with 

the past and find specific precedents within Israel's his-

tory to blame for the present condition. H. H. Ben-Sasson 

contrasts these fanciful links with the "realistic" explana-

t . h b . d . 12 ions we ave een consi ering. For example, the galut is 

compared with the banishment of Adam from the Garden of Eden 

after he had transgressed God's command (Pesikta D'Rav Kahane 

119b) and is considered to have been chosen by Abraham in 

\ 
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place of Gehinnom (Genesis Rabbah 44:21 and above, Chapter 

II). 

A reference to the specific incident of unnecessary 

weeping on Tisha B'Av is connected with galut through a 

historical allusion. This bechiya chinam recalls a similar 

wailing of the Israelites in the wilderness when the twelve 

spies returned from Canaan, and suggests somehow that the 

continuation of galut may proceed from the sins of earlier 

generations: 13 
;i~n?\l7il7 ni3y1in:i nT 'JJ1JK ::ll\J1 c?1y::i 71?p on,wy1 

onK ::i"::ip;i o:i? ir.iKi ::iN::i •t:l '"'::i i:i::ir;J n111,? :"lil711, 
nii1,? :i,J::J. c:i? ~::ipK ,JN ,,~; al,n 7'0 :;,:i::i cn,:i::i 

?K1'JJ, i':il"ta ,,::J ::i1nnnil7 ?"r.>:i.,:i. ?y ;nl.ll :"IY\V :in1K lr.>1 
cnil\ ,,~:i? c:i? 1,, Kil7,, (1p c,?.,:in) K":i:i~ n1r.i1K:i 7,:i., 

,, n1K,il7l n1~1KJ cn11T?1 C,1l::J. OY1T ,,n:i?1 1::i,r.i:i. 
.,1p n1K,Vl 

This passage also teaches the virtue of accepting what God 

sends without too much complaint. Another passage which 

gives an example of a lack of faith from history is the 
. 14 

following which relates the exile to the patriarch Jacob: 

,,,,1 :i?1y ?::i.J ?'JJ :"11'rJ) :lvY"' :i"::ip:i :"Jl..:1:"17/ ,::··,::i 1"Kr.> 1 1 Cill::J. 
,11"1 ;i?11 01,K 7'01 ,11,1 :i?1y 11, 7ill1 ,1,'1 :i?1y ,,r.> ?ill 

1J,::J.l\ :lPY" i\1,,nJ :iY'JJ :in1K::i :i?iy :inK ?]l\ ::.::--;"? :i"::ip;i 17.:!l\ 

;in1n :;''::ip:i i? 1r.>N 7:i "' 'l~ ;i,,1., 1?K?'V c::: i"n l\JV 1r.iK1 
K?i l"r.>K;J K? n,r.i?iy ;i,,1, l? 7"'1\ :;?1y ~~K CK l\1,n ?N 

12111, ;r;i ,,Kr.> 'i ""::J.ill1 cill::i 1::i?n '1; :i,:i1::i i"K :;'y 
1,niK?~J::i 1l"r.>K:i K?1 ,1Y (1?) 1Kon nKT ~;~ (ny c,?,:in) 

nlr.>l\:"J 1?N ;i"::ip;i 1? 17.:>l\ ;i?y K?i 7,r.>l\:"J K7:: '.:j;'Y, 1J"::J.l\ ;it 
,,l::i 1,,,,7' iP?y ~?1 n::r.iK:i l\?\ll ,,~:iyi n,".:. t<? ,1Y n,?y1 

n1,11::1l\::i.1 c,or.i::i ;it;i c?1y::i n1,i:>?r.i ',: ?",::i.Yn'JJr.> 1;i,ill 
n"::ip:i "J~? lr.>K =irY, K1",nJ 71Yill ;in1K:i n1,'::-_:·,l:i1 n1,r.i,t:i.1 
, J J :i , :i ; K 1 'l7, n n n ? K 1 ( ? :i" r.i 1, ) i 7 1 r.i 'I\ c ·- : g 7 ? 1 :i, y" ::i '01 

.p1n1r.J 1Y,!V1i'.) 



Although this passage does not specify galut, speaking 

rather of the subjugation of the nations, it does indicate 

an attempt to focus on historical precedent. 

In addition to the precedents taken from the Bible, 

which is then applied to the contemporary period, the Bib

lical material on the relationship of the covenant with the 

land i~seli is a~~ offered as a reason. Not only does God 

punish the people for their violation of His laws, but also 

His land itself (as mentioned above Shabbat JJa) will vomit 

out its inhabitants under certain circumstances. The charac-

ter of the land will not permit bloodshed in particular, and 

as we have noted the Shechinah will no longer dwell there 

under certain conditions: 15 

(il~) 1l ~T 1l • a~niTN '~J niJi7 n1TN~ • niTN 0l n1TN 
;~ '3 :c',JY1 c'~J niJi7 cJJinJ o a~il0 '~J n1Ji7 

~~~~,~ yi~;;~ ,~,~ CJ,J~7 ,~N yiN~ '~JN i~y 7N0 n1Jyin~ 
,,l~ nN ~NP ,~~ CJnN yiK~ K,pn N71 • i770 C'1J10 ,,, 7y 

:~?~~ 0'1Ji0 ,,, ?y n17l nJ',n yiK0v ,~;~ OJ'JD? ivN 

An additional reason which was suggested by the Rabbis, 

that of atonement for the Jewish people with respect to the 

entire catalogue of sins mentioned above, will be discussed 

more fully under the rubric of the purpose of theexile. 
-

Nevertheless, from the point of view of the Rabbis atone-

ment most certainly could be advanced as a reason why exile 

was necessary. In one example, R. H~yya bar Abba speaking 

in terms of the necessity of galut in order to dramatize 
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the plight of the people and Resh Lakish suggests it will 

atone for the people: 16 

~Yl~~ 1PYT ,~,, ,~~ ~~~ ,~ ~~~n ,, ~ini? 1~~xi~ ~~' 
1l~?l ,~~ ~~p? ~~, ~~o~,~~ 1J~~xy ~T~J iJ~JYJ ~?i 

1J~?y ni~~~ iJ~ni?l 

This comment hints at the Rabbinic strategy in their 

teleology of galut and the following chapter will continue 

with this argument. I have attempted to indicate above the 

very limited innovations that the Rabbis made with respect 

to the Biblical-covenantal formulation of the reasons for 

the exile. We have also observed a lack of tension con-

cerning the situation of galut and a general acceptance of 

its justifiability. In fact this may well be the most im

portant· premise of Rabbinic thinking about galut, that it 

represents the natural process of God working in History 

through the means of just punishment. The Rabbis bring to 

the material their strong faith in this divine justice with 

respect to reward and punishment, and seem to have no diffi-

culty in using these values to explain galut. Nor do they 

differentiate between "ethical'' and "ritual" violations. 

From our own modern context we face some degree of 

difficulty in evaluating the real significance of the Rabbi-

nic drashah with such a variety of opinions on the question 

of the reasons for galut. We can distinguish, however, be-

tween the various texts adduced above which fit together 
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reasonably well, and what would seem to be somewhat more 

rococo attempts at sermonic flourish, e.g.: 17 

1? ,,~\( "\(TY iJ n\( i?~\Zl • nJ~" n::>"\( ,~~, o?ii"l~ ani\( n\(i 
,y ?\(i'll" i?l en? ,~~ niJ"P n7"l~~ ,n\( iJ, iJ? ~,,, 1J"Ji 

ni'lJYJ1 n1i1, a"ivy? nJnJ'll n?"~Ji c?iy ?~ ,,.,n"J ii!lJ'JJ 
?~i'll" i?l ~? .,,, i"l( • ;i"J"\( 7"J~ :nin .,,!lo :nv~nJi niiJin 

n" ::>., l( 1 " J ~ n 1 i J, n n i VJ y J i n i i n J 'lJ n i n" i ::> 'lJW i c "'JJ? 'lJ J i i !l J 'll , Y 
.,,J nJ\Z.?" 

Even through the homiletic play involved here, we neverthe-

less observe the continuity of faith in God's justice, with 

the only question being what is the appropriate grounds for 

His carrying out of that justice. All of the above comments 

start either with certain premises about the seriousness of 

galut as a punishment or with its particular character as 

banishment from the lc'nd, and proceed to connect the exile 
-

with similarly weighty issues. All share the premise that 

galut is related to punishment and intrinsically connected 

with the operation of God's justice in the world. 

1 

2from Musaf Amidah, Rosh Hashanah and Festivals. 

3 ,, ... , Ti.., "nn"n"' i""" _, , , , .. " :;J 
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5 ': t> i"i'.:):2 

6 , : , ,, , ":i 

7 ;i Knn'n;J i", K 

8A. Buchler, Studies in Sin and Atonement, p. 307. 

9 b. 4 I id., pp. 29 -5. 

10 :J:K 1 11 'K 

11 

12H. H. Ben-Sasson, "Galut", Encyclopedia Judaica, p.278. 

13 

14 
:J:t>:J i"p'i 

15 

16 

17 
K:K i"'K 
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THE TELEOLOGY (PURPOSE) OF GALUT 

CHAPTER IV 

In our introduction a distinction was drawn between 

the reasons for galut and the purposes which galut serves. 

The Reformers whose views were quoted had a very clear idea 

of galut as leading the nations of the world to the true 

knowledge and worship of God. They therefore saw galut as 

necessary and purposive in its very essence. 

Rabbinic literature also ascribed to galut an essen

tially purposive nature. The Rabbis inherited a Biblical 

tradition which in part viewed the function or utility of 

galut to be its creation of the conditions for redemption 

and return. r.:ost of the comments described below are ex

pansions of this idea that either the existence of galut, 

or in some way the character of galut, are designed to 

facilitate the "return " of the Jewish people, (whether 

this be return to the land in the physical sense or turn

ing in repentance), 

This argument from the design and character of galut 

is literally a Rabbinic teleology of galut, an argument 

based on logical deduction from the current situation of 

the Jews. Webster's Third International Dictionary defines 

teleology as "the fact or the character of being directed 
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toward an end or shaped by a purpose; said especially of 

natural processes or of nature as a whole conceived of as 

determined by a final cause or by the design of divine 

Providence •••• " Rabbinic thinking is inherently teleolo-

gical in this sense in that all ends are justified in terms 

of God's design. As we shall see, most of the Rabbinic 

texts which attempt to explore that design seem to fit 

into the category of a teleology of galut. We do find, 

however, an admittedly small sample of opinions which in-

dicate a distinct attempt to justify galut on grounds 

which emphasize a different aspect of God's providence. 

In the first category lie certain passages which have 

been considered in detail above for their bearing on the 

character of galut (Chapter II). For example, the follow

ing passage from Exodus Rc:bbah (J6: 1)_, _which speaks of the 

painful process of the subjugation of Israel (comparing it 

to the process of grinding, hammering, etc., the olive to 

produce pure olive oil) ·can be adduced to explain the design 

of exile: 

n~1~ ;i~ l\7K 1Kin "1!l ;-J!l" 7Jy1 n"T <?:li7 ;i"r.i1" K:ii 
, n , l\ ! ., i ., 1 i r.i J " n K i i n i l\ p 1 l 1 l r.i i J 1:i ., t: ~ l\ i ;i 'J7 i y ;i T i1 

l"lnli nl7 ini~ 7"7Yr.i iniK 7'ic:i1nvr.i1 o ~:inJi n"T;-J 7?J 
.c"7:in:i 7n1K 7"!l"P(.) J"nKi 7ni~ Y"Jnic J 11 "".}~1 1ncr.i:i init' 

l'il\:J 7~1::7" l:J 7J?J1'J7 n~ 7,JniJ J"nl\1 J'J::!l\ 7""tP:ir.ii 
7n1K C"~:iini cipr.i7 cipr.ir.i CD1l\ 7'C::!ir.i O"JJ1J "iJiY 

l ~ 'J7 i y :J '' n l\ i 1 ., c i i c 1 c 7 n i ~ 1 ., :l" v ?Ji 1 " 1 7 i °" ::: c n i K 7 , n !l 7 J i 
"l:J inHPi (::i nir.i-v) 'KJ'J7 l"J~ o c;i7 :in7 ;i"::ip:ii ;iJ'\':Vn 

'~ 0101 7R "J 111\~?:li 17 1~J (1 C"1::!-) 7Ji .. 7K1~, 
o1l\1n "1!l :"I!>' 1lY1 r."'T "i:i .. l";i7K 
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This passage concludes on a hopeful note with the Jews 

doing teshuvah and God answering them. 1 One clear im

plication of the text is that galut seems to be a process 

as natural as the production of olive oil, that the Jews 

have about as much free will in the matter as does the 

olive on the tree. In the end, the teshuvah of Israel 

will flow forth like olive oil and God will naturally 

answer them. The hations of the world are God's instru

ment for refining and purifying the Jews by their afflic

tion. The context of this particular passage might be 

applicable either to the situation of galut per se (it 

mentions the beating of the Jews from place to place) or 

of subjugation in the land of Israel itself. 

Similar theological referents are suggested in the 

passages which speak of the special nature of the galut 

of the Jews. These passages range from the special charac

ter of galut Bavel,which was designed by God with Israel's 

particular weaknesses in mind (Pesachim 87b), to the comment 

in Eichah R~bbati (1:29) which speaks of galut yehudah as 

being especially difficult because of the inability of the 

Jews to eat from the bread and drink from the wine of their 

captors. 

The quotations which indicate the positive character

istics of galut Bavel obviously have teleological ends in 

' 
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mind. Yet the unassimilable condition of the Jews had 

other "positive" consequences as well. The latter are 

demonstrated in the midrash (Genesis Rnbbah JJ:6) which 

compares the Jews to Noah's dove sent out from the ark. 

If it (the nation) had found rest, they would not have 

returned 

A parallel may be drawn here with the previous example 

of the olive in that galut is here viewed as a stimulant to 

the turning (the first case specifies teshuvah). A subtle 

distinction may be drawn between the imagery in the two 

passages. In the first example, the galut or suffering was 

itself necessary in order to produce the desired result of 

teshuvah. In the other case, the focus has shifted to the 

character of galut, in particular its quality of imperma

nence, which gives evidence of Divine plan behind the ex-

perience of galut. 

In order to explain the poignant sufferings of Jewish 

history (whether in galut proper or the semi-galut of the 

land), the Rabbis interpreted them as necessary antecedents 

to redemption. Similar to the above metaphors is the fol

lowing comment on Psalm 20:3 

y::i;i y1•nJi 11iJ 7,~,~~ ,,~t7 7Ji JK? a i11~ oi•::i ';i 
ii•J K~' ~T l~'O •J::i 17 1~'1\ i1l'i~~ K'~ l~'~1 1'JK7 

4 i? ~::ii1p i1l,i~~ ·~ 91 ,,J~? n11Jpi1 n•::i n,'i\, cK 
;in1K::i c~:iK nio~?;) n11~i1t7 on''i\1 O'i\ ?t\117'' ~"Jii'i1 11.)'i\ l~ 

i11~ Cl'J 1 i1 1JY' 1~KJ\!7 o,?KlJ onK i1Y~ 
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In this comparison of the period before redemption 

with a graveyard, the darshan suggests an intrinsic con-

nection between suffering and redemption -- i.e., God's 

answer will come only at the time when suffering is so 

great that the end is in sight. 

A more specific reference to galut in the same con-

text is found in Exodus Rabbah (2:4). The following 

passage extols the accoutrements of the first wandering 

in the wilderness, namely manna, the quails, the well, 

the Tabernacle, the Shechina, etc. Then the passage from 

H·sea (2:2, see Chapter I above) is quoted to suggest that 
" 

in Messianic times the Jews will be brought back from the 

wilderness again: 

"!>? i:i,23?•pii ;i";i ;i(.j; ytt;i;i' i""t\ • i:n;:i:i in"t\ n~ l:"l:J"i 
i:i,(.j;i 7(.j ;-J71Y n~T ~(.j (1 1'tt.7) ''KJ~ 1J,(.j;i 71:) i~ynJ ?~iv"~ 
:iJi:i~ :"ll"~~;i1 7~~(.j;i1 1}\:J.:11 1'7~:i1 7b:i 1J,~;i 7(.j o;i; ":i"~ 

;iy 71.)"0 ;-Jrz7(.j7 ;i"Jp;i ?"'K ,,; 'i 1r.l"t\1 ••• ,1:i~ "lJY1 ni~71:)1 
• ~~~ ,.,ny? 71"Tn:i7 ,,ny ;iny 1J,(.j;-J 7(.j1 7n"J(.j :in"t\ 1J1(.jJ l? 

.1J1(.j;i :i"n~71;ii :i"ng(.j "~J"t\ :iJ:i 7~7 (J y~1:i) 'J~ 

Messianic redemption can occur only after a return to the 

situation of wandering. Ben-Sasson reached a similar con-

clusion about the Rabbinic view: 

The sages saw the dispersion as a prerequisite for the 
redemption: in the settlement of Jews throughout the 
whole Roman Empire ("if one of you is exiled to Barbary 
and another to Farm~tia") they saw (in the second half 4 of the second century) a fulfillment of this condition •••• 

One homiletic interpretation of the servitude of Israel 

under the nations is less sanguine about ~;he association of 
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sufferine with redemption. In this comment from Genesis 

Rabbah (70:20) Israel is compared to its ancestor Jicob. 

Just as Jacob was made to serve for Rachel after he married 

her, so the Jews will be forced to serve even after the 

Messiah is born:5 

,,::17,, oiK ;i,';J ::J.PY" ni::i"i (::i" YV1;"J) ::J."n:J 7Jni" 1 11 K 
O::l'::J.R ::ipy,7 ;i~,, o::i7~ R~l,, o;i7 1~R 0 '1l1 ;i~K::J. ?R1~" 

~K ,::iynvJ ;i~K K~J~~ ,::iynwJ ;'!~}( R~J R?~ ,y O::l'::J.K ::lPY" ;i~ 
.o,,::iyn0~ onK 7Rll ,;,J~~ cn,::iyn~J ?Kil ,;,J K?~~ onK 

The OCidrash relates the experience of servitude to a pattern 

established by the behavior of Jacob (a similar precedent 

from his life is adduced below). There is still a design 

implied by the servitude and it has a fixed endpoint as 

well (on the analogy of Jacob's servitude). Elsewhere in 

Genesis Rabbah (44:18) a similar metaphor is used. In the 

passage God assures Abraham that even as He is dispersing 

the Jews He will return them, and just as He will put them 

in pledge so will he redeem them: 

'IJ~W y,,, 0 lY1T ;i,;i, ,l 'l:J y,n y,,, oi::iR? iDK"l 
~ y,n 0 ]J:J~~~ "JR~ y,,., 0 JOJ::l~ 'JR~ y,n t 71T~~ 

7?Kil 'JR0 y,n ],::J.Y~~ 'JR~ Y,,, o Jp11~ 

The Soncino hlidrash suggests here that "the exile is 

regarded as putting Israel in pledge to expiate their sins."6 

We have referred above to the idea that galut is so 

severe a punishment that it is weighted against all other 

punishments. This being the case, galut may serve the 
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function of "a toning" for previous sins: i.e. , if gal ut is 

experienced then some portion of the sins of Israel are re

mitted and they may therefore be closer to redemption: 7 

J,n~ i10J?i ,J, YJ ,n,,~, Jln~ ~,P,Yb ~lnb 71y ni~~D ni?l 
~~) 'l~ a,1J> ~w?~ ni~~~ ni?l ~,,~, Ji 1b~ ,,l yi~J J~,, 
R~,,~, 1J1Jl JY1J J1nJ ni~, n~T~ ,,YJ J~,,~ (•1ll ·~ 1b~ 

7ln,, '1 ??~? i~~l i? ~n,~i ~,n, o~,?y c,,l~ o,i~~~ ?~ ?~Ji 

,,,,, ~T~ w,~~ n~ 1Jn~ ('~ ,~~ ~~) 'l~ ?~~ ?y ni~~~ ni?l ,~~ 
;~,~, ,,, ~o~ ?y J~,, ~,K 1yi1n n?~, ~; '~ ,,~,J n?l, N7 1Jl 

,~~ ,~~~~~ (1~~/ ,,~~ ~,,~, ,JJl J~n~ ~?li inJ1 ~,,~,~ i1y 

By use of Biblical texts the passage suggests first that 

Cain's exile cancelled out his fugitive status (only nad, 

wanderer, and not na, fugitive, is mentioned in the second 

text); then that leaving the city to go into exil~ will 

save one from three specific punishments 

In the final example in which Jechoniah is granted a son 

in exile, an occurrence which had been previously forbidden 

by God, the power of exile to make remission for sin is 

greatly magnified. The theme of the passage seems to be 

the utility of the very unfortunate consequences of galut 

in its relation to potential positive consequences for the 

Jews. 

Accordine to Ben-Sasson: 

The rabbis saw a cause for satisfaction even in the 
necative aspects of galut. The suffering emphasizes 
the faithfulness of Israel and gives it an opportuni
ty to say to God "How many religious persecutions and 
harsh edicts have they decreed against us in order to 
nuJ.lify they sov~reig~ty over u§, but we have not done 
so" ( Li.drash on F salm,,, to 5: 6) . 
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In fact all of the preceding comments have been motivated 

by confidence in the benevolent teleology implied in God's 

relationship with the Jewish people reflected in the pro-

cesses of their history. 

Another conceivable point of view with respect to a 

purposive understanding of galut is the notion that galut 

serves some more utilitarian end in human history. The 

Rabbis, of course, never conceived of God as standing apart 

from that history, but rather seem to emphasize in the fol-

lowing comments a greater concern with galut and its effect 

on the other nations of the world. In two specific ways 

the dispersion of the Jews is recognized as being to their 

advant2ge for the purpose of' survival. In the first in-

stance the dispersion itself is considered an example of 

God's mercy, the implication being that if the Jews had 

been gathered in one place then they might have been de

stroyed (by the Romans in this case):9 

i1 11 :ip:i i11Z7}' ;-ii?1'l 7K1i17"J. 1J1T1!> n?,'l :i"n:>i "Kn t\"YIZ71N 1 11 1' 
~l"Jn 'i? ~J"n ~1~i1 ;tt~, 1l,"i11 ni~i~il T"~' 111nv ?~iw"J 

,;~, {1l1 a~ ::i.~" o"v,n nTw .,~ iJ::i. :i"nJ 1J""J"~ TJ"?yn 11~ 
,; int\ .,,.,~ i:i? ll"1J.Y ~P ~;, "Ji17 il~~ TJ.l i:>l"n"N TlK 

K?i oi~n ?"~ K"YV1~ :, il"~ ?ncJ 6 ~ ,.,~?n i? ?s~" ll1'l1 
~~"Ni .,~~ i:>''~l 1illn"7 1il~iJ 7j"?Jn i1:iyn "~'il in'Y1" 

l\il:i .,~~111 K9l il"? ,~~ ~nY"~P ~ni:inn i:i? "ip 1~""J.l 
:TJ"p?o ~il:ii Tl'nn1 
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In this passage the min (heretic) mentioned 1 who sweurs 

upon a Roman symbol, questions why it is that the nations 

have not destroyed the Jews among them, whereas the Jews 

were commanded to "cut off every male in Edom" (I Kings 

11:16). The answer concludes with the suggestion that 

"if you would destroy all, they are not among you." It is 

not the mercy of the rulers of the world which assured sur

vival in exile, but rather the demographic situation and 

therefore ''in scattering Israel among the nations God acted 

righteously for them." 

Another passage similarly relates that galut can 

serve as a refuge. Using the example of Jacob, who divided 

his camp into two parts when approaching Esau_(in order that 

at least one might escape in the event of difficulty), com-

mon sense teaches us that the Jews are safer when they are 

divided into two camps: 10 

~~ Tn1l D,~ K~~ ~~ll'J TM1 111 ~11n ,,~,7 • OY~ nK Tn,1 
01;i nK 7TI'1 6 l~ • ::J.PY'tn ,~,, :inK "bD ,nK n'1T~ 1l1D~ 

W'tK O'W~n OK~~nNi ln~ ~ O'i~~~) 1D1N K1i1 7~1 0 ·111. 
i~K • 1il~:i1 nnKii ~'n~;i ?N ivy K~" o~ iaK,, • niy~:::i. 
'J l , n l\ 1! 7 '' p il t> 19 7 :::i? 1 N 'iJ :!ii ;i l! n 2l .iJ, 1 ;-: '; i1 l • a i ii :::i. w 1 J , n N 

,.,;i O"JYn~ :ltl,\J!:l? 11Kll'JJi?J .!)''YN ;J"Yll'Jiii i 11 ~., nl?l;JW 
:"~'~n~i "lll'J~ 1l,7Y 

The passage (taking galut to refer to Babylonia11 ) grants 

to the galut an intrinsic importance, unrelated to its 

function as bringing redemption and almost antithetical 

to the idea that it should lead to return. 
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The text seems to refer to a specific historical situ-

ation. The last three lines above identify the camp which 

is stricken as "our brothers in the south," and the camp 

which remains as a refuge as "galut." It then reports 

that even though our brothers in galut serve as a refuge 

they would fast on account of us on Niondays and Thursdays. 

The parallel text in Yalkut Shimoni (Part I, paragraph 131) 

retains the same language except that it concludes: 

This version would have the sense that despite the fact 

that the galut community serves as a refuge, we nevertheless 

fast on their behalf (perhaps because they are in galut?). 12 

Historians such as Zechariah Frankel see ·in this pas-

sage an allusion to the ravaging of the South of Palestine 

by Ursicinus, chief general of the Emperor Gallus in the 

middle of the fourth century. 13 In this particular era 

conditions were so difficult in Eretz Israel that the 

Patriarch Hillel II found it necessary to publish the calen

dar and dispense with his ~uthority to make the official 

proclamation of holidays. There was considerable social 

and scholarly degeneration during this period (which was 

1 t . 1 . . 1 . ) 14 re a ive_y quiescent in Baby onia . 

The passage might just as well relate, however, to the 

period of R. Hoshaiah, a first generation Palestinian Amora, 
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perhaps around the time of the conquering of Palestine by 

the Palmyrenes and Romans (ca. 260-270), when the Jews 

were back in the good graces of the Babylonian ruler, 

Shapur I, for joining his fight against the Palmyrenes. 

In either case we find in this example the discussion of 

a purpose for galut, unrelated to redemption but referring 

to the realpolitik of the Rabbinic world. Similar referen-

ces are made in connection with the beneficence of God 

toward Israel demonstrated by his division of His world 

among two nations (so that the Jews could be allied with 

one or the other, or at least no one strong nation could 
I 

eliminate them; Seder Eliyahu Rabbah 20i11,4). 

Another distinct Rabbinic opinion of the purposes of 

galut was the idea which connected galut with the ad~ition 

of converts to the Jewish people, Both R. Elazar (ben 

Pedat) and R. Yochanon in the following passage commend 

the galut for its result in adding proselytes to the Jewish 

people: 

.,,::> lt?l\ nnnl{;i p:i? 7~1iZ7" nl\ ;i":ip:-i ;i?l;i l\7 ""i ir.nn 
yiit O,l\ ai?::> T1K'.:l ,, ;-J"nY1Ti ')iZ7 D"1l D;"J"'Y igoin,w 

nK "n~n11 ~::>;i~ i~~ Tlni" '11 7"11::> ;i~~ O"J::>;i7 l\?N ;iKo 
;ir.in1 i l\? 

R. Elazar suggests an agricultural metaphor, Israel's being 

sown into the land for the sake of God (and involving the 

spreading of his name through proselytization), R. Yochanon 
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derives the same stance from the continuation of the same 

passage in Hosea (2:25), which goes on to say, "I will 

have compassion upon her who has not obtained compassion 

and I will say to them that are not My people, thou art 

my people. " 1rhis is a close to the idea of miss ion that 

the Rabbis will come, as Ben-Sasson suggests: 

In the eyes of the homilists who expressed similar 
sentiments, the people of Israel was like a flask of 
perfume which emits its scent only when it is shaken, 
and to Abraham, who made converts, it was said, as a 
sign for his descendents, "j'Jander about in the world, 
and your name will become great in my world." 
(Song of Songs Rabbah 1:4) 

The two rabbis quoted above were active in Palestine 

during the third century: R. Yoch3non was a student of 

R. Hoshaia among others, and was R. Elazar's teacher after 

the latter came to Eretz Israel from Babylonia. Since 

Caracalla had given the Jews full citizenship in 212, we 

are apparently dealing with a period that encouraged pros

elytiza tion 1 particularly in competition with Christianity. 

J~ any event the increase in number of converts gave an 

added meaning to the galut. 

As in the previous example, however, the real histori-

cal circumstances do not materially affect the significance 

of the comment for our purposes, namely that galut here has 

another intrinsic purpose. The emphasis in these three ex-

amples has been placed 1..pl1 a different aspect of God's inter

vention and/or involvement in history, especially in regard 

-
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to the intercourse between the Jews and rest of the nations. 

Not only will God's saving power in redeeming the Jews sig

nal his power to the other nations. but he will even more 

directly involve himself in the power politics of the na

tions to insure Jewish survival. 

Nevertheless, the sparsity of such texts must be noted. 

Nor are the examples of the teleology of galut very frequent

ly attested in the literature. In numerical terms according 

to our rubrics, texts which refer to the "reasons'' for galut 

outnumber those which ref er to its purposes more than three 

to one. In addition to this extremely rough measure, it 

may also be observed that the texts on purposes are isola

ted homilies which tend not to be repeated more than once. 

Their major significance may well be that they were picked 

out for special attention by Jews in later periods although 

in the Rabbinic period their import was minor. 

In fact those comments which we have distinguished from 

the normal teleological view of galut for their attribution 

of intrinsic value to galut, may be restricted to a view 

which was expressed in only a given half century in Eretz 

Israel. At least two explanations may be· tentatively offered 

for the sparsity of material on purposes and these will be 

reviewed in the concluding chapters: first, that the galut 

itself was not the pressing reality which needed justifica

tion or post-facto expJanation that a teleology is designed 
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to provide. It might well be that the development of the 

concept of punishment out of love to explain suffering and 

the focus of life in the world to come as general explana

tions for the troubles of Israel were sufficient explana-

tions for the difficulties. Second, the nature of the 

relationship between Eretz Israel and the Galut was of such 

a character (probably constantly in flux as well), that no 

separate and complex ideology was necessary to deal with 

life in galut. The reasons which the Bible, Midrash, and 

the by now popular liturgy provided for the galut were 

sufficient to a people whose faith included a very strong 

conviction of God's just dealing with human beings and the 

Jewish people through the covenant. 

1La.ter commentators suggest that God answers them even 
though it is against their will that the events transpired 
(Y'fei Tear, 16th century), and that Israel's only value is 
in doing teshuvah, a process which follows only after they 
have been afflicted (Y'dei f',~Oshe, 17th century). 

2concerning this passage, a fairly late commentator to 
the Midrash (Zev Wolf Einhorn, Vilna, ca. 1800-1860) remarks 
that it was a good thine that the Jews are made to suffer by 
God or else they would not return to Him 

,.,,K :J1'17n77 "Jiyi 0"·11o"::i. :in1t\ ,.,.,tWiV ~n;1 :1J.1t)7 

Wolf understands the passafe as referring to teshuvah although 
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the Rabbinic comment is ambiguous as to whether return to 
the land is actually meant since it concentrates on the 
impermenance of galut in a physical sense 

(niJ~ ~.,;i., ~;, Y"lin M? a;i:i C""i1:::ii)Q 

.3 
1!:J JH> 1:11V 

4H. H. Ben-Sasson, "Galut", ~clopedia Judaica,p.279. 

5Eitz Yosef (19th century commentator) remarks on this 
midrash that the reference must be to the tradition that the 
Messiah was born on the day that the Second Temple was de
stroyed, the very beginning of an era of subjugation. In 
fact in the case of I.,oses who was also a redeemer of the 
Jewish people, it is written that the work in Egypt became 
even more difficult after he was born. 

6
Genesis, p.373, n.6, apparently based oh this comment 

on Eitz Yosef: 
~ 07.3? o;i? nP;i?i aniviZ) nK;c? i?:>i" 7:::i? oi" nnn c".:i:iv17.l:>;) 

7 :T? pii;no 

8 
Ben-Sasson, loc. cit. 

9 

10 l:iy "!":i 

1 1 
cf: Soncino Talmud, ad. loc. 

The issue involved is who is fasting on behalf. of whom, 
and is there a specific historical incident or period in
volved here. The identification of "our brothers in the 
South'' has variously been made with the lost ten tribes who 
were exiled to Yemen (Y'fei Toar, to our passage) or sages 
in the Negev region ( Y' dei I\.oshe and Ei tz Yosef', ibid.). 
Y'dei Mishe identifies them with the Ziknei Hanegev who re
spond to the questions of Alexander (Tractate Tamid) and who 
he assumes were involved in the instruction given by Rabbi 
Akiva in that region to his disciples (R. Keir, R. Yose, etc.; 
but see Jacob Neusner, "The Problem of our Rabbis in the 
South," p. 177, Vol, I, !.:. lli-s tOI:[ _Q_[ _the Jews in pabylon~~, 
who disputes the evidence of this tradi tio1-i):" 
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The impor~ance of this identification for Y'dei Moshe 
involves his reversal of the text: 

c1i1Jw 1l'n~ i7~ ,~lOJ;i ;iJn~;i ~';'11 n171Jv 17~ '~ ;iJn~;i ••• 1";i 
• 1 ::ii z:; '' i i n., "i n N y •1 i , ~"? ;"!' ;-1' c iVtV 

He (Yaakov Koshe Ashkenazi, late 17th century) could only 
understand the passage if the camp which was stricken was 
galut, whereas the refuge would be those sages of the Negev 
who were never completely exiled but remained to pray and 
fast for their brethren in galut. The comment of Shmuel 
Yaffe Ashkenazi in the previous century (Y'fei Toar) also 
implies that he must be reversing the texts as well: 

c"JYn~ ,~;i c;ii J~'n y1~J 1~~ o'c~v~ '' ~1 oiiiJ~ 1J'n~ i7E 
~'::>'7!!7 11~t0'i 17l" K7w o;i"n~ in' 7y 6 ;'lJ1 •::iJ 

It is obvious here that those who remain as a refuge 2re 
those who do not go into galut, although they are the sub
ject of prayer and fasting by their compatriots in the galut. 
(We might conjecture that this refuge was a particularly 
troublefilled time for those who remained.) 

Eitz Yosef says that the text must refer to the refuge 
of Southern Israel and the stricken c2mp to galut 1'1~ l~ 

ioi~ and that the Israelites were praying and fasting 
on behalf of their brothers in the galut. Bial.ik (in Sefer 
Hs-Argadah) sees no reason to ch~nge the order of the camps, 
but suggests that galil might be emended in pl~ce of galut. 
None of these commentators seems to be able to accept the 
sense of the passage as it is written, despite the fact that 
the same R. Hoshaia is elsewhere (Abovementjoned reference 
in Pesachim) quoted as suggesting that the dispersion of the 
Jews was to their advantage, 

'3 ' . 1 . . . Soncino, oc. cit. For details of the persecutions of 
this period see Graetz, History of the Jews, JPS 1945 edition, 
Vol II, pp.568-71. 

14Margolis and l·Iarx, Histor:y: _s>f the Jewis~ Peonle, chap. 
25 and 27; J. Neusner, "Babylonia", Encyclopedia Judaica. 

15 Ibid. 

16
Text quoted from Ben-Sasson, .Q.£· cit., p.280. 

17 

18 
Ben-Sasson, loc. ~it. 
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THE THEOLOGICAL DHilit~SlON -- GOD'S PRESENCE IN EXILE 

CHAPTER V 

In the previous chapters the Rabbinic comments have 

either been restricted to a consideration of the effects 

of galut on the Jewish people or involved the fulfillment 

of the covenantal relationship between God and Israel. In 

addition to these two aspects of galut, the Rabbis devoted 

a great deal of attention and speculation to God's response 

to the exile of his people. Many of their comments attempt 

to characterize his emotional expression in anthropopathic 

(6ften familial) imagery. Nevertheless, an emphasis on 

God's devotion to justice is not lacking. 

Another category of Rabbinic thought concerns the 

actions of the Shechina, God's presence in the world, in 

response to the affairs of men. In particular Rabbinic 

theological imagery projects a controversy between differ

ing views of the Shechina's relationship to the Jews in 

galut. The suggestion that the Shechina accompanies the 

Jews in exile and variations on a theme of alienation of 

the Shechina caused by sin, demonstrate the broad scope of 

theoloeical options available to the Rabbis, 

Before movine to consider examples from the emotional 

life of God as seen by the Rabbis it is important to point 

out a not inconsiderable overlap of the concept of galut 
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with the concept of Hurban. In the literature parallel 

expressions may be noted in several cases of God's reac-

tion to each of these events. In fact the interweaving of 

the material is a prime factor in deciding the traditional 

date for the beginning of the exile. If the loss of politi-

cal sovereignty were the key to determining galut then it 

might well have been marked from the invasion of Pompey in 

63 BCE which ended the Hasmonean Dynasty for all practical 

purposes. It is beyond the scope of the present study to 

compare the loss of the temple with the phenomenon of galut 

as to which was more central to Feb binic consciousness. The 

fact remains that the two events are intrinsically linked in 

several ways as we shall see below. 

Beginning with a relatively "moderate" response of God 

to galut, the opinion is advanced in Sukkah 52b, that galut 

is one of four elements of God's creation, concerning which 

he later was regretful. The reason is drawn from the Bibli

c0l verse (Isaiah 52:5). "'Now therefore what is for me here?' 

saith the Lord, 'seeing that OCy people is taken away for 

nought.'" This seemine;ly "quizzical" reaction is the after 

effect of God's exactment of His justice. 1 It suggests also 

that God's fate is linked in some fashion with that of Israel's 

and that their banishment produces at least consternation for 

Him. God's emotions are elsewhere depicted as much stronger 

than remorse; he is portrayed alternatively as either weeping 
. . . . 2, J in sadness or roarlnf. in anguish: 



- 87 -

D~,y~ niniN 7'J 1Y~J C''iiw~ i'JJ nR ,~,T ~"l?~W ~Y~l 
oi~io iyi c??~ iio~ Y~~J c?ipi ?iil~ D'7 niy~i 'nV ,,,,~ 

~Y~J i~ i~R ~~Yl ~Y1~ l~'~~ i? 1~~ ~l'?Y 'l1 nK ~l~J ~RV 
npvJ 1'l1Jn l~'~ ~'iJiYJi C'J~i~ n11Jy 'nJJ ?~no~ ~aJp~v 
o D'J~i~ ,,~,y ?v D1'J 7inJi J1n in'J ~Niii c?iYJ ~i?vJi 

(i ?Rl') •3w C'~Yl1 ri~~, D'~~~ ,,~, l~,~, ~lp~ Ki~ ,,~~J~ 
oi?ip 7n' 0'7vii'~, l~~, 1i'l~ 

In the first instance the metaphor suggests that God is not 

necessarily continuously cognizant of the position of Israel, 

but that When He is reminded His ''teardrops" will shake the 

world from one end until the other. The second comment, 

which refers specifically to the Hurban, suggests that thun-

der is caused by God's anguished roaring, an active response 

on the part of God to conditions which result from the exile. 

Perhaps the classic statement of God's anguish is reported 

by R. Yose at the beginning of B'rachot (Ja) when he tells 

the prophet that he has heard the recriminations of a bat 

kol crying inside a ruin by the side of the road: 

'n'J nK 'nJin~~ '' ,,~ 
''~'~ nK 'n~iwi 
'JJ nK 'n'7l~, 

It should be noted here that Hurban and galut are intrin-

sically related in this comment, and that it is quite clear 

that God's justice has been operating along with His sympa

thetic reaction, that He is responsible. 

This theme of a God saddened by the exercise of His 

justice is treated with m2ny variations throughout the lit-
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erature. For example, in Tanna D'Bei Eliyahu (28) God is 

described as weeping secretly for His righte.ous ones in galut, 

(since for the lion to weep before the fox would be to sub

ject himself to derision). In Eichah RabbLti (Petichta 25) 

God is compared to a king who leaves his palace in great 

anger and returns to caress its pillars and kiss its walls 

tearfully. 

In various images God Himself is seen to participate 

in the specific situation and pain cf exile. In the Pales-

tinian Tc~lmud (Sotah 4, with parallel in Leviticus Rabbah 

23:8), God suffers along with Israel's difficulties in exile; 

for example, before the Jews were redeemed from Egypt, God 

had brickwork under his feet, symbolizing the mortar and 

bricks by which the Jews were enslaved. The basis of this 

comment is a well-attested idea of God's "immutable adher

ence to Israel and His share in His people's misfortune."4 

Examples include R. Yannai's suggestion that the relation 

between God and Israel is like the relations between twins 

the pain felt by one reacts on the other:5 

1J, 1wl\ 7~ ~,~ ni~w) i1~~, "J"OJ "~Y i~~nJ~ "J"OJ "nr.>n 
,nl\ wwn o~ i77;i o"z:n't\n;i :ir.i "?U" 1·1 '1\ • y~vn ;i1znn "•1 

(l\:I D"7";in) ?i~"J::> ;i 'Jj?:"I 17.:ll\ 1~ ID"l17.:l i1"J:1 H7't\1J 
o:'11~J "~l~ 10Y 

Elsewhere (Exodus Rabbah 1:5) a similar lesson is derived 

from God's placing himself in the thornbush to communicate 

with Moses. 
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In e~ch of the above passages with considerable anthro-

pomorphic imagery God is seen as compelling the necessary 

exile of His people yet still being mounrful about the re

sult. He takes the responsibility for the existence of the 

exile as pur.ishment, yet remains "personally" affected by the 

outcome. In a graphic passage of consolation in Eichah Rab

bati (Petichta 2) God recognizes, as it were, that since he 

was forced to exile both of His sons (Israel and Judah) that 

the fault may lie with him as a parent. 

The filial relationship is carried forward in other 

comments as well. In one passage (Eichah Rabba ti 1: 1) God 

is depicted as inquiring into the conduct of an earthly 

king who loses a son and resolves to comport himself like-

wise. Similarly Yalkut Shimoni (on Eichah J:J) compares the 

sonship status of Israel to the case of an earthly king who 

yearns for the company of his son, despite the latter's 

failings and misdeeds. Concerning this relationship, 

Schechter wrote: 

This paternal relation, according to the great majority 
of the Rabbis, is unconditional. Israel will be chas
tised for its sins, even more severely than other na
ions for theirs; but this is only another proof of God's 
fatherly love. For it ~as only through suffering that 
Israel obtained the greatest r,ift from heaven, and what 
is still more important to note is, that it was afflic
tion which 'reconciled and attached the son to the father 
(Israel to God).' 'The Israelites are God's children even 
when full of blemishes,' and the words, 'A seed of evil
doers, children that are corrupt' (Isaiah 1:4) are cited 
as a proof that even corruption ca~not entirel~ destroy 
the natural relation between father and· child. 
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Al though the familial ir:-i;:.: ge is frequently adduced, 

there are other explanations of God's response. For example, 

simple compassion for Israel's experience is seen to cause a 

change in God's actions. In this passage from Eichah Rabbati 

(Petichta Jl) God refrains from accusing Israel as sinners 

and begins to praise them after they have gone into exile~ 

?TiNi :i2ip:i 1~K' yi yi ~·~ "'W~) nn~ 'Kni' 1:i 7iy~w ':ii 
N, , p ;i ,, :i p ;i ;p ;i 'K, W' , '.). ){,, w I y l\:n ~ n N 0 '';in, Tl\ , ? 

.. ,,:i, nN o, JtotZ);i :it:i yi:i ay:i (.:i."" :i.,~,,) i";'i;i o.,y, onitot 

iN~nw 7i"J • 77:in" Ttot i7 ?tiNi 'Jw 7n:i~~ 7'nn:i i?.:i.w 7i'J1 
.:i~,l't C:1'7Y 7l1P~ ;i.,~,., '"nn:i i7.:i.~ 1:l'J1 • i7.:i. 

All of the above passages are meant to demonstrate the 

intimacy of the relationship between God and Israel, so that 

as we have seen from the beginning it is impossible to ima-

gine galut without a significant reaction on the part of God. 

Schechter, commenting on the relationship between God and 

Israel, illustrates the scope of this intimacy: 

He is their God, their father, their strength, their 
shepherd, their hope, their salvation, their safety; 
they are his people, his children, his first-born son, 
his treasure, dedicated to his name, which it is a 
sacrilege to profane. In brief, there is not a single 
endearing epithet in the languaEe, such as brother, sis
ter, bride, mother, lamb, or ewe, which is not, accord
ing to the Rabbis, applied by the Scriptures to ex~ress 
this intimate relation between God and his people.? 

Abelson treats this material as reflecting "the personi

fied Shechinah as the immanent God in Israel"8 He concludes: 

So close was the bond riveting Israel to God, and vice 
versa, so fully merged was God in Israel, so complete 
was the oneness of God and Israel, that in redeeming 
Israel, God redeemed Hiffiself. Israel was part of God 
and God was part of Israel.9 



- 91 -

Abelson brings a passage from B'rachot (6a) as illustrative 

of the boldest attempt to merge God in Israel. In this pas

sage God is seen as laying Tef illin and his Tefillin are the 

symbol of his affection for Israel. God decorates himself 

with the ornaments of Israel and Tefillin on the head and 

arm of a Jew are Tefillin on the head and arm of God. 10 

Abelson's conclusions about God's immanence are not 

accepted universally by all scholars as we shall discuss 

below. Taking the position, nevertheless, that this very 

intimate relationship between God and Israel exists, one 

is left with the question of how it was possible for the 

exile to have been created in the first place. What is 

the ''mechanism» by which God's justice operated? 

The exile must be directly related to an act of God, 

namely the removal of His protection from the Jewish people. 

This point of view, that if God had been there then surely 

they could not have been exiled is articulated in Eichah 

Rabbati (Petichta J2): 
C'''" ~Dl1 ,, .. J ~,,~) ~'nJ1 0 77n nip~J PKl1 ('7 7pTn') 
n'~ ,,~K Q ~ l'K ~J7~ OK 11'~J 1'K ·~~ \ 'n ~'~1') yi~n 

n'D1' 7'nnn 17lW 11'J1 al?l ,KDnW 11~Jl • C~?,l ,~~ ~~ C~ 
:,,~ nJ~' ~J'~ c~'7Y 7J1rn 

This particular observation is also made more graphi-

cally in conncetion with the Hurban; since it may be estab-

lished that God maintained a relationship with the Temple 

itself (since the time of its predecessor, the Tabernacle) 

it is not surprising that the Rabbis connect the departure 



- 92 -

of God's presence with the Hurban (and therefore indirect

ly with galut): 12 

0 'i.:ii "1.Du7i ":>::i.7 ~i;i;i oi":i niK:::i:::e O"il?l\ ';i Nip.,, 1\ 11 1 

i:iin:::i "HtiV l?)T 7;:, i~K t:npn;i n":::i nK ::J."1nii7 :i 11 :::ip;i lZ7P:l':V iiYill::J. 
1,· y:iTOtn • iJr.):>J "J"Y n'I\ ill":l::JR 'tt7R o i:::i l"YliJ o71y;i nil.)iN l"R 

,.,r.i 0 in1N i:i~in'i O"::J."iR;i ,~,::i.~1 0 Yi' ny iy ,, PPT~ 1'7lZ7 
1J':O" iin :i"v;i ,";i;i i"11nR :ii"Tn;n il'r.i":i ;i 11 :::ip;i :v::i.vJ 

l,.,~, o iii1~1 1 7J"ii7 O"::J."1N 1~JJJ ;'l)i'ilJ :iniR:::i e ::J."iR "Jg?.) 

;i?yl\i ;-JH):O "nP:::i'i!7 p?o~ TKi:i :iiD,,J .,, T"R :!1iU ;;i 11 :::ip;i il.)t\ .,,WHJ 
ilZ7l\ 1Y "7J1p:o 7K ;i:::iiw~1 :i'J?K (•;i YiV1;'1J 1'';-:;i o lH71'iil "Ji:>:>J? 
il?.l .,, .,,\\ i?.liRi :i:ii:i :i":::ip;i ii":"J ;i~·v :inii\:i., "J!) i:vp:::ii H~ilJR' 

"nitn 1KbnlZ7 iv:ivi o ?KiV" ?":::iv:i ;-:~:o? "nJ"JTO "n"iv;i "n"wY 
ll:t'Ki:i ":Oijrn? 

According to this homily, it was only after the de-

struction of the Temple that God decided to withdraw his 

presence. The passage speaks of two stages of God's acti-

vity, the withdrawal of His protective arm and then the re-

moval of the Shechirfh from the earth. This withdrawal, 

which is variously associated with the sins-of Israel, the 

exile, and the Hurban, received widely disparate interpre-

tations in the Rabbinic literature. In order to fully un

derstand the Rabbinic view of the withdrawal of God's pre

sence (histalkut hashechina) it is necessary to first un-

derstand their conception of Shechina. 

Considerable efforts_ have been expended by scholars to 

determine the nuance of meaning of the term Shechina and 

with one partial exception (Abelson) a consensus has been 

reached. The word itself is particularly prominent in the 

Aramaic Targumim where it regularly substitutes for anthro-

pomorphic expressions which refer God to a specific place 

(e.e. in your midst), or for other •indelicate'' expressions 
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of God's physical being (e.g. His having a face). 13 

Marmorstein traces its usage in the Rabbis to Rabban 

Gamliel and suggests that the popularity of term may have 

come after the destruction of the Temple, "in order to 

indicate that in spite of the loss of Temple and land, the 

di vine presence was still in Israel." 14 

The consensus indicates that the Shechina is in reality 

a "circumlocution111 5 or an "interdemiary term1116 for God 

used in a given set of circmr:stances. 1.:oore suggests that 

it is used ''to avoid expressions that literally rendered in 

the vernacular did not beseem the dignity of God .•• the 

Presence is not something else than God, but a reverent 

equivalent for God. ,,l 7 Urbach holds that the concept is 

introduced to express certain sensibilities on the part of 

the Rabbis: 

The concept arises not in order to solve questions con
cernine the nature of God so much as to provide expres
s ion for uan's simultaneous sense of God's presence a2e 
nearness, while being aware of his distance from man. 

Abelson suggests that the term is used as a personif ica

tion interchangeably with "God," expressing Divine Immanence. 19 

Kadushin agrees with the consensus that the Shechina refers 

t G d h . lf h f t . t t. 1 -1 t. 20 ·o o imse · ; e re ers ·o i as a reveren ia appe.L a ion. 

However, he strongly dissents from the point of view that the 

h h
. . . . 21 S ec ina expresses divine immanence. His argument is pre-

sented below in connection with the question of Shechinta 
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Bagaluta. 

The only demur to this conclusion is that offered by 

Abelson. In his cataloguing of Rabbinic views on the 

Shechina he maintains that some Rabbis viewed the Shechina 

1 . h . 1 b" t 22 as ig t or even some materia o Jee • The position that 

the Shechina represents some kind of luminous, semi-divine 

material was maintained by certain medieval philosophers 

including r.:aimonides, but in the Rabbinic period it is 

usually seen as the product of Rabbinic license. 23 

In sun, the Shechina refers most often to a personifi-

cation of God's "immanence" in the world and the divers uses 

of the term in the literature show considerable flexibility. 

For example, in a previous chapter we have noted that the 

land of Israel is associated with the Shechina (as is the 

Temple and its predecessor, the travelling Nishkan). The 

presence of the Shechina in the world was in fact finally 

assured by the erection of the Beth Hamikdash in Jerusalem 

(Sifre Devarim 40, Mechilta, Pischa 1). Although the 

Shechina is conceived of as everywhere present it can be 

seen only throurh the study of torah in Eretz Israel: 24 

;in~ ll7 p ::i ·-- - - ;i., i :i ? ~ y b w' · i? lot n !l 7 n 7 ::i ' o i ' • , i ?.l ~ 
o~~iw~ yi~::i :11ln::i P'DY ;i1;i o?iy:i :lJ'~~ 'Jg ni~i? 

The simultaneous presence of the Shechinah in one location 

and in the world at large (Baba Batra 25a) was a paradox 
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which the Rabbis did not attempt to resolve. 

This idea, however, that the Shechinah can be isola-

ted in a given location is a prerequisite to the abovrnen-

tioned concept of histalkut hashechinah. Separation from 

and nearness to this divine presence is connected in a gen-

eral sense with man's action. Shechter comments: 

'Thus taught the sages, Thy deeds will bring thee near 
(to God), and thy deeds will remove thee (from God). 
How so? If a man does ugly things his actions remove 
him from the divine presence, as it is said, 'Your 
sins have separated between you and your God' (Isaiah 
59:2). But if a man has done good deeds, they bring 
him near the divine presence.25 

Wicked generations and individuals are said to have an 

effect on the positioning of the Shechinah in relation to 

the world. In the following passaee from Genesis Rabbah 

(19:7) the conclusion is drawn that sinners prevent the 

Shechinah's dwelling on earth: 

p!>?n 1 'K .• OP:i n111:i p:i. 17ilnc O"il?K •;, ?1p n\\ 1>'Ci17.,, 
1?:in1;) O":-J?K -~ ?ip n~ 1Y);)W"1 'JW 0 ?ip? ,,,,il V'W 1lYDiO 

~:i.tt 1 '\\ o :ix1K lllK 1?:in1 \t:l nir.iv) • JiO • lll\\7 ,,,.,~11 ,.p::i 
1P'Y 0 :i?iyi Y~P~ 17ilnD ~?K • lK~ J'n~ l'K 17ilc K3il~ PJ 
:ll"~ill :ip?nol 71vKiil o,K K~nv 11'~ o :in"il D"JinnnJ :13'J~ 

• 'l? W1lK ,,, • "JVil y•p1? ilp?nol l"P Kt:ln 0 11VK1:1 Y"P17 
~);)"J 0'1~C1 i? D'"1;)110 o ';,7 :-Jl7~il 111 o •,7 ?iJcil 111 

pn~., Dil1:rn. 7;i ,,\\, oO.,P'1~ 'T ,,);)y T,lJ~1 0 't7 Oil1J\\ 
iny 0 '17 il1'11il1 Oil1JK ,CY 0 illllC 01CY nilp ,,, 0 JPY"1 
0 ,,, 'il:i 7c il,"11il1 JPY" ,CY 0 'il? ., lD ;i,.,,,il, pn~· 

• ':i.? "lil 11;) il,'11il1 nilp ,CY o 'l? •,il 11;) il1"11il1 .,,, ,CY 
*• ilt:l);)? :i?yc?c il1"11;i1 :-JiDD ,cy .'K7 "Jil 7c il,.,,,il, 01cy ,cy 

Abelson mentions this text and lists several other passages 

which suegest that sin and the Shechinah are antithetical: 

It is the sense of conflict between Deity and sin that 
is expressed in such maxims as 'He who sins in secret 

il7J D"Y:O~t1. '1l1 '(1\\ 1'.01""' O"P"1~ ~T? o.,?,iln) J"n::i '"IK * 
:y1Nj ~l·~~ ill':J~~ ~' o~~wi;i N?\\ • ,,,KJ o~n11g 1WY"' 
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presses against the feet of the Shechinah'(Kiddushin 
Jla), there beins no room in the universe for both 
God and sinners.~6 

Given this point of view of the incompatibility be-

tween the Shechinah and sin, together with the idea that 

the Temple was destroyed on account of the sins of the 

people, it is not surprising that this cataclysmic event 

would be connected with the departure of the Shechinah. 

In the passage quoted above (p. ) from Eichah Rabbati con-

cerning the Hurban, God remarks that now that they have 

sinned I have returned to my original place. 

A change in the daily liturgy following the destruc-

tion of the Temple gives an indication of the depth of the 

reaction on the part of the Rabbis. Whereas previously 

the seventeenth blessing of the Amidah had concluded "For 

thee alone do we serve in reverence," it would now read 

"who restores thy divine presence (Shechinah) to Zion. •• 27 

Thus, it was very likely a widespread belief that the 

Shechinah had departed after the Hurban. 

One might well expect a similar association of histal-

kut hashechinah with the exile, since the relation of galut 

to the sins of the people is equally blatant in the litera-

ture. The previous passage, however, is at best equivocal 

evidence since it does not necessarily equate galut with 

Hurban. In another passage (Shabbat JJa, mentioned above 

in connection with the reasons for ealut), the two are 
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linked more closely in a context which also describes the 

alienation of the Shechinah from Israel: 

~,, 'l~ ?~1:.V'~ nr?no~ ilJ'J~, J1n i17iy~il 0'~1 •i::i'.!:>:.V 7iyJ 
7::i1w 'J1' 1~~ ilJ o~::i~i' onK ivK y1\'\~ n~ i~~un ~;, •ili i.!:>'Jnn 

:n~in::i 7::iit!7 'J'~, ilJ D'JV1' aJJ'~ ilnil\ .,~~~~on~ l\il ·::iinJ 
.. , ', l\ :::i n , ? l n 1 ? ::i i ' , 1 ., o ., ~ i17 • n i'YL'il , o ' 1:i ' '7 \'\ • , 1 J. Yi n,, , Y ' , ? ' l 1 i Y J 

?::i n~ 'J •3:.v T~,?~J T'~oi'i 'in\'\' 1'\'\::ii 7ni1' T'?l~l o?iy? 
:"lllY ,,?.!:>~, y1Kil N~~ni J'nJ1 "lli Y1l\il 'JR ivy ?~il niJyinil 

. c ~ ~ ~ ti.:i o ~ n l\ x , l' i1 l\ ' :;i Q }:; ? , :i' n ::> ' • , l i n ' ':i Y It is conce1vaole ~ha~ ~ne au~hor 01 ~n1s passage 

distinguished between galut and Hurban with respect to 

histalkut, but since the same sins are spoken of as lead-

ing to both of them, it seems logical to expect histalkut 

in connection with galut. One unimpeachable text which 

carries through with this logic is quoted in the name of 

R. Zabdi Ben-Levi: 28 

nn'J o'i"n' J'vl~ C'il?~ ~no c'?"iln, nnn ,,, jJ 'i~T 
oT~~y 'J.!:>::l l"J~1' l'il 0'1~~~ ?1'1~' i?~lJ ~?v iY 1';,:i~ ilnR 

nnR K'Jl~'j;t .. 7?i::i H'JY.J ,,~lH? ?i':Ji 0:1:>.1'.'0' "IJ.!)::l il.l':nvili 
11' ,";in TZl':lY 'J.!:>J ?1'1v'i :i~;,:y 'J!lJ :-JJ'JV :i1Tn 1?.:i.:.v 1l'Jl 

:iiJ :i~:.v' ilJ'l\ o ~n'n~ lJJ:.v 0'1iio 

In this observction we discover that the Shechinah 

was only joined with the community of Israel after their 

redemption from Egypt, and that as a consequence of the 

exile the two return to their separate existences. In 

this instance we assume that the presence of the Shechinah 

amone the Israelites had some temporal relationship with 

the Exodus (perhaps with the revelation of the torah and 

the sealing of the covenant, and certainly with the taber

nacle). Consequently violation of the covenant would not 

only lead to exile, but would also cause the alienation of 
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the Shechinah. 

R. Zabdi's position follows logically, as we have demon

strated, from Rcbbinical motifs concerning the location and 

reaction of the Shechina and does not necessarily contradict 

God's identification with the pain of exile. However, the 

alternative position which emphasized the direct participa-

tion of the Shechinah in the exile, Shechinta Bagaluta, is 

report~d in the name of several prominent Rabbis. 

Rabbi Akiva, for example, maintained that everywhere 

the Jews were exiled the Shechinah accompanied them, and 

that when they will return the Shechinah wilJ. return with 

them: 29 

.(lj l ·~ 'r.>ill 1'»~7Ki ,,l 0,1~~r.> 17 n,;!l 1WK rr.>Y ,l~r.> 1r.>1K1 
:li:li C,J 1JY1 lW O,:l 7K1'JJ, CY :11JY ~1T ~1iJY 1r.>iK iTY,lK '1 

'1 • :lJ,r.> 71J7 ,~,y ~T :11 :lT ,~, \K, , ~,1Jlj 0'»7l O,J :lJ:-11 
?Kiv, 11r.>K 71j,JJ ,,~K? ,~DK ,K :i,n::i K1pr.i K7~7K ,~,K K:i,vY 

1:iK1t?, 1 l!J7 oipr.i 7::i:i l\:nr.>·nK 7::i1 on,1!l lr.l:liY ~"J~':l ,J!l7 
n1:i1J:i 'l~ o:i~y :iJ,J'JJ a,i~r.i7 i7l ,o:ir.iy ~J,::i~ :in71 7i::i,:i::i 

:lJ"::iv ?::i:i7 i71 1,1::i :i l\ 11 v) c,1:1ir.>:i oni,~::i. l,:i~ n,:i 7K ,n71J 
:lJ,::iw o?,y? i71 ,,, l~ :i,yv,( :i?:i: ,nn?i~ OjJyr.>7 'lill o:i~y 

:il,J'JJ a11K? i71 (n? ~r.i :i,r.>,,) o7,y:i "NOJ ,nr.ivi 'Jw o:ir.iy 
o(N lO :i~y~,J :11~Jr.> C,1l:l Y1r.>n 01iKr.> KJ :11 ,r.> 'Jill D:l~Y 

,,;i;x ,R, :i~1 l~ 1~r.iy n111n :iJ,::i~ 7i::i,J::i i11n? 7,1,nyv::ii 
:i' j 1 , l :i 7 r.i. , n K , r.i, K , ' :i 'V, K 7 K :i., -.,,;i , , l , N \ l 7 a , , . J, ) 1, n., ::1 i[l n K 

God is not seen here as separate from the lsraei1tes at 

all, but rather when the time arrives for them to return he 

returns (shav) ~ith them; (not heisheev which would imply 

his intervention from a distance in causing them to return). 

Virtually the same argument is reproduced in the name 

of R. Natan with the addition of a significant mashal:JO 
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0 ,,~~? i?l oO;'lf.>Y ;'!l'JiV 171127 01j?f.> ?JJ.ilJ ?l\it!7n O'J.'J.n ir.>11\ 7nl 'J.i 

1 ~ 1 y;iyi~ n'J.~ o'il~J. on1•1J. l'J.K n'J. ~~ 'n'?ll ;i?1J:i Oiir.>Y iil'JiV 
-~~ c?''' i?l .:i?J.J. "~n?1~ CJJyr.>? \lf.> ii'YiV') . liV D;'lf.>J ;'IJ'~t!7 ?J.J.7 
,, 127 , 1?n o-wi:l 'n1::i.~n1 o?,YJ. "Ko::i 'nr.:nvi \tJr.> ;i'r.>i') ·n,i o;-ri:lY :i:1'Jtv 

D D'1lJ. yir.>n 011\\7.:> lt._ ;n "r.> \lO :'l~YiV') ;H7 Q;'ll'.)y jjJ':JilJ 011K? 1?1 
"" 1'ii?~ ·;i J.i171 \'7 o'iJ.i) ·l'l' o;ir.>y :iJ':::i11 o'inn iJiit!7J1 .;n::c::i.r.> 

""" \1 lJJ";'l'lJJ in1~1 ·l':'l?K . ., ::i.i.vi t\?I\ ir.>KJ I\? J.'~.mi lr.>ni1 ln1::iw 
71lini i'liV wKin ;iJ~K VKir.> '11vn 'K1J.n 71JJ.?r.> 'nK :i?:::i 71J::i?~ 

1Dl\'27 l7D7 :i~11 iJ.1ii :i~? ?Wi:l ir.>11\ 'i oD'ir.>J 'ii:ir.> ni'il\ n1l1Yf.>f.> 
•"lJ. ?~K "l'1;'1 'liV?J.r.>iin}\'lJ 7r.>1 ?J ~]J. ?~K 'J"iii 'JiVp~n 01\ 11JY? 

onHtr.>1tJ l1nJ. amt 7:iiv;i \ TtJ l{,?., 1; l\''ii:>l 

In this formulation, the mashal {parable) is brought to 

emphasize that God dwells with the Israelites even in con-

ditions of impurity {in ealut). Abelson mentions several 

passages in which the Shechinah is said to dwell with Israel 

despite their impurity: 

The Rabbins made much of the phrase in Ezekiel J6:17, 
k'tumat haniclah (the impurity of the menstrual woman); 
it is not the same as k'tumat met; a "Kohen" may keep 
company with the former but must have no contact with 
the latter; Israel being likened by the prophet to the 
former and not to the latter may therefore always hope 
to be in the company of God.Jl 

Aside from R. Natan's mashal cited above, there are 

other examples of statements which suggest that God demon

strates his affection for Israel by permitting His Shechinah 

to enter into places of idolatry, filth, and uncleanness in 

J2 order to redeem them: 

n11J.Y 01j?7JJ. ;-)' 1 J.?~1 ;i?.:Ull7 7K1V' ?v 7nJ.'n i1?111;i 71Yi'Jt.V 'IJ.j ir.>\'\ 
il?Dlili 7:iJ7 ?v~ 0 l7Kl7 '"~ill~ ;'J~f.>1'0 01PDJ.1 nD1l'O oipi'::>J.1 O'J.:J1J 

n,1;i?1 0 iil7DK ~K '~~V nK Kr.>~~ Q ;ivyK ;'Ji'J i1::>1K n1iJ.j?ii n'J.7 1nr.>1in 
i J. i; "K K ? , i :i o 2l i i n n i n n 1' a y !'i 'I r.> l y mt Kr.> o? ., ? J. ~ 1 7.) o K • • \'\ ., n 1::> i i n 

viip \.J. :i'?.>1') 'lilJ ii''::ip:i ?iV in?.nin l':i il"'n1J.~ l:l o"m.:iiin nl\ 
T,K 1~K n'J. 1"K '~ (~, n17J~) 'Jw n1iJp;i 1'~ ,,;i 'ill ':i? ?Kiili' 

l ; t\ , l 'I l K i K ., :; ;i ; ::i ;1 r ;i , 7J K 0 ., , :l i' :,) a ., , ~ (.) , ( l , :l 1 (.) J. ) , r.i 1 }\ 1 n (.) D 'V 

,.,7.J i?"l:i? 11}t1 \l ni.::1w) ':i~ 1?'l:J71 ,,.,, :i.01r.> t-\"K 1n"J;i? 
W1Pb nK ,~~, ll~ K1P"1) J~ ini~ 1;'JtJ1 71;i~? Nip K"~1~v:i 0"1X~ 

: 1271 j? ;i ' y , !) :i , (. 0 ill ) Q \!71 p il 
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In this midrash we are presented with a model for later 

redemption, but the text does seem to suggest that God does 

exile himself into such situations. It is not unequivocal 

proof, however~ that he abides there with them. Concerning 

this passage Abeison suggests: 

These ideas are an expansion of the oft-recurring 
Biblical references to the sonship of Israel. The 
Sifrei on a passage in Deuteronomy (32:5) says, 
'Although they (i.e., Israel) are full of blemishes, 
yet they are called sons.' The Yalkut on Lamentations 
3:3 compares this sonship to the case of an earthly 
monarch who yearns and frets for his son's company no 
matter what the latter's failings and offences may be.33 

We have now developed two contrasting views of the pos-

sible reaction of the Shechinah in the situation of galut. 

Marmorstein hypothesizes that one point of view (that which 

emphasizes Shechinta Bagaluta) predominated during certain 

periods as a result of external circumstances. For example, 

he suggests: 

Most of the great apologists for Judaism in the third 
century dwell on the doctrine of God's unchangeable 
love for Israel on one side, and strongly repudiate 
on the other side the idea of Israel being forsaken 
by God.J4 

The apparent contradiction between the incompatibility 

of sin and the Shechinah and the emphatic allusion to the 

Shechinah dwelling in contact with impurity, is explained 

by Abelson as fellows: 
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An examination of all the passages bearing on the sub
ject shows that wherever Shechinah and sin are anti
thetical, the reference is either to the sin of an indi
vidual or of a section of Israelites, whereas in all 
those passages where Shechinah and sin are in consonance, 
the allusion is to the sin or evil of the collective 
body of Israelites. The underlying idea is only another 
form of the emphatic assertion so constantly repeated 
throughout the pages of R~bbinic literature, of the 
Immanence of God in Israel. God dwells in Israel at all 
costs. Whether Israel be in good or evil repute, God is 
there. To ask the question how the Rabbins could harmo
nize their doctrine of God's Immanence in Israel in 
spite of Israel's wickedness, is to go beyond the scope 
of Rabbinic loric.35 

Urbach, howe~er, maintains that this is one of two pas-

sible explanations. He describes differing opinions of 

R. Akiva and R. Eliezer on the verse from Isaiah. "But your 

iniquities have separated you from your God." R. Akiva can 

be understood to be referring this passage only to the indi-

vidual sinner, that the Shechinah will not rest on him, and 

not to the community of Israel as a whole. R. Eliezer, on 

the other hand, related the histalkut of the Shechinah from 

Israel to their iniquities: ''Just as only teshuvah can 

bring redemption, in his opinion, so al~o the withdrawal of 

sinfulness alone can restore the shechina "to its place ... 36 

In addition, as we have seen above, it wa~ possible to 

maintain that the Shechinah departed from the community as 

a whole. ~e therefore might suggest (as does Urbach)37 

that the difference in the explanations of the Shechinah's 

actions serves a homiletic purpose. The attitude that the 

Shechinah departs f rorn Isr~el during exile and is repelled 
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by the sins of the people is spoken as a kind of reproach. 

On the other hand, the notion that the Shechinah accompanies 

the Jews during their various exiles and indeed weeps over 

them, is spoken for the purpose of solace and comfort. 

Marmorstein in particular is convinced that certain 

motifs of God's identification and participation in exile 

were used to buoy up the spirits of the people and to 

counter Christian propaganda. Concerning the stories of 

the Shechinta Bagaluta he remarked: 

Successive generations of teachers often repeated these 
words, and with them dispelled the people's despair and 
raised their hope and trust in God. Such an action was 
especially called for since Christian teachers renewed 
and reiterated the defamation of the Jewish nation, 
first broadcast by pagan writers and orators. God h2s 
forsaken the ~nie of Israel! He is no m·ore dwilling
in their midst. This was manifested by the Exile of 
Israel, the defeat of the Jews on the battlefields of 
Galilee and Judea, the downfall of the City of Jerusa
lem, and last but not least the Destruction of the 
Temple in Zion.JO 

Kadushin in The Rabbinic Mind suggests another possible 

explanation for the histalkut-Shechinta Bagaluta question. 

He introduces another conceptual term, Gilluy Shekinah, which 

stands for those occasions when God manifests himself to man-

kind; he reserves for "Shechinah," the meaning of the "normal -

mystical experience" of God's nearness.39 "The statement 

that God withdrew His Shekinah when the Temple was destroyed, 

and the statement, in a context of prayer, that Shekinah is 

everywhere, do not really contradict each other; the former 
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refers to Gilluy Shekinah whereas the latter reflects nor

mal mystical experience. 1140 

Kadushin, as mentioned above, rejects the notion that 

the Shechinah stands for a divine principle permanently in-

herent within Israel. Rather the Rabbis 

speak of Shekinah as sharing, as it were, the exile ·of 
Israel ••. Such statements reflect the normal mystical 
experience of the Rabbis and of the people as a whole. 
But the Rabbis never take it for granted that Shekinah 
is inevitably associated with Israel. As a matter of 
fact, they do dissociate Shekinah from Israel. Wnen the 
people sin, Shekinah leaves Israel .. ,, 11 41 

Therefore, statements concerning the departure of the 

Shechinah must refer to conditions when the Shechinah can-

not be revealed for whetever reason (e.g, 9 uncleanness, no 

dwelling place, etc.), Acceptance of this logical schema 

for viewing the controversy still leaves us with the ques-

tion of the import of the differing interpretations of the 

activities of the Shechinah. From our own perspective we 

may view tha various opinions as expressive either of homi-

letic license in response to the needs of the people or as 

reaction to external polemic. 

Urbach suggests that the question may have had some 

implication ·for the political thought of the figures in 

question -- for example, R. Akiva's usage of the ~idrash 

concerning the Shechinta Bagaluta and its return may be 

t d . "h h' . . f 42 connec e wit is messianic ervor. On the other hand, 

R. Eliezer's perspective would be non-political in the sense 
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that it would focus on the internal, moral life of the 

community. 43 In general, we may observe that each of these 

positions exhibit a continuity with what we have mentioned 

in previous chapters concerning the theological dimensions 

of galut. 

In the first place, the dominant motif of galut remains 

punishment and fulfillment of the covenantal warnings; the 

covenant is personalized with the use of imagery reflecting 

the closeness of Israel and God although this closeness does 

not mitigate the performance of justice. Secondly, through

out this chapter we have observed a preoccupation with the 

participation of God's shechinah in the travail of galut. 

This phenomenon occurs despite the natural aversion or anti

thesis between sin and the Shechinah. Finally, the catas

trophe surrounding the Hurban and the initiation of the 

galut had very distinct cosmic consequences, although the 

elucidation of those consequences seems to vary according 

to the needs of darshan and audience. Within all perspec

tives, however, God is never indifferent to the galut of 

His people. 
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THE STATUS OF ERETZ BAVEL AND ERETZ ISRAEL 

CHAPTER VI 

As we have noted the situation of galut which prevailed 

in the Rabbinic period was characterized by the existence of 

a prominent and relatively comfortable community in Eretz 

Bavel. In general, conditions there led (as we shall see 

below) to purer genealogical descent, great concern for the 

propaeation of torah teaching, and equal, if not superior, 

authority with respect to certain leg~l institutions. One 

&uthority ever. held that to leave Babylonia for Eretz Israel 

was to transgress a positive commandment of the torah. 1 

Babylonia was certainly at least "the second land of 

Jewish settlement," as one modern Talmudic authority de

scribes it, 2 if not an equally important location in the 

growth of the Jewish people. Therefore in describing the 

Rabbinic picture of galut, it is essential to understand 

the variations in attitude towards Eretz Bavel and Eretz 

Israel throughout the period. We will be concerned with 

the development of aggadic traditions with respect to each 

land and where possible the halachic concomitants as well. 

Be€: inning with a comparison of .e;al ut Bavel with other exiles, 

we will then discuss actual conditions in Babylonia itself, 

compare the legal status of Babylonia with Eretz Israel, 

describe the traditions relating to the latter and its 

settlement, and finally, consider the question of whether 

"Bavel" can in fact be viewed as r:alut at all. 
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If our concern lies with the image of the Babylonian 

exile contemporary with the Rabbis, then we will observe 

that it is considered a relatively benevolent occurrence. 

As early as R. Yochanon ben Zakkai galut Bavel is portrayed 

as havine less severe consequences than other exiles. His 

remarks allude to the affinity of the Jews for their origins 

during the time of Abraham and suggested that it was natural 

that they would return there:J 

'Jg~ i~in 1'7)J 17)1~ '~JT lJ 7Jn1' 7J1 n'n C'1J, nw'~n 
001JK 0'J 'J!ln 7?1J n1~1K0 ?J~ in' ?:iJ? ?~1lD' i?l n~ 
?y n?p?p~ ~iVK? 0~,, 1Ji~ ~~? ?v~ i?~l.j cvb n'n c~'J~ 

.;i'J~ n'J? ;in?v~ JJ'n? ;i?yJ 

The exile to Babylonia specifically is elsewhere viewed as 

resulting from God's compassion toward the Je~ish people in 

carrying out of His judgment against them. He understood 

that Israel could not bear the decrees of the Romans so He 

exiled them to Babylonia where conditions were easier: 4 

n~ y,, K,~, 0J1, 1'J0 C'0?K J'nJ, 'K~ K''n 'J1 'J~~, 
C''~11K n1Tl ?Jp? J'?1J• T'~v ?K1~'J n~Jp;i ,,,, 0~1p~ 

.?JJ? oniK ;i?lni ,~, 
These two traditions were recorded with some embellish-

ment in a passage from tractate Pesachim (87b): 

'~ip7) n~ ,,, Ki;i1 nJ,, 7'J~ C'07K J'nJi 'K~ K''n 'J1 KJn 
ciK ni'1TJ~ nn'Tl ?Jp? 1'71J' P"'KiV ?Kiw, nK ;-iilJj?:J yip 

? ::i J 7 ? Ki v' m; ;i" Jpn ~? l n }\ 7 K ·• i i ?.:>Ki ? J :i? an i K ;i 7 l 0 l J, !l? 
K~'Jn "i o?Kltt n1~~ D,!lK ?1t\W ,,~ 'Jv ?1Ki/JJ ~v,~YW 'J!l~ K?K 
* l1l'Wtv 'l.!lr.i.izrn pn1' ., ;iiin 7iiz177 onw? Jii;;>v 'JDD iz:iK 

In the above passage we learn that one of the advantages of 

Babylonia is that its language is similar to the languaee of 

torah and, in fact, accordine to Ulla (who travelled period
!'. 

ically between Pales~ine and Babylonia)~ the Babylonian exile 

.:i~K n'::i? n1liV~ JJ'n~ iniVK ?y OY~i/J oiN? ?w~ 7?.:>K n'J7 * 
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is the kind of place where the Jews could enjoy dates and 

study torah. In another ho~ily we also learn that galut 

Bavel is radically different from other exiles since the 

Jews in Babylonia were for the most part less subject to 

. th t d. . . 6 persecution an were o her iaspora communities: 
n::ivi'i'J 7ny,v ?::i::i ?'JJ ni~?l i?K Kli;-i ~, i~K pini~ 'JJ il\"~~ 

1,K'JJ n1~1'1\ ,~~ ?w ni,7l i?K yi~~ ~JP~ "niJ::ii a,JJj 1~'7Y 
·l~'7Y n::i'JJ,,i'J 7ny, 

The text suggests in accord with what we have seen above 

that the Jews are able to contemplate their affairs in rel-

ative quiescence in Babylonia whereas the other exiles are 

compared to the emotional state of daughters (who are not 

at ease).7 

"Galut Bavel" in the Rabbinic literature may also refer 

to the orieinal Babylonian captivity which was variously de

scribed as bloody (Shoher Tov 6:2), a time of great darkness 

(exodus Rabbah 51:7), and as more difficult than the slavery 

in Egypt (Yerushalmi Sukkah 4). But the current exile as 

characterized by the Rabbis provided the very leavening for 

the survival. and development of Judaism. 8 The community in 

Babylonia was distibguished by their piety, and by virtue of 

their •study of torah they are sustained as we see in the fol

lowing passaces:9,lO 

Cj'i'J' i::ii' 1Yi'J? 1;>JK, ~i'Jn 7JJJ .,JO K::>'l\ 7Jn1' .. ~,, ~,, ,,(.)}\ 
n'7 '1i'JK, 11'j 'I\? yil\7 ~Jin::i 7J~ ::i'n::> ~i'J,~;-i ?y C-'..,JJ i'J,~, 

7 11 ::i, i i D 'I\ i j i ;-i 7 .., J ;-i 'I\, i J ., ' ;-i i i'J 'I\ 'I\ n i17, J ::> , ::i 7 " :iv n i'J i ' ;>J, p i'J 

''n 1j1ini 'j';i ..,j l\nv'Jj '::17 ,,,,y, ,~,vni ,~..,,P ~'l::i7 

n1jl:J. 7J.J 'JJ ?· 1 '1\ o 'J17 ;i,,,,iO "Dl, ·i::i ?KY;>JV' "J"l 
nijT::l ?~iw' yiK 'JJi o niin;-i ni::it::i ? 1 ~ c a'.,n 7:-i ~;>J 
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In the first case above the elderly Babylonians have length-

ened their days by their attendance at public worship; in 

the second they are to be distinguished both from the rest 

of the diaspora and also Eretz Israel by their concern for 

torah. The latter passage suggests in a literal form the 

distinctions among the three areas of Jewish settlement, 

distinctions whose legal consequences will be described 

below. Nevertheless the signifi~ance of each of the passa

ges we have considered thus far need not be their accurate 

rBndering of such differences, but simply the evidence they 

indicate of highly valued and distinctive existence in galut 

Bavel. It shoudl also be noted that this view is expressed 

in the name of both Babylonian and Palestinian authorities. 

Considering the fact that the major development of 

aggadic literature occurred in Palestine (while the halacha 

was more completely developed in Babylonia) it is signifi

cant that such positive evaluations of galut Bovel are in 

evidence. We do find some instances of criticism of the 

pilpul engaged in by Babylonian scholars (notably attribu-

ted to R. Zeira who keft Babylonia to study in Palestine 

and who observed 100 fasts in order to forget his Talmudic 

1 . . B 1 . ) 11 . earning in aby on1a ; ~ some derog2tory comments are also 
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made concerning their scholarship (e.g., Shabbat 145b, 

where R. ~iyya bar Abba claims that the Babylonian scholars 

dress well to compensate for the fact that they are not well 

learned.) 

Comparable traditions are reported from the Babylonian 

point of view as well. These typically involve instances 

of Palestinian sages who suddenly recognize the superiority 

of the Babylonian scholars (cf. Ulla in Ketivot 111a and 

R. yodin who is impressed by Rav Kahane, Baba Kamma 117b). 

There is even one instance of a Babylonian, Abbaye, revers

ing the comment and suggesting that one of their scholars 

(from Palestine) is worth two of ours. 

From the legislative and institutional point of view, 

however, it is apparent that Babylonia claims certain dis

tinctions. For example, R. Judah, the Patriarch and there

fore the leader of the Palestinian community makes it quite 

clear that he considers his status to be inferior to that 

of the Resh Galuta, Rav Huna. He is reported as saying 

(Genesis Rabbah 33.3): ''If he were to co~e up here I would 

rise before him, for he is descended from Judah, whereas I 

am from Benjamin, he is descended on the male side while I 

am descended (from Judah) on the female side.'' The Bibli

cal passage which indicated that the scepter (of ruling 

power) will never depart from Judah (Genesis 49:10, iio~ ~~ 

,~~1i T~Jc ~pinci ~,,~,c OJW is seen to allude to 
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the Exilarch in Babylonia whereas the m'chokek is referred 

to the school of Rabbi who publicly teach torah in Eretz 

Israel. 

When in another source (Horayot llb) the opinion is 

offered that Eretz B?vel and Eretz Israel may be considered 

analogous to the situation of the Kingdoms of Israel and 

Judah (whose rulers each brought forward his own sin offering 

before God), the opinion is rejected on the grounds that the 

Palestinians submit in authority to the Babylonians: 

D,~,~~ i?Kl c~~y; C'K'Ji'J i?K il1 n'J 'J'~, 7K1~' 'J7D 
,.,, 1J'D''J llK KJtl ,,,~~ 'D''J K7 on~ .,,, 11'.)~ Ci'J~Y? ,.,,,.,, 

The historical significance of this submission will be 

considered below. With respect to genealogical purity, 

Eretz Davel was also considered superior. In a chapter 

dealing with genealogical matters deriving from the return 

from the first exile to Babylonia (Kiddushin, Chapyet 4) we 

find that "Ezra did not go up from Babylonia until he made 

it pure like sifted flour," i.e., that he took the citizens 

of lower social class, thereby leaving a purged, genealogi

cally purer class: 12 

1TY 1?l~ '1 11JKi 1TY7K '17 ;J'7 Y''Oi'J 911 K7 i7y 'JnJ 7JJ.i'J 
inK ''JK 1i'Jn'K ;i?yi ;J''PJ n?io~ ;iKwYW 1Y 7JJi'J K1TY ;i?y N7 

11Y7N '~1iJ ~l'~'DP1 7Jn a7iy;i 1i'JK KJ11 7Jn a;i'7'Ki'J i?y 
;i?yi ~''PJ n?ioJ t'IKWYW iY 7JJi'J ~1TY ;i?y K7 1TY?K ., 1i'JK1 

'171:.n K11 YJ'K 1TYO,N '1i''7 n'K KJ1 1TY7K '1i''7 n'7''J~ 
'W11DK 1JO 1D 'l7D'i'JP Kt'IJ KJ;Jl 1TY7K '11 ltl7 n'K Ki'J7Y 

ltll1p10K 1tl''n1J 7yJ 1JO 1i'Jl 1P'70 ltl''V~J~l 1~J'W11DK 
n1~1K 7J 7~1i'J~ l~K tlil~' J1 ii'JKi lJ''tl i7y 1i'JKi 7Ki'J7 ~i'J7~J 

o7J~? t'IO'Y Y1Kl 7Ki~· yiK7 ;io'y 
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Jacon Neusner in h: Historx of the Jews of Babylonia accords 

with this interpretation that it was believed{my emphasis) 

that Ezra had taken up with him all of the unsuitable fami

lies .13 This traditional explanation was linked with Rav 

Judah's doctrine, advanced in the name of Samuel, that all 

countries are as dough in comparison v1ith Palestine, and 

that Palestine is as dough relative to Babylonia (i.e., 

since dough is a mixture of flour and water, those countries 

are less pure than Eretz Israel which is in turn less pure 

than Babylonia). 1~ The legal implications of these distinc-

tions were important and involved the assumption of purity 

in background of a Babylonian, impurity in the background of 

someone from outside of Palestine, and no a priori assump

tions for someone from Eretz Israel. 15 

Later attempts during the life of R. Judah to invali-

dt th . . . . h 16 R d h ae is Judgment did not meet wit success. . Ju a 

himself supported the purity claimed by Babylonian Jewry, 

apparently "because his own origin would have been impugned 

if he had not, 111 7 

Seemingly even more significant than these arguments 

about genealogical purity and the study of torah in Baby

lonia was the abovementioned dictum of Rav Judah (occuring 

in Ketuvot 110a, Shabbat 41a, B'rachot 24b): "V'Jhoever goes 

up from Babylon5.a to the Land of Israel transgresses a posi-

tive commandment:" 
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yi~7 p0~~7 ~Y~1 ~,,~~ ~11 ~~l,~ ~,~n~~p ~,~ ~1~T 'i 
~VYJ 1~1Y 7~i~, yi~7 7~J~ ~7iy~ 7~ ~,,~, J1 1~~1 7~1~, 

·~ c~J cni~ ,,pg ci, iy ,,~, ~~~, i~J,, ~7JJ •3~ 

Here Rav Judah gives a theological reason for his posi-

tion, name that "they'' (the Israelites, according to Rav 

Judah) have been carried away to Babylonia and will be there 

(and should be there by implication) until the Lord remembers 

them ~cf. Jeremiah 27:22). His argument is seemingly refuted 

afterwards bt R. Zeira who interprets ''they" as referring to 

the vessels of the ministry, mentioned in the passage from 

Jeremiah. However, later in the same recording of tradi-

tions concerning Eretz Israel (ketuvot 110b-11a, detailed 

below), Rav Judah states in the name of Samuel: "As it is 

forbidden to leave the land of Israel for B~bylonia, so it 

is forbidden to leave Babylonia for other countries (even 

Eretz Israel). 18 Even though the galut Bavel suggested in 

the verse from Jeremiah is the original event, there is no 

question that it is meant to refer to the current exile in 

Babylonia precipitated by the Romans. 19 

Later Babylonian Amoraim (Rabbah and R8 v Joseph, who 

followed Rav Judah in the next century) added that it is 

even forbidden to move from city to city within Babylonia, 

e.g. from Pumbeditha to Be KubP(a nearby village). 21 

Neusner suggests that the original context for Rav 

Judah's ruling was similar to that of his other ruling in 

the name of Samuel, namely wariness about genealoFical puri-
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ty in Eretz Israel. The later reference (concerning Rabbah 

and Rav Joseph) is also related to an attempt by the Rabbis 
22 to try to keep people within the towns of which they approved. 

Rashi offers the suggestion that the reason for the prohibi-

tion against leaving Babylonia was based on its status as an 

important center of learning, 23 and the fact that ~aimonides 

carries forward the opinion of Rav Judah into law24 gives 

additional indirect evidence of the more gener2l applicabili-

ty of Rav Judah's remark. Ir seems possible to conclude that 

the opinion is in fact a more general support for the status 

of Eretz Bavel, particularly in light of the graphic theolo

gical justification he gives for the existence of galut 

Bavel (linking it with the Biblical exile) and also his re

mark further on in the same series of opinions (Ketuvot 111c): 

,,~ 'lw ~~iv' yi~J ,, i?'K~ ?JJJ ,,~ 7~ ~,,~, J1 i~K 

?~J nJwi' 'o7~~ 1i'l 
The portion of tractate Ketuvot which contains the above 

statements of Rav Judah also relates a series of aggadic 

statements about the land of Israel. The mishnah (Ketuvot 

12:11) to which the comments are co~nected is the last in 

the tractate and concerns the special significance of Eretz 

Israel and Jerusalem with respect to the obligations of 

marriage partners: "All may be compelled to go up to the 

Land of Israel but none may be compelled to leave it, All 

may be compelled to go up to Jerusalem but none may be 

compelled to leave it ... " 



- 116 -

According to the gemara to this.rnishna, it was taught 

that one should always live in the Land of Israel, even in 

a town most of whose inhabitants are idolaters, since those 

who live within the land are regarded as having a God and 

thcae outside the land are regarded as having no God (even 

in a city of Israelites): 25 
'nn o., :i :r'l)::> ., 1 ::ii y ;i ::ii: ID 1., y :i "" !Ht " 11 

}\ ::i o i lt , i , ., c? i Y? , "n 
;ir.i11 7}\iiZJ" yi~J 11;i '?:J:!l ?l'\i'Z'' :1J.1liV i'Y:J l?'!lt-\1 7"in:i 111'1 
'}\)~;ii?~ l"~!O 'r.>:J 0~11 Yit-\? ;i~in::i i1;i ?:ii :11'?}\ 1'? ID'i17 "~J 

l'K Yi}\J ,, 13'}\iZJ ?:ii n";i?}\? cJ? ni';i? 7YJ:J ri}\ nK c:i? nn? 
.. c ., :i ::> i ::i_ n, 1. :l y i :i i Y i ? " ~ J ? " 1 n ;i. , i ;i • ? :J ,_., l ? , ?.i i ? K? }\ ;i 1 ? l\ , ? 

~urtnermore, whoever lives in Lretz Israel without 

sin ( as the land makes expiation for his sin) and whoever 

is buried in Eretz Israel is deemed to be buried under the 

altar. Even the person who walks only four cubits in the 

Land of Israel is considered to have merited life in the 

world to come, and the dead outside of the land will not 

be resurrected (although righteous among them will roll 

through underground tunnels to the Land of Israel to be 

resurrected for future life). 

Hyperbolic expressions of glory of Eretz Israel pro

liferate throughout the R~bbinic literature. One modern 

source has collected over 500 homilies. 26 We find, for 

example, that it is better to lodge in the deserts of Eretz 

Israel than in palaces outside of the land: 27 

N1
,, ?~iw~ yiK ?IV n1i:J.1r.>:i 71?? :ioir.i - ";i?o i:iio~ p?}\ 11 

? 11 1n 7v n1"io':>n:i 71?? 
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Every p~rson in the world yearns for Eretz Israel, and 

although the Jews have been exiled from it they will be 

t d h f f 
. . . . 28 re urne w en they are ree rom sin and iniquity: 

,,, ?y1 7K11J'J' y1K7 l"'it{n7.:l ?:::>:i i';-1 ;ir;i o?iy:i :i":ip;i 17.:l'lt 
5 J ~. p ;r ~ 7 1 ~"' , 1 n K? o :::> 7 p Kw 7" y? 7 :i K :i J r.i lj c n, 7 l n 1l i y 

~Y a,nyuJi (~ oir.>y) 'liD l"'J7.:l :ii?v nY'~J :i~in:i o:in~ y~~ 
.an7.:liK 7yr.> ivnJ' ~?1 oni.li~ 

In the following two comments living in Israel is con-

sidered to be equivalent to the whole torah. In the first 

(from the Tosefta to Avodah Zarah 5:2), we find also that 

one should always dwell there and depart only in the most 

extreme circumstances, and then, recognizing the great peril: 
7 11 

.. n '.l K 7 i c ., J :::> i :::> , 1 J , :; ;i :i i i 'JJ 1 ' Y :i i 7 ' :J ~{ J }\ 1 iD' y i K :i o, K ;11 'V, 

?:> 1J.J:::> ;i'?1pw 7~11I7" '{1~- ii:l"W'il7 17.:l77.:l 7~10' :i?i:iv 1"'Y:l 11 "'!)N 
l\ :-c , ~- • n :i l ·J n n n i 1 :i ? K i ;i i ? , K :.i ., 11 1' :i i , :i p :i i • ;i i , n :i 'JJ n , ;:i 7.:l 
;-·nn 11>'1J7.7 ':ii 17.:lN y?o:i r:J'inKo ptrn i":i :i'ir;K yiK? :i'.'lin?oi!-~ 

~"'DK np'' ~X1LJ~ 17.:lT:l 'Jl\ n~'' ~~,~ 1l,~rv 17.:lTJ 7','lr.>K o,i:ii 
"Ol 1!li.ll_ 111:'1 1 "71il7.:l l7~7l\ 17.:li~t 'JJ 11 1 ;i,;i 7:::>i 1'':!"' K1? y?o;:i ;"ll\O 

'1K1W" ?:::> ,-~, JY1~ i•J:ii Ki:i na y1K7 ;ixin? t{X"'~ ,,, ., .. .., ii:i~ 
1'Y:::> ?:::>~ i7.:l7~ 7;i,~y 1'Y:"I '~ ci:ini (K ni1) 'liD 1nr.iiK ?y 7'7.:l"'"P 
l*D17t?:i "n:i~i (n:::> '1J) 17.:l'K ~'\;"! '1;'1 o::l'Y1:l 1'J:ii Ki;i nr.>i m:i""P 

In the second R. Elazar ben Shamua and R. Yochanon the· San-

dalmaker turned back in the middle of a journey to Nehardea 

to study with R. Judah ben Batirah because they suddenly 

recognize the importance of residence in the LC.nd of Israel :2 9 

,~1 ?~N o~:i"~l? o"':::>7i:i , .. ;;w 7Jn1' ':J.11 Y17.:l!J'J l:l 1TY7l\ ":l1:l :-JWY7.:l 
i!lv'T ,"~ nK i1::in ,,,,~; lY'J.:i1 :iiin iJ.'.)r.> iir.>77 ;i1.,n:i 1:i :iii:i" 
onwi'i n1:i Nivr.>:i nK iK1p1 c;i'iJ.:i iy1p1 c:i'niy~, iJ.7Ti c~"l"Y 

2* ii~• o~n~wr.i;i nKi '?l\;i o"'pin:i 7::i nK nivy? n1~w1 :i:i on:iw"i ~niK 

We have previously mentioned the special character of 

the land dating back to Biblical references to the covenant 

and including Rabbinic ideas of the association of God's 

presence with the land. Eretz Israel is cle~rly not like 

other countries and cannot stomach tran~gressors. It has 
o:::>? nn17 (;i:J 'p"1) 1~1'1\1 n,:i'7~7 ,, ';i ;i,;;, ? 11 n T"~iV ":i• n":i ?t\l* 

a:>? "J.,1;i 1Yl~ yiK:i onK~ 1~1 7J 7,;;7~7 o:::>~ ni,;;7 lYlJ y1~ nK 
o:-J,7~7 OJ7 ,J,K lYJJ Y1K:l onK I"'~ ;i1'~ 

·'"K7 o;,7 'N:i1 i1t;i :iiin:r:v n,,~r..·;; 7:::> iJ.l:l :i?1y;o .,"K n:i'v"'Zlf-
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been compared to the delicate son of a king who was fed 

food which he could not digest.JO 

This special character of the land is reported in a 

dream interpretation in B'rachot (5?a): 

ni i~r.i ~?::i 011y ""NJ Nun t-:?:i ir.l1Y 7:i::::.:i oi7n:i 011y i~1yn 

The interpretation suggests that in Babylonia one would 

be held sinless, but that in Eretz Israel (since one is 

already sinless) there must be another explanation for 

the dream. As in ~he above passage from Ketuvot we find 

here that he who dwells in the land already abides sinless. 

This particular aggadic tradition had important legal con-

sequences as well. The merit of Eretz Israel functions to 

augment the merits of a person accused of a capital crime, 

so that if he has been sentenced to death by a court out

side of the land and flees to Eretz Israel, a .court there 

can annul the decision and try him again in the hopes of 

finding in his favor.3 1 

A very early legal tradition which emphasized a dis

tinction between the soil of Eretz Israel and the rest of 

the world is preserved in the concept of eretz ha-amim, 

''soil of the nations." 32 In the middle of the second 

century B.C.E. the first of the "Zugot," Yose ben Yoezer 

and Yose ben Yochanon, created the idea of the Levitical 

. . 11 . . 33 1h( impurity of a countries outside of Judah. 'J · Yerushal-

mi Shabbat I, Jd 43) 
ii11 a"?~i1' ~,~ 7Jn1" 1J "D1"1 ~,,,~ ~,~ i1y1" 1:i 9oi~ 

••• n"J1~T ,,~ ?yi o"r.>Y~ y1~ ?y ~~r.iiu 
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This early tradition (perhaps instituted to stem the emi-

gration of Jews from Palestine consequent upon traumatic 

times of the ~accabeesjJ5 continued to be in force through-

out the Rabbinic period and rulings were made considering 

such ~ubjects as what to do with the terumah offering if 

it comes in contact with the soil. A notable exception 

were the routes customarily used by travellers coming from 
") / 

Babylonia to Eretz Israel.~b 

The impurity of the soil in question derived from un-

certainty concerning the burial practices in the f oreiron 

lands. Buri2l in the Land of Israel was, of course, de-

sirable because of the tradition concerning resurrection, 

but Babylonia was also considered to have merit as this 

passage, which is part of the section previously discussed 

from Ketuvot (111a) indicates: 
7n 1nv ""N ?::i:i:rn1 7"1'V~ i:i.,,iin ,,?,)~, 9oi, :iii :i:n 
7,oni,? K?.)"'"~ ,K~? 7nn?ip ?:i:i ni~i~ 1Kv:iv ,,,v~ 
K?~ ?:i:i.7 :io,y ,"~i ,"N? ;io,y n1'.l1~:i ?~ i~ 11.)~;ii 

. ;11i:i;;i 7"H'? 
In this passage the question is raised as to why one 

would imaeine that the fit would not be received in Babylo-

nia, since it has been established that Babylonia is more 

pure in matters of descent than Eretz Israel. The opinion 

of Rabbah and Rav Joseph only makes sense if it is applied 

to persons received in respect to burial; for in this one 

area Eretz Israel is considered superior on account of its 
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holiness, whereas B"bylonia is considered superior to the 

other nations because of the scholars and saints who made 

their home there.37 

Legally speaking, the purity of Eretz Israel is of two 

separate categories:38 A) intrinsic holiness which derives 

from the presence of the Shechinah on the land, indicated· 

by several Biblical passages in which God speaks of His land 

and His choice of certain areas as holy; B) holiness which 

comes from the actions of the Israelites with respect to 

the land -- both their conquest and consecration of the land 

and their performance of the commandments which depend upon 

it (y1KJ n1,i~n~ n11~D) 0 The two categories are impor-

tant, because certain commandments with respect to the holi-

ness of the land are abrogated by the loss of the political 

sovereignty over the land (and more importantly the destruc

tion of the Temple) and others are not. For example, the 

mitzvah of "orlah," the prohibition of fruit from fruit 

trees until their fourth year, is still observed after the 

destruction of the Temple because it is related to the first 

type of kedushah, which is not abrogated by the destruction; ----
only mitzvot which derive from the conquest and division of 

the land are thus voided by it.39 

The special characteristics of the land are developed 

within other legal traditions as we11. 40 ?or example, the 

performance of the mitzvah of settli~e on the land confers 
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characteristic of fecundity. Consequently the laws which 

pertain to the ten year period after which a non-fertile 

marriage may lead to divorce are only applicable within 

Eretz Israel. Since only in the land is it commanded to 

consecrate a house, only within the land is the meal fol-

lowing the consecration of a house considered a seudat 

mitzvah, and only in the land may one be excused from mili-

tary obligations to consecrate his house. 

We have seen above that settlement in the land itself 

was classified in two sources as a mitzvah which is equiva-

lent to all of the other motzvot of the toran, a seemingly 

unequivocal statement, which neverthless is not attested 

in the Talmud itself. Although certain of the early com

mentators included it among the listing of the.613 command

ments, notably Nachmanides, others did not. They argued 

that it was only obligatory in the time of Joshua, that it 

was not obligatory during the exile when the Jews could not 

perform all of the mitzvot which are dependent on the land 

anyway, nor was it required in times of hazardous conditions 

on the way to the land. 41 

We have selected above, however, from the overwhelming 

aggadic material which favors settlement in the land and 

mentioned certain legal advantages given to those who dwell 

there (cf. the decisions reported in Ketuvot 110a which 

support the riehts of the tBrr1age partner who either wishes 
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to remain in or emigrate to Eretz Israel). Other legal 

inducements were also granted to those who wished to 

settle in Eretz Israel. In Baba Kamma 80b a person buying 

a house from a non-Jew in Eretz Israel is permitted to have 

the title deed written for him even on the Sabbath. 

On the other hand the attitude toward those who leave 

Eretz Israel is summarized in a passage from Ruth Rabbah 

(2:1J) which reports on the journey of Elimelech from Eretz 

Israel to dwell in ~oab and which gives no account of his 

possessions (as compared to the account of the returnees 

from Babylonian exile, Ezra 2:66). 42 In leaving Israel for 

the lands of the exile one's possessions are considered of 

no consequence, as compared with their glorification upon 

entering. 

It remains to be determined to what extent Eretz Bavel, 

with its ex2lted position compared to the rest of the exile, 

partook of the various le~al devices which were used to en

courage settlement in Eretz Israel, and whether it shared 

in the status which accrued from certain observances which 

took place only in the special conditions of Eretz Israel. 

We have already mentioned a~ intermediate status of Eretz 

Bavel in terms of its merit for burial. Certain practices 

were also observed in Babylonia such as tithing and the 

separation of the priestly terumah because of its proximity 

to the Land of Israel. 
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The relatively permanent character of the Yeshivas 

and centers of learning in Babylonia established a prin-

ciple that certain laws were applied equally in Babylonia 

and Eretz Israel, ~ circumstance which dod not obtain in 
• l.f 3 other lands of the diaspora. In one specific case we 

see the applicability of a practice to both communities 

. 1 44 very clear y: 
Tln,., ':ii i?;)K n:i\.'..l::i. 111 '!:1Ki l\'tn:ipi!> 7"Y'1n?;) i"n 

z-ioi' :ii ir.il\ ' 11 '1\:l 7?.lwi 1,,, ?::i.J.:i. 7n'.:7::> ,7:;, 7i;.:;, 
Kn~~:i ~i~y oipi ?ti l\i~ 

In the example here of a slump in trade it is permitted to 

inject special prayers and the sounding of the shofar for 

the particular staple product on which the populations' 

livelihood depended, in Eretz Israel and/or in Babylonia. 

With respect to the institutional diff ere.0ce betweer. 

the two communities we have already given textual evidence 

that the exilarch was viewed with great deference in Pales-

tine. Neusner suggests that their relative degree of author-

ity may not derive from difference in their ancestry (since 

neither of' the claims to DG.vidic ancestry are provable) but 

to the difference in political power: 

The Exilarchate had a higher position in the Parthian 
empire tha~ the Fatriarchate did in the Roman empire ... 
He, or his officials, wore Farthian insicnia of nobili
ty. He controlled military force to execute his edicts. 
The patriarch, on the other hand, was subordinate to 
the Roman officials ~n Palestine, and ruled entirely 
at their pleasure ... 45 
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Furthermore, in later periods 

.•• Palestinian ordination was not valid in Babylonia, 
even 2ccording to Palestinian authorities, unless vali
dated by the exilarch, which the exilarchic authority 
was recognized in Palestine.46 

Certain matters were still controlled by the Palestinians, 

most importantly the calendar. In his summary of the ques

tion47 Neusner asserts that despite the political difference 

there is, nevertheless, no evidence that R. Judah felt appre-

hensive about the spread of the influence of the exilarch 

in Eretz Israel and that therefore the exilarch's reputed 

lineage was still the major factor in determining his status 

and authority. 

It is beyond the scope of the present work to enter 

foto the historical questions involved in detailing the rela

tive authority of the two communities. The present purpose 

has been served by the accumulation of evidence of the sta-

tus of the community and the instutions of galut Bavel in 

the Rabbinic period. To summarize we have noted the devel-

opment of special lee;~,1 categories and observances in Baby 

lonia which distinguish it from the rest of galut; consider-

able aggadic references which depict a social and intellec-

tual situation which does not in any way parallel the homi

letic description adduced either in the Bible (Chapter I) 

or the Rabbi~ic literature (Chapter IV), have been described. 
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We do see, however, considerable distinction between 

Eretz Israel and Eretz Bavel. These distinctions basically 

reflect the intrinsic character of Eretz Israel which is 

developed and embellished out of Biblical sources, a charac

ter which Babylonia shares neither legally nor in terms of 

aggadic references. Beginning with the ~accabean period 

with the rubric of "eretz ar.lim," and proceding through the 

develoµnent of popular sermonic motifs considering life in 

the world to come and matters of such con~equence as resur

rection, efforts have been expended to glorify and elevate 

the status of settlement in the Land of Israel. 

As we have noted, however, although various easements 

were offered to encourage settlement, it is a matter of some 

conjecture as to whether immigration is commanded and in no 

source can we find the command to leave the lands of the 

exile on the model of Abraham. On the other hand there was 

clear halachic basis for remainin£ in Babylonia, apparently 

as a result of the favorable conditions prevailing there, 

ln this area of our investigation, we are fortunate to have 

access to the halachic views which frame the limits of agga

dic discourse, As to the question of the status of Eretz 

Bavle, we can therefore say that it enjoyed an intermediate 

position between Eretz Israel and the rest of the exile, a 

position which resulted from its merits as a vessel for 

Jewish survival and which was characterized by its o~n 
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institutional adva~tages. 

Galut Bavel in this period cannot be seen to partake 

of the same quality as has been generally ascribed above 

to the "galut," except for the isolated comment about ealut 

serving as a refuge. If the criteria for galut is eitnr 

legal disability or social dislocation then at worst the 

Babylonian community was on a par with the Palestinian 

community through most of the period following the destruc-

tion of the Temple. In fact, if we can describe the condi-

tion of the Jews llving on the land under the subjection of 

the nations as semi-galut, then we can term living in Baby-

lonia during the period as semi-Palestinian existence, a 

description which accords well with the Rabbinic opinions 

we have described in the present chapter. 

1Rav Judah, explained below p. 114. 

3 

4 

5 

nn!l?.) "inJ?n:::i.1 wii?.)J. ?l\iw" yi~" , p.rnil .7Jo' 
.n?p 'y 
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SUhKARY AND CONCLUSIO~S --

IS THERE A RABBINIC IDEOLOGY OF GALUT? 

CHAPTER VII 

The thinking of the Rabbis on the subject of galut is 

multifacted developing as it did in response to changes in 

the life of the Jewish people after the destruction of the 

Second Temple. Throur,hout the comments stimulated by these 

events vie are able to sense a com~unity battling against ad

verse conditions and struggling to find a rationale for the 

suffering it endured, Consequently the blending of ideas 

which involved the physical exile from the land, the destruc

tion of the religio-political center, and the subjugation to 

the various nations provides a very complex problem for dis

cerning one specific Rabbinic view or ideology of galut. 

Our approach here has rather been to concentrate on signif i

cant aspects of Jewish belief which have been illustrated by 

research into the Rabbinic response to galut, and then to 

elucidate their place within Rabbinic thought as a whole. 

In the course of summarizing these beliefs we will consider 

galut as theolocical statement, historical catetory, and 

finally as state of consciousness. 

In the first place, the issue of galut is an interest-
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ing window on the Rabbi's attempts to articulate a theology. 

From a fairly straightforward Biblical view of sin and 

divine retribution we now see developing attempts to deal 

with the question of God's intervention in history and the 

problem of suffering and evil. It is these attempts which 

have generated the religious beliefs which implicitly and 

explicitly characterize our texts, i.e., a firm confidence 

in God's justice and an equally firm conviction that the 

condition of the Jews was a result of His actions in history. 

A second category of belief which we have observed in

volves the reactivity of· God to human wrongdoing. We do 

not find, however, by way of contrast, the wholesale pre

occupation with the cosmic consequences of sin and exile 

that fascinated the mystics. The Rabbis had a rather more 

simple, even mechanistic view of the alienation of God's 

presence from contact with human evil. 

It would seem that the existence of galut does not 

provide a challenge to Rabbinic thought, so much as it serves 

to confirm their developing theological beliefs. Thus, we 

have noted, Rabbinic views of galut seem to lack the tension 

involved in the Biblical conceptualizations; the Rabbis pro

ceed as if working out a puzzle to seek out explanations and 

develop rationalizations which they were convinced could be 

found for their circumstances. 
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Therefore they do not presume to areue with God's jus

tice nor to retreat from a conception of his active involve

ment in their current state. This latter fact was particu

larly significant in the light of the severe pressure which 

was apparently applied to Jewish faith by Christian propa

ganda throughout this period. 1 As a response to missionar

ies who preached a gospel of Israel's rejection and of the 

Jews beinr forsaken by God, the Rabbis insisted that God 

will never sever his connection with the Jewish people. It 

was in this light that they emphasized ideas concerning His 

Shechinah accompanying them into exile, and no conception 

of galut was ever developed without the envisagement of a 

return and redemption. 

With respect to galut as historical category the tradi

tion is somewhat equivocal. The customary assumption that 

galut is primarily characterized by physical separation from 

the land is not rigidly held. There can be no doubt that 

galut, being traced to the destruction of the Temple, there

for transcends the issue of physical separation from the 

land. One could certainly assert that calut does refer to 

a specific sequence of events. However, as we have noted 

above (Chapter II) the spatio-historical sens~ of galut was 

emphasized less than its sociological concomitants. 

In this sense galut has become greatly altered in 1nean

ing since the Biblical period. In Biblical parlance galut 
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is a physical "Going into captivity" which is perceived as 

occurring on the stage of history and which may be redeemed 

(like Galut Bavel) on that level. With the broadening of 

galut to include the rubric of suffering under foreign domi-

nation on the lar.d, the cor.cept begins to take on eschatolo-

gical dimensions and is perceived as a contrast with and 

antithesis to .f:_§Ulah (divine redemption). 

In this sense galut as a historical category was theo

locized by the ti~e of the Rabbis. In addition their atti-

tudes became suffused with the realization that the galut 

will likely continue for a significant length of time and 

their response to ii was correspondingly measured. 

One further category of belief which received much 

attention in this period was the exaltation of the value 

of the Land of Israel. The Biblical text gives ample pre-

cedent for considering the land as endowed with special 

characteristics, but the Rabbis expanded the notion of its 

holiness. As the dwelling place of God's presence on earth, 

the land would not only vomit out its inhabitants upon their 

sinnine (according to the Biblical prediction), but it would 

demand its own Sabbaths and would finally suffer the Jews to 

grant it rest through their banishment as it was described 

in Sifra (Bechukotai 7:2): 
w~ o,y11i i~n~ oJ? •n1DK 'JK n,n1nJ~ nK ~x1n i~ 

on•wJ K? an~1 K,~ ,,~ y1~~T iy1nw ''J~J .nnK ,, o•c~~~, 
~,~~ o~a,~~ ?~ n•?'K~ un~n ~,~1 nJ~D 1711 1~DY K7K alJ 

·~· ?J .~~vn ,~, ?J n•nin~o n~ y1N~ nxin TK 'Klw ·~ nJ~'n 
.ni::iivn illl~1il 
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Thus, the quality of the land with its special holiness 

(albeit derivative from the divine presence) should be 

added to the sienificant beliefs which comprise the Rabbinic 

view of galut. 

Finally, there is the question of galut as state of 

consciousness. We began by probing the ffiblical concept in 

terms of popular myths concerning the origins of the people 

and the affirmation of the covenant. The question may be 

raised if these continue to operate in individual and col

lective consciousness i~ the Rabbinic period. The feeling 

of "exile" does not always of necessity accompany the con-

dition of exile but it is particularly characteristic of 

the Jewish people that this feeling represents both the emo

tions of the individual and the national consciousness of 

the people. As described by one mddern historian, these 

feelings are characterized in this fashion: "The sense of 

exile was expressed by the feeling of alie~ation in the 

countries of the Diaspora, the yearning for the national 

and political past, and persistent question of the causes, 

meaning, and purpose of tne exile." 2 

We have ref erred above to this sense in the Rabbinic 

period as the clear consciousness of galut as the "abnormal" 

condition of the Jewish people. Even in those circumstances 

(e.g., Babylonia) when the galut itself was not particularly 

difficult and showed every sign of conti~uing significantly 
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into the future this oonsciousness was cultivated. The 

liturgy of the community did not deviate in this regard 

from the tannaitic norm which prescribed the daily recita-

tion of hope both for a renaissance of a condition of har-

many for God's presence and for a return of the dispersed 

of the Jewish people to within the borders of Eretz Israel. 

Yet as we have seen from the one other area in which 

we do have halachic EUidance, namely in relationship to 

settlement on the land itself, that the tradition did not 

advocate the dissolution of the galut as a realistic or 

desirable goal. Therefore we cannot find explicit or im-

plicit in the Rabbis an ideology which we would term "zion

ist" in the modern sense of focusing on settJ.ement in 

Israel as the central demand of Jewish tradition. 

The two comments concerning immigration which we have 

mentioned are simply examples of what those particular 

Rabbis were thinking at the moment. As one contemporary 

authority has suggested "a collection of all the rnany things 

which some sage at some time said was 'equivalent to the en

tire Torah' would bring in many odd items.''3 We face here 

the problem of hyperbole, which, it should be noted ''is 

almost the customary tone of aggadic rabbinic utterance." 4 

In considering the overall place of galut in Rabbinic 

thou~ht it may be useful to analyze it as a value concept, 

or better as the confluence of the several value concepts 
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or orientations to belief we have mentioned above. In 

his usage of the term "value-concept" to describe certain 

ideas in Rabbinic thought, ro. Kadushin depicts aspects of 

the value-concept which may aid in providing a context for 

the Rabbinic view of galut. 

Kadushin establishes that value concepts "are not only 

undefined but non-definable ..• they can, therefore, respond 

to and express the differentia of human personalities."5 

Speaking of his category in general, Kadushin suggests: 

The coherence of th~ concepts is an organismic coher
ence ... and it has many and far-reaching consequences. 
One of them is the atomistic effect of the value con
cepts, each statement and each deed embodying value
concepts being a complete and independent entity in 
itself. This is reflected in the Haggadah, where cer
tain literary forms brinf tozether statgments that are 
essentially single units in themselves. 

These concepts are to be distinguished from systematic 

ideas embedded in a philosophical system: 

Many thinkers ... would doubtless stigmatize value-con
cepts answering to our description as nothing but naive, 
unsophisticated ideas. It is not a question, however, 
as to whether value concepts are "naive" as compared to 
philosophical concepts, but rather as to which type can 
actually function in the ever-shifting situations of 
life,? 

Given these definitions and the notion that such con-

cepts must be communicable it is difficult to understand 

galut as one discrete value concept. The isolated passages 

in the aggadah adduced above as reasons or purposes concen-

trate not on the exile itself as the phenomenon, but rather 
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on galut as an expression of God's justice and in many 

cases His compassion. 

The variety of the response often indicated more about 

the homiletic eoal of the darshan than his idea of galut. 

For example we may find expressions of the tragedy of the 

galut combined with the apprehension of the inevitability 

and continuity of the exile. Conversely we may find an 

approach to exile which sees it as a necessary road of 

suffering and travail which must be travelled in order to 

reach the ultimate e;ood; Even more positive views are ad-

vanced which see in the galut an opportunity for the Jews 

to prove thsmselves before God, These expressions are in 

fact reflections of the flexible, "naive" conceptualization 

of the Rabbis mentioned by Kadushin. 

The "unconscious theology 118 of the Rabbis unfortunate

ly precludes any but a very modest approach to a problem 

as complex as that of "galut ~-" In the course of our inves-

tigation we have at best been able to demonstrate the appli

cation of Biblical ideas to the contemporary situation of 

the Rabbis in forminc certain aspects of the latter's con-

cept of galut. In analyzing antinomies such as the Shechinta 

Bacaluta--histalkut hashechinah controversy we have been led 

to an appreciation for the breadth of possibility available 

to Rabbinic thought. 
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The primary lesson to be learned involves the organis

mic quality of Rabbinic thought. An experience which is as 

important and basic to Jewish history as galut can never be 

viewed as isolated from the continuous intercourse between 

humanity and divinity that comprises the Rabbinic view of 

history. Therefore no true Rabbinic ideology of galut can 

fall short of accomodating Rabbinic views on sin and punish-

ment, God's justice in history, particularly with respect to 

His covenantal relationship with lsrael, and traditions re-

lating to the special character of Eretz Israel. The bal-

ance of the factors and the limits on the ideology are 

simply the rules of mental and intellectual grammar of the 

aggadah. The present work is an attempt to describe the 

range and limits of their thought in respect to one issue 

the Rabbinic understanding and evaluation of the phenomenon 

of galut. 

1A. karmorstein, Studies in Rabbinic Theology, p.196, 

2
H. H. Ben-Sasson, ''Galut, '' Encyclopedia Judaica, p. 275, 

JE. Borowi tz, "Problem of Form in a J·ewish Theology, " 
HUCA, 1968, p.392. 

4Ibid. 
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