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That the rabbis who formulated the central conception of the
universe for Jewish tradition believed in sacred space is, by now,
a truism. Indeed, the basic binary opposite in the rabbinic
cultural system is the dichotomy between sacred and profane, so
that space, like time, persons, and things, must be either sacred
or its opposite -- though not necessarily the same degree of one
or the other. Mishnah Kelim, moreover, details the sanctity of
space, by telling us that the center of the universe itself is the
most sacred of all spaces, the Holy of Holies, and that concentric-
circle-like, we can determine lesser and lesser degrees of sanctity
as we move outward from that central point. Beyond the Holy of
Holies, there is the Temple Mount, and beyond that, finally, the
Land of Tsrael itself. Given this perception of things, it is no
surprise to find Jews praying toward Jerusalem, or better, toward
the Holy of Holies. But when did this requirement arise? Why are
the Mishnah and Tosefta, as well as the two Talmuds relatively
silent on the subject? And above all, why does archeological
evidence indicate that the orientation for prayer which we take for
granted was anything but universally assumed in the formative years
when the earliest synagogues whose remains we have were being
constructed?

These are among the questions that prompted Greg Wolfe to take
on the subject of prayer orientation as his thesis topic. Unlike
some subjects, his data bank is not simply the literature of the
rabbis, but the "texts" of archeological remains, so he begins by

contrasting the official rabbinic view of Zion =-- as represented
in midrashic lore, primarily =-- with the actual construction of
synagogues as archaeologists have uncovered them. These two

chapters alone make fascinating, if not altogether novel, reading.
On‘the one hand, the rabbis are adamant about the center of their
universe. on the other, whoever built and prayed in early
Synagogues were not. Wolfe aptly sums up research from the
earliest speculations by sukenik and others to the more recent
discoveries and theories of Meyers and Chiat, demonstrating that
th?re is' no single and simple scheme. that will explaln synagogue
building. We can no longer draw one line of chronological
. development, as if Jews moved robot-like from one kind of building




to another, even though there are abundant mediate theories that
may be used to support bits and pieces of a puzzle that has yet to
find its focus. One wonders how invested the rabbis were in this
synagogue institution that seemingly disobeyed the rabbinic view
of sacred space.

But how serious were they about applying the theory of sacred
territory to prayer? To answer that question, Wolfe looks closely
at the few relevant halakhot we have in tannaitic literature. Fron
the Mishnah, he discovers at least two diverse underlying theories
for orientation. On the one hand, the purpose of facing the Temple
precinct was so that others observing the worshipper would know to
whom the worshipper was addressing prayer; on the other hand, a
penefit accrued to the worshipper, namely, the internal kavvanah
afforded by the itense concentration on correct orientation to the
One God of Israel.

The tosefta is clearer still. It differentiates what Wolfe
call the orientation of prayer from the focus of prayer.
Oorientation is an external thing; focus is internal. In sum
worshippers were to attend externally by orienting their prayer
direction to the temple, but only so that their internal focus
would remain God alone. He summarizes his material by suggesting
that at issue was a growing diaspora and the fear of Jewish falling
away from the faith, indeed, the gradual demise of the Jewish
people itself. Hence the concern for a single orientation grows
with the diaspora, so as to differentiate Jews from non-Jews, and
to preserve the Jewish sense of loyalty to a God who spoke in Zion,
proclaiming Zion as the divine home and the land of sacrality for
Israel.

The rest of this thesis takes the primary texts, few though
they are, in the tannaitic strata, and follows them though the
Talmuds and the code literature. A number of intertwining concerns
become apparent, although there is no single strand of thought
unifying all texts in all ages. The reader is invited to read
through any or all of the passages that are analyzed here to get

a sense of the particular concerns that motivated any rabbi or

group of rabbis at any given time and place.

This thesis's strength is its closely analyzed and cited
texts. Since the corpus of relevant data is manageable, the author
is able to include every given in the original language (Hebrew or
Aramaic) and then translated and discussed. The thesis runs over
200 pages, as the author proceeds text by text, building his
evldence slowly but methodically, In the end, the reader may be
disappointed to find that there is no single concern that explains
every text. But the overriding centrality of Jerusalem is there
for all to see: or, as the author tells us in his colorful title
that sums up the rabbis' view very nicely -- orienting one's
worship to Jerusalem is '"the next best thing to being there."
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CHAPTER ONE: THE RABBINIC VIEW OF ZION

The Land of Israel, Zion, to be more precise, has long been
a powerful symbol among the Jewish people; one that inspired and
continues to inspire the imagination of the Jewish soul. Zion
has eternally been a source of hope and renewal for Jews in the
Diaspora, an omnipresent reminder of their national aspirations,
and the focus of traditional Jewish prayer for more than 2,000
years. Why has Zion cast such a captivating spell on the Jewish
people, théir faith and culture? While the magic and holiness of
Zion has its roots deep in the history of the Jewish people, it
is clear that Zion has played a central role in the lives and
dreams of the Jewish people.

The central task of this thesis is to probe one of the
perpetual manifestations of this amazing and continuous
relationship between a people and her land: The halachik
requirement that all Jews, no matter where they are, orient their
prayers towards the Land of Zion, Jerusalem. More specifically,
this study will explore the development of the rabbinic
perception of these laws, which regulated the orientation of
Jewish prayer. Whyrdid the rabbis believe that such a worship
orientation was so essential? What purpose did it serve in their
eyes? And what does this reveal about the nature of the
relationship between the Jews and their l;nd?

1f we are to understand the rabbinic rationale for requiring

Jews to pray towards Jerusalem, however, we must first establish

" what it was that Zion meant to the rabbis themselves. The focus
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of this chapter, therefore, will be on the rabbinic vision of

Zion; the place Zion held in their world; and the symbolic value
that they ascribed to that place, as suggested by their
midrashim. Thus, this chapter will provide the necessary
framework of knowledge that will enable us to more fully
understand how the rabbis perceived the role of a clearly defined
prayer orientation towards Jerusalem.

To accomplish this end, we will focus on three particular
themes éonéerning Zion that dominated the midrashim that 1
examined, primarily collected from the Talmud, Tanhuma, Leviticus
Rabbah, the Zohar, Pesikta Rabbati, Pesikta DeRav Kahana, and
Midrash Tehillim. I have labeléd these themes that captured the
rabbinic imagination: Zion as Center of the'WOrld, Zion as God’s
Dwelling Place, and Zion as the Source of All Blessing and
Suffering.. Though there are certainly many other Rabbinic images
of Zion that might have been discussed, such as another popular
depiction of Zion as a barren woman or God's bride, I have chosen
these three in the hopes that they will provide a significant
glimpse into the Rabbinic attitude towards Zion, as well as into
the world in which fhe rabbis lived.

It is clear that the rabbis were not operating in a vacuum

'when they began to fashion a particular vision of Zion. As a

matter of fact, they had a very rich tradition to draw upon, one
which certainly had a tremendous impact upon‘how they perceived
Zion. It only seems natural, therefore, if we are to understand
the rabbinic conception of Zion, that we begin with a brief and

somewhat circumscribed examination of the biblical view of Zion,




its origins and hbw it developed.

One of the preeminent themes in the Bible regarding Zion is
that Zion is holy, and connected to.this holiness is strength,
peauty, and inviolability. The sacrality of this particular
“mountain top of rather modest dimensions, however, is not
inherent, but derives from the presence of the divine on that
. peak, which confers these other attributes as Well.1 Mount
Zion's holiness is inextricably linked to that fact that God was
perpeived t§ have chosen that spot as the divine abode.2 Why
and how the Jewish God came to be associated with that particular
mountain has a history of its own, of which I will only try to
highlight a few factors.

In order to understand God’s connection to Zion, one must
have some information regarding the nature of the earliest
Israelite society during the settlement period, an awareness of
the mythologies that were operative in the Ancient Near East
concerning mountains, and some knowledge of the various political
developments that occurred as lsrael became more and more
established in the region and needed to centralize its power.

Scholars have afgued that, while the Zion tradition exalting
the glories ot that city have been attested to in pre-monarchical
sources, the climax of this tradition must be located during the
period of the monarchy that began with David establishing
Jerusalem as his capital. According to J.J.M. Roberts,

The Davidic-Solomonic era...provides the most

logical setting for the glorification of Jerusalem

as Yahweh's abode, a central theme in the Zion

tradition. After David captured Jerusalem and
made it his capital, he transferred to it the




central cultic object of the old Israelite league,

the ancient ark of the covenant. This was

obviously part of David's plan to make Jerusalem

both the religious and political center of the

nation.

We shall return to this notion, but to fully understand the
power of Zion we must first go even further back into the history
of lsrael, back to the conquest and settlement of the land, and

the compelling relationship that the people had with the

mountains in the area and the mythology of mountains that

"prevailed. This will help us to understand some of the

traditions that came to be associated with Mt. Zion and that are
clearly reflected in the biblical literature, and subsequently
picked up by the rabbis in the midrash.

When the lIsraelites first settled the land of Canaan, they
were primarily a hill dwelling people because the superior might
of the indigenous population, who lived in the plains, prevented
them from settling anywhere else until they could overcome them.
And even after the lowlands were conquered, the heights
maintained a positive value in that they offered a military and
strategic advantage in protecting Israelite settlements.

The mountains in the area were also very fertile and
produced a significant portion of the lsraelites’ produce. But
at the same time, the Israelites still maintained their
settlements on the hillsides in order to preserve the precious
arable‘land for farming.

Even from this very sketchy picture, we can already begin to
discern the important role that mountains played in the life of

the lsraelites, offering security and fertility.5
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Furthermore, mountains, according to religious mythologies,
had long been associated with a dimension of indwelling sanctity

because they appeared to bridge the gap between heaven and
<

i

earth.6 Even before the Israelites arrived on the scene, the
Canaanites and others had associated mountains with the dwelling
places of their gods. Baal and El were both gods who were
perceived to have chosen mountains as their primary place'ff
residence. It is only logical then, if the Israelf{gg wanted to
demonstrate the supremacy of their God, that "the Israelites had
Yahweh absorb some of the mythological traits and functions of

7

Baal, as well as those of El." = Consequently, the Israelite God,

too, was installed onto a mountain top.

There were several mountain peaks that were holy places

before Zion, however, such as Hermon, Carmel, Ebal, Tabor, and

Sinai.8 It was not really until the time of David and Solomon
that Mount Zion became the definitive home of the Israelite God.

Before the monarchy, there was no real center, geographical
or cultic, in Israelite life. Instead, there was a multiplicity

of centers; each group or clan establishing their own center, at

~ which they constructed a shrine. Some examples would be

Schechem, Gilgal, and Beth El in the center of the country; Dan
in the north; and Hebron and Beer Sheva in the south.9 David,
out of political necessity, ended this centerlessness by
decreeing JerQsalem his capital and setting up the Holy Ark on
Mt. Zion. This was a very important move on David's part because
he was ruling over a diverse population that was spread out over

\

8 wide area. He required a central place that could serve as a




rallying point that would unify his new kingdom.

This move, however, demanded an appropriate justification
because up until that time Jerusalem had had no tradition to
support these new religious claims, indeed, God had previously
been seen to inhabit the whole of Palestine.io "The answer to
this problem apparently came in the form of a prophetic oracle
(Ps. 132:13-14). It laid the foundation for the belief that
Yahweh had chosen Mt. Zion for His dwelling place just as He had
chosen DaQid for His king."11

As the united monarchy grew and prospered, so, too, did the

béliéf that God ruled from Zion, culminating, of course, in the

building of the Temple by Solomon. By the time of Solomon’s

death, the traditions connecting Zion and the Lord were firmly
ensconced, "for when Jeroboam revolted, he could not set up a
counter cult without provoking a negative reaction among some of
his political supporters (1 Kings 14;1—18)."12

There are other elements in the biblical tradition that come
to reinforce this notion of Zion’s sanctity as the dwelling place
of God. We find this notion frequently expressed in the Psalms
and in parts of lsaiah, particularly those passages that respond
to the miraculous salvation of Jerusalem from the siege of
Sennacherib in 701 b.c.e.. (I might add that | Isaliah’s view of
Jerusalem is not surprising as it has often been pointed out that
I‘Sq’iliah had a strong affinity with the Davidic monarchy.) This
Sudden and unexplained retreat of Sennacherib’s army was

interpreted as a sure sign that Zion was indeed the inviolate

abode of God and that God would reign forever from Jerusalem.
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There were intermittent periods, however, in which the
centrality of Jerusalem was challenged by different Jewish
groups, who continued to set up shrines for worship at various
locations throughout the Land, due in large part to the influence
of the Assyrian Empire that began to control the region with the
fall of Israel in 722 B.C.E.. But contemporaneously with the
rise of Josiah to the throne in 640 B.C.E., Assyria began to lose
her grip on her empire and Judah found herself independent once
again. Along with this new-found independence, Josiah instituted
a sweeping reform. As a result of this reform, there was a purge
of foreign cults and practices, the Temple was repaired, and the
various cults around the country were abolished. But Josiah’s
crowning achievement was that he once again centralized all
public worship in Jerusalem.13

The biblical images that we have been discussing so far were
developed prior to the exile and reflect a particular world view
at a time when Zion enjoyed good fortune, stability, and relative
security (having been miraculously saved). But the rabbis who
authored the midrashim did not know this Jerusalem. The
Jerusalem of their day lay in ruins and her people were
dispersed. Yet the rabbis inherited a traditional view of Zion
that they could not just ignore. Instead the rabbis had to find
new ways to bring meaning to these images of Zion. The midrashim
examined illustrate how the rabbis took these themes found in the
Bible and gave them new interpretations so as to create their own
Perception of Zion that would serve their own purposes.
The fipst set of midrash we will examine belong to the theme

14

of Zion as the Center of the World. While biblical Zion became
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the central locus of political and religious power under David’s

dominion, the rabbis extended this notion of centrality in the
midrashim to the point where Zion was perceived as the center of
the world itself. And even more than that, Zion was imagined as
the actual place from where the creation of the world began.

The midrash in Tanhuma HaNidpas, kedoshim 10, (#2) 13 a
wonderful illustration of the rabbinic perception of Zion’s
centrality. This midrash compares the Land of Israel to the
navel of é person, and in a striking analogy remarks that just as
the navel is the central point of a human being, so too is the
Land of Israel the center of the world.

Moshe ldel notes that the motif of Israel as the "'omphalos’

. or the anatomical center of the universe" was wide spread.
Indeed, Shalom Rosenberg asserts that the notion of Israel being
the "Center of the World" was not merely a geographical concept
but a cosmological one. Citing Nachmanides, who said, "The Land
of Israel is the center of the inhabited earth and God’s own
inheritance, " 16 Rosenberg notes that because of Israel’s central
location it also possessed a special relationship with God. "The
essence of various peoples is said to follow from the inf luence
of their respective angel or planet.... But as the center of
habitation, the Land of Israel transcends planetary rule.... Its
‘law is not merely an emanation of a specific planet, but the
revelation of God Himself." 17
The image of the navel is a particularly apt metaphor for
the rabbinic notion of Jerusalem and can be understood on a few

different levels. In addition to being a central point, the




9

rabbis must have been aware that the human embryo also begins
developing at the navel--the point of origin for human life, just
as lsrael was seen as the point of origin for life on the most
cosmic level. Furﬁhermore, the navel is the point from which the
developing child‘is nourished. We shall see that Zion, too, came
to be understood as a source of great nourishment. This theme
finds expression in the Zohar as well, 186a (#1), which speaks of
Zion as the centfal point of the universe, the spot where faith
cu}minates‘in it full perfection, from which the whole world is
nourished. This concept is further elaborated in the next
s;ction, which deals with Zion as a source of all blessing and

goodness.

The midrash further delineates this notion of centrality, by
breaking it down into a hierarchy Qf "centeredness." A clear
connection is also drawn between centrality and holiness. We
remember from our earlier discussion that holiness is closely
associated with God's presence. Thus, in the midrashim, the
center of the world, the place from which the world was
fashioned, is also the place where God’s presence resides, which,
in the rabbinic mind, is the Holy Ark. Therefore, as one moves
closer to the center one is progressing closer to God and thus to
holiness.

We begin, then, with Eretz Israel as being holy in the most
general sense. However, as we advance inwards towards the center

of the world, we attain more and more specified stages of

hOliness; moving through Jerusalem, and then the Beit Ha’Mikdash,

and then the Heichal, each successive point considered the center
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of the previous place, until we finally reach the holy ark—;God’s w

traditional dwelling place since biblical times--that stands :

pefore Even Ha'Shtiyah, the foundation stone of the entire world.

Thus holiness, creation, and centrality are all demonstrated to

be linked together at this special gstone.

Even Ha'Shtiyah as Foundation Stone is itself a midrash, the

claim being that it is called that because the world was founded

(hushtah) there. This point is elaborated by a midrash in Yoma

54b (#3) that explains very clearly why this stone is called Even

Ha’Shtiyah.

18
There is a Mishnah in Kelim 1:6-9 (#11) that is

structured very similarly to the end of the midrash in Tanhuma

HaNidpas, Kedoshim 10. This mishnah discusses the ten different

degrees of holiness in the world, beginning with the Land of

”? ' lsrael, which is holier than all other lands, and culminating at
the Holy of Holies. While the divisions are a little bit
different, the basic notion remains the same: Holiness is
increased as one‘moves inward towards the center. This mishnah
alsp links holiness with a kind of exclusivity; that is to say,

as one moves in towards the center and the holy, fewer and fewer

people are allowed to enter that area, until you reach the Holy

of Holies, into which only the High Priest is permitted to go,

and only on Yom Kippur. The holier the place the more restricted

it iS. :‘i:
i

As the embodiment of centrality, Zion was linked with much fi

more than just the center and point of origin of the world. This

is established by a midrash to Psalm 50 (#4), which begins by
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first proving how we know that Zion is in fact the place out of
which the world was called into being. The midrash prove; this
through morphological means by comparing the use of the word
"perfecting,“ which is used in the psalm, "Out of Zion, §Qe
perfecting of beauty," (Ps. 50:2) and also in a verse on“
creation, "The heaven and earth were perfected and all the host
of them" (Gen. 2:1). Thus, we have established the fact that the
term "perfecting” must be relatéd to creation, and therefdfe the
verse from the psalnm, "OQut of Zion, perfecting of‘Eeauty"‘is to
be. understood as a statement concerning the origin of the world,
which began out of Zion. Just as Zion is the point of creation
of the world, however, SO, too, the midrash continues, will the
destruction of the world begin at Zion as well as its final
renewal in the end of days. Through this midrash, Zion becomes
linked not only with birth and creation, but also destruction and
resurrection. Zion's centrality 1is all encompassing--everything
is contained there, even Gehenna itself, which is also
mytholbgically associated with the center of the earth (#5).

One further notion éf centrality is emphasized by the
rabbis. This is the idea of Zion being the central gathering
point for Jews when the Messiah arrives. In Pesikta De-Rav
Kahana, Piska 20 (#12), R. Elazar ben Azariah and R. Eleazar the
Modiite are discussing the time when Jerusalem will once again be
the throne of thé Lord, as it was when the Temple stood and God
dwelled there. Ben Azariah indicates that Messianic times will
result in the return of Zion’s scattered population. He is

bPuzzled, however, by how Jerusalem will be able to accommodate




this great influx of people. R. Eleazar the Modiite explains to

12

him that God will cause Jerusalem to extend herself and spread
out her boarders, all the way to Damascus, in order to make room
for this incredible ingathering! Again Zion is the all
encoumpassing center that can contain all. This theme is echoed
in Pesikta Rabbati Piska 42 as well (#86), which describes Zion to
be the meeting place for the entire world at the time of divine
redemption, when the shofar will be blown signalling the arrival
of the Messiah.

Cleafiy these last two midrashim in particular (and I
believe the others do as well) understand that Zion no longer

reigns as the geo-political core of Jewish life as it once did

‘and therefore they reinterpret the notion of Zion as center by
projecting it into some future date--when all will be perfected--
at which time Zion will once again resume its rightful place at
the center of the Jewish world. In the meantime, however, the
rabbis’ midrashim present us with an idealized and hyperbolic
notion of Zion as the center of the entire world. We will

E ahalyze the function of these midrashim and the message the
rabbis may have been trying to communicate in the last section of
this chapter.

Our second category is the theme of Zion as Source of
Blessing and Goodness on one hand and Suffering and Destruction
on the other. There is definitely a relationship between this
notion of Zion and the belief that Zion is the center of the

world and the source of creation. For the rabbis, center and

s0urce are intimately related, as we saw above, particularly in




the analogy between Zion and the human navel. This analogy made

13

a strong connection between centers, points of origins, and
gources of nourishment. Zion and navels were seen to share all
of these characteristics. Furthermore, if Zion was already
associated with the source of the entire world it does not
require a large stretch of the imagination to then perceive Zion
as the source for everything in that world. Hence a dominant
theme in the midrashim is that Zion is the source of all boons,
blessings,_and goodness.

A number of midrashimn contain lists of things that are seen

as originating in Zion. The major idea does not seem to depend

upon what the list includes since there is a range as to what was

fecorded in each. Rather the essence of the lists seems to be
the fact that all of the things come to support the general
notion that was propounded by R. Levi, to whom all of these lists

are attributed, that "all boons, blessings, and consolations that
the Holy One, Blessed be He, will in the future bestow upon
lsrae]l will come only from Zion." It is significant to note,
however, that each list contains seven items, the quintessential
Jewish number for perfection and completeness.

The three midrashim that contain these lists are Leviticus
Rabbah, Kedoshim, 24:4 (#8); Midrash Tehillim 14:6 (#9); and

Pesikta Rabbati, Piska 42 (#6). The common themes are salvation,

Torah, blessing, and life. All of these point to a redemptive
hope that is associated with Zion. Redemption is something else,
then, that will have its origins in Zion as is made clear by

these midrashin.
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We have seen that both creation and redemption are to be
centered in‘Zion. Lest one think, however, that only goodness is
connected to the source, we also learn that the fact that Zion is
at the center also has its down side, because all of the bad
things will begin there as well. This point is made in a midrash

from The Legends of the Jews (citing Jeremiah 25:15-17), which

points out, in a discussion about Jeremiah’s mission concerning

the administration of the cup of God’s wrath to the nations, that

" Jerusalem, the head of all earthly nations, will be the first to

drink its bitter waters.

The destruction of Jerusalem, however, does not bode well

for other nations, and should be seen by them as a clear warning

of the severe punishmeﬁf that isrsoon to be visited upon them. Ve
find this sentiment expressed in the midrash to Psalm 48:1-
2(8#10). In this midrash the rabbis try and make sense of the
scriptural quote that says, "The Lord is great in Zion; and He is
high above all the peoples." (Ps. 99:2) What could this possibly
mean at a time when Zion has been destroyed and God is clearly
not great in Zion. The rabbis interpret this verse as meaning
that "if He has doné such a thing to His city, how much more will
He do to the peoples of the earth." But even in utter
destruction, the rabbis still glorify Zion’s beauty, as it says

in the Midrash Tehillim 48:2, "all people admit her beauty: Even

. when she lay in ruins."

Creation, destruction, and redemption in Zion all find

themselves 1inked together by a midrash in Pesikta De-Rav Kahana,

Piska 21 (#7), which quotes R. Hiyya as saying that "at the very
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.beginning of the earth’s creation the Holy 0One envisioned [in
7ionl the Temple built, destroyed, and rebuilt.” We can feel a
sense of cosmic wholeness rooted in a Zion that will undergo the
full cycle of experience from creation to destruction to
redemption, all beginning in Zion. This idea finds its parallel
in the midrash to Psalm 50 that we have already discussed above.
And again we can see a link formed between Jerusalem as center
and source of the entire spectrum of experience.

' This brings us to our third theme: Zion as the abode of
God, which we have noted previously is directly related to the
holiness ascribed to Zion and can not be seen as separate from
>Zion as center and source, because if Zion had not been seen as
God’s chosen dwelling place then none of the other themes would
have developed. Consequently, Zion as the abode of God can be
seenvas the lynch pin holding this tripartite theme together.
There was nothing special at all about Jerusalem until God
singléd Zion out from all other places. This again emphasizes
the notion that Zion’s holiness is not inherent, but due to God’'s
choice to abide there.

There are a number of midrashim that play on this theme.
One such midrash is the midrash to Psalm 132 (#15), which
comments on the verse from the psalm that says, "For the Lord has
chosen Zion; He has desired it for His habitation." (Ps, 132:13)

The general notion is that any place is viable for encountering
God’s presence until God chooses a specific place with which to
be asscciated.

Three different levels are dealt with in the midrash, in a
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_manner somewhat similar to what we observed in the midrashim that

dealt with the ascending levels of holiness. On the most general
level, the midrash points out that all lands had been suitable
for divine revelation, but once God chose Israel then other lands
ceased to be suitable. Next, getting more specific, the midrash
elaborates that anywhere in the Land had been suitable at one
time for sacrifices, but as soon as God chose Jerusalem all other
places were declared off-limits., And lastly, the whole of
Jerusalem had been available for divine presence until the
"aternal habitation" was chosen, which then became the sole place
where the divine presence could be accessed. In ever narrowing
6ircles, the locus of God's presence was delimited to a specific
place. And, if we remember the midrashim from above, this place
was considered the holiest of them all.

The midrash in Tanhuma HaNidpas, Aharei Mot, 10 (#13)
generates a similar understanding vis a vis Zion using a
parable. Accordingto this parable, a king who had no wife used
to tell his servants, whenever they brought him things, to take
them to a storehouse somewhere else because he had not really
established a house yet. However, as soon as the king was
married he said to his servants that from now on they were only
to bring everything to the house. This is similar to the way it
was with God before Moses established the Tabernacle.

Previously, sacritfices could be brought anywhere, but afterwards
they were only to be brought to the place where God chose. And
where fS this place? Zion, since it says "for God chose Zion, a

fDOt_stool to his throne." (Ps. 132:13) We see again that the
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holiness of a place is determined by God's choosing it.

The holiness and importance of Zion as a center of Jéwish
|ife and the throne of God had been sanctioned by the treﬂehdous
weight of tradition over many years; a tradition and heritage
that could not be ignored nor easily forsaken, for it was so
deeply ingrained in the Jewish consciousness. It was a
tradition, however, that arose out of a particular context; and
for particular reasons. But the rabbis were liviﬁg\iﬂ'é'!
different era, how could they claim in their midrashim that Zion
was the center of the entire world, let alone the Jewish world,
which had been shaken from its houne land and scattered to the
four corners, suffering a serious threat to Jewish unity? How
could the rabbis justify their claim that the Zion of their
times, a heap of rubble, would prove to be a source of tremendous
blessing? Given Zion's situation, could the rabbis really
believe that God would reign forever from Zion?

We can best answer these questions by trying to understand
what it was that compelled the rabbis t; create the kinds of
midrashim that they did, and by trying to assess the purpose that
these midrashim might have served.

In the wake of the destruction of Jerusalem, Zion could
hardly be viewed as the inviolate abode of God as it once had
.been. ~And in fact if Jerusalem could be destroyed then where was
God? And if God was no longer in His holy Temple, then what was
it that would continue to make Zion holy as Jewish tradition had
always perceived it?

With the loss of Jerusalem, Judaism was on the verge of
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losing one its wost potent religious symbols; a city that always
had been a rallying point for creating Jewish unity because it
was perceived as the home of the Jewish God. The Jewish people
and the Jewish world faced the threat of collapse, as they became
dispersed around the world with no focus or unifying force.

But now come the rabbis, armed with midrashim with a
message. Fully cognizant of the danger that the chaos and
disorder of the Jewish world posed to Judaism, we can understand
their midrashim about Zion as a way of reestablishing a much

needed center and focus for a centerless people. Jerusalem the

" reality may have ceased to function for the people as a unifying

force, but that did not stop the rabbis from elevating Jerusalem
to the level of an ideal, an idyllic Jerusalem that would serve
the same vital purpose that the real Jerusalem once did during
the reign of David. The midrashim made sure that the importance
of Jerusalem would not be forgotten by the Jews; thus, they
described its significance using hyperbolic and symbolic language
that communicated the loné-standing centrality of Zion in
Jewishlife, which might not have been evident if one were to rely
solely on the present reality. This ideal Zion, however, could
create a shared vision and hope that could bind Jews around the
world together and towards which all could strive in their
prayers and dreams. Perhaps this was the best way the rabbis
found to preserve a sense of unity among a dispersed people.

While the rabbis described Zion as the center of the world,
it should be noted that this was not a notion that originated

With the Jews. The perception of a holy place as being the
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center of the world was common among many cultures, particularly
among the Greek. W. H. Roscher demonstrated that major Greek
oracle sanctuaries such as Miletus and Delphi were considered to
pe the navel of the known world. The Greek term for such a place
that stood at the center of the world is Omphalus, which wmeans
navel.19 It is very interesting to note that the.rabbis
themselves used the image of a navel for Zion in their
midrashim. It seems very plausible to me that the rabbis might
have learned about this notion from the Greeks and then applied
it to their own purposes.

Once the Jews were separated from their land, it is
>perfectly normal to expect them to begin idealizing what had once
been a much simpler reality. ldealizing something that you can’t
have is one of the most common of human reactions. It is
intefesting that there is evidence of the exact same reaction
among the Palestinians living in the West Bank today towards what
they éonsider to be their home land.

There are stories that tell of young Palestinian children,
who have never been»to Jaffa,their family’s ancestral home, who
nonetheless recount to one another how much sweeter the water is
there and how much finer the produce. ©So it was among the Jews
who were removed from their ancestral land. This idealization of
Zion can be seen in many of the midrashim, especially those that
speak of Jerusalem’s incredible size and height, and those that
speak of the special powers of the city to make all lIsrael
brothQPS (see Midrash Tehillim 122:4 [#141), for example, or the

Perception of Jerusalem as a place in which people only ate,
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drank and were merry. (see Pesikta Rabbati, Piska 42, [#6).

Certainly these midrashim did not reflect a reality, but
rather a hope and a dream. S0 too the many midrashim that
foresaw the wonderful boons and blessings that would eventually
come forth out of Zion. Such a notion would be sure to attract
the attention of Jew's who were eagerly awaiting their
redemption. If Jerusalem would be the first to be redeemed, them
it would behoove all Jews to maintain their connection with
Ziqn. This notion of Zion as the site for future redemption must
have also served as a consolation for having to have suffered the
bitter pill of destruction, and forcing a reconceptualization of
what Zion was to mean to a Jew.

Within this chapter, we have encountered many of the ways
the rabbis have envisioned and idealized Jerusalem and the Land
of Israel, in light of the reality of destruction to which they
bore witness. Many of these same themes will reappear throughout
the other rabbinic texts we will examine. Thus, this chapter
provides us with an important lens through which we will be able
to ‘examine the rabbis' understanding of a Jerusalem-focused
prayer orientation, in an attempt to discern the extent to which
the rabbinic view of prayer orientation depends upon, ref lects,
reshapes, or, perhaps, undermines this idealized notion of

Jerusalem.
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CHAPTER TWO: THE' ORIENTATION OF ANCIENT SYNAGOGUES

1f one is to fully understand both the concept of
sacred direétion in Jewish prayer--what influenced it and
how it developed--as well as how it was actually practiced
by the people, a wanifestation of which can be witnessed

in the architecture of ancient Jewish synagogues, one must

pecome acquainted with the sources available. These
sources are of two varieties: the physical and the
‘written.

The first of these sources is the Jewish literary
remains; comprising the Mishnah, the Talmuds, and other
rabbinic literature. The other principle source that must
be considered is the physical remains of ancient
synagogues, unearthed in both Palestine and the Diaspora,
and dated to a period spanning nearly 700 years; anywhere
fromvthe 2nd-Temple period up until the beginning of the

8th centuruy C.E., which is considered to be the end of

the ancient synagogue period.

Many have predicated their comprehension of the
Jewish attitude towards orientation and prayer solely upon
evidence derived from the Jewish literary tradition.

While the texts of the Jewish tradition offer a valuable
and critical perspective on this issue of sacred
directioné, surely such an understanding is severely
circumscribed if it does not take into account the other

available sources.
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Prior to the destruction of the 2nd Temple, there is

a great deal of literature that a historian can draw upon
to reconstruct history--the later books of the Bible,
Philo, Josephus, the New Testament, and the Dead Sea
Scrolls--but for the following centuries we are far more
centrally dependent on rabbinic literatupe.2 These
rabbinic texts represent the overwhelming bulk of the
written evidence concerning Jewish practices for almost
1,000 years.after the destruction of the second Temple.3
\Consequenfly, if one were to rely solely upon the
perspective that they provide, a rather narrow,
tendentious, and somewhat distorted picture of the nature
of ancient Jewish life would emerge.

The rabbis may provide the only written testimony to
what Jews were doing during the post-destruction period;
but their reports of what was practiced and how may, in
fact, not be representative of what really was happening
among the people.

This caveat, ot course, in no way reduces the
ihportance and value of the literary remains as a witness
to this period of history. The rabbinic literature
provides one specific perspective on Jewish practices,
which becomes all the more significant over time since it
is these texts that will eventually shape the subsequent
developmeﬁt‘of Jewish life and practice right up to our
age. Indeed, it will be these literary remains that will

Serve as the focus of this thesis, enabling us to
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understand not only what was observed when it came to .

gacred directions and prayer, but also perhaps, why it was
done and how this practice was perceived and understood in
its own timé. -
A more balanced picture'of what ancient Jewish praxis
might have been like, however, is available if we also !

take note of the evidence from the material world that

continually comes to light; especially since 1967 in

S~
Israel, when a new tlurry of interest in and access to

‘ancient synagogue sites developed. Professor Eric Meyers
noted the importance of this approach when he commented
that "there is indeed much to be done in bringing those
literary sources into dialogue with the monuments of

material culture. Sometimes the result will be

significant, sometimes the archaeological record will

merely supplement the literary record, and vice versa."
Whether archaeology provides a radically new way of
viewing the Jewish past or substantiates previously held
positions, archaeology is a vital source of information
- that cannot be ignored.

Furthermore, these archaeological discoveries provide
an important context for understanding the literary
remains, and may, ultimately, be extremely helpful in
Qhallenging us to rethink notions about the nature of
ancient Jewish life and how it was lived that had

heretofore been formulated solely on the basis of rabbinic

texts,
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But there are also limitations to what the

archaelogical evidence can bring to bear on this issue.
Not only is it difficult to reconstruct and interpret the
findings, but the archaeological exploration of ancient
synagogues is a fairly recent field that is continually
being reshaped and refined by the most recent discoveries.
In addition, because the scholars are not of one mind
concerning the meaning of the evidence that has been
discovered--including the dating and classification of
éynagogues, the nature of the building’s orientation, nor
even.whether the building was in fact a synagogue--we are
still left with only an incomplete picture of how Jews
might have oriented their worshipped. Moreover,
archaeology offers us merely the remains of a once vital
culture. It is still unclear to what degree this, too,
actually correlates with what the people really did.
While clearly recognizing the limits of the literary
and material sources, both of these sources also have
vgluable contributions to make towards comprehending the
issues of sacred direction and have proved to be
enlightening in understanding the complexities involved in
the question of how Jews oriented themselves during prayer
and how they structured their edifices for the purpose of
Prayer. -Each provides only one piece of the puzzle; but
when examiﬁed in tandem, the literary and material
évidence can interact with each other so that a more

Accurate picture of ancient Jewish practices regarding
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matters of orientation in the synagogue can fully develop.

| begin this study, therefore, with a survey of the

archaeological evidence and the scholarly evaluation of i
it, concerning ancient Jewish practices of orientation in

the synagogue, in the hopes of providing a context and

awareness that will be helpful in understanding the {

literary remains that will occupy the bulk of this thesis.

ORIENTATION AS REFLECTED IN THE ARCHITECTURE OF

ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS OF ANCIENT SYNAGOGUES

The earliest research of ancient synagogues initially

concluded that these synagogues were of three types or

categories, and were linked to one another as a part of a

developmental and chronological sequence.5 This view is
still maintained by many, though with certain caveats.

- This initial research further suggested that these
ancient synagogues were clearly oriented towards
Jerusalem; a "fact," according to these scholars, that

could be determined by the architectural layout of the ;

synagogue, discerned through archaeological excavation.
However, archaeologists later showed that there was not
always one universal way of orienting a synagogue, even if |
- the focal point, Jerusalem, remained the same. There
were, in fact, two different methods of orienting a

Synagogue towards Jerusalem: one via the portals of the

Synagogue and the other in which the sacred direction was
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indicated by the wall which housed the Torah. But the

confusion over how synagogues were to be oriented and
towards what, as will become evident below, has become
even further complicated recently; for even the conclusion
that the synagogues were oriented towards Jerusalem at all
is currently a matter of debate.

The earliest type of synagogue, located primarily in
the Galilee and Golan, is called the "Early,"
"Galilean, "or "Basilica™ synagogue, some of the best
ﬂeiamples of which can be found at Capernum and Bar'am.
These were originally thought to be the oldest synagogues
existing and were judged to be from the 2nd to 3rd century
.C.E. The researchers who support this theory7 note that
the basic structural characteristic, which defines these
synagogues, is that they are built on the model of a
basilica. The principal entrance is built into a
"sumptuéus facade containing three entrances facing in the
direction of Jerusalem"8 and there is "an assembly hall
.with colonnades around three sides only, not across the
entrance wall--presumably to emphasize the Jerusalem
orientation.”g "Worship is saia to have been directed
towards the Holy City, through the open doors and windows
of the facade.":©
In addition, excavations indicate that there was no

Permanent place for storing the Torah in this "Early" type

of Synagogue. Instead, the Torah would be carried in and

out aS'needed.11
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The "Later," "Byzantine" or "Apsidal" model of

gynagogue was considered to be the final stage of

development in synagogue structureiz, emerging around the
5th or 6th century C.E. The best represent-ation of this
type of synagogue can be found at Beit Alpha, known for
its mosaic floor, which is also characteristic of this
type; a change from the previously more common flagstone
floors.

Another common structural element of this style of
éynagogue was the development of a permanent repository
for the Torah, known as an apse, which was typically
"placed on the wall that faced Jerusalem. Built on the
Basilica model, these synagogues were "long halls divided
.into nave and aisles by two rows of columns, ending in a
semi-circular apse pointing towards Jerusalem." 13

Further structural distinctions between these two
types can also be seen in the placement of the principal
entrance, which, in the Byzantine model, was moved to the
+wall opposite the Torah, away from Jerusalem.14 In this
Synagogue type, it now appears that it was to be the Torah
and not the wmain portal that was to indicate the sacred
direction, namely Jerusalem. Clearly, a different method

of orientation seems to be attested by this archaeological
evidence.

The third synagogue model, first suggested by Michael
AVi-Yonah, was thought to be a kind of transitional stage

between the first and second style, which Avi-Yonah
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pelieved resulted from "’a period of experimentation’ with
various arrangements in an attempt to accommodate a
permanent Torah repository."15 In this group of
_synagogues, of which there are the fewest examples extant
and the greatest variety, the entrance and the direction
of prayer are not oriented in the same way. Generally,
this type has a "broadhouse" structure, where the Torah
niche is located in the long wall opposite Jerusalem and
‘the entrance is in one of the short walls. An example of
this type of synagogue can be seen in Eshtemoa.

This third type is really much more of an ecclectic
grouping of those synagogues that don’'t fit into model one
or two than an actual synagogue style. "Almost every
broadhouse-plan synagogue is unique. Just about the only
characteristic shared by the broadhouse-plan synagogues is
their basic shape--they are broader than they are long....
Diversity is the essential quality of broadhouse-plan
SYNagogues."ie This amorphous group of synagogues is also
not confined to one barticular area and is found in many
regions, including the north and south of Israel and in
the Diaspora, as well.

Until somewhat recently, the broadhouse-plan
Synagogue had continued to be seen as a transitional type,
but now the consensus seems to be moving away from a rigid
developmeniai or chronological approach towards a much
More fluid and non-linear progression. The reason for

this change in attitude is linked to the bewildering
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variety that exists among the "transitional" types, which

makes it difficult to continue asserting that there is

evidence of a chronological development.17 This shift in
attitude had even been affirmed by the principal proponqnt
of the "transitional" theory, Avi-Yonah, before his death
in 1974. What this means, then, is that various different
styles of synagogue architecture, complete with different
methods of orientation and perhaps even different '
~
orientations, may have existed contemporaneously. -
This shift away from a strict linear progression in
ancient synagogue architecture has significant implica-
tions for the question of orientation and suggests an
amorphous period in which the generally agreed upon
earlier and later methods of orientation overlapped. This
new position seems to provide evidence that not all of the
Jewish communities were practicing the same customs, with
regard to orientation, during this time period. Such a
non-linear approach would seem to imply that while there
might have been consensus on which direction one faced
during prayer (and even this has not been fully achieved)
there was a transition period during which different
communities faced the sacred direction in different ways.
The picture of Jewish practice regarding orientation
during prayer that emerges from the archaeological
discoveries is one that is by no means uniform or clearly

defined.

. There are even those scholars now who are hotly
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contesting the earlier claims that these ancient

synagogues were in fact oriented towards Jerusalem, as we
shall see as we consider specific examples of orientaion

in ancient synagogues.

" ORIENTATION OF SPECIFIC ANCIENT SYNAGOGUES !

In the following examples of specific synagogue

remains, we will consider synagogues from a variety of

\time periods and styles, synagogues utilizing various

means of indicating the sacred direction, and even
synagogues oriented in different directions. It should
be clear at the end of this cursory survey that, contrary
to earlier scholarly opinion, the manner in which ancient
synagogues were oriented follows no single pattern.

. There was a time when the general scholarly opinion
conggrred that the earliest synagogue remains still
existing in Israel could be dated no earlier than 200

18

C.E.. it has'been presumed that synagogues may have

existed in the country prior to this date, but were
destroyed during the two Jewish revolts and their ruins
vere no longer identifiable."19 However, the Israell
archaeologist, Gideon Foerster, argues that there is a
"well-defined group of synagogues dated to the 2nd Temple
20

Period. "

Foerster has based his conclusions on the

archaeological excavations conducted at five different
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sites within Palestine: Masada, Herodium, Gamla, Migdal,

.and Chorozain. At these various sites, Foerster discovered
five buildings that shared certain architectural
characteristics, which, he argues, indicate that they were
synagogues. One of these characteristics is directly
related to our issue of orientation. Foerster noted that
all of the structures, except the one at Gamla, had their
main entrance facing east.21 This. feature of an eastern
orientation of the synagogues’ gates, rooted in a Tosefta
text that called for a synagogue to have its gates facing
east,22 was vital to Foerster's theory that these
~buildings functioned as synagogues.

Foerster has added a new factor into the orientation
equation. Up until now, the discussion revolved around
synagogues oriented towards Jerusalem, either by portal or
Torah apse, but now there is a third element to take into
consideration: the orientation of the synagogue in a new
direction, not towards Jerusalem but the east, whereby the
orientation is sighified by the gates.

The synagogue discovered at Masada, by the
archaeological team headed by Yigal Yadin, was the first
Physical example of its kind dating to the 2nd Temple
Period.23 Avi-Yonah has noted that the synagogue was
built "in the western wall of the fortress, and facing
Jerusalem, n%% Hershel Shanks also concurs with Foerster’s
~estimation of the Masada synagogue's orientation, yet

notes that it is not without its problems.
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The orientation of the building [at Masadal
may support its identification as a
synagogue but at the same time raises
problems. The building is in one sense
oriented toward Jerusalem. Someone who
entered the building from the east and
faced the back of the building would be
looking generally toward Jerusalem
[!?].... The problem is that before there
was a permanent niche for the Torah Ark,
the front facade of the builaéng
customarily faced Jerusalem.

There are two important concerns raised by Shanks in

his comments. The first issue addressed is towards what

‘is the synagogue oriented. Though Shanks states that the

synagogue is oriented "generally toward Jerusalem," one
would be very hard pressed to agree with him. A
worshipper, upon entering the synagogue at Masada, would
clearly be facing in a westerly direction; yet Jerusalem
is most definitely to the north. Even allowing for a
ceftain degree of imprecision, an orientation towards
Jerusalem would still be ambiguous at best.

The second issue that Shanks raises concerns the part
of the synagogue which should point the way to Jerusalem.
Noting that there .was no permanent receptacle for the
Torah, Shanks indicates that under such circumstances it
is the synagogue portals that usually face Jerusalem. We
must tberefore ponder why, then, if this is true, the
gates of the synagogue are opened towards the east;
clearly Wot the direction of Jerusalem. Taking careful
Consideration of both accounts, the status of the

SyYnagogue's Jerusalem orientation appears dubious.26
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Foerster himself recognized the problems inherent in

arguing that the Masada synagogue was oriented towards
Jerusalemn. Perhaps, he suggested, the synagogue was
oriented not towards Jerusalem at all but had built its

gates so that they faced east, in keeping with the dictum

of Tosefta Megillah.27

The possibility of an eastern orientation would
certainly be a plausible solution, especially since
Foerster had noted that this particular orientation was a
Aharacteristic shared with three of the other four
synagogues he had examined. However, even his assertion
“that the majority of these synagogues had their gates on
the east has been called into question.

Marilyn Chiat challenges Foerster'’s supposition that
the zealots, in remodeling the synégogue at Masada,
purposely designed their synagogue in such a way as to
meet particularly established criteria of orientation
which demanded that the gates open to the east. In fact,
she notes that the gate of the synagogue was actually on
the south-east and states that it also seemed as if this
particular location was not a conscious decision of
-orientation, but simply the most practical position for
the facade and entrance.28 Furthermore, she adds that
there is also no evidence to support a claim that it was
eéven becausé of the hall'’s easterly entrance that it was
Chosen by the Zealots as their place of assembly.29

Subsequently, in reviewing Foerster'’s conclusions in
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general, Chiat charges that, of the five synagogues

examined by Foerster, only one truly has its facade and
main entrance on the east: Herodium.so Moreover, Chiat
goes one step further in bringing her point home by
suggesting that Herodium has its gates on the east purely
by chance. *Judging by the building’s position within the
palace complex, it would appear that its orientation was
fortuitous. The hall’s western corner and adjoining room
abut the fortress's circular enclosure wall, and the
remainder of the building, except for its facade, is
gsurrounded by rooms."81

The one exception to his theory that Foerster himself
notes is the case of Gamla, a Jewish village in the
Galilee that was destroyed by the Romans in their fight
against the Zealots. One might expect that the synagogue
of Gamla, a contemporary of that at Masada and Herodium,
should certainly be oriented in the same direction;
according to the rabbinic ruling concerning "eastern
gates." However, excavation has shown that the building’s

main entrance was not towards the east, but on the south-

west, facing Jerusalem, and that there is no evidence of

remodeling!!32

How can we explain such discrepancies in'opientation?
We have been presented with five different synagogues from
roughly the same period of history. The entrances of two
9f the buildings, at Chorozain and Migdal, are only

Cconjectured to be on the east. The evidence in these
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cases is not Conclusive.33 With regard to the other ,

three, two appear to have an easterly orientation (the
intentionality of this particular direction still
unproven) and one seems to have a clear orientation ]

towards Jerusalem. There seems to be no overall structure

f' that is guiding the orientation of these early synagogues.
l Scholars suggest that a uniform practice regarding
synagogue orientation--method and direction——was\}ackin%
until the emergence of the Byzantine synagogue, some fi@e

in the 5th or 6th century C.E., when the Torah apse

appears to have become the standard indicator of the

. sacred direction of Jerusalem.34 The only possible
conclusion is that either different rules were in
operation for different communities or that no particular
attention was paid to the issue of orientation at this

early date.

N At best, prior to this time, the sacred direction
might have been Jerusalem, and even if so, the practice
of how to indicate the sacred direction was not at all
standardized. At least, that appears to be all we can say
regarding pre-70 C.E. synagogues in Palestine itself.

But what of the Diaspora? Both Rachel Wischnitzer
and Andrew Seager have studied ancient synagogues of the
Diaspora. Their research indicates a clear orientation
towards Jerusalem at an early date, perhaps even earlier

than in Palestine.

- Wischnitzer’s work presents an examination of six
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piaspora synagogues, four of which have permanent Torah

shrines oriented in the direction of Jerusalem. 35 Seager f

provides a detailed study of two these Diaspora synagogues H

in particular: Dura Europos (2nd century C.E. to 256), in i

syria, and Sardis (2nd/3rd century C.E. to 616), in

Turkey. He notes that the styles, location, and i

architecture of these two synagogues are quite different,

yet they both are distinctly oriented towards Jerusalen.

In the Dura synagogue, the Torah niche is on the wall

nearest to Jerusalem. "This arrangement allowed the

worshippers to face the niche with its scrolls and to face
Jerusalem simultaneously (approximately, but not
exaotly).”se The orientation of the synagogue at Sardis
appears, at first glance, to be the reverse of what is i
expected because there is an apse at the end of the hall
pointing directly away from Jerusalem.‘However, Saeger’s

study reveals that the niche was most likely not used to f

house a Torah scroll, but served instead as seats for the N

elders. The Torah was probably stored in the shrines on

either side of the main entrance, which was, in fact, on

the east wall facing Jerusalem.37

We can now turn to post-70 synagogues in Palestine

itself, and see if they follow any rules similar to those

typified by Wischnitzer’s and Seager’'s diaspora plans.
While there is some evidence of a Jerusalem orientation
here, we find also the same confusion that marked the pre-

70 building schemes for Palestinian synagogues
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An example of this diversity can be seen when the

Capernaum synagogue, the best preserved basilica-plan
synagogue, is compared with a contemporary synagogue
discovered in what is commonly known as "David's Tomb."
Though there is some dispute over the dating of the
Capernaum synagogue, Israeli archaeologists generally
agree that this synagogue, whose three-doored facade looks
out towards Jerusalem, was built between the 2nd and 3rd

38 .
The apse of a synagogue located in

century C.E..
;David's Tomb" has also been dated to the same late Roman
period. An apse for the Torah was discovered behind
_David’'s sarcophagus and it was determined that it pointed
exactly in the direction of the Temple Mount.39 Here are
two contemporaneous synagogues that are oriented by
totally opposite means. |

There are also some synagogues which seem to combine

two different practices. Perhaps they are, in fact, part

of some transitional stage, as originally suggested by Avi-

Yonah. The synagogue of Eshtemoa and Susya in Judea are
good examples. Each is oriented in the holy direction
towards Jerusalem, indicated by the niche which held the
Torah, and each also‘has the main portal on the east side;
thus fulfilling two different orientation standards at
Once. Such examples are not only limited to one
geographical area. The synagogue of Yafa in the Galilee
is also built in the above manner.4o Perhaps these

Synagogues reflect a time when both criteria were

—
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operational. At least they face Jerusalem, albeit in

different ways.
But other synagogues, from very different time

periods, seem to conform with Foerster’s suggested notion

of orientation--namely, that the gates should face east--
whether or not that is the direction of Jerusalem. The
synagogues of *Esfia and Khirbeth Semmaka at Mt. Carmel,
and Irbid in the Galilee, all lie north of Jerusalem and
have their sacred direction vested in the portal of the
synagogue (characteristic of the early style). Given this
fact, one would expect the portals to face south, but they
are on the east!!41

Similarly, the synagogue of Hamath-by—Gadara in
Transjordan, a later structure which has its hol iness
attached to the wall containing the Torah, lies north of

Jerusalem. In this case, one would expect the entrance to

be on the north, but, in fact, it is on the east.42 Which

laws éfe determining the orientation of these synagogues?
It is just not clear at this point in time and scholars
continue to search for evidence that will support their
-point of view. 43
However, the evidence presented thus far bears out
the following conclusions:
1. Synagogues in Palestine, before 70 C.E.: Lacked a

uniform directional rule.

2. Synagogues in Palestine, after 70 C.E.: Some

weére oriented towards Jerusalem in one way or another, and
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gome faced east, seemingly in accordance with the ruling

in Tosefta Megillah.

3. Synagogues in Diaspora, after 70 C.E.: Torah wall
oriented towards Jerusalem.

While periods in which a lack of consensus over the
manner and direction of synagogue orientation are
attested, there are also synagogue remains extant that
clearly testify to the fact that there was some kind of

change in attitude towards the matter of orientation that

" took place. In these synagogues there is evidence that
the direction the synagogue faced was altered at some
point in time, seemingly to conform to new standards of
orientation. The two best Palestinian examples of this

p change can be seen in the synagogues of Beit She’arim and

. - Ein Gedi. In the earliest version of each of these
synagogues the entrance faced Jerusalem, but this portal
wasvyeplaced by a Torah shrine in the later rendition and
the entrance was moved to the opposite wall.

This transference of holiness from the portal to the

Torah shrine suggests two things. First, that the earlier

method of indicating the sacred direction seems to have

been via the gate, and only later transferred to the wall

which housed the Torah. Second, if there was a time, as

material evidence seems to suggest, when orientation of
the Synagogue was less structured and controlled, then
there also came a time when the manner of orientation

became of such great importance that it necessitated the
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restructuring and remodeling of an existing synagogue.

_EXPLAINING THE CHANGE IN ORIENTATION

How do we understand the various practices that are
associated with the orientation of ancient synagogues?
How can we create some sort of pattern and order out of
the diversity that continually presented itself throughout %

the archaeological remains? There are those who argue i

‘that the issue of orientation was not really of any
importance in the structuring of Jewish sacred space, in

this case, the synagogue. Upon surveying the building

plans of ancient synagogues, Eric Meyers concludes, !

It is not surprising that individual houses ;
of worship exhibit special characteristics i
which are not particularly well-known or

well-attested. From our perspective, such
a state of affairs corroborates what is 1
most obvious about the synagogue: that it i

is what transpires within its walls that is ,
“most 1mpbﬁzant rather than the walls j
themselves. !
Though it is true that many synagogues do exhibit a f
great deal of individuality, Meyers may have overstated the
case by presuming that this lack of concern was everywhere
and always the norm. There was not complete Jewish
disinterest in the walls of the synagogue, and, by
imPIiCation, a synagogue's orientation. The archaeological
evidence showe different rules, not just no rule, at least
In the Diaspora, and even in post 70 C.E. Palestine.
MoreovEr’ the rabbinic literary evidence too demonstrates

'

s
Ome concern for the rules governing orientation, which at
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least some post 70 C.E. synagogues followed. ,

Consequently, there is a need to dévelop a more meaningful

and coherent way of making sense of the archaeological

evidence at hand. Let us begin by asking: what can we , |
extract from the archaeological evidence presented thus
far? First, there appears to be general consensus that a

shift took pléce in the presence and accommodation of the

Torah in the synagogue architecture. It is consiQered td
L
be true that the earliest synagogues had no permanent place

to store the Torah scrolls and that they were carried in
whenever they were to be used.
It is also considered to be true that the later
_synagogues developed an apse along one wall of the
. synagogue to house the Scrolls permanently.45 "But in

between there was a great deal of overlap. There were some

very early Torah shrines (Ostia and Sardis), but other

later synagogues were built without Torah shrines and were |

used in this way long after structural Torah shrines became 1

the general rule."46 Thus, it would be a mistake to argue

that the development of the Torah shrine was linear. At

best, we can say that there was a general movement from one i

Plan to the other, with a great deal of flux in between.

Second, most scholars would also agree that there

occurred not only a transference in sacred direction from

the portals to the wall opposite, which contained the Torah

3Pse, but also a deepening concern for matters of -

orientation. Seager argues that the earlier Galilean type
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of synagogues do not reflect a "strong directional

1hrust." In these synagogues, where there is typically
colonnades around three sides of the building with some
emphasis on the entrance wall, "attention is largely
directed inward to the central space."47 On the other
hand, the later, Byzantine type of synagogue can be
1den£ified by another feature which is characteristic but
not universal: "the strengthening of architectural
directionality."48

. Two questions, however, remain: why did this change
in orientatin occur and what was the time frame for this
switch? And what role, if any, did the Torah play in this
shift? In answer to the first question, Landsberger
suggests a general time frame for placing the change in
orientation and distinguishes between the synagogues in
Palestine and those in the Diaspora. He reports that "in
Palestine, the transfer of the sacred direction from the
entrance to the opposite wall is reflected in architectural
remainsrnot earlier than the 5th or 6th century of our
era."49 See for example the synagogues at Na’an near
Jericho, Hammath by Tiberias, and Beit Alpha. Landsberger
8lso suggests that this transfer occurred earlier in the
Orient; by the middle of the 3rd century at Dura Europos on

the Euphrates.so

His findings are consonant with the
Summary arrived at here. (see p. 39)
As to the rationale behind the change in the method of

ori .
r1en}at10n, many scholars claim that it has much to do
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with the fact that at a certain point in time the Torah was

no longer transported in and out of the synagogue, but
pecame a permanent fixture in the synagogue architecture.
This development came to pass, according to some scholars,
as "the Torah apparently is given an increasingly prqminent
gsetting in the synagogue as Scripture becomes more
important to the community.“51

Four synagogues in the Diaspora-~-Sardis, Priene,
0Ostia, and Dura--also provide strong architectural evidence
that Scripture had become central to the religious life of
the community. In Priene, in Asia Minor, only the Torah
_niche stands out in an otherwise plain room.52 In the
ltalian synagogue in Ostia, the "yigitor is bracketed
between the bemah on the west wall and the monumental Torah
shrine on the east."53 The synagogue of Dura Europos is
famous for its spectacular Torah shrine and accompanying
paintings,s4 and the Torah scrolls of the Sardis synagogue,
located in Turkey, were kept in large chambers on either
side of the wain entrance.55

Once the Torah was introduced as a permaneﬁt fixture,
according to some scholars, it is suggested that it would
have been awkward to have the Torah on the same wall as the
main entrance since this would have necessitated people
cominig in and immediately turning around in order to face
the Torah,lso as not to show disrespect.56 (Such a
Circumstance can be seen in transitional periods as

e ) s o8
Xemplified by the situation in Sardis that is discussed
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above.) Consequently, the Torah was placed on the wall

opposite the entrance and the Torah wall became the
indicator of the holy direction towards Jerusalem so that
the worshippers could face the Torah and Jerusalem at the
same time.
57

1t has been suggested by a few scholars, however,
that there was resistance in certain communities to the
establishment of the Torah as a permanent fixture, perhaps

becuase it was perceived as a substitution or imitation of

'the sanctuary in the destroyed Temple. Such-a position

would help explain why the Torah is not found as a
permanent fixture in many synagogues in the north of
Israel. "The synagogues of Galilee and the Golan may
represent a conservative tradition, which adopts a Torah
centered worship (or at least the architectural expression
of it) only at a relatively late date, if at all.">0
vHaving now discussed the impact of the Torah on
shapiﬁg the manner in which the orientation of the
synagogue was established, we are left with one issue that
is still a matter of contention among the scholars:
towards what were the ancient synagogues actually
oriented? Recently, there have been a number of scholars

who have been questioning whether there exists sufficient,

valid evidence for claiming that these early synagogues

_were, in fact, oriented towards Jerusalem, as the majority

of scholars have long been purporting in their oft cited

and generally uncritically accepted three-tiered theory of
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synagogue typology. ?‘ﬁ

ORIENTATION TOWARDS JERUSALEM CALLED INTO QUESTION

The above mentioned theory makes a claim that the ?W‘

external sacred point of reference, towards which the

synagogue would be oriented, either by portal or Torah, was
the city of Jerusalem. "Recent researches on the subject

of ancient synagogues have produced a kind of new

flexibility with respect to longheid scholarly

positions."59 The current challenge raised by scholarseo

reflect this new attitude. Their claim is that the
previously held position regarding ancient synagogues’
orientation is facile and not particularly well supported
by the archaeological facts.

It is pointed out that at least one-third of the
existing synagogue remains in Israel, whose orientation can
still bevdetermiﬁed with a comfortable degree of

confidence, are, at best, ambiguous in their orientation as

to the direction of Jerusalem.81 According to the

diagram,e2 indicating the orientation of 13 ancient
synagogues (including those at Masada and Herodium, thought
by many to be the earliest examples extant) it is very

doubtful that they are facing in the direction of

Jerusalen.
After a careful review of the evidence, Seager

Cconcludes that "1 see no way to avoid the conclusion that
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more than one tradition regarding orientation was in

operation."e3 (See chart, Appendix B)

Adding a new dimension to the discussion, Seager
raises a further problem with the old theory. He questions
whether we can conclude a direct correlation between the
orientation of a building and the actual direction in which
people prayed. Just because the building was situated in
such a way does not necessarily prove that people faced
‘that direction when they prayed. Having examined the
archaeological findings he concluded, "It is not just a
question of which way the building faced. Inescapably,
either prayer was not always directed toward Jerusalem, or,
the direction of prayer could be quite independent of the
building orientaticm."64

Further attacking the hypothesis that particular
structural plans of a synagogue reflect a particular
orientation, Seager argues, "There is no clear correlation
between orientation and building type. Whether a synagogue
is oriented to Jerusalem or not seems to be largely
unrelated to the kind of plan it has."65 The
archaeolngical evidence has indicated that some of the
"Early" type synagogues are oriented towards Jerusalem and
some are not, while some "Later" models are not oriented
towards Jerusalem and others are.

Other ekpressions of this diversity of orientation can
be Witnessed in the unorthodoxy reflected in the Dura

Synagogue, and confirmed by discoveries at Ostia and
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gardis. These findings indicate that the Dura and the

other synagogues should "be seen as one of several
_synagogues known both in Palestine and in the Diaspora
which do not conform to the established classifications."

The archaeological evidence has raised another

important issue: the influence of outside factors.

The archaeological evidence reviewed here
suggest that the most important factors
shaping a Diaspora synagogue building are }
local location, size, decoration, ~_ !

architectural features and even symbolism
depend in large part on the forces at work
and the patterns available in a particulg;
gentile city or town.

Eric Meyers concurs and further develops this insight
into regional influence, which is helpful in understanding
the reasons why the old typology has failed to yield
satisfactory answers, According to Meyers, the synagogue
typologies cannot possibly account for the tremendous
deviations from the norm which have been observed;
therefore, new éolutions must be sought.:

The =site [of the synagogue at Gush Halavl
provides wus with a unique basilica which
.further contributes to the shattering of
older theories about the typological
development of Palestinian synagogues and
offers wus the possibility for understanding
local or regional variations within
familiar categories. If local traditions
may be seen to influence the more or less
dominant Roman type of building pattern and
styles, it 1is suggestive to think that
individual peculiarities of site such as
topography, availability of artisans,
cul tural orientation, weal th, regional
factors, etec. further contributed to the
emergence of synagogue types that
heretofore might have been considered to be

66
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aberrant and eccentric. "

On a very different level, the newest theory also
argues that up until now research has been overly
dependent upon Jewish literary sources, such as Biblical,
Mishnaic and Talmudic texts, which do not necessarily
depict an accurate portrait of what was actually done and
observed, as seems to be attested by the archaeological
evidence. Recent scholars, such as Seager and Chiat, note
that such‘dependence on the rabbinic canon tends to create
an oversimplified view and understanding of the issue of
synagogue orientation and they urge scholars to take a new
"and broader look at other factors that may have played a
role in the physical orientation of a synagogue.

Seager contends that "the assumption that Rabbinic
authority was reflected in a canonical synagogue
architecture, implicit in most versions of the traditional
typology, is no longer tenable."69

Kraabel supports this new development away from an
overdependence upon the perspective of traditional texts
and contends thatr"the archaeological evidence which has
‘become available in the last half century provides a
counter-balance [to the picture painted by the rabbinic
texts]. For the Diaspora, at least, it argues for
diversity, symbolized in the various shapes and sizes of
bUi]di?E on the plans."70 "]t seems now to be true not
nfl

"only for the Diaspora but for the Holy Land as well.

The impact of local culture has been suggested as one
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explanation for the discrepancies in orientation. Seager

suggests another, based on his research at Sardis. What
we might be witnessing, he proposes, 1ls an example of not
a single focus but multiple foci coming into play. Seager
hoted that in the Sardis synagogue one focus was provided
by the large marble table and sculpted lions in front, on
the western side, away from Jerusalem. Another focal
point seemed to be directed at the center of the hall
where there were four marble slabs that perhaps supported
a pbemah. And still another focus was provided by the

loccation of the Torah niche on the back wall, the side

72
facing Jerusalem.

Seager posits a creative resolution to the problem
pecsed by these many foci. He suggests that the hall had a
number of different functions and that each focus may have
been associated with a different purpose. That is to say,
perhaps the worshippers faced east, the discourses were
delivéred from the center, and the benches on the west
served as the focal point for the tribunal, where the
elders sat.73

In conclusion, Eric Meyers, as he reflectg upon the
impact of recent eQidence gathered from‘many newly-
discovered and newly-excavated synagogues in Eretz Israel
proper, especially iﬁ both Galilees and the Golan,
Provides a'very helpful summary of the new scholarly
consensus concerning the emergent field of ancient

Synagogues. Here is his summary of this new accord, which
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he admittedly characterizes as an American consensus:

1) The development of the synagogue as a distinct
architectural entity did not emerge within the constraints
of a fixed typology of Basilica, Broadhouse, and
Byzantine;

2) Local and regional influences may be seen to have
created a situation of great architectural variety;

3) Stylistic continuity may be observed in some
synagogues but apparentlylreligious constraints such as
sacred orientation, the location of the scriptural reading
or place for Scripture (Torah shrine) could be realized in
a great variety of ways;

4) The criteria for dating synagogues and their
furnishings are primarily archaeological, as opposed to
those historical, social, literary, or religious in

nature.
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CHAPTER THREE: EARLY LITERARY REMAINS

The current archaeoloygical evidence has indicated that the
orientation of Jewish worship was not particularly uniform or
consistent until perhaps the 5th or 6th century C.E.. The rabbis
‘of the 2nd and 3rd centuries, however, appear to articulate a
clear and unequivocable position regarding the proper orientation
for prayer. Having completed our study of the archaeological
material, we need now to better understand this rabbinic view of
prayef orientation and consider why it is that the rabbis present
such a conflicting picture of Jewish orientation customs.

- Therefore, we now direct our investigation towards the legacy of
textual material, beginning with texts originating in the early
rabbinic period.

These early literary remains, comprising two texts from the
Mishnah and two selections from the Toséfta, present not only the
first critical insight into the rabbis’ worldview; but more
specifically, indicate the possible rabbinic rationale(s) for
establishing a particular direction for prayer. In this regard,
the texts have an advantage over the synagogue ruins: they speak
and can communicafe, explicitly or implicitly, the reasons behind
the regulation of synagogue and worship orientation. While, the
words of the rabbis can be stepping stones to a greater
Understanding of Jewish prayer orientation custons, they can also
be obstacles since they are often of a polemic nature, and cannot
merely be taken at face value. Consequently, the rabbinic texts,

1 $ e
ike the ancient synagogues, must be carefully "excavated" in

|
i3t
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order to unearth their treasures, which in turn must be carefully
analyzed in order to understand their meaning.

It cannot be denied that the number of available texts from
this early rabbinic period, which touch on this topic, is far
from overwhelming. Dur four texts, which address both matters of
personal and communal orientation during prayer, as well as one
“text on\thé orientation of the synagogue, are also quite
s;ccinct. We shall see that the rabbis were much more concerned
with the prayer orientation of people than with that of
buildings; though the orientation of synagogues was undeniably a
critical issue, as the texts will demonstrate.

However, this dearth of material is not to suggest that what
these texts do reveal is disappointing. Despite the fact that
the texts are few in number, they offer an insightful perspective
on the issue of orientation during Tannaitic times and provide a
profound glimpse“into the world of the rabbis.

One might interpret the limited attention to prayer
direction in the rébbinic texts as a lack of rabbinic concern for
the orientation of worship in general. We begin this
investigation, however, under the assumption that the directionv
of worship was, indeed, a significant matter for the rabbis.
There are a number of factors that suggest that such an
assumption is accurate.

First, if the rabbis did not deem the matter of prayer
°r19ntétion of significant value they would not have addressed

the . . . .
®© issue in the first place, even in a circumscribed manner.
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Second, while the Temple stood, sacrifice had been fhe
jndividual’s principle way of establishing a relationshiﬁ with
God. In the subsequent post-destruction era, however, when these

rabbinic texts were recorded, prayer had replaced sacrifices as
the primary means of communicating with the divine, and had

|

pecome an activity of ultimate religious significance.
Consequently, the orientation of prayer was not a ﬁggfgr to be
léft to chance or personal whim, and it demanded rabbinic
regulation and standardization in sowe way, as the texts will

- bear out.

Furthermore, even a cursory examination of the rabbinic
texts concerned with the orientation of worship, clearly
indicates that the rabbis were not only interested in the
direction of prayer in general, but advocated a particular prayer
focus:  The Temple in Jerusalem.

Consequently, the most critical questions yet to be fully
explored are not: Was the direction of prayer important to the
rabbis? Or even, Which direction of prayer did the rabbis
édvocate? Rather they are: Why were the rabbis so concerned
With orienting prayers towards Jerusalem? What were the rabbis’
rationales for instituting a uniform worship orientation and to
what ends? And, How did the various rabbis understand, over
time, the pfactice of praying in the direction of Jerusalem?
These questions, therefore, will become the central focus of this

thes1s; which will attempt to expose the richness of the ancient

t . v
radition of praying towards Jerusalemn.
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Given the laconic style of the rabbinic texts, however,
revealing the core rabbinic concerns is not an easy task . The
rabbis devoted precious little time and space to discussing the
reasons for their rulings, and concentrated, instead, on required
practices. Thus, deduction and inference will be invaluable
tools for revealing the rabbiﬁic reasons underlying their
regulation of the proper orientation of prayer. And through a
‘careful analysis of.these rabbinic texts a portrait will emerge
of the role Jerusalem-focused worship played in the view of the
rabbis and the development of the rabbinic perception of this
practice. In addition, a picture of the critical issues
challenging the rabbis of each era, which may have had a
tremendous influence on the development of this practice, will

become clearer.
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CHAPTER FOUR: A BIBLICAL BACKGROUND TO ORIENTATION?

Before actually analyzing the early rabbinic literature, it

is necessary to introduce three biblical passages that figure

largely in the later rabbinic discussions: I Kings 8:44-48; 11

Chronicles 6:34-38; and Daniel 6:11. There are certainly other

texts that the rabbis quote to support their positions!, but

these three are distinguished by the fact that they also
"expressly state an opinion concerning the orientation of prayer.

In their admittedly abbreviated handling of the issue, the
rabbis quote extensively from these three texts because they
serve as the foundation upon which the rabbis ultimately build
their case for Jerusalem-oriented worship. They are therefore
presented as if they are the source of the ruling that Jerusalem
be the focal point of prayer.

Consequently, it is necessary to determine when these

biblical texts were written. This assessment will insure that we
properly understand the message of these texts in their
appropriate historical context; and will subsequently aid us in
attainiﬂg a fuller appreciation of the rabbinic material and how

the rabbise gsed these téxts to their own ends.
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| Kings 8:44-48
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44, "When Your people take the field against their enemy by
whatever way You send them, and they pray to the Lord in the
direction of the city which You have chosen, and of the house
which | have built to Your name. 45, Oh, hear in heaven their
prayer and supplication and uphold their cause. 46. "When they
sin against You--for there is no man who does not sin--and You
are angry with them and deliver them to the enemy, and their
captors carry thewm off to an enemy land, near or far; 47. And
then they take it to heart in the land to which they have been
carried off, and they repent and make supplication to You in the
land of their captors, saying: 'we have sinned, we have acted
perversely, we have acted wickedly,’ 48. And they turn back to
You with all their heart and soul, in the land of the enemies who
-have carried them off, and they pray to You in the direction of
their land whiech You gave to their fathers, of the city which You

have chosen, and of the house which | have built to Your
name.,,, "2

This pasgsage is ostensibly part of the great dedicatory
Speech made by King Solomon to the people of Israel upon the
completion of the First Temple in approximately the year 1000
B.C.E.. At this point in the solemn address, Solomon stands
facing the altar, hands raised, appealing to God to protect and

hearkgn to those who worship in or towards the Tefmple.

The author of this passage would have us believe that the
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origin of directing one’'s prayers towards Jerusalem was
intimately connected to the construction of the First Tgmple
itself. Furthermore, the author presents none other thén King
Solomon aé the revered ancestor who first legislated that worship

should be oriented "in the direction of their land which You gave

to their fathers, of the city which You have chosen, and of the

AS

house which I have built to Your name..." The uli}mate'w
destination of the prayers is made increasingly clear as the
verse proceeds: It is not simply the Land of Israel, or even
Jerusalem, but the Temple itself. The focus and the final
destination of the prayer is fixed and unchanging.

This particular pericope, however, is generally agreed upon
by scholars to be a much later extension of the text. And, in
fact, modern criticism is unanimous in attributing the two verses
that are most critical to the issue of orientation, vv 44 and 48,
to thélDeuteronomic redactor, since these verses reflect the
concerns of the Josianic Reform: A renewed emphasis on the
centrality of the Temple cult and a vigorous attempt to abolish
_EQEQL, which competed with the Temple as sites of sacrifice and
worship. Both verses are viewed as expansions of the original
theme, adding a call for God’s support of Israel in foreign war

and GQd‘s compassion for Israel in foreign captivity.s

In addition to the Deuteronomic theology reflected in the
textual expansions, there are other new concerns injected into
t

he Passage that were of particular interest to those who had

s s
Uffered exile at the hands of foreign conquerors, in all
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likelihood the Babylonians. These further additions suggest to
scholars the hand of an exilic editor as well.

"The passage, which is preoccupied with defeat in war and
deportatioﬁ, might of itself no more visualize the Babylonian
Exile than the reference to deportation in v 34, [which is
considered 6riginal to the textl.. The prominence now given to
the subject, however, rather suggests the great Exile."4 Byt
there are additional reasons to propose a further exilic
redaction.

It has been claimed that the structure of vv 44-45 does "not
>follow the same grammatical construction as the previous section,
and [the verses] are to be regarded as secondary. In content,
too, they are suspect, for they return to the themes of war and
deportation already covered in vv 33-34, and they omit all
reference to *lIsrael,’ which appears consistently in vv 31-43."3
This 6mission of ’lsrael’ is significant in that it suggests a
world in which ’'Israel,’ as an autonomous, political entity, no
longer exists, as was the case during the Babylonian Exile.

It is argued that vv 46-53 are the work of the exilic
redactor as well. These verses "clearly reveal an exilic
background, with the covenant people far from their land." The
Progression of the passage supports this notion of exile as it
moves from the people sinning, to God getting angry and
deliVEring them over to their captors, who subsequently carry
them off to lands "near or far." "Unmistakably the situation

described is in the exile, to which a more pointed reference is
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made in these verses than anywhere else in this chapter."7

1t is, therefore, suggested by biblical scholars that the
Babylonian redactor (the P source) had originally lived in the
Land of Israel where he had been influenced by the Deuteronomic
Reform. Later, this editor carried the theological underpinnings
of the Reform into exile where these two themes--the centrality
of the Temple and the concerns of those in exile--were woven
together into a pre-existing text.

All evidence, consequently, seems to clearly place the date
of authorship of this particular passage long after the actual
dédication of the Temple by Solomon, implied by the biblical
text. Instead, scholars concur that the additions, which make
specific reference to prayer towards Jerusalem, were initially
written some time during the Deuteronomic redaction, the first
draft of which was completed in 598 B.C.E., and then further

edited just after the first deportation from Judah in 597 B.C.E.s

After reading this passage from | Kings, there is not much
room for doubt over the diredtion in which the author believed
Jewish prayers were to be offered. A certain hierarchy also
émerges with regard to this direction. The outermost level of
holiness was attached to the Land of Israel, while the next level
of holiness was ascribed to the city of Jerusalem, but it was the
Temple itself that.stood at the core of this matrix of holiness.
And it yas towards the Temple, "the House for God’s Name," that
People should ultimately direct their prayers.

VFUrthermore, there is a strong conditional relationship
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intimated in this passage between the orientation of one’'s
prayers and their efficacy. The text says: "When...they pray to
the Lord in the direction of the city [and]l the House...built to
Your name, oh, hear in heaven their prayer and supplication and
uphold their cause.” (v 44-5) This suggests that if one’s
prayers were not directed expressly towards the Temple then it
was questionable whether God would hearken to the people’s
prayers and supplications at all. Such a relationship was also
noted by Rashi, who, in commenting on the meaning of verse 44,
suggests that the people "should pray facing Jerusalem and facing
the Temple so that the Holy One will hear their prayers and
supplications. ™"
it should be fairly evident how this text functioned for the

rabbis”purposes. First of all, it clearly established a
precedent for facing Jerusalem during prayer.

| Second, nof only does this passage indicate the direction in
 which prayer should be offered, but it links the orientation of
prayer with its fulfillment., This adds a new level of
signitficance to the rabbis’® claim for the importance of praying
towards Jerusalem, and certainly provides additional lever;ge
when it comes to convincing thé ﬁeople to observe this practice.
It iskinteresting, though, that the rabbis never expressly staté
that God only hears or responds to prayers directed towards
Jerusalem. However, as we shall see, this belief persists
beneath the surface of the rabbbinic texts.

Lastly, and of no mean significance, the ability of the
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rabbis to link a prayer orientation towards Jerusalem to such an

ancient and esteemed event, the dedication of the First Temple by

King Solomon, creates an aura of sanctity and authenticity around
the custom.

While we may not assume that the rabbis were aware of the
fact that their prooftext in 1| Kings was not original to the
passage, we certainly are. It can no longer be claimed that such
an orientation was established back at the time of the First
Te&ple. Rather, the practice.of orienting one’s prayers towards
Jerusalem and the Temple appears, at this point, to have had its
~origin sometime during the Babylonian Exile, or at the earliest,
sometime during the Deuteronomic reformation, when the Bamot
outside of Jerusalem were denied licit status. Despite this
later dating, which may have tarnished the luster of this
prooftext’s reputation, the text itself does not cease to
function as an important rabbinic precedent for Jerusalem-
oriented prayer, since the Babylonian Exile was still centuries

Prior to the rabbinic period.

I'T CHRONICLES 6:34-38 , .
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34. "When Your people take the field against their enemies in a
campaign on which You send them, and they pray to You in the
direction of the city which you have chosen, and the house which
"{ have built to Your name. 35, May You hear in heaven their
prayer and supplication and uphold their cause. 36. "When they
sin against You--for there is no person who does not sin--and You
are angry with them and deliver them to the enemy, and their
captors carry them off to an enemy land, near or far; 37. And
they take it to heart in the land to which they have been carried
off, and repent and make supplication to You in the land of their
captivity, saying: ’we have sinned, we have acted perversely, we
have acted wickedly,® 38. And they turn back to You with all
their heart and soul, in the land of their captivity where they
were carried off, and pray in the direction of their land which
You gave to their fathers, and the city which You have chosen,
and toward the house which I have built for Your name..."

Chapters 1-8 in 1l Chronicles is devoted to the activities
of Solomon, and, as can be seen from this selection, it follows
its source, the passage from I Kings analyzed above, almost
verbatim.

No certain date can be established for when Il Chronicles
was actually recorded, though general scholarly consensus places
its final compilation sometime in the early years of the fourth
century B.C.E. "Though it has sometimes been argued that the
Chronicler’'s work dates from the time after Alexander, it seems
nore probable that the favorable attitude to the Persian rulers
and the absence of any allusion to Greek rule point to a date

around 350 B.C. for the completion of the main body of the

work, ",

While this passage is also cited repeatedly by the rabbis to

SUpp
Pport the practice of praying in the direction of Jerusalem, an
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analysis of this text would be redundant and would not yield any

more useful information, since it is well-accepted that ghis text

i
/ i

is merely a recapitulation of | Kings.
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WHEN DANIEL LEARNED THAT IT HAD BEEN PUT IN WRITING, HE WENT TO

HIS HOUSE, IN WHOSE UPPER CHAMBER HE HAD HAD WINDOWS MADE FACING
JERUSALEM, AND THREE TIMES A DAY HE KNELT DOWN, PRAYED, AND MADE
CONFESSION TO HIS GOD, AS HE HAD ALWAYS DONE.

The Bbok of Daniel, from which this passage is quoted, is a
loose collection of ten separate chapters, each of which could
exist independently from the others. It is generally believed
that Daniel was not written by a single author, but was pieced
together over time. "The book seems to be a collection of once
isolated mini-works brought together by some unknown editor or

redactor who, despite his work as compiler, could hardly claim

the title of author of the whole book.":o

The sixth chapter of the Book of Daniel, with which we are
concerned, is probably the most famous of the Daniel passages; it
relates Daniel’s miraculqus escape from the lion’s den. Daniel
had been placed amoﬁg the lions because he had refused to stop
Praying to God, despite the threat of death for continuing to do
$0. But he did not just continue to pray secretly. Daniel was
defiant and proud about his religious practices. As soon as he
learned of the prohibition, he went right to the window of his
house ang continued to pray as he had always done, in the
gl£§91122~21_i2£H§§L§m- Consequently, Daniel's faithfulness to

\

t
he Lord is rewarded: he is rescued from certain death by God,

o
Nd those who sought his demise met the fate planned for Daniel.
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1

The rabbis observed in this text another affirmation of the

practice of establishing a particular orientation during prayer,
jllustrated b& Daniel’s custom of praying in front of a window
facing Jerusalem. Clearly, their ability to cite such a text
lends credence to any claim that this is an old and revered
The charaéter of Daniel added further weight to the

custom.
. rabbis’ position, givgn that he was not just an ordinary Jew, but
Qas particularly devout and one of the religiously courageous.
Saadia Gaon suggests that the reason that Daniel faced
Jerusalem when he prayed was similar to that implied in the two
éarlier passages, namely, that Daniel prayed towards Jerusalem so
that his prayers would be heard, since he had directed his heart

towards the Temple.:i:

Just how old this custom of praying towards Jerusalem is and
when it began still cannot easily be determined. Furthermore,

the dating of a Jerusalem-focused worship cannot simply be

predicated on the facts provided by the story, but the historical
origins of this text do provide some insight. This particular
Passage from the Book ofrDaniel, according to the text itself,
took place during the 7th or 6th centuries B.C.E., but scholarly
opinion concurs that this story was incorporated into the Book of
Daniel long after that time.

The time of the Maccabean Revolt and the persecution of the
Jews by Antiochus IV Epiphanes seems to be when the scholars
b911eve that the story of Daniel was written into a book,

"
a
Pparently because of its moral that God comes to the rescue of
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His faithful ones in times of persecution.":2? However, a further
distinctioq must be made between when a story originated and when
it came to be recorded.

Despite the Maccabean dating of the Book of Daniel, the
folktales in chapters 1-6, most likely, even in written form,
vantedate the vicious persecution of the Jews by Antiochus IV
Epiphanes, and in oral form these stories may go back to the
Persian period, though hardly to the 7th and 6th centuries™!s
suggested by the Daniel stories themselves.

There are a few clues in the text that indicate when it may
actually have been written. "In view of the Persian loan words
in its Aramaic and ot its knowledge of Persian law and customs,
its origin is most likely to be placed in the eastern Diaspora of
the Jews during the period of the Persian Empire."'*

While the "Aramaic of chapters 2-6 is of a later stage than that
of the Elephantine Papyri (end of the fifth century B.C.),...the
Greek names for the musical instruments in 3:5 probably do not
antedate the reign -of Alexander the Great. (336-323 B.C.)ms
Scholars admit that‘it is difficult to pinpoint with any
certainty when these narratives were composed, "but the opinion
that these stories were written some time in the 3rd century B.C.
Seems highly probable.™t!#

Taking fhe three of our biblical texts together, the oldest
°f which is the passage from I Kings and the latest being the
citation from Daniel, the practice of prayer oriented towards

J
€rusalem, and more specifically the Temple there, seems to have
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peen established (to some extent) by the Babylonian Exile, as
early as 597 B.C.E. Whether such a custom was observed prior to
this date, we cannot deduce based on these texts; nor can we
determine how widely accepted this practice was or at which time
it became the norm.

It can also be inferred from the texts that the reason for
such a practice was to insure that one's prayers were heard.
Two of the three texts (1 Kings and 11 Chronicles) also attempt
to define more clearly the true focal point of the prayers by
highlighting the Temple as the ultimate goal. Apparently,
érayers were directed towards Jerusalem only insofar as that city
was home to the "House of God."

Now that we have examined these biblical texts, which serve
as the‘lynch pins for most of the rabbis’ arguments for
determining the proper orientation in prayer, we shall proceed to

examine the earliest literary remains from the rabbinic period.
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CHAPTER FIVE: THE M]SHNAH i

This early rabbinic material provides a significant gateway |
of understariding into the rabbis’' motivations for promulgating a ;;i
law that dictates a particular prayer orientation. One 18
simplistic response will not be forthcoming, however. The
answers reside, instead, in an intricate configuration of
rabbinic values, concerns, and ways of perceiving the world; each
of which plays a role in shaping rabbinic attitudes towards the
direction of prayer. The analysis below will strive, therefore,
to highlight the major themes that appear to have influenced the
rabbis’ thinking about prayer orientation.

MISHNAH SUKKOT 5:4 FACING THE TEMPLE JUXTAPOSED TO FACING EAST
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When they arrived at the gate that opened to the east, they
‘turned their faces to the west and said: "Our ancestors who were
in this place ’'had their backs to the Temple and their faces
towards the east, and they prostrated themselves to the east
towards the sun;’ (Ezek. 8:16) but as for us our eyes are turned
to the Eternal." R. Judah says, "They used to repeat the words, REls
'we are for the Eternal and to the Eternal our eyes are turned.'" il

|
This passage contains two very important recollections about ﬂ@

how Prayers were oriented at the Temple in Jerusalem. The first,

Preserved by the prophet Ezekiel, recalls an earlier pfaotice of

"our ancestors," who faced away from the Temple, towards the east

_ and the sun, when they prayed. The second memory, recorded by
the rabbis themselves, describes how the people of Second-Temple
times came to the Temple for the Sukkot festival and prayed, in
Cleay Contradistinction to the practice of the "ancestors,"
tovards the west and the Temple. How are we to understand these ~

two °ontradictory traditions? Did the latter evolve from the

fo
- TPTmer or hag they always been at odds?
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At the very least, we have evidence of a Jewish prayer
orientation that was not Temple-focused. This discovery of a
divergent ;orship practice is surprising in itself, since the
rabblis were so intent on conveying the message that Jews have
prayed towards Jerusalem and the Temple since the time of King

Solomon, as was indicated in the analysis of the biblical

prooftexts.

Initially, this passage might lead us to presume th&t there
has been an evolution in the custom of prayer direction: In the
early days "our ancestors" prayed to the east, but now we scorn
the practice of old and pray to the west. However, the text
provides a tew clues that indicate that this previous custom of
praying eastward had never really been an accepted and sanctioned
Jewisﬁ practice, even during the "ancestors" time.

The text makes it clear that what is at stake is not whether
PEOPIerrayed to the east or west, but whether they were praying
towards the Temple or not. This is evident from the rabbis’
statement that the.éncestors prostrated themselves towards the
sun, while those of a later age turned their eyes towards God.
The significance of‘a Jewish prayer direction, then, can only be
understood in this context. Namely, east and west have meaning
only insofar as they are linked to the object of worship or
Something that symbolized what was being worshipped. Just as the
Temple represented the "Eternal," praying towards the Temple
Communicated religious loyalties to God. Therefore, praying in a

‘direction opposite from the Temple gave the appearance that one
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had rejected God.

An examination of the historical context of Ezekiel 8:16,
the sourcekthat records the existence of this alternative prayer
orientation, provides additional credence for the belief that
praying away from the Temple was not a generally accepted
practice even during the time of the "ancestors."

Ezekiel was taken captive to Babylon in the first of two
waves df exile, prior to the actual destruction of the First
Temple, in the year 598 B.C.E.. There he lived and prophesied to
the Babylonian Jews who had come with him from the Land of
israel. During these early years of the exile, the "ancestors"”
still lived and worshipped at the First Temple in Jerusalem. In
this biblical passage, cited by the rabbis in the Mishnah, God
takes the prophet from place to place, in a vision, in order to
show him how far the people had transgressed the divine laws and
had defiled the House of God. Ezekiel witnesses the
quintessential example of the people’s abominations in the inner-
court of the Temple in Jerusalem, where the Jews who have
remained behind--not just simple folk, but the elders~-are

worshipping with their backs to the Temple, praying towards the

east. 1

This wayward orientation (from the prophet’s perspective) to
the east was not considered by Ezekiel to be merely a
transgression of ritual convention, but a sin of the greatest
theological proportions. The people who prayed with their backs

t
© the Temple communicated a distinct belief about God: "The




71

Lord does not see usj the Lord has abandoned the country." (Ezek.
8:12) However, there were also others at this time who "moaned
and groanéd" about the travesties committed in the Temple; these
people were considered loyal to God.z Consequently, we can see
that the orientation customs of the "ancestors" were by no means
universally accepted. It was more than likely, in fact, that no
uniform orienation practice had been established firmly by that
time. Such a conclusion is corroborated by the archaeological
evidence, which suggests that it would be centuries before a
~standard prayer direction was instituted and observed.

While our analysis of the biblical material, in the section
above, clearly indicated that the practice of orienting worship
towards Jerusalem developed contemporaneously with Ezekiel,
sometime just before or just after the first wave of exiles were
takenvinto captivity, the development of the "proper" prayer
orientation was still in its nascent stage in Ezekiel’'s time. We
can imagine, then, during these early years when orientation
practices were still in flux, how a Jerusalem-oriented worship
might have met with opposition and been contested by some groups.
Ezekiel was probably one of the early advocates of a Jerusalem-
focused orientation who perceived, in the direction of prayer, an
indication of one's theological commitments and beliefs.

The rébbiS, too, call into question the loyalties of the
"ancestors" when they decry their practices in this Mishnah.

With the prayer orientation advocated by the rabbis there could

be no doubt about where a person’s religious loyalties lay: "We
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are for the Eternal and to the Eternal our eyes are turned." As
for the "ancestors," their allegiances were at best suspect and
at worst OQtright heretical.

In conclusion, the message the rabbis were communicating
with this text was that prayer needed to be directed towards the
Temple for theological reasons because, like Ezekiel, they
perceived the direction of worship to reflect one's religious
ioyalties. Only if the Jews directed their prayers towards the
Temple would it be immediately apprarent that that person was an
adherent of the "Eternal’s." In this sense, prayer direction
served primarily an external purpose: Personal and internal
beliefs were communicated outward to those observing a person’s
worship.

One must wonder why the rabbis took such a vehement stance
towards a practice that was once performed by "ancestors" long
before.‘ What purpose did it serve to recall this ancient custom?
Why were the ragbis so concerned with sending external messages?
And to whom were they interested in sending this message? We
€an only surmise the background of this text. |

Certainly, the fradition of focusing prayer towards the
\Temple was quite well-known by the time of the rabbis. However,
‘they lived at a time when their world was frought with a high
level of competing theologies, religions, and deities. It was
Veéry important, therefore, for the Jews as a group to clearly
define themselves, as well as distinguish themselves from the

Other religious sects.
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Thus, we can understand prayer orientation to be a real
boundary issﬁe; and boundary issues demand that clear and strict
.lines be drawn. If one prayed in one direction one identified
with one group; a different orientation demonstrated a different
religious affilliation. Becuase prayer orientation had become
‘an integral aspect of religious definition, the rabbis perceived
1f as a practice to be éarefully regulated. Any worship
orientation that diverged from the norm was liable to equate one
with another religious group, therefore, non-Temple-focused
worship could not be tolerated. This firm rabbinic stand was a
particularly powerful message, as well, to Jews who might
consider experimenting with one of the other religious groups

that proliferated at the time.

MISHNAH BERAKHOT 4:5 FACING JERUSALEM PHYSICALLY AND MENTALLY
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Rabban Gamaliel says: "Every day a man should say the 'Eighteen
Benedictions'... If he is riding on an ass he dismounts and
?:ays, If he is unable to dismount he should turn his face and
¢ he is not able to turn his face he should direct his heart
owards the Holy of Holies. 1f he is traveling on a boat or a

:2??“ or a raft he should turn his heart towards the Holy of
es, "

This Mishnah is part of a discussion concerning the

i
Mportance of praying the Tefilah on a daily basis. In the
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course of the discussion, a number of eventualities are raised
‘that might prohibit one from praying in the proper way. One of
these possibilities is liable to occur when a person is out
riding. This Mishnah delineates the proper procedure for
fulfilling one’s prayer obligations under such circumstances and,
in so doing, also provides valuable insight into the matter of
orientation during prayer.

The Mishnah above suggests that the optimum situation is to
stand during prayer and physically turn towards Jerusalem; what
i{s assumed to be the standard prayer orientation. Precluding the
possibility of dismounting, the text implies that the next best
thing would be to remain on the animal but still pray while
facing in the direction of Jerusalem. Although the text does not
explicitly say that one should face Jerusalem, the terse phrase

"turn and face" (yachzir et panav), is understood by all the

commentétors to refer to facing Jerusalem. But, if even facing
Jerusalem is not an option, for whatever reason, then the final
remaining possibility, and seemingly the least desirable choice,
is to direct one’s heart towards the Holy of Holies, in order to
at least minimally observe a Jerusalem orientation during prayer.
The hierarchy of preference expressed by the rabbis in this
Mishnah appears clearly to favor physically facing Jerusalem
during prayer. However, it is of some considerable significance
that this text introduces the possibility of facing Jerusalem in
a V?FY internal manner under certain circumstances. According to

the text, mentally turning one’s heart towards the Holy of

7
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Holies, in other words concentrating on the inner-most part of

the Temple in Jerusalem, is also an acceptable way of meeting the
o

requirements of a Jerusalem-focused prayer orientation. . Can
this be interpreted as a flexibility in the rabbis’ stance on
prayer orientation? Is physically facing Jerusalem during prayer

really not that oritical? And what could be the reason fpr

allowing this kind of substitution? S

On the most superficial level, this ruling, which aflows for
an internal orientation during prayer, acknowledges certain
realities that might prevent someone from physically being able
to face Jerusalewm during prayer, and makes contingency
arrangements. In fact, riding in a boat or on a wagon are
specific examples, provided by the Mishnah, of very real
situatfons in which it would be difficult or dangerous to turn
and face Jersualeh in order to pray.

. Frém a very different perspective, however, we might
consider another explanation for allowing an internal
orientation; one that strikes closer to the heart of the issue.
Let us assume instead that the internal orientation is allowed to
substitute for the eﬁternal one, not because it is "the next best
thing," but because, in fact, a concentration of the heart
towards Jerusalem is actually the end for which a physical
orientation is the means. That is to say, the underlying purpose
to facing Jerusalem during worship is an enhanced ability to
focus one’s prayers towards the Temple there.

‘Why would it be so important to the rabbis that prayers were
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focused towards the Temple? The rabbis believed that prayer was
the primary means of communicating with God after the destruction
of the Temple. Consequently, in their eyes, the goal of worship
was to have God hear one’s prayers and accept them. This ability
to address God could best be accomplished, of course, if one were
to focus one's prayers, 8aSs specifically as possible, towards the

place most intimately associated with the divine presence. That

place, for the rabbis, was Jerusalem, and more specifically, the

Holy of Holies.s rngrefore, the Holy of Holies became a focal
ppint for prayer as a means of gaining access to God. This
rabbinic understanding of prayer orientation continues to reflect
the biblical notion that the direction of prayer is inextricably
linked to the prayer’s efficacy.
| would like to propose, therefore, that the real goal of
prayer orientation is not to physically turn towards Jerusalem,
as one might suspect upon first reading this Mishnah, but a
heightened level of internal concentration on the dwelling place
of God. Such concentration and the proper emotional involvement,
hdwever, is not easily attainable; therefore, the rabbis
incorporated a physical gesture--facing Jerusalem--into prayer in
order to help create the proper environment for such high levels
of concentration and attention. Naturally, if one were prevented
from utilizing this physical "helping" mechanism, an internal
Orientation towards the Holy of Holies would still be required,
Since this was the ultimate goal in the first place.

-This observance of physical acts, in order to stimulate an
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internal reaction, attitude, or emotion, is not an isolated
incident in Jewish practice; in fact, it is quite prevalent in
rabbinic thinking. Other examples, seen in relationship to
particular holidays, can further elucidate such a phenomenon.
Passover, for instance, is a time when we eat the symbols of
slavery and freedom (something physical) in order to experience
every year the abstract notions of oppression and liberty
(something internal/mental). It is the physical act that helps
the emotional/internal appreciation come about.

Sukkot is another illustration of this point. It is not
sufficient, the rabbis believed, to simply talk about our
ancestors having to have lived in huts or the fragility of our
world. Therefore, the rabbis instituted the laws of living in
the sukkah, because we have to live in it in order to truly
understand the meaning of the sukkah. This emphasis on the
physical experience is part of the Jewish way of insuring\that
the proper emotions are induced. One could argue that, in fact,
the entire mitzvah .system is based on the relationship between
physical acts and their internal counterparts.

Consequently, in summing up the importance of this Mishnah
text concerning a physical orientation towards Jerusalem, we can
Conclude that the physical orientation during prayer was indeed
. Very important to the rabbis; not in and of itself, but because
©f the desired internal responses that it inspired in the

Worshipper.

Two very different rabbinic concerns have emerged thus far
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through our analysis of the early literary remains dealing with
matters of orientation: communicating loyalty to God and
attaining a sufficient level of concentration on God. Each of
the Mishnah texts has also highlighted a different function for
the laws regulating the direction in which one prays. The first
text emphasized the external impact of praying in the direction
of Jerusalém, while the internal effect of Jerusalem-oriented
prayer was stressed in the second passage.

Yet despite the different emphases and concerns, there ls a
common link between these two texts. Each asserts that the
Qnderlying purpose of prayer orientation is theological in
nature: To serve as a physical reminder of the One to whom the
prayers are addressed. In the first Mishnah the message was an
external reminder to others, those observing the worship
practices, that it was the Eternal who was being worshipped, and
not sohe other deity. The other Mishnah stressed, instead, the
internal message of orientation; a powerful and physical reminder
to the worshipper Who it is that one is worshipping. This
internal message helped the worshipper define and distinguish
him/herself from the other religious groups in the society.

Furthermore, there is no reason to presume that each
rationale for a Temple-focused worship could not be operating
simultaneously. Both the internal and the external messages were
Vital to the self-definition and -preservation of the Jewish
People in a highly factionalized world of competing allegiances.

conseqUently, out of our analysis thus far, there emerges a dual




o}
~

need for a firmly established and uniform prayer orientation.
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IX: T TOSEFTA

We turn now to two significant texts from the Tosefta. Each
reveals a very different approach towards the purpose of
‘orientation, and reflects the evolution of prayer orientation at
two different stages. We will begin the analysis with what
appears to be the later tradition because it provides the
necessary framework for understanding the context of the earlier
tradition. By seeing where the tradition is going, it is easier
to then step back and see how the earlier custom served as an

intermediary step along the way.
TOSEFTA BERACHOT 3:14-16

LM DR PIDD D0 WRY Y 10 14
bR 99PN Aw pOYDMM DMPaY OMaR Tud 037 DR TMOR

905 0% DR TMSM PORD XN OOTAWA 5 W BOTYR 7

LRI PRI OTAYA LOXIR 7T IPPENNY W ORW PR
2°p7 YR 199DNM Av rYYbnm o D D3P DR PMOD
Y JoTpBT D2 8D 02V DR PN 09PN DYIWA .16 JNRTA
705 0% DR PMDH PIPRA DUTYA LATA Ntan PR 19PENMm
WP LT BIpRA YR IDHENN M 1HPENm DWTPR WP "3
,299Yn5 oD nma DXL oM o1NTa 0T O B3 PTW

IR DpnY PoYbnn BRI 9o WM MY DD 37WR3

14, The blind person and the one who is not able to determine
directions: these people should direct their hearts towards their
Father in heaven and pray, as it says, "And they pray towards
Adonai their God etec."™ (I Kings 8:44) 15. Those who are outside
of the Land of Israel should direct their hearts towards the Land
of Israel, as it says, "And they pray towards their ‘land etec."!
(11 Chron. 6:38) Those who are in the Land of Israel should
direct their hearts towards Jerusalem and pray, as it says, "And
they pray towards this city etc.”™ (Il Chron. 6:34 or I Kings
B:44)2 16. Those who are in Jerusalem should direct their
hearts towards the Temple, as it says, "And they pray towards
this House."™ (1] Chron. 6:32) Those who are at the Temple should
direct their hearts towards the Holy of Holies and pray, as it
says, "And they pray towards this place." (I Kings 8:30)
CQ“SE‘QUently, those standing in the north should face south [when
Prayingl), those in the south should face north, those in the east
should face west, and those in the west should face east. Thus,
all Israel will be praying towards one place.

This Tosefta breaks new ground in our examination of

rabbinIC'PErspectives on the function prayer orientation served.

sl
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Yet, while a different schema to express the proper orientation

.for prayer develops, the overarching themes and ideas artipulated

i

by the rabbis are, in fact, quite consonant with what we know so
tar about the rabbinic perspective on worship orientation.

Qur attention is immediately drawn to a distinguishing
feature of the passage. Up until this point, the rabbis jhave
concentrated their discussion essentially around\fheﬁneé& to

orient one’s prayers physically in the direction of Jerusalem or

the Temple. Now, however, the primary stress is explicitly on

the internal orientation of the heart towards the Temple during

prayer as opposed to the external orientation of the body.s

We note, too, that the exact prayer focus changes and
becomes more specitfic as one moves from outside the Land of
Israel towards the inner-sanctum of the Temple. Whereas
previqusly the worshipper was instructed to direct his eyes
towardé the Temple or face Jerusalem when praying--more general
and external orientations--the rabbis now indicate very clearly
that the intent of .prayer orientation should be an internal
concentration of the heart towards very precise locations.

In this hierarchical rabbinic matrix of orientation, an
orientation towards Jerusalem is distinguished from an
Orientation towards the Tewmple, which is further distinguished
from an orientation towards the Holy of Holies. Each particular
Prayer orientation is reserved for a unique situation. Thus the
rabbiS‘Perceive, not a single external prayer focus ("face the

Te ‘
Mple"), but a worship that demands a multi-leveled, variable,
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and internalized orientation, which becomes more and more ‘j

specific the closer one moves towards the Holy of Holies in the i

Vil

Temple.

The rabbis construct their framework of prayer orientation A
around two of the biblical prooftexts that we discussed above, I ‘ e
Kings 8 and 1] Chronicles 6. This is the first time biblical

verses are brought in by the rabbis to support their arguments--a

literary style in keeping with the Tosefta. We will now examine

how the rabbis re-read these biblical texts, through their own
eyes, in order to give them new meaning for their purposes.

The rabbinic view of prayer orientation, as articulated in

this Tosefta, is derived through a classic rabbinic
interpretation of the biblical text. The rabbis believed that

each word of the Bible served a particular function and had its

own unique message to communicate; nothing was superfluous.
Therefore, when the Kings and Chronicles passages introduce the

notion of prayer orientation as not only directed towards the

Land, but the City, and ultimately towards the House of God, the
Pabbis interpret this verse to mean that each locus of i
orientation--Land, City, House--must be refering to a particular
situation requiring a distinct prayer focus. _ A

As a result of this inferred distinction, the rabbis needed i

to determine what the particular situation was that required each il

Prayer orientation. Consequently, they asked themselves, When

would the "Land of Israel" be an appropriate prayer focus? The e

answer they deduced: Only if one were outside of the Land, since
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it would not make sense to focus on the Land if one were already
in it. Therefore, Jerusalem can only be an appropriate prayer
focus when one is outside of Jerusalem, but in the Land; and so
on. Similarly, if one were in the Diaspora, the rabbis
apparently concluded, it would be impractical as well as
illogical to expect people to be able to focus their attention
adequately on the Holy of Holies from so far away; better to
provide a focal point that is more accessible, hence, the Land.

The rabbis consequently derived the following principle from
the biblical text to guide the prayer orientation of Jews who, by
their time, lived in many places: From far away, prayer
orientation should be general because it is more difficult to be
too focused in one's concentration on something very specific,
and, as one moves closer to the ultimate target of prayer (the
Holy of Holies), the orientation should become specific since it
is easiér to be more focused under these circumstances.
Therefore, the rabbis ruled that there needed to be a graded and
variable prayer orientation dependent upon one’s geographical
relationship to the Holy of Holies.

On a theoretical and theological level, the rabbis maintain
the Holy of Holies as the ultimate address for prayers; however,
in practice the focus is no longer fixed. This develbpment
injects a new level of complexity into the way prayer orientation
functions. By distinguishing the focus of prayer from the
destination of prayer, the rabbis have succeeded in breaking down

t :
he orientation of prayer into more readily graspable focal
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points.

It appears that this stratified approach to orientation was
developed for practical reasons, since it is clear that such an
arrangement makes focusing one's prayers much easier, even though
all prayers were still directed towards God, irrespective of
where one was located.

The rabbinic notion that emerges again is that the purpose
of a prayer orientation is to assist in one's ability to focus
during worship. As we also discussed in the Mishnah chapter,
focusing directly on God was too abstract and, now, even the
Temple was not concrete enough for a Jew in the Diaspora.
Furthermore, this Tosefta also teaches that a prayer focus must
be specific and attainable in order to provide the worshipper
with a concrete action necessary to stimulate the desired
internal level of concentration.

Tﬁis variable approach to prayer orientation was
particularly relevant during the rabbis' time for another
pPractical reason. Given the reality that many Jews were now
yiving in Diaspora and were not centrally located anymore, new
means of addressing the prayer needs of these Jews, who were no
longer directly connected to the Land or the Temple, had to be
developed.

This text demonstrates particular sensitivity to those Jews
living outsidg of the Land. The Diaspora community could easily
fee] alienated from the rest of the Jewish world, but this text

'Nncludes them in the larger framework of the Jewish people as a
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whole and their peculiar circumstances are not ignored. Indeed,
their situation is validated by this Tosefta in that it allows
them to perceive themselves as a part of the larger Jewish prayer
pattern;lghe same one utilized by those Jews living in the Land
of Israel. This ability for Diaspora Jews to maintain their
connection with the Jewish faith and the Jewish people as a whole
was crucial in the rabbis’ eyes; for to fail in this task meant
the dissolution of both the faith and the people.

In addition, this new structuré provides Diaspora Jews with
a»clear and concrete method for orienting their worship that also
allays very real fears. Now separated from the land of their
people and their God, the Jews in the Diaspora must have
experienced a high level of anxiety about their ability to pray
effectively. Does God hear the prayers of those in Diaspora?
Such a concern, we know, is clearly not new--it was expressed in
the biblical passages, similarly reflecting the fears of the Jews
in the first exile. However, after the destruction of the Second
Temple, there is a new generation of exiles. It should not be
Sﬁrprising to see these same concerns bubble to the surface at
each new dislocation from the Land. Thus, this rabbinically
established orientation structure for prayer powerfully reassures
Jews that their prayers will continue to be efficacious, even in
distant lands. |

The rabbis also add a further twist to the biblica) notion
of how a specific prayer orientation was to be observed. When

the biblical text states that the people "will pray towards...,"
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the rabbis interpret this ambiguous phrase to mean, not

phySically, as one might suspect, but mentally, by directing

their hearts wtowards" the Land, the City, and the Temple.
At this point, a uniquely rabbinic approach to prayer

orientation is evolving; one that is quite distinct from the

those expressed in the Bible in two ways. The rabbinic

perception of prayer orientation is more structured and

stratified than in the Bible; and prayer focus is no longer

static, but has become flexible depending upon one's geographical

_proximity to the Temple. Additionally, the rabbis have now

explicitly internalized the process of prayer orientation in this

particular text, which was not evident in the biblical texts nor

even clear in the mishnaic texts.
These developments in how prayer orientation was to be

performed and understood is also an important reflection of how

the rabbis perceived their own world. The highly structured

nature of prayer orientation, as it is described in the Tosefta,

is particularly representative of early rabbinic literatures,

which "tells us something about how things were. But everything

about how a small group of men wanted things to be."®

The rabbis lived in an age following the catastrophic

destruction of the Second Temple, and in a world that was

chaotic, adrift without a center or anchor. The emotional,

psychological effects of this religio-political dislocation and
disorientation would take a long time to pass. The rabbis

concern, therefore, with a clear and well-defined ritual
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structure for prayer orientation mirrors the rabbinic need to
wreshape reality, regain a system, (and]l reestablish an order

i

upon which a trustworthy existence can be built.".

The‘Tosefta’s stress on internal orientation is not entirely
new; though its expression has become more prominent. We have
observed in this Tosefta, as well as in the Mishnah chaptbr, that
an internal focus consistently has been the goal\BFEpréyér
orientation. However, the Mishnah preferred to simply imply the
importance of an internal orientaion, while the Tosefta tends to
highlight explicitly the ultimate significance of an internal
orientation.

This more explicit spiritualization represents a move away
from the physical and the concrete. With a clearly stated
iniernai goal to prayer orientation, one can sense a more distant
attitude towards the Temple and the Land. The connection is an
idealized bond in the mind rather than one of physical reality.
This should not be surprising; after all, the Temple had already
been in ruins for many years. The physical reality of the Temple
as a place where people went tq'communicate with God could no
longer function in the same way. Therefore, the Temple needed to
be replaced by something else or reimaged in some way so that it
could continue to operate as the nexus for divine and human
interaction. Eventually what emerged was the Temple as metaphor:
& symbolic focal point of prayer that continued to serve as a

conduit to God because it was the eternal House of God.

‘Not only did the significance of the Temple become
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spiritualized, but the primary function of the Temple--to serve
as a physical point of contact with the divine--was now also

transformed into something internal. Avodah she'’ba’lev, prayer,

had comé to take sacrifice’s place, yet the Temple remained a
constant. As it was the central place for sacrifices, it
continued to function as a central focus for the "sacrifice of
the heart."

| Through their emphasis on the Temple as a focus of prayer,
the rabbis breathed new life and purpose into an otherwise
defunct institution. In fact, "after 70 C.E. the Tannaitic
éolicy of preserving the memory of the Temple, and keeping alive
some of its symbols, was characteristic of moét of Judaism."7
The Temple, as a Jewish institution, could not be allowed to fade
peacefﬁlly away into the collective Jewish memory after it
physically ceased to exist. It was too important as a concrete
remindéf of the Jews' covenantal relationship with God as an

independent people. The Temple signified both autonomy and a

unique divine relationship. If Jews were to allow these
critical, defining features of Judaism to wither, they would
Cease to be Jews.

Jacob Neusner 1ndicates the pervasive nature of the Tempie—
Symbol during Tannaitic times, in a discussion on the use of
Pictures of cult and Temple items on ancient synagogue walls, and
offers an insightful perspective on the ways the Temple, as a
8ymbol, was manifest in the years after its destruction.

- Before us is a continuum of symbolic choices and
Structures, all resting on the symbolism of cult and
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Temple.... The liturgy of the synagogue depends upon
the Temple's mode of worship, and...the framers of the
Mishnah...construct a totally Temple-oriented system of
law for Judaism..., then we should hardly be surprised
to find people resorting to precisely that same corpus
of symbols for use on synagogue walls.s

Based on Neusner’s work, we can draw some parallel
conclusions in order to better understand the context in which a
Temple-focused prayer orientation developed. If in fact the
imagery of fhe Temple was so powerful, its migration and
transformation into other modes of expression, such as prayer
orientation, should be expected. Consequently, we see the
imagery of the Temple appear as a focal point in worship--all
prayer is to be directed towards it.

Neusner lends additional support to the theory above when he
further notes that symbols are not restricted to one form. They
may appear in many different media but continue to possess a
similar symbolic meaning whether in print, in picture, or
elsewhere.» (n the basis of Neusner’s observations, we can
explain the important role that the Temple played in the
orientation of woréhip as intimately linked to a much broader use
Df-the Temple as a vital and captivating Jewish symbol in a
variety of media. Thus it should not be surprising to see the
Temple develop as a central image for worship considering its
widespread use in other areas during that time.

The work of Kraabel contributes an additional perspective on
how the‘Temple was translated from a physical reality, laying in
fuins, into a vibrant and motivating symbol; not just for Jews

IIVing in the Land but for the Diaspora Jews in particular.
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Kraabel links this transformation of the Temple, from reality to
symbol, to the developing relationship of the Diaspora community

with Jerusalem and their evolving attitude towards the "Holy"
city.

He acknowledges the tremendous influence and significance of
the Temple and Jerusalem in the theology of the Bible and post-
biblical times; yet he notes that eventually there was a certain
detéchment and distance between the Diaspora Jews and the
realities of what was taking place in the Land of Israel.

In support of this position he cites the fact that the
Jewish community in the Diaspora did not come to the aid

of Jerusalem and the Temple when they were in grave

danger in the first century, during the first

revolt.... The outcome of the second revolt appears to

have convinced most Jews that the Temple would not

soon--if ever--be rebuilt. Yet the symbolic power of

the Temple did not die out in the Diaspora.... These

facts suggest that by the first century Diaspora Jews

under Rome had learned to separate the symbols of

Temple and Jerusalem from the physical building and

geographical location...thus they did not aid in the

revolts--and that this spiritualization is a

concomitant of their sense of being at home in the

Diaspora.?!®

Our earlier hypothesis that this internalizaion of prayer
orientation functioned to address the specific needs of the
Diaspora community is buttressed by Kraabel's conclusion. And,
Precisely because Jews are beginning to feel more comfortable in
the Diaspora, it becomes all the more urgent for the rabbis to

anchor them firmly in the Jewish world lest they drift away

altogether.
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We turn our attention now to a new matter: those who are
exempted from following the prescribed pattern of prayer
orientation. As we shall observe throughout this study, those
who don;t fit the primary mold are placed in a special category
with different rules. But instead of posing a problem, these
exceptions to the rule hold an important key to properly
understanding the ultimate purpose of an established and uniform
pfayer orientation. in this Tosefta, the exceptions to the
general orientation rules are the blind and those who are unable
to discern the cardinal direction points.

The key to comprehending the true fyunction of a uniform
prayer orientation towards Jerusalem rests in our ability to
determine why these particular people are placed in a separate
category. What these two groups of people share in common is an
inability to easily locate the direction of Jerusalem; therefore,
in lieu of directing their hearts towards the Land or some other
physical manifestation of God’s presence, such as the Temple,
they are instructed to concentrate their hearts directly on God
in heaven.

This stipulatioﬁ for the blind and disoriented is rather
Problematic at first. What is its purpose? Were the text to
Proceed to discuss a person’'s physical requirement to face
Jerusalem during prayer, we could understand why special
guidelines would be needed for those who cannot locate the
'direction of Jerusalewm on their own. However, even a blind

Person with no sense of direction should be able to direct his or
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her heart towards Jerusalem, since this is an entirely internal
process! From this we must conclude that even an internal
orientation towards the Holy of Holies, as we might have
initially suspected, cannot be the ultimate goal of pra?er
orientation; or else these anomalous persons also would have been
assigned an internal prayer orientation towards a place, a task
they are capable of performing. There must be a higher purpose.

A clue to this hidden significance of prayer orientation can
be observed in a further distinction made by the text between the
normal orientation practice and that of the exceptioné. The
general rule directs people’s attention towards a specific place;
those in the special category are given no place to concentrate
on but, instead, are told to focus on God.

Therefore, it is not the place that is the essential focus
but God. The place is simply an expression of the divine
immanence. From this relationship between place and God we can
now conclude that, just as a physical orientation towards
Jerusalem inspired.an internal orientation, an internal
orientation is, in itself, a means to an even higher end: A
Concentration on God during prayer. Therefore, the fundamental
and essential purpose of prayer orientation, internal or
external, is to assis£ people to direct their prayers towards
God.

An analysis of the exception to the rule has further
fevealed an underlying motivation for a Temple-focused prayer

0
fientation, While we have noted it before, this text has only
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made the association between God and Temple that much strbnger.
Iin this Tosefta, the general populace is given a means-- |
internally orienting oneself towards a specific place ass;ciated

with God--to attain a specific end--intense concentration on God.
if, however, the means become obstacles to the fullfilmen£ of the

—

goal, as place-focused worship would simply distract ope ?1th no
sense of place, they are discarded and one is dirégted s£;aight
to the ultimate end: God. Again we see the importance of having
a concrete representation--the Temple or Holy of Holies--of
something abstract--God--in order to more fully experience it.

A similar notion was also expressed above in Mishnah Sukkot
(p. 68ff). There it was communicated that if one were not facing
the Temple then one was not focusing on God, and, in fact, one
was most likely praying to some other god. There is a
significant difference as well. Allegiance to God appears to
have been the central concern of this Mishnah text, while the
greater flexibility reflected in this text (one needn’t even face
the Temple under certain circumstances) indicates that this issue
was not so pressing. Instead, one of the main concerns
manifested here is Bow to maximize one’'s ability for truly
directing one's prayers to God. While these two concerns appear
to serve completely different ends, they are actually very
closely related in purpose, as will be seen below.

There are two conclusions stated as a result of the above

dlscussiﬂn on the need for an internal orientation ultimately

d
irected towards the Holy of Holies. The former is concerned
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with external prayer orientation and is directly linked to the

preceding discussion; while the latter conclusion, that all

lsrael pray towards one place, follows directly from the first.
This is the first time that the rabbis have articulated any

kind of rationale for their rulings. Consequently, a thorough

examination of these explanations will be important in order to
discover what they reveal, and what they obscure, concerning the
purposes of an established uniform prayer direction. We will
first treat the two texts separately and then assess their
relationship.

The first conclusion that the rabbis draw in this text is a

need to physically pray towards Jerusalem. At first this appears

confusing: Why, after spending the bulk of the passage
discussing internal orientation, do the rabbis express their
conclusion in terms of a physical, external orientation, "those
in the north face south, those in the south face north, etc."?

This conclusion provides the final proof needed to justify
the hypothesis that external actions are legislated in order to
Froduce particular internal responses. The rabbinic logic is
quite clear. Having delineated the various internal orientations
required for a prayer experience with the proper focus on God,
the rabbis still needed to institute a means for insuring that
the necessary internal focus would be achieved.

The rabbis recognized the difficulty in legislating emotions

and were predisposed to regulating behavior instead.

c
Onsequently, they established a religious action that was more
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easily controlled. What was that physical act? The rabbis make
it perfectly clear when they conclude: "those in the north face
south, those in the south face north, etc.” A physical
orientation t&wards Jerusalem is thus instituted in order to
stimulate the proper and desired internal concentration on God
during prayer; the stated gdal in the opening verses of the text.
This conclusion regarding the direction one faces in prayer can
only be understood as a means for achieving the ultimate ends.
The second conclusion reached is the need for all Israel to
pray towards one place. On the most basic level this is simply
the result of everyone praying towards Jerusalem. A tautology:
if every one prays towards Jerusalem then every one will be
praying towards one place. Such a statement appears superfluous.
Taking a more sophisticated approach tcwards this
conclusion, however, ylelds much more interesting results. We
must ask, wﬁy did the rabbis feel the need to expressly state
that "all Israelrwill pray towards one place." Clearly this must
have been an important notion for them or they would not have
méntioned it; but they do not explain why. However, what the
rabbis refrain from explaining can still provide another window
into the underlxing purposes the rabbis attributed to the need
for a unified pﬁysical prayer orientation. Namely: Why this
concept of all Jews praying towards one place is so significant.
As with the first conclusion, we are presented solely with
the physical means required to achieve the rabbis’ ultimate ends.

Thus we must analyze the information that we do have in order to
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formulate a reasonable hypothesis.

Through an examination of this last conclusion, a new issue

of rabbinic concern is revealed. Up until this point, we have
discussed. the influence of internal and external orientations as
they relate to one’s ability to connect with God and how others
might perceive this relationship. This statement introduces a
national conecern: The survival of the Jewish people, physically
and 'spiritually, in a Jewish world on the brink of extinction,
because the glue that had once held it together--political
autonomy in the Land and a centralized religious cult in the
Temple--had been destroyed.

The rabbis saw their task as providing a new order and a new

structure for a Jewish world that was threatening to fall apart

| at the seamsS.1:1 Thgre was no longer anything holding the Jewish
{ ; people, many.of whom now lived in exile, together; except
memories of a world that once was. But these would soon fade and
they could not continue to inspire the Jewish imagination nor
bind the people together for long. Therefore, the rabbis needed
to reimage Judaism in order to preserve it. By instituting
Jerusalem and the Temple as the focal point of prayer, the
rabbis, in one sense, created a new center and, in another sense,
were simply maintaining the old center in a new way.

If all Jews, wherever they found themselves in the world,

were to pray in the direction of Jerusalem a sense of unity and
collectivity in a disparate and fragmented Jewish society would

he Created. In this way, every time a Jew prayed s/he would

7
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experience a powerful emotional bond to the Jewish people, who
were all linked together through the agency of the Temple.

Furthermore, an added level of cohesion is experienced
because the real message to the worshipper is not: all Jews are
praying io the same place, but all Jews, wherever they are, are
still praying to the same God; the God that distinguishes and
gsustains the Jewish people.

Once again, as we saw in our examination of the Mishnah
texts above, physical prayer orientation serves a pivotal
function on two levels: the external and the internal. Here, in
this Tosefta, too, it is the means for achieving both the proper
internal orientation towards God and also results in an external

framework for uniting the Jewish people.
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21. How did the elders sit [in the synagoguel? Facing the people
and with their backs towards the Temple (Kodeshl. How did the
ark sit [in the synagoguel when they brought it in? Its front
was towards the people and its back towards the Temple. The
Kohanim when they raised their hands [to bestow the priestly
benedictinnl? Their faces towards the people and their backs
towards the Temple. The leader of the service? His face was
“towards the Temple. And all the people had their faces towards
the Temple, as it says, "And when the community was assembled at
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting..."(Lev. 8:4) 22. One should
only place the gates of a synagogue on the east, as we found at
the Tabernacle, which opened to the east, as it says, "And they
encamped before the Tabernacle on the east, before the Tent of
Meeting to the east.” (Num. 3:38)

Up until now, these early rabbinic texts have focused solely
on the orientation of the worshippers, whether physically or
mentally. This Tosefta is the first text to address the issue of
the physical synagogue layout and orientation, combining matters
of both a personal And structural nature.

The first verse in this text maps a precise picture of how
the various components of the synagogue, human or otherwise, are
Situated: Where the elders are supposed to sit; where the Torah
is placed when it is brought in; which way the leader of the
Service and the congregation face; even the orientation of those
Performing special prayers, like the Kohanim, is addressed.

Th? second verse delineates the actual structural
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requirements of the synagogue itself. The primary issue in this
case is where the gates of the synagogue should be locatgd.
This is the only issue concerning the orientation of thél
synagogue building mentioned in any of the early rabbinic texts.

Bringing both of the verses together, the picture of the
synagogue that emerges is one in which the gates opgﬂ\ﬁojthe
east; the Torah is placed on the Jerusalem oriented wall: the
congregation and prayer leader face both the Torah and Jerusalem,
and the elders of the community face the congregation.

The general concern with the physical layout in the
syhagogue appears to be choreographed with an eye towards
facilitating the proper orientation of the worshipper; namely
Etowérds the Temple. The first verse makes it quite obvious that
the essential point of reference for worship is the Temple; every
orientation within the synagogue is described in relation to it.

~ This prayer orientation towards the Temple, as described in
the Tosefta, is almost perfectly compatible with the general
rabbinic dictum that all prayer should be directed towards the
Temple. There is, however, one problem concerning the placement
of the elders in this configuration. If the elders were to face
the congregation, looking away from Jerusalem, this would seem to
contradiqt the .prevailing custom that all people should face
JePUSalem when they pray. The only possible resolution to this
tension that I can think to suggest assumes that when the elders

t
ake thege seats it is not for the purpose of prayer but in their

ca .
Pacity as judges. This solution is prompted by Saeger’s theory
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that synagogues were not only used for worship but served

multiple purposes, one of which was as a court.:z

However, simply because the actual orientation of the
synagogue is in line with the basic principle of Temple-focused
worship, we have not demonstrated that the reasons behind the
decision for this particular orientation are equivalent. In
fact, the justification for praying towards the Temple according
to this text is very different from the rationale asserted for a
Temple-focused worship in the previous Tosefta.

ln the first Tosefta we examined, the orientation towards
the Temple was instituted to inspire a high level of
concentration on God. In this Tosefta, however, a new rabbinic
rationale is presented. To support a Temple orientation this
time, the rabbis cite, as the basis for this ruling, a biblical
text describing how the Israelites assembled and faced the Tent
of Meeting while in the desert.

The Tent of Meeting is a‘perfectly logical choice for a
Structure upon which to model worship orientation in the
Sy“égogUe, since it was the prototype for the Temple.itself.
Because the lsraeliteé assembled at the entrance to the Tent of
Meeting, presumably facing it, the rabbis interpreted this to
mean that whenever Jews "assemble," specifically in prayer, they
Should also face the Temple, which had been modeled on the Tent
of Meeting.

This\appeal to what the rabbis present as an "original"

chstOm**facing the tent of meeting--suggests a realistic fear
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that God's presence may no longer have been immanent nor
accessible through the Temple site after it was destroyed.
Consequently, if the centrality of the Temple was to be retained
as the focus of worship, the rabbis, in response to this
apprehension, were compelled to formulate a new orientation
"rationale to justify the continuance of a Temple-focused worship,
since the original reason for facing the Temple--God’s indwelling
presence--was no longer functionable.

The fact that this text is operating under a very different
presumption about the nature of the Temple and its connection to
God is clearly indicated in two wa&s by the text. First, no
_comment is made about internal orientation. The concern is just
with physically facing the temple. Clearly, if God’s presence
was not presumed at the Temple then there would be no need for an
internal orientation towards it, since this was the reason for an
internal orientation in the first place.

Second, the Temple is the only focal point mentioned. There
is no distinction made between an orientation towards the Teuple
and one towards Jerusalem, nor between the Temple and the Holy of
Holies. The reason for this is that the theological and
spiritual aspirations, which we observed operating in the other
text, are just not an issue here.

The second verse of the Tosefta deals with the actual
Physical structure of the synagogue itself. The model for the
Placement of the synagogue gates is also the Tent of Meeting,

Whose gates were on the east, as the rabbis infer from the




piblical text, "And they encamped before the Tabernacle on the
east.”" (Num. 3:38) Because the biblical text determines that the
front of the Tabernacle, where the main gate must have been, was
on the eastern side, the rabbis interpret this to mean that the
synagoéﬁes should also open to the east.

Landsberger asserts that this model reflects the belief by
some that the temple, after its destruction, would not be rebuilt
and should no longer be the focus of prayer. Therefore, a new
paradigm for synagogue orientation needed to be developed.
ﬁAttention may accordingly have been directed to the older
sanétuary, the tent of meeting. And this may have been chosen not
 to define aﬁy csacred direction but to serve as a model for
synagogue building.":1=

It is not so strange to model the synagogue, which was
patterned after the Temple, on the Tent of Meeting since the
First Temple was in fact constructed after the Tabernacle in the
first place. "When the Tabernacle was erected by Moses in the
wilderness...the divine command 'And they shall make Me a
Sanctuary so that I may dwell in their midst' (ex. 25:8) had been
complied with.... But the whole range of the commandment
attained its fulfilment only in the construction of the Holy
Temple by King Solomon.™": 4

We have now observed two different Tosefta texts which offer
two radically different rationales for praying towards the
Temple: 1) To stimulate a concentration on God and 2) To imitate

the "original" orientation custom practiced at the Tent of

102
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Meeting.

The first Tosefta reflects the transformation of tpg
physical reality of the Temple into a symbol so that it could
continue functioning as a powerful force in people’s lives as a
CDnduit‘Between God and the Jews. This process of altering how
the Temple was viewed, however, could not take place oveﬁ night;
it must have taken some time for such a perspecti;é\io'bécome
firmly established in the people’s minds. |

Therefore, it seems most likely to suggest that the model of
the Tent of Meeting may have actually functioned shortly after
the destruction of the Temple and before the spiritualization of
\the Temple Qas fully developed, as a sort of intermediary "stop
gap" measure that allowed the Temple to remain the focus of
prayer. The rabbis were not prepared to forfeit the Temple as a
focus of worship; perhaps because, on the one hand, they deeply
believed that it would soon be rebuilt, and, on the other, they
recognized the Temple’s tremendous capability to bond the Jewish
people together.

Certainly, the Tent of Meeting model was, of necessity, a
temporary solution. Aé a precursor to the Temple, it was an
auspicious model and was also a place where people had access to
the divine presence; but it just didn't have the captivating
Symbolic power in the people’s imagination to really take hold
and provide the focal point around which the Jewish people could
rally, It was only a matter of time before the notion of the

T
€mple as God's dwelling place was resurrected.is
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Archaeological evidence further supports the position that

this Tosefta reflects an interim stage in the development of
synagogue structure and orientation,

First, the text tells us that the Torah was not a permanent
fixture. The stipulation for orienting the ark, "when they
placed the ark...," suggests that the ark was still brought in to
the synagogue only when needed. Scholars of ancient synagogues
have determined that the portable Torah is a characteristic sign
of a synagogue from the early period.

Second, the text indicates a concern with the orientation of

the gates. In the early synagogues, the placement of the gates

. was very important because it was the portals which indicated the

sacred direction. However, in this case the orientation of the
gate is mentioned in conjunction with an orientation towards
Jerusalem by way of the placement of the Torah, which is
indicative of a later development. Furthermore, the fact that
the synagogue gates are not oriented towards Jerusalem suggests
that this model presented in the Tosefta does not belong to the
earliest synagogue styles, which had their gates oriented towards
Jerusalem.t 6

Third, a number of ancient synagogues do fit the synagogue
Mmodel described in the Tosefta, with the Torah on the Jerusalem
©°riented wall and the gates on the east. Such a synagogue fits
the Plan of the broadhouse synagogue, viewed by archaeologists to
Tépresent a wide-ranging transition stage between an early type

With gates facing Jerusalem and the later type in which the Torah
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was placed on the Jerusalem wall and the gates were opposite the
Torah.

The comingling of these two different synagogue features--
eastern gates and Torah on the Jerusalem wall--is a strong
indication that, at the time of this Tosefta, the orientation of
a synagogue probably had not completely resolved itself and
become fully articulated in its final form. Or, to be more
precise, this Tosefta reflects a particular phase in the
evolution of a uniform worship orientation, which occurred in
}esponse to the loss of the Second Temple.

| This stage of development in the rabbinic approach to
synagogue orientation suggests a certain parallel to the period
of flux in prayer orientation attested to by the remains of
ancient synagogues.

We have now completed our analysis of the early literary
remains.' The development of the rabbinic rationales for prayer
orientation can best be understood and reviewed according to the
following chronology:

vl) While the texts we have studied do not clearly reveal
whether there had been an established prayer direction towards
Jerusalem'while the Second Temple was standing, the Mishnah

Sukkot text does seem to suggest that this was the case.:v

Certainly the - use of Ezekiel 8:16 and other biblical prooftexts
indicates that there was a movement afoot to establish a
Physically Temple-~focused worship, even if it had not been

e
Oupletely accepted. Sources appear to indicate that a Temple
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orientation, at this time, is somehow linked to the presence of
God in the Temple.

2) The Mishnah texts continue the prior practice of
orientiﬁg prayer towards the Temple, with the emphasis on
physical orientation, and perhaps even consolidate and confirm
the custom. The hope that the Temple would soon be rebuilt, as
it eventually was after the First Exile, allowed the earlier
rationale that God was still connected to the holy site of the
Temple to continue functioning.

3) The Tosefta Megillah text reflects a challenge to the

established prayer pattern and questions whether the divine

presence can still be linked to the Temple after it is in ruins;

though the Temple continues a focus of worship. However, as a
result of the questionable divine presence, this text suggests a
new ratiqnale for praying towards the Temple based on the earlier
model of the Tent of Meeting.

4) Finally, the Tosefta Berachot text reestablishes the
eternal indwelling of God’s presence in the Temple as the
rationale for facing the Temple during prayer. However, by this
time, the orientation has become internalized, reflecting the
reinterpreted symbolic, spiritual nature of the Temple.

Even more important, though, than this evolution of prayer
orientatien rationales, a new layer of meaning has emerged which
links the various attitudes towards prayer orientation into a
Unitied framerrk. Behind all of the competing forces shaping

the evolution of a uniform prayer orientation towards Jerusalem,
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stands the single most primal and basic of instincts: self-
preservation. Like a picture slowly materializing, the analysis
thus far suggests that all of the concerns expressed in the
texts--aspirations for national unity, attempts to distinguish
Jewisﬁ worship from that of other religious groups, and the
desire to instill an intimate relationship with God--can now be
understood simply as a variety of means for securing one end:
The survival of the Jewish people in a world frought with so many
challenges and obstacles to its continued existence.

1f either one of these defining elements of the Jewish
people were to wither away so, too, would the Jewish people. To
survive in a world over which they could exert very little
control, the Jewish people’s need to preserve a sense of
peoplehood and national unity; to maintain their unique and
historic relationship with God; and to continue to distinguish
themselves from the other peoples and cultures surrounding them
became that much wmore important. A distinctly Jewish prayer
orientation was a vital component in the purguit of this goal
because it functioned on all three of these levels.

Consequently,‘prayer orientation, like other ritual
Practices, has transcended the more superficial meanings
geénerally associated with it and reflects the deepest and most

urgent concerns of the Jewish people.
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"Praying Towards Jerusalem"

BERACHOT, Tefillat HaShachar, CH., 4, 1

by e A 53b Shern wmr S
ooy frdya 7Y prne iy

One might think that a person could pray in any direction
that s/he wanted, [butl Scripture says, "And the windows in his
upper chambers were open towards Jerusalem." (Dan. 6:11)

\

With this very succinct statement, the rabbis of the
Palestinian Talmud establish a clearly defined practice
concerning the orientation of prayer: Prayers are to be offered
in the direction of Jerusalem. This passage appears to maintain
‘the general tenor of the early rabbinic literature with respect
to prayer orientation; but there are actually two subtle changes
evident in this citation, which differentiate this expression of
prayer orientation from the others examined thus far.

The first distinguishing characteristic, an emphasis on the
bhysical nature of the orientation, is not really a new
development; rather, it is a return to an earlier form. Except
for the latest Tosefta text, Berachot 3:14-16, which had
demonstrated a preoccupation with an internal orientation, the
other early texts highlighted an external orientation. This
Primary concern with the physical act, and lack of interest in
the internal, has moved to the fore once again. But why this
change has occurred is not yet apparent.

Thisysecond deviation from the earlier models reveals an

€Xplicit focus on Jerusalem, rather than the Temple, which had
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previously been the norwm. This text, in fact, makes the first
explicit mention of an orientation towards Jerusalem; egqept for
in Tosefta Berachot.: A Jerusalem-focused prayer orientation,
however, may not pose any contradiction at all, and may be
perfectly in line with the teaching of Tosefta Berachot,.which
also mentions a specific Jerusalem orientation. ]

The Palestinian Talmud was produced, after al\-l\,”byﬁrl,abbis
living in the Galilee during the first half of the fifth
century,? and, most likely, written for Jews in the same
geographical area. Therefore, Tosefta Berachot would clearly
dictate a Jerusalem prayer orientation for that community of
people, living in the Land but outside of Jerusalem. Surely the
rabbis knew of this Tosefta, and their familiarity with this
earlier teaching may explain why the focus is on Jerusalem rather
than on the Temple. But did the rabbis of the Talmud attribute
the.samé purpose to a Jerusalem prayer orientation as the earlier
rabbis attached to a Temple focus? Certainly the worlds that
they lived in were quite similar--both lived in northern
Palestine under foreign domination--which might prompt us to
conclude that they embraced the same rationale; however, it is
stil] too early to jump to conclusions.

The institution of such a Jerusalem-oriented prayer custom,
like other rules and regulations governing behavior, may have
'Origihated as a response to a particular reality. This was
clearly .the éase in our analysis of earlier texts. What the

SPecifics of this reality were which led rabbis to assert a
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uniform direction for prayer here we can only surmise; yet the
wording of the text--"One might think a person can pray in any
direction"--suggests three possibilities.

On the simplest level, this phraseology may not reflect
anything more than a literary device used to demonstrate how the
"Bible is the source of all religious customs and practice.
Indeed, this is a common expression in the Talmudic material.
Hdwever, even if this is a familiar rhetorical style, | am not
convinced that it can be understood solely on this level. The
juxtaposition of what people think and what the proper action is
suggests a tension; that there are actually people who are not

doing the correct thing. The other two possibilities conjecture
kwhy people were not orienting their prayers correctly.

The formula, "You might think..." X but really it is Y,
suggests that either there was a great deal of confusion among
the Jewsvover which way to face during prayer because they did
not know the proper practice, and the rabbis felt a need to clear
the matter up; or the rabbis were living in a world in which
the?e were divergent practices being performed by Jews with
regard to prayer orientation, which the rabbis found
unacceptab]e, and felt compelled to counter. The former suggests
the Purpose was primarily educational, while the latter posits
that this rabbinic law was of a more polemical nature.

Is it possible that the Jews really did not know that they

Were Supposed to direct their prayers towards Jerusalem? This

dDESn’

t seem plausible since we know from our analysis of the

I
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biblical texts that such a custom was certainly familiar by the
first exilic period, long before the time of the rabbis,
conservatively placed at the 3rd century B.C.E.. And the other
texts used by the rabbis to support this practice of directing
prayers towards Jerusalem, from | Kings and Il Chronicles,
suggest that the origins of the practice were even earlier.

At the very least, the custom of facing Jerusalem during
prayer seems to have been in existence, with some prevalence, for
some 600 years by the time of these rabbis; yet our text suggests
that facing Jerusalem had not yet become the standardized and
universal practice that was to develop later, since the rabbis
appear to be dispélling a perceived confusion. Consequently,
while the proper direction of prayer may still have been
disputed, it appears highly unlikely that the rabbis were telling
the pecople something that they did hot already know when they
informed them that prayers should be directed towards Jerusalem.
This leads us to consider the second possibility.

It is much more reasonable to assume that the rabbis were
responding to a position which stood in opposition to theirs. In
faét; the use of the opening phrase, "One might think," suggests
that there might have been people who actually were arguing that
there wasyno real Jewish basis for establishing a prayer
orientation towards Jerusalem, thus providing an opportunity for
Jews to adopt new or different practices when it came to prayer

Orientation.

The rabbis quickly counter this presumed claim, however,
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with a gquote from Daniel to demonstrate that there is in fact a
precedent, and that the Jewish practice of praying towards
Jerusalem is a venerated and established custom that has clearly
been the "norm" for many years.

The belief that the rabbis were countering alternative
suggestions to a Jerusalem-focused prayer orientation is further
supported by a theory expressed in the scholarly world, which we
considered in the previous chapter. Franz Landsberger asserted
that the catastrophic destruction of the Second Temple so
radically altered the nature of the Jewish world that a change in
the orientation of prayer was also necessitated. Since the
Temple had been rendered non-functional, Landsberger believes
that there were some Jews who sought to abandon the notion of
~prayer as a Temple-focused endeavor and advocated instead a new

mod "3 i i b
el around "either the omnipresent Shechinahs or some

asgimilation to the Tent of Meeting."4 (Certainly, these counter

proposals could have found supporters even during the time of the

Palestinian Amoraim, especially since the archaeological evidence

demonstrates that this period is just prior to the clear and
»dEfinite establishmen£ of a fixed orientation towards Jerusalem.
If the operative rationale is the same as before, the text
rejects these alternatives because their adoption would undermine
the rabbinic belief that a clearly defined focus of prayer
towards Jerusalem promoted a sense of Jewish unity, nationally
and Spiritualiy, necessary for the continued survival of the

Jewish people. We have no indication that a new rationale has
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developed and the old one makes perfect sense in this situation.
Indeed, we might better understand our text in the context

of these challenges. Had a Jew claimed that the Shechinah was

everywhere, the rabbis might have responded to the claim that

this might lead one to believe that one may consequently pray in

any direction one desires, but Daniel teaches us otherwise: One

must direct one's prayers towards Jerusalem. As for an
assimilation to the Tent of Meeting, Landsberger, himself, notes
that "this may have been chosen not to define any sacred
direction but to serve as a model for synagogue building."s

Consequently, such a model would also leave prayer, not to

mention the people, centerless; again an unacceptabfe possibility
lin the eyes of the rabbis.

The possibility that Jewish groups may have advocated
alternative prayer orientations after the fall of Jerusalem seems

more than likely. In tact, other rabbinic texts that we will

examine, particularly the next passage from the Palestinian

Talmud,¢ yalidate at least the very real concern over how the

Temple could continue to function as a focus of prayer in its

destroyed state. Clearly this is an issue that the rabbis were

forced to address.?’” However, while Landsberger’s hypothesis may

vVery well be true, the final evolution of the laws of orientation

indicate that such opposing views on the proper direction of IR
Prayer were a minority opinion that were eventually suppressed by  $
the rfabbis and their supporters. i

The rabbis’ desire to oppose divergent practices regarding i
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prayer orientation is a recurring theme that can be inferred in
many of our texts, though the rabbis rarely make their polemics
very obvious or explicit. We have already touched upon this
issue in the discussion of Mishnah Sukkot 5:4 above and there
will be other opportunities (and much better ones than this
particular text provides) for perceiving this tension between the
rabbis?’ "establishment™ view of orientation and the opinions of
other groups.

So whethér this text was addressed to.Jews who might be
lured into other religious groups who claimed that their prayer
orientation did not conflict with Judaism’s or to Jews seeking an
alternative focus for prayer, the rabbis of the Palestinian

Talmud were intent on making two things clear: a) the direction

in which prayer is offered is very important and b) there is a

proper direction: Jerusalem.

Why the rabbis of the Talmud, however, were such staunch
advocates of prayer focused in a particular direction, and how
the role of Jerusalem was viewed, is still not perfectly clear,
though we have offered some conjectures, and will continue to be

the subject of our analysis.

BERACHOT, Tefillat HaShakhar, CH. 4, 5°

A.man should pray the "Eighteen Benedictions" every day...
:;Shnah: If he is riding on an ass he dismounts [and praysl. If
is unable to dismount he turns his face [towards Jerusalem®

?“d Praysl. And if he is unable to turn his face [towards
h:PUSaleTJ, he directs his heart towards the Holy of Holies. [if
¢ was sitting in a boat or on a raft he directs his heart

Owards the Holy of Holies. 110

We have previously discussed the Mishnah, therefore, we will
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The observance of such a prayer orientation in Babylon wduld be a

clear contravention of what appears to have been the staqdard
rabbinic policy. We are left with two alternatives: eiéher R.
Bar Aha advocated a radical position or his statement was
corrupted in transmission over the years. |

While the former is always a possibility, there is lﬁttle
other evidence to suggest that such an attitude QEQ\heldf It is
more than likely, however, that Bar Aha’s statement is probably a

misquote. The Talmudic commentary, PB’'nei Moshe, reports that he

searched for the Baraita in question and could not locate it
anywhere. P'nei Moshe concludes that there was a mistake in
copying down the text and suggests that Bar Aha was probably
referring to the Mishnah in Sukkot 5:4, which he understood to
require a prayer orientation in which, "They face all the

directions except for the east." However, this was mistakenly

transcribed into the Talmud as, "They do not face any direction

except for the east." This scribal error could occur very easily

o by hen (they) simp!y being misread as ein (they don’t).

R. Avun, however, accepts R. Bar Aha’s statement at face
value, and counters his position with one of his own, but not
before he discredits R. Bar Aha’s claim that prayers are only
directed to the east. R. Avun accomplishes this by reminding the
readers that facing east during prayer was the old custom, now no
longer practiced, as was learned in Mishnah Sukkot 5:4. This

e"Plains‘why,‘R. Avun opens, "In the beginning, ’'they had their

backs to the Sanctuary...'"™ He wanted to reinforce the notion
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that praying to the east has since been replaced. By what model?
This will be the subject of the next section.

FOCUSING THE DIRECTION OF PRAYER
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SECTION 11: It is taught in a Tannaitic source, "A blind man and
one who is unable to discern directions, behold these [peoplel
pray upwards, as Scripture says, And they pray towards God.'" (I
Kings 8:44) Those who pray outside the Land of Israel turn and
face towards the Land of Israel. And what is the Scriptural
basis for this? "And they pray to You towards their land which
You gave to their ancestors.” (] Kings 8:48) Those who pray
within the Land of Israel turn and face towards Jerusalem. And
what is the Scriptural basis for this? "And they pray to You
towards the city which You have chosen." (]l Kings 8:48) Those
who pray in Jerusalem turn and face towards the Temple Mount, as
Scripture says, "And the House which | have built to Your name."
Those who pray on the Temple Mount turn and face towards the Holy

they pray towards this place, give heed in Your heavenly abode--
Blve heed and pardon." (Il Chron. 6:21) Consequently, those who
are in the north face south, those in the south face north, those
in the east face west, and those in the west face east [when they
&re prayingl. Consequently, all Israel is praying towards one
Place. As it is written in Scripture, "For My House shall be
Called a house of prayer for all peoples."™ (Is. 56:7) R. Joshua
?eﬂ Levi said, [the Scriptural basis is] "The front part of the
Temple..."(l Kings 6:17) [namelyl to the face (1'fanim) of the
e€mple since all of the faces [of the peoplel turn towards it.

At first glance, this passage seems remarkably similar to

\

the Tosefta passage which we previously examined; both are

Crafted around the same biblical texts, from | Kings and 11

of Holies. And what is the Scriptural basis for this? "And when
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Chronicles, which serve as the basis for establishing a rabbinic
schema of prayer orientation that becomes more specific the
closer one gets to the Temple in Jerusalem, and both explicitly
étate that the purpose of this uniform orieﬁtation, centered on
the Temple, is to insure that all Israel is praying towards one
place.

But upon-closer inspection, there are a few very significant
differences between this Talmudic text and the parallel one in
Tosefta Berachot 3:14-16. One major change is that, here, each
phrase from the biblical verses is used to support a more and
more focused physical turning towards the Temple, whereas in the
earlier Tosefta the text only speaks of a mental turning until
its very conclusion.

Even those exceptions to the rule who are instructed to pray
towards God, the blind and those lacking a sense of direction,
are provided with an unambiguous physical orientation: upwards.
We remember from the example in the Tosefta that the exceptions
cffer valuable insight into the purpose of the general rule.
COnsequently, this text has made the emphasis on a physical
OPieﬁtation very clear. While this stress on physical
Orientation is the complete opposite from the Tosefta parallel,
it does coﬁform perfectly to the emphasis observed in the first
Palestinian Talmud text. A general trend favoring physical over
Méntal orientation is already emerging.

The Cfitigal question now becomes: Why did the rabbis of

t :
he'Palestlnian Talmud express basically the same message as the
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Tosefta, yet choose to do so in terms of physical orientation
rather than internal orientation?
There are three possibilities to consider which could

explain this shift in emphasis: %) The talmudic rabbis were

simply familiar with a different tradition, which emphaisized

physical orientation; 2) The rabbis stressed an external mode of
orientation because they were ultimately concerned with
legislating actions not feelings; or 3) The rabbis were

countering the earlier trend to over-internalize and -

spiritualize the physical. We will now explore these options one

by one.

1) vlt is certainly possible that the rabbis had received a
variant of the tradition, with a shift in emphasis; but the texts

are so similar to one another that the likelihood of this

happening is highly suspect. The Talmud even quotes the
Tannaitic origin of the text, though some of the prooftexts vary
slightly. This close of a parallel with such minor alterations
bears the mark, instead, of a conscious effort to change the
aspect of orientation to be emphasized. Therefore we must

continue to pursue the reasons motivating this switch.

2) This possibility suggests that this shift in emphasis
was done dn purpose, for specific reasons. The change was not
due to the rabbis’ lack of understanding of the importance of an ﬁf
internal orientation or its relationship to a physical one;

Pl
Namely, that the physical orientation was a means to an internal E*

end. "Rather, it indicates a growing rabbinic concern with the
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pottom line actions, which were observable and could be
regulated, and a waning interest in the purpose or reasons behind
them.,

Thus, the rabbis of the Palestinian Talmud might very well
have understood the purpose of prayer orientation to be ths
stimulation of an internal concentration on God during worship,
but decided tp emphasize what they had greater control ovser.
Furthermore, they felt no need to address the importance of
internal orientation since this could be achieved by simply
dictating a person’s external orientation for prayer.

While it may, in fact, be true that the rabbis were more
concerned with physical actions, this does not seem to be
sufficient motivation for deleting all mention of internal
arientation, if in fact were still of importance. The Tosefta
text certainly communicated a significant concern with actions,
even though internal orientation was stressed. Consequently, we
must begin to suspect that internal orientation may no longer
have been the ultimate goal of prayer orientation. And this
brings us to our third possible solution.

| 3) This scenario suggests that this rabbinic concentration
on physical orientation, and the complete lack of attention paid
to internal orientation, reflects a backlash to what the rabbis
in the earlier literature had achieved. What had at one time
been instituted to help the Temple to continue to function in the
hearts and minds of the people in the years subsequent to its

destruction and to address the needs of Jews in the Diaspora had
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gone to the extreme; the Temple and Jerusalem began to function
solely as symbol and came to overshadow the Land as a physical
reality.

As a result of the Land becoming over-internalized and -
spiritualized, the rabbis, still living in the Land, wanted to
counter that trend and communicate a clear message that the
reality of the Land of lsrael should not be ignored, and cannot
be talked about simply in symbolic terms. Therefore, they
instituted a renewed emphasis on the concrete action of turning
towards Jerusalem.

This third possibility presents the most compelling reasons
for why the rabbis shied away from discussing the internal nature
of orientation. Moreover, now that the physical orientation
towards Jerucsalem is firmly established, whether the internal
response is desired or not it will be stimulated.

Another difference between the two texts oanibe observed in
the way that they conclude. While they both reach the same
conclusion--that the ultimate goal of a Temple-centered worship
is to insure that all Israel is praying towards the same place--
the Palestinian Talmud provides two prooftexts to support its
claim,

The firstlis a quote from Isaiah that speaks of the
1n8athering of the exiles, and thus serves to complement and
feinforce the notion of Jerusalem as a place that unites all the-
People. Again there appears to be a conscious effort to

highlight the notion of a Jerusalem rooted in a reality--sometime
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in history--in which the Jewish people will actually be reunited.
The message the rabbis communicate is that there will come a day

when the Jewish people will no longer have to depend on the

powerful symbols of prayer to bind them together; rather all the

exiles will be physically gathered once again within the borders

of Holy Jerusalem. i

The second prooftext comes from I Kings and ig—a clever

reading of the text showing that all people pray towards the

Temple. To prove that, in fact, all Jews pray towards the

Temple, Joshua b. Levi cites a biblical verse that uses the

strange construction, Ha'Heichal Lifnai.
The plain sense of the phrase appears to be the "front part
of the Temple," but Joshua b. Levi interprets it midrashically by

noting that Ha’Heichal Lifnai contains the same root as the word

panim (faces). Thus the term Ha'Heichal Lifnai is not used
because it refers to the "front of the House" but because it is
the House towards which all "faces" turn.

This prooftext also reinforces a physical orientation

towards the Temple, explicitly stressing that it is one’s face
and not one’s heart that should be turned towards the Temple.
A distinction is made in the text, however, between
establishing that the custom of facing the Temple was observed ;
while it was standing and proving that this practice continued

after the Temple was in ruins. These prooftexts above were

assumEd‘by the rabbis only to apply to the former. An entirely i

Separate section below is devoted just to showing that, even
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the Temple continued to function as the

after its destruction,

focus of prayer.




124

THE TEMPLE IN RUINS AS A FOCUS OF PRAYER

w
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SECTION 11l1: The above applies to when the Temple stood. What
is the proof that this [praying towards the Templel is so after
its destruction? R. Avun said, "Built with turrets," (Banui
1’talpiyyot) (Song of Songs 4:4) means the mount (tel) for which
all mouths (piyyot) pray*!, in blessing!?, in the recitation of
Shema, and in the "Eighteen Blessings." How in a blessing [do
people pray tor Jerusaleml? "Builder of Jerusalem,"'® How in
the "Eighteen Benedictions?" "The God of David and Builder of
Jerusalem." How in the Shema? "Who spreads the shelter of
peace over us and on His people Israel and on Jerusalem."

Having proved that worshippers should face the Temple in
prayer when it was standing, a new set of circumstances arise
" once the Temple is destroyed. How do we know that it is still
broper to pray in that direction? This section sets out to
establish that this practice is indeed to be continued because
the rebuilding of Jerusalem is a recurring theme in the prayers
of Israel.

Here, the rabbis have introduced another subtle shift; that
is, after its destrﬁction, the Temple is not the place "towards"
which all pray--the previous criterion--rather, now, the rabbis
interpret this to imply that the Temple is the place "for" which
all lIsrael prays.

In a versé from Song of Songs, which is interpreted by the

© Tabbisg through a marvelous word play, they demonstrate that
People continue to pray for Jerusalem and the rebuilding of the

Temple after its destruction by focusing on the word talpiyot.

T .
he rabbis read this one word as two, tel ("a mound of ruins")
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and piyyot ("mouths"). Therfore, the Teumple is understood as the

"mound of ruins" for which all "mouths" pray.

To further support their claim that people continue to pray

for Jerusalem after the destruction of the Temple, the rabbis wj

also cite various prayers and blessings that express this ’ it

concern.

. THE ASSOCIATION OF THE DIVINE WITH THE DESTROYED TEMPLE
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SECTION 1V: One place in Scripture it says, "I will return to My
abode" (Hosea 5:15)!* and in another place it says, "And My eyes
and My heart shall be there all the days."!s "All the days" 7
How could this be?t¢ God's "face" (Divine Presence) is above'!?

“while God’s eyes and heart are below.!®

Indeed, we have already discussed in previous chapters how

the Temple continued to function on a symbolic level, long after

its destruction, as a unifying force in a fragmented and

disparate Jewish world. But why did the centrality of the Temple

as a prayer focus have to be maintained?

The physical réality of the Temple had always signified the
pPresence of the divine on earth. Consequently, an orientation

towards the Temple was more than just a geographical rallying

Point around which the Jewish people could create a sense of
unity. The orientation towards the Temple was a spiritual and
religious focal point to rally Israel around their one and
singular God. gt
Furthermore, a prayer orientation towards the Temple

Communicated a sense of loyalty and devotion to God, whose
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presence had long been associated with that place. Were God's
presence no longer to be connected to the Temple, not only would
the entire Tewple-focused system of prayer have crumbled with the
Temple, but so too would have Judaism, becaﬁse the Jews would
have iost the primary vehicle linking themm to their God.
Consequently, maintaining the Temple as the focal point of prayer
orientation reinforces the eternal relationship between God and
people and thereby vouchsafes the existence of lsrael.

However, to insure that the Temple remains the center, it
was critical for the rabbis to demonstrate that God’s
reiationship with the Temple continued to exist in some way after
/.thé destruction. How this bhond is retained is the subject of
this section.

The previous section just demonstrated that people continued
to pray for the Temple after it was destroyed. As a result, a
new but felated and crifical issue was raised. If the people
were praying for Jerusalem, what was the reason? How were people
to know that God's presence still resided there? The Temple was
bUilt as a House to God's name, but if the House was no longer
standing where could God be located? Obviously these questions
Posed pressing theological and very real challenges for the
rabbis that dgmanded to be addressed.

The rabbis could not say that God’s presence simply
COﬂtinuea to reside among the ruins. In addition to being
Unseemly to think that the divine presence could or would dwell

in such a ruinous state, there is a theological problem as well:
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How could God let the House of God be destroyed, especially
assuming that God dwelled there eternally? This, too, was
unthinkable and necessitated a degree of distance between God and
the Temple.

Dﬁathe other hand, to consider the possibility that God’'s
connection with the Temple had been severed completely is also
untenable because theologically this communicates a sense of
abandonment to the people. Furthermore, this raises the problemn
once again that if God is not in the Holy Temple, or at least
linked to it in some way, then why should all of Israel pray
‘towafds it. This talmudic passage proposes a compromise that
allows for both distance and relationship at the same time.

when God says, in one place in Scripture, "] will return to
My abode,” this is interpreted to refer to the departure of God’s
presence. However, elsewhere it is noted that God also says, "My
eyes and My heart shall be there all the days," which implies
that, even though God’s most intimate presence may no longer
dwell directly in the confines of the Temple, God will eternally
be concerned about and watch over the Temple site. This is
comforting and establishes an important link between the Temple
and God, without insisting that God dwelled in the ruins in

exactly the same way as when the Temple stood in all its glory.
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GOD ABOVE AND BELOW: A STIMULUS TO ORIENTATION CONFOSION
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SECTION V: "1f one can’t [face Jerusalem physicallyfﬁ one should
direct one's heart towards the Holy of Holies. [Butl] to which
Holy of Holies? R. Hiyya Ruba said: "Towards the Holy of Holies
above" and R. Shimon Ben Halafta said: "Towards the Holy of
Holies down below."!? R. Pinhas said, "These two statements are
not in conflict. The Holy of Holies down below corresponds to
(mechuvan) the Holy of Holies of above. "Your heavenly abode"2?°
(machon 1'shivtecha) (I Kings 8:49) corresponds to (mechuvan)
Your dwelling place, shivtecha. [i.e., the Temple on earth, the

House to Your Namel.

This section of the Talmud abruptly changes its focus of

prayer orientation. Up until now, the talmudic material has

stressed a physical orientation towards the Temple. All of a
sudden, the rabbis faise the possibility that there are some
people who may have a difficulty facing the Temple physically,
and posits that the solution to this dilemma is that they should
orient themselves internally towards the Temple.

This question concerning those who cannot face Jerusalem
with ease appears to arise out of nowhere, however, if we look
back tortﬁe beginning of the text we realize that the rabbis are
in fact referging to and commenting on the Mishnah text attached
to this passage, which dictates the proper procedure when one
cannot physically face Jerusalem.

However, the rabbis’ resolution of this problem at this

Juncture deviates from what has thus far been stated as the
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talmudic norm for this situation--facing upwards--and has
reverted back to the practice of the Mishnah: directing one’s
heart towards the Holy of Holies. This is the first and only
mentiqn in this passage of a desire for an internal orientation
towards the Temple. Thus, this discrepancy is best explained as
an inadvertant copying of the Mishnah’s terminology rather than a
conscious wish to once again stress the need for an internal
orientation.

Having cleared up an orientation confusion on one level, by
establishing the proper orientation for those who cannot face
Jerusalem (their hearts towards the Holy of Holies), the rabbis
_now further complicate the issue of orientation.

The preceding section had determined that God is present
both above, in heaven, and below, at the Temple. If this 'is the
case then God must have some kind of Temple or dwelling place in
heaven that corresponds to the one below.

This possibility of two sites for the Holy of Holies raises
a distressing problem when it comes to the quesion of prayer
orientation, as the text indicates: towards which Holy of Holies
is one to direct one'’'s heart, the one above or the one below?

1f God is both above and below, and we know that the goal of
Prayer is to address God, why shouldn't everyone Jjust focus
directly on God in the Temple above instead of bothering with the
Temple below. The rabbis resolve the problem by stating that
there realiy is no conflict because hoth of the Temples are

really the same thing; so perfectly do they correspond to one
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another that they are one. That is to say, by concentrating on
the Temple below, one is in fact concentrating on God in the
Temple above.

Rabbi Pinchas proves his point by citing a biblical verse

that refers to God’s abode in heaven as, machon l1’shivtecha.

Utilizing a play on words between machon and mechuvan, which
share the same Hebrew root, R. Pinchas suggests that God’s place
(machon) in héaven corresponds to (mechuvan) the place that
symb;lizes God’s presence on earth, the Temple.

Here, too, we see the powerful connection between the
}physical (the Temple below) and the abstract (the Temple above).
The first is a necessary means to get to the Temple above, the

‘ultimate goal.

THE ETERNALITY OF THE TEMPLE
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SECTION VI: Har Moriah: (Why is it called thus?] R. Hiyya Ruba
and R. Yanai [held differing opinionsl. One said, "From there,
its teaching goes out eternally," and the other said, "Fear goes
Oout eternally."2: Aron: (Why is it called thus?] R. Hiyya Ruba
and R. Yanai [held differing opinionsl. One said, "From there,
its light goes out eternally," and the other said, "its curse
goes out eternally."22 Devir: ([Why is it called thus?] R.
Hiyya Ruba and R. Yanai [held differing opinions]l. One said,
"fiom there, a plague goes forth eternally," and the other said,
‘N commandments go forth eternally."23

This concluding section rounds out the overarching
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discussion, carried on throughout this text, of why it is
necessary to orient prayer towards the Temple, even after its
been destroyed, by punctuating its closing argument with an
exclamation of perhaps the most critical point: The eternality
of the Temple!

R. Hiyya and R. Yanai accomplish their task of demonstrating
the timeless power of the Temple, its location, and all.that it
contains by analyzing various places associated with the Temple.
One of the rabbis always stresses a positive thing that issues
forth implicitly to the faithful, and the other counters with a
negative effect eternally going forth, here implied to the
/‘heretics.

We might have expected the conclusion of this rather lengthy
talmudic passage to have ended with the eternal nature of God's
presence at the Temple, the ultimate reason for praying towards
the Temple. This certainly would have been the case in the
earlier rabbinic literature. But, here, very much in line with -
the general tenor of the Palestinian Talmud, with an emphasis on
the_physical, the text returns once again, not to abstract
Concepts but to the everlasting nature of the physical
Manitestations of God's reality in the Temple--the mountain its

built on, the ark, and the Holy of Holies.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD

We will now examine the latest of the literary remains from

the rabbinic period; texts from the Babylonian Talmud. This
Talmud comprises the largest body of textual material relevant to
our topic. There are nine different texts that have been
organized and analyzed according to the particular theme
expressed. These themes range from the familiar notion of an
internal and an external focus on the Temple; to the more radical
belief that prayers can be offered in any direction; to a
frequent discussion of a hew requirement, not walking behind a
synagogue while the congregation is praying, which reflects some
- standard rabbinic attitudes.

The world of the Babylonian Amoraim is quite different from
that of the rabbis of our earlier texts, a fact that is likely to
have a gsignificant impact on their perception of the role of
prayer orientation and why it was considered important. However
what this impact is and its extent can only be determined after
the complétion of our - analysis.

The first critical element that may influence these rabbis
is that they now view the Land of Israel from a very different
Perspective. These are the first rabbis that we have encountered
who liye outside of Palestine; therefore, we can assume that
their relationship to the Land will be distinct from that of the
€arlier rabbis who were residents there.

Second, there is another level of influence associated with

llving outside the Land. This is not just a matter of distance;
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the rabbis are now living in exile. An exilic mentality may also ‘ ﬁp}ﬁi

shape how the rabbis address the issue of prayer orientation. f@wqﬁ

The third significant factor to take into consideration
before we analyze these texts is that the Babylonian world was

one of tremendous religious diversity. Though a variety of

religious groups had certainly proliferated in Palestine, it is

possible that such range of religious alternatives in Babylon

posed more of a threat, in the rabbis eyes, because the Jews were

now foreigners and no longer on native soil. Being in such a

situation, the rabbis may have felt less secure and, therefore, a

greater pressure to preserve a sense of group identity and

prevent assimilation into surrounding cultures.

PHYSICALLY AND MENTALLY FACING JERUSALEM:
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Qur rabbis taught: The blind person and the one who is not able
to determine directions should direct their hearts towards their
Father in heaven, as it says, "And they pray towards Adonai" (I
Kings B:44) Those who are outside of the Land of Israel !should

direct their hearts: {5yards the Land of Israel, as it says, "And
they pray to You towards their land " (] Kings 8:48) Those who
are in the Land of Israel should direct their hearts towards
Jerusalem, as it says, "And they pray to Adonai towards this city
which You have chosen" (] Kings 8:44) Those who are in Jerusalem
should direct their hearts towards the Temple, as it says, "And
they pray towards this House." (]l Chron. 6:32) Those whoiare at
the Temple should direct their hearts towards the/HdT?‘oﬁ'Holies,
as it says, "And they pray towards this place." (I Kings 8:30)
Those who are in the Holy of Holies should direct their hearts
towards the mercy seat. Those who are standing behind the mercy-
seat should imagine themselves as if they were in front of the
mercy-seat. Consequently, the one in the east should face west
[when prayingl, the one in the west should face east, the one in
the south should face north, and the one in the north should face

south. Thus, all Israel will be directing their hearts towards
one place. R. Avin--and some say R. Avina--said: What text
confirms this? "Your neck is like the tower of David built with

turrets [talpiyyotl" (Song of Songs 4:4), the mount (tel) towards
which all mouths (piyyot) turn.

We commence this chapter with a text that has become an oid
friend, having already seen two striking parallels; one in the
Tosefta and one in the Palestinian Talmud. It is especially
interesting and enlightening to begin our study of these talmudic
texts with this passage in particular because the extremely close
similarity puts any deviation from earlier versions in high
relief,

There are a number of signs in this text that point to the
fact that these later rabbis are writing out of an experience
very different'from that of the earlier rabbis. Nonetheless,
Many of the same issues and concerns continue to motivate them.

The first indication that the rabbis are in a different
Place ig eQer so casually, but with great consciousness, hinted

a
t towards the end of the passage. It is precisely this subtlety
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that makes this easily overlooked remark so revealing.

As the rabbis pronounce, at their conclusion, the proper
direction a person is required to face when praying, they do not
begin with "those in the north face south," as the other texts do
put, rather with, "those in the east face west." We can
understand this slight variation in the order of orientations as
a reflection of a geographical priority, which was assigned by
the' rabbis, understandably, to the land in which they were
residing, since that was their primary point of reference. Thus,
each text begins subjectively with the direction the particular
rabbi-authors, and those in their community, would have to turn
in order to face Jerusalem. In the early texts, the rabbis were
.living in the Galilee, north of Jerusalem; thus, they begin with
"those in the north." In contrast, the Babylonian rabbis were
east of Jerusaleﬁ and so they started with "those in the east."”

The most obvious difference in this text is the reversal
that has taken place in terms of the type of orientation that is
stressed. In this text, the rabbis have rejected the external
terminology of the Palestinian Talwud in discussing prayer
Orientation and embraced the internal emphasis of the earlier
Tosefta instead. |

This rediscovered interest in internal prayer orientation
Signals a distinct change in the rabbis’ relationship io the Land
and the Temple. Whereas we noted that the rabbis of the
'Pa]eStiniah Talmud were intent on underscoring the physical

Teality of the land they were living in, the rabbis in Babylon
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are now more distanced from the reality of Palestine than ever.

The physical Temple can be no more than a memory to the
Babylonian rabbis, distanced by time and space; yet it has become
firmly ensconced in the reality of their minds as a powerful
symbol. Because Jerusalem and the Temple are all the more
accessible as a symbol to Jews living in Diaspora, it is easy to
understand why the rabbis would seek to stress, once again, an
internal focus on the Temple, which has continued to serve as a
conduit to the divine.

1t is critical to note, however, that despite this internal
emphasis the rabbis did not abandon the requirements for an
external orientation towards the Temple, for they, too,

‘understood that it is this physical action that helped a person
achieve the very internal focus that was so greatly desired and
necessary, and which allowed one to come into God’s presence.

A further indication of the feeling of separation from God
that the Jews were experiencing can be observed in the addition
of two extra levels of penetration into the heart of the Temple.

“Unlike the previous two texts, which stoppea at the Temple facing
the Holy of Holies, this passage actually escorts us inside the
deepest reaches of the inner-sanctum;’seemingly into the very
Presenceraf the divine.

But why does the text bother considering the person who is

Standing within the Holy of Holies, let alone behind the mercy-

Seat?) After all, who could the text be addressing? The Holy of

Holi
leés was such a sacred and awesome place that no one was ever
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permitted to enter there, sawe the High Priest, and even then,

only once a year. Furthermore, it is plain that these last two

Jevels are a later rabbinic addition introduced to serve a

particular function, since they are unaccompanied by any textual

support. The question arises, therefore: What were the rabbis
attempting to communicate?

The message of the rabbis speaks to the desperate need of a
péopJe in exile to feel the intimacy of their God. The addition
of these two new levels underscores the power of the mind to
transport a person into the most intimate relationship with the
divine, so much so that, even if one were as close as behind the
very mercy-seat itself, one should still imagine oneself to be in
front of it, and that much closer to the divine presence. The
extra added internal levels reflects and compensates for the
added distance and alienation that the people, and perhaps even
the rabbis, were liable to be experiencing as a result of being
in Babylan.

Again, preserving the unique relationship between Jews and
their God was vital to the survival of the Jewish people. This
theo}ogical aspect of the matter also continues to find its
hNational gxpression in the final lines of the passage, which
concludes with the hope for unity: "In this way all Israel will
be turning their hearts towards one place."

The support for this conclusion here is drawn from a
different source than it was in the Palestinian Talmud. However,

though used for a slightly different purpose, this prooftext from
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song of Songs does appear in the other talmudic text.
Consequently, without going into much detail, I will-only mention
that the Babli makes no distinction between "praying for" the
Temple after its destruction and "praying towards" the Temple
while it is still standing as was done in the other Talmud.

The core idea here is simply to justify prayingaggggﬁgg
Jerusalem, expressed in very spiritualized and megaphorie
Janguage, which is based on rendering the verse from Song of

Songs as, "the mount (tel) towards which all mouths (piyyot)

turn." The mouth now emerges as the important vehicle for
carrying one’s prayerful thoughts of the heart to their
destination in Jerusalenm, and as such is required to be oriented

towards the Temple.

POSSIBLE DIRECTIONS FOR PRAYER:
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(In a discussion of where the Shechina is located,) R. Sheshet
also held that the Shechina is in all places, because [when
desiring to prayl] he used to say to his attendantz: "Set me
facing any way except the east.” And this was not because the

Shechina is not there, but because the minim prescribe turning to
the east.

On the surface, this passage seems to contradict everything
that we have learned up until now about the rabbinic view of

Prayer orientation: that direction is important and that one

should pray towards Jerusalem and the Temple. How can we
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understand R. Sheshet’s peculiar behavior regarding prayer
orientation within the larger context of rabbinic attitudes on
this matter? Does this text mean to iuply that one need not
necessarily pray towards Jerusalem? Or is R. Sheshet's approach
sui geﬁéris?

As a matter of fact, R. Sheshet’s attitude towards the
direction of prayer does not present any problems at all and
there is nothing out of the ordinary about his prayer
orientation. The reason fﬁr this is that R. Sheshet is blind,
and, according to the rabbis of the earlier texts, b]iﬁd people
arebnot obligated to observe any particular prayer orientation at
hall.! They can face any direction they so choose as long as they
Qirect their hearts towards God in heaven. Consequently, the
location of the Shechinah was probably irrelevant to the prayer
orientation of R. Sheshet, but it was of importance to the rabbis
of the Babli.

A careful reading of the text demonstrates that R. Sheshet,
a8 second generation Babylonian Amora, never communicated a belief
that he, himself, held that the Shechinah was everywhere; and
whatever his belief about the location of the Shechinah, it
Probably had nothing to do with the direction of his prayers.
Rather the concern expressed over the location of the Shechinah
Was most likely a later rabbinic misinterpretation of why R.
Sheshet was not that particular about the direction he faced when
he Prayed. ° Thus, we can conclude that this text reflects two

beliefs held by the Babylonian rabbis: a) that prayer orientation
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is linked to the location of the Shechinah, and b) that the I

Shechinah was everywhere.
e |

This emphasis on the Shechina’s omnipresence is a clear

indication of a Diaspora mindset. For the Jews living outside of

Palestine, in Babylon in particular, it would have been vital to

know that God was everywhere. How could Jews continue tdisurvive

— ¥

e “y
if the only place to enjoy access to God was in the Land of

Israel? Consequently, this rabbinic teaching that the Shechinah @5:h

was everywhere reflects an attempt to address the specific needs

that arose in the Babylonian Jewish community. The rabbis were i

able to base their claim on what appeared to be the unusual I

behavior of R. Sheshet. ' w

The rabbis also had to explain R. Sheshet’s personal i

aversion to praying towards the east. They could not allow that
this was because the Shechinah was not there in the east, for |
this would undermine their previous assertion that God was

everywhere. Therefore, they attributed his disdain for praying

to the east as a concern for praying in the same direction as a

Jewish sectarian, lest he be confused with them.

This rabbinic interpretation of R. Sheshet's behavior also {ﬁ:i.
mirrors the reality of the Babylonian world in which the rabbis f

found themselves living. Their reading of his one restriction in
orienting his prayers reflects their own preoccupation with N
Needing to differentiate‘themselves from those who deviated from i w

the established Jewish norm. Appearances, thus, were very

lilportant in that they related to core issues of self-

i
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jdentification.

As we shall see, concern with appearances will
be major theme in these talmudic texts.

Such a concern would be highly likely in a society as
religiously diversified as Babylon’s was, because one could
easily se mistaken for a member in another group if one’s
practices were not well within the estabhlished limits of your

own. Therefore, the rabbis were quick to stress the importance

of exercising care in one’'s ritual practices if they were to

mwaintain the integrity of the Jewish community.

According to this text, the rabbis believed that one’s
religious loyalties and affiliations were obviously reflected in
(the orientation of prayer. This notion is reminiscent of the
sentiments communicated in Mishnah Sukkot 5:4 where allegiances
and appearances were of prime importance, too. A further
parallel can be seen, as well, in the common denigration of the

practice of praying to the east.

THE NEED FOR WINDOWS AND ORIENTATION
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gur rabbis taught: "When a person prays, one should direct one’s

t:art to heaven." Abba Saul says: "A reminder of this is the

li;:’ 'you will direct their heart, You will cause Your ear to

sh én.*4" (Ps., 10:17).... R, Hiyya bar Abba said: "A person
ould always pray in a house that has windows, as it says in
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Scripture, ’'Now his window were open.’ (Dan. 6:11).... One might
say that a person may pray in any direction s/he wishes. Thus
the Scripture says, "towards Jerusalem." (Dan. 6:11)

The general rabbinic rule for prayer orientation seems to be
stated right up front in the beginning: a worshipper should
direct one's heart towards heaven, irrespective of geographical
location. Previous texts had led us to believe that only those
incapable of facing the temple or Jerusalem physically were
suppbsed to direct their hearts to heaven in such a
stralightforward manner. This statement, however, continues the
Talmud'’'s concern with an internal orientation and should be

considered separately from matters regarding a person’s physical
~orientation during prayer. Theoretically, one could face in any
direction and still direct one’'s heart towards heaven.

I would posit, however, that both of the following verses on
the need for windows and the requisite physical orientation
towards Jerusalem during prayer are closely linked to the general
.rule governing prayer--with one’s heart towards heaven; the
implication, of course, being towards God. However, the
c¢onnection remains only implicit at this point and we will have
to wait and see if it is confirmed by other texts.

The next two rabbinic rulings in this passage are based on
the Daniel passage that we examined earlier. The rabbis conduct
a I‘Urm'xing intefpretation of the biblical passage, addressing each
Issue as it arises. The first rule is a new idea, not yet
encOUnterea, concerning the need for windows in the place where

o}
ne Prays; and the second is basically a reiteration of the
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position expressed above in the Palestinian Talmud, Berachot 4,1.
At this point, the rabbis still give the impression that the
concept of windows and praying towards Jerusalem are two totally
independént and unrelated notions. One might assume, however,
that since both rulings are based on the same text and the same

~ context--Daniel praying out the window towards Jerusalem--that
the rabbis would attempt to link the two ideas together. The
relationship between windows and Jerusalem is apparent in the
Bible, but thére is no further elaboration offered in the
rabbinic text as to the purpose windows might serve with regard
to praying towards Jerusalem. However, the relationship is

strengthened in the next talmudic passage.
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R. Hiyya bar Abba said, R. Yohanan said: "A person should only
pray in a house that has windows, as it says in Scripture: ’Now
his windows were open in his upper chambers towards Jerusalem.'"
(Dan. 6:11)

By examining this text, it appears quite clear that the
reason one is instructed to pray in a house with windows is to be
able to look towards Jerusalem. Or is it? It is very difficult
to know whether this passage is attempting to say something new
or is simply restating the ruling in the previous passage, but
Stringing the prooftext altogether, thus only linking the issue

©f windows and Jerusalem coincidentally. At the very least, we

o .
&N say that a Jerusalem orientation was necessary and that
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praying towards a window in that direction would certainly
¢acilitate such an orientation.
Perhaps we can gain some insight into the rabbinic mindset

by consulting Rashi. Rashi comments, "windows cause one to

direct one’s hearts for when one looks towards the heavens one’s
heart is humbled." Rashi is suggesting that the purpose of the
window is not to look towards Jerusalem but towards the heavens,
thereby encouraging the proper level of intention in prayer,
kavanah.

This goal is remarkably similar to the ultimate aim of
prayer orientation as perceived by the rabbis and expressed in
many of the texts already discussed. That is to say, our
analysis of the rabbinic material overall has led to the
conclusion that an integral role of directing one’s pra&ers in
the direction, kivun, of Jerusalem was to stimulate the
appropriate level of concentration on God.

Whether the purpose of the windows was to focus attention
physically on a kivun or inspire a deeper sense of kavanah, they
are really two means to the same end: a proper focus on God
during prayer. The two notions are bound inextricably to one
another, even to the point that they share the same root, thus
€reating further support for the hypothesis that, in the rabbinic
mind, the direction towards which one prays, kivun, cannot
function independently from the need to also direct the heart,
thus attaining a particular kavana.

It is very instructive to note, as well, that the tosafot to
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"this passage, while written many generations later, offers some
valuable insight. The tosafot state that "one should always take
stock of oneself before praying. lf one can concentrate one
should pray and if not one should not." From the tosafists
perspec£ive, we can infer that the kivun is nothing if it does
not generate the appropriate kavanah.

We cannot say with certainty that the rabbis would have
concurred entirely with such a statement; however, this attitude
only further reinforces the belief, which we have been discussing
throughout the thesis, that the physical, external direction in
‘which prayer is offered is established with the specific purpose
of fostering the proper internal concentration and intention.
Sqrely the rabbis understood and advocated, at the very least,
this powerful relationship; even if they would not have gone so
far as to say that one should not pray without the proper

intention.

The following four texts all share a common theme related in
sowme way to thelrear of the synagogue. The various commentators
on these passages unanimously‘agree that the term "praying at the
rear" of the synagogue implies that one is standing outside of
the synagogue, on the side containing the main entrance. Common
sense might lead one to think that the side with the portals was,
in fact, the front. But this was clearly not the case, as is
indicated\below byAthe rabbis’ rationale for not praying at the

fear of a synagogue. The reason that the rabbis consider the
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portal-side of the synagogue to be its rear is most likely due to

the fact that the congregation prayed away from the gates at that
/o

time, towards Jerusalem, and thus the gates were behind the

congregation and towards the east.
‘While these texts address matters of worship orientation,

they incidentally reveal important details about the oriﬁntation

of the synagogues of that time as well. We can dﬁéuce fﬁom the

information presented below that the gates were to be facing east

and the congregation jtself facing Jerusalem, which was towards

the western wall opposite the entrance.

1t is not at all clear, though, what it was that resulted in

such a structuring of the Babylonian'synagogues. It is possible

that the synagogue orientation was constructed in compliance with

the regulations established by Tosefta Megillah, which required a

Jerusalem orientation with gates opened to the east. However,

these synagogues simply may have been in accordance with the

later, Byzantine style of synagogue architecture, common by the

5th or 6th centuries. This synagogue model also dictated an

orientation towards Jerusalem and that the gates be placed

opposite the Jerusalem wall; coincidentally placing the gates on

the eastern wall in this case, &S well. There is just

insufficient data to determine which factor really held sway over

the orientation of these Babylonian synagogues.s
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R. Huna? says: "Whoever prays at the rear of a synagogue® is
called wicked. For it is said: 'The wicked walk round about.’"?
(Ps. 12:9) Abaye says: "This only applies where he does not turn
his face towards the synagogue, but if he does turn his face ;
towards the synagogue there is no objection to it. There once ;
was a man who prayed at the rear of a synagogue and did not turn
his face towards the synagogue. Elijah passed by and appeared to ,
him in the guise of an Arabian merchant. He said to him: 'Are i
you standing with your back to your Master?’ and drew his sword W
and killed him." : :

Initially, the text gives the impression that what is under

dispute is a matter of locale, namely: Where is it permissible

to pray? This talmudic passage states very matter-of-factly that i

praying behind a synagogue is unacceptable. However, at this

point, the rabbinic rationale behind such legislation is
obscured.
Abaye’'s addendum establishes the "official" parameters of

this ruling so that the crux of the matter is no longer a
‘question o% location but orientation.*® The rabbis’ problem with
Praying behind a synagogue‘develops only if someone does so ﬂ
without facing the synagogue. Therefore, according to Abaye’'s i
further explanation, there is absolutely nothing wrong with V
Praying at the rear of a synagogue; so long as one maintains the ; |
communa | prayer orientation by facing the synagogue and, hence, ﬂ

the sameidirection as all the other worshippers.

However, the rabbis are not just interested in uniformity 1oL
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and creating a sense of cowmmunity by demanding that everyone pray
in the same direction. Their core concern is much more profound
and far-reaching; yet it is only fully disclosed by the story
cited at the end to support this particular rabbinic notion of
prayer orientation.

The true indication of what was at stake, in the rabbis
minds, if one were to pray with one's back towards the synagogue,
is revealed by the words of the Arabian merchant: "Are you
standing with your back to your Master?™ Not only does such a
posture require one to turn away from the Temple in Jerusalem,
towérds which the synagogue and every one else was oriented, but
away from God so that it appears that this person is "an apostate
to the the One to whom the rest of the congregation is
praying. "1

The concerns of this passage are distincly reminiscent of
the issues and problems raised in the Mishnah from Sukkot
discussed above. (See p.68 above) In that parallel case in the
Mishnah, it was evident that the rabbis believed that one’s
beliefs about and loyalties to God are reflected in one’s prayer
Orientation. Consequently, praying in a direction that diverges
from the Jewish "norm" can be interpreted on a theological level
as an acknowleégement of other "powers."!2 Therefore, the
rabbis? conce}n)was not so much over the unity of the people as
it was the unity of God; though these two issues are deeply
intertwined.

Since exilic times at least, and increasingly throughout the

L
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gecond Commonwealth period, one of the fundamental and defining
characteristics of Judaism was its deep conviction that God was
_unique, singular, and indivisable; in otherwords, one. To
dispute this principle of faith would place one outside the
accepted bounds of the Jewish people. Indeed, even to give the
appearance that one did not completely affirm the oneness of God,
was a crime of tremendous severity, as communicated by the
fatefui end of the story.

There were, however, many other religious groups in Babylon,
most notably the Zoroastrians, who took issue with the Jewish
commitment to the oneness of God. The Zoroastrians, for
instance, believed in the duality of God; that there were
separate powers of good and evil.

In such a society, composed of a wide range of different
religious groups, each advocating its own beliefs and gods, it
was extremely important to know who was 'in’' and who was 'out,’
thus clearly distinguishing between *us' and 'them.’ Therefore,
in this critical boundary issue concerning one’'s identification
and affiliation with a community, even appearing to conform to
another groupis practices or beliefs was a great sin, lest one
actually be confused with one of 'them.’

As we saw in an earlier chapter, these boundary issues
fequire a riéorous stance, which would explain the extremely

harsh punishmenf meted out to the violator in the Talmud’s

illustrative story.

Consequently, we can understand the Babylonian rabbis’ deep
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need to consolidate and unite the orientation of Jewish worship
towards one place as a polemical response to those groups who
professed theologies diametrically opposed to Judaism’s. (And
who probably érayed in a different direction, too.) Similarly,
the establishment of this Jewish prayer orientation further
served to distinguish the Jews from their neighbors and instill é
greater sense of commitment to ahd faith in their own group; thus

also insuring the future survival of the Jews.

ERUVIN 18b--
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And one should not [walk] behind a synagogue at the time [the
congregationl is praying.

This ruling suggests an additional restriction to what can
and cannot be done behind a synagogue. Now, not only is one not
allowed to pray behind a synagogue, one may not even pass by the
rear of a synagogue while the congregation is praying.

Though passing by a synagogue while people are worshipping
is not directly related to matters of orientation, it is
tangentially connected.

Again, however, a simple statement of law is opaque;
floating aimlessly in the tradition without an anchor to root it
to a particuriar reality. Therefore, this ruling, as it stands,
téveals almost nothing about why it was instituted or its
function." 1t is the restrictions and exemptions attached to a
law that actually expose a law’s character and provide the

Necessary insight into its reason for being. Consequently, this
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~ passage must be viewed in the context of the next two texts, :
which address the issue of walking behind a synagogue while the
congregation is praying, before we can understand what concerns
underlie this regulation. Because the following two passages

are so similar, however, we will examine them together, focusing

primarily on Berachot 8b.

BERACHOT 8b--
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Raba said to his children: "...do not pass behind a synagogue li
when the congregation is praying." This supports the teaching of i
R. Joshua b. Levi. For R. Joshua h. Levi said: "It is not o
permitted for a man to pass behind a synagogue when the L :
congregation is praying." Abaye said: "This applies only when I!
there is no other door, but when there is another door, there is

no objection. Furthermore, this applies only when there is no
other synagogue, but when there is another synagogue, there is no
objection. And furthermore, this applies only when he does not
carry a burden, and does not run, and does not wear tefilin. But
where one of these conditions is present there is no objection."
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R. Johanan said: "Better to go behind...an idol worshipper than
behind a synagogue when the congregation is praying. This,
howaver, is the case only when he is not carrying a load; if he 1l
is carrying a load, there is no objection. And also this is the i

. ¢ase only when there is no other entrance; but if there is R
another entrance there is no objection. And again this is the ii
zsse only when he is not riding on an ass, but if he is riding on i
Wheisi’ @here is no objection: And again tbis is the case oply ‘1“_
ther e is not wearing tefillin; but if he is wearing tetillin AR

ere is no objection."
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Just as we found in Berachot 6b, Abaye’s:s commsnts:serve to

clarify the initial statement of law and outline the pargicular
circumstances under which one may, in fact, pass by a synagogue
where the congregation is praying. Here, as previously, it is

the exceptions that are allowed, and not the rule, that prove to

pe most interesting. |
//-\‘

Rashi ppovides an important clue that helps'ﬁs unde;stand
this general regulation in the context of its exceptions. He
notes: 1f you pass the gate (i.e., the rear of the synagogue)
during prayers it appears that you are avoiding your obligations
and running away. Consequently, accordiﬁg to Rashi, there
appears to be serious communal expectations that everyone will be
at services, because this is perceived as a signigicant part of
the general commitmments and obligations of a Jew.

How then does this explain the exceptiong? Namely, why
would it be acceptable to pass the gate if there was another
entrance? And, why would the existence of another synagogue in
town permit a persqn ignore this rule? And, moreover, what do
rUhning, carrying a load, and wearing tefillin share in common
that would allow the violation of the stated rule?

Here, once again, the critical issue is one of appearancesj
a frequent concern of the Babylonian rabbis. Their problem with
Passing the gate of a synagogue while worship is taking place is
that by not‘entering one gives the impression that one has thrown
off the yoke of the commandments and has contempt for the

Synagogue and what is transpiring there. However, if it is




163

obvious to a casual observer that one passes without entering for
an acceptable reason, then there is no problem.

Hence, we can understand all of the rules that allow one to
forego compliance with the law as examples of circumstances in
which a person is either engaged in an activity that would
prevent participation in the service or could clearly explain why
the person is not entering the synagogue at that time.

Some of the exceptional situations allow the *passerby" to
receive the benefit of the doubt. For instance, if there is
another door to the synagogue, the "passerby" may enter through
another gate. Likewise, if there is another synagogue in town,
the "passerby"™ may be going to worship there. There is
absolutely no concern indicated for what the actual reason for
passing were; only how might this appear to others.

On the other hand, there are clearly situations in which it
is apparent that the "passerby"” is engaged in other matters and
that it because of these things, such as carrying a load, riding
a donkey or running (presumably with a destination and goal in
mind), that a person does not enter and not out of a rejection of
the synagogue, or the community itself, and what it stands for.

In a similar vein, if a person is wearing tefillin it is
immediately obvious that this person’'s commitment to Judaism or
the Jewish community is beyond suspicion, for he is engaged in a
Jewish ritual. Consequently, this person, too, is exempt from
this law.

Ultimately the purpose of the law seems to be to protect the
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integrity of the community--its practices and its institutions, ‘ﬂ i

and all that these stand for. Anything that redounds negatively

to the Jewish community is not to be allowed. Therefore, !

circumstances in which it appears that one is scorning or I

disparaging Judaism need to be avoided. v o
This law.also underscores the tremendous importance the ‘

rabbis attached to participating in and supporting communal

such as worship, and communal institutions, such as

observances,

synagogues. These regulations regarding one’s behaviors, as they

impact the community, are additional means to encourage and

control a certain sense of cowmmunal involvement and obligation.
As a result, both the individual and the community emerge the
stronger.

| All of these issues, as they relate to passing a synagogue
in particular, only reinforce, on a more general level, how

important these concerns were to the Babylonian rabbis, who lived

in a highly competitive world of religious theologies and

practices.

In communities with such diversity, particularly religious,

it was that much easier to find oneself beyond the pale of one’'s

own Jewish community. Therefore, the rabbis took all the

precautions necessary to maintain the vitality and integrity of
the Jewish community. As we have seen repeatedly, the
Institution df a fixed orientation of prayer reflects exactly
these same concerns and, ultimately, was a means to serve the

¢

Same ends.
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R. Hiyya and R. Simon b. Rabi once sat together, when one of them
began as follows: "A wman who offers up his prayers must direct
his eyes towards [the Templel below, for it is said, 'And My eyes
and My heart shall be there perpetually.’" (1 Kings 9:3) The
other said: "The eyes of him who offers up prayers shall be
directed towards above, for it is said, 'Let us lift up our heart
with our hand.'"!'* (Lam. 3:41) In the meanwhile they were
joined by R. Ishmael son of R. Jose. "On what subject are you
engaged, " he asked them. "On the subject of prayer," they
replied. "My father," he said to them, "ruled thus: A man who
nffers up his prayers must direct his eyes to the [sanctuary]l
below and his heart towards [the heavens] above so that these two

Scriptural texts may be complied with."

This talmudic passage provides a wonderful synthesis of many
of the Babylonian rabbis’ discussions on the tension between two
distinct focal points of prayer: The Temple and God. This is a
common theme that appears frequently in the rabbinic texts.

" Every text which discusses the question of prayer orientation
juxtaposes these two foci at some point. In general, the focus
of prayer was indicated to be the Temple; however, we observed
that there were also cases where certain groups of people were
incapable of easily performing this task; consequently, they were

instructed .to focus, internally or physically, on God.

This distinction between an orientation towards God and an
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orientation towards the Temple leads to the second point of
contention: Is the orientation toward either of these points

supposed to be observed physically or mentally? This need for

both an external, physical orientation and an internal, emotional

orientation for prayer is also a very common theme in the
r;bbinic literature and can be witnessed throughout.

We are presented with so many component parts to cpnsider
when thinking about the question of prayer orientation: eyes,
Heart, up, down, God, Temple. Which should be where? All of

these practical details, however, can obscure the real issue,
which has pervaded all of our discussions at some level: What
really stands at the heart of prayer so that we should look
there? Is it the Temple or God?

Throughout the Talmud, eyes (and facing) are signs of the

human need for a physical prayer orientation and the heart is a

sign of the human desire for an internal orientation, too. All

along our thesis has been that the physical focus was instituted
in order to enable a worshipper to achieve the preper internal
focus. The text confirms this hypothesis as it responds
beautifully to the question concerning the relationship between
the two types of orientation by demonstrating that both are
important and necessary; eaéh is of a different nature yet both
are intimately intertwined. As the eyes and heart, the physical
manifestations of these two orientations, are joined in the human
body, so, too, do we find them appearing together in the texts,

representing two sides of the same coin.
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Moreover, this particular resolution of the tension between
the two forms of orientation also underscores the rabbinic belief
that one cannot separate the physical act from the inevitable
internal response, just as seeing causes the heart to feel.

Rabbi Ishmael makes these connections between God and
Temple, eyes and heart when he cites a teaching in the name of
his father, which legislates that one's heart should be directed
towards God iﬁ heaven while one'’s eyes are oriented towards the
Temple below.

The solution to the problem weaves the two prooftexts
together, taking the idea of eyes towards the Temple from, "And
My eyes...shall be there perpetually," (I Kings 9:3) and reading
the notion of hearts towards God on the basis of the second text,

"Let us lift up our heart with our hand.":is (Lam. 3:41) Such a

resolution of the tension communicates a belief that an
orientation towards both places, God and Temple, and of both
kinds, internal and external, are significant. In fact, as one
cannot really separate the eyes and the heart from the larger
body, neither can God be completely separated from the Temple.
Thié conclusion is supported, as well, by Rashi, who says: "Eyes

down towards the Land of Israel because the Shechinah is there."

The issues reflected in this text of God's relationship
with the Temple, and how the people comnunicate their
relationship with each of these through prayer orientation, find
their parallel in the Palestinian Talmud, Berachot 4:5,!¢ as the

1

rabbis attempt to resolve the question of how God could continue
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to dwell in the Temple in its ruined state. : ‘W

While this passage from Yevamot creates an opportunity for a |
worshippedr to focus on ntwo places at once, by distingﬁ%shing ; ﬁ
between eyes and heart, the Berachot passage in the Palestinian

Talmud, through a similar distinction, allows God’s presénce to : q

be in heaven while the divine eyes and heart (signs of divine

|

concern) remain below. e
/ '

— -

Conseqﬁently, if we take the message of these two péssages

together, we begin to understand that the rabbis, in both

Palestine and Babyon, are communicating a fundamental belief

essential to the role and purpose of prayer orientation:

Physically facing the Temple is actually equivalent to facing God

and focusing one’s eyes on the Temple below is ultimately the by

3
same as focusing one’s heart on God above, because the former M
always leads to the latter, which is required for true prayer to ’

QCCcur.
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CHAPTER NINE: CODE LITERATURE

This concluding chapter represents the final stage in the

development of the laws concerning the Jewish orientation of

prayer. Since the inception of these regulations governing the

direction of Jewish worship,! the evolution and interpretation of
a Temple-focused prayer orientation has continually been shaped
by the realities that infused the world in which this custom was
practiced; whether they were the challenges posed by other
religious groups or the need to provide the Jewish community in

the Diaspora with the means to attain a closer relationship with

their distant homeland.

Now, however, the Codes, representing a particular genre ot

| Jewish legal literature, generally take a different approach to

influencing this literature

the laws. The overriding principle

is the desire to make the observance of law more accessible to

the common person. Thus the entire body of complex and

convoluted rabbinic legal disputation, and its pertinent

explanations in the Commentaries, is reduced by the Codes to

simple, easy to follow rules of what to do when and how. While

we certainly observed a parallel tendency in the rabbinic

literature to emphasize the required actions, the Codes take this

Predilection to its extreme.
This is particularly true of two of the three codes selected

here to represent this literature in general. Both the Mishnah

Torah and the Shulchan Aruch are primarily halachically-centered

Codes that uproot the practice of facing Jerusalem in prayer from
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its organic context, out of which it grew in response to real
needs of the community, and compress and distill it into its most
concrete manifestation.

While Rambam may cite a biblical basis for a prayer
orientation towards Jerusalem, he, like Karo, is decidedly
disinterested in the rationale behind such worship customs, Only
Jacob b. Asher’s Tur stands apart from these other codes in its
attempt to transmit a feel for the laws in their fullest sense.
While the Tur is indeed a code like the others, it is far more
comprehensive in its presentation; including not just a
restatement of the law, but the reasons for observing it as well.
Most often Jacob b. Asher culls the rationale for the laws not
from the Talmud itself, but from other commentators, such as
Rashi, and integrates it into his code as a part of a seamless
whole.

Despite the fact that the Tur strives to preserve a sense of
the purpose of prayer orientation, Jacob b. Asher is still
primarily concerned with the transmission of a body of knowledge.
The laws do not develop out of a response to his world in the
same way that they did for the rabbis. Hence, the laws in the
codes, in varying degrees, have become dislocated from their
original milieu--frozen in a timeless "never-never land."

Actions became the primary concern, and the purpose or intent of
the law became of relatively lesser importgnce. Consequently,
the Codes exhibit a tendency to excise discussions and

illustrative stories interspersed in the mishnaic and talmudic
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literature in an attempt to portray what these authors perceive
to be the essence of the laws; characterized by the bottom-1ine,
guiding principle: What is it that one must do in a particular
gituation? Even when the Tur states a rationale, it is done
without much elaboration.

For the codifiers in general, and Jacob b. Asher to a lesser
extent, the meaning and value of the law inheres in performing
the deed, not necessarily in understanding it. Religious actions
are preserved and continue to live on in the legal codes, but
eventually, as a matter of course, the reasons for them will be
lost, though new ones may be substituted, and the action gains a
life and reality of its own. In fact, the reasons the Tur
provides are selected from later sources and may actually reshape
the original intent of the law.

One result of this preoccupation with the physical act is a
serious possibility that actions, intended to be means, will be
perceived as ends in and of themselves. Indeed, our analysis of
the rabbinic texts revealed that the rabbis understood the value
of a prayer orientation, qua prayer orientation, in its capacity
to achieve some higher end.

Though we will examine three distinct sources in this
chapter, we will analyze them according to the issues that they
raise; thus the texts below have been organized as thematic
categories. This will also allow us to compare more easily their

respective treatment of the laws.

)

i
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FACING JERUSALEM AND THE TEMPLE
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Facing the Temple [in prayerl: How is this done? If one were
outside the Land one should face the Land ot Israel and pray. It
one were in the Land one should face Jerusalem. If one were in
Jerusalem one should face the Temple. If one were in the Temple
one should face the Holy of Holies. A blind person and person
who can't discern the directions and a traveller on a ship should
direct their hearts towards the shechinah and pray}\‘(ﬂaimonides,
Mishnah Torah, Hilchot Tefilah, 5:3)

Rawmbam reveals the ultimate, "bottom-line" intent of his
code in the opening line of this passage. He has followed his
sources very carefully, here, retaining only the information that
impacts on one'’'s behavior. Such an approach is very much in line
with the central concern with actions expressed in this
literature in general, though not exclusively.

Despite the clear presence of a rabbinic interest in the
internal! orientation necessary for prayer, particularly in the
Tosefta and Babylonian Talmud sources, Maimonides opts, in this
text, to focus on the physical orientation necessary for prayer,
as formulated in the conclusions of his sources: PT Berachot
4,5; Tosefta Berachot 3:14-16; and BT Berachot 30a. The only
allowance for an internal prayer focus is retained for those who
cannot physically face these particular directions.

The rabbinic texts were structured in such a way as to
distinguish between the first section, which outlined what the
Purpose was--to orient yourself towards these various places,
either\meniaily or physically-~-and the concluding section, which

instructed the reader how this aim was to be accomplished;
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namely, "those in the north face south, etc.”

This text, however, is simply concerned with, as it says,
"How is this done?" The action is the goal and that is all that
is preserved in this codification of the law. Therefore, if one
were only to read this text it would be impossible to understand
why, what for, or to what end the law was instituted and
maintained‘

While it is generally true that such probing questions into
the realm of reason have not been the primary concern of Jews
over the ages-—indeed, these questions belie a modern, and even
Reform, perspective--without grasping these underlying reasons,
one can only view the tip of a very large iceberg. Because the
emphasis is only on what one sees, the rest of the law’s history
and vitality remains submerged under the dark waters of the
halachik seas. O0Only as a result of our earlier examinations of
the rabbinic texts, which provide fleeting glimpses into their

world, can we begin to fully appreciate this law in its totality.

WINDOWS TOWARDS JERUSALEM
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One must place windows or gates opposite Jerusalem in order to
pray facing them, as it is said, "towards windows in his upper
chamber..." (Dan. 6:11) (Maimonides, Mishnah Torah, Hilchot
Tefilah, 5:6)
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Ou need to have open windows [in the housel as R. Hiyya Bar Abba
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said R. Yochanan said: "A person should only pray in a house
that has windows," as it says, "Now his windows were open in his
upper chamber." (Dan. 6:11) And according to Rashi, windows
cause a person to direct his heart in that he will look towards
the heavens and his heart will be humble. And according to this
it is necessary that [the windows] be open towards the same
direction that one prays.... (Tur, Orach Chaim, Hilchot Tefilah,

g0, 81ib)
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One must open gates or windows facing Jerusalenm in order to pray
facing them. (Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim, Hilchot Tefilah, 90,

4)

These texts base their codifications on two parallel
télmudic passages, BT Berachot 31a and 34b, which are also
similarly vague concerning the actual function of or purpose for
having windows or gates in the place of prayer. The rabbis really
do no more than state the need for them, according to their
¢ interpretation of the Daniel verse upon which they base thelir
decisgion. Therefore, the authors of the codes are left to
provide their own explanations, and two different interpretations
of the role of windows in prayer emerge, each emphasizing a
different aspect of prayer orientation.

The rabbis of the Talmud never explicitly linked windows
with an ingreased ability to pray towards Jerusalem. However,
theééitation of Daniel 6:11 as a prooftext for the need for
windows could very easily lead one to conclude that the purpose
of windows was to look towards Jerusalem, since this is generally
how the Daniel passage is understood. This is the tack that the

Shulchan Aruch and Maimonides take regarding the function of the
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windows. They perceive a physical and causal relationship
between the need for windows and the need for a Jerusalem
orientation, namely, that the former facilitates the latter in a
very concrete manner.

The Tur, on the other hand, quotes Berachot 34b and includes

Rashi’s interpretation of this text, thus preserving his

understanding of the law. Rashi suggests that the purpose of the

windows has more to do with an internal orientation, rather than
an external one, in that they serve as a means of creating a more
-suitable state of mwind for the worshipper.

Though not uniform in their interpretation of the talmudic
texts, the Codes have all given the rabbinic texts a particular
fbous, not previously apparent, so that their meaning is no
longer so awmbiguous but reflective of a particulér orientation
emphasis. 0f the three texts, the Tur is the only one that
recognizes the internal needs of the worshipper to establish an
appropriate mood and attitude in order to pray. The other two
codeé only indicate a concern for the physical, external

orientation: facing Jerusalem.

PRAYING AT THE REAR OF A SYNAGOGUE
Soprd MY .
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One should not pray at...the rear of a synagogue unless one turns

8nd faces the synagogue. (Maimonides, Mishnah Torah, Hilchot
Tefilah, 5:6)
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And one should not pray...behind the synagogue: R. Helbo said
the one who prays behind the synagogue is called wicked. These
words apply to the worshipper who does not turn to face the
synagogue, but if he turns to face the synagogue there is no

problem. Since we pray to the east, when one prays behind a
synagogue, which is on the west and faces the synagogue, one
"consequently faces the direction that the congregation is praying
towards. But if he does not turn and face the synagogue it
appears as if there are two powers. (TUR, Orach Chaim, Hilchot

Tefilah 80, 81b-82a)
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And one should not pray behind a synagogue if one does not turn
hls face towards the synagogue. And 'behind the synagogue' is
the side with the opening, opposite the side the congregation
.faces when praying. And some explain that it is the opposite.
It is appropriate to pay attention to both opinions. And also,
when one prays on any of the sides outside of the synagogue, one
must be extremely careful to turn and face towards the synagogue.
And all this applies only when it is apparent [to othersl that
one is turning one’s back to the synagogue, but if one is praying
in a house next to the synagogue and one faces the Land of Israel
as is appropriate and his back is to the wall of his house, which
is also the wall of the synagogue, it is permissable to face away
from the synagogue because he is not visible [to others].
(Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim, Hilchot Tefilah, 80, 7)

Of the three author/compilers, Rambam’s presentation of the
law is the most succinct; encapsulating the essence of the ruling
in a single terse sentence. He has stripped away all of the
Waterial he considered to be superfluous to one simply being able

to Perform the given task. Thus, he makes no mention of the
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personalities to whom these positions were originally attributed;
he combines the original and more general law with its later \ L
clarification; cites no prooftext; and, naturally, omits the ) i
concluding illustration. Again, from simply looking at Rambam’s

restatement, it is virtually impossible to understand the law’s

purpose.

The Tur, however, following its source closely?, provides
more insight into the function of this law in its restatement.
The Tur acknowledges the fact that the term "rear" of the

synagogue is ambiguous and states explicitly that this refers to

the side opposite the direction in which the congregation is
praying; for its readers, this would mean the west since people

pray towards the east.

The Tur, more than the others, appears to provide a fuller

~account of the law and tends to suggest the reasons behind the

action; in keeping with our general characterization above.

Here, too, Jacob b. Asher explains that the purpose for not A

praying behind a synagogue, unless one is facing it is that-- I %

following Rashi's interpretation--it appears that one recognizes

two divine powers. In addition, the Tur has made the implicit

concerns of the Talmud explicit in its restatement. Like the
Tafmud, the Tur continues to worry about appearances in the

belief that prayer orientation communicates important messages

about one's theology.

The Shulchan Aruch, in an uncharacteristic display of

detailed explanation, provides the longest discourse on the topic
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py including an alternate view point that diverges from the norm.
Karo begins with a basic and very brief restatement of the
normative law found in Berachot 6b. He then, like the Tur,
proceeds to explain which side of the synagogue is the "fear."
Here, too, he presents the general consensus in the most explicit
terms: "'Behind the synagogue’ is the side with the opening,
opposite the side the. congregation faces when praying." ,We
cshould note, as well, that this architectural configuration for
the synagogue contradicts the layout presented in Taseft%
Megilliah 3:21-22, advocated by Rambam, which requ{;es thé gates
of the synagogue to be on the east, irrespective of the direction
of prayer.s

Up until this point, Karo has been presenting just the
generally accepted interpretation of the law. Next, however, he
allows that others believe that the "rear" actually refers to the
- eastern wall towards which the congregation prays. A fuller

treatment of this option, attributed to R. Yonah in the name of

R. Yohanan, can be found in Beit Yosef, Karo’s commentary on the
Tur.s fThere Karo explains R. Yohanah’s reasons for advoecating
the position that he does.

R. Yohanan believes that if one were standing in the east--
his notion of "rear“—;it would be wrong to face the same
direction that the congregation faces when praying, since this
would require one to turn one's back towards the synagogue; in
his mind, a greater sin than not praying towards the Temple.

FUI‘thermore, R. Yohanan asserts that there is talmudic proof that
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one at the "rear"® should actually face the same wall the rest of
the congregation is facing (i.e., the eastern wall).

He supports his position with a quote from Berachot 30a,
which says that if "one is behind the mercy-seat one should
imagine oneself in front of the mercy-seat." Consequently, the
person standing at the "rear" of the synagogue, behind the
eastern wall, should imagine himself as being in front of it,
inside with the rest of the congregation. Though this
interpretation is not in the mainstream, Karo believes that it is
an opinion Qorthy of consideration.
| As a result of this divergent perspective, Karo decides that
the overriding concern should be for the need to face the
synagogue when praying, despite the fact that the talmudic intent
of this law was to insure that all of the worshippers faced the
same direction; a fact of which Karo's commentary to the Tur
suggests he was well aware. Thus, Karo's restatement actually
reshapes the talmudic law, making the synagogue the focal point
of prayer whenever one is praying on the outside of it and is
therefore visible to others.

He allows, however, that in the privacy of one’'s home one
should pray towardé the Land of Israel, even if it means turning
one's back towards the synagogue. The reason that this exception
is made is that in one's own home there is no need to worry that
Ssomeone may see and misinterpret this particular orientation.
Karo demonstrates a similar concern for appearances, as noted in

the Talmud, but here the worry seems to be that one’s prayer
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orientation will reflect badly on the synagogue and community,

rather than on God.

PASSING BY A SYNAGOGUE WHILE CONGREGATION AT PRAYER
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And even to pass by the rear of a synagogue at the time when the
congregation is praying is prohibited because that person appears
as a heretic because he does not enter [the synagoguel. These
words apply when the person is not encumbered, but if he carries
a load it is obvious that because of his load he is prevented
[from enteringl. And even if he is not carrying something but he
is wearing tefillin it is clear that he is not a heretic. And,
even if he is unencumbered and without tefillin, if there is
another synagogue in town or if that synagogue has another
entrance there is no suspicion of him as a heretic since perhaps
he will go in through another entrance or to another synagogue.
(Tur, Orach Chaim, Hilchot Tefilah, 90, 82a)

This text is clearly a simple restatement ot the law, as
presented in the talmudic sources--BT Eruvin 18b, and BT Berachot
8b and 8la--in which Jacob b. Asher excludes any extraneous
material and integrates Rashi’s perspective on why passing a
synagogue while the congregation is at prayer is not permitted:
For fear of being mistaken for a heretic who has rejected the
basic principles of Judaism. But at the same time, the Tur has
succeeded once again in making explicit what the Talmud said only
lmplicitly.

Following this basic guideline for action, which, as was
also expressed in the talmudic texts themselves, focuses on how

one's actions might be interpreted by others, the Tur explains,
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why, under certain circumstances, people would be able to ignore

the general principle; as long as it is clear that it is not out

of contempt for the synagogue that one is not entering it.

THE PHYSICAL ORIENTATION OF THE SYNAGOGUE
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Wwhen one builds a synagogue, one should only put the gates on the
east, as it says, "and they encamped before the Tabernacle on the
east." (Num. 3:38) And an ark should be built in which the
Torah scroll is to be placed. And this ark should be built in
the direction people in that city pray in order that they will
face the ark when they stand to pray. (Maimonides, Mishnah Torah,
Hilchot Tefilah, 11:2)

The Mishnah Torah's description of the synagogue structure

and physical orientation, clearly based on Tosefta Megillah 3:21-
\22, is the only one of the Codes examined to address this issue
directly. In line with the Tosefta, Rambam asserts that the
gates should be on the east, while the Torah be placed on the
Jerusalem-oriented wall.

Contrary to the way that the Mishnah Torah configures the

synagogue layout, both the Tur and the Shulchan Aruch suggest,

albeit in an indirect fashion, a very different picture of the

Synagogue architectufe. In the Tur'’s and Shulchan Aruch’s
discussion of where the "rear" of the synagogue is located, it
Was made clear that the positioning of the synagogue gates was
done with reference to the prayer orientation. Thus, if the

congregation prayed to the east, the gates would be opposite, on

{
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the west.

Maimonides must have been an advocate of an alternative
custom or perhaps a tradition that coexisted with the other,
since the Talmud indicated that the synagogue gates should be
opppsite the direction of prayer. However, the rabbis living in
Babylon could require that gates be placed opposite the direction
of prayer and still not violate the requirements of the Tosefta,
since both laws result in an eastern orientation for the gates.
Cohsequently, the Babylonian'rabbis may, in fact, have adhered to
the prinqipres of the Tosefta. There is no way of knowing for
éure. Hence, it may not have been until after Rambam’s time that
gates were placed opposite the Jerusalem wall, on the west, in
communities west of the Land of Israel.

1t may have been shortly after Rambam's time, however, that
the tradition of placing the gates on the east began to change.
‘Moses ben Meir of Ferrara, a Tosafist living in the thirteenth
century, protests Maimonides’ ruling and believes that the gates
are required to be opposite the ark, even if this means placing
them to the west. Thus, we can see that the question of the
location of synagogue gates was not fully resolved until rather

late., s
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[During prayer] one must incline one's head forward a little so
that one's eyes will be down towards the Land, as it says, "And
My eyes and My heart shall abide there all the days." (I Kings
9:3) And we pray facing the Temple and therefore one must direct
one’s eyes down towards [the Templel and we must imagine as if we
are actually standing in it and praying, but one’s heart should
be directed upwards, as it says, "Let us lift up our hearts with
our hands"? to the God in heaven. (Lam. 3:41) (Tur, Orach Chaim,
Hilchot Tefilah, 95, 86b)

Again, the Tur is consistent with itself in that this

any of the others restatements. The Tur is the only Code to
address itseif to this tension between an internal and external
ﬁrayer orientation; a conflict originally discussed in this
manner in BT Yevamot 105b. It is not at all surprising that it
was the Tur that chose to present this issue, since it is the
only one of the three law coupilations that has indicated any

“ interest in the internal landscape of the worshipper.

In this text, the Tur encapsulates the basic dichotomy that

occurs within the body of the worshipper. The eyes, signifying
the external orientation, and the heart, representing an internal

crientation, are pulled in two different directions--one towards

the Temple and the other towards God. Though the text preserves
the reality of this conflict, which emerges when one must decide
what and where the true focus of one's prayers should be, this
condensed version transmits only the final resolution to the
Problem discussed in the talmudic passage.

This codification requiring the worshipper's eyes to be

Oriented "down" and heart to be oriented "up" still obscures what

particular text reflects a broader, more far-reaching scope than
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it is that leads to such prayer orientation. Thus we cannot
truly appreciate how heautifully this ruling weaves together two
opposing forces for worship orientation--internal and external--
and resolves them into a neat and seamless whole.

This text, as is the nature of the Codes in genera]j
presents the reader with a finished product that has been worked
and reworked to perfection to create just the right statement.
Bdt the end result in many cases--particularly in the Shulchan

|

Aruch and the Mishnah Torah--is devoid of the passidﬁ? the

challenges, and the anxieties that inspired its creation.

We can, however, appreciate these codifications of law for
what they are and the purpose that they were meant to serve.
Indeed, their ultimate goals are made clear by what it is from
the rabbinic tradition upon which they choose to focus. Yet, we
must also remember that these laws, as they are preserved in the
halacha--which is the form in which they are generally
transmitted and remembered by each generation--only tells a

fraction of the story.
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We observed in the very first chapter that the rabbis
perceived Jerusalem as the center of the world and the eternal
abode of God; an anchor in uncharted seas, providing a sense of
rootedness in place. Thus, for the Jewish community in the years
subsequent to the destruction of the Second Temple, prayer
orientation tpwards Jerusalem was a lifeline tossed out to
people floundering in a sea of chgos; resulting from political
and religious dislocation. It created a sense of uniformity,
structure, and unity which kept the Jewish people together
through times of great turbulence.

However, rather than ground the stability and order, which
they so desperately sought, in the topsy-turvy world of physical
reality, the rabbis turned inward to create a spiritual world of
their own. Thus, when the rabbis spoke of Jerusalem, the Tenmple,
and the Land of Israel--and an orientation towards these places--
they were not speaking solely of a physical reality but of an
ideal, a symbol ot what could be. As Neusner describes it,

Israel the nation existed f[onlyl in the heart and the

soul of the Jewish people, with the consequence that

the Land of Israel as an entity took on substance and
meaning otherwise called into doubt or denied by the

ordinary facts of life.:
As such, this internal, imaginary Jewish world, with Jerusalem as

its center,lnourished and sustained the Jewish people.

~—

As the center of the rabbis’ world, it was only proper, in

the eyes(of phe rabbis, that all Jews should pray facing

Y

Jerusalen. They would thus maintain Jerusalem and the Temple as
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their rightful center of the Jewish universe. Levi-Strauss could

hav had the rabbis in mind when he commented:
A native thinker makes the penetrating comment that
'511 sacred things must have their place.’ It could
even be said that being in their place is what makes

them sacred for if they were taken out of their place,
even in thought, the entire order of the universe would

be destroyed.?

Particqlarly following the wars against Rome, the rabbis’
gought the stability of a prayer orientation towards Jerusalem.

To survive as the Jewish people following the
destruction of the Temple and the subsequent exile of many of its
members, the Jews were required to vouchsafe three sacred bonds:
their covenantal relationship with their land, their ability to
communicate with their God, and their profound sense of
connection to one another as a distinct community. Each of these
elements was, and remains until this day, an essential ingredient
of the uniquely Jewish religion and way of life.

Prayer orientation towards Jerusalem enabled the Jewish
community to accomplish all three tasks, because prayer
orientation was ultimately about connection, relationship, and
belonging. By establishing prayer in the direction of the
Temple, the rabbis provided the possibility for maintaining a
connection with a distant land, an opportunity to nurture a
relationship with God from far away, and the means to generate a
sense of belonging and unity among the Jewish people living on
foreigﬁ soil. Consequently, we might say that prayer orientation

eStablishgd sacred bonds, even as it designated a sacred

di :
irection towards a sacred place.
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Let us now summarize how the rabbis perceived a Jerusalem-
focused prayer orientation functioning in these three different
ways:

1) A CONNECTION TO THE LAND: As long as the Jews were praying

every day towards Jerusalem, even a Jerusalem in their minds,
they could never lose their connection with their sacred city,
and all that it represented. Praying towards Jerusalem was a
constant reminder of the centrality of the land, bound in the
covenant between the Jewish people and the Jewish God. The land
would always be at the center of their national hopes and
aspirations continually nourishing the Jewish people and
providing them with a strong sense of national identity, even in

the darkest of times when they felt so lost and alone.

2) A RELATIONSHIP WITH GOD: But an orientation towards

Jerusalem linked Jews to more than a geographical place; its
impact was much greater because that place was the site of the
Temple, a House built to God’s name, an eternal abode for the
divine presence. Thus, praying towards Jerusalem linked a people
to its God in a very profound way.

The Jewish God had for so long been rooted in the Jewish
land. But once the Jewé lived in exile, it was very easy for
them to begin to feel alienated from their God. Would God
continue to hear the prayers of those banished from the land? In
T'ésponse to this very real and pressing questioﬁ, the rabbis

frequently underscored the function of prayer orientation as a
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means to reestablish a spiritual contact with the God of their
ancient homeland.

The physical orientation of prayer towards the Temple in
Jerusalem became a mechanism for enabling the worshipper to
attain an intense internal focus on and relationship with a very
abstract and distant God; thus assuring the people that God was
accessible to them even in exile.

Furthermore, the external expression of a prayer orientation
was also perceived by the rabbis to communicate a person’s
devotion and loyalty to God. A distinectly Jewish prayer
orientation thus served as a theological litmus test which
countered other religious groups’ claims about the nature and
.location of God. Hence, praying towards the east, but away from
the Templé, is disparaged by the rabbis as being the direction
towards which the heretics prayed. We can now understand why it
was so important to the rabbis that all Jews prayed towards
Jerusalem: It was an expression, to the surrounding peoples and
to Jews, of Jewish loyalty and dedication to the Jewish God.

The Jews lived, at various times and places, amidst other
peoples whose particular views of God were radically different
than the Jewish one. Therefore, by regulating that all Jews pray
towards one place, Jerusalem, the rabbis provided a way for the
Jewish community to distinguish itself from its neighbors
theologically and also to make a unique statement about the

hature of thekJewish God, who is also one.
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A SENSE OF COMMUNITY: In addition to distinguishing the Jews

from other religious groups who held conflicting views about God,
a prayer orientation towards Jerusaleﬁ also engendered a
tremendous sense of unity and belonging to a distinct group
because, in the words of the rabbis, "All Israel would be praying
towards one place."

Consequently, praying in a direction other than towards
;Jerusalem not only called into question one'’s relationship with
God but challenged one’s relationship with the Jewish community
as a whole. A certain scorn for the Jewish community and the
bbligations incumbent upon its members was perceived by the
rabbis when a Jew, for example, prayed outside of a synagogue in
a direction that did not conform to the way the rest of the
community prayed. External appearances, in this regard, became
very significant because the direction in which one prayed
Clear]y'dejineated who was in and who was out of the Jewish
community.

The Jewish sense of identity as a distinct community,
eSpecially while living in exile amidst a multitude of other
Peéoples and religions, could easily have been»weakened and
undermined. The threat of wanton assimilation or a gradual
melting into the dominant culture on the part of the Jews was
Very much a reality. Consequently, prayer orientation functioned
to insure that the Jews continued to maintain a vital connection
With th§ir people.

The rabbis’ vigorous advocacy of praying towards Jerusalem
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was not so much a reflection of the world that existed a§ it was
an expression of the world they desired, with the ultimate goal
of providing a structure to help insure the continuity of the
Jewish people. Consequently, our earlier attempts to correlate
the Jewish perspective of worship orientation, as expressed in
the rabbinic texts, with the archaeological evidengefyegé%ding
prayer orientation were sorely misguided, in thatf;e were
comparing two radically different»worlds, with two very different
frames of reference. The rabbis’ texts provide insigﬁt into the
world of a select group of men, grounded in a subjective need to
provide structure and order for the internal life of their
people. On the other hand, the archaeologists were primarily
concerned with collecting artifacts which would reveal to them,
in as objective a way as possible, the way things were,
regardless of the way the rabbis wanted things to be. Hence, it
is virtually impossible to measure the world of the rabbis
against the world of archaeology.

However, archaeological evidence does indicate that, by the
time of the B5th or 6th centuries, the construction of synagogues
seemed to conform, by and large, to the rabbinic model of
orientation. This confluence between the archaeological and
rabbinic models of prayer orientation is evidence that by this
time the rabbinic view of prayer orientation was not just a
Vision that they dreamed of but had gained acceptance among the
People and was actually being practiced.

In Tosefta Megillah, we learned that the ark for the Torah
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was built into the wall so as to be oriented with reference to
the Temple in Jerusalem. In this way, the synagogue architecture
allows, indeed demands, an orientation towards Jerusalem. Even
the archaeological evidence supports this contention that the
synagogue was designed to express the orientation required of the
people.

1f we recall the archaeological evidence concerning the
evolution of prayer orientation we will remewmber that changes in
the architecture developed in response to people’s needs. The
earliest synagogues had their gates towards Jerusalem so that the
worshippers could easily face in that direction; however, with
the institution of the Torah as a permanent fixture, the
congregation needed to face both the Torah and Jerusalem. As a
result, the synagdgue structure was changed to better serve the
people, since it was awkward to have the Torah on the same wall
as the main entrance which would require the worshippers to turn
around immediately upon entering. Archaeological remains have
even provided examples of synagogues that were constructed in one
way and later remodeled to conform with the new pattern.

This greater coﬁcern among the rabbis with the orientation
of the people rather than the synagogue itself should not be
surprising because in the words of Landsberger,

The synagogue was not a dwelling of the Deity. [t was

a community house. Its chief function was to serve as
a place of prayer for a large assembly of people. 1f
the sacred direction of the Temple might be called

theogenous, that of the synagogue, by pointing the way
for the worshipper, should be called anthropogenous.s

In fact, orientation only makes sense in relationship to
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human beings:

Kant argues that orientation is always in relation to
our bodies, maps, charts, or cardinal directions are
useless unless they be oriented with respect to the

individual body.... It is the relationship to the
human body, and our experience of it, that orients us
in space, that confers meaning to place. Human beings

are not placed, they bring place into being.s

A distinct orientation for prayer was solely for the benefit
of the worshipper, and in many ways helped the individual Jew,
and the community, make sense out of the place that they found
themselves in; a place, 1in time and space, that was initially
Qith out bearings and completely disjointed from all prior
experience. Eliade notes that, even in the best of times,
religious people cannot live in a completely chaotic, undefined
sense of space. There needs to be a defined orientation, a
sacred direction, if you will, that defines and gives meaning to
the space in which one lives.® One ot the things which this
study has demonstrated is the sheer will of the rabbis to bring
the sacred place of Jerusalem and the Temple into being. With
this distinct prayer orientation towards Jerusalem, the rabbis
created a unique and sacred sense of space for the Jewish people,
which allowed them to continue to thrive and create until this

day.
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hought,® The Land of lsrael, 154.
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13. Avi-Yonah, M. "Ancient Synagogues," 98.
14, Seager, A. "Ancient Synagogue Architecture," 39. N

8. Ibid., 39.

39



Notes on Chapter Two Cont,:

16. Shanks, H. Judaism in Stone, 987.

17. Ibid., 101.

18, Chiat, Marilyn "First-Century Synagogue
Architecture,”" Ancient Synagogues, 49.

19. Ibid., 49.

20. Ibid., 50. See also G. Foerster, "The Synagogues at
Masada and Herodium," Journal of Jewish Art, 3/4 (1977),
6-11.

21. Ibid., 50.

22, Tosefta Meg. 3:22

. 23. Avi-Yonah, M. "Ancient Synagogues," 99.

24, Ibid., 99.

25. Shanks, H. Judaism in Stone, 26.

26. The possibility remains that this structure is not a
synagogue at all, but no scholars have suggested this.

27. Shanks, M. Judaism in Stone, 28-9. See, too, G.
Foerster, "The Synagogue at Masada and Herodium," Eretz
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Notes to Chapter Four:

1. Such as Num. 3:38 or Song of Songs 4:4, But in these cases,
their application to the issue of orientation depends more upon
rabbinic interpretation rather than a clearly stated view
concerning orientation.

2. All of the following texts are rendered according to the
translations in TANAKH: A New Translation of The Holy Scriptures,
(New York: JPS, 1985).

3. Devries, Simon J. "] Kings," World Biblical Commentary,
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5. Jones, Gwilym H. "1 and Il Kings," The New Century Bible
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Notes to Chapter Five:

1. The main gate of the First Temple opened to the east and the
Holy of Holies was situated on the west. Thus, the "ancestors"
were facing away from God. For a picture of the design of the
First Temple, see Schaffer, 5. Isragl’s Temple Mount,
(Jerusalem: Achva Press, 1875), plate 3.4.

2. See Ezekiel chapter 8.

3. Even though the rabbis lived when the Temple was in ruins,
its association with the divine presence was maintained. See
Palestinian Talmud, Berachot 4:5, for a further discussion of
this issue.
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i. This verse is slightly misquoted. It's written here as
Hitpalelu, but appears as Yitpalelu in the biblical text.
2. This appears to be a corrupt citation and could come from
either source.
3. While the stress is on the internal, the physical orientation

is by no means insignificant. How external orientation fits into
this particular configuration of prayer orientation will be
discussed towards the conclusion of this text’s analysis since it
is not mentioned by the text itself until the end.
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Tosefta and other Baraita.

5. Neusner, Jacob "The Amazing Mishnah," Moment, Qol. 14, no.
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i1, Neusner, Jacob "The Amazing Mishnah," 22,

12, Saeger, Andrew "The Architecture of the Dura and Sardis
Synagogues, " 160.

13. Landsberger, Franz "The Sacred Direction in Synagogue and
Church," The Synagogue, ed. H. Orlinsky, 246.

14, Schafer, Shaul Israel’s Temple Mount: The Jews’
Magnificent Sanctuary, (Jerusalem: Achva Press, 1975), 16.

.15, See the commentary on the Palestinian Talmud, Berachot 4:5,
relating to this issue of the eternality of God’s presence at the
Temple site.
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Notes to Chapter S$ix Cont:

16. This orientation towards Jerusalem in the earliest
synagogues has recently been challenged. See the chapter above
on archaeological evidence.

17. We do not know whether this text accurately reflects what
was done during Second Temple times or is a later rabbinic
interpolation.
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Notes to Chapter Seven:

1. The orientation towards Jerusalem is only inferred in Mishnah
Berachot, and could just as easily be towards the Temple.

|
2. Goldenberg, Robert "Talmud,” Back To The Sources: Reading
The Classic Jewish Texts ed. Barry Holtz, (New York: Summit
Books, 1984), 136. j

3. See Baba Batra 25a for a discussion of the loaaijonféf the
Shechinah, dealt with in part below. '

4. Landsberger, F. "Sacred Directions," 252.
5. Ibid., 246.
6. See sections [I1I1-VI.

7. See above for Neusner’s and Kraabel’'s theory of how the
physical Teumple was transformed into a powerful symbol by the
rabbis distinct from its physical reality.

8. 'The following passage 1s rather long in comparison with the
others, and comprises a number of different issues, thus it will
be analyzed in thematic sections.

9, Following Rashi, Bartenura, and others on this verse as it is
also understood in Babyonian Talmud and Mishnah.

10. This verse is bracketed in the original.

11. R. Avun has proved that people continued to pray for
Jerusalem and the Temple even after its destruction through a
word play on talpiyyot. Jerusalem, therefore, is understood as
the tel (a mound of ruined remains) for which people continue to
pray. This demonstrates a continuing concern for the Temple and
a desire to see it rebullt. It I1s thus implied that people are
also praying towards Jerusalem since they are praying for it.

12. e.g., Birkat HaMazon and Me’ein Shalosh.

13. The following citations refer to blessings that deal with
the desire to rebuild Jerusalem.

14, The full verse states that God is returning to heaven
(mekomi) until the people realize their guilt and repent; thus
God is not always in the Jerusalem.
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15. This verse demonstrates that God’s presence in and concern

for Jerusalem endures eternally despite the destruction of the
Temple.

16. The two verses quoted seem to contradict one another.
17. In the heavens.

i8. In the Temple.

19. The notion of a Holy of Holies in heaven parallel to the one

on earth, in Jerusalem, is a prevalent rabbinic concept. See
Turney} H. From Temple to Meeting House, (The Hague: Mouton
Publishers, 1979), 26-31, who asserts that many religious

traditions contain a belief that sacred places on earth, like the

Temple, are microcosms of the heavenly realm.
20. This is the prooftext for the Rabbi Pinchas’ position.

21. The interpretations play on the root of Moriah, which is
ambiguous. One claims the root (11}77) to teach and asserts a

from there. The other assumes the root (%(7") to fear and
connects this with the fear of God associated with Temple.

\

those who uphold its contents and curse (arira) to those who
transgress its contents.

23. A word play on the root of devir (’7]fT).

22. A word play on aron; suggesting the root of light (ora) to

reference to the teachings of the Sanhedrin that were diseminated
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Notes on Chapter Eight:

1. i.e., turn mentally.

2. R. Sheshet was blind and therefore could not determine the
directions for himself.

3. See Berachot 30a and Tosefta Berachot 3:14.

4, That is to say, if the heart is directed to heaven then God
will listen; a motif familiar from even the biblical passages.

5. l.e., properly concentrate or focus on one’s prayer.

6. See discussion in Landsberger, F. "Sacred Directions in
Synagogue and Church,” 2486.

7. [t is interesting that R. Huna, a Babylonian Amora, was a
disciple of Raba who taught a related law in the following

passage, Berachot 8b.

8. The rear is understood to mean behind, that is outside, the
synagogue. Which side is the rear? Rashi interprets this to
refer to the side opposite the wall that faces Jerusalem, which
he further notes is the side with the gate, since in Babylon the
gates face east. Thus the front of the synagogue faces west and

Jerusalem.

9. Implying that only the wicked would go around to the back,
since this seems sinister. :

10. Abaye lived a generation after R. Huna, thus it is very
possible that Abaye’s clarifications were actually
reinterpretations of what R. Huna had taught. Whatever the case,
Abaye’s understanding of R. Huna’s teaching became the accepted

view.
11. Rashi’s comment on the meaning of this text.
12. Following Rashi's interpretation.

13. Though Abaye was a contemporary rival of Raba’s who almost
always presented a contradictory ruling (not generally followed),
his comments here seem to be more along the lines ot elucidations
that were not contested. Furthermore, Abaye’s statements are
really said in response to those of R. Joshua b. Levi.

Therefore, we can assume that the exceptions that he notes were

generally agreed upon.
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14, The emphasis here is on "lift up."
15. Here the emphasis is on lifting hearts.

16. See sec. IV, p. 125.
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Notes on Chapter Nine:

1. See discussion above on the exilic origins of praying towards
Jerusalem; ch. 4, p. 65 ff.

5. The Tur, however, attributes the general law to R. Chelbo, 2
Babylonian contemporary of R. Huna, rather than to R. Huna, as in
the Talmud.

3. See Rambam on the orientation of the synagogue in the section
below, p. 120-122.

4, See Tur O0.H. Hilchot Tefilah, 90, g1b-82a.
5. Outside on the east.

6. Landsberger, F. wThe Sacred Direction in Synagogue and
Church, " 251.

7. Literally, "lift up our hearts to our hands. It has been
suggested that the text be emended to read not el (to) but al
(not, rather), thus rendering the meaning: "Let us l]ift up our

hearts rather than our hands." cf. Joel 2:13.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 10:

1. Neusner, J. Qur Sages, God, and lIsrael, (New York: Rossel
Books, 1884), xvi.

2. Levi-Strauss, C. The Savage Mind, (Chicago, 1966), in Smith,
J. Z. To Take Place, (Chicago, University of Chicago Press,
1887), xifi.

3. Landsberger, F. "Sacred Directions,”™ 240,

4, Smith, J. 2. To Take Place, 27-28.

5. See Eliade, M. The Sacred and the Profane: The Nature of

Religion, (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World, Inc., 19568),
20-24,
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