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“AboutHimselforSomeoneElse ”:
LamentandSolidarityintheNarrativeofPhilipandtheEthiopian

∗

JoannaCollicutt∗∗

Abstract:ThenarrativeoftheconversionoftheEthiopianeunuch
inActs８centresontheinterpretationofalamentconcerningthe
“sufferingservant”fromIsaiah５３．Therearestrikingparallelswith
thenarrative ofthe Emmaus Roadin Luke２４, in whichtwo
individualsarepointedtotheHebrewscripturesinordertoestablish
sufferingasadefiningcharacteristicofthe Messiah．Thispaper
explores parallels between the two narratives, including the
significanceoflamentandtheexperienceoftraumainthelivesofthe
protagonists(bereavementthroughcrucifixioninLuke２４,castration
andmarginalizationinActs８)．Itappliesthepsychologicalconceptof
posttraumaticgrowthinbothcases．ItgoesontoarguethatinActs８
aforeign,damaged,sexuallyambiguous,andmarginalizedindividual
isabletoenterintotheancientJewishlament,tomakeitinsome
sensehisown,andtoexperiencesolidaritythroughboththisandthe
closepresenceoftheApostlePhilip, whoassistsinitsinterpretation．
ItsuggeststhatthepresentＧdayreaderisalsoinvitedtodothisbythe
openform oftheEthiopian􀆳squestionandthefactthatitremains
unansweredinthetext．Thisinpartaccountsforthelongevityof
textsoflamentintheHebrewScriptures,andtheirreadyreceptionin
culturesfarremovedfromtheiroriginalcontext．

∗

∗∗

Thisisaversionofapaperoriginallygivenasanoralpresentationattheconference “Lament,

reading,andtherapy” organizedbytheUniversityofOxfordandKing􀆳sCollegeLondonandheldin
Oxfordon５thNovember２０１８．

JoannaCollicutt, UniversityofOxford, King􀆳sCollegeLondon．
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ThispapertakesapsychologicalapproachtoActs８:２６Ｇ３９,atextfrom
theChristianNewTestamentthatisitselfareadingofatextfromtheHebrew
Bible,Isaiah５３．Itfocusesonlamentasapsychosocialtherapeuticprocess
ratherthanaliterarygenre．Theapplicationofpsychologyinbiblicalstudies
hasachequeredhistory．① Nevertheless,Ihavepreviouslyarguedthat,ifused
appropriately,psychologyhasthecapacitytoilluminateexegesisandenrich
interpretation②,andthispaperwillattempttoillustratethepoint．

Ⅰ．ThePsychosocialFunctionofLament

ThewordlamentismostsimplydefinedinEnglishas“toexpressorfeel
sorrowfor”, butlamentingisbothbroaderinscopeanddeeperinintensity
thanthis．Itisperhapsthemostobviousresponsetolossandisengagedinas
bothanindividualandgroupexercise;itexpressesnotonlyconsternationat
whatorwhohasbeenlost,butalsoadesireforthingstobemaderight．

Thereareseveralaspectstolament．Itisameansofventingemotion．It
involvesprotest,eitheratthesituationitselforatthekindofworldorderin
whichsuchthingshappen．ItcanbeaformofselfＧassertion,ofrefusingtobe
silenced,andthusanexpressionofpower．

Itisalsoincreasinglybeingseenasawayofmakingmeaning③,offeringa
frameworkwithin whichtoprocesssignificantexistentialissuesbyposing
“Why?”questions．Itcaninvolvehighdegreesofcreativity,especiallywhereit
becomesa moreformalizedgenre withinatradition．Itisalsointimately
associatedwithnarrative,theweavingofeventsintoastory,bearingwitness

①

②

③

See,forexample, WayneRollins,SoulandPsyche: TheBibleinPsychologicalPerspective
(Minneapolis, MN: FortressPress,１９９９),６２Ｇ７５．

JoannaCollicutt, “BringingtheAcademicDisciplineofPsychologytoBearontheStudyofthe
Bible,”JournalofTheologicalStudies６３(２０１２):１Ｇ４８．

Lewis Hall, M．Elizabeth, Laura Shannonhouse etal．, “ReligionＧSpecific Resourcesfor
MeaningＧMakingfrom Suffering: Definingthe Territory,” Mental Health, Religion & Culture ２１
(２０１８):７７Ｇ９２．
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andspeakingtruth．① Oftenthoselamentingaredrawnintothestory,asking
themselveswhethertheycouldorshouldhaveacteddifferently, expressing
contritionorremorsefortheparttheymayhaveplayed(asinIsaiah５３:３Ｇ４)．

Whilelamentbeginsasaspontaneousresponsetoanacuterecenttragedy,

itcancometoberepeatedregularlyasanintentionalritualtoensurethatthe
eventandthepeopleconcernedarenotforgottenandmistakesnotrepeated．
Communallamentcanbindgroupstogetheranddeepensasenseofcollective
identity．②Pathos,inword,gesture,ormusic,isofteninvokedtorefreshthe
emotionalintensityandlessentheriskofdriftingintoemptycustom．The
HebrewBibleoffersmanyresourcesforbothpersonalandcommunallament,

particularlyinthePsalms③, andthebookofLamentationsisrecitedinthis
waybybothChristiansandJewsatkeypointsintheirliturgicalcalendars．

Lamentislessprominentasaliterary genreinthe Christian New
Testament,butitspsychologicalbuildingblocksarewidespread,forexample
inJesus􀆳responsetotherejectionofhismessageinGalileeandJerusalemand
inthepassionnarratives．Theseprovidedresourcesforpersonalandcommunal
devotion which becameelaboratedin medievalandearly modern western
Christianityaroundmotifssuchas“TheManofSorrows”andthePiet􀅣．These
formsofdevotionallowedbelieverstoconnecttheirpersonalgriefswitha
biggertraditionoflamentinawaythatbothvalidatedandgavedeepermeaning
totheirexperience．

Ⅱ．TheText: Acts８:２６Ｇ３９

２６ThenanangeloftheLordsaidtoPhilip, “Getupandgotoward
thesouthtotheroadthatgoesdownfromJerusalemtoGaza．” (Thisisa
wildernessroad．)　２７Sohegotupandwent．NowtherewasanEthiopian
eunuch,acourtofficialoftheCandace,queenoftheEthiopians,incharge

①

②

③

RitaNakashimaBrockandRebeccaAnnParker,SavingParadise: HowChristianityTraded
LoveofthisWorldforCrucifixionandEmpire (Boston, MA: BeaconPress,２００８),５１．

JenniferCole, “PainfulMemories: RitualandtheTransformationofCommunity Trauma,”

Culture, Medicine& Psychiatry２８(２００４):８７Ｇ１０５．
JenniferBrownandJoannaCollicutt, “Psalms９０,９１and９２asaMeansofCopingwithTrauma

andAdversity,” MentalHealth,Religion, &Culture２５(２０２２):２７６Ｇ２８７．
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ofherentiretreasury．HehadcometoJerusalemtoworship２８andwas
returninghome;seatedinhischariot,hewasreadingtheprophetIsaiah．
２９ThentheSpiritsaidtoPhilip, “Goovertothischariotandjoinit．”３０
SoPhilipranuptoitandheardhimreadingtheprophetIsaiah．Heasked,
“Doyouunderstandwhatyouarereading?”３１Hereplied, “HowcanI,

unlesssomeoneguidesme?” AndheinvitedPhiliptogetinandsitbeside
him．３２Nowthepassageofthescripturethathewasreadingwasthis:
“Likeasheephewasledtotheslaughter,andlikealambsilentbeforeits
shearer,sohedoesnotopenhismouth．３３Inhishumiliationjusticewas
deniedhim．Whocandescribehisgeneration? Forhislifeistakenaway
fromtheearth．”３４TheeunuchaskedPhilip, “Aboutwhom, mayIask
you, doestheprophetsaythis, abouthimselforaboutsomeoneelse?”

３５ThenPhilip begantospeak, andstarting withthisscripture, he
proclaimedtohimthegoodnewsaboutJesus．３６ Astheyweregoing
alongtheroad,theycametosomewater;andtheeunuchsaid, “Look,

hereiswater! Whatistopreventmefrombeingbaptized?” [３７]３８He
commandedthechariottostop,andbothofthem,Philipandtheeunuch,

wentdownintothewater,andPhilipbaptizedhim．３９ Whentheycame
upoutofthewater, theSpiritoftheLordsnatchedPhilipaway; the
eunuchsawhimnomore,andwentonhiswayrejoicing．(EnglishNew
RevisedStandardVersion)

Thispassagehassometimesbeenpairedwiththeaccountofthejourneyto
Emmausin Chapter２４ ofLuke􀆳s Gospel．Asistypicalfor Luke, both
narrativesaresetinthecontextofajourney,ormorespecifically“ontheroad”
(hodos),aterm LukeusesnolessthanninetimesinActstorefertothe
Christianfaith．OnboththeroadstoEmmausandGazawefindpeoplein
perplexity whoarehelped bya mysteriousindividual whointerpretsthe
HebrewBibletothem．IntheEmmausnarrativethisisthewholesweepof
scripturebeginningwith MosesandtheProphetsbutalsoextendingtothe
Psalms(Luke２４:２７,４４); ontheGazaRoaditistheScrolloftheProphet
Isaiah．Bothnarrativesinvolvemarginalpeople: “somewomen”andapairof
disciplesoutsidetheinnercircleoftheTwelveinLuke２４,agentileeunuch(of
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whichmorebelow)inActs８．Bothdescribeanaffectiveresponseof“burning
hearts” (Luke２４:３２)and “rejoicing” (Acts８:２９), whicharesaidtooccur
ontheroad．Later Christianinterpretershavenotedthatboth narratives
culminateinasacrament: theEucharist (orprotoＧeucharist) atEmmaus,

baptismontheroadtoGaza．Forthepurposesofthispaper,itisperhapsmost
importanttonotethatbotharealsoconcernedwithlament．

InanearlierpublicationIofferedapsychologicalreadingoftheEmmaus
Roadnarrative, presentingitasaninstanceofthepsychologicalconceptof
“posttraumaticgrowth”．① Thisisarelativelyrecentconceptinpsychology,

thoughembeddedin manyofthe wisdom traditionsofworldreligions．It
describesthephenomenon wherebyanindividualorcommunityexperience
benefitsaswellascostsintheaftermathoftraumaandsuffering．Theterm
“posttraumaticgrowth” (obviouslymodelledon “posttraumaticstress”) was
introducedby Richard Tedeschiand LawrenceCalhouninabookentitled
Trauma and Transformation published in １９９５．② They argue that
transformationiskeytodistinguishingthisprocessfrombothdefensivedenial
andresilientcoping．Instead,inposttraumaticgrowthatransformativepositive
changeissaidtooccursothatthereisanadvancebeyondthepreＧtraumatic
state．Thischangeinvolvesemotionalengagementwiththetraumaandits
effectsandthereforemaybeaccompaniedbyadegreeofpsychologicaldistress,

butthisdistressisseenashealthyratherthanpathological．Basedonempirical
studiesoftraumasurvivors, growthhasbeenidentifiedasfallingunderthe
broadcategoriesofincreasedappreciationoflife; deepeningofrelationships
withthosegoingthroughthesamethingorwhohavebeentheretohelp;the
discoveryofunexpectedpersonalstrengths;theopeningupofunforeseenlife

①

②

JoannaCollicutt, “Posttraumatic Growth andthe Originsof Early Christianity,” Mental
Health,Religion&Culture９(２００６):２９１Ｇ３０６．

Richard Tedeschiand Lawrence Calhoun, Trauma and Transformation: Growinginthe
Aftermathof Suffering (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, １９９５)．See also Richard Tedeschi, Jane
ShakespeareＧFinch, KanakoTakuetal．, PosttraumaticGrowth: Theory, Research,andApplications
(NewYork: Routledge,２０１８)．
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options;andspiritualdevelopment．①

Centraltotheprocessisthereconstitutionofcognitiveschemas(working
modelsoftheworld) whichareunderstoodtohavebeenshatteredbythe
traumaticexperience．② Theinitialresponsetotraumaincludesunmanageable
distress,incomprehension,andineffectiveaction．Thereisthenlikelytobea
periodofquestioningofpreviousassumptionsabouttheworld,reflectingan
attempttomendbrokenschemas．Thiscanbeahelpfulprocess,especiallyif
supportedbyotherpeopleorresources (forexamplebooksofferingpractical
wisdom), andthe weaving ofeventsinto a narrativeappearsto be a
particularlypowerfulwayofreＧestablishingorder．③ButTedeschiandCalhoun
arguethatmorethanmendingisrequiredifrobustmeaningistobemadeand
growthistooccur: theorganisationoftheschemasneedstoberadically
transformed so that their buildingＧblocks are reconstituted in a more
sophisticatedformthatdoesbetterjusticetotheevents．Thisreorganisationof
thementallandscapeisaformofwisdomthatisthencarriedforwardbythe
individualorcommunityintoahealthyengagementwiththeworld．

InmyearlierpaperIarguedthatsomethinglikethisishappeningwhen
JesustakestheHebrewScriptures—thebasisofexistingassumptionsabout
theworldforthepairontheEmmausRoadbutwhichhavebeenshatteredby
hisviolentdeath—andbeginsaprocessoftransformingtheassumptionsby
drawingouttheideathatitwas “．．．necessarythattheMessiahshouldsuffer
thesethingsandthenenterintohisglory．．．” (Luke２４:２６) Thisprocessof
transformingthereceptionoftextsfromtheHebrewBiblesothattheywere
notonlyreconciledwiththedeathandsufferingofJesus,butenabledtoinfuse
thesewith meaning, isseenacrosstheNew Testamentasawhole．④ One

①

②

③

④

RichardTedeschiandLawrenceCalhoun, “ThePosttraumaticGrowthInventory: Measuringthe
PositiveLegacyofTrauma,”JournalofTraumaticStress９(１９９６):４５５Ｇ４７１; RichardTedeschi, Arnie
Cann, KanakoTakuetal．, “ThePosttraumaticGrowthInventory: ARevisionIntegratingExistentialand
SpiritualChange,”JournalofTraumaticStress３０(２０１７):１１Ｇ１８．

Richard Tedeschiand Lawrence Calhoun, Trauma and Transformation: Growinginthe
AftermathofSuffering,７８．SeealsoRonnieJanoffＧBulman,ShatteredAssumptions: TowardsaNew
PsychologyofTrauma (NewYork: TheFreePress,１９９２)．

MichelleCrossley,IntroducingNarrativePsychology:Self,TraumaandtheConstructionof
Meaning (Buckingham: OpenUniversityPress,２０００)．

JoannaCollicutt, “PosttraumaticGrowthandtheOriginsofEarlyChristianity,”３００Ｇ３０３．
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passageinwhichthisisevidentisthestoryofPhilipandtheEthiopianwhich,

ratherthanreferringvaguelytothewholeofscripture,focusesonandquotesa
specifictext．

Ⅲ．TheTextwithintheText:Isaiah５３:７bＧ８a

ThetextquotedinActs８:３２Ｇ３３isreproducedverbatimfromtheGreekOld
Testament．Itisabriefextract,andintheoriginalitcontinues, “Whocouldhave
imaginedhisfuture?Forhewascutofffromthelandoftheliving,strickenforthe
transgressionofmypeople．” Thisoffersapotentialtheologicalinterpretation, but
Lukechoosesnottoincludeit,eitherbecauseheleavesitasanallusionforthoseof
hisaudiencefamiliarwithIsaiahorbecauseherejectsthepenalsubstitutionary
interpretation(hedoessomethingsimilarinChapter４ofhisGospelinquotingIsaiah
６１:１Ｇ２a)．Alternatively, somecommentators① havesuggestedthatthequote
endswiththephrase“takenawayfromtheearth”asawayofdenotingJesus􀆳
resurrection(cf．Luke２４:４６)orhisascension．

Thetextformspartof whatissometimesreferredtoasthefourth
“servantsong”indeuteroＧIsaiah(４２:１Ｇ４;４９:１Ｇ６;５０:４Ｇ９;５２:１３Ｇ５３:１２),

thoughthereisdisagreementamongscholarsastowhetherthesepassagescan
infactbetreatedtogether．② Clearly,intheiroriginalcontextthesedidnot
refertoJesus．However,scholarshipisdividedastotheidentityoftheoriginal
“servant”．Thepassagescouldbeautobiographical, referringtothewriter
himselforperhapsanotherprophetknowntothewriterandhiscommunity．
MichaelGoulderhasmadeastrongcaseforidentifyinghim withthesixth
centuryBCEKingJehoiachinwhowasdeported(“takenawayfromtheland”)

in５９７inthefirstwaveofBabylonianexiles．③ AsdeuteronＧIsaiahisusually
thoughttohavebeenwrittentowardstheendoftheexilicperiodsixtyorso
yearslater,thiswouldnecessitateeitheranearlierdatingorsuggestthatthe

①

②

③

Forexample, HansConzelmann,TheActsoftheApostles (Minneapolis, MN:FortressPress,

１９８７),６８．
DarrellHannah, “IsaiahwithinJudaismoftheSecondTemplePeriod,”inIsaiahintheNew

Testament,eds．SteveMoyiseandMaartenMenken(LondonT．& T．Clark,２００５),２７Ｇ２８．
MichaelGoulder, “BeholdMyServantJehoiachin,”VetusTestamentus５２(２００２):１７５Ｇ１８７．
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authoriswritingretrospectively．
A morecautiousandalsothe mostcommoninterpretation (perhaps

becausetheservantisnotnamed) hasbeenthatthesepassagespresentan
individualwhostandsforthewholeofGod􀆳speople,ormorespecificallythe
righteous, ratherasthe psalmist may speakfortherighteous with an
individualvoice, beginning withtheblessed manofPsalm １．① Thisalso
appearstohavebeenthemaininterpretationinSecondTempleJudaism, where
itisrepeatedlyappliedtoarighteousgroupofJewsexistingintheoppressive
culturalenvironmentof Hellenism (e．g．Wisdom ２Ｇ５) orunder Roman
occupation(e．g．TheHabakkukCommentaryfromtheQumranscrolls)．

Nevertheless,therearealsoeschatologicalmessianicinterpretationsfrom
thisperiod(e．g．１Enoch:６２Ｇ６３)．Thisexistingtradition,togetherwiththe
sufferingsofthe mysteriousservantfigure (in Greek pais ordoulos)

documentedinIsaiah５０Ｇ５３, makethesepassagesapotentialresourcefor
reflectingonthesignificanceofJesustowhomthetermdoulosisappliedin
Philippians２:７．Whilethisdoesindeedseemtohavehappenedintheearly
church②,thesystematicapplicationofIsaiah５２: １３Ｇ５３: １２toJesusbarely
featuresintheNew Testament (incontrast,forexample,toPsalm２２and
１１０) beyondpassingreferencesinthecontextofJesus􀆳healing ministry
(Matthew８:１７);hisignominiousfatefacedwithpassivesilence(Matthew２７:

５７Ｇ６０;Luke２２:３７;１Peter２:２２)andthecontinuingrejectionofhismessageby
mainstreamJudaism (John１２:３６; Romans１０:１６)．Thepivotalnatureofthetext
inActs８:２６Ｇ３９isthereforesomethingofanexceptioninthisrespectand,unlike
thereferencescitedabove,itisnotexplicitlyidentifiedwithJesus．Insteadthe
identityoftheservantispresentedasaquestionposedbytheEthiopian．

Ⅳ．TheEthiopian

Likethe servantfigure in deuteronＧIsaiah, the Ethiopian may be
representativeofagroupofpeople．Hisstoryisplacedbetweentheconversion

①

②

DarrellHannah, “IsaiahwithinJudaismoftheSecondTemplePeriod,”２９．
William Bellingerand William Farmer, JesusandtheSuffering Servant: Isaiah ５３and

ChristianOrigins (Eugene, OR: Wipf&Stock,１９９８)．
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ofDiasporaJewsontheDayofPentecost (Acts２) andthatofthegentile
CorneliusandhisfamilyinActs１０．Hestandsinatrajectoryoutwardsfrom
PalestinianJews,throughDiasporaJewsandSamaritanstogentiles．Thisis
presentedbyLukeasanoutwardmovementoftheHolySpirit．InActs８Philip
ispreachinginSamariawhenadivinemessenger(whostandsfortheSpirit①)

commandshimtotravelsouthwardsalongadesertedroad (notanobvious
strategicmove) andattheendofhisencounteritistheSpiritwhosnatches
Philipawayandreturnshimtothenorth．

TheEthiopianisreturningfromworshippinginJerusalemandisreadinga
Jewishsacredtext．ThissupportstheargumentthatheisaDiasporaJewor
Jewishproselyte．② BecausehisconversionhappensaftertheSamaritansand
beforethegentilesitcanbeinferredthathisstatusisintermediate, perhaps
becauseofhisgeographicallydistantprovenance, Africanheritage,andorhis
sexuallyambiguousidentity．Heispresentedasaveryseniorroyalofficial．The
nameofhisqueenisgenericandherkingdom mayhavebeenintheKushite
empire(moderndaysouthernEgypt/northernSudan)．Heisalsoaeunuch
(eunouchos)．

Eunuchs(castratedmales) werefairlycommoninGraecoＧRomansociety
andprizedasmembersofthemoresociallyexaltedhouseholds, anattitude
thatdatesbacktothePersianempire．③ They werevaluedandtrustedas
officialsbecausetheiranomalousstatusmadethemlesslikelytoformalliances
withothersand moredependentontheir masters; they wereincapableof
fatheringoffspring who mightform rivaldynasties; theycouldsafelybe
allowedtoenterfemalespaces;theywerelessphysicallystrongandaggressive
thanintactmales．Castrationtookplacebeforepuberty,usuallybyligatureof
thescrotum ofcrushingthetesticles．Malesecondarysexualcharacteristics
would then not develop．In addition, eunuchs would be vulnerable to
hormonallyrelatedhealthproblemsincludingosteoporosis．Whilevaluedas
slaves,theyappeartohavebeenlargelyostracisedaspeople,beingatthesame

①

②

③

HansConzelmann,TheActsoftheApostles,６８．
JosephFitzmyer,TheActsoftheApostles:ANewTranslationandCommentary (NewYork:

Doubleday,１９９７),４１０．
Plutarch,LifeofDemetr,２５．９００．
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timeenviedfortheiroftenseniorpositionsanddespisedfortheirphysical
weaknessandgenderambiguity．①IntermsofMaryDouglas􀆳anthropological
analysis ofthe Leviticaland Deuteronomic purity laws, eunuchs were
inherentlyunholyfortworeasons:theywerephysicallyincomplete,andtheir
genderambiguityconstitutedabreachofcategoryboundaries．②

DouglasobservesthattheabominationscataloguedinLeviticusconcern
systemsofcategorization and payspecialattentiontothedelineation of
boundaries．Blurredboundaries, whetherofthephysicallimitsofthehuman
bodyorthedistinctionbetweendifferenttypesofcreatureareseentothreaten
theintegrityofthecreatedorderingeneralandGod􀆳speopleinparticular:

．．．holinessisexemplifiedbycompleteness．Holinessrequiresthat
individualsshallconformtotheclasstowhichtheybelong．Andholiness
requiresthatdifferentclassesshallnotbeconfused．．．Holiness means
keepingdistinctthecategoriesofcreation．Itthereforerequirescorrect
definition,discriminationandorder．③

Thethreatisposedbythemereexistenceofanomalouscreaturessuchas
shellfishorindividualswhosebodilyboundariesarebreachedbycertainhealth
conditions, butmuchmorebycontactwiththemthroughtouch,ingestion,

orsexualintercourse:theyarepotentialpollutants．Thisdangerismanaged
byavoidanceor, wherethishasnotbeenpossible, byselfＧisolationand
reparativecleansingrituals．Atacommunalsymboliclevelitismanagedby
thesacrificialsystem, whoseadministratorshavestringentpersonalpurity
requirements:

SpeaktoAaronandsay: Nooneofyouroffspringthroughouttheir
generationswhohasablemishmayapproachtoofferthefoodofhisGod．
Fornoonewhohasablemishshalldrawnear,onewhoisblindorlame,

oronewhohasamutilatedfaceoralimbtoolong,oronewhohasa
brokenfootorabrokenhand,orahunchback,oradwarf,oramanwitha

①

②

③

LucianofSamosata,TheEunuch,trans．byM．D．MacleodandAustinM．Harmon(Cambridge,

MA: HarvardUniversityPress,１９１３)．
MaryDouglas,PurityandDanger (London: Routledge,１９６６),５１Ｇ７１．
MaryDouglas,PurityandDanger,６７．
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blemishinhiseyesoranitchingdiseaseorscabsorcrushedtesticles．
(Leviticus２１:１７Ｇ２０)

Clearly, eunuchs were excluded from the Levitical priesthood, but
Deuteronomy２３: ２ alsoindicatesthatthey wereexcludedfrom temple
worship．TheextenttowhichthisreflectsactualpracticeduringtheSecond
Templeperiodisunclear①;LukeevidentlyunderstandstheEthiopian􀆳svisitto
Jerusalemtoworshipasunremarkable②, perhapshewasfamiliarwiththe
eschatologicalpromiseofIsaiah５６:

Donotlettheeunuchsay, “Iamjustadrytree．” Forthussaysthe
LORD: Totheeunuchswhokeepmysabbaths, whochoosethethings
thatpleasemeandholdfastmycovenant,Iwillgive,inmyhouseand
withinmywalls,amonumentandanamebetterthansonsanddaughters;

Iwillgivethemaneverlastingnamethatshallnotbecutoff．(Isaiah５６:

３bＧ５a)

Indeed, thistext may form a propheticframework forthe whole
narrative,inwhichthecomingtofaithoftheeunuchisaspecialcaseofthe
cominginofthenationsinthelastdays(Acts２:１７;Isaiah５５:４Ｇ５)．

Ⅴ．“AboutWhom, MayIAskYou, DoestheProphetSayThis?”

TheEthiopianisreadingfromIsaiah５３,apassagethatisintheformofa
lament．ThepairontheEmmausRoadarelamentingthedeathofJesusand
theirdisappointedhopesfornationalredemption(Luke２４:２１)．TheEthiopian
isreadingalamentovertheanonymousservantwhowasdespised,rejected,

heldofnoaccount, someonewhosufferedandwasfamiliarwithchronicill

①

②

SeeJoannaCollicutt,JesusandtheGospelWomen (London:S．P．C．K．,２００９),３９Ｇ４０．
JosephFitzmyer,TheActsoftheApostles:ANewTranslationandCommentary (NewYork:

Doubleday,１９９７),４１０
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health, wounded,crushed,oppressed,deniedjustice,andcutofffromhuman
society．①Philipoverhearshimreadingthetextandasksifheunderstandsit,

towhichtheEthiopianrepliesthatheneedsaguide—ahodēgos (noteagainthe
imageryofleadingsomeonealongaroad)．PhilipjoinstheEthiopianinthe
chariot;thisisaninterestingmove, giventheEthiopian􀆳sambiguousstatus,

thatanticipatesPeter􀆳svisittothehouseofCorneliustwochapterslater．He
doesnotanswerthequestiondirectlybutinsteadusesthetextasastarting
pointfor “proclaimingthegoodnewsaboutJesus．” Thisistheconverse
patternfromthatontheRoadtoEmmauswheretheprecisescripturesareleft
vaguebutthefactthattheyaretalkingaboutJesusismadeexplicit．

Ithasbeentraditionaltofillinthegapsinthisaccountbyconcludingthat
PhilipusestheservantsongtoexplainthatJesusistheinnocentservantwho,

throughhissufferinganddeath,atonedforthesinsofthepeople．Protestant
interpretersdraw outthepenalsubstitutionaryaspectsofthislament:the
“goodnewsaboutJesus”isthatheistherighteousonewhohas “bornethe
sinsofmany”and“mademanyrighteous” (Isaiah５３:１１Ｇ１２)．TheEthiopian
understandsthathehasachanceofredemptionfrom hissins, askstobe
baptizedand,intextualvariantscitedbyJohnChrysostomandAmbroseand
formingv．３７, uttersacredalstatementinordertoreceivesalvationbefore
undergoingbaptism．

Nevertheless,thefactthattheEthiopian􀆳squestionisnotansweredby
Philipopensupthepossibilitiesofalternativereadings．Itcouldbethatthe
Ethiopianiswonderingifthetextappliestohim．Thecontentoftheservant
songfitsthesituationofaeunuchremarkablywell,anditslamentformhas
thecapacitytoconnectwiththesituationofadouloswhohassufferedandis
familiarwithchronicillhealth, wounded,crushed,oppressed,deniedjustice,

andcutofffromhumansociety．Bydefinition,thisindividualhasgonethrough
traumaandcontinuestolive withits physicalscarsanditsconsequent
limitations．Thetextmayoffersomethingmoreakintothehealingofwounds

① Whileitistemptingtomakemuchofthephrase“cutoff”inEnglishtranslationsofIsaiah５３:８
and５５:５,twodifferentHebrewwordsareusedintheMasoretictextandtheidiomisabsentfromthe
GreekOldTestamentonwhichLukeappearstoberelying．Isaiah５３:８referstoseparationand５５:８to
discontinuation．
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thansalvationfromsin．
IntermsofTedeschiandCalhoun􀆳saccountofposttraumaticgrowth,the

acutetraumafortheEthiopianmaybesometimeinthepastandheisina
phaseofliving withchronicadversity, albeitinaprivilegedcontext．He
appearstobeseeking meaning (journeyingtoJerusalem andsearchingthe
scriptures) andheasksaquestionaboutidentity．JustasontheEmmaus
Road,hecanmakelittleheadwaywithoutacompanionguide．Justasinthat
narrative, whatthecompanionsaysissecondarytothefactthathe “draws
near” (Luke２４:１５) andacceptsaninvitationtocomeinandsitbesidehim
(Luke２４:２９)．Thisisanactofsolidarityinitselfandcanbeunderstoodasthe
beginningoftheproclamationofthegoodnewsthatGodhascometopitchhis
tentwithhumanity(John１:１４)．Butinthetextoffersyetgreatersolidarity
becausetheEthiopianisnownolongerlamentingalonebutjoininginwitha
greaterlament,andhisguideshowshimthatthislamentisabouttheGodwho
hasdrawnneartohiminJesus．Thetransformationinunderstandingisthat
thethingshehadpreviouslythoughtseparatedhimfrom Godare,intheir
way,amarkofthedivine．

Theidiom “Whatistopreventme．．．?” (v．３６)isthenseennotsimplyasa
wayofsaying“Let􀆳sdoitnow”,butastatementthatpreviousbarrierstofull
participationinthepeopleofGodareseentohavebeendismantled．Philip
apparentlyagreesand, withoutfurtheradoandnorequirementforcredal
statements,inanothermarkofsolidarity, “Bothofthem．．．wentdownintothe
water” (v．３８)．NowondertheEthiopianrejoicedashecontinuedonhisroad
(hodos), whichwemightunderstandasreferringtocontinuedposttraumatic
growthinthefaith．

Ⅵ．ContemporaryReadings

ThealternativereadingisnolessChristologicalthanthefirstbutitis
morepsychologicallycompelling．ItoffersamultilayeredapproachtoIsaiah５３
whichcanatoncebeseenasoriginatinginaspecificcontextinancientJudaism
butwhichisalsocapableofembracingthelamentofallthosewhoareinnocent
andmarginalised．ThepresentＧdayreaderisabletoplacethemselvesinthis
lamentand,inaChristiancontext, whenthechurchactsasahodēgosthe
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significanceofChrist,theManofSorrows,canbemorefullyappreciatedand
appropriated．Christisnotsimplyadmiredwithgratitudeforhissavingwork
butreceivedasonewhoisinsolidarity withhumansufferingandableto
transformitssignificance．

TheEthiopian􀆳sstoryhas,unsurprisingly,provedveryattractivetothose
whofeeltheyareanomalousoronthemarginsofhumansociety,especiallyin
theareaofsexualidentityandsexuality①anditsintersectionwithethnicity．
Theactorand biblicalscholar Peterson Toscano bringstheseresponses
movinglytolifeinablogarticleentitled “The MysteryoftheEthiopian
Eunuch”②:

Imagineyouareachildtakenfrom homeandparents, takento
anothercountry．Menheldyoudown．Theyoperatedonyouasyoulay
frozenwithfear．Youfeltthesearingpainofcastrationandsufferedalong
recovery．

Yougrewupbutneverexperiencedpuberty．Asboysmatured, you
didnotchangeinthesameways．Youbeganyourworkintheroyalcourt．
Youlongedtobeinafamilyagain,andeventohaveyourownchildren．
Butyouwerebusyandunable．

NonＧeunuchsinthecourtrespectedandmockedyou, sometimesat
thesametime．．．Youfeltrejectedandalone．Youweresickoftenandgrew
fragilebecauseyoulackedtestosterone．Yourbonesgrew brittle．Your
heartgrewbitter．

Thenatatemplestall, youpurchaseapassageofscripture, one
aboutamanofsorrowacquaintedwithgrief．．．

Youreadthewords,anditislikeyou􀆳relookinginamirror．

TheafterlifeofIsaiah５３owesmuchtothenarrativeofPhilipandthe
EthiopianaspresentedbyLuke,thatmostpsychologicallyattunedofallthe
NewTestamentwriters, whooffersahermeneutickeyinthequestionposed

①

②

See,forexample, SeanBurke, QueeringtheEthiopianEunuch:StrategiesofAmbiguityin
Acts (Minneapolis, MN: FortressPress,２０１３)．

PetersonToscano, “TheMysteryoftheEthiopianEunuch,” https://www．meetinghouse．xyz/

everything/２０１７/３/２３/theＧmysteryＧofＧtheＧethiopianＧeunuch．



—１５　　　 —

byEthiopian．Lukeunderstandsthehumanpredicamenttobethatoffeeling
aloneinthe universe, separatedfrom others, separatedfrom self, and
separatedfrom God．Thispredicamentistobevoicedaslamentandthen
transformed, withsolidarityplayingacrucialpartintheprocessandbeingits
primaryoutcome．①
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“是指自己,还是指别人呢?”

———腓利与埃塞俄比亚人叙事中的哀歌与认同

乔安娜􀅰科丽卡特

【摘要】«使徒行传»第８章关于埃塞俄比亚太监的皈依的叙事,围绕对«以赛

亚书»第５３章的“受苦仆人”哀歌的解读而展开.这段叙事与«路加福音»第２４
章以马忤斯之路的叙事有着惊人的相似,后者也谈到«希伯来圣经»,以确定受苦

就是弥赛亚的明确特征.本文旨在讨论这两处叙事之间的相似性,包括哀歌的

意义以及对创伤(«路加福音»第２４章中因耶稣被钉十字架的怆痛,以及«使徒行

传»第８章中的去势和被边缘化)的体验在叙事里的主人公生活中的重要性.本

文从创伤后成长的角度论证表明,在«使徒行传»第８章,一位异国的、心理受伤

的、性别不明的、被边缘化的个体却能够领悟古代以色列人的哀歌,对此感同身

受,并因这种感受和使徒腓利的解读帮助而体验到一种认同.由于这位埃塞俄

比亚人的提问是开放的,在文本中未被回答,因此文本也邀请今天的读者与他一

道,同«希伯来圣经»里的哀歌共鸣.这个邀请部分说明了为什么«希伯来圣经»
里的哀歌具有长久的生命力,它们又为什么在与原始语境迥异的文化里能够得

到接纳.
【关键词】哀歌;«使徒行传»;创伤;同一性
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“MysticallyCalled”: AReceptionＧHistoricalPerspectiveon
ApocalypticPlaceNamesintheBookofRevelation

IanBoxall∗

Abstract:Biblicalscholarshavelongacknowledgedthesymbolic
significanceofspecificplacenamesintheBookofRevelation (e．g．,

Sodom, Egypt, Babylon, the New Jerusalem)．Butscholarsare
dividedovertheextentofsuchsymbolicgeography．Thisarticle
exploresthetreatmentofplacenamesinpatristicandearlymedieval
reception of Revelation as one contribution to the scholarly
discussion．Attentionispaidto“thegreatcity” (variouslyinterpreted
as “Sodom,” “Egypt,” and “Babylon,” Rev １１: ８; １７: ５),

Armageddon(Rev１６:１６),thecitiesofthesevenchurches(Rev２Ｇ
３),andJohn􀆳sislandofPatmos(Rev１:９)．Interpretersarefoundto
haverespondedtodifferentpromptsinthebiblicaltextininterpreting
theseplacenames:exploringpossibleetymologiesineitherHebrew
(followingRev１６:１６)orGreek;theuseofgematriainthecaseof
Patmos (seeRev１３: １８); considerationofhow namesconveya
place􀆳scharacterorsignificance(asinRev１１:８)．

KeyWords: TheBookofRevelation, ApocalypticPlaceName,

TheGreatCity, ReceptionHistory

Ⅰ．Introduction

Biblicalscholarshavelongacknowledgedthesymbolicsignificanceof

∗ IanBoxall, UniversityofOxford,StStephen􀆳sHouse．
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specificplacenamesintheBookofRevelation．Notonlydoestheclimactic
vision(Rev２１:９Ｇ２２:５)revealacelestialcity, “thenewJerusalem,” which
cannotbestraightforwardlyidentifiedwithhistoricalJerusaleminJudaea．The
greatcity “Babylon” (Rev１４: ８; １６: １９; １７: ５; １８: ２, １０, ２１)isclearly
symbolic,variouslyinterpretedasacipherforRome①,or,inaminorityview,

asdegenerateJerusalem．Thelatterinterpretationtakesitscuefrom Rev１１:

８, where“thegreatcity”isidentifiedasthecity “wherealsotheirLordwas
crucified．” Moreimportantlyforoursubject, Rev１１:８providesthegreatcity
withtwoadditionalnames, “Sodom” and “Egypt,” bothofwhicharetobe
understood ．Thisalreadyposesastarkexegeticalquestion,the
answertowhichisdisputedinRevelationscholarship:can “thegreatcity” be
sopreciselypinnedtoaspecificterrestrialcity, whetherJerusalemorRome?

Rev１１: ８alsoraisesfurtherquestionsforexegetes．Whatotherplace
namesbesides“Babylon,”“Sodom” and “Egypt” mightfunctionsymbolically
orfiguratively( )inRevelation􀆳svisionaryuniverse?IfBabylon,

SodomandEgyptcanshiftgeographicallocation,suchthattheycannolonger
beeasily plotted on aterrestrial map, whatofotheridentifiable places
mentionedinthebook?②DothelocationsoftheRiverEuphrates(Rev９:１４;

１６:１２)orMountZion(Rev１４:１)alsoshift? Whatofthatpuzzlingreference
toArmageddon(Rev１６:１６), whoseetymologyandlocationishotlydebated?

Does Revelation, like １ Enoch, presuppose a more expansive, mythic
geographyin whichtherelationshipbetweenterrestrialtopographyandits

①

②

John􀆳sApocalypsewouldnotbealoneinviewing“Babylon”asacipherforRome:cf．４Ezra３:

１Ｇ２;１Pet５:１３．
OnRevelation􀆳scosmology, seee．g．, P．S．Minear, “TheCosmologyoftheApocalypse,”in

CurrentIssuesinNew TestamentInterpretation, eds．W．KlassenandG．F．Snyder (London: SCM,

１９６２), ２３Ｇ３７; S．M．McDonough, “Revelation: TheClimaxofCosmology,”inCosmologyand New
TestamentTheology,eds．J．T．PenningtonandS．M．McDonough, LNTS３５５(LondonandNewYork:

T．& T．Clark,２００８),１７８Ｇ１８８;S．M．Ryan, HearingattheBoundariesofVision,LNTS４４８(London
andNewYork: T．& T．Clark,２０１２)．FortheuseofcriticalspatialityinRevelationstudies,seee．g．,

J．Økland, “CarnelianandCaryatids:StoneandStatuaryintheHeavenlySanctuary,”inConstructionsof
SpaceIII: BiblicalSpatialityandtheSacred, eds．J．Økland, J．CornelisdeVos, andK．Wenell,

LHBOTS５４０(London: Bloomsbury,２０１６),１８４Ｇ２１４; T．M．Rucker,TheTempleKeysofIsaiah２２:

２２,Revelation３:７,andMatthew１６:１９, WUNT２．５５９(Tübingen: MohrSiebeck,２０２１),１２４Ｇ１２９．
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visionarycounterpartisfarfromstraightforward?① And,ifso, whatisthe
significanceoftheplacenamesitcontains?

Moreover,howfarshouldthisquestforsymbolicplacenamesextend?

Shoulditincludethegeographicallocationsmentionedinthefirstpartofthe
book,beforethemainvisionarysectionofRev４: １Ｇ２２: ５,i．e．, thecities
wherethesevenchurcheswerelocated? Thoughconventionallyinterpretedas
purelyliterallocations,theytooarenamedinavisionarycontext,aspartof
John􀆳svisionoftheonelikeahumanbeingwhile “inthespirit” onPatmos
(Rev１:１１; ２: １, ８, １２, １８, ２４; ３: １, ４, ７, １４)．Finally, arethereany
exegeticalgroundsforinterpretingJohn􀆳sPatmoslocationina morethan
literalsense? Howexpansive,inotherwords,isthemythicgeographythat
Revelationdescribes?

Thisarticlewillexaminehowgeographicallocationsfareinthereception
historyofRevelation,especiallyitsearlyreception,asonemodestcontribution
tothisclusterofquestions．Itdoessonotonlytoconsiderthepotentialrange
ofinterpretationsthetextcanengender,andtheparticularcircumstancesand
theologicalassumptionswhichmayhaveprovokedthem．Italsoaimstoopen
upthepotentialforreceptionＧhistoricalstudyofRevelation􀆳splacenamesfor
historicalＧcriticalinterestinoriginalmeanings, inlightofrecentscholarly
shiftsfromauthorstoaudiences,andthegrowingconvictionthat“theliteral
sense”or“authorialintention”isfarfromunivocal．②Particularattentionwill
begiventoearlierinterpreters, whoarehistoricallyandoftenculturallycloser
tothesources,andwhosebroaderscripturalmemorybankoftenattunedthem

①

②

E．g．, M．Himmelfarb, “TheTempleandtheGardenofEdeninEzekiel, theBookofthe
Watchers, andthe Wisdom ofben Sira,” inSacred Placesand Profane Spaces: Essaysinthe
GeographicsofJudaism,Christianity,andIslam,eds．J．ScottandP．SimpsonＧHousley,Contributions
totheStudyofReligion３０ (WestportCT: GreenwoodPress,１９９１),６３Ｇ７８; G．W．E．Nickelsburg,１
Enoch１, Hermeneia(Minneapolis: FortressPress, ２００１), ３７Ｇ３９;I．Boxall, PatmosintheReception
HistoryoftheApocalypse, Oxford Theology & Religion Monographs (Oxford: Oxford University
Press,２０１３),１９Ｇ２２,２４Ｇ２５．InRevelation,thisquestioniscomplicatedbythefluidityofJohn􀆳svisions,

whichoftenblurstheboundarybetweenheavenlyandearthlylocations．
Onthissee M．Bockmuehl, Seeingthe Word: Refocusing New TestamentStudy (Grand

Rapids: BakerAcademic,２００６);I．Boxall, “ReceptionHistoryandtheInterpretationofRevelation,”in
TheOxford HandbookoftheBookofRevelation, ed．C．R．Koester (New York: OxfordUniversity
Press,２０２０),３７７Ｇ３９３．
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toawiderrangeofpotentialscripturalallusionsandechoes,utilizingpatterns
ofexegesiswhichparallelJewishexegetesoflateantiquity．①

Ⅱ．TheGreatCity:Sodom, Egypt,andBabylon

Thekeytoreadingplacenamessymbolicallyratherthanliterallyis
providedby Rev１１: ８, whichinvitesanonＧgeographicalinterpretationof
“Sodom”and“Egypt” wherethebodiesofthetwowitnessesarelaid:

Andtheircorpses[willlie]inthemainstreetofthegreatcity, which
ismysticallycalled “Sodom” and “Egypt,” wheretheirLordwasalso
crucified．

is variously translated as “spiritually” (DouaiＧRheims,

followingtheVulgatespiritaliter, KJV, CEB), “prophetically” (NRSV),
“figuratively” (NIV), “mystically” (NASB), “symbolically” (ESV), and
“whichhasthesymbolicnames” (NABRE)．Thisadverbpresupposesan
insightgiftedbytheSpirit(cf．１Cor２:１４),perhapsaccessibletoJohnonly
whileheis (Rev１:１０;４:２;１７:３;２１:１０)．Theidentificationof
“the great city” as “Sodom” may recallitslegendary wickedness or
inhospitality (Gen１８: １６Ｇ３３; Ezek１６: ４９Ｇ５０; cf．Matt１０: １４Ｇ１５)．As
“Egypt,”ithasbecomeaplaceofslavery (Exod１:８Ｇ１４;２:２３Ｇ２５), where
God􀆳speopleareoppressedorpersecuted．

Butwhereis“thegreatcity”inwhichSodom,historicallylocatedbythe
DeadSea, andthelandofEgyptfindanewhome? Theexplanatoryclause
“wheretheirLordwasalsocrucified” seemsclearenough．AsR．H．Charles

① Foracautioususeofthe“historyofinterpretation”testfordetectingintertextualallusionsinNT
texts,seeR．B．Hays, EchoesofScriptureintheLettersof Paul (New HavenandLondon: Yale
UniversityPress,１９８９), ３１．Foramorerobustdefenceofthevalueofpatristicexegesisformodern
scholarship,seeD．C．Allison, StudiesinMatthew:InterpretationPastandPresent (GrandRapids:

BakerAcademic,２００５),１１７Ｇ１３１．
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putsit: “Asthetextstands, ‘thegreatcity’canonlybeJerusalem．”① This
wouldnotbecompletelyunexpected, giventhatbothJudahandZionare
sometimesconnectedtoSodomintheprophets(Isa１:９Ｇ１０;Ezek１６:４６Ｇ５５)．
Yetmattersarecomplicatedbytheexplicitidentificationof“thegreatcity”as
“Babylon”laterinthebook(Rev１７:１８;１８:１０,１６,１８,１９,２１;cf．１６:１９),

formanyinterpretersacipherforthecityofRome．
Atleastthreesolutions havesuggestedthemselvestoscholars who

maintainthat“thegreatcity”hasasingle,terrestriallocation．Thefirstfindsa
distinctionbetweenRev１１andRev１７．Intheearlierpassage, “thegreatcity”

isJerusalem, whereasinJohn􀆳svisionoftheharlotBabylon,itisRome．②

Asecondsolutionmaintainsconsistencybetweenthetwovisionsinidentifying
thegreatcity with Romeinbothcases．③Finally, agrowing minorityof
scholarstaketheclarityof astheirstarting
point,andinterpretBabyloninRev１７Ｇ１８notasRomebutasJerusalem．④

Thereisanalternativesolutiontotheidentityof “thegreatcity,”

however．ThisacknowledgestheechoesofbothJerusalem and Romein
Revelation􀆳s“greatcity” passages,yetresiststhetemptationtorestrictthe
greatcitytoasingleterrestrialcity,or,inSigveTonstad􀆳swords,taking “a
metaphorhostagetogeography．”⑤ Ratheritisasymbolofanycity “where

①

②

③

④

⑤

R．H．Charles, ACriticalandExegeticalCommentaryontheRevelationofSt．John,ICC
(Edinburgh: T．&T．Clark,１９２０),i．２８７．Charles, whoregardsRev１１:３Ｇ１３asdrawinguponanearlier
apocalypticdocument,concludesthattheoriginalalsounderstoodthe“greatcity”tobeJerusalem．

Charles,RevelationofSt．John,i．２８７,ii．６５;A．Feuillet, TheApocalypse (StatenIsland,

NY: AlbaHouse,１９６５),６０Ｇ６２．
E．g．,Spitta,OffenbarungdesJohannes (Halle: VerlagderBuchhandlungdesWaisenhauses,

１８８９),１１３;J．Wellhausen, AnalysederOffenbarungJohannis (Berlin: WeidmannscheBuchhandlung,

１９０７),１６．
E．g．,J．M．Ford,Revelation:ANewTranslationwithIntroductionandCommentary, AB３８

(NewYork: Doubleday, １９７５), ２７６Ｇ２９３; E．Corsini, TheApocalypse: ThePerennialRevelationof
JesusChrist,trans．F．J．Moloney(Wilmington, DE: MichaelGlazier,１９８３),３３０Ｇ３３５; M．Barker,The
RevelationofJesusChrist (Edinburgh: T．& T．Clark,２０００),２７９Ｇ３０１;E．F．Lupieri,ACommentary
ontheApocalypseofJohn,trans．M．P．JohnsonandA．Kamesar(GrandRapids: Eerdmans,２００６),

２４８Ｇ２５１; F．J．Moloney, TheApocalypseofJohn: ACommentary (GrandRapids: BakerAcademic,

２０２０),２５７Ｇ２７０．ForJerusalemasslayeroftheprophets,seeMatt２３:３７Ｇ３９．
S．K．Tonstad,Revelation,Paideia(GrandRapids: BakerAcademic,２０１９),１６５．
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God􀆳ssanctuaryisattacked, wheretheChurchisgivingfaithfulwitness．”①

Textualjustificationforthisisthreefold．First, thedescriptionofthetwo
witnessesisprefacedbyJohnbeingcommandedtomeasurethesanctuaryof
God (Rev１１:１Ｇ２)．Therearegoodgroundsforinterpretingthisnotasaliteral
measuringoftheJerusalem temple, butecclesiologically (paralleling “the
campofthesaints” andthe “belovedcity” ofRev２０: ９assymbolsofthe
church)．Secondisthesymbolicuseof“Sodom” and “Egypt”inthecurrent
passage．Whilethisdoesnotrequirethat“thegreatcity” alsobeunderstood
nonＧliterally,itcertainlyraisesthatasapossibility, madestrongerifone
discernsfeaturesofRomeratherthanJerusalemin“thegreatcityBabylon”of
Rev１７．Thirdisthepresenceofthetwowitnesses, whoareidentifiedas“the
twolampstands” (Rev１１:４),inthisgreatcity．Hitherto,lampstandshave
functionedassymbolsofthesevenchurches,onlytwoofwhich—Smyrnaand
Philadelphia—receivedunqualifiedpraisefrom “theonelikeahumanbeing”

forthestrengthoftheirtestimony (Rev２:８Ｇ１１;３:７Ｇ１３)．Thisobservation
expandstheboundariesof“thegreatcity”toincorporateanylocation, whether
Rome,Jerusalem, LondonorNewYork, wherefaithfultestimonyispresent．

Ⅲ．TheGreatCityinEarlyReceptionHistory

Howdoestheearlyreceptionhistoryunderstand “thegreatcity”? The
interpretationofthegreatcityinRev１１: ８asJerusalemiscertainlyearly．
Victorinusof Pettau (d．c．３０４), authoroftheearliestsurviving Latin
commentary,linksittothepersecutionoftheJerusalemchurchbyJewish
authorities:“However, becauseofthedeedsofapersecutingpeople, hecalls
Jerusalem ‘Sodom’ and ‘Egypt’．”② Similarly,intheGospelof Nicodemus

①

②

I．Boxall,TheRevelationofSaintJohn, BNTC (London: Continuum,２００６),１６６．Seealso,

e．g．, C．R．Koester, Revelation: A New TranslationwithIntroductionandCommentary, AYB３８A
(NewHavenandLondon: YaleUniversityPress,２０１４),５００Ｇ５０１; Tonstad,Revelation,１６５Ｇ１６６．

“Sodoma”autem “etAegiptum ” dicitHierosolymam; actuspopulipersecutoriseffecit．R．
Grysoned．,VictorinusPoetovionensisOperaquaesupersunt, CCSL５(Turnhout:Brepols,２０１７),２１５;

Englishtranslationfrom W．C．Weinriched．,LatinCommentariesonRevelation, AncientChristianTexts
(DownersGrove:IVPAcademic,２０１１),１５．ThetwelfthＧcenturycommentariesofRichardofStVictor
(PL１９６:７９３)andMartinofLeon(PL２０９:３６２)alsoidentify“thegreatcity”asJerusalem．
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(４thor５thcentury),thetwowitnessesofRev１１areidentifiedasEnochand
Elijah, whowillbeslainbytheAntichristinthecityofJerusalem (Gos．Nic．９
[２５])．

Butearly commentators who make the Jerusalem connection often
distinguish “thegreatcity” ofRev１１:８from Babylon．① For Victorinus
BabylonsymbolizesRome,onthegroundsthatRomesimilarlyhaspersecuted
Christians: “Forallthesaintshavesufferedmartyrdombecauseofadecreeof
theSenateofthiscity．”② TheRomanidentityofBabylonisalsotheviewof
Tertullian(１６０Ｇ２４０): “Soagain,Babylon,inourJohn,isafigureofthecity
ofRome,asbeingequallygreatandproudofhersway,andtriumphantover
thesaints．”③ ThetwoinfluentialGreekcommentariesbyOecumenius(c．５００Ｇ
５５０)andAndrewofCaesarea (d．６１４) alsodistinguishbetweenRev１１and
１７．④ OecumeniusoffersthefollowingexplanationastowhyJerusalemiscalled
“Sodom”and“Egypt”atRev１１:８:

HecallsJerusalem Sodom, notinaliteralsensebutinaspiritual
senseonaccountofthelicentiousnessandillreputeitpossessedatthat
time．AndhecallsitalsoEgyptbecauseithadenslavedandabusedthe
servantsofChrist,justastheactualEgyptdidtoIsrael．⑤

①

②

③

④

⑤

OnthewiderreceptionhistoryofRevelation􀆳sBabylon,seee．g．,I．Boxall, “TheManyFacesof
BabylontheGreat: WirkungsgeschichteandtheInterpretationofRevelation１７,”inStudiesintheBook
ofRevelation,ed．S．Moyise(EdinburghandNewYork: T．& T．Clark,２００１),５１Ｇ６８;J．Kovacsand
C．Rowland,Revelation, BBC (Malden, MA: Blackwell,２００４),１７８Ｇ１８９．

Omnesenimpassionessanctorumexdecretosenatusilliussemperconsummata(e)．Gryson,Victorinus
PoetovionensisOperaquaesupersunt, ２４４; Englishtranslationfrom Weinrich, LatinCommentaries, １９．For
RomeasBabylon,seealsoe．g．,Commodian,Instr．１．４１．Victorinus􀆳spredecessorHippolytus(Antichrist３６)

impliesanidentification with RomebystatingthatJohn wasbanishedto Patmosby “Babylon”
( )．Greek textfrom Ippolito, L􀆳Antichristo, ed．E．Norelli, Biblioteca
Patristica(Florence: Nardini,１９８７),１０６．

Tertullian,Adv．Jud．,９．EnglishtranslationfromANF３:１６２．SoalsoTertullian,Scorp．１２．
１１; Marc．３．１３．１０;Jerome,Ep．４６．１２．

OnRev１１:８asareferencetoJerusalem,seealsoDionysiusbars􀅰alībī,InApocalypsim,Actus
etEpistulasCatholicas,ed．I．Sedlacek, CSCOScriptoresSyriCI(Rome: KarolusdeLuigi,１９１０),１４．

W．C．Weinriched．, GreekCommentariesonRevelation, AncientChristianTexts (Downers
Grove:IVPAcademic,２０１１),４９．
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Bycontrast, Rev１７containsavisionof “what willbefallRome．”①For
Andrew,thegreatcityofRev１１:８ “isJerusalem, where Antichristwill
establishhiskingdom,”②Jerusalemoftheeschatologicalfuture．Thegreatcity
Babylonisdifferent,thoughAndrewisreluctanttoidentifyitwitheitherold
RomeornewRome(Constantinople),sincethecitythatJohnseesis“shewho
bearsthepoweroftheearthlykingdomattheendoftime．”③

Otherearlyexegetesresistaliteralinterpretationof “thegreatcity,”

however．Invarioushomilies, Origenproposesthatitsymbolizeseitherthe
presentage, whichthegodlyhavelearnedtodespise(Hom．Ex．８．１;cf．Hom．
Jer．９．２．３),orthesynagogueincontrasttothechurch (Hom．Jer．１８．５)．A
similaraversiontoastraightforwardlygeographicalliteralismisfoundinthe
LatintranslationofOrigen􀆳sCommentaryon Matthew: “Eitherthewhole
worldorJudaeaisgiventhenameSodomandEgypt．”④ Thoughanallegorical
readingmightbeexpectedin Origen, givenhispreferenceforthespiritual
sense,similarinterpretationsoccurelsewhere．InalettertoMarcella, written
inthenameofPaulaandEustochium,Jeromealsodeniesthat“thegreatcity”

isJerusalem, sincetheLordlovedand weptoverthatcity．Surveyingthe
referencestoSodom andEgyptthroughoutScripture, he maintainsinstead
thatitrepresentsthepresentworld(Ep．４６．６Ｇ７)．⑤

Thisuniversalizinginterpretation of Rev １１:８ willpersistin some
medieval Latin commentaries, as in the seventhＧcentury HibernoＧLatin
HandbookontheApocalypseoftheApostleJohn (Commemoratorium de
ApocalypsiIohannisapostoli), whichcirculatedunderthenameofJerome:

①

②

③

④

⑤

Weinrich,GreekCommentaries,７３．
Weinrich,GreekCommentaries,１５２．
Weinrich,GreekCommentaries, １７７．SeeE．S．Constantinou, GuidingtoaBlessed End:

Andrewof Caesareaand HisApocalypseCommentaryintheAncientChurch (Washington, DC:

CatholicUniversityofAmericaPress,２０１３),２３８Ｇ２４４．
Origen,Comm．ser．Matt．５０:R．E．Heinetrans．,TheCommentaryofOrigenontheGospelof

StMatthew, OECT (Oxford: OxfordUniversityPress,２０１８),II．６２７．
“Thegreatcity”astheworldisalsoimpliedinEphremtheSyrian􀆳sHymnsontheNativity４,

whichaffirmsthatthedivineMajesty“wasnotweariedwithbeinginthewombninemonthsforus,andin
beingthirtyyearsinSodomamongthemadmen．” NPNF２ndseries,１３:２３４．
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“Herethegreatcityisunderstoodastheworld．”①ThesixthＧcenturysenator
andexegete Cassiodorus, though aware ofinterpretations whichidentify
BabylonwithRome, alsoprefersafigurativeinterpretationwhichembraces
thecity􀆳scosmicscope,extrapolatingfromtheheightofthesevenmountains
onwhichthecitysits(Rev１７:９):

SomechoosetointerpretherastheRomancitythatsitsuponseven
mountainsandpossessesthe world withasingularauthority．Others
speakbetteraboutBabylon, [saying] thatitsposition, not [literal]

mountains,isconveyed,andtheydescribeloftypowers．②

EvensomeinterpreterswhopermitacorrelationbetweenBabylonandRome
arereluctanttoallowthatthisexhauststhetext􀆳smeaning．ForBerengaudus,

theprostituteBabylonisRomeinaspecificsense(specialiter),butingeneral
(generaliter)symbolizesthecityofthedevil．③

AdifferentlineofinterpretationisfoundinLatinexegetesinfluencedby
TyconiusofCarthage(active３７０Ｇ３９０), whoseApocalypsecommentarywould
remaininfluentialforcenturies．④ WhencommentingonRev１１:８, Tyconius
appealstooneofhisrulesforinterpretingScripture,Concerningthetwofold
bodyoftheLord (DeDominicorporebipertito), whichunderstoodthe
Churchpriortotheeschatontobeacorpusmixtum．⑤ Thusthecityinwhich

①

②

③

④

⑤

Hicciuitasmagna mundusintellegitur．R．Grysoned．, Variorum Auctorum Commentaria
MinorainApocalypsinJohannis, CCSL１０７(Turnhout: Brepols,２００３),２１８．Englishtranslationfrom
F．X．Gumerlocked．, EarlyLatinCommentariesontheApocalypse, TEAMS (Kalamazoo: Western
MichiganUniversity,２０１６),３１．Seealso,e．g．,GlossaonRev１１:８inR．Grysoned．,Incertiauctoris
GlossainApocalypsin: ecodiceBibliothecaeUniversitatisCantabrigiensisDd．X．１６, CCSL１０８G
(Turnhout: Brepols,２０１３),９７．

Cassiodorus, OntheApocalypse, on Rev１７, inCassiodorus, St．GregorytheGreat, and
AnonymousGreekScholia,WritingsontheApocalypse,trans．F．X．Gumerlock, M．Delcogliano,and
T．C．Schmidt, FC１４４(Washington, DC: CatholicUniversityofAmericaPress,２０２２),３２．

MeretrixistainaliquibuslocisRomamspecialiter,quaetuncEcclesiamDeipersequebatur:in
quibusdamverogeneralitercivitatemdiaboli,idest,omnereproborumcorpusdemonstrat．PL１７:９１０．

Seee．g．, J．A．Hoover, “ExegetingtheApocalypsewiththeDonatistCommunion,”inThe
CambridgeCompaniontoApocalypticLiterature,ed．C．McAllister(Cambridge: CambridgeUniversity
Press,２０２０),７９Ｇ９６．

F．C．Burkitted．,TheBookofRulesofTyconius, TS３．１ (Cambridge: CambridgeUniversity
Press,１８９４)．
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thecorpsesofthetwowitnessesaredisplayednowfunctionsasasymbolofthe
bipartitechurch, dividedbetweenthosewhogivefaithfulwitnessandthose
whoarethechildrenofthedevil:

　　．．．certainlyinthechurch,becauseJerusalemcannotberestoredafter
theLordsaid: “Jerusalemwillhavebeentroddendown,untilthetimesof
theGentilesarefulfilled．”

．．．utiqueinecclesia, quiaIerusalemrestaurarinonpotestdicentedomino:

EritIerusalemconculcata,usquedumcompleanturtemporagentium．①

Similarly,forTyconius,thestreetinthemiddleofthegreatcityis “inthe
midstofthechurch (inmedioecclesiae)．” Tyconius􀆳sreadingisfollowedby
CaesariusofArles(c．４６８Ｇ５４２), PrimasiusofHadrumetum (d．c．５６０), and
BeatusofLiébana (c．７５０Ｇ８００)．If “thegreatcity” isthedividedchurch,

BabyloninTyconianexegesisistheworldlycity, theantithesisofthetrue
church: “Fortherearetwocitiesintheworld, oneofGodandoneofthe
devil,oneoriginatingfromtheabyss,theotherfromheaven．”②

Asforthemeaningof“Sodom”and“Egypt,”Jerome􀆳setymologiesfrom
OnHebrew Names (Liberinterpretationisnominumhebraicorum) alsohave
someinfluence．③Jeromeinterprets Sodom aspecoritacenti (“forsilent
cattle”),andEgyptastribulatio (“distress”),thelatterperhapsdrawnfrom
theresemblancebetween and ．④Bedeknow avariantofthefirst
(Sodom means“silent,”muta), butinterpretsEgyptas“dark” or“gloomy”

①

②

③

④

Englishtranslationfrom Tyconius, ExpositionoftheApocalypse, trans．F．X．Gumerlock,

introandnotesD．C．Robinson,FC１３４(Washington,DC:CatholicUniversityofAmericaPress,２０１７),

１１４; Latintextfrom R．Gryson, ed．, TyconiiAfriExpositioApocalypseos, CCSL１０７A (Turnhout:

Brepols,２０１１), １６９; thequotationisfrom Luke２１:２４．TyconiusalsoreferencesRev１１: ８ when
commentingonRev１:１５and２:８．

Tyconius,Exposition,１６６．
Jeromedrawsonearliersources, suchas Origenand Eusebius􀆳sOnomasticon, thoughhas

expandedthesetoincludepropernounsinRevelation．G．Bardy, “SaintJérômeetsesmaitreshébreux,”

RBén４６(１９３４):１４５Ｇ１６４; T．E．Hunt,JeromeofStridonandtheEthicsofLiteraryProductionin
LateAntiquity (Leiden: Brill, ２０２０), １２４Ｇ１４６; E．Poleg, “TheInterpretationsofHebrew Namesin
TheoryandPractice,”inFormandFunctionintheLateMedievalBible, eds．E．PolegandL．Light
(Leiden: Brill,２０１３),２１７Ｇ２３６．

P．deLagarde,ed．, “Liberinterpretationishebraicorumnominum: DeapocalypsiJohannis,”in
S．HieronymiPresbyteriOpera．ParsI,１, CCSL７２(Brepols: Turnhout,１９５９),１５９,１６０．
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(tenebrosa)．Thesetwointerpretationsareappropriatesincethegreatcityhas
“neitherthelightoffaithnorthevoiceofconfession．”①InterpretingEgyptas
“dark” or “darkness (tenebrae )” is probably more exegetical than
etymological,recallingthedarknesswhichengulfedtheland (Exod１０: ２１Ｇ
２３)．② The eighthＧcentury Reference Bible􀆳s On the Mysteries of the
ApocalypseofJohn (DeenigmatibusexApocalypsiJohannis), offeringa
moretropologicalormoralreading,proposesthatEgyptissocalled “because
ofthe“darkness”oftheirsinsandbecauseoftheirignorance．”③Similarly,the
cityofSodomisnotnamedsecundumistoriam, “accordingtotheliteral
sense．” Rather,theworldiscalledSodom “forasimilitudetotheevildeedsof
theresidentsofSodom,andEgyptbecauseofthe‘darkness’oftheirsinsand
becauseoftheirignorance．”④PseudoＧAlcuin(ninthcentury?)simplycombines
bothplacenamesinanallegoricalreading: “ByEgyptandSodomismeantthe
wickednessofthepersecutors．”⑤

Ⅳ．Armageddon

Anotherlocationin Revelation􀆳s mythicgeographyisthesiteof, or
gatheringplacefor⑥,thefinalbattle,identifiedbyJohnasaHebrewname⑦,

thoughtransliteratedintoGreekcharacters:

　
AndhegatheredthemtogetherattheplacewhichiscalledinHebrew

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

Bede,CommentaryonRevelation,１８３．LatinfromR．Grysoned．,BedaePresbyteriExpositio
Apocalypseos, CCSL１２１A (Turnhout: Brepols, ２００１), ３７５．Soalsoe．g．, MartinofLeon (PL２０９:

３６２); RichardofStVictor(PL１９６:７９３)．
Seealso,e．g．,GlossaonRev１１:８inGryson,IncertiauctorisGlossainApocalypsin,９７．
proptertenebras peccatorum etignorantiam．Gryson, Variorum Auctorum Commentaria

Minora,２７０．EnglishtranslationfromGumerlock,EarlyLatinCommentaries,６４．
Gryson,VariorumAuctorumCommentariaMinora,２７０; EnglishtranslationfromGumerlock,

EarlyLatinCommentaries,６４．
PerAegyptumetSodomapersecutoruminiquitasdesignatur．PL１００:１１４９．
ForthisinterpretationofRev１６:１６,seeR．Bauckham, “ArmageddonI: NewTestament,”in

EBR２．７７０．
IncontrasttoRev９:１１, wheretheHebrewnameAbaddonisalsogiventheGreekequivalent

．
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“Harmageddon” (Rev１６:１６)．

TheculturalimpactofArmageddonfaroutweighsitsprominenceinthe
ApocalypseofJohn, whereitisreferencedonlyonce(Rev１６:１６)．① Arecent
Googlesearchproducedover４７millionwebsites②,areflectionofthename􀆳s
broadculturalrecognition．③

Theetymologyofthenameisdisputed．④ Perhapsmoststraightforward,

and preferred by many commentators, is , “the mountain of
Megiddo．”⑤ Megiddo,transcribedinGreekas in４Kgdms９:２７and

inJosh１２:２１, wasthesiteofseveralsignificantbattles,including
DeborahandBarak􀆳svictoryovertheCanaanites(Judg５:１９), Gideon􀆳sdefeat
oftheMidianites(Judg７),andtheplacewherebothKingsAhaziahandJosiah
died(２Kgs９:２７;２３:２９)．Henceitwouldbeanappropriatelocationforthe
finalbattle．Yetthecityof Megiddo wasnotbuiltona mountain．Some
thereforeinterpretitas “the Megiddorange,”⑥ withaspecificreferenceto
MountCarmelseveralmilestothenorthwest(１Kgs１８)．⑦Otherswouldmake

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

Itislikely,however,thatArmageddonistheimpliedlocationoftwosubsequentbattlescenes,

atRev１９:１９Ｇ２１and２０:７Ｇ１０．Seee．g．, T．R．Schreiner, Revelation, BECNT (GrandRapids: Baker
Academic,２０２３),５５９, whoarguesthattheArmageddonscenedescribesthesamebattleasat６:１５Ｇ１７
and１９:１１Ｇ２１,thoughmaintainsthat２０:７Ｇ１０presentsadifferentscenario．

Accessed０４/０２/２０２４．
ForexamplesofthereceptionhistoryofArmageddon,seee．g．, G．W．Wainwright, Mysterious

Apocalypse:InterpretingtheBookofRevelation (Nashville: Abingdon, １９９３), １２１Ｇ１２３; Kovacsand
Rowland,Revelation,１７４Ｇ１７５; Tonstad,Revelation,２３４Ｇ２３７．

Forsummariesofscholarlyproposals, seee．g．, J．Jeremias, “HarMagedon (Apc１６: １６),”

ZNW ３１(１９３２):７３Ｇ７７;J．Paulien, “Armageddon,”inABD,eds．D．N．Freedmanetal．(NewYork:

Doubleday,１９９２),３９４Ｇ３９５;J．Day, “TheOriginofArmageddon:Revelation１６:１６asanInterpretation
ofZechariah１２: １１,” inCrossingtheBoundaries: EssaysinBiblicalInterpretationin Honourof
MichaelD．Goulder,eds．S．PorterandP．Joyce(Leiden:Brill,１９９４)３１５Ｇ３２６; D．E．Aune,Revelation
６Ｇ１６, WBC５２B (Nashville: ThomasNelson,１９９８),８９８Ｇ８９９; Boxall,TheRevelationofSaintJohn,

２３２Ｇ２３３; Koester,Revelation,６６０Ｇ６６１．
E．g．, Corsini,TheApocalypse,３０６,３１１Ｇ３１３; Koester,Revelation,６６１．
E．Lohmeyer,DieOffenbarungdesJohannes, HNT (Tübingen:J．C．B．Mohr[PaulSiebeck],

１９５３),１３７．
E．g．, W．H．Shea, “TheLocationandSignificanceofArmageddoninRev１６: １６,” AUSS１８

(１９８０):１５７Ｇ１６２; BeasleyＧMurray,Revelation,２４５; R．Stefanovic,RevelationofJesusChrist (Berrien
Springs: AndrewsUniversityPress,２００２),４８８Ｇ４８９．
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itplural: “themountainsofMegiddo,”①readingRev１６: １６intertextually
withEzekiel３８Ｇ３９, whichdescribesthefinalbattle “onthe mountainsof
Israel” (Ezek３９:４,１７)．②

Additionaletymologieshavealsobeenproposedby modernscholars,

including“CityofMegiddo” ( ),“hisfertilemountain” ( ),③and
“thedesirablecity” ( ),thelattertwointerpretationsunderstoodasa
referencetoJerusalem．④OthersfindthekeyinZech１２:１１, wheretheHebrew
“in the plain of Megiddo” ( )⑤ istranslatedin the LXX as

,apparentlyinterpreting asderivedfrom , “cut
down．”⑥ Finally,theproposalthatArmageddonisderivedfrom “mountof
assembly” ( ,Isa１４: １３),themountainofthegods, hasgarnered
somesupport．⑦ Thisiseitherviewednegatively,asademonicrivaltoMount
Zion⑧,orpositively,asanalternativenameforZion/Jerusalem (cf．Ps４８:１,

２,５)．⑨

Commentatorsarealso divided over whether Armageddonshould be
interpretedastheliteralsiteofthelastbattle (either Megiddooranother

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

⑧

⑨

Charles,RevelationofSt．John,ii．５０．
E．g．, Day, “TheOriginofArmageddon,”３２３．
T．K．Cheyne, “Armageddon,”inEncyclopediaBiblica１ (London: A．& C．Black, １８９９),

３１１．
Charles,RevelationofSt．John,ii．５０．ForMegiddoasJerusalem,seealsoA．J．Beagley, The

‘SitzimLeben’oftheApocalypse: WithParticularReferencetotheRoleoftheChurch􀆳sEnemies,

BZNW５０(BerlinandNewYork:deGruyter,１９８７),８７Ｇ８９．
ThisistheonlyplaceintheHebrewBiblewhereMegiddoisspeltwithafinalnun, paralleling

thespellingofArmageddon．Koester,Revelation,６６０．
Hence“themountainofdestruction/slaughter,” permittinganotherallusiontoJerusalem (cf．

Zech１４:２)．H．K．LaRondelle, “TheBiblicalConceptofArmageddon,”JETS２８(１９８５):２１Ｇ３１,at２３,

n．４; Ford,Revelation,２６３．
F．Hommel, “InschriftlicheGlossenundExkursezurGenesisundzuPropheten,” NKZ １

(１８９０):３９３Ｇ４１２,at４０６Ｇ４０７,n．３．SeealsoC．C．Torrey, “Armageddon,” HTR３１(１９３８):２３７Ｇ２４８;R．
E．Loasby, “‘HarＧMagedon’ accordingtothe HebrewintheSettingoftheSeven LastPlaguesof
Revelation１６,”AUSS２７(１９８９):１２９Ｇ１３２; M．Rissi,TheFutureoftheWorld (London:SCMPress,

１９７２),１５．
E．g．, Lupieri,ApocalypseofJohn,２４４．
Loasby, “HarＧMagedon,” １３２: “theplacefrom which Christwilldestroythe wicked, the

‘MountofAssembly,’thatis, MountZion．”
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locationinPalestine)①,ascodeforadifferenthistoricallocationentirely②,or
inasymbolic, nonＧgeographicsense③．DavidAuneexpressesthelatterview
evocatively: “themythicalapocalypticＧworldmountainwheretheforceshostile
toGod,assembledbydemonicspirits, willgatherforfinalbattleagainstGod
andhispeople．”④Ifsymbolic, thequestforaprecisegeographicallocation
wouldbebothunnecessaryandinappropriate, withtheplacenamepermitting
multiplescripturalandmythicallusions．⑤

Whatdoestheearlyreceptionhistory makeofArmageddon? Although
someGreekmanuscriptsreadsimply or atRev１６:１６,i．e．,

Megiddo⑥,itisstrikingthatearlycommentatorsrarely mentionthecity．
Accordingtoan Arabiccommentaryon Revelation, Hippolytus (d．２３５)

understoodArmageddontomean “thesmooth (or:trodden) place,”whichhe
tooktobeareferencetothe WadiJehoshaphatoutsideJerusalem, where
accordingtoJoel４:２theLordwillgatherthenationsforjudgment．⑦

The Greekcommentators Oecumeniusand Andrew of Caesarea both

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

SeetheDispensationalistendＧtimescenariosofCyrusI．ScofieldandHalLindsey．C．I．Scofield,

TheScofieldReferenceBible (Oxford: OxfordUniversityPress,１９１７); H．LindseyandC．C．Carlson,

TheLate Great Planet Earth (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, １９７０)．Cf．Wainwright, Mysterious
Apocalypse,１３２．

E．g．, HugoGrotiusinterpretsArmageddonsymbolicallyasaprophecyofConstantine􀆳svictory
overMaxentiusattheMilvianBridgein３１２, basedontheetymologymonscongregationis (“mountof
assembly”)．H．Grotius,OperaTheologicorum ２:２ (London: MosesPitt, １６７９), １２１３．J．B．Bossuet
understandsittosignifythedefeatoftheRomanemperorValerianbyPersianforces．J．B．Bossuet,

L􀆳Apocalypseavecuneexplication (LaHaye: MarbreＧCramoisy,１６９０),１４,１８９Ｇ１９０．ForHerder,itisa
symbolicreferencetothesiegeofMasada．J．G．Herder,Johannesoffenbarung (TübingenandStuttgart:

Cotta,１８２９),１３４．
E．g．, A．Farrer,TheRevelationofSt．JohntheDivine (Oxford:ClarendonPress,１９６４),１７８;

Tonstad,Revelation,２３０Ｇ２３２．
Aune,Revelation６Ｇ１６,８９８．
SeeLaRondelle, “TheBiblicalConceptofArmageddon,”３０Ｇ３１．
Forfurtherdetails,seeB．M．Metzger,ATextualCommentaryontheGreekNewTestament,

２ndedn (Stuttgart: DeutscheBibelgesellschaft, １９９４),６８１; Aune, Revelation６Ｇ１６, ８５８Ｇ８５９．The
shorterreadingisalsofoundintheolderSyriactranslation．J．Gwynn,TheApocalypseofSt．John,ina
SyriacVersionHithertoUnknown (Dublin: DublinUniversityPress,１８９７)．

Hippolytus, HippolytusWerke,ed．H．AchelisandG．N．Bonwetsch, GCS１．２ (Leipzig:J．C．
Hinrichs􀆳scheBuchhandlung, １８９７), ２３６ [der weiche (oder: getretene) Ort]．PrigentandStehly
translatethephrase “lieubienéglisé．” P．PrigentandR．Stehly, “LesfragmentsduDeApocalypsi
d􀆳Hippolyte,”TZ２９(１９７３):３１３Ｇ３３３,at３３０．
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proposeanetymologysimilartoZech１２: １１LXX ( )．①

Oecumenius,althoughhisbiblicaltextreads (i．e．, Megiddo) atRev
１６:１６,ismoreinterestedinthemeaningoftheplacename．Heobservesthat
thename “meansacleft” or “deep wound ( )” oralternatively “a
cleaving” or “beingseverelywounded ( ),” signifyingthebrutal
slaughterwhichwilltakeplacethere．② AndrewsimplyrepeatsOecumenius􀆳s
etymology．

Inthe West, severalotheretymologiesappearinLatincommentaries,

mostderivedfromJerome􀆳sOnHebrewNames, whichlistsfour:

Armageddonmeanseitheranuprisingoftherooforanuprisingof
formerthings．Butabettermeaningmightbeamountainfromrobbersor
asphericalmountain．③

Armageddonconsurrectiotectisiueconsurrectioin priora．Sed
meliusmonsalatrunculisuelmonsglobosus．④

AllfourseemtobeetymologicalexplanationsderivedfromtheHebrew,

asRev１６:１６demands,albeittransmittedviaJerome􀆳sGreeksource, which
fortheNewTestamenthebelievedwascomposedbyOrigen．⑤Forexample,

consurrectioinprioraisaLatintranslationof found
inthepseudoＧOrigenistOnomasticaVaticana, apparentlyfromthe Hebrew

and ．⑥Jerome􀆳stwopreferredinterpretations—monsalatrunculisand
monsglobosus—probablytranslate and respectively．⑦ The

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

E．g．, E．Nestle, “HarＧMagedon,”inDictionaryoftheBible, ed．J．Hastings (Edinburgh:

T．& T．Clark,１８９９),２．３０４Ｇ３０５; P．Prigent,CommentaryontheApocalypseofSt．John,trans．W．
Pradels(Tübingen: MohrSiebeck,２００４),４７４,n．２３．

ThedifferentEnglishtranslationsarefromOecumenius,CommentaryontheApocalypse,trans．
J．N．Suggit, FC１１２ (Washington, DC: CatholicUniversityofAmericaPress,２００６),１４２; Weinrich,

GreekCommentaries,７１．Greektextfrom M．deGroote,ed．,OecvmeniiCommentarivsinApocalypsin,

TraditioExegeticaGraeca８(Leuven:Peeters,１９９９),２１４．
Englishtranslationfrom Weinrich,LatinCommentaries,１６７,n．２１．
Lagarde, “Liberinterpretationis,”１５９．
L．L．Grabbe,EtymologyinEarlyJewishInterpretation: TheHebrew NamesinPhilo, BJS

１１５(Atlanta:ScholarsPress,１９８８),１６．
Jeremias, “HarMagedon(Apc１６:１６),”７４,andn．４．
Jeremias, “HarMagedon(Apc１６:１６),”７５,nn．４and５．



—３３　　　 —

latterproposalistheresultofJerome􀆳sextensiveknowledgeoftheholyland,

sinceheidentifiedArmageddonwith MountTabor (cf．Judg４: ６, １２),the
circularmountainarisingfromtheJezreelValleyapproximatelytwentymiles
fromTelMegiddo．ThismakesTaboraplausiblecandidateforthe“mountain
ofMegiddo．”

MedievalLatincommentarieswhichcitevariantsofJerome􀆳setymologies
includetheseventhＧcenturyReferenceBible􀆳sDeEnigmatibus,Bede􀆳seighthＧ
centuryExpositioApocalypseos, Berengaudus(possiblyeleventhcentury)①,

RupertofDeutz (c．１０７５Ｇ１１２９)②, MartinofLeon (１１２５Ｇ１２０３)③, andthe
GlossaOrdinariaontheApocalypse．④ OftentheyelaborateonJerome􀆳sterse
etymologiestoofferallegoricalinterpretations．Forexample, theReference
Bibleexplainsconsurrectioinprioraasmeaning“thesaintsliberatedfromthe
persecution．”⑤ Theinterestislessinidentifyingthelocationthatinexploring
thedivinelyＧgifted meaningoftheplacename, whichherereflectsthefact
that, atArmageddon, thepersecutorsofGod􀆳speople willthemselvesbe
defeated．PseudoＧAnselm (１２thcentury?)knowsthealternativemonsfurumor
“mountainofrobbers,” whichheinterpretsasareferencetotheAntichrist,
“whoisheadofallwhowishthestealthefaithfromthesaints”(quiestcaput
omniumquisanctisfidemfurarivolunt)．⑥ Again, thenameisviewedas
appropriatetowhatwilloccurthere．

ThehermeneuticsofthefourthＧcenturyTyconiusofCarthagealsoshapes
how several Latin commentators understand Armageddon． Tyconius􀆳s
emphasisonrecapitulationanticipatesseveralmoderncommentatorsinseeing
thebattlescenesofRev１６: １６and２０: ７Ｇ１０asdescribingthesamefinal
battle,andinterpretingtheplaceofthebattleecclesiologicallyratherthan

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

PL１７:９０８．
PL１６９:１１２６．
PL２０９:３８３．
Gryson,IncertiauctorisGlossainApocalypsin,１１８．TheCambridgemsreads“Hermaidon”for

“Armageddon．”

Gumerlock,EarlyLatinCommentaries,７５．
PsＧAnselm,PL１６２:１５５９,apparentlyavariantofJerome􀆳smonsalatrunculis．Thisreadingis

alsoknowntoMartinofLeon(PL２０９:３８３)．
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geographically．① Armageddoniswherethenationsgathertosurround “the
campofthesaintsandthebelovedcity②, thatis, thechurch (idest,

ecclesiam)．”③ Thisconceptionthatthelastbattleisplayedoutmultipletimes,

whereverthechurchisthreatenedbyhostileforces,isfollowedbyPrimasius,

Beatus,andBede．Suchinterpretationsareverydifferentfromtheoftencrassly
militaristicmodernreadingsinwhichArmageddonfunctionsasaliteralfinal
battlebetweenopposinghumanarmies．④

Howeveronejudgestherobustnessoftheseinterpretations⑤,twothings
areclearfrom the medievalLatintexts．First, Jeromeandhissuccessors
evidentlyseekanetymologicalexplanationviaHebrew,respondingdirectlyto
theclueprovidedinRev１６:１６．Indeed, Jerome􀆳smonsalatrunculisisnot
dissimilarto the modern proposal that the name means “ marauding
mountain,”avariationonBabylon􀆳s “destroyingmountain”inJer５１: ２５．⑥

Second,fewseeminterestedinidentifyingaspecificgeographicallocationfor
Armageddon．Instead,theirfocusisonwhattheplacenamesignifies, whether
becauseofwhatwilltakeplacethereorbecauseofitsphysicalcharacteristics．
ArareexceptionisBrunoofSegni, whoreferencesJosiah􀆳sdeathatMegiddo,

butmergesitwiththequotationfromZech１２:１１Ｇ１２,thusseeingweepingat
Josiah􀆳sdeathasforeshadowingthegriefatthefinalbattleinJerusalem．⑦

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

Schreineridentifiesthisasthepositionofmodernamillennialists．Schreiner,Revelation,５５９．
AreferencetoRev２０:９．
Gryson,TyconiiAfri,２０１; EnglishtranslationfromTyconius,Exposition,１５７．
B．Chilton,VisionsoftheApocalypse:ReceptionsofJohn􀆳sRevelationinWesternImagination

(Waco: BaylorUniversityPress,２０１３),９Ｇ１０．
Torreydismisses Origen and Jerome as resorting to “farＧfetched etymology．” Torrey,

“Armageddon,”２３９．
G．B．Caird,TheRevelationofStJohntheDivine, BNTC (London: A．& C．Black,１９６６),

２０７,deriving“marauding”fromtheHebrew ,asinZech１２:１１LXX．SeealsoM．Jauhiainen, “The
OTBackgroundtoArmageddon (Rev．１６:１６) Reconsidered,” NovT４７．４(２００５):３８１Ｇ３９３．

BrunoofSegnionRev１６:１６(PL１６５:６９５)．Formodernparallels,seee．g．,Corsini􀆳sviewthat
ArmageddonisanallegoryforthedeathofJesusasthenewJosiah, whichtookplaceonthehillof
Golgotha．Corsini,TheApocalypse,３５５Ｇ３５６．OntheJosiahtypology,seealsotheperceptivecomments
inP．J．Leithart,Revelation１Ｇ１１,ITC (LondonandNew York: Bloomsbury/T．& T．Clark,２０１８),

１５５Ｇ１５７．
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Ⅴ．TheCitiesoftheSevenChurches

If the aboveＧmentioned places function more symbolically than
geographically, whatofthelocationsofthesevencongregations,theseven
citiesofAsia(Rev１:１１;２Ｇ３)? Mostcriticalscholarsassumethatitsufficesto
locatethesecitiesliterallyinfirstＧcenturyproconsular Asia．① A minority,

however,observingthatthereweremorethansevencongregationsofChristＧ
followersinfirstＧcenturyproconsularAsia②, permitthatthesevenchurches
functionas morethanseven historicalcongregations, giventhesymbolic
meaningofthenumberseven．③

Thisviewthatthesevenchurchesrepresentmorethanthesumoftheir
partsistakenasreadbyearliercommentators．TheauthoroftheMuratorian
CanonfindsitsignificantthatbothJohnandPaulwrotetosevenchurches,

i．e．,tothewholechurch(Mur．Frag．Ⅱ,４８Ｇ５０,５７Ｇ６０)．④SodoesVictorinus,

notingthatwhatJohn “saystoone, hesaystoall(quodunidicitomnibus
dicit)．”⑤ Thisconvictionthatthesevenchurchesrepresenttheuniversalchurchwill
becomestandardinmedievalLatinexegesis(e．g．, Apringius, Primasius, Bede,

Berengaudus)．ThesamepertainsintheEast．ForAndrewofCaesarea,there
isalreadya “mystical” dimensiontothenumberseven: “mysticallymeaning
[ ]bythisnumberthechurcheseverywhere．”

①

②

③

④

⑤

E．g．,B．WitheringtonⅢ,Revelation, NCBC(Cambridge:CambridgeUniversityPress,２００３),

７５．Onwiderreception,seee．g．, KovacsandRowland, Revelation,５２Ｇ５８; Koester, Revelation,２３１Ｇ
２３４; M．Karrer, Johannesoffenbarung (Off．１,１Ｇ５,１４), EKK ２４/１ (Ostfildern: Patmos Verlag/

Göttingen: Vandenhoeck& Ruprecht,２０１７),３７３Ｇ３９２．
ColossaeandHierapolisnearLaodiceaintheLycusvalley, Col１:２;４:１３; MagnesiaＧonＧtheＧ

MeanderandTralles,addressedintheearlysecondcenturybyIgnatiusofAntioch; AlexandrianTroas,

Acts１６:８;２０:６Ｇ１２;２Cor２:１２;２Tim４:１３．
E．g．, H．Giesen,DieOffenbarungdesJohannes, RNT (Regensburg: VerlagFriedrichPustet,

１９９７),４２Ｇ４４; G．K．Beale, TheBookofRevelation, NIGTC (GrandRapidsandCambridge/Carlisle:

Eerdmans/PaternosterPress,１９９９),１８６Ｇ１８７; Boxall,TheRevelationofSaintJohn,２９Ｇ３０; Moloney,

TheApocalypseofJohn,４５．
Bede,ExpositioonRev１:１１, makesasimilarcomparisonbetweenJohnandPaul．
Englishtranslationfrom Weinrich, LatinCommentaries,３; Latinfrom VictorindePoetovio,

Surl􀆳Apocalypseetautresécrits,ed．M．Dulaey,SC４２３(Paris:LesÉditionsduCerf,１９９７),５２．Seealso
e．g．,Cyprian,Fort．１１; Origen, Num．Hom．３．３．３．
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Inaddition, hediscernsafurthercorrespondencetohisowntime, “in
which the seventh period of days is taking place．”① This figurative
interpretationgenerallygoeshandＧinＧhandwiththeconvictionthatRev２Ｇ３was
originallyaddressedtoliteralfirstＧcenturycongregations,asBedeobservesin
hiscommentaryonRev１:１１: “TheChurchofChristwasnotonlyinthese
placesatthistime,butallfulnessiscomprisedinthenumberseven．”②Bede,

andothersintheTyconiantradition (e．g．, CaesariusofArles; Beatus),view
thesevenchurchesastypesofdifferentkindsofchurches,ordifferenttypesof
Christian,onthebasisthattheSpiritaddresseshimselfto “thechurches”
(Rev２:７,１１,１７,２９;３:６,１３,２２)．③

More strikingisthe attention, particularlyin the Latin exegetical
tradition,tothemeaningoftheplacenamesthemselves．Theoriginalnaming
ofthesecitiesseemstohavebeeneponymous．AccordingtoStrabo,Smyrnais
saidtohavebeennamedaftertheAmazonwhofoundedit,aswasthecasefor
Ephesus,originallyalsocalledSmyrna(Strabo,Geog．１１．５．４;１２．３．２１;１４．１．
４)．④ Similarly, Pergamum supposedlyreceiveditsnamefromitsfounder
Pergamus⑤,Philadelphiafrom AttalusⅡ Philadelphus⑥,andLaodiceafrom
Laodikē,thewifeorsisterofAntiochusⅡ, whorenamedthecitywhenhe
fortifieditbetween２６１and２５３BCE．⑦Yet,apparentlyonthebasisofRev１１:

８and１６:１６,aswellasthesymbolismofthenumberseven,greaterattention
ispaidinLatinpatristicandmedievalexegesistowhatGodintendedbythese
names．

FormanyLatincommentators,themainsourceisJerome􀆳sOnHebrewNames,

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

AndrewofCaesarea, Commentaryonthe Apocalypse, trans．E．S．Constantinou, FC １２３
(Washington, DC: CatholicUniversityofAmericaPress, ２０１１), ５６; seeConstantinou, Guidingtoa
BlessedEnd,１９０．

Bede,CommentaryonRevelation,trans．F．Wallis, TTH５８ (Liverpool: LiverpoolUniversity
Press,２０１３),１１１．

Tyconius,Exposition,４４;cf．Matt５:３;２Cor６:１０．
D．E．Aune,Revelation１Ｇ５, WBC５２A (Dallas: WordBooks,１９９７),１５９．
Aune,Revelation１Ｇ５,１８０．
Charles,RevelationofSt．John,i．８５．ButseeC．J．Hemer,TheLetterstotheSevenChurches

intheirLocalSetting,JSNTS１１(Sheffield:JSOTPress,１９８６),１５３Ｇ１５４．
Aune,Revelation１Ｇ５,２４９．
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parallelingthetreatmentofArmageddon．①Jeromeinterpretsthenamesofthe
sevencitiesasfollows:②

Ephesus　 　uoluntassiueconsilium meum (“my will” or “my
counsel”);

Smyrna　 canticumeorum (“theirsong”);

Pergamum　 diuidenticornuaeorumueldissecantiuallem (“tohim
whodividestheirhorns” or “tohim whodissectsthe
valley”);

Thyatira　 inluminata (“enlightened”);③

Sardis　 principiumpulchritudinis (“beginningofbeauty”);

Philadelphia saluanshaerentem domino (“preservingadherenceto
theLord”);

Laodicea　 tribusamabilisdominisiuefueruntinuomitu (“tribe
belovedoftheLord”or“theywereinvomit”)．④

AsforArmageddon,Jerome􀆳sinterpretationsofthecitynamesareapparently
etymological,derivedfromHebrew (cf．Rev１６:１６)．Althoughprecisederivationis
unclear,theunderlyingpresuppositionisthatnamesconvey meaning．Forlater
commentatorsonRevelation(e．g．, Apringius,Primasius,Beatus,Bede),Jerome􀆳s
etymologiesareexpandedtofunctionasglossesonthecharacterofthecities,

orthechurchestherein．AsthesixthＧcenturyApringiusofBéjahasit: “But
thereisamightymysteryinthenames, whichwewillexamineanddiscussto
theextentthatGodallows．”⑤ Thus, ApringiusinterpretsJerome􀆳s “their
song” (Smyrna) asareferencetothesong “ofthose whohaverightly

①

②

③

④

⑤

LatermedievalcommentariesdrawingonJerome􀆳sOn Hebrew NamesincludePseudoＧAlcuin
(PL１００:１０９６),CommemoratoriumdeApocalypsiJohannisApostoli (inGryson,VariorumAuctorum
CommentariaMinora), PseudoＧAnselm (PL１６２), Berengaudus (PL１７), theGlossaordinaria (in
Gryson,IncertiauctorisGlossainApocalypsin),andMartinofLeon(PL２０９)．

Lagarde, “Liberinterpretationis,”１５９Ｇ１６０．
ThedefinitionforThyatiracomesfrom Jerome􀆳slistofnamesfrom Acts: Lagarde, “Liber

interpretationis,”１４９Ｇ１５０．
ThelatterdefinitionisprobablyderivedfromRev３:１６．
Sedestfortein nominibussacramentum, quod discutientes, in quantum deus dederit,

disseramus．ApringiusinGryson, Variorum Auctorum Commentaria Minora, ４１．Englishtranslation
from Weinrich,LatinCommentaries,２８．
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confessedthecatholictruth,” reflectingthe positiveassessmentofthat
church􀆳sfaith(Rev２:９Ｇ１０)．①

AnobviousobjectiontoJerome􀆳setymologiesisthatthenamesofthe
sevencitiesofAsiashouldbederivedeitherfrom Greek, orfromanearlier
Anatolian language．Thus, although Bede knows several of Jerome􀆳s
interpretations, probablyviaPrimasius􀆳scommentary②, insomecaseshe
prefersGreekalternatives．For Ephesus, heoffers “agreatfallingaway
(lapsusmagnus)” asanalternativeto “mywillisinher (uoluntasmeain
ea),” reflectingtheresemblanceofthecity􀆳snametothe Greek ,
“throwing” or “hurling．”③ Both namesareappropriatefor Revelation􀆳s
messagetothechurchinEphesus,sinceitsangelissaidtohave“fallen” (Rev
２:５),yetthechurchcontainsthosewhocarryoutGod􀆳swill(Rev２:２Ｇ３,６)．
SmyrnaisunderstoodasderivedfromtheGreekwordfor “myrrh” (Latin:

myrra; Greek: ), whichBedegivesanadditionalallegoricalmeaning,

perhapswithatropologicalfunctionforthebenefitofhisreaders: “which
symbolizesthemortificationoftheflesh．”④Thyatirameans“sacrificialvictim”
(hostiam; Greek )．⑤Sardisconnectswiththegemstone ,oneof
thetwelvepreciousstonesadorningtheNewJerusalem (Rev２１:２０), while
thecityofPhiladelphiaisappropriatelyidentifiedas“brotherlylove” (dilectio
fraterna,fromtheGreek )．⑥

Theexegeticalprocess—beginning withetymology, andusingthatto
discernthesymbolicsignificanceofaplacenameforreadersattunedto
Revelation􀆳smythicgeography—isarguablyrootedinthecluesprovidedby
JohnofPatmos,especiallyinRev１１:８and１６:１６．Theadditionalsignificance
isfrequentlysoughtto makea moralortropologicalpoint, insomecases
relatedtothe“character”ofthechurchinthatplace．

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

Weinrich,LatinCommentaries,３３．
E．g．,Pergamumas“dividingtheirhorns”;Laodiceaas“tribebelovedoftheLord”or“theywere

invomit．”

Bede,CommentaryonRevelation,１１６,n．５７; LatinfromGryson,BedaePresbyteri,２４９．
Bede,CommentaryonRevelation,１１７; LatinfromGryson,BedaePresbyteri,２５３．
Bede,CommentaryonRevelation,１２１,n．８６; LatinfromGryson,BedaePresbyteri,２５９．
Gryson,BedaePresbyteri,２６５,２６７．
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Ⅵ．Patmos

What,finally,ofJohn􀆳sownlocation,atleastforhisinauguralvisionif
notalsoofcomposition?Evenallowingforasymbolicadditiontothenamesof
thesevenAsiancities,Patmoswouldappeartobeanobviousexceptiontothe
symbolicrule．Afterall,itismentionedpriortothevisionsproper,rootingthe
seerfirmlyonterrafirma．Yet,areturntoRev１１:８, withitsstatementthat
thegreatcity “isspirituallycalled “Sodom” and “Egypt”,” suggestsamore
complexreality．Thepassive couldbetakenasadivineortheological
passive:i．e．, Godhascalledthegreatcity “Sodom”and “Egypt．” Thesame
couldbesaidfortheplace “whichiscalled ( ) in Hebrew
Armageddon” (Rev１６:１６)．

Like１１:８and１６:１６, Rev１:９combinesaplacenamewiththepassive
voiceoftheverb ．Johnstates,notmerelythathewasonPatmos,but
that he was “on the island which is called Patmos” (

, Rev１:９)．Identifyinghislocationasanisland, withina
Jewishworldview, highlightsitsmarginalcharacter,sinceintheLXX
oftendescribes“theislandsofthegentiles,”particularlyintheMediterranean
( ,e．g．, Gen１０:５,３２;Zeph２:１１;１Macc１１:３８)．Thatitis
calledPatmospotentiallyinvestsitsplacenamewiththeologicalsignificance．①

Indeed,aplausiblereadingofRevelation􀆳snarrativepresentsPatmosasan
islandofmythicproportions,abletocontainbothawilderness (Rev１７:３)

andaloftymountainontowhichtheNewJerusalemdescends(Rev２１:１０)．
EtymologicalexplanationsofthenamePatmos(anditsancientvariantPatnos,

foundina２ndcenturyBCEinscription) haveincludedaderivationfromthe
Greek or“step,”reflectingthemyththatthegodPoseidonsteppedon
thisisland,andfromaSyriacwordmeaning“terebinth,”perhapsbecausesuch
treesgrewthere．②

Yet, unlike “thegreatcity,” Armageddon, andeventhecitiesofthe
sevenchurches,earlyreceptionhistoryismorereluctanttoexplorethedeeper

①

②

SeethediscussioninBoxall,Patmos,１６Ｇ２２．
V．Guérin,Descriptiondel􀆳îledePatmosetdel􀆳îledeSamos (Paris: AugusteDurand,１８５６),２Ｇ４．
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significanceofthename“Patmos．”PatmosisthesoleplacenameinRevelation
notdiscussedbyJeromeinhisOnHebrew Names．Ontheotherhand,early
interpretersdidconsidertheappropriatenessoftheisland􀆳sremotenessand
restrictedsizefortheexileofatroublesomepreacherandforthereceptionof
visions．①BothPrimasiusandBede,forexample,almostcertainlydrawingon
Tyconius, observethat “Itwasfittingthatwhenhewasforbiddentogo
beyondacircumscribedconfineoftheearth, itwasvouchsafedtohimto
penetratethesecretthingsofheaven．”② Thisreadingaccordsagreaterroleto
divineagencyinthedebatedphrase (Rev
１:９)．Thoughhumanagents(e．g．,theemperor,oralocalRomanofficialin
AsiaMinor) mayhavebeeninstrumentalinJohn􀆳ssojournonPatmos,asthe
traditionalview wouldhaveit, ultimatelythehandofGodwasatworkin
bringinghisservanttothisislandofvision．③

More intriguing is a reading found in multiple medieval Latin
commentaries, whereby Patmosisinterpretedbythe Latin nounfretum
(“strait,” “channel,” “raging”)．Thisinterpretationgoesbackatleasttothe
seventhoreighthcentury,sinceitisinterpolatedintoacopyofPrimasius􀆳s
commentaryfromthatdateintheBodleianLibrary, Oxford．④Itisalsofound,

among others, in commentaries by Primasius􀆳s eighthＧcentury successor
AmbroseAutpert, HaimoofAuxerre (ninthcentury), andPseudoＧAnselm．
Moreover,Patmosasfretum waspopularizedintheMiddleAgesthroughits
inclusioninthe Glossaordinaria, which also connectsthe geographical
remotenessofPatmostoJohn􀆳sproximitytodivinerealities．⑤Anetymological
explanationisnotobvious, whetheroneis workingin Latin, Greek, or
Hebrew．Thoughetymologycannotberuledoutentirely, amorepromising

①

②

③

④

⑤

Boxall,Patmos,２８Ｇ５５．
Bede,CommentaryonRevelation,１１１(italicsintheoriginal, markingthedirectquotationfrom

Primasius)．InsupportofaTyconiansource,seeK．B．Steinhauser, TheApocalypseCommentaryof
Tyconius:A HistoryofItsReceptionandInfluence (Frankfurtam Main:PeterLang,１９８７),２６７．

ThismotifisparticularlyprominentinapocryphallivesofJohn, suchastheActsofJohnat
Rome (eitherfourthorfifthcentury)andtheGreekActsofJohnbyProchorus (probablyfifthcentury)．
Boxall,Patmos,５１Ｇ５３,１０６Ｇ１１４．

CodexBodleianus, MS．Douce１４０[２１７１４], Ⅱ,１０５Ｇ１０７．Boxall,Patmos,７０Ｇ７１．
Gryson,IncertiavctorisGlossainApocalypsin,３９．
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explanationisofferedbygematria．Inasimplesystem wherebythelettersof
theLatinalphabetcorrespondtonumbersfrom １to２３, bothPatmosand
fretum havethe numericalvalue７９．① This offersasomewhatdifferent
exegeticalapproachtothe meaningofRevelation􀆳splacenames, takingits
startingＧpointnotfromRev１６:１６ (Hebrewetymology) butfromthecallto
calculatethenumberofbeastinRev１３:１８, whichisfrequentlysolvedusing
gematria．②

Conclusion

ThisreceptionＧhistoricalexplorationofRevelation􀆳splacenamesmakesno
claimtobeexhaustive．Further workcouldfruitfullybeundertaken, for
example,onMountZion, wheretheLambstandswiththe１４４,０００ (Rev１４:

１),ortheRiverEuphrates(Rev９:１４;１６:２),thegreatriverwhichflowed
throughBabylon, whose“manywaters” (Jer５１:１３;cf．Rev１７:１)cometo
symbolize “peoplesand multitudes, nationsandlanguages” in Revelation􀆳s
symbolicgeography(Rev１７:１５)．Onemightalsohaveincludedtheslewof
personalnames,someofwhich,like“Sodom”and“Egypt” (Rev１１:８)serve
toobscureactualnamesas wellasrevealing perceived characterflaws:
“Jezebel” (Rev２: ２０), “Balaam” (Rev２: １４), possibly “theNicolaitans”
(Rev２:６,１５)．③Attentiontothemeaningofnamesmightaccordadditional
significanceto“Antipas,”thesolenamedChristianmartyrinPergamum (Rev
２:１３),andperhapseventhatofJohnhimself( ,aGreekformof ,
“Yahwehis[or‘hasbeen’]gracious,” Rev１:１,４,９)．④

Thereceptionhistoryoftheplacenamesdiscussedheredemonstratesthe
sensitivityofolderinterpreterstowhatsuchnamesconvey,inatextwhose

①

②

③

④

PATMOS＝１５＋１＋１９＋１２＋１４＋１８＝７９．FRETUM＝６＋１７＋５＋１９＋２０＋１２＝７９．Boxall,

Patmos,７２．
TherearesomeattemptstointerpretPatmosetymologicallyfromtheHebrew, thoughthese

aremuchlater, e．g．,theFrenchJesuitJeanHardouin(１６４６Ｇ１７２９)．J．Hardouin,JoannisHarduini
CommentariusinNovumTestamentum (Amsterdam,１７４１),７３９;seeBoxall,Patmos,１６１Ｇ１６２．

Thelasttwonamesaresometimesconnectedetymologicallybyscholars．Charles,Revelationof
St．John,i．５２Ｇ５３．

Aune,Revelation１Ｇ５,xlixＧl．
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“literalsense”isoftenprofoundlysymbolic．Thevariousstrategiesemployed
caneachclaimtoberootedinexegeticalcluesprovidedbythebiblicaltext,

whetheretymologicalexplanations(groundedinRev１６:１６),thoseresorting
togematria (taking Rev１３:１８astheirstartingＧpoint), orattendingtoa
place􀆳shistory,character, orpotential(followingtheleadofRev１１:８)．In
addition,theextensivescripturalmemorybankofpreＧmoderninterpreters
oftenflagsupintertextualconnectionswhichcanfurtherilluminateatext􀆳s
meaning,suchasHippolytus􀆳sidentificationofArmageddonwiththeValleyof
Jehoshaphat,recallingJoel４:２,orBrunoofSegni􀆳sappealbothtoZech１２:

１１Ｇ１２andtothedeathofJosiahat Megiddo (２ Kgs２３: ２９), withits
ChristologicalpotentialforviewingChristasthenewJosiah．Suchapproaches
canbeilluminatingforcontemporaryscholarship,irrespectiveoftheparticular
meritsofspecificinterpretations, suchasthe moretenuousetymological
explanations, which inevitably reflectthe circumstances and theological
perspectivesoftherespectiveinterpreter．

Moreover, suchtreatmentsofRevelation􀆳splacenames, whichoften
movebeyondetymologyandgematriatoquestionsofsignificanceandtheir
implicationsfor Christianliving, mesh withexegeticalreflectionon both
Revelation􀆳sgenreand purpose．Thatnames mean morethanlocationis
appropriateforabookwithapocalypticcharacteristics, giventhatapocalyptic
visions “expand the boundaries ofthe known world through esoteric
knowledge．”① Thatreadersareinvitedtoenquireintothesignificanceofplace
namesfortheirownfollowingofChristalsoaccords withatext which
functionstochallengeaswellasconsolethechurches (Rev２Ｇ３)．Thebasic
instinctofpreＧmodernreaders,inshort,istogivefullweighttotheinvitation
toreadnames (Rev１１:８),andthuspermittingthemproperly
theologicalsignificance．IfGod hascalledtheseplacesbynamessuchas
“Patmos,” “Sodom,” “Egypt,”and “Armageddon” (asRev１:９,１１:８and
１６: １６imply), thenthenamesthemselvesdeserveascloseattentionby
exegetesas do the specificlocationsthey denote．Earlyinterpreters of
Revelationseemtohaveunderstoodthistheologicalimperativewell．

① L．L．Thompson, “MappinganApocalypticWorld,”inSacredPlacesandProfaneSpaces,eds．
ScottandSimpsonＧHousley,１１５Ｇ１２７,at１１９．
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“神秘的召唤”

———«启示录»中天启地名的接受史研究

伊安􀅰伯克索尔

【摘要】圣经学者们长久以来认识到了«启示录»中的特殊地名(比如所多玛、
埃及、巴比伦、新耶路撒冷)的符号意义.但是,关于这些地理位置在多大程度上

是符号性的,学者们存有争论.本文探讨教父和早期中世纪论著在接受«启示

录»时是如何处理地名问题的,以期对该争论有所贡献.本文主要关注“大城”
(«启示录»１１:８,１７:５中的所多玛、埃及、巴比伦)、哈米吉多顿(«启示录»１６:

１６)、七教会所在的城(«启示录»２—３)以及约翰的拔摩岛(«启示录»１:９).本文

指出,在解释这些地名时,学者们诉诸«圣经»文本中的不同线索,如希伯来文(比
如«启示录»１６:１６)和希腊文的词源学、拔摩岛叙事中数字密码的使用(比如«启
示录»１３:１８)以及地名所传达的地理位置特征及重要性(比如«启示录»１１:８).

【关键词】«启示录»;天启地名;大城;接受史
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AdvantagesandDisadvantagesoftheUseofDigitalTools
ExemplifiedbyTextualStudies

EmanuelTov∗

Abstract:Sincethe１９７０s, computershavebeen usedinthe
serviceofthehumanities, andnow wecannolongerdo without
them．AgoodcomputerprogramsuchasAccordanceconsistsoffully
integratedbiblicaltextswith morphologicalanalysisandlinkedto
lexicons, atlases, andcommentaries．Alltheimaginablebilingual
searchesarenow possible．However, therearedrawbackstothe
digitaladvancementintextualcriticism．(１) Theusersofcomputer
editionslosethefamiliarityreaderspreviouslyhadwiththeprinted
Bibletext．(２) Fortextualcriticism,itisimportanttohaveamental
imageoftheshapeoftheancientbook．(３) Whenpracticingtextual
criticism, oneneedstohaveaclearconceptoftheexistenceof
marginsaroundthewritten, butincomputereditionsthereareno
margins．(４) Thelinesofmanypoeticaltextsarearrangedgraphically
inthemedievalcodicesandtheQumranscrolls,butthissystemhas
beendiscontinuedinthemaincomputereditions．(５) Therunning
textofMasoreticTextissubdividedintosections,butthecomputer
editionsdonotprovidethevisibilityofthespacingoftheopenand
closedsections．

KeyWords: DigitalTools, TextualCriticism, Hebrew Bible,

MasoreticText, TextEditions

∗ EmanuelTov,J．L．MagnesProfessor, Dept．ofBible, HebrewUniversity．
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Sincethe １９７０s, computers have been usedin the service ofthe
humanities,andnowwecannolongerdowithoutthem．Inoneareawemay
getclosetoselfＧsufficiencybasingourselvesonlyondigitalsourcesforthe
textＧcriticalstudyoftheHebrewBible,andthatisteaching．Agoodcomputer
programsuchasAccordanceconsistsoffullyintegratedbiblicaltextswith
morphologicalanalysisandlinkedtolexicons,atlases,andcommentaries．All
theimaginable bilingualsearches are now possible, GreekＧHebrew and
HebrewＧGreek,joinedbyseveralstatisticalfeatures．

However,therearedrawbackstothedigitaladvancement．Intheareaof
textualcriticism,Iseetheseproblems: (１) TheconceptofaBiblebook: The
usersofcomputereditionslosethefamiliarityreaderspreviouslyhadwiththe
printedBibletext．IfonewasaccustomedtoseeingthebeginningofGenesis
chapter１２atthetopoftheleftpage, therearenoleftandrightpagesin
computereditionsand,infact, nopagesatall．Instead, theextentofthe
computer“pages” dependsupontheparametersofthescreen,font,andline
spacing．(２)Shapeoftheancientbook．Forthepracticeoftextualcriticism,it
isimportanttohaveamentalimageoftheshapeoftheancientbook．(３) When
practicingtextualcriticism,oneneedstohaveaclearconceptoftheexistence
ofmarginsaroundthewrittenorprintedtextblock．However,incomputer
editionstherearenomargins．(４) Thelinesofmanypoeticaltextsarearranged
graphicallyinthe medievalcodicesandtheQumranscrolls．However, this
systemhasbeendiscontinuedinthemaincomputereditionsinwhichpoetical
textsarepresentedasrunningprosetexts．(５) TherunningtextofMasoretic
Text(MT) issubdividedintosections．Thecomputereditionsthatprovide
completerunningtextsdonotprovidethevisibilityofthespacingoftheopen
andclosedsections, andhencetheuserlosesasignificantaspectofthe
guidanceofthelayoutofMT．

Bynecessity,studentshavelostsomeskillsunrelatedtotextualcriticism
thatneverthelessharmthetextＧcriticalanalysis(writingbyhand, mentionof
thesourceofthedigitaleditions,relianceonscans)．Inthelastdecadesofthe
previouscenturyabranchofpseudoＧresearchdevelopedthatwasbasedon
countinglettersinthebiblicaltext．Finally, weturntothesubjectivityofthe
sourcesthatarerecordedbycomputers,includingWikipedia．
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Ⅰ．Advantages

ThedisciplineoftextualcriticismoftheHebrewBibleworkswithancient
manuscripts,texteditions,andmanyadditionalsources．Itcomparesdetailsin
manylanguagesanditspurposeistogatherinformationaboutthetransmission
oftheancienttexts,tocomparereadings,toexpressanopiniononthem,and
tocreateeditions．Forsomescholars,likemyself,thisistheirmainacademic
focus．Textualcriticismisnotonlydescriptive; wewanttomakethereadings
thatareretrievedfromtheancientsourcesavailablefortheexegeticalendeavor
oftheBible．Afterall,textualcriticismismeanttobeanauxiliarydisciplinein
theserviceofexegesis．

Forthreecenturies,textＧcriticalactivity proceeded very well without
computers．Ofcourse, manystudies would have been more preciseand
efficienthadtheybeencarriedoutwiththeaidofcomputers．But,ifyoudonot
havecomputers, youdonotmissthem．Beforetheadventofthecomputer,

projectsworkedwithendlessnumbersofboxesfilledwithslipsofpaperor
indexcards．IrememberverywelltheprojectroomoftheOxfordprojectinthe
midＧ１９７０sthatwasinvolvedintherevisionoftheLiddellandScottGreek
lexicon．① Theroom wasfilledwithhundredsofboxescrammedwithpaper
slips,anunimaginablesightformoderneyes．That􀆳salsohow weworkedin
the Hebrew UniversityBibleProject②, usingcardsofdifferentcolorsand
sizes．Thelogicofthesecardsisidenticaltothemainideaofthecomputer
arrangement．

Sincethe １９７０s, computers have been usedin the service ofthe
humanities,andnowwecannolongerdowithoutthem．Someprojectsmade
themovetocomputersinthe１９７０s,andothersinthe１９８０sor１９９０s．Itwas
anenormousrevolutionforprojectsandforourpersonalresearch, andlater

①

②

HenryGeorge Liddelland RobertScott, A GreekＧEnglish Lexicon: Witha Supplement,
(Oxford: Clarendon,１９６８)．

MosheH．GoshenＧGottstein, TheHebrewUniversityBible: TheBookofIsaiah (Jerusalem:

Magnes,１９９５); ChaimRabin,ShemaryahuTalmon,andEmanuelTov,TheHebrewUniversityBible:

TheBookofJeremiah (Jerusalem: Magnes, １９９７); Moshe H．GoshenＧGottsteinandShemaryahu
Talmon,TheHebrewUniversityBible:TheBookofEzekiel (Jerusalem: Magnes,２００４)．
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alsofortheclassroom．Iam oldenoughtohave witnessedthedifferent
technologicalstages．My M．A．thesiswastypedona Hebrewtypewriter,

supplementedbyanEnglishOlivetti, whiletheGreekwaswritteninbyhand．
Inthenextstage, mydoctoraldissertation① wastypedin English bya
professionaltypist, supplementedby HebrewandGreek “golfballs” onan
IBMSelectrictypewriter．Thatwasagesbeforetheadventofthecomputer．．．

Thefirst mainframecomputersintheserviceoftextualstudies were
ratherprimitive,slowlydevelopingintothesmallpersonalcomputersoftoday．
Computersarenowafactoflife,andfortextualcriticismtheyhavebeenvery
beneficial．Withtheaidofcomputersmuchhasbeendonethatcouldnothave
beendoneotherwise．However, hasanyoneasked whethertherearealso
drawbackstotheuseofcomputers? Idonotrefertotheuseofacomputerin
wordprocessing．Ispeakabouttheuseoftextualdatain machineＧreadable
forminresearchandintheclassroom．

Take,forexample,theMasoreticTextoftheHebrewBible．Forseveral
decadesthistexthasbeenavailabledigitallytogetherwitha morphological
analysisofallitswordsandalexiconasthebasisformanytypesoftextＧ
critical, linguistic, and literary examinations．Since the １９８０s, search
programshavebeenimproved, nowsearchingforletters, partsofwords,

words, wordcombinations, vowels, vowelcombinations, cantillation marks
andpatterns, the Masorah, openandclosedparagraphs, andKetivＧQere．②

Otherscholarsperformcomparativeauthorshipstudies．AsfarasIknow,in
２０２４MTisnotyetlinkedwithdatabasesofmasoreticvariants,butitisjoined
withtheJudeanDeserttexts (theDeadSeaScrolls)．Itislinkedwiththe
SeptuagintGreektranslationatthewordlevelthroughtheCATSSprogram③,

①

②

③

TheSeptuagintTranslationofJeremiahandBaruch: ADiscussionofanEarlyRevisionof
Jeremiah２９Ｇ５２andBaruch１:１Ｇ３:８, HSM８(Missoula, MT:ScholarsPress,１９７６)．

Fordetailsaboutallthesecomponentsofthebiblicaltext, seemyTextualCriticismofthe
HebrewBible,revisedandexpandedfourthedition(Minneapolis: Fortress,２０２２),３５Ｇ８６．

ComputerＧAssistedToolsforSeptuagintStudies,coＧdirectedbyRobertA．Kraft(Universityof
Pennsylvania)andEmanuelTov(HebrewUniversityofJerusalem), moduleoftheAccordance (https://

www．accordancebible．com/)andLogos (https://www．logos．com/)programs．
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andthesamepertainstothetargumim(Torahonly) throughtheTargums
WordMap①． Most of the ancient and modern translations are also
morphologicallyanalyzed②allowingforsearches．

Inaddition, the main criticaleditions ofthe Hebrew Bible, LXX,

Vulgate, targumim, and Peshittaare now availabledigitally．③ However,

variantsofthesetextsarenotyetavailableinaflexibleway,exceptforthose
ofthe Göttingen Septuagint integrated in the Accordance and Logos
programs．④

Theavailabledataandproceduresinthefieldoftextualcriticismaremore
extensivethan whatIcansketchhere．Sophisticatedprojectsnow analyze
handwriting,andvariousnaturalsciencetechniquesareappliedtotheancient
documents．However, mymaintopicisnottheachievements,buttheresearch
trendstowhichIturnnow．

Wepossessmanytextualsourcesindigitalformaswellasprogramsthat
analyzethem．However, wecannotperform ourresearchsolelybasedon
digitalsources,andwewillneverbeinasituationinwhichmostorallofthe
textualresearchcanbeperformedinthatway．Therewillalwaysbemany
sourcesthatarenotavailableinmachineＧreadableform．

However,inoneareawemaygetclosetoselfＧsufficiencybasingourselves
onlyondigitalsources,andthatisteaching．Teachinginvolvestheavailability
ofdigitaltoolsbeforeandduringtheclass．Intheclassroom,thestudentshave
accesstoallthetextsinparallelcolumns, grammars,lexicons,atlases,and
commentaries,allowingthemtocorrecttheteacherfromthedataontheirown
laptops! AllthesetoolsareavailableintheAccordanceandLogosprograms．

Traditionally,themajortoolforthestudyoftheLXXwasthebilingual

①

②

③

④

AmoduleintheAccordanceprogram, TargumsWordMapiseditedbyLeeorGottliebofBarＧ
Ilan University, https://www．accordancebible．com/product/targumsＧwordmapＧtheＧequivalentＧproject/．
Attheverselevel, MTisfurtherlinkedwiththePeshitta, Vulgate, OldLatin,aswellaswithallmodern
translations,through“Strong􀆳sequivalents．”

Amorphologicalanalysisprovidestheroot(stem) ofthewordandanexactdefinitionofthe
grammaticalform．

ListedinTov,TextualCriticism,４thed．,８３Ｇ８６,２５８Ｇ２６２,２７２Ｇ２７４．
MarilynLundbergandToddR．Hanneken,eds．,Science,Technology,andTextualCriticism,

vol．３DofTextualHistoryoftheBible:ACompaniontoTextualCriticism,eds．RussellE．Fullerand
ArminLange(Leiden: Brill,２０２２)providesthedetails．
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concordanceof Hatchand Redpaththatprovideddatathatrequiredgreat
patienceintheiruseastheequivalentswerenotalwaystransparent．① WhenI
wasastudent,IcheckedforhourstheHebrewＧGreekequivalentsoftheLXX
andMTbasedonthatconcordance．ThereverseindexofHatchＧRedpathwas
ofhelp,untilabetterprintedtoolwasdevelopedbyTakamitsuMuraoka．②As
ateacher,Iavailedmyselfofthesetoolsaswell,untilIdevelopedconfidence
inthedigitaltools．

Theremainderishistory．AgoodcomputerprogramsuchasAccordance
consistsoffullyintegratedbiblicaltextswithmorphologicalanalysisandlinked
tolexicons,atlases,andcommentaries．Alltheimaginablebilingualsearches
are now possible, GreekＧHebrew and HebrewＧGreek, joined by several
statisticalfeatures．StatisticalresearchofeithertheGreekortheHebrewBible
isnowverydevelopedaswell．Furthermore,itisquiteinnovativetousethese
toolsintheclassroom．ForthepasttwentyormoreyearsIhavenotfaced
studentssurroundedbycopiesoftheHebrewandGreekBiblebuthaveinstead
seenstudentssittingbehindtenorfifteenscreens．Theircomputersprovide
themwiththeequivalentofmorebooksthantheywouldbeabletocarry．In
realtimethey wereabletosearchfor HebrewＧGreekequivalentsandto
questionwhattheteachersaid．

Ⅱ．Disadvantages③

Arethereanydrawbackstothedigitaladvancement? Yes,thereare．We
areatransition generation．Westilluse books, althoughthe beginning
studentsprefernottousethem．Ifgoodcomputertoolsexist, oriftextsare
scanned,theypreferthateasymediumtolookingupsomethinginthelibrary．

①

②

③

EdwinHatchand HenryAdeneyRedpath, AConcordancetotheSeptuagintandtheOther
GreekVersionsoftheOldTestament (IncludingtheApocryphalBooks)２nded．(GrandRapids: Baker
Books,１９９８)．

TakamitsuMuraoka,AGreekＧHebrew/AramaicTwoＧWayIndextotheSeptuagint (Louvain:

Peeters,２０１０)．
Severalpersonshelpedmythinking．ImentioninparticularSimonRatenauwhostudiedwithme

atthePontificioIstitutoBiblicoandLotemAllouche, myassistantattheHebrewUniversity．Substantial
inputwasgivenatalaterstagebyShiraGolani．Iamgratefultoallofthem．
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Soonenough,studentsmaynolongerknowwhatabooklookslike．Students
willnotdevelopapersonalrelationwithbooksandtheirbindings．

Nowthedrawbacksforthestudyoftextualcriticism．①

A．ConceptofaBibleBook

ABiblebookina medievalcodexofthe MasoreticTextoraprinted
editionhasaclearlydefinedbeginningandend, asdid, atonetime, the
ancientscrollssuchasfoundintheJudeanDesert．Itbeginsonanewpageand
endsonanotherpagefollowedbyblankspaces．Likewise, mostQumranscrolls
startedonaseparatecolumnifthescrollcontainedonlyonebook, orafter
severalemptylines．Rabbinicliteraturehasdistinctrulesfortheseparation
betweenbooks．②Inprintededitions,onealwaysknowswhetheroneisreading
inthebeginning, middle,orendofthebook．Ontheotherhand,incomputer
editions,youlosetrackofyourpositioninthetext．Theremaybeoneblank
linebetweenthebooks, andsometimesthenameofthenewbook maybe
markedin red (the Accordance program)．But basically, thecomputer
Scripturefile(AccordanceandLogos)isonelargeamorphousunit．Scrolling
isnotthesameasleafingthroughabook, becausewhenscrollingoneloses
one􀆳ssenseofdirection．Evenso,scrollingisbetterthanfillinginthenumber
ofthechapterandverseinmostfreelyavailableprogramsontheinternet．

Theusersofcomputereditionslosethefamiliarityreaderspreviouslyhad
withtheprintedBibletext．Ifonewasaccustomedtoseeingthebeginningof
Genesischapter１２atthetopoftheleftpage,thisfamiliaritywiththetext
aideditsanalysis．However, therearenoleftandrightpagesincomputer
editionsand,infact, nopagesatall．Instead, theextentofthecomputer
“pages”dependsupontheparametersofthescreen,font,andlinespacing．

①

②

Ishouldmentionthatifonereadsonasplitscreenamoderncomputertexttogetherwitha
medievalmanuscriptsomeoftheproblemsraisedwillbesolved(suggestionofDanielOlariu)．

P．t．Meg．１．７１d[１．９]determinestheamountofspacebetweenbooksoftheTorah(４lines)and
MinorProphets(３lines)whenthesebooksareincludedinamultibookscroll．ThebooksoftheProphets
(３lines) mayendatthebottomofthepage, whilethebooksoftheTorahandMinorProphetsshouldend
inthemiddleofthepage．Alsob．B．Batra１３b．
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B．ShapeoftheAncientBook

Forthepracticeoftextualcriticism, itisimportanttohavea mental
imageoftheshapeoftheancientbook．Biblicalbookswereoncecontainedin
scrolls,eachcontainingaseparatebookorpartthereof．Withthebirthof
Christianity,codicesreplacedscrolls,andtheconceptofacolumninascroll
wasreplacedbyapageinacodex．① Thatconceptremainedthesameinthe
printedbook,althoughthedimensionsdiffer．Itisimportanttohavesucha
mentalimagewhenpracticingtextualcriticism,especiallyregardingthesizeof
writtenunits,andwhenvisualizingcertaintypesofmistakes．Forexample,a
mentalimageofacolumnorpageiscrucialwhenassumingtheadditionor
omissionofalineorparagraph．

C．MarginsoftheTextBlock

Whenpracticingtextualcriticism,oneneedstohaveaclearconceptofthe
existenceofmarginsaroundthewrittenorprintedtextblock,totheright,

left, below, andabovethetext, resemblingthe marginsinthe medieval
manuscriptsand earlierscrolls．Somecorrections wereinsertedinthese
margins, e．g．, inthelargeIsaiah scroll１QIsaa and４QJera．② From the
beginningofcriticalscholarshipoftheBible,longbeforetheDeadSeaScrolls
werediscovered,themarginswereinthemindsofscholarswhoassumedthat
correctionsoradditionstothetextwerewritteninthem．Themarginsthus
serveasapassiveplayerinthetextＧcriticalanalysis．However,incomputer
editionstherearenomargins．

D．LayoutofPoetry

Thepoeticallines (stichs,stichoi) ofmanypoeticaltextsarearranged

①

②

Theshapeofacodexresemblesthatofamodernbook．
EmanuelTov,ScribalPracticesandApproachesReflectedintheTextsFoundintheJudean

Desert,STDJ５４(Leiden: Brill,２００４),２２７．
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graphicallyinthemedievalcodicesandtheQumranscrolls．Inthescrolls,

severalsystemsareused,forexample,twohalfＧstichsperlineseparatedbya
space,oreachhalfＧstichonaseparateline．① Thesystem wasstandardizedin
themedievalmanuscriptsofMT,inwhichcertainsongsandpoeticalbooks
werealwayspresentedinoneofthesesystems．Themedievalsystemisusually
imitatedinprintededitions;see,forexample,thecriticaleditionofBHS②in
Genesis４９; Exodus１５; Deuteronomy３２,３３;Joshua１２;Judges５;１Samuel
２;２Samuel２２,２３．However,thissystemhasbeendiscontinuedinthemain
computereditions (Accordance, Logos, Miqra􀆳otGedolot Haketer③ ), in
whichpoeticaltextsarepresentedasrunningprosetexts．④Itisunderstandable
thatthecomputereditionshadtogiveupthegraphicalarrangementasmany
advantagesofthetextanalysis would belost with a graphicallayout．
Unfortunately,thisomissionremovesfromthetextanessentialsegmentof
theinsightsoftheancientandmedievalscribesoftheScripturetext．

E．SectionDivisions

TherunningtextofMTissubdividedintosections．Thissectionsystem
displaysthetraditionalunderstandingofthemeaningofthetext, withopen
sectionsindicating major divisions and closed sectionsindicating minor
divisions．⑤ Thesystemisnecessarilysubjective,butitispartofthetradition
of MT．This graphicaldevice, which resembles modern text divisions,

providesaquickreferencesystemintothesubdivisionofthetext,andhence
formsanessentialtoolinthetraditionalunderstandingofthetextstructure．
Thecomputereditionsthatprovidecompleterunningtexts (Accordanceand
Logos)indicatethesectiondivisionsofMT withtheletters and inthe

①

②

③

④

⑤

Tov,ScribalPractices,１６６Ｇ１７４．
Biblia HebraicaStuttgartensia(BHS), ed．Wilhelm Rudolphand KurtElliger (Stuttgart:

DeutscheBibelgesellschaft,１９６７Ｇ１９７７)．
https://www．mgketer．org/ (Miqra􀆳otGedolot “Haketer”)．
AccordanceandLogosdooffertheoptionofpresentingthetextversebyverse．Thislayoutis

closertoapoeticaltext．Further,someversionsoftheSnunitprogram (https://kodesh．snunit．k１２．il/i/t/

t０．htm)indicatethepresenceofspacingwithlettercodes．
Tov,TextualCriticism,４１Ｇ４３; Tov,ScribalPractices,１４３Ｇ１６３．
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spacesbetweentheverses．① However,thisarrangementdoesnotprovidethe
visibilityofthespacingoftheopenandclosedsections, andhencetheuser
losesasignificantaspectoftheguidanceofthelayoutofMT．

F．PresentationoftheMasorahandtheKetivＧQere

The Masorah② is an inseparable part of MT, and itis therefore
representedinsuchprintededitionsasMiqra􀆳otGedolot, Ginsburg, BHS,

BHQ③,andHUB④．Inallotherprintedtexts,atleasttheKetivＧQerenotes⑤

areincludedinthemarginsorunderthetext．BoththeKetivandQerearepart
ofthe MTtradition, andthattextisunimaginablewithoutbothgroupsof
words．TheKetivＧQerewordsneedtobetakenintoconsideration,aswellas
theirpositioninthepage．TheunvocalizedKetiv, thoughincludedinthe
runningtext,needstobedisregardedwhiletheQere withitsvowels (often
addedtotheKetivinthemanuscripts),foundinthemargin,needstoberead．
Incontrast,incomputertexts,thereareneithertextblocksnormarginsand
thereforetheuserdoesnotbenefitfromthetraditionalunderstandingofthe
acceptedandrejectedreadings．⑥ Thus,inthecomputereditions, bothforms
areincludedin thetext; theQereisrecordedeitherinthetextitselfin
bracketsfollowingtheKetiv (Accordance)⑦,orunderthetext(Logos),both
vocalized．ThisarrangementraisestheimportanceoftheKetiv toalevel
higherthanitheldtraditionallybecauseitisprovidedwithvocalizationthatis

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

TheMiqra􀆳otGedolotHaketerprogramindicatestheclosedsectionswiththeletter , while
theopensectionsareindicatedbyspacingtogetherwiththeletter ．

TheMasorahisanapparatusofinstructionsforthewritingandreadingofMT, writteninthe
marginsofthetext．TheMasorahmagna (“largeMasorah”)istheMasorahapparatuswritteninthetop
andbottom marginsofthetext, whiletheMasorahparva (“shortMasorah”)istheMasorahapparatus
writteninthesidemarginsofthetext．

AdrianSchenker,ed．BibliaHebraicaQuinta (Stuttgart: DeutscheBibelgesellschaft,２００４)．
Seen．２．
TheQerereadingismentionedintheMasorahparva(seen．２３) replacingtheKetivreading

foundwithintheMasoreticText．
OnlytheMiqra􀆳otGedolotHaketerprogramindicatestheKetivinanalmostidealwayasgrey

letters(visiblebutdisregarded)nexttotheQere．
Additionally,theETCBC(EepTalstraCentreforBibleandComputer, Amsterdam) module,

recentlyaddedtoAccordance,presentstheKetivwithoutvocalization．
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includedinthetextandnotinthemargin．Computerprogramsneedtomake
compromises, butinthiscasetheygiveadistortedview ofthetextual
transmission．

Ⅲ．LossofSkills

Thestudentsoftodayarebornwithcomputersintheircradles, soto
speak．Bynecessity,theyhavelostsomeskillsunrelatedtotextualcriticism
thatneverthelessharmthetextＧcriticalanalysis．

(１) Students hardly write texts by hand, preferring to write on
keyboards．Accordingly, they are notexposedtothevicissitudesofthe
handwritingandtheyareunawareofthemistakesmadebyscribesinantiquity
orinthe MiddleAges．Theythereforefinditdifficulttounderstandsuch
phenomenaashaplography,dittography,andinterchangesofsimilarHebrew
letterssuchasdalethandreshinmanuscripts．①

(２) Once printed, booksremain staticforever．Books have pages
mentioningauthorsoreditors．Goodtexteditions mentiontheireditorial
principlesinthepreface．However, machineＧreadabletextsbehavedifferently,

astheideaoftheireditorshipisoftenintentionallyvague．Mostprogramsdo
notindicatetheirsource．② WhenIask mystudentsaboutthesourceofthe
digitalBibletexttheyareusing,theydonotevenunderstandthequestion．③

(３)Inanotheraspectofthecomputerculture, weincreasinglydependon
whatexistsdigitally．Intheclickculture, wearespoilingourstudentstoo
much．Wedonottellthemtolookupsomethinginabook,butwescanpages
andprovidehyperlinks．Inthiswayweraiseagenerationthatisaccustomedto

①

②

③

Ithereforefounditnecessarytoinstituteacopyingexerciseofastretchoftextinmyintroductory
coursetotextualcriticism．IgivethestudentsaprintedunvocalizedstretchoftenlinesofScripturetext
whichtheycopy, andwhichtheirneighborscheck．Thestudentsareusuallyamazedatthenumberof
scribalmistakesmadeandthisexerciseconvincedthestudentsoftheexistenceofphenomenathatwere
selfＧevidentinthepreＧcomputerera．SeeTov,TextualCriticism,４５５(exercise２９)．

However, withinAccordanceandLogos,eachfileisaccompaniedbya“Readme”information
file．

Tosomeextent,thisquestionalsopertainstosomeprintedBibleeditionswhosesourceisnot
indicated,butinthosecasesoneknowsatleastthenameoftheprinterandtheyearofpublication．
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receivingthematerialreadyＧmade．
(４) LetmealsoreferforamomenttothecomputerasawordＧprocessor．

Itmaysoundstrange,butIoftenhavethefeelingthattheuseofacomputer
obstructsthethinkingprocess．Thatis,thefingersandnotthemindguidethe
action．Forsomepeopleitmaybeeasiertocontroltheflowoftheirideas
throughthecomputer,butforothersthecomputermaybeadisturbingfactor
inthethinkingprocess．Concentratingmaysometimesbeeasierifthefingers
donotmove．

Ⅳ．PseudoＧResearch

Muchresearchiscarriedoutwiththeaidofcomputersthatcouldnotor
couldhardlyhavebeencarriedoutwithoutthem．Insomecases,however,the
researchisbasedonincorrectpremises．

InthelastdecadesofthepreviouscenturyabranchofpseudoＧresearch
developedespeciallyamongreligious mathematicians, which wasbasedon
countinglettersinthebiblicaltext．Researcherscountedthelettersthat
appearedwithafixednumberofspacesbetweenthem①,creatingapatternor
codethatpresumablywasGodＧgiven．Inthe Wikipediaarticle “BibleCodes”

thisapproachissummarizedasfollows: “Thisisbasedonabeliefthatthe
Torahisuniqueamongbiblicaltextsinthatitwasgivendirectlytomankind
(via Moses) inexactletterＧbyＧlettersequence andintheoriginal Hebrew
language．”Inthis way, theIsraeli mathematician Eliahu Ripsfoundthat
YitzchakRabinwouldbemurderedandthatthenameofthemurdererwas
Amir．② Thedetailsarefoundinabookbyan Americanreporter Michael

①

②

Forasummaryandevaluation,seeJeffreyH．Tigay, “TheBible‘Codes’: ATextualPerspective”,

https://www．sas．upenn．edu/~jtigay/codetext．html．“Thesesequencesoflettersareknownasequidistantletter
sequences,ELSsforshort, andproponentsofthemethodusethemtoarguethattheTorahcontains
varioussignificantpatternsoflettersandoftenalludescryptographicallytohistoricaleventsthattookplace
longaftertheBible, downto moderntimes．” Seealso Hans Ausloos, “De ‘Bijbelcode’ eindelijk
ontcijferd?”VBSＧInformatie２９(１９９８):８８Ｇ９２．

Cf．Doron Witztum, EliahuRips, andYoavRosenberg, “EquidistantLetterSequencesinthe
BookofGenesis,”StatisticalScience９(１９９４):４２９Ｇ４３８．
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Drosnin,namedTheBibleCode．①Accordingtothisprocedure,onewillobtain
thecode ,startingwiththefirstyodinDeut２:３３andthenreading
every４,７７２ndletter, endingwiththefirstnuninDeut２４: １６．Thisname
intersectswithaquotefrom Deut４: ４２, , “a murdererwho
murders,” whilethepersonalnameofthe murderer, Amir, appearsseven
rowsearlierin reversesequence．② Drosnin, who rendersthe phrase as
“assassinthatwillassassinate,”takesthisasapredictionthatRabinwouldbe
assassinated．Thisbookanditssequel③describetensofexamplesofthiskind．
Thisprocedure wastakenastransmittinga mystical messagefrom God
throughthelettersanditwasalsousedbycertaingroupsinJudaism and
Christianitythat wishedto demonstratethroughthis procedurethatthe
computerproved God􀆳sexistence．④ However, thereisonesmallproblem
inherentwiththisprocedure,namelythroughwhichtexthavetheintentionsof
Godbeentransmitted? ThereisnosuchthingasthetextoftheBible．The
wordofGodisincludedinalltheBibletexts,notonlyinMT．Evenifwelook
atthe MTalone, thecodicesandeventheprintededitionsdifferinsmall
details, makingitimpossibletoobtainthesameresults．⑤ Thisfactrefutesall
researchonBiblecodes．

Ⅴ．TrustworthinessofDigitalData

Thereisanunjustifiedfeelingthatdigitaldataaremoretrustworthythan
printedbooks,probablybecausemanybelievethatthecomputernevererrs．

①

②

③

④

⑤

MichaelDrosnin,TheBibleCode (London: Weidenfeld& Nicolson,１９９７)．
Drosnin,BibleCode,１５Ｇ１７．
MichaelDrosnin,TheBibleCode２:TheCountdown (London: Weidenfeld& Nicolson,２００２)．
Thelogicofthisprocedurewasthatonlyacomputersearchwouldbeabletorevealtheconcealed

secretsinthebiblicaltextthathadbeenhiddenformorethan２０００years．Thesystemusedbythedecoders
issimple:onestripsthecomputertextsofallthedetailsexceptfortheconsonantsandthendiscoversa
codeindicatedbythepositionsoftheletters．

ThiswaspointedoutespeciallybyTigay, “TheBible‘Codes’” (n．３２)．Theinternetisfullof
refutationsofDrosnin􀆳stheories．BrendanMcKayshowsthatwiththissystemallkindsofeventscanbe
predicted．Thus, LadyDiana􀆳sdeathwaspredictedbyananalysisofMobyDick;seeBrendanMcKayet
al．, “ScientificRefutationoftheBibleCodes,” https://users．cecs．anu．edu．au/~bdm/dilugim/torah．
html．SeefurtherJeffreySatinover,CrackingtheBibleCode (NewYork: William Morrow,１９９７)．
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A．DoComputersMakeMistakes?

AsfarasIknow,computersdonotmakemistakes, butiftheyarefed
withwrongdata,theywillcreatethem．Ihavethefeelingthatolderpersons
approachacomputerＧencodedtextjustlikeanywrittensource．Intheirview,

computer texts may contain mistakes since most texts were recorded
manually;forexample,themorphologicalanalysisofthewordsintheMTand
LXX withintheCATSS modulewasdeterminedbyhumans．However, it
seemstomethatthestudentsoftodayhaveadifferentinclination．Theyhave
anexcessivetrustindigitaldevicesingeneral,includingcomputertools．I
believethattheydonoteasilygraspthesubjectiveelementofthesetools．①

B．TheSubjectivityoftheSourcesRecordedbyComputers

Mostsourcesinourfieldhavebeenencodedorcollectedbyhumansand
henceneed to be approachedlike printed books．This pertains also to
Wikipedia．Allofususethattool, butaseducatorswealsowarnagainstit．
Asananonymoustoolitisunparalleledinthescholarlyworld．Weteachour
studentsnottoquotetheAnchor Bible Dictionary ortheEncyclopedia
Britannica without mentioning the authors ofthe articlesin them．In
Wikipediathisisnotpossiblesincearticlesarenotsigned,andbesides,even
iftheywere, theyarechangingallthetime．Whenquotinganarticle, one
needstomentiontheexactdayandhouritwasconsulted．

Inthearticledescribingitsprocedures②,Wikipediaclaimsthatitsentries
reachedahighdegreeofprecision,buttheexamplesgivenmainlyrelatetothe
sciences．IamafraidthatIfoundmuchimprecisioninthearticlesIconsulted
regardingtextualcriticism．

①

②

Whentryingtofindprofessionalliteratureonthispoint,Ifoundonlygeneraldiscussionssuchas
inInformationQ．comrelatingtotheadvantagesanddisadvantagesofcomputersversusbooksinteaching．
A good discussion in https://www．oxfordlearning．com/textbooksＧvsＧcomputers/entitled “Should
TextbooksbeReplacedbyNotebookComputers?”prefersprintedtextbooksforschools．

“Wikipedia,”inWikipedia．com．



—５８　　　 —

Letmegiveafewexamples:

Septuagint．Thisarticlecontainsmanyimprecisionsalthoughithasbeen
slightlyimprovedsinceIreviewedthisentry．① Itstartsoffbygivingthe
impressionthattheLetterofAristeasreferredtoallthebooksoftheLXX,

whichisnotthecase．Further, “ItisuncleartowhatextentAlexandrianJews
acceptedtheauthorityoftheSeptuagint” (inthelightofPhilo􀆳swritings,this
isa very questionableremark)．Thestatement “Somesectionscontain
Semiticisms,idiomsandphrasesbasedonSemiticlanguagessuchasHebrew
andAramaic”showsignoranceofthetopicandmisunderstanding．Theentry
discussesbrieflythe“differencesfromtheVulgateandtheMasoretictext” (in
thatsequence),therebyshowingthattheentrysinglesouttheVulgateand
maywellhavebeenwrittenbyascholarwhoisinfluencedbythattranslation．
Theentryiscompiledbasedonsecondaryhandbooks,lacksbasicscholarly
literature,doesnotdwellontheessenceoftheLXX,anddoesnotprovidehelp
forthescholarlyusersoftheLXX．

Severalentries provideinsufficientinformation: Lucian of Antioch
(insufficientinformationontheLucianicrevisionoftheLXX),Peshitta．②

Aquilaof Sinope．Thearticledescribesthepublicationofthelarger
fragmentsofthistranslation, butnotthe many marginalquotationsin
manuscripts,normoderneditions．Itdoesnotdiscusstranslationtechnique．

Hexapla．ThisentryaswellastheentriesonAquilaandTheodotion
mentionindetailthemodern HexaplaProjectbutomitmentioningthefine
GöttingeneditionsinwhichtheHexaplaricreadingscanbeconsulted．These
entriesweremostlikelywrittenbyanassociateoftheHexaplaProject．

MasoreticText．Thisentryisfullofimprecisionsandisclearlycopied
fromhandbooks．Itisnotwrittenbysomeonewithagoodknowledgeofthe
Masorah．ThemainfeaturesofMT,itsearlyantecedents,andoftheMasorah
arenotdescribed．Itwronglymentionsamongthetikkunesopherimthechange
fromIshbaaltoIshＧbosheth．

Somearticlesareconfessional: Bible,translations (focusontheNew

①

②

TheWikipediaarticleswereaccessedon２６June２０２３．
SinceIreviewedtheentry “SamaritanPentateuch” on１０June２０２１,ithasbeenupdatedwith

newinformation．
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Testament);QereandKetiv (focusonJewishtradition)．
Ontheotherhand, theEnglisharticlesontheDeadSeaScrollsand

severalHebrewarticlesintheHebrewversionofWikipediaabouttechnical
detailsintheMasoreticTextaregood．Thegoodqualityoftheseentriesshows
thatthereisroomforarticlesofthistypeontheinternet．
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电子工具的使用之优点与缺点:以文本研究为例

伊曼努尔􀅰托夫

【摘要】２０世纪７０年代计算机开始运用于人文学科,如今我们已经无法离

开它.在«希伯来圣经»研究领域,一个好的计算机软件(比如Accordance)会把

文本与单词的形态分析充分结合,并且整合词典、索引、解经的功能.一切可以

想见的双语搜索都变得可能.但是,文本鉴别学的数字化革命也有不少缺陷.
第一,电子文本的使用让读者失去了对之前印刷版«圣经»文本的那种熟悉感.
第二,对于文本鉴别研究而言,对古代文本外形的观想还是很重要的.第三,进
行文本鉴别研究时,需要意识到正文周边存在一些注释,但是电子文本不存在这

些周边内容.第四,在很多中世纪手稿和昆兰古卷里,诗歌文本的编排都是图像

化的,而在电子版中这种图形化编排消失了.第五,马所拉文本都依照章节进行

内容细分,而电子文本没有为首末节留下明确的位置.
【关键词】电子工具;文本鉴别学;«希伯来圣经»;马所拉文本;文本编修
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IsThereEvidenceofaSynagogue
fromtheTimeofJesusatCapernaum

JodiMagness∗

Abstract: Luke７:１Ｇ５referstoasynagoguebuiltbyacenturion
atCapernaum．Todaythesiteisdominatedbyamonumentalancient
synagogueconstructedofwhitelimestone．Althougharchaeologists
disagreeaboutitsexactdate, thereisno doubtthatthe white
limestonesynagogueislaterthanthetimeofJesus．Inthispaper,I
considertheliteraryandarcheologicalevidenceforclaimsthatthe
synagogueofthecenturionlies underneaththe whitelimestone
synagogue．Iconcludethatthere are no definite archaeological
remainsofasynagoguefromthetimeofJesus, norisitpossibleto
establishthatsuchasynagogueevenexisted．

KeyWords: Capernaum,Synagogue,Centurion, Archaeology,Jesus

Everyday, hundredsofChristianpilgrimsvisitCapernaum,thebaseof
Jesus􀆳Galileanministry, wheretheyareshownthesupposedremainsofthe
synagogueofthecenturionmentionedinLuke７:１Ｇ５．Inthisarticle,Iconsider
theliteraryandarchaeologicalevidence,andconcludethattherearenoremains
atCapernaumthatcanconclusivelybeidentifiedasasynagoguefromthetime
ofJesus,noristheredefiniteevidencethatanysuchstructureevenexisted．I
beginwithareviewofpreＧ７０CEsynagoguesinPalestine．

∗ JodiMagness, KenanDistinguishedProfessor, UniversityofNorthCarolina．
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Ⅰ．PreＧ７０CESynagoguesinPalestine

Synagogues(referredtobyvarioustermsincludingGreeksynagogeand
proseuche; Hebrewbethknesset) areJewishassemblyhalls．Liketheterm
“church,” synagoguecandenoteboththecongregationitselfas wellasa
buildingtoaccommodatethecongregation．① Whensynagoguesfirstdeveloped
before７０CE,theyservedmainlyasplacesforthereadingandexplanationof
theTorah (Pentateuch) tothecongregation, whichisstillthecoreofa
synagogueservice．Inthecenturiesfollowingthedestructionofthesecond
Jerusalemtemplein７０CE,synagoguesassumedanincreasinglycentralrolein
Jewishreligiouslife, andelaborateprayersandliturgieswereaddedtothe
Torahreadings．② Atthe sametime, synagogue buildings became more
monumentaland beganto be decorated withiconographic programsand
symbolsthatalludedtotheJerusalemtemple．

OveronehundredancientsynagoguesareknowninPalestine,theremains
ofwhichhavebeenuncoveredinexcavationsorareattestedbyarchitectural
fragmentsorinscriptions．③ Literaryandepigraphicevidenceandscattered
architecturalfragmentsattesttotheexistenceofnumerousothersynagogues,

theremainsofwhicheitherhavenotsurvivedorhavenotbeendiscoveredyet．
OutsideofPalestine, theremainsofoveradozenlateantiquesynagogue
buildingshavebeendiscoveredaroundtheMediterraneanandNearEast,and

①

②

③

EmilSchürer,TheHistoryoftheJewishPeopleintheAgeofJesusChrist (１７５B．C．ＧA．D．
１３５) (Edinburgh:T & TClark,１９７９),４２３Ｇ４３０,４３９Ｇ４４０．

Schürer,TheHistoryoftheJewishPeople,４４７Ｇ４６３;LeeI．Levine,TheAncientSynagogue,

TheFirstThousandYears (NewHaven:YaleUniversityPress,２００５),５３０Ｇ５９２．
Levine, The AncientSynagogue, １７７; the Bornblum EretzIsraelSynagogues Websiteat

https://synagogues．kinneret．ac．il/ (accessed０８/２７/２０２３)．Chaim BenＧDavid, “Onthe Numberof
SynagoguesandTheirLocationintheHolyLand,”inTheSynagogueinAncientPalestine: Current
Issuesand Emerging Trends, eds．Rick Bonnie, Raimo Hakola, and Ulla Tervahauta (Göttingen:

VandenhoeckandRuprecht,２０２１),１７５Ｇ１９３,counts１２８synagogues．
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inscriptionshintattheexistenceofmanymore．①

Whereasmostoftheknownsynagoguebuildingsdatetothefourthto
sixthcenturies(lateantiquity)②,thisarticlefocusesonpreＧ７０CEPalestinian
synagogues,specifically,theevidenceforasynagogueatCapernaumdatingto
thetimeofJesus．WhatdidPalestiniansynagogueslooklikeatthistime? To
answerthisquestion, wemustfirstconsidertheoriginsofthesynagogue．③

Scholarshaveproposedawiderangeofdatesandsettingsfortheearliest
synagogues,including:

(１) PreＧexilicJudah (preＧ５８６BCE)．Accordingtothisview, Josiah􀆳s
reformseliminatingtemplesandshrinesaroundthecountryandcentralizing
thecultintheJerusalem temple would have madeitnecessarytooffer
alternativevenuestoworshiptheGodofIsrael．Forexample, LeeI．Levine
proposesthatcitygateswereaprototypeforearlysynagogues,asbothwere
settingsforavarietyofcommunalandreligiousactivities．④

(２) TheBabylonianexile．Accordingtothistheory, theexistenceof
synagoguesexplainshowtheJudahitespreservedtheirdistinctivereligious
identityandcontinuedworshipingtheGodofIsraelwhileinexileinBabylonia．
Althoughpopularandattractive,thistheoryhasnotextualorarchaeological
support．

①

②

③

④

SeeA．ThomasKraabel, “TheDiasporaSynagogue: ArchaeologicalandEpigraphicEvidence
sinceSukenik,”inAncientSynagogues, HistoricalAnalysisandArchaeologicalDiscovery, Vol．１,eds．
DanUrmanandPaulV．M．Flesher(Leiden: Brill,１９９５),９５Ｇ１２６; Levine, TheAncientSynagogue,

２５２．ForAndriakeandLimyrain Asia Minor, see MartinSeyerand HelmutLotz, “A Synagoguein
Limyra?PreliminaryReportonaByzantineBuildingwithJewishElements,”JournalofAncientJudaism
４(２０１３): １３３Ｇ１４８; NevzatÇevik, ÖzgüÇömezolu, HüseyinSamiÖztürk, and nciTürkolu, “A
UniqueDiscoveryinLycia:TheAncientSynagogueatAndriake,PortofMyra,”Adalya１３(２０１０):３３５Ｇ
３６６．Foranevaluationoftheremainsfrom Limyra, seeJodiMagness, “Purity Observanceamong
DiasporaJewsintheRomanWorld,”ArchaeologyandText:AJournalfortheIntegrationofMaterial
CulturewithWrittenDocumentsintheAncientMediterraneanandNearEast１(２０１７):３９Ｇ６５,here４１．
ForSamaritansynagogues,seeItzhakMagen, “SamaritanSynagogues,”inTheNewEncyclopediaof
ArchaeologicalExcavationsintheHolyLand, Vol．４,ed．EphraimStern(Jerusalem:IsraelExploration
Society,１９９３),１４２４Ｇ１４２７; Levine,TheAncientSynagogue,１８７Ｇ１９２．

Levine, The AncientSynagogue, １７６Ｇ１７７; Lee．I．Levine, “Synagogues,” in The New
EncyclopediaofArchaeologicalExcavationsintheHolyLand,ed．EphraimStern (NewYork: Simon
andSchuster,１９９３),１４２１Ｇ１４２４,here１４２２．

SeeLevine,TheAncientSynagogue,２１Ｇ４４．
Ibid．,３０Ｇ３８．
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(３) PostＧexilicJudah (fifthcenturyBCE)．Somescholarsunderstand
Ezra􀆳spublicreadingoftheTorahtotheassembledJudeans (Neh８:２Ｇ９) as
theoriginofthesynagogue．

(４) HellenisticEgypt(thirdＧsecondcenturiesBCE)．Thistheoryidentifies
theJewishproseuche mentionedin Hellenisticinscriptionsfrom Egyptasa
synagogue,basedontheusualtranslationofthetermas“prayerhouse”and
itsuseinterchangeablywiththetermsynagogueinfirstcenturyBCEandlater
sourcessuchasPhilo．

(５) HasmoneanPalestine (secondＧfirstcenturiesBCE)．Thisargument
fromsilenceclaimsthatsincetherearenodefiniteliteraryorepigraphic
referencestosynagoguesbeforethefirstcentury BCE andtheyare not
mentionedbyBenSira,theydidnotexistbeforetheHasmoneanperiod．

Severalproblematicassumptionsunderliescholarlyattemptstopinpoint
theoriginsofthesynagogue．FirstistheimplicitDarwinianassumptionthat
synagoguesdevelopedorganicallyovertime—anapproachthatinmyopinionis
nothelpfulforunderstandingearlysynagogues．Asecond,largerproblemis
oneofdefinition．Todaytheterm synagoguegenerallydenotesabuilding．
However,synagogueoriginallyreferredto(andstillcanmean)anassemblyor
congregationofJews,notabuildingtohousethatgathering．① Eventoday,a
purposeＧbuiltbuildingisnotrequiredtohouseasynagoguegathering, as
attestedbythefactthatsomesynagoguecongregations meetinchurches．
Similarly,theterm churchoriginallydenotedacongregationratherthana
building,asforexampleintheBookofRevelation (orRevelationofJohn),

wheretheauthorreportshavingbeeninstructedto“Writeinabookwhatyou
seeandsendittothesevenchurches” (Rev１:１１; NRSV)．And,ofcourse,

theearliestchurchgatheringswereheldinhousesandotherprivatesettings,

notinpurposeＧbuiltassemblyhalls．②

①

②

JohnS．Kloppenborg, “TheTheodotosSynagogueInscriptionandtheProblemofFirstＧCentury
SynagogueBuildings,”inJesusand Archaeology, ed．James H．Charlesworth (Grand Rapids, MI:

Eerdmans,２００６),２３６Ｇ２８２,here２３８,２４１Ｇ２２２．Fordifferentancienttermsusedtodenotesynagogues,

seeDonaldBinder,IntotheTempleCourts,ThePlaceoftheSynagoguesintheSecondTemplePeriod
(Atlanta:SocietyofBiblicalLiterature,１９９９),９１Ｇ１５４．

L．MichaelWhite, BuildingGod􀆳sHouse,ArchitecturalAdaptationamongPagans, Jews,

andChristians (Baltimore, MD:JohnsHopkins,１９９０),１０２Ｇ１２６．
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Therefore,anyattempttopinpointtheoriginsofthesynagogue must
distinguishbetweenassembliesorcongregations—thatis,theinstitutionofthe
synagogue—andpurposeＧbuiltbuildingstohousethoseassemblies(synagogue
buildings)．Thisisimportantbecauseassembliesinandofthemselvesleave
fewphysicaltraces．Synagoguesonlybecomeidentifiableinthearchaeological
recordwhenJewsbegantoconstructpurposeＧbuiltbuildingstohousetheir
assemblies,particularlyafterthesebuildingswereequippedwithpermanent
liturgicalfurnitureanddecoratedwithJewishsymbolsandiconography．The
questionof when and wheresynagoguesfirstoriginated depends noton
archaeologicalevidencebutontheinterpretationofliteraryandepigraphic
sources—thatis,onhowonedefinestheinstitutionofthesynagogue．

Athirdproblem withpinpointingtheoriginsofthesynagogueisthe
modernunderstandingoftheinstitutionasprimarilyreligiousinnature．By
religiousIamreferringtoscholarlyassumptionsthatearlysynagogues—like
their modern counterparts—were the setting for communal prayer and
worship．Incontrast, Levineconcludesthat, “Prayerappearstohaveplayed
littleornoroleinthetypical [preＧ７０] Judaeansynagogue．”①Instead, the
earliestsynagogueswereassembliesofJews, especiallyontheSabbathand
festivals,primarily(butnotonly)forthepublicreadingoftheTorah．

ArchaeologicalremainsassociatedwithafirstcenturyCEsynagoguewere
discoveredinexcavationsatthesouthernendofJerusalem􀆳ssoutheasternhill
(theCityofDavid)in１９１３Ｇ１９１４, whenRaymond Weillfoundaninscribed
stoneblockthathad been dumpedin acistern with otherarchitectural
fragments．② Theinscription, whichisinGreek,commemoratesasynagogue
builtbyTheodotossonofVettenos:

TheodotossonofVettenos, priestandarchisynagogos, sonofan

①

②

Levine,TheAncientSynagogue,１６９．
See HershelShanks ed．, The City of David, Revisiting Early Excavations, English

TranslationofReportsbyRaymond WeillandL．H．Vincent, NotesandCommentsbyRonnyReich
(Washington, DC: BiblicalArchaeologySociety,２００４),８４Ｇ９３; RachelHachlili,AncientSynagogues—

ArchaeologyandArt: NewDiscoveriesandCurrentResearch (Leiden: Brill,２０１３),５２３Ｇ５２６; Hannah
M．Cottonetal．,CorpusInscriptionumIudaea/Palaestinae, Vol．１,Jerusalem,Part１:１Ｇ７０４ (Berlin:

WalterdeGruyter, ２０１０), ５４Ｇ５５; Levine, TheAncientSynagogue, ５７Ｇ５９; Binder,IntotheTemple
Courts,１０４Ｇ１０９．
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archisynagogos,grandsonofanarchisynagogos, builtthesynagoguefor
thereadingoftheLawandteachingofthecommandments,andtheguestＧ
houseandthe(other)roomsandwaterinstallations(?)forthelodgingof
thosewhoareinneedofitfrom abroad, which (thesynagogue) his
forefathers,theeldersandSimonidesfounded．①

Theinscriptionreferstoasynagoguebuildingthatwaspartofacomplex
includingahostel, rooms, andsomesortofwaterinstallations, perhaps
cisterns and/or miqva􀆳ot．Presumably the building associated with the
inscription waslocated nearby and was destroyedin ７０ CE．Although
TheodotosisacommonGreekname (equivalenttothe Hebrew Yehonatan
[John]orNetanel[Nathaniel]), VettenosappearstobeLatin,suggestingthis
was an immigrant family．② Archisynagogos—Greek for “head of a
synagogue”—isthe mostcommonleadershiptitleassociated withancient
synagogues．③Itisunclearwhetherthistitleindicatesthatthebearerhadany
liturgicaland/oradministrativeresponsibilitiesorwaspurelyhonorific．The
factthatTheodotoswasapriestandathirdgenerationarchisynagogosandhad
themeanstodedicateasynagogueidentifiesthisasanelitefamily．The
inscriptionstatesthatthesynagoguewasbuilt “forthereadingoftheLaw
[Torah] andtheteachingofthecommandments” butwithoutmentioning
prayerorworship．

ItisunclearifTheodotos􀆳synagogueservedanimmigrantorDiaspora
congregationlikethosementionedinActs６: ９, orifitreplacedanearlier
buildingonthesamespot, oriftheguesthouse (hostel) wasintendedfor
pilgrimsvisitingJerusalem．SomescholarshavespeculatedthattheTheodotos
synagogueisthe“synagogueoftheFreedmen” ofActs６:９becauseTacitus
andPhilo mentionthatJewsbroughttoRomeascaptivesweresoonfreed．
Accordingtothisview,theVettenosfamilywouldhavebeendescendedfrom

①

②

③

FromCottonetal．,CIIP,５４no．９．
CharlesClermontＧGanneau, “DécouverteaJérusalemd􀆳unesynagoguedel􀆳epoquehérodienne,”

Syria１(１９２０):１９０Ｇ１９７,here１９３; Cottonetal．,CIIP,５４Ｇ５５．
Levine,TheAncientSynagogue,４１５．
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JewstakenintocaptivitywhenPompeyannexedtheHasmoneankingdomin６３
BCE．① However, John Kloppenborgrefutesthissuggestion, notingthatif
Theodotoswasafreedmanorthesonofafreedman, heshouldbenamed
TheodotosVettenos (or, technically, Caius Vettennius Theodotos), not
Theodotossonof Vettenos．② AndthewidespreadassumptionthatVettenosisa
Latinname, althoughreasonable, isunproven．Tothecontrary, thelackofa
referencetothefamily􀆳soriginintheinscription(e．g．,TheodotossonofVettenosof
Rome), which mightbeexpectedifthey wereimmigrants, leavesopenthe
possibilitythattheywerenativesofJudea．

ArchaeologicalremainsofpreＧ７０synagoguebuildingsinPalestineaccord
wellwiththepicturepresentedsofar．Theseincludethesynagoguesat
Masada, Herodium, Gamla (or Gamala), and—morerecently—Migdal/

Magdala．AtMasadaandHerodium,synagogueswereinstalledinpreＧexisting
HerodianroomsbyJewishrebelsatthetimeoftheFirstRevoltagainst
Rome．③ The Masadasynagogue, forexample, wasinstalledinacasemate
roomonthenorthwestsideofthemountainthatapparentlyfunctionedasa
receptionhallinthetimeofHerod．Therebelsatop Masada modifiedthe
structurebyremovingtheanteroomwalltomakeasinglehall,addingcolumns
androwsofbenchesalongthewalls．④ Thecolumnshavenothingtodowith
thefunctionofthebuildingasasynagogue;theysimplysupportedtheroof
becausethewidthoftheroomexceededthelengthoftheavailablewooden
beams．The benchesinthe Masadaroom indicatethatit was usedfor
assembly,and, becausethepopulationonthemountainatthetimeofthe
revoltwasentirelyJewish,thisroomcanbeidentifiedasaJewishhouseof

①

②

③

④

ClermontＧGanneau, “DécouverteaJérusalem,” １９３, １９５Ｇ１９７; Jonathan R．Trotter, The
JerusalemTempleinDiasporaJewishPracticeandThoughtduringtheSecondTemplePeriod (Leiden:

Brill,２０１９),９８．
Kloppenborg, “TheTheodotosSynagogueInscription,”２６３Ｇ２６５．
ForHerodium,seeGideonFoerster, “TheSynagoguesatMasadaandHerodium,”inAncient

SynagoguesRevealed,ed．LeeI．Levine(Jerusalem:IsraelExplorationSociety,１９８１),２４Ｇ２９．
YigaelYadin, “TheSynagogueatMasada,” AncientSynagoguesRevealed, ed．LeeI．Levine

(Jerusalem:IsraelExplorationSociety, １９８１), １９Ｇ２３; EhudNetzer, Masada Ⅲ , TheYigaelYadin
Excavations１９６３Ｇ１９６５, FinalReports: TheBuildings, StratigraphyandArchitecture(Jerusalem:

IsraelExplorationSociety, １９９１), ４０２Ｇ４１３; JodiMagness, Masada: FromJewishRevolttoModern
Myth (Princeton:PrincetonUniversityPress,２０１９),１７１Ｇ１７２．
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assembly—thatis, asynagogue．Hadthissamestructurebeenfoundina
mixed(Jewishandgentile)contextorinagentilecontext, wewouldnotbe
abletoidentifyitasasynagogue—thatis, wecouldnotsayitwasaJewish
houseofassemblyasopposedtoanyotherkindofassemblyhall．Likeother
preＧ７０synagogues, the oneat Masadalacks otherfeaturessuch asan
orientationtowardsJerusalem, a Torahshrine, andJewishsymbolsand
iconography．Thesefeaturesbecamecommoninlateantiquesynagogues, with
the development of regularized communal prayer and worship and to
accommodateliturgicalneeds, whichapparentlydidnotexistbefore７０CE．
TheMasadasynagoguealsohasaroomatthebackaddedbytherebels, which
seemsto haveservedasagenizah—arepositoryin asynagogue where
damagedsacredwritingsareburied(althoughnoteverysynagoguehassucha
repository)．TheMasadagenizahconsistsoftwopitsdugintothedirtfloorof
thebackroom, whichcontainedscrollfragmentsbelongingtoDeuteronomy
andEzekiel．

Gamlaistheearliestofthesesynagoguebuildings(and,inmyopinion,it
istheearliestdefinitesynagoguebuildingdiscoveredsofarinPalestine),asit
wasconstructednotbeforethelatefirstcenturyBCEandwasdestroyedduring
theRomansiegein６７CE．TheGamlasynagoguediffersfromtheMasadaand
Herodium examplesinbeingpurposeＧbuilt．① Nevertheless, itdisplaysthe
samefeaturesasotherearlysynagogues, mostprominentlytherowsof
benchesliningtheinterior．The MigdalsynagogueisalsopurposeＧbuiltand
displaysasimilarrectilinearlayoutsurroundedbybenches,albeitonasmaller
scale．Itsinteriordecorationfeaturesmosaicfloorswithgeometricdesigns,

Pompeianstylewallpaintings,andanenigmaticstonetabledecoratedwiththe
firstmotifsassociatedwiththeJerusalemtemplefoundinapreＧ７０synagogue．
Acoinof４３CEreportedlyfoundunderthemosaicfloorprovidesaterminus

① SeeShmaryahuGutman, “TheSynagogueatGamla,”inAncientSynagoguesRevealed,ed．Lee
I．Levine(Jerusalem:IsraelExplorationSociety,１９８１),３０Ｇ３４;ZviUriMa􀆳oz, “TheSynagogueofGamla
andtheTypologyofSecondＧTempleSynagogues,” AncientSynagoguesRevealed, ed．LeeI．Levine
(Jerusalem:IsraelExplorationSociety,１９８１),３５Ｇ４１．
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postquemforthesynagoguebuilding．①

Theevidencereviewedhereenablesustoreconstructtheappearanceof
preＧ７０CEPalestiniansynagoguebuildingswithsomeconfidence．Theywere
rectilinearstructures with flat roofs characterized by rows of benches
surroundingtheinterior．Themodestsizeofthesestructuresandtheabsence
offeaturesassociated withlatersynagogues makeitdifficulttoidentify
archaeologicalremainsofthesebuildings．Thisdifficultyiscompoundedbythe
factthatJewishassembliescouldbeheldanywhere, notjustinpurposeＧbuilt
synagogues．Therefore,itispossiblethatbuildingsthathousedsynagogue
assemblieshavebeenexcavatedbutlackidentifyingfeatures．

Ⅱ．TheCobblestonePavementatCapernaum:
TheFirstCenturySynagogueoftheCenturion?

　　Theauthorofthe GospelofLukereferstoasynagoguebuiltbya
centurionatCapernaum:

AfterJesushadfinishedallhissayingsinthehearingofthepeople,

heenteredCapernaum．Acenturiontherehadaslavewhom hevalued
highly,andwhowasillandclosetodeath．WhenheheardaboutJesus,he
sentsomeJewishelderstohim,askinghimtocomeandhealhisslave．
WhentheycametoJesus,theyappealedtohimearnestly,saying, “Heis
worthyofhavingyoudothisforhim,forhelovesourpeople,anditishe
whobuiltoursynagogueforus．” (Luke７:１Ｇ５; NRSV)

TodaythesiteofCapernaumisdominatedbyamonumentalsynagogue
builtofwhitelimestone, whichcontrastswiththeblackbasaltthatwasused
fortheconstructionofalltheotherstructuresatCapernaum (seeFig．１)．The

① DinaAvshalomＧGorniand Arfan Najar, “Migdal,” HadashotArkheologiyot１２５ (２０１３) at
https://www．hadashotＧesi．org．il/report_detail_eng．aspx?id＝２３０４&mag_id＝１２０ (accessed０８/２７/

２０２３)．Theexcavatorsmentiontwoearlierphases,thefirstofwhichdatestothemidＧfirstcenturyBCE
andwasnotasynagogue;theyreportthatthesecondphasewasasynagoguebutwithoutprovidingadate
orotherinformation．Asecondsynagoguesimilartothefirstwasdiscoveredat Migdalin２０２１; see
https://www．timesofisrael．com/secondＧancientＧsynagogueＧfoundＧinＧmigdalＧaltersＧideasＧofＧjewishＧlifeＧ２０００Ｇ
yearsＧago/ (accessed０８/２７/２０２３)．
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whitelimestonesynagoguewasexcavatedin１９０５Ｇ１９０７byHelmutKohl,Ernst
Hiller, and Carl Watzinger underthe auspices ofthe Deutsche Orient
Gesellschaft．①Basedonstylisticcomparisons, mostlytoSyrianbuildingsof
thelateRomanperiod, Kohland Watzingerdatedthesynagoguetothelate
secondtoearlythirdcentury．P．GaudenzioOrfali, whoconductedexcavations
atCapernaumin１９２１Ｇ１９２６,identifiedthewhitelimestonesynagogueasthe
firstcenturysynagogueofthecenturionmentionedintheGospelofLuke．②

WhereasOrfali􀆳sidenficationnevergainedwidespreadacceptance, manyIsraeli
archaeologistsstillfollow Kohland Watzingerindatingthewhitelimestone
synagoguetothesecondtothird century．However, since １９６８ Italian
archaeologistshave discovered over ２５０００ smallbronze coins andlarge
quantitiesofpotterydatingtothefourthandfifthcenturiesunderthepaving
stonesofthesynagogue􀆳shallandadjacentcourtyard．③ Thelatestofthese
findspublishedsofardatetothefirsthalfofthesixthcenturyCE,indicating
thatthewhitelimestonesynagoguewasbuiltcenturieslaterthanpreviously
thought．④

Fig．１　TheWhiteLimestoneSynagogueatCapernaum (photobytheauthor)

①

②

③

④

HelmutKohlandCarlWatzinger, AntikeSynagogeninGalilaea (Leipzig:J．C．Hinrichs􀆳sche
Buchhandlung,１９１６)．

P．GaudenzioOrfali,Capharnaümetsesruinesd􀆳aprèslesfouillesaccompliesaTellＧHoumpar
laCustodieFranciscainedeTerreSainte (１９０５Ｇ１９２１) (Paris:AugustePicard,１９２２),８４Ｇ８５．

StanislaoLoffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogueofCapharnaum,”LiberAnnuus４７(１９９７):２２３Ｇ
２４４, here２２３; alsosee Tine Rassalle, AncientSynagogueCoins, A DigitalDissertation Project
(２０２１),atwww．ancientsynagoguecoins．com/synagogue/capernaum (accessed０８/２７/２０２３)．

SeeJodiMagness, AncientSynagoguesinPalestine: AReevaluationNearlyaCenturyAfter
Sukenik􀆳sSchweichLectures (London: TheBritishAcademy;forthcoming)．
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Nomatterwhichdateoneprefers—secondtothirdcenturyorlater—the
whitelimestonesynagoguepostdatesthetimeofJesus．Butthemultitudesof
Christianpilgrims whopourinto Capernaum every daycometoseethe
synagogueofthecenturion mentionedby Luke, notthe whitelimestone
synagogue．Forthisreason,theItalianexcavators, whoaremembersofthe
FranciscanOrderoftheCustodyoftheHolyLand,havesoughttouncoverthe
remainsofthesynagogueofthecenturion．AssumingthatLuke􀆳saccountis
historically accurate, and a synagogue built by a centurion existed at
CapernauminthetimeofJesus, whatdiditlooklike, and wherewasit
located? Thelogicalplacetolookwouldbeunderthelatersynagogue, based
onaphenomenonknowntoarchaeologistsascontinuityofcult,inwhichsites
tendtoremainsacredovertimeevenifthereligioustraditionschange, as
illustratedbyJerusalem􀆳sTemple Mount (JebusitetoIsraelitetoJewishto
Romanto Muslim) andCaesarea􀆳sTemplePlatform (Herodian/Romanto
ByzantineChristiantoMuslimtoCrusader)．Thephenomenonofcontinuityof
cultmightapplytoCapernaumifthewhitelimestonesynagogueindeeddates
tothesecondtothirdcentury．Inthiscase,thewhitelimestonesynagogue
wouldhaveimmediatelyfolloweditspredecessor．However,thisprincipledoes
notworkifthewhitelimestonesynagoguewasbuiltlater, afterahiatusof
hundredsofyears．Nevertheless, visitorstoCapernaum willnoticeasign
pointingtothesynagogueofthetimeofJesusbythestepsleadinguptothe
whitelimestonesynagogue(seeFig．２)．Whatisthebasisforthisclaim?

Fig．２　SignPointingtotheSynagogueofJesusundertheWhiteLimestone

SynagogueatCapernaum (photobytheauthor)
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Thewhitelimestonesynagoguesitsonanelevatedblackbasaltfoundation
thatisbuiltoverearlierhousesinthemidstoftheancientvillage．Mostofthe
houseswereconstructedintheHellenisticandearlyRomanperiodsandwere
occupiedatleastuntilthethirdtofourthcenturies CE．① Virgilio Corbo
identifiedthreestratainandunderthewhitelimestonesynagogue, whichare
asfollowsfromlatesttoearliest:②

StratumA:thewhitelimestonesynagogue
StratumB:theremainsofapublicbuildingofthefirstcenturyCEunder

thewallsofthewhitelimestonesynagogue,representedbybasaltwalls(muro
dibasalto＝ MB)andarelatedcobblestonepavement(massiciataA)

Stratum C: private (domestic) housesconstructedinthe Hellenistic
periodanddemolishedbytheconstructionofMB

MBdenotesblackbasaltwallsunderthesynagogue,atthebaseofwhich
liesaroughbasaltcobblestonepavementofthefirstcenturyCE (massiciata
A)．Corboidentifies MB notasthefoundation ofthe whitelimestone
synagoguebutasanearliersynagoguestructurebecausetheirwallsarenot
preciselyaligned．Inaddition,thefoundationofthesynagogue􀆳scourtyardis
constructeddifferentlyfromandisnotbondedwithMB．CorboassignsMBto
theearly Romanperiod (firstcentury CE) becauseitoverlies Hellenistic
housesbut(accordingtohim)predatesthesynagogue．Becauseofitssize,he
concludesthatMBandthecobblestonepavementmustbelongtoanearlier
publicbuilding—apparentlyasynagogue: “SeilMBappartieneadunedificio
piùantico, qualeedificiopotteteessere?lasinagogacostruitadalCenturione
romano(Lc．７,５)?”③

Stanislao Loffreda has reevaluated the evidencefor afirstcentury

①

②

③

StanislaoLoffreda, “CeramicaellenisticoＧromananelsottosuolodellasinagogadiCafarnao,”in
StudiaHierosolymitana Ⅲ ,ed．GiovanniC．Bottini(Jerusalem:FranciscanPrintingPress,１９８２),２７３Ｇ
３１２, here２９０,３１１Ｇ３１２; MatthewJ．Grey, “SimonPeterinCapernaum, AnArchaeologicalSurveyofthe
FirstＧCenturyVillage,”inTheMinistryofPeter,theChiefApostle,eds．FrankF．JuddJr．, EricD．
Huntsman,andShonD．Hopkin(Provo: BYUReligiousStudiesCenter,２０１４),２８Ｇ６６,here４７Ｇ４８．

Loffreda, “CeramicaellenisticoＧromana,”３１４．
Virgilio C．Corbo, “ Resti della sinagoga del primo secolo a Cafarnao,” in Studia

Hierosolymitana Ⅲ , ed．GiovanniC．Bottini(Jerusalem: FranciscanPrintingPress, １９８２), ３１３Ｇ３５７;

here３３７,３３９．
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synagogue．Hedefinesasfollowsthethreestratainandunderthe white
limestonesynagogue:①

StratumA:layersofmortarthatformedthebeddingforthestonepavement
StratumB:thefillofthesynagoguepodium
StratumC:structuresthatantedatethewhitelimestonesynagogue
LoffredaconcludesthatMBcannotbeassociateddefinitelywiththefirst

centuryfloorsand pavements (including massiciata A) below the white
limestonesynagogue: “D􀆳altrapartemisembraimpossibileassociare‘ilmuro
dibasalto􀆳MBaqueipavimentiedatrlodiconseguenzanelprimosecolo．”②

Loffreda rejects Corbo􀆳s association of the cobblestone pavement
(massiciataA) withMBbecauseMBsitsatopthepavement, whichcontinues
underneathit．③Nevertheless,LoffredaagreeswithCorbothatthecobblestone
pavementbelongstoafirstcenturyCEsynagogue, notingthatalthougha
cobblestonepavementispresentbelowotherpartsofthesynagogue, onlyin
thenavewerenowallsorotherfeaturesfoundassociatedwithit．Sincethearea
ofthenaveistoolargetobetheroomofaprivatehouse, Loffredaconcludes
thatitmustbelongtoapublicbuilding—thatis, asynagogue．Accordingto
Loffreda,thisexplainswhythelatersynagoguewasbuiltonthisspot．④

However,itisnotclearthatthecobblestonepavement wasfreeof
overlyingwallsorotherfeaturesorinstallationsthroughouttheentirenave,as
thepavementisshowninpublishedphotosinonlytwoadjacentlociinthe
centralＧeasternpart (L８２４ and L８２５)．⑤ Furthermore, cobblestones were
commonlyusedatCapernaumtopavethegroundfloorroomsofhouses, which
wereusedforvariousactivitiesincludingfoodpreparation, storage, andthe
stablingofanimals．Thepavementswereadurable,utilitarian,andrelatively
inexpensivewaytoprotectthefloorsoftheserooms．Theinhabitantssleptand
sometimesdinedupstairsontheroofand/oratthesecondstorylevel(ifthere

①

②

③

④

⑤

Stanislao Loffreda, Cafarnao V, Documentazione fotografica degli scavi (Jerusalem:

FranciscanPrintingPress,２００５),１５．
Loffreda,CafarnaoV,１５．
See, e．g．, StanislaoLoffreda, RecoveringCapharnaum (Jerusalem:EdizioniCustodiaTerra

Santa,１９８５),４６; Loffreda,CafarnaoV,１６７DF２６４;１６８DF２６５;１７２DF２８２．
Loffreda,RecoveringCapharnaum,４５Ｇ４７．
SeeLoffreda,CafarnaoV,１７２Ｇ１７３, DF２８２Ｇ２８６．
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wasone),awayfromthedirtandnoiseonthegroundfloor．Thatroofswere
commonlyaccessedisillustratedbyMark􀆳sstoryofJesushealingaparalyticat
Capernaum:

Whenhe [Jesus] returnedtoCapernaum aftersomedays,itwas
reportedthathewasathome．Somanygatheredaroundthattherewasno
longerroomforthem,noteveninfrontofthedoor;andhewasspeaking
thewordtothem．Thensomepeoplecame, bringingtohimaparalyzed
man,carriedbyfourofthem．AndwhentheycouldnotbringhimtoJesus
becauseofthecrowd,theyremovedtheroofabovehim;andafterhaving
dugthroughit,theyletdownthematonwhichtheparalyticlay．(Mk２:

１Ｇ４; NRSV)．

Similarly,theNewTestamentsaysthatJesus􀆳LastSuppertookplacein
the“upperroom” (Mk１４:１５; Lk２２:１２; Acts１:１３)．

Mostotherfirstcenturysynagoguebuildingswerenotpavedwithstones
orcobblestones．AsZviUriMa􀆳ozobservesabouttheGamlasynagogue:

Atfirstglanceitseemsstrangethatthecenterofthehalllacked
paving, thuspresentingashabbyappearanceincomparison withthe
surroundingpavedandashlarＧbuiltporticoes．However, wasthisreally
thecase? What,infact, wasthefunctionofstonepavementsinthat
period? If weexaminethestonefloorsinthe Herodian buildingsat
Masada,Jericho, andothersites, andespeciallythepublicandprivate
housesinJerusalem, wefindthatthe mostimportantroomsofthe
buildings had not stone, but earthen floors．Stone pavements are
restrictedtothestreetsandcourtsofthehouses, whileintherooms,

matsorelaboratelyworkedwovenrugs, noneofwhich, ofcourse, has
beenpreserved, werelaidonthedirtfloor(forthisreasonwefindmosaic
pavements—waterproofstonecarpets—inthebathrooms)．Openareas
calledforsturdyfloorswhichcouldwithstandrainandthewearandtear
ofpedestriantraffic．Moreover, evenroughhouseholdchores, suchas
drawingwaterandwashingclothes, werecarriedoutinthecourts．Useof
stonepavementsinthisperiodwasthereforedictatedbytheirpracticality
andstrength, and was notasign ofimportance orthe desirefor
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ornamentation．Thisalsoappearstohavebeenthecaseinthesynagogueat
Gamla．．．Thecenterofthehall,incontrast,couldhavebeenadornedwith
colorfulwovenrugs, whichlentanairofsplendorandbeautytothis
area．①

TheflooroftheMigdalsynagoguewascoveredwithcobblestones, which
apparentlywerethefoundationfor mosaics (which werepreservedinthe
corridorbutnotinthecenterofthemainhall)．② Therefore,onecouldargue
thatthecobblestonepavementatCapernaum wasthefoundationforamosaic
orotherfloorthatis not preserved or was neverlaid．Even so, the
identificationofthecobblestonepavementatCapernaumasthefloorofapublic
buildingiscontradictedbythelackofevidenceofinteriorsupports．Thelimited
sizeofwoodenbeamsavailableforroofingmeansthatalargeinteriorspace
wouldneedtohavebeensubdividedbypostsorcolumns (asinotherfirst
centuryCEsynagogues)orawindowwall(acommondeviceatCapernaum)．
Inaddition, thepotteryfoundonthepavementintheeasternpartofthe
synagoguenave(L８２５)includesfirstcenturytypesthatwereembeddedinthe
cracksbetweenthecobblestones, indicating, accordingto Loffreda, that
occupationbegannolaterthanthefirstcenturyCE．Thepotterypointstoa
domesticcontext, incontrasttotheinteriorsofpublicbuildings, which
generallywerekeptcleananddonothavedepositsofcookingpotsandother
householdvessels．③Thus,thereisnoarchaeologicalsupportfortheclaimthat
thecobblestonepavementunderthenaveofthewhitelimestonesynagoguewas
alargeinteriorspacebelongingtoapublicbuilding．Thisdoesnotruleoutthe
possibilitythatoneofthefirstcenturyhousesunderthewhitelimestonewas
usedforgatherings; onlythatthereisnopositiveevidencetosupportthis
claim．

TheGospelevidenceforafirstcenturyCEsynagogueatCapernaumisno
lessproblematicthanthearchaeology．Becausetheparallelversionofthestory
inMatthew (８: ５Ｇ１０, １３)lacksanyreferencetoasynagogueatCapernaum

①

②

③

Ma􀆳oz, “TheSynagogueofGamla,”３８．
SeeAvshalomＧGorniandNajar, “Migdal．”

Forthepottery,seeLoffreda, “CeramicaellenisticoＧromana,”２７８Fig．３:３７Ｇ５２(GroupG);the
firstcenturytypesmentionedbyLoffredaonp．２９０arenos．５２and４８Ｇ４９．
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builtbythecenturion,JohnKloppenborgarguesthatitis “likelythatLuke
addedtheseverses (７:４Ｇ５)tounderscorethecenturion􀆳spietyandhumility
andtoenhancetheparallelswiththeCorneliusstory[inActs１０:２２]．Butthis
meansthatLk７:５ceasestobecompellingearlyevidenceofsynagōgēmeaning
‘building’．”① KloppenborgconcludesthatLuke􀆳sreferencestosynagogue
buildings(４:１５Ｇ３０;７:５) maywellreflecthisassumptionsaboutsynagogues
inhistime(thelatefirstcenturyorlater)ratherthananyrealityinthetimeof
Jesus．② Thus,notonlyistherenoevidencethatthefirstcenturycobblestone
pavementunderthenaveofthewhitelimestonesynagoguewastheinteriorof
apublicbuilding, butthereisnoreasontoassumethehistoricityofLuke􀆳s
referencetoasynagogueofthecenturiondatingtothetimeofJesus．

Ⅲ．MB: A WhiteElephantUndertheWhiteLimestoneSynagogue?

Aswehaveseen, CorboandLoffredaassociatethecobblestonepavement
withafirstcentury synagogue underthe nave ofthe whitelimestone
synagogue．However, whereasCorboassociatesthecobblestonepavementwith
MB (andthereforereconstructsthefirstcenturysynagoguealongthelinesof
the whitelimestone synagogue), Loffreda argues thatthe cobblestone
pavement—and, by wayofextension, thefirstcenturysynagogue—were
restrictedtotheareaofthewhitelimestonesynagogue􀆳snave．Heidentifies
MBastheremainsofasynagoguethatpostdatesthe(supposed)firstcentury
synagoguerepresentedbythecobblestonepavementbutantedatesthewhite
limestonesynagogue: “BothFr．Corboandthewriteragreeononeimportant
point:the‘basaltstonewall’ [MB]predatesthewhitesynagogueandisbetter
understoodasbelongingtoanearliersynagogue．．．the ‘basaltstone wall’

constitutesanintermediatestagebetweenthefirstcenturysynagogueandthe
whitesynagogueofthelatefourthcenturyA．D．”③

①

②

③

Kloppenborg, “TheTheodotosSynagogueInscription,”２４０．
Ibid．,２４２．
Loffreda, Recovering Capharnaum, １８Ｇ１９ (notethathere he datesthe whitelimestone

synagoguetothelatefourthcentury);alsoseeLoffreda,CafarnaoV,１６: “ilmurodibasaltoappartiene
adunedificio(sinagogale)anterioreallasinagogainpietra．”



—７８　　　 —

Accordingto Loffreda, MB wasnotoriginally builttoserveasthe
foundationforthe whitelimestonesynagogue butinsteadrepresentsthe
remainsofanearliersynagoguebuilding．Henotesthatthefoundationofthe
whitelimestonesynagogue􀆳scourtyard (ontheeast) wasbuiltseparatelyof
ashlarsthatabutMB, whichisinferiorinconstruction．Thisindicatesthatthe
whitelimestonesynagoguereusedasitsfoundationthewallsofapreＧexisting
building(representedbyMB), whilethefoundationofthecourtyardwasbuilt
denovo “muchlater．”①

NotonlydoesMBrepresenttheremainsofasynagoguethatpredatesthe
whitelimestonesynagogue, butitsconstruction wasnevercompleted, as
Loffredacorrectlyconcludes: “The‘basaltwall’ wasprobablybuiltinviewof
asynagogue which wasnevercompleted．”② However, unlike Loffreda, I
identifyMBastheincompletefoundationofasynagoguebuildingratherthan
itssuperstructure．Thisisindicatedbythefactthatalthoughthewallsand
stylobateofthewhitelimestonesynagoguewereestablishedontopofMB,

MB􀆳seasternandwesternstylobatesareincomplete, withnoevidencethatthe
missingportionswererobbedout．③ AsLoffredastates, “the ‘basaltstone
wall’isconspicuouslydiscontinuousbeneaththestylobateoftheprayerhall．
Whatisworse,theNstylobateoftheprayerhallrestsuponashakyfillandin
thatareathe ‘basaltstonewall’iscompletely missing．”④ Although MBis
preservedtothesamelevelthroughout, thetopofthe wallslopesdown
slightlyfromnorthtosouthfollowingthenaturalgroundlevel．Therefore,the
lowestcourseofthewhitelimestonesynagoguehadtobetaperedaccordingly,

usingsmallstonestofillthe gap．⑤ Hadtheconstruction of MB been
completed, andthebuildingdestroyed (forexample, byanearthquake),

dismantled,and/orrobbedout,thewallswouldnotbepreservedthroughout
tothesameheight/level, andthere wouldbesignsofastylobateinthe
missingportions．Furthermore,evenifoneattributestheabsenceofMBunder

①

②

③

④

⑤

Loffreda,RecoveringCapharnaum,１８Ｇ１９; Loffreda,CafarnaoV,１６．
StanislaoLoffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,”２３９．
SeeCorbo, “Restidellasinagoga,”３４４Ｇ３４５, Tav．２．
Loffreda,RecoveringCapharnaum,１９．
Loffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,”２２５;Loffreda,RecoveringCapharnaum,１９．See,e．g．,

Loffreda,CafarnaoV,１２６DF１７４,１７５;１２８DF１７８．
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thenorthstylobatetoalaterdecisionbythebuilderstoaddastylobatetothis
sideofthebuilding, MB􀆳seastand weststylobatesshouldbecomplete．
Instead,asLoffredanotes, portionsof MB􀆳seastand weststylobatesare
missingaswell．Asaresult,theentirenorthstylobateandpartsoftheeast
andweststylobatesofthe whitelimestonesynagoguearefoundedonthe
StratumBfillinsteadofonMB．①

IdentifyingMBastheincompletefoundationforasuperstructurethatwas
neverbuiltexplainswhytherearenotracesofafloor;itisbecausenofloor
waseverlaid．AlthoughMBisoveronemeterhigh,anyassociatedfloorshould
havebeenatthetopofit—thatis,atthelevelofthebaseofthestylobateof
thewhitelimestonesynagogue．ThisisindicatedbythefactthatWall１０４,

whichantedatesMB,isdirectlyoverlaidbytheweststylobateofthewhite
limestonesynagogue,northofthepointwheretheMBstylobateends(L８２１)．
ThetopofWall１０４ (elevation１１．３９)isonlyhalfameterbelowthelevelof
thepavementofthe whitelimestonesynagogue (elevation１１．９１)．② As
Loffredanotes, “Ifitisinvaintolookforthepavementofthisintermediate
synagogueatthelevelofthefoundationofthe‘basaltwall’ (asVirgilioCorbo
suggests),itisjustasvaintolookforitatthepreservedsummitofthatsame
‘basaltwall’ becausethepavementneverexisted．Ifithadexistedatthat
height, wewouldhavefoundsometraceandaboveallwewouldnothaveso
easilyfoundlateRomancoinsinthewholedepthofthepodiumofthewhite
synagogue．”③ Furthermore, as Matthew Greyobserves, despiteitsheight,

MBhasnoopeningsfordoors, whilethesupposedstylobatesaretootalland
wouldhaveobstructedmovement．④

Thesefactors,aswellasthesizeandlayoutofMB,indicatethatitwas

①

②

③

④

SeeLoffreda,CafarnaoV,１６９,DF２７１;１７１,DF２７４,２７６,２７７;１７３DF２８３;but１７２DF２７９
showsthefillofStratumBunderMBinL８１７ (thatis, underthedoorwayintotheeastaisle), which
makesnosenseasMBantedatesStratumB．So,perhapsthisisnotpartoftheStratumBfill?

Loffreda,CafarnaoV,１６,１６８Ｇ１６９DF２７１; Loffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,”２２５: “In
Trench２１,forinstance,thewallsofstratumAalmostreachtheheightofthemortarofstratumC．” Also
seeLoffreda,CafarnaoV,１８１DF３１０,L８０６, whichshowstheouternortheastcornerofthesynagogue
sittingononecourseofMB, whichisbuiltdirectlyontopofthewallsofearlierhouses．

Loffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,” ２３９;alsoseep．２２６: “Notracesoffloorwerefound
betweentheupperpartoflevel[stratum] Bandthemortaroflevel[stratum] C．”

Grey, “SimonPeterinCapernaum,”４７．
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intendedtobethefoundationforasynagoguethatwasneverbuilt—notthe
whitelimestone synagogue, as Loffreda correctly notes, butan earlier
structure．Thefoundation (MB) oftheintendedbuildingwasabandonedand
leftincompleteuntilalaterdate, whenthewhitelimestonesynagoguewas
constructedontopofit．ThisaccountsforthelackofalignmentbetweenMB
andthewhitelimestonesynagogue．①Inotherwords, MBappearstobeawhite
elephant．MB􀆳sdatecanbeestablishedbasedontheassociatedpotteryand
coins．Oneceramicassemblagecomesfromanoccupationlevelontopofthe
cobblestonepavement(massiciataA)inL８２５, belowtheeasternpartofthe
synagoguenave．② Thelatesttypesinthisdeposit (Loffreda􀆳sGroupG) are
KefarHananya(KH) WareForm１e(Loffreda􀆳sTEG１８),ofthemidＧthirdto
fifthcentury, andatypeofbasindatedbyLoffredato３５０Ｇ５５０CE (PIAT
６６)．③ ThesameceramictypeswerefoundontopofmassiciataAelsewhere
underthesynagogue．④ Thispotterycannotbedismissedasintrusive(assome
scholarshavearguedforthecoins) andisconsistentindatewiththelatest
coinsfromthesamecontexts．⑤

ThecoinsfromStratum Aincludefourthcenturyissuesfoundwiththe
potteryontopofmassiciataAinL８２５．⑥OtherlateRomancoinsfromStratum
Acontextsunderthesynagogueincludeonespecimenof３４１Ｇ３４６CEfromthe
upperpavementofadwellinginthenorthaisle(L８０２),andacoinofArcadius

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

SeeLoffreda,RecoveringCapharnaum,４９．
Loffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,”２２５Ｇ２２６,notesthatthecobblestonepavementinL８０２,

L８２４,andL８２５waswellpreserved．
Loffreda, “CeramicaellenisticoＧromana,”２８３GroupG (from Trench２５), ２７８Fig．３: ３７Ｇ５２

(nos．４０Ｇ６６areKH １e); StanislaoLoffreda, CafarnaoVI, Tipologieecontestistratigraficidella
ceramica (１９６８Ｇ２００３) (Jerusalem: EdizioniTerraSanta,２００８),３６５, Reg．No．６４７４(PIAT６６),from
８２５．３;２４９Ｇ２５０．ForthedatingofKefarHananyaWare,seeDavidAdanＧBayewitz,CommonPotteryin
RomanGalilee,AStudyinLocalTrade (RamatＧGan:BarＧIlanUniversity, １９９３); JodiMagnessand
DanielSchindler, “PotteryandJewishSettlementinLateRomanGalilee,” BulletinoftheAmerican
SchoolsofOrientalResearch３７４(２０１５):１９１Ｇ２０７．

SeeLoffreda,CafarnaoVI,３６０Ｇ３６５．
SeeLoffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,”２４０Ｇ２４１;thepotteryfromL８２５GroupGincludesan

almostcompleteprofileofKH１eFig．３:４５(Reg．no．６４２５)．
Loffreda, “CeramicaellenisticoＧromana,”２９０;however, nocoinsfromStratum AinL８２５are

listedinLoffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,”２３０．
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(３８３Ｇ３８８CE)fromthesouthendoftheeastaisle(L８１７)．①Inaddition,coins
ofHonorius (３９５Ｇ４０１ CE) and Theodosius (３８３Ｇ３８８ CE) werefoundin
StratumAunderthebalconyonthesouthsideofthesynagogue (L８１８)．②

Thus,theceramicandnumismaticevidenceprovidesalatefourthcentury
terminuspostquem fortheconstructionofMBandrulesoutthepossibility
thatitrepresentsathirdcenturyorearlyfourthcenturysynagoguethatwas
destroyedintheearthquakeof３６３．③

ThecoinsfromStratumBprovideaterminusantequemforMB．Adeposit
of２３６coins,thelatestofwhichpublishedsofardateto４９１CE, wasfoundin
theStratum BfillinL８１４, whichisonthesouthsideofthewestaisle,

includinginthefoundationoftheweststylobate．④Twolatefourthtoearly
fifthcenturycoinswerefoundinthefoundationoftheweststylobateinL８２１,

justnorthofL８１４,andanotherfourthcenturycoincomesfromthefoundation
ofthesamestylobateinL８２２inthenave．⑤Thediscoveryofthesecoinsunder
thestylobatecontradictstheclaim madebysomearchaeologiststhatthewhite
limestonesynagoguewasrenovatedorrebuiltaftertheearthquakeof３６３,as
theremovalofthestylobate would haverequired dismantlingtheentire
superstructure．⑥ AnotherthreecoinsdescribedbyLoffredaas “lateRoman”

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

Loffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,”２３０, whonotesthatathirdcenturyCEcoinwasfound
underthethresholdofaStratum AdwellinginL８１７．

Loffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,”２３０,２３３．
BenjaminY．ArubasandRinaTalgam, “Jews, Christiansand ‘Minim’: WhoReallyBuiltand

UsedtheSynagogueatCapernaum—AStirringAppraisal,”inKnowledgeandWisdom,Archaeological
andHistoricalEssaysinHonourofLeahDiSegni,eds．GiovanniC．Bottini, L．DanielChrupcała,and
JosephPatrich (Jerusalem: Studium Biblicum Franciscanum, ２０１４), ２３７Ｇ２７４; here２６１Ｇ２６２, ２６８．See
Loffreda, “CeramicaellenisticoＧromana,” ２９０, ３１１Ｇ３１２; Loffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,” ２３７,

２３９．
Loffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,”２２９, whosaysthat“morethanonehundredlateRoman

coinswerefoundinthefoundationofthestylobate”; BrunoCallegher,CafarnaoIX, Monetedall􀆳area
urbanadiCafarnao (１９６８Ｇ２００３) (Jerusalem:StudiumBiblicumFranciscanum,２００７),１８．AlsoseeJodi
Magness, “TheQuestionoftheSynagogue: TheProblemofTypology,”inJudaisminLateAntiquity,

PartThree, Where WeStand:Issuesand DebatesinAncientJudaism, VolumeFour: TheSpecial
ProblemoftheSynagogue,eds．AlanJ．AveryＧPeckandJacobNeusner(Leiden:Brill,２００１),１Ｇ４８,７９Ｇ
９１; here２０; Rassalle, AncientSynagogueCoins, athttps://ancientsynagougecoins．com/synagogue/

Capernaum [FifthDeposit]) (accessed０８/２９/２０２３)．
Loffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,”２２９Ｇ２３０．
SeeMagness, “TheQuestionoftheSynagogue,”２０．
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werefoundinStratum BinL８２５, ontheeastsideofthesynagoguenave．①

Twocoinsdatingto３４１Ｇ３４６and３５２Ｇ３６０werefoundinStratumBinL８０４ (the
courtyard),atadepthof１．２５mbelowthewhitelimestonesynagoguepavement,

andacoinof３８３Ｇ３９５wasfound１mbelowthesynagoguepavementinL８１８ (the
porch)．②

ThecoinsfromStratumBinL８１４andL８２５providealatefifthcentury
terminusantequem forMB．Therefore, MB mustdatebetweenca．４００Ｇ５００
CE．TheabsenceofimportedLateRoman Red Waresandbilanceolateoil
lampsfromthedepositsontopofmassiciataAsuggeststhatthehousesbelow
thesynagoguewentoutofuse, and MBwasconstructed, aroundorshortly
after４００ CE．③Thewhitelimestonesynagoguewaserectedontopof MB
approximatelyacenturylater．

ItisnotclearwhytheconstructionofMBstopped,althoughtheabsence
ofcracksandsinkingin MBsuggestsitwasnotduetoanearthquake．One
possibilityisthatfundingranout—awellＧknownphenomenoninantiquity．For
example,theconstructionofthetempleofOlympianZeusin Athenswas
begun by the Peisistratidsin the sixth century BCE and continued by
AntiochusIVEpiphanesinthesecondcenturyBCEbutwasonlycompletedin
thesecondcenturyCEbyHadrian．④ AnotherexampleisthetempleofApollo
atDidyma—oneofthegreatwhiteelephantsofclassicalantiquity—onwhich
workcontinuedintermittentlyoverthecourseoffourcenturiesandultimately
wasleftunfinished．⑤ Ofcourse, whiteelephantsarenotlimitedtoantiquity,

asillustratedbythenewheadquartersoftheIsraelAntiquitiesAuthorityin
Jerusalem (“TheJay and Jeanie Schottenstein National Campusforthe
ArchaeologyofIsrael”), muchofwhichwasconstructedbetween２０１０Ｇ２０１４

①

②

③

④

⑤

Loffreda, “CoinsfromtheSynagogue,”２３０．
StanislaoLoffreda, “TheSynagogueofCapharnaum．ArchaeologicalEvidenceforIts Late

Chronology,”LiberAnnuus２２(１９７２):５Ｇ２９;here１４．
Forthepotteryfromthesedeposits,seeLoffreda,Cafarnao Ⅵ ,３５９Ｇ３６５．Forbilanceolateoil

lamps(Loffreda􀆳sLUCType５),seeLoffreda,Cafarnao Ⅵ ,５０Ｇ５１;StanislaoLoffreda,Cafarnao Ⅶ ,

Documentazionegraficadellaceramica (１９６８Ｇ２００３) (Jerusalem:EdizioniTerraSanta,２００８),１７Ｇ１８．
William B．Dinsmoor, The Architectureof AncientGreece, An Accountof Its Historic

Development (NewYork: W．W．Norton& Company,１９７５),２８０Ｇ２８１．
Dinsmoor,TheArchitectureofAncientGreece,２２９．
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butlanguishedforyearsafterfundingranout, andwasonlycompletedin
２０２２．①AnotherexampleisTelAviv􀆳s “new” centralbusstation, onwhich
workcommencedin１９６７ but which wasnotopened until１９９３．Inthe
meantime,thebuildinghousingthebusstationhasdeterioratedandmuchofit
isabandoned, whileplanstomoveittoanotherpartofthecityhavebeen
stymied．②

Conclusion

Thisreviewindicatesthatneitherthebasaltwalls(MB) underthewhite
limestonesynagogueatCapernaumnorthecobblestonepavementbelow MB
belongstoasynagoguefromthetimeofJesus．Inthiscase, however, the
absenceofevidenceisnotnecessarilyevidenceofabsencesincepreＧ７０C．E．
synagoguestypically were modest structures that do not always leave
identifiabletracesinthearchaeologicalrecord．Nevertheless,atpresentthere
arenodefinitearchaeologicalremainsofasynagoguefromthetimeofJesusat
Capernaum,nor,indeed,isitpossibletoestablishthatsuchasynagogueeven
existed．
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有证据表明在耶稣时代的迦百农有个犹太会堂吗?
朱迪􀅰马格尼斯

【摘要】«路加福音»７:１—５谈到迦百农一位百夫长所建的会堂.今天,在那

个位置上有一座白石灰岩造的纪念会堂.对于这座会堂的确切建造时间,考古

学者存有争议,但是毫无疑问,这座白石灰岩会堂的建成时间晚于耶稣时代.一

些学者认为,这座白石灰岩会堂下面就是«路加福音»文本里那个百夫长所建的

会堂.本文从文本和考古角度考察这个论点,结论为没有属于耶稣时代会堂的

确切的考古遗迹,这样的会堂也不太可能存在.
【关键词】迦伯农;会堂;百夫长;考古学;耶稣
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TheLurianicBackgroundoftheConceptofDivinePathos
inAbrahanJoshuaHeschel􀆳sTheProphets

MarvinA．Sweeney∗

Abstract:AbrahamJoshuaHeschel􀆳svolume, TheProphets,is
oneoftheseminalworksofJewishbiblicalscholarshipthatopened
thewayforthedevelopmentofJewishbiblicaltheology, withhis
discussionofdivinepathosasakeyconceptinbiblicalprophecy．It
hashad wideimpacton biblicaltheologyin general, but most
scholarsarenotfamiliarwiththeimportanceofHeschel􀆳sbackground
asa Hasidic Rebbeanditsimpactonhis work, particularlyhis
understandingofdivinepathos．Thispapertracesthebackgroundof
the developmentof Heschel􀆳sconceptofdivine pathosin The
Prophets．ItbeginswithabrieftreatmentofHeschel􀆳searlylifein
Poland, wherehewasbornintoaHasidicfamily,hisearlystudiesin
Jewish Enlightenmentliterature, and hisdoctoralstudiesatthe
UniversityofBerlin,fromwhichhewasforcedtofleetotheUnited
Statespriorto World War Ⅱ．Itcontinues withadiscussionof
Heschel􀆳sconceptofdivinepathos,i．e．,theinterplaybetweendivine
compassionanddivinejustice, whichstandsasthebasisforhis
study, TheProphets,publishedinEnglishin１９６２．Thepaperthen
turnstoacriticaldiscussionofHeschel􀆳sconceptofdivinepathosand
itsapplicationtothepropheticwritingsintheBible．Itexaminesthe
majorconceptsoftheTenSefirotintheZohar, LurianicKabbalah,

andtheirroleinHasidicthought．Itthenpointstotheexpressionof

∗ MarvinA．Sweeney,ProfessorofHebrewBible, ClaremontSchoolofTheology．



—９０　　　 —

evilasanaspectofGＧd􀆳scharacterinprophetictexts,suchasHosea
１Ｇ３;Isaiah６;andJeremiah２:７Ｇ１８,thatischaracteristicofLurianic
Kabbalahandstandsasakeyissuein Heschel􀆳sunderstandingof
divinepathosintheinterpretationoftheBible andlaterJewish
tradition．

KeyWords: DivinePathos, AbrahamJoshuaHeschel, Lurianic
Kabbalah,TheProphets, TenSefirot

Ⅰ

AbrahamJoshuaHeschel􀆳s(１９０７Ｇ１９７２)volume,TheProphets,isoneof
theseminalworksofJewishbiblicalscholarshipthatopenedthewayforthe
developmentofJewishbiblicaltheology, withhisdiscussionofdivinepathosas
akeyconceptinbiblicalprophecy．①TheProphets wasoriginallywrittenin
Germanatthe UniversityofBerlinas Heschel􀆳sdoctoraldissertationand
publishedin１９３６inKrakow, Poland, andinBerlin, Germany．②Itcameto
wideattentionwhenHeschelexpandedtheworkandtranslateditintoEnglish
in１９６２．Mostbiblicalscholars, whetherJewishornot,knowtheworkwell,

butmostarenotfamiliarwiththebackgroundofHeschel􀆳sunderstandingof
divinepathosin Lurianic Kabbalah．Suchanunderstandingiskeytothe
developmentofHeschel􀆳sfurtherworkinJewishphilosophyandspirituality
followinghisdissertation, whichprovidesthefoundationsfordevelopinga
dynamicrelationshipbetweenGＧdandhumanityinthelargercontextofthe

①

②

AbrahamJoshuaHeschel, TheProphets (New York: HarperandRow; Philadelphia:Jewish
PublicationSociety, １９６２); Abraham Joshua Heschel, TheProphets, ２vols．(New York: Harper
Torchbooks; HarperandRow,１９７１)．

Abraham Heschel,DieProphetie (Kraków: NaklademPolskiejAkademiUmiejetnoci,１９３６);

Abraham Heschel,DieProphetie (Berlin: ErichReissVerlag,１９３６)．
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worldofcreation．①

Thispaperattemptstotracethebackgroundofthedevelopmentof
Heschel􀆳sconceptofdivinepathosinTheProphets．Itbeginswithabrief
treatmentofHeschel􀆳searlylifeinPoland, wherehewasbornintoaHasidic
familyand wasdestinedtobecomea HasidicRebbe, hisearlystudiesin
Haskalah,i．e．,JewishEnlightenmentliterature,andhisdoctoralstudiesat
theUniversityofBerlin,fromwhichhewasforcedtofleetotheUnitedStates
priortotheoutbreakofWorldWarⅡandtheShoah(Holocaust)．Itcontinues
withadiscussionofHeschel􀆳sconceptofdivinepathos,i．e．, theinterplay
betweendivinecompassionanddivinejustice, whichstandsasthebasisforhis
study, The Prophets, firstpublishedin Germanin１９３６, expandedand
translatedintoEnglishin１９６２．Thepaperthenturnstoacriticaldiscussionof
Heschel􀆳sconceptofdivinepathosanditsapplicationtothepropheticwritings
intheBible．ItexaminesthemajorconceptsoftheTenSefirotintheZohar,

LurianicKabbalah, andtheirrolein Hasidicthought．Itthenpointstothe
expressionofevilasanaspectofGＧd􀆳scharacterinprophetictexts,suchas
Hosea１Ｇ３;Isaiah６; andJeremiah２:７Ｇ１８,thatischaracteristicofLurianic
KabbalahandanongoingissueinHeschel􀆳sunderstandingofdivinepathosin
relation to postＧShoah theologyin theinterpretation ofthe Bible and
subsequentJewishtradition．

Ⅱ

ThetwoＧvolumebiographyofHeschel, writtenbyEdwardK．Kaplanand
SamuelH．Dresnerforthefirstvolumeand Kaplanaloneforthesecond
following the death of Dresner, provides an overview and analysisfor

① See,e．g．, AbrahamJoshua Heschel, ManIsNotAlone: A PhilosophyofReligion (New
York: Farrar,Straus,andGiroux,１９５１,１９７６); AbrahamJoshuaHeschel,TheSabbath:ItsMeaning
forModernMan (NewYork:Farrar,Straus,andGiroux,１９５１,１９８４); AbrahamJoshuaHeschel,GＧd
inSearchofMan: A PhilosophyofJudaism (New York: JasonAronson, １９８７); AbrahamJoshua
Heschel,Israel:AnEchoofEternity (New York: Farrar, Straus, andGiroux, １９６７, １９６８, １９６９);

AbrahamJoshuaHeschel, Maimonides:ABiography (NewYork:Farrar,Straus,andGiroux,１９８２);

AbrahamJoshua Heschel, HeavenlyTorah: AsRefractedthroughtheGenerations (New Yorkand
London: Continuum,２００７)．
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Heschel􀆳slifeandwork．①

AbrahamJoshuaHeschelHeschel(１９０７Ｇ１９７２) wasborninWarsawintoa
Hasidicdynastythatcouldbetracedbackpriortotheearlyyearsofthe
Hasidicmovement．② HisfatherwasR．Moshe Mordecai (１８７３Ｇ１９１６), the
PelzoviznaRebbeandadescendantoftheHescheldynasty,andhismotherwas
Rivka Reizel Perlow (１８７４Ｇ１９４２), a daughter ofthe Perlow dynasty
(descendedfrom R．Dov Baerof Mezeritch [１７１０Ｇ１７７２], the Maggidof
Mzeritch)．Itwascustomaryatthetimetonameachildafteradistinguished
ancestor,includingtheancestor􀆳sfamilyname,andthentoattachthefamily
nameafterwards,hencethedoubleappearanceofthename, Heschel．Hewas
thesixthchildandsecondsonofthefamily, whowasnamedforhisgreatgreat
greatＧgrandfather, R．AbrahamJoshua Heschel (１７４８Ｇ１８２５), theRebbeof
Apt(Polish, Opatow), whoemergedasamajorHasidicleaderofthethird
HasidicgenerationfollowingthedeathofthefounderofHasidism, R．Israel
benEliezer,theBaalShemTov(Besht,ca．１６９８or１６９９Ｇ１７６０)．Theearliest
namesakeforthefamily wasRabbiJoshua HeschelofKraków (d．１６６４)．
AlthoughHeschelwasbornin Warsaw, hisfamilyhomewasin Medzibozh
(Polish, Miedzyborz),locatedinPodoliaProvince, Ukraine, wheretheApter
RavwasburiednexttotheBaalShemTov．

Heschel􀆳ssistersincludedSarahBrakha (１８９１Ｇ１９６４), who marriedR．
AbrahamJoshua Heschel (１８８８Ｇ１９６７), theRebbeofKopitzhinitz; Esther
Sima(d．１９４２); Gittel(d．１９４２); DevorahMiriam (d．１９４３);andhisbrother
wasR．JacobHeshel(Anglicizedname,１９０３Ｇ１９７０), whomarriedSarahbat
Nahum MordecaiFriedman, theRebbeofTchortkov, adescendantofthe
Friedmandynasty (descendedfrom R．LeviYizhak ofBerditchev [１７４０Ｇ
１８１０])．HisgrandfatherwasR．AbrahamJoshuaHeschel(１８３２Ｇ１８８１),the
RebbeofZinkov,andhisgrandmotherwasLeahRachelbatR．ShalomJoseph
Friedman, the Rebbe ofSadegora, another descendantofthe Friedman

①

②

EdwardJ．KaplanandSamuelH．Dresner,AbrahamJoshuaHeschel:PropheticWitness (New
Haven, CT, and London: Yale University Press, １９９８); Edward K．Kaplan, SpiritualRadical:

AbrahamJoshuaHeschelinAmerica (New Haven, CT, andLondon, UK: YaleUniversityPress,

２００７)．
FordiscussionofHeschel􀆳sfamilyandearlyyears,seeKaplanandDresner, AbrahamJoshua

Heschel,xＧxii,１Ｇ７２．
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dynasty．HisgreatＧgrandfather was R．Meshullam Zusya Heschel (１８１３Ｇ
１８６６), theRebbeofZinkov, andhisgreatＧgrandmotherwasSimabatR．
MosheZviofSavaran．HisgreatgreatＧgrandfatherwasR．YithakMeirHeschel
(１７７０Ｇ１８５５),theRebbeofZinkov,andhisgreatgreatＧgrandmotherwasMiri
batR．HaimJacobStrauss．

HeschelwasrecognizedfromchildhoodasanIllui, “aprodigy,” who
wouldgrowuptobecomeaZaddik,arighteousmanintheHasidictradition
whoembodiedtheteachingsofTorah,andaHasidicRebbelikehisancestors．
Hisfatherwasknownforhisopulentclothing,deliberatelyworntoattractthe
attentionoftheEvilOne, whowouldthenleaveothermorepoorlydressed
personsalone, combined with his piety and hisempathyforthe poor．
Heschel􀆳sfatheracceptedonlymodestremunerationforhiswork, andmade
surethatnomoneywouldremaininhishouseattheendofthedaywhenhe
gaveanyremainingcoinstothepoor．Heschelviewedhisfather􀆳spietyand
empathyforthepoorasaninspirationforhisownunderstandingofdivine
pathosinTheProphets．①

Butin１９１６,theGermanarmyoccupied Warsawduring World WarⅠ,

andatyphusplaguesoonfollowed．OnNovember１６, Heschel􀆳sfatherdied
fromtyphus,shortlybeforeHeschelturnedten．Withthedeathofhisfather,

Heschel􀆳suncle, R．AlterIsraelShimonPerlow, theNovominskerRebbe,

tookoverhiseducation, whichdiffered markedlyfrom thatofR．Moshe
Mordecai．WhereasR．MosheMordecaihademphasizedthejoyandoptimism
oftheBaalShemTov, R．AlterIsraelShimonemphasizedtheKotzkerHasidic
traditionofanxietyintheobservanceofTorah．Thetensionbetweenthetwo
modelsprovedtobeamajorfactorinHeschel􀆳sownhumblepersonalityand
hisunderstandingofJewishtradition．

When Heschel was born, Jewsconstituted over４０％ of Warsaw􀆳s
population．AlthoughWarsaw washeavilypopulatedbyHasidicJews,itwas
alsoamodernmetropolis,andtheJewishworldofWarsaw wasalsoheavily
influencedbythecurrentsoftheHaskalah,theJewishEnlightenment,that
saw wavesofphilosophical, literary, and politicalrationalism, especially
followingtheCommunistrevolutionof１９１７andtheoverthrowoftheCzarist

① KaplanandDresner,AbrahamJoshuaHeschel,１７．
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Dynastythatruledthe Russianempire．ManyJewshadleftthe Russian
Empire,includingPoland,fortheUnitedStates, OttomanTurkishPalestine,

andotherlocations, duringtheCzaristpersecutionofJewsfollowingthe
assassinationofCzar AlexanderIIin１８８２, andtheycontinuedtodoso
followingthe Communist Revolution．Others, including Heschelhimself,

begantoturnincreasinglytothestudyof Haskalahideasandliterature．
HeschelbegantowritepoetryandliteratureinYiddishandHebrew,suchas
his１９２５Yiddishpiece, Derzaddikfunfreyd, “TheZaddikofJoy,” which
exploredtheconflictbetweenjoyandanxietyinhisownsoul, andworksof
philosophy,suchashisbiographyofMoses Maimonides,firstpublishedin
Germanin１９３５,apopularwork,inwhichheexploredsimilartensionsinthe
lifeandworkofoneofJudaism􀆳sforemostphilosophers．

HeschelmadehiswaytoVilna(Lithuanian, Vilnius), Lithuania,thesoＧ
calledJerusalemofLithuania, whichwasknownforitsTalmudicscholarship．
ButVilna wasalsoknownforitsstrongreputationin Haskalahstudies．
Heschel enrolled in the MathematicalＧSciences Gymnasium ( Polish,

MatematycsnoＧPrzyrodniczeGymnazjum), wherehestudiedmathematics,the
sciences,literature,languages, etc．,inpreparationforenteringaEuropean
university．Apartfromshavinghisbeard, HescheldidnotgiveuphisJewishＧ
Hasidicidentity whilestudyinginasecularJewishenvironment, and he
remainedplaguedbythetensionwithinhisidentity．

UponpassinghisexaminationsinVilnainJune,１９２７, Heschelrelocated
toBerlin, where he began hisstudiesatthe University of Berlin and
simultaneouslyatthe Hochschulefürdie WissenschaaftdesJudenthums, a
Jewishcollegethattrainedliberalrabbisandscholars．Hewasalsoheavily
influencedbyDavidKoigen,aphilosopherofJewishhistoryandculture, who
lecturedindependently．Althoughthetensionbetweenthetwosidesofhis
Jewishidentityremained,hemanagedtoholdthemtogetherasexpressionsof
hisservicetoGＧd．①

Atthe UniversityofBerlin, Heschelconcentratedonphilosophyand
estheticswithMaxDessoirandHeinrichMaier,biblicalcriticismandSemitic
languageswithAlfredBertholetandEugen Mittwoch, andarthistorywith

① KaplanandDresner,AbrahamJoshuaHeschel,９６．
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ErichBrinkmannandWolfgangKöhler．AttheHochschule,heconcentratedin
JewishphilosophywithJuliusGuttmann．Heschelsubmittedhisdissertation
on“DieProphetie”fordefense,andhepassedhisexaminationsonFebruary
２３,１９３３, withanoverallevaluationofSustinuit, “Sufficient．”Butthisperiod
sawtheriseoftheNazipartyintheGermangovernment, anditbecame
difficultforhim topublishhisdissertation, which wasarequirementfor
receivinghisdegree．Whilesearchingforapublisher, DavidKoigenpassed
away．HeschelsubsequentlywrotehisbiographyofMaimonidesin１９３４,in
whichheopposedthecommonunderstandingofMaimonidesasarationalist
andportrayedhiminsteadasanethicalandspiritualfigureyearningforGＧd．
Finallyon March２３, １９３６, Heschel􀆳sdissertation wascoＧpublishedbya
Germanpressunderthetitle, DasprophetischeBewusstsein,andbyaPolish
pressunderthetitle, Die Prophetie．① The publication of his doctoral
dissertationenabled HescheltoreceivehisdoctoratefromtheUniversityof
Berlin．

Ⅲ

AlthoughHeschelreceivedhisdoctorateatBerlinduetothepublicationof
hisdissertation, histroublesinGermany werenotover．Duetotherising
poweroftheNazigovernmentinGermany,itwasimpossibleforhimtosecure
apositionataGermanuniversityanditwasalsoclearthathissafety—andthat
ofallJews—wasinquestion．HewasforcedtofleeGermanyfortheUnited
States．HewasabletoleaveGermanyforLondononJuly１３,１９３９, wherehe
stayed with his brother, Rabbi Jacob Heshel, and his family．After
considerable difficulty, Professor Julian Morgenstern, President of the
HebrewUnionCollegeinCincinnati, Ohio,securedapositionforhim, which
enabledhimtosecureavisaaswell．HeschelleftfortheUnitedStateson
March９,１９４０．Hewasunabletosecurevisasforhismother,orhissisters,

EstherSima, Gittel,andDevorahMiriam,allofwhomultimatelyperishedin

① Abraham Heschel,DasprophetischeBewusstsein (Berlin:ErichReissVerlag,１９３６); Abraham
Heschel,DieProphetie (Kraków: NaklademPolskiejAkademiUmiejetnoci,１９３６)．Fordiscussionsee
KaplanandDresner,AbrahamJoshuaHeschel,２２９Ｇ２３６．
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theShoah．
HeschelremainedatHebrew UnionCollegeforsomefiveyearsuntilhe

joinedthefacultyoftheJewishTheologicalSeminaryinNew Yorkin１９４５．
Hisbiographyon MaimonidesandhisstudyonProphecy wereboth well
receivedinEurope,despitetheatmosphereofantisemitismduringthewar．As
headaptedhimselftolifeintheUnitedStates,hewouldultimatelyexpandand
translatehisstudyonTheProphetsforpublicationin１９６２．

Heschel􀆳sstudy on The Prophets focused ontheconceptofdivine
pathos①, whichhearguedrepresentedtheprophet􀆳sunderstandingofthe
characterorattitudesofGＧdratherthantheirideasaboutGＧd．②Divinepathos
representedtheinteractionoftwokeyaspectsofthedivinepersonality．The
firstispassion,inwhichGＧdgivesexpressiontoanemotionalconvulsionas
GＧdseeksanintimaterelationship withthehumanbeing, formedin GＧd􀆳s
image．Such an expression would entailthe emotion of divinelove or
compassionintherelationshipbetweenGＧdandhumanbeingsinwhichanger
mightbeexpressedonGＧd􀆳spart, butalwayswiththeexpectationofhuman
repentance．Thisleadstotheotherdimensionofthedivinepersonality,ethos,

inwhichGＧdgivesexpressiontojusticethatwillnotcallforirrationaland
irresponsibleactiononGＧd􀆳spartwhenjusticeisnotserved．Heschelrefersto
ethosasGＧd􀆳s“moralnature．”③InHeschel􀆳sview,divinepathosisinherently
transitiveinthatitrequiresanobject—andthatobjectisthehumanbeing,

i．e．, GＧdseeksarelationshipwiththehumanbeingthatgivesexpressionto
bothdivinepassionanddivineethos．Thehumanbeingthenfunctionsas “a
consort,apartner,afactorinthelifeofGＧd．”④TheGＧdoftheprophetsisnot
“theWhollyOther,” butonewhois “involved, near, andconcerned．”⑤In
short,prophecyisGＧdmeetingthehumanbeing．Divinepathosistherefore
“likeabridgeovertheabyss”thatseparatesGＧdfromthehumanbeing．⑥It
entailsthattherelationshipbetweenGＧdandhumanbeingsisnotdialectic,but

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

Seeesp．Heschel,TheProphets,２:１Ｇ１１．
Ibid．,２:１．
Ibid．,２:５．
Ibid．,２:６．
Ibid．,２:７．
Ibid．,２:９．
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itmaybecharacterizedbyoppositionandtension．
Heschelconcludeshisinitialdiscussionofthetheologyofdivinepathos

withthefollowing:

Insum, the divine pathosisthe unity oftheeternalandthe
temporal,ofmeaningandmystery,ofthemetaphysicalandthehistorical．
Itistherealbasisoftherelationshipbetween GＧdand man, ofthe
correlationbetweenCreatorandcreation, ofthedialoguebetweenthe
HolyOneofIsraelandHispeople．Thecharacteristicoftheprophetsis
notforeknowledgeofthefuture, butinsightintothepresentpathosof
GＧd．①

Heschel􀆳sdiscussionofindividualprophetsincludesAmos, Hosea,Isaiah
１Ｇ３９, Micah,Jeremiah, Habakkuk,andSecondIsaiah．HisfocusisonGＧd􀆳s
relationship withIsraeland GＧd􀆳sdissatisfaction withIsrael􀆳sbehaviorin
relationtothecovenantbetweenGＧdandthepeople．HeavoidsEzekiel, on
whichhisbiblicalstudiesadvisor,Bertholethadpublishedacommentaryatthe
timethatHeschelcompletedhisdissertation②, andanumberoftheTwelve
Prophets, such as Jonah and Nahum, who were concerned with the
punishment of the nations, and Joel, Obadiah, Zephaniah, Haggai,

Zechariah,andMalachi,allofwhomwereconsideredlaterbybiblicalscholars
ofthetime．It would appearthat Heschel􀆳sselection ofprophets best
representedinhismindthetwomajorelementsofdivinepathos,viz．,divine
passionanddivineethosorjudgment．

Afewexampleswillillustratehistreatmentoftheprophetsnamedhere．
Hescheltreats Amos along the classical lines of modern critical

scholarshipasaprophetconcernedespeciallywithsocialjustice．Amosdecries
corruptionintheIsraelitecourtsystem whichdeniedtheunderclassesofthe
peopletheireconomicandlegalrightsduetotheminthecovenantaccordingto
Amos６: １Ｇ７．GＧdexpressesdivinecompassionforIsraelbyredeemingthe
peoplefromEgyptianbondageandleadingthemthroughthewildernesstothe
promisedlandofIsrael, butthepeoplecorruptedGＧd􀆳sNaziritesandordered

①

②

Heschel,TheProphets,２:１１．
AlfredBertholet, Hesekiel, HATI:１３(Tübingen:J．C．B．Mohr/PaulSiebeck,１９３６)．
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GＧd􀆳sprophetstoremainsilentin Amos２: １０Ｇ１２．BecauseIsraelisGＧd􀆳s
chosenpeople, GＧdchosetopunishthemamongthenationsfortheiriniquities
inAmos３:１Ｇ２．Nevertheless, GＧdwaswillingtoforgivethepeopleifthey
askedformercyasexpressedinAmos７:２Ｇ３,５Ｇ６．

HosealivedduringtheeighthcenturyB．C．E．whentheAssyrianempire
rosetopowerandIsraelsoughtprotectionfromitsenemiesbyallyingwith
AssyriaratherthanrelyingonGＧd．GＧdconsequentlyaccusedEphraim,the
powertribeofthenorthernkingdomofIsrael, metaphoricallyofconducting
itselflikeaharlotwhoseeksrelationswithstrangemenandistherebydefiled
inHosea５: ３; ６: １０; and９: １．Corruptionwaswidespreadthroughoutthe
nationaccordingtoHosea７:７, andEphraim wasactinglikeasillydovein
flittingbackandforthtoseekprotectionorpowerfromnationslikeEgyptand
Assyria, whichonlyencouragedthemtotakecontrolofIsraelandplunder
thematwillaccordingtoHosea７:１１;１２:２．Suchconductwouldonlyleadto
exileaccordingto Hosea１１: ５．AlthoughtherewastensionbetweenGＧd􀆳s
compassionandjustice, GＧdstoodreadytoacceptIsrael􀆳srepentanceand
returnaccordingtoHosea１４:１Ｇ４．

HeschellikewisetreatsIsaiah１Ｇ３９,generallyunderstoodtorepresentthe
workoftheeighthcenturyB．C．E．Judeanprophet, Isaiahben Amoz, as
another expression of GＧd􀆳s dissatisfaction with Israel􀆳s—or Judah􀆳s—

behavior, whilestandingreadytoprotectthepeopleandtorecognizetheir
repentance．King AhazbenJotham ofJudahreliedonhistreaty withthe
Assyrianempiretoprotecthiskingdomfromenemies, butIsaiahcondemned
suchrelianceonforeignpowersasabetrayalofJudah􀆳sintimaterelationship
withGＧd,i．e．,acovenantwithdeath,inIsaiah２８:１５andcalledinsteadfor
justiceandrighteousnessinkeepingwithGＧd􀆳sinstructioninIsaiah２８:１６Ｇ１７．
AssyriawouldopenlyblasphemeagainstGＧd,andGＧdwouldbringdownthe
AssyrianempireinIsaiah１０:１５Ｇ１１and１４:２４Ｇ２７．GＧdmakesitclearthatGＧd
istiredwithfalsepietywhenthepeopleignoreGＧd􀆳srequirementsforjustice
andcareforthepoorinIsaiah１: １１Ｇ１５．AndGＧdportraysthedivineSelf
metaphoricallyasaclosefriend, whotendedavineyard,i．e．, Israel, that
ultimatelyproducednofruitdespiteGＧd􀆳slovingcare．Butintheend,Isaiah
３６Ｇ３７illustratehow GＧdactuallydiddefeatthe Assyrianempire whenit
invadedJudah using motifsfrom the Exodus narrativeconcerning GＧd􀆳s
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liberationofIsraelfromEgyptianbondagein７０１B．C．E．whenKingHezekiah
repents．

Finally, Heschel􀆳streatmentofJeremiahemphasizesthetensioninthe
relationshipbetweenGＧdandtheprophetwhenJeremiahattemptstorefuse
GＧd􀆳scommissionasaprophet,althoughGＧdultimatelyinsiststhatJeremiah
willdoasheistoldinJeremiah１: ４Ｇ１９．GＧd􀆳sangeragainstJerusalemand
Judahareclearthroughoutthebook, e．g．, asillustratedbytheimageofa
stormfromGＧdthatwilldescenduponthenationinJeremiah２３:１９Ｇ２０and
Jerusalem willbeleftdesolateinJeremiah７:３３Ｇ３４．Nevertheless, GＧd􀆳slove
forIsrael—andJerusalemandJudah—arealsoapparentthroughoutthebook
whenGＧdrecallsdivineloveforIsrael, metaphoricallyportrayedasGＧd􀆳sbride
inthewildernessaccordingtoJeremiah２: １Ｇ３．GＧdneverthelessexpresses
extremefrustrationwiththepeople,accusingthemoffaithlessness,adultery,

etc．,inJeremiah５:７Ｇ９;２８Ｇ２９．GＧdexpressesextremesorrowattheneedto
punishJerusalemandJudahforitsallegedinfidelityinJeremiah１２:７Ｇ１３;８:

１８Ｇ２３．ButGＧdneverthelessstandsreadytotakethepeoplebackifthepeople
willrepentandreturntoGＧdinJeremiah４:１Ｇ２．

Ⅳ

Overall, Heschel􀆳sTheProphetsportraysacompassionateGＧdwhois
forcedtodecreejudgmentforabelovedpeoplethatemploysfreewilltomake
the wrong choices．Butinterpreters often overlooktheJewishtheological
backgroundinwhichtheinterplaybetweendivinecompassionanddivinejudgment
findtheirexpressionintheHasidicmovementfrom whichHeschelemerged,i．e．,

LurianicKabbalah．AlthoughtheBaalShemTovisoftenportrayedasajoyfulJewish
spiritualistunconcernedwiththestudyofJewishtradition, hissuccessorsgavefar
greaterattentiontoJewishtraditioningeneralandthe Kabbalistictraditionin
particularin developinglaterunderstandingsof Hasidicthought．① Untilthe
pioneering work of Gershom Scholem beginning in the midＧtwentieth

① ForacomprehensivestudyofH􀅰asidism, seeDavidBialeetal．, Hasidism: A New History
(PrincetonandOxford:PrincetonUniversityPress,２０１８)．
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century①,Jewishinterpretersviewedkabbalisticthoughtasanexpressionof
Jewishsuperstition, magic, andnonsense．② Consequently,interpreterspaid
littleattentiontotheroleof Hasidism and Kabbalisticthoughtintheir
evaluationsofHeschel􀆳sthoughtduringhislifetimeandbeyond．

Butthedialecticalthinkingin which Kabbalahunderstandsthe major
componentsofthedivinepersonalityandtheirinfluenceinthehumanbeing
providethefoundationson which Heschel􀆳sunderstandingoftheinterplay
between divine compassion and divine ethos or judgment are based．
Consequently,anunderstandingoftheTenSefirot,i．e．,thetenemanationsof
thedivinepersonalityintheZoharandtheirportrayalinLurianicKabbalahare
essentialforunderstandingtheinterplaybetweendivinecompassionanddivine
judgmentinHeschel􀆳sconceptualizationofdivinepathos．

TheZoharwaswrittentoportraytheesotericteachingsofthesecond
centuryCE．TannaiticRabbiShimonbarYohai, wasactuallyauthoredinthe
lateＧthirteenthcenturyCEbytheSpanishkabbalist,R．MoshebenShemtovde
León of Avila, who died ca．１２９０ CE．③ Building on earlier kabbalistic
tradition,suchastheSeferhaＧBahirandotherworks, deLeónwrotethe
ZoharasanexpressionofR．ShimonbarYohai􀆳steachingsontheesoteric
meaningoftheTorahduringthethirteenyearshehidwithhissoninacave
followingtheRomangenocideagainsttheJewishpeopleintheBarKochba
Warof１３２Ｇ１３５CE．

AkeyaspectoftheZoharwasdeLeón􀆳sdevelopmentoftheTenSefirot,
“theTenCountings”or“theTenEmanations”ofthepersonalityorcharacter
ofGＧdthatinfusedallofcreation,includinghumanbeings, withthedivine
presence．The Ten Sefirot wereten characteristicsof GＧdthataidedin

①

②

③

GershomScholem, MajorTrendsinJewishMysticism (NewYork:Schocken,１９４１,１９６１)．
Seenow MosheIdel, Kabbalah: NewPerspectives (New HavenandLondon: YaleUniversity

Press,１９８８); MarvinA．Sweeney,JewishMysticism: From AncientTimesThroughToday (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,２０２０)．

FordiscussionoftheZohar, seeesp．Scholem, MajorTrends, １５６Ｇ２４３; Sweeney, Jewish
Mysticism,２８５Ｇ３２４．FortheZoharintranslation,seeesp．DanielC．Matt,TheZohar:PritzkerEdition,

１２vols．(Stanford, CA: StanfordUniversityPress, ２００４Ｇ２０１８);IsaiahTishby, TheWisdomofthe
Zohar: An Anthologyof Texts, ３ vols．(Oxfordand Portland, OR: Littman LibraryofJewish
Civilization,１９８９)．
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explaininghowtheinfinitecharacterandpresenceofGＧdcouldbemanifested
inthefiniteworldofcreation．Theyfocusedontheideal,intangibleprinciples
thatunderlayfiniteandtangiblecreation．TheZohar􀆳sconceptualizationofthe
TenSefirotemploystheAristotelianethicalprincipalof“thegoldenmean”to
organizetheSefirotintothreetriads,i．e．, mental, moral, andmaterial,in
which two ideal opposite principles would be balanced by a third．
Consequently, eachidealSefirahorprincipleisdefinedinrelationtoits
opposite．

TheTenSefirotproceedfromtheinfinitecharacterofGＧd,identifiedas
theEinSof, “withoutend, boundary,” whichgeneratesthefirstthree,
“mental”Sefirot．ThisbeginswiththeKeterElyon, “CrownoftheMostHigh
(GＧd),” whichconstitutesanexpressionof“thewillofGＧd”toengageinthe
creationofthefiniteworld．TheKeterElyonthengeneratestwoidealaspects
ofthoughtthatstandintensionbutworktogetherincreation,H􀅰okhmah,
“wisdom,” whichconstitutesthetheoreticalaspectofthoughtthatconceives
and plans, and Binah, the practical aspect of thought that takes
conceptualizationandfashionsitintotangiblereality．

ThethreementalSefirotthengeneratethethreemoralSefirot．Thefirst
twoconstituteanidealpairheldtogetherintensionbyabalancingthird．
H􀅰esed,“fidelity,compassion, mercy,” whichconstitutestheidealprincipalof
givinginthemoralrealmofaction, andGevurah, “power,” alsoknownas
Din, “judgment,” whichconstitutestheidealprincipleofpunishmentor
taking．H􀅰esed andGevurah/Din arethenheldtogetherbythebalancing
principal,Tif􀆳eret, “beauty,”sothatidealgivingorgoodandidealtakingor
evilareheldtogetherintensionanddefinedinrelationtoeachotheras
opposites．

ThemoralSefirotthengeneratethethirdmaterialtriadofSefirot．Again,

thefirsttwoconstituteanidealpairheldtogetherbyabalancingprincipalthat
holdsthemtogetherintension．Netzah􀅰, “endurance,” expressesthetangible
principalofdynamismandchangeinthematerialworld,andHod, “majesty,”

expressesthetangibleprincipalofstabilityorthelackofchangeinthematerial
world．ThetwoareheldtogetherintensionbyYesod, “foundation,” which
expressesabalancedinterplaybetweendynamismandstabilityinthematerial
world．ThematerialSefirotmightbecomparedtotheinteractionofYang,
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maledynamism, and Yin, femininestability, in Chinesethoughtorthe
interplayofShiva, “thedestroyer(changer),”andVishnu, “thepreserver,”

generatedfromBrahman,inIndianphilosophy．
WhenthethreeSefirotictriadsarefunctioningtogethersmoothlytoproducea

balancedexpressionoftheemanationsofthedivine,theyproducethetenthSefirah,

Malkhut, “(divine)kingship,”alsoknownasShekhinah, “(divine)presence,”to
signifytheholypresenceoftheinfiniteGＧdinthefiniteworldofcreation,including
humanbeings．TheZoharthenexplainstheemergenceofevilintheworldasa
disruptionofthebalancedfunctioningoftheTenSefirot,e．g．, whenhumanbeings
sinasaresultoftheiruseoffreewill,GevurahorDinisreleasedfromitsbalance
withH􀅰esed,therebyreleasingevilorpunishmentintotheworldofcreation．

BecausetheZohariscomposedasR．ShimonbarYahai􀆳sesotericcommentary
onthe Torah, the presentation ofthe Ten Sefirotin the Zohar remains
unsystematized．Butthesixteenthcenturykabbalist, R．IsaacLuriaofSafed(１５３４Ｇ
１５７２),alsoknownasHa􀆳ashkenaziRabbiYitzh􀅰aq, “theAshkenaziRabbiIsaac,”or
simply,haＧ􀆳Ari,employedamythologicallyＧbasedportrayalofhowtheTenSefirot
werefashionedanddisruptedtorepresentGＧd􀆳sexilefromtheworldandthetaskof
humanbeingstorestorethedivinepresencetocreation．① Asatruemystic, Luria
neverrecordedanyofhisoralteachings,buthisdisciple,H􀅰aimVital,recorded
them．Nevertheless,itisnotalwayscertainwhetherVital􀆳swritingspresent
Luria􀆳sownteachingsorVital􀆳sinterpretationofthoseteachings．

Vital􀆳spresentationofLuria􀆳steachingspositsthatcreationtakesplace
whenGＧdfashionstenclayvessels, representingtheTenSefirot, andthen
attemptstopourdivinelightintoeachofthem．Butthedivinelightisso
powerfulthatsevenofthevesselsshatter,scatteringsparksofdivinelightand
fragmentsofthevesselsthroughoutcreation．Thisportrayalismetaphoricalin
thatthethreesurvivingvesselsrepresentthethreeMentalSefirot,viz．,Keter
Elyon,H􀅰okhmah, andBinah, andthesevenshatteredvesselsrepresentthe
MoralandMaterialSefirotaswellasthetenthSefirah, MalkhutorShekhinah．
ThepresentationpresupposesthatthefinitevesselsintendedtoholdtheMoraland

① FordiscussionofLurianicKabbalah, seeScholem, MajorTrends, ２４４Ｇ２８６; LawrenceFine,

PhysicianoftheSoul: HealeroftheCosmos:IsaacLuriaandHisKabbalisticFellowship (Stanford,

CA:StanfordUniversityPress,２００３);Sweeney,JewishMysticism,３２５Ｇ３６２．
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theMaterialSefirotaswellasthepresenceofGＧdweretooweaktodoso．Thusthe
ShevirothaＧKelim, “theBreakingoftheVessels,”representsthedisruptionofthe
SefiroticsystemandresultsintheexileoftheholypresenceofGＧdfromthefinite
worldofcreation．AccordingtoLuria, GＧd􀆳sattempttocreatethe worldby
pouringoutthedivineSefirotintofinitevesselsrepresentsanexpressionof
divineloveandGＧd􀆳sdesireforcompanionship．

ButtheshatteringofthevesselsandexileofGＧd, knownasTzimtzum,
“contraction, withdrawal,” inLurianicthought, leftGＧdandtheworldof
creationfractured,disjointed,andinneedofrepair, withevilleftuncheckedin
theresultingchaos．Consequently, theLurianicsystem positsthathuman
beings,usingtheircapacitiesforknowledgeasexpressedthroughthesurviving
Mental Sefirot, mustactto gatherthe sparks ofthe divine scattered
throughouttheworldandtoreassemblethesevenshatteredvesselsthatwill
resultintherestorationoftheMoraland MaterialSefirottogetherwiththe
tenthSefirah, the holy presence of GＧd, tothe world．Holy actionin
accordancewiththeteachingsofGＧd􀆳sTorah, “Instruction,”enablesTikkun
Olam, “therepairoftheworld,”inLurianicthought．

InH􀅰asidicthought,itisthetaskofJewstobegintherepairoftheworld
throughholythoughtandactiontoensuretherestorationoftheholypresence
ofGＧdtothefiniteworldofcreation．Whenviewedfromthisperspective,it
becomesclearthatHeschel􀆳sunderstandingoftherolesofdivinecompassion
anddivinejustice withinthelargerconceptofdivinepathos, presuppose
LurianicteachingsconcerningtheSefirot, particularlythe MoralSefirotof
H􀅰esed, “fidelity, compassion, mercy,” and Gevurah/Din, “power,

judgment,”thatworktogetherwithinthepersonalityorcharacteristicsofGＧd
asexpressedintheprophets．

Ⅴ

Heschel􀆳sconceptualizationofGＧdinTheProphetsentailsaGＧdwhoisin
needofthehumanbeingtoactasapartnerwithGＧdinthecompletionof
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creation．①InHeschel􀆳sview, GＧdisalwaysconcernedwiththehumanbeing,

evenwhenrenderingjudgmentagainsthumansforcause②,andinthisregard,

GＧdisalwaysgood．ButtheportrayalofGＧdabovein Lurianic Kabbalah
envisionsGＧdassomehowimpairedbythedisruptionoftheSefirot, which
allowsGevurah/Din, “power,judgment,” thecapacitytoescapefromthe
dialecticalrelationshipwithH􀅰esed, “fidelity,compassion, mercy,”andtoact
independently．One mightarguethattheindependenceofGevurah/Din,
“power, judgment,” would then leave the remaining character of GＧd
essentiallygoodinkeepingwithitsoverwhelmingH􀅰esed．Heschelmaintains
thatdivinejusticedoesnotleadto“irrationalandirresponsibleaction”onthe
partofGＧd,butinsteadindicatesthatallofGＧd􀆳sactionsarejust．③Butmore
recentexperiencewithpostＧShoahtheologyindicatesthattherearetimesof
divineabsenceorinaction, suchastheShoah whensomesix millionJews
perishedwithoutevidenceofdivineactiontoprotectthem．④ GＧdmighthave
beenpresentduringtheShoah,asmanypiousJewsmightmaintain, butGＧd
didnotactdecisively．

Withsuchconcernsinmind,onemightalsoaskifanyprophetictextsillustrate
thispoint．Threetextsinparticularstandoutinthisregard,i．e．, Hosea１Ｇ３;Isaiah
６;andJeremiah２:７Ｇ１８,allofwhicharetreatedinonewayoranotherbyHeschel
inTheProphets．

Hosea１Ｇ３recounts GＧd􀆳sinstructionstothelateeighthＧcentury BCE
prophet, HoseabenBeeri,tomarryawomanofharlotryandtohavechildren
withher,eachofwhichisnamedtohighlightanaspectofnorthernIsrael􀆳s
abandonmentofYHWHforalliancewiththeAssyrianempire, whichentails
recognitionofothergods．⑤ Thepassageappearstopresupposetheallianceof
IsraelwithAssyriaduringthereignsofKingJehuofIsrael(８４２Ｇ８１５BCE)and

①

②

③

④

⑤

Heschel,TheProphets,２:１５,２:６;cf．Heschel, ManisNotAlone; Heschel,GＧdinSearch
ofMan．

Heschel,TheProphets,２:２１．
Ibid．,２:５．
MarvinA．Sweeney,ReadingtheHebrewBibleaftertheShoah:EngagingHolocaustTheology

(Minneapolis: Fortress,２００８)．
Fordiscussion, see Marvin A．Sweeney, The Twelve Prophets, ２ vols．(Berit Olam;

Collegeville, MN: Liturgical,２０００),１:３Ｇ４０．
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KingShalmaneserⅢ ofAssyria (８５９Ｇ８２４BCE)．Shalmaneser Ⅲ attempted
repeatedlytocrosstheEuphratesRivertoinvadeAram, whichsuccessfully
repelledtheAssyriansrepeatedlywiththehelpofitsallies,includingKing
AhabbenOmriofIsrael．ButwhenthewarsagainsttheAssyriansprovedto
befartoocostlyandledtothedeathofKingAhabinbattleandthewounding
ofhisson, KingJehorambenAhabofIsrael,Jehuledarevoltthatoverthrew
thehouseofOmri,sufferedinvasionandsubjugationfromhiserstwhileally,

KingHazaelofAram,andultimatelyturnedtoShalmaneserⅢforanalliance
thatwouldprotectIsraelfrom Arameanattack．Hoseawasincensedbythis
move,andarguedthatIsraelhadabandonedYHWHlikehiswife, Gomerbat
Diblaim, whom hechargedwithadulteryforherallegedrelationshipswith
othermen．

Heschelspendslittletimewith Hosea１Ｇ３, butarguesthatGＧdrightly
chargedIsraelwithabandonmentandlongedforreunionwithher．① Butone
mayasksomeratherpointedquestionsaboutJehu􀆳salliancewith Assyria．
WherewasYHWH when Aram attackedIsraelandsubjugateditthrough
invasion? YHWHhadacovenantwithIsrael, notedin Hosea２:１Ｇ２, which
citesYHWH􀆳scovenantwithJacob, theeponymousancestorofnorthern
Israel,inGenesis２８:１３Ｇ１５,inwhichYHWH promisestoincreaseIsrael􀆳s
numbersandtoprotectIsraelfromenemies．ButYHWHdidn􀆳tdothatwhen
the Aramaeansinvaded, andJehusoughtprotectionfrom Assyriainstead．
Furthermore, neitherIsraelnor Gomerhaveanyvoicein Hosea１Ｇ３—or
elsewhereinthebook—toexplainwhyshehadtoseekprotectionfrom Aram
inthecaseofIsraelorsupportfromothermeninthecaseofGomer．Jehu􀆳s
alliance with Assyria suggested that YHWH had become an unreliable
covenantpartner,andGomer􀆳srelationswithothermensuggestthatmaybe
Hoseawasnotaverygoodhusband．

Heschelhasnothingtosayaboutthisissue．Butintheaftermathofthe
Shoah,itisakeyquestioninJewishthought．Indeed,itisthesamequestion
askedbyJewsintheaftermathoftheSpanishexpulsionofJewsin１４９２,not
tomentiontheRomangenocideofJewsfollowingtheBarKochbaRevoltof
１３２Ｇ１３５CE,theCrusadermassacresofJewsintheRhineValleyin１０９８CE,

① Heschel,TheProphets,２:５０Ｇ５１．



—１０６　　 —

andthepogromslaunchedagainstJewsinEuropefollowingtheoutbreakofthe
Plaguein１３４６Ｇ１３５３．

A secondtextwouldbeIsaiah６:１Ｇ１３, whichportraysthevisionof
YHWHbythelateＧeighthcenturyJudeanprophet,IsaiahbenAmoz．①Isaiah
envisionsYHWHenthronedintheJerusalemTemple,callingforvolunteersto
speakonYHWH􀆳sbehalftothepeopleofJerusalemandJudah．WhenIsaiah
volunteersforthemission, YHWHinformshimthatheistorenderthepeople
blind,deaf,anddumb,sothattheywillnotrepentnorsavethemselvesfrom
punishmentsothatYHWH􀆳sglorymayberevealedtotheworldatlargein
aftermathofthecollapseoftheBabylonianempireinthelateＧsixthcentury
BCEasannouncedinIsaiah４０Ｇ５５．Isaiah,apparentlyshockedatwhatheisaskedto
do, asks YHWH, “howlong?” and YHWH responds withstatementsthat
punishmentwilllastuntilonlyonetenthofthepeoplewillbeleft．

YHWH􀆳sproposalentailsanothercaseofdestruction;indeed,theverb
root,Sha􀆳ah, “todestroy,”appearsrepeatedlyinYHWH􀆳sstatementstothe
prophetinthelastversesofIsaiah６, whichappearstoannounceanearly
exampleofShoahinIsaiah􀆳stime．Hescheldiscussesthepassage,andnotesits
contradictions．Butintheend, hejustifiesYHWH􀆳sstatementsbyasserting
thathardeningoftheheartforpunishmentisoftencausedbymanhimself．But
themoralcontradictionisserioushere．YHWH􀆳sstatementindicatesthatthe
passagepresupposesteleologicalethics,i．e．,thatendresultjustifiesthemeans
toachievethegoal,insofaraslatergenerationswillseethegloryofGＧd,

althoughanumberofgenerationswillperishinordertoachievethisresult．
Suchascenarioviolatesontologicalethics, whichaskwhetherornotanaction
ismoralinitsessenceorbeing (ontology), andYHWH􀆳sproposalisnot
ontologicallyjust．

Again, Heschelallowsamoralproblemtoslipwithoutargument,andthe
resultisanearlyexampleofthedeliberatesacrificeofseveralgenerationsof
Jews,inthiscaseduetoYHWH􀆳sdesiretorevealdivineglorytotheworld．

ThefinalexampleisJeremiah２:７Ｇ１８,thelastofJeremiah􀆳scomplaints

① Fordiscussion, see Marvin A．Sweeney, Isaiah １Ｇ３９, withanIntroductionto Prophetic
Literature, FOTL１６(GrandRapids, MI,andCambridge, UK: Eerdmans,１９９６),１３２Ｇ１４２．
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againstGＧd．①JeremiahservedasaprophetofYHWHinthelateＧseventhand
earlyＧsixthcenturyBCE, whenhewitnessedthedeclineanddestructionof
JerusalemandJudahatthehandsoftheBabylonianempire．Heisareluctant
prophetthroughoutthebook．Onemightunderstandhisreluctancetowitness
thedestructionofhishomelandandthedeathandexileofso muchofits
populationduetotheBabylonianinvasionsoftheearlysixthcenturyBCEand
thedestructionofJerusalemandtheJerusalem Temple．ButYHWHinsists
thatJeremiahserveasprophetthroughoutthebook, andJeremiahdoesso,

howeverreluctantly．
ThekeyissueinJeremiah􀆳schargesthatGＧdhadseduced,overpowered,

andrapedhimasifhewasawoman,andlefthimpregnant, metaphorically,

withthewordofGＧdthathecannotwithholdwithinhimselfjustasapregnant
womanispowerlesstostopthebirthofherchild．RapeisacrimeintheTorah
asspecifiedinDeuteronomy２２:２３Ｇ２９,anditentailspenaltiesfortherapist
dependingonthecircumstancesoftherape．Hescheldiscussesthepassage,and
arguesthatitultimatelyconstitutesacalltoserveasaprophetandthatit
portraysthedialectic(ofcompassioncombinedwithjusticeindivinepathos)

hischaracterizationofGＧdthroughouthisstudy．② Butonemustalsoaskif
YHWH engages, even metaphorically, in what would beconsidered an
immoralandevilactinordertoachievethedivinegoals．Here, Heschel
recognizestheinteractionofgoodandevilinGＧd􀆳streatmentofJeremiahin
termsfittingwiththoseofLurianicKabbalahasdiscussedabove,althoughhe
doesnotmentionLurianicthoughtatall．

GＧdappearstohaveanevildimensioninthedivinecharacter, muchasthe
disruptionoftheholydivinepresenceofGＧdwouldhavebeendisruptedin
Lurianic Kabbalah．GＧd does indeed need human beings in Heschel􀆳s
understandingofdivinepathostoundertakenotonlytherepairoftheworld
buttherepairofGＧdaswell．

①

②

Fordiscussion,seeMarvinA．Sweeney,Jeremiah,２vols．Illuminations(GrandRapids, MI:

Eerdmans,forthcoming,２０２５),adloc．
Heschel,TheProphets,２:１１３Ｇ１１４．
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Ⅵ

Insum, divinepathosisthekeyconceptthatunderliesandinforms
AbrahamJoshua Heschel􀆳sstudyoftheProphets．Buttheabovearguments
demonstratethat Heschel􀆳s understanding ofdivine pathosisfirmlyrootedin
KabbalisticunderstandingsoftheworkingsofTenSefirot,i．e．,theTenEmanations
oftheCharacterofGＧd,inthefiniteworldofcreation,humanbeings,andthe
prophetsthemselves．InLurianicKabbalah,itisclearthatthetaskofhuman
beingsistoactasapartnerwithGＧdinundertakingTikkunOlam,repairof
the world, to restore the Holy Presence of GＧd to the finite world．
Nevertheless, Heschel􀆳sworkleavesopenakeytheologicalquestion,viz．,to
whatextentdoesGＧdalsoneedhumankindtoundertakethetaskofrepairof
thedivine?IntheaftermathoftheShoah,thisisoneofthekeyquestionsthat
facesthecontemporaryJewishworld,andindeed,theworldsofChristianity
andIslamaswell．
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亚伯拉罕􀅰约书亚􀅰赫斯柯«先知»中“神悯”概念的卢里亚背景

马文􀅰斯维尼

【摘要】亚伯拉罕􀅰约书亚􀅰赫斯柯的«先知»是犹太圣经学界影响深远的专

著之一.赫斯柯在该书中提出了“神悯”的概念,认为“神悯”是先知预言的关键

所在,由此,他开拓了犹太圣经神学的维度.该书在圣经神学领域具有很大影

响,但是许多学者并不熟悉赫斯柯哈西德拉比背景的重要性,以及这个背景对其

作品,尤其是其对“神悯”概念的理解的影响.本文探讨“神悯”这一概念在«先
知»中是如何发展的.首先,本文简要回溯赫斯柯在波兰的早期生活,包括他的

哈西德主义家庭背景、他早期对犹太启蒙运动和文学的研究,以及他在柏林大学

的博士学习———他在二战前夜被迫从柏林逃往美国.其次,本文讨论赫斯柯的

“神悯”概念,即神的同情与正义的交织,这个概念也是发表于１９６２年的英文版

«先知»的根基所在.再次,本文对赫斯柯的“神悯”概念进行批判性讨论,关注其

在«圣经»先知作品上的运用,考察«光明之书»的十大塞菲洛和卢里亚的喀巴拉,
以及这两个概念在哈西德派思想中的作用.最后,本文讨论先知作品(比如«何
西阿书»１—３、«以赛亚书»６、«耶利米书»２:７—１８)关于恶的表述所体现的神性,
这一表述是卢里亚的喀巴拉的特征,也是赫斯柯在解读«圣经»和随后的犹太传

统中理解“神悯”概念的关键所在.
【关键词】神悯;亚伯拉罕􀅰约书亚􀅰赫斯柯;卢里亚的喀巴拉;«先知»;十大

塞菲洛
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WhoIndeed :
AReconsiderationof intheHebrewBible

∗

BrentA．Strawn∗∗

Abstract: The present article takes up the question “ Who
knows?” ( )intheHebrewBible, whereitappearsnolessthan
tentimes．Insteadofcategorizingtheinstancesaccordingtotheir
perspectiveonthefuture, whetheropenorclosed(pertheimportant
studypublished by James L．Crenshaw in １９８６), the current
investigationpositsthat connotesalackofhumanknowledge
whileatthesametimeimplicatingGodandGod􀆳sfullknowledge．
“Whoknows?”isthusananthropocentricquestionthatadmitsofa
theologicalexception．Thetheologicalaspectsof havegone
understudied, however．Thecurrentessayseekstorectifythis,

pursuingeachofthetenoccurrenceswithaneyeontheneglected
theologicalsubjectofthisrhetoricalquestion,categorizingeachinto
certainandlesscertainexamples．

KeyWords: ,Crenshaw,Divineknowledge, Humanknowledge
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FortheMostHighknowsallthatmaybeknown;heseesfromofold
thethingsthataretocome．(Sir４２:１８b; NRSV)①

[T]heimplication,asinotherpassagesbeginningwiththisphrase．．．
isthatGodknowswhatisgood．②

Godisgreaterthanourhearts,andheknowseverything．(１John３:

２０b; NRSV)

ForChoonＧLeongSeow

Thequestion “whoknows?” ( )—by mostaccountsarhetorical
questionexpectinganegativeresponse③—occurstentimesintheHebrewBible
andwasthesubjectofanimportantessaybyJamesL．Crenshawpublishedin
１９８６．④Crenshawdividedtheteninstancesintotwoequalpartsaccordingtohis
determinationoftheirtelos: fivepassagesleave “adooropentopossible

①

②

③

④

Translationsaremyown,unlessotherwiseindicated．
R．N．Whybray,Ecclesiastes (NCB; GrandRapids: Eerdmans,１９８９),１１１(hisemphasis)．
So,e．g．, RolandE．Murphy, Ecclesiastes (WBC２３A; Dallas: Word,１９９２),３１: “impliesa

negation．” Elsewhere, Murphydefinesarhetoricalquestionas: “Aquestionaskedforits．．．effect, which
doesnotrequireareply．Itisfoundfrequentlyinargumentandpersuasion,andoccursasasubgenreinall
partsoftheOT．Thesuppositionisthattheanswerisclear, usuallytheonlyonepossibleandadeeper
impressionismadeuponthehearerbythequestionformthanbyastatement．” (WisdomLiterature:Job,

Proverbs,Ruth,Canticles,Ecclesiastes,andEsther,FOTL１３[GrandRapids:Eerdmans,１９８１],１８１)

Formoreonquestions,seeMosheHeld, “RhetoricalQuestionsinUgariticandBiblicalHebrew,” EI９
(１９６９):７１Ｇ７９; BenjaminKedar, “TheInterpretationofRhetoricalQuestionsintheBible,”in“Sha‘arei
Talmon”:StudiesintheBible,Qumran,andtheAncientNearEastPresentedtoShemaryahuTalmon,

eds．MichaelFishbane, EmanuelTov,andWestonW．Fields(WinonaLake: Eisenbrauns,１９９２),１４５Ｇ
１５２; WalterBrueggemann, “Jeremiah􀆳s UseofRhetoricalQuestions,” JBL ９２ (１９７３): ３５８Ｇ３７４;

PhilippeGuillaume, “Caution: RhetoricalQuestions!” BN １０３ (２０００): １１Ｇ１６; AdinaMoshavi, “Two
TypesofArgumentationInvolvingRhetoricalQuestionsinBiblicalHebrew Dialogue,” Bib９０ (２００９):

３２Ｇ４６; AdinaMoshavi, “CanaPositiveRhetoricalQuestionHaveaPositiveAnswerintheBible?”JSS
５６(２０１１):２５３Ｇ２７３; AdinaMoshavi, “WhatCanISay?ImplicationsandCommunicativeFunctionsof
Rhetorical ‘WH’ QuestionsinClassicalHebrew Prose,” VT ６４ (２０１４): ９３Ｇ１０８; Adina Moshavi,
“Between Dialectic and Rhetoric: Rhetorical Questions Expressing Premises in Biblical Prose
Argumentation,”VT６５ (２０１５): １３６Ｇ１５１; and, moregenerally, Kenneth M．Craig, Jr．, Askingfor
Rhetoric:TheHebrewBible􀆳sProteanInterrogative, BIS７５(Leiden: Brill,２００５)．

２Sam１２:２２;Joel２:１４;Jonah３:９;Esth４;Ps９０:１１:１４;Prov２４:２２; Qoh２:１９;３:２１;

６:１２;８: １; notealso inJer１７: ９and inIsa２９: １５．JamesL．Crenshaw, “The

Expressionmîyôde
－a􀆳intheHebrewBible,”VT３６(１９８６):２７４Ｇ２８８;reprintedinJamesL．Crenshaw,

UrgentAdviceandProbingQuestions: Collected WritingsonOldTestamentWisdom (Macon, GA:

MercerUniversityPress,１９９５),２７９Ｇ２９１(citationsfollowthe１９８６version)．
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responsethatwillchangethesituationforhumangood” (２Sam１２:２２;Joel
２:１４;Jonah３: ９; Esth４: １４; Ps９０: １１) whiletheotherfive “seemto
assumeacloseddoortoanyredeemingaction,” andso, inhisjudgment,

representatypeofskepticism (Prov２４:２２andallinstancesinQoheleth)．①

SinceCrenshaw􀆳sstudy, hasbeenleftmostlyunstudied,testimony
tothecogencyofhisanalysis．Indeed, Crenshaw􀆳sessaycontainsanumberof
importantinsightsintoeachofthesetenpassages．Evenso, animportant
factorthatsurfacesrepeatedlyinthecourseofthesetexts,andinCrenshaw􀆳s
studythereof, butonethatheneglectstocommentonextensively,ishow

seemstoimplicateGod．“Whoknows?”thatis,isananthropocentric
question—itisoneaddressedtothehumancommunityof(nonＧ)knowers;itis
notatheologicalquestionthatimpliesanylackindivineknowledge．AsSir４２:

１８b,usedasoneoftheepigraphsabove, putsit: “theMostHighknowsall
thatmaybeknown,” or, asEzekielputsit—apparentlyemphatically: “O
LordYHWH, (only) you know” ( ; Ezek３７:３)．Said
differently, therefore, and perhaps better, isan anthropocentric
questionthatadmitsofatheologicalexception．Whilehumanbeingsmaynot
know,thereisonewho mostcertainlydoes: theDeity．Itisonlypartially
correct, then, tosay, as Crenshaw doesinanotherplace, that “[t]he
rhetoricalquestion, ‘whoknows?’ containsanimplicitnegativeresponse:
‘nobodyknows’”②because,inpointoffact,Goddoesknow—asthesecond

①

②

Crenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７４Ｇ２７５;also２７８forthequestionfunctioning “overwhelmingly
asanexpressionofskepticism．” ManyfollowCrenshawonhisjudgmentaboutskepticism．See,interalia,

AntoonSchoors,Ecclesiastes, HCOT (Leuven:Peeters,２０１３),１９３．Cf．HansWalterWolff,Joeland
Amos:ACommentaryontheBooksoftheProphetsJoelandAmos,trans．W．Janzenetal．,ed．S．Dean
McBride,Jr．(Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, １９７７), ５０n．８２, whocallsthephrase “[a]n
interrogativeformofskepticalwisdom,”butcuriouslycitesonlyJoel２:１４; Eccl２:１９;６:１２;andJer
１７:９．JohnGoldingay,Ecclesiastes (Eugene, OR: Cascade,２０２１),１４８Ｇ１４９,differsfromCrenshawby
thinking inQoh３:２１“mightneverthelessexpressopenness．”

JamesL．Crenshaw, Joel: A New TranslationwithIntroductionandCommentary, (New
Haven: YaleUniversityPress, １９９５), １３８; cf．JamesL．Crenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２７８, ２８５．
Similarsentimentsarewidespread—e．g．,Schoors,Ecclesiastes,３０８,４９１,５９４; Whybray,Ecclesiastes,

８０;StuartWeeks, ACriticalandExegeticalCommentaryonEcclesiastes,Vol．１:Introductionand
CommentaryonEcclesiastes１．１Ｇ５．６,ICC(London:T&TClark,２０２０),４４９,４５４．Itismadeexplicitin
someoftheVersionalevidenceaswell,as,e．g．,intheVulgate􀆳stranslationinQoh２:１９(ignoro)and６:

１２(cumignoret)．
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epigraphfrom NormanWhybrayrightlyasserts．① Thepurposeofthepresent
essay,therefore,istoupdateCrenshaw􀆳shelpfulanalysissoastoincludethe
NeglectedTheologicalSubjectwholurksinthebackgroundof ．This
updatingrevealsthatmoreisgoingonin thansimplywhetherthefuture
isopenorclosed,thoughthosecategories,too, maystillbeoperative,atleast
insomecases．Instead,the“more”thatisatworkinthisquestionisthatGod
remainstheknower(andknowingagent)thatloomsabovethelimitsofhuman
knowledge;the“whoknows?” questionacknowledgeshumanepistemological
finitude,therefore, whilealsosubtlyevokingthepresenceofonewhoknows
better(cf．１John３:３)．Iwillfirstreviewtheten texts,arrangingthem
fromclearer(Ⅰ)tolessclearinstances(Ⅱ) whenitcomestothepresenceof
Godatworkin ．Variousinferenceswillbedrawnalongtheway,butthe
finalsectiondrawssomelargerconclusions(Ⅲ) whichdemonstratewhythe
presentinvestigationiscalledforandwhyitisimportanttorecognizetheDeity
behind,orperhapsbetterabove,allinstancesof“Whoknows?”

Ⅰ．“WhoKnows?” PartI: ClearerExamplesof

Thatthequestion “ Who knows?” alwaysimpliesdivineknowingis
admittedlyclearerinsometextsthanothers．Imove, therefore, fromthe
clearestexamplesinthissectiontothelessclearinthefollowingsection(Ⅱ)．

(１)Joel２:１４

Whoknows? He mayturnandrepentandleave behind him a
blessing—agrainofferingandadrinkofferingfortheLORDyourGod．

InJoel２:１３theprophetexhortsthepeopletoreturntoYhwhyourGod
( )becauseheis“graciousandmerciful,slowtoanger,and

① ForWhybray,thispointistrue,evenifitisalsotruethatGod“haswithheld．．．knowledge”from
humankind(Ecclesiastes,１１１)．
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aboundinginsteadfastlove” (theGnadenformel)．① Thencomesthequestion
in２:１４, whichobviouslycontinuestoplaywiththenotionofturning ( ),

onlythistimeitisYHWH􀆳sturntoturn．Ultimately,thepropheticcallto
returnstemsfromYHWHwhourgesthepeopleto“return[imperative]tome
withallyourheart!” ( )in２:１２．

Giventhedivineoriginofthecalltoreturn, nottomentionthedivine
predicatesexpressedintheGnadenformel,itisobviousthatYHWH—and
perhapsYHWHalone—hastheknowledgethatisexpressedbytheprophetin
the formula．Thatistosaythatthepropheturgesactionbecausethe
humancommunitydoesnot(yet) know whatYHWH willdo—theirturning
may eventuatein YHWH􀆳sturning, thethreateneddisaster “mayyetbe
averted,”②buttheydonotyetknowthiswithcertainty (eveniftheprophet
hopesasmuch)．YHWHremainstheactant,and,asaresult,istheagentwho
knowswhathewilldoand/orwhodetermineshowhewillrespond．Thisis
true,evenifinthisinstance “doesnotexpressperplexitybuttentative
confidence,”③or,atleast,hopeamidstuncertainty, whichistosaythat,even
iftheprophet(andhisaudience)arenotconfidentofGod􀆳sresponse,theyare
certainthatsomethingmustbedone: namely,their (re)turningtoYHWH
whichmayleadtoYHWH􀆳s(re)turningtothem．Onceagain,theoriginof
thehuman(re)turn, whichisrootedintheLord􀆳scommand(２:１２;notealso

there),anditspossibleefficacy,rootedintheLord􀆳sgraciousness(２:

①

②

③

SeeExod３４:６bＧ７anditsvariousreflexeselsewhereintheHebrewBible．Forastudy, withprior
literature,seeBrentA．Strawn, “YHWH􀆳sPoesie: TheGnadenformel (Exodus３４:６bＧ７),theBookof
Exodus,andBeyond,”inBiblicalPoetryandtheArtofCloseReading,eds．J．BlakeCoueyandElaine
T．James(Cambridge:CambridgeUniversityPress,２０１８),２３７Ｇ２５６;reprintedinBrentA．Strawn,The
IncomparableGod: Readingsin BiblicalTheology, eds．Collin CornellandJustin Walker (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans,２０２３),２６Ｇ４４．

JohnBarton,JoelandObadiah: ACommentary, OTL (Louisville: WestminsterJohnKnox,

２００１),８１．Crenshaw,Joel,１３８compares inAmos５:１５band２Kgs１９:４atthispoint,and,citing
Wolff,associatesboth and withthe“‘perhaps’ofhope．” Wolff,JoelandAmos,５０,states
thatthishopeful“perhaps”is“appropriatetothehumilityofonewhoprays,”addingthat “always
designatesGod􀆳sfreedomoveragainstthosewhoturntohim．” Formoreon “perhaps” ( andits
congeners),seeDavidJ．Reimer, “An OverlookedTermin OldTestamentTheology—Perhaps,” in
CovenantasContext:EssaysinHonourofE．W．Nicholson, eds．A．D．H．MayesandR．B．Salters
(Oxford: OxfordUniversityPress,２０１１),３２５Ｇ３４６．

Barton,JoelandObadiah,８１;cf．Crenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７５Ｇ２７６．
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１３),oughtnotbemissed．

(２)Jonah３:９

Whoknows? TheDeitymayturnandrepent,turningfromtheheat
ofhiswrathsothatwedonotperish．

Inthispassage, appearsonthelipsofthekingofNineveh, whohas
divestedhimselfofroyalattire,coveredhimselfwithsackcloth,satdownin
ashes(Jonah３:６), andproclaimedafast, orderingthatallbecoveredin
sackcloth, “pray mightilytoGod” ( ), andturnfromtheir
wickedways(３:７Ｇ８)．Theking􀆳squestionin３:９bearsnotablesimilaritiesto
Joel２:１４andwithsimilarforce:thehumancharactersdonot (yet) know
what“theDeity” ( ) willdo—howtheiractionswillaffectGod—butGod
presumably,andobviously,doessinceGodistheagentofwhatfollows．The
humancommunityandthereadersofJonah mustwait, butnotforlong,

beforethatinformationisrevealedintheverynextverse．There,inlanguage
thatonceagainrecallsJoel２,thetextindicatesthatafter“theDeity” ( )
seeswhattheNineviteshaddone,turning( )fromtheirwickedways, “the
Deity” ( ),too,repented( )ofthedisasterhehadplannedanddidn􀆳t
doit(３:１０)．①

(３) Psalm９０:１１

Whoknowstheintensityofyouranger,andyourwrathaccordingto
thefearofyou?②

Therearesometextualproblemsinthisverse, butthistranslationis
acceptablefortheMTasitpresentlystands．③ Themostimportantpointfor
presentpurposesisthatthequestionisaddresseddirectlytoGod, whois

①

②

③

FormoreonJonahandtheplayfulnessof ,seeTimothyC．McNinch, “‘WhoKnows?’:

ABakhtinianReadingofCarnivalesqueMotifsinJonah,”VT７２(２０２２):６９９Ｇ７１５．
ThetranslationisfromCrenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７７．ContrastNRSV: “Whoconsidersthe

powerofyouranger? /Yourwrathisasgreatasthefearthatisdueyou．”Seenextnote．
LXXappearstoreflect ratherthan ( )．SeeNETS: “Whoknowsthemight

ofyourwrath,andyourangerfromyourfear?” Cf．thepreviousnote．
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identifiedas“myLord” ( )inPs９０:１, “God” ( )in９０:３,①andYHWH
in９０:１３．Thelatterverseisimportantinsofarasitechoesthemesfamiliar
fromJoel２andJonah３．ThepsalmistimploresYHWHto “turn” ( )

and“showcompassion” ( ) on “yourservants” ( ) (Ps９０:１３)．In
thisinstance, too, therefore, whatthepsalmistdoesnotknow, God most
certainlydoes．Hence,despitethedifferenceinemotionalvalencebetweentext
(３) andtexts (１) and (２) intermsofwrathandanger vs．mercyand
forgiveness,respectively, thepositionsonthegameboard, asitwere, are
identical:humanscannot“comprehend” whatGoddoes．

(４)２Samuel１２:２２
②

Andhe(David) said, “Whilethechildwasstillalive,Ifastedand
weptbecauseIthought: ‘Whoknows? YHWH maybegracioustome
andthechildsurvive．’”

ThisverseconstitutesDavid􀆳sresponsetothosewhoaskhim whyhehas
endedhisfastingandprayinguponlearningofthedeathofhisson with
Bathsheba．Whilethechildlived, Davidreports, hewasn􀆳tfullysurewhat
YHWH mightdo,thoughobviouslyYHWHdidandhadannounceditviathe
prophetNathanin２Sam１２:１４—apointconfirmedbythenarratorinv．１５b．
David􀆳s“fastingandselfＧhumiliation”isthusacaseof“imploringYahwehto
sparethechild．”③Oncethechildisdead,butonlythen,Davidknowswithfull
clarity—oratleastaccepts—whatYHWHhadknownbeforehand,evenbefore
Nathan􀆳sdivinepronouncementofYHWH􀆳sintentionsinv．１４．④ Crenshaw
thinksthat herefunctionsliketheprophetic (see,e．g．, Amos５:

①

②

③

④

LXXtookthisasanegativeparticleandassociateditwiththeverbinv．３．
ReadingwiththeKethibhere; Qere: ．
P．Kyle McCarter, Jr．, II Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notesand

Commentary, AB９ (GardenCity: Doubleday, １９８４), ３０１．David􀆳sactionsareclearlyanattemptto
influenceYHWHandmaybeseen,especiallyafterthefact,asawayofknowingYHWH􀆳swill．Within
thenarrative, Davidknowsthatwillaheadoftimebecauseofthedivineutteranceofjudgmentthrough
Nathan．

WalterBrueggemann,FirstandSecondSamuel,Interp(Louisville:JohnKnox,１９９０),２８３．
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１５)．Inhisopinion,theemphasisthus “fallsonthesovereigntyofGod．”①

Otherinterpretersconcur, somegoingsofarastotranslate with
“perhaps．”②Suchadynamicequivalenttranslationmaycapturesomethingof
thesentimenthere,butwithoutfurtherexplanationsucharenderingseemsto
underestimatethetheologicalelement—notleastvisＧ􀅣Ｇvisthose passages
wheretheDeityisnotexplicitlymentioned(seefurtherbelow)．

(５) Proverbs２４:２２

Becausesuddenlydisastercomesfromthem; and whoknowsthe
destructionfrombothofthem?

Thisverseisnotwithoutitsdifficulties．③ Whatisimportanttonoteis
thatthe３mpsuffixeson and gobacktoProv２４:２１whichadmonishes
thestudent( : “myson”)to“fearYHWHandtheking” ( )．
Godandthemonarch,therefore, arethe “two/bothofthem” whoarethe
possibleorigin(s)of“disaster” ( )and“destruction” ( )．④Properconduct
isthuswarrantedbeforethesepowerfulentities,butitisalsowithoutquestion
thatthesecommandingpartiesknowfullwellwhattheyarecapableofevenif

①

②

③

④

Crenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７５．
A．GraemeAuld, Ⅰ& ⅡSamuel:ACommentary, OTL (Louisville: WestminsterJohnKnox,

２０１１),４７０．Soalso,inthecaseofJoel２:１４, Crenshaw,Joel,１３２; Wolff,JoelandAmos,３９;for
Esth４:１４,cf．LewisBaylesPaton,ACriticalandExegeticalCommentaryontheBookofEsther,ICC
(Edinburgh: T & TClark,１９０８),２２４: , “followedimmediatelybyanimpf．,isequivalentto
perhaps．”Cf．theearlystudybyHinckleyG．Mitchell, “FinalConstructionsofBiblicalHebrew,”JBL３４
(１９１５):８３Ｇ１６１,esp．１００Ｇ１０１, whoconcludesthat“[i]tisdifficulttoseeanydifferenceineffectbetween

and ．Ifthereisany,itis,that, whiletheformerrepresentstheresultdesiredasbarely
possible,thelattersuggeststhatitisnotabsolutelyimpossible．”

See,e．g．, CrawfordH．Toy,ACriticalandExegeticalCommentaryontheBookofProverbs,

ICC (NewYork: CharlesScribner􀆳sSons,１９０２),４４９Ｇ４５１; Crenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７８Ｇ２７９,for
someoftheissuesanddifferenttranslationalpossibilities．NotethatLXXaddsfiveadditionalcouplets
aboutthekingfollowing２４:２２．Seefurther MichaelV．Fox, Proverbs: AnEclecticEdition with
IntroductionandTextualCommentary, HBCE１ (Atlanta: SBLPress,２０１５),３２７; MichaelV．Fox,

Proverbs１０Ｇ３１:ANewTranslationwithIntroductionandCommentary, AYB１８B(NewHaven: Yale
UniversityPress,２００９),７５１Ｇ７５３．

Assumingthepronounsaresubjective,ratherthanobjective．Cf．Toy,Proverbs,４５０;BruceK．
Waltke,TheBookofProverbs:Chapters１５Ｇ３１, NICOT (GrandRapids:Eerdmans,２００５),２８０n．４７,

２８７Ｇ２８８．
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theirsubjectsdon􀆳t．Inthistext,then,thereisahumanbeingwhoknowsthe
answertothequestion ,butitisanatypicalandnonＧrepresentativeone:

thehumankingattheverytopofthesocioＧpoliticalhierarchy．Thispoint
granted,thedistributivefunctionatworkinthegrammar—“them．．．thetwoof
them”—meansthatthesinglequestion, “Whoknows?”isactuallybipartite．
The monarch knowsthedestructionthatcancomefrom him, butsuch
knowledgedoesnotobtainfortheDeity􀆳spartofthequestion (andanswer):

humans do notknow that．So, despitethesomewhatatypicalsituation
involvingthisratheruniqueindividual(theking),itremainstruethatYHWH
clearlyknowswhathumanbeings—includingtheking,perDavidin２Sam１２:

２２!—donot．①

(６) Qoheleth３:２１

Whoknowsifthespiritofhumansgoesupandthespiritofanimals
goesdowntotheearth?

Here,assoofteninEcclesiastes, Godlurksverynearthesurfaceofthe
discourse．GodisthesubjectofseveralverbsinQoh３:１７Ｇ１８, withthelatter
verseparticularlyinstructiveforv．２１sinceitintroducestherelationship
betweenhumankindandanimals: “Isaidinmyheartregardinghumanbeings
thattheDeity[ ]istestingthemtoshowthattheyarebutanimals．”②

Qoheleththenindicatesthatthefateofhumansandanimalsisone( ),

asistheirspirit( ),andthattheybothgotothesameplace( ;

３:１９Ｇ２０a)．Thesage􀆳sconclusionisthat“everythingcomesfromthedustand
everythingreturnstothedust” (３:２０b), whichisfollowedbythe “who

①

②

Crenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２７９, notesthatLXXProv３０:１Ｇ１４immediatelyfollowsLXX
Prov２４:２２,andthatMTProv３０:４endswith“surelyyouknow” ( )addressedtoGod．SeeFox,

Proverbs,３８１,foradiscussion．
Qoh３:１８iscomplicated;thetranslationabovefollowstheNRSVfairlyclosely．SeeY．A．P．

Goldman, “ Qoheleth,” in General Introduction and Megillot, BHQ １８ (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft,２００４),７７∗Ｇ７８∗ ．
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knows?”questionin３:２１．①

TherearetwogoodreasonsforsuggestingthatQoheleth􀆳squestiondoes
notexcludeGodfromknowingthemattersathandandso,infact,assumes
andimpliesdivineknowledge．② Thefirsthasalreadybeen mentioned: the
presenceandactionsof“theDeity” ( )in３:１７and,especially,３:１８．
ThesecondishowQohelethreturnstothelargerissueofdeathattheendof
thebook, in１２: ７, whichstatesthat, attheendofthings (orofall

①

②

Qoh３:２２shouldalsobenoted: “Whocanbringthemtoseewhatwillbeaftertheminthe
future?” ( )．TheHiphilstemof isnoteworthyhere,especiallyinthe
largercontext,anditseemsquitelikelythatthisquestion,too,somehowinvokestheDeity,especiallygiven
variousintertextualreferenceswiththePsalmsandthepowerofGodoverandbeyonddeathwhichisexpressed
there．Ihopetoreturntothismatterinasubsequentessay．Seefurtherundertext(７)below．

SeeGoldman, “Qoheleth,” ７９∗ whothinksLXX andSyr, whichread aretobe
preferredoverMT, Vulg,andTarg ．Goldmanthinks“[t]heomissionofthecj．inprotoＧMcreates
aseparationbetweenv．２０andv．２１．Onemaysuspectthisisatheologicalrevision．．．” butGoldman􀆳s
argumenthereseemsoverlyfine (cf．Weeks, Ecclesiastes１Ｇ５, ５６０)．Thesameholdstrue, in my
judgment,forGoldman􀆳spositionregardingthepointingof and [dependingonGKC§１００m:
“thearticleisacorrectionduetodoctrinalconsiderations,” withoutfurtherargument;thoughcf．similarly
ThomasKrüger, Qoheleth: A Commentary, trans．O．C．DeanJr．, ed．KlausBaltzer, Hermeneia
(Minneapolis: Fortress,２００４),８２n．２１a; MichaelV．Fox,ATimetoTearDownandaTimetoBuild
Up:ARereadingofEcclesiastes (GrandRapids: Eerdmans,１９９９),２１６]．Fordiscussionofthislatter

matter,seeCrenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２８０n．１８, whothinkstheinclusionof requiresthe
interrogativesense; ChoonＧLeong Seow, Ecclesiastes: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary, AB１８C (NewYork: Doubleday,１９９７),１６８: “theforms[inMT]arenotimpossibleas
interrogatives”; George Aaron Barton, A Criticaland Exegetical Commentary onthe Bookof
Ecclesiastes,ICC (NewYork: CharlesScribner􀆳sSons,１９０９),１１１(whoapparentlythinksthepointing
inMTissimplya mistake); Robert Gordis, Koheleth—The Manand His World: A Studyof
Ecclesiastes,３rded．(NewYork:Schocken,１９６８),２３８;ChristianD．Ginsburg,TheSongofSongsand
Coheleth (CommonlyCalledtheBookofEcclesiastes): TranslatedfromtheOriginalHebrew, witha
Commentary, Historicaland Critical, repr．ed．(New York: Ktav, １９７０), ３１９Ｇ３２０; Schoors,

Ecclesiastes,３０７Ｇ３０８; Weeks, Ecclesiastes１Ｇ５, ５６１; andRobertD．Holmstedt, JohnA．Cook, and
PhillipS．Marshall,Qoheleth:AHandbookontheHebrewText,BHHB(Waco, TX:BaylorUniversity
Press,２０１７),１４１．Holmstedtetal．statethat, “[u]nlikemostofQoheleth􀆳squestions,thisone[in３:

２１] doesnotseemtobearhetoricalquestion, butanopenＧendedone” (ibid．),thoughtheyofferno
furtherdiscussionanddonotspecifythedifference．DanielJ．Treier, Proverbs& Ecclesiastes (Grand
Rapids: Brazos,２０１１),１５８,readingtheformsashavingthedefinitearticle,notinterrogativehe,takes
theverseasanotherinstanceof “thebackＧandＧforthuncertaintyofthepassage, hardlyassertingan
unorthodoxorcynicalconclusion．” Crenshaw, Ecclesiastes, １０４, pointsoutthat, if３: ２１hasbeen
tamperedwith, “theequallyunorthodoxteachingin３:１９wasleftunchanged．”
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things!)①, “thedustreturnstotheearthasitwas,andthespiritreturnsto
theDeity [ ] whogaveit．” PerhapsQohelethisagnostictothelast
insofarasthereturn ( )in１２: ７could (still) beupwardordownward
( or ;see３:２１)foreither(orboth) humankindandbeasts,buthe
isquitecertain,inchapter１２,thatthespiritinquestion( )returnsto“the
Deity．”②Itseemsquitesafetoassume, regardlessofQoheleth􀆳simperfect
apperception—preciselybecauseheishumanandnotdivine (see３:１１; ８:

１７)—thattheDeitydoesknow,evenifQohelethdoesnot,theanswertothe
questionposedin３:２１．③

①

②

③

SeeC．L．Seow, “Qohelet􀆳sEschatologicalPoem,”JBL１１８(１９９９):２０９Ｇ２３４．
NoteWeeks,Ecclesiastes１Ｇ５,５４４: “Qoheletdoesinfactbelievetheretobeadifference,and

thiswillmuchlaterbeconfirmedbyhisunequivocalsuggestionin１２．７,thathumanbreathdoesreturnto
God．” Cf．,e．g．, Krüger,Qoheleth,９３, whothinksthat３:２１“doesnotstandincontradictionto１２:７．．．
Thatis,ifhumansandanimalshaveoneandthesamelifespirit(v．１９), whichcomesfromGod(１２:７),

wemayassumethatthelifespiritofanimalsalsoreturnstoGodattheirdeath(cf．Ps１０４:２９Ｇ３０;Job３４:

１４Ｇ１５)．” Evenso,ifQohelethissomehowengagedwiththeopeningchaptersofGenesis(seeibid．,９２;

also１３３n．４;etc．),thenacontrastbetweenhumanlifeandanimallifemaybeoperative(cf．ibid．,９３n．
５１;cf．Graham Ogden,Qoheleth [Sheffield:JSOTPress,１９８７],６２: “somedistinctionisrequired,even
thoughitpresentlyliesbeyondproof, beyondempiricaltesting．Qoheleth􀆳stermyitrônholdswithinit
hopeforsomepostＧdeathresolution”)．Crenshaw, Ecclesiastes, １０５, alsodoesnotthink３: １９Ｇ２１
contradict１２:７: “Qohelethremarksthatbothelements[dustanddivinebreath]returntotheirsource,a
factfromwhichhedrewnocomfort(cf．Eccl．１２:８),”butitmaybedoubtedthat１２:８appliesto１２:７
atall．Forhispart, Ginsburgthinksthat in３:２１ (andelsewhere)isaninstanceof“emphatic
denial” (Coheleth, ３１９; cf．２６０; similarly Ogden, Qoheleth, ６２; also Barton, Ecclesistes, １１０)．
Schoors,Ecclesiastes,３０９,thinksQoheleth􀆳s“viewonthisquestionisagnosticandevensceptic[al]．．．
Qoh．doesneithercontestnorrejectthisview, butonlysuggestsbyhisrhetoricalquestionthatnobody
knows．”Murphy,Ecclesiastes,isalsocautious: “Itisuselesstotrytodeterminefromthisdenialhis
specificviewsonSheolandthenextlife,” addingthat１２:７ “isobviouslynotthesameclaimthathe
rejects”in３:２１ (３７)．Barton, Ecclesiastes, １１０, however,thinksQoheleth􀆳strueview “isshownby
１２７,thoughinhis moodofdespondentpessimism heseemsheretodenyit．” Onthepossibilityof
developmentwithinthecourseoftheBookofEcclesiastes(and/orwithinQoheleth􀆳sthought),seeEricS．
Christianson,ATimetoTell: NarrativeStrategiesinEcclesiastes,JSOTSup２８０ (Sheffield: Sheffield
AcademicPress, １９９８)．Ontheconnectionsbetween３:２１and１２:７, seealso MichaelA．Eaton,

Ecclesiastes:AnIntroductionandCommentary, TOTC１８(DownersGrove:IVPAcademic,１９８３),８７Ｇ
８８．

Cf．Weeks,Ecclesiastes１Ｇ５,５４４; E．Podechard,L􀆳Ecclésiaste (Paris: Gabalda,１９１２),３１２．
Alsopertinentheremaybethepossibilitythat in３:１８shouldbereadas(reflecting) , which
wouldexplicitlyinvokeGod􀆳screativeactivity(seeGoldman, “Qoheleth,”７７∗ )．Forthedivinereferent
of ,seeW．RandallGarr, “God􀆳sCreation: inthePriestlySource,” HTR９７(２００４):８３Ｇ８９．



—１２２　　 —

Tosummarizethusfar:eachoftexts(１)Ｇ(６) use incontextsthat
explicitlymentiontheDeity,variouslyidentified．Indeed,text(３)uses
indirectaddresstotheLord/God/YHWH withinapsalm, “aprayerof
Moses．” Onlytext (５) seemstoadmitofanotherpossibleandnonＧdivine
knower—namely, theking．Butthispassagelikelylimitsthisexceptional
humanknowerto knowing onlythosethings wrought bythisselfsame
individual;hencethispassage,too,doesnotdisallowdivineknowingfromthe
question ．Instead,text(５)onlyallowsforone,trulyuniqueanomalyin
aseaofhumannonＧknowing (anddivinemostＧcertainlyＧknowing)．Again,in
thisparticularcase, especiallygiventhedistributiveuseof , whatthe
humankingknowsislikelynotatallwhatGodknowsbutisrestrictedtothe
disasterwroughtbyroyalprerogative．InthiswaythekingＧasＧknowerisan
outlieratbestbutequallyinthedark(alongsidetheroyalsubjects)aboutwhat
Godmayorwilldo．Indeed,theignoranceofanothermonarch—thekingof
NinevehinJonah３—provesthispointprecisely,asdoesthatofanotherruler,

thisoneIsrael􀆳sgreatking, David,in２Samuel１２．Finally,even “agnostic”

Qohelethadmitsintheend, evenifonlyindirectly (andcontextually),that
Godisknowledgeableaboutwhatthecrabbysageishimselfnotawareofand
canonlyguessat(text[６])．Inbrief,therefore,texts(１)Ｇ(６)repeatedlyoffer
evidencethatwhathumansubjectsdonotknow,Godmostdefinitelydoes．It
istimenowtomovefromthesetextstoothersthatseem,atleastatfirst,to
belessclearinstancesoftheDivineSubjectthatsomehowlurksamidst ．

Ⅱ．“WhoKnows?” PartII: LessClearExamplesof

(７) Qoheleth６:１２

Becausewhoknowswhatisgoodforsomeonewhilelivingthefew
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daysoftheirvainlifewhichtheypassintheshadow?① Whocandeclare
tosomeonewhatwilltakeplaceafterthemunderthesun?

Whiletext(７)isthefirstoffourpassagesthatseemlessclearwhenit
comestoGodＧasＧultimateＧknower,theOnewhoknowswhatallothersdonot,

thistext, too, isnotfarremovedfromtexts (１)Ｇ(６) giventhestrongly
deterministicovertonesestablishedinQoh６:１０a: “Whateverhappens—ithas
alreadybeennamed;andwhathumanbeingsareisknown”; andevenmore
duetothesentimentfoundin６:１０b: “Theyareunabletocontendwiththe
onewhoisstrongerthanthey” ( )．② Contrarytothe NRSV
(“thosewhoarestronger”),thegrammaticallyＧsingularformfoundintheMT
hereshouldberetainedintranslation; contrarytothe NJPSV (“whatis
strongerthanhe”) thereferentisunlikelytobeimpersonal．Instead, given
Qoheleth􀆳suseofakindofdoubleＧregisterelsewhere,speakingatonceabout
bothGodanddeath,itseemsquitelikelythatGodispresenthereas“theOne
stronger．” TheDeity,therefore,isimpliedin６: １０．Asaresult, afterthe
briefasidein６:１１,itisnotdifficulttoseethatGod,unlikehumanbeings,is
alsotheonewhocouldanswerthequestion“whoknows?”in６:１２．Thisgains
evenmorecredencewhen６:１２iscomparedto３:１５, whichusesverysimilar

①

②

SeeGoldman, “Qoheleth,”８８∗Ｇ８９∗ ,for (LXX: )ratherthan (MT,supported
bySyriac􀆳ykt􀅰ll􀆳; andVulgatevelutumbra)．SeowthinksMTis “soundandneednotbeemended”
(Ecclesiastes, ２３４); anextensivediscussion, ultimatelyreading with MT, maybefoundinStuart
Weeks,ACriticalandExegeticalCommentaryonEcclesiastes, Vol．２:CommentaryonEcclesiastes５．７Ｇ
１２．１４(ICC; London: T&TClark,２０２２),１３６Ｇ１３８．PeterEnns,Ecclesiastes, THCOT (GrandRapids:

Eerdmans,２０１１),７７,thinksthesubjectof is“certainly．．．God, whois,onceagain,responsible
forwhathumanitymustendure．” Thempobjectsuffix,inturn, “couldrefereithertohumanity．．．orto
thedaysofone􀆳slife．．．Thethemeisfamiliarbynow:lifeisabsurd, youdieanyway, andGodisto
blame．”IfEnnsiscorrect [see, similarly, Craig G．Bartholomew, Ecclesiastes, BCOTWP (Grand
Rapids: BakerAcademic,２００９),２３９; TremperLongman, TheBookofEcclesiastes, NICOT (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans,１９９８),１７８],theverb isanotherinstancewhereQohelethisspeakingofGod,

butIthinkanysuchspeechＧaboutＧtheＧdivinehereiscovertatbestandperhapsnotpresentatall．Notethat
mostscholarstake hereto meansimply “spendtime” (see, e．g．, Fox, Time, ２４８; Schoors,

Ecclesiastes,４９３;Seow,Ecclesiastes,２３３)．
Cf．Schoors, Ecclesiastes, ４９１: “therhetoricalquestionsuggestsanegativeanswer, ‘nobody

knows’,becauseofdivinepredestination．” HegoesontocompareProv２０:２４: “Allourstepsareordered
bytheLORD;howthencanweunderstandourownways?” (NRSV)．FortheKethib/Qereissuewith

,seeGoldman, “Qoheleth,”３９,８８∗ ．
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languageandwhereGodisexplicitlymentionedalongwiththeimplicationthat
Godknowsthosethingsthatevadehumancomprehension:①

Whateverhappens—italreadydid;andwhatwillhappen—italready
has．AndtheDeity[ ]seeksoutwhathaspassedby．

Finally,６:１２couples withanotherrhetoricalquestion: “whocan
declare?” ( )② andlocatestheunknowable (tohumans) futurefirmly
“underthesun” ( ),aphrasethatmanyinterpretershavedeemedan
anthropological,nottheological,locus．③ Thatistosaythat“underthesun”

doesnotapplytotheDeitywhoisnotunderthesun—not, atleast,inthe
samewayhumanbeingsarebutisinsteadabovethesunorbeyonditinsome
way．“Underthesun”refers,therefore,tothebeneathＧornonＧGodrealm．No
humanbeing,therefore,couldtellanotherhumanbeingwhatwilltakeplace
aftertheminthefuture,butGod, whoisnotlimitedtolife“underthesun”

verywellcouldandmight．④ Godcoulddeclarethisfuture(６:１２b;cf．３:２２)

①

②

③

④

SeeCrenshaw, “TheExpression,”２８２．
Cf． inQoh３:２２;seeaboveundertext(６)．
See,interalia,J．GeraldJanzen, “QoheletonLife‘UndertheSun,’”CBQ７０(２００８):４６５Ｇ４８３．
Cf．Ogden,Qoheleth,９８: “Implicitintherhetoricalquestionisthebeliefthatnobodyknows,or

thatatleastonlyGodknows．” Divineknowledgeisassumed,in myjudgment, regardlessofwhether
refers“tofutureeventsinone􀆳slifetime” (soFox,Time,２４８Ｇ２４９)orbeyondthatmoregenerally

(i．e．,afterone􀆳sdeath)．Schoorsdisputesanypresenceoftheafterlifeinthiscontext,however, “because
oftheadjunct‘underthesun’” [Ecclesiastes,４９１;cf．４９５Ｇ４９６;alsofound,earlier,inA．Schoors,The
PreacherSoughttoFindPleasingWords:AStudyoftheLanguageofQoheleth,PartII:Vocabulary,

OLA１４３ (Leuven: Peeters, ２００４), １３１Ｇ１３２]．Murphy, Ecclesiastes, ５９,issimilar: Qohelethhasin
mind“howthingswillturnoutwhileonestilllivesonearth．” Onceagain, cf．Qoh３: ２２andthe
discussionaboveundertext(６)．



—１２５　　 —

andthereforeGodalsoknowswhatisgood (６: １２a)．①Perhapsoneshould
observeatthispointthat, elsewhereinEcclesiastes, Qohelethhasadecent
senseofwhatisgood( )andisquiteclearthatitisGod􀆳sgift(see３:１２Ｇ
１３;５:１７Ｇ１９;cf．３:２２)．②

(８) Qoheleth２:１９

Andwhoknowsifhe[i．e．,theheir] willbewiseorfoolish? Buthe
willhavecontroloverallmyworkthatItoiledatandthatIwaswise
aboutunderthesun．This,also,ishevel．

GenerallyＧspeaking,text (８) seemslittledifferentintermsoftoneor
substanceastexts (６) and (７), which weredeemed moreandlessclear,

respectively, withregardtodivineknowing．Intext(８), whichprecedestexts
(６)and(７)inthebook, Qoheleth(also)lamentslackofknowledgeabout③or
perhapsbetter, lackofcontrolover, thefuture—inthisspecificcase, the
indeterminatequalityofhisheir(s) andhowthatheir(s) willdeploythat
which Qoheleth has accomplished through his “wise toil．”④ Qoheleth􀆳s
frustrationoverthissituationiscapturedbyhowhebeginswith ,equivalent

①

②

③

④

See,similarly, Krüger,Qoheleth,１３３n．４, whothinksthat, whilev．１２a“doesnothavetobe
readfromthestartasa ‘rhetorical’ question,” evenso, “[w]iththebackgroundof [the] primeval
history．．．thequestioncouldbeanswered with ‘God’ (cf．Gen２:１８)．．．whatis ‘good’ cannotbe
determinedbyhumanbeingsthemselves．．．itisgiventotheminadvancebyGodthroughGod􀆳screative
activity．” KrügergoesontoarguethatGodisalsotheone“whocoulddeclare” ( ;ibid．,１３３n．５)and
pointstothedivinelimitationofhumanknowledgein３:１１(also３:１４)．Cf．Whybray,Ecclesiastes,１１１:
“ItisQoheleth􀆳sview (v．１０)thateachperson􀆳sdestinyisknown—toGod．Soinsayingthatwecannot
knowwhatisgoodformanheisnotcontradictingearlierstatementssuchas５:１８[１７], butrather
confirmingthem”;andTreier, Proverbs& Ecclesiastes, １８２:thequestion “hasapositiveaswellas
negativeanswer:nothumans,butGod．Godknowswhatisgoodformortals．” Treiernotablyentitlesthe
secondhalfofthebook,７:１Ｇ１２:７, “WhoKnows?”inhiscommentary．Cf．Murphy,Ecclesiastes,５８:
“Therhetoricalquestion(‘whoknows?’)expressesanissuethatcrisscrossesthroughthebook(２:３;cf．
the‘nothingbetter’sayingsof２:２４;３:１２,２２;etc．)．Itisalsoanintroductiontothefutileattemptto
findoutwhatisgood(chaps．７Ｇ８)ortoknowwhatliesahead(chaps．９Ｇ１０)．”

Asaresult, MichaelV．Foxdetectssome“selfＧdirectedirony”in６:１２[Ecclesiastes (JPSBible
Commentary;Philadelphia: JewishPublicationSociety, ２００４), ４２]．Forthe √t􀅰ＧwＧb wordgroupin
Qoheleth,seeSchoors,Preacher,２７Ｇ４４．

Cf．Vulgate, whichmakesQoheleththeexplicitsubject:ignoro(“Idonotknow”)．
SeeGordis, Koheleth,２２３, whotakes asahendiadys: “Itoiledwisely．”
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hereto“nooneknows,”①atthestartofthisverse,andhow Qohelethends
withhisjudgmentthat“this,too,is ．” Ontheonehand, Ogdenisright
that hereis “actuallyanaffirmationthatnobodyknows,leastofall
Qohelethhimself．”② Ontheotherhand,thisjudgmentiswrongbecausetime
itselfwilltell．Neither Qoheleth—norany oneelseatthe moment—can
determinethequalityofhisheir(s)andthefateofhisfortune．．．atleastunder
thesun [seetext (７) above]．Butthereisnothingpreventing Godfrom
knowingthisinformation,especiallyGodasenvisionedbyQoheleth．[Others,

too, willknow,butonlyafterthefact;cf．text(４)above．] Thisis,afterall,

theDeitywho“doesall”or“makeseverything” ( ;１１:

６),andwhohas“longagoapprovedwhatyoudo” ( ;

９:７)．Moreimmediateintheliterarycontextoftext(８)ishow Qoheleth􀆳s
frustrationin２: １８Ｇ２３ movestohisfirst “joyＧpassage” (２: ２４Ｇ２６), which
explicitlyinvokesGod:God􀆳shand,God􀆳sroleineatingandenjoyment,God􀆳s
givingofwisdom,knowledge,andjoyalongwiththehardworkofgathering
andheaping．This,too,ishevelandapursuitofwind ( ;９:

２６b),butitisthoroughlyGodＧimplicated．Thejudgmentthat in２:１９
“expressesutterskepticism,” therefore, needssomeimportantnuancing③:

GodtranscendsthehumansubjectratherdefinitivelyinQoheleth􀆳sthoughtand
inthe book named after him．④ Ifsomethingsare unclear, worthy of
skepticisminEcclesiastes, thispointabouttheDeityismostcertainlynot
underdebate．Qohelethseemsabundantlyclearaboutthatmuchatleast! And
so,again, whileherailsagainstthelimitsof(hisownand)humanknowing,

God􀆳stranscendenceisnotsimilarlylimited．Indeed,itistheexistenceofthe

①

②

③

④

Ginsburg,Coheleth,２９５,translates“nooneknoweth．．．” (asalsofor３:２１;seealsoibid．,３１８,

２９６)andarguesthattheformula“isusedfornooneknows．” Similarly, Podechard,L􀆳Ecclésiaste,２７６:
“Etquisait,c􀆳estＧàＧdire‘onnesaitpas．’”

Ogden,Qoheleth,４５．
Crenshaw,Ecclesiastes,８７．Whybray, Ecclesiastes,６０, whothinksCrenshaw “overstatesits

[thequestion􀆳s]significance．”

Cf．, memorably,EliasBickerman,FourStrangeBooksoftheBible:Jonah/Daniel/Koheleth/Esther
(NewYork:Schocken,１９６７),１４９: “forKoheleththetraditionalpreceptto‘fearGod’ meanstobeonguard
againstElohim．” Moregenerally, seeSchoors, Preacher, ９３Ｇ１１１; KlaasSmelik, “GodintheBookof
Qoheleth,”inTheLanguageofQoheletinItsContext:EssaysinHonorofProf．A．SchoorsontheOccasionof
HisSeventiethBirthday,eds．A．BerlejungandP．VanHecke, OLA１６４(Leuven:Peeters,２００７),１７７Ｇ１８１．
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latter, God􀆳slack oflimitations—or, said differently, the Deity􀆳snonＧ
finitude—thatseemstocauseandexacerbateQoheleth􀆳sstruggleswithhis
own(andhuman)finitude．

(９) Qoheleth８:１

Whoislikethewise? Andwhoknowstheinterpretationofamatter/

word? Aperson􀆳swisdombrightenstheirfaceandthehardnessoftheir
faceischanged．

Rightfromthestart,theHebrewoftext (９)isvexed, withscholarly
opinionsdiverging widely overhow to understandtheopening question,

．Despite Aquila, Vulgate, andperhapsSymmachus, allofwhom
suggesta differentdivision ofcharactersfrom MT: “whoisso wise?”
( )①, Goldman thinks the nonＧelided definite article after the
prepositionshouldberetainedasafeatureofLateBiblicalHebrew．②Thelatter
partofQoh８:１,abouttheshiningofone􀆳sfaceandthelike—ifnottheentire
verse—isusuallytakenasakindofproverbialstatement, perhapscitedby
Qohelethifnotactuallycreatedbyhim．Whateverthecase, severalfactors
arguethatinthisverse,too, Godisimpliedasonewhoknowsthatwhichis

①

②

SoalsoSeow,Ecclesiastes,２７７; Fox, Ecclesiastes,５３;alsoidem, Time,２７２: “sincev．１aβ
canonlymeanthatnooneknowsthemeaningofamatter, werequireanegativeevaluationinv．１aα,too,

inotherwords,astatementthateventhewisemanhasalimitedcapacityforunderstanding．．．[W]emay
paraphrasev．１aas: Nooneissowiseastounderstandthemeaningofanything．”IdisagreewithSchoors,

whothinksthatthereadinginAquilaetal．“undoubtedlyoffersalectiofacilitans” (Ecclesiastes,５９３)．
Seealsothenextnote．

Goldman, “Qoheleth,”９７∗ ,citingGKC§３５n．SimilarlyGordis, Koheleth,２８６; Holmstedt,

Cook,andMarshall,Qoheleth,２２６．Eaton􀆳sperspective,thatthe hereisanexampleofkaphveritatis,

wouldmakethe (mis)divisionissuemoot (Ecclesiastes, １１７)．SeealsoSchoors, Ecclesiastes, ５９４;

Treier, Proverbs& Ecclesiastes,１９７;andcf．Whybray, Ecclesiastes,１２８．Ginsburg, Coheleth,３９０,

somewhatoddly,thinks shouldbesuppliedbefore inQoh８:１．Ifheiscorrect, Qoh８:１wouldno
longerbeaninstanceof , butGinsburgoffersnosubstantivesupportforhisemendationandit
shouldberejected．Onceagain, Weeks, Ecclesiastes５Ｇ１２, ３１２Ｇ３１４, offersanextendeddiscussion．He
retainsMTandtranslates“Whoislikethewiseman?” (３１２)．
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unknowntohumans．① Thefirstofthesefactorsmaywellbethegeneralforce
oftheother passagespreviouslyexamined, especiallytexts (１)Ｇ(６),

coupledwiththegeneraldepictionofGodinQoheleth[seeaboveontext(８)]．
Another, morespecificconsideration wouldbetheuseof elsewhere,

particularlyin Daniel．② occurs with greatfrequencyin Danielsince
“interpretation” isofgreatconcernthroughoutthatbook．Manydifferent
individualsaresaidtooffer , withhuman ingreatdemand (see
chaps．２, ４Ｇ５; also７:１６)．Daniel, ofcourse,isthe masterinterpreterpar
excellence．Onemightsay,therefore,thatonepossibleresponsetothequestion:
“Whoknowstheinterpretationofamatter/word?” wouldbe:“Danielandotherslike
him．” Whilethisisnodoubttrue,itmustbequicklyaddedthat,forhispart,Daniel
givescreditwherecreditisdue: hisskillsininterpretationareduenottohisown
wisdom;rather, “thismysteryhasbeenrevealedtome” ( ;Dan２:３０)．
EvenmoresalientisDaniel􀆳stestimonythatitis“theGreatGodwhohasrevealedto
thekingwhatistocomeafter” ( ; ２: ４５)．In
Daniel４, Nebuchadnezzaristheone whorecognizestheultimatelydivine
originofDaniel􀆳sgifts,evenifthekingconceivesofthatorigininpolytheistic
terms: “youareable [tointerpretthedream] becausethespiritoftheholy
godsisinyou” ( ;４:１５)．Danielmakessuretoset
thekingstraight: “Thisistheinterpretation, OKing,anditisadecreeofthe
MostHighthathascomeupon mylordtheking” (

;４:２１)．Stillfurther,in７:１６, Danielmustapproach
oneofthedivineattendants( )inordertoobtaintheinterpretation
ofthevisionsthatterrifiedhim．Whatallofthis makesabundantlyclear,

therefore, isthat, ifaspecialhuman beinglike Danieldoes know the
interpretationofa(divine) matter/word—andeventhebestsometimesdonot

①

②

Cf．Murphy,Ecclesiastes,８２, who,citingAlonsoSchökel, notesthat“Godmayprovidethe
context”for８:１．ContrastGoldingay, Ecclesiastes,２１４Ｇ２１５, whorelatesthetwopartsoftheverseto
eachother: “Theobviousanswerstothedoublerhetoricalquestionswouldberespectively ‘noone’and
‘thesmartpersondoes．’Inotherwords,thesecondhalfofthelinerestatesthefirst,elaboratingonwhat
itmeanstobesmart．”Seefurtherbelow．

Theotherplacewherethenotion (Heb )isfoundisintheJosephcycle(Genesis４０Ｇ
４１);seeKrüger,Qoheleth,１５１Ｇ１５２andn．７andfurtherbelow．
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(soDan７:１６!)—theyknowthisonlybecauseofdivinedisclosure．① Thisis
justanotherwaytosay,onceagain,thatevenifhumanbeingsdonotknow,

Goddoes．Thatiswhy,ifandwhenhumanbeingsdoknow,itisonlybecause
Godsoallows．②

Afinal, smallerconsiderationthataddsstillfurther weighttothis
interpretationof intext(９)isthereadingoftheTargumatQoh８:１:
“Whois the wise who can stand againstthe wisdom ofthe Lord?”
( )．Goldmanpositsthatthisphrasingmight
“beaninterpretationofthatparticularuseofthearticleofM[T],i．e．, ‘the
Wise’parexcellenceistheLord．”③ EvenifGoldmanisn􀆳trightaboutthe
Targumhere,or,evenifheisandtheTargumisnotentirelygermanetoMT
Qoh８:１,itremainsthecasethatscholarshaveoftenfoundintext(９)andits
largercontextanotherinstanceof Qoheleth􀆳s doubleＧspeak because what
followsinchapter８, whichisputativelyabouttheking ( ; ８: ２),seems
equallyifnotmoreapplicabletoGod,especiallybymeansofthephrases“he

①

②

③

Daniel５isnorealexception．True,DanieldoesnotexplicitlycreditGodfortheinterpretationbut
thejudgmentdiscussedstemsfromoffensesmadeagainst “the MostHighGod” ( ; ５: １８),

becauseNebuchadnezzarneededtolearnthesovereigntyoftheMostHighGod( ;５:２１),and
becauseBelshazzarhasnothonored“theGodinwhosehandisyourbreathandwhoownsallyourways”

( ;５:２３)．Finally,itisfromthisGod􀆳spresence( ;５:２４)

thatthehandwritingwassent, andGod ( )isthefirstmentionedsubjectaftertheintroductory
formula“thisistheinterpretationofthe matter” ( ; ５: ２６)．One mightcomparethe
extensiveuseof atQumran, whereitistypicallyusedofdivinelyrevealedinterpretation,especially
thatgiventotheRighteousTeacher, “towhomGod[ ]revealedallthemysteriesofthewordsofhis
servantstheprophets” (１QpHab７．４Ｇ５)．

Krüger,Qoheleth,１５１Ｇ１５２: “WithJosephaswellaswithDaniel．．．thetextstatesemphatically
thatthe‘interpretations’conveyedbythemgobacktoGod,”andso,asaresult, “Qoh８:１acanalsobe
readasastatementabouttheincomparablewisdomofGodthatisnotathumandisposal” (emphases
added)．UnderthisgeneralrubricofdivineknowledgerevealedtohumanbeingsbelongtextslikeAmos３:

３Ｇ８; Deuteronomy５; Ezek３７:３．
Goldman, “Qoheleth,”９７∗ ．
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doeswhateverhepleases” ( ;８:３)①and“whocansaytohim,
‘Whatareyoudoing?’” ( ;８:４)．Ofcourse, anyonewho
hasreadtext(５),Prov２４:２２,isnotatallsurprisedtoseethetwoancient
NearEasternsuperpowers,thedivineandhumanrulers,linkedonceagainin
text(９)ifnotalsoelsewhereinEcclesiastes．Last, butcertainlynotleast,it
shouldbenotedthatsomeancientinterpreters,too,readthequestionsintext
(９)asreferringtoGod．②

(１０) Esther４:１４

Ifyoukeepcompletelysilentatthismoment,reliefanddeliverance
mayarisefortheJewsfromanotherplace, butyouandyourancestral
housewillperish．Butwhoknowsifyouhavenotcometothekingdomfor
amomentpreciselylikethisone?

Thisisafamousverseifonlybecause,accordingto mostinterpreters,
“anotherplace” istheclosest MT Esthergetstoanythingevenremotely

①

②

TheclosesimilaritybetweenQoh８:４bandJob９:１２b, wherethereferentisGod,haslongbeen
observed．Cf．alsoIsa４５:９andDan４:３５．Forthephrase ,seeA．Hurvitz, “TheHistory
ofaLegalFormula:kol􀆳ašerＧh􀅰āpēs􀅰ā̒āh (Psalmscxv３,cxxxv６),”VT３２(１９８２):２５７Ｇ２６７．Itoccurs
inPss１１５:３and１３５:６, whichstatethatitisGod whodoeswhateverhepleases．Aslightlymodified
formisfoundinIsa４６:１０(Godspeaking);Jonah１:１４(thesailors􀆳prayertoGod);andhereinQoh８:

３(HurvitzthinksDan４:３２isanadaptationofthesamephrase)．ThefactthatGodistheactingsubject
inthesetextsisnoteworthy;itwouldbeoddforQohelethtousethesamephrasing withdifferent
meaning．

E．g．,PesiqtadeRabKahanaVI: Ⅱ whichstatesthatthequestion, “Whoiswiseenough?”
(notethepossibleimplicationsfortheVorlage) pertainstotheHolyOne[seeJacobNeusner,Symbol
andTheologyinEarlyJudaism (Minneapolis: FortressPress,１９９１),９０]．
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mentioningGod．①ItistheclimaxofMordecai􀆳sspeechtoEstherurgingherto
actonbehalfofherpeoplebyintercedingwiththeking．ThoughGodisnever
mentionedbynameinMTEsther(LXXEsther,ofcourse,isaverydifferent
story,asistheAlphaText), manyscholarsfindevidenceofdivineprovidence
inthisverse,aselsewhereintheHebrewformofthebook．②Therabbis,too,

hadnoqualmswithidentifying“(the)Place” ( [ ])asanepithetforGod．③

Thecumulativeevidenceofvariousdetails—includinghardlysubtleoneslike
fasting, wearing(orlayingin)sackclothandashes, “wailingwithaloudand
bittercry,” great mourning, weeping, andlamenting (４:１Ｇ３);④ orthe
allusionstosacralwarpracticeslaterinthebook(chaps．８Ｇ９)⑤—coupledwith

①

②

③

④

⑤

SeethediscussioninJonD．Levenson,Esther:ACommentary, OTL(Louisville: Westminster
JohnKnox,１９９７),８１, whonotesthat “if‘anotherquarter’isGod,thenwehaveinthisversethe
strongestapproximationinthe MasoreticEsthertoanexplicittheologicalaffirmation．” AdeleBerlin,

Esther ,JPSBibleCommentaryPhiladelphia(JewishPublicationSociety,２００１),４４:deemsit“hardto
imaginethatsalvationcouldcome‘fromanotherplace’ withoutseeingthisasaveiledreferencetoGod．”

CareyA．Moore, Esther: Introduction, Translation, and Notes, AB７B (GardenCity: Doubleday,

１９７１),５０,thinksthattheexplicitmentionofthedeityintheAlphaText,inJosephus, andinthe
Targumsatthispoint“arecertainlycorrecttoseeintheHebrewaveiledallusiontoGod．” Mooregoeson
tocomparetheuseof“mercy”in１Macc１６:３and“kingdomofHeaven”intheGospelofMatthew．He
concludes: “Thatsamephrase[‘anotherquarter’],aswellas‘It􀆳spossiblethat．．．’ [whichishowhe
translates ],seemstoaffirmtheauthor􀆳sfaithinGod􀆳sprovidentialcare” (５２)．

SeeCrenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７７, whoalsoreferstotheworkofSandraBethBerg, The
BookofEsther: Motifs,Themes,andStructure (Missoula:ScholarsPress,１９７９),１７７Ｇ１７９．Seealso,

interalia, Moore,Esther,５２．Cf．Levenson,Esther,１８Ｇ２１,esp．１９: “That[God]isunnamedneednot
entailthatheisuninvolved．” Forlargertreatments, seeBrittany N．Melton, WhereisGodinthe
Megilloth?ADialogueontheAmbiguityof DivinePresenceandAbsence, OTS７３ (Leiden: Brill,

２０１８);andChloeT．Sun,ConspicuousinHisAbsence:StudiesintheSongofSongsandEsther (Grand
Rapids:IVPAcademic,２０２１)．

See,e．g．, Gen．Rab．§６８;Pesik．R．§２１; Ab．Zar．４０b; Nidd．４９b;Ber．１６b;Lev．Rab．§５．
SeeMarcusJastrow, DictionaryoftheTargumim, theTalmud Babliand Yerushalmi, andthe
MidrashicLiterature, repr．ed．(Peabody: Hendrickson, ２００５), ２: ８３０; and A．Spanier, “Die
Gottesbezeichnungen hammāqôm und haqqādōš bārûk hû􀆳 in der frühtalmudischen Literatur,”

MitteilungenderVorderasiatischeＧÄgyptischenGesellschaft６６(１９２２):３０９Ｇ３１４．
SeeBerlin,Esther,４４;Paton,Esther,９５．ItishardtoagreewithMoore,Esther,xxxii, who

deemsfasting“comparativelyunimportant．”

SeeBrent A．Strawn, “Commentaryon Esther７: １Ｇ６, ９Ｇ１０; ９: ２０Ｇ２２,” https://www．
workingpreacher．org/commentaries/revisedＧcommonＧlectionary/ordinaryＧ２６Ｇ２/commentaryＧonＧestherＧ７１Ｇ
６Ｇ９Ｇ１０Ｇ９２０Ｇ２２Ｇ２(accessed２/１/２０２４)．Paton,Esther,９５,includesthe“mentionofproselytes”inEsth８:

１７;９:２７．
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thedivineentanglementsof evidentintheothertextsexploredabove,

seemstosupporttheviewthatEsth４:１４doesgetverycloseindeedtonaming
Godwithoutactuallydoingso．①Evenifthisisso,itdoesnotsolvetheriddle
ofwhythebookasawholeseemstostudiouslyavoidexplicitmentionofthe
Deity②,thoughtheimmediateliterarycontextofchapter４offersaperfectly
reasonableideafor why Mordecai may have used acircumlocution: the
messagesbetween him and Estherare beingrelayedthroughthirdＧparty
intermediaries(see４:５Ｇ１０,１２Ｇ１３)．PerhapscommunicationthroughPersian
messengersrequiredextradiscretion．

Despitethesenotinconsiderablefactors,text (１０)isplacedlastamong
the“lessclear” passages, andasthefinal, climacticexampletherein,

becauseofthestrongtendencytoseeEstherasdecidedlynonＧtheological．③

Andyet,ifwhathasbeenpresentedaboveiscorrect,notonlyaboutEsth４:

①

②

③

SoAngelManuelRodriguez,Esther:ATheologicalApproach (BerrienSprings, MI: Andrews
UniversityPress, １９９５), １８．NotealsoPaton, Esther, ９５: “beliefinGodisatleastimplied．．．inthe
circumlocutionof４１４,”thoughhegoesontosaythat“theauthorgoesoutofhiswaytoavoidmentioning
God” (２２２;similarlyRodriguez,Esther,１８;seealso２５)．Bothpointsareimportant．ContrastFrederic
Bush,Ruth,Esther, WBC９(Nashville: ThomasNelson,１９９６),３９６, whothinks“anotherplace” with
referencetoGod wouldhaveto mean “from anotherGod,” whichstrikes measquiteunnecessarily
mechanisticwithreferenceto (soalsoCrenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２７６Ｇ２７７andn．８)．Similarly
overwroughtisBush􀆳ssecondconcernthata“starkcontrast” wouldbe“setuptherebybetweenthedivine
deliveranceandthedeliverancethatEsthermightachievebyherappealtotheking” (Ruth,Esther,３９６)．
Bywayofresponse, notePaton (Esther,２２３),forexample, whothinksthatevenhelpfromanother
nation“mighthave[been]regardedasprovidential”bytheauthor．BushgoesontoarguethatEsth４:１４b
“isapositiverhetoricalquestion,expressingastrongnegation．．．Consequently,the‘whoknows?’ofthe
questiondoesnotexpressdoubtorskepticismabouttheprovidentialpurposeofherpositionasqueen,or
merepossibility．Onthecontrary,itexpressesaconfidenthope” (Ruth, Esther, ３９７)．Bushdeems
Esther􀆳ssubsequentwords “IfIperish, Iperish” assimilarlyexpressing “courageousdetermination”
(４００)．

SeeMichaelV．Fox,CharacterandIdeologyintheBookofEsther,２ded．(Eugene: Wipf&
Stock,２０１０), ２３７Ｇ２４７; Levenson, Esther, １７, also３２Ｇ３４, onthepossibilitythat MTrepresentsa
purposefullydeＧtheologizedversionofthebook．Cf．Berlin, Esther, ４４, onEsther４: “Godismost
presentandmostabsentinthischapter．ReligiouspracticeandthementionofGod􀆳snamecomeclosestto
thesurfacehere,andaremostobviouslysuppressed．．．Inthissadscene,theauthorishardpressedtowrite
Godoutofthestory．”

A majorinterpreterinthisveinhasbeenMarvinA．Sweeney．See,e．g．,his“AbsenceofGＧdand
HumanResponsibilityintheBookofEsther,” inidem, Visionsofthe Holy: Studiesin Biblical
TheologyandLiterature, RBL１０５(Atlanta:SBL,２０２３),７０１Ｇ７１２．
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１４butaboutthe textsmoregenerally (especiallytheclearerones),

muchneedstobereevaluated．Onesees,attheveryleast,thatDayisn􀆳tquite
rightwhenshesaysthatMordecai“tossesthingstodestiny,suggestingthatit
isfatethatbroughtEsthertoqueenshiptoanswerthepresentneed,”because,

asDayherselfnotes, “[o]therbiblicalfigureswhousesimilarlanguage,

asking ‘who knows?’ aboutfuture events, doso explicitly within a
considerationofGod􀆳sroleinthoseevents．”①Infact,preciselybecauseofthat
largercontextualpressurebroughttobearbytheuseof“similarlanguage,”I
deemitnotatall “highlysignificantthatMordecaidoesnotusethis[explicit]

language,”sinceonlysomeofthe passagesdoso—inpart,evidently,

because byitselfinvolves(evenifonlyasanintellectualexception)the
Deity．Furthermore,theclimaxinEsther􀆳sreplytoMordecai, “ifIperish,I
perish” ( ;４:１６),isalsonot“throw[ing]thingstothefates”
(perDay) becauseofthehighlysimilarsituationinDan３:１７Ｇ１８．Contrary,

then,toDay􀆳sinterpretation(andagreatmanyothersthatareverymuchlike
it),lifeanddeathhangnotonsomeamorphousnotionof“fate(s)”inEsther
buthangpreciselyontheDeityinsofarasandexactlybecauseGodistheone
whoknowsandthequestion knowsthis．②Intheend, thisisnotan
ambiguousquestionatall;quitetothecontrary!

Tosummarize:texts (７)Ｇ(１０) areadmittedlysomewhatlessclearthan
texts(１)Ｇ(６),buttexts(１)Ｇ(６)surelyimpinge—andshouldimpinge—onthe
properunderstandingoftexts(７)Ｇ(１０)．Indeed,eventhe“lessclear”textsare
notentirelynorequallyopaque．Text(７),incontext,isperhapsmoreclear
thannot．Thecloseaffinitiesbetweentext(７)andtext(８)suggestthatthe
latter,too,isnotentirelyvagueonthematterathand．Thisleavesonlytexts

①

②

LindaM．Day,Esther, AOTC (Nashville: Abingdon,２００５),９２(emphasisadded)．
ThisisnottosaythatGodisn􀆳toperativethroughchanceoccurrences, whichiswhatmany

believeisthecaseinEsther(seeabove)．ForarecentdiscussionoffateandGodintheHebrewBible,see
StephenB．Chapman, “MiqrehandYHWH: Fate, Chance, Simultaneity, andProvidence,”inDivine
Doppelgängers:YHWH􀆳sAncientLookＧAlikes,ed．CollinCornell(UniversityPark, PA: Eisenbrauns,

２０２０),１８１Ｇ２００, whichnotesoverlapbetweenGodandtheIsraeliteconceptoffate ( )．Notethat
isneverplural(“fates”)intheHebrewBible．Foranotherstudyonmiqreh,seePeterMachinist,

“Fate, Miqreh,andReason:SomeReflectionsonQoheletandBiblicalThought,”inSolvingRiddlesand
UntyingKnots: Biblical, Epigraphic,andSemiticStudiesin HonorofJonasC．Greenfield, eds．
ZionyZevit,SeymourGitin,andMichaelSokoloff(WinonaLake: Eisenbrauns,１９９５),１５９Ｇ１７５．
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(９)and (１０) asbelongingmoresolidlytothe “lessclear” categorywhenit
comestothetheologicalcharacterof ．Inlightofthelargerliterary
context,however,aswellascomparabletextsinDanielalongwithQoheleth􀆳s
penchantforspeakinginakindofdoubleＧregisteraboutthe Deity, itis
difficulttoavoidtheconclusionthattext(９),too,allowsforthepossibility
thatGodknows evenifother, wiseindividuals—peoplelikeQoheleth
himself—simplydon􀆳t(cf．８:１７)．Similarly, whileMTEstherisfamousfor
itsnonＧtheologicalpresentation,thesubsurfacepresenceofthedivineisoften
notedbyinterpreters, whetherthatisviathevariousreligiousritualsthatare
mentioned,thehighfrequencyof (divine?) coincidences,① orthepossible
doubleＧreferentof ．② Whileallofthosepointsarequitesignificant,the
“Whoknows?”textsdiscussedabovesuggestthatifonewishesto“find”GodinMT
Esther, maybeeverybitasgooda“place”tostartas ．③

Ⅲ．Conclusions

Ifthepresentationaboveiscogent,theresultsarestriking．Inatleast６of
the１０instancesof inthe Hebrew Bible, Godisclearlypresentor
heavilyimplicatedinthequestion“Whoknows?”Intwoothers,texts(７)and
(８),itisnothardtoseethesame．Interpretivedetailsatworkinseveralof
theseeightinstancesindicatethatthesamejudgmentlikelyalsoholdstruefor

①

②

③

SeeBerlin,Esther,４９; Levenson,Esther,１８Ｇ１９; Bush,Ruth,Esther,３２３．
Bush,Ruth, Esther, ３２６, citingDavidJ．A．Clines, TheEstherScroll: TheStoryofthe

Story,JSOTSup３０(Sheffield:JSOT, １９８４), １５５Ｇ１５６, approvingly: “thestorytellerisnotheological
sophisticatepromotinga‘religionlessJudaism’,butanOldBelieverwhoseultimateactoffaithistotake
theprotectiveprovidenceofGodforgranted”; hence, “thereisnothinghidden orveiled aboutthe
causalityoftheeventsoftheEstherstory:itisindeedunexpressed butitisunmistakable, giventhe
contextwithinwhichthestoryisset” (ibid．,１５６;citedinBush,Ruth,Esther,３２６)．Seefurther,once
again,thediscussionsinMelton,WhereIsGod?;andSun,ConspicuousinHisAbsence．

Cf．Levenson,Esther,８１: “Insupportofthismoretheologicalreading[of‘anotherquarter’],

theexpression‘whoknows’ (mîyôdēa̒ )issuggestive,”thoughheconnectsthephrase, nottoGod􀆳s
knowledge(orbeing) buttoitsuseintextsrelatedtopenitentialpracticethatmayleadtoachangein
God􀆳sjudgment．So, “[i]fthisisthebackgroundtotheusageinEsth．４:１４,thenwehavehereanother
echooftheritesoflamentationwithwhichthechapterbegan．” Levenson􀆳sfinalcommenton４:１２Ｇ１７is
delightful: “Whoknows? Perhapstheriteshavehadaneffect, andlargerforcesareatworkthatwill
rescuetheJewsafterall．”
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text(９)．Thisleavesonlyonepassage,text(１０),Esth４:１４,aslessclearor
obvious—buteventhistext, perthediscussionabove,seemstoevokeGod,

andinmorewaysthanjust ．
Insum,therefore,itseemsnotonlypossiblebutquiteprobablethatGod

issomehowpresentineachandeveryinstanceof ．Theanswertothe
question “Whoknows?” isthusclearlytwoＧedged: ontheonehand,the
questionsignalsthatnohumanbeingknows;ontheotherhand,thatonlyGod
does (cf．Prov３０:４;aswellasthepointedquestionsandcommentsfromGod
toJobaboutthelatter􀆳slackofknowledge[√yＧdＧ‘]inJob３８:４Ｇ５,１８,２１)．
If isananthropocentricquestion,itneverthelesshasatheologically
fraughtside．Thecalculusofthesedataleadstoatleastthreeconclusions:

(１) First, Crenshaw􀆳sanalyticof “open”Ｇvs．“closed”Ｇdoorscenarios,

whilehelpful, isnottheonly, andperhapsalsonotthebest metricfor
understandingtheforceandmeaningof ．① Thereismoretosayabout
thesetexts,especiallymoretosayaboutthemtheologically．Indeed,inmy
judgment,thetheologicaltracewithin isoperativewhetherthesetexts
are“open”tothefutureor“shut”tothesame．Eitherway, Godknows;either
way, Godisanagent．② Unfortunately, theimplicatureoftheDeityinthe
“Whoknows?”textshasgoneunderappreciatedwithnegativeeffectsforthe
interpretationofthesepassages．Putdifferentlyandslightlymorepointedly:

the“skeptical” textsnolessthanthe “open” onesarefraught withthe
presenceofGod．

(２)If isatheologically “involved” query,itispossiblethatGod

①

②

Note,e．g．, howCrenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２７７seemstobeoverlyconcernedwithdivine
changeinEst４:１４．Butthepointof isnotdivinechangebutdivineknowledge．Bartholomew,

Ecclesiastes,１４４,continuestouseCrenshaw􀆳smetaphor: “Mîyôdēa‘doesindeedoccurinpassagesin
EcclesiastesinwhichQoheletisinthegripofhisstrugglewiththeenigmaoflife,butthisverystruggle
indicatesthatthedoorofhoperemainsajar,howevermarginally．”

Ifaccurate,thisjudgmenthasvariousramificationsforothertopics,includingthelargerquestion
ofwhatGodknowsintheHebrewBible．Icannotengagethatlargetopichere,butwishtounderscorethat
thisisaverylargequestionthatmustincludealargerangeoftextsaboutepistemology—divineand
human—intheOldTestament．Forastart,seeAnnetteSchellenberg, “ReflectionsontheLimitationsof
CognitionintheBookofJob,” HeBAI１２(２０２３):２９５Ｇ３０８, withliterature(notethatthiswholeissueof
HeBAIisdevotedtoepistemologyinJob)．Alongsidedivineknowledgethelargetopicofdivinefreedom/

agencyisalsotobeconsidered．
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mightbeentangledinotherrhetoricalquestions, particularlyinEcclesiastes．If
so,thepresentstudyof hasbearingonQoheleth􀆳swaysoftalkingabout
theDeityelsewhereinthebookthatbearshisname．Thisfinding would
contributetothedoubleＧregisterfoundelsewhereinQohelethbutperhapsalso
(andrelatedly) totheissueofparapraxesintheBookofEcclesiastes．① The
samemayholdtrueforotherquestions, someperhapslessrhetorical, both
withinEcclesiastes②andwellbeyondit．③

①

②

③

IhopetoinvestigatetheissueofparapraxisinQohelethinasubsequentstudy．Theconcept,

famoussinceFreud, connotesa “slipofthetongue” or “aslipofmemory” wheresomeonereveals
somethingmoreorsomethingbeyondwhattheymeanttocommunicate．

Fox,Time,２７２,notesthattheinterrogative “occursseventeentimesinthebook,sixteenin
rhetoricalquestionstantamountto‘noone．’”See,e．g．, in３:２２; in８:７;１０:１４;etc．
Schoors,Ecclesiastes,４９４Ｇ９５,deemsthelatterreferencesnegative“parallels”: “nooneknows．”Infact,

elsewhereSchoorsdeems in８:７“theequivalentof” in６:

１２(Preacher,１３２),sayingthat“Qohcallsthisignoranceofthefuture , ‘amisfortune’ (８,６)．”

Schoorsalsocompares１１:５( )and１１:６,aswellas９:１２;andothertextsonthe“themeof
humanignorance” (１３１Ｇ３４)．Cf．alsoQoh８:１with６:１２,８:５,７,１２,etc．Fox,Time,２４７,haspointedoutthe
closerelationshipbetween３:１１aand８:６a;and３:１１band８:７．FortheinterpretationthatonlyGodknowsthe
future,seealso Whybray, Ecclesiastes, １３３; and Barton, Ecclesiastes, １５１．Notealso Crenshaw, “The
Expression,”２８３, whodelineatesnolessthansevenvariantsof inEcclesiastes．

E．g．,andmostclosely, inJer１７: ９, butalso, andmoreexpansively,thequestions
raisedaboutdeathinthePsalms(see,e．g．, Ps８８:１１Ｇ１３)．Notealsothefollowingimportantpassages
fromtheQumrantexts: (１)１Q２７(１QMysteries)frg．１i３Ｇ４and８: “buttheydidnotknow ( )the
secretofthewaythingsarenordidtheyunderstandthethingsofoldandtheydidnotknow ( )

whatwouldcomeuponthem．．．Thisisallreadytohappen,itisatrueoracle,andbythisitshallbeknown
toyou( )thatitcannotbeaverted．”(２)１QHaix１０: “And [withoutyouno]thingisdone,

andnothingisknownwithoutyourwill( )．” (３)１QHaxviii１１: “Apartfromyounothing
isdone;nothingisknownwithoutyourwill( );andexceptforyou,thereisnothing．”
(４)１１Q５(１１QPsa)xxviii７Ｇ８: “Ah,butwhocanproclaim ( ), whodeclare( )thedeeds
oftheLord? Godhasseenall,heardandattendedtoeverything．” (５)４Q５１１ (４QShirb＝ Songsofthe
Sageb)frg．２ii６Ｇ８: “[themysterie]sofGod, whoknows( ) [．．．] theGodofstrengthshas
appointedthemfor [．．．] likethem, andtheuncleanaccordingtotheirimpurity [．．．Who] knows
( [ )theuprightnessoftheuprightinIs[rael(?)．．．]．” (６)４Q１８５ (４QSapientialWork)frgs．１Ｇ２iii
１１Ｇ１３: “Didnot[Go]dmakethehearts, anddoeshekno[w ( ) ]theirthoughts? Godseesallthe
inmostbeing,andputsitskidneystothetest．[Godmade]thetongue,andknows( )itsword．God
madehands, [andknows( )theirdeeds．]”

TranslationsfollowTheDeadSeaScrollsReader,２nded．,２vols．,eds．DonaldW．Parry,Emanuel
Tov,andGeraldineI．Clements(Leiden: Brill,２０１４),２:１８１,２８５,３２１;４５７,８８７;andTheDeadSea
ScrollsStudyEdition,２vols．, eds．FlorentinoGarcía MartínezandEibertJ．C．Tigchelaar (Leiden:

Brill,１９９７),１:３８１．
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(３)Finallyand mostimportantly,if doesinfactrefertoGod,

whetherimplicitlyorexplicitly(thelattergivenassociatedtextandcontext),

thenthisquestion makesanimportantpredicationaboutGod—specifically
aboutGod􀆳sknowledge—as wellasaboutallothers whoarenot God,

especiallyabouttheirlackofknowledge．QohelethwasquitekeenonthelastＧ
mentionedpoint (see, aboveall, Qoh８:１７)．① Whilethejoypassagesin
EcclesiastesstrikeachordwithastatementattributedtoIrenaeus,that“the
gloryofGodisthehumanbeingfullyalive,”②the passagesevoke
somethinglessbrightandcheery—somethingfar moreapophaticitwould
seem．Buttheresonanceneednotbeonlyvianegativa．JohnCalvin (１５０９Ｇ
１５６４)beganhisInstitutesoftheChristianReligionfamously:

Nearlyallthewisdom wepossess, thatistosay, trueandsound
wisdom,consistsoftwoparts:theknowledgeofGodandofourselves．
But, whilejoinedbymanybonds, whichoneprecedesandbringsforththe
otherisnoteasytodiscern．(Ii．１)③

maynothelp withdiscerning whichtypeofknowledgecomes
first—knowledgeof God or knowledge ofself—notleastbecause “ Who
knows?” isawarethatthereisso much human beings donot know,

specificallyaboutthingstheological．Butthis,too, perCalvin, constitutesa
crucialpieceofknowledgeofGod (or, apophaticlly, itslack),ifnotalso
knowledgeofthehumanself．Andso,inthiscase,nolessthanmanyothers,

itwouldseemthatoneofthesemaynotprecedetheotherbut,rather,that
bothmustproceedtogether,handＧinＧhand(cf．Qoh７:１８)．

①

②

③

Crenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２８５,ismemorable: “thesagesinQoheleth􀆳sdaymadeextravagant
claimsaboutknowledgethatgavebirthtoanunwantedchildwhoseinfantwailwasmîyôdēa̒．” Seefurther,

２８６Ｇ２８８．
TheLatintextmaybeslightlylessinspiring:GloriaDeiestvivenshomo, “thegloryofGodis

thelivinghuman” (AgainstHeresies,４,２０,５Ｇ７)．
JohnCalvin,InstitutesoftheChristianReligion,２vols．,trans．FordLewisBattles,ed．John

T．McNeill, LCC２０(Philadelphia: Westminster,１９６０),１:３５．
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到底是谁呢?

———对«希伯来圣经»中 一语的重新思考

布伦特􀅰斯特朗

【摘要】本文探讨«希伯来圣经»中出现了１０余次的 .１９８６年克伦肖

发表了对该短语的重要研究,依照其对未来是开放还是封闭的可能来划分这个

短语的两种用法.本文试图修正克伦肖的理论,指出这个短语暗示了人类知识

的贫乏和神的知识的丰足.“谁知道”的问题因此是面向人类的问题,对神例外.
然而, 这个短语的神学意义还是被忽略了.本文试图弥补这个缺憾,依次

考察该短语出现的例子,关注各个例子中被忽略的不同程度的神学主题.
【关键词】 ;克伦肖;神的知识;人类知识
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SacrificeoftheSonorSons :
Genesis２２andtheQuestionofChildSacrificeinAncientIsrael

ThomasRömer∗

Abstract:AmongthemanystoriesaboutAbrahaminthebiblical
bookofGenesis,thereisonetextinparticularthathasintriguedor
irritatedcommentators,thestoryofAbraham􀆳ssacrificeinGenesis
２２．Thereislittledoubtthatthistexthastodowiththequestionof
humansacrificein ancientIsraeland Judah．This question was
apparentlytopicalatthetimewhenthestoryofAbraham􀆳ssacrifice
cametolight．Thearticlewillshowtheevidenceforthepracticeof
humansacrificeinancientIsrael,aswellasstrategiesforputtingan
endtosuchpractices．

KeyWords: ChildSacrifice, Genesis２２, Abraham􀆳sSacrifice

AmongthemanystoriesaboutAbrahaminthebiblicalbookofGenesis,

thereisespeciallyonetextthathasintriguedorirritatedcommentators,thatis
thestoryofAbraham􀆳ssacrificeinGen２２．WhereasImmanuelKantinThe
ConflictoftheFacultiesusedthisnarrativeinordertodemonstratethatGod
wouldneveraskahumantoslaughterhisownchild①, SörenKierkegaardin
“FearandTrembling”②understoodthestoryasthebestexampleofwhattrue
faithisabout, namelythatAbrahamsuspendedethicalrequirementsinorder

∗

①

②

ThomasRömer, CollègedeFranceＧPSLandUniversityofPretoria．
ImmanuelKant,TheConflictoftheFaculties,trans．MaryJ．Gregor(Lincoln: Universityof

NebraskaPress,１９９２)．
FearandTrembling１８４３—Kierkegaard􀆳sWritings;６—copyright１９８３—HowardV．Hong．
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tofulfillwhatheregardedashisabsolutedutytoGod．Anduntiltodaythe
storyofAbraham􀆳ssacrificeisusedinverydifferentcontextsasasymbolof
religiousfanaticism, butalsoin moreironicalcontexts, asforinstancein
WoodyAllen􀆳srereadingofthenarrative．

InthecontextofhistoricalＧcriticalexegesis, HerrmannGunkel,followed
byothers,hadputthistextinrelationtothehumansacrifices．Gen２２should
bereadasapassagefrom humantoanimalsacrifices．ForGunkel, Gen２２
wouldreflectaveryancientpreＧIsraelitelegendinwhichafatherwouldhave
wantedtosacrificehissontoadeitywhowouldhavepreventedhimfromdoing
sobyaskinghimtoofferananimalinhisplace．①

Inreactiontothishypothesis, manyJewishandChristiancommentators
(whocriticizedGunkel􀆳sapproach, claiminginparticularthatancientIsrael
wouldnothaveknownchildsacrifices) haveseen Gen２２aboveallasa
“theological” accountwhichwouldliketoshowthatGodcandemandfrom
humansthattheygivehim back whathehasgiventhem (forinstanceK．
Schmid②) orwhichinsistsonthefaithofAbraham who,inspiteofGod􀆳s
incomprehensibleorder,trustsinthesameGodthathewillreturnwithhis
son (Veijola③)．ItpresentsAbrahamasaparadigmforapublicthatsawitself,

asaresultoftheeventsof５８７,deprivedofitsfuture．
Inmyopinion,thetwoapproachesarenotmutuallyexclusive, butthey

bothneedtobemodified:
(１) Asregardsthehumansacrifice:Gen２２isnottheresidueofanarchaic

legend,butofaproblemwhichisstillatstakefortheauthorwhowroteGen
２２initsprimitiveform．

(２) WithregardtotheunderstandingofGen２２asa “theological”

narrative:itiscertainlyaquestionofunderliningAbraham􀆳sobediencebutalso
ofconfrontingtheaddresseeswiththeexperienceofanincomprehensibleGod．

①

②

③

H．Gunkel, Genesisübersetztunderklärt, ３rded (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,

１９１０)．Englishtranslation:Genesis (Macon, Ga: MercerUniversityPress,１９９７)．
K．Schmid, “DieRückgabederVerheißungsgabe．Der‘heilsgeschichtliche’ SinnvonGen２２im

HorizontinnerbiblischerExegese,”inGottundMenschimDialog．FestschriftfürOttoKaiserzum８０．
Geburtstag,ed．M．Witte(Berlin, NewYork:deGruyter,２００４),２７１Ｇ３００．

T．Veijola, “Das Opfer des Abraham—Paradigma des Glaubens aus dem nachexilischen
Zeitalter,”ZThK８５(１９８８):１２９Ｇ１６４．
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In my view, the Bibleitselfatteststhat human, particularly child
sacrificeswerepracticedinIsraelandJudah,andmoregenerallyspeakingin
theancientLevant．①

TheideathatthefirstfruitsofaharvestorthefirstＧbornofa(domestic)

animalaretobeofferedtothedeityiswidespreadin manyreligions．This
sacrificeserveseithertoguaranteethefertilityofthefieldortheherd, orto
symbolicallyrecognizethedivinityastheauthorandownerofthecropsand
births．IntheHebrewBible,thesacrificeofthefirstＧbornalsoconcernsmale
children．Thusthelegislationofthe “CovenantCode”inthebookofExodus
states: “Youshallgivemethefirstbornofyoursons．Youshalldothesame
foryouroxandforyoursheep:heshallremainwithhismothersevendays;on
theeighthdayyoushallgivehimtome”．(Ex２２:２８Ｇ２９;cf．Ex１３:２)

Some other texts reflect the same requirement, butindicate the
substitutionofhumansacrificebyanimalsacrifice: “Youshallbringunto
YHWHeveryonethatopensthewomb．．．Everyhumanfirstbornamongyour
sonsyoushallredeem．” (Ex１３:１１Ｇ１２,cf．Ex３４:１９Ｇ２０)

Ithasoftenbeenconcludedthattheformulationofsacrificewhichdoes
notmentiontheideaof“redemption” belongstoamorearchaicperiod．The
sacrificeofthefirstＧbornhumanbeingwouldthenhavebeenreplacedvery
quicklybyananimalvictim．However,thebiblicaltextsshowthatthisisnot
thecaseandthatthereareallusionstosacrificesofchildreninJudahduringthe
monarchicperioduntilthebeginningofthePersianperiod．

AtextfromthebookofMicahcontainsacriticalparodyofthesacrificial
cult: “WillYHWHbepleasedwiththousandsoframs, withtenthousandsof
riversofoil? ShallIgivemyfirstbornformytransgression,thefruitofmy
bodyforthesinofmysoul? Hehastoldyou, O mortal, whatisgood;and
whatYHWHrequiresofyou:todojustice,andtolovekindness,andtowalk
humblywithyourGod” (Mi６:７)．

Thispropheticcriticismdenouncesthedissociationofsacrificesfromsocial
justice (cf．v．８)．Butthisdenunciationshowsatthesametimethatthe
sacrificesofthefirstbornhumanbeingsarepartoftheofficialYahwisticcult．

① T．Römer, “LesacrificehumainenJudaetIsraëlaupremiermillénaireavantnotreère,”Archiv
fürReligionsgeschichte１(１９９９):１６Ｇ２６．
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Thereistherefore no evolutionfrom a practiced human sacrificetoits
substitution．

Thetwopossibilitiescoexist,asisalsothecaseinthePhoeniciancolony
ofCarthage．InthecemeteryofchildrenofSalammbotherearehundredsof
bonesofchildrenandanimalbonesdatingtoseventhcenturyBCE,according
toLipinskya“clearproofoftheexistenceofthesacrificesofsubstitution．①”

ThereisalsoaPunicinscription,from Malta６thcenturyBCE : “Steleofthe
offering(mlk)inplaceofaninfant．”

ThesacrificeofthefirstborninJudah wasprobablyneverconceived
withoutthepossibilityofredemption,butitwasalsopracticedasthegreatest
sacrificetoYHWH②untiltheearlyPersianperiod．Atextfromthebookof
Ezekieldatingfrom thisperiodcontainsaverysingularstatement．Ina
propheticdiscourse YHWH speaksabouttheofferingofthefirstborn: “I
myselfgavethemordinancesthatwerenotgoodandcustomsthatwerenot
lifeＧgiving．Idefiledthem withtheirofferingswhentheymadeeveryonewho
openedthewombpass[throughthefire]．．．” (Ezek２０:２５Ｇ２６)．

The Hebrew text of v．２６ ( ) corresponds to the
prescriptionofEx１３: ２ ( )．TheauthorofEzek２０ who
considersthesacrificesofthefirstbornasillicitcannotdeclarethem as
“pagan”．TheyaretoostronglyrootedintheworshipofYHWH．Thusthe
author,belongingtotheneworthodoxy,isobligedtoresorttoasubterfuge,

claimingthat YHWH himself wouldhaveenactedbadlawsbydecreeing
humansacrifices (cf．v．２１, theobservanceofYHWH􀆳slawsmakepeople
live)．Somebiblicalauthorstriedhowevertosuggestthatthesesacrificeswere
offeredtoanotherdeity, Molech．

Accordingto some biblicaltexts, child sacrifices were practicedin
Jerusalem,inaplacecalledTophet(orTaphet):Jer７:３１: “Theybuildthe

①

②

E．Lipinski, “Sacrificesd􀆳enfantsàCarthageetdanslemondesémitiqueoriental,”inStudia
Phoenicia VI．Carthago, ed．E．Lipinski, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta２６ (Leuven: Uitgeverij
Peeters,１９８８)１５１Ｇ１８５;citation１５１．

J．D．Levenson,TheDeathandtheResurrectionoftheBelovedSon．TheTransformationof
ChildSacrificeinJudaismandChristianity (NewHavenＧLondon: YaleUniversityPress,１９９３)speaks
ofa“theologicalidealaboutthespecialplaceofthefirstＧbornson,anidealwhoserealizationcouldrange
fromliteraltononＧliteralimplementation,thatisfromsacrificetoredemption” (p．９)．
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highplacesofTophet．．．toburntheirsonsanddaughterswithfire, whichI
havenotcommandedandwhichnevercametomymind”．Thewordtaphet/

tophet, whoseexact meaningisnotknown①, isalsousedbyscholarsto
designatetheplacesthatthePhoeniciancolonieshadreservedforsacrifice,or
atleastfortheburialofyoungchildren．②TextrelatedtotheJudeanTophet,i．e．
thevalleyofHinnom, mentionthepassagethroughthefireofgirlsandboys,

withoutspecifyingtheirage．２Kings２３:１０describesthissacrificeasoffered
to“Molech”: “He [kingJosiah] defiledTopheth, whichisinthevalleyof
BenＧHinnom,sothatnoonewouldmakehissonorhisdaughterpassthrough
fireforMolech．”

Fourbiblicaltexts③ mentiontheword “Molech”inconnectionwithchild
sacrifices:

Lev１８: ２１: Youshallnotgiveanyofyouroffspringtomakehim
passover( )toMolechandsoprofanethenameofyourGod:Iam
YHWH．

Lev２０:２Ｇ５:２SayfurthertothesonsofIsrael: Anyofthesonsof
Israel, orofthealiens whoresideinIsrael, whogiveanyoftheir
offspringtoMolechshallbeputtodeath．．．３Imyselfwillsetmyface
againstthem,andwillcutthemofffromthepeople, becausetheyhave
givenoftheiroffspringto Molech, defilingmysanctuaryandprofaning
myholyname．４Andifthepeopleofthelandshouldeverclosetheireyes
tothem, whentheygiveoftheiroffspringto Molech, anddonotput
themtodeath,５Imyselfwillsetmyfaceagainstthemandagainsttheir

①

②

③

J．Day, Molech．AGodof HumanSacrificeintheOldTestament, UniversityofCambridge
OrientalPublications４１(Cambridgeetal．１９８９)２４Ｇ３１considers,followingW．R．Smith,alinkwiththe
Aramaicword cookinghearth,fireＧplace．Thevocalizationoftophetisprobablyartificialfromthe
wordboshet (“shame”)．

WewillnotdiscussthequestionofwhetherthePhoeniciansoverseaspracticedchildsacrifice．In
spiteofthereservationsofM．Gras, P．Rouillard,andJ．Teixidor,L􀆳universphénicien (Paris:１９８９),

１７６Ｇ１８０,itseemstomedifficulttointerpretthedifferentinscriptionsinthesenseofaburialofastillborn
childorofaninfantwhodiedofnaturalcauses,cf．alsoS．Brown,LateCarthaginianChildSacrifice,

JSOT/ASOR MonographSeries３(Sheffield:１９９１)．
Molechappearsoncemorein１Kings１１:７,butthereitisascribalerrorforMilkom,thegodof

theAmmonites．
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family,andwillcutthemofffromamongtheirpeople,themandallwho
followtheminprostitutingthemselvestoMolech．

２Kgs２３: １０: “He [kingJosiah] defiledTopheth, whichisinthe
valley( )ofBenＧHinnom,sothatnoonewouldmakehissonorhis
daughterpassthroughfireforMolech．”

Jer３２:３５: TheybuiltthehighplacesofBaalinthevalleyofBenＧ
Hinnom,topassover( )theirsonsanddaughterstoMolech, whatI
didnotcommandthem,nordiditentermymindthattheyshoulddothis
abomination,causingJudahtosin．

TraditionallyMolechhasbeenseenasabloodthirstydeity,fondofhuman
holocausts．Hehasbeenidentified withthechthonicdeity Maliku/Milku,

attestedin Ugaritictexts．Otheridentificationshavealso been proposed:

Milkom,BaalandAdadＧMilki．Noneofthesesolutionsissatisfactory:

AnunderworlddeityMaliku/MilkuexistsatUgarit, butitsattestations
areveryfew,andhavenoconnectionwithhumansacrifices．Theidentification
ofMolechwithMilkomcanonlybebasedon１Kings１１:７,butthementionof
Molechinthistextisduetoascribalerror．Jer３２: ５ mentionsBaaland
Molechinthesamecontext,buttheyareeithertwodistinctdeities,or“Baal”

isagloss．ThecaseforAdadＧMilkiisalsoveryweak．２Kgs１７:３１speaksof
theSepharviteswhoburnedtheirchildreninthefiretoAdrammelech,butthe
identificationofthisdivinitywithAdadＧMilkiisnotcertainatall．①

ThisdifficultyindeterminingtheidentityofthegodMolechcouldspeak
infavorofthethesisthatmolkdesignatesacertaintypeofsacrifice: molk,

derivedfromaPunicword, wasoriginallyasacrificialtermdesignatingchild
sacrifices．InPersiantimes,scribeswouldhavedeliberatelychangedmolkinto
molekinordertotransformthetermintoanidol,andtomakechildsacrifices
anidolatrouscult．Thethesisisattractive．Remainshoweverthedifficultyof
explainingthearrivalofaPunicword (whichisnotattestedinPhenicia)in
Palestine;andbesides,thebiblicaltextsunderstand molekasdesignatinga
deityandnotatypeofoffering．

Thebestsolutionseemstobethatmolek wasoriginallymelek, “king”a

① S．Kaufman, “TheEnigmaticAdadＧMilki,”JNES３７(１９７８):１０１Ｇ１０９．
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titlefor YHWH．The wordmelekisoftenusedinthe Hebrew Bibleto
designatethegodofIsrael (morethan５０times)．Otherappellationsfor
Yahwehareknown, suchasYHWHs􀅰ebaot (YHWH ofthearmies)．Itis
thereforepossiblethatthechildsacrificeswereofferedtothegodofIsraelas
YHWHＧMelek．

OurthesisisconfirmedbytheGreektranslationofmolekinLv．J．Lust①

whichhasshownthattheGreektranslatorreadinLev１８:２１(

)②andin２０:２Ｇ５(sametranslationby )melek (notmolek)and
probablyunderstooditasatitleforYHWH．

AccordingtoLev１８:２１achildsacrificetoMolekisadesecrationofthe
nameofYHWH: “Youshallnotdeliveroneofyourchildrentomo/melekand
youshallnotprofanethenameofyourGod”．

ThisonlymakessenseifmelekisreferringtothegodofIsrael．Jer７:３１
goesinthesamedirection: “TheybuildthehighplacesoftheTophet．．．toburn
theirsonsanddaughterswithfire, whichIhavenotcommandedandwhich
nevercametomymind．” TheauthorassertsthatYHWHnevercommanded
childsacrifices, but which the people criticized herethoughtto be an
appropriatesacrificetoYHWH．

ThissacrificetoYahwehＧMelekwascarriedoutbyburning (cf．thetwo
expressions“toburn”and“tomakepassbythefire”)．Whatwasitspurpose?

Lipinskithinksthatitisaritualbirthcontrolthatallowstheelimination,

throughasacrifice, ofunwantedchildrenorthoseborn withphysicalor
psychologicalhandicaps．Indeed, Jerusalem wasexperiencingapopulation
explosionattheendofthe８thcenturyBCE, whenthesesacrificesappeared,

whichwouldexplainthedesiretoreducebirths．Thishypothesisseemstous,

however,too“modern”;itismoreovercontradictedbytheIsraeliteconception
ofsacrifice, whichforbidsthesacrificetothedivinityofanybeinghavinga

①

②

J．Lust, “Molekand ARCWN”, inStudia PhoeniciIX．PhoeniciaandtheBible, ed．E．
Lipinski, OrientaliaLovanensiaAnalecta４４ (Leuven: PettersPublishers,１９９１)１９３Ｇ２０８．Heconcludes
thisaricleinthefollowingway: “ThetranslatorofLeviticus．．．vocalizedthetermasmelek ‘king’ and
probablyunderstooditasatitleofYHWH” (２０８)．

“Andthoushaltnotgiveofthyseedtoservearuler;andthoushaltnotprofanemyholyname;I
amtheLord．”
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defect．
Inouropinion,thesacrificesbyfirearebestexplainedbyastoryabouta

humansacrificebytheMoabiteking Meshawhichisrelatedinthebooksof
Kings①: “WhentheMoabitekingsawthatthebattlewaslosttohim．．．hetook
hisfirstbornsonwhowastoruleinhisplace, andofferedhimasaburnt
offeringonthewall．TherewasgreatwrathuponIsrael．Theyfledfromhim
andreturnedtotheland．” (２Kings３: ２６Ｇ２７)Itisinacontextofmilitary
crisisthatMeshaseesnoothersolutionthantoofferwhatheholdsmostdear:

hisson,successortothethrone．Thetextdoesnotsay (anymore?)towhich
deitythisholocaustwasdestined．Possiblyheofferedhissontohistutelary
deityKemosh, whosewrath madetheIsraelitesandtheiralliesflee．This
account, whichovercamethecensorshipofthebiblicalwriters,allowsusto
explainthepassingofchildren (whoarenotnecessarilyinfants)throughthe
fireasasacrificeoflastresortduringseriouscrises．Biblicalevidencesupports
thisinterpretation．

ThesacrificeofAhaz (２Kings１６: ３)issituatedinthecontextofthe
SyrianＧEphraimitewar,thatofManasseh (２Kings２１:６)atthetimeofthe
Assyrianoccupation．２Kings１７:１７relateschildsacrificesjustbeforethefall
ofSamaria, andJeremiah７:３１Ｇ３２; ３２:３５couldreflectthedistressofthe
populationatthetimeofthesiegeofJerusalem．Sacrificesinvolving “passing
throughfire” arethereforeritualsintendedtoinvoketheinterventionofthe
deityinsituationsofgreatdanger．

TheevolutionoftheancientJudeanreligionintoamonotheisticsystemin
thePersianperiodwasaccompaniedbytheexclusionofhumansacrifice．Mere
prohibitions (cf．Deut１８: １０; Lev１８: ２１) werenotenough;theideathat
YHWHhimselfhaddemandedchildsacrificeswastoowidespread．Forthis
reasonEzek２０:２５, aswehaveseen, equatesthesacrificeofthefirstborn
humanbeingswithanevilcommandmentgivenbyYahwehinhisanger．

Theaccountofthe(substituted)sacrificeofIsaacinGen２２ispartofa
similarstrategy．Inthistext, GodasksAbrahamtosacrificehissontohim,

① A．KunzＧLübcke, “ Auf dem Stein und zwischen den Zeilen．Überlegungen zu einer
kontrafaktischenGeschichteIsraelsamBeispielvon２Kön３undderMeschaＧInschrift,”BZ５１(２００７):

１Ｇ２２．
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butanangelofYHWHholdshimbackatthelastmoment,thusopeningthe
waytoananimalsubstitution①．ItishighlysignificantthatGen２２istheonly
accountintheAbrahamnarrativeinwhichthepatriarchoffersasacrifice．Itis
truethatduringhismigrationshebuildsaltars,butheusesthemexclusively
to“invokethenameofYHWH”．Onealmostgetstheimpressionthatthe
authorsofthe passagesin question distancethemselvesfrom sacrificial
practices．Gen ２２ should therefore be understood as a didactic account
explainingthattheonlyhumansacrificedemandedbyGodtookplaceinavery
specificcontext (thetestingofIsrael􀆳sancestor), andthatYHWH himself
substitutedananimalsacrificeforsuchanoffering．

Verse１isusuallytranslatedas“Anditcametopassafterthesethings,

thatGoddidtemptAbraham”．The Hebrew, however, has “haＧelohim”,

literally“theGod”,andthesameholdstrueforverses３and９．Thislexeme
appearsfrequentlyintextsfromthelatePersianandearlyHellenisticperiod,

andespeciallyinthebookofQoheleth．Inthisbook HaＧelohimisusedto
denotea god that dwells far away from humans and appears to be
incomprehensible．ThesamemayholdtrueforGen２２．Iwouldthereforeargue
foratranslationlike “thedeity” inordertodistinguish “haＧelohim” from
“elohim”．

Thissubtledistinctionwasperhapsalsothereasonwhylaterredactors
insertedthetetragrammatoninthenarrative．Bydoingsotheyconstructeda
scenarioinwhichadeityasksthathumansacrificeshouldbeofferedtothegod
ofIsrael, whodoesnotwantthiskindofoffering．

ThegodwhoasksAbrahamtosacrificehisson (evenifheonlywantsto
“test” him) iscalled “haＧelohim” (thedeity); Abraham firstsaysthat
“elohim” willprovidehimselfavictim (v．８);thehumansacrificeisstopped
bythemessengerofYHWH (v．１１)．Afterthattheredactorofv．１４baffirms
thatYHWHistherealnameoftheGodthathisaudienceshouldworship．

InV．１４Abrahamcallstheplaceofsacrifice: “YHWHwillseeorwillbe
seen”,v．１４thusreplacing“Elohim” (v．８: by )

Thesechangesindivinetitlesalsosuggestinacertainwayanevolutionin

① F．Stavrakopoulou, King ManassehandChildSacrifice．BiblicalDistortionsof Historical
Realities, BZAW３３８(BerlinＧNewYork:deGruyter,２００４)．
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divinerevelation: YHWH, thegodofIsrael, isveneratedexclusivelyby
animalsacrifices．Gen２２canthenbereadasaveryfinepolemicagainstthe
practiceofhumansacrifice．

WiththehelpofthesestoriesnascentJudaismsoughttoeradicatechild
sacrifice;butperhapsitwouldbemoreaccuratetosaythatitsoughttoprovide
asublimationforthesepractices．

Letuscomebacktothedivineorder: Somerabbisinterpretedthe
commandtosacrificeIsaacasnotbeingfrom God,butfromSatan．① Another
Jewishinterpretationalsoinvolvesthedevil, buttopreventAbrahamfrom
obeying(cf．therabbiniccommentaryonGenesisBereshitRabba)．TheSatan
wouldhaveconfrontedAbrahamwithaquotefromtheTorah: “Hewhosheds
thebloodofman, bymanshallhisbloodbeshed” (Gen９:６)．Thisshows
thattherabbis wereclearly aware ofthetheologicalproblem of God􀆳s
command．

Rashi (seealready BereshitRabba ５６,８)had notedthattheliteral
translationofGod􀆳scommandis: “Makehimascend/goup” ( )and
triedtoexplainthetextinthefollowingway: “Hedidnotsay, ‘Slayhim!’,

becausetheHolyOne,blessedbeHe,didnotdesirethatheshouldslayhim,

buthetoldhimtobringhimuptothemountaintopreparehimasaburnt
offering．So when hehadtaken him up, Godsaidto him, ‘Bring him
down．．．’”② ThisinterpretationhasbeentakenupbyseveralmodernJewish
commentatorswhoarguethatAbrahammisunderstoodGod􀆳sorder．According
tothisreading, GodwantedtocureAbrahamofhismisunderstandingofthe
divine．Suchareading, althoughsympathetic, doesnothoweverrespectthe
biblicaltextandallthatisshockingaboutit．

Theexpression“ ”isthroughouttheHebrewBibleatechnicalterm
fortheburntoffering,theholocaust,asacrificewhichiscompletelyburntand
whosesmokerisestoGod(Gen８:２０; Ex２４:２５; Lev１４:２０; Deut１２:１３Ｇ
１４;２７:６,etc．)．TheorderaddressedtoAbrahamisthereforeaboutsacrifice．
AndAbrahamhasunderstoodwhatGodisaskingofhim．Thebiblicaltextis

①

②

FordetailsT．Römer,Genèse１１,２７Ｇ２５,１８．L􀆳histoired􀆳Abraham (CATIb) (Genève: Labor
etFides,２０２３),３３２．

https://www．sefaria．org/Rashi_on_Genesis．２２．２．５? lang＝bi&with＝all&lang２＝en．
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verysober．ItdoesnottellusanythingaboutAbraham􀆳sreaction:noattempt
tonegotiate with God (ashehaddonein Gen１８), nortoask Godfor
explanations．

V．５: “Then Abraham saidtohisyoung men, ‘Stayhere withthe
donkey;theboyandIwillgooverthere; wewillbowdown,andthenwewill
comebacktoyou．’”

Whatisthe meaningofAbraham􀆳swordstotheyoung men? Itisas
ambiguousastheanswerthatthepatriarchwilllatergivetohisson􀆳squestion．
Isitaliesoasnottoworryhissonandtheboys?Didhedecidenottosacrifice
hisson? DidheknowinadvancethatGodwouldnotaskhimtomakesucha
sacrifice? Theexpressionheuses“wewillbowdown”isindeedmoregeneral
than “offerasacrifice” andinthisannouncementhedoesnotdistinguish
betweenhimselfandhisson．

V．７Ｇ８: “IsaacsaidtohisfatherAbraham, ‘Father!’ Andhesaid, ‘Here
Iam, myson．’ Hesaid, ‘Thefireandthewoodarehere, butwhereisthe
lambforaburntoffering?’ Abrahamsaid, ‘Godhimselfwillsee(provide)the
lambforaburntoffering, myson．’Sothetwoofthemwalkedontogether．”

Thisanswerisagainambiguous: doesAbrahamhopeorknowthatthe
sacrificeofthesonwillnottakeplace,orarethelasttwowords“myson”to
beunderstoodasreferringtothevictim,i．e．,theanimalofsacrificeisyou,

myson?

V．９Ｇ１０: “Whentheycametotheplacethat God hadshown him,

Abrahambuiltanaltarthereandlaidthewoodinorder．Heboundhisson
Isaac,andlaidhimonthealtar,ontopofthewood．ThenAbrahamreached
outhishandandtooktheknifetoimmolatehisson．”

Inthisscenenobodyspeaks,norAbrahamneitherIsaac(thiswillchange
intheTargumandinlaterreception)．

Theveryrareword (itappearsonlyhereintheHebrewBible, “to
bind” whichistheoriginoftheterm “Aqedah”) meansthebindingofthelegs
oftheanimalsothatitdoesnotmoveduringtheimmolation．Theword ,

ontheotherhand,isomnipresentinLeviticustoexpressthekillingofan
animaldestinedforsacrifice．AccordingtotheritualsofLeviticusthevictimis
immolatedbeforeitisputonthealtar,inGen２２theactofkillingiskeptuntil
theend．
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V．１１Ｇ１２: “TheangelofYHWHcalledtohimfromheaven, andsaid,
‘Abraham, Abraham!’ Andhesaid, ‘HereIam．’ Hesaid, ‘Donotlayyour
handontheboyordoanythingtohim;fornowIknowthatyoufearGod,

sinceyouhavenotwithheldyourson,youronlyson,from me．’”

TheangelspeaksinGod􀆳sstead(seealsoEx３:６andelsewhere): “NowI
knowthatyoufearGod”．

Theexpression “nowIknow” hasprovokedanimportanttheological
debate．Didn􀆳tGodknowbefore? Therehavebeenvariousattemptstosolve
thisproblem．One “solution”istosaythatinsteadof “Iknow” oneshould
understand“Imakeknown” (alreadyinthebookofJubilees１８,１１ which
paraphrasesthebiblicalaccountinthisway;thisideaisadoptedthereafterby
manyChurchFathers)．LutherandAugustinetakeupanideafrom Origen:

Godspeakstomeninthemannerofmen (seealsotheTalmud: TheTorah
speaksthelanguageofmen)．①

Fortheauthorofthestory,suchatheologicalproblemhardlyarose．Asin
Deut８ (whereGod “tests”thegenerationinthedesert),inGen２２hetests
Abraham,anditisthelatter􀆳sbehaviorthatshowswhetherhereallyfears
God(seeinthesamesensealsoJob１Ｇ２)．

Abraham􀆳sbehaviorisdescribedbytheexpression“fearofGod”．Thisisa
frequenttermin wisdomtexts．InEx１: １７itisabehaviorby whichthe
midwivesopposea mortifyingroyalorder; heretheterm expressesrather
submissionunderthedivineorder(withthehopethatGodhimselfwillchange
hismind?)．ThisbringsGen２２perhapsclosertotheuseofthetermin
Qohelet．

V．１３: “AndAbrahamlookedupandsawaram,caughtinathicketbyits
horns．Abrahamwentandtooktheramandoffereditupasaburntoffering
insteadofhisson．”

Abrahamseestheram, andheknowsimmediately whathe mustdo．
Abrahamfindsaram (anadultanimal)insteadofthelamb (thelittleone)

thatIsaachadmentioned．ButthewordusedbyIsaacmeanssmalllivestockin

① J．L．Ska, “Et maintenant, jesais (Genèse２２,１２),” inPalabra, Prodigio, Poesía．In
memoriamP．LuisAlonsoSchökel, S．J．, ed．VicenteColladoBertomeu (RomaＧJ􀅡va [Alicante]:

PontificioIstitutoBiblico, HuertodeEnseñanzas,２００３),１１７Ｇ１４４．
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general．Thechoiceoftheram isexplainedbythefactthatitisananimal
oftenimmolatedasaburntoffering(cf．Ex２９andLev８:consecrationofthe
priests; Lev１６:purificationsacrificeandscapegoatritual; Num６Ｇ７,etc．)．In
thepriestlytexts, theramisalsousedinsacrificesofreparation whose
purposeistorenewtherelationshipbetweenanindividualandhisgodaftera
sinhasbeencommitted．

Theendoftheverseemphasizesthatthisisasacrifice“inplaceofIsaac”．

ThecommandoftheGod( )isnowfulfilledbythesacrificeofan

animal( )．
Thethemeofsubstitutionisquitefrequent．
IncertainvariantsofthestoryofIphigenia,sheisreplaced,followingan

interventionofArtemis,byananimal．Anotherversionisfoundinthelegend
ofAthamas (BibliothecaofPseudoＧApollodorusI,９．１)．ThekingAthamas
becomesthevictim ofa machinationofHerawho makeshim understand,

followingadrought,thathemustsacrificetoZeushiseldestson．Hebrings
himtoamountainandwantstokillhimwhenZeussendsaramtosavetheson
withhissister．Intheend,itisthesonwhoofferstheram．

Gen２２seemstopresupposesuchamotifofsubstitutionbyananimal．No
commandisgiventoAbraham whattodowiththeram, Abrahamandthe
audienceknowwhattodo．

Alaterredactorhasaddedaseconddivinespeech (v．１５Ｇ１８), which
rewardsAbraham．

TheoriginalstoryendedinV．１９: “Abrahamreturnedtohisyoungmen,

andtheyaroseandwenttogethertoBeerＧsheba;andAbrahamstayedatBeerＧ
sheba．”

Althoughthestoryendswitha“happyend”ofasort,ithintsatthefact
thatAbrahamhastoseparatefromIsaacashehadseparatedfromIshmael．In
verse５, whenleavinghisservantswithIsaac, hetellsthem “Stayherewith
thedonkey;theboyandIwillgooverthere; wewillworship,andthenwe
willreturntoyou．” Butthenarratorconcludesthestoryinv．１９with “So
Abrahamreturnedtohisyoungmen”．NowordissaidaboutIsaac．Doesthis
meanthatintheoldesttraditionbehindthistext, Isaachadindeedbeen
immolated,assomecommentatorshavesuggested?
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SomeJewishcommentatorshadindeedconcludedthatIsaacwassacrificed
and wentto paradise．Morerecently, therehaveeven beenattemptsto
reconstructanancienttextinwhichIsaacwasreallyofferedasasacrificebyhis
father:

Abrahamreachedouthishandandtooktheknifetokillhisson(and
hekilledhisson)．TheangelofGodcalledtohimfromheaven,andsaid,
“Abraham, Abraham!” Andhesaid, “HereIam．” Hesaid, “nowIknow
thatyoufearGod,sinceyouhavenotwithheldyourson,youronlyson,

from me．” SoAbrahamreturnedtohisyoungmen, andtheyaroseand
wenttogethertoBeerＧsheba;andAbrahamstayedatBeerＧsheba．①

Thisreconstructionisinterestingbutdoesprobablynotmeettheintention
ofthestorywhichisaboutthereplacementofhumansacrificesbyanimal
sacrifices．Theendofthestoryhintsatthenecessaryseparationbetween
AbrahamandIsaac．HenceforthIsaacapparentlyliveswithouthisfather,since
inthechaptersthatfollowAbrahamandhissonsneveragainappeartogether．
Onlyattheoccasionoftheirfather’sfuneraldobothsonsreturntohim．

AsshownbythehistoryofreceptionGen２２isaverycomplexnarrative,

butitcanbereadasaverysubtlepolemicagainstthepracticeofhuman
sacrifice．

ThestoryofthesacrificeofJephthah􀆳sdaughter(Judges１１:２９Ｇ４０)hasa
similarpurpose．Contrarytopopularopinion,thisisarecenttextdatingfrom
probablythefourthorthirdcenturyBCE．TheauthorknowsbothGen２２and
themythofIphigeniaasusedbyEuripides②．

ThisstoryfromtheBookofJudgesreadslikethe “feminine” versionof
theonewehavebeenexamining．Inbothpassages,afatherisrequiredtooffer
hischildasa “burntoffering” (Gen２２:２;Judg１１:３０);inbothcasesthe
childispresentedasthe“onlychild” ofthefather(Gen２２:２;Judg１１:３)．
Theverb “tosee” playsanimportantroleinbothpassages: Abrahamtells

①

②

ReconstructionofT．L．Yoreh, TheFirstBookofGod, BZAW ４０２ (BerlinＧNew York: de
Gruyter,２０１０),２２．

T．Römer, “WhyWouldtheDeuteronomistsTellAbouttheSacrificeofJephtah􀆳sDaughter? ”

JSOT７７(１９９８):２７Ｇ３８．
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IsaacthatGod“willsee”thesacrificialvictim (Gen２２:８)andJephthahsees
hisdaughterwhothenbecomesaintendedvictim．Afterthesubstitutionofa
ramforIsaac,GodpromisesAbrahaminnumerabledescendants(Gen２２:１７),

whileJephthah􀆳sdaughterwilldisappearwithouthavingsleptwitha man
(Judg１１:３９)．The“happyending”inGen２２, becomesatragicending．The
authorofJudges１１knowsthestoryofGen２２．Thatmeansthatthenarrative
inJudges１１:２９isnotaresiduefromarchaictimeswhenIsraelhadnotyet
attainedahighdegreeofspirituality,asassertedbyseveralcommentators．

Apparently,theauthorofJudg１１wantstopresentJephthah􀆳sdaughter
(whohasnoname)asakindofHebrewIphigenia．Thiscanbeexplainedby
thegrowinginfluenceofHellenisticcultureonnascentJudaism

ThestoryofthesacrificeofJephtah􀆳sunnameddaughter(Judg１１:３０Ｇ３２,

３４Ｇ４０)presupposestheGreektraditionofIphigenia, morespecificallythetwo
versionswrittenbyEuripides: “IphigeniainTauris” (４１２BCE)and“Iphigenia
atAulis” (４０７BCE)．

InIphigeniainTauris, ArtemissubstitutesahindandtakesIphigenia
awaytoAsia．TheoriginalversionofIphigeniaatAulisapparentlyendedwith
thedeathofthegirl．Iwouldliketoarguethattheauthorwhoinsertedthe
storyaboutJephtah􀆳sdaughterintothebookofJudgesknewthetradition
aroundIphigeniaaccordingtoEuripides．

InJudg１１,humansacrificeisdeclinedinthemodeoftragedy．Judg１１is
silentaboutYHWH􀆳sreactiontoJephtah􀆳svowandsacrifice．Incontrastto
Gen２２,thereisnohappyendandnodivineinterventionfromheaven．God
doesnotdemandthehumansacrificepromisedbyJephthah, butneitherdoes
heintervenetopreventit．

Inthisway,herevealsacertaintheologicalscepticismabouttheideathat
thevariousculticactionsofman(vowandsacrifice)canguaranteecontactwith
God．Theauthoralsodistanceshimselffromtheideaofadivinepedagogy,an
ideathatwasstillunderlyingGen２２．HedepictsaGodwhodoesnotreactin
thefaceofhumanaberrations, and whoconfrontsthehumans withthe
consequencesoftheirdiscourses．

Tosummarize:thereareseveraltextsintheHebrewBiblethatshowhow
nascentJudaismsoughttoeradicatechildsacrifice; butperhapsitwouldbe
moreaccuratetosaythatitsoughttoprovideasublimationtothesepractices．
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AccordingtoLevenson, “theimpulsetosacrificethefirstＧbornsonremained
potentlong aftertheliteralpractice had become odiousandfalleninto
desuetude．”① Theimportanceofthe AqedainJudaism anditssacrificial
readingappliedtotheJewishpeople, aswellastheChristianideaofthe
sacrificeoftheSonofGod,seemtogivereasontothisidea．Butweleavethe
treatmentofthissubjecttomorecompetentauthors．②

①

②

J．D．Levenson,TheDeathandtheResurrectionoftheBelovedSon．TheTransformationof
ChildSacrificeinJudaismandChristianity,５２．

Cf．forinstanceM．Balibutsa,Lessacrificeshumainsantiquesetlemythechristologique (Kigali:

ImprimerieNationaledeRwanda,１９８３)．
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献祭儿子还是儿子们?

———«创世记»第２２章与古代以色列的孩童祭祀问题

托马斯􀅰罗莫尔

【摘要】«圣经»的«创世记»篇载有关于亚伯拉罕的诸多故事,其中,«创世记»
第２２章里亚伯拉罕献祭儿子的故事地位独特,引发了大量评论.毫无疑问,该
故事涉及古代南北以色列活人祭祀的问题,这显然是亚伯拉罕献祭故事问世时

的热门话题.本文将证实,活人献祭在古代以色列确实存在,但是古代以色列人

也采取了诸多策略来最终禁绝这一活动.
【关键词】孩童献祭;«创世记»第２２章;亚伯拉罕献祭
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“不被敌人定义”

———«芬克勒问题»中“羞愧的犹太人”与身份认同

饶　雪∗

【摘要】英国犹太裔作家霍华德􀅰雅各布森在小说«芬克勒问题»中
呈现了多种犹太问题.本文以小说中的人物芬克勒及“羞愧的犹太人”
组织为主要研究对象,在社会心理学家对“犹太人的自我憎恨”的研究

基础上,探讨小说中巴以冲突语境之下“羞愧的犹太人”组织产生的内

在原因.“羞愧的犹太人”内化参照群体对犹太人的偏见,以正义为由

反对犹太复国主义、反对以色列,憎恨自己的犹太身份,但他们的憎恨

并不能改变反犹主义者对他们犹太身份的确认.通过层出不穷的反犹

事件,雅各布森思考了对以色列的恨是否会导致对犹太人的恨这一问

题,揭示了非犹太人对犹太人难以改变的偏见.通过芬克勒身份的转

变,雅各布森批判了“羞愧的犹太人”具有反犹主义性质的行为,展现了

流散犹太人构建文化身份的困境,表达了他对犹太人未来的担忧以及

对犹太身份的坚守.
【关键词】霍华德􀅰雅各布森;«芬克勒问题»;犹太人的自我憎恨;

偏见;反犹;身份认同

恨是人内在情感的一种表达,自我憎恨/自恨(selfＧhatred)从字面上看表达

的是自己对自己的憎恨,但通过社会心理学家的研究可知,自我憎恨既是一种个

体现象,也是一种群体现象,最典型的群体自我憎恨就是犹太人和黑人的自我憎

恨. 就“犹太人的自我憎恨”(JewishSelfＧhatred)而言,不同的学者对其产生原

因有不同的看法,有学者认为这是犹太人固有的精神疾病或心理疾病,也有学者

认为这是一种社会现象,还有学者从语言文化的角度出发认为这是不平等的文

∗ 饶雪,信阳师范大学文学院讲师.
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化交融的结果.① 自恨以文学的话语表达出来,便形成了自恨文学. 关于犹太

人的自恨文学,李俊宇认为“耶利米哀歌”就是一个典型,而当代较具代表性的犹

太自恨文学就是美国犹太裔作家菲利普􀅰罗斯(PhilipRoth)的“自恨”叙事.②

被冠以“英国的菲利普􀅰罗斯”之称的英国犹太裔作家霍华德􀅰雅各布森

(HowardJacobson)２０１０年凭借«芬克勒问题»(TheFinklerQuestion)获得布

克奖. 雅各布森以三个男性主人公芬克勒、特雷斯洛夫、利博尔的爱情、工作、友
谊为叙事主线,在戏谑而严肃的争论中探讨了反犹太复国主义、反犹主义、犹太

身份等问题. 在小说中雅各布森塑造了“羞愧的犹太人”(ASHamedJews)这一

特殊群体,实际上该群体与“自我憎恨的犹太人”(selfＧhatredJews)在产生原因

上有相同之处,是“自我憎恨的犹太人”的一种表现形式. 学界对«芬克勒问题»
的研究可分为两个部分. 一是叙事分析. 学者大多认为雅各布森采用了喜剧的

创作手法,但在雅各布森的喜剧中又包含着悲剧的因素,达到了寓庄于谐、严肃

而搞笑的艺术效果.③ 二是对犹太文化身份问题的探讨. 学者多选取一个特定

的语境来进行分析,如阿克塞尔􀅰斯特尔(AxelStähler)从当代英国犹太人对以

色列的复杂态度出发,探讨以色列对英国犹太人身份建构的影响④,而吴攸则从

全球化时代背景下多元文化交融与碰撞这一角度,分析了«芬克勒问题»中流散

的英国犹太人的文化身份认同危机⑤. 本文借助社会心理学家对“自我憎恨的

犹太人”的分析,考察“羞愧的犹太人”在巴以冲突背景之下为什么会对自身的犹

太身份感到羞愧. 通过层出不穷的反犹事件,雅各布森思考了对以色列的恨是

①

②

③

④

⑤

关于“犹太人的自我憎恨”产生原因的不同观点,可参见李俊宇 LiJunyu,‹自恨现象研究———以

犹太人和黑人为中心的考察›[SelfＧHatePhenomenon],于«华侨大学学报»(哲学社会科学版)[Journalof
HuaqiaoUniversity(Philosophy&SocialSciences)],２０２１年第６期[２０２１,Issue６],５—１５.

参见李俊宇 LiJunyu,‹菲 利 普 􀅰 罗 斯 的 “自 恨”叙 事———以 «波 特 诺 伊 的 怨 诉»为 例› [Philip
Roth􀆳sSelfＧHateNarrative: ACaseofPortnoy􀆳sComplaint],于«国外文学»[ForeignLiteratures],２０２１
年第４期[２０２１,Issue４]),１２３—１３３.

ChristophHouswitschka, “‘Show MeaNovelThat􀆳sNotComic．．．’: HowardJacobson􀆳sThe
FinklerQuestion,”ContemporaryLiteraryCriticism,４４２(２０１９); 韩江红 HanJianghong,‹寓庄于谐　
寓悲于乐———«芬克勒问题»喜剧艺术及主题解读›[ATragicomedyIntegratingSolemnityandHumor—

AnInterpretationoftheArtisticCharacteristicsofTheFinklerQuestion],于«山东外语教学»[Shandong
ForeignLanguageTeaching],２０１１年第１期[２０１１,Issue１],８４—８８.

AxelStähler, “AntisemitismandIsraelinBritishJewishFiction:PerspectivesonCliveSinclair􀆳s
BloodLibels (１９８５)andHowardJacobson􀆳sTheFinklerQuestion (２０１０)”,JewishCultureandHistory
１４(２０１３):２Ｇ３,１１２Ｇ１２５．

吴攸 WuYou,‹文化交融还是文明冲突? ———论«芬克勒问题»中的犹太文化身份困境›[The
CrossingofCulturesvisＧàＧvistheClashofCivilizations: OnCulturalIdentityCrisisinTheFinklerQuestion],
于«当代外国文学»[ContemporaryForeignLiterature],２０１９年第２期[２０１９,Issue２],５４—６２.
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否会导致对犹太人的恨这一问题,揭示了非犹太人对犹太人难以改变的偏见.
通过“羞愧的犹太人”组织成员芬克勒思想的前后变化,雅各布森批判了“羞愧的

犹太人”具有反犹主义性质的行为,展现了流散犹太人构建文化身份的困境,表

达了他对犹太人未来的担忧以及对犹太身份的坚守.

一、巴以冲突背景下“羞愧的犹太人”:偏见的内化

学界公认“犹 太 人 的 自 我 憎 恨” 这 一 术 语 出 自 １９３０ 年 特 奥 多 尔 􀅰 莱 辛

(TheodorLessing)创作的«犹太人的自我憎恨»(JewishSelfＧHatred)一书,克

劳斯􀅰P．费舍尔(KlausP．Fischer)评论称:“这是一本自我诊断和描绘犹太人

受虐狂的古怪图书.”①事实上,在莱辛明确提出这一术语之前,“犹太人的自我

憎恨”现象就已经存在于犹太群体之中. 桑德􀅰吉尔曼(SanderL．Gilman)认

为“犹太 人 的 自 我 憎 恨”是 犹 太 人 历 史 上 存 在 的 一 种 特 定 的 自 我 否 定 (selfＧ
abnegation)模式的标签. 作为一个标签,它有特定的历史和意识形态语境. 吉

尔曼强调它的概念必须在特定的语境中理解,在不同的语境中这个概念会以不

同的修辞呈现出来,但是这个概念的内在结构是不变的.② 例如,中世纪犹太人

以改宗的 方 式 表 达 自 我 憎 恨,１９ 世 纪 犹 太 启 蒙 思 想 家 以 “自 我 批 评” (selfＧ
criticism)表达憎恨,大屠杀之后犹太人的自我憎恨以作家的形象呈现出来,但

在不断变化的表现形式之下是自我憎恨不变的内在结构,“自我憎恨的中心范式

只是刻板印象本身性质的复制品. 在对感知变化的动态反映中,它是一系列不

断波动的自我形象”③,即“犹太人的自我憎恨”本质上是犹太人内化了非犹太人

对他们的刻板印象的结果. 吉尔曼从语言文化角度追溯了“犹太人的自我憎恨”
的发展史,在其研究的结尾,他提到了以色列建国之后出现的新形式的“犹太人

的自我憎恨”,即部分犹太人对以色列的存在的恶意反对④,但是在２０世纪８０
年代这种形式的自我憎恨只是处于萌芽阶段,吉尔曼也并没有进行详尽的阐释.
然而,随着以色列与巴勒斯坦冲突的不断加深,以色列的形象深刻影响着流散犹

太人的身份建构,而部分犹太人对以色列的憎恨也越来越凸显,对以色列的憎恨

①

②

③

④

KlausP．Fischer克劳斯􀅰P．费舍尔,«强迫症的历史:德国人的犹太恐 惧 症 与 大 屠 杀» [The
Historyofan Obsession: GermanJudeophobiaandthe Holocaust], 佘 江 涛 SheJiangtao 译 ( 南 京

[Nanjing]:译林出版社[YilinPress],２０１７),１８３.

SanderL．Gilman,JewishSelfＧHatred (London: TheJohnsHopkinsUniversityPress,１９８６),

１Ｇ２．
同上,１２.
同上,３９１.
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是新时代“犹太人的自我憎恨”的主要表现形式.
社会心理学家戈登􀅰奥尔波特(GordonW．Allport)认为:“自我憎恨指一

个人为自己有着所属群体中为人鄙夷的特质而感到耻辱———无论这些特质是真

实存在还是无稽之谈. 我们也将自我憎恨一词用于对自己所属群体中的其他成

员的憎恶,因为他们‘拥有’这些特质.”①吉尔曼认为:“自我憎恨产生于外来者

(outsider)接受他们的参照群体(referencegroup)对他们的幻想,并将这些幻想

看作真实的.”②保罗􀅰门德斯Ｇ弗洛尔(PaulR．MendesＧFlohr)强调自我憎恨的

现象必须在同化的语境中理解.③ 不难看出,自我憎恨是主体在以他者的标准

对自己或自己所属群体进行审视之后的反应,其本质是内化他者的观念以求获

得他者的认可. 正如门德斯Ｇ弗洛尔所说:“自我憎恨是犹太人或者所有少数民

族在现代化进程中不得不付出的更为阴险的代价之一.”④其后果就是“自我憎

恨的犹太人”丧失对自身进行定义的权利,成了为不断获取参照群体认可而进行

改变的变色龙.
关于历史上出现的“犹太人的自我憎恨”现象,李俊宇总结道:“犹太人的自

恨繁盛于启蒙运动中后期的欧洲,那时候大量的德国犹太人受启蒙运动的影响,
纷纷抛弃犹太教,要么加入基督教,要么全身心拥抱德国文化,或二者皆为. 在

二战前后的美国,犹太人中也出现自恨高潮,而其诱因主要是融入和同化于美国

社会的压力.”⑤雅各布森在«芬克勒问题»中塑造的“羞愧的犹太人”可以说体现

了“犹太人的自我憎恨”的第三次高潮,其主要表现为对以色列存在的憎恨,而其

诱因也主要出于融入主流文化群体、获得身份认可的需求.
自１９４８年以色列建国到１９８３年,以色列与阿拉伯国家前后爆发五次中东

战争,战争导致无尽的伤亡与苦难,尤其是１９６７年第三次中东战争即六日战争,
以色列侵占约旦河西岸及加沙地带的领土,导致生活在其上的阿拉伯人无家可

归,造成影响巨大的难民危机,对阿拉伯无辜平民的伤害使以色列的战争染上非

人道的色彩,受到国际社会舆论的强烈谴责. 在循环往复的战火与伤亡中,巴以

双方领导人也致力于寻找和平之路,但在争取和平的道路上仍冲突不断. ２００８
年,为了报复哈马斯在加沙地带对以色列的攻击,以色列对加沙地带展开了“铸

①

②

③

④

⑤

GordonW．Allport戈登􀅰奥尔波特,«偏见的本质»[TheNatureofPrejudice],凌晨 LingChen
译(北京[Beijing]:九州出版社[JiuzhouPress],２０２０),１６４.

SanderL．Gilman,JewishSelfＧHatred,２．
PaulR．MendesＧFlohr, “TheThroesofAssimilation: SelfＧHatredandtheJewishRevolutionary,”

EuropeanJudaism:AJournalfortheNewEurope１２(Spring,１９７８):３４．
同上,３９.
李俊宇,‹菲利普􀅰罗斯的“自恨”叙事———以«波特诺伊的怨诉»为例›,１２４.
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铅行动”(OperationCastLead),该行动在阿拉伯世界又被称为“加沙大屠杀”
(GazaMassacre). 以色列通过军事打击摧毁哈马斯在加沙地带的武装力量、军

火武器以及军事设施,使加沙地区像铸了铅一样无法承载哈马斯的反以行动.
“铸铅行动”总共造成至少１３００名巴勒斯坦人死亡,约５５００人受伤,其中一半为

平民.①

以色列因给阿拉伯民众造成的灾难长期以来受到国际社会的谴责,英国社

会也存在这样的反以声音. 在追溯英国历史上的反犹主义时,安东尼􀅰朱利斯

(AnthonyJulius)将以色列自１９６７年六日战争以来在其存在的合法性上遭受的

挑战称作“当代反犹太复国主义”(contemporaryantiＧZionism),他认为在当代

的反犹太复国主义中,可能会发现世俗的、左派的或后左派的反犹太复国主义

(“新反犹太复国主义”),以及穆斯林、犹太人和基督教的反犹太复国主义(统称

为“教义反犹太复国主义”).② 英国在犹太复国主义道路上扮演着独特的角色,
伴随犹太复国主义进程的便是不断的反犹太复国主义运动. 反犹太复国主义者

的激进主义在英国尤其强烈,在某种程度上相当于反以色列游说,而其重要的表

现形式则是对以色列的抵制运动.③ 在２１世纪的第一个十年,针对以色列的各

种抵制运动在英国社会轮流上演.
正是在这样一种大的政治背景之下,雅各布森创作了«芬克勒问题». 在小

说中雅各布森塑造的“羞愧的犹太人”这一群体,是现实中英国社会中反以色列

的犹太人代表,是“自我憎恨的犹太人”. 他们以人道的名义谴责犹太复国主义

是非人类的行为,对犹太复国主义行为感到不耻. “羞愧的犹太人”在对其他犹

太人感到憎恨的同时,还包含着一种自我炫耀,他们向英国人展示自己的正义,
以表明自己区别于犹太复国主义者,以获取英国人对他们的认可.

小说中的“羞愧的犹太人”组织主要由英国犹太知识分子构成,包括学术教

授、戏剧演员、著名厨师、脱口秀演员等. “羞愧的犹太人”这一名称来自小说中

的犹太实用主义哲学家芬克勒,他同时也是一位电视名人,在电视节目中芬克勒

公开表示自己为巴勒斯坦人失去家园感到羞愧. 戏剧界和学术界的知名人士为

褒扬芬克勒的勇气,决定将他们的团体命名为“羞愧的犹太人”. 这些成员经常

聚集在一起,以犹太人的身份对以色列感到羞愧. 他们强调他们根本不憎恨自

①

②

③

参见张倩红ZhangQianhong,«以色列史»[TheHistoryofIsrael](北京[Beijing]:人民出版社

[People􀆳sPublishingHouse],２０１４),４７７—４７８.

AnthonyJulius, TrialsoftheDiaspora: A HistoryofAntisemitisminEngland (Oxford:

OxfordUniversityPress,２０１０),４４２．
同上,４４３.
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己的犹太属性,认为是他们在延续公正与同情等伟大的犹太传统.① 然而,实质

上,犹太身份只是他们用来向英国主体证明他们区别于其他非“羞愧的犹太人”
的工具,炫耀作为犹太人只有他们是正义的,他们并不真正认可犹太身份所象征

的文化意义.
“羞愧的犹太人”的自我憎恨主要表现在两个方面:一是反犹太复国主义,二

是反犹太教. 他们将以色列对巴勒斯坦阿拉伯人的行为比作新的纳粹主义,批

判以色列在加沙的行动,对以色列采取抵制行动. “羞愧的犹太人”组织的抵制

行动主要是对以色列大学与机构进行学术与文化抵制,当然还有其他形式的抵

制. “羞愧的犹太人”组织团体中最重要的抵制者是默顿􀅰库格尔,他在私人场

所抵制以色列,不惜累垮自己的身体,也要抵制以色列的每一件商品. 而“羞愧

的犹太人”组织的首创成员阿尔文􀅰伯利亚科夫每天坐在摄像机前记录自己的

包皮修复过程,然后在互联网上发表反犹太教的长篇大论. 他认为犹太教的割

礼是对犹太人身体的一种残害,他要为全世界几百万身体受到残害的犹太人说

话. “在阿尔文􀅰伯利亚科夫看来,犹太人的割礼仪式和复国主义者的屠杀之

间,必然存在着直接的关联. 无助的犹太婴儿和赤手空拳的巴勒斯坦人是一样

的,因为犹太人无所顾忌地饮着他们无辜的血.”②反犹太复国主义与反犹太教

在嗜血这一点上达到了一致,“羞愧的犹太人”坚持犹太人要为无数反人性的罪

行负责.
吉尔曼认为“犹太人的自我憎恨”是一个可以和“犹太反犹太教”(Jewish

antiＧJudaism)、“犹太反犹主义”(JewishantiＧSemitism)互换的术语.③ 克里斯

托夫􀅰胡斯维奇卡(ChristophHouswitschka)也认为萨姆􀅰芬克勒是“羞愧的

犹太人”的一员,他们是接近反犹太主义和自我憎恨的反犹太复国主义者.④ 如

前文所述,流散在世界各地的犹太人在文化交融中在不同时期表现出不同形式

的自我憎恨,他们本质上是内化了流散地主体民族对犹太人的偏见,从文化的角

度来看,“羞愧的犹太人”的产生可以解释为他们面对文化压迫时所采取的一种

防御机制,在巴以冲突的大背景下,他们内化了英国社会中存在的对以色列非正

义的批判声音,内化了英国社会中存在的对犹太人的刻板印象,站在了反犹主义

者的立场,以期获得他们的认可. “羞愧的犹太人”实质上是不平等的文化交融

①

②

③

④

参见 HowardJacobson霍华德􀅰雅各布森,«芬克勒问题»[TheFinklerQuestion],周小进 Zhou
Xiaojin译(上海[Shanghai]:上海译文出版社[ShanghaiTranslationPublishingHouse],２０１４),１９４.

同上,３０７.

SanderL．Gilman,JewishSelfＧHatred,１．
ChristophHouswitschka, “‘Show MeaNovelThat􀆳sNotComic．．．’: HowardJacobson􀆳sThe

FinklerQuestion．”
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过程中的受害者,他们丧失了对自身文化的自信,是徒有犹太身份的反犹主

义者.

二、对以色列的恨与对犹太人的恨:难以改变的偏见

巴以冲突引起的问题,不仅影响犹太人对自身身份的定位,也牵动着世界各

地对犹太人的认识. 当“羞愧的犹太人”反犹太复国主义时,非犹太人的反犹行

动也在同时发生.
当回顾«芬克勒问题»的创作时,雅各布森谈到２００８年至２００９年以色列对

加沙开展的“铸铅行动”对他的影响,他说:“那几个月的情绪不可避免地进入了

我的小说. 当时,我想记录下在这个国家(英国)做犹太人的感觉,当提出对以色

列的憎恨是否会蔓延到对犹太人的憎恨(这种事情不是不可能的),以及一个新

的水晶之夜是否即将到来等问题似乎是合理的时候.”①他说«芬克勒问题»“在

一定程度上是一本关于犹太人身份的书. 它讲述的是非犹太人想成为犹太人和

犹太人不想成为犹太人的故事. 以色列入侵加沙后,在英国有一种非常可怕的

感觉———几乎是犹太人身份的危机,这本书因此获得了动力. 我无法停止写这

本书或思考这本书. 考虑到以色列正在发生的事情,我从自己的角度写了一本

小说,讲述在英国做一个犹太人的感觉”②.
在小说中,雅各布森展现了大量的反犹主义事件,来凸显以色列对巴勒斯坦

人的行动给英国流散犹太人身份造成的危机,而这些事件都是现实生活中犹太

人处境的一种反映. 小说中的利博尔———特雷斯洛夫和芬克勒的老师,一个在

大屠杀之前移民英国的捷克犹太人,收到一封半个多世纪未曾联系的一个女人

艾米􀅰奥本斯坦因的来信,询问他是否还在写专栏. 艾米２２岁的孙子被阿尔及

利亚人刺中面部导致失明,凶手在攻击时用阿拉伯语喊“上帝伟大”,还有“所有

犹太人去死”③,事情发生在伦敦,在以色列入侵加沙之后. 艾米的孙子受到的

伤害其实就反映了对以色列的恨导致了对犹太人不加区分的恨,艾米的孙子并

没有参加加沙行动,但作为一个犹太人在阿拉伯人眼中他就是有罪的,就应该为

以色列的行为负责. 而面对阿拉伯人对犹太人的报复,处于事件之外的旁观者

中有一种声音称他们可以理解阿拉伯人的行为. 艾米希望找利博尔这样的新闻

界人士来发声,不仅要控告袭击者还要谴责那些声称理解这一袭击行为的人.

①

②

③

HowardJacobson, “AntiＧZionismＧFacts(andFictions),”JewishChronicle (July３０,２０１０):２２．
SimonRound, “Interview: HowardJacobson,”JewishChronicleOnline (January２１,２０１０)．
霍华德􀅰雅各布森,«芬克勒问题»,２１１.
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艾米告诉利博尔,一个电影导演说他理解为什么有人要使她的孙子失明,理解为

什么人们恨犹太人,想杀死他们. 艾米对这个电影导演的评论充满愤怒,对他表

示理解的言论不满. 因为在艾米看来,“理解”包含了某种正当性,为那些袭击她

孙子的人提供正当性. 艾米质问道:“因为加沙,所以就可以把我孙子的眼睛弄

瞎? 难道一切以加沙名义犯下的罪行,因为加沙就提前宽恕了?”①艾米所提出

的问题其实是,是否因为以色列给加沙造成了伤害,一切以加沙为名义对犹太人

的伤害就是正当的,是否为了表达仇恨阿拉伯人就可以对犹太人采取任何行动,
而犹太人只能默默忍受. 小说中电影导演的观点,其实就代表了现实中部分文

化人士在巴以冲突问题上对犹太人所采取的态度,他们不区分流散与非流散犹

太人或者犹太复国主义者与非犹太复国主义者,在他们的观念中,只有作为整体

的犹太人,而没有作为个体的犹太人,作为个体的犹太人的人性被抹除. 因此,
当单个的无辜犹太人受到伤害时,他们也不会出于人道的名义为犹太人辩护,这
样就使犹太人陷入一种孤立无援的境地. 而像利博尔这样的流散犹太人,面对

这一人性抹除也无能为力,因为他也在被抹除之列.
在对袭击行为表示理解之外,更多的针对犹太人的袭击伴随巴以冲突在英

国以及世界各地上演,不仅包括阿拉伯人对犹太人的报复,也包含反犹主义者对

犹太人的攻击,还有普遍存在的对犹太人难以改变的刻板印象及偏见. 小说叙

述道,在利博尔表示无法帮助艾米之后,艾米经常打电话给他,向他讲述发生的

反犹事件,例如两个戴流苏披肩的犹太男孩又被袭击,伦敦北部一个犹太公墓里

的墓碑被人损坏等. 而利博尔自己也回想起他和妻子玛尔琪住在威尔斯登

(Willsden)时遭遇的黑暗时期,他们因将一栋公寓用作出租屋,变成了房东,而

遭受租户的谩骂指责,说他们是“只知道搜刮钱财的脏犹太人”②,而那些指责他

们的人不过是英国的普通民众,吝啬、肮脏是他们对犹太人的一种刻板印象.
利博尔的曾侄孙女赫夫齐芭,想在伦敦兴建一个盎格鲁Ｇ犹太文化博物馆,

展示犹太人在英国的成就以区别于普遍存在的大屠杀纪念馆,但她的犹太文化

博物馆也遭到反犹袭击,刚安装好的橡木门把手上被反犹分子挂上咸猪肉,而且

他们在墙上写“所有犹太人去死”③. 报纸上充斥着反犹的言论,以色列士兵杀

害巴勒斯坦人被解读为就为了在国际市场上贩卖人体器官. 华盛顿一家犹太博

物馆的一名保安遭到枪击,负责犹太公共设施的人都感到震惊,焦虑恐惧在犹太

人之间传播. 电影院里关于犹太人杀死巴勒斯坦人的电影在上演,犹太人被比

①

②

③

霍华德􀅰雅各布森,«芬克勒问题»,２１３.
同上,２９１.
同上,３１４.
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作纳粹,被看成谋杀儿童者. 中世纪关于犹太人嗜血杀婴的诽谤标签在２１世纪

又重新被贴在犹太人身上. “犹太人又成了问题. 罕见地沉寂了一段时间之后,
反犹主义又恢复了它长期以来的面目———一台永不停歇的自动扶梯,任何人只

要愿意随时可以跳上去.”①

１９６７年六日战争,以色列占领加沙及约旦河西岸的领土,在阿拉伯人居住

的地方建立自己的定居点. 因为定居点的问题,以色列在数十年间遭受巴勒斯

坦恐怖组织的袭击. ２００３年,在巴以寻求和平的道路上,以色列总理沙龙提出

“脱离计划”,即撤离在加沙和约旦河西岸的定居点,与巴勒斯坦脱离. 然而,在

撤离的行动中,部分犹太定居者不愿离开定居点,抗议与袭击时有发生. 在小说

中,雅各布森讲述了撤离背景下发生的悲剧. 迈尔􀅰阿布拉姆斯基是定居点的

定居者,坚信定居点就是他们的土地,是上帝应允给犹太人的圣地,坚决不愿离

开定居点. 面对撤离的命令,他没有袭击前来驱赶的以色列士兵,而是爬上一辆

公交车,打死了一家阿拉伯人. 面对这一事件,赫夫齐芭及其他犹太人都感到震

惊,为这一悲剧感到震惊,同时也为他们即将不得不面对的后果震惊,因为“到处

都把犹太人描述成嗜血的怪物,无论复国主义的历史如何解释———是从他们攫

取他人国家一开始就嗜血,还是事件逐步累积使他们失去了同情心而变得嗜

血———可是没有任何犹太人在为这个阿拉伯家庭的死亡而欢呼,街道上没有,他
们自己家里也没有􀆺􀆺汝等不可杀人! 那些诽谤者、那些煽动仇恨者,他们想怎

么说就怎么说,往犹太人身上泼脏水,说他们是种族主义者、犹太至上主义者,但
汝等不可杀人已经烙在犹太人的心中”②.

像赫夫齐芭这样的犹太人并不觉得占领区的定居者与她有任何相同之处,
她也不同意这些定居者的行为,认为其是普遍非理性的孩子,但是伦敦街头的那

些反犹主义者并不这么认为,他们不会区分到底有哪几种犹太人,在他们心中,
只有一种犹太人. 美国社会心理学家戈登􀅰奥尔波特在探讨偏见的本质时认

为,偏见包含两个基本要素:一个是喜爱或者厌恶的态度,另一个是过度泛化的

信念. 他认为如果没有针对整个群体的泛化信念,敌对态度就无法长久地持续

下去. 且人们的信念系统有一套自我调整的把戏,去配合和维持更永久性的偏

见态度.③ 反犹主义就是一种针对整个犹太人群体的泛化信念,所以当一个犹

太人犯罪时,整个犹太群体都会被视为有罪的,即使在与个体的犹太人相处时反

犹主义者发现这个犹太人并不是有罪的,他也会作出自我调整,来合理化他的敌

①

②

③

霍华德􀅰雅各布森,«芬克勒问题»,３１５.
同上,３８７.
参见戈登􀅰奥尔波特,«偏见的本质»,１４—１５.
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对态度.
在巴以冲突的背景下,不管是对阿拉伯人袭击犹太人行为的理解,还是对犹

太人肮脏、吝啬、嗜血杀婴的诽谤,都是长久以来非犹太人对犹太人偏见的一种

投射,犹太人在非犹太人的心中作为一种标签符号是一个整体,不管犹太人对以

色列的行为是否感到羞愧,不管犹太人是否支持犹太复国主义,在对犹太人持有

偏见的非犹太人眼中,他们都是同质的. 雅各布森通过众多发生在英国的反犹

事件,揭示了潜藏在英国主流群体中的难以改变的对犹太人的偏见.

三、反犹现实下对“自我羞愧”的重思:芬克勒的身份转变

如前文所述,在反犹主义者眼中只有作为整体的犹太人,所以当反犹主义者

攻击犹太人时,不管“羞愧的犹太人”有多么反对以色列,认同参照群体的价值

观,他们在参照群体看来也始终是局外人、他者. 正如吉尔曼所说,在“自我憎恨

的犹太人”接受参照群体对他们的定义时,这种接受本身就包含着内在的对立,
一方面是外来群体幻想只要他们遵守参照群体的要求,他们就能获得认可. 另

一方面是参照群体隐藏的资格与诅咒:你越像我,我就越知道你希望分享的我的

权利的真正价值;你越希望分享,我也越意识到你只是一个伪劣的冒牌货,一个

局外人.① 所以,“羞愧的犹太人”在本质上处在一种不平等的文化交融之中,无

法获得参照群体真正的认可. 正是在这样一种对不平等文化交融的深刻体悟

中,作为“羞愧的犹太人”组织的一员,芬克勒发生重大的思想转变,退出“羞愧的

犹太人”组织. «芬克勒问题»出版后并没有像菲利普􀅰罗斯的«波特诺伊的怨

诉»那样引起犹太人强烈的反对与批评,其中一个重要原因就是雅各布森不仅表

达了犹太人中存在的自我憎恨心理,也表达了对自我憎恨的犹太人以及造成犹

太人自我憎恨的压迫群体的批判.
在小说中,每当有自我憎恨的言论发出时,就有相应的反对自我憎恨的声

音. 当芬克勒还是“羞愧的犹太人”时,他的反对者主要是他的妻子以及利博尔

等亲密的人. 芬克勒的妻子泰勒,是一个想成为犹太人的非犹太人,当芬克勒在

电视节目中公开表示自己的羞愧时,在家里观看节目的泰勒就会为芬克勒的行

为感到羞愧. 在泰勒的眼中,芬克勒就是一个虚荣、爱炫耀、自大、自夸、自傲的

人,就是为了获得名誉而将羞愧当作工具的精致利己主义者. 而利博尔也指责

他不应该将自己对犹太人的羞愧当众展示,他和泰勒都认为这是犹太人自己的

事情,不应该在非犹太人面前展示. 奥尔波特观察道:“急切想要抹去劣势群体

① SanderL．Gilman,JewishSelfＧHatred,２．
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对他们的影响并向往融入主流群体的人,往往会受到群体中其他成员的敌视.
他们会认为这样的人是‘自命不凡的’‘马屁精’,甚至是叛徒.”①在泰勒以及利

博尔等人眼中,芬克勒及其他“羞愧的犹太人”的行为就具有背叛的性质,泰勒评

价芬克勒说:“他这种犹太人,要是换个时代,连最憎恨犹太人的国王或苏丹都会

给他高官做.”②

泰勒去世后,芬克勒会经常回想起泰勒对他的批评,并反思自己的行为,而

他与“羞愧的犹太人”组织的意见分歧也逐渐使他认识到羞愧行为中的背叛性.
面对“羞愧的犹太人”对以色列开展的学术抵制运动,芬克勒持反对意见,在潜移

默化中他内化了泰勒和利博尔的观点,即作为犹太人,羞愧是犹太人自己的事,
不应该公开展示,而作为一家人,犹太人更不应该抵制犹太人.

面对不断发生的反犹事件,利博尔表示让人感到难过的不仅仅是犹太人没

有采取任何行动,还有犹太人在反犹事件面前感觉的丧失. 而芬克勒则表示丧

失感觉是因为他们在如何应对反犹事件上彩排得太频繁,他认为是犹太人自己

制造了一种无谓的焦虑气氛,芬克勒希望将犹太人遭遇的攻击看作正常普通的

事件. 但当芬克勒听到自己的儿子卷入了一场反犹袭击之后,他也感到恐惧害

怕,感到焦虑. 而经常幻想捶打父亲肚子的芬克勒,在梦中梦见自己的犹太父亲

在自己的商店中被反犹主义者袭击. 发生在亲人身上的或真实或虚幻的反犹事

件,仿佛都是对他不严肃对待反犹事件的警告. 通过芬克勒,雅各布森其实是对

现实中众多持同样麻木冷漠态度的犹太人的质问,难道非要等到反犹事件切实

地发生在自己身上,犹太人才采取行动,发出自己的声音吗?
在面对反对犹太复国主义者对以色列的反对时,芬克勒的立场也发生重大

转变,在公开场合,他情不自禁要为以色列的存在进行辩护,虽然他仍对以色列

杀害无辜阿拉伯人感到羞愧,但他并不像“羞愧的犹太人”组织成员那样认为犹

太复国主义从一开始就是有罪的,要彻底反对以色列国的存在. 在一场关于以

色列建国的合法性的辩论中,一个非犹太女人说去到圣地她看到的是一个被种

族至上主义者统治的种族隔离国家,作为一个犹太人芬克勒难以接受犹太人被

看作种族至上主义者,本来在辩论中处于批判以色列立场的芬克勒从受伤的心

里发出对非犹太女人的谴责:

你怎么这么大胆,一个非犹太人———你怎么这么大胆,竟然以为自己能

告诉犹太人他们该生活在什么样的国家,难道不正是你———一个欧洲非犹

①

②

戈登􀅰奥尔波特,«偏见的本质»,１６５.
霍华德􀅰雅各布森,«芬克勒问题»,１６３.
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太人———让犹太人独立建国成为必要吗?
你用暴力把人从你的土地上赶走,现在他们不来烦你了,你居然认为自

己有权高高在上,规定他们该到哪儿去、该怎么做才对他们有好处,这是什

么扭曲、复杂的逻辑呢? 我是英国人,我爱英国,你是不是也认为这不是种

族歧视的国家? 每个国家的近代历史都有污点,都有针对某种人的歧视和

仇恨,哪个国家不是? 我们本身就是种族主义者,又有什么权利去指摘别人

身上的种族主义? 只有在一个无需畏惧的世界里,犹太人才会应允接受人

类的教训.否则,犹太人的国家给全世界的犹太人提供安全———没错,犹太

人优先———可能并不公正,但绝不能说是种族主义.一个巴勒斯坦人可能

会说,这让他觉得像是歧视,我理解他,尽管他们的历史上也鄙视过信仰不

同的其他民族,但你呢,女士,我无法理解,你的表现像是心里在流血、良心

受煎熬的非犹太世界的代表,而几个世纪以来,犹太人一直要逃离的就是这

个世界,这并不是他们的错􀆺􀆺①

芬克勒从历史现实以及犹太人所遭受的迫害为以色列建国赋予合法性,芬

克勒想表达真正造成犹太人采取复国行动的其实是欧洲那些种族论者,在欧洲

犹太人是种族主义受害者,所以,作为迫害过犹太人的种族主义国家就没有资格

站在道德的制高点指责犹太复国主义是种族主义行为.
在公开的辩护之后,芬克勒退出了“羞愧的犹太人”组织,不断发生的反犹事

件使他认识到“羞愧的犹太人”并不能改变主流群体对他们是犹太人的认识,他

不得不重新思考自己的犹太身份以及作为一个犹太人的职责. 面对反犹现实,
他意识到作为一个犹太人“最难的部分,是不要由敌人来定义自己”②. 小说结

尾芬克勒完成了身份的转变,把名字从萨姆􀅰芬克勒(SamFinkler)改回了萨缪

尔􀅰芬克勒(SamuelFinkler),萨缪尔是一个古希伯来先知的名字,在上大学之

前他坚持叫自己萨缪尔,但后来改为萨姆,因为他不想让别人知道他是一个犹太

人. 名字的重拾意味着芬克勒重新做回了犹太人,意味着他对犹太身份的坚守,
也意味着他要自己定义自己而不再以非犹太人的观念来定义自己.

然而除了改变自身之外,面对强烈的反犹现实以及犹太人面对反犹时习以

为常、麻木、厌倦的态度,芬克勒什么也做不了,只能在犹太会堂里祈祷. 小说结

尾,利博尔因无法忍受失去妻子的痛苦,跳崖自尽,芬克勒每天去教堂为利博尔

哀悼,但三十天哀悼时间完成之后,芬克勒并没有停止他的哀悼,谁也不能让他

①

②

霍华德􀅰雅各布森,«芬克勒问题»,３２５—３２６.
同上,３８９.
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停下来,他几乎可以去哀悼所有犹太人,而且也不限于犹太人,芬克勒的悼念永

无止境.
通过芬克勒的身份转变,雅各布森表达了在流散语境之下对犹太身份的坚

守以及面对强大的反犹现实对犹太人未来的担忧,同时也表达了对反犹主义者

的批判. 雅各布森是当代英国较具代表性的犹太裔作家,敢于直面棘手的英国

性问题①,在表达犹太声音的同时,体现了当代英国犹太裔作家逐渐找回的自信

态度②.

结　语

“犹太人的自我憎恨”长期存在于流散犹太人的心里,深刻影响他们在文化

交融中对自身身份的定位. 作为“犹太人的自我憎恨”现象的延续,巴以冲突背

景下的“羞愧的犹太人”也是不平等的文化交融的产物,他们为了寻求融入主流

群体内化了参照群体对以色列及犹太复国主义的批判,而丧失了自身的犹太立

场. 而反犹的现实则揭示出非犹太人对犹太人的偏见难以改变,“羞愧的犹太

人”最终不仅得不到主流群体对他们的接受,还使他们背上叛徒的骂名. 通过

«芬克勒问题»,雅各布森揭示了,只有保持文化自信,坚守自己的文化身份,自己

定义自己,才不会沦为文化交融过程中的牺牲品.

①

②

BryanCheyette, “ImaginedCommunities:ContemporaryJewishWritinginGreatBritain,”inV．
LiskaandT．Nolden,eds．,ContemporaryJewishWritinginEurope :AGuide (Bloomington:Indiana
UniversityPress,２００８),９７．

RuthGilbert, “ContemporaryBritishＧJewish Writing: From ApologytoAttitude,” Literature
Compass５(２００８):３９４Ｇ４０６．
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NottoBeDefinedbyOne􀆳sEnemies”:

ASHamedJewsandIdentityinTheFinklerQuestion
RAOXue

Abstract:InhisnovelTheFinklerQuestion, HowardJacobson,aBritishJewishwriter,

presentsmanyJewishissues．ThispapertakesFinkler,thecharacterinthenovel, andthe
“ASHamedJews”asthemainresearchobject．Basedontheresearchofsocialpsychologistson
“JewishselfＧhatred”,thispaperdiscussestheinternalcausesofthe“ASHamedJews”inthe
contextofIsraeliＧPalestinianconflictinthenovel．“ASHamedJews”internalizedthereference

group􀆳sprejudiceagainstJews, opposedZionismandIsraelonthegroundsofjustice, and
hatedtheirJewishidentity,buttheirhatreddidnotchangetheantiＧSemitism􀆳srecognitionof
theirJewishidentity．ThroughtheendlessantiＧSemiticevents, Jacobsonponderedwhether
hatredofIsraelwouldleadtohatredofJews,andrevealedtheprejudiceofnonＧJewsagainst
Jewsthatishardtochange．ThroughthechangeofFinkler􀆳sidentity,Jacobsoncriticizedthe
antiＧSemiticbehaviorof“ASHamedJews”, showedtheplightofdiasporaJewsinbuilding
culturalidentity,expressedhisconcernaboutthefutureofJewsandhisadherencetoJewish
identity．

KeyWords: HowardJacobson, TheFinklerQuestion, JewishSelfＧhatred, Prejudice,

AntiＧSemitism,Identity
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矛盾统一:犹太人对中国革命的贡献∗

伊扎克􀅰希霍尔∗∗

洪　韬　肖　宪∗∗∗译

　　【摘要】犹太人深深地卷入了欧洲的共产主义革命,尤其是在俄罗

斯,他们往往是革命的领导者.这很容易理解,因为犹太人生活的地理

位置、接受的良好教育以及长期以来遭受的苦难.然而,我们如何解释

他们在亚洲特别是在中国的共产主义革命中同样也发挥了作用呢? 那

里几乎没有犹太社团可言,生活在那里的少数犹太人几乎被完全同化

了,他们对中国文化、历史和政治毫无兴趣.尽管如此,(来自中国以外

的)犹太人不仅参加了中国的革命,而且还帮助点燃了革命的烈火,他
们有的继续留在了革命队伍中,有的则是后来加入了革命队伍.尽管

我对此感到困惑,但在本文中我仍将尝试对中国的犹太活跃分子和革

命者进行分类,解释他们的动机(无论是否出于主动选择),并尽可能地

评估他们的贡献.尽管看起来犹太身份在他们的革命活动中并没有发

挥什么直接影响,但却起到了间接作用.本文的研究对象包括格舒尼、
维经斯基、舒米亚茨基、鲍罗廷、越飞、米夫、柯鲁克、李敦白、爱泼斯坦、
沙博理、爱德勒、金诗伯、夏皮洛等人.他们对中国革命的贡献主要集

中于写作、翻译、沟通和出版.
【关 键 词】犹 太 活 动 家;中 国 共 产 主 义 革 命; 犹 太 身 份;

Tikkun􀆳Olam (改造世界);犹太革命

∗

∗∗

∗∗∗

原文发表在«国际中国研究杂志»(InternationalJournalofChinaStudies)２０２０年第２期.
伊扎克􀅰希霍尔(YitzhakShichor),海法大学政治学和亚洲研究终身教授,耶路撒冷希伯来大学迈

克尔􀅰威廉􀅰利普森讲座教授.
洪韬,云南大学国际关系研究院副教授;肖宪,云南大学国际关系研究院教授.
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你持守这个为美,那个也不要松手.(«传道书»７:１８)

在近现代历史上,犹太人参与激进的社会运动和革命活动并不是一个罕见

的现象. 世界各地有很多证据证明了这一点,尤其是在欧洲. 犹太人不仅参加

了左翼和共产主义运动,而且在许多运动中发挥了领导作用,这一点在俄国革命

中尤为突出. 如果我们看到犹太人在当地人口中所占的比例(１９１７年俄罗斯大

约有３００万犹太人),就能看到他们已完全融入了当地的语言和文化,很容易理

解他们在沙皇和其他压迫者统治时期所遭受的政治、社会和经济压迫以及他们

的宗教背景、教育和知识水平.
与此同时,也有许多犹太人坚定地反对共产主义,维护资本主义. 有时一些

犹太家庭内部也会分裂成支持共产主义和反对共产主义的两派. 这种对立在西

方很常见,在中国则不存在. 中国犹太社团不仅弱小,而且对参加革命也毫无兴

趣. 中国一度成为逃避迫害和死亡的俄国和欧洲犹太人的避风港,这些人在中

国得到了庇护、自由和繁荣. 以前在中国定居的犹太社团中,最为人所知的是开

封犹太社团,他们都被同化了. 与英国关系密切的巴格达犹太人从１９世纪５０
年代中期开始主要定居在上海和香港;他们对革命毫无兴趣,更不用说共产主义

了. 事实上,他们对革命几乎一无所知. 社会主义思想在１９世纪后期的中国没

有什么影响. 和大多数西方学说一样,社会主义思想通过日本传入亚洲,并被侨

居海外的中国、朝鲜、越南知识分子和活动分子所接受.
最初,在“进口”到日本的各种社会主义思想中,共产主义(以及马克思)对中

国知识分子是最没有吸引力的. “阶级斗争”观念被认为过于暴力,与倡导和谐

统一社会的传统儒家价值观是矛盾的. 此外,“工人阶级”代表“普世”和“革命”
阶级的思想,也与前现代中国人的观念格格不入. 与亚洲工业化和城市化的领

跑者日本不同,“现代”中国仍是一个落后的农业国家. 它的资产阶级和无产阶

级都太弱小、太不发达,无法产生革命的条件和革命的动力. 因此,知识分子们

更喜欢西方的社会民主或国家社会主义,即按照传统价值观来进行统治,强调政

府,强调以德治国和社会凝聚力. 无论存在什么样的社会政治反对力量和激进

思想,都不是按马克思的共产主义来表达,而是按无政府主义来表达的. 一直到

２０世纪２０年代初,中国共产党创始人之一、后来成为中国共产党领导人的毛泽

东,都认为自己是个无政府主义者. 在这些面向日本后来又间接面向中国(和东

亚)的无政府主义“传播者”中,有一位立陶宛籍的犹太活动家格里戈里􀅰格舒尼

(GrigoryGershuni).
与中国的无政府主义者都是知识分子和理论家不同,格舒尼是一名职业的
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无政府主义者. 和其他犹太革命者一样,他完全融入了俄罗斯文化,然而他却为

自己的犹太血统感到自豪,并具有反击反犹主义的能力,必要时甚至可以使用暴

力. 他是俄国政治解放工人党(Workers􀆳PartyforthePoliticalLiberationof
Russia)的创始人,经过１９０１年被捕后,他又成为社会革命党(SR)的共同创始

人之一. １９０２年,他建立了党的武装组织,从事暗杀和恐怖活动. 由于一名“同

党”叛变,他于１９０３年被捕,一年后被流放到东西伯利亚涅尔钦斯克地区的一所

监狱(劳改营). 在被捕前,他同意与立宪民主党人建立临时联盟. １９０６年,他

靠藏在一个酸菜桶里逃到中国,然后又去了日本. 他在日本遇到一些１９０４—

１９０５年日俄战争的战俘和亚洲的活动家(如孙中山). 这也许是亚洲“革命者

们”第一次了解到现实中的无政府主义. 当时社会主义并没有多少吸引力,因为

它与民族主义无关,而且缺乏发动革命的组织工具. 格舒尼提供了一些工具,将
无政府主义改造成了２０世纪初东亚最流行的西方意识形态. 但是不久后,无政

府主义就被列宁主义超越了,列宁主义为民族主义和组织形式这两个难点提供

了解决办法,从而触发了中国的共产主义,并导致了中国历史上迄今为止最伟大

的革命运动. 格舒尼之所以失败,是因为他只倡导革命的一个方面,即革命的破

坏性,而没有倡导革命的建设性. 格舒尼的主张最初使中国的激进派印象深刻,
但后来却发现它是消极和不可接受的.

传统观点认为,中国的共产主义起源于五四运动(１９１９年). 人们听说凡尔

赛会议决定将山东的一部分(原先是德国的租借地)交给日本,因此感到很失望.
成千上万的示威者表达了他们对西方列强的愤怒,特别是对美国、对威尔逊总统

的“出卖”感到愤怒,这显然导致学生和知识分子接受了马克思Ｇ列宁主义和俄国

革命. 因此,中国共产党是被称为“‘五四运动’的知识分子反帝思潮的直接产

物”①. 然而,事实可能并非如此. １９２２年,日本将山东还给了中国. 华盛顿的

“出卖”就被遗忘或忽略了,美国也开始与“中华民国”交往. 此外,知识分子思潮

或意识形态也不能取代组织. 而且,马克思Ｇ列宁主义也并非五四时代中国知识

分子的唯一选择,然而当时却没有其他组织来宣传别的意识形态. 事实上,中国

的青年学生和知识分子对马克思Ｇ列宁主义和苏联的选择,并非完全出于自愿

(或是对 西 方 的 反 应 ), 而 更 多 的 是 因 为 布 尔 什 维 克 的 努 力 和 第 三 国 际

(Comintern)的活动. 第三国际正好成立于１９１９年３月,它派出的“国际代表”

① TonySaich, “TheChineseCommunistPartyduringtheEraoftheComintern (１９１９Ｇ１９４３),” in
JuergenRojahn, “Comminternand NationalCommunistPartiesProject,” InternationalInstituteofSocial
History, Amsterdam, https://www．academia．edu/２４３９８３９５/THE_CHINESE_COMMUNIST_PARTY_

DURING_THE_ERA_OF_THE_COMINTERN_１９１９Ｇ１９４３．
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不仅传播苏联式的意识形态,而且致力于共产主义支部的建立,最终导致了中国

共产党的建立. 正是此时,犹太活动家开始在中国革命中发挥作用. 他们的“犹

太身份”从未直接甚至间接地对他们的活动产生什么影响. 尽管如此,他们的行

动还是有一些共同之处———如果不是有意识的,或许就是潜意识的———并且影

响到了他们在中国的使命. 他们在不同的阶段,以不同的身份,努力通过解决矛

盾、弥合分歧、调解对抗、团结统一,推动了中国革命的发展,从而将中国传统和

犹太传统、东方和西方融合在了一起.
本文包括三个部分. 第一部分集中讨论１９１９—１９４９年犹太人在引进共产

主义、消除中国共产党与国民党分歧中的作用. 第二部分主要讨论在２０世纪三

四十年代进入中国的外籍犹太人在沟通中国与外部世界之间所做的努力. 第三

部分探讨后毛泽东时代犹太顾问在中国利用资本主义(或自由市场经济)中的作

用 ,这也是邓小平改革的主要内容,但也许无意中成了最终实现马克思共产主

义的先决条件.

一、１９１９—１９４９年:沟通共产主义与民族主义

在２０世纪第二个十年前后,犹太人在各国共产主义运动中发挥的作用远远

超出了他们在人口中所占的比例,在俄国革命中尤其如此. 俄国革命前夕,第一

届布尔什维克政治局的七名成员中,就有四名是犹太人:托洛茨基(Trotsky)、加

米涅夫(Kamenev)、季诺维也夫(Zinoviev)和索科尼科夫(Sokolnikov). 其他著

名的犹太人还有李维诺夫(Litivinov)、卡尔􀅰拉狄克(KarlRadek)、贝拉􀅰库恩

(BelaKun). 苏联和共产国际在中国的许多主要代表都是犹太人:维经斯基

(GrigoriiVoitinski, 也 叫 吴 廷 康 ), 鲍 罗 廷 (MikhailBorodin)、 越 飞 (Adolf
Joffe)、 米 夫 (Pavel Mif)、 尼 科 尔 斯 基 (Nikolsky)①、 舒 米 亚 茨 基 (Boris
Shumiatsky)和其他一些人. 由于犹太人没有祖国,便可以克服民族主义感情,
接受普世主义观点. 犹太人也不需要皈依或放弃宗教,因为共产主义是反对宗

教的. 而犹太人可以很容易接受另一种文化和意识形态,特别是马克思Ｇ列宁主

义,用它来代替他们所缺乏的那种民族性文化. 对他们来说,中国在地理和文化

上的遥远无关紧要. 作为一种普世性的意识形态,马克思Ｇ列宁主义可以适用于

所有国家. 犹太人不受限于排他性的民族情感,可以(而且有人认为是应该)在

包括中国在内的任何地方发挥革命作用. 他们用自己的方式确实也做到了.

① １９２１年７月,两名共产国际代表出席了中共第一次代表大会. 一个是马林(Sneevliet),另一个

是尼科尔斯基(Nikolsky,犹太人).
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鲍罗廷和维经斯基是第三国际派往中国的重要“国际代表”,他们的支持对

于中国共产党的成立是不可或缺的. 虽然鲍罗廷的任务是与国民党保持联系,
但他最基本和最主要的使命是推动中国共产党的建立. 他原名叫米哈伊尔􀅰马

尔科维奇􀅰格鲁森贝格(MikhailMarkovichGruzenberg),１６岁时加入了“崩

得”(Bund,即犹太工人总联盟),这是一个仍保持其犹太身份的知识分子组织.

１９００年时,它是俄国最大的社会民主主义组织. 就像大多数犹太革命者一样,
鲍罗廷放弃了他原先接受过的一切犹太宗教教育和文化观念. 也像他们一样,
鲍罗廷不仅要让犹太人也要让全人类过上更好的生活. 这是一个弱小的少数族

群或社会民主党人无法实现的,而布尔什维克主义被普遍认为是要根除世界上

所有的社会罪恶.
鲍罗廷在中国推动共产主义,靠的是他的组织能力、个人形象以及非凡的智

慧和百科全书式的知识,尤其是他的马克思主义、西方哲学和历史方面的知识.
他的正式身份是列宁派到中国作为孙中山的顾问,当时孙中山在广州建立了一

个独立的民族主义政权. 鲍罗廷１９２３年抵达北京后,１０月６日前往广州. 国

民党只是部分地接受了他传达的信息,包括土地分配、提高工人工资、缩短工作

日时间. 他认为这些有关土地和劳动的改革可以作为联合共产党和国民党以及

整个中国的基础. 据俄国资料称,曾有几个可能持反犹立场的美国人问孙中山

是否 知 道 鲍 罗 廷 的 真 名. 据 说, 孙 中 山 回 答 道, “ 我 知 道, 他 叫 拉 法 叶

(Lafayette)”.① 和其他曾到开封与犹太人后裔联系过的苏联犹太代表不同,鲍

罗廷对此并没有兴趣. 他的努力主要放在共产主义者身上,那些共产党员在国

民党中的影响迅速上升,这也要归功于他.
他坚持国共合作,这也反映了他的看法. 他曾经说过,中国还不具备共产主

义的条件,而且未来几十年也不具备. 现在来看,他说的是对的. １９４９年１０月

中华人民共和国成立,但目前处于并将长期处于社会主义初级阶段. 然而当

１９２６年３月蒋介石在上海开始打击共产党时,鲍罗廷就不再相信蒋介石了,而

是在年底领导了武汉的革命. 如果没有他,武汉政府就不会存在,也无法存活.
为了躲过蒋介石的报复,鲍罗廷于１９２７年７月离开中国,９月下旬回到了苏联.
一开始,由于斯大林的支持,鲍罗廷在一段时间里没有被逮捕和处决. 但是,随

着斯大林的反犹主义和对第三国际在国外活动的怀疑与日俱增,鲍罗廷既是犹

太人又是一名国际主义者,于是便成了被清洗的对象. 他于１９４９年年初被捕,
以后就再也没出现过,最后于１９５１年５月２９日在雅库茨克的监狱中去世,终年

① 拉法叶,一译拉法耶特,一位法国人,深受启蒙思想的影响,于１７７７年志愿前往参加美国独立战

争,曾任大陆军总司令乔治􀅰华盛顿的副官,被授予少将军衔———译者注.
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６７岁. 一直到最后,他都赞成斯大林的统一战线政策. 虽然多数学者以及中共

领导人都认为斯大林的中国政策犯了严重的错误,然而,从今天的角度来看,以

及按照马克思Ｇ列宁主义和鲍罗廷的观点来看,斯大林或许是正确的.
鲍罗廷对中国革命的主要贡献是促成了国共合作,这也意味着资产阶级是

实现共产主义的基本前提. 这一点被毛泽东(以及后来也被斯大林和多数“共产

主义”领导人)所忽略,然而,一些中国领导人———特别是那些在第一次世界大战

后在西欧度过他们青年时期的中国领导人却赞同这一点. 这些领导人包括周恩

来、朱德、陈毅、李富春,尤其是邓小平;他们从２０世纪５０年代初起就认为,要想

实现社会主义和共产主义,就必须首先以经济发展为基础. 以邓小平为首的领

导人在毛泽东去世后实施经济改革和自由市场政策,为未来的共产主义打下基

础.① 尽管这与鲍罗廷所设想的并不完全一样,他始终认为与资产阶级和资本

家合作才是实现共产主义的基础.
鲍罗廷的观点得到了阿道夫􀅰阿布拉莫维奇􀅰越飞(AdolphAbramovich

Joffe)的赞同. 越飞曾短暂地担任苏联驻北京政府大使(１９２２—１９２４). 他参加

过１９１７年的十月革命,之后担任过多个职位(副外交人民委员、驻德国大使等).
他出生于克里米亚的一个犹太教卡拉派家庭②,曾努力说服孙中山相信莫斯科.
像鲍罗廷一样,他认为共产主义在中国(以及在其他地方)取得成功的先决条件

是有一个强大的资产阶级. 对于孙中山来说,这也是他的一项基本政策,因为他

依靠富有的资本家. 然而,越飞的游说却被拒绝了,这其实也是获得苏联支持的

条件之一. 孙中山说,中国不能引入共产主义和苏联模式,越飞对此也表示同

意. 于是,他转而强调国家统一和独立的重要性. 他推动了国民党对共产党的

承认以及国共两党的合作,将此作为苏联支持国民党的先决条件.③ 事实上,正

是在越飞抵达中国不久后的１９２２年９月,孙中山接受了第一批中共党员加入国

民党.④ 越飞的政策被苏共政治局所采纳. 越飞因身患重病而离开了中国,后

来成了斯大林的政敌托洛茨基的盟友,于１９２７年１１月自杀身亡.
虽然马克思Ｇ列宁主义原先就在中国的一些地方作为一种理论而存在,但却

①

②

③

④

１９５２年年初,周恩来带领一个团队起草了第一个五年计划,其中包括李富春和聂荣臻———他们

都亲历了２０世纪２０年代的欧洲资本主义.

AlbertS．Lindemann, Esau􀆳s Tears: Modern AntiＧSemitism andthe Riseofthe Jews
(Cambridge: CambridgeUniversityPress,１９９７),４３０．

C．MartinWilbur,andJulieLienＧyingHow, MissionariesofRevolution:SovietAdvisersand
NationalistChina,１９２０Ｇ１９２７(Cambridge, MA: HarvardUniversityPress,１９８９),５４Ｇ６３,８０．

AlexanderPantsov, The Bolsheviksandthe Chinese Revolution, １９１９Ｇ１９２７ (Honolulu:

UniversityofHawai􀆳iPress,２０００),５７,１０５．
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是以格里戈里􀅰纳乌莫维奇􀅰维经斯基为首的第三国际代表们将其转变为有组

织的行动,是他们开始着手建立中国共产党. 维经斯基并不是第一个来到中国

的第三国际代表,在他之前还有马林、伯特曼、波波夫和阿加廖夫等人. 但维经

斯基是最重要的,从某种意义上说,他也是“第一个”. 维经斯基对中国的共产主

义运动产生了巨大的影响.① 当时,建立中国共产党的想法已经在流传,然而在

１９２０年４月维经斯基(时年２７岁)来华之前,还没有人采取过任何行动.

１８９３年,维经斯基出生在俄罗斯涅韦尔的一个犹太家庭,原名叫格里戈

里􀅰扎尔金(GrigoriiZarkhin). 布尔什维克革命后不久的１９１８年,他在符拉迪

沃斯托克(海参崴)加入了共产党. １９２０年,他成为第三国际远东局副局长并前

来中国,见到了后来成为中共领导人的陈独秀和李大钊. 虽然陈独秀早在１９１８
年就接触了共产主义思想,但他对其他思想(如联邦主义)也颇感兴趣. 只是在

遇到维经斯基之后,他才开始投身共产主义,不仅在理论上,而且更重要的是在

行动上. 陈独秀在与维经斯基会面后,组织了第一批共产主义小组———在中国

共产党成立之前,至少在不同的城市和省份建立了七个小组. 维经斯基支持和

推动的马克思主义学习小组不仅为党组织的建立铺平了道路,而且也为向中国

知识分子传播马克思Ｇ列宁主义知识打下了基础.② 事实上,在维经斯基来中国

之前,社会主义和马克思主义学习小组就已经存在了,但理论学习团体与真正有

组织的政党之间还有着很大的距离. 要组织一个政党,还需要有外部的专业支

持. 以维经斯基为首的共产国际代表团便提供了这样的支持. 维经斯基的影响

不仅体现在中国知识分子里出现的反美情绪中,更重要的是,也体现在反对无政

府主义并最终获胜的斗争中. １９２０年８月,维经斯基帮助陈独秀在上海建立了

社会主义青年团. 而在此前的５月,也就是他到达中国不久之后,他就鼓励一批

知识分子秘密地建立了一个中国共产党. “这应该被认为是中国共产党成立的

①

②

YoshihiroIshikawa, TheFormationoftheChineseCommunistParty (New York, NY:

ColumbiaUniversityPress,２０１２),９５Ｇ１１９; HuYunxiaandLiShaohua, “TheContributionofVoitinski,

theRepresentativeoftheRussian (Bolshevik) CommunistParty,totheEstablishmentoftheChinese
CommunistParty,”JournalofSouthwestJiaotongUniversity (SocialSciences)１０(２００９):８７Ｇ９２．

BruceA．Elleman,WilsonandChina:ARevisedHistoryoftheShandongQuestion (Armonk,

NY: M．E．Sharpe,２００２); KunChen, “Voitinski􀆳sVisitandtheEarlySpreadofMarxisminChina,”

JournalofXichangCollege,SocialScienceEdition２８(２０１６):２５Ｇ２７;LuMengyao, “Voitinskiandthe
PropagationofMarxisminChina,”JournalofNantongVocationalandTechnicalShippingCollege１３
(２０１４):１５Ｇ１８．
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真正日期,尽管后来正式日期被定为１９２１年７月.”①

最后,中国革命者不仅在中国受到苏联的影响,而且在苏联也受到影响. 随

着１９２５年莫斯科中山大学的创建,第一批约３４０名中国学生(既有国民党也有

共产党)抵达莫斯科. 卡尔􀅰拉狄克出任第一任校长. 他于１８８５年出生于利沃

夫的一个犹太家庭,原名叫卡罗尔􀅰索贝尔松(KarolSobelsohn). 他年轻时是

一名坚定的左翼分子,但后来倾向于修正主义,看重资产阶级的价值. １９２２年,
他在加入第三国际执行委员会后,起草了关于中国共产党员加入国民党的决议,
交给在中国的马林执行. 该决议隐晦地承认了国民党和中国资产阶级的革命潜

力. 当时包括托洛茨基和季诺维也夫在内的许多人都反对这个决议,但拉狄克

不仅支持并且起草了该决议,还投票使决议以多数获得通过.② １９２５年,拉狄克

被认为是一名中国问题专家,他也确实深入研究过中国. 虽然他从未去过中国,
却讲授了中国革命运动史. 作为莫斯科中山大学的校长,他肯定对中国学生产

生了影响,包括左右两派学生. 为了强化他对国共合作的倡议,他声称受外国帝

国主义的影响,中国沿海地区早在１９世纪４０年代就开始出现了近代资本主义.
他还认为,地主所有制(landlordism)是资本主义的一种形式,而不是封建主义.
这也就意味着中国的资产阶级并不像人们所认为的那么弱小,因此国共合作是

非常重要的. 他在１９２５年说过的有关中国共产党夺取政权前景的一句话,现在

可以看作一种预言:在革命斗争中,中国无产阶级和小资产阶级一起,“将暂时被

迫以资本主义的方式去发展土地经济实力”③.
然而,１９２６年,拉狄克开始(或被迫)改变自己的看法,至少表面上如此,这

主要是两方面的原因:一是出现了蒋介石残酷的反共政策,二是斯大林的坚决反

对. 在莫斯科中山大学里,拉狄克及其支持者们不得不遵循“党的路线”,但他们

仍然有一些表达自己观点的空间,他们也确实这样做了. 拉狄克的书和其他著

①

②

③

中国的资料更倾向于认为,陈独秀在李大钊遇到维经斯基之前就已经讨论过建立中国共产党的

问题,强调党是发源于中国而不是苏联. Chow TseＧtsung , TheMayFourthMovement:Intellectual
RevolutioninModernChina (Stanford, CA:StanfordUniversityPress,１９６０),２４８．也有学者认为,“然

而,我们不能 说 陈 和 李 在 维 经 斯 基 到 达 中 国 之 前 就 讨 论 过 组 建 共 产 党 ” (YoshihiroIshikawa, The
FormationoftheChineseCommunistParty,１０３).

最初,托洛茨基也支持这个 “在一定时期内是正确和进步的”决 议. AlexanderPantsov, The
BolsheviksandtheChineseRevolution,１９１９Ｇ１９２７,４７,５１,１０２,１０５,１１４．

KarlRadek, “VoprosyKitaiskoiRevoliutsii,”KrasnyiInternatsionalProfsoiuzov１０(１９２５):　
３０, quotedin Warren Lerner, Karl Radek: The LastInternationalist (Stanford, CA: Stanford
UniversityPress,１９７０),１３６,２０５,n．４３．
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作以及他的支持者的著作①仍然得以出版. 然而,无论他们的影响如何,并未能

持续很长时间. １９２７年４月６日,拉狄克被解除职务并被开除出党. 他通过莫

斯科中山大学与中国学生的接触也被切断了. 据说他被指控犯有叛国罪,于

１９３９年在劳改营被处决(１９８８年被平反).
总而言之,尽管第三国际的主要任务是促进中国共产党的发展和推动中国

的共产主义革命,但第三国际的代表中有许多犹太人,他们认为中国共产党与国

民党的团结,以及与国民党所依赖的民族资产阶级和资本家的团结,用列宁主义

的术语来说,是革命成功的必要条件. 维经斯基不仅推动了中国共产党的成立,
也推动了中共与国民党的合作,而且他还坚持保持中国共产党的独立性和批评

国民党的权利,以阻止“右倾偏差”.②

蒋介石一生都在依靠外国人———俄国人、德国人或者美国人,但是从来没有

信任过他们(现在看来是有充分理由的).③ 然而,犹太人却不同. 蒋介石认识

到了犹太人对中国革命的贡献,他１９２３年在莫斯科停留之后是这样说的:

在中国的国民革命中,大多数向孙中山表示敬意并且同中国真诚合作

的俄国党政领导人都是犹太人,只有加米涅夫和契切林(Chicherin)是例

外,他们是俄罗斯人(实际上加米涅夫也是犹太人).这些犹太人􀆺􀆺引起

了我特别的兴趣.我发现,比较而言,像托洛茨基、季诺维也夫、拉狄克和越

飞这些人更关心国民党和俄国共产党之间的合作问题.④

二、１９４９—１９７９年:沟通中国与西方

２０世纪３０年代末４０年代初,超过两万名犹太难民从欧洲逃到中国,绝大

部分逃到了上海,也有少数去到其他地方. 他们中一些人参加了共产党,并为之

①

②

③

④

其中一些人是犹太人,如贝拉􀅰爱泼斯坦(BellaEpshtein)、亚伯兰􀅰格里戈里耶维奇􀅰普里戈

任(AbramGrigorievichPrigozhin)、米哈伊􀅰沃林(MikhailVolin,即SemenNatanovichBelenky,著名汉

学家,中国研究所所长). 至少有一些中国学生称赞了他们. AlexanderPantsov,TheBolsheviksandthe
ChineseRevolution,１９１９Ｇ１９２７,１７１,１７５,１７８,１８３,２９５．

ZhouLisheng, “OntheRectificationoftheTendencyofRightDeviationinthePartyduringthe
EarlyGMDＧCCPCooperation: VoitinskyastheFocusofResearch,”SocialSciences８(２０１６):１４４Ｇ１５１．

TheodoreH．White,InSearchofHistory:APersonalAdventure (NewYork: WarnerBooks,

１９７８),１５７．
ChiangKaiＧshek ,SovietRussiainChina: ASummingＧUpatSeventy (New York: Farrar,

StrausandCudahy,１９５７),２２．
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提供各种服务,主要是医学和学术方面的专业服务.① 这些犹太人几乎没有在

中国出生的,或者是自愿来中国的,他们之所以参与中国的共产主义运动,主要

是出于意识形态信仰,出于不仅要在中国而且还要在全世界推动革命运动的

理想.
在参与中 国 共 产 主 义 运 动 的 犹 太 活 动 家 中,有 一 些 是 美 国 人. 李 敦 白

(SidneyRittenberg)就是其中之一. 李敦白的外祖父曾是俄国犹太革命家,受

外祖父的影响,他在１９４０年１８岁时就参加了美国共产党,并于１９４２年加入美

国陆军. 他决定学习汉语而不是日语,计划到中国去支援中国革命,以期创造一

个更美好的世界.② 他１９４５年９月抵达中国时,战争已经结束. 作为一个生活

在南卡罗来纳州的犹太人,他“从未感到被当地社会完全接受”. 他知道自己所

属的宗教:“我在那些圣经故事和古老的赞美诗中找到一些安慰,但我不相信有

一个人形上帝.”③一般说来,他所遇到的中国人都不知道犹太人是什么. 作为

一名可以自由行动的士兵,李敦白开始与中国共产党人接触,为他们提供一些帮

助———包括帮助几名地下党员逃避警察追捕. １９４６年年末或１９４７年年初的某

个时候,在得到包括毛泽东、刘少奇、周恩来、任弼时和朱德等中共最高领导人的

批准后,李敦白成了一名中共党员④;他也是第一位成为中共党员的美国公民⑤.
他发挥的主要作用是让西方知道中国共产党胜利的消息,而这些消息在中国之

外往往被打了折扣和受到忽视.

１９４９年,据说是根据斯大林的命令,李敦白遭到逮捕. １９５５年４月获释后,
中国方面承认对他的指控和监禁是错误的. 李敦白并不是唯一在北京的犹太

人,另外还有珍􀅰萨克斯􀅰霍德斯(JaneSachsHodes,高盛银行哈利􀅰萨克斯

①

②

③

④

⑤

M．Avrum Ehrlich, ed．, TheJewishＧChineseNexus: A MeetingofCivilizations (London:

Routledge,２００８); GerdKaminski,ed．,IchKannteSieAlle:TagebuchdesChinesischenGeneralsJakob
Rosenfeld (Vienna: LöckerVerlag,２００２); PanGuang, AStudyofJewishRefugeesinChina (１９３３Ｇ
１９４５): History,TheoryandtheChinesePattern (Singapore:Springer,２０１９)．

SidneyRittenbergandAmandaBennet,TheManWhoStayedBehind (NewYork, NY:Simon
andSchuster,１９９３),１３,３１,１４４．本节中的许多内容都来自这本书.

SidneyRittenbergandAmandaBennet,TheManWhoStayedBehind,１６１．
SidneyRittenbergandAmandaBennet,TheManWhoStayedBehind,９２Ｇ９３．
BarbCharzuk, “ExＧadvisortoCommunistChina Diesat９８”, TheFountain HillsTimes

(August１４, August２７,２０１９)．
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的女儿)①、乔希和米里亚 姆 􀅰 霍 恩 (Joshand Miriam Horn)、大 卫 􀅰 柯 鲁 克

(DavidCrook),以及逃离纳粹奥地利的弗兰克􀅰苏(FrankSu)的妻子索尼娅

(Sonia)等人.② 李敦白在１９６７年担任过几个月中国广播事业局(中国国际广播

电台)的领导,当时“文化大革命”正不断恶化. 一些中国人和外国人因嫉妒他的

职位而对他进行攻击,用的是反犹主义话语:“李敦白表现出了我们一直以来所

熟悉的犹太人的各种品行.”③后来他被再次逮捕并被讯问关于当时也被捕入狱

的伊斯雷尔􀅰爱泼斯坦(IsraelEpstein)和迈克尔􀅰夏皮洛(MichaelShapiro,一

译夏庇若)的情况;大卫􀅰柯鲁克也是如此,他们全都是犹太人. 李敦白被监禁

了近十年,到１９７７年１１月才获释,并于１９８０年３月回到美国. 尽管遭受了苦

难,他仍然执着于中国共产党的活动,并向外部世界传播中共的各种信息. 早在

１９４９年,北京就将他称为“一位在中国人和美国人民之间架设桥梁的工程师”④.
事实上,这正是他和他的犹太伙伴们的重要使命.

李敦白回到美国后,仍在继续自己的使命,让西方更深入地了解中国,但更

多的是用经济话语而非革命话语. “他在哥伦比亚广播公司«６０分钟»节目中接

受的采访比任何人都要多.”⑤更重要的是,他为在中国开展业务的美国公司开

办了一家咨询公司. 他利用个人关系和对中国制度的了解提供咨询服务,成了

一个货真价实的资本家,赚取了数百万美元.⑥ 通过这样做,他身体力行地向世

界展示毛泽东时代之后中国的做法———在共产主义制度下将社会主义市场经济

与资本主义结合在一起. 这种前所未有的创新主要也是由犹太经济学家引入中

国的.
爱泼斯坦也作出了类似的贡献,同样也经受了类似的痛苦. 爱泼斯坦１９１５

年出生于华沙,后全家来到中国,先是在哈尔滨,后到天津. 美国和英国在天津

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

珍􀅰霍德斯是一名资深共产党员,２０世纪５０年代在中国生活了五年,编辑英语出版物,教授英

语并 在 英 语 广 播 电 台 播 音. Jane Hodes, “Lifelong Activist, FounderofNiebylＧProctorLibrary,”

People􀆳sWorld (June１８, ２００９), https://www．peoplesworld．org/article/janehodesＧlifelongＧactivistＧ
founderＧofＧniebylＧproctorＧlibrary/;SoniaR．Su, “WhatChinaHasMeanttoMe,”inLivinginChina,

ed．RewiAlley(Beijing: New WorldPress,１９７９),１２７Ｇ１４５．她曾在外文局法语组工作.

BeverleyHooper, ForeignersunderMao: WesternLivesinChina, １９４９Ｇ１９７６ (HongKong:

HongKongUniversityPress,２０１６)．
BeverleyHooper,ForeignersunderMao:WesternLivesinChina,１９４９Ｇ１９７６,３８３．
JonathanMargolis, “SidneyRittenbergObituary,”TheGuardian (August２８,２０１９)．
BarbCharzuk, “ExＧadvisortoCommunistChina Diesat９８”, TheFountain HillsTimes

(August１４, August２７,２０１９)．
RobertD．McFadden, “SidneyRittenberg, IdealistAmerican Aideto Mao WhoEvolvedto

CounselCapitalists,Diesat９８,”TheNewYorkTimes(August２４,２０１９);GaryRivlin, “ALongMarch
from MaoismtoMicrosoft,”TheNewYorkTimes (December５,２００４)．
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都很有影响,爱泼斯坦因此接受的是英语教育,英语成了他的主要语言,并使他

进入了新闻业. 尽管如此,他父母的社会主义思想以及１９１７年俄国革命的影

响,形成了他自己终生的政治倾向. 某种意义上,这也是一种正统犹太教和欧洲

启蒙现代主义的结合———这与中国改革者试图将传统儒家思想(“体”)与现实需

要(“用”)相结合并无太大差别,不同之处在于,中国是一个国家,而犹太人却没

有自己的国家. 爱泼斯坦年幼时在哈尔滨目睹了白俄对“布尔什维克犹太人”所

采取的残酷的反犹主义;这些“布尔什维克犹太人”与中国共产党人一起被逮捕,
遭受酷刑并被杀害. 中国几乎没有反犹主义,其主要是白俄、日本人和西方人

“带进来”的,并被一些国民党人士“接受”. 爱泼斯坦回忆说,一名陪同外国记者

前往共产党控制区的国民党官员告诉东道主,这些记者中有三个人是犹太人;他
还说,他们只对金钱感兴趣,对“新闻”并不真正感兴趣. 而且,因为犹太人没有

祖国,他们肯定理解不了民族主义和民族斗争的含义,所以他们应该相信他. 不

出所料,国民党官员的提议和建议遭到了拒绝.① 于是,有意或无意间,犹太人

和中国共产党之间形成了一条纽带. 一些离开中国前往美国的犹太人成了工会

活动家和共产党员. 不可避免的是,随着俄国影响的增强,犹太特性消退了. 爱

泼斯坦写道:

虽然我父母都出生在虔诚的犹太家庭,但他们早已成为坚定的无神论

者.我甚至直到成年后才见到犹太会堂内部的样子(虽然哈尔滨也有几座

犹太会堂,但我从未进去过);也没人教过我希伯来语􀆺􀆺 我们没有进过犹

太会堂,不在赎罪日禁食,也不遵守犹太洁食规矩或者逾越节的饮食规定,
我没有接受过成人礼,这是对犹太男性长到１３岁的确认,从此他们便应当

承担成年人的道德责任􀆺􀆺 但是我们的无神论家庭却非常犹太化,以一种

世俗的方式保持我们的犹太性.②

虽然不信教,但爱泼斯坦研究并熟悉犹太宗教和历史故事,他以及他的家人

从来不隐瞒自己的犹太身份,也没有更改自己的姓名. 然而,他和他的父母都拒

绝有神论和犹太复国主义;而且他还接受了共产主义,并认为向外部世界宣传中

国的共产主义是自己的使命. 爱泼斯坦曾在诸如合众国际社(UPI)等新闻机构

和«纽约时报»工作过. 他通过自己的写作,是“一位(中国)统一战线不知疲倦的

①

②

IsraelEpstein, MyChinaEye: MemoirsofaJewandaJournalist (SanFrancisco, CA: Long
RiverPress,２００５),１８１Ｇ１８２．

IsraelEpstein, MyChinaEye: MemoirsofaJewandaJournalist,３５,３９．
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支持者”①. 作 为 «中 国 建 设» (ChinaReconstructs)杂 志 的 创 始 人 之 一,他 于

１９７９年５月成为其主编. １９８３年,他被中国人民政治协商会议(CPPCC)接纳

为委员. 全国政协的十位外籍委员中有一半是犹太人. 在大多数中国面向外部

世界的媒体中,犹太人发挥了非常重要的作用. 除了爱泼斯坦在«中国建设»和

李敦白在中国国际广播电台工作外,还有沙博理在对外文化联络局工作,后又在

外文出版社工作,迈克尔􀅰夏皮洛在新华社工作,大卫􀅰柯鲁克在外语学院

工作.
另一位帮助中国架起与世界沟通桥梁的犹太裔美国人是沙博理. 他于

１９１５年年底出生在纽约的布鲁克林,学习过法律和中文,曾与另一位后来也来

到中国的犹太人朱利安􀅰舒曼(JulianSchuman,中文名叫舒子章)同住.② 沙博

理很清楚自己有犹太血统,尽管他和他父母认为自己是美国人. 他最后一次与

犹太教“相遇”是在１９２８年,当时他１３岁,在犹太会堂里用希伯来语作了他的成

人礼致辞. １９８９年,他访问了以色列,而在此之前他一直没有关注过以色列.
他后来说:“这里就是它(犹太性)开始的地方,我作为一个犹太人的基本属性就

是来自这里的. 我找到了一个起源.”③毕业后,他进入了一家著名的华尔街犹

太律师事务所. 他于１９４７年３月离开纽约,并不是出于任何意识形态动机或有

什么共产主义倾向,而是希望在北京的一家美国公司找一个商业律师的工作,同
时提高中文水平. 通过他的中国未婚妻,他接触到了共产党人,从而意识到自己

想过一种更有意义的生活.④ 沙博理没有(像李敦白那样)去联系共产党人,而

是他们来找他. 当时没有其他事情可做,他利用自己的中文知识,开始将中国文

学作品翻译成英语,“希望它们能进入美国市场”. 后来这导致了第一部关于中

国共产党的小说在美国出版. 沙博理也很快受聘于对外文化联络局,成为各种

书和小册子的翻译者. 然而,他仍坚持自己“并不是一个马克思主义者”.⑤

１９５３年,沙博理加入了中国刚刚成立的外文出版社. 后来他写道:“我有生

以来第一次有了使命感、成就感和目标.”⑥到１９６１年时,他已经翻译了十多部

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

MatthiasMessmer,JewishWayfarersinModernChina: TragedyandSplendor (NewYork,

NY: LexingtonBooks,２０１２),２０８．
JulianSchuman,China:AnUncensoredLook (Sagaponack, NY:SecondChancePress,１９７９)．
SidneyShapiro,AnAmericaninChina: ThirtyYearsinthePeople􀆳sRepublic (Beijing: New

WorldPress,１９７９),２０４Ｇ２０５;SidneyShapiro,IChoseChina:TheMetamorphosisofaCountryanda
Man (NewYork, NY: HippocreneBooks,２０００),２７４．

SidneyShapiro,AnAmericaninChina:ThirtyYearsinthePeople􀆳sRepublic,２４．
SidneyShapiro,AnAmericaninChina:ThirtyYearsinthePeople􀆳sRepublic,３９,４２．
SidneyShapiro,AnAmericaninChina:ThirtyYearsinthePeople􀆳sRepublic,８５．
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小说和几十篇短篇小说,其中大部分与抗日战争有关. 他还常常为«中国文学»
杂志工作,然后又为«中国画报»工作. 他三十多年来的翻译工作,除了向世界展

示了中国现代和古典文学的特质以外,“还在向世界展示真实的中国方面起到了

有效的作用. 它们提供了我们的许多文章极为欠缺的筋骨和血肉. 在我看来,
其他国家的普通人一旦像我一样了解了中国人,就会情不自禁地喜欢和钦佩他

们. 在当前‘仇恨中国’的氛围中,面对面的交流是如此欠缺———文学媒介可能

是次优的选择.”①

２０世纪６０年代早期,沙博理终于下定决心得到他最想要的生活. 他意识

到自己“在北京比在纽约更能从事有意义且满意的工作”,便于１９６３年申请了中

国公民身份,几个月后获得批准.
大卫􀅰柯鲁克于１９１０年出生在伦敦一个有东欧犹太血统的家庭.② 他小

时候接受过犹太传统教育,学了一些希伯来语,吃犹太洁食,守犹太节日,甚至还

受到一点犹太复国主义的影响. 受萧伯纳作品的影响,他逐渐放弃了宗教信仰,
后来出国到了巴黎、德国和纽约之后,这种世俗化的倾向进一步加强了. 随后,
他的阅读、工作和经历大萧条引起了他对苏联和社会主义的兴趣,也引发他对资

本主义、失业和法西斯主义在世界蔓延的批评. 不知不觉中,柯鲁克在哥伦比亚

大学就读时(１９３１—１９３５)参与了共产主义活动. 他不久就加入了共产主义者领

导的全国学生联盟. 他从同伴以及他们的意识形态中得到很多收获. 他第一次

读到列宁的«国家与革命». １９３６年回到英国后,柯鲁克加入了共产党,并于

１９３７年年初加入了国际纵队的英国防空营,同西班牙法西斯主义战斗. 武器、
训练和补给都来自苏联,西方民主国家采取“不干涉”立场. 到４月,他被克格勃

招募并开始监视反对苏联尤其是反对斯大林的“左翼分子”. 他没有掩饰自己的

犹太身份,并得到了一个新身份.③

１９３８年５月,按照苏联的命令,他前往上海,也受到了埃德加􀅰斯诺(Edgar
Snow)的«红星照耀中国»的影响. 他的正式身份先是在圣约翰大学后又在苏州

大学教 授 文 学, 而 非 正 式 身 份 则 主 要 是 监 视 “托 洛 茨 基 分 子”. 他 使 用 过

①

②

③

SidneyShapiro,AnAmericaninChina:ThirtyYearsinthePeople􀆳sRepublic,２００Ｇ２０１．
DavidCrook, HampsteadHeathtoTianAnMen:TheAutobiographyofDavidCrook,www．

davidcrook．net/simple/main．html;DeliaDevin, “A CommunistWhoFoughtagainstFranco, Spiedfor
StalinandWroteaClassiconChangeinChina,” TheGuardian (December１８, ２０００); ZhangShu,
“ProfessorsDavidandIsabelCrookandTheirFamily,”VoiceofFriendship１７９(２０１５):４１Ｇ４５．

在西班牙的约４万名志愿者中,约有８０００人是犹太人. 在约２０００名英国志愿者中,约有２００人

是犹太人,即１０％,是他们在英国人口中所占比例的１０倍. １９９６年１２月,柯鲁克应西班牙政府邀请,带

着３００名国际旅老兵返回西班牙.
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哈罗德􀅰艾萨克斯(HaroldIsaacs)的«中国革命的悲剧»(１９３８),艾萨克斯当时

是一名坚定的托洛茨基分子(他本人也是犹太人). １９４０年夏天,柯鲁克前往成

都,在流亡中的南京大学任教,并于１９４２年回到伦敦,与一位在成都的加拿大传

教士的女儿伊莎贝结婚. 伊莎贝一家思想开明,愿意接受他的共产主义和犹太

教信仰,尽管他早就脱离宗教了. 他学习了英国皇家空军的情报课程,负责监视

和破译日本的无线电通信,并成了一名军官. 他先后驻扎在印度、锡兰和缅甸

(在那里他晋升为空军中尉),最后来到香港,此时战争已经结束.
柯鲁克不久又被调到新加坡. 由于被怀疑为苏联搞间谍活动,他遭到降职;

三年的海外服役结束后,他回到了英国. １９４６年,他和伊莎贝决定返回中国.
柯鲁克开始在伦敦大学东方与非洲学院学习中文(他当时没有学汉字,直到２０
年后被关进监狱时他才开始学习汉字)和中国历史. 学习结束后,他从英国皇家

空军退役,并获准前往中国. 柯鲁克在继续参加共产党的活动时,仍对自己的犹

太身份感到不自在,也没有加入犹太退役军人协会.
在前往北京的途中,他们在香港见到了后来成为外交部部长的乔冠华及其

妻子、重庆的中共发言人龚澎以及后来成为外交部副部长的章汉夫. 在天津,他
们又见到了后来任中国驻美国大使的韩叙. 在北京短暂停留后,从１９４７年１１
月下旬起,他们在十里店村住了八个月,写了三本书. 在农村逗留期间,他们见

到了廖承志(时任新华社负责人)、薄一波和邓小平. １９４８年６月,他们前往石

家庄. 在那里,在一位重要的外交官王炳南的要求下,他们同意在新设立的延安

外国语学校授课,开启了他们终身的职业生涯. 叶剑英当时是附近延安外国语

学校的院长,后来是中国人民解放军元帅、国防部长和中共中央副主席,也参与

了此事. 这项任务也使柯鲁克夫妇的第一本书的出版推迟了１０年,直到１９５９
年才出版.

２０世纪５０年代初,柯鲁克成为了英语系副系主任. 外国的教师们一般都

能克制自己的反犹主义,然而一些中国人却很欣赏他的犹太身份,于是,早年隐

瞒了自己宗教信仰的柯鲁克再也没有试图继续隐瞒下去,当然也没有炫耀. 与

此同时,延安外国语学校更名为北京外国语学院(后来又改为北京外国语大学).
柯鲁克将教学重点放在培养能够陪同外宾的口笔译人员,而不是将时间“浪费”
在教授文学上;他认为文学往好处说是“不实用”,往坏处说则是“比智力”. 在他

的数千名学生中,许多人“获得了外交部或者学术界的最高职务”①.

① DeliaDevin, “ACommunistWhoFoughtagainstFranco,SpiedforStalinandWroteaClassicon
ChangeinChina,”TheGuardian (December１８,２０００);IsraelEpstein, “DavidCrook,” ChinaToday
(２００１):３７．
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１９５７年,柯鲁克到加拿大和英国待了六个月,发表了一些赞扬中国的宣传

演讲. １９５８年,他经苏联返回中国. １９６６年夏天,他犯了一个错误———在“文化

大革命”前夕离开中国;接着又犯了一个更严重的错误———不久又返回了中国.

１９６７年２月回国后,他加入了“红旗战斗队”,后来又加入了主要由外国人组成

的“白求恩Ｇ延安革命兵团”. １０月１７日,红卫兵学生把他抓了起来,称他是英

国间谍,将他投入了北京警戒级别最高的秦城监狱. 在监狱里,他终于学会了中

文. 他于１９７３年１月获释. 对他的指控修改了三次,一次比一次好,最后被彻

底平反. 在１９７３年３月的一次讲话中,已经生病和虚弱的周恩来总理在谈到外

国人受到的不公正待遇时,提到了一些人的名字:“大卫􀅰柯鲁克现在已获释,我
们向他表示歉意.”而迫害外国人的罪魁祸首江青,可能正被迫坐在那里.①

１９７９年,教育部任命大卫􀅰柯鲁克(和伊莎贝)为“学院顾问”,相当于大学校长

的级别.② 柯鲁克在北京恢复教职后,１９７２年开始担任为期六年的«汉英词典»
首席母语顾问.

总之,柯鲁克认为自己在教育方面作出了贡献,在“宣传”(因为找不到更好

的词)方面也作出了贡献,比如写书、写文章和小册子和广播,但最重要的是,在

中国顶尖的学术机构之一———北京外国语大学教授英语.③ 他还提出过改革中

国教育制度和加强中外联系的建议. 由于他的建议,中国取消了许多不准外国

人访问某些地方的规定,这些地方原先只对中国人开放.
尽管柯鲁克认为自己是一名无神论者和反犹太复国主义者,但他从未放弃

与犹太教的关系. １９７９年１０月,虽然他对赎罪日禁食的做法嗤之以鼻,也没有

犹太教祈祷文,但他仍然记得“一些安息日的旋律”④. «中国日报»创刊后,他就

各种问题向该报编辑寄了２５封信. 他的一些信被拒,例如关于反犹主义、军售

以及中国与以色列和阿拉伯人的关系等.⑤ １９８４年１月１７日,柯鲁克给«中国

日报»寄了这样一封信:

今天«中国日报»上的漫画是种族主义的􀆺􀆺脸上有典型的犹太人鼻

子,由犁头铸成的剑后面的大卫六芒星,这无疑是想要谴责以色列前政府和

现政府的好战和扩张主义.谴责他们是对的———特别是对于一个社会主义

①

②

③

④

⑤

DavidCrook, HampsteadHeathtoTianAnMen:TheAutobiographyofDavidCrook,１８９．
DavidCrook, HampsteadHeathtoTianAnMen:TheAutobiographyofDavidCrook,１９０．
DavidCrook, HampsteadHeathtoTianAnMen:TheAutobiographyofDavidCrook,２０３Ｇ２０４．
VeraSchwarcz,LongRoadHome:AChinaJourney (NewHaven,CT: YaleUniversityPress,

１９８４),１７４Ｇ１７５．
DavidCrook, HampsteadHeathtoTianAnMen: TheAutobiographyofDavidCrook,２４３Ｇ

２４５,２５０,２５５．
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国家来说.但是,不能通过嘲笑犹太人的身体特征或者许多世纪以来激励

犹太民众与反犹主义斗争的标志􀆺􀆺他们,犹太人民,应该被团结,而不是

被侮辱.①

这封信没有被登载出来,也没有得到回复. 而当时中国正在购买以色列的

武器和军事技术,其中一些还在１９８４年纪念中华人民共和国成立３５周年的阅

兵式上被展示———尽管柯鲁克并不知道这些情况. 他(和迈克尔􀅰夏皮洛)关于

中国的看法经常受到«卫报»(的约翰􀅰吉廷斯)和«每日电讯报»的诋毁.②

１９８６年,柯鲁克７６岁时不无愧疚地访问了以色列. 启程之前,他在纽约会

见了一位以色列教授和一位以色列驻联合国官员. 他和妻子经由埃及和西奈半

岛前往以色列,重温了他的犹太教知识. 在２００９年的一次采访中,伊莎贝说:
“我们的角色是扮演在中国的西方.”③然而,这一说法暴露出一种居高临下的西

方和传教士态度. 大卫􀅰柯鲁克可能会改为“我们的角色是扮演在西方的中

国”,或者在中国和西方之间架起一座桥梁. 中国人在２０１０年他去世十周年、

１００周年诞辰时评价道:“他书写和讲述中国,在极度简单化的冷战背景下,向外

界提供了一幅关于新中国的准确图景.”④

另一位成为彻底的亲中国代言人的英国犹太人是迈克尔􀅰夏皮洛.⑤ 他出

生在伦敦东区一个世俗的犹太家庭,尽管年轻时经历过反犹主义,但是他从未在

公开场合或私下里谈到过他的宗教信仰. 他对犹太事务没有兴趣,认为人类最

主要的决定性因素是阶级. 在伦敦经济学院(LSE)学习后,夏皮洛于１９３４年加

入了英国共产党. １９４９年或者是１９５０年,他“应中国共产党中央委员会邀请,
受英国共产党派遣”⑥前往中国,被安排在中国国际新闻局. 他的著作«变化的

中国»于１９５８年在西方出版,一位评论家写道:“夏皮洛不仅对八年来的变化进

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

DavidCrook, HampsteadHeathtoTianAnMen:TheAutobiographyofDavidCrook,２５５．
DavidCrook, HampsteadHeathtoTianAnMen:TheAutobiographyofDavidCrook,２６６．关

于以色列对中国的军售问题,见 YitzhakShichor, “Israel􀆳sMilitaryTransferstoChinaandTaiwan,”

Survival４０(１９９８);YitzhakShichor, “Proxy: UnlockingtheOriginsofIsrael􀆳sMilitarySalestoChina,”

TheAsiaPapers (２０２０)．
BeverleyHooper, ForeignersunderMao: WesternLivesinChina, １９４９Ｇ１９７６ (HongKong:

HongKongUniversityPress,２０１６),１１．
LiQi, “ManofthePeople,”ChinaDaily (October２０,２０１０)．
NeilRedfern, “MichaelShapiro: A CommunistLifein Britainand China,”http://www．

academia．edu/４７５４３５４/; DavidCrook, Hampstead HeathtoTianAn Men: TheAutobiographyof
DavidCrook,１６０．

根据１９８６年 １０月 ６日新华社讣告. NeilRedfern, “MichaelShapiro: A CommunistLifein
BritainandChina,”７．
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行了简要的概括,而且还对这一变化的内容进行了专业的分析.”①与他的同事

不同,夏皮洛的工作主要是针对外国共产党的,他批评苏联的“修正主义”和“改

良主义”,将其与中国革命的纯洁性进行比较. 然而,他和李敦白都是正式的外

国共产党员,又在“文化大革命”中参加过一段时间的红卫兵活动,所以经历的磨

难也比其他外籍人士多.②

迈克尔􀅰夏皮洛再也没有回英国,直到１９８６年去世,一共在华３６年. 他在

新华社和外文出版社工作,还为面向海外的国内新闻部门编辑英文评论,并且翻

译毛泽东和刘少奇的著作. 这就是在中国的西方“外国专家”———其中许多是犹

太人———的主要任务,下文还将提到.③

１９５９年年底,中共中央决定成立一个小组,将«毛泽东选集»第四卷翻译成

英文,并对２０世纪５０年代中期发行的前三卷的英文译文进行修改. 这项工作

从６０年代初开始,翻译小组共有１４人,其中９个中国人(包括受过牛津大学教

育的学者,外交部、外语出版社和外语学院的官员和领导)以及５名外国人:李敦

白、柯富兰(FrankCoe)、爱泼斯坦、索尔􀅰爱德勒(SolAdler)和迈克尔􀅰夏皮

洛———全都是犹太人. 经过近两年的工作,１９６４年１月,毛泽东招待翻译组在

勤政殿共进晚餐. 柯富兰、爱德勒④、爱泼斯坦和李敦白一同前往. 安娜􀅰路易

斯􀅰斯特朗也受邀出席,正是她作为间谍在莫斯科被捕,才导致李敦白在中国也

被捕. 关于李敦白,毛泽东曾歉意地说:“我们在他的案子上犯了一个很糟糕的

错误. 他是一个好同志,我们冤枉了他.”⑤金诗伯(Sam Ginsbourg)于１９１４年

出生在赤塔的一个犹太家庭,后全家逃离了白俄罗斯. 他在１９６７年花了几个月

的时间,“通过逐字逐句地对比中文原文,检查了«毛主席语录»的英文和俄文译

①

②

③

④

⑤

William H．Hinton, “ReviewofChangingChina, byMichaelShapiro,” Science& Society２６
(１９６２)．

AnneＧMarieBrady, “RedandExpert:China􀆳s‘ForeignFriends􀆳intheGreatProletarianCultural
Revolution１９６６Ｇ１９６９,” ChinaInformation ６ (１９９６): １１０Ｇ１３７; AnneＧMarieBrady, “ThePolitical
MeaningofFriendship: ReviewingtheLifeandTimesofTwoofChina􀆳sAmericanFriends”, China
ReviewInternational９(２００２):３０７Ｇ３１９．

以下段落 来 自 SidneyRittenbergandAmandaBennet, TheMan WhoStayedBehind (New
York, NY:SimonandSchuster,１９９３),２４９Ｇ２５２．

关于索尔(所罗门)􀅰阿德勒,见 MatthiasMessmer, “China􀆳sRealitiesfromtheViewpointsof
‘ForeignExperts,’”inTheJewishＧChineseNexus:AMeetingofCivilizations,ed．M．AvrumEhrlich
(London: Routledge,２００８), ２２Ｇ２３. 关 于 柯 富 兰, 见 WalterH．Waggoner, “FrankCoe,inPeking;

FormerU．S．OfficialTookAsylumin５０s,” TheNewYorkTimes (June６,１９８０). 从１９５８年到１９８０
年,他在中国生活和工作了２２年.

SidneyRittenbergand AmandaBennet, The Man WhoStayed Behind, ２７３．另 参 见 Sam
Ginsbourg, MyFirstSixtyYearsinChina (Beijing: ForeignLanguagesPress,１９８２).
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本,并提出了改进建议”①. 在狱中,柯鲁克(当时已被排除出翻译团队)试图“做

得更好”:“我尝试翻译或重新翻译,我对毛泽东作品的官方英文译本的僵硬风格

不满,想要一个忠于他时常活泼、朴实甚至有诗意的译本.”②

在中华人民共和国成立后的前３０年里,这些生活在中国的外籍犹太人正是

在新闻领域特别是翻译和编辑以及在外语教学中作出了重大贡献,向世界展示

中国并让世界了解中国.

三、１９７９—２０１９年:将社会主义与资本主义相结合

在前３０年里,中国的共产主义运动遵循毛泽东思想的设想,即共产主义可

以通过越过资本主义阶段来实现. 作为资本主义问题的专家,马克思起初认为,
资本主义是实现共产主义不可缺少的基础和先决条件. 然而,由于没有先例表

明共产主义革命产生于资本主义社会,也没有迹象表明共产主义革命将会很快

发生,马克思在晚年失去了耐心,提出了一个选项,即依靠传统的社群主义(主要

是在俄罗斯)作为实现共产主义的捷径,以绕开资本主义.③

４０年后,列宁试图追随马克思的脚步,在俄国发动革命,但可能意识到这是

行不通的. 俄罗斯的农民经济过于落后和薄弱,无法创造在社会中用来分配的

财富. 因此,他提出了新经济政策④,允许通过自由市场和贸易的要素来重振经

济发展. 这一政策非常成功,以至于激起了党内的反对,而其中大部分反对者是

犹太人,他们担心“资本主义复辟”会危害革命. 斯大林领导的苏联放弃了自由

市场,并导致其最终解体. 尽管中苏关系有起有落,但显然中国基本上是模仿了

苏联的方式,试图绕过资本主义来实现共产主义. 毛泽东认为资本主义和社会

主义是一对互相矛盾的概念,将它们组合在一起是反动的.⑤ 其实,早在苏联解

体之前,邓小平和其他中共领导人就得出结论,没有经过自由市场的资本主义,
就无法实现共产主义. 然而,他们却不知道如何在一个已经由共产党领导的国

①

②

③

④

⑤

SamGinsbourg, “AVoyageintotheFuture,”inLivinginChina,ed．RewiAlley(Beijing: New
WorldPress,１９７９),３９．

DavidCrook, HampsteadHeathtoTianAnMen:TheAutobiographyofDavidCrook,１８１．
TheodorShanin,LateMarxandtheRussianRoad: MarxandthePeripheriesofCapitalism

(NewYork, NY: TheMonthlyReviewPress,１９８３)．
RogerPethybridge,OneStepBackwards,TwoStepsForwards:SovietSocietyandPoliticsin

theNewEconomicPolicy (Oxford: ClarendonPress,１９９０)．
TheRevolutionary Mass Criticism Writing Group ofthe Party Schoolunderthe Central

CommitteeoftheChineseCommunistParty, “Theoryof ‘CombineTwointoOne’ isaReactionary
PhilosophyforRestoringCapitalism,”BeijingReview１４(１９７１):６Ｇ１１．
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家发展自由市场经济,共产党从掌握政权的那一刻起,就坚持扼杀任何资本主义

的苗头,而且将矛头对准“走资本主义道路者”———包括领导层. 由于他们对资

本主义的了解有限,并且缺乏坚实的资本主义基础,后毛泽东时代的中国改革派

领导人便希望寻求外部的建议.

２０世纪７０年代末,当中国的领导人决定进行广泛的经济改革时(一些人早

在５０年代初就有此想法),就邀请外国顶尖经济学家来华进行讨论. 不管是有

意还是无意,他们中的大多数都是犹太人. 从历史上看,犹太人通常就与金钱

(资本)联系在一起,无论是好是坏.
精通商业和银行业务,受过良好教育,生活在城市但流动性高,有全球范围

的家族性联系,犹太人代表着现代性,是资本主义增长和发展背后一股重要的推

动力.① 马克思本人特别地将资本主义等同于犹太教.② 犹太人在研究方面也

很出色:所有诺贝尔经济学奖获得者中的４０％和美国诺贝尔经济学奖获得者中

的５１％都是犹太人. 第一批专家由代表着纯粹资本主义的美国人组成,他们都

是研究自由市场经济学最前沿、最受尊敬和最负盛名的学者.
芝加哥大学教授、诺贝尔经济学奖获得者(１９７６)、“世界主要的自由市场原

教旨主义倡导者”③米尔顿􀅰弗里德曼(MiltonFriedman)于１９７９年年底被邀请

访问中国. 当他１９８０年９月来到中国时,意识到中国的学者/经济学家们对自

由市场经济并不熟悉. 在１９８８年９月的第二次访问中,他强调了“自由私有经

济”的必要性,并驳斥了“双轨制”,即苏联式的“计划经济”和“市场经济”相结合

的体制. 虽然弗里德曼的一些观点特别是关于政治改革的必要性最初遭到了拒

绝,但后来还是被部分接受了. 他的著作«资本主义与自由»(Capitalismand
Freedom,１９６２)的中文版也于１９９３年出版.

１９７９年,另一个代表团访问了中国. 该代表团由宾夕法尼亚大学教授劳伦

斯􀅰克莱因(LawrenceKlein,１９８０年诺贝尔经济学奖得主)率领,成员包括加州

大学伯克利分 校 研 究 生 院 农 业 与 资 源 经 济 系 教 授 伊 尔 玛 􀅰 阿 德 尔 曼 (Irma
Adelman),哈佛大学的肯尼斯􀅰阿罗(KennethArrow,１９７２年诺贝尔经济学奖

①

②

③

YuriSlezkine,TheJewishCentury (Princeton, NJ: PrincetonUniversityPress, ２００４), ６０;

WernerSombart,TheJewsand ModernCapitalism,trans．M．Epstein (Kitchener, Canada: Batoche
Books,２００１)．

KarlMarx, “OntheJewishQuestion,”inEarlyWritings (NewYork: VintageBooks,１９７５),

２１１Ｇ２４１．
JulianGewirtz,UnlikelyPartners: ChineseReformers, WesternEconomists,andtheMaking

ofGlobalChina (Cambridge, MA: HarvardUniversityPress,２０１７),８４．下面的讨论大部分来自这本

书,然而,这本书几乎没有提到“西方经济学家”的犹太人身份.
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得主)———都是犹太人. 他们在中国巡回授课并举行研讨会. １９８０年,克莱因

又返回中国,为官员和学者们举办了一次计量经济学的强化研讨班. 一年后,他
被聘为中国重要的国家计划委员会的“技术顾问”.① １９９１年,麻省理工学院教

授、出生于意大利犹太家庭的佛朗哥􀅰莫迪利亚尼(FrancoModigliani,１９８５年

诺贝尔经济学奖获得者)在中国人民银行举办了几次研讨会②,他是家庭和企业

行为专家. 哥伦比亚大学经济学教授、２００１年诺贝尔经济学奖获得者约瑟夫􀅰
斯蒂格利茨(JosephStiglitz)也是犹太人. ２００７年３月,他在北京举办的中国发

展高层论坛上发表了演讲. 在后来的一段时间里,他鼓励中国采取实用主义,使
其经济适应全球市场体系的需要. 他还赞扬了中国的经济成就并且创造了一种

新的、独特的经济模式.③

第二个专家群包括原籍为匈牙利、波兰、南斯拉夫和捷克斯洛伐克等东欧国

家的著名经济学家,早在共产主义阵营解体之前,这些国家就提出并进行了新的

经济实验. 他们中较早的一位是弗拉基米尔􀅰布鲁斯[WłodzimierzBrus,原名

为本雅明􀅰齐伯尔伯格(BeniaminZylberberg)],他早在１９７９年年底就首次访

问了中国. 作为一位在牛津大学工作的波兰流亡者,他坚持认为自由市场概念

与社会主义既不矛盾,也不会取代社会主义,因而在中国引起了轰动.④ 他认为

规范的市场机制是一种能使中央计划更好、更有效也更有利地发挥作用的一种

手段. 他的观点极大地影响了包括孙冶方在内的中国主要的经济学家[孙冶方

是中国重要的经济学家,深受２０世纪６０年代苏联著名经济改革家叶夫塞􀅰利

伯曼(YevseiLiberman)的影响. 利伯曼也是犹太人].
另一位帮助指导中国后毛泽东时代经济改革的东欧社会主义改革者是

奥塔􀅰锡克(OtaŠik),他是一名在德国集中营里幸存下来的捷克犹太人,后在

亚历山大􀅰杜布切克１９６８年布拉格之春时期担任副总理兼经济部长.⑤ ２０世

纪６０年代中期以来,他一直主张减少中央计划,扩大市场的作用. 他１９６８年访

①

②

③

④

⑤

JulianGewirtz,UnlikelyPartners: ChineseReformers, WesternEconomists,andtheMaking
ofGlobalChina,８,５８Ｇ５９,７８Ｇ７９,２５３．

同上,２５３.

JosephStiglitz, “China: TowardsaNew ModelofDevelopment,” ChinaEconomicJournal１
(２００８):３３Ｇ５２．

WłodzimierzBrus,TheMarketinaSocialistEconomy (London: Routledge,１９７２)．
OtaŠik, “EduardGoldstueckerReturntoCzechoslovakia, PlantoLeaveAgain,” JTA Daily

NewsBulletin３６(１９６９)．“奥塔􀅰锡克、爱德华􀅰戈德斯图克回到捷克斯洛伐克,计划再次离开”,然而,
后来他公开否认自己是犹太人,“犹太人对捷克前总理奥塔􀅰锡克博士否认犹太血统感到惊讶”[“Jews
SurprisedbyDenialofJewish AncestrybyFormerCzechPremierDr．OtaSik,” JTA Daily News
Bulletin３６(１９６９):１Ｇ２].
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问南斯拉夫时,正好遇到苏联入侵捷克斯洛伐克,于是他迁居瑞士,在那里度过

了余生(２００４年去世). １９８１年,他访问了中国,与其他外国顾问一样,他也强调

计划和市场相结合. 他说,中央计划无法对整个经济作出正确和有效的决策,因
为它忽视了市场的多样性和准确性,尤其是价格;而价格决定供求关系,从而产

生可以提高生产和利润的物质刺激. 然而,与资本主义经济不同,社会主义市场

并不是完全自由的,而是在中央计划规定的范围内运作.① 锡克的建议获得了

广泛的关注,并被纳入中国的经济政策,导致了价格研究中心的建立.
在邀请西欧和东欧顶尖经济学家访华的同时,中国的经济专家也开始参加

国际会议. 国际经济学会雅典论坛(１９８１年８月)为他们提供了一个与一些著

名经济学家见面的机会,其中包括苏联犹太学者列昂尼德􀅰康托罗维奇(Leonid
Kantorovich),也是唯一获得诺贝尔经济学奖的苏联人(１９７５年),因为他为开发

资源分配数学模型作出了贡献. 另一个东欧经济学家代表团于１９８２年７月访

问了中国,代表团成员包括弗拉基米尔􀅰布鲁斯、波兰国家物价专员尤利斯􀅰斯

特鲁明斯基(JuliusStruminsky)、捷克前副总理季李􀅰科斯塔[JiǐíKosta,原名

为海因里希􀅰格奥尔格􀅰科恩(HeinrichGeorgKohn)]、匈牙利官员和政治评

论员彼得􀅰肯德(PéterKende),全都是犹太人. 他们一致建议按照东欧模式来

改革中国经济.② 但是,那些年在中国最引人注目的是雅诺什􀅰科尔奈(János
Kornai).

在东欧经济学家中,对中国经济发展最有影响的是雅诺什􀅰科尔奈. 他原

名叫科恩豪泽(Kornhauser),出生在一个匈牙利犹太家庭,１９８４年移居美国并

进入哈佛大学. 在中国人１９８５年在一艘名为“巴山号”(Bashan)游轮上举行的

一次会议上,他是主要嘉宾. 他的著作«短缺经济学»(１９８０)抨击了社会主义官

僚计划经济和长期缺乏增加生产的投资. “匈牙利人雅诺什􀅰科尔奈是出现在

战后共产主义欧洲的最著名也是最有影响力的经济学家.”③在认识了科尔奈之

①

②

③

OtaŠik,PlanandMarketunderSocialism (WhitePlains, NY:InternationalArtsandSciences
Press,１９６７)．

JulianGewirtz,UnlikelyPartners: ChineseReformers, WesternEconomists,andtheMaking
ofGlobalChina (Cambridge, MA: HarvardUniversityPress,２０１７);JiǐíKosta, “TheChineseEconomic
Reform: Approaches, ResultsandProspects,”inCrisisandReforminSocialistEconomies,eds．Peter
Gey,JiǐíKostaandWolfgangQuaisser(Boulder, CO: WestviewPress,１９８７),１４５Ｇ１７１．

Robert Skidelsky, “Essay: A Chinese Homecoming,” (January １, ２００６), https://

robertskidelsky．com/２００６/０１/０１/essayＧaＧchineseＧhomecoming/;RobertSkidelsky, “WinningtheGamble
withCommunism,” NewYorkReviewofBooks５４(２００７)．斯基德尔斯基勋爵(LordSkidelsky)于１９３９
年出生于中国哈尔滨的一个“寡头”家族(他本人语),父亲是犹太人. 该家族在当地犹太社团和中国东北

经济中发挥了重要作用.
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后,中国的学者和经济学家们意识到西方经济学对中国发展的价值,他们不时会

援引匈牙利的经验,参考科尔奈的著作.
中国的经济顾问们主张将“社会主义”与“市场”相结合的制度作为经济转型

的一个阶段,但并不认为这个阶段是稳定或持久的. 计划经济和市场经济可以

在一段时间内共存,但最终会走向资本主义而不是社会主义. 然而,科尔奈和他

的同事们———他们代表了东欧的转型风格,认为政治改革作为拯救本国经济的

必由之路———却没有向中国提出这样的解决方案. 科尔奈呼吁减少政府的“家

长式作风”,即对经济的过度干预,他强调中国的“合同责任制”,减少强制性计

划,并强调间接管理.
中国主要的经济学家和经济出版物称赞科尔奈对高等数学的运用,以及他

把西方经济理论和马克思主义经济理论结合在一起,从而使东欧的经济改革,特
别是匈牙利经济改革,适用于中国的情况. 他的观点在西方与东方之间架起了

一座桥梁. 同时,他也表示,这种计划经济与市场力量的结合只是一种“过渡”.
在一年多的时间里,“科尔奈在中国的声誉已经发展到惊人的水平”,达到了“科

尔奈热”的程度.① 这不仅反映了他的智力和能力(西方经济学家也拥有的),还

反映了他的东欧经验(西方经济学家所欠缺的).
尽管他们热衷于将中央计划和自由市场结合起来,但并非所有的中国领导

人和经济学家都接受社会主义改良模式,无论这种模式是东欧的还是西方的.
一些强硬的保守派马克思主义者仍然推崇苏联式的计划经济,并且相信其他经

济学家. 其中一位是欧内斯特􀅰曼德尔(ErnestMandel). 他出生在法兰克福,
父母是波兰犹太人,后来移居比利时;他在那里为马克思主义辩护,直到１９９５年

去世. 他的著作«论马克思主义政治经济学»在１９６２年出版,１９７９年被翻译成

中文,在接下来的几年里,那些反对改革的人用这本书来与改革派作斗争,但结

果是失败的.②

总而言之,后毛泽东时代的领导人不太可能意识到他们的大多数外国经济

顾问,无论是来自西欧的还是东欧的,都有犹太人身份. 同样,这些顾问也不太

可能将他们的犹太身份视为推动中国经济改革的一种动力或者工具. 事实上,
一些苏联知识分子和官员曾暗示基辛格和一些著名美国犹太人有一种“犹太复

①

②

JulianGewirtz,UnlikelyPartners: ChineseReformers, WesternEconomists,andtheMaking
ofGlobalChina (Cambridge, MA: HarvardUniversityPress,２０１７),１６６．

JulianGewirtz,UnlikelyPartners: ChineseReformers, WesternEconomists,andtheMaking
ofGlobalChina,７７Ｇ７８．
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国主义阴谋”,要将资本主义引入中国(以及苏联).① 然而,即使双方都没有意

识到或忽略了这些顾问的犹太血统,犹太特性(Jewishness)可能已经改变了后

毛泽东时代中国改革的基础. 它反映了一种前所未有的组合,以前从来没有在

社会主义框架内完成过,更不用说成功了. 无论东欧国家经历了什么样的经济

改革,它们都没有保持“社会主义”,更不用说“共产主义”了. 也许犹太人的思维

提供了灵活的知识独创和概念创新,这是其他人所想不到也做不到的. 将中国

从落后的中央集权和旧式经济转变为融合了资本主义元素的先进现代经济,是

犹太知识分子敢于面对,也准备面对的巨大挑战. 大多数学者、政治家以及媒

体,都怀疑这种大规模转型是否可能. 然而,到目前为止,中国４０多年来的成就

是令人难以置信的,也是史无前例的.

结　论

本文讨论的这些为中国共产主义革命作出了贡献的各式各样的人物有两个

共同点:一个是客观的、无可争辩的共同点———他们都是犹太人;另一个是主观

的、显而易见的共同点———他们的犹太属性并不是他们的基本身份. 我不同意

第二种看法. 诚然,中国(或其他地方)的犹太革命者可能从未踏入过犹太会堂,
但是他们世世代代都在吸收自己的犹太信仰.② 马克思(在中国人眼中是犹太

人)所描绘的共产主义甚至社会主义———真实的而非乌托邦式的———可以被视

为对资本主义罪恶的救赎或纠正(Tikkun􀆳Olam,“修复世界”———希伯来Ｇ犹太

人的说法). 中国的犹太革命者肯定被有意无意地定义成了犹太人. 爱泼斯坦

提到,周恩来在正式访问华沙的招待会上问起了波兰著名数学家利奥波德􀅰英

菲尔德(LeopoldInfeld)教授. 由于英菲尔德是犹太人,被安排在一个角落里,
看着周恩来穿过大厅前来与他握手,“这是一种不赞成社会主义国家有反犹主义

的明确无误的姿态”③.
当然,最终的问题不仅在于这些犹太活动家如何定义自己,而且也在于其他

人如何定义他们. 犹太人参加共产主义运动的一个原因是,这一运动被认为是

①

②

③

AlexanderLukin, TheBear Watchesthe Dragon: Russia􀆳sPerceptionsof Chinaandthe
EvolutionofRussianＧChineseRelationssincetheEighteenthCentury (Armonk, NY: M．E．Sharpe,

２００３),１５０．
他们是“不 信 教 的 犹 太 人 ”. 参 见 IsaacDeutscher, TheNonＧJewishJewandOtherEssays

(London: OxfordUniversityPress,１９６８) . 由于没有祖国,犹太人无论住在哪里都是与众不同的,这有

助于他们保持自己的身份,而不一定靠宗教信仰.

IsraelEpstein, MyChinaEye: MemoirsofaJewandaJournalist,２４２．
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国际主义和普世性的. 犹太人没有祖国,主要过着流散生活,共产主义运动非常

适合他们. 但是,如果说他们在２０世纪２０年代还没有理解共产主义运动的话,
那么在３０年代,当数十名犹太革命者被清洗和处决时,他们就肯定理解了;当时

终于证明这种革命是民族性的,尤其是俄罗斯人的. 犹太人被排除在外,不仅因

为传统的反犹主义,而且还因为他们拒绝革命中狭隘的俄罗斯属性. 无论如何,
这两种态度都凸显了他们的犹太宗教身份,无论他们在感觉上和实际上离理论

和实践有多远.①

在上述三个时期里,犹太人对中国革命贡献的共同点是,他们试图“正确地”
处理中国国内外的意识形态矛盾,弥合分歧. 正如亚历山大􀅰卢金(Alexander
Lukin)所评论的那样,苏联对华政策的分歧,以及中国共产主义运动内部的分

歧,不是制度上的,而主要是意识形态上的.② 从本质上讲,２０世纪２０年代和

８０年代一样,他们关注的是“左派”观点和“右派”观点之间的差异———“左派”着

眼于革命的共产主义本质,而“右派”则专注于革命的资产阶级前提. 当然,最终

政策是由莫斯科制定的,通常是由党制定的. 然而,由于苏联特使们更熟悉中国

当地的情况,他们有一定的回旋余地,也有自己的偏好. 犹太顾问们的建议是左

右结合,“两者兼而有之”,很符合中国的传统. 这也符合马克思的辩证唯物主义

的世界观,即资本主义必然是共产主义的先决条件. 而且,即使他们没有意识到

这一点———有些人肯定意识到了,这些思想也都符合中国哲学的基本原理,即对

立统一、阴阳原则以及一些西方和黑格尔的概念.③

在第一个时期,大多数代表苏联政府或苏联共产党的犹太顾问都强调了与

国民党保持良好关系的重要性. 他们与马克思尤其是列宁的观点保持一致,赞

同中国国民党对民族主义和独立运动的推动,以及依靠资本主义来发展中国.
这两点都被视为实现共产主义的先决条件. 在第二个时期,当中国的社会主义

被认为已经“实现”了的时候,大多数参与革命的犹太人试图通过翻译和出版中

国的资料和著作,将它们介绍到国外,以此来弥合中国与外部世界之间的差距.
在第三个时期改革即将开始时,犹太顾问们———他们自己不一定是共产主义

者———又重新回到了２０世纪２０年代马克思Ｇ列宁主义的观念,即资本主义是共

①

②

③

LeonardShapiro, “TheRoleoftheJewsintheRussianRevolutionaryMovement,”TheSlavonic
andEastEuropeanReview４０(１９６１):１６６Ｇ１６７．

AlexanderLukin, TheBear Watchesthe Dragon: Russia􀆳sPerceptionsof Chinaandthe
EvolutionofRussianＧChineseRelationssincetheEighteenthCentury (Armonk, NY: M．E．Sharpe,

２００３),８２,１０９．
V．J．McGill,andW．T．Parry, “TheUnityofOpposites: ADialecticalPrinciple,”Science&

Society１２(１９４８):４１８Ｇ４４４．
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产主义的重要基础. 和他们的前辈一样,这些犹太顾问提供了将社会主义与资

本主义相结合以弥合差距的办法,并“正确地”处理了两者之间的矛盾. 他们可

能在无意间颠覆了马克思,指出了一种新的革命道路;这种革命取得成功的前景

虽然仍存在疑问,但却是有史以来最好的.
最后,无论有意还是无意,这些“沟通者”都是犹太人,而中国领导人和活动

人士在多大程度上意识到了这一点? 再进一步说,如果他们没有意识到———也

很可能已经意识到了———来自外部的信息(过去是反犹太主义,现在则是媒体渠

道)也会提醒他们这一点. 最近的迹象表明,中国认识并赞赏犹太文明不仅对中

国,而且对亚洲(和世界)文明产生的影响. 中国国家主席习近平在２０１９年５月

１５日在北京举行的亚洲文明对话大会的开幕词中说:“在数千年发展历程中,亚

洲人民创造了辉煌的文明成果. «诗经»«论语»«塔木德»«一千零一夜»«梨俱吠

陀»«源氏物语»等名篇经典.”①值得注意的是,习近平主席提到了«塔木德»,而

不是«圣经». 我想有两个原因. 首先,«圣经»虽然最初只是犹太人的,但后来也

为基督教和伊斯兰教所共有,它们都认为这也是它们遗产的一部分. 其次,因为

«塔木德»相较于«圣经»而言更是犹太人独有的财产,更能代表和反映犹太人的

精神和本性,即争论和辩论,不接受事物表面的价值、主张对立的统一、协调分

歧、调和矛盾.
可以想到的是,习近平主席在提到亚洲文化成就时把中国经典(«诗经»«论

语»)放在最前面;但想不到他会把犹太人的«塔木德»排在第二位. 在此之后,他
才提到阿拉伯人、印度人和日本人的贡献. 假如不是习近平主席本人,那么一定

是有中国领导层或知识分子中的其他人提议给予犹太文明如此高的地位. 而

且,由于中国政治中很少有或者根本没有巧合,这一点就很重要了.
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CombiningContradictions:JewishContributionstotheChineseRevolution
YitzhakShichor　Tr．HONGTao　XIAOXian

Abstract:JewsweredeeplyinvolvedinCommunistrevolutionsinEurope,andprimarily
inRussia,ofteninleadingpositions．Thisisunderstandablegiventheirdemographiclocation,

extensiveeducationandsufferingovertheyears．However,howcouldweaccountforthefact
thattheyalsoplayedaroleinCommunistrevolutionsinAsia,andespeciallyinChina? There
werepracticallynoJewishcommunitiestospeakofandthosefew wholivedtherehadbeen
almosttotallyassimilated, andhadnointerestwhatsoeverinChineseculture, historyand

politics．Still,Jews(whoarrivedoutofChina) notonlytookpartintherevolutionbuthad
alsohelpedignitingitandthenstayedonorjoinedlater．Whiledealingwiththispuzzleinmy
paper,I􀆳lltrytoofferatypologyofJewishactivistsandrevolutionariesinChina,toexplain
theirmotives(bychoiceornot),andtoevaluatetheircontributionsinperspective．Itappears
thattheirJewishidentitydidnotplayadirectroleintheirrevolutionaryactivism, butitdid

playanindirectrole．IncludedinthisstudyareGrigoriiGershuni, GrigoriiVoitinski, Boris
Shumiatsky, MichailBorodin, AdolfJoffe, Pavel Mif, DavidCrook, Sidney Rittenberg,

IsraelEpstein,SidneyShapiro,SolomonAdler,SamGinsbourg, MichaelShapiro,andmore．
Theirmainvaluetotherevolution was mainly writing, translation, communicationand

publication．
KeyWords:JewishActivists,ChineseCommunistRevolution,JewishIdentities, Tikkun

􀆳Olam,JewishRevolution
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传播学视角下的犹太神秘主义大众化现象

———以近现代哈西德运动为例∗

陈　影　马婉骁∗∗

【摘要】犹太神秘主义是犹太研究的重要话题.有趣的是,具有密

契性质的犹太神秘主义出现了面向大众传播的现象.本文聚焦犹太神

秘主义大众化现象,以近现代哈西德运动为例,从传播学视角出发,探
究犹太神秘主义大众化的实现路径及其在现代社会产生的问题.研究

发现:宗教仪式和宗教领袖在犹太神秘主义的大众化传播中发挥了重

要作用,但犹太神秘主义向大众下移的同时也给犹太传统带来了危机,
出现了后现代语境下功能异化的问题.

【关键词】犹太神秘主义;哈西德运动;传播学;大众化

神秘主义是世界不同宗教之中的普遍现象,神秘主义和宗教在本质上密不

可分. 若将宗教看作包含双向箭头的一个膜结构整体,箭头的一端在历史文化

的向度上,外指“此在”人类社会中多元变化的宗教形式和传统,即宗教体制化的

一面,并最终落在其不容置疑的社会性规范或实质性强制上;箭头的另一端作为

一种内在的本原性动力,始终内指信仰者灵魂深处的宗教灵性诉求①,即对信仰

之实在本身的感受或领悟能力,而这正是宗教的神秘主义内核,它对体制化宗教

∗

∗∗

①

本文系国家 社 科 基 金 资 助 项 目 “犹 太 喀 巴 拉 神 秘 主 义 对 本 雅 明 文 化 批 判 理 论 的 影 响 研 究 ”
(２３BZJ０６２)阶段性成果、中国人民大学科学研究基金(中央高校基本科研业务费专项资金资助)项目“中

华文明与犹太文明交流互鉴研究”(２３XNQZ１９)阶段性成果.
陈影,中国人民大学外国语学院英语系副教授;马婉骁,中国人民大学新闻学院国际新闻全英文项

目实验班本科生.
参见刘精忠 LiuJingzhong,«犹太神秘主义概论»[AnIntroductiontoJewish Mysticism](北京

[Beijing]:中国社会科学出版社[ChinaSocialSciencesPress],２０１５),１３.
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总是呈现出一种抗拒和摆脱的趋势.
神秘主义往往占据宗教的核心地位,而作为世界上最古老的民族性宗教之

一,犹太教也并不例外. 由于神秘主义本身是信仰者灵性层面试图跨越“此在”
与“神性”之间鸿沟的“神圣之旅”①,其内含的神秘真理从根本上超越有限的语

言和理性,加之其与正统派发生冲突的可能性较大,因此一般的宗教神秘主义都

有秘传传统. 虽然犹太神秘主义在历史上也发生过在特定群体小范围内的传

播,但是出于犹太民族自身特殊的历史原因,犹太神秘主义最终表现为“试图去

影响更多的人,甚至是整个民族”②,在具体实践中出现了神秘主义知识的目标

受众从少数“受选者”转向普通犹太民众的现象,而这正是一种宗教神秘主义的

个人生活化和宗教灵性实践的公开大众化,它最终表现为犹太神秘主义的大众

化,特别是在哈西德运动中.

一、“喀巴拉”与近现代哈西德运动

“喀巴拉”(Kabbalah)原意为“传统”,狭义指的是中世纪西班牙和巴勒斯坦

地区犹太神秘主义者在吸收传统资源的基础上发展出的一种较为完备的神智学

理论.③ 作为犹太神秘主义中的一个派别,喀巴拉逐渐发展壮大,进而演变为广

义上整个犹太神秘主义的代名词. 值得注意的是,犹太神秘主义强调“灵性”,虽
然“灵性”一词受到基督教传统的影响,在西方语境中该词常被认为是肉体和物

质的对立面.④ 但“灵性”在犹太神秘主义中不仅意味着一种宗教体验意义上的

领悟或感受,还包含着一种“近乎全方位的宗教实践主义的底蕴”⑤,二者是不可

分割的一个整体. 事实上,单纯包含个体宗教体验的宗教神秘主义确实难以实

现自身的大范围传播,因此不得不将神秘知识限定在秘传传统上;而若包含了一

定的信仰实践底蕴,大众化传播就有了现实可能. 从这一点上讲,犹太神秘主义

的大众化似乎早就具有历史基础.
近代以来,犹太神秘主义运动持续发展,哈西德运动标志着犹太神秘主义运

①

②

③

④

⑤

刘精忠,«犹太神秘主义概论»,５.

G．G．Scholem 格舍姆􀅰G．索伦,«犹太教神秘主义主流»[MajorTrendsinJewishMysticism],
涂笑非 TuXiaofei译(四川[Sichuan]:四川人民出版社[SichuanPeople􀆳sPress],２０００),２１.

参见周燮藩 ZhouXiefan、刘精忠 LiuJingzhong,«犹太教概论»[AnIntroductiontoJudaism] (北

京[Beijing]:中国社会科学出版社[ChinaSocialSciencesPress],２０１２),２３２.

B．Huss,Spirituality:TheEmergenceofaNewCulturalCategoryandItsChallengetothe
ReligiousandtheSecular (Abingdon:JournalofContemporaryReligion,２０１４),４７Ｇ６０．

刘精忠,«犹太神秘主义概论»,１７.
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动迎来了一个高潮. 本文提到的“哈西德运动”指的是近现代的犹太神秘主义运

动. 从传播学角度来看,哈西德运动中呈现出的以下几个新特点值得注意. 第

一,为了使喀巴拉神秘主义的宗教灵性实践大众化,哈西德运动逐渐建立起一套

日臻完善的“柴迪克”(Zaddik)或“圣徒”崇拜制度,作为社会层面大众化传授的

基本组织架构. 第二,哈西德运动体现出形式上的创造性,具体来讲就是哈西德

运动中的仪式极富宗教激情. 一方面,各种舞蹈、歌谣以及迷狂中的狂喜等感性

表达因素出现在哈西德仪式的公开祈祷中;另一方面,在信仰的传递过程中还增

添了对历史上哈西德圣徒言行的复述等内容,即通过所谓的“哈西德故事”来达

到对一般信众的灵性启发. 这些新变化都为犹太神秘主义中的宗教灵性体验在

大众间广泛传播提供了条件.

二、犹太神秘主义大众化的路径

与其他喀巴拉神秘主义思潮专注义理思辨与精神提升不同,早期的哈西德

运动将重心移向引导并激发犹太民众内在的个体宗教体验,因此更为注重创造

生动并充满激情的宗教仪式,以实现神秘主义灵性体验向大众下移的目标. 从

传播学的角度看,哈西德运动在宗教仪式上的创新对于犹太神秘主义大众化具

有重要意义. 宗教仪式在本质上具有沟通人神关系的意义,是连接人神的中介

和桥梁,这也构成了宗教仪式活动蕴藏媒介传播思想和理念的基础.① 对于哈

西德运动而言,仪式的参与者是受众,即广大犹太民众;而哈西德仪式完成过程

中深度介入和不断呈现的各种媒介都是传播者. 在哈西德仪式中,二者间形成

的传受关系仍然受到议程设置的控制,是经过编辑、设计、策划和过滤的传播.②

具体而言,为实现预期的传播效果,哈西德仪式的主持人依据自己的宗教体验,
选择性设计了让喀巴拉神秘主义中关键的“灵性”体验内容能够生动地传播给受

众的一系列活动:哈西德仪式所包含的内容丰富多样,有舞蹈、歌谣和讲故事等

各种因素,是集声音、图像、行为于一体的“多载体传播”形式. 宗教仪式的操控

者和受众之间指向一种分享经验、形成共有思维模式和操作技能的过程,这一过

程可概括为SECI模型(“社会化—外化—组合—内化”模型).③ 通过仪式的传

①

②

③

参见刘路 LiuLu、陈 晓 华 ChenXiaohua,‹传 播 学 视 野 下 的 宗 教 仪 式 与 媒 介 利 用› [Religious
RitualandMediaUtilizationfromthePerspectiveofCommunicationStudies], 于«宗教学研究»[Religious
Studies],２００９年第２期[２００９,Issue２],２０６—２１０.

同上.
同上.
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播中心(包括议程的描述和表达、泛媒介化的组合传播形式),将宗教信念转化为

具象化和系统化的宗教仪式体系,并在传播过程中逐渐形成群体知识,由仪式操

控者个人扩散到整个组织,最终内化为全体成员对神的体悟和信仰.
值得注意的是,除了仪式的多样化,哈西德仪式中所包含的感性因素是哈西

德运动能够推动犹太神秘主义向大众传播的关键之一,而这与传播学中媒介与

物质空间频繁且紧密的互嵌共生关系有关.① 媒介本身对空间建构的作用是巨

大的,媒介通过组织、改造人的现实行为,重塑了物质空间;不同媒介物的独特性

导致其带来的中介化实践千差万别,由此对物质空间产生不同的影响.② 因此,
选择合适的传播媒介以建构神秘主义灵性体验的精神空间并最终塑造现实的信

仰群体,就成为实现神秘主义大众化的重要途径. 就此而言,哈西德仪式将激情

感性的宗教形态作为传播喀巴拉神秘主义的媒介,恰恰是对这一媒介—空间关

系的回应. 这是由于宗教神秘主义强调的是一种个体性的宗教体验,与一般意

义上人们所推崇的理性、逻辑的认知方式格格不入. 正因如此,作为试图把握这

一灵性体验的神秘主义仪式来说,仪式的内容与形式不可停留在人类的理智层

面,否则会产生南辕北辙的效果,难以使受众真正体悟到“神秘主义”所面向的那

个“世界”;唯有从信仰者个体的宗教灵性领域出发,使仪式尽可能贴近感性,受

众才可能产生某种意义上的领悟或理解. 因此,哈西德仪式中所包含的那些充

满宗教激情的沉浸式的感性宗教形态,例如迷狂的舞蹈、歌谣等,正是喀巴拉神

秘主义向大众传播的有效媒介. 一方面,作为传播媒介的感性宗教仪式为仪式

参与者搭建了一个崭新的喀巴拉神秘主义灵性体验的虚拟空间,它让犹太民众

能够感受到上帝的“临在”;另一方面,感性因素所建构的虚拟空间将犹太民众置

于一种灵性觉醒的生存状态,随之产生的归属感和认同感促进了历史世界中整

个犹太民族精神的苏醒和成长,在现实中表现为神秘意境下的社会整合和民族

凝聚,由此重塑了物质空间中的喀巴拉信仰群体. 除此之外,哈西德仪式中的感

性因素还体现出强调“知觉感受”. “知觉感受”是仪式参与者的“感觉在场”,即

①

②

参见«国际新闻界»传播学年度课题组 ChineseJournalofJournalism & CommunicationAnnual
ResearchGrouponCommunicationStudies, ‹２０２２ 年 中 国 的 传 播 学 研 究› [CommunicationStudiesin
China２０２２], 于«国际新闻界»[ChineseJournalofJournalism &Communication],２０２３年第１期[２０２３,

Issue１],２５—４９.
参见孙玮 SunWei,‹城市的媒介性———兼论数字时代的媒介观›[TheMediaofCity: Alsoon

theMediaViewintheDigitalAge], 于 «南 京 社 会 科 学» [SocialSciencesinNanjing], ２０２２年 第 ７期

[２０２２,Issue７],１０３—１１０.
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宗教传播中“身体在场”的第一维度.① 感官对各种信息的体验是十分丰富的,
感官及其载体即身体作为某一物质形式,使得在场者能够处在与物质世界和他

者互动的联系之中. 近年来,“身体转向”思潮逐渐回归传播学的视野,身体在传

播中的基础性地位被重新确立,因此从某种意义上讲,哈西德仪式的内在传播机

理在本质上关联着“在场”的仪式参与者对仪式本身的感性知觉体验:感性因素

给予了仪式参与者知觉系统上的快感和满足,这一感官享受使广大哈西德信徒

在迷狂意境中得以触碰到上帝的神性光辉,而“感觉在场”或“身体在场”的享受

最终达到“上帝在场”的体悟,这种共同的“在场”使得自我与他者、“此在”与“彼

岸”的区隔得以暂时消解,具有特殊意义上的“阈限”的意义②,从而让犹太民众

在这一过程中更容易体验到喀巴拉神秘主义中深层次的“灵性”奥秘所在.
除却仪式本身作为媒介的作用,从更加宏观的传播视角来看,哈西德仪式所

创造的宗教空间契合了传播学中的“空间生产”. 基于列斐伏尔理论的核心观

点,即空间生产可被划分成三个相互辩证关联的维度或过程,后来的研究者将其

理论中的概念三元组由“空间实践、空间再现和再现空间”发展为“物理空间、精

神空间和社会空间”.③ 物理空间是能够直接感知的实践环境,它不仅包含发生

在最基础空间中的物质流动、转换、仪式和互动,还包含着具有主体性的“身体”
在前者中所进行的积极的实践和生产.④ 精神空间则更多表现为一种知性而有

距离的空间,依赖语言、论述与文本等符号系统.⑤ 在哈西德仪式中,除了迷狂

式的祈祷、歌舞等仪式创新之外,最为重要的就是加入了对历史上哈西德圣徒言

行的复述,讲述被赋予了仪式性价值的“哈西德故事”.⑥ 例如在安息日,喀巴拉

信徒会聚在一起祈祷并享用公共晚餐,后来哈西德信徒增设了告别安息日的第

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

参见高长江 GaoChangjiang, ‹宗 教 文 化 传 播 的 美 学 之 维› [AestheticDimensionofReligious
CultureDissemination],于«宗教学研究»[ReligiousStudies],２０２０年第３期[２０２０,Issue３],１６５—１７３.

参见郭建斌 GuoJianbin, ‹“在场”:一个基于中国经验 的 媒 体 人 类 学 概 念› [“Presence”: An
AnthropologicalConceptofMediaBasedonChineseExperience], 于«新闻与传播研究»[Journalism &
Communication],２０１９年第１１期[２０１９,Issue１１],３７—５４.

参见李耘耕 LiYungeng,‹从列斐伏尔到位置媒介的兴起:一种空间媒介观的理论谱系›[From
LefebvretotheRiseofPositionalMedia: ATheoreticalPedigreeofSpatialMediaViews], 于«国际新闻

界»[ChineseJournalofJournalism & Communication],２０１９年第１１期[２０１９,Issue１１],６—２３.
参见文军 WenJun、黄锐 HuangRui, ‹“空间”的思想谱系与理想图景: 一种开放性实践空间的

建构›[IdeologicalPedigreeandIdealPictureof“Space”:ConstructionofanOpenPracticalSpace], 于«社

会学研究»[SociologicalStudy],２０１２年第２期[２０１２,Issue２],３５—５９.

D．Harvey,TheConditionofPostmodernity (Oxford: BasilBlackwell,１９８９),２１８Ｇ２１９．
参见刘精忠,«犹太神秘主义概论»,２００.
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四餐,借此聆听柴迪克讲述哈西德圣徒们的故事.① 在讲故事的过程中,哈西德

信徒们的身体与其所在宗教场所的环境以及二者间的互动共同构成了犹太神秘

主义传播的物理空间,而柴迪克的故事语言所描绘的神秘体验则为哈西德信徒

构想了传播的精神空间,即那个在灵性意义上跨越“此在”而抵达的终极世界,两
者共同作用,启发了信众的灵性. 此外,哈西德故事的内容还包括犹太传统民间

故事和传统作品选集②,例如摩西带领犹太人摆脱法老奴役、走出埃及的故事,
由此产生的培养共同意识、维护哈西德文化边界的效果则涉及物理空间和精神

空间所共同指向的另一空间———“社会空间”. 社会空间是一种“他者化”的空

间,它不同于第一空间和第二空间,却又包括并超越两者,指向具有新可能、新地

点和新差异的第三空间.③ 社会空间的关系本质使得一起听故事的受众之间形

成了一种情感的连接,促进了新的社会关系的生产;而传播行为的重复使这种社

会关系更加紧密,能够增强群体的向心力和凝聚力,最终使得故事的受众发展为

一种“新部落式”的情感式社群.④ 社会空间的生产也与哈西德运动中向大众传

授神秘主义的内在动因有着密切联系. 犹太民族区别于其他民族的独特的一点

就在于其长期的民族性的流散生活,这“必然不可避免地要体现为喀巴拉不同于

其他宗教神秘主义的历史—文化差异”⑤. 具体来讲,即使作为少数群体,喀巴

拉主义者仍然需要担负起民族的共同命运,这表现为它需要发挥一种社会性整

合功能,从精神层面来维系这个流散的民族,因此也出现了“虽说按照信条只有

少数受选者才能了解真正的奥秘,可在历史上的某些时期,喀巴拉信徒也曾试图

去影响更多的人,甚至影响整个民族”⑥的现象. 从现实来看,社会空间生产的

效果是极为显著的:哈西德运动在不到一个世纪的时间内席卷东欧大地,将东欧

一半以上的犹太民众囊括到自己的阵营里⑦,并最终使多个哈西德小团体互相

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

参见马丹静 MaDanjing, ‹哈西德运动在东欧兴盛的原因探析›[AnAnalysisoftheReasonsfor
theProsperityofHasidicMovementinEasternEurope], 于«学海»[AcademiaBimestrie],２０１２年第３期

[２０１２,Issue３],１９５—１９９.

JosephDan,Kabbalah: AVeryShortIntroduction(Oxford: OxfordUniversityPress,２００６),

１０２．
参见陆扬 LuYang,‹空间理论和文学空间›[SpaceTheoryandLiterarySpace], 于«外国文学研

究»[ForeignLiteratureStudies],２００４年第４期[２００４,Issue４],３１—３７.

M．Maffesoli, The Timeofthe Tribes: The DeclineofIndividualism in MassSociety
(London:Sage,１９９６),９６Ｇ９９．

刘精忠,«犹太神秘主义概论»,２５.
格舍姆􀅰G．索伦,«犹太教神秘主义主流»,２１.

JeromeR．Mintz, Legendsofthe Hasidim: AnIntroductionto HasidicCultureandOral
TraditionintheNew World (Chicago: UniversityofChicagoPress,１９６８),４．
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“缠绕和连接”,最终形成具有一定规模的神秘主义运动.
在犹太神秘主义大众化的过程中,与哈西德仪式相比,“柴迪克”崇拜制度所

发挥的作用同样巨大. “柴迪克”这一称谓,原义所指的只是«圣经»中描绘的“义

人”或正直之士;而在哈西德运动中,“柴迪克”逐渐神圣化,对于被称为“柴迪克”
的哈西德领袖们来说,他们在信徒中最重要的身份是灵性导师,为信徒担当着上

帝与其尘世间的子民———犹太信众之间的灵性引导媒介.① 在早期的哈西德运

动中,柴迪克只是信徒通过灵性体验与神圣世界发生灵性交流的指导者,信徒沟

通的直接对象仍然是神本身;随着时间的推移,柴迪克与“神性”的联系更加紧

密,这表现在新的“柴迪克信条”中,柴迪克本人逐渐成为信徒宗教灵性生活的唯

一托拉或信仰源头,信徒甚至可以直接通过靠近“柴迪克”来获得宗教灵性体验.
柴迪克逐渐“神圣化”的过程与犹太神秘主义大众化的进程表现出高度重合的历

史轨迹,这恰恰表明,作为引导者或领袖角色的“柴迪克”在犹太神秘主义向大众

下移的过程中具有不可忽视的作用.
要深入理解这一点,需要结合组织传播理论中关于权威性资源的论述. 根

据结构化理论对于社会权力模型的建构,作为资源的权力类型包括回报、强制、
参照、正当和专家这五种权力,这些权力赋予了个人影响组织中的传播互动的能

力. 回报权力指的是对他人具有提供积极结果的能力的感知. 柴迪克本人具有

极高的宗教灵性上的天赋,能够给予信徒令其信服的灵性体验上的指导,因此回

报权力是柴迪克所具有的影响犹太神秘主义在组织中进行传播的资源之一. 另

外值得一提的是正当权力,即对他人因职位或地位而所具有的能力的感知. 根

据«民数记»２７:１６“愿耶和华万人之灵的神,立一个人治理会众”,柴迪克须建立

在“神圣”选举的基础之上,“灵选”的目的在于证明哈西德领袖就是能够显现“灵

性因子”的神性力量,而这样一种“神圣化”的程序是对领袖之所以为领袖的最好

的解释和可信度证明,并驱使着喀巴拉信徒在传播过程中赋予柴迪克以正当权

力.② 根据结构化理论,权力会影响组织决策过程中规则的制定,此处的规则指

的是组织或群体为了达成目标而遵循的一般惯例.③ 对于哈西德运动而言,此

处的规则亦即领袖柴迪克凭借自身的权力给予广大喀巴拉信徒的这样一个信

号:信徒真正需要的其实并非关于喀巴拉的神秘理论,他们只需紧紧追随眼前的

①

②

③

参见刘精忠,«犹太神秘主义概论»,１８７.

RachelElior,TheMysticalOriginof Hasidism (Liverpool: TheLittmanLibraryofJewish
Civilization,２００６),１３１．

参见 RichardWest理查德􀅰韦斯特、LynnH．Turner林恩􀅰H．特纳,«传播理论导引:分析与应

用»[IntroducingCommunicationTheory: AnalysisandApplication], 刘海龙 LiuHailong、于瀛 YuYing
译(北京[Beijing]: 中国人民大学出版社[ChinaRenminUniversityPress],２０２２),２２３.
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这位“圣徒”,就可以直接认识喀巴拉的奥秘.① 具体而言,对喀巴拉信徒来说,
相比自己进行难以捉摸的宗教灵性体验以试图和一个并不处在“此在”世界的神

进行沟通,追随领袖“柴迪克”近于一种迷狂的状态似乎更可能达到对神的依恋,
甚至说柴迪克的生活本身就象征着“神性”在世俗历史世界中的实在,它时刻彰

显着“上帝在场”. 这对于长期流亡而饱受灾难折磨的犹太民族而言是很关键的

一点,因为柴迪克的存在引导着犹太民众持有“上帝并没有抛弃我们”的信念,使
他们不断深化对神的信仰. 若进一步把权力看成是一种资源,结构二重性理论

认为组织中的权力作为结构的一部分能够被用来产生某种行动,该行动反过来

又会导致结构发生变化.② 柴迪克的“神圣性”引导了喀巴拉信徒对其崇拜、追

随的行为,而这种迷狂的献身确实带给了喀巴拉信徒那种哈西德神秘体验中所

描绘的“与神相依”(Devekuth)的灵性状态,这反过来印证了柴迪克的能力和身

份,巩固了柴迪克自身的“神性”地位,从而促进了更大规模的犹太民众对其的迷

恋与对喀巴拉神秘主义的信仰.

三、犹太神秘主义大众化的弊端

犹太神秘主义大众化被誉为犹太神秘主义的“一次历史性的伟大跨越”③.
历史上原本仅限于神秘体验者群体内部传播的宗教灵性经验,在犹太大众间公

开而广泛地传递,在这一过程中,哈西德领袖柴迪克带领其信徒超越“此在”间

“未被救赎”的犹太生活中的不幸与苦难,使哈西德民众的生存状态处于一种灵

性觉醒或信仰复兴的勃勃生机之中,用马丁􀅰布伯的话来说,“喀巴拉成为一种

民族精神”④.
但不可否认的是,犹太神秘主义大众化的影响是复杂的. 在«乌合之众»一

书中,大众心理学家古斯塔夫􀅰勒庞将“现代”定义为“大众的时代”,并认为大众

的崛起造成了文化的衰落. 这意味着在向大众下移的过程中,犹太神秘主义自

身依据大众需求作出了适应性调整,由此产生的变化应当辩证地审视. 退一步

讲,即使暂时悬置受众群体可能带来的负面性影响,当宗教灵性体验这样一种隐

秘而不可表达的神秘主义知识开始大范围地向普通人表达与传播,当神秘主义

在某种程度上被“拉下神坛”,事实上这本身似乎就会产生问题,而且这些问题在

①

②

③

④

参见格舍姆􀅰G．索伦,«犹太教神秘主义主流»,３３４.
参见理查德􀅰韦斯特、林恩􀅰H．特纳,«传播理论导引:分析与应用»,２２６.
刘精忠,«犹太神秘主义概论»,２００.
同上,２０５.
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现代及后现代的背景下变得愈加凸显.
一方面,犹太神秘主义在跨文化传播过程中,给自身带来了潜在的冲击. 传

播适应理论强调传播需要分不同对象与场景进行调节,以达到更好的传播效

果①;正是出于这样的考虑,作为在后现代精神运动中受到重视和复兴的边缘化

文化主题,犹太神秘主义并没有在其传统形式和背景中得到体现,而是经常与其

他文化标志物相结合,创造出融合文化作品的混合体②. 或者说,犹太神秘主义

也被从传统的文化环境中搬了出来,重新“嵌入”现当代的文化环境中,与包括生

态运动、女权主义、心理治疗等内容在内的现代产物相融合.③ 在现实中,“适应

性融合”这一策略对于犹太神秘主义的大众传播有十分积极的影响,它甚至成为

犹太神秘主义得以在现代社会扎根的关键. 但是,这种交叉混合与互相嵌入的

做法客观上模糊了神秘主义与世俗文化的界限,宗教灵性出现了从精神与世俗

的二元对立中偏向前者走向二者兼有的回归迹象.④ 而问题也因此最终落在了

神秘主义与世俗文化之间的博弈上,即从根本上讲现代性究竟能为传统的存在

保留多少空间. 遗憾的是,鉴于现代文化尤其是资本主义文化的强扩张性,答案

其实不容乐观,适应的结局很可能是反遭吞噬.
另一方面,现代媒介手段在一定程度上异化了犹太神秘主义. ２０世纪特别

是二战以后,广播、电视、网络等大众传播媒介相继成为现代传教手段,这导致太

神秘主义的布道与接受形式产生剧烈震荡;但是,大众传播媒介在促进犹太神秘

主义向广大民众下移的同时,也加深了犹太神秘主义内核的衰微与危机:正如尼

尔􀅰波兹曼(NeilPostman)所指出的,传递方式的改变会引起其传递信息所产

生的意义的改变⑤,大众媒介自身所具有的非自反性和去语境化特征会消解神

圣与世俗之间的界限,使神秘主义中的崇高性、神秘性、私密性消失殆尽⑥. 当

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

参见刘丽群 LiuLiqun、谢精忠 XieJingzhong、张蔚涵 ZhangWeihan,‹传播适应理论的研究现

状、脉络与应用———基于 WOS的文献计量和内容分析› [ResearchStatus,ContextandApplicationof
CommunicationAccommodationTheory],于«新闻与传播评论»[Journalism & CommunicationReview],

２０２０年第１期[２０２０,Issue１],４７—６１.

B．Huss,TheNewAgeofKabbalah (Oxford:JournalofModernJewishStudies,２００７),１０７Ｇ
１２５．

B．Huss,TheNewAgeofKabbalah,１０７Ｇ１２５．
B．Huss,Spirituality:TheEmergenceofaNewCulturalCategoryandItsChallengetothe

ReligiousandtheSecular,４７Ｇ６０．
参见 NeilPostman尼尔􀅰波兹曼,«娱乐至死»[AmusingOurselvesonDeath],章艳 ZhangYan

译(广西[Guangxi]: 广西师范大学出版社[GuangxiNormalUniversityPress],２００４),７.
参见刘燕 LiuYan, ‹后 现 代 宗 教 认 同 的 “衰 微 ” 与 “蜕 变 ”: 媒 介 技 术 层 面 的 质 疑 与 反 思 ›

[“Decline”and“Metamorphosis”ofPostmodernReligiousIdentity: AQuestionandReflectiononMedia
Technology],于«新闻大学»[JournalismResearch],２００９年第３期[２００９,Issue３],６２—６６.
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现代媒介使宗教中的超自然力量被淡化,从 “精神救赎”走向明显的 “世俗主

义”①,隐藏在背后的媒介逻辑进一步改变了传统的犹太神秘主义,其中之一的

表现便是犹太神秘主义的“浅薄化”. 事实上,为了实现当代喀巴拉主义者经常

宣称的“以现代、可理解和易于消化的方式向更广泛的公众揭示和传播喀巴拉的

秘密”,当代喀巴拉的一个常见特征就是倾向于以简化和外在的方式表达思想,
即使这些思想本身来自高度复杂和深奥的传统.② 这种表达方式给喀巴拉神秘

主义带来一种后现代语境下的潜在危险,即神秘主义传统深度和意义的丧失,因
为根据詹姆逊的说法,“一种新的扁平性和无深度性的出现,一种最字面意义上

的新型肤浅,(可能是)所有后现代主义的最高形式特征”③. 除此之外,现代媒

介总是与娱乐、商业有着千丝万缕的联系,致使其所传递的神秘主义也不可避免

地沾染上实用主义的色彩. 自１９７０年以来,喀巴拉研究中心在世界各地建立起

来,吸引了众多社会群体,其中包括基督徒;很多基督徒在互联网上发布以“喀巴

拉”为题的作品,并宣称其中包含了有关犹太神秘主义的“秘密”知识.④ 然而,
即使不考虑神秘主义作为一种内在的个人体验本身就难以用文字进行表述与传

播,作为犹太教的“局外人”,这些接触喀巴拉神秘主义时间并不长的基督徒究竟

能够在其中发现多少真正的“秘密”知识,仅是这一点就不免引发质疑;退一步

讲,这些基督徒的动机都可能带有宗教实用主义的意味,即他们是在利用喀巴拉

神秘主义来为自己的文章“吸引眼球”以“赢得流量”. 无独有偶,好莱坞的喀巴

拉学习中心吸引了很多名人明星,例如著名的意大利裔美国女歌手麦当娜

(MadonnaCiccone). 在２００４年,麦当娜宣布改名为“Esther”,而“Esther”是喀

巴拉神秘主义对“上帝”的称呼之一,只不过它在语法上是阴性的,代表着圣母

(Virgin)和犹太女性神圣力量的结合.⑤ 关于麦当娜选择“Esther”这个名字的

原因有多种解释,对于麦当娜本人的信仰也有各种猜测;但归根结底,麦当娜是

将这个名字作为一个寄托个人情感和表现自我性格与形象的手段,其中的宗教

实用主义色彩不言而喻.
上述例子所体现的当代意义上的犹太神秘主义大众化传播所带来的危机,

是与后现代思潮纠缠在一起的一种“时代症候”,它呈现出明显的解构、肤浅、碎

片化与对宏大叙事的质疑等时代特征;再者,它是一种对现代“精神病态”的反

①

②

③

④

⑤

参见刘燕,‹后现代宗教认同的“衰微”与“蜕变”: 媒介技术层面的质疑与反思›,６２—６６.

B．Huss,TheNewAgeofKabbalah,１０７Ｇ１２５．
同上.

JosephDan, Kabbalah:AVeryShortIntroduction,１１１．
同上.
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映.① 正如传播学中的“使用与满足理论”所强调的,受众在传播过程中不是完

全被动的,受众对媒介的积极使用作为反馈信息源,实际上制约并影响着传播的

各个环节.② 在现代社会,很多人已经抛弃了精神建构的需要,却仍渴望得到相

当程度的自我满足感. 这种满足感逐渐转化为现代人心中对于消解深度、娱乐

狂欢的追求,反过来驱动着传统的神秘主义通过自身的不断“下移”来适应这些

具有新特征的受众群体,呈现出娱乐化、商品化的趋向,例如当代喀巴拉创业主

义的兴盛:许多成功的全球商业企业以可观的价格推销与喀巴拉神秘主义相关

的精神服务和产品,包括书、各种喀巴拉物品(如护身符、珠宝、冥想卡等)以及各

种私人企业家提供的与教学、治疗和精神咨询等相关的收费式喀巴拉服务.③

根据乌特􀅰哈内赫拉夫(WouterHanegraaff)的说法,当代喀巴拉神秘主义已经

采取了精神超市的形式,宗教消费者在那里挑选他们喜欢的精神商品,并根据他

们的个人需求进行微调,达到自身精神的满足.④ 但是,虽然“使用与满足理论”
指出了受众的主体性和能动性,其缺陷在于这种能动性仍是极其有限的,仅局限

于媒介所能提供的“有选择的接触”范围之内,即个体可能作出的各种无意识的

潜在选择并没有得到足够的关注. 换言之,现代人真正渴望被“满足”的是其心

灵空虚的缺口需要得到即时的填补,而不是任由其向娱乐与狂欢的谷底滑坡;前
者有望在喀巴拉神秘主义更深层次的灵性体验中得到实现,但是商品化的喀巴

拉神秘主义只是提供了去往后者的路径,而这也是其招致众多反对者批评、嘲笑

和谴责的原因之一.

结　语

综上所述,哈西德运动使犹太神秘主义大众化得以实现的关键在于哈西德

仪式和哈西德领袖“柴迪克”. 在传播学视角下,哈西德仪式中多种媒介的有效

调度不仅成为难以捉摸的犹太神秘主义灵性体验的物化展演⑤,而且充分调动

了受众身体和感官的参与,二者共同指向了多维度传播空间的创造,空间中的共

同“在场”使得个体得以向上触碰“彼岸”的神性光辉,向下连接“此在”的信仰群

①

②

③

④

⑤

参见刘燕,‹后现代宗教认同的“衰微”与“蜕变”: 媒介技术层面的质疑与反思›,６２—６６.
参见张晋升ZhangJinsheng,‹对“受众第一”观念的再思考———兼谈使用满足理论的实践意义›

[RethinkingtheConceptof “AudienceFirst” andDiscussingthePracticalSignificanceoftheUseof
SatisfactionTheory], 于«新闻知识»[NewsResearch],１９９９年第１期[１９９９,Issue１],４—５.

B．Huss,TheNewAgeofKabbalah,１０７Ｇ１２５．
同上.
参见刘路、陈晓华,‹传播学视野下的宗教仪式与媒介利用›,２０６—２１０.
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体,这样同时发挥了神学意义和社会学意义上的传播效用,从而增加了犹太神秘

主义向大众下移的广度和力度. 此外,柴迪克作为传播中心也进一步推动了上

述过程. 通过这些大众化路径,犹太神秘主义从过去秘传传统中点对点的“传

递”,变为如今面向大众的一对多的“撒播”.① 这一新的传播模式面向一切潜在

的喀巴拉信徒,在内在权利层面上释放了对犹太神秘主义的解读自由,尽管在后

现代背景下由此产生的“误读”情况也确实存在,但不可否认的是,“撒播”在客观

上增加了犹太神秘主义灵性体验成功实现大范围传播的可能性. 因此,虽然“撒

播”是本着“广种薄收”的原则,但事实上犹太神秘主义在大众化的过程中的确获

得了自身影响力的极大提升.
就犹太神秘主义大众化所产生的影响而言,似乎面临着某种程度上的价值

评判困境:一方面,在当代背景下,伴随着犹太神秘主义下移范围的扩大和程度

的加深,其自身的传统和内核不可避免地受到了现代文化和现代媒介的威胁和

冲击,浅薄化、商品化和实用主义逐渐走向极致,喀巴拉灵性体验的异化加剧,引
起了不少人的反对与批评;另一方面,如果暂且不论生物学理论的适用范围而只

是将其作为认识神秘主义大众化意义的一个工具,那么借助生物学中的种群数

量变化曲线来看,对于犹太神秘主义这样一个宗教中的少数群体来说,若其仅因

为宗教灵性经验需要秘传而长久局限在自身的小圈子中进行传播,理论上随着

时间的推移,信仰群体会日益缩小,该群体则注定滑向灭亡的原点,而在这一层

面上,结合犹太神秘主义大众化后所显现的蓬勃的发展活力和其带给犹太民族

的巨大的整合效果,犹太神秘主义大众化的意义可谓历史性的,甚至在某种程度

上是关乎存亡的. 价值评判的困境来源于评价标准及角度的差异,传统与当下

的本质变化或效果对比,是观察犹太神秘主义大众化的不同侧面,由此产生了对

其价值评判的复杂张力;但事实上,犹太神秘主义大众化兼有积极意义与负面影

响,短时间内难以作出一个绝对公允的评判. 因此,不妨暂时悬置对其评价的问

题,将目光聚焦于现存矛盾本身的解决:后现代背景下犹太神秘主义大众化带来

的“传统缩水”和“功能异化”的问题应该如何应对? 其他文化语境下神秘主义大

众化问题的解决方法与其有何异同点? 神秘主义大众化的“度”究竟在哪里? 这

些问题需要得到学界持续的讨论与对话,而这或许对于犹太神秘主义大众化的

发展也更有现实性意义.
在现代媒介逻辑深度影响世界发展的时代背景下,传播学视角下的对神秘

① 参见刘 海 龙 Liu Hailong, «大 众 传 播 理 论: 范 式 与 流 派 » [MassCommunication Theory:

ParadigmsandSchools](北京[Beijing]: 中国人民大学出版社[ChinaRenminUniversityPress],２００８),

２４.
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主义大众化问题的分析揭示了问题背后更加本质的媒介动因,打开了新的神秘

主义研究视角. 对于中国而言,传播学视角下关于犹太神秘主义大众化的讨论

也有十分重要的意义. 在神秘主义大众化方面,中国的情形不同于西方,而更类

似于犹太民族,对犹太神秘主义大众化的研究可以在某种程度上帮助我们理解

历史上中国的神秘主义实现自身的大众化传播并扎根于中国文化深处的内在传

播逻辑,也启示我们去思考如何循着传播学尤其是媒介学的学科理路,探求神秘

主义大众化在当代中国语境下的出路.
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PopularizationofJewishMysticisminthePerspectiveofCommunicationStudies:

TakingtheModernHasidicMovementasanExample
CHENYing　MA Wanxiao

Abstract:JewishmysticismisanimportanttopicinJewishstudies, butwhatisquite
interestingisthatJewishmysticismwiththenatureofbeingasecretmovementhasturnedout
tobeamasscommunication．Thisstudyfocusesonthephenomenonofmasscommunication
ofJewish mysticism, takingthe modern Hasidic movementasanexample．From the

perspectiveofcommunication studies, itexploresthe path ofrealisation ofthe mass
communicationofJewishmysticismandtheproblemsithascreatedinmodernsociety．The
studyfindsthatreligiousritualsandreligiousleadershaveplayedanimportantroleinthe
massdisseminationofJewishmysticism,butthedownwardmovementofJewishmysticismto
themasseshasalsobroughtaboutacrisisintheJewishtraditionandtheproblemoffunctional
alienationinthepostmoderncontext．
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创造的安息日

———莫尔特曼对罗森茨维格安息日思想的阐发∗

李　聪∗∗

【摘要】莫尔特曼阐释了罗森茨维格将安息日视为创造的节日之观

念,并进一步发展,借此论证了基督教的主日与犹太教的安息日同为创

造的节日,两者是一体两面、密不可分的整体.在此基础上,莫尔特曼

还进一步创造性地发展了罗氏对“舍金纳的流浪”之论述,用以阐明安

息日和舍金纳的关系,即安息日是上帝在时间中的舍金纳.尤其值得

注意的是,莫尔特曼还将创造的安息日之观念创造性地拓展至对生态

议题的讨论之中.相比罗森茨维格,莫尔特曼所指的“安息传统”更为

全面,除指向一周中第七天的安息日外,还包括第七年的安息年、五十

年节和终末的安息.安息日是«圣经»所述创造论的真正标志,遵守安

息日诫命,是承认大自然是上帝的创造物,而不是自然环境而已;安息

日是生态的休息日,是不再干涉自然的日子.安息日还指向安息年,安
息年主要与土地有关,体现出上帝在大地政策上的公义,并使得人与自

然、人与人之间被异化的关系得以恢复.五十年节是七个安息年后的

一年,其内涵和意义与安息年是一致的.安息日、安息年和五十年节最

终都指向终末的安息,终末的安息是永久的、没有尽头的安息日,万物

复和,人与自然的关系也得以复和,呈现出一幅天、地、人和谐共生的生

态图景.
【关键词】莫尔特曼;罗森茨维格;安息日;创造

∗

∗∗

本文系教育部人文社会科学重点研究基地重大项目“犹太教和早期基督教‘文本、思想和社群’的

分离研究”(２２JJD７３０００１)阶段性成果.
李聪,山东大学犹太教与跨宗教研究中心２０２０级博士生.
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莫尔特曼(JürgenMoltmann)虽是德国基督教新教神学家,但他致力于与

犹太教的对话. 目前,学界对他与犹太思想的对话关注甚少. 在中文学界,只有

两篇为莫尔特曼专著中译本所写的导言简要提及莫氏与犹太思想的关联问题:
一篇是曾念粤所写的导言,他指出莫尔特曼的思想深受犹太教思想的影响,但只

是简要提及罗森茨维格(FranzRosenzweig)等犹太思想家的名字,并未具体指

明莫氏受到罗氏何种影响.① 另一篇是洪亮教授所撰写的导言,他在论及莫尔

特曼的著作与以色列问题的关联时指出,莫尔特曼与犹太教的对话是出于莫氏

原本就抱有“跟犹太教建立起新的共同体关系”的夙愿,而不是因“从对犹太教传

统的理论兴趣中生发出与犹太教和解的意愿”,但洪亮教授也未具体指明莫氏与

罗氏有何思想关联.② 关于罗森茨维格的现有研究,中文学界截至目前有１２篇

论文,其中涉及罗氏的新思维 (thenewthinking)的有刘平③、朱文明④、高山

奎⑤、戴远方⑥、莫名仁⑦等人的五篇研究,另有黄钰洲的两篇有关罗氏与德国唯

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

参见JürgenMoltmann 莫尔特曼,«来临中的上帝»[TheComingofGod],曾念粤 TsengNien
Yueh译(上海[Shanghai]:上海三联书店[ShanghaiSanlianBookstore],２００６),导言,３—４.

参见JürgenMoltmann莫尔特曼,«圣灵大能中的教会»[TheChurchinthePoweroftheSpirit],
曾念粤 TsengNienYueh等译(香港[HongKong]:道风书社[TheLogosandPneumaPress],２０１９),导

言,xxx—xxxii.
参见刘平 LiuPing,‹回归健康学———罗森茨维格新思维述介›[ReturntoHealth:Rosenzweig􀆳s

NewThinkingIntroduction],于«基督教思想评论»[RegentReviewofChristianThoughts],２００４年第１
辑[２００４,Issue１],１５７—１６６.

参见朱文明ZhuWenming,«罗森茨维格的新思维研究»[OnRosenzweig􀆳sNewThinking],南昌

大学硕士学位论文,２００８年,１.
参见高山奎 GaoShankui,‹罗森茨威格的 “新思”与古今中西之争›[FranzRosenzweig􀆳s “the

NewThinking”andtheQuarrelof“AncientＧModernandChineseＧWestern”],于«武汉大学学报»(哲学社

会科学版)[WuhanUniversityJournal(SocialScience)],２０１７年第１期[２０１７,Issue１],１１５—１２５.
参见戴远方 DaiYuanfang,‹论２０世纪犹太神哲学语境中的关系概念———以马丁􀅰布伯的对话

哲学为轴 线› [OntheConceptofRelationshipinthePhilosophicalContextoftheJewishinthe２０th
Century],于«基督教思想评论»[RegentReviewofChristianThoughts],２００６年第３辑[２００６,Issue３],

２９１.
参见莫名仁 MoMingren、李建群 LiJianqun,‹外在的超越与内在的超越———从罗森茨维格宗教

哲学 看 中 西 信 仰 观 的 歧 异 与 会 通 › [External TranscendenceandInternal Transcendence:From
Rosenzweig􀆳sReligiousPhilosophytoSeetheDifferencesand UnderstandingofChineseand Western
BeliefViews],于«世界哲学»[WorldPhilosophy],２００２年第４期[２００２,Issue４],２７—４１.
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心论、黑格尔法哲学的新近研究①,张楠②、彭盛有③等人的两篇有关罗氏的救赎

观之论文,林华敏一篇旨在考察罗森茨威格对列维纳斯的贡献之论文④,林国华

一篇比较罗森茨维格与赫尔曼􀅰柯亨(HermannCohen)的文章⑤,涂笑非与刘

勇合写的一篇从罗氏视角看欧陆哲学对批判佛教的映射的论文⑥. 上述研究均

未涉及罗氏对安息日的论述. 但是,安息日等犹太节期对罗森茨维格有着重大

的影响,罗氏曾经考虑归信基督教,却在经历一次赎罪日的祭典活动后决定留在

犹太教⑦,并且他之后在自己的书房接待祈祷班、举行安息日等节日礼拜直至他

过世前一周⑧. 在他看来,赎罪日是“安息日中的安息日”⑨,安息日是“生命的制

高点”􀃊􀁉􀁒 ,可见安息日教义是理解罗氏思想非常重要的切入点.

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

⑧

⑨

参见黄钰洲 HuangYuzhou,‹重新发现体系———“德国唯心论最早体系纲领”的发现与罗森茨威

格的体系 构 想› [RediscoveringtheSystem: TheDiscoveryofthe “ProgramoftheEarliestSystemof
GermanIdealism”andRosenzweig􀆳sConceptionoftheSystem],于«海南大学学报»(人文社会科学版)
[JournalofHainanUniversity(Humanities&SocialSciences)],中国知网发布的预印本,目前刊期未定;
黄钰洲 HuangYuzhou,‹罗森茨威格和他的«黑格尔与国家»:２０世纪黑格尔法哲学研究中被遗忘的风景›
[RosenzweigandHisHegelandtheState:TheForgottenLandscapeintheStudyofHegel􀆳sPhilosophyof
Rightinthe２０thCentury],于«伦理学术»[AcademiaEthica],２０２３年第１期[２０２３,Issue１],２０９—２３３.

参见 张 楠 Zhang Nan, « 弗 朗 茨 􀅰 罗 森 茨 维 格 的 救 赎 观 » [Franz Rosenzweig􀆳s View of
Redemption],山东师范大学硕士学位论文,２０１８年,１.

参见彭盛有PengShengyou,«出 死 入 生:罗 森 茨 维 格 ‹救 赎 之 星›的 “自 我”救 赎 之 路» [From
DeathtoLife: Rosenzweig􀆳s‘Self’ PathtoRedemption],收录于«心系基督»[HearttoChrist](新北市

[NewTaipeiCity]:橄榄出版社[OlivePress],２０２３),９５—１２６.
参见林华敏 LinHuamin,‹对总体的反抗与超越的经验主义———论罗森茨威格对列维纳斯的贡

献› [Opposing Totality and Transcendent Empiricism: On Rosenzweig􀆳s Contributionsto Levinas􀆳
Thought],于«基督教文化学刊»[JournalfortheStudyofChristianCulture],２０２１年第１期[２０２１,Issue
１],１８０—１９９.

参见林国华 LinGuohua,‹封 闭 的 正 典:赫 尔 曼 􀅰 柯 亨 与 罗 森 茨 维 格› [ClosedOrthodoxy:A
ReadingofHermannCohenandFranzRosenzweig],于«政治思想史»[JournaloftheHistoryofPolitical
Thought],２０１８年第２期[２０１８,Issue２],１６０—１８３.

参见涂笑非 TuXiaofei、刘勇LiuYong,‹反本质主义:欧陆哲学对批判佛教的映射———从罗森茨

维格的视角说开›[OnAntiＧessentialism: TheMappingofContinentalPhilosophyonCriticalBuddhism
fromthePerspectiveofFranzRosenzweig],于 «常熟理工学院学报» [JournalofChangshuInstituteof
Technology],２０１７年第６期[２０１７,Issue６],２７—３０.

参见 Nahum N．Glatzer纳胡姆􀅰格拉策,«罗森茨维格:生平与思想»[ FranzRosenzweig:His
LifeandThought],孙增霖SunZenglin译(桂林[Guilin]:漓江出版社[LijiangPublishingLtd．],２０１７),

１１—１６.
同上,１８２.

FranzRosenzweig弗朗茨 􀅰 罗森茨维格,«救赎之星» [TheStarofRedemption],孙增霖 Sun
Zenglin、傅有德FuYoude译(济南[Jinan]:山东大学出版社[ShandongUniversityPress],２０１３),３０６.

􀃊􀁉􀁒　同上,２８５.
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鉴于现有研究在莫尔特曼与罗森茨维格思想关联探究方面的缺失,而安息

日又是基督教与犹太教值得深入对话之处;更为重要的是,莫尔特曼在论著中明

确表达自己是受到罗森茨维格等人的影响而进入与犹太教的对话之中①,还提

名感谢罗氏等人对自己的深刻影响②,并对罗氏的安息日论述有不少阐发.③ 因

此,本文拟以“创造的安息日”为主线,探究莫尔特曼对罗森茨维格将安息日作为

创造的节日这一观念之阐释,并呈现莫氏对罗氏思想的进一步发展,其发展主要

体现为:主日和安息日同为创造的节日,安息日是上帝在时间中的舍金纳之观

念,并将罗氏有关创造的安息日之观念进一步拓展至生态议题的讨论中,这是莫

尔特曼对此作出的独创性贡献.

一、安息日是创造的节日

莫尔特曼受到罗森茨维格的启发,推崇“安息日是创造的节日”这一观念.
莫尔特曼强调:

基督教庆祝的是基督救世史的弥赛亚节日.它不知道创造的节日.犹

太教庆祝的是它的救世史的节日;但它首先庆祝创造的安息日.在当今的

生态危机中,基督教回忆创造的安息日是必要的和适时的.④

可见,莫尔特曼认为基督教没有将安息日视为创造的节日,而犹太教则将安

息日作为创造的节日去庆祝. 基督教应当吸取犹太教这一观念和做法,充分重

视创造的安息日. 尤其值得注意的是,莫尔特曼将创造的安息日放在生态危机

①

②

③

④

参见JürgenMoltmann莫尔 特 曼, «耶 稣 基 督:我 们 的 兄 弟,世 界 的 救 主» [JesusChrist: Our
Brother,SavioroftheWorld],林 鸿 信 Lin HongＧHsin 译 (台 北 [Taipei]:台 湾 神 学 院 出 版 社 [Taiwan
TheologicalCollegeandSemniaryPress],２００９),１２４.

参见莫尔特曼,«来临中的上帝»,３.
因本文是按照主题的逻辑关联性展开论述,且主要是将莫尔特曼的思想作为整体,来与罗森茨

维格的安息日思想进行对比,故在引述莫氏作品时并未按照其原著年代先后顺序,也未专门梳理莫氏的

论著在安息日思想上是否一贯延续或有所发展,这有待日后专文进一步论证. 但就笔者目前所见,莫氏

在«创造中的上帝»中已充分展示出对安息日思想的重视,如引述罗氏“创造的安息日”之观念,并展开论

述. 此后,在«公义创建未来»中,他又强调安息伦理是«圣经»所说的创造伦理,并对安息年的论述有所展

开. 在«耶稣基督:我们的兄弟,世界的救主»中,他更是明言自己是受到罗森茨维格等人的影响而进入与

犹太教的对话之中的. 在«来临中的上帝»中,他再次提名感谢罗氏等人对自己产生深刻影响,指出基督

教终末论的根源在安息日和舍金纳的神学中,并进一步创造性地发展了罗氏对“舍金纳的流浪”的论述,
用以阐明安息日和舍金纳的关系,即安息日是上帝在时间中的舍金纳.

JürgenMoltmann莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»[GodinCreation],隗仁莲 KuiRenlian译 (北京

[Beijing]:生活􀅰读书􀅰新知三联书店[SDXJointPublishingCompany],２００２),４００.
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的语境下,将罗森茨维格创造的安息日这一观念进一步拓展至生态议题的讨论

中,这是莫尔特曼作出的独特贡献,也是下文要论述的重点.
罗森茨维格明确提出安息日是创造的节日,即安息日是纪念创世的圣日.

罗森茨维格在«救赎之星»中明言,安息日是创造的圣日,安息日的意义在于它是

“纪念创世的圣日”①. 莫尔特曼进一步阐明了安息日作为创造的节日之意涵,
他指出“安息日不是创造之日,而是‘主日’”②,也就是说,据«希伯来圣经􀅰创世

记»所载,上帝用六天完成创世之工后,在第七天即安息日休息了,在安息日这一

天不再进行创造,而是庆祝前六日创造之工的完成,因此安息日不是创造的日

子,而是庆祝已完成创造的节日.
还需要明确的是,安息日作为创造的节日,并不能脱离救赎来谈. 罗森茨维

格明言:

安息日是创世的圣日,但是,创世是为了救赎的缘故才发生的.安息日

是在创世结束时作为创世的意义和目标被启示出来的.基于这样的理由,
我们不是在创世的第一天,而是在最后一天,即第七天庆祝这个圣日.③

由此可见,安息日作为创造的节日,和救赎密切相关,在第七天而不是第一

天庆祝创造的安息日,这就表明创造的意义是为了救赎,救赎是创造的目标,因

此不能离开救赎来谈创造. 安息日作为创造的节日,同时也可以理解为救赎的

节日,两者不能分开来看,而是密切相关的. 罗森茨维格除了将安息日视为创造

的节日,也将安息日理解为救赎的节日,其有双重的意义和基础:一是对创造完

成的纪念,突出安息日的神圣歇息;二是纪念犹太人从奴役中被解放,从而使得

原本为奴的犹太人像上帝完成创世后就歇了一切的工那样得以休息.④ 罗森茨

维格还考察了安息日的创造、启示和救赎,安息日作为创造的节日早已拥有启示

节日的所有内容⑤,如果说安息日之夜(周五的晚上)主要是庆祝世界的创造,那

么安息日的早晨则是庆祝启示,安息日下午的祈祷就变成了救赎的祈祷,犹太人

在祈祷中感觉到自身不仅是上帝的选民,而且是唯一的选民⑥. 尤为值得注意

的是,罗森茨维格不仅论述了安息日的创造、启示和救赎,还指出它们之间的

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

弗朗茨􀅰罗森茨维格,«救赎之星»,２９５.
莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»,３８０.
弗朗茨􀅰罗森茨维格,«救赎之星»,２９８.
同上,３３７.
同上,２９５.
同上,２９６.
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关联,即“创造和启示在救赎的休息中合为一 体”①. 莫尔特曼对此有重要的

阐发:

创造的节日是完成或完满的节日,是通过这一节日得以实现的完满.
因为在安息日实现的创造的完满也代表着创造的拯救.这一拯救使它能够

参与到上帝所显示的永恒存在中去,所以,我们也可以把安息日看作是拯救

的节日.但是,如果作为创造的节日已经是创造拯救的节日,那么,可以理

解,整个创造就应该是为了这一拯救才出现的.②

莫尔特曼在作出以上论述之后,紧接着就引用了罗森茨维格“安息日是创造

的圣日”③的论述,可见莫尔特曼将创造与救赎结合为一体的观念,与罗森茨维

格有密切的关联. 至少可以说明,莫尔特曼也和罗森茨维格一样,既将安息日视

为创造的节日,也把安息日理解为拯救的节日,创造在安息日得以完成并被庆

祝,创造因此也可以被理解为得到了救赎,创造是为了救赎,救赎以创造为前提.
莫尔特曼所谓安息日“作为创造的节日已经是创造拯救的节日”之意涵在于,创

造和拯救是一体两面,不能离开创造去谈论救赎,也不能脱离救赎而言说创造,
创造就是救赎的创造,救赎也是创造的救赎,它们密不可分、彼此成全. 因而安

息日作为创造的节日,可以被视为创造拯救的节日.
莫尔特曼基于对安息日的上述考察,进一步探讨了安息日(周六)与主日(周

日)的关联,即安息日与主日同为创造的节日. 在罗森茨维格看来,基督教在主

日没有像犹太教在安息日那样真正地推行休息的诫命,而是使得主日完全成为

开始的节日,主日是一周的第一天,意味着新一周的开始,而不是创造完成之后

的休息日.④ 莫尔特曼则认为,安息日与主日的关联之所以长期地被忽视,是因

为基督教没有“像犹太人对上帝启示的理解那样去考察安息日的这一个别原理,
并以此为出发点确定安息日的弥赛亚原理,它是从基督教对上帝启示的理解中

形成的”⑤. 这说明莫尔特曼认为基督教与犹太教的对话,需要从犹太教关于安

息日与弥赛亚的关系出发,如莫氏所言“如果所有以色列人庆祝安息日,那么弥

赛亚就会来到”⑥,即莫氏认为罗氏之所以将安息日等犹太节期视为救赎的“弥

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

弗朗茨􀅰罗森茨维格,«救赎之星»,３３７.
莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»,３７５.
弗朗茨􀅰罗森茨维格,«救赎之星»,２９８.
同上,３３７—３３８.
莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»３７６.
莫尔特曼,«来临中的上帝»,３４.



—２２４　　 —

赛亚式一瞬间”,是因为犹太教认为安息日和弥赛亚密不可分.①

值得注意的是,莫尔特曼不仅指出安息日是创造的节日,还进一步发展了罗

氏的这一观点,指出基督教的主日与安息日同为创造的节日. 莫尔特曼写道:
“基督教的礼拜天也是创造的节日:它是随基督复活而开始的万有之新创造. 它

是创造从一开始就指向的那个完成.”②可见,在莫尔特曼看来,基督教的主日也

是创造的节日,虽然主日意味着开始,但这一开始是随着耶稣基督的复活而开始

的新创造. 莫尔特曼将创造分为起初的创造、继续的创造以及终末的新创造.
起初的创造经由继续的创造,并期盼在终末的新创造,如此,万有的创造才得以

完成. 如果主日是随基督复活而开始的新创造,那么主日就可以被理解为起初

的创造所指向的那个完成之日. 因此,创造在主日得以完成,并得到纪念与庆

祝. 而安息日也是纪念并庆祝创造完成的日子,在这个意义上,主日和安息日一

样,也可以被理解为创造的节日.
莫尔特曼进而强调,安息日与主日密切相关,而不是割裂与替代的关系. 罗

森茨维格认为基督教将创造的节日从一周的第七天(周六的安息日)改为第一天

(周日的主日),是因为没有意识到安息日的深层意义.③ 莫尔特曼认同罗森茨

维格的上述观点并指出,以色列的安息日与基督教的主日有密切的关联,不应该

用一个去代替另一个. 基督教以主日废除安息日,从历史和神学两个角度来看

都是错误的,这使得基督教的节日被异教化了.④ 但与罗森茨维格不同的是,莫

尔特曼还进一步重新探寻了主日与安息日的关联,主张“以基督教方式圣化安息

日”⑤,这一方式是指从周六开始逐渐放下手中的劳作,在周六晚上开始感受上

帝的神圣创造之完成,从而在主日即周日早晨进入耶稣基督复活的自由当中.⑥

安息日是回首开始的创造,主日是指向创造的将来;安息日是上帝的休息,主日

是上帝的复活;安息日是结束的智慧,主日是开始的欢愉. 如果说安息日是完成

之梦,那么主日就是梦的完成,主日成为安息日之梦的延伸与成全. 简言之,安

息日是追忆和感激,主日是盼望和开始,安息日与主日是一个整体,两者密不

可分.⑦

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

参见莫尔特曼,«来临中的上帝»,３４.

JürgenMoltmann莫尔特曼,«盼望伦理»[EthicsofHope],王玉静 WangYujing译(香港[Hong
Kong]:道风书社[TheLogosandPneumaPress],２０１５),２８６.

参见弗朗茨􀅰罗森茨维格,«救赎之星»,３３７.
参见莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»,３９８.
同上,３９９.
同上,４００.
参见莫尔特曼,«盼望伦理»,２８７.
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二、创造的安息日是上帝在时间中的舍金纳

安息日是创造的节日,还体现在安息日与舍金纳的关系上,即安息日是上帝

在时间中的舍金纳. 莫尔特曼以终末即开始的原则构建了基督教终末论,并且

认为基督教终末论的根源在安息日和舍金纳的神学中.① 舍金纳是Shekhinah②

的中文音译,其本意是“住所”③,引申为“上帝的显现”④,即上帝在此世的临在、
内在性或者停留⑤. 在«希伯来圣经»中,舍金纳所描绘的是上帝与他的子民同

住,与以色列人一同漂流旷野,临在于会幕以及锡安圣殿之中,是上帝的临在.⑥

舍金纳在«佐哈尔»中有两层象征意涵:其一,舍金纳被描述为上帝的本体与上帝

的显现之间出现了隔离的不完美存在状态,即舍金纳被理解为一种“流放”状

态.⑦ 其二,舍金纳被描绘成被流放的、哭泣的、女性化的形象,这一形象最终与

流离四散的犹太民众等同起来,并赋予犹太人的散居生活以宗教意义.⑧ 罗森

茨维格有关“舍金纳的流浪”之阐释,与上述舍金纳的流放图景是一脉相承的.
莫尔特曼对舍金纳概念的理解受到了罗森茨维格对“舍金纳的流浪”这一论

述的启发. 罗森茨维格写道:

舍金纳,即降临于人间并逗留于人们之间的上帝,被描述成上帝自身内

发生的分裂.上帝自身从自身分离,把自己献给他的人民,分担他们的痛

苦,和他们一起经历流放的苦难,和他们一起流浪.⑨

莫尔特曼在«创造中的上帝»中特别引述了罗氏的上述段落,并指出舍金纳

概念“可以用来帮助我们理解上帝在他的创造物中的这种自我分化和张力”􀃊􀁉􀁒 .
莫尔特曼所理解的舍金纳是指上帝在以色列人当中居住,甚至在以色列人遭遇

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

⑧

⑨

参见莫尔特曼,«来临中的上帝»,２５８.

Shekhinah在英文文献中也有Shekinah、Shechina、Shechinah等不同的拼写法.
周燮藩 ZhouXiefan、刘精忠 LiuJingzhong,«犹太教概论»[AnIntroductiontoJudaism](北京

[Beijing]:中国社会科学出版社[ChinaSocialSciencesPress],２０１２),４７０.
刘精忠 LiuJingzhong,«犹太神秘主义概论»[AGuidetoJewishMysticism](北京[Beijing]:中国

社会科学出版社[ChinaSocialSciencesPress],２０１５),２４８.
参见 G．G．Scholem 索伦,«犹太教神秘主义主流»[MajorTrendsinJewishMysticism],涂笑非

TuXiaofei译(成都[Chengdu]:四川人民出版社[SichuanPeople􀆳sPublishingHouse],２０００),５３.
参见周燮藩、刘精忠,«犹太教概论»,４７１.
参见刘精忠,«犹太神秘主义概论»,１２４.
同上,１２５.
弗朗茨􀅰罗森茨维格,«救赎之星»,３７３.

􀃊􀁉􀁒　莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»,２５.
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流放之苦时,仍然与他们同在.① 换句话说,舍金纳不仅是以色列人出埃及时期

云柱火柱的上帝同在,也表明舍金纳随着犹太人一起被掳巴比伦,上帝是他的子

民在被流放中同受苦难的忠实同伴.
基于上述理解,莫尔特曼进一步创造性地发展了罗氏对“舍金纳的流浪”之

论述,用以阐明安息日和舍金纳的关系,即安息日是上帝在时间中的舍金纳,舍

金纳则是上帝在空间中的安息. 犹太人在经历流散之苦时也能感受到上帝舍金

纳的临在,这引致安息日的圣化. 耶路撒冷这一空间中的圣殿,被安息日这一

“时间中的圣殿”取代,也就是说,上帝在耶路撒冷圣殿这一空间中的临在,转变

为上帝在安息日这一时间中的临在.② 莫尔特曼写道:“安息日是上帝在他的受

造的时间当中的临在,说得更准确一些,永恒在时间中动态的临在,它联系起初

和终末,因此也唤起回忆和盼望.”③可见,在莫尔特曼看来,上帝在安息日临在

于创造之中,这就是永恒临在于时间中,这一临在将起初的创造和终末的新创造

联系起来,借此回忆起初的创造,期盼终末的新创造. 起初的创造借由上帝在安

息日中的临在而得到安歇,并领受上帝在终末时要充满“新天新地”这一空间的

应许,当上帝在终末临在时,这一应许将会被实现,因此安息和舍金纳的关系正

如莫尔特曼所言,是“应许和实现,开始和圆满终结”④的关系. 不同于罗森茨维

格,莫尔特曼将基督的道成肉身也放在这一回忆的期盼架构下理解,基督道成肉

身,住在世人中间,是上帝的临在在时间中的实现,上帝永恒的道成为肉身,在时

间中得以实现. 上帝以圣子耶稣被钉十字架的样式与这个罪恶的世界同住,并

透过基督的复活与临在,提前展现在终末的新创造时上帝普遍临在于世界的

图景.⑤

如果说舍金纳是上帝在终末时空间中的临在,那么创造的安息日就是关于

上帝在终末时临在于受造物之中的应许. 上帝作为创造者,通过创造的安息日

来祝福他的创造物,因而创造的安息日就是关于创造物在终末时上帝舍金纳圆

满终结的应许. 莫尔特曼考察犹太人关于安息日的观念,即安息日是上帝造物

中的单数存在,并被冠以“安息日女王”的称呼,犹太人作为上帝的选民,是安息

日的同伴,他们通过遵守七天一次的安息日诫命,成为安息日的伙伴. 安息日作

为创造的节日,是创造圆满终结的开端,上帝在终末时临在于新天新地,把创造

①

②

③

④

⑤

参见莫尔特曼,«耶稣基督:我们的兄弟,世界的救主»,１３３.
参见莫尔特曼,«来临中的上帝»,２５０.
同上,２４９.
同上,２４９.
同上,２５０.
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物带入终末的安息之中.①

三、创造的安息日是生态的休息日

莫尔特曼将罗森茨维格所阐述的安息日作为创造的节日之观念,放在生态

危机的语境下展开论述,进一步发展了罗氏的安息日思想. 莫尔特曼强调,“在

当今的生态危机中,基督教回忆创造的安息日是必要的和适时的”②. 就是说,
莫尔特曼认为基督教忽视了创造的安息日,而重新追忆这一观念,将有助于基督

教在当今世界所面临的生态危机处境下,发挥积极的作用.
相比罗森茨维格,莫尔特曼所理解的安息传统更为全面,他认为安息传统既

包括安息日,也涵盖安息年、五十年节和终末的安息. 莫尔特曼是比较尊崇«圣

经»的神学家,他细致考察«圣经»传统,从中发现自然的智慧,并指出“«圣经»的

生态智慧集中体现在这种安息传统中”③. 他所指的“安息传统”,除指向一周中

第七天的安息日外,还包括第七年的安息年、五十年节和终末的安息.④ 安息日

指向安息年和五十年节,并期盼终末的安息. 上帝乃一切临在一切,不仅是在终

末时才会发生,而是在安息日时就会预先展现,也就是说,在安息日时上帝歇了

一切的工,完全临在于他所创造的世界,创造物也活在上帝的面前,上帝和世界

因而形成一种共融的关系,安息日成为上帝与世界共融的时间.
(一)安息日

安息日是«圣经»所述创造论的真正标志. 在莫尔特曼看来,遵守安息日诫

命,是承认大自然是上帝的创造物,而不是自然环境而已. 他在«公义创建未来»
中已指出,安息是创造的法则,因此安息伦理是«圣经»所说的创造伦理.⑤ 在

«创造中的上帝»中,他进一步指出,安息日的做法中体现了最优秀的创造智慧,
但因为非犹太人的基督教会忽视了安息日,所以需要重新发掘其中的智慧.⑥

他所理解的«圣经»传统,既包括基督徒的也涵盖犹太人的传统,这一传统认为创

造与安息日紧密相连.⑦ 安息日的和平使得创造得以完成,并区分了两种世界

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

参见莫尔特曼,«来临中的上帝»,２６６.
莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»,４００.
同上,中译本前言,２３.
同上.
参见JürgenMoltmann 莫 尔 特 曼, «公 义 创 建 未 来 » [CreatingaJustFuture], 邓 肇 明 Deng

Zhaoming译(香港[HongKong]:基道出版社[LogosPublishers],１９９２),６１.
参见莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»,４.
同上,３７４.
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观:一种是将世界视作上帝的创造物,另一种是将世界视为自然.① 上帝在安息

日并通过安息日完成了创造,人也是在安息日并通过安息日停下手中的劳作,不
再干涉这个世界,将这个世界视为上帝的创造物,从而珍视人类自身以及其他受

造物的尊严.② 这就不同于将世界视为自然的观念,即不是把世界看成没有停

歇、不断生产的自然.③

安息日的生态意涵首要的观念体现为,上帝的安息日是创造物的冠冕,人类

不是创造物的冠冕. 在莫尔特曼看来,人类和其他一切被造物,都是上帝为了自

己的安息日而造的. 虽然人类是最后被创造的,但人类要依赖在他们之先被造

的天地、植物、动物等地球生态系统而存活.④ 虽然人类不同于其他被造物,是

上帝按着自己的形象而造的,但人类和其他被造物一样,也是为了上帝的安息日

而被造的,和其他被造物一起颂赞上帝的荣耀,“即使没有人类,诸天也会诉说上

帝的荣耀”⑤. 这表明莫尔特曼所倡导的是一种上帝中心论的观念,人类并不是

创造的冠冕,而只是创造物共同体的一部分,这就有助于摆脱人类中心论的观

念,构建人类和其他创造物的共同体关系.⑥ 莫尔特曼虽未明确说明自己的上

述观点是来自哪里,但其观点与«海德堡要理问答»是一致的. «海德堡要理问

答»第六问答:“上帝造人原本就是如此邪恶悖逆吗? 回答:不. 上帝造人原是好

的,是按照他自己的形象,有公义和真实的圣洁;好叫人正确认识他的创造主上

帝,尽心爱他,与他同住在永远的福乐中,来赞美荣耀他.”莫尔特曼对安息日的

理解是人类和其他被造物一起颂赞和荣耀上帝,这种理解与«海德堡要理问答»
所说的人要赞美和荣耀上帝的看法是同出一辙的,因而创造的冠冕不是人类,而
是上帝自己在安息日显出的荣耀. 人与其他被造物因颂赞上帝,而蒙受从上帝

而来的祝福和喜乐.
安息日的和平则是安息日生态意涵的进一步体现. 安息日的和平是人与自

然和平的开始. 安息日的和平首要的是人与上帝的和平,这和平的范围广大,达
至灵魂与身体、个人与家庭及人类社群、人类和动物、其他生物乃至天地万物.
如果不庆祝、体验上帝的安息日,人与自然的和平就永远不会出现.⑦ 庆祝并享

受安息日,不能以他人和其他受造物为代价,而是要和其他人一起,通过对生活

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

参见莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»,１３.
同上,３７３—３７４.
同上,１３.
同上,２５６.
同上,４５—４６.
同上.
同上,３７５.
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的回忆和感激,以崇敬的心来庆祝.①

安息日生态意涵最集中的体现为,安息日是生态的休息日,是不再干涉自然

的日子. 面对生态危机,莫尔特曼主张基督教要回忆创造的安息日,这一安息日

是生态的休息日,是应该没有环境污染的日子.② 莫尔特曼引用«出埃及记»２０
章的安息日诫命并阐述道:“六个工作日后,人们要休息,这意味着不干涉自然,
即不干涉我们自身之外的外部自然,以及我们自己内部的内在本性.”③在安息

日,“人们不再在劳作中干涉其自然环境. 借此,世界观有所改观:人们不再根据

其利用和使用价值对事物做出评价,而是赞叹地感知其存在价值. 事物显现如

其自在所是”④. 就是说,人们不再从成本效益计算的功利性角度来看待外部自

然,而是从单纯的审美角度去欣赏上帝的创造,让自然成为其原本的样子,让自

然不再是被人类支配的存在,让自然得以喘息和恢复. 同样地,在安息日,“我们

也会意识到自己的身体和灵魂是上帝的创造物以及上帝在尘世的形象”⑤,即人

们不再干涉自身的内部自然,而是放松精神,使得心灵再一次回归身体,身体成

为圣灵的殿,人的整全性的存在即身体和灵魂都得到休息与恢复.⑥ 基于对安

息日是生态的休息日之理解,莫尔特曼将安息日与老子的«道德经»“无为”思想

进行了对比,认为安息日是不干预自然的休息时刻,这正是老子«道德经»中“无

为”思想的回音.⑦

此外,安息日的祝福是对创造物普遍的祝福. 上帝是为着一个日子即安息

日祝福,而不是为某个受造物祝福,这就使得凡经历安息日的受造物都得到祝

福,因此安息日的祝福是普遍的.⑧ 换言之,安息日休息的祝福临到所有的被造

物,除了“男人和女人、父母和孩子、雇主和雇员、人和动物”⑨,还扩及其他生物、
天地等整个宇宙生态系统.

(二)安息年与五十年节

安息日指向安息年,安息年主要与土地有关,体现出上帝在大地政策上的公

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

⑧

⑨

参见莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»,３８５—３８６.
同上,４００.

JurgenMoltmann,TheSourceofLife:TheHolySpiritandtheTheologyofLife (London:

SCMPress,１９９７),８２．
莫尔特曼,«盼望伦理»,２８４.
同上,２８４.

JurgenMoltmann,TheSourceofLife:TheHolySpiritandtheTheologyofLife,８２．
参见莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»,中译本前言,２３.
同上,３８２.

JurgenMoltmann,TheSourceofLife:TheHolySpiritandtheTheologyofLife,８２．
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义,并使得人与自然、人与人之间被异化的关系得以恢复.①

在上帝与大地的关系上,安息年是上帝与土地之约. 按照«旧约»的描述,以
色列要遵守上帝的安息年诫命,即每七年让地休耕一年,在这一年,不允许耕种

土地,要让土地得到休息. 土地上自出的土产,也不能收割,而要留给犹太人中

穷苦的人以及寄居在犹太人中的外族人,以供应他们的需要. 如果犹太人遵守

这一安息年诫命,将会蒙受祝福而留在本地安然居住,而如果违反诫命,则会遭

受放逐之苦,以便土地得回自己的权利,得到休息,重获生机. 在莫尔特曼看来,
这种做法表明“上帝和他的土地之间的约在于安息年”②,上帝为了土地得到安

息,当犹太人背约、不尊重安息年的约定时,他们甚至被放逐他乡,这不是律法主

义,也不是巫术,而是体现了生态学上的智慧.
在人与自然的关系上,安息年体现了可持续的生态原则. 在莫尔特曼看来,

“守安息不独能救我们自己,也能挽救我们赖以生存的土地”③,就是说安息年对

于人和土地的生存都是至关重要的,这深刻影响到人与土地的关系. 安息年体

现了一种看似简单,但却真正能够维持良好的人与土地关系的法则.④ 安息年

体现了休耕这一土地利用的可持续原则. 莫尔特曼观察到,人类几千年的文明

中,农业都实施休耕制度.⑤ 违反休耕原则的玛雅等文化因忽视土地的可持续

性而遭受毁灭,特别是那些为供养大城市和军队而劫掠土地的大帝国,也因此而

土崩瓦解. 现代社会因一味地追求短期的利润,完全忘记了休耕的原则,错误地

认为化肥可以使土地永葆肥沃,除草剂、杀虫药等化学品的副作用已演变成主要

的作用. 即便“绿色革命”推广人工肥料,也无法改变作物被病虫害越来越频繁

侵袭的困扰. 不仅如此,现代农业还废弃了从前的轮流耕种,而以单一耕作来替

代,因而导致无法阻挡的泥土流失.⑥ 因此,安息年的休耕原则,虽然看似简单,
也远超过这些现代农业技术的使用效果,唯有让土地安息,才能真正恢复土壤的

肥力,保持人与土地的永续共存关系.
在人与人的关系上,安息年体现了公义的社会意义. 莫尔特曼正确地观察

到,«出埃及记»２３章明确了安息年的目的之一,是要使犹太人中的穷人有吃的,
这是安息年的重要社会意义,而这一社会意义与安息日的生态意义是紧密相连

的. 莫尔特曼指出,“如今大多数的生态冲突也产生于陌生的农业康采恩及外来

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

参见莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»,１３—１４.
莫特尔曼,«公义创建未来»,６２.
同上,６４.
同上.
同上,６２.
同上,６３.
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势力与土生土长的本地居民之间”①. 也就是说,第一世界国家通过世界市场体

系对第三世界国家进行剥削,破坏了第三世界国家的粮食独立等农业自主性,也
侵吞了土壤的肥力,这违反了空间上的生态公义. 莫尔特曼谴责当代人因追求

眼前的利益而将生态代价推给子孙后代,认为这是一种无情无义的不公义行为,
是人类非理性的自我毁灭倾向②,这无疑破坏了世代间的生态公义.

五十年节和安息年的上述意涵是一致的. 五十年节是七个安息年后的一

年,本质上也是一种安息年,因而五十年节的内涵和意义与安息年是一致的. 莫

尔特曼引述«利未记»２５章,指出五十年节是“上帝的豁免年”,债务奴隶将被免

除债务,重获人身自由,得回原先被出售的地业,庆祝土地的安息. 和普通的安

息年一样,这一年也不可耕种,而是吃土地自出的土产. 但相比一般的安息年,
五十年节也有其特殊之处,莫尔特曼认为“五十年节的特殊之处似乎是上帝的法

规和法令先颁发给人类,然后再由人类传达给创造物,传给异乡人、动物和土

地”③,就是说五十年节是通过犹太人在社会中施行废除债务、释放奴隶、归还地

业等体现上帝公义的律法原则,从而照顾到穷人、异乡人、动物的需要,并使得土

地得到生态性的恢复.
(三)终末的安息

安息日、安息年和五十年节都指向终末的安息. 终末的安息是永久的、没有

尽头的安息. 在莫尔特曼看来,因为«新约»是永久的,所以终末的安息也是没有

尽头的,是上帝原初安息日的终末对应,是“对历史终结时的永恒安息日的弥赛

亚盼望”④. 莫尔特曼认为耶稣从未违背安息日的诫命,没有把安息日视为无关

紧要的事,也从未取消安息日,从而让人类在他自己和犹太教之间作出抉择. 耶

稣也从未让自己的门徒脱离安息日,而是宣告安息日是犹太人所盼望的弥赛亚

之梦的实现⑤,通过对来临中的上帝国的宣告,使终末的安息生效. 在终末的安

息中,上帝乃一切、在一切之中,即上帝伸展自己,亲自充满整个天地,上帝面对

面和受造物同在,并使万物复和. 世界不再有劳苦愁烦、眼泪哀伤. 刀剑被铸成

犁头,不再有战争. 一切都不伤人、不害物,人与动物和平相处. 上帝将地面更

换为新,人与自然的关系也得以复合.

①

②

③

④

⑤

莫尔特曼,«盼望伦理»,１４１—１４３.
参见莫尔特曼,«公义创建未来»,６３.
莫尔特曼,«创造中的上帝»,３８７—３８８.
同上,３９０.
同上,３９４.
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结　论

综上所述,莫尔特曼不仅阐明了罗森茨维格的创造的安息日这一思想,还进

一步发展了这一观念. 他借此将基督教的主日和犹太教的安息日都视为创造的

节日,并由此阐释了安息日和舍金纳的关系,更为重要的是,他极富创造性地将

创造的安息日延伸至生态议题的讨论. 作为生态神学的当代重要代表人物之

一,莫尔特曼充分挖掘«圣经»所蕴含并导引出的“安息传统”,这一传统不仅指向

每周一次的安息日,还包括每七年一次的安息年、五十年一次的禧年以及终末的

安息. 安息日指向安息年,安息年则表明人与大地(代表大自然)之间被扭曲的

关系亟需恢复,基于这一生态公义,五十年节又凸显出释放奴隶和免除债务的社

会公义层面. 而安息日、安息年、五十年节这三者都指向终末的安息,在终末的

安息中,万物复和,天地人和谐共生,人与自然被异化的关系得以复和,展现出一

幅生态和谐的美丽画卷.
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TheSabbathofCreation:Moltman􀆳sInterpretationand
DevelopmentofRosenzweig􀆳sThoughtontheSabbath

LICong
Abstract: Jürgen MoltmannexplainedFranzRosenzweig􀆳sideathattheSabbathisa

festivalofcreation,andfurtherdevelopedit,thusdemonstratingthattheChristianSunday
andtheJewishSabbatharebothfestivalsofcreation,andtheyareinseparable．Onthisbasis,

MoltmannfurthercreativelydevelopedRosenzweig􀆳sexpositionof“Shekina􀆳sWandering”to
clarifytherelationshipbetweentheSabbathandShekina, thatis, theSabbathis God􀆳s
Shekinaintime．ItisparticularlynoteworthythatMoltmanncreativelyextendedtheconcept
ofSabbathtothediscussionofecologicalissues．ComparedwithRosenzweig, Moltmann􀆳s
“traditionofSabbath”ismorecomprehensive,includingtheSabbathontheseventhdayofa
week,theSabbath yearontheseventh year, thejubileeonthefiftieth yearandthe
eschatologicalSabbath．TheSabbathistherealsymbolofthecreationism mentionedinthe
Bible．ObeyingtheSabbathcommandmentistoadmitthatnatureisGod􀆳screation, notthe
naturalenvironment．Sabbathisanecologicalrestday,anditisadaytostopinterferingwith
nature．TheSabbathalsopointstoaSabbathyear, whichis mainlyrelatedtotheland,

reflectingthejusticeofGod􀆳slandpolicyandrestoringthealienatedrelationshipbetweenman
andnatureandbetweenpeople．ThejubileeisayearaftersevenSabbathyears, andits
connotationandsignificanceareconsistentwiththeSabbathyear．Sabbath,Sabbathyearand

jubileeallpointtotheeschatologicalSabbath, whichisapermanentandendlessSabbath．
Everythingisreconciled, andtherelationshipbetween manandnatureisalsoreconciled,

showinganecologicalpictureofharmoniouscoexistencewhichformedbyGod, man,andthe
earth．

KeyWords:JürgenMoltmann, FranzRosenzweig,Sabbath, Creation
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关于“弥赛亚”的另一种读法

———论“赵紫宸吴雷川之争”中的“耶稣为基督”问题∗

褚潇白∗∗

【摘要】１９３６年,赵紫宸撰文批评吴雷川在«基督教与中国文化»一
书中赋予耶稣政治性君王弥赛亚形象,认为这并不符合«圣经»事实,而
是迎合附丽现代主张,丧失了基督教自身的立场与信念.吴雷川虽未

著专文回应赵紫宸的批评,但在其后的作品中不再提耶稣乃政治性弥

赛亚,而是强调耶稣承认自己是弥赛亚的目的就是要改造社会,建立经

济上人人平等的地上天国.与吴雷川不同,赵紫宸既不赞成吴雷川的

物质性天国论,又反对犹太末世天国论,唯独标举作为心灵之域的“天
国”.二者所持末世天国观虽迥异,但俱是在中华民族存亡之际的“末
世”处境中被催逼而出的,是以救国为基本议程的,是关于“弥赛亚”的
现代中国式解读.吴雷川对“弥赛亚”这个概念的理解更接近于«希伯

来圣经»原文和犹太拉比传统,而其天国革命的弥赛亚愿景实则是一种

激进无产阶级革命;赵紫宸坚持精神心理建设意义上的天国革命,但关

于耶稣之弥赛亚身份体认和理想旨归均失去«圣经»传统启示神学、犹
太—基督教末世论和救赎论的支撑,致使赵氏始终无法在耶稣之死的

终极意义问题上自圆其说.
【关键词】赵紫宸;吴雷川;弥赛亚;“耶稣为基督”;末世论

∗

∗∗

本文系国家社会科学基金项目“耶稣基督形象与民国现代性话语研究”(１７BZJ０５７)的阶段性成果.
褚潇白,华东师范大学中文系教授.
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１９３６年１２月,中国著名基督教神学家赵紫宸①在«真理与生命»月刊第１０卷

第７期上,发表了题为«“耶稣为基督”———评吴雷川先生之‹基督教与中国文

化›»②的文章,对燕京大学同事吴雷川③于同年出版的«基督教与中国文化»—书

①

②

③

赵紫宸(ZhaoZichen,T．C．Chao,ChaoTzuＧch􀆳en,１８８８—１９７９),浙江德清人,曾在东吴大学学习,后
以优异成绩获得美国范德比尔特大学(VanderbiltUniversity)神学学士和文学硕士学位,１９４７年还获得普林

斯顿大学荣誉博士学位. １９１８年回国后,赵紫宸历任东吴大学哲学教授、东吴大学文理学院院长、燕京大学

宗教学院院长和燕京协和神学院研究教授. 他曾三次代表中国基督教界参加世界宣教会议(International
MissionaryCouncilMeeting),并在１９４８年世界基督教协进会第一次会议上当选世界基督教协进会六位主席

之一. 赵紫宸一生勤于著述,仅神学方面的专著就达２７部之多,近２００万字,是中国最早尝试创立“基督教

哲学”思想体系的知识分子,也是第一位提出建构“中国的系统神学”并进行初步尝试的基督教神学家. 赵

紫宸被誉为“近代中国最有影响力的神学家”,同时又是著名宗教教育家、文学家和诗人,其神学思想得到海

内外研究者的相当关注. 关于赵紫宸神学思想的研究,主要有:WinfriedGlüer,ChristlicheTheologiein
China:T．C．Chao１９１８Ｇ１９５６(Gütersloh: GerdMohn,１９７９);WinfriedGlüer古爱华,«赵紫宸的神学思想»
[ChristlicheTheologieinChina:T．C．Chao１９１８Ｇ１９５６],邓肇明 DengZhaoming译(香港[HongKong]:基督教

文艺出版 社 [ChineseChristianLiteratureCouncil],１９９８);WinfriedGlüer 古 爱 华,«赵 紫 宸 的 神 学 思 想»
[ChristlicheTheologieinChina: T．C．Chao１９１８Ｇ１９５６],邓肇明DengZhaoming译(上海[Shanghai]:中国基督

教协会[ChinaChristianCouncil],１９９９);林荣洪 LinRonghong,«曲高和寡:赵紫宸的生平及神学»[TheLife
andThoughtofChaoTzrＧch􀆳en](香港[HongKong]:中国神学研究院[ChinaGraduateSchoolofTheology],

１９９４); 邢福增 XingFuzeng,«寻 索 基 督 教 的 独 特 性———赵 紫 宸 神 学 论 集» [ExploringtheUniquenessof
Christianity: TheologicalEssayson T．C．Chao] (香 港 [Hong Kong]: 建 道 神 学 院 [The AllianceBible
Seminary],２００３); 唐晓峰 TangXiaofeng,«赵紫宸神学思想研究»[T．C．Chao􀆳sTheology](北京[Beijing]:宗

教文 化 出 版 社 [ReligionCulturePublishing House],２００６); HoiMing Hui, A Studyof T．C．Chao􀆳s
ChristologyintheSocialContextofChina１９２０Ｇ１９４９ (PhDdiss．, UniversityofBirmingham,２００７); Yongtao
Chen,TheChineseChristologyofT．C．Chao (Leiden/Boston:Brill,２０１７);ChloëStarr, “ZhaoZichenanda
CreativeTheology: ThelifeofJesus(１９３５),”inChineseTheology:TextandContext(NewHaven&London:

YaleUniversityPress,２０１６).
该文后收录于«赵紫宸文集»第三卷[TheCollectedWorksofT．C．Chao(３)](北京[Beijing]:商务印

书馆[TheCommercialPress],２００７),７０４—７１５.
吴雷川(１８７０—１９４４),原名震春,字雷川. 民国时期著名教育家、基督教思想家. １８９８年考中进

士,授翰林院庶吉士. 辛亥革命后曾担任杭州军政府民政长、杭州市市长、国民政府教育部参事等职务.

１９１５年于圣公 会 受 洗,皈 依 基 督 教. １９１９ 年 加 入 基 督 教 生 命 社,组 建 “真 理 会”并 创 办 «真 理 周 刊»
(１９２３). １９２２年开始在燕京大学授课,１９２９年到１９３３年任燕京大学第一位华人校长. 主要代表作有

«耶稣的社会理想»(１９３４)、«基督教与中国文化»(１９３６)、«基督徒的希望»(１９３９)和«墨翟与耶稣»(１９４０).
吴雷川生平 介 绍 可 见:赵 紫 宸 T．C．Chao, ‹当 代 中 国 信 徒 之 介 绍———吴 雷 川 小 传 › [Introductionto
ContemporaryChineseChristians: BiographyofWuLeichuan],于«真理与生命»[TruthandLife],１９３７
年第８ 期 [１９３７, Issue８]; 赵 紫 宸 T．C．Chao, ‹当 代 教 育 家 吴 雷 川 › [ContemporaryEducator Wu
Leichuan],于«逸经»[YiJing],１９３６年第１６期[１９３６,Issue１６],４１—４５;查时杰ChaShijie,‹吴雷川———
致力中国文 化 与 基 督 教 信 仰 沟 通 的 著 名 学 者 › [WuLeichuan: A FamousScholarDedicatedtothe
CommunicationbetweenChineseCultureandChristianFaith],«中国 基 督 教 人 物 小 传» [Biographiesof
ChineseChristians](香港 [HongKong]:中 华 福 音 神 学 院 出 版 社 [ChinaEvangelicalSeminaryPress],

１９８３),７０—７４.
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提出了严厉批评. 书评的标题选用«基督教与中国文化»第四章的标题“耶稣为

基督”,不仅是对吴书的回应,直指该书的问题核心,也指向了基督教神学的问题

核心———耶稣何以是基督,以及由此而来的“基督教何以是基督教”(基督教的独

特性)问题.

一、政治性的君王弥赛亚

在吴雷川看来,“耶稣为基督”是«福音书»和历代神学家都未曾解释清楚或

存在根本性误导的基督教核心问题.① 在«基督教与中国文化»题为“耶稣为基

督”的核心章节中,吴雷川首先解释“基督”即希伯来文“弥赛亚”的希腊文译音,
意为“受膏者”,并介绍古代以色列有三类人受膏:君王、先知和祭司.② 吴雷川

认为,如果把这三类人结合在一起,我们最终会得到中国天子或皇帝的形象,即

“治理万民的君王,也是传达天命以教诲万民的先知,更是代表万民祭天的祭

司”③. 吴雷川更进一步强调犹太人所想望的弥赛亚,不只是“指着在外表上涂

抹膏油,更是指着内心受圣灵的膏沐,正如«书经»上所说‘亶聪明作元后’,那就

是中国所谓‘圣天子’了”④. 可是,耶稣怎么会是“圣天子”呢? 吴雷川显然对此

产生了困惑,在写于１９３３年的«耶稣生平»中他提出了疑问:“原来‘基督’这个名

号,本是犹太人历代所想望的君王,而耶稣乃是平民,何以能与这名号发生关系,
这是很费研究的事.”⑤

根据吴雷川的推测,耶稣起初的计划就是要做犹太人所想望的那位君王基

督⑥,他的这一计划从一开始就以获得政治权力为前提,但与传统犹太君王弥赛

亚的理想有所不同,因为这个计划有双重目标:既要实现救世主复兴国家的希

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

“耶稣一生的事业以及他的受死而成为完全的人格,都和他为基督这一件事有重要关系. 而这

种重要的关系,在福音书上却没有很清楚的记载,就很容易发生疑问. 若依照神学家的说法,这一切都是

上帝所预定,自然就没有问题. 但我们是要研究耶稣为人的,神学家的意见,大概我们都不愿意接受.”吴

雷川 WuLeichuan,«基督教与中国文化»[ChristianityandChineseCulture](上海[Shanghai]:上海古籍出

版社[ShanghaiClassicsPublishingHouse],２００８),４７.
“原来基督二字是希腊文的译音———希伯来文的译音是弥赛亚———它的意义是‘受膏者’. 古代

犹太人的规例,凡是被立为君王或先知或祭司的,都要用一种香膏涂抹在被立者的头上,因此基督这一个

名词,就包含君王、先知、祭司三种职分.”(吴雷川,«基督教与中国文化»,４７)
吴雷川,«基督教与中国文化»,４７.
同上.
吴雷川 WuLeichuan,‹耶稣生平›[BiographyofJesus],于«大公报»[TaKungPao],１９３３年第２

期[１９３３,Issue２].
“据我的推测,他的计划,正是要作成一般犹太人所想望为君王的基督.”(吴雷川,«基督教与中

国文化»,４８)



—２３７　　 —

望,在取得国家政权后又必须实施建设新社会的改革,而且彻底改造旧社会才是

其更主要的目标. 吴雷川推测,耶稣从小立志成为君王弥赛亚后,他在第二个目

标,即对社会进行彻底改革上从未动摇,只是后来情势发生了变化,不得已才必

须改变方式去实现这个目标. 吴雷川认为,耶稣计划的转变主要有两个原因:一
是由于“成大事者必要结合徒党”①,所以耶稣最初乃是与约翰共谋复兴犹太国

之大业,二者分头行动,约翰在加利利讲道,而耶稣则与耶路撒冷领导人协商.
当约翰被捉拿牺牲后,耶稣“真如人身断去了一臂”②,获得政治权力的基督王国

计划因此被迫推迟. 二是来自耶稣与耶路撒冷领袖和加利利民众接触后的经

验,因为他们都不能接受耶稣所要实行的改造社会的主义,而是仍以政权为唯一

目的. 如果权力是唯一目的,那就必然要采取把石头变饼、从殿顶跳下乃至拜魔

鬼等不正当手段,而这是耶稣慎思明辨后决意不为的.③ 吴雷川再三强调,耶稣

为了能保全彻底的社会改造,只能牺牲自己的生命,与恶邪势力斗争到底,由此

将真理的种子传播人间,成为人类的普遍祝福:

耶稣起初要作犹太人所想望为君王的基督,是激发于爱国的热忱.后

来考察时势,转移观念,甘心作为人受死的基督.我们承认:在他全部生活

中有这样重要的变化,正显出他为人类而艰苦奋斗的决心与勇气.④

耶稣最初的计划,虽然是要作犹太人所想望的君王,而其主要的目的乃

是要改革社会,这就与犹太人传统的观念大不相同了.􀆺􀆺犹太人所想望

的是急速地以武力脱离外国的羁绊,宣布独立,而耶稣则是深察内外的情

势,要谋彻底的改造.他以为:必是先将国内种种腐败的现象全数扫除,按

照真理重新厘定制度,解除人民痛苦,使他们得到真正的幸福,才是建立了

新的国家.⑤

吴雷川对“耶稣为基督”的这种解释显然有别于基督教主流基督论,其中又

有三点尤为殊异:其一,“耶稣为基督”不是主流基督论中由上帝预定的,而是耶

①

②

③

④

⑤

吴雷川,«基督教与中国文化»,１９.
同上,５０.
同上,５０—５１.
同上,５６.
同上,４９.
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稣自决的.① 在吴雷川眼中,«圣经»上所记载的关于耶稣１２岁在耶路撒冷圣殿

中对其父母所说的那句话,“为什么找我? 岂不知我应当以我父的事为念么?”
(«路加福音»２:４２—５１),已然是耶稣“自觉、自认、自决”为“基督”的标志. 耶稣

童年在圣殿中获得的这一“觉悟”就是“应当以上帝的事为念”,而吴雷川认为这

乃是耶稣使命的基础,“耶稣一生的事业,都是从他这次所说的一句话里演绎出

来,就可知道他这次情感激发以后,确能继续着持守,使它成为坚强的意志. 所

谓‘择善而固之’,所谓‘得一善则拳拳服膺而弗失之’(«中庸»第二十八、八章),
这就是耶稣在十几年中所用的工夫了”②. 其二,耶稣所觉悟到的那个基督是具

有政治权力的犹太民族之王,吴雷川甚至还建构了耶稣和约翰之间的政治“同

谋”关系,只是在失去革命同志后耶稣才被迫放弃了起初的政治性目标. 其三,
既然应当以上帝的事为念,那么究竟何谓“上帝的事”呢? 在吴雷川的解释体系

中,耶稣童年所言“上帝的事”指的就是要拯救犹太民族使之复兴. 而如何拯救

犹太民族,吴雷川认定是通过“改造社会”③,而所谓的“改造社会”,其实就是“建

立天国”,“使天国降临于世界之上”④.
在上述三点中,赵紫宸撰文主要抨击吴氏所谓耶稣要做政治君王的第二点.

赵紫宸开门见山指出这一全书中心思想并不符合«圣经»所载事实,而是迎合时

事,牵引附丽于现代主张,因此丧失了基督教自身立场与信念.⑤ 首先,耶稣要

做政治的君王,要取得政权以复兴犹太国,这在赵紫宸看来完全是吴雷川的想

象.⑥ 进一步而言,赵紫宸毫不留情地剖析此种想象源自吴雷川的一种“愿欲”:

我们的试诱是大的,自己有一种愿欲,到热切的时节,容易因着丝毫类

似之处而想象我们所深深钦崇的人物与我们一样,因而将我们的宗教、哲

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

“耶稣为基督,自古相传是上帝预定的,其实:这事是否上帝预定姑且不论,但为使人多得教训起

见,与其说是上帝预定,还不如说是耶稣自决􀆺􀆺才显得出耶稣人格的伟大.”(吴雷川 WuLeichuan,‹作

基督徒的两个问题›[TwoQuestionsaboutBeingaChristian],于«真理与生命»[TruthandLife],１９３４年

第４期[１９３４,Issue４])
吴雷川,«基督教与中国文化»,１８.
“耶稣之为基督,无论其为王或为人受死,他底改造社会的宗旨是一贯的.”(吴雷川,«基督教与

中国文化»,５５)
吴雷川 WuLeichuan,‹基督教与中国时局›[ChristianityandtheCurrentSituationinChina],于

«真理周刊»[TruthWeekly],１９２４年第３６期[１９２４,Issue３６].
参见赵紫宸,‹“耶稣为基督”———评吴雷川先生之«基督教与中国文化»›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»

第３卷,７０５.
“耶稣要作政治的君王的证据,«新约»里是完全找不出来的,而这件事的反证却是不一而足. 吴

先生所找的不是证据,乃是想象.”(赵紫宸,‹“耶稣为基督”———评吴雷川先生之«基督教与中国文化»›,
收录于«赵紫宸文集»第３卷,７０８)
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学、伦理与夫对于政治经济的要求,一一推而纳诸不曾梦想到此种问题的人

物之心中口中事业中􀆺􀆺吴先生要“耶稣为基督”,为握政权的君王,原是要

解释基督教是一个改造社会,改革经济制度的动力􀆺􀆺不惟无有史实为根

基,而且把基督的宗教加上了一层误解,使永恒的基督变成了暂时的局部的

政治上的君王.①

赵紫宸批评吴雷川赋予耶稣以政治君王的形象,而一个政治性的弥赛亚耶

稣,这正是赵紫宸在其大量著作和文章中一再否定的,比如,他在«耶稣传»②里

细致描写耶稣在旷野受到“面包”和“饼”的物质试探之后,明确自己要进行的是

心理建设运动,而非物质革命运动.③ 吴雷川虽未对这位燕京大学同事兼好友

的批评专门撰文回应,但在１９４０年创作的«墨翟与耶稣»中可见他在这一问题上

的调整:不再提耶稣乃政治性的弥赛亚,而是强调耶稣承认自己是基督的目的就

是要改造社会.④ 事实上,“改造社会”自始至终是吴雷川理解耶稣之弥赛亚身

份的关键. 在德国学者罗曼􀅰马雷凯(RomanMalek)看来,这点是正确理解吴

雷川耶稣观的一把钥匙.⑤ 至于弥赛亚是否为政治君王,在吴雷川那里既非重

点也非终点,而只是实现改造社会的手段之一. 改造社会才是耶稣的一生宏志

所在,至于耶稣为什么在最后受审时依然承认自己是政治君王的弥赛亚,吴雷川

认为这是因其革命志士之“诚”所致.⑥ 可惜耶稣的那些门徒乃至之后的整个基

督教传统都忽视了耶稣改造社会的大计,而将其弥赛亚的身份误置于纯粹宗教

改革的范畴之中.⑦ 这在吴雷川看来实乃西方基督教近两千年来的大谬.

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

赵紫宸,‹“耶稣为基督”———评吴雷川先生之«基督教与中国文化»›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第３
卷,７１１.

赵紫宸的«耶稣传»于１９３５年由上海青年协会书局出版,在１９４８年前就加印５次,而且被多次转

载. 这部长达１７万字的传记是国人撰写的第一部耶稣传记,而且深受基督徒青年和非基督教作家欢迎.
参见赵紫宸,‹耶稣传›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第１卷,４９７.
“耶稣自己承认为基督,目的是要改造社会,而进行的顺序,乃是先改革宗教”;“他从前所计划的

大纲是:先在一般人的心理上从事建设,然后进行制度的改革”. 吴雷川 WuLeichuan,«墨翟与耶稣»[Mo
DiandJesus](上海[Shanghai]:青年协会书局[TheAssociationPressofChina],１９４０),１１０.

RomanMalek, “DerSozialreformerJesus．DasLebenJesusnach WuLeichuan１８６９Ｇ１９４４,”in
TheChineseFaceofJesusChrist, Vol．３, ed．Roman Malek, S．V．D．(SanktAugustin, Germany:

InstitutMonumentaSericaandChinaZentrum,２００５),９８８．
“他既抱了改造社会的诚,但使有机会可乘,总是要向前努力,这正是革命志士必有的态度. 所

以他于受审时直承他自己是基督是王,就是他出于诚而不能自已的回答.”(吴雷川,«基督教与中国文

化»,５２)
门徒在耶稣死后只“说明耶稣是作了先知所预言为人受死的基督,而于耶稣要改造社会的大计

却一字不提. 他们对于耶稣为基督的确认,好像是故意地援引另一种遗传的说法以为根据”(吴雷川,«墨

翟与耶稣»,１１１).
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二、改造社会的天国愿景

在吴雷川接受基督教信仰的早期,他就认定改造社会是耶稣一生的志愿,而
所谓的“改造社会”,其实就是“建立天国”,“使天国降临于世界之上”.① １９３１
年,在«基督教与革命»一文中,他指出“耶稣在世时重要的使命,乃是宣传天国”,
并认为“他所宣传的天国”,其含义和犹太人传统观念不同:“耶稣所说的天国降

临,乃是要将天国建立在人世之上.”②同年,在«耶稣新社会的理想及其实现的

问题»一文中,他再次提到耶稣的天国观,认为“我们用现代人的眼光来看,假如

说耶稣所传的天国就是他理想的新社会,似乎是很合时宜的解释了”③. 这个关

于天国等同于社会改造的 “合乎时宜”的理想,之后在１９３３年 «耶稣生平»和

１９３４年的«耶稣的社会理想»④中得到了重点阐发. ２０世纪三四十年代的三篇

«耶稣略传»,也是通过重新书写耶稣传的方式去展现耶稣那隐藏在宗教表象下

的改造社会思想. 所谓的“天国”只是耶稣借用犹太人素来所憧憬的宗教愿景作

他宣传的标题和口号,以发表他对于社会改造的理想. 也正因为此,吴雷川认

为,“凡是福音书所记载耶稣讲论天国的语言,都是他阐发关于理想社会的要

旨”⑤.
“天国”于是也成为吴雷川解读“主祷文”的重心. 在«基督教与中国文化»

中,吴雷川说:“你的国就是上帝的国,也称天国. 天国并不是在这世界之外另有

一个世界,更不是像教会所常讲的死后升天堂,乃是将这世界上所有不合仁爱和

公义的事全都除去,叫这世界上充满了上帝的仁爱和公义,这就是天国降临. 用

现在的话说,就是改造旧社会,成为新社会.”⑥在«墨翟与耶稣»中,吴雷川继续

强调:“所谓求上帝的国,不是望空祈求它的降临,乃是努力实行改造社会的工

作.”⑦如此云云,都是在设想地上的天国,一个需要人类来努力建设的新社会.
这自然体现了吴雷川最迫切的现实关怀,即如何在推翻本国帝国统治后,进一步

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

参见吴雷川,‹基督教与中国时局›,于«真理周刊»,１９２４年第３６期.
吴雷川 WuLeichuan,‹基督教与革命›[ChristianityandRevolution],于«真理与生命»[Truth

andLife],１９３１年第４期[１９３１,Issue４],４.
吴雷川 WuLeichuan,‹耶稣新社会的理想及其实现的问题›[Jesus􀆳NewSocialIdealsandTheir

Realizations],于«真理与生命»[TruthandLife],１９３１年第２期[１９３１,Issue２],５.
吴雷川 WuLeichuan,«耶稣的社会理想»[Jesus􀆳SocialIdeals](上海[Shanghai]:青年协会书局

[TheAssociationPressofChina],１９３４),５.
吴雷川,«基督教与中国文化»,２０.
吴雷川,«基督教与中国文化»,３８.
吴雷川,«墨翟与耶稣»,１１８.
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摆脱外来帝国统治,并重建新国家. 吴雷川将自己的现实关怀赋予了耶稣,他为

耶稣建立了一个清晰的内心愿景,虽然这个愿景的名字也叫“弥赛亚”,但并非基

督教传统中为了赎世人之罪而牺牲的弥赛亚,而是在现世塑造崭新王国的弥

赛亚.
面对包括赵紫宸等人的批评,吴雷川在“耶稣是基督”的问题上略有调整,不

提耶稣是要进行政治夺权的君王弥赛亚,但在其最后一部著作«墨翟与耶稣»中

强化了为天国愿景奋斗并牺牲的社会革命者耶稣形象,且这一社会革命之根本

乃是旨在达到人人均等的经济改革. 吴雷川的这一思想深受德国社会主义者考

茨基 (KarlJ．Kautsky)①的«基督教之基础»(TheFoundationofChristianity)
一书影响. 考茨基认为,基督教的主要发起人都是被压迫、被奴役的社群或其他

社会底层团体,且早期教会是以“登山宝训”为标准平等分配社群资源的一种无

产阶级组织. 故此,基督教的起源是一个无产阶级运动,而这次运动在短暂时期

内达到了真正的共产主义.② 考茨基始终相信原始基督教具有革命特质,而基

督教的能量则来自对弥赛亚的期盼,这种期盼能引领一种新的政治和社会秩序.
这也正是吴雷川后期思想,尤其是«墨翟与耶稣»中的重点———耶稣不仅是社会

革命家,而且是无产阶级社会革命家,他的使命就是要实现弥赛亚盼望,即改革

政治和社会秩序.
对吴雷川而言,弥赛亚盼望中的地上天国,其王国基石即是经济改革. 由于

人类社会中最痛苦的事就是“因经济制度的不善以致人的贫富不均”③,故要对

社会进行改革首要任务乃是要改革经济制度,消除私有财产. 在«基督教与中国

文化»和«墨翟与耶稣»中,吴雷川都通过对耶稣训言的诠释来对其经济改革的主

张加以详尽论述:主祷文中“我们日用的饮食天天赐给我们”在吴雷川眼中是耶

稣不轻看物质,其改造社会的首要任务是物质分配平均④;“浪子悔改”的著名寓

言(«路加福音»１５)被吴雷川解释为因其一开始依仗私有财产所以导致后来的悲

①

②

③

④

社会主义者、历史学家和经济学家考茨基(１８５４—１９３８),生于布拉格,１８７５年起成为社会民主党

成员,１８８５—１８９０年与恩格斯合作,１８８３年创办«新时代»刊物,成为马克思主义传播的重要工具,１９世纪

９０年代成为德国社会民主党的主要意识形态思想家. 在赫克尔(E．H．Haeckel)影响下,考茨基提出“唯

物历史观”(１９２８). «基督教之基础»(１９０８)一书是其最著名,也是引起最大争议的论著. 此著中文版于

１９３２年由神州国光社出版,汤浩等译,１９５５年再版之作由叶启芳等人修订原译本,北京三联书店出版.
考茨基的思想于２０世纪二三十年代影响了许多中国知识分子,其中亦包括沈嗣庄、吴雷川和朱维之这样

的基督徒知识分子.

KarlKautsky,FoundationsofChristianity,trans．HenryF．Mins(NewYork:S．A．Russell,

１９５３),２６８Ｇ２７２．
吴雷川,«基督教与中国文化»,４３.
同上,３８.
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剧,故要让人明白人对财产的占有于人无益,应当铲除①;众人推辞天国筵席的

寓言(«路加福音»１４:１６—２４)重点在于提醒那些不愿意参加改造社会工作的人,
经济制度不改变的话,人们的道德就不能进步,所以改革经济制度必为改造社会

工作的中心②;“财主难进天国”之喻(«马太福音»１９:２１—２４)直指耶稣主张废除

私有财产制度③;在«墨翟与耶稣»中除了重申以上各条以强调“废除私有财产制

度”外,更进一步将“人必各尽所能,乃各得所需”作为改善经济制度的条件④.
吴雷川把耶稣的训辞都置于经济框架内解读,得出的结论是:耶稣的话语已为天

国生活构建了明确蓝图,即经济制度改革必须被放在将社会转变为天国的核心

位置,财富再分配被视为实现天国的一种手段,也即所有人都拥有每日的面包.
赵紫宸在评论文章中批评吴雷川所谓的“中国文化”未能涵盖最重要的中国

艺术方面,实则对吴雷川而言,“中国文化”从根本而言是物质问题. 他在«基督

教与中国文化»一书中故意凸显出自己对文化的这一理解,使之涵盖文化生活的

整个领域,特别包括经济事务和劳资关系. 正如曾庆豹所分析指出的,“对赵来

说,中国文化是一个精神性的问题,但吴则认为是一个物质性的问题,后者明确

将自己与他同时代对中国历史所进行的‘社会史’解读联系起来. 换言之,赵没

有捉到这个问题意识,以及当时史学界对中国史所做的社会(经济)史解读,所以

他也就不明白何以吴雷川不厌其烦且大篇幅地直接引述陶希圣、李麦麦、夏曾佑

等人的作品之原因”⑤.
吴雷川作为民国时期为数不多的没有出国留学经历甚至不通外语的中国基

督徒知识分子,通过自学当年引进翻译的书刊,其历史观和教会论思想资源很大

部分实则来源于欧洲现代自由主义神学和马克思主义,甚至对所谓“罪”的理解

也并不因循基督教传统聚焦人的精神和灵性层面,而同样具有马克思主义特色,
侧重于结构性的,以经济为基础的社会之罪.⑥ 除此之外,吴雷川在革命是否能

以暴力方式进行的问题上与考茨基持相同观点. 考茨基根据«马太福音»(１０:

３４)“你们不要想,我来是叫地上太平;我来并不是叫地上太平,乃是叫地上动刀

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

吴雷川,«基督教与中国文化»,４３.
同上,４３.
同上.
参见吴雷川,«墨翟与耶稣»,１４０.
曾庆豹ChinKenpa,‹吴雷川与革命的基督教›[WuLeichuanandRevolutionaryChristianity],收

录于«基督教文化学刊»(第３２辑)[JournalfortheStudyofChristianCulture(３２)],杨慧林 YangHuilin
主编(北京[Beijing]:宗教文化出版社[ReligionCulturePublishingHouse],２０１４),１６５.

参见曾庆豹 ChinKenpa主编,«中国基督教公共神学文学(二):耶稣形象篇»[CollectedEssays
onthePublicTheologyofChineseChristianityII:TheImageofJesus](香港[HongKong]:研道社[Centre
forAdvancedBiblicalStudiesandApplicationLtd],２０１２),XXVIII.
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兵”这一句经文,按照字面解经的方式,指出耶稣是一个反叛者,为了重新建构社

会关系以建立上帝的国度,耶稣拒绝个人的家族和国家. 由于反叛的特征及其

在政治张力中所活出的对弥赛亚的期盼,考茨基认为早期基督教的一个特征就

是“暴力”. 吴雷川在１９３０年的文章«“纵火”与“导争”»中同样引用«马太福音»
(１０:３４)的这句话指出耶稣革命的暴力性质:“自有信仰耶稣的人们,大都梦想和

平,高谈博爱,那里愿意有纵火与分争的,但耶稣却明说他来到世上的目的,正是

为此.”①考虑到考茨基的«基督教之基础»中文版初版于１９３２年,不通外语的吴

雷川应该在此前无法阅读该著,故只能说吴、考二人在此问题上英雄所见略同,
并不存在影响一说. 不过,也许是之后受到考氏相同观点的鼓励,吴雷川在后续

两部著作中都更明确地直陈暴力社会革命的必要性.② 在吴耀宗以其“唯爱论”
对吴雷川的“暴力革命论”提出批评意见后③,吴雷川不仅并未接受,反而在«墨

翟与耶稣»中越发强调武力手段“不能废除”. 当然,根据吴雷川的革命宗教逻

辑,如果再考虑到当时的战争处境,这在硝烟弥漫、生灵涂炭中书写的武力革命

的弥赛亚救主形象也就更顺理成章了.

三、弥赛亚末世论与耶稣之死

赵紫宸和吴雷川二人同是燕京大学教授,而且也都是“生命社”④同仁,长年

共享同志之谊. “生命社”同仁早期几乎都赞成耶稣的教导即意味着社会变革之

诉求,但到了２０世纪３０年代,在如何实现变革的问题上,原先的同志们分歧越

来越大. “生命社”初创的五四时期,激进思想表现为对传统发起攻击,但到了

２０年代后期,尤其是五四运动后,文化激进主义已远远不够“激进”. 燕京大学

的学生们和当时其他中国学生一样,都在民族主义热浪中越来越急迫地寻求着

更明确的爱国情感表现方式. 学生们开始拒绝胡适以及基督教自由派所提出的

“用一点一滴的方法来救国”的观点. 他们要找到一个“囊括一切的法则”,来分

①

②

③

④

吴雷川 WuLeichuang,‹“纵火”与“导争”›[ArsonandDispute], 于«真理与生命»[Truthand
Life],１９３０年第１期[１９３０,Issue１].

参见吴雷川,«基督教与中国文化»,１７８;吴雷川,«墨翟与耶稣»,１７４.
“应当把耶稣自己的主张和今日基督教可能采取的方法,分别而论. 耶稣自己的主张,我认为是

绝对唯爱的、非武力的,然而它却不是纵容放任的无抵抗.”(吴耀宗,“序”,收录于吴雷川,«基督教与中国

文化»,６)
“生命社”前身为１９２０年成立的“证道团”,其成立的初衷即是通过“展示基督教的真理和价值”

及其与中国的关系来回应新文化运动和五四运动对基督教的冲击,以证明基督教适应时代的要求. １９２２
年非基督教运动正式爆发后,“证道团”为了回应更严峻的形势,于１９２４年９月改组为“生命社”.



—２４４　　 —

析中国的“落后、随处可见的不公正和受帝国主义压迫”等问题,把它们放在理论

框架内研究,“并找到一条行动的革命之路”.① 赵紫宸撰文批评吴雷川笔下的

暴力革命者耶稣的一个重要背景正在于此:“生命社”最初把耶稣看作和平之子,
这一形象排除了暴力革命的合法性,但到了３０年代,学生们频频以“斗争”和“暴

力”等词语来谈救国②,革命与改革二者的冲突被推至风口浪尖.
彼时,任何公共言论都处于国家拯救和复兴的大标题下,尤其作为教会大学

宗教学院的教师,赵紫宸和吴雷川二人更必须及时回应学生强劲的救亡图存诉

求及其与难见成效的“基督教救国”议程之落差的质疑. 在写于１９３５年年初的

一篇文章中,赵紫宸坦承自己思想上经过长时间的挣扎犹疑,最终才决定在行动

上选择“改革”而非政治性的“革命”:“二者在我的头脑中不断斗争,一个是彻头

彻尾的社会革命,一个则是同情恻隐之心. 我决定精神上走革命的道路,但行动

上却循沿渐进改革之路.”③事实上,赵紫宸经常混用“改革”和“革命”这两个词,
他常说基督教是革命的,这个“革命”意指“对于一切内部的束缚,精神的堕落,人
格的腐败,社会的罪恶而革命”,而革命的方法则是“努力的挚爱”和“诚恳的牺

牲”④,也就是他努力在«耶稣传»里所呈现的那个作为社会改革家耶稣的革命

性. 他也常说基督教“作革命运动”,但这革命绝不同于吴雷川追求的政治革命,
而是“在基本的心理革命上下手,将所造就的革命势力,由其所造就的人们,侵入

社会的各种运动之中,而自身不为此种种的运动”⑤.
在赵紫宸看来,吴雷川对耶稣的政治性弥赛亚身份及其暴力革命把握并无

任何«圣经»依据. 在此问题上,赵紫宸显然是从基督新教的神学立场去释读整

本«圣经»中关于“弥赛亚”的含义. 如果搁置基督教神学立场的话,可以发现吴

雷川对“弥赛亚”这个概念的理解更接近于希伯来圣经原文和犹太拉比传统. 许

多犹太启示性(apocalyptic)作品都提到末世降临的先兆(如«巴录二书 »７０:７).
有些人将这些艰难的先兆比作“产前阵痛”,或“弥赛亚/弥赛亚时期的生产之痛”

①

②

③

④

⑤

PhilipWest菲利普􀅰韦斯特,«燕京大学与中西关系»[YenchingUniversityandSinoＧWestern
Relations,１９１６Ｇ１９５２], 程 龙 ChengLong 译 (北 京 [Beijing]: 北 京 师 范 大 学 出 版 社 [Beijing Normal
UniversityPublishingGroup],２０１９),２３５.

同上,１３０.
赵紫宸ZhaoZichen,‹福音的小初解›[TheExplanationoftheGospel],«真理与生命»[Truthand

Life],１９３５年第８期[１９３５,Issue８],４１８.
赵紫宸,‹风潮中奋起的中国教会›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第３卷,２４１.
赵紫宸,‹学运信仰与使命的我解›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第３卷,６５４.
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(如在库姆兰的感恩诗歌中;«以赛亚书»１３:８,«何西阿书»１３:１３)①. 犹太拉比

传统中对于弥赛亚的理解虽各有不同,但有些观点是一致的. 比如弥赛亚是在

世界末日时降临的英明君主,具有大卫王的血统,是接受神的旨意而降生于世并

履行拯救犹太人,建立和平、公正的美好社会的国王. 弥赛亚是凡人,而不是神.
弥赛亚降临之前的明显征兆是社会动乱,战争频发,道德极度败坏. 这样的战

乱、颓败局面是“弥赛亚来临前的阵痛”,被比作母亲临产时的痛苦.②

事实上,即便在基督新教神学研究领域中,«马太福音»１０章５至１５节中耶

稣关于天国与末世惩罚的教训一直是新约研究中很有争议性的一个重心. 新约

神学家温司卡(SzeＧkarWan)认为吴雷川从社会政治角度来看这些耶稣训言,和

实情相距不远,因此吴雷川所作的贡献,可能比赵紫宸所承认的多.③ 温斯卡还

进一步指出,赵紫宸对末世主义及政治参与的两极化看法,是基于一种过分简化

的“此世”和“他世”的分野. 其实末世主义往往源于强烈的政治环境,而且常被

认为是一种强大的颠覆力量. 赵紫宸和吴雷川都忽略了这点,但后者在直觉上

提及了正确的论点.④

那么,赵紫宸究竟是如何看待并解释弥赛亚末世主义的呢? 在«耶稣传»导

言中,赵紫宸点明狄尼的«耶稣的事迹与其意义»一书给了他许多暗示,最终使他

毅然决然地废除了耶稣信从犹太传统“末世论”的观念.⑤ 这一“末世论”即上帝

在世界终末时将忿怒倾倒于世,将一切有罪的人都消灭. 赵紫宸以耶稣成长过

程中的心理轨迹为线索,在其与父亲的对答和与好友约翰的相处中埋下质疑的

伏笔,最终在耶稣受洗时于来自上帝的圣爱中获得“大觉悟”. 这“大觉悟”不仅

是对自身为上帝儿子的身份体认,而且还明确上帝至善之爱与犹太传统末世论

中上帝的仇恨忿怒彼此抵牾枘凿,施洗者约翰所传的“虽有至理,却非正解;人当

①

②

③

④

⑤

参见CraigS．Keener季纳,«新约圣经背景注释»[TheIVPBibleBackgroundCommentary: New
Testament],刘良淑 LiuLiangshu译(北京[Beijing]:中央编译出版社[CentralCompilation& Translation
Press],２０１５),８８—８９.

以上关于犹太拉比传统对“弥赛亚”的解读参见傅有德 FuYoude等,«犹太哲学史»上卷[The
HistoryofJewishPhilosophy (１)] (北 京 [Beijing]: 中 国 人 民 大 学 出 版 社 [ChinaRenmin University
Press],２００７),１４２.

参见温司卡 SzeＧkarWan,‹中国教会诠释论的孕育———吴雷川与赵紫宸之间的争论及中国基督

教的问题结构›[TheEmergingHermeneuticsoftheChineseChurch: TheDebatebetweenWuLeichuan
andT．C．ChaoandtheChineseChristianProblematic], 收 录 于 «现 代 性、 传 统 变 迁 与 汉 语 神 学 »
[Modernity, TransformationofTraditionandSinoＧChristianTheology],李秋零 LiQiuling、杨熙楠 Yang
Xinan主编(上海[Shanghai]:华东师范大学出版社[EastChinaNormalUniversityPress],２０１０),５８１.

同上.
参见赵紫宸,‹耶稣传›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第１卷,４５９.
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悔改,固然,但上帝要将忿怒倾在全世界,这一定是犹太教师们传统的错误. 从

此以后,耶稣可以与约翰乐其始,断不能与他共其成”①. 赵紫宸笔下的施洗者

约翰也是一位不满于犹太现状,在旷野宣传悔改“福音”的改革者. 他和耶稣是

有共同改革愿景的“同志”,都觉得以色列民族复兴的根基在于心理的改造与建

设.② 但耶稣与施洗者约翰的分道扬镳,问题出在耶稣不认同约翰的末世论,赵

紫宸一再强调耶稣抛弃了约翰持有的犹太传统末世论,而是逐渐意识到,应以自

己的牺牲成全以色列民族的最高理想:

他决定舍命,并不是因为他相信“末世论”,将来自己会复活升天,随后

乘云下来;乃是因为他觉到以色列民族最高的理想,是要为全国全世界,作

受苦受难的神仆.③

以色列民族的救赎,绝对不在于飞降的弥赛亚从天显威能,也不在于上

帝用猝然下临,向人类倾倒的忿怒,而在于为正谊,为人道,将自己的生命舍

弃,藉以唤醒民众,救度人类的神仆的大牺牲.耶稣现在透澈地晓得了.④

这样的耶稣是孤独的. 他摈弃约翰的盛满上帝忿怒和惩罚的“末世论”,同

时也拒绝了基督教主流神学的救赎论,更否认了彼时犹太人固执相信的一个流

行观念:弥赛亚是那个从天飞降,领导以色列以武力推翻现时政权的君王.⑤ 在

赵紫宸看来,“天国”是一个心灵之域⑥,“天国”并非存于彼岸世界,而是人心变

革之后的人人都爱上帝、爱人的团契生活.⑦ 所以,相应的“天国运动”是保全以

色列民族灵魂的事工,那虽然是“宗教的革命,亦简直是政治革命”⑧,但仍是在

精神心理建设的意义上所谓的“革命”,而非疾风骤雨式的激进政治革命. 这正

是２０世纪二三十年代赵紫宸以改变人心、依靠革命者的公心去开展革命的基督

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

⑧

赵紫宸,‹耶稣传›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第１卷,４９３.
同上,４８６.
同上,４６０.
同上,５６５.
“人们真一点也不懂事,只逞着急切的愿望. 在他们心里深深地种着一个观念,就是弥赛亚,上

帝用膏所膏立的君王,能够领导他们推翻现时的政权.”(赵紫宸,‹耶稣小传›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第４
卷,３６)

参见赵紫宸,‹“耶稣为基督’———评吴雷川先生之«基督教与中国文化»›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»
第３卷,７１０.

参见赵紫宸,‹耶稣小传›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第４卷,２７.
赵紫宸,‹耶稣传›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第１卷,６００—６０２.
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教“人格救国”观.① 在赵紫宸看来,耶稣这种天国观和天国运动并不为当时的

犹太民族所理解,无论是法利赛人、文士、撒吐该人、希律,还是施洗的约翰,连那

些和耶稣朝夕相处,被耳提面命的门徒也误解了他. 彼得和其他门徒虽然知道

耶稣是弥赛亚,但是一个必须被人钉死在十字架上受难的弥赛亚是不可思议的

事情. 对弥赛亚身份的全民误解在«耶稣传»里被犹大的叛变推向高潮. 赵紫宸

以小说家笔法杜撰了犹大的心理活动,为这位著名的出卖灵魂给魔鬼的人提供

了另一种截然不同于«圣经»主流诠释的叛变理由:犹大无法再继续容忍耶稣,因
为耶稣一再拒绝犹太国民的要求成为将整个民族从他国他族的暴力中解放出来

的起义领袖,反而将一套爱人爱仇敌的理论堆在恼怒满心的民众头上. 犹大原

本寄予耶稣的弥赛亚盼望破灭,一腔爱国激情化为对耶稣的怨恨,而虚荣心作祟

又终于使他彻底堕入深渊.② 这一部分关于犹大心思意念的小说家文字,不仅

显示作者对犹大充满了同情性理解,更重要的是,通过犹大的误解和背叛,赵氏

«耶稣传»得以更生动地传达耶稣独特的救国救世理想不是基于流行的以全能尊

威为中心的基督观,而是作为社会改革者的耶稣所奋力传扬的那种以纯爱舍身

为中心的基督观. 然而,这一理想与犹太社会传统的民族理想之间存在着巨大

差异,其间的落差正蕴含着赵氏所谓的宗教革命或政治革命的内涵. 耶稣理想

被广为误解,本人甚至最终陷入“众叛亲离”的境地,赵紫宸在«耶稣传»里着意刻

画了一个孑然孤独的革命者形象. 这一形象在写于１９４１年的«耶稣小传»中甚

至变得更加诗意惆怅,在万人皆醉我独醒中,耶稣独自面对宇宙间最高的山峰、
清虚的天和天上的星,这一切都被诗人赵紫宸描绘得极具诗意的孤独.③

一个受难而死的弥赛亚,不是犹太人所盼望的带领他们脱离外族统治的弥

赛亚. 在赵紫宸的«耶稣传»中,当耶稣努力地追问自己,他将成为什么样的弥赛

亚时,他熟知当时世人对弥赛亚的期望,他翻阅犹太圣经的相关段落以求正解.
早年,他虽然毫不怀疑自己有正义感,但有一天他会被作为罪犯而处死却并不在

他的预想范围内. 耶稣的身份定位和角色意识都是不断发展着的,那是从他的

上帝意识里返照出来的,是上帝的心的启示.④ «耶稣传»里的耶稣生而为人,却

一生努力发展与神的特殊关系,最终意识到,与神的这种特殊“父子”关系意味着

要完成神交给他这个“子”的特殊使命. 这是赵氏早年神学所赋予耶稣这个神子

①

②

③

④

具体表述参见赵紫宸,‹基督教与中国的心理建设›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第３卷,４７１、４６６;赵紫

宸,‹我们的十字架就是我们的希望›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第３卷,４５６.
赵紫宸,‹耶稣传›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第１卷,５７５.
赵紫宸,‹耶稣小传›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第４卷,３９.
赵紫宸,‹耶稣传›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第１卷,５２３.
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的“重任”. 然而,问题是,作为受苦献身的弥赛亚,其身份体认和理想旨归如果

失去了«圣经»传统启示神学和犹太—基督教末世论和救赎论的支撑,那么,在解

释耶稣之死的时候必然会遇到一些困难———爱就等于自我奉献,但这必然要求

死亡吗? 赵氏在«耶稣传»中如此描述耶稣对自己必死使命的认识:

十字架,光华万丈的是自己,是死亡的表示;谁知道更是生命扬溢的表

示? 基督要走上十字架,要死.但是上帝的胜者不能消亡于朽坏之中.他

要复活,他永不死;如何不死,生命的主自己知道,从容赴死,杀身成仁者始

能知道;上帝亲自有启示! 􀆺􀆺耶稣必须用惊人的挑战使他们(以色列)受

最深的刺激,从梦中醒过来.他们不醒,则有自己死———死便是最后的唤醒

民族的方法.用自己的死亡,促他人的觉悟,是东方人最特别的,最伟大的

信念;西 方 人 不 能 窥 见 其 中 的 精 元! “人 生 自 古 谁 无 死,留 取 丹 心 照 汗

青.”———人之死,圣贤英杰之死,即是国家天下所系命的威权.①

赵紫宸在此将耶稣之死作了中国处境化的解释,以文天祥的名句代表儒家

杀身成仁之价值诉求,由此类比耶稣的从容赴死. 只是选用文天祥这样为国捐

躯的民族英雄的舍身精神来类比耶稣似有不妥:文天祥是在举兵抗元失败被俘

后宁死不屈而成为民族气节的精神象征,这正好比犹太民族所渴望的那个能带

领他们征战的弥赛亚,然而赵氏笔下的耶稣则是决绝地反对武力革命的温和的

社会改革者. 一个自身改革理念完全无法被人理解,甚至连最亲密的家人和门

徒都不理解的改革者,最终受酷刑而死,这样的死如何能成为唤醒民族的最后方

法呢? 当赵紫宸否认了«圣经»传统中包括耶稣复活再临的末世论后,耶稣之死

的价值变得尤为可疑. １９３３年,赵紫宸本人也曾对耶稣之死的意义提出质疑:
“爱是自我给予,这是否意味着死亡,那是另一个问题,因为我觉得一个人也能够

通过生活而奉献出自己的生命􀆺􀆺坦白说,我不明白为什么耶稣必须死去为了

服务于世界.”②这段诚恳的自白表露了赵紫宸２０世纪３０年代所经历的莫可名

状的不安和神学上的困惑③,特别是关于救赎论与末世论的模糊性. 有学者猜

测２０世纪３０年代的赵紫宸可能有一个机械的启示主义概念,根据这个概念,复
活、升天和再临在最后时刻互相跟随. 因此,赵紫宸认为耶稣的自愿奉献不可能

①

②

③

赵紫宸,‹耶稣传›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第１卷,５６５.

T．C．Chao, “JesusandtheRealityofGod,” «真理与生命»[TruthandLife],１９３３年第５期

[１９３３,Issue５],１—１０,６.
“我心深处的恳求是莫可名状的,只可以说,我要得上帝. 我所要求的,哲学也不能给.”(赵紫

宸,‹我的宗教经验»›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第３卷,７２—７３)
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发生在世界末日的背景下,因为如果是这样的话,充其量只能最好算是演戏,最

坏算是雇佣军. 相反,耶稣的死为以色列履行了受苦仆人的角色.①

结　语

基督教在过去的１８００年历史中形成了一种基督论的传统,即将拿撒勒人耶

稣和以色列的上帝联系起来,认为历史上实存的耶稣既是上帝之子,亦是三位一

体的上帝本人,他是基督,是神圣的逻各斯的化身. 这是“从上面”(神的角度)发

展而出的基督论和对基督神性的理解. 然而,那些自欧洲启蒙运动以来从历史

角度理解自身基督教信仰的学者们拒绝基督神性的教条,他们从人类历史上的

耶稣开始,“从下面”(人的角度)开启另一条解释“耶稣是基督”的路径.② ２０世

纪３０年代,两位中国神学家不约而同地“从下面”解释并争论“耶稣是基督”的问

题,不仅因为二者俱为欧洲启蒙精神的继承者,而且由于２０世纪２０年代中国非

基督教运动迫使五四时期的护教者进一步反省自己的信仰,更自觉地对基督教

进行严肃质疑. 非基督教运动中对基督教最严厉的指责即是基督教为西方帝国

主义列强帮凶,这成了基督教在中国的原罪. 护教者们既无法也根本不愿为制

度性的西方基督教开脱罪责,而聚焦于耶稣本人,可以将在华基督教与历史上的

西方建制基督教区隔开来. 因为在护教者眼中,耶稣是未受西方教会组织、文化

等毒害势力侵染之前的那个基督教“原点”.③ 于是,耶稣成为赵紫宸和吴雷川

等人基督教信仰唯一的避难所.④ 对他们而言,以耶稣为基督教之精华和原点

已非单纯回应非基督教人士的一种策略,而是经过长时间痛苦反思后所寻求到

的信仰答案和所能给予未来中国的基督教方案.
然而,当赵紫宸和吴雷川反复强调“基督教的精要在基督”⑤“基督教是基

督”⑥时,基督究竟意指什么,耶稣为何是基督,又是怎样的基督等,就成为无法

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

SzeＧkarWan,“TheEmerging HermeneuticsoftheChineseChurch: TheDebatebetween Wu
LeichuanandT．C．ChaoandtheChineseChristianProblematik,” inBiblein ModernChina: The
LiteraryandIntellectualImpact, eds．Irene Eber, SzeＧkar Wan, Knut Walf, and Roman Malek
(InstituteMonumentaSerica,１９９９),３５６．

AlbertSchweizer, TheQuestoftheHistoricalJesus: ACriticalStudyofItsProgressfrom
ReimarustoWrede,３９８．

YamamotoTatsuro, HistoryofProtestantisminChina: TheIndigenizationofChristianity
(Tokyo: TohoGakkai,２０００),２６５．

参见吴雷川,«基督教与中国文化»,８５.
赵紫宸,‹耶稣基督›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第３卷,５０２.
赵紫宸,‹基督教与中国的心理建设›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第３卷,４６５.
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回避的关键问题. 赵紫宸批驳吴雷川的“耶稣是基督”,主要因为后者根据唯物

观和夺取政权的武力主义去塑造一个怀抱政治经济之志、寻思着起义必要结合

徒党的君王式弥赛亚,赵紫宸谴责这种政治性赋予是合于现代需要的独裁政

治.① 从神学角度而言,基督论是基督教系统神学中的一部分,它和上帝论、救

赎论、末世论等其他部分不可分割,共同组成了基督教神学的整体. 赵紫宸批判

吴雷川的基督论,其矛头实则直指吴雷川的“天国观”(末世论). 与吴雷川针锋

相对,赵紫宸认为耶稣的“国”不是普通人所谓国家之国,而是上帝已经赐给耶稣

的国,是性灵世界中的国.② 在１９４９年新政权产生之前,吴雷川这种假定耶稣

由改造社会而复兴民族,而后招选门徒预约他们作政治运动而实现新的国家政

权的神学思想,被赵紫宸视作大谬不然. 在«耶稣传»导言中,赵氏即表明了这个

观点:“«福音书»中的耶稣简直明说自己的基督观,不是当时流行的弥赛亚观,因
为他的国不是普通世界上的国,而是历经艰难而更兴的精神世界:‘所谓钉死之

后,三日内必然复活,是说身体虽死,精神巍然永存.’”③不过,即使赵紫宸很谨

慎地与直接参与政治和民族主义话语保持距离,尤其在神学上将“天国”概念厘

定为精神性道德性的国度,但其实他本人的神学愿景也同样宣称救国是其议程,
且毫不犹豫地将耶稣塑造为“人格救国”的典范. 当他严厉批评吴雷川牵强附会

地利用基督教,使之在现代问题上发生效力时,他也许并没有自觉意识到他笔下

的耶稣形象亦是在国家拯救和复兴的大势之下,与诸多中国现代话语和运动交

织在一起的. 赵紫宸和吴雷川对于“耶稣是基督”的阐发和争论实则都是在民族

存亡的“末世”处境中被催逼而出的,是以中国五四之后的现代话语为分析语法

的关于“弥赛亚”的另一种现代中国的读法.

①

②

③

参见赵紫宸,‹“耶稣为基督”———评吴雷川先生之«基督教与中国文化»›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»
第３卷,７１３.

同上,７０９.
赵紫宸,‹耶稣传›,收录于«赵紫宸文集»第１卷,４６２.
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AnotherWaytoReadMessiah:

OntheProblemof“JesusasChrist”inthe“DisputebetweenZhaoZichenandWuLeichuan”
CHUXiaobai

Abstract:In１９３６, ZhaoZichenwroteanarticlecriticizing WuLeichuan􀆳sportrayalof
JesusasthepoliticalkingMessiahinthebookChristianityandChineseCulture．Hebelieves
thatthisisnotinlinewiththefactscontainedintheBible,butcaterstocurrenteventsand
drawsattachmentstomoderndiscourses,thuslosingthestandandbeliefofChristianityitself．
AlthoughWuLeichuandidnotrespondtoZhaoZichen􀆳scriticismwithaspecialarticle,heno
longermentionedJesusasthepoliticalMessiahinhissubsequentworks,ratheremphasized
thatthepurposeofJesus􀆳recognitionofhimselfastheMessiahwastotransformsocietyand
establishthekingdomofheavenonearth．ZhaoZichen􀆳stheoryofthekingdomofheavenis

quitedifferentfromthis．HenotonlyopposestheJewisheschatologicaltheoryofthekingdom
ofheaven,butalsodisapprovesofWuLeichuan􀆳stheoryofthematerialkingdom．Instead,he
uniquelymarksthe“kingdomofheaven”astherealmofthemind．Thisarticleanalyzesthe
disputebetweenZhaoandWuontheissueof“JesusistheChrist”,andarguesthatalthough
thetwoholddifferentviewsontheeschatologicalkingdom,theyarebothforcedtobeinthe
“eschatological”situationatthetimeofthesurvivaloftheChinesenation．Theybothdelivera
modernChineseinterpretationof “Messiah” withnationalsalvationasitsbasicagenda．In
fact, WuLeichuan􀆳sunderstandingoftheconceptof“Messiah”isclosertotheoriginaltextof
theHebrewBibleandtheJewishRabbinictradition,andhismessianicvisionofrevolutionis
actually a radical proletarian revolution; while Zhao Zichen insists on spiritual and

psychologicalconstruction．However, Zhao􀆳sargumentsaboutJesus􀆳Messianicidentityand

purposehavelostthesupportoftheBible􀆳straditionalapocalyptictheologyandJudeoＧ
Christianeschatology．Therefore, Zhaohasneverbeabletointerprettheultimategoalof
Jesus􀆳deathsuccessfully．

KeyWords:ZhaoZichen, WuLeichuan, Messiah, “JesusisChrist”, Eschatology
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马萨达象征符号的记忆史书写

———对«马萨达神话与以色列集体记忆塑造»的解读

李冬冬∗

【摘要】马萨达具有历史与现实的多重维度,它源于古代犹太历史

学家约瑟夫斯对公元７３年集体自杀事件的记载,但在中世纪几乎被遗

忘,直到２０世纪才又重新进入犹太集体记忆之中.作为英雄主义的代

表符号,马萨达发展为现代犹太民族国家构建的政治神话.«马萨达神

话与以色列集体记忆塑造»一书以马萨达神话的建构和解构为中心,运
用跨学科的研究方法,从集体记忆的角度出发,梳理了马萨达神话的由

来及演变,重点探讨了作为以色列集体记忆的“马萨达”与现代犹太身

份认同之间的关系,丰富了马萨达研究相关成果,具有较为重要的学术

价值和现实意义.
【关键词】马萨达;以色列;集体记忆;历史书写

犹太民族自大流散以来,长期客居他乡. １９世纪末,犹太复国主义运动兴

起,在犹太复国主义者的努力下,犹太民族最终于１９４８年建国. 值得注意的是,
在犹太复国主义运动以及以色列建国之后的发展过程中,犹太史的记忆化书写

起到了重要的推动作用. 目前国内学界关于大屠杀记忆的研究成果已经较为丰

富,但在其他历史事件的记忆史书写上仍有很大的研究空间.
艾仁贵的«马萨达神话与以色列集体记忆塑造»①将目光投向了鲜有人关注

的马萨达事件,书写了以马萨达神话为代表的历史资源与英雄主义巧妙结合的

“记忆神话”. 该著作揭示了神话叙事与历史真相之间的关系,在理论视角、研究

对象和结构布局等方面显现出值得关注的学术特色. 这既是国内学界关于犹太

∗

①

李冬冬,鲁东大学历史文化学院硕士生.
参见艾仁贵 AiRengui,«马萨达神话与以色列集体记忆塑造»[MasadaMythandtheShapingof

Israel􀆳sCollectiveMemory](北京[Beijing]:社会科学文献出版社[SocialScienceAcademicPress],２０２１).
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史研究记忆化书写趋势的一个缩影,亦是国内学界以马萨达神话为角度分析以

色列集体记忆塑造的第一部作品.
该书分为上、中、下三篇,既有对马萨达历史真相的考据,又有对马萨达神话

建构和解构的过程叙述. 上篇偏重对马萨达事件的起源、流传与真相的解读;中
篇则主要探讨了２０世纪初至２０世纪６０年代巴勒斯坦犹太社团以及以色列国

对马萨达事件的神话构建;下篇介绍了马萨达神话回归历史的过程及作者对该

书价值的期待,同时以此作为结尾,使全书呈现出严谨的结构.

一、马萨达的历史书写与记忆转向

马萨达是以色列重要的精神遗产,在犹太历史上也有着不可忽略的地位和

价值. 由于犹太复国主义运动以及犹太民族的千年流散,来自不同地域和文化

背景下的犹太人在回归故土的同时,都面临着文化整合的困境,这也由此开启了

各方对马萨达长达数十年的历史书写与记忆塑造. 作者在书中将马萨达神话的

塑造总结为三次形象的转变:中古时期的马萨达是懦弱的自杀者,２０世纪初的

马萨达是犹太青年朝圣和崇拜的对象,二战开始后马萨达则转变为“永不陷落”
的象征.

其中,二战时期马萨达神话化是该书的重点. 作者将以色列比作一个“放大

的马萨达城堡”①,言明了马萨达事件被神话化的动因. 自１９世纪末开始,犹太

复国主义组织开始引导犹太人向巴勒斯坦移民. 如何使犹太民族和这片土地建

立起情感纽带、增强犹太人之间的身份认同、为移民行动提供法理依据,是犹太

复国主义组织所面临的问题. 作为中东地区唯一的异教国家,１９４８年以色列建

国自然引发了中东其他国家的强烈反应,地区紧张局势明显加深. 被包围感和

危机感充斥着以色列社会的各个角落. 面对人口和工业规模数倍之多的阿拉伯

世界,如何激发国民斗争意识以应对战争威胁成为以色列当局亟待解决的问题.
现实与历史相映照,这种相似性与危机感使马萨达从历史的尘埃中脱颖而出并

为世人所瞩目,“马萨达绝不再次陷落”成为当局推崇价值观念的媒介,并成为犹

太民族的精神符号之一. 因此,马萨达在古代英雄主义和现代英雄主义之间架

起一座桥梁,成为连接古代民族独立和现代民族独立的精神纽带.②

①

②

艾仁贵,«马萨达神话与以色列集体记忆塑造»,２４.
参见张倩红ZhangQianhong、胡浩 HuHao、艾仁贵 AiRengui,«犹太史研究新维度»[A New

DimensionintheStudyofJewish History] (北 京 [Beijing]:人 民 出 版 社 [People􀆳sPublishing House],

２０１５),２９３.
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就历史书写的角度而言,犹太史家和文学家对马萨达事件的持续书写既是

社会大背景下民族文化不断发展的表现,亦是犹太民族的集体意识觉醒所带来

的必然结果. 马萨达事件经历了不断的流变,虽然在不同时期的书写与记忆表

现出明显的不同,但１９世纪末起,就基本形成了一种对马萨达事件相对稳定的

记忆认知,即将马萨达视为“英雄主义”的代名词,这符合犹太民族当时的现实需

要,也从侧面反映了犹太民族集体意识的苏醒.
就记忆史的角度而言,犹太史家和文学家在不同时期对马萨达事件的记忆

转向均体现出他们对该事件的取舍和侧重,反映了对该叙事的记忆构建. 从历

史的角度看,马萨达事件无疑对犹太历史的书写和传承作出了贡献. 但与此同

时,不同时期的社会背景导致了各时期的人们对马萨达的态度各不相同. 由于

犹太民族建立犹太国家的时间相对较晚,即便自犹太复国主义运动兴起之日算

起,距离马萨达事件也已约两千年,历史的原貌亦已鲜为人们所重视. 在中世

纪,马萨达事件被拉比们刻意遗忘;进入近代以后,有关马萨达的历史记忆又相

继被犹太史家截取和改变,这些举动都意在迎合社会趋势,进而整合集体记忆.

二、马萨达象征符号的政治运用及其启示

«马萨达神话与以色列集体记忆的塑造»通过展现政治力量对马萨达历史有

选择性的忽略和更改,以期还原民族团结和民族认同的马萨达记忆的嬗变过程.
这种构建 集 体 记 忆 的 方 式,在 其 他 国 家 亦 是 如 此. 如 马 克 􀅰 布 洛 赫 (Marc
Bloch)在关注德意志民族观的建构时曾提出,“共同情感或心态而非一些德国同

行所认为的种族或语言界定了民族”①. 由于历史事件的年代性,其真实的面貌

一般不会为人所全部知晓,这也就为书写民族神话、构建民族身份认同提供了基

础. 神话叙事在民族建构初期诚然是有利的,它推动了国家凝聚力和群体民族

性格的形成,但当民族国家初步形成和稳定后,其神话叙事的目的也就达到了,
它又会逐渐地回归历史.

透过作者对马萨达符号运用的分析可以清晰地感知到,犹太记忆史书写是

以现实原因为主导的多重因素深度结合的结果. 包括马萨达在内的多个历史符

号被应用于以色列集体记忆和国民精神的塑造上,对其深度挖掘后可以窥探到

犹太民族背后的历史悲歌. 对于马萨达事件被神话化,我们应秉持“理解”和“警

① 赖国栋 LaiGuodong, ‹心 态 史 的 发 展 及 其 时 代 意 蕴 › [TheDevelopmentofthe Historyof
MentalityandItsEpochalImplications], 于 « 光 明 日 报 » [Guangming Daily],２０２０ 年 １１ 月 １６ 日

[November１６,２０２０].
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惕”的双重态度. 一方面,我们应当理解马萨达事件被神话化是时代所需,即犹

太民族需要马萨达精神,犹太复国主义者需要历史依据. 面对强大的威胁,犹太

民族需从古老的历史中汲取精神力量以应对危机. 正是在政治力量的推动下,
马萨达事件逐渐被神话化. 也就是说,当国家和民族面临生死存亡的危机时,历
史会变得感性,服务于现实;当国家和民族稳定后,历史又会变得理性,并归于学

术. 另一方面,我们应当警惕对历史有意曲解的行为,避免陷入历史误区,即历

史不是任何时代的附庸,也不是现实的写照. 历史与现实是平行的,而不是交错

的. 马萨达神话固然在很大程度上守护了犹太民族和以色列国,或许这段神话

在塑造的过程中已然成为历史,但它并不是最初那段历史的真相. 我们应当尽

力破除历史的迷思,尽量还原历史的真相,这样才能真正地以史为鉴,开卷有益.
作为一部学术著作,«马萨达神话与以色列集体记忆的塑造»尽管精益求精,

但仍有些许疏漏. 由于马萨达研究的史料过于繁杂琐碎且较为稀缺,作者在书

写马萨达事件变迁的连贯性方面有一定缺失,例如对２０世纪８０年代后的叙述

较为稀少;而且,著作在研究马萨达与以色列集体记忆塑造的关系上较为强调外

部因素,对其民众心态的研究较少. 当然,以上问题的提出属吹毛求疵,重要的

是将阅读著作后的所思所感为我所用.
总之,«马萨达神话与以色列集体记忆的塑造»是第一次将马萨达事件运用

于犹太集体记忆研究领域的中文著作. 以此为棱镜,不仅折射出马萨达事件在

不同时期的参差百态,同时也拓宽了犹太集体记忆研究领域的边界,推动了国内

记忆史学的整体发展,它代表了作者近十年的学术历程与点滴思考. 此书所涉

及的研究角度与研究方法皆具有前瞻性,能够使读者产生些许思考,或进一步借

鉴研究路径来分析相关问题,这既是作者的心愿,也是此书最大的价值.
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WritingofMemoryHistoryonMasadaSymbol:

InterpretationoftheMasadaMythandtheShapingofIsrael􀆳sCollectiveMemory
LIDongdong

Abstract: Masadahasmultipledimensionsofhistoryandreality,itoriginatedfromthe
ancientJewishhistorianJosephus􀆳saccountofthemasssuicidein７３AD,butitwasalmost
forgottenintheMiddleAgesandonlyreＧenteredtheJewishcollectivememoryinthe２０th
century．Asarepresentativesymbolofheroism, Masadadevelopedintoapoliticalmythfor
theconstructionofthemodernJewishnationＧstate．Withtheconstructionanddeconstruction
ofMasada􀆳smythasthecenter,thebookusesinterdisciplinaryresearchmethodstocombout
theoriginandevolutionofMasada􀆳smythfromtheperspectiveofcollectivememory, and
focusesontherelationshipbetween “Masada” asIsrael􀆳scollective memoryand modern
Jewishidentity, enrichingtheresearchachievementsrelatedto Masada．Ithasimportant
academicvalueandpracticalsignificance．

KeyWords: Masada,Israel, CollectiveMemory, HistoricalWriting
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马克思与阿伦特审视“犹太人问题”理论视角差异

罗二红∗

【摘要】马克思和阿伦特在研究“犹太人问题”时虽然有着不同的角

度和重点,但却存在一定的思想联系.他们将“犹太人问题”置于社会

和政治的背景下进行分析,关注犹太人在现代社会中所面临的社会排

斥和政治限制.马克思着重于资本主义社会对犹太人地位的影响,而
阿伦特更注重犹太人作为少数群体在民主国家中的处境.尽管两人研

究的重点和方法不同,但都试图从社会和政治结构的角度理解“犹太人

问题”,本文将探讨两人在解决这一复杂社会议题上的异同.
【关键词】马克思;阿伦特;犹太人问题

“犹太人问题”本质上是民族的生存问题,其表征复杂而多层次,涉及历史、
文化、宗教和政治等多个领域. 它通常指的是对犹太人在生活历史上所面临的

各种形式的歧视、迫害和排斥现象的研究和讨论. 这个问题涵盖了从古代到现

代的各种事件,包括犹太人在不同国家和地区的社会地位、法律限制、宗教迫害、
种族歧视、大屠杀等. “犹太人问题”的研究对理解人类历史和文化的发展,以及

对抗种族主义和仇恨犯罪具有重要意义. 因此,关于“犹太人问题”的研究一直

以来都吸引着哲学家、社会学家和历史学家的关注. 马克思和阿伦特作为两位

杰出的社会思想家,都对“犹太人问题”进行了研究,但在不同的历史和社会背景

下,他们的研究重点和方法有所不同. 马克思在１９世纪的欧洲特别是在德国对

“犹太人问题”进行了深入的分析. 他将“犹太人问题”置于资本主义社会的背景

下,认为犹太人在资本主义社会中的特殊地位是经济结构和社会关系的变化导

致的. 马克思的研究强调了犹太人作为一个社会群体在资本主义经济中所扮演

的角 色, 以 及 他 们 面 临 的 社 会 排 斥 和 政 治 限 制. 汉 娜 􀅰 阿 伦 特 (Hannah
Arendt)则在２０世纪对“犹太人问题”进行了深入的思考,她的研究更加关注犹

∗ 罗二红,山东大学哲学与社会发展学院博士生.
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太人在现代国家和政治体制下的处境. 阿伦特认为,“犹太人问题”不仅是一个

种族或宗教问题,更是一个在生存和生活思考基础上的政治问题.

一、马克思主义视角下的“犹太人问题”与资本主义社会批判

马克思对犹太人的批判揭露出资本主义的社会制度问题,这种观点在他的

著作«论犹太人问题»①中得到了表达,马克思指出,在资本主义经济结构下,犹

太人在商业和金融领域中显著存在. 他认为,由于犹太人在这些领域中的活动

频繁,他们被视为资本主义经济中的代表性角色. 然而,这种经济角色也使得犹

太人成为社会的排斥对象,因为他们被认为是利用金融手段谋取私利的象征.
例如,在«论犹太人问题»中,犹太人在马克思的笔下被描绘为自私自利的象征,
他将自私自利与“犹太精神”相联系并进行了解读. 根据马克思原文,犹太人只

不过是“市民社会成员”的代表,因此,“犹太人问题”在他的文章中实际上指向了

与“市民社会成员”相关的“资本主义社会问题”. 对此,罗恩􀅰费尔德曼(Ron
H．Feldman)指出:“马克思的‘犹太人问题’处于时代发展的前沿,因为犹太人

所体现的特征是现代社会发展过程中现代化问题的信号. 因此,正是通过犹太

人,马克思首次发现了金钱成为‘当代普遍的反社会因素’,即‘最高的实际表达

人类自我疏离状态’,导致‘公民社会将自己与国家生活完全分离,切断了人类所

有物种的纽带,并将人类世界溶化为一个原子主义、对立的个体世界’. 马克思

后来将货币本身的反社会因素与由此产生的商品拜物教联系起来,这一社会关

系被他界定为商品拜物教,同时他的研究重心从犹太人转移到了资产阶级. 这

并非偶然,因为犹太人———至多———是原始资本家. 作为商人、金融家和放债

人,在中世纪和现代早期,他们比其他任何群体更多地涉足远离土地和货币经济

的领域. 因此,根据马克思的观点,犹太人在前资本主义社会的货币经济部分的

社会和经济存在预示了现代社会的发展方向. 随着工业资本主义的兴起,犹太

商人和金融资本只是资本主义阶级的寄生部门,他们从工人手中获取一部分剩

① 除了«论犹太人问题»之外,马克思在«神圣家族或对批判的批判所做的批判———驳布鲁诺􀅰鲍

威尔及其伙伴»中再次提到“犹太人问题”,但主要是批判鲍威尔的自我意识的哲学思维方式,这和“犹太

人问题”理论上无关. «德法年鉴»之后马克思就不再讨论“犹太人问题”,主要是由于马克思不再关注“犹

太人问题”,但是在后期马克思对资本主义社会的批判中,有着犹太人的影子. 因此,从文本上看,马克思

在«论犹太人问题»之后,就没有关于“犹太人问题”的文本了,但是从思想关联上看,马克思将犹太人视作

资产阶级的代表对资本主义制度进行批判. 参见 DavidMcLellan 戴维􀅰麦克莱伦,«马克思传»[Karl
Marx],王珍 WangZhen 译 (北 京 [Beijing]:中 国 人 民 大 学 出 版 社 [ChinaRenmin UniversityPress],

２０１６),７７—８３.
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余价值. 因此,当马克思通过对犹太人的思考首次发现了资本主义的‘秘密’所

在,并认为这一秘密首先在犹太人中发展起来时,他认为犹太人在资本主义生产

的唯物辩证法中并没有独特的地位,因为这种辩证法将所有人都转变为资本家

或工人.”①马克思对资本主义社会问题思考的另一个维度是对犹太人与金钱货

币之间关系的思考,马克思将其称为“人的异化”. 在他看来,金钱成为犹太人崇

拜的神,一切都以金钱为中心,政治活动也成为金钱的附庸. 马克思明确指出:
“犹太人的实际政治权力同他的政治权利之间的矛盾,就是政治同金钱势力之间

的矛盾. 虽然在观念上,政治凌驾于金钱势力之上,其实前者是后者的奴隶.”②

金钱的异化控制人使人成为物的奴隶,“金钱,这个财产的外在化了的空洞抽象

物,就成了世界的统治者. 人已经不再是人的奴隶,而变成了物的奴隶;人的关

系的颠倒完成了”③. 马克思将犹太人利用“金钱”操控“政治”的问题指向对资

本主义社会政治问题的思考,“实际需要、利己主义是市民社会的原则;只要市民

社会完全从自身产生出政治国家,这个原则就赤裸裸地显现出来”④. 基于此,
当“马克思把对犹太民族劣根性的批判与对资本主义制度的本质批判结合在一

起”⑤时,我们不难理解“金钱,正是金钱令犹太精神渗透到资本主义世界的每一

个角落”⑥. 总而言之,马克思认为,“犹太人问题”实际上是“资本主义社会问

题”的先兆. 犹太人不仅代表着一个民族,更是资本主义社会发展过程中的一个

重要标志. 通过对“犹太人问题”的研究,马克思揭示了其中蕴含的不仅是犹太

人的自私自利,更是资本主义社会发展中存在的根本性问题. 他警示称,资本主

义社会在金钱的腐蚀下可能走向自私自利、个体化的社会,从而阻碍市民社会成

员实现“政治解放”及随之而来的“人的解放”.

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

WernerJ．Dannhauser, “TheJewasPariah, byHannahArendt, editedbyRon H．Feldman
(BookReview),”Commentary６７(Jan１９７９):７０．

«马克思恩格斯文集»第１卷[MarxandEngelsCollectedWorks(１)](北京[Beijing]:人民出版社

[People􀆳sPublishingHouse],２００９),５１.
同上,９４—９５.
同上,５２.
张倩红ZhangQianhong,‹«从论犹太人问题»看马克思的犹太观›[AnAnalysisofMarx􀆳sViews

onJewsfrom “OntheJewishQuestion”],于«世界历史»[WorldHistory],２００４年第６期[２００４,Issue６].
刘同舫 LiuTongfang等,«青年马克思政治哲学思想研究»[AStudyofYoungMarx􀆳sPolitical

Philosophy](北京[Beijing]:中国社会科学出版社[ChinaSocialSciencesPress],２０１８),１１１.
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二、阿伦特的“马克思主义”视野:探析２０世纪“犹太人问题”的政治思考

阿伦特受到马克思理论的影响,一方面是由于１９３３年德国爆发了迫害犹太

人的“水晶之夜”事件,这就促使阿伦特转变为对“犹太人问题”进行研究. 同时

她查阅了马克思有关“犹太人问题”的文章,例如,她在文中指出“马克思论犹太

人问题的论著是人所共知的”①. 另一方面,阿伦特对马克思及其理论的认知主

要受到其第二任丈夫海因里希􀅰布吕歇尔②的影响. 由于布吕歇尔曾是德国共

产党员,他关于马克思共产主义的革命实践的观点对阿伦特的政治理论产生了

深远影响. 阿伦特的学生伊丽莎白􀅰扬Ｇ布鲁尔(ElisabethYoungＧBruehl)在阿

伦特的传记中记载了布吕歇尔的马克思主义观对阿伦特的影响,她写道:“以海

因里希􀅰布吕歇尔(又译作布吕赫)为师,阿伦特为她对马克思、列宁和托洛茨基

的大部分阅读增加了一种‘革命实践’的感觉. 􀆺􀆺她概括了布吕赫在学术上对

她的影响:‘我从我丈夫的政治思考和历史观察中学习,如果没有他我就不会做

到这样,因为我在历史和政治上被导向了犹太人问题.’”③阿伦特早期对马克思

的研究主要围绕“犹太人问题”中的反犹主义以及帝国主义时期的资本主义问题

展开. 尽管此时阿伦特的关注点不在马克思的共产主义理论上,但她在分析反

犹主义和帝国主义时多次引用并注解了马克思及共产主义的观点,以论证近代

反犹主义的兴起及理论. 此外,在分析«极权主义的起源»第二部分的帝国主义

时,阿伦特借鉴了马克思对资本主义的批判. 这一方面日本学者川崎修认为阿

伦特的«极权主义的起源»等著作中潜藏着马克思主义理论,他写道:“尤其不能

忽略的,是隐藏在阿伦特观念背后作为背景的马克思主义的存在. 这种说法也

许会让人甚感意外. 这是因为,不管从哪种意义上说,这本书所论述的都不是最

①

②

③

HannahArendt汉娜􀅰阿伦特,«极权主义的起源»[TheOriginsofTotalitarianism],林骧华 Lin
Xianghua译(北京[Beijing]:生活􀅰读书􀅰新知三联书店[SDXJointPublishingCompany],２０１７),９０.

海因里希􀅰布吕 歇 尔,其 名 字 全 称 为 海 因 里 希 􀅰 弗 里 德 里 希 􀅰 恩 斯 特 􀅰 布 吕 赫 (Heinrich
FriedrichErnstBlücher). 布吕赫先后参加过斯巴达克主义团体及德国共产党. 布吕赫是一位马克思主

义者,特别是他的政治理论深受马克思、恩格斯及托洛茨基的影响,后期他对苏联的共产主义极为失望,
加入了阿伦特所说的“原共产主义”(formerCommunist). １９３６年,布吕赫认识阿伦特,１９４０年１月１６
日两人在巴黎结婚,１９４１年两人从法国经由葡萄牙坐船移民至美国. 战后深受美国反共产主义的影响,
未能获得美国国籍,直到１９５４年获得美国国籍,后期在美国里德学院任教,被聘任为里德学院哲学教授,

１９７０年病逝于美国.

ElisabethYoungＧBruehl伊丽莎白􀅰扬—布鲁尔,«爱这个世界———汉娜􀅰阿伦特传»[Hannah
Arendt: ForLoveoftheWorld],陈伟ChenWei、张新刚ZhangXingang译(上海[Shanghai]:上海人民出

版社[ShanghaiRenminChubanshe],２０１７),１３４—１３５.
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终决定论,实际上,它对从经济方面用因果关系来解释历史的方法进行了多方面

的批判. 此外,阿伦特在其他文章(如«帝国主义论»«作为贱民的犹太人»等)中,
也明确地批判马克思主义关于帝国主义的理论. 但是,把帝国主义当作资本主

义的逻辑归结,恰恰是马克思主义的观点. 在某种意义上,阿伦特的帝国主义

论,其实就是从政治的和文化的角度,对马克思主义的帝国主义论给予了某种补

充.”①阿伦特曾在«历史的道德»(“TheMoralofHistory”)中高度赞扬了马克思

对资本批判的合理性:“犹太人卡尔􀅰马克思写了«资本论»,一本狂热追求正义

的书,比‘族群中被选中的人’(chosenmanofthechosenrace)更有效地继承了

犹太传统.”②“马克思的«资本论»起初叫«政治经济学批判»,并且,在第二版的

序言中,马克思提到,辩证的方法,同时也是‘批判性的和革命性的’. 马克思知

道他在做什么.”③

当然如果将马克思对“犹太人问题”的研究与阿伦特的“犹太人问题”研究联

系起来,可以发现阿伦特对２０世纪“犹太人问题”的探讨是对后资本主义时代问

题的延续思考. 例如,资本主义经济扩张导致西方传统政治结构的衰退现象.
阿伦特认为:“在资本主义的发展中,马克思是最早发现产业革命中各种问题的

人.”④她写道:“我认为,只有认识到自１８世纪政治革命和１９世纪工业革命以

来,现代世界已经改变了人类活动的总体平衡,才能理解马克思主义诞生以来发

生的事情.”⑤马克思生活的１９世纪是资本主义迅速发展的时代,其核心是由发

展所带来的社会变化. 这种变化延续到２０世纪,并对２０世纪的政治产生了重

大影响,如帝国主义扩张、反犹主义、两次世界大战、经济危机等后资本主义时代

的政治问题. 马克思对资本主义政治问题的批判也是阿伦特继续关注的问题.
因此,阿伦特将自己所处的时代与马克思的时代联系起来思考:“只要这些问题

依然存在,我们今天依然与马克思生活在同一个时代. 今天,马克思对世界几乎

①

②

③

④

⑤

KawasakiOsamu川崎修,«阿伦特:公共性的复权»[Arendt: TheReclamationofPublicness],斯
日SiRi译(石家庄[Shijiazhuang]:河北教育出版社[HebeiEducationPress],２００１),５.

HannahArendt,TheJewishWritings,eds．JeromeKohnandRonH．Feldman (New York:

SchockenBooks,２００７),３１５．
HannahArendt汉娜􀅰阿伦特,«康德政治哲学讲稿»[LecturesonKant􀆳sPoliticalPhilosophy],

罗纳德􀅰贝纳尔 RonaldBeiner编,曹明 CaoMing、苏婉儿SuWaner译(上海[Shanghai]:上海人民出版

社[ShanghaiRenminChubanshe],２０１７),５６.

HannahArendt汉娜􀅰阿伦特,«马克思主义与西方政治思想传统»[KarlMarxandtheTradition
ofWestern PoliticalThought], 孙 传 钊 Sun Chuanzhao 译 ( 南 京 [Nanjing]: 凤 凰 出 版 社 [Phoenix
PublishingHouse],２０１２),７.

伊丽莎白􀅰扬Ｇ布鲁尔,«爱这个世界———汉娜􀅰阿伦特传»,３０１—３０２.
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所有领域仍然有着巨大影响,这是一个明证.”①阿伦特与马克思共同通过对犹

太人问题的关注对资本主义进行批判,并没有因为时代的不同而产生重大分歧,
反而在阿伦特的思想中可以找到马克思主义的影子. 阿伦特的学生伊丽莎白􀅰
扬Ｇ布鲁尔指出:“很多人都忽略了阿伦特对资本主义社会的批判,资本主义也会

带来不幸和普遍贫困的区域———正如美国自身以及世界上很多地方正发生的那

样‘经济增长有一天可能变成诅咒而非善果,它绝无可能引向自由或为自己的存

在提供理据’.”②因此,菲利普􀅰汉森(PhillipHansen)指出:“阿伦特的著作背

后‘巍然耸立着马克思的形象’.”③阿伦特关于政治行动重要性的观点,以及她

关于行动、自由和政治原因的看法,实际上与马克思的观点更接近. 在阿伦特的

“犹太人问题”研究中,２０世纪犹太人遭受屠杀的事实成为后资本主义时代的一

个明显政治问题.
深入探究阿伦特的政治思想我们会发现,她的“犹太人问题”研究是其后期

政治理论形成的重要源泉. 尽管在艾希曼审判之后,阿伦特很少直接谈论“犹太

人问题”,但通过研究她的著作,如«人的境况»«过去与未来之间»«论革命»«康德

的政治哲学讲稿»«政治的应许»«责任与判断»等,我们可以发现阿伦特对“犹太

人问题”的关注,特别是关于犹太人的“非政治性”特征与近代人类社会的“无世

界性”以及“世界异化”(worldlyalienation)之间的思想关联. 以«人的境况»为

例,虽然表面上它并非“犹太人问题”的研究文本,但通过对其中的政治理念进行

解读,我们可以看到其中隐含着犹太人“非政治性”的影子. 学术界从两个方面

分析«人的境况»与“犹太人问题”的关联. 一方面,通过纳粹对犹太人的迫害,人
们可以看到对人类政治生存处境的先兆. 学者玛丽􀅰G．迪茨(MaryG．Dietz)
在«阿伦特与大屠杀»中认为,«人的境况»揭示了阿伦特对“犹太人问题”的政治

思考成果. 她指出:“只有我们理解了«人的境况»中那个被‘刻意排除’的现象的

特性,我们才能明白阿伦特关于作为‘展示空间’的政治公共领域概念的深度与

复杂性. 那个现象,就是阿伦特认为开启了通往大屠杀这一极权主义之恶的极

端形式的‘地狱实验’:纳粹党卫军集中营,在那里,整个对于犹太民族的清洗与

灭绝计划在进行,反人类罪在发生. «人的境况»的一大部分正是针对这一地狱

实验,阿伦特发明的‘展示空间’概念正是其反题. 当然,这一努力并非直接的,

①

②

③

汉娜􀅰阿伦特,«马克思主义与西方政治思想传统»,９.
伊丽莎白􀅰扬Ｇ布鲁尔,«爱这个世界———汉娜􀅰阿伦特传»,１６—１７.

PhillipHansen菲利普 􀅰 汉 森, «历 史、政 治 与 公 民 权:阿 伦 特 传» [HannahArendt: Politics,

HistoryandCitizenship], 刘 佳 林 LiuJialin 译 (江 苏 [Jiangsu]: 江 苏 人 民 出 版 社 [JiangsuPeople􀆳s
PublishingHouse],２００４),１.
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但这并不意味着我们不能够在阿伦特的文本中看到她最终怎样巧妙而隐微地应

对这一人造地狱带来的恐怖.”①另一方面,通过犹太人对政治的漠视态度,我们

可以分析现代社会政治已经被经济发展瓦解的现象. 达纳􀅰维拉 (DanaR．
Villa)指出:“任何一个少数人团体如果从公民生活中撤离,或者接受了多数强

加给他们的政治排斥,则可能失去的不仅仅是公民权利,而是一切. 这种命运就

发生在欧洲犹太人的身上.”②尽管阿伦特在«人的境况»中没有直接谈论犹太人

的“非政治性”,但她提出的“非世界性”与“世界异化”两个政治概念对此有所暗

示. 在«人的境况»以及«过去与未来之间»中,阿伦特解释了“非世界性”是一种

政治现象,表现为政治世界的非延续性与断绝性特征,即人类政治空间遭受的破

坏情形. 而“世界异化”则指人类在科技发展条件下,研究范围已超越地球而进

入宇宙领域的探索,导致人类逐渐脱离自身生存的世界,与世界形成一种疏离状

态,生活在一个“无世界性”(worldlessness)的政治状态. 通过分析犹太人的“非

政治性”给犹太人带来的灾难,我们可以预见在未来的人类政治中,人类可能因

陷入“无世界性”和“世界异化”而面临毁灭危险:阿伦特特别提到核战争以及现

代经济发展导致的人类毁灭危险. 因此,阿伦特通过对“犹太人问题”的研究,警
示我们２０世纪之后的人类政治可能走向毁灭:“在我们２０世纪所造成的灾难以

及可能从政治中产生的更大的灾难.”③“犹太人问题”只是阿伦特对后资本主义

问题研究的开端,其本质是透过该问题展现人类政治潜在的危机. 阿伦特曾在

«极权主义的起源»初版序言中写道:“在此意义上,就必然可能面对和理解一种

残暴的事实,即犹太人问题. 它是一种很小的(而且在世界政治这很不重要的)
现象,但是反犹主义却成为先是纳粹运动,接着是世界大战,最后建立死亡集中

营的触发原因.”④

三、马克思与阿伦特在理论上解决“犹太人问题”探究

马克思在«论犹太人问题»中提出了两个关键步骤来解决“犹太人问题”:首

先是“政治解放”,其次是“人的解放”. 前者是马克思解决“犹太人问题”的政治

①

②

③

④

DanaVilla达纳􀅰维拉编,«剑桥阿伦特指南»[TheCambridgeCompaniontoHannahArendt],
陈伟 ChenWei、张笑宇ZhangXiaoyu译(南京[Nanjing]:译林出版社[YilinPress],２０１８),９９.

同上,６.

HannahArendt汉娜􀅰阿伦特,«政治的应许»[ThePromiseofPolitics],杰罗姆􀅰科恩Jerome
Kohn编,张琳ZhangLin译(上海[Shanghai]:上海人民出版社[ShanghaiRenminChubanshe],２０１７),

１０３.
汉娜􀅰阿伦特,«极权主义的起源»,２.
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前提,而后者则被视为解决问题的终极办法. 马克思的这一观点与阿伦特对“犹

太人问题”的研究有所区别. 阿伦特认为,既然“犹太人问题”是一个政治问题,
那么解决它也需要从政治层面上寻找办法. 比较马克思和阿伦特关于“犹太人

问题”的观点,我们可以发现,两者都从政治的角度探讨了问题的根源以及犹太

人在政治行为中所表现出的弊端. 然而,在提出最终解决“犹太人问题”的方法

时,两者却有着截然不同的观点. 马克思倾向于实现一个无阶级社会的“人的解

放”,而阿伦特则更倾向于“复归古希腊罗马式的民主政治生活”①. 比较马克思

和阿伦特解决“犹太人问题”的观点需要从不同的维度进行分析,包括他们对问

题根源的认识、解决方案的具体内容以及方法论上的差异等.
首先,马克思主张的解决方案聚焦于社会结构和经济制度的改变. 他认为,

“犹太人问题”的根源在于资本主义社会结构下的阶级斗争和经济剥削. 马克思

强调资本主义社会中的阶级矛盾导致了犹太人和其他群体的社会排斥和经济压

迫,因此解决这一问题需要通过社会主义革命来消除私有制和阶级差别. 马克

思的思想反映了对经济基础对上层建筑的决定作用的强调,他认为只有通过彻

底改变社会经济制度,才能真正解决“犹太人问题”. 马克思着眼于未来人类进

入一个大团结的无产阶级社会,将犹太人视为人类社会的一部分,并通过解决整

体性问题来实现部分问题的自我解决. 对此,刘增明指出:“马克思认为只有以

‘社会力量’对抗‘政治力量’,才能实现人的解放,而实现人的解放的社会形式只

能是共产主义. 从而,«论犹太人问题»已经为 １８４８年的«共产党宣言»做了良

好的铺垫,在«共产党宣言»中,马克思指明无产阶级只有与资产阶级进行坚决的

斗争,才能使人的解放获得现实性,从而也才能为个人生活与公共生活的真正统

一,提供现实的道路.”②相比之下,阿伦特更关注文化认同和政治权力的问题.
她认为,“犹太人问题”的根源在于犹太人在欧洲社会中的文化异化和政治排斥.
阿伦特主张犹太人应当重新建立自己的国家,并重建自己的文化认同和政治权

力,以摆脱历史上的压迫和排斥. 她强调文化和政治层面的因素对“犹太人问

题”的影响,认为只有通过重新获得政治自主权和文化认同,犹太人才能真正摆

脱历史上的困境. 例如,阿伦特在谈论以色列在巴勒斯坦建国方案时,她所赞同

的“基布兹运动”以及“伊休夫运动”就类似于古希腊城邦的民主政治体. 所以她

①

②

白刚BaiGang,‹超 越 现 代 性 的 两 条 道 路:马 克 思 与 阿 伦 特› [TwoPathsbeyond Modernity:

MarxandArendt],于«人文杂志»[TheJournalofHumanities],２０１３年第１期[２０１３,Issue１].
刘增明 LiuZengming,‹论马克思对个人生活与公共生活关系的批判和重构———从«论犹太人问

题»的文本解读来看›[Marx􀆳sCritiqueandReconstructionoftheRelationshipbetweenPrivateLifeand
PublicLife: AnInterpretationof“OntheJewishQuestion”],于«哲学动态»[PhilosophicalTrends],２００９
年第３期[２００９,Issue３].



—２６５　　 —

倡导在巴勒斯坦地区建立起阿拉伯—以色列双民族的国家联盟. 在«拯救犹太

家园»中,阿伦特建议:“地方自治和尽可能多的犹太—阿拉伯市政和农村混合委

员会(mixedJewishＧArabmunicipalandcouncils),是最终能够导致巴勒斯坦政

治解放的唯一现实政治措施.”①

其次,两位思想家的解决方案存在一些共通之处. 马克思和阿伦特都认为

“犹太人问题”是深层次的社会问题,需要通过根本性的改变来解决. 他们都强

调了社会结构和权力关系对犹太人的影响,虽然侧重点有所不同,但都认为只有

通过改变社会结构和积极参与政治权力的分配才能解决“犹太人问题”. 例如,
在«过去与未来之间»中,阿伦特指出,在马克思的理想社会中,无阶级和无国家

的社会似乎实现了古代摆脱劳动之闲暇的一般条件,同时也实现了摆脱政治的

闲暇. 她认为政治的前提是自由,而要获得自由就需要从劳动中解放出来. 阿

伦特指出“只有拥有闲暇时间的雅典人才是雅典公民,他们拥有不劳动的自由,
而这种自由是马克思预言在未来社会才能实现的”,所以“当我们能深入考察马

克思理想社会的实际情形,他的理想社会与雅典城邦国家之间的相似性就显得

更令人震惊了”.② 如果说人依然受制于劳动的束缚,那么政治自由就无从谈

起. “只有在物质之上必需与身体之上之野蛮武力终结之处,政治方才开始存

在.”③关于这一论断,阿伦特在«人的境况»中分析“积极生活”(vitaactiva)的起

源与亚里士多德的“政治生活”(biospolitikos)及奥古斯丁的“实践的生活”(vita
negotiosaoractuosa)相关,并论述“政治”与“自由”之间的关联. “自由”是一种

致力于公共政治事务的生活. 自由,即完全不受生存必需品和由于生存必需而

产生的关系的束缚. 自由的前提条件就是排除了所有首要目的在于维生的生活

方式,简言之,任何人自愿或非自愿地为了他全部或暂时的生存,丧失了他运动

或活动的自由倾向,就都被排除在了自由生活之外.④ 这也切合了马克思的“人

的解放”理论.
最后,两位思想家的方法论存在一些差异. 马克思主张通过革命的方式来

改变社会结构,他认为只有通过阶级斗争和社会革命,才能摆脱资本主义社会中

的剥削和压迫. 相比之下,阿伦特则更强调政治行动和文化认同的重要性,她主

张通过建立犹太人国家和重建文化认同来解决“犹太人问题”,强调了个体和群

①

②

③

④

HannahArendt,TheJewishWritings,４０１．
参见汉娜􀅰阿伦特,«政治的应许»,１５.
同上,１１１.
参见 HannahArendt汉娜􀅰阿伦特,«人的境况»[TheHumanCondition],王寅丽 WangYinli译

(上海[Shanghai]:上海人民出版社[ShanghaiRenminChubanshe],２０１８),５.
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体的政治责任和行动的重要性. 这一点尤其归因于阿伦特认为马克思对“犹太

人问题”的研究受限. 一方面,阿伦特认为马克思对资本主义社会经济关系研究

的深入导致其后期淡出了“犹太人问题”. １９５１年,阿伦特在写给雅斯贝尔斯的

信件中指出,马克思理论的重心在于分析资本主义商品经济,即“商品经济将人

和自然去自然化”现象,因而后期马克思很少再讨论“犹太人问题”.① 另一方

面,阿伦特指出了马克思在研究“犹太人问题”时的缺失,特别是忽视了犹太人的

政治问题,这限制了他对国家结构和犹太人角色的进一步“监视”. 在阿伦特看

来,“政治”这一概念对于马克思而言有所欠缺. 例如,在«人的境况»中,阿伦特

论述马克思在政治的理解上是一种被动形式而非主动形式,“政治只不过是社会

的功能,活动、谈话(speech)和思维原本是社会利益的上层建筑———这不是马克

思的发现,而是马克思从近代经济学家们那里毫无批判地接受的若干公理性假

设之一”②. 阿伦特的分析并未完全否定马克思对“犹太人问题”的研究,而是在

他的基础上进一步思考. “阿伦特对马克思«论犹太人问题»的继续再思考,是在

马克思批判犹太人社会层面的基础下,发展马克思所没有提及犹太人的政治问

题.”③因此,在阿伦特看来,马克思提出的“人的解放”解决“犹太人问题”会有破

坏人类政治活动的嫌疑. 在«论革命»中,阿伦特分析马克思的革命观时指出,
“马克思沉迷于社会问题,不愿认真关注国家和政府问题来加以解释”④. 这归

咎于马克思以“人的解放”为基础形成的“社会领域”不仅破坏政治空间的“私人

领域”,同时也破坏了政治的“公共领域”. “当马克思宣布哲学及其真理不是处

在人群事务及他们的共同世界之外,而是恰恰就处在人群事务及共同世界当中,
并且只有在共同生活的领域中‘实现’[他将该领域称为‘社会’,基于‘社会化的

人’(vergesellschafteteMenschen)的出现而存在]的时候,政治思想传统就到达

了它的终点.”⑤

①

②

③

④

⑤

参见伊丽莎白􀅰扬Ｇ布鲁尔,«爱这个世界———汉娜􀅰阿伦特传»,１１.

HannahArendt,TheHumanCondition (Chicago: UniversityofChicagoPress,１９５８),２３．
陈伟认为马克思的«论犹太人问题»虽然没有正视“犹太人问题”,但是马克思倡导的反抗被压迫

的意识对“犹太人问题”依然有着重要的意义,如他写道:“对于马克思主义在犹太人问题上的见解,从阿

伦特的立场来说,它仍然没有正视犹太人问题,但马克思主义倡导的反抗行动,对犹太人问题之解决仍具

有重要意义.”陈伟 ChenWei,‹阿伦特与犹太人问题›[HannahArendtandtheJewishQuestion],«世俗时

代与超越精神»第８辑[SecularAgeandTranscendentSpirit(８)],许纪霖 XuJilin主编(江苏[Jiangsu]:江
苏人民出版社[JiangsuPeople􀆳sPublishingHouse],２００８),２２３.

HannahArendt汉娜 􀅰 阿 伦 特,«论 革 命» [OnRevolution],陈 周 旺 ChenZhouwang译 (南 京

[Nanjing]:译林出版社[YilinPress],２０１７),２４２.

HannahArendt汉娜􀅰阿伦特,«过去与未来之间»[BetweenPastandFuture],王寅丽 Wang
Yinli、张立立ZhangLili译(南京[Nanjing]:译林出版社[YilinPress],２０１８),１３.
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总的来说,马克思和阿伦特对解决“犹太人问题”的观点虽然存在一些差异,
但也有一些共通之处. 他们都认为“犹太人问题”是深层次的社会问题,需要通

过根本性的改变来解决. 马克思更强调社会结构和经济制度的改变,而阿伦特

则更注重文化认同和政治权力的重建. 他们的思想为我们理解“犹太人问题”提

供了不同的视角和思考框架,值得我们深入探讨和借鉴.

结　论

“犹太人问题”是一个历经古今、复杂多变的议题,涉及历史、文化、宗教和政

治等多个层面. 从马克思到阿伦特,两位杰出的社会思想家都对此进行了深入

的研究,尽管他们的关注点和方法有所不同. 马克思将“犹太人问题”置于资本

主义社会的背景下,强调了犹太人在经济领域的活动以及他们所面临的社会排

斥和政治限制. 而阿伦特则更加关注犹太人在现代国家和政治体制下的处境,
认为“犹太人问题”不仅是一个种族或宗教问题,更是一个政治问题. 两位思想

家都试图从社会和政治结构的角度理解“犹太人问题”,并探讨如何解决这一复

杂的社会议题. 他们的研究为我们理解这一议题提供了重要的思想资源. 然

而,“犹太人问题”远未结束,仍然存在于当今社会. 种族主义、仇恨犯罪以及政

治排斥等问题依然困扰着犹太社群. 从激增的反犹太主义言论到针对犹太人社

区的暴力袭击,这些事件提醒着我们,历史上的伤痛并没有被遗忘,而是在某种

程度上重演. 在探讨“犹太人问题”的过程中,我们也必须反思人类社会的演进.
历史上,“犹太人问题”的出现并非孤立事件,而是人类社会对于少数群体的歧视

和迫害的一个缩影. 因此,解决“犹太人问题”并不仅仅关乎犹太社群本身,更关

乎整个人类社会的进步和发展. 通过对马克思与阿伦特的“犹太人问题”深入研

究和持续探讨,我们可以更好地认识人类社会的演变过程,从历史的教训中汲取

智慧,以期建立一个更加公正、和谐、文明的世界.
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DifferencesintheTheoreticalPerspectivesofMarxand
ArendtinExaminingthe“JewishQuestion”

LuoErhong
Abstract: Although MarxandArendtapproachedthe “Jewishquestion”fromdifferent

perspectivesandfocalpoints, theysharecertainintellectualconnections．Theyanalyzethe
Jewishquestionwithinthecontextofsocietyandpolitics,focusingonthesocialexclusionand

politicalconstraintsfacedbyJewsinmodernsociety．Marxemphasizestheimpactofcapitalist
societyonthestatusofJews, whileArendtismoreconcernedwiththesituationofJewsasa
minoritygroupindemocraticstates．Despitetheirdifferentfocusesandmethodologies, both
attemptto understandtheJewish questionfrom thestandpointofsocialand political
structures．Thispaper willexplorethesimilaritiesand differencesbetweenthetwoin
addressingthiscomplexsocialissue．

KeyWords: Marx, Arendt,JewishQuestion
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