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PREFACE

The age of Shapur II, 309 to 379, cotresponds to far more than the
period of a single generation of Amoraim. The sayings of Rav and
Samuel pertained mainly to the years of Ardashir and Shapur, and
those of their chief students, to the age of Shapur I's sons and heirs
through the death of Hormizd II. Shapur IT, however, outlived three
generations of Amoraim, the third, fourth, and fifth. In such a long
period, sufficient changes in academic life and thought may well have
taken place to justify a different procedure from that followed in
volumes II and IIT. While I have reviewed the political events of the
entire reign of Shapur II, I have concentrated upon the social and
cultural-religious history of only the third and fourth generations of
Amoraim. In the next volume of this study, I hope to treat the fifth,
sixth, and last generations of Amoraim. The data warrant this pro-
cedure, for the third and fourth generations seem to me to coalesce,
like the fifth, sixth, and last ones, into a meaningful and cohetent
division. The Amoraim whose sayings form the foundations of this
volume are R. Joseph b. Hiyya (d. 333),! Rabbah b. Nahmani (d. 330),
Abaye (d. 338), Rava b. R. Joseph (d. 352), Nahman b. Isaac (d. 356),
and their chief contemporaries. Of these, R. Joseph and Rabbah, and
their disciples, Abaye and Rava, were the most important. As heads of
schools, their sayings predominated in the traditions handed on in this
time. I have, on the other hand, omitted R. Nahman b. Jacob (d. 320),
to whom much of vol. ITT was devoted, and R. Papa (d. 376). It seemed
to me that R. Nahman was important in the earlier period, as a leading
younger contemporary of the disciples of Rav and Samuel. R. Papa
similarly seemed to play a more central role in the last years of Shapur
II. As far as dates go, however, one might have just as well preferred
to include both with the Amoraim of the middle of the fourth century.

Few new issues have been raised in this volume. I have continued
to apply the same questions and methods as seemed fruitful earlier,
particularly in vol. III. Indeed, this study must be regarded as a close
continuation of its immediate predecessor. I have tried to test the
notions and theses of vol. III against the data of the following two
generations. I could find no better way of proceeding. The sayings of

! The dates are R. Sherira’s, and I have no way of verifying them.
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the fourth century masters differ little from those of the late third
century ones. They are mostly contained in legal sayings and dis-
cussions, and offer only limited amounts of historical data. Yet those
data were awaiting examination in a detailed and comptehensive
mannet, and I could see no more useful task for myself than to under-
take that examination. In all, T am still trying to clear away the undet-
brush, to find out little more than what came first and what came
afterward. What are the chief political events, the main governmental
institutions, the most obvious social, religious, and cultural develop-
ments, revealed by our one-sided and extremely limited sources. I be-
lieve it is worthwhile to study new material in pretty much the same
way that eatlier material was studied. I set forth certain fundamental
lines of investigation, which from vol. II led directly to what I think
are the new issues and ideas of vol. ITL. These have here to be extended
to, and tested against, later data. No progress has been made in the
historical evaluation of the sayings. The Talmud is primarily the work
of the last period it represents, namely, of the late fourth and fifth
century masters, and the subsequent editors. It was then put into its
present form. Only when we have reached the history of that last
period can we begin to estimate with some confidence the motives and
conditions which put the corpus of sayings into its present form. We
can, making allowance for these, then argue back, with some hope of
success, from the present form to the eatlier material. So this study
essentially preserves the provisional framework of discourse evident
in the former ones.!

I have not integrated the Jewish data into the account of Shapur IT’s
political and religious history. These data wholly pertain, quite natu-
rally, to what happened to the Jews, and are reviewed in Chapter One,
sections iv-xi. In my view, had I included them in the broader survey
of Shapur’s times, I should have conveyed a distorted and false im-
pression. It would have seemed to the reader that what was really most
important about Iran, including Babylonia, from 309 to 379 was the
local, parochial history of that part of the Jewish community we know
about through the academic records. Emperor Julian seems to me to
have paid far more attention to Byzantine, particulatly Palestinian
Jewry, than Shapur II did to the Jewish communities of his empire.
Arsacid times were no more; the Jews were not now a formidable

1 This is essentially the argument of “In Quest of the Historical Rabban
Yohanan ben Zakkai,” HTR 59, 1966, 391-413. See also vol. III, pp. ix-xxi,
which setves to introduce this volume as well.
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factor in Sasanian dynastic life. They were not important in the politics
of the empire, nor in military affairs, and certainly not in the religious
and cultural life of the Iranians. They took a mostly passive part in
international politics. Shaput’s religious advisers were concerned main-
ly with the Christians, who suffered terrible persecutions, and with
various heretics within the Mazdean tradition, but not with the Jews,
who, I think, were mostly left alone. So it seemed to me appropriate
to treat the Jews apart from the general history of the empire.!

I confess to a strong bias in favor of Shapur II. While trying to
presetve an open mind, I have found very little persuasive evidence
that he harmed the Jewish community, and it may be that my general
bias in his favor has affected this judgment. The evidences are presented
for the readet’s own evaluation.

After the usual review of the external setting of Babylonian Jewish
history, in Chapter One, and of the internal political institutions of
Jewty, in Chapter Two, I have devoted most attention to the relation-
ship between the rabbis and the ordinary people. If our data had
reached us from other soutces, or if we had some independent accounts
of Babylonian Jewish culture in addition to the Talmud, further issues
would surely have been susceptible of close study. All our literary
sources, however, derive from rabbinical schools, which preserved
their own, but no other, records for posterity. Our glimpses into the
life of Babylonian Jewry reach us, therefore, through the prism of the
academy. These petceptions have, motreover, been affected directly or
inditectly by the perspective of later Judaism. The normative and
cotrect version of Judaism was long believed to be that of the Baby-
lonian Talmud and its cognate literature from Palestine. This essentially
theological judgment takes for granted the claim of the rabbinical
schools to preserve “the whole Torah” and so to constitute the reposi-
tory of divine revelation. History and theology have therefore com-
bined to determine the ways in which ancient texts will be interpreted
not merely for religious, but also for scholarly purposes. The result is
that the history of the Jews in Babylonia in Parthian and Sasanian
times has been categorized as “Talmudic history” or “the Talmudic
period.”2 It has been written until now mostly in terms of the person-
alities of the schools, their legal and theological ideas, and the com-
ments of medieval authorities upon their literature. So Talmudic his-
tory constituted a category of literary studies. We need now to dis-

1 Compare vol. ITI, pp. 1-7.
2 See vol. III, pp. xii-xx.
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tinguish, however, between history and theology, and also between the
history of the Jews and Judaism and the history of the rabbinical
academies and writings.

The history of the Jews in Babylonia seems to me to consist of more
than what a handful of great men said and did. It requires much at-
tention to the life of a large community. In Chapter Three, close study
is given to the role of the court in other than narrowly legal affairs, and
to evidence of the rabbi’s influence in various aspects of ritual life. In
Chapter Four, the court’s legal activities and consequent power to
govern Jewish community affairs are assessed. These Chapters corre-
spond to vol. II, Chapter Eight, and vol. I1I, Chapters Four and Five.
Chapter Five continues the effort, begun in vol. II, Chapters Four,
Five, and Six, and vol. III, Chapter Three, to desctibe the cultural and
religious significance of the schools. While we may not yet know
precisely how reliable are the attributions of various sayings to the
great masters, we have factual evidence about the schools from their
own carefully redacted traditions.

I realize that the emergent picture may trouble the Jewish reader,
particularly if he has paid much attention to Talmudic literature as it
is taught in Jewish schools and synagogues. It may prove difficult for
him to accept what I believe is the fact that “T'orah” was a source not
only of law and ethics, but also of magic in a great many modes. In-
deed, while most people are aware that magical sayings are contained
in 'Talmudic literature, only few have taken seriously the fact that the
leading rabbis were also presented as men preeminent precisely be-
cause of their magical powets, and that their magical powers were be-
lieved to be a direct consequence of their mastery of “Torah.” If the
data in vol. ITI, Chapter Three, have not sufficed to persuade the reader
that this was the case, I hope that those presented here may do so. The
common modern distinction between “religion” and “magic,” or be-
tween “true religion” and “science,” on the one hand, and “magic,”
“superstition,” and “folk religion,” on the other, has very little basis
in the phenomena themselves, as we shall see. It is one thing to say that
the rabbis were masters of the advanced sciences of their day, including
astrology and various methods of healing, protection from demons,
and the like. That fact has been widely recognized. It is quite another
to say, as is asserted here, that the rabbis in their schools exhibited no
greater awateness of any distinction between what is now commonly
called “magic, supetstition, and folk religion,” on the one hand, and
what is now commonly called “true religion and advanced science,” on
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the other, than did the ordinary people. They certainly offered a
petfectly candid distinction between Torah and “magic.” “Magic” was
what other people did. ““Torah” was what they knew and what em-
powered them to do supernatural feats, including the resurrection of
the dead, the creation of men, communication with the heavenly court,
angels, demons, and the dead, as well as more commonplace ones,
such as making rain and driving away demons. I have tried in Chapter
Five to explain why they held such convictions about themselves.

We must remember that the stories we have are those the Talmudic
editors chose to tell. They were not embarrassed by magical data, but
eager to report how the great masters performed theurgical wonders
of all sorts. Whatever philosophical distinctions have been made in
later times between magic and theology are data of the medieval and
modern history of Judaism and of religion generally. If so, the dis-
tinction recognized by the rabbinical schools is an equally important
datum, and it should not be set aside in favor of those which proved
more acceptable to philosophical theology as it took shape in medieval
and, more especially, modern times. I am guided by what Professor
Thomas Kuhn wrote in connection with Galileo’s refutation of
Aristotle, “We like to forget that many of the concepts in which we
believe were painfully drummed into us in our youth. We too easily
take them as natural and indubitable products of our own unaided
perceptions, dismissing concepts different from our own as errors,
rooted in ignorance ot stupidity and perpetuated by blind obedience to
authority. Our own education stands between us and the past...”

Four important issues are not treated here at all. First, I have made
no effort to ascertain the origins of various magical beliefs and practices.
I believe questions of origins are important, but not decisive when
attempting to describe the actuality of the schools and their culture.
Second, I have not paid attention to the content of the law. To stress
that this is not a work on the history of Jewish law, I have omitted the
substance of the decisions in various court cases, reporting only the
circumstance in which the case arose or apparently came before the
rabbi. In doing so, I mean to underline the importance of legal study
in its own right and make it clear that so narrow a framework as
defines this volume leaves no place for speculation on the history and
development of Jewish law. (I have as yet discovered no grounds to
suppose that much that happened outside of the schools made signifi-

1 Thomas S. Kuhn, The Copernican Revolution. Planetary Astronomy in the Develop-
ment of Western Thought (N.Y ., 1959), pp. 95-96. Italics supplied.
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cant impact on the formation of the law inside of them. Doubtless
future studies will provide more adequate basis for that widespread
supposition.) Third, T have paid only brief and superficial attention to
the content of Scriptural exegesis (in Chapter Five, section xiii). This
is not a work of text-commentary or criticism. I am not a qualified
philologist and so cannot offer new information on the meanings of
specific words or even sentences in agadic passages. Many such passages
are cited, of course, in the context of a historical discussion. To my
knowledge, I have not contributed to the illumination of any one of
them. Fourth, and most important, I have not yet turned to important
and central questions of the history of the traditions shaped in the
rabbinical academies and now preserved in the Babylonian Talmud.
It is not that I do not think it an important question for historians to
wotk out. On the contrary, I think it too important to deal with here
and now, for it requires consideration not of one period alone, but of
the formation of the Babylonian gemara as a whole over a period of
three hundred years.!

Originally I supposed that if one separated the various sayings at-
tributed to the several masters by generations, he might discover signs
of development, change, growth—in other words, the raw data of
history. To the present time, I regard the enterprise as mostly a failure.
It is true that we can recover some historical and political materials of
interest. I had hoped, however, that we might be able to trace the
development of legal and theological ideas, if not in great detail at
least in some general way. I thought that we might thus detect changes
of mood, or uncover different topics of discussion characteristic of one
period and not of another, and that it would be possible to relate such
changes of interest ot of stress to larger political, economic, sociological,
ot religious questions. So far, I have seen very few significant changes
of any sort. The literature presents a timeless and immutable visage, as
if very little innovation took place over a century and a half among
many different people in various circumstances. Whether or not the

1 For some remarks on the literary contributions of the fourth-century masters,
sce especially S. Funk, “Das literarische Leben der babylonischen Juden im vierten
Jahrhundert,” MGW] 50, 1906, pp. 3854f. and I. Y. Halevy, Dorot HaRishonim, 111,
pp. 480-504, On the attribution of Kallah Rabbati to Rava, see J. Rabbinowitz, in
A. Cohen, ed., The Minor Tractates of the Talmud (London, 1965), Introduction, p.
v, and compare the remarks of M. Friedman, A. Aptowitzer, and M. Higger, cited
by Rabbinowitz. Without systematic study, we have no means of evaluating such
attributions as this one. Broader methodologicalissues requite prior consideration.

See also Y. N. Epstein, Mavo Je-Nusah HaMishnah @nd ed., Jerusalem-Tel Aviv,
1954), pp. 3696, and 1. Y. Halevy, Dorot HaRishonim, 11, 480-494.
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schools actually were so static, their intellectual life so unvarying, their
concerns so remote from the vicissitudes of society and history, I cannot
say. Reason suggests that times changed and people changed with them.
The evidence as I now comprehend it suggests otherwise. So I have
tried to describe the apparently static phenomena of the school, the
rabbi, and the court as they emerge from data pertaining to the middle
fourth-century masters. I cannot now specify important details in which
these phenomena would radically have differed from one place or age
to another. It seems clear to me that we shall have to place greater stress
upon the history of the rabbinical academies. Perhaps through such an
history we may uncover the insights which so far have eluded me in the
search for the history of the Jewish community as‘a whole.

Since I have specified problems I have not satisfactorily confronted,
I hope it will not seem pretentious to note the broader disciplines to
which I here tty to conttibute. These are history, sociology of religion,
and history of religions. Chapters One and T'wo are purely historical in
method and orientation. Chapters Three and Four focus upon data rele-
vant both to history and to the sociology of Judaism. Chapter Five is
shaped by the concerns of history of religions, though it is not an essay
in the history of religions. I have offered a number of comments ap-
propriate to the comparative study of religions, both in vol. III (pp.
95-126 and 192-194) and below. Historians of religions, however,
normally do not concentrate upon a particular tradition, but generally
pursue broader issues, cutting across many religious traditions. I have
learned much from Professors Jonathan Z. Smith, University of Chi-
cago, Geo Widengren, Uppsala University, Carsten Colpé, Gottingen
University, Willard G. Oztoby, Yale University, Hans H. Penner,
Dartmouth College, and Morton Smith, Columbia University, whose
variousresearches haveexerted profoundinfluence onmy understanding
of specific problems in studying the history of religions in late antiquity.
So while tetaining an abiding, indeed predominate interest in the study
of history and in histotiographical issues, I find as a historian working
with sources of a primarily religious character that the discipline of
history of religions provides a most fruitful and promising set of issues,
inquiries, and petspectives. So narrowly limited a framework of time
and space as mine is not, however, the best setting for demonstrating
the value of religionsgeschichtliche methodology for the study of Judaism.
The researches of Professors G. G. Scholem and R. J. Z. Werblowsky,
Hebrew University, should be consulted as far more significant ex-
emplifications of that value than I am able to offer.
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I have translated some texts, but more often have cited with minor
alterations the translations of the Babylonian Talmud edited by I. Ep-
steinand published by Soncino Press, London. These are generally cited
in the names of individual translators where they appear. In general, I
translated texts of importance for narrowly historical questions, while
those of the group of translators directed by Dr. Epstein seemed mote
than satisfactory for purposes of illustration or citation elsewhere. These
I have checked against the original printed text, and against vatiant
manuscript readings when available in Rabinowicz’s Digdugei Soferim
(now including Gittin, in the excellent edition of M. S. Feldblum).
However I have made only vety minor alterations in them. Where I
have translated texts myself, I have noted differences from the Soncino
translators. I have gladly consulted all existing translations. They have
made historical study far easier, and even at points where I have differed,
have proved interesting and illuminating. I may have presented too
many examples of cases, but preferred to err on the side of excess.

Research for this study began during my tenure as Faculty Fellow at
Dartmouth College. Substantial research expenses, including typing of
manuscripts, photocopying articles and parts of books, were paid by the
Committee on Research at Dartmouth College. Other expenses wete
paid by grants from the Penrose Fund of the American Philosophical
Society. My thanks to these institutions for their generous support.

Professor Michael Avi-Yonah, Hebrew University, graciously ob-
tained permission to reproduce the copytighted map appearing below,
p. 184, from his Atlas. Professor W. W. Hallo kindly gave permission
to reprint, in revised form, my translation of Chapters XIIT and XIV
of Skand Gumanik Vidar, which originally appeared in the Journal of
the AmericanOriental Society (“A Zotoastrian Critiqueof Judaism,” /A0S
83, 3, 1963, pp. 283-294, and “Skand Miscellanies,” /AOS 86, 4, 1966,
414-416). I wish once again to express my indebtedness to Professor R.
N. Frye, with whom I studied the Skand material, and who guided my
translation, and to the critical text of Professor P. J. de Menasce, on
whose text, translation, and commentary my effort was entirely based.

My beloved teacher, Professor Morton Smith, provided extensive
criticism and comment, of invariably great value. His remarkable
generosity with both his learning and his time, his constant admon-
itions and encouragement, and his friendship sustain me. He read the
manuscript in an earlier draft, and while he is by no means responsible
for my deficiencies in method and learning, he certainly shares whatever
credit accrues for any contributions to learning I may have made. Pro-
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fessor Baruch Levine and Rabbi Gerald Blidstein offered many helpful
comments. Professor Jes P. Asmussen kindly read Chapter One, and
corrected mistakes of both fact and judgment. He also brought to my
attention important monogtaphs on Iranian Christianity and Mazdaism
which I might otherwise have missed.

My brother-in-law, Dr. Elihu D. Richter, M. D., M. P. H., provided
interesting information on diseases endemic to Iraq. My brother,
Frederick D. Neusner, Assistant Attorney-General of the State of
Connecticut, explained several legal terms and categories. Rabbi David
Goodblatt corrected the typescripts and proof, and made many useful
suggestions. My understanding of the historical task has often been
enriched in conversations with Professors Yohanan Muffs, Richard T.
Vann, and Avrum Udovitch.

Former colleagues in the Department of Religion at Dartmouth
College have made a formidable contribution to my intellectual growth.
If my interests have broadened to include aspects and issues of the study
of religions formerly unknown or unclear to me, it was on their account.
From each of them I learned something. From all of them Ilearned for
the first time the satisfactions of life in community based upon concern
for scholarship. Special thanks are due to Professors Robin Scroggs and
Wayne Meeks, the latter now of Indiana University, who helped me to
understand the achievements of New Testament scholarship; and to
Professors Fred Berthold jt. and David Kelsey, the latter now of Yale
University Divinity School, who taught me to recognize, understand,
and respect the theological enterprise in its own right, and so to dis-
tinguish history from theology.

'The less tangible contributions of my wife Suzanne, and sons, Samuel
Aaron and Eli Ephraim, no less important to me, do not require speci-
fication. They know what they have given. No wozrds can ever contain
my gratitude.

No one shates the burden of my deficiencies, except the reader.

Jacos NEUSNER
Providence, Rhode Island
1 Elul 5728
25 August 1968
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CHAPTER ONE

THE AGE OF SHAPUR II
309, TO 379

1. SECURING THE THRONE AND THE FRONTIERS

Shapur II proved worthy of his illustrious forebeat’s name. Unlike
Shapur I,! he found no ordered and stable government when he took
power. He did not enjoy the advantage of a quick and smooth suc-
cession, nor did he inherit the leadership of a strong army. On every
side foes pressed in, by contrast to the secure position of Iran in 241.
Yet Shapur II imposed his will upon his empite and prevailed against
all his enemies. While his successes on the battlefield do not compare
favorably with those of Shapur I, he won his wars. Through diplomacy,
he achieved what had proved too difficult for Iranian armies over the
generations, namely, possession of Nisibis and predominance in
Mesopotamia, Armenia, and the Caucasus. He was a brilliant leader, a
shrewd politician, an effective administrator, a brave and selfless soldier,
an emperor of grand dignity and poise, surely the greatest leader of his
times. Our very brief review of his reign cannot possibly do him
justice. It scarcely suffices merely to call the age by his name.

When Hormizd II died in 309, his son, Hormizd III, assumed that
he would succeed, but the nobility had other ideas and imprisoned him.
Discovering that one of Hormizd’s wives was pregnant, and hearing
from the astrologers that it would be a male, the grandees proclaimed
the embryo to be the king of kings of Iran and Non-Iran. They went
further, and held the royal diadem over the mother’s womb. In a few
months, Shapur II was born, crowned king at his birth. In his times,
Byzantium was ruled by Galerius, Constantine, Constantius and
Constans, Julian, Jovian, Valentinian I, Valens, Gratian, and Valen-
tinian II. He proved to be the equal of them all. But during his first
years, some must have doubted the throne would survive long enough
for him to inheritit. In the time of his minority, powerful lords assumed
the regency but proved unable to hold the state together or even to
protect its frontiers. On the contraty, the incursions of Arab raiders

1 See vol. 11, pp. 1-10, 39-52.
Studia Post-Biblica, XIV 1




2 THE AGE OF SHAPUR II

proved a grievous problem. They generally came down the Euphrates
from the north or up from the Persian gulf, but occasionally struck
straight out across the desert to ravage the rich territories of Babylonia
and Khuzistan.! As in Parthian times, when cuneiform records tell how
the people again and again hid in the fields to escape marauders from
the desett, so now life was unsafe, and everyone suffered. A local
Mesopotamian sheikh, Thair, even attacked Ctesiphon, took the city
by storm, and captured a member of the royal family. In the east, the
Kushans took the occasion of weakness at the center to reestablish
their former power. Presumably the local grandees likewise exploited
the possibilities of the unsettled times. So through his minority, gener-
ally thought to be the sixteen years from 309 to 325, Shapur II reigned
over a disintegrating empire.

When he assumed the responsibilities and power of government, he
proceeded methodically to reestablish stable and peaceful conditions,
first at home, and then on the eastern frontiers. Finally in the disputed
Mesopotamian marches he resumed the struggle with Rome and at-
tempted to retrieve the disastrous situation bequeathed to him in
consequence of Narseh’s peace of 298. It was a sensible and necessary
procedure. He could scarcely undertake frontier campaigns if his rear
was endangered. He could hardly hope for popular support and for the
regular collection of taxes to finance his wars abroad if at home people
were unable to rely upon his protection for themselves and their
property. So he turned first of all to subjugate northeastern Arabia and
the Persian Gulf and to reestablish a secure frontier on the central and
southern Euphrates. The record of his campaigns, preserved in Arab
legend, reports a policy of harsh repression. Tabari and other Arab
authors mention his victorious expeditions against the Arab tribes and
his occupation of Bahrain on the Persian gulf. According to Tabari, he
supposedly pierced the shoulder-blades of Arab prisoners to prevent
their making war again. His victories in the south were intended not
only to protect the “heart of the Iranian Empire,” namely Babylonia,
but also to assure that for the future, no similar problems would recur.
The Arabs recalled later on that he acted with exceptional cruelty. He
next turned to operations against the Kushans, smashed their armies,
and annexed their territories to Iran as a new province to be governed
by Sasanian princes residing at Balkh. During his Roman campaigns
he had from time to time to suspend operations whenever an invasion
of Little Kushans and Chionite Ephthalites threatened the eastern

! On contemporary Jewish traditions relating to the Arabs, see below, p. 44.
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matches. In every case he was able to pacify the nomads, generally by
settling them on Kushan territory as confederates and by hiring them
to furnish troops for his western campaigns. As soon as he could, he
turned to the west. In 337 or 339 he began a campaign which continued,
with long intervals of truce, for more than twenty-five years, until the
great peace of 363, in which he won all that he wanted and more. As
I said, he began the reconquest of the west only after he had taken
control of the interior and then the east; he suspended it only when he
had to. It was the grand obsession of his reign. Though often defeated
on the battlefield and disappointed in sieges, sometimes hard-pressed
even in his home territories around Ctesiphon, he never gave up the
struggle. Unlike Narseh, he was not disappointed or humiliated so as
to give up in defeat, though he suffered defeat. Unlike Shapur I, he
never sought to reach beyond the limits of his resources. He knew
precisely what he wanted, namely, the restoration of the Iranian position
in Armenia and Mesopotamia. And he succeeded.!

The twenty-five years of Iranian war with Byzantium were marked
by five major campaigns including four Persian offensives, and in-
volving attacks on, or sieges of, Nisibis, in 337, 346, 348, and 350,
sieges of Amida and Singara in 359 and 360, respectively, and finally,
the aggressive invasion of Julian in 363. The utter rout of Narseh in
297-8 had left the Romans in complete control of Mesopotamia, masters
of Nisibis in the west and of five provinces across the Tigtis in the east.
The road to Ctesiphon lay open through Adiabene. To the north
Atrmenia was securely in Roman hands. Persian power had in effect
been driven back to the Iranian plateau, and the Sasanian hold upon

! On the eatly years of Shapur II, the following proved most helpful: A.
Christensen, L’Iran sous les Sassanides (1st ed., Copenhagen, 1936), pp. 229-230;
George Rawlinson, The Seventh Great Oriental Monarchy (London, 1876), pp. 143-8,
on the Arab campaigns, pp. 145-7; R. Ghirshman, fran (Baltimore, 1954), pp.
296-7, especially on the eastern campaigns; and T. Néldeke, trans., 7abari, pp.
52-9, especially on the Arab wars, pp. 53ff. According to Néldeke, p. 51 n. 3,
Hormizd IT had several other sons. On Shapur’s mother, *Ifra Hormizd, see below,
pp.35-39. The reference to Parthian times is based upon conversations with Pro-
fessor Abraham Sachs, who has not yet published his very important discoveries
in cuneiform sources relating to Seleucid and Parthian times, On the coins of
Shapur II, see especially Robert G6bl, “Aufbau der Munzprigung,” in Franz
Altheim and Ruth Stichl, Ein Asiatischer Staat (Wiesbaden, 1954), pp. 107-11. On
the eastern campaigns, see also R. Ghirshman, Tran: Parthians and Sasanians
(London, 1962), p. 317. Sec also F. Justi in Grundriss der Iranischen Philologie ed.
Wilhelm Geiger and Etnst Kuhn (Strassburg, 1896-1904), II, pp. 521-5. Note also
Arthur Voéobus, History of Asceticism in the Syrian Orient (Louvam 1960), 11, p. 38,

who says that in 337 Shapur’s forces invaded some of the trans-Tigrene provinces,
basing his date upon Aphrahat’s Fifth Treatise (of which more below, pp. 20-27).
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Babylonia was tenuous. In succeeding decades the consequences were
catastrophic. Rome was quite satisfied with what she had and remained
peaceful, a benign lion enjoying her spoils. But the centripetal forces
always pulling at the Persian empire from the fringes proved so
powetful that great territories fell away, as in the east, or proved barely
tenable, as in Babylonia itself. So the wise settlement of 298, in which
Diocletian treated with honor the claims and needs of Narseh, none-
theless proved too sweeping and one-sided. Iran could not stand upon
so shaken a foundation, even though Rome had no intention whatever
of upsetting het. It seemed to Shapur IT absolutely necessaty to resume
the struggle ignominiously broken off a generation eatlier. He did so,
as I said, as soon as he was able. His preliminary purpose was to tecover
the five provinces ceded in 298, and regain control of Nisibis if possible.
He would thus restore the territorial integrity—as he saw it—of the
Iranian empire.! But his larger purpose was to regain superiority in
Armenia Major. In Roman hands, Armenia was an ever-open highway
of invasion, where the powerful Persian cavalry could hardly hold its
own. In Iranian hands Armenia was a buffer, a great wall against ag-
gression from the West. Shapur II proceeded stage by stage. When he
was finally ready, he began with a quick razzia against Armenia, in 335.
The Armenian nobles appealed to Rome, and Constantine intervened,
sent an army, and drove out the Persian marauders. In May of 337,
Constantine died. By summertime, Shapur had laid siege to Nisibis.?
Rawlinson attributes the eagerness of Shapur to the presence in
Byzantium of a dangerous rival to the Persian throne, an older brother.?
Had Constantine and Constantius no plans whatever for intrigues
against the Sasanian throne, however, Shapur would still have made
war.4

1 Including, of course, Babylonia, which the Sasanians always regarded as an
Iranian and no# a Non-Iranian province. Since the capital was there, it was a
reasonable judgment on their part, even though the majority of the population
could not have been of Iranian descent, Indeed, Professor Jes P. Asmussen points
out that from Achaemenid times, it was so regarded.

2T follow the chronology of Voobus and especially N. H. Baynes, “Athana-
siana,” Journal of Egyptian Archacology 11, 1926, p. 66. Christensen cites also P.
Peeters, “IL’Intervention politique de Constance IT dans la Grande Arménie, en
338,” Exir. des Bull. de la Classe des Lettres de I’ Acad. Royale de Belgique, 5e série,
volisdy, 1951,

2 Op. cit., p. 149.

4 For the coutse of Persian-Roman telations between 337 and 379, I have
followed Rawlinson, op. ¢/, pp. 151-254; Christensen, op. cif., pp. 230-35;
Ghirshman, fran, pp. 317-20; Noldeke, Tabari, pp. 55-67; R. N. Frye, Herilage of
Persia (N.Y.-Cleveland, 1963), p. 215; Justi, ap. ¢iZ., pp. 189-92; N. H. Baynes,
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Prospects of the summer, 337, could not have seemed unpromising.
In place of a great general, grown old on the battlefield, Shapur
faced 2 young and untried heir, who actually held only one-third of his
father’s empire. The forcible conversion of Armenia to Christianity by
Trdat and Gregory the Illuminator was resisted by many who were
attached to the old religion. A discontented faction developed, there-
fore, ready to make an alliance with any foreign power willing to
reestablish the ancient cult. Obviously Byzantium would not cooperate.
After the death of Trdat in 314 strong government ceased in Armenia,
and, according to Faustus, Shapur was already able to recover Media
Atropatene well before the new war. So matters looked favorable at the
outset of the quarter century of war. Shapur overlooked one detail
which in the end was to thwart each of his offensive operations: his
army remained woefully weak in engineering and siege-operations.
That made all the difference. On the contested frontier, any well-
situated, well-constructed fortress could impede the progress of an
invasion. Without adequate means of subduing the many walled cities
of Mesopotamia, Shapur wasted his precious time and gold in long and
heart-breaking sieges of one town after another, only in the end to be
forced by the winter rains to retreat to his capital. Shapur’s invasion of
337 proved inconsequential. Constantius was able to restore his position

“Constantine’s Successors to Jovian: And the Struggle with Petsia,” Cambridge
Medieval History, I, pp. 55-86; Louis Dillemann, Hawute Mésopotamie, pp. 290-2; on
the treaty of 363, pp. 218-223, on the trans-Tigrene provinces, pp. 210-11. Note
also Freya Stark, Rome on the Euphrates (London, 1966), pp. 312-356. The many
biographies of Julian contain full accounts of the Persian campaign. I found most
useful Louis Dillemann, “Ammien Marcellin et les Pays de I’Euphrate et du
Tigre,” Syria 38,1961, 1-2, pp. 87-158. In genetal, I have tried to avoid all disputed
issues in this brief summary, but rather to provide a simple account following the
accepted histories. See also Andrew Alf6ldi, trans. by H. Mattingly, 7he Conversion
of Constantine and Pagan Rome (Oxford, 1948); Jacob Butrckhardt, trans. by Moses
Hadas, The Age of Constantine the Great (N.Y., 1956); G. P. Baket, Constantine the
Great and the Christian Revolution(N.Y. 1930); J. Bidez, La Vie de I’ Emperenr Julien
(Paris, 1930); Norman H. Baynes, “The Early Life of Julian the Apostate,” JHS
45, pp. 251-254; N. H. Baynes, “Rome and Armenia in the Fourth Century,”
English Historical Review 25, 1910, pp. 625-643; Ernst Honigmann, Die Osigrenze
des bygantinischen Reiches von 363 bis 1071 (Brussels, 1935); Ernst Stein, Geschichze
des spétrimischen Reiches I. Vom rimischen gum byzantinischen Staate (Vienna, 1928);
E. A. Thompson, The Historical Work of Ammianus Marcellinus (Cambridge, 1947).
The sources of the war of 363 are Ammianus Marcellinus, books 23-25, and
passages in Zosimus, Malalas, and Libanius (Speech Eighteen); I followed
Rawlinson’s summaries of the latter three sources. Note also Edward Gibbon,
The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, ed. J. B. Bury (London,
1896), II, pp. 227, 265, 267, 270, and for Julian’s invasion, pp. 487-528; and
S. Funk, Die Juden in Babylonien (Berlin, 1908), I1, pp. 78-93.
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in Armenia, to win over some of the Mesopotamian Arabs, and to
fortify the trans-Tigrene cities. In 338, Shapur resumed the struggle.
His cavalty swiftly overran the open country, and, as was the Persian
custom, burned crops and villages and slaughtered cattle and people.
But a quick raid would accomplish nothing. The great city of Nisibis,
commanding the region, had to be taken. Situated on the Mygdonius
River, an effluent of the Khabur, and about sixty miles from the Tigris,
Nisibis was a powerful fortress. The first siege, in 338, lasted sixty-
three days, and the city held. Christian chroniclets preserved the record
of miracles done by its bishop, St. James, in the defense. Through the
next decade or so, the Persians moved at will upon the plains, which
their mobile cavalry effectively controlled, but struck no decisive blow
anywhere.

In 341 Shapur resumed his intrigues against Armenia, with good
result. He tried to put on the throne a friendly monarch, and succeeded
in placing in power Arsaces, scion of the cadet Arsacid line which had
controlled Armenia for over a century after the Sasanian revolution in
Iran itself. It was a substantial victory, one of many Shapur won
through diplomacy. He thus achieved great influence in his enemy’s
flank. In 346, he again attacked Nisibis, besieging the city for three
months. In 348, he called out a vast army, including allies and merce-
naries, and moving out of Adiabene, advanced toward Nisibis. Con-
stantius was stationed near Singara, but did not fight at the river or on
the plain between the Tigris and the mountains for fear of the Persian
hotse. He planned a defensive campaign in the foothills. Shapur thus
chose his position, set archers on the hills, and then advanced upon the
Romans. The Persian view of the battle was that it was a victory. They
held that they merely pretended to retreat to draw their pursuers along
the plain to their fortified camp. There the horse and archers were
ready. The Iranian horse-charge was thwarted, but when the legions
burst into the camp, they scattered in search of booty. Then as the sun
set, the Persians surrounded the camp and slaughtered the disorganized
foe. A Roman account could have reported the battle of Singara some-
what differently. “Letting” the enemy take one’s camp seems an ex-
pensive enticement. The Romans could have explained, therefore, that
they had won a victory, but the Persian horse remaining in the neighbot-
hood succeeded in killing some stragglers scattered for looting. In any
event the “victory” at Singara had no significant result. That the
Persians could not follow up their “success™ strongly suggests, Pro-
fessor Morton Smith comments, that the Roman account would thus
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have been mostly correct. Shapur returned home. In the campaign of
350, he again besieged Nisibis, a final, desperate attempt. He brought
with him allies from India and their elephants. In eatly summer, he
crossed the Tigris, took 2 number of minor fortifications, and marched
north against the city. He began with the usual futile procedures,
battering the walls with rams and sapping them with mines. He finally
hit upon a novel plan. The Mygdonius, swollen with melting snows,
had covered much of the plain on which Nisibis was located. Shapur
built an embankment on the lower part of the plain, so as to form a
deep lake around the town, which crept ever closer to the walls. He
then built a fleet of vessels, put his artillety on them, and attacked the
city. The walls were weakened by the water, and in one part, they
collapsed for a space of one hundred and fifty feet. The troops rushed
in, first heavy cavalry, then elephants. But the rush soon became a
slogging struggle through the mud. The horses wete entangled, and
the elephants sank down. Shapur called the retreat, and the archers
kept up a rapid fire against the breach to prevent repairs. But by the
next morning, the wall was six feet high. Shapur gave up the siege
soon afterward, more than three months’ work having gone to waste.
He had no choice, because of troubles in the Caspian region and on
the Oxus.

The apparent failure of Shapur produced one predictable conse-
quence: Arsaces of Armenia had to make his peace with Byzantium.
This he did by marrying the daughter of an imperial official. A formal
alliance was made. From 350 to 357, Shapur could do little about it,
being busy in the east. By the latter year, however, he had made peace
in the east, extending his influence, though we have no details of how
he did it. In 357-8 he engaged in negotiations with Constantius. The
Romans, knowing his preoccupation in the east, and aware of Con-
stantius’s troubles in the west, opened negotiations through the satrap
of Adiabene. Shapur tesponded with great pride and dignity, es-
pecially so since by then he had successfully concluded his eastern
campaign. The letter of Shapur follows, in John C. Rolfe’s translation
of Ammianus Marcellinus (17.5.3-8):

I, Sapor, King of Kings, partner of the stars, brother of the sun and
moon, to my brother Constantius Caesar offer most ample greeting,
I rejoice and at last take pleasure that you have returned to the best
course and acknowledged the inviolable sanction of justice, having
learned from actual expetience what havoc has been caused at various
times by obstinate covetousness of what belongs to others... I shall
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state my proposal in brief terms... That my forefathers® empire reached
as far as the river Strymon and the boundaties of Macedonia even your
own ancient records bear witness; these lands it is fitting that I should
demand, since... I surpass the kings of old in magnificence and array
of conspicuous virtues. But at all times right reason is dear to me...
And therefore it is my duty to recover Armenia with Mesopotamia,
which doubledealing wrested from my grandfather [= Narseh]. That
principle shall never be brought to acceptance among us which you
exultantly maintain, that without any distinction between virtue and
deceit all successful events of war should be approved. Finally, if you
wish to follow my sound advice, distegard this small tract, always a
source of woe and bloodshed, so that you may rule the rest in security,
wisely recalling that even expert physicians sometimes cauterize, lance,
and even cut away some patts of the body, in order to save the rest
for sound use... This assuredly I declare, that if this embassy of mine
returns unsuccessful, after the time of the winter rest is past, I shall
gird myself with all my strength and with fortune and the justice of
my terms upholding my hope of a successful issue, I shall hasten to
come ofl...

Shapur thus referred to the settlement of Diocletian, seeing it as
untenable. He said he could never acquiesce, nor could any Persian
emperor, in the results of an “unjust” war. The Persians had not held
Thrace since 479 B.C.,, so the “injustice” was Shapur’s own invention.
He knew Diocletian regarded the settlement as honorable and teason-
able, and he too was master of these virtues. He refrained, after all,
from demanding all which history recorded as “his own.” He did not
demand the shores of the Aegean Sea, but “only” the highlands of
Armenia. Thus he offered what was to his mind a fair settlement. But
it represented a unilateral rejection of the sixty-year-old treaty. He
would sign over what he might have claimed without much right, in
favor of what he did not then hold but wanted to recover. Constantius
took a different, more reasonable and just position:

This covetousness of yours, always unbending and more widely
encroaching, I vehemently reprobate. You demand Mesopotamia as
your own, and likewise Armenia, and recommend lopping off some
members of a sound body so that its health may afterward be put on a
firm footing...

Reviewing his initiation of negotiations, an act of general goodwill,
Constantius then informed Shapur the true state of affairs. He too was
newly strong:

For at this time, when the sequence of events... has beamed in
manifold form upon us, when with the overthrow of the usurpers, the
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whole Roman world is subject to us, it is absurd and silly to surrender
what we long preserved unmolested...
Shapur then prepared to attack.

He was strengthened by the adherence of a Roman official, Antoni-
nus, who took refuge in Persian territory from the demands of creditors
and informed the Persians about the disposition of the Roman army.
He was well received and given a hearing. He urged Shapur to make
an immediate attack, striking directly for Syria (like Shapur I a century
ago), for the emperor was fighting on the Danube, and the Roman east
was barely defended. He advised the emperor to ignore and bypass
the Mesopotamian fortresses, cross the Euphrates, overrun Syria, and
devastate the west. Shapur, however, was unable to bypass the Roman
army of Mesopotamia, then sitting on the banks of the Tigris. He
crossed the river, and found his enemy in process of destroying forage,
evacuating indefensible towns, and falling back upon the line of the
Euphrates. The Euphrates itself prevented a crossing, for it was in full
flood. Shapur then marched northeastward from Zeugma toward
Amida. He defeated the Romans in a battle near Amida and besieged
the city. He first took two nearby fortresses, treating the captives with
great respect, and so attempting to ease the surrender of Amida. When,
however, he approached the walls of the city to demand surrender, the
defenders ignored his royal rank and peaceable mission, and threw
spears and stones at him. He was outraged at what he regarded as
sacrilege and ordered immediate attack. The siege drew on, lasting for
seventy days. It came time to give up or make one final effort. Shapur
pressed the assault, bravely fighting in the front ranks. After three
bloody days, the wall gave way, and the Persians occupied the city,
slaughtering everyone they found. Exasperated by the losses of the
prolonged siege, Shapur allowed the carnage. He claimed as his own
subjects all captives who came from the trans-Tigrene provinces, for
he had never accepted the loss of that tetritory. These he had massacred.
Many othets were sold as slaves. The victory of 359 was an expensive
one, however, and Shapur retired across the Tigris. Through the wintet
he restored his forces and gathered stores for the next attack.

The new attack was directed against Singara, which was vigorously
defended. Within a brief time the city fell. The Persians this time by-
passed Nisibis, and proceeded to Bezabde on the eastern bank of the
Tigris. It was chief city of one of the five provinces ceded by Narseh
and had been well fortified by Rome. Shapur invited surrender but
was disappointed. Finally he took it after a long siege. Shapur then
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carefully repaired the defences, intending to hold the city. Other
fortresses offered little resistance, but, held up at Birta, Shapur returned
home. So in the campaigns of 359 and 360, Shapur had achieved notable
successes. Amida, Singara, and Bezabde were now his. The adaptable
Armenians, seeing the way matters were developing, began to recon-
sider their Byzantine alliance. Constantius prevented an outright revolt,
but it was clear that only a2 major victory over the Persians would retain
Armenian loyalty for Rome. Constantius and Shapur both proceeded
cautiously, the former ever more respectful of the enemy, the latter
now satisfied, for the moment, to keep what he had won. Shapur engag-
ed in elaborate maneuvers, all on the eastern side of the Tigris, and
by the autumn of 361, had withdrawn to the capital. The two never met
again, for Constantius died toward the end of 361. His successor, Julian,
kept the peace for two years.

In 363, Julian resumed the war,! mounting a grand invasion, in the
manner of Trajan, down the Euphrates. It was his greatest undertaking
as emperor on the battlefield, and his last. In the winter of 362-3 he
made preparations, gathering ships and armaments. Julian received
offers of assistance of various semi-independent Arab tribes, promptly
rejecting them, saying that Rome would give, not receive, aid. At the
same time he commanded Arsaces to join him. Julian proceeded to the
Euphrates, crossing near Hierapolis and proceeding to Carrhae. Two
roads led southward, one by the line of the Tigris, the other down the
Euphrates. Alexander and Trajan had chosen the former, Cyrus, Avi-
dius Cassius, and Severus, the latter. The Tigris could be used only if
Armenia was friendly. Julian chose the Euphrates, sending some units
down the other way, through Armenia into Northern Media, with
otders to join him before Ctesiphon. With the main army he left Carrhae
on March 26, 363, and proceeded by Nicephorium. There he received
the submission of the Arab chieftains and met his fleet, which was to
carry the provisions, weapons, and armament. He proceeded to Circe-
sium, at the junction of the Khabur with the Euphrates. Until now, he
was in Roman territory. Here he made his arrangements for the in-
vasion. On April 7 he crossed the Khabur on a bridge of boats, and
continued his advance along the Euphrates, with the fleet hanging by.
In a few days, he had reached Dura-Europos, then in ruins, and four
days more brought him to Anthan (Anat, Anatho). The Persian garrison
surrendered, and he burned the fort. Eight miles below he came to

1 On his effort to win the friendship of the Jews of Palestine, Mesopotamia, and
Babylonia, see below, pp. 27-35.
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another island fortress where the garrison remained quiescent: if Julian
won, they promised they would join him. Meanwhile they made no
trouble, nor did he. It seems plausible that Shapur had given otders to
his outlying fortresses to permit the Romans easy passage ever deeper
into Iranian territory and to preserve their force for later use if neces-
sary. Falling back, Shapur thus traded space for time and strategic
advantage. So as Julian proceeded, the great fortresses each made the
same arrangement. Julian in effect advanced with Persian connivance,
leaving in his rear a great danger should he fail in the attack. He came
after five days to Hit, which had been deserted by the soldiers. The
Romans slaughtered all civilians they found, mostly women and chil-
dren. The army moved further, still not meeting opposition. The Pet-
sians had not even burned the fields, and forage was plentiful. At Hit,
the plain ended, and the army entered the low alluvium of Babylonia.
Here the Persians showed themselves and their strategy. They would
harass the enemy in quick hit-and-run attacks, taking advantage of
their powerful cavaltry to wear down the enemy. Having enticed Julian
deep within their land, they now scorched the earth before the ag-
gressors. So the Romans marched on, with the Persian horse cutting
off stragglers and threatening wherever and whenever they could. The
Romans reached Piruz-Shaput, a strong island fortress surrounded by
a double wall. But the walls were made of bitumen, and the Romans
were able to break them with the ram, take the city, and slaughter the
inhabitants. Julian proceeded down the Euphrates, passing the latitude
of Ctesiphon, to the Royal Canal. (See Map 1.) The Persians had opened
the dikes, and the fields were flooded. Now in the midst of the richest
part of Babylonia, the Romans saw palm trees loaded with dates and
vineyards extending as far as the eye could see. Nearing the Tigtis,
they came upon a city abandoned by its Jewish inhabitants, which the
soldiers burned, and then to Maiozamalcha, which they took. Only the
Tigris stood between Julian and Ctesiphon. Still the Persians offered
no systematic resistance. Julian reached the western suburb, Seleucia,
now known as Coche. He wanted to transport his army actoss the river,
however, and found the fleet would be able to approach to the city only
from below. He could not send the fleet into the Tigris below Seleucia
while the army occupied the right bank of the river above it; the fleet
would then have to force its way against the current through the length
of the hostile city. He therefore made a cut from the Royal Canal into
the Tigris above the city by restoring a canal which had been dammed
by the Persians. The old channel rapidly filled, and the fleet was brought
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into the Tigris above Seleucia. Now the Persians appeared in force,
intending to contest the crossing. Julian waited out the night, and then
forced a crossing against stout resistance. The Persians retreated into
Ctesiphon. The gates were closed. A regular siege appeared in prospect.
So Julian had brought his army to the walls of Ctesiphon, gaining rich
spoils and massively destroying the heartland of the defender.

Julian surely intended to take the city. But when he contemplated
his task, he realized the formidable problems facing him. Ctesiphon
was full of troops. It was strongly fortified. Julian had done no pet-
ceptible damage to the Iranian armies, which were entirely intact. He
had never even faced Shapur II in battle. Behind him lay a bleeding
land, cleared by foe or friend of all its produce and unable to support
a retreat. For all he knew, an army of relief might appear at any time,
leaving him to fight on two fronts at once. Ammianus describes the
decision:

Having held council with his most distinguished generals about the
siege of Ctesiphon, the opinion of some was adopted, who felt sure
that the undertaking was rash and untimely, since the city, impregnable
by its situation alone, was well-defended, and besides, it was believed
that the king would soon appear with a formidable force.

Without securing Ctesiphon, Julian could scarcely proceed deeper
into enemy territory. He could- hardly remain before Ctesiphon. So
the only issue was, In which direction to retreat? He determined to
butn the fleet and move north along the Tigris. The land was intact
and able to support an invading army. Within two hundred fifty
miles lay Kurdistan, in Roman hands. But to get there, the great Persian
army, maneuvering in its home territory and on the best possible ter-
rain for its cavalry, had to be eluded. No important town had been lost
to Iran. No unit had been decimated. Shapur had followed the best
possible policy: hatassment but not commitment. On June 16, the
Roman withdrawal began. Within a day the Persians set out in pursuit.
No longer was the army held back. The horse engaged, and Julian
found himself surrounded by enemies, in front of him engaged in
destroying the forage, behind and beside him attacking stragglers. At
Maranga he gave battle, no longer able to elude the pursuers. The
Persians attacked on horse; the Romans retreated to their camp, and
the Persians withdrew. Their battle would be won for them by heat,
hunger, great distances, and disease. On June 26, the camp was struck,
and the army moved across the hot plain, with the Tigris on its left
and some hills on the right. Near Samatrra the Persians attacked again,
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at first at the rear. Julian hastened to the relief of the rear guard, only to
hear that the van was also engaged. He was moving to the front, when
the Persians made their main attack upon his right center. The Persians’
sudden attack caught him half-armored, and he was wounded by a jave-
lin and brought back to camp. There he died in the evening. Both
sides suffered grievous losses, but the Romans had lost their emperor,
and the Persians, only generals. The Romans called it their victory. It
hardly mattered. Jovian, elected by the troops to succeed Julian, led
the troops to battle on the next day. By nightfall he reached Samarra.
For four days more, the Romans retreated along the Tigris, moving
slowly and under constant pressure from the Petsians and their Arab
allies. At Dura on the Tigris, eighteen miles north of Samarra, the Ro-
man troops pled with Jovian to cross the river. The frontier, they
thought, was not far. Jovian allowed the enterprise to proceed. Shapur
unhappily witnessed the preparations for escape. He could not hope
to have his troops swim the Tigris. He had brought no boats, and would
have to build a bridge. The Persian engineers were hardly so adept as
the Romans. It would take time. But time was at that instant just what
Shapur lacked—time and good engineets.

Within hours, Shapur opened negotiations with the Romans, whose
peril seemed to them considerable. They did not know what foes they
would meet in the next two hundred miles. The Arab allies of Persia
were on the other side of the river. So out of fear, they agreed to
negotiate. Shapur could hardly lose, for now time worked in his favor,
and whether it passed in conference or upon the battlefield hardly
mattered. The Romans received the terms of peace: the return of the
five trans-Tigrene provinces, and surrender of Nisibis, Singara, and
other strongholds. Jovian managed to win Persian approval of one
clause: the inhabitants of Singara and Nisibis were to be allowed to
evacuate their cities. Shapur made one further condition: he was to have
a free hand in Armenia. The treaty was concluded, and scrupulously
observed by both sides. The Romans made their escape. The Persians
had won a tremendous victory. Shapur had gained everything he had
set out to get a quarter of a century earlier. He had lost nothing.
Ammianus says it would have been better to fight ten battles than to
give up. But the Roman army retreated, now supplied by the Persians,
and the stipulated provinces were quietly surrendered, the inhabitants
not being allowed to resist the Persians. Nisibis was deserted by her
Christian population. So in 363, Roman power was driven out of
Mesopotamia. Shapur had lost every battle that was not a draw. But
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he won the war by his acute sense of strategy. Fighting like the Russians
in 1812 and again in 1941-3, he had given up as much ground as the
enemy could take, rendering it ever more useless, and then, when the
aggressor found himself hopelessly trapped deep inside hostile territory
before a stronghold he could hardly hope to win, Shapur unleashed so
vigorous a guerilla action, accompanied by mobile attacks whenever
possible, that the enemy was compelled to come to terms. It was Sha-
put’s most brilliant campaign, and his utilization of every possible
resource, but especially climate, time, and space, wins the admiration
of the ages. Nisibis was the handsomest prize of all. Three times be-
sieged, in 338, 348, and 350, attacked in 346 as well, she fell to a verbal
demand of surrender, just as Shapur originally had intended so long
before. Amida, Catrhae, and Antioch lay open. Not for two centuries
did the Romans recover influence in Mesopotamia. Shapur attacked
prudently, defended brilliantly, and all the time knew just what he
wanted. He restored Persia to the powerful position established by
Ardashir and Shapur a century earlier. Indeed, not much motre than a
century had passed between the capture of Valerian and the surrender
of Jovian. :

Only Armenia remained to be subjugated. Shapur IT invited Arsaces
to visit. Moses of Xorene records the friendly letter received by the
Armenian court. Arsaces was promised safe-conduct. He came, forth-
with was blinded, chained in silver, and consigned to oblivion. Shapur
then advanced on Armenia and Iberia, in both places setting up his
own officers instead of the pro-Roman nobles. After a protracted
campaign, he left his own men in charge. During these campaigns,
Shapur II deported large numbers of Armenians, both Jews and
Christians, to Isfahan and Susiana, as part of his effort both to strip
Armenia of its economic and demographic resources and to enrich
Iran. According to Moses Xotenazi, 95,000 Jewish families and 92,000
Christian families were deported from Artasat, VagharSabat, Yerovan-
dasat, Sarehaven, Sarifat, Van in Dosp, and Nachdsavan. Whether the
statistics are accurate or not we cannot say. Beyond doubt is the fact of
the deportations, which were meant to weaken the foe and strengthen
the empire.! When it seemed that the Romans were interfering in
Iberia, Shapur collected a large force, and in 371 crossed the frontier
and attacked the Roman force. The war dragged on a few more years.

1 See vol. III, pp. 339-354, and especially the excellent discussion of Geo
Widengten, in “The Status of the Jews in the Sassanian Empire,” 7.4 I, 1961, pp.
134-139.
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Valens hoped only to maintain some Roman influence in Armenia and
Ibetia. Shapur permitted negotiations to continue. In 376 peace was
made. Both powers agreed to abstain from further interference in
Iberia and Armenia. It was a stand-off. But Shapur was left with con-
siderable influence in Iberia, Geotgia, and Armenia, much more than
he had at the outset of his long reign. Shapur died in 379 or 380.

11. THE MAZDEAN STATE-CHURCH UNDER SHAPUR I1

A monarch such as Shaput IT was likely to make his mark on Mazdean
religious tradition. He was well aware of the conversion of Constantine.
Like him, Shapur established a strong state-church. He allegedly re-
cognized the Mazdean faith as that of the state; like Constantine at
Nicea, determined what would constitute orthodoxy; and like Mani,
produced a written body of Sctiptures to serve as the measure of
orthodoxy. In the fourth book of the Denkart, we read (in Zaehner’s
translation?):

The King of Kings, Shapur? son of Hormizd summoned men from
all lands to an unprejudiced (?) disputation to examine and investigate
all creeds. After AtGrpat had been vindicated by the consistency of his
argument, he issued a declaration before all those representatives of
the different sects, doctrines, and schools in this wise: “Now that we
have seen the Religion upon earth, we shall not tolerate false religions
and we shall be exceeding zealous.” And thus did he do.

Zaehner sees the Denkart tradition as indicating an “orthodox”
reaction under Shapur II against Zurvan. Atiirpit, who is often cited
in the Pahlavi books, was credited with preserving the classical dualism
of the faith, against the creeping monotheism of the Zurvanites. He
was supposedly subjected to an ordeal, emerged victorious, and thus
was able to see to the acceptance of his doctrine. So, Zaehner holds,
the Denkart reference indicates the “purification” of Mazdaism in the
time of Shapur II. AtGirpat is credited with a collection of “wise
sayings” or a handarz. By submitting to the ordeal, he obtained ac-
ceptance of his doctrine. Zachner cites a later passage:

Through the submission of Atairpat son of Mahraspand of goodly
Fravahr to the ordeal of molten brass and through his victory in argu-

Y R. C. Zachner, Zurvan, a Zoroastrian Dilemma (Oxford, 1955), p-ls
* 1 have preserved the transliterations used elsewhete in this volume, rather
than Zaehnet’s more accurate ones.

Studia Post-Biblica, XIV 2
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ment the disputing parties of all Xuaniras were confounded during the
reign of His Majesty Shapur King of Kings son of Ohrmazd.!

He identifies the doctrine of Atlirpat with that adopted after the end
of Sasanian rule, that is, the dualism which holds that two primeval
spirits, Ohrmazd and Ahriman, existed without beginning, separate
from and opposed to each other, alongside the principles of good and
evil, light and darkness. Zaehner concludes that the “Zoroastrian
Church” before Shapur II possessed no fixed dogma. What then of
Kartir’s wotk as defender of the faith? Zaehner holds that the Magi
were all-powerful, and encouraged the cult of fire, water, and cattle,
and incestuous marriages. That was the sum of Kartit’s doctrine.
Zaehner says, “Kartir, in fact, is interested in reviving the characteristic
aspects of Zotoastrian religious practice which were almost certainly
common to Mazdeans and Zurvanites; he does not appear to be intet-
ested in the formulation of doctrine. He depicts himself as an enthusi-
astic religious imperialist—putting down alien religions at home and
seeking to establish the national cult in alien sections of the empire,
yet bringing the Iranian ‘devil worshippers’ and heretics back into his
fold and expelling the obdurate.”> We know little of Kartit’s own
religion. Zaehner holds that Kartir’s time was a period of religious
confusion, in which Mazdean orthodoxy first tasted victory. Under
Shapur II, “the high water mark of orthodox Mazdeanism” was
reached. The achievement of Atiirpat “was built on the foundation laid
by Kartir.” In Shapur II’s reign, “uniformity was enforced within the
Church and other religions wete heavily and savagely chastised.” So
Zachner.?

J. Duchesne-Guillemin and others have interpreted the relevant texts
quite diffetently. Duchesne-Guillemin says? that Mazdaism seems to
have been strongly tempered by devotion to Anahita and to Zurvanism.
The heads of the Christian martyrs were offered to Anahita. Shapur
founded a temple to the waters, that is to say, to Anahita, which would
manifest a religious policy tending to unite the local cult to a church

1 Zaechnet, p. 12. See also Skand Gumanik Viear 10:70, in the translation of
P. J. de Menasce (Friboutg, 1945), p. 119, 1. 70:

Enfin, elle recut confirmation lots de I’otdalie par effusion de plomb fondu

subie par le Bienheureux Atirpat i Mahraspandan sous le régne de Bag Sahput,

Roi des Rois, fils de Ohrmazd, lots d’une controverse avec nombre d’hérétiques

divers.

3 {bhid., p. 25.

% See also his Dawn and Twilight of Zoroastrianism (London, 1962), pp. 176, 187.

+ La Religion de I’ Iran Ancien (Paris, 1962), pp. 283ff.
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which was in process of organization. So he says that the official religion
was largely eclectic. Shapur persecuted the Christians for not wot-
shipping not only the sun, moon, and fire, but also Zeus, Nanai (a
Mesopotamian goddess identified with Anahita) Bel and Nabo. Mary
Boyce points out, moreover, that there is no evidence that Atiirpat was
“orthodox.” Geo Widengten credits Shapur II with the assembling of
the holy scriptures.? He regards Tosar as a legendary figure and
supposes that the formation of the state-church was the work of
Attrpat and Shapur II. Shapur II was seen as Magus and God.? We
note, finally, the view of H. S. Nyberg* that Shapur II established “the
Zotoastrianism of the Magi” as the official religion of the empire. Then
a book was produced, like Mani’s and for much the same purpose, the
Avesta as we have it. Nyberg says that Zoroastrianism had to have its
own sacred scriptures. The legend of its earlier transcription was an
effort to outdo the Manichaeans.? Other discussions of Mazdaism under
Shapur IT include Christensen’s and Molé’s.8

I am not persuaded by Zaehner’s interpretation of the data. Boyce’s
view, that Atiirpat was not demonstrably “orthodox,” and Duchesne-
Guillemin’s, that from late Achaemenid times Anahita remained an
important figure, seem to me decisive. As to the alleged assemblage of
holy books or their composition under Shapur IT, W. B. Bailey points
out that as late as the ninth century, no single account of the trans-
mission of the texts had uniformly been adopted. He notes that in 377,
Basilios stated that “the Magians had no books, nor masters of dogma,
but the sons learned from the fathers,” and he stresses that the Moslems
thought the Zoroastrians had no claim to be called a “people of the
book.”” It seems to me that Bailey’s arguments are quite weighty.
Bailey says that Shapur II “checked the non-conformity of his time,
assisted by Atarpat-i Mahraspandan,”® and it seems to me that is all we
can say for sure. It is true that he persecuted the Christians, but the
reason was political, not narrowly religious, and certainly had nothing

1 “Some Reflections on Zurvanism,” BSOS 19, 1957, p. 307.

2 Die Religionen Irans (Stuttgart, 1965), pp. 253-255.

5 bid., p. 316.

4 Die Religionen des Alten Iran, trans, H, H. Schaeder (Repr. Osnabriick, 1966),
pp. 404ff., esp. pp. 414-419.

5 Ibid., p. 427.

6 Christensen, op. ¢it., p. 137, pp. 509-513, M. Mol¢, Culte, Mythe, et Cosmologie
dans I’ Iran Ancien (Paris, 1963), pp. 63-64, 280, 351f., 403.

? W. B. Bailey, Zoroastrian Problems in the Ninth Century Books (Oxford, 1943),
pp. 162-169. See also vol. II, p. 16 n. 3.

8 0p, cit.; p. 156:
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to do with an effort to force Mazdaism or any other single cult upon
the entire empirel. Shapur II probably did not persecute the Jews.?

1. ' THE CHURCH OF SAINTS AND MARTYRS

At the turn of the tourth century, the chief priest of Seleucia-
Ctesiphon was Papa b. Haggai, the first known Catholicos in the capital.
Christianity had been well established for overa century in parts of the
Iranian Empire, in particular in Adiabene and in other Iranian lands
now held by Romans.® Its numbers had been greatly augmented by
Shapur’s deportations of 260, and were to be again by Shapur II in
consequence of his several western campaigns and the great depot-
tations from Armenia. A number of Babylonian Christians also had
come from the Jewish community.* Papa now led the organization of
an independent Iranian church.’ He saw himself as the leader of the
movement for a strongly centralized and self-sufficient polity. Being in
the capital provided obvious advantages. Like the exilarch, he was the
natural representative of the Christian community before the Court.
Higgins says that he doubtless laid it down as a condition for obtaining
favors from the court that the bishop concerned should acknowledge
his supremacy.® But Papa aroused strong opposition. He appealed to
Antioch for support and got it. But, Higgins notes, “He exercised his
new powers...so atbitrarily and tyrannically as to alienate everybody,
not only the hieratchy but even his own clergy and faithful” At a
dramatic confrontation with his enemies Papa laid his hand upon the
sacred Scriptures and was forthwith paralyzed. This sign from heaven
ensured the election of his arch-enemy, Simeon bar Sabba‘e. The same
troubles recurred, however, in his time. Labourt supposes that the

1 The persecutions of the Christians began with the campaigns against Rome,
and were probably brought on by the quite correct view of the Court that the
Christians sympathized with Constantine and Constantius. But from the con-
version of Constantine and the recognition of Christianity as the most favored
religion of Rome, until the outbreak of war between Iran and Rome, almost three
decades, Christians were not mistreated. So I do not suppose that Christianity was
threatened along with all non-Mazdean religions and cults, as part of an effort to
wipe out such “foreign” faiths.

2 See vol. 111, pp. 8-11, and below, pp. 35-56.

3 See vol. I, pp. 166-169; 11, pp. 23-25; III, pp. 12-16.

+ Vol. 111, pp. 12-14, 26-29.

5 On the work of Papa, see ]. Labourt, Le Christianisme dans [’ Empire Perse
(Paris, 1904), pp. 21-27.

& Martin J. Higgins, “Chronology of the Fourth-Century Metropolitans of
Seleucia-Ctesiphon,” Traditio 9, 1953, pp. 45-100, p.95.
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hostile remarks of Aphrahat’s Homily on the Church of Seleucia in fact
were directed against Simeon bar Sabba‘e. So the bad temper and
highhandedness of Papa characterized his successor as well. The situ-
ation of the Church proved not unfavorable during Shapur’s minority
and in the first years of his active rule. The conversion of Armenia in
301, Constantine in 311, and Georgia in 330, and the Roman recog-
nition of Christianity as the most favored religion, at first caused o
difficulties whatever. When Constantine allegedly wrote a letter to
Shapur II, he reflected on very satisfactory treatment of Christians in
Shaput’s lands. But in Shaput’s mind, Constantine’s letter must have
raised grave doubts about the loyalty of the Christian minority.
Eusebius gives the text as follows:

By keeping the divine faith, T am made a partaker of the light of
truth; guided by the light of truth, I advance in the knowledge of the
divine faith... This God I invoke with bended knees, and recoil with
horror from the blood of sacrifices, from their foul and detestable
odors, and from every earth-born magic fire ... For he who is Lord of
all cannot endure that those blessings which in his own lovingkindness
and consideration of the wants of men he has revealed for the use of
all should be perverted to serve the lusts of any. His only demand from
man is purity of mind and an undefiled spirit ... Imagine then with
what joy I heard tidings so in accordance with my desire, that the
fairest districts of Persia are filled with those men on whose behalf
alone I am at present speaking, I mean the Christians. I pray therefore
that both you and they may enjoy abundant prosperity, and that your
blessings and theirs may be in equal measure; for thus you will ex-
perience the mercy and favor of that God who is the Lord and Father
of all. And now because your power is great, I commend these persons
to your protection; because your piety is eminent, I commit them to
your care, Cherish them with your wonted humanity and kindness, for
by this proof of faith you will secure an immeasurable benefit to both
yourself and us.?

Eusebius represents the letter as Constantine’s reply to an invitation
to form an alliance which had come from the Ctesiphon coutt. If so,
it was a disaster. Shapur was even now devoting great efforts both to
checking non-conformity and to the establishment of a single, ortho-
dox, Mazdean faith. His deepest concern was the recovery of the lost
provinces in the Upper Tigris valley. To be told that the Christians,
many of whom lived in Adiabene and to the north, were subject to the

! Trans. Etnest Cushing Richardson, in Select Library of Nicene and Post-nicene
Fathers, Second Seties, vol. I (Grand Rapids, 1961), pp. 543-544. See also Aphra-
hat’s des persischen Weisen Homilien, trans. by Georg Bert, (Leipzig, 1888), pp. 69-88.
I know of no English translation of the complete homilies of Aphrahat.
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special protection and concern of the Empire’s most feared and hated
enemy could hatdly have pleased so proud an emperor as Shapur. Nor
could it have done the Persian Church any good at all. Indeed, even if
the letter was not genuine, we should expect severe difficulties for the
Christian community. When the Iranian armies fought, they fought a
Christian state. The Roman emperor advanced accompanied by priests,
and in some cases, portable churches, just as Shapur came surrounded
by Magi. When Iranian diplomacy struggled for support in Armenia,
its efforts were thwarted by the Christian character of the government
there, which now (though not for long) saw in Byzantium, and not in
Ctesiphon, its natural ally.

The conversion of Constantine must have had still another conse-
quence for Iranian Christianity. Now the Christians perceived a vision
of a truly blessed citcumstance: the state and the church might unite
in the service of one God. As Gavin says, “A state under Christian rule,
with the Church fully recognized and suptreme in her own domain, was
the only ideal worth living for.” Gavin notes that in Homily 23
Aphrahat seems to despair of seeing such an ideal realized in his day.
In any case, the local Christians must have hoped that what had happen-
ed through a miracle in the West might also take place by similar means
in the East, so that the whole civilized world would come under the
rule of God and the church. Rome was the Christian state. Her monatch
took counsel with the bishops; indeed at Nicea he had acted like Shapur
and Aturpat in their own country. The 5th Homily of Aphrahat pro-
vided a glimpse into the Christian mind of the day. There he assured
the faithful that it was God who decided what would happen and who
brought on the wars of the age. All who glory will be humbled, he
said, providing appropriate Scriptural citations. He quoted Dan. 8:20-
21, to prove that from the time that the two horns of the ram were
broken until now were six hundred forty-eight years, that is, to the
year 336-7. Thus, he said, “Therefore as for the ram (the King of
Media and Persia)—its hotns are broken.” And then, “O Ram, whose
horns are broken, rest thou from the beast and provoke it not, lest it
devour thee and grind thee to powder.” He added, “O thou that art
exalted and lifted up, let not the vaunting of thine heart mislead thee,
nor say thou, I will go up against the rich land and against the powetful
beast.” For that beast will not be slain by the ram, seeing that its horns
are broken...” But of Rome: “And of the fourth beast he said that it
was exceedingly terrible and strong and mighty, devouring and crush-

1 Frank M. Gavin, Apbraates and the Jews (Toronto, 1923), pp. 29-31.)
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ing and trampling with its feet anything that remained. It is the king-
dom of the children of Esau...” Further, “Therefore this Kingdom of
the children of Esau shall not be delivered up into the hand of the
hosts that are gathered together, that desire to go up against it, because
the Kingdom is being kept safe for its Giver, and He Himself will
preserve it. And as to this that T wrote to thee, beloved, that the
Kingdom of the children of Esau is being kept safe for its Giver, doubt
not about it, that that Kingdom will not be conquered. For a mighty
champion Whose name is Jesus shall come with power, and beating as
His armor all the power of the Kingdom....” So he concluded, “And
even if the forces shall go up and conquer, yet know that it is a chastise-
ment of God; and though they conquer, they shall be condemned in a
righteous judgment. But yet be thou assured of this, that the beast
shall be slain at its appointed time...”? ;

Since by “the kingdom of Esau,” both Jews and Christians under-
stood Rome, it is difficult to see how the Persian government enjoyed
much loyalty among the Christian community. The sage of the church,
regarding Rome as the guardian of the heavenly kingdom to come,
assured the Christians that the children of Esau will not be given to
the ‘forces now gathered which are coming up against it.” Roman
power had not yet conquered Persia because Rome did not carry in
their midst ‘him by whom victory was to be won.” That is to say,
Valerian was not a Christian. But Constantine and Constantius wete.
Now that Rome was Christian, God’s plans would indeed be fulfilled.
Rome was a fit instrument for God’s work, and Luke 14.11 made this
clear. So in 336-7, Aphrahat assured the church that Persia was certainly
doomed to defeat at the hands of Rome. It was a petfectly natural hope,
and none can condemn it. Aphrahat and the Christians who shared his
faith quite reasonably expected that God, who ruled history, would
very soon complete his plan. Even now half of the world was under
Christian rule. Who could suppose that the other half would long
remain pagan? So with the armies of Constantine and Constantius
marched the victorious Jesus. Before the walls of Nisibis Shapur was
bound to meet disappointment. By now, it was a largely Christian city.
God surely would not give his faithful into the hands of his enemies.

That was all well and good for the Christian to believe, especially
when Shapur failed at Nisibis. But returning from his campaigns of 337
and afterward, Shapur must have seen things from a rather different
perspective. Christians opposed him. The bishop of Nisibis strengthen-

1 Trans. Jéhn Gwynn, in ibid., X111, pp. 352-362, passim.
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ed the hands of the besieged. The Christians of the Persian Empire
hoped that the Romans would defeat their own government. However
laudable from their perspective the reason for that hope, the Sasanian
regime could never have accepted such a subversive attitude. It had not
mistreated the Christians up to now, despite their international con-
nections. It had preserved them in peace and protected their lives and
property. Indeed, it had behaved with greater tolerance than had the
Christian government across the Tigris toward non-Christians in its
powet. Shapur’s response was not long delayed. He decreed that the
Christian community pay double the normal head-tax. The decree
served two good purposes. First, it enlarged the revenues available for
his future campaigns, which wete very expensive and involved cash
payments to the eastern mercenaries and tribes. Second, if paid, it
would serve to demonstrate the real feelings of the Christians. They
might thus show that they were loyal to the Iranian Empire and eager
to support its wars.

There was only one problem. The Christians could scatcely afford
the tax, nor were they in any mood to pay it. They were generally poor
people—at least Simeon bar Sabba‘e so informed Shapur, and I think
it was probably the truth; many were nuns and monks possessing no
property. Moreover they regarded Shaput’s wars as those of the devil,
and the victory of Byzantium as the triumph of Christ himself. Whether
ot not they could pay the double-tax, they hardly believed it propet to
do so, since they expected the imminent establishment of God’s rule
in Persia itself—for the ram had, in Aphrahat’s words, charged south
(against the Arabs), north and west (against the Roman-held positions
in the Mesopotamian valley), and was now to be devoured by the lion.
Simeon bar Sabba‘e informed Shapur II that he could not pay the taxes
demanded of him and his community. It was a courageous gesture, and
courageously did Simeon bar Sabba‘e meet his martyrdom. So began,
probably on Sept. 14, 344,! a very long period of persecution, some-
times ferocious and sometimes quiescent, of forty years, during which
time the Seleucia-Ctesiphon church gave up choosing bishops, since
election to the office was merely a ptrelude to a glorious death.

Suffering was widespread, not at all limited to the capital. In Adia-
bene, Beth Garmae, Khuzistan, and many other provinces in which

! T have found no convincing refutation of Mattin J. Higgins, “Date of Martyr-
dom of Simeon bar Sabba‘e,” Traditio 11, 1955, pp. 1-17. Higgins gives the date
as Sept, 14, 344, the first day of the great slaughter, See also his “Aphraates’ Dates
for Persian Persecution,” Bygantinische Zeitschrift 44, 1951, pp. 265-271. The
conventional date is Good Friday, 341.
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Christians were settled, the local Mobads, supported by the satraps,
organized slaughters of believers. Particular wrath was directed against
the monastic communities, whose poverty was one of the reasons that
it proved so difficult for the Christians to pay the tax. The Mobads
offered nuns the choice of marriage or death, and the monks, of worship
of the emperor and the sun, or death. The hagiographical literature
preserved the memory of popular, not merely governmental outrages
against the Christian community. Not before the time of Yazdegerd,
at the end of the fourth century, did the church find peace. The perse-
cutions were generally localized. In Seleucia and a few places in the
north, Christians wete actually hunted down. The general procedure,
however, was neither constant nor regular. Sometimes the martyrs
were denounced by Jews ot Zoroastrians. Occasionally, other Chris-
tians, or members of Christian families, were involved. The bishop of
a village in one place was denounced to the king by his nephew,
Labourt points out. A satrap or marzeban or village chief might take
the initiative and imprison clergy, religious, and lay people. Most often
it was the Zoroastrian clergy, in particular the lower clergy, who took
the lead. The accused were imprisoned many months, even years. They
were questioned and given an opportunity to renounce Christianity.
The chief intention was to induce the accused to apostatize. Those who
remained loyal to the faith were tortured and given over to fiendish
forms of execution. Some were cut into two; others were chopped up
limb by limb. In some instances the Christians were forced to slay one
another. Decapitation was common. Not many could have apostatized,
for the question of the reconciliation of apostates to the Church never
appeared as a serious problem when the Church was permitted to
reorganize. In the north things were worst of all, for the king or im-
portant officers of state often passed through Adiabene, a province full
of chutches and monasteties. But throughout the Iranian Empire it was
a difficult time for Christians.!

1 See especially Laboutt, op. ¢, pp. 45-82; J. M. Fiey, Assyrie Chrétienne
(Beyrouth, 1965), I, pp. 43-47; Arthur Véobus, op. cit., I, pp. 209-258; Victor
Langlois, Collection des Historiens Anciens et Modernes de I’ Arménie (Paris, 1880), I,
pp. 203-310, in particular pp. 273-275, on the ravages and deportations after 363
in Armenia; Paulus Peeters, “Le ‘Passionaire d’Adiabene,’” Analecta Bollandiana
43, 1925, pp. 261-304, on the death of Simeon bar Sabba‘e, p. 266 n.; Paulus
Peeters, “La Date du martyre de S. Symeon, archevéque de Seleucie-Ctesiphon,”
Analecia Bollandiana 56, 1938, pp. 118-143; A. Christensen, op. ¢if., pp. 261-268.
Martin J. Higgins, “Chronology of the Fourth-Century Metropolitans of Seleucia-
Ctesiphon,” Traditio 9, 1953, pp. 45-100, dates the synod against Papa in 314/5,
and the death of Papa in 327; Simeon’s dates were 327 to 344, when he was
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Aphrahat says (Demonstration 21:1) that the Jews rejoiced at the
persecution of the Christians. The Chronicle of Julianus and Bar
Hebraeus preserved traditions that in the time of Julian, Edessan
Christians staged a massacre of Jews.! On both sides, feelings ran high.?

mattyred. Then there was a vacancy to some unknown date before Shaput’s death.
Shahdost, metropolitan from 344/5, was also martyred. The dates of Barbashmin
are unclear. A long vacancy followed Shaput’s death as well, probably for twenty
yeats. He says (p. 84) that Shapur’s persecutions were so severe that “a bishop of
Seleucia-Ctesiphon survived so brief a time in office that the Christians felt it
useless any longer to elect one.”

See also Felix Haase, .A/tchristliche Kirchengeschichte (Leipzig, 1925), pp. 94-111;
Georg Hoffmann, Auszuge aus Syrischen Akten Persischer Martyrer (Leipzig, 1880),
passim; Geo Widengren, “Stand und Aufgaben,” Numen 2, 1955, p. 119; N.
Pigulevskaja, Les Villes de I’ Etat Tranien anx Epoguies Parthe et Sassanide (Paris and
The Hague, 1963), pp. 169-173.

Voobus (I, p. 228), points out that whatever his policy toward local Christians,
Shapur IT nonetheless deported to his empire many thousands of Christians, and
the end result ironically was the establishment of many churches, including those
in Istakhr, Ardasher-Khvarreh, and Bih Shapur. He holds that the main thrust of
the persecutions was against the ascetics. It may be that our knowledge, based
upon the monastic records, tends to overlook the suffering of lay-Christians and
to preserve the record of monastic suffering in disproportionate degtee.

1 See Ernest A. Wallis Budge, trans., The Chronography of Gregory Abw’l Faraj ...
commonly known as Bar Flebraeus (London, 1932), I, p. 61; and Michael Adler, “The
Emperor Julian and the Jews,” JOR, o.s. 5.1893, p. 621 n. 5.

2 See especially S. Funk, Juden in Babylonien, vol. 11, pp. 56-65, on Jewish-
Christian relations. On Jewish complicity in the petsecution of Simeon bar Sabba‘e,
pp. 50-51, and vol. III, p. 11. Professor Jes P. Asmussen kindly called my
attention to the important research of Gernot Wiessner, Untersuchungen zur Syrischen
Literaturgeschichte I: Zur Mirtyreriiberlieferung aus der Christenverfolgung Schapurs I1,
Abbandlungen der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gittingen, Philologisch-Historische
Klasse, 3rd series No. 67, Géttingen, 1967. Wiessnet’s is the first form-critical
study of the oriental martyrologies. Wiessnet divides the martyrologies into the
‘Syro-Persian martyrology of Simon’s circle, or of the Khuzistan Province’ (pp.
40ff), and the ‘Syro-Petsian mattyrology of Adiabene’ (pp. 199ff). In the former
is a tradition that the Persian queen was a Jew (pp. 45ff. 78-9, 87-8, 156, 180-2),
which supposedly facilitated the Jews’ effort to instigate persecutions of the
Christians. Wiessner says that this tradition refets to the friendship toward ‘the
Jews’ of ’Ifra Hormizd the mother of Shapur, and cites the several Talmudic
passages noted below. His judgment of the story about the emigration of Jews
from Babylonia to rebuild the Temple (cited below, p. 32) is as follows: “Diese
Nachricht des Simon-Martyriums hat in der sonstigen Ubetlieferung keine Paral-
lele. Es wird jedoch unrecht sein, an ihrer Historizitit zu zweifeln, da die Unruhe
der Juden, die eine Aufrichtung des Tempels und des jiidischen Reiches erwarte-
ten, schon vor dem Bemiihen Julians um den Temple bezeugt ist und durch das-
selbe einen ungeheuren Aufschwung bekommen haben wird...” (P. 46 n. 2).
Wiessner repeatedly takes it as a fact (p. 181) that there were close ties between
the Jewish community and the Persian court.

I find it regrettable that in so learned and sophisticated work as this, references
to the Jewish community and its history rely entirely on Graetz (e.g. p. 183 n. 2)
as if Funk, Obermeyer, and others had not made significant scholarly advances in
the last century.
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Hagiographical traditions report that Jews in some places actually
instigated the persecutions against the Christians. Hostility between
Jews and Christians was already old and general. Presumably Jews
would take advantage of the new policy to make trouble for the
Christians. It was, however, a Sasanian persecution, mounted by the
state with Mazdean church cooperation for political reasons, and
ended by the state when it chose. Nothing other minority groups did
could have brought on such a disaster, and nothing they did could have
ended it. Yet, after a certain point, nothing the Christians did mattered
very much either. There is absolutely no hint of Christian treason in
363, when the Roman armies stood at the gates of Ctesiphon. In no
place in his narrative does Ammianus Marcellinus refer to Babylonian
Christian cooperation with the invading armies. The Christian hopes
for Byzantine success were based upon theological expectations alone,
and produced no political or military result. The local Christians did
nothing effectual to subvert Persian government, though in Roman
cities they fought with special courage against Iran, as was quite
natural. Once the persecution was unleashed, it took its own course,
and whether originally issued for good reason or not, Shapur’s decrees
were obeyed long after the original provocation had been forgotten.
Sozomen attributed Shapur’s persecution to Jewish and Magi influence,
and as to the episodes when the mob took over, he was probably right.
But the persecution was first of all Shaput’s understandable reaction to
defeat by a great Christian powet, to his Christian subjects’ obvious
satisfaction at his defeat, and perhaps also to his feeling of encirclement by
the Christian powers of Armenia, Iberia, and Georgia, as well as Rome.

Iv. JEWRY IN ByZANTINE PALESTINE

Only against the background of Byzantine treatment of the Jews of
Palestine and the Roman Diaspora shall we be able to assess the policies
of the Sasanian government toward Babylonian Jewry. We shall there-
fore briefly survey the well-known facts about Jewry in the Byzantine
Empire during the fourth century.

After the battle of the Milvian Bridge Constantine enriched the
church with privileges and money. He associated with priests and
bishops, some of whom had been imprisoned only recently. So Chris-
tians now found themselves, as if in a dream, basking in the favor of
the government which short years earlier had persecuted them. The
government fostered Christianity. The soldiers of the army were made
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to repeat a monotheistic prayer. The emperor commended his religion
to his subjects as forcefully as he could. Early legislation on the Jews
was not unbearable.! Proselytism was prohibited, and slaves bought by
Jews could not be circumcized. Ordinary people could not have suffered
much from such rules. Converts to Christianity had to be left alone.
But synagogue officials were confirmed in their immunity from the ex-
pensive curial duties. At Nicea, on the other hand, when he pro-
mulgated the edict on the date of Easter, Constantine denounced the
wickedness of “the Jewish people who had murdered Jesus.” Constan-
tius II, his son, made the circumcision of a slave a capital offence; for-
bade the Jews to buy slaves of gentile origin; and almost certainly sub-
jected Jewry to discriminatory taxes.? As A. H. M. Jones says, “Christi-
anity added theological animus to the general dislike of the Jews, and
the numerous diatribes against them, in the form of sermons or
pamphlets, which Christian leaders produced, must have fanned the
flames. It is surprising, indeed, that the emperors, most of whom shared
the popular view, maintained such moderation in their legal enact-
ments: the language of Constantine, for instance, in his laws, and even
more in his letter on the date of Easter, is strangely at variance with his
quite restrained and fair-minded enactments.”® Later on, in 614, how-
ever, the Jews rejoiced at the Persian conquest of Jerusalem, acting
much as did the Christians in Persia, and for similar reasons.

If there was a Palestinian Jewish revolt against Constantine, Eusebius
did not mention it. A persistent tradition holds that there were revolts
against both Constantine and Constantius, but Justet examined the
evidence and arguments in regard to the former, and holds that it
probably did not take place.* In June, 351, the Jews of Diocaesarea
(Sepphoris) allegedly massacred the local Roman garrison. In conse-
quence, the Jews were massacred and the city was destroyed, as were
Tiberias, Lydda, and other Jewish towns of Palestine where the revolt
took hold, according to some traditions. Avi-Yonah® points out that
three factors would have aided the rebels, unrest in the Western part
of the empire, the weakness of the emperor Gallus, and the approaching
Persian invasion. The leader of the Jewish forces, Patrick, supposedly
hoped that the internal difficulties of the Roman government would

1 A. H. M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire (Oxford, 1964), pp. 92-93. See the
view of S. Lieberman, cited below, p. 31 n. 3.

2 Ibid., pp. 944-947.

8 Thid., p. 948.

* Jean Juster, Les Juifs dans I’ Empire Romain (Patis, 1914), 11, pp. 196-198.

5 M. Avi-Yonah, Bimei Roma uVizantion (Jerusalem, 1952), pp. 124-130.
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lead to easy success. But the rabbis did not share his hopes, and the
rebels were a small group without much widespread support.! Besides
the three cities, about fifteen villages were supposedly destroyed, but
most of Jewish Palestine remained intact, Avi-Yonah says.2 The
Roman-supported Jewish rulers, not having participated, were not
punished, and Jewish government remained undisturbed, as did the
rabbinical academies. Indeed, the rabbis permitted the Jews to bake
bread for the Roman troops both on the Sabbath and even on Passover,
and so enhanced the chances of reconciliation. By 352 the alleged te-
bellion was fully put down.?

When Emperor Julian came to power, his favor toward the Jews
came as a refreshing respite. Whatever his motives—whether out of
love of Judaism or hatred of Christianity—the Jews enjoyed a period
of imperial grace. Julian declared a general religious amnesty. All
religions were to be equally tolerated. In practice, pagan cults were
fostered, Judaism tolerated, and Christianity, deprived of its former
most-favored status, suffered humiliation. (Julian’s attitude toward
Judaism as a religion, while interesting, is not relevant here.4) Julian’s
motives seem to have been mixed. Some have held that he favored
Judaism because of a generalized fondness for ancient institutions; or
because it was the enemy of Christianity, which he hated; ot because
he held it was a genuine faith, close in spirit to Neo-Platonism. Adler
points out,’ in addition, that Julian hoped to win over to his side the
Babylonian and Mesopotamian Jewries, in preparation for his contem-
plated invasion of 363. It seems to me that, knowing the histoty of
Trajan’s invasion, and aspiring to the encomium Parthicus, Julian could
not have ignored the lessons of 115-117, when Jews behind the
Roman lines revolted in Northern Mesopotamia, possibly in Palestine,
and throughout the Roman diaspora, rendering Trajan’s position ex-

1 If there was such a revolt at alll See Lieberman, cited below, p. 31 n. 3.

2.0p. ptf., D127

8 For the sources on the revolt against Gallus, see Juster, op. ¢it., II, p. 197,
n. 1. See also M. A. Tannenblatt, Peragim Hadashim le Toledot Erez Yisra’el uBavel
beTequfat HaTalmud (Tel Aviv, 1966), pp. 168-184, who provides a discussion of
rabbinic sayings relevant to the war.

4 Michael Adler, “The Emperor Julian and the Jews,” JOR o.s. 5., 1893, pp.
591-651, offers a thorough account of Julian’s attitude toward Judaism, his
citations of the Septuagint, his plans in connection with rebuilding the Temple,
and the like. See also the learned critique of Adler by J. Vogt, Kaiser Julianus und
das Judenthum (Leipzig, 1939). Much has been written on this subject, and a full
summary, to 1893, will be found in Adlet’s article, which must, however, be read
in the light of Vogt’s comments. See also Avi-Yonah, gp. cit., pp. 130-146.

5 0p. cit., p. 619,
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tremely difficult. That the Jews of the fourth century were unable to
mount a similarly dangerous rebellion he could not have known. It was
sufficient to see to it that they had no reason to do so. Reversing the
policy of Constantius and Gallus Caesar, he freed them from special
taxes, and promised that upon his safe return from Persia, he would
undertake the rebuilding of the Jetusalem sanctuary. Adler holds that
that project was never begun, and rejects the various Christian miracle-
stories which explain why, when the temple was actually under con-
struction, the emperor had to order the builders to desist. Wright and
Graetz say that it »as begun, but given up because of earthquakes.!
As to the authenticity of the letter 7o the_Jewish Community, Wright holds
that it was consistent with attitudes exptessed elsewhere, and regards
it as substantially genuine.? J. Vogt denies its authenticity on linguistic
grounds. Juster notes that it is the very friendly tone of the letter which
caused some scholars to question its authenticity and says that this is
no argument. He notes that Sozomen, no apologist for Jewry, already
cites the letter, and he asks, What Jew would have been able to commit
such a forgery so near the time of Julian?? The text, in Wright’s trans-
lation, is as follows: j

In times past, by far the most burdensome thing in the yoke of your
slavery has been the fact that you were subjected to unauthorized
ordinances and had to contribute an untold amount of money to the
accounts of the treasury. Of this I used to see many instances with my
own eyes, and I have leatned of more, by finding records which are
preserved against you. Moreover, when a tax was about to be levied
on you again I prevented it, and compelled the impiety of such obloquy
to cease here; and I threw into the fire the records against you that
were stored in my desks; so that it is no longer possible for anyone to
aim at you such a reproach of impiety. My brother Constantius of
honored memory was not so much responsible for these wrongs of
yours as were the men who used to frequent his table, barbarians in
mind, godless in soul. These I seized with my own hands and put them
to death by thrusting them into the pit, that not even any memory of
their destruction might still linger amongst us. And since I wish that
you should prosper yet more, I have admonished my brother Tulus
[Hillel IT] your most venerable patriarch, that the levy [in support of
the patriarchate] which is said to exist among you should be pro-
hibited, and that no one is any longer to have the power to oppress the
masses of your people by such exactions; so that everywhere during

1 See also Wilmer Cave Wright, trans., The Works of the Emperor Julian (London
and N. Y., 1923), I-III, III, xxi-xxii.

2 Op. cit.; p. xxid,

8 Op. ¢it., 1, pp. 159-160.
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my reign you may have security of mind, and in the enjoyment of
peace may offer more fervid prayers for my reign to the Most High
God, the Creator, who has deigned to crown me with his own immacu-
late right hand. For it is natural that men who are distracted by any
anxiety should be hampered in spirit, and should not have so much
confidence in raising their hands to pray; but that those who are in all
respects free from care should rejoice with their whole hearts and offer
their suppliant prayers on behalf of my imperial office to Mighty God,
even to him who is able to ditect my reign to the noblest ends, ac-
cording to my purpose. This you ought to do, in order that, when I
have successfully concluded the war with Persia, I may rebuild by my
own efforts the sacred city of Jerusalem, which for so many years you
have longed to see inhabited, and may bring settlers there, and to-
gether with you, may glorify the Most High God therein.!

The reference to the patriarch Hillel, Tév &3ehpdv *Tovdov, Tov dude-
smToToy, in the same language as that to Constantius—6 &dehpdc—,is,
to be sure, striking. Given the loyalty of the patriarchate in suppressing
a supposed rebellion only a decade earlier,? and the memory of what
had happened in Palestine when the patriarch, Gamaliel II, was unable
to do the same, Julian may well have spoken warmly of Hillel. How-
ever, I find it more striking still that he removed the &mostoM, thatis
to say, the tax paid by Jews for the support of the patriarchate itself.
Jews must indeed have hated the patriarchate and objected to paying
a tax in its support, if the emperor, seeking to win their favor, should
annul that tax. So however pleased Hillel may have been—if the letter
is genuine—by the kindly reference to him, he could not have been
wholly delighted with the contents of this resctipt. That the tax was in
support of the patriarch is, I think, clearly indicated by the words iy
Aeyopévny elvar map’ dulv dmostorny, that is to say, the government
does not collect the tax, but it is “said to exist among you.” So Julian
said he prevented the imposition of discriminatory taxes, and the Jews
were to be freed from an additional and apparently highly unwelcome
obligation to the patriarchate.?

1 Wright, ep. cit., 111, pp. 177-181.

2 For I think the rabbis did consistently side with the Roman government,
even in the times of Constantius. Both Lieberman and Avi-Yonah hold this view.

3 On the emigration of Palestinians to Babylonia in this period, see Y. I.
Halevy, Dorot FlaRishonim, 11, p. 481; on the decrees of Constantine and conse-
quent emigrations, II, pp. 467-473. On the revolt in Sepphortis, see also H. Graetz,
History of the Jews (Philadelphia, 1952), II, p. 179.

S. Lieberman, “Palestine in the Third and Fourth Centuties,” JOR n.s. 36, 4,
pp. 329-370, in particular pp. 329-336, (and see Baron’s critique of his view, ap.

cit., p. 398, n. 11), holds that there were no outright persecutions of the Jews in
Palestine during this petriod, and examines the evidence which suggests to others
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Geo Widengren! calls attention to the passage cited by Oskar Braun?
which tells of a massacre of Jews who wanted to emigrate to Palestine
to build the Temple. Widengren gives the text as follows:

After twenty four years when Constans and Constantius, the sons
of Constantine the Great, had died, Julianus was the ruler of the
Romans. And at once when he was a ruler he sacrificed to the idols.
In order to stir up the Christians and to convict the words of Christ of

a contrary view. He holds that the traditions on a tebellion against Gallus, found
in Jerome, Socrates, Sozomen and others, cannot be correct, for the contemporary
rabbinic literatute does not say a wotd about the destruction of the cities of Tiberi-
as and other places. The Talmud only states (y. Yev. 16:2) that the people of
Sepphoris were sought in the days of king Utsicinus, and disguised themselves,
but the destruction of the city is not mentioned. Lieberman concludes that the Jews
led by Patricius attacked Sepphoris’s Roman garrison. “This Patricius might
have been a heathen Roman officer whom the Diocaesarean Jews preferred to the
extremely cruel Gallus, who, like the empetot, was a devout Christian ... in 353
Ursicinus was summoned by Gallus ... to sit as judge in the trials of high treason.”
Ammianus Matcellinus, on his staff, gave a detailed account of these trials, and
mentioned neither a Jewish revolt nor Patricius. So, Lieberman says, “The revolt
in Diocaesarea and ‘king Patricius’ were probably too insignificant to be mentio-
ned. Thus, the rebellion of the Jews against the Roman Empire (in 353) is a
possible figment of imagination of later writers. We have instead a local insig-
nificant incident of 2 Roman usurper supported by some of the Diocaesarean
Jews. ... The incident had no serious consequences for the community in general,
because the majority of the Jews wete not involved. ... At any rate it is quite clear
that neither the Patriarch nor the rabbis were involved in any action against the
Roman empire during the third and fourth centuries.”

In fact, Licberman denies thete wete religious persecutions. He says that
Constantine and Constantius began to curtail certain Jewish rights, but the Jews
were not forced to transgress their laws. “Motreover, rabbinic literature of the
time does not refer to the limitations of Jewish rights imposed by the first two
Christian emperors, These decrees had probably very little, if any, practical appli-
cation in Palestinian localities thickly inhabited by Jews. ... In places inhabited
either by Jews or by heathens the religious policy of the Christian emperots
remained more theoretical than practical.”

Nevertheless, Lieberman does stress that the reign of Constantius was a difficult
time, because of heavy collection of taxes and the exploitation of the people—*“not
only as provincials, but also as Jews.”

In Avi-Yonah’s account of the revolt of Gallus, I have been impressed by the
archeological evidence concerning the destruction of Beth She’arim and part of
Sepphoris, following Baron’s view of the matter. Moteover 1 find it difficult to
take seriously the argument that because the rabbis did not refer to a historical
incident, therefore it did not happen. The rabbis were not chroniclets, not was
their literature history. They failed to mention many noteworthy events in
Babylonian Jewish history, including in this period Julian’s invasion and the
destruction of the Jewish town referred to by Ammianus Marcellinus. None-
theless, Lieberman’s judgment must always be reckoned with, and therefore my
brief summary follows the main lines of his article.

On Julian and the Jews, in addition to the works cited above, note also Graetz,
op. cit., 11, pp. 596-598.

LA T 1961 . 133, h 2.

5 Ausgewéiblte Akiten Persischer Méartyrer (Munich, 1915), pp. 13-15.
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falsehood which he prophesied on the devastation of Jetusalem ... he
ordered the Jews in his whole Empire to go up to Judaea and rebuild
Jerusalem and the Temple, and to bring the sacrifices in accordance
with the decree of the Law. Many went up actually and started to dig
out the groundworks of Jerusalem. Meanwhile there came an imposter
to the land of the Persians and proclaimed to the Jews saying, “Itis the
time of return appointed by the prophets and I have been ordered by
God to proclaim to you the return, You shall go up!” That imposter
came also to Mahoza in Bet Aramaya and deceived myriads of Jews.
They left and went out from Mahoza because of the hope of return
and they went away three parasangs from the town. However when
the matter was known to Shapur he sent his troops who killed many
thousands of them.
Widengren accepts this account at face value. He says that from this
incident we see that the Jews were “not as happy as they in general
have been depicted.” The account appears in the Martyrinm des Simon
bar Sabbae, one of twenty-nine Syrian martyrologies originally published
by Assemani and Bedjan, and presented as above by Braun. It is diffi-
cult, Braun says, to answer the question, Who was the editor of this
collection? Braun points out that the collector did not witness the early
martyrdoms, but he did see the last ones. So Braun states (p. xii):
Die Moglichkeit, dass diese Sammlung tatsichlich auf Maruta von
Maiparkat zuriickgeht, der wahrscheinlich schon im Jahre 399, sicher
im Jahre 408 als rémischer Gesandter am persischen Hofe weilte, im
Jahre 410 der Synode von Seleucia prisidierte und zahlreiche Mir-
tyrerreliquien aus der Verfolgung Schapurs in seine Bischofsstadt zu-
ruckbrachte, muss zugegeben werden.

If the account dates back to the first quarter of the fifth century, it
represents at least as ancient literary testimony as any in our hands con-
cerning fourth-century Babylonian Jewry. The story is consistent with
other Christian sources in holding that emperor Julian actually did
undertake the construction of the Temple in Jerusalem. There is, how-
ever, no independent soutce showing that he “ordered” the Jews to do
so. The “miracles” which prevented it were obviously meant to serve
Christian theological purposes. This stoty is part of the same fabric of
anti- Jewish polemic: Julian and the Jews attempted to prove that the
prediction of Jesus was false but were miraculously prevented from
doing so. The precise specification of Mahoza, on the other hand, is
striking, and makes it likely that the story of what happened there,
while exaggerated, may not be a complete invention. The Jews who left
were followers of a false prophet, if not a false Messiah. Therefore
rabbinic literature ignored them, and contained no word of regret for

Studia Post-Biblica, XIV 3
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their fate. Shapur had them massacred because, as his Armenian policy
showed, he was well aware of the value of artisan population, and had
no intention of letting a large number of people escape to the enemy.
In the balance, therefore, I think the story must reflect an actual event,
because of its fairly early redaction and because it seems to me plausible
and accurate in an important detail. So I suppose that messianic fervor
led to an attempted emigration from Mahoza, and that the Iranian
government put a stop to it.!

Julian’s immediate successor, Jovian, renewed the edicts of toler-
ation. Valens (364-78) who followed was an Arian, and protected and
favored the Jews, as did Valentinian I (364-75) in the west. So to the
end of the reign of Shapur II, Jewry in the Roman Empire enjoyed
favorable circumstances.

What is important for Babylonian Jewish history is the fact that the
first Christian Byzantine emperors and Julian “the apostate” did not
persecute the Jews in their empire. The Christian emperors proved on
the whole moderate and whatever their private opinions, did not enact
legislation which significantly distressed the Jews. Julian moreover
made every effort to win their support. So from the perspective of
Babylonian Jewry no cause existed for opposing the Roman forces
when they reached the Jewish towns and villages of the region. The
Roman armies brought destruction, but not upon the Jews alone. The
Jewish communities did nothing to oppose them, any more than did
others in the region. Whatever their opinions of the empire that had
in earlier times destroyed the Temple, Babylonian Jewry could not have
seen any threat to its existence in the campaign of 363. On the other
hand, it had no good reason to oppose the Iranian forces. So it probably
kept toa position of passivity. The situation in Northern Mesopotamian
Jewry must have differed, for the local Christian populations and Jewish
communities hated one another. I should imagine, therefore, that the
efforts of Shapur to recover the trans-Tigrene provinces and to seize
the Roman fortresses in the northern plains would have had consider-
able Jewish support. Yet in the accounts of Shaput’s campaigns we
find no evidence that local Jews aided him, as did others, either through
intelligence or by means of subversion within the walls. In general,
therefore, both sides seemed to want to neutralize the possible hostility
of the Jewish communities, but in neither case would it have been a

1 See A.Marmorstein, “The History of the Jews in Palestine in the Fifth Century
C.E.”, in Hebrew, in . M. Luncg Volume, ed. 1. Press and E. L. Sukenik (Jerus-
lem, 1928), pp. 41-50.
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major or dominating motive. Neither would have wanted to give the
Jews any reason to rebel or go over to the enemy. But both had far
more important matters to tend to. The Jews were not an important
factor in fourth-century international politics, but all they really could
have wanted, as Gog fought Magog, was to be let alone. It suited both
Iran and Byzantium to do so.!

v. ’IFrRA HORMIZD AND THE JEWS

Our examination of the traditions on the political situation of Baby-
lonian Jewry begins with’lfra Hormizd, “mother of King Shapur,”
who supposedly befriended the Jews and served their cause at court.
We shall first consider the traditions about her, and then assess their
usefulness.

Four stories relate that the queen-mother presented to rabbis three
gifts and one question:

’Ifra Hormiz the mother of Shapur the king sent a purse of denarii
to R. Joseph. She said, “Let them be for the performance of a great
commandment.” R. Joseph sat and considered, “What is a great
commandment?” Abaye said to him, “Since R. Samuel b. Judah taught,
‘One may not levy charity from orphans even for the redemption of
captives,” one may infer that redemption of captives is a2 great command-

HHCnE.C (b. B.B. 8a-b)

’Ifra Hormiz the mother of Shapur the king sent four hundred
denariito R. Ammi [in Palestine] and he would not accept them. She
sent them to Rava, and he accepted them on account of keeping peace
with the government. R. Ammi heard and was angry. He said, “Does
he not accept the teaching of the Scripture, “When the boughs thereof
are withered they shall be broken off, the women shall come and set
them on fire” (Is. 27.11) [The meaning is, “When the gentiles have ex-
hausted their merit, then their power will be broken, and charity adds
to their merit’].” And Rava—? On account of the peace of the king-
dom. And R. Ammi—for the same reason should have accepted them?
[He was angry] because he ought to have given the money to the
pagan poor. But Rava did give it to the pagan poor? R. Ammi was
angry because they did not complete the report to him.

(b. B.B. 10b-11a)

’Ifra Hormiz mother of Shapur the king sent an animal sacrifice
[®139p] to Rava. She sent word to him, “Offer it up to Him for the
sake of Heaven.” Rava said to R. Safra and R. Aha b. Huna, “Go and

1 Compare vol. I, pp. 23-30, 58-97; vol. II, pp. 27-52, 64-72, 119-125; vol. III,
pp. 17-24.
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put forward two [pagan] young men [of the same age], and see where
the sea has thrown up alluvial mud, and take new twigs and make a

fire with a new flint and offer it up for the sake of Heaven.”
(b. Zev. 116b)

’Ifra Hormiz mother of Shapur the king sent blood to Rava. R.
‘Ovadyah was sitting before him. He smelled it and said to her, “This
is a blood of lust.” She said to her son, “Come see how wise the Jews
are.” He said to her, “Perhaps it is like a blind man on a window [a
lucky accident].” She went and sent him sixty kinds of blood, and all
he identified except the last one, which was lice blood and he did not
know it. Fortunately, he sent her a comb which kills lice. She said,
“Jews! In the inner chamber of the heart you live!” (b. Nid. 20b)

The fifth story is of a different sort altogether:

A certain man was judged liable to the lash in the court of Rava
because he had intercourse with a gentile [lit. Samaritan] woman.
Rava had him lashed and he died. The matter was heard in the court
of Shapur the king. He wanted to punish Rava. *Ifra Hormiz the mother
of Shapur the king said to her son, “Have no dealings with the Jews,
for whatever they ask of their Master he gives to them.” He asked her,
“What would it be?” She replied, “They pray for mercy and rain
comes.” He said to her, “That comes because it is the normal time for
rain, but let them ask for mercy now in the summer season [lit.: in the
Tammuz cycle] and let rain come.” She sent to Rava, “Concentrate
and beg for mercy that rain may come.” He prayed for mercy but rain
did not come. He prayed before Him, “Lotd of the world, ‘Oh God,
we have heard with our ears, our fathers have told us; a work you did
in their days, in the days of old’ (Ps. 44.2). But we with our own eyes
have not seen it.” Rain came until the gutters of Mahoza emptied their
water into the Tigris. His father came and appeared to him in a dream
and said to him, “Does anyone trouble heaven so much? Change your
place!” He changed his place [for sleeping], and next morning he found
that his bed was cut with knives. (b Ta‘anit 24]3)1

As to the name Ifra ("YPR’), Noldeke finds the name unclear, and
no other sources report Shaput’s mother’s name as *Ifra Hormiz(d).2
His father’s name of course was Hormizd. The Nestorian Chronicle?
records a tradition that Shapur’s mothet’s father was a Jew; that
Simeon bar Sabba‘e had converted her to Christianity; and that this
was one of the reasons for the persecution of Simeon and the Church.

The stories of *Ifra Hormizd’s gifts to R. Josephand Rava ate of two

1 See also b, Bet. 56a for an echo of the stoty about Rava’s arrest.

2 Noldeke, Zabari, p. 52, n. 1; see also p. 68, No.1. Compare F. Justi, Tranisches
Namenbuch (Hildesheim, 1963), p. 141 col. a.
8 Patrologia Orientalis, IV, pp. 297-298.
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different kinds. The first two wete told as the occasion for discussion
of a legal issue, in the first case, “What is a great commandment?” and
in the second, “How would one rabbi justify declining a gift from the
government, while another justified accepting it?” The second story
appeats to be the least credible, for I think it unlikely that the queen-
mother would have had sufficient information about the Palestinian
rabbis to send a gift to R. Ammi. That someone gave a purse of denarii
to a very important Babylonian rabbi seems to me quite plausible.

The third and fourth stories, while different from one another, are
preserved in a more natrowly historical framework; that is to say, in
neither case is a legal discussion attached to, or caused by, the partici-
pation of ’Ifra Hormizd. The gift of an animal sacrifice to Rava hasits
parallel in the gift by an Arab of an animal sacrifice to Rav Judah in the
preceding generation.! The consultation about the meaning of a vaginal
excretion does not appear unlikely, since the rabbis achieved a wide-
spread reputation for their expertness in interpreting just such phe-
nomena. But why a non-Jew should inquire I cannot say. The point of
the story was that the rabbis were supernaturally powerful, and should
not be trifled with. This is the message of the story about how the
queen-mother saved Rava from her son’s punishment. We know that
the Sasanians, as soon as they took powet, checked up on Jewish coutts
which administered physical punishment, and the case in which the
prohibition was reported is similar to the one before us. R. Shila ordered
lashes for 2 man who had intercourse with a gentile woman, and later
murdered him because he suspected him of intending to inform the
Sasanian authorities of Shila’s contempt for them.? What is important
in this story, however, is the belief of the queen-mother in the super-
natural power of the rabbis, who could pray and bring rain, just as they
could interpret the most subtle natural phenomena. The point, it seems
clear, is that the magical effectiveness of the rabbis’ prayers and their
wondetful knowledge of physiology won the admiration of the queen-
mother, whose gifts to R. Joseph and Rava, including not only
money but also an animal sacrifice, would have been a natural result.
These traditions ptresetve a memotry that Shapur II’s mother did
believe the Jews were supernaturally powerful, therefore tried to win
their favor by giving them gifts of money and animal sacrifices, and
even warned her skeptical son against interfering in their affairs.

These are unusual traditions, since no similar stories in trelation to

1 Vol. I1I, pp. 30-31, and below, pp. 63-64.
2 Vol. I1, pp. 32-33.
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earlier times were told. The third and fourth stories, about the animal
sactifice and the blood consultation, included details that played no
particular role in the narrator’s mind. The instructions to the two men,
cited by name, and the presence of R. ‘Ovadyah do not contribute to
the point of the story. No legal issue is settled through retelling this
legend as a precedent. I should suppose that these two stories have a
substantial basis in fact. But what that fact actually was we shall not
likely uncover. A gift from the court, perhaps from some minor of-
ficial’s wife (or slave-girl for the matter) could as well have been
characterized as a present from the queen-mother herself.

The story about ’Ifra Hormizd and her respect for the rabbis’
miracle-working power similarly rings true—but only in a generalized
way. That Rava got into trouble with the Persian government for a
miscarriage of justice in his court is most reasonable; that the queen-
mother thereupon warned her son not to get involved is not. Shapur
II had great bureaus of state to oversee such petty affairs, and I find it
hard to believe that he himself would have engaged in a discussion of
what happened in the millet court system, or of whether or not the
Jews were good magicians. Rather, I take it as a fact that some mis-
carriage of justice occured. The Sasanian government intervened. Rava
was not punished. A story was invented replete with details of heavenly
response to prayers for rain, mysterious messages through dreams, and
angelic punishment of a rabbi for bothering the heavenly court too
much. So I do not see how the fifth story can be used for historical
evidence, though as we shall see,! it reveals much that is of interest to
the historian of religion.

I should suppose therefore that the first two stories and the fifth
are of little historical use, but the third and the fourth indicate that
someone at the court of Shapur II believed the Jews were good magi-
cians and physicians. That does not prove that the Jews had a friend at
court, only that the rabbis’ reputation as people possessing supernatural
power was taken seriously. If, as it seems, they enjoyed such a reputation
at the court of Shapur II, it would have stood them in good stead in
such troubled days as were at hand. No other source preserves the name
of Shapur II’s mother as *Ifra Hormizd, which suggests either that the
rabbinical academies had no very good traditions on the subject, ot
that some other ’Ifra Hormizd, later on called “mother of Shapur the
King,” was involved. But I do not think the king’s mother figured in

! Below, Chaptet Five.
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whatever actual events underlay these stories.! In the end, it is the
absence of corroborative evidence which must be decisive. It is not
impossible that the queen-mother, always a powerful figure at oriental
courts, should have had an interest in Judaism and have sent presents,
sacrifices, and problems to the most prominent rabbi. Origen was
consulted by an empress. Not is it incredible that a capital charge against
an important judge in a millet court should have got to Shapur, and
that, if it did, his mother might have put in a word to protect the rabbi.
Without further confirmation—especially of the name of the queen-
mother®—we cannot suppose, however, that these stories actually took
place as the rabbinical accounts say.

vI. SHAPUR'S TAXES AND THE JEWS

The only story which relates to government persecution of Jews
specifically explains the teason: tax evasion. There are two questions
concerning taxes: first, did the Jews try to evade them? Second, were
the rabbis obligated to pay them??

The latter issue affected the entire Jewish community, for taxes were
levied by communities, according to the number of people listed as
belonging to them. If the rabbis did not pay their share of the communi-
ty’s tax, others would be obligated to pay a larger portion. Butsofaras
the government was concerned, it hardly mattered, so long as the re-
quired revenues were forthcoming from each community. On the other
hand, the Christians were persecuted specifically because they wete
unwilling and unable to pay the heavy war levies after 337, and they
were unable to do so in part because a large number of Christians had
subjected themselves to vows of poverty and hence did not own pos-
sessions to begin with. Wete a similar situation to prevail within
Jewry, the government would have on its hands two considerable,

! Wondet-working exploits of the rabbis were, as here, rarely cited when
matters of state were at issue. If they were magicians, it did not help them to
overcome either the government or the exilarchate, and indeed such stories were
not told when legal ot administrative issues wete at hand. See vol. II, pp. 274-287,
in patticular p. 282, and vol. II1, pp. 317-338. ;

2 Note in this connection that in E. Benveniste, Téres et Noms Propres en Iranian
Ancien (Paris, 1966), pp. 27-50, “Reines et princesses,” no getrmane, corroborative
data will be found. It is of intetest that in his discussion of ¢hiliarch, pp. 67-71,
Benveniste makes no reference whatever to the Talmudic gezirpati; though he
does refer to biblical material, specifically in this section, he seems not to have
seen Talmudic evidences.

3 On the taxes see Widengren in 1.4 I, 1961, pp. 149-154, and below, p. 85.
There we shall consider the evidence about the liability of rabbis to the poll-tax.
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uncooperative communities, So the court of Shapur could not ignore
the issue of whether rabbis, and many were so designated by this time,
had to pay the head tax, the corvée, and other levies. The fact is that
some rabbis did try to evade taxes by actually denying they were Jews
and affirming they were “worshippers of fire.” The relevant story is as
follows:
Rava stated, “A disciple of the rabbis may say, T am a servant of
fire and do not pay the poll-tax.”” What is the reason? It is said only to
drive away a lion. (b. Ned. 62b)

The rabbinical commentators explain that since God is designated a
consuming fire (Deut. 4:24) it is not exactly a lie. The Sasanians, how-
ever, would not in any citrcumstance have considered it the truth. We
shall return to this matter below (pp. 85-91).
That tax evasion was a serious problem for the government is illus-
trated by the following:
...Abaye replied, “Do you speak of Dura deRe‘uta? There the fields
belonged to people who hid themselves and did not pay the land tax

(tasqa®) to the king, and the king decreed that whoever paid the land-
tax might enjoy the usufruct of theland.” (b. B.B. 54b)

The case under discussion was the purchase, later disputed, of a field
from a gentile. It suggests that it was not uncommon for gentiles as
well as Jews to attempt to avoid the taxes as best they could. So I think
it is clear that tax evasion was nota minor problem.

Another difficulty was the attempt to bribe coutt officials. One recalls
that R. Yohanan, upon hearing of the coming of the Magi to Babylonia,
took comfort in the thought that they accepted bribes.! In this period,
we have the following story:

“Then my anger shall be kindled against them in that day, and I will
forsake them, and I will hide my face from them” (Deut. 31.17). R.
Bardela b. Tavyumi in Rav’s name said, “Anyone to whom ‘hiding of
the face’ does not apply is not one of them....” The rabbis said to Rava,
“The master is not among those to whom ‘the hiding of the face’
applies...” He said to them, “Do you know how much I send in secret
to the court of Shapur the King?” Even so, the rabbis set their eyes
on him, Meanwhile the Court of Shapur the King sent and plundered
him. He said, “This illustrates the teaching of R. Simeon b. Gamaliel,
‘Whetrever the sages set their eyes, there follows either death or

293

PO (b. Hag. 5a-b)

1 Vol. 1, p. 28.
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Whatever the criticism of Rava implied in the rabbinical gesture of
disapproval, what is important here is his admission that he sent bribes
to the court of the emperor. That he was eventually punished—we do
not know for what specific crime!—merely illustrated the efficacy of
rabbinical disapproval. Rava’s former prosperity, perhaps in a time of
trouble, seemed to indicate that God favored him, so ‘the hiding of the
face,” that is to say, the worldly suffering which indicated divine dis-
approval, did not apply to him. His reply was that he was saved only
by the bribes he sent to the court. The rabbis’ view was that whoever
did not shate the divinely-visited troubles of the community, as Rava
obviously did not, could not share its eventual glory.

The death of Rabbah, conventionally dated at 330, was specifically
described as a consequence of persecution on account of tax-invasion:

R. Kahana said that R. Hama son of the daughter of Hama told him
that Rabbah b. Nahmani died on account of persecution. Informers
testified against him at court. They said, “There is a certain man among
the Jews who keeps twelve thousand men of Israel from paying the
royal head-tax a month in the summer and a month in the winter. They
sent a royal messenger [PRYSTQ® = parastak] after him, but he did
not find him. He fled from Pumbedita to >Aqra’, from ’Aqra’ to
>Agma’, and from >Agma’ to Shehin, and from Shehin to Zerifa, and
from Zerifa to ¢‘Aina’ deMayim, and from ‘Aina’> deMayim to Pumbe-
dita. In Pumbedita he found him. The royal messenger happened upon
the hostel of Rabbah. They brought him a tray, gave him two cups,?
then removed the tray. His face was turned backward. They said to
him [Rabbah], “What shall we do for him? He is a royal messenger.”
He said to them, “Bring him a tray and give him one glass, then
remove the tray and he will be healed.” They did so and he was healed.
He [the agent] said, “I am quite sure that the man I seek is here.” He
searched and found him. He [the detective] said, “I shall leave here.
If they kill [that man =] me, I shall not reveal him, but if they torture
me, I shall reveal him.” They brought him [Rabbah] before him. He
led Rabbah up to a chamber and locked the door before him. He
[Rabbah] prayed and the wall broke down. He fled to >Agma’. He was
sitting on the trunk of a palm and studying. In the heavenly academy
they were [then] arguing thus, “If a bright spot precedes a white hair,
it is unclean, and if the white hair precedes the bright spot, it is clean,
When in doubt, the Holy One blessed be He says it is clean, and the
entire heavenly academy say it is unclean. Who will decide the matter?
Let Rabbah b. Nahmani decide it, for Rabbah b. Nahmani said, ‘I am
unique in laws relating to leprosy and tents.”” They sent a messenger
after him. The angel of death could not come near him, because his

1 As to the “arrest of Rava,” b. Ber. 56a, I do not think the passage relevant to
political history.
* A way of calling demonic punishment.
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mouth did not cease from his studies. Meanwhile a wind blew and
caused a rustling in the branches. He feared that was a band of
cavalry. He said, “Let my soul die, but let me not be given into the
hand of the government.” While dying, he said, “Clean, clean!” A
heavenly echo went forth and said, “Happy are you, Rabbah b.
Nahmani, that your body is clean and your soul went forth in clean-
ness.” A slip of paper fell from heaven into Pumbedita, [on which was
written], “Rabbah b. Nahmani has been summoned to the heavenly
academy.” Abaye and Rava and all the rabbis went out to attend to
him, but they did not know his place [where his body was lying]. They
went to *Agma’ and saw birds hovering and overshadowing [the
corpse]. They said, “So he is there.” They mourned for him three days
and three nights. A slip of paper fell, “Whoever holds aloof [from
lamenting] will be under a ban.” They mourned seven more days. A
slip of paper fell, “Go home in peace.” On that day, a hurricane lifted
a Tai! who was riding a camel, from one side of the Papa canal to the
other. He said, “What is this?”’ He was told, “Rabbah b. Nahmani has
died.” He cried, “Lord of the World! The whole world is yours, and
Rabbah b. Nahmani is yours. You are Rabbah’s and Rabbah is yours.
Why do you destroy the world!” The storm subsided.

(b. B.M. 86a)

What shall we make of this account? Fot our study of rabbinical
religion? it will provide many hard facts. But what facts can we make
use of for critical historical purposes? R. Sherira stated that the two
months of the Kallah assemblies were Adar and Elul, and during that
time, the absence of those attending Rabbah’s lectures caused a drop in
revenues. Obermeyer?® discussed the various sites, all in the vicinity of
Pumbedita, to which Rabbah allegedly fled. But whatever minor details
may be accounted for, the fact is that a story about prayers which break
down doors and walls, conversations in the heavenly academy, the
prevention of the angel of death’s work through incessant repeating of
one’s lessons, letters sent from heaven to Pumbedita, and the like—
such a story lays no claim whatever to concrete historical reliability.
All we may say is that an account full of miraculous and incredible
events rests upon the tradition that Rabbah got into trouble with the
government for causing mass evasion of taxes. But whether or not
Rabbah actually did so—by intent or otherwise—I cannot say. The
stoty of Rabbah’s death on account of “religious persecution” has been
widely discussed.*

1 See below. pp. 44-45.

2 Below, Chapter Five.

3 Die Landschaft Babylonien, p. 237.

1 See for example Salo W. Baron, Socia/ and Religions History of the Jews, 11, pp.
243, 413 n. 25.
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Graetz’s account was quite naturalistic;a serious charge was brought
against Rabbah:

by means of Rabbah’s discourses duting the Kalla months, his 1200
students had been induced to evade the poll-tax.!

Rabbah’s death, Graetz said, was caused by “fright at the rustling of the
wind in the trees.” He casually bypassed all the details of heavenly
interference in Rabbah’s life processes. The corpse was “covered over
and hidden by birds.” (That they were vultures, as was common in
Zoroastrian Babylonia, is never suggested.) So Graetz ignored or
rejected some miracles, but reported, even created others. The text
cited above does not say that Rabbah had #ndwced his students not to
pay their taxes, but rather, through the Ka/lah-lectures, students happened
not to be at home when the tax-collectors came by. Rabbah had no
intentional part in the matter, according to the account. M. Beer and
E. E. Urbach, who most recently have discussed this passage, simply
do not comment upon those miraculous details which in the story
itself seem to be taken for granted.?

In any event, I do not find in the above story sufficient proof that
the regime of Shapur II persecuted the Jews as a community, nor is
there any persuasive evidence that Rabbah himself died in a “religious
persecution.”® I think Rava’s saying that one may lie to the government
about one’s religion represents more valuable evidence, which receives
corroboration from the saying that he had bribed officials at Shapur’s
court, but was appatently made to pay for it. It is quite clear that Jews,
among others, did try to evade the heavy taxes imposed by the Sasa-
nians. Rava, in particular, held that the rabbis were not supposed to
pay the taxes required of them by civil law. Rava himself resorted to
deceit and bribery to avoid payment. Ordinary people probably did
likewise, without offering theological or exegetical reasons for their
action.* I should imagine that later on Shapur II did everything he
could to enforce tax-collections, and that the story about Rabbah’s
flight and death may have a foundation in that fact. What actually
happened to Rabbah we do not know. Afterward rabbis recalled—at
the very least—that he had died on account of mass tax evasions, as had

1 Graetz, History, 11, p. 580.

2 In Tarbiz 33, 3, 1964, pp. 247-258, in particular pp. 255-257 and 33, 4, pp.
349-357, as well as E. E. Urbach in Tarbiz 34, 2, 1965, pp. 156-161, and below,
pp. 100-102.

3 Since Rabbah allegedly died in 323, Shapur II was in any case twelve or

thirteen years old, and not in control of the government.
* For an earlier example of mass tax-evasion, see vol. III, pp. 24-27.
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Simeon bat Sabba‘e. But no persecution of the Jews followed. Sasanian
government wanted taxes, not lives, exceptin the case of the Christians,
and for special reasons. So if a rabbi was punished for lying or evading
taxes, it would have been exemplary, and not universal, punishment.
Since no evidence suggests any further difficulties, I should conclude
that the Jewish community learned its lesson and paid its taxes. Com-
ing on the eve of Shapur’s active years, the incident would have sufficed
to insure future compliance.?

viI. SHAPUR’S WARS AND THE JEWS

Whether or not the Jewish community faced a hostile government
in the age of Shapur II, the Jews certainly suffered along with everyone
else in Babylonia on account of the great wars of the day. We shall here
consider how the insecurity of Shaput’s minority, the movements of
armies in Babylonia, and the devastating invasion of 363 were reflected
in Talmudic traditions.

The Arab Ineursions: The 'Tai invasions which weakened the govern-
ment between 309 and 325 were intended mostly to seize goods or
captives. The latter were then ransomed to their families. Redemption
of captives was a great commandment, Rava said.?2 Things reached
such a state that the rabbis ruled Nehardeans, who lived near the fron-
tier, were permitted to carry weapons on the Sabbath.? A case involving
the captivity of Jews came to Abaye;* Levi b. Darga ransomed his
own daughter;® an Arab woman brought #fillin to Abaye for ransom:

A certain woman of the Tai tribe brought a bag of #fillin to Abaye.
He said to her, “Give them for a few dates a pair,” She was angered

1 The motive of the story-teller, R. Kahana, is not obvious to me. R. Hama
may have wanted to emphasize some patticular detail. T find most striking the
account of Rabbah’s death as an act of the heavenly coutt in its pursuit of its
studies. The magical power of the rabbi as well as the respect of heaven for rabbis’
learning ate, of course, commonplace themes; so the story is part of a vast corpus
of legends about the rabbis as amazing men, who enjoy special connections with
the world above—even to the extent of receiving letters from heaven. But if
Rabbah died because the heavenly court needed him to report his traditions about
purity laws, then one can hardly say he died on account of a teligious persecution!
If the stoty is a composite, however, I cannot discern its segments.

2 b. B.B. 8b, and above, p. 35.

% b, ‘Eruv. 45a, Ket. 23a, etc. See H. Z. Hirshberg, Yisra’el Ba*Arav (Tel Aviv,
1946), p. 42, and p. 281, n. 52.

* b. B.M. 39b.

5 b. Git. 45a.
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and threw them into the river. He said, “I should not have cheapened
them so much in her eyes.” (b. Git, 45b)

A more serious case involved the seizure of land:

Certain [Tai] Arabs came to Pumbedita and forcibly seized land. The
owners came before Abaye. They asked, “Will the master examine our
deeds and write duplicates, so that if one deed is forcibly taken away,
we shall hold the other in our possession...” (b. B.B. 168b)

The presupposition of the request was that the Arabs might eventual-
ly be driven out, and the owners might thereupon recover their land.
Without a deed, it would prove difficult, especially if in the meanwhile
the Arab land-grabber were to sell to a third party. The case that came
to Abaye suggests that the Arab incursions proved patticulatly trying
in his day, for it was not metely a matter of ransoming an individual
ot recovering a bag of #fillin. The Arab tribes were sufficiently power-
ful to take and hold a section of Babylonia not far from the royal
capital. The inevitable result of the desert raids was the disruption of
normal agricultural life.! To Rava came a case which indicates how
serious a problem was posed by famine:

Rava was [in the beginning] of the opinion that famine is not like
war ... But he changed his mind, for a certain woman came before him
with the claim that her husband had died in famine, [and therefore she
should be permitted to remarry]. “You have done well in saving yout-
self, since it would not occur to anyone that he would survive on the
little bit of flour you left for him.” [His intent was to find out whether
she had witnessed his death, ot was merely transmitting hearsay evi-
dence.] She replied, “The master also understands that in such a
circumstance one cannot survive.” So he changed his mind and ruled
that famine is worse than war... (b. Yev. 114b)

Military Occupations: With the increased efficiency of Shaput’s govern-
ment, armies were mustered, and campaigns began in Babylonia. So
in place of the unsafe conditions which prevailed during his minority,
the local residents had to undergo the discomforts resulting from the
presence of large armed forces. Evidence of what this meant is seen in

the following:
An army once came to Pumbedita. Rabbah and R. Joseph fled from

the town, and R. Zera met them on the road. He said to them, “Fugi-
tives| Remember the olive’s bulk....” (b. Hul, 46a)

L See also b. B.B. 45a, the seller must help 2 Jewish purchaser tecover propetty
from a gentile who has seized it. On the Tai festivals, see b. A.Z, 11b and Obet-
meyet, op. ¢it., p. 234.
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Since both rabbis died well before 363, the army was an Iranian, not
a Roman one. The rabbis fled not because of hostile action, but because
of the inconvenience of an occasional military occupation; and the
incident was only remembered as the context for an exchange of legal
opinions about an abstruse matter. Rava similatly gave instructions to
the people of Mahoza about removing before Passover the leaven
belonging to troops billeted in their homes.! He gave orders about
how to carry the apparel of the troops to the baths on the Sabbath.? He
also referred to the possibility that a general, coming to town, might
requisition food prepared for a wedding feast.? So the mobilization of
Shapur’s armies led to a certain amount of dislocation in Babylonia.
On the other hand, the early years must have been yet more difficult,
and ordinary people may have preferred to carry the soldiet’s garments
to the bath house rather than to lose their fields or their families, to
the Arab raiders.

Extreme difficulties followed in the wake of Julian’s invasion. The
Persian defense involved destruction of dikes and flooding of fields.
Major waterways were dammed up to prevent the Romans from using
them for their fleet. The Roman army burned many smaller towns and
villages along its path, including much of central Babylonia where the
vast majority of Jews lived. Adams points out that future Sasanian
investment consequently was to be mostly in the Diyala basin, rather
than in the more threatened region between the Tigris and the
Euphrates.* Ammianus Marcellinus refers to one Jewish town destroy-
ed by the invaders:

In this tract, a city which, because of its low walls, had been abandon-
ed by its Jewish inhabitants, was burned by the hands of the angry
soldiers.5

There followed the siege and storming of Maiozamalcha. Near
Pumbedita, Piruzsabur (later, Anbar) was besieged and taken after a
three day siege (XXIV 2 9-22), but most people were able to flee, and
few were taken prisoner.’ Graetz identifies Birtha with the unnamed
city which the Roman troops burned to the ground.” He also says that

b. Pes. 5b.
b. Shab. 147b.
b. Ket.'3b.
Robert McC. Adams, Land behind Baghdad. A History of Settlement on the Diyala
Plains (Chicago, 1965), p. 70.

5 XXIV, 4, 1.

8 See Obermeyet, gp. cit., p. 219. Pumbedita was nearby.

711, p. 602. A. Musil. The Middle Euphrates (N. Y. 1927), p. 241, says we do
not know what town this was.

1
2
3
4
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Mahoza was identical with ,,Maoga-Malka,” but I am unable to explain
his reason.!

The silence of the Talmudic sources on Julian’s invasion is striking.
Not a single source can be found to testify to Jewish opinion on the
matter, nor do we have evidence of very much suffering, though the
people certainly did suffer in the invasion. The main consequence was,
however, the necessity to rebuild the towns, for the people fled from
them before the Roman armies came near and returned as soon after-
wards as they could. Hence I should suppose that it was a difficult
spring and summer in 363. What is most significant is the unreliability
of Talmudic materials for the history of the Jewish community. It
indicates that the final collectors and editors were not concerned about
historical reminiscences, which must have survived, but only about
other matters mainly pertaining to events and opinions within the
academies.

The War of 363: We do not, therefore, have much evidence about
Jewish opinion on the Persian-Roman wars. On the one hand, the Jews
under Byzantium were not severely persecuted, and before the invasion
Julian had removed an aggravating tax. SoI do not think the Jews behind
Julian’s lines had much reason to hope for his defeat, and I doubt that
they did. On the other hand, no good reason existed for Babylonian Jews
to oppose Shapur IT, who had not generally persecuted them or restricted
the free exercise of their religion in any way. Their view of Rome,
hostile for centuries, could not have been rendered favorable in the
brief time of Julian’s rule, particularly not by a destructive invasion. A
code message had reached Rava some years earlier—we do not know
exactly when—which informed him that the Romans would not let the
Palestinian Jews intercalate the calendar.? Lieberman explains, however,
that since the Romans were not concerned with the practice of inter-
calation, but rather with the procedure, the reason was not “religious
persecution.” Rather, the government generally looked askance at the
solemn public meeting which was required, and especially at times of

1 Jbid., compare Obermeyet, ap. cif., p. 178, 0.6, who rejects this identification.
He says he believes that Maogamalka is to be identified with Naht al Melik of
Arabic times. Y. 1. Halevy, Dorot Harishonim, 11, p. 496 identifies the synagogue
of “Romans” in Mahoza with Jews who came in the invasion of Julian and remain-
ed. He is wrong; the passage he cites, b. Meg. 26b, refers to Rava, who died long
before the Roman invasion. Moreover, Obermeyer, p. 179, identifies the “Roman”
Jews as coming from Rumakan, near Mahoza, and having no connection either
with Syria or with Byzantium. On Be Kokhe, see Obermeyer, p. 108, and n. 40.

2 b. Sanh. 12a.
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hostility it objected to the dispatch of messengers to the Jewish dias-
pora! Whatever the Romans’ reasons, however, the Babylonian Jews
could not have been won over to the Roman side upon hearing that
“yon Edomite” did not permit the rabbis to meet to add an additional
month to the year. Abaye and R. Nahman b. Isaac cited Scriptural
verses (Hos. 2:8, Lam. 3:9) to indicate that the direct route from
Palestine to Babylonia had been closed, but the brief discussion con-
tains no hint that the Romans had closed the roads in their day.2 R.
Nahman b. Isaac cited Gen 25:23 to prove that when Caesarea flourishes,
Jerusalem does not, and vice versa. R. Papa was told by Rava that King
Shapur was to be eclipsed by Caesar, as was proved by Dan. 7:23, “It
(the fourth beast) shall devour the whole earth, and trample it down
and break it to pieces.” R. Joseph said that Dan. 7:5, “And behold
another beast, a second, like to a bear” refers to the Persians, “who eat
and drink greedily like the bear, are fleshly like the bear, have shaggy
hair like the bear, and are restless like the bear.”* Rava said that Israel
was destined to be saved in the seventh (Sabbatical) year, which fell,
in this period, in 312, 319, 326, 333, 340, 347, 354, 361, and 368, but I
see no relationship whatever between Rava’s saying and the events of
the day. For exegetical reasons the rabbis supposed that the Romans
were the stronger of the two empires, but that did not indicate they
hoped for a Roman victory. Indeed, no discussion unequivocally
related to the actual events of 363.5 Christian, but not Jewish, traditions
recorded renewed messianic yearnings, as might be expected in a
crisis.® Some may have hoped to see the restoration of the Temple in
Jerusalem, as Julian promised.

The Jews suffered in the wars of Shapur, but on the whole, they
cannot be said to have borne more severe trials than any other group.
If a Jewish town was destroyed, so were a great many inhabited by

1 JOR n.s. 36, 4, pp. 331-332.

2 b, R.H. 23b,

8 See b. A.Z. 2b, the scripture refers specifically to Rome.

4 b. AZ. 2b, b. Qid. 72a. Other rabbinic sayings on the Persians included the
following: b. ‘Eruv. 29b-30a, R. Joseph said that the Persians eat roasted meat
without bread; b. Ket. 48a, R. Joseph said that the Persians wear clothes when
they engage in sexual intercourse; b. Shab. 94a, R. Adda b. Mattenah said to
Abaye that the Persians ride swathed in garments and so ate like bound men; b.
Ber. 26a, Rava on the Persians’ privies.

§ That no comment was made about an invasion through one’s own lands is
simply incredible. Rather, whatever was said in the schools about the invasions
and wars did not concern the later collectors, who were not interested in reports

of the consequent sufferings.
& See vol. II, pp. 52-57.
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non-Jews. If the Jews were troubled by the Arab invasions across the
lightly-defended frontier, especially in the years of Shaput’s youth, so
too were non-Jews. The times were difficult, but the government was
doing what it could to retrieve the situation, and except for the terrible
invasion of 363 and the occasional inconveniences caused by the
mobilization of armies in the area inhabited by Jews, the ordinary
people must have preferred the years of Shapur’s strong rule to any-
thing that had gone before for close to a century. Shapur brought
peace to Babylonia, and by his astute, if costly, retreat of 363, he insured
peace for centuries afterward.

VIII. SHAPUR AND THE JEWS

Two stories relate alleged conversations between Shapur II and

rabbis:

Shapur the King said to R. Hama, “How do you prove from the
Torah that one must bury the dead?” He was silent and did not reply.
R. Aha b. Jacob said, “The world is given into the hands of fools. He
should have said....”

(b. Sanh. 46b)

Mar Judah and Ba’ti b. Tuvi were seated before Shapur the King.
An efrog was brought before them. He cut and ate a piece, cut and gave
a piece to Ba’ti b. Tuvi. Then he went and stuck the knife into the
ground ten times, cut a piece, and gave it to Mar Judah. Ba’ti b. Tuvi
said, “And is that man [I] not a son of Israel?” He replied, “Of him
I am certain, of you I am uncertain...”

(b AZA6b)

These stories do not reflect an atmosphere of hostility. The question
to R. Hama was natural for a2 Zoroastrian, who regarded burial as an
abomination; the behaviot with Mar Judah and Ba’ti b. Tuvi indicated
that the emperor was supposed to be careful to respect the legal re-
quirements of Judaism for a person who was loyal to them. So the only
traditions directly pertaining to Shapur II preserve a picture of a
respectful, if skeptical monarch. Like the traditions on ’Ifra Hormizd
and Shapur I, they suggest little animosity against the Jews or Judaism.
Whether or not any such conversations took place I cannot say. On the
one hand, the Jews did live in the territories near the capital, so it is by

! In vol. II, p. 70, I cited this passage with erroneous reference to Shapur I.
Professor A. Weiss kindly called that etror to my attention. Mar Judah was a
fourth-century master,

Studia Post-Biblica, XIV 4




50 THE AGE OF SHAPUR II

no means impossible for the emperor to have known about their re-
ligious practices and inquired about their basis. On the other hand, the
stories seem to me to stress the importance of, in the first case, knowing
how to prove Scriptutes require precisely what the Jews actually do;
in the second, recognizing that even the mighty emperor honors those
who follow the rabbis’ rulings. In the absence of other evidence,
stories of this sort do not prove that the emperor really had such
conversations with rabbis. What is important about them, therefore, is
the absence of ill-feeling toward Shapur. The first story suggests that if
an adequate Scriptural basis for the practice of burial could be cited,
then Shapur would have permitted the practice. This further suggests
that Shapur respected the Sacred Books of the Jews, and would not
demand violation of their Jaws. These suggestions may not be correct,
but at any rate the rabbinical academies did not preserve stories reflect-
ing Shaput’s hostility toward the Jews.! Nor do I think the ’Ifra
Hormizd traditions preserve a contrary view, for in them, her credulity
(faith) in the rabbis’ magical powers is merely contrasted against
Shaput’s skepticism, but no hostile attitude on his part toward the
rabbis or toward the Jews as a group was implied.?

A number of traditions, however, refer in general terms to perse-
cutions of Jews and Jewish hatred of the Persians. In the former
category are the following:

R. Beroka of Khuzistan used to frequent the market at Be Lapat [the
capital] where Elijah often appeared to him. Once he asked, “Is there
any one in this market who has a share in the world to come?” He
replied, “No.” Meanwhile he caught sight of a man wearing black
shoes and who had no thread of blue on the corners of his garment,
and he exclaimed, “This man has a share in the world to come.” He ran
after him and asked him, “What is your occupation.” The man replied,
“Go away and come back tomorrow.” Next day he asked him again,
“What is your occupation?” And he replied, “I am a jailer,and I keep
the men and women separate,and I place my bed between them so that
they may not come to sin; when I see a Jewish girl upon whom the
gentiles cast their eyes, I risk my life and save her....” He further asked,
“Why have you no fringes, and why do you wear black shoes?” He
replied, “That the gentiles among whom I constantly move may not
know that lama Jew, so that when a harsh decree is made I can inform
the rabbis, and they pray, and the decree will be annulled.” He further
asked him, “When I asked you, ‘What is your occupation,” why did
you say to me, ‘Go away now and come back tomorrow’?” He answer-

1 Compare vol. II, pp. 27-39, 64-72, and vol. III, pp. 17-24.
2 Above, pp. 35-39.
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ed, “They had just issued a narsh decree, and Isaid I would first go and
acquaint the rabbis of it so that they might pray to God....”
(b. Ta‘anit 22a)!

Rava said, “If a pagan said to a Jew, cut grass on the Sabbath and
throw it to the cattle, and if not I shall kill you, let him be killed but
not cut-it...>

(b. Sanh. 74b)

The latter passage contains a difficult reading, which Jacob Levy has
interpreted to mean that Rava referred to giving Persian ptiests braziers
and coal shovels for personal pleasure but not for religious worship.2
So according to Levy, Jews were fotced to contribute to the fire-cult.
The story from Khuzistan refers casually to “evil dectees,” but we do
not know what they were. All we know is that the rabbis were believed
able to influence Heaven to abrogate them, and a Jew who masqueraded
as a gentile in order to be able to inform them and so mobilize their
supernatural powers was highly praised on that account. But what sort
of decree would be known to the local jailer before it would be an-
nounced to the authorities of the community concerned? If there is any
truth in the story, and it is not merely a picture of the model jailer,
presumably these decrees were sentences passed on particular indi-
viduals, ot decisions to use torture in their examinations. I do not find
in the story evidence of systematic or sustained persecutions of the sort
from which the Christians suffered. Furthermore what happened in
Khuzistan did not necessarily reflect the will of the central government;
for all we know, a local satrap may have tried to collect additional
taxes. Rava’s reference to a pagan’s ordering a Jew to cut grass on the
Sabbath could, of course, reflect the conditions of a military occupation,
but the context of the discussion, about extreme situations in which a
Jew must give his life for the sake of Heaven rather than carry outa
desecration of his religion, is mostly theoretical. Levy’s interpretation
of the accompanying passage, while persuasive, would suggest only
that Jews had to give up fire-place tools to the Magi; if so, it would
have violated their laws about not cooperating in pagan rites, but
reflected no systematic persecution of Judaism as such. So these two
accounts contribute little firm evidence about the persecution either of
Jews ot of Judaism in Shapur’s times. Similatly, R. Papa’s reference to

! Trans. J. Rabinowitz (London, 1938), pp. 109-110.

* Jacob Levy, Warterbuch iiber die Talmudim und Midraschim, (Darmstadt, 1963),
IV, p. 273. Jastrow’s conjecture, that the passage refers to Jews” heating Christian

churches on Sunday, in exchange for similar service on the Sabbath (RE] 8, 1884,
p. 277f8.), has no merit whatsoever. Note the voluntary gift by Rava, below, p. 63.
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times of persecution, in his interpretation of Zech. 8:19, does not
specify that in his own lifetime such persecution took place.!

According to Seder ‘Olam Zuta, a persecution of the Jews took place
10313

And the Persians inherited the kingdom, and in the 245th year of
the destruction of the Temple, the Persians decreed a persecution of

the Jews.
(Seder “Olam Zuta, Grossman ed., p. 44)

This passage is cited by Bacher (/E, II, 409) and others as proof that
in 313, during Shapur II’s minority, a persecution of Jews took place.
What the SOZ preserves, however, is the memory that when the Persians
came to power, they dealt harshly with the Jews, which, as we have seen,?
was the case. On the other hand, the context of the sentence clearly is
the third generation of Amoraim, with which we now are concerned,
for in the same passage, the SOZ speaks of the sages following R.
Judah b. Ezekiel and R. Sheshet, namely Rava, R. >Ada’, and others,
and the exilarchate of Nathan, Nehemiah, and ‘Aqavyah, hence the end
of the third century and the beginning of the fourth. A reference which
immediately follows is made to Shaput’s capture of Nisibis in the time
of Rava, who died in 352. The passage is therefore confused as to the
facts. The Persians came to power a century before. If the SOZ means
to say—as seems obvious—that when the Persians came to power they
decreed a persecution of the Jews, then it contains no reference what-
ever to the time of Shapur IL. If on the other hand the preservation of
the tradition in the midst of an account of the late third and early
fourth century Amoraim is intentional, as the reference to Shaput’s
taking of Nisibis would suggest, then some sort of tradition about a
persecution in this period seems to have been preserved. Had we any
clear Talmudic evidence about persecutions in this time, as we have
about those in the early period, we might be able to cite the above as
corroborative evidence. But we do not, so I suppose that all the SOZ
actually preserves is a confused record of what happened when the
Persians came to powet. (An eatlier reference to a Persian campaign
against the Romans in the 166th year of the destruction of the Temple,
that is to say in 244, appeats, but there is no other reference to the

1 b, R.H. 18b. Rava and Abaye also discussed the case of one who engaged in
idolatry through love or fear of men (b. Sanh. 61b), and the possibility of being
forced to worship an idol (b. A.Z. 54a). Neither discussion contains any suggestion
that Jews were at that time being forced to serve “idols.”

2 See vol. II, pp. 27-39 and Funk, op. cit., II, p. 78.



THE AGE OF SHAPUR II 55

Petsians’ “inheriting the kingdom.”) So the information seems garbled
at best, and upon this basis we can hardly conclude that in Shapur’s
minority anyone maltreated the Jews.

On the other hand, fourth-century Jews did not love the Persians,
but felt a deep resentment against their rule. R. Papa interpreted Zeph.
3:15! to mean that when haughty people and judges will disappear
from the Jewish community, the Magi and gezirpati, ot chiliarchs, will
cease among the Persians.? His saying reflects hatred of the Persian
priests and administrators who came into frequent contact with the
local Jewish community, but it reflects no less a dislike of the Jewish
tulers—o# rabbis—whom he resented. So the saying, which trans-
formed an unconditional messianic promise into a contingent one,
stressed that just as the two classes of Iranian authorities would be
removed, so too would the similar classes of Jewish ones. It should be
interpreted, therefore, as a saying critical as much of local Jewish au-
thorities as of local Persian ones. When all high-handed authorities will
be removed, the Messiah will come, R. Papa was saying. Hence he
thought that the Persians were disagreeable rulers, but no more so than
were Jewish officials.® So too did R. Joseph say:

“I have commanded my sanctified ones” (Is. 13:3). R. Joseph in-
terpreted, “This refers to the Persians who are sanctified and prepared
for Gehenna.”

(b. Bet. 8b)

“Behold I shall do a new thing; now it shall spring forth” (Is. 43 :19).
R. Joseph interpreted, “This refers to the war of Gog and Magog. To
what may the matter be compared? To a man who was walking on a
road. A wolf met him, and he was saved from it. He went along telling
about the incident of the wolf. A lion met him, and he was saved from
it. He went along telling about the incident of the lion. A serpent met
him, and he was saved from it. He forgot the first two stories, and went
along telling about the incident of the serpent. So is Isracl—the later
troubles make them forget the earlier ones.”

(b. Ber. 13a)

R. Joseph’s first saying leaves no doubt that he thought the Persians
would go straight to hell. Given his perspective on history, in which
the empires were even then moving toward a grand cataclysm, the
latest troubles would make the Jews forget their earlier ones. I do not

1 See vol. 11, p. 54.
% b, Shab.:139a,
8 Sece below, pp. 114-119.
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find much evidence, however, that he thought the curtent troubles
actually approximated the war of Gog and Magog. So we know that
R. Joseph and R. Papa interpreted Messianic Scriptures to apply to the
Persian regime, and that both rabbis, who were separated by a half-
century, disliked the Persians. There is no evidence, howevet, that the
reason for their hatred had anything to do with systematic persecutions.
Probably it was the normal resentment of a minority group against the
dominant government.

That government, however, was not seen as an unfair one. A century
eatlier, Samuel had laid down the rule that the law of the Persian
government was law, and had to be obeyed.! Abaye said that the state
would be firm in its decrees, citing Samuel’s saying that the state will
announce the intention of uprooting mountains and not retract.? Rava
held that the exercise of the right of eminent domain by the state was
quite legitimate, in accordance with Samuel’s principle, and therefore
it is proper to make use of the bridges built by the state out of confis-
cated palm-trees.® Abaye and R. Joseph, discussing whether Persian
courts take bribes, admitted that their decrees were not corruptible:

R. Joseph taught, “This rule [that a man led out to execution is
presumed dead or alive] applies only in an Israelite court [for new
evidence may be found], but in a court of star-worshippers, once the
decree of capital punishment is issued, he is most certainly killed.”
Abaye said to him, “A court of star-wotshippers may also take bribes.”
He replied, “If they take (bribes) it is before the Chief Judge Pursi
Shanmag* seals the decree [or, until the court dectee is sealed] but
afterward, they do not take bribes.”

(b. Git. 28b)

What is important here is the admission that the Petrsian coutt de-
crees, once issued, were unalterable.?

Rava instructed the people of Mahoza, “By your leave, hasten to the
assistance of one another, so you may be on good terms with the

1 Vol. II, pp. 64-72, and vol. III, pp. 41-48.

2 b. ‘Arakh. 6a.

3 b. B.Q. 113b. Compatre the homily of R. Hanina b. Papa ot R. Simlai, that
the Persians in time to come will claim that they built many bridges and captured
many cities and fought many wars for the sake of Istael, so that the Jews may
study Torah. God is going to reply that they did it all for their own sake; bridges
to extract the toll, cities so as to impose the corvée (’angaria), etc., b. A.Z. 2b.

4 Levy, op. ¢it., IV, p. 127, s.v. See also Arukh VI, p. 438, and esp. IX, p. 343,
Geiger gives the proper Pahlavi form as purfisn namak and interprets the word as
the detailed court document giving the judgments.

5 Note b. Sanh. 47a-b, Abaye said that those killed by the state are unjustly
slain,
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government.”” In context, one may interpret the teaching to mean that
the government would respect a community which supports its own
members. If so, the implication is that the Persian government was
concetned about the welfare of ordinary people and not altogether
indifferent toward its subjects.

We have found, therefore, not much evidence that the Petsian govern-
ment in Shaput’s time persecuted either the Jews or Judaism. No
parallel exists to the Christian recotds, which tell one story after another
of martyrdom, recording an unrelieved and fairly systematic petse-
cution over a period of decades. Shapur’s alleged conversations with
some rabbis were on the whole neutral, and the rabbinic accounts
contain no hint of much hostility. Some rather general references to
harsh decrees have come to our attention, but these are in no way
similar to the very conctete and specific stories about what happened
to Christians, and the references themselves seem on the whole con-
ventional and routine, not based upon particular incidents. It is quite
true that the Jews did not have much affection for the Persian govern-
ment and hated the Magi and local authorities. In Parthian times they
had enjoyed almost complete autonomy. In the days of Ardashir and
Shapur a different pattern developed, in which a rather strong imperial
government made it clear that it would closely supetvise Jewish internal
affairs, which nonetheless remained wholly in Jewish hands. In the
period of Kartit’s ascendency, he claimed to have “opposed” the Jews
along with other non-Mazdean groups; but his success in driving the
Manichaeans out of Babylonia was not in any detail paralleled by his
treatment of the Jews, and as we have seen,? it is difficult to find in
Jewish traditions much verification for Kartir’s boast. In any event,
whatever the role of Atiirpit in the creation of a state-church, no
similar drive against non-Mazdeans took place in Shaput’s time. So
matters did not change much from the earlier period of Sasanian rule.
Justas R. Shila had trouble about punishing a man who had intercourse
with a gentile woman, so too did Rava. The Jews complained against
Ardashir’s and Shaput’s attempts at meticulous collection of taxes, and
they did so again in the age of Shapur II. The references to various
decrees against Judaism3 find no close equivalents in the fourth centutry.
When one recalls what the Sasanian government was able to do to the

1 Trans. M. Simon, (London, 1938) b. 41. Pethaps more literally, “So that you
may have peace in the kingdom ™

? Vol. 111, pp. 8-10, 17-24.

3 Vol, I, pp. 35-39.
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Christian community, I think it significant that all we can find are
rather commonplace and conventional Jewish accounts. The only ex-
ceptional stories pertain to the death of Rabbah and the massacre of
emigrants from Mahoza. Both represented specific actions against indi-
viduals or small groups which seemed to threaten the welfare of the
state. No decrees were issued against the practice of Judaism. No Jew
was called upon to confess faith in the sun and stars or to deny the
God of Israel.! Taxes upon the Jewish community were levied at the
same rates as applied to other millet communities. On the whole,
therefore, one cannot suppose that Shapur or his government planned
and carried out a general persecution either of the Jews or of Judaism.

1X. JupatsM AND OrtHER RELIGIONS

Christianity: Jews continued to convert to Christianity, though the
persecutions of Shapur after 337 probably slowed the process consider-
ably. Some converts returned to Judaism. We do not have evidence
that the rabbis were so concerned with the Christian problem as they
had been in the last third of the third century.? Jewish-Christians
continued to worship in the synagogues, according to the following:

A certain man descended [to the readet’s place] before Rabbah, and
said, “You have had metcy on the bird’s nest. Have mercy and com-
passion on us too.” Rabbah said, “How well does this rabbinical
student know to please his Master!” Abaye said to him, “But behold
we have learned [in Tannaitic tradition] that he is to be silenced [if he
says this prayer, for it was a mark of Jewish-Christian leanings].” But
Rabbah said so only to sharpen Abaye.

(b. Bex: 53b)2

The later comment may have been made only to conform Rabbah’s
saying to the accepted law. If so, Rabbah actually did approve the
prayer. However, the accepted Tanmnaitic tradition was well-known,
and the greater likelihood is that he acted as the later editor said, only
to see whether Abaye knew the law. Rava engaged in a dispute with a
Jewish-Christian?:

1 Though Rava said a rabbinical disciple might do exactly that in order to evade
the head-tax.

% Vol. I1I, pp. 12-16.

8 A prayer believed characteristic of minut.

4 See also b. Meg. 25a.

5 Following the Munich MS. reading of min. On whether most mininz in
Babylonia were Jewish-Christians ot not, see vol. III, pp. 13-14.
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A certain min [current texts: Sadducee] saw Rava at his studies. He
was sitting with his fingers under his feet, and [in intense concen-
tration] he ground them down so blood spurted from his fingers. The
min said, “O rash people! You at first gave precedence to your mouth
over your ears and you still persist in your rashness. In the first instance
you should have listened. If you could do it, you should accept it, and
if not, you should #of accept it.” [The reference is to Ex. 24:7] Rava
replied, “We who have walked walked in wholeness, of us it is written,
“The integrity of the upright shall guide them’ (Prov. 11 :3). But those
men [you] who walked in perversity—of them Scripture says, ‘But the

perverseness of the treacherous shall destroy them’ (zbid.).”
(b. Shab. 88a-b)

Jews who became Christians were regarded by the rabbis as “treachet-
ous” (bogdim in the Scripture in Proverbs). When the mzin saw Rava
studying so intently that he injured himself, he commented on it.
Studying was accompanied by oral repetition, and Rava was  likely
to have been reciting his traditions out loud. Hence the min remarked
that the Jews were still speaking first but thoughtlessly and un-
consciously and listening only afterward to what they were saying. His
comment was that had they listened to what the Torah contained, they
would not have taken upon themselves so difficult a burden that it
became a source of sin to them. Rava’s reply did not deny that the
Torah was a difficult burden. Rather, he said, the Jews who remained
loyal to it had preserved their integrity, which would guide them in the
end, but those who abandoned it would be destroyed because of their
treachery. This was not a new conversation. Neither party did more
than repeat an argument which was now close to three centuries old.
From the time of R. Tarfon,! if not before, leading rabbis had argued
that Jews who became Christians thus abandoned the Torah. Jewish-
Christians had replied that the Torah was so difficult to keep that it
became a source of sin. The rabbis regarded Jewish-Christians as
apostates who had known God and denied him.

Magdaism: 1 know of not a single concrete reference to the Mazdean
religion or cult among the sayings of rabbis of the middle fourth
century. R. Joseph explained the Parvab of the Temple as the name of
a Persian Magus.2 Jews and Iranians lived in close contact, and we shall
note below? examples of their relationships. But at no point do we find
discussion of anything we might call “religious ideas.” The disputes

L See my History and Torah, (New York, 1965), pp. 96-97.
% b. Yoma 35a, and see the legend reported by R. Hananel in his commentary.
3 pp. 61-62.
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about religious questions between rabbinical Jews and Christian-Jews
have no parallel. I should suppose that some sort of religious dis-
cussion took place in the Be> . Avidan:
Rava was asked, “Why did you not come to the Be’.Avidan?”’ He
replied, “A certain palm-tree stands in the way, and it is hard for me.”

They said to him, “Then we shall remove it.”” “Its place is hard for me.”
(b. Shab. 116a)
I do not know what a Be . Avidan was.* Whether the word is to be
compared to odeum (&dciov) as Herford suggests I cannot say. He
thinks it was a place for philosophical disputations. The rabbis called
it ‘house of destruction,” Herford asserts (from >BD). But Herford is
wrong in holding that the Babylonian rabbis were not familiar with
such an institution. The passage above would suggest the contrary, as
would those in which Rav and Samuel discuss the matter. If the passage
above is genuine, then Rava would have been asked—we do not know
by whom—to attend such a philosophical discussion, and declined on
the specious grounds that he could not come near the house on account
of its location near an idolatrous place. I think it likely, therefore, that
the rabbis quite resolutely refused to discuss religious or theological
issues with contemporary Mazdeans, who had government support. It
would be dangerous to defeat them in an argument, and any disputation
might exasperate them.?

“Idolatry” : The generic term for pagan, comprehending every possi-
ble variation except for the min, was “star-worshipper,” and for pagan-
ism, “star-worship.” The rabbis knew about various pagan rites, though
we find no evidence that they now distinguished among the vatious
divinities.® ‘Their attitude was entirely negative. Rava held that by
defacing an idol, a Jew would annul it, that is, render it no longer fit
for idolatrous worship.4

As earlier, the closest attention was devoted to wine, which was
commonly and widely used for libations. From former times? the rabbis

1 See vol. II, pp. 72-73,n.1,and vol. 11, p. 37, n.1, and R.T. Hetford, Christianity
in Talmud and Midrash, (tept. Clifton, N. J. 1966) pp. 161-169. Compare b. Shab.
152a, A.Z. 17b, ‘Eruv, 79b, 80a. The words occur in both Babylonian and
Palestinian contexts. See also Funk, gp. cit.,, I, pp. 53-54, n. 5, and Noldeke,
Tabari, p. 24, n. 4, p. 349, n, 1.

2 See Appendix I for the content of later disputations.

3 See S. Lieberman, JOR n.s. 37, 1946, p. 45, “The rabbis, most probably, were
not familiar at first hand with the /Jeges sacrae of the vatious divinities, but they
knew many of their regulations from petsonal contact with the Gentiles.” Lieber-
man speaks specifically of Palestine. See also vol.II, pp. 79-92, vol. III, pp. 29-37.

* b. AZ. 42a.
5 Vol. II, pp. 72-91, vol. III, pp. 29fL.
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inherited strict rules that any sort of contact by a non-Jew would
render wine unfit for Jewish use. In this generation, these rules were
carefully enforced, as is attested by numerous cases. The case reports
follow:

It happened in Mahoza that a pagan [lit.: star-worshipper] came
into a Jewish store. He said, “Do you have wine for sale.” They
replied, “No.” Wine was set there in a bucket. He put his hands in and
splashed about and said, “Is this not wine?” Angrily, the shop-keeper
took the wine and poured it back into the cask. Rava permitted him
to sell the wine to pagans....

(b. A.Z. 57b)

A certain cask split lengthwise. A pagan jumped forward and clasped
it in his arms. Rafram bar Papa—and some say, R. Huna b. R. Joshua
permitted it to be sold to pagans...

(b. A.Z. 60b)

In a certain town there was wine belonging to a Jew. A pagan was
found among the jars. Rava said, “If he would be arrested on that
account like a thief, the wine is permitted, but if not, it is forbidden.”

(b. A.Z. 61b)t

The father of R. >Aha’ son of R. ’Ika [a wine-dealer] used to pour
the wine for pagans [into their own jars] and carry it across the ford
for them. He would be given the jars as a reward. They came and told
Abaye. He said to them, “When he worked [by pouring the wine] he
did that which was permitted....”

(b. A.Z. 65a-b)

Wine belonging to a Jew was set in a certain house. A pagan came
and locked the door behind him. There was a crack in the door, and
the heathen was found standing among the jars. Rava said, “All those
which were opposite the crack are permitted, but those on either side
are forbidden.”

Wine belonging to a Jew was set in a house where a Jew lived on
the second floor, and a gentile on the ground floor. Once they heard
the sound of an argument. They went out. The pagan came back first
and locked the doot behind him. Rava said, “The wine is permitted,
because he must have thought, ‘ Just as I came back first, the Jew came
back first and he is sitting up stairs and watching me.””

Wine belonging to a Jew was set in an inn. A heathen was found
sitting among the jars. Rava said, “If he would be arrested as a thief,
the wine is permitted, otherwise it is prohibited.”?

Wine was set in a certain house. A pagan was found standing among

1 A second case is found hete in which Rava issued a decision. His reasoning
in this case is this: If the man were in danger of arrest, he would not touch the
casks, for fear that he would be thought a thief.

2 See b. A.Z. 61b for apparently the same case, as cited above.
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the jars. Rava said, “If he has an excuse, the wine is prohibited, other-
wise it is permitted.”

A Jew and a pagan were sitting and drinking wine together. The
Jew heard the sound of prayer in the synagogue. He rose and went.
Rava said, “The wine is permitted. The (pagan) would say, ‘Now he is
going to remember the wine and come back.’”

A Jew and a pagan were seated in a ship. The Jew heard the sound
of the ram’s horn that the Sabbath was coming. He arose and went
away. Rava said, ““The wine is permitted. He would say, ‘Now he is
going to remember the wine and come back...””

A lion once growled in a wine-press, and a pagan heard it and hid
among the casks. Rava said “The wine is permitted, for he would say,
‘Just as I am hidden, so a Jew may be hidden here behind me and may
be watching me.””

Some thieves came to Pumbedita and opened many casks. Rava
ruled that the wine is permitted because most thieves are Jews.

(b. A.Z. 70a)

A certain pagan girl was found among the casks of wine, holding in
her hand some of the froth. Rava said, “The wine is permitted. I should
say that she obtained it from outside the cask, and though none was

there any longer, we say she happened to find some.”
(b. A.Z. 70b)

Rava instructed the wine-dealers, “When you pour wine, do not let
a pagan come near to help you...”

(b. A.Z. 72b)

A man was drawing wine through a large and small tube (siphon).
A pagan came and put his hand on the large tube, and Rava disqualified
all the wine [even that in the full cask]....

(b. AZ. 72b)

3y

Rava taught, “Scald the vat [of pagans before Jews may use it]
When Rava sent jars to Harpania, he placed them mouth downwards
[in bags] the hem of which he sealed. It was his opinion that the rabbis
prohibited every utensil into which (wine) is put for keeping (by a
pagan) even for a short time...

(b. A.Z. T4b)t

We have before us fourteen transcripts and one case cited in a note?
in which Rava and others issued instructions and, more important,
court rulings, on the proper handling of wine. One can hardly come
to any conclusions on whether Rava was “lenient” or “strict” in the

1 For further rulings, see b. A.Z. 30a, Rabbah, R. Joseph and Rava on diluted

wine which has been left uncovered; on whether boiled wine becomes prohibited
in contact with a pagan; 32a, R. Joseph on the vinegar which Aramaeans used to
make beer; 33b, Rava on putting beer into a wine vessel of gentiles; etc.

? Note p. 59, n. 1 above.



THE AGE OF SHAPUR II 61

enforcement of the rules prohibiting the contact of pagans with the
wine of Jews. Such a judgment would require a study, which would
lead us far afield, on the relevant laws and the views held by others
about them. What is important is the cases themselves. They indicate
that Rava and several others were able to make legal decisions about
the permissibility of wine in many doubtful situations. There can be
little doubt that the laws prohibiting Jews to consume wine which
gentiles have touched in any way, however remote, were carefully and
meticulously carried out wherever the rabbinical market-supervisors
could enforce them. Many ordinary people must have accepted the
rabbinical rulings, for some of the cases cited above involved events
which could not have taken place in the actual presence of rabbis. The
person would have had to consult a rabbi, and hence would have
wanted to, before such a ruling would be issued. I think it clear, there-
fore, that the taboo concerning the touch of a pagan on any object
pertaining to wine was widely believed to be valid. Pagans wete sup-
posedly aware of the Jewish taboo. Keeping the taboo, even though it
must have led to both inconvenience and financial loss for the wine-
dealers—and wine was an expensive commodity in Babylonia—would
have reminded ordinary people of the distance that separated them
from the pagan and of the strict rules against mingling Judaism with
other religions.

X. JEws AND PAGANS

The rabbis of this generation held that undying hatred exists be-
tween Judaism and paganism. They explained it as a consequence of
divine revelation to Israel:

A certain one of the rabbis asked R. Kahana, “Have you heard the
meaning of ‘Mount Sinai?’” He replied, “The mountain on which
miracles (nissin) wete done for Israel.” “Then it should be called ‘Mount
Nissai.’” “Rather, the mountain on which was made a good sign
(siman tov) for Israel.” “Then it should be called “Mount Simnai.”” He
said to him, “Why are you not found before R. Papa and R. Huna b.
R. Joshua, who study ’aggadal, for R. Hisda and Rabbah b. R. Huna
both say, ‘What is the meaning of Mount Sinai? The mountain on
which descended hatred (sinah) of the pagans [or, of paganism]’.”

(b. Shab. 89a)

Even though the Jewish courts could not adjudicate the affairs of
non-Jews and certainly could not punish them for crimes or sins, the
rabbis continued to discuss laws which would be applied to them. The
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spitit of these discussions was reflected in the saying above.! Rava
furthermore proved that a gentile who raped a married woman in an
unnatural manner was not punishable.2 R. Nahman b. Isaac explained
a Tannaitic decree that a heathen child defiles by gonorrhea so that a
Jewish child should not associate with him; the danger of sodomy was
believed to be the real reason for the prohibition.? R. Nahman’s saying
is in the spirit of that of R. >Aha’ b. >Adda’ in the name of R. Isaac:

“They decreed against their bread on account of their wine, against
their oil on account of their wine... and against their wine on account
of their daughters...”

(b. Shab. 17b)*

The only formal and not-neutral relationship to gentiles to be en-
couraged was one in which conversion was at issue. We have one
conversion story dating from this period:

Rava said, “Issur the convert said to me, “When we were Aramaeans,
we used to say that the Jews do not keep the Sabbath, for if they did,
how many purses would we find in the market, and I did not know...
[the tule that] ... one may catry a purse found on the Sabbath four
cubits...*

(b. A.Z. 70a)

Conversion to Judaism might have been fairly common in some
places because R. Joseph expressed surptise that a cettain community,
the Gubaeans, never produced a single convert to Judaism.® Dis-
cussions on the laws pertaining to conversion included Rava’s, that if
a pregnant gentile was converted, the unborn child did not require
baptism.® R. Joseph and Abaye spoke about the conversion of the
gentiles in the age to come.”

The rabbis made or discussed laws about the proper relationship
between Jews and pagans. Their purpose was invariably to preserve a
high barrier between Jew and pagan, in particular in matters relating
to pagan rite and cult. Rava and Abaye discussed the reason for the
Tannaitic legislation against lending to and borrowing from pagans at

1 See the discussions in b, Sanh. 56b-57a.

2 b, Sanh. 58b.

8 b. Shab. 17b. Note also R. Nahman b, Isaac said that in the same decrees was
included the declaration that a female was unclean in the status of a menstrual
woman from her vety cradle, b. Shab. 16b.

2 Nol. IIT, p.. 32:-See b. A Z. 31b;

% b. Ber. 17b. On conversions to Judaism, see Funk, op. ¢/£., IT, p. 53.

8 b. Yev. 78a.

7 b. AZ. 24a.
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their festival seasons. The prohibition against lending required no
discussion, but the reason for that against borrowing did. Abaye held
the reason was to safeguard against lending, and Rava thought that
even by borrowing, one gave the pagan pleasure by thanking him.!
Rava further taught, in expounding Ex. 34:15, that one may not in
any degree share in the wedding celebration of a pagan, thirty days
following a marriage celebration being specified as a period in which
social intercourse would be forbidden. R. Papa held it was for a full
year thereafter. The reason for this prohibition derived froma Tannaitic
teaching in the name of R. Ishmael that even though a Jew eats and
drinks of his own food at a pagan celebration, by his very presence,
Scripture holds, it is as if he had eaten “the sacrifices of dead idols.”?
R. Joseph explained that a Jewish woman may act as 2 midwife for a
pagan woman only for payment, but not gratuitously. The service in
return for payment is permitted to prevent ill feeling, for the Jewish
midwife could not then offer an excuse for refusing to do so. R. Joseph
considered permitting wet-nursing for payment or the like, but Abaye
provided possible excuses for thewoman to give,and R. Joseph did not
so teach. What is important here is the effort of the rabbis to limit even
acts of personal service or kindness of all kinds.® By contrast, Rava
announced that one may invite a heathen for a meal on the Sabbath,
but not on a festival.4

Were these laws enforced ? The evidence deriving from stories about
how rabbis and others actually behaved suggests that they were not.
We consider, for example, the following account:

Rava sent an animal-sacrifice to Bar Shishakh on a pagan festival,
saying, “I know concerning him that he does not worship idols.” He
went and found him sitting up to his neck in a bath of rose-water, and
naked whores were standing before him. He said to him, “Do you
[Jews] have anything like this in the world to come?” He [Rava]
replied, “We have it even better.” “Better than this—is there such a
thing?” He replied, “You are still afraid of the government, but [in the
wotld to come] we shall no longer be afraid of the government.” Bar
Shishakh replied, “I am not afraid of the government” While they
were sitting, a government agent [parastak] came. He said to him,

b b ALZ, 6b.

2 b ALZ Ba.

8 b. A.Z. 26a. On cooking by gentiles, see R. Joseph, b. A.Z. 38a; on the use
of pagans for castrating animals, see Rava and Abaye, b. B.M. 90b. The spirit of
Constantine’s and Constantius’s laws against Jews’ owning non-Jewish slaves is
reflected here.

¢ b, Bez. 21b.
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“Come along, for they want you at court.” As he was going out, he
said [to Rava], “May the eye that wishes to see evil upon you people
burst.” Rava replied, “Amen.” And Bar Shishakh’s eye burst.

(b. A.Z. 652)

The importance of this story is not whether Rava “really” sent an
animal-sacrifice to Bar Shishakh or not. We have no way of knowing,
nor does it matter. As the story now stands, the one hard fact is that
someone thought it important to tell a story proving that even the best
of the pagans, a man who, a distinguished rabbi believed, did not
really worship idols—such a man in the end wished ill for the Jews.
The story, however, is patently composite. Its original element was
the report that Rava sent an animal to Bar Shishakh on a pagan festival
and the explanation which Rava either gave, or, it was supposed,
would have given, “Because I know he does not worship idols.” Then
comes another story and a different one. In the first story, Rava sent
the animal, in the second, he went himself. The point of the second
story is that the world to come is better than the best of this world
because it also has security from the government. The “original” inter-
locutors may have been Rava and Bar Shishakh, but whether they
were or not, the story is hardly credible. Whether or not Rava had
friends who would receive him in such circumstances, the timely ar-
rival of the summons at the appropriate point in the discussion is
typical of homiletical exempla, not of reports of real life events. As the
complex now stands, the concluding conversation is a third story. It
may have been added entire as such, or it may have grown. The fitst
stage would be Bar Shishakh’s parting remark, meaning “You spoke
well, I now see the superiority of the Jewish hope, admire the Jews,
and wish their enemies evil.” And to this, later malice or psychological
interpretation added the present conclusion. At all events the present
form of the story is certainly far later than Rava, and offers no very
firm evidence as to the attitudes of his time or circle. The one fact
concerning his time which it preserves is that he had a gentile friend
to whom he, like Rav Judah eatlier, sent a sacrifice on a festival.l
Presumably a great many Jews must have thought that their friends
of other religions “did not really worship idols” and did sincerely feel
friendship for the Jews. The details about how a pagan identifies sensual
pleasures with the wonders of the world to come are patt of the old,
well-known polemic: “Pagans enjoy this world, we shall enjoy the
next. Their pleasures are coarse. They have no security in their en-

1 T am grateful to Professor Morton Smith for the preceding analysis.
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joyment.” I should suppose that Bar Shishakh would have been an
Aramaean,! and that it was with the ordinary, Aramaic-speaking
Babylonian gentile, rather than with the Greek-speaking city people,
or the Christians, or the Pahlavi-speaking Iranians, that the Jews found
closest ties.?

Several cases of law came before Rava in which a Jew and a pagan
were in partnership with one another and mutually profited from the
religion of the other, as the following:

Certain saffron-growers came before Rava. One was a pagan who
watched the field on the Sabbath, the other 2 Jew who did so on
Sunday. Rava declared the partnership permissible ... R. Geviha of Be
Katil reported the case of ‘r/ah plants. The pagan was to eat the
produce during the forbidden years, and the Jew during permitted

ones. Rava permitted the arrangement...
(b. A.Z. 22a)

Other rabbis did not share Rava’s opinion. What is significant is not
that the partners worked together to circumvent inconveniences im-
posed by Judaism, but that they worked together at all. It is striking
that in the face of very severe and far-reaching laws about proper
relationships with gentiles, Jews and pagans did enter into many kinds
of ordinary, day-to-day relationships. Whether or not the rabbis believ-
ed that these relationships were proper,®—and the stories they told
generally emphasized that the gentile felt undying ill-will toward the
Jew and was not to be trusted—ordinary people did as they thought
best. One story suggests they had good reason to trust their neighbors:

Abaye lost an ass among the Kutim. He sent word to them, “Return
him to me.” They replied, “Send us evidence of ownership, such as an
identifying mark.”” He sent back, “He has a white belly.” They replied,
“Were you not Nahmani, we should not return him to you. How many

asses have white bellies!”
(b. Git. 45a)

The “Kutim”4 clearly respected Abaye, and behaved honestly. The
data are not rich, but the evidence all points in the direction of close,

1 Note above, b. A.Z. 70a, Issur said, “When we were Aramaeans.”

* On the gift of a candelabrum to the synagogue of Rav Judah in Pumbedita by
a Tai Arab, see b. ‘Arakh. 6b, and vol. III, pp. 30-31.

% Note that Rabbah sold an ass to a Jew who was suspected of selling animals
to idolaters, b. A.Z. 15b. He explained that there was no reason to suppose he
would do so with that particular animal. So some Jews, we do not know how
many, ignored the rabbinical laws on this subject.

* Generally, Samaritans, but not in Babylonia, and I do not know which group
were called “Kutim” by the rabbis.

Studia Post-Biblica, XIV 5
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day-to-day contacts between Jews and pagans. The view of the virtuosi
cannot have shaped these contacts, or they would have proved im-
possible. Even some rabbis thought they could maintain close ties with
pagans—Samuel,! Rav Judah,®> Rava—and stories were told in the
academies about how unwise they were to trust them. The need to tell
such stories reveals more about the actualities of the streets than any
contrary sayings about the law on Jewish-pagan relationships.?

XI. SUMMARY

Jewry both profited and suffered from the contest for the Middle
East which occupied most of the age of Shapur II. On the one hand,
both sides were eager to avoid creating new enemies. On the other,
they sought to subvert the enemy’s population. So in preparation for
his Pessian campaign, Julian very likely made an effort to win over the
Jewish communities of Palestine, Syria and Mesopotamia, first, by
freeing them from the onerous and apparently unwanted burden of
supporting the Palestinian patriarchate as well as by refraining from
demanding discriminatory taxes levied upon Jews alone, and second,
by promising to rebuild the Temple. I think, however, that the earlier
“anti-Semitic” decrees of Constantine and Constantius, when separated
from the nasty language the emperors used when speaking of the Jews,
must have been of less consequence than has heretofore been supposed.
Following A. H. M. Jones and Saul Lieberman, I suggested that the
prohibitions against conversions, against circumcizing slaves and even
holding non-Jewish ones, and the like were of no substantial conse-
quence in the life of ordinary Jews. Slave-holding and converting
gentiles were of importance mainly to two groups, the former to rich
people, the latter to religious virtuosi. I should imagine that the normal
life of the Jewish community was not greatly disrupted. It stands to
teason, moreover, that the factors which motivated Julian could not
have been irrelevant to the Christian emperors. However pious and
faithful to the new religion, they had still to consider the effects of their
decrees upon the international position of the Roman Empire in the
east. The strategic position of the Jews, straddling a contested frontier,

1 Vol. I, pp. 162-163, vol. II, pp. 85-86.

2 Vol. I1I, p. 30.

3 Many of these stories may be considerably later than the petiod concerned
and may reflect a later-developed hostility’s trying to explain away evidence of
better relations which had prevailed at an earlier time. This matter requires further
study in the context of a history of Babylonian rabbinic literature.
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numerous in precisely the most endangered areas, namely northern
Mesopotamian cities such as Edessa and Nisibis, and throughout the
Babylonian countryside, forced the emperors to temper their religious
enthusiasm. I think Jones’s comment, that whatever their expressed
opinions, the Christian emperors’ laws were quite moderate, finds ex-
planation in this fact.

In the Sasanian Empire, Jewry enjoyed a no less favorable position.
Among the inhabitants of Babylonia, they must have supported
Shapur’s first efforts to pacify the region and reestablish a strong
frontier against the desert tribes. Like others, they found the burden
of an efficient collection of taxes to be onerous, but not unbearable,
particularly since they sought means of evading them when possible.
If, as is alleged in the SOZ, there was a persecution of the Jews in 313,
then it must have been some local, perhaps private, matter involving
a small group, for in the unrest and disorder of the years from 309 to
325, no central administration was sufficiently effective to undertake a
large-scale persecution of any minority community. The rabbis in
Babylonia enjoyed a reputation as exceptionally sage and powerful
wondet-wotkers. They could make rain, *Ifra Hormizd believed, and
she allegedly warned her son, the emperor, “Whatever they ask of
their Master, he gives them.” While I think these stories have slight
basis in fact, they do preserve a quite accurate picture of the rabbis—
among other holy men—as theurges to be cultivated. If so, the Jews
would have been seen as a community not to be trifled with, for among
them were men who could enlist the favor of heaven. That consider-
ation did not, of course, prevent the government from overseeing the
Jewish courts as before or from collecting taxes despite the evasive
behavior of the rabbis; but it would have provided a safeguard against
gratuitous persecution. Traditions relating to Shapur II do not contain
a hint of “anti-Semitism” or of any hostile action whatever. He sup-
posedly respected the religious practices of some rabbis and made
inquiries about the biblical foundations of burial, a rite abhorrent to
Zoroastrian sensibilities. We have no evidence that a decree against
burial of the dead, such as was mentioned in earlier times,! was now
under consideration, despite the emperot’s interest in building a strong
state-church. It is true that some generalized references to “harsh
decrees” and “persecutions™ can be located in the stratum of traditions
relating to this period. Nothing comparable to the stories pertaining

1 Vol. 11, p. 35.
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to Ardashir’s time! or to the boast of Kartir? appeared in traditions on
the age of Shapur II.

On the other hand, the Jews preserved hostile attitudes toward the
Persians, by contrast, first, to Parthian times, and second to the stories
about Shapur I and Samuel. I should suppose that by R. Joseph’s time
—he died about 330—the long years of unstable government eroded
whatever good will had developed within Jewry in the years of Shapur
I. R. Papa’s comment reveals that the local gendarmes continued to be
bittetly resented by the Jews, no more so, however, than “the proud”
among their own group. By contrast, both Abaye and Rava remarked
about the lawfulness of the government and admitted that the Persian
courts did not take btibes once a dectee had been issued, a sure sign
of a relatively uncorrupted court-system. In the balance, I should judge
that Shapur II did establish a system of fair and even-handed adminis-
tration, but that the Jews, like other communities in Babylonia, none-
theless objected to the high taxes and the petty indignities inflicted by
both the wars of the day and the normal, everyday activities of alien
local authorities.

Jewry shared not only the cost of the wars but, in 363, the enormous
damage to life and property which followed as their consequence. The
invasion of that year devastated precisely the lands in which Babylonian
Jews were settled. Towns were destroyed by Romans or Persians; the
fields ravaged; and as the armies moved across central Babylonia,
scorching the crops and flooding the fields, one Jewish village after
another must have met the fate of the unnamed town whose burning
was described by Ammianus Matcellinus. On the other hand, there is
no evidence that large numbers of people died in the invasion, and as
soon as it had passed, most people must have been able to return to
their villages and fields and undertake the task of reconstruction. We
do not have any evidence concerning what the Jews actually did in the
invasion. We know that villagers fled out of the line of war. But we do
not know whether Jews or others in Babylonia joined in the armies of
Shapur or supported those of Julian. Some have supposed that the
Jews temained loyal to Shaput, and that in consequence he recognized
their loyalty and rewarded it. I think it unlikely that they actually did
anything at all. The wars were wars of pagan powers—Gog and Magog,
so far as anyone knew—and not the affair of Israel. It is a perfect
anachronism to speak of the “loyalty” of the “Persian” Jews to “their”

1 Vol. 11, pp. 27-39.
® Vol. II, pp. 17-19, and III, pp. 17-24.
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government. The Jews were not Persians, but Jews. They neither
rebelled against the Sasanian government nor went over to the enemy,
because they had no reason to do either. But they supported Shapur no
more than did the many towns and fortresses along the Euphrates that
silently watched the Roman army and armada pass by—unopposed and
unaided. If Rome triumphed, they promised their support. For the
meanwhile they remained quite neutral. Whether Shapur had given
orders to that effect or not we do not know. A very few Persians joined
the Roman army, as a few Romans had earlier gone over to Shapur,
generally for private reasons. As a group, the Jews did neither; it was
only Julian’s memories of Trajan’s invasion that aroused in his mind a
contrary expectation. Shaput’s later deportations of Jews from Armenia
to Isfahan and Susiana, moreover, ate not to be interpreted as hostile
to the Jews. Population represented wealth, and just as Shapur I re-
settled Roman captives in his empire to enhance its economic life, so
his namesake later on both prevented emigration and forced immi-
gration when he could. The Jewish population of the Sasanian Empire
grew not because of either hatred or love for Jews. Rather the Jews
wete a useful group who did nothing of a subversive nature in Shapur’s
reign, and new groups of Jews therefore could be safely moved to
developing regions of the empire.

Jewry may have maintained neutrality in international politics but
not in religion. The Christians remained in the eyes of Judaism apos-
tates, as indeed many must have been. All other forms of religion were
called “worship of stars.” Distinctions were not made among them.
Jews had, the rabbis thought, to be kept quite separate from “pagans.”
Strict laws about the preservation of wine from contact with gentiles
continued to be enforced very widely. We noted fourteen or fifteen
examples of such law enforcement. Farlier! we found two cases dating
to the time of Rav and Samuel, and three instances of law enforcement
in the time of Rav Judah and R. Hisda. Whether the three-fold increase
in the number of instances of law enforcement reflected a vast improve-
ment in the rabbis’ power to enforce the laws pertaining to wine I
cannot say. It may be that the cases, most of which arose in Rava’s
court, have come down to us because of some peculiarity of literary
history. I think that the numerous civil law cases of R. Nahman reached
us because his court records were preserved, and those of other coutts
were not, and that the reason for their preservation was his high po-
sition in the exilarchate and the consequent probative value of his
1 Vol. 111, p. 330.




70 THE AGE OF SHAPUR II

precedents.! So we cannot be certain that the laws about wine were
kept to a greater degree in the fourth century than in the third; but we
may be fairly sure that they were widely enforced where rabbinical
courts and market-supervisors were located. The taboo concerning
gentile contact with wine would constantly have reminded ordinary
Jews of the importance of keeping their distance from other people.
The revelation at Sinai had implanted an undying hatred between
Israel and the pagan world, so the rabbis believed, and it was the rabbis’
task to insure that social separation would preserve the purity of the
faith.

That did not mean that ordinary people avoided workaday contact
with gentiles, or that they could have had they wanted to. On the
contrary, the evidence suggests both close economic and intimate
social contacts. Decrees against attending pagans’ wedding celebrations,
even against coming to their homes within thirty days, or a whole year,
of such celebrations, had to be made probably because common people
did what they forbade. Stories were told of most distinguished rabbis
who believed that exceptional gentiles “do not worship idols” and
might therefore be trusted and honored. One might suppose that gifts
might even be given to such trustworthy gentiles. But this is not so.
Even the best of gentiles are lewd and have evil intent, so the story
said. It would suggest that people even in rabbinical circles thought the
contrary was the case. The viewpoint of Deuteronomy shaped that of
the rabbis of this period, as of eatlier times, but it did not necessarily
conform to the realities of daily life. Indeed, had the Jews widely ob-
served the strict letter of the law as interpreted by the rabbis and be-
haved toward “pagans” as the rabbis said they ought, stable community
life could not have been sustained for very long. If there is little, if any,
evidence of government persecution of the Jews, there is none at all of
popular feeling against them in Babylonia (unlike Edessa and other
Christian centers). I think one reason for the absence of widespread
popular hatred of the Jews is that the Jews probably did little, if any-
thing, to keep the rabbis’ laws about how one must behave toward
“paganism” and toward “pagans.” On the contrary, the Christian hagio-
graphical literature repeatedly preserves stories about how Jews and
Magi worked hand in hand in persecuting the Christians, in particular.
Whether these stories are true ot not, they suggest that the Christians
discerned little if any enmity between Jewry and the Iranian political
or religious leadets.

1 Vol. I, pp. 61-75.
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For the seven decades of Shapur IT’s rule, the Middle East thus was
in turmoil. First came a period of ineffective government, lasting from
ca. 309 to ca. 325, when the conditions of daily life must have proved
difficult. Arab tribes seized land and took people captive for ransom;
trade must have been disrupted. The government, in the hands of
regents, scarcely controlled the powerful local magnates. The empire
seemed to be disintegrating, and for the common people of Babylonia,
life became dangerous. When Shapur took power, he organized an
effective army controlled by the central government. The new army,
and the campaigns it fought, first in the south to recover the mouth of
the Tigris and Euphrates and to reestablish command of the Persian
Gulf, and finally in the west and north, required enormous sums of
money. Along with the army, a more effective bureaucracy and a
unified state-church were established, and these insured more efficient
control of the population and collection of taxes. In place of the ransom
paid to marauders by unfortunate people came levies which everyone
had to pay. From 337 to 363, moreover, annual campaigns brought the
emperor and his army into the field. After the great triumph of 363,
Shapur turned to Armenia and made a number of political and military
ventures in the north and northwest. Throughout these years, there-
fore, the farmers and artisans of Babylonia must have found life a
succession of trials, some imposed by foreigners, others by the im-
perial government. One group, the Christians, suffered disaster when
the government imposed special taxes which they could not pay, then
demanded that Christians worship the sun and the stars and give up
monotheism.

Against this background, one must interpret the limited information
deriving from mostly Jewish sources concerning the condition of the
Jewish community. The data present a mostly negative picture. That
is to say, the rabbis did not preserve traditions about persecution. They
certainly had to pay no abnormally high taxes on account of their re-
ligion. They were not singled out for punishment by the chiliarchs and
gendarmes whom they hated. Life was difficult for them, to be sure,
but it was far more difficult for the Christians, and it was no easier for
others in the Sasanian Empire. It was a time of troubles, but better the
troubles coming on account of the campaigns of a strong and eventually
victorious empire than those caused by the weak and distracted reigns
that separated Shapur I from Shapur II. Many generations would enjoy
peace and security on account of the temporary difficulties of the age
of Shapur II. His victory settled for centuties the fate of Mesopotamia
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and insured for as long the stable and placid life of Babylonia.

I do not, therefore, think that the Jews were singled out for special
sorrows. If it was a difficult time, everyone shared the difficulties as I
said, and some, but not the Jews, had far more than their share. So far
as history is the story of politics and wats, emperors and their grand
campaigns, the Jews had no history worth much attention. Their sur-
viving records provide remarkably little evidence about what engaged
most people in Shapur’s day. The recotds of Sasanian history pay them
just as slight heed. The events and movements which constitute Baby-
lonian Jewish history took place upon another stage, and for another
audience. Iranian and Babylonian Jewish history scarcely meet in the
age of Shapur II.




CHAPTER TWO

EXILARCHATE AND RABBINATE:
LOOSENING TIES

1. Tue BEXILARCHATE AT THE TURN OF THE FOourRTH CENTURY

The exilarch had originally encouraged the growth of the rabbinic
movement in Babylonia, supported its academies, and appointed its
leaders to high posts in the courts and administration of Babylonian
Jewty. In the fourth century, however, he faced a deepening estrange-
ment.! In Rav’s and Samuel’s day, the rabbis had been employees
of the exilarch and generally supported his interests in their schools.
Now some began to seek greater independence and a freer hand in
running Jewry. Traditions pertaining to the early Sasanian period leave
no doubt about who earliet had predominated. Rav was imprisoned
for failing to enfotce the law as the exilarch demanded. Samuel loyally
supported the exilarch and was very likely his representative to the
new Persian regime in the time of Shapur I. Others of their generation
including Shila and Qarna were similarly employed. Whatever actual
legal authority rabbis exerted was based upon “authorization,” that is
to say actual appointment by the exilarch to his administration. Nor
did matters greatly change in the last third of the third century. Most,
though not all, leading rabbis loyally served and supported the exil-
archate. R. Nahman b. Jacob, Rabbah b. Abbuha his father-in-law, and
many others both took a leading place in the rabbinical movement, as
law teachersand chiefs of schools, and also served the exilarch as judges
and administrators. Before the death of Rav Judah b. Ezekiel in 299,
the question was never raised, who appoints the head of the schools?
No one doubted that the exilarch, who paid for their support and
employed their graduates, had that right. Nor did anyone publicly ask
whether the rabbis, who distinguished themselves through variant
patterns of behavior, dress, and speech, were liable to pay the poll-tax
along with all the other Jews. This latter issue certainly came to the

1 For discussion of the origins and early history of the exilarchate, see vol. I,
2nd printing revised, pp. 50-58, 101-112; the history of the third century exilarch-
ate will be found in vol. II, pp. 92-125, and vol. III, pp. 41-94.
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fore in this time, and the former may have been raised as well. The
central questions of Jewish politics were fought out in them.
Control of the schools meant more than supervision of the curricu-
lum, about which the exilarch cannot have concerned himself. The
schools trained the lawyers, administrators, and judges upon whom the
exilarch relied for the substance of his day-to-day power over the life
of the Jewish community. The loyalty of future graduates as in the
past was absolutely essential for control. If the exilarch could not
continue to assert his mastery over the rabbis, even in the short run
his administration would be compromised. In the long run he would
have to accept a figure-head status, as the symbolic head of a communi-
ty run by others, retaining some importance in dealing with the Persian
government, but none at all at home. Having come to rely upon the
rabbinical schools in preference to any others which earlier may have
flourished,! the exilarch could not now afford to lose control of those
schools. If the graduates, whose influence was growing, undermined
the exilarch or merely ignored him whenever possible, then the exilarch
quickly would be reduced to a mere court-Jew, an ambassador to the

1 Since all of our records come from rabbinical schools and were edited in a
few of them, we have no knowledge of other, or eatlier, centets of legal study in
Babylonia. It seems to me likely that before the advent of the first rabbis, in the
second century A.D., Babylonian Jewry did enjoy the services of trained lawyers,
such as those whose knowledge of the law matched that of the Palestinian messen-
gers in b. Git. 14b (vol. 1, 2nd printing revised, pp. 94-96). These Jewish lawyers
dressed and spoke like Parthians, so the Palestinians recalled. Whatever they were,
they were no# rabbis. Since we know the names of only a few rabbis in the early
Sasanian period, it seems probable that other Jewish authorities from Parthian
times enjoyed considerable power, also under the patronage of the exilarch
and within his administration. But we hear nothing whatever about them in
the Talmudic sources as they come down to us, though R. Papa’s reference,
cited above, to “the proud” and to the tesentment of them felt by himself and
those sympathetic to his message, would suggest that powerful Jewish leadership
competed even in this period against the rabbis, at least in some places. If, as I
suppose, Babylonian Jewty numbeted mote than 800,000 (see vol. IT, pp. 240-250),
it stands to reason that the very small number of leading rabbis whose names are
known to us (Beer counts 800 over 300 years) were not the sole administrators and
legal authorities. The handful of schools could not have produced a sufficiency of
learned men. So I may conjecture that the early Babylonian Jewish law-traditions
by which Jews lived, matried, litigated their affairs, and passed on legacies, long
before the first rabbinical school or court was set up among them, continued to
be studied in other than rabbinical schools. Indeed, the Talmud was shaped mostly
in the schools of Sura and Pumbedita and focuses upon the great rabbis, mainly
heads of the schools, whose sayings form the spiritual legacy and authoritative
precedents of those two schools. For all we know, other schools and rabbis, who
play a relatively minor role in Talmudic discussions, left far more extensive bodies
of sayings than were eventually redacted in the Babylonian Talmud as we have it.
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Sasanian throne, with no solid foundation even for his role at coutt.

Whether or not the rabbis paid the head-tax was a similarly pregnant
question, for it probably was the exilarch who imposed the taxes,
divided them among Jews of vatious towns and groups, collected, and
transmitted them to the state on specified occasions. It would hardly
enhance his authority if he could not impose his will upon everyone
including the rabbis. Choosing to make the payment of the poll tax
the decisive issue, the rabbis asserted that they were not like other Jews,
but formed a special class which should not be subjected either to the
authority of the exilarch or to the control of the state. Furthermore, if
the rabbis did not pay taxes, their share would have to be borne by
others. We do not know who the rabbis thought would pay their share
other than the rest of Jewry. Whether it was to be divided among
everyone else, or whether the exilarch was supposed to make it up
from his revenues, in either way the lives of ordinary people would be
made more expensive. It was the rabbis who raised the issue for reasons
of their own. So both questions now agitated rabbinical circles. For
his part, the exilarch saw no reason to change the status quo of two
centuries’ standing.

Neither did Shaput’s government. The Jews had been satisfactorily
governed for the century of Sasanian rule. The earlier agreement, that
the law of the state is law for Jewish courts, meant that Sasanian of-
ficials no longer had to oversee what went on in them. In place of a
potentially subversive institution inherited from the Arsacids, the Sa-
sanians thus fostered a loyal and efficient one. The exilarch not only
collected taxes, but kept peace within the Jewish community. The
Persian state did not intend to force minority groups to conform to
Iranian law. The Jewish millet was free to live according to its own
laws. When Shapur IT came to powet, in about 325, he had more press-
ing worries than the internal affairs of the Jewish community. He spent
most of his year on the battlefield. He needed at home a strong, sure,
stable government, and it was this that the exilarch and his adminis-
tration provided among the Jews. So it was very much to the interest
of Shapur and his ministers to strengthen the satisfactory arrangement
they had inherited. They had no reason to change it, and every reason
to be grateful for it. Except on the occasion of major threats to the
security of the State, such as Mani’s subversion of the state-chutch, ot
the pro-Roman attitude of the Babylonian and Adiabenian Christians,
Shapur like his predecessors never intervened in minority religions.
Such trivial matters as whether some of his subjects believed in the




76 EXILARCHATE AND RABBINATE: LOOSENING TIES

sun, the moon, ot some other deity, or whether they married close
relatives, or whether they worshipped fire, never interested him. It
is not that he recognized so abstract a right as “freedom of religion.”
Not would he have been displeased by mass conformity to Mazdean
rites. It was simply that he had inherited the government of a varied
group of peoples, and was determined to keep the peace with, and a-
mong them, while he and his ministers concentrated on more important
matters. Nothing suited his purposes for administering Jewry more
than the exilarch. Only rabbis now sought change in the old arrange-
ments.

Why did rabbis choose just this time to claim they did not have to
pay taxes and possibly! also to demand the right to run the rabbinical
schools? In part, the reason was that they were convinced they had no
other correct course, and in part the time seemed promising. From
Shapur I’s death, in 273, to the end of the minority of Shapur II, in
about 325, the central government was distracted by, among other
things, disastrous foreign wars, the suppression of the Manichaeans,
dynastic struggles every few years, and finally the centrifugal effects of
the weak regency. When Shapur II came to power, his attention was
drawn to international and military issues. The Sasanian government
in his time simply never paid the Jews much attention, so long as the
revenues were forthcoming and nothing subversive happened. Both
conditions were met. The rabbis’ subversion was not directed at the
Sasanian government. Unless the government understood why it was
important for the exilarch to appoint the heads of the Jewish schools,
it would not intervene. So long as the full quota of head-taxes was paid,
it hardly mattered to the state who actually paid them, or who did not.?
Greater affairs of state must have preoccupied not only Shapur, who
was certainly not consulted on trivialities such as these, but also the
ministers of Ctesiphon. The Jewish question was a local matter, with-
out much consequence. Had they seen otherwise, the ministers of
Shapur would have been perfectly well prepared to investigate anti-
government activity and punish those they thought guilty. The same
satraps and Mobads who tortured and put to death the Christian monks
and nuns, priests, bishops, and laity of Babylonia and Adiabene for not
paying taxes were quite capable of “persecuting” the rabbis, if not the
Jews as a group, had they thought it useful to the security of the state.

1 See below, pp. 91-100.
2 T doubt that any rabbis actually had the effrontery to issue such a claim or that
the census-takers would have been fooled had they done so. See below, p. 88.
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They did nothing of the sort (except, allegedly, in the case of Rabbah)!
and I suppose they saw no teason to. Once the great persecution against
the Christians began, moteover, the exilarch could hardly have called to
his aid those whose capacities for bloody mischief now stood fully
revealed. Had he asked for state aid in suppressing the rabbinate as a
class, he would have embittered the ordinary Jews against himself, and
the recotd of rabbinical martyrdoms, accompanied by the conventional
miracles, done by both heavenly messengers and earthly saints, would
have rendered him totally distasteful to common folk. Under notmal
circumstances ordinary people may have supported him, but not in a
time of martyrdom of a few particularly holy men. It seems to me
therefore that the exilarch at first was unwilling, and then quite unable
to enlist the powers of the state. And the state, unknowing and un-
interested, paid attention to quite different matters. Still, in such a
circumstance, it was a chancy thing. The rabbis took that chance.
They did so because they believed they should. In the yeats between
Samuel’s death, ca. 260, and the first majot clash, possibly in ca. 279,
an anti-exilarchic party had grown up within the rabbinate. Its view-
point was shaped in theological terms. The rabbis believed that along
with the written Torah, God had revealed to Moses at Mount Sinai an
oral, unwritten Torah, which had been preserved and handed on from
prophets to sages, and finally to rabbis. Israel’s life was to be shaped
by divine revelation. The rabbis alone knew the full configuration of
the will of God.2 Their claim to rule rested upon that conviction. It
clashed with the consequence, phrased in equally theological terms,
drawn by the exilarch from the belief that he was qualified to rule
because he was descended from the seed of David. Moreover, rabbinic
political theology ran counter to the widespread conviction of Jews
that anyone holding political powet over them had better be able to
claim Davidic ancestry. The rabbis, by contrast, authenticated #heir
claim not only by their teaching of Torah, but also by their knowledge
of the secrets of creation, including the names of God by which
miracles may be produced, the mysteties of astrology, medicine, and
practical magic, as well as by their day-to-day conduct as a class of
religious virtuosi and illuminati They eagerly recruited students for
their schools, who would join with them in the task of studying the

1 See above, pp. 39-44.
® The usefulness to the easly exilarchs of such convictions is discussed in vol.

I, second printing revised.
3 See vol. III, pp. 95-194, and below, Chapter Five.
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“whole Torah,” and go forth afterward to exemplify, and, where feasi-
ble, enforce its teaching among the ordinary people. They wete seeking
totally to teform the life of Israel to conform to the Torah as they
taught it. They believed that when Israel would live according to the
will of “their father in heaven,” then no nation or race could rule over
them, but the Anointed of God would do so. History as a succession
of pagan empires would come to an end. Israel would live in peace in
its own land. An endless age of prosperity on account of Israel’s recon-
ciliation with God would follow. So the issues were not inconsiderable.

The stories about R. Nahman b. Jacob, who died, according to
Geonic chronology, in ca. 320, make it clear that two tendencies colot-
ed the formation and transmission of traditions about the exilarchate
and its rabbinical supporters. R. Nahman believed that the exilarch
represented the right and just fulfillment of prophetic hopes for the
restoration of a Jewish ruler descended from David. He should there-
fore be obeyed. Stories were told about R. Nahman’s arrogance and
pride and about his modesty, about his great knowledge of civil laws
and about his ignorance. Some held that he had defended a rabbinical
colleague who had acted contrary to his conviction about a law, and
thus renounced claim to superior learning or status. Others said that
he had treated the colleague’s court document with disdain, saying
that “in civil law, everyone is a child compared to me.” Some said his
only power derived from the exilarch. Others honoted his learning.
These stories parallel those told in the time of Rav and Samuel about
Mar ‘Ugba I. Some of these reported that he honored the piety and
learning of the great masters of his day, while they deferred to him in
all political issues; others, about a nameless exilarch who could only
have been Mar “Uqgba I, told that he imprisoned Rav, was ignorant,
and did not keep the law as he was supposed to. That conflicting
stories were preserved may easily be explained. Schools and masters
hostile to the exilarch could not be brought under his control. We saw?!
that people in one place had never even heard of leading rabbinical
authorities in towns not far away. So what was taught in one school
may nct have been known elsewhere. Under such circumstances, it is
likely that the exilarch could not supptess unfavorable traditions; he
lacked the necessary knowledge about, and effective authority over,
what was taught in all the schools everywhere. The favorable tra-
ditions may have been preserved in the exilarchic archives or schools

! Vol. IlI, pp. 87-94. Moreover, the exilarch R. Isaac, who ruled in Mesene,
was not even well-known in Babylonia to the north. See below, p. 184.
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from the beginning.! Some, both favorable and hostile, may be later
inventions. (Though the hostile sayings generally omitted the name of
the exilarch, and the favorable ones invariably included it, some neutral
sayings were preserved as well.)

The circle of rabbis opposed to the exilarchate—or to its present
form—included R. Sheshet, about whom nasty stories were told. R.
Sheshet? supposedly did not know the law but kept that fact from the
exilarchic “servants” whom he had misinformed. He would not honor
the exilarch by eating meat at his table. When later on he found out
that he had erred, he avoided making apologies to the exilarch. R.
Sheshet was thus the butt of unpleasant stories told by the exilarchic
rabbinate.

Underlying these accounts is the obvious fact that the rabbinate of
the late third century was deeply divided between those tabbis who
served the exilarch and others who did not. R. Sheshet, R. Nahman b.
Isaac, and others regarded the former as lackeys of an ignorant, impious

1 That the Babylonian Talmud preserved these favorable sayings suggests that
they were formally redacted, in some early form to be sure, before the rabbis of
the opposing school had fully won their struggle. Otherwise the antiexilarchic
rabbis would have been able to suppress them. A second, less likely, possibility is
that by the time the Talmud was completed, the exact implications of the stories
favorable to R. Nahman, and by inference to the exilarch, had been forgotten. A
third possibility is that the suppression of the fact that an unnamed “high Jewish
authority,” such as one of the Mar ‘Ugbans, was actually the exilarch was quite
deliberately intended to obscure the favorable record of the exilarchate, and to
deny that great men of the past had associated in friendly ways with the exilarch
of their day. So the hostile tradition, about the exilarch’s impiety and ignorance,
invariably omitted the name of the exilarch. The favorable ones left out the fact
that the man under discussion actually was exilarch. Since these are fairly fixed
characteristics of the late third-century traditions, I doubt that it was to begin
with an accident in the process of transmission. Rather I suppose that conflicting
schools shaped the traditions to conform to their opinions, a quite natural and
normal procedure. But if that was the case, then some sort of agreement, or un-
usual accident, must have happened so that the viewpoints of bo# sides were
eventually redacted in the final version of the Babylonian Talmud. I suppose, as
I said, that the R. Nahman stories were redacted fairly early, for otherwise they
would not have been transmitted at all. An alternative is that a pro-exilarchic
school, ot circle, may have continued to exist and transmit such stories. On the
circle of exilarchic sages, see esp. M. Beer, “The Exilarchate in Talmudic Times,”
(in Hebrew), Zzyyon 28, 1963, p. 12.

I simply cannot account for the Geonic traditions that R. Sheshet “guided”
the exilarch of his times. Nothing in the Talmudic traditions suggests to me that
he actually had any influence over, or even a special relationship with, the exilarch.
He seems to me to have been among the most hostile critics. The stories about his
relationship to the exilarch, all favorable to the exilarch, record a persistent tra-
dition that R. Sheshet was anything but friendly or close to the Jewish govern-
ment.
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Persian agent. The oppositionist rabbis, no less than the loyalist ones,
taught students and directed academies, judged cases and administered
the law. “Central” government was too weak to prevent this had the
exilarch wanted it to. Both groups looked back upon Rav and Samuel
as their teachers, and both claimed to hold superior traditions. The
oppositionist group held that its learning, not the Iranian mandate, was
the sole basis for authority over the Babylonian Jews. And the oppo-
sitionist viewpoint had quite natural appeal to the academies at large.
So it was important to the exilarch to oversee the schools and courts
through his “own” rabbis. The first significant challenge to his control
of the academies came from Geniva, sometime before 279.

Our traditions on Geniva’s trial and execution ate limited, and detive
almost wholly from circles friendly to the exilarch.! Geniva was a
distinguished rabbi, a student of Rav’s who was put to death by the
Iranian government, probably at the instigation of the exilarch Mar
‘Ugba IL. The reason was never made explicit, though Mar “Ugba did
complain to the Palestinian consistery that Geniva was “bothering”
him. The only evidence of what that “bother” consisted is Geniva’s
saying that the rabbis are really called kings, for Torah, personified as
Wisdom in Proverbs 8 :15, had said, “By me kings rule,” so that it was
upon the basis of the learning of the rabbis that government was consti-
tuted. In so saying, Geniva perhaps implicitly questioned the rabbis’
relationship to the exilarch. They should not serve one lesser than
themselves. They, not he, were kings. M. Beer suggested mainly upon
the basis of circumstantial evidence that Geniva and other sages oppos-
ed the involvement of the exilarch in the appointment of the heads of
the schools. Beer states, “Geniva opposed the extension of the exil-
archic power over the academies, whose influence over Babylonian
Jewty was growing as a consequence of the activities of Rav and
Samuel.” It seems to me that the exilarch was not extending, but possi-
bly defending his authority over the schools. Whether or not the
specific issue of who controls the schools was raised I cannot say,
though it seems reasonable to suppose that some such practical matter
was in dispute.?

The rabbis’ motive as I said, was salvific: through the reformation
of Israel’s day-to-day life, redemption would be brought near. The

1 Vol. I1I, pp. 75-81.

2 That rabbis admitted the validity of the exilarch’s Davidic claim seems beyond
doubt, for the stories of both the patriarch’s and the exilarch’s place in the Davidic
lineage are preserved in rabbinic soutces.
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exilarch thought the Messiah would come, even in their own day if
God willed it, as R. Nahman had said, in a scion of the exilarchic
family itself. What lay at the heart of the redemptive process?—That
was the theological issue. I suppose that under other circumstances, it
might have been possible to avoid conflict. The exilarch might have
admitted that God would will the redemption of Israel when Israel
conformed to the Torah as the rabbis taught it. The rabbis might have
agreed that when he did, he would raise up a scion of David out of the
exilarchic house, which claimed to be David’s heir. So both sides might
have continued the partnership of two centuries’ standing. But such a
compromise would have left the exilarch no better off than before. He
would now have to subordinate himself to the academies, relinquish
his control of them, and accept their claim to be the real government of
Israel. In return he might expect that his descendant would play a
major role in the eschatological drama. But he already enjoyed that
expectation and the practical rule of Israel as well. He did not need the
rabbis’ assurance of his, or his heit’s, ultimate place in the climax of
history. He did need to exert as much control as possible over the
Jewish community, for it was his task as Iranian agent over Israel to
do just that. He thetefore demanded the continued loyalty of the schools
and their graduates, so that his court and local administration might
further enjoy the services of well-trained lawyers. They would win
popular support for themselves and hence for his government because
of their learning and charisma. The exilarch therefore wanted only to
preserve the excellent arrangements of the past, and compromise was
equivalent to surrendering his advantage. Within rabbinical circles,
hostile sentiment had gained new adherents. What had been the danget-
ous conviction of Geniva, a “man of division” avoided by other leading
rabbis, now became a subject for open debate. The issue was phrased
as follows: First, do the rabbis pay taxes? And second, who appoints
the heads of the schools? If the rabbis paid the poll-tax, they admitted
they were like all ordinary Jews and subject to the jurisdiction of the
exilarch who collected taxes. If the exilarch appointed the heads of the
schools, he could continue to impose his will upon them. Both issues
pointed toward the larger question of the status on earth and in heaven
of the rabbinical estate.! After reviewing Geonic traditions, we shall

1 We shall here examine the political issues, and below, in Chapters Three and
Four, explore the religious influence and legal power of the rabbinate, upon which
basis these specific issues were raised to begin with.

Studia Post-Biblica, XIV 6
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consider the issues of taxation and academic politics, and then examine
other rabbinic traditions pertaining to the exilarch.

11. GEoONIC TRADITIONS

R. Sherira’s Letter: The letter of R. Sherira contains no reference
whatever to the exilarch in the petiod from the death of Rav Judah b.
Ezekiel to R. Papa (299-376 A.D.) nor does R. Sherira refer to an
exilarch until the days of R. Ashi.l

Seder ‘Olam Zuta: The SOZ traditions pertaining to the last third of
the third century and the whole of the fourth and fifth centuries are as
follows:

And Nathan his son arose, and the sages guided him. Rav Judah b.
Ezekiel and R. Sheshet were his sages. The Persians inherited the
kingdom in 245th year [sic!] of the destruction of the Temple [313
A.D.], and the Persians decreed a persecution against the Jews. Nathan
died, and his son Nehemiah arose, and the sages guided him. R. Shizbi
was his sage. Nehemiah died, and “Agaviah his son arose, and the sages
guided him. Rava and R. >Ada’ were his sages. In his time, Shapur
went up against *Aramay? and conquered it. Mar ‘Ugban of Zuzita
died and was buried in the land of Israel. There arose after him Huna
his nephew, and the sages guided him. Abaye, Rabbah and R. Joseph
b. Hama were his sages. In his time Shapur went up against Nisibis
and took it. Huna Mar died, and after him arose ‘Ugba his brother,
and the sages guided him. R. Hananel was his sage. ‘Uqgba died and
after him arose >Abba’, his nephew, the son of Mar ‘Ugban. Rava and
Rabina were his sages. In the year 416 of the destruction of the Temple
[484 A.D.] the world stood without a king. Abba died and R. Kahana
his brother arose. R. Safra was his sage, and R. >Aha’ of Difti was his
sage. Mar Zutra died and there arose after him Kahana his son. Rabina
was his sage. R. Kahana died and after him arose R. Huna Mar his
brother. R. *Aha’ of Difti son of Hanilai was his sage. He died and
arose after him R. Huna his uncle the son of R. Kahana. R. Mari and
Mar Hanina Rava wete his sages.?

In his definitive monograph,* Lazarus discussed the SOZ traditions

1 *Jggeret Rav Sherira Gaon, ed. B. M. Lewin (Haifa, 1921), pp. 85, 1.9-90 1. 14.
As we shall see, Talmudic traditions are similatly sparse, which accounts for R.
Sherira’s lack of information.

2 See F. Lazarus, “Die Hiaupter der Vertriebenen,” Ja/GL X, 1890. p. 35, n. 7.
He reads Armenia, which is impossible.

3 Ed. M. Grossberg (London 1910), pp. 43-49. Further traditions pertaining to
the fifth century will be discussed in vol. V.

4 Cited above, n. 2. Lazarus based his exilarchic histotry and chronology on the
S0Z, into which he fitted the Talmudic data as best he could.
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on the exilarchate in this time.! He recognized the difficulty posed by
the veritable silence of the Talmudic sources about the exilarchs in the
fourth century. Lazarus provided the following list and approximate
dates?:

Nehemiah I 270-313

‘Ugba II (Mar “‘Ugban deZugzita,® ‘Aqaviah, Mar ‘Uqba, 313-337
Rabban ‘Uqgba, etc.)

Huna Mar I, Huna III (Brother of ‘Uqba II) 337-350
>Abba’ (Abba Mari, son of “Uqgba II) 350-370
Nathan IT 370-400

So Lazarus identifies ‘Ugba II with Nathan of Zuzita, as in the SOZ.
Rav’s grandson, he was the brother of Nehemiah.* Lazarus interprets
the reference to the invasion by Shapur of Aramay to mean Armenia,
a campaign he dates in 308-9. It is manifestly impossible for Shapur, an
unborn, or new-born, baby to have invaded Armenia. Moreover
Shaput’s earliest efforts against Armenia were mostly diplomatic, not
military. One can hardly say he ever actually conquered Armenia,
though of course he did execute a successful invasion after 363. Ob-
viously none of this relates to the SOZ reference, which is of no his-
torical consequence. Huna Mar was a third brother of Nehemiah II and
“Ugba 11, son of Nehemiah the exilarch from 270 to 313, according to
Lazarus.5 His name is unknown in the Talmud. Lazarus holds,® by
contrast to his table given above, that Huna Mar I ruled “a# /east from
337 to 363.” (Italics supplied). His nephew, *>Abba’, is known as a
contemporary of Nahman b. Isaac (d. 356), and he was served by Rava
(ot, Rava “guided” him), who died in 352. Hence Lazarus supposes his
rule began about 350, probably for reasons of consistency with the
Geonic dating of the rabbis of his time. It seems equally valid to sup-
pose he came to power much earlier than that, since the identification
of his whole reign with two rabbis who died very early in it, according
to Lazarus’s dating, seems far-fetched. The date of 370 is justified,
Lazarus says,? because of the reference to the taking of Nisibis in 363.8

1 Op. cit., pp. 91-107.

2.0p, rit., p. 130.

3 See Lazarus, op. ¢it., p. 53, n.2, p. 97, n.4. Lazarus thinks it was originally a
place name, which was intetpreted to mean, “One who has a holy-glistening
Wiagszle vol. III, pp. 50-58 for discussion of the traditions relating to both men.

5 Op. dit., p. 102-3.

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 106.
I find remarkable Lazarus’s efforts to identify the Geonic dates with fourth-

®w @
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Lazarus notes that the SOZ omits “the sages guided him” when speaking
of >Abba’.

W. Bacher! holds that Mar “‘Uqban II, contemporaty of Rav Judah
and R. Sheshet,? was succeeded by his brother, not son, Nehemiah,
advised by R. Shizbi. He held office in 313. In his time “there took
place a great religious persecution by the Persians, of which, however,
no details are known,” Bacher says. His successor was Mar ‘Uqban III,
advised by Rabbah b. Nahmani and R. >Adda’, and is known also as
‘Ugban b. Nehemiah, exilarch (b. Shab. 56b, B.B. 55a). Bachet’s Mar
‘Uqgban III was also known as Nathan deZuzita. Then came Huna III,
his brother, who was advised by Abaye and Rava. His son Abba,
advised by Rava and Rabina, followed, and was succeeded by his son
Nathan II.

A. Krochmal? thinks that Nathan deZuzita was the son of the 2nd
century Nehunyon/Ahiah* and sees no relationship between him and
fourth century figures or events. Rabbana ‘Uqgba, grandson of Rav,
became exilarch in 278 A.D., Krochmal supposes, and he was also
called Mar ‘Ugba (II).5 He diedin 332 or 333,% and was succeeded by
Abba Mari bar Mar, or Mari bar Mar,” who was the son of Rabbana
“Ugba. He was, Krochmal says, succeeded by Mar Zutra.8

Y. S. Zuri provides the following chronology®:

Huna 240-270
Nathan 270-300
(Rav’s son-in-law, and father of the following)

Rabbana Nehemiah 300-321
Rabbana “Ugban bar Rabbana Nehemiah (= Nathan
deZuzita) 321-337
Huna Mar 337-350
Abba Mari ben Mar ‘Ugban deZuzita 350-370
Nathan II ben Abba Mari 370-390

century events of Roman and Iranian history, In fact the SOZ traditions are not
so credible that such dates require synchronization with known facts.

1 W. Bacher, “Exilarch,” JE V, 289.

% See vol. III, pp. 81-86.

8 Perushim veHearot leTalmud Bavli. German title: Scholien zum babylonischen
Talmud (Lemberg, 1881), p. 34. Compare p. 55.

* See vol. I, 2nd ed., pp. 113-121.

% Krochmal, ap. ¢it., p. 471.

SuThid. pe 55,

7 Thid., p. 56fF.

8o Ibid.pil B8

Y Y. S. Zuti, History of Hebrew Public Law: The Reign of the Exilarchate and the
Legislative Academies. Period of Rab Nachman bar Jizchak (320-355). (in Hebtew,
Tel Aviv, 1939) pp. 190-192.
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Lazarus relied most heavily upon the SOZ, and made few efforts to
include a wide range of Talmudic sayings. In general, Bacher follows
Lazarus, with little change. Krochmal’s long and idiosyncratic dis-
cussion includes reference to every possible saying, and while he accuses
“historians” of inventing facts for their own purposes, it is difficult to
see in his discussion more than a highly private account, of no critical
weight whatever. We are left, therefore, to follow the Talmudic evi-
dence as best we can, with Lazarus as chief guide.

1. Tue ExitArcH, THE RaBsr AND TAXATION

The exilarch was petfectly well prepared to grant unusual favors to
the rabbis asan estate. They had special privileges at court. They were
given advantages in marketing their produce. The exilarch was quoted
as instructing Rava to see whether a certain man, claiming rabbinical
status and therefore privilege, was really a scholar. If so, Rava was to
reserve a market-privilege for him, so that he might sell his produce
before others.! Since the rabbis staffed exilarchic courts, it was certainly
advantageous to protect them.

The rabbis’ claim to be exempt from the poll-tax, or karga,® was
quite another matter. It involved not merely the exilarchate but the
Sasanian government. The exilarch could not exempt rabbis from the
poll-tax, for it was simply not in his power to do so. On the contrary,
one of the principal guarantees of continued peace for the Jewish com-
munity was the efficient collection of taxes. The experience of the
Christians after 337 shows what could have happened to Jewry on
account of tax evasion. All the exilarch actually could do was to shift
the burden of taxes to others, so that the rabbis’ share would devolve
upon ordinary Jews. He naturally was not ready to do so, and I do not
think ordinary people would have wanted him to. The tax rates were
so high that poor people struggled to find the specie or produce to pay
them. References abound to people’s selling their property or them-
selves into slavery to raise the necessary money. The state was not
prepared to comptromise, for on its part, it simply could not afford to
do so. War was necessary to protect its territory, including first and

1 b. B. B. 22a. This detail is included er passent, for the point of the story, which
is cited in full below, p. 351, is that the curse of a rabbi, or distespect of a rabbi,
brings inexorable punishment, usually death. But it is taken for granted that the
exilarch honored the rabbis’ right to have special matket privileges,and I regard it

as a fact. For court privileges, see vol. III, pp. 126-130, and below, pp. 309-315.
2 See Geo Widengten, ap. cit., 1.4 1, 1961, pp. 149-153.
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foremost Babylonia itself. Armies cost money. Everyone must help
pay, particularly those who lived in so rich and fertile a region. More-
over, those living closest to the capital were least able to evade the
taxes. So the exilarch could hardly accede to the rabbis’ demand. The
Persians would not allow it. The ordinary Jews could not afford it.

The rabbis’ claim of tax-exemption was phrased in comments upon
Scripture. They were certain that from most ancient times, rabbis were
not supposed to pay taxes, and it would be a transgression of Scriptural
precedent if they now did so. Rava held that King Asa was punished
simply because he imposed forced labor C’NGRY?) on the sages of his
day, citing the following Scripture, “Then King Asa made a procla-
mation to all Judah; nome was exempted” (I Kings 15:22).! Rava’s
comment was merely a warning. A more positive claim was made by
R. Nahman b. Isaac:

R. Nahman b. R. Hisda applied the head-tax to the sages. R. Nahman
b. Isaac said to him, “You have transgressed against the teachings of
the Torah, the Prophets, and the Writings. Against the Torah, as it is
written, ‘Although he loves the peoples, all his saints are in your hand’
(Deut. 33.3). [Moses said before the Holy One blessed be He, ‘Lotrd
of the universe, Even when you love the peoples, all his saints will be
in your hand.’ (The verse continues), ‘And they ate cut at your feet.”
R. Joseph taught, “These are the students of Torah who cut their feet
going from one town to another and one province to another to study
the Torah.” ‘He shall receive your words’ (Deut. 33 : 3) alludes to their
give-and-take in discussing the words of the Omnipresent.] Against
the Prophets, as it is written, “Even when they study (lit.: Give, YTNW)
among the nations, now I shall gather them, and a few of them shall
be free from the burden of king and princes’ (Hosea 8:10). “Ulla said,
this verse is said in the Aramaic language, ‘If they all study, now I shall
gather them, and if a few of them study, they shall be free from the
burden of king and princes.” Against the Writings, as it is written, ‘It
shall not be lawful to impose upon them [priests and Levites] minda,
belo, and palakl’ (Ezra 7:24), and Rav Judah explained, Mindz means
the portion of the king, bels is the poll-tax, and halakh is the >anona.’”®
(b. B.B. 8a)?

The several Scriptures are not of equal weight. The passage in
Deuteronomy suggests that “his saints,” who, the rabbis thought, were
rabbis, were in God’s hand. Therefore they do not require the pro-

1 b. Sotah 10a.

? Share of the crops, see Widengren, Joc.cit.

¢ Hyman, Toledot Tannaim veAmoraim (London, 1910), II, p. 471, says that R.
Nahman b. Isaac lived in the town of Derokert, which was administered by R.
Nahman b. R. Hisda.
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tection of walls or armies, and should not have to pay for them. This
claim was made quite explicitly by Resh Laqish before R. Judah (the
Prince, or R. Judah IIT) when the former taxed the rabbis for defense.
Likewise Rav Judah had said that everyone must contribute to the
building of doors for the town gates except rabbis, who do not require
protection.! So I suppose that R. Nahman b. Isaac cited only Deut.
33:3. The citations of Moses” conversation with God and R. Joseph’s
exegetical translation of the Scripture were merely added by the editor
of the account as we now have it. The meaning of the passage in Hosea
is quite clear: when the Jews study the Torah among the gentiles (i.e.
in Babylonia), a few should not have to pay taxes, and these, quite
obviously, are the rabbis. ‘Ulla’s comment changes the eschatological
sense of the verse, but the proof-text is clear as it stands. The citation
from Ezra explicitly states that priests do not have to pay the “portion
of the king” or the poll-tax. What was not made explicit, because
everyone in the schools knew it, is that the rabbis believed they had
inherited the rights and privileges of the priesthood, since study of
Torah was now equivalent to the priestly offerings in Temple times.
Therefore, according to Artaxerxes’ order reported by Ezra, rabbis do
not have to pay the head tax. This was quite explicit in Scripture, and
beyond question. So even the Iranian Government should not impose
the poll-tax on them, they supposed.

While the exegesis of Deut. 33 :3 in Exodus Rabbah contains no hint
of R. Nahman b. Isaac’s reading of the verse, that in the Pesiqta de Rav
Kahana is quite explicit: those who study Torah will be free of the
“yoke of the [earthly] kingdom.”? R. Huna had eatlier taught as an
exegesis of this same Scripture that the ingathering of the exiles would
take place through the merit of study of the Mishnah.? Rav Judah’s
interpretation of Ezra 7 :24 was cited also by Rava in a similar context,
as we shall see below.* What is interesting, therefore, is that R. Nahman
b. Isaac’s citations of Hosea 8:10 and Ezra 7:24 were consistent with
the interpretations of Rav Judah and R. Huna, of the preceding gener-
ation, as well as of the contemporary, older master, R. Joseph. His

1 Resh Lagish, b. B.B. 7b, Rav Judah, b. B.B. 8a, and see vol. III, pp. 102-126.

% See Exodus R. 25:8; Pesigia deRav Kabana ed. B. Mandelbaum, II, p. 450,

8 Leviticus R. 7:3, R, Hunasaid, “All the exiles will be gathered in only through
the merit of the study of Mishnah.” Pesigta deRav Kabana, ed. B, Mandelbaum, I,
118, as in the earlier passage, also in the name of R. Huna. See also Yalkut
Shimo‘ni I #479, standard printed texts p. 285, in the name of R. Hananiah.

¢ A similar interpretation of Ezra 7:24 is given in Gen. R. 64:10, and ascribed
to the Samaritans in the days of R. Joshua b. Hananiah.
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understanding of Deut. 33 :3 is quite congruent to the opinions of Rav
Judah, and Resh Lagish in Palestine, that the rabbis do not require
protection and therefore should not have to pay for it. They are
students of the Mishnah, and Hosea referred to the fact that those that
study should be free of the king’s burden. And Ezra says that Artaxer-
xes (Ardashir)! explicitly exempted them from the poll-tax. The point
of “Ulla’s remark, therefore, is that study by a Jew—particulatly a
rabbi—only exempts those few from taxation. Only when all Jews
study will the ingathering come. (Hence, most Jews now did not study
the Torah.) This idea is not new, for it had been said over and over
again in Tannaitic and earlier Amoraic circles that the act of study of
Torah was of redemptive and eschatological consequence. Israel would
be redeemed through study of Torah (among other holy actions).? The
teaching that Fzra 7 : 24 refers to the exemption of the priest-rabbi from
the poll-tax is not new either, for Rav Judah had so interpreted the
verse. The exegesis concerning the implication of Deut. 33:3 was not
R. Nahman b. Isaac’s invention. What was now new was the practical
claim, based upon these Scriptures, of a tax-exemption for the rabbis.
To the best of our knowledge, Rav Judah did not publicly demand
that the rabbis be free of the poll-tax. R. Huna never openly said that
because of the merit of the sages’ study, they should actually be free of
taxes. The earlier rabbis prepared the way for R. Nahman b. Isaac’s
assertion. But it was his, and not their, claim in practice.

And he was not alone. The following extraordinary saying of Rava,
alluded to above,? is no less explicit:

Rava said, “It is permitted for a rabbinical disciple to say, ‘T will not
pay the poll-tax,” as it is written, ‘It shall not be lawful to impose wminda
belo, ot palakh’ (Bzra 7:24), and Rav Judah said, ‘winda is the king’s
pottion, belo is the poll-tax, and palakh is the corvée.”” Rava moreover
stated, “A rabbinical disciple is permitted to say, T am a servant of fire
and do not pay the poll tax.”” [What is the reason? It is only said in

order to drive away a lion.]
(b. Ned. 62b)

Rava’s remarkable saying that a rabbinical disciple may lie to evade
the poll-tax, and even deny that heisa Jew, tells us nothing about what
would have happened had he done so. The tax-collectors in the Jewish

1 For Artaxerxes as Ardashir, see vol. II, pp. 57-64. So the Persians long ago
had exempted the rabbis.

% See for example vol. II, pp. 236-240, 282-288.

3P 40:
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community wete Jews, not Iranians. What Rava has in mind isa Jew’s
telling the Jewish collector that he is an apostate. There may be an
implied threat, that “if you do not leave me alone, I shall become 2
servant of fire.” I doubt that Rava thought a rabbinical disciple would
so assert before a Mobad, who knew full well how to assess such a
claim. His thought was that it is so wrong to collect the poll-tax from
rabbis that the disciples may perjure themselves and even pretend to
commit overt apostacy. It is a very strong assertion, so extreme that I
can hardly imagine anyone’s attributing it to Rava had he not actually
said it.

An interpretation of Daniel 10:13, attributed to R. Yohanan,
Palestinian contemporary of Rav Judah and R. Huna, related a story
that Dubiel, the guardian angel of the Persians, had been given power
for twenty-one days. He had decreed that Israel should be put down
for the poll-tax, and that the sages should likewise be required to pay it.
Gabriel intervened, and in the course of discussion, Dubiel swallowed
the document decreeing that Israel and the sages would have to pay the
poll-tax. Some say it was signed, but he swallowed it. Some say it was
written out but not signed. Hence, the account concludes, some people
in the Persian empire have to pay the poll-tax and others do not.!
Whether or not this etiological account of why some pay, and others
do not pay, the poll-tax was actually said by R. Yohanan or known in
Babylonia in this petiod is not important. It is clear from the evidence
cited above, pertaining to R. Nahman b. Isaac and Rava, that two
leading rabbis were perfectly adamant: rabbis do not have to pay the
poll-tax. This story would have explained why they thought others did
have to pay.

We do not know what the exilarch said or did, for rabbinical sources,
which are the only sources we have, do not tell us. If Torah, Prophecy,
Writings, and heavenly angels are brought to testify, and public
apostasy theoretically was permitted to a rabbinical disciple, one can
hardly suppose that rabbis were not under pressure. The greater likeli-
hood is that they paid their tax, but resisted as powerfully as they could
through their most effective weapons, namely, ascription of their tax
exemption to Gabriel, Moses, Hosea, and Artaxerxes, and publicly an-
nouncing permission to evade the taxes even by committing the worst

1 b, Yoma 77a. Urbach, op. ¢it., Tarbiz 34, 1965, pp. 158-159, and M. Beer, “On
the Tax Exemption of the Babylonian Amoraim,” (in Hebrew), Tarbiz 33, 1964,
252-256. Urbach says that R. Yohanan did not in fact tell this story, and that it
may not have been in existence in this period at all.
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sin they could think of.* I can only conclude that the exilarch exerted
such pressure, because he both had and wanted to. The vehemence of
the rabbis’ traditions on the subject must be interpreted as evidence of
his success.

We do not know whether R. Nahman b. Isaac actually managed to
intimidate R. Nahman b. R. Hisda, or, as I said, whether any young
rabbinical disciples in fact lied to the tax-collectors. We do know
Shapur’s police executed Christian tax-resisters. Since we have abso-
lutely no evidence of “martyrdom™ among the rabbinate on account of
non-payment of taxes, I feel sure there was none.? The rabbis protested,
but they must have paid. To the exilarch, that would have been all that
really mattered. But the rabbis would have been embittered because
they not only lost money, which would have bothered the poorer ones,
but also were forced to transgress their religious convictions about
their own rights and privileges. Their view of the sanctity of the
rabbinate is clear.® They were the “saints” in God’s hand. So it was a
sin for them to pay the poll-tax, and it was a greater sin still for the
exilarch, heir of David—and Asa—to force them to do so. Asa had
been punished for imposing the corvée upon the rabbis. What they
hoped would happen to the exilarch in time to come one may only
imagine. So the exilarch’s rabbis remained in positions of power and
influence, and all rabbis paid the poll-tax, along with everyone else.

! Confession of being a “fire-worshipper” would surely have been seen as
public apostasy by ordinaty people, who would not have known the rabbinic
excuse that God was described as a ‘consuming fire.” The rabbis had long insisted
that a Jew should die rather than commit three sins: murder, sexual crime, and
apostasy in public. So this must have been the worst sin they could think of as
appropriate to the situation.

2 Except Rabbah, see above p. 41.

3 See below, pp. 119-124 for further discussion.

* See b. Yev. 17a and b. Sanh. 27a-b, cited below, for clear evidence that rabbis
did pay taxes; and M. Beet, 0p. cé2., Tarbiz 33, 1964, pp. 254-255 for the same view.
Further discussion of this question will be found in the same article by Beet, pp.
247-259 ; in Beet’s article in Ziyyon, cited above, 28,1963, p. 22; and in his Ma‘amadam,
p. 67 n. 147; and especially, pp. 81-86, on whether rabbis had to pay other duties
ot not. In Tarbiz 33, 1964, p. 249, n.1,2, and 3, Beer cites other discussions of this
question. He correctly tejects the view of Krauss and others that the rabbis did
not in fact pay taxes. Beet (Ma‘amadam, p. 84), treats the payment by rabbis as a
new demand on the part of the state, part of the “persecution” of the period. He
does not repeat this idea in Tarbiz. I do not believe it was a mew exaction at all.
The rabbis tried to prove it was, by reference to Artaxerxes. The rabbis now may
have supposed that Ardashir I had renewed it, but we have no evidence to that
effect, and there is no reason to supposeeither that he did or even that they thought
s0.



EXILARCHATE AND RABBINATE: LOOSENING TIES 91

Among the loyalist rabbis were men like R. Nahman b. R. Hisda, who
collected the tax in the exilarch’s behalf.?

1v. EXILARCH AND ACADEMY

The most important sources allegedly dealing with the appointment
of the head of an academy are as follows:

Our rabbis taught [in Tannaitic times]: “At first they used to say
that a aver who became a tax collector would be removed from his
status as Javer. If he separated [from his post as tax collector] they
would not again accept him. They later decreed that if he separated,
he would be treated [without prejudice] as any other person.”

1 On rabbis as tax-collectors, see Beer, Ma‘amadam, p. 88, who points out that
R. Zera’s father did so; see on this vol. I1I, pp. 24-27. On R. Huna b, Hiyya, see
below, p. 92. On Rava as supervisor of tax collections, see Beer, Ma‘amadam, p.
136. On the collection of taxes in general, see Christensen, op. ¢/2., p. 124, 366,
and especially, Widengren, op. cit., 7.4 1, 1961, pp. 149-153; and J. Newman. The
Agricultural Life of the Jews in Babylonia between the years 200 C.E. and 500 C.E.
(London, 1932), pp. 161-186.

Newman points out that the land-tax, or fasga, was also collected by groups or
communes, in this case, from a group of fields regarded as a unit. The members
paid collectively. It is interesting that we find no rabbinical claim to be exempt
fromthe fasqa orland-tax. I should imagine the reason is that the others in the given
tax-collection-unit would not stand for it. Since the state simply transferred
ownership to the man who actually did pay the #asga on land in a situation of
tax deliquency, the rabbi making such a claim would not have occasion to repeat
it for very long.

On the karga, see Newman, pp. 168-175. Newman supposes (p. 169) that the
rabbis were tax-exempt, so Rava’s saying that they mightpretend to publicapostasy
merely meant that it would make it easier for them to gain their tax exemption if
they seemed to be Magi. It is pure fantasy. Beer suggests, rather tentatively, that
Rava’s gifts (b. Hag. 5b, above p. 40) to the court “had something to do with
taxes.”

Widengren (7.4 1, 1961, p. 159) supposes that “Some of them [the Jews] as
we know possessed a great financial capacity and were capable of lending big
sums of money to the King of Kings when they wete in need of money... They
were therefore protected by the King of Kings but very often had to buy the favour
of him or his dignitaries or secretaries by offering them special gifts, all this in
accordance with ancient Persian custom.” Widengren theteupon trefers to b. B.M.
70b and Hag. 5b. The passage to which, I imagine, Widengren refers in b, B.M.
70b has to do with Rav’s saying, on Prov. 28:8, that King Shapur pities the poot;
it further touches on whether or not one may take usury from a heathen. The view
of R. Nahman is that one may not. Rava argues to the contrary. What all this
has to do with “lending big sums” to the Iranian govetnment I cannot say. In
his note, p. 159, n. 1, Widengten tefers to Newman, op. ¢iz., p. 77, n. 2, a passage
which consists of the following reference, “B.B. 12a” T find nothing either in
Newman or in b. B.B. 12a, relevant to his point, and I imagine it is an etroneous
reference or a printer’s error. Widengren refets further to Noldeke, Tabari, p.
68,n.1 where I can find no reference whatever to loans from Jews to the state, but




92 EXILARCHATE AND RABBINATE: LOOSENING TIES

The time required R. Huna b. Hiyya.! Rabbah and R. Joseph and
four hundred pairs of rabbis were going to him. He heard they were
coming. He wreathed eight hundred chairs.? They then heard that he
was appointed tax-collecter. They sent to him, “Go to his [your] im-
portance, go to his [your] former status.”® He sent back to them, “I
have withdrawn.” [Lit.: I have gone back on myself]. R. Joseph did
not go. Rabbah went. R. Joseph said, “We have learned [in a Tannaitic
teaching] that if he separated, he is not received back.” Rabbah replied,
“We have learned [in a Tannaitic teaching] that they later decided if

he separated, behold he is like any other person.”
(b. Bekh. 31a)

R. Joseph [was] “Sinai” and Rabbah “Uprooter of Mountains.” The
time required them. [Trans. Maurice Simon: ‘“The time came when
they were required (to be head of the academy).”]| They sent there [to
Palestine], “Sinai and Uprooter of Mountains—which of them takes
precedence?” The Palestinians replied, “Sinai takes precedence, for
everyone needs the owner of the wheat.” Nonetheless, R. Joseph did
not accept [the headship] upon himself, for the Chaldeans [astrologers]
had said to him, “You will rule two years.” Rabbah ruled twenty-two

only discussion of *Ifra Hormiz’s gifts to rabbis ; the death of Rabbah b. Nahmani;
the Jews and the Magi; and other matters. So far as I can see, Noldeke makes no
reference to Jewish “loans” etc. We do not, as I said, know exactly why Rava sent
bribes (#o# loans!) to the coutt, or why he lost all his money fot that matter. The
latter point is clearly “illuminated” by b. Hag.: “the rabbis set their eyes upon
Rava,” so naturally he lost all his money. But the former point is nowhere clarified.
Moteovet, b. B.M. 70b makes #o reference whatever to loans to the state. At best
one can say that Rava believed one may take intetest from gentiles. His saying has
nothing whatever to do with state-loans, nor of course with any actual loans be
may have made. The secondary citations are no more persuasive, to say the least.
So I cannot conclude otherwise than that Widengren’s supposition of “large
Jewish loans” to the state, accompanied by the Babylonian Jews’ “great financial
capacity,” is, to say the least, unproven. I do not think it is ttue. Widengren’s
conttibution in A4 1, 1961, nonetheless contains important discussions on the
Iranian, Armenian and Syriac texts, especially on philological matters.

1 This is as literal a translation as I can offer. L. Miller, trans., Bekorot, (.ondon,
1938) p. 196 provides, “The scholars required the teaching of R. Huna b. Hiyya,”
and in his note, #id., n. 7, he adds, “In order to consult him on some point of
Jewish law. Lit., ‘the time needed him.” Anothet explanation is that he fell ill and
it was necessary for them [= the rabbis] to visit him.” It is reading into the text
meaning not there to delete “time/hour” and substitute “the scholars ... teaching...”
I do not know whether $¢H (Sha‘ah) has astrological significance here.

¢ Following Miller and Jastrow.

8 Millet and Jastrow read >ZL for ZYL, hence, “He teturned to his former
status.” Miller translates the passage, “Thereupon they sent him a message that
he should adhete to his office. He went back to his former position, and sent back
to them, T have withdrawn.’” Miller explains, #id., p. 196,n. 9, “Since he was
already a publican let him cling to the position, but as far as they were concerned
they would not visit him.” He translates the reading followed here, “that he should
adhere ‘to his (new position) before him,’” which I do not comprehend.



EXILARCHATE AND RABBINATE: LOOSENING TIES 93

years. R. Joseph ruled two and one-half years. During all those years
that Rabbah ruled, [R. Joseph enjoyed such good health that] he did

not summon to his house even a cupper.

(b. Ber. 64a)
The former passage contains no hint of the purpose of the rabbinical
visitation, but in the latter, “the time required” clearly means, as Dr.
Simon said, for one to be head of the school. Neither account contains
the slightest hint of exilarchic participation in the decision, but that
proves nothing, for such a detail would quickly have been suppressed
by a rabbinical redactor or tradent.

Summary of Scholarly Discussion: The first passage above forms the
cornerstone of M. Beer’s discussion of the relationship between the
exilarch and the schools. Beer holds! that the Pumbeditan academy was
accustomed to choose its own head. The first evidence we have of that
fact comes at the death of Rav Judah b. Ezekiel, founder of the academy,
conventionally dated in 298-299. Both of his leading students, Rabbah
and R. Joseph, declined to accept the succession.> R. Joseph allegedly
refused because of an astrological prediction that he would hold such
a post for only two years. As we saw, the text proceeds, “Rabbah
remained head for twenty-two years, and R. Joseph after him for two
and a half years.”8 Beer rightly rejects Rashi’s interpretation of b. Bekh.
31a, that the sages of the generation were turning with a legal inquiry
to R. Huna b. Hiyya. He cites the tradition of R. Sherira that R. Huna
b. Hiyya did in fact head the Pumbeditan academy for a number of
years.* But Beer finds it quite clear that neither Rabbah nor R. Joseph,
nor Abaye afterward, who eventually headed the school, was chosen
for that office by the exilarch. He cites the following tradition as
evidence:

Abaye, Rava, R. Zera, and Rabbah b. R. Mattenah were sitting [=
in session], and required a head. They agreed that whoever would say
something which others could not refute would become the head. The

statements of all were refuted except for Abaye’s. Rava saw that Abaye
held up his head. He said to him, “Nahmani [Abaye] begin and say

something. (b. Horayot 14b)’

L op. cit., Ziyyon 28, 1963, pp. 15-20.

2 Beer cites b. Ber. 64a as evidence of that fact. He says that the reason for their
refusal is not given. But in b. Ber. 64a a reason is given, as we saw.

3 b. Ber. 64a.

4 Beer, op. vit., p. 16, n. 103,

5 See the translation and note of Israel W. Slotki, Horayoth (London, 1938), pp.
105-106, esp. p. 105, n.12. The reading Rabbab is found in current traditions, and
Slotki explains that as Abaye’s teacher, he could speak to him in such a manner.
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Beer’s interpretation of the evidence would be more persuasive if
some reference to the headship of the school at Pumbedita were in-
cluded in the above account. But, as the traditional commentaries note,
the “head” was, for all we know, to preside over that particular session,
ot, as Slotki said, “course of studies.” Beer continues, “We have seen
that the sages found a way to choose from among themselves who
would stand as head of the academy without the intervention of the
exilarch.” He finds it clear, therefore, that from the founding of the
Pumbeditan academy in 295 (following Sherira’s date) to Abaye’s
death in 336, there were four heads of the Pumbeditan school, Rav
Judah, Rabbah, R. Joseph, and Abaye, “none of whom was selected
by the exilarch.”

Beer notes the possibility that the exilarch would be required to
approve the rabbis’ choice—and hence in effect could control it—in
exchange for his support of “many students in the school.” He rejects
this possibility, for, he notes, Rav Judah had in the first place es-
tablished a fund! supported by popular contributions, to suppott the
school. So he did not have to depend upon the exilarchate. This fund
was then controlled by Rabbah, R. Joseph, and Abaye in succession,
and finally came to Rava, who headed the Pumbeditan school before
moving it to Mahoza. Beer adds, “In Sura such a fund did not exist.”
He says, “It is reasonable [to suppose] that Rav Judah had to find for
his academy a soutce of financial support no# through the offices of the
exilarchate.”

Beer goes further and says that in the Talmud, there is no evidence
even of contact between the aforenamed sages and the exilarchate; he
states, “We find no evidence that they visited the exilarch or appeared
with him in public or worked with him in public administration.” He
recognizes? that two sources, b. Shab. 48a% and b. B.B. 55a,% report
that Rabbah visited the exilarch, but, he notes, manuscript evidence
provides the reading of Rava. Beer would assign these contacts to the
time after Rava headed the Pumbeditan school. If so, the date for
“Ugban b. Nehemiah would be later than anyone supposes, that is to
say, after 337. But Beer adds, “One cannot suppose that it is an acci-
dent, for we have evidence about both personal and public contact of

He says, “In this case, the head they felt in need of would be not for the school of
Pumbedita but for the purpose of taking chatge of that particular course.”

1 See b. Git. 60a, cited below p. 97.

3 ooty P I s (1S

3 Cited below, the slave and the kettle story, pp. 106-109.

4 The rules reported in the name of Samuel by ‘Ugban, below, p. 113.
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the head of the Suran academy with the exilarch.” He refers specifically
to R. Huna, R. Hisda, and R. Hamnuna. When, furthermore, the
Pumbeditan school moved to Mahoza [the exilarch’s capital] under
Rava’s headship, a very different relationship developed between the
exilarch and the Mahozan-Pumbeditan school. Rava now had many
sorts of contact with the exilarch and his staff, and joined in adminis-
trative work with them. Beer concludes that the Pumbeditan heads
in fact did not have anything to do with the exilarchate. Beer explains
this by reference to the jealousy existing between the school of the
exilarch’s “son-in-law,” R. Nahman, at Nehardea and Rav Judah’s
school at Pumbedita. He supposes that the exilarch favored R. Nah-
man’s school in order to build it up against the rivalry of Rav Judah’s
school. A dispute, perhaps financial, must have taken place, if I follow
Beert’s reasoning, between 295, when Rav Judah founded the school,
and 299 when he died. But, Beer says, it was the Suran academy which
was the school of the exilarchate. Its founder’s daughters married the
exilarch’s sons. Rav’s successor was R. Huna “who was of the family
of the exilarchate.” So Beer concludes that the exilarch appointed the
heads of Sura, but not of Pumbedita.
~ In his dissertation® Beer explicitly states his view that the visit of the
rabbis to R. Huna b. Hiyya was in connection with the succession of
Rav Judah’s headship of the Pumbeditan school. He stresses that the
language “the hour needed him” was used in b. Ber. 64a (= b. Hor. 14b)
with reference to the headship of the academy. He notes? that Rava, as
head of the school, appointed a tax-collector, and says that he did so
with the permission, or at the behest, of the exilarch. He notes, more-
over,? that while men who eventually became heads of the schools in
their youth were frequently poor, when they finally held office they
disposed of considerable funds. Abaye earlier worked nights and
studied in poverty, but was eventually a rich man.4

Zuri® also discusses the appointment of academic heads after Rava.
His account deals mainly with fifth century figures, and is not relevant
to our inquiry.®

1 Ma‘amadam, p. 88, n, 252. On support of the students by the exilarch and
public contributions, see pp. 99-104.

% Joc. cit., p. 136.

8 Joc. cit., pp. 47-51.

4 For earlier examples, see vol. IIT, pp. 126-130.

5 Y. S. Zuri, The Reign of the Exilarchate and the Legislative Acaderzies (Tel Aviv,
1939, in Hebrew), pp. 210-220.

6 1 shall discuss Zuri’s theses in vol. V.
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Halevy! discusses the situation after Rav Judah’s death. He also
interprets the passage in b. Hor. 14b and b. Ber. 64a about the re-
quirement of the hour as a reference to the selection of a new head,
“...the matter was difficult before the sages of the academy in Pumbe-
dita to decide, or they did not wish to decide, between Rabbah and
R. Joseph, and they asked [about it] in Palestine....” which of the two
would be preferable. Halevy cites the passage in R. Sherira’s letter,
which indicates that because of indecision among the two great masters,
R. Huna b. Hiyya became head, afterward followed by Rabbah and
then R. Joseph. R. Huna b. Hiyya, a student of Samuel, could not have
held office, Halevy says, for after the death of Rav Judah, Rabbah did
hold the office for twenty-two years, and according to R. Sherira’s
chronology, those years were 298/9 to 320/1. He must therefore have
succeeded immediately. So Halevy concludes that R. Huna b. Hiyya
did not hold the headship at the famous school of Pumbedita, but
somewhere else in town (Sic!). Halevy venomously criticizes Graetz’s
view, that R. Huna b. Hiyya did head the Pumbeditan school. Graetz
had made him head of the school, and said that the school “therefore
lost popularity,” on account of R. Huna b. Hiyya’s tax-collections.
Huna therefore gave up the tax-collecting business and was now
recognized as acceptable by the college. He was succeeded, according
to Graetz, by Rabbah and R. Joseph. Rabbah restored the academy to
its “extinguished fame.””?

Comment: 1 am persuaded by Beer’s interpretation of the mission to
R. Huna b. Hiyya. The headship of the academy following Rav Judah’s
death surely was at issue. Since R. Joseph and Rabbah wete mentioned,
R. Sherira’s tradition seems quite sensible. The real point of the story
was that a tax-collector cannot head an academy. But if R. Huna
collected taxes, it was as appointee of the exilarch. So the issue actually
was whether the exilarch could appoint a man tax-collector and at the
same time head of a school. The rabbis said one cannot hold both
offices, so R. Huna b. Hiyya declined the former. Rabbah accepted his
reversion, and R. Joseph did not. One may speculate that the exilarch’s
effort to assign both tasks to R. Huna b. Hiyya constituted a direct
challenge to the rabbinate. Not only must rabbis pay the head tax—they
must also collect it! It was a good time for the rabbis to stand firm.
Tax-collectors were not very popular, and ordinary folk might well
sympathize—as otherwise they would not—with the rabbis’ refusal to

L Dorot HaRishonim, 11, pp. 216b (= 432)-218a.
¢ H. Graetz, op. cit., II, pp. 576-577.
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accept a tax-collector as their chief. Hence R. Huna b. Hiyya was told
to choose, and the rabbis rightly expected he would prefer the higher
status as head of a school to the despised one as tax-collector. So they
won an easy victory and established a major precedent.

Beer’s reading of b. Hor. 14b seems to me farfetched, for we have
here no hint of an “election” of a successor to Rabbah and R. Joseph.
That particular account would not prove that “the rabbis™ selected the
head of the Pumbeditan school.

Beer’s supposition that all contacts between Rava and the exilarch
took place in Rava’s later years, after the Pumbeditan school had been
moved to Mahoza, seems to me equally difficult.! The absence of much
clearcut evidence on the relationships between exilarch and rabbis
seems susceptible of more than one explanation. Perhaps the rabbis
avoided the exilarch. But perhaps the rabbis did not choose to preserve
accounts of whatever telations existed. We do not know. Beet’s expla-
nation of the exilarch’s preference for R. Nahman’s school—if that is
what actually took place—is plausible.

Halevy’s discussion contributes nothing to our inquiry, but is im-
portant only because of his critique of Graetz’s view, which seems to
be shared by Beer, about the role of R. Huna b. Hiyya.

One piece of evidence seems to me decisive, following Beet’s view,
concerning the fund for the support of the schools, described as follows:

...then what of that shefar which was at first in the house of Rav
Judah, then of Rabbah, then of R. Joseph, and then of Abaye, and
finally of Rava....

(b. Git. 60b)
Beer follows the explanation of R. Sherira, that the shipura, or shofar,
was a fund for the rabbis of the academy, to which people contributed
and which was used for the support of the sages.? If, as Beer per-
suasively argues, R. Sherira’s explanation is acceptable, then it becomes
clear, as Beer says, that the head of the Pumbeditan academy for more
than half-a-century kept in his possession an independent source of
funds for the support of the school.® Beer says that Rav Judah es-
tablished the fund, and while we do not know exactly how he was able
to secure contributions, we may suppose that he did manage to collect

1 Tt would be tempting to suppose that the move came as patt of an effort to
reassert control of the school, and bring it under closer exilarchic supetrvision, by
requiring it to meet right near the exilarchic offices. But the whole matter now
seems rather conjectural.

2 2Jggeret R. Sherira Gaon, ed. B. M. Lewin, pp. 87-88.
8 See Ma‘amadam, pp. 99-100.

Studia Post-Biblica, XIV 7
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some money for his purpose. Now why should the head of the Pumbe-
ditan school have chosen to search out an independent source of funds?
Given his view of the exilarch,! whose authority he accepted only on
account of R. Huna’s advice, according to traditions in our hands, Rav
Judah was likely to have sought such financial independence in order
to gain another sort of independence as well. His attitude, to be in-
ferred from his views on taxation of rabbis, was that the exilarch was
wrong in taxing them. The exilarch’s summons to court in Rav Judah’s
dispute with R. Nahman® may have further exacerbated their relation-
ships. Or, as Beer says, the exilarchic favor shown to R. Nahman may
have produced a hostile reaction in Rav Judah’s school. In any event,
we have valid grounds to conclude that the Pumbeditan school did seek
an independent source of funds to be collected from ordinary people’s
voluntary contributions and that the reason for that action had to do
with the exilarchate. But we shall see that to Rava, R. Joseph and
Rabbah, who were said to hold the fund for the school, were attributed
both apparently favorable and hostile sayings about the exilarch. The
friendly tales must mean that the exilarchic circles were eager to register
the “fact” that the Pumbeditan leaders thought the exilarch was a great
penitent, the rise of the exilarchate was predicted by the angel to Jacob,
and so on. If Beer’s interpretation of the meaning of the funds under
discussion is sound, and I believe it is, then pro-exilarchic tradents
must have wanted to make another point. That point was that whatever
some thought the motives of the Pumbeditan leaders to be, they them-
selves recognized the divine sanction of the exilarchate.

No evidence, however, suggests that the appointment to the head-
ship of the schools of Sura, Mahoza, and Nehardea and whatever others
existed in this time was #o# in the hands of the exilarch. We do not know
whether or not that of Pumbedita was in his control. The rabbinical
traditions never suggest that he had anything to do with appointing
heads of schools, although circumstantial evidence would lead to the
supposition that he did, specifically in the cases of Rav, Samuel, R.
Nahman, R. Huna,? and Rav Judah.

Summary and Conclusions: The Pumbeditan rabbis’ search for funds
from Rav Judah’s establishment of the school in 295 until the time of

1 See vol. III, pp. 65-67.

2 Vol. III, p. 66.

3 R. Huna’s relationship to the exilarch is discussed in vol. III, pp. 50-53.
I do not think he was exilarch, or that he was related to the exilarch, and have
tried to explain why R. Shetira held a contrary view. Nonetheless his advice to
Rav Judah, cited above, would suggest he was a loyal supporter of the exilarchate,
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Rava was probably motivated by a concern for rabbinical independence
from the exilarch. Whether Rav Judah originally founded the school
in reaction against the favoritism of the exilarch for R. Nahman,
against the exilarch’s collection of the head-tax from rabbis, or for some
other reason, I cannot say. But the school’s administration did try for
fifty years to preserve its freedom. I think Beer is quite correct in
supposing that the struggle to remain free of exilarchic interference in
the selection of the head of the school was a primary factor in the refusal
to accept R. Huna b. Hiyya as head. If so, then the purported move of
the school to Mahoza in Rava’s times assumes great significance. R.
Sherira’s text is as follows:

And after Abaye, Rava ruled in Mahoza which was of Pumbedita...
.. RD™2 DD T XNMP3 K39 TPm vax na»
And all the years [of Rava],! there was only one academy, in Pumbe-
dita
RD"72 0193 XPAN2 KIN KUK R KD [R297] P PR wboa
(Letter of R. Sherira, ed. B. M.
Lewin, p. 88, 1. 6-7, p. 89, 1. 7-8)
The meaning of “Mahoza which was of Pumbedita” is not clear to
me. | take it to mean that there was one school, Mahoza, inclusive of
the Pumbeditan one. Rava was its head. It was located in the exilarchic
capital. Upon that basis, I conclude—still most tentatively—that the
half-century of Pumbeditan independence thus ended, and that in
Rava’s time, the exilarch’s authority was acknowledged and the school
was then moved to Mahoza.

The exilarch probably appointed the heads of the other schools
throughout this period. The heads of schools enjoyed much power.2
Only the exilarch could confer advantages and provide the political
foundation for such power. As I have argued® there was only one
Jewish government in Babylonia, and the Sasanians wanted it no other

! Lewin (p. 88, n. 5) says that Rava’s father’s home was in Mahoza, citing
p. 82 1. 9-17, “R. Joseph b. Hama the father of Rava and our rabbis were in
Pumbedita at the time INehardea was destroyed by Papa b. Nezar.” Halevy, op.
¢it., II, p. 245B, says that for a time, Pumbedita was the only school, in particular
during the lifetimes of Rabbah, R. Joseph, Abaye, and Rava.

Lewin (p. 89 n. 2) points out that the French tradition is preferable:

“In all these years, there was only one academy, in Pumbedita.”

Omitting the name of Rava, we find no difficulty whatever. The tradition means
that there was indeed only the Pumbeditan academy, but in Rava’s lifetime, it was
located in Mahoza. Upon that basis, I have come to the conclusion presented here.

? See vol. III pp. 126-130, and Beer, Ma‘amadam, pp. 99 f.
3 Vol. II, pp. 119-125, vol. III, pp. 41-48, 87-94.
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way. If the exilarch, therefore, continued to grant benefits to the rabbis,
particularly to heads of schools, it was because he had no fear of doing
so and got something in exchange. So I suppose that the academies
remained well within his jurisdiction, except for Pumbedita.

In the period from Shapur I to Shapur II, we saw that the Nehardean
and Mahozan schools were most closely associated with the exilarch;
the Suran one, under R. Huna, seemed submissive, yet was surely a
center of some subversion, with Geniva as chief provocateur; and the
school of Pumbedita. founded by Rav Judah, probably was compara-
tively independent of the exilarch through most of the period of
Shapur II. We cannot however suppose that the difference between
pro-exilarch and anti-exilarch sayings, which we now consider, depends
upon Pumbeditan or Mahozan origin. As I said, R. Joseph and Rabbah,
who seem to have presetved Pumbeditan independence, were credited
with both kinds. Rava, who supposedly ended it, was likewise the
source of both favorable and hostile accounts. If the change in the
relationship of Pumbedita, both geographical and therefore probably
political, to the exilarchate made any difference in the sayings, that
difference does not seem obvious. Both R. Joseph and Rava strongly
opposed paying the head-tax. If Rava willingly served as the means of
reestablishing exilarchic control over Pumbedita, it is simply not re-
flected in sayings attributed to him. (And he too kept the shipura.)
Perhaps Beer is right in holding that the more frequent contacts be-
tween Rava and the exilarch took place after the reunification of the
schools in Mahoza. But that does not illuminate how the exilarch
achieved reunification, what terms of agreement wete set, whether the
Pumbeditans were reconciled to the change, ot, if not, by what means
they were coetced to accept it. The only substantial complaint is that
rabbis paid taxes and thought they should not have to. On the whole,
as we shall now see, the rabbis responded by ominous, angry silence.

v. Tarmupic EviDENCE (1) : WHO INFORMED AGAINST RABBAH?

The story of Rabbah’s flight and subsequent death, which we con-
sidered above,! has received a novel interpretation at the hands of M.
Beer.2 Beet points out that the Talmudic account does not record who

1 Above, pp. 41-44. On the flight of Rabbah, see also I. Y. Halevy, op. cit.,
1L, pp. 451-455.

2 Moshe Beer, “Concerning the Deposal of Rabbah bar Nahmani from the
Headship of the Academy. A Chapter in the History of the Relationships between
the Sages and the Exilarchs,” (in Hebrew), Tarbig 33, 1964, pp. 349-357.
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informed against Rabbah or relate what were his motives. Beer sup-
poses that a reptesentative of the Palestinian schools, R. Simeon b.
Pazzi, went, or was sent, to Babylonia “to plead with the exilarch
against imposing taxes upon the rabbinate.” The exilarch in question
was, he says, Nathan deZuzita. Beer recalls that Nathan was the exilarch
who turned Geniva ovet to the government.! He supposes that the
exilarch did the same to Rabbah, who was hunted down. The reaction
was so severe, Beer says, that the exilarch repented. Hence the saying of
R. Joseph that “Ugban b. Nehemiah the exilarch, who was Nathan
deZuzita, “was the greatest penitent of his generation.” Beer states that
he “greatly repented his action against Rabbah.” R. Joseph said that
he saw in a dream that ‘Uqgban-Nathan was received into heaven, so
the exilarch was forgiven. So Beer.

E. E. Urbach? rejected Beet’s interpretation. He correctly stressed
that no hint of exilarchic involvement can be uncovered in the story
of Rabbah’s death. He supposed that Rabbah died in a persecution of
the Jews and found in the language, “thete is a certain man among the
Jews” evidence that a non-Jew was the informer. Persecutions, Urbach
said, are attested in the SOZ refetence to 313. He questioned the evi-
dence upon which Beet’s interpretation of the visit of R. Simeon b.
Pazzi is based. He found no grounds whatever to suppose that the visit
of R. Simeon had anything to do with the exilarch to begin with. None
points to a “mission” in connection with taxing the rabbis. He added
that no compatison can be drawn between Geniva and Rabbah, for the
latter did not have poor telations with the exilarch, so far as we know,
and the former did.

I am wholly persuaded by Urbach’s criticism. There is simply no
reason to think that the exilarch had anything to do with Rabbah’s
death, and no supporting evidence to be derived, except by begging
the question, in interpreting sayings attributed to R. Joseph and R.
Simeon b. Pazzi. It seems to me quite sufficient to note the fact that
Rabbah was highly unpopulat in Pumbedita.? So we may suppose that
one of Rabbah’s many enemies was the informer who called to the
attention of the Persian government Rabbah’s alleged complicity in tax
evasion by many Jews. Which enemy we shall never know. I doubt

1 See vol. I1I, pp. 75-81.

2 E. E. Urbach, “Concerning Historical Insight into the Account of Rabba bar
Nahmani’s Death,” (in Hebrew), Tarbiz 34, 1965, 156-161.

3 b, Shab. 153a. See below, pp. 386-390, for further discussion of Rabbah’s rule
in Pumbedita.
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that Jews were then being persecuted.! If Rabbah was punished on
account of tax evasion, the government may have had good reason for
putting him to death. In any case the Talmudic evidence concerning
Rabbah’s death provides no clear information whatever about the
exilarchate.

vI. TALMuDIC EVIDENCE (11): FAVORABLE TRADITIONS

The division of sayings about the exilarch and his administration into
tavorable, hostile, and neutral groups is, in a measure, arbitrary. It is
my, generally tentative, judgment about the content of a story that
must be decisive. Stories about an exilarch, whether named or otherwise,
who was kindly, devoted to the welfare of the rabbis, pious by rabbinic
standards, interested in the opinions of the rabbis and guided by them
—such stories would have emanated from a circle of tradents who
wanted to create a favorable impression of the exilarch. Qualities like
devotion to rabbis and piety by rabbinic standards were ascribed as
praise and hence reflect the values of a rabbinical circle. The same
stories told by others might reveal different intentions. Those who
disliked the rabbis would have found such qualities to be reprehensible
or craven. Our traditions, however, derive entirely from rabbinical
academies, and we must assess the intent of a story by reference to the
values of those schools alone. It is important, however, to stress that
by faverable, 1T mean, favorable from the viewpoint of the rabbis. We
shall see that most of the stories revealing a cleatly favorable attitude
toward the exilarch were reported in the names of R. Joseph, Rabbah,
Rava, and R. Papa, all of whom were heads of academies.

R. Joseph: We have the following sayings of R. Joseph:

Rav said, “There was no greater penitent than Josiah in his genet-
ation, and a certain person in ours” ... R. Joseph said, “And there is
another in oxrs, and who is it? “Ugban b. Nehemiah the exilarch, and
he is Nathan deZuzita.” R. Joseph said, “I was sitting at study and I
dozed, and I saw in my dream that a hand went forward and received
him.”

(b. Shab. 56b)?

R. Joseph said, “Whoever disputes against the rule of the house of
David deserves to have a snake bite him. Here it is written, ‘And
Adonijah slew sheep and oxen and fat cattle by the stone of Zoheleth’

1 See above, pp. 49-56.
% See also B. M. Lewin, Ogar HaGeonim (Jerusalem, 1930), II, Part B, p. 24.
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(I Kings 1:9), while elsewhere Scripture says, “With the poison of
serpents [zohale] of the dust’ (Deut. 32:24).”
(b. Sanh. 1102)

Rabbah: One saying attributed to Rabbah may be interpreted as a
friendly comment on the exilarchic line:

“For you have striven [sarita] with God and with men and have
prevailed” (Gen. 32 :29). Rabbah said, “He hinted to him that two
princes [sarim] were destined to go forth from him, the exilarch in
Babylonia and the patriarch in Palestine....”

(b. Hul. 92a)

Rava: In the same passage, Rava refers to the “three men of excel-
lence” who are mentioned by Gen. 40:10, “And in the vine were three
branches,” as the three princes of the nations, or angels, who plead
in Israel’s favor in every generation. In the earlier period, the Scripture
was interpreted to apply to Rabbana ‘Ugba and Rabbana Nehemiah,
Rav’s grandchildren, who, as we have seen, were the exilarchs of their
time.! Rava thus revised the former interpretation.

Rava also said that one may depend upon the exilarch to serve
abundant fruit to his guests.?

R. Papa: In commenting upon the teaching that if a man can forbid
his household to commit a sin and fails to do so, he is seized [=punish-
ed] for those same sins, and that the same condition pertains to the
sins of a whole town, or of the whole world, R. Papa said the following:

“The members of the exilarchic household are seized for the sins
of the whole world.”
(b. Shab. 54b)

Comment and summary: These few sayings are ambiguous. One finds
only a single reference to the name of the exilarch.®? We can hardly
conclude that R. Joseph certainly had a high opinion of the exilarch
“Ugban b. Nehemiah. All we know is that he supposedly believed that
he was a great penitent, but, despite Beer’s conjecture, we do not know
what sin he was accused of having committed. So the extent of R.
Joseph’s opinion is that the house of David, meaning in Babylonia
the exilarchate, was not a safe opponent. Scripture indicated that the
opponents of Davidides were bitten by snakes, or should be. And we

1 Rabbana ‘Ugba and Rabbana Nehemiah, Rav’s grandchildren were designated
by the rabbis as among the three “men of excellence that come forth in Israel in
every generation,” vol. III, p. 48-50.

 b. Ber. 42a.

3 See vol. 111, pp. 81-87.
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know that he believed the exilarch of his day was a great sinner, had
done penance for his sin, and heaven had accepted hispenance. Rabbah’s
saying indicates only that Jacob was informed of the eventual rule of
his descendents, a conviction which was rooted in the history of the
exegeses of Gen. 49:10.! Rava’s saying seems clearest of all: the
exilarch was a good host. On the other hand, he reinterpreted a Scrip-
ture earlier applied to the exilarch and said that it referred to heavenly
intercessors. I do not think he confused the exilarch with an angel, and
so his saying would have revised the interpretation of a Scripture
which others earlier had cited in praise of the exilarchs. R. Papa, finally,
believed that the exilarch, who could prevent sin, held a patticularly
solemn trust, and therefore would be punished for the “sins of the
whole world.” At the very best, these sayings seem not unfavorable.
They contain little outright praise of the exilarch. It is only by contrast
to the hostile sayings and stories that these may be categorized as
“favorable.”2

A clear-cut illustration, similar to that we have seen earlier,® of the
contradictory tendency in reporting traditions relevant to the exilarch
is as follows:

R. Papa permitted the stewards (BWRDYQY) of the exilarchate to
mash a dish with parched grains. Rava said, “Is there anyone who
permits this in a place where slaves are found?” Others report, Rava

himself mashed a dish with parched grains.
(b. Pes. 40b)*

The two traditions of Rava’s comment upon R. Papa’s action may
reveal two attitudes toward the exilarchate. On the one hand, he sup-
posedly said that the matter is not permitted where slaves are common,
for their laxity will lead to illegal action. The exilarch, by implication,
employed slaves whose concern for Jewish ritual was slight, and hence
Rava criticized R. Papa’s action. R. Papa should have recognized that
in a household as indifferent to the law as the exilarch’s such a leniency
would never be advisable. Over and over again the rabbis alleged that
his servants must never be trusted in matters of ritual observance, as in
this case. The second tradition about Rava’s comment on R. Papa’s
ruling omits all reference to the alleged ritual laxity of the exilarchate

! See vol. I, 2nd rev. ed., p. 104, 108.

% Vol. II, pp. 98-119, 111, pp. 61-75, 81-94.

8 jbid., pp. 62-63.

¢ Trans, H. Freedman (London, 1938). Dig. Sof. IV, pp. 114-115 lists no im-
portant variants.
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and its cooks. It simply said that Rava himself did precisely what R.
Papa told the exilarch might be done. No criticism of the exilarch is
implied, nor of R. Papa’s implicit trust of the exilarch’s “slaves.” It
seems possible that the second tradition constitutes a reply to the first:
“While some have criticized the exilarch for following the ritual prac-
tice permitted by R. Papa, Rava himself did that same thing.” Other-
wise a teport that Rava himself did it would make no sense in this
context, for we should have to read the pericope as follows: “R. Papa
permitted... Rava himself mashed...” Without knowing that someone
thought R. Papa had erred, and that Rava himself had said so, we should
not comprehend the emphatic reference to Rava’s own action. Hence I
should imagine that the two traditions are reported in a logical se-
quence: “R. Papa permitted. Rava criticized him. No, Rava did not
ctiticize him, but in fact did so himself.” If this is the case, then we
have before us an example of a tradition which has been edited from
two perspectives, first, that of the critics of the exilarchate, second, that
of its rabbinic defenders.! It is striking that the latter could not remove
the reference to Rava’s criticism, but could only nullify it. If it was a
significant matter, and I do not know that it was, then Rava’s criticism
was sufficiently well-known so that it could not be convincingly ex-
punged, but only modified. In any event the implications of R. Papa’s
action remain favorable to the exilarch, for the exilarch listened to his
rabbinical advisers, and his servants did what the rabbis said. The
comment, “Rava said...” would be intended to turn the story into an
attack upon the exilarch. Its presupposition was the same, namely, that
if the exilarch did mo# listen to the rabbis, he would be subject to criti-
cism. Hence I should imagine that the story was of concern only to the
rabbinical friends of the exilarch, those who held appointment at his
will as heads of schools (R. Papa, Rava). What the exilarch thought of
the rabbis of his day we simply do not know. What the rabbis thought
we can scarcely surmise upon the basis of the evidence cited above.

vir. Tarmupic Evipence (r1): HostIiLE TRADITIONS

The slight, ambiguous evidence interpreted, without much cettainty,
as praise of the exilarch is outweighed by the unambiguous evidence of
rabbinical hostility. The main burden of the stories was that the exilarch
was not a pious Jew, but was a sybarite and even ate food which was
from the rabbinical viewpoint of doubtful acceptability; did not pray

1 For a second case, see below, pp. 107-109.
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like a rabbi; and was not to be relied upon to keep other aspects of the
law. The one fact that emerges is that the exilarch was not a rabbi, and
that rabbis criticized him on that account. We shall here consider the
traditions in the names of major fourth-century teachers.

R. Zera: When R. Simeon b. Pazzi came to spend some time with a
‘powerful man’ in Babylonia, R. Zera asked him why he did not rebuke
the servants of the exilarch. R. Simeon replied that they would not
accept a rebuke from him.?

R. Joseph: The following story may be interpreted as hostile to the
exilarch:

R. Joseph said, “I once went up after Mar ‘Ugba to the baths. When
I left, T was offered a cup of wine, and I felt [its effect] from the hair
of my head down to my toc nails. If I had drunk another cup, I should
have feared lest it be deducted from my merits for the world to come.”
Yet Mar “Uqgba drinks it every day. Mar ‘Ugba is different for he is
used to it.

(b. Shab. 140a)

I doubt that the rabbis’ stories about the luxury of the exilarch’s way
of living were meant to praise him. They underlined, rather, the differ-
ences between his and other Jews’ way of living. The implication of
R. Joseph’s account was that Mar ‘Ugba’s enjoyment of this world
actually would diminish his advantages in the wotld to come. A re-
curring motif in rabbinical discussions is the prayer that God will give
the pagans their reward in this world, so they may suffet for all eternity.
The intention of R. Joseph may not have been dissimilar.

Rabbah: The following story leaves no doubt that Rabbah was alleged
to have criticized the exilarchic servants:

Rabbah and R. Zera visited the exilarch [on the Sabbath], and saw
a slave place a pitcher of water on the mouth of a kettle. [The pitcher
contained cold water, and the kettle was hot]. Rabbah thereupon
rebuked him [the slave]. Said R. Zera to him, “Wherein does it differ
from a boiler upon a boiler [which is permitted].” “He preserves the
heat there,” he replied, “while here he creates it.” Then he saw him
spread a turban over the mouth of a cask and place a cup upon it.

! b. Shab. 55a. See Beer, Tarbiz 33, 1964, pp. 351-353. I should suppose that
the late-Midrashic soutrces cited by Beet are based upon the above Talmudic
source, in particular Yalgut Psalms #0656, “Rabbi Zeira sent to R. Simai....” But
that R. Simeon b. Pazzi went, ot was sent, from Palestine to rebuke the exilarch
seems to me absolutely unsupported by the sources Beer cites, as I said above,
p. 101, Still, R. Zera obviously thought that the exilarch had done something
wrong, and ought to be rebuked. We simply do not know what it was.
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Thereupon Rabbah rebuked him. Said R. Zera to him, “Why?.” “You
will soon see,” he replied. Subsequently he saw him [the slave]
wringing it out [which is prohibited on the Sabbath]....

(b. Shab. 48a)t

Two facts emerge from this account. First of all, Rabbah allegedly
criticized the Sabbath ritual practices of the exilarchate. Second, he was
able to do so without coming to harm. It seems to me that the story is
meant to be hostile to the exilarch, for it conveys the message that his
slaves cannot be trusted to keep the Sabbath laws concerning the use of
fire and other matters. It is part of a considerable corpus of such stories.
It is striking, therefore, that Rabbah was able to instruct the slaves.
Perhaps he actually limited his comments to R. Zera. R. Zera was told
by R. Simeon that he did not feel he would find similar success, and
other traditions of the same incident? suggest that R. Simeon did not
think he would go unscathed if he rebuked the exilarchate. One may,
therefore, derive from this story a quite contrary fact, that the exilarch’s
servants wosuld take seriously the criticism of a leading rabbi. However,
whether that was so or not, the intent of the story-teller was quite
different; and it cannot be regarded as other than hostile.
Rabbah b. R. Huna: The following story is striking:

Ulla happened by the exilarchate. He saw Rabbah b. R. Huna sitting
in a tub of water and measuring it [on the Sabbath]. He said to him,
“I may admit that the rabbis permitted measuring in connection with
the fulfilment of a commandment, but not in such a connection.” He
replied, “I was just keeping myself busy.”

(b. Shab. 157b)

So Rabbah b. R. Huna not only spent the Sabbath at the exilarch’,
but engaged in a practice which was, at first glance, prohibited by the
rabbinical tradition. What is hostile here is the supposition that the
exilarch did not care about Sabbath law, but only an outside rabbi
would rebuke the apparent breaking of the Sabbath. When Rabbah b.
R. Huna visited the exilarch, he acted in accordance with the rabbinical
law about how one says the Sanctification of the Sabbath.?

The following story relates that the exilarch’s ritual standards were
low:

Rabbah b. R. Huna happened to visit the exilarchate. He [the exil-
arch] drank from a genishqanim [a cup with spouts from which several

! Trans. H. Freedman (London, 1938), pp. 217-218.
* Cited by Beer. Compare vol. ITI, pp. 84-86 on R. Sheshet’s experience.
 b. Pes. 100b.
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could drink at the same time] and [Rabbah] did not rebuke him [lit.:

said nothing to him at all]....
(b. Shab. 62b)

The comment of the Talmudic editor was that there was no rabbinic
prohibition against use of such a luxurious cup on the Sabbath. How-
ever, taking the above statement by itself, we note that the presuppo-
sition was that the cup should #s# be used, but Rabbah b. R. Huna failed
to say so. Only later on was his “reason” made clear, namely, that using
the cup on the Sabbath really was not prohibited. The petson who
preserved the account must have thought it a noteworthy event, and
his reason may have been his supposition that the cup was prohibited.
(He may also have wanted proof that it was permitted, since somebody
had disputed that, as he thought, falsely.) The exilarch did not obsetrve
the prohibition. Yet the rabbi said nothing by way of rebuke.
On the other hand, we have the following:

Rabbah b. R. Huna happened to visit the exilarch, and permitted
drinking from a genishganim [by Jews and gentiles together]. Some say
that he himself did so.

(b. AZ. 72b-73a)!

This story is about drinking from that same vessel with several spouts.
Here, however, the issue was, Does the exilarch keep taboos against
gentile’s touch of wine which is to be consumed by a Jew? As we saw
eatlier, these laws were extremely strict, and they were not theoretical,
but actually enforced. The rule stated by Mar Zutra b. R. Nahman was
that the Israelite and the gentile may drink from such a vessel, butonly
if the Israelite stops drinking first. If the gentile stopped drinking first,
then the wine left in his tube would flow back into the vessel and dis-
qualify the remaining wine.? In the story concerning Rabbah b. R.
Huna, he either permitted doing so without qualification, or actually
did so himself. So according to the story, at the home of the exilarch
the strict laws about rigid protection of wine against the touch of
gentiles were not enforced. A rabbi associated with the exilarch broke

1 See M. Beer, in Ziyyor 28, 1963, p. 7, whose interpretation of the incident I
have followed. Beer adds that he did so because of his (the exilarch’s) “repre-
sentative function.” He cites the description of the vessel in Ogar HaGeonin 11,
p. 26.

? Even if the exilarch instructed gentile guests that they must no# stop drinking
before the Jews did, yet the Jews could not thereafter drink from that vessel,
Moreover, rigid laws involved the cleansing of the vessel for future Jewish use,
and as we have seen above, there is some doubt that Jews could again use it for
any purpose whatever,
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them as well. It seems possible to suppose that the additional remark,
that Rabbah b. R. Huna himself broke the law, may have been intended
as a defense of the exilarch. The presupposition would have been that
a rabbi would not break the law,! and thetrefore the law was not broken
at the exilarch’s house either. So the story in its present form contains
either a hostile or a friendly attitude toward the exilarchate, hostile in
that the exilarch did not keep the law, nor did the rabbi who gave him
instruction about it; ot, alternatively, friendly in that the rabbi himself
acted as did the exilarch, with the possible presumption that the law
was actually obsetved. The former seems much more likely.

In fact the two sayings about the many-spouted vessel, one appearing
in connection with Sabbath law, the other with laws about wine, appear
to be based on a single antetior tradition, somewhat as follows:

Rabbah b. R. Huna happened to visit the exilarch. The exilarch [or,
someone] drank from a genishqanim and—

2. Rabbah b. R. Huna did not rebuke him g,
g : Sabbath
b. Rabbah b. R. Huna permitted him to do so i
with
c. Rabbah b. R. Huna joined him in doing so Gentiles

Whether the “visit” had to do with Sabbath law or the taboos about
gentiles” not touching wine does not matter, except as the story was
included in one or another tractate. The stotry was probably intended
as hostile to the exilarch. In the one case, it indicated that the exilarch
did not keep the Sabbath. In the other, he did not observe the taboos
about wine. Its original form did not affect in the slightest in which
discussion it was finally included. It served either purpose equally well.
Yet one may suppose that at the root of the matter merely lay the simple
fact that an unusual drinking vessel was used by the exilarch.2 Upon that
fact alone, both traditions were based.
Rava: Two appatently hostile stories involve Rava:

The exilarch had a banquet-hall PBWWRNQ?] in his orchard. He
said to R. Huna b. Hinena, “Will the Master make an arrangement so

1 This is precisely the understanding of the Tosafists, ad Joc.

t See especially Y. Brand, Klei HaHeres beSifrut HaTalmud (in Hebrew, Jerusa-
lem, 1953), English title : Ceramics in Talmudic Literature, pp. 278-279. Brand points
out that in b. Shab. 62b, R. Ammi and R. Assi discuss the “bowls of wine” of
Amos 6:6, and one regarded Amos’s reference to be to gemishganim. Hence the
biblical prophet was seen by some rabbis to condemn precisely the luxurious
objects used by the exilarch, But T do not know that the fourth-century rabbis
knew what had been said eatlier in Palestine.
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that tomorrow [on the Sabbath] we may eat bread there?’! He went
and made a reed-fence, fixing each reed less than three handbreadths
from the other. Rava came and pulled them out. R, Papa and R. Huna
b. R. Joshua followed him and picked them up [to make sure R. Huna
b. Hinena did not put them back]. On the next day, Rabina objected
to Rava ... R. Papa also objected ... R. Huna b. R. Joshua also said to
Rava ... The exilarch thereupon quoted concerning them the Scripture
(Jer. 4.22), “They are sages to do evil, but they know not how to do
good.”

(b. ‘Eruv. 25b-26a)

Rava and R. Nahman b. Isaac were once sitting together when R,
Aha b. Jacob came by sitting in a golden carriage and dressed in a
purple cloak. Rava went to him. R. Nahman b. Isaac did not, saying
“Perhaps he is on the staff of the exilarchate. Rava needs them and I do
not.” When he saw who it was, he went....

(b. Git. 31b)2

The latter story simply indicates that R. Nahman b. Isaac thought
some of the rabbis wete beholden to the exilarch, but he was not. Those
who were, as was Rava when he headed an academy, would naturally
humble themselves.

The former story is of greater interest. It indicates that the rabbis as
a group were criticized by the exilarch for their expertness in depriving
people of their pleasures. Rava apparently disturbed the ritual ar-
rangements made at the exilarch’s palace by a court rabbi. His col-
leagues made certain that the decision of the master would not be
ignored. The story is a strange one, for it would suggest that “the next
day” the rabbis engaged in a protracted discussion of the law in the
presence of the exilarch, who, hearing and understanding the issues,
commented as he did upon them. Is the stoty hostile to the exilarch?
I should suppose that among people for whom criticism of the rabbis
in such terms would be improper, it would be told as a hostile story.
The exilarch emerges in the story as respectful of the rabbis. He was
indeed subservient to their legal decisions. So to a rabbinical circle such
a story would be both hostileto the exilarch and favorable to themselves.
The exilarch’s rabbi, R. Huna b. Hinena, did not know the law but
had to be corrected by others. On the other hand, one could interpret
the story as preserving from the rabbinical perspective a favorable
view of the exilarch. He patiently allowed rabbis to govern his ritual
practices, and faithfully kept the law. When a leading master deprived

! The legal problems are of no interest here.
* Compare vol. III, p. 59, 76.
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him of the pleasure of his garden on the Sabbath, he did nothing. After-
ward, learning that Rava was in error, he commented that rabbis only
know how to do bad things, not good ones. It may be compared to the
stories about R. Sheshet who acted in a high-handed manner toward the
exilarchate’s servants, only to discover that the law was on their side,
not his. He thereupon said that they should not be so informed.! These
stories both appear in the same tractate, namely ‘Ermvin.? They seem
to me generally hostile to the anti-exilarchic rabbis, and the story cited
above may be a part of the same corpus of traditions. Whether or not
it was intended to convey an unfavorable picture depends upon the
viewpoint of the story-teller. If an exilarchic rabbi, he would have
wanted to say that rabbis are clever, but in the end do not concern them-
selves with the welfare of faithful Jews even though the exilarch him-
self respects them.? If a hostile rabbi, he would have meant to under-
line that the law was complicated, that even great rabbis may err, but
that the exilarch had no patience with the subtleties of the law and paid
only grudging respect to those who knew it.

Rava supposedly said that when the rabbis ate at the exilarch’s
palace, there was a doubt as to whether further wine would be brought
or not.* His saying contrasts with the one cited above that fruit was
freely given out at the exilarch’s.

The following teaching seems to convey a negative attitude as well:

Rava said, “When we eat bread at the exilarch’s, we bless in groups
of three.” Why not bless in groups of ten? The exilarch may hear and
be angry. Then let us rely upon the blessing of the exilarch? Since
everyone will answer loudly, they will not hear the one who says grace.

(b. Ber. 50a)

Rava’s actual saying seems to have been that at the exilarch’s table,
rabbis bless quietly, in small groups, rather than relying upon the
exilarch’s recitation of grace. Since the rabbis elsewhere discussed say-
ing grace in larger groups, without mentioning the possibility that the
noise would drown out the prayer of the leader, it may be that the
reason given above is not the real one. If so, we are left with the suppo-
sition that rabbis do not rely upon the exilarch’s recital of grace, but

1 Note the similar motif in the R. Sheshet stories, cited in vol. III, pp. 84-87.
R. Sheshet not only tuled, but enforced the law on the exilarchate and against its
desires, but it turned out he was ignorant of the law. He thereupon said that the
exilarch should not be told the truth about the matter.

2 b, ‘Bruv. 11b, 39b.

3 See the saying of the family of Benjamin the physician, cited below p. 363.

% b. Pes. 103a.
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must tecite it on their own, though surreptitiously. It is highly con-
jectural to suppose that the rabbis did not want the exilarch to pray in
their behalf, and I mention it only as a possibility.

We see, therefore, that what seems hostile from one petspective from
another appears to be favorable. We cannot be sure of the intention of
the story-tellers. Nonetheless, it is clear that the enemies of the exilarch
repeatedly harped on a few points, touching on his ritual violations and
luxurious living, but contributed little more information than their own
displeasure on these counts. They exhibited contempt for rabbis associ-
ated with the exilarch as much as for his slaves or servants. They were
no better than their master, but kept the law in a lax, sometimes even
ignorant, fashion. I am puzzled by the extreme mildness of the polemic
in some of the passages to which I have attributed polemical purpose.
When one has to recognize thata story may be either favorable or hostile,
there is some reason to consider the possibility of its being neutral. This
literature comes from the schools, in which legal discussion was the
major concern and was frequently enlivened by appeals to the examples
of famous rabbis. It is therefore possible that some examples, even a-
mong those cited here, were remembeted simply gz examples, without
polemic purpose, and also without intent to praise (as above). When
everybody was arguing about the law, disputed cases must have been
coming up all the time, and everybody must have been found in the
minority at some time, perhaps often. The more important question is,
How often and in what circumstances is the behavior of the exilarch
himself or of his court cited as an authoritative legal precedent? It is
clear that Mar “Ugba I was so cited. R. Nahman earlier and Rava now
conducted courts closely affiliated with the exilarch. We cannot con-
clude, therefore, that the exilarch’s cours ceased to be good precedent
for deciding the law. On the other hand, the stories about Mar ‘Ugba
I have no substantial parallels later on. Unless some rabbi (e.g. Nahman,
Rava) was on hand to make, permit, or approve a decision, it did not
now constitute a good precedent for deciding the law. Since the exilarch
was still the titular head of the Jewish courts and supreme authority to
which cases from them could be appealed, this tacit abandonment of
reference to his practice as authoritative is significant.!

1 See below, pp. 114-119, for further comment on the veritable silence of the
rabbinical sources concerning the fourth-century exilarchs. I am grateful to
Professor Morton Smith for his comments on the division of stories into hostile
and friendly categories.
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1. TALMUDIC EVIDENCE (1v): NEUTRAL TRADITIONS

A number of stories mention the exilarch quite tangentially, implying
no evaluation whatever of his actions. In some, the menu setved at the
exilarch’s was discussed on account of a legal problem, as in the follow-
ing:

When Rava was at the exilarch’s house, they prepared for him a dish

of fish pressed sixty times and he ate it...
(b. M.Q. 11a)

At the exilarch’s, Rava was served a paste of dough over roasted
duck. He said, “Had I not seen it as clear as white glass I would not
have eaten it...”

(b. Pes. 74b)
Of a similarly neutral nature are the occasional references to a rabbis’
lectures at the gate of the exilarchic palace.! I see no tendency, either
hostile or otherwise, in accounts of discussions between the exilarch
and noted rabbis, for instance, that of Rabbah b. R. Huna and the
exilarch on rescuing sacred writings on the Sabbath.? The following
seems to me of the same order:

Rabbah said to those who bind the hoshanna at the exilarch’s palace,
“When you bind hsoshannas at the exilarch’s, leave a handle....”

(b. Suk. 37a)
The exilarch and his bureaucrats play no role in such accounts. The
intent of the story is not to make a judgment upon them, nor even to
prove that they were subservient to rabbinical rulings. We may conclude
that everyone knew the exilarch did consult with, and was instructed
by, rabbis. Rabbah b. R. Huna appeared above as an exilarchic associ-
ate. Rabbah and Rava headed the Pumbeditan school. T see no reason
to doubt that the exilarch actually did consult the heads of the schools
about legal issues. Stories to the contrary must, therefore, have been
polemic based upon the exilarch’s alleged indifference to the law.
What is important in the following accounts is a similar neutrality in
far more important matters:
Rabbah [or, Rava]? said, “These three things were told to me by
‘Ugban b. Nehemiah the exilarch in the name of Samuel, “The law of
the state is law. The Persians acquire ownership by an occupation of

forty years. The sale by rich landlords [grandees] of land bought up
in payment of taxes is a valid sale....””

(b. B.B. 55a)

1 E.g. b. Hul. 84b, b. Shab, 126b.
2°b, Shab: 115b.
8 See Rabbinowicz, Dig. Sef. ad loc.

Studia Post-Biblica, X1V 8
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Rabbah here expressed no opinion or attitude concerning the exilar-
chate ; he merely repeated an important tradition told to him in Samuel’s
name by the exilarch. That the exilarch knew such a tradition is taken
for granted. The matters to which it pertained all had to do with state-
law, in particular the enforcement of Persian rules in Jewish courts. It
was the exilarch’s task to oversee such matters, and he was assumed,
therefore, to know what he was talking about. The tradition is entirely
neutral. If so, however, it is most important because it shows the exil-
arch felt himself capable to lay down the law to the rabbis on such
questions, and the rabbis accepted his rulings. It confirms my suppo-
sition that the rabbis owed their authority basically to his appointment
to serve in his courts.

When Rabin and Abaye were sitting before Rabbana Nehemiah
brother of the exilarch, they commented upon his silk garment, but
only by way of reference to a word in the Mishnah.! Similarly, in the
context of legal discussion, Abaye’s saying about buying a field in the
name of another, “such as the exilarch,”2 implies no judgment whatever
about the exilarch.®

ix. REviEw AND EvAarLuaTionN oF TarmMupic EVIDENCE

The Talmudic references to the exilarch in the times of Rabbah and
R. Joseph, Abaye and Rava, are hardly unequivocal. Our effort to
distinguish hostile from favorable traditions has not been entirely
successful, for it is not always clear whether a given account was meant
to praise, denigrate, or merely report. I think it clear, nonetheless, that
both hostile and friendly accounts were transmitted, often concerning
the attitudes of the same rabbi. We cannot mechanically distinguish
between the intent or spirit of these accounts.

Earlier® it seemed that while favorable stories normally mentioned
the exilarch by name, hostile ones spoke of an anonymous figure. Here
no such phenomenon became apparent. R. Joseph referred to “Ugban

1 b. Shab. 20b. The account is in the context of Mishnah commentary.

% b. B.Q. 102b-103a, and the reference to the exilarch is to begin with not
supported by all manuscript evidence.

3 Further neutral traditions are cited below, the exilarch told Rava to
see whether a certain newcomer was a rabbinical disciple, and if he was, to grant
him special market privileges. The detail, mentioned as matter-of-fact, tells us
that the exilarch continued to favor the rabbis in many ways. The focus of the
story is elsewhere, however, and it was not told either to praise ot to criticize the

exilarchate.
4 vol. I1I, pp. 61-75, 87-94, vol. II, pp. 92-125.
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b. Nehemiah the exilarch, and supposedly! identified him with Nathan
de Zuzita, whom he called the greatest penitent of the generation. It
may have been intended as praise to call 2 man a great penitent, but
it also was hardly 2 compliment to note that he had a great sin to atone
for. The stories in which the exilarch was mentioned by name, in ad-
dition to the above, are as follows: R. Joseph referred to the wonderful
wine consumed by Mar ‘Ugba; Nehemiah’s citing Samuel as reported
by Rabbah; Rabbana Nehemiah brother of the exilarch worte silk. Two
of the three stories concern the luxurious way of living of the exilarch
and his family. The third merely records in the exilarch’s name a saying
of Samuel. Given the exilarch’s role in Iranian politics, one can hardly
suppose on this basis that Rabbah thought the exilarch invariably
provided a valid report of all earlier opinions. The subject-matter of
this particular saying of Samuel pertained directly to what the exilarch
was supposed to know. So the four traditions on a #amed exilarch do
not reveal a favorable attitude, but at best, a neutral one. Whatever the
reasons for the fairly general practice, noted in third-century traditions,
of naming an exilarch in favorable stories and leaving him anonymous
in unfavorable ones, they seem no longer to have pertained in the later
period.

The apparently favorable traditions about an anonymous exilarch
included R. Joseph’s saying that one should not dispute with the house
of David; Rabbah’s equally enigmatic interpretation of Gen. 32:29;
Rava’s, that the exilarch is generous with fruit; and possibly R. Papa’s,
that the exilarchate will be punished for the sins of the whole world,
from which one may infer that he thought the exilarchate bore weighty
responsibilities and much power. The two traditions concerning Rava’s
response to R. Papa’s ruling at the exilarchate included a favorable
viewpoint, that Rava did what some felt should not be done, with the
implication that the exilarchic practice was not illegal. One may infer
that the exilarch, accused of laxity in matters of ritual law, was here
defended.

The hostile sayings and stories all contain the implication that the
exilarch deserved rebuke, but that it took courage to deliver it. He lived
luxuriously, and in so doing, used up his store of merit for the coming
world. Rabbah found improper a ritual practice of the exilarch’s servant.

1 Utbach says that the words “and he is Nathan de’Zuzita” were not spoken
by R. Joseph himself. See his critique of Beer, Tarbiz 34, 1965, p. 161. 1 do not
know what to make of such suppositions, or on what basis they are reached,
tested, or evaluated.
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(The detail that he delivered a rebuke without coming to harm may
indicate that this was rare.) Rabbah b. R. Huna himself violated the
Sabbath at the exilarch’s house; it is implied that others did likewise.
He either refrained from rebuking the exilarch for drinking from a
peculiar vessel on the Sabbath, or himself joined in drinking from it in
a situation in which the taboos against the gentile’s touch of wine were
violated. The two strange accounts reveal that the possession of such a
luxurious vessel led to the formulation of two separate stories about
its use, both intended to reflect a negative judgment upon the exilarch’s
ritual standards. Rava likewise ruled that the exilarch’s rabbi did not
keep the law on the Sabbath boundaties—or did not even know it. But
the account may be interpreted in a different light: the exilarch put up
with rabbinical decisions, even though they turned out to be invalid.
Hence he respected rabbis, although complaining against them. Rava
supposedly doubted that the exilarch was generous with wine. He may
have declined to accept the leadership of the exilarch in saying grace.

Neutral traditions report that rabbis ate at the exilarch’s house,
preached, taught, and judged, at his gate. The latter are doubtless quite
factual, for the exilarchate, as the center of Jewish government, was the
site of teaching, preaching, and judgment.! The stories about Rava’s
eating at the exilarch’s convey both a reliable fact and a polemic pur-
pose. The fact was that the rabbis ate with the exilarch. The polemic
purpose was to show that they found it possible to do so, and hence the
exilarch did observe the dietary rules in a manner that met with rabbinical
approval. Since many told stories to the contrary, this was an important
matter.?

What facts may be detived from these traditions? First, and most
certain, there were rabbis who expressed a hostile attitude toward the
exilarch. The hostility took several forms, but it is clear that some tra-
ditions were deliberately shaped so as to present an unfavorable picture.
‘These rabbis stressed that the exilarch did not keep “the Torah” as he
should. He lived luxuriously but was a niggardly host. He did not follow
rabbinical instructions, and it was dangerous to give them. Second,
some traditions in the rabbinical schools preserved a quite different
viewpoint. The exilarch observed the law as did leading rabbinical
authorities. He was a generous host. He was a great penitent. He knew
rabbinical traditions told in the name of great authorities of the pre-
ceding century. These two facts provide some insight into the ways in

1 See for example the stories about R. Nahman, vol. III, pp. 61-75.
? E.g., R. Sheshet, vol. II, pp. 84-87.
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which the exilarchate was discussed at this time by rabbis. The issues
centered upon whether or not the exilarch was a good Jew by rabbinic
lights. Those who suppotted (or were supported by) him said that he
was, and the opposition denied it.

One may discern a shift in the quality of the debate. In the earlier
century, the exilarch was accused, to be sure, of not keeping or even
knowing the law. The defense, however, alleged not merely that he did
know and keep it. It added that he was a colleague and friend of the
greatest rabbis of the age. Such luminaries as Rav, Samuel, R. Nahman,
and others subjected themselves to his rule. He, no less than they, me-
ticulously observed the law just as the rabbis taught it. Now less seems
to have been claimed, and less alleged. The point of the fourth-century
opposition was that such a man as the exilarch was not worthy of
governing the Jewish people; the defense merely asserted that he was.
Little reference was made to the Davidic otigin of the exilarch, which
had been so widely discussed as fact one hundred years eatlier. Perhaps
R. Papa referred to that belief—but whether he meant to refer specifi-
cally to the exilarch or not we can only guess. No stories were told
about how faithfully the exilarch honored rabbis, studied with them,
or was honored by them.! Now all that was asserted in his behalf was
that he was no worse than Rava or Rabbah b. R. Huna for acting just
as they did. No leading rabbinical authority appeared in the traditions
on the exilarchate to take place of Samuel or R. Nahman. The pro-
exilarchic rabbis played a smaller role in the traditions than earlier, and
themselves were portrayed by the opposition as inconsequential. On
the other hand, no leading anti-exilarchic rabbi of the stature of R.
Sheshet appeared. It is indeed difficult to say whether leading rabbis
held favorable or unfavorable views, for to many were ascribed both
friendliness and opposition to the exilarchate.

Our earlier consideration of the relationship between the exilarch
and the schools suggested that Pumbedita was a focus of hostile atti-
tudes toward the exilarch. Yet we have now seen that one cannot
attribute all hostile stories to Pumbeditans, all friendly or neutral ones
to Surans or Mahozans. Beer said Sura was always a center of pro-
exilarchic sentiment, having been founded by Rav, whose grandsons
held the exilarchic office. Yet I can discern no consequences in the
transmission of stoties about the exilarch. One should have expected
that the heads of Pumbedita, Rabbah, R. Joseph, Abaye, and Rava, all

1 Tt wras still considered a religious action to visit the exilarch on the festivals,
however.
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of whom held the shipura, would have been sources of only negative
accounts. Yet my tentative division of stories shows that no such expec-
tation has been realized. I do not know how to account for the trans-
mission of varying attitudes in the name of the same significant rabbis,
all heads of the Pumbeditan school. It is of coutse quite possible that
individual rabbis held mixed views of the exilarch. Possibly different
exilarchs triggered different sorts of responses. Since we do not know
the names of the several exilarchs of this period, we cannot be certain
that all of them consistently elicited rabbinical hostility. Perhaps, also,
such a rigidly political reading of the data is inappropriate to begin
with. By contrast, however, the late third-century sayings seemed to
divide according to the schools where they were first redacted. Those
attributed to the Nehardean-Mahozan citcle, in particular to Rabbah
bar Abbuha and R. Nahman b. Jacob were invariably friendly; to R.
Sheshet, invariably hostile; to the Surans under R. Huna, generally neu-
tral, but in any case rately hostile. If the Pumbeditans in the brief span
of Rav Judah b. Ezekiel’s headship wete hostile to the exilarch, as we
should certainly suppose, we can cite no substantial evidence of that
fact, for Rav Judah certainly paid due respect to the exilarch when R.
Huna advised that he ought to. So while the eatlier traditions seemed
relatively clear, those of the fourth-century masters do not. I am unable
at this time further to contribute to the study of the problem. Perhaps
future research will clarify this puzzling and curious phenomenon.

We may only conclude that the relationship between the rabbinate
and the exilarchate was deteriorating. If on the whole the rabbis pre-
served fewer stories, and hence seezz less interested in the exilarch than
earlier, the reason is neither that they enjoyed a freer hand, nor that his
powet had diminished. We have no evidence whatever to lead to the
supposition that the Iranian government now turned more to the rabbis
than to the exilarch who earlier had hired them. I do not for one minute
think the Persians would have done so. And their decision mattered
most of all. Nor can we suppose that the rabbis modulated their oppo-
sition because of the unsettled times, as I think was the case a centuty
earlier.! Stories about the exilarch conveyed a bitterer attitude than
before, particulatly in the time of Rav and Samuel. The rabbis as a
group now sought far more power in Jewish community affairs than
pteviously.? They asserted claims which were earlier unknown. Yet,
whatever they claimed, they no longer told stoties of how the exilarch

1 Vol. II, pp. 119-125.
® See below, pp. 1254
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had sat humbly as their student, while they accepted his administrative
or judicial dominance, nor did they preserve accounts of how a few
particularly favored but also learned rabbis represented the interests of
the exilarch and really controlled his administration. I think the silence
of the rabbinic traditions is most ominous, for the rabbis generally pre-
served few, if any, stories about those they hated. It seems to me a fact
that remarkably few important men in the schools were interested in
contributing stories, or handing on sayings, relevant to the exilarch. A
few critical remarks countered by some outright friendly revisions of
stories are all that we have in hand. Nothing could testify more con-
vincingly to the tension between exilarchate and rabbinate than that
lack of interest.!

X. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In the schools of the late third century, a small opposttionist group,
led by Geniva, with a larger number of covert sympathizers, had begun
to articulate dissatisfaction with the status quo. Subservience to the
exilarch began to gall some learned rabbis, who supposedly not only
knew the whole of God’s revelation to Moses, but also embodied it as
the best exemplification of the “image of God” among men. Rav Judah
and R. Huna evidently taught earlier that Scripture had freed rabbis, as
saints and priests, from poll-taxes .Now a number of distinguished sages
actually claimed to be free of the practical obligation to pay those taxes.

It is striking that despite their veritable silence about the contempo-
rary exilarchs, the fourth-century rabbis pursued extensive studies of

1 §till, we cannot ignore the fact that the earlier stories were preserved, pet-
taining both to Rav and Samuel and to R. Nahman and Rabbah b. Abbuhah. As
Isaid (p. 72, n. 1) I think those stories must have entered the process of tra-
dition fairly soon after they were redacted, ot they would have been ignored ot
suppressed later on. So by the first quarter of the fourth centuty, most of the
favorable sayings and traditions cited in vols. II and III must have become
“authoritative,” ot sufficiently well-known so that no one could supptress them.
A second possibility is that the circles around the exilarch were responsible for
their preservation and later inclusion in the Talmud as we have it. If so, howevet,
in the fourth century such citcles proved remarkably unproductive of new
materials of the same sort. One might argue that not much happened which
circles favorable to the exilarch would have wanted to relate, but I think it un-
likely. Such citcles proved able to “revise” hostile stories in two instances cited
above (p. 97 and p. 106), so I should imagine they could manufacture whatever
they wanted, or could presetve whatever favorable stories they knew about. I
cannot explain why they failed to do so, unless thete was simply not much need
for such an apologetic. A manner of living had been established, and perhaps no
further defense ot explanation was called for.
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the Mishnah of Sanhedrin, making many noteworthy contributions
pertaining to that tractate. Ignoring the government at hand, they paid
close attention to the forms and requirements of the government which
had allegedly existed in temple times and again would be set up when
the Messiah came and brought the Jews back to Palestine. The rabbis
concentrated their best energies upon their own ideals for the future, as
if by so doing they intended to express their displeasure with the reality
around them. By contrast, we have almost no Talmudic account of
what the exilarch did from day to day, of how his court-system actually
operated,! of his dealings with Shapur II or lower Persian officials, of
any major problems he may have faced in these difficult times, of his
studies of the law—even of his name. One might suppose that rabbis
normally do not tell about such things, but the third-century traditions
suggest the contrary. Furthermore, we do have stories about Shapur II
and his mother in relationship to noted rabbis, but none about royal
dealings with the one man the Iranian court held responsible, like the
Christian Catholicus of Seleucia—Ctesiphon, for the Jewish millet-
community. I find it striking that in rabbinic traditions, the exilarch
does not even figure in the contacts between Iranian and Jewish of-
ficials.

S0Z2 supplies the names of the exilarchs of this time, which Lazarus
arranged in chronological sequence, as Nehemiah I, ‘Uqba II, Huna
Mar I his brother, and Abba. It is remarkable that the Talmudic tra-
ditions on the exilarch derive mostly from stories about Rav’s grand-
children, and few, if any, accounts in which the chief sages of this period
figure contain any exilarchic names at all. R. Joseph and Rabbah referred
by name to Nathan deZuzita or ‘Ugban b. Nehemiah the exilarch or
Mar ‘Uqgba (IT). A story is told about Rabin’s and Abaye’s sitting before
Rabbana Nehemiah the brother of the exilarch. I do not know when,
following Lazarus’s dates, Rabbana Nehemiah would have become
exilarch unless this story refers to Nehemiah I. If so, 4/ the few Tal-
mudic references we do have pertain to Rav’s grandsons, none at all
to Huna Mar I, Abba, and Nathan II. The extant favorable stories about
unspecified exilarchs, told by R. Joseph, Rabbah, Abaye, Rava, and
their contemporaries, were no more numerous. R. Joseph said it is
dangerous to fight with the exilarch. R