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Midrash Eikhah [Lamentations] Rabbah (Buber) 1[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Translated (with adjustments) from the Hebrew in accordance with The Sefaria Midrash Rabbah, tr. Joshua Schreier, ed. Yaacov Francus, 2022.] 

There was an incident involving the two children of [R.] Tzadok the High Priest, who were taken captive, one male and one female. 
This one fell to a certain officer and that one fell to a certain officer. 
This [officer] went to a prostitute and gave her the male as her recompense,
and that [officer] went to a cook and gave him the female in exchange for wine,
to realize what is written: “And cast lots over My people, and they bartered a boy for a whore, and sold a girl for wine, which they drank.” (Joel 4:3).	Comment by JA: קפילא בד"כ מבשל או בעל מסעדה. שלא כמו בתרגום לעברית
Days later, that prostitute came to the cook and said to him: 
Since I have a Jewish man who resembles the young woman in your possession,
Let us marry one to the other and divide their issue between us?” 
They did so and sequestered them in a room and locked them in. 
The young woman began weeping. 
He said to her: “Why are you weeping?” 
She said to him: “Woe to this daughter of the High Priest who is being wed to a slave!”
He said to her: “Who is your father?”
She said to him: “Tzadok the High Priest.” 
He said to her: “Where did you reside?” 
She said to him: “In Jerusalem.”
He said to her: “On what street?”
She said to him: “On such and such street.”
He said to her: “In what dwelling?”
She said to him: “In such and such dwelling.”
He said to her: “What mark was there on your residence?” 
She said to him: “Such and such on such and such.” 
He said to her: “Do you have a brother?” 
She said to him: “Yes.”
[He said]: “What mark does he have?”
She said: “He has a mole on his shoulder. When he would come from school, I would uncover the mole and kiss it.” 
He said to her: “If someone would show you that mole, would you recognize him?” 
She said to him: “Yes.” 
He revealed his shoulder to her.
She saw the mole and they recognized each other. They were hugging each other and kissing each other 
And wept upon each other until their souls departed. 
And the Holy Spirit cried out and said: “For these I weep.”


Babylonian Talmud, Gittin 58a[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Based (with adjustments) on the William Davidson Edition, downloaded from sefaria.org.] 

Rav Yehuda says [that] Rav [says]: 
[There was] an incident involving the son and the daughter of Rabbi Yishmael ben Elisha [the High Priest], who were taken captive [and sold into slavery] to two [different] masters. 
After some time [the two masters] met in a certain place. 
This [master] said: I have a male slave whose beauty is unmatched in all the world, 
and that [master] said: I have a female slave whose beauty is unmatched in all the world.
[The two masters] said: Come, let us marry them to one another and divide the children. 
They placed them in a room. This one sat in one corner, and that one sat in the other corner. 
He said: I am a priest, the descendant of High Priests. Shall I marry a female slave? 
And she said: I am the daughter of a priest, the descendant of High Priests. Shall I be married to a male slave? 
And they wept all night.
When dawn arrived they recognized one another and fell upon each other and cried out in tears until their souls departed. 
Concerning them, Jeremiah lamented: “For these things I weep; my eye, my eye runs down with water” (Lamentations 1:16).



Havruta
Gil: When I asked you about a text relating to the destruction of the Temple that you would wish to study with me, it was clear to you that you wanted to study a text dealing with sibling relations. Ironically, the classic sibling stories known to us from the sources are not necessarily typified by fraternal relations….
Arnon: I agree. Sibling relations in Scripture are mainly in problematic contexts—Cain and Abel, Jacob and Esau, and so on—whereas fraternity between siblings hardly exists. In the literature of the Sages, too, the matter is scarcely treated. The story on which our investigation will focus does happen to be a “Temple destruction story” but it centers on the loaded and moving encounter of a brother and sister. This text, I think, is well suited to a project in memory of the late Nadav, whose fraternal relationship with you gave you the inspiration and motivation for the entire project.
Gil: The story appears in two different sources: Midrash Eikhah Rabbah and the Babylonian Talmud.
Arnon: One of the interesting things about the Temple destruction stories is the difference between the way they are told in Babylonia and the way they are told in the Land of Israel. This story is a case in point. Important works have been written about this; I assume they will influence our reading. Methodologically, it is accepted that things are told from one point of view in the Land of Israel and from other perspectives in the Bavli, Tractate Gittin. The specific story of concern to us here is also embedded in some of the piyyutim [liturgical poems] we recite on the Ninth of Av. It is a very personal story, not one of those destruction stories that focus only on the general aspect of national grief—why the Land of Israel was laid waste, and so on—but of a family tragedy and sibling relations at a time of crisis.
Let us begin with the Eikhah Rabbah source. Eikhah Rabbah is an interesting midrash overall. As we know, there is no connection between the “Rabbahs,” between one Midrash Rabbah and its counterparts. Eikhah Rabbah is considered special. It is ancient, dated to the fifth century CE, and it has come down to us in two versions: the printed Eikhah Rabbah, published about 500 years ago in Constantinople, and the Buber edition, published in the nineteenth century. Eikhah Rabbah is an exegetic midrash, i.e., it is constructed like the other ancient midrashim—the Tannaitic midrashim and Bereshit Rabbah. It reviews and interprets each verse in Megillat Eikhah [the Scroll of Lamentations].
Gil: The homiletic presentation in our midrash is based on Joel 4:3: “And cast lots over My people, and they bartered a boy for a whore, and sold a girl for wine, which they drank.” (Joel 4:3).

Arnon: Correct. It is nice that the connection with the verse is preserved in the Bavli iteration, too. This is somewhat surprising because the stories in Bavli are embedded in the flow of the sugiyot and are not arranged according to verses. Nevertheless, in this case, the connection with the verse was preserved, which is a strong indication that both versions came from one source.
This identification of the common origin of both texts is important because one might challenge the connection between the stories. The story in Eikhah Rabbah speaks of Rabbi Tzadok the Priest whereas the account in the Bavli refers to the children of Rabbi Yishmael ben Elisha. This is a trivial detail; what matters is the similarity of the basic plot in both versions and the same linkage to the verse. The scholarly consensus is that these versions are considered parallel for all intents and purposes. As we noted, Eikhah Rabbah is an exegetic midrash that addresses Biblical verses, and the verse invites personal stories. It makes a personal statement that, in the eyes of the Sages, is an utterance of God or a personal lamentation of the prophet [Jeremiah]: “My eye, my eye runs down with water.” And in fact, the story is set in its heroes’ private domain.
This brings us to the story: “There was an incident involving the two children of [R.] Tzadok the High Priest, who were taken captive, one male and one female.” This sentence has always piqued my curiosity because it introduces the children in a strange way: as R. Tzadok’s two children—and then describes them as “one male and one female.” We would expect to find wording such as “an incident involving R. Tzadok’s son and daughter.” Why does the narrator choose to emphasize the involvement of his “two children” and then identify one as male and the other as female? It seems to me that there is an emphasis here: they are siblings and their sibling relations are very meaningful. Beyond this, the narrator says, it is also meaningful that one is male and the other female, that is, the gender difference between them will play a role throughout the story and the symmetry will persist in the form of parallel lines that evolve as the plot develops: “This one fell to a certain officer and that one fell to a certain officer.” Thus we may understand the special phrasing of the exposition to the story, which signals the direction in which the plot will evolve.
Then the text continues: “This one went to a prostitute and gave her the male as her recompense, and this one went to a cook….”
Gil: The characters here are totally objectified; they are treated as things in every respect.
Arnon: I think there is more to it: The narrator emphasizes that the deal made with the two siblings is the basest form of transaction. It is human trafficking, the kind of deal that today would be considered one of the greatest violations of law.
So the story continues: “This one went to a prostitute and gave her the male as her recompense, and this one went to a cook and gave him the female in exchange for wine, to realize what is written: “And cast lots over My people, and they bartered a boy for a whore, and sold a girl for wine, which they drank.”
“To realize what is written: ‘And cast lots over My people’”—In my opinion, this is the most important statement in the opening part of the story. The prophet Joel says that the nations cast lots for Jerusalem and gave the boy to prostitution and sold the girl for wine and drank. Namely, the verse itself ties the national disaster to the personal tragedies of the boy and the girl. The verse appears to influence the exposition and inspires the shaping of the story.
Note that the opening is in Hebrew, which indicates a homiletic rendering of the verses. The story continues in Aramaic, the vernacular. This is a familiar phenomenon: the exegetic parts, adjacent to the verses, are presented in the holy language, Hebrew, whereas the narrative parts appear in the vernacular.
Gil: The story ends the same way: “And the Holy Spirit cried out and said: ‘For these I weep’” [in Hebrew].
Arnon: Absolutely. Only when the story is freed from the frame of the verses does it switch to the vernacular.
The story continues [in Aramaic]: “Days later, that prostitute came to the cook and said to him: 
Since I have a Jewish man who resembles the young woman in your possession,
Let us marry one to the other and divide their issue between us?”—They discover a resemblance between the Jewish male who is in her possession and the talitha [young woman] in his.
Gil: The young woman is a talitha. The word is somewhat reminiscent of taleh [lamb]. There may be an intent to allude to her innocence and, perhaps, her being a sacrifice.
Arnon: Yes, the semantic field of the word talia suggests many associations in the direction you suggest.
I find it both interesting and puzzling that the narrator credits the motive for the business proposition to the siblings’ resemblance. The characteristic of resemblance that gives rise to the proposal—“Let us marry one to the other”—is not so self-evident. Therefore, I think perhaps one should interpret it this way: By noting the resemblance of the girl and the boy, the prostitute means to express amazement about the beauty of both of them.
Gil: She says, as it were: I have goods like that, too! Her thoughts race ahead: She schemes to use the offspring of the pretty girl and boy to traffic in pretty children for prostitution and slavery.
Arnon: That’s right, “goods.” It is not just that he resembles her; it is not the resemblance but the fact that it is the two of them. The way the masters divide up the profits, of course, brings us back to the objectification of human beings. For this reason, no dialogue between the captors and the captives develops. The captors have no reason to speak with them; let’s just put them together and let things develop. The captives are not human beings.
The story thus far, I would say, powerfully substantiates the ghastly process of destruction—not in the national sense as in the sacking of the Temple, but the personal destruction toward which life is heading. There are aggadot that report a Jewish slave commanding a lower price than a portion of hay for a horse. The situation of the Jews was worse than that of beasts.
Gil: Here we have an expression of a sense of absolute loss of control over life.
Arnon: The fact that the masters cast lots over the siblings and make them into objects also causes a loss of identity. At a certain stage, you can cease to remember who you were and whence you came. The continuation of the story focuses on that.
The siblings are sequestered in a sealed house and embark on a kind of role-playing. First, the girl begins to cry and, perhaps, reveals a human side for the first time in the story. Here the symmetry between the siblings, preserved thus far, is broken.
Gil: At this stage of the story, we as readers wonder how they fail to identify each other. The answer is that they were apparently taken prisoner at a very young age.
Arnon: That is the practical answer, of course. They were taken prisoner when young and simply cannot identify each other. The expression “days later” is meaningful. It alludes to a lengthy process that spans a long time. Imagine many years that the boy spends with the prostitute and the girl with the cook. What becomes of them and what do they look like afterward? Then, the question of why they fail to identify each other is superfluous in a way. Perhaps they are being kept in darkness. I think, however, that the answer at the literary level is more complex: Over the years, they have lost their identity and have become objects or beasts of sorts. They do not identify each other because they have been presented thus far as objects that lack identity. That is why they do not recognize each other at all.
And then the plot takes a turn: The girl begins to weep and her brother asks her why. “She said to him: ‘Woe to this daughter of the High Priest who is being wed to a slave!’”— We discover that the girl’s self-awareness persists; her identity still exists in her memory: She is the daughter of the High Priest. She wonders: Shall I marry a slave? Such an expression may be perceived as pride out of place: Should she be concerned about her lineage, which is no longer relevant? She has already been a slave for years and is no longer in Jerusalem. We might expect her to express her pain over being coerced into a forced marriage or being treated like a beast, but what she mentions is her lineage, of all things. I find it very impressive that she retains a clear identity and some remnants of self-respect.
Gil: I think the pattern of “the higher they are, the harder they fall” may be detected in many midrashim about the destruction of the Temple. A case in point is the homily about Marta bat Baitos, born to one of the richest men in Jerusalem. When the siege and the famine ensue, Marta is forced to pick through dung for food.[footnoteRef:3] Even if the heroine of our story was a simple Jewish woman, it would be a tragic story. The midrash, however, wants to emphasize the downfall: “Alas, she has become a harlot, the faithful city.” That is to say, the whole outcry is about this. Its content is: “We were there and look where we are today.” “I was the daughter of a High Priest; all the high-and-mighty of Jerusalem courted me to match me with their sons—whereas now, look and see what I have become”…. [3:  Bavli, Gittin 56a.] 

Arnon: What the girl says here, I think, underscores the distance between the glorious past and the ghastly present. If we return to the encounter between the siblings, the question resurfaces with greater intensity: How is it that the boy does not react to what the girl has said? Why does he not identify her the moment she admits to being the offspring of the High Priest?
Gil: He should have leaped to his feet and said: “Just a moment, so am I.”
Reacquaintance
Arnon: Here begins the most puzzling part of the story, the part that distinguishes it from the typical Temple destruction story. It is also the part of the story that gripped me. At the climax of the siblings’ encounter, an interpersonal drama takes place. The boy either fails to identify his sister at once or does identify her and chooses not to admit it to her face. Instead, he begins to ask her a lengthy series of questions that has the literary purpose of heightening the suspense by creating a pause, a gradual revelation.
He said to her: “Who is your father?” She said to him: “Tzadok the High Priest.” 
Gil: She knows. She remembers. Apparently, she was not a baby when she was sold into slavery. She knows who her father is; she remembers in which home she was raised.
Arnon: Perhaps he really does not remember! He is younger than she and he remembers nothing; his entire identity has been wiped clean.
The interrogation continues:
He said to her: “Where did you reside?” 
She said to him: “In Jerusalem.”
He said to her: “On what street?”
She said to him: “On such and such street.”
He said to her: “In what dwelling?”
She said to him: “In such and such dwelling.”
He said to her: “What mark was there on your residence?” 
She said to him: “Such and such on such and such.” 
He said to her: “Do you have a brother?” 
She said to him: “Yes.”
[He said]: “What mark does he have?”
She said: “He has a mole on his shoulder. When he would come from school, I would uncover the mole and kiss it.” 
He said to her: “If someone would show you that mole, would you recognize him?” 
She said to him: “Yes.” 
He revealed his shoulder to her.
She saw the mole and they recognized each other. They were hugging each other and kissing each other 
And wept upon each other until their souls departed. 
And the Holy Spirit cried out and said: “For these I weep.”
Gil: The account of their hugging and kissing is certainly exceptional and evocative.
Arnon: It is an emotional description. Some might want to interpret it erotically. I am not sure this aspect exists here, but there is something very physical about the encounter. It brings the girl— both of them—back to pre-destruction Jerusalem. Both now stand in Jerusalem, as it were—a sister and her younger brother, returning to one moment of the past in a very concrete way.
But we are getting ahead of ourselves. Let us return to the brother’s series of questions and their purpose. It is hard to know whether the brother really fails to identify his sister, whether he asks questions in order to ascertain her identity because he was too young at the time of the destruction. Or he does identify her and ask the questions for some other purpose? Be it as it may, the literary purpose of the questions, it seems to me, is to instigate a staggered process of recovery of awareness and identity. As the questions succeed each other, the siblings revert, step-by-step, first mentally and then physically, to their prior identity. Suddenly they are standing in Jerusalem as they once did, as it were, and then the gaping abyss between the past and the present is filled in for a moment. A moment later, however, it seems to “blow up in their faces” with enormous power, causing their souls to depart.
Gil: The mole is a means of identification for the brother. The boy comes home from school and displays the mole; the girl then kisses it. The mole reminds me of Odysseus’s famous scar, which helps the foster mother in Homer’s Odyssey to identify him.
The concluding scene in our story may evoke the hypothesis that the verbs gipuf [hugging] and nishuq [kissing] [האם היתה טעות הדפסה במקור?] are connected, as they definitely are semantically, to the sin of incest. It is hard to accept this interpretation, however, because in the Sages’ thinking the sin of incest is associated specifically with the destruction of the First Temple and not with the Second.
Arnon: That is exactly what Galit Hasan-Rokem writes in her book Web of Life. She also interprets the story as leaning toward incest. I prefer, however, to follow Jonah Fränkel’s lead. For Fränkel, the mole is not an erotic motif; instead, it is central to triggering the siblings’ memories. Here we have a sophisticated matter that may be decoded by entering into the Sages’ world of halakhic metaphors. In the Sages’ eyes, a mole is symbolic of a disqualifying blemish in the High Priest. It means that the sister comforted her brother in Jerusalem every day upon his return from school, telling him, in effect: even if you will never be a High Priest, we love you. After the destruction, the mole no longer disqualifies the boy for the post of High Priest, which has lost its relevance. Instead, it becomes a source of his strength because it serves the Sages as a means of identification, for example, in releasing a “chained woman.”[footnoteRef:4] Accordingly, the main axis of the story is the siblings’ relationship. At the beginning stage, the girl is dominant and comforting; then comes the destruction and all of reality is overturned. The boy’s frustration is no longer relevant because the Temple no longer exists. Reality has changed not only outwardly but also internally. [4:  A woman whose husband has disappeared and whose fate is unknown. His dead body could identified by a mole, thus allowing her to remarry.] 

Gil: Interestingly, the very thing that disqualified him for the priesthood before identifies him as a priest now.
A Chorus of Tears
Arnon: The brother’s remarks may give evidence of maturity in the way he chooses to relate to the general destruction and not only the personal one. He does not understand what there is to cry about in a personal sense; maybe he truly sank into slavery at an early age and knows only that world. When all is said and done, however, he may have discovered something very meaningful about himself. That is, he knew he had a mole but did not know what it really signified; he did not know that he is the son of the High Priest. His sister, in contrast, knows the truth about herself and divulges it to her brother. She has always been dominant and more mature than he is. Both then and now, she weeps because she knows what she is weeping for.
Gil: The motif of weeping is salient and interesting. The sister begins to weep and then her brother joins in, also weeping.
Arnon: He joins in only at the end.
Gil: And the story concludes when the Holy Spirit joins, also weeping.
Arnon: There is a process of joining the weeping, a chorus of sorts. The weeping begins with the sister, continues with her brother, and culminates with God.
Gil: It is like an orchestra: a solo instrument starts, another joins, and God Himself says: for this, I too will weep. I will not weep for everyone. Some elements may be responsible for what happened, be it the sects, the hatred, the intrigues, or the zealots. The emphasis is on “for these, I weep.” In what respect are these unfortunates guilty?
Arnon: Still, it is of interest to ask whether now that everyone is weeping, does it mean that a process of acceptance of the situation has begun?
Gil: As I see it, this weeping reflects the internalization of the intensity of the crisis. It is true that they did not kill us, ostensibly we could be worse off, but truth to tell, there is nothing worse than the situation that we have reached.
Arnon: You are right. I think the sister’s power and dominance at this stage finds expression in her weeping.
Gil: She explains matters to him. She says that you, too, have become confused, as you grew up in this. Remember: remember who you are, remember your mole, remember that you are the son of a High Priest. Remember the kisses at home and let us come and weep together. And they weep until their souls depart.
The story ends with a strong crescendo of shared outcry for all three. The terrible outcry is reminiscent of Munch’s “The Scream,” the painting that has become emblematic of the expression of existential dread. It is the same here: What did these unfortunates do to become objects that are sold, that are treated like beasts? This little brother does not even remember who he is and does not understand why he is crying. He asks me why he is crying. Why are you not crying? Cry already. How can it be that you are not crying?
Arnon: When the Holy Spirit cries out and says “For these I weep,” one must ask: what is this feigned guilelessness? After all, it was You, the Holy One, who precipitated all of this. Might there be an ironic tenor here? Is it a criticism of the Divine?
Gil: In my eyes, the outcry in the story does not have the destruction of Jerusalem as its object. The city had to be destroyed. The outcry is over those misérables and unfortunates who have been lost on the way. It is akin to the outcry of the prophet in Lamentations 2:20: “See, O Lord, and behold, to whom You have done this!”
Arnon: The Bavli gives another account of the story and it is of interest to compare the iterations:
After some time [the two masters] met in a certain place. 
This [master] said: I have a male slave whose beauty is unmatched in all the world, 
and that [master] said: I have a female slave whose beauty is unmatched in all the world.
[The two masters] said: Come, let us marry them to one another and divide the children. 
They placed them in a room. This one sat in one corner, and that one sat in the other corner. 
He said: I am a priest, the descendant of High Priests. Shall I marry a female slave? 
And she said: I am the daughter of a priest, the descendant of High Priests. Shall I be married to a male slave? 
And they wept all night.
When dawn arrived they recognized one another and fell upon each other and cried out in tears until their souls departed. 
Concerning them, Jeremiah lamented: “For these things I weep; my eye, my eye runs down with water” (Lamentations 1:16).
Gil: Two things stand out here: the symmetry of the masters’ description of their slaves, the male and the female, and the laconic nature of the account.
Arnon: The expression “Come, let us marry them to one another and divide the children” also gives one a feeling of sterility about what is happening. I think it is part of the “laundering” of the story. According to this version, too, they are secluded in a room but there one reads that they, so to speak, slammed the door on them. The symmetry between the siblings then continues in their encounter: “This one at in one corner, and that [one] sat in the other corner.”
Gil: It reminds me of additional stories in the literature of the Sages about a couple that worships in different corners: Isaac and Rebecca, Abba Hilkiya, and so on.
Arnon: True. Those stories seem to reverberate here. “He said: I am a priest … she said: I am the daughter of a priest….”—The siblings appear to be speaking to themselves; they do not interact all night long. They spend a terrible night, each speaking only to himself or herself and both weeping. What we have here is a minimalistic plot.
Gil: There is no conversation here; it is a soliloquy. If they were to speak out, they would identify each other, but they do not speak. Given the darkness, no identification can take place at this stage; only weeping can occur. The weeping that follows is different. It is a post-darkness weeping, a weeping of matters being elucidated. Now there is crying out in tears until the children’s souls depart.
Arnon: Perhaps it is only my modern association, but, ga’u, crying out, evokes the sound of mooing of cows, a pained, bestial, and primordial sound.
Gil: I hear an inner lamentation of sorts that suggests that now they understand. They understand the atrocity that will occur. It goes beyond enslavement. First, I cry for you and you cry for me; second, it is what they expect of us in the future: total madness. No matter what, it will not happen. What should we tell them, if anything? Whatever we tell them, they will not listen. If so, the only option is to die. Here, however, it is not the Holy Spirit who laments; there is no cosmic outcry that suddenly envelops the universe. The prophet laments and says: “For these things I weep; my eye, my eye runs down with water.”
Arnon: Throughout the reading, I felt that the Bavli is weaker in terms of personal description and lacks the interpersonal and gradual drama that the Land of Israel version offers. Conversely, the Bavli has a very beautiful and carefully crafted design, constructed in a fine symmetry that explodes into the protagonists’ weeping and the departure of their souls. As I see it, the treatment in Bavli is somewhat impersonal; it does not touch upon the heroes’ psyches. In a certain sense, Bavli uses the narrative in an attempt to send a normative ideological message. Perhaps we could replace the narrative with a halakhic statement about the behavior to which one is obliged at a time of shemad [Gentile suppression of Jewish life]—“Better to die than to transgress.” The narrative here takes no interest in the siblings’ inner turmoil and their relations; rather, its concern centers on the message about the requirement of surrendering one’s soul under such conditions of shemad.
We should also note that the story in Bavli contains a process of transition from the captors’ consciousness to that of the captives. The narrator initially puts words in the captors’ mouths, as though the captives were things. The moment that changes this point of view is the one at which the two of them weep. Their weeping restores their humanity; suddenly they are human beings. Overall, I think the Bavli account has less emotional power.
The Power of Reductionist Storytelling
Gil: Both versions of the story, however, share an implicit feature: instead of carrying on with grand descriptions as we find in other places—about rivers of blood that were spilled in the city of Jerusalem during the destruction—here we have an attempt to express the immensity of the horror by telling one personal story about a brother and a sister. The narrator draws us into the cage of these desperate slaves and tells us: I will not speak with you about fallen ramparts and warriors who perished in military campaigns. Instead, I wish to turn the spotlight on this boy and this girl, two specific individuals, and underscore the wretchedness, the fear of the sinfulness and impurity that captivity brings in train.
If we broaden our gaze to Jerusalem, then we will experience most strongly the downfall from the greatest of heights to the lowest of depths. From Jerusalem, the city “perfect in beauty” [Lamentations 2:15], the city that is said to have received nine of ten portions of beauty that descended to the world, the city whose offspring are famous for their amazing, angelic beauty as demonstrated in our story, we are taken to a place where all external and internal beauty has been exiled—a place where purity (the priest, the Temple) gives way to impurity (incest).
Arnon: The narrative designs this exile with the help of two parallel relationships: a family relationship of siblings and the relationship of a nation and its God. It seems to me that in today’s Israel, awareness of human trafficking is becoming public knowledge. One can no longer avert one’s gaze from the oppression of women, children, and disempowered and defenseless people. Revelations of the extent of the phenomenon in other countries issue a powerful moral demand for corrective action at the internal Israeli level and around the world. Our homily may serve as a reminder that the Other, whom you wish to keep at arm’s length, is really your sibling. It also reminds us, of course, that a society’s true resilience begins with fraternity within the nuclear family.
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