דינה: באופן כללי הטענה שלי היא שבמקרא יש מקומות שיכולים להיתפס כמקומות קדוים בגלל אירועים משמעותיים שנקשרו אליהם, או בגלל דמיות מופתיות שנקשרו אליהם, או לחילופין בגלל גובהם. בספרות חכמים ישנו מאמץ להתמודד עם הנטייה לקדש מקומות אלו מלבד ירושלים והארץ
Holy Spaces in Rabbinic Literature מול התרבות היהודית העממית 
בפרק החמישי  נדונה האבחנה בין מושג הholy land  בתפיסה של חז"ל לבין ה holy Land  בתפיסה הנוצרית. לפי תפיסה העמודת בתשתית התפיסה החזלי"ת. מרחב הארץ הנחשב כקדוש הוא למעשה מרחב אלסטי, ותחום הקדוש מאופיין על ידי קו מתאר חיצוני. לעומת התפיסה שהתפתחה בנצרות מאז המאה הרביעית לפיה הארץ קדושה ואפיון קדושתה הוא במקומות הקדושים הפזורים בה. בפרק זה אדון במעמדם של "מקומות קדושים" בעולמם של היהודים בתקופת המשנה והתלמוד. בקרב החברה יהודית כמו גם מחוצה
 לה רווחו תפיסות עממיות שהעניקו קדושה למקומות שונים בארץ. לעומת תפיסות אלו בתשתית עולמם של חכמים משוקעת תפיסה לפיה המקדש וירושלים הם מקומות קדושים וכך גם הארץ בכללה
.
Having examined 
the borders of the Holy Land as they were perceived by the sages, and the contrast between the Chrstianity which saw the holy land as מקבץ או אוסף של מקומות קדושים we now turn to a different question: What in the land was considered holy? Did the sages sanctify specific spaces or locations
?. We will distinguish between three different types of geographic locations—first, the Temple and Jerusalem; second, sites that are related to specific biblical events; and third, the mountains, often considered holy by virtue of their great height. 
As we have already seen, the sages considered the land to be an elastic area
, characterized by external boundaries. Within those boundaries, certain areas and sites were considered holy during the Mishnaic and Talmudic periods; certain sites were considered sacred both within Jewish society
 and outside of it.
 In our examination of holy space, rabbinic literature 
will serve as our guide, helping us understand the perspective of the sages and how locations were accorded the status of “holy sites.” 
Holy Place in the Bible
A comprehensive reading of biblical literature—such as was common in the Second Temple period, providing the foundation for the way early rabbinic authorities read the Bible—presents the following picture of the land: The land of Israel has “the eyes of the Lord your God…always upon it” (Dt 11:12); it is a land that is subject to particular divine attention. Furthermore, it was designated by God for the people of Israel from the dawn of Creation; He “set the borders of the peoples according to the number of the children of Israel. For the portion of the Lord is His people, Jacob the lot of His inheritance” (Dt 32:8–9).
 Moreover, according to Leviticus, moral corruption will cause the land to become impure and the people will even be cast out (Lev 18:24–30).
Despite the importance attributed to the land, the Bible never describes it as “the Holy Land”;

 in
 fact, holiness is associated with particular pieces of land only twice in the entire biblical canon. The first time the Bible speaks of a place as sanctified is in Moses’s encounter at the burning bush, when he is told to remove his shoes for “the place” on which he stands is “holy ground” (Ex 5:3). 
 The second attestation to sacred space occurs when Joshua encounters the “captain” of God’s army in Jericho, who identifies himself as such and echoes the instruction that Moses received, to remove his shoes for he stands upon a “place” that is “holy” (Josh 5:15). Yet the actual location, in both cases, has no abiding significance beyond serving as the setting for the encounter. The holiness in no way inheres in the ground; it is collateral to the holiness of the revelation. Neither of these locations is preserved as the subject of a tradition. 
Generally speaking, holiness in the Bible primarily attaches to individuals, occasions, or objects that have been sanctified for ritual use. The concept of “holy place” relates to the sacred practices carried out in the Tabernacle, or its permanent “resting place and apportioned area
”
 when they enter the land.


 Solomon builds the Temple in Jerusalem as “a house of habitation for You to dwell in forever” (1 Kgs 8:13). Yet he himself underscores that this house is not God’s particular place: “Will God actually dwell on the earth? behold, heaven and the heaven of heavens cannot contain You; how much less this house that I have built!” (8:27).
 
Deuteronomy repeatedly mentions “the place that the Lord will choose,” yet a specific location is never given; there is only a general reference to a “place.” King Solomon builds the Temple in Jerusalem to function as the “place of your dwelling, forever” (1 Kgs 8:13). But the glory of the Lord departs from the Temple on the eve of its destruction (Ez 11:23). A simple survey of the biblical canon produces a fascinating picture: from the time of the Temple’s establishment in Jerusalem,

 the decentralization of holiness—באופן שבו היא מתוארת בביקורת של הנביאים על הפולחן“upon every high hill and under every leafy tree
” (Jer 2:20)
—became a sin against which the prophets railed.


This biblical approach to the sanctification of place—that place itself was not sanctified, but rather
 considered holy only by virtue of events and practices—will be crucial to our understanding of the sages’ approach. 

Aside from the specific sites at which holiness is mentioned in the Bible, there are other, less explicit, attestations to sanctity at various locations in the Bible.

Modern scholarly literature contains a variety of definitions of “holy place.”
 A basic discussion of the concept can be found in foundational
 sociological literature,
 which debates the distinction found in religious frameworks between the sacred and the profane as well as the hierarchy involved. While holy place is distinguished and situated atop the spatial hierarchy, sanctity is usually related to divine commandments.
 Either the commandments are related to an occasion or festival determined by the Torah or, alternatively, they relate to a location associated with the commandment. Leviticus’s chapters known as the “Holiness Code”
 reveal that its definition of holiness generally emphasizes separation or the additional general characterization of “Divine Presence
.”


 Biblical literature is replete with attestations of the concept of “the glory of the Lord,” which descends upon the tabernacle as a cloud, either at its dedication (Ex 40:35) or subsequently upon the Temple that Solomon built (1 Kgs 8:11).


 On the eve of the Temple’s destruction, Ezekiel describes the glory departing from the Temple (10:18–20; 11:22–23) as a result of Israel’s sins (detailed in Ez 9). Yet it was Solomon—who dedicated the Temple in Jerusalem, declaring “I have surely built You a house of habitation, a place for You to dwell in for ever” (1 Kgs 8:13)—who subsequently raises the question: “But will God in very truth dwell on the earth? behold, heaven and the heaven of heavens cannot contain You; how much less this house that I have built!” (1 Kgs 8:13, 27). His resolution of this contradiction is that God’s “eyes may be open toward this house night and day, even toward the place whereof You have said: My name shall be there; to hearken unto the prayer which Your servant shall pray toward this place” (1 Kgs 8:29). Accordingly, the purpose of the place is as a forum for prayer to God and not necessarily the localization of God’s presence itself.
Biblical literature contains associations that may be defined as an intensified Divine Presence
. This is suggested in the episode of Jacob at Bethel 
(Beit El
), when he pronounces that “this is none other than the house of God, and this is the gate of heaven” (Gen 28:16–17). Mount Gerizim is associated with “blessing” 
(Dt 27:12). The Mount of Olives, in Zechariah’s prophecy, is identified as the place upon which “His feet” will stand at the end of days (Zec 14:4).
Morris Halbwachs defines holy places as the product of communal collective memory, a memory connected either to specific locations or to the legendary topography of places and events from the past.
 In the biblical narrative, a number of locations fit this definition. Pierre Nora's refers to them as “sites of memory,”
 locations that possess the potential to become holy places. Thus the locations associated with holiness in the Bible—Bethel, the burning bush, the Mount of Olives, and others—are spaces that connect
 to encounters with the Divine Present in the past and the future.

Holy Spaces in Second Temple Literature 

 על קיומן של מסורות בימי הבית השני ביחס למקומות קדושים שנסמכים על המקרא, ניתן ללמוד מחיבורים מימי הבית השני כמו  n Second Temple literature
—Ben Sira, The Letter of Aristeas, Maccabees, the works of Josephus,

 and the writings of Philo of Alexandria—Jerusalem and its Temple’s unique centrality as holy places are emphasized. Textual evidence notes alternative sites outside of Jerusalem that were employed 
as holy or relatively significant—for instance, in Enoch. As described above in chapter 3, Enoch ascribes special importance to Mount Hermon and its environs, which function as an axis mundi 
for the angels
. The Mount of Olives plays a part in Enoch’s “sacred geography” as well. Its holiness in Christianity stems from its importance as a location in Christian scriptures, which lean heavily on Zechariah. Second Temple tradition interweaves the scenery visible from the Mount of Olives, which directs the viewer to Jerusalem and the Temple.
 The holiness of Mount Gerizim in Samaritan tradition also developed, earlier or later in the Second Temple period.

 The Cave of the Patriarchs (Machpelah) in Hebron was already considered to be the burial place of the national patriarchs
 
Sacred Space in Rabbinic Literature
The question of sacred space is not directly addressed in the rabbinic sources. The sages do discuss one holy locus—Jerusalem and the Temple Mount—as we will soon see. But their approach to other ostensibly sacred sites is far more complex and must be examined closely. 
Sacred space is delineated in the Mishnah at the opening of the sixth order, Ṭeharot, which deals with issues of impurity and purity. Tractate Kelim (1:6–9) enumerates sacred spaces in the following way: 
There are ten degree of holiness. 
The Land of Israel is holier than all the [other] Lands. And what [constitutes] its holiness? [In that] they bring the omer from it, and the firstfruits and the two loaves, which they must not bring from [any] of the other Lands.
The walled cities are still more holy than it…

Within the wall [of Jerusalem the locality] is still more holy…
The Temple Mount is more holy than that…
The Rampart is more holy than it [the Temple Mount]…
The Court of women is more holy than it [the Rampart]…
The Court of Israelites is more holy than it [the Court of Women]…
The Court of Priests is more holy than it [the Court of Israelites] 

Between the Hall and the Altar is more holy than it [the Court of Priests].
The Sanctuary is still holier than it…
The Holy of Holies is still more holy than they... 

These passages describe ten ascending degrees of holiness, starting with the land of Israel and proceeding to walled cities, Jerusalem, the Temple Mount, the rampart, the court of the women, the court of the Israelites, the court of the priests, the porch and the altar, the sanctuary, and concluding with the definitive sacred place—the Holy of Holies.

 In defining the hierarchical levels of holiness, subsumed in ten concentric circles of increasing sanctity, this Mishnah places the most sacred site—the Holy of Holies in the Temple—at the center. At the outer extreme 
it places the sanctity of the land of Israel, which finds halakhic expression in the requirement that the Omer (barley offering), the firstfruits, and the two loaves of bread be brought from its produce alone. All land-of-Israel-dependent commandments, these three offerings epitomize the sanctity of the land of Israel. As opposed to gift-offerings and tithes that are “holy things of the border
,” whose consumption is permissible everywhere in the land of Israel, the above-mentioned offerings must be brought to the Temple. This links the holiness of the innermost circle—the Temple—to the sanctity of the outermost one: the entire land of Israel. By mentioning the three offerings which one is required to bring to the Temple in the context of the outer circle—the land of Israel—the Mishnah demonstrates that all other circles of holiness, from the inner to the outer, emanate from the Temple. 
Thus, it appears from Tractate Kelim that the only places the rabbis consider holy are the Temple, Jerusalem, and the unit of the land of Israel as a whole; no specific sites outside of Jerusalem are sanctified. The holiness finds expression in religious commandments that mandate separation 
of the holy place. In rabbinic literature in general, the primary signification of holiness inheres in such separation. This rabbinic understanding, that the only specific locations in the land of Israel that are sacred are the Temple and Jerusalem, stands in contrast to the locations whose holiness is highlighted in the Bible.

The
 Rabbinic View of Potentially Holy Sites

The sages’ explicit belief that the Temple and Jerusalem are holy serves as a foil for their discussions of other sites that might be perceived as holy. In fact, many of the statements made by the sages in the Mishnaic and Talmudic literature, while ostensibly supporting the definition of such sites as sacred, may actually serve as a polemic against their sanctification, as I have argued elsewhere.
 We will look at two different types of locations
: cities in which biblical events occurred and mountains of particular significance.
The Polemic against the Sanctification of Bethel and Other Cities
T
בספרות חכמים ניכר מאמץ פרשני ודרשני להפקיע קדושה ממקומות שעל פי פשט הכתובים יכולים להתפס במקום קדוש.
he long list found in rabbinic literature 
of obscure references to sites, which according to the biblical narrative might be considered holy places, actually reflects a counter-trend opposing their sanctification. The most notable example of such a site
 is Bethel. In Genesis, upon seeing the angels of God ascending and descending there, Jacob exclaims: “How awesome is this place! This is none other than the abode of God and that is the gateway to heaven!” (28:17). Jacob then swears an oath: “And this stone, which I have set up as pillar, shall be God’s abode” (28:22). As an axis uniting heaven and earth, Bethel is the ideal site for sanctification as a holy place. The rabbis, however, took great pains to neutralize this conception of Bethel as an axis between heaven and earth, transferring this role to Jerusalem as its particular privilege. 

The following midrash, for example, transfers “the gate of heaven” from Bethel to Jerusalem: 

And he
 was afraid, and said: What an awesome place this is! (Gen 28:17). Rabbi Leazer said in the name of Rabbi Jose ben Zimra: This ladder stood in Beer-sheba and [the top of] its slope was over the Temple. What is the proof?… And he was afraid, and said: What an awesome place this is! Rabbi Judah ben Rabbi Simon said: This ladder stood on the Temple site, while [the top of] its slope was over Bethel. What is the proof? And he was afraid, and said: What an awesome place this is!—And he called the name of this place Beth-el (Gen 28:19).

 




Not content with moving “the gate of heaven” from Bethel to Jerusalem, the rabbis went even further, adding a condemnatory expression concerning Bethel: “R. Joḥanan said: Between Gabbath and Antipatris there were sixty myriads of townships, and none were more corrupt [meḳulḳalot] than Jericho and Bethel,
 Jericho because Joshua cursed it, and Beth-el because the Golden Calf of Jeroboam was set up there.”

 
(Ruth Rab. 2:2; Lerner ed., chap. 1, p. 10,

lines 61-64; trans. Soncino ed. [Proem II], pp. 4-5) Rabbi Johanan thus equates Bethel with Jericho, which was cursed by Joshua, even in the absence of a biblical source for such a curse. A strong condemnation of Bethel is also apparent in the following midrash: “Originally it was called Beth-el (house of God) but now it is called Bethta
‘avah (house of licentiousness).”
 Clearly, the rabbis wanted to minimize the holiness attributed to Bethel in favor of Jerusalem.
This insight sheds new light on the polemic against Bethel found in Jubilees, the Genesis Apocryphon, and, finally, in rabbinic literature.

 These polemics exhibit a shared tendency that aims both to ratify the sanctification of Bethel in the biblical story and simultaneously subordinate it to Jerusalem. 

Negative epithets are applied not only to Bethel, but also to Hebron, the city of the patriarchs, and Timnat-Serach, Joshua’s burial place (according to Josh 24:30). “‘And Sarah died in Kiryat Arba’ [i.e., The city of four] (23:2)…. And it is one of the most contemptible [megunim] places in Eretz Israel. The four are the following: 
Rabbi Isaac said: Dor, Nofeth Dor, Timnat-Serah, and Hebron. The rabbis said: They were Dannah, Kiriath-Sannah, Timnath-Serah, and Hebron.”

 
 
Surprisingly, the rabbis apply a negative designation to Shechem, Joseph’s burial place, as well, calling it “a place predestined for evil.” “And Rehoboam 
went to Shechem: for all Israel were come to Shechem to make him king [1 Kings 12:1]: a Tanna taught in R. Jose’s name: [It was] a place predestined for evil [hu maḳom she-mu‘ad le-pur‘anut]; in Shechem Dinah was ravished; in Shechem his brethren sold Joseph; and in Shechem the kingdom of the House of David was divided.”

 
These passages, taken together, point to a fascinating trend: the sages, intent on maintaining Jerusalem as the central locus of sanctity, did everything in their power to minimize the holiness that might otherwise have been attributed to it. 
The Polemic against the Sanctification of High Mountains
In a similar vein, the sages grapple with the possibility that mountains be considered holy places.הנטייה להתייחס למקומות גבוהים כאל מקומות נשגבים וקדושים שוזרת חברות שונות במקומות שונים לאורך ההיסטוריה. Here we can use Mircea Eliade’s model of holy places, despite the well-established critiques of his theory and methodology.


 For Eliade, the holy place is the omphalos of the world, the axis mundi that connects heaven to earth and earth to heaven. Various cultures identify the axis mundi as a lofty mountain.

 We can thus understand the negative attitude the rabbinic sages display toward some of the taller mountains in the land of Israel and its environs, an attitude manifested in a list of sources in rabbinic literature. 
The mountains in question are Sinai, the Mount of Olives, Carmel, Hermon, Tabor, and Gerizim. What confers holiness on these mountains is the fusion of biblical traditions with remarkable natural features. Sinai is the place from which Moses ascended to heaven and from which he descended with the Ten Commandments, a “gate” to heaven and hence a holy place, making it a natural candidate for sanctification. In the eyes of the prophets, 
the Mount of Olives is where “the glory of God” migrated on the eve of the Temple’s destruction (Ez 11:23) and where God will set His feet at the End of Days (Zec 14:4). Mount Carmel, where Elijah “repaired the altar of the Lord that had been torn down” (1 Kgs 18:30), and where a fire came down from heaven and devoured the sacrifices that Elijah offered (1 Kgs 18:38), also possesses the requisite features for sanctification. Mount Grizim was characterized as the mountain of “blessin” (Dt 11:29); Mount Tabor loomed over its surroundings (Jer 46:18). As for Mount Hermon, we find many indications of its elevated status. These include the root of the name, ḥerem, which may refer to the boundaries of holy space, and the multiple names by which Mount Hermon is known in the Bible, “Hermon, Sidonians called Hermon Sirion, and the Amorites call it Senir” (Dt 3:9). Additional evidence of its sanctity comes from the fact that the Itureans built temples there
.
 Enoch clearly portrays Mount Hermon as an axis between the earth and the heavens: 
Then they all swore together, and bound one another with a curse. And, they were, all of them, two hundred, who descended in the days of Jared onto the peak of Mount Hermon. And they called the mountain “Hermon” because they swore and bound one another with a curse on it.


Despite the justification 
for viewing the above-mentioned mountains as holy sites, a number of midrashic passages refute their sanctity and dismiss the possibility that any of these holy places could possibly be the heaven-earth axis ומנגד בינם לבין הר סיני הנמוך וככל הנראה אינו מרשים היות ומקומו אפילו אינו ידוע. For instance, one midrash depicts a contest between mountains for the privilege of revelation: 
On which will the Torah be given? Why look ye askance (teraẓdun) ye mountains of peaks? (Ps 68:17). R. Jose the Galilean and R. Akiba discussed this. R. Jose the Galilean applied the verse to the mountains. When the Holy One, blessed be He, came to reveal the Torah on Sinai, the mountains ran about and contended with each other, each claiming: “The Torah shall be revealed on me.” Tabor came from Beth Elim and Carmel from Apamea.... The one says, “I have been called,” and the other says, “I have been called.” Said God to them: Why look ye askance (teraẓdun) ye mountains of peaks (gabnunin)? Ye are all indeed high mountains, and yet ye are rather “gabnunim” [crook-backed]...idolatrous worship has been performed on the tops of all of you. But Sinai, upon which no idolatrous worship has taken place, is The mountain which God hath desired for his abode.

 
This midrash has many parallels, referring to Mount Tabor, Hermon, or Carmel.
 The midrash’s goal is the glorification ofדווקא של הר סיני שמוצג כהר נמוך ולא מרשים  Mount Sinai relative to mountains that make an impression due to their rising above their surroundings. This is done by creating a contrast between Mount Sinai being chosen as the place in which the Torah will be given, 




A different source reflects another outgroup polemic, this one against the Samaritan tradition sanctifying Mount Gerizim:

And all the high mountains were covered (Gen 7:19). R. Jonathan was going up to worship in Jerusalem, when he passed the Palatinus and was seen by the Samaritan, who asked him, “Whither are you going?" “To worship in Jerusalem," replied he. “Would it not be better to pray at this holy mountain than at that dunghill?” he jeered. “Wherein is it blessed?” inquired he. “Because it was not submerged by the Flood." Now R. Jonathan momentarily forgot the teaching [on the subject], but his ass-driver said to him, “Rabbi, with your permission I will answer him." “Do," said he. “If it is of the high mountains," he answered, “then it is written, And all the high mountains were covered. While if it is of the low ones, Scripture ignored it.”

 
The argument between Rabbi Jonathan and the Samaritan concerning the holiness of Mount Gerizim also revolves around the height of the mountain, so elevated that it was not even covered by the floodwaters in Noah’s day. 
Taken together
, these midrashic sources indicate that, over a long 
period of time, various groups regarded high mountains as the point of contact between heaven and earth and as holy places. Notwithstanding the fact that the importance of these mountains had biblical grounding
, as we have seen, the rabbis opposed and rejected this notion.
Rabbinic Literature as a Response to Popular Movements 

The rabbinic polemic that sought to minimize the holiness ascribed to sites—historical and elevated—must be viewed in its proper context. What were these statements responding to? Why would the rabbis חשו צורך להתמודד עם האפשרות לפיה האתרים המקראיים וההרים הגבוהים elect to diminish holiness rather than amplifying it? 
In my opinion
, the attitude that undergirds rabbinic literature is that the entire land is holy, as we have seen in their discussion of the Omer and firstfruits.

 Yet it is less holy than Jerusalem and the Temple at the heart of the city.

 Accordingly, there is 
no additional holiness that attends other places

 and spaces in comparison to any others in the land
.
 This approach characterizes rabbinic literature that was edited after the destruction of 70 CE, which continued to view the holiness of the Temple Mount as no less intense; even after the destruction of the Temple, the location was a unique holy place at the center of the holy land.
However, one must consider that rabbinic literature is both elite and scholarly. In the interstices
 subtext of the compositions that have come down to us—which is primarily devoted to representing the worldview of the sages—one can identify through their grappling with this subject alternative approaches and views of the communities among which the sages lived. Here, for example, their polemics serve as textual evidence of the heterogeneous nature of the lay community.

 Through things said and unsaid, we can glean a clearer picture of the reality the sages encountered.

The sources reveal how the sages chose to confront alternative attitudes that circulated among communities surrounding them. In ascribing holiness to sites that occupied a central place in collective Jewish memory, the sages attempted to prevent the decentralization of holiness
. They thus faced the challenge of dissuading Jews from sanctifying places with biblical links and significance in their collective memory, which was a natural cultural tendency.
 This was also true of high mountains that were considered axes mundi. When the sages faced this quandary in relation to places imbued with collective memory (Bethel, Hebron, the Mount of Olives, and Shechem), as well as the high mountains (Hermon, Tabor, and Gerizim), their treatment of such locations deliberately diminished their holiness in an effort to curb trends that pushed for the sanctification of spaces outside of the Temple and Jerusalem. 

Jewish “Popular Movements” relating to Holy Places
Who, exactly, were the sages attempting to thwart? While the usual suspect should be Christianity, this was—somewhat surprisingly—not the only culprit. Extant sources indicate that the trend of sanctifying space in the Christian world began in the time of Constantine, at the beginning of the fourth century CE, as we will see in the coming chapter. Yet a portion of the sources that contend with the sanctification of sites comes from prior to the fourth century—and, furthermore, displays no direct connection to Christianity. Accordingly, the polemics of the sages can be seen as first and foremost relating to popular attitudes within their own community. 
Jewish attitudes that ascribed holiness to places can be found in sources other than rabbinic ones. The range of beliefs and traditions among Jews can also be gleaned from descriptions of pilgrimages and learned 
Christian sources. Ora Limor has shown that Jews were depicted as “witnesses” or sources of authority for the Christian project of sanctifying locations in the land.
 So it appears from Jewish sources employed by Saint Jerome (Hieronymus) as well.
 Elhanan Reiner, who studied Jewish traditions of pilgrimage to holy places in the Middle Ages, suggests that we view the roots of these same places in local Jewish traditions that were passed down from the Second Temple period to the second millennium CE
. In his view, a large portion of these same traditions that were transmitted orally found expression in the artwork of a Galilean synagogue and in liturgical poems that were written down particularly in the Middle Ages.
 It appears that the society surrounding the sages was one in which branches of traditions were active. These movements שאינן שייכות לעולמם של חכמים, ולכן אולי ניתן לכנותן כ"עממיות". את האתרים שאותם הם קידשו ניתן לחשוף דרך הפולמוס החבוי של חכמים, אול חילופי דרך כותבים נוצרים שנסמכים עליהם כאשר הם מקדשים אתרים. דרך נוספת לעקוב אחרי אותם אתרים היא על פי הטענה לפיה לחלק מהאתרים שמופיעים בספרות הנוסעים היהודית בימי הביניים כאתרים קדושים, יש שורשים קדומים. זרמים אלוascribed holiness to different places in the land as a result of collective memory dependent upon the Bible or as a result of geographical or topographical uniqueness. 
The rabbinic sources discussed above represent a response to these אולי עדיף trends. על אף שלא הציגו או התייחסו ישירות לאותם זרמים. 
On the Manner of Dispute in Rabbinic Literature

If the range of sources discussed above indeed reflects a response to popular Jewish traditions, which were generally local and widespread throughout the area in which the sages were active, it is possible to learn from them how the sages related to popular movements, beliefs, and opinions outside their study houses.
Generally, the sages did not name other thinkers or movements. The lone attestations of Joshua ben Pantera—otherwise known as Jesus—in Aggadic midrash of the land of Israel, for example, and their oblique polemics (which served as sources for scholars such as Ephraim Urbach and others)
 do not name the movement with which they are contending and do not usually represent the approach through which they polemicize.
 Similarly here, the approaches with which they contend are not named or directly represented. However, a close reading of the rabbinic literature makes it possible for us to infer much about these popular movements. In this case, the efforts to minimize the holiness ascribed to certain sites outside of Jerusalem makes it possible for the modern reader to recognize that the rabbis were battling a popular trend of ascribing holiness to sites outside of Jerusalem. 

Our reading of rabbinic literature on the subject of sanctity and space has led us 
: the sages viewed the Temple Mount, Jerusalem, and the land of Israel as holy; they viewed popular Jewish attempts to sanctify sites outside of Jerusalem as problematic and did their best—
, rabbinic literature—to minimize
  the phenomenon. But what would their response be to a challenge from outside of the Jewish world? 


�   Sabine MacCormack 


הראה כיצד מערך המקומות הקדושים הנוצרים הפוסט פאוליני, הוא למעשה המשכה של התפיסה הפגאנית והמערך הפגאני שמשקף נטייה עממית טבעית שרווחה בעולם לפני הופעת הנצרות והמשיכה והתחדשה בנצרות לפחות מהמאה הרביעית לספירה( שם, עמ' 34, הערה 44 ). אמנם לפי מרבית התפיסות הפגאניות האל הוא השוכן במקדש, ולפי אוגוסטינוס למשל, האדם הוא המעניק משמעות לקבר הקדוש, אלא שכפי שהראה מקורמיק ניתן למצוא המשכיות בין המקדשים הפגאניים למקומות הקדושים ולשרידי המרטירים. עם זאת מקורמיק עומד על כך כי בארץ ישראל בשונה ממערב אירופה המקרא הוא זה  שמעניק קדושה למקום. Sabine MacCormack, “'Loca Sancta: The Organization of Sacred Topography in Late Antiquity,.” iIn Robert Ousterhout, ed., The Blessings of Pilgrimage,. ed. R. Ousterhout (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1990), 7–-40.


 


� See Sabine MacCormack,  “Loca Sancta.”: The Organization of Sacred Topography in Late Antiquity,” in The Blessings of Pilgrimage, ed. Robert Ousterhour (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1990), 7–40. MacCormack showed demonstrates how post-Pauline Christian holy places actually continuesd the pagan approach, an approach and in which that the pagan holy places reveal a natural popular impulse, one which was widespread throughout pre-Christian world. Christianity both continued and renewed this impulse, at least from the fourth century CE (see 34,  note .44). Yet while according to most pagan attitudes, the god dwells in a shrine, according to Augustine, for instance, it is the person who accords significance to a sacred burial site. However, according to MacCormack, one can find continuity between pagan shrines and the locations of martyrs’ relics. Furthermore, MacCormack argues that in the lLand of Israel, in contrast to Western Europe, it is the Bible that determines the sanctity of a place. Sabine MacCormack, 'Loca Sancta: The Organization of Sacred Topography in Late Antiquity.” In Robert Ousterhout, ed., The Blessings of Pilgrimage. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1990, 7-40.


� On the transformation evolution of this tradition, see Shraga Bar-On and Yakir Paz, “‘Ḥelḳat Hashem amo’: Al mitos beḥirat Yiśrael bi-goral ve-ha-vikuaḥ ha-Gnosṭi-ha-Notsri-ha-Pagani-ha-Yehudi” [“’‘The Lord’s AaAllotment is his PpPeople’’”: The MmMyth of the EeElection of Israel by CcCassting of LlLots and the Gnostic-Christian-Pagan-Jewish PpPolemic”],”, Tarbiz 79 (2010–-2011),: 23–-61[in Hebrew].


� The relationship in Zechariah 2:16 to Judea as “h“holy ground”” is general. Yet lands outside the lLand of Israel are described as impure space, as in Joshua 22:19. The tribal holdings in western Transjordan were to the east of their fellow Israelites: ““If the land of your possession be unclean, then pass ye over unto the land of the possession of the Lord.””. The prophet Amos also describes the land of exile as impure land (17:7). However, this does not yet establish the concept of a holy land, for the dichotomy is between impurity or the profane and purity, not holiness.


� The burning bush, actually located outside the land of Israel, is called “holy ground” because of the divine revelation, although there is no continuity of holiness in this place. The “Mountain of God” referring to Sinai is likewise not a permanent designation, for it is only due to it being the site of a particular theophany at a particular moment. Neither is continuously holy. 


� This is apparently a borrowed phraseing, importing the story of Moses and the burning bush into Joshua. As the place near Jericho is “holy,”, Joshua, like Moses, is commanded to remove his sandals. 


� Ex. 29:31; Lev. 6:9, 19, 20 unclear numbering ; 7:6,; 10,:13; 24:9,; 16:24. See aAlso Lev. 10:17; 13:14. See Baruch J. Schwartz, Toraht ha-ḳedusha: Iyunim bi-ḥuḳa ha-kohanit she-ba-Torah [The HhHoliness Llegislation: Studies in the Ppriestly Ccode] (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1999), 256, note, n .54 [in Hebrew]. The Ttabernacle wais not static, but is rather portable; it moved from place to place.


� As is commanded in relation to the tabernacle: “And let them make Me a sanctuary, that I may dwell among them” (Ex. 25:8). In other words, the divine presence will be “among them” and not necessarily contained in the tabernacle.


� Isaiah is the prophet who names Jerusalem as the “holy city” (52:1). as well as Also the “holy mountain” (57:6). Psalm 24:3 also relates to the Temple and Jerusalem as “the place of his holiness.”. 


� Seth Kunin suggestsed that the Bible itself contains two models, the centralist, according to which Jerusalem is the center, and the de-centralist, which recognizes other sites such as Beith Eel and the Carmel as holy places. According to this approach, after the destruction of the Temple, Jerusalem ceased to be the center. The sages actually leaned towards the de-centralist model and exchanged the sanctity of the holy place for the sanctity of the synagogues built throughout the land and the diaspora. See Seth D. KuninSeth D. Kunin, God's Pplace in the  Wworld : Ssacred Sspace and Ssacred Pplace in Judaism, (London: Cassell, 1998). However, a holistic and expansive reading of the Bible as the sages read it suggests a dedication to the concentration of ritual. Beithe El is represented in Kings as the place where Jereoboam erected his calves as an alternative cult and is criticized and therefore destroyed. The righteous and upright kings are Hezekiah and Josiah, who attended to the destruction of the ritual high places outside Jerusalem. Dispersion of the cult is seen as a central sin of the Nnorthern Kingdom of Israel, and the cause of their exile.


� Tannaitic literature presents a more complex approach of to the shift between the prohibition of worship on the high places and permission to sacrifice there. This attitude confirms the existence of the high places upon which figures such as Samuel sacrificeds, or Solomon at Givon, without criticism, and contrasts with the prophets’ criticisms of sacrificial rites outside Jerusalem: “After they came to Jerusalem the high places were forbidden and never again permitted” (m. Zebaḥ. 14:8). Performance of sacrificial rites upon the altar that Elijah set up on Mount Carmel is explained in the Talmud as a “the needs of the hour” requiring transgression of the words of the Torah (b. Yebam. 90b). In other words, this represents a dramatic ad hoc exception. 


� The burning bush, actually located outside the lLand of Israel, is called “holy ground” because of the divine revelation, although there is no continuity of holiness in this place. The “Mountain of God” referring to Sinai is likewise not a permanent designation, for it is only due to it being the site of a particular theophany at a particular moment. Neither are is continuously holy. 


� See, for example,: Jürgen Wolf, “Place, Sacred,” Brill Dictionary of Religion, (ed. Kocku von Stuckrad; (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 3:1456. For a discussion of the meaning of holy place and holy space in the Jewish and the Greco-Roman worlds, see: Seth D. Kunin, God's Pplace in the World in the world :sacred space and sacred place in Judaism, London: Cassell 1998 ; Hannah K. Harrington, Holiness: Rabbinic Judaism and the Greco-Roman World (London: Routledge, 2001), 47–-58.


� See the discussion in Jonathan Z. Smith, To Take Place: Towards Theory in in Ritual: (Chicago and London: Chicago University Press, (1987) , 39–-40;, 54.


� Chapters Lev 17–-26 of Leviticus are referred to by scholars as The Holiness Code.


� Mircea Eliade saw holy places as sites of “an eruption of the sacred” that turned the place into a “holy place,”, a sort oof axis mundi. See: Mircea Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane: The Nature of Religion, trans. Willard R. Trask, (New York: Harcourt, Inc.,Marrickville: Eisvier Australia 1959), 20–-67   However, Eliade’s approach, which was very influential in the field of comparative religions in the secondd half of the twentieth century, has been critiqued by Jonathan Z. Smith. Smith points out Eliade’s uncritical use of parallels. See his Map Iis not Territory: Studies in the History of Religions, (Leiden: Brill, 1978), 97–-103; 291-–93; idem, Also To Take Place, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987, 1–-23. For an analysis of the controversy between Smith and Eliade regarding territory, see Sam Gill, “Territory,” in Critical Terms for Religious Studies, ed. M.ark C.  Taylor, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), 298–-313.


� Yet it was Solomon— who dedicated the Temple in Jerusalem, declaring “I have surely built You a house of habitation, a place for You to dwell in for ever” (1 Kgs 8:13)—, who subsequently raises the question: “But will God in very truth dwell on the earth? behold, heaven and the heaven of heavens cannot contain You; how much less this house that I have built!” (1 Kings 8:13, 27). His resolution of this contradiction is that God’s “eyes may be open toward this house night and day, even toward the place whereof You have said: My name shall be there; to hearken unto the prayer which Your servant shall pray toward this place” (1 Kgs 8:29). Accordingly, the purpose of the place is as a forum for prayer to God and not necessarily the localization of God’s presence itself.


� Maurice Halbwachs, La Ttopographie Llégendaire des Évangiles en Terre Sainte (Paris: Presses Uuniversitaires de France, 1941).


� Pierre Nora, ed., Les Llieux de la Mmémoire, (3 vols.; (Paris: Gallimard, 1984–19-92). Cf. Yoram Bilu, “Pulḥan u-maḳom ḳadosh be-dat ha-ezraḥit u-ve-dat ha-ammamit be-Yiśrael [“Ritual and the The Ssanctification of PHoly pPlace in Israel’s CPopular cCivil and Ttraditional RrReligion,” in in Israel,”] Jerusalem Studies in Jewish Folklore 19–-20 (1998): 65 [in Hebrew] [Hebrew], who defines holy places per se as “areas of memory” in that they are “sites connected to a mythic past and to a transcendental reality, entrenched with spiritual and holy symbolic significance.”


� Even as the Mishnah numbers ten spheres of holiness and the external sphere is the lLand of Israel, the more internal spheres are the walled cities, and more interior than them are Jerusalem and the Temple. Flavius Josephus relates to Jerusalem in his seven spheres of holiness.; J.W. 5.193–-199, 227–-229, 236. See David Nakman, “Ha-halakhah bi-kitvei Yosef ben Mattityahu” [The HhHalakhah in the WwWritings of Josephus,”,] (Ph.D diss.,tThesis, Ramat-Gan: Bar- Ilan University, 2005), 228–-232 [in Hebrew] (Heb); Matan Orian, “Josephus’s Seven Purities and the Mishnah’s Ten Holinesses,”, Journal for the Study of Judaism 47 (2016): 183–-211.


� Eyal Ben-Eliyahu, “‘On That Day His Feet Will Stand on the Mount of Olives,’”: The Hero on the Mount of Olives—Between Jews, Christians, and Muslims,” Jewish History 30, no. 2 (2016),: 138–-157 (see chap. 1, note 1).


� Reference to the debate surroundingהדעות בדבר ראשית התקדשותו של הר גריזים במסורת השומרונית חלוקות, מכל מקום אין ספק בך שבימים שבהם פעלו חכמים היה המקום הקדוש לשומרונים הר גריזים ולא ירושלים.  the origin of the holiness of Mount Gerizim in Samaritan tradition.


� See the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs for repeated emphasis on Hebron as the burial place of patriarchs.


�  “Walled cities” are an exception, because they are outside Jerusalem and inside the land. The Gaon of Vilna, (Elijah ben Solomon Zalman,  (1720–1797), for example, deleted the words “walled cities,” because this was an individual opinion in the parallel Tosefta (t. Kelim 1:14). But to date no manuscripts support his emendation. Samuel Krauss, Ḳadmoniyot ha-Talmud [Antiquities of the Talmud] (Vienna: Moriya Press, 1924), 92–93 [in Hebrew], applied the halakhah forbidding entry of lepers to houses in walled cities to Jerusalem alone. Nevertheless, even if we maintain this version, it provides only a general definition without reference to a specific walled city. 


 





� A parallel passage in Sipfre Zuta that is parallel to Numbers recounts the ten degrees of holiness of the land of Israel. This list includes Transjordan in the lLand of Israel, but distinguishes between the land of Canaan and Trans-Jordan. ““The Land of Canaan is holier than Transjordan because the Land of Canaan is suitable for the house of the Divine Presence, Transjordan is not suitable for the house of the Divine Presence”” (Sifpre Zuta: Naso 5, Horowitz editioned., p. 228; trans. by author), i.e., whereas Canaan is suitable for the house of the Divine Presence— – for building the Holy Temple— – the Temple could not be built in Transjordan. This level of sanctity, following the sanctity of the lLand of Israel, from which the oOmer and the first -fruits and the two loaves could be brought, does not appear in the Mishnah (Kelim 1:1). Early and later scholars have discussed the contradiction between ““ten sanctities”” named in the opening of the Mishnah and the eleven degrees found in the Mishnah itself. For Jacob N. Epstein’’s explanation that this was a Mmishnah of Rabbi. Jose into which R.abbi Judah the Princeha-Nasi incorporated a Mmishnah of Rabbi. Meir, see his Mevo’ot le-Sifrut ha-Tannaim [Introduction to Tannaitic LlLiterature,] (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1957), 127–-28 [in Hebrew] [Hebrew]; and idem, Mavo li-nusaḥ ha-Mishnah [Introduction to the TtText of the Mishnah], 3rd ed.; (Jerusalem: Magnes, 2000), 739 [in Hebrew] [Hebrew]. For a discussion of the Mishnah, see Richard S. Sarason, ““The Significance of the Land of Israel in the Mishnah,”” in The Land of Israel: Jewish Perspectives, ed. Lawrence A. Hoffman, (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1986), 112–-18. For a discussion of the hierarchy and concentric nature of the spheres of sanctity reflected in the Mishnah, see Seth D. Kunin, God’’s Place in the World: Sacred Space and Sacred Place in Judaism (London: Cassell, 1998), 45–-48. 


� Eyal Ben-Eliyahu, “The Rabbinic Polemic against Sanctification of Sites,” Journal for the Study of Judaism in the Persian, Hellenistic and Roman Period, 40, no. 2 (2009),: 260–-281.


� Gen. Rab. 69:7; Theodor and- Albeck editioned., p. 796; trans. Soncino edition., pp.  633–34, slightly revised.


� On the polemic against Beithe El in Second Temple period literature, see John Enders, Biblical Interpretation in the Book of Jubilees, (Washington: Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1987); Esther Eshel, “Jubilees 32 and the Bethel Cult Traditions in Second Temple Literature,” in Things Revealed: Studies in Early Jewish and Christian Literature in Honor of Michael E. Stone, ed. Esther G. Chazon, David Satran, and Ruth A. Clements, (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 21–-36.


� Ruth Rab. 2:2; Lerner edition, chap. 1, p.10, lines 61–64; trans. Soncino edition [Proem II], pp. 4–5, linesLines 61–64.; trans. Soncino ed. (proem II), pp. 4–5.


� Gen. Rab. 39:15, according to MS Vatican 30; Theodor and Albeck editioned., p. 379; trans. by author.


� On the polemic against Bethel in Second Temple period literature, see John Enders, Biblical Interpretation in the Book of Jubilees (Washington: Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1987); Esther Eshel, “Jubilees 32 and the Bethel Cult Traditions in Second Temple Literature,” in Things Revealed: Studies in Early Jewish and Christian Literature in Honor of Michael E. Stone, ed. Esther G. Chazon, David Satran, and Ruth A.  Clements (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 21–36.


� Gen. Rab. 58:4, according to MS Vatican 30; Theodor and- Albeck editioned., p.p. 623; trans. Soncino editioned., p.p. 511; slightly revised.


� Bb. Sanh. 102a; trans. Soncino editioned., p. p. 692.


� These relate especially to the origins of the axis in an explosion and the temporal dimension, as well as Eliade’s uncritical use of parallels. See Jonathan Z. Smith, Map  is not Territory: Studies in the History of Religions (Leiden: Brill, 1978), 291–-93; idem, To Take Place (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987), 1–-23. For an analysis of the controversy conflict between Smith and Eliade regarding territory, see Sam Gill, “Territory,” in Critical Terms for Religious Studies,  (ed. Mark C. Taylor; (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), 298–-313. Recent widespread critiques of Eliade describe him as motivated by perceptions deriving from early Eastern Christianity. As Joseph Dan has pointed out in, Joseph Dan, On Sanctity (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1997), 29–-30, 62–-63, and especially 167–-69; also nn. 43–-46 [in Hebrew]. For Eliade’s dependence on Romanian Orthodox Christianity and “Holiness in Nature,” with allusions to the pagan world, as derived from Eliade’s diaries, see Moshe Idel’s postscript to Mircea Eliade, The Myth of Eternal Return (Jerusalem: Carmel, 2000), 144 [in Hebrew]. Leach was the pioneer critic was Leach. See EdmundR. Leach, “Sermons by a Man on a Ladder,” New York Review of Books, 20 October 20, 1966. [THIS IS REDUNDANT]


� On the motif of a ““high mountain”” as an axis mundi connecting heaven and earth and serving as a site of revelation, see Mircea Eliade, ““Sacred Places: Temple, Palace,” and” ““Center of the World,”” in Patterns in Comparative Religion (London: Sheed and Ward Press, 1979), PAGES367–-377; idem, ““Axis Mundi,”” Encyclopedia of Religion (New York: Macmillan, 1982), 2:20–-21;  “M“Mountains,”,” Encyclopedia of Religion, ibid., 10:130–-34. See also the latter’s annotated bibliography there and the references to Eliade’’s extensive writings. For the use of Eliade’’s models to interpret the role of the sacred place in the Bible, mainly the ““high mountain,”” see Robert L. Cohn, The Shape of Sacred Space: Four Biblical Studies (Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1981). Regarding the ““high mountain”” as a holy place in Mediterranean society, see Nicholas Purcell and Peregrine Horden, The Corrupting Sea: A Study of Mediterranean History (Malden, MAMass.: Blackwell, 2000), 413–-14 and the revised bibliography there, p. 625.


� See Shimon Dar, Settlements and Cult Sites on Mt. Hermon Israel, Tempus Reparatum, B.A.R., International Series 582 (Oxford: Tempus Reparatum, 1993).


� 1 En. 6:5-6; Nickelsburg editioned., pp. 174–75; ר' לעיל פרק 3.


� Gen. Rab. 99:1; Theodor and -Albeck editioned., p.p. 1271; trans. Soncino editioned.,  p,p. 972.


� See the Palestinian Targum to Judgs 5:5; Rimon Kasher, Targumic Toseftot Targum le-Nevi’im [Targumic Tosefto to the Prophets]	,  (Jerusalem: World Union for Jewish Studies, 1996), 88–-90 [in Hebrew] [Hebrew]. For a view that 	sees  these traditions relating to the four mountains as a reflection of their sanctity in rabbinic 	literature, see Zeev Safrai, “ Ḳivrei tsadiḳim u-meḳomot ḳedoshim bi-mesoret ha-Yehudit” [“Sacred TtTombs and HhHoly SsSites in the Jewish TTtradition],”” in Sefer Zeev Vilnay [Zev 	Vilnay’s Jubilee Volume,], Part 2, ed. E. Schiller, (Jerusalem: Ariel, 1987), 2:303–-13 [in Hebrew] [Hebrew]. I regard them in an opposite fashion, as a polemic against their sanctification.


� The biblical text does not contain a description of the mountain’s location either נראה שגם בזה נתלה המדרש באפיון ההר כנמוך ולא מרשים.


� Gen. Rab. 32:10; Theodor and -Albeck editioned., pp. pp. 296–97; trans. Soncino editioned., p.p. 255.


� Rabbinic literature iis filled with expressions of love and affection for the land and for dwelling in it,’ for instance, when the group of Tannaim traveled to study Torah with Rabbi Judah ben Beteira in Nitzivin “and drank the tears from their eyes” when they left the land (Sifpfre Deuteronomy 80). oOr when Rabbi Abba would kiss the stones of Acre, which were considered borders of the land (b. Ketub. 112a). כך גם הקטע במכילתא דרבי שמעון בר-יוחאי, ב, ג שלפיה אחרי הנבואה יכולה לחול רק בארץ ישראל.  "These teaches that before the Land of Israel was consecrated [as the exclusive location for divine speech]. But once the Land of Israel  was so consecrated, there was no divine speech with the prophets anywhere [outside the Land of Israel], except next to the water"These stories show that before the lLand of Israel was consecrated [as the exclusive location for divine speech]. But once the lLand of Israel was so consecrated, there was no divine speech with the prophets anywhere [outside the Land of Israel], except next to the water. (Mekhilta ofde- Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, W. David Nelson trans.). And yet, characterization of the land as holy is found in the Mishnah (Kelim. 1:6). This is actually a purely halakhic, rather than  not spiritual, form of holiness.


� On the characterization of Jerusalem in a manner that also characterizes the land, see reference to Zev and Dinah Safrai.זאב ספראי ודינה ספראי,  קדושת ארץ-ישראל וירושלים: קווים להתפתחותו של רעיון, בתוך 'א: אופנהיימר ואחרים, עורכים, 


יהודים ויהדות בימי בית שני, המשנה והתלמוד, ירושלים: יד בן-צבי תשנ" ג עמ' 371-344.


Zeev and Chana Safrai, " “The Sanctity of Eretz Israel and Jerusalem,", in: Ishaia Gafni (et. Al) eds. Jews and Judaism in the Second Temple, Mishna and Talmud Period: Studies in Honor of Shmuel Safrai, ed. Isaiah Gafni et al. (Jerusalem: Yad Izhak Ben- Zvi, 1993), 344–-371 [in Hebrew].


� In the Mishnah, there are halakhot concerning the holiness of synagogues: “Moreover R. Judah said: [Even] if a synagogue was in ruins lamentation of the dead may not be made therein, nor may they twist ropes therein or stretch out net therein, or spread out produce [to dry] on its roof or make it a short bypath; for it is written, And I will bring your sanctuaries into desolation—their sanctity [endures] although they lay desolate” (m. Meg. 3:3; trans. Danby editioned., p. 205). I tend to accept Harold Turner’'s division:; Harold W. Turner, From Temple to Meeting House: The Phenomenology and Theology of Places of Worship, (Paris: Mouton, 1979), 338–-41. Turner distinguishes between a domus dei, a place with immanent holiness that substitutes for the Temple, and a domus ecclesiae, with functional holiness derived from the activities which it houses, such as communal assembly and Torah reading, as noted by Steven Fine in This Holy Place: On the Sanctity of the Synagogue during the Greco-Roman Period (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1998), 159–-61. The synagogue of Saf Veyetiv in Nehardea is described in the Talmud as a place of the “shekhinah-presence,”, as well as is the synagogue in the city [Can’t find the name]. These statements constitute are the “exceptions that prove the rule.”. Therefore, one must describe the process by which the holiness of the Temple was exchanged for holy places with a significantly different character as a holy place, which was understood as a temporary situation and not the decentralization of the holiness of the Temple.


� This is Wwith the exception of the “houses of walled cities”; Eyal Ben-Eliyahu, “‘Cities Surrounded by a Wall from the Time of Joshua bin Nun”’ as a Rabbinic Response to the Roman Pomerium,” Jewish Quarterly Review,. 106, no. 1 ( (2016),: 17– - 19.


� See cChapter 4Four above, note 1.


� See Eyal Ben-Eliyahu, “‘On That Day His Feet Will Stand on the Mount of Olives’: The Hero on the Mount of Olives—Between Jews, Christians, and Muslims,” Jewish History, 30, no. 2 (2016),: 138–-157.


� Ora Limor, “Christian Sacred Space and the Jew,” in From Witness to Witchcraft: Jews and Judaism in Medieval Christian Thought, ed. Jeremy Cohen, Wolfenbütteler Mittelalter-Studien, 11, (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1996), 55–-77. 


� Hillel I. Newman, Jerome and the Jews, (, PhD dDiss., Tthe Thesis submitted for the degree Doctor of Philosophy, The Hebrew University, of Jerusalem, 1997), 238–-278 .


� Elchanan Reiner, “From Joshua to Jesus— - Tthe Ttransformation of a Bbiblical Sstory to a Llocal Mmyth: Aa Cchapter in the Rreligious Llife of the Galilean Jew,”, in Sharing the Sacred:; Religious Contacts and Conflicts in the Holy Land, First–-Fifteenth Centuries CE, eds. Arieh Kofsky and Guy G. Stroumsa, (Jerusalem: Yad Izhak Ben-Zvi, 1998), 223–-271; Elchanan Reiner, “From Joshua to Simeon Bar Yohai: Towards a Typology of Galiliean Heroes,” in Jesus aAmong the Jews, ed. Neta Shtahl, (New York: Routledge, 2012), 94–-105.


� Except for reference to Jesus in Tosefta Hullin 2. See note in cChapter Seven7.


� For a similar approach concerning the Mishnah, see Ishay Rosen-Zvi, “Is the Mishnah a Roman Composition?” in The Faces of Torah. Studies in the Texts and Contexts of Ancient Judaism in Honor of Steven Fraade, eds. Christine Hayes, Z. Novick, and M. Bar-Asher Segal, Journal of Ancient Judaism. Supplements, 22, (Vandenhoeck: Ruprecht, 2017), 487–-507. 





�זה מה שכתבתי בעברית וakj,h k,rduo' brtv kh avhh,h  pu,j czv


�I’ve redone the introduction to the chapter entirely. What I’d like to do is set out your main question and the work you plan to do in the chapter as clearly as possible. 


Please make sure that what I’ve written reflects the points you want to make.


�Inside the land


�נראה לי עדיף: חכמים ראו את תחומי הארץ כתיחום אלסטי


�אני חושש שמה שכתוב כאן הוא הפוך ממה שאני מנסה לומר, אני מנסה לומר שלפי חז"ל כל מרחב הארץ קדוש באותה מידה, חוץ מירושלי הם מתמודדים עם גישות עממיות שלא מוצגות בספרות חז"ל אלא שיש להם עקבות בדברי חכמים ששוללים לדעתי גישות אלו.


�I don’t want to present the thesis on the first page; I want it to unfold throughout the chapter. Otherwise, the reader has nothing new to learn. So I’ve cut back a lot in the introduction. 


�I wonder whether the information in this note should be incorporated in the main text. נראה לי כמו הערה מקומית


�from what book is 17:7?


�Is this note necessary? Don’t we say the same thing in the paragraph? 


�דברים יב, 9


�We should add the verse citation here.


�לבדוק את מראה המקום אצל ברוך שוורץ


�


�to what books do these chapter and verse references refer?


�


*** It’s not clear here what is on every high hill and under every leafy tree. How does this reflect decentralization of holiness? Is this referring to unauthorized worship outside of the Temple?





Because we will come back to the decentralization of holiness later on in the chapter, it’s essential that it’s defined and explained here. We must add a few sentences on the subject.


�I don’t know what you were trying to say here; the sentence is incomplete.


�אני חושב שכדאי לותר על ההפיסקה הזו הזה שיכולה להטעות


�I believe this is the way in which the upcoming discussion is to be distinguished from the previous one. Please correct me if I’m wrong.


אני לא חושב שהמקרא מצביע על מקומות כמקומות קדושים


�I’m not sure what you mean by “foundational.” “Early”?  בעברית כתבתי מייסדי המחקר הסוציולוגי


�I don’t know how the two halves of this sentence connect.


Zv nv avhv f,uc cgcrh,ההגדרות מגוונות  למקום קדוש מצויות בספרות המחקר המודרני. דיון בסיסי במושג הקדושה מצוי כבר אצל מייסדי המחקר הסוציולוגי, שעמדו על האבחנה המצויה בכל מערכת דתית בין קודש ובין חול ועל מערכת היררכית. כאשר שהמקום הקדוש הוא מובחן ומצוי בראש המידרג המרחבי. בדרך כלל הקדושה קשורה לזיקה למצוות האל. אם למצוות הקשורות לזמן שאותו ייעדה התורה למועד או חג, או לחילופין למרחב הקשור במצות האל. עיון בספר ויקרא המכונה גם "ספר הקדושה", מעלה כי המושג קדושה מתפרש בספר זה בדרך כלל גם בהקשר של separation 





�I’m giving this uppercase, but if you have an objection, we can change. It’s one of those cases where I don’t think there’s a hard-and-fast rule.אין בעייה


�The first line in the note quotes Eliade’s work directly; we should cite a source. 


�Please check the publication information on Mircea Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane: I have entered what I found on the internet.


�It’s my sense that the discussion in the note either needs to be part of the main text—it debates the very question you are talking about—or removed. If we move it into the text, we need to find the right place.  העברתי


�what is the book for the highlighted chapter and verses?


�Are you trying to say that there are encounters that contain an intensified Divine Presence? Locations?


כך מתחילה הפיסקה בעברית: בספרות המקראית ניתן למצוא התייחסויות היכולות להתפרש כנוכחות אלוהית מועצמת


�I wonder whether the reader might need a word or two more (e.g., “Jacob’s dream at Bethel”). I don’t know that all of your readers will be that familiar with the biblical text. שראה סולם מוצב ארצה ומלאכי אלוהים עולים ויורדים בו (בראשית יב, 12)


�I’m giving the name of the city in English, with the Hebrew name on first occurrence.


�Perhaps here we can add a few words about what occurred there.


�יכולים להתפרש


�Correct?להוסיף את המילים מההערה לעיל: יכולים להתפרש


�***This section is too short. You list a few spaces viewed as holy in Second Temple literature. Either this section should be folded into another one or it should be developed more. I think we need to ask what the function of this section is, what it is teaching the reader, and from there make a decision of how to proceed.


זה  אמנם קצר אבל אי אפשר לקפוץ מהמקרא לחז"ל 


�I’m not sure that this is the best place for this footnote. It relates to an idea the reader hasn’t seen yet.


�Why “employed”? Why not something like “viewed”?


�Might the reader need an explanation of the phrase?


�This was what you meant, correct?


�This note seems to be a note to yourself to add a reference. 


�This footnote is empty. Should it be removed or was there something you wanted to add?תוקן


�Should there be a period here?


�This should be “they”; are you sure it was this way in the original translation?זהו פירוש אפשר לשים בסוגריים


�When you say “trans. by author,” can I assume that the translation of Sipre Zuta is yours and I can make changes? 


�The question of Omer, firstfruits, etc. was seen in an earlier chapter. I wonder whether we should minimize it here and refer the reader back to there.


�What is this in Hebrew? I’m not sure what you’re referring to. "  שאין צורך להביאן למקדש  "קודשי גבולין"


�***Separation how?  I don’t think this is clear enough. The holiness/separation idea is not fleshed out well enough for a reader who is not well-versed in the Bible/Jewish thought. בכך שמדרגות הקדושה באות לידי ביטוי באיסור הכניסה המחמיר ברמתו,  ככל שעולה מדרגת הקדושה


�I’m not sure this is the best place for it, but it’s important to note that the rabbinic understanding is not identical to the biblical one.





זה ניגוד חריף יותר, הייתי אומר, לעומת מקומות שניתן היה לראות בהם מקומות קדושים על פי הסיפור המקראי


�I’ve moved this title; it seemed to me that the next paragraph begins the discussion. מקבל


�This paragraph is, to my mind, far too detailed for an introduction; I’ve cut it out and given a more general introduction to what we’re about to see.


�Where is this list found in rabbinic literature? Have we seen it in this chapter? Or do you mean to say the “series of obscure references to sites”?


הייתי מנסח: ריבוי ההתייחסויות החבויות בספרות חכמים 


�בעקבות הערה הבאה שלך הייתי מחזיר את המשפט שמחקת


�I’ve reorganized the section. I think it’s important to present the polemic up top, before discussing what it means and why it’s there. הוספתי משפט בראש הפיסקה מקוה שהוא מסתדר עם ההמשך


�Because you’d already written that this is “slightly revised,” I took the liberty of making small changes so that it aligned with our style.מצויין


�I’ve moved the citation to a note; it was too long.נראה לי שאפשר לותר על הציטוט לסונצינו גם בהערה


�This should probably be a dash, but I don’t want to make the change if it’s like this in the original. תמיד אפשר לשנות קצת ולכתוב slightly  revised


�I’ve moved this source into a footnote, but I want to check: is this a continuation of the previous quote?


טוב שעלית על זה זו טעות, המקור הוא רות רבה, תיקנתי


�***This needs far more detail. What do the apocryphal sources say about Bethel? הדיון בפרק הזה בבית שני הוא משני, לכן נראה לי להעביר את כל הפיסקה להערת שוליים. 


�Again, I’ve moved the citation to a footnote. And I’ve made small changes to the quote because you note that it is slightly revised.בסדר


�I’d like to change this from italics to roman. בסדר


�Again, I’ve moved the material to a note.בסדר


�What does “the origins of the axis in an explosion” mean? Readers not familiar with Eliade may need clarification. מה שאת לא מבינה, הוא בעצם הביקורת המרכזית על אליאדה, הטענה היא שהוא מדבר כמו איש דתי- נוצרי מזרחי יותר מאשר חוקר...





I also think we should add a source for Joseph Dan.


�does the reference to the nn. refer to pp.167–69?


�In the note, why does the Eliade source have two titles (in quotation marks)? Also, can you add page numbers?


�Because I removed the detailed paragraph earlier, I’ve folded some of it in to this paragraph.


�שילבתי הפנייה לשמעון דר


�I moved the source to the footnote. You had made a note to send the reader to an earlier chapter; are you referring to chapter 3? כן לקטע העוסק בחנוך


�You list the mountains and their biblical connections, but you don’t bring any rabbinic sources (talmudic, etc.) where the mountains as holy axes are discussed; you only bring the opposition (below). But you do say that such rabbinic sources exist (“an attitude manifested in a list of sources in rabbinic literature”). If such sources exist, it seems strange not to bring a selection of them to paint the picture for the reader. If they do not exist, then this is a response to an unquoted popular opinion, and that can be made clear later on. מקוה התוספת בהמך מבהירה, זהו מדרש מאוד נפוץ עם כמה וכמה מקבילות. 


�I’ve moved the source to a footnote.בסדר


�I didn’t understand what you were trying to say here. The Hebrew you had said: 


מגמתו של המדרש היא השגבת הר סיני אל מול הרים המעוררים רושם בהיותם נשאים על פני סביבתם. זאת תוך יצירת ניגוד בין בחירתו של הר סיני למקום בו תנתן התורה, אלא מול הרים אלו�


�Please make sure this note reflects what you wanted it to; you had a comment saying: 


הערת שוליים: גם במקרא אין אפיון של מיקומו של ההר – הוספתי שככל הנראה על זה נסמך המדר באיפינו של ההר כנצוך ולא מרשים


�Moved source to note.בסדר


�I began a new paragraph here; it sums up the section. בסדר, לא הצלחתי להמשיך את השורה. 


�להוסיף: יכולה להתפרש כאילו מקומות אלו הם מקומות קדושים, אל מול זאת חכמים


�I’ve shortened this and changed it slightly. נראה לי שמובמנט זה משהו כמו תנועה, כאן צריך למצוא מילה פחות ממוסדת אולי זרמים עממים אולי poular steams


�דינה: אולי עדיף:


According to that:


זה מה שכתבתי בעברית


טענתי היא כי התפיסה העומדת בתשתית ספרות חכמים היא: שהארץ כולה קדושה היא. למעט קדושתה של ירושלים והמקדש שבליבו של העיר. לפיכך אין  קדושה יתרה למקומותומרחבים, על פני מקומות אחרים בתוך הארץ. תפיסה זו מאפיינת את ספרות חז"ל שנערכה אחרי החורבן והמשיכה לראות, בעוצמה לא פחותה על אף חורבן המקדש, את הר הבית, מקומו של המקדש שחרב כמקום הקדוש הבלעדי, העומד במרכזה של הארץ הקדושה.


אלא שלכך להביא בחשבון כי ספרות חכמים היא ספרות של עילית למדנית. מבין השיטין של החיבורים שהגיעו לידינו המשקפים את תפיסת עולמם של חכמים, ניתן לזהות התמודדויות של התכמים מהן ניתן ללמוד על תפיסות עולמם של קבוצות שסבבו את החכמים, אלא שמהם לא נותר תיעוד.�


�Where does the Mekhilta quote begin in the note? The passage itself is unclear; is it missing words סימנתי בהערה?


�I don’t have the Zeev/Dinah Safrai source. Can you add?


�Would it be more correct to say “there can be no additional holiness? בעברית הייתי אומר: הקדושה מתייחסת למקדש, לירושלים ואלרץ בכלל ואין מקום לפי חכמים למקומות נוספים שלהם מיחוסת קדושה. 


�Please check that the information for the Steven Fine source I’ve given is correct.


In the sentence about the synagogue in Nehardea, are you quoting Turner? Also, how do we find the missing name indicated in the brackets?


Generally speaking, I don’t understand the point you’re trying to make at the end of the note מה שנסיתי לומר הוא שיש לארץ מעמד של קדושה מלבד המצוות כמו למשל העובדה שעל פי המכילתא דרשב"י רק בה אפשרית נבואה,  )tjrh abcjrv tr. Hartk(


�What is meant here?


בעמוד הקודם העתקתי בהערה את מה שהיה כתוב בעברית


�I don’t know what you intended to say here. It means “gaps”; in what sense are there gaps in compositions? I think you mean to be talking about “subtext” here. צודקת או between the lines


�Which chapter are you referring to in this note?


�Is this what you meant to say?  הייתי מעדיף: דרך הפולמוס והויכוח המרומז של חכמים בזרמים אלו, אנו יכולים ללמוד על קיומם של זרמים אלו מחוץ לספרות חכמים,. דינה: כאן אני מתכוין לספרות הנוצרית כמו הירונימוס ואחרים


�***It is very important that the reader understand what the decentralization is (as I noted earlier on in the chapter), and why the sages found it so threatening. This is a larger discussion but I feel that it is really lacking here; the reader can’t understand the sages’ motivation if he or she doesn’t know what it represented. The sages according to their perception saw only Jerusalem, the Temple and the as a whole as Holy. They did not השלימו ואף התתמודדו עם הגשיות שהעניקו קדושה לאתרים אחרים. גם ואף במיוחד אם זרמים אלו העניקו קדושה לאתרים מקראיים בגלל איים או ארועים הקשורים אליהם. 


�***I feel that you need to give more information here. How do we know that it is a natural cultural tendency? Where else do we see that? It is a statement that is worthy of a paragraph at least. כפי שהראו אליאדה ואחרים...


(גם אם אני לא מקבל את התיאוריה של אלידה לגמרי הוא ודאי הצביע על הנטייה בדתות השונות לקדש אתירם) 


�This paragraph repeated what we’d seen before; I cut back and added a closing sentence. בסדר גמור


�What do you mean by “learned”? זהו כנראה תרגום גרוע ל"מלומדים נוצרים" אפשר גם לכתוב writers


�I don’t know what this means. 


שוב תרגום לא טוב:


אלחנן ריינר הצביע על כך שלמסורות על מקומות קדושים בגליל המועלות על הכתב החל מן האלף השני לספירה יש שורשים כבר בספרות ימי הבית השני


�***I think it would contribute a lot to the reader’s understand if we elaborate on this. Right now you’re referring to a variety of “movements” without naming anyone or giving any examples of the places they tended to sanctify. It’s kind of like building up to a big reveal and getting a one-word answer.


�It might be smarter to place this section above the previous one (Jewish “Popular Movements” relating to Holy Places), so that this introduces that section as an answer to the greater questions of the chapter.


�Can this be moved to a footnote? It doesn’t seem that relevant. כן בהחלט 


�התובנה החדשה היא לא שרק ירושלים והארץ קדושות, נראה לי שזה די ברור גם לפני. עיקר החידוש שלי הוא בקריאה של שורה של מקורות חז"ל כמתמודדים עם פוטנציאל ההתקדות של האתר כתוצאה ממעמדו המיווחד של המקום במקרא, בגלל אירועים שנקשרים אליו, או בגלל אופיו הפיזי המרשים כמקום גבוה


�By כלומר: דרך


�And struggel


�This was my attempt at summing up the chapter and moving the reader toward the next one. Please change it if you’re not happy with it.





