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The texts discussed in this paper are considered holy in the Old Testament and most of its interpretations. These events involve an encounter with a god or angel that is charged with a message and circumstance—content and form—of sublimity and exaltation, a meeting with an “other” entity or subject that is numinous, perhaps absolute, perhaps authentically transcendental, or self-transcendental, or maybe even a subjective, imminent encounter with holiness. Biblical accounts of these holy events are most often manifested as the “performance” of an action of which the individual experiencing the holiness is only partly aware; this “performance” is partly ritualistic, an attempt to ascribe, to some extent, organized place, time, and plot to an experience that transcends the ordinary boundaries of consciousness, and accordingly, of space and time. The event’s circumstances and contents are dictated by the experienced holy entity. These circumstances are the “technique” or manner in which the holiness is treated by way of various material devices or objects, for instance Jacob’s stones, food in the story of Daniel and his friends, animals, like in the covenant of the pieces, and striking visual and sound effects in the giving of the Tablets of the Law at Mount Sinai. Occasionally, these texts hint at the Bible’s own dubiety in regard to such demonstrative effects—a point I will return to—contrasted with a conspicuous preference for “the sound of sheer silence,” like in the case of Elijah. In the present context, moreover, “performance” involves not only a performer’s physical and mental activity, but also that of an audience, perhaps in the form of a self-reflective aspect of the performer’s personality at the time of the event. In one version of the creation narrative, the text spoken by the creating God employs the plural pronoun: “Let us make humankind in our image, according to our likeness” (Gen 1:26).[endnoteRef:1] Were the angels summoned to serve as an audience for this truly sacred performance? In this chapter, I will explore several holy events mainly from the perspective of the languages of ritual and theater, such as space—full and empty, objects, visual and sound effects, fantastic super-reality, etc.  [1: . New Revised Standard Version. All subsequent citations are from this version.] 

We will begin with space. Here “the place,” Hamakon, is one of the names of the Jewish God, “a place to the world and the world is not a place for Him” (Gen. Rab. 68; Yoma 8, 9; Ber. 16), a quintessential theatrical image. Indeed, theater requires, first and foremost, space and language. Taking “the place” as a point of departure, in what follows, I will examine several scenes that describe a religious experience, which although predominantly personal, in the Old Testament, includes a public, historical, and national dimension as well. 

Jacob’s Dream 
Jacob’s ladder, a poetic and pictorial dream that appears in Genesis 28, is a bridge between heaven and earth. Over time, the dimension of its height has come to symbolize the spiritual aspect in later holy theaters. These productions take advantage of the vertical axis on stage, by way of the theatrical devices of set design and movement, to symbolize upward ascent. Jacob’s ladder dream is limited neither to its contribution to the world of theater or symbolism, nor to aesthetics or to a pure act of faith. Beyond its rich metaphoric potential, the ladder dream is harnessed to reconfirm God’s promise of the Land. God himself elegantly shifts from personal promises to promises that benefit families as well as the entire nation. When Jacob wakes from the dream, he announces, albeit with a degree of caution: “‘Surely the Lord is in this place,’” but at the same time proclaims the numinous personal aspect by saying, “‘How awesome is this place!’” (Gen 28:16). Repeated five times, the leitwort “place” is that which motivates Jacob to endow holiness of his own upon this place, upon the ultra-dramatic space of the event. By way of a highly effective gesture characteristic of a prop-deficient or poor theater, he transforms the stone-pillow into a cornerstone. In this case, holiness is a human characteristic ascribed to a divine entity. Through a quintessential performative act, Jacob instills spiritual significance in a practical object and transforms it. By way of gesture and speech, the stone is transformed from an ordinary inanimate object to a unique, sanctified stone, the cornerstone of Beit El, the place of God. Here God is being “housed” by a human being who allocates a space for him, as well as two stages: one stage in the form of a dreamt bridge, a type of essential “plot” in which space and time are a vision and in which angels-actors connect between heaven and earth, between God and man; and a second stage, whose purpose is to constitute the temporal and spatial dimensions in material, concrete terms. This is the stage that Jacob creates from the stone he had put under his head. The metaphoric linkage between the dreaming head and the stone upon which Jacob’s head rests is an instance of remarkable theatrical poetry.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: You say, “over time” so “does “later” include contemporary? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Land of Canaan? Land of Israel? Homeland?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Manifestation of the divine? Divine revelation?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: מתביית  means domesticated, but I am using your own wording from your lecture notes	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: poetics? poetic effect? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: In פיוט  did you mean liturgical poetry? 
Jacob left Beer-sheba and went toward Haran. He came to a certain place and stayed there for the night, because the sun had set. Taking one of the stones of the place, he put it under his head and lay down in that place. And he dreamt that there was a ladder set up on the earth, the top of it reaching to heaven; and the angels of God were ascending and descending on it. And the Lord stood beside him and said, “I am the Lord, the God of Abraham your father and the God of Isaac; the land on which you lie I will give to you and to your offspring; and your offspring shall be like the dust of the earth, and you shall spread abroad to the west and to the east and to the north and to the south; and all the families of the earth shall be blessed in you and in your offspring. Know that I am with you and will keep you wherever you go, and will bring you back to this land; for I will not leave you until I have done what I have promised you.” Then Jacob woke from his sleep and said, “Surely the Lord is in this place—and I did not know it!” And he was afraid, and said, “How awesome is this place! This is none other than the house of God, and this is the gate of heaven.” So Jacob rose early in the morning, and he took the stone that he had put under his head and set it up for a pillar and poured oil on the top of it. He called that place Bethel [...]. (Ibid., 10-19)
As an integral part of this remarkable religious experience, Jacob, a practical and realistic man, introduces an anthropocentric motive of profitability as a perhaps somewhat skeptical stipulation for going forward: “Then Jacob made a vow, saying, ‘If God will be with me, and will keep me in this way that I go, and will give me bread to eat and clothing to wear, so that I come again to my father’s house in peace, then the Lord shall be my God, and this stone, which I have set up for a pillar, shall be God’s house; and of all that you give me I will surely give one-tenth to you’” (Ibid., 20-22). Later in this portion (Vayatze), the biblical playwright continues to employ objects, such as the rods used to breed the flock, the idols that Rachel stole from Laban, the stones on the mouth of the well, and the stones for the pillar. 
	Initially, an ordinary, albeit comfortable, stone was intended to serve as a pillow for Jacob, a mere functional object, interchangeable with any other suitable stone, which, as we have seen, is treated to demonstrate the transition of an object from ordinary to sacred. Immediately following the stone, the ladder appears. Given that the word “ladder” is a hapax legomenon (appears only once) in the Old Testament—which elsewhere mentions the stairs of a Mesopotamian temple in similar terms (Peleg 2004, sec. 4, para. 1)—its meaning in this context may be different from our modern-day understanding. Many interpretations and midrashim have dealt with Jacob’s dream. There are those that view it as symbolizing stages, eras, the ups and downs in the history of the Jewish people; others view it as a metaphor for a man who although beginning his material life in Canaan, is also capable of reaching spiritual heights; while science fiction enthusiasts have taken the ladder to represent the stairs of a spaceship with extra-terrestrials climbing and descending them. One way or another, all of these readings have taken note of the earth-heaven axis in the ladder dream. In most theatrical productions in the Western world, the stage dimension of height, in general, and objects, in particular, are employed to signify certain powers and entities, as well as a spiritual longing for the metaphysical; God, gods, angels, and other heaven dwellers. On stage, as an interpretation that leans on the literal and on the signifying potential of stage props in this particular play, the dramatic prop of the ladder predominantly represents Jacob’s dynamic vertical movement between his spiritual mission and his earthly life, as is evident in his life history and particularly in the Vayetze portion. Jacob’s struggle with the angel (Gen 32)—his other self? Doppelganger?—effectively corresponds with the motif of the angels going up and down the ladder. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: This is unclear. Do you mean how the verbal content of the theatrical event facilitates its transition from ordinary to sacred? 
	After he awakes, Jacob is awe stricken by the intense religious experience he dreamt, and he transforms the stone from ordinary to special, sanctifies it, and distinguishes it from the other stones by designating it as a pillar. The stone becomes a “place stone,” a stone dedicated to God. Jacob sees the ladder in his dream, and cannot act upon it. However, in terms of the dramatic act that Jacob performs on the stone, which is also a sign and symbol in its own right, he anchors himself like a stone on the spiritual axis of height constituted in the ladder—moored in the ground; its head in the sky. The stone implies “I am here,” like a stone on the ground—only sacred. This is a “beat,” a delicate and precise act in spiritual theater that sagaciously avoids religious sentimentality, not unlike the Bible, which often seems more “content” with facts than with emotional reactions. This “beat” effect is facilitated by excellent kitsch-neutralizing objects. Metaphorically, this stone undergoes a transformation from matter to spirit after absorbing sanctity from Jacob. This is a slight willful elevation above ground that becomes Jacob’s own little ladder, a bridge between his heaven and his earth. Still, Jacob’s vow is neither a fervent spiritual or mental response nor an expression of gratitude, but rather a stone-like negotiation, anchored in everyday reality, not “ladder-like” or visionary, but rather corporeal, material, businesslike, real. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: What is? the act or the stone?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Are you referring to Stanislavsky? If so, is there a term in English?
Stanislavski felt that an inner and an outer tempo and rhythm were vital if you were to enact movements truthfully and link them to the expression of emotions and feelings. He linked tempo to the speed of an action or feeling and the rhythm to the intensity or depth of the experience.
	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I find this a bit awkward –– perhaps: which demonstrates a preference for the factual as opposed to the psychological or the character’s inner world.  	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: What are kitsch-neutralizing objects? The stone? Are the objects in the play all Kitsch-neutralizing? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Is this your meaning here? 
	Jacob precedes his vow with the conditional “if.” From this moment he expects God to provide him with safeguarding, bread, clothing, and security—and it is only when these are guaranteed that the stone will become the House of the Lord. Moreover, Jacob promises ten percent as payment for his part in an experience that evolved into a transaction: not in place of the experience, not a substitute for his emotional experience, but certainly in line with his resourceful character as a seasoned merchant who is no less cunning than Laban. 
	From a sacred and spiritual stone, Jacob proceeds to come across another stone, whose significance in the context of the stage is both psychological and emotional. From a scene of seclusion and sleep-dream in nature, Jacob shifts to a social scenario, then falls in love in one of the most famous love scenes in the Bible. From a self-addressed monologue in face of a grand vision—self-addressed given that in his vow Jacob refers to God in the third person, except in his final words, “I will surely give one-tenth to you”—the playwright introduces a charming dialogue after setting the stage and installing the props for the scene:	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Are not most monologues – except those addressed to the audience – a type of articulated inner-dialogue? A type of “talking to himself”? 
Then Jacob went on his journey, and came to the land of the people of the east. As he looked, he saw a well in the field and three flocks of sheep lying there beside it; for out of that well the flocks were watered. The stone on the well’s mouth was large, and when all the flocks were gathered there, the shepherds would roll the stone from the mouth of the well, and water the sheep, and put the stone back in its place on the mouth of the well.

Jacob: “My brothers, where do you come from?”	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Since this is not a direct quote from the source, I suggest adding an sentence indicating that this is your paraphrase or formatting as dialogue in a play. 
Shepherds: “We are from Haran.” 
Jacob: “Do you know Laban son of Nahor?” 
Shepherds: “We do.” 
Jacob: “Is it well with him?” 
Shepherds: “Yes” [...] “and here is his daughter Rachel, coming with the sheep.” 
Jacob: “Look, it is still broad daylight; it is not time for the animals to be gathered together. Water the sheep, and go, pasture them.” 
Shepherds: “We cannot until all the flocks are gathered together, and the stone is rolled from the mouth of the well; then we water the sheep.” (Ibid. 29:1-8)
This scene is divided into three beats. In the third, the playwright reverts to the stage directions of a series of intense non-verbal acts that mainly serve as expressions of the psychological sub-text. This sub-text is symbolically constituted in the stone, whose quintuple appearance in a text of one hundred-twenty-nine words dismisses any doubt regarding its significance. 
While he was still speaking with them, Rachel came with her father’s sheep; for she kept them. Now when Jacob saw Rachel, the daughter of his mother’s brother Laban, and the sheep of his mother’s brother Laban, Jacob went up and rolled the stone from the well’s mouth, and watered the flock of his mother’s brother Laban. Then Jacob kissed Rachel, and wept aloud. (Ibid., 9-11)

The strength of three shepherds proves insufficient to roll the heavy stone from the well’s mouth. Thus, as hinted earlier, the shepherds speaking to Jacob are waiting for their friend to assist them in opening the well and watering the flocks. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Him?
In the second beat, by way of his dialogue with the shepherds, Jacob not only receives the information he requests, but is also directed toward the girl approaching, Rachel. In the brief, charged, and intense moments before he answers the shepherds, Jacob manages to see Rachel, be impressed by her beauty (which is later explicitly noted), and fall in love with her. This instantaneous infatuation is humorously and tactfully implied in the text when Jacob says to the shepherds, “Look, it is still broad daylight; it is not time for the animals to be gathered together. Water the sheep, and go, pasture them” (Ibid., 7), which is no other than an attempt to create the circumstance necessary for an intimate meeting with Rachel. The shepherds, however, refuse to leave—perhaps because they have sensed what is in Jacob’s heart and are curious to see what will unfold, or perhaps simply because they are still waiting for Jacob to assist them in rolling the stone away from the mouth of the well. In the meantime, Rachel arrives, and Jacob’s response is a mixture of conflict and excitement between a brimming heart and a display of machoism. Five verbs—went up, rolled, watered, kissed, and wept—facilitate the emergence of an exemplary love. In this respect, Jacob’s participation in rolling the stone from the well and watering Laban’s flock is an intimate gesture, a gift of love to Rachel. Jacob then kisses her, and weeps aloud—a physical manifestation of his amorous experience. The shift in this scene from male agency involving the exertion of significant physical force to a state of overwhelming tender emotion is subtly, yet powerfully, represented by the stone. Rachel is the metaphorical stone on Jacob’s emotional wellspring. Her appearance causes an overflow of feelings in Jacob while simultaneously liberating him from his own inhibitions—still in an emotional flooded state, he kisses her, even before introducing himself. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Heart seems more suitable here considering in the context of love, infatuation, etc. “love at first sight.”	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer:  “מסומן” means marked or signaled. The stone functions as an analogy? Metaphor?  
	The idol scene—the stealing, searching for, and failure to find the idols—is, on the one hand, a fascinating and amusing twist in the plot, and an intriguing variation on the dominant performance motif of holiness in the play, on the other. Was it the fact that Rachel’s father worshiped these magical-religious objects that led her to steal them as a type of souvenir? Or perhaps as revenge upon her father? Maybe, given her outstanding piety, she was driven by a desire to distance her father from idol worship. Or, given that idols were used in this period as a prophesizing apparatus, perhaps Rachel removed them so that Laban would not be able to find Jacob who had fleed. As meaningful and sacred objects, the idols represent a threshold in the religious domain—between faith in the biblical God and Laban’s idol worship—and between Rachel’s loyalty to Jacob and her “betrayal” of her father. From Laban’s perspective, the disappearance of the idols is yet another theft of which he accuses Jacob, who had already stolen his heart, his daughters, and his flocks. In the scene’s partly comical, partly authentic ending, Laban bursts out in an emotional, nearly hysterical, monologue, which he ends by expressing a deep sense of religious insult: 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Or did you mean: the dominant motif of the performance of holiness? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Dividing line? Threshold is more commonly used to describe a passage way from one place to another. 
“What have you done? You have deceived me, and carried away my daughters like captives of the sword. Why did you flee secretly and deceive me and not tell me? I would have sent you away with mirth and songs, with tambourine and lyre. And why did you not permit me to kiss my sons and my daughters farewell? What you have done is foolish. It is in my power to do you harm; but the God of your father spoke to me last night, saying, ‘Take heed that you speak to Jacob neither good nor bad.’ Even though you had to go because you longed greatly for your father’s house, why did you steal my gods?” (Ibid. 31:26-30)

Now Jacob did not know that Rachel had stolen the gods. So Laban went into Jacob’s tent, and into Leah’s tent, and into the tent of the two maids, but he did not find them. And he went out of Leah’s tent, and entered Rachel’s. Now Rachel had taken the household gods and put them in the camel’s saddle, and sat on them. Laban felt all about in the tent, but did not find them. (Ibid., 32-34)

And she [Rachel] said to her father, “Let not my Lord be angry that I cannot rise before you, for the way of women is upon me” (Ibid., 35).
Another lie, albeit, cunning and amusing: “So he searched, but did not find the household gods” (Ibid.).
Like the rods used to breed the flocks, the idols are objects employed to evoke humor. Moreover, in terms of our focus on performances of holiness, the idols, which are sacred to Laban—“why did you steal my Gods?”—are ironically disparaged by the playwright who hides them under Rachel’s buttocks, ostensibly while she is menstruating. One notices here a subtle critical undertone directed toward Laban and idolatry, which in turn, albeit circuitously, foregrounds Jacob’s experience of holiness. 
	In the context of the tension between Jacob and his uncle, and considering that Laban’s daughters side with Jacob, Laban proposes a covenant. Laban acknowledges his familial obligations: “But what can I do today about these daughters of mine, or about their children whom they have borne” (Ibid., 43). In a theater in which speech substitutes action and vice-versa, Jacob does what he has already done—he bestows upon the stones the capacity for performative agency. This time, however, he does not construct a pillar by himself but rather with his kin, thereby conspicuously hinting that there is also a military force behind this symbolic act. “So Jacob took a stone, and set it up as a pillar. And Jacob said to his kinsfolk, ‘Gather stones,’ and they took stones, and made a heap; and they ate there by the heap” (Ibid., 45). Notably, eating is also a symbol of a covenant, of cooperation, a symbolic internalization of intentions. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I am not sure I understand what you mean here
Next, a double speech act occurs: 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Do you mean two consecutive speech acts? Laban performs two consecutive speech acts? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: 
Laban called it Jegar-sahadutha; but Jacob called it Galeed. Laban said, “This heap is a witness between you and me today.” Therefore he called it Galeed, and the pillar Mizpah, for he said, “The Lord watch between you and me, when we are absent one from the other. If you ill-treat my daughters, or if you take wives in addition to my daughters, though no one else is with us, remember that God is witness between you and me.”
Then Laban said to Jacob, “See this heap and see the pillar, which I have set between you and me. This heap is a witness, and the pillar is a witness, that I will not pass beyond this heap to you, and you will not pass beyond this heap and this pillar to me, for harm. May the God of Abraham and the God of Nahor—the God of their father—judge between us.” (Ibid., 47-53)
This verse is socially, ancestrally, economically, and theologically charged and it involves the final symbolic manifestation of the stone. The stone’s performance is constituted in the fact that as a theatrical prop it is transformed and invested with different meanings aligned with the complexity of the entire play, which oscillates between matter and spirit. 
Abraham is Jacob’s grandfather; Nahor is Laban’s, and Jacob and Laban are each under the auspices of, and perceive as sacred, their own ancestral god. If either accuses the other of breaching the agreement, the ancestral gods will judge. A stone can absorb multiple divinities; hence, the phrase Elohei Avraham (Gods of Abraham, in the source) refers to a God with two names. A similar instance occurs in the portion’s epilogue with the naming of the place, the stone. 
Following another undetailed encounter with the angels “Jacob went on his way and the angels of God met him; and when Jacob saw them he said, ‘This is God’s camp!’ So he called that place Mahanaim” (Ibid. 32: 2-3). Were the angels indeed climbing and descending in the background throughout the play?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Do you mean “present”? Are they moving along the vertical axis on stage throughout the play? 
	The Veyezteh portion is a captivating play featuring different types of sanctifying practices over the course of Jacob’s life, the most prominent of which involve the transformation of an object into an image, followed by the image’s transformation into a symbol. Through their stage presence and handling, the objects in the portion communicate information vital for understanding both the playwright’s and Jacob’s complex attitude toward questions related to matter and spirit. As mentioned, women and children, sheep, angels, and God, on the one hand, and stones, a ladder, rods, and idols, on the other, sustain, among themselves and with the text, an intriguing discourse. They simulate, signal, symbolize, and are brilliantly synchronized with the three domains of Jacob’s biography: the faithful-religious, the social-emotional, and the economic-commercial, and even his humoristic, clownish-enchanting side. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I am confused here: sanctifying practices? Performances of holiness? 



Secularization and Space in Daniel
The enigmatic book of Daniel (“for the words are to remain secret and sealed until the time of the end” [Dan 12:9]) is highly theatrical, and the text is replete with monologues and dialogues. Its theatricality stems, first and foremost, from the performative nature of its language and themes, and no less so, from its stage directions. Daniel, which was partly written in Hebrew and partly in Aramaic, tells the story of a youth who is taken, together with Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah, from occupied Jerusalem to the court of the Babylonian King: “Young men without physical defect and handsome, versed in every branch of wisdom, endowed with knowledge and insight, and competent to serve in the king’s palace [...] to be taught the literature and language of the Chaldeans”(Ibid. 1:4). There, with God’s support, Daniel (like Joseph) interprets the king’s dreams and becomes a highly influential public figure in his government. The second half of the book describes Daniel’s mystical-apocalyptic visions, such as the vision of four beasts, the vision of the ram and the goat, the vision of the man clothed in linen, and the vision of the archangel, Michael. 
	Portions of Daniel have been adapted for the theater and performed on European stages since the thirteenth century (Driver 1967, 513). In terms of the tradition of the Catholic church, which harnessed the theater for its didactic-religious purposes, many productions of Daniel can be attributed to the playwrights’ intuition and basic understanding of this complex text’s theological efficiency and potential impact on its audiences. They undoubtedly knew how to appreciate the unique theatricality encrypted in the book. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Is this the correct reference. It appears as footnote 4 in the Hebrew)

	Daniel excels in its “accurate perception of the present and near future” and therefore must also be perceived as theater—not only for its extreme sensitivity to space, but also to time, given that it oscillates between the present hardships in exile and prophecies of future time. Traditional Jewish interpretations explained Daniel’s visions as “impending apocalypse,” in reference to actual and relevant historical events, whereas the Christian interpretation tended to present the prophetic texts as para-figurations for the coming of Jesus the messiah, “apocalypse now and for all eternity” (Ogden 1996, 11 ff.). Considering that the book pivots around Daniel and the Babylonian king, Nebuchadnezzar’s apocalyptic dreams, it can be read as a series of “summoned” spaces. In theatrical terms, the times, spaces, and plot in Daniel are “temporarily” suspended in order to reveal a dismal prophesized future. Daniel is the hero, the lead actor, who prompts the realities in his apocalyptic drama. He hovers between a rich, yet weak, present reality and his absolute confidence in what must occur in the future.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Insert quote from the English source. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Quote directly from source

	The spatial elements in the book of Daniel are organized in dialectically opposing pairs: realistic as opposed to visionary spaces; Babylonian space versus Jerusalem space. Although both constitute the stage space constructed in the text, in ideological terms, the absent Jerusalem (from Babylon, the location of the prophecy and vision), which is underpopulated due to the mass exile, and destroyed and desecrated by its conquerors, still has the upper hand: “A culture that has lost its values can do nothing other than take revenge on the values of other cultures” (Baudrillard ...). The defiled vessels of the Temple in Jerusalem are now important stage properties in the first part of the play. Metaphorically, they imply that the abducted children are also “holy vessels” that cannot be contaminated. On the physical level, the defeated city is represented through the character of Daniel, the protagonist in this religious play, through which God continues to operate. Daniel’s visions occur in an extremely personal-private, and at the same time, universal, space.[endnoteRef:2]	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I am confused here. By במקום  do you mean “instead” or in the place where”?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Insert quote from English source, including page number).	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Provide the page number from the English translation [2: . For many of the prophets, the internalization of holiness is done also by means of biography and an absolute recruiting of the soul that turns the prophet’s body itself into a holy place. The prophets become holy vessels in the literal sense, not unlike actors communicating a message are “objectified. ] 


	In Daniel, space may constitute a deciphering key to an otherwise obscure text. The book was written no earlier than 300 BC in the Land of Israel, probably at a time when the local Jewish population were persecuted under the rule of Antiochus Epiphanes (8-167). It deals with the personal, national, and religious hardships of life in exile from the perspective of “there” in Babylon, observing the “here and now” of the Land of Israel. This unique vantage point emotionally, historically, and religiously re-charges the exiled Jews in Babylon. Consequently, the described dramatic space simultaneously becomes both “here” and “there.” Like Ezekiel, Daniel’s staunch refutation of exile leads him to attempt to compensate for the Jewish uprooting. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Is this a concept contemporary with 300 BC? Perhaps ancient Palestine? Or Palestine?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: What does this refer to?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Here I’ve used the author’s wording in the earlier version of the article. 
The theatrical experience as well is a form of consciously (or “inlusively”) being “there” and “not there” at the same time. In mytho-poetic space-related terms, exile implies being in the “other” location, a negative heterotopia, and a mirror that reflects the viewer in a place where they are not present, in an unreal space (Foucault 2003, 11). From the viewpoint of those in exile, exile is always the space of “the others.” In this respect, the concept invites a comparison between the book of Daniel and the notion of the willed suspension of disbelief, which Coleridge formulated in reference to the theatrical experience, concerning the degree of reality of the performance’s stage space. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: There is no word “inlusive” – do you mean as the opposite of inclusive? Or illusive? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I suggest providing the publication date and page number from the English translation. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: To the best of my knowledge, Coleridge conceived this notion in regard to poetry. It was later appropriated for “performing arts,” cinema etc.

	Notably, in Hebrew, there is an associative connection between the words halal (space) and hilul (defile or secularize). Already at the beginning of Daniel, we notice an intricate hierarchal system of holy and secular spaces. This system links physical-geographical space with psychological and spiritual-religious spaces, and together they constitute the book’s internal, as well as external, structures. 
	Most of the significant spaces are revealed in the first chapter of the book of Daniel. It opens with a brief account of Nebuchadnezzar’s siege of Jerusalem, which God enabled: “The Lord let King Jehoiakim of Judah fall into his power” (Ibid., 2). As a non-spatial, invisible, and omnipresent entity, God constitutes an active offstage presence hovering above everything that takes place in Daniel. The play’s primary dramatic space is Babylon, and the majority of its concrete-physical events occur there. However, at the same time, the text constantly alludes to, presents, and represents the “offstage” Jerusalem that Daniel and his addressees yearn for. Within the glorious space of victorious Babylon, there are also smaller spaces: the king’s bedroom, the city gates, etc. The principle event in the exposition, which is later developed in detail, is the invasion of the Temple, the space most sacred to the people of the kingdom of Judah. 
	Another space revealed in the book’s beginning is that which is defined by or contained within the stage props, namely “the vessels of the house of God” (Ibid.), which the king pillaged and brought back to Babylon as spoils of war. As ritual objects, the vessels—containers for sanctified food and drink—are themselves contained within the holy space of the Temple. The very extraction and transfer of the vessels from their proper place to Babylon defiles them, even if they are not filled with other, sacrilegious contents. Undoubtedly conscious of their value for the vanquished Jews, Nebuchadnezzar transfers them “to the land of Shinar, and placed the vessels in the treasury of his gods” (Ibid.).
	Unlike the book of Esther, which was also written in exile, but in which God does not appear, Daniel is replete with divine presence, albeit a presence that raises questions as to this divinity’s altering attributes. On the one hand, the Hebrew god is not “of” any specific place. On the other hand, this god chose Jerusalem as the place in which to build his temple and dwelling place. In terms of differences between the national-religious topocentric and the more universal and mystical perceptions of the divine, the book of Daniel plays a significant role. The god in Daniel is simultaneously local and universal. As victor, Nebuchadnezzar exploits the theatricality of transferring the Hebrew holy vessels to the same extent that he does so for religious purposes: his victory includes apprehending the gods of the defeated, relocating them, and filling them with other contents. The book of Daniel sophisticatedly deals with the linkage between religion and theatricality by constructing a realistic, dreamt, and visionary space.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: This is unclear. Does the Book of Daniel negotiate between these two perceptions of God? Navigate? Fluctuate? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: “the” implies specific perceptions or – the perceptions of someone or something – Judaism’s, the Bible’s, etc. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Are these combined? Did you mean, creating a space onstage that shifts from the realistic to the dreamt and to the visionary? Or that is simultaneously realistic, dreamt, etc.?

	A third kind of space-as-image is created metaphorically between the sacred vessels and the four children, especially Daniel. As mentioned, the children are without defect, educated, and beautiful—like the vessels—and the king seeks to instill in them Babylonian substance and culture. In the new space, they receive new names, Belteshazzar, Shadrach, Mishael, Abednego; however, unlike the inanimate vessels, they refuse to “consume” the unholy food and contaminate the inner spaces of their bodies: “But Daniel purposed in his heart that he would not defile himself with the royal rations of food and wine” (Ibid., 8). In this way, the playwright creates a linkage between Daniel, who refused to “defile” himself, and the holy vessels, which were most probably used for other purposes.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: If you use חלל כדימוי here, I suggest establishing what you mean by this earlier – are the vessels ‘spaces as image” as well?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: תוכן בבלי I am not sure what you mean here? Other than culture – religion? Identity?

	The second half of the book takes place mainly in the prophetic space of Daniel’s visions. These visions are presented as being on a spiritual level higher than the king’s, whose dream Daniel deciphered. The text makes a clear distinction between dream and vision. Nebuchadnezzar dreams a dream that neither he nor his advisors, sorcerers, wizards and Chaldeans cannot decipher, even when the latter face a threat to their lives. It becomes clear that they are incapable of distinguishing between the objective religious or historical meaning in the dream and its subjective-psychological elements: another manifestation of the notion of inner space. Daniel “had understanding of all visions and dreams,” and given that his inner space was not contaminated by the king’s food and drink, he remains pure, and his insight, holy. The king is defiled by the very desecration of the vessels. Daniel will be invited to penetrate the king’s “inner space,” his dream world, by way of interpreting his dream correctly. Like the king’s advisors, Daniel must discover the meaning of the dream that the king forgot. In the dream space created between Daniel and the king, and in the presence of many of the king’s courtiers, Daniel interprets the king’s dream in terms of a vision of his own: “God changes times and seasons, deposes kings and sets up kings,” he reveals “deep and hidden things” (Ibid. 2:21-22). The firm	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Does this refer to the subjective elements? 
 biblical link between sin and punishment is also manifested here: whoever penetrates, invades, and secularizes the sanctity of the Temple in Jerusalem will be penetrated by someone from “there.” The king’s physical invasion of Jerusalem will be countered with a spiritual invasion on part of the invaded, whereas those exiled from Jerusalem, who were physically invaded, will remain spiritually untouched, pure.
	There are other unique dramatic spaces in Daniel, one of which appears in the scene of the “writing on the wall.” King Belshazzar held a great feast for a thousand of his lords, and under the influence of the wine, commanded that the gold vessels that his father Nebuchadnezzar removed from the Temple, be brought in so that he, his lords, his wife, and his concubines might drink from them. “Immediately the fingers of a human hand appeared and began writing on the plaster of the wall of the royal palace, next to the lampstand. The king was watching the hand as it wrote. Then the king’s face turned pale, and his thoughts terrified him. His limbs gave way, and his knees knocked together” (Ibid. 5:5-6). As a leitmotif, and a symbolic reversal of the abhorrent sacrilegious use of the vessels, a “holy” hand penetrates the space in which holiness is defiled. 
The book of Daniel features other extremely dramatic theater-spaces, such as the lion’s den and the furnace. Like in many stories of this type, these spaces also represent sanctifying-spaces, sites in which those who are in them or pass through them (or view, watch them!) experience an inner process, often an extreme alteration of consciousness. 

Isaiah Chapter 6 
In the year that King Uzziah died, I saw the Lord sitting on a throne, high and lofty; and the hem of his robe filled the temple. Seraphs were in attendance above him; each had six wings: with two they covered their faces, and with two they covered their feet, and with two they flew. And one called to another and said: “Holy, holy, holy is the Lord of hosts; the whole earth is full of his glory.” The pivots on the thresholds shook at the voices of those who called, and the house filled with smoke. And I said: “Woe is me! I am lost, for I am a man of unclean lips, and I live among a people of unclean lips; yet my eyes have seen the King, the Lord of hosts!” Then one of the seraphs flew to me, holding a live coal that had been taken from the altar with a pair of tongs. The seraph touched my mouth with it and said: “Now that this has touched your lips, your guilt has departed and your sin is blotted out.” Then I heard the voice of the Lord saying, “Whom shall I send, and who will go for us?” And I said, “Here am I; send me!” And he said, “Go and say to this people: ‘Keep listening, but do not comprehend; keep looking, but do not understand.’ Make the mind of this people dull, and stop their ears, and shut their eyes, so that they may not look with their eyes, and listen with their ears, and comprehend with their minds, and turn and be healed.” Then I said, “How long, O Lord?” And he said: “Until cities lie waste without inhabitant, and houses without people, and the land is utterly desolate; until the Lord sends everyone far away, and vast is the emptiness in the midst of the land. Even if a tenth part remain in it, it will be burned again, like a terebinth or an oak whose stump remains standing when it is felled.” The holy seed is its stump. 	 (Isa 6)
This masterpiece, another variation on the purification and initiation of the prophet constituted in a professed numinous sacred experience—“Holy, holy, holy”—contains three parts. The first is the vision of the winged angels glorifying God. In the second, the speaker, the prophet Isaiah, is aware of his impurity in face of the holiness rendered as well in the special effects of voices and smoke, and is then purified with the help of the seraphim who burns his lips. This is followed by the dystopian prophecy he must convey to the people—who are also “of unclean lips”—in the form of an inverted message: “Make the mind of this people dull...” a prophecy of destruction and annihilation, which also includes the devastating verse “the Lord sends everyone far away.” In theatrical terms, the stage is replete with theatrical devices, such as a unique set, a monologue, dialogues with the angel and with God, impassioned rhetoric, and various effects, while transmitting sensory information to all five senses, sight, hearing, touch, taste, and smell, that most likely yields the accrued super-sensory, mystical effect of the experience. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Literary masterpiece? Theatrical? I also find this sentence unclear, “packed.” 

The Covenant of the Pieces 
“After these things the word of the Lord came to Abram.” The first words God speaks to Abraham are “‘Do not be afraid, Abram, I am your shield; your reward shall be very great’” (Gen 15:1). Fear, of course, is one of the initial characteristics of a religious experience, however, Abraham’s response does not imply fear but is rather demanding, perhaps even reflects a slight dissatisfaction with God: “‘O Lord God, what will you give me, for I continue childless, and the heir of my house is Eliezer of Damascus?’” (Ibid., 2), to which God replies, “‘This man shall not be your heir; no one but your very own issue shall be your heir’” (Ibid., 3). Then God removes Abraham from an unidentified inner space to show him the immensity of outer space: “‘Look toward heaven and count the stars, if you are able to count them.’ Then he said to him, ‘So shall your descendants be’” (Ibid., 5). The stage instruction implies Abraham’s sub-text: “And he believed the Lord; and the Lord reckoned it to him as righteousness” (Ibid., 6) is perhaps said in reference to God’s response to this faith. William James describes religious experience as extremely personal and religious (...). However in the Old Testament it almost always involves an ultimate instructive, moral, and, in this case, even unequivocal religious-national purpose that links the sanctified individual to a divine political message rather than to their own individual spiritual development, the latter being the case in Christian sacraments. For example: “‘I am the Lord who brought you from Ur of the Chaldeans, to give you this land to possess’” (Ibid., 7). Abraham, who so far in the play lacks any national or religious interest, requires evidence: “‘O Lord God, how am I to know that I shall possess it?’” (Ibid., 8). God’s answer appears at first to be irrelevant to the matter at hand: “‘Bring me a heifer three years old, a female goat three years old, a ram three years old, a turtledove, and a young pigeon.’ He brought him all these and cut them in two, laying each half over against the other; but he did not cut the birds in two” (Ibid., 9-10). George Bataille argues that “In a sense, the corpse is the most complete affirmation of the spirit” (13). The practical instruction of cutting up animals comes from the ceremonial domain. “And when birds of prey came down on the carcasses” (Gen 15:11) is a brilliant theatrical beat that represents the powers of evil, and is most certainly symbolic of man’s struggle with death, “Abram drove them away. As the sun was going down, a deep sleep fell upon Abram, and a deep and terrifying darkness descended upon him” (Ibid., 11-12). 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: What stage instruction? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Add page number 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Found in: George Bataille: Essential Writings. Ed. Michael Richardson (London: Sage, 1998), 13.
	On the one hand, the “place,” that is, the stage space, is the gap between the animal parts, while the birds, the turtledove and the young pigeon who were not cut up, are the “way up” to God. On the other hand, the place is also, as it becomes evident from the political aspects of God’s words, the Land of Israel. Moreover, Abraham is stuck/deliberating in a place between the sleep that fell upon him and the terrifying darkness that took hold of him. Ritual killing for solely theatrical purposes is still considered taboo, and the dark, somber, awesome ritual of the butchering is textually linked with the verbal continuation: 
Know this for certain, that your offspring shall be aliens in a land that is not theirs, and shall be slaves there, and they shall be oppressed for four hundred years; but I will bring judgment on the nation that they serve, and afterward they shall come out with great possessions. As for yourself, you shall go to your ancestors in peace; you shall be buried in a good old age. And they shall come back here in the fourth generation; for the iniquity of the Amorites is not yet complete. (Ibid., 13-16)
Other than the somewhat petty remark, in this context, on the iniquity of the Amorites after the comforting words in the detailed prophecy (in retrospect?), the scene’s mood shifts drastically and more special effects are now employed: “When the sun had gone down and it was dark, a smoking fire pot and a flaming torch passed between these pieces” (Ibid., 17). This is an impressive ending for a visually ominous and verbally promising theatrical scene particularly given the striking contradiction between “fear of God” in its original sense and its political exploitation for an explicitly religious-national message: “On that day the Lord made a covenant with Abram, saying, ‘To your descendants I give this land, from the river of Egypt to the great river, the river Euphrates, the land of the Kenites, the Kenizzites, the Kadmonites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Rephaim, the Amorites, the Canaanites, the Girgashites, and the Jebusites’” (Ibid., 18-21). Indeed, in literary and theatrical terms, as implied from this context only, these nations, including the Rephaim, as well as the Amorites, the Canaanites, the Girgashites and the Jebusites, will be butchered, as indicated in the book of Joshua, by the descendants of Abraham like the animals that were just mentioned in a fantastic vision. The place is positioned here as a series of super-impositions of a God-fearing-space upon other spaces: the space between the animal carcasses, upon the prophesized space of the Land of Israel, and on and from the sacred space of the speaking and acting God. The effects of this “play” (although in the Bible mahaze, i.e. play, means vision) are founded on additional extreme opposites between in and out, the light of the setting sun and the onset of night’s darkness. Now it is split by the light of the fire pot and the torch into encouraging words and harrowing actions that direct the viewer’s attention to offstage time and space. The audience is made to feel small in face of the past (“I brought you out”) and the future (conquering the Land of Israel) and is subjugated, through effective theatrical violence, to the present. The performance in this show of horrors seems to me to be rooted mainly in the space between the butchered animal parts. This is a type of dramatically tense offstage between the whole and its parts, between life and death, and perhaps mainly between the magnitude of the particular purpose for which the holy event takes place and a sense of arbitrariness, fear, and at the very least, of things beyond reason. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I am not sure what you mean by סימנו
	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: This is unclear in the Hebrew. In fact the entire sentence is unclear	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Is offstage a noun? I sense that there is something missing. 

The Theater of Religion | Exodus 19; Deuteronomy 5:19
The event of the giving of the Tablets of the Law to the Israelites at Mount Sinai is certainly one of the most impressive performances in the history of religion—and of theater. First, the biblical playwright establishes the facts, time, and place: the play was performed “On the third new moon after the Israelites had gone out of the land of Egypt, on that very day, they came into the wilderness of Sinai. They had journeyed from Rephidim, entered the wilderness of Sinai, and camped in the wilderness; Israel camped there in front of the mountain” (Exod 19:1-2). Now Moses, who “went up” to God, is introduced, and it is here that the proxemics and general direction, the vertical axis, the ascent to God, become apparent: “the Lord called to him from the mountain, saying, ‘Thus you shall say to the house of Jacob, and tell the Israelites’” (Ibid., 3). Next, the visually offstage-audibly on-stage divine actor performs a short and quite poetic monologue that refers to the past, and, with the help of a touch of emotional blackmail underlying a mytho-historical overview, swiftly arrives at the obvious conclusion, an outline for the covenant, or at least for a contract: 
“You have seen what I did to the Egyptians, and how I bore you on eagles’ wings and brought you to myself. Now therefore, if you obey my voice and keep my covenant, you shall be my treasured possession out of all the peoples. Indeed, the whole earth is mine, but you shall be for me a priestly kingdom and a holy nation. These are the words that you shall speak to the Israelites.” So Moses came, summoned the elders of the people, and set before them all these words that the Lord had commanded him. 
(Ibid: 4-7).
The elders’ response is not indicated and instead “The people all answered as one: ‘Everything that the Lord has spoken we will do’” (Ibid., 8). Moses who ascends up to God and descends down to the people communicates the word of the people to God. Parallel to the space that is changing before our eyes (in Jewish tradition “we were all there”), it is obvious that the realistic plot time, and certainly the theatrical time, is significantly condensed here. God prepares Moses for what is expected to happen, by way of a brilliant priming and tension building effect—a synesthetic image that links a “thick cloud” with hearing: “‘I am going to come to you in a dense cloud, in order that the people may hear when I speak with you and so trust you ever after’” (Ibid., 9). Moses immediately communicates the people’s response to God, who in turn acts accordingly: “‘Go to the people and consecrate them today and tomorrow. Have them wash their clothes and prepare for the third day, because on the third day the Lord will come down upon Mount Sinai in the sight of all the people” (Ibid., 10). As an offstage presence, the absent divinity announces his own arrival with a warning: 
You shall set limits for the people all around, saying, ‘Be careful not to go up the mountain or to touch the edge of it. Any who touch the mountain shall be put to death. No hand shall touch them, but they shall be stoned or shot with arrows; whether animal or human being, they shall not live. When the trumpet sounds a long blast, they may go up on the mountain.’ So Moses went down from the mountain to the people. He consecrated the people, and they washed their clothes. (Ibid., 12-14)
It is interesting to note the difference between what God says to Moses and what Moses says to the people: “And he said to the people, ‘Prepare for the third day; do not go near a woman’” (Ibid., 15). Considering what follows, we can assume that Moses communicated to the people a more detailed account of what was expected to occur in three days’ time. 
	“On the morning of the third day there was thunder and lightning, as well as a thick cloud on the mountain, and a blast of a trumpet so loud that all the people who were in the camp trembled” (Ibid., 16). As a theater critic, who may have also been the playwright, the writer performed his role reliably, for without an audience and its response, even the best play is not considered theater. “Moses brought the people out of the camp to meet God. They took their stand at the foot of the mountain. Now Mount Sinai was wrapped in smoke, because the Lord had descended upon it in fire; the smoke went up like the smoke of a kiln, while the whole mountain shook violently. As the blast of the trumpet grew louder and louder” (Ibid., 17-19). Those present at the event may have heard, but we can only read a report whose content at this point is not communicated: “Moses would speak and God would answer him in thunder. When the Lord descended upon Mount Sinai, to the top of the mountain, the Lord summoned Moses to the top of the mountain, and Moses went up” (Ibid., 19-20). If the viewers did not see Moses’s previous ascents, this ascent most certainly received the utmost attention: “Then the Lord said to Moses, ‘Go down and warn the people not to break through to the Lord to look; otherwise many of them will perish. Even the priests who approach the Lord must consecrate themselves or the Lord will break out against them’” (Ibid., 21-22). We can assume that in this case the people saw Moses from afar but did not hear exactly what he said about them: “Moses said to the Lord, ‘The people are not permitted to come up to Mount Sinai; for you yourself warned us, saying, Set limits around the mountain and keep it holy’” (Ibid., 23). Moses sounds somewhat concerned about the last instruction, as indeed it had already been given to him. Does God not rely on him? Why is this obligation to avoid getting too close to the event repeated? Lest we see the special effects? To increase tension? To threaten? God does not respond to Moses’s comment, but rather sends him back down again to bring his brother Aaron—another, apparently vital, witness. “The Lord said to him, ‘Go down, and come up bringing Aaron with you; but do not let either the priests or the people break through to come up to the Lord; otherwise he will break out against them.’ So Moses went down to the people and told them” (Ibid., 24-25). After the giving of the Tablets of the Law, the chronicling playwright returns to the scene:	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: This seems awkward – a person knowledgeable in theater 

When all the people witnessed the thunder and lightning, the sound of the trumpet, and the mountain smoking, they were afraid and trembled and stood at a distance, and said to Moses, “You speak to us, and we will listen; but do not let God speak to us, or we will die.” Moses said to the people, “Do not be afraid; for God has come only to test you and to put the fear of him upon you so that you do not sin.” Then the people stood at a distance, while Moses drew near to the thick darkness where God was. The Lord said to Moses: Thus you shall say to the Israelites: “You have seen for yourselves that I spoke with you from heaven. You shall not make gods of silver alongside me, nor shall you make for yourselves gods of gold. You need make for me only an altar of earth and sacrifice on it your burnt offerings and your offerings of well-being, your sheep and your oxen; in every place where I cause my name to be remembered I will come to you and bless you. But if you make for me an altar of stone, do not build it of hewn stones; for if you use a chisel upon it you profane it. You shall not go up by steps to my altar, so that your nakedness may not be exposed on it. (Exod 20: 18-26)
The people did not actually hear God’s words, perhaps only roaring or absolute silence, and therefore needed Moses to serve as a mediator and Aaron as an additional witness. The people’s words are also spoken through Moses (Deut 5:18), whose presentation is now a type of reconstructed and more detailed account of what had occurred, a summary, illumination, and interpretation for an astounding, obscure play replete with special effects of fog, fire, thunder, and trumpets—well planned to not truly communicate with the audience:
These words the Lord spoke with a loud voice to your whole assembly at the mountain, out of the fire, the cloud, and the thick darkness, and he added no more. He wrote them on two stone tablets, and gave them to me. When you heard the voice out of the darkness, while the mountain was burning with fire, you approached me, all the heads of your tribes and your elders; and you said, “Look, the Lord our God has shown us his glory and greatness, and we have heard his voice out of the fire. Today we have seen that God may speak to someone and the person may still live. So now why should we die? For this great fire will consume us; if we hear the voice of the Lord our God any longer, we shall die. For who is there of all flesh that has heard the voice of the living God speaking out of fire, as we have, and remained alive? Go near, you yourself, and hear all that the Lord our God will say. Then tell us everything that the Lord our God tells you, and we will listen and do it.” The Lord heard your words when you spoke to me, and the Lord said to me: “I have heard the words of this people, which they have spoken to you; they are right in all that they have spoken. If only they had such a mind as this, to fear me and to keep all my commandments always, so that it might go well with them and with their children forever! Go say to them, ‘Return to your tents.’ But you, stand here by me, and I will tell you all the commandments, the statutes and the ordinances, that you shall teach them, so that they may do them in the land that I am giving them to possess.” You must therefore be careful to do as the Lord your God has commanded you; you shall not turn to the right or to the left. You must follow exactly the path that the Lord your God has commanded you, so that you may live, and that it may go well with you, and that you may live long in the land that you are to possess. (Ibid., 22-33)

Elijah, Without Special Effects (1 Kings 19)
An ironic or subversive, and perhaps inter-Bible, critique of sanctifying special effects, is found in the scene in which the prophet Elijah is a cave, having escaped from Ahab and Jezebel who plans on murdering him: 
But he himself went a day’s journey into the wilderness, and came and sat down under a solitary broom tree. He asked that he might die: “It is enough; now, O Lord, take away my life, for I am no better than my ancestors.” Then he lay down under the broom tree and fell asleep. Suddenly an angel touched him and said to him, “Get up and eat.” He looked, and there at his head was a cake baked on hot stones, and a jar of water. He ate and drank, and lay down again. The angel of the Lord came a second time, touched him, and said, “Get up and eat, otherwise the journey will be too much for you.” (1 Kings 19:4-7)
Unlike Elijah who killed the prophets of Baal, the angel displays a simple, matter of fact, and touching humanity, which is ostensibly not at all holy. “then he went in the strength of that food forty days and forty nights to Horeb the mount of God” (Ibid., 8). It is worthwhile to recall that this is the same place where the scene of the burning bush occurred; and given a certain degree of similarity, there is a closeness between these two silent performances of holiness.[endnoteRef:3] 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Affinity? Association?  [3: 3. Moses was keeping the flock of his father-in-law Jethro, the priest of Midian; he led his flock beyond the wilderness, and came to Horeb, the mountain of God. There the angel of the Lord appeared to him in a flame of fire out of a bush; he looked, and the bush was blazing, yet it was not consumed. Then Moses said, “I must turn aside and look at this great sight, and see why the bush is not burned up.” When the Lord saw that he had turned aside to see, God called to him out of the bush, “Moses, Moses!” And he said, “Here I am.” Then he said, “Come no closer! Remove the sandals from your feet, for the place on which you are standing is holy ground.” He said further, “I am the God of your father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.” And Moses hid his face, for he was afraid to look at God. (Exod 3:1-6)] 

At that place he came to a cave, and spent the night there. Then the word of the Lord came to him, saying, “What are you doing here, Elijah?” He answered, “I have been very zealous for the Lord, the God of hosts; for the Israelites have forsaken your covenant, thrown down your altars, and killed your prophets with the sword. I alone am left, and they are seeking my life, to take it away.” (Ibid., 9-10) 
Now, and notably in this particularly holy place, God speaks to the prophet: 
He said, “Go out and stand on the mountain before the Lord, for the Lord is about to pass by.” Now there was a great wind, so strong that it was splitting mountains and breaking rocks in pieces before the Lord, but the Lord was not in the wind; and after the wind an earthquake, but the Lord was not in the earthquake; and after the earthquake a fire, but the Lord was not in the fire; and after the fire a sound of sheer silence. (Ibid., 11-12)
Neither of God’s spectacles of nature, the wind or the earthquake, are the key to the experience. To recall, in terms of the stage, the voice of God sounds as if it is conscious of the theatricality—unnecessary?—of his other performances, and silently subverts the spectacular effects of his own revelations. 
Jonah and the Holy as Secular
The briefest prophecy in the Bible, a decisive and epitomal prophecy of wrath, “Forty days more, and Nineveh shall be overthrown!” (Jon 3:4), is extracted, by way of an ironic and instructive divine violence, from the mouth of Jonah son of Amittai, “a prophet who is not a prophet” (Funkenstein), but who undoubtedly believes in God. This is an unfulfilled prophecy. The prophet who refuses to prophesy claims, at least in retrospect, that he knew this would be the outcome of the prophecy. The four chapters of this short book present an intense plot, full of conflicts and fluxes in the dramatic, clearly inequitable relationship that develops between God’s calling—a divine directive—and a man who chose to flee the presence of God. The plot begins with a categorical command, then quickly evolves over days and deserts, and ends finally with an enigmatic and open ending that every reader is invited to complete by way of a psychological, religious, or literary interpretation of an explicit question ending with the words “and also many animals?” (Ibid. 4:11). This is a biographical text that deals with the meaning of man’s life in relation to God. Through the presentation of a particular, isolated situation—God’s instructing Jonah to prophesy what would take place in Nineveh—Jonah is required to give account of his entire life. He embarks on an arduous physical, mental, and spiritual journey, which, in fact, is a prolonged and difficult initiation process; an adventurous and tumultuous religious experience. The plot’s structure, characters, and locations, as well as the relationship between the dialogic text and the “stage instructions” are metonymies for the overall significance of the play.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: According to the Chicago Style Manual, citations from newspapers do not appear in the bibliography but are included here. This is the format: Last name, Day month (e.g. 4 October). Year, page. I searched for the article, but couldn’t find it. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: This sentence is unclear to me. Do you mean that the isolated situation facilitates the requirement to give an account...?
	Jonah, like many protagonists in epic journey plays, passes through many stations on his path toward his refusal to prophesy. Unlike everyman, he is accompanied by no one, and he is alone on his path. The people he encounters on the ship or in the city are friendly toward him and instantly listen to him—on the ship; or to the word of God which he speaks—in Nineveh. Unlike Faust, Jonah does not sell his soul, rather he is forcibly compelled to fulfill his mission. However, until that time, he rebels and refuses to be a mere vessel for the prophecy that God instilled in his mouth. During his initiation, Jonah endures hellish circumstances in the hold of the ship, in the belly of the fish, in the cold water, and in the blistering desert heat. In contrast to other journey play heroes, and unlike Moses, Elijah, Abraham, and the Israelites at the foot of Mount Sinai, Jonah is engaged in a conflict from the outset: he believes in and fears God, and acknowledges his power, yet flees from him. In terms of Greek drama, Jonah’s rebellion is a fictitious hubris. As a forewarning and temporary punishment for his refusal to prophesy on Nineveh, Jonah is in a “cast off” state (Geworfenheit, according to Heidegger), that he initiates by boarding a ship “to go [...] to Tarshish, away from the presence of the Lord” (Ibid., 3), and which is followed by the circumstances inflicted upon him by God. Does he truly know ahead of time, as he explains in retrospect, what is the intent of the god who commands him to prophesy? Does he guess what the outcome of the prophecy forced upon him will truly entail; a unique prophecy with a particular foreboding target date? Or is he simply afraid to deliver a prophecy of destruction in a big city? Did his pride cause him to escape, and if so—was this a trivial excuse? Or perhaps his is a distinctive anthropocentric position, an early Hebrew version of the Sisyphus myth in the spirit of an Albert Camus interpretation. From such a viewpoint, man has no other choice but to obey the gods’ commands and roll boulders up the hill, but at the same time he also has the ability to consciously rebel “from the inside,” and pay any price, even his life—which Jonah declares numerous times that he is willing to sacrifice. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Do you mean everyman in the sense of medieval morality plays? In which case, Everyman is capitalized	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Obey? 
	According to the particulars of the story, Jonah’s drama is constituted in an unsuccessful escape given the very fact that this is an impossible endeavor (Sternberg 1985, 318-20).[endnoteRef:4] Therefore, it cannot be considered “tragic” in the classical sense of the word. Accordingly, the book of Jonah can be read as a contemporary journey and quest play precisely because of the plot’s preposterousness, the inequality between the contestants, and the multiple covert ironies in both God’s and Jonah’s behavior: Does Jonah refuse to serve as a mere instrument not necessarily for God’s wrath but for his divine mercy, which will render the prophecy placed in his mouth a false prophecy? Or perhaps Jonah’s refusal to be an instrument of God, who exploits him without “sharing” with him the reasons for either destroying or saving Nineveh, reflects the arrogance of a man who wants to play an active role specifically in the divine wrath? The real conflict in this semi mini drama is constituted therefore in the gap between the pure faith in God and the willingness to act in the name of this belief according to God’s will and not as a means to fulfill some arbitrary personal desire. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I presume you are referring to Sternberg’s The Poetics of Biblical Narrative... [4: . Sternberg notes several reason for which the book of Jonah deserves special attention: “1) It is the only biblical instance where a surprise gap controls the readers over a whole book [...] 2) [...] the narrative [...] misleading the reader [...] about the relations between God and prophet [...] 3) [...] both the false impression produced at the start and its ultimate reversal work in two directions at once [...] 4) [...] the whole tortuous process of interpretation bears on the nature not of the agents only but also of the framework [...] in which they operate” (318-20). This citation is awkward. I suggest providing a list (paraphrased where needed) without quotation marks. 
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	 If we ignore the act of escape, then Jonah, the man, is touching in his uncompromising integrity and honesty, and in his willingness to sacrifice his life to save the lives of the sailors on the ship. He is passive; he goes to sleep in the middle of the terrible storm. He is a “pitiable” prophet. On the level of human behavior, he and the other human beings in the story are well behaved, decent, and absurdly logical. Even the people of Nineveh experience grotesque religious conversion. In contrast, God pursues and abuses Jonah while putting the sailors’ lives in danger. In the midst of the storm, Jonah is asked a few questions that only God can raise in the difficult hours when the ship “threatened to break up” (Ibid., 4). What is the significance of these questions particularly at such a turbulent moment? Why does God bother to chase, with the full wrath of nature, this minor human conscientious objector? Is this a drama focused on the way in which not only Jonah, but also the captain and sailors, and then the people of Nineveh, are obligated, out of subjective will, to do what is inevitably and objectively divine? Can we conclude that God warrants crisis while Jonah represents a position of existential “contentment”? In addition, these questions give rise to the issue of the unique, truly secular, holiness interwoven through Jonah’s journey toward the inevitable. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I am not sure what you mean by תובע  here – demands, requires?
	God’s “expressive” devices are the dramatic apparatuses in the theatrical context—nature, and even the lots the sailors cast, are designed to direct the blind observer within the story and the readers outside it to the inevitable conclusion regarding God’s power and the assumption that all of his actions are sacred. However, the play’s style is topical, matter of fact, and clearly a-numinous, except for Jonah’s prayer from within the belly of the fish. Jonah is fully aware of his mission and knowingly refuses to perform it. In this sense, he resembles Marmeladov in Dostoyevsky’s Crime and Punishment, who drank to oblivion knowing that drinking is harful, as opposed to representing the Socratic position according to which one who truly knows the meaning of good, cannot act badly. Although Dostoyevsky’s position is certainly pessimistic, it is, albeit modern, more like the Bible’s psychological realism. The non-verbal devices revealed in the book of Jonah are space, vigorous movement between the spaces in which events occur, various properties, and distinctive allusions to lighting. All of these devices participate in focused dialogues with the verbal texts in the play. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Intense? 
	Unique dialogues take place in the Jonah play. There distinctiveness stems from the nature of its participants. God’s first appeal to Jonah is a command to execute, if not to respond in the common prophetic style in which the nominated prophet or messenger replies “here I am.” This reply simultaneously declares the prophet’s selfhood, the self to which God appeals, and is an expression of presence that entails an agreement to execute. In dramatic terms, the “character” of the speaking God does not receive the nominated messenger’s response. Instead of answering and consenting, the latter evades the situation. It appears to Jonah that changing his location will release him from fulfilling the command and also from providing an appropriate, or inappropriate, so to speak, response, as if a change of space will change the situation. In fact, it is clear that only the construction of designated and distinctive spaces, will result in an a-temporal, a-spatial, and in fact, a-plotted drama. The continuation of God’s appeal is performed by way of “effect,” the effect of wind on the stage of the world, in this case, on the sea. God destabilizes the ostensibly safe space where Jonah is located. Dramatic anticipation of the casting of Jonah overboard is evident already in the casting of the vessels into the water. Jonah responds this time not by way of outwardly escape, but rather by escaping inward within the space in which he imprisoned himself—the hold of the ship. For the time being, this is his “reply,” and the refusal to answer is an avoidance of dialogue not only with God but also with himself, by way of repressing consciousness through sleep. The irony in the lack of dialogism is conspicuous. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Is this your meaning? In the sense that the text represents multiple voices or points of view? Or do you mean simply, lack of dialogues?
	The unique lighting in the Jonah play shifts between the darkened and the illuminated, between the open and the closed. It is clearly implied in the storm scene, which invites stormy weather, clouds and rain, perhaps lightening, extreme and speedy changes in lighting. The fish’s belly is completely dark, and in this scene the actor may not be seen at all, only heard. Clearly, extreme bright light corresponds with the intense heat and blazing sun outside of Nineveh. While this extreme lighting scheme is implied in stage instructions hidden in the text, the lighting of the scenes is not intended for realistic effect, but rather functions as a theater language that supports the existential, religious, and mental-human significance of the occasion. 
	Jonah’s prayer inside the belly of the fish (Ibid. 2:1-11) is an epitomal mono-dramatic text, which begins with “the Lord provided a large fish to swallow up Jonah” (Ibid., 1) and ends with “Then the Lord spoke to the fish, and it spewed Jonah out upon the dry land” (Ibid., 10). Being swallowed, then confined in a small space—the maximal “descent”—is the realization of a metaphor: the being in this narrow, dark, and terrible “space” is proof, by way of image, of Jonah’s state of mind, in other places as well, and an illustration of his blindness in regard to the fact that he has nowhere to escape. If a dramatic plot is no other than the maximal condensing of time, space, and plot, then the belly of the fish is a perfect space: realistically, this is an unfeasible situation, but as an image, the fish’s guts are an ideal theatrical space. Between the physical impossibility of being in the belly of a fish and the creative fictionality of this situation, the fish’s stomach becomes a dramatic space that draws a line between this architecturally unfeasible space the only constructed inner space possible in such a situation. Here and now, Jonah has no other choice but to face what he invariably cannot escape. At the same time, it is innovative and amazing on the part of the author that in his prayer Jonah does not experience holiness and does not go through the anticipated process of the “see now.” He reaches the threshold of acknowledgement but avoids traversing it toward what is required, contrary to “anagnorisis” in Greek drama. Jonah’s faith in God is not undermined and his prayer of thanks to God for saving his life sounds honest, however, he does not mention, not even in a single word, the mission whose unfulfillment was the cause of what he experienced. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I feel that this needs some explaining or reference. 
	The author of this wonderful and humorous prayer monologue has Jonah speak several expressions that disclose his keen awareness of the metaphoric significance of his circumstances and of the lesson he is supposed to learn from it—and doesn’t. His stubbornness, mainly in the sense that the plot is motivated by the anticipation of its appeasement, is not yet broken. Of his being in the fish’s belly, indeed, as an image, he himself says: “out of the belly of Sheol I cried” or “all your waves and your billows passed over me” (Ibid., 2-3). He states, “I with the voice of thanksgiving will sacrifice to you” (Ibid., 9), but still does not express willingness to execute the mission with which he was charged. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I do not understand your meaning here. Are you saying that he uses imagery to describe his situation?
	A closer look at Jonah’s prayer, hints that he took upon himself, at least to a minimal extent, to repent. Even though he is in dire difficulty, he is certain that God will hear his voice, even from within the fish. Thus, in terms of the plot’s unifying logic, it transpires that Jonah knew well the significance of his escape and even how foolish it was. He sounds like someone who has learned a lesson, albeit that in the near future he continues his inner refusal, and ostensibly will obey—as he guarantees immediately. The descriptions of the stormy sea, which are wonderful in their own right—“the heart of the seas, and the flood surrounded me; all your waves and your billows passed over me” (Ibid., 3)—are simultaneously both description and image in which the describer recognizes his situation as an existential-religious state: “Then I said, ‘I am driven away from your sight” (Ibid., 4)—taking into account that the Hebrew word for driven, geresh, can mean both driven by the waves and ejection. Jonah fully understands his punishment but still maintains his position. Although I have been driven away, he says, “how shall I look again upon your holy temple?” (Ibid.), as if to say, “Why should it concern you if I still believe in you.” The entire prayer takes on a metaphoric dimension: “The waters closed in over me; the deep surrounded me” (Ibid., 5) is an image that is perceived, like a style that is gradually formulated throughout the story, as a profound religious image and a nearly-realistic description of an individual drowning. God, as Jonah confesses, raises man’s life up from the pit, and then once more the mystical image “holy temple” appears. From the bottom of Sheol (netherland, the underworld), Jonah is well aware of the object of his hopes. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: This is unclear
	“Those who worship vain idols, forsake their true loyalty” (Ibid., 8) is the principle poetic sentence. Does Jonah mean that he himself worships “vain idols” and therefore forsakes God’s loyalty, and in this way confesses the sin of his escape? This obscurity is maintained when he says, “But I with the voice of thanksgiving will sacrifice to you; what I have vowed I will pay.
 Deliverance belongs to the Lord!” (Ibid., 10). Does he mean at this point that he will now fulfill what God commanded? Indeed, nothing was previously said about him vowing anything. Does Jonah employ a tactic of no obligation, or deferment, even now in the fish’s stomach? Or is he simply thanking God for saving his life without any intention of following what he was instructed to do? Nevertheless, Jonah’s rebellious insubordination is met with a response from God who commands the fish to spew Jonah out onto the dry land. 
	In the second prayer (Ibid. 4:1-4), which is perhaps more of a complaint than prayer, Jonah is resentful, and by way of a parallel with his former prayer from the fish’s belly, he claims: “O Lord! Is not this what I said while I was still in my own country? That is why I fled to Tarshish at the beginning; for I knew that you are a gracious God and merciful, slow to anger, and abounding in steadfast love, and ready to relent from punishing. And now, O Lord, please take my life from me, for it is better for me to die than to live” (Ibid., 2-3). Jonah juxtaposes God’s words with his own. The scene ends with an ironic, open-ended response, in the form of a rhetorical and laconic counter-question: “Is it right for you to be angry?” (Ibid., 4). Jonah’s journey occurs between two poles: knowledge of a thing and “the thing” itself. Knowing is not enough, the word of God involves speech that is action.
	The biblical playwright describes Jonah’s predicament poetically and by employing “aquatic,” emotional, and detailed images in his prayer from within the fish, and “dry” prose when he is sweltering in the heat. Jonah repeats once again that he prefers death over life, which is followed by the play’s summarizing and final dialogue:	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Again – there should be an indication that you are paraphrasing here.
	God: “Is it right for you to be angry about the bush?”
	Jonah: “Yes, angry enough to die.” 
God: “You are concerned about the bush, for which you did not labor and which you did not grow; it came into being in a night and perished in a night. And should I not be concerned about Nineveh, that great city, in which there are more than a hundred and twenty thousand persons who do not know their right hand from their left, and also many animals?” (Ibid., 10-11).
Given that journey and quest plays most often represent a spiritually significant biographical initiation narrative, it appears that Jonah, like the heroes of many folk tales, who has already suffered in water and in the cold, in silence and in noise, in open and closed spaces, is now sentenced to torment in the heat and aridness. The tumultuous noise accompanying his hardships on the ship and at sea and in the deep darkness of the fish does not lessen when he is tormented by the blazing light, in the terrible, silent, and dry heat. The catastrophes and calamities in folk tales and in journey plays, as well as in the Jonah narrative, are intended to strengthen the hero and deepen their awareness. According to this deep syntax of journey narratives and plays, catastrophe is an invitation to redemption that will be accomplished from within, a response to the pressure of the external circumstances. Redemption is not possible without the realization of the protagonist’s free will. Thus, we learn why, even after Jonah has fulfilled his command, albeit with a conspicuous lack of desire to do so, God continues to try and educate his coerced speaker through speech. Education or initiation and sanctification cannot occur without the active cooperation on the part of the initiated.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I am not certain I understand your meaning here. Speech as opposed to action?
	Jonah’s punishments involve various synergies of the four elements: earth, water, air, and fire. The inanimate world of the sea and the desert, the animal world of the fish, and the plant world of the qiqayon bush, as well as the human-social framework, all point in the right direction on his path and he refuses. The sea, the fish, and the city are, figuratively, all the same place, the alive world of nature that obeys God, as Norman Simms has suggested (1997, ...). The calamities that struck Jonah one after the other are intended, ironically, to “save him from his discomfort” (Ibid., 6). Thus, for example, the fish, saves him from drowning in the sea and takes him to the place where he was supposed to be. What is common to the images of the ship, the fish, the city, and the sitting in the shade of the bush consumed by the worm, is the actual being in, amongst seacrafts, animals, the dwelling place of humans or in the shelter of a plant. The dramatic syntax generated by employing these images illuminates the notion that evil is found inside, not “outside.” Jonah is like a worm discarded out of the ship’s “wooden” body precisely because it gnaws at it from inside. The fish spews Jonah out, and the worm gnaws the bush from inside. Incidentally, both a vomit inducing drug and a hallucinogenic substance can be produced from the qiqayon bush. Thus, in metaphoric terms, Jonah is a worm, his refusal to willingly do God’s bidding gnaws inside him. Does God succeed in exterminating Jonah’s worm of doubt and rebellion? Given that the plot’s ending is open, there is no place for an unequivocal conclusion. The connection between these theatrical space images is organic. The images are dramatic locations that, in addition to their literary value, are an invitation to a theatrical and tangible realization of the protagonists psyche. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: This seems out of context here – how does hallucination figure here?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: This is confusing. Jonah is like a worm in the sense that he is spewed out of the boat. His doubt is also like a worm, gnawing inside him. 
	Jonah appears to be a man who knows the truth surrounding him and the truth inside him, but insists on not accepting it, and certainly on not implementing what it implies. The story of Jonah teaches us that what initially seems like a demanding theocentric position on the part of God is no other than a better understanding on part of the same God of the seemingly anthropocentric position that Jonah represents. Jonah, as interpreters have noted, does not identify with his prophecy in any way and accordingly, is not a prophet but rather, in the external sense of God’s speaker or messenger, a prophet of a single mission. The story summons several opportunities for him to internally experience the unpitiable mission he is required to perform externally. Jonah is a prophet who refuses to be sanctified. Simms notices another interesting dramatic quality: God does not need a “consenting” prophet, rather he required a spokesperson, a character, an actor who, either willingly or unwillingly, understands or does not understand (...). In these terms, Jonah is an unwilling spokesperson of a text that he is does not agree with, for one reason or another—psychological or moral—regardless of how insignificant it may be. We can see that as a resistant actor, Jonah is unwilling to enunciate a text put in his mouth by the playwright/director of the universe. As a director, the biblical god is on a quest for the man who he needs for his own reasons. One of these reasons, according to the exceptionally human-religious drama in the book of Jonah, is that God requires man’s free will, not his submission. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: A page reference for Simms is missing here.
	The encounters between human beings, and gods and angels reviewed in this paper—a limited selection from dozens of sublime performances in the Old Testament—demonstrate that holiness, in its various manifestations, is usually presented to man as an objective factor, which he then is required to realize, to activate: Jacob sanctifies the stone as a performative act; the children and Daniel himself are holy vessels, their bodies turned into bearers of the divine exaltedness; in the covenant of the pieces, the holiness is implied by way of absence, a type of offstage presence extended between the two parts of the cut up animals, on the one hand, and constituted in upward position of the sacrificed birds, on the other. The giving of the law at Mount Sinai is a zenith of spectacular religious theater featuring pyrotechnic effects, smoke, fire, and breathtaking sound. Contrary to the grandiose celebration, the “sound of sheer silence” expresses the biblical text’s subtle and subversive criticism of extravagant performances of holiness. Jonah is a prophet who refuses to be sanctified, who attempts by way of his insolence, or perhaps folly, depending on the point of view, to maintain his anthropocentric independence in face of God’s power, ruses, and profound ability to subjugate Jonah to his will. 
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