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SHARING WEAL AND WOE:
EXPRESSIONS OF SOLIDARITY*

JerFreY H. Ticay

The Old Babylonian adoption contract from Mari, ARM 8:1, records
the terms of the adoption of one lahatti-ll by the couple Hillalum
and Alitum. After declaring that Iahatti-Il is the couple’s son it states
that damagqisunu wdammg lemenisuny emmin, “he shall share their good
fortune and share their bad fortune” (lit. “he shall do well as they
do well, he shall do poorly as they do poorly”).! As G. Boyer, the
first editor of the text observes, the clause is intended to give the
adoption the same effect that natural filiation would: “to expressly
associate the adoptee with the life and good or had fortune of the
adopters.”™

In a study of this clause R. Yaron, who terms it a “solidarity
clause,” cites other types of solidarity clauses that resemble it.> Two
Old Babylontan marriage contracts, both dealing with the same indi-
viduals,” concern a certain married man who was now marrying his

* It is a great pleasure for me to take part in this expression of admiration and
affection for Emanuel Tov in appreciation for his friendship, for his many schol-
arly achievements, and for the tact, wisdom, and skill with which he has accom-
plished them.

' G. Boyer, Textes juridiques (ARMT 83, p. 2 no. 1, lines 4-5. For the translation
see CAD D, 61d; CAD L, 116d. For the syntax sec the citations of this passage in
AHw, p. 156ab end of (2), and 542cd beginning of (5a); and, with reference to the
clauses in the marriage contracts cited below, GAG § 150a and R. Westbrook, O/d
Babylonian Marriage Law (AFOB 23; Horn Austria: Ferdinand Berger & Sohne, 1988),
p. 79. I am grateful to my colleague, Barry L. Eichler, for clarifying issues involved
in this and other Akkadian texts cited here. Obviously, any misunderstandings are
my own. Pages in CAD and AHw are cited by quadrants (a,b,c,d).

* Bover, Texies juridigues, p. 179,

* R. Yaron, “Varia on Adopton,” J7#P 15 (1963): 173-75.

Y CT 2 no. 44:21-23 and Meissner, BAP 89:7-8, cited by Yaron from M. Schorr,
UAZP [Urkunden des althabylonischen Zivil- und Prozessrechts {Leipzig, 1913)] nos. 4 and 5;
see now R. Harris, “The Case of Three Babylonian Marriage Contracts,” JNES
33 (1974): 363-69; Westbrook, Old Babylonian Marriage Law, pp. 79, 116-17, 127,
Compare, in an obscure context: pidil pisauika u saburti saburtafka], “an insult against
me is an nsult against you, malice against me is malice against you,” G. Bover,
Contribution a Uhistowre jundique de la 1 dynastie babylontenne (Paris: Librairie Orientaliste
Paul Geuthner, 1928), 119:17-18 (cited in CAD A 11, 189 end; CAD S, 55c; AHw
869ab).
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first wife’s sister. According to the contracts, “whenever she (the first
wife) 1s angry, she (the second wife) shall be angry, whenever she is
friendly, she shall be friendly” (zeniSa izenmi salamisa isallim),> mean-
ing essentially “with whomever the first wife is angry, the second
wite shall be angry, with whomever she is at peace, she shall be at
peace.” Yaron finds parallels to this in two Latin passages from
Plautus. In one, a slave says, “an honest servant ought to stick to
this principle: be like what his betters are, model his expression on
theirs, be in the dumps if they are in the dumps, and jolly if they
are happy” (tristis sit, st ent sint tristes; hilarus sit, st gaudeant).” In the
other a husband says to his wife, “if you weren’t stupid . . . what you
see displeases your husband would be displeasing to you, t00” {quéd
viro esse odid videas, tife tibt odio habeas).® Yaron also cites Ruth’s pledge
of solidarity to Naomi: “Wherever you go, 1 will go; wherever you
lodge, I will lodge; your people shall be my people, and your God
my God. Where you die, I will die, and there T will be buried. Thus

* The wranslation essentially follows Westbrook, Old Babylonian Marriage Laze,
p. 109.

® 8. E. Loewenstamm apud Yaron, p. 1753. Yaron argues that ARM 8:1, 4 5
should he understood in the same way: “the true import of the clause is less to
give the adoptec a share in the family fortunes, but w impose upon him the duty
of associating himself, of adjusting himself. His joy, just as much as his sorrow, are
duties rather than rights. 1t is thc adoptive parents who determine the mood, the
adoptee will have to tollow suit.’ f()ilOW]ﬂg Yaron, J J Fln]\dqtem translated: “he
shall rejoice in their joys and commiserate in their miseries” (“Documents from the
Practice of Law,” ANET 3d ed., 543). The definitions of demagu and leménu under
which ARM 8:1 is cited i AHw (see n. 1, above) also see the adoptee as required
to follow the-adopters” moods, but they assume a meaning closer to that of the
marriage contracts cited in n. 4: “freundlich sein,” “bosc sein gegen jmd.” However,
apart from the facts that “prosper” and “fall into misfortune” are more common
meanings of damagu and femzu than the other mecmmgs pmpnsed {CAD D, blbc 624
CAD 1, 116d; AHw, 156b, AHw, 542b; leménu means “be angry’ mostly in combinatien
with lzb&zzw and that the te rminology of the marriage contracts is in any case entirely
cifferent, adoption and marnage to a co-wife seek to create different kinds of sol-
idarity, and the clauses in the two genres should not be presumed to be synonymous.
In adopuon the adopters seek, among other things, someone to provide for them
in old age and bury and mourn them, and the adoptec expects a share in the new
parents’ estate. 1 he contract, auordmgh prevents the child from opting out of the
relationship 1f the parents b(‘u)mc poor or burdensome, and it guarantees him his
share when they prosper. The contract for marriage to a co-wife, on the other
hand, seeks to preserve the first wife’s superiority in her relationship to a new poten-
tial rival, a danger expressed in the Semitic terms for co-wife, Heb. 77%; (I Sam
Loy Sir 37:11) and Akk. servetw (AHw 1093a; CAD S: 137a-138b), both lterally
“enemy,” Arab. darrq, from darra, “harm, impair, prejudice, injure, " ele.

" Amphitryon, 960f. in P. Nixon, Plautus. Loeb Classical Library {l.ondon:
W. Heinemann, and Cambridge MA: Harvard University, 1956), 1 98 99,

b The Two Menaechmuses, 1101, in Nixon, Plautus 2.374- 73.
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and more may the LorD do to me if anything but death parts me
from you” (082 =798 TN BY For TN TR I To8 290 oo
AT TR OWT D A 31 07 7 2w 1D apk oYy ms s Ruth
1:16-17). Fmally, Yaron cites the solidarity clause that appears fre-
quently in treaties, both parity treaties and vassal treaties: “to my
enemy you shall be an enemy and to my ally you shall be an ally”
(ite nakrya lu nakrata u itti salamija lu salmata).®

Yaron’s brief study is very useful in demonstrating that such sol-
idarity clauses and similar statements appear in various genres and
in different cultures. As similar as they are in formulation, however,
they fall into different types. Those in the Mari adoption contract
and in the book of Ruth refer to sharing of existential circumstances:
weal and woe, domicile, nation, religion, and burial.'" The passages
dealing with co-wives and slaves refer to shared attitudes and moods:
friendship and anger, pleasure and displeasure, likes and dislikes. The
passages from treaties refer to alliance and enmity. We may refer to
these types of solidarity, respectively, as circumstantial, empathctic,
and political.

Among Biblical scholars, perhaps the best known parallel to these
clauses arc the verses in the Bible that echo the political solidarity
clauses found in treaties, such as God’s declarations in Exod 23:22,

" J. Nougayrol, Le Palais royal d’Ugarit TV (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale and Lib-
raric C. Klincksieck, 1956), p. 36, lines 11 13. For lists of such clauses sce (4D
N [ 193a; CAD S, 90cd, 104c; M, Weinfeld, “The Covenant of Grant in the Old
Testament and in the Ancient Near Fast,” JAOS 90 (19703:194; ). Tigay, “Psalm
7:5 and Ancient Near Eastern Treaties,” JBL 89 (1970): 183, n. 26. Note CAD’s
dynamic translation of the clause: “I am at war with my lord’s enemy, 1 am at
peace with my lord’s friend” (CAD N 1, 193 b,c). For reflexes of this formula in
the Bible, Greece, Rome and elsewhere, see the articles by Weinfeld and Tigay
Just cited and M. Weinfeld, “The Lovalty Oath in the Ancient Near East,” Shnaton
I {1975): 63-64 [Hebrew] {Weinfeld cites the oath to “have the same friends and
enemics” mentioned in Plutarch, Eumenes 12 [B. Perrin, Plutarch’s Lives. T.CI,
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1969-19823), 8.115). In contemporary par-
lance Article 5 of the North Adantic Treaty is called the “solidarity clause” “The
Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them . . . shall be con-
sidered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an
armed attack oceurs, each of them . . . will assist the Party or Partics so avacked . . .
{hLlp://ww-vw.nato.int/docu/basi('txt/treaty.htm}.

' Sasson aptly captures Ruth’s point: “. . . the emphasis is on the fvpe of dwellmg
which will ultimately become [Naomi’s] home. Ruth's statement concerns events,
situations, and relationships which will permanently bind the two women. Whether
Naomi’s future home is in a palace or in a hut, Ruth is determined to share her mother-
in-law’s dwelling” ( Jack M. Sasson, Ruih. A Nac Translation with a Phalological Commentary
and a Formalist-Folklorisi Interpretation. 2d ed. [Sheffield, England: Shefficld Academic
Press, 1995], p. 30 [first emphasis original; second emphasis added]).
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“I will be an enemy to your enemtes and a foe to your foes” (maw
TR PR TN, and Gen 12:3, “I will bless those who bless
you and curse him that curses you” (Qi% 775pm1 7°0792n 12728), and
the psalmist’s declaration in Ps 139:21-22: “O Lorp, You know I
hate those who hate You, and loathe Your adversaries. 1 feel a per-
fect hatred toward them; I count them my enemies” (77 7RO
DT DaviND ok kil 020m cooipre Tonipna wbs). Here 1 would
like to call attention to several interesting parallels, mostly from later
times, to the circumstantial and empathetic solidarity clauses in the
Old Babylonian adoption and marriage contracts cited above. Some
of these parallels are stylistically similar to the Akkadian and Latin
ones, in that both parties’ actions are described by the same terms
(such as damdaqisunu dammig lemeniSunu tlemmm, “he shall do well as
they do well, he shall do poorly as they do poorly”), as in many of
the Hebrew examples from the Bible and Qumran. In other cases
they are expressed with synonyms, as in other examples from Qumran,
while In others the mutual obligations are indicated only by para-
phrase, as in the Greck examples from Hellenistic and Christian lit-
erature. In all cases, the mutuality of the parties’ obligations and
actions 1is clear.

CIRCUMSTANTIAL SOLIDARITY

A close parallel to the clause in the Mari adoption contract is found
in the New Testament, in Rom 8:14-17:

All who are guided by the Spirit of God are sons of God; for what
you received was not the spirit of slavery to bring you back into fear;
you received the Spirit of adoption (viofeclog), enabling us to cry
out, “Abba, Father!” The Spint himself joins with our spirit to bear
witness that we are children of God. And if we are children, then we
are heirs, heirs of God and joint-heirs with Christ, provided that we
share his suffering (cvpuraoyouev), so as to share his glory (cuvdo-
EacBdpev).?

'"" The midrash elaborates on the theme that God considers Israel’s enemies His
own. See Mekilia, Shirta, 6 (]. Z. Lauterbach, Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael [Philadelphia:
Jewish Publication Society, 1933] 2.42-47; H. S. Horovitz and 1. A. Rabin, Mechilta
d’Rabbi Ismael | Jerusalem: Bamberger & Wahrman, 1960] pp. 134-36); Sifre Num.
84 (H. S. Horovitz, Siphre &’Be Rab | Jerusalem: Wahrmann, 1966] pp. 81-2). See
S. Schechter, Aspects of Rabbinic Theology (New York: Schocken, 1961), p. 50 top;
J. Goldin, The Song af the Sea (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1971), p. 132 s.v.
“Thy children,” par. 2.

2 Translation from The New Jerusalem Bible. Cf. Gal 4:4-7; Eph 1.5.
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The basic idea here is that those who become Christians have been
redeemed from slavery and adopted by God, whom they are inspired
to call “Father,” and as His children they have become His heirs,
co-heirs with Jesus, entitled to share in his future glory provided that
they first share his suffering. In this passage, adoption, sharing weal
and woe, being an heir, and calling God “Father” stand in close
connection, as at Mari. There are, of course, differences: (1) In
Romans, sharing woe and weal are sequential; the one is the pre-
requisite for the other, unlike the Mari contract where they are pre-
sented as parallel statements. This is merely a difference in formulation
due to the fact that ARM 8:1 is a contract while Rom 8:14 is an
exhortation and promise. ARM 8:1 certainly implies that the one is
a prerequisite for the other: an adoptee who repudiates the adopters
in adversity will not be entitled to share in their estate (“If [he]
should say [to them]: ‘You are not my father; you are not my
mother,” they shall . .. scll him for money,” lines 12-18). (2) In
Romans, the adoptees share the woe and weal of the elder son, with
whom they are co-heirs, and not that of the parent.”® (3) In Romans,
being inspired to call God “Father” is mentioned as proof of the
adoption,' whereas in ARM 8:1, declaring that the adoptive father
and mother are not his parents is, as noted, grounds for selling the
adoptee as a slave.

The idea of sharing in Jesus’s suffering and glory is also echoed
in Rom 6:3-8:

- all of us, when we were baptised into Christ Jesus, were baptsed
into his death. So by our baptism into his death we were buried with
him, so that as Christ was raised from the dead by our Father’s glo-
rious power, we too should begin living a new life. If we have been
Joined to him by dying a death like his, so we shall be by a resur-
rection like his. .. [W]e believe that, if we died with Christ, then we
shall live with him too."

** On adoption in the New Testament, sce F. Lyall, “Roman Law in the Writings
of Paul—Adoption,” 7BL 88 (1969): 438 -66 and earlier studies cited by him on
p- 463 n. 22. These studies debate whether Paul’s use of adoption alludes to a
“Semitic” or a Greco-Roman institution. The Mari adoption contract should be
taken into account in future consideration of this question.

" The New Oxford Annotated Bible [with NRSV] (ed. B. M. Metzger and R. E.
Murphy; New York: Oxford, 1994) ad loc. Cf. the NRSV translation of vv. 1516
“When we cry ‘Abba! Father!” it is that very Spirit bearing witness with our spirit
that we are children of God.” Cf. Gal 4:6,

" Translation from The New Jerusalem Bible in The Complete Parallel Bible {New
York: Oxford University Press, 1993).
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These two passages inform the wording of the Christian baptism cer-
emony to this day. In the Episcopal Book of Common Prayer, part of
the ceremony involves the minister saying

We yield thee hearty thanks, most merciful Father, that it hath pleased
thee to regenerate this Child . .. with thy Holy Spirit, to receive him
for thine own Child, and to incorporate him into thy holy Church.
And humbly we beseech thee to grant, that he, being dead unto sin,
may live unto righteousness, and being buried with Christ in his
death, may also be partaker of his resurrection; so that finally, with
the residue of thy holy Church, he may be an inheritor of thine ever-
lasung kingdom .. .'"

Note here the association of God adopting the child (“receive him
tor thine own child”), grantng that the child, who has shared in
Jesus’s death, share also in his resurrection, and that he be an inher-
itor of God’s kingdom.

The Jewish conversion ceremony also contains echoes of this idea,
though less explicitly. The would-be proselyte is warned about pre-
sent-day Jewish suffering. If he or she persists in becoming a Jew,
he/she 1s instructed in selected commandments and told of the pun-
ishment for violating them and the reward for observing them, includ-
ing the fact that the next world is reserved only for the righteous,
and that although the Jews are suffcring now, good (i2w) is in store
for them in the next world.” In other words, if he or she persists
in converting and sharing the Jews™ present suffering, he/she will
share in their future good fortune. (This 1s stated explicitly by Judah
Halevi: “any Gentile who joins us...shares our good fortune,”
though he adds the qualification “‘without, however, being quite equal
to us”)." This has more in common with the Mari adoption con-
tract and Christian conversion than mecets the eye, since Jewish con-
version 1s likewise an adoption: the convert becomes the child of
Abraham who is the father of the Jewish people and “father of pros-

" The Buok of Common Praver, 1928 ed. (New York: Church Pension Fund, 1943),
280-81.

Vb Yeb. 46a-47b; Maimonides, Hilkho! *Issuret BPah 14:1-%; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh
Dear 268:2. The details in Gerzm 1:1-5 are different.

¥ Kuzari 1.27 {H. Hirschicld, *=0257 =80 Aitab al-Khazari. The Book of Kuzari by
Rubbi Judah Halevi [Brooklyn: P. Shalom, 1969], Eng. section, p. 47; Arabic: 7
RIDD WO C77 RITD R 17X TSRO OOROOR 7 RYON RSN, Hirschfeld, Heb. sce-
tion, p. 18; Hebrew | Judah ibn Tibbon]: 2 W23 ®722 MRRT 2 w58 930 5
W T T wG TN, TTR RTIIT 20 ok naeT (AL Tsifroni, ed. Sefer ha-Kuzari
[ Tel-Aviv: Mahbarot le-sifrut, n.d. (repr. 1988}], p. 21).
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elytes” @ 28)."” This conception was made more explicit by the
later practice of the convert taking a new name with the patronym
“son or daughter of Abraham our father,”” which is still the prac-
tice today.

A later, but more explicit, parallel to the clause “he shall share
their good fortunc and share their bad fortune” is found in the
Christian marriage ceremony in which the husband and wife declare
that they take each other “to have and to hold from this day for-
ward, for better for worse, for richer for poorer, in sickness and in
health, to love and to cherish, till death us do part.”?' This formula
1s attested in pre-Reformation English liturgical texts, and undoubt-
edly goes back to older sources.”

The motif of circumstantial solidarity is also reflected in the well-
known midrashic theme that God shares Israel’s suffering and re-
demption:

DAY DT2RN OrDw 912702 TTanwn YRTRw 1 D2 ORXT MR 79

N8 KO8 D 7*& P 20 Tpwt) X% onns 902 . L. R
T RWT DL L L TIED I MY L L L (mess orenn) o I3 T T
R2PY "D ... TTORY N o 7 TR TR TR IEn (0727 20)

opnT t\o SN TN 219D TING TR K D KPR ROROR T
Omap A0 mrow 910720 O8N P30 Dpn D200 KXW I8 101 LTI RNy

Y Tanhuma, Lekh Lekha 6 (ed. Hanokh Zundel), p. 20a end = Tanfuma Buber,
Lekh Lekha 6, p. 32a (63) end; Maimonides, Letter fo Obadzafz the Proselyte (1. T'wersky,
A Maimorades Reader [New York: Behrman House, 1972], p. 476); see also Maimonides
as cited by Bertinoro {commentary to m. Bitk 1:4) and by S. Lieberman, 7osefle
Kifshutah (New York: Jewish Theological bemlnary, 1955-1988), 2. Jeraim, p. 824
7. “fasfum pp. 421-25. That Jewish conversion is formally an adoption is also indi-
cated by the statement that “a proselyte is like a newborn child” (7570 1P ="MW
T3, b Yeb, 22a, 48b, etc., which is comparable to the idea of “regeneration”
in the Christian baptism ceremony (see above). Adoption as rebirth is a common
notion expressed in adoption ceremounies; see J. G. Frazer, Folkore in the Old Testament.
Abridged ed. (New York: Tudor, 1923), 216-18.

2 Shulhan Arukk. Even HaEzer, 129:20,

2 The Book of Common Prayer, 301-02,

# “I, N. take thee, N. for my wedded wife, to have and to hold, from this day
forward, for better for worse, for richer for poorer, in sickness and in health, till
death do us part...and thereto I plight thee my troth” {from the Use of Sarum,
cited in The Catholic FEncyclopedia, 9, art. “Ritual of Mdrrlage”\ “Here I take thec
N. to my wedded wife, to have and to hold at bed and at board, for fairer for
fouler, for better for worse, in sickness and in health, ull death us do part and
thereto I plight thee my troth...” (from the Use of York, cited in 7he Catholic
Encyclopedia, 15, art. “Use of York”) (both cited from the online edition [Copyright
© 1999 by Kevin Knight}; see http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/09703b.htm and
http:/ /www.newadvent.org/cathen/15735a.htm.
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And so you find that whenever Israel is enslaved, the Shekhinah, as
it were, is enslaved with them, as it is said ... “In all their afflicion
He was afflicted” {Isa 63:9 Qere)*®...So far I know only that He
shares in the affliction of the community. How about the affliction of
the individual? Scripture says: “. .. 1 will be with him in trouble” (Ps
91:15) ... And thus it says: “From before Thy people whom Thou
didst redeem to Thee out of Egypt, the nation and its God” (2 Sam.
7:237** ... Rabbi Akiba says: Were it not expressly written in Scripture,
it would be impossible to say it. Israel said to God: Thou hadst
redeemed thyself, as though one could conceive such a thing. Likewise
vou find that whithersoever Israel was exiled, the Shekhinah, as it
were, went into exile with them. When they went mnto exile in Egypt,
the Shekhinah went into exile with them ... When they were exiled
to Babylon, the Shekhinah went into exile with them ... When they
were exiled to Elam, the Shekhinah went into exile with them ...
When they were exiled to Edom, the Shekhinah went into exile with
them . .. And when they return in the future, the Shekhinah, as it
were, will return with them .. .®

Similarly:

WP DT VI I CBYBR DT L L0 T WY NPT TR TR 1A
BT TS IORD TOXD IR eSO 19RD D1 PR DRTee i Dow o
TN TR D OMOW RYT D1 TS NI TTRD Trnwa e amed

0 W)

* As is well known, the midrashic interpretation of Isa 63:9 is based on the Qere,
=% W9 Chx 923, “in all their troubles He was troubled,” which must be construed
as an independent clause, whereas the Ketiv (= 1xx, Vulg. and Pesh.), oni¥ S22
7% 89, requires that these words be read as part of a longer sentence beginning
with v. 8b, CPUIN T2 5w =% NO/onTyT002 rUing o7 T, “So He was their
Deliverer in ail their troubles, No angel or messenger, His own Presence delivered
them” (thus LXX]). See 1. L. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah (Leiden:
Brill, 1948}, p. 62.

* Yor the reading ™) (singular}, see Lauterbach, Mekilta, 1.114 n. 4a.

< Mekilta, Pisha, ch. 14 {ed. Lauterbach 1.113-115; ed. Horowitz-Rabin, pp.
3l 32). For parallels see Sifre Num. 84 (ed. Horovitz, pp. 81-83}); Yalgut 2.92; &. Meg.
29a; etc.

% Moekhilta d’Rabbi Simon b. Jochai, ed. J. N. Epstcin and F. Z. Melamed { Jerusalem:
Mekize Nirdamim, 1956), p. 126 = AMidrash Hagadol, Exodus to Exod 17:15 (ed.
M. Margulies [Jerusalem: Mosad Harav Kook, n.d.], p. 345). See also Tg. Pseudo-
Jon. ad loc.: “And the Memra of the Lord named it, “This Miracle is Mine,” for
the miracle . . . was for My sake” (°732); see M. M. Kasher, Torah Shelemah 14 {New
York: American Biblical Encyclopedia Society, 1944), p. 272 n. 123; R. Le Déaut,
Targum du Pentateuque. 2. Fxode et Lévitique (Paris, 1979}, 145 (contra J. W. Etheridge,
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“And Moses built an altar and called its name Adonai-Nissi” (Exod
7:15) ... Rabbi Elazar of Modi'im said, “God* called it ‘Nissi’ [My
miracle], for whenever Israel is affected by a miracle, the miracle, as
it were, befalls Him. When they are afflicted it is as if the affliction
befell Him. When Israel has joy, it is as if the joy befalls Him. And
so 1t says, “For I rejoice in Your [i.e., God’s] salvation” (1 Sam 2:1).

In these passages, the remarkable thing is that, unlike the earlier
passages where the inferior party must share the weal and woe of
the superior party, or equals must share each other’s weal and woe,
here the superior party, God, shares the suflering and redemption
of the inferior party. Rabbinic sources see this as a sign of God’s
great love for Israel.?

The 1dea of sharing weal and woe also appears in a metaphoric sense
i 2 Macc 3:19f. God allowed Antiochus IV to defile the Temple
because of Israel’s sins; He did not protect the Temple (“the Place”)
because

it was not for the sake of the Place that the Lord chose the nation;
rather, He chose the Place for the sake of the nation. Therefore, even
the Place itself partook in the misfortunes {Svonemmpdrov) of the nation
but then shared in the benefits (ebepyemmudtmv) which came later. The

The Targums of Onkelos and Jonathan Ben Uzziel on the Pentatench [London: Longman,
Green, 1863], 1.503-304, and M. Maher in M. McNamara et al., The Aramaic Bible
2 [Collegeville, Minnesota: Michael Glazier, 1994], p. 211 [but see n. 23]). Sec
also Tanhuma Beshallah sec. 28 (ed. Zundel, p. 93); Yalqut 1.267; Yalgut 2.82 (to
I Sam 2:1}, 507 end (to Isa 63:9). The text of the parallel in Mekilta, Amalek, ch. 2
ad loc. {ed. Lauterbach 2.159--60; ed. Horowitz-Rabin, p. 186) and paraliels (Beshallak
sec. 28 (ed. Buber p. 93); Sekhel Tov ed. Buber 2.324-325; Yalgut ad loc., sec. 267)
is difficult, as noted by Kasher, Torah Shelemah 14.272 n. 123 and A. J. Heschel,
M S0 TTOPRORD DN N TN (Theology of Ancient Judaism) (London and New
York: Soncino, 1962), 1.65 n. 1.

77 In other words God, not Moses, is the subject of “called.”

# Assuming that “When Israel has joy, it is as i the joy befalls Him” means the
same thing as “whenever Isracl is affected by a miracle, the miracie, as it were,
befalls Him,” the midrash takes 1 Sam 2:1 to mean that God 1s saved. This 1s how
this verse and others referring to God’s salvation are commonly interpreted in
midrashic texts. See Yalgut 2.82 {to 1 Sam 2:1); 2.577 {to Zech %9); Midrash Tetillim
91 end; £xod. R 30:24; other passages cited by Heschel, Theslogy, pp. 69-70, 71-72.
In that casc, “joy” must mean “joyous conditions,” ie., salvation. Assuming the
common meaning of “joy,” Lauterbach states that “Presumably the verse i1s inter-
preted as if God said this to Israel” (Lauterbach, Mekilta, 2.160 n. 9). In that case,
God is rejoicing over Israel’s salvation. Although this would make the end of the
midrash inconsistent with the rest of it, this interpretation cannot be ruled out. In
that case, the end of the midrash refers to God’s empathetic, rather than circum-
stantial, solidarity with Israel. See below, n, 32.

b Meg. 29a; Yalgut 2.92.
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Place, which had been abandoned at the moment of the Almighty’s
wrath was restored to full glory at the time of the great Lord’s
forgiveness.™

In contrast to the cases cited above, the absence of solidarity between
: Yy

Isracl and the nations is expressed in a midrashic explication of

(appropriately) Num. 23:9, “there 1s a people that dwells apart™

O TR [FRRI] R0 DO ORI D S TR DD Ko
moon 92 Cp oOoW o T C9WD Thnu mmwwsy L(2%35 02T
(@32 727D} 30MNT RD DTNDY MW 00T T ot Tow TRy Mot

When God gives them joy, no other nation shares their joy, rather,
they are all punished, as it says “the Lord guides them alone” (Deut
32:12), but when the nations rejoice in this world, they (Israel) (are
enabled) to cat with every single kingdom and it is not reckoned against
them (that is, it is not deducted from their future reward), as it is writ-
ten, “not reckoned among the nations,”™

EMPATHETIC SOLIDARITY

Some midrashic passages citing Isa 63:9 and Ps 91:15 speak of God’s
empathetic, rather than circumstantial, solidarity with Israel, that is,
He shares Israel’s sorrow and joy.** For example:

TP I 1D @R TN WRTD TR W B8 YRR OmIRnT T R TR
ORAS 522 (TP 00 TEWT) W . L L TIND "OIR MY (0:RE OU9n) 519700
EMT0 ORIDND D0 TIED T I W R R Aont Tapt R s 0
D% A TN SIDT0D OTEPIT PO TR 727 INY SRR DT 1T TwED

R. Yannai said: Just as in the case of twins, if one has a pain in his
head the other feels it, so did God say, as it were, “I am with him
m trouble” (Ps 91:13)... And it also says: “In all their afflicion He
1s afflicted” (Isa 63:9 Qere). Said God to Moses: Don’t vou realize
that I am in sorrow just as Israel is in sorrow? Know that from the
place whence I speak to you, from among the thorns, I share, as it
were, their sorrow.*

* Translation from J. Goldstein, I Maccabees. AB 41A (New York: Doubleday,
1983), 245 (slightly modified).

' Tanhuma Buber, Balak, 19 (p. 143) and parallels; ¢f. Rashi at Num 23:9.

# Heschel distinguished {though without using these terms) between these two
types of solidarity in rabbinic sources. See his Theology, 1.65-66, and his broader
discussion and collection of sources, Chap. 5, pp. 65-72. It is not always clear
which type a particular midrashic text has i mind.

% Fxod R. 2:5. See Maharzu, ad loc., sv. =% 12 X 922, in Midrash Rabbah,
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According to Philo, empathetic solidarity prevailed among the ani-
mals in primordial times:

The tale is that in old days all animals, whether on land or in water
or winged, had the same language, and...every creature conversed
with every other about all that happened to be done to them or by
them, and in this way they mourned together at misfortunes (xoko-
npoylog), and rejoiced together when anythmg of advantage (Auot-
tehéc) came their way. For since community of language led them to
impart to each other their pleasures and discomforts, both emotions
were shared by them in common. As a result they gained a similar-
ity of temperament and feeling . . .»

The Talmud expands on the theme of empathetic solidarity pro-
claimed by the exilic prophet in 1sa 66:10—11:

T DoINmATOR Dibn Ame wl aRkTOD m2 0 oo b
FTIED T CRANTT RO (PR TRmR Ten Onvam prn flap,

Rejoice with Jerusalem and be glad for her, all you who love her! Join
in her jubilation, all you who mourned over her—That you may suck
from her breast consolation to the full, that you may draw from her
bosom glory to your delight.*

ST TR TR - D00 S DaNOR N 282 B2 monSn mown Do
WWn 7O W IR 90 713170 00T DR OTRY (00 D) SR
byipaia'vniintyniNpie) S aiwivin el iy ey i nliemat I itie/a Rty pol R akpin!yan e
SN0 TIRTY TR - D00 S0 PoRDA R

Whoever does work on the Ninth of Ab and does not mourn for
Jerusalem will not share in her joy, as it is said, “Rejoice with Jerusalem
and be glad for her, all you who love her! Join in her jubilation, all
you who mourned over her” (Isa 66:10). On the basis of this [the
Rabbis] said: Everyone who mourns for Jerusalem merits to share in
her joy, and anyone who does not mourn for her will not share in
her joy.”

The Qumran scrolls demand another type of solidarity, a sharing of
attitudes of the type required of a servant according to Plautus. One
of the fundamental principles of the sect, stated at the beginning of

ed. Vilna (repr., Jerusalem, 1961), Exodus p. 18 (9b) (contra M. Mirkin, Midrash
Rabbah [ Tel Aviv: Yavneh, 1972| ad loc.].
* On the Confusion DfTonguef §§6—7, in . H. Colson and G. H. Whitaker, Philo
4 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Um\ersr[y Press, 1968), 12-13.
* Translation from 7Tanakh {Philadelphia: Jew1sh Publication Society, 1999).
* b. Ta‘an. 30b; see also b. B.B. 60b.
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the Rule of the Commumity and repeated frequently, is that, as servants
of God, members of the sect must adopt the attitudes of God: 2785
oD TR 13 DR WD T2 0K 710, “to love everything that He has
chosen and hate everything that He has rejected.”® The wicked, in
contrast, TR TN TN AOME W8 101 W0 8D, “take no pleasure
in all that You command, but have chosen what You hate.”® This
motif is also paraphrased in Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba’s prayer in the
Palestinian Talmud namw n 53% wampm maww m Son wprmm, “Keep
us far from all that You hate and bring us close to all that You
love,”

The same motif emerges several centuries later in the medieval
English oath of fealty which requires that the vassal share his lord’s
attitudes:

Thus shall a man swear fealty oaths. 1. By the Lord, before whom
this relic [or: sanctuary] is holy, I will be to N. faithful and true, and
love all that he loves, and shun all that he shuns, according to God’s
law and according to the world’s principles, and never, by will nor by
force, by word nor by work, do aught of what is loathful to him .. .*

Mosgs’s InviTaTiON TO HOBAB

The theme of circumstantial solidarity may shed light on Moses’s
invitation to Hobab in Num 10:29-32.

TR TIPRTTOR AT NG D 0N CnTRT SIS 2307 Tuh e =
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*Moses said to Hobab son of Reuel the Midianite, Moses’s father-in-
law, “We are setting out for the place of which the Lord has said, ‘1

1QS I, 3-5. See also CD II, 15; 1QHod XIV (F. G. Martinez, The Dead Sea
Serofls Translated. Trans. W. G. E. Watson [Leiden: Br}ll 19941, p. 521 VI, 10-11;
XVII (Martinez [p. 317} IV), 24, See ]J. Licht, The Rufe Seroll { Jerusalem: Bialik
Institute, 1965), 59 [Hebrew]; The Thanksgiving Seroll ! Jerusalem: Bialik Institute,
1957), 188 [Hebrew].

¥ 1QHod XV, 18-19 (Martincz [p. 322]: VII, 22-23).

¥y Ber. 4.2, p. 7d; Licht, The Rule Scrofl, 59.

W Ancient Laws and Institutes of England {London: G. E. Eyre and A. Spottiswoode)
1.178-79. As my colleague Donald A. Ringe informs me, the verb rendered “shun”
{onscumian) can also mean “avoid, fear, detest, hate” (John R. Clark Hall, 4 Concise
Anglo-Saxon Dictionary. 2d ed. [New York: Macmillan, 1916], p. 229).
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will give it to you.” Gome with us and we will do good to you; for
the Lord has promised good to Israel.” **I will not go,” he replied
to him, “but will return to my land and my kindred.” *'He said, “Please
do not leave us, inasmuch as you know where we should camp it the
wilderness and can be our guide. So if you come with us, we will
grant you the same good that the Lord grants us.”*!

At first glance Moses’s offer to do good to Jethro looks very similar
to Ammunenshi’s offer to Sinuhe in the Egyptian Tale of Sinuke (ca.
20th century B.c.E.). Sinuhe, an Egyptian courtier, flees to Syria-
Palestine and 1s taken in by a local sheikh, Ammunenshi, who declares:
“You shall stay with me. What I shall do for you is good.”
Ammunenshi then places Sinuhe at the head of his children, mar-
rics him to his eldest daughter, lets him choose some of his land,
and makes him ruler of a tribe.*® But the phraseology in Numbers
10 expresses another dimension beyond simply treating generously.
What Moses offers is not only to “do good,” but to share the good
that Israel expects. Hobab will prosper as Israel prospers. This points
to the beneficial aspect of solidarity: sharing good fortune. Judah ibn
Tibbon, who translated Judah Halewvi’s Ruzari from Arabic to Hebrew,
sensed the connection between Moses’s offer and the concept of sol-
idarity, though he did not use that phrase. The Arabic original of
Judah Halevi’s comment about conversion to Judaism, quoted above,
reads literally, “any Gentile who joins us...shares our good for-
tune,” but ibn Tibbon translated “our good fortune” as “the good
that the LORD grants us” (78 87137 20" TON 72w7), paraphrasing
the wording of Num 10:32, wy 71 20 “us 81 217, Ibn Tibbon
was doubtless aware of the Talmudic tradition that Jethro {Hobab)
and his descendants converted to Judaism,* and hence he saw Moses’s
phraseology as applicable to proselytes. Although to speak of con-
version in the pre-exilic period is anachronistic,”* Moses is clearly
mviting Jethro/Hobab, to whom he is already tied by marriage and
who had already expressed empathetic solidarity with Israel (777

" Translation from Tanakh, slightly modified.

¥ M. Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature. | {Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1973), 226.

¥ Tg. Pseudo-fon. Ps. Exod 18:6, 27 and Num 10:29; ¢ Bik. 1:2; y. Bik. 1:4 p. 64a
(sce Penei Moshe ad loc.); Sanh. 94a; Sifre Num. sec. 78 (ed. Horovitz, pp. 72-76);
Exed. Rab. 1:32; Tanh. Yitro, 7; Yalgui 268 (1o Exod 18:9); Tanh. Buber Yinro, 5 (see
Buber’s note 27 ad loc.).

* See J. Milgrom, “Religious Conversion and the Revolt Model for the Formation
of Israel,” FBL 101 (1982): 169-176, following and refining Yehezkel Kaufmann;
idem, Lenticus 17-22. AB 3A (New York: Doubleday, 2000), 1495-1501.
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oD 1 mbyTgy i3 By i, “Jethro rejoiced over all the kind-
ness that the Lord had shown Israel,” Exod 18:9), to join the Israelites
and live among them in a relationship that would create some form
of circumstantial solidarity between them. This invitation would
account for the Kenite descendants of Hobab living in Judah, the
Negev and north Israel,”” and the acts of {riendship between them
and Israel mentioned n Judges and 1 Samuel.*

The relationship proposed by Moses to Hobab has elements in
common with that which Ruth proposes to Naomi in Ruth 1:8-19.
Just as Moses proposed that Hobab “come with us” (3 7125) to the
place God promised to give Israel, Ruth insisted on “going with”
Naomi (78 1377, v. 18) to Judah, declaring “wherever you go, I will
go” (778 270 Wk, v. 16). Just as Hobab declined, saying that he
wished to “return to my land and my kindred” (77% 07212758 WWOR),
Naomi urged her daughters-in-law to “return to your mother’s
house/family” % 32, v. 8) and Orpah did return to her “people
and her gods” (T8 ‘7m MO8, v. 15). Just as Moses implored
Hobab “do not leave us™ (i 2100 8758), so Ruth asked Naomi not
to urge her “to leave you, to turn back and not follow you” (]25v5
Tmen 2%W7, v. 16). Ruth declared her intention to join Naomi’s peo-
ple (ny T2y, v. 17), much as the Shechemites had proposed that
they and Jacob’s family live together, intermarry, and become “one
kindred” (7% £p, Gen 34:16, 21-22). Moses and Hobab already had
ties of intermarriage, and although Moses does not explicitly propose
becoming “one kindred,” Hobab’s reply that he wished to “return
to my land and my kindred” (358 "ma%m o8] "¥wO8), may suggest
that that is what he understood Moses to mean. In any case, their
relationship certainly constituted an alliance of some type.” Moses’s

® Judg 1:16; 4:11; 1 Sam 15:6; 27:10; 30:29. On the location of the Kenites
mentioned in Judg 4:11, see Y. Kaufmann, Sefer Shoftim { Jerusalem: Kiryat Sepher,
1962), p. 117. That Moses’s invitation to Hobab includes a promise of territory in
Israel-——namely, Jericho—is assumed by rabbinic exegesis (¢ Bik. 1:2; y. Bik. 1:4
p. 64a (see Penei Moshe ad loc.); Sifre Mum. sec. 81 (ed. Horovitz, p. 77); Yalqut,
sec. 726; followed by Rashi, Ramban, etc. (Hazzekuni at Num 10: 29 end disagrees).

¥ Judg 4:21; 1 Sam 15:6.

* 1 do not believe, however, that 210 in vv. 29 and 32 refers to a treaty/covenant,
as suggested by J. Milgrom, The ]PS Torah Cammentmy. Numbers (Philadelphia: Jewish
Publication Society, 1990), 79 s.v. “to be generous.” Milgrom holds that “part of

v. 29] may also be rendered “for the Lord has negotlated a treaty with Israel”

R'IEJ"'?D 2™27) and implies that the followmg clause, “we will be good to you”
means that Israel would include Hobab in the covenant. But it i1s clear from v. 32
that the “good” promised by God is a future good, not a past action like the
covenant, and that P800 310772 means “promised good fortune” (B. A. Levine,
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offer to share Israel’s good fortune with Hobab would have been
part of that relationship, just as an adopted son would share in the
good fortune of his adoptive parents. Naturally, given Moses’s opti-
mism at that point {not to mention his desire to convince Hobab),
he did not mention the complementary dimension of solidarity, shar-
ing misfortune as well.

SamMuer. Davip LuzzaTtTo

The human dimension of solidarity is nowhere expressed more mov-

ingly than in Samuel David Luzzatto’s introduction to his theologi-

cal work Yesode: Halorah (Foundations of the Torah, 1880), in which he
dedicates the book to his father-in-law, R. Raphael Baruch Segre,
Luzzatto’s former teacher and father of his first and second wives.
As is clear from the dedication, Luzzatto and Segré shared a rela-
tionship of both circumstantial and empathetic solidarity.

[ni e
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SIROn man nT

My father, My father!

To you, who taught me German and Latin thirty years ago; who loved
and befriended me ever since; who raised and reared three daughters
and taught them wisdom, piety, love of justice, and humility; who gave
me Bilhah Bath-Sheva in marriage, whose remarkable qualities only
her sisters can equal; who for many vears shared my bitterness and
during her dreadful illness drank with me the cup of poison; who

Numbers 1-20. AB 4A [New York: Doubleday, 1993} ad loc.). Nevertheless, though
the verse does not mention it, it is entirely plausible that the relationship proposed
by Moses would have been sealed by a treaty.
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helped and consoled me m my adversity and, together with your God-
blessed family, assisted me, my wife and children in times of need;
who had compassion upon me and my children and gave me, after
my saintly wife’s death, her sister, Leah, 1o take her place and be a
mother to her children, who since became like her own; to you I bring
today my best work, my essay, The Foundations of the Torah, as a gift.
I present it to you because you deserve it. For the cup of Divine wrath
which we shared may have been the main {actor that opened my eyes
and made me realize the truth in these matters. Having endured with
me in my troubles, may you, in joy, partake with me in the honey I
extracted from my tribulations.

L I S . N

The expressions of solidarity surveyed here* span nearly four mil-
lenma, from Syria and Mesopotamia of the Old Babylonian period,
through Biblical, classical Latin, Hellenistic, Rabbinic, Christan, Old
English, medieval Jewish and English sources, down to modern
Christian and Jewish sources. While some of these expressions appear
in historically connected bodies of literature and are certainly or
probably related, in other cases the wording is different enough to
make a relationship very difficult to prove. Luzzatto’s wording—
though he was certainly familiar with almost all the cultures from
which the other examples came—is so different from all the others
that mfluence seems unlikely. Circumstantial and empathetic soli-
darity are universal human experiences that even unrelated cultures
would find ways to express, and given the similarity of the experi-
ences the content of the expressions, if not their wording, would
almost inevitably be similar.”

¥ A, Z. Yishkoli, Yesode ha-Torah (Jerusalem: Mosad ha-Rav Kook, 1947), 19;
N. H. Rosenbloom, Luzzatio’s Ethico-Psychological Interpretation of Judaism (New York:
Yeshiva University, 1963), 147.

* The examples surveyed here are not the result of a systematic search but are
simply cases that I began to notice and collect after studying ARM 8:1 years ago.
Certainly, 1 have only scratched the surface.

" My son Chanan was kind enough to critique this article for me. The day after
doing so he opened a Chinese fortune cookie and found the following advice:
“Remember to share good fortune as well as bad with your friends.” (I do not
mean to imply that the advice 1s from China. Fortune cookies originated in the
United States, and their messages are composed there, too. The mncident merely
shows that the advice is a commonplace.)



