‘For From Zion Shall Come Forth Torah…’ (Isaiah 2:3):

Biblical Paraphrase and the Exegetical Background of Susanna

Michael Segal

Many of the fundamental debates in early Judaism were not discussed in a literary vacuum, but rather, the interlocutors formulated their arguments according to the contours of passages from the Hebrew Bible. They presented core beliefs, ideas, practices, and values using the language and rhetoric of specific biblical verses. Since these ideas did not always correspond directly to the scriptural source-text, they often recast and reformulated the earlier material in order to correspond to their very own positions. 

In this article, I would like to analyze the use of one biblical passage, which served such a role amongst Jews in Antiquity, the prophecy in Isaiah 2:1–4. This study will examine three Jewish sources from Antiquity that employed this prophecy, especially v. 3, in order to address questions of communal identity, and specifically the status of the Jewish community or communities in the Diaspora. Scholars have already noted the first two instances, and those cases will be adduced in this article as a model for solving an interpretive crux in another Jewish text from Antiquity. 

Before analyzing each of these interpretive texts, it is first necessary to examine the verse in its biblical context in order to appreciate its meaning and surrounding themes.
Isaiah 2:1–4
 

(1) הַדָּבָר אֲשֶׁר חָזָה יְשַׁעְיָהוּ בֶּן-אָמוֹץ עַל-יְהוּדָה וִירוּשָׁלִָם. (2) וְהָיָה בְּאַחֲרִית הַיָּמִים נָכוֹן יִהְיֶה הַר בֵּית-ה' בְּרֹאשׁ הֶהָרִים וְנִשָּׂא מִגְּבָעוֹת וְנָהֲרוּ אֵלָיו כָּל-הַגּוֹיִם. (3) וְהָלְכוּ עַמִּים רַבִּים וְאָמְרוּ לְכוּ וְנַעֲלֶה אֶל-הַר-ה' אֶל-בֵּית אֱלֹהֵי יַעֲקֹב וְיֹרֵנוּ מִדְּרָכָיו וְנֵלְכָה בְּאֹרְחֹתָיו כִּי מִצִּיּוֹן תֵּצֵא תוֹרָה וּדְבַר-ה' מִירוּשָׁלִָם. (4) וְשָׁפַט בֵּין הַגּוֹיִם וְהוֹכִיחַ לְעַמִּים רַבִּים וְכִתְּתוּ חַרְבוֹתָם לְאִתִּים וַחֲנִיתוֹתֵיהֶם לְמַזְמֵרוֹת לֹא-יִשָּׂא גוֹי אֶל-גּוֹי חֶרֶב וְלֹא-יִלְמְדוּ עוֹד מִלְחָמָה.
(1) The word that Isaiah son of Amoz prophesied concerning Judah and Jerusalem. (2) In the days to come, the mount of the Lord’s house shall stand firm above the mountains and tower above the hills; and all the nations shall gaze on it with joy. (3) And the many peoples shall go and say: “Come, let us go up to the mount of the Lord, to the house of the God of Jacob; that he may instruct us in his ways, and that we may walk in his paths.” For instruction shall come forth from Zion, and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem. (4) Thus he will judge among the nations and arbitrate for the many peoples, and they shall beat their swords into plowshares and their spears into pruning hooks: nation shall not take up sword against nation; they shall never again know war.

In this prophecy, Isaiah describes a future time when the mount of the Lord’s House will rise above those around it, causing all of the nations to gaze at it, or “stream” to it.
 Many nations will ascend to the mount to receive instruction, and to hear the “word of the Lord” in Jerusalem. Verse 4 indicates that the context of this visit to Jerusalem is divine justice – the nations will come to the mountain for God to adjudicate their disputes. Once their quarrels have been resolved, the nations of the world can lay down their weapons, as there will be no more need for instruments of war (contrast Joel 4:9–10). In the context of Isa 2:1–4, the word תורה (v. 3) does not refer to specific statutes or regulations, but rather reflects a general term, either with the meaning of “legal ruling” or “instruction” provided by God,
 and is paralleled by “the word of the Lord” in the following hemistich. 


This judicial context explains the placement of this short prophecy immediately on the heels of ch. 1, which ends with a divine promise to restore Jerusalem’s judiciary to its former glory, and Jerusalem will be known as the “city of righteousness, a faithful city” (v. 26). Following the assurance of the restoration of Jerusalem’s jurisprudence in Isaiah 1, the more radical vision, in which the Lord serves as the judge for the nations, is the natural progression from the integrity and righteousness of individuals, to national judgment meted out by God himself.


For the eighth century bce prophet Isaiah son of Amoz,
 the description of the Temple in Jerusalem as the central locus and seat of justice was both eminently reasonable and appropriate in light of the juridical role of the priest-levites and the judges in the Temple as expressed, for example, in Deut 17:8–11.
 Scholars have demonstrated the literary connections between Isa 2:1–4, and that description of this judicial aspect of the Temple.
 

In the context of Isaiah 2, the contrast between Jerusalem/Zion and the “other” is between Israel and the nations. Israel in Jerusalem will serve as a moral and ethical light unto the nations, and they in turn will gaze at the Mountain of the Lord as a beacon of justice, raised above the rest of the world. While the prophecy clearly locates the divine seat of justice in Jerusalem, it does not do so in comparison to Israelite or Jewish settlements outside the Land of Israel. That question is irrelevant to this pre-exilic prophet, who is more concerned with the central role of Zion and the Temple as an “International Court of Justice” where disputes between nations can be resolved.

This contrast between Zion and “other,” which in its original context referred to other nations, was transformed in later texts to refer to differences between groups within Judaism, and specifically the distinction between those Jews living in Zion, in the Land of Israel, and those found outside its borders. From the period of the Babylonian Exile onwards, there was always a significant proportion of the Jewish population residing outside of the Land, and this presence gave rise to a series of theological and religious questions. For example, if one assumes that God is localized to the House of God in Jerusalem, what is the relationship of the exiles to their deity? If the authoritative judiciary is found in the Temple in Zion, what is the status of religious and judicial leadership in the Diaspora relative to the religious center in Jerusalem? What is the status of a prophet, who speaks in the name of God, outside the Land? If the word of God is found specifically in the Land of Israel, could a Jewish community outside its borders function without recourse to the central community? In the other direction, how should the community in Israel relate to those far away from the Land?

As with many other fundamental notions in early Judaism, these discussions were not presented as independent questions, but were addressed according to the contours of relevant biblical passages. This dependence upon biblical passages in order to address such issues invariably resulted in the interpretation or reinterpretation of the passages under discussion. As I hope to demonstrate, Isaiah 2:3 was reworked and reformulated by different groups, both in Israel and the Diaspora, in order either to support their claims of legitimacy or to de-legitimize their opposition, and thus served an important function in the self-perception or identity formation of the respective communities.

Isaiah 51:3–5

The earliest reuse of this verse can be found within the Bible itself, and even within the same book. Deutero-Isaiah, speaking to an exilic audience, reformulates the earlier Isaianic verses:

(3) כִּי-נִחַם ה' צִיּוֹן נִחַם כָּל-חָרְבֹתֶיהָ וַיָּשֶׂם מִדְבָּרָהּ כְּעֵדֶן וְעַרְבָתָהּ כְּגַן-ה' שָׂשׂוֹן וְשִׂמְחָה יִמָּצֵא בָהּ תּוֹדָה וְקוֹל זִמְרָה. (4) הַקְשִׁיבוּ אֵלַי עַמִּי וּלְאוּמִּי אֵלַי הַאֲזִינוּ כִּי תוֹרָה מֵאִתִּי תֵצֵא וּמִשְׁפָּטִי לְאוֹר עַמִּים אַרְגִּיעַ. (5) קָרוֹב צִדְקִי יָצָא יִשְׁעִי וּזְרֹעַי עַמִּים יִשְׁפֹּטוּ אֵלַי אִיִּים יְקַוּוּ וְאֶל-זְרֹעִי יְיַחֵלוּן.
(3) Truly the Lord has comforted Zion (ציון), comforted all her ruins (חרבֹתיה); He has made her wilderness like Eden, her desert like the Garden of the Lord, gladness and joy shall abide there, thanksgiving and the sound of music. (4) Hearken to me, my people (עמי), and give ear to me, O my nation, for teaching goes forth from me (כי תורה מאתי תצא), and my judgments (ומשפטי) as a light for the peoples (לאור עמים), in a moment I will bring it. (5) My deliverance is near, My salvation has gone forth, My arms shall judge the peoples (עמים ישפטו). Islands will look eagerly to Me, and for My arm they will have hope.

The concentration of common terms and expressions, including ציון, multiple references to the nations (עמים) and the usage of words from the root ש-פ-ט, only serve to strengthen the obvious parallel between Isaiah 51:4 and Isaiah 2:3 – instead ofכי מציון תצא תורה , “From Zion shall come forth instruction,” the later prophet has reformulated this expression to reflect a new theological and geographical reality, “For teaching shall go forth from Me (כי תורה מאתי תצא)”. The exiles and this prophet found themselves far away from Zion, and therefore the message of Isa 2:3, according to which teaching and the word of God emanate specifically from Jerusalem, became problematic. If God’s message and judgment are confined to the borders of the Land of Israel, or even more narrowly to the Temple itself, how is the exiled Jewish community in Babylonia supposed to maintain its relationship with God? Similarly, the entire notion of authentic prophecy in the Diaspora was subject to question. If God’s message was delivered in the Land of Israel, from where did an exilic prophet derive his authority? While Jerusalem still remained the central locus according to Second Isaiah, his reformulation of Isa 2:3 simultaneously addressed both issues. God’s instruction is not limited to a specific location, but can be imparted wherever He so chooses. Similarly, God’s communication to His nation, through His prophet, is also not limited to a specific location. The formulation of vv. 4–5, ostensibly reflecting the words of God, is itself ambiguous, and can also be understood as the prophet’s speech. Similar language to describe the role and status of the prophet is found elsewhere in Second Isaiah, e.g. 42:1–4; 49:1–6.
 Thus, while still confirming the centrality of Jerusalem as the focal point of God’s presence, the reformulation of Isa 2:3 informs the exiles that they need not be alarmed at their distance from the central locus, Jerusalem, since the dispensing of justice and divine instruction is not a function of the Temple’s location, but rather, of the presence of God in that location as represented by this prophet. If God, through his prophet, is present in the Diaspora, then they will receive instruction there, because the instruction emanates from him.

 This first example demonstrates the recasting of the verse in the hands of an author outside the Land of Israel, who felt the need to justify the religious and theological basis for his service and authority in the Diaspora.
 The interpreting text has reformulated the interpreted source in order to express a new idea. At the same time, despite the changes, it is still readily apparent that the base text is Isaiah 2:3.

Yerushalmi Sanhedrin 1:2 (18d–19a)

In the next example, one can see how those inside the Land used the same verse polemically against those who lived in the Diaspora. The Jerusalem Talmud records a fascinating exchange in the period soon after the Bar Kokhba Revolt. The historicity of the event is less of interest to this discussion than the underlying tensions referred to in this story, and its treatment of Isa 2:3. The story appears in a number of parallel passages in the Talmud Yerushalmi. The following translation reflects the version in Sanhedrin, chapter 1:

“There is no intercalation of the year except in Judea, but if it was intercalated in the Galilee, then it is a leap year. R. Hanina of Ono testified: if it could not be intercalated in Judea, then they intercalated it in the Galilee.” 

There is no intercalation of the year outside the Land, and if they intercalated it, it is not a leap year. You see that in the Galilee they do not intercalate it – yet outside the Land it should be intercalated? In the Galilee they do not intercalate, but if they did intercalate–it is intercalated. Outside the Land they do not intercalate, but if they did intercalate–it is not intercalated. [This refers to] when they could intercalate in the Land of Israel, but when they could not intercalate in the Land of Israel, then they intercalate it outside the Land. Jeremiah intercalated outside the Land; Ezekiel intercalated outside the Land; Baruch son of Neriah intercalated outside the Land. 

Hananiah the nephew of R. Joshua intercalated outside the Land. Rabbi (= the Patriarch)  sent him three letters with R. Isaac and R. Nathan. In one he wrote, “Dedicated to Hananiah”; in another he wrote, “the kids that you left have become goats”; and in the other he wrote, “if you do not accept upon yourself (our authority), then depart to the desert of brambles and be a slaughterer, and Nehunion a sprinkler.” He read the first one and honored them; the second one and he honored them; the third one, he wished to shame them. They said to him, “you cannot because you have already honored us”. 

R. Isaac stood and read from the Torah, “These are the festivals of Hananiah the nephew of R. Joshua”. They said: “These are the festivals of the Lord” (Lev 23:4). He replied: “By us!” R. Nathan stood and supplemented (i.e., recited the haftarah), “For out of Babylonia shall come Torah, and the word of the Lord from the Peqod River.” They said: “For out of Zion shall come Torah and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem” (Isa 2:3). He said to them: “By us!” 

He (Hananiah) went and complained about them to R. Judah b. Bathyra at Nisbis. He (Judah) said to him: “After them, after them.” He (Hananiah) said: “I do not know what is there. And how am I to know that they are wise in thought like me?” [He (Judah) replied:] Since you do not know their thoughts/knowledge, they must listen to you?! Since they are wise in thought like him, he should listen to them!” He (Hananiah) rose and rode on his horse. Where he reached–he reached, and where he did not reach–they observe in error.

It is written: “And to the rest (יתר) of the elders of the Exile (גולה)” (Jer 29:1) – The Holy One Blessed be He said: The elders of the Diaspora are the most (ביותר) to me, [but] a small band in the Land of Israel is more beloved to me than the Great Sanhedrin outside the Land.

This extended passage relates to Hanina of Ono’s (3rd generation Tanna – 110–135 CE) statement in Tosefta Sanhedrin 2:13, that he witnessed intercalation of the calendar in the Galilee at a time when it was impossible to do so in Judea.
. Moving one stage further away from Judea, the Palestinian Talmud extrapolates that in contrast to the Galilee, if one intercalates outside the Land of Israel, then the year does not become a leap year. In response, the author of this sugya posits that this negative outcome only occurs in those instances in which it is possible to intercalate in the Land of Israel. At a time when intercalation was not possible in the Land, such as in the days of Jeremiah, Ezekiel and Baruch, i.e., in the period of the destruction and the Exile, then it indeed was permissible, and presumably imperative, to do so outside the Land. 

The narrative in this passage revolves around another such figure, R. Hananiah, the nephew of R. Joshua, who also began to perform this juridical function outside of Israel, following the Bar Kokhba uprising. From the tale itself, and from other sources, it emerges that Hananiah departed from the Land and settled in Babylonia. Furthermore, as becomes clear from the story, he was one of the leading teachers in Israel, who left behind young students in the Land. The Patriarch in Israel sent emissaries to rebuke Hananiah for his behavior, through a series of messages or letters that culminated in the demand that he accept the authority of the Israeli sages. The first letter was a general compliment to Hananiah. The second epistle informed him that the young students that he left behind were now mature scholars, who could assume the responsibility of maintaining the calendar, and presumably therefore the condition for performing this activity outside of the Land was no longer valid. The final letter presents Hananiah with an ultimatum that he accept the authority of the Israeli courts, or else perform his aberrant “cultic” practices in the desert.
 

Following the delivery of these messages, which themselves are presented in a sarcastic fashion, the two visiting emissaries from Israel proceed to further antagonize Hananiah and those around him by mocking him in their reading of the Torah and haftarah. In each case, they purposefully misquote the verse in question in order to describe his behavior, as if Hananiah’s actions or behavior were tantamount to a distortion of the words of the Bible itself. These (young?) sages manage to elicit an angry reaction from the crowd twice, each time adopting their response as a rhetorical argument against the establishment of the festivals outside the Land of Israel. The verse from the Prophets is the same citation from Isaiah 2:3 as that used above by Second Isaiah. Here too, the verse is not quoted verbatim, but was reworded to express a specific idea. As above, the rewriting was done minimally, so that the reader or listener would recognize its source. This passage leaves no doubt that this was the intention and result of this rewording, as the story includes the reformulation of the verse, the correction of the crowd, and the planned response of the emissary. The successful repetition of this ploy demonstrates that this purposeful misquotation was a literary stratagem of the author, who was aware of the authority-conferring implications of each of the verses. Leviticus 23:4 refers specifically to the festival cycle, and in fact, this verse, and others in its context, are used elsewhere in rabbinic literature as a source for the court’s authority in the setting of the calendar.
 The use of Isa 2:3 here should be viewed in light of its original Isaianic background, which relates to a judicial context. It is thus especially appropriate for this scenario, which revolves around the issue of an authoritative judiciary. According to the conclusion of this passage from the Jerusalem Talmud, as long as the authorities in Israel were of sufficient stature to preside over the setting of the calendar, then the geographical superiority of the Land of Israel trumps all other scholars found outside the Land, even if they were of greater wisdom than those in Israel.
 A similar notion is expressed in the final statement that even a small group in Israel is more beloved than the Great Sanhedrin outside the Land.

In this source, Isa 2:3 was explicitly and sarcastically reworded to make a point. The replacement of “Zion” by “Babylon” and “Jerusalem” by “the Peqod River” was not a paraphrase that was intended to express the opinion of the author, but rather was proposed in order to demonstrate the folly of the actions of the Diaspora leadership. I would label this as an example of “playful misquotation,” as is the case of the misquotation of Lev 23:4. The occasion on which these “mistakes” were inserted, during the weekly reading of the Torah and haftarah, further emphasizes the problematic behavior of the Diaspora community. Their actions fly in the face of the authoritative text, and thus cannot be sanctioned. This example differs from Second Isaiah in two ways: first, while Isaiah 51 solved the theological problem of the status of prophecy and the prophet outside the Land by positing that God’s instruction and teaching are not limited geographically, the misquotation in this Talmudic passage suggests that theoretically God’s presence is still geographically determined, but different from the original verse, not in Israel, but in the Diaspora. While the author of this story clearly rejects this notion, it is possible to imagine the misquotation as an actual paraphrase when it is compared to the famous words of the 12th century Tosafist, Rabbeinu Tam, who proclaimed in his work Sefer HaYashar: “For from Bari shall come forth Torah, and the word of the Lord from Tàranto,” in praise of the Italian rabbinate.
 This much later source also transfers the instruction to an alternate location, but in that case, the intent of the rewriting is positive, extolling the Diaspora leadership. One interpreter’s “playful misquotation” is another’s paraphrase. Second, the author of this passage is a member of the community in the Land of Israel, and therefore Isa 2:3 is interpreted in the opposite direction from Second Isaiah, delegitimizing the authority of the religious leadership outside the Land of Israel.

Susanna
While tendentious paraphrase and playful misquotation have already been noted by scholars in the first two sources, its presence in the third source, the story of Susanna, has gone unnoticed as an additional example of the reworking and rewording of Isaiah 2:3:

Susanna is one of the Additions to the Book of Daniel found in the Septuagint. Like the rest of the Greek version of Daniel, Susanna has been preserved in two different recensions or editions, commonly referred to as the Old Greek and Theodotion. While the version of Daniel attributed to Theodotion is preserved in the overwhelming number of Greek manuscripts, the Old Greek version has been preserved in only two Greek witnesses (MS 88 and Papyrus 967), and in the SyroHexapla. In the synoptic sections elsewhere in Daniel, the version attributed to Theodotion is generally much closer to the Masoretic text of Daniel, and was almost certainly the product of an attempt to revise the Greek text to agree with the Hebrew and Aramaic version. In numerous sections of the book, and especially chapters 4–6, the Old Greek preserves a version significantly different from the Masoretic text, and not only with regard to minor textual variation. The question of the primary and secondary status of these two editions in those chapters is still a matter of debate, and the question is complicated by the continued growth of both versions even after they each had developed into their independent literary forms. In the case of Susanna, the Old Greek is notably shorter than Theodotion, and there are sections found in the latter that are absent in the former, including the introduction and conclusion. In my opinion, and that of many scholars, the Old Greek version of Susanna, the shorter of the two, reflects the earlier edition of the story, which has been expanded by a number of additions of varying purposes.
 I will therefore focus my remarks on the Old Greek story, with recourse to the edition attributed to Theodotion only where it contributes to the discussion. 


Scholars generally agree that Susanna was not an original part of the book of Daniel, and was added only after the initially independent stories in chapters 1–6 were combined together in the book. Those stories are all located in Babylonia, and represent court tales, describing the competition and intrigue between the Jewish exile Daniel (and sometimes his three compatriots) and the local Babylonian sorcerers, magicians and advisors to the king. In each of the stories, Daniel’s faith in God or his adherence to the law lead to his success in this foreign world. These stories were composed as paradigms for Jews in the Diaspora, encouraging them to succeed in the foreign court, but at the same time to preserve their religious and ethnic identity. In common with these stories, Susanna describes a contest between Daniel and more established members of society. However, in sharp contrast, his adversaries are not the Babylonian king’s courtiers, but rather the members of the Jewish religious establishment, judges or elders. The difference in subject and setting, coupled with its absence from the MT, confirm the claim that it was not an original part of the book of Daniel, but was added secondarily.

The story of Susanna revolves around a pious and beautiful Israelite woman. Two judges, elders, the villains in this tale, spot her as she is walking in her garden, and each independently desires her. They continue to spy on her, “stalking her” to use the modern parlance. When they chance upon each other watching Susanna, they confess their distress, and agree to join forces to take advantage of her. When they proposition her, she refuses to sin, knowing full well that she will suffer the consequences at their hands. Frustrated by her refusal, the judges later summon her to appear at the assembly, where they falsely accuse her of intercourse with an unknown young man, who fled before he was caught. According to their version of events, Susanna refused to divulge the identity of her young suitor. Due to their status as elders and judges, the entire assembly uncritically accepts their version of the events, and Susanna is sent to her execution. As she is led out, a youth named Daniel, identified here for the first time, is given the spirit of wisdom by an angel, and demonstrates that the judges had trumped up these charges. Daniel successfully disproves their fabrication by separating the witnesses and asking them details about the event, specifically regarding under which tree in the garden this act of indecency took place. When each provides the name of a different tree, it becomes abundantly clear to the entire assembly that Susanna is innocent of the charges leveled against her, and that these judges are indeed corrupt. They are sentenced to death on the basis of the Deuteronomic law according to which false witnesses receive the same punishment that the falsely accused suspect would have received had he or she been convicted (Deut 19:15–21). The story ends with a homily about the unblemished, righteous nature of young people, represented in this story by Daniel, who stands in sharp contrast to the negative portrayal of the elders throughout the tale.


I would like to focus my analysis on an interpretive crux at the opening of the story that has long perplexed exegetes. In the Theodotion version, the story begins with an exposition, focusing on the dramatis personae, including Susanna, her husband Jehoaikim, and the two elders. The setting of the story is clearly indicated as Babylonia, and Jehoaikim is described as a wealthy man, prominent in the Babylonian Jewish community (vv. 1–5a). These four and a half verses are absent from the Old Greek version (according to Papyrus 967; the verses are marked by obeli in ms 88 and the SyroHexapla). In contrast, that edition begins with a quote and its interpretation, v. 5b according to the accepted numbering of the verses:

(5b) Peri\ w{n e0la&lhsen o9 despo/thj o3ti e0ch~lqen a)nomi/a e0k Babulw~noj

e0k presbute/rwn kritw~n, oi3 e0do/koun kuberna~n to\n lao/n 

(6) kai\ h!rxonto kri/seij e0c a!llwn po/lewn (967 pollwn) proj au0tou/j.
“(5b) Concerning what the Lord said: “For lawlessness came forth from Babylonia” – From the elders, the judges, who seemed to guide the people. (6) And cases from other cities (or: many others 967) came to them.”

The Greek despo/thj refers here to God as it does throughout Daniel 9 (vv. 8, 15, 16, 17, 19). The opening of this sentence consists of a citation formula: “Concerning what the Lord said”. This is a slightly different citation formula from that found later in Susanna, v. 53, tou= kuri/ou le/gontoj, “the Lord said,” which is followed by a clear quotation of Exodus 23:7, “the innocent and righteous you shall not kill (ונקי וצדיק אל תהרג)”. However, unlike the quote from Exodus, scholars have had difficulty identifying the referent verse at the beginning of the story, since it does not match any known biblical passage in either the Masoretic Text or in the Septuagint. The identification of the verse is of special importance for understanding the message of this tale, as the entire story is presented as an expanded homily of this sentence. 

Two primary suggestions have been proffered as to its source. First, there are those who view the quotation as a reference to Jer 29:20–23:

(20) But you, the whole exile community which I banished from Jerusalem to Babylon, hear the word of the Lord! (21) Thus said the Lord of Hosts, the God of Israel, concerning Ahab son of Kolaiah and Zedekiah son of Maaseiah, who prophecy falsely to you in my name: I am going to deliver then into the hands of King Nebuchadrezzar of Babylon, and he shall put them to death before your eyes. (22) And the whole community of Judah in Babylonia shall use a curse derived from their fate: “May God make you like Zedekiah and Ahab, whom the king of Babylon consigned to the flames!” — (23) Because they did vile things in Israel, committing adultery with the wives of their fellows, and speaking in my name false words, which I did not command them. I am He who knows and bears witness—declares the Lord.

This passage shows some similarity to the story of Susanna: two Jewish leaders in the Babylonian exile are accused of fornication with married women and speaking falsely, and they are eventually to be put to death by fire. However, there are also numerous differences between the stories. These two elders are prophets and not judges.
 In the context of Jeremiah 29, the accusation of speaking falsely relates not to testimony in a court of law, but rather to so-called prophets who offer false hope to the exiles in Babylonia. Finally, the judges in Susanna were not put to death by the Babylonian king, but rather by the people present at the trial, with the assistance of an angel. Since the quotation in Susanna 5b does not match any version of Jeremiah 29, Pfeiffer was forced to label it a “confused reminiscence of Jer. 29:23.”
 While the story in Susanna shares some themes with the passage in Jeremiah 29, and was perhaps influenced by this earlier prophecy, there is almost no linguistic correspondence between this proposed source and the quoted text, and thus “it is difficult to see how this verse could be even a ‘confused reminiscence’ of Jer 29:20–23.”


Due to these differences, John Collins proposed another possible biblical source for this quotation—Zech 5:5–11.
 That vision refers to an ephah containing wickedness, symbolized by a woman, which is carried to Shinar (= Babylonia in Gen 10:10; 11:2,9), where a house or shrine will be constructed for it. While this possibility has the advantage of including elements found specifically in the quotation in Susanna, namely wickedness traveling or emerging, and Babylonia, it has the distinct disadvantage of referring to the wrong direction. Instead of wickedness emerging from Babylon, as in Susanna, this vision specifically refers to the traveling of wickedness to Babylon. Moreover, beyond the formal correspondence between elements in Zechariah 5 and the verse in Susanna, it is difficult to identify any connection between them on the level of content or themes.

I would like to suggest a new identification of the verse, in light of my remarks until now: the quotation in Susanna reflects a paraphrase of Isa 2:3. Note the common elements in the two verses, and those altered:

MT Isa 2:3//Mic 4:2: כי מציון תצא תורה
LXX Isa 2:3: e0k ga_r Siwn e0celeu/setai no/moj

LXX Mic 4:2: o3ti e0k Siwn e0celeu/setai no/moj 
OG Susanna 5b: o3ti e0ch~lqen a)nomi/a e0k Babulw~noj
Shared Elements

(1) Both clauses open with a similar particle כי/o3ti/ga_r. Most scholars have interpreted the particle o3ti in Susanna v. 5b as a case of o3ti recitativum, which functions together with a verb of speech as a marker of direct speech. It is therefore often omitted in modern translations, represented by a colon or a quotation mark. That interpretation is certainly possible, but not necessary, and I suggest that in this case o3ti should be taken as part of the quotation itself.
 

(2) The same verb is used in both cases, as can be seen by comparing the two Greek texts, which each employ a different form of the verb e0ce/rxomai. The only difference between the two usages relates to the tense, as Susanna reflects an aorist verb, while Isaiah and Micah employ an imperfect form.

Contrastive Elements

Two differences between the verses reflect “reversals” of the earlier source in the later text:

(3) Instead of “from Zion” as in the Isaiah text, the verse in Susanna reads “from Babylonia”. These two toponyms stand in opposition to each other elsewhere in the Bible; for example, Psalm 137:1 reads: “By the rivers of Babylon, there we sat down, and we wept, when we remembered Zion”. The interchange between the two is the same as that found in the Jerusalem Talmud in the anti-Diaspora “playful misquotation,” while here it is part of a tendentious paraphrase of the same verse. 

(4) In a further “reversal”, תורה in Isaiah 2:3, translated into Greek by the stereotypical equivalent no/moj, has been replaced in Susanna by the contrastive term a)nomi/a.
 If instruction and righteousness emerge from Zion, then the opposing characteristics, wickedness and lawlessness emerge from Babylon. 

When taken together, the shared and contrasting elements cover all of the components of Isaiah 2:3, bolstering the notion of a paraphrase. 

I would further suggest that the identification of Isaiah 2:3 as the verse paraphrased in Susanna 5b also assists in understanding the origins of certain themes throughout the story. In particular, the judicial context of the story, a description of corrupt judges, can be traced back to the original Isaianic passage, which addresses the corruption of the judicial system in Jerusalem, which will eventually become righteous once again. Similarly, other elements in Susanna relate to the rules and proper behavior of the judiciary, as detailed in the collection of laws in Deuteronomy 16:18–19:21. The most obvious connection of Susanna to these regulations is the law of false witnesses, found in Deut 19:16–21. The two villains in the story, the unrighteous judges, testify falsely, with the result that Susanna was to be put to death. According to the Deuteronomic law, a false witness is to be punished “as he schemed to do to his fellow” (Deut 19:19), and this law is explicitly fulfilled at the end of Susanna (vv. 60–62).
 The requirement of the law, that “the judges shall make a thorough investigation (ודרשו השפטים היטב)” (Deut 19:18), appears to be the source for Daniel’s investigation of the two magistrates: “Are you such fools, Israelites? Would you, without having investigated or learning the plain truth, kill a daughter of Israel?” (v. 48).
 The application of the Deuteronomic law in Susanna thus reflects the same concern for a righteous judiciary as in Isaiah 1–2.
 

Slightly further from Deut 16–19, but still related to the definition and description of proper behavior for judges is the only other quotation in the story, found in v. 53 – “the innocent and righteous you shall not kill”, copied from Exod 23:7. This verse in Exodus appears within a list of instructions for proper judicial behavior (Exod 23:1–9).

Interestingly, the Deuteronomic laws of the judiciary were connected to the same passage in Isaiah (1:26–2:3) in the choice of the haftarah portion that was read according to the triennial cycle in the land of Israel. According to the Genizah evidence,
 the additional passage from the Prophets that accompanied Deut 16:18–17:13 (beginning שפטים) was the Isaianic prophecy (1:26–2:3) describing the future righteousness of Jerusalem, and the central function of the Temple. The combination of these elements in Susanna provides further, earlier evidence for the exegetical combination of these passages.

The version of the story of Susanna found in the Old Greek version focuses on a righteous judiciary, or more precisely unrighteous judges from Babylonia. The equation of the iniquity emerging from Babylonia with its judges, and the subsequent story in which Daniel is portrayed as their righteous antithesis, implies that Daniel is not part of this Diaspora leadership, but rather, in consonance with the explicit descriptions in the Masoretic book of Daniel, was presumably among those exiled from Judah to Babylon (1:6; 2:25; 5:13).
 

What then is the message of this story? I suggest that the use of Isa 2:3 is highly significant within the context of Susanna as it stands at the beginning of the entire passage. In some ways, it is similar to a rabbinic midrash or homily, which opens with the quotation of a verse, and then proceeds to interpret the verse, often with the addition of references to other biblical passages and even a story to exemplify the message.
 If the paraphrase of Isaiah 2:3 at the beginning of the story, “For from Babylon shall come forth iniquity,” follows the pattern of the two examples discussed in the first part of this lecture, and relates to the relationship of the Diaspora Jewish community to the Land of Israel and its leaders, then presumably Susanna should also be understood as a criticism of the leadership of the Jewish community in the Babylonian Diaspora along these same lines. The author of this passage portrays the Jewish judges and leadership in Babylonia as sinners, who cannot control their most base urges, and who use their power and authority in order to pursue their dastardly deeds. The author of this story, was therefore probably located in Israel, and was writing against the Babylonian Jewish leadership.


The three examples presented here all interpret Isaiah 2:3 in different ways. In each case, the wording of the verse was altered in order to achieve this goal, while still leaving enough of the original so that the reader or listener could recognize it. In the first passage, the rewording of the verse was performed in order to legitimize the religious status of the Diaspora community, while the latter two were intended to call into question the authority of Diaspora customs and leaders. The use of the same verse to support opposing viewpoints indicates its importance for the identity-formation of the Diaspora community. In these passages, biblical interpretation intersects with the fundamental self-perceptions of each of the two communities, and it is this nexus that produces the dynamic of use and reuse of this ancient prophecy.

� I would like to thank Professors Moshe Bernstein, Isaiah Gafni, Israel Knohl, Shalom Paul, Baruch Schwartz, and Benjamin Sommer for their insightful comments on various versions of this paper.


� While I refer specifically to Isa 2:1–4 throughout this paper, an almost identical form of the prophecy is found in Mic 4:1–3. The relationship between these two passages has been discussed extensively in biblical scholarship, and is beyond the scope of this discussion.


� The word ונהרו is often translated as “they will stream”, based upon a denominative verb from the substantive נהר, “river”. However, as noted by Baruch J. Schwartz, “Torah from Zion: Isaiah’s Temple Vision (Isaiah 2:1–4),” in Sanctity of Time and Space in Tradition and Modernity (eds. A. Houtman, M.J.H.M. Poorthuis, and J. Schwartz; Jewish and Christian Perspectives Series 1; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 11–26, at pp. 14–15, Ibn Janah already suggested (followed by R. Eliezer of Beaugency, H.L. Ginsburg and NJPS), that it carries the meaning “see, gaze,” derived from the substantive נהר meaning “light” (Job 3:4; and well attested in Biblical Aramaic – see Dan 2:22; 5:11, 14); for a similar meaning of this verb, see Isa 60:5; Jer 31:11; 51:44; Ps 34:6. As noted by Schwartz, the verse division in MT also reflects this understanding of the verse, because otherwise, it would be more appropriate to join this last clause to the opening sentence of v. 3.


� Note the arguments of J. Jensen, The Use of tôrâ by Isaiah: His Debate with the Wisdom Tradition (Washington D.C.: CBAA, 1973). For the former meaning, cf. Deut 17.8–11; Jer 18:18; Hag 2:11–13; Mal 2:7. I would like to thank Benjamin Sommer for his help in clarifying this point.


� See Aviah HaCohen, “The Sequence of the Oracles in Isaiah 1–4,” Megadim 4 (1987), 55–62 (Heb.); Schwartz, “Torah from Zion,” 24–25.


� This passage has been dated by some scholars to the post-exilic period, making the discussion of its relationship to the Deutero-Isaiah passage more complex; cf. e.g., R.E. Clements, Isaiah 1–39 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 39–42 (esp. 40); Marvin Sweeney, Isaiah 1–4 and the Post-Exilic Understanding of the Isaianic Tradition (BZAW 171; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988), 165–74; H.G.M. Williamson, The Book Called Isaiah: Deutero-Isaiah’s Role in Composition and Redaction (Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 146–55. However see the convincing response of Benjamin D. Sommer, A Prophet Reads Scripture: Allusion in Isaiah 40–66 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998), 242–244, n. 15, who argues that there are no valid grounds for denying an eighth-century date for this passage.


� The term “juridical” here is used in a broad sense, since Bernard M. Levinson, Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation (New York: Oxford University, 1997), 127–129, has demonstrated the oracular role of the priest-levites in dispensing judicial rulings according to Deut 17:9 (ודרשת והגידו לך). I would like to thank Baruch Schwartz for this reference.


� HaCohen, “Sequence,” 58–59; Schwartz, “Torah from Zion,” 18–21, and the opinions quoted in n. 16.


� See the important discussion of Sommer, A Prophet Reads Scripture, 78–80, which forms the basis for this description.


� The relationship of v. 3 to vv. 4–5 here is unclear, since the former is formulated in the third person and the latter in first person. Furthermore, v. 4 opens with the formula הקשיבו אלי עמי, seemingly marking a new section. The Masoretes interpreted vv. 4–6 as a new subunit, delimited by a “closed” paragraph between vv. 3 and 4. 


� These verses were noted in the footnotes to the NJPS translation to Isa 51:4.


� A similar notion is expressed in rabbinic passages that tackle the same theological issue following the destruction of the Second Temple, by positing that the shekhinah as accompanied the Israelites into Exile. See the discussions of Abraham Joshua Heschel, Theology of Ancient Judaism (תורה מן השמים באספקלריה של הדורות) (2 vols.; Soncino: London and New York: 1962), 1:68–70 (Heb.); Epraim E. Urbach, The Sages: Their Concepts and Beliefs (trans. from Hebrew by I. Abrahams; 2 vols.; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1975), 1:54; 2:705–706, n. 62; Noah Hacham, “להיכן גלתה השכינה? עיון בעיצובה של תודעה יהודית גלותית,” (in press). I want to thank Benjamin Sommer for the first reference.


� For another such an attempt by an exilic prophet, compare the approach presented in Ezekiel 1; 9–11 (as noted by Sommer, 244, n. 17).


� A parallel version of the story is found in y. Ned. 6:9 (40a).


� The translation is adapted from that provided by Isaiah M. Gafni, Land, Center and Diaspora: Jewish Constructs in Late Antiquity (JSPsSupp 21; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1997), pp. 106-108. 


� A parallel to this passage is quoted in b. Sanh. 11b, but there Haninah of Ono reports that intercalation in the Galilee does not result in an intercalated year.


� For reference to the problematic cultic status of the temple of נחוניון (= Onias), see m. Men. 13, 10; ms Kaufman has the same spelling.


� According to the Sifra Emor 10 (quoted by Rashi ad Lev 23:4), the reference to intercalation of the calendar is derived from v. 2, while v. 4 refers specifically to the declaration of the New Month by the court. Similarly, m. Roš Haš. 2:9–10 interprets Lev 23:4 as referring to the New Month. The story here apparently understands v. 4 in a slightly broader context, as referring to general calendrical activity, although the literary nature of this passage prevents us from drawing specific conclusions about its reading of the verse.


� As noted by Gafni, Land, Center and Diaspora, pp. 102–110, the Babylonian Talmud (Ber. 63a–b) presents the same passage, but with some small, yet significant, differences. Most important for the current discussion is the criterion for determining which Rabbis controlled the process of intercalation. According to the version of the story in the Jerusalem Talmud, the primary factor for determining who controlled the calendar is location. Once the Israeli sages had matured and were capable of fulfilling this role, then they merited this responsibility based upon their geographical superiority over the Diaspora leadership. In contrast, according to the Babylonian Talmud, the calendar was to be established by the greater scholar, regardless of their location. 


� Sefer HaYašar (Responsa) §46.


� Cf. Carey A. Moore, Daniel, Esther, and Jeremiah: The Additions. A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 44; Garden City: Doubleday, 1977), 78–80; Helmut Engel, Die Susanna-Erzählung: Einleitung, Übersetzung und Kommentar zum Septuaginta-Text und zur Theodotion-Bearbeitung (Orbis biblicus et orientalis 61; Frieburg [Schweiz]/Göttingen: Universitätsverlag/Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1985); Lawrence M. Wills, The Jew in the Court of the Foreign King: Ancient Jewish Court Legends  (HDR 26; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990), 77–79; J. W. van Henten, “The Story of Susanna as a Pre-Rabbinic Midrash to Dan. 1:1–2,” in Variety of Forms: Dutch Studies in Midrash (ed. A. Kuyt, E.G.L. Schrijver, and N.A. van Uchelen; Amsterdam: University of Amsterdam Press, 1990), 1–14, at 2–6; John J. Collins, Daniel: A Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 426–428; pace Alexander Rofé, Introduction to the Literature of the Hebrew Bible (Jerusalem: Carmel, 2006), 196–197 (Heb.). The issue of the original language of the OG story, as well as that of the Theodotion’s version of Susanna — does it reflect a Greek revision of a Greek text or a Greek translation of a Semitic revision of a Semitic text? — is beyond the scope of this discussion.


� Origen, Letter to Africanus §7–8 (quoting learned Hebrews); Jerome, Commentary on Daniel 13 ( = Susanna): 5; idem, Commentary on Jeremiah 29:20–23 (also quoting Hebrew scholars)—for an extended analysis of the possible early Jewish background of these sources, see Jay Braverman, Jerome’s Commentary on Daniel: A Study of Comparative Jewish and Christian Interpretations of the Hebrew Bible (CBQMS 7; Washington: CBAA, 1978), 126–131. Amongst modern scholars, see Robert H. Pfeiffer, History of New Testament Times with an Introduction to the Apocrypha (New York: Harper, 1949), 434–435, 452–454 ; Moore, Additions, 96; J.W. Wesselius, “The Literary Genre of the Story of Susanna and its Original Language,” Variety of Forms: Dutch Studies in Midrash (ed. A. Kuyt, E.G.L. Schrijver, and N.A. van Uchelen; Amsterdam: University of Amsterdam Press, 1990), 15–25; et aliter.


� This argument is found e.g., in Moore, Additions, 85.


� Pfeiffer, History, 454.


� Collins, Daniel: A Commentary, 430, n. 41.


� Collins, Daniel: A Commentary, 430; Rofé, Introduction to the Literature of the Hebrew Bible, 198, n. 21.


� Both Isa 2:3 and Mic 4:2 are presented here in Hebrew and Greek to demonstrate different possibilities for the translation of this clause. Closer affiliation to the Greek translation of Micah, specifically with reference to the Greek word used to represent the Hebrew כי, does not indicate direct dependence upon that version. Rather, they probably both reflect independent attempts to translate the common Hebrew word by the same frequent translational equivalent o3ti.


� It is possible that the o3ti recitativum construction was not used in this instance since it would have resulted in consecutive instances of the Greek word, first as the direct discourse marker, and then as part of the quotation.


� This contrast is better highlighted in the Greek versions, and is less pronounced if one attempts to reconstruct a Semitic Vorlage underlying Greek Susanna, as there is no Hebrew or Aramaic word that functions as the negation of תורה in the same way as a)nomi/a. 


� The Old Greek version contains an additional two verses (vv. 62a–b) that extol the virtues of youths, including their piety and single-mindedness. These verses have no parallel in the Theodotion version, which adds two other verses not found in the OG: the first describing the praise bestowed upon Susanna by her family members (v. 63), and the second a comment about Daniel’s stature before the people from that day on (v. 64). Verse 64 almost certainly is an editorial addition that functions as a bridge between the story of Susanna, and the rest of the book of Daniel to which it was attached. Verse 63 focuses the conclusion of the story on Susanna and her righteousness as expressed by her parents, husband and family members. This conclusion is appropriate in the Theodotion version, which also has additional material at the beginning of the chapter (vv. 1–5a), introducing Susanna and her family, and describing her piety. However, in the OG version, which opens in v. 5b with the paraphrase of Isaiah 2:3, the more appropriate ending is the punishment meted out on the corrupt judges as described in vv. 60–62. These verses are the final passage common to both versions, and probably reflect the original end of the story.


� There is therefore no justification to relate Daniel’s words to the maxim of Simeon ben Shetach in m. Abot 1:9: “Examine the witnesses extensively,” as suggested by Nehemiah Brüll, “Das apokryphische Susanna-Buch,” Jahrbuch für jüdische Geschichte und Literatur 3 (1877), 1–69, who interpreted the story of Susanna as part of a Pharisaic� anti-Sadduceean polemic from the first century bce.


� I therefore suggest that the theme of false witnesses is not related to, or more precisely not a “reversal” of the successful false testimony found in the story of Jezebel and Naboth’s vineyard (2 Kgs 21), pace Rofé, Introduction, 194–199.


� See the table provided by Yosef Ofer, “The Masoretic Divisions (Sedarim) in the Books of the Prophets and Hagiographa,” Tarbiz 58 (1989), 155–189, at 184–185 (Heb.).


� Daniel is first introduced in Susanna 45 as “a young man” with no further identifying characteristics. If the story was composed as an introduction to the book of Daniel, its author perhaps assumed that the reader was aware of this piece of information. The alternative option is that the story was composed independently of the stories in MT Daniel, and was subsequently added to the book. This option is perhaps bolstered by the absence of Theodotion v. 64, which emphasizes Daniel’s rise to greatness in the eyes of the people from that day forward, and which appears to be a secondary attempt to connect the story to the book as a whole.


� Both van Henten, “Susanna as a Pre-Rabbinic Midrash” and Wesselius, “The Literary Genre,” view Susanna as the product of midrash-like interpretation of Jer 29:20–23 (Wesselius) or Dan 1:1–2 (van Henten). However, many aspects of their analysis appear unconvincing. Lawrence Wills (“The Form of the Sermon in Hellenistic Judaism and Early Christianity,” HTR 77, 3–4 [1984] 277–299, at pp. 293–294) classifies Susanna (in the Old Greek edition) as a sermon, in light of its homiletic conclusion extolling the virtues of youths over elders.


� Cf. Isaiah M. Gafni, The Jews of Babylonia in the Talmudic Era: A Social and Cultural History (Jerusalem: Zalman Shazar Center, 1990), 61, 76 (Heb.).
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