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Most historians consider the thirteenth century the " height "
of the Middle Ages. This century witnessed the fullest deve-
lopment of medieval Christian soclety. Specifically this means

that the Papacy achleved a larger measufe of influence in the

. l
life of the several Christian nations, than it had achieved for-

merly or since that time, dﬁring the period under congideration.
The status of the kings, the nobility, and the magsges took on
their moét typlcally medieval complexions. And what is most im-
portant for us,'the relations of the four groups mentioned to
the Jews were most typleal of what we now call " medievaliSm.h
Another importent influence upon the life of the Jews of the

thirteenth century was the rising free cities.

We will therefore consider in a general way the rei&tions of
the Jews to the kings and '‘nobility, the free cities, and the

churcn in the order mentioned.

In every instance the kings and nobilitles considered the Jews
their special charges, and themselves the defenders of the Jews.

In return for this questionably valusble service, rulers reger-

ved the right to restrict the commercial activities of the Jewsd.

Barred from agriculture by church council, removed.from the trades
and ordinary commerciél enterprises by‘the gullds, the Jew lived
in any manner possible: which meant petty banking. It goes with-

out saying that in his role of money-lender,the Jew fulfilled a

194 in the community. He satisfied the need of all classes for

ready cash.

i

In England end France Jews " enjoyed " monopolies in the various

ramifications of "money-business. " Theywere heavily taxed for




e

these commercial privileges, and thus the Jew aided the ruling houses
of these two natlons in securing ready cash for their several purposes.
They were invited to bhecome the figscal agzents of the crown, and had to

3 .

‘pay very abundantly for fthese opportuniiies.

2.

In Prance and Snain, the ruling hovses exercised another control over
the Jews in'adjnblnn to thelr control of the Jew's cholce of.vocation:
the control of their movement and place of settlement. Recognizing
the Tinancial advantaze of having Jews within their horders, kings and
nobles attemvied to entice Jews from the domains of the other into
their own. They made laws to the effect that having settled in one
domain, Jews mioht not move into another, or leave ithelr home communi -
nermission from thelir immedlate

ties without individual and cosily
W

over-loirdg.

"In France, for example, the royal house left no astone unturned in itis
N 3 J

effort to get Jews to settile in the royal domalns, and after setting

into the royal domains, restricted their movement very corefully. In
pain during the period of the ¥ Reconguista," however, the Jew anjoyed

~greater freedom of movement. The _eneral policy with regard to the

Jews there seems to have been to afford them ecvery advantage that would

e

enrich thew, and thns zy wonld become a lucrative source of cash

for the state through taxation,

The special protection of the Jews and their resulting " prosperity
were dearly bought. This extraordinary consideration for the Jew's

i

ant P ~ . . R .

oaxety and prosperity aroused univorsal resentament and hatred of the
T ! Fi1la 4 e B B R
JeW.  This universal resentment allegedly brought about the expulsion

O‘ ¥ =R TR 3 am . by ral G s r
f the Jews frou fngland in 1290, and from France 1n 1306.
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as to the identity of the Jew. Through /uiloodlibels, desecration of the
host charges, and religious disputations, the church honed to prove the

Jews to Dbe incorrigible and forsaken of God.

In attempting to account for the church's attitude toward the Jews, The

church historian David 3. Schaff has the followings to sav. Ie seens
‘ 15 J

.

to glve one to understand that Christendom was honelessly puzzled b
-« ’ b &

the Jews' fallpre to he moved by its attractions. "The active efforis

that were made for their conversion seem to hetray fully as much of the

spirit of churchly arrogance as of the spirit of Christian charitye

Peter the Venerable in the prologue to his tract addressed to the Jews
RS O ?

said, 'Out of ithe whole anciasnt world, you alone were not ignorant of

Christ; yea all peoples have listened, and you alone do not hear.

Bvery language has confessed him, and you aloie deny. Othera see him,
hearghim, apprehend him, and you alone remain blind, and deaf, and

| () |
stony o hear,' What inexplicable obstinacy. He gives the following

reasons for their persecution:

l.Ancegtral crucifixion of Jesus, "and the race, pre-destined to
bear the gullt end the punishment of the deed, was receiving its
merited portion,®

©. Atrocities upon Christian children, and desecration pf cross
and host,

3. Burdensome usury. (2) }

; Ny
o L i \

1 o . ' .
The last two of these reasons are not worth /- of consideration. The

attitude expressed by the first one gives one to understand that the

3 . - ! . - .
churenh lookea upont dtself as god s representative on earth,voth with
regar Phe e camt aimd bl T s e v e 4 Tt 4 :

egard to the pleasant and the unpleasant duties which this relationship

imoc . e e A - . ;
poseds. How completely medieval 14 was €5y an lmportnt communal

agency i a . \ .
seliey to conslder itsell fod's executiloner and magistrate.
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sives us a geheral idea of the relations between the kKin

T [$)

This then

n

of Christian furope, the church, the free cities and Jewry. lLet us

' now sketch in a cenaral way the oblstanding characteristics of the
Jewries of France and Aragoh during the twelfth and thirteenth cene
turies.

1

v
-8 " i 3 LR - . o s - e Y ~ E - o~ o -
B i%}ﬂiny Jews were becoming interested in the general culture of the per-

they also mada an impression upon certain Gentile thinkers. pubh= .

e

how Ls of the opinion that the Alblgensian heresy wos vitally effected -
: : N
| (3)

by the Jewish enlighienment movement in goanlsh and Provence.
p

within Judaism itself, there raged during the thirteenth century a strug-

7 ple between tradition and enligbtenment Just as in Christlianity troadl-

bion was grimly at war with the forcea thal ques itioned its infallib-
; ility. The early days of the thirteenth century beheld the bitteresgt

portion of the strussle batween Orthodosy rnd DNationalism as repre-

kw a2

v sented Ly the dsimonidean philosophy. Though in 1233, the orthodox
_tﬁ group delivered the " Guide " to the Dominican Inquisition, and it
T was burned, Orthodoxy did not ectually win out until the fourteenth
century. Soth the Spanish and Provencal Jewrles were involved in
gﬂé_ this cultural battle,fhe hask of denouncing the " Guide " fell to %he

Orthodoxy of Provence,

m g . 3 . « * . A . . . *
The influential Jewish laity Airected its energles %o the establishment

1 (4)

Ge MﬁTﬂ”PUUhOHQWLO In Soaln this movement culminated in the

of the o

SRS 1 s Y o " "o K} GV N . b L Kl - . LI
£8tablishment of the Aljsma, and in France and Germany in the sshtablish-

)

it ‘\\_ e e \:1:';:“\

ment of +h o .. ba oo .
Dt of the " Hongresse der Gem%lnnen@ vy shall have occaslon to

s l‘\ en }'

at greater length about the Aljana in OMUKOu“on wiith the relations

N

i,
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of Jaime I of Aragon to his Jeus,

Religiously, Judalsm presented an aspect similar to that of Catholl-

3

cisms Hoth had dealt harshly with heresy, and having done zo, boih

attempied wiih increasing zeal o

doctrines. The
church instituted the Dominican Inguisition to seek out and approp-

riately deal with hercsy. Judalsm gave itself with renewed devotion

to the doctrine of M 5tus titnde tended to stifle

vag Latorah." This av

s

individual thougsht vwhich did not contrihute to the firmer egstabhlishe
N [

q

ment of itg own Toundations. To thisg extent Rabbhiniasm could be said

to have contributed to the growth of Kabbalah. In reirospect, it may

be said that with Rabbinism's " Fence " and Kabbalah's nysticism, Ju-

daigm shiclded itself againgt the

of the Middle Ages.,

n

o T}

Sy way of sunwary of our nicture of the Middle Ages we present the

approoch of Dr. Lewin, which he presents at the bepiinning of his
‘ (6)
study of the Taris digputation. The end of the tuelfth and beginne-

ing of the thirteenth centuries marked the boundary between barbarism
and civilization. The folk wenderings with their concomitant lack of
polish ended with the Crusasdes. Contaclt with thie Orient, sea travel,

@

newly appearing nphileosophy, and the poetry of the iroubadors effected

& particular atmosphere.
b
i

}

As a result of the failure of the Crusades and the wmany heresies of
the period, the Church was uneasy, suspecting great problems in the

tlnlest ineidents At

k3

P

ls time, at the beginning of the conflict

hety a b . ’ . ; . .
between rationalism and orthodoxy, and while the Tormer was still a

' with :
cnildrg i . o b ) Toas - .
U8 volee, a dlsputation &f French rabbis took place in the court

of

a King, whose adventurons Crusades seemed anachronistiec cven the




world scene of his day. The disputatiop testifies to the gradual dise-

sipation of the olymplean calm of the church and to a gradual growth of

s

snxiety, nervousness, and irritability.

5

i This disputation was not inSpired by any desire for proselytization,

A

as was the one a ceatuny later at Tortosa, but was an attack on the

s (Wﬂlmud This dbhg 2k aldmed at demaging the 1ife nerve of Judaism,

i1
l

and at thrusting the Jews out of their particular wmilieu wnd into the

life of the Christiasn masses,

The Jews presented an inexplicalle example of a people devoted to study,

in a world whose culture was created only for the henefit of the .

z
s
o]
2
e
s
X
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Christian clergy. Trom the rebuke of Bishon Auvergne against

o]

the Tglmud one can best recognize how uncomfortable th "people of

the book" could malke the church. The church recognized how dangerous

ll

this neople of Talrudic thinkers could be to its sover elgnty through

7)

u‘lﬁ,_;/its continved existence. Therefore the Jews had to be depriged of

: P A i
i
i o . i . - 4 - . . e .
tthe ability to influence the masses. Hevertheless maintainsg Lewin

N

ffv/

L

N

<
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| B tuo Jews exerted enouszh influence 4o streng..en the Albigensian heresy

T - Thus far [ have indicated in a general way whe various non-Jewish agehns
Cles that effected Jewish Llife in France and Aragon during the thire
; teenth century: the king and not Biiity, the church, and the free cities.

o

I have attenpted to degeril

o

e tne means through which they influenced
Jewish lifes The next task before me is to Tili in the details of this

3

utli s n s s o . s . ; -
OUtline in terms of soecific tlea both with regard to general

hlstory and the nlaounai iong.
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Chapter II

Jewish Life in France and Aragon during the thirteenth

century
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ror the first of these 3“‘°Onull1le L choose the Trench and Aragonian

Jewrles of the period, How did Jews make a living ? Grayzel presents

the facts of the case as Tar as the church's concention of the answer
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to the « says, "I the documents here presented

were to bhe taken at thelr word, and if no others were at hand 4o he con-

.L\[ bl s oA . .

ne conclusloinn would be inevitable that t

A
I

w Jews of this period
dealt in nothing but the lending of wone ;, aind that the church sought
to restrain Jewish greed for the purpose of saving the individual
Christiar. from total ruin at the hands of the Jews. Praquently the Plﬁrqu

demanded that the secular powers take stens to free the Christians
Iy K

from the oppression of the Jewish money lender, aind Pope Honorius IIT

fte

in granting a privilege to a Jew asserts thaot he was dolng so hecause
' 0N

. _ (9)

- X . . . - , .

this particular Jew had not besn guiity of the erime of usury,"

These same documents reveal that Jews wers also farm laborers and

landowners, ‘They traded in commodities such as meat and wine as in

Spaln.  So great was theircowmercisl inportence here that the various

kings suspended the "badge" laws and the laws of restirfiction of move-

ment so that Jews could more ef fectively carry on their husinessg

Is

In Germany and Ttaly Jews wer;%ocow011xned arilsans.  Orayvzel mentions

that the Jeus of Germany were sililengaged in the trades and manual

tabor. The golden Bull of Frederick II to the Jews in 1236 makes

me i a1 . . -~ “ . . N . .
Ntion of their agriculiural activity, end of their travel for come

sle i 1y 1 e s
€ial purposes. To the Jews of Giclly he granted a monopdy of
the dyeipne amd osq1 s . (10)
SENG and s1lk industries. Une may gather from the church's

P

obieat e . . C
J thn to their appointment to positions as tax farmers and roynl
estate sy ) , \ L (ll)
fanagers, that they occupied these positions frequently and well.

- _
It be Scame increas

T

Angly characteristic of the Jew that he engaged in
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mdney lending because of the need of loan-banking since the church
forbade 1t to Christlans, and because it became inecreasingly difficult
for the Jew to epgage in anything else. The asituation in this res-

pect became so acute - thatl is the Jews of France flocked 4o 4this huasie-

ness in such large numbers - that Louls IX tried to lesislate them out
(157

of usury and into the manunal arts.

T tad EoN] 2

we will have occasion to add further details to this sketeh of the

‘ecommerclsal setivities of the Jews of Aragon when we consider Ving Juime L.

Gspeclally noteworthy of the Jews in Aragon at that time was their
Aljama communal organizatilon, developed with the helo of Jaime.

In Aragon the Jews occupisd separate quarters,weithin the cities which
could be isolated from the rest of the cliy. In these districts, the
Jews were separate political entities. They had their own comnunal
Fepresentatives, judicilal, and adninistrative officers. Techniecally
the klnb confrn Lled only Jewigh affairs and not the Jews themselves,

It is recoginizable from state archives that for a limited period the

king, who sharp eye ‘ueréw1~n~nutonomv did not interfere with

Jewish internal

4"10 3 s

TPailrs., re they were inducted into office the

Jewish civil anthorities were carefully cuizzed by the king The rah-
binical Magistirate alseo derived hig anthority from the kin

Hiportant decisions of Lhe communal officials required royal confir-
(14)

Matvion as aAid new lezislation which the king too called Tecana. "

[1113 Ki ¥l ) . 2 . 0 - .
ihe KRing frequently concurred with coumunal officials in luiposing the

15)

Ch A . ! ( :

erem ( Alatma derived from anathems ) upon lawbreakers and those de-

]-j.l‘l(‘l‘ 4 . i ) .
dvent in their tax payments. Bxperience indicated however that this

dure did not prevent the king from shielding his favorites from
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the decisions of Lhe Jewlsh court.

the greatest avtonomy came %o the Jews in judiclial matters. Differ-

ences between Jews were settled by the Jewish court, according to Jew-

‘ish law. Difficulties between Jews and Christians could be tried hy

A

Jewish court with the consent of all concerned., Cases were usually
tried by the rabhl and three dayyanim, and if occasion reauired the
trying body could be increased to ten. Serious criminal cases had to

e heard by ten i nresence of the Dajulus, the royal maglsirate
«) oJ 9 S

n the
(16)
of the district.

The Kings frequently interfered with this sutonomy and when necessary

appointed judges who favored the wishes of the royal house. Jewigh
religious sensitivities were respected, and Jews were therefore not
summoned to secular courts on Holy Days. Despite royal interference,
Jews were able to schieve o well-knit communal orzanization. The
King's concern for this orgahization was based less on consideration
for Jewish group interests than on his own financial interests. The
stronger the.power of the Jewish comnunal offlecer the easler it was
for the king to extort taxes from the Jews. The Jews had to pay for
the maintensnce of their orzanizations, for the rights they acquired,

(17)
and the maintenance of their official representative at courte.

n o . Lo N *
RO Much for the communal organization of the Aragonian Jews. To what

e . . , . . s N .
Xtent were the French Jews able to achicve an orsanization of their
(18)

 se _— , . .
veveral communities ?  Dubnow mentions a gathering of repnresent-

that met Lo choosge a-committee to

o

“iives of Provencal Jewry in 1215
LG | B YT ' s T sy e : : A
¢ upon the forthcoming Pourth Lateran Council, since Jewish leaders

51187 \
‘opected the decreeg of the Couicil.




Did thia Committeq\ever cet ho Rome = was il e fenporary or a perman-

the last detall df thirteenth century Jewish 1ife that we can speak
| about at any lenzth ig the place learning in that 1life, and the
place of Talmud in that study. Nether than discoursing upon indivi-
. .
. dual Talrmudic prodnetions, T should prefer %o indlcate the place of

gtud; in the 1ife of the community as such.

Trom our brisef discussion of the relations of the Jews 1o the various

o

medieval social fTorces, it is vather clesr that the Jew did not live .

in s world of Triends. There were Tow nlaces in which he conld feel

at home; both as a Jew ond as o huoan belng who lived in the IMiddle

Lot

Ages, he had Tew opporivnities to relax, to engage in social convive

ialities, without being mode to feel very ksenly hig Jewlishnesa. In

these surroundings of sreat and petty anneyances, end cultural nedioce

rity, the Jew found s refu_e in the study of the Talmud. In the Jewe

2 - - - » | 4
ish world, sxcallence of scholarship was the sreslest coods  The Tale

1163 3 TR o P S R T B T . . RN -
mudic life hed as its tosk making onets peace with one's conscience,

o Nal " oA 2
Tulfilling onets raolizions obligations, and al

conduneting oneself

/)VltkKH]t congideration of divine reward,

oy B . o ]
(oo after a child learned to tallk, he was taken to nagosne.  On

sHavlos mowning, with covered foce 30 that he conld behold no evill,

q | ‘e heard the alnhabet recited forward and backward. A honey-cake and

ol 7 . L T s . . . o .
Vegg on which DRihlical verses were written was his reward Tor having

ceremonies attentively. The day on which the child first

10
Starte S e a , o . ' (19
ted his studies was a Teast Aoy Tor hiag family and hils community.

Tolloweq the

£

o) L]fj" . . “ .
L4 remained in sechool until marri age, and untll his

> S 3

denth, the

- . Y g ey
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galning of a livellhood wes considered secondary to his Talmudic scho-

larship. This preoccupatlon with the Talmud was one-sided to e sure,
. :
but it wa% an ideal one-sidedness. Into the ganctuary of Jewish lear-

w [ Y
ning ho unfriefgdly hand had ever nenetrated until an anostate Jew, who
159 J L h ]

stirred up lalty snd clerpgy asainst hi

7

1 former co-relligionists, hetraved X
it to unfriendly non~Jews. A certain Talwudist of La Nochelle cast

o k)

doubts upon the validity of the Talmud znd of the oral tradition. He

wan thecefore excommunicoted by the French rabbinate. OF his 2o ot

acy and his apparent atiemnt to undermine Judaisam, we will treat lat

Suffice it 4o may at this point that the Donin incident led anomies
into the parden of Jewlsh scholershilp so that they might trample down

the rare flowers which resulted from centurics of diligent cultivation

and solicitous care, = 4 misled Jew betrayed his people’s scholarship

i
*

into the hands of fanatics so that Tor centuries Lo come the eneny

DR

might twist and abuse it for their own PUINDOEC S,

Lt would ve interesting to learn from a rellable source - which is not

vyet available - somethineg of the relations of the Jews sand the Thrige

d
tian masseg, There are a Tew scattered details to be mentioned in econ-

Nection with Louis and the Jews, but these are only isolated details.

T

I wvas not abie to learn anything about the Jews and the Aragonian masses.

It would ne helpful to know something of the relations of the Jews and

the monastic orders. The Dowinicans, for example, we know of only as

Iy

&Xecutorg of papal policy. There has not yet been prodnced one firsth

ra i at . . \ . - . .
ate Hlgtory of any of the monastic orders. Of Tranciscan higtory

evern o hiased account.

Gl o .
thig point on, we will »resent a series of personalities in such

fek

portray hrredhemmomhtTimy the relations of the Jews and

ke

Hwanner. ag Lo




the Church, the Jews and thie royal houses of France and Arazon, and

the events leading o to the disoubations. It is my hope to glve as

disputations as possible.
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intimate a plcture of
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He Lo~

che most influential igure of thirteenth century zurope wars

cent TLL. It was he who Tormulated church policy with regard to the

s

relations of the church and the lay rulers, and actualized the long
cherished dreams of clerical domination of Turopé. With this most im-

part of hig sctivity we are not cooncernsd in thig study, hutb

[
i

portant
pather with his vart in formulating the church's policy toward the Jew.

The attitude toward the Jews whieh ihe Tourth hLateran Council fixed,

abhllshed Tor mauy seaerations the v of the Jew in Christian

estn
society, and this very attitude provided the legal juatilication fTor

4

relislous dlspubations,

Innocent ceme o the throne determined to put the church in the nost

2008

Lime made

position in Christian socledby, and at the

Anfluenti

1.

it the most effective social Torce in the Christian community. ©e

hoped to achieve these aims by altacking two sots of problenms: first,

the relation of the Church to the lay rulers, and finally the church's

*

attitude toward the herctical movements of the duy. I include the
Jewish problem in tha second group hecause the church nged the same

g2 41

Aid in denling with Zhriatian

3]
béo]
Pracad

tools in dealing with the Jews

heretics, with the temporary exception of corporal punishment, Throngh

the use of the ban of excommunication and the rnlings of the Féurth

Lateran council, Innocent broupght recnlceitrant rulers to thelr knees,

nag A K LI - Y ]
end drove the Alblgensian heresy to destructlon.

Almost frap 4o Coa Ca R - .
Almost from the beginning of his tenuare of offlce, 1198, Iinocent hine

™

te oo g s - , , . ,
d et and rartially leglafated what later became ovarmanent church
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Hattitude in noge modernly acceptable sociolo fie

policy with regard to the Jew. Innocent was intent upon deoriving

fal

the Jew of iufluence in Christian life. Te was determined to S0 . repgi=

late the soclal relations of the Jews, that they would become a parish

group within Christendom.

From Innocent's resolve with regard %o the position of the Jew the thire

i

teenth century pavacy dedunced an attitude cuilte different from that of
J 1

eavlier illustrious church-men, Irnnoecent maintained that the pguilt of

The relation of chureh and synegogve was that of beloved bride and ro-

A

¢ ?he crucifixion made the Jews rerpetual servants, wanderers, ot al,
!
Y
J éted wife. e urced the Kings to so exercise their vowers, " that

the Jews will not dare to raise their neck, bowed under the yoke of

; (£0)

“perpetual slovery, sguinst the reveronce oftthe Christian faith, o

.

x

4 wodern chureh historian leaps into the breach to enlarge upon this

Loterms.  days Schagf,

o

-

LU XDblanation 5o AfPoarmad 1. . 11 . 4 + ‘ ‘
some explanation is offered Ly the conduet of the Jews themselves.

mi. 3 < l, £ k . . P - 0o 3 " .
HHelr successful and often unserupulous money dealings, the flaunting

\
“Of their wealth, their exclusive social tendedcies, their racial haugh-

tinegg and. their secretiveness slrained the forebearance of the Chria-
‘ S

"y o . . (21)

tan publie 4o the utmogth. M Tertainl

—

. c J o more inacceurste statements

1 - oy o N 2 L3 . ‘ - 2 1 +
could be made ragarding the relation of Jew and fentile than this, i
t"\ b= oo L) 2 1 .
ohe facts of the case are Lo be any criferion. And Jset such attitudes no

e

dount were

Fesponsible Tor o large part of the ® rationalized " mig-

ﬂtrgatment of the Jew.
/ o, ' %fif

Sen Supplies us with a written statemnent swmmarizing his earliest

EP 1’1“‘[}']"][] 3 SRR S T - .
e ents toward Jews. In 1199 he addressed a letters to one Count

Meverp R P \ i
S; sald to be unfriendly to Jews. Dubnow quotes a portion

thisg lette’r‘/,.(,-

2

of




. | ipie Juden sind gleich dem Brudermbrder Kain dazu verdammt, als

h ”?lﬁohtlinge und Landstreicher auf.der Erde umherzuirren und voll
Beham ihr Antlitz zu verhfillen. Die christlichen Herrscher dlirfen

o 51e nle und nimmer beglinstigen, sondern miissen sie vielmehr der

| arlaveretndipnéisgeben.. Nicht recht handeln daher jene echrigtlichen

Herrscher, die den Juden 1ln lihre St&dte und DBrfer Einlass gewlhren

HndrahnerWucherdienste flir die Herauspressung.von Geld aus der.chris-

t1ichen BevBlkerung in Anspruch nehmen. - = und wag das schlimmste

ist, es dulden, dass A1} Kirche auf diese Welse ( dureh den fbergan

It would be mogt interesting to know how many of these sentiments were

N personal passion, and how many pilous mouthing of time-worn nhrases. Be
§ 1 T e b
4 Y these words whatever they may, thely desired effect was carried out in
.\_j L ‘5’

the daily socidl relations of Jews and Christians,

Fal

Leaving out of consideration the benefit to the church of such an at-

titude, let us point out in passing a very Keen observation that Dr.

W
Graetzmade with regard to it, % aber dem bhiedern Volke, das froh war,
elne HMenschenklasse noch tiefl unter sich zu sehen, an der es seinen

plumpen Witz wnd seine unzeschlacten Tluste Hben konnte, ihm genfigte
e N
. . (23)
die Entwiirdigung der Juden kelneswepes. !

=)

A . K 2 2 S P - b g o ’ 1. -
And yéy for all the personsal animms that Innocent may have borne the

Jews, he immediately coafirmed the hulls of his predecessors protscting

the Jews from bodily harm. e ratlonalized thig azcitlon by repesnting

Lo
t0e church principle thal the continued existence of the Jews festi-

fies 4o the victory of Christianity. Dubnow quotea, " Wiewohl die

" . Verkehrte glanbenslehre der Juden durchaus zu verdammen iat, so dlrfen

(-1"3 lale] N a s a . . "
e Gldubizen diese donnoch nicht allzusehr bedrfngen, denn durch sie

] Wird Gie oo , _ _ . . (R4) ,
FN’ - ate Wahrheit unseres eigzenen Glaubens besgtftipgt. This attitude
> 7% 8t variance with earlier authorftative pronouncements.  Fope Gre-

P
Loperky P

S0PV T statad  w o . \ . .
<O L stated, v Just as it should not be permitted the Jews to nre-

Slme ¢ . . X
Q‘dp In their synasogues anything more than what is hernitted

& 4

der L¥ndereimn in jldischen Besitz ) 1lhres Zehnten verlustig. gehe. % (22)?
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x em by law, so with re_ard to those
. t J ) o

O - (pz.s

. \ A

them, they ought to suffer no injury. " Thomas Acauinas propounded

things which have been conceded

. the same view to the princes of his time, " They are not to he forced

to render any service other than that which they have been accustbomed
(26)
~ ’

to render hitherto. "

It is very apparent that the attitnde of the church toward the Jews at
the beginning of Innocent's relgn vas not an integrated one, Humani-
“tarian considerations clashed with those of practicality, at a time
when the churchits power was belng questioned. Desires for manifesta-
tion of personal power, as in Innocent, clashed wi@h regard for nohi-

lity of traditiondl policies. But Innocent was determined to " rec-

tify " this situation, as we shall see.

Until he was in a position to do something definite about the Jewi sh

- qqestion, Tnnocent satisfled himself with occasional efforts to degrade
- the Jew., In 1205 he censured Philip Augustus of france for having per-
% mitted the Jews to return to France for his material benefilt. He com=

? plained that the synagogue in Sens was taller than the church. fle said
! that the iack of decorunm in the synagogue dlsturbed the Servioeﬁ‘in the

1 - . s . v . 2
church, and that the Jews made fun of Christian worshippers during

Holy Week,

In his war on the Albipensiasns at the heginning of the century, the

Je 0 , . .
Ws suffered also, because Innocent discovered a cohnection hetween

The . . s . . < . .
¢ heresies and Hroselytizing by the Jews. ITnnocent maainl o deduction

Fal -
tor i P ; ) s
the following reasons. ( 27) The heresy was hottest near influ-

Iy
o

enti s e R q .
al Jewigh communities: Albi, Beziers, Carcasonne, and Toulouse.

S s i

e

The pg PN

" assagil and Qircumeisl elements in the heresy preached return to
D v;,\d’,\'y « -
3 e f
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Y
|
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Jews im Provence btezan in earnest in ] 209

The war brousht inte the country all mane

tute

started in Bezlers in July.

dend heretics and 200 dead Jews.

b the wife of %imon de Montfort, in 1817

the offer to them of bantlism or

ariests and baptized, and

death. Simon himself intervened in

all unbaptised Jews and thelr properiy.

OCrusade, the local clergy galned unpre-

the laws agzainst © the

n rulers.  The

church

ruled,

condriet their businesses on Christian

on Mhristian holy days.

Lon the decrees of the

in
(29)
in 1215, Lis

Tourth

worlk was dadicated to the

heresy and soed patron Count Ray-

1 préblem was considered important enough

were concerned with 1t. Zeal was par-

g who made it thelr busineze
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to profit by the decree of the Third iLater=an Gounedl, 1179, which for-
bade usury to faithful Fhllkljnhq e council dedided that as long

as Jewial

ot

nsurersa cruelly oppress Christians, Jews were not to be nere

mitted to have business relations with any Christiasns. UWien Jews ree

celved as Torfelis, Cliristian property of any kind, they must ecdntinue
) ‘N - N3 o i 4 P O - B .3
= to pay the tithes to the church which these properties formerly brought.
1 This edict universalized the payment of tithes to She echireh by Jews,

H

formerly these Lif

=

wymerds by Jews had Leen made only

e
e
Y
-t
S
iy
ks
Late
ke
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communi ties,

lonocent was anvions to inbroduoce on o larce seole in Zuarope a
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et of the decree tollows: v Jdhrend sich die Juden and

.

pmarazenein in mancho oenden vor den Christen-dareh eine besondere '

Iracht unterucheiden,

dia Vermischung in andaren Ieconden oo

Andlers
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sehr WLeriiag A, dass aie g T Y Loeny in keiner eige
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existing local antl-

o the cowicil also catablished as universals

thenselves in the atreets during holy week
j festive gsarments at this
o

ng
Ao UL W8 - A e P FIVA
ane tosether frequently).

aataer o

Ly Ze Jews may not occupy public of If o @hristian glves a Jev
gsuch & post, he nmust ansvwer foR the ecelesiastical court.

o [y

e Jew is to be removed from office, and mey have 1153
ve to the local hishop
om hia office.
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= lations with Christians ootil he v
relief all profits that he derived fi

3. Pantized Jews had bheen inelined to be vartially loyal to fthelr
* \ - ' Vs * v v

former rellzion.  Local clergy/aamonl sie

rdered to use " healing " forece whenever necessary. Thia was to

se who had been forcibly bapitized during the

pefore adjournment, the Councll nlonried another Crusade Lo the Qrient.

Crusaders were to be absolved of interest and prineiple debis to Jews.

.~‘ 4 - 8 N A Ao .

ALYl Jews who would not cong e arrangenents wonld be Torbidden

business inteccourse with Christlans,

As already mentioned the Irovencal dJews vLanned a for 1215, which
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VAT YEHU-

was Lo convene hefore the meebing of th

Ba [ o -k 4 5 - P T - . B R - g . 1 -
DAH relates that the meeling took nlmce al 5t. Gilles, but thot no com-
L)

j,‘mittee sthar

P

od oub for Rome. Lt goes on to Lell that in Klalew, 4976,
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the n badge" was enachted Ly the Counneil.
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180 householder had tp pa
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before the Christiaon holy days. It says that the " wicked pope "odiled

t}‘ 3 1 ‘ + 1 0
A2 same year, but he schually did not until ihe following year.

tha : . C o . .
Mnat ag it may, his doctrinaire seods Tound fertile soil.  The local

™
Sane) o . . m o B .
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Of N-ar-‘bo nne 1 3 P T S R ST R 4 s o
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Jewigh family was to pay the parish priest a tax of gix dinars.

The "badge" was locally ratified as follows: Council of Rouen, 1231;
1 Noyon, 1233; Arles, 1234 & 36; Bozlers, 1246. The last council ad-
ded to the already mountailnous pile of restrictions that Christians

(32)
might not be treated by Jewish physiclang..

In connection with reports of further attempts to eheek the eccle-
siastical migehlief, we are able to get a more accurate piecture of
the badge itsqlf. SHEVET YEHUDAH gzgérts that an apostate of Mont-
pelier sueeeeded in getting Rome to decree that the material of

the badge should be yellow or red. Thereupon & committee of Jows
from Avignon and Tarascon went to the king who set aside the papal
ruling. But the Inquisition, which had been instituted in this
same year, braught pressure to bear, and so even influential Jews
had to wear badges. The Chronicle describes the badge as a plece
of cloth four finger wide of yellow material, with & moon sickle
Within the material - this was of course sewed on the outer gar-
ment, - Most'of these reports come from the period of the reign of

" 8t." Louis, during which time, apostates cbntinually harassged
" the Jewlsh group. |

‘%34 .ﬁd?WO results of the Lateran Council's decrees were the establishment

tfif the Dominlcan order of friars and the court of the Inquisition.
,%.mffThG former of these was founded by & Spanish monk, Dominie, for the
Purpose of preaching to the heretics and members of the other reli-
8lons, A monastic order with such aims guickly won the support of
the p&pacy. Almost in conjuhqtion with them the Franclscan ofder

Of friars wes ostablished. Their common aim, to win back the here-
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tics helped them gain control of the universities and other edu-

cational faellities of the times. Both prdera’spread almost mira-

culougly in France and Spain. The Dominicans soon Were able to

/ make Paris the cap?tol of their French province and their most stra-

tegle basge of operations, becausé while captlivating Paris, they took!
over the administration of its university. This school had for éome

time been the leading theological.sehoal in Europe.

The Domlnicans consldered themselves the " Watchdog of the Church; "
they'were constantly on the lookout for héresy and judaizing. They&
éonsidered thehreligious disputation andesgential rert of thelr tech-
nique, and net infrequently they engaged Jews in disputations. In
their role of " Watechdog of the Church'ﬁ they were able also to take
4over the administration of the court of the Inguieition. This con-

trol they shared with the Franeclscans. At thils time and in France,

these groups ogtablished the methods of proesedure of the Couft, in-
eluding the delivery of condemned persong to the civil authority

for execution.

Denifle (34) summarizes well the actlvity of the Dominican order at
this time, EThey aggumed responsibility for the salvation of all
Souls% but attempted‘to gsee to 1t that all Christian souls were sa-
ved first. Feeling that they had accomplished this feat, they ﬁn?
dertook tp 1éarn the languages of the non=-Christian peoples of REu-
TOp, and made evangellstiec excursions among them. T@g conversion
ﬂ;};of P?P}o Christisni was the result of one such excursion. Raymun-
v dug Nertini's PUGIO FIDEI was an integral part of their propaganda
and a ?fltting“ rationalization of thelr activity.
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:it might be fruitful at this point to mention gome of these minor
disputations between Dominicans and Jewg; Dubnow has much to say
. about them. (35) He“points out that durihg the second half of the
twelfth Qentufy,fthé period of heresy's greatest success, religlious
" disputdtions " and polemical literaiure were dally phenomena. Such
iiterature, onvihb Christian side, was frequently written in the
form of dialogues between Jews and Christisns. He cites the fol-
lowing instances as cases in polnts:
l- Brother Ruppert, Annulus gey Dialogus Chrigtiani et Judaei
de fidel sacramentla,
2- Peter de Blois, Liber contra perfidiam judaeorum

3- Anonymous, De la digputalson de la sinagogue ot de la sain-
te eglige.

Dpring this period Joseph and David Kimehi wrote their anti-Chrigt-

;_T ian work Sefer Hab'ris. In his Forward to the book, Joseph states

ﬁf} that he wrote the ﬁdék as & handbook for those of his disciple who
became involved in dlsputations with Christians and apostates. He
fays that apostates had been resorting to allegory ln order to wring

Chrigtian interpretations out of biblieal verses.

R David Kimehi frequently took part in digputations as is evident - \
from hig commentary on Psalms8, and in his RGSponsat} He polnts out
that the prophetie found&tlons of Christianity are without basis,

prophetie
because Jesus daes not fulfill any of- theﬁyequlremants for messiah-

i
s
{

-
N
|
L

Ship. Only on his mother's gide 1s Jesus a son of David, if one is

to take stock in New Testament genealogies. Did Jesus gather the

dispersed of Israel, or did he make an end of war ?

i,,% Both written and oral polemics became sharper during the thirteenth

°entury, when the Dominicans lnsisted upon disputations With Jows.
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These sometimes took place 1in private and sometimes 1ln synagogues,

:x;- into whieh the zealous Domlnicans frequently forced theif way. Many
ff learned Jews became famous for their ability in this field. Two ‘
guch men were R.Nathan Officidl and son Joseph , the latter of whom ﬁ
ig also known ag Jogeph Zelateur. Theselmen were actlive durlngthe |

reign of Louls IX.,

{7\# Before leaving Dubnow's presentatlon of the matter, it mlght be

interesting to mentlon an ineildent, which very copelsely describes
Louls'® attitude toward the Jewg. - \Dubnow mentiohs that these i
ﬁdisdﬁssionﬁ frequently ended in physical chastlsement for the

5 jewish participants. Louls heartily approved of this chastlsement
! as his biographer Joinville relates, and the ihcidemtAof the Jews'
1nsulﬁ at the monaétery af Cluny is the only mention made of Jewsk

in this standard blography of Louls.

We are chiefly indebted to Jogeph Zelateur for our knowledge of these

disputations, md to the studies on this man by Zadok Kahn and |

Zevi Malter. Kahn repeats several incldents whécn)give usg some
- | | 36 |
comception of the nature of these digputations.. . An apostate

asked R, Nathan why it doesn't say'kl tov'after the second day of i

Creation, His answer was that’on this day water was ereated, and ;f

God forsaw what harm would come because of water(baptism). #£n i

apostate interpreted the three angels that came to Abraham as the

, (37)
trinity. . A priest interpreted.the bread and wine which Melch-
lzedek brought to Abrham as the first mentlon of the"sacrifice

(39)
of the Rucharist® .

In his article on the same subject in R.E.J., he quotes one Rabbi




o
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Joseph of Chartres asg having answered the question of whythe Lord
éppeared in a bush rather than in a trez ?y saylng that a bush could
(40

not have supplied wood for a erucifix.

Malter in his article in MIMIZRACH UMIMA’AROV samong other things
describes the range of subjects in these dlsputations.gql? He states
that there was little variety in subject matter. Many of thegse so-
called disputations were not disputations at all, for, says Malter,
it was the practiee of medieval rebbis to grafddiloquently record ’
every exchange of opinop’.that thaey had With priests as disputations
in order to magnify their triumphs. The manuseripts recofd disecug=
sions on all phages of Jesus' 1life, the trinity, the immaculate con-
ception ,etcetera(?g) | ~

Christians coustantly maintaloed that the Torah was originalﬁgg@ven
a8 temporary lagislation, and that the Mitzvos mentioned in the Torah
Were not to be interpreted 11tera11y. They insigted on triumph in
these encounters because they brought"pvoofs" for Jesus from the ©1d

Sepueleds
Testament. In each casethe rabbis # Yied thege argum@nts in the

ﬁgggi@ﬁay--insisting that the verses referred backward in time rather
then forward, These arguments were notoriously bad because each

_fide Was more anxlous te vanquish the other than %o be self-analytiecal,
The impresgion which this collection and the testimony bf such his-
toriang a8 Graetz give is that all of Jewish life in thisg reriod con-~

{AJ)

‘7lend that the Jew Lived only within the four ells of the Halacha .

8lsted of dispdtations, persecution, and difficulties over usur

- We haye Observed in a general way the groundwork which Innocent IILI

j"laid for the Jowg!' posltion in soclety. We have observed his social

K § : :
. £ 1 H K ¥ f_,
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AN S et
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1 é%&'begin tonsee more clearly the events leading up to the disputations -

i g e Ay

26~

1egislation aiming at the isolation and degradation of the Jew,

and his polley of making insecure Jewish economle life, We‘have

geen the Papacy's efforts to minimize the religious influence of

the Jews through the activities of the Dominliecan and Franciscan
orders of Friars and the Court of the Inguisition., In other con=-
nections we are going to learn how eventually the Jéws were de~
livered into the hands of the Papacy in a more effectual manner

than any of thosge thus far mentioned. We have seen how consequential

Aseet
& position the polemical activities of +the rabbi play=d in-the®

literature of his people,

y Let us now see how Innocent's successors, Honoriug III and Gregory

Y _ -
¢ IX, carried his policlesg into practiee, For in this way we will

that form the foundation of tnis study. If there be any place for
interpretation on my part, my reaction to the questlion of the place
of the religious disputation in history would be something to the
following effect. The disputation was a natural gnd logical out-
growth of.the Papacy's pdlioy of degmading the Jew, and 1ts effort
to render the Jew anmineffectual quantlity in the cultural and reli-
glous patterns'of the day. For from the Christian point of view,

 these disputations were attempts tp point out the unsocial nature

Rz ‘
”L%"Of Jewish life. The papacy hoped that through these disputations

g#here would be demonstrated the folly of Judaism, and the necessity
for following the Christian way of life.

Now for Innoecent's successors - let us remember that Innocent died

7 Within a year of the adjournment of the Lateran Council. In dealing

. ,i: ) 1 r




with the relations of Honorius I1I and his successors, we are for-

tunate in having at our disposai~£he papal letters concerning the
Jews. BSome of these letters afford the reader a most intimate glimp~-
se of the pope under conglideration. Honorius' letters make clear
thaet he was determ@®ned to enforqe the'Lateraanouncil's neweét laws.
It apparently grieved him that the vaerious Spanish rulers were not
inclined to take seriously the badge legislation. He stoutl%l»mj;;]n
sisted upon thelr enforcement, but in this effort he failed.

- Honorius wag also concerned that Jewlish money-lenders, having taken
posgesslon of Spanish estates through foreclosure, did not continue
the payment to the Church of the tithes-that had formerly come to
the Church from these properties. Early in his caréer asg pope, he
devoted a whole letter to this problem (45), He implied in this
doeument that the chureh had been feelihg the disheartening effects
of a materially reduced income. One would probably infer from this
letter that a considerable number of estates had come to the Jews
through foreclosure. In any case, thils neglect on the part of Jews
Was not to be countenaheed because it was contfary to the great

council's ruling.

Honorius was obliged to relent with Begard to the bagge regulation.
In 1219 he permitted Ferdinand of Castile to relax the enforoemeht
°f the badge legidation. One gathers from this letter that Ferdinand
had complained about Jews? moving into Moorish domaindsin order to
®scepe the badge, and thet his finances had suffered accordingly.(46)
It woulgq hardly be just to'neglect mentioning two occaslons on which

_Honoriug came to the aid of Jews. In 1220 he directed a letter to
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Isaac Avenveniste of Barcelona assuring him that the church was pledged
to a policy of protectiog of Jews in their persgons and propaty as

long as they did not blaSphemé Jesus. This was confibmed in & let-

ter to Jalme and to the archbishop of Tarracona. Honorius sugg@sﬁed

. | | (47)
in this letter that the badge laws might be temporarily suspended,

His comwrn for thé physical afety of the Jews is further illustrated

in the matter of the complaint to the pope by the Countegs of cnampaéggz
Countess Blanchie complained that certain French archbishops had

been oppressing her Jews., They had been forcing the Jews to give back
to Crusaders both principal and inﬁerest payments alréady made,

Honoriﬁs wisely commedAed the arehbishops for their zeal in upkoeld-

ing the Breat Council's rulings, but cautimhed them against overstep-
ingthelr rights. ‘He ﬁaintained that it was not the intention of

the Council to harass law-abiding Jews.

It 18 quite epparent that Honorius' Jewish attitude lacked the fanat-
leism of his pr'edecessor° He devote%?upheld the honor and prestig@
of hig lnStitution » but he was capable of listening to reason as we

SaWw in the cages of Ferdinand, Isaac, @ dthe Countess of Champagne .

G#egory IX contlnued to bring pressure to bear for the enforeement

of the badge lawg. In a lbtter to the king of Castile in 1231, he

called attéﬁtion to the fact that these and the lawg concerned with

the payment of tlthes for property which Jews had aquired from Christians
hed been very indifferently enforced. He pointed out that certain
Spanisgh parishe4 were in dire finacial str&itsbecause of the cessation

of these tithe paymentS-(zm>

He took Speclal pains to desecribe the appearance of the badgce so that
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there could néver be any question as to the idntity of the wearer.
He dedlcated a whole letter to this metter in the year 1234250)
The directions as the construction of the badge were ag follows,
ﬁone round pateh of yellow cloth or linen ,to be worn on the up-
ﬁérmost garment, sthitched over the heart and another behind it »
in order that they may thus be recognized. The full size of thig

sign shall be four digits in circumference "

Gregory was anxious to relieve Crusaders of £he burden of usury and
in a letter of October 21,1228 he urged the returnito Crusaders of
dsury obtalned by force ,by forece if necegsary.

Gregory had occaglon to show that he was eggentially a human being.
In 1233 and 1236 he intervened in Franoce to protect the Jews from

the envy and cruelty of the feudal lords. On April 6,1233 Gregory
adregged a Ietter to the highest clergy of Frand protesting against
the arbitrary imprinsonment of Jews and the. confiscation of their
brbpertyg5%? The specific"deviece" to ﬁhicn he has reference deserves

separate mention.

ﬁlndeed We have heard ghat recently in certain parts of the same
#ingdom 1t wag enacted by means of & certain device, that after pest-
Poning for a pefiod of four years the payment of the debte which
Christians owed them, they agreed to pay them in annual installments,
0% being bound to pay anything above the principal, though this

Was contrary to the contracts into which they had publicky entered,
At the end of the four years, however, the Jews were selzed and
were‘kept Tor go long under custody in prison, until having pooled

&ll the debts which were due them from the Christians, they gave the
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lord of the place whatever security he thought proper that within

a stated period of time they would not demand any paymentsof their
debts whether these were being paid ok not. Whence some of the Hews,
unable to pay what security was considered sufficient intheir caée,
perished miserably,it is said, through hunger, thirst, and privation

of prisons, and to this moment some are held in cheins!

~

Gregory proceeds to describe torturesg that the noblility inflieted

'on the Jdews, and their concerte?@fforts to effeect and economiec iso=~
lation of the Jews. It appears that wholesale invalidation of fin-
aneial.contracﬁs‘with Jews wag to bg@he means of accomplishing this

- end. This extraordinary situation called forth unusual expressions

of humanlty from Gregory; at thebeginning of hie letter he says,"Al-
though the perfidy of the Jews 1s to be condemned, nevertheless %heir
relation with Christians is useful, and,in a way, necegsary;for they
bear the image of our savior,and were created by the Creator of

all mankind. They are therefore not be destroyed , God forbid,by 4 ;%;
Hlg own creaﬁuresg egpeclally by believeres in Christ,for no matter
how‘perverée thelr midway position may be, their fathers were mfde
friendsof God,and also their remnant shall not be destfoyed." (53)
And Gregory ends his note with an even more exalted thought,ﬂsuch
kindliness must be shown to Jews by Christians , gﬁ we hope &1ght
be ghown td;Christians who live in pagan lands " )
When ln 1236 ,Jews were massagred in Anjou, Politou, Bordeaux,Anjoul -
®me, Sens, and other communities by massed Crusaderé', Gregory Again

C8me to the defense of the Jews. This C rusade had been preached by

Gregory, The soldiers had offered the Jews baptism or death. In his




letter of September 5, 1236, he reports that 25680 Jews had perished

in the attack., He bltterly attacks the Crusaders for forced bap-
tiems; but he felt that the alternat ives of baptism or death were
not slncere. He saf? " And 1in order that they may be able to hide
such an inhuman crime ﬁnder the cover of virtue, and in some way
to Jjustlfy thelr unbholy cause, they represent themselves a8 having
i

done the above, and they threaten,do worge, on the ground that they

(55) |
( the Jews ) refuse to be baptised. " . And with regard to foreed

paptism of & sincere kind, he haa this to say, " But those to whom
God wants to be mereciful are not ﬁe compelled to the grace of bap-

B,
* 55)
tism unless they want it voluntarily. "

Gregory had an influential part in the digputation at Parlg in 1240,
We will deseribe it in our presentation of Donin?s actlvlity which
precipitated the event. J

Probably—the mdst interesting personallty among those surrounding
the disputations ig Louis IX, king of France, popularly known as
$t. Louis. He 18 considered by many the most humane ruler of the
Middle Ages,‘and in hig relations to his Chrigtian subjects, he
wag undoubtedly a devout, kindly, and enllightened king. In his
relationa with his Jewish subjects, however, he was the epitome of

intolerance and cruéltY°

Let ug first consider his relation to his Christian subjects which

Will enable us to understand how he came to be regarded as a " saint. "

The CAMBRIDGE MEDIEVAL HISTORY sketches him as follows, " Louis IX,
1226-1270, a saint, whose actions, public and private, were governed

Ry moral and religious principleﬁ and whosge aim was the salvation of

(56)
souls, ? He was educated as one who planned to enter upon a monasttiec

-




1ife, He was rather feeble physically and his ascetic life and

selféimposed‘mortifications scaree1y7ﬁ§1t himvup.ﬁ

He was constantly subjeect, to illness snd despite a nervous and ir»
ritable temperament he achleved remarkable eontrol over himself.
He was energetic and strong of mind. Louis was generally revered

for his temperance, chastity, and piety. (57)

His religious‘devotion was enlightened,,amd based on & thorough ac-‘
quaintance with the Bible, He derived great pleasure from sermons,
»Blbleustudy, theologieolrand'moral discusgions . He shOWed his sub-
Jects the devotlon of a father and,wesiwillingty to rigk his life

for them. He respected rights and prlvileges that were not opposed
to hig moral sense, Towerd neighboring nations he wa.s serupulously
vgjust end“slways the peacemmakera_ Inevitebly, Louls,. belngAcompleteé#
plous Catholic; had no tolerance toward wither heresy among his
eubjeets/or the Moslems - now then wes 1t possible for‘him~to have

‘any humamqveonsiaeretiom‘foerews v

His attitude towerd the Jews. might be summed up as follows, L Per
sonally Louls IX WOuld certainly not have ordered the burning of
;repentant neretics, for one of his greet desires was for conversions.
Just ag at hls abbey of Royamount he educsted Saraoen ehildren whom
he had brought from the East,-so by hig generous gifts he persuaded
a certain sumber of Jews:to be baptised. But all ‘tolerance wag
foreign to his mio'd,,. and 1t was only with great difficulty that he
- Wag persuaded to allow the presence of Jews 1n hls klngdom for fin—
énelal reagons which his counsellors urged upon hlm. Jolnville

telly us that he alleowed that ' very good‘olerks_‘”capable by
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their attaianments of converting infidels, might argue with the Jews,
but that the only posgible attlitude for a layman 1f he heard them
decrying the Christian law, was ' to plunge his sword lntb their
bellies, as far as it would go. ? " $58?

For any knowledge of Louls' relations with hls Jewlsh subjects we
must refer to Jewish ﬁritiﬁgs, As the influence of the Provenecal
Count, Raymond; waned because of ececlaesiatical interference in
Franece, the influence of the erown grew, Phllip Augustus and Louls
VIII took pabt in the Albigensiam crusade,eand consequently bene-
fitted from the work of Simon de Montforq%' Though Philip received
Innocent IIl's blegsing for his punishmeﬁt of heretics, Philip

wag not readﬁ to cooperate with the churech in 1lts anti-Jewish pro-
gram. Since he had recalled the Jews to France in 1198, he had

been anxious to treat them as befits a healthy source éf regular
income. ‘gz?had his own interests in mind when he enacted pro- Jew-
ish finencial laws. In 1204 he oppogsed the lawsg of the church coun-
cill dealing with the financlal relations of Jews and Christiang and
he 1ikewiae oppoged the anti-Jewlish laws of the Fourth Lateran Coun-
eil. Jows were allowed to charge 43% annual interest. All financlal
ddcuments. were stamped by & fiscal agent fof a stipulated fes. Hisg
lncome from thisg source amounted 1220 livres in 1202, and in 1217,

to 7550 livres.

The feudal nobility endeavored to imitate Philip in this regard.
Strife goon arose between the crown and the nobles over the matter
°of Jews moving from one domain to another. The agreement was fin-

a%sy made that if a Jew moved from one domain to another he must bhe
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returned to his original overlord. As & result, Philip had to return
to the Duchess of Champagne , the Jew CTGgse;inmwho had settled in

the royel domain 1203, This scheme was legislatively enacted in 1210.
From this time on, the title"Judaeus regus" ls frequently seen as

a digtinction from a Jew livihg in feudal domaina.

The pious Louls VIII, 1223~6, undertook to undermine Philip's scheme.
He declafed interest.and principal debts to Jews outlawed aftef five
years. The Jews had three years in which to collect prineipal debts,
and they had to dedaat from these fees to be.paid to kin?/and nobility.
However, he did cwofirm Jewlsh settlement laws enacted by Phillip.

Louis IX represented everything deskrable in kings from the papaey's
point of view. Whereas hig grandfather Philip had conducted all of

his affalrs with Jews with an eye toward material galn, Louis had

hig eye directed toward the glory of Christlanity. The dream of his
life with fegard to the Jews wasg to convert all of them to Christianity,
- and he therefore, encouraged converglon whenever and wherever pogsgible.
He feared the effect that Judalsm might have upon his subjects,

and he thersfore forbade all religlous discussioy by Jews with

Christian laymen.

A council of vassals gt Melun, 1230, decreed that for the sake of the
kKing's salﬁation and for the s&k e of hig predecessors' good name,

the quriqps practicegs of the Jews were to be properly regulated.

The settlément laws were re-worded to say that a Jew who moved from
one domain to another was to be seized as a slave by his new overlord.
Inasmuch @s it was no longer practical for a Jew to accept a note for

money loaned, Christians geeking cash had to leavgéecurities or pledges




for both principal and interest payments. There followed in 1234

a royal decree that all Christian debtors would be forgiven one-
third of the amount advanced to them. .This ledd to great con-
fasion in financilal elreles and encouraged Christians to engege

geceretly in money=-lending.

The matter of the kingd salvation being apparently Jeopardized by
hig having to accept révenues from the usurious Jews , called forth
a mogt unusual letter from the Pope. H1is consclence being greatly
d%&urbed by this problem, Loulg appealéd to the Pops for advice .

The benign Gregory sums up the problem thus,"On your behalf we have
peen told that since you have received no small sum of money ffom
the Jewg of your kingdom and from thelr Chrigtian debtors and in lat=
ter's name, and sinee this money, acquired by the Jews, bears the
stiéma of wsury, you desire to bring satisfaction for the gald money
fér fear lest ﬁhe gin of it be imputed to you and you be punished
for it."géo? The problem was solved with the suggestlon that the

money bé gent to the relief fumd for the emperor of Comstantinople.

Before Louls set out on the Crusade of 1247 he hoped to accomplish

a great and holy work. He wanted to expel all of his Jews wmd to
gelize all thelr posgessions. His plan miscarrded and only a few Jews
Were victimized. After six unsuccessful years in the orient,he re-
~ turned to France hoplng to purge his consclence of Jewilgh usury.
Thereforé ln 1257-8, he ordered that all interest collected from

Christiang be repald, end he appointed commlegslons to earry out his

Orders,
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It is relevant at this point to discuss the matter of Christianity's

reaction to and understanding of Jewigh scholaraship. There secms

«~ 0 be no Way of ageertaining the extent of this understanding in a

connected way. We can surmise only diseconnected parts of this pic-
ture when considering individual reactlions to problems, asg for ex=-
ample the reactlon of priest and lay ruler during a disputation.
The closest approximatlon of our desideratum is a study by J.Gubt-
man on Witliam of Auverne, bishop of Paris durlng the Donin ineci-
dont.

The gist of the study is as follows. William is known to the mods

ern world for his ectivities as scholastic philosopher. Though the

Donin affair took place during his tenure as bishop of Paris, and

though William had a part in 1t, he was & friend of Judaism. The
Judaism that he comdemned in speech and writing was an uninterpret-
éd Midrashie Judailsm. As all other Christians he falled to under-
gtand that the Midrash wase not to be interpreted literally in Jec-
hiel's manner. He wag not acquainted with the position of contem-

porafy thinking Jew with regard to the Midrash, as for example the

. Maimonlists.

Guttman insiste that William was acqualnted with the MOREH and used
it. On the basis of this assumption, which confliets with Ris for-h
mer statement that Willlem was not acguainted with the position of
the Maimonists on the Midresh, Guttman maintains thes the firet

Latin translation of the MOREH was already known at the beglnning

- of the thirteenth century. This contention conflicts with another

view that the MOREH was not translated into Latin until later ln

'ﬁPiS century. Guttman bases his claim of Willlam's frilendship for

Judeism wpon William's pleasure in Gabirol's M'KOR CHAYYIM. William
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y AE¥V which we are interested. Aragonian Jewish 1ife was somewhat more

|

&

\ @éﬁls closely connected with Jaime's political and economic program.

' JL5‘ S%Since 1t too wag decidedly under papal influence. The Aragonian
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of course knew Gabirol asg Avlicembron. Guttman completes his study
with the remark that William was uncertain &g to whether Avicem-
bron was & Moor or Christian. He admits that William never mentioned

Maimonides by name.

fifLet ug now turn our attention to the life of the Jews of Aragon.

', The externals we can describe adequately in depleting the relations

Jfg,&f the Jewsg and King Jaime I, who reigned throughout the period in
é; i .

productive culturally than that of Franee, but in ordser to remain
; Within reasonable limits, we will confine our attention to Nach-~
;&gggmanides. Ag we have obgerved, the Jews of Aragon were subject to
Vi; ecclesiastlcal regulation and pressure gimllar to that of the Jews

f
b

of France. Through our general digcussion of Jewlsh self-goverm=-

oo e

ment we have become acqualnted with the Al jJama organization. There

s

e

e

remains for eonsgsideration a degeription of thelr economie¢ life

which is portrayed in our sketech of Jaime. Their cultural and re-

‘ " ligious activitles are reflected in the careers of Nachmanides and

A\t

.Pablo Chrisgstiani.

The higtory of the Jews of Aragon from 1213 to 1276, Jaime's reign(6 )
2

The history of Aragon itself itgelf was similar to that of France

ki

‘%kings had fiefs in France namely Montpelier and Roussillon.

i

Jaimefs relgn approximates the perlod of the Reconqulsta. He was

&ble 1o get as hig ghare Valencia and the Balearie lslands. In good

(63)
Frgneh tradition he regardsd the Jews as hls personal chattel.




He too prohibitted Jews from leaving hils personal domains. He

would have imitated Louls IX further in his treatment of the Jews

were 1t mot for hils dependénce upon their financial help in his

waré with the Moors. He taxed the Jews very heavily and made loans
from them for state and personal pufposes, in exchange for whieh mo-
neys he extended certain reasonable commercial privileges to them. (64)
However he did not forget hilig obligations as a Christian rulér.
Belng particulafly partial to the Dominicang he encouraged tbem in
their antl-JdJewlish activities and trlied at all times to enforce%can-

ohical l&Wy 5 a )’\x

- The plentiful archivqg of this period throw light upon Jewisgh life
in Aragon. The Jews;settled in Saragossa, Ba reelona, Daroca, Bar-
bagtro, V&lencia, Tortosga, Gerona and other towng. Jalme wag egpe-
“elally eager to settle Jews 1in those places whieh he had Qonquered_
from the Moors. After his conquest of Valencla in 1238, he divided
Moorigh buildings, farms, orchards, and vineyards among his soldlery
and the Jewg. In 1247 he offered full.eitizenship to those Jews who
would seﬁtle 1n'Malorca, Catalonia, and Valencia; he even summoned
Jews from Fez and other parts of Moroeeog<65)

In an effort to win the financial help of the Jews living on the bish~
op's estate in Monﬁpeliep,he offered them freedom from taxes if they
mo%ed onto his domains. Once in his domalns however they were not
allowed to change thelr abode without royal permission. In a char-
ter of 1258 to the Jews of Montpelier Jaime boasted that although
Jews guffer slavery“in mogt Chrigtian lands such a condition would

, ( 66)
not, %btain in his domains.




vTﬁrough the pressure brought to bhear by the court phyeician Isaascx

;ﬂﬁvenvenieta upon pope Honorius LII,

Jalilme wag compelled to suspend
By 1228 however, Jaime reinstated the

%badge 1aws because of the pressure of the Aragonian clergy. All ro-

(Ei€?Yal fiscal agents however were permanently excused from wearing the

badge. It 1¢ indeed to his credit that Jaime endeavored to protect

the Jews.during holy week and eepecially'on Good Friday.

When 1in his later years Jaime came more ecompletely under clerical
influence, he forced the'Jews to listen to the conversionlst sermons
of the Dominicans and to conduct disputations with the friars. He

seems to have had no compunetion about shusing Jewish books.

In spite of the Lateran Council's ruling Jaime permitted Jews to oec-
cupy the office of Bajulus, royel tax maglstrate. Among these were
Judah de Caballeria of Saragossa, Vidal Solom?n, Benwenyista de Por-

. 67)
- ta of Barcelona, and Astruc Jacob in Tortosa. Jews also gerved as

\u'}vn
ot Alfaquimen or court translator and as court physician.

it

Because of the speclal consideration glven Jewlsh an&neiers, many
“Jews left their farms, food and cloth estdblishmente, and maritime
enterprises to become finaneclers. Jalme was obliged to regulate this
activity by limiting annual interest rates to 20%.(621 the paying
‘fo of such debts, the notary was to make sure that none of the in-
W%% orest charges be included 1n the princlple - ag Christlan usurers

Were in the habit of doing. 1In eome cemmunities Christian usurers

Were vestricted to a 12% interest charge, while Jews obtained 20%.

The %ing regserved the right to interfere in Jewlsh finance. He

tould double ﬁhe amount of the debt ( for which he received a com-
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mission ) or could order immediate repayment of the full amount of

the debt. He pald well the Jewilsh financlers who favored him and
permitted them to overstep the interest laws. As gecurlty for his
"lcana, the king offered either the revenues of a provinee or the

tex revenues of a Jewish community. Thus it frequently happened

that Jewlsh communities were both debtors and creditors of the king,
and mény financlial trasactions cancelled. Thus the exchequers of

newly established Jewish communitles frequently became the coffers

out of which the affairs of the king and infant& were financed, As

compensation for such services these communities galined unusual @?%

rights and privileges.

As the following 1list showg the tax burden upon the Jews was enor-
'af mous. They were poll, collective(l.e. tax from entire Jewish ecom-

munities), bridge toll, travel toil, business tax.ffln addition the

Jewsg paid the traveling expenses of the king and infénta. ;ﬁembers

of the royal entourage made a practlice of helping themselves in
Jewish homes and businesg establishments. %gén the communities of
Barcelona, Villafranca, Gerona, and others complained, the king
gave the Jews the right to refuse admission into their homes to any

royal peréonage, including the infanta.

Jaime was evidently mueh more adept at raising revenue- then any of
. : &

" his royal contemporaries. He was more persistent than ,ny tax- col-
lector. But the Jewish group took advantage of its important fin-

ancial connections to extend its autonomy. And thus the Aragonlian

Jows onjoyed a larger measure of autonomy than Jews of any other

?1‘_ PEXt Qf the world., But this autonomy was short-lived, for about

hrone of the shrewd energetic king the Dominioén Inquisition




1 lurked forebodingly.
N A :
We are now ready to turn our attention to the immediate participants

o 301 . _ ‘ 1
%%ﬁ“ in the disputations: Donin, Techiel, Pablo and Nachmanides, T

Though only a small number of Karaltes maintained themselves in
western Europe, there were nevertheless those Who rejected the oral

traditlon and lnsisted upon a religion based on the word of the

Bible. Such an opponent of the oral tradition was Nicholas Donin
a Talmudist of L.a Roechelle. Because of his adherencg&o these views
he ﬁés excommunicated in 1225'by R. Jechiel who in the previous year
haed succeeded Judah Sir Leon as director of the Paris ieshlvah.
* Donin was evidéntly not one to desire revenge., It was not until 1235
"Jﬁ that he was sqggnt out by the friars and was persuadéé to become a

!r, (I/ )
Christian. They sq% in him & most useful tool.

During the same year, & crusade was preached in France, and ag a%esult
‘in 1236 some three thousand Jews died at the handsof the crusaderss
About five hundred were foroihy baptized; and any Jewlsh books that

the crusaders found were burned. These troubles were visited upon

the Jews of Brittany, Anjou, and Poltou. In his opaing speech at
the diSputation, ¥achlel blamed Donln for thig carnage. Jechlel
stated ,"From that time(i.e. the time of his conversion) until now,

L (70)
he has conceived evil against us to uproot all -". Lewin maintains

;@Jtzthat Donin was responshble for this massacre; Ponin did not perpetrate

{

{
\‘£vthis ma.s 9acre tthth)his own scheming but in his role of "tool" of
A 71

the French clergy.. = Lewin cltes as proof for his contehtion'the

St%tement of Hillel of Verona in his"Ta'am Z'kenim", ed. Ashkenazi,

,5?71, to the effect that the hatred of the ciergy for the Jows was.

{ﬁrespéhﬁimle for this incident. Apparently, however, the massacre

m@{ﬁﬂﬁ;/
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did not achleve its aim. Therefore,Donin suggested the Talmud for
ecclesiastical scrutiny. Donin contended that the Talmud and the
gtudy of it kept the Jews faithful to their religion. By abtacking

the Talmud , Qonip_hOpéd to destroy Judalsm
"‘K 9 " 3 " E -
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In 1238 with the help of the Franclscans , a member of whose ranks
he was, Donin went to Pope Gregory IX to present to him a bill of

complaint against the Talmud. After the disputation Donln disappeared,.

Some say he wag seen at the council of Avignon in 1254, A later
IJewish wrlter ingleted that Donin had died an unnatural deaﬁh before
this date.(72?

In the pregentation of his case,Kisch holds that Donin pointed out
th#stimulating%ffect that the study of the Talmud exerted upom Jewish
life.s73> The Inquisition's reaction to the Talmud =and in this reaction
Gregory #X conéurred-~wasrth&t the Talmud 1s a work full of foolish

ordinancés, childish stories, and silly fables. DBul Gregory insisted

upon knowing "Wo diese gleich dem anderen GBtzendienste aueh den Bi-

. (T74)
enst des Chrisgtenthums verdamme. "

With but few exceptions , Jewish historisns have given Donin little

consideration as a personality. Most secondary accounts of the dig=-

butation mentlon Donin as a misled miscreant who plotted his peoples?

déstruction. I. Broyde states simply that Donin's bill of complaint

. N : (75)
Was a mere act of répliation against his excommunicator .

AN o

5$f the letter of R. Jacob of Veniee-g bit of folklore attached itself

-%ﬁ Dgnin, It says that "Boni" the épbgt@te chéﬁégawﬁis religion but

t,believe in’tneVRém&n":religiano The holy rabbi Jech

iel eXcom-
o :
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2 nunicated him. Donl/went to the " king over all kings, u and ac-

" ighed him - the z ging " would not llsten to him, and a hear came
1 7 . i / .
 and killed him. . | e

/-

Kigch seems to present the most likely pieture of Donin. He calls [

our subject Donin of Rupella, and conslders him a Maimonilst. The
headings BLASPHEMIAE IN DEUM.and STULTITIAE in his bill, are mem
exaggerated eoﬁpléinté. .They are understandable however in the
light of the short-sighted dogmatliem of the orthodox. Kisch is
EV?V particularly certain of his estimate of Donin the Malmonist be-
| cauge of the mocking gpirit in which he pentions the Jewish rever-
?';:x; ance for Rashi during the disputation. (éaése attitudes of Donin's
fr toward the fundamentals of Jewish scholarshlp probably developed

ag early as 1224, but it appears that he was not driven to revenge

B | until after the public burning of the MOREH.

Kisch maintsinsg that Donin submitted to baptiem in 1236, so that
from Christian quarters, he might punish the Jewry that had repul-
sed him. Risch's analysis seems most attractive because he ex-

Plainsg Doninfs aefeetion in terms of a struggle ln Judalgm which

went on durihg Donin'g lifetime. He plectures our subject ag a man
Who had spent his 1ife looking for a satlsfying religlon, but who

e iled in this effort. He adde that Donin was executed in 1287

§ (78)
r Bubversive writings. Alas not even his Franciscan affillati-

\‘Dnﬁ brought Donin the intellectual or religious satisfaction for

N

Which ne hungered. e 1@5 ;\ij

B S
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#f
_ D°n1n 8 opponent in the disputation, and his former teacher and

cused the Jews of killing babies on the eve of Passover. God pun- ﬁgp'};
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pérsecutor was Rabbenu Jechiel b. Joseph of Paris and Meaux. dJech-

lel was an outstanding Tosafist. He was born at Meaux toward the end

of the twelfth century. Hisg French name wag Sir Vives and in rabbin-
1 ic literature he is known as Jechiel of Paris,the holy , the pious,
N and the elder. He was one of tne.distihgulshed discliples of Judah
Sir Leon whom: he succeeded ag director of Paris Yeshivah in 1224,

Among his disciples were Issac of Corbeil(his son-in-law¥, Perez b.

Elijah of Corbeil, Yakar of Chinom , and Meir of Rothenbergs. He
was held in high esteem by non-Jews, and was sald to har e heen

called to the court of Louls IX on occasjon.

Because of his positlion, he was forceqﬁnto many controversiedg with
Chrigtians. He once had to argue with the chancellor of the Univer-
8ity of Paris on the use of Christian blood in the Jewish ritual.

On another occdgion, he argued with a friapr tha?%he Jewish law did

not command Jews to bring false witnegs in courts of justice.

After the controversy , the condition of the Jews grew worse daily.

Jechlel lived to see hils son ilmprisoned on & basgeless charge. With

his son, he later left for Palestlne where he remiined until his

de&th in 12860

-
i jwt? -
AL s

Jeehlel was the author of Tosafos to Berachos, Shabbos, Pesachim,
Moed Katan, Bezah, Yevamos, Kesubog, Baba Kama, Chulin, and Zevachim,

but these are noy@xtant. By the later Tosafists he 1l& known as a

biblical commentator. He had occasion to write a number of responsa,

en  (79)
S0me of which are cited by Modecai b. Hillel and Melr of Rothberg.

Nothing can be added to this inadequate account of Jechiel's life.

'G Somewhat more isg known about Pablo Christiani. Nothlng seems tq%e
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known of his 1life before his conversion except that he had married

and had begotten children. Though Pablo had his ghi%dren baptized
. 80
with him ,his wife remailned faithful to Judaism. =  Nachmadides,

Graetz, Dubnow, Broyde,and Loeb have nothing further to say about
. h . 81)
Pablo's early life. Mann mentions that Pablo came of a pious family.

- Mann éuotes Jacob b. Elie concerning young Jews of Pablo's generation

“who hated their fellow Jews and thus became sources of dissension.

" é&' M
E,

. Rl
o

o

8 could this conflict refer to the Maimonidean struggle ?

B {  During the reign of Jaime, Aragon became one of the most influential

3 ﬁrovinces of the Dominican order. Its provincial general, Rgymond da
Pennaforte, became Jaime's confesgor., The clergy became very concerned
over the im provemeht ofﬁthe Jewlgh pogition under Jaime. They were
espeeiélly perturbed about Jews' occupying the office of bajmlus and
other important flscal offices.- Pennaforte an@éth@rs ctried to make

Jaime another "saint" Louls. Their efforts began to bear frulttovard

j';‘ the end of Jaiﬁe@%ﬁife’when he permlitted th§ Dominicang to undertake
: : (82
a campalgn of conversion among the Jews.

In the Dominican schools, Pennaforte ingtituted instruectlon in Hebrew
and Arsbie so that the friars could use these languages 1in thelr mis-
slonary work.‘BB? Argumentation was permitted in these clasgses, par-
‘tleularly in Jewish matters. Eepecially welcome were Jewish renegades,

. Particularly those who were in a position to uncover the "errors" of

the Talmud and other rabbinile writings.

During the year 1260, Pablo toured Provence and Catalonia offering to

dispute with rabbls on the subject: that the Bible and Talmud estab-

B llsh the truth of Christlanity. His efforts ,however, were fruitless;
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no rabbli would argue with him and nosone would be baptized at his

hands .

- 8Since Pablo's travels proved so unsuccessful, Pennaforte decided t6
.arrange a disputation between Pablo and the leading Jewish schoiar
of the day, Moses b. Nachman of'Gerona. Raymond wag certain that
Bablo could overcome the master, and in so doing Pablo would bring

o %he entire Jewish people to Christianity (?4? Pennaforte convinced,

\bvat 1east,Jaime of the wisdom of thie plan , and this geemed to be
suffieienf)for Jalme, personally, invlited Ramban to represent Judalsm

in the projected disputation.

th .
When the fo??oming disputation became widely publicized Jacob Ben

s

.j;%iElie addresged a letter to " Saul turned Paul " trying to persuade
) Pt S - -
f . him to reconsider. He asks Pablo to deny that he plans to harm the

;V{J Talmud. J@ggngqg%ys_tnat the Talmud contalns many lneongruous
% %@jﬁggaﬂps, ?gg)points out that Christian ehureh literature containg

'fy%uyarallels, He reminds Pablo that Midrashim are written to ilnspire
“'ﬁ faith.

_ _(With him to " sl%gg§e the bears and lions before irreparable harm 5@/
B/ ' hes been done. ". Jacob warns Pablo that he has attacked Israel's '

, riﬁyer, which is the mggiégﬁa through which Israel expresses its
v{aith in éod, He rfgg?ves Pablo for compelling young Jews to lig-

MY .
‘ %ﬁ@{teﬂ to his sermons..

;-

SRV .‘ .

,( The elimax of Jacob's pregentation ig his description of the fa?e )
). &8
RS

P
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4°f those who have piotted against Israel as he Pablo has done,

AY

e
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\Af?j He cltes the cage of the king of Majorca who met his fate at the f\
i H
v

hands of the king of Aragon ( Jaime and Moslem king of Majorea % );

i

-.l,;ﬁ % he mentions Theodore the Greék'who wasd punished by the king of 1MUN°
’fiﬁ ‘%féflthe Greek was afflicted with a terrible dlssase. One king of
1Babylon despolled the Jews and as a result was plundsred by the Tar-

: (89)
3tars, who also restored to office Rabana Samuel the exilarch. We

] 5ﬁ§; i-have alroady referred to hls account of Donlythe apostate. Finally

?él ™~ he mentions the redemption of Israel that came through Esther. He

Q(\ipleads with Pablo to repent and to change his heart of stone to one
of flesh. DPablo apparently did not answer. The rest of Pablo's

ﬁvé'A career we wlll observe with the events immedlately following the

digsputation.

Before the disputations themselves, there remains for consideration

the greatest disputant of these conflicts. He conducted himself
most nobly and seems in my opinion to have presented his case more
effectively than did Donin, Jechiel, or Pablo. I shall undertake
to give only a brief sketch of Ramban's life and work. Whatever
light the disputations may hhrow upon his personality, I will treat
of in the discussion of the disputation 1tself.‘90)

Mogses b. Nachman, Bonastrue de Portaf wag born in Gerona in 1195.
He is related to R. Jonah Gerundi; his teachers were R. Judah b.
Yakar and R. Meir b. Nathan of Tringuintaines, the former heving

!/fintr@§uced him to Gaballa}ﬂ Ramban was a promising student who at

RS

‘the g@% of fifteen undertook to write supplements to Alfasi's code.

Shortly thereafter he began his work MILCHAMOS ADONAI, in which he

defends Alfasi against the attacks of R. Zechariah Halevi Gerundi.




ren. Hls gon JSolomon marfied the daughter of R. Jonah. He permit-

Wkgs ~$ed his first grandson to be named for R. Jonah instead of for him-

It %‘ i éelf,as wag customary, as & token of his esteem for R. Jonah. He
had 1llustrious degeendants. His son Nachman, to whom he wrote his

letters from Palestine, wrote novellae to the Talmud. Other of his

degcendants were Levl b. Gershom, Simeon Duran, and Jacob Sa9portaé.

Ramban wag rabbi firet in Gerona and then in Baroelon&,v He was &

physician by profession. >
f
buring the dispute over the MOREH, Ramban found himself in a most

%difficult poglition. On the one hand, he entertained the highest re-
;gard for the French rabbinéte, and consgldered himself a aiaciple of
.; this group. And yet hisg own view of the universgse made him a diséipm
le of the Maimonidean group. Speaking of the Moreh and the French

rabbinate, Ramban sgtated that this work was not intended for those

" who were barricaded by their faith and happy in their belief, wan-
ting no protection against the works of Aristotle and Galen, by whose

| (91)
philosophy others might be led astray. " He described what he con-

sidered Maimonides' service to Judalsm to the French rabbinate, but

| in spite of his gréat authority, Ramban was unable to moderate elther

pabty..

In speaking of religlous disputations in general, Prof. Schechter
can find little with which to commend them. Thelr only possible ad-
Vantage was to foree the Jews occasionally to redefine thelr posit-
lon with regard to their literature, and to distinguish between re-

(92p
llgion and folk-lore.

<«

" Little is known of Ramban's private life. He married and begot chilg-




By way of criticism, Schechter pointe out that both sides were guil-

ty of the same disregard for historyiy ahd reéorted to the same kind

of casulstry. Uneaginess and humility were always on the gide of

the Jews. Their opponents were always arrogant, and becked up their
arguments with the swords of the Knights of the Holy C‘fosso Wag there
enough common ground between Christianity and Judalsm during the
thirteenth century to Justify the hope of mutual understanding ?

(93)
Prof. Schechter asks this question, and answers 1t as follows. ,

" The 0ld Testament was almost forgotten in the chureh. The First
iefson in_the trinity was leading a gort mf ghadowy existence 1n art,
which eould only be the more repulsive to & Jew on that account.

The largest part of the ehurch worship was mbnopolized by worship

Q& the Virgin Mother, prayers to the sainte, and kneeling before
their relies. And a Jew may well be pardoned 1if he did not enter-
tain highdr views of this foym of worship than Luther and Knox did

B
at a later time. Y ffi o

- { I be %

Ramban wae a philosopher of repute but hisg philoéophical ideas and

writings lle rather outside the prov;nce of this study.

In Schechter's opinion, Ramban's biblical scholarship, of all his
work, left the deepest impression upon posterity - and his commen-
tary to the Pentateuch was the outstanding work of his biblical
Studies. Ite purpose was " to appease the mind of the students
(laboring under persecutioﬁ and troubleg) when they read the por-
ﬁion on Sabbathe and Fegtivala, and to attract thelr heart by sim=-
ple explanations and sweet words. &94%he most prominent feature of

this work, the " gweet words, " unéoubtedly filled a need in his time.
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Ramban goes on to say, " - the Torah is the expresgion of God's sim-
N ple and absolute will, which men has to follow without consideration
' \ oA

: . ot .
of reward. Stlll all of these have theilr reasons, are not arbltrary

though ﬁe cannot fathom these purposes. - - They are all meant for

the good of man, either to kéep aloof from something harmful, or to

educate us in 5oodness, or to remove from us an evil belief and to

(95)
make ue know His name. " TFor Ramban the narratives of the Torah
| ‘ . (96)
became " & history of mankind written in advance. " We shall have

ocaasioﬁ to treat this theme at greater length in énother connection.

In all of his work, Ramban was chiefly concerned with the ordinary
\i / man and geholar, and not the great minds of his day or the past. He
| wanted to help the ordlnary mortal, especlally with the matter of
becoming contented with tégé% portion in life. Schechter feels that

this desire to be helpful to the ordinary man, may account somewhat
for inconsistenecy in Ramban's thinking, ©.g. his wavefing attitﬁde
toward Maimonism. If we would follow this figure, we would say that
eRamban did not feel ready to join the Maimonlists because he did not

feel that the majority of Jews could make the step with him.

The pﬁfﬁion of Ramban's Llife which follows the disputation we will
mention in connectlon with the events followlng the affair.l A more'
sultable repr@sentative than Remban eould hardly have been chosen
)  for the Jewish group. He was the leading Jewish gscholar of Aragon,
J ()/ Af not of all Jewry. He was en accomplished biblical end Talmudic p
\ Scholar, m’philosopher of note, a Cebballst of a sort. In short
our subject wasg a master of Jewlgh learning, and an orator, if we

can be literal in our interpretation of the Hebrew account of the

Alsputation.




Chapter III

The Parlsg Disputation
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At this point then we turn to a detailed econsideration of the two

disputatlions, studying them in chronologlecal ordsr.

In 1238, with the help of fellow Franclscans, Nlcholas Donin went

to Rome to present a bill of complaint againet the Talmud to pope
Gregory IX. In view of the passage of many months between the time
of his alleged arrlval in Rome, and the date of Gregory's first let-
ter on Donin's behalf, June 9, 1239, we assume that Domin did not
- gonvinee the'pope of the Justice of his complaints as readily as he
had the French prelates. The other possgible interpretation of these
facts 18 that Donin found it more difficult to gain an audilence with
the pope than 1t had been with his immedlate superiors. We have
already mentioned the first skeptical reaction of the French Ingui-
sitionréﬁa Gfegdfy in another connection. Evidently Donin finally
gained hig polnt because in the papal letter of June 9, 1239, Gre-
gory ordered the bishop of Paris, " By the authority of these pre-
gents we order your Fraternity devéutly to receive our letters given
to you by our dear son Nieholas - -.ﬂ(9g%e letter goes on to state
-that as soon as practical after he had read the letter, the bishop
of Paris was to send copies of 1t to the kings of France, England,

Aragon, Navarre, Castile, Leon, and Portugal.

It seems.that the matter wasg not to be taken up in the Papal States,
Gerﬁany, or Naples, It is not readily understandsble why Gregory
Should not have considered the matter in his own domains if he had
any faith in Donin's charges. Quetif and Heccard report that in Ar-
agon an 1nquisitorj committee was set up upon the receipt of the let-

(98)
ter, pyt apparently nothing was ever done, The report came from

-
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| Portugal that the letter had been delivered, but because of the dif-

" ference bhetween the king and Gregory, nothing was ever done about it.

Why in Castile and Leon, where the " salntly " Ferdinand III ruled,
why in Navarre and England nothing was ever done is not explained

by our sources.

A second letter was written by the pope on the same day; it was ad-
dregsed to the archbishops of France. The section of ﬁhe letter
concerning the Talmud has become clagsical. It follows, " If what

is sald about the Jewsg of France and of the other lands 1s true, no
punlehment would be sufficlently great or sufficiently worthy of their
ecrime. For they, so we have heard, are not content with the old Law
which God gave to Moses in writing: they even ignore 1t completely,
and affirm that God gave another Law which 1s called * Talmud, ' that
ig ' teaching, ' handed down to Mosges orally. Falsely they allege
that it was implanted within their minde and,unwritten, was there
preserved until eertein men came, whom they call 'sages' and 'seribes!
Who fearing that this Law may be lost from the minds of men through
forgetfulness, reduced it to writing, and the volume of this by far
8Xceeds the text of the Bible. In this i8 contalned matter so abu-
Slve and go unspeakable that it arouses shame in those who mention

1% and norror in those who hear it. - - Wherefore, since this (1i.e.

;" the Talmud ) is said to be the chief cause that holds the Jews ob-

(99)
8tlnate in their perfidy - "

The letter g06s ohn 0 command the French clergy to selge all Jewlish
bDDKS, while they are in synagogue'on the firgt Saturday of the co-~

i ( 1L00)
Ng Lent, March 3, 1240. The seized books were to be turned over

= i e - PRSI . e e -




" to the Dominican and Franelscan friars., They were permitted 1if

lg necesgary to seek the ald of seeular authority, and all Chrigtians

with Jewish books were to be excommunicated 1f they did not surren-

" der them acecording to papal order.

. A simllar letter dated June 20, 1239 was sent to the king of Por-
~tugal. In a footnote to p. 243, Grayzel says, " In the same manner
were addressed the kings of the eountries already mentioned, " 1In

another letter of the same date addressed to the " Bishop and the

©prior of the Dominleans and the minister of the Franclscan Friarsa

(101) |
in Paris, " Gregory orders the secular powers to seize all Jewish

booke. It says,, " Those books in which you will find errors of this
gort you shall caﬁse to be burned ét the stake. By apostolic powser
*i and through use of eceleslastical censure you will silence all op-
ponents. You.will also report to us faithfully what you have done
in the matter. But should all of you be unable to be present at

the fulfillment of these instructions, some one of you, nonetheiess,
shall carry out 1te execution. " (101)

This is the last letter whiech Gregory wrote in conjunction with the
Donin incident. Donin brought all of these letters to Bishop Wil-

: (102)
liam of Auverne in September, 1239.

" In France the letters arrived opportunely. Donin had prepared the
| 5a°k8P0und for them with the zeal of the true proselyte. His grim-
. 1988 was not needed inLFrance since the French Inquisition was at
%8 peek at this time. The Inquisition had previously drunk its
f111 oy Albigensian blood, and now longed for new victims, And Qdo

de Ghate&uroux, Chaneellor of the Parls cathedral, violently hated
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Jews. Flnally, there was "gaint" Louls, bitter enemy of the Jews

and dutiful son of the chufch.

Next , we condider the specific charges brought against the Talmud
by Donine. They number 35,listed undef five heading: the first nine
are "errors"; the next four are "Blasphemiae in Romines? . the.next
11 are called "Blasphemiae in deum"; next five are "Biasphemiae

in Jesum atque eius matrem"; the last six &rb“eamled;ﬁsﬁultitiaeﬂ(103)

Kisch says scholars have ébught the tex of the"blasphemies"for the

light they may have thrown on Jesys' death , but they have been
* censored out of all extant editions. A digest of the bill of com-
F”i plaints follows -
1
|

qul, Jews. say that the law called TALMUD was ordained by God. Shammai
B v/ 2ays there are two laws,written and oral, Sab.3la
- K Y b e, ¥

B, v.) 2. Jews say that the Talmudic lew was appro’

o

,A"/)'

vea”ay‘éoal Ber, 5a, Meg.
o, 2 19 s

" 3. The Jews gey that the Bible may be both read and written down.
| 4-£ The Talmud must be taught but only from memory. Git. 60b, B.M. 33%a

7 ﬂ. The Jews say that the Talmud was preserved without being written
Uatil the sages and scribes came. Fearing that the Talmud would dig-

Lappear because men are forgetful, the sages edited and recorded it,
~Glt, 60a '
({ -

Y

., 8¢ superior to the prophets. B. B. 12a

4. 6. The sages may revers or rearrange the words of Law, Yeb. 89b-90b,
{*UR. H, 25a, Mac., 22b

i

of
.{ 7. One has to believe that "left is right and right is left" when

‘\{ the scribes say so. Sab. 23a :

}8° Those who do not follow the sages will die. Eruv.2lb

9+ The doctyrs maintaln that children need not study the Bible, but

gghoulg8study the Talmud because this contains the Law AND the Bible.
oer, 28p -

-‘ﬁﬂo The scholars say that the best of Christians should be killed.
?zl,rl/J. Kid' 660.

2 ]
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7 ¢4 O+ The Talmud contalns many sbsurdities of which one is that the sages




11.A Ohristian who observed the Jewish sabbath or
Law 1s not fit to live., Banh. 58b *terp

12} A Christian may be deceived in any way. B.K. 38
= 13. Any Jew who does not want to keep a vow néeds onl
11 at the befginning of the year, that ell of his previous
! N@d'o 23b.
14.'Any three Jews may release s feyfllow Jew from a vow. .«gs 10a

15. The Talmud tells the foolish gtory of the diminution of the
moon. Chul. 60b :

10a

- 17, The Talmud say@ that God was grieved at having made a‘vom
o begged to be released from it. B.B. T4 a ' L

o - "

b the Temple and having submitted Israel to servitude. Ber, 3 a

19, The doectors say that God lied to Abrahay. B.M. 87a

20, They also say that God commanded Samuel to lie. Yeb., 65 b
(I Sam, 16:2,3)

2l. The doctors say that after God had left the Temple ,He reserved
<& large place for Himself where He gstudles the Talmud., Ber, 8a
e

'¥"22. Every day God studies the Talmud and beaches children Who died

J:

Abefore they had a chance to study Talmud. AV. 2&, 3b (Ps. 104:26)

4 - '
/7 23, The doctors say that God prays to Himself to have plty on the
Jews, Ber, Ta (Is. $6:7)

24, The doctors say that God admlts defeat by the Jews in a Talmudic
disecussion. B.M. 59b -

25, God weeps three times a day. Hag. 5b (Ig.22:42)
26. They say about Jesus that his mother conceived him in adultery
With one Pandera. Sanh. 67a Chesronos Hashas

a7 They say that Jesus was condemned to hell because he mocked the
Words of the sages. Git. 56b.

28. The doctors prohibit the use of indeecent language except that
g}reoted agalngt the church. Sanh. 63 b
&

29, The Talmud has mpecisal expressions with which to insult the Pope
8nd Christianity. Av. Za. 20a : '

30. Three tilmes a day, in the prayer that they consider most impor-
ha“t, they curse the ministers of the church, kings, and Jews who
8Ve gccepted Christianity. V'lamalshinim, Ber. 281,298,

16, The Talmud says that God repented what He had done in wrath. Hag.

and -

| £5 LTy
! 18, The Talmud relates that each night God regre#s having absndoned ¢
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| 31. The Talmud says tunat no Jews suffer the tortures of hell after
twelve months. Eruv. 1l9a, R.H.l7a

32. Whoever studies the Talmud is asgsured of life in the world to
comeé. Meg. 28b ef. Nid. 73a

© 33~ The Jews conglder sinners all those who renounce the pleagures
B, of the flesh., Taan. lla,

34~ Adam, according to the Talmud cohabitted with animals. Yeb. 63'a.

ﬁflff 35- This hag to do with the injury which Ham was supposed to have
= perpetrated upon Noah., Sanh. 70&. (104?

Ag already mentloned Donln was back in Paris by September, 1239,

 There 1s no further record of the matter uatil Mareh 3, 1240, when
as per schedule the Jewish books were geized. After this 0do and

Ganfried de Blavello, rector of the Uaniversity, were appointed to

investigate Donin's charges. (i05) Lewin adds to this roster of i
fmi the ecommittee Archbishop Gautler de Sens, Blshop William de Auverg-
; ne, and the bilshop of Semllis; Lewln cites a letter of Cardinal-le-
gate .Odo of 1244 as his anthority. (106) Quoting further frbm'Odo’s ;  ‘

L letter, Lewin relates that learned Jews were summoned by the commit- (

3 _ o

i_f. tee and agked to testify as to the location of the passages in the 'jw
- |

- Talmud, 0do seems to have considered the disputation iteelf a se- é

|

i

!
% ;‘ cond hearing.

These gtatements imply that the clergymen were completely unable to

ead the Talmud text. The Jews testifled that the passages that

Donin had cited had different meanings from those assigned to them

by Donin., The Judges were unable to reach a decision, and a sub-

committeed composed of the bilshop of Senlis and Odo was ordered to

anestigate and learn the meanings of the passages clted by Donin. (107)

With thig end in view the commission arranged a dlsputation between
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Donin and representatives of the Frenech rabbinate to be held on
Monday, June 25, 1240. It 18 not known whether the commisgsion or
the Jewish community appointed the Jewish representatives,

In connection with the investigation of Donin's charges Kisch refers
to two manuscripts, Latin and Hebrew in the National Library in Parig%OB)
The Hebrew mamusoripﬁ 19 by an unknown Jewish writer and its date

lg not estéblished. Kiseh explains that these manusecripts are the
result of the clergy's efforts to become acquainted with the Talmud,
and a Jewlsh effort to become acquainted with church literature - -
both ag a resu1£ of Donin's accusations. Evidently Donin eollated

all of the attacked Talmudlie pasgages, and translated them into

Latin. The Latin manuscript is called, " Extractlones de Talmud;"

1t dates from the end of the thirteenth or beginnihg of the fourtéen~
th century.(lggldently the editor of the Latlin manuseript had little 
or no knowledge of Hebrew, Jjudging from several Hebrew words badly
copled from Donin's alleged statement. The historical seetions are

probably based on offiecial sources, and Qdo seems to have had a part

in their composition. The Latin manuscript also reproduces Jechiel's

answers as reported in earlier Christian accounts.

The Jewish manuscript is called Vicuach D%Rabbl Jechiel. Coples are

t0 be found in Paris, Hamburg, Strassburg, and Oxford. It was not
Written by Jeéniel, but by a contemporary or disciple. The internal -
Svldence ag to the date of the manuscript le most confusing because
°n the one hand,‘the manuscript speaks of the two participants as

llving, and on the other hand & poem at theend of the manuscript,

88ys they are dead. The date may therefore be placed hetween 1248
| ana 1268, |
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for the author complains that there are no avayilable coples of the

g£~ Talmud. At the end of the manuseript there are verses from the Gos-
pels 1in Latin, written with Hebrew characters and a Hebrew translation.
Apparently, thls was to serve ag a lesson in Latin and New Teatament
for Jews.(log)

At this point, Kisch asks & number of relevant questions, Why weren't
the Jewlsh booke burned without further ado ? Was #his delay a "good
inclination" % Wae Louis anxious for a disputation ? After the pre-
liminary heéring before the commiséion , Louls appointed Jdne 25,1240
a8 the day for the disputation. Therking did nogéare to be aotively

connected with the event,

Four rabbis, all of them Tosafists, were summoned before a large

gathering of elergymen and nobles., The meetling was presdded over

by Blanche the gueen-mother. The Jewish representative were Judah

b. David of Melun, Samuel b. Solomon (Morel) of Chateau Thierry ( the

author of a SEFER HAMITVOS and the usual Tosafos to Avoda Zara ),

Moges of Couey ( authof of SEFER HAMITZVOS GADOL ), and finally
(110

Jeghiel,

Wag Jechiel the sole Jewish speaker ? Was he chosen for thig pos-

ltion, and if so by whom ? According to Lewin it 1s possible that

the above-mentioned men in conferences before the disputation as-

(111)
Sisted Jechiel in framing his answers. Lewin's source is in the
one
Work of Moses of Coucy, where a gtatement similar to khak of Jechi-

(112)
ol's is found.

In what language was the disputation conducted ? Kiseh says in

(113)
Latin, with one statement in Fremch by Donin. Lewin, however, 1is
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of another opinion. He suggests that the 1&nguage wds French since

the audience understood Jechiel enough to mock his attitude toward

Mary. He also suggests that it wag possibl

¥y conducted in Latin with
(114)

pccagsional Freneh bassages by Donin.

At this point we undertake the disputation itselr,

My version wag
/7'\f6dit£ed by R. Marguelis. The date is not discernable.

It isAhased
N (115) ST
vl on . Joseph Zelateur's version of the disputation.

Our account opens with a picture of unrest. The king and hig ecoun-

gellors are angry. The uneasiness hag penetrated to the beasts of

" the field. A _source of destruetion from the north has come upon

| the land. It is a human belng of sharp and malicious tongue, one

~Who would " expoge " his people, one without regard for egtablished

plcuston. He 1s Nicholas tne apostate,

whose name was Donin. He

- brings an evil report of his fellow Jews to the Church, and hag pro-

B | ﬁﬁ%ured the service of the clergy agailnst the Jews, On the second

' day of the week of BALAK, the enemies of the Jews are gathered in
£

the king's garden to take counsel, and there Nicholas decides to

~ teke action against the "ARBAAH TURIM.
(s ’ |

v

F
;/?if‘*’«g
r En an almost

fairy-tgle like manner the entire disputation is reported,
TN

ur rabbis ( whom we have already mentioned ) Were summoned to re-~

®8ent the Jews, of whom Jechiel was called on first.

Donin is
Pictureq variously as a fool or a villain, Jechiel ag brave, right-

®0us ang brilliant. God is consgtantly With.His gservant Jechiel, ana

Wheneverp hia adversafy asks g question, which Jechiel cannot readily

&HSWGr, God places the answer in his mouth. And when God comes to

the 814 of mig representative, 1t is really on behalf of the Toral,
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The disputatioﬁ begins when Jechlel asks why the meeting has been
called, Donin does not answer the question, but says that Jechiel
will have to admit that the Talmud is four hundred years old. The
rabbl impatiently repllies that the Talmud is mofe than 1500 years
old. He asks the queeh io stop the disputatlion because the Talmud
ie after all an anclient book. Jerome had studled the entire Jew-
ish Law, and found no fault in it - 1f he had found anything unseem-
ly in 1it, he would not have permitted 1t to endure. If 1n all the
1500 years that the Talmud has existed, and during which priests
have studied it no fault was found in 1t, why now ? It is all.be~
cause of this sinner who has been heterodox these fifteen years.

The accusation is brought against Donin’tnat he belleved only in
uninterpreted S8cripture and had been execommunicated fFfor this reason.
Bewause of his eﬁghmunicatiop, Donin had plotted against the Jews.
Jechiel‘points out that Jews will defend the Torah with their lives.
The queen and courtlers agsure him that the Jews are not in danger.
He refuses to go on and demand/ %hat the matter be brought before the
pope. Thereupon the clergy threaten him personally, and go he 1is

Willing to continue.

Jdéckliel nodidenmtlh&véydone otherwise than refuse to speak. Before
him he saw the grim upper-clergy, "the brave " nobles, who were ever
ready with their swords. Louls he knew favoréd this type of "logile,"
and since he had participated in previous disputations, Jechiel re-
Sognized their futility. He had no ﬁay of antlicipating his oppon-
ent's prodedure, but he suspected no good. Donin, as we shall see,
endeavored to prove the Jews and thelr bellefs foolish, inhuman, and

deserving of destruction.
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Why should Jechlel want to take the matter to the pope ? He was
qulte aware of the papacy's desire to degrade the Jew at every op-
;g- portunity. Could he have<had in mind Gregory's efforts to humanize -
‘Qi" church poliey ? Certainly Jewish leaders were famillar with the

3 pope's efforts to protect them during the riots of 1236. Jechiel

'5//2} sureiy recognized the pope as hls ally and defendsr.

Donin resumes the discussion by asking Jechiel if he belleves in

- the Talmud. In answering this questlon Jechilel of course expresses

the polnt of view of the ultra-orthodox Jew. He says he belleves

in and accepts " literally " all the laws and customs of the Talmud.
It is called " Talmud " (i.e. teaching) because of the verse, " V'li-
madtem osom es b'naychem. " ( Deut. 11:19 ) 1In addition to law and
custom the Talmud contalns Aggadah to provide entertalnment and (f;? n

L)

edification, It relates miracles to stimulate the faith Qf/tge . %_e
) denier, " the epicurean, and the renegade. At thils péint Jechiel |
5éh%ws shrewd insight lnto the motlves of his opponsent, when he ( Jech-~

lel ) says, this whole explanation 1s unnecesgary since Donin did

not come to be convineced of the sanctity and necesgity of the Tal-

mad. In any case the Talmud contains only truth.,

Jechiel then presents the Talmud as a commentary on the Bible. The
’Talmud mentions many of the Biblical miracles; e.g. the speaking

aSS, the transformation of Lot's wife, the stars in the war against f
§isera, Jonah's gourd, and the reviving grave of Elisha, Jechiel il
tould see no advantage in pointing out the " weaknesses " of the
Bible, but thought, rather, that it should be defended., He 1s quite ’

8Ware that there are conflicting verses, and even cltes examples:

8. 25:8 conrlicts with Is. 65:20; Ex. 19:20 and Ex. 20:22; FEx. 2035
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Deut. 23:4. Would that the Talmud were able to reconcile these.

But both oral and written traditions were glven to Moses at Mt. Si-

¥
t

H i

“"The Torah, he goes on to say, is constructed to facilitate learning.

nal, and on the basis of these two, each generation must arrive at
its own gulding principles. One geeratlon might declare & thing
oiean, which the next finds unclean, and likewise the permitted and

forbidden.

{7
y

Por oxample the laws of the Sabbath are mentioned five times. If

£

Lew is written as a general ryle, that is the laws of the Torah, and

the student forgets them after learnlng them in one place, he meets

them again and again, and thus femlliarizes himself with them. The

i thus remains inapplicable without the good offices of the Talmudie

method. Finally the Talmud builds a " fence " around the Torah, so

that the basic law mey never be transgressad.'

With the consent of the clergy, Donin now introduces an ugly and

totally irrelevant note. He demands that Jechlel swear to tell the
truth., My version of the disputation dld not explainm why Donin

8hould have made this demand.

Jechiel was crushed by this request. He bemoans the fact that he
18 sesing the day on which his integrity is questioned. After he
has recovered, he informs the Judges that there 1s only one kind

of cath in Jewish law, and that is the one uged in monetary litig-

&tions. ( Certainly this lncident Would uphold Kisch's opinion that -~

this was not so much a disputationtéﬁﬁudicial investigation of

Donin's charges, with Jechiel the chief spokesman for the defendant,

the Talmud ). The queen readily excused him from taking the oath.

N
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Donin resumeg the proceedings. He asks does the Jewlsh Law say that
whoever sacrifices all his children to Molech tg guiltless, whereasg
the man who sacrifices some of his children to Molech 1is gubject to
punighment ? ( Sanh. 64b based on Lev. 18:21 ) This matter ig not
mentioned -in hig bill of complaints. It seems strange that 'in Don-
in'e firet guestion .to Jechiel, he should not yge one of his Specific

complaints. This question amused the clergy and astounded the queen.

Jechisel, recognizing the intent of the question, states that it was

asked only to confuse him. He directs his answer to the qﬁeen, He

aske her whose sin is greater - he who kills one or he who kills two ?
The queen says the second, Jechlel then explains a bPrinciple of'

Jewlgh juri@prudencem He lindicates that the traditional Jewish ty=' A
pes of capital punishment are stoning, burning, gtrangulation, and i
decapdtation., 4 Judge may condemn a criminal to one of these, when

he 18 guilty of one capital crime. Through one of these punishments

the criminal makes atonement. But when 8ullty of more than one of

thege crimes, the ecriminal can be granted étonement by God alone,

énd not by a human agenacy .

 Donin at this point makes his most telling accusmation. He says

that the beople has not endured that has dared to speak blaSphemous=
ly! of Jesus, and yet the Jewish people is permitted to live on.

The ‘Talmud relates that Jesus was condemnedetbrnity in bpiling
dung. Thie is polnt 27 in his bill of complaint, and is based on
the following story from Gitin 56b. Onkelos b. Kalonikos, the nep-

hew of ityg, sought to be converted. By means of neeromaney, he

Speaks to hls dead uncle who advises him to accept Judaism. The

Story then hasg Onkelos speak to Balaam, who also adviges him to

8
CCept Judaisn,

He asks Balaam what pPunishment wag inflicted on
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" that man . " Balaam answers that it is eternal immersion ih boi-
1ing semen. When asked to whom the words, " Dinay d'hahu Gavro b'mai Y
refer, Jecechiel says that they refer to Balaém. Baleam Was recei-

ving the punishment for illicit sexual relatlons, for because of him

the Isfaelltes fornicated with the women of Moab, Numbers 25:l.

Donin then proceeds to quote further, V'acharay chayn askai L'yeshu,
which 1is found iln the Chesronos Hashas to this section in @itin. Je-
chiel 1is obliged to admit that Jesus 18 the person referred te, and

that Jesus also 1s to spend eternity in boiLlng semen. Donin gpeaks

e

J W
1 V -in French in this particular case, so as to put tne Jews in bad-

odor with the queen.

From the point of wview of courage, Jechliel was equal to the oecasion.
Before answering Donin's argument, Jechiel scolds him, " From the
day you were separated from us @( these fifteen years ) until now,
you have sought an opportunity for our hurt, to éxpose gome evil in
ug. You have not succeeded thus far, and you have beeh ensnared by
your words. " Jechiel then maintains that the Jesus referred to

is not the Christian Jesus - he wag an individual who refused to

_accept the oral tradition, and was therefore treated as a heretic,

This answer arouses Donin's scorn and he mocks 1t for the special ed-
ification of the clergy. Donin then cites the story in Sanh. 43a

to the effect that when Jesus was about to be stoned , a herald came
and announced for forty day" Jesus the Nazarene is about to be stoned
because he has practlced sofcery, hag tempted an seduced the people.
WhDever knows any merit about hivﬁet him come and make it known."

The account of this story mentioned 1n CHESRONOu HASHAS addg that




the herald asked thls question on erev Pesgach and that Jesus was stoned

on the same day. This matter is'not gpecifically mentloned in Dohin's

LA g

bill of complaint but ig written in the splrit of item 227,

Hechlel begs the question. First he says that one generation should
not be held regponsible for the dolngs of another, Then Jechiel says

that the Jews stoned Jesus to make an end ﬁﬁ Jesus ' messlanic clalnms.

They did not mention the matter agaln becayse, Ruach Hakodesh they

learned that Donin was golng to appear and investlgate the matter

further,

Donin counters with the question, what érucified person was called the
gon of an adulterous woman ? This i1s item 26 in his blll of com=-
/} pleints. Pﬁann‘GTa is cilted as the source of thig statement but it is
vv)not found either in the Talmudiec text . or in CHESRONOS HASHAS.to this
Mﬁ:’-le.‘rr:n‘.‘er'ence. The prilests are chagrined by this statement and they ask
Jechiel what harm Mary has ever done to the Jews that they should thus

refer to her,

\,f
/;J
) &Jechlel apawers with what many consider the weakest argument in his

pregentation. He malntains that this is not the Christian Mary--she

17 18 nowhere mentioned in rabbinie literature. The ChristliansJesus and

e

% Mary lived in Jerusalem, and the person mentioned in the Talmud lived
A in Lud. The events referred to in the Talmud took place 400 years
:\Q5> after the time of Jesus for the “Talmudic Mary" died in the days of

R.Papa and Avaye (Hag. 4Db).

Jechiel then relates thqﬁtory of "Chelek" found in Sanh. 107b ,

Which allegedly took place during'the days of the Temple. Joshua
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b. Perachya fled to Egypt with‘his diseiple Jésus because of the per-
secution of " Yannai Hamelech. " After some time Simeon b. Shetach
despatched azletter to him asking him to come back to Palestine. On
his way back, Joshua gtopped &t an inn, where he met Jesus (the sto-
ry begins with the impression that Joshua and Jesus had been trave-

ling together ). Jesus said to Joshua, " Master, your eyés have

hin brows, " meaning thereby, probably, that Joshua was angry with
Zi:iiim. He scolded Jesus for taking part in certain ldolatrous prac-

( tlees. Nevertheless Joshua was prepared to receive Jesus back into
the Faith. Misunderstanding a sign that he had been forgiven, Jesus
wag of the'impression that his plea for forgiveness had been rejec-
ted, and 8o he went baek to idolatry. Joshua agaln urged Jesus to
repent, but Jesus replied that whoever has made the people to sin

18 not given the opprortunity to repent, and so the matter ended.

Jeochiel then tries to prove 5y“genealogy and chronology" that this
Jesus was algo not the Christian Jesus. The following 1s Jechiel's
analysis; The Jesus Just mentioned lived in the days of Jannal,
Joshua b. Perachya, and @imeon b. Shetach. Simeon was the teacher
of Judah b. Tabbai, and Shemayah and Avtalyon, the latter two of
Whom were the teachers of Hillel. Sab. l5a declares that Hillel,
Simeon, Gamaliel, and Simeon were the heads of the Academy for a
Period of 100 years before the destruction of the Temple, 68 C.E.
Slmeon b. Shetach 1ived two generations before Hillel, and there-
fore almost two hundred years before the destruction. 172 years-
&fter the destruction the fourth millenium was completed. Thus it
follows that 1472 years have passed since the " Talmudic Jesus"liv-

L. The Christian Jesus 1ived 1240 years ago; therefore more then




two hundred years separate the two Jesus! The Christian Jesus 1s

,}' nowhere mentioned in the Talmud.

The priests were unimpressed by thls speech. They asked Jechiel how
two men with the same name ceould be punished for the same crime on
the éame day. Jechiel replied, not every Louls in France is King;
The queen rebuked the clergy for insistling upon putting blasphemous
words into Jechiel's mouth. Jechiel was hot trying to decelve with

this argument. He was merely glving expression to certain medleval

 Jewish ideas about Jesus. We will have occasion to deal with this
AN - .

EI{#@ﬁbelem at greater length in another connection. Though the priests

were unconvinced, Donin makes no reference to Jechiel's words about

Jesue.

Donin then launches out on an entirely new problemkat this point.
He asks Jechiel, " What is a Bag Kol ? " Jechiel answers that it
ls the sound of a'voice, but not an actual one. With the disper-
8ion, prophecy came to an end, and the Bas Kol replaced prophecy

a8 the revelation of God's will.

Donin thereupon beglns his presentation to prove that the Talmud is
full of noméense. From the language of the text it 1s not evident
to what item of his blll of complaint Jechiel here has reference,

but from nis example, we recognize iltem 17, whieh comes under the y
category BLASPHEMIAE IN DEUM. He repeats the story that Ravah b. b. I

Chanah wag walking, and heard a Bag Kol regretting that it had

taken an oath - it was geeking someone to release it from the vow.

Ravah nheard it, but did not release it from the vow, The Bas Kol

told itg story to the rabbis, and they said, " The whole Abba is
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an asg, and the whole of p.b. Hanah 1is nonense- he should have told

youtthat you are released from your vow."

Donin appears horrified that one would say God regredted any vow He

had made. To Bonin , this is merely a part of Jewilsh foolishnes which
releages anyone from a vow. He saya that every Yom Kippur, Jews an-
nul'vows.and promises forced upon them by Christiansg it is never

the intention of the Jews to keep vows made to Christians, He

quotés Nedarim 23b as the basis for thqkol Nidre ceremony and for
his ownolaims; This ig item 13 in the bill of complaintd. Doni@’s
ihterpretation of the Nedarim passage is fallacious - the passage
does not imply or stéte that anyone is to be vietimized by these an~
nulments of oaths. Yet the pasgage can readily be misinterpretted

in the manner in which Donin did.

- This misinterpretation is obvious, and Jechiel calls it to the atten-
tion of the audience., Jechiel then cites a number of biblical pas~
Sages whieh speak of God's regretting something He had done. In
I Sém. 15:11, He regrets having made Saul king. He then cites Ts.
5439 apparently for the purpose of showing God's regret for the |
Flood, though this ig not apparent from the Bible text. In Gen. 9:

16, God establishes the rainbow as a sign that no more floods will
destroy mankind. In Gen. 9:14, God agsures Noah that the rainbow
Will constantly remind Him that no more floﬁds areé to be brought &p—
°n man. Jechiel than mekes an unintelligible statement to the ef-

\ foct that He does not regret the destruction of the Temple. Since
there ig no Temple and no Gentiles praying in it, there is no one

|
§
|
\
1
i

Who can be held responsible for the world's present conditidn.

|




- He then turns to the b.b.Hanah matter. Jechlel assures the gather-

ing that the vow to which the Bas Kol had reference is mentioned in

" Jer. 32337, where God states that He has made a vow in anger. God

‘f-made thle vow so that someone in later tlmes would be enabled to re-
leage Him from it. ( This last point is not deducable from the Bi-
blical text in ite present form.) Therefore b.b. Hanah erred in

not having released the Bas Kel, and deservéd the censure thﬁt he

received.

- - Jechlel assures his audlienece that the Kol Nidre nullifies only un-

intentional vows. Three persons may nullify the vow of a fourth only
when the one who has taken 1t 1s effected by the vow. Even vows

- made unwittingly which invelve other persons must be carried through.
If a person has knowlngly made a vow even to harm himself, he must

" observe it.

At this point, Donin definitely touches upon the STULTITIAE section
of his bill of complaint. He mentions thé gtory in Chul. 60b regarding
the diminution of the moon. This is item 15 in the bill. In the course
of the story, the moon reprdoves God for Hls attitude, and God,recog-
nizing His error, aske that a sacrifice of atonement be brought for

" Him, Donin speaks contemptuously of the people that would admit 1its
God had sinﬁed and had needed a sacrifice of a%onement.

" In his rebuttal, Jechlel shows genuine appreciation of Bibliecal poetry.
He can gee nothing unusual in the assertion that the moon speaks, He
Cltes a number of Biblical verses in which speech is ageribed to inan-

- lmate objects. In Pes. 96:12 the treesf of the forest sing., In Ps.l9:2

the heavens dechbre God's glory, In Ps. 148:3, the sun moon and stars
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are commanded to serve God. Jechiel pointe out . that the story of the
diminution of the moon grew out of the conflict between the two parts
of Gen.lsl6. A reason had to be found for reducing the size of one

of the‘heaveniy bodles. The reason was "Malshinus" literally "tale-
bearing', but actually'malicef Because the moon wanted her companion
diminEhed s8he éufferéd the iunishment of the "Malshin"--there was done
to her what she planned against her intended vietim. After the punish-
ment had been inflieted, God tried to appease the moon., This act was
to encourage repentence and returq&o God on the part of erring humans.
Jeehiel quotes Ezek.l8:32 and Is.B5:7 to prove that:God is ever ready
to recelve the repentent. The meaning of "Kapparah" ip this midrash

lg appeasement.

At this point, 1t become evident that Donin's presentatlion is not
well organized. His most telling attacks, the"blaghemies " he intro-
duces firet, and ,then, does not carry ghem through to thelr loglcal
coneluglon, At this Juncture, he brings up a totally unrelatea

matter, for which he has no suthovrity.

Donin tells Jechiel that Jews are very foolish for permitting the
lndiseriminate murder of Christians. Thie is item 10 of the bill.
Loeb cites J., Kid. 66¢ ag the authority for this statement. But,
dccording to the-disputation,itself, Donin did NOT KNOW ANY RABBINIC
BUTHORITY for this statement.

Donin then tried to prove the Jews to be misanthropes whose anti-
S0cial practices are encouraged by their religion. He accuses Jews
Df.forbidding Christians and shepherds the use of wells, . and scolds

them for refusing to ald elther of these groups when their lives are

e oo T
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in danger. There 1s no mention of this in the " B1ll " and Donin

;Lii‘cites no rabbinical authority for this statemenﬁo

N . His next example of Jewish misanthropy 1s the statément about the
.V=.,nine Gentliles and one Jew, and the degrees of their respective res-
pongibility if they herm each other. He clites Kesubos 15a as his

fauthority. Donih contends that 1f there are in a court-yard nine

| Gentliles and one Jew, and the Jew throws a stone and kills one of
thelr number, he 1s considered guiltless, because they outnumber him.

' The Kesubos passage specifies " Mitzri " aad not " Goy " for the

non-Jewish persons. No mention of this matter is made in the "bil1."

. Donin then claims that a Jew is never held respohsible for the mur-

© der of a Gentile. This is based on Sanh. 57a. No mention of 1t is
7 made in the "bill." Donin then cites Sanh. 58b to establish that

a Gontlle Wwho observed the Sabbath or who studied the Jewish Law is

degserving of death. This is item 11 of the “bill." Donin next

- holds that Jewlsh practlce permits the execution Of an innocent

! i Gentile for the wrong of another. No reference is made to this in

the bill, and no rabbinical authority is cited.

He next mentions a group of wrongs which Jews allegedly perpetrate
on Christians wlth ilmpunity. They come in the categbry of ltem 12
~ of the "bill" - this 1is based on B.K. 38a. Those items contained
in this Talmudiec passage are; a Jew's bull may gore that of a Gen-
"7tile With impunity, but the Gentile's bull's damaged must be paid
for yn full, Because the Gentiles did not accept the Noahitlc laws,
3}&ﬁQ’- PJ}”#,@K;ﬁ33ﬂﬂ . The Talmud reads, " Whenever the

- Gentiles do not obey the Noahitic laws, thelr possessions are




' free ' to Israel. " Donin includes also the contention that a

;,gljv Gentileé property may be misappropriated in any way. This state-~
ment is not part of the "bill" and is not found in the Baba Kama

passage.

Donin then piles up examples 1llustrating the loathing of Gentlles
by Jews. The most slgnificant of these lg the contention that Jews
forbld all mocking language except that directed against lidolatry
(1.6, by twisting the names of the heathen gods)}. This is item 28

in the "bill" and 1s based on Sanh. 63b. Donin ciltes Isg., 48:1,2

and Hos. 1035 as the Biblical bases for this statement.

Donin then quotes from Mishna Av. Za. é:l, " (Jews)are not permit-
ted to allow cattle to stand near Gentile iﬁns, for Gentiles may be
suspected of buggery. A Jewlsh woman may not be alone with Gentiles,
g8ince they may be suspected of sexual 1lrpegularities; nor a Jewlsh |
man, because they may be suspected of murder. A gentile woman may
not he asgsisted at childbirth by a Jewish woman, nor may the Jew-

ish woman suckle the Gentile child, for she would thus be raising

& ehild for idolatry., " He continues in this vein to shew that

Jews may not be generoﬁs to Gentiles, nor may they return lost ar-.

-tlcles to Gentiles. He ends the longest of his speeches by asgsur-
ing Jechiel that the shame of Israel was being uncovered. What the
Jew has been planning to do to the Gentile will be done to him, and

he taunts Jechiel, ™ - and who 1s it that will lntervene on Israel's

behalfg M

God 1s called upon to come to the aid of the Jewish champion after

this devastating speech. Jechlel recognizes the spirit in which

o - (
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Donin?s remarks were made. He agsures Donin that he has perverted
.thgfwbrds'of the Torah, and though he multiplyIWDrds he will not es-
" cape punistment. Jechlel first deals with the lnterpretation of
4éﬁvf\f”/£2€ ;”(5 s In answer to a question Donlin has to admit that
“ 'ne has never found this statement iln any Jewlsh book. Donin final-
" 1y says that thils statement was made by Rashl, whomthe Jews revere

-more than they do Moses.

Jechiel firgt takes Donin to task for not knowing in what sense "Goy"
"is here used. He distingulshes between a favorable and unfavorable
| interpretation of the term. Ps. 117:l répresente Gentiles as being

among those who praise God. Ps. 9:18 equates Gentlles with those

who forget God. The expression upon which Donin based his attack

18 found in SOFERIM ch. 16 ( actuslly 15:10 ), and it there states,
éﬂqﬁ3 F/éze 216 1MhA;2 This advice is given on the basis of
M) NI 2 PGy 2919 00 // hrﬂ o« In its present form this verse
Wis not found in the Bible; it might be elther Ex. 14:7-or :9. Jec-
hiel explained the Soferim and Exodug referenceos ag follows. Whence
ai&_the horses mentioned in the Blble passage come ? D1d not all
ﬁ'aj the horses of Egypt die during the plague of the hail ? The answer
B 18, the cattle of those Egyptlans who feared God were saved; for
when the plagu® was threatened, they took thelr cattle to shelter,
'Jt‘¥et when the opportunity to do so presented itself, these Egyptians
v gave their horses to Pharaoh to fight Israel., Therefore R. Simeon
 sa1d, " Kill the best of the Gentiles in time of war. " There is

no manAwho is trustworthy at such a time. Has the Gentile in this
‘situation not come to kill you ? If thls be the case, you kill him

‘ffirst@ This law refers to a marauding Israellte also, Ex. 22:21.
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But 1f the Jew comes to make war with Gentiles, he is commanded to
firat greet'the enemy peacably, Deut. 20:10. In this intelligent
manneqLestablishes that promiscuous killing 1ls completely foreign

to the Jewish spirit. The Deuteronomy passage refers sxmm to the

meking of war even with the much hated " seven nations. " The
~attitude of friendliness ¢haracterizes the Jewish attitude toward
the Gentile even more so in times of peace, - And when Jews live
among Gentiles who protect them, the Gentiles are consildered the

equals of Jews in all thilngs.

Jechlel then gives utterance to a very ilmportant principle in Jew-~
ish apologeties. In answering the challenge with feferenca to the
nine Gentiles and the one Jew, Jechiel states that this refers only

" geven nations. " This

to. the meeting of Jew and members of the
rule applies also in all of the Jewlsh-=Gentile relationships which
Donin mentions. Every Goy mentioned in the Talmud is a member of

the " geven nations. "

s

Jeehiel insists that all Jewish laws of beneficence refer ln appli-
cation both to Jews and Gentiles, Jechiel reminds his audiencee of
the devotion of the Jew to the Torah, and his readiness to Qenture
&nythlng for its sake. And yet the Jew has been e?er ready to vio-
late ite laws in his dealings with non-Jews, even when the breach

‘involved transaction of business on a Jewish Holy Daywr Jews have

1llingly taught Gentiles the Turah, and Jechiel points to the

many prieste who have become acquainted with Jewish lore through

Jewg,

A for the slleged scorn which the Jews feel toward Gentiles, Jechiel




s points out that although Gentiles have‘no prohibitlons against bug-
gery, as 1is the case with Jews, and yet the Jews have never accused
them of this falling. Jews are permitted to make fun only of the
cults of Peor and Mercury. With this exception all frivolous speech

is forbidden. He cltes Sab. 33a., ﬂ@bﬁ//éq/¢§/?M7/5/éﬂf412p /Q}

y’»')?r')[/’wg /b@/a :‘)2/6/%@ Iy ﬁ//z f){(,é//lé//ﬂb\/h /ﬂf%//@ /?]/m b .

At this point Donin's attitude becomes quite ugly. He mentions that

many Jews had died during the Crusades 1ln Bretaghe, Anjou, and Pol-

l
tou. He challenges Jechlel to produce his wonder-working God, who w
|

would save His people.

;' Jechlel replies that these troubles have come upon Israel because N
| of its sins, but assures Donin that at the end of time wonders will 1
be done for the Jews, He quotes Micah T7:15, " As in the days of thy
,'comlng fofth out of the land of Egypt, will I show unto him marvel-

. .-» ous thiﬂgg @ » ( Xa’"’ } ”’,l‘ . 4. ‘ ‘ } /‘//\ \ / Cpoe i ;,"S, ‘7 '-‘ ; ; ‘ "
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3 Donin agks Jechiel whther transgression is removable. He asks whet-. ' .~ i
i her the moral impurlty whieh the serpent imposed upon Eve eould posnkf?;g g}
- B 8lbly have been removed at Mt. Sinail. L 7‘ w‘
. : PN i

- Jeechlel answered that Eve's sin has clung only to those nations who ’
5 . » Were not pregsent at Mt. Sinal, e.g.the Canaanites and the Egyptians,

_Who are steeped in vice. The natlions of Europe are free of this

8in, because through their god, who accepted the Torah, they accep-
ted the Torah. .

.Donin then accuses the Jews of dally cursing converts to @hristian-

1ty,'the~priests, and Gentiles in their 'al Hamalshinim prayer. This
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is item 30 in the "bill”/ and in addition to this prayer he quotes
Ber. 28b f£. " Al t' hi/refers to converts to Christianity, V'chol
Haminim k“regé yo’védu refers to the priests, and he quotes Rashi,
reference undetecﬁable, that these are cursed because they are dis-
~ ciples of Josus. Umalchus Zadon m'hairo T'akair refers to the king

and the people. "

Donin then accuses the Jews of believing that sinful.Gentiles are

condemned permanently to Gehinom, whereag the sinful of Israel are

" kept there for only one year. This is item 31 in the bill, and 1is

based according to Loeb on Eruv. 19a and R.H., l7a. The latter

passage more nearly represents Donin's attitude. Jechiel later

pointe out that Donin perverited the meaning of the R.H, passage.

. _Here Gentlles are not mentioned among those permanently damned -

those damned are apostates, 1lnformers, epicureans, who deny the

Torah and bodlily resurrection, and separate themselves from the
(116) |

‘community.

Donin insists that this refers specifically to converts and priests

because these are disciples of Jesus. Has there ever been a people,

liA; Donin demands, that has dared to curse Christians and their priests ?

; ‘, God again comes to Jechiel's aid. Jechliel explains, al t'hi sikvoh

means that apostates should not be permitted to prosper in their

new religion, so that they will return to their former one. Minim

. does not refer to Christians, but to Jewlsh sectarians who refuse

to accep£ the oral tradition., Donin insiste that in the second chap-
ter of R. H., Rashl applies this to Christians, and Rashi is the

;1h‘.8reatésthJewish sagi;{uéa/6¢auu;wé&an/f enélﬁﬂf?fbwoﬁnlz
- / A 2T . : 2"y N 7 N Kot .
' ’”442qu%“764649/ e Salicewed) vt o on of




Jechlel counters by questloning Raghi's infallibillty. He pofgts g;{

out that even certain of his contemporaries had differences of op—3

inlon with him, eg Rabbenu Tam ang one "R<E$;% It is not clear

from the text to whom Jgggiel*hES“F“feﬁénce. -Re Y. might refer to’

W,
o8

R. Joseph Tov Elenm op perhaps R. Isaac h. Meir or a host of othersc,'
And then Jechlel resorts to gatire, holding that according to Rashi,

Jesus 1is not to be called a " Min." Fopr g " Min " can only be a

Jew Who tejects the oral law. The fate in Gehinom refers to his &fﬂgffl

diseciples who rejected the oral law and then abandoned Judaism,
Deut. 29:13, Since they have not returned there Will be no atone-
ment for them. Jesus was no "Min% he was a god, as Donin stated,
Thogse who never accepted the covehamt of Moses will not g0 to Gehi-
nom. Donin since he had been a Jew, and had completely renounced

hid falth would De damned forever.

Evidently this 8peech was properly received, for the bishops inter-
rapted to ask how they could be saved, 1f they continued to observe
their religion. Jechiel explained thagwwf they woula observe the |
Seven Noahitic commandments,%%ﬁhey pointed out that they observe |

" Tan Commandments, " and Jechlel considered that very commendable,

But since Donin had rejected the 613 commandments incumbent upon
him as a Jew, and had then become an apostate, he would be damned o

forever,

Jechiel then delivered s brilliant speech. He called Donin's per=-

Vergion of " Malchus Zadon " misfepresenting the Jew's conception

°f France, unfounded slander. He who recognizes God and then turns

%gaingt Him ig " presumptuous. " As examples of presumptuousness

he nameg Pharaoh, Nebuchadnezzar, and the king of Assyria. These
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men killed and made war on Jews, burned their homes and sanctu-

ary,;and'decreed evlil decrees agailnst then. Yet the Jews have pra-

Y

yegﬁ%ﬂrag}l of these enemles. Though the Jews have no “—portion
{g France \?H?“Kiwwwand the pope have attempted to defend them, aﬁd
to ald them to gain prosperity. Who would presume to say that Jews
return evil for gotd ? Concerning such a kingdom as France, Avosg
3:12 declaféd, " Do thou pray for the peace of the kingdom. " Jech-
16l maintains that MAKCHUS ZAION refers to such assoriations as
thoge of the Parthians and the Babylonians, who though they recog-
nized the true God, revolted against Him.

Donin‘again brings up a matter totally unrelated to hisg previous
speeches. He holds up to scorn Ber. 3a, which supposgedly. contains
three STULTITIAE; 1- That God is restricted by the four ells of the
Halacha. 2- During each of the three watches of the night, God

" roars like a lien. 3- Each day He bewalls Israel's destruction and
the destruction of the sanctuary. The second of these corresponds
to ltem 18 of his "bill." Investigation of Ber 3a reveals that
this passage suppofts oniy the last two of his allegations,

Donin then gtates that the sages presumed to say that theéy can up-
+Poot anything from the Torah. This is item 6 of the "bill." Loeb
cites as the Talmudic bagis for this contention Yeb. 89b-90a, R.H.
25a, and Mac. 22b. The Yeb. passage does not reveal any support
for this attitude. Yeb. 91lb points out that the rabbis maintained
that in consideration for the " needs of the hour " laws might be
Changed. Somewhat in answer to Jechlel's contention that the Jews
are deathlessly devoted to the Torah, D6n1n~says that the Jews nev-

“ep Observe it in its literal form, but ever change and reinterpret it.
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'_'Donin'now admittedly turns to the STULTITIAE section of his " bill. "

 From Ber. 54b he tells two stories. The first of these relates
‘that‘Og picked up & mountain three miles long to throw upon the Is-
reelites. The ants of the mountain plerced his head so that it sank
into the mountaln. Hls teeth became 8o enlarged that he could not

" remove his head from the mountaln. The second story 18 a statement

) B v T,
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>?(fﬁgﬁfnﬁ%haﬁﬂﬁﬁgffihgly mentions a story in B*choros 57b which men-

. tions a bird called the Bar Yochanil, whose egg is sixty K’rachlm in

e SN /" ;

size and which in falling broke 300 cedars. “ He then mentions the ;?

S

& marrow bone three mlles 1n length - the antelope escaped. He then

mentions the account, B.M. 59b, which states that God admits being

venquished by the Jews 1in a Telmudlc argument. This is l1tem 24 of

- the bill. This aceount tells of the break of Eliezer b. Hyrcanus

with the rest of the ¥Yabneh academy.

Donin makes sgport of.ﬁhe 0ld Jewish belief that in the future the

- righteous will dine upon the Leviathen, which has been salted away
gince the gixth day of creation ( salt was used on it a&s a preser-
vative ), B.B. 74b. So does he regard the tale in Sanh. 99a that
the righteous will drink wine stored in 1ts grapes silnce the sixth
day of creation. And so the story in Kesubos TT7b which tolls that
Jogshua b. Levi had deceived the angel of death, and is stlill living
in the Garden of Eden. Adam, they say, had assoclation with all of

animal and fowl 1ife, and through them fathered the splrilts, demons,

- &and night demons. This is item 34 of the "bill." Adem, they say,

Was g0 large that he reached from one end of the world to the other,

:aﬂq&hat he has two faces; one ln the front and one in the back of

story of Abba Saul ( Nid. 24b ) who in pursulng an antelope entered x? i




his head, Eruv. 1l8a. The Jews say that the angels that came to

Abraham ate tongues in " mustard, " B.M. 86b. They say that if

M¥'tatron ties tephilin to a plaqa they rise up of themselves.

Margulies mentlons Hag,'lewas the authority for this statement;

no mention of M'tatron is made in thils passage -~ 1t 1s mentloned
in another cohnéction on 15a. He mentions the statement in Sanh.
8a that the Messiah will not come until thé wall of Rome falls,
is rebullt, and falls again. This account is given 1ln the CHESRO-

NOS HASHAS. He will not come until the world is divided by sec-

tarianism. ' L;gi}“/ /]

Donin's attitude then becomeq{\ How can an intelllgent person reg-

pect a hook that ceontains statements like the aforementloned., The

’book should be burned, and what is more there 1is historiec precedent
for sueh procedure. Vespatian burped the Talmud, Taan. 26b; Sanh. ]
l4a relates that in the days of Judah b. Baba, whoever observed i
the Torah was to be killed. Av. Za. 17b relates that R. Chaninah J

b. T'radyon was burned upon the Terah, The clergy was amused by

this .expogition, and rose to applaud when Donin finished his speech.

God again comes to Jechiel's assistance. He rebukes Donin for mak-
ing sport of the idea that God is confined by the four ells of the

Haladhaa This should not seem strange for the Blble relates that

during Temple days, the Shechina hovered between the two cherubim

of the Ark, Ex. 25:22., On thie account God's name became great !f

among the nations; as is suggested by Selomon's prayer, I Ki. 8:41- ii

43. Now that Zion is destroyed and desolate,‘God wants to go back |
to it,yPs. 87:2, Hos. 2:9. Meanwhile the sectlion of the world that i

God loves best is that within the four ells of the Halacha, because
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within these confines, men busy themselves with the Torah. The

four ells represent men's stature.

. With regard to God's roaring and weeplng, Jechiel says that more

unusual things are-said about the Christian god. In any case, the
‘rebbls say only such things about Him, as are mentioned in Scrip-
‘“bures. Jer. 25:30 mentiong three forms of the verb " sghoag. "

Therefore God must roar three times a day.

. In answer to Donin's accusaﬁion thaﬁ rabblis made alteratlons in the
Torah, Jechiel says changes were necessary to meet the changing de-
umands of tnehﬁears. He cites the example of BElijah's sacrifice on
Mt. Carmel which is in opposition to Deut. 12:13,14, forbidding sac-
rifice anywhere but in the central sanctuary. Though a breach of
the Law, thls act was nevertheless a sanctification of God's name.
The same obtains ﬁetWeen the pope and the secular rulers, where the
former permits ﬁhe latter to violate canonlcal law Lo meet a tran-
glient need. Jechlel says that a figure of speech was semploysed in
the Og story, and he points out Deut. 1:28 as another example. 1In -

explaining the enlargement of Og's teeth, Jechiel indicates the
figure of the shortening of the hand of the wicked. (%éllugn Moses ,
God performed even greater miracles - the plagues of the Egyptians,

manna énd guail in the desert.

The Bar Yochanl statement Jechiel also classifies as a figure of
Speech, and cites a parallel in Job 39:26. Similarly does he speak
of the Abba Saul story.

Jechiel now turns to the one truly important matter in the discussion,

CGod's vanguishment by the Jews., He starts by mentioning a cardinal
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ikréﬂ'inciple in Jewish Jjurisprudence, the majority rules. This is
pased on Ex. 23:2 /th/6¢7/ﬂ,ﬂ’?fw 'ahfe , and in early times was
g0 fundamental that even God had to ablde by the will of the major-
»ity ag evidenced in the Baba Mezls passage. Jechiel proceeds to

" ‘explaln that the will of the majority is the will of God. Though

the decisions of the generations may conflict, God is always in ag-

" reement with the majority of the'present" generation. The subjection

‘mede. On the basis of Is. 27:1,Ps. 104:26, Job 40:25, 30 he estab-
1ishes that one Leviathan has been dedtroyed, and that the other

1} will be feasted upoh by the righteous at the end of time.

Of Joshua b. Levi's longe¥ity, Jechlel sees nothlng outstanding. He
#. mentions Elijah, II K1. 2:11, and Elisha, who 1ln hls death revived
_other dead, II Ki. 13:21.

"Jechiel refuses to blame Adam for his buggery, Gen. 2:20, 8ince the
men hed not been warned against it. Adam must necessarily have
fathered the demons and spirits for they are not otherwise mentioned
in the Creation story. Jéchiel meintains that there are "lutin "
~and " feefaie " and creatures having souls but no bodies. The démoné
. are bodies with incomplete souls. Then Jechiel suggests that Adam's
‘V>&ssociation with Lilith produced these creatures. Only thus can

:Gen. 5:3% be explained;
!

 Jechiel considarskalleged gize a figure of speech, suggesting his

- regemblance to God. To prove Adam's having two faces, he cites Ps.
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Jechiel feels that more remarkable than the " tongues in mustard "

'.  is the asgoclatlon of the angels with women, Gen. 6:2.

1;f:0f the burning of the Torah in Vespatian's days, Jechiel says that

JI this fire consumed both Torah and Talmud, the latter including all

| the works 1ln the field of biblical commentery. The case of Judah b.
Baba 1s irrelevant since it had to do with ordinatiom. R. Chananiah
" b. T'radyon's experience had npthing}specific to do with the burning
of the Torah. He was one of the ten who dies for the " glory of

the kingdom. " Legend has it that during the six days of creation
it had been decreed Eleazar b. P'rata would be seized for " five
things but would be delivered. " At the same time it was decreed

| ~ that Chaneniah would be seized for one cause, but would not be del-
lvered. Jechiel finishes his speech by pralsing the wonders of the
Torah, and God's providential care of Israel, especially ag this

care was manifested in the Torah.

Jechiel's gpeech presents confllicting attitudes toward Aggadah.

When Donin first asked Jechiel whether he belisved in the Talmud,

he answered that he accepted both its Halacha and its Aggadah., In
discussing such legends ag the ants and Og and Abba Saul, Jechiel
Oxplains them as figures of speech. Certainly a conflict is reflec-
~ted in acceptling Aggadah as egtablished truth and then explaining
Individual Aggados as figures of speech. Thise conflict within Jec-
hlel's presentation reflects a larger conflict in the Jewigh world
of his day. This struggle made itself felt in both Donin's and

~Jeenlel's life. Donin solved the problem of adhering to 8 dis-
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- tagteful Orthodoxy or supporting Maimonismfﬁy accepting Christia-
" nity after ten years of excommunicdtioﬁ.' Jechiel on the other

hand tried in his own way to reconclle tradition with the needs of

his day.

With this last speech of Jechiel's, the text of the original manu-
geript of the disputation comes to an end. The later manuscript
which Marguelils réproducea showers a few more ilmprecatlions upon
Donin. The ehronicler's summary of the disputation states that
the affalr took place before thé king and queen, in Parils, in the

royal palace. The leading clergy of Sens," Shalltz,” and Paris

were present; it took place in the year J7 G/WG (619), beginning o

iﬂfiftn day of Temmuz - on the second and third days of the

waek BALAK, We are reminded that God was always with Jechiel 80

" that he was able to give a good account of himself.

On the fourth day of the same week, R. Judah b. R. David was called

upon to testify, and he answered of p/7z . With this the ans-

wers " of the unbellever and the believer come to an emd.

Was this then a diSpﬁtation ? Strictly speaking, no. This gather-

ing wae called by a " judicial " body to hear the complaints of

- Donin against the Taimud becausé a previous hearing had miscarried,

since the witnesses called failed to substantiate Donin's claims.

Therefore a second hearing was called to corroborate if'possible
- the complaintant's claims. Although 1t was temporarily set aslde, f?”

& sentence of burning at the stake was pronounced upon the Talmud.

The  "hearing theory " of this gathering is thus confirmed. But

thi%:theory falls down. The first " hearing " allowed a reading of




' the bill of complaints and guestioning of the witnesses about the
- allegations. Are the accused pasgages actually in the Talmud ? Do
- they have the meaning ascribed to them ? If the disputation was to
| be merely another hearing, why were the complaints not reread; why

. were only 13 of the 35 items mentloned, and these not systematically ¢

-‘   To a certain extent, it was a diéputation - & discussgion around a

central theme, 18 the Talmud a blasphemous, stupld document. ? As we

have seen, the disputation was intended to persuade Jews to reject

 their religlion and adopt Christianity. The discussioq&imed to

prove that the Talmud should be burned; the intention of persuading
the Jews to adopt Christianity was not apparent. But the Donin in-
cident was a model for later Christian disputants.

(118)
What was the outcome of the disputation ? Graetz says that its out-

- come 1s not known., After the disputation, the commisslon was no lon-

ger anxious to burn the Talmud. Mqir of Rothenburg relateg that the
Jews from June 25, 1248 to June 6, 1242 ( the date of the first bur-
ning of the Talmud ) endeavored to hide copies of the Talmud so

that ite study might be continued,(ll9) : \"fo

The Jews made all possible efforts té prevent the burning of the
Talmud. A Dominicam source reports (120) that the Jews bribed a

high prelate to intercedewwlth Louis, who finally rescinded the or-

der. About a year later the Prelate, whdiKisch names Archbishop

Walter ofASens, fell dead in the king's presence. Louls interpret-

ed this to mean that he, Louls, had erred in listening to Walter.

. Louls therefore ordered the immediate execution of the original .

court order. From this report we see that, whether or not the facts




( 86 )

~

were confirmed, the Jewsg did bring some pressure against the sentence

resulting in its postponemént for two years.

S (121)
- Kisch describes a different outeome of the disputation. He holds

that a third investigation was undertaken, which weas long and drawn-
out. The outcome was the same in any case.,

On the fateful .June 6, 24 cart-loads of Talmuds were burned in s pub-
lie place in Parié%ge%he burning aroused the deepest sorrow through- :
. out Jewry. Because of 1t Melr of Rothenburg wrote the elegy ’Aae ’
675)L7Q « In Rome the anniverssry of this event became an annual
fast. 1In a letter of May 9, 1244, the ﬁew pope, Innocent IV., pralsges

(123) ;
Louls for executing the order of burning. In the same letter Inno-

cent says, " Nevertheless, because the blasphemous abuse of these .@
- Jews has not yet ceased, nor their troubles asg yet given them under-
'.:standing, we ask your Royal Highnese - - t0 strike down with mevit-

ed severity all the detestable and heilnous excesses of this gort

o Which they have committed in insult of the Creator and to the injury

| of the Christian name, and which you have whth Laudsble piety begun i
* to prosecute. Also the above-mentioned abusive books, condemned by f;
~ these doctors, as well as all the commentaries which have been exa-. w
4mined and condemned by them should, at your order, be burhed in fire

- " (124)
Wherever they can be found throughout your kingdom.

Odo, who now occupied the office of cardinal-legate to France, con- w:

tlnued the Talmud-hunt also. Pressure was brought on Innocent and

In & letter of August 12, 1247, he ordered the return of " Talmut " - ﬁf”

. (125) ~
- %Oples which had been seized by Odo, Innocent explaing his act

by Saying that since by depriving the Jews of these books, they are
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unable'to understand the Blible and are deprived of their law, he
agreed to return the books. He allowed however the return of only

such books as do not injure Christianity.

0do was not to be discouraged, and continued his attacks agalnst the

Talmud, maintaining that 1t perverted the meaning of the Biblical
Text. And SO in May, 1248, another court of inguiry was summoned.
Odo as presldent helped the court decide, " dags das Werk von furcht-
bareh Verirrungen und Blagphemien strotze, und daﬁs(igain,einem
chrigtlichen Staate nicht geduldet werden kbnne. = Since that date
France ceased to be a Talmudic center.' Donin had accomplished his

aim ~ he had damaged Judaism through the destruction of the Talmud.

We now tuen to the disputation at Bareelona. It was intended to
convinge the Jews that rabbinie litefature contains proof of the mes-
glahship of Jesus and that accordingly Jews should follow the exam-
ble of Pablo in cdming over to the dominant faith. Pablo was out

to convince the outetanding Jewish gcholar, Ramban, of the Justice

of this point of view. And thus, having won over the‘greatest

JeWish gcholar of the day, Pablo's appeal to the Jewish masses would
be certain. His plan of attack éonformed with the Fourth Lateran

Couneil's attitude toward the Jews.
: '\:}1 -)j H

No discuseion of the Barcelona disput;tign would be complete with- i

e

( 33)
out the views of Father H. Deniflé?ﬂ His statements to which we have

already referred, %%%fsufficiently provocativej@esult in Loeb's

Study of the disputation,

« F. Baer in his gtudy has regard for the vliews of Father Denifle.
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Denifle remarks much hasg been written about the disputation, and

until the time of Graetz many lies, He accuses Graetz of beling un-

(127)
acqualinted with primary sources. Agcording to the reverend father

the affair lasted four days. Pablo received unwarranted insults

Y from the Jews. He further claims that the Jews maintain a victory

over Pablo, and that Ramban was rewarded with a gift of 300 maraveF

dis from Jalime.

Accordlng to the Latin versilon of the disputation, it was Pablo who

held control in the proceedings; and Ramban fled from Spain at his |
first opportunity. As proof, Denifle offers a decree of August 26,
1263, ordering Jews and Moors to cordially receive the sermons of
the Dominican;%28%enifle ineists that Ramban's account of the pro-
ein Llgenwerk. "

(129)
discussion of the trinity.

ceedings is " He gcoffs particularly at Ramban's

More impartial and considerably less venemous 1is the discussgion of {
F. Baer,(lgg)too mentions both the Latin and Hebrew accounts. The (
Hebrew account 1is the work of Ramban himself, and the Latin was pre-

pared by the Dominicans for Jaime, and bears hig seal of approval.
Baer mentions a second Latin account which was prepared for pope

1w _ ‘
Clement ¥I, and dating either from 1266 or 7, when the Dominicans

(131)

appealed Jalme's sgentence upon Ramban to the pope. Baer points out :
e A

that the Latin version Borrobbérates Ramban's version. _7f;{x (ﬁ, |
A A I

The Latin version lists the following subjects for debate: " -

l- The Mesgiah has come,

2- The Messlah is a divinity.

3= The Megssiah suffered punishment and death for the salvation
of mankind. (132)
4~ The ceremonial law would be abrogated in Messianic times.
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i. The items of Jewiéh literature actually discussed are Gen. 49:10,

. NMidrash Eeha ( 37 I3 /&°2£ flDnz ), Isaiah's /C;E’ QjD

"32Y , and Sanh. 98. The Latin version ig in gréat confuslion -

1.1t begins by saying'that no Jew since the days of Jesus hag dared

v call%ﬂfhimself "rabbi." Baer gays that in the Latin acgoun? the
‘ d 133

fld;écussion of "rabbi" is not near its original context.

(M7 Tﬁen follows the discussion of the trinity, and in thie matter

" Ramban was sald to have heen silenced. The Hebrew account places
‘ ;this discussion in the synagogue elght daye after the disputation;
and in it Pablo 1s vanquished. \Ehéﬂﬁéit question was, " Has the
?Messian already come ? " The Latin quotes Ramban as having said
that the Messlah was born in Bethlehem more than 1000 years &ago,

' and that he had already revealed himself to individuals in Rome.
;‘,He did noﬁ know where the Messgiah wasg now to be found. He might'
 be living in Paradise, but he would not " come into his own " until

: f (133)
. he had actually taken over the government of the Jews.

Then Gen. 49:10 is discussed. Ramban is quoted as admitting that

‘,1the Jews have had no exilarch for 850 years. The Latin text - 1s next

obscured by a great confusion ifi which reference is made to the pro-
bhecy of Daniel. This matter apparently has no connectlion with the
. ®stabllished content of the disputation.

" Remban is then guoted as having contended that Jesus does not de-

%qi. S8erve to have been called Messiah, Ramban quotes Ps. 21:4 }70€ PN

g "y]TﬁJI/ #f . Pablo answers this argument with Is. 52:13 /:36’ 2/
N \./
-

1
! 327. Ramban replies that these verseg refer to the Messiah but
ﬂﬁav ot to Jesus. At this point the Latin mentions Ramban's speech that

; ‘Aggadan 1ig not binding upon the Jewg, and that he does not accept it




V' literally.

~Baer 1s of the opinion that the differences between the Latin and

- Hebrew texts show that the Christian editor did not understand the

“which he felt would benefit his cause. He apparently algo abbrev-

i
%';__' disputation, and recorded the proceedings in a manner, therefore,
%I

' (134)

© lated most of the discusgions.

Raymundus Martini in his book, PUGIO FIDEI which appeared slxteen
. years later, attempts to Justify hls Christlanity from the Midrash.

' In speaking of the disputation, Raymundus guotes Ramban as having

gald that if the opposition proved to him that the Messiah had al- i

ready come, he would have to admit(th?$ Jegus 1ls the messiah. Baer |
. brands Raymundus® statement a lie. : j

According to the Latin text, Pablo announced the subjects to be de-

bated so as to avolid a discussion of the fundamentals of the Chris-

B8 = tian religion. Pablo wanted to prove from Jewish sources that the
f?V ‘ Jews algo belleved thalt Jesus 1s the messiah. The Hebrew text has

Ramban announce the subjects because he wanted only to discuss /9%2;
0 o | ’( , (135)
Pz n 30 bE pia2zz T

Actually Remben wes not anxlous for the disputation as 18 evidenced
by & remerk that he makes on the second day of the disputation that il
the foundations of the Jewish religion do not rest upon a belief in |

(126) : N
2 messiah. And this was the attitude of all subsequent Jewish dis- ~ |

butants who were obliged to argue the matter of the messish in the

Midrash.

ACCQrding to the Hebrew text, the fourth subject was, Have the . ot
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‘ Jews or tho Christlans been observing the true law ? The last sub-

Ject was, " regolved " that the mitzvos are void after the coming
‘.of the Meséian. Sincé Jegus 1s the messiah, they have been Qoid
since his day. The aforementioned resolution was the lLast subject
according to the Latin version. The PUGIO confirms the Latin text's

. enumeration of the subjects to be discussed.

Baer 1s convinced that Ramban was gerious when he asked, ' Who hag

the right religion. " The basis for such a discussion would have

ﬂ< " been the philosophical tendencles of the times rather than the con-

‘troversial naturé of the interpretation of the Aggados of the Tal-
Imud. Ramban and all the Jewlsh disputants whp gollowed him tried
"to steer the oppoﬂent to the field of_phiygéggéicﬁi”tnought, and

Py eway from the interpretation of Aggados. Ramban Waé checked in this
effort by Jalme and the clergy-men. They would not permit the dig-
.cussion of the elements of their faith. For‘the Christian these
 'were not matters about which there could be any legitimate déubt.
And what 1is ﬁore, many Chrilstlans were convinced that the Midrash
contained baslc Jjustifications of their religion. (138)

Baer feels that Ramban brought an entirely different attitude of
mind to the disputation then did his opponent. Not vietory but
truth was hls supreme concern in the situation. Therefore, for
;éxample, Ramban publlished his own account of the proeceedings.

The disputation wag stopped because of fear of the mob.

.The Hebrew account gives the impression that Ramban answered all
of the accusations of the Christiansg - thls is subject to question.

. Baer ig convinced that neither of the versions is reliable, but is




inclined to believe that the Hebrew account 18 more ineclined to be

(138)
truthful than 18 the Latin.

Before turning to a consideration of the disputation let ug consider
the attltudes,with whieh all four of the disputants whom we are con-
'sidering, came to the combat. None can be accused of cowardice of
temerlity. dJechilel might easily have been timid, coming as he did
before a Court that was obviously anti-Jewlish. Ramban could easily
have lost a large portion of his polse when the gallery became as
ugly as it did. %oth vergions agree that the disputatlion had to

be stopped because of the mob's dlspleasure with Ramban.

Graetz has some interesting remarks regardlng the attitudes of the

four disputants. " Die RBisputation zwischen Nachmani und Pablo Chris-
tiani'veranschaulicht, wenpn mean sle mit der zwischen R. Jechiel und

Nikolaug Donin vergleicht, den bedeutenden Vorsprung, den die gpan-

ischeh Juden von ihren nordfranzBsichen Brlidern hattem. Der Rab-

biner von Paris und der Dominikaher'Donin k&mpften wle zwel rohe

Boxer, die mit derben Faust schlfigen, von Séhimpfwﬂrtern begleitet,

auf einander losgehen; der Rabbilner von Gerona und der Dominikener

Pablo dagegen traten wie zwel feingebildete Edelleute auf, welche

ihre Hiebe mit HBflichkeit unterder Beobachtung der feinen Sitte
austhellen. ot +39)

The disputation lasted for four days, beglnning July 20, 1263. It S
Wag held in the presence of the royalty, many high church dignitaries, p 

.knights, and rabble. Graetz 1s certaln that Jews also must have been |

(139)
bart of the audlience.

The Hebrew text of the dlsputation begins with the statement that
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one Friar Pablo gave an "evil report" of the Jews to the king of

Aragon. The kingg%pvited Ramban to appear before the royal court

to answer the friar's charges. Ramban consents to do so on the

condition that he be granted freedom of speech. Raymond de Penna-
forte agrees to this conditlion, 1f Ramban promises not to make blas-

phemous statements about Jesus.

Ramban requests that the disputation involve only essential Dbellefs
and practiceg of both religions. Aiming at a discusslon of funda-
mentals of both religions, Ramban announces the following as the
subjects to be dlscussed:

1~ Has the messiah come, or 1ig he going to come ?

2- Is the messgiah a divinity, or is he completely human, born

of the union of a man and & woman ? »

%- Do the Jews or the Christians observe the "true" Toran ?
Pablo's filrst statement 18 that he 1s golng to prove from the Tal-
mud that the messiah, to whom the prophets bore witnessg, has already
come. This corresponds to Ramban's first question. In the course

of the disputation the second guestion was touched upon, but the

third question was never reached.

Ramban first sets himself the task of proving that the sages of the

' Talmud did not believe in Jesus. He points out that Jesus preceeded
all of the rabbis in point'of time. If they recognized Jesus,.why
did they remain Jews, and not follow Jesus as Pablo had done ? It
is upon the work of these sages, theée Talmud, that Judalesm is founded,
and the function of the Talmud is to teach the commandments .0f the

Torah,

Pablo disregards this argument, and starts a discussion of Gen. 49:10,




5‘3[6 /02’ "> By - ’gf M1y 620 ~Jo- /(// 77[8 1s the messiah.

Pablo gathers from thisg lnterpretation, that Judah was to have tem=-

poral power until the messiah came. Therefore since the Jews have

no government of their own, the Messiah must have already come.

Ramban replies that it was not the intention of the " prophet " to
gay that Judah would ever enjoy permanent dominion. Dominion éould
be taken from Judah for ite sin. He mentions that at times Israel
had domlnion, and Judah did not, and vica versa; for a period neit-
her had dominion. The last was the cage during the Babylonian exile.
During the period of the " Secong Temple," there was only a king in..
jJudah during the lifetime of Zerrubabe] and his sons. From this
‘time until the destruetion of the Temple, & period of 380 years, the
priestly Hasmoneans and thelr servante bore the rule. Thus a8 long
Z? the people are in exile there will be no king -~ for as long as

Wore is no people to rule, there can be no king.

Pablo answers that throughout its history, Judah has had gome type
of native ruler, though he might not have been a king. He cites

. as examples of such rulers the exilarchSzand the hesds of the aca-~
demies in Babylon.. To establish hlS éoint of view he cites Sanh.
: ‘ Sa, which interpretsmﬂ'jgfjw 62C /o’ A//;S meaning the Babylonian
"exilarchs, who rule the people with a scepter. /’/é7 /ZNJfYVhN/’
;i refers to the descendants of Hillel,'who teach the people the Law,
4nd the argument is lncontrovertible because now there are not even
"legitimate" rabbls. because S'michoh has been discontinued. Wao-

over, therefore, has been using the title " maestro,"” i.e. " paphi "

hes unjustly assumed the title.
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Ramban answers that the discontinuance of B'michoh is irrelevant to
\;ne disputatidn. He feels the necessity of answering Pablo neverthe-
:iéss. "Maestro" 1is not the equivalent of "Rabbi" but of "Rav! "Ray"
 1ignifiés anyfunordained teacher, and "Rabbiis a teacher who has
(f)‘been ordained. Ramban points out that no one mentioned in the Tal-

¥/ ud is called " Rabbl " and ClLGS Rashi to this effect, i.e. Rashi
51; to Ketub. 43b. There Rashi comments on tnenname /97’4 <7, and

n~states that this man was also known as ﬂ99’5 ’29 , Rashi gays that

lcalled " Rav. " But there are some who say,qéontinues Rashi, that

'tf hefore ordination the. cnplgrﬁ;svknbwnragwﬁ_Rav." and thereafter
)ﬁ " Rabbi. " -
The rabbls interpreted Gen. 49:10, continues Ramban, only with re-

ference to actual kingship, and they mention it to establish the
- later times the exilarchs of Babylon, and the patriarchs of Pales-
tine assumed the funetion of investiture of judges. The exilarchs

~and patriarchs could do this because thelr authority was derivedr

themselves for 400 years after Jesus' lifetime. The sages also

understood that the cesgation of kingship was not permanent.

,S(P’Friar Plerre de Genuze volunteers to uphold Ramban's point of view;

—

\ Ain his opinlon Scriptures gay that & cegsation of kingship would

- only be temporary. Ramban acknowledges Pierre's statement and
‘ jtells the king that Plerre has properly expounded the Law. Plerre

objects to this interpretation. He holde that there i no compé-

f“fison between the interregnum of the Babylonian exile and the pre-

Sent one, The former lagted only 70 years.

_prineiple that magistrates derive their power from the king. In it

i
|
'
i
!
[
'
i
[

e 1n ag much as there was no ordination in Babylon, schblars were N

8 from the king. In this manner the sages of the Talmud conducted fi




- 96 -

The latter, however, has already lasted 1,000 years, and must there-
- .

fore be permanent.
'ﬁ}ﬁRamban replies that mere length of time does not prove the perman-
kence of the lnterregnum. There haVe been pre?ious long interregna.
; And furthermore Jacob promised that Judah would cdntrol its rulers
Lo ‘ ——
- and those of 1ts brotherss Gen. 49:8, " Judah thy brothers shall
\;///préise,thee‘etﬂ;'" I Chron. 5:2, " For Judah prevailed above his
: brothers, and of him came he that is prince., " #he dominion of
7 Israel is nullified by Solomon s statement in I Kl 12:20, " There
szvf‘was none who followed tne house of DaV1d but tne tribe of Judah

alone. On the basls of these verses Ramban concludes that the

. right to rule wag not permanently taken from Judah. He adds the
:Cﬁ argament that the Babylonian exile was considered neither D70")
nor fi K;Z with regaga “to Judah's dominion. <;26 2o b///’
L',’ﬁ%hvw was not gpoken to Judah but to the whole people; this verse
'f aggured Judah only that 1t would have dominion only as long as thers

. Wag a house of Isgrael.

: %
' - i

el
HaV1ng no angwer to this argument, Pablo launches 1lnto the dz;

255;‘ question, has the messiah already come. Pablo says that the Talmud

ftﬁas proof. This passage relates that an Arab GamﬁWUROH a, Jew«who

[ A ﬁ s E‘\ T\
Wa.g Lendlng hig herds, and urged the Jew to forsakahtnerTorah gince

st
s s St

e

}the Temple had been destroyed according to the Midrash text the

e

N . i ) b

states that he has already come, clting Midrash Echa Rabbogi 1: 57 —fzé

{°T the cattle, and finally the Arab tells the Jew to §Q£225f hig e

Torgh because thy%M@ssiah has been born.

P 1, . ) Ty e e amraepr T

,R&mban angwer® that this Midrash 18 evidence for his own cage, but

it

- Jew asked the Arab how he knew this. The Arab gaid from the lowing”‘“ﬁﬂm*g




he does not believe 1t. When Pablo decries him for not bellieving

in his own religious books, Ramban replies that he does not believe
‘that the messlah wag born on the day the Temple was destroyed. He
“says that elither the Midrash does not tell historical fact or it
needs an explanation other than the obvlious. For his present pur-
poses, Ramban chooses to interpret it literally:

1- If the Mesgsiah was born on the day of the Destruction, Jesus
lg not the megsiah, for Jesus died long before the Destruction.

( A royal magistrate interrupts Ramban to say his last statement 1is

irrelevant, s%nce the quegtion under consideration is not " Who 1s .
LY 14

ard
the messiah, " but "Has the Messiah come ? ")
2- The =ages say that the messliah hasg been born, but has not
yet " come. "
Moses dld not " come " until he went to Pharaoh, Ex. 9:1. The Meg-
giah will not"come" wuntil he has been anointed by Eliljah, and goes ;

to the pope demanding the emancipation of the Jews,

Ny
Pablo then cites Is. 52:13-53:12 which he calls 320 .’36’ ’v\ﬁ NOD
which %ells of the suffering of the " servant of God. " For Pablo
this proves that since Jesus suffered he is the messiah. Pablo

asks Ramban if he thinks that thlis passage refers to the messiah.

Ramban replies that the passage refers to the people of Israsel, and

)
he cites other instances in prophetic literature where 3?7’refers

to Israels Is. 41:8 329 ln0 Doyl , and Is. 44:1 706 9] :EE

7329 ??ﬁ’ . Pablo says he can prove from rabbinical literature
that the " servant " passages refer to the Messiah. Ramban says the B

rabble may have usged 32y )00 ?jﬂ passage homiletically to ap-

Ply to the mesgiah. He defles Pablo to cite one instance in rabbi-

ni¢ literature which tells of the death of the megsiah or of his
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i

(/
. betrayel to his enemles. // | i

‘when the messlah would come, met the messiah in Romelcaring for the

- Pablo cites Sanh. 48a in which R. Joshua b. Levi, s%eking tolléarn‘jf;.,

T :

gick. Ramban answers that this aggadah proves that he had not”comeﬁ%;f;

though he was living. !?’iij';“‘

The King asks, " If the messiah had been born on the day of the des-

truction ( some 1200 years ago ) and he had not yet "come" when is
he coming ? " It is not man's nature to.live g0 long, says the
king. After first refusing to answer, Ramban pdints tb Adam and -
Methusala as examples of men living to an extremely advanced age.

Where lg the messlah now, wonders the king. The debate comes to an

- end, when Ramban sarcastically evades the question.

On the following day, Ramban asks leave to explain his conception
of the messish more clearly. He first wanted to explain why he re-
Jected the Jewlish authoritlies cited by Pablo. He explained that
there are three kinds of Jewlsh books: the Bible, literally accep=-
ted by all Jews; the Talmud, explaining the laws of the Torah and
believed by all; Aggadah, a mass of homiletical material in which

belief is optional.

Ramban then turnd to a fuller explanation of the midrash from Echa
Rabbosl. Ramban explains that he interpretted it literally for the

disputation proving thereby that Jesus was not the messiah., With

“regard to king's questlion about the longevity of the messiah, Ram-

ban sald Adem lived 930 years, and would have Llived longer if he

had not sinned. This interpretation is based on Gen 3:19. The sin

. of man cannot affect the messlah, and he may consequently live forever,

Pgo 21%5..

L
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In answer to the king's question, where is the messiah now, Ramban

again compares him WLth Adam. Before he sinned Adam lived in the

- garden of Eden, from which he wae driven, Gen. 3:23. Since the
mesglah 18 free of the sin of Adam, he is living in the garden of

- BEden. ( Marguelis gives Zohar, Sh'mos Bb as the source for thisg
statemeht, but the reference is inaccurate ) The king remindes him
that one of the previously mentioned midrashim said that the messlah
wag living in Rome. Ramban answers that the messiah was not living:

- in Rome, but had merely been seen there once,

|
{L} Fearing the reaction of the audience Ramban addresges, an,aside to

the kigg/explaining why he had denied that the messiah was 1iv1ng

in Romeo Be sald, the midrash says that the messiah will remain

if in Rome until it is destroyed. ( The source for this statement is
not legible in the text of the disputatibn )  Similarly Moses

dwelt in Pharaoh's house until it was destroyed. Rambam cltes as
eéxamples of wicked clties that had to fall because of their ging
Tyre ( Kzek. 28:18 ), and an unnemed city(Is. 27:10). jdm?ﬁ-ﬁ’fya
531 reports that at the time that Rome is to be destroyed, people

New T

‘juif' In angwer to a question from Ramban, Pablo aﬁ&théwfiﬁé”Eéféé\%nat

the meseiah will nullify the sin of Adam. Remban then points out

that the punishments inflicted upon Adam for his sin ( Gen 3317 -
19 ) are still visited upon mankind, though many yéars have pagsed

8ince Jesus' death. Remban makes garcastic remarks about the aton-

ing powers of Jesus, suggesting that they still stand becaqge no one
can contradict them. The rabbi challenges his Christian opponents

- to-present incontrovertible prwofs for these claims. In answer to

;Lf: Will ask one another, " Is Rome and all that is in it worth a penny % " A




f |
"he does not meet the biblieal specifications. They are: L

the Christlan view of sln, Ramban stresses the Jewlish principle of

individual responsibility, denying the inherltablility of sin.

Pablo interrupts to say that he has more evidence that the messiah
has come. Ramban lgnores him. He goes on to say that belief in a

mesgiah is not fundemental to Judaism. Ramban assures Jaime that

for the Jewlsh people the king of Aragon is as important as the mes-
glah. Both the messiah and Jaime are human kings, Jewlish and Gentile.
Ramban explains that there is much greater merit in remaining faith-
ful to the Jewish law, living as the subject of & Gentlle king, than

mw E
there is,obeylng the Jewish law under compulslion as a subject of

King Messiah. The most fundamental question in the disputation is

not wﬁ%her the messiah has come, but of the nature of God. BSince
the king is a @hristlian and the son of a Christlian, he 18 acquain-
ted only with Christian docfrinee The principle dogma of Chrig-
tianity, that god was gestated in a Jewlsh woman; that he wés born @
after seven months; liVed ag an ordinary mortal; wasg delivered to
and killed by his enemies 1s unthinkable as the description of a
god's career. And that after all of this, that Jesus should re-

turn !

Hag the messiah come.? No. Ramban says that no one but Jesus ever

admitted belng the messiah, and it 18 imposslble for Jesus because

1- Pg. 72:8 The messiah ig to rule the world; Jesus never bore o
dominiond
2- Jer. 31:34, Isg, 11:9, 2:4 The messiah is to usher in & gol- i
den age; there has been no golden age. i
%~ Ig. 11:4 The messiah ig to rule by word of mouth; but Chris- I
tian:.rulers are not able to hold sway with armies. :“
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Pablo scolds Ramban for being unnecegsarlily verbose, and asks the
king's help in keeping him in cheek. Pablo holds that the sages
taught that the messlah 1s more honored than the angels; this could
only refer to Jesus, who is God Himself. He arrives at this con-
clusion on the basis of YALKUT SHIMONI to Is. 52:13, which says

that the messiah is more exalted than Abraham, Moses, and the minis-

tering angels. N

?é%mBQﬁ reblies that tﬁis aég;dah has reference to the righteous, i.e.
the righteous and Israel are more exalted then the ministering an-
gele. 1Israel prays three times a day and the angels'only once, Sanh.
.~ 93a and Chul. 91b. The homiletic intent of the aggadah to which Pab-
lo referred was to show that the meseiah would be more daring than
Abraham the proselytizer, Moses the Egyptian liberator, and the

angel Michael who made war on the heavenly representative of Persia.

The messiah would force the pope and the gentile kings to release

Israel, and he would remadn in Rome until it had been degtroyed.

v Pablo then quotes Daniel 9:24: QaW ' 1 7W% /K]ZAV//JY26 ply2C.

“/o @[ @P r{eﬂ//' (,Z/ /Mn pmn[ Mg wzg /(,vn/ /}1 ')bb/ 700D /of/,
Pablo maintalns that the seventy Weeks corPGSpond to the geventy years
of the Babylonian exile, and the seventflyear% ofdthe Second Temple.

R
The " holy of holies " is Jesus. Ramban replies that ascording to
the Jewish reckoning, Jesus lived thirty weeks before this time, and

according to the Christian reckoning,ten.

Pablo then mentions Dan. 9:25, and identifies Jesus with the h“%
3'6J , to whom the word for the restoration of Jerusalem came.

Reamban answers that this too is a traditional error. The numbers

4

’ ~
I s
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';{ Jesus came after gixty of these weeks had slapsed, and not after se-

A

ghould be interpreted as follows:

until coming of 3’&]’”€N

. T weeks -
62 " - for building of "broad place"
l? g - for strengthening of covenant
705 ' .- total

§ venty weeks as the Christian caleulation. Neither Pable nor Ramban

%mgke clear the meaning of these caleculatlons. Ramban scolds Pablo.

¥

iifSr presuming to speak about something that he doesn't understand.
. Ramban says he will show that the h'0F is Zeruhabel. Peblo asks,

W

vﬁIs. 45:1, and the patriarchs, Ps. 105:16, were also called messlah.

how could Zerubabel be called messiah ? Ramban answer that Cyrus,

-

“Ramban shows the king that throughout the book of Danlel, with one

exception, l2:11, there is no connection between the coming of the

Messiah and that of the"Ketz." 1In all places where such a connection

apparently exists, Danlel 1is merely praying for a knowledge of the
"Kotz" Ramban then undertakes to interpret this verse a'Mh» 205 Ayl
PWQAI-WAMN/ﬂQ;;ﬂN’PNQ y’?e*ﬁﬁﬂi He says that 1290‘years would
elapse from the cessation of the perpetual offering until the re-

moval of the people's shame. Thls verse uses the word ~f’ to des-

_cribe the units of time involved in the prophecy. Since the versge

iintended to lndlcate years- rather than days, Ramban points out in-

stances 1n the Bible in Which“V%V gignified years or periods of

ime rather than days: Lev. 25:29, Ex. 13310, Gen. 24:55,

Ramban then quotes Daniel 12:12 which says, " - happy is he who
waiteth unto the 1335 days. " The forty-five years difference bet-
ween 1290 (12:11 ) and 1335 (12:12) represents the period during
Which the redeemer would remove " the detestable thing. " At the
o ks '

.
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end of this time the messiah will gather the scattersd of Israel,

a8 the first redeemer, Moses, had done. At the time of the disput-

‘ation, ninety five years were still lacking until the " Daniel " re-
deemer would come. He was to appear in 1358, and faithful Jews awai-
ted his coming at that time. |

' (141) 3
Pablo quotes PESIKTA RABBATI, sec. 15, to the effect that the latter |

redeemer would be hidden for 45 days, asg the first redeemer had been. |
Pablo insists that the f/f’ here mentioned were days and not years,
Ramban interrupts to say that thesePQV’also mean years. Pablo grows

angry, and protests that Ramban is twistling words. Pablo says that

any Jew would admit that £/’ means " day ", and insists that the king
. summon & Jew at random ﬁo conflirm his contention. A Jew is summoned
and he agrees that the word means "day." Ramban answers by twitting
Pablo - the Jew summoned wags fit td sit'in Judgement of Pablo but

not of himself. Remban insists that /°/’ signifies time in generals |
e.g. Nu. 3:13, 8:17. The word f/’ is preferable to ?/@because, the gé
aggadist wente to /{jﬁﬂ ﬁ[ﬂo//, The angels frequently spoke to }m
f’g;niel in £he manner' of 12:4 290 PIAhI pI19230 P1A0., Arnold de

Sigarra ends the discussion by quoting Jerome to uphold Ramban.
~iF P T e ™ ™ : o / )
Pablo then cites DERECH ERETZ ZUTA to the effect that the lessiah

)

is in the Garden of Eden; why ¢ ~Because he beheld his ancestors i

gteeped in idolatry, ?ni $o he hid himself in the Garden, where he
142
could truly serve God. Ramban teases Pablo saying, that this sta- 1

tement 1s proof that the messiah is a human belng, the descendant A

of idolators, He seizes the book that Pablo has been reading. The
account relates that fourteen persons enetered the Garden alive, and

~among them were Serach bas Asherf{Pharaoh's granddaughter. If
- 3,
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Jesus had been & divinlty, he would not have wanted to dwell among
_Women, gaid Ramban. The king ended the discussion by leeving the
" place of meeting. At the end of the second day, the question, is

the mesglah a divinity or a human being, was under digcussion.

On the fifth day ( Thursday ? ) the king arranged for the disput-
( 143)

H

atlon to continue in secret. Pablo began /K}Kﬁﬁ/pb’ﬂ;@/:é;)”o232

and then promlsed to bring proof from the(grz$test Jewlish authority
' 14

of §00 years, " Maestro Moges de Gifti. " Tq;s authority stated
¢ . l;‘; .

W.&J V

j{;ihaﬁ the messiah_Eﬁd dled aﬂdrhad bean succeedéd in his messianic
 0ffice by his son. This, declared Pablo, did not correspond to the
Jewlgh conception of the messiah as presented by Ramban. Pablo asks
for a copy of " the book of Judgeso(%45)
Ramban insigts that Pablo is misinterpretingo The rabbl admits

that there lg difference of opinilon among Jewlsh authorities on mat-
ters pertaining to the mesgiah. Aggadic material ( such as the

ECHA RABBOSI passage which Pablo cited ) says that the messiah was
born on the day of the Destruction, and that he will live forever.
The CQQQ)@ ’J%z , on the other hand say that he is to be born
cloge to the time of the " Ketz; " that he would rule for a limi-
ted time, dle, and be succeeded by his gon. The only difference

between the non-megslanic and the messianic age is the matter of

the ruler of the Jews. Ramban prefers the latter view,

The book for whilch Pablo had asked arrives at this point, and when -
1t 1s given to him, he 18 unable to find what he had wanted. Ram-
ban takes the book, and reads therefrom, " King Messiah is golng to
reestablish Israel, bulld the Temple, and'gather the scattered of

- (146) .
Israel. " After hearing this, Arnold calls Maimonides a liar.




- 105 -

Ramban balts Arnold. Untll he has heard gomething of Malmonides, - 7Zz
the churchman regarded Maimonldes an authority; after becomingj%??gw“
"his writings, Arnold calls him a liar,

Reamban then volunteers to prove from the Torah and the Prophets that
Maimonides' eonception'of the messlah 1is correct. dJesus, Ramban
maintainsg, did not bring one diaspora Jew to Palestine; he did not
rebuild the Temple, because he did not live in the time of the dis-
bersion. Not only did Jesus have no universal dominion, but he also
did not rule himself. Ramban then started to read Deut. 30, and sbop- ‘
ped at verse 73 El 7’MJ€ /; 1'2 e A;Dlon.Aﬂﬁa i;ﬁﬂ 7'n/o;/nv/nJ/. ' ﬁ
He equates '2’/jc with the Christiens, and 7//a/€ with Islam.

With this, " the opposition is silenced" and the meeting is adjourned.

On Friday ( 08> £/'2 ) the meeting was again public. Ramban asked

the king to gtop the disputatidn because the large hostile gathering M
frightened him. The rabbl sald that certain courtisrs and clergymen i
had threatened him because he had made " deprecating" remarks about
their religlon. Frilar Plerre de Genuva had advised him that no iyl |

2)6 V23 5) o (iﬁ )Certain Jews had aQ?empted to stop hls participation 5

\

in the discussion, When the king expresged the degire, the disput-
atioqéontinued. | | R

Ramban requested to ask instead of answering.questions. Hls request

was rejected. Pablo then went into the second question of the debate;

he asked Ramban i1f he bellieved the messiah to be both human and di- ﬁ}
vine. Ramban replied that Pablo was dlsregarding the rules by which o

the debate was conducted. Pablo had not yet proved, clalimed Ramban,

that the messiah had come. Ramban wanted to follow the first question [
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further and establish whether or not the Messiah hag already come;
and to prove especlally whether or not Jesus 1is the messiah. The

digpute 1s to be concerned gtrictly with the claims and nature of

"past" messiahs, and not with the messiah who ig golng to come to

the Jews. The king and the Judges admitted the legitimacy of Ram-

ban's contentions, but insisted that he answer Pablo's question.

Ramban answered that the Messish ls going to come, énd that he shall

‘be a human bei75, & descendant of David, Is. 1l:1. If /€ A2’y

_ S )
is read 2 o2 "> 3 » 1t 1s established that he will arrive

in this world in s placenta, in a word he would be born in the same
menner in which other human beings are born. If the messiah were &

divinity he could not be of the " stock of Jesse,"nor could he ger-

minate within a Jewish woman. If he were to be the messiah, he would

be a descendént of David in the male line, for David's line has male
seed in-every generation. The implication of these remarks ig ob-
vious - Ramban again finde an opportunity to question Jesug' claims
to messianism. Was Ramban acquainted with such tracts as Ogo V'es

B'no and Toldos Yeshu, wherein the idea of Jesusg' being a descendant

70f David in the femsle line is developed ?

Pablo then cites Pg. 110 - " A pgalm of David, " My lord, sit thou

- at my right hand - " )VJW ' 2(2 ’J3AJF:9/D’ fle) . David

could only have addfessed wofds like these to a divinity - how ecould

& human sit at God's right hand, asks Pablo. The king praised Pablo

for so astute a question. If the messiah were a humen, says the king,

}fh David would not call him " my lord. " Jaime insists that if he had

& relative that ruled the whole world, the relative would have to kisg

his (Jalme's) hand as all of his vagssals must.
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Ramban asks Pablo if he was the great scholar that was needed to disg-~
cover this glorlous truth; was it because of this prof?und dliscovery
' that Pablo became converted to Christlanity ? Was it to discuss this
discovery that the disputation was arranged ? The king asks Ramban

- to proceed with his answer to the analysis. The rabbl answers that
David was a poet who composed by divine inspiration, but did not sing
\himselfe This pgalm was written for use in the Temple ritual; David
‘Was not permitted to sing, for this was the function of the Leviteé,
I Chron. 16:4. Therefore David had to phrase the psalm in a manner

in whieh 1t would have been proper for the Levites to sing 1t.

’Afm’/r;zg had a definite meaning for David. It signified that God

had protected David throughout his lifetime, and had made David pro-

“gper in his dealing with his enemies. " Sitting at God's right hand "

-

symbolizes David's superhuman conguests. A similar meaning of the

expresgion is to be found in Ps. 18:36, 118:15, Is. 63:12, and Ex.15:6.
By way of summary, the psalm was written under divine inspiration,

and it was to be sung about David and his son who was to succeed him.
And what was done for David in part wasg to be done for hls son com=-
pletely. God's right hand supported David while he congquered his
enemies; but It will support the mesgiah until he shall have conquer-
od the whole world. For the whole world 1s pitted against the mesg-
siah: it subjects his people, it deniles his coming and his kingship,

and part of the world has set up a rival against him.

Pablo insistes that Ramban's argument is impossible. The Jewlsh

Sages gay that in the future, God will place the messiah at Hls right
hand, and Abraham at His left, Midrash Shochar Tov 8:29, Ramban

codhters by ingisting that this midrash bears out his own analysis




of the proportions of the Divine Help that would come to David and
to the messiah, Taking the book from which Pablo had been reading,
' Ramban shows that Pablo's interpretation is erroneous. Upon hear-

ing Ps. 110:1, Abraham will be displeased that a descendant of his

- would be given greater honor than himself, says the Midrash. The

midragh goes on to say that in view of this situation, God will ap-~
pease Abraham by saying, ' Your descendant will sit at My right hand
and I will sit at your right hand. " This midrash, continues Ramban,
" proves that the mesgiah 18 a human beling, and that he is not Jesus.
It proves also that the megsiah has not yet " come. " The elaborate
resumes that have concluded Ramban's last two speechéa geem to in-
dicate, that he Waé feverishly tryling to bring the disputation to a
close. His fine analysis of the various problems of the last day

must have had & most telling effect upon hls audisence,

Pablo answers with a parable based on Lev., 26:12 from YALKUT SHIMONI,
sec. 672, This ?ablo interprets as meaning that eventually G6d wlll

again become a human belng as He wag when he walked among men as

Jesus the human being. "

Ramban repllies that everything mentioned in the Midrash is to take
place in the future. Jesus did not gtroll with the rightseous in the
Garden of Eden, 1n the'figure of the mldrash, but spent all of his
life fléeing from his enemies. The actual meaning of the Midrash,
explaing Rambén; is that in this life, the righteous are not able

to grasp the full truth of prophecy, nor are they able to behold the
glory of God'g presence, ag Nu. 1l2:6. At the beginning of his car-
eer, Moses was not able to gaze upon God; Ex. 3:6, but as he prog-

ressed in it, he was able to speak to God face to face, Ex. 33:ll.

(148)




When, a8 1ln the Mldrash, God says -that He would be as a human being,
He was sgpeaking flguratively. In the future, men will not be afraid
ifo gaze upon God,'becaﬁse they will be free of ain. Men would be |
~godlike in their complete observance of the mitzvos, and this is the
- meaning of Gen. 3322 and Zecho.12:8.

Pablo recites Gen. 1:2, P{ﬁ;) Jo (4 ~apw P’Ozz’ﬂ/7/ . He equates
P17 and the-messiah, who must therefore be a divinity. This inter-
pretation is a quotation from Bereshls Rabba 2 5. After- calllng
ﬁfPablo an lgnoramous who thinke he 1s & sage, Ramban 1Lsists Lhat hi2
"1 the soul of Adam£14§L accuges Pablo of distortin;%gﬂe meaning of

Tthe midrash The midrash refers the varlous parts of the verse to

"/ the future, and equates them with nations. " Void " is Babylon, Jer-

4:2%; " formlessness " represents Media, Es. 63:14; " on the face of
the waters " refers to the " kingdom of Wickedness;" and "the spirit
_of God " refers to the messiah. This is a repetition 6f the larger
‘part of B. R. 2:5. The messlah 1s to be a human being filled with
“tie ‘spirit of wisdom and with the spirit of God as Bezalel was, Ex.
3l:3. He was to be filled with the splrit of wisdom as was Joshua,
Deut. 34:9. Ramban gayd that he cannot explaln the sgtructure of
the midrash to Pablo, because the prineiple of itse stiructure 1is
R'mizus, a concept which Pablo-could not understand. With this
statement of Ramban's, the formal disputatiqn comes to an end, at

Ramban's request.

Why should it have ended at this particular point ? It was no

more appropriately ended here than at a number of othér points in
the last day's proceedings. I have lndicated two effective sum;
Vmariés earlier in the day, which would have more appropriately end-

od the argumentation. At this point neither Pablo nor Ramban




B 2T

~ 110 -

had more effectively refuted the other's presentation than at any
. other polnt of the day's discussion. The Hebrew text does not men-
-.Ftion any reason for the adjournment of the meeting. It may be that
~the disputation ended sooner than Ramban admits to. He began the
" last day's proceedings by sayilng that the hostile audience frighten-

ed him. rYet throughout the day he makes remarks hostile to the fun-

h damental beliefs of Christianityo It is not true that Ramban did
not have the courage to say in public whatever he was ready to put
into writing. As we shall see later his entire manuscript was exa-
mined by an ecclesilastical court of Inquiry. Thus it would have re-
‘quired as much courage to write something anti-Christian as it would

have kme&m to have uttered it in public.

‘Ramban assures the reader that he has faithfully reproduced the
proceedings of the disputation. He heard thgt Lhe king and certain
of the elergy wanted Lo come to the’ (Barceloéé?) gynagogue, They
came on the Saturday eight days after the adjournment of the dis-

(150)
putation.

In a speech, which is not reproduced in the Hebrew text, thé king
contends that Jesus ig the messiah., After paying his regpects to
the king's words, because they are dellvered by the king, Ramban
answers him as follows. He gtates that_Jesus brought his meggi-
anic claime to hie contemporaries, and they spurned them to his
face., If a man's contemporaries, who knew him well, will not ac~

- ¢ept his claimg, how dan an individual, who has heard of themthrough
'cehturynold rumor, be expsected to accept them. It seems most un-

usual - that this argument was left unchallenged. As we have already




indicated Father Denifle was revolted by 1it.

. Raymond de Pennaforte then dellvered a lecture on the nature of the
trinity, and maintained that its component parts represent Wisdom,
Will, and Power. Ramban answered this by relating an incident of
the digputation. He quotes Péblo a8 having asked him 1f he belil-
~x:.eved in the trinity. Ramban's answerx%supposed to have'been that
}ftpe trinlty i¢ nothing more thanrfhree material bodies supposedly
yldiﬁiﬁéixNeither the question not the answer are to be found in the
Hebrew text of the disputation. Pablo is then supposed to have

replied that the elements of the trinity ere souls or angels. He

suggests as an alternative that the trinlity is & substance com-
posged of three elements, a8 human bodies are substances composed of
four elements. And in answer to a question from Ramban, Pablo 1id-

entified these elements as Wisdom, Will, and Power.

Ramban objeéts to thig analysis because it makes accidental qual-~
itles the basia of the Divine Nature. Ramban admits that God is "
wige without being foolish, that He has will and not sensation, and
that he 1s possesged of power and not weakness. He maintaing that
the language of " trinity " is erroneous, for wisdom in God is not

& characteristie apart from Himself. God and His will are one, and

' so forth with respect to all of His " qualities. " Even 1f God Bl

had accidental qualities, and the geheral belief is to the contrary,

He would still not be a triple divinity, but a unit pogsesged of

three accidences. - - R o
\
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The king then tells a parable that he heard from thefJWIC( Are © .., }fa

N et
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taste, and odor, and together they composge one substance. i
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The rabbi rejects thisg analysis. Color, taste, and odor are merely
accldental quallties of wine; comblned or separate they do not pro-
“duce wines Wineihas an essenée whieh permeates it, and in addition
to it8 essence ig composed of these>three accldental qualities. . It
may have more than three of these accidences. If this figure is
followed;xthe trinity would become & quadripartites: divine essence,
wisdom, wlll, and power. But in addition to these component parts
the Divinity ls a living phenomenon; thus the trinity becomes at
least a quintipartite. Therefore Ramban concludes that the analy-

gle of the godhead made by Pablo, the king, and Raymond 1is erroneous.

Pablo retorted that his conception of the trinity was one of a tri-
nity within & unity. In his desire to avoid any discussion of this
statement, Pablo explained that this configuration of unity and
trinlty was beyond human understanding. Ag a matter of'fact, not

even the angels and heavenly beings understand it. Ramban answers

- curtly that a person should not be expected to belleve what he does

not understand. With this premise, Ramban concludes that the angels

do not believe in the trinity.

vThe king and his company thereupon leave the synagogue. When Ram-
ban presented himself to the king on the following day, he was given

a gift of 300 dinars, and was sent home in peace and affection.

. The ending of the latln account relates that Ramban all but admitted
defeat. He therefore promised that he would submit a written state-
- ment of hig arguments to the king and the judges. He fled the city

L (151)
during a temporapy absence of the king.

If this disputation was the elimax o#’a campalgn of proselytization,
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the campaign was a dismal fallure. Pablo's poor luck in converting
Jows see@ed not to want to leave him. After the disputation the
Dominicéés undertook a more ambitious program of proselytization
among the Jews., They secured a royal decree, August 26, 1263, for-
cing the Jews to attend Dominican missionary meetings.(lgﬁé Jews
were not to gcorn or persecube those Jews who had submitted to bap-
tism. In a decree of August 29, Pablo wasg empowered to preach in
synagogues and privaﬁe homes. The Jews were ordered to listen res-
pectfully to Pablo, and to answer any questions that he might put
to them. They were to give Pablo their.books for eensorship, and
were to scratch out of them any passages that he polinted out/}br
this treatment. On the following day, August 30, & new decree per-

mitted Jews to remalin away from any missionsry meeting held outside

of the Jewish quarters.

In the following year, the censgorial clause of the August 29 decree

was modified out of existence. In 1265, Jaime freed the entire
Barcel@ona Jewish community from the act. In the same decree, mis-
sionaries were forbidden to enter synagogues with a mob - their re-
tinue was not to exceed ten, and these ten had ﬁJngfg} a good re-

- (153)
putation.

The clerical group was very dissatisfied with these developments,
and they prepared to carry on thelr anti-Jewish efforts. They pat-
iently awalted an opportunity to punish Ramban for his presumptu-

ousness. The opportunity was not long in coming.

Pablo had heen Circulating an account of the disputation for his
own purposes. Ramban wpote and circulated a version of his own to

connteract the effects of Pablo's account, and to expose Pablo.




The Dominicans resented any questioning of their triumph in the

Barcelona encou?teri A copy of Ramban's sccount was gilven to the
154

bishop of Gerona., Pablo read most viclous remarks about Jesus' or-

igins and the trinity into it. It was of course written in Hebrew,

and therefore unintelligible to the clergy. The eccdlesiastlcs de- 715 

manded & blasphemy trial for Ramban. The formal charges of blasg-

(155)
phemy wezﬁ entered agaelnst Reamban by Pennaforte. Jaime invited

Ramban to defend himself. Ramban replied that in hls written account -

he had not added one word to what he had said in public after Jaime
and Raymond had granted him freedom of speech. The king's verdict
was that Reamban was gullty of the above charges. His book wasg o
be burned, and he was to be banished from Aragon for two years€1)6)
The Dominicans were infurlated by the clemency of the royal sentenéen
In 1266, they apﬁealed Jaime's sentence to pope Clement IV. Clement

- responded to the appeal by writing a letter to Jaime , scolding him
for permitting Jews to occupy lmportant government positions. .Cle«
ment demanded severe punishment for one who would presume dilshonestly
and falsely to defame ChristianityﬁlBELpecting further actlons agalnst
himself by the Inquisition,"Ramban fled from Spain, and arrived in
Palestine in August, 1267€lbﬂzses b. Nachman died about three years
after his arrival in Palestine. He was burled beside his colleague
Jechiel b. Joseph in Haif;%58gfter his opponent's trial for blasphemy,
Pablo disappeared as sudd enly as he had appeared. Donin and Pablo

” had inflicted severe injury upon their former co-religionlsts to

no one's benefit.

By way of concluding this study, I would like to examine three sets

¥
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~of problems which are presented in the disputationss the plaeé of
Aggadah in Jewish theology as represeﬁted by Jechiel and Ramban; the
place of the messiah in the Judaism of the thirteenth century wlth
gpecial reference to Ramban; and finally the Jewigh attitude toward
Jesus in the Middle Ages. The uncensored Jewish conception of Jesma,

ig hinted at in both disputations.

_The;%roblem of the plme of Aggadah in Jewish theology 1is noteworthy for

éé?efal reasons., First the Christlan-Jewish polemics place Aggadah

.. in a conspilecuous position. The Christien polemiéists insisted that the

Talmudie Aggadah and the Midrashim were sources for the validity of
Christianity. The so-called " bizarre "  aggados seemed especlally
practicable for thesevpurposes. Donin and Pablo made extensive use
of them, and Martini in his PUGIO FIDEI establishes as a principle

that Jewish literature proves the validity of Chrigtianity.

The question of the Aggadah's hinding force upon Jews wasg an lssue
in the Malmonidean struggle.

; Traéitionally Aggadan represented everything in Judalsm that was not
strictly legal. M. Guttmaglaa%tes R. Samuel ha Nagid, " Alles was
in Talmud sich nicht auf eine gesetzllche Vorschrift beiieht,'ist
/Haggaﬁ&h; und man kann daraus lernen, wag man will,“w&hrend.den Hal-
146ppt weder hinzugefligt noch genommen werden kann. " In a word Sa-

‘muel Ha Nagid confirms my first contention and sdds an lmportant

‘ ;7éetail - that no gpecial restrictions were placed on the interpret-

ations of Aggadah, " und man kann daraus lernen wag man will. " 1In
the course of time the scope of Aggadah,origina&l%thﬂ non-legai

gections of the Telmud and the midrashim, was expanded to include
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all of human knowledge except the original confines of Halacha. It
is of course only the Talmudic Aggadah and the Midrashim which we
are now eonsidering.
In hie discussion of the nature of Aggadah, Abraham Maimuni adds
that when interpreting aggadah, one must reckon with two factogééoj
First one must accept that " the age of miracles " has never ended.
Miracles are constantly performed for the pious and the learned.
Second one must reckon With an apparent and a hidden meaning of a
particular aggadah. And to this definitlve material, we add the
remarks about Aggadahrwhich Jechiel made during'the disputatidn.
He says that it is aggadah's funetion to edify and entertain 7/QND/p
2/\ , and to teach the reader to understand parables ‘33:/Aﬁ20/n( 161)

And finally Jechlel suggests that the orthodox Jew accepted lit-

erally at least the aggadah of the Talmud. He goes on to say, ,i

PV Pl p1a23 30 1205 6f Al man > Y, pne Talmudie sggadan

was to be interpggEPegffﬁﬁﬁ“because it was an integral part of the

T a’lm u d 5 4:"7‘ k_,-ﬁ"fﬁ? .

With few exceptions there is no reason to believe that Jéchiel did -
not accept the drthodok interpretation of Aggadah. After all he was
a Tosafist, and director of the Tosafigt Yeshivah at Paris, In his
disputation utterances, Hechilel fbund another use for Aggadah - tor
evoke the faith of the"denier! the eplcurean, and the sectariangléa)
In his interpretatipn bf aggadah during the disputation, Jechiel
tried to be ag literal as possible. Whe Donin challenged him with
aggados regarding Jesus and Mary of an uncompllmentary nature, Jec-

hiellwas in & compromising position because of his orthodoxy. Thé

best that Jechiel could do wEs=to was to Say that the Jesus and




.,ll‘?_

Mery mentioned in the Talmud are not the Christian notables of the
‘Same names. Jechiel apparently convinced no one but Queen Blanche
of the validity of his remarks. We shall have occagion to treat
the Jewish attitude toward Jesus in gome detall later. Though I
have no authority for saying so, it seems that Jeehlel was merely

repeating current Jewieh conceptioneg of Jesus' origins and work.

‘?!The Maimonidean attitude toward aggadah is qulckly gtated; its ef-
fectiupon the orthodox was both shocklng and antagonizing. For the
’ philosopher Maimonides, Aggadah could only be irrelevant. When
Aggadah was too flagrant in its anthropomorphisms or teo cerude in

Ats outlook, he completely rejected it. There could be no question

ﬁr Maimonldes as to the binding character of Aggadah; it has no

% nbld upon the Jew, Hls disciples readily took up his views.

Yet for all his orthodoxy, Jechiel had some sense of proportion.
Though in the passage from thé disputation to which we referred, Jech-
iel tacitly admitted the binding character of Aggadah, yet in & num=-
ber of lnstances he maintained that a particular Midrash was to be
interpreted as a figure of dgpeech rather than literally. The cases
5ain point were the statements from the Talmud which Donin insisted
~were proofs that the Talmud 18 a nonsensical document: the citieg

B fortified to the heavens Og's teeth, the large bird, et ;Z%lﬁizy

this attitude in keepjng with rebbinic traditlon ? I believe that
ywedceval

sometnlng of a sense of humor was always ln place even among,or-

thodoxy's most conservative elements.

The problem of Nachmanides' attitude toward the Aggadah is not as

gimple a matter as 1t was in the cases of Jechlel and the Malmonists.

Apparently Ramban publicly uttered view%wlth regard to Aggadah




AR PRI

-~ 118 -

which did not agree with what Ramban's apparent attitude toward Ag-
gadah would gseem to be. Baer feels ﬁhat Ramban's public utterances
do not bespeak the real man. It 18 not coneceivable that he did not

believe ln Aggadah, The fact of the matter probably is that he

- found hasle Justification for his own position in Aggadah , Which

- fact he could not admit to the Christians for £or diplomatic reasons,

His life's work demonstrated his belief in Aggadah. After all Ram-

ban was one of those who tried to discredit rationalism, or at least

'the rationalism of his day.

It 18 very difficult to take exception to this point of view. Espe-
cially is this true when we recall that Baer does not consider the
Hebrew account of the disputation completely reliable.. Unfortunately
he did not specify how much‘of the Hebrew account he eonsldered un-

reliable,

Ramban was thoroughly steeped in Talmudic tradition asg is evidenced
by his long continued interest in the Talmud, and by his numerous

Talmudic writings. At the beginning of his discussion of Ramban's

life and work, Graetz says of him, " - war er von Autoritdtsglauben
(165) -
durch und durch beherrscht. " Authority was a fundamental in his

thinking - authorlty ranging from the Bible to Alfasl. For him the

work of a scheolar consisted of beecoming acquainted with this Author-

1ty, making it part of himself, and establishing iFsét?achings asg
(165

the measure of all things - so runs Graetz's flgure.

Yet as Ramban grew older and his outlook broadened, he wasg attracted

by the fateful MOREH. He admired Maimonlded' broad outlook and his

gystematic approaoh‘to philosophic problems. In the matter of basgic
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¢riteria; however, the two parted company; for Maimonides the final
‘ ' (166)
« Though

he differed fundamentally with philosophy, Ramban wss not unreason-

authority was reason, for Ramban it was Bible and Talmud

able 1n his attitude. In hig effort to make clear his objections
j_'to Meimonidean rationallsm, he wrote a bit of philosophy. Hence 1t
: seemed correct for him to intervenelin the confliet with the digelip~

les of Maimonides, cautioning both sides to proceed circumspectly,

- = t0 no avail.

I Graetz appreciates the difficulty that Ramban's attitude toward Ag-

- gadah occasioned him. He could not follow the Maimonists in discar- I

- ding Aggadah, because of his respect for authority. He preferred to
" settle the problem by compromise, acgept%mg or rejecting individual
167
. aggados on the basis of their lmport. In keeping with thig spirit

of compromise, he says in the disputation that the Aggadah ig to

P

‘Judalsm as the episcopal sermon is to Christianity. If the layman
Wilshes to accept the aggadah without question, it ig proper, and il
jlikewise he may reject i%%68znd in this spirit he gays he does not
belleve in the ECHA RABBOSI statement which Pablo cited. Ramban

;may be sald to represent a transitional type in Judaism - the Tal-

mudist who was slowly being won away from striet interpretation.

But he refused to accept the only alternative, an extreme Maimon-

idean Aristotelianism. According to Graetz Ramban wag inecapable of

: (169)
prgducing & solution to this problem. e

We now turn to a study of the place and slgnifilcance of the messianic

\concept 1h JeWish theology. The messiah idea was glven prominence |

V by polemical attacks upon Judaism, and becausq&radltional dates for
the coming of the Messiah were drawing near. Ramban was one those

Who indulged in messianiec calculations.




= 120 -~

It would be interesting to come upon statements by laypersons teg-
tifying to the extent of thelr interest in the messiah's coming.
Certainly a belief in such a figure might have comforted the Jewg
of France in the days following the Donin ineident. Our problen
remains, however, what did the mesgianie concept of the thirteenth

century congist of 9

Ramban was a leading scholar throughout the period of his scholarly
activity. He wag @speclally interested in the problem of the mesg-

eiah both as a cabbalist and as an interpretor of rabbiniec Judaisnm.
And so we will present Rahban's m6351anic ideology as that of a ty~

- pical orthodox Jew of the thirtesnth century.

Remban's messianie ideals are presented chiefly in his book 2/eé D Id0
_ or ?’3 MO . For him the messiah ides was an integral part

of the Jewish doetrine of " peward and punishment," both in its

Aindividual and communal asiaec‘tsa Whoever, therefofe, does not ac-

;eept the mesgiah is g /ﬁﬂ because in rejecting the Messiah that

individual re jects the agent of the pbrinciple of compensatio(170)

Ramban felt very strongly that Israel's hope for the future, the
‘messiah, ghould be a source of pride to Jews. Though the disper-

g8ilon be long and stormy, the 1ndividual Israelite should not lose

faith in the Torah or in the futureo Though the highest goal of

Jewligh religious efforts ig not the messianic age, but " the worla
to come," the importance of the messiah ldea was not to be minim-
ized. The Redemption Would bring about a change in the statug of
" the Jew and of all humanity. In the messlanic age the Temple and
its sacrifices would be restored, Israel would be reestablished in

Palestine, the Shechina would reappear, and the Yetzer Hora would

(172)

be destroyed forevere
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Ramban pleadsed with his people to c¢ling to thlis messianic concept
because it 1s Jewish. This attitude must have developed from ne-
. cegglty, for he goes on to say, that 1t is not wise to forsake the

Jewigh failth for the novel and the transient. We will underteke at

(LT S

“this point to describe thirteenth century Jewish megsianism as re-

; pregented by Ramban.,

-Ramban derives hls mesgianism from the interpretation of certaln Bi-
--blical passages. In Justification of his messlanle calculations,
‘&“)Ramban gsays that it 1s the desire of all men to know the future de-

stined for them. Other peoples have resorted to varlous means of

~learning this, but Jews have made use of the word of God, the Bible.

:The gilx days of ereation represgent six millenla of human history.

Tne third day of creation witnessed the ereation of fruit trees, which
ﬁymbolize the appearance of the Torah in the third mlllenium. The
heavenly luminaries created on the fourth day symbolize the two
iemples erected during the fourth millenlum: the Solomon Temple and
ﬁhe " gecond " Temple. The sea monsters created on the fifth day
/foretell the 6ppression of ﬁhe tyrannileal empireé during the fifth
millenium. Man wag created on the sixth day - this fact symbolizes
the emergence of man during the sixth millenium in the person of

the messiah. He will come in 5118 A.ﬁ%7gge geventh day of creation

symbolizes the millenlal sabbath, the " world to come," when God

will be the supreme ruler of the universe.

Ramban, in good traditional style, interprets certain biblical per-
sonages in the 1light of Jewish history. The dlfficulties of Jacob
and Esau paralleled the differences between Israel and the " nations. "

The war of Moges and Joshua agalnst Amalek foretells the war which
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ithe prophet HElljah and the Messiah b. Joseph will wage agalnst Rome
in 1358, which war must antedate the advent of the Messiah b. David.
Gen. 49;10 is given the folloWing interpretation ( this i¢ not taken
from the disputation but from the 7)Ub£5) 9@ )3 Judah wae to have
: agcendancy ovér the Israelite tribes, and the agscendancy was to cul~
’ﬁinate in the reign of King David. After a lapse of time & descen-
dant of David will come as the messiah. The fact of the mesgiah's
humen origin is detected in the reading of Gen. 49:10: 1/ or
the original text is read as 2’ Q, or pkacentaslgﬁ; mesgiah 1is

to have dominion over all mankind.

The import of this analyeis is ethiecal rather than eschatological .
All of these details were foretold by Moses as lawgiver rather than

a9 prognosticator.

Ramban finds additional gupport for his messianism in the prophetic
books of the Bible. The traditional +triple division of the book of
Isalah 1s especially sulted to his interpretation. The first div-
lsion, Ch. 1-39, describes the plight of Israel and the preeminence
of King Hezeklah. Ch. 40-51 depict the deliverance from Babylon.

: 51:12 - end is messianlec in nature. The"idealizations" 1n.the first
.. 8eectlon refer to Hezekiah, and somerf.the prbphecies therein men-
tioned were fulfilled in Hezekiah's lifetime., The "exaggerated" pro-
‘phecied could not have been fulfilled in the past, but will be by
the messiah. Ramban goes on to say that the realization of Isaiah's
predictions depended on the merit of Hezekiah and his p60plesl75)
This scheme of things was not disrupted by the Babylonian exile,

Israel can always achieve salvation through repentance,
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Ramban lnterprets Is. 53 ag referring to the universal experience
of the Jewlsh people. 32¥in Is. 52:13 has the same meaning as
those in 44:2 and 49:3: Israel, Jacob, Jeshurun. The'chépter des -
cribes a suffaring servant of God. These sufferings the mesgsiah
will experience before he 1is recognizgéTB)The Christologieal-explaw
nation of this passage is impossible because the vassage doed not
mention the execution of the messiah., If anything the mesgiah will
finally experience prosperity and happlness, Is. 53:10. Isa. 65:17

describes the actual conditions that will obtain in messiaﬁic times~

the creation of a new heaven and a new earth, long life for all, ete.

Jer, 30:24 and 3Ll:1 foretell liberation of the Jewish people at the
" End. " This " End " does not refer to the end of the Babylohiean
exlile. >At the time of Cyrus only Judah was 1iberated. Therefore
thege prophecies must refer to the messgianic eré%Téézekiel freqg-
uently sgpoke of the reestablishment of the northern and gouthern
Israellite tribes and of their complete fusion. These conditions
did not come to pasg during the return under Cyrus. Ch. 38 which
18 concerned with Gog undoubtedly speaks of the future redemption.
Ch. 47 and 48 describe the distribution of the land, did not come

to pass 1n the recorded history of the Jewish people and must

therefore refer to the distant future.

The explanatlon of the mesglanic pasgages in Danisel constitutes a
geparate and important problem to Ramban. In understanding his ex-
planation of them in his 9/2295)0&0, we Will undersgtand how he
arrived at the messianic calculations which he briefly mentions in

his disputation.
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He begins his presentation with the idea thaé the ﬁessianic gassages
in Daniel refer to the final redemption. It ig Ramban's intention
to harmonize the various dates of the coming of the‘meési&h arrived
at from différent verses 1ln Daniel. Danilel 12:11 mentioned in the
disputation says that 1290 days (1.e. years) will eiapse between

the Destructitn and the advent of the firstlmessian (i1.e. messiah

b. Joseph); hence he will appéar in the year 1358. We conclude

from this that Ramban dated the destruection in 68. , 45 years later,
AN Mf"’“

e

that is 1403, Messiah b. David will appea(;». t)E"}&is lagt detail is
17T

baged on 1335 days mentioned in Dan. 12:13,
Daniel 7:25 and ie:*r/” é‘él /’J%‘/ /;N 7Y and "Gl P Iy oy
| when computed properly result in the figure 1540. The unit " timé "
refers to the length of the Egyptian bondage, 440 years. Hence
440, 880, and 220 equal 1540. This figure represents the length of
time that Israel was to be gsubjeet to the fourth kingdom, Rome. Ram~
ban holds that this period began in 138 B.C,E., when Rome conquered
Greeoé%78%his flgure corresponds gory closely with the above-mentioned

1403, 1540 years after 138 B.C.E. is 1402.

And finally we conglider Dan. 8:14 where the number mentioned is made
to correspond clogely to the date already arrived at. The verse gays
Yo TSI Al 1) ool P2 2 3y Je Wkl . The 2300 days here
mentioned refer to the time from the reign of David, the first mGSm
giah, to the end of the Exile. 8ilver ligts the following table in

| (178)
explanation of this number:

Reign of David 40 years
Duration of firsgt temple 410 "
Babylonian .exile 70 "
Duration of second temple 420 O
Duration of last exile 1335 "
275 years

R T R o
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The number 2275 approximates the number 2300 mentioned in Dan. 8314,
the number 2300 was never meant to be exact as suggested by the words
c77Y 3y . From the table we gather that the messiah will appear

1335 years after the Destruction or 1403,

- Ramban was opposed‘to the notlion that the restoratlon under Cyrus

wag the Restoration for which the prophets had been looking. At the

time of Cyrus, Judah and BenJjamin were the only tribes who responded,
and they only in part. Prophecy was to be one of the features of the

new dispensation. In the second commonwealth prophecy flourished

only a short time., Hence the Fope)for a mesglanic state in which f
179 \ 1
prophecy would be uninterrupted. S

We héﬁe observed the development of Ramban's system of messianie

ﬁhinking. We have seen from what configuration of thought Ramban's
" remarks about the messiah were taken. And most important, we have :
gseen that Ramban expressed a polnt of view charaecteristie of the "

LR

' Jewigh messianism of the thirteenth century. ﬂ
|

.In concluslon let ue examine the medieval Jewlsh views of Jesus.
jWhatever the medieval Jewish views of Jesus, they effected both dis- iy
qutations in at least one respect. From these views both Ramban and i
Jachiel drew such statgements as: Jesus 1lg a descendant Sf David in ‘
the female line, that Pandera was Jesus' father. I have often won- |

dered why Donin in his attack on the Jewish attitude toward Jesus

made no mention of unofficial Jewish accounts of Jesus' origin and

life. 'Certainly such accounts as ’qglja %b 2074 and (/é.fﬁd Nt fe
were ﬁell known by the twelfth century. Surely Donin if he were | ﬁ!
as educated in Jewish lore as varlous authorities claim, would have

known these works. And if it had been his intentlon to destroy
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the Jewish people; he could hardly have doné better than to have re-
" ferred to such writings. “Strangely eﬁough he made no mention of

them.

The question then arises, was Jechiel's attitude toward Jesus an out-

growth of this folk-loristlc meterial. Where could he have gotten

- his theory 6f the two Jesus' ? Does he confuse a Talmudic and a folk-
lore Jesus ? Donin's deprecatory statements agalnst Jesus were of

- Talmudic origin - and 1f there be any doubt a8 to whether Donin wag

a Talmudist, where could he have learned of these statements.

Let us therefore outline Ma'asay Yeshu Hanotzri , so that wé may dis-
-cover any connection beﬁweén tné Jesus described in the disputation
‘and the Jesus of this tract. This trect is assigned to the thirteenth
- century; iﬁ 1s an anonymous work. Waxman suggeets that 1t may be a
c%mpilation of geveral collectlons of Jesus stories.(lsg;auss main- -
\ﬂt;;hs'that it 19 at least 1500 years old, and that certain church

Y o (181)
~fathers were acqualilnted with it.

The tract relates that Mary was betrothed to one Jochanan, who was
*accustqmgd.to cohabitiwihg\hef before their formal marriége.Nji;E/for
all that he was a}pious maaxﬁﬁaia gcholar. One night a certain wic-
-ked fellow, Joseph Pand@ra, disgulseing himself & Jochanan forced

his attentlons upon her, in spite of the fact £hathary'warned him
that she was menstruaﬁing. In 080 V'ES B'NO Joseph and Mary were
married, and Jochanan was the evil;doe;%ag%hen'Jochénan discovered
that his bride~elect“h&d been wronged, he came to Shimon b. Shetach
to lodge a complaint. Thouéh Jochanan suspected the culprit, he was
unable to produce any witnesses, and so Shimon was unable to help him.
It was from this tradition that Jechlel learned that Jechiel lived in

Shimon's lifetime.
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Shortly thereafter Jochanan, becoming discouraged with the situ&tion,
degerted Mary, and went to Babylon. In due time Mary bofé a son, and
named him Jogshua for her brother. He wasg glven a Jewlsh education,
and he adhéred to traditional practiceg. One day in & fit of impu-

dence, he uncovered hls head, and so the sages recognized that Joshua

. Was & D) 2 g

vquestions from the saged, Mary stated that Josnua g father was Jochmw

" anan the scholar who had gone to Babylon. From the brilliance of | I

P e !\ o

his address end from Mary's statement, the sages again recognized %?(

' ﬁhat Joghua was a ngj //2 '75MW . But the sages lnsisted that
Mary was not degerving of punishment, for she had no way of knowi?
tho it wags that had been with her. When Joshua learned that his oy f%
origin was known, he went to Jerusalem - he had been studylng in S
.'Tiberias, Was it on the bagis of such traditlonsg that Jechié malin-  §
tained that the " talmudic Jesus " did not live in Jerusalem-but ? 

- that the Christlan Jesus did ? s

There had been placed in the Temple court-yard, the gtone which

~Jacob had anointed, Gen. 28:18; the Ineffable Name was written upon

|
\‘\

it. TIearing the consequencesg, the sages ordained that no one ghould f
|

learn to pronounce It., If someone did learn to pronounce it, brazen

dogs would bark at him as he left the Temple premlseg. Joghua dis- fw

| regarded the injunction; as a result of the dogs' barking, he was

‘”‘afflioted with boils.

T et et

- Apparently after he had recovered, Jesus gathered 310 young men, and

tried tb convinee them that he wasd the mesgiah. He insisted that he
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met the mesgianic requirements of Ig. T:l4 and Ps. 2:7 - this estab-
lished that he had not been born of the sexual union of a man and
woman. When they asked him for a sign, he healed a lame man, & le-
per, and many sick through the use of thellneffable Name. Fearing
trouble, the sages selzed Joshua and brought him to Queen Helen.
They accused Joghua of sorcery and of leading the people astray: he
answered that he was the messiah foretold in Is. 1ll:l. Helen re-
marked that Joshua must be of the Davidie seed, for had he not quo-
"ted Seripture in support of his claim ? The sages' attitude was
thét anyone could gquote Seripture. The true messiéh, they contin-
wed, would prove his identlity with signs, for it is said that the
‘messiah was to rule by word of mouth, Is. ll:4. Joshua answered
rthat he could revive & dead person, and he did. Helen was duly im-
presged and sent the sages awaj in disgrace. This situation appa-

rently produced & breach in the Jewish nation.

Joshua then transferred his actlivities to Upper Galilee. Meanwhile
~the sages again presented themselves to Helen and repeated their
charges agalnst Joshua. BShe sent officials to investigate, and they
‘discovered him telling the Galileans that he was the son of God.

The offlcials didAnot gelze him when he performed miracles in their
”presence with the use of The Name. When they reported to Helen, she
was pleased that they had not arrested Joshua. She called the sages

together, and scolded them for their attitude toward Joshua.

The gsages found one Judah /QG”7>OA% and they taught him the Name.
Though he too performed miracles with the Name, Joshua was not dis-
'mayed Joshua and Judah were flying, but they-fell. 5o the ground

ﬁbeoause the power of the Name was divided equally between Lhem.
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When Judah beheld that they Were falling, he deflled Joshua 80

that the Name departed from him. Whe Joshua was brought to Helen,

she delivered him to the sages.

Joghua was ﬁaken to the synagogue in Tiberiasg, tieﬁ to the anky.and
Whipped. They made Joshua & crown of thorns. bismay divided the
ranks of his followers. Joshua quoted Biblical verses to describe
hig sorry state: Ps. 69:2, Is. 50:6, and Dan. 9:26. Thereupon his
disciples stoned the sages, and fled to Antioch W¢Lh Joshua@ They
remained 1n AntiB¢h until the eve of Pagsover. }/

. ~ -/ -

Joshua rode back to Jerusalem on an ags, and gis disciples bowed and
vwept before him. They repaired to the 4%@W74ﬁ;f qfﬁthe city. Judah
b. Zechariah, one of his disciples, offe;;g to deliver him to the
sages - apparently the sages did not recognilze Joshua. On the fol-
lowing day, Joshua was pointed out to the seages when b. Zechariah

" bowed to him. His disclples were unable to redcue Joshua, and Jos-
hua was immediately executed, N0@ 29¢., wWhen they took him to hang
.him on a tree, the tree broke because he retained the power of the
Name. So tney‘hanged him on an iron rail, because the Name was not
supbosed to have power over metal. His friends buried him on the

‘following Sunday.

Certalin individuals expresged the desire to gee Joshua 1in his grave.
When the grave was opén@d, Joshua was not in it. These glghtseers
came to Helen and clailmed bodily ressurrection for Joshua, and thus

mesglahship for him. Helen summoned the sages, and ordered thenm

elther to produce the corpus delicti, or prepare to die. Joghua,.
the text assures the reader, was not in his grave, because gomeone

nad disinterred him, and buried Joshua in his garden. R. Tanchuma
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wandering about in tears met the owner of the garden. When told of
Helen's charges to the sages, he admltted the theft of the corpse.
The péople of Jerusalem camé to get the owner of the garden, and

bore him festively to Helen's presence.

In 080 V'ES B'NO, after Mary's trial, Joshua is known ag Yeshu, be-
coause they wanted for him REY 0, b0’ . These two tracts were
indeed damning documents. There'is no obvious connectlon betwesen
these accounts and the pieture of Jesus in the Jechiel disputation;
there were detall resemblances between them: the placing of Jesus'
1ife in the days of Shimon b. Shetach; the naming of Jesus' father
as Pandera. In any event it ie obvicus that Jechliel’s attitude to-
ward Jesus during the disputation had nothing in common with the

hostile attltude of the two tracts.
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