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PREFACE

In defining the scope of this thesis, it must be made
clear from the outset that I will deal with those controver-
sies between the Rabbis and their various opponents which
deal primarily with the interpretation of various Biblical
texts and religious and doctrinal arguments., The Midrashic
passages which will be examined are those which contain the
direct controversy, i.e. where the sectarian and the Rabbi
actually engage in discussion. The Midrashic books are full
of allusions to verious sectarian teachings but these I have
not included in this study. In presenting the Midrashic
passages I have gathered those which seem to me to present
some definite polemical argument., The clessification of the
material has not been made according to the ideas or texts
discussed but according to the various sectarians mentioned.,
In this manner I hope to present a fuller understanding of
the sectarians with whom the Rabbis debated. To whatever
extent possible, I have endeavored to identify the various
sectarians. |

To do full justice to this subject it is necessary to
study all of the polemical arguments dealing with the sect-
arians, The particular material examined for this thesis
is but a small portion.of the polemical literature, therefore
allowances must be made for what might be an inadequ#te
presentation of this subject. This study is but a personal
introduction into a field which is as interesting as it is
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vast,

I have no particular thesis to present. I have comb
in this study the twof6ld problems of attempting to ident ~
the sectarians and to study as comprehensively as possible
the answers of the Rabbis, To attempt any identification of
the sectarians can be only made upon the basis of an anzlysis
of the Midrash itself and I have followed this plan through=-
out this study.

The material has been classified into two parts., In the
first division I have included those controversies which re-
present polemics with members of some definite sectarian group.
In the Beoon& division I have gathered the material under the
general heading of Controversies with Individuals. The indi-

vidualsmay belong to any of the sectarian groups which will be
discussed in the first portion of this study, but because they
are referred to as individual polemicists whose sectarian ident-
ity cannot be always definitely determined, I will consider
them separately. This division of the material is of course
arbitrary but I have found it édvantageoua to present the mat-
erial in this manner,

Of the source material itself, I have used the Theodor
edition of Genesis Rabbah and the Warsaw edition 1867, to Gene-
8is and Exodus Rabbah. The Buber edition of the Tanchuma, 1885,
and the Tanchuma 'Hanidpos,' Warsaw edition have hean a%an emn=
pPloyed, Lastly I have made use of the Vilna edition, 1909, of
the Yalkut Shimoni, I have also been fortunate to have been

able to employ the recent Sonoiné translation to the
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Midrash Rabbah which has aided me considerably in paraphras-jf
ing the liidrashim, The masterly and scholarly books by W,
Bacher on the Tannaim gnd Palestinian Amoraim have also been
of great help to me and throughout this study I will refer
to them by the initials of the titles of his works.
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INTRODUCTION

The Historical Background

This study is based primarily on the controversies be-
tween the Rabbis and sectarians as reported in some of the
lidrashic books to Genesis and Exodus. Naturally, with
this limitation in dealing with restricted source material
it is difficult to present a comprehensive view nor any de-
finite conclusions of the nature of Jewish and Non-Jewish
polemics. The word 'sectarian' is used advisedly. One of
the perplexing problems of the Talmudic and lidrashic period,
in the first ri§e centuries of the Common Era, is to identify
those whom the Rabbis referred to as Hereties, Therefore,
it is best to speak of the antagonists of Judaism in general
terms before any definite identifications can be made.

Probably the first outstanding polemicist in Judaism
was the Jewish-Hellenist philosopher Bilo. With the challenge
of Hellenism, Judaism was compelled to meet the Greek-Oriental
phi}osophies which attacked Judaism upon a hhilogag;%nal-
theological plane. Philo combined Greek thought to ‘his phil-
osophy of Judaism and in that period wrote,partioulﬁrly
sgaiant Khie abtavkn of AUloi aay Be calied the $EWE Deflomws
phical polemic for Judaism,

The Jewry of Palestine, however, was not overly‘pra- _
occupied with the question of polemics. The Jews in the
Diaspora, comstituting a minority, were more on the defensive
in meeting the wave of Hellenism which spread over the Near
\



Bast, In Palestine, during the time of the second Temple,
the leaders of Judaism, the scribes and teachers of the
Synagogue, these who beceme known as the Pharisees, were
forced to meet the rise of a sect within their own group,
namely the Sadducees. The struggle between the two groups
continued in the main up to the time of the destruction of
the Temple in 70 A.D, Other sects were kmown to have been
in existence but primarily the struggle was carried on be=-
tween those who represented the Synagogue and those who
formed the bulwark of the Temple.
With the turn of the first century (of the common era)

a new and even greater force than ever met by Judaism before
segan to take shape. Insignificantly did the movement of
Ghristiqgity appear upon the world scene. Preoccupied with
their own internal difficulties and with the rising animosi-
ties toward the eagle of Rome, the g:;;;u were at first dis-
inclined to negate the importance of Jesus and his small band
of disciples. The attitude of the Jews in the early stages

- of the rise of this new religion may be summed up in the
judgement of Gamliel who thought it best to wait and see what
would become of this new sect, that if it were of God it would

endure, if not it would: pass away,- But as the @ifferences
¢

Y. Acts 4, 36-39
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became accentuated, as Christianitj became a proselytising
religion under the missionary activities of Paul (c¢.49-60),

as the new converts to this 'upstart' religion overthrew

the Law, the polemics between the Rabbis and the followers

~ of the Church began to flourish, In general as Parkes says,
"we can see that it is probable that the Jewish attack on
Christianity would be less violent than that of the Christians
on Judaiam,"1 Judaism adopted a negative view toward Christ-
ianity and though they disputed the Messianic claims for
Jesus, His birth and Resurrection "there is not much evidence
in these first ceﬁturies that their attack went further."a
Christianity, as revealed in the writings of the Church Fathers

was by far much more denunciatory of Judaism.s

r The early Rabbinic polemics were not primarily dirscted
ageinst the Gentile Christians but rather against those who
formed the Jewish-Christian groups. Among these were those
who upheld the Law but accepted Jesus as the Messiah, The
opinion of many scholars is that the famous 'Birkat HaMinim'
qqmposéd by Samuel Hakotan at the request of Rabban Gemleil
was directed particularly at this group.4 Jewish hosfility
toward this group, who are sometimes known as the Nazarenes,

grew shayper when after the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus

I, Parkes, the conflict of Church and Synagogue, p.114.‘

2, Ibid. p.ll5,

3. of, Ibid} p.95ff, '

4, Bacher, A.d.T. Heb. ed. Vol, I;1 p.63ff; Parkes, op. cit,
DP«77; Moore, Judaism, Vol. I, P.91;, Graetz, Vol. II,
History, p.379ff, —_—
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in 70, the Jewish-Christians saw in the downfall of the city
a sign for the final "departure of the sceptre from Israel.'l
"Had the Judeo-Christians been the only members of the new
faith, the breach between them and the Jews might have been
healed, for they aiso desired to observe the Law, But the
Rabbis at Jabne were not unaware of their contact with
Gentile Christians who did not observe the Law at all, They
knew the teaching of Paul and condemned it entirely. - It was
only a step from this condemnation to the refusal to accept
as orthodox the conformity of the Jﬁdeo-(}hristians.“8 It was
then, before the end of the first century that the Birkath
Ha-Minim was inc}uded into the éynagogue service,

Little in reality is imown about the Jewish-Christian
group, Among thém there were various groups differing in
‘their attitudes toward the Law and Jesus, as the Nazarenes
and EFbionites who in the gafm upheld the lLaw and regarded
Jesus as a human liessiah, The Jewish-Christians, for example,
who followed in the pattern of Paul and some of the apostles
broke entirely with the Law, With the growth of tHe Centile
chrigtian Church the line of separétion between the Judeo-
_Christians and the Jews are more firmly drawn. loreover,
the Judeo-Christians gradually were absorbed by the hontile
Christians group and decreased in importance by the middle
of the second sentury, But Judeo-Christian groups,

1. Parkes, OD. Cit., De77e
2. Ibid., p.77.




-5-

however, still continued to exist and drew the censure of
the Church. Their position, as Parkes has written, was a
tragic one. "Rejected, first by the Church, in spite of
their genuine belief in Jesus as the Messiah, and then by
~the Jews in spite of their loyalty to the Law, they ceased
to be a factor of any importance in the development of either
Christianity of Judaism.“l
The whole period of the first five centuries of the
growth of the Talmud and the Church witnessed the rise of
many sects. The recent and excellent historian of the con-
flict of the Church and the Synagogue, Dr. James Parkes has
well summarized this period that "the interesting fact about
this period is that from the two poles of Catholic and
Rabbinic orthodéxy stretch an unbroken stream of intermediate
sects, For there were some groups which had both Christian
and Jewish representatives such as the Gnostios and the
Ebionites, and among the Jewish believers in Christ there
appear to have been a number of different groups varying in
their conception of the emount of Law which should still be
oﬁeyad.“z ‘
Along with thalriae of the religious movement of Chris-
tianity there grew up the philosophical mystical movement of
Gnoticism, which in time was likewise absorbed into the

Church, The antecedents of this philosophy are many ang

1. P&rkeﬂ, op. Oit- P.ﬁ.g.
2., Ibid. p.%4. R
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varied, "It was a confusion of the most opposite moded of
thought and teachings, Jewish and heathen, old and new, true
and false, the lofty and the low, all in close fusion and
Juxtaposition."l This group likewise broke up into many
sects ranging from the early group of the Ophites to liarcion

and Valentinus.Z

Both the Church and the Syhagogue contended
against the followers of this Greek-Oriental syncretism of
thought., The Church Father, Irenaqgs in his writings of the
Heresles is partiocularly hostile to the sect of the Gnoatics.3
The Rabbinic stories of Elisha b. Abuya and Ben Doma testify
to the influence of Gnosticism on szn.4 But whether the
Rabbinic statements applied to the Minim refer to the Gnostics
as well as to the Jewish Christians is yet a debatable qneatiog.s
There is to my knowledge no particular term used by the Rabbis
to specify the Gnosties and it must be concluded that refer-
ences to them may have been included in the general names for
heretics.

In brief the theory of the Gnostics is based on a Dual=~
ism of a Supreme God ~nd the God of Creation, the Demiurg;,
who was subordinate to the former, Through knowledge ( yvoeus
God was known, The Supreme God, they held, had no relation=-

I. Graetz, History, 1l, De373e

2. For an excellent survey of Gnosticosm see Mansel, the Gnostio
Heresies.,

3, Ibid, and Jackson, The Fathers of the Third Centuty, p.29ff,

4, Graetz, Gnosticismus und Judenthum, p.6zFfF omd p-TTFF

. d Mid «370
5. g{t;o Ee.%%ocfddg'r ‘cafci;std%en &\?Xmiﬁov?a ]S%E:%h&?s ?:&rjé! r%sblgfgs, OS"S»C hrif4

zo Neimonn Coheny, He identifies the Minim with the Gnostics and
Gentile Christians but not with the Judeo-Christians, whom he
~~ wlaims were for the most part not antinomistio,

)
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ship to the world. It was the Demiurge who directed the wopld
and had given the Law to Israel., From the Supreme God "is \d
emanations which revealed a porfian of his essence; these |
emanations were called aeons (worlds).“l With the aid of
Wisdom (Achamoth) the Demiurge created the world out the
Eterbal Primeval matter. Thus they taught a form ef trinitar-
ianism of three original beings, God, The Demiurge, and
Premeval Matter. Christ, they differentaited from Jesus, the
son of man "upon whom the Christ descended temporarily.”
Christ was the Saviour and was begotten through Intelligence
and the Father.®

The purpose of Gnosticism was to bring Ealvation to man
from the earth-bound and evil matter., It was particularly a
religion of Wedemption., "Only the initiated could attain
the revealed knowledge, the gnosis. Through this divine en-
lightenment the soul now attains liberation at the same time
learning the secret of a successful journey to the abode of
the blest after death. This abode is in the highest heavens
whither the soul journeys equiﬁﬁed with all necessary armor,
both offensive and defensive, for triumphing ove;-its foes.
This victory is made possible in the first instance through
the work of a savior who, instead of being a concrete histor- -
ical or mythical individual is now an abstraction in the form
of 'light,! t*wisdom,' 'truth,' 'primal men,' and Bhe likes,

The whole scheme of the universe becomes a mighty drama of

1. Graetz, History, LI, DP.376e —,
2. Irenaus, Jackson, op. cit., P.3l.
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the redemption, This in general was the character of Gnos=
ticism before it was fused in the second and third centuries
A.D,mt |

The many Gnostic sects that flourished throughout the
Near East were invariably hostile to Judaism, The Jewish and-
Christian elements in these groups were strongly antinomistic,
~The Gnosties, it can be said, represented the distinctly anti=-
Jewish tendency in Christianity, The God of the 0ld Testament,
or the God of the Jews, they relegated to the highest of the
seven world creating spirits, being inferior to the Supreme
God, The Gnostic, liarcion, displayed an attitude of hate for
the God of Judaism and considered Him as an evil God, differ=-
ing from the good God of Christianity.

These in the main, along with the Hellenistic trans-
plantation of the Greek mythology and philosophy, were the
fdrces which Judaism met in the early eenturies of the forma=-
tion of the Telmud and Midrash, Other religions and phil-
osophies were also known in Palestine, for in this country
the fusion of many Oriental and Occidental philosophies took
place., The Rabbis also fought against the influences of

idolatry and some of these polemics will be noted later,

-

I, Case, The Evolution of Early christianity, p.327-328.



CONTROVERSIES WITH SECTARIAN GROUPS




CHAPTER I
THE MINIM

I turn now to the polemics of the Rabbis against those
who were called Liinim, as based upon the sources of Genesis
Rabbah, the Tanchuma to Genesis and Exodus, and the Yalkut
Sh;poni to these books, If the handling of this problem of
fhe Minim mey seem inadequate here, appropriate apology must
be made, for in order to completely understand the problem
all the Rabbinic sources must be studied, A odmplete and
acceptable account has been given by R. Travers Herford in
his excellent study, Christianity in the Talmud and Midrash,
Professor H, Strack has also a collection of many of the
statements pertainiﬁs to the Minim in his book, Jesus, Die
Hiretiker und Die Christen,

The d&iffdculty in dealing with the problem of the Kinim
is‘;hat the Rabbinic sources give us little, if any, specifiec
evidence of these sectarians. The ﬁerma 'min' or *Minuth®
refer generally to heretics and heresy, Bergmann in his study
of Jewish polemics, Judische Apologetik, writes, "Minim be-
deutet im allgemeinen Haretiker im besondern die Anhanger
al}er ngeaien: die fréidenkenden, griechisch gebildeten

1 Thus the terms of

Juden, die Christen und die Gnostiker,"
the Rabbis, 'minim' and 'epikursim' (free-thinkers) refer in
general to those who deviated from the norm of Judaiam,

Other terms used by the Rabbis which have some aeotarian‘ﬁm-

T. Bergmann, Judisohe Apologetik, De7.

e




-10-

plications are: 'betrayers' ( Q'O Yh ); and *apostates?

( Q'7Tbwb ), "Epiqurosin (plur. of Epiquros) is plainly
borrowed frorm the personal name Epicurus; but it contains
also a play on the word !pnqar'-( S P9 ), which means

'to be free from restraint.' The name denotes, in general
terms, a free-thinker, one who disregards the restraints of
.traditional authority. An Epiquros was not necessarily a
Jew, he might be a Gentiles.sss..The term does not, so far

as I know, imply the holding or rejecting of any specific
doctrines, but merely the assertion of liberty of thought
upon all subjects, and consequent disregard of external author-
ity. A gentile Epiquros would be one who, in controversy

did not from the first admit the authority of Jewish tradi-
tion @s upheld by the rabbis, a Jewish Epiquros would be one
who, having formerly acknowledged the Rabbiniecal authority,
afterwards rejected it, But a man is only an Epiquros, if I
rightly understand the term when he is considered as having
relation with the Jewish religion. A Greek philosopher,
teaching in Rome or Athens, would not, merely as such, be

an Epiquros; but if he had a controversy with a Jew upon some
question affecting Judaism, he would be a Gentile Epiquros.

A Jew became an Epiquros as soon as he showed a disposition
to despise the Rabbinical authority and go his oWn WAYesesesse
The -difference between Nin and Epiquros is much the seme as®
the difference betweern 'heretic' and 'free-thinker', The
heretic usually is a free=thinker; but not, every free-thinker
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is a heretio."l

The greater number of the polemics to be examined deal
with the Liinim, Some of the sources also refer to the
tEpikursim' as interchanged with the luinim in the Midrash.
In gemeral the terms, as shown above, refer to some kind of
heresy but what that heresy was is a difficulty which cannot
be easily solved. To what ever extent that can be found will
be developed in the course of this study. It is, I believe,
only upon an analysis of the sources in relation to the time
and background that some idea of the liinim can be formed,

In pursuing this study of the l'inim I follow no parti-
cular thesis to prove whether they were Gnosties or Jewish
Christians as have been the efforts of N, Friodlandera and
lbrrord:5 Their particular approaches will be included in
this study but it can be said of both studies that their
conclusions are not decisive., The subject of the Kinim and
other hereties cannot be fully known as the sourde material
does not throw emough 1ight upon the problem, I am mo;y
partieularlj interested in the answer of the Rabbis %o thei;

antagéniats; to relate their answers wherever possible to
the theory and doctrine of Judaism.

Of an explanation of the word 'min' ( rn ) various
theories have been propounded.. The word is generally relafe%
to 'species,!' 'kind' as explained in Gen.l,2, According to

T, Herford, christianity in Telmud and Midrash, p.ll9ff,
2, Friédlander, Der Vorchristliche Judische ,Gnosticiamus,
3. Herford, Christianity in the Talmud and Midrash.
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Bacher the word is translated into the Greek as y{foﬁ
(genus), The word, he finds, is also related to wipio§
(heresy) as the Pharisees were wont to speak of the Sadduccees
as Q-* r"r‘s n \-b as Josephus in the Antiquities XII, 10,6
refers to the Sadduccess as Tb ie.ddu}e.'\w \i{uos (the
Sadduccean sect) with the sense of iaéa\a‘}g'\d\f a"\Pu't} (Saddu=-
' ccean heresy) implied., In time whe word 'Min' came to re-
fer to sects in generai but originally referred to the seot
of the Sadducces, However, the sense of the word as sect
was changed and the word 'min' was applied to the secotarian,
the miscreant or the .herétic, and sometimes those Jews who
separated themselves from the religious community and follow-
ed false doctrines. It seems, oontinués Bacher, that when
chri‘atianity gained more and more adherents the word 'min'
was applied to them, but nevertheless it was also applied to
other heretics. ¥From the word iiin is formed the abstract
'minuth' which in a very particular sense designates Christi-
anity.l '
) Herford has an interesting theory of the word':‘v;‘t'lich seems
plausible but must be recognized as a theory. There is an-
other word frund in the 0ld Testament which also has the mean-
ing of 'kind' 'species,' namely zan ( Ib )e The word is found
in Ps, 144,13 and in II Chron, 16,14, Interestingly he w

found that it is the same as the Aramaic word X1\ which

Y. Baoher, Te Mot "Minim" Dens Le Talmud, Revue Etude des
Juif, 1899 Vol, 38, p.38ff,
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is employed in the Targum to translate the word \'N &

In the Targum %o Gen: 1.2%

(Rl { is rendered as o br N
"Now there is also in Hebrew the word N4 (Aram, 45 ),
which means 'to commit fomiéation,' and although the word |5,
just mentioned is probably the same form from the root !—15 i
it was believed to be connected with the root [4h , as is
shown in the punctuation, Q'4 } not P'd 4 II Chron., XVI,
14, A curious illustration of this supposed connexion is found
in the Talmud b, B, Kama 16b, in a comment upon the verse in

II Chron, The passage is as follows: #'NU> (v vl ?:M‘t'; 12238
e |vry oa WL gy L0y ok aavlic Y 2 PUA pravk T P35

AN H '3'5 lta P DA N'IND (5, prNLA
tThey buried him in a bed that was filled with spices and znim,

What are spices and znim? R. Eliezer said, 'Different kinds
(of ®pices). R. Shemuel bar Nalmani said, 'Spices such that he
who smelt them was tempted to fornication,' We have then the
word 'b supposed to be connected with ?Jb ; and } 5 is
equivalent to I-N « A further step in the argument is that,
according to the well known symbolism of the 0,T., unfaithful-
ness towards the covenant relation with the God of Israel was
represented under the figure of conjugal infidelity. The
word 7)h is used both' in the literal and in the figurative
sense of being 'unfaithful.!' This usage is frequent in the
OeTe, in the Talmud the literal meaning is much more common,
I. suggest that as [’N - |'5 tkxind'*'species;' 'sort,* tile
association of |[ywith 3i4led to an extension of the mean-

1, The verse is Gen, L.1l,
2., The Aruch has the reading of nuy ‘e (Herford, op. cit. p.362)

B
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ing of rﬂ in the same direction and that whereas )b in
the Talmud usually denotes literal unfaithfulness, rn s Te= ’
ferred almost exclusively to figurative unfaithfulness, i.e.
some form of apostatsy from the national religion, That is
unquestionably the connotation of whatever the denotation
may be., The theory worked out here is based on the suggestion
of Friedmann in his note to Pesikta 10la,..If it is correct
then, it explains why in several of the passages which have
been examined in the earlier part of the book, there is second-
ary reference to fornication in the mention of Minim and
minuth,.. None but a Jew could be guilty of unfaithfulness
towards the covenant-relation between God and Isrsel, Hence,
if the above etymology be correct, a min must be an unfaithful
Jew; and in examining the various instances where the term is
used, we have found that in almost every case the Jewish ori-
gin of the Minim is either implied or not contradicted, In
a few instances the term appears to be applied to Gentiles,
in the sense of enemies of Judaiam.'l

Herford's theory seems highdy acceptable and supplies
the missing link in the explanation given above by Bacher,
Bacher says that in time the sense of the word as sect became
lost and was applied to sectarians in general., What accounted
for this psychological transference in the meaning of the word?
The answer, I believe, has been well given by Herforll that'fho

jdea of unfaithfulness orept into the meaning of this term.>

Y, Herford, op. cit, p.3621if,
8. The Rabbinioal statement in San. 38b that Adam was a Min ocan

be understood to mean that Adam had been unfaithful, had
4 disobeyed a Divine Command, '

T Lﬂé»;n‘b quiaf.zfé_-'
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Other derivations have been advanced, for example, deriving
e term from the word )'D?*D (believer in Jesus as Messiah)l
d from the word 'Rh;(refuse, applied to those who refuse to
hold the Oral Law and the unity of God.)2 The latter word has some
ymologle#l soundness and may bé advanced as a possible explanation,
ere 1s no definite conclusion to be made upon the derivation of the
rd, although it is my oninion that Herford has made an exceptionally
trong case in his etymological explanation of the word.

The difficulty in attempting to identify the various sectarians
th whom the Rabbls engaged in polemics has hot as yet been
11y resolwed. Vith the exception of the Samaritans, the identity

-

the other heretics qQr sectarians must be based, to & lerge

tent, upon theory and conjecture. Similar idess as expressed
virious phllosophical and Church writers of the early centuries

E. ara not in themselves definiie prxbf that the sectarians

re members of the sroups whom the wiiters describe or represent.
The two main theories advanced sbout the Minim are those by
Friedlander and R. Trevers Herford. Friedlander, in his

r Vorchristliche JHdische Gnosticismus, has advenced the thesis
t the Ninim were mainly members of the dphite sect of the

ostic theory. The Cphites (b#"s ) or Naasenes ( WUhj, serpent)

gerded the serpent in Paradise as the origin of evil and

Joel, M.: Blicke in Die Religiongeschichte zu Anfang des zwelten

Christlichen Jahrhunderts, p.90, part II. Joel's exrlanation seems
rather unteneble. IIis theory is based on the fact that theg early -
Christians called themselves 'believers'(wieret , which he )

- translates as O')'"x9). Yet he does not advance any Rabbiniec
proofs for this assertion, nor does he explain why the Jews
regarded the word O'1'd as an opprobrioms term for o'i'omb
Cited by Herford, op. cit., p.365. ; Fating
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honored highly this animal for having led Adam and Eve into
disobedience against God "and thus to the recognition of good
and evil and of consciousness in general."” In the main the
Ophites followed the outlines of Gnosticism as deseribed
above, In relation to Budaism they were antinomistic, Fried-
lander also claims that they were the earliest Jewish sect
in the Diaspora.l

Herford, in his Christianity in the Talmud and Midrash,
admits that the liinim may have been Gnosties but in particular,
he claims, the linim in the Rabbinic literature are mainly
Judeo~-Christians. The latter he believes were Judeo-Christians
characterized by the Epistle to the Hebrewa.a Herford has
collected most of the passages relating to the liinim and in
my dpinion has produced a strong and tenable thesis,

hiost of the material used by Friedlander lies outside of
the scope of this study and therefore, it is difficult to
evaluate his thesis. If, however, the oriticisms of Herford,3
I. Levi,* and Bacher® of Friedlander's thesis can be accepted
as authentic and scholarly it would seem that Friedlander's
thesis has 1ittle support. No doubt Friedlander has stretched
his theory too far and has committed errors in trying to fit
all the material he finds into his theory,
The main difficulty 1n‘dealing‘w1th this whole probl?F,

»
it seems to me, revolves about the anti-nomistic attitudes

I.Friedlander, op. Cit. P.68.

2. Herford, op. cit,, p.266,

3. Ibid, p.368ff. ’

4, I. Levi, R.E.J./1899 p.,204ff 'Le Mot Minim,
S. Bagher, R:§,3</£%99 P«OBTT,
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of the sectarians., Those who hold that the Minim are Gnostics
because of their antinomistic attitude do so on the assump-
tion that the Judeo-Christians were not antinomistic. This
conclusion may not be tenable. Little is knmown about the
Judeo=Christians and their attitude toward the Law, although
we know of some_grouﬁs among themﬁgbservedthe Law, But
_whethef all Judeo-Christians were observing Jews is a prob=- p
lem for which dittle has been said or dealt with, Probably
the one single authentic argument that thé Judeo~Christians
are the minim is the statement made by Jerome in his letter
to Augustin where he states that the Minim are Nazarenes ( D" 3y )
who profess to be both Jewé and Christains but are neither.l
Jerome, Herford claims, is an unimpeachable witness who can
speak;out of his own lcnowledge.a
To gain any further understanding of this problem it
would be best to turn to those liidrashic passages where the
Minim and the Rabbis are engaged in polemical discussion, In
‘presenting the polemics I have grouped them according to the
ideas discussed, which should throw somé light upon the identity
of these sectarians,
One of the foremost problems discussed between the
Rabbis and the Minim is the problem of a duality of Gods or
the doctrine of Bwo Powers in Heaven ( AV P ). The
Minim asked R. Simlai, (Gen.R.8) '"How many Gods created the
world?' He said, 'Let us inquire of the first days, it is
I, Herford, ops: oit. D.378, #erome says: In quem et nos credimus,
sed dum volunt et Judaei-esse et Christiani, nec Judaei sunt

nec Christiani
2 . Ibi‘. . P.svel

2=



written, Ask now of the former days which were before thee,

since God created man upon the earth. (Deut. 4.32) It is not
written here they created ( [lc>» ) but he created ( k»>» ),
The Minim asked him again of the statement in Genesis 1.1,
'God created’ (1 p» (i 1n?)e R. Simlai answered, ?@ods
created (pl, Ik«a) is not written here but God created
(sing, Ic¢°* ), R. Simlai created the dictum that wherever
in the Seriptures the Minim could find some pretext for attack-
ing Judaism, the proof against them could be found in a
following passage.

An example of his hermeneutics is also given in the follow-
ing polemic, The E‘iinim asked him of the meanign of the verse
Let us make man in our image arterkoé; likeness (Gen. 1.26),

Said R. Simlai, 'Read what follows, it is not written, ®And
they (Gods) created man in their image but And God created man

in his own image (Gen. 1.27). The disciples of R. Simlai were
not, however, fully satisfied with hﬂi answer and said to him,

'Rabbi these you have thrust away by a reed (a simple answer)
what will you answer us?' Answered R. Simlai, 'At first man
was created out of the dust and Eve was created out of man.
From thaﬁ on it is said, In our image after our likeness (Gen,
1.26), It is impossible for man to live without woman and it

is impossible for woman to exist without man, and it is im-
possible for both to exist without the Shechinah,'
Once again the liinim que#ied R. Simlai, 'What is the

T, They argue the plurality of the Term 'Elohim' which they
translate as 'Gods,.’ -
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meaning of the verse, God, the Lord, God, (God the Lord knoweth)

(Josh.22,22)., He answered, 'It is not written they kmow (p'y71!')
but He knoweth.' Again his students asked for a better answer
and he said, "The three names are the names of God, just as
a man addresses a king, Basileus, Ceasar, Augustus Ceasar,'

Again the Minim asked, 'what is the meaning bf the verse,
For He is a Holy God (Josh. 24.19), Said He: 'Thefy ( nn7 )

are holy is not written but He is holy.

The passages before us clearly deal with the problem of
Two Powers in Heaven., The Minim strive to prove by arguing
the plurality of God's name that more than One God is taught
in the Bible. R. Simlai countefé;pﬁ!ﬁs—their attacks by cit-
ing Seriptural verses which teach the soleness and unity of
God.

The datles of R. Simlai are not definitely known., This
discussion can be dated about the middle of the third century
C.l.l This famous Haggadist originally hailed from Babylonia
and settled in the northern part of Palestine in Lydda and
in the Galilee and was associated with R. Jannai,

Who the linim mentioned here were is problematic, The
" dootrine of a duality of Powers in Heaven has been known in
the Zorastrian theology and has we have seen above the Gnostics
also taught a plurality of Gods. However, the theory of a
éuality or plurality of Gods may also belong to the Christian
church. According to Graetz, in the middle of the thira - "
century the Church had already conguered the primitive Christ-

T. of, Herford, OpD. o'It. P.258ff, and Graetz, Higtory, II, p.498ff,
and Bacher, A.d.T. ¥ol, II.-2, P.318ff, :




=20~

|ain sects and the Gnostic_hereaiea. "New dogmas had made
their appearance which the authorities sought to establish
and secure. The rigid doctrine of the Unity of God derived
by Christianity from the parent religion, had in course of
. time, and in proportion as the new Church glorified the Messiah-
%Pip of Jesus given rige to a doctrine of duality: Father and
Son, or the Creator of the World, and the Logos.“l Later the
Church added a third, the Holy Ghost. "e.e..Whenever the Scrip-
tures contained several denominations of God, they professed
to see an indication of the Trinity in the letter of the text
itself. Even the simple opening words of the Pentateuch, 'In
the beginning God created heaven and earth' were interpreted
by this Christoloé?y}n proof of Christ's cooperation in the
creation of the world; for 'the begi;ning‘ was interpreted to
mean 'wisdom' or the 'word' (Logos), being synonﬁio;s with
Christ, and this sentence was thus found to contain the pro-
found secret that 'God created the world in Christ.'2

Héford points out that while the Gnostics held a duality
of Gods it was the Demiurge'alone who was associated with
Creation. "The Gnostics certainly did not teach that ereation
was the work of the supreme God; but equally they did not
teach that it was the work of two deities acting together,
Hence it would seem that the Doctrine of the Two Powers in Heaven

3

is not a Gnostie doctrine.”” Herford proceeds to derive this

T, Graetz, History, 11, D.500.
2, Ibid. p.501.
5. HBrford, OP. oit. P._3_65.
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'doctrime as taught to the Jewish Christians in the Epistle
to the Hebrew I.l;; where Christ is closely identified with
God in the creation of the world, But it may be concluded
with Bergmann who writes, "aus deé Bibel versuchten dhriatliche
und gnostiac?e Seriftsteller eine Mehrheit in Gott zu beweisen,
und aus der Bibel wurden sie von den Lehrern‘des Judenthums
widerlegt."l Bergmann brings proof to his statement from the
writings of various Church Fathers that a duality or trinity
of heavenly powers was taught by both groupa.a

That the Christians sought to find in the Bible proof for
two or more powers in Heaven can be seen fram the interpreta-
tion given by Justin Martyr to the above verse, 'Le¥ us make
man' ete. In the Dialogue with Trypho he says, "But that you
may not pervert the meaning,of these words, by urging what
your teachers tell you, that God either said, Let Us make, to

Himself, as we often do when on the point of setting about
something, or to the elements, that is, the earth, and those
other substances of which we think that man is composed; I
will rﬂ;ount the words of loses Himself, from which we may
be assured indisputably, that He spoke to One different in
numbe; éram Himaqlf, and who was possessed of reason: they
are as follows: And God seld, Behold Adam is become as ore

.of US, to know good end evil; but the words, one of  Us, show

a number of Persons to be mutually present, that is two at

least; for I cannot think that to be true which is teught by

1, Bergmann, ODe Cib., De89.
2, cf. Williams, Adversus Judaeos, 0rigen, P.85ff, and Bergmann .
op. cit., DP.89%.
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what is considered by yourselves to be a heresy, or that its

propagators are able to proye that;pa spoke to angels, and
that the hnman'body is the work'of angels; but this offspring
(Word or Son) which truly was put forth from the Fﬁther,*was
w}th the Fa?har before all the Creation, and to Him the Father
SPEakS e eu.eot t -
Thus the idéa of a duality of powers was taught by var-
ious Christian groups. But who the Minim here were may be
coneluded to refer to the Catholie Christian group., R. Simlai
lived in the northern part of Palestine and here were also
the centers of Christian lea:ping. Graetz also suggests that
R, Simlai was acquainted with the Church Father Origan.g
R. Simlai's answers to the Minim are clear enough and
has well proven his case by the authority of the Seriptures,
However, his answers to his disciples are not always sound.
No doubt, his students agreed to his polemical refutatidn
of ';.he Minim but wented his particular *haggadic' interpreta=-
tions, The Matnot Kehuna explains that their first question
was inspired by the fact 'that under any condition the
plural should not have Been used but rather the ainsuiar, in
my image and after my likeness,! ﬁgbbi Simlai's answer that
the verse in quqstion is appl;cable only after thé oreation
of man and woman must b€ recognized as forced, To solve the

apparent contradiction between Gen.l V.26, where the plural

‘form "Let us" is used, and V.27 where the singular form "And

God oreated" is employed, R. Simlai explaiﬁs that the latter

T, Works of St. Justin Nartyr, Ox.ford, Rivington, 1861, p.150,
2. Graetz, op. cit., p.501,
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verse refers to the creation of man and Epman alone and then
- does God say 'Let us make man' which he interprets as the

succeeding generations of humanity, who are made in the image
of man and wcman.l

However, R. Simlai's answer is not satisfactory as Her=-

ford points out "the word (let us make man etc,) were used
before the creation of Adam and Eve, and could only gain
their meéaning from what was only possible after that event,
If this be dismissed as absurd, then the alternative seems
to be that R. Simlal regarded the accpunt of the creation in
Gen, ii. as a record of events prior to those related in Gen-

esis so that Adam and Eve were already in existence when God
said, Let us make man,etc. I suspect that R, Simlai was

quite unable to explain the use of the plural in let us make
man etc,, and‘esoaped from the difficulty by a piece of
Haggadah, striking but 1rrelevant."3 His other answer to his
disciples of the three names of God is quite c¢lear that the
name employed are marely variations of God's name,

To the above lidrashim would be added one from Ex.R.29.1l.
The Minim ask R, Simlai of the verse in Deut. 4.33 'Did ever
a people hear the voice of God speaking out of the midst of

a fire as thou hast heard and live.' Therefore, they claim,

4
there must have been many dﬁaties since the voice of God (Elohim-
plur,) is used, But R. Simlai again ﬁrofferred proof from the

T. of. Commentary, Yefey Toar and latnot Kehuna, Rashi writes:
DN DNzhn pale ALY (62T 1V L3 19 Iynleao qu!? ‘Df-u lu,d

>y !3(13‘ 14, |.Lﬂbfu HAINS ¥ I o
3. Herford, op. cit., p.260-261, DRI e e You b
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text, 'it is written. speaking (923719 -é:l.ng.) and not speak

( Q'ﬁa?g-plur.). Again his disciples ask for an explana-
tion since it whould have been written the voice of God (el=-
sing.). But the answer is not given by R. Simlai but by

R. Levi‘vho interjects another verse, The voice of the Lord

is in Power (Ps. 29.,4)' Had it said the voice of the Lord is

in his power, the world could not stand before him mightiness,

but the voice of the Lord is in Power means according to the

power of his listeners, the power of the young and old. There-

fore, the word Elohim is used, not because it teaches a plur-

ality of Gods but rather as His volice corresponded to the var-

ijous powers of the people. In other passages it is found that

the Haggadic answer is not always given by R. Simlai but by

some other Babbi, who may have been one of his pupils, or a

contemporary taachar.l '
The perplexity which the disciples of R. Simlai show in

regard to the matter of pluralistic implications in the Bible

is similar to the strange and interesting Midrgsh in Gen,R.8,

where R. Samuel b, Nachman relates in the name of R. Jonathan

that Moses when writing the account of the Creation stopped

in amazement when he came to the passage let us make man etc.

and said, 'Master of the world why do you give & pretext to

the Minim (to misinterpret)? Said God, 'Write, and let him

- who errs, grrg.' R, Samuel b, Nachman was a contemporary of ¥

R. Simlai an& no doubt this statement was directed against the
Christian groups.,

1. Bﬂ.chﬂr, A.._a.P.AI’ m_b.. Bd. II 3,?.521-333. n.l. Of ‘bhiﬂ
particular Midrash Bacher wri 3 AJaa 'k pun bl iR fe poy>
§ ) norlw paant el T, a.p a3 alnon (v AlKed
Bacher has a complete account of the controversies between

- - — -




-25=-

Of this whole problem of Two Powers in Heaven we can
conclude with this statement by Moore: "The difficulty of
reconciling the evils in the world with the goodness of God
was so strongly felt in the early centuries of our era in
the East and West, and a dualistic solution of one kind or
another was so widely accepted in Philosophy and religion,
that it is idle to attempt to identify the Jewish cirecles
whi;h adopted this solution, It must suffice us to know that
there were such circles; that they tried to fortify their
position with texts of Seripture; and that the rabbis re-
futed them with their own weapons., It is certain also that,
whatever leanings there may have been in this direction,

- Judeism, with its inverterate monotheism, was not rent by
dualistic heresies as Christianity was for oenturies."l

Another polemic which deals with the matter of two powers
in heaven has been found in the Yalkut Shimoni to Ex. Mish-
patim 23, Vi¥ , This report is based on B. Sanh, 38b.

The discussion is between R. Idi (fourth century Amora of
Palestine) and a Min! The Min basing his question on Ex,.24,17,
And he sgid unto Moses, Come up unto the Lord, says, 'It

should have been written *'Come up unto me.,' Said R. Idi,

'*This (the one who spoke to lioses) is Metatron, whose name is

as his master's., As it is written (Ex, 23.,21) For my name ‘¢
is in him,* 'If so,' said the Min, *worship him.,' Said R, Idi,

I, Ticore, Judalsm, VO.l, P.566-567«

2. The Yalkut reading is 'Epikuros;' Bacher, A.D.P.A. III, P,407
gives the reading of kin and I have followed his version,
This is glso the reading of Herfdrd.op. cit., D.286.
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'Tt is ;vrittenr do not exchange (Me) for hi'm'l (Ibid). The
Min asked again, 'If so (why does the text continue to say)
he will not pardon thy transgressions?! ‘'Answered R. JIdi,
'Be assured, not even as a guide do we accept him, for it is
written (Ex, 33.15) And he (Moses) said unto Him, If Thy
presence go not with us, carry us not up hence,'

The angel Metatron assumes his place in Jewish angelogy
as God's lieutenant. According to the Rabbis his name was
numerically equivalent to one of God's names, Shaddai,z there-
fore the Biblical passage, 'My name is in him' is applied to
him,

The essential point of the argument is whether there
were two powers in Heaven, The Min by pointing to the facot
that when lLioses is commanded to com® up unto God, God is
spoken of in the third person. Therefore, he assumes that
another power spoke to lLioses. R. Idi admits that another
personage spoke to Lioses and in the rest of the Lidrash an=-
swers his charg? that lietatron was deserving of worship, since
he was, he inféfs, another power in the ‘heaven. R. Idi, how-
ever, even refuses to admit the infercesseary powers of the
angel, he was a guide and no more.® And in this case, R.

Idi does not admit Metatron as being the guide of the pe;ople

in the desert "for it appears from Ex.33,12-17 that Moses °

prayed that God himself would lead his people, and that his

T, The verse j.n—.ﬁe“brew Is 3 s 16 A bl 15O WO
R. Idi does not give the literal meaning of the verse. He
understands NN as'exchange' from the root M , (2 spn S%
is literally translated as 'be not reBellious against him,'

2+ Abelson, Jewish liysticism, p.67-68,

3., Rashi interprets Ex.23.21 to mean' that the angel could only be

a guide and no more. R. Idi seems to have given the same inter-
pretation, ! . .
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prayer was granted."l
The Metatron was heretically identified with God is hint-
ed at in Chagigah 15a. It is related that when Elisha b.
Abuya (Acher) visited Paradise "He saw Metatron to whom per-
mission was given to remain seated while he recorded the meTits |
of Israel, Acher said, "It has been taught that in heaven
there is no sitting, contention, baék, or weariness. Are
there ten two powars?“z
The name Metatron may have been borrowed from the Latin
word, lietator which means a 'preoursor.'3 There has been some
disagreement among various scholars as to the identity of
Metatron in Jewish tradition. Friedlander identifies him
with the Gnostic 'Horos! "the frontier guardian."4 Bergmann
also finds in the figure of lMetatron some definite Gnostio
influence.5 Friedlander, however, is completely in error
when he places this discussion in the first century, 6.,E, and
therefore,‘he identifies lietatron with theOPhite Horos,® Her-
ford, on the other hHand, is rightly of the opinion that leta=
tron cannot be identified with the Horos of Gnosticism nor
with the Logos of the Jewish Alexandrinian system as is the
opiénion of Friedlander. Metatron;?Rabbinio tradition is the

ohief soribe of God but is'not a seocond God.'

I, Herford, op} oit., DP.289,

2. Quoted from Cohen, Everyman's Talmud, DP.56.

3¢ JeEs ATt, Metatron, Vol. 8, p.519, L. Blau,

4, Friedlander, op. cit.,, p.1l04,

5. Bergmann, op. cit., P.3%.

6. Friedlander’ OP- Oit.’ D.].OS'.

7. Herford, op. cit., D.287 of. also J.E. Art, Metatron, op. cit,,
where according to Blau, L. Cohn, Philonie, Scholar, contradicts
this view of Friedlander and others,
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Metatron may reveal some similar features to the Logos
of the Jewish Alexandrianian system, or to the Horos of
Gnosticiam, or even to thé lithra of Zoroastor. But the
Rabbis certainly did not hold any such opinion of Netatton
or any other angel as a divine intermediary or sharing in
his work of creation.

Who the Min was cannot be definitely determined. Fried-
lander in following his thesis seeks to make him out an
Ophite Gnostic, Yet even the Christians taught some idea of
a Logos, or divine intermediary. But it must be pointed out
that it is not the Min who mentions Metatron but rather R.
Idi, Thevefore, even a Catholic Christian could have asked
of the two or more powers in heaven. And since this lidrash
is given #in the name of R. Idi who was an Amora of the fourth
century it is doubtful whether the Min was an Ophite Gnostic,
The Ophites may have continued to axisﬁ even into the fourth
century but by the middle of the third "they had ceased to
constitute a danger to the Church, and it had become difficult

1 But as said above it

to discover their precise beliefs,"
is the Jéw who raises the issue of Metatron and not the Min, and
therefore, the identification of Metatron with Foros is
irrelevant to this lMidrash;

The assumption’'of Enoch was another source for polemics
between the Rabbis end the Minim, In Gen.?zs.l the Minim ask-* :

ed R, Abbahu, 'We do not find death mentioned of Enoch?' The

T, Ophltism, Art, Enoy. of Rellglon and Ethics, E.F, Scott,
Vol. 9‘ P.501,
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_proof, they claim, lies in the word 'taking' ( pp“). The
passage in Genesis 5.24 reads: And Enoch walked with Cod,

and he was not for God took him, The word 'taking' they claim

is also used in connection with Elijah (II K. 2.5). Said R.
Abbahu, 'If you stress the word 'taking!, *taking' is men-
tioned here and also in Ezekiel, 'Behold I teke away from

thee the desire of thine eyes (Ez. 24.16). Said R. Tanhuma,

'He answered them well,'

The idea underlying this polemic is the doctrine of
Assumption, Jewish tradition admits the assumption of the .
prophet Elijah but denied the claim for:massmnption ﬂf Enoch,
R. fbhahu bv’t citing an analogy of the word 'taking' in Ezekeil
strives to prove that the word refers to death and not to
assumption., To counteract the idea of the acsencion of Enoch,
there is a Rabbinic tradition that he died by a plague,l
which is the import of R. Abbahu's reference to the death of
the wife of Ezekiel,

R. Abbeh@ lived in Caesaera which was an important Christ-
ian center-and no doubt the kinim here were Christians, The
Christians, it seems, held to the theory of the Assumption of
Enoch for in the Epistle to the Hebrew, 9,5 it is written, 'by
faith Enoch was translated that he should not see death and
was not found because God had translated him; for before his
translation he had this testimony, that he pleased Cod.'
Whether the purpose of the linim was to raise Enoch to some

-I, latnot Kehuna and J.E, Art. Enoch, ¥Yol, 5, p.l78.

é
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type of Divinity is not clearly known.l It is probable, as

Herford suggests, "that in the dialogue before us there is
no reference to Jesus (Herford also suggests that the Lindim
wished to show that ¥noch was e type of Jesﬁs, as regards
his acsension into heagen) but merely a defence of a Christ-
ian text against a Hebrew one."8

Friedlander identifies the liinim with Christians, who
by reference ﬁq Enoch, attempted to verify the Christian
claim that Jesus was taken into the Heavens by God.3 In
support of his identification that R. Abbahu entered into
controversy with Christians, Friedlander quotes from the
writings of Cyrill (De. Catéch. 14): "Wir bekennen umd
glauben, dass Chrisfﬁa nach seiner AuFerstehung wieder Zuruck
in den Himmel gegangen ist, Dabei mogen wir uns erinnern an
das, was Sfter in den Psalmen zu lesen ist: ER ist 1nb1e
Hohe gefahren und hat des Gefangniss gefangen (68,19), Man
mache keine Schwierigkeiten, ob dies auch moglich sei? Konnte
der Engel den Habakuk soweit fortbringen, warum sollte sich
der Herr der Engel nicht auch auf der Wolke zum Himmel er-
heben kﬁnn§n? dder man denke an die Beispiele von Enocch und
Eliah,"%

Bergman is alqg of the opinion that the Christians sought
to prove the acsencion of Jesus by'a parallelism to Enoch.

"Die Christen, die den Heiden gegenuber die Himmelfahrt Christi

1, This is the contention of Lasher, Torah Shelamah, Vol,II P, Ni¥,n0
2, Herford, op. cit. p.272,

3. Friedlander, Patristische und Talmudische Studien P.99fT,

4, Ibid, p. 101 n.49,.




a8y -

mit dem LEinwels auf die Erzahlungen von Herakles, Dionysius
u.a. begrundenten, zitierten den Juden als Beweis fur die
Himmelfahrt Christi die Erzahlungen von dem Entrrucktwerden

1
Henochs."

-

N .
Two liidrashim dealing with the Doctrine of Resurrection

will now be discussed. In Gen. R. 14 a discussion between R.
Jose B.Halfta and am lin is reported. The son of a man liv-
ing iﬁ Sepphoris had died and R. Jose went up to visit him.
The account is not quite clear whether the father of the de-
ceased boy wes a lLin or whether a Lin was living in his home ,#
R. Jose expresses tlie opinion that he is not saddened by the
death of the boy because he is sure that in the future world
he will be seen. The Min, denying the resurrection of the
dead, retorE?, '@an broken potsherds be joined together,' For
is it not written, Thou shalt dash them in pieces like a

potter's vessel (Ps.2.9) (Thus, he infers, the flesh of the

body cannot be restored after it had turned into dust).. R.
Jose explains, 'an earthen vessel which is rade from water
and finished by heat when broken cannot he restored (since

the process of making differs from the process of finishing)

hut a glass vessel which is originally made by fire and finish-

ed by fire that can be restored., (He compares men to a glass
vessel.) 'But,! said the liin, 'a glass vessel can be restored’
. because it is made by blowing.! 'Let your ears hear what jyour

mouth has spoken,' says R. Jose, 'For just as a glass vessel

1. Bergmann, Op. Cit., De50, N.2/
2, The text reads: ..J.. T‘;;"fa _I'k t‘ja ant |,|a.;uﬁg,‘ anka 3LIY
DAp P ab e Wi okl el




can be made by the blowing of a mere mortal all the more =o
can man be restored by God whp created him by breathing his
spirit into him.' To this Midrash is added a stabement by

R. Isaac, 'It is not written, thou shalt break them in pieces

like earthen vessels, but Like a potter's vegsels, which

means, those whieh have not yet heen baked, so that they can
be restored when broken. (R. Isaac reads the Hebrew '929
tvessel! a8 = '29? meaning his materials, which he interprets

to mean that the vessels are nobt as yelb fully formed and

therefore, can be restored,) His interpretation is brought

in order bto confirm the use of the verse in Ps. 2,9 as an
argunment Loy resurrection,

R. Jose, a Tanna of the fourth generation (c,140-175)

was one of the oubtetanding teachers in Sepphoris. We shall
disouss his various conversablong with the llatrona later.

Who the Min here waw 1s uncertain., A Christian certainly

would not have denied the resurrection of the dead, The Gnosg=
tics denied the resurrection of the body and it might be ar-

gued here that the Min was a member of this groﬁp, gince he

1

denles in effeet the resurrection of bthe body,” Whether the

Min denied the resurrection of the splrilt cannot be determin-
ed on the basgls of thils kidrash alone, Rashil quite interest-
ingly saye that this Min was not e Samaritan, (The Samaritans
dehied the resurrection of the dead). Thé only reagon thatb

Rashi might have for this statement is , it seéms to me, that

the Ein’quotes a verse from the Haglopgraphia which the Samari-

Tt N " L
1. Bergmann identifies this Min asan UM\:@“{»QW. Béygann, op, oit., peE2%,

!
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tans did not accept. It might be also argued that the Lin
was a heathen, for the heathens in general denied the theory
of resurrection,

The Yalkut 37, A9 to Genesis, Vayeshev,a liin asked R.
Judah Hanasi, 'Is it possible that the dead nve;; ‘Your fathers
do not admit this and you# (Rabbis) do, for it is written
concerning Jacob, And he refused to be comforted (Gen.37.35),

if he knew thatlthe dead continue to exist would he refuse
to be comforted?' He said to him, 'Fool, because he knew by
the oly Spirit that he wes alive he refused to accept con=-
dolence, for comforting is not received for those who are
alive," -

This Midrash is similar to one which we shall examine
below in the case of R. Jose P. Halfta and the Matrona. The
answer of R. Judah 1s‘baaed on a reinterpretation given to
the text; because Jacoh knew that his son was alive, there-
fore, he refused to accept the comforting of his children.
From the Jewish point of view the reference to the loly Spirit
ws acceptable. | '

In essence the Min denies that Resurrection can be taught
from the Bible. Fe implies by his question thail Resurrection
is a Rabbinic thought alone and that the Rabbis cannot find
confirmation of their dootrines of Resurreot;on from Seriptures.
Whether the Min accepted the answer of R. Judih is not known,
It is questionable,‘howavar, whether it can be concluded that

the Lin denies the theory of Resurrection on the basis of this

L
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Midrash. His denial that Scriptures does not teach this
doctrine does not necessarily imply his disbelief in Re-
surrection.

It is quite probable that the lLiin was a Christian, for
as Herford writes "the Christian position was‘that the re-
surrection of fhe dead was consequent on the resurrection of
Christ. An@ that position would be weakened if a valid proof
of the doctrine could be produced from the 0,T.; because in
that case the resurrection of Christ would be shown to be
unnecessary at all events as an argujent for the resurrection
of men in general.“l Yet, according to Bergmann who deals
with the polemiecs on Resurrection in his Judische Apologetik,
it seems that many of the Church Fathers in their writings
based themselvesign.ths Seriptures to prove to their heathen
adversaries the resurrection of the dead.”? Therefore, it
seems, that Herford's conclusion is unwarranted., The Min may
have been a Jewish sectarian, whose attitude is akin to the
Sadduccees and the Semaritans, who denied that the doctrine
of Hesurrection is taught in the Bible.3 :

Between the.Jews and the Christians the meanigg and ob-
servance of the Sabbath was one of the most important subjects

discussed. With the rise of Antinomism, Christianity swept

1., Herford, OD. Clb., D.202-200, :

2. Bergmann, op. ¢it., p.l24. He cites Tertullian and the
Homilies of Aphraates.

3, In the Dialogue with Trypho, Justin is critical of those
Christianssects who deny the resurrection of the dead: "do
not imagine them to be Christians; as no one who thinks rightly
would consider the Sadducees,or the kindred heresies of the
Génistae, and Meristae, and the Galileans, and the Hellenians,
and the Baptist Pharisees, to be Jews,..." (Works of St, Justin,
Oxford, Rivingtbn, 1861), Thus the Min might have been a
Member of either the Jewish or Christian seots who denied the
resurrection of the dead.
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away the legal prohibitions observed by tha Jews on the
Sabbath. In time the Sabbath for the Christians was changed
to the first day of the week and associated with the day of
Christ. ~—

In Ex, R.30,9 a discussion is given between four Rabbis
and a Min on the observance of the Sabbath. The four Rabbis
mentioned are Rabban Gamliel II, R. Joshua b. Hanniah, R.
Kliezer b. Azariah and R. Akiba., Thds discussion is mention-
ed in connection with their vi-it to Rome in 95 C.E. The
liidrash does not tell us which one of the Rabbis carried on
the polemic with the lLin, and apparently we may conclude that
all four carried on the polemic with tﬁéir interrogator.

When the Rabbis were in Rome they preached on the follow-
ing: The ways of God are not as the ways of man. A man will
meke decrees and bell others to observe them while he will
not, But God is not so, A Min was there and challenged
them, !'Your words are fﬂqse. Did you not say, God saith and
doeth? Then why does He not observe the Sabbath?(His point
is that the forces of nature do not cease to move even on the
Sebbath and therefore, God does not rest on the Sabbath),

The Rabbis answered, that just as a man is allowed to move
about on the sabbath in his own courtyard so does God move
about in His courtyard which is the Universe, Proof is cited

from the Seriptural passage, *The whole earth is full of His

glory (Is. 4.3)s To clinch their argument they also show that

jnasmuch as a man who sins ke is allowed to move about in his
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courtyard to the extent of his stature eveﬁrﬁore so can God,

Do I not fill heaven and earth saith the Lord. (Jer. 23.24)

The answer of the labbis is not bqsad on any philosoph-
ical theory but rather on the Jewisl Law itself concerning
the lews of the 'erub', the making of the courtyard, wherein
one ;dn move about on the tabbath, The Liin reveals that he
is acquainted with the Laws and from the account given in
the Liidrash seems to agree with the legal conclusions of the
Rabbis that God can move about on the usabbath but this does
not signify labor,

The fact that the 1iin asks this question makes it rather
improbable that he was a member of the Law-observing sect of
the Judeo=-Christians. KHe seems to '‘ave been a Jew, at least
his knowledge of the Seriptural passages and legal prohibitions
would indicate his Jewish training. He may have been among
those Jews who agreed with the antinomism of Paul, Justin in
his Dialogue with Tyrpho advances the same .ine of argument
as does the iin here "Nhtuge does not idle nor keep Sabbath."l
Wle may oonclude thﬁt the Min here was a Jew who became con-

verted to Christianity and adopted the antinomistic influence

inherent in some branches of the movement,

T, Williams, Adversus Judaeos, D.o6 N.o, In the Dialogue with
Trypho Justin says: "Do you not see that the elements stay
not working, nor do they keep any Sabbaths. Remain as you
were born; for if before Abraham circumcision was not need-
ful,. nor, Sabbaths, feasts, and sacrifices, before lLioses,
neither are they so now,.." (The works of Saint Justin the
lartyr, Oxford, Rivington, 1861,p.98) $%Be not angry then,
nor reproach us for bur fleshly uncircumcision which God
Himself made, nor account it a grave crime that'we use hot
drink on the Sabbaths, for God Himself continues the same
administratipn of the world on that as on all other dayS..."

e g
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Not all of the discussion between the Rabbis and the
Min were upon points of doctrine and religion, Some were
based on solving difficulties in Sceriptural texts, and ex-
plaining contradicitions seen in #iblical passages. waever,
some sectarian argument can be found even in these passages
which secm to be merely exegetical.

In Gen.R.82 a discussion is given concerning the Tomb
of Rachel., According to Cen, 35,19 when Rachel died she was
buried on the way to Ephrath (the same is Bethlehem)., A Min

approached R. Jannai and R, Jonathan and asked them of the
passage in I Sam. 10,2: 'When thou departest from me this

day thou shalt find two men by Rachel's tomb in the border of
Benjamin at Zelzah,' Is not, he asks, Zelzah in the border

of Benjamin end the tomb of Radhel im the border of Judah?
(for in Gen, 35.19 the statement is that Rachel was buried in
Ephrath) and moreover he finds in licah 5.2 the words Bethlehem
Ephrath, <Thus, he cleims, the Bible has erred in determining
the site of.Rachel's tomb., R. Jannai admits thdt he cannot
answer him, saying to R. Jonathan, 'Take away my reproach,’'

R. Jonathan éhen interprets the text of I Sem., 10,2 to mean
'When thou departest from me this day by Rachel's tomb thou
shalt find two men in the border of Banjémin at Zelzah,'
Another version of the answer is givén as '"When thou depart-
est from me this day in the border of Benjamin in Zelzah

thou shalt find two men at the tomb of Rachel.' And this the .
liddrash says is the correct answer.
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From the point of view of Rabbinic exegesis the Rabbis
well answered the Lin, but it must be recognized that they
forced the meanigg out of the text in order to solve the
apparent contradictiont To whom<the second answer is acored-
itied is not clearly known, it might be one or the others of
the Rabbis mentioned.

Herford is of the opinion that this polemiec fh*bpsed
upon the guestion of the birthplace of the llessiah, The ¥ar-
gum to liicah 5.1, translates the verse, But thou, Bethlehem

Ephrathah,..out of hhee shall one coue forth unto lie that is

to be ruler in Israel to mean- 'from out of thee before lie

will cowe forth the liessiah( xn'ob e 'nY? T49) Thus Her- '
ford writes, "The importance of these texts was the same both
for Jews and «for Jewish €hristians, since upon them depended
the quéstion of the birthplace of the Eessiah."l In Mark 2.
4-6 the text in liicah is used to designate Bethlehem as the
birthplace of the lLessiah,
Although the conclusion of Herford seems to be rather
sound, it seems to me, that there is room for question. As
far as I have been able to find out, Jewish tradition does
not consider Bethlehem as bhe birthplace of the liessiah,
There_is, I hgva found, one exception to this in a statement
by R. Aibo, andAmora of the fourth century, that on the night
when Jerusalem was destroyed the Comforter (Messiah) was then ’

born and carried off by a storm Windca Although R. Jonathan

1, Herford, op: cit., p.255.
2, Cited by licore, Judaism,—II, p.348 m.5 R. Aibo makes this
statement §n Lam, R. 1.16 and Jer, Berakot 5a.
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and R. Jannai were Amoraim of the third century it may be
possible that they were aware of such a tradition of the
birthplace of the llessiah, Yet, it seems to me, the Rabbis
were not concerned with the-problem of the llessiah but rather
in .solving the apparent Biblical contradiction of the text
itself, Surely were the problem of the liessiah involved the
-argumentqmdghh have been much more expliecit,

As Herford also points put this liidrash shows that the
relationships between the Miﬁim and the Jews were not always
hostile. For the kin came to consult the Rabbis upon a question
of interpretation of Scripturas.l

Another liidrash dealing with exegesis is given in the
Yalkut Shimoni to Genesis 4,39, The passage here is based on
b. Sanh, #8b, This liidrash could be placed with those deal-
ing with the polemics on the doctrine of Two Powers in Heaven
but because of its exegetical approach I have placed it here.

A Min asked R. Ishameel b, R. Jose (b, Halfta), *It is

written, Then the Lord caused to rain upon Sodom and Gomorrah

brimstone and fire from the Lord (Gen. 19,24) it should have

2 -
been written ¥rom Him?' A certain fuller said, Let me answer
him, It is written, And Lamech said to his wives, Ada and

zillah, hear my voice, ye wives of Lamech (Gen, 4.23), he
(Lamech) should have said, my wives.' But this is the Seript-

ural idiom, so here too (in Gen. 19.24) it is the Soriptural r

I, Herford, Op. Cit., P.205e

2., Who this fulgder was is not known, The editors of the Sonc.
Tran, to 38b Sanh, write "A figure frequently mentioned in
the Talmud as of a Bpecifi_‘type In the Roman literature
he is object of ridicule; in Rabbinic lore he plays a
more d ified role.”
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idiom.' R. Ishamel asked him, *Whence did you learn this?!
The fuller answered, 'From the teachings of R. lieir,!

As has been pointed-out tle essential argument here
involves the theory of Two Powers in Heaven. Because of the
statement made by the fuller that it is the Seriptural idiom
to repeat the name of God or an individual without imputing
any other being I have placed this i.idrash following the
above where exegesis is discussed. R. Ishmael, lived around
the end of the second century and at the beginning of the
third and may have, as his father, lived in Sepphoris., No
doubt es Bacher claims the liin here was a Chriatian.l Ve
have discussed the Christian interest in the doctrine of
T™wo rowers in the preceding,

The concluding iiidrashic portion of this chapter on the
iinim deals with a polemic in pantomine, The liidrash deals
with R. Joshua b, Hanniah, Hadrian, and a iin, Of R, Joshua
and the empeéror Hadrian we shall deal with in the chapter on
Romen-Rabbinic controversies. The polemic here is given in
the Yalkut Shimoni to Genesis, Vayishlach, 37, and is based
on Hagigah 5b, The argument essentially deal with God's
casting off of Israel, lio verseeare cited by R, Joshua and
the 1iin but merely signs are performed by both before Hadrian,
The liin showed by signs that God had turned his face away
from Isresel, R. Joshua showed by signs that God's hand was
yet stretched out over Israel, Hadrian asked R. Joshua,

I, Bacher, A.d.T. Vol, I1l, p,409, The fuller is also mentioned
with R. Ishmael 1n Ned .23a.

3
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'What did he show thee?'He answered, 'A people whose God
had turned away fis face,' The liin confirms the answer of
Re. Joshua that he understood his sign. 5ut the Min cannot
understand the sign that R. Joshua has made and is sentenced
to death since he had nﬁzdhnderstood that the Jews were pro-
tected by God it should be made clear to him by royal decree.
(This lgst pert of the lLiidrash is no doubt fictitious as it
represents the Jewish bias,)

When after the Temple was destroyed it was commonly
thought among Romans and Christians that God had forsaken

Israel.l

It is quite improbab}e that the 1.in was a Judeo-
Christian of the type who remained close to the Law, for he
would not have taunted the Jews with the great disaster which
hed befallen them.® It is probable that the liin was aBquainted
with Scriptures for the signs which both he and R. Joshua
made are from Biblical texts. (Deut. 31.18)3 and Is, 51.16}4
thus it may be concluded that the i.in was a Christian,.
Herford is of the opinion that this encounter took place
in Alexandria where it is known that R. Joshua nént to visit
Hadrian.5 However, according to GraetZ this story took place

in Judea6 and Bacher does not include this llidrash among the

polemics that R. Joshua had in Alexandria.7 According to Bacher

I. of. Dergmann, Judische Apologetik,. chapter VI.
2. Herford, op. cit., p.224,

3, The text dramatized is: And I will hide my face in that day.

4, In the shadow of my hand have I covered thee.
5. Herford, op. cit., p224.
6. Graetz, History, II, p.406.

7. of. Bacher; Ada,T, Vol. I, p.l34ff,
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this was the only encounter reported between R, Joshua and
a idn,t

R. Joshua, as will be seen below, was very friendly with
Hadrian and no doubt this lLiidrash as all.others related of
these two figures took ﬁighe before the Hadrianic revoit in

132 C.E.

353K KK o 3 3 oK oK

liost of the conclusionabout the i.inim have been includ-
ed in the analysis of the lLiidrashim discussed. Froh.the chron=-
ological order the earliest mention of a liin was made in
connection with the rest of God on the Sabbath. That story
took place at the end of the first century. How early the
term came to be used to designate Jewish-Christians and
Christians and (nostics cannot be clearly determined. 3ut
it may be assumed from the Birkath Haminim composed at Jabneh
under the direction of Rabban Gamleil that the term came into
vogue not long after the destruction of the Temple, (70-81 G.E.)2
Who the 1iinim were cannot always be derinit;iy known,
for the name was used to define hereties in genar&l. In nmost
cases we have €een that they were Christians. Insofar as my
research has gone into the problem the work by Herford seems
to be the finest and most dependable and I have based some of
my conclusions on his book, Whether Herford's thesis is
essentially eorrect cannot be judged on the basis of the source "

material used here., The Bubjeet is too great and varied to

i 7% of_—ﬁa_her Aoa I UOI. 1‘-‘.126.
2, Joel olaima that Joohanan b. Zakkai did not know the word Min
as associated with the Christian sectarians, Joel, op, cit., .90,
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form any conclusions on the basis of this limited study alone.
All that has been shown is that Judaism met many groups in
polemical arguments and acquitted herself with dignity. The
Rabbis did not indulge in apologetics, they were convinced of
the truth whiohﬁ;;ey held and met their opponents with forecible
logic and ready ansﬁéra.

In the timelof Re Simlai, during the middle and end of
the third century C.E. "Rabbinic polemics assumed a more
violent character when the Church, having acquired political
power, threw aside all reserve, and invictive and abuse be-
came the Tavorite weapons of the assailants of Judaiam."l
Both R, Simlai and R. Abbahu were foremost in their attacks
upon Christianity and its Trinitarian ideas. The polemics
against Christians were led by the Palestinian Rabbis, for
Christianity had not inveded Babylon. In later ages, the
leaders of Judaism continued to polemicize against Christian-
ity and liohammedanism and Karaism, with the same forcible
logic and vigor which characterized the Palestinian Tannaim

811‘ Amoraim,

i_o J.E. Art, Polmicﬂ, EOIO Iﬁ. Pom B .




Chapter II
THE SAMARITANS

We turn now to an examination of the controversies found
in our material between the Rabbis and the Samaritans., Of all
sectarian groups with whom the Rabbis met in discussion, our
knowledge is much more definite about the Samaritans., While
Sameritanism during the Talmudiec period cannot be considered
as the greatest challenge to Judaism, for the Rabbis were pre-
occupied with the problems of reconstruction and meeting the
arising threat of Christianity, the old hostility between the
Jews and the Samaritans yet continued even in this period al-
though not quite so vociferous. Whatever rivalry existed was
purely on religious grounds alone for with the loss of tempor-
al power in Jerusalem there oould be no grounds for political
oprosition, The Rabbis did commend the Samaritans for their
strioct observance of the Seriptural commandments but took issue
with them in respecting the authority of the Oral Law. The
whole attitude of the Rabbis is summed up in the Massechet
Cuthim where the principle is laid down "they (the Samaritans)
are to be trusted insofar as their owﬁ practice agrees with
that of the Jews; in other respects they count aét?&wa."l

Of direct controversies with the Samaritans our material
yields but a few Midrashic passages. Two of the passages re-
veal the jealous zeal which the Samaritans and Rabbis main-
tained for the holy sites of Mt. Gerizim and Jerusalem re-

I, Jewish Enoy., Art, Samaritans, Vol X, p. 673

L]
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gpectively; the third‘is a somewhat humorous encounter be-
tween R. Meir and a Samaritan; the fourth is aBouboabSamaritan
who cagts suspicion on the character of Jaeob,

In Gén¢ Rs 32, 19 the following story is toia about R,

% Jonathan and a Semariten in commenting upon the verse 'And the

waters prevalled...and all the high mountains were covered (Gen,

7,19) R. Jonathan was upon his way to worship in Jerusalem,
1

As he pasged the Palatinus™ he was seen by a Samaritan who asked
him whither he was bound. Upon being told that he was on his
way to Jerusalem, the Samaritan jeered, '*Would 1t not be hetter

> to pray at this holy mountain than at that dunghill?' 'Why

is 1t blessed?' asked R, Jonathan. ‘'Because 1t was not covered

by the Flood,' answered the other, R, Jonathan momentarily

forgot the traditiomnal teaching and Instead his ass-driver an-
swered his interrogator. 'If it is of the high mountains, then

it is written, And all the High mountaing were covered (ibid)

while 1f it is of the low ones, Seripbture lgnored jit.' There-
upon R. Jonabhan seated the driver upon the ass and led him

forth in praise.

The answer of the driver is a logical one, since the Sam~

) .aritan by his own admlssion stated that Mt. Gerizim was nob

submerged by the flood. Yet by reference bto the Scriptures,

which the Samaritan himself must accepb as aubhentie, it is

proved bthat only the high mountains were covered by bthe waters,

Therefore, Mt, Gerizim was among the lower mounts and hence

there was no necesgsity for it to be included in the Seriptural

VelsSe.

1. This was one of the names which the Samaritans called Mb.
Gerizim, Jagtrow indentifies the word with the Greek form
for hill *plantos.,' (Diect. of Talmud, of, X 'S\9*J " ) Bacher
esbablishes the name with a holy tree. (A P.A. Heb. ed, Pe 67
val. 1) Another name g 'Ne .Y Nablug {&ahe
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It is of interest to point out that the Samaritan Pentabeuch
presents the same account of the IMlood as Scripbures. Thus the
argument here is not based on two different texts bubt rather upon
aAdifferent‘interpretation or 1egend.l The commentary, Yephey

Toar explains that the teaching which R. Jonathan forgot was

that the Rabbls themselves discussed the problem whether or not
the Flood alighted upon Palestine, Pasing themselves on Ez, 28,
24 and chapter 23, proBf 1s found that the Flood came upon

Jerusalem and Samariatz

The R. Jonathan of this Midrash is according to Bacher,s
Re Jonathan be Hleazar who lived in Sepphoris and was a member
of the c¢ircle of R. Hanina Bar Hama. Known usually as R. Jonathan
his neme is found in frequent assoclation with R. Jannal, He
was an Amora of the first generation. Jews were admitted %o
pra& in Jerusalem only on certain times of the year, such as
Tisha Btab and no doubt it was for one of those times that R,
Jonathan was Jjourneying there., 1In Deut. R, 7:1£r2e;}milar VeI
aglon of this encounter between R, Jonathan and a Samaritan,
It 1s there that the bext of Bz, 22.24 is used ag the basis for
controversy.
ook ok ok

In another polemic on the sanctity of Mbt. Gerizim, we find
an account of R. Ishmael b, Re Jose who encounters the Samaritan,
This $ory is found in Gen. R. 8l.5. The Samaritan questions
Re Ishmael whither he is bound and likewise upon hearing that
he is going b0 Jerusalem he jeers at him. In anger, R. Ishmael

retorts, 'I will tell you what you resemble, a dog eager Tor

carrion, Beocause you know that idols are hidden beneath it,

I, Montgomery, Samaritans, p. 238
2+ Yefat Toar. Warsaw Ed, )
5‘ Baeh@x’, Aod—d IJ‘A‘ H@bg @d.o VOlm l, s 67, n.d:




for it isg written, And Jacob hid them' (Gen, 35.4) (He refers

to the 1ldols which Jacob gathered from his kin and hid them
under an ‘elah' near Schechem), The Samaritan upon hearing
these words accuses R. Ishmael of wanbing to steal the 1dols,
Thereupon R. Ishmael fled,
In another tradition of this story reported in bthe Midrash
Hagodol the statement 1is made that Jacob hid the idols under
a bterebinth on Mt, Gerezﬁn.l By his reference to the idols R.
Ishmael attempts to insult the sanctity of the holy site of
the Samaritans. In commenting upon this passage, Montgomery
writesg, "To approach now the Talmudie appreciation of Samaritanism,
we f£ind that no fault was found in the earlier ages with re-
gpeclt to the cardinal tenets of the solenegs and spirituality
of th@ God of Israel. The one @arly excepbion for the end of
the II Century, is the anecdote concerning R. Ishmael Bs Jose
who falling into dispube with a Samariban at Sbechem on his way
toward Jerusalem, accuged the Samaritans of worshipping the
idols hidden under Gerizim by Jacob on his return from Héran.
But as Taglicht remarks, this was only ‘'eine neckisehe Antwort'."z
Thisg Midrash seems largely fiectional and of course the cole
oring given to‘it by the editors of the Midrash must be re-
dognized. Blge it is difficult to explain why the Samaritans,
who certalnly did not worship idols, would have been so intent
on keeping the 'Uncleanness,!' Surely this would have brought
Mt. Gerizim into disrepute. Thus, I believe, this may be an

editorial variation of an acbual account between R. Ishmasl and

1, WMidrash Hagodol, 6d. by Schechter, p., 531

2. Monbtgomery, op. c¢it., p. 168f,
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a Samaritan. PFurthermore, in this case as well, the Samaritanv
Pent, reads as the Jewlsh Scriptures. Ishmeel ig the son of
R. Jose ben Halfta, and is a Tanna of the Fourth generation.

| | | Aeofesfesk sk ok |

The follewwing Midrash Gen., R. 94,7 tells of a dilscussion
bétween Re. Meir and a Semaritans R. Melr asks the Samaritan
from whence is he descended. The Samaritan traces his lineage
back to Joseph, Rabbi Meir then proceeds bo prove Lo him that
hils dneegbors hailed from Igsachar by quoting the verse, And

thege are the names of the ehildren of Israel, who came dnto

Yy BEgyptess and the sons of Issachar Tola and Puvah and Iob, and

Shimron, (Gen., 46,8=13) R. Meir imputes that from Shimron Q&Q@

the Samaribans. Thereupon the Samariban reported this discussion

to the Patriarch. The%gpwgwk@ener minded Patriarch snswers,
"By your life, he has execluded you from Joseph and yet hag not

brought you into Issachar.,® Yor he understood thalt the mere

similerity between the names of gShimron and theé Shomronim (Sameritans)

did not prove that the Samaritans were descendants of Issachar,

Montgomery cites thls passage as an example how the 'stupld?

Samaritans were not always a match for the sharp wits of their
> bpponents.l Again‘whether this passage can be assumed to be
authentic is questionable. The reason for skepticism is to be
found in the fact that tradition has recorded the statement of
the Patriarch. By what source did it come to the Rabbis? This
is not to say that the vhole passage is apoecryphal but rather

the last portion. This may have been no more than an atbempd

1, Nontgomery, op. cit. p. 194 it
|
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y the Rabbis to indulge in humor at the expense of a less
cute-minded opponent. \

The last Midrash (Gen. R. 70.7-8) in this chapter again
eals with the famous R. Meir. The tradition for this story
s told in the name of R. JoBhua of Siknin who related it in
he name of R. 5;;1. The Samaritan raises the charge that
acob was untruthful because he did not make a rightful tithe

0 Gode 'e.did he (Jacob) not say that of all that thou shalt

jve unto me I will surely give the tenth unto thee?' (Gen.

«22)s 'Yes,' he (R. Meir) replied; and therefore he separated
to God) the tribe of Levi, which is one in ten.' 'But why did
e not separate a tenth of the two remaining tribes?' Answered
. Meir, '"Were there only twelve tribeaf surely there were

ourteen, for it says, Ephraim and Manasseh even as Reuben and
imon shall be mine' (Gen.e48.5). 'Then the difficulty is even

reater,? said the Samaritan., 'If you add water you must add

lour.' 'Will you not admit that there were four matriarchs,'

e (R, Meir) asked him, 'Yes.,' 'Then deduct the four first-

orn of the four matriarch from these (the fourteen) and since

he fifbt born is considered holy, and that which is holy does

ot exempt what is holy,' " Pleased by his answer the Samaritan
s, '"Happy are the people in whose midst you dwell,'

The argument here is essentially Halachie. It 1s the con-
ntion of the Semaritan that Jacob did not meke a’'rightful
ithe by separating ievi-for that was only a separation of one
rt of ten, whereas it should have been one part to twelve as
here were twelve trives. R. Meir solves this difficulty by




explaining that there were in reality fourteen tribes. A first
séparation was made by maleinme the mdaemuy &f the four first

born. Then of the remaining ten tribes another 'maaser' is

made by the separation of Levi. R. Meir has added the element
(or Pidyon Haben)

of 'Kodesh Bechorot] which apparently the Samaritan did not

- <eparation
take into consideration. Since one was made another

‘maaser,' that of 'kodesh maaser' kad still to be made. This
is the meaning of R. Meir's statement 'that which is holy does
not exempt what is holy.!'
' While the Samaritan was pleased with the answer of R.
Meir the commentators have detected a flaw in the reasoning of
the Tanna. The ["5>7D 1 points out that Manasseh was also
a first-born and if he were added to the first born, then after
meking the 'kodesh bechorot' only nine tribes would have been
left and thus the tithe, of Levi could not be made. But, he
answers, that if twelve tribes alone would be considered, after
} deducting the first four born only eight would ha¥we been left.
Therefore, Jacob added lManasseh and Ephraim nDOwy Finb
Manasseh, is not, however, to be added among the first-borm
siMge Jacob did not recognize him as such. The )" HRIND
15 not quite satisfiedrwith his own answer and states that the
the‘problam should be studied further.z
It is interesting that R. Meir speaks here of fourteen
tribes, arriving at this number by acding Manasseh and Ephraim
to the twelve tribes. In the Tanchuma® the rule is laid down

that when Levi is enumerated among the tribes, Manasseh is not

I, Commentary of DOK I 2N of. also the Yefey Toar
2. '3 3% RINY Misa Bede 1no ...
Se N Buber ed..lv




clgdad and vice versa.® No doubt troubled by the various
umberings efiithe tribes found throughout the Bible,z they
ried to devise some formula for enumerating the tribes, The
umber twelve may have been a conventional round number arrive-
d at by the twelve divisions of the land by Solomon.®
The Midrash refers to the Samaritan by the term N

(Ruthite, Cuthean). Another epithet is “yne (observers,
Semaritans). The former term seems to have been a name of
opprobium, The Rabﬁis used this term to identify the Samaritans
nwith the colony imported from Babylon."4 "No satisfactory
explanation has been given for the choice of this special
neme; the Kuthites may have been the most important colony,
Senballat may have been of Kuthite origin. The Samaritan ex-
planation of this Jewish epithet is that their ancestors, re-
turning from exile, came into a certain valley named K:utha."5
From the liidrashic sg;tements of above it can be seen that
the feeling of estrangement still éxisted between the Rabbis
and the Semaritans. At times the relationship was hostile (as
in the came of R. Ishmael) and if we can accept the statement
made %: the above liidrash by the Samaritan to R. Melr, we £ind
here a friendlier feeling., In the main it can be said that

Semaritanism was no longer a formidable opponent of Judaism,

pPONY YN whes bl 430 m1 pen ol alleas » SRR TR VITTRNEN
Ml aple Caw "JnJ Yl pelc poNY ™[4 0k ldt%ai INY I'Jd_;

2. I Kings, 11, 31=32

3. J. E,, art. Tribes, Twelve The

4, Montgomery, op. cit., p. 318ff,

5, Ibid. p. 319

T, Tenohuma Buber. The statement there is : |5 p:(ag " 51 |anl
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CHAPTER III
Controversies With Individuals
The Matrona

Our study thus far has @lealt with individuals and groups

whose Beotaf}an views have been more or less evident, We

turn now to a consideration of some discussions which the Rabbis
held with various individuals, either by name or reference,

who reflect either the controversial issues between the Rabbis
and the secta rians, or who advance arguments of their own,
which do not necessarily reflect the opinions of a sectarian
group. In this study we shall include the discussions which

R. Jose b, Halfta held with a Matrona, discussions with out-
standing Romans, with those whom tradition has called 'phil-
osophers,' with Jacob of Chephar Neburaia, and with some others,
referred to as 'Gentiles%' To what extent these fall into

the wide and varied group of the Minim can only be ascertained
after an analysis of each passage.

Throughout the Rabbinic literature there are sixteen dis-
cuas;ons reported between R. Jose b, Halfta, a Tanna of the
thind generation (¢.160) who Tesided in Sepphoris, in northern
Palestine, and a woman, who is called by the title for dis-
tinguished Roman women, the Matrona., MNMost of these passages
will be given in this seotion.l Whether or not she was the one
and the same woman mentioned in all of these passages cannot
be definitely determined, Insofar that all these passages are
related by R. Jose it may be assumed that the Matrona through-

Y. Some of the dlscussionsare not found in the material studied
for this thesis.
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out is but one woman with whom this Rabbi seems to have been
acquainted. What dootrine of thought she represented is a
far more difficult problem to solve, for from the passages
investigated it will be seen that she put forth questions
representing a number of variant sectarian groups) :
Sepphor#s it will be recalled was in the time of R. Jos;
an outstanding Jewish community. Moreover, here as in other
parts of the Galilee, was a 'hot-bed of Heresy' where the

Jewish=Christians wéra aotive.l

No doubt the Matrona was
aware of the teachings of this group.

Most of her questions as a rule pertained to difficulties
in Seriptural texts, others give us but a faint suggestion
of her own religious leanings. From the fbllowing Midrashio
portions it will be seen that she was very familiar with the
Bible and her questions refleot an alert, keen mind.

In the Tanchuma (Bub;r ed) Genesis, 2, the latrona en=-
gages R. Jose in a discussion about the time needed by God
for the creation of the world. 'In how many days,' she asks,
'has the Holy One Blessed Be He made the world?' He said,
'Frquphe first day.' 'From whence do you teach me this?®
R. Jose asked, 'Have you ever prepared a dinner?' ‘'Yes,'
'*And how many courses did you prepare?' She told him so and
so many. 'And did you place all of them at one time before
them (the dinners)?' 'No, But I prepared all of the food at
one time and. served it course by course.,' (Said R, Jose)

'And thus it is learned (that creation took place at one time)

I, Herford, op. cit, p. 117
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from one verse, as it is written, 'For He is the former of all'
. (Jer. 10.16)

The point of the diseussion is, if Bod is the All-Powerful
and the Creator of all, why would he need six days in which to
create the world? R. Jose (who seems to have understood his
womanly intexrmogator) proves to her by the analogy of prepar-
ing and serving a dinner, that God areated the world at one time
but the six days of creation were needed for the gradual g;;
foldment of the univérsa.

No doubt here the liatrona reflects a Pagan attitude toward
the matter of the six days of creation., Yet the question can
be raised whether the Matrona has asked this question in the
spirit of engaging in polemics or to garnar-same information,
Her appeal to some Scriptural proof (although R. Jose first
proceeds to answer her by a& anlaogy) may indicate the latter
attitude,

In the following two Midrashi:» the same question is asked
by the hatrona of R. Jose: In how many days did the Holy One
Blessed be He, create the Universe? 'But in these passages R,
Jose anépars, 'In six days.' The first of these passages in :

Tanchuma (Buber) Ki Tiasa,.5.1

relates the well known story of
the atteﬁpt of the Matrona to emulate God, who after the six
days of Creation is engaged in arranging marriages, in making
one poor and another rich, The Matrona endeavours to pair off
her many servants but after one night when her servants return

complaining and bruised she admits to R. Jose that arranging

e« CI. NeHe o




marriages is no simple matter. 'I confess that your God is
trath and that His Torah is true, for all that you told me
you informed me correctly,’

Again in Tanchuma (Buber) Vayishlach, 20 the same question
is repeated and the same answer is given as above; Ske (the
MatronaiA;sked him, 'And from that time to the present what
does He do?' He said, 'He makes ladders causing one to go up;
one to go down; one to get rich and one to get poor,'

In these passages the fundamental difference in the con-
ception of God as held by the Rabbis and 'enlightened' non-Jews
(Beathens) can be discerned. For the 'Heathen' God was God of
nature alone and in no way was concerned with the affairs of
buman beings. For the Rabbis God was also God of nature but
also determined the oourse of human events, Of this passage
Bergmenn writes: "Von dufgeklarten Heiden wurder fernmer die
frage aufgeworden, was Gott seit der Weltschopfung tu€..eee
In dieser Antwort“en (to the above in Vayishlach) der palastin-
ensischen Lehrer kommt ein wichtiger Differenzpunkt zwischen
dem judischen Gottesglauben und dem Gottesbegriff der aufge-
klég%en Heiden war etwa wie der Gott der Deisten in Seinem Tun
durch die geaetzmaazise'Nhturorﬁnnng gebunden, wahrend der Gott
des Judenthums uber die Naturordnung erhaben, 'jeden Tag in
seiner Gute das Werk der épbprung erneuert' und fortwahrend in
die Geschicke der lMenschen richtend, helfend, und best immend
eingreift

Thus the Matrona was well aware of the philosophies of her

l. J. Bergmenn, Judische Apologetik, p. 76ff.
L
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day and may be considered among these whom Bergmann calls
.'aurgéilarte Heiden,' Whether in the above (Ki Tissa) her
last statement 'your God is truth' can be taken as authentic
or as an editorial gloss is questionable, However, it can
be seen tEﬂ} the liatrona does display a friendly attitude
toward the Serdptures,

o4k Kk ok

/"_'____'_“"--.. a
In the Yalkut Shimoni<%o Genesis 2.23 and in GJen.R. 17

the liatrona asks R. Jose of the removal of Adam's rib by God
to form the woman while he was asleep., 'Why in theft?' He
answered, 'If a man left with you privately an ounce of silver
and if you returned tc him a litra of gold in public is that
theft?' Said she, '"Then why did He do it secretly (while Adam
slept)?' Said R. Jose 'At first when He created her, he (Adam)
saw her full of mucus end biood s0 He took her awey. Then He
created her a second time,.,' The Matrona adds here a bit of )
interesting biography, 'I can add to your words, I was promised
in marriage to the brother of my mother, but because I grew up
in the same house with him, I became ugly in his eyes, and he
marriedf;nother woman and she is not as pretty as I.t

This passage is interesting for its folkloristic value

of the creation of woman.l Since there was no lofty theological

answer to her question R. Jose answers her by resort to what
' is, from the Jewish point of view, a logical analogy. Yet
she was keen minded enough to perceive that his answer wes not

adequate and then does R. Jose relate this rather strange and

I, There 1s an interesting pgrallel to this story in Sanh. 39a.
between R. Gamliel and an ‘emperor(?).



truly {midrashie' story of the first creation of woman.
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In Tanchuma (Buber) 8,20 the eternity of Israel is dis-

cussed. A matrona asked R. Jose, it is written: 'that your

days may be multiplied and the days of your children, upon
N

the land which the Lord swore unto your fathers to give them,

as the days of the heavens upon the earth (Deut. 11,21) you
(Isreel) exist only as long as the heavens and the earth exist
but in the future the heavens and the earth will disappear, as
Isaiah said: Lift up your eyes on high and see who hath created

these? He that bringeth out their host by number; that calleth

them all by hame; from the mighty one not one escapeth, (Is. 403;26)
and it is also written: Lift up your eyes to the heavens and

look upon the earth beneath; for the heavens shall vanish away

like smoke, and the earth sh&ll wax old like a garment. and

they that dwell therein shall die in like manner; But my salva-

tion shell be forever, and my favour shall not be abolished

(Ise 51.6)s Sald R. Jose, 'From the same prophet whom you quote

to me, I{will answer ypu; it is written: For as the heavens

and the new earth which I will mske, shall remsin before me,

saith the,Lord, so shall zgﬁ} seed and your name remain,' (Is,
66422)

In this Midrash the Matron argues that Israel's existence
is dependent upon the existence of the physical world. The
argument might be taken to mean that there will be no Resurrec=
tion for Israel and that Israel cannot claim to be an eternal
bPeople, Her knowledge of Scriptures is quite evident here. '

L]
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R. Jose's citation of the verse serves well to refute her AD=
gumeﬁ%s.

It is questionable whether in marshalling these Biblical
verses the Natrona does so either for the sake of argument or
whether she accepts 1ts teachings as inviolable, Insofar that
she mayﬁﬁgve accepted the verse cited by R. Jose in refutation
of her own premise the latter thought may be accepted., Does
this mean then that she may have been a Christian, for both
Jews and Christians argued from Seruptures? Can it be assumed
that her reference to the prophetic statement that 'heaven
and earth will vanish' is an allusion to the forthcoming king-
dom of Christ? This is merely conjectural and on the basis
of this liidrash alone we cannot maintain any such conclusion,
Bacher sees in this liidrash a Christological bias,! Bergmann,
however, claims that there®is no ground for this aaaumption.a
The heathen writer Celsus, held/gogﬁi Bgiﬁ’igﬁ"*ﬁie Juden
8ind eine Nation, die dem Untergange\geweiht ist.'s Thus it
would not be Christians alone who thought that the Jew would
vanish,

In Gen. R 4.6, The Matrona raises the question, why was
Be$ the. phrase 'for it wns'good'::pplied to the second day or
Creation? Rabbi Jose answered that the second day was in-

cluded in a following text (Gen.l,31) And God saw everything

that He had made, and, behold, it was very good. Then she sought
to refute his statement with a logical analogy: 'Supposing six

Ien came to you and you gave to each but one a man.eh4

1. Bacher, ag.D,T. 1I, 170, Note 2 '
» Judisches Aplogetik,-p. 138 Note 2
3. Ibid. p. 138 section 7
4s Maneh: ( D40 ) a weight in gold or silver. Jastrow, Dict., of
Tal, 'o 797




and then you gave to all of them another mameh; would not each
have a maneh and a sixth while only one would have one sixth

of a maneh? Then R. Jose gave her another answer which the
liidrash tells us is similar to that given by R, Samuel b,
Nachman: ~—4the water was as yet not finished (therefore the
phrgéz;;as not included). And the phrase 'for it was good! was
therefore written twice in connection with the third day, once
because the water was ﬁade and secondly because of the work
done on that day. :

The point of her analogy to the giving or‘fhe maneh is to
prove that in spite of the fact that the second day is inecluded
in a subsequent text, it is still 'worse off than the others'
for it did not receive its full measure of blessing. There is
no sectarian argument involvqg here., The Matrona is interested
in the Scriptural text and for a fuller explanation. The same

problem was also discussed among the Rabbis themselves. In
Pes. 54.,R. Banach @#n of R. Ilai gives the answer that on the
second day the light of Gehinnom was formed, therefore, the
phrase igynot said of the second duy.x

The Assumption of Enoch.was also a matter of discussion
between tﬁe Matrona and R. Jose as we have seen above in the
case of the Minim and R. Abbahu. The text here differs somewhat
from that of the above. 'We do not find death mentioned in the
case of Enoch,' said the Matrona. Answered R. Jose: 'If it

had said, And Enoch welked with God, and no more, then I would

agree with you, but since it says, And he was not, for God took

— M\
I, Kasher, Torah Shelemah, Voly I, D. 103, of note 72 p. T P
where he discusses the Rabbinic concept 52 2'5'ndo )




him (Gen.5.24), this means that he was no more in the world
(for he was now dead) For God took him (Ibid),.

The similarity between this passage and that of the liinim
and R. Abbahu may warrant the conclusion that the Liatrona was
influenced~by Christianity, which sought to raise Enoch to
some higher level, These theories we have discussed in the
above, In relationship to this passage, Frankel, writes:

"Die Frau, die die gedachté Bemerkung machte, scheint entweder
verschieden von der bisher Fragenden geqesen zu sein oder sie

1 ohis

stand schwankend zwischen He iden=Juden-und Christentum,"
scholar has also met the intruguing and perplexing problem of
identifying this woman.z Howbeit, it can be said that this
question was undoubtedly inspired by the teachings of the
Christian sectarians, 2

In Gen,R. 63,8 the liatrona raises the question of the
progenitorship of Esau. "Why did Esau issue first?' Said R,
Jose: 'Because the first drop (in the womb) was Jacob's, For
example, if you place two diamonds in a tube, will not the one
put in first‘,come out last? So also was that (@rop) which
formed Jacob,!

In this 6hapter in the Gen, R, the Rabbis also attempt to
prove the rightful progenitorship of Jacob, This is one of
the gnswers propounded., For the Rabbis, it had to be proved

that Jacob, Israel, was superior to Esau, the prototype of Rome,

1. Frankel, Monatschrift, 7, 1885, DP.207,
2. On the basis of Frankel's article ef, Bacher, Vol. II, Heb,
ed., DP.116, n,20,
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This attempt to prove the rightful progenitorshipﬁwas also

made by Barnabas, the Christian writer, who reversed the
Rabbinic prototypes; Esau is the prototype of Israel and

Jacob 1s the prototype of Ghristianity.l However, thig pasge
age does nobt mean that the Matrona spoke as a Christialeces
'von diesem ohristlichen Weissagungsbewels lst beil der Matrone
nicht die Rede; sie will nur aus der Schrift bewelsen, dasz
die Ersbtgeburt und der Vorzug vor Israel Hsau (dem Heidentum)
gebuhren."z ‘Buchler 1s alsgo of the same opinion that this
passage does not reflect any Christian leanings, "Nichts
spricht défur dasz sle eine Christin war."® (Buchler however,
errs when citing this passage states that 'Rabbl Jose antwortetb
ihr daher mit Bibleversen,? for.in this passage no Biblical
versés are given).,

It seens most likely that Bergmanniis correet in his
analysis of this passage. No doubt the Matrona revealed her
cwnlﬁam&m.mwﬂﬁﬁﬁ&p in seeking to édwprove or argue the point shatl
af Esaufgiy%eé_@ regarded as the rightful first borm.

 Another parallel passage to one given above in which a
Min and R. Judah are menbtiloned, is that dealing with the com-
forting of Jacob. A matron asked R. Jose, It ls written, For

Judah prevaided above hig brebhren, (I Chron. 5.8) and it is

writbten, And Judah was comforted and went up unto his sheep-

shearers (Gen. 38,12), while this man (Jacob) was the father

of them all, and yet HE refused to be comforted. Sald R. Josge:

'You can be comforted Tor the dead but not for the living.!

L. Bergmann, Judisches Apologebik, p. 1l37ff,
2, Ibid, p.138
3. Buchler, op. ¢it, p.279, note 3
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Agalin we cannot find in this pagsage any particular
geobarian blas. This is merely a Soripbural problem. Her
reference to Judah is to point out that he, the son of Jacob,
was able to overocome his grief and yebt Jacob was unable.to re-
act in bthe same manner., R. Josets answer (as in the above)
is that one can be comforted for the deceased bub not for
thoge who are yet alive, therefore Jacob refused to accept the
comforting of his ohildren., This 1g the Rabbinie idea that
Jacob knew that his son (Joseph) was yet alive.

sgoksk ok koK

A very interesting and rather quaint passage 1s found in
Gén. Rs 87, The Mabtrona asks R. Jose: 'Is 1t possible that
Jogeph at seventeen years of age, with the hot-blood of youth,
ooﬁld act 80? (T.¢s Llee from bthe wife of Potiphar who sought
to seduce him). R. Jose produced the Book of Genesis and read
the stories of Reuben and Bilha and of Judah and Temar. Said
he, 'If Scriptures has not suppressed anything of these, who
‘were older and lived in their fatherts house, how much the more
iﬁ the case of Joseph, who was younger and his own naster®
(i.e., wore he really guilty Scripbures would not have conceal-
od the brue facts,)

Little more need be sald of this pasgssage. Again this is
a Midrash dealing in the explanabion of a Soriptural btext. It
is interesting to note the Matrona's acquainbtance with human
nature, as she expresses her skepticism of Hoseph, It cannot
be melntained that she intended to defame his ocharacter by her

question. From the *Human® point of view her question is¢ open
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and frank. Again she may have hinbed that Scripbures has not
given.a full authentic account of the story. R. Jose meets

her frankness by proving bo her that in cases which could be
considered more immoral, Seriptures did not conceal the faets,
here likewise there has been no coloring. It may be conjectur=

ed thalt the Matrona could not accept the Seriptural. account of

this ineident since in the Greek mythology which Rome inherit-

ed the cases of immoraliby are replete. A8 a Roman, this might

seem to be a natural question to ask,
Ak ROk ok Kok
In the Tanchuma (Buber ed.) Miketz,9, another discussion
takes place aboub a Seripbural bext with some theological ime

plications. The matrona raises this query: 'Is this the whole

glory of the Holy One Blegsed be He that He gives wisdom Lo

the wise, as 1t 1s written, He giveth wisdom to the wise (Dan,

2:281); was it not necessary for him (Daniel) to say that He giveth
wisdom to the foolish? R, Jose sald: 'Do you own jewelry??
tYos.t 'If a man should come to borrow your jewels would you

lend them to him?* She sald: 'If he were a,wisel man I would

lend my Jjewels to him.' 8aid He: 'You would only loan your

X

jeWels to a wise man, should the Holy One Blessed be He give

His wisdom to fools? Therefore he (Daniel) saild: HE giveth

wigdom to the wise (Ibid.)s So said Elihu, not to everyone who

|
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seeketh does He give it (wisdom) therefore, it i8 not the great

that are wise (Job 32.9) (Bub it is a spirit in men and bhe

breath of the Almighty that giveth them understanding)?(ibid.s)

T The word given in the bext is ©'SpiN which Buber tran-
slates as UWDD
2., Buber has added this phrase from the Rome MSS,




BB

It is obvious how the passage in Daniel would raise the

question which the Matrona pubt forth. The Rabbi has added
another quality to the meaning of 'Wisdom.'! Wisdom is not
mere intelligence but a spiritual entity which emenates From

a higher souree, R. Jose's idea of wisdom here 1s reminiscent

of the highly gifted men of the early Christian groups who were

- known as 'pneumatics' and who were invested with the Holy Spirit,

However, this comparison eannot be streteched too far, In the

preceeding to this passage the sbatement is made: (4 52 x4

C pdab D”ﬁ:1-¢0\3 Niny Tt is to be understood  then that the
Rabbis held a rather mystical idea of wisdom which not all men

were able to obtain}.3 There 1s here the kernel of the idea of

an "intellectual aristocracy."

As we proceed now to an Iinvestigation of the last of these

discussiong, we have noticed that the Matrona is very familiar

with the Bible, that she ftends to show a sympethetic understand-

ing for the Jewigh point of view, that she does not seem t0

appear as one engaged in polemics but rather as one interested

in obtaining information. Till now there has been no stabement

of imprecation or hostility made by the Rabbi to her, There

seems to exist a feeling of mutuality and an appreciation of

interests,

In xe Re 3¢ wo find a pagsage whioh in spirit is contrary

to all bhe preceeding Mldrashim concerning this Matrona., A

Mabrona sald to R. Jose: 'My God is greaber than your God.!

*Why?' he asked. !'For when your God revealed himself to Moses

at the Bush, he hid his face, but when he saw the serpent, who

1. Buber (Tanchums ) (Bacher cites another reading for this text
AthTo Heb. ed, Vol.II l, p..l.lB
2, of. Abelgon, Jewlsh Mystioism p. 73f.




is my God, he immediately Tled.* *Woe unto her?* he said,

'when our God revealed himself at the Bush, there was no

place for him to flee, Where could he flee? To the heavens,
to the sea or to the dry land? What does i1t (Seriptures)

say of our God? Do I not f£ill heaven and earth, saith the

Lord. (Jer, 23.,24) Whereas your God, the serpent, a man can
egcape from it by running away a few paces; therefore it says,

And Noses Tled from before it,.

If this WMidrash can be taken as suthenbtle and if it can

be assumed that it refers to the same Matron with whom R. Jose
engaged in controversy, bthen we are confronted with & passage

whieh is very difficult to £it into the general understanding

of this indivudual, For from her interest in the Bible the

suggestion may be made that she was among those whom the Rabbils
call a 'Yirei Adonai,' VYebt this Midrash would disprove such

a theory. Whether the statement of the Matrona can be linked

with the doebrines of the Ophibe group, who regarded the ser=-

pent as the "image of ereative wisdom,"l is conjectural. Yeb

there seems to be no obther plausible solution for the basis
of her statement that the serpent is her God then to recognize

2
in thig statement some definite Gnostle influence,

HACH A

No definite conclusions as regards this Matrona can be

made, The literature i1 not complete nor does it give us

enough details to form any definlte opinions., There is no way

of solving the problem whether the Matrona mentioned with R,

Lo JoH, art. Ophi'bes,jﬁol. X, Do 407LL who morshtf’]’eck
3. Peramann, hswsever, velotes her statemewt to dhose Heathens
' +heer35evpey\:¥ Y wohl )Asl(u\o.p sder den Dionysos Sobaz10s, denen die

qewe\‘hf' wax %erawxomn, op- ek O.s’o 3 Nt

Schlange
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Jose was one woman or many women wibh whom he may have come in=-
to conversation. Again, are the controversises fictiticious?
There is to be sure a cerbain artificiality in the repartee,
but this A# maﬁbe due to the redactor, who, of course, wag
primarily interested in presenting the Jewish point of view,
But whether these stories are merely invention or tﬁée cannot
be declded to any degree of certainty. Bacher speaks of her
a8 seemingly an important woman residing in Sepphoris.l More
than thig is difficult to s%%. We have notlced, to whatever
exbent our analysis is correct, bthat the latrona reflects in
her questlons a good many different points of view; she re-
presents a composite gbudy in the religious background of her

daye
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Chapter IV
THE PHILOSOPHERS

Throughout the study of Rabbinic polemic with various
sectarians we find ourselves céntinually in the dark insofar
that it is at all possible to definitely escertain the sect=
arians with whom we are dealing. The Rabbinic literature
employs general terms in referring to the sectarians and
therefore only by an analysis of the individual passages can
some possible identification be made, This rule must also
be followed in regard to the study of the passages dealing
with those who are called o195 S 'S 'philosophers.,'
What distinguished them as philosophers as dist'inct from other
members of sectarian groups is aslso a problem which cannot
be easily soved. Perhaps it is as Herford suggests that these
were trained speakers.l Revie;.tng the Dialogue with #Trypho
(between A.D, 155 and 161) Williams writes that the Jew Trypho
(R. Tarphon?) met a man "wearing a kind of ocape which proclaimed
him scholar and ;»l:n:!.lf:)e;ophtau:'."r== No doubt the Rabbinic use of
the term 'Enilosophos' may have been used to dindicate some
outstanding member of a group, because of his ability as teacher
and spokesman which would have entitled him to wear a certain
garment designating his position. Greek philosophy continued
in‘ the Roman world and the teachers, phikosophers, brought its
ideas to Palestine, It ocan also be assumed that the term

'philosophers' referred to leading Christians as will be seen

1, Herm, Op. CiT. p-lﬁ
2¢ As L, Williams, Adversus Judaeos, p.31
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later. Tc what group in Christienity they affiliated them-
gselves with is also an uncertain matter. Among the Gnostics,
with whom no doubt the Rabbis had controversial discussions

there may have been those who were recognized as 'philosophers,’

"The earlier Gnostics," writes liansel, "were for the most part

philosophers who approached Christianity from the side of
heathen speculation, and endeavoured by means of fusion and
perverted interpretation to form an eclectic system out of these
separate elements,"l 0Of course no proof can be made from this
statement that the Gnostic philosophers were those whom the
liidrash mentions as 'philosophim.' It does indicate that there
were those who thought upon a philosophical plane and may

have been recognized as such by the Rabbis.

oy TR ol TS oA ol AN it <
/name and of whop there is some definite knowledge. In Ex, R.
13,1, a discussion is reported between Abnimos of Gadara and

the builder, Abba Joseph. Abnimos, or Nimos, as he is some=-
times called, has been associated with the school of the Cynics
and is taken to be the friend of R. Meir.z He‘}a also called
Oenomaus.3 According to Blau, he was a pagan philosopher who
lived during the reign of the Emperor Hadrian (117-138), The
The wirt;} Eusebuis (Praepatoris Evangelica) mentions this

philosopher for his 'having destroyed the reverence for Gods.4

L. Mansel, The Gnostic Heresies, p. 204

2+ J4E. art., Oenamaus of Gadara, Vol. IX p. 386, By L. Blau,

3, Ibid. cf. Graetz, Higtory, Vol, II, p. 437
4. Ibid.




In Jewish tradition, Abnimos is regarded in a favorable

light. In Gen. R. 65,20 the §tatement is made by R. Abba bar
Kahana that there were in the world no philosophers eomparable
to Balaam and Abnimos Hagardi., (Abnimos is reported to have
said that no power could contend against Israel as long as her
sohools exist)l "Be not surprised to find emongst the heathens
a kmowledge of God, for God had inspired Balaam and Huonymus,
(Abnimos) two of the greatest philosophers of heathendom, With
His wisdom, so that they might teadh the people."z

The passage about Abnimos with which we shall deal is found
in Bx. R. 13,1, Abnimos of Gadara asked the Rabbis, 'How was
the earth originally created?' They told him that no man heing
sufficiently acquainted with such matbters he should go to Abba
Joseph, bthe bullder., (The lidrash gives us here an interesting
sidelight of the attitude of the laboring man. Abba Joseph
cannot some down drom the scaffold since he ig hired by the
day, and therefore asks Abnimos to question him from below.)
thow wase bthe earth flrst created?' aske Abnimog, Abba Joseph
answered, 'Géd took dust from beneath the throne of Glory and
cast it into the water, where 1t beceme earth, the litbtle
pebbles that were in the dust formed the mountains and hillls,?®

Hig proof he finds in the verse 'When the dugt runneth into a

magss and the clods cleave together.! (Epb 38,38

The point in question is not whether the world was created
ox nihilo but rather what was the mode, the manner whereby the

earth was Tormed., Abnimos may have been Interested in the

T, Get, Ri065420
Ze Graetz, ope cit, p. 437
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composition of earth, air, fire, and water, the four elements
of Aristotle, to form the earth. Abba Joseph's answer is built
upon his experience as a builder, the mixing of earth, stone,
_and water to form the Blay bricks. His reference to Job 38,38
proves his contention that the earth was formed from the dust
which became a mass, from which he derives its mixing with water,
and the clods in the mass he compares to the mountains and hills
that were later formed., |
Another wo»d might be added about the name of Abfimos
Hagardi, (of Gedara). The Hebrew meaning of the word, 'gardi!
is weaver but there is no proof that he was called_ '"Hagardi?
because of his trade. Rather, it must be understood as a name
of a place. Gadara was In those daeys a day's journey from
Tiberias, and it is no doubt that ’hia name was associated with
this vieinity.,l R. Meir, it must be remembered taught at Tiberias
and there came into contact with Abnimos,
In the rest of this section on the philosophers their names
are not given, What doctrine of thought they represented can
only be seen;pn the basis of the Midrash itself, Among those
who engaged in discussion with the philosophers was Rabban
Camliel IT,
In Gen R, 1,9 it is reported that a philosopher came to
R. Gamliel and said, 'Your God was indeed a great artist,, but
surely he found good materials l_polorelz to help him,' 'What
are they?' asked Gamliel, 'Tohu, bohu, darkness, water, wind
(ruah) and the deep.' 'Woe unto that man,' said R. Camliel,

I, of. Yoore. Judalsm, Vols I, D. 95

2+ The mm"ﬂ‘ﬂ‘&ﬁ.“.‘{; uses is 4 'J‘!)DD which literally trans-
lated means colors (or ertist's materials)., The 'colorflwerd

c ing here. of .Bacher; A.d,T., Heb.ed.,pP.60 n,l,
vf.’i“l'i’? ‘t. .-.?;umg.a?m T.(mi- alao’zi;u; this tran;lation.
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*the term creation is used by Seripture in connection with all
of them. Tohu and bohu: I make peace and create evil (Isa. 45.7);

darkness: I form the light and create darkness (Ibid); water:
Praise Him ye Heavens of heavens and ye waters that are above

the heavens (Ps., 148,4). Wherefore? For He commanded and they

were created (Ibid. v.5); wind: For Lo He that formeth the

mountains and createth the wind (Amos 4,13); the depths: When

there were no depths I was brought forth (Prov. 7.24).

Before proceeding to analyse this passage it will be of
interest to bring a statement from Koore on the question of the
creation of the world. "The question whether the world the
creation of which is described in Genesis was broﬁght into ex-
istence de nihilo, or whether the cosmos was formed from a chaos
of previously existing formless matter, and in the latter case,
whether this matter was created o;- eternal, did not excite dis-
cussion in the Palestinian schools, and there are few utterances
that bear on u/ﬁg.nl

Tp prove his contention that the 'ecolors' whiech God used
to aid him %the creation of the wor]rd and that these were not
in existance before, R. Gamliel marshalls a number of passages.
Tlhe philosopher here does not by way of his question deny that
God created the world but raises the argument that the mMaterials
which God used were:feternal existence.” The reference to the
Tohu and Bohu (Chaos) by Rabban Gemliel is-somewhat problematie,
His reference to God as 'making peace' (shalom) has been ex-

1, lioore, Judaiem, Vol, 1, P.o8l.
2« of, Soncino Translation to Gen. R. Vol., I, D.8.




plained to mean that matter had form (sBalom, is interpreted
in the sense of whole) and create evil, (ra) &8 an allusion to
matter without form, defective., Thus God created both,t: Tohu
refers to the 'ra' (evil) and Bohu to that which good (shalom-
vﬂaole.]a ’ggoher suggests, however, that k. Gamliel may have
teken his proof for the oreation of Tohu and Bohu from Isa, 34,
12° where the phrase [ -jhi(l i I is used., Accord-
ing to Bacher in lagigah 128 the words Tohu and Bobu of this
latter text are also explained cosmoloigeally; Bohu refers to
to the smooth (chaotic) stones that are sunk in the deep and
from these come the water.% It is probable, then, that R.
Gamliel did not think of the problem of matter and form, for
this is only the interpretation of the commentators and that
Bacher is justified in suggesting that his proof was in another
text, in Isaiah,54. 2. B

His other verses are self-explanatory and prove his con-
tention that the materials which God used were originally
created by Him, It is a little more difficult, however, to
prove with any exactness the iden't"}ty of the philosopher. .Moora
merely refers to him as a "skeptie"™ without adVancing‘ any argu=

5

ments™ to prove his statement, Bacher merely lists this

passage emong R. Gamliel's discussion with 'mochrim' (Gentiles)

1, SoncIno Translation op. ¢it, Dp.8 note k.

2. Yefa¥y 'oar 3

3. In the Hebrew edition of Sacher this pumber is given. The
JePeS. translation has it in V,11

4, sacher, op. oit. p. 61, n,l

5. woore, op, cit., p. 56
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but specifies no further.l Both Graetz and Friedlander place
him in the category of the Gnostics; the latter in pursuing
his thesis that the Minim were (Phite Gnostics, relegates the
philosopher to that group.

Writes Graetz, "Die Gnostiker Hielten dlso den zweliten
Vers der Genesis: 'Die Erde war wuste und leer und Finsternisz
lag auf der Flache des abgrundes,' fur eine gehaufte Schilderung
des Urgustandes der Welt in ihrer ]!'o:ﬁnloaigkeit, ehe der Welt-
schoperische Geist sie angehaucht oder mit gnostichen Stickwér-
ten, ehe die Weisheit sich in die Materie versenkt und verloren
hatte, Dasz hiermit der gnostiche standpunkt eine Primitivat
der Materie und eine Coordination derselben mit Gottannimt,
das gehért ja grade in das System des Gnostizimus."> Thus 1t
can be argued that since the Gnosties did I;elieve that the
world was created and that there existed a primitive eternal
matter, that the philosopher was a Gnostic,

0f this particular Midrash, Graetz says that this encount-

that the pwilosopher
er took place in Rome and,was seeking for adherents. That he

was a Gnostioc may be pﬁved from the fact that no orthodox
Christian would adopt such a point of view, For the Church
thaught the, doctrine orloreation ex hihilo, "Denn the ortho-
dozen Kirchenwater hielten eben so streng auf der bilbische
Dogma von der Schopfung aus nichts, als die lischnah-Lehrer
und Schwerlich wurde ein orthodoxer Kieschenlehrer eimme sol-
chen Ausspruch gethan l:l‘nmben.":5

I, Bacher, op, Cit., Pe-o8
24 Graetz, Judenthum und Gnoticismus, p.32
3. Ibid, 33 L
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For it will be recalled the Gnostics taught that an in-
ferior God, ;he Demiurgus, created the world. Therefore the
philosopher here may have wanted to place the Jewish God on
the same level with the Demiurgus as distinot from the Supreme
God. Friedlgller supports his view that the Gnostic here Wil
belonged to the Ophite sect on the basis of the description
of this group by the Church father, Ireneﬁ.ls.l But it is a
rather inessential point to .prove whether the phidosopher was
a member of the Ophite group or not, The question can be
raised, however, if the Ophite group existed at all in Rome,
From Mansel's description they seem to have grown up in
Palestine,? Whether this discussion did take place in Rome
at all is also a matter of gquestion, but is not of particular
importance for our study.

Thus we can conclude with some measure of certainty that
the philosopher here may have been a member of the Gnostic
group, In the light of the philosophical and religious
background of the first century A.D, this identification of
the philosopher with Gnostics seems plauaible;

Graetz': statement that R. Gamliel's discussion with the

philosopher of above took place in Rome seems plausible when

v;e notice in the following discussion that the Midrash re-
ports including R. Gamliel, R. Jehoshua, B. Hanniah, R, Elazar b,
Azariah and R. Akiba, went to Rome in the year 95 A.D,

I, Triedlander, Der Vorchristliche judische Gnosticismus, p. 111
(Friedlander says: Nach die Ophiten besteht namlich die
unter der Lichtwelt gelagerte Materie aus den Elementen:
Wasser, Finsternis, Abgrund, und Chaos (Tohu wa-Bohu) worubersie
den Gelst Gottes schweben lassen."

2. Mansel, op.cit,, cf, chapter om Ophites
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A philosopher was interested in knowing how often a ser-
pent bears. The Midrash in Gen,R, 20,4 tells us that when he
saw two serpents copulating he took them, placed them in a
barrel and fed them until, they bore. When the sages came to
Rome .he put forth the question, how long does it take for a
serpent to bear? R. Gamliel could not answer him and his
face turned pale with ‘shame. 'R. Joshua meeting him saw that
his face was wan, asked him, '"Why is your countenance wan??!

'] was abed a question but could not answer it.,' 'What was
it?' asked R. Joshua, !After what period does a serpent bear.'
'After seven years,' R. Joshua said. 'And how do you know
that?' 'Because the dog, which is a wild beast bears at fifty

days, and it is written, More cursed art thou than all cattle

and than all beasts of the field (Gen. 3.14) and just as the

ca ttle é:e severy times more cursed than the beast so is the
serpént seven times more accursed than the cattle.,' Later
“that day R. Gamliel met the philosopher and gave him his an=
swer, The philosopher then began to beat his head against the
wall saying, 'That for which I labored seven yaaf; this man

has come and given it to me on the end of a cane' (meaning with

the utmost of ease), J
To understand this lMidrash it is necessary to make clear
the interpretation which R, Joshua lends to the verse of Gen,
3.14, Ee interprets the text to mean that just as the unclean
cattle bear at twelve montfa, so the serpent is seven times more

accursed than they who are seven times more accursed thethe dog

—




who bears at every fifty days.l (In the ancient east, it seems,
'dogs were considered as wild, or suem;!.-w:l.ld).3

There is to be sure no partiocular polemic involved here.
Yet this Midrash reflects the approach to knowledge of the
Rabbis, who based themselves on Seriptures and that of the
'philosopher' who indicates by his action that he can be called
a 'naturalist,' The lildrash may have related this story to
prove the superiority of those who kmew the Torah, for from it
even the knowledge of natural phenomena can be learned, over
those who had to uiake 'scientific' observations. But if is
this was the idea behind this Midrash it must be also pointed
out that R. Joshua's reference to the dog was likewise based
on observation not on Seripture,

On the basis of this Midrash no statement can be made to
identify the 'philosopher,'* He does not reflect by his state-
ment any sectarian °m but rathert‘%irg:.?r?at’. Kasher tells
us that the Ramban (Nachmanides) investigated this passage
(by observation) and found the statements of the Rabbis to be
true .9

In‘%he following two Midrashim the sovereignty of God
and His relationship to idolatry is challenged by the 'philoso-~
phers.' In the Yalkut Shimoni to Exodus, Yithro, 20 D®> 4%
the philosophers asked of the elders in Rame,s 'If your Goa®
" T, Tatnot Kehuna ;

2, ¢f, Som, Translation, note, p,161, Gen.R, Vol. I.
3. Kasher, Torah Shelamah, Vol, III, ps 0N©) n, O9
4, Based on Avodah Zarah (B) 54b,

5. See above. )
6. The Yalkut gives the reading of (ID ph& U1PD .

However, in A.Z. Vilna ed. 1912 the reading is panlic Pl

This is in agreement with the reading of the Eikduke Soferim,
Vol, 10 p.l117 \

- i

I
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has no désire for idolatry why does He not abolish it?! The

Rgbbis aﬁhwared, 'If it was something for which the world has
no need that was worshipped, He would abolish it; but since |
people worship the sun, moon, stars, and planets, should he T
destroy the Universe on account of fools?'1 The philosophers 4
said, 'If so let him destroy that for which the world has no ﬁ
need and let Him leave that for which the world has need,!
'*They answered, 'If so, we strengthen the hands of the wor-
shippers of these (for which the world has need) for they would
say, Know that these too are Gods, for the others have been
abolished and these have remained.'

There can be little doubt that the 'philosophers' men-

tioned here must have been pagan thinkers. For certainly no
Christian would have challenged the sovereignty of God, or

would have held a brief for idolatrous worship. The point of
the Rabbis! answer is that although objects of nature are wor-
shipped that does not warrant their being abolished because
misguided people revere them. Thus God's sovereignty is not
impaired by the fact that people worship idols, The Rabbis
reveal a ﬁaot alone' attitude toward the matter of idolatrous
worship and from the Jewish ﬁoint of view have given here a

logical and penetrating answer.

Following the above selection from the ¥alkut is another

Passage brought frm B, Avodah Zaralh upon the same theme of God
and idolatry,? Here the discussion is between R. Gamliel and

a 'philosopher.' In essence the controversy follows the

| I, The text In A.Z. onds here. The following is given by the
Yalkut
i 2. B. Avodah Zarah 54b. Yalkut®Shimoni, Yithro, 20 DPd)

—
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pattern of the above passage. The philosopher introduces his
yuestion with a quotation from veut, 4.24; For the Lord Thy God

is a devouring fire, a jealous God. 'Why,' he asks, 'is He so I

jealous of its worshippers rather than of the idol itself?!

R. Gamliel answers with a parable of king's son who calls his
dog by his father's name. The king would surely be angry at
his son than at his dog. Therefore God& is jealous of those
who refer to an idol as a diety. The 'philosopher' does not
accept his analogy for he contends that there is some reality
to an idol, for in a town where a fire broke out the conflag-
ration burned everything but the shrine of the idol, Again R,
Gemliel retorts with &n analogy: that when a Eing wages war
against a rebellious province he attakks the living not the
dead, thereby comparing the idol to an inaminate object. He
ends hiis argument with a quotazion from Zephaniah 1,3 which he

puts in the form of a question: Am I utterly to consume all

things from off the face of the ground saith the Lord; am I

to consume mikk and beast; am I to consume the fowls of the
heaven, a.qéthe fishes of the sea even the stumbling blocks

of the wicked,' 'i.,e. because the wicked stumble over these

things is He to destroy them from the world? Do they not wor-
ship the human being; so em I to cut off man from off the face

of the ground (Zeph. 1.3).1 His Mast reference to the worship
of human beings may be taken to refer to the Roman custom of
Emperor worship., R. Gamliel's quotation may seem to be con=-
tradictory since he says that God will not consume man because

he is worshipped, but no doubt he refers only tothose who do

1, In presenting this text‘I"hé*E'?EﬁIEﬁqd the translation of
the Soncino Bo Avodah Zarah 54b £¢,,.. /[
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worship man.

Here we have the case of a 'philosopher' who is seemingly
acquainted with the Seriptures, The 'philosopher' attempts
to present a brief for the superiority of idolatry over that
of monotheism as held by the Rabbis, He tries to make a case
for the power of the idol but from the report of the liidrash
it cannot be deduced that he was an idol worshipper, or held
tenuously to the conception of idolatry. His attitude, it
seems to me, is of one who merely wishes to engage in mere
rhetoric or argument. He may have seen a Heathen but heathen-
fsm in itself cannot give us an exact identification of this
'philosopher.’

The last discussion in this section on the polemics with
the 'philosophers' deals with the controversy between R,

Hoshaya and a *'philosophert'+#on Circumcision, This discussion

is reported in Gen. R. 11,6, A philosopher asked R. Hoshaya:
'If circumsision is so precious, why was it not given to Adam??
R. Hoshaya answered: 'Why do you shave the corners of your
head and leave your beard?' ‘'Because it grew with me in my
folly cf.e. while in childhood and haed no sense of discretion).
'If so,' said R. Hoshaya, 'blind your eye and cut off your
hands' (8ince these too, he had from birth), The philosopher
dissatisfied by this remark, says, 'To such words (argument)

we have come,' Then R. Hoshaye said: 'I cannot send you away
empty-handed, the reascn is this: everything that was created
in the first six days requires further preparation (development),
as the mustard need sweetening; &he iupines need sveetening; the
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wheat needs ﬁp be ground and man needs improvement (by cir-
cumcision).

The question why Adam himself was not circumcised was not
only put to the Rabbis by sectarians such as Christians® but
was even asked among the Rabbis themselves, One answer is

2 Here we find a far better

thet Adam was born circumcised.
attempt by R. Hoshya to answer this perplexing question without:
résort to legend. The point of the 'philosopher's ' question
is that since Adam was the creation of God and beloved by Him,
He would not have created him defectively., Therefore circum-

S But R. Hoshaya proceeds

cien is an invention of the Rabbis,
to show that all things created by God (as for example, hair,
which man cuts off) are not meant to be that way permanently.
The point of his statement 'then blind your eye and wut off
your hand' is that the 'philosophe;' cannot imply that every-
thing with which he was born, since he knew no better, must
be done away with, The philosopher is right in recognizing
this as sophistry. R. Hoshaya's answer then is that all of
creation is inip state of constant development and needs to be
further improved. This is a remarkable idea of progressive
avglution. (Rashi expresses the same idea in commenting upon
the phrase 'all that the Lord hath created to do;' to do means
further imprO?amant.4 The Matnot Kehuna also adds that Adam
was not circumcised because before eight days had paqged he
had sinned and therefore made himself unf:lt.)5 A
I, Tertulllan asks this question In his Adversus Judaeos, of.
Williams, Adversus Judaeos, p. 46

2+ Aboth d. R. Nathan, 8, ©ited by Kasher, Torah Shelamah, Vol.I, P.
5 Ma';zig‘; gl;l;a.alt palk jove ~,ulrjt.. [ian k3 ~vasle X

.

4, Matnot Kehuna, The phrase is: ) (1) p'ﬂfk jod Ik .
5: Ibid. : ( 15 e 3le sl 223 toag w3 5 ok ;19>
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No doubt the 'philosopher! :here was a Christian, for
christianity from the time of Paul attacked the idea of cir-
cumcision, for this was one of the cardinal points of differ-
ence betwpen Judaism and the new religion which grew from it,
#The (Jewish) animosity #o0 Paul was not alone because he main-
tained that Gentile believers in Christ should be admitted to
the Church without circumoision, a point which concerned the
Church only, but-what was of vital interest to all Jews--be=-
cause he was reported to foment apostasy from Lioses by teach-
ing all the Jews in the dispersion not to circumcise their
children nor observe the customs of their religion (Acts 21,
21) 1

Scholars have suggested that the 'philosopher' here was
the famous Church Father and theologian, Origen. It has been
§yggested that this Christian student of the Bible an‘d the
classic literature was born of a Jewish mother and that she
taught him Hebrew.‘ Origen relates that he had Jewish teachers

and gives some of their teachings in his Contra Clesum. That

Origen came into contact with R.Joahaya is no doubt true ’sinoe
both men lived in Caesarea,° Origen came to Caesearea about
the year 231 A.D. and remained there for about twenty-five
yeara.‘_ This city was one of the chief centres of Christianity

L.
2,

3

Noore, Judaism, Vol. 11, De2l.
Williams, op. cit. p.8Bl. see especially his notes.
claims the mother of Origen taught him Hebrew,

Krauss

Ibid, This is also the opinions of Bacher, op. cit. (Heb, ed,

7010 I’ P0940

Graetz is also of this opinion, c¢f. art. in

Monatschrift, 1881,

P.443

4.

Moore, Judaism, I, p. 165, n, 1. Graes,

a—

Ibia, says'232.4.0. .

£
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in Pglestig? and no doubt many controversies took place here.
R. Hoshaya is regarded as one of the pupils of the Pat-
riarch Judah I and was one of the compilers of the Tosephta,
At first he lived in Sepphoris but came later to uaeaearaa.l
pworeover, the nMidrash Rabba is attributed to this famous

teacher.

sk 3k oKk Aok %

With this we conclude this chapter on the controversies
between the Rabbis and the 'philosophers.,' From the arguments
studied above it can be said that in the main those whom trad-
ition saw fit to call 'philosophers' may have been outstand-
ing men in their group. Certainly this can be said of Absimos

and Origen, Therefore, other appellations referring to heretics

e —— o A — —

and sectarians such as Minim and Epiqursim, were not applied ¥
to them, In the main the term ';hilosophos' is not 1nterchangaq*
with any of the above terms throughout the literature which wa‘
have investigated.2 Therefore, it may be reasonably safe to

draw the conclusion that the word 'Philosophos' refers to some
outstanding‘épdividual, although not glwaya mentioned by name, whe .

f
was recognised by the Rabbis as a representative spokesman. {

I, Williams and Bacher, Obid,
2. One exception has been cited by Bacher, Tannaim, Vol,., I,
P. 62 (Heb, ed,) see notes .




Chapter V.
The Roman-Rabbinic Controversies

Throughout our Midrashic sources, discussions are re-
ported between the 'Rabbis and outstanding Roman officials,
#hether these conversations are authentic or not has not
been fully deoiﬁed even among the scholarly investigators
of these paaaages. At most one could say that legend and
fact have been intertwined in these ..idrashim. Of the dis-
cussions between Rabbi (Judah Hanasi I?) and Antoninus,
Ginzberg says: "The traditional r#ligious discussions be-
tween Hadrian and Joshua B. Hanniah, between Akiba dnd
Tineus Rufus, between Shabur I and Samuel Yarhini as well
as the legendary interviews between Alexander the Great
and Simon the High priest, or between Ptolemy and the priest
Eieazar, mly serve as parallels to the various Antonine
legends, Jewish folk-lore loved to personify the relations
of Judaism with heathendom in the guise of conversations

between Jewish sages and high potentates.“l

Bacher, on the
other hand is more inclined to tike the vigw that legendary
accounts between the Rabbis and these high Roman *'potentates' .
exist, but that discussions between them ma} have taken place
cannot be doubted for they have left a vivid impression upon
the followimg generations.2

But the problem of authenticity of these controversies

lies outside the realm of this study. We will content our-
*

I, J. E. art. Antoninus in the Talmud, Vol. I., DP.656f, by
Il. GianOI'B. ]

2e hohﬂr, Acd.T., Heb, ed. Vom. Of. under Rabbi Judah
Hanasi, '

-
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selves to study the controversies themselves and to what-
ever extent po;aihle examine the various ldeas expressed.
Since no definite pattern can be worked out in the study
of these controversies we will examine them in their chrono-
logical order., The sources studded have yielded but a sol=-
itary discussion between the great Tanna, R. Jochanan b,
Zakkai and a Roman official whose identity is not know. In
the Yalkut Shimoni to Ex. Vayekhel, ~»¥.n,» a discussion
is given between the Tanna and a Roman general, COntraieusoz
Contraicus accuses loses of being a thief, or a swindler,
or & bad mathematician, Without entering into the intricacies
of the arithmeticel problem involved here, this Roman bases
his dﬁzcuaation of the dishomnesty of lioses on Ex, 38,26 where
it is told that lioses collected from the people 201 talents
and eleven Mineh,® Moses had to exbend half of this sum upon
the sanctuary but in the following verse it is related that
he disbursed but a hundred talents, not quite half of the

sum total which he amassed. (Thus, according to Rashi, Moses

kept for himself a half talent and five and a half mineh)
But R. :l'oohananubaaing himself upon Ex. 38,28 proves that

in reslity lioses had returned thia'money in the making of
the 'Vovim' (i.e., the 1757 shekels mentioned here were equal
to the half talent and five and a half mineh.) Thus Rashi
concludes that the Roman officer sought to confuse R, Jocha~-
nan by not taking into consideration this verse.4

1, Based on B, Bechoroth 5a., The text here is slightly different
e t
2, iccor& g tég 3%31f§%§“o£ Goldsohmidt German translation

3. t twent ve shekels
4, Rashi to Bocﬁorogﬁ 58 yaﬁi haabhn infolved explanation
of the mathematical problem entailed here,
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Whoever this Romen may have been, his question, if at
all authentic, reveals a knowledge of the.Bible, However,

it must be remembered that his knowledge of Scriptures can-

not be assumed on the basis of this lidrash alone., Bacher
has a fuller account of the discussions between R, Hochanan H

and a Roman, who can be assumed to be the one mentioned here,l

In these discussions he does reveal a knowledge of the Serip-

tures.

- -

Of the identify of this Roman officer no definite facts

can be found. Som®scholars have various opinions as to his

—_— ——————

identity but there is no general agreement among them on this

——

problem., His name is also given as O'C'J ple O GpND oGy e

But whether these refer to Contraicus is not quite clear.
However, it may be assumed that the name given in this 114~
:gsh is a variation of o1\¢ pa1n for in Num, R, 4 the samé¢
discussiol is reported in the name of <3\Gyun“.! Bacher
also lists the various opinions esmong the scholars who have
sought to solve this man's identity: Graetz claims that he
was Atticus; Jastrow and Krauss are of thq opinion that he

was Quietua.3 However, we can conclude iﬁhthe words of Graetz
that R. Jochanan did have discussions with Pagans "who had
know{adge of the Jewish law, either from the Greek translation
or from their intercourse with the Jews, refuting their ob-
Jections which they raised, and dispelling or making olear by

suitable comparisons the peculiarities which occur in the Holy
Writings."#4 In thig case we have a statement by a Roman, based

1, Bacher, A.d.,T, Heb, ed., vol, 1,1, P.27f.
2, Ibid, p. 28 n.8. |
Dy Ibid. P. 27-28 n. 4., . A

4, Graetz, History, Vol., II, p. 329-330, ' |
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on a knowledge of the Bible, who attempted to disparage the

honesty of lLioses.

Qur sources also x&ld a single discussion between BRabban
Gamliel and a Romen. In the Yalkut Shimoni to Jethro, 20 _
Gérﬁl R. Gamliel engages in discussion with ; Roman gen- {
eral whom the Talmud calls Agrippas. The general asked R.

Gamliel, 'Tt is written in your Torah, For the Lord Thy God ‘

is a devouring fire (Dsut, 4.24) Would a wise mam be jealous |

of anyone else but a wise man, or a warrior of amy but a 1
warrior, a rich man of any but a rich man?' Said R. Bemliel:
tT will give you an example, to what is this comparable? To

a man who marries a second wife., If she (the second wife)

is superior to the first, the latter will not be jealous of
her; but if she is her inferior, the first wife will be jealous
of her.! (Since her husband has tdken an inferior woman to
displace her in his affections; so God considers it an insult
when inferior Gods (idols) are worshiped).

Who this Agrippas was is not clearly known. Bacher
suggests that instead of reading o' it might be © Cgpc,”
the same gener;i who held discussions with R, Jochanan b,

Zakkai, as we have seen above. The suggestion is made in the

Dikluke Sopherim that the reading should be opisyke (& (<°3 TR
that the Roman was a general of King Agrippa.

Little need be commented upon the Midrash. It is clearly
e statement made by some heathen, who in this case is identifi-

ed as a general,

1, Based on Avodah Zarah (B) rra.
2. Bacher, A.d.T. Hebrew ed. Vol., I, p. 57
3+ Dikduke Sopherim, Vol. 11, p. 1184

—
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In the following discussions we are on,somewhat safer ‘
ground in identifying the Romans with whom the Rabbis dis-
cussed., In examining these l.idrashim, we must remember thsat i
it cannot be wholly assumed that these discussions are
authentic. ™“Among the first of these discussions are tEpae
dealing with R. Akiba and the Roman general Tineus Rufus,
In the Tanchuma, éi Tissa, 33, and in Gen. R. 11,5 a dis- P

cussion is reported between these two on the Sabbath, (In
the main there is slight difference between the two texts),.
Tineus Rufus asks R, Akiba, '"Why does the Sabbathl
differ from the other days of the week?' R. Akiba snswers
that just as Tinueus Rufus differs from other men so the
Sabbath differs from the other days of the week. But Tineus
presses him further and in the Tanchuma version R. Akiba's
ansﬁér is sig¥ilar to the one given to the lin who sought
proof that God does not labor on the Sabbath, R. Akiba bases

himself on the Halachah to prove that just as a man has a

right to walk about his own courtyard on the Sabbath so God
moves about in the world, which is His oourtinrd and there-
fore the forces of nature do not cease to move on the Sabbath,
In the Gen, R. version, Re Akdba alludes to the mystical

river Sambatyon which ceases to flow on the Sabbath as proof
that God does not labor on the Sabbath., Tinueus by aid of a
necromancer calls up the spirit of his father who tells him
that the spirits of yfe dead do not rise up on the Sabbath,

I, Bacher suggest that this discussion took place on the Sabbath,
According to the lMss Munich the reading of the phrase
it should be Pp)d> »AN (of, Rashi) A.d.T, Heb, ed. Vol,l}
P. 110 n.42 ‘
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There can be little question here that the reference to
the calling up of the spirits of the deadris a legendary
addition to this discussion. The question regarding the
labor of God on the Sabbath is a legitimate one and may no
doubt have some baéis for the historicily of this kidrash,

The question of Tineus may have been inspired by the attitude
of the Stoics te the Sabbath, who claimed that idleness on

the Sabbath was cont®ary to the laws of nature, "Die Stoiker
zahlten die Arbeit zu den naturgemaszen Dingen; die Untatigkeit
aber ist nicht naturgemasz, dennFie Natur kennt keine Ruhe,

und die Elemente feiern nicht. Das war in der Tat der von

den philosophisch gebildeten lieiden gegen den Sabbat erhobene
Einwend, den spater auch die philosophisch gebildeten Christen
wiederholten."l The Rabbis it is tﬁkg did not deal ﬂfht this
question upon a philosophical plane but rather upon a Halechic®

L
basis. The fSontention of R. Akiba is that in spite of the

fact that the elements yet move and change on the Sabbath
that does not eonstitue labor. Seemingly, Judaism did not
answer this question upon a philosophical basis but contented
itself with an Halachic explanation whichlﬁk.itself reveals
a kernel of their philosophical thought.
.\ * ook ok Kok K

The Tanchuma to Terumah has another discussion between
these two which seems very artifibial and no doubt legendarye.
Tineus asks R. Akiba 'why does God despise Esau (Rome)? as it
is written, And Essm do I hate (Malachi, 1.3) R. Akiba promises

to answer him on the following day. On the next day Tineus

1. Bergmann, Judisches Apologetik, p.1l01, \
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a sks 4Akiba 'what did you dream last night?' Akiba an- I
swers that he dreamt of two dogs, one called after Tineus and
the other his wife, Rufina., Enraged by this answer, Rufus

tells Akiba that he is liable to capital punishment for this

|
|
*

~.

insult. Akiba then explains that just as dogs eat and drink, |
reproduce, and die, so Rufus (Rome) acts as a human being in g
|

a similar manner. And furthermore, instead of worshipping |
Him"who spread out the heavéns and established the earth, who
causes to live and to die," Rufus raises a piece of wood and
calls it God, therefore God despises Esau (Rome),

The reason for questioning the authenticity of this Nid-
rash is that it scems that the l.idrash has played upon its
imagination in reporting the conversation between these two,
Certainly, Akiba would notk it seems to me, or no Jew would
be so bold as to compare Tineus to a dogl The liidrash only re-
veals its hatred for Rome through the medium of this discussion,

Bacher, however, says that there is no reason to believe
that the discussions between R. Akiba é@nd Tineus are figments

li,He states furthermore that Rufus seems to have

of the mind.
been acquainted with the Seriptures and with the Laws of Israel,
which this Hid}ash confirms. Akiba tells Rufus that he is one

who is familiar with the Jewish lmlu.2 NICR “INE . ¥ 3l )

Phapr o Jobr g2

lo ﬁ&cher, A.cdl..T. HGb. Qd- v01. Iz’ P.llOf. He ‘WI‘itEB . ‘f')h 5“\‘;‘
¥ ey bl Anat ofalopil Y ¥ ke tanes Plivs Alwite 3p3 oinl1on Ikilo
NAQ G )t paya 9L ArdD plaunw  alzale DIty . P'3Y piw' yolwy 070
FoRl dapy "dnaa D3 Sawa Y o/dHiT A Ay D33 nhizs )P Alesl

| 0854 ,ffﬁf 2/:/ Jeln 1[G AG ’c(?—;f,- ~ '
2+ Tanchums, Icbr > (Handpes)
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The recent historian of Akiba, Dr. L. Finkelstein seems to be
of the opinion that these discussion are historical: "It was
perhaps in later years, when the governmment undertook to supp=-
ress Jewish ceremonial, that the debates concerning the Sabbath
and Circumsicion occured between the two men.“1 Finkelstein
also presents the above midrash.which may be understood to mean
that he takes it to be authentic. This, however, is a matter
of conjecture upon which scholars are not agreed.
et

During the period, preceding the Hadrianic persecutions
(135 A.D.) & contemporary of R. Akiba, R. Joshua b. Hanniah
is linked in controversies with the Zmperor Hadrian. Where
these discussions took place is also a matter of opinionm.
Some may have taken place in Rome, Alexandria, or in Palestine,
The i.idrashic sources are not quite clear in clarifying this
problem,

of these discussions between Hadrian and R. Joshua, Bacher
writes, "These discussions.....have one thing in common that
R. Joshua alwa$s bases his answers on concrete experiences and
intellectual devices in order to make the matter clear for
the, Emperor. In an investigation of these conversations the
elements of exaggeration and modification must be taken into
consideration. Some must be taken as completely legendarys.
From e general study of these discussions it is possible to
obtain a picture of the conversations between the Tanna and the
inquisitive reason loving Emperor whom Tertullian calls a
Curiositam Omnium explozgtor.“z

Io FEEIEE&III, IEIB&. pczzs
2. bacher, A.d.T, Vol. I. P.126ff., (Heb. ed.)
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Throughout the Lidrashic passages the editors have in-
cluded after the name of Ladrian a phrase of defamation .. ,C FIAL
'may his bones rot.' This was due to his persecutions which '

instilled in the people a deep hatred for him,

In Gen. R. 10,3 Hadrian poses the question, how was the
world created? R. Joshua answered him according to the state-
ment of R. Huma, who said, God took six balls, four for the
four corners of the world and one for above and one for be-
1ow.1 'Is that possible? (asked Hadrian. Thereupon R. Joshua
toox him into a small room and asked him to stretech out his
hands, 'Thus was the work of Creation before God! (Just as
Hadrian was easily able to touch the walls by stretching out

his harnds so God was able to encompass all the world)..

‘‘he 'balls' cof which he speaks are to be understood as _
'coile'® with mingled elements which God. unravelled to create .
the world, Bacher® is of the opinion that the 'balls?! refer
to the elements ( _nl3/o ) which the Rabbis may have learn-
ed from the Greek philosophy (earth, air, fire, water).

Whether or not Bacher is right in assuming trese 'balls'
to represent the el;;ents is questionable. The idea here is
a rather quaint one insofar that the Ragbis conceive of the

world being formed from balls or coils, a#®er which were un-

ravelled after they came into being. It is not clear if
elements aléna were meant what were the other two that R. Huma
added to the four main elements. No doubt the meaning here is
1, Gen. r. 10,3, His statement is : ,, [ AlF5o bl DraApd fe

tnln Ankt [Rafe anltr alals vasicl
2. Jastrow, Dict, of Tal. of. .nYpd
3. Bacher, op. cit. p.1l27, n,2
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that 'balls' containing various elemental were .extended to the

four corners, from the heavens and to the earth.

Xk kK%

In Gen. R. 28,3 amesher curious notion about the resurrec-
tion of the dead is given to Hadrian by R. Joshua., Hadrian
asks, 'From what will God make man to blossom again in the
future?' R. Joshua ébntends frow the 'nut of the spiamml
colunn,' To prove his statement he has a 'nut' brought to
him which he tries to grind, burn, and dissolve in water but
the 'nut' remains intaect. Thus R. Joshua endeavours to prove
to Hadrian that resurrection implies corporeality., "Die
Gegner des Auferstehungeglaubens wie der Heide im Dialog des
Minucius Fleix und der Kaiser Hadrian in der Agada hielten
den Lehren des Christentums und des Judentums die tagliche
Erfahrung entgegen dasz der Korper nach dem Tode zu Staub
wird, aus dem Staube aber kein Korper wiedererstehen kann,"
Boti Judaism and Christianity, says Bergmann, held that since
man was created from dust, it was in the power of God to form
him from dust again.3 o
Moore? relates this 'nut' of the spinal column to the tip

of coccyx, which is similar to the almond in shape.5 Accord-
ing to me;}oal opinion the coccyx is flexible and can be easily

I, The two main elements are snow and, fire., This is the state-
ment made by R. Jochanan. Gen. 10,3. According to the |["43ph0
all the other elements came from these,

2. Bergmann, op. cit. p.127

3. Ibid p.lzvff.

4, Judaism, Vol EI, p.385.

5. The word is Luz, which Jastrow also translates as 'almond.! (4'2)
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broken.l Therefore it seems that this particular story nay
have been legendarized somewhat although it can be under-
stood that the question of Hadrian was asked and that R,

Joshua made some answer to prove corporeal resurrection.

The reference to the 'luz! is no doubt based on Koh, 12.5

where it is written 'the almond (shaked, synonym for luz)
2

will blossom,'
e kok o K
Another curious episode between R. Joshua and Hadrian
is given in Cen. R. 13.9. Here, however, liadrian is not in-
volved in a polemical discourse with R. Joshua. The kid-
rash has brought this story in cormenting upon the verse in

Koh. 1,7, All the waters flow into the saﬂgl. The st%ry is told

that R. Joshua end R. Eliezer were travelling on the Mediterr- _
enean when their ship ceame to a 'a‘non-rlowing stretch of
water.,' Both men assumed that Providence had brought themn here
to test the water f this corroborate the Seriptural asser-
tion: All the waters flow into the sea, yet the sea is not
full (koh, l.?l."3 They filled a bucket full of this water

and when they :Lme to Rome they were asked by Hadrian 'what
is the nature of this water?' The& replied that it is water
which ahsorbs water, therefore, it is never full, To prove
it to him they poured ordinary water into the bucket and it
was imﬁediately absorbed. There follows then the 1nterprefa-
tion of the two Rabbis upon the verse, which we need not con-

sider here.%

1. This fact I gathered from Dr. H. Heliman, M,D, Middletown, Ohio.
2, Moore, op. cit, p.385 n.2.

3. Soncino Tran. Vol., I, p.104 n,3, " —

4, ¢f, the Son, Tran. Vol., I, p. 104 especially note 4.
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We have brought this Midrash here bqgauae it relates
that R. Joshua and Hadrian met in Rome. According to Bacher,
however, those liidrashim which relate of their meeting in

Rome eare legendary. Due to the influence of the school of R.

Joshua and to his friends in Rome these stories arose in the
1

minds of the people, Bacher contends tlat the discussions

between these two rnien took place in Palestine and in Alexnndria.a
> Rk kKK

Angelology is the subject of discussion in Gen. R, 78,1,
Hadrian questions the Rabbinic thought that the celestial
company of angels are created anew everyday. He prods his
inquiry further and assks: 'Whither do they go?' R. Joshua
answers from the source whence they came which is Nehar Dimur,
This river, he elaborates, is similar to the river Jordan which
flows conﬁ}nually. The source of this mythical river is the
perspiration of the 'Hayyath' caused by their bearing the
Throne of God, The advisor of Hadrian interjects with the
reﬁark that the Jordan flows by day and not b, night. R.
Joshua answers that he watched the river ﬁgom the city Beth
Peor and ssw that it flowed day amd night,

Essentially the idea of this rather 'mystical' Midrash
is hAsed on Daniel 7.10, where'the notion of a 'fire river!
(Nehar Dinur) is expressed: 'A fiery stream issued and came
forth before Him; thousands thouéands ministered unto Him,
and ten thousand times ten thousand stood before Him.' The

I. l.ani' EE. an EOI. I, plrgo

2. Ibid. P‘ l}'
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thought that the celgptial host is constantly changed to Lam,
3.23 'they are new every morning.'l Thus from the ;;iry stream
issue forth everyday multitudes of angels who sing their
praises before God. The 'Hayyoth' are the animals portrayed
by Ezekiel in the first chapter.

In the Midrash preceding, R. Helbo remarks that it is
only Bhe celestial hest and not the celestial princes, e.g.
ilichael and Gabriel, that are exchanged everyday. This idea
hes been included in the mystical writings of the laase
Merkabah, >

Ak R K X

With this we conclude this section dealing with R.
Joshua and the Emperor Hadrian, The relationships between
these two men seems to have been on a very friendly basis.
This is but a portion of the many lkidrashim and Talmudic
passages dealin% with these two figures. The rest of the
 material lies outside of tle sources we are inv:astigat.ing.5
Dealing with but a segment of the material it is difficult to
make any definite conclusions. Hadrian does not reflect in
his questions any hostility toward Judasim nor%o thé vener-

able sage. He is, as Bacher has said, inquisitive and seek-

ing for iAformation. It may be conéluded that these dis-
cussions may have taken place before the Hadrianic persecu-
tions., The Midrashim we have investigated were rathe: quaint
ones and do not afford us a more complete understanding Hadrian's

approach to Judaism,”

1. Bacher, A.d.T. (Heb. ed.) Vol. I, p.127
2, Abelson, Jewish Mysticism, pl46
3. Bacher, op. c¢it. has a full abbount of these passages. L)
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The last of the Roman-Rabbinic discussions deals with ”
some conversations between R. Judah and Antoninus. Scholars 1
have given varied opinions on the exact identity of each.
Antoninus seems to have been a well known character in
Rabbinic Judaism and was spoken of as a Ger Zedek, a righ=- %
eous proaelyte.l Of him Ginzberg writes: "He is called the ﬁ
son of Severus by the Babylonian Talmud, but which Roman |

emperor is meant by this name can hardly be debermined., He
has in turn been identified with karcus Aurelius (Rapport
and Bodek); Septimius Severus (Graetz, who identifies Rabbi

with Judah Hanasi II); Caracalla (Jost and N. Krochman);
Elagabalus (Cassel); and Lucius Verus (Frankel), The account
in the Telmud is legendary, not historical and no h-ed is
given to details, or difficulties of Q.chronologioal and

historical nature."z

Although Bacher does not identify this Roman pE;;onage
he is inclined to take the view that tgere was some historical
basis for these discussions., He 1dent1?}es Rabbi with R.
Juddh Hanasi, theqgompiler of the Mishnah, He does recognize

that these stories have been fictionized somewhat and clothed

in unhjistorical garb. Comparing Antoninus to Hedrian, he says, }
"Antoninus is much more sympathetic (to Wudaism) and displays
an attitude of great reverence toward Rabhi.5

In two quasi-polemical Rddrashim which we have collected

Rabbi accepts the teachings of Antoninus. The Yalkut Shimon:l4

I. J.E, art, Antoninus, Vol. 1, D.656f.

2, Ibid,

3. Bacher, A.d.T. II, (Heb, ©d.) P.130
44.Gen. r, 34,10. Blight variation in Yext.
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to Gen. 3,38 brings a discussion on the question of the time
of the endowment in man of the 'yetzer hara' (evil impulse)

R. Judahi%ﬁzt it is lodged in man while he is in the embryoniec
stage of formation. , Antoninus, however, challenges his state-
ment with the remark: *'If so, he (the infant) kicks while in
the womb and goes out:' Therefore, the evil impulse must be
lodged in the 1n£§nt when he emerges from the womb. Rabbi
accepts this teaching and says: 'This taught me ﬁntoninﬁs and

there is Scriptural support for his contention: Sin ecroucheth

at the door (Gen. 4.7) (i.e. when the infant emerges from the
womb ) o

A similar discussion is that concerning the endowment of
the soul in man. (Yalkut Shimoni, Gen. 4,38 ).l Is the soul
plagced in man when it is decreed (what the sperm shall be,
male or femgle) or when the embryo is actually formed? Rabbi
answers from the time of formation. Antoninus again refutes
his statement saying: "Can a piece of meat remmin unsalted
for three days without becoming putrid?" (i.,e. "if the sperm
cell is not immediately endowed with a soul it would like-
wise become putrid and then could nbt fertilize the ovum">)
Surely, he continues, it must be from the moment when God

decrees its destiny. Said Rabbi: 'Antoninus taught me this

l, Based San. 91b.
2. Sone,. Tran. to San le cr. note

- i Sy -y . S ot
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and there is a Scripfural text to support him., Thou hast

—e
e —— =

granted me life and favour and Tgy_providquel hath preserved

SE———

my spirit (Job 10,12)%
Both ideas are simply expressed here and no further com-

ment need be made. Other passages relating to Antoninus and :

Rabbi are found throughout the Midrashic literature asnd in

the special sources we are investigating. These, however,

are not necessarily polemical, (In Gen.R. 84 Rabbi explains

a verge in Job to Antoninus; in Gen. R. 11 Rab~i explains that
the 'condiment' of the Sabbat® adds flavor to the Sabbath
meal; and in Gen. R. 75 érletter is written to Antoninus by
Rabbi.)3

The third and last of the discussions between Rabbi and
Antoninus, insofar that they are included 4n the particular
sources studied, is found in the Tanch@ima (Buber) to Miketz
II. The essential point in question is whether prayer can
be said all day long or whether it should be restricted to .H
certain times during the day. This has been a matter of con- \1

: 4

troversy among the Ret¥is themselves~ but as licore says, "What-

1. Decree and Providence are taken from the same root word ¥ (p© |
Therefope, Rabbi cites this ve®se,

2. Bergmann writes that the Church Father Tertullian discussed
the guestion of the origin of the soul in man with his
Stoic antagonists. His answer to the Stoics is similar to
the contention of Antoninus and also employs the verse which
Rabbi cites., "Der Kirchenvater ist demnach derselben Mein=-
ung wie Antoninus in der Agada und grundet diese lMeinung
wie Antoninus auf eine Wahrnehmung aus dem Leben und wie
Rabbi auf Schriftverse." (Judische Apologetik, p.7)

*3. Other discussions are cited by Bacher, op. cit. p.131 n.22,

4, In the preceding statements to this liidrash various points
of view about the time of prayer are given,
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ever ta@porary'controversial point such utterances may have
had, the outcome was that the Jewish common prayer is a 14

noteworthy endeavor to achieve order without sacrificing

freedam.“l

Antoninus raises the question to Rabbi: 'Wahat about i

prayer at every hour?' ‘'Forbidden' answers Rabbi, *Why?!

'Lest one becomes thoughtless in calling upon God' (repititious

prayer, Rabbi fears, may tend to become mere formualism and

mockery). Antoninus, however, was dissatisified with this 5

answer and did not comprehend its full import until Rabbi,

upon the fodklowing morning, presented himself before him once

an hour and greeted him with "nonchalant femiliarity,."

Hail my Lord; O Emperor; Peace be unto you, O king., Antoninus

became indignant and said, *Why do you treat royalty with

such disrespect?' Said, Rabbi,tif fbu, a mere mortal king,

resent being saluted thus every hour, how much more the
 sovermign King of Kings.'2 Thus Rabbi held that prayer should

be said at fixed times,

Again no definite assertions can be made on the basis
of this materia;Jaa to who Antoninus was or what his attitude
toward Judaism may have been. We d6 find in him an interested

seeker and One who seems to have been close to the Jewish

point of view. The Midrash, as based upon the sources pre-
sented,‘reveals the friendly relationship between Rabbi and
this man whose identity is unknown to the students of Jewish
history,

l. MOOI‘B, ?mim, ﬂ. p.m.
2. I have followed in the main the exgellent paraphrasation by
lioore (Ibid,) of this Midrash,
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On the basis of the above lkiidrashim, the Homan-Rabbinic

~

controversies were not particularly cono;rnad with an exegesis
of Scriptural texts (although such is the case in the first two '
Lidrashim discussed) but rather in challenging or seeking

further explanation of the ideas and.doctrines of Judaism,

Since Rome did ﬁot have a quarrel with the Jewish religion,

as did Christianity, it can be understood that the interest

of the Romans in Judaism would not necessarily be in the in-
terpretation of Scriptural texts but rather in the teachings '
expounded by the Rabbis. They had no sectarian doctrines

to uphold and therefore it seems that their arguments were not
based on the Bible. That they were men of philosophical bent
cannot be proved although their interests in ideas can be seen

from their discussions.




Chapter VI

Jacob of Chephar Neburaia

The Midrash has also left us some accounts dealing with
a former Jew who seems to have turned convert to Christian=-
ity. The reasons for his conversion are unknown. At one
time he was recognized as an Haggedist and even after leav-
ing the Jewish fold his opiniong were sought;l Tradition
remembers him only as Jacob of Chephar Neburaia, who is
said to have been a Jewish-Christian of the fourth century.z
His name, Neburaia, is identified with the locality of
Nabratin, which is situated north of Sared.3

In Gen.R. 7:2 it is related that while in Tyre he gave

the ruling that fish must be ritually slaughtered. R.
Haggel, one of the importent pupils of, Zeira and who secems
to have established his own skhool in Tyre, opposed Jacob
on this point. ‘'Come and be flagellated,' he said. 'What,®
said Jacob, 'when a man gives a Seriptural ruling he is to
be flagellated?' 'How do you know that this is Seriptural??

"Because it is wraﬁten, Let the waters swarm with swarms of

living creatures and let fowl fly etec. (Gen. 1,20), Just
“as a bird must be fitually killed, so must fish be ritually

killed.' Said R. Haggai, 'You have not ruled well,' 'And

I. J.E, art, dacob of Kefar Neburaya, Vol 7, P 35. Also from
the above passage it can be seen that his opinion must have
been asked otherwise he would not have made this ruling.

2. Ibid, .

3. Ibid, Jastrow, Dict. of Tal,, however, says Neburaya re-
fers to Nimrin near Tiberias, c¢f. under word '-X'>'a’'/

The Soncino Translation gives the same as Jastrow, (Gen.R.
Vol. I, Dp.50)




=101=

whence can you prove this to me?' asked Jacob., 'Lie down

(to be flagellated) and I will prove it to you. It is written,

If flocks and birds be slain for them, will they suffice

them; or if all the fish of the sea be gathered together for

them, will they suffice them? (Num. 11,22) Shall be 'slain'

is not written here (referring to the fish) but 'be gathered
together.,' 'lLay on me,' said Jacob, 'for your explanation
is good.!'

It can be¢ seen that the argument here is based on an
interpretation of various texts. Jacob by referring to Gen.
1.20 where birde and fishes are mentioned in the same passage,
tries to derive support from it for his contention that fished
are also to be rituaslly slaughtered. R. Haggai refutes his
statement by quoting from Num, 11.22 which offers a better

argument, from the aspeft of hermeneutics, that fishes canno?
be slain‘for of them the word 'slain' is not used. It ray
be deduced from this passage that the custom of *Shehitah’
among the Jews was still in a state of flux, for otherwise

there would be no need to argue the poin@ of ritual slaughter
¥

for fishes.

Levi is of the oyinion that from this passage it can
be\§een thet Jacob is a Min, “for no true Jew would take his
sodnb of vEew.t 56 doubb Lavi 46 right, for this is an
effort on the part of Jacob to dispute the asuthority of the

Rabbis in regard to the subject discussed.
3ok ok o ok ke ok ok ok '

i. Levi, I. Hamaggld, Vol, X1V, p, 245, He writes: Lile ATTL ...
DL aR o qnb ,»Cne PiyisC ppe m3a 3/ len)ay oo
t s nlsaf U..A"Oﬂ ’:y""‘t ’40*"”’ W 4 pra Iy Nl k! f,—f fep
. DD /wv J‘,j 2 ;ze' f[r 37 ,rn_
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(Gen-R-1) i
In another polemic,with R. Haggai, Jacob argues that {

of a Gentile mother and Jewish father. Agein, R. Haggai

1

it is permissible to circumcise on the Sabbath.a son born TT
|

remonstrates with him and demands that he be lashed for .
1

having given a wrong Halachic interpretation, Jacob ad-

vances his argument on the basis of the verse 'And the - i

declared their pedigrees after their families by their i:

fathers' houses (Num. 1.18) (which he takes to mean that a

child is reckoned after his father and like every Jewish
child can be circumcised on the 8abbath, if it falls on the

eighth day.) R. Haggal refutes this argument by citing the

verse: Now therefore let us make & covenant with our God

to put away all the wives, and such as are born of them

(Ezra 10.3). (His point is that from this verse which alludes
to mixed marrisges the child follows the mother and there-
fore Jacob is i error in his interpretation.) But Jacob
protests that his statement cannot be accepted as authorita-
tive since it is 'on the strength of tradition,' meaning it

is taken from a source outside of the Pentateuch, But R,
Haggai again refers to the verse he employed whg:e it says,
And let it be done according to the Torah (Ibid). Jacob

accepts this imterpretation and admits his error.
The dﬁderlying argument here need not be further elabor-

ated upon. What is of interest is that Jacob does not dis-

agree with the fundamental institution which is involved in
his polemics. RAther does he attempt in interpret them, or '
add new elements to thmm:'in disagreement with the tradition

of the Rabbis. However, in both cases he accepts the teach-
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ing of Rv Haggad. If he really were a liin it can be seen
that he does not stand too far outside the fringe of Judaism,
He shows no hostility to the Rabbinic teachings as he ﬁgé
willing (at least so the Midrash tells us) to accept hia
punishment for an erroneous interpretation of Seriptures.

Levi calls Jacob a Min but does not specify to what
group he belongs. His use of the word Min must be understood
in the general neaning of the ﬁord to denote faithlessness
to Judaism. The J.E‘l refers to him as a Judaeo-Christian
but is this to mean that he was member of the Jewish-Christian
sect or merely a Jew who turned Chnistian? It is qugation-
able if the Jewish-Christian sect existed at all by this time,
As for being a Christian his attitude as expressed in the
I1idrash would not support that theory , 8ince he abided by
the interpretation of R. Haggai and Christianity did not prac-
tice either shehitah or circugicision, It seems likely that
Jacob was no more than a free-thinker who cut off his bonds
from Judaism. In this sense he can be caslled. a Min,

0f Jacob, ﬁbrfnrd writes: "It is nowhere said that
Jacob was excommunicated, but it seems reasonable to infer
that’in sqme way'he was excluded from the community of
Israel and regarded as an heretic...it is ﬁgzaworthy of
note that his apostasy does not appear to have beenjknown
outside of his own country. He is mentioned in the Bab,
GCemara, Ket. 65a and an opinion given by him is debated with-
out any reference to his being a Kin, Further, if I am

1_. See abono
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right in supposing:that the passage of Shab. 17b refers to
a time after he had become a liin, then it would seem that he

might be a Jewish Christian but scarcely a Gnostic. There

1sy however, nothing to show what was the change which turn- |
ed him from a Jew into a liin., He remains a shadowy figure,
 tantalising by its vagueness, the ghost of an ancient heretic...

that he did become a liin is shown not merely by the passage
in Kol.R., but also by that in J. Shabb 17b where R, Haggai

speaks of himself and Jacob as not entering the seme door.“1

Thus in regard to Jacob we are left in the dark as to
identify him any further. It is interesting to note that
Kasher in his Torah Shlamah does not mention the hspesy of
Jacob but speaks of him as R. Jacob.2 Jacob must remain a

*shadowy figure.'

i

e ' | . ?Q

1. Berford. op. cit. P.535. Bacher does not identify Jacobd
with any group but merely speaks of his Ketzerthum (Aﬂi.P.A.lll,p.i
R. Haggal by his statement means that Jacob no longer walked |
in the path of Judaism, - !

2e Kashe::, Torakh Shelawmaolh Vol. I, P.l43 n, ?'U* 3

|




CHAPTER VII

THE GENTILES

v

In the last chapter of this sudy, some passages culled

from the material examined will deal with the polemics be~-
tween the Rabbis and those whom the liidrash refers to es

- ~ o = =Z=11

Gentiles(D™A ), The term N (Gentile) is usually under-
:;n& u\n‘mo.\y

stood to apply to those who were racially.different from the

Jews, The word does not necessarily convey any sectarian

bias. It is a general name for those who were non=Jews, -_l

It includes all the various peoples Christian and heathen.
The Rabbis use the term indiscrim'tnately.

In the Yalkut Shimoni 6.47 to Genesis, a controversy is
related between R. Abbahu and some Gentiles., They asked him,
'It is written in the ¥orah, And the Lord God commanded the

man (Gen. 2.1@! Man was commanded not to sin but the woman
was not commanded (to eat of the forbidden fruit)? Baid R.
Abbahu, 'What does the text say concerning man? And the

Lord God commanded the man seying., To what does the word
saying ( X% ) refer? It means to the parfy of his body
and EZve was created from ome of‘"-his ribs.' (Therefore, he
proves, Eve was included in the prohibition against eabing
the fm:& of the tree of knowledge.)

The question of the Gentiles is inspired by the fact
that when God placed man in the Garden of Eden and command-
ed him not to eat of the fruit, the woman, according to the

account in Gen, 2,1-18 Wes as yet not created, Therefore,
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they try to prove that the woman was not included in the
prohibition. R. Abbahu's answer is base& on the-fact that

the verse (Gen. 2.16) employs the words 'commanded' and
'saying'. This, he assumes, is a purposeful redundancy and fﬁ
in order to explain the use of the word 'saying' he applies ;
it to include the woman. R. Abbahu in presenting this bit ;3,
of exegesis follows the hermenutical rules of R. Akiba,l

-

i

who sought to find a meaning for every word in Seriptures.

There is no particular point of doctrine involved here, o ’n
rather the interpretation of the Seriptural text. The account |
in Gen.2 and 3 does not explicitly state that the woman was w
included in the prohibition of eating of the fruit of the

tree of knowledge. Therefore, the Gentiles propound this

query to R. Abbahu. »

Bacher identifies these Gentiles as Christians.2 He does
not, howéver, adWince his reasons for this identification.

On the basis that the Gentiles are acquainted with the Bible
it may be assumed that they were Christians. R. Abbahu, as
has been said aboye, lived in Ceaserea, which was an important
Christian oenter,.and, therefore, it may be assuﬂcd that the
Gentiles were Christians,

Both Christienity and Judaism taught that Adem and Eve
were punished for their disobedience and, therefore, it does
not seem that the Gentiles here are interested in exonerating'
the women, Their purpose may have been to either taunt "the

Rabbi or to understand the text as explained by the Rabbis.
-

1, Bacher, A.d.P:A., Heb, ed., Vol. II, 1. P.109 n.3.
2. Bacher, op. cit., p.109,.
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" There could be no exoneration of the woman for in Gen, 3,2

»*

she is aware of the probibitdon against eating the fruit,

Therefore, it may be that the Gentiles were interested in

rhetorical argument alone,

2

Of the preceding lidrash it has been assumed that the
word Gentile has been associated with Christians. In the

A

followiné two kidrashim the term is supposedly applied to

e

Heathens. Thus it may be argued the word ngtile as used in
these sources does not imply any sectarian bias.

In Gen. R, 27 a Gentile asked R, Joshua b. Korha, 'If
you (iewa) say that God knows the course of future events,
why does it say (in connection with the flood) And it griev- j§
ed him at His heart (Gen. 6.6)., (His point is, why then was

God pleased at first with His Creation, if He knew that some-
day He would destroy the world)., R. Joshua said, ,'Has a male
son been born to you?' 'Yes,' replied the other, 'And what
did you do?* Said the Gentile, 'I rejoiced and caused others
to rejoice.' Asked R..Joshua, 'And did you not know that he
would die at the end of his days?' Replied the Gentile, YAt

a time‘af merriment, merrimeni; at a time of mourning, mourn-
ing.,' Said R. Joshua 'Similarly was the creation of the
world (Godfrejoicqg when the wﬁrld was first created, as a
man réjo;ces over his new born son); then seven days did God
mourn over His world before He brought the Flood, as it is
said, And it grieved Him and further it is written, 'And the

king grieveth for his son (II Sam. 19.7). (In both verses

-
the root word A3 3 grieving-mourning is used. R. Joshua'
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triés to show that God was aware of the future because he
first mburned ©ver the world which he created before des-
troying it. The act of mouPning implies a knowledge of the
future, as one knows that he must mourn over the death of a
near relation,)

Upon analysis of this midr§§h it is difficult to place
this Gentile in the category of a Christian. There is no
especial Christological bias reflected in his controversy.

A Christian would not question the foreknowledge of God,
for that would deny in effect the validity of the prophesy
of the coming of Christ. Bacher is of the opinion that the
Gentile was a Heathen for R. Joshua b, Korha was known to
have had many conﬁroversies with Heathens.l Bacher writes,
"Joshua b. Karcha stand auch zu Heiden im Beziehungen und
vertheidigte das Judenthum in polemdschen Gesprache."z

It is worthy of note how R. Joshua has humanized God in
order to drive home his point. Of this approach to explain
the ﬁible, Bergmann, who also identifies this Gentile as a
Heathen writes, "Die philosophisch gebildeten Bibelleser
fanden es mit iitem gelaeuterten Gottesbegriff unvereinbar,
Gott Leidenschafﬁen wie Reue oder Zbrn zuzuschreiben. Celsus
und Julian tadelten die sinnlichen Aussagen und die materiellen
Vorstellungen der Schrift von Gott, die griechische Bibeliiber-
setzung-milderte sie durch eine geistige Ubertragung, und
Philo und Origenes deuteten sie aliegorisch, Die palastinen-

sischen Lehrer wﬁren degegen der lieinung dass die Bibel, fur

1. Jﬁ;Oher. A.d.P.A.. EOI, IT. pm.
2e Bacher! op. cit., p.1l09.

\
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lenschen geschrieben, Gott menschlich darstellen misse, damit
ihn die Meéschen begreifen kbnnen."

An exegetical discussion is reported in Gen., R. 70 be~-
tween R. Meir and a Gentile. The latter asked R. Meir, 'How
is the first born of an ass redeemed?' R, Meir sald, 'By a

lamb( PV). For it is written And the firstling of an ass

thou shalt redeem with a lamb, (Ex. 34.20), 'But', asked

the Gentile, 'what if one has no lamb?' 'Then with a goat,'
answered R. leir. 'How do you know this?' 'From the text
(your lamb shall be without blemish) Ye shall take it Trom
the sheep or from the goats (Ex. 12.5). The gentile objected,

'But that (reference to the latter verse) refers to the
Paschal lamb' (he infers that, R. Meir cennot find proof
from this verse that?goat can be substituted for a lamb).
Said R. lleir, 'A goat, too, is also called a lamb ( V),

'How do you know it?! l‘I-:'-ec-.aus(::"it is written, 'These are the
beasts which ye may eat: the ox, the seh ( nU) of sheep
and the seh ( D¢ ) of goats.' (Deut, 14.4). Thereupon the
+entile arose ané kissed his hend. i
The aﬂfument here is Halachic. No sectarian polemic is
shaveh (an analogous rendering‘of the same word in different
'texts) and thus is able to prove his point that the firstling

of an ass is redeemed by a lamb or a goat. The ass is con=-

siderad an unclean animal and therefore, an animal auitable
for use by the priest must be given instead., Thus the Biblical
injunction of redeeming this animal by a lamb, to which R.

1. mrmn’ Op. O_fb-, p.vB. '
= \
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lleir also adds the goat.
The Midrash uses a peculiar word in reference to this

Gentile, Aman ( pn®N ). Theodor links this obscure word

with obp§ ( 'pn} - gentile). He says it is found in Lamenta-
tions Rabbah where it is coupled with a camel-driver who is :
called an aod; or N N1 Span A'agh ,l The word tl;en is
a synonym for the usual term referring to Gemtile ( A ).
Bacherasuggests that the Gentile of this lidrash may have
been Oenamoas (Abnimos), the pagan philosopher, since both ﬁ]
Re. leir and this philosopher were kmown to have been friend-
ly with one another, perhaps proven by the gesture at the end
of the Lidrash., The Gentile it is seen was very well acquaint-
ed with the Bible and with the laws, The commentators of the
Etz Joseph and the Matnot Kehuna meke this very interesting
observation: "this interrogator was of the sect tho do ngpt

beliefe in the Oral Law but in the Written Law alone. And for

that reason he came to question the tradition of the Rabbis
who say that the redemption of an ass can be evem made by a

kid.“s What tradition these comientators have for this

assertion I do not know, Perhaps théwe commentators are correct

in their assugiption., Beyond the various theories concerning

L

the Gentile mentic;’ned here nothing more can be said.

R

Ijl
F_
£
B
®

-
e

In concluding this chapter, it has been seen that the
Gentiles may have been either Christians or Heathens. The
Hebrew appelation 'Goy,''goyim' does not imply any sectarian

heresy. The word is used, it seeus, to identify those who are
-

I, Theodor and Albeck, Bereschit rabba, II p.803 also Jastrow
Dict. of Talmud oby g 1089, .
2. Bacher, A. 4. T. II, 2.34 (Ger, ed.)
3. Etz Joseph and llatnas Kehuna, Warsaw ed. of Gen. R. 186F: [/a0> 24
7agel dea dgfe A0 3033 3o1an Ik ™AL P aa Prpwien ppkg pow DD
Y Ma i jda sjwp 3Ce JI"3C poawslied praded plag
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racially different from the Jews. The Gentiles, in the iiid- ;
rahim discussed, reveal a knowledge of the 3Bible and it can i
be concluded that both Heathens and Christians entered into
polemical discussions with the Rabbis en the basis of the
seriptural texts. Whether, the identification of the Gentiles
as either Ieathens or Christians in these liidrashim is correct,
is a matter of theof& and conjecture. In none of the Liid-
rashim has a definite sectarian bias been found in the state-
ments of the Gentiles. Therefore, it might even be argued
that the Gentiles mentioned with . A.bahu may have been _
Heathens and that the Gentile mention with K, Joshua b, Korcha
may heve been a Christian, although it has been supposed
otherwise. The point is that in none of the iidrashim in
thié chapter can a strong case be amde for the sectarian
groupings of the Gentiles.  To fully identify the Centiles

a complete study of passages referring to-the: must be ' ade,

That, however, lies outside of the scope of this study.




	Auto-Scan000
	Auto-Scan001
	Auto-Scan002
	Auto-Scan003
	Auto-Scan004
	Auto-Scan005
	Auto-Scan006
	Auto-Scan007
	Auto-Scan008
	Auto-Scan009
	Auto-Scan010
	Auto-Scan011
	Auto-Scan012
	Auto-Scan013
	Auto-Scan014
	Auto-Scan015
	Auto-Scan016
	Auto-Scan017
	Auto-Scan018
	Auto-Scan019
	Auto-Scan020
	Auto-Scan021
	Auto-Scan022
	Auto-Scan024
	Auto-Scan025
	Auto-Scan026
	Auto-Scan027
	Auto-Scan030
	Auto-Scan031
	Auto-Scan032
	Auto-Scan033
	Auto-Scan034
	Auto-Scan035
	Auto-Scan036
	Auto-Scan037
	Auto-Scan038
	Auto-Scan040
	Auto-Scan041
	Auto-Scan043
	Auto-Scan044
	Auto-Scan045
	Auto-Scan046
	Auto-Scan047
	Auto-Scan048
	Auto-Scan049
	Auto-Scan050
	Auto-Scan053
	Auto-Scan054
	Auto-Scan055
	Auto-Scan056
	Auto-Scan062
	Auto-Scan063
	Auto-Scan064
	Auto-Scan065
	Auto-Scan066
	Auto-Scan067
	Auto-Scan068
	Auto-Scan069
	Auto-Scan070
	Auto-Scan071
	Auto-Scan072
	Auto-Scan073
	Auto-Scan074
	Auto-Scan081
	Auto-Scan082
	Auto-Scan085
	Auto-Scan086
	Auto-Scan087
	Auto-Scan088
	Auto-Scan090
	Auto-Scan092
	Auto-Scan093
	Auto-Scan094
	Auto-Scan095
	Auto-Scan096
	Auto-Scan097
	Auto-Scan098
	Auto-Scan099
	Auto-Scan100
	Auto-Scan101
	Auto-Scan102
	Auto-Scan103
	Auto-Scan104
	Auto-Scan105
	Auto-Scan106
	Auto-Scan107
	Auto-Scan108
	Auto-Scan109
	Auto-Scan110
	Auto-Scan111
	Auto-Scan112
	Auto-Scan113
	Auto-Scan114
	Auto-Scan115
	Auto-Scan116
	Auto-Scan117
	Auto-Scan118
	Auto-Scan119
	Auto-Scan121
	Auto-Scan122
	Auto-Scan123
	Auto-Scan124
	Auto-Scan125
	Auto-Scan126
	Auto-Scan127
	Auto-Scan128
	Auto-Scan129
	Auto-Scan130

