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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 Midrashio 

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 Midrasbic books are full 

of allusions to various sectarian teachings but these I have 

not included in this study. In presenting the Midrashic 

passages I have gathered those which seem t o me to present 

some definite polemical argument. The cl assification of the 

. material has not been made aooording 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 identity the various 

sectarians. 

To do 1"\111 justice to this subject it i s 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 wh1;1.t 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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I have no particular thesis to present. I have comb 

1n this study the twotOld problems of attempting to ident 

the sectarians and to st udy as comprehensively as possible 

the answers of the Rabbis. To attempt any identification of 

the sectarians oan be only made upon the basis of an a~l7eis 

of the Midrash itself and I have fo llowed this plan through-

out this study. 

The material has been class ified into two parts. In the 

first division I have included those controversies which re

present polemics with members of some definite sectarian group. 

In t he second di vision I have gathered the material under the 

general heading of Controversies with Individuals. The indi

vidual,ma:j ·belong to any of the sectarian groups whioh 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 advantageous to present the mat

erial 1n this manner • 

Ot the source material itself, I have used the Theodor 

edition of Genesis Rabbah and the Warsaw edition 1867, to Gene

sis and Exodus Rabbah. The Buber edition of the Tanchuma, 1885, 

and the Tanohuma 'Hanidpos,• _Warsaw edition1 have a9en e.l~o em

ploped. Lastly I have made use ot the Vilna edition, 1909, of 

the Yalkut Shimon!. I have also been fortunate to have been 
• able to empl07 the recent Soncino translation to the 
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M.idrash Rabbah which has aided me considerably in paraphras

ing the lildrashim. The masterly and scholarly books by w. 
Bacher on the Tannaim and Palestinian .Amoraim have also been 

or great help to me and throughout this study I will refer 

t o them by the initials or the titles or his works • 

I 

. . 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Historical Background 

Thia study i s based primarily on the controversies be

tween the Rabbis and sectarians as reported in some of the 

Midrashic books to Genesis and Exodus. Naturally, with 

this limitation in dealing wi th restricted s ource 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 Midrashio period, 

1n t he f irst five centuries of the common Era, is to identity 

those whom the Rabbis referred t o as Heretios. Therefore, 

it is best to speak of the antagonists of Judaism in general 

terms before any definite identifications can be me.de. 

Probably the first outstanding polemicist in J udaism 

was the Jewish-Hellenist philosopher Eilo. With the challenge 

of Hellenism,Judaism was compelled to meet t he Greek-Oriental 

philosophies which att acked Judaism upon a )hilosop oal-
11.., 

theological plane. Philo combined Greek thought J;o .his phil-

osophy of Juda!~ and in that period wrote, particularly . 
l)~C>~ 

against the attacks of Apion,~may be called t he first philoso-

phical polemic for Ju~iam. 

The JeWXY of Palestine, however, was not overly pre- ... 

occupied with the question of polemics. The Jews in the 

Diaspora, ocmst1tut1Dg a minority, were more on the defensive 
. . 

1n meeting the wave of Hellenism which spread over the ~ear -
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East. In Palestine, during the time of the second Temple, 

the leaders of Judaism, the scribes and teachers ot the . 
Synagogue, these who became known as t he Pharisees1were 

forced to meet the rise of a sect within their own group, 

namely the Sadduoees. The struggle between the two groups 

continued in the main up t o tbe time of th~ destruction of 

the Temple in 70 A.D. Other sects were known t o have been 

in existence but primarily the struggle was carried on be

tween those who represented t he Synagogue and those Who 

formed the bulwark of the Temple. 

With the t~ ot the first century (of the coIIDilon era) 

a new and even greater force than ever met by Judai sm before 

~egan to take shape. Insignificantly did the movement of 

Ghrist1£rity appear upon the world scene. Preoccupied with 

their ovm internal difficulties and with the rising animosi-
El<!e1"s 

ties toward the eagle of Rome, the R~bbis were at f irst dis-

inclined to negate the importance of Jesus and his small band 

of di sciples. The attitude of the Jews in the early stages 

of the rise of this new religion may be swmned up 1n; · the 

judgement of Gamliel who thought it best t o wait and see what 

would become ot this new sect, that if it were of God it would 

endure, if not it would· pass away.1 But as the 4J1'terenoes 

1. Acts 4. 38-39 



beoame aooentuated, as Christianity beoame a proselytising 

religion under the missionary aotivities of Paul (o.49-60), 

as the new converts to this 'upstart' religion overthrew 

the Law, t he polemics between the Rabbis and the followers 

of the Church began to flourish. In general as Parkes says, 

"we oan see that it is probable that the Jewish attaok on 

Christianity would be less violent than that of the Christians . 
on Judaism."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 oe~turies that their attaok went further."2 

Christianity, as revealed in the writings of the Churoh Fathers 

was by far muoh more denunciatory of Judaism.3 

• 
The early Rabbinic polemics were not primarily directed 

against 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 soholars is that the famous 'Birkat He.Minim' 

composed by Samuel Hakotan at the request of Rabban Galpleil 

was direoted particularly at this group. 4 Jewish hostility 

toward this group, who are sometimes known as the Nazarenes, 

grew she.Jper when after the destruction of Jerusalem. by Titus 

1. Parkes, the coiitilot of church and Synagogue, p.114. 
2. Ibid. p.115. 
3. or. Ibidl p.95ff. 
4. Baoher, A.d.T. Heb. ed. Vol. I;l p.63tf; Parkes, op. cit. 

p.77; Moore, Judaism, Vol. I, p.91; , Graetz, Vol. n, 
History, p.379ft'. -

• 
• 



1n 70, the Jewish-Christians saw in the downt'all of the city 

a s ign ior the final "departure ot the sceptre from Israe1.•1 

"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 also 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 trom this condeDlll8.t1on to the refUsal to accept 
2 as orthodox the conformity of the Judeo-Christians." It was 

then, before the end of the first century that the Birkath 

Ha-Minim was included into the synagogue service • . 
l.ittle in r eality is Jcnown about the Jewish-Christian 

group • .Among them there were various groups differing i n 

their attitudes toward the Law and Jesus, as the Nazarenes .. 
and Ebionites who in the~ upheld the I.aw and regarded 

lfesus as a human :Messiah. The Jewish-Christians, for example, 

who followed in t he pattern ot Paul and some of the apostles 

broke entirely with the Law. With the growth of tie Gentile 
• 

Christian Church the line of separation between the Judeo-

Cbristians and the Jews are more firmly drawn. Moreover, 

the Judea-Christians gradually were absorbed b7 tile Gentil-e 

Christians group and decreased in importance b7 the middle 

or the seoonA aent11r7. But Judeo-Chr1st1an groups, 

1. Parkes, op. olt., p.77. 
8. Ibid., p.'17. 

... 
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however, still continued to exist and drew the censure ot 

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 developaent of either 

Christianity of Judaism."1 

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 oon

tlict .of the Church and the Synagogue
1
Dr. James Parkes,has 

well summarized t his period that "the interesting tact about 

this period is that from the two poles of Catholic and 

Rlhbinio orthodoxy stretch an unbroken stream of intermediate 

sects. For t here were some groups which had both Christian 

and Jewish representatives such as ~he Onostios and the 

Ebionites, and among the Jewish believers in Christ there 

appear t o have been a number of different groups varying 1n 

their conception of the amount of Law whioh should still be 
2 

obeyed." 

Along with the rise of the religious move.ment of Chris-

tianity there grew up the philosophical mystical movement ot 

Gnotioism, which in time was likewise absorbed into the 

Church. The antecedents of this philosophy are many and 

1. Parkes, op. clt. p.92. 
2. Ibid. p.94. -

.. 



varied. " It was a contusion ot the most opposite modet of 

thought and teachings, Jewish and heathen, old and new, true 

and f alse , the lotty and the low, all i n close fusion and 

juxtaposition."1 This group likewise broke up into many 

seots ranging from t he early group of the Qphites t o Marcion 

and Valentinus.2 Both the Churoh and the Syilagogue contended 

against the followers of this Greek-Oriental synoretism ot 

thought. The Church Father, Irena~s in his writings o:t'I the 

Heresies is part icularly host ile t o the sect of the Gnostios.3 

The Rabbinic stories of Elisha b. Abuya and Ben Dom.a testify 
4 to the inf'luenoe of Gnost1o1sm on Jews. But whether the 

Rabbinic statements applied to the Minim r efer to the Gnostics 

as well as to the Jewish Christians is yet a debatable question.5 

• There is to my knowledge no particular term used by the Rabbis \ 

to specify the Gnostics and it must be concluded that refer-

ences t o them may have been included in the general D.81198 for 

heretics. 

In brief the theory of the Gnostios i s based on a Dual

ism of a supreme God ·"nd the God of Creation, the Demiurge , 

who was subordinate to the former. Through knowledge ( 'lvoa-15 ) 

God was known. The supreme God, they hel d, had no relation-

1. Graetz, History, II, p.373. 
2. For an excellent survey of Gnostioosm see Mansel, the Gnostic 

Heresies. 
3. Ibid. a.nd Jackson, ne Yathers of the Third Cent tl-y , p.29tf • 
4. Graetz, Gno st io iemus und Judenthum. p. '-t rr. ~ t> • ,H,... 
5. of. Herford, Christianity in Talmud a.nd Midrash p.370~ 

(l\~o ~ •eu~'I:'("" , Ub<1' a,~ ~"" ""' \)0\'\ Sc~h••·- u .-.;;l T, btrnu I t«-St-SC h'l'1ft 
z.u lh .... ma."n ~ohe"'- He identifies the -Minim with the Gnostioa and 

, Gentile Christians but not with -the Judeo-Christians, wham he 
- vlahla were tor the most part not antinomistio • 

• 
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ship to the world. It was the Dem.iurge who directed the wo+d 

and had given the Law to Israel. From the Supreme God "is d --emanations which revealed a portion of' his essence; these 

emanations were called aeons (worlds)."1 With the aid of 

Wisdom (Achamoth) the Demiurge created the world out the 

Eterbal Primeval matter. Thus they taught a f'orm at trinitar

ianism of three original beings, God, The Demiurge, and 

Prc,meval Matter. Christ, they diff'erentaited from Je1n1s, the 

son of man "upon whom the Christ descended temporaril7." • 

Christ was the Saviour and was begotten t hrough Intelligence 

and the Fath~r.2 

The pur.P<:?se of' Gnosticism was to bring salvation to man 

:rrom the earth-bound and evil matter. It was particularl7 a 

religion of' ltedemption. "Only the initiated could attain 

the revealed knowledge, the gnosis. Through this divine en

lightenment the soul now attains li~ration at the same time 

learning the secret of' a s uccessf'Ul journey t o the abode of' 

t he bleat after death. This abode i s in the highest h~avens 

w~ither t he soul journeys equipped with all necessary armor, 

both offensive and defensive, f'or triumphing over- its toes. 

This victory 18 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,• •wisdom,• •truth,' •primal man,' and --,ie like. 

The whole scheme of the universe becomes a mighty drama of' 

1. Graetz, History-, II, p.3'16.-, 
2. Irenaus, Jackson, op. cit., p.31. 
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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.n.nl 

The many Gnostio sects that flourished throughout the 

Near East were invariably hostile to J udaism. The Jewish and, 

Christian elements in t hese groups were strongly antinomistio. 

~ he Gnost ios, it can be said, represented the distinctly anti~ 

Jewish tendency in Christianity. The God of the Ol d Testament, 

or the God of the Jews, they relegated t~ the· highest of the 

seven world creating spirits, being inferior to the Supreme 

God. The Gnostic, Me.rcion, displayed an attitude of hate for 

t he God of Judaism and considered Him as an evil God, dif'fer

ing from the good bod of Christianity. 

These in t he main, along with t he Helleni stic trans

plantation of the Greek mythology and philosophy, were the 

r<froes whioh Judaism met in the early eenturies of t he fol'!DB.

tion of the Talmud and Midrash. Ot Per 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 

1. case, The Evolution of Early Christianity, p.327-328. -

... 
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CHAPTER I 

THE MIND4 

I turn now to the polemics ot the Rabbis against those 

who were called Minim, as based upon the sources ot Genesis 

Rab bah, the Tanchume. to Genesis and Exodus, and the Yal.kut 

Shimon! to these books. It the handling of this problem ot 
~ 

the Minim •Y seem inadequate here, appropriate apology must 

be made, for in order t o completely understand t he problem 

all the Rabbinic sources must be studied. A complete and 
. 

aooeptable aooount has been given by R. Travers Herford in 

his excell ent study, Christianity in the Talmud and Midrash. 

Professor H. straok has also a collection ot many ot the 

statements pertaining to the Minim in his book, Jesus, Die 
-

Blretiker und Die Christen. 

The d1:tt1.culty- 1n dealing with t he pr oblem of the Minim 
• 

is that the Rabbinic sources give us little, it any, speoitio 

evidence of these sectarians. The terms 'min' or 1Kinuth1 

refer generall7 to heretics and heresy. · Be:w-gmann in his stud7 

ot Jewish polemics, Judiaohe Apologetik, writes, "Minim be- . 

deutet 1m allgemeinen Blretiker 1m besondern die ~nger 
, . ' 

" aller Haresien: die 1'1"e.14eJJl'enden, grieohisoh gebildeten . . 
Juden, die Christen ~d die Gnostiker.•1 Thus tp terms ot . 

the Rabbis, •minim' and •epikursim' (tree-thiDkers) reter 1n 

general to those who deviated from the norm ot J'uclaia. 

Other tel'Dl8 used by the Rabbis whioh have some sectarian im-

1. Hergmenn, Judlsojie l,poiogetlk, p.'1. 
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plioations are: •betrayers' ( Q ' "'")t>I!) ); and 'apostates• 

( Q'"Tt)\\\J,o ). "Epiqurosin (plur. or :lpiquros) is plain1'7 -

borroweJl fron the personal name Epicurus; but it contains 

also a play on the word ~paqar1 ( ., PC) ) , whioh means 

•to__be free from restraint.• The name denotes, in general 

terms, a free-thinker, one who disregards the restraints ot 

.traditional authority. An Epiquros was not necessarily a 

Jew, he m.ight be a Gentile ••••• • • The term does not·,. so •ar 
as I know, imply the holding or rejecting of any specific 

doctrines, but merely the assertion of liberty of thought 

upon all subjects, an~ consequent disregard of external author

ity. A gentile Epiquros would be one who, in controversy 

did not from the first admit the authority of Jewis• tradi

tion n upheld by the rabbis, a Jewish Epiquros would be one 

who, having formerly acknowledged the Rabbinical 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 t1ie Jewish religion. A lrpelc philosopher, 

teaching 1n Rome or A thens, would not, merely as ~oh, be 

an Ep'i.quros ; but it he had a controversy with a Jew upon spme . . 
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 WllJ"•••••••~ 

The ditferenoe between Min and EpiqUl'Os is much the same J 
.. 

the difference between .'heretic' and •tree-t~inker•. The 

heretic usually is a 1"rea-:thinker; but not, every tree-thinker 

• 
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is a heretio."1 

The greater number of the polemics to be examined deal 

with the Minim. Some of the sources also refer to the 

'Epikursim' as interchanged with the kinim -in the Midrash. 

In genera1 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 baokground that some idea of the Minim oan be formed. 

In pursuing thi~ study of the kinim I follow no parti

oular thesis to prove whether they were Gnostics or Jewish 

Christians as have been the efforts of M. Friedlander
2 

and 
•3 l Jlertord. Their particular approaches will be inelutted 1n 

this st~dy but it can be said of both studies t hat their 

conclusions are not decisive. The subject ot the Minim. and 

other heretics cannot be tully known as the sourde material 

does not throw erlough light upon the prQblem. I am more 
., 

particularly interested in th~ answer of the Rabbis to their 

antagonists; to relate their answers wherever possible to ' 

the theory and doctrine ot Judaism • 

. Of an exa>lanation ot the word 'min' ( 1•.o ) various 

theories have been propounded. The word is generally related 

to •species,• •kind' as explained in Gen.1.2. According to 

1. Herford, Chr1•t1an1ty in Talmud a nd Midrash, p.ll9tt. 
2. Fr1641ander, Der Yo.rchristliche Judisohe ,Gno.tioiamus. 
3. Hertord, Christianity 1n the Talmud and Midrash • 

• 
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Bacher the word is translated into the Greek as ytio~ 

(genus). 
.. 

The word, he finds, is also related_ to ~"et.er,} 

(heresy) as the Pharisees were. wont to speak ot the Se.dduocees 

as Q. ' 1 •,. ':::3 il \' ~ as Josephus in the Antiquities .&.II, 10.6 

raters to the 5adduccess as,. ~ z.~~~\) 'Jo~~" ~tllC>5 (the 

Sadduccean seot) with t he sense of faA~ \) 'j...C\~~" a.~ptcn7 ( Saddu

ooean heresy) 1mpl1:ed. In time •he word 'Min' came to re

ter to sects 1n general but originally referred to the seot 

ot the Sadducces. However, the sense ot the word as sect 

was changed and the word 'min' was applied to the sectarian, 

the miscreant or the heretic, and sometimes those Jews who 

separated t hemselves from the religious community and follow

ed talse doctrines. I t seems, continues Bacher, that when 
• 

Christianity gained more and more adherents the word 'min' 

was applied to them, but nevertheless it was also appl ied to 

other heretios. From t he word Llin is f ormed the abstract 

'minuth' which in a very particular sense designates Christi- . 

ani ty.1 

"' .. fl 
Herford has an interesting theory of the word~which seems 

• plausible but mu_st be recognized as a theory. There is an-

other word t -,und in the Old Testament which also has the mean

ingot 'kind' 'species,' namely zan ( j) ). The word is tound 

in Ps. 144.13 and in II Chron. 16.14. Interestingly he hy 
tound that it is the same as the Aramaic word J<J) which 

1. Bacher, Le ilot •Mfiilmi Dans Le Talmud,, Revue Etude des 
Juif, 1899 Vol.""--58, p.38tt • 

• 
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is employed in the Targum to translate the word \•N • 
In t he Targum to Gen; 1.21 \J 'N r is rendered as ~ 'J ;f • 

"Now there is also in Hebrew the word vJ; (Aram. 

which means •to commit fornicat ion,' and although the word \, , 

Just mentioned is probably the same form from the root 

it was believed to be connected with t he root 

shown 1n the punctuation, a•~ ;~ not P '~ ~ II Chron. XVI. 

14. A curious ill ustration of this supposed connexion is found 

in the Talmud b. B. Kama 16b, in a comment upon the verse •b-

II Chron. The passage i s as follows: ~ •w<L> lc\N -,Q.,lc ~~tHt' l~► ~t. 
") Ilk 111~ ")~ ~\J') 'j'~ 1J •~ '")Nk .,;·-die •;,.'I ~ p:J;• p ·IIV • l(N , P'j~ 

2 ' s.;-.,J'1 , , ,~ le~ P "r" n'"'\l'/i' r.:)t.. r • tJ\,~ 

'They buried him in a bed that was filled with spices and znm. 
What are spices and znim? R. Eliezer said, 'Different kinds 

(of ~pices). R. Shemuel bar Nahmani said, 'Spices such that he 

who smelt them was tempted to fornication.' We have then the 

word I? supposed to be connected with ?> J ~ ; and / ~ is 

equivalent to I'" • A f'Urther step in the araument is that, 

according to the well known symbolism ,of the o.T., un.fait.hrul

ness towards the covenant relation with the God of Israel was 

represented under the figure of conjugal infidelity. T~e 

word i;"IJ; is used bcal" 1n the 11tera1 and 1n the t1gurat1Te 

sense ~f being •untaithful.' This usage is frequent in the 

o.T., in the Talmud the literal meaning is much more coDDDOn. 

I suggest that as I'"' - r·~ 'kind"species;' 'sort,' t fe 
... 

association o't /~~1th nJ ~ led to an extension of the mean

i. The verse ls Gen. 1.11. 
2. The .ArUoh has .thereading of JlU~ •• (Her'tord, op. cit. p.362) 

• 
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1ng ot l'" in the same direct ion and that whereas f,j ~ in 

the Talmud usually denotes literal unt"aithrulness, \'N , re

ferred almost exclusively to figurative untaithtulness, i.e. 

some form of apostatsy trom the national religion. That is 

unquestionably t he connotation of whatever the denotation 

may be. The theory worked out here is based on the suggestion 

of Friedmann in his note to Pesikta lOla ••• 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 ot Minilll and 

minuth ••• None but a Jew coul d be guilty or unfaithfulness 

towards the covenant-relation between God and Israel. Hence, 

it the above etymology be correct, a min must be an untaith1'ul ( 

• Jew; and in examining the various instances where the te:rm. is \ 

used, we have :found that in almost every case the Jewish ori-

gin ot the MiniJJ 1s either bnplied or not contradicted. In 

a few instances the term appears to be applied to Gentiles, 

in the sense of enemies of JudaiSQl.•1 

Hertord's theory seems highly acceptable and supplies 

• the mis sing link 1n the explanation given above by Bacher. 

Bacher says t hat in time the sense ot the word as seot became 

lost and was applied to sectarians 1n general. What accounted 

tor this psyohologioal transference in the meaning or the word? 

The answer, I believe, has been well given by Herto:ii that the 

idea ot unfaitht'u.lnees crept into the meaning ot this te:rm.2 

1. Hertord, op. o!t. p.362fi'. 
2. The Rabbinical statement 1n San.' 38b that Adam was a Min oan 

be understood to mean that Adam had been unfaithtu.l, had 

__ • _ d_i--so~ beye9- a Divine CnJ111118rul.. £L_;,, Jto/ I .S- '? 
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Other derivat i ons have been advanced, for example , deriving 

e term from t he word 
1 

/' D >-< D ( beli ever i n Jesus as Messiah) 

from t he word ,~~ (refuse, applied t o t hose who refuse to 
2 

hold the Oral Law and t he unity of God~ The latter word has soce 

ymologicttl soundness and may be advanced as a possible explanation9 

ere is no definite conclusion tq be made upon the derivation of the 

rd , although it i s my 0 '11nion that Herford has made an exceptionally 

rong case i n :1is etymological explanation of the word. 

The difficulty in attempti ng to identify t he various sectarians 

t h v1hon the Rabbis engaged i m polemics has hot as yet been 

lly resol~ed . With the exception of t he Samaritans , the i dentity 

t he other heretics QF. sectarians must ~e based , to a large 

tent , upon t h eory anc conjecture. Sim~lar ideas as expressed 

v ·J_r ious philosoph ical and Church writers of t he earl y centuries 

E. are not in t hemselves defin i t e pr Jof that t he se-0tarians • 
re members of the ~r oups whom t he wrf tere describ e or represent. 

The two main t ~eories advanced about the Minim are those by 

Friedlander and R. ~ravers Herford. Friedlander , in his 

r Vorchri s tliche J~dische Gnosticismus , has advanced the thesis 

at t he l'llinim were mainl y members of the Ophi te sect of the 
' 

,ostic theory. The Ophites Cu~•5 ) or Naasenes ( '-UOJ, serp'8nt) 

garded the serpent in Pa,.radise as the origin of evil and 

Joel, M.: Blicke in Die Religiongeschichte zu An.fang des zweiten 
Christlichen Jah.rhunderts, p :90, part II . Joel's exr lanation seems 
r ather untenabl e . Ilis t heory is based on the fact that t h early 
Chrt stians called themselves I believers 1 (T1crrot , which he 
transl ates as O'J'tJK~ ) . Yet he does not advance any Rabbinic 
proofs for t h is assertion , nor does he explain why the Jews 
regarded the word o 'J • o as. an opprobriou s term f or o · ,, o"' t> 
Cited by Herfo!d , op. cit ., p . 365. ~ 

j 
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honored highly this anilllal for having l ed Adam aJld Eve into 

disobedience against God "and thus t o the recognition of good 

and evil and ot consciousness. in general." In the main the 

Ophites followed the outlines of Gnosticism as described 

above. In relation to audaism they were antinomistic. Fried

lander also claims that they were the earliest Jewish sect 

in the Diaspora.1 

Hert"ord, 1n his Christianity in the· Talmud and Midrash, 

admits that the M.inim may have been Gnostics but in particular, 

he claims, the Minim in the Rabbinic literature are mainly 

Judeo-Cbristians. The latter he believes were Judeo-Christians 
2 characterized by the Epistle to the Hebrews. Herford has 

col lected most of the passages rel ating to the Minim and 1n 

my d'J;,inion has produced a strong and tenable t?esis. 

Most of the material used by Friedlander lies outside of 

the scope of this study and therefore, it is difficult to 

evaluate his thesis. IT, however, the criticisms of Hertord,3 

I. Levi,4 and Be.cher5 of Friedlander's thesis can be accepted 

as authentic and scholarly it would seem that Friedlander•s 

thesis has little support. No doubt Friedlander has stretched 

h1s theory too far and has committed errors in trying to fit 

all the material he finds into his theory. 

The main diff iculty in dealing with this whole problem, 

-it seems to me, revolves about the anti-nomi~tic attitudes 

I.Friedlander, op. c1t. p.iffl. 
2. Herford, op. cit., p.2Ji§.._ 
3. Ibid, p.368ff. 
4. I •. Levi, R~E!..J ,(!'899 p.204rf 
5. Bafher, R~ 1899 p.38tt • 

'Le Mot Minim. 
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of the sectarians. Those who hold that t he Minim are Gnostios 

because of their antinomistio att itude do so on ~he assump

tion that the Judeo-Christians were not anti-nom~stio . This 

conclusion may not be tenable. Little is known about the 

Judeo-Christians and t heir a t titude toward t he Law, although 
' ~o 

we know of some _groups among them~observed t r:e Law. But 

whether all Judeo-Christians were observing Jews_is a prob-

lem tor which mittle has been said or dealt with. Probably 
------ ro--= -

z__ 
the one single authentic argument that the Judeo-Christians 

-are the minim is the statement made by Jerome 1n his letter 

to Augustin where he ~tates that the Minim are Nazarenes ( o ,, ~ lj ) 

1 
who profess to be both Jews and Christains but are neither. 

Jerome, Herford claims, is an unimpeachable witness who can 

speak,_ out of his own knowledge• 2 

To gain any further understanding of this problem it 

would '~e best to turn to those Midrashio 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 some 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 ot Gods or 

the doctrine of IWo Powers ill Heaven ( )li,l~"\ '..nQ.. ). The 

Minim asked ·R. Simla!, (Gen.R.8) 'How many Gods created th9 

world?• He said, 'Let us inquire of the first days, it is 

.., . 

1. Herford, op . olt. p.378. •erome says: In quem et nos credimus, 
sed dum volunt et Judaei-esse et Chris~iani, nee Judaei aunt 
neo Christiani 

2. Ibif. p.3~8. 
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written, Ask now of the former days whioh were before thee, 

since God created man upon the earth. (Deut. 4. 32) It is not 

written here they created ( /I< , ~ ) but he created ( 

The Minim asked him again of the st.atement in _Genesis 1.1. 

'God created' (1 p•i'\lt 1c-,;.). R. Simlai answered, ~Gods 

createcl" (pl. iic...,-;,. ) 1s not written here but God created 

(sing. / c"> ~ ). R. Simlai creat ed th~ dict\DD. that wherever 

in the Scriptures t he Minim could find some pretext tor attack

ing Judaism, the proof against t hem could be f ound in a 

following passage. 

An e~ple of his hermeneut ics is also given i n t he follow-

ing polemic. The Minim asked him of the meanign of the verse ? 
.... . 

Let ·us make man in our image after our likeness (Gen. 1.26) • 

Said R. Simlai, 'llead what tallows, it is not written, •And 

• they (Gods) created man in their iID.a.ge but And God created man 

in his own illlage (Gen. 1.27}. The disciples of R. Simlai were 

not; however, fully satisfied with h~ answer and sa i d to him, 

'Rabbi these you have thrust away by a reed (a simple answer) 

what will you a~swer us?' Answered R. Simla!, 'At first man .. 
was created out o't the dust and Eve was created out of man. 

From then on it is said, ID our image after our likeness (Gen. 

1.26}. It is impossible f or man to l ive without woman and it 

is impossible for woman to e-xist without man, and it is im

possible tor both to exist without the Sheohinah.' 

Once again the Minim que*ied R. S1mlai, 'What is the 

1. They argue the plurality ot the term 'Elohim' whi ch t hey 
translate as •Gods.• 

• 



meaning of the verse, -God, the Lord. God, (God the Lord knoweth) 

(Josh.22,22). He answered, •It is not written they know ( p ·~'TI') 

'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 of the verse, 

) For He is a Holy God (Josh. 24.19) • Said He: 'Thef ( II!)" ) 

are holy is not written but He is holy. 

The passages before us clearly deal with the problem of 

Two Powers in Heaven. The Min im strive to prove by arguing 

the plurality of God's name that more than One God is taught 

in the Bible. R. Simlai oounte:z?~hei~ attacks by cit

ing Scriptural verses which teach the soleness and unity of 

God. 

The da1'es of R. Simlai are not definitely known. This 

discussion can be dated about the middle of the third century 
l c.E. This famous Haggadist originally hailed from Babylonia 

and settled in the nnrthern part of Palestine in Lydda and 

in the Galilee and was associated with R. J~i. 

Who the Minim mentioned here were is problematic. The 

doctrine of a dualitt of Powers in Heaven has been known in 

the Zorastrian theology and ~s we have seen above the Gnostios 

also taught a plurality of Gods. However, the theory of a 

4uality or plurality of Gods may also belong to the Christian 

Church. A,ooording to Graetz, in the middle of the third 

century the Church had already conquered the primitive Christ-

i. of. Hertord, op. olt.p.258f'f. and Graetz, Hiptory, II, p.4981"1". 
and Bacher, A.d.T. Iol. II.-2, ~.318ff. 



' 1 ain sects and the Gnostic heresies. "New dogmas had made 

their appearance which the authorities sought to establish 

and secure. The rigid clootrine of the Unity of God derived 

by Christianity from he parent religion, had in course of 

• t~e, and in proportion as the new Church glorified the Messiah

s}iP of desus given rise to a doctrine of duality: Father and 

Son, or the Creator of the World, and the Logos."1 Later the 

Church added a third, the Holy Ghost. "•••Whenever the Scrip

tures contained several denominations of God, they professed 

to see an indication of the Trinity ~rn the letter of the text 

itself. 
... 

Even the simple op~ning words of t he Pentateuch, 'In 
r 

the beginning God created heaven and earth' were interpreted 

by this Christo1os/1n proof of Christ's cooperation in the ' . ,. 
creation of the world; for 'the beginning' was interpreted- to -. mean •wisdom' or the •word' (Logos), being synonymous with 

Christ, and..this sentence was thus found to contain the pro

found secret that 'God created the world in Christ. •
2 

Heford points out that while the Gnostics held a duality 

of Gods it was the Demi~ge alone who was associated with 

creation. "The Gnostios certainly did not teach that creation 

was the work of the supreme God ~ but equally they did not 

teach that it was the work of two deities acting to.ether. 

Hence it would seem that the Doctrine of the Two Powers in Heaven 

is not a Gnosti~ dootrine."3 Herford proceeds to derive this 

le Graetz, History, II, p.500. 
2. Ibid. p.501. 
3. Herford, op. oit. p.263. 
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• 

• doctrine as taught to the Jewish Christians 1 n the Epistle 

to the Hebrew r.1., where Christ is closely identified with 

God in t.lle creation of the world. But it may be concluded 

with Bergmann who writes, "aus der Bibel versuchten christliche 

und gnostisohe Sorirtsteller eine Mehrheit in Gott zu b91!81sen, 

und aus der Bibel wurden sie von den Lehrern des Judenthums 

widerlegt."1 Bergmanµ brings proof to his statement from the 

-< writings of various Church Fathers that a duality or trinity 

of heavenly powers was taught by both groups. 2 

That the Christians sought to find in the Bible proof tor 

two or more powers in Heaven can be seen fr<m1 the interpreta

tion given by Justin !)4artyr to the above verse, •LeY us make 

man' etc. In the Dialogue with Trypho he sats, •~t that you 

may not pervert the meaning.of these words, by urging what 

your teaohefS 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 1s composed; I 

will rEJlfount the words of Moses Himself, froti which we may 

be assured indisputably, that He spob to One different in 

number from Hims,lf, and who was possessed of reason: they 

are as follows: And God said, Behold Adam is become as one 

. of ua, to know good and 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 taught by 

• 

1. Be:w-gmenn, op. cit., p.89. _ 
2. of. 'tf ill iams, Adverns Judaeos, or igen , p .a5tt. and Be-rgmenn , 

op. cit., p.89. 

• 
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what is considered by yourselves to be a heresy, or that its 

p~pagators are able to proye that He spoke to angel:s, and 
. -

V 

that the human body is the 'fOrk of angels; but this oft spring 

• (Word or son) which truly was put forth trom the Father, was 

with the Father before all tlie Creation, and to Him the Father .,. ' 
sp~aks.• ••••• 1 

Thus the idea or a duality of powers was t augh"rby var

ious Cb.r'1stian groups. BU.t who the Minim here were may be 

conoluded to refer to the catholic Cbxistian group. R. Simla! 

lived 1n the northern part ot Palestine and here were also 

the centers ot Christian learning. Graetz also suggests that 

R. Simlai was acquainted w1 th. the Churoh Father Origen. 2 

R. 81.mlai•s answers to the Minim are olear enough and 

has well p~ven his oase by tke authority of the Scriptures. 

However, his answers to his disciples are not always sound. 

No dpubt, his students agreed to his polemictl retut ati~n 

of the Minim but wanted his particular 'baggadio' interpreta

tions. The Me.tnot Kehuna explains that t heir first question 

was inspired by the tact •that under any condition the 

plural should not have lteen used bu , rather t he singular, 1n 

my image and after my likeness.' Rabbi S1mla1' s answer that' 

-the verse 1n question is applicable pnly after the creation . 
of man and woman must b~ recognized as forced. To solve the 

appare~t contradiction between Gen.l v.2&, Where the plural 

· tom "Let us" .1~ used, an4· V,..27-wtiere the singular form n And 
' God c~ated" is employed, R. Simla! explains that the latter 

1. Works of st. Justin Maitjr, Oxford, R1Vil)8ton, 1861, p.150. 
2. Graetz, op. cit.~ p.501. 



verse refers to the creation of man and woman alone and then _, 
- does God· say 'Let us make man' whioh he interprets as the 

succeeding generations of humanity, who are made in the image 

of man and woman.1 

However, R. Simlai•s answer is not satisfactory as Her

ford points out "the word ( let us make man eto.) were used 

before the creation of Adam and Eve , and oou1d only gain 

theiT meaning from what was only possible after that event. 

If this be dismissed as absurd, then the alternative seems 
-

to be that R. Simlai regarded the aoo'1'Ullt of the creation in 

Gen. 11. 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 t he use of the plural in let us make 

• ~etc,, and esoaped from the diffiou1ty by a piece of 

Haggadah, str~ing but i rrelevant."2 His other answer to his 

disciples of the three names of God is quite clear that the 

name employed are merel y variations of God's name. 

To the above Mi drashim would be added one from E:t.R.29.l. 

The Minim ask R. S1.mlai of the verse in Deut. 4.33 'Did ever 

a people hea.r the voioe of God speaking out of the midst of 

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

there must have. been many dle~ies since the voice of God (Elohim-

plur. ) 1s used. But R. S~ai again protterred proof from the -



text, 'it is written speaking ( 1~'Tf) -sing.) a.nd not speak 
I' --( a'..,.:l'"T!)-plur.). Again his disciples ask for an explana-

tion since it whou1d have been written the voice of God (el

sing.). But the answer is not g iven by R. Simlai but by 

R. Levii who interjects another verse, The voice of the Lord 

is in Power (Ps. 29.4)' Had it said the voice of the Lord is 

in hi~ power, t he world coul d not stand before h im mightiness, 

but tke voioe of the Lord is in Power means according to the 

power of his listeners, t he power of the young and old. There

fore, t he word Elohim is used, not beoause it teaches a plur

ality of Gods but rather as His voice corres.J><>nded to the var

ious powers of the people. ~ other passages i t is found that 

the Haggadic answer is not always gi~en by R. Simlai but by 

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

contemporary t eaoher.1 

The per plexity which the disciples of R. Simla! show in 

' regard to the matter ~f pluralistic implications in the Bible 

is similar to the strange and interesting Midrash in Gea.1l.8, 

where R. SamUel Q. Nachman relates in the name of R. Jonathan 

that Moses when writing the account of the Creation stopped 

in amazement when he came t o t he passage let us make man etc. 

and said, •Master of the world why do you give a pretext to 

the .Minim (to misinterpretl? Said God, •Write , and let him 

· who errs, errf •' R. Samuel b. Nachman was a contemporary ot -
I R. Simlai and no doubt this stateme~t was directed against the 

Chi'istian groups. 

1. Ba.oher, A.d.P.A., Heb •. ed. II, 2,p.321-322, n.l. Ot this 
particular Mldrash Bacher wri tesi ~Jil~ •I< tVI" ""~ ..,,.., r, rt01J> 

,,, '"l) .J\O•l•ff ~~11,>,1\I ••~~rtt ft( , ,.r 1 ~,fl.,_.. ii t.l\.>1' '" ,"'lfl(t,11 

Ba.oher has a oomplete-aooount ot the controversies between - · . -
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Ot this whole problem of Two Powers in Heaven we can 

oonolude with this statement by Moore: "The difficulty ot 

reconciling the evils i n the world ~1th the goodness of God 

was so strongly felt i n the early centuries of our era in 

the Fast 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 identity the jewish circles 

whi ch adopted this solution. It must suffice us to know that 

there were such circles; that they tried to fortify their 

position with texts of Scripture; and that the rabbis re-
. 

futed them with the i r own weapons . It is certain also that, 

whatever leanings t here may have been in this direction, 

· J udaism, with its inverterate monotheism, was not rent by 
1 

dualistic heresi es as Christianity was for centuries." 

Another polemic which deals with the matter of two powers 

in heaven has been found in the Yalkut Sh1moni to Ex. Mish-

patim 23, ~~~ • This report is based on B. Sanh. 38b. 

The disoussion is between R. Idi (fourth century Amora of 

Palestine) and a Min! The Min basing his question on Ex.24.17,~ 

And he said unto Moses, Come up unto the Lord, says, 1 It 

should have been written •oome up unto me.' Said R. Idi, 

'This (the one who spoke to Moses) is .Metatron, whose name is 

as his master's. As it is written (Ex. 23.21) For :a;r -name 

is 1n hill.r 'I:t' so,' said the Min, •worship him.• Said B. Idi, 

1. 14oo:re, Judaism, Vo.I, p.366-367. 
2. The Yalkut reading is 'Bpilmros;• Bacher, A.D.P.A. llI, P.407 

gives the reading or Miil and I have followed his version. 
'.l'hJa is 1\1-so the read ing of Btrtfn'd.. op. cit ., p.286 • 

.. 

) 



- l •:rt is written do not exohange {Me) for him' (Ibid). The 

Min asked again, • If so (why does the 'text continue to say) 

he will not l)ardon thy transgressions?• 'Answered R. -ldi, 

•Be assured, not even as a guide de we accept him, for it is 

written (Ex. 33.15) And he (Moses) said unt o Him, r:r ~hy 

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 
2 

numerically equivalent t o one of God's names, Shaddai, there-

fore the Biblioal passage , 'My name is in him' i s applied to 

The essential point of ~he argument is whetheJ: there 

were two powers in Heaven. The Min by pointing to the fact 

that when Moses is commanded t o come up unto God, God is 

spoken of' in the third person. Therefore, he assumes that 

another power spoke to Moses. R. Idi admits that another 

personage spoke to hloses and in the r est of the Mid.rash an

swers his charge that Metatron was deserving .of worship, since 
' 

he was, he inf:ts , another power in the •heaven. R. Idi, how-

ever, even refu~es t o admit t he interoessary powers of' the 

angel, he was a guide and no more.5 And in this case, R. 

Idi does not admit Metatron as being the guide of the people 
. 

in the desert "for it appears :from Ex.33.12-17 that Moses · 

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

1. The verse In Hebrew Is ,,, ')H.J"' r~ ,,~-- n'' 11..AHI .,.,~., 
R. Id1; does not give the literal meaning of the verse. He 
understands ?N .n as •exchange' from the root .,,~ • ,:,. ~o..n 'n< 
is literally transla'ted as •be not re)lellious against him.' 

2. Abelson, Jewi~h Mysticism, p.67-68. 
' 3. -Re.shi 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• 
pretatio~. 
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The Metatron was heretioally identified with God is hint

ed at in Chagigah 15a. It is related that when Elisha b. 

Abuya (Aoher) visited Paradi se "He saw Metatron to whom per

mission was given to remain seated while he recorded the mer'its ' .. 

of Is~el. Aoher said, 'It has been taught that in heaven 

there is no sitting, contention, back, or weariness. Are 

there ten two powers?"2 

The name Metatron may have been borrowed from the Latin 

word, Me~ator which means a 'precursor. 13 There has been some 

disagreement among various scholars as to the identity of 

Metatron in Jewish tradit'i.on. Friedlander identities him 

with the Gnostic 'Horos•, "the frontier gua?1iian.st4 Bergmann 

also finds in the figure of Metatron some definite Gnostio 

influeno~.5 Friedlander, howeve~, is completely 1n error 

when he places t h is discussion in the first century, 6.E. and 

therefore, he identifies ruetatron wit h theOPhite Horos.6 Her

ford, on the other na.nd, is rightly of the opinion that Meta

tron cannot be identified with the Horos of, Gnostioism nor 

with the Logob of the Jewish Alexandr1n1an system as 1s the 

opi♦nion of Friedlander. 
,n 

Metatron# Rabbinic tradition. is the 

chief soribe of God but is not a second God.7 

1; Herford, op1 olt., p.289. 
2. QUoted from Cohen, Everyman's Talmud, p.56. 
3. J.E. Art. Metatron, Vol. a, p.519. L. Blau. , 
4. Friedlander, op. cit., p.104. 
5. Bergmann, op. cit., p.39. 
6. Friedlander, op. oit., p.103. 
7.· He~ord, op. ci,t., p.287 ot. also J.E. Art. Metatron, op. oit ,,, 

where aooordins to Blau, L. Cohn, Philonio. Sobolar, oontradio1~a 
this view of Friedlander- and others • 

• 
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Metatron may reveal some silililar features to the Logos 

of the Jewish Alexandrianian system, or to the Boros of 
. 

Gnosticism, or even to the Mithra of Zoroastor. But the 

Rabbis certainly did not hold any such opinion of Met~on 

or any_other angel as a divine intermediary or sharing in 

his work of oreation. 

. Who the Min was cannot be def initely determined. Fried

lander in following his thesis seeks to make him out an 

Ophite Gnostic. Yet even the Christians taught some idea ot 

a Logos, or divine intennediary. But it must be pointed out 

that it is not the Min who mentions Metat~on but rather R. 

Idi. Thetefore, even a Catholic Christian could have asked 

of the two or more powers in heaven. And since this Midr ash 
, 

is given -.1.n 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 Sa.ave continued to exist even into the fourth 

century but by the middle of the third "they had ceased to 

constitute a dange,; to the Church, and it had become ditfioult 

t o disoover their precise belief s."1 But as said above i t 

is the Jew who raises the issue of Metatron and not the Min, and 

therefore, the identification ot Metatron with Boros is 

irrelevant to t his Midrash. 

The assumption ' ot Enoch was· another source for polemics 
R 

between the Rabbis and the Minim. In Gen./25.l the Minim ask-

ed R. Abbahu, •we do not find death mentioned of Enoch?' The 

1. Ophfilsm, Art. Ency. or Religion and Ethics, E.F. Scott, 
Vol. 9\ p.501. 
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. proof, they claim, lies in the word 'taking' ( o i''"> ) • The 

passage in Genesis 5.24 reads: And Enoch walked with God, 

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, •;cr you stress the word 'taking', 'taking' is men

tioned here and also in Ezekiel, 'Behold I take 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 t he assumption of the 
tit:. _c 

prophet Elijah but denied t he claim for~assumption ff Enoch. 

....... 

R. !"bbahu by citing an analogy of t he word 'taking' in Ezekell 

strives to prove that the word refers to death and not to 

assumption. To counteract the i dea of the aosencion of Enoch, 

there is a Rabbinic tradition that he died b:, a pl ague, 1 

which is the import of R. Abbahu's reference to the death of 

the wif'e of ~ zekiel. 

R. AblteliB lived in Caesaera which was an important Christ

ian oenter· and no doubt the Minim here were Christians. The 

Christians, it seems, held to t he theory of the Assumption ot 

Enoch tor in the Epistle to the Hebrew, 9.5 it is written, 'by 
I 

faith Enoch was translated that be should not see death and 

was not -found because God had translated him; for before bis 

translation he had this testimony , that he pleased God.' 

Whether the purpose of the Minim was to raise Enoch to some 

~1. Matnot Kehuna and J.E. Art. Enoch, Yol. 5, p.178. 
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1 type of Divinity is not clearly· known. It is probable, es 

Herford suggests, " that in the dialogue before us t here is 

no reference to Jesus (Herford also suggests t hat the tanim 

wished to show that Enoch was ei t ype of J esus, as regards 
/ . 

his eosension into heagen) but merely a def ence of a Christ-

ian text- against a Hebrew one ." 2 

Friedlander identifies t he Uinim with Christians, who 

by r eference ta, En.ooh , attempted t o verify the Christian 
. 3 

claim that Jesus was taken i nto the Heawene by God. In 

support of his identification t ,hat R. Abbahu entered into 

controversy wit h Christians, Friedlander quotes from the . 
. writings of Cyrill (De. Catech. 14): "Wir bekennen ul4 

glauben, dass Christus naoh seiner AuFeretehung wieder zuruck 

in den Himmel gegangen 1st. Da.bei mogen wir uns erinnern an 

das, was oft.er in den Psalmen z;u l esen i st: D 1st inJ,lie 
_ft • • 

Rohe gefahren und hat das Gefan.gnias gefangen (68,19). Man 

mache keine Schlfierigkeiten, ob dies auch moglich sei? Konnte 

der Engel den Habak:uk soweit f ortbringen, warum sollte sioh 

der Herr der Engel nioht auch auf der \"lolke zum Himmel er

heben konnen? Oder man denke an die Beispiele von Enoch und 

E.liah."°'" 

Bergman is al~ of the opinion that t he Christians sought 

to prove the acsenoion of J esus by a parall elism to Enoc•• 

"Die Christen, die den Heiden g,egenuber die Himmelfahrt Christi -

l. This is the contention of Ka.sher, Torah Shelamah, Vol.II •• nJ~,,,.o 
2. Herford, op. cit. p.272. 
3. Friedlander, Patristisohe un.d Talmudische Studien p. 99f'f. 
4. Ibid. p. 101 n.49 • -
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mit dem Eimreis aut die Erzahlungen von Herakles, Dionysius 

u.a. begrundenten, zitierten den mud.en als Beweis f'1ir die 

Himmeltahrt Christi die Erza.hlungen von dem Entrruck:twerden 
1 

Henochs." 
r 

Two Uidrashim dealing with the Doctrine of Resurr ection 

will now be discussed . In Gen. R. 14 a discussion between R. 

J ose B. Hal f ta and am Min is report ed. The son of a man liv

ing in 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 was a ~in or whether a L in was living in his home.2 

R. Jose expresses t he opinion t hat 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, retorts, 'Can broken potsherds be joined t ogether,' For 
• 

is it not written, ~hou shalt dash t hem in pieces like a -potter's vessel (Ps.2.9} (Thus, he infers, t he flesh of the 

body cannot be restored after it had t urned into dust} •• R. 

Jos& expla,,ins, ' an earthen vessel which is nade from water 

and finished by heat when broken cannot be r est ored (srnce 

the process. of 118.king differs from the process of finishing) 

but a glass vessel which i s originally made by fire and finish

ed by fire '1lat can be restored. (He compares man to a gla.ss 

vessel.) •But,' sai.- the Min, ..., a g~ass vessel can be restored ' 

because it is made by blowing.' 'Let your ears hear what your 

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

1. Bergmann, op. cit., p.56, n.2/ 
2. The text reads: .. J',, ,;;. Ir-, .> ·k , , j ~ -"" t. , , t\l ,J , • r.. >" 

;, , ,. 1' f) !A • ;, I:. •:r If ',de i 

• 
1Dkil ~Tf 

-..•hl '°"h 



oan be made by the blowing of a mere mo1"t-al all the r11ore so 

can man be restored by God who created .bJ..m by breath:lng his 

spirit int;o h:1.m.' To this r!Iidrash is added a statement by 

R. Isaac, 'It is not wr:ttten, thou shalt break them tn pieces 

like earthen vessels, but ~_i~e ,a_.£2,'~.t_e.J7~~-..Y.!ll3.fieJ.ft,. which 

means, those which have not yet been baked, so tha·li 'they can 

be restored when broken. (H. Isaac reads the Hebrew 

tvessel' as '~ -r'- , meaning, his materials, which he interprets 

to mean ·that the vessels are no-Ii as ye·b fully t'o:r.med and 

"chere:fore, can be restored.) Eis interpretation is brought 

in order to confirm the use of the verse in Ps. 2.9 as an 

argument for resurrection. 

R. J·ose~ a Tanna of the fourth generation (o.140-175) 

was one of the outstanding teachers in Sepphoris. We shall 

clisouss his various conversations wj_th the Matrona later. 

Vlho the Min here vvaw is uncertain. .A Ohris·c:i.an certainly 

would not have denied the resurrection of the dead. The Gnos

tios denied. the resurrection of the body and it might be ar

gued here that the Min was a member of thls group, rdnce he 

denies in ef'feot the resurrection of the body. 1 Whether the 

Min denied the resurrection of the spirit cannot be determin

ed on ·the basis ot ·this hiidrash alone. Rashi quite in•herest

ingly says that ·th5.s Min was not a Sa111ari tan, ( The Sarna.ri tans 

denied the resurrection of the dead). The only reason that 

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

the I,an quotes a ve:rse :erom the B'agiolfl'a:phia which the Ba.mari-
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tans did not accept. It might be also argued that the fuin 

was a heat~en, for the heathens in general deniEtd the theory 

ot resurrection. 

The Ya1.kut 37, Ac:>~ to Genesis, Vayeshev,n Min asked -R • 
........... 

Judah Hans.si, 'Is it possible that the deaa liVEt? _, Your fathers 

do not admit this and you1 (Rabbis) do, for it :Ls written 

concerning Jacob, And he refused to be oomtortec! (Gen.3?.35), 

if he knew that the dead continue to exist would he refuse 

to be comf'orted?' He said to him, 'Fool, becaui:Je be knew by 

the Foly Spirit that he was alive he ref used to accept con

dolence, for comforting is not received for thoae who are 

alive.' 

"This Midrash is similar t o one which we shall examine 

below in the case or R. Jose \i.. Haltta and the l1iatrona. The 
• 

answer ot R. Judah is based on a reinterpretatic,n given to 

the text; because Jacob knew that his son was alive, there

fore, he refused to accept the comf'orting of hi:s children. 

From the Jewish point of v i ew the reference to 11;he Holy Spirit 

JJ acceptable. 

In essence the Min denies that Resurrect 1011 can be taught 
I 

from the Bible. He implies by his question thail; Resurrection 

is a Rabbinic thought alone and that the Rabbis cannot find 

cont'irmation of their doctrines of Resurrection from Scriptures. 

Whether the Min accepted the answer ot R. Judd.h is not known. 

It is questionable, however, whether it can be iooncluded that 

the Min denies t he theory ot Resurrection on th,e basis ot this 



Mid.rash. His denial that Sor iptaires does not teach this 

doctrine does not necessarily imply his disbelief in Re

surrection. 

It is quite probable t hat t;he Min ~ ·a Christian, for 

as Herford writes "the Christia.Ill position was that the re

surrection of the dead was conse,quent on the resurrection of 

Christ. And that position wouldl be weakened if a valid proof' 

of the doctrine could be produce1d from the O. T.; because in 

t hat case the resurrection of Christ would be shovm to be 

unnecessary at all events as an arguzjent for the resurrection 
1 of men in general." Yet, accord~ng to Bergmann who deals 

with the polemics on Resurrectie>n in his Judische Apologetik, 

it seems that many of the Ghuroh Fathers in their writings 

based themselves on t)e Scriptures to prove to their heathen • 
adversaries the resurrection of the dead.2 Therefore, it 

seems, that Herford's conclusion is unwarranted. The Min may 

have been a .Jewish sectarian, wllose attitude is akin to the 

Sadduccees and the Samaritans, who denied that the doctrine 
3 

o f Resurrection is ta~t in thEt Bible • . 
Between the Jews and the Christians t he mean~ and ob

servance ot the 8abbath was one of the most important subjects 

discussed. Vfith the rise of An1;1nom1sm, Christianity swept 

1. Herford, op. clt., p.22-233j. 
2 . :aergmann, op. olt., p.124. lie cites Tertullian and the 

Homilies of Aphraates. 
3. In t he Dialogue with Trypho, Justin is critical of those 

Christ1ans sects who deny the resurreot-ion of the dead: "do 
not imagine them to be Chris1~ians; as no one who thinks rightl y 
would consider the Sadduoees 1, or the kindred heresies ot the 
Genistae, and Meristae,-and 1~he Galileans, and the 'Bellenians, 
a.nd the Baptist Pharisees, to be Jews ••• tt--(Works ot st. 1ustin, 
oxtord, Riv~n, 1861). Thus the Min might have been a 
Member ot either the J ewish <>r Christian sects who denied the 
resurrection of the dead. 
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away the legal prohibitions observed by tba .Tews on the 

Sabbath. In time the sabbath for the Christians was changed 

t o 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. Tm four Rabbis 

mention~d are Rabban Gamliel II, R. Joshua b. Hanniah , R. 

Eliezer b. A.Zariah and R. Akiba. This discussion is mention-
\ 

ed in connection with ~ heir viFit to Rome 1n 95 c.E. The 

Midrash does not tell us which one of the Rabbis carried on 

the polemic with the k in, and apparently we may concl ude that 
/ 

all four carried on the polemic with t hei r 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 

make decrees and Dell others to observe them while he will 

not. But God is not so. A Min was there and challenged 

them, 'Your words are fiJa.se . Did you not say, God saith and 

doeth? Then why does He not observe the Sabbath1(His point 

is that the forces of nature do not ceye t o move even on the 

Sabbath and t herefore, God does not rest on t he Sabbath). 

The Rabbis answered, that just as a man is allowed to move 

about on the sabba t h i n his own courtyard so does God move 

abou:t in His courtyard which is the Universe, Proof is cited 

from the Scriptur~l passage, •The whole earth is f'Ull of His 

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

inasmuch as a me.n who sins ae is allowed to move a'bout in hi s --

' 
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1he courtyard to the extent ot hie stature even~more so can God, 

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

The answer of the Rabbis is not based on any philosoph

ical theory but rather on the Jewi .. Law itself oonoerning 

the laws of the •erub1
1 the making of the oourtyard, wherein 

\. 

one can move about on the babbath. The Min reveals that he 

is acquainted with the Laws and from the account given in 

the L.idrash seem.s to agree with the l egal conclusions of the 

Rabbis'tbat God can move about on the .Jabbath but this does 

not signify labon. 

'l'he fact that t he Min asks- this question makes it rather 

improbable that he was a member of the Law-observing sect ot 

the Judeo-Christ ians. He seems to ; iave been a Jew, at least 

• his knowledge of the _Soriptural passages and legal prohibiti ons 

would indicate his Jewish tra ining. He may bave been among 

those Jews who agreed with the antinomism of Paul. Justin in 

his Dialogue with Tyrpho advances the same l ine of argument 

as does the Ii.:in here "Natlife does not idle nor keep Sabbath. 111 

Vie may oonolude that the !..in here was a Jew who became con

verted to Christianity and adopted the antinomistic influence 

inherent in some branches of the movement. 

1. Williams, Adversua Judaeos, p.36 n.5. 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 ciroumoislon was not need
f'ul, nor, sabbaths, feasts, and sacrifioes, before Lloses, 
neither are they so now ••• " (The works of Saint Justin the 
Martyr, Oxford, Rivington, 1861,p.98) !Be not angry then, 
nor reproach us for tiur f'leshly uncircumoision ,mioh God 
Himself' made, nor ac~ount i~ a grave crime that• we use hot 
drink on the Sabbaths, t'orGod Himself continues the same 
administrat_,n of the world on that as on all other days ••• " 
( Ibid)p. 105.) 

="\ 
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Not all of the discussion between the Rabbis and the 

Min were upon point s of doctri ne and religion. Some were 

based on solving difficulties in Scriptural texts, and ex

plaining contradicitions seen in'a-iblical passages. Ro~rever, 

some sectarian argument can he found even in these passages 

which seem t o be :nerely exegetical. 

rn· Gen.R.82 a discussion is given concerning the Tomb 

of Rachel . According t o Gen. 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 t hem of the 

pa ssage in I Sam. 10.2: 'When thou departest from me this 

day t hou shalt find t wo men by Rachel's tomb in the border of 

Benjamin at Zelzah. ' Is not, he asks, Zelzah in the border 

• of Benjamin and the tomb of Racihel :La t he border of Judah? 

(for in Gen. 35. 19 lhe statement is that Rachel was buried in 

Ephrath ) and moreover he f i nds i n L..icah 5.2 the words Bethlehem 

Ephrath. Thus, he cla ims, the Bible has erred in determining 

t he site of Rachel's to)nb. R. Janna! admits that be cannot 

answer him, saying to R. Jonathan, ' Take away my reproach . ' 

R. J onathan then interprets the text of I Sam. 10.2 to mean -I 

1\'fhen thou departest from me this day by Rachel's tomb thou 

shalt find two men in the border of Benjamin at Zelzah.' 

Another version of t he answer is g iven as ' When ttrou depart

est from me this d.ay in the border of Benjamin 1n Ze1.zah 

thou shalt find t wo men at the tomb of Rachel.' And this th& . 

I.:idrash says is the correct answer • 

• 
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.From the point of view of Rabbinic exegesis the Rabbis 

well answered the 1..in, but it must be recognized that they 

forced the meanigg out of the text in order to solve the 

apparent contradiction. To y1ham--tjle second answer is aoored

itied is not clearl y known, it might be one or the others of 

the Rabbis mentioned. 

Herford is of the opinion t hat this polemic ~ se-d 

upon the question of the birthplace of the ~essiah. The ~ 

gum to Micah 5 . 1, translntes t he verse, But thou, Bethlehem 

Epbrathah • •• out of bhee shall one coue forth unto Me that is 

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

will coroe forth the bessiah{ ,C.C\' 4>1) rlC)' • .,-q, l JO) Thus Her

ford writes , "The importance of these texts was t he same both 

for J ews and~or J ewish ~hristians, since upon them depended 

the question of the birthplace of the l.essiah. "1 In Mark 2 . 

4-6 the text in 1.icah is used to designate Bethlehem as the 

birthplace of the ~essiah. 

Although the conclusion of Herford seems to be rather 
.. 
sound, it seems t o 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 Llessiah. 

There i s , I have found , one exception to this in a statement 

by R. Aibo, an<lAmora of the fourth century , that on the night 

when Jerusalem was destroyed the Comforter {Messiah) was then f 
2 

born and car ried off by a storm wind . Although R. Jonat han -----. 
' 1. Herford, op~ cit . , p . 255. , 

2 . Cited by ~oore , Judaism,-II , p . 348 • •5 R. Aibo makes this 
statement ¥1 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 Messiah. Yet, it seems to me, the Rabbis 

were not concerned with the-,;>I'9blem of the Uessiah but rather 

in -solving the apparent Biblical contradiction of the text 

i tself. surely were the problem of the Messiah involved the 

•argument mdgb.tl have been much more explicit. 

As Herford also points , ut this 1:idrash f!hOWs that the 

relationships between t he Minim and the Jews were not always 

hostile. For tbe Min came to consult the Habbis upon a question 

of interpretation of Scriptures. 1 

Another Midrash dealing with exegesis is given int~ 

Yalkut Shimoni to Genesis 4.39. The passage here is based on 

b . Sanh. aab. This Midrash could be placed with those deal~ 

ing with the polemics on the doctrine of Tvto Powers in Heaven 

but because of its exegetical approach I have plaoed it here. 

A Min asked R. Ishamael b. R. Jose (b. Halfta), 'It is 

written, Then the Lprd caused to rain upon SOdom and Gomorrah 

brimstone and 1"1re from t he Lord (Gen. 19.24) it should have 

been writ .. ten fiom Him?' 
2 • 

A certain f'Uller said, Let me answer 

him. It is written, And Lamech said to his wives, Ada and 

Zillah, hear my voice, ye wives of Lameoh (Gen. 4.23}, he 

(Lamech) should have said, my wiv~s.' But this is the Script

ural idiom, so here too (in Gen. 19.24) i t is the Scriptural -

1. Herford, op. cit., p.255. 
2. Who this ful.Aer .was is not known. The editors of the Sono. 

Tran. to 38b Sanh. write "A tigure fre quent.ly mentioned 1n 
the Talmud as of a specifrctype. In the Roman literature 
he is q object of ridicule; in Rabbinic lore he plays a 
more d~ified role." 

......, 
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idiom.• R. I shamel a sked bin, •Whence did you learn this?' 

The fuller answered_, 'From the teachings of R. 1...;e1r.' 

As has been po inted ~ut ttie essential argument here 

involves the theory of Two Powers in Heaven. Because of the 

statement made by the ful ler that it is the Scriptural idiom 

to repeat the name of God or an individua l without imputing 

any other being I have placed t his L,idrash following t he 

above where exegesis is discussed . R. Ishmael, lived around 

t he end of the second century and at t he beginning of the 

third and may have, as his father, lived in Sepphoris . No 
• 

doubt a s Bacher claims t he luin here waf3 a Christian.1 We 

have discussed the Christian interest in the doctrine of 

Tvro ~owers in the preceding . 

The concluding 1\.idrashic portion of this chapter on the 

Linilll deals with a polemic in pantomine. The ~idrash deals 

with R. Joshua b . F.anniah, Hadrian, and a j:.in. Of R. Joshua 

and the emperor Iiadrian we shall deal with in the chapter on 

Roman-Rabbinic controversies. The polemic here is given in 

the Yalkut Shimoni to Genesis, Vayishlaoh, 37 ,. and is based 

on Ragigah 5b. The argument essenti a lly deal with God's 

casting off of Israel. No versEB are cited by R. Josaua and 

the 1:1n but merely signs are performed by both before Hadrian. 

The Min showed by signs that God had turned his face a\Jay 

from Israel. 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. III, 6,i09. The fuller is also mentioned 
with R. Ishmael in Ned.23a. 
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'What did he show thee?'He answered, 'A people whose God 

bad turned away His face. ' The Min confirms t he answer of 

R. Joshua that he understood his sign. 3ut the Min cannot 

understand the sign that R. Joshua has made and is sentenced 

to death since he had not understood that the Jews were pro

tected by God it should be ma.de clear to him by royal decree . 

(This last pert of the L:idrash i s no doubt fictit.ious as it 

r epresents t he Jewish bias.) 

When after the Temple was destroyed it was commonly 

thought 8110118 Bomans and Christians that God had forsaken 

Israel. 1 It is quite improbable that the liin was a Judeo

Christian of the t ype who r emained close t o the Law, tor he 

would not have t aunted the J ews with t he great disaster ,vhich 

had befallen ~em. 2 It is probable that the Min was aequainted 

with Scriptures f or the signs which both he and R. Joshua 
3 4 

ma.de are from Biblical texts. (Deut. 31.18 ) and Is. 51.16) 

thus it may be concluded t hat the Lin was a Christian. 

Herford i s of the opinion that this encounter took place 

1n Alexandria whe~ it is known that R. Joshua went t o visit 

Hadrian . 5 However, according to Graett this story took place 

in Judea6 and Bacher does not include this 1.:idrash among the 

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

l. cf. Bergmann, Judlsohe Apologetik, . obe.pter VI. 
2. Herford, op. cit., p . 224. 
3 . The text dramatized is: And I will hide JDT face in that day. f, 
4. In the shadow of my hand have I covered thee. 
5. Herford, op. cit., p224. 
6 . Graetz, History, II, p.406. 
7. of. Baober1 A~d.T. Vol . I, ~4f'f . 
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this was the only encounter reported between R. Joshua and 

a Min.1 

R. Joshua , as will be seen below, was very friendly with 

Hadrian and no doubt this ~idrash as all .ot hers related of ~-these two figures too)f: place before the Hadrianic revolt 1n 

132 C. E. 

Li.oat of the conclusionabout the 1.ini.m have been includ-

ed in the anal ysis of the Llidrashim discussed. ~'rom the chron

ological order the earliest mention of a 1:1n 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 

t erm came to be used to designate J8\1ish-Christie.ns and 

Christians and .c;nostics cannot be cl early determined . But 

it may be assumen from the Birkath Raminim composed at Jabneh 

under t he direction of Jlabban Gm:nleil tba.t the term came into 

vogue not long after the destruction of the ~emple. (70-81 G.E.)2 

' Who the L:.ini.m were cannot al'W{!Ys be definitely known, 

for the name was us~d to define heretics in general . In most 

cases ,v-e have -seen 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 same of 

my conclusions on his book. Whether Rerford's ~hesis is 

essentiatly correct cannot be judged on the basis of the source 

material used here . The lsubj eot is t op great and varied to 

i. cf. Bacher, A.d.T. Vol. I, p.i26. 
2. Joel claims that Joohanan b. Z8.kka1 did not know the "WOrd Min 

as assooiatet with the Christian sectarians. Joel,op. oit., p.90. 



-43-

fcn-m any conclusions on the basis of this limit ed study alone . 

All that has been shown is t hat J udaism met many groups in 

polemical a r gWilents and acqu i tted herself with dignity. The 

Rabbis did not indulge in apologet ics, they were convinced of 

the t ruth whi ch they held and met their o~ponents with forcible 

logic and ready answers. 

In the time of R. Simlai, during the middle and end of 

t he third centu.r.y C. E. "Rabbinic polemics ass umed a mor e 

violent character when the Church , having acquired political 

power, threw aside all reserve, and invictive and abuse be

came the f avorite weapons of the assailants of Judaiam."1 
. 

Both R. Simlai and R. Abbahu were foremost i n their attacks 

upon Christianity and i ts Trinitarian ideas. The polemics 

agains t Christians were l ed by the Palestinian Rabbis, for • 
Christianity had not invaded Babylon. In later ages, the 

l eaders of J udaism continued t o polemicize against Christian

ity and If~ bemrnedanism and Karaism, with t he same f orcible 

logic and vigor whioll characterized the Palestinian Tannaim 

8Il4iu .Amorim. 

1. J.E. Art. Polemics, Vol . Io, p.104. 



Chapter II 

THE SAMARI'l'ANS 

We turn now to an examination of the controversies found 

1n 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 

SUmritanism during the Talmudic period cannot be considered 

as the greatest ohallenge to Judaism, tor the Rabbis were pre

occupied with t he problems of reconstruction and meeting the 

arising threat of Christianity, the old hostility between the 

Jews and the Samaritans yet continued even ill 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 

opposition. The Rabbis did commend the Samaritans for their 

strict observance of the Soriptural commandments but took issue 

with them in respecting the authority of the Oral Law. The 

whole attitude or the Rabbis is swmned up 1n the Masseohet 

Cuthim where the principle is laid down "they (the Samaritans) 

are to be taisted insofar as their own praotioe agrees with 
flj)(\-

that of the Jews; 1n other respects they count as~Jews."1 

Of direct controversies with the Samaritans our material 

yields but a few Midrashio passages . -Two of the passages re

veal the jealous zeal whioh the Samaritans and Rabbis main

tained for the holy sites or Mt. Gerizim and Jerusalem re-

1. :t'ewlsh Enoy. Art. Samaritans, VoJ,.- X, p. 673 



spectively; the third is a somewhat humorous encounter be

t;ween R. Meir and a Sataaritan; the fourth is aiou't-::at:S8l11.arita.n 

who oasts suspicion on the character of Jacob,. 

In Gen. R. !32, 19 the following story is told about R. 

Jonathan and a Samaritan in commenting upon the verse 'And the 
, • •ou ia • o •• 

!A~ .. ei:s. Ere,xa_~led., •• a,nd_,,1-~ .. lJ:..J,.he hiSh mo;.1J1_t_a.i,ns we.Ee .covereq_ (Gen. 

7,19) R. Jonathan we.s upon his way to worship in Jerusalem. 

As he passed ·bhe Palatinus1 he was seen by a Samaritan who asked 

him whither he was bound. Upon being told tha'l; he was on his 

way to J"erusalem, the Samaritan jeered, 'Would it not be be"tter 

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

is it blessed?• asked R. a·ona·than. 'Because it was not covered 

by the ]'lood,' answered the other. R. Jonathan momentarily 

forgot the traditional teaching and instead his ass-driver an

swered his interrogator. 'If it is of the high mountains, ·then 

i"t; is written, £\~..£ all ... 1?11.e_ HigJt.lA9.11Utaj~ns. were . ..£gver.e.4. .(ibid) 

while if it is of ·the low ones, Scripture ignored it.' There

upon R. Jonathan seated the driver upon ·bhe ass and led him 

forth in praise. 

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

. aritan by his own admission sta·bed that Mt. Gerizim was not 

submerged by ·the flood. Yet by ref'erenoe to the Scriptures, 

whioh the Samaritan himself. must accept as authentic, :i.t is 

proved that only ·the high mountains were covered by the waters. 

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

there was no necessity tor it to be included :i.n the Scriptural 

verse. 

I. Tnis was one of the names which the Samaritans called Mt. 
Gerizim. Jastrow indenti:f'ies the word with ·the Greek form 
for hill •:plantos.' (Diet. of· Talmud, cf. \'S\t;)'J · ) Bacher 
establishes the name with a holy tree. (A.P.A. Heb. ed. p. 67 
,,,..,, _ 1 \ Another nAme is ~'N.enoJ in .. ' :W:ebJus ( Soheabem} 



It is of interest ·to point; out that the Samaritan Pentateuch 

presents ·the same· account of the Flood as Scriptures. Thus the 

argument here is not based on two different tex·ts but rather upon 

a dif'ferent interpretation or legend.1 The commentary, Yephey 

Toar explains that the teaching which H. Jonathan forgo·b was 

that the Rabbis ·chemselves discussed the problem whether or not 

the :rnood alighted upon Palestine. Basing themselves on Ez. 22. 

24 and oh.apter 23, prot)f is f'ound tha-t ·the Flood came upon 

Jerusalem and Samar:ta.2 

The R. · Jonathan of thi1:1 Midrash is according ·to Bacher, 3 

R. Jonathan b. Eleazar who lived in Sep:phoris and was a member 

of the circle of R. Hanina Bar Ha.ma. Kno,vn usually as R. Jonathan 

his name is found in frequent association with R. Jannai. He 

was an Amore. of the first generati'on. Jews were admitted to 

pray in Jerusalem only on certain times of the year, such as 

Tisha B'ab and no doubt it was for one of those times that m. 
,\-\,e1e 1s 

Jonathan was journeying there. In Deut. n. ?:14~a similar ver-

sion of this encounter between R. J·onathan and a Samaritan. 

It is there that ·the te:x:-t of Ez. 22.24 is used as the basis for 

controversy, 

***** 
In another :polemic on ·the sanot ity of Mt. Gerizim, we find 

an account of R .. Ishmael b. R. Jose who encounters ti.he Samaritan. 

This $ory is found in Gen. R. 81.3. The Samaritan questions 

R. Ishnlael whither he is bound and lilcewise upon hearing that 

he is going to Jerusalem he jeers at him. In anger, R .. Isbmael 

retorts, 'I will tell you what you resemble, a clog eager for 

carrion,. Because you know tb.a'.b .... idols are hidden beneath it, 

l. "'Mo:ri~goriie"ry, Sam.a:rlte.ns, :p. 238 
2. Ye:rat 'I1oar. Warsaw Ed. 
3. Bacher, A.d. J? • .A. Heb. ed., Vol .. 1, P• 67, n.4 



for it i.s wr.1.tten, Ancl Jacob hid ·bhem' (Gen. 35.4) (He :raters 

to the idols whio.h J"acob gathered from his lcin and hid them 

under an 'e lah' near Sohe oh em) • The Sama.ri tan upon hearing 

these words accuses R. Ishmael of wan-ting to stEJal the idols. 

Thereupon R. Is.bJnael fled. 

In another tradition of ·this story reported in the lVIidrash 

Hagodol the statement is made that Jacob .hifl ·the idols under 

a terebinth on Mt,. Ge:rez:im. 1 By hj_s reference ·co the idols R. 

Ishmael attempts to insult ·the sanctity of the holy site of 

the Samaritans. In connnenting upon this passage, Montgomery 

writes, "To approach now the Talmudic appreciation ot Elamaritanism, 

we find that no fault was found in the earlj_er ages with re-

spect to the cardinal tenets of the soleness and spirituality 

of ·the God of Israel• 1J.1he one early exception for the end of 

the II Century, is the anecdote concerning R. Ishmael B. J'ose 

who falling into dispute wit;h a Sama.rit,an at sbechem on his way 

toward J·erusalem, accused the Samaritans of worshipping the 

.idols hidden under Geriz:un by Jacob oh his return from Haran, 

But as Taglicht remarks, this was only •eine neckische Antwort'•"2 

This Midrash seems largely fictional and of course the col

oring given to it by· the editors of the Midrash must be re

<105nized. l~lse it is difficult to explain why the Saro.aritans~ 

who oertainlJ did not worship idols, would have been so intent 

on lceeping the 'Uncleanness. 1 Surely this would have brought 

Mt .. Gerizim into disrepute. Thus, I believe, this may be an 

editorial variation of an actual account between H. Ishmael and 

I,. M3.drasli'1ia1[o'do J7e d • by Sohe cht er, P. 531 
2. Montgomery, op,. cit. p. l68t. 



a Samaritan. ]'urtherrnore, in this case as well, the Samaritan 

Pent. reads as ·the Jewish Scriptures. Ishmael is the son of 

R. Jose ben Halfta, anc'.l is a Tanna of the Fourth generation., 

******* 
The folluv,1ing Midrash Gen. R. 94. 7 tells of a discussion 

between R. Meir and a Samaritan. R. Meir asks the Saro.ari'tian 

from whence is he desoende<.1.. 1rhe Samaritan traces his lineage 

back to J:oseph. Rabbi Meir then proceeds to prove ·t;o him. that 

his S:U'oastors hailed from Issa.char by quoting the verse,~ 

~e are_J:_J.:ljt n~nes oj'_~l)..e .. _chi_l<,1].'~El.!l,..2±~_I§r.§.~9 __ C_c}!JL~. ¥to 

Esy~t_,,.u_..,?l-!litJ.b;e., p_ops ,Of I!?..§l.~,2.h;e.,r. Tola a11d Pu~JJ~ ~El:llfL..J:2..9 • .t... a,nq 

( ) 
1<-10.,\ 

Shimron, Gen. 46.8-13 R. Meir imputes that from Shimron oome ..... . ...... 

the Sa.mari·t;ans. Thereupon the Samari•ban reported this discussion 

·to the Patriarch. 'l1he ;9,o:1.~r1r0ener minded Patriarch answers, 

"By your life, he has excluded you from Joseph and yet has not 

brought you into Issachar. 11 JJ'or be understood that the mere 

s:im.ilarity be·cween the names of Shimron and the, Shomronim (Samaritans) 
~~ ---· ... ~ 

dicl not prove that the Sam.aritans were descendants of Issaohar. 

Montgomery cites this passage as an example how the 's·bupid' 

Sarnaritans were not always a match for the sb.arp wits of their 

bpponents.1 Again whether t,his passage can be assumed to be 

authentic is questionable. The reason for skepticism is ·t;o be 

found in ·lihe 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 :ts .apocryphal but rather 

the last :portion. This may have been no more than an att,empt 

·1. Mon·tgomery·, ·o•i;: cit. r,. 194 
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y the Rabbis to indulge in humor at the expense ot a less 

cute~minded opponent. 

The last Midrash (Gen. R. 70.7-8) in this chapter again 

the famous R. Meir. The tradition for this story 

the name of R. Jollhue. of Siknin who related it in 
,-..J, 

he name of R. Levi. The Samaritan raises the charge that 

acob was untruth.f'Ul because he did not make a rightful tithe 

• •• did he (~acob) not say that of all that thou shalt 

ive unto me I will surel ive the tenth unto thee?' (Gen • 

• 22). •Yes,' he (R. Meir ) replied; and t herefore he separated 

the tribe of Levi, which is one in ten. ' 'But why did 

e not separate a tenth of the two remaining tribes?' Answ,ered 

• Meir, 'Were there only twelve tribes; surely there were 

ourteen, for it says, Ephraim and Manasseh even as Reuben and 

imon shall be mine' (Gen.-48.5). 'Then the difficulty is even 

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

'Will you not admit that there were f our matriarchs,' 

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

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

fi"'5t born is considered holy, and that which is holy does 

exempt what is holy. 1 Pleased by his answer the Samaritan 

ays, 'Happy are the people in whose midst you dwell.' 

The argument here is essentially Halaohio. It is the oon

ntion of the Samaritan that Jacob did not make a rightful 
I 

ithe by separating Levi tor that was only a separation of one 
. 

art of ten, whereas it should have been one part to twelve as 

here were twelve tries. R. Meir solves this difficulty by 

-
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explaining that there were 1n reality fourteen tribes. A f'irst 

s €paration was me.de by mmtl:ag t he ~.u1J ~ the tour first 

born. Then of the remaining ten tribes another •me.aser' is 

me.de by the separation of Levi. R. Meir has added the element 
{cit fi<iyon Mo.ben) 

of ' Kodesh Bechorot~ which apparently the Samaritan did not 
,_,. ~pc,.Y-o..+io0 

take into consideration. Since one Maeeer was made another 

•maaser,• that of 'kodesb maaser' 11,ad 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 v.ras pleased with the answer of R. 

Meir the commentators have detected a flaw in the reasoning of' 

the Tanna. The / " ) 1 "D 1 points out that Manasseh was also 

a first-born an4 if he were added to the first born, then atter 

ma.king the 'kodesh bechorot• only nine tribes would have been 

left and thus the tith~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 haft been lett. 

Therefore, Jacob added Manasseh and Ephraim 

Manasseh, is not, however, to be added among the first-born 

s ~ e Jacob did not recognize him as such. The 

is not quite satisfied -with his own answer and states that the 
. 2 

the problem should be studied further. 

It is interesting that R. Meir speaks here of f ourteen 

tribes, arriving at this number by adding Manasseh and Ephraim 

to the twe1ve tribes. In the Tanchuma.3 the rule is laid down 

that when Levi is enumerated among the tribes, Manasseh is not 
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eluded and vice versa.1 No doubt troubled by the various 

umberings e~~the tribes found throughout the Bible,2 they 

ried to devise some formula for enumerating the tribes. The 

mnber twelve may have been a conventional round number arriv

at by the twelve divisions of the land by Solomon.3 

The Midr~ refers to the Samaritan by the term 'J\' > 
-

(K'Uthite, Cuthean) . Another epithet is ")~'<I> (observers, 

The former term seems t o have been a name of 

opprobium. The Rabbis used this term to identify the Samaritans 

"with the colony imported from Ba.bylon."4 "No satisfactory 

explanation has been given for the choice of this special 

name; the K\lthites may have been the most important oolony, 

Sanballat may have been of Kuthite origin. The Samaritan ex

planation of this Jewish epit het is that their ancestors, r e 

turning from e2:ile, came into a certain valley named Kuths.."
5 

• 
From the Midrashio statements of above it can be seen that 

feeling of estrangement still histed between the Rabbis 

the Samaritans. At times the relationship was hostile (as 

cs.we ot R. Ishmael) and if we can aooept the statement . 
i the above Midrash by the Samaritan to R. Meir, we f ind 

a :friendlier feeling. In the main it can be said that 

longer a :formidable opponent ot Judaism. 

Tanohuma Buber. The statement there is :J i) e:>·(~e.. f)''' ')I lJI\I• 1·•1 , 
,...,,.., ;'\j"J 'lk.,.) lcllc ,f• '!I'll 11v11Jl,I )"''(".) "I') IJ"'' P '. "11)\ , -,rf l fj ") .> 1c{';)1 

.'I.,' ~nlr (.u .. /'J"J "'fJJN' ,. . ..,f)/( p.-,111y "t'>j>J) •If / •lcil..>I tl'IY J'J"J \J•lr 

I Kings, U. 31-32 
J.E., art. Tribes, TWelve The 
Monigomery, op. ~it . p. 318ft. 
Ibid. p. 319 

--
• 



CONTROVERSIES WITH lNDIVIDUALS 
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CHA.Pnll Ill 

Controversies With Individuals 

The Matrons 

OUr study thus tar has lealt with individuals and groups 

whose sectarian views have been more or leas evident. We _,. 
turn now to a consideration of s ame discussions which the Rabbis 

held with various individuals, either by name or reference, 

who reflect either. the controversial issues between the Rabbis 

and the sectar ians, or who advance arguments ot t heir own, 

which do not necessarily reflect t he opinions of a sectarian 

group. In this study we shall include the discussions which 

R. Jose b. Hal:tta held with a Matrona, discussions with Gut

st and ing Romans, with t hose whom tradition has called 'phil

osophers,' with Jacob of Chephar Neburaia, end with some others, 

referred t o as 'Gentlle9'.' To what extent these tall into 

t he wide and varied group of the Minim can only be ascertained 

after an analysis ot each passage. 

Throughout the Rabbinic literature there are s ixteen dis

cussions reported between R. Jose b. He.l.1"ta, a Tanna ot the 

thi~ generation (o.160) who -resided in Sepphoris, 1n northern 

Palestine, and a woman, who is cal led by the title tor dis-. 
tinguished Roman women, the Matrona. Most of these passages 

will be given in this section.1 Whether or not she wa s 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-

1, some ot the dlsou'irsloru are not f'ound in the material stud~d 
for this thesis. 
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out is but one woman with whom this Rabbi seems t o have been 

acquainted. What doctrine of thought she represented ia a 

far more dif'ficult problem to solve, f or from the passages 

investigated it will be seen that she put forth questions 

representing a number of variant sectarian groups~ 

Sepphori"s it will be recalled was in the time of R. Jose 

an outstanding Jewish community. Moreover, here as in other 

parts of the Galilee, was a 'hot-bed or lleresy' where the 

Jewish-Christians were active.1 No doubt the Matrons was 

aware of the teachings or this group. 

~oat of her questions as a rule pertained to difficulties 

in Scriptural texts, others give us but a faint suggestion 

of her own religious leanings. From the f ollowing Midrashio 

portions it will be seen that she was very faI!liliar with the 

Bible and her questions reflect an alert, keen mind • 
• 

In the Tanchuma (Buber ed) Genesis, 2, the Matrons 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, 

, ~ the 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?' Sh~ told h im 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) 

1. Herford, op. olt, p. ll7 
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tram one verse, as it is written, •For He is the former of all' 

, (Jer. +C,>.16) 

The point of the diseussion is, if Bod is the All-Powerf'Ul 

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 

vfOmanly int~gator) proves to her by the analogy of prepar

ing and serving a dinner, that God a:reated the world at one time 
l.v' 

but the six days of creation were needed for the gradual en-

foldment of the universe. 

No doubt here the Matrona reflects a Pagan attitude toward 

the matter of the six days of oreation. Yet the question oan 

be raised whether the Matrona has asked this question in the 

spirit of engaging in polemios or to garner some information. 

Her appeal to some Scriptural proof (although R. Jose first 

proceeds to answer her by an anlaogy) may indioate the latter 

attitude, 

In the following two Midrashh~ the same question is asked 

by the Matrons of R. Jose: In how many days did the Iioly One 

Blessed be He, create the Universe? 'But in these passages•• 

Jose ~ 'Were, • In six days.' The first of these passages in 

Tanchuma (Buber} Ki Tissa, .5,1 relates the well known story of 
I 

t he attempt of the Ma.trona to emulate God, who after the six 

days of Creation is engaged in arranging marriages, in making 

• one poor and another rioh. The Matrona endeavours .to pair ott 

her many servants but after one night when her servants return 

complaining and bruised she admits to R. Jose that arranging 

• 



marriages is no simple matter. tI oon.tess that your God 1s 
r 

truth 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. ~e (the --Matrons) asked him, '.And from that time to the present what 

does He do?• He said, 'He makes ladders causing one to f!P up; 

one to so down; one t o 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 

(Heathens} oan be disoerned. For the 'Heathen' God was God of 

nature alone and in no way was concerne~ with the affail's of 

human beings. For the Rabbis God was also God of nature but 

also determined the course of human events. Of this passage 

Bergmann writes: "Von Mgeklarten Heiden wurder ferner die 

frage aufgeworden, was Gott seit der Weltsohopt'Ung tue ••••• 

In dieser Antwort .... en (to the above in Vayishlacb} der palastin

ensischen Lehrer kommt ein wichtiger Differenzpunkt zwischen 

dem judischen Gottesglauben und de.m Gottesbegriff der aut'ge

klarten Heiden war etwa w1e der Gott der Deisten in Seinem Tan 

durch die gesetzmaszige Naturordnung gebunden, wahrend der Gott 

des Judenthums uber die Naturordnung erhaben, •jeden Tag in 

' ~ seiner Gute das Vierk der ~optung erneuert • und fortwe.hrend in 

die Geschicke der Menschen riohtend, helfend, und bestimmend 

e ingre if't." 1 

Thus the Matrona was well aware of the philosophies of her 
I 

1. J. Bergmann, Judlsohe Apologetik, p. 76tt. 
4 -
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day ana may be considered among these whom Ber~nn calls 
,-. 

'aut'geklarte 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 that the Matrone does display a friendly attitude 
~ 

toward the Scriptures. 

****** 
In the Yalkut Sh1moni~ § and in ~n.R. 17 

the Me.trona asks R. Jose of the removal of Adam's rib by God 

to f onn the woman while he was asleep. 'Why in the:ft?' He 

answered, 'If' a man left with you privately an ounce of silver 

and if you returned t o 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 f'Ull of mucus and blood so He took her away. 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 eame house with him, I became ugly in his eyes, and he 

married another woman and she is not as pretty as I.' 

Thia passage is interesting for its foll4oristic value 

of the creation of woman.1 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 was not 

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

1. There is an interesting p~allel to this story in Sanh. 39a. 
between R. Gemliel and an "emperor (?) • 

. 
' 
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truly (midra•hio• story of the first creation or woman. 
,... 

****** 
In Tanchuma. (Buber) a.20 the eternity ot Israel 1s dis

oussed . A matrona asked R. Jose. it is written: 't~t your 

days may be multiplied and the days of your children, upon ·-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 

(Israel) 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 

t hem all by name; from the mighty one not one escapeth. (Is. 40;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 8Ill0ke 8 and the earth sh811 wax old like a garment. and 

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

tion shall be forever, an4 m.y favour shall not be abolished 

(Is. 51.6). Said R. Jose, 'From the same prophet whom you quote 

to me, I will answer n,u; it is written: For as the heavens 

and the new earth which I will make, shall remain before me, 

saith the . Lord, so shall your seed and your name remain.' (Is. 

66.22) 

In this Midrash the Niatr<?n 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 Resu.rreo

tion for Israel and t hat Israel cannot olaim to be an eternal 

people.. Her knowledge of Scriptures is quite evident here. 



R. Jose's citation of the verse serves well to refute her..,_ 
,.. 

guments. 

It is questionable whether in ma.rshalling these Biblioal 

verses the 11a.trona does so either f or the sak~ of argument or 

whether she accepts its teachings as inviolable. Insofar that 
,,. .... 

she may have accepted the verse cited by R. Jose in refutation 

of her own premise the latter thought may be accepted. Does 

t his mean then that she may have been a Christian, for both 

Jews .and Christians argued f'rom Soruptures? Can i t be assumed 

t hat her reference to the prophetic statement that 'heaven 

and earth will vanish' is an allus i on to the forthcoming k ing

dom of Christ? This is merely conjectural ·and on the basi s 

of this Midrash alone we oannot maintain any such oonolusion. 

Bacher sees in this k.idrash a Christologioal bias.1 Bergmann, 

however , olaims that there• is no ground for this assumption.2 

The heathen writer Celsus, held/:
0 ~Yfui~ ~~1~~f"98¥e Juden 

sind e1ne Nation, die dem Untergange, geweiht ist.• 3 Thus it 

would not be Christians alone who thought that the Jew would 

vanish. 

In Gen. R. 4.6, The Matrona raises t he question, why was 
"' ot 

DQt t he. phrase ' fo r it was good• ~applied to the second day or 

Creation? Rabbi Jose answered that the seoond day was in-

cluded i.n a f ollowing text ( Gen.1.31) And God saw everything 

that He had made, and, behold, it was very good. Then she sought 

to retute his statement with a logioal analogy: 'Supposing six 
4 men came to you and you gave to eaoh but one a maneh 

1. Bacher, ag.D.T. II, l?O, Note 2 
2. Judisohes A,plogetik,-p. 138 Note 2 
3. Ibid. p. 138 section 7 4 
4. Maneh: ( ;'l.,:i !) ) a weight 1h gold or s ilver. Jastrow, Diot. of 

Tal. J. 797 .. 
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s.nd theD you gave to all ot them another maneh; would not eaoh 

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 

Midrash tells us is similar to that given by R. Samuel b. 

Nacbm.an: ~ he water was as yet not finished (therefore the 
.ll ~ '> 

phrase~was not included) • .And the phrase 'for it we.a good' was 

therefore written twice in connection with the third day, once 

because the water was made and secondly because of the work 

done on that day . 
\ 

The point of her analogy to the giving of the maneh is to 

prove that in spite of the fact that the seco~d day is included 

in a subsequent text, it is still •worse off than the others' 

for it did not rece ive i ts full measure of blessing. There is 

no sectarian arg\llllent involved here. The Ma.trona is interested • 
in t he Scriptural text and f or a fuller explanation. The same 

problem was also discussed among the Rabbis themselves. In 

Pea. 54.R. Banach Nil of R. llai gives the answer that on the 

second day the l i ght of Gebinnom was formed, therefore, the 

phrase i not said of the second q:a y . ~ 

The Assumpt ion of Enoch was also a matter ot discussion 

between the Matron.a and R. Jose as vre have seen above in the 

case of the Minim and R. Abbahu. The text here differs somewhat 

t rom that of the above. •we do not find death mentioned in the 

case of Enoch,• se.id the Matrona. Answered R. Jose: 'If it 

had said, And Enoob walked with God, and no more, t4en I would 

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

-"1"1-.~Ka~sh""e_r_,_T:::!'o_r_a_h.,....S',e!'h.,....e~l-ama-h, voi. I, p. 103. 
where he discusses the Rabbinic oonoept 

......._ 
of note 7> ~ ..I) P· I e 

'.:i.i o• S•ono rl< 
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him (Oen.5.24)t this means that he was no more in the world 

(for he was now dead) For God took him (Ibid). 

The silllilarity between this passage and that of the Minim 

and R. Abbahu may warrant the conclusion that the h-:S.trona was 

influenced,,-.eiy Christianity, which sought to raise Enoch to 

some higher level. These theories we have discussed in the 

above. In relationship t o this passage, Frankel, vr.rites: 

"Die Frau , die die gedachte Bemerkung machte, scheint entweder 

versohieden von der bisher Fragenden geqesen zu sein oder sie 

stand schwankend zwischen He iden~uden-und Chri stentum."1 This 

scholar has also met t he intruguing and perplex~ problem of 

identifying this wol!18.n.2 Howbeit, it can be said that this 

question was undoubtedly inspired by the teachings of the 

Christian sectarians. 

In Gen.R. 63.8 the hlatrona raises the question of the 

progenitorshi p of Esau. •Wb7 did Esau issue first?' Said R. 

Jose: 'Because the first drop (in the womb) was Jacob's. For 

example, if you place ~~o diamonds in a tube, will not the one 

put in first come out last? So also was that ~rop) which 

formed J acob.' 
• 

In this chapter i n the Gen. R. the llabbis alsQ attempt 1X> 

prove the rightful progenitorship of Jacob. This is one of 

the answers propounded. For the Rabbis, it had to be proved 

that Jacob, Israel, was superio~ to Esau, the prototype of Rome. 

1. Frankel, Monatsohrift, 7, 1885, p.207. 
2 . On the basis of Frankel's article o-r. Bacher, Vol. IIt Heb. 

ed., p.116, n.20. 
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or Ju-c.06 
1:L1his attempt to prove the rightful progenitorship,\was also 

made by Barnabas, ·the Chr:tstian writer, who reversed the 

Habbinio prototy:pes; Esau is the prototy:pe of Israel and 
1 Jacob is the prototype of Christianity,. However, this pass-

age does no·b mean that the }:Jat:rona spoke as a Christian •••• 

•von diesem ohristliohen Weissagungsbeweis ist bei cler I\da.trone 

nicht die Rede; sie will nur aus der Schrift beweisen, dasz 

die Erstgeburt und der Vorzug vor Israel ]:sau (dem Heidentum) 
2 gebuhren.n .Buchler is also of the same opinion that this 

passage does not reflect any Christian leanings, "Nichts 

spricbt da:f'ur dasz sie eine Christin war." 3 (Buchler however, 

errs when citing this passage states that 'Rabbi Jose antwortet 

ihr daher mit Bibleversen,' for in this passage no Biblical 

verses are given). 

It seems most lilmly that Bergmann!is correct in his 

analysis of this passage. No doubt the !vla·trona revealed her 

own ij~ath~1'1. ~o:rfjS<1.1iS'lri;p in seeking to 0.➔.'ftl.)rove or argue the po int th avT 
S\\c,11 \J.. 

f;Jl FJsau a-s be,£. ti~ regarded as ·the righ·bful first born• 

.Another parallel passage to one given above in which a. 

Min and R. Judall are 1nentioned, is that dealing vvith the com

fo'rting of Jaoob. A matron asked R. J"ose, It is written, .£21: 

!_u_g._a.h _l)revaijhed a_qo,ye h:i;§._J?.!~1™, (I Oh1~on. 5.2) and :1.t is 

wri·bten, AA~ tfpAah ~as oq!P-J:o .. :r;_te.¢1. 1:1n.9- !'~!l.~ • ..!ll?...J!nto ,hJs .. ,sh,ee_'.E.

shearers (Gen. 38.12), while this man (Jacob) was the father ~----... , ......... J--
of the:rn all, and yet lifil..J' .. ef'u_s.~_g._~q_ _b,e comfo,r~,!!. Said R. Jose: 

'You can be comf'orted tor the dead but not for the living.' 

!'~·· B'e'rgi.nann, Jucl.Tsclies Apologetik, :p. 137f'f. 
2. I'I/Jid. p.138 
3. Buchler, op. cit. p.279, note 3 



Again we cannot find in ·this passage any pal"tioular 

sectarian bias. This is raerely a Scriptural problem .. Her 

reference to J"udah is to point out tha·b he, the son of Jacob, 

was able to overcome his grief and yet Jacob was unable to re

act in the same manner. R. Jose's ansvil'er (as in the above) 

is that one can be comforted for the deceased but not for 

those who are yet alive, therefore Jacob re:eused to accept the 

comforting of his children.. This is the Ral)binio idea that 

Jacob lcnew tha·b his s9n {Joseph) was yet alive. 

******* 
A very interesting and rather quaint passage is found in 

Gen. R. 87. The Matrona asks R. Jose: 'Is it possible tha·b 

Joseph at seventeen years of age,· wi·bh the hot-blood of youth, 

could act so? ( i. e • flee f1,01n ·the wife of Pot ipha.r who sought 

to seduce him). R. J"ose produced the Book of Genesis awl read 

the stories of Reuben and Bilha anc1 of Judah and Tamar. Said 

he, •It Scriptures has not suppressed anything of these, who 

were older and lived in their fa th.er• s house; how much the more 

in ·t;he oase of Joseph, who was younger and his own master' 

(i.e. were he really guilty Scriptures would not have conceal

ed the true facts.) 

Little more need be said of this passage. Again this is 

a Midrash dealing in ·the explana:tion of a Scriptural text,., It 

is interesting to note ·the Matrona' s acquaintance with human 

na:ture, as she expresses her skep·ticism of li!oseph, r·c cannot 

be maintained that she intended to defame his character by her 

question. li'rom the 1l):uman' point of view her question is open 



and frank. Again she may ha.ve hinted that Soript;ures has not; 

given a full authentic account of the story. R. Jose meets 

her frankness by proving ·to her that in oases which could be 

considered more immoral, Scriptures did not conceal ·the facts, 

here likewise ·there has been no coloring. It may be conjectur

ed that the Matrona could not accept the Sori;ptura.1 account of 

this inoiden-t since in the Greek mythology which Rome inherit

ed the oases of immoralit;y are replete 8 As a Roman, this might 

seem to be a natural question to aslc. 

******** 
In the Tanohwna (Buber ed.) Miketz,9, another discussion 

·takes ;place about a Scriptural tex·t with some theological im

plications. ~?he matrona raises this query: 'Is this the whole 

glory of the Holy One Blessea. be Ee that He gives wisdom to 

·the wise, as it is written, Ji~ g~y~_'!ia,..:w:t .. §.q_oJn to th~ w~ (Dan. 

2:21); was it not necessary for him (Daniel) to say that He giveth 

wisdom to the foolish? R. Jose said: 'Do you own jewelry?' 

'Yes. t 'If' a man should oome ·co borrow your jewels would you 

lend them to him?' She said: 'If he were a wise1 man I would 

lend :my jewels to .him.• Se.id He: 'You would 011.ly loan your 

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

His w:lsdom to fools'? Therefore he (Daniel) said: EE e;lyl)th 

wisdom to the wise ( Ibid. l • So said Elihu~ not; to everyone who ._....,w , :l'W Q a ,.....,..,.._, :;DWr- • Ml 111 

seeketh does He give it (wisdom) therefore, ~--~he gre~ 

that are wise (Job 32.9) (But it is a sp:tri·t in man and the ... ,.__,~Jin•,.._.~• I _,,,_..,_I A44U .... 

breath of the Almighty that giveth them und.ers·tanding) 2 {ibi<l.8) 

r ;· 'i'.rlie' wc,rcfg1:ven--in the tex.:ft_ is o 'J p I i'< which Buber tran-
slates as tJ. :)r, 

2. Buber has added this phrase from the Rome MSS. 



It is obvious how ·the passage in Daniel would raise the 

question which the Matrona put forth .. The Habbi has added 

another quall ty to ·the meaning of 'Wisdom.' Wisdom 1.s not 

mere intelligence but a spiri·tual en•tity which emanates from 

a higher source. R. Jose's idea of wisdom here is reminiscent 

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

known as 'rmeumatios• and who were invested with the Holy Spirit. 

However, this comparison eannot be stretched too far. In ·t;he 

preoeeding to this passage the statemen·t is made: 

Q.) IL~!) j)) ).Jl .::i. ro \ ~ ]\' In VJ l It is to be understood I then\ ·tha·t the 

Rabbis held a rather mys•l:iical idea of wisdom which not all men 

were able to obtaini2 1rhere is here the kernel of the idea of 

an "intellectual aristocracy." 

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

disc'ussiont~, we have :n.o·bioed that the Matrona is very fruniliar 

with the Bible, that she tends to show a syrn.pathetic understand

ing tor the J·ewish point of view, that she does not seem to 

appear as one engaged in polemics but rather as one interested 

in obtaining information. 1rill now there has been no statemen·b 

of :unprecation or hostility made by the Rabbi ·to her. There 

seems to exis·t; a feeling ot mutuality and an appreciation of 

In IRx. R. 3, we find a passage which in spirit is contrary 

to all the preoeeding M.idrashim concerning ·th1s Ma·brona. A 

Matrona said to H.. Jose: 'MY God is greater than your God.' 

•Why?' he asked. •]1or when your God revealed himself to Moses 

at the Bush, he hid his fao..e., but when he saw the serpent, who 

!; Buoer '{'T'a'no1~1ieroites another reading for thj.s text 
A.D.T. Heb. ed. Vol.II l, p.116 

2. of. Abelson, Jewish Mysticism p. 73f .. 



is my God, he i:rn:mediately rled. 1 '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 ·t;o the dry land .. ? What does it (Scriptures) 

say of our God'? '.D .. t?. ,J;, _:9;0,t ,f:i.11 h.eaven a,g(\ e.0.1:t.hJ. sa~1ill_~ 

~• (Jer. 23.24) Whereas your God, ·the serpent; a man oan 

escape f'rom it by running away a few paces, therefore j;b says, 

And Moses fled from before it. 
------------........ ,111111111111• ~ 

If this Midrash can be talcen as authent:to and if it can 

be assumed ·that it refers to the same Matron with whom R. Jose 

engaged in controversy, ·then we are confronted with a :passage 

which is very difficult ·to fit into the general unders-banding 

of this indivudua.l. For from her interest in the Bible the 

suggestion may be made that she was among those whom ·!;he Rabbis 

oe.11 a 'Yirei Adonai. • Yet ·ch5.s Mid.rash would disprove such 

a theory. Whether the statement o:e the Matrone. oan be linked 

with the doo·brines of the Ophi te group, who regarded the· ser

:pe11t as the "image of oreat:i.ve wisdom."1 is conjectural. Yet 

there seems to be no other plausible solution for ·the basis 

of her statemen·t that the serpent is her God than to recognize 
2 

in ·chis s·catement some def intte Gnostic influence• 

***** 
No defini·be conclusions a.s regards this lVIatrona can be 

made. The literature is not complete nor does it give us 

enough details to form any definite opinions. There is no way 

of solving the problem whether the Iviatrona mentioned with H. 



Jose was one woman or many women wi·t;!,J. whom he may have oonie in-

to co11versa·tion. Again, are the con-troversies fictitioious? 

There is ·to. be sure a certain artificiality in the rer:,artee, 

but this t~ rnaYjbe due to the redactor, w:ho; of course, was 

primarj.J.y interes·ted in presenting the Jewish point of view. 

B:ut whether these stories are merely invention or tuf::e cannot 

be decided to any degree of certainty. Bacher speaks of her 

as seemingly an important woman residtng in Sepphoris •1 ~1Iore 

than ·thj .. s j.s difficult to s.;&,. We have noticed, to wha:tever 

extent our analysis is correct, tha:t the I\i.1atrona reflec·ts in 

her qw.:is·tions a good many different points of view; she re

presents a composite study in the religious background of her 

day. 



-
Chapter IV 

THE PHil.OSOPHERS 

Throughout the study of Rabbinic polemic with various 

sectarians we find ourselves ccmtinua.lly in the dark ins.otar 

that it is at all poss ible to definitely ascertain the sect

arians with whom we are deallng . The Rabbinic literature 

empl oys general t erms in r e f erring to the sectarians and 

therefore only by an analysis of the individual passages can 

some possible ident ification be made. This rule must also 

be f ollowed in regard t o the suudy of t he passages dealing 

with those who are called o, 9 1 t> 1 ~ ' <.::> ' philosophers.' 

What di stinguished them a s philosophers as distinct from other 

members of sectarian groups is also a problem which cannot 

be easily soved. Perhaps it is as Herford suggests that these 
• 

were trained speakers.1 Reviewing the Dialogue with ¾Trypho 

(between A.D. 155 and 161) Williams writes that the Jew Trypho 

(R. Tarphon?} met a man "wearing a kind of cape which proclaimed 

him scholar and philosopher."2 No doubt the Rabbinic use of 

the term ' f1Uosophos • may have been used to dindloate some 

outstanding member ot 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 

1n_ the Roman world and the teachers, philosophers, bro~ht its 

ideas t o Palestine. It can also be assumed t hat the term 

'Philosophers• referred to leading Christians as will be seen 

I. Herford, op. olt. p.148 
2. A. L. Williams, AdTersus Judaeos, p.31 

t 
.J 



later. To what group in Christianity th~y affiliated them-,. 
selves with is also an uncertain matter. Among the Gnostios, 

with whom no doubt the Rabbis bad controversial disousstons 

there may have been those who were recognized as 'philosophers.' 

"The earlier Gnostics," write;!_..kansel, "were for the most part 

philosophers who approached Christianity from the side of 

heathen speculation, and endeavoured by means of fus ion and 

perverted interpretation to f orm an eclectic system out of these 

separate elements."l Of course no proof can be made from this 

statement that the Gnostic philosophers were those whom the 

~id.rash mentions as ' philosophim.• It does indicate that there 

were those who thought upon a philosophical plane and may 

have been recognized a s such by the Rabbis. 

or the various passages dee.ling with the philosopher.sh¥ ol\e 
ho.~ <:01\--. t. d.own "'° "'S. w tuc\-\ do~~ .+he_ Mc-.-hon t-he f>\.\,lo~ot>hu· toy 

(name e.nd of whof there is some definite knowledge. In E:x. R. 

13.1, e. discussion is reported bet"een Abnimos of Ge.dare. and 

the builder, Abba Joseph. Abnimos, or Nimos, e.s he is some

times called, has been a ssociated with the school of the Cynics 

and is t aken to be the friend of R. Meir. 2 He '-8 also called 

Oenomaus. 3 Aooording to Bl au, he was a pagan philosopher who 

lived during the reign of the :Emperor Hadrian {il?-138) • The , 
The wirte Eusebu1s {Praepatoris Evangelioa) mentions this 

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

l. Mansel, The Gnostic Heresies, p. 204 
2. J.E. art. Oenamaus of Ge.dara, Vol. n p . 386. By L. Blau. 
3. Ibid. ct. Graetz, lll8tory, Vol. II, p. 43? 
4. Ibid. 

t 



Il:1 Jewish tradition, .Abnimos is regarded in a favorable 

light. In Gen. R. 65.20 the itatement is made by R. Abba bar 

Kahana that there were in the world no philosophers comparable 

·to Balaam and Abnimos Hagardi. (Abnimos is reported to have 

said that no power could contend against Israel as long as her 

schools exist)¼ "Be not surprised to find amongst the heathens 

a mnowledge of God, for God had inspired. Ba.la.am and. Euonyraus, 

(Abnimos) two of the greatest philosophers of heathendom, with 
2 His wisdom, so tha. t they might tea ch the people•" 

The passage about Abnimos with which we shall deal is found 

in E:x:. n. 13.1. Abnimos of Gadara asked the Rabbis, 'How was 

the earth originally crea.1rnd?' they told him that no man being 

sufficiently e.cqua.in·ted wi·th such matters he should go to Abba 

Joseph, the builder. (The Mid.rash gives us here an in-teresting 

sidelight of the attitude of the laboring ma.n. Abba Joseph 

cannot eome down drom the scaffold since he is h5.red by the 

day, and therefore asl{;S Abnimos to question him from below.) 

'how was the earth first created?' asks Abn:lmos. Abba Joseph 

answered, 'God took dust from. beneath the throne of Glory and 

cast it in-to the water, where it became ear·th, the little 

pebbles that were in the dust for.med the mountains and hills.• 

His proof he finds in the verse 'When ,j;,R!3 .... a;qs_~ rUJtJ;I;~ . .1~.!LJRt_o ..§; 

!f;l§..~.~- .~nc.l tb~_.9,+_o.~.~--9,l0a_!e .. ~.o~e.t,tte.rt.' (l:pb 38.,38 

The point in question is not whether the world was created 

ex nihilo but rather what was ·the ~' the manner whereby t~he ---!',~ , ............ ,1 

earth was for.med. Abn:lmos 1nay have bee11 in-l:ierested in the 

1: .. tielG ... lt~-~ ··· 
2. Graetz, o:i;>. cit. p. 437 
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composition of earth, air, fire, and water, the tour elements 

of Aristotle, to form the earth. Abba Joseph's answer is built 

upon his experience as a buildex, the mixing of earth, stone, 

and water to form the 6lay bricks. His reference to Job 38~38 

proves his contention that the earth was formed from the dust 

which became a mass, from whioh he derives its mixing with water, 

and t he clods in the mass he compares to the mountains and hills 

t hat were later formed. 

Another word might be added about the Il8Dle of Ab!imos 

Hagardi, ( of Ge.dare). 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. Oeclara was 1n those days a day's journey from 

Tiberias , and it is no doubt t hat his name was associated with • 
this vic init y . 1 R. Meir, it must be remembered taught at Tiberias 

and t here came into contact with Abnimos • 

In the rest of this sect ion on the philosophers their names 

are not given. What doctrine of thought they represented oan 

only be seen n t he basis of the Midr~sh itself . Among those 

who engaged in discussion with the philosophers was Rabban 

~iel II, 

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 (oolors)2 t o help him.' 'What 

are t hey?' asked Gamliel. •Tobu, bohu, darkness, water, Vfind 

{rua.h) and the deep.• •woe unto that man,• said R. Gamliel, 

I. of. Moore. !rudalsm, Vol-.-1:, p. 95 
2 . The word ~~~d>~;jPf\~ uses is a '.J~ i>l> which literally trans-

lated mean~ colors (or artist's materials). The •oolor•~ 0 ~d 
conveys the meaning here. {o~.Ba.cher; A.d.T. Heb.ed.,p.60 n.l, 
v"', . T , \ u.-..-- .:r"Aa ,cam. T . SSl _ a1so ,zi1res this translation. 
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•the ,term cr,ation is used by Soripture in connection with all 

of them. Tobu and bohu: I make peaoe and create evil (Isa. 45.7}; 

darkness: I ferm 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: 

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

When -
Before proceeding to analyse this passage it will be of 

interest to bring a statement from Moore on the question of the 

creation of the world . "The question whether the world the 

creation of which is described in Genesis was brought into ex

istence de nihllo, or whether the cosmos was formed from a chaos 

of previously existing formless matter, and in the latter oase, ., 
whether this matter was created or eternal, did not excite dis-

cussion in the Palestinian schools , and there are few utters.noes 
any l 

that bear on it/way." 

Tp prove his contention that the •colors• which God \l8ed 

to aid him 1l\ the creation ot the wor~d and that these were not 

in existence before, R. Gamliel D;1B.rshalls a number of passages. 

' The philosopher here does not by way or bis question deny that 

God created th6 world but raises the argument that the liater1a1s 

whic~ God used were{eternal existenoe.2 The reference tq the 

Tohu and Bohu ( Chaos•) by Habban Gemliel lls:...somewhat problematic. 

His reference to God as 'making peace' (shalom) has been ex-

!, Moore, Judaism., Vol. 1,~l. 
2. cf. Sonoino Translation to Gen. R. Vol. I, p.a. 
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plained t o mean that matte:9 had ~ rm (Sia.lam, ie interpreted 

in the sense ot whole) and create evil, (ra) la an allusion to 

matter without form, detective. Thus God created both.l ~ 

refers to the 'ra' (evil) and Bohu to that which good (shalom-• -
2 Whole .) Baoher suggests, however, that R. Gamliel may have 

,-JI 

taken bis proot for the creation ot ~and~ :t'rom Isa. 34. 

123 where the phrase \ ,. ~ 'J r) ic t \ ,"'\_ii I f' is used• Aooord-

ing t o Bacher in Hagigah 12a t he words ~ and 1!?J!!! of this 

latter text are also explained oosmoloiaoally; ~ refers to 

to the snoot) (chaotic) stones that are sunk in the deep and 

from these come the water. 4 It is probable, then, that R. 

Gemliel 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 

t9n, in Isaiah~4. ta. 

His other verses are self-explanatory and prove his con

tention that the materials which God used were originally 

created by Hilp.. I t is a little more diff ioult, however, to 

prove with any exactness the ident ty of the philosopher. Moore 

merely refers to him as a "skeptio" without advancing any argu.

ments5 to prove his statement. Bacher merely lists this 

passage among R. Gamliel's discussion with 'noohrim' (Gentiles) 

I. Sonolno Translation op. oit. p.a note I. 
2. YefaV '.!.'oar • 
3. In the Hebrew edition of 3aoher this number is given. The 

J .P.s. translation has it in V .11 
4 • .oaoher, op. cit. p. 61, n.l 
5. i.:ioore, OR• cit., p. 56 

.. 

) • 
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but specifies no turtber.1 Both Graetz and Friedlander plaoe 

him in the oategory of the Gnostios; the latter in pursuing 

his thesis that t he Minim were CPhite Gnostios, relegates the 

philosopher to that group. 

Writes Graetz, "Die Gnostik:er Hielten ilso den Zlf9iten 
-

Vars der Genesis: 'Die Erda war wuste und leer und Finsternisz 

lag auf der Flaohe des abgrundes,' tur eine gehautte Sohilderung 

des Urgustandes der Welt in ihrer Fo:rmloslgkeit, ehe der Welt

sohoperische Geist sie angehauoht oder mit gnostiohen Stiokrir

ten, ehe die Weisheit sioh in die Materie versenkt und verloren 

hatte. Dasz hiermit der gnostiche standpunkt eine Primitivat 

der Materie und eine Coordination derselben mit Gottann1mt, 

das gehert ja grade in das System des Gnostizimus."
2 

Thus it 

can be argued that since the Gnostios did ~elieve that the 

world was oreated and that there existed a primitive eternal 

matter, that the philosopher was a Gnostic. 

Of this particular Midrash, Graetz says that this enoount-
tha~ +he p\\,lo~o~ncr 

er took plaoe in Rome andAwas seeking tor adherents. That he 

was a Gnost1o may be p ved from the faot that ~o orthodox 

Christian would adopt such a point of view-. For the Church 

thaught the., doctrine ot creation ex bihilo. "Denn the ortboJ. 

dosen Kirchenwater hielten eben so streng aut der bilbisohe 

Dogma von der &>hOptung aus niohts, als die Mischnah-Lehrer 

und 8chwerl1oh wurde ein orthodoxer Kiesohenlehrer eimne sol

ohen Ausspruoh gethan ~ben."3 .. 
I. Bacher, op. olt., }>.:.51 
2. Graetz, Judentlmm und Gnotioismus, p.32 
3, Ibid. 33 4 
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For it will be recalled the Gnostics taught that an in-,. 
terior God, the Demiurgus, created the world. "Therefore the 

philosopher here may have wanted to place the Jewish God on 

the same level with the Demiurgus as distinct from the supreme 
' 

God. Fried~er supports his view t hat the Gnostic here ~--

belonged to the Ophite sect on the basis of the description 

of this group by the Church father, Iren$s. l But it is a 

rather inessential point t o prove whether the philosopher was 

a member of the Ophite group or not. The question can be 

raised, however, if t he Ophite group existed at all in Rome. 

From Mansel's description they seem to have grown up in 

Pal estine.2 Whether this discussion di d take place in Rome 

at all 1s also a matter of ques tion, but is not ot part i cular 

1mportanoe for our study. 
• Thus we oan conclude with some measure of certainty that 

t he philosopher here may have bee~ a member of the Gnostic 

group. In the light of the philosophical and religious 

background of the first century A.D. this identif'ication or 
, 

t he phi losop~ r with Gnostios seems plausible. 

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

philosopher or above took place in Rome seems plausible when 
~ 

we notice in the following discussion that the Midrash re-

ports including R. Gamliel, R. Jehoshua, B. H.anniah, a. Elazar b, 

Azariah and R. Akibf:!, went to Rome in the year 95 A.D. 

I. Friedlander. Der Vorobrlst!lohe judisohe Gnostioianus, p. lll 
(Friedlander says: Naoh die Ophiten bestebt namlioh die 
unter der Liohtwelt gelagerte Materie aus den Elementen: 
Wasser, P'insternis, Abgruad, und Chaos (Tobu wa-Bobu) wor\ibersie ' 
den-Geist Gottes scmreben lassen." 

2. Mansel, op.cit., ot. obapter oit Ophites 



A philosopher was interested in knowJ..ng how-otten 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 t~ question, how long does it talce 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?' 

'I was aalled a question but could not answer it.' 'What was 

it?' asked R. Joshua. 'Attar 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 fi1'ty 

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

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

ca ttle are sever( times more oursed than the beast so is the 

se~nt 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 sev~n yea tliis man 

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

the utmost of ease). J 

To und~stand this Midrash it is necessary to make clear 

the interpretation which R. Joshua lends. to the verse of Gen. 

3.14. He interprets the text to mean that just as the unclean 

oattle bear at twelve months, so the serpent is seven times more .. 
aocursed than they who are seven times more accursed tbf.ithe dog -



-75-

who bea"rs at every fitty d.ays.1 (In the ancient east, it seems, 

dogs w;;e considered as wild, or semi-wild)• 2 

There is to be sure no partioular polemic involved here. 

Yet this Midrash reflects the approach to lmowledge ot the 

Rabbis , who based themselves on Scriptures and that ot the 

•philosopher' who indioates by his action that he oan be called 

a •naturalist.' The Midrash may have r elated this story to 

prove the superiority of t hose who knew the Torah, for trom it 

even the knowledge of natural phenomena can be learned, over 

t hose who had to J ake •soientitio' observations. But i f is 

t his was t he idea beh ind this Midrash it must be also pointed 

out that R. Joshua's reference to the dog was likewise based 

on observation not on Scripture. 

On the basis of this Mid.rash no statement oan be made to 

identify the 'Philosopher.' • He does not re:tleot by his state-
a~~~ h1!i ~•~o'I\-, 

ment any sectarian but rather,, interesti. Kasher tells 

us t hat the Ramban (Naobmanides) investigated this passage 

(by observation) and found the statements of the Rabbis to be 

true .3 

. 
In the following two Uidrashim the sovereignty of God 

and His relationship to idolatry is ohallenged by the 'philoso-

phers. ' In the Yalkut Shimoni to Exodus, Yithro, 20 O c) "> 
4 

th 1 in Rome' 5 ' I:t God6 e ph losophers asked ot the elders your 

1. Matnot Kehuna 
2. ot. Soa. Translation, note, p.161, Gen.R. Vol. I. 
3. Kashe.,r, Torah Shelamah, Vol. III, P• flO) n. O~ 
4. Based on Avodah Zarah (B) 54b. 
5. See above. 
6. The Yallrut gives the reading of tel n r 1">"' e, ,~ \' il • 

However, in A.z. Vilna ed. 1912 the reading is p:, • n f It plt e • 
This is in agreement with the reading of the Jlikduke Soter1m, 
Vol. 10 p.117 • 



has no desire for idolatry why does He not abolish it?' The 
,-

Rabbis answered, 'If it was something for which the world has 

no need that was worshipped, He would abolish it; but sinoe 

people worship the aunt moon, stars, and planets , should he 

destroy the Universe on aooount of fools?•1 The philosophers 

said, 'If so let him destroy that for whioh the world has no 

need and let Him leave that f or 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. 1 

There can be little doubt that the 'philasophers' men

tioned here must have been pagan t hinkers. For certainly no 

Christian would have challenged the sovereignty of God, or 

would have held a brief for i!olatrous worship. The point of 

the Rabbis' answer is that although objeots of nature are wor

shipped that does not warrant their being abolished beoause 

misguided people revere them. Thus God's sovereignty is not 

impaired y the fact that people worship idols. The Rabbis 

reveal a 'let alone' attitude toward the matter of idolatrous 

worship and t'rom the Sewish point of view have given here a 

logical and penetrating answer. 

Following the above selection from the Jalkut is another 

passage brought frm B. Avodah Zarah upon the same theme or God 

and idolatry.2 Here the diaoussion is between R. Gamliel and 

a 'Philosopher.' In ease.nee the controversy follows the 

1. The text In A.Z. ellds here. The following 1s given by the 
·Yalkut. 

2. B. Avodah Zarah 54b. Yalkut4Shimon1, Yithro, 20 1)0 "1 
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pattern of the above passage. The philosopher introduces his 
I ~ 

1fUestion Tiith a quotation :t'rom w ut. 4.24; For the Lord T.by God 

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

jealous of its worshippers rather t han 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 

aooept his analogy for be contends that there is some reality 

t o an idol, for in a t own where a fire broke out the conflag

ration bu.med ever ything but the shrine of the idol . Again R. 

Ge.mliel retorts with an analogy: that when a king wages war 

against a rebellious province he attaaks the living not t he 

dead, thereby comparing the idol to a n inaminate object. He 
• 

ends his argument with a quotation from Zephaniah l.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 oonsume _. and beast; am I to consume the fowls of the 

heaven, an(. the fishes of the sea even the stumbling blocks 

of the wicked.' •1.e. because t he wi cked stumble over these 

things i s He to destro7 thexn from the world? Do they not wor

ship the human be ing; so am I to cut off man from off the taoe 

of the ground (Zeph. 1.3).1 His last reference t o the worship 

or human beings may be taken to refer to the Roman custom of 

Emperor worship. R. Gamliel's quotation may seem to be oon

tradiotory since he says that God will not consume man because 

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

I. I.ii presentliig this t ext I Kate i' ollowed the translation ot 
the Sonoino 9o Avodah Zarah 54b l/././1-IJ. 
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worship man. 

H§'re we have the oe.se ot e. 'Philosopher' who is seemingly 

acquainted vrith the Scriptures. 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 oase 

for the power of the idol but from the r,port of the Uidrash 

it cannot be deduced that he was an idol worshipper, or held 

tenuously to the conception of idolatry. His attitude, it 

seems t o me , is ot one who merely wishes to engage in mere 

rhetoric or argument. He may have seen a Heathen but heathen

ism in itself cannot give us an exact identification of this 

1 philosopher.' 

The last discussion in this section on the polemics with 

the 'philosophers' deals with the controversy between R. 

Hoebaya and a 'pbilosopher•• on Circumcision. This discussion 

is reported in Gen. R. ll.6. A philosopher asked R. Hoshaye.: 

'If circumsision is so precious, why was it not given to Adam?' 

R. Hoehaya answered: •Why do you shave t he corners of your 

head and leave your beard?' 'Beoause it grew with me in my 

folly ( .e. while 1n childhood and had no sense or discretion). 

'If' so,', said R. Hoshaya, 'blind your eye and cut off your 

hands' (11noe these 1too, he had from birth). The philosopher 

dissatisfied by this remark, says, 'To suoh words (argument) 

we have come.• Then R. Hoshe.ya said: • I cannot send you away 

empty-handed, the reas0n is this: everything that was created 
• 

in the first six days requires further preparation (develoJ1119nt), 

as the mustard need sweetening; .iie lupines need •eetening; the , 

4 
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wheat peeds t,.9 be ground and man needs improvement (by oir

cumoision) • 

The question why Adam himself was not circumcised was not 

only put to the Rabbis by sectarians suoh as Chr1stians1 but 

was even asked among the Rabbis themselves. One answer is 

t hat Adam was born circumcised.2 Here we find a far better 

attempt by R. Hosllya to answer this perplexing question Uth011• 

reBort to legend. The point 'ot the 'philosopher's• question 

is that since Adam was t he creation of God and balo,;red by Him, 

He would not have created him deteotively. Therefore circum

cien is an invention of the Rabbis . 3 But R. Hoshaya proceeds 

to show that all things created by God (as for example, hair, 

which man outs off} are not meant to be t hat way permanently. 

The point of his statement 'then blind your eye and wut off 
• 

your band' is that the 'philosopher• cannot imply tnat every-

thing with which he was born, sinoe he knew no better, must 

be done away with. The philosopher is right in recognizing 

this as sophistry. R. Boshaya's answer then is tha.t allot 

creation is i.l\ state of constant development and needs to be 

further improved . This is a remarkable idea of progressive 

evolution. , ' (Rashi expresses the same idea in commenting upon 

the phrase 'all that the Lord hath created to do;' to do means 

furthe~ 1mprovement.4 The Matnot Kehuna also adds that A~am 

was not circumcised because before eight days had pa~ed he 
·, 

had sinned and ·therefore made himself unfit. )
5 

1. Tertuiilan asks this question in his Adversus Judaeos. of. 
Williams, Adversus Judaeos, p. 46 

2. Aboth d. R. Nathan, 8,otted by Ka.sher, Torah Shelamah, Vol.I, p. 
,,dJ;> P?lc,~ ..,. ,, p ,:, r11. h\~ ·I .,~,<JL r,;')N le~· ")'';n/r .,,, 

3. Matnot Kehuna • 
4. Jlatnot Kehuna. The phrase is •. (· . . ,.nlt,v{ p·.,,~lc re>~ ~ 
5. Ibid. V'i' •~f' -;JI-,,-""'-' ~·,~ '''•J ,..,4, ~ 
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No doubt the 'philosppber' pere was a Christian, for 

0hristianity from the time of Paul attacked the idea of cir

c\lliloision, for this was one of the cardinal points of differ

ence betwr en Judaism and the new religion which grew from it. 

"The (Jewish) animosity io Paul was not alone because he main

t a ined that Gentile believers 1n Christ should be admitted to 
-the Church without circumcision, a point which concerned the 

Church only, but-what was of vital interest to all Jews--be

cause be was reported t o foment apostasy from Moses by teach

ing all the Jews in the dispersion not to oiromncise their 

children nor observe t he customs of their religion {Acts 21, 

21) •"l 

Scholars have suggested that the 'philosopher' here was 

the famous Churoh Father and theologian, Origen. It has been .. 
,•iggested that this Christian student of the Bible and the 

classic literature was born ot a Jewish mother and that she 

taught him Hebrew.A Origen relates that he bad Jewish teachers 

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

Origen came into contact with R. Josbaya is no doubt true sinoe 

both men lived in Caesarea.3 Origen cae to Caesearea about . 
t he year 231 A.D. and remained there for about twenty-five , 
years.• This oity was one of the chief centres of Christianity 

I. Moore, Judaism, vol. II, p.21. 
2. Williams, op. oit. p.81. see especially his notes. Krauss 

clailjls the mother of Origen taught him Hebrew. 
3 . Ibid. This is also the opinions ot Be.oher, op. o~t. (Heb. e4. 

Vol. I, p.94. Graetz is also of this opinion, ct. art. 1n 
Monaitsohrift. 1881• p.443 ,.. 

4. lloore, Judai~, I, p. 165, n. 1. Graes, lbicl, 8878' 238~ -D. , 

-
' 
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in Palestine and no doubt many controversies took place here. 

R. Hoshaya is regarded as one ot the pupils of the ltat

riarch Judah I and was one of the compilers of the Tosephta. 

At first he lived in Sepphoris but came later to vaeseare~.1 

.Moreover , the ~idrash Rabba is att ributed to this famous 

t eacher. 

******** 
With this we conclude' t his 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 t heir group. certainly this can be sa i d of Ab~s 

and Origen. Therefore, other appellations referr ing t o heretics 

and sectarians such as Minim and Ep1gurs1m, were not applied 
• 

to t hem. In the main the term 'philosophos' is not interchanged 

with any of the above terms throughout the literature which we 

have investigated.2 Theretore, it may be reasonably sate to 

draw the oonolusion that the word 'Philosophos' refers to some 

outstanding ndividual, although not always mentioned by name, ~~0 

' 
was recognised by the Rabbis as a representative spokesman. 

1. Wllilaiiis and Bacher, Obid. 
2. One exception has-been cited by Bacher, Tannaim, Vol. I, 

p. 62 (Heb. ed.) see notes 4 



Chapter T . 
r 

The Roman-Rabbinic Controversies 

Throughout our .Midrashio sources, d iscussions are re

ported between the Rabbis and outstanding Roman officials. 

dhether these conversations are authentic or not has not 

been f ull y decided even among the scholarly i nvestigat ors -
of these passages . At most one could say that legend and 

fact have been i ntertwined in these !,. idrashim. Of the dis

cussions between Rabbi (Judah Ha.nasi I?) and Antoninus, 

Ginzberg says: "The tradit i onal r•ligious discussions be

tween Hadrian and Joshua B. Hanniah, between Akiba and 

Tineus Rut'us, between Shabur I and Samuel Yarhini as well 

as t he legendary i nterviews between Alexander the Great 

and Simon the High priest, or between Ptolemy and the priest 

Eleazar, mly serve as parallels t o the various Antonina 

legends. J ewish folk-lore loved to personify the relations 

of Juda i sm with heathendom i n the guise of conversations 

bet\veen Jevri sl1 sages ana. h i gh pot entates. n 1 Bacher, on the 

other hand is more inclined to 'MIile the v i.,, that legendary 

accounts between t he Rabbis and these high Roman 'potentates' 

exist , but that discussi ons be"9Veen them may have taken place 
.\ 

cannot be doubted for they have left a vivid impression upon 

the follow18g generations.2 

But the problem of authenticity of these controversies 

lies out side the realm of this study. We will content our
• 

1. J. !. art. Antoninus in the Talmud, Vol. I., p.656t. by 
L. Ginzberg. 

2. Baoher, A.d.T., Heb. ed. Vol.II. or. under Rabbi Judah 
Han.as!. 



selves to study the oontroversies themselves and to what

ever extent possible examine the various ideas expressed. 

Since no definite pattern can be worked out in the study 

of these controversies we will examine them in their cbrono

logioal order. The sources stud4ed have yielded but a sol

itary discussion between the great Tanna, R. Joch.anan b. 

Zakt:al and a Roman official whose identity is not know. In 

the Yallcut Sbimoni t o Ex. Vayakhel, _!)t.!) Jl,1 a discuss ion 

is given between the Tanna and a Roman general, Contraicus.2 

Contraious aocuses h.oses ot being a thief, or a swindler, 

or a bad mathematician . l ithout entering i nto the intrioaoiea 

of ~the arithmetical problem involved here, this Raman bases 
,-.;,. 

his a ocusation of the dishonesty of Moses on Ex. 38.26 where 

it is told that Mose s collected from the people 201 talents 

and eleven ltineh.• Moses had to expend half of this sum upon 

the sanctuary but in t he following verse it is related that 

he disbursed but a hundred talents, not quite halt' of the 

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

kept for himself a half talent and f i ve and a half mineh} 

But R. J oohanan ·basing himself upon Ex. ·38.28 proves that 

in reality Moses had returned this money in the making of 

tbe' •vovim' (i.e. the 1757 shekels mentioned here were equal 

to the hal.f talent and five and a half mineh.) Thus Bashi 
. 

concludes that the Roman officer sought to confuse R. Jooha-

nan by not taking into consideration this verse.4 

1. Based on B. Beohoroth 5a. The text here ts slightly different 

2 . E~J~!'9 tf~t~ ~~:1I!~~f Goldschmidt, German translation 
otiiimia Vo. Ix Bechoroth 5a. 

3. we t wbrth abo~t twenty f!ve shekels 
4. Bas io Bechoroth 5a. Rash! has~an 1dolved explanation 

of the mathematical problem entailed here. 
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Whoever this Roman 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 oan
not be assumed on the basis of this Uidrash alone. Bacher 

has a :fuller accofuit of the discussions between R. aoohanan 

and a Roman, who can be assumed t o be the one mentioned h~re . 1 

In these disou§sions he does reveal a knowledge of the Sorip-

tures. 

Of the identi~ of this Roman officer no definite faots 

can be found. Som~ soholars have various opinions as to hie 

identity but t here is no general agreement among them on this 

problem. His name is also given as O ,G,J ~, 10 ,G ~Jln ,o ,~,C.Jfi • 

But whether these refer to Contraicus i s not quite clear. 

However, it may be assumed t hat the name given in this 1.:.id-

rash is a variation of for in Num. R. 4 the samtl ., 

discussiod is reported in the name of I o , c; ,r.J 1 i) . Bacher 

also lists t he various opinions among the scholars who have 

sought to solve this man's identity: Graetz claims that he 

was Atticus; Jastrow and Krauss are of the opinion that he 

was Q,uietus. 3 However, we can conclude iA the words of Graetz 

that R. Jocha.nan did have discussions with ,Pagans "who bad .. 
kno~edge of the Jewisli law, etther from the Greek translation 

or from their intercourse with the Jews, re:futing thefI: ob

jections whi ch they r aised, and dispelling or making olear by 

suitable comparisons t he peculiarities whioh occur in the Holy 

Writ i ngs."4 In thV case we have a statement by a Roman, based 

i. Bacher, A.d.T. Heb, Efd. Vol. 1 ,1, p.27t. 
2. Ibid. p. 28 n.a. 
3. Ibid. p. 27-28 n. 4. 
4. Graetz, History, Vol. II, p. 329-330. 

4 
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on a knowledge of the Bible, who attempted to di1sparage the 
,.. 

honest y of LJ.oses. 

Our souroes also $ld a single discussion b«:ttween Be.bban 

Gamliel and a Roman. In the Yalkut Sh1moni to J'~:tthro, 20 
l • G&" R. Gemliel engages in discussion with a Roman gen-

eral whom the Talmud oalla Agrippas. The general asked R. 

Ga.mliel, 'It is written in your Torah, For the Lord Thy God 

is a devouring fire (Dwt. 4.24) Would a wise IllB..l~ be jealous 

of anyone else but a wise man, or a warrior of ru~y but a 

warrior, a rich man of any but a rich man?' Said. R. Be.mliel: 

1 I will give you an example, to what is this oom:parable? To 

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

is superior to the first, the l atter will not be jealous of 

her; but if she is her inferior, the first wife will be j ealoue 

of her.' (Since her husband has tlken an inferiior woman to 

displace her 1n his affections; so God considers it an insult 

when inferior Gods (idols) are worshiped). 

Who this Agrippas was is not clearly known. Bacher 

sugges1s that instead of reading c ~ '"' ~\c it might be o G,J 1·.1c, 
2 

t he same general who held discuss ions with R. Joohanan b. 

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

Dikauke Sopherim that the reading should be o ©, "') )-k ~ ( c:. ~ _3 )Q., , 
3 

that the Roman was a general of King Agrippa • 
. 

Little need be commented upon the Midrash. It is clearly 

a statement made by some heathen, who in this oa.se is identif'i

ed as a general. 

i. Based on Avodah Zarah iB} rra. 
2. Baoher, A.d.T. Hebrew ed. Vol. I, p. 57 
3. Dikduke SOpherim, Vol. 11, p. 118' 



In the foll owing d1souss1ons we .are on ~omewhat sater 

ground in identifying the Romans witb,whom the Rabbis dis-

cussed. In examining these ~.;idrash1m, we must r em«3lllber that 

it cannot be wholly assumed that t hese discussions are 

authentic . ~OI18 the first of these discussions a:i:-e those ,, 
dealing with R. Akiba and the Roman general Tineus Ru.1'us. 

In the Tanohuma, Ki Tissa, 33, and 1n Gen. R. 11.5 a dis

cussion is reported between these two on the Sabbath. (In 

the main there is slight difference between the two texts ) . 

Tineus Ru:fus asks R. Akiba, 'Why does the Sabbath1 

differ from the other days of the week?' R. Akiba Answers 

that just as Tinueua Rurus ditfera f rom other men so the 

Sabbath differs from the other days of the week. But Tineus 

presses him further and in the Tanohuma version R., Akiba' s 

answer is s1'ilar to the one given to the .t'I in who sought 

proof that God does not labor on the Sabbath. R. Akiba bases 

hilllseil on the Halaohah to prove that just as a man has a 

right to walk about his own courtyard on the Sabb1!1.th so God 

moves about in the world, which is His oourt.taJird 1!1.nd there-

fore the forces of nature do not cease to move on the Sabbath • • 
. 

In the \ Gen. R. version, R. Alciba,.alludes to the mystical 

• river Sambatyon which ceases to flow on the Sabbath as proof 

that God does not labor on t he Sabbath. Tinueus by aid of a 

necromancer calls up the spirit of his :father who, tells him 

the.t the spirits of the dead do not rise up on thie Sabbath • .. 
I. Bacher suggest that this discussion took place, on the Sabbath. 

According to the Mss J!un1ch the reading of thet phrase 
it should be p l•0 i'II' (of. Rae.hi) 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 ?P of the spirits of the dead is a legendary 

addition to this discussion. The question regarding t he 

labor of God on the Sabbath is a legitimate one and may no 

' doubt have some basis for the historicily of this Midrash • . 
The question of Tineus ma.y have been inspired by the attitude 

of the stoics to the Sabbath, who claimed that idleness on 

the Sabbath was contMry to the laws of nature. "Die Stoiker 

zahlten die Arbeit zu den naturgemaszen Dingen; die Untatigkeit 

aber ist nioht naturgemasz, dennrie Natur keru:it keine Ruhe, 

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

den philosophisch gebildeten Heiden gegen den Sabbat erhobene 

Einwand , den spater auch die pbilosophisch gebildeten Christen 

wiederholten."1 The Rabbis it is tu/:_e did not deal ~ht this 

quest ion upon a philosophical plane but rather upon a Halaohic• 

basis. The iontention of R. Akiba is t hat 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 ~sis but contented 

itself with an Halachic explanation which Yn itself reveals 

a kernel of their philo~ophioal thought. 

*****)!(** 

The Tanohuma to Terumah has another discussion bet~een 

these two which seems yery artificial and no doubt legendary • . 
Tineus asks R. Akiba 'why does God de~pise .Esau (Rome)? ~a it 

is written, And Esa• do I hate (Malachi, 1.3) R. Akiba promises 

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

1. Bergmann, Judlsohes Apologetik, p.101.. 4 



a ska -Akiba 'Mllat did you dream last night?' Alciba an-

swers that he dreamt of two dogs, one called after Tineus and 

t he other his wife, Rufina. Enraged by this answer, Ruf'us 

tell s 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) aots as a human being in 

a similar manner. And furthermore, instead of worshipping 

Him"who spread out the heavens and establ ished the earth, who 

causes to live and to die," Rufus raises a piece of wood and 

calls it God, ther efore God despises Esau {Rome). 

The reason for questioning the authenticity of this Mid

rash is that it s eems that the Lidrash has played upon its 

imagination in reporting the conversation between these two. 

Certainly, Ak:iba would not~ it seems to me, or no Jew would • 
be so bold as t o compare Tineus to a dogl The Midrash 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 and Tineus are figment s 

of the mind.1 He states furthermore that Rufus seems t o have . 
been acquainted with the Scriptu1:0s and with the Laws of Israel, 

w~ich t.llis 'Midrash confirms. Akiba tells Rufus that he is one 
2 

who i s familiar with the Jewish law. '>'1fiC~ _ytc '¥,/, 

1. Bacher, A.d.T. Heb. ed. Vol. 'TG, p.11or. He writes : -f'.,fl ~,".,. 
a'"> n,,, {./1/t.,1 • ./\IVI~ ,olal>O/.J>'i ,Ol r> k. t J.n ' tfi /> f, r,> -A /'ilfr- 'J.fJ o ll'i [l i)i> /rl ,) 
;).Jo G /•tr<,/ 13;,,:j'.J f"'> d.. .J\l:J>Jf') J1l11·~•') ,v -"ly,.lr l>lrt_; . p · ;o 1 p · ,v • >o /r,.,~ o l O.JJ 

' jf)JII I l ,,~ · .-:>.n~~ ,ir/ J • ,..,~,v,.i ;)y1 ! · olvl1 r ~...,4 m ill ,'!).:, ,J> /,/~;:; /•'><l... ,l /i .,, r 

•17J.,,., 110,I V'!.I /r l,1 /f-Nfl., it4 lc;-, t., , .,_ , 
2 . Tanc;hume., lc-tJ..1' '....;) ( i-\o.v\\o.p~) 

4 



The reaent bis,;orian of Alclba, Dr. L. Finkelstein seems to be 

of the opinion that these disoussion are historical: "It was 

perhaps in later years, when the government undertook t o supp

ress Jewish oeremonial, that the debates ooncerning t he Sabbath 
1 

and Ciroumsicion occured between the two men." Finkelstein 

also presents the above L:idrash 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. 

******* 
During the period , preceding the Hadrianic persecutions 

(135 A.D.) a contemporary of R. Akiba, R. Joshua b •. Hanniah 

is linked in controversies with the ..:!mperor Hadrian. Where 

t hese discussions took place is also a matter ot opinion. 

some may have taken place in Rome , pexandria, or in Palestine. 

The i_idrashio sources are not quite cl ear i n clarit'jing this 

problem. 

Of t hese discussions between Hadrian and R. Joshua, Bacher 

writes, "These discussions ••••• have one thing in connnon that 

R. Joshua alwa. bases his answers on concrete experiences and 

intellectual devices in order to make the matter clear f or 

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 legendary. 

From a general study of these discussions it is ~ossible to 

obtain a picture of the conversations between the Tanna and the 

inquisitive reason loving Emperor whom Tertullian calls a 
2 

Curiositam omnium explorator." 

1. F1nkelste!n, Aklba, p.245 
2. ~oher, A.4.T. Vol. I. p.126ft. (Heb. ed.) 



Throughout the Uidrashio passages the editors have in-. ,-

eluded at'ter the name of Eadrian a phrase ot defamation /r· ,1 C 1 ," t , 

•may his bones rot.• This was due to his persecutions which 

instilled in the ~eople a deep hatred for him • 
• 

In Gen. R. 10.3 Hadrian poses the question, how was the 

world created? R. Joshua answered h1ln according to the state

ment of R. HUma., who said , ~od took six balls, four tor the 

four corners of the world and one · r or above and one tor be

low.1 'Is t hat possible? (asked Hadrian. 'l'hereupon R. Joshua 

too~ him into a small roo~ and asked him to stretch out his 

hands . •Thus was t he work of Creation before God' (Just as 

Hadrian was easily able to touch the walls by stretching out 

his hands so God was able to encompass all the ,vorld) •• 

'1'he 'balls' of which he speaks are to be understood as 

•coile' 2 with mingled e lements which God unravelled to create 

the world. Baoher3 is ot the opinion that the 'balls' refer 

to the elements ( _nl3 / 0 1 ) which the Rabbis may have learn-

ed from the Greek philosophy (earth, air, fire, water). 

Whether or not Bacher is right in assuming t t ese 'balls' 

to represent the elements is questionable. The idea here is 

~ rather quaint one insofar that the Rabbis oonoeive of the 
, 

world being formed from balls or coils, a••11 whioh were un-

ravelled atter they came into being. It is not clear if 

elements alone were meant what were the other two that R. Ruma 

added to the four main elements. No doubt the meaning here 1s 

• 1. Gen. r. ro.3. His statement is: -.,q fr .Jl/r•7;, "'l, ;)".,\ ;;) f?J 
/ C.lifl'f .l\flf( / ,r.."r" .Jtf\ft , .,11/fl / ) r~, /c/ 

2. Jastrow, Diet. of Tal et. ,..f\~r~ 
3. Bacher, op. oit. p.127, n.2 



that 'balls' containing various elements1 were,extended t o the 

f our corners , from the heavens and to the earth. 

***** 
In Gen. R. 28 . 3 anqU111er curious notion about the resurrec

tion of the dead i s given t o Hadrian by R. Joshua. Hadrian 

asks, ' From what will God make man to blossom again in t he 

future?• R. Joshua contends frorr. the ' nut of t he spinal 

column.' To prove his statement he has a 'nut• brought to 

him which he tries t o grind, burn, and d i ssolve in water but 

the •nut ' remains intaot. Thus R. Joshua endeavours to prove 

t o Hadrian that resurrection implies corpor eality . "Die 

Gegner des Auf'erstehungeglaubens \7ie der Heide im Dialog de·a 

Minucius Fleix und der Kaiser Hadrian in der Agada hielten 

den Lahren des Christentums und des Judentums die t agliohe 

Erfahrung entgetrn dasz der Korper naoh dem Tode zu Staub 
2 wird, aus dem Staube aber kein Korper wiedererstehen kann. " 

Bot~ Judaism and Chri stianity, says Bergmann , held that since 

man was created t'r om dust, i t was in t he power of God to form 
3 

him from dust again. 

Moore4 relates this •nut' of the spinal col umn to the tip 
I 5 

of coccyx , which is simil ar to the almond in shape . Accord-

ing to me4\cal opinion the coccyx is~ flexible and can be easily 

1. The two main el ements are snow an~fire . This i s the state
ment made by R. Joohanan. Gen. 10.3. According to .the r·• ~,n o 
all the other elements came from these. 

2 . Bergmann, op. cit. p .127 
3 . Ibid p.127f'f • 
4 . Judaism, Vol ll, p.58~. ,1 
5. The word is Luz, which .Jastrow also translates as 'almond.' (~1~.1 

• 
• 

4 _ _ _ _______ _ 



broken.1 Therefore it seems that this particular story may ,. 
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 i s written 'the almond (shaked, synonym fvr luz) 

will blossom. ' 2 

***** 
Another curious episode between R. Joshua and Eadrian 

is given in Gen . R. 13.9. Here , however, Hadrian is not in

volved in a polemical discourse with R. Joshua . The Mid-

rash has brought this s tory in conmenting upon the verse in 

Koh. 1.7, All the ?raters flow into the sae . 'rhe ~ry ia told 

that R. Joshua and R. Eliezer were travelling on the 14ed1terr-

• anean \'Then their ship caine to a 'a non-flowing stretch ot 

water.' Both men assumed t hat Providence had brought thea here 

to test the water f this corroborate the Scriptural asser

tion: All the waters flow into t he sea, yet the sea is not 

full (koh. 1.7 They filled a bucket f'Ull of this water 

and when they came to Rome they were a sked by Hadrian 'what 

is tbe nature ot this water?' They replied that it is water 

wh{cb absorbs water, therefore, it is never ful l. To prove 

it to him they poured ordinary vrater into the bucket and it 
. 

was immediately absorbed. There follows then t he interpreta-

tion of the twq Rabbis upon the verse , whioh we need not con

sider here . 4 

1. This ta.ct· I gathered from Dr. H. Helfman, M.D. Middletown, Ohio . 
2 . hioore , op. oit, p.385 n.2. 
3 . Soncino Tran. Vol. I, p.104 n.3., 
4. of . the Son. Tran. Vol. I, p. 104 especially note t. 
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We have brought this Midrash here because i't relates . ,.. 

that R . Joshua and Hadrian met in ~ome. According to Bacher, 

however, those J.::idrashim which relate of their meeting in 

Rome ar e legendary . Due to the 1.nf'luence of the school of R. 

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

minds of t he people . 1 Bacher contends t t at the discussions 

between t he se two a en took p l ace in Pa l estine a :JJd 1n AlAxanclria. 2 

Angelology is ~be subj ~ct of discussion in Gen. R. 78.l. 

Hadrian questions the Rabbinic thought that the celestial 

company of angels are created anew everyday. REt prods his 

i nquiry further and a sks: ' Whi ther do they go?tt R. J"oabua 

answers from t he source whence they calile which :ls liehar D1mlr. 

Th,is river, he elabor ates, is similar to the ri,~er J ordan which 

flov,s continuall y. The source of th i s mythical river is the 

perspiration of t he 'Hayyath' caused by their b,earing the 
-

Throne of God. The advisor of Hadrian interjec·ts with t he 

remark that the Jordan flows by day and not b. · ·night . R. 

Joshua answers that he watched the river f'~ m the c ity Beth 

J?eor and saw t hat it flowed day aDd. night. 

Essentially the id.ea of this rather •mysti.cal • Midra.sh 

is q.~ed on Daniel 7.10, where . t he not i on of a 'f'ire river' 

(Nehar Dinur) is expressed: 'A f'iery stream i E1sued and came 

forth before R~ thousands t housands ministenid unto rum, 
and ten thousand times ten t housand stood before Him.' The 

1. A.d.T, Heb. ea. 1'01. I, p.1M. 
2 . Ibid. p · 1:>W 
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thought that the celestial host is constantly changed to Lam. ,.. ..... 
I -3.23 'they are nev, every morning. ,l Thus from the feiry stream 

issue f orth everyday multitudes of angels who sing t heir 

praises bef ore God . The 'Hayyoth' are the animals portrayed 

' by Ezekiel 1n the first chapter. 

In the Midrash preceding, R. Helbo remarks that i t is 

only ~he celestial ru.ist and not the celestial princes , e.g. 

1achael and Gabriel, that are exchanged everyday. 'rhis idea 

has been incl uded in the mys~ical writings of t he Maase 

Merkabah.2 

With this we conclude this section dealing with R. 

Joshua and the Emperor Hadrian. The relationships between 

these two roen seems to have been on a very friendly basis. 

This i3 but a portion of the many Midrashim and Talmudic 

' passages dealing with these two figures. The rest of t he 

material lies outside of t i e so urces we are inveetigating.3 

Dealing with but a segment of the r-..iaterial it is difficult t o 

make any definite conclusions. Hadrian does nov reflect in 

his questions any hostility toward Judasim nor 'io the vener-

able sage. He is, as Bacher bas said, inquisitive and seek-.. 
ing for Wormation. I t may be con6luded that these dis-

cussions may have taken plaoe before the Eadrianic persecu

tions. ~he Midrashim we have investigated were rather quaint 

ones and do not a f ford us a more complete under~tanding Hadrian's 

approach to .Judaism.• 

1. Bacher, A.d.T. (Heb. ed.) Vol. I, p.127 
2. Abelson, Jewish Mysticism, pl46 , 
3. Bacher, op. cit. has a tul.1 abbount of these passages. 

• 
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The last oft.he Roman-Re.bbinio disoussions deals with 

some conversations between R. ~fudah and Antoninus. Scholars 

have given varied opinions on 1the exact identity of each. 

Antoninus s eems to have been a well known charact er in 

Rabbinic Judaism and was spokeia of as a Ger Zedek, a righ

eous proselyte . 1 Of him Ginzb,erg writes: "He is call ed the 

son of Severus by the Babylonian Talmud, but which Roman 

emperor is meant by this name can hardly be de1'ermined. He 

has in t u rn been identified with W~rcus Aurelius (Rapport 

and Bodek); septimius Severus (Graetz , who i dentifies Rabbi 

,vith Judah Hanasi II); Caracalla (Jost and N. Krochma.n) ; 

Elagabalus (Cassel); and Luoi\Jls Verus (Frankel). The account 

in the •.ralmud 1s l egendary, not historioal and no h • ·ed is 

given to details, or di fficulties of a chronological and -hist orical natu.re."2 

Although Bacher does not i dentify this Roman parsonage 

he i s inclined t o take the vi •3w t hat there was s ome historical 

basis for these discussions. Be identi~s Rabbi with R. 

Judah Han.as!, the ompiler of the Mishnah. He does recognize 

that these stories have been fiotioniied somewhat and clothed 

in un.hj.storical garb. Comparing Antoninus to Hadrian, he says, 

".Antoninus is much more sympathetic (to IIUdaism) and displays 
3 an attitude o'f great r everenc.e toward Rabbi. 

In two quasi-polemical Midrashim whi ch we have oolleoted 

Rabbi acoepts the teachings o,f Antoninus. The Yal.Jrut Shimon14 

1. J.B. art. Antoninus, Vol. I, p.656t. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Baoher, A.d.T. II, (Heb. nd.) p.130\_ 
4~Gen. r. 34.10. Blight vaJdation in "text. 



to Gen. 3.38 brings a discussion on ~he question ot the time 

of the endowment in ma.n of the 1.yetzer hara 1 ( evil impulse) 
slo.lrs 

R. J"udah"that it is l odged in ma.n while he is in the embryonic 

st age of formation . Antoninus, however, challenges his state

ment with the remark: 'It' so, he (the infant) kicks while 1n 

t he womb and goes out:' Therefore, the evil impulse must be 

lodged in the 1n1'ant when he emerges from the womb . Rabbi 

a ccepts this teaching and says: 'This taught me Antoninus and 

there is Scriptural support f or his contention: Sin crouoheth 

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

womb). 

A similar discussion is t hat concerning the endowment ot 

t he soul in man. (Yalkut Shimon!, Gen. 4 .38 ) . 1 Is the aoal 

pla ~ed in man when i t is decreed (what the sperm shall be, 

male or f em e ) or when the embryo is actually formed? Rabbi 

answers from the time of formation. Antoninus again refutes 

his statement saying: "Can a p iece of meat reJIJl1D unsalted 

for three days without beoom jng putrid?" (i.e. "if the sperm 

oell is not immediately endowed with a so~ it would like

wise become putrid and t hen could not fertilize the ovum"2
) 

f 

SUrel~ he continues, it' must bE;, f r om the moment when God 

deore\3s its destiny. Said Rabbi: 'Antoninus taught me this 

1. Based San. 91b . 
2. Sono. Tran. t o Sen. 91b, cf. note 

1; ., • ~~: ~ • 

..... - .. 
... 



and there is a· Scriptural text to support him. Thou hast 

granted me lif'e and favour and Thy providenoe1 hath preserved 

my spirit (Job 10.12)~ 

Both ideas are simply expressed here and no :f'Urther com

ment need be made. Other passages r el~ting to Antoninus and 

Rabbi ar e f ound throughout the Midrashic literature and in 

the special sources we are investige,ting. These, however, 

are not necessarily polemical. ( In Gen.R. 8 4 Rabbi explains 

a verse in Job to Antoninus; in Gen . R. 11 Rab ··•i explains that 

the 'condiment• of the Se.bbat" adds flavor to the Sabbath 
,I 

meal; and in Gen. R. 75 a letter is written to Antoninus by 

Rabbi. )3 

The third and last of the discussions between Rabbi and 

Antoninus, insofar that they are included 4.n the particular 

sources studied, is found in the Tanoh8ma. (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 

certain times during the day. This has been a matter of con-
4 troversy among the Ral:ftfis t hemselves¥ but as Moore says, "What-

I. Decree and Providenc'e are taken from the same root word ~ ()C) 
Therefo:oe, Rabbi cites this ve*se. 

2. Be~gmenn writes that the Churoh Father Tertullian discussed 
the l!Uestion of the origin of the soul in man with his 
stoic antagonists. His answer t o the Stoics is similar to 
the contention of Antoninus and also employs the verse which 
Rabbi cites. "Der Kirchenyater 1st demnach ~erselben .Mein
ung wie Antoninus in der Agada und grundet diese Meinung 
wie .Antoninus auf' eine Wahrnebmung aus dam Leben und wie 
Rabpi aur Bchrif'tverse ." (Judische Apologetik, p.7) 

~. Other discussions are cited by Bacher, op. cit. p.131 n.22. 
4. In the preceding statement.s.-to this Midrash various points 

of view about the time ot prayer are given. 
4 

l 



. 
ever temporary controversial point such utterances may have . ,-

had, the outcome was that t he Jewish common prayer is a 

noteworthy endeavor t o achieve order without saoriticing 

freedom.nl. 

Antoninus raises t he question to Rabbi: 'fthat about 

prayer at every hour?' 'Forbidden' answers Rabbi. •Why?' 

'Lest one becomes thoughtless in calling upon God' (rep1titious 

prayer, Rabbi f ears, may tend · to become mere formualism and 

mockery). Antoninus, however, was dissatisified with this 

answer and did not comprehend its tu.11 import until Rabbi, 

upon the following morning, presented himself before hiill once 
. 

an hour and greeted him with "nonchalant familiarity." 

Hail my Lord; o l!mperor; Peace be unto you, o king . Antoninus 

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

• such disrespect?' Said, Rabbi,tU you, a mere mortal king, 

resent being saluted thus every hour, how much more the 

sovera1gn 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 material as to who Antoninus was or what his attitude 

toward Judaism may have been. We do find in him an int erested 
• 

~ 

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

paint of view. The Midrash, as based upon the sources pre

sented, reveals the friendly relationship between Rabbi and 

this man whose !~entity is unknown to the students of Jewish 

history. 

i. Moore, Judaism, II, p.221. 
2. I have ·rollowed in the main the exiellent paraphrasation b~ 

Moore {Ibid.) ot this Midrash. 

p 



On the basis of the above Midrashim, t he ttoman-Rabbinic -controversies were not varticularly concerned with an exegesis 

of Scriptural texts (although such is t he case i n the f irst two 

L.idrashim discussed) but rather in challenging or seeking 

' further explanation of t he ideas and doctrines of Judaism. 

Sinoe Rome did not have a quar rel with the Jewish religion, 

as did Christianity , ~t can be understood that the i nterest 

of the Romans in Judaism would not necessarily be in t he 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 the i r arguments were not 

based on t he Bible. That they were men of philosophical bent 

cannot be proved although their interests in ideas can be seen 

from their discussions. 

J 

.\ 



Chapter VI ,. 
Jaoob ot Chephar Neburaia 

The Midrash has also left us some aooounts dealing with 

a former Jew who seems to have turned convert t o Christian

ity. The reasons for his conversion are unknown. At one 

tiJle he was recognized as an He.ggadi st and even after leav

ing the Jewish fold his opinions were sought. 1 Tradition 

reflembers him only as Jaoob of Chepha.r Neburaia, who is 

said to have been a Jewish- Christian of t he fourth century. 2 

His name, Neburaia, i s identif'ied with t he locality of 

1-labratin, which is situated north of Sa1'ed. 3 

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

the ruling that fish must be ritually slaughtered. R. 

Haggai , one of the important pupils or. Zeira and who s eems 

t o have established his own shhool 1n Tyre, opposed Jacob 

on thi s point. 'Come e.nd be flagellated,' he said. 'What,' 

seid Jacob , ' when a man gives a Scriptural ruling he is to 

be flagellated?' 'How do you know that this is Scriptural? ' 

' Because i t is wr\ ten, Let the waters swar,m with warms ot 

living creatures and let fowl fly etc. (Gen. 1.20). Just 
I 

' as a bird must be ritually killed, so must fish be ritually 

I 

J 

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

1. J.E. art. Jacob of kefar Neburaya, Vol 7, p. 35. Also t'rom 
t he above passage it oan be seen that his opinion must have 
been asked otherwise he would not ~ave made this ruling. 

2 . Ibid. 
3 . Ibid. Jastrow, Diet. ot Tal., however, says Neburaya re

fers to Millrin near Tiber1as. cf . under word ..t< · .,' i ' ..J 

The Soncino Translation give s the same as Jastrow. (Gen.R. 
Vol. I, p.50) . 
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whence can you prove this to me?' asked. Jacob . 'Lie down 

(to be flagellated) and I will prove it to you. It 1s written, 

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

themi or if all the fish of t he sea be gathered together for 

' them, will they suffice them? (Num. 11.22) Shall be 'slain' 

i s not written here (referring to the fish) but 'be gathered 

together.' 1-1..ay on me,• said Jacob , ' for your explanation 

is good.' 

It can be, seen that the argument here is based on an 

i nterpretation of various texts . Jacob by referring to Gen. 

1.20 where birds and fishes are mentioned in the same passage, 

tries to derive support from it f or his contention that fished 

are also to be ritually slaughtered. R. Haggai refutes his 

statement by quoting f rom Num. 11.22 which offers a better 

,argument, from the aspedt of hermeneutics, t hat fishes cannot 

be slain for of them the word 'slain' is not used. It may 

be deduced from this passage that the custom of ' Shehitah' 

among the Jews was still in a state o~ flux, for otherwise 

there would be no need to argue the point of ritual slaughter 

for fishes. 

Levi is of the opinion that from thi~ passage it can 

be.\s een that Jacob is a Min, "for no true Jew would take bis 

point of vtew.1 No doubt Levi is right, for thi s i s an 

effort on the part of J acob to dispute the authority of the 

Rabbis in regard to the subject discussed. 
********** 

I. Levi, I. Hama.ggld, Vol. Xty, p. 245. He writes: e.,.1r A p ·t, 
i'>,f fl~ 'fr> 'l ✓0111 ,,..,C•ne, "'J'rv />'} i ,, }.:) ,n/n lc• >J::>J H ).:> 

/,./>If !)~ J7!:u1f !)Jl')U ..) iJ'"'lc l..:, Af ) f!,lr ,,1 JJr j {:; i) r~, ; •/(,')/ 'lr Ir..> 

. ,) ,,) /'"' ,...,j ;,iS- ·<Z.. 11r 31 k l\-

.. 
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(<,o ,-R., ) 
In another polemic,with R. Haggai, ~acob argues that .. 

it is pel"J!lissible to circumcise on the Se.bbath,a son born 

of a Gentile mother a nd Jewish father. Again, R. Haggai 

remonstrates with him and demands that he be lashed for 

having given a wrong lia.i.achic interpretation. Jacob ad

vances his argument on t he basis of the verse 'And they 

de~lared t he ir ped igrees after their families by their 

--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 Sabbath, if it falls on the 

eighth day.} R. Haggai refutes this argument by citing t he 

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

to put away a ll t he ,•rives, and such as are born of t hem 

(Ezra 10.3). (His point i s that from this verse which alludes 

to mixed marriages t he child follows the mother and there

f'ore Jacob is iJt err or in his interpretation.) But Jacob 

protests that his statement cann~t be accepted as authorita

tive s ince it i s •on the strength of tradition,' meaning it 

is taken from a source outside of t he Pentateuch. But•• 

Haggai again refers to the verse he employed Vl~"e it says, 

And let it be done according to the Torah {Ibid). Jacob 

accepts t h is aterpretat ion and admits his error; 

The uAderlying argument here ne~d n(?t be further e labor

ated upon. Vlhat is of interest is t hat J acob does not dis

agree with the fundamental institution which is involv~d in 

his polemics. RAther does he a t tempt in interpret them, or 

add new elements to them~ 1n disagreement with t he tradition 

ot t he Rabbis. However, in both cases he accepts t he teach-

t 



-103-

1ng of R~ Hagga.ct-. If he really were a Min it can be s een 

that he does not stand too far outside the _fringe of Judaism. 
--..J 

He shows no hostility to the Rabbinic teachings as he was 

willing (at least so the Midrash tells us) t o accept his 

punishment for an erroneous interpretation of Soriptures . 

Levi calls Jacob a ~in but does not s pecify to what 

group he belongs . His use of the word Min must be understood 

in the general meaning of the word to denote faithlessness 

to Judaism. The J.E~1 refers to him as a Judaeo-Christian 

but i s this t o mean that he was member of the J ewish-Christian 

sect or merely a Jew who turned Chnistian? It is question

able if the Jewi sh-Christian sect existed at all by this time. 

As for being a Christian his attitude as expressed in the 

Midrash would not support that theory, since he abided by 
• 

t he interpretation of R. Haggai and Christianity did not prac-

t ice either shehitah or cirouJj.cision. It seems likely that 

Jacob was no more than a f ree-thinker who out off hi s bonds 

from Judaism. In this sense he can be celled. a Min. 

Of Jacob, ~ rfDrd writes: "It is nowhere said that 

J acob was excommunicated, but i t seems rea sonabl e t o infer 

that in s ame way 
1

he was excluded from the community of 
~ 

Israel and regarded as an heretic ••• it is ~orthy of 

note t~t his apostasy does not appea~ t o have been
1

known 

outside of his own oount;,y. He is mentioned in the Bab. 
< 

Gemara , Ket . 65a and an opinion given by him is debated with-

out any reference to his being e. Min. Furtheit, it I em 

1. See above. 
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right 1n supposing , that the passage of Shab. 17b refers to 

a time after he had become a Min, then it would seem that he 

might be a Jewish Christian but scarcely a Gnostic. There 

is, however, nothing to show what was the change whioh turn-

ed him from a J ew into a Iiin. He remains a shadowy figure, 

tantalising by its vagueness, the ghost of an ancient heretic ••• 

that he did become a Min 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 same door."1 

Thus in regar~ to Jacob we are l eft in the dark as to 

identify him any further . It is interesting to note that 

Ka.sher in his Torah sl:hameh does not mention the henq of 

Jaoob but speaks of him as R. Jacob.2 Jacob must remain a 

'shadowy figure.' 
• 

1. ~errord. op. cit. p.335. Baoher does not identify Jacob 
with any group but merely speaks ot )lie Ketzerthum (Adl.P.A.111,p. 
R. Jraggai by his statement means that Jacob no longer walked 
ln the path of Judaism. 

2. Kasher, To..-o.~ Sl-.e \~ V'tl.Q.h Vol. I, p.143 n. f ~ 

• 
I 
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CHAPl'ER VII 

THE GENTll.ES 

In the l ast chapter of this s;udy, some passages oulled 

from the material eX8J:iined will deal with the polemios be

tween the Rabbis and those whom the Midrash refers to as 

Gentiles(O.'llA ). The term ,,~ (Gentile) is usually under-
- o.nd ( C\I0,1oll•ly 

stood t o apply t o those who were racially. different from the 

Jews. The word does not necessarily convey any seotarian 

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

It includes all the various peoples Christian a.nd heathen. 

The Ra bbis use the term indiscriminately. 

l;n the Yalkut Shimoni 6.47 to Genesis, a controversy is 

related be1iireen R. Abbahu and some Gentiles. They asked him, 

'It ta, written in the Korab, And the Lord God commanded the 

!!!!!:!! (Gen. 2.lt: Man \'las ' commanded not to sin but t he v,oman 

we.a not commanded (to eat of the f orbidden fruit)? laid R. 

Abbahu, 'What does the text say concerning man? And the 

Lord God onmmanded the - --.~::;::a,i~:a;;i 

saying ( iO)(., ) refer? 

and Eve was created trca one 

To what does the word 

to t he pe.r(J of his body 

is ribs.' (Thereto re, be 

proves,. Eve was included 1n the prohibition against ea111ng 

t he frui\ ot the tree of knowledge: ) 

The question of the <Jentiles i s .inspired by the tact 

that when God pl.aced man 1n the Garden ot Eden and r-0rnrnend

ed hm not to eat of the :truit, the woman, according to the · .. 
account in Gen. 2.1-18 was as yet not created. 'l'.beretore, 

J 

• 

• 

'. 



they try t o prove that the woman was not included in the 

prohibition. R. Abbahu' s answer is based on tha---•act that 

t he verse (Gen . 2.16) employs the words 'commanded' and 

•saying'. This, he assumes, is a purposeful redundanoy and 

in order to explain the use o~ the word 'saying' he applies 

it t o include t he woman. R. Abbahu in presenting this bit 

of exegesis follows t he hermenutfcal rules of R. Akiba,1 

who s ought to find a ; eaning for every word in Scri ptures. \ 

There is no particul ar poi nt of doctrine involved her e , ~ 

rat her the interpretation of the Scriptural text. The account 

in Gen.2 and 3 does not explicitly state that the woman was 

included in the pr ohibition of eating of the fruit of the 

tree of kno~ledge. Therefor e, the Gentil es propound this 

query to R. Abbahu. .-i 

Ba6lier identifi es these Gentiles as Christians.
2 

He does 

not, however, ad nee his reasons fo r this identification. 

On the basis that the Gentiles are acquainted with the Bible 
1 

it may be asswned that they were Christians . R. Abbahu, as 

has been said above, lived in Ceas erea, which was an important 

Christian center, and, therefore, it may be assuud t hat the 

Gentiles were Christians. 
,. 

Botfi ~istianity and J udaism tay.ght that Adam and Eve 

were punisned for their disobedience a nd, t herefore, it does 

not seem t hat the Gentiles here are interested in exonerating 

the woman. 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., YQ..l.-II, 1. p .lp9 n.3. 
2 . Bacher, op. cit., p.109. 

J 
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There oould be no exoneratio~ of the woman for in Gen. 3,2 

she is aware of the probibit~0n against eating the fruit . 

Therefore , it may be th.at the Gentiles we~ interested in 

rhetorical argument alone. 

<tf the preceding l.Jadrash it has been assumed t hat t he 

word Gentil e has been associated with Christians. In the 

following two Midrashim the term is supposedly applied to 

Heathens. Thus it may be argued t he word Gentile as used in 

these sources does not impl y any sectarian bias. 

In Gen. R~ 27 a Gentile asked R. Joshua b . Korha~ 'I:f 

you (Jews) say that God knows t he course of future events, 

why does it say ( in connection with t he flood) And i t griev

ed him at His heart (Gen. 6.6). (His point is, why t hen was 

God pleased at first with Hi s Creation, if He knew that some

day He would destroy t he world). R. Joshua said, . 'Ha.s 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 t hat he 
\ 

would die at the end of his days?' Replied the Gentile, •At 

a time of merriment, merrimen .. at a time of mourning , ,mourn-

ing.' Said R. Joshua 'Simil arl y was t he cr eation. of the . 
world (God' rejoioed when t he world was 'first created, as a ., . 
man rejoices over his new born son); then seven days did God 

. . 
mourn over ~is world pefore He brought the Flood, as it is 

said, And it grieved liim and :further it is written, 'And the 

king gr1eveth tor his son (II 'sam. 19.7). (In. both verses .. 
the root word i:::5 :i grieving-mourning is used. R. Joshua 

• 4 
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tries to show that God was aware of the future because he 

first mburned 'Over the world which he created before des-
. 

troyi.ng it. The aot of mourn~ng implies a lmowledge of t he 

future, as one lmov1s that he must mourn over th.e deatq of a 

near relation.) 
. .,....., 

Upon analysis of this Mid~sh it is diffioul t to place 
.. 

this Gentile in the categor y of a Christian. There is no 

especial Christologioal bias ref lected in his controversy. 

A Christian ,·,ould not question the f orelmowledse of God, 

for that would deny in ef fect the validity of the prophesy 

of the coming of Christ . Bacher is of the opinion that the 

Gentile ,"18.s a Heathen for R. Joshua b. Korha was lmown to 
1 

have had many controversies with Heathens . Bacher writes, 

"Joshua b. Ka.rcha stand auoh zu He iden 1m Beziehungen und 

vertheidigte ,das Judenthum in pol em~chen Gespraohe."2 

It is worthy of note how R . Joshua has humanized God in 

order to drive home his poi nt. Of this approach to explain 
I. 

the Bible, Bergme,nn, who also identifies this Gentile as a 

Heathen writes, "Die philosophisch gebildeten Bibelleser 

fanden es mit i em gelaeuterten Gotteebegriff unvereinbar, 

Gott Leidenschaften wie Reue oder Zbrn zuzusohreiben. Celsus 

und Julian tadel ten die sinnlichen Aussagen und die 1nateriellen , 

Vor stellungen der Schrift von Gott, die griechisohe Bibeluber

setzung·milderte sie ~uroh eine geistige ·Ubertragung, und 

Philo und Origenes deuteten sie ali.egorisoh. Die palastinen

sisohen Lehrer waren da.gegen der ~einung dass die Bibel, fur 

1. Bacher, A.d.P.A., Vol, II, p.-300 • 
2 . Bacher, op. cit . , p.109. 

4 
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Mensohen gesohrieben, Gott mensohlich darstellen musse, damit 

i.lm die Me~schen begreifen konnen."1 -
, An exegetical discussion is reported in Gen. R. 70 be

tween R. Meir and a Gentile. The latter asked R. Meir, 'How 

i s the f i rst born of an ass redeemed?' R. Meir said, 'By a 

lamb( .,., ) • For it is writt en And the tirstling of an ass 

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

the Gentile , 'wha.t if one has no lamb?' 'Then with a goat,' 

answered R. h:eir. 'How d'o you know this? ' ' From the text 

(your lamb shall be without blemish) Ye shall take it f rom 

the sheep or from the goats (Ex. 12.5). The gentile objected, 

'But that (reference to the lat ter verse) r efers to the 

Paschal lamb' ( he inters th.at , R. Meir cannot f 1nd proof 
a 

from this verse that/goat can be substituted for a lamb). 

Sa i d R. 1.:eir, 'A goat , too, is also cal led a lamb ( · ill). 

'How do you know it?' 
' . 'Beca use it is ·written, 'These a re the 

beasts which ye tlaY eat: the ox, the seh { nlJ) of sheep 

and the seh ( il <b ) of goats.' ( Deut. 14. 4) • Thereupon the 

Gentile arose and kissed his hand . 

The a llgument here is Ealachic. No sectarian pol emic is 

in~olved. The answer of H. Meir is based on a gezer ah 

shavah (an anal ogous rendering of the same word in differ ent 
, 

texts) and thus is able t o prove his point that the f i rstling 

of an ass is redeemed by a l .emb or a goat . The ass is con

sidered an unclean animal and therefore, an animal suitable 

for use by xhe pri est must be given instead. Thus the Biblical 

injunction of redeeming this animal by a lamb, to which R. 

1. Bergmenn, op. clt., p.?a • 
... 

l 
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Meir also adds the goat. 

The Midrash uses a pecu.llar wo:tfd in reference to this 

Gentile, Aman ( nt> 9' } • Theodor links this obscure word 

with ODI ( >'.) )Jj - gentil e) . He says it is f'ound in Lamenta

tions Rabbah w.here it is coupled v,ith a camel-driver who is 

called an llO:I; or- •11 ~In C,n,>.;, ~•il j t) • 1 The word then i s 

a synonym f'or the usual term referring t 0 Gentile ( l l,\ ) • ... 
Bacher 2 sugges ts that t he Gentile of this :hiidrasb may have 

been Oenamoas (Abnimos), the pagan philosopher, since both 

R. Mei r and this philosopher were known to have been f'riend

ly with one another, perhaps pr oven b~r the gesture at the end 

of t he ~ idrash. The Gentile it is seen \7aS ver y well acquaint

ed with the :Bible and ,•Tith the laws. The commentators of the 

Etz Joseph and the Matnot Kehuna make this very interesting 

olrservation: "this int errogator was of the sect Hbo do ~ t 

beliel,e in the Oral Law but in the Written Law a l one. And for 

that reason he came to question the tradition of the Rabbis 

who say that the redemption of an ass can be evem ma.de by a 

kid."3 What tradition these commentators have for this 

assertion I do not know. Per haps th e commentators are correct 

in the ir assUJj.ption. Beyond the various theories concerning 
I .. 

• \ t he Gentile mentioned ber~ nothing more can be said. 

Jn concluding this chapter, it has been seen that the 

Gentiles may have been eith&r Christians or Heathens. 'l'he 

Hebrew appelation 'GoY,''goyim.' does not impiy any sect~rian . 
heresy. The word is used, it seems, t o identify those who al:"8 

1. Theodor and Albeck, Be.?eschit Rabba, II p. 803 also J astrow 
Diet . of TaJ.mud.-. 01>3 p.1089 • . 

2. Bacher, A. d. ·i· . II, p _-34 .{Ger. ed.) 
3 . Etz J oseph and Matnas Kehuna, Warsaw ed. ot Gen. R. 186' : G;,e,~ ~~ 

J; 1•r-( le.- ->Jft •♦,.( ~.h~.-t, ,,,,~_. lcl~ ~.._•e, '"''ill" ft'J"•''"' C-J•tt, Jt>II ;,•I) 
• • ,')~ f1, J</;\ >/lfD >Cl) //'Jf,,, P'>lllltot ,o••~•~ .,,.r,.~ 



,I 

.. 

-111-, --racially different from the Jews. The Gentiles, in the hlid-

rahim discussed, reveal a knowledge of the Bible and it can 

be concl uded that both Heathens and Christians entered into 

polemical discussions wi th the Rabbis an the basi s of the 

scriptural texts. Whether, the i dentification of the Gentiles 

as either 73eathens or Chri st ians in these Ladrash1m is correct, 

is a matter of theory and conjecture. In none of the Mid

rashim has a definite sectarian bias been found in the state-

ments of the Gentiles. Therefore, it might even be argued 

that the Gentiles ~entioned with H. A~bahu may have been 

Heathens a nd t hat the Gentile mention with R. Joshua b. Korcha 

may have been a Christian, alt h:)Ugh it has been supposed , 

otherwise. The point is that in none of the k i drashim in 
,, ~ 

t his chapter can a strong case be amde f or the sectarian 

groupings of the Gentiles. _To :t'Ully identify the Gentiles 

a complete study of passages referring to- the~ must be · ade. 

~hat, however, lies outside of t he scope of this study . 

' 

• 
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