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Preface

This paper is intended to be an element of an overall
study of the problem of speaking about God. In every
are, from the writing of the Zible to today, thinkers
have been concerned with purveying a clear, non-idiosyn-
cratic way of communicating the reality and attributes of
the deity. Even when we accept that toc *'kncw' God is
essentially a matter of faith, we constantly search for
ways of talking about Him--what He does, what He can do,
how He affects us--in lanruage that any rational being
could understand.

The focus of this study is the rabbinic veriod. The
Rabbis, by creatins and legislating a new Jewish society,
had brought about fundamental elements of Jewish thought
that persist to this day. Their concern with resnect
to Zod, was to interpret a text, which they accented as
revealed truth, and to incorvorate within it the idea

of a deity that no longer did--nor was exrected to--per-

[

sonally man

fest !!imself in Israel's history. They were
the first in Jewish thought to tac'tle the osroblem of
talking about a God who, unlike in the days of the Zibdble,
wag truly invisible and abstract.

~
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I have tried, in this paper, %o e as consistent

and clear about translations and citations as possible.

Vost translations of biblical verses were taken from the

1917 JPS rendering, with some help from the new JPS trans-
lation and my own editing of the verse. All translations
¢f rabbinic passages are nmy owvn, though I souzght aid from
whatever exisiing translatlions I had available.

The citation of rabdhinic meterial follows, with few
excenttions, the standard method of citation found in
secondary sources:

Talrmud: “abylonian references are cited bty folio
nare number and side, accordins to each tractate. Fales-
tinian are by folio paze and column (a through d) accor-
ding to Seder.

Yidrash Radba: CTitations are according to par'shg
and paragraph. 3Sopnc of Sonzs, Lamentations and Ecclesgias-
tes Rabba are often broken down according to chapnter and
verse, then by v»arasravh. In this paper, this was done,
as in my edition of llidrash Rabba (Rahm, Jerusalem, 1970),
only with Songz of Songs Rabba

M'khilta, ?'sikta d'R. Kahana, P'sikta Rabatis Fas-
sares in these three collections are cited by naze number.

T'%hilta and P'sikta Rabati are Friedmann editions, F'sik-

ta d'Pav lahanza is Suber's.




Tanchuma: Citations are given by par'sha and para-
graph number. In the 3uber edition, by par'sha and
nare number,

liidrash Psalms passages are cited accordinz to
Fsalm and paragranh number. Sifre (to both Numbers and
Deuteronomy) is cited by paragraph according toc Horovitz

edition.
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Introduction

When the Children of Israel realized that Moses had
not yet returned from his stay on the top of the lountain,
they turned to Aaron and asked that he "make us a god
who shall go before us, for that man, Moses, who brought
us from the land of Egypt; we cannot tell what has hap-
pened to him." (Ex. 32:1) Aaron acceded to their wishes
and a golden calf was formed. The peopnle then exclaimed:
"This is your god, O Israel, who brought you from the land
of Egypt." (v. 4)

This incident is normally explained as an instance
when the Israelites rejected the God of their fathers.
Now separated from their leader, loses, they reverted to
idol worshin. One can apply another interpretation. The
story relates that the Israelites first referred to Moses
as the one who brought them from Egypt, then they spoke
of the calf as a god who did the same thing. The golden
calf, therefore, is looked upon as the God of NMoses!
Their revolt was not one against the God of their fathers
and one in favor of idol worship. It rather represented
the basic need of the peonle to be able to concretely
identify their God. It was the revolt against an invis-
ible, non-corporeal deity who could not be expressed in

terms simole enouzh for the peovnle to understand Him.
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Judaism's major contribution to human understanding
is the single God who encompasses all the attributes
and descriptions of individual deities, yet at the same
time, resists definition by any of these attributes or
descriptions. This Cod-idea is a remarkably complex one
for any people to understand.

The Bible is the first source for receiving a des-
cription of God. It begins with the depiction of the
Master of the Universe; the Creator of heaven and earth,
and one able, if it be His will, to destroy it all. He
is the Law-giver and ultimate Judge, dispenser of reward
to the good and punishment to the evil. These qualities
are general and universal; they do not necessarily re-
quire a physical description of the deity. The Bible al-
so spoeaks, however, about a God who favors certain per-
sons and manifests Himself personally before a people.

To communicate this personal deity, the words that are
used ascribe human emotions--anthropopathism--and hum-
an physical charicteristics--anthropomorphism--to God.

The Bible is not a reflective work. It does not
examine the implications that arise from the concept of
a deity that is both the personal guardian of a certain
people, and the controller of all natural processes.1
The Eible's handling of its description of God is not,

however, rarbled and undisciplined. Although there are



many anthropomorphisms and contradictory statements,

the EBible undoubtedly imparts an understanding of a deity
who is incorporeal and non-human, omnipresent and omni-
potent, all-good and all-just. Furthermore, there are
definite limitations to the use of anthropomorrzhisms and
anthropopathisms in the Bible. God is only male. The
deity is never clearly referred to in feminine tbrms.z
When a physical description is employed, it is virtually
limited to certain parts of the body--the head, arm

and hand--or to certain emotions--angry, in sorrow, tri-
umphant, deligzhted. Poetic books might emplcy some flam-
boyent descriotions. One, for instance, is that of God
“riding on the clouds."” (See Isa. 19:1, Ps. 68:34)

Many depictions, such as this one, are borrowed from con-
temporary Canaanite mythology, thus, were probably pop-
ular terms, not to be literally accepted. While the
Bible is not a2 philosophically reflective work, it is
nonetheless true that it consciously set limits to the

range of discourse about God, or resorted only to popular

metaphors.

In attempting to establish for one the proper idea
of God, resort to anthropomorphic or anthropopathic
references are necessary. Louis Cinzburg, paraphrasing

E. Zeller, noted:
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«seevery conception, concerning the Deity is,

in its final application, dependent upon 2

posteriori evidence-~that is, upon an inference

from events and effects, or from things as they
occur and exist, to their absolute ground or
reason--and if any more precise specification or
definition of the Absolute can be derived only
from the conscious contents of soul-experience

and world-knowledge, then the origins of the

ascription of human characteristics to the Deity

finds an easy explanation; for nothing means

so much, nothing is so important, as our own

faculties or sensation, as, for instance, our3

faculties of sensation, emotion, thought.

Ginzburg and Zeller were emphasizing the paradox-
ical situation that comprehending a concepnt of an all-
powerful, supramundane deity procedes from one's own
consciousness of one's limited faculties which none-
theless can be conceived of as limitless. Whereas a
person cannot think of one's own powers of sight, hear-
ing, communication, anger, sorrow, etc., as extending
over a great range, that person may yet recognize that
these powers may have unlimited range when associated
with a deity.

The Jewish=-or biblical--idea of God, incorporates
another dimension. Along with the concept of universal
range and power, Cod is described as having personal
concern for people and individuals. Arthur armorstein
explained this aspect of Cod, the personal deity, as
leading to anthropomorphic representation as well: "As
long as people will crave after a personal deity, they

cannot do otherwise than...ascribe to God certain human
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attributes and speak of His qualities and function in
human ways and mannera.'u Marmorsterin, like Zeller,

did not find this use of human terms to be unnecessary
or demeaning to the pure conception of God. He wrote:
"Anthropomorphic and anthropopathic elements in a rel-
igion are...not to be looked upon as disadvantages. On
the contrary, they endowed men with spiritual strength
and onened higher ways of thought to religious enlighten-
ment.“5

Indeed, common to both Zeller's and Karmorstein's
comments is the fact that Cod is a personal deity; that
is, a deity that would actually manifest itself in the
experiences of human beings. A non-personal God, one
whose function is understood as creation, organization
and operation of the universe, need not be humanized.
This god is wholly abstract, for the only bridge between
deity and human perception is thought--non-emotive and
non-pictorial.

When people insist that Cod does involve Himself
in their lives or in their history, then their percep-
tion of Kim is necessarily affected by emotion and ex-
perience. The Israelites--before the episode of the
zolden calf--proclaimed HXim to be a 'Man of war.' (Ex.
15:3), when they rejoiced over their escape from Phar-
aoh's army at the Sea. God had intervened in their



struggle to free themselves from Egyptian slavery, and,
according to their collective percention, who else but
a mighty warrior could defeat an army.

The Bible and its use of anthropomorphism was sub-
jected to investigation by earlier non-rabbinic sources.
In Greece, even before the Bible became known to them
in translation, pre-Socratic philosophérs had made clear
their opposition to the anthropomorphization of deities
in Greekx myth. They sought to erase the popularly ac~-
cepted human attributes of their gods through a process
of reinteroreting these attributes to mean more general
and abstract concepts, the process of allegory.

As the use of allegory developed, Jews living in
Creek communities came to recognize the approach as one
useful in their own conflict between faithful acceptance
of the writings of their religion, and the perceived
truth of CGreek philosonhy. Among the more influential
expounders of the allegorical method by these Jews, was
the second century (2.C.E.) philosopher, Aristobulus of
Paneas.6 Surely many Jews who had come to value the ver-
ities of Creek ohilosophy, in turn rejected Jewish teach-
inzs, or criticized the basic Jewish notion of One God,
Lord of good and evil, Creator of the Universe and Guar-

dian of Israel. Aristobulus chose not to abandon the



Bible. He argued instead that it need only be read
properly in order to discover its rationally acceptable
truths. The proper reading, of course, was the alleg-
orization of all offensive--anthropomorphic--terms used
to depict God. Aristobulus went further and claimed that
sections had been translated into Creek before the ap-
pearance of the Septuazint (which was virtually com-
pleted in the third century), and that these had been
available, and thus influenced, the thinking of Plato
and Aristotle.

It would appear that zgiven the anti-anthropomorphic
atmosphere of Greek thought, translations of the Hebrew
Bible into Greek must have reflected that attitude. Dur-
ing the vpast century of biblical studies, this idea was
so persuasive that the anti- or non-anthropomorphic na-
ture of the Septuazgint was taken as axiomatic.? If close
investigation might reveal some anthropomorvhisms being
literally translated, then a conventional solution was
to posit that the translator had distinguished between
the Bible's own symbolic use of a term and the overtly
anthrooomorphic expression which had to be changed.8
0f course, scholars who held to this axiom could point
to 2 number of examples where an offending term had ap-
parently been changed to something more accentable.

Harry !', Crlinsky has pointedly disputed this con-



tion of philosophical awareness on the part of the Creek
translators. Utilizing a methodology that calls for the
examination of every instance of anthropomorphism in

the Hebrew Bible, and how it is translated,’ rather
than investigating only those cases of deviation from
the Hebrew, Orlinsky has shown that the overwhelming
nunber of questionable terms were faithfully translated.
e concluded that deviations were more a case of 'mere
stylism, with theology and philosophy playing nc direct
role whatever in the matter.‘io Anti-anthropomorphism,
therefore, is not found in the Seontuagint, but rather

in how CreeXk Jews read the Pible.

The literary integrity of the Septuacint translat-
ors does not reduce the widesnread concern on the nart
of Jewish Hellenists for anthropomorphism. Aristobulus,
certainly working from a Sentuagint text, did not seek
to cover up the language of the Zible. iHe argued rather
that there was a proper way of regarding the text--al-
legorization~--so that the *truth' would be revealed.
HNlost Hellenists, however, applied this technique hap-
hazardly. MNoreover, many, like Aristobulus, were orim-
arily Creek thinkers. Their interest in the Zible was
to show that it really was a Creek text.

The first century (C.E.) thinker, Philo, further

developed the worl of his nredecessors. IHe attemnted



to anply allegory to the Bible in a systematic fashion,
thereby bestowing greater impmortance to its messace
than other Greco-Jewish thinkers. Indeed, a major dif-
ference between Philo and other philosophérs, was an
added concern for Jewish thought as exhibited in the
Zible. Though he was far more knowledgable of his Creek
roots than his Jewish ones,l1 Philo wished to depict
Judaism as standing on its own, albeit fully in conson-
ance with philosophic principles. He therefore recog-
nized both literal and allegorical interpretation of the
2ible. The latter took precedent only when the former
was not suitable for a divine concept.12
Philo orimarily subjected Scrinture to the constraints
of philosophy. e wrote with regard to the creation of
man: "...nman was created after the imaze of Cod and after
#is likeness (Cen. 1:26)...Let no one represent the like-
ness as one to a bodily form; for neither is God human
form, nor is the human body Cod-like. I[io, it is in res-
pect of the liind, the sovereign element of the soul, that
the word 'image' is used; for after the pattern of a
single Mind...the mind in each of those who successively
came inteo being moulded."13 Here is an orthodox Flatonic
descrintion of God as First-form, a concept that is com-
vletely abstract, and therefore indicative of an imper-

sonal, transcendent deity.
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Yet, Philo understood that the Jewish idea of God
embodies notions of morality--goodness and love. These
gualities imply an emotional aspect to the deity which
was unaccentable to Flatonic thouzht. Philo realized
that these moral qualities were essential to the Jewish
God. To impart these notions, he posited that God be
aporehended, not through philosophic inquiry, but by

nystical elevation.lu

The Jewish enclave in Alexandria, and other Greek
cities were distant, both in miles and in spirit, from
‘ the centers of Jewish thought in Palestine. Philo and
l his use of allegory were hardly known to the Rabbis.
The Septuagint was certainly of fno interest. The Tar-
gum.15 as an Aranaic adaptation and interpretation of
parts of the Dible, however, is much more relevent to
the area.
It is important to note the distinction between the
Septuagint and the Targum. The Septuagint was a scholarly
work. It was produced in order to orovide Greek scholars
the opportunity to examine this Hebrew work. As such, it
was the aim of the translators, regardless of their phil-
osophic inclinations, to provide as accurate rendering of
the Hebrew Vorlage as they could.

The Tarzsum, on the other hand, was not meant for
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scholarly use. Palestinian scholars of the third cen-
tury, C.E., knew Hebrew and did not need an Aramaic text.
The Targum is then, in Sperber's terminology, an 'Insti-

16 It served to provide for the less educated

tution.
Jews, for whom Hebrew was no longer a spoken language,

an official rendering of the Bible. For this reason,
exactness of translation was not as important as acces-
sibility to the biblical message.

The Targum does appear to be anti-anthropomorohic.
Active verbs, when applied to God, are rendered as pas~-
sive. In this way, the event becomes the subject ¢f the
verse, and God is only indirectly acknowledged. Parts
of the body that are ascribed to God undergo a form of
allezorization, and are rendered as the action which that
nart of the body is suvposed to imply. Whenever a divine
attribute seems to be weakened or questioned by a verse,
the phrasing is changed in order to nullify this appre-
hension.l?

It must be noted that the Targum is not completely
anti-anthropomorphic. There are many instances where
the targumist chose not to change the BEible's personif-
ication of God. This apparent ambivalence on the part
of the Tarsum in its approach to de-humanizing the God

of the Zible, leads one to the basic question about the
attitude of the Rabbis in this area. What approach did
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the Rabbis utilize in dealing with the anthropomorphisms
in the Bible?

One may assume that the Rabbis did not have a uni-
fied approach to biblical anthropomorphism. The rabbinic
literature-~Mishna, Midrash and Talmud--is filled with
arguments, alternate readings and independent opinions
covering aspect of civil and ritual life. They were
many different personalities of varying degrees of educa-
tion, working at a number of different centers of study
over a long period of time. There is no doubt that if
one wishes to characterize the reaction t¢ anthropomor-
phism on the part of the Rabbis, one must do so according
to a range of possible methods for reading an anthrono-
morphic text. These methods may be grouped as follows.

The Zible presents its anthropomorohisms in a
straight-forward and non-reflective manner. It is vos-
sible that the Rabbis could accent them in the same mnan-
ner, either beinz unwilling or unable to discern the
contradictions involved in a blanket literal reading of
the 2ible.

A fundamental, literal reading of questionable--
anthropomorphic--verses may lead, however, to a violent
reaction azainst the Eible. There was a body of thought,
contemnorary with the Rabbis, who argued that, due to the

nlain meaning of the text, the 2ible was offensive or
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contradictory. Rabbis, therefore, could have stepped
back somewhat from the literal reading. They could
employ qualifying words--'this is like' or 'God appeared
as'--when dealing with the more direct description given
in the text. There is, in this connection, a mystical
approach, whereby the text is viewed as only the tiny
visible segment of some larger mysterious truth. As
Axiba asserted: "(God) is like us, as it were, but
greater than everything; and that is His glory, which is
hidden from us."18
cepted according to its plain meaning, but there is ac-

The Bible, as divine writ, is ac-

knowledgment that the text must mean more than it says.
Another approach to a questionable text is to re-
ject or avoid the plain meaninz. This method does not
necessarily mean being anti-anthropomorphic. Cne may
have a sense of one type of anthropomorphism being more
offensive or bothersome than another. For example, one
may not like to refer to God's body, but have no diffic-
ulty speaking about God's head. Also anthropopathisms
mizht be substituted as a way of softening an anthropo-
morphism.19
A more critical approach, in terms of anthropomor-
phism, is to argue that a questionable term symbolizes

some more general concept. Finally, the approach of al-

lezory itself, is the method by which all questionable

——
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verses are to be read according to universal and abstract
notions, so that any implication of God's physical or
human depiction is denied.

The Rabbis were not philosophers. They were not in-
terested nor concerned with attacking a problem, such as
anthropomorphism, from the standpoint of maintaining log-
ical verities. They did not labor under any urze to un-
ify strands of dogmatic concepnts, such as God's incor=-

20 with other assertions

noreality and immutabibility,
that attested to His physical presence and changing dem-
eanor. MNoreover, they did not permit themselves to ab-
sordb very much influence from Greek philosophy. Philo,
who strove to harmonize philosophic ideals with his fer-
vant belief in the religion of his fathers, had virtually
no affect on the mainstream of rabbinic Jewish thought.21

Although the Rabbis were not philosophers, they did
have ideas implicit in their thinking which were abstract,
and therefore tantamount to °'philosovhy.' The Rabbis ad-
hered carefully to the Bible, and as has been noted, the
Tible itself limited its rangze of discourse about the
deity. The Rabbis were equally concerned about the range
of terms that could be utilized to describe their God.

In their studies of the biblical text, Rabbis did

question physical depictions of God. An example is the
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exclamation of the Israelites in their Song of the Sea:
*The Lord is a Nan of war' (Ex. 15:3). In K'khilta 38a,
the question is asked: Is it possible to say such a
thing? ( 1> i edk *31) The author is bothered by
this vers; because throughout the 5ible, he could point
to verses that clearly state that God is not a man. This
Rabbi was obviously conscious of the problem engendered
by the anthropomorphism.

Thus, the Rabbis were capable of criticallﬁ exam=
ininz the Zible and questioning the meaning or implic-
ation of some of its verses. The Eible presents the saga

of a people coming to accept the power and rule of the
Cod, D\0', Cod of Israel and Creatorof the universe, af-
ter many revolts, with entreaties from their prophets and
leaders, and with the intervention of Cod Himself. The
Rabbis needed no convincing. They accepted the deity as
an assumption of their own existence, and therefore,
brought a different point of view to what were actually
biblical oroofs of God's existence--the anthropomorphic

revelation of God in Scripture.

The problem of a rabbinic approach to anthronomor-
phism has been investigated by previous researchex»s. It
is useful to briefly review their contentions.

Solomon Shechter wrote, in connection with God and

the world: "(The Rabbis' God) is a personal God, andé a
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versonal God will always be accommodated by fancy and im-
agined with some sort of local habitation...Loftiness and
height have always and will always suggest sublimity and
exhaltation and thus they could not choose a more suitable
habitation for the deity than the heavens...Theology pro-
per, or religion, is not entirely made up of those ele-
ments. It does not suppress them, but the happy incon-
sistency, it does not choose to abide by its logical
consequences.“22

This thought is concluded by: "The fact is that the
Rabbis were 2 simple, naive people filled with a child-
like scriptural faith, neither wanting nor bearing much
analysis and interpretation.“23

G.F. loore echoed Shechter: "If (one) will then
compare Fhilo's treatment of such narratives (containing
anthropomorphisms) with the Targum's and the llidrash,
(one) will discover how innocent the Palestinian masters
were of an 'abstract' or 'transcendent'--or any other
sort of philosophical--idea of God."zu

Shechter and lioore represent an approach to rab-
binic thought that states that the Rabbis did not engage
in philosophical reflection--which is,.of course, ‘'com-
plex' and ‘sophisticated’--thus, they must have held

to *simpler' and *more primitive' notions. The Rabbis,

however, ‘vere not nearly as simplistic as they have been
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depicted. Certainly, they operated from the basic pos-
ition of faith, which severely limited a critical or
skeptical examination of a biblical verse. 3ut they al-
so recognized the pitfalls of uncritical faith and were
disturbed by inconsistencies that arose from the depic-
tion of God in a grossly physical way. They realized
that some biblical assertions required careful and dis-
cinlined examination, lest they be taken too literally.25

Nax Kadushin recognized that the rabbinic mind was
not naive, but he also insisted that to infer philosophic
notions in their thoucht was equally mistaken. He wrote:
"The fact is that the Rabbis and the philosophers simply
do not inhabit the same universe of discourse...To as-
cribve to the Rabbis any sort of stand on anthronomorphism
is to do violence, therefore, to rabbinic thought."26

Kadushin noticed rabbinic concern for anthropomor-
nhic statements such as Cod as a 'man of war.,' He arcued
that the arprehension expressed was not a major consid-

eration, for ultimately the questionable verse would be

affirmed. He expressed the method by which the Rabbis
dealt with a questionable verse in the following form:
the text, concern cver the verse based on contrasting
statements in the Tible, then interpretation that affirms
the meaning of the verse, Xadushin called the phrase

that introduced concern for the verse a '"structural ster-
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eotype.'27 The purpose of the structural stereotype

was not to question the anthropomorphic implication, but
rather to affirm the Rabbis' belief in Cod's justice and
mercy.

Where they were troubled by anthropomorvphisms, Xad-
ushin contended that the Rabbis were indicating their be-
lief in the 'otherness' of God; that God, despite words
to describe Him, was in no way human. lNore important to
the rabbinic mind, however, were beliefs in God's per-
sonal concern for His people. A questionable verse was
thus always affirmed as proof of Cod's justice and love.za
Xadushin concluded that it in this fashion that the Rab-
bis actually avoided an inquiry into anthrooomorphisms,
as would be expected in philosophic discourse.

Kadushin's contention that the rabbinic process was
in no way philosonhic is a semantic argument. He has de-
vised such terms as ‘'structural stereotype' and ‘other-
ness' (a term, he admitted, not explicitly used in rab-
binic 1iterature29). and has called them non-philosonhic.
These terms do, however, show that the Rabbis were wil-
ling and able to critically examine the text, elicit cer-
tain abstract problems and teach generalized concepts as
a result. What the Rabbis did not do was CGreek philoso-

phy, with a consistent abstract conceptualization of every

verse. Their ideas, nonetheléss show implicit philoso-



19

rhic notions.

A methodology for analyzing concern of anthrono-
morohism on the part of the Rabbis, has been very dif-
ficult to develon. The key nroblem has been the exis-
tence of two vast bodies of literature that require in-
vestigation. The first is the Bible. If it can be main-
tained that Scripture made disciplined use of the range
of discourse utilized to speak about CGod, it remains
that hundreds of verses exist that are explicitly or

| implicitly anthropomorphic.

‘ The second body is the rabbinic literature. ot

I only did the Rabbis perform exegesis on the questionable

| verses of the Eible, but they also found or raised ques-
tions of anthropomorphic usarge from verses that would
not normally be considered problematic. Thus, a truly
thorough investigation of rabbinic concern for anthro-
popmorphism would require retrieval and analysis of all
even remotely questionable verses and their rabbinic treat-
ment. A life time task.

The intention of this paper, however, is to indicate--
with duly noted variations and excentions--the major ap-
proaches that the Rabbis utilized. In order to accom-
plish this relatively modest task, it was deemed proper

to choose only a few gross examples of biblical anthro-
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pomorphism, and investigate what the Rabbis' reactions
were to these instances.

This method entails an important assumption. One's
own determination of what is to be considered a gross an-
thropomorphism may not have been recognized so by other
investigators, or by the Rabbis themselves. Involved in
the present choice of a suitable verse was a subjective
determination that the fashion in which the verse pre-
sented Cod in a human form was broader in scope or detail
that other biblical verses. For example, while it is com-
mon to encounter descriptions of God's eye or mouth, ref-

| erence to His back (Ex. 33:123) or hair (Daniel 7:9) appear

' tc more astonishing and therefore, possibly of more in-

r terest to the Rabbis. This is admittedly a conjecture.
Other investigators have different verses to examine.30
yet it remains unclear which biblical assertions were
truly the most bothersome or challenging to the Rabbis.
They did react, however, to these instances of gross

| anthropomornhism to an extant that allows one to make

| some tentative conclusions.

| Once a number of questionable verses have been as-
sembled, the rabbinic material is gathered through the
use of Hyman's ggggnjyugjagmLxlﬁgmggg;g.31 The inves-
tiration was limited to major midrashic collections and

the two Talmuds. Avoided were the collections that, though
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they claimed to contain rabbinic sources, put forward

a particular point of view which would slant the mat-

erial.

Werever possible, the author of the text was noted
in order to determine whether timing (the date of the
author) or location (the author's school) might have
some bearing on the approach to the questionable verse.
Cnce more, an assumption has been made about the: ver-
acity of the citation. While this textual problem may
be mitizated somewhat by use of critical editions, one
must aver that it is vossible that mistaken conclusions
can arise from too much use of cited authors. Instead,

+ the primary interest in this paper will be the discern-
ment of basic approaches to anthropomorvhism, with only
tentative statements about which Rabbi or school mizht
have used which approach.

The first part of the investigation is a broad,
surface study of rabbinic reaction to anthropomofphism.
The second part is a deeper examination of a linguistic
element of that reaction, the term, kib'vakhol. The
Rabbis employed certain phrases and expressions when en-
gaging in a discourse about God. MNany of them were used
frequently and appeared to take on a special meaning that
differed from its plain meaning. In this regard, it is

especially interesting, for kib'yakhol is cryptic in
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meaning and can be defined only by its function.

To adequately analyze this tem, one must find as
many instances of it in the literature as possible.

W. Bacher, in Erkai Midrash (Rabinowitz, trans.), listed
over one hundred citations. Other examples have been
found with the help of the Kossovski concordances on
Kishna, Tanaitic midrash, Tosefta and Talmud, and through
scanning some texts, such as Numbers Rabba , which were
neglected by Bacher. Approximately 140 cases, with dup-
lications excluded, were collected. This may not be an
exhaustive listing, but probably does represent a high
percentage of all citations.

The collected examples were examined according to
the following questions: who used the term, with res-
pect to which biblical verses, and for what opurpose,
that is, what divine attributes were affected. In this
way, one might learn more about the meaning and use of
kib'yakhol as one of a number of specific expressions
that framed the rabbinic understanding of their own hand-

ling of anthropomorphisms.32

Having examined this material, an effort is then made
to discover what methods were applied by the Rabbis--by
some of the Rabbis, or implied in the investigzations of

Rabhis--to deal with anthronomorpnhisms in the Zible, and
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what these methods indicate about their notion of God.
The second line of inquiry has to do with the specific
terminology associated with dealing with the problem.
The term, xib'yakhol, is studied as one that often ap-
pears when the Rabbis made an anthropomorphically daring
assertion about Cod, and thus, will further indicate

the ways in which the Rabbis permitted themselves to

speak about God. -



24

Survey of Rabbinic Passages that

=
=

Deal with Biblical Anthropomorphism

The organization of this chapter will be according
to how the Rabbis treated the anthropomorphic implica-
tion of an examined verse; from acceptence of the im=-
plication through to clear rejection of the anthropomor-
phism. In this way, one can see the range of treatment
for the same statements in the Bible.

Nost of the verses examined can be broken down into
t+wo or more parts, of which only one would contain the
anthropomorphism. It is not unusual to find passages in
the rabbinic literature that referred only to non-anthro-
pomorphic part or parts, and not deal with the anthropo-
morphism. In two verses examined, however, the relevant
passages virtually avoided the anthropomorphic part of
the verse. Deuteronomy 34:10, mentions that Moses had
a face-to-face relation with God. Except for one pas-
sage to be mentioned below, the part of the verse that
makes this claim was passed over by the Rabbis. Exodus
o110, reads: 'they (Nadav and Abihu) saw the God of
Israel; and there was under His feet the like of paved
work of sapphire...' All rabbinic interpretations exam-
ined accepted the notion of seeing God, which need not

be understood literally or anthropomorphically, for no
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human-like form or part is involved. They avoid, however,
the reference to "His feet.”

An argument from silence usually denotes acceptence.
Thus, the Rabbis did not try to qualify or reinterpret the
implications of either verse. In light of passages that
are to given later in this chapter, however, it is not
clear whether this silence means tacit agreement with the
verse, or an ambivalence on the part of the Rabbis with

respect to biblical anthropomorphism.

Before detailing instances that attest to rabbinic
ambivalence, we should note that there are passages in
which the Rabbis chose to deal with the anthropomorphism
literally. As can be seen in the followinzg cases, some
of them definitely accept the anthropomorphic implication
of the verse. Others simply do not deny this implication;
or they qualify the anthropomorphism.

Genesis 616, contains a daring anthropopathism:

"And it revented the Lord that He had made man on earth."
All the passagzes examined with respect to this verse,
accept the existence of divine emotion. In Genesis Rab-
ba (27:4), two opinions as to the meaning of the verse
are given.

2. Judah understood the verb [on}'l as cast in the

Qal form, meaning ‘to regret.' He therefore argued that
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the verse implied that " regretfulness was befor; Me,
that I had created him below; for had I created him above
he would not rebel against Me.n 32

The idea that God would regret and admit to a mis-
take, possibly a more daring anthropopathism than the Ei-
ble intended, is mitigated in R. Nehemia's inte;pretation.
He used the Ni'phal form of the verb, meaning to 'be com-
forted.' Thus, "I comfort Myself that I created him be-
low, for had I created him above, just as he caused the
lower beings to rebel against Me, so would he have done
with the upper beings.'3u Although., this interpretation
is less daring than R. Judah's, there is attempt to avoid
here the assertion of a divine emotion being depicted in

very human terms.

The followingz passages utilize verses that attest
to various asvects of God's appearance.

Cenesis 1:26,27, read: 'God said, let Us make man
in OQur image, in Our likeness...And Cod created man in
His owvn image.' The plain implication of these verses
is that God has a human-like form. There is no denial
of this in the following passages:

Genesis Rabba (8:11), contains the opinion of a R.
Tifdai in the name of R. Acha. The issue in this pas-

saze is, if human beings were created in Cod's form, then

~{
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what is the reason for the creation of male and female,
as attested by the rest of verse 27. The answer here is
that man is created with the qualities of both upper and
lower beings. Like the lower beings, he has been made
in order to procreate, but like the upper, he has been
created in the image and form of God. There is no qual-

fication placed on this assertion in the passage, thus,
one may conclude that Tifdai and Acha were using the
verse according to its plain meaning.35

A midrash in Deuteronomy Rabba (11:3), argues that
loses was greater than Adam, the first man, even thouch
Adam was created in God's image. The reason is that af-
ter Adam sinned, he lost the quality of honor: 'lian (adam)
does not abid in honor' (Ps. 49:13). lNoses, on the other
hand, maintained this quality to the end of his life:
'His eye was not dimmed, nor his natural force abated!
(Deut. 34:?).36 This distinction between hoses and Adam
does not deny the basic contention of Adam's human form
being like God's.

God's face (£')?) is referred to in a number of
verses. Exodus 33:11, states that lMoses spoke to God,
face-to-face, and Deuteronomy 34:10, says that he knew
Cod in the same manner. Exodus 33:20, on the other hand,
contends that no one can see God's face and live. The

following passages show that Rabbis did not dispute the
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the reality of the divine countenance.

Sifre to Deuteronomy (end of V'zot B'rakha), re-
solves the contradiction between Exodus 33:120, and the
other two verses: "When did He show him (His face)?

At the point of death. From this we learn that one may
see (Cod) at the point of death." '

Exodus Rabba (3:1), contains the opinion of R. Joshua
of Sikhin for R. Levi. Even though Moses had covered his
eyes when he came into the presence of God at the burning
bush, "the Eoly Cne, Elessed be He, showed him (His face).
It was a reward for hiding his face at that time, thus,
*the Lord would speak to loses face-to-face.'"33 The
implication of this passage is that God did have a face
that He could show to lloses. The verse is not disputed.

Tanchuma (Ha'azinu L), begins with I Chronicles 1&:
11. The first nart of the verse says: 'Seek out the Lord.'
The second part: 'Search for His face.' "This is to

1

teach you that the Holy One, Flesrced be Mo, may His name
be blessed, is sometimes seen and is sometimes not...
Thus, e revealed imself to l‘oses, as it says, *'the Lord
would speak to lloses face-~to-face.' Then He disappeared
from him, when (lloses) said to Him, 'Show me, please,
Your zlory' (Ex. 33:18).“39 This passage is not as strong

an accentance of the divine countenance as those above.

The point of this midrash relates to God's presence--

T
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thatl sometimes He is there and sometimes not--rather than
the specific reality of His face. There is no qualifica-
tion, however, of the verse, and thus, one can conclude
that the passage is not disputing its implication.
Numbers Rabba (14:20), begins with the statement of
Deuteronomy 34110, that no other prophet arose in Israel
like Noses. The midrash deduces that this verse means
that a comparable prophet did arise outside of Israel.
This was E2il'am, son of E'or. Yet, there were distinctions
between loses and Eil'am. One quality that !loses had,
that Bil'am lacked, was that he spoke to Cod, face-to-
face. The verse (Exodus 33:11) is only used in passing,
as one of a number of proof texts that mark a distinction
between lioses and Bil'am.uo Once more, however, there

is no disputing its implication.

Exodus 17:6, reads: 'Zehold, I stand before you
there on the rock at Horeb.' This verse implies more
than a divine presence. A human function, standing, is
given. The followinz two passages do not deny this as-
sertion.

Exodus Rabba (25:4), utilizes a verse in Isaiah
(65:1): *'I was at hand to those who did not seek Me.

I said, Here I am, Here I am.' The midrash concludes

that this verse says 'Here I am' twice as a reminder of
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two statements in Exodus: 'Behold, I will cause bread
to rain from heaven' (16:4), and 'Behold, I stand before

At The lesson here is

you there on the rock at Horeb.'
that God helped Israel, even as they were muttering a-
gainst Him, as indicated by the first part of the verse
in Isaiah. Nonetheless, the passage does not deny the
implication of God standing at Horeb.

A more definitive acceptance of the divine act of
standing is found in Bab, Baba k'tzia 86b. R. Judah
(b. Ezekial) says for Rav: “Whatever Abraham did for
the angels (in Cenesis 18) by himself, so the Holy One,
Blessed be He, did for His children (Israel) on His own;
whatever Abraham did through an agent, so the Holy Cne,
Elessed be He, did for His children through an agent."
Thus, Judah equated the statement about Abraham, that
*he stood by thenm under a tree' (Gen, 18:8), with the
verse about Cod standing at Hc:»re‘r:;.l"2 Not only is there
no denial of the implication of the verse, but the verse |
is also supported through this parallel.

In Daniel 719, God is depicted as wearing clothes:
*Hig rainment (is) as white snow.' jidrash Psalms (93:1),
attributed to R. Chanina, accepts this assertion literally.
Psalm 93:1, states that 'the Lord is clothed in majesty.*
Chanina concludes that "the Holy One, Blessed be He, be-
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fits His clothes, and His clothes are}béfittiﬁg to Him...
The Holy One, Blessed be He, is clothed in seven gar-
ments...” Chanina then listed verses that he interpreted
as pertaining to divine dress. The last, seventh, is
*in the days of the Messiah, as it says: 'His raiment:.
is as white snow.”.'L"3 In this midrash, the concept of
wearing apparel is accepted, then supported by the Bible.

An important consideration in the above passages is

that while the Rabbis responsible for them did accept

the anthropomorphism of the biblical verse, in many cases
it appears that the only reason for doing so was that the
assertion is found in the Bible. The verse states an
anthropomdrphism. so the Rabbis repeat it. Often, how-
ever, they do not develop or further support the asser-
tion of the vérse. In many cases given above, the verse
is merely stated without gqualification or denial, yet
as part of a lesson that has very little to do with God's
human~like quality. Moses and Adam, then Moses and Bil‘anj
afe‘compared; the midrash's intent in both cases is the
comparison, not the assertion of an anthropomorphism, but
the anthropomorphism is nonetheless given without any
indication that it should be understood in some way that
is different from its statement in Scripture.

Frbm examining these passages, one gets the féeling

that the Rabbis were not willing to confidently assert
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the plain meaning of the more daring anthropomorphisms of
the Eible. The verse is Scriptural, that is, revealed,
and these Rabbis evidently preferred not to voice their
objection to its meaning either. The following grouvp of
nassages do show some questioning on the part of Rabbis
to the plain meaning of a verse. The anthropomorphic
claim is not denied, but there is a clear indication of

ambivalence with respect to the claim.

The nidrash in Cenesis Rabba (8:11), that was des-
cribed above as ascribed to R. Tifdai, also contains the
opinion of other Rabbis.ha that the 'higher' components
of man's being are fourfold; that like the ministering
angels, he stands (on two feet), speaks, has knowledce
and can concem:r'ate.h'5 There is no mention here of be-
ing created accordins to Cod's form as implied in the
verses (Cen. 1:26,27). Neither is there a denial of
this implication. Verse 26, says ‘our form, our like-
ness,' and the Rabbis have made this plural form refer
to the angels. This leaves unstated the possibility that
the anrels have the ferm of both man and God--zan asser-
tion more nlainly made by Tifdai.

In Cenesis Rabba (8:9), R. Simlai has souszht to
resolve three phrases: ‘our form®' (v. 26), *His like-

weant (v.27) and '‘men and women He created' (v. 27).
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e concluded: "At first, Adam was created from the earth,
Eve from Adam. After, 'in our form, according to our
likeness,' there is no man without woman, no woman with-
out man and nether without the Skekhina.“ué Simlai

has maintained that each human being is created in the
liteness of the first man and woman, yet somehow involved
in that form is the Shekhina. There is an indication
here that Adam's form was indeed that of the Shekhina,

but this claim is certainly hidden, and Simlai did not

elaborate on what he meant.

With resnect to the verses that speak of GCod's face,
the following two passages use language that qualifies
the biblical claim.

Sifre to Deuteronomy (end of V'zot H'rakha, but
indenendent from the nassase ziven above), reads: "'that
imew Zod face-to-face,' (Deut. 34:10). ¥Why is this said?
Tor did not lloses asl: 'Show me, nlease, Your clory!

(Zx. 33:18)7? He said to him: in this world you may not
see thaet which appears to be like a face...but in the
world-to-cone, that which appears to be like a back

(cf. Ex. 33:23)."’47 The midrash has avoided speaking
directly about Cod's face or back by inserting the words,
*shenimshal k'"' that is 'that which appears like...'

"hile the passage has qualified the anthropomorvhism, it
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has not denied the possible reality of a divine face or
back.

The same sort of gualification occurs in Exodus Rab-
ba (23:15). R. Berekhia said: "...loses, how vigorously
did he beseech before the All-Present, until he saw the
imace...2Zven the heavenly beings who carry the Throne
do not recosnize the image, and when it came time to re-
cite their sonz of praise, they would say, 'which is the
place? We do not imow whether it is here or elsewhere!’
.+.+7et, those who came up from the Sea, in unison snoke
and pointed with a finger, 'This is my Cod, and I will
clorify Einm,' (Ex. lS:Z).“uB The word d'mut, image, is
used here instead of anthropomorphic terms, but there is

nc denial of a real divine countenance.

Deuteronomy Rabba (2:37), refers to God's wearing
aoparel, as indicated in Daniel 7:9. Unlike the passage
in Xidrash Psalms (93:1, above), this midrash does not
spealr directly about God wearing clothing. Instead, it
reads: "R. Zerekhia said; there are ten places (in Scrio-
ture) where the iloly One, Zlessed be He, called Israel
a bride...And in resnonse, Israel adorns the loly One,

Bisndad be He, with ten sppavels.*t?

Berekhia pictured
Israel 'dressing' God as a bridegroom as a result of it
beins called a bride, The divine apparel, according to

Uerekhia, is figurative and not necessarily real. Once
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more, however, there is overt denial of the implications

of the verse in Daniel and the other verses used.

Also stated in Daniel 7:9, is the clause: 'the hair
of is head like pure wool.' No passage that quotes this
clause refers to divine hair. They depict God instead,
as appearing as an old man.

R. Chiya ba Abba, in P'sikta d'Rav liahana 109b, said:
"According to each activity and each circumstance, the
Holy One, Elessed be He, would appear before Israel. At
the Sea, He was like a warrior...At Sinai, like a scribe
«seand in the days of Daniel, like an old man teaching
Torah...And He also apneared to them like a young lad."s0
As in passazes above (Ex. Rabba 23:15, and Sifre), the
description of Zod that had been implied in the biblical
text has been qualified. Thus, according to Chiya, this
is the way that God appeared at various times in Israel's
history, not that He actually is any of these.

A statement in Zab. Chagiza 14a, agrees with Chiya's
comment. A verse in Song of Songs (5:11) is taken to
mean that God has dark hair. When compared to the verse
in Daniel, the Talmud concludes: “There is no'broblem.
Yere is during study, and here is during battle. As a
master taught, one is not satisfied with sitting unless

he is old, nor is one comfortable in battle unless he is
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w51 Zoth passages speak of God's appearance. They

young.
do not speculate on whether what 'appeared' might reflect
what i§ real.

A midrash in Tgnchuma, Buber, ed. (Chaye Sara 58b),
utilizes the verse in order to depict God as an old man,
and then relate this manifestation of age to show ap-
nroval toward Abraham: "*All the paths of the Lord are
compassion and truth' (Ps. 25:10). Abraham arose and
cleaved to the guality of compassion. Thus, the Holy
Cne, Elessed be He, said to him; this quality is line
and you have taken hold of it. I swear, that I shall
make you appear like e, for as it says, 'the hair of
His head like pure wool.' Then what does it say: 'Then
Abraham buried his wife, Sarah' (Gen. 23:19). He rose
and attended to her. The Holy Cne, BElessed be He, said
to him: it is proper that you have adorned her. Thus, it
is said: *And Abraham was old' (Gen. 2¢:1)."52 The im-
plication in this passace is closer to an assertion that

God has the form of an old man, than those above. In
this midrash, Cod has made Abraham old so that he would
avpear like Him. There is, nevertheless, no claim that
God is truly gray-haired, that His 'old age' is more than
merely a metaphor for respect and honor,

Another passage having to do with this clause in

Daniel 7:9, represents a greater distancing from the
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plain meaning of God having hair. In Tanchuma (X'doshim
1), R. Pinchas, in the name of R. Chelkia, interpreted
the word, n'ke to mean 'to purify' as for judgment: "What
is meant by 'and the hair of His head like pure wool'=--
that the Holy One, Blessed be He, purifies Himself in
order to judge the idolators, and provide for them, in
this world, the reward for their little good deeds that
they do; thus, they may be judged as guilty in the world-
‘t'.cu-con'ua."53

A sentence in Egther Rabba (1:6), seems to inter-
pret the verse in the same way. In par‘'sha 1:5, a story
is told that Ahasuerus was worthy of ruling only half
of the world's 252 vrovinces. Due to one small gesture
of kindness to the Jews, God extended his rule to one
more=--127 provinces. Thus, R. Levi, in the name of R.
Samuel bar Nachmani, concluded: "The hair of His like
pure wool; for there is no creature that can be com-
vared to Him." The statement ends here, but its meaning
seems to parallel that of the previous midrash, where a
heathen is given a small reward for his small good deed
in this world. Zoth passages avoid dealing with the
verse's claim of divine hair. In choesing to treat the
vord 'mure,' they nevertheless avoid a denial of the im-
nlication of the verse.Sh

The verses that reflect human-like action on the
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part of the deity are also subjected to an ambivalent
interpretation by the Rabbis.

Isaiah 6:1, contains the prophet's clainm to seeing
the Lord sitting on His Throne. The existence of a
heavenly Throne is not guestioned, rather it is the
assertion that the deity can be viewed in the human-
live activity of sitting that is anthropomorphic.

In Agadat D'reshit (14:1), it is noted that Amos
saw God standing (9:1), lloses saw Him as a warrior (Ex.
15:3), Daniel, as an old man (7:9), as well as Isaiah's
claim. The passage concludes: "In a2ll, no one pronhecy

w55 The midrash is stating a con-

is compared to another.
tention about the nature of prophecy. It therefore does
not clearly assert whether what the prophets saw was a
reflection of what is real about the depiction of CGod,
or jsst an imace.

It is also unclear in Tanchuma (aso 11), whether
Isaiah's claim is accepted: "Come and see, at the time
that the Yoly One, Blessed be He, said to lloses: lioses,
see, that a Holy Temple has been built above...As it
says, "And I saw God sitting on Xis Throne, etc." Zut
for the sake of (Israel's) love, I leave that Temple,
that had been constructed even before the creation, and

I come down to dwell among you."56 The verb is no lon-

ger 'to sit,' but rather 'to dwell,' not necessarily an



39

anthropomorphism.

All of the passages that have been listed above,
refrain from denying the anthropomorphic claim of a bib-
lical verse. If there exists some qualification--use of
words such as *'image' or 'appear'--or a reinterpretation,
the passage nevertheless permits one to maintain the nlain
meaning of the verse. One may conclude from these pas-
sages that some of the Rabbis were non-anthronomornhic
with respect to their readins of anthropomornhic scrin-
tural verses. They sought to balance what they took as
being the fundamental truth of the text, with their own
sense that the deity should not be described with cer-
tain terms.

The following group of passages indicate a more
anti-anthropomorphic attitude on the part of the Rabbis

toward these verses.

Genesis 3:8, reads: "And they heard the sound of
the Lord, God, as He was walking in the garden." The
verse is asserting that the deity is not merely present,
but walking on earth.

In Genesis Rabba (19:7), Abba bar XKahana reinter-

preted the verse: "It is not written 'he walks about'

(m*halekh), rather 'he goes back and forth' (mit-halekh)--
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that is, zoes up and away.'57 In other passages.58 it

is explained that when Adam sinned, the essence of the
Shekhina, which had been on earth, was removed &nd went
to heaven. There is no denial that God Himself--or that
part of Him called the Shekhina--was in the garden. Ka-
hana, and others, have chosen to change the concept of

the deity engacing in the human-like activity of walking--
or horizontal movement--to one of God moving between earth
and heaven. Evidently, this vertical movement, which
could be related to many descents on the part of God to
earth, as in the revelation at Sinai, was more acceptable.

Another midrash in Cenesis Rabba (19:7), reads the
verse in such a2 way as to avoid the anthropomorphism
alltogether. R. Xelfon (or Hilfi) opined that it was not
Zod, but rather iis voice that was moving in the garden.
That a voice can move on its own among the trees is sup-
ported by a parallel instance of fire moving across an
area.>”

In Numbers Rabba (11:3), Shimon b. Yochai also
chanzed the meaning of the verse. God did not walk; it
was Adam who stood on his feet: "fefore he sinned, he
would hear the Spoken Voice while on his feet and could
remain standins, but when he sinned and heard the voice,
he went into hiding.“60

Two passages in Cenesis Rabba (19:8), express their
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anti-anthropomorphism by choosing to read words in the
verse differently. The first passage deals with the
first word of the verse: "Do not read 'and they heard'
(vayishm'u), rather 'they caused it to be heard' (vayash-
mi'u).” As a result of their sinning, Adam and Eve,
"heard the voice of the trees that were saying: they are
thieves that have stolen the mowledgze of creation."61
The verse is read to mean that charzges were brought be-
fore God by beings in the garden. Thus, the anthropomor-
phic assertion disappears.

The second passage reinterprets the operative word
of the anthropomorphism, mit-halekh. "R. Levi and R.
Isaac. R. Levi said: Death had been in the garden.
R. Isaac disagreed: (At that time) Death came to it
(met halakh ;g).“éz The discussion of Levi and Isaac
deals with the punishment that befell Adam and Eve on ac-
count of their sin. Tor disobeying Cod's command, they
lost their immortality; in other words, were sentenced to
death. In thics passaze, therefore, the claim of God walk-
ins in the zarden is turned into a2 statement about the
nature of their punishment. The anthropomorphism is re-

moved.

Exodus 33123, reads: 'I will then remove liy palm and

you shall see lly back.' Passazes that deal with this
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verse reinterpret the claim of a divine back in order to
remove this concept.

Exodus Rabbz (45:6), interprets the verse as fol-
lows: "The Holy One, Zlessed be He, said to (ioses), I
show you the reward of the righteous that I will provide
them in the end of da.ys.“63 The midrash has reread 'my
back' (achorai) as 'end of days' (ach'rit havamin), thus,
it no longer accepts the anthrovomorphic assertion of the
verse.

In 3ab.3'rakhot 7a, R. Chana bar Bizna, for R. Shimon
the Pious, tausght: "*'I will remove My palm and reveal [y
back.' This teaches that the Holy One, Dlessed bhe He,
showed loses where to place the knot of t'fillin.“su The
word, gchorai, is no longer understood as the back of Cod's
body, but as the back of a person's head, where the knot

is placed when one puts on t'fillin. The anthropomorphism

is clearly renoved.

Isaiah's claim of seeinz Cod sitting on His Throne
(6:1), is denied in Zab. Yebamot 49b. The agada states
that the king lenasseh condemned Isaiah for claiming
things that contradicted the assertions made by loses in
the Torah. In opposistion to the prophet's clgim of
seeing Cod, is the statement that no one can see God and

live (Ex. 33:20). A baraitz concludes this agada: "All
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the orophets saw through smokey gzlass, but loses, our
Rabbi, saw through a clear glass."65 The verse in Ex-
odus is therefore used to dispute the statement in Is-

aiah.

In these passages above, the Rabbis recognized the
anthropomorphic implication of a verse as bothersome
or objectionable to their own concept of deity, and thus,
sought to reinterpret the verse in such a way that the
anthroovomorphism was removed. Z2y treating the question-
able verse in this fashion, the Rabbis avoid voicing
their objection to its implication. They simply pre-
sented an alternate reading.

A more emphatic rejection of anthropomorphism is
accomplished through claiming that the offensive word or
term actually means something else. This was the method
utilized by allegorists such as the ancient Greeks and
Hellenized Jews.

Allegory, as used by the CGreeks, however, entails
a philosophic framework that is very different from that
found in Jewish thought. The central object in Greek
thinking was things, the physical elements of the uni-
verse. With respect to contemplation, things are pas-
sive and objective. Their basic forms and functions--

their metaphysical nature--can be expressed in abstracts.
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Although the Greek gods were human-like, they also rep-
resented, at least to the philosophers, the functioning
of the universe, and therefore, could be transformed

through allegory into abstract concepts.

The central object of rabbinic thought is the Jew-
ish God, which cannot be equated with the inanimate things
of the universe. When Philo tried to resolve the dif-
ference between Creek thought and God, he introduced to
his allersorizations, the idea of coming to know God through
mystic elevation. This action is not central in Judaism,
for it entails an action by the human being alone as
means to meet God. The God of biblical and rabbinic Jud-
aism, on the other hand, is one who acts to meet man as
well, by manifesting Himself in history.

This difference between the Greek and Jewish atti-
tude toward allegory notwithstanding, there have been
scholars who have maintained that, among the Rabbis,
there existed a school of allegorists. In this regard,
Arthur Marmorstein wrote:

The conditions in Palestine differed not very

much from those amonz the Greek-speaking Jews.

Ctherwise, one could not account for the many

similarities of the questions raised in the one

nlace as in the other...Next to the radicals

at both ends, who defended the literality of

the Scriptures out of piety and reverence,

there were the Jewish Narcionites who adhered

to the same principle out of hatred against the

Zible and the Jewish teaching of God...Bet-
ween these two groups stood the allegorists,
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who tried to avert the criticism and misin-

tgrpretation of the Bible, and through the 66

Bible, of the Jewish doctrine of God.

It was Marmorstein's contention that these Jewish
rationalists stemmed from R. Ishmael's school. He gave
an example of Ishmael's method of exegesis.6? the Rabbi's
treatment of Exodus 12:13, *'Then I will seethe blood and
pass by them.' The limitation on God implied in this
verse is that He must first see the blood on the door of
the Israelite's home in order to know which houses to
pass. Ishmael therefore asked: "Is not everything known
to Him?" This comment was supported by Daniel 2:22 and
Psalms 139:12, that attest to God's omniscence. The
solution that Ishmael gave was, according to Marmorstein,
one that "would have caused joy to Philo, had he heard
it.”68 It was: “"Scripture says, 'I will see the blood,*
but (implies) that because of your (Israel's) observance
of this commandment, I will reveal lyself and have com-
passion upon you." The second part of the verse is giv-
en as proof: "'And I will pass by them.®' Not ‘passing
by* (p'sicha), but 'having compassion® (ghixea).“69

Max Kadushin debated this theory. If some Rabbis
were actually allegorists, he argued, then what was the
object of their allegories? Kadushin also disputed the

existence of this school as opposed to a literalist

rroun, which was also posited by Narmorstein. He noted
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that Marmorstein would sometimes bend the evidence in

order to fit his 'l:lfneor_w,r.?0

Research into the passages that deal with anthro-
vomornhic verses, in this study, has yielded no evidence
of a concerted effort to apply allegory to the Zible.
There has been found instead, 2 number of rassages that
seek to reject an anthropomorphic assertion through the
device of claimingz that the verse must be taken metz-
phorically. Thus, one can say that the Rabbis would
sometimes view certain words symbolically. This may
be taken as allegory, but only in the broadest sense of
the term, and in a fashion that does not nearly approach
the work of the Hellenists--such as Thilo--or the later
medieval scholastic philosonhers.

Marmorstein's contention that there were two basic
methods of approach utilized by the Rabbis--literal and
allecgorical--may be disputed by the evidence already
detailed. Among the verses studied, only a few passaces
can be said to have literally accepted the verse. Ilany
more were ambivalent in their presentation. Ilicreover,
as Kadushin said, there are even some instances of cross-
ins over in larmorstein's presentation.

For examnle, [larmorstein has depicted Akiba as a lit-

71

eralist. When he opposed R. Pappis (or Pappus or Pap-
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vpayus), he utilized a symbolic interpretation. In

Song of Songs Rabba (1:9, par. 1), Pappis had exclaimed
that God was an unchallenged Judge. As proof, he cited
Job 23:13, 'He is at one with Himself, so can answer
Him; what He desires, so shall He do.' Akiba answered
this allegation--that it is possible for God to be cap-
ricious in His judgments--by interpreting Isziah 6:1

(I saw the Lord, CGod, sitting on a Throne): "That is
enough, Papnis! One may not challenge the judgzment of
He who Spoke and there was the World; but everythingz is
according to the Truth and everything according to the
Law."?2 In this manner, Akiba had explained that the
Throne of God symbolized His justice.

This passage is an example of rabbinic metaphorical
interpretation. The verse in Isaiah is no longer taken
to depict the deity sitting on his throne, but rather
as thedeity fairly dispensing justice. The following
passages also reject the plain meaning of the verse in

favor of a non-anthropomorphic interpretation.

Exodus 33:11, refers to Cod and Moses speaking face-
to-face. Midrash Psalms (25:16), places this verse in
its context of lMoses being on the top of the mountain
when the Israelites had turned to the golden calfs "The

Holy Cne, Blessed be He, said to him: Two faces are boil-
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ing over with anger. Go back now! He entered the camp,
as it says: The Lord spoke to Moses face-to-face. If
one does not understand the meaning of the verse, then
read onts And he returned to the camp. Thus, one learns
that he was released from his vow.“73 The midrash has
clearly denied the implication of a divine face., Rather
than a face, there is an indication of divine anger that
leads to the release of a vow made by Noses.

Exodus Rabba (45:5), refers to portion of Exodus
33:20, 'no one can see My face.' It cautions: "Do not
accept 'y face' literally, but rather as 'the security
of the wicked,'" This interpretation is then supported
by Deuteronomy 7:10, 'He repays His enemies to his (His)

face, in order to destroy him.'?h

In Bab. Sota l4a, R. Chama b. R. Chanina was dis-
turbed by the injunction in Deuteronomy 13:5, 'You shall
follow after the Lord, your Cod.' FHe asked: "Is it pos-
sible to walk behind the Shekhina? Does it not say
*the Lord is a consuming fire?' Rather follow the at-
tributes of C:od."'?5 This reinterpretation is also found
in Tanchuma (Vayishlach 10): "I did not say this to you
(referrincs to the verse in Deuteronomy). I meant (to
follow) His ways of compassion, truth and charitable

deedz." The proof text is Psalm 25:10, "All the paths
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of the Lord are compassion andtruth."76

A midrash in Tanchuma (P'kude 2), deals with Gen-
esis 1:27, that Cod made man in His image. R. Jacod, in
the name of R. Asi, was comparing each of the works of
creation to the tabernacle that was erected in the wil-
derness. Thus, the work of the sixth day, man, is also
compared: "“God created man in His image, that is, with
glory did He fashion him." The replacement of 'image’
by 'glory* (kavod),.is established by the verse that
refers to the tabernacle, Psalm 26:8, "I love the place
of Your house and the tabernacle of Your glory.“?7 In
that man is like the mighkan, his creation is 'the tab-

ernacle of Your glory' which is how 'His image' is read.

R. Berekhia, in Lamentations Rabba (1:37), examined
the verse, 'You stretch out Your right hand, the earth
swallowed them' (Ex. 15:12). The land and the Sea were
arzuing over who should receive the dead Egyptians.
Neither wished to accept them lest that one be cursed.
They arpgued until God swore to the land that no curse
would befall it. This is derived from the verse. "It
is not 'right hand' but ‘an oath.'" The proof text is
Isaiah £2:8, "The Lord swore by }is right hand.“78
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This last passage indicates how modest the Rabbis
were in their attempt to give a metaphorical reading to
biblical verses. To reinterpret God's right hand--or the
act of stretching it forth--as the act of swearing an
oath, is hardly the sort of thorough conceptualization
that is associated with allegory. It would appear in-
stead that the Rabbis who utilized symbols were merely
voicing their opposition to the plain meaning of a par-
ticular verse. Some of the passages express their op-
position quite directly, by using the expression, 'it is
not...but rather.' They then support their contention
with a verse that contains both the word they oppose and
the term with which they wish to replace it. Thus, R.
Zerekhia used the verse in Isaiah that contains 'right
hand' (which is found in the anthropomorphic text) and
*swear' (which “erekhia had maintained to be the meaning
of *rirht hand' in this verse). Exodus Rabba (£5:5), in
utilizing Deuteronomy 7:10, has taken the *His face' in
the verse, and has equated it with *He repays,' signify-
inr the temporal comfort that the wicked may have in this
world.

The rabbinic use of symbolization is therefore, very
weagk. First, it is used only on a few occasions. Out
of about 250 passages examined, no more than ten cases

could b»e found. It can be expected that with further
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research, others would turn up, but it is doubtful that
the percentage would change. Second, in most of the
cases examined, the Rabbis appeared to claim that their
reinterpretation was not original, but well-grounded in
the Zible by virtue of some other verse. Unlike the
allegorists, who would assert that they were gziving the
nrover reading of Scrinture, based on philosophical no-
tions, the Rabbis merely stated that they were reading
the text according to its plain meaning elsewhere. Fin-
ally, the use of a metaphor is nct always central to the
lesson of the midrash. R. Jacob, for example, is not
necessarily bothered by the biblical implication that
Cod, in creating man, had a human form. His equating
*image' with 'honor' was simply to show how man was like
the tabernacle.

Cne may conclude that althoush Rabbis were bothered
by anthroromorphic assertions in the “ible, they preferred
not to exvress their opposition so directly as to sym-
bolize the offending term. They tried instead, tc reread
the verse so as to remove the anthropomorphism, or used

terms that qualified the biblical assertion.

The rabbinic passages that deal with Exodus 1516,
"Your right hand, 0 Lord, zlorious in power, Your right

hand, crushes the enemy," indicate another anproach to
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anthropomorphism in the Bible. Today, one might recoz-
nize this verse in context, as the Israelites exultation
of God's mighty power by which they were freed from the
Egyptians. Targum Onkelos, which, as has been noted,
would soften or remove anthropomorphisms on occasion,
translated this verse literally: ,n.‘l"llr, " ?J'n-
Meyo poraAn o N kdna

Rabbinic interpretation of this verse also main-
tained the anthropomorphism, but dealt with the verse
in a very consistent manner. The following are the fol-
lowing are passages that deal with our verse:

In Bab. Avoda Zara 4a, R. Chanina (or Chananya) bar
Papva compnared three verses that contain the word, koach.
They are Job 37:23, "The Almighty whom we cannot find,
is excellent in power."™ Fsalm 147:5, "Our Lord is great,
His power is mighty." And Exodus 15:6. He resolved an
apparent conflict in which the first two verses imply
an invisible power, and the latter a tangible one, by
saying: "There is no difficulty; here (the first two)
is during judszment, and here (the third) is during
war.“?g

A midrash in Song of Sonss Rabba (1:9, par. 1), be-
gins with a verse from I Xings (22:119), that angels were
arranzed on both the left and the right of the Throne.
Zased on the double use of the word, yamin (right hand),
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that is found in our verse, the question is raised: "Is
there a 'left hand' in heaven?" The answer that is given
is yes; that the right side is given over to merit, the
left to guilt.>®
In Tanchuma (2'shalach 15), there is also an ex-
pressed concern for the double use of the term, yamin.
It is explained here that the first *'right hand' is
stretched forth in order to receive repentence. If re-
penters had come forward, the second ‘right hand' need
not have exacted judgment.81
e R. Abahu, in Exodus Rabba (22:2), provided the par-
i able of a man who protects his son from highwaymen with
B one arm, while he fights with the other. "Thus, Israel
o spoke to the Holy One, Elessed be He: Let there be peace
upon both Your hands, that one saved us from the Sea, and
the other drowns the Sgyptians."°2

Yalkut Shimoni (Part II, #455), compares our verse

to Isaiah 40:10, "Behold the Lord, God, comes as a mighty
- One." "(He will come in this fashion) upon the idol-
ators, but upon Israel, here is His reward and His acts
are before Him."83
X¥'khilta 392, examining our verse, notes that yamin
is used twice and posits: "When Israel does the will of
the All-present, they make the left hand like the right.“au

llidrash Psalms (185:20), asks how did the feeble and




the goutridden mange to get out of the Sea before the
Egyptian army went in. The answer given is that "the
Holy One, Blessed be He, reached out with His (right)
hand and moved them out of the Sea."85

Each of these passages appear to accept the reality
of God's right arm, or two right arms. Each passage also,
however, uses this term, as it appears to be used in the
Bible, to denote God's power. In Avoda Zara , the right
hand is Cod's might in battle, as opposed to His power
in judgment. Sonz of Sonzs Rabba equates it with the
power of grace or forgiveness. The passages, in noting
its two=fold occurrence, refer to two of Cod's attributes,
the Protector of Israel against its enemies, and Accep-
tor of repentence or good deeds. The consistency in
which each midrash interprets this term in our verse,
leads one to conclude that the term itself was employed
as a symbol. MNore probable, though the limitations of
this study have precluded the gathering of further evi-
dence to bear out this contention, the Rabbis recognized
that the Eible will make figurative use of some anthro-
pomorphic words, such as °'right hand.' Thus, all they
were doing was maintaining the concepnt that they had
perceived as implicit in the text.
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Conclusions to the Survey of Anthropomorvhic Verses

The verse and passages examined in this survey do
not permit any sweeping generalizations about the rab-
binic attitude toward anthropomorphism in the Eible.

The two models presented by Kadushin and Marmorstein, are
not borne out. Kadushin had argued that the Rabbis, not
being in any way philosophers, were not at all concerned
about the anthropomorphic implication of a verse, but
rather wished to impart a sense of Cod's otherness. It
would appear, however, that there were Rabbis who were
concerned about anthropomorphic implications, and sought,
through midrashic techniques, to avoid them.

Marmorstein, on the other hand, described the con-
cern for anthrovomorphism on the part of the Rabbis as
a school of thoucht that sought to allegorize the anthro-

a
vpomornhic claim of the verse.“6

This school existed in
opposition to those who accepted biblical verses liter-
ally. This survey does not indicate the existence of

two such schools. Although, some Rabbis have been seen
to avoid the anthropomorphism of a verse and some to ac-
cent it, already one can note that X. Berekhia, R. Levi,
Shimon b. Lakish, even Akiba, did both. It is probable
that further investigation will reveal that more Rabbis

would sometime accept and sometime avoid the anthropo-
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morphism of a verse. lMoreover, the sort of symbolization
that the Rabbis employed can hardly be put on the level
of allegory, as Thilo and other Hellenists used it.

The survey does indicate a number of levels of re-
action to the anthropomorphic claims of a verse. The
rabbinic attitude toward Exodus 24:10--mention of God's
feet--and Deuteronomy 34:10--God's face--goes virtually
unmentioned in the rabbinic literature. On one level,
therefore, the Rabbis were simnly unconcerned and silent
about an instance of anthronomorphisn.

A second level is the recosnition of an anthrono-
nornhic claim. In a few cases, the claim of the verse
is accepted without question; in more, there is some
qualification or ambivalence about the assertion. At
any rate, according to their interpretation, Rabbis per-
nitted the conception of a2 divine countenance, of the
deity being dressed, appearing young or old, and standing
on earth. Even in cases of literal acceptance, one may
derive philosophical implications from the passage. The
assertion that Cod is sometimes rresent and sometimes

e
By can be clearly associated with the Zuberian notion

not,
of the ecclipse of Cod--though, in this passage, it might
only arise as a method for resolving two contradictory
verses. While the Rabbis could accept descriptions of

God's appearance, these images of clothing or of aze are
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not described without a purpose. Each manifestation of
God is clearly related to a divine concern. Cod is a
young warrior at the Sea, for example, because He is the
Protector of His people, and concerned with the fate of
Israel.

A third level of reaction to an anthropomorphism was
the attempt to reduce or soften the implication. A
final type was the attempt to remove the implication al-
tozether. For some Rabbis, the plain meaning of a verse
was evidently unacceptable. It was improper to say that
Cod has a back, or hair, or could be seen by mortals, and
thus, .the 2ible must have meant something else by these
assertions.

Amongz the verses chosen for this survey, there ap-
pears to be a sense on the part of the Rabbis that some
anthropomornhic assertions are more objectionable than
others. lio passage accented the claim of Cod's back,
as presented in Exodus 33:23. llost passages avoided the
idez of the deity walking in the Carden of Eden, and the
descrintion of God's hair. With respect to the latter,
those passaces that utilized this description, did so
indirectly by asserting that God appeared old, but did not
refer directly to His hair. The passages that dealt with
verses referring to CGod's face were sometimes accepting,

sometimes reinterpretive. The claim of 2 divine coun-
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. tenance, however, is much more common in the Bible than
et claims of a divine back and hair. As has been noted,
the verses referring to the right hand of God are con-
sistently interpreted to denote divine power and protec-
‘ tion. The Rabbis, therefore, might be utilizing this
term as a symbol, or recognizing the way the term is used
fizuratively in Scripture.
It is also evident that there was disagreement among
the Rabbis with respect to their conceptions of God.
Some were more willinz to make anthropomorphic assertions

f about the deity than others. One nassage, repeated a

‘- number of times in the literature, may serve as an exam-
’ ple. In Bab., chagiza 14b, it is noted that the verse in

Daniel (7:9), refers to the thrones of God. R. Akiba

first interoreted this plural casting as meaning two

thrones, one for Cod and one for David (the Kessiah).

R. Jose the Calilean took this to mean that, in Akiba's

opinion, Cod was sharing His place of glory with a mor-
(4 tal, and therefore responded: "Akiba, how long are you
roing to treat the Shekhina as profane!" He gave his
own internretation that there were two Thrones, .one for
disvensing judement and one for charity. For Jose, Ak-
iba's opinion was evidently too strong an anthropomor-
phic assertion.

The passage continues with a baraitz that indicates

=
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that Akiba acquiesced to his colleague, but R. Eliezer
b. Azaria still disagreed: "Why are you bothering with
the lHagadah? Quit your musings and return to 'Afflic-
tions' and 'Tents' (two tractates of liishna, with which
Axiba was considered an expert)." Eliezer then inter-
preted the verse to mean one Throne and its footstool.
He based this on Isaiah 6611)88

Clearly, Eliezer found Akiba yet to be venturing too
far in the ggggg.eg For him, it was improner to believe
that God would need two Thrones in order to perform sep-
arate functions. iHe therefore reinteroreted the plural

forn of the biblical verse to mean just one Throne.

Among the passages gathered in this survey, no
interpretation of a verse so conceptualizes an anthro-
pomorphic claim as to deny the personal manifestation
of God in Israel's history. While there definitely ex-
isted a sensitivity on the part of Rabbis to the force
of an anthrovomorphism in the “ible, there anpears to
be no attemnt to denict a totally distant and abstract
deity. A sipnificant and fundamental difference between
the rabbinic and Hellenistic concention of deity, is
that the Cod of Israel is close, concerned with His peo-
nle, and able to rersonally involve Himself in their

history.




60

This conception necessarily leads to a tension, for
God is also depnicted as beyond human conception. "I am
God, and not man," is proclaimed in Hosea (11:9); and
what human attributes can describe Him? GCGiven the ac-
knowledged unlimited power and incomprehensibility of
deity on one hand, and the depiction of a personal, con-
cretized God on the other, one looks for indications of
whether the Rabbis were able to combine or resolve the
two conceptions. The followingz chanter, therefore, is
concerned with one of a number of specialized rabbinic
terms that serve to modify anthrovomornhic claims about

God. The term, kib'yakhol.
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III. Kib'yakhol

The Use of the Term

Sefore speculating on its function and exact mean-
inz, it is helpful to see why the term, kib'xakho;.go is
important and interesting. As was mentioned in the in-
troduction, kib'yakhol is one of a number of terms em-
ployed by the Rabbis when dealing with anthropomorphism
or some daring statement about Zod. Zach of these terms
is evidence that the Rabbis recognized, and reacted to,
the implications of anthropomorphic assertions.

Kib'yakhol is one of the more common terms utilized
by Rabbis, over 140 instances are to be found in the rab-
binic literature. It is also emnloyed with respect to
some of the most daring assertions to be made about Cod.
In 1light of the information provided in the previous chan-
ter, that attests to the ambivalence that Rabbis felt to-
ward anthropomorphic statements in the Zible, it is now
worthwhile to see how Xib'yakhol is used in the presen-

tation of a rabbinic notion of God.

The orevious chapter dealt with passages of rabbinic
literature that utilized an exegetical approach to anthro-
nomorphic verses in the 2ible. These passages did not

evidence any particular form that was consistently used
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in order to effect their approach to a verse. The pas-
sares that contain kib'yakhol, on the other hand, do
have a rather consistent form.

An example of this form is in M'khilta 62b : "'Then
you shall be liy own treasure from among the peoples'
(Ex. 19:6), kib'vakhol, I do not set down as rulers over
you anyone other than ie. Thus it says: 'Eehold, He that
reeps Israel®' (Ps. 121:4)."91

This midrash bezins with a verse that leads to a
sneculation about God. Then, the speculation is supvorted
by a second verse. This is the form for over eighty per-
cent of the incidents of kib'yakhol investigated--a verse,
a statement about God engendered by the verse and using
the term, and a proof text. Those passages that do not
strictly adhere to the form, remain close to it. Some-
times the generating verse is replaced by an agadic story,
which had been developed from some verse or verses. One
mizht also find the same text beinz used to both cenerate
and prove the assertion employing kib'yakhol. In every
sinsle case, however, at least one verse--either gener-
ating or proof--is associated with the use of kib'yakhol.

One may conclude that the term was used carefully.
The statement that was to be modified by xib'yakhol evi-
dently could not stand cn its own; a text from Scripture

was required in order to substantiate the assertion.
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The term is associated with daring claims about the deity,
but an examination of the biblical verses used with res-
pect to the term are not particularly daring. Only a
few of the verses examined in the previous chapter are re-
lated to passages that use kib'yakhol. One does not find
at all the references to God's face, back, hair or His
walking on earth. By contrast, verses in this collection
do refer to His manifestation on earth, or relate His
anthropopathic qualities of anger and sorrov. lost of the
verse, however, do not imply a major anthropomorphism.
Examnles of generating verses are: *And the Lord re-
membered Sarah' (Gen. 21:1). 'If the theft be found in
his hand alive, whether it be ox, or ass, oOr sheep, he
shall pay double' (Ex. 22:3). ‘'And the Lord spoke unto
lloses: get thee down, for thy people...have dealt cor-
ruptly*’ (Ex. 3217). ‘I am the Lord your God, who brought
you forth out of the land of Egypt, to give you the land
of Canaan, to be your God' (Lev. 25:38), 'And it came to
pass on the day that lloses had made an end of setiing up
the tabernacle' (No. 7:1). "A land which the Lord thy
cod careth for' (Deut. 11:12). ‘'Ask Me of the things that
are to come' (Isa. 45:11). vAnd when they came unto the
nations, whither they came, they profaned My holy name'
Zzek. 36:20). "For the oppression of the poor, for the

sighing of the needy, now will I arise, said the Lord'
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(Fs. 12:6)., *It is an honor for a man to keep aloof from
strife' (Prov. 20:3). *The eye also of the adulterer
waits for the twilight, saying: No eye shall see me' (Job
24:15). 'She weeps sore in the night...She has none to
confort her' (Lam. 1:2).

Among proof texts, equally unarousing, are: ‘And
Abraham hastened into the tent unto Sarah and said: Make
ready quickly' (Gen 18:6). ‘lioses said unto the people:
Now I will go up unto the Lord, perhaps I shall make atone-
ment for your sin' (Ex. 32130). ‘'Let the Lord...set a
man over the congregation' (Num. 27:16). 'Oh that they

‘ had such a heart as this always, to fear Me...that it

' might be well with them' (Deut. 5:26). ‘'And when the

l Lord raised them up judges...for it repented the Lord be-
couse of their groaning' (Jud. 2:27). "I was angry with
!y people' (Isa. 47:6). 'They shall come with weeping,
and with supplications will I lead them' (Jer. 31:9).
*Who will rise up for me against the evil-doers' (Fs. 94:
16). 'Thou are the Lord, even You alone...and the host
of heaven worships You' (Neh. 9:6).

There are implications of anthropomorphism in these
verse, but they need be read into the verse. The anthro-
vpomorphic thrust of the speculation about God, involving
kib'yakhol, is more daring than that which can be found

in the verse. One may conclude that the claims made by
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the verses themselves were not a problem to the Rabbis,

in the same way that verses in the previous chapter might
have prompted Rabbis to equivocate or avoid the plain
meaning. The anthropomorphic assertion is to found instead
in their own statements--albeit, backed up in some way by
biblical texts--and thus, the »roblem seems to be one of
their own making. The Rabbis wished to make an assertion
about GCod. This assertion of theirs, they felt required
modification by the term, kib'yakhol. The nature and pur-

nose of this sort of assertion will be examined later.

Selective Use

About 140 discrete cases of the use of kib'yakhol
were examined in this study, which most probably repre-
sents virtually all the instances to be found in the
sources used in this survey. Vhen it is considered that
such passages apparently hold to a careful form, one may
conclude that the term's use was limited. ZEither it was
utilized by only a certain segment of Rabbis, or there
was an amount of selectivity in its use.

Wilhelm Sachergz arcued that Xib'yakhol in the rab-
binic literature was primarily an expression used by Tan-
aim and Palestinian Amoraim. He found that the earliest
expounder was R. Johanon b. Zakai, whose midrash is in

11'khilta 91b.72 The term is found over thirty times--
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twenty eight distinct instances--in Tanaitic literature
of li'khilta, Sifre and Tosefta . There is one mention

of the term in lishna, Sanhedrin 6:5, but the parallel
nishnas of the Babylonian and Palestinian Talmuds do not
contain it. Bacher, therefore, thinks that this might be
a later addition.

Bacher's contention is borne out in the later lidrash
and Talmud. About sixty percent of the passages refer to
their author, and three rore refer to an unnamed Tana or
Tanzim. All the names are Palestinian, ranging from b.
Zakai, a first generation Tana, to the last generation of
Palestinian Amerain (Azaria, Abin, Tanchuma, Nachman).

There are a2 number of names among the authors who
used Xib'yakhol, who are familiar as expounders of the
rassazes examined earlier. They included: Akiba, Shimon
b. Yochai, Judah, Shimon b. Lakish, Heoshaia, Acha, Chama
b. chanina, Isaac, Chiya bar Abba, Sh'muel b. llachman,

bba bar tahana, Serekhia, Joshua of Sikxhnin and Yudan.

o

These men represent both those who tended to soften or
remove an anthropomorphism, and those who tended to ac-
cent them.gu Cne's use of the term, therefore, was not
limited by an exegetical outlook. A Rabbi who would nor-
rzlly avoid the anthropomornhic impnlication in a verse,

would yet forward a strong anthropomorphic assertion mod-

ified by kib'yakhol.




Urbach has put forward the opinion that kib‘'yakhol
is related to a daring assertion about the Shekhina. He
vointed to the case of the mishna in Sanhedrin £:5. It
reads:t "R. lleir said: At the time that a man sins griev-
iously, the Shekhina, what would be her reaction? Kib'-
yakhol, Ky head aches and my arms pain me.'95 Urbach
noted that where kid'yakhol is not found in manuscripts
of the Nishna, neither is the word, 'Shekhina.®%®

While Urbach's observation is correct, it does not
go very far in explaining the selective use of the term.
The Talmuds do contain 'Shekhina' without the use of kib'-
yakhol. Further, the passages that involve both the word,
*Shikhina,' and the term, Xkib'vakhol, are a very small
percentage of the total. Including the mishna, there are
to be found only six other cases that employ both terms.97
Urbach's observation has provided us with a limited ap-
plication of the term, one that cannot be extended to cov-
er all uses.

The circumstances that must prevail in order to in-
clude the term would be very difficult to determine. Crit-
ical editions of lM'khilta, and the Zuber editions of Tan-
chuma and Midrash Psalms (also critical editions) indicate
that the term is present in some manuscripts and missing
in others. It is therefore not easily apparent to tell

98

when an instance of the term's use is authentic. Fur-
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thermore, there can be found anthropomorphic assertions
throughout the literature that apnear to be as strong as
those that contain kib'yakhol while not utilizing the
term.99
One would have to conclude that kib'yakhol may not
so much serve to type a certain anthropomorphic claim, as
it would call to attention the nature of that claim. The
term is not automatically used because an assertion reaches
a certain level of daring. If the statement is controver-
sial, however, then one may find kib'yakhol. The term

is used only in relation to statements that imply a human

gquality to the deity.
The leaning of Kib'vakhol

Narmorstein wrote a section in his Essays on Anthro-
pomorphism , on the terminology of the Rabbis in dealing
with anthrooomornhic verses. He listed expressions, more
than one word, that defined a2 guestion or assertion about
a certain verse. Some of these expressions indicate the
intention to take a verse literally. ‘Words as they are
written' (\asm> ©'133) asks the reader to accept the
plain meaninz of the verse. 'If it were not written in
Serinture, it would be impossible to say' ( =17A 3oﬂ$k
A YLak ' AIpd) clearly announces that the expounder

wishes the verse to be taken literally; in some cases,

o4
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the author may even wish to add to the anthrapomorphism.loo

Cther ohrases express a more skeptical attitude, or
serve to reinterpret the verse. They include: 'Is it
possible to say so' ( F; quié 1k '313.101 '*the words
of Torah are in a human tongue' ( ‘lgis MINn a1 al
P*k'fjh). 'to make the ear hear what it can grasp' ( [VMN
W adise o P’""‘ Mo ).192 once more, as far as they
are related to anthropomorphic texts, these phrases are
clear in their intent to modify and soften the impact of
a verse.

The one other expression that Marmorstein examined
was kib'yakhol. It acts quite differently from the other
exoressions. PFirst, it is grammatically difficult to un-
derstand. The root, 313'. appears to be in the form of
the infinitive construct, which is unknown for this root.
The combination of the particles, > and » is also unknown.
The term, therefore, does not have a plain meaning.

A second difference from the expressions given above,
is that the term does not directly modify the biblical
verse.w3 It is rather applied to a statement of spec-
ulation that is derived from the verse.

Pinally, the other expressions zenerally vreface that
stetement that is going to be made about Cod, and immed-
iately Tollow the biblical verse. Xib'yakhol, on the other

hand, seems to act as an appositive that might be found in
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any part of the statement. At the beginning-- "kib'yakhol
the Holy One, Blessed be He regreted that He made man.'lon
Jetween two clauses--"When the Temple was destroyed, kib'-
yakhol, the Holy One, ZBlessed be He, reduced His entour-
age."IoS At the end--"A mortal king builds a palace and
the building outlives him, but the lHoly One, Tlessed be
Ye, outlives the world, kib'xgghgl."IOG Unlike the other
expressions, which are prefacing vhrases that set the tone
for the rabbinic statement that follows, kib'vakhol is
best understood as an exclamation. It alerts the reader
to the nature of the rabbinic statement. Indeed, as will
be seen, it tends to oppose that statement.

Nowhere in the rabbinic literature is the term de-
fined. Thus, there is a great deal of speculation and
variation to its exact meaning. William Eraude, for ex-
ample, in his translation of iLidrash ng;gs.107 uses many
renderings: 'if one dare repeat this*' (I, ». 154), 'in
2 manner of sneakins' (I, p. 261), 'if one may speak thus
of Him' (I, ». 203), *'if you may use a manner of speak-
ins* (II, p. 14), *if one is permitted to impute such
vtords to God' (II, p.72, when Cod Ximself is speakinz).
The most common rendering is 'as it were,' used by Eraude
in I, o, 481, and II, p.141.

Yarmorstein reported a fanciful interoretation of the

term made by the fifteenth century scholar, R. Joshua b.
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Joseph of Tlemcen: "The Torah, which is written in twen-
ty-two ( ) letters, can (fn;-) say thus, but we human

108 An obvious

beinzs could not utter such a word."
reason for rejecting this interpretation is that Scrip-
ture is not makingz the assertion, but rather a human--
a Rabbi,10?

Rashi gave an opinion as to its meaning which might

110 Rashi commented

be the basis of Zacher's rendering.
on its use in Zab. Yoma 3b. The text discusses the dif-
ference between Yom Xippur and the other holy days. One
reason is that on the Day of Atonement, the Hizh Friest
brings the sacrifice from out of his own stock rather than
from the community's. This is suoported by a reading of
Exodus 9:2, 'Take from your own,' as oonosed to Exodus
27:20, *They will take,' £&. Johanon concluded: "'Take
from your own,' kxib'yakhol I prefer that from you more
than that from them."'! Rashi commentea: "..eaccording
to the difficult word, one would say that the Holy One,
Blessed be He, is limited in Israel. Thus, kib'yakhol,
which means, it is with reluctance such-and-such is said,
as if it was imvossible to say it."112
Zacher agreed with Rashi's explanation. He wrote:
"It is a common expression for that nlace in which a bold
statement ( )1 9133 ) about Cod is avologetically g.-_'._iven.“113

e then vnosed that the term was an abbreviation for: as
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if it were said by one who is able, you can say this:
{p il ank) Il:'\'g. e A E
Marmorstein, in givins his own opinion about the
neaning of the term, did not mention Lacher's. e noted
that the term is related to a verse or verses, from which
| a strong statement about GCod is derived. It is also
found, he wrote, in combination with the phrase, 'if it
: were not in Scrinture, it would be impossible to say.'
e concluded that the term nmust be related but not iden-
tical to this phrase. Thus, he arrived at an imacinative
solution, that its meaning was an acronym for: 9Mia ‘,31'-3
’ﬂl&'\w N3 U Combined with the vhrase, one would have: 'IF

tut implicit in the verse is a strong assertion, thus, one
JA14

|
' it were not in Scripture, it would be impossible to say,
|

can say«..

:
115 and it would seem that

Uirbach arreed with Zacher,
larmorstein did force his solution. Already found in the
tern is the word, yakhol, 'to te able,' which is germane

| to the meanin~ of the term. There is no nersuasive rea-

l son te break this up into separate words. 'While one can-
net tell at this time, what exactly is the meaning of

the term, Zacher's renderinc sives the sense that the Rab-
bis, in employing the term, were aware that their state-
ment about Cod was too sirong and therefore required some

sort of anolo-f_:;.n6
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This sense of apology is clear in the statement of
. Johanon b. Zakai, in [i'khilta 91b. e explained why
the stealthy thief (gapnav) received a greater punishment
than the bolder robber (gazlan), in the following manners
“"The robber equates the servant with his master,.but the
thief zives pgreater honor to the servant that to the mas-
ter; kib'yakhol the thief has made the eye of Above as if
it was blind, and the ear of Above as if it was deaf.“117
The obvious implication of b. Zakai's statement is that
the thief is trying to do his business when no one, in-
cluding Cod, is watching or listening. This contradicts
the notion of God's omniscience. 2ut, that is the point;
the thief is stupid or impudent in assuming such a thing.
Z. Zakeai, wishing to communicate the culpability of the
thief, pnresented an assertion that was impossible to say,
then ‘apolorized’ for it with Xxib'yakhol, lest anyone be-
lieve that such a2 thing-=-hidins from the All-knowing--
could hanpen.

A number of other passases make use of the term in
+he same fashion, that is, they assert 2 notion about the
deity which is to be understood as impossible. Among
these passages are the following.

fal, Ta*anit 684, in the name of Shimon b. Lakish,
and Zab. Sota 35a, in the name of Chanina bar Fapa, refer

to the unfavorable revort to l[loses by the ten spies who
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had returned from searching out the land. In Sota: "A
weighty thing did the spies speak at that time, *for
they are stronzer than us* (Jum. 13:31). Do not read
'than us' but 'than Him,' kib'yakhol even the master of
the house cannot clean out the pots."ilg
In Tanchuma, Zuber,ed. (vayar 53a), there is 2 rab-
binic adage that one should not deceive or abuse another
by t*asking for a nrice when having no intention of buyingz.”
ey nean by this that one doces not accent the renintent,

shen renind hip of his sine

4 nN13 BIng,

r receive a convert, then

Q

»emind that nerson of the false ~ods of his father. The

1idrash concludes with God sayinm: *It would suffice for
you to be like le, zib'wvakhol. I, when I created the

T . Z 119

viortd, did not seeir to zbuse those created,”

“ab. Sanhedrin 97b, examines Deutercnomy 32:36, that

Zod will take command of is peonle 'when He sees their
helnlessness and neither the free nor the bonded are left.!
The nassare concludes: “"Sefore they would zive up z2ll
hope of redemption...xib'yakhol there is no supporter nor
helner for Israel.“izo
Prsi%tta Rabati 136a, exnlains that when Israel went
into exile, "The lHoly One, Dlessed be le, swore to Israel
comnlete oath, kib'yakhol, He would take a claim uvon
Slingel?; if I do not do according to iy oath." God then

“es lis oath by lacins His hand behind Him (as implied
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in Lamentations 2:3): "kib'yakhol, thus the Holy Cne,
Dlessed be e, did not return (lHis hand) to its nlace...
e said to Iorael: I would forget My right hand that is
withdresm behind e, if I forret Iy oath to you." 2t

Another nassage in Tanchupa, Buber, ed. (Tazria 17a),
sezins with the verse: 'There is none holy as the Lord,
fore there is none beside You." (I Sam. 2:2): "What is
meant by *for there is none beside You' (ein b'latekha)?
lione other than like a mortal king whe builds a nalace
and his buildin~ outlasts him, but the Holy Cne, Zlessed
be e, outlives this world, %ib'yarhol.*1?? <The implica-
tion in this nacsarme is that, in saying Cod outlives some-
thinr, one is in effect asserting that e can yet die.

In each pacsage above, the statement modified by
zib'vakhol is to be taken as imnossible. Illothing can be
hidden from Cod. ‘o people or nower can be stronger than
iim. He cannot be compared with a mere human. Xe would
never forget an oath. Ilor could one entertain the notion
of His death, or future non-existence. The function of
zib'yakhol, in these passases, is therefore quite cdd.

Cne is able to say that which cannot be sa2id, but is none-
theless a useful utterance. The message of each passage
entails a concent of God that is basically the opposite

of the assertion.

“hy this roundabout assertion about Cod? In these

——



76

vassages, the lesson being forwarded is not about CGod. It
is rather being pointed at man, particularly at those who
have misconceptions about the deity. Just as b. Zakai
castizated the thiéf for being so foolish as to think he
could fool Cod, the Rabbis warn against one who would
deny, if for but a moment, the unchallenzed power of Cod,
or His will to protect and save His neonle, Israel.

In these instances, the Rabbis used a claim about the
deity, modified by kib*yakhol, in order to warn arsainst
2 failins in man. This usage of the term occurs in a num-

ber of the passages to be nresented later.

Often, however, kib'yakhol is used to make an as-
sertion about Cod that is to be accented, even thouzgh it
is aclknowledpged as beins too strong. In order to see how
the term ovnerates in this fashion, it is easiest to begin
with those nassaces that combine the term, and the rhrase,
'i? it were not in Scrinture, it would be imnossible to
say.' As larmorstein has pointed out, this expression
preceded a statement that the author wished tc have ac-
centied. The followinz nassazes contain such assertions
avout God.

I'khilta 162, on Exodus 12:41; "R. Akiba saide If it
were not in Serinture, it would be impossible to say, kib'-
vaithol, Israel said before the All-present, 'You have

redeemed Yourself.' Thus, one finds that whenever Israel
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ic exiled, kib'yakhol, the Shexhina is exiled with them.*122
Zab. EZruvim 22a, begins with Deuteronomy 7:10, refer-
ring to the sneed with which Cod punishes those who hate
Him, "Joshua b. Levi said: If it were not, etc., kib'-
yalkhol, it would be like a man who places a burden on
(Zod's) face, and expects Him to cast it off from Gip, w128
In Bzb. ‘ezgila 21a, R. Abahu expounded on Deutercno-
ny 5:28, "Stand here by lie.” "If it were not, etc., kib'-
yalthol, even the Holy Cne, -lessed be He, recites the

orayers while standing.”125

10za3 R. Johanon bheran with “roverbs

19:17, 'He that is gracious to the roor, lends to the Lord.®
"If it were not, ete., kib'valthol, 'the borrower is ser-
vant to the lender®' (Prov. 22:?).“12& The implication is
that God becomes indentured to one who is kind to the poor.

Sons of Sonzs Rabba (2:1, nar. 3) zives a stiory.

The nations of the world will stand witness before Cod
against Israel and will claim that Israel's sins are equal
to their own, yet it does not enter hell. Cod will reply:
If this is true then each nation with their god will pgo
dovm to zehinom : "R. Reuben said: If it were not, etc.,
zib*'yakhol, *For with fire will the Lord contend®' (Isa.

(4:16). *The Lord judres' is not written here but 'the
127

ord is judged.*™ The idea is that Cod will acconm-

nany iis veonle into hell as well, in order to be tested.



Each assertion about Cod in these passaczes has been
vresented as if it was plainly implied in certain bib-
lical verses, and therefore, ouzht to be accepted. There
are some common notions involved in them. The midrashim

in K'khilta and in Songz of Songs Rabba both exvress the

idea of a Cod so nersonally concerned with Israel, that
Ze would accompany them into exile or down into the nether
world. The passares in the Talmud devnict a deity who
conforms to certain structures. GCod is mandated to »un-
ish quickly, to reward faithfully and to follow the es-
tablished pattern for nrayer.
' These nassaces above have nresented the notion of a
‘ Zod that is somehow limited. The function of kid'yakhol
anpears to be to remind us that this depiction is not the
comnlete truth, but that we should nonetheless acceot as
nartially true these concepts. Zssentially, there are
two concepts beinr nresented here--that Zod loves Iis
neonle, Israel, and that He discinlines Himself to follow
is own pronouncements and commandments.
Statements that emphasize these two concepts exist
in the radbbinic literature without gualification by such
terms as kib'ya%hol. With resnect to Cod foldowing Eis
Torah, here is a brief list indicating thisslz?

Jod lays t*fillin in Bab. >'rakhot fa.

“e recites the vrayers (I'rakhot 7a), and once acted
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as a ghaliach tzibur (2ab. Rosh Hashana 7b).

e studies Torah each day (Z'rakhot 8a), studying
with children (2ab. Avoda Zara 3b), and specifically the
verses dealing with the red heifer (liumbers Rabba 19:7).

With respect to Cod's love for Israel, [larmorstein
devoted a section of his essays to the passages in the
rabbinic literature that express His love through His
rrief and mourning for the catastrophes that befell Is~-

129 ilax 'adushin arrued that expressions, such as

rael,
'*if it were not in Scripture, it would be impossible to
say,' are simply formulae utilized by the Rabbis to em-

\ nhasize the concepts of divine love and justice.lEO

| It has been arrued in the introduction to this pan-
er, that the emotional closeness of a deity tc a collec-
tion of mortals tends to develon into statements znd as-
sertions that are anthropomorphic. The function of Xxib'~-

akhol, when applied to claims of God's concern for Is-

rael, thus becomes more subtle than the homiletic warninss
listed earlier. Those homilies were concerned with say-
ing something about man. These nassages, and the passages

that follow, wish to make a vpoint about both Cod and man.

1'khilta 43b, deals with Exodus 15:17, 'the nlace
which You have made.' "The Temple was the oblject of love
before He who spoke and the world was. ‘hen the iloly One,

“lessed be He, created the universe, e did so with 2 word
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...When He came to the Temple, kib'yakhol, it was work
for Yim, as it says, 'the work of the Lord' (pa'alta YHVH

read as p'ulat YHVE)"lBl Nothingz can be work for an om=

ninotent being, but the idea of extra effort on Cod's
part shows a speclal concern for His holy habitation, and
by lo&ical extension, for the Temple on earth.,

Sifre to Deuteronomy (par. 326), begins with Deut-
eronomy 32:36, 'for the Lord will judge His people, and
revent Himself for ¥is servants.' "When the Holy One,
“lessed be He, judges the nations, there 1is happiness be-
fore Him...but when the Holy One, Zlessed be He, Jjudeges
Tsrael, kib'yakhol, there is regret (or self—reproach)
before ‘.—-'.im.“132 The universal Judge can show no favor-

itism, but the God of Tsrael would grieve of Lis people's

. Judah b. R. Semon, in Deuteronomy Rabba (1:2), ex-

pounded on Froverbs 2%: 23, ‘one that rebukes a man shall
sfterward find favor.' wyhat is the meaning of rafter-
ward'? The Xoly Cne, 2jessed be He, said: rib*vyakhoel,
“oses reproved e vehind Israel and reproved Israel be-
hind xe.“133 Cod is certainly irreproachable, but for Is-
rael's sake, fe is reproved.

In Exodus Rabba (23:9), it is explained that the
children who were thrown into the Nile by Fharaoh, yet

sung their praises for God. iHow did they recocnize Him?
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Israelite women would zo out into the fields to give
birth, then would bid God to take care of the new-born
for them. "R. Johanon said: At once, the Holy COne,
Plessed be He, would descend in His glory, kib'yakhol,
and would cut their umbilical, wash and swaddle them." 2"
The deity is not a nurse, yet this is how He manifested
His concern for His peonle's plight.

Midrash Psalms (20:3):t "The holy Cne, 3lessed be Ee,
caid to the nations of the world: Come and make.your case
against Iy children, Israel...They revolied: I[aster of the
Universe, who will come forward to make Israel's claims?
He answered: I will, gih'xgggol."135 The deity is a
judze and not an advocate, but le stands by His people.

These examrles of this function of kib'yakhol, depict
a human=-like deity. ©Cod is present on earth, does labor,
verforms human actions, and has human feelinss. Cther

136

vassages would show God enslaved and exiled, chained.137

carryine the Ark of the Covenant.138 feeline grief, weeping
or mourning.139 All of these human-like qualities.lao
however, are nut in the context of Zod's relationshin to
Israel.

Kib*'yakhol, therefore, becomes a device for examin-
ing this relationshiv with the fullest possible freedom

of exnression. The conventional divine attributes--om=-

nipotence, omniscience, omnipresence, and incorporeality--




82

are subsumed by the inclusion of the term, kib'yakhol.
Its presence, as an apology for the strength of the an-
thronpomorphic assertion, reminds one of the divine attri-
butes while permitting the Rabbis to explore the relation
of God and man in words which would otherwise be prohib-

ited.

¥ip!* h d the Re i e en God d Israe

The freedom of expression afforded by the use of
kib'yakhol allowed the Rabbis to pursue the relationshipo
of Zod and Israel. They were able to speak about Cod's
love for His people, His concern for their livelihood,
His protection of them and His zrief when they sin or
when they are in sorrow, defeated or exiled. The Rabbis
went even further than sveculation about Cod's choice of
action with respect to Israel. They developed a sym-
biotic relation in which the destinies of God and Israel
appeared to be inextricably wound together.

This extraordinary bond is hichlighted in the fol-
lowing passares:

In M*khilta 37b, "R. Shimon b. Zlazar said: When

Israel does the will of the All-present, then His lianme
ig marmified in the world...At the time that it does not
do =is will, kib'yakhol, Kis lame is profaned in the

world.“IhI
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M'khilta 3%9a: "'Your right hand...Your right hand®
(Ex. 1516). When Israel does the will of the All-pres-
ent, they make the left as the risht...but when Israel
does not do His will, kib'yakhol, they make the right as
the left...When they do His will, there is no sleep before
dim...when they do not do His will, kib'yakhol, sleep is
before Him."luz

Lamentations Rabba (1:33), is based on verse S: ‘They
have gone powerless before the pursuer.' "R. Azaria in
the name of R. Judah b. R. Semon: “hen Israel does the
will of the All-nresent, they add to the power of the
mizht of Above..."hen they do not do the will of the All~-

s they weaken the reat power of

™wo vassares in Sifre to Deuteronomy, the first (»ar.

the Holy Cne, ~"lessed be e, judged the world with harsh-
ness...-ut when Abranam our father came into the world,
he nmerited the endurance of hardships as they were forth-
cominﬁ."luu

The second (par. 313) reads: “Zefore Abraham our
father came into the world, kib'yakhol, the Holy One,
“lessed be e, was only the king of the heavens...When
Abrahan our father came, He extended His rule over heaven

and Qa!"t:h.“iu5

S
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Fal. Rosh iasghana 53b: on Rosh Hashana, God, acting
according to the decrees of the Bet Din, bids His heaven-
ly court to set up a bima (for the judzment of all souls).
If the et Din decides on the basis of testimony that the
new year besins the next day, then Cod calls for His en-
touraze to strike the bima. "What is the reason? It is
because the law for Israel is the norm for the Cod of
Jacob, and what is not the law for Israel, kib‘'vyakhol, is

not the norm for the God of Jacob.“lué

In P'sikta d'R, Kahana.102b: "'You are My witnesses,
the Lord snoke, I am E1' (Isa. 43:12). Shimon b. Yochai
taught: If you be ily witnesses, the Lord svoke, I am El;
If you are not iy witnesses, kib'yakhol, I am not El."lu?

The passages above describe a concevt in which Cod's
nover on earth is denendent uvnon Israel. Without the ex-
istence of the people, that is, before the advent of Ab-
raham, God's rule was somehow limited, both in size and in
that He could not exercise the quality of mercy. TYet,
even with the existence of Israel, Cod requires a certain
behavior on their part. Israel must do His will so that
He may be glorified, powerful, omniscient, be Cod Himself.
It is not God choosinz to do this for Himself, hut Israel,
by its actions, vermitting it of God. And by not doing
iis will, Israel yet has the power over GCod to somehow

make Him profaned, not alert, weakened, no longer God.
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Zod's own heavenly court is subjected to the decisions
of Israel's Zet Din.

The relation of Cod to Israel, in that Cod is some-
how limited by Israel's fortunes, is highlighted in nore
nassages. The following show a limitation on the part
of God., The introduction of kib'yvakhol, thus, emphasizes
the problem engendered by that limitation.

Lamentations Rabba (2t6): "R. Azaria for R. Judah
p. R. Semon, said: “hen by (Israel's) sins, the enemies
entered Jerusalem, took their warriors and tied their hands
behind them, the Holy Cne, Slessed be He, said: 'He shall
call upon e, and I will answer him; I will be with hinm
in trouble,' (Ps. 91:15) have I written in the Torah.
sow when Iy children are steeped in sorrow, I am yet at

148 The

ease, kib'yakhol, ‘e held back His right hand.'"
midrash compares Israel's warriors who have their hands
bound behind them, to God, who also somehow, cannot act,
for His arm is behind Him.

In Tanchuma, “uber, ed., (Achare 34b): "'And l{adav
and Abihu died before the Lord, when they coffered strance
fire hefore the Lord' (Num. 314). %“hy ('before the Lord‘)
tyrice? The Holy Cne, “lessed be e, said: They bdrought
out the dead before 'e, as it is written: 'Take your

brothers (lladav and Abihu) from before the iioly Place’

(Lev. 10:4), kidb'yakhol, when there is sorrow in Israel,
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even He is with them."149

*khilta 56a, exnounds on Exodus 17:15, where, after
the defeat of Amelek, lloses builds a commemorative altar
and it *Adonai llisi' (the Lord is my banner). "This mir-
acle (lles) that the All-present did, He did for His own
salke. Thus, you find that when Israel receives a miracle,
kzib'vakhol, the miracle is for Him...When there is trouble
in Israel, it is as if (k'ilu) the trouble is for Him...
And when there is joy in Israel, it is as if the joy is

[ of
for hlm.“i‘o

Zere, the term, X'ilu, takes the nlace of
ib'yakhol, hut all three clauses denict God receivins
sorrovw or comfort vicariously. The first clause, that

Zoé should create a miracle for His own sa%e, is certainly
the most darin~ assertion of the three, and for this rea-
son, nizht be the only one modified by kib'yakhol.

The three vnassares bpelow do refer to Cod, but rather
to Israel and the anzels. These are the only vpassages
found not to apply xib'vakhol to an assertion about God.
It anpears, however, that in licht of their similar form
and message, they may be considered as indirectly claim-
ins something about the deity; that that which is usually
associated with God alone, may also occasionally be cener-
alized.

In “ab., charirsa 13b, a discussion is carried on about

how Isaiah (6:2) can refer to the angels having six wings,
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but Ezekiel (1:6) refers to only four. "There is no dif-
ficulty here. Cne is when the Temple stood; and when
there was no Temple, Xib'yakhol, the wings of the heavenly
creatures were reduced.“151 The loss of two wings on

ecach anzel may be interpreted as an indirect claim about
Cod's loss of nower.

Leviticus Rabba (31:6), comnares two verses. ‘'Is

there a number to !is troons' (Job 25:3), and 'Cne thou-
sand thousands ministered unto iim' (Daniel 7:10). "Thus,
tefore the Temnle was destroyed, the oraise of the Holy
Cne, -lessed be He, rose ceaselessly. Since the Temple
has been destroyed, kxib'yakhol, the Holy One, Ilessed te
le, reduced Yis entoura:e.”152

Sonz of Sonss Rabba (4:4, par. 6): "*Your neck is

1i%e David's tower' (Sonr.b:l). This is the Temple; bhut
vhy is it li%ened to 2 neck? For all the time that the
Termle was built and standin~, the neck of Israzel was
rtretched forth amon~ the nations; hut since the des-
truction of the Temnle, kib°'vakhel, Israel's neck is with-

£2 L
K“a"ﬁ.“l-“ Cnee nore, this can be internreted zas an in-

"irect assertion of the loss of some of God's »over.

At the bYezinning of this chapter, it was noted that

the anzertions that emnloyed, ané were modified by %ib'-

rathiel, were ntatements nade Ty the Rabbis theomselves.

sl i
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The term has functioned as an apolosy; as a device by
which Rabbis could impart that the claim they have made
was not completely true. Yet, at the same time, with 1lib-
eral internretation of bhiblical texts, they nonetheless
forwarded certain concepttions of Cod.

A number of the contentions that the Rabbis made have
teen listed above. It would be helpful, however, to sum-
marize all the concents found in our collection.

Cnly two statements, amons the evidence collected,
have been essentially clainms of anthropomorphism, that is,
Cod havinz human rarts. They both refer teo God's eye.
(Sifre to llum., par. 24, and Tanchuma, Zuber, Z'reshit
1%2) lore often--2bout one-sixth of the total--Cod is
denicted as en~azing in a human-like act. ile circumcized
Avbrahan (Tan., “uber, Lech 40b), acted li%e a shenherd
(Tan., Zuber, *shalach 31b), spied out and cuarded the
lané (Sifre to Deut., nar. 40). He literally stood up
(Zx. Razba 181€) and sat down (ii3d. Ps. 1213). He is
1ikened to an ovmer (Fal. -'rarhot 9d) and to a borrower

Lev. Rabba 34:12). e entered a2 gukah (iid. Pg. 96:13),

and a palace (Zx. Rabba 1°%:1), and went forth to sreet

Jacob (Jlum. Rabba 4:1).

Anthrononathic assertions are found in about one-

<enth of the nassaces. They include Cod feeling rnain

(. Sanhedrin 6:5), in nournins (Zan., Zuber, !loach 15b),

—_——
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erying out in anger (Tan., Buber, ii'tzora 23b), and feel-
ins regret or sorrow (Zan., Zub., 3*'reshit 12b).

Yost of the passages do not deal with an anthropo-
nornhic or anthroporathic claim, but rather with an as-
sertion that is simply not in agreement with the normal
nercention of the deity. Thus, one finds clzaims of Cod
~oin~ into exile (lLi'k%hilta 16a), beins enslaved (Ibid.),
or defeated (Tan., Zuber, Achare 36a). He is denicted

as beines weak or unable to act (I'sik. Rabati 136a). He

(B0

s humiliated (Tan., “uber, 3'chukotai 55a), and sub-
jected to reproach (Deut. Rabba 3:15). The notion of
divine omnipresence is challenzes with the claim of God
descending to earth (Ex. Rabbe 42:15), or removing liis
nresence from the earth (Zx. labba 43:1).

The assertions about Cod that employ Xxib'yalkhol,
therefore, are not snecifically anthronomorphic, but they
are rather statements about a limited deity. In fully
one-third of the nassares in this collection, Cod is de-
wicted 28 not omnipotent; in over one quarter of them,

e is not emminrezent. COther passages challense the con-
cents of nerfect zoodness and omniscience. Thus, with the
“odification by kib'yakhol, the Rabbis have nresented this
wezl: and limited deity as the Cod of Israel.

The term has served a two-fold function. On the

one hand, it has permitted a daring and unconventional
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nortrait of Cod to be drawn. On the other, it calls at-
tention to the Rabbis' own recognition that such a ver-
cention of deity is a problem. Why do the Rabbis for-
ward self-confessed problematic statements? What is their
purnoce in developing, within a certain form and modified
by a certain term, such inconsistencies with respect to
the idea of Cod?

A possible answer would first require knowing what
motivation was behind these daring assertions. All the
nassares in this collecticn are the works of the Pales-
tinian Rabbis. The events that occurredé in their lives
included the unfathomable destruction of the Tempnle in
Jerusalem, the eradication of any vestice of political
self-determination with the defeat of the Zar Xokhba re-
velt, and an oncoinz series of versecutions, deaths and
misery. Throuchout this period a key element to their
survival as a people was their faith in Cod.

Yet, the questions about Cod and Xis concern for His
people during these terrible times, would certainly arise
and present an imposing problem. How could they be sub-
jected to such suffering if it were not for their Cod,
somehow also beinT sutjected to the sufferings and made
helpless to act in their defense, at that moment. The
assertions that the Rabbis put forward were therefore

in the interest of showing that Jod had not abandoned Is-
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rael. His relation to His peonle was, indeed, much closer.
It was a relationshin that approached partnership.

"In the time to come, the lioly Cne, Zlessed be He,
sits the llessiah down on His right...and Abraham on His
left., Abraham's face is paled; he says: [y son's son is
on the right while I am on the left! The Holy One, Eles-
sed be He, comforts him by saying: Your son's son may be
on ..y right, but I am on your right, hib'gghhgl.“lsu
The lessiah sits to God's right as a functionary to His
nlans for the future of mankind. The Rabbis posit here
that Cod is also on the right cf Israel, thus to serve it.

The term, kib'yakhol, facilitates and enables the
Rabbis to present such ideas. The passages in this chapn-
ter show how the term acts to allow Rabbis to make cer-
tain eclaims 2bout 5od, yet noint out at the same time,
that they recognized that these assertions were inconsis-
tent with conventionzl notions of Zod. The Rabbdbis also
accented and provogated the conventional idea of deity--
unlimited and unchallengable. In the vprevious chanter,
one could see how they tended to qualify or zvoid dib-
lical assertions that depicted a too human Cod.

he speculation that is presented here is that the
basic intention of Rabbis was to forre a greater sense
of faith on the n»art of the people in a Cod who truly

loved, was concerned and ultinately will save Israel from
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the miserable life and circumstances they now encountered.
This must remain a speculation, for support for this con-
tention requires 2 historical analysis that is outside the
surview of this study. vet, it remains unclear whether

the Rabbis themselves attempted to resolve the protlem
netween the two vvisions' of Cod they promulgated, beyond
the simple addition of a term to their controversial state-
ments.

I+ has been arzued +hat the Rabbis were not philos-
ophers, and therefore wWere not particularly nothered by
such inconsistencies.155 Cne can see, however, +that they
were able to be critical about the implications of & tib-
1ical verse, thus they would distinguish beiween +he nor-
-a1 goncent of an abhstract delty and the attripution oi
conerete physical reatures, or other 1imitations, to CGod.
Zih'yakhol 1S certainly an acknowledgment of this Géis-
tinction.

Further study 1s required at this time before one
can say whether or how the Rabbis sought to do any more
avout the distinction than acknowledge it. Cre may see
some indications, however, that they mizht have done

than merely recornize the problem.

El
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The funmdamental notion of Zod on the par of the

(

nabpis Is that of an unlimited, incorporeal deity. Xib'-

¥hol, for instance, alvays serves a&s 2 ?ercaution when

e —— |
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a claim that deviates from this idea is made. Thus,
statements that anpear to contradict the basic notion may
actually be understood in terms of it. That is, 2 state-
ment that claims some limitation on the deity, ought not
to be understood as a limitation at all, hut rather as a
neculiar element of the divine attributes.

Henry Slonimskty zave a midrash from Lamentations
12322_(?rae: 2k), that depnicts the Holy Cne, “lessed be
.2, weenin~ over having removed the Shekhina frcm among
Israel due to their sins. "Heaven forbid that I become
a laughter unto the nations and mockery untc the peoples.”
The passaze continues with Cod refusing the entreaty of
the angel, Netatron, that he will weep in his master's
stead. Slonimsky noted: "VWe have a Cod in tears here;
we have the Prince of Angels trying to take the burden
of grief upon himself, and the Codhead refusing to be
robbed of the sunreme rrerogsative of the heart to ween and

156 It is not 2 limitation, then, but

suffer comnassion."
an exampnle of Jod's attributes that e can chonose to weebn.
The same idea is surmested by a comment in li'khilta
£2a, with respect to the verse: 'I, the Lord, am a jeal-
ous “od''(2x. 20:5). "I have power over jealousy, but
jealousy does not rule ley I have the nower over sleep,

but sleen does not rule ve."97 In a similar passage in

senesis Rabba (49:8), Rabbi (Judah the Frince) added: "A
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mprtal, raze has mastery over him, but the Holy One,

»158 14 $hese homilies,

Zlessed be Ye, masters rage.
[abbis were presenting a concention of Cod as having con-
trol over element of His own aspect, even when that might
avpear to be ungodlike. The cases of kib'yakhol must be
understood as uncommon presentations, but they are not
necessarily excertions.

If the idea indicated in these examples can be ap=-
plied to the passages in this chapter, kib'yakhol then be-
comes a device by which the Rabbis could claim that for
the sake of Israel, Cod made liimself limited. It is in
this way--as in the passaze where Zod personally took care
of Israel's new=-born in Egynt so that they would imow
whom to praise--that Cod comes to be recognized by Israel.,
Then they may realize the role they must pnlay in fulfil-
lins the hones and coals of mankind.

The main purpose of the Rabtis, after all, was not
to talk about or to Sod, but to address themselves to
their own people; a people in sorrow and distress, who
desperately needed the comfort that could come only from
Cod. It is possibly with this intention in mind that the
Ranhbis, employins kib'yakhol, could transform the God
for whom the gar between liim and the mortal is unbridge-

hle-~the [‘aster of the Universe, the All-present, the All-

o

=i~hty, the Cne who spoke and the world was, the ioly One,
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Flessed be He, the ineffable llame--into One who was with-

in the emotional and percentual access of man.
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IV Concluding Observations

The following observations are concluding; they are
not conclusive. This paper may serve as a starting point
for an ongoing inquiry of the rabbinic conception of, and
communication about deity. As is true in mort prelimin-
ary studies, this has provoked more questions and has in-
dicated new directions for research. What can be deduced
Zrom the material nresented here, however, is ziven as an
indication of what limits the Rabbis might have placed
on themselves in the course of their own inquiry.

The first statement to be made is that the Rabbis ac-
cented the Eible as unchallenzed truth--Cod's own word as
it was set in writing before them., This is not to say that
they did not have independent ideas which, in a plain, un-
critical readinz of the text, would not be expressed. In-
deed, most of the naterial collected in this study shows
that the Rabbis were often not willing to let biblical as-
sertions of an anthronomorphic Cod zo unchallenged. The
non-anthronomornhic concention of Zod on the nart of the
Jabbis, however, was essentially suovorted by certain in-
ternretations of Scripture.

It is important to distinguish the rabbinic attitude

toward anthropomorphism in the Zible, and the attitude of
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contemporary lellenistic philosophers, such as Philo. The
philosonhers' anti-anthropomorphism was the result of av-
olying rational and abstract concepts in a consistent
fashion to their interpretation of the Zible. The prinm-
ary concern was the integrity of the philosophic notion.
Certainly, as devoted Jews, the lHellenists also believed
in the truth of the biblical text, but only as it related
to what they deemed a rational conception of deity.

For the Rabbis, the primary concern with respect to
deity, was not ideas, but what was written in the Zible.
As a result of this concern, their critical attemnts to
avoid or qualify the anthronomornhic assertions of the
text were relatively modest and not at 2ll systematic.
Thus, R. Jerethia, who is mentioned as the author of a
nunber of passaces in the survey, would utilize different
apnroaches to deal with the implications of different
verses.

Among the passages collected, three basic approaches
were found that tended to avoid the plain meaning of an
anthrononorohic verse. The first was to employ qualifying
terms when dealins with the »nroblematic text. The terms--
*image,* 'vision' or ‘'appearence’--moved the meaning of
thez verse from a statement about GCod's actual form, to

one of how mortals saw Him.

The second anvroach involved the utilization of mid-
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rashic techniques for interpretation of a verse. The
techniques--primarily, the understanding of the verse ac-
cording to a different syntactical structure, or the 'hear-
ing' of problematic words according to a new vocalization-=-
served to remove the problem of anthrovomorphism from the
reading of the verse.

“oth of these approaches essentially by-pass the »nrob-
lem. Neither explicitly deny a biblical verse's plain
meaning (p'shat) with respect to the anthropomorphic na-
ture of God. ISy the first approach, Rabbis would turn the
verse into a discussion of the content of revelation--
what the peonle could see at a certain time or event--and
therefore, were able to avoid commenting about what Cod
actually was. The second anproach permitted the same free-
dom of silence, this time by makins the verse a point of
departure for discussion of an essentially non-anthropo-

mornhic subject. It is apparent that Rabbis, in utiliz-

jedo

=y

ins either approach, were nermitting the nossibility o
maintaining the p'shat.

The third approach did invelve a conscious denial
of vlain meaninc. The Rabdis here would treat problen-
atic words in a verse metaphorically, thus directing the
reader not to accept the text literally. Yet, one can-

not say that the Rabbis were conclusively anplying their

own concepts to the interpretation of the text. When a
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Rabbi would claim that the anthropomorphism in a verse
was actually a symbol for something else, he would show
proof for this contention in the Dible itself. O0Often, he
would point to a verse that, at least according to his
own reading of it, connected the anthropomorpvhism to his
symbol.

It would anpear from the evidence zathered, that with
respect to anthrovomornhism in the Zible, the Rabbis had
2 two-fold aim. They wished to emphasize that God was non~
human and incornoreal., Yet, they also wished to main-
tain their devotion to the truth of the “ible. Thus, in
their treatment of vroblematic verses, they tended to view
the Eible as multi-vocal, and then elicited from it that
interpretation which would best suit their owvn ideas of
deity, while avoiding an explicit denial of its plain
meaning.

One problem that has arisen from the study of mat-
erial in this survey, has heen those passares that ap-
narently accent the anthrovomornhic assertion of a par-
ticular verse. Nost of the vassages examined here showed
at least some ambivalénce toward such implications in the
text. Yet, there were cases in which the verse and its
anthropomorphism was not questioned. Vere there Rabbhis
who saw little »roblem in the plain meaning of the text--

even thourgh it might contradict other verses--or, is there

il

-
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some other way of understanding their acceptence? That
is, what conception of God did Rabbis have when they
quoted a nroblematic verse without question?

Varmorstein and other3159 have posited that there
did exist a 'school' of interpretation of the Zible that
involved literal accentence of the text. Iliarmorstein
noted that these 'literazlists' included men who had know-
ledre of Creek language and culture, and that their stead-
fast adherence to the plain meaninz of a text revresented
a reaction to this foreim philosophy.l60 This claim of
literalist, and allegorical, methods of intervretation can
no longer be fully accepted. Kadushin had already argued
correctly that llarmorstein's presentation had included
the forcing of rabbinic material to fit his contention.
The Rabbis were not so consistent in their approaches to
anthrovomorphism in the Zible. One need not conclude,
however, that they were lacking in certain basic prinei-
ples with regard to anthropomorphism, that they would ac-
cent in one and avoid in another.

The passazes that deal with Zxodus 15:6, concerning
the 'right hand' (yamin) of God, consistently connected
this anthropomornhism to the divine attribute of vower.
This relationshir of yamin and ‘'power' seems to be true
for both the biblical narrative and the rabdbinic passages.

The Rabbis have evidently employed the biblical term--as
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it appeared in this verse--as a way of expressing the idea
of God nrotecting His peovle by overcoming their enemies.

Although more study is required in this area, one can
see an indication that the Rabbis recogznized that the Eible
itself made use of some words figuratively. Thus, they
too would utilize the word, and employ it equivocally.
Yamin would not mean a human-like appendage of Cod, but
rather a concept of nower and protection.

The passages in this survey that apparently transcribe
anthropomorphic verses without criticism, might therefore
be understood in terms of an equivocal treatment of the
text. The passages that refer to God's face, particular-
ly in the expression, 'face-to-face,' might have been con-
ceived by Rabbis as indicating a special relationshio be-
tween Cod and lloses. (This seems especially true in the
rabbini¢ treatment of the comparison between Zil'am and

161 vhere the face-to-face encounter with God on the

lloses;
part of lloses seems to revresent a zreater closeness with
God than Zil'am's communication only through visions.)
The Eible also seems to exvress this concept when it re-
lates that God would speak to many people=--Aaron, liiriam,
the seventy elders--but *'face-to-face' with lloses alone.
The same can be said for the passages that describe

Cod's raiment. Zoth the verse in Scripture that imply

Cod's wearing apparel, and the rabbinic treatment of these
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verses, seem to employ the term, livush (livushim), to in=-
dicate Cod's majesty and justness. The verse in Daniel
(7:9), for example, is an eschatological vision, and thus,
Rabbis have connected God's white garment, as expressed

in this verse, to His forgiving Israel's sins in the final
judement.

It can be expected that further examination of biblic-
al verses that speak of the divine arm, hand, and possibly,
the divine heart, will also reflect rabbinic recoznition
of the fizurative usaze of these terms in the text. Thus,
these anthropomornhic terms become symbols themselves and
may be expressed in the midrashic literature without
qualification.

The one other anproach to anthropomorphism in the
Zible, was to iznore it altogether. Exodus 24:10, had
a reference %to Cod's feet (razlav), yet this is not dealt
with in the rabbinic literature. Zefore one can make a
conclusion--whether the Rabbis, in their silence, had
no explanation Tor the assertion, or some other reason--
=nore verses Tor which there is no treatment of the prob-

iernatic portion, will have to be Tound.
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Seripture. o claim was made--even the simple attempts
at allegorization~--without expressing one's reliance on
the biblical text. Yet, within their self-imposed limit-
ation of acceptence of the Bible as God's word, they ap-
neared to be able to draw a rather consistent conception
of a non-anthropomorphic deity.

The reliance upon Scripture, however, alsc allowed
them to move in a different direction. If, on the one
hed a deity that was thoroughly
nonhunan-lize, on the other, they »osited a limited Cod
who was ziven to do human actions. This contradictory con-
ception was exnressed in an azadic form that made use of
2 biblical verse, or verses,
the term, %ib'yalthol, to nodify that claim.

The difference in the two types of assertions inves-
tizated in thisz study--both devoutly supported by Scrip-
ture--is striking. The reasoning, however, appears to be
clear. The passages in the survey were all exegetical in-
terpretations of a problematic text. Within the limitations
inposed, they represented rabvbinic emphasis on a non-anthro-
nomorphic Cod. The passages that emnloyed Xib'yakhol,
were not at all exegetical. The biblical text or texts
did not pose a nroblem to the Rabbis. The purvose of these

~assa~es, therefore, was homiletic, a2 way to emphasize

o

“od's close, versonal and loving relationshin with Israel.
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In order to transmit the idea of this relationship to the
neople, in terms they could understand, the Rabbis resorted
to bold assertions, inconsistent with their own concents,

but modified by a specialized term.

A few of the problems that have arisen from this
ctudy have already been mentioned. They include rabbinic
recornition and treatment of figurative lanzuage in the
“ible, and the absence of interpretation for certain
anthrovomorphic verses. Other problems are the authen-
ticity of kib'wvakhol, as it is found in some statements

' and is missing in parallel passages. Also, the methodol-
ozical gap that exists between the passages of the survey
and the passares that contain kib'ygkhol. Further study,
narticularly into other rabbinic expressions when dealing
with problematic verses or claims (mashgl, X'ilu and Xins
are three terms that anpeared at times within the kib'-
yakhol passages), will hopefully uncover some information
on whether, or how, the Rabbis resolved their exigetic

and homiletic conceptions of Cod.
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reasonable probability... Though the clear vision of God as He
really is is denied us, we ought not to relinquish the quest,
For the very seeking, even without finding, is felieity in
itself,.." Ibid pp., 59-60, from selection on “"The Special Laws"“.

There are, of course, many Targums, written at defferent times,
Much of what is said here, however, can be applied to all

Targums,

A, Sperber, The Bible in Aramaic Vol, IV b, (E.J, ®rill, 1973)
p. 2.

Ibid, p. 37. See also p. 197 ff, dealing specifically with
Targum Onkelos,

G. Scholem, Major Trends in Mystieism, (Schocken, 1QUA) p, AF,

For the balance of this paper, only the term 'anthropomorphic'
(ete,) shall be used, Anthropopathic statements have conven-
tionally been considered as simple attempts to reduce the force
of anthropomorphisms by indicating that physical human attributes
might actually represent the more abstract notion of emotion,
R.J. Zvi Wertlowsky disputed this contention, He notecd that:
“even if thesemental and feeling qualities were pruned away by
suitable allegorical exegesis, we are still left with a basic
irreducible anthropomorphism: the conception of the Deity in




20,

21

22,

23
2k,

25.

‘personalistic’ terms, i,e., in analogy to the only type of
'person’ we know =-- the human person,"” (Prolegomenon to Mar~-
morstein, op,eit,, p. XIV,) I think we are justified, therefore,
in considering all the problematic statements as anthropomor-
phisms,

See Z, Weiss, Dor Dor v'Dorshav, Vol, 3, "Emunot v'Da-ot",
P. 29? ff.

G,F. Moore, Judaism, Vol, I (Harvard U, Press, 1927), p. 357.
Also Y, Guttman in Encyclopedia Judaica, article on Philo, He
essentially agrees with Moore, but notes an affinity to Phi-
lonic ideas in R, Hoshala's treatment of creation (Genesis
Rabba 1:1), for example,

Solomon Shechter, Some Aspects of Rabbinic Theology, (MacMi-
1llan, 1969) p. 30.

Ibid, p, b2,

Moore, op.cit., pp. 420-421,

See Weiss, op.cit., Vol, I p, 216, An example would be the
concern on the part of rabbis with respect to study of first
chapters of Ezckial,

M, Kadushin, The Rabbinic Mind, (J.T.S. Press, 1952), p. 280,

Ibid, p. 308,
Ibid, p. 311,
Ibid. p. 307.

Roth Kadushin and Marmorstein chose to publish passages dealing
with a few biblical verses that fit their own contentions

about rabbinic concern for anthropomorphism, Neither men add-
ress themselves to the possibility that the bible itself might
have been using particular assertions figuratively or rheto=-
rically, rather than literally.

This source has been extremely helpful, but not exhaustive,
Additional help in finding relevant texts were provided by
Torah T'mima, Torah Sh'lema (Kasher, ed,), and Indices in

ki
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various Translations of Midrash, Also useful was Hyman's
¥'korot. Yalkut Shimoni,

32, Uther expressions and terms are:
y12 1Y wak L(apy7 737a an%?) .%va ,(*133) n3o0 ,1vvkd
1WAy WK YK 2InD Iﬁ{b % F-3 1
Some of this will be mentioned in this study, but still require

further investigation of their own meaning and funection,

*

33. ABDYL INIa YNEMAT . Y3I2Y ANYH O AIANIIN GRK amiar 9

.73 T Y0 KY abyeho IDIK_ ThKI3 19RT
Marmorstein, op.eit., p. 143, He looked upon R. Judah's treatm-

ent as allegorical, as opposed to Nachemia's treatment,

Y, TARTI IYYXT OD2Y2 NI DKMV YA ONIN2 2K a'ena "1
902 A 70 L0YIWAGNA RK '3 TYIAAT CTI L,avypY¥Dd s
.@%31°%ya ns 2

The argument is then repeated with R, Aibo and R, Levi,
. 35, 03%Y NIDT3Y 0933 1KT33 0%I19FO ian&k ‘0 owa *KTan "
b NISI31 o092 1NN K712 *2'3A ,a"apn DK ...07%27) G
.0%2IN0NA §2 A3 A2 ,0%31'99a D

36. The passage begins with Prov, 31:29
9P ATD2 252 LA3P12=%F nYRY A 7'n 102 h13a L
172 3K L,AU2Y 0. JIUETD @Ik ?Is03 .90a Jo e avyaaw
M nvhyna Yaa avd YR L..a"apa v %3 YhENzIT Y22
eee(“2%:p2 DvY*an) "&3T 2z YOI 1Y INYID 13D L,ADR (8D
‘R3T LRI "2y a"apa 'Y (nav 0%3un 1T YIN hak
< 1:7% p*aaY)

" 37, Sifre to Deut, :10, par, 3%, end. Horowitz, ed,
| .0'K1Y @*naar nI2% KA .an'aY 20 TIasna "havk
\ In edition prepared by S, Koleditsky (Musad Harav Kuk, 1949)p.196,
This rendering - seeing «B%E1Y ANTDY 1IDOBT NIBT KA ...
God's face at the point of death, rather than already dead -
is borne out by Sifre to Numbers 12:16; par, 103:
AR D3R LTKIT 13%: 'RO1AED "YRY QIR 3.7 Ay "
LAN'D NPES a0

38, 79T2 .Y akaa 3"apk :v1% "7 ow3 Y3207 yuaav ‘9 ok
."0%3a YK BY29 AUD OF "N LI "ivis novy"
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This follows a passage attributed to R. Joshua b, Korcha
wherein he argued with R, Hoshaia that Moses did wrong when
he hid His face, for God was willing at that time to reveal
His mysterious ways, when Moses later asked to see those ways

later (Ex, 33:18), God refused his request, Marmorstein (op,cit)

p. %, contended that this showed b, Korcha's literal accep-
tence of the biblical assertion of a divine countenance, I
am not so sure of this, as b, Korcha is only dealing with
the verse that refers to God's glory (K'vodecha), It is Jo=
shua of Sichnin that relates this to God's Face, (In Bab,
B'rakhot 7a, instead of Joshua of Sichnin, it is attributed
to R, Sh'muel b, Nachmani in the name of R, Jochanon),

39, ygpa™ ok apy L(T&*:vD ‘K *Ma3T) "Ta wna” ok 1M1
AKM2 DYDY LIBE =0 La"apar L70Y%Y ?(ow) "ivas

nIoT) “XIv ,AURY AKT2 27293 ... K72 V2% DYDY

eesl MY oW OT) ,'Y MDK3ED ,13DD DYPFIY IR .. (B2

40, The passage begins:

Yak ,0p KY YRIT3 ."ac2d YXIWI 1y X3 op - &N
o%1¥0 NI21&Y S22 1IANs AYRY KYD YTO ,0p @?1¥0 NIDIX2
LA"2pAY DYISIF 1% L AUBS K¥32 3% A'a YK q0Y?
c990 AYK .7I¥2 132 ay?s arv ?aup. @a% ava Xva1 arvs)
NITY2 "2 .7IP3 13 0F%3 U INKI22% aTa 90 k133 72
.ATD T*3 A*a
These were: Moses received his prophecy, standing up (Ril'am
had to fall on its face); mouth-to-mouth (Pil'am only heard);

and face-to-face (2il'am received visions),

41, The Passage begins with an explanation to =x 16:4, that the
Israelites brought supplies from Egypt, but in 31 days the
food stock was consumed, They complained about their fate
instead of turning to God:

11173 oa% a*a "raiwpa kY7 NEX22 19RLC &97 Yneaia A"
12271 10y XKY& L,Y318% @ran Wwpary Vvizy aviya anbav
"2 %A Y333 Y33a" 20280 oa jaYah .abyo *a%> mipayan
"RID WMIN P Y230 AYR DY2r2 "3 100 L UCDUI KIP KD
{7270 OF) “®a3v 120 2¥ *a3a L..("v:ive paow)

LP232EYI NAEA 2KV 0AN3K ADYE Ao 93 127 R ATt T ek
av, N *"y pansk avyr a2 %31 L, 12393 1%33% a"apa awy
A5 *"y 1v33% aapa




L3.

"‘5.

LA

L7,

Lg

The parallels involved in the first part of the statement:
Abraham ran to the herd (Gen. 1B8:7) = A wind forth from the
Lord (as if He was running) No, 11:31), (Abraham) took butter
and milk (Gen, 1B8:8) = Behold, I will rain breac from heaven
(Ex, 16:4), (Abraham) stood under a tree (Gen. 18:8) =
Behold, I will stand upon the rock (Ex, 17:6).

K3 IP13%Y L 1p13%Y a3 R1A Latapa L..:ix3van T ek
.aA"3pa vaY% yp*Tia? ayar ...1Y
P'sikta d'hav Kahana 149a, and P‘s;kta Rabati 163b (with some
minor changes), claim that God wore seven garments from the
time of the Creation, until the future day of the Messiah,
With respect to the verse in laniel, he wore this garment
(white as snow) when He forgives Israel's sins,

These are: R, Joshua bar Nehemia in the name of E, Chanina

bar Yitzchak, and the Rabbis (Rabanan) in the name of R, Zlazar,

YIRYDI IBYVY ...002%2 7Y aY;2%D NIYI3 FIIK 13 K2
.P"ap3 ax1 ©"an3 nyv 12wy L,e"apd 37w ,nAEa

H. Simlai was responding to the charge of minim, found often
in the agada, that there were more than one creator of heaven
and earth, Unce he had shown that the verb, bara, was singular,
he concluded, for the sake of his own students who wanted a
more detailed answer:
99K1 (K32 .DIKD NKI3I AIN LARTIRA |2 K923 DIXK WYEY
X%1 TY'K XY2 aok XYY ATk kY2 TUYk k7 ."iamizia aavxd”
L.M3I2T K92 Daraw

0%1¥2 1Y 0k "7T133-nk K3 TIKIAT ok v2h 7K1 anb
&35 0YI1y2 AK17 Ane Y3& ...0%333 YTRIV A1 ARK YR Arma
.0YINK2 Yvoav

...DNIDTIT NK ARIT IY¥ 0172 Y337 73INNIY BANNI A@3 AT
...]D%03 17 AR RI031 %32 MIaY Y3In kY avapa 1% qox
FYADT AFTAY NIDTIA OK NITYIZ TIPK KCIA DA DIKTIIA DIAS
13X (UK LEKIT DVPD ATYEI QYIRWK 1A AW WYY Nav

InKS o' *HIFPY L,..K10 0K CIPD2 OX RIT JRD OK DayIY
LRIA YIRY YHR AT WDIKY IYIXIRI KD IRR)Y

—_————



L9, ...0%3 9wy a'apa KIp RIRIPR anuya aAvas T Rk
.1°wi3% awya a'apa nx g*a*oyD YRIWT 173IN

iowever, in P'sikta d'Rav Kahane 147b, the second part reads
L1wIab ey a"apa wva% 173N

This is less ambivalent,

50, Tma71 1371 972 12) L,pe) poy 72 2% ,¥3% 2 x°'n "7 DR
wxag®y A7I0 2% ara *avea ...71333 ©%3 Oon? AxM
apYe 232 ORY AKI) ... 7PT3 w&*37 DY ,T23102 IR

.71n33
Also in Tanchuma, Buber, ed,, Yitro 40a.

51, nmka 1?2 1'% 370 aKT .apnYp2 IR ,N3%TY3 (KD IKTEP ®Y
.71na K9k aon7o03 AR 97 1% L IPY xYx a3%wY3

52, .7on RIB3 p3YT) ganag ey ".hak) Icn “a ninak %> "a"
,77°n .73 ANTRX ARKY J,ORTA aTDA anYa shy ,avapa YUK

PR B | YyxY37) DRIT 7YIR LS XZ1%2 INIR AUy VIRV

AT NE o2k 3P 13 sanal" L7%3ya 1D a?ya% a¥n3 A8

Qp&3IT ,npy? AAR TIKT a"apa ?'"K .a3 Ywsp311 12y T, INTK
“_ypY omax”

53. MNIBIRD IPEY DK ap3p a"spaw ".apl QY3 aTan apw1" a2
393 ,ata pR?iya TyE nIYy N11Z2 13T @A ¥l ,o?1¥yn
K37 o%1¥3 13?07 IRIR 1172

See also Tanchuma, Puber, K'dushim, 36b,

sk, Akt ayw1" a'no L BR J2N3 A3 LRIy ‘7 owa *1? ‘1
and 1"TAND TIIYS L0173 V9EK A'93 727 (CRe ",.Xp3 Tayad

See the commentaries 51y aav

55, The passage begins with Iss 1:1: CTfanrye? IRRA
Then Hosca 12:11: 117THh 231X g x?53a-%y naaT"

XYa L078%237 7y RN YEMY a"apn & "...0%200
R ,AT? ap1T ar br INK133 (A O91DF ,*RranA 1271nm
ATD ...301% THIX AXRT aYyue ...T7D01¥ *RIR AKX LIy
LIPTI PRI ORI L8737 ...71233 YDAR AXT

56, The passage begins:
neTKT3 AvyaY? 127p 0YI3T ARl L1330 13729




They taught that there were seven, including the throne of
glory. The passage then continues:
15 Yoprw YA tokve avay a'apa KT aywl A& ®1313
... TRIT AYyzY 122 YUIpr *a Avd :awpY a'apa DR ,1IV2
nY3n *3K DINRART YYavay ".XED 9y ag1*" 2R avyer 191
,02%3%1 7I1JTKY TIKY L..7V*h¥D ©IPRA A3

57. Yopo ,177nD RKYK 3YR3 ]PH 1¥A2 7303 I3 KX ‘9 "R
71UK70 DK KBNT §1%3 ,ANA BYIINARI A3ITA PN A
L7ITEIA YT N3YOT apynol

58, See also P'sikta d'Rav Kahana U5a, and Tanchuma, P'kudei 6
(in the name of R, Shimon). Etz Yosef to the Jlatter explains
a3vovn ap*y . Tanchuma, Naso 13, places agada in name of
R. Sh'rmel bar Nachman, who, in an argument (p'lugta) with
Rav, wished to show that God had been on earth before the
completion of the Taburnacle.

59. nx iyog*a" “xav vip? MiPva OO 1IyAv ,113%n 7 bR
(322:0 mioy) "NZIR UK Qyam® TEav wK? 717 "y31 ‘A "
Ramban's commentary to Gen. 3:8, refers to this explanation
(he calls the author R. Chilfi), but disputes the contention
that the antecedent of "walk" as "voice" and claims that it

was indeed God who walked,

A0. YA 11VKIR DR RDA BY9T TY ..., 'E0IY 73 71¥OV ‘7 TDK
,KDATD .12 210y 91371 17729 by 9211 13T ?Ip YOI
.xannol 27a 21p yeaw ara

61. nvavex Yr (vip I¥DU L 172TMY Y& IPDETY ATIPR UK
.mY*a37 ARYY 2327 K331 0A GYIBIN 1*aT
The midrash is anonymous, but the last part, the accusation of
the trees, is attributed to K. Rerekhia in Een Rabba 15:7,
The word ganav is an anagram of bagan, found in the verse.
There is another explanation (davar acher) given:

.ja3¢ gnaxb A gAYk “n 100X 0%3IRYD YU (I IyAv

62. p& pRs? ‘7 133 MK N2 2K »1% "7 .pmnz* "M "My "1
L1% %a na
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o'p*3Ix YU 173 (N2 1Y axaz vaxk :a™apa (Ao 1Y qax
L.O"2%5% N*ONK3 0aY% InYY 1Ny YIKv

.1*%%an %o qwp avp® aapna 1Y akvac oY

The passage begins in the name of Rabba:
.A%20p1 (A*yE*Y Avid) aAvavrI 1%
In addition to verses already given, Menasseh charged Moses
said: "(Who's God is so near) as The Lord our God whenever
we call upon Him?" (Deut, 4:7) Zut Isaiah: "Seek the Lord
while He may be found" (Isa, 55:6), Moses said: "The mmber
of your days will T fulfill,” (Ex, 23:2€) But Isaiah: "I will
add unto your days fifteen years." (II Kings 20:£), The
passage continues:
93 :x*3p72 ". 0 nK AKRI" L YITAa YETP YEP DI1pD YID
YIN03 13727 ATD LATYKD AIYET aA¥IYpsck3 1Yan0a pYRYaaA
LAYEDA AvaYpotka

Marmorstein, op.cit., p. 23
Ibid., pp. 29-35. He provided other examples, including: Ish=-
mael's interpretation of Ex, 15:2 (This is my God, and will

adorn Him), Ko, 18:8 (I behold God), Deut., 3:6 (the burial
of Moses).

Ibid. p. 29.
M'khilta Ba.
Kadushin, op.,eit., p. 27F,

He noted this many times, The first statement to this effect,
see Marmorstein, op,cit., p. 9.

TDRT D YIS Yy 3veab KW !tveoz 1YYl iRIYpy 0 Yk
AXIXA™ 12303 7aT 7*I3 Y30 apka Ya3ap vaY pYiya ava

3 ‘a
See also M'khilta 33a and Marmorstein, op.cit., pp.lui}f. o
R. Akiba countered four of Fappis' Sermons,

+73 NIA SIART JPTATD (Ca& Yan Laud? alapa 1Y Tk
<.+ "0%33=-9% %3z Aue-Y%k M1AY 2N" “xav L,nand3 £33
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(In Buber edition of Midrash T'hilim, the verse is misquoted
as 0%333 0%38 , Fraude (Nidrash on Psalms, Vol, I, p.351)
translated as "The Lord spoke unto Moses concerning face and
face, thus alluding to the two angry visages.)

"a3noa YK Av1" 3'N3 KIATI LK1 a2 AT XKWFD FIVY YIYR

«1773 1% *nav 1w ,(ov)

See also Deut, Rabba 3:15, and Ex, Rabba 45:2; “face" is
related to "anger". God warns Moses that it is not proper
for both to be angry at same time,

704, I'N27T3 O'PET YU INIYT KYK K3 MI2KD Y22 71EY 7k
".o17rakab 1v33 Yk 1wy oheov"

75.",13%0 ©3°a%k “a Yana” :3°N37 Yap x2Y3n 93 Kan T ek
*2" :qpk3 133 %31 ?2a2'3¢ anx Yvay omad 1y ek o

L d

LA"3pa T 1PNV WMK YAV AYK "LKn AavoR ok Yvavk ‘a

76. ,D*ICA RIY*D3Y NDRY IEA 17377 K%K L3 S3% ROk kY
".nak1 ton "a ninax Y3" 3'po

77. The passage begins:
"qnv2 jI1y2 *haak ‘a” 2103ac nky ", jsvoa *7ipa avx"
TWDIK KI1A apY *cX s apF* ‘0 WK ...\ "hiv3 a'vran)
.0%1y n&va3 3333 Yipre Yvara ?(os) "3vi1as jazn oVvpnDV"
Comparisons are then made for each day of creation:
"12932 0TXA DK 0'A%K X3 1T DDKIT DI K23 Yowl
+YIXIY W1AD2

78, AL3vY A3y (Q¥IX2A) IPVIY OYA Arav *a% :1av3na Y ok
.1%73 AT'2yD 13'KE aA"Zpa aY% yavavt ¥ ...0%% jpOT

LAPIZT KYK 7'2Y (%Y ", 7121 3730 nvela" 2'R3T KV EYA
".13% %3 “a yava" “xiv

79. "nD XYAT 1013K32 K? "IEM 32'DD L, YR Ku2 93 K3Ivan a1
*I7K2 A 32" 2'noY "nd 271 13%213K $173T avno
.DNRY%D AYTI KD L7114 APV KD kTP KY ".na2

80. 19X ,0°9K0T2 19K 0%3%2%2 19« K9& ...7a%p2% 9Y9DT ©Y *231

«A3I0 [2Y 1*¥YI3z 19X niaT 3% gryvaan
See also Tanchuma, Fuber ed,, Vayar UQa, where passage is
attributed to Akiba,



81, p*av Yapy apiva “a javee
The passage goes onto explain that God detained punishment
in order to receive repenters, Thus, He first descended to
look at the wicked of the dor hamabul and of S'dom, and
brought about nine “light" plagues upon the Egyptians, before
exacting punishment,

R2, NAK ,%7* *nE IR'K Yy BabT *ar :avapa% YRy vize a3
.0%MX07 NOAID ANYAC DAKY L,0%A }D 13n1K neY3s anvac

B3, 9%y Y2k prYeyx Y3y Yy ".K12Y prna prax "o gaa”
D N3°27" DYIZBA 13) ...1%337 1AYIFAY INIK 1DF IS
o Mge -1 |

83. See also Tanchuma, Buber, ed,, Tissa 40b, The reference to
Ex, 15:4, however, is omitted,

84, +1%2Y YRDT 1'TIY (4 L0370 YT 1317 Y0V YOl
The passage shall be repeated below as the second part con-
tains kib'yakhol,

gs, nYT*™ 2¥N3T L0YA j2 iNla AP 1I* jnaa a'apa ava

(1232 3"%) *anp* o1
In Midrash Psalms (attributed to K. Yudan), the passare is
prefaced by kib'yakhol, In Ex, Rabba (22:2), in the name of
R, Johanon, an earlier authority (first generation Amora as
opposed to fourth generation for Yudan), there is no kib'yakhol,

86, Narmorstein, The Uld Rabbinie Doctrine of God: The Lames and
Attributes of God (K 'tav meprint, 1955) D, 7. e was referring
to the RIB*EY *EI17 ., See also footnote #1 on this page,

£7. Tanchuma, Ha'azinua, &4,

B8, 793 ?a7aa 93K Y AL LK3IYPF ATy 13 @R T 1Y qps
'n1%2aKY g*pa) 23K *nIvasc
See also Bab, Sanhedrin 38b and 67b, and Midrash Psalms 104:Q,
In the latter, the argument was between Akiba and Ishmael
over the interpretation of Ps, 104:12 “Above them the inhabi-
tants of the sky..." Akiba said these were angels, Ishmael

claimed they were only birds,




89.
90,

9N,

95.

96.
97.

g‘p.

Marmorstein; Essays on Anthropomorphism, pp. 134-135,

I will follow this spelling for the vocalization of 713739
throughout this chapter, The Even-Yehuda Dictionary, p. 2040 n,,
however, gives kab'yakhol 1332  as the modern pronun-
ciation, q

M'khilta 62b
YI®KY TP2yn YI3'A »13v33 (1@ mise) "*% 1*an onxa”
013* &% A3a" WK KIT 7V L YIX KPR 0'ONK @2Y9y prYUR
«\TIK2p BT9AN0) "HERITT WIT JETYY X

W, Bacher Erkei Midrash, Rabinowitz, Trans, p. 50

See also Haba Kama 79b, and Tosefta to Baba Kama, 7:2

Among Rabbis who tended to avoid anthropomorphiec implication:
Berekhia, Chanina be Papa, Levi (b,lLakhma), Abba bar Kahana,
Shimon (b, Yochai), Sh'muel b, Lachman, Among those who pur=-
sued a more literal interpretation: Akiba, Shimon b, L'achish,
Judah (bar Ilai), Acha, Abahu, Hoshaia, Chiya bar Abba,
JOch-ann.

?DDIK JIVYA AD NIYIC IFOIZ LUIRT JDTS KD 70 oK
*FIyto vabhp Cuknoc *3Y%p L,Y91av23

E, Urbach, Chaz"al: Pirke Emunot v'leot (Magnes, 1960) p. 50.

They are M'khilta 16a (2 times), Sifre to iLumbers, par., 84,
Pal, Sanhedrin 28b, Exodus Fabba 30:20, Tanchuma, Fuber , ed,,
Naso 15a,

Kadushin, gp.git., »,311n,, contains opinion of Saul Iieberman
that it was a later insertion, He pointed to a comparison of
HYab, Yoma 3b and Sifre to leut,, par. 72, where only the
former contains the term. Lieberman's contention must be taken
into account, even though he brought forth only a few examples,
I am not willing to accept it fully at this time, for if it
were indeed a later addition then one might expect that it was
applied, at least once, to the statement of some Habylonian
authority.
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99.

100.

101,

102,

103,

104,
105.
106.

107.

108,

109.

110,

111,

See Lamentations Rabba, Proem 24, and Hab, E'rakhot 5%a
(R. Katina),

Harmorstein, op.cit., pp. 109-113, For example, Sab, Rosh
Hashana 17b, R. Jochanon took Ex, 34:6 "And the Lord Passed
by before him, and proclaimed.,." The verse already has an
anthropomorphic implication, but Jochanon went farther and
explained that God was acting as a Shaliach Tzibur, donning
a talit and showing loses the order of prayer.

Ibid., pp. 113-114, Almost equivalent to this exprassion is
LIDYY Iy 95 a%ya *an

Ibid., pp. 11B-126,

There are two exceptions, Exodus Rabba 42:5 and Midrash Psalms
10:5; Here Kib'yakhol apparently modifies a biblical verse,
In Mid. Ps, :
w2 ara (vIa oap (TKY:Y @Yvran) "ivava a1 kv
qDK" 3 LATF2 A2 AXIY 12K 71y 1%v3a% ji1vhes pvanva
21%K) "axa* k%1 1Y . 0Y3F" & DRI ap2 "Y1y Y2
(or p*»*an) ".nx2Y% A% Y2 1732 vnea” Yiavsa (Cv:ias

Tanchuma, Fuber, ed,, Noah 15b,

Leviticus Rabba 31:6

Tanchuma, Buber, ed,, Tazria 17a,

W#illiam G, Braude, The Hidrash on FPsalms (Yale University
Press, 1959) 2 Vol,

Marmorstein, op.cit., p.126,

Ibid, See also Sven-Yehuda Dhetionary p. 2040 n,, £lija Levita
(Fochur), in Tishbi, argued that if X, Joshua was correct,

the term would be more proper as ?13%33 or as A%13%33,

Urbach, ap.cit., p. 50, n. 9%,

YEa ".Y%%e AP 12 MY np™ prva @R R 3N
A%17 AR %2 L,%13%33 L7 np 13817 TR0 A2Y MIs
.oab%va e




112, G92313%23 MK L9 pp a"apar w1y L,xIn ATp 2w Yae?
«12 WY WK YK IVYRD 72 WK 1IVETD Yy w13

113, See Facher Terminilogie p, 72. Standiger Ausdruck, mit welchem
eine kuhne Aeusserung uber Gott, entschuldigund eingefurht
wird,

114, Marmorstein, op,cit., p. 131.
115, Urbach, op.cit., p. 50 n, 94,

114, Other references to the meaning of the term, also conneect it
to the root %3% ., Morris Jastrow, in Hebrew Aramaic Znglish
Dictionary (P. Shalom, 1967), p. 577, simply gives "as though
it were possible, as it were, (Hef, to an alleporical or anth-
ropemorphous expression with reference to the Lord)",
Kossovsky, in Otzer L'shon Hatalmud, Vol, 1€, p, 347, wrote
n"apaY o*cnY2ts n1avvnoa DY .aTapaY 1393 :%13vad
.07% T a2von
In the Even-Yehuda p. 2040, the definition is given: 73713 103
nIAYXAY prCnYSTD B33 2213 A%z WAk Yo 19IRD [ Tresv
«071 2T KPR AKI V1IVRY 3T

lione of the above speculate on the etymology, In footnote,

however, to Even-Yehuda, the opinicn of Levita in Tishbi is
Giverns . 123" AYyz *2%3 AI37 ANIAG I@1Y AXIT 912132

LRITA wR2A Y3pY 931°T Y3 mIY: L "Hiava

r

117,3233Y ,127pY 7apa Ak A1Ta 79738 DI K3T 72 1amyy "0
v 71'¥a n& 2338 avy %13%32 L,121pz NI I3¥? 1130 phn
LOFBIT N3%K 1YTRD JTIAG DKY AKX 921K 19YK3 avyz

Proof texts are from Ps, 94:7 and Isa, 259:15,

118, AFT ANIRZ 0930 17237 9172 3T Ks2 %3 K3%an T WK
L913%33 "12p2" kY& "3322" YapD YR ".r13z20 KA prn 3"
L1%90 Kv31a% %13 13K nYza Yya 1vrax

In Pal, Ta'anit 68d, it presented: .Y72X "3j222 & a prn *2"
T T ey «7130% %13 &Y ,%y2va3

11G, DK *AK3TI YK 913723 'Y M avvaY vva oa"apa e
LA%IZ% nY31aY ocpa xY wahrwy



120,

121l

122,

123,

124,

The Midrash then explains that, for this reason, God did not
disclose which type of tree was forbidden to Adam and Eve,
Thus, one could not later place the blame on the tree,

"_33TyY NIy Dany T? nY TR NEIY Y2 ...0¥ *a je3r ¥a"
‘3T AYIKaA (B YURYIAE Y wags pYyra" L (12:37 g*137)
L9RIEYY ATy (R0 K Yyy3*33 ",21Ty¥Y EP vak"

, 2197232 ,pYv AFIavw wxaTey a"apn yavl ayv ANIK2
LYNY1IT AUyE KXY OX 123V by RTIIN

x%% "qn%3 7% 2" 1ad ",qnb3 (=73 ‘A vaip-1*R"
a'=pa V3R LMWK a%ap 13%331 (rRYa AaNa T™1a e
w.qn%3 1k *2" L1223 L1271y DX a%ap

.%13%33 172187 WAk YK 2IN3 Xp2 RYDYR WDIK ¥2PY %
b93r X310 ARK ]32) JRTT (2%F :pipon Y337 KW 17DX

.gapy nn%a A41%0v v33%33 YRITY 1PREY DIPR
Assertion based on EX. 12:81,

13 ywiar ‘7 R w_y1vaRaY 1%32-78 y*r33eY aven”
XT12T DIK3 ,913%33 yIpIRY K"K 2102 ®p2 K9o98 %17

(or)"y1*X31T? INK? 91" 132 13?HEal vpam) 17313 9y "D

125.

126.

127,

128,

129.

130.

X509% ,1a28 "7 DK (naza “37) "0y T2V A anx1"
.ma%pya aapa nK ,713723 39018 K"K 2303 KApD

X"a 2103 KOpD R’PDIK (1707 shrp) "9 j3Im A aiyo"
(1332 ov) "m%o gy a1y Tay" 213%22 192187

JaD1xY K"K ,3IN3 137a AYA K2 19k 17317 ‘9 "D
npolw A" (TRIID AYYE?) "pap3 “a LK3 2" 913723
" para”" R9n (R3 3R 1°%

See Marmorstein, op.cit., pp. 62-68, He lists other passages
that deal with God following Fis own commandments.,

Ibid, ppP. 68-76, "God's Grief and Share in Israel's Distress,”

Kadushin, op.cit., p. 304,




131,

132,

133.

134,

135.

134,

13?.

138,

139.
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*33% wIpnn nva a%am (rY:ie new) "Ya nbys n2eh (132"
M272" MpKkiIT oKDz kYK 1X72 XY ,0%1¥0 AYal IDET 2
913733 vipoa nvaY xawd L (1:3% ovyr'an) ".ier) ovaw ‘A
".'a nYpa" :x3v 1%29% nYiya

,NIDIXD DR 77 aTapava (1%:3% ©*727) Mwdy ‘A prar "
nk 17 a"apawar "1 pvv 3" “xap 1'33% x'a anze
"anan® 1v72y BT “Xac 1%22% ¥'a naan Yi1avas Yxawr

.(om)

aTiav "7 ok (2ad:ns *Yon) "KXZY (N Yan& 0K nroz”
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Proof Texts are Ezckial 1€:4,5,9,10,

NIZIK? 21K a"apar (2:3 oYy aa) "avs @1z ‘A qaye"
137" TRIT L 9ETY Y32 %33 O 13'7) K12 joYIyn

*n y"wW37 :DYI2IK JAY (K2:ikD AYFEY) "'a pKY 9330
TIR D28 KIAY L7C'MIDDIDTIP YK OF ('3 K120
gvhean; "YXI0Y YK 1°UTp02 DYAYK KO3 :'Kav Yi13v3d
(1%:nc

See M'khilta 15a; Exodus Rabba 15:12 and 15:1€; Song of
Songs Rabba L:8; Tanchuma, Fuber, ed,, BaMidbar 5a,

See Lamentations Rabba Proem 3%; Tanchuma, Puber, ed,, T'tzave
o Rl o JAESS TR
LSa; P'sikta d'Rav Kahana 113b.

See “xodus Rabba 36:l4; also lNumbers Rabba 16:2f; Tanchuma,
Euber, ed., Achare 3fa; and F'sikta o'Rav Kahana 15b make
use of the vert ®®3 , in discribing Gof as carrying or
bearing Israel through trouble or sins,

See Mishna Sanhedrin 6:5; Bab., Gitin S58a; Lamentations habba
1:1 and 1158, Tanchuma Sh'mini, 1; Tanchuma, Buber, ed., E'=
reshit 12b; Noach, 15b; Midrash Psalms 06:7; P'sikta Rabat;
20a, 136b, and 187b; F'sikta d'Rhav Kahana 171a,
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140, In these passage, God also: Descends to earth: Zxodus Rabba
29:7 and 42:5, Leviticus Rabba 30:13; Is sold for the sake of
Torah; Exodus Rabba 33:1; 1s reproved by lMoses: Exodus Rabba
43:1, Deuteronomy Rabba 3:15, Tanchuma, Buber, ed,, Pinchas 75b,
Others are mentioned in the body of the paper,
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192 PRV OTKIT 1%2aY% nave H10%23 13130 UYP 1YRED)
7007 oF) ".%27a

143, YROIEYC 75T WK 112°C 73 aTmav ‘a pwa arary ‘1
SE™IZD .AYyE YT AM133 B2 (Y20 L0 2 YT 1313 DYRWY
0TIy YRIEY JYRT JoT3Y (it @vhan) "Yn arys gradaa”
$3'NST ,a%yz Yr 173 ns jreYne BI10vaD o150 Yr 121X
(nv:a% ‘a1) ".q%%a20 %K narny ‘oo JTYY is"

168, Y1y DK 77T a"Ipa YA 912723 131738 OAN3IN K3 KYT Ty
"33 %5 CYpYYTI 0320 ,VI132 YUK 1XDM LNIYITIRA NB3
G*H10* %aph 3T o9I¥FY 13%3k DATAK E3FD V3K ...D'30

T PRI Sy Ya1" “Rav jYIFD L0'K3Y GYTaTol 1YYRRaD
(*23* n'eY3) ".ov 1Y ABYIED OaN3K

145, atapn avYa &Y ,910'30 991PY V1338 DAT2K K2 &Y
nYcKna) "ovzea 'abx “a" “xav 12%s oroea Yy &Y%k %2

777 or*eva %2 12%%00 0PIV 13Y.K A&k Xavd Yax (T:as
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\a .0%)

146, ,nawa v2a%8% WK atapn LATA CEY 13 7YY NYS 1K
WK A2 a LMoY anach "3 1a%e3 ... 1vYEya



147,

148,

149,

150.

151,

152,
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Another proof text is Isa. ©3:9. «072Y X173 K a9x3

From Ex, 17:15,
127 92 KX12 ANk 21 1KUY 13%iZ DY,2a ATPT aAra 0aa
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pUDAZ ]RU joT2 L,IK3 oY*p pUDAAT (DT IIKRD RYUP KY
+PNIYAT Y233 1OYZRAT 12D ,0vYp

31%K) "1v717aY 9202 A" W2IA MK 310D V0K a2

(27 Y&*27) "avigpoy 1%2% 7K™ Y& R 3103y (a:ad
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154, Midrash Psalms 18:2G:
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