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PREFACE

My interest in Jewish-Christian relations in the
middle ages grows out of my personal experience as a Jew
living in a non-Jewish society. From childhood on I found
myself defending my commitment to Judaism in the presence
of my Christian friends. Looking back on those early years,
I realize how interfaith discussions forced me to evaluate
and clarify my stance as a Jew.

In medieval times our ancestors were faced with a
similar challenge. However, their conversations with Chris-
tians had far-reaching effects. Jewish-Christian encounters
in past centuries had to take into account the Christian
intent to convert the Jew to Christianity. During my child-
hood none of my Christian friends entertained such a notion.
Yet now the times appear to be changing. While friendly
intellectual dialogue continues in many circles, the Ameri-
can Jewish community must also face a growing challenge
from proselytizing Christians. It is with this recognition
that the following paper is presented. While this work by
Jacob ben Reuben has been available in Hebrew, it is my hope
that its arguments and ideas will now receive attention
from an English speaking audience.

In preparing this paper I have received assistance from
many gquarters. My thesis advisor and learned professor
Martin A. Cohen has guided me through the year-long process

of analyzing and evaluating primary and secondary sources.
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Taking into account my often erratic travel schedule, he
has made himself available by phone, letter and in person.
His guidance, particularly in the process of preparing
this paper, made the experience smoother and easier.

Special thanks also go to my reader and editor, Rabbi
Gary Glickstein. He put in many hours to help make this a
clear and concise paper. While any criticism of the con-
tent of this paper must be addressed to the writer alone,
Rabbi Glickstein's efforts have made it easier to perceive
that content.

To my special friends, Judi and Paul Reichenbach, must
go a large measure of thanks. Their presence at 60 River-
side Drive in New York made my time away from home easier
to bear. Paul's sense of humor and Judi's typing skills made
the completion of this paper seem effortless. Little Sara
added comic relief.

Lastly, to my life's partner, Peter A, Weinrobe, I
owe the greatest debt. He was always ready to listen
and advise, encouraging me without pushing. He has made
our marriage a warm and wonderful haven from all pressures

and crises. His endless patience made all the difference.

Debra R. Hachen
New York, New York

March 28, 1980
11 Nisan, 5740




INTRODUCTION

Jacob ben Reuben's Milchamot Ha-shem (ﬁg,)MJ

presents one of the earliest and most vituperative attacks
on Christianity be a medieval Jew. According to three of
the extant manuscripts.l Jacob ben Reuben wrote this work in
1170. It is known under various titles, including 290
2901548 NiAlth , A'NI3YIH 100, and ?nmﬂ/'ﬂ NI/ br H12"%
?DVV9I.2 The author himself refers to it as¥ynN'¥d §h2w9 290

at the end of his introduction.3

Before World War II manuscripts of chis work existed
in the British Museum, Breslau, Leningrad, Oxford, Paris and
Vicnna. After the war the Leningrad and Breslau manuscripts
were missing.

Several publishers in the middle to late nineteenth

century printed parts of Milchamot Ha-shem. These sections

included the Introduction, part of Chapter 1I, part of Chapter V,

Chapter XII, and bits and pieces of other chapters. 1In 1913

Adolf Posnanski finished preparation of the entire work for

publication. He died before seeing the fruit of his labors.

His work was later deposited at the Hebrew University on

Mount Scopus.4 A full Hebrew edition edited and introduced

by Judah Rosenthal was published in 1963 through Mosad Harav

Kook. It is the critical edition to which later scholars refer.5
There were several authors with the name Jacob ben

Reuben living around the twelfth century.6 First, there was

the Karaite author who wrote JP¥» 790, a commentary on

Later Prophets and Writings. This could not be the same




person because the author of Milchamot Ha-shem guotes from

Rabbanite scholars and sources which a Karaite would never
mention.
Another Jacob ben Reuben is the author of a book on
AlPIC £ Jle also called by the title J0/F5) 790. Only eleven
pages of this book are extant. Little is known of this
writer, and it is possible that he is the same as the Jacob

ben Reuben of Milchamot Ha-shem. Within the text of

Milchamot Ha-shem, Jacob ben Reuben refers to having ex-

plained Psalm 23 in another place.7 Since it was not men-—

tioned elsewhere in Milchamot Ha-shem, he must have meant it

was in another work. This could very well be J%/5% 790.
There was also a person called ?72/¢w3 Rﬂzwidacob the Poet).
who travelled extensively, ending up in Morocco. He was also
called ?W%bﬁ, a name used for Jacob ben Reuben in one of the

Milchamot Ha-shem manuscripts.

According to two of the Milchamot Ha-shem manuscripts,B

Jacob ben Reuben was born in 1150. Another manuscript gives
1136 as his year of birth.9 Jacob ben Reuben himself notes that
he is young to be writing such a work when he states that he

is not well-suited for the task 731Jﬂ.)/£h Y@« ("because

of the ignorance of youth".)l0 Throughout the work the author
refers to himself as one who has learned from the AWM
(sages) and lVS}?C (great ones) of his generation. The 1150
date fits such evidence, making him twenty years old when he
wrote this work.

Jacob ben Reuben's place of birth and residence at the




time he composed this work are unknown. In the Introduction
he writes of events having occurred when he was in the region

11 Although it is clear that he came

of {o"f'l'"&d in exile.
to this place from another region, he does not mention his
present location by name. Various manuscripts spell this
name as fc'Jli\afl, fc"ﬂ;‘dc‘, (c"!")'c(‘, or /ci!;)&,‘\.lz Henri

Gross in Gallia Judaica identifies the location with Huesca,

Spain which is normally written in Hebrew as i)ﬂﬂ/k or »‘J/jc ’kfc.u
Rosenthal feels the manuscript spellings have more in common
with Gascony in Southern France. One way to approach the
guestion of Jacob ben Reuben's residence at the time of

Milchamot Ha-shem's composition is to look at the various con-

temporary sources and scholars mentioned in the work. TIbn
Ezra is guoted and mentioned by name in the text. It is known
that Ibn Ezra travelled in Southern France around 1147, visiting
the region of Provence, proceeding to Northern France, and re-
turning in 1161 to Narbonne in Provence.l4 Since Gascony bor-
ders on the region of Provence, Ibn Ezra's writings could easily
have spread from one location to the other over a short period
of time. A young man studying in Gascony in the 1160's could
have had access to Ibn Ezra's work.

Jacob ben Reuben also mentions the physician and writer
Joseph ben Meir Ibn Zabara. Ibn Zabara was born around 1140
in Barcelona. He travelled extensively in Spain and in Pro-
vence.15 During these travels it is possible that Jacob ben
Reuben met him. It is also possible that Ibn Zabara's earliest

writings reached Gascony before the writing of Milchamot Ha-shem.




It is possible that Jacob ben Reuben was originally in Spain,
moved to France during the expulsion by Almohades, then re-
turned to Spain at a later date. This would follow the pattern
of the more famous Tibbon and Kimhi families.16

However, Jacob ben Reuben's place of residence is less
important than the audience for which ne wrote. Whether in
Gascony or Huesca, his Jewish audience was the same. His
fellow Jews in both locations were confronted with the identical
challenge: Christian proselytizing of Jews. As Jacob ben
Reuben himself viewed it: LPAIRI oI NITE wod A'n 99
.y PNEVR §1" fsw/vce JINE aw 93817 ("We have to
explain Christian errors and words to the masses of our people,
because not all of them are wise enough in the depths of their
minds.") To this end Jacob ben Reuben composed Milchamot
Ha-shem, consisting of an introduction and twelve chapters.
The work's structure is straightforward. The first chapter
deals with rational arguments about Christian and Jewish doc-
trines. The following nine chapters analyze passages from
the Hebrew Bible which the Christians use as proofs of their
beliefs., Chapter XI is the author's direct attack on the New
Testment, emphasizing the Gospel of Matthew. 1In the final
chapter the author clearly states his beliefs about Judaism and
the coming of the messiah.

Jacob ben Reuben sets the stage for his work by describing
his encounter with a priest learned in both theology and philo-

18

sophy. At this priest's insistence, Jacob ben Reuben responds

to theological questions. The first ten chapters of the work




are organized as the record of the debate between this
Christian and Jacob ben Reuben. The priest is called §H2#3
(the Denier) by the author, while he calls himself /57 'w%
(the Unifier, or Believer in one God). While the Denier
begins each section of the debate, the Believer does more
than just answer the challenges. He often brings in new
points of debate. The author at times interrupts the debate
to give a short introduction to some new issue. At these
points he refers to himself as )7, the editor. 1In the
last two chapters, where Jacob ben Reuben completely takes
the offensive, he drops the dialogue form and writes directly
from his own point of view.

The following chapters will examine the discussion between
the Believer and the Denier. This discussion is divided into
three parts. The first part consists of the controversy over
proper exegesis of texts. The second is an examination of
Christian doctrines with their refutations by Jacob ben Reuben.
The concluding chapter discusses Jacob ben Reuben's knowledge
of various sources, his style, and his purpose in creating

this work.




CHAPTER ONE

As previously mentioned, the first ten chapters of Mil-

chamot Ha-shem are in the form of a dialogue between a Chris-

tian called ?hjfvﬂ' the Denier, and the Jew referred to as 7h ’”;),
the Believer. The major portion of the discussion between
these two characters focuses on exegesis of the Hebrew Bible.

This work contains some criticism of the New Testament found

toward the close of Milchamot Ha-shem as an addendum to the

dialogue between the two characters. ,
While the central chapters are divided according to the

order of the books of the Hebrew Bible, verses from any Bibli-

cal book are interspersed among the various chapters. Several |

major exegetical themes permeate the discussion. The author's

first concern is to bring out the difference between the literal

exegesis of Bible and a more figurative, even allegorical,

approach. The second aim of the author is to refute Christian

claims that Biblical passages refer to Jesus. The author's

final point is that Jesus has not fulfilled obvious prophetic

passages.
The author clearly identifies the Jewish exegesis as a

literal form of Biblical interpretation. While according to

the Believer some allegory is acceptable in Jewish circles,

the overwhelming approach is to emphasize the Gi@(the literal

meaning) of a Biblical passage. The Christians, on the other

hand, look for faults or contradictions within a literal ap-

proach so that they may buttress a more figurative stance.



The Jewish response to Christian interpretation re-establishes
the logic and consistency of the passages in their literal
sense.

Milchamot Ha-shem presents five cases which demonstrate

the proper Jewish response to Christian allegorical interpre-
tation. In the first instance the Denier claims there is a
contradiction in the second chapter of Genesis when God first
allows man to eat from all trees (Gen.2:16) and then forbids

19

eating from the tree of knowledge (Gen.2:17). The Believer

explains that this is simply the way of human speech which can-

20 As we read, we should

not give both commands simultaneously.
understand these verses as if God commanded the two together:
the general given simultaneously with the exception,

The second example is when the Denier points out a con-

21 In the

tradiction between Genesis 1:31 and Leviticus 11.
first verse God calls all creatures /W AIG (very good), but
in Lev. 11 God labels some asikﬁftdefiled or impure). The
Denier understands this allegorically: all creatures are
very good when it comes to eating them, but some are defiling

22

to use as work animals. The pig is given as an example of this

two-fold approach. The Believer answers that there are four

3 The first he at-

ways one can defeat the Denier's approach.2
tributes to Ibn Ezra, namely that within each individual created
thing one finds mostly good. Therefore God could say all

were "very good" while each may stil have contained some bad

gualities. The second refutation is to understand "very good"

as referring to the majority of all creatures when they are




added together. The sum of creation then is mostly good.

The third answer is that paired opposites are necessary in
order for us to identify and appreciate the good in the world.
That is, for good to exist there must be evil. The Believer's
last answer is a refutation of the Denier's allegorical solu-
tion concerning the pig. 1In Leviticus 11:8 God specifically

forbade the eating of pig.24

Christians cannot change direct
Biblical commands. A second explanation concerning the issue
of the pig is that whatever is forbidden to sacrifice is also
forbidden to eat. This would also prohibit the eating of pig.
At this juncture the author turns from the Bible to attack
Christians more severely. He notes that even the Moslems forbid
the eating of the pig, leaving the Christians as the minority
in this custom. Finally, the Believer notes that the dog and
the pig are treated as parallels within the Bible. He then
rhetorically asks why the Christians do not encourage the eating
of dog.25
A third argument put forward by the Denier is the seeming
contradiction between God commanding Moses to build the altar
a certain way and Moses taking it upon himself to change the

26 Christians understand

materials and the size of the altar.
this to be an allegory showing that the proper way to worship
God can change, and that the Christians now possess that pro-
per way. The Believer bases his defense of the literal inter-
pretation on three points.z7 First, Moses is only following

commands as given by God in Exodus 27:1-2 and Exodus 30:1-2.

This shows he must build two different altars. Moses does not

--_lﬁnlﬁ_—_m




deviate from God's commands. Secondly, the Believer points
out God's fﬁk-f??, acting in a way to make the command more
palatable and acceptable to people. God first asks only for
an earthen altar. He then allows stone to be used as long as
it was not hewn stone. Lastly, God allows the people to in-
corporate precious materials in the altar under the rubric of
a free-will offering. Therefore God did not change His mind
about the composition of the altar, but rather revealed His
plan slowly. The Believer bases his last argument on the
practical use of the two altars. The Christian questioned
the difference in the size of the two altars Moses built. The
Believer explains that one was for animals which needed more
room, the other for spices which required less space.28
The fourth case in which the Christians question the lit-

eral approach is understanding Deuteronomy 22:10 in which God
29

forbids using the ox and ass to plow together. The Denier
asks why other kinds of cooperation are allowed between these
two animals since they are a mixture of a &Adi(defiling) ani-
mal and a 1/90(pure) one. Secondarily, the Denier wants to
know why only these two animals are mentioned. The Denier's
own answer is to interpret this allegorically. He explains
that animals are often considered to represent leadership

types. The Deuteronomy passage indicates that there are

certain kinds of people who should not be leaders, the lev G

(defiling) types. The Denier explains that he is basing this

30

argument on Paul's exegesis of the rules found in Lev.11:2-8

21

regarding animals. The Believer explains that God's mercy
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32 Since the ox chews its cud,

is behind this commandment.
the ass would suffer from hunger while they stood side-by-side
working together plowing. All other kinds of work can be done
together because one would be in front of the other, so the ass
would not see the ox "eating." The Believer also corrects
the Denier about animals being k¥ior 7 D(. He explains that
live animals have no such qualities; animals can only defile
when they are dead.33

The last case juxtaposes God prohibiting idol-making
(Ex.20:3-4) and God commanding Moses to make a snake idol
(Numbers 21:8).34 The Christian allegorical solution sees
the snake as a symbol of sin. Since only a snake can defeat
a snake, Jesus must take that form to defeat sin. When Moses
makes the snake image he is really presenting Jesus to the
people as their savior from sin. When the people demonstrate
their belief in the snake, Jesus heals them. For the Denier
the pole on which the snake symbol is placed is a clear reference
to the cross on which Jesus died. The Believer first refutes
this by explaining what the prohibition of idol-making really
meant. The prohibition did not include any rule against making

35 It forbade any form intended as an object

decorative forms.
of worship. To the Believer the snake represents the punish-
ment God brought upon the people. The purpose of the snake
symbol was to induce the people to recognize that God has the
power to heal just as He has the power to harm.36 The placing
of the snake on the pole was not to represent a cross, but

rather to force the people to look upward in recognition of
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God's power over them.

The author's second area of concern in connection with
Biblical exegesis is that of Biblical passages which Christians
have traditionally interpreted as referring to Jesus. The
majority of these are in the book of Isaiah, though other
prophetic books and even some of the JD?LMD(Writings} are
examined. The following paragraphs present the detailed ar-
guments between the Denier and the Believer about such passages.

The earliest passage in Isaiah identified by the Denier
as describing Jesus is Isa.ll which opens with, "And there shall
come forth a rod out of the stem of Yishay, and a branch shall

37 The passage goes on to describe

grow out of his roots."
how this person will contain God's spirit. He will judge
other people and mete out proper punishment. The Denier iden-
tifies the branch as Jesus, the savior and judger.38 The

Believer's response is threefold.39

First, he points out that
if one continues on in the chapter to verses 11-12, one finds
that when this judge arrives, the remnant of Israel will be
gathered from all over the world. Since that did not take

place in Jesus' time, the rest of the chapter could not apply

to him. Second, the message of the chapter is a consolation

to the people of Israel after Asshur had destroyed so many of
them. As a final response to this argument, the Believer agrees
with one point the Denier makes, that verse six describing

the wolf and lamb lying down together is meant as an allegory.

40

Another verse cited by the Denier is Isa.28:16, "I lay

in Zion for a foundation a stone, a tried stone, a precious
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corner stone...." The tried stone is identified with Jesus.

The Believer's answer41

is to continue on with verses 17 and
18 which show that the coming of this tried store heralds a
time when death and destruction will come to destroy the wicked.
The stone then brings death and not salvation, so if Jesus is
the stone he is not a savior.

In Isa.30:20 the prophet describes a teacher, saying,
"thy teacher shall not withdraw himself anymore, but thy eyes

42

shall see thy teacher."™ To the Denier this is Jesus. The

Believer43

counters that the history of Jesus' own life con-
tradicts such an application. Jesus did withdraw himself by
originally fleeing from his people. Secondly, he was not a
real teacher because he never taught the sages of Israel. Last-
ly, Jesus is labeled by the Believer as H¥7 70N, a person lack-
ing in intellegence. Taking all this into account, Jesus could
not be the teacher in the verse.

The next citation is Isa.33:13-17 which describes the
coming of a totally righteous king. While the Denier44 says

45 points out that in verse 14 the

this is Jesus, the Believer
sinners are afraid of this king. If Jesus came to save sinners,
would they not rejoice rather than fear him? The meaning
according to the Believer is that only the righteous person will
be able to see this king.

In Isa.42:1-4 we have the first case of a passage men-
tioning a servant (9pA7%) is identified with Jesu5.46 In verses

1-3 the servant who brings judgment is described. 1In verse 4,

the Christians read "and the isles wait for his Torah" as a
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reference to the new law which Jesus brings to replace the

old one. The Believer47

refutes this by pointing out that

the Denier has previously identified Jesus as a great and
powerful figure, connecting him with Isa.35:4, "...your God
will come with vengeance...." 1In Isa.42:1-4 the person is
described as a humble servant. He cannot be both. Obviously
the verses do not describe Jesus. Moreover, the Denier can-
not take the plain word 31 (Torah) and say that it now means
a new Torah. The Torah is the same one given to Moses and

it does not change. Lastly, the Believer presents the Jewish

48

reading of these verses. They describe the coming of Cyrus

to power. The phrase "isles wait for Torah" indicates that
strangers will also have a share in the Torah.49
The Christian equation: Torah = new Torah, is continued in

Isa.51:4~-5 "for Torah will proceed from me."50

Again the
Believer says that the use of the word Torah does not mean a
new Torah. And, if one continues in this chapter through
verse 12, the sense of the chapter is that no mortal man can
endure. Therefore applying this section to Jesus would be
denying his immortality.

The crucial passages used by the Denier to identify
Jesus as the "suffering servant" are found in Isaiah chapters
52 and 53. The Believer refutes this identification on five
counts. First, 1 there is the contradiction between verses
there which describe Jesus as ugly and versus cited elsewhere

by the Denier as showing Jesus' physical beauty. Two examples

of such verses are Psalm 45:3, "fairer than the children of
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men" and Jeremiah 11:16, "fair with goodly fruit." He cannot

be both ugly and fair. Secondly, God's nature is to be always
exalted.52 Though it is true that this ugly servant becomes
exalted in Isa.52:13 and 14, "he shall be exalted and extolled,
and be very high," his visage remains marred (verse 15). God
can never be marred, so this servant cannot be God. The Be-

23 is that Isa.53:3-4 refers to a man who

liever's third proof
is constantly ill, JV/R%ON €%, Jesus' history is not that
of a sick man. Further, the illness and afflictions of the
servant in Isaiah are caused by God. Jesus' afflictions were
caused by men. A fourth counter to the servant being Jesus is
that in Isa.53:4 it is clear that God has smitten this person.54
If Jesus is God, this cannot fit. God cannot be smitten by God.
Lastly, the fifth argument by the Believer points out the Jewish
reading of 7Y, "my servant.” It cannot apply to God because
God is never anyone else's servant., It is the name God gives
to Israel.

Another interesting application of an Isaiah passage to
Jesus is 53:3-5 where the Denier focuses not on the servant
nature of the person described but rather on his suffering

33 The Believer points out that

bringing salvation to others.
from within this passage one can see that Jesus' soul cannot
save anyone else's soul. 1In 53:10 it reads, I12&J Pc »'EeNn Plec,
"if his soul shall consider it a recompense for guilt," mean-
ing he was a guilty person himself with an unclean soul.

Then in 53:12 it says,"he has poured out his soul to death,"

56

meaning his soul itself dies. The Believer asks how anyone
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who is a sinner and whose soul dies can save other souls.
If Christians take this to mean that the soulS of other people
depend on Jesus then there are other examples in the Bible

where people's souls depended on other per50ns.57

One
example would be Gen.l12:13 where Sarah has the power to save
Abraham by lying and saying she was only his sister, as Abra-
ham puts it, "and my soul shall live because of thee." Ano-
ther case is Gen.19:19 when Lot indicates that he owes his
life to the men who removed him from Sodom before the de-
struction saying, ‘@@J-AMc _AI*h3d 'Ing ‘0B Nk 7?0h ("thy
mercy which thou hast shown to me in saving my life"). So
the servant's saving souls or lives in Isaiah does not make
him divine.
In Isa.62:10-11 the Denier explains that the phrase
JeR ?66'»Ja(“behold, they salvation comes") means "behold Jesus

ll58

comes. the Believer's answer is that one cannot change the

word f36‘:o 376'.59 The Believer then points out Isa.63:l-3,60
where the Denier readsﬂj?{ﬁf?as the color red which symbolized
Jesus' blood pouring out for the people. First the Believer
counters that one cannot change R/94/ to R#/A. Further, in
verses 2 and 3, it is other people's blood that gets sprinkled,
not this person identified as Jesus. The Believer also attacks
the Denier for taking up Jerome's error of always reading wW?
(blood) as _th/E(transgressions).sl The Believer even offers

examples where this cannot be so. Lastly he points out that

if the Denier extended this interpretation, Isa.63:6 would




16

mean that Jesus kills innocent people, for he "trods down
people in anger" and "poured out their lifeblood upon the

earth.“GZ

In one last Isaiah reference the Denier identifies Jesus

through verses 65:1-5 and 65:8. The Deniet63

sees verses 1
and 2 as describing Jesus' attempts to seek out the people:

"I was ready to be sought by those who did not ask for me...."
In verse 8, he interprets the wine as referring to Jesus. The
Believer's refutation is that firstly the wine can be under-
stood in its literal sense, referring to a cluster of grapes
that are the first fruits, therefore containing a special

blessing.®?

Secondly, the Jewish reading of these verses is
that God saves Israel.

The Denier's arguments move on to other books of the
Bible: Psalms and prophetic works. However, there are a few
comments on the Torah and other writings. 1In Deut. 18:15 the
Denier65 identifies Jesus as the prophet who "God will raise
up to thee... from the midst of thee, of thy brethren, like
me...." The Denier says that Jesus is the one who most closely
fits a Moses-like description, since he too was a lawgiver.
The Believer refutes this, arguing that the new prophet de-
scribed by Moses must also match Moses by being human and

66

mortal. If Jesus is this person, then Jesus is not divine.

The phrase "like me" does not mean the new prophet will also
be a lawgiver, but rather he will be a believable ptophet.ﬁ7
In Daniel 9:24 there is reference to the coming of a pro-

phet and the anointing of the Holy of Holies. The Denier
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quotes this verse as reading Vel h Llepp €9 eR' ) Ud
LPINN'tH ("when the Holy of Holies comes your messiahship will
remain.") This the Denier applies to Jesus' messiahship. The
masoretic text extant today reads .ﬁ'b?/‘l ey hewds k'ps. The
Believer states that the Denier has a corrupt text. The Believer

68

indentifies the error as coming from Augustine who added extra

words to the verse.

69

The Denier then exXxamines Proverb 4. Here there is talk L

of the "Father's Son" giving instruction, even Torah. The Be-

liever answers70

by applying the continuation of the passage.
This son clearly needed teaching (v.4) and needed to live by
the law, as his father told him: 3)'»/ ‘p/Iwy 7#€ ("keep my com-
mandments and live"). Also, this son clearly had brothers.
The Believer bases this point on v.3 where his text reads

‘Wl 'JP3 '’/ meaning the first or special one among the sons
of my mother. The masoretic text we have today reads instead

‘e U@J‘i”b'f. "the only one is the sight of my mother."
There are several possible explanations for this difference.
Jacob ben Reuben could have been working from a different
text.71 He could have known the reading as we have it today,
yet chosen to change the word because it fit the Christian
argument too well. It is also possible that the text was in a
state of flux and he chose a reading which fit his polemic.
Research on twelfth century manuscript differences in Proverbs
might answer this more definitively.

The Denier emphasizes passages in Psalms as identifying

Jesus. He begins with Psalm 45. According to the Denier's
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view.72 verse 3 describes Jesus' beauty, "Thou art fairer

than the children of men." Verses 7-8 show Jesus' divinity,
"Thy throne O God is for ever and ever...therefore God, thy
God, has anointed thee with the o0il of gladness above thy
fellows." Lastly, the Denier read verses 10-12 as describing
Jesus' mother, "upon thy right hand stands the queen in

gold of Ofir...." One Jewish answer73 is to point out that
the Denier vacillates between describing Jesus' appearance

as beautiful and as ugly. Secondly, the Believer points out
the phrase in verse 8, r'ﬂj}c )'ﬂj}'c fhem, "therefore God,

thy God, has anointed thee." If Jesus were God himself, how
could another god anoint him? Could another god control our
God? Also, the throne mentioned is the throne from God, not
God's own throne. Lastly the Believer cites verse 17 in

which the person described in the preceding verses is referred
to as having children. Since Jesus had no children, he can-
not be the one described.

Psalms 46-50 are treated next. In 46:11 the Denier74
takes the word /7% ("I will raise up") to mean ©2/9 ("was
lifted up"). This then would refer to Jesus' exaltation and
sacrifice. He also applies 48:4-6 where kings are described as
assembling: /7¥/J (witnessing). The Denier relates these to

the kings who witnessed Jesus' birth. The Believer's answers

are threefold.75

First, R/7lc means going up not coming down.
Therefore it cannot be used to mean God's coming down to be
among the people or to be on earth. Secondly, the word

does not have to mean witnessing an unusual event like the
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birth of Jesus. The word is often used in connection with
acts done by kings. Lastly, these kings do not fit with the
ones witnessing Jesus' birth. Here in Psalms the kings are
trembling, but why would they be afraid of Jesus? Also, the
place they visit is Jerusalem, but Christian history places
Jesus' birth in Bethlehem. Either way, the kings do not fit
a Christian interpretation.

76 Verse 2

In Psalm 68 two verses are applied to Jesus.
A2 L!p' is taken to mean Jesus' ascension. Verse 21 21251
_Aﬁk}gn‘ﬁnvf J3lc is read to mean that Jesus can save us from

77 refutes this

the issues (A/kFLn) of death. The Believer
first on the grounds that the entire chapter is set at Sinai.
He further points out that the Jewish reading of _MeI1h is
that Torah laws can save the soul. This is not very clear but
Jacob ben Reuben may be reading A#IN swd as "against death
(are) the saving laws."

Psalm 72 describes a king and judge. The Denier78
identifies him as Jesus, especially noting verse 6, "May he
come done like rain upon the mown grass." Two verses are used
by the Believer to disprove this connection.79 Verse 1 begins
with the word ﬂﬂJéél which the Believer takes as meaning that
the following verses describe Solomon. And, verse 1l says that
"all kings fall down before him; all nations serve him." The
Believer points out that this would well apply to Solomon at
the height of his rule. It cannot apply to Jesus for only one
nation, the Christian, bow to him or serve him.

The last two psalms the Denier cites are Ps.87 and Ps.liﬂ.ao
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In the first, verse 5 says that ap‘qjlbﬁl%%} literally
"man and man was born in her" (referring to Zion). The
Denier argues that the two references to U% are a hint at
Jesus' two parts: divine and human. The Jewish answeral is
that the grammar in the following verse shows the psalm is
talking about a single person: "this man was born there."
In Psalm 110:1 God says to someone "sit thou at my right hand."
To the Denier this means Jesus. To the Believer, that would
mean that the Son would have less power than God Himself, since
the Son sits to one side. Therefore, Jesus could not be
divine. Secondly, the Denier ignores the apparent meaning
of the psalms.as referring to David. The word P€does not
mean that David should cone and sit at God's side, but rather
that he should "remain" there. ﬂg.also means "remain" in
Deut.1:46 and Gen.13:18. Later verses of this same psalm re-
inforce the interpretation that it is talking of David whom
God will protect from all his enemies.

A few other citations from various prophetic books are
used by the Denier to prove that Jesus was predicted in the

82 in which verses 2 and 3 talk of

Hebrew Bible. Hosea 6
being raised up on the third day is connected by the Denier

to the resurrection of Jesus. The Believer33 points out first
that the Bible actually says ¢4ﬁp:, meaning that he will raise
us, not he will rise himself. The Believer then asks how
Jesus could revive himself if he died. If he were truly dead

he could not act to revive himself. If only his body died,

as some Christians might claim, then the messiah was half-dead
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and half-alive. The Believer finds this to be a ridiculous
stance.

In Hosea 10:12 the Denier®? takes the phrase #)/7 /P’
to literally mean God will physically come to earth. The
Believer®> points out that the verb éhﬁfdoes not have to
mean a physical coming. Examples of more figurative uses
of the word can be found in I Samuel 3:10, Isaiah 19:1, and
Exodus 11:4.

Turning to the book of Jeremiah, the Denier cites two
major passages.86 In Jer.l1:16 the olive tree is taken by
the Denier as Jesus, as is the unhnowing lamb being led to
slaughter in verse 18. The Believera7 answers that the olive
tree is destroyed by God. That would mean that God destroyed
Jesus purposefully and because He hated him. 1In regards to
verse 18, if Jesus were divine, he could not be "unknowing"
like the lamb mentioned there. God must be cmniscient. As
the Believer sees it, the burned olive tree means the punish-
ment that will come to those who worship Baal. The lamb is
the prophet Jeremiah himself, fleeing from the men of Anatot.

The second Jeremiah passage used by the Denier is Jere-
miah 23. The chapter talks of a king who will be a descendant
of David and whose name will be ?Jﬁf3 2/3' ("the Lord is our
righteousness"). For the Denier this is a good example of
the blending of the human and the divine in Jesus: he comes
from David (human) but his name includes 9/9' (divine). To
the Believersa Jesus cannot fit the description in Jeremiah.

First, the person described should save Judah and Israel, but
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Jesus did neither. Secondly, the Believer suggests that the
word 9/¥ might not really be part of a name. If it is, it
would not mean that the person had to be divine, for many
names include God's name. As examples he cites Gen.35:7 and
Ex.17:15. Lastly, from the whole passage it is clear to the
Believer that this king has not yet come.

A few other prophetic passages are mentioned by the
Denier. 1In Joel 2:23 he reads the word ﬂ}ﬂVQ as meaning
teacher.89 (Its usual meaning is "the former rain.“) This
teacher is the messiah, Jesus. The Believer90 holds that
God is giving this ?Y#, therefore the ) cannot be divine.
If it is Jesus, then Jesus is not divine. This same argument
is used to refute any reference to Jesus in Habakkuk 1:1291
where the Denier identifies "the established one" (ﬁh?;f]
as Jesus. Since God established him, lie himself cannot be
all powerful and therefore cannot be divine.

Lastly, in Malachi 2:6 we read of a person upon whose
lips is the Torah of truth, who turns away many from iniquity.92
The problem with calling this person Jesus is that in Malachi
it is clearly a person who is a descendant of Levi. Jesus was
supposed to be of the house of David.

To summarize, Jacob ben Reuben's criticism of Christian
exegesis spells out the errors of the Denier. First, the
Denier ignores the Gbaisimple meaning) of the verse in ques-
tion. Then, verses he chooses to interpret as referring to
Jesus conflict with other Biblical passages. Thirdly, the

Denier takes phrases or verses out of context. He misreads
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words and .sometimes even adds words. He ignores the lo-
gical consequences of interpreting the verse a certain
way.

In various places Jacob ben Reuben points out that cer-
tain prophecies that the messiah should have fulfilled are
ignored by the Denier. While the author devotes more atten-
tion to this point at the end of the work, many instances are
examined within the chapters dealing with exegesis. Events
which should have occured were Jesus the true messiah include:
the people should have been ransomed (Isa.35:10);93 trees
chould have grown in the wilderness lIsa.41:12-30}94 people
should have dwelt peacefully after his coming {Isa.30:20};95
he should have trod upon other peoples' princes (Isa.41:25—27);96

7 8

have ended all wars [Isa.2:4);9 rebuilt Jerusalem (Isa.45:15}:9

been a king riding a donkey (Zech.9:9};99 ruled from Beth-

lehem (Micah 5:1):100 redeemed the people and the city

101 02 puilt the

o

freed the captives (Isa.6l:l);>
03

(Isa.62:12);

redeemed Zion lIsa.59=19—20);l°
5

wastes (153.61:4J:l

saved Judah and Israel

{Jer.23);106 destroyed all the enemies (Zech.lZ:lO).lD? None

bound up Israel's breach (Isa.BD:ZO};lO

of these prophecies were fulfilled by Jesus.

The other part of Jacob ben Reuben's work which focuses
on exegesis is his examination of Christian writings. All
of chapter XI is the author's refutation and criticism of
New Testament passages. He analyzes the following fourteen
passages.

Matthew 1:1-16 presents the genealogy of Joseph who




married Mary, mother of Jesus.108

Joseph's line is traced
back to King David. The first criticism offered is that the
few mothers mentioned in this genealogy are mostly negative
female characters. They are Rahab, Tamar and the mother of
Solomon (Bathsheba) who were adultresses, prostitutes, or
tricksters. Mary then is included among evil women. FPurther,
since Joseph is Davidic, Mary cannot be of the same tribe.
A woman had to marry outside her tribe. Since the Christians
claim that Joseph was not the progenitor of Jesus, the child
cannot claim Davidic descent.

In Matthew 3:13-17 the Gospel talks of Jesus' baptism
and of the spirit of God descending upon him. Jacob ben

Reubenl09

points out that this would mean that Jesus lacked
the holy spirit before he was baptized, He therefore
could not be divine. Moreso, if Jesus were created out of
the holy spirit, he should not have needed baptism.

The fasting of Jesus for forty days told in Matt-
hew 4:1-—11,110 depicts Jesus as famished. Satan challenges
him to turn stones into bread and eat it for food. The
author argues that the state of hunger would be impossible
if Jesus were divine. Moreso, Moses was able to fast for

111 Bo

forty days without becoming hungry, yet he was human.
Jesus was not as great as Moses. Further, if Jesus were
divine, he could have done what is described in verse 4: live
on God's words. Lastly, this passage in Matthew suggests that

one is not to test God. Jacob ben Reuben cites many instances

where such testing occured: Moses performed signs (Ex.4:1);
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Elijah challenged God to light the altar fire (I King 18:24);
Elisha tested God (II Kings 5:8); God commanded his own tes-
ting (Malachi 3:10); and Gideon tested God (Judges 6:37,39).
Jacob ben Reuben goes on to attack the Gospel in Matt-
hew 5:33-—39.112 He accuses Jesus of both destroying the Torah
and adding to it. The destruction occurs when Jesus tells
the people not to use oaths containing God's name. This is
directly contrary to the Bible which says ¥P% w4/ ("and
thou shalt swear by His name") in Deut.6:13, Jesus adds to
the Torah by telling people to "turn the other cheek". This
goes beyond the Biblical command of an eye for an eye. The
author continues this same criticism of Jesus in Matt.5:43-44.
Here Jesus again changes the law, adding a command to love
one's enemies. Jacob ben Reuben points out four faults in this
command. Firstly, it goes against Lev.19:18 which specifies
only loving "thy neighbor as thyself." Secondly, a statement
like Jesus' shows that he rejects the Torah as a Torah of
mercy. By this, Jacob ben Reuben probably means that Jesus
misreads the Torah, for otherwise he would find mercy within
it and not need to invent new laws outside of it. Thirdly,
he notes that this law has not helped the Christians because
they still fight with each other. Lastly, he accuses Jesus
of encouraging the Christians to do "forbidden things" in
their churches as a result of this law. It is not clear ex-
actly what ritual acts the author refers to here. Perhaps
he means the persecution or forced baptism of Jews.

7113

A short comment on Matt.l1l:25-2 notes that when Jesus

| —
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thanks the "Father" for hiding certain ideas from the learned,
and revealing them to the simple, and for entrusting knowledge
to the "Son," the Gospel is admitting that there is a separation
between the knowledge of the "Father" and the knowledge of

the "Son." Jacob ben Reuben builds much on this kind of
separation in other places where he seeks to show that the

trinity cannot be a unity.n4

Turning to Matt.12:1-8;r15

one reads the story of Jesus
allowing his disciples to eat from the fields on Shabbat, a
practice that clearly breaks Jewish law. Jesus defends this
practice on the grounds that David had once eaten sacred
bread which he should not have touched. He also defends him-
self on the grounds that the priests in the temple break the
Sabbath, yet are held innocent. Jacob ben Reuben criticizes
this passage on four counts. First, if Jesus were divine he
should have forbidden his disciples acting this way on the
Sabbath, based on the commandment in the Torah to work six

116 The second criticism is of

days and rest on the seventh.
Jesus' attempts to base this action on David's breaking the
law. Jacob ben Reuben points out that David's act was

punished by his having to flee. Also, David acted only

once: he did not try to change the law. Further, if Jesus

were to allow imitation of David even when David broke the

law, Jesus would have to allow adultery! As a third criticism
of this passage, Jacob ben Reuben shows that the law concerning

fire did not apply to the priest. In Ex.35:3 the command-

ment is to have no fire LI NPlwy SJR (in all your dwellings).
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Since the sanctuary was not the priests' dwelling, the
law did not apply there. Lastly, Jacob ben Reuben accuses
Jesus again of adding to Moses' words. He changes a law
handed down by Moses, even though in another place in the
Gospel (Matt.5:17) Jesus claims he did not come to
abolish the law.
Another internal contradiction is brought up by Matt.8:1-4117
in which Jesus commands a leper whom he has cured to go and
make the proper sacrifice. This contradicts other passages of
the New Testament. It contradicts Matt.9:13 where Jesus says
that mercy, not sacrifice, is required of people. Jesus also
tells the leper to keep the matter secret. This contra-
dicts three other places in the New Testament where he com-
mands people to spread the word (Luke 8:39, Mark 5:18-20, and
Matt.10:32).

In Matt.26:36-39 Jesus is praying to God. Jacob ben

118 How can God

Reuben spells out five problems with this.
pray to God? If Jesus were divine, how could he be afraid?
If one tries to say that only the body was afraid while the
soul was not afraid, this cannot be. It is assumed that when
a body is in pain, the soul is also in pain. Jesus himself

admits that his soul is involved when he tells his disciple:

"AIN 78 ‘@1 9R3Y" (my soul is grieved unto death). Why does Jesus

complain about his impending death when so much is said about
him taking on this act willingly? Finally, the passage im-
plies that Jesus lacks the power to save himself. Jacob ben

Reuben points out that the men in the Daniel story were saved
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by their faith alone, and Jesus therefore is not as good
as they were (Dan.3:27).

In Matt.21:19 Jacob ben Reuben finds an indication that

Jdesus is lacking in many ways.ll9 In this story Jesus sees

a fig tree from afar, but when he approaches it he finds no

fruit. He curses it and it withers away. This shows that

Jesus was not divine, for he lacked omniscience. He should

have known whether the tree had fruit or not. Also, Jesus

appears a fool when he destroys a defenseless fruit tree

simply because it did not please him. This contradicts his

earlier statement of "love your enemies."
In Matt.28:16—19120 Jesus talks of being given the king-
ship: "JllJ)‘N aund." The author here points out that if

it was given him, there was some higher power who gave it.

Again, Jesus cannot be divine.

Turning to Matt.15:21-25,Y21 Jacob ben Reuben quotes the

story of a Canaanite woman whom Jesus refused to help because

he was sent only to the house of Israel. The author notes

that this contradicts Christian doctrine in which Jesus was

sent to the whole world. It also contradicts the prophets

ho make it clear that God desires the repentance of every

inner. Another case similar to this is in Matt.13:10-13

here Jesus says that the parables he tells are only for a

‘ew, not for all people.

In Matt.12:30-32122 Jesus himself differentiates be-

een slander spoken against the Holy Spirit and slander

ken against the Son. For the former there is no forgive-
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ness, while the latter will be forgiven. Jacob ben Reuben
points out that this would mean there is no unity within the
trinity. Further, such a statement would lead to the ul-
timate absurdity; where would one's soul go after death if
the Holy Spirit would not grant forgiveness, while the rest
of God would? This passage cannot be interpreted rationally.

Lastly, Jacob ben Reuben brings up some comments
made centuries earlier by Nestor Ha-Komer.123 Nestor Ha—KGmer124
mentions that Jesus had to be either the " [)éf“ (sent) or
the " DSbN" (sender); he could not be both. Then Nestor cites
passages from the Gospel in which Jesus himself admits to
being a messenger, not God Himself. However, all the pas-
sages are summaries or paraphrases. They cannot be found in
our present version of the New Testament.

Jacob ben Reuben not only criticizes the Gospels

but is aware of arguments of other Christian writers. One
125 126

of these is JI&WQ(Paul} whom the Denier quotes as
saying that the Jews believe in a God containing both good I
[ and bad. The Believer answerslz? that Paul, an enemy

of the Jews, cannot be an authority on what Jews believe.

Secondly, there cannot be good and bad incidents in God.

J Incidents only affect man and other changing objects. Since

God must be changeless, God cannot be affected by incidents.

Rather, God created incidents. God only created the good and
is not the source of bad. However, good creations involve

128

themselves in circumstance which brings evil. God gave

man only goodness, but just as wine can turn to vinegar when
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left alone, so man can turn to evil. Lastly, God cannot
contain good and evil because God is _j'tc1 and _)'9)hk(the
First and the Last). Since good and bad are created things,
they cannot be part of God's essence. God is beyond creation,
not part of it.

Though exegesis comes into play throughout the entire
work, it is most clearly the basis of argumentation in the
areas examined above. The Hebrew Bible, the New Testament
and the words of a Christian writer are criticized by Jacob
ben Reuben. Another area which uses exegesis is that of his-
torical arguments. Certain historical expectations are seen
by the Christians as having been fulfilled by the Jews, as
witnessed by the Hebrew Bible. The Jews, on the other hand,
also use the argument of history to show Jesus to be false.

One of the main Christian arguments is that the Jews
rejected God. History proves this because the Jews suffer.
According to the Denier, God makes unbelievers suffer. There-
fore, the Jews' suffering proves they have been rejected by

129

God as unbelievers. To buttress this, the Denier also

guotes from Isa.45:8-10 where the prophet rages against one
who would say to his father "What begettest thou?" {v.101.130
The Denier says this is about the Jews who guestion the off-
spring (Jesus) of the divine "Father." The Believer offers
no answer.

A second Christian attack is that the Jews killed God;lBl
specifically, they sold Jesus. To prove the selling the

Christian turns back to the Hebrew Bible. The first passage
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132 in which a 30 shekel re-

133

the Denier cites is Zech.11:12
ward is supposedly mentioned. The Believer criticizes

this because the passage is talking about a 72€ (price for

hire) not a 79N (selling price). The individual being

talked about in Zechariah is being paid, not paid for. The
Believer also notes the true sense of the passage is a descrip-
tion of a shepherd. Another verse used by the Denier to show

that the Jews sold Jesus is Amos 2:6134

which says, "because
they sold the righteous for silver, the poor for a pair of
shoes." The Christian reads the last word ",p'gz.l” as

135 of

s &3-! ": to be locked up or closed up. The Believer
course objects to this changing of a Hebrew word. Secondly,

he says that this would contradict what Christian writings

say. In Christian writings the Jews buy Jesus from Judah.

They are not the sellers. In the Amos verse, if read the
Christian way, they would have sold Jesus.

The result of all this evil which the Jews had done, ac-
cording to the Denier, was that they would carry the sin for
killing God forever. As the Denier put it: " /ﬁ;3 Rhil G
cPUBS £330 Sy p3'Fs PP Ve §elh»13¢ (they sinned
against him a great sin, which is incumbent upon you and your
descendants forever.)

The other historical result of the Jews' supposed sin
against Jesus was the loss of the kingship. Here the DenierlJ?
bases his argument ond Gen.49:10 in which Jacob is giving

various blessings to his sons. He says: " Gt Yo'l

NL -5 35 '8¢ [P PP MAA ", The Christians
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read this as meaning that when ﬂJht comes, Judah's rule ends.

138 points out that the coming of Shiloh

The Believer's answer
means the destruction of the altar at Shiloh. This event
is seen as initiating the coming of a Davidic king. Also,
the coming of the messiah is supposed to confirm the Davidic
kingship. Further, if the coming of Jesus is seen as the
event which destroyed the kingship, then the Christians are
confused. Herod, the king in Jesus' time, was not a Davidic
king. Lastly, the Believer insists that descendants of
David are still alive to take up the kingship.l39
While Jacob ben Reuben is usually on the defensive, in
this area of historical argumentaction he takes the offensive.
From history itself one can see that Jesus did not carry

out the expectations from a messiah. In the last chapter140

141 This

he guotes Saadia's list of unfulfilled prophecies.
list is divided into three parts. The first includes in-
ternal Biblical contradictions which preclude Jesus being the
messiah. The second contains physical changes in the world
which should have come about if Jesus had been the messiah.
Lastly are those predictions in the Bible which common sense
shows have not been fulfilled.

Saadia bases the first part of his list on passages
from Ezra and Nehemiah. It seems that Saadia along with
writers of his time took these passages to descrive the period
in which Jesus lived, The confusion of periods five hundred

years apart can perhaps be attributed to the underlying

Jewish idea that in the Bible Yhttew /'/cf \Pi’f’“‘f /7;:.
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"there is no earlier or later time." Also, since Ezra and
Nehemiah are from the beginning of the Second Temple period,
Saadia assumes that their words can be applied to the whole
period which includes Jesus' time. There are five contra-
dictions based on Ezra and Nehemiah. First, in Ezekiel 39:28
all of Israel was to be gathered in at the time of the messiah.
Ezra 2:64 states that only 42,360 people were present during
the Second Temple period. A second contradiction is that
Isa.ll:1]1 states that exiles were to be gathered from the isles.
There is no indication in Ezra or Nehemiah that this happened.
Thirdly, in Isa.60:10 we read that the non-Jews fought against
Jerusalem. The fourth example is that in Isa.60:11 the gates
were to be always open. Yet in Nehemiah 7:3 the gates are
closed daily. Lastly, in Isa.60:12 all nations are said

to serve Israel when the messiah comes. 1In Neh.9:36 Israel
clearly serves them instead.

The second section of Saadia's list shows that certain
prophecies about physical changes in the world have still not
taken place, namely that the forest would fall without cut-
ting (Ezek.39:10), the river would dry up (Isa.ll:15-16), the
Mount of Olives would split in half (2ech.l4:4), the Temple
would be expanded (Ezek.40), new rivers would be formed
flowing from the Temple (Ezek.47:1), and fruit trees would
grow which would bear medicinal fruit (Zech.14:8).

In the third part of Saadia's list are happenings pre-
dicted in the prophets which common sense tells us have not

taken place. If the messiah had already come, then all
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peoples would now believe in the same God and worship only Him.
This was prophesied in Zephaniah 3:8-9, Psalm 86:8-10, Isaiah
Isaiah 45:23, and Zechariah 14:9. Also, Israel would now be
free from all enemies as in Isaiah 62:8-9. Common sense shows
us that Israel is not free, but is controlled by other nations.
Then, in Isaiah 2, we are told that when the messiah comes
there would be no more war. But contrary to Isa.2:4 there is
now (according to Saadia) more war than ever. In Isaiah 11:6-9
the animals were supposed to live peacefully with each other.
Yet common sense tells us they still fight. Iastly, in
Ezek.16:53-54 it was told that Sodom would return to its
original flourishing state. Yet it is still covered with
salt water.

To summarize, Jacob ben Reuben has shown that the
Hebrew Bible stands fast as the true testimony of the beliefs
of the people of Israel. He has offered various defenses to
show that it does not support Christian contentions. He has
tried to prove that the Bible is to be taken in a literal
sense in most cases. He has also demonstrated that the New
Testament itself has such internal difficulties that it can
in no way be counted on to replace the Hebrew Bible. Lastly,
using Saadia's thought, he demonstrates that while the Bible
does contain prophecies about a messiah: those prophecies were

not fulfilled by Jesus. The Jews still await the true messiah.
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CHAPTER TWO

While most of the above is a defense of the Hebrew Bible
and Jewish doctrines, Jacob ben Reuben is not afraid to go
on the offensive. Throughout the book he challenges Christian
doctrines. Such attacks center upon the Trinity, Incarnation,

and the Virgin Birth.

The basic Christian belief in the Trinity as expounded
by the Denier is that God is three in "Persons" and one in

"Substance".142

All are then equally Ged, and God remains a
unity. Therefore Christianity upholds the belief in monotheism.
. As the Denier explains, "He (Jesus) gives birth and was
born; he is the father and the son; the one who is called by
two names and was three; and the trinity is still a unity; and
the unity remains a trinity called the father, son and spirit;
and one who does worship in the name of the three has not

left the worship of the one."l43

The Denier tries to prove
this to the Believer in several ways. First he gives proof
of this doctrine taken from the Hebrew Bible. For example,
Genesis 1:26 God says [IJAW?I |UNE3P A3 ¥ : "let us
make man in our form, like our image." The Denierl44 inter-
prets the plural form as being God the Father addressing the
Son. Also, since making man in God's image is mentioned
three times in Genesis chapter 1, this is a hint about the
Trinity. Gen.2:7 says man is made from dust, somehow taken

to indicate God's unity.

Another proof text used is Gen.l18:1-3 where the three
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messengers come to visit Abraham.“s

When Abraham bows to
them he is recognizing the Trinity. Then when he addresses
them in the singular, '.‘l'c?(% ("my Lord"), he is recognizing

God's unity. Another example 146

of Trinity and Unity in
one phrase is the opening of the Bible: o' {/ )” (Gen.l:1).
The plural A '9Ddlc shows God is three in Person, while the
singular form [¢c7@ shows that in Substance God is a Unity.

147 jgentifies the

In discussing Isa.6:1-3 the Denier
phrase PJ?/'? 0/9?/'7 €/9p , "holy, holy, holy", as a reference to
the Trinity. Then the following phrase \B) Jel N MR35
J'?J'PJ?'?&-D, "the Lord of Hosts, the whole earth is full of
His glory," which refers to God in the singular, demonstrates
His simultaneous Unity.

Less obvious references to the Trinity are presented by

9143

the Denier. 1In Deut.32:3 God says Jfe vwice. This is

taken to mean that there are two persons in God. Then in

Habbakuk 3:2 the Denierl49

reads the words .P';’Q- 97}717 as.P.’J? RIPR:
meaning that the Father and the Son are two united. The

Denier reads Psalm 2:7 r:,h?'f' LI Jle Dbk JA, the Father and

the Son and the Spirit which comes out between them. He

seems to be basing this on the three cases of the use of the
first person in the sentence, Lastly, the Denierlso brings

up Prov.30:4-5, ¥9h 2 iyp-reé-awn! ING AN, "what is his name

and what is his son's name, if thou canst tell?" He inter-

prets this plus the following verse, "Every word of God is

proven: he is a shield to those who put their trust in him,"

as mentioning God's three Persons and then his Unity. It is
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not clear how he divides the phrases to get this interpretation.
The Denier tries to explain the Trinity doctrine by

explaining Jesus' generation: how he came to be the Son.

Here the Denier talks about incarnation. Connected to the

Trinity doctrine is his contention151

that Jesus was the
Son even before his birth, so there was never a time when
the Son was not part of the Trinity.

A third explanation of the Trinity is through compari-
son to the Jewish concept of God's attributes. The Denier152
notes that the Jews know God as 2/h7, /L#J,flJ,JO“}}, '34, and
Jfﬂﬁkamong many other terms. The Denier says that these
attributes represent independent principles. He explains
that this is the same as the Christian idea of separate Persons
in God.

The last argument attempting to convince the Believer
of the Trinity is the Denier's use of analogy. The Denier
admits that "unless you understand the root of the matter,
the idea of three being one is unbelievable. Therefore I will
teach it to you...I will bring proofs from created things."153
He then proposes the analogy of burning coal. The coal is
first a Unity, one substance. However, it can be compared to
the Trinity in that it is composed of three parts: p)d (cause)
Ule AI3dIM (the resulting fire), and PPJ (the flame).

The Believer's refutation of the Trinity must be culled

from various places within Milchamot Ha-shem. The refutation

can be grouped as arguments based on separation precluding

Unity; God as unlimited; the impossibility of Jesus'
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generation from the Father; the difference between attributes
and the Trinity; criticism of analogies; and the Denier's
exegetical errors.

First there is the Jewish refutation based on the fact

that separation between two of the persons indicates a dif-

154

ference in their power. They then cannot also be a Unity.

Examples of this based on earlier texts, which the Denier

said described Jesus, include the Father making the Son:155

one advising the other as in Gen.l:1 '5}%'_!:156 one sending

31 one showing mercy to thz other%58

159

the other: and one

anointing the other. In the last case one was in heaven
and the other on earth: again showing that they were not
a real unity.

The Trinity doctrine is refuted by the Believer on the
ground that it would go against the philosophical requirement

160 God must be unlimited first in

that God be unlimited.
time: God is the creator and never the created. So one of
God's persons could not be a creature. Also, God cannot be
limited in space. God must be formless, substanceless and

161 The Trinity doctrine would contradict all

changeless.
of these, especially the last.

Another challenge to the doctrine is the problem of
Jesus' generation from the Father. Linguistically, one can

162 Further, the fact of

only be called a son after birth.
the birth of part of God means that God changes. Yet God
cannot change. Again, the creator cannot be created:‘ﬂ7'a
precludes being a (cTPJ.lﬁa Jesus is a created being, so he

cannot be God.
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Jacob ben Reuben answers the Denier's example about God's
attributes with Saadia's explanation.164 Saadia says that
we cannot describe God's essence because human language is
limited. Whatever we say is not to be taken as the truth
about God. Secondly, man's Ssb(rational faculty) under-
stands that behind all these words is a belief in God's
unity. The names are an attempt to clarify that unity. God's
true essence is unity, and that is unchangeable and constant as
in zech. 14:19, 9N/c INC] 9hi DIA' 31'3)! /9 P/'A ("on that day
the Lord shall be one and His name one.")

To answer the analogy of the coal,l65 Jacob ben Reuben
offers two solutions. First, the parts within the coal are
not exclusive to the coal. One can find flame in other
substances. Therefore this does not prove a unity that is
intimately and exclusively connected to a trinity. Alsc,
there are other natural objects which have more than three parts.
Are we then to understand that God has five parts, or ten
or even more?

The author lastly finds many exegetical errors in the
Christian interpretation of Biblical passages. First, not
every plural has to be a trinity. Perhaps it could be a case
of brother to brother when God says ﬂbTJ.lGS Why must it be
father to son? A plural could also be a larger number,

167 Dhe real meaning of plurals when

greater than three.
used by God is to indicate authority. This can be seen in
Gen.42:30 f?kﬁ '"JI9k ("the lords of the land") when only

Joseph is being described to Jacob. It is also the case in
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Isaiah 19:4 ‘90,1 HKYiPle ("a hard lord") when the prophet des-
cribes a harsh king who will make the Israelites suffer. In
addition, as Saadia has noted, human kings employ the plural
in speaking of themselves. How much the moreso would God

use it in speaking of Himself. Another exegetical error

cited by the Believer 8

is the Denier claiming that the
double use of e referred to the father and the son. If
doubled words were all read that way then Wk Pk ("my father,
my father") in II Kings 2:12 would mean two fathers. In

11 Samuel 19:1 JP UA ("my son, my son") would mean there were
two Avshaloms. Another error is when the Denier claims that
Jesus calls God Plc, my father, indicating that he is then

God's son. The Believer169

points out that others call God

Plc. David does this in Psalm 99:27 and Solomon in II Sam.7:14.
They used this term without meaning they were literally the

son of God. Related to this, the Believer criticizes the
Christian for saying that God calls Jesus Uptmy son), in-
dicating a special relationship. He points out that the

term JA is applied by God to Israel in Ex.4:22 in a figurative
sense. It too does not have to be taken literally. Lastly,
there is clearly something amiss in the Christian interpre-
tation of the story of Abraham and his three visitors. Ac-
cording to Jacob ben Reubenl70 if Abraham had recognized

these three as the Trinity he would have known they were God;
he would not have offered them food since God does not eat.

Since he offers them food, he does not see them as divine. The

Denier would have to admit that either they were not God, or
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that Abraham did not recognize God. If they accept the
latter the whole argument falls through, for Abraham cannot
recognize God. If they accept the latter the whole argument
falls through, for Abraham cannot recognize the trinity

within the unity if he does not see God at all.

The second doctrine which comes up often in Milchamot
Ha-Shem is the Christian belief in incarnation. There are
several parts to this belief. First, the Den191171 tries
to prove that even the righteous are destined for hell. He
supports this with several verses. In Isa.52:5 it says they
are "taken away for nought." 1In 57:1 it says "the righteous
is lost, merciful men are taken away.“172 In Job 4:21173 it
reads "they die for they are with wisdom." Even the patriarchs
are not saved from this fate, according to the Denier's

174

reading of Gen.15:15 and 37:35 where Abraham joins his

fathers who were evil and Jacob speaks of his descending to
She'ol. The next step in this doctrine is that because of
all people being sent to hell, God chooses to come to earth

to save man. The Denier supports God's coming to earth with

four passages: Isa.7:14,175 Isa.40:3,5,10,176 Isa.B:23-9:1,177

178 God's death on earth then saves mankind.

Biblical references to this include Gen.48:13179 in which Jacob's

and Isa.9:5.

switching of the sons Ephraim and Menasseh shows that the usual

fate of people will be changed as God's death brings life.

Also mentioned in this connection are Hosea 13:14,180 Ps.48:

14—15,]81 and Isa.42:5—?182 where the prison is interpreted

as hell. Also important to this doctrine is the belief that
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God brings salvation in this manner purposefully. The Denier
offers the example183 of a king who acts without his servants
to carry out an important task. He also offers an analogy to
explain how God can do this without changing His divine nature.
He compares]‘34 God's incarnation to the sun when it passes
over garbage. The sun does not absorb any of the filth of the
garbage just as God is not changed through becoming human.

God chooses this way to accomplish the goal of saving man from
Satan because God loves us. The Denier gives the analogy of

a white bird who must become a different color in order to
approach other creatures. So it is with God who in order to
come close to us to save us has to become like one of us.

The Believer answers the doctrine of incarnation in five
ways. First, it would be unbefitting to God to be incarnated
into a person's body. God must always act like a king.185
A king has a certain kingly way to behave, and if he deviates
from this his followers will become confused. Entering a womb,
a dark closed-up place, would be an unkingly act. A fuller
analogy of a human king to God would be a case in which ala6
king has an insignificant servant who does evil and influences
others to do evil. According to the Denier's way of looking
at it, the king's response would be to bow down before the
servant and ask to be sacrificed so that the servant will not
harm anyone else. To the Believer this is irrational. The
great should not be giving in to the small. The king should

punish the servant, even execute him. Just so, God would not

bow down to Satan. Another reason incarnation would be unbe-
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fitting to God would be that in a body God would have to have
emocions.187 These would detract from God's perfection. The
second criticism of the doctrine of incarnation is that God
must remain formless and imageless. In this connection the
Believer citesl83 1sa. 44:6,8-13, Isa.45:21-22, Isa.46:5,

and Isa.46:9. A third response is that God does not need to be
incarnated to .save man. God's will is sufficient to accom-
plish anything.l89 Incarnation assumes that God does not have
the power to act in the physical world without entering it
physically. The fourth area of criticism is an attack on the
exegesis the Denier uses to prove the incarnation. The Be-
liever points out the real meanings of passages twisted by the
Denier. First,190 when Abraham talks of joining his ancestors,
he is referring to joining his good ancestors. They were not
all bad people as the Denier would have one believe. When
Jacob talks of going to She'ol it is because he senses that his
sons have become murderers, killing Joseph. When he finds

out Joseph is alive, he realizes he will not be punished that
way. He then asks his sons to bury him with his ancestors.
When the Denier read Gen.48 as hinting at God's death giving
life, he missed the real meaning of the switch of the two
brothers. It meant simply that Ephraim would be the more
important person, and Jewish experience bears this out accor-
ding to the Believer. The Believer disputes the Denier'slgl
interpretation of Isa.42 and 43 on the grounds that it is really
talking about Israe1.192 Isaiah 52:5 is disputedlg3 because

the bad person referred to there is not Satan but Asshur,
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1194

In Isa.57: there is no proof of incarnation because the

righteous do not perish as the Denier had thought. The use of
Hosea 13:14 is challenged by the Believer on three grounds.195
Firstly, the Denier had to rearrange words to get a meaning he
liked. Secondly, the verses surrounding this one show nega-
tive happenings, not salvation. Also, this passage is addres-
sed by the prophet to the wicked who deserve death for break-
ing the covenant; it is not a message about salvation.

Three other passages used by the Denier are also rejected

because in context they do not fit Jesus: Zech.9:lllgi

197 198
J

Job 4:16 and Ps. 46-50. The fifth argument used against

199 1¢ God

the doctrine is that it entails logical errors.
willingly dies He should not be crying out 3V{§T ﬂd&r(“why
have you forsaken me.") Also, if Jesus' death saves people

200 Where is

from Satan, why does Satan still kill people?
the salvation? Thirdly, as mentioned once before, God is the
king. It is only logical that when the king dies the people will
flee in fear from his enemies.m1 Lastly, the Denier had
presented an analogy about how a king would consent to descent
into a pit to save his own son. He would not let a servant do
the dangerous part of the task. The Believer labels this ana-

202 When the king is risking his life for

logy as unnatural.
his son he is not acting in his kingly role, but rather as a
reqular person. He is filled with fear for his own life. God
cannot be compared with this, for God has power over every-

thing and fears nothing.

The doctrine of the virgin birth is discussed by the Denier
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and Believer several times throughout Milchamot Ha-Shem.

One of the Denier's explanations of this miracle is through
the analogy to a prism.203 As God passes through Mary He
leaves the girl virginal. This is analogous to the sun
passing through a prism leaving the prism unchanged. The

Believer answer5204

that this analogy holds true only with
transparent objects. Two related cases are mentioned.
Parchment allows light to pass through it, but the flame it-
self cannot go through a shade. Secondly, when there is wine
in a glass the color can pass through but the wine itself
remains inside. 1In both cases the substance cannot pass
through the object. God, then, could not pass through the
womb without effecting it: the womb is not transparent.
A second basis of the Christian argument 1s interpreting
the Hebrew word WJ7 to mean Ddhbﬂlvirginj. The Believer
counters2®” that a woman is only called a »dIHA before she
has ever encountered a man. Moreover, in Prov.30:20 the
WHF is referrred to as an adulteress. That is far from
being a virgin.

Jacob ben Reuben challenges the Christian use of Bibli-
cal texts to support the doctrine of the Virgin Birth.
Three examples are examined in detail. First, the Denier

28 that Isa.66:6-7,9 describes the unusual process

say52
of Mary giving birth: "Before she travailed, she brought
forth; before her pain came, she was delivered of a man
child...." The Believer answerszo7 by gquoting verse 8 which

states that "as soon as Zion travailed, she brought forth



L g T — T Y T

46

her children." It was Zion, not Mary, that gave birth.

Also, in verse 9 the Denier changed the word %";/:‘c to ?Fk, SO
that the verse would mean God gave birth rather than God

caused to give birth. A second disputed passage is Joel 2:15-16.
Here the verses talk of a bridegroom going forth from his

chamber and the bride out of her pavilion. The Denier

interprets thism8 as the messiah groom who at his birth

makes his mother into a bride. The Believer points outzog
that in verse 17 the priests begin to weep and cry to God
unhappily. If the savior was just born, why the unhappiness?
Secondly, in verse 20 the enemy of the people is chased

away by God. This did not happen at the time of Jesus'

birth or during his life. Lastly, the entire passage read

as a whole describes a time of sadness and low position for
Israel, not the happy time that would accompany the birth of
the messiah. One last passage applied to this doctrine is
Ezekiel 44:1-2. It describes a gate that is shut and never

210

entered by any man. For the Denier this means that no

man had sexual relations with Mary after Jesus' birth. The

211 \hat the W (gate) mentioned here

Believer explains
is simply a continuation of talk about a gate in Ezek.43:4.
In that verse the 5) 3/P2 (glory of God) was coming toward
the gate, not God himself. This same glory is meant in

44:2 when it says 1A 1e@ §50 -3k 29’ ,"God entered it."
God's glory had entered the gate, not God Himself. What is

really described is how God's glory approaches the prophets,

not how God came to earth. Also, it would be absurd to apply
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this passage to Jesus and Mary. If one did, then verse 3
would have to be read to mean that Jesus went back to cthe womb
to eat bread. This would be a ridiculous thing to say about
one's messiah.

In summary, Jacob ben Reuben through the words of the
Believer rejects the Christian doctrine of the Trinity,
Incarnation, and the Virgin Birth. He uses arguments based
on philosophy, exegesis and analogy.

In the final chapter of the work, the author turns to a
positive presentation of Jewish beliefs. Most of this is not
original to Jacb ben Reuben, but paraphrased or copied
from other Jewish philosophers. This first, section on the
Jewish vunderstanding of resurrection is lifted directly
from Saadia212. The second belief presented is the proper
understanding of the world's nature and how it will be
affected by the coming of the end of days. Here he makes
several points. First, the world was created by God as

}"TN Q' (matter from nothing). This means that God has
complete control over the world. God's power makes the
world eternal. God sustains it, and God would only destroy
it if there were a reason for the destructionzla. If the
world could be destroyed in any other way, that would negate
God's omnipotence. Just as the world is eternal, Jacob
ben Reuben holds that the chosenness of the people Israel is
eterna1214. Here he gquotes Isaiah 66:22, "For as the new

heavens and the new earth which I will make shall remain

before me, says the Lord, so shall your seed and your name
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remain.” Along with the eternal world and eternal people,
the details of nature will also endure215. Man-made details
may disappear, God's creations will remain: some to punish
the wicked, others to reward the righteous. Also in the end
of days the resurrected bodies will be able to survive
on God's glory alone. However, the earth will still be a
part of God's plan. Any verses which might imply that the
earth will vanish really mean that the inhabitants of
earth vanish. What God creates can never be destroyed.
The third section on necessary Jewish beliefs describes
the nature of 806215. Again, the most important point is
that God creates from nothing. This means that in the
beginning there was nothing but God. Ged then is one. God
Himself is not a creature: nothing was there before Him
to create Him. This also means that He had no fellow creators.
This section continues with a philosophical discussion
on the relationship of 'Srﬂ and )3 (formlessness and form).
Aristotle is criticized in these pages. Also, the author

217 of the four true_dhlffoif

presents his own theory
the basic elements out of which God made the world: fire, wind,
water and dust.

While this last chapter is interesting in its revelation
of the beliefs held by a medieval Jewish thinker, it does
not come as a specifically anti-Christian polemic. It
serves rather as a positive statement to Jewish readers. After

refuting Christian beliefs, Jacob ben Reuben offers positive

Jewish beliefs.



49

CONCLUSION

Jacob ben Reuben was very well-informed for his time.
His knowledge of Christian and Jewish sources was extensive.
He also displays familiarity with Greek philosophers.

In the area of Christian knowledge he quotes from
the Church Father Jerome and the medieval Paul. He refers to
Augustine and knows of Augustine's version of the book of
Daniel. However, Jacob ben Reuben may not have known of
these people through first-hand access to their writings. It
is possible that their names and ideas were much talked
about, and Jacob ben Reuben picked up their arguments through
discussion with Christians of his time. He certainly had
some copy of the New Testament before him when he guotes
from it in Chapter XI. His translations of Matthew passages,
one of the earliest extant in Hebrew, indicates a direct
translation rather than a paraphrase.

As for his knowledge of Jewish sources, it has already been
stated above that Jacob ben Reuben was a Rabbanite. He
guotes directly from the Talmud in Chapter XII, citing Hagiga 14b

218 He also uses ideas lifted from the

219 220

and Brachot 17a.

Baba Batra 75a,
222

Talmud, notably in Sukkah 1lb,

Shabbat 152b,%2%1

and Baba Kama 141b. It is possible in
these last cases that the author knew the ideas without
knowing the particular references. However, his ability to
guote two passages directly suggests he had access to the full

Talmud. Jacob ben Reuben relies heavily on other Jewish scholars.
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223 224

He mentions by name Saadia, Ibn

Ezra.225 Yitzhak Ha-Yisraeyli (Isaac ben Solomon Israeli),

7

Avraham bar Hiyya,
226

and Yosef ben Zabara Ha-rofey (Ibn zab.*snran.z2 He also men-

tions the convert to Judaism who wrote an earlier anti-

228 229

Christian work, Nestor Ha-Komer. Rosenthal points out

that Jacob ben Reuben uses the arguments of Radak without

mentioning him by name. He also relies heavily on Ibn Ezra

without always giving him credit.230

231

According to Rosenthal's

) ] e

comparison of texts, Jacob ben Reuben has access to Saadia's

ideas only through a paraphrase attributed to Berachiah

— B

Ha-Nakdan. He used this rather than Judah ben Saul Ibn Tibbon's

r

translation of Saadia into Hebrew. It is unlikely that Jacob

ben Reuben did not know of the translation, since Ibn Tibbon

: lived in Southern France. He probably used Berachiah's work
| because it was the more popular of the two. It was also more
understandable.

As for Greek philosophers, Jacob ben Reuben mentions

232 233 234

Pythagoras, Plato and Aristotle.

The Hebrew Bible used by Jacob ben Reuben differs in
several places from the masoretic text we use today. 1In

35 he guotes the text as saying

discussing Isaiah 11:122
032 3/ ‘N3 Hle .P'l‘c';OJ kJ, while today's version

reads PW’:/ j'((‘g 0J le€ys., According to Biblia

Hebraica, there is no extant manuscript tradition like this
reading. Jacob ben Reuben also gquotes Proverbs 30:5236 as
reading in part, (@ p'0Ih? J>J. The masoretic text used today

reads simply /P .P'O'hJ. Again, the Biblia Hebraica offers
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no alternative version that would match Jacob ben Reuben's
rendering. Considering that Jacob ben Reuben gquotes from
the Hebrew Bible over five hundred times, it is remarkable
that he only misquotes these two times. As mentioned before,

337 as saying Wi RS 7'h'1,

the author guotes Proverbs 4:4
instead of the accepted reading "Wie “oJ. The Biblia

Hebraica notes that many manuscripts have the Qﬂf‘reading.
Jacob ben Reuben was obviously working from one of those
versions.

Jacob ben Reuben's style includes dialogue, philoso-
phical essay, and poetry. His introductions to each chapter
display poetry based on phrasings in which couplets end in
the same vowel sound. Sometimes three phrases will match
in their final sound. There does not seem to be any attempt
to follow a strict meter in these sections, though some metric
consistencies might crop up for a line or two. Sometimes
Jacob ben Reuben uses this poetic form for introductory state-

238

ments made by the Denier or the Believer. Within such

poetic passages the writer also includes excerpts from Biblical
ver5e5.239 Another poetic form the author employs is the
acrostic. He uses this only once, as a preface to his intro-
duction. The first half of the poem he presents there240
is an acrostic in which the first letters of the first
twenty-two words spell out his Hebrew name, with each letter

of /Al ﬁﬂaﬂ?l'doubled. A further convention used by

Jacob ben ﬁeuben is the way he spells the name Jesus in Hebrew.

When the Denier is speaking, the name is written as 15ﬂ241
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wWhen the Believer answers, he records the name as I'B'. He
also adds in parentheses PP / NIV3F PDC' (May his bones
be ground into powder in Gehinnom). This was a common curse
on wicked people.

Most of the work is in dialogue form. The Denier presents
challenges to the Believer. These may continue for several
paragraphs, even pages. Then the Believer answers each
challenge with as many counter-arguments as possible, adding
his own new challenges to the Christian position. The diffi-
cultly for the reader is knowing whether this is a record of
a real dialogue or not. Literary dialogues, in which the
author pretends to be reporting an actual debate, are not
uncommon in medieval literature. On the other hand, there
were Jewish scholars who indeed recorded their debates after
the fact. The most famous of these is Nahmanides‘record
of a disputation at Barcelona with Brother Paul Christiani.

To solve the gquestion of historicity, one must look

more closely at the atmosphere in which Milchamot Ha-shem

was composed. Southern France at this time saw the proli-
feration of Christian heresies of many types, culminating
eventually in the Albigensian heresy. In an atmosphere where
differences among Christians were tolerated, Jewish scholars
would be much more free to discuss their differences with
Christians. Yet at the same time that a Jew might not be
punished for expressing rejection of Christianity, he was
subjected to pressure to accept Christianity. Jews were

forced to listen to Christian sermons. Debates between



53

Christian and Jewish scholars were arranged and held in
public. In addition, even though the Jews in twelfth cen-
tury Southern France may have been tolerated, they knew that
in other places Jews were persecuted and oppressed. When
someone like Jacob ben Reuben wrote an anti-Christian polemic,
he was not thinking only of his immediate neighbors. His
audience could conceivably be all of Spain and most of
Western and Central Europe. Jews everywhere were confronted
with some level of Christian missionizing. Jacob ben Reuben's
work could be used in many regions.

Still, how far would a medieval author go in attacking

2 contends that violent anti-Christian

Christianity? Urbach??
language was never used in an actual disputation; it was
inserted later in the redaction. This language was a

revenge on the Christians. Since the Jews could not publicly
express their outrage at the poor treatment they received

from Christians, they used the printed word to convey hatred
and anger. While Urbach may be partially correct, the violent
language did more than express bottled up hatred. It was

also a weapon used by writers like Jacob ben Reuben to inspire

his Jewish readers to resist Christian missionizing. In

the case of Milchamot Ha-shem, the taunts and insults leveled

at the Denier also provide some entertainment value.

If Jacob ben Reuben actually studied with a Christian
priest and debated with him, it is unlikely that he recorded
their discussion word for word. The debate would have had to

take place over a long period of time, yet the written record
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makes it appear that they moved smoothly from one topic to
another. The poetic passages are a literary form; they would
not have been evident in a spoken debate. Yet Jacob ben
Reuben had to pick up his knowledge of Christianity somewhere.
Lasker contends that most Jews did not study Christian theo-

logical treatises.243

They were mostly exposed to Christian
oral polemicizing, which was not a detailed articulation of the
Christian religion. An example Lasker gives is the use of

the Christian argument that God's attributes can be compared

to the persons of the Trinity. While this was a minor point

in Christian theology, it was a major doctrine among Christians

244 Jacob ben Reuben then must have

trying to convert Jews.
been exposed to Christian polemicizing. This could very well
have taken place as he himself describes it, that is,

while studying with a priest. He could also have picked up

the Christian arguments from what he heard in public. However,
if he was really only twenty years old when he composed this
work, it would seem that he needed an intense education

about Christianity in just a few years. Rosenthal is then
correct when he advocates that there is a seed of historical
truth in the dialogue. That seed however may be very small.
Jacob ben Reuben may well have studied with a priest, yet

never have had a formal debate with him.

In writing Milchamot Ha-shem the author was not merely

recording a debate. His primary purpose was to prepare a
sourcebook which would explain to his fellow Jews the faults

in the Christian arguments. A secondary purpose mentioned
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already, was to ridicule the Christian in the eyes of the
Jewish reader. Attacks in the work range from subtle to
outright insult. 1In one place the author attacks those

"lacking in wisdom”245

who cannot accept the prophets and
therefore try to change or read into what the text says. In
another place he tells the Christians that they do not have
the new (law) or the old (law) or a proper path to follow,
but only N33 f?n‘n - darkness and the shadow of death.2%®

This image of the Christians being in darkness is applied in
other places, as when the Believer states: "Your words have

no basis except that you go from mountain to hill to valley

to the lowest 'depths of darkness' (Job 10:21-22)." A more
biting comment is made when the Believer explains to the
Christian, "I am not saying these things to mock my friend, but
to show him that what his ancestors taught him is emptiness.“247
He is even more direct when he calls the Christian a false
witness.248 The Believer accuses the Christian sages of
being vain and going after emptiness as "they seek the living

9

among the dead" {Isa.8:19L24 He even calls Christians fools,

because they follow empty ideas and believe in an imaginary

person, Jesus.250 The two most violent attacks on the Chris-

tians can be found in Chapters II and IV. 1In the first,251
the Believer attacks the Denier for bringing up a particular
question. He says, "If your early sages asked it, it would be
good advice to put your pen across it (ignore it). If

you ask it from your own knowledge, be silent, for you did

not ask about this out of wisdom." The author thus rejects any
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Christian teachings, and at the same time accuses the Chris-
tians of being stupid. 1In Chapter V's introduction he
repeats these criticisms in a poetic form. He advises the
Denier to dJIDy _AHIP? kS '3 oSl f'aﬁ!.ba, "close your mouth

and be silent for you do not speak rightly."zs2

At the end
he adds NP1 ﬁﬂ)ﬁ/f@ﬁdd, "I will teach you wisdom and
understanding.” In the same paragraph he accuses the Denier
of blasphemy: J'l“h !.-‘i?ﬂ 202 "you blaspheme the holy writings."”
To a Jewish reader, this would be the ultimate insult aimed
at the Christian.

It is hard to know whether Jacob ben Reuben's work fulfilled
its original purpose. We have no way to measure its effect
on Jews who were considering apostasy. We do know that it
created enough of a stir outside the Jewish community
for Abner of Burgos to write a Christian response to it.
Shem Tov Ibn Shaprut wrote a polemic against Abner of Burgos,

defending Jacob ben Reuben's arguments. He guotes specifically

from Milchamot Ha-shem, though he incorrectly identifies

its author as Isaac Kimchi. Many other Jewish polemicists

used parts of Milchamot Ha-shem. The Christian polemicist

Nicolas de Lyra also knew of it, and wrote a refutation of

the arguments about the New Testament contained in Chapter XI.
Schoars are not sure whether Nicolas de Lyra had access to

an original copy of the work or a simplified copy adapted by

258 In either case, Jacob ben Reuben's

another Jewish writer.
writing had far-reaching effects. While late works may have

been better organized or more complete, he broke new ground
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by putting into writing an entire collection of anti-Christian
arguments.

Whatever Jacob ben Reuben accomplished in his own time,
later generations must view him as a scholar who was willing
to apply his scholarship to a pressing issue of his day. His
arguments may rest on people like Ibn Ezra and Saadia,
but they include original ideas as well. These original
responses to Christian missionizing were picked up by later
writers. Carried through the centuries, the words of a
twelfth century Jew can still be relevant today. While
the majority of Christian=-Jewish dialogue has moved away from
debate over biblical verses and simplistic renderings of
Christian doctrines, there are still those elements in Chris-
tianity which debate with Jews as if we were living in 1170.
For those who must respond to such Christians, Jacob ben
Reuben is excellent reading material. Not only does he
give us specific answers to Christian challenges, but he reminds
us that we have confronted such challenges in the past and

emerged with dignity and strength.
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M.H., p.4l.
M.H., p.61-62.
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198. M.H., p.71-72.
199- M.HI ' p.66_670
200. M.H., p.12-13.
201l. M.H., p.19.

202. M.H., p.19-20.
203. M.H., p.ll.

204. M.H., p.13.

205. M.H., p.87.

206. M.H., p.1l05-106.
207. M.H., p.l15.
208. M.H., p.128.
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211. M.H., p.124-125.
212, M.H., p.161-164.
213. M.H., p.1l69.
214. M.H., p.171.
215, M.H., p.170-171.
216. M.Hd, p»177 ££Lf.
217. M.H., p.165-167.
218. M.H., p.1l72.
219, M.H.; p:l73.
220, M.H.; p-173.
221. M.H., p-110,
222. M.H., p.110.
223. M.H., p.l136 and other places.
224, M.H., p.1l36.
225. M.H., p.136,177.
226. M.H., p.176.
227, MaBe, p:177,
228. M.H., p.155.
229. M.H., p.109-11l0.

230. Rosenthal, Op.Cit., p.xvii and M.H. p.75, n.33 and many
other places.

231. Ibid. p.xvii.

232. M.H., p+«177.

233. M.H., p.178.

234. M.H., p.183; see footnote 75, p.l1l83.
235. M.BH., p.9l.

236. M.H., p.139.

237. M.H., p.139.

238. M.H., p.12,14 ff.

239. See M.H. p.12 (Job 20:2) and p.3 (built on Jeremiah 10).

240. M.H., p.3.

241.-MilHl. s p+132.

242, E.E. Urbach, "Etudes sur la Litterature Polemigue au
Moyen Age" in REJ Vol.C, 1935. p.60 ff.

243. Lasker, Op.Cit., p.162.

244. 1Ibid. p.IgiT““

245, M.H., p.85-86.
246. M.H., p.146.
247. M.H., p.63.
248. M.H., p.102.
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M-Ho r p- 39"'40.

M.H.l 9-3-

M.H., p.33-34.

M.H., p.95.

Bernard Blumenkranz, "Nicolas g

e Lyre et Jacob ben
Reuben" in JJS, vol. 16, 1965,
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