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PREFACE

THE great host of books which have been written
upon the early history of Christianity have, amidst
all their differences, one characteristic iIn common.
They are almost entirely based upon the study of
Christian documents. This of course is natural, and
no investigation which should neglect those docu-
ments would lead to results of any value. But the
field of inquiry is not exhausted when the Christian
literature has been thoroughly explored. There is a
- Jewish literature which also needs to be examined.
\onsidering that, historically, Christianity is an out-
growth from Judaism, and that the Judaism with
which the origin of Christianity was contemporary
was the Judaism not of the prophets but of the
Rabbis, it is obvious that the Rabbinical literature
must also be consulted if a thorough investigation
into the origin of Christianity is to be made. The
necessity of examining the Rabbinical literature is
of course denied by no scholar who has written on
early Christian history, but such examination cannot
be said to have been as yet thoroughly carried out.
For the most part a few references are given to
passages in the Mishnah and the Gemaras, or a line
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or two translated. Few readers have at hand the
means of verifying these references; and thus even
the careful and accurate scholarship of writers like
Keim and Schiirer does not prove very helpful, since
their readers cannot go to the sources which are
pointed out. And even Keim and Schiirer indicate
but a small proportion of the material which is avail-
able in the Rabbinical literature. Edersheim does
know that literature as none but a Jew can know it,
and makes abundant reference to it; but the value
of his work as a historical study is much diminished
by a strong theological bias, apart from the fact
already mentioned, that it is usually impossible for
the reader to verify the quotations. No blame of
course attaches to these and many other scholars,
who have made incidental reference to the Rabbinical
licerature, for the incompleteness and scantiness of
such reference. It can hardly be said to come within
the scope of any of the works referred to above to
give in full the Rabbinical material to which reference
is made.

It is the object of this book to try and present
that material with some approach to completeness,
in order to put within the reach of scholars who have
not access to the Rabbinical literature the full text
of the passages bearing on the subject, together with
translation and commentary. It is hoped that this
may be the means of supplying a want that as yet
remains unsatisfied, viz., of a work that shall let the
Christian scholar know what the Rabbinical literature
really does contain bearing on the origin and early
history of Christianity. It would be rash to say that
the collection of passages contained in this book is
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exhaustive ; in a great wilderness like the Talmud
and the Midrashim one can never be sure that some
passage of interest and importance has not been over-
looked. But I believe it will be found that the chief
material available for the purpose has been gathered
together; and though it should not be quite com-
plete, it will yet suffice to throw light upon several
points of interest. Even if the reader should be
of opinion that, after all, the Rabbinical literature
does not add much to what is known of Christian
history from other sources, he may at least reflect
that now he does know what that Rabbinical
literature contains.

The period covered by the passages cited extends
to the middle of the fourth century a.p., i.e., roughly
speaking, the period for which the Talmud is avail-
able. No reference whatever will be made to medi-
#val polemics between Jews and Christians. My object
is to put before the reader all that I can find which
illustrates the relation between Jews and Christians
during the first four centuries of the common era,
and to do this solely from the Jewish side. I shall
make no attempt whatever to present the case from
Christian documents, because this has already been
thoroughly done. Further, I wish to write solely
from the point of view of historical scholarship,
with no bias towards either of the two great
religions whose representatives are mentioned in the
passages dealt with. My only aim is to present facts,
in the shape of statements contained in ancient
Jewish writings, and to extract from those state-
ments whatever information they may afford bearing
on the historical problem of the early history of
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Christianity. As a Christian who has for several
years found his chief and absorbing intellectual
interest in the study of the Rabbinical literature—so
far as other and more pressing claims on his time
would allow—I offer this book as a contribution to
Christian scholarship, and I trust that the great
Jewish scholars, whose works have been of so much
help to me, will not frown on my small incursion
into their domain.

I have only to add an expression of cordial thanks
to the Rev. S. Alfred Steinthal for his kindness in
reading the proofs.

STAND, MANCHESTER,
October 1903.
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Christianity 1n Talmud and
Midrash

————

INTRODUCTION

THE passages from the Talmud and other Rabbinical
works which will be considered in the following pages
are excerpts from a literature of enormous extent, in
which the intellectual energy of the Jewish nation
during many centuries found ample and varied
expression. To give a detailed account of this
literature would lead me far from my main subject,
and would, moreover, need a considerable volume for
its full description. All that seems necessary here is
to give in a few words a general account of the
Rabbinical literature, so that the reader may be able
to judge of the kind of evidence furnished by the
passages which will be quoted, from some knowledge
of their origin.

The details of date, authorship and contents of the
several writings may be found in works of reference
accessible to scholars, such as Zunz’ ¢ Gottesdienst-
liche Vortrige der Juden,” Hamburger’s “ Real-En-
cyklopidie- fiir Bibel und Talmud,” or, for English

readers, the * Introduction to Hebrew Literature”
1



2 CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

of Etheridge, a work of considerable value, in spite
of the strong theological bias of the writer.

In an often quoted passage (Aboth, i. 1 sq.) the
Talmud declares that «“ Moses received Torah! from
Sinai and delivered it to Joshua, and Joshua to the
Elders, and the Elders to the prophets, and the
prophets delivered it to the men of the Great Syna-
gogue. Simeon the Just was of the remnants of the
Great Synagogue . . . . Antigonos of Socho re-
ceived from Simeon the Just . . . . José ben Joezer
of Zereda, and José ben Johanan of Jerusalem
received from them.”? Then follow the names of
successive pairs of teachers down to Hillel and Sham-
mai, who were contemporary with the beginning of
the Christian era; and after these are mentioned
singly the leading Rabbis of the first two centuries.
The treatise, < Pirqe Aboth,” as its title indicates, is
a collection of ¢ Sayings’ by these ¢ Fathers’ of Israel.
Now, whatever may be thought of the historical
accuracy of the statement just quoted, it expresses
clearly enough the view which the great founders
of the Rabbinical literature held concerning their
own work. It gives the keynote of the whole of that
literature ; it indicates the foundation on which
it was built, and the method which its builders one

1 Torah, literally ¢ Teaching.’ The usual translation ‘Law’ is too narrow
in its meaning. Torah denotes the whole of what, according to Jewish belief,
was divinely revealed to man. As the Pentateuch contained the record of
that revelation, the Torah denotes the whole contents of the Pentateuch,
whether narrative or precept ; and further, it includes not merely the written
contents of the Pentateuch, but also the unwritten Tradition, the so-called
Oral Law, which finally took shape in the Talmud.

2 There is a gap between Antigonos and the first Pair, as is pointed out by
Strack in his edition of the Pirqé Aboth, 1882, p. 9. The Pairs of teachers
are technically known as Zagoth (N1),
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and all adopted. The foundation is the Decalogue,
and the method is Tradition.

The foundation is the Decalogue. More exactly, .
it is the famous declaration, Hear, Q Israel, the
Lord our God, the Lord is One ; and thou shalt love
the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all
thy soul, and with oll thy might (Deut. vi. 4, 5), a
declaration enshrined in the Jewish liturgy as the
very soul of Judaism.! 'The Rabbinical literature is
an attempt to furnish a complete answer to the ques-
tion, “ How shall a man love the Lord his God with all
his heart and soul and might?” And even those
Rabbinical writings which seem to have least reference
to this main subject are dependent on it to this
extent, that they would not have been written unless
there had been in the minds of their authors the con-
sciousness of this great fundamental principle.

The links in the chain of development are easily dis-
tinguished, according to the Rabbinical theory. Upon
the Decalogue (of which the Shema’ is the summary)
rests the Pentateuch. The Ten Commandments
were expanded into greater detail ; and the historical
and legendary parts, as we should call them, were
included, or rather were expressly written with the
same object as the legal parts, viz., for instruction in
the right conduct of life. Moses was regarded as the
author of the whole, unless with the exception of the
last eight verses of Deut. (b. B. Bathr. 14°).°

Upon the Pentateuch rested the whole of the

1 Tt is known as the Shema’, from its first word in Hebrew. The Shema’,
as recited, includes some other texts.

2 See the Talmudic theory of the authorship of Scripture in Traditio
Rabbinorum Veterrima de Librorum V. Test! ordine atq. origine illustrata a
Gustavo Arminio Marx. Theol. licentiato. Lipsice, 1884.
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other scriptures, according to the Rabbinical theory.
That is to say, they were to be interpreted in confor-
mity with the Pentateuch, or rather with the Torah,
or Teaching, of which the Pentateuch was the written
expression. The Rabbis held that the Torah, or
teaching, which Moses was commissioned to give to
Israel, was partly written and partly oral. It is the
written Torah which is found in the Pentateuch, and
developed in the other scriptures. The oral Teaching
was said to have been handed down, from one genera-
tion to another, as the key to the interpretation of the
written Teaching. That the Pentateuch was regarded
as the standard to which the other scriptures must
conform is shown by the well-known discussion as to
whether the books of Ezekiel and Ecclesiastes were
to be included in the Canon. The reason alleged
against them was that they contradicted the Torah;
and it was only after this contradiction had been
explained away that they were recognised as canonical
(b. Shabb. 18°, 80%). What may be the value of this
statement for the critical history of the O.T. Canon
is a question which does not arise here.

The Rabbinical theory thus regarded the O.T.
scriptures as a body of instructions based upon the
Torah of Moses; and when it is said, in the passage
above referred to, that the prophets delivered the
Torah to the Men of the Great Synagogue, this
probably means that the Rabbis traced their own
system to Ezra and Nehemiah, and thus could regard
it as the continuation of the Teaching handed down
by the Prophets from Moses himself. It is certain
that they did thus regard it, even to the extent of
believing that the whole of the Oral Law was given
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to Moses, and by him handed down along with the
written Torah. The question here again is not as to
the historical facts of the development of the Rabbin-
ism out of the O.T., but only of the view which the
Rabbis themselves held of the connexion between
them. And that view was, that after the time of the
men of the Great Synagogue, those whose names are
recorded as teachers taught by word of mouth the
Torah as it was now written, together with such
interpretation of it—not written, but handed down—
as would serve to apply it to cases not distinctly
provided for in the scriptures. It was, as always, the
Torah of Moses that was taught and expounded ; and
the object was, as always, to teach men how they
ought to “Love the Lord their God with all their
heart and soul and strength and might.” Historically,
we distinguish between the prophetical and the legal
elements in the contents of the O.T. The Rabbis
made no such distinction. 1In their religious instruc-
tion they distinguished between halachah’ (precept)
and ‘ haggadah ’ (edification), terms which will be more
fully explained below. For the purposes of < halachah’
they interpreted the whole of Scripture from the legal
standpoint ; and, in like manner, for the purposes of
‘haggadah’ they interpreted the whole of Scripture
from the didactic standpoint, in neither case making
any difference between the several books of the O.T.,
as legal, historical or prophetic.

On the legal side, the task to which Rabbinism,
from the days of Ezra to the closing of the Talmud,
devoted itself with all its strength and ingenuity and
patience, was to develop a set of rules for the right
conduct of life, a code of laws, wherein the original
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teaching of Moses should be applied to every con-
ceivable event, act and duty of daily life. Histori-
cally, the founder of Jewish Legalism was Ezra, to
whose mind was ever present the supreme necessity of
guarding the national religion from those corruptions
and laxities which had brought about the exile, and
who saw no better protection against the recurrence of
such a danger than an authoritative code, which should
state—either in speech or writing—the divine com-
mands which the Jewish people were to obey. If by
the ““ Men of the Great Synagogue ” we are to under-
stand Ezra and those who worked on his lines, with
him and after him, then we can understand the saying
ascribed to that ancient assembly, ¢« Make a hedge for
the Torah” (Aboth, i. 1). The Torah is the divine
teaching given to Moses and handed down by him;
and the hedge is the Legalism, the outward form of
law and precept, in which henceforth it was to be pre-
served. The Talmud indicates its view of the work
of Ezra, and also of the connexion between his work
and that of the Rabbis by saying (b. Succ. 272): “In
the beginning, when the Torah was forgotten, Ezra
went up from Babylon and founded it; again it
was forgotten and Hillel the Babylonian® went up
and founded it; again it was forgotten and Rabbi
Hija and his sons went up and founded it.” In other

1 Hillel was no doubt the founder of Rabbinism in the stricter sense, for he
introduced the exegetical rules on which the Rabbinical casuistry is founded.
But Ezra is the true founder of that Legalism, of which Talmudic Rabbinism
is the logical result. To compare Hillel with Jesus on the ground of their
gentleness is to ignore the fact that Hillel did more than anyone else had
done to organise that Tradition of the Elders which Jesus denounced. In
their conception of the form of religion, Jesus and Hillel stood at opposite
poles of thought.
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words, both the Legalism of Ezra, and the Rabbinism
of which Hillel was the first representative, are the
outward form of the Torah, the divine teaching given
to Moses; and in every detail, every minutest pre-
cept which Rabbinical ingenuity developed, there is
assumed as the ground of all the primal religious duty,
“Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy
heart and soul and might.”

Whether the form of definite precept and precise
rule is the best adapted to promote the living of a
righteous life is not here the question. Right or
wrong, better or worse, it is the form which the
Rabbis chose for the expression of their conception
of the religious life. And the whole system of
Rabbinism is misjudged, unless it be carefully and
constantly borne in mind that it is all an expansion of
the idea of human service of God, under the form of
precept. What is usually called ¢empty formalism,’
‘solemn trifling* and the like, deserves a nobler name ;
for it is—whether mistaken or not—an honest effort
to apply the principle of service of God to the smallest
details and acts of life. That, in practice, such a con-
ception of religious life might lead to hypocrisy and
formalism is undeniable, and the Talmud itself is
perfectly well aware of the fact. But that it
necessarily leads to hypocrisy, that it is impossible on
such lines to develop a true religious life, the whole
history of Judaism from the time of Hillel down-
wards is the emphatic denial. The great Rabbis
whose work is preserved in the Talmud were not
hypocrites or mere formalists, but men who fully
realised the religious meaning of what was expressed
in the form of legal precept and apparently trivial
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regulation. They were under no mistake as to what
it all meant ; and the heroism which has marked the
Jewish people through all the tragic history of
eighteen Christian centuries has found its divine in-
spiration in the Torah as the Rabbis interpreted it.
To them it was the word of God, in all its fulness
and depth ; and no Jew who thoroughly entered into
the spirit of the Rabbinical conception of religious
life ever felt the Torah a burden, or himself bound
as by galling fetters. Paul doubtless spoke out of
the depths of his own experience ; but he does not
represent the mind of the great leaders of Rabbinism.
And the system of thought and practice which bears
that name is unfairly judged if it is condemned on the
witness of its most determined enemies. Judged on
its own merits, and by the lives and words of its own
exponents and defenders, it is a consistent and logical
endeavour to work out a complete guide to the living
of a perfect life, and whatever verdict may be passed
upon that endeavour, the right word is not failure.
The foundation, then, of Rabbinism is the precept,
Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy
heart and all thy soul and all thy might. The
method is tradition. This is indicated by the names
which the Rabbis themselves gave to the mass of
religious precept which they taught, viz., Massoreth
(nmon ), and less frequently Q&bbala.! The same fact

} Massoreth, or Massorah, from DD to hand over, deliver ; more fully,.
DIPIT 'O, wapddoois Tév wpeaBurépwy (Mark vii. 5). Qibbala, from ‘?JP to
receive, cp. Mark, ib. 4, & xapéraBov xpareiv, which they have received
to hold. The term Massorah is also used in a special sense to designate the
apparatus criticus devised by the Jewish Grammarians for the fixing of the
text of Scripture. The term Qabbala likewise has a specialised meaning
when used to denote the system of Theosophy or secret doctrine, set forth
in the books ¢ Jetzirah’ and ¢ Zohar.’
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is shown by the formula to be found on every page
of the Talmud, in which a precept is expressed,
“ Rabbi A. says, in the name of Rabbi B,” or, “ Rabbi
A. says that Rabbi B. says that Rabbi C. says, ete.”
Some authority must confirm the dictum of every
teacher, the authority, viz., of some previous teacher,
or else the authority of the Torah interpreted accord-
ing to some recognised rule. No teacher could base
his teaching merely on his own authority; and the
fact that Jesus did this, was no doubt one of the
grievances against him on the part of the Jews.
Ye have heard that it was said to them of old time
e o .. but I say unto you, etc. (Matt. v. 21, 22),
implies the disavowal of the Rabbinical method ; and
the statement (Matt. vii. 28, 29) that Jesus taught
them as one having authority and not as their scribes,
was certainly cause sufficient that the people should
be astonished at his teaching, and that the scribes
should be incensed and alarmed.

The question naturally arises here, How could new
teaching find a place where, in theory, nothing was
valid unless it had been handed down? That new
teaching did find a place is evident, if only from the
fact that the modest volume of the O.T. was ex-
panded into the enormous bulk of the Talmud, to say
nothing of the Midrash; while, on the other hand,
the principle of receiving only what rested on the
authority of tradition was jealously upheld and
resolutely enforced. For want of a clear understanding
of the relation between the new and the old in
Rabbinism, that system has been condemned as a
rigid formalism, crushing with the dead weight of
antiquity the living forces of the soul, and preventing
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all growth and expansion of thought. It is doubt-
less true that the letter killeth but the spirit giveth
life ; but the truth of that great saying is not the
condemnation of Rabbinism, any more than it is of
Christianity ; and it might have been spoken with no
less right by Aqiba than by Paul, for the one, no less
than the other, was an originator within the lines of
his own form of religious thought.

The answer to the question, ¢ How could new teach-
ing find a place in a system based exclusively on
tradition’? admits of a simple statement. The Torah
as given to Moses, and by him handed down, was
regarded as containing the whole of divine truth, not
merely so much as might at any given time have
been discerned, but all that in all future ages might
be brought to light. This divine truth was partly
explicit, partly implicit. That which was explicit
was stated in Scripture, more particularly in the
Mosaic laws, and also in that oral tradition which
furnished the interpretation and application of the
Scripture. 'That which was implicit was the further,
as yet undiscovered, meaning contained in the Torah.
And the whole task of Rabbinism was to render that
explicit which had been implicit, to discover and un-
fold more and more of the divine truth contained in
the Torah, so as to make it available for the perfecting
of the religious life. When, therefore, a Rabbi taught
some new application of a religious precept, what
was new was the application; the precept was old.!
He was not adding to the Torah, but showing

! This is clearly stated in the Talmud (j. Hag. i. 8. 76°) : “ Even that
which an acute disciple shall teach in the presence of his Rabbi has already
been said to Moses on Sinai.”



INTRODUCTION 11

for the first time some hitherto unknown contents
of it. The sum total of Torah was unaltered ;
but part of it had been transformed from implicit
to explicit. Thus a new teaching could not but
rest upon Tradition, because it was merely the un-
folding into greater clearness of meaning what the
Torah had all along contained. And it was only
new, in so far as such and such a Rabbi had been
the first to declare that development of the original
principle. Rabbinism never did, because it never
could, reach the logical end of its own method ; but
the complicated and minute legislation embodied in
the Talmud, is, on the Rabbinical theory, merely the
unfolding of what was contained in the original Torah
—rendered explicit instead of implicit. Thus it
appears that even in that department of the Rabbini-
cal system where the principle of Tradition was most
strictly maintained, there was ample room for the
expansion and adaptation of the original principle to
the varying needs of practical religious life. In other
departments, perhaps rather the other chief depart-
ment of the Rabbinical system, there was little or
no attempt at restraint upon individual liberty of
teaching. These two departments, or main divisions
of Rabbinical teaching, are called respectively
Halachah and Haggadah (or Agada, as it is often,
though perhaps less correctly, given).! The distinc-
tion between these two has often been explained ;
but a few words upon them here may serve to bring
out a fact which has not always been duly recognised.
Halachah (from +5n to go) denotes that which is

1 See an article by W. Bacher, “ On the origin of the word Haggada
(Agada),” in the Jewish Quarterly Review, 1892, p. 406 fol.
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recognised as a valid and therefore binding law of
religious practice. The connexion between this, its
undoubted meaning, and that of the root from which
it is derived, is uncertain, and has been variously
explained. The etymological question need not de-
tain us here. Halachah is therefore that system of
rule and precept to which the religious life of the Jew
must conform. The several rules and precepts, indi-
vidually, are called Halackoth (plural of Halachah).
The Torah of Moses was, first and foremost, Hala-
chah ; what it taught was, above all things, how a
man should love the Lord his God with all his heart
and soul and might ; in other words, how he should
serve God most perfectly (see above, p. 7). The
task of Rabbinism was to ascertain and determine
Halachah, in its fullest extent, to discover the whole
of what divine wisdom had decreed for the guidance
of man. And it was in regard to Halachah that the
principle of Tradition was most rigorously upheld,
because it was above all things essential that Hala-
chah, the law of right conduct binding on every
Israelite, should be accurately defined and based
upon ample authority.

The other main division of Rabbinical teaching,
known as Haggadah, differed from Halachah both in
its object and its method. Haggadah denotes illus-
trative teaching ; and it includes all that can help to
build up religious character otherwise than by the
discipline of positive command. It includes theo-
logical speculation in its widest range, also ethical
instruction and exhortation; and its object is to
throw all the light of past thought and experience
upon the present duty. It is thus the necessary
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accompaniment of Halachah; both have the same
general purpose, viz., to teach a true service of God ;
but the one proceeds by way of direct command, and
rests upon divine authority, the other by way of
exhortation and explanation, with no other authority
than the wisdom and knowledge of the individual
teacher. This is said without forgetting the fact that
the great teachers of Haggadah were looked upon
with the deepest reverence, and their teaching re-
ceived with great deference. Moreover, the Hagga-
dah was considered to be contained in the Scripture,
and to be deducible thence by regular rules of infer-
ence. But nevertheless it is true that the teaching
and development of Haggadah was under no such
strict restraint as was required for Halachah. And
Haggadah served as the outlet for the creative ima-
gination of the Rabbinical mind, which could find no
scope in the severe logic of Halachah. The teacher
of Haggadah gave free rein to his thought; his
object was edification, and he made use of everything
—history, legend, anecdote, fable, parable, speculation
upon every subject from the most sublime to the
most trivial—which might serve to teach some
religious lesson, and thereby develop religious char-
acter. The Haggadist made no scruple of altering
not merely the narrative but the text of Scripture,
for the sake of drawing out a religious or moral
lesson ; and where Scripture was silent, the Hagga-
dist freely invented incidents and traits of character
in regard to Scripture personages, not stopping short
of the Almighty Himself. Frequent appeal is made
to the example of non-biblical Fathers in Israel, and
it is to the Haggadah that we owe nearly all our
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information as to the personal character and life-
history of the Rabbis. Anecdotes and historical
reminiscences abound in the Haggadah, which is the
chief reason why to non-Jewish readers the Haggadah
is so much more interesting than the dry and difficult
Halachah. It is hard for any one but a Jew to
realise the direct personal concern, and therefore
intense interest, of Halachic discussions; while in
the Haggadah, the human interest never fails, nor the
charm—at least for those who have sufficient sym-
pathy and insight to enter into a form of thought
widely different from their own.

Having thus briefly indicated what is meant by
Halachah and Haggadah, and before going on to
describe their mutual relation in the Rabbinical
literature, I pause for a moment to draw a com-
parison, or rather a contrast, between the develop-
ment of Rabbinical and Christian thought. The
contrast is certainly a sharp one, yet there is a con-
siderable likeness. Both have a Tradition of the
Elders, and rest a part of their teaching upon authority
presumed to be divine. This has been already shown
in regard to Rabbinism. In regard to Christianity
the same fact appears in connexion with dogmatic
theology. What is of faith is taught on the
authority of creeds or decrees of councils, or the
writings of the Church Fathers, or of Scripture as
expounded by competent and accredited interpreters.
The Roman Catholic Church definitely places Tra-
dition among the sources of the teaching which
she gives; and if Protestantism repudiates Tradition
to take her stand upon the Bible only, she never-
theless admits the authority of ancient expositions
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of Scripture and definitions of faith. Both Rab-
binism and historical Christianity alike recognise
that to set forth the contents of the word of God
is the supreme object of religious thought; and
they have jealously guarded the Torah, or the True
Faith, from the interference of unauthorised ex-
ponents. The verbal expression is different in the
two cases, as the matter of thought is different; but
in both the liberty of individual opinion was con-
fined within strict and definite limits, and to overstep
those limits was in each case heresy.

In like manner both Rabbinism and Christianity
have a department of religious teaching where no
restraint is put upon the freedom of the individual
to hold and teach his own opinions, whatever they
might be. In Rabbinism this is Haggadah; in
Christianity it is all that helps to the right conduct
of life, moral teaching, encouragement to good works,
and the like. There is in regard to these subjects
nothing to prevent the Christian teacher from teach-
ing out of his own heart and conscience whatever
seems good and right. And while the great
Christian teachers, in this department, are deeply
reverenced, and their teaching received with the
deference due to their wisdom and experience, there
is no such authority attaching to their words as
there is in the case of those who have helped to
define the Faith. Their teaching is “ not to establish
any doctrine, but for example of life and instruction
of manners,” and no heresy is implied by divergence
of opinion.

While there is thus a considerable likeness be-
tween Rabbinical .Judaism and historical Chris-
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tianity, in regard to both principle and method, the
contrast between them is the more striking from the
fact that each system applies restriction to what the
other leaves free, and each allows liberty where the
other imposes restraint. Rabbinism prescribes what
a man shall do, and defines his service of God in
precise rules, while it leaves him perfectly unfettered
in regard to what he shall believe. Such a thing
as a doctrinal creed is foreign to Rabbinism—
Maimonides notwithstanding.  Historical Chris-
tianity prescribes what a man shall believe, and
defines the True Faith in precise creeds; while it
leaves him perfectly unfettered in regard to what he
should do—unfettered, that is, except by his own
conscience. Christianity never set up a moral creed ;
she did not make sin a heresy, but heresy a sin,
To sum up this comparison in a single sentence,
while historical Christjanity is based on the con-
ception of orthodoxry, Rabbinism rests on the con-
ception of what I venture to call orthoprazy. The
one insists on Faith, and gives liberty of Works; the
other insists on Works, and gives liberty of Faith.

It would be interesting and instructive to pursue
this line of thought still further, and endeavour to
form an estimate of the comparative value of the
two contrasted systems as theories of religious life.
I refrain from doing so, however, as my purpose in
making the comparison has been sufficiently attained
if T have succeeded in explaining and illustrating the
answer of Rabbinism to the two great questions
of Duty and Belief. That answer is given in the
Halachah and Haggadah respectively; and I go on
to show how these two elements are combined and
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distinguished in the Rabbinical literature. For this
purpose 1 will briefly refer to the chief representa-
tive works of that literature.

Pre-eminent among them all stands the Talmud;
and after what has been already said, it will not be
difficult to explain the general nature of this colossal
work. Bearing in mind that the main task of
Rabbinism was to ascertain and define Halachah, it
will be evident that in the course of years, and by
the labours of many contemporary and successive
Rabbis, a large number of decisions upon questions
of Halachah gradually accumulated. Some of these,
dating from far-off antiquity, were undisputed ;
others were subjected to keen examination and
scrutiny before being pronounced to be really
Halachah. But, while many decisions were rejected,
for want of a sufficient basis of authority, the
number of those that were accepted increased with
every generation of teachers. More than once,
during the first two centuries of our era, attempts
were made to codify and arrange the growing mass
of Halachah, the confusion of which was increased
by the fact that the whole was carried in the memory
alone, not put down in writing. The work of codifi-
cation, attempted by Agqiba and others, was finally
completed by Rabbi Jehudah ha-Qadosh (the Holy),
usually known as Rabbi par excellence,; and the
collection which he formed is known as the Mishnah.
The date of its completion is usually given as 220
A.D., or thereabouts. Mishnah denotes both ¢teach-
ing’ and ‘repetition’; and the work so called pro-
fessed to be the repetition, in enlarged form, of the
Torah of Moses. The Mishnah is a collectzion of
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Halachoth—presumably of all the Halachoth whose
validity was recognised so far as known to the
compiler; and it deals with every department of
practical conduct. Under six main divisions
(‘S&darim,” or orders), and sixty-three treatises
(* Massichtoth’), the duties of the faithful Israelite
are set forth, as positive or negative commands. But
the Mishnah contains Haggadah as well as Halachah.
Along with the precepts, and the discussions in
which they were defined, there are illustrative and
explanatory notes, historical and personal remini-
scences, designed to show the purpose or explain
the meaning of some decision. These are Haggadah ;
and they occur in the midst of Halachah, with not
the slightest mark to distnguish the one from the
other. The amount of Haggadah in the Mishnah,
however, is not great compared with that of
Halachah. And, in consequence, while the Mishnah
is easier to read than the Gemara in point of
language, it is far less interesting owing to the
scantiness of the human element provided in the
Haggadah.

As above stated, the Mishnah was completed
somewhere about the year 220 A.p.; and though
at first it only existed as oral teaching, it appears to
have been very soon written down. From hence-
forth it was the standard collection of Halachoth,
though other collections existed of which mention
will be presently made. As the standard collection
of Halachoth, it naturally became in its turn
the subject of study, since many of its precepts
were of uncertain meaning. To mention only one
reason for this, the destruction of the Temple, and
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the consequent cessation of all the ritual and cere-
monial of worship, reduced the precepts connected
therewith to a branch of archaology; while on the
other hand, it increased the need of defining with
the utmost precision the right practice in those
matters, so that it might not be forgotten if ever the
time should come for the resumption of the Temple
services. And, if some are inclined to think lightly
of the time and thought spent upon questions which
could have no practical outcome for those who de-
bated them, there is still a pathetic and even a heroic
aspect in the toil which preserved a sacred memory
so that it might keep alive a no less sacred hope,

The Mishnah, then, became in its turn the subject
of commentary, interpretation and expansion. The
name given to this superadded commentary is
Gé&mard, which means ‘completion.” But, whereas
there is only one Mishnah, there are two Gemaras,
The Mishnah was studied not only in the schools of
Palestine, but also in those of Babylonia. And by
the labours of these two groups of teachers there was
developed a Palestinian Gemara and a Babylonian
Gemara. In course of time the same need for
codification of the growing mass of Tradition began
to be felt in regard to the Gemaras which had
previously led to the formation of the Mishnah,
The Gemara of Palestine was ended,—not com-
pleted,—towards the close of the fourth century;
while it was not until the sixth century that the
Gemara of Babylonia was reduced to the form in
which we now have it. The name Talmud is given
to the whole corpus of Mishnah plus Gemara; and
thus it is usual to distinguish between the Palestinian
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Talmud (otherwise known as the Talmud of Jeru-
salem) and the Babylonian Talmud.!

To give any account of the multifarious contents
of either Talmud, even of that of Jerusalem, which
is much shorter and simpler than that of Babylon,
would be a work of great length and difficulty, al-
most amounting indeed to a translation of the huge
work with the commentaries upon it. Briefly, it
consists (in both Talmuds) of a series of discussions
upon the several Halachoth contained in the Mish-
nah. In the course of these discussions, all manner
of digressions interrupt the argument, — personal
anecdotes, speculations upon points of theology or
philosophy, fragments of history, scraps of science,
folklore, travellers’ tales—in short, anything and
everything that could be supposed to have even the
remotest connection with the subject under discussion
are brought in, to the grievous perplexity of the
reader. To add to the difficulty, this chaotic mass
is printed in an unpointed text, with no stops except
at the end of a paragraph, and no sort of mark to
distinguish the various elements one from the other.
And, finally, the language of the two Gemaras (based

1 The Hebrew names are ‘Talmud Jerushalmi’ and ¢T. Babli’ re-
spectively. I do mnot know why the former is called T. Jerushalmi;
because, of the various schools in which it was developed, probably none,
certainly none of any importance, had-its seat in Jerusalem. It is usually
understood that residence in Jerusalem was forbidden to Jews after the
last war, in 135 A.p. Yet it is stated (b. Pes. 113*) that R. Johanan, one
of the founders of the Palestinian Gemara, cited a tradition * in the name
of the men of Jerusalem.” On she whole, however, it seems to me most
probable that the Palestinian Talmud was merely called after the:name of
the capital city, as indeed the T. Babli may be said to have been called after
the name of the capital city of the land where the chief Rabbinical schools
of the East flourished for centuries
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upon eastern and western Aramaic respectively) is
far more difficult than that of the Mishnah, being,
as it is, concise to a degree that Thucydides might
have envied, and Tacitus striven in vain to imitate.
It is full of technical terms and foreign words, which
are the despair of the reader who knows only his
Hebrew Bible. Yet there is order and method even
in the Talmud, and it is a great mistake to suppose
that its contents may be treated as a series of un-
connected sentences, whose meaning is clear apart
from their context, and without reference to the
deep underlying principles which give vitality to
the whole. The passages which will presently be
cited from the Talmud may serve as illustrations of
what has been said, so far as mere translations, how-
ever literal, can represent an original text so peculiar
and so bizarre; and, in presenting them apart from
their context, 1 trust I have not been unmindful of
the caution just given.

The twofold Talmud is by far the most important
work of the early Rabbinical literature. Yet there
are others, dating from the same centuries, which
can by no means be passed by unnoticed. It was
stated above that the Mishnah was not the only
collection of Halachoth, though it was adopted as
the standard. To say nothing of the fact that the
Gemaras contain many Halachoth not included in
the Mishnah (hence called ‘Baraitha,’” i.e. external),
there exists at least one independent collection of
Halachoth, as a sort of rival to the Mishnah. This
is known as Tosephta, a name which means ¢ addition’
or ‘supplement,’ as if it had been intended merely to
supply what was wanting in the standard work. Yet
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it is not improbable that the existing Mishnah and
the existing Tosephta are only two out of many
contemporary collections great or small, two com-
pilations founded upon the works of many previous
teachers, and that of these two, “one was taken and
the other left.” The two collections might almost
have exchanged names, so that what is now known
as the Mishnah might conceivably have come to be
looked upon as Tosephta to the other. And, al-
though the one enjoys a sort of canonical authority
not recognised in the other, yet for historical pur-
poses they are both of equal value, since both con-
tain traditions dating from the earliest centuries of
the common era. The contents of Tosephta are,
as will have appeared above, mainly Halachah ; but
Haggadah also is found, as in the case of the Mish-
nzah, and in greater abundance.

The works above described, viz., Mishnah, Gemaras,
and Tosephta, have for their common purpose the
development and definition of Halachah as the rule
for the right conduct of life, the expansion into
minute detail of the principle, Thou shalt love the
Lord thy God with all thy heart and soul and
strength. But the Rabbinical literature includes
another very extensive class of works, in which the
same principle is dealt with in a somewhat different
manner. The generic name for works of this class is
¢ Midrash,’ i.e. exposition ; and the common character-
istic of them all is that they are free commentaries
upon books or portions of books of the O.T.
Perhaps commentary is hardly the right word; for
the Midrash does not profess to explain every point
of difficulty in the text with which it deals, and, as
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a rule, it makes no reference to grammatical and
linguistic questions. 'The purpose of the Midrash
is to expound the Scriptures with a view to edifica-
tion and instruction, from the standpoint not of the
scholar but of the preacher. And probably the con-
tents of the various Midrashim are collected extracts
from the sermons, as we might call them, of the
Rabbis to their hearers, either in the synagogues or
the schools. The general plan of a Midrash is to
take a book or selected passages of a book of
the O.T., and to arrange under each separate
verse in order the expositions of several Rabbis.
The connexion between the text and the exposition
is often very slight; and, just as in the case of the
Gemaras, digressions are frequent, as opportunity
offers for bringing in some interesting but irrelevant
topic. The method of Tradition is followed in the
Midrash, though not with the same strictness as in
the Talmud. Most of the expository notes are
given in the name of some Rabbi, and of course the
whole body of Midrash is now Tradition. But a
good deal of the contents of many Midrashim is
anonymous, and therefore presumably due to the
compiler. In no instance in the Rabbinical litera-
ture can we say that any individual Rabbi is the
author of such and such a work; at most he is the
editor. But a nearer approach is made to individual
authorship in the Midrash than in the Talmudic
literature.

Midrash, then, is homiletic exposition of Scripture.
And it will be seen from what has been said above,
that the distinction between Halachah and Haggadah
is applicable no less to the Midrash than to the
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Talmud. That is to say, there can be Midrash
whose chief purpose is to connect Halachah with
Scripture, and again Midrash which chiefly aims at
connecting Haggadah with Scripture. Of these two
classes, the Halachic Midrashim are the more
ancient, the Haggadic by far the more numerous.
Of the Halachic Midrashim, the chief works are
Siphra, on the book of Leviticus; Siphri, on
Numbers and Deuteronomy; and Mechilta, upon
parts of Exodus. These were compiled, according
to Zunz, at a later date than the Mishnah, but
contain in part older material. And while they do
not exclude Haggadah, where the text suggests it,
they are prevailingly Halachic, since a great part
of the text dealt with is concerned with the cere-
monial law. Siphra and Siphri are frequently made
use of in the Talmud.!

The Haggadic Midrashim are very numerous, and
the period of their production covers several cen-
turies. Even the earliest of them is much later
as regards date of compilation than the earliest
Halachic Midrash. There is more need, on this
account, of caution in using their statements as
historical evidence. Yet, since those statements rest
on tradition, and refer to many well-known names,
there seems no reason why they should—other
reasons apart—be denied all historical value. I have
therefore made use of what the Midrash offered for
my purpose, with, I trust, due critical caution. Of the
Haggadic Midrashim, the most important in point
of extent is the so-called Midrash Rabbah (or M.
Rabboth), a collection of expositions upon the

! See Zunz, “ Gottesd. Vortr. d. Juden,” pp. 46—48.
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Pentateuch and the five Megilloth (¢.e. Ruth, Esther,
Lamentations, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes).
The ten Midrashim are of very various date, and
were not gathered into one great collection till as
late as the thirteenth century. Other Midrashim, of
similar character, are Tanhuma, or Jelam’denu, on
the Pentateuch, Pesiqta on selected passages, and
Jalqut Shim’oni on the whole of the O.T.,
being a vast collection of extracts from earlier
Midrashim. For details concerning these and many
similar works, I refer the reader to the books of
Zunz, Hamburger, and others mentioned above. My
object in this introduction is not to give a biblio-
graphy of Rabbinical literature, but to indicate the
general scope and method of that literature, so that
the reader may have some idea of the sources whence
the passages, which will presently be given, have
been extracted.

It will now be possible, as it is highly desirable,
to attempt an answer to the question, What is
the value, as historical evidence, of the Rabbinical
literature? Can any reliance be placed upon state-
ments found in works whose main purpose was not
to impart exact knowledge of facts, but to give
religious and moral teaching ?

Nothing is easier than to pick out from the
Talmud and the Midrash statements in regard to
historical events, which are palpably and even
monstrously false, and that, too, when the events
referred to were not very far removed from the
lifetime of the author of the statements. And the
conclusion is ready to hand, that if, in regard to
events almost within living memory, such error was
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possible, reliance cannot be placed upon statements
concerning events more remote. Yet that hasty
conclusion is refuted by the fact that the statements
referring to historical events are sometimes confirmed
by external testimony, such as the writings of non-
Jewish historians, and sometimes, when not directly
confirmed, are still in accordance with such external
testimony. No one would dream of accepting as
true all the historical statements of the Talmud and
Midrash ; but they are certainly not all false. And
it ought not to be, and I believe is not, beyond the
power of a careful criticism, to distinguish with some
degree of probability the historically true from the
historically false.

It must be borne in mind that the whole of the
literature under consideration is a collection of
Traditions. Now, while such a method of retaining
and transmitting knowledge is exposed to the dangers
of omission, addition, and alteration in a greater degree
than is the case with written documents, yet on the
other hand the fact that such a method was alone
employed implies that the power of memory was
cultivated and improved also in a greater degree
than is usual with those who only or chiefly make
use of writing. The Talmud and Midrash afford
illustrations of both these propositions; for while we
find that varying forms are handed down of one and
the same tradition, the difference in the form shows
that the tradition was the subject of remembrance
in several minds and over considerable periods of
time. It must also be borne in mind that the
Talmud is not “a dateless book,” as it has been
called, but that the main points in its chronology
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are well known, being determined by the biographical
data of the leading Rabbis. The researches of
W. Bacher! have shown beyond dispute that these
biographical data are, on the whole, mutually con-
sistent; and thus we are provided with a firm
foundation on which to rest a case for the credibility
of the Rabbinical records. If the whole were a mere
tissue of extravagant inventions, there would be no
such consistency ; and further, it is often possible to
mark where the historical tradition leaves off and
the legendary invention begins. Thus, R. Jehoshua
b. Levi is a perfectly well-known historical figure,
and one whose name occurs numberless times in the
Talmud and Midrash; of him various facts are
related which there is no reason to call in question,
while in addition other stories are told—such as his
conversation with the Angel of Death (b. Keth. 77°)
—which are plainly imaginary.

In judging, then, of the reliability, as historical
evidence, of the Rabbinical records, we must take as
our guide, in the first instance, the chronology of the
lives of the Rabbis themselves, and note whether their
statements refer to matters nearly or quite contem-
porary. Thus, when Rabbi A. says that on a certain
occasion he walked with Rabbi B. who told him
so and so, or again, that when he was a boy he re-
membered seeing Rabbi C. who did so and so, he is
presumably speaking of things well within his know-

1 « Agada der Tannalten,” * Ag. der Palestinensischen Amorier,” ©“ Ag. d.
Ba‘bylonischen Amorier.” Bacher is not the only scholar who has dealt
with Rabbinical biography ; but so far as I know, his work is much more
thorough and complete than any other on the same subject ; and I would

here express my very great obligation for the help I have derived from the
invaluable works I have named above.
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ledge. And though these incidental remarks may
refer to things in themselves very trivial, yet they
serve to extend the region of credibility. Indeed, it
is perhaps in these incidental remarks that the largest
harvest of historical fact is to be gathered. Because
they are usually the illustration, drawn from the
actual knowledge and experience of the teacher who
mentions them, of the subject with which he is
dealing. A Rabbi, especially one who was skilful
in Haggadah, would permit himself any degree of
exaggeration or invention even in regard to historical
persons and events, if thereby he could produce a
greater impression. Thus, an event so terribly well
known as the great war, which ended with the death
of Bar Cocheba and the capture of Bethar in 135 A.D.,
was magnified in the description of its horrors beyond
all bounds of possibility. And probably no one was
better aware of the exaggeration than the Rabbi who
uttered it.” But then the purpose of that Rabbi
would be, not to give his hearers an exact account of
the great calamity, but to dwell on the horror of it,
and to burn it in upon the minds of the people as a
thing never to be forgotten. Yet there are many
incidental remarks about the events of the war which
are free from such exaggeration, and being in no way
improbable in themselves, are such as might well
have been known to the relater of them. The long
passage b. Gitt. 57°-58* contains a variety of state-
ments about the wars of Nero, Vespasian, and
Hadrian ; it is reported to a considerable extent by
R. Johanan, whose informant was R. Shim’on b.

1 Cp. what is said below, p. 252, as to Rabbinical statements concerning
the former population of Palestine.
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Johai, who himself took part in the last war. No
one would dream of crediting the assertion that for
seven years the vineyards in Palestine needed and
received no other manure than the blood of those
slain in the war. But the story that young Ishmael
b. Elisha was carried captive to Rome, and discovered
there and released, is in every way probable. Ishmael
b. Elisha was the name of two very well-known
Rabbis, one the grandson of the other, and the
younger being the contemporary and rival of Agiba.
Nothing is more likely than that stories of the lives
and adventures of these men should have been told
amongst their friends and remembered in later times.
Such stories must of course be judged on their own
merits. But if they are in themselves reasonable and
probable, there is nothing to discredit them in the
mere fact that they are found in works like the
Talmud and Midrash, embedded in a mass of
Haggadic speculation. Neither Talmud nor Midrash
were intended primarily to teach history; but from
the manner of their origin and growth, they could
hardly fail to show some traces of contemporary
history. Therefore, in place of condemning as apo-
cryphal all and sundry of the allusions to historical
personages and events contained in the Talmud and
Midrash, we may and ought to distinguish amongst
them. And perhaps we may make some approach to
a general canon of criticism on the subject, if we say
that in the literature referred to, the obiter dicta are
of most value as evidence of historical fact; or, in
other words, there is more reason to suspect exaggera-
tion or invention in statements which appear to form
part of the main line of the argument, than in those
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which appear to be merely illustrative notes, added
to the text and embedded in it. The purpose of
Haggadah (to which all these historical references
belong) is homiletic ; it aims at building up religious
and moral character by every means other than the
discipline of positive precept (see above, p. 12).
Reference to historical fact was only one, and by no
means the most important, form of Haggadah. Since
it is in Haggadah that the Rabbinical mind found the
outlet for its instinct of speculative inquiry, and the
play of its fancy and imagination, as already explained,
it is natural to expect that these will be most promi-
nent and most abundant in Haggadic passages because
most in accordance with the genius of Haggadah.
When, accordingly, we find in the midst of such
fanciful and exaggerated passages occasional state-
ments which appear to be plain, sober matter of fact,
there is the more reason to accept the latter as being
historically reliable (at least intended to be so),
because the author (or narrator) might have increased
their effect as illustrations by free invention, and has
chosen not to do so. I say that such statements may
be accepted as being at least intended to be histori-
cally reliable. They must be judged on their merits,
and where possible tested by such methods as would
be applied to any other statements professedly
historical. The narrator who gives them may have
been wrongly informed, or may have incorrectly.
remembered ; but my point is that in such statements
he intends to relate what he believes to be matter of
fact, and not to indulge his imagination.

I have made this attempt to work out a canon of
criticism for the historical value of the Rabbinical
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literature, because such a canon seems to me to be
greatly needed. So far as I am competent to judge,
it appears to me that Jewish historians—as is only
natural—make a far more legitimate and intelligent
use of the Rabbinical literature for historical purposes
than is generally to be observed in the writings of
Christian historians who have dealt with that litera-
ture. Even in the works of Keim and Schiirer,
whose scholarship is above reproach, I do not remem-
ber to have found any attempt to set forth the
principles on which they make use of the Rabbinical
literature for historical purposes. And it is perhaps
not too much to say that in most Christian writings
that touch upon the Rabbinical literature there is
little or no appearance of any such principles; some-
times, indeed, there is a mere reproduction of state-
ments from previous writers, which the borrower has
not verified and not always understood.

The principle which I have stated above will, of
course, find its illustration in the treatment of the
passages from the Rabbinical literature to be presently
examined. That is to say, an attempt will be made
to estimate the historical value of the statements
contained in them. But it should be observed that
for historical purposes they may be valuable in one
or both of two ways. Whether or not they establish
the fact that such and such an event took place, they
at least establish the fact that such and such a belief
was held in reference to the alleged event, or the
person concerned in it. Thus we shall find that
several instances are mentioned of miracles alleged
to have been worked by Jews or Christians. The
mere statement does not prove that these were actu-
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ally performed, any more than the mere state-
ment of the N.T. writers proves that the alleged
miracles of Jesus and the Apostles were actually
performed. But in the one case or in the other, the
record of alleged miracles, made in all good faith, is
clear proof of the belief that such events did take
place and had taken place.

So also we shall find many instances of discussion
upon topics chiefly scriptural, between Jewish Rabbis
and certain persons called Minim.? Now the record
of such discussions may be, in a given case, inaccurate ;
but it is proof positive of the belief that such discus-
sions had actually occurred, and indeed may be said
to establish not merely the belief but the fact that
they had occurred. Therefore, whatever may be the
amount of actual historical fact established by the -
passages from the Rabbinical writings examined in
the present work, they will at least have the value
(and it is no slight one) that belongs to records of
opinion and belief upon the subject for the illustration
of which they have been chosen.

To the consideration of those passages I will now
proceed, having given what I trust may be a sufficient,
as well as a reliable, explanation of their nature and
origin. I merely premise one word as to the classifi-
cation of them, and the method by which 1 shall deal
with their contents. 'The subjects referred to in them
are so various that an exhaustive classification would
involve a great deal of repetition, since one passage
might be appropriately placed under each of several
heads. This might be avoided by arranging them

1 The whole question of the interpretation of the word Minim will be
dealt with hereafter.
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in the order of their occurrence in the Talmudic
treatises and the several Midrashim. But such an
arrangement would not afford the slightest help to
the reader who wished to find what was said upon
a given subject, ¢.g. the Christian scriptures. The
same objection would apply to a chronological classi-
fication, according to which the passages should be
arranged under the dates of the several Rabbis
responsible for them.

I have thought it best to make a classification accord-
ing to the main subject dealt with in each passage. I
place first of all the passages referring to Jesus; then,
the much larger group of those relating to followers
of Jesus. Each passage or series of passages will have
its title, indicating the main subject to which it refers;
and an index of all the titles will be found in the table
of contents. Under each title will be given the trans-
lation of one or more passages, bearing upon the
particular topic, together with sufficient commentary
to explain its meaning and its connexion with the
main subject. The Hebrew and Aramaic texts,
numbered consecutively to correspond with the trans-
lated passages, will be collected in an appendix.
Following upon the translations and commentaries,
a concluding chapter will sum up the general results
of the inquiry, under the two main heads of the
Tradition concerning Jesus and the Tradition concern-
ing the Minim.






PASSAGES FROM THE RABBINICAL
LITERATURE,

ILLUSTRATING THE RISE AND DEVELOPMENT OF
CHRISTIANITY IN THE EARLY CENTURIES

DIVISION 1
A.—PASSAGES RELATING TO JESUS

BikRTH AND PARENTAGE OF JESUS

(1) b. Shabbath 104. (The passage in [ ] occurs
also b. Sanh. 672.) “He who cuts upon his
flesh.” It is tradition that Rabbi Eliezer said
to the Wise, < Did not Ben Stada bring spells
from Egypt in a cut which was upon his
flesh?’ They said to him, ‘He was a fool,
and they do not bring a proof from a fool.’
[Ben Stada is Ben Pandira. Rab Hisda said,
‘The husband was Stada, the paramour was
Pandira.” The husband was Pappos ben
Jehudah, the mother was Stada. The mother
was Miriam the dresser of women’s hair, as
we say in Pumbeditha, ¢ Such a one has been
false to her husband.’]

Commentary.’—The above passage occurs in a

11 would here express generally my indebtedness to the work of

Heinrich Laible, “ Jesus Christus im Talmud,” Berlin, 1891. In the section
35
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discussion upon the words in the Mishnah which
forbid all kinds of writing to be done on the Sabbath.
Several kinds are specified, and among them the
making of marks upon the flesh. The words at the
beginning of the translation are the text, so to speak,
of the Mishnah which is discussed in what follows.
To illustrate the practice of marking or cutting the
flesh, the compilers of the Gemara introduce a tradition
{Baraitha, not included in the Mishnah, see above, p.
21) according to which R. Eliezer asked the question,
‘Did not Ben Stada bring magical spells from Egypt
in an incision upon his flesh?’ His argument was
that as Ben Stada had done this, the practice might be
allowable. The answer was that Ben Stada was a
fool, and his case proved nothing. Upon the mention
however of Ben Stada, a note is added to explain who
that person was, and it is for the sake of this note
that the passage is quoted. First I will somewhat
expand the translation, which I have made as bald and
literal as I could.!

Ben Stada, says the Gemara, is the same as Ben
Pandira. Was he then the son of two fathers? No.
Stada was the name of the husband (of his mother),
Pandira the name of her paramour. This is the opinion

of my work relating to Jesus I have made constant use of his book, and can
hardly claim to have done more than rearrange his material and modify
some of his conclusions. If it had not been my purpose to extend my own
work over a wider field than that which he has so thoroughly explored, I
should not have written at all.

! In all the translations which I shall give, I shall make no attempt to
write elegant English ; I wish to keep as closely as possible to a word for
word rendering, so that the reader who does not understand the original
text may have some idea of what it is like, and what it really says. A
flowing translation often becomes a mere paraphrase, and sometimes seriously
misrepresents the original.
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of Rab Hisda,a Babylonian teacher of the third century
(A.D. 217-309). But that cannot be true, says the
Gemara, because the husband is known to have been
called Pappus ben Jehudah. Stada must have been
not the father but the mother. But how can that be,
because the mother was called Miriam the dresser of
women’s hair? Miriam was her proper name, con-
cludes the Gemara, and Stada a nickname, as people
say in Pumbeditha S'tatk da, she has gone aside, from
her husband.

The two names Ben Stada and Ben Pandira
evidently refer to the same person, and that that
person is Jesus is shown clearly by the fact that we
sometimes meet with the full name ¢Jeshu ben
Pandira’—thus T. Hull, ii. 23, “in the name of Jeshu
ben Pandira”; and also the fact that <Jeshu’ is
sometimes found as a variant of ¢ Ben Stada’ in parallel
passages—thus b. Sanh. 43 says, “On the eve of Pesah
(Passover) they hung Jeshu,” while in the same
tractate, p. 672, it is said, “Thus did they to Ben
Stada in Liud, they hung him on the eve of Pesah.
Ben Stada is Ben Pandira, etec.” Then follows the
same note of explanation as in the passage from
Shabbath which we are studying. (See below,
p- 79).

There can be no reasonable doubt that the
‘Jeshu’ who is variously called Ben Stada and Ben
Pandira is the historical Jesus, the founder of
Christianity. It is true that the name Jeshu’a, though
not common, was the name of others beside Jesus of
Nazareth ; and even in the New Testament (Col. iv.
11) there is- mention of one Jesus who is called
Justus. It i1s also true that the Jewish com-
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mentators on the Talmud try to prove that another
Jesus is referred to, who is described in various
passages as having been contemporary with R.
Jehoshua ben Perahjah, about a century n.c. These
passages will be dealt with hereafter.! DBut when it
is said, as in the passage referred to above (T. Hull,
ii. 28), and elsewhere, that certain persons professed
to be able to heal the sick in the name of ‘ Jeshu ben
Pandira,” it is impossible to doubt that the reference
is to Jesus of Nazareth.

Various conjectures have been made in explana-
tion of the epithets Ben Stada and Ben Pandira. In
regard to the first, the explanation of the Gemara
that Stada is a contraction of S'tath da is certainly
not the original one, for it is given as a common
phrase in use in Pumbeditha, a Babylonian town
where there was a famous Rabbinical College. But
the epithet Ben Stada in reference to Jesus was well
known in Palestine, and that too at a much earlier
date than the time of R. Hisda. This is shown by
the remark of R. Eliczer, who lived at the end of the
first century and on into the second. The derivation
- from S’tiath da would be possible in Palestine no less
than in Babylonia ; but it does not seem to have been
suggested in the former country, and can indeed hardly
be considered as anything more than a mere guess at
the meaning of a word whose original significance was
no longer known.? It is impossible to say whether
Stada originally denoted the mother or the father of
Jesus ; we can only be sure that it implied some con-
tempt or mockery. I attach no value to the sug-

1 Bee below, p. 54, No. 8,
% Bee below, p. 345, for a possible explanation of the name B, Stada.
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gestion! that Stada is made up of two Latin words,
¢Sta, da,” and denotes a Roman soldier, one of the
traditions being that the real father of Jesus was a
soldier.

Of the term Ben Pandira also explanations have
been suggested, which are far from being satisfactory.
Pandira (also written Pandera, or Pantira, or Pantiri)
may, as Strauss suggested (quoted by Hitzig in
Hilgenfeld’s Ztschft., as above), represent mevfepds,
meaning son-in-law ; but surely there is nothing dis-
tinctive in such an epithet to account for its being
specially applied to Jesus. The name Pandira may
also represent wdvfnp (less probably wavfijpa, the final
a being the Aramaic article, not the Greek feminine
ending); but what reason there was for calling Jesus
the son of the Panther is not clear to me.? Again,
Pandira may represent mapfévos, and the obvious
appropriateness of a name indicating the alleged birth
of Jesus from a virgin might make us overlook the
improbability that the form wapfévos should be
hebraized into the form Pandira, when th- Greek
word could have been reproduced almost unchanged
in a Hebrew form. It is not clear, moreover, why a
Greek word should have been chosen as an epithet for

1 Hitzig in Hilgenfeld’s ¢ Ztschft,,” 1865, p. 344 fol,

2 1 know that the name Idsfnp is mentioned in this connexion by
Christian writers. Origen (ap. Epiphanins, Hwr, 78, cited by Wagenseil)
8ays, Olros uév vydp 6 lwoho adergds wapaylveras Tob Kawrd, Ay 8¢ vlds 7ob
LaxdB, drixAny 8¢ TIdvOnp kakovuévov, &uddrepoi olros dmd rob Tdvinpos dwixAny
yowvivras, Origen doubtless knew that the Jews called Jesus ¢Ben
Pandira’; but, as he does not explain how Jacob, the father of Joseph,
came to be called Ndvénp, he does not throw any light on the meaning of the
term as applied to Jesus, And as there is no trace of any such name in the
genealogy given in the Gospels, it is at least possible that the name Ben
Pandira suggested NMdvénp, instead of being suggested by it.
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Jesus. I cannot satisfy myself that any of the suggested
explanations solve the problem; and being unable to
propose any other, 1 leave the two names Ben Stada
and Ben Pandira as relics of ancient Jewish mockery
against Jesus, the clue to whose meaning is now lost.

Pappos ben Jehudah, whom the Gemara alleges
to have been the husband of the mother of Jesus,
is the name of a man who lived a century after
Jesus, and who is said to have been so suspicious
of his wife that he locked her into the house
whenever he went out (b. Gitt. 90°). He was
contemporary with, and a friend of, R. Aqiba; and
one of the two conflicting opinions concerning the
epoch of Jesus places him also in the time of Agiba.
Probably this mistaken opinion, together with the
tradition that Pappos ben Jehudah was jealous of his
wife, account for the mixing up of his name with the
story of the parentage of Jesus.

The name Miriam (of which Mary is the equiva-
lent) is the only one which tradition correctly pre-
served. And the curious remark that she was a
dresser of women’s hair conceals another reminiscence
of the Gospel story. For the words in the Talmud
are ‘ Miriam m’gaddela nashaia.’ The second word
is plainly based upon the name ¢Magdala’; and
though, of course, Mary Magdalene was not the
mother of Jesus, her name might easily be confused
with that of the other Mary.

The passage in the Gemara which we are examin-
ing shows plainly enough that only a very dim and
confused notion existed as to the parentage of Jesus
in the time when the tradition was recorded. It
rests, however, on some knowledge possessed at one
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time of the story related in the Gospels. That story
undoubtedly lays itself open to the coarse interpreta-
tion put upon it by Jewish enemies of Jesus, viz.,
that he was born out of wedlock. The Talmud
knows that his mother was called Miriam, and knows
also that Miriam (Mary) of Magdala had some con-
nexion with the story of his life. Beyond that it
knows nothing, not even the meaning of the names
by which it refers to Jesus. The passage in the
Talmud under examination cannot be earlier than the
beginning of the fourth century, and is moreover a
report of what was said in Babylonia, not Palestine.

Mary THE MoTHER OF JESUS

(2) b. Hag. 4>.—When Rab Joseph came to this
verse (Exod. xxiil. 17), he wept, There is that
18 destroyed without justice (Prov. xiii. 28). He
said, Is there any who has departed before his
time? None but this [told] of Rab Bibi bar
Abaji. The Angel of Death was with him.
The Angel said to his messenger, ¢ Go, bring
me Miriam the dresser of women’s hair’ He
brought him Miriam the teacher of children.
He [the Angel] said, ‘I told thee Miriam the
dresser of women’s hair.” He said, ¢1If so, I
will take this one back.” He said, °Since
thou hast brought this one, let her be among
the number [of the dead]’

(2a) Tosaphoth.—*The Angel of Death was with
him: he related what had already happened,
for this-about Miriam the dresser of women’s
hair took place in [the time of] the second
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temple, for she was the mother of a certain
person, as it is said in Shabbath, p. 104.”

Commentary.—This passage, like the preceding
one, is centuries later than the time of Jesus. R.
Bibi bar Abaji, as also R. Joseph, belonged to the
end of the third and beginning of the fourth century,
and both lived in Babylonia. R. Joseph was head of
the college at Pumbeditha, in which office Abaji, the
father of Bibi, succeeded him. As the story is told
it involves a monstrous anachronism, which is noted
by the authors of the Tosaphoth (medieval com-
mentators on the Talmud). The compilers of the
Gemara can scarcely have believed that Miriam, the
dresser of women’s hair, was still living in the time of
R. Joseph and R. Bibi; for, as the preceding passage
shows, she was thought to have been the mother of
Jesus. So far as I know, this is the only reference to
the Miriam in question which brings down her life-
time to so late a date; and, if we do not accept the
explanation of the Tosaphoth, that the Angel of
Death told R. Bibi what had happened long ago, we
may suppose that what is described is a dream of the
Rabbi’s. Of the Miriam who, according to the story,
was cut off by death before her time, nothing what-
ever is known. The passage merely shows that the
name of Miriam, the dresser of women’s hair, was
known in the Babylonian schools at the end of the
third and the beginning of the fourth century. The
incident of the fate of the two Miriams is merely
brought in to illustrate the text that some are cut
off without justice. And this again forms part of a
discussion on the duty of appearing three times in
the year before the Lord. This passage adds nothing
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to our knowledge of the Rabbinical belief concerning
the mother of Jesus; it is only given because it refers
to her, my object being, as already explained, to pre-
sent as complete a series as I can of Rabbinical
passages bearing upon Jesus and Christianity.

There is, in j. Hag. 774, a reference to a certain
Miriam the daughter of 'Eli, whom, on account of
the name (¢f. Luke iii. 28), one might be tempted to
connect with the story of Jesus; but there seems to
be no suspicion on the part of the Talmud of any
such connexion, and what is told about her does not
seem to me to point in that direction.

JESUS ALLEGED TO BE A ‘MAaAMZER'?!

(8) M. Jeb. iv. 18 [b. Gemara, Jeb. 49° same
words; j. Gemara does not mention the
passage]. Rabbi Shim’on ben ’Azai said, ‘I
have found a roll of pedigrees in Jerusalem,
and therein is written A certain person spurius
est cx adultera [natus]; to confirm the words
of Rabbi Jehoshua.’

Commentary.—This passage is from the Mishnah,
and therefore (see Introduction) belongs to the older
stratum of the Talmud. R. Shim'on ben 'Azai was
the contemporary and friend of Agiba, about the end
of the first and beginning of the second century.
They were both disciples of R. Jehoshua ben
Hananiah (b. Taan. 26*), of whom frequent mention
will be made in these pages. R. Jehoshua, in his
early life, had been a singer in the Temple (b. Erach.
11Y), and his teacher, R. Johanan ben Zaccai, was old

1 M0, of spurious birth,
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enough to have scen and remembered Jesus.! The
Rabbis mentioned here were amongst the leading
men of their time, and on that account must have
been much concerned with the questions arising out
of the growth of Christianity. R. Jehoshua is ex-
pressly mentioned as having been one of the chief
defenders of Israel against the Minim ; and, whatever
may be the precise significance of that term, it will
be shown subsequently that it includes Christians,
though it may possibly include others also. R.
Agqiba also is said to have been a particularly zealous
opponent of the Christians. Indeed, according to
one of the two conflicting opinions represented in the
Talmud, Jesus was actually a contemporary of Aqiba,
an anachronism which finds its best explanation in a
pronounced hostility on the part of Aqiba towards
the Christians. When, therefore, Shim’on b. ’Azai
reported that he had found a book of pedigrees, in
which it was stated that ‘a certain person’ (peloni)
was of spurious birth, it is certainly probable that the
reference is to Jesus. Unless some well-known man
were intended, there would be no point in referring
to him; and unless there had been some strong
reason for avoiding his name, the name would have
been given in order to strengthen the argument
founded upon the case. For it is said that Shim’on
ben ’Azai made his statement ‘in order to confirm
the words of R. Jehoshua.” And R. Jehoshua had
laid it down that a bastard is one who is condemned

! It has been suggested that the John mentioned in Acts iv. 6 is the
same as Johanan ben Zaccai ; but there is no evidence for this identification
except the similarity of name. Since the Rabbi was a Pharisee, it is not on
the face of it probable that he should be “of the kindred of the High
Priest.”
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to a judicial death,! i.c. one born of a union which
was prohibited under penalty of such a death. Now
Jesus undoubtedly had been condemned (though not
on account of his birth) to a judicial death, as the
Talmud recognises (see passages given subsequently,
pp- 80, 83) and Shim’on ben ’Azai brings the evidence
of the book which he had discovered, to show that In
the case of a notorious person the penalty of a
judicial death had followed upon unlawful birth.

The alleged discovery of a book of pedigrees in
Jerusalem may be historical ; for the Jews were not
prohibited from entering Jerusalem until the revolt of
Bar Cocheba had been suppressed by Hadrian, a.p.
135, and ben Azal was dead before that time. What
the book was cannot now be determined. The title,
Book of Pedigrees, is quite general. It is worth
noticing, however, that the present gospel of Matthew
begins with the words, The book of the genealogy of
Jesus Christ. 1t 1s just possible that the book to
which ben ’Azai referred was this Gospel, or rather an
Aramaic forerunner of it, or again it may have been
a roll containing one or other of the two pedigrees
recorded in Matthew and Luke.

CovErRT REFERENCE TO JESUS

(4) b. Joma. 66%.—They asked R. Eliezer, - What
of a certain person as regards the world to
come’? He said to them, ¢Ye have only
asked me concerning a certain person.” <What
of the shepherd saving the sheep from the
lion’?" He said to them, ¢ Ye have only asked

11 2 nw ey pavne S oy S



46 CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

me concerning the sheep.’ ¢What of saving
the shepherd from the lion’? He said, ‘Ye
have only asked me concerning the shepherd.’
‘What of a Mamzer, as to inheriting’? <What
of his performing the levirate duty’? ¢What
of his founding his house’? ¢What of his
founding his sepulchre’? [They asked these
questions] not because they differed on them,
but because he never said anything which he
had not heard from his teacher from of old.
[See a somewhat similar series of questions,

T. Jeb. iii. 8, 4.]
Commentary.—This passage is full of obscurities.
I record it here because of its reference to ¢ peloni,” ‘a
certain person,’ the same phrase which occurred in
the preceding extract. R. Eliezer was a very well-
known teacher at the end of the first century; and
later on will be given a passage which describes how
he was once arrested on a charge of heresy, presum-
ably Christianity (see below, p. 187). The words
translated are a Baraitha (see above, p. 21), i.e. they
belong to a period contemporary with the Mishnah,
though they are not included in it. Moreover the
style of the language is that of the Mishnah, not that
of the Gemara. Further, a set of questions addressed
to the same R. Eliezer, and including some of those
translated above, is found in the Tosephta (T. Jeb. iii.
8, 4). Among the questions given in Tosephta are
those about ¢ peloni,’ and about the ¢ Mamzer.” It is
evident that the authors neither of the Gemara nor of
the Tosephta understood the full meaning of the
questions. The explanation is that the questions
were asked ‘not because there was any difference of
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opinion, but because R. Eliezer never said anything
which he had not heard from his teacher.’” The same
explanation is given in reference to another set of
questions addressed to Eliezer (b. Succ. 27°, 28*), and
from the latter passage it appears to be Eliezer’s own
declaration concerning himself. But it has no bear-
ing on the nuestions and answers translated above,
unless it be this, that as Eliezer was known to have
had some connexion with Christianity, his questioners
tried to get at his own opinion concerning Jesus,
and that he fenced with the questions, not caring to
answer directly, and perhaps not being able to answer
on the authority of his teacher. The particular point
of each question I am unable to explain; but one
can see an opportunity for allusion to Jesus in the
questions as to the fate of ¢ peloni’ in the future life,
as to the ¢ Mamzer’ founding a house (i.c. a family),
or a sepulchre, if it were known that Jesus was not
married, and that he was buried in the grave of a
stranger. I can throw no light upon the ‘saving the
sheep (or the shepherd) from the lion.’ That this
passage contains a covert reference to Jesus is the
opinion of Levy, NNH.-W., iv. 54%, s.v. s, and also of
Edersheim, L. &. 'T. of J. M,, ii. 193, who ventures a
comparison with John x. 11.  Is it likely that the con-
tents of that Gospel, supposing it to have been in
existence at the time, would be known to Eliezer
or his questioners ?

THE ANCESTRY OF THE MOTHER oF JESUS
(5) b. Sanh, 106*.—R. Johanan said [concerning
Balaam], ¢ In the beginning a prophet, in the
end a deceiver.” Rab Papa said, ¢ This is that
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which they say, She was the descendant of
princes and rulers, she played the harlot with
carpenters.’

Commentary.—It will be shown subsequently that
Jesus is often referred to in the Talmud under the
figure of Balaam, and the words just translated occur
in the middle of a long passage about Balaam. No
name is mentioned to indicate what woman is meant.
But the context suggests that the mother of Jesus is
intended ; and the suggestion is borne out by the
statement that the woman mated with a carpenter.!
The passage, as it stands, is of a late date; for R.
Papa, who said the words, was head of the college at
Sura from 854 to 874 A.p. Possibly it arose out of
some imperfect acquaintance with the genealogies in
the Gospels, these being regarded as giving the
ancestry of Mary instead of that of Joseph. The
mistake might naturally arise; for if Joseph were not
the father of Jesus, and if Jesus were alleged to be
the son of David, or of royal descent, as the Talmud
itself (b. Sanh. 43%) is by some thought to admit,’? then
evidently his royal ancestry must have been on his
mother’s side.

ALLEGED CONY¥ESSION BY THE MOTHER OF JESUS

(6) b. Kallah. 51a.—Impudens: R. Eliezer dicit
spurium esse, R. Jehoshua menstruse filium,
R. Agiba et spurium et menstrue filium.
Sedebant quondam seniores apud portam,

1 The Munich MS. has in the margin 723J instead of 133, i.c. the singular,

not the plural.
2 This at least is one interpretation of the expression nabub 2P, see

below, p. 89.
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preeterierunt duo pueri quorum unus caput
operuit, alter revelavit. Dixit R. Eliezer,
de illo qui caput revelaverat, ¢ Spurius est’;
R. Jehoshua ‘Menstruae filius’; R. Agqiba
‘Spurius, et menstruaz filius” Responderunt
illi, ‘Quomodo cor te inflat, ut verbis sociorum
contradixeris!’ Dixit eis ‘ Rem confirmabo.’
Abiit ad matrem pueri, quam vidit in foro
sedentem dum legumina vendebat. Dixit
ei ‘Filia mea, si mihi id de quo rogabo
respondeas, in seculum futurum te ducam.’
Respondit illi ‘Jura mihi’ Juravit R. Aqiba
ore, sed corde irritum fecit.” Dixit el ¢ Filius
hic tuus, qualis est?” Respondit ‘Quum
thalamum introivi menstrua eram, et separavit
a me conjux; paranymphus autem venit ad
me, quapropter hic puer et spurius est et
menstruz filius.” Responderunt (Rabbini)
‘Magnus erat R. Agqiba, quum magistros
suos refutaret.’ Illa hora dixerunt ‘Benedictus
Deus Israel, qui R. Aqibz secretum suum
revelavit !’

Commentary.—1 give the above passage with some
hesitation, because I doubt whether it has anything
to do with the legendary history of Jesus. There is
nothing to point him out as the child in question,
and the few details which the story contains do not
agree with what we have gathered hitherto as the
Rabbinical account of the parentage of Jesus. So
far as I know, this passage stands by itself, without
being mentioned or referred to in any other Talmudic
tractate ; and the tractate Kallah, in which it is found,

is of later origin than the main body of the Talmud.
4
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I, as is possible, it may have been suggested by the
story in Luke ii. 41 fol,, it can in no case be evidence
for opinion concerning Jesus in those centuries with
which we are concerned. And my chief reason for
inserting it is that I do not wish to leave out any
passage to which reference has been made as having
a supposed bearing on the subject. At the same
time, the fact that use has been made of the story in
the book called the Zoldoth Jesh (ed. Huldreich,
p- 22, ed. Wagenseil, p. 12), shows that it was
regarded as having reference to Jesus. In the work
“«J. C. im Talmud,” p. 84 fol., Laible argues that
the original author of the passage had no thought
of Jesus in his mind. It is possible that the story is
a free invention to explain the words of Shim’on
b. ’Azai (quoted above, p. 48), which refer to a
‘certain person’ as having been ‘spurius et men-
struee filius” If so, Laible would be justified in
saying that while the original author of the story
had no thought of Jesus in his mind, nevertheless the
real reference was to Jesus.

JESUS AND HIS TEACHER

(7) b. Sanh. 107*.—Our Rabbis teach, Ever let
the left hand repel and the right hand invite,
not like Elisha who repulsed Gehazi with both
hands, and not like R. Jehoshua ben Perahjah,
who repulsed Jeshu (the Nazarene) with both
hands. Gehazi, as it is written . . . .}

1 The passage referring to Gehazi will be dealt with under another head.
8ee below, No. 27, p. 87 fol,
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What of R. Jehoshua ben Perahjah? When
Jannai the king killed our Rabbis, R. Jehoshua
ben Perahjah [and Jesus] fled to Alexandria of
Egypt. When there was peace, Shim’on ben
Shetah sent to him, “From me [Jerusalem]
the city of holiness, to thee Alexandria of
Egypt [my sister]. My husband stays in thy
midst and I sit forsaken.” He came, and
found himself at a certain inn; they showed
him great honour. He said, < How beautiful
is this Acsania!’* (Jesus) said to him, ¢ Rabbi,
she has narrow eyes.” He said, - Wretch, dost
thou employ thyself thus?’ He sent out four
hundred trumpets and excommunicated him.
He [i.e. Jesus] came before him many times
and said to him, ‘ Receive me.” But he would
not notice him. One day he [i.e. R. Jeh.] was
reciting the Shema’, he [z.e. Jesus] came before
him. He was minded to receive him, and
made a sign to him. He [i.e. Jesus] thought
that he repelled him. He went and hung up
a tile and worshipped it. He [R. Jeh.]said to
him, < Return.” He replied, ¢ Thus I have re-
ceived from thee, that every one who sins and
causes the multitude to sin, they give him not
the chance to repent.” And a teacher has
said, ‘ Jesus the Nazarene practised magic and
led astray and deceived Israel.’

Commentary.—The above passage occurs in almost
exactly the same words in b. Sotah. 472, and the
incident of the escape to Alexandria and the letter

1 NID3N denotes both inn and innkeeper. R. Jeh. uses it in the first
sense ; the answering remark implies the second meaning, ¢ hostess.’



52 CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

from Jerusalem is mentioned in j. Hag. ii. 2; j.
Sanh. vi. 9.! The passage j. Hag. ii. 2 gives a very
brief account of the dissension between the Rabbi
and “ one of his disciples,” but does not give the name
of the latter. This is probably the basis of what was
afterwards expanded in the Babylonian Gemara.

The passage before us is the locus classicus for the
second Talmudic theory as to the time when Jesus
lived. ¢Jannai the king’ is Alexander Jannseus, who
reigned from 104 to 78 B.c., thus a full century before
Jesus lived. Shim’on b. Shetah, the king’s brother-
in-law, and Jehoshua b. Perahjah (as also Jehudah
b. Tabbai of the Palestinian version) were leading
Pharisees of the time; and the massacre of the
Rabbis, which led to the escape of one of them to
Alexandria, is a historical event. The question is,
how did the name of Jesus come to be introduced
into a story referring to a time so long before his
own?®* Bearing in mind that the Rabbis had

! Where, however, the fugitive is not Jehoshua ben Perahjah but Jehudah
ben Tabbai.

* The name of Jesus is found in this paseage in the codices of Munich,
Florence, and Carlsruhe, used by Rabbinowicz, also in all the older editions
of the Talmud. In the edition of Basel, 1578-81, and in all later ones, the
censor of the press has expunged it. See Rabbinowicz Varis Lectiones, Sanh.
ad loc. Here in perhaps the best place to refer to the epithet ha-Notzri
(%1 as applied to Jesus. It is well known that the name of Nazareth
does not occur in the Talmud, and indeed first appears in Jewish writings
80 late as the hymns of Qalir (o.D. 900 c¥rca), in the form Natzerath. This
is probably the correct Hebrew form ; but there must have been another
form, Notzerath, or Notzerah, to account for the adjective Notzri. Perhaps
Notzerah was the local pronunciation in the dialect of Galilee, where the
sound & or @ frequently representa the & or & of new Hebrew ; thus,
"I for 'BP» NITW for 1T Jordan), XDIND for ®51ID (Magdals). With
this corresponds the fact that the Syriac gives Notzérath and Notzérojo
for the name of the town and of its inhabitants. That from Naotzerath or
Natzerah could be formed an adjective Notzri is shown by the examples
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extremely vague ideas of the chronology of past
times, we may perhaps find the origin of the story in
its Babylonian form in a desire to explain the con-
nexion of Jesus (Ben Stada, see above, No. 1), with
Egypt. The connecting link may, perhaps, be found
in the fact of a flight into Egypt to escape the anger
of a king. This was known in regard to R. Jehoshua
ben Perahjah, and the Gospel (Matt. ii. 13 fol.) records
a similar event in regard to Jesus. The short Pales-
tinian story in j. Hag. vi. 2 shows that there was
a tradition that the Rabbi had excommunicated a
rebellious disciple, whose name is not given. As
the story now stands in the Babylonian version,
there are several details in it which appear to have
reference to Jesus, and which probably were due to
some confused remembrance of tradition about him.
In addition to the flight into Egypt, there is the fact
that Jesus was known to have set himself against
the authority of the Rabbis, and to have been the
founder of a false religion. And the rebuke, ¢ Dost
thou thus employ thyself,” s.e. with thinking whether
a woman is beautiful, may be based on a gross distor-
tion of the fact that the Gospel tradition gives a
prominent place to women as followers of Jesus.
Moreover the final answer of the banished disciple in
the story, that <one who sins and causes the multi-
tude to sin is allowed no chance to repent,’” points

Timni from Timnah, Jehudi from Jehudah. The adjective Nalwpaios (Acts
xxviii. 22) would seem to imply an alternative form Natzara, the second a
being replaced by 5 in the Galilean dialect, as in Notazri for Natzri. The
form Natzara indeed is adopted by Keim as the more correct ; but I do not
see how to avoid recognising both Notzérah (NazSrah) and Natzara as
equally legitimate, that is as representing variations in the pronunciation,
not original difference in the formation of the name.
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clearly to the historical Jesus; for the simple act of
idolatry mentioned in the story cannot be called a
‘causing of the multitude to sin.” What the point
may be of the statement that Jesus hung up a tile,
a burnt brick, and worshipped it, I cannot explain.

This passage is found in its full extent only in the
Babylonian Gemara, and is probably of very late
date. It is introduced as an illustration of the saying,
“ Let the left hand repel and the right hand invite.”
But there was already an illustration of that saying in
the case of Elisha and Gehazi, and the whole passage
is brought in, where it occurs in the tractate San-
hedrin, as belonging to the subject of Gehazi. I sug-
gest that the mention of R. Jehoshua and Jesus was
an addition founded on the Palestinian tradition and
prompted by the mention of Elisha and Gehazi; and
further that this addition was made in the schools of
Babylonia, upon uncertain authority. It is not cited
under the name of any Rabbi; and the last sentence
of it, which distinctly refers it to Jesus, only does so
on the authority of ‘a teacher,” whose name, presum-
ably, was not known. The glaring anachronism, of
making Jesus contemporary with R. Jehoshua b.
Perahjah, is more easy to understand on this theory,
than if we suppose the story to have originated in
Palestine at a time nearer to that when Jesus actually
lived.!

JEsus A MagiciaN. (See also (1) above.)

(8) T. Shabb. xi. 15.—¢ He that cuts marks on his
flesh’; R. Eliezer condemns, the wise permit.

! As to the other anachronism, which makes Jesus contemporary with R.
Agqiba, a century after his own time, see above, p. 40.
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He said to them, ‘ And did not Ben Stada
learn only in this way ?’ They said to him,
Because of one fool are we to destroy all
discerning people ?’

Commentary.—The extract (1) above, and the
parallel passage j. Shabb. 134, contain almost the same
words. I repeat them here because of their reference
to the character of Jesus as a magician. In the
earlier quotation the main reference of the passage
was to the parentage of Jesus.

It has already been shown that Ben Stada denotes
Jesus. (See above, p. 37 fol.) What is the meaning
of the statement that he brought magical charms
from Egypt concealed in an incision in his flesh? 1
do not know of anything related about Jesus which
could have given rise to the detail about the cutting
of his flesh. The charge that he was a magician is
no doubt based on the belief that he did many
miracles, a belief which found ample support in the
Gospel records. We shall see later on that miracles,
whether done by Jews or Christians, were ascribed to
magic, and were not on that account despised. Now
Egypt was regarded as the especial home of magic,
an opinion expressed in the Talmud, b. Qidd. 49°:—
“Ten measures of sorcery descended into the world,
Egypt received nine, the rest of the world one.” To
say that Jesus learnt magic in Egypt is to say that
he was a great magician, more powerful than others.
And as we have seen in the preceding extract (7)
there was a tradition that he had had something to
do with Egypt. As to the manner in which he is
alleged to have brought away with him Egyptian
magic, a curious explanation is given by Rashi (b.
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Shabb. 104%) to the effect that the Egyptian magi-
cians did not allow anyone to carry away magical
charms from their country ; and therefore, since Jesus
could not take them away in writing, he concealed
them in the manner described, or perhaps tattooed
magical signs on his flesh. Whether Rashi had any
authority for his statement, or whether he only
devised it to explain the passage before him, I do
not know. The date of the passage under considera-
tion is to some extent determined by the fact that it
is taken from the Tosephta (see above, p. 21), a collec-
tion which represents an earlier stratum of tradition
than that embodied in the Gemara. The Eliezer who
is mentioned is of course the same as the one men-
tioned in (1) above, and we may take it that the
reference there, p. 36, to a ¢ Baraitha,’ is a reference to
the present passage. The answer, that < Ben Stada
was a fool,” does not perhaps imply any censure on
Jesus, but merely that any one would be foolish who
should act as Ben Stada was said to have done.!

Jesus ¢ Burns His Foop’

(9) b. Sanh. 108>.—For Rab Hisda said that Rab
Jeremiah bar Abba said, - What is that which
is written: There shall no evil befall thee,
neither shall any plague come nigh thy dwelling
[Ps. xci. 10]. .. .. Another explanation:
There shall no evil befall thee, [means], < that
evil dreams and evil thoughts may tempt thee
not,’ and neither shall any plague come migh

! But see below, p. 345 n., for a poesible alternative to the foregoing
explanation.
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thy dwelling [means] ‘that thou mayst not
have a son or a disciple who burns his food in
public like Jeshu the Nazarene.’
[The concluding phrase is found in another
connexion, b. Ber. 17°, see below, p. 61.]
Commentary.—This passage is Gemara, and the R.
Hisda who cites the exposition of the Psalm is the
same as the one mentioned in (1) above. He was a
Babylonian, and lived a.n. 217-3809. R. Jeremiah
bar Abba, from whom he quoted, was his contem-
porary, and apparently of much about the same age.
The point of interest in the above extract is the
phrase which I have translated literally, ¢burns his
food, like Jesus the Nazarene.” What did Jesus do
that could be so described? It is clear that as
applied to him, it must have a figurative meaning.
1t is sometimes, however, intended quite literally.
Thus, b. Betz. 29*: “The cook measures spices and
puts them into his dish, that they may not burn
[i.e. spoil] his food.” This is evidently literal, except
that in English we should not use the word ‘burn’
in this connexion. The phrase occurs in the
Mishnah, Gitt. ix. 10, and the question has often
been discussed, whether there it is intended literally
or figuratively. The words are, «“The School of
Shammai say that a man may not divorce his wife
unless he find in her a matter of shame, for it is
said [Deut. xxiv. 1), because he hath found in her a
shameful matter. The School of Hillel say [he may
divorce her] even if she burn his food, for it is said,
and R. Agqiba says, Even if he have found another
[woman] more beautiful than she, for it is said, Iy
she shall not find favour in thine eyes.” This passage
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has often been cited as showing the laxity of the
Rabbinical views on the question of divorce, especi-
ally as held by the school of Hillel. And the charge
has been met by maintaining that the phrase ¢burns
his food’ means, ‘brings dishonour upon him,’
‘brings his name into disrepute.’” Whether or not
the phrase may have some such figurative meaning,
there is good ground for taking it literally in this
famous passage of the Mishnah. It has been well
shown in a recent work,! by Amram, that Hillel
and Aqiba, and the school in general who sided with
them, were declaring not what was their ethical ideal,
but what in their view the law permitted. They
had to declure the law, not to make it; and the
reason why they did not—as they probably could
have done—lay down an interpretation of the law
more in accordance with their own ethical view,
was that the ancient custom of Israel assumed the
absolute liberty of a man to divorce his wife at his
will, and without giving reasons for his action. The
law could not attempt more than slightly to restrict
that liberty, except at the cost of remaining a mere
dead letter. Hillel, in this passage, declares that,
as a matter of fact, the law, in his opinion, does allow
a man to divorce his wife, even for such a trivial
offence as burning his food. But Hillel and his
school, did not, on that account, approve of such
liberty of divorce. On the very same page of the
Gemara, where this Mishnah is explained, b. Gitt.
90% a Rabbi of the school of Hillel says, “ He who
divorces his first wife, the altar of God sheds tears
thereat.” To the above argument in favour of the
1 The Jewish Law of Divorce. London, 1897, p. 33 fol.
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literal meaning of the phrase ‘burns his food’ in
this disputed Mishnah, may be added that Rashi and
other Jewish commentators interpret it quite literally,
and give not the slightest hint of a figurative mean-
ing. Also the fact that, whatever Hillel may have
meant, Aqiba’s dictum is evidently literal,' so that
it is unlikely that Hillel’s words were figurative.

But while this is quite true, it is also true that the
literal meaning of the phrase will not apply in all
cases where 1t occurs. When it is said, as in the
extract from b. Sanh. 1032, under consideration, and
also in b. Ber. 17°, ¢ that there may not be a son or
a disciple who burns his food in public,” something
much more serious must be intended than a literal
‘burning of food” The clue to this figurative
meaning is given in the Talmud itself, b. Berach. 342
The Gemara in this place is commenting on the
following words of the Mishnah: ¢« He who says
‘The good shall bless thee,” lo, this is the way of
heresy. He who goes before the Ark, if he makes
a mistake, another shall go in his stead, and let there
be no refusal at such a time.” To ‘go before the
Ark’is to stand at the lectern to recite the prayers
in the Synagogue. And the Mishnah has just
remarked that some liturgical phrases are signs of
heresy in the reader. Therefore the Mishnah directs
what is to be done when a reader makes a mistake.
Another man is to take his place and there must be
no refusal on the part of the second man. That is
the Mishnah. The Gemara says: “ Our Rabbis have
taught ¢ He who goes before the Ark ought [at first]

! SBee Edersheim, “ L. and T. of J. the M.,” ii. 333 n? where he success-
fully proves the literalness of the phrase in Gitt. ix. 10.
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to refuse. He who does not refuse is like food
without salt. He who refuses too much is like food
of which the salt has burnt (or spoiled) it.”” The
meaning of this is clear. One who refuses too much
is open to the suspicion of heresy, and he is like food
that is spoiled or burnt by too much salt. The point
of the comparison may perhaps be that as too much
salt spoils good food, so the disciple, by too much
self-will and conceit in his own wisdom, spoils the
sound teaching that is given to him, which would
have been his mental food.! When, therefore, it is
said “a son or disciple who burns his food,” that
means “ one who is open to the suspicion of heresy.”
It has already been mentioned that the phrase,
“a son or disciple who burns his food’ occurs in two
passages, b. Ber. 17°, and b. Sanh. 103* (translated
above). In the former, the Gemara, in an exposition
of Ps. cxliv. 14: ¢ There is no breaking in and no
going  forth, and no outcry in the streets,’ says:
* There is no breaking in,’ that our company be not
as the company of David from which Ahitophel went
out, and ‘there is no going forth’ that our company
be not as the company of Saul, from which Doeg,
the Edomite, went forth, and ‘7o outcry,’ that our
company be not as the company of Elisha from which
Gehazi went out, and ‘in our streets’ that there be
not to us a son or disciple who burns his food in
public like Jeshu the Nazarene®> Now we shall see,

1 With this figurative meaning of ‘salt) denoting ‘independence of
mind,” may be compared Mark ix. 49, 50, “ For every one shall be salted
with fire. . . . Have salt in yourselves. . . .”

? The printed text does not mention ¢Jeshu ha-Notzri’ The reading,

however, is found in all the older editions and the MSS. See Rabbinowicz
on the passage, Note that this exposition of the Pealm is said to have been
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hereafter, that Ahitophel, Doeg and Gehazi, are all,
in the view of the Talmud, tainted with heresy
(Minuth). These three, along with Balaam, the
chief infidel, are said in the Mishnah, Sanh. x. 1, to
have no part in the world to come. And the same
Mishnah makes a similar declaration in regard to
Jeroboam, Ahab and Manasseh. The passage in
b. Ber. 17%, as quoted in the Aruch (s.v. np) reads
thus, “burns his food in public, like Manasseh.”
And this has probably led the author of that work
to explain the meaning of ‘burns his food in public’
by ¢sets up idols in public,” establishes false worships.
But, as Rabbinowicz has shown, not ¢ Manasseh,”
but «J eshu ha-Notzri,” is the original reading; and
this fact is conclusive against the explanation of the
author of the Aruch. It is absurd to say of Jesus
that he set up idols. I conclude, therefore, that in
the passage before us the reference to Jesus is
intended as an example of one who inclined to
heresy.!

It is worthy of note that the Palestinian Gemara
does not make the reference to Jesus, either in Ber.
or Sanh., nor does it use the phrase ¢burns his food’

spoken by the disciples of R. Hisda (or, according to another tradition,
R. Shemuel b. Nahmani), when they left the lecture room. This tends
to confirm the connexion of the phrase under discussion with R. Hisda.

1 Jost, “Qesch. d. Judentums u s. Sekten,” i. p. 264 n., says, speaking of
the literal interpretation of ‘burns his food,” “sie wird, aber, geniigend
widerlegt durch die in jenmer Zeit bekannte Bedeutung des Wortes,
¥Swan npy, b. Ber. 17°, b. Sanh. 103%, wo es geradezu in dem
Sinne : den eigenen oder des Hauses guten Ruf pretsgeben, angewendet
wird,—wie schon Zipser, Orient 1850, s. 316 nachgewiesen hat.” I do not
know on what authority he says that the phrase was so understood at the
time, in view of the quite different interpretation given by the Talmud
itself in b. Ber. 342
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in either passage. The same is true of the Tosephta,
so far as I can observe. We may, perhaps, infer that
the figurative use of the phrase originated in the
Babylonian schools, where, as we have already seen
(see above (1) (2) (7)), the Rabbis speculated a good
deal about Jesus. Possibly R. Jeremiah bar Abba,
who used the phrase in the passage we have been
studying, was himself the author of the figurative
application of it, and also of the explanation of its
meaning, b. Ber. 84®. He and R. Hisda were con-
temporaries and friends, and the latter claimed (p. 87
above) to know something about Jesus. To one or
other of them the origin of the phrase as denoting
a tendency to heresy may with great probability be
ascribed.

THE CramM ofF JEsus DENIED

(10) j. Taanith 65°.—R. Abahu said: If a man say
to thee ‘I am God,’ he is a liar; if [he says, ¢ I
am] the son of man,’” in the end people will
laugh at him; if [he says] ‘I will go up to
heaven,’ he saith, but shall not perform it.

Commentary.—So far as I know, this saying occurs

only here. That it refers to Jesus there can be no
possibility of doubt. R. Abahu, the speaker, was a
very well-known Rabbi, who lived in Czsarea, at the
end of the third and the beginning of the fourth
cehtury ; and we shall see hereafter that he had a
great deal of intercourse, friendly and also polemical,
with heretics, who, in some instances at all events,
were certainly Christians. It is not necessary to
assume an acquaintance with any of the Gospels to
account for the phrases used by R. Abahu. The
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first and third do indeed suggest the Gospel of John,
but it is enough to admit a general knowledge of
what Christians alleged concerning Jesus from the
Rabbi’s own discussions with them.

The saying is based upon Num. xxiii. 19: God
is not @ man that he should lie, nor the son of man
that he should repent. Hath he said and shall he
not do it? or hath he spoken and shall ke not make
it good? Various interpretations of these words,
by Rabbis of Babylonia, are given, and then follows
the sarcastic application of the text by Abahu.

Although this saying is not quoted elsewhere, nor
even referred to, so far as I know, yet it belongs to
a somewhat extensive group of Haggadic passages, of
which the common foundation is the story of Balaam,
Num. xxii.—xxiv. It will be shown presently that in
the Talmud Balaam is regarded as a type of Jesus.
We thus have an additional reason, beside the
internal evidence furnished by the words themselves,
for regarding the saying of Abahu as an anti-
Christian polemic. Here may be best introduced a
passage in the Jalqut Shim’oni, in which is found an
amplification of Abahu’s words. 1 give it according
to the Salonica edition, as it is expunged from the
later ones.

(11) Jalg. Shim. § 766.—R. El'azar ha-Qappar
says, God gave strength to his [Balaam’s] voice, so
that it went from one end of the world to the other,
because he looked forth and beheld the peoples that
bow down to the sun and moon and stars and to
wood and stone, and he looked forth and beheld that
there was a man, son of a woman, who should rise up
and seek to make himself God, and to cause the
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whole world to go astray. Therefore God gave
power to his voice that all the peoples of the world
might hear, and thus he spake, ¢ Give heed that ye
go not astray after that man, for it is written
(Num. xxiii. 19), God is not man that he should le,
and if he says that he is God he is a liar, and he will
deceive and say that he departeth and cometh again
in the end, he saith and he shall not perform. See
what is written (Num. xxiv. 23): 4dnd ke took wup
his parable and said, Alas, who shall live when God
doeth this. Balaam said, ¢ Alas, who shall live, of
that nation which heareth that man who hath made
himself God.’

R. Elazar ha-Qappar, who is reported to have said
all this, was earlier than Abahu, for he died about
260 a.0. Bacher (Ag. d. Tann. ii. 506 n.?) shows that
only the first clause of the passage in Jalqut is to be
ascribed to Elazar ha-Qappar, .e. the statement that
the voice of Balaam resounded from one end of the
world to the other. All the rest is probably of much
later date ; but it may very well have been suggested
by Abahu’s words. It will be observed that Balaam
is not identified with Jesus, but is made to prophesy
his coming. That, however, Jesus is referred to is
even more evident than in the shorter saying of
Abahu. It is curious that this later Haggadah is
attached to the words not of Abahu but of El'azar

ha-Qappar.
JESUs AND Baraam
(12) M. Sanh. x. 2.—Three kings and four private

men have no part in the world to come; the
three kings are Jeroboam, Ahab and Manasseh
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. . . . the four private men are Balaam, Doeg,
Ahitophel and Gehazi.

Commentary.—The famous chapter of the Mishnah
from which these words are taken begins by saying
that, ¢ All Israel have part in the world to come,” and
then enumerates the exceptions. The three kings,
Jeroboam, Ahab and Manasseh are all mentioned
in the O.T. as having introduced idolatry, per-
verted the true religion. And, as the four private
men are named in close connexion with the kings, it
is reasonable to infer that they were condemned for
the same offence. This conclusion is strengthened
by the fact that the preceding paragraph of the
Mishnah in this chapter excepts from the privilege
of the world to come, ¢ those who say the resurrection
of the dead is not proved from the Torah, and that
the Torah is not from heaven, also the Epicuros.
R. Aqgiba says, He who reads in external books,
also he who whispers over a wound, and says, None
of the diseases which I sent in Egypt will I lay upon
thee, I the Lord am thy healer. Abba Shaul says,
He that pronounces the Name according to its
letters.” These are all, unless perhaps the last, aimed
at heretics who can hardly be other than Christians.
For it will be seen hereafter that the opinions and
practices here condemned were the subject of dis-
pute between Jews and heretics (Minim). Therefore
we naturally expect that the four private men, who
are singled out for exclusion from the world to come,
are condemned on account not merely of heresy but
of actively promoting heresy. Now this is not true
in any especial sense of any one of the four. Balaam,

certainly, according to the story in Num. xxii.—xxiv.
5
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did lead the people astray ; but so far as religion was
concerned, he acknowledged and obeyed the God of
Israel. Moreover, Balaam was not an Israelite, and
therefore could not logically be included in a list of
exceptions to a rule which only affected Israelites.
1t is evident that Balaam here does not mean the
ancient prophet of Num. xxii. fol., but some one else
for whom that ancient prophet could serve as a type.
From the Jewish point of view there was considerable
likeness between Balaam and Jesus. Both had led the
people astray; and if the former had tempted them
to gross immorality, the latter, according to the Rabbis,
had tempted them to gross apostasy—not unaccom-
panied by immorality, as will appear from some of the
passages relating to Christians. This was the great
charge against Jesus, that “he practised magic and
deceived and led astray Israel” (see above (7) last line).

It should not be forgotten that even in the
O.T., unfaithfulness in the covenant-relation be-
tween Israel and God is symbolised under the form
of unfaithfulness in marriage, so that Balaam, the
chief corrupter of the morality of Israel, might
naturally be taken as a type of Jesus, the chief
corrupter of its religion. I am well aware that this
does not amount to a proof that Balaam is a type of
Jesus. But it establishes a probability, which is
strengthened by the consideration that the animus
displayed against Balaam in the Talmud would be
very artificial if its object had been really the ancient
prophet, while it is very natural and intelligible if it
was really directed against Jesus, who had dealt a
blow at the national religion such as it had never re-
ceived. To show the violence of the hatred against
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Jesus, and also to strengthen the above contention
that Balaam is a type of Jesus, I will give a passage
in which they are mentioned together. By being
mentioned together, it is true that Balaam is not in
this case exactly a type of Jesus, i.e. we are not for
‘Balaam’ to read ‘Jesus’; but the symbol is ex-
panded into a comparison, to suggest the conclusion,
¢ What Balaam was, such also was Jesus.” The
passage is as follows :—

Jesus aND BaraaMm iy HeLL

(13) b. Gitt. 56, 57*—Onqelos bar Qaloniqos,
sister's son of Titus, desired to become a
proselyte. He called up Titus by necromancy.
He said to him, ¢ Who is honoured in this
world 2 He replied, ‘Israel’” ¢ What about
joining them ¢’ He replied, ¢ Their words are
many and thou canst not fulfil them. Go,
join thyself to them in this world and thou
shalt become a leader, for it is written [Lam.
i. 5], Her adversaries have become the head.
Every oppressor of Israel is made a head’
He said to him, ‘ What is the punishment
of this man ?’ [z.e. * what is thy punishment’ ?]
He replied, ‘That which he determined for
himself. Every day they collect his ashes and
judge him, and burn him and scatter him over
seven seas.’

He called up Balaam by necromancy. He
said to him, ¢ Who is honoured in this world ?”
He replied, Israel” ¢ What about joining
them 2 He replied [Deut. xxiii. 6], < Thou
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shalt not seek their peace or their prosperity
all [thy] days” He said to him, ‘< What is
the punishment of this man ?” He replied,

‘ Per semen fervens.’
He called up Jesus by necromancy. He
said to him, ¢ Who is honoured in this world ?’
He replied, ¢Israel’ <What about joining
them 2’ He replied, ‘Seek their good, seek
not their harm. Every one who injures them,
(it is] as if he injured the apple of his eye’
He said, ‘What is the punishment of this
man?’ He replied, ¢ By boiling filth.” For a
teacher has said, ‘Every one who mocks at the
words of the wise is punished by boiling filth.’
Come and see the difference between the
sinners of Israel and the prophets of the
peoples of the world who serve a false religion.
Commentary.—This extract forms part of a long
Midrash chiefly concerned with the war against Ves-
pasian and Titus, and reported by R. Johanan (200-279
A.D.). The story of Ongelos b. Qaloniqos, nephew
of Titus, is introduced immediately after the descrip-
tion of the death of the latter. Whether Ongelos
the Proselyte, who is mentioned elsewhere in the
Talmud, really was the nephew of Titus, I do not
know, and the question is of no importance for the
present purpose. The object of the gruesome story
contained in this passage is to show the fate of the
three chief enemies of Israel, i.e. Titus, Balaam and
Jesus. Each suffers the punishment appropriate to

the nature of his offence.

The modern editions of the Talmud, which have
been subjected to the censor of the press, do not
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mention the third criminal by name. They read
that Ongelos called up ¢the sinners of Israel’
(plural), which is obviously absurd.® The older
editions have ‘the sinner of Israel,” which is gram-
matically correct, but the reading ¢ Jeshu’ is vouched
for by the work that contains all the expurgated
passages of the Talmud.? It is evident that some
individual person is referred to, and that this person
is not Balaam, since his case has just been disposed
of. Moreover, it was some one who had ‘mocked
against the words of the wise,” i.e. the Rabbis.
Internal evidence alone would suffice to show that
Jesus was meant; and as there is authority for the
reading ‘Jeshu,” we may rest assured that he is
the person referred to.

The passage has been introduced here, as stated
above, in order to establish the fact that in the
Talmud, Balaam and Jesus are classed together, and
that therefore Balaam serves frequently as a type of
Jesus. I do not mean that wherever Balaam is
mentioned Jesus is intended, or that everything said
about the former is really meant for the latter. I
mean that wherever Balaam is mentioned, there is a
sort of under-current of reference to Jesus, and that
much more is told of Balaam than would have been
told if he and not Jesus had really been the person
thought of?® I shall henceforth assume this close

1¢The sinners of Israel’ may, however, be the right reading in the last
line of the passage, because there the comparison is general between ¢the
ginners of Israel’ and ¢ the prophets of the heathen.

21 have used the one published at Konigsberg, 1860, ndob Dawp
D®n NOYDN-  The invaluable work of Rabbinowicz is unfortunately not
available for the tractate Glittin.

3 There is a suggestive remark in b. Sanh. 106® (immediately after
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connexion in the Rabbinical mind between Jesus
and Balaam ; and if it proves a guide to the mean-
ing of other passages where Balaam is referred to,
it will be to that extent confirmed and made more
probable. These other passages will be mentioned
presently. Kor the moment I return to the passage
(12), quoted above, from M. Sanh. x. 2, where it is
said that Balaam, Doeg, Ahitophel and Gehazi are
shut out from the world to come. Having seen that
Balaam here denotes Jesus, it is natural to enquire
into the meaning of the other three names. That
they merely denote the three persons mentioned
in the Books of Samuel and Kings is not probable ;
for there is nothing in the facts there recorded to
‘'show why just these three should have been so
severely condemned. Following immediately after
Balaam-Jesus, we can hardly avoid the conclusion
that the three O.T. names denote three of the
Apostles, as having shared in the work of heresy
which Jesus began. Each of the three is elsewhere
mentioned in the Talmud as being tainted with
heresy, as will be shown hereafter (see below, pp. 99,
192). Which of the Apostles are referred to, if this
hypothesis be accepted, is a question of which the
answer must remain uncertain. One thinks, naturally,

the passage about the age of Balaam, to be given below):—(14) Mar
bar Rabina said to his son, ‘Do not multiply Midrash, in regard to all
these except in regard to Balaam, the wicked ; whatever you find in him,
expound of him. ‘In regard to all these,’ .. the four men, Balaam, Doeg,
Ahitophel and Gehazi. Rashi, in his note on the passage, says that the
multiplying of Midrash means doing so ‘N33 ‘}‘, with malicious intention. The
son of Mar bar Rabina, mentioned above, was the younger Rabina, contem-
porary with and colleague of Ashi the redactor of the Babylonian Gemara
Ashi, of course, was responsible for the inclusion in the Gemara of the
anonymous passages concerning the excommunication of Jesus (see p. 51).
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of Peter, James and John. But it seems to me at
least highly probable that Gehazi, at all events, means
Paul. It would certainly be strange if the man who
more than all else except Jesus ‘troubled Israel’
(¢f. Acts xxi. 27 fol.) should have been left out of
this black list. A passage will be given presently
where the story of Gehazi and Elisha is told in such
a way as strongly to suggest Paul the renegade
disciple of Gamaliel. (See below, No. (27), p. 97, b.
Sotah. 472).

As for Doeg and Ahitophel, I do not know of any
evidence for a particular identification. May not,
however, Doeg the Edomite, who betrayed: David
(1 Sam. xxii. 9), possibly denote Judas Iscariot, the
traitor? And the high honour in which Ahitophel
was held (2 Sam. xvi. 28) suggests him as a type of
Peter. These are only guesses, and as regards the
proposed identification of Doeg with Judas Iscariot,
I must allow that it would be more likely that the
Talmud should exalt the betrayer of Jesus into a
hero than condemn him to exclusion from the world
to come. At the same time, I would submit that the
three names which are most prominent in the list of
the Apostles, the three figures which would be most
likely to dwell in the memory as connected with
Jesus, are Peter, Judas Iscariot, and Paul. And
therefore, in spite of difficulties, I am inclined to
hold that these three are denoted by Ahitophel,
Doeg, and Gehazi, in the passage we have been
considering.
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THE AGE oF Bavraam (JEsus)

(15) b. Sanh. 106>.—A certain heretic said to R.
Hanina, ‘Have you ever heard how old
Balaam was ?” He replied, ¢ There is nothing
written about it. But from what is written
(Ps. 1v. 28), Men of blood and deceit shall not
live out half their days, he must have been
thirty-three or thirty-four years old.” He [the
heretic] said, ¢ Thou hast answered me well.
I have seen the chronicle of Balaam, and
therein is written ¢ Balaam, the lame, was
thirty-three years old when Pinhas the Robber
killed him.””’

Commentary.—R. Hanina lived in Sepphoris at the
end of the second and the beginning of the third
century (died 232 a.p.). The story of this conver-
sation with a heretic was reported in Babylonia prob-
ably by Rab, who, like Hanina, was a disciple of
Rabbi (Jehudah ha-Qadosh. See above, p. 17). The
heretic—Min—was in all probability a Christian, as
will be shown later when the passages dealing with
the Minim come under review. And while there is
no apparent reason why a Christian should inquire as
to the age of the ancient Balaam, he might well have
inquired—especially in Galilee—about the age of
Jesus. It would seem, however, that he was not
asking for information, but had a desire to find out
whether R. Hanina knew anything about Jesus.
For he confirmed the Rabbi's answer by facts known
to himself. The ¢ Chronicle of Balaam’ probably de-
notes a Gospel, though none of the known Gospels
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states in so many words that Jesus was as much as
thirty-three years old. If, however, it was believed
that his ministry lasted three years, and that he was
¢ about thirty years old’ when he began to preach,
the statement of the Christian is sufficiently borne
out, though not verbally correct. R. Hanina must
have had fairly good grounds for his opinion as to
the age of Jesus, or he would not have quoted a text
which would only apply to the case of a man about
thirty-three or thirty-four years old.

It is curious that Balaam is here called ‘the lame,’
and that this epithet is mentioned, not by the Rabbi
but by the Christian. It was, however, a Rabbinical
opinion that Balaam was lame, and also blind of one
eye. This is stated in the Gemara, b. Sanh. 105%, in
the same chapter from which is taken the extract at
present under notice. This opinion about Balaam is
taught by R. Johanan, on the strength of a fanciful
interpretation of two texts—Num. xxiii. 3, xxiv. 15.
It is quite possible that this is simply a fancy, without
any reference to Jesus. But we may at least com-
pare Mark. ix. 45, 46.

There remains to be noticed Pinhas the Robber, or
‘ Pinhas Listaah,” who is said to have killed Balaam.
It has been suggested by Perles (Gritz, Monatsch.,
1872, p. 267, quoted by Bacher) that, assuming
Balaam to represent Jesus, Pinhas Listazh is a cor-
ruption of Pontius Pilatus.! The corruption is, it

1 (f. the story given below (p. 87), according to which a certain person,
presumably Jesus, ‘took to robbery’ (listaia), and further, p. 95, where it is
suggested that the allegation of robbery in reference to Jesus is due to a con-
fusion of him with a certain robber chieftain Ben Netzer. It is worth

noting that according to Matt. xxvi. 55, Jesus said, Are ye come out as
against a robber (s éxl Aporiw) ; Aporshs is in the Talmud D’DD‘P, listis.
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must be admitted, a somewhat violent one, if the
author who had written the one name was aware of
the other. But he may have found a name to him
unintelligible, and by the help of Num. xxxi. 8
have transformed it into Pinhas Listagh. Talmudic
tradition did not, so far as I am aware, know the
name of Pontius Pilate, or ascribe the death of
Jesus to a non-Jewish tribunal. But it is certainly
strange that a Jew should call Pinhas [Phinehas]
a robber, being, as he was, a highly honoured hero
of tradition. Bacher seeks to show (Jew. Quart.
Rev., iii. p. 856) that the reference is to the historical
Phinehas and the historical Balaam, as against the
theory of Perles. And if it were not for the word
Listaah, I should agree with him. He explains its
use in connexion with Pinhas by assuming that the
heretic quoted from some apocryphal work about
Balaam of an anti-Israelite tendency. But was
there such a work? Was Balaam of any special
interest to either Jews or heretics, except as a type
of Jesus? With all deference to Bacher’s great
authority, I cannot help thinking that under this
mention of Pinhas Listazh there lies concealed a
reference to Pontius Pilatus. The difficulty that
the heretic, if a Christian, would not call Jesus by
the name of Balaam, may be met by the considera-
tion that the whole conversation comes to us in a
Jewish form. As for the historical value of the
incident, there is nothing to make it impossible.
Such conversations were frequent, and R. Hanina
was a well-known man. That the story only occurs
in the Babylonian Gemara is not surprising, since
we have already seen that there was considerable
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interest taken in the Babylonian schools in the
traditions about Jesus. The Palestinian Gemara
contains much less than the Babylonian of such
digressions from its proper subject. But that the
story is a pure invention I see no reason whatever
to believe.

As it has already been suggested (see above, p. 71)
that Doeg and Ahitophel represent two of the
Apostles, perhaps Judas Iscariot and Peter, it is
interesting to note that the text quoted above to
determine the age of Balaam is also applied to these
two. On the same page of b. Sanh. 106" it is said
by R. Johanan, ‘Doeg and Ahitophel did not live
out half their days. It is thus taught (Ps. lv. 238),
Men of blood and deceit do not lLive out half their
days. All the years of Doeg were but thirty-four,
and of Ahitophel only thirty-three.” It is but fair,
however, to admit that, as Doeg and Ahitophel had
been mentioned together with Balaam in the Mishnah,
the inference as to the age of the one might naturally
be extended to the other, since it is only a haggadic
deduction from a text of Scripture.

Bavraam (JeEsus) aND THE NaAME oF Gobp

(16) b. Sanh. 106*.—And ke [Balaam] took up his
parable, and said, Alas, who shall lve when
God goeth this? R. Shim'on ben Lagqish
said: ‘Woe unto him who maketh himself

to live by the name of God.’
Commentary.—The text quoted is Num. xxiv. 28,
and the application of it by R. Shim’'on b. Lagish
is a mere distortion of the original words. @What
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precisely is the meaning of % www» is open to
question, and is for the O.T. commentators to
decide. But by no rules of grammar or syntax
could the words be made to mean, < Who maketh
himself live by the name of God.” This is a haggadic
variation of the text, such as the Rabbis often per-
mitted themselves to make (see above, p. 18) for
a homiletic purpose. And it is hard to see what
purpose there could be, in the present example, other
than that of making a covert allusion to Jesus, who
had declared — according to the Gospels—that he
should rise from the dead, of course by the power
of God. The words do not apply to Balaam, at
least there is nothing recorded about him that would
give occasion for any such remark. Rashi, in his
note on the passage, does indeed refer it to Balaam,
but seems to be well aware that some one other than
Balaam is really intended. He says, ¢ Balaam, who
restored himself to life by the name of God, made
himself God.” W ith this passage should be compared
the saying of Abahu, (10) above, which is a somewhat
similar haggadic variation of a text of Scripture.

R. Shim’on ben Lagqish, often called Resh Lagish,
was the colleague and friend of R. Johanan already
mentioned. He died somewhere about 279 a.p.

THe CHAPTER CONCERNING BaLaaM

(17) b. B. Bathr. 14*>.—Moses wrote his book and
the section [Parashah] about Balaam.
Commentary.—The book which Moses wrote is, of
course, the Pentateuch, with the exception of the
last eight verses, which the Talmud attributes to
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Joshua. As the section about Balaam, Num. xxii.—
xxiv., forms part of the Pentateuch, the question
arises, Why was it necessary to state expressly that
Moses wrote it? Rashi answers that Moses went
out of his way to include the prophecies of Balaam,
which did not properly belong to his own subject.
Marx (Traditio Veterrima, p. 42) accepts this, and
quotes a passage from the Jerusalem Talmud to show
how much importance was attached to the Balaam
section. As this passage seems to me to suggest
more than Marx finds in it, I quote it here, adding
some preceding words which did not come within
the scope of his reference.

(18) j. Ber. i. 8 (8°).—For Rab Mathnah and Rab
Shemuel bar Nahman says, both say, It would
be proper that the Ten Words should be read
every day. And why are they not read?
Because of the misrepresentation of the
Minim, that they might not say, ¢ These [z.e.
the Ten Words] only were given to Moses
on Sinai” Rab Shemuel bar Nahman in the
name of Rabbi Jehudah bar Zebuda says,
‘It would be proper that the Parashah of
Balak and Balaam should be read every day.
And why is it not read? In order not to
weary the congregation” Rab Huna says,
‘Because there is written in it Lying down
and rising wp’ [Num. xxiii. 24]. Rabbi Jose
bar Rabbi Bin says, < Because there is written
in it the going forth [out of Egypt], and
the Kingdom’ [Num. xxiii. 21, 22]. Rabbi
El'azar says, ‘Because it is written in the
Torah, the Prophets and the Writings.’
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The first part of this passage will be mentioned in
another connexion subsequently (p. 308); I quote it
here because it refers to the Minim, heretics, whose
false interpretation made it desirable not to introduce
the Decalogue into the daily service. Coming im-
mediately after this statement, may not the mention
of the Parashah of Balak and Balaam, and its
exclusion from the daily prayers, have also some
reference to the misrepresentations of heretics?
From the parallel passage, b. Ber. 12% it appears
that the various reasons given by the Rabbis are
reasons for the inclusion, not the exclusion, of the
Parashah from the daily prayers. And the exclusion
is justified on the ground that, the passage being
very long, the recital of it would weary the con-
gregation. The Babylonian Gemara distinctly says
that it was proposed to include the Parashah, and
that the proposal was not entertained.

There is, I admit, hardly anything in this passage
to connect it directly with anti-Christian polemic ;
but yet I think there is enough to show that a
special interest attached to the Parashah of Balaam ;
and we may, with a fair degree of probability, define
that special interest by what we have already learnt
as to the connexion between Balaam and Jesus.

Tue TriaL or Jesus

(19) T. Sanh. x. 11.—In regard to all who are
worthy of death according to the Torah, they
do not use concealment against them, except
in the case of the deceiver. How do they
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deal with him? They put two disciples of
the wise in the inner chamber, and he sits in
the outer chamber, and they light the lamp
so that they shall see him and hear his voice.
And thus they did to Ben Stada in Lud;
two disciples of the wise were chosen for
him, and they [brought him to the Beth Din]
and stoned him.

(20) j. Sanh. vii. 16 (25°% %).—The deceiver; this
denotes a private man. Not a Sage? [i.e. a
Rabbi]. No. From the time he deceives he
is no longer a Sage. And from the time he
is deceived he is no longer a Sage. How do
they deal with him to work craftily against
him? They conceal (in his case) two witnesses
in the inner chamber and make him sit in
the outer chamber, and they light a lamp
over him that they may see him and may
hear his voice. Thus did they to Ben Stada in
Lad, and they concealed in his case two
disciples of the wise, and they brought him
to the Beth Din and stoned him.

The Babylonian Gemara has the following
version of this incident :—

(21) b. Sanh. 67*.—[The passage of which the ex-
tract No. 1 above (the part enclosed in [ ] ),
forms the conclusion.]

For it is tradition that in regard to the
rest of all who are worthy of death according
to the Torah, they do not use concealment
except in this case [i.e. of the deceiver] How
do they deal with him? They light a lamp
for him in the inner chamber and set witnesses
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in the outer chamber, so that they may see
him and hear his voice, but he does not see
them. And one says to him, “Say to me
what thou saidst to me in private,” and he
says it to him. And another szrs to him,
«“ How shall we forsake our God who is in
heaven, and practise false worship?” If he
repents, it is well. If he says, “Such is our
duty and thus it becomes us to do,” the
witnesses, who hear from outside, bring him
to the Beth Din and stone him. And thus
they did to Ben Stada in Lud, and they

hung him on the eve of Pesah.
Commentary.—The legal procedure to be used in
the case of a deceiver, who has tempted others to
apostasy, is set forth in the Mishnah almost in the
same words as in the first of the above extracts.
These are from the Tosephta and the Gemaras, the
passage (20) being contained in the Palestinian
Gemara, while (21) is from the Babylonian Gemara.
The Mishnah does not contain the reference to Ben
Stada ; but it is important to notice that the Tosephta
(19) does contain the name, and thus establishes the
fact that the curious and exceptional legal procedure
to be followed in the case of a deceiver was associ-
ated with the case of Ben Stada (Jesus, see above (1)),
at a time before the Tosephta was completed. This
fact lends some support to the hypothesis of Laible,
(J. C. im Talmud, p. 76), that the legal procedure
referred to was really based upon the case of Jesus,
as traditionally reported. In all the passages given
above, it is stated that the concealment of witnesses,
in order to trap the accused, is only practised in the
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one case of a man who has tempted others to apostasy,
which was of course the charge against Jesus (see
above, p. 51). However that may be, and I do not
feel competent to pronounce opinion on the question
of the origin of this law, the point that concerns us
here is this, that as early as the time when the To-
sephta was compiled, there was a tradition that the
condemnation of Jesus had been obtained by the
fraudulent means described above. Presumably the
Tosephta (19) represents the oldest form of the tradi-
tion now extant; but there is no material difference
between the three passages (19), (20), (21), so far as
they refer to Ben Stada. They agree in saying, first,
that two witnesses were hidden in a room adjoining
the one where the accused sat; second, that a lamp
was lit over the accused, so that the witnesses could
see as well as hear him ; third, that in the case of Ben
Stada, the witnesses brought him to the Beth Din!
and stoned him ; fourth, that this took place in Luad
(Lydda). (21) makes the important addition that
“ they hung him on the eve of Passover.” As to the
place of concealment, (19) and (20) say that the two
witnesses were in the inner chamber and the accused
in the outer, (21) reverses the position. It is not
clear in regard to the cross-examination described in
(21) whether the questioners are the two witnesses.
If they are, the concealment would seem to be use-
less ; if not, there is nothing to show who they are.
The uncertainty on this point, which the compiler of
the Gemara seems to feel, may be understood if there

1 Beth Din, literally house of judgment, an assembly of Rabbis and their
disciples sitting 28 & court of justice. The term does not denote any special
tribunal 6



82 CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

really was no law on the subject except what could
be recollected in connection with the trial of Jesus.
As in the passages previously examined, we have
here only scanty remnants of a tradition about that
trial, combined perhaps with hearsay information
derived from Christians. There is no ground, as
Keim rightly says (Jesus of Nazara, vi. 47 n., E.T.),
for correcting the Gospel account "by the help of the
Talmud. Rather it is the Gospel account which
throws light upon the Talmudic tradition. From the
Gospel story are derived the two witnesses (Matt.
xxvi. 60. In Mark xiv. 56, 57, several witnesses are
mentioned). The Gospel speaks of ‘false’ witnesses,
and this is perhaps the origin of the Talmudic asser-
tion that the witnesses were concealed in order to
entrap the accused. From the Talmudic point of
view the witnesses were not false, in the sense of un-
truthful, but were justified by their zeal for the true
religion in acting deceitfully against a heretic. The
‘mention of the outer and the inner chamber (of what
building is not said) recalls Matt. xxvi. 69, where it
is said that Peter was sitting without in the court,
while the trial was going on within the house of
the High Priest. The lighted lamp may have been
suggested by the mention of the fire kindled in the
outer court, Luke xxii. 55. And finally the state-
ment that the witnesses carried the accused to the
Beth Din may have its origin in the fact that there
was, according to the Gospels, a second sitting of the
council after the one at which the witnesses had been
present (Mark xv. 1). The Talmudic tradition differs
from the Gospel in saying that the trial took place at
Lud (Lydda), and that Jesus was stoned. These
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statements, as well as the remark that Jesus was
hung on the Eve of Passover, belong rather to the
question of the execution of Jesus, which will form
the subject of the next extract. They tend, however,
to confirm what has already been pointed out, that
the Talmud has preserved only a very vague and
confused recollection of Jesus. His name was doubt-
less held in abhorrence as that of a dangerous heretic
and deceiver ; but extremely little was known of him,
and that little is mentioned more by way of casual
remark than as being of importance on its own
account.

Tue ExecuTrioN ofF JEsUs

(22) b. Sanh. 43*.—And it is tradition: On the
eve of Pesah they hung Jeshu [the Nazarene].
And the crier went forth before him forty
days (saying), ‘[Jeshu the Nazarene] goeth
forth to be stoned, because he hath practised
magic and deceived and led astray Israel.
Any one who knoweth aught in his favour,
let him come and declare concerning him.’
And they found naught in his favour. And
they hung him on the eve of Pesah. Ulla
says, ‘ Would it be supposed that [Jeshu the
Nazarene] a revolutionary, had aught in his
favour 2’ He was a deceiver, and the Merciful
hath said (Deut. xiii. 8), Thou shalt not spare,
neither shalt thouw conceal him. But it was
different’ with [Jeshu the Nazarene], for he
was near to the kingdom.
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[The whole of this passage is expunged
from the later editions. It is given here on
the authority of the MSS. and early editions
set forth by Rabbinowicz. The words in [ ]
are from MSS.]

Commentary.—To the statements contained in the
foregoing passage must be added those given in Nos.
(19), (20), (21), viz., that Jesus was stoned, and that
his death took place in Lad (Lydda). Itisremarkable
that the fact of the crucifixion in Jerusalem should
have been so completely forgotten, even by the
compiler of the Tosephta, to say nothing of the
compilers of the Gemara. This is the more curious
because there are to be found in other passages, to be
given presently, allusions to a crucifixion and to a
death in Jerusalem, which are probably those of
Jesus. The explanation of the statement that Jesus
was put to death in Lydda is probably the following :
After the destruction of Jerusalem, L.ydda gradually
became an important centre of Rabbinical activity.
In the early years of the second century, Rabbis
Eliezer, Tarphon and Aqiba held their colleges there,
and Lydda quite outshone Jabneh, which had been
the seat first of Johanan ben Zaccai, and then of the
Patriarch Gamliel II. after the fall of Jerusalem.
Agqgiba took a very active part in the insurrection
under Bar Cocheba (A.n. 182-135), and Lydda was
probably the headquarters of the insurgents. The
name “ Martyrs of Lydda ” (m5 »mn, b. B. Bathr. 10%),
was applied to some of the distinguished Rabbis who
were executed at the close of the insurrection. Now
we have already learnt (see above, p. 44) that the
Talmud regards Jesus as having been a contemporary
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of Aqiba; and it is further to be observed that the
Christians were persecuted by the adherents of Bar
Cocheba, presumably for not acknowledging him as
the Messiah.' Now it is quite certain that in the
Talmud the insurrection of Bar Cocheba and its
tragic end is remembered with much greater clear-
ness than the fate of Jesus a century before. And
the suggestion is that the more recent and important
event has gathered to itself the tradition of the earlier
period. Agqiba, the apostle of the insurrection, became
thereby the persecutor of Christians ; the place where
he was most active against them was Lydda, and thus
a later tradition could naturally arise that Jesus was
a contemporary of Aqiba, and had been executed in
Agqiba’s own city of Lydda. This is in the main
Laible’s explanation ; but I differ from him in holding
that Agqiba’s hostility towards the Christians was
chiefly due to his own connexion with Bar Cocheba,
and not so much to his hatred of Christians as such.
No doubt he felt such a hatred, as did other Rabbis,
e.2. Tarphon and Meir; but I do not know of any
special evidence of his hostility except on the ground
that I have mentioned.

The passage before us further states that Jesus was
hung. With this must be combined the evidence of
the passages, Nos. (19), (20), (21), that he was stoned.
The connexion between the two statements is that
Jesus was stoned, and his dead body then hung upon
a cross. This is clear from the Mishnah, Sanh. vi.

1 Justin Mart., Apol. i. c. 31, xal 92p & 7§ viv yeyernuéve lovdaixd woréuy
BapxwyéBas, & tiis ‘lovdalwy &woordoews &pxmyérns, Xpioriavods udvovs els
Tipwplas Sewds, el puh &proivro 'Incouy TOv Xpiotdv xal Bracdnuoier, dxérever
&xdyeola.
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4. (28) < All who are stoned are hung, according to
Rabbi Eliezer. The Sages say None is hung except
the blasphemer and he who practises a false worship.’*
The corpse was hung to a cross or else to a single
beam, of which one end rested on the ground, the
other against a wall (same Mishnah). It is worth
noting that the technical word for a cross (2%¥) is not
used here. The Gospels, of course, say nothing about
a stoning of Jesus, and I suggest that the Talmudic
tradition is an inference from the fact that he was
known to have been hung. The inference would be
further strengthened by the application of the text,
Deut. xxi. 28, He that is hanged is accursed of God,
a text which Paul had to disarm in reference to Jesus
(Gal. iii. 18). The Talmud knows nothing of an
execution of Jesus by the Romans, but makes it solely
the act of the Jews.

Here may be mentioned a passage which seems to
show that there was a tradition that Jesus had been
crucified.

(24) T. Sanh. ix. 7.—Rabbi Meir used to say,

What is the meaning of (Deut. xxi. 28), For
a curse of God is he that is hung? [It is like
the case of] two brothers, twins, who resembled
each other. One ruled over the whole world,
the other took to robbery. After a time the
one who took to robbery was caught, and they
crucified him on a cross. And every one who
passed to and fro said, It seems that the king

1 Literally a worshipper of stars and planeta. This is constantly used in
the Rabbinical literature as a technical term for the adherent of a false
religion, without any implication that the stars are the actual objects of
worship, Idolater is not always an equivalent term ; but, with this explana-
tion, it is the most convenient to use.
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is crucified.” Therefore it is said, 4 curse of
God is ke that is hung.

Commentary.—R. Meir lived in the second cen-
tury, and we shall see that he had some knowledge
of the Gospels (see below, p. 163). It is hardly to be
doubted that the above passage contains a reference
to Jesus. ¢One ruled over the whole world,” that is
God. “They resembled each other’ suggests He
that hath seen me hath seen the Father. 'The men-
tion of the cross (a%%) obviously accords with the
Gospel story. The scornful gibe of the passers-by
suggests Matt. xxvii. 87 and 39, and esp. 42, 48. The
curious remark that the second ‘took to robbery’
(listaia) I cannot explain, but it should be noted in
connexion with what was said above (see p. 73),
about Pinhas Listazh (Pontius Pilatus). R. Meir’s
interpretation of the text in Deut. is somewhat
obscure ; so far as I understand it he seems to mean
that the raillery of the bystanders was a cursing of
God, because they said ‘the King is hung,’ which
would be the case if Jesus were supposed to be
God.

To this passage may be appended another where
there is also a reference to crucifixion. It is con-
tained in the Midrash on Esther ix. 2, and is as
follows :— Zeresh, the wife of Haman, is advising him
how to kill Mordecai, so that he shall not be de-
livered by miracle as so many had been, and she says,
D R MY 1 N proes &5 xady Sy e by, ¢ Crucify
him on a cross, for we do not find one out of his
nation who has been delivered from it.” The refer-
ence seems to be to the fact that Jesus was not
saved from the cross even though it was claimed
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for him that he was the Messiah; cp. Matt. xxvii.
40.

To return now to the Gemara in Sanh., at the
head of this section. It is stated there that Jesus
was put to death on the eve of Passover ; the Florence
codex adds that it was also the eve of Sabbath. This
is probably dependent on the Gospel story, and it is
interesting to note that it agrees more with the
Gospel of John than with the Synopties. From what
we have already seen, however, of the vagueness and
uncertainty of the Talmudic tradition concerning the
death of Jesus, it is unwarrantable to use this as
independent evidence.

In like manner we may ascribe to a confused
knowledge of Christian teaching the statement that
a herald went forth, during forty days before the
death of Jesus, calling upon all who could bear
witness in his favour to come and do so. The herald
is, of course, fictitious ; but the forty days may have
been suggested by the forty days which are said to
have elapsed between the crucifixion and the ascen-
sion, i.e. before the final disappearance of Jesus.
Laible suggests the forty days of fasting ending with
Easter, and Dalman hints at the forty days’ fast of
Jesus in the wilderness (Matt. iv. 2). All that can
be said with any safety is that the number forty may
have its origin in the Gospel.

The Gemara, having described the death of Jesus,
adds a remark about the statement that a herald
invited evidence in favour of Jesus, and found none.
Ulla, a Palestinian Rabbi of the end of the third
century, a disciple of R. Johanan, says, ¢ Would it
be thought that anything could be said in favour
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of Jesus, a revolutionary? He was a deceiver, and
the Merciful hath said (observe the irony of appeal-
ing to God as “the Merciful” in this case), Thou
shalt not spare mor conceal such a one’ But, says
the compiler of the Gemara, or perhaps Ulla, who
raised the question, ‘It was different with Jesus,
because he was near to the kingdom. Is this a
reference to the supposed Davidic descent of Jesus?
The suggestion is tempting; but I doubt whether
it is warranted. The phrase “near to the kingdom”
occurs elsewhere, and is applied to the family of the
Patriarch Gamliel II., of whom it is said (b. B. Q.
83°), that they were allowed to learn Greek because
they were “near to the kingdom.” The Patriarch
was the official representative of the Jews, and since
as such he must have had frequent intercourse with
the government, the knowledge of Greek was
necessary. Of course, Jesus stood in no such official
relation to the government; but the Gospels record
a remarkable hesitation on the part of Pontius
Pilate to put him to death, and such hesitation might
well be explained by saying that Jesus must have
had friends at court, or at least that there must
have been political reasons for wishing to spare him.
If this suggestion, which is made by Laible (J. C.
im Talmud, p. 80), be thought somewhat far-fetched,
as implying a greater knowledge of the Gospel story
than is probable, it may be simplified by supposing
that the phrase, “near to the kingdom,” was an in-
ference from the fact that Jesus frequently spoke of
“the kingdom.” In this case there would be no
need to bring in Pontius Pilate, and in fact the
Talmudic story of the execution of Jesus does not
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implicate the civil government at all. Laible appears
to me to credit the Talmudic Rabbis with a much
clearer memory of the life and death of Jesus than
is warranted by the evidence. That they knew of
the existence of the Gospel (or Gospels) is certain
(see below, p. 163) ; and that they had some acquaint-
ance with the contents of the Gospel is probable;
but the frequent discussions between Jews and
Christians, of which we shall meet with many ex-
amples, lead me to think that the Rabbis gained
most of their information about Jesus from such
intercourse, and that the real tradition concerning
him amounted to hardly more than the fact that he
had been a deceiver of the people and had been put
to death.

Tue DiscipLES oF JESUS

(25) b. Sanh. 43*.—Our Rabbis have taught, Jesus
had five disciples—Matthai, Neqai, Netzer,
Buni, and Thodah. They brought Matthai
[before the judges] He said, ¢ Must Matthai
be killed? For it is written [Ps. xhi. 2]:
Matha: [ =when] shall (I) come and appear
before God”  They said to him, *Yes,
Matthai must be killed, for it is written [Ps.
xli. 5]: Mathai [ =when] shall (he) die and
his mame perish. They brought Neqai. He
said to them, *Must Neqai be killed? For
it is written [Ex. xxiil. 7]: The Nag: [ =inno-
cent] and the righteous thou shalt not slay.’
They said to him, ¢ Yes, Neqai must be killed,
for it is written [Ps. x. 8]: In secret places



PASSAGES RELATING TO JESUS 91

doth he slay Nagi [ =the innocent]’ They
brought Netzer. He said, ‘Must Netzer be
killed ? For it is written [Isa. xi. 1]: Netzer
[=a branch] shkall spring up from his roots.’
They said to him, ‘Yes, Netzer must be
killed. For it is written [Isa. xiv. 19]:
Thou art cast forth out of thy grave like an
abominable Netzer [ =branch]’ They brought
Buni. He said to them, ¢Must Buni be
killed? For it is written [Ex. iv. 22]: B'ni
[ =my son], my first born, Israel’ They said
to him, ¢Yes, Buni must be killed. For it is
written [Ex. iv. 28]: Behold, I slay Bincha,
[=thy son] thy first born’ They brought
Thodah.. He said to them, ¢ Must Thodah be
killed? For it is written [Ps. c. 1]: 4 Psalm
Jor Thodak [ =thanksgiving]’ They said to
him, ‘Yes, Thodah must be killed, for it is
written [Ps. 1. 28]: Whoso sacrificeth Thodah
[ = thanksgiving] konoureth me.

Commentary. — This passage is the continuation
of the preceding one, and I have only divided the
two for convenience of separate treatment. It is
probable that the passage already considered, No.
(21), which in the editions of the Talmud is found
on p. 67° of Sanhedrin, also forms part of the
same paragraph about Jesus. Thus it would con-
tain, first, the description of the witnesses, then the
execution, and lastly the account of the five disciples.
If this is so, then it is clear why the place of exe-
cution (Lydda) is not mentioned in the second and
third passages (22), (25), since it has already been
mentioned in (21). This is Laible’s suggestion. The
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reason for their being divided in the Talmud would
be that the division of subject required it, the
account of the death of Jesus being introduced in a
discussion about the stoning of certain criminals,
and the description of the manner of concealing
witnesses finding its proper place later in‘a discussion
upon deceivers of the people. The passage which
we have now to consider is merely a pendant to
the account of the death of Jesus, describing with
a certain ferocious humour the fate of five of his
disciples. These are said to have been condemned
to death; and when they quoted Scripture texts as
a plea for their lives, they were met with other
texts demolishing their plea. That any tribunal of
justice, or of arbitrary violence, ever conducted its
business in such a manner, it is hard to believe ; and
we can only regard this fencing with texts as a
jew d'esprit, occasioned no doubt by some actual
event. That event would naturally be an execution
of Christian disciples, if such took place. The
dialogue as given in the Talmud can certainly not
be taken as historical ; but it may yet give some in-
dication of the historical circumstances under which
it was composed. Little or nothing can be learnt
from the names of the five disciples; only the first,
Matthai, has any close resemblance to a name in the
list of the twelve (Matt. x. 2-4). The last, Thodah,
is not unlike Thaddaus; but in Hebrew that name
would be Thaddai, not Thodah. The others, Naqi,
Netzer, and Buni,' have no parallels in the list of the

1 Tt is, however, worthy of note that in b. Taan. 19%, 20%, is related a story
of Naqdimon b. Gorion, a rich citizen of Jerusalem, and it is added in a
note that his real name was not Nagdimon, but Buni. Now Naqdimeon is



PASSAGES RELATING TO JESUS 93

Twelve ; indeed, it is doubtful whether they, and
Thodah, were ever names of persons at all. At
most they may have been nick-names, and they
certainly raise the suspicion that they have been
chosen for the sake of the texts. I suggest that the
case stands thus:—five disciples of Jesus, i.e. five
Christians, were on some occasion condemned to
death, that their real names, if known, were not
mentioned, that one of them was designated Matthai
with reference to the name attached to the first
Gospel, that the play upon his name suggested a
similar device in the case of the others, and that for
them other names were invented, each of which had
some reference to Jesus, as regarded of course by
Christians. Thus Nagqi, the innocent, is obviously
applicable to Jesus from the Christian point of view,
and is as obviously satirical from that of the Rabbis,
as already shown. Neétzer, the branch, is the Hebrew
word occurring in the two texts quoted from Isaiah,
of which the former was interpreted Messianically,
and would therefore be applied to Jesus. But
perhaps more probably there is a reference to the
name Notzri, the Nazarene, which we have -already
met with as an epithet of Jesus (for the derivation
of the word Notzri, and its meaning, see above,
p- 52 n.). Buni, as used in both the texts, is taken
to mean ‘my son,’ a frequent designation of the
Messiah, and therefore applicable by Christians to
Jesus. For the name Thodah, ¢praise, 1 do not
know any connexion with Jesus; but it is possible
that the apt retort of the second text, whoso sacri-

equivalent to Nicodemus. There may, therefore, be an allusion to Nico-
demus, who came to Jesus by night (John iii. 1).
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ficeth Thodak honoureth me, may have suggested the
whole series, and thus that the name Thodah was a
pure invention. '

It is natural to infer from the passage that all the
five disciples were condemned on the same occasion,
and this at once excludes the possibility that any
of the original Twelve are referred to. At least no
Christian tradition exists which specifies any five out
of the Twelve as having met with such a fate. But
the fact that the five were called disciples of Jesus
only implies that they were Christians, not that they
were contemporaries of Jesus. Therefore we may
look for them, if necessary, at some later period.
The fact that the prisoners quoted texts of Scripture,
and were met with other texts, suggests that the trial
took place before a Jewish and not a Roman tribunal.
Not, of course, that such a thrust and parry of texts
really took place anywhere, but that it would be
impossible in a Roman court and only a witty
travesty of what would be possible in a Jewish one.
Laible (J. C. im Talm., p. 68 fol.) makes the very
probable suggestion that the story refers to the
persecution of Christians under Bar Cocheba, already
mentioned. It is a fantastic account of some incident
of that persecution. The reasons for taking this view
are, that the story occurs in the same passage as that
which describes the death of Jesus, and that we have
found the key to the understanding of the statements
there made about Jesus in the anti-Christian hatred
of Bar Cocheba, and more especially of Aqiba, his
chief supporter. So far as I know, there is no other
period than this (182-1385 a.p.) at which Christians
were persecuted and even put to death by Jews.
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The Christians would, of course, be of Jewish
extraction.

Other persons who are described as disciples of
Jesus will be mentioned subsequently. I do not
mention them here, in the division dealing with
Talmudic references to Jesus, because the passages
where they are alluded to are more conveniently
grouped together as referring to Minath (heresy) and
Minim (heretics), and will therefore be treated
separately in another main division.

I shall close this division, of which the main subject
1s Jesus, by a reference to the name Ben Netzer, which
has been held by some to denote Jesus.

BeNn NETZER

Levy (N. H. W,, i. 240% s.v. j2) says that the name
Ben Netzer (%3 1) is probably an allusion to Jesus the
Nazarene. Keim, (J. of N., ii. 15, Eng. Tr.) says
that the Talmudists call Jesus, Ben Nétzar. 'This is
also the view of Edersheim (L. and T. J. M., i. 222).
The authority for this appears to be Abarbanel, whose
work mmern wyp is quoted by Buxtorf (Lexicon
Talmudicum, ed. Fischer, s.v. 2%3) as follows: Speak-
ing of the “little horn” in Dan. vil. 8, he says (26),
“See, yea see, how they interpret that other ‘little
horn’ to mean Ben Nétzer, who is Jeshua ha-Notzri,
and according to the context they join in the reference
to him the wicked kingdom, which is Edom, for that
was his nation.” What reason Abarbanel had for
making this identification I do not know; but there
is nothing in the passages where Ben Netzer is
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mentioned (b. Keth. 51°, J. Terum. 46°, Ber. r. sec. 76)
to suggest Jesus. Ben Netzer is described as a sort
of robber chieftain, “a robber amongst kings, a king
amongst robbers,” as the Talmud says. The correct
explanation, as it seems beyond question, is that of
Gritz (G. d. J., iv. 295, and n. 28), who shows that
Ben Netzer is Odenathus, the founder of the shortlived
kingdom of Palmyra, a.p. 260 circa. Jost (G.d. J.,
ii. 145 n. 4) says that this hypothesis is without
evidence to support it; and if it were not for a re-
ference in the same context to Gritz’ work, it would
be hard to believe that Jost had read the long note
(n. 28) in which Gritz presents the evidence. It
appears to me clear that Gritz is right, and if so,
there can be no question of an allusion to Jesus in the
name Ben Netzer. Even Jost does not allege any
such allusion, though he rejects the proposed identi-
fication with Odenathus.



B.—PASSAGES REFERRING TO MINIM AND
MINUTH

Tais division will include a much larger number of
passages than the one just completed, and the greater
part of them will be concerned with those Minim
whose identification is one of the problems of the
Talmud. It will be necessary, for the sake of clear-
ness, to sub-divide the material in this division, with
the result, as I hope, of lessening the amount of com-
mentary upon each passage.

SECTION I.—DESCRIPTIONS AND DEFINITIONS OF
MINIM AND MINUTH

I place first of all what I believe to be a reference
to the most distinguished disciple of Jesus, viz., Paul.

GeHaz1 (PAUL?)

(27) b. Sotah. 47°.—Our Rabbis have taught:
Always let the left hand repel and the right
hand invite. Not like Elisha, who repulsed
Gehazi with both his hands, and not like
Jehoshua ben Perahjah, who repulsed Jesus the
Nazarene with both his hands. What about
Elisha? It is written (2 Kings v. 28), And

Naaman said, Be content, take two talents, and
97 7
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it is written (¢b. v. 26), and he said to him,
“Went not my heart [with thee] when the man
turned from off his chariot to meet thee? Is
it a time to recerve silver, and to receive raiment
and olive gardens and vineyards and sheep and
cattle and men-servants and maid-servants?’
But had he indeed received all this? Silver
and raiment was what he received. R. Jitzhaq
said, ‘ In that hour Elisha was occupied with
[the law concerning] the eight [kinds of]
creeping things (Lev. xi. 29, 30]. He said to
him [Gehazi], * Wretch, the time has come to
receive the punishment [for, having partaken]
of the eight creeping things, and the leprosy of
Naaman shall cleave to thee and to thy seed for
ever. And there were four leprous men (2
Kings vii. 3), R. Johanan said these were
Gehazi and his three sons. And Elisha went
to Damascus (¢b. viii. 7). Why did he go to
Damascus? R. Johanan says that he went to
turn Gehazi to repentance, and he did not
repent. He said to him ‘Repent,’ and he
answered, ‘Thus have 1 received from thee,
that everyone who has sinned and caused the
multitude to sin, they give him not the chance
to repent.’ What did he do? Some say he
set up a loadstone according to the sin of
Jeroboam and made it stand between heaven
and earth. And some say he wrote the Name
upon its mouth, and it used to say “I” and
“Thou shalt not have.” And some say he
drove our Rabbis from before him, as it is
written (2 Kings vi. 1), And the sons of the
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prophets said to Elisha, Behold the place where
we sit is too strait for us, whereas up till that
time it had not been too small.

What of R. Jehoshua ben Perahjah ?- [See
the continuation (7) above, p. 50.]

Commentary.—It must be borne in mind that this
passage is continuous with that describing the excom-
munication of Jesus by R. Jehoshua ben Perahjah, No.
(7) above, p. 50. The whole passage occurs in b. Sotah
47* and b. Sanh. 107°. The story of Jesus has been
given according to the latter version, for the sake of
being able to use the various readings of Rabbinowicz,
which are not available for the treatise Sotah. The
story about Gehazi is given according to the version
in Sotah, because it is somewhat fuller, and omits
nothing of importance that is found in the version in
Sanhedrin.

The connexion of a story about Jesus with a story
about Gehazi suggests that there may be, under the
figure of Gehazi, a covert reference to some person
associated with Jesus. It will not be forgotten that
Gehazi is one of the four men expressly excluded from
the world to come, and that the other three are Balaam,
Doeg and Ahitophel. We have aiready seen reason
to believe that Balaam is a type of Jesus (see above,
p. 64 fol.), and that Doeg and Ahitophel are else-
where said to have been heretics (Minim), a term
which in some cases certainly denotes Christians. It
is natural, therefore, to look amongst the followers of
Jesus for the man of whom Gehazi is the type. 1
suggest that the man referred to is Paul. In what
is said about Gehazi, in the passage before us and
elsewhere, there are several points of likeness to
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Paul; and it would certainly be strange if the man
who, more than any other except Jesus, was the foe
of the traditional Judaism, and who, moreover, had
been in his youth a strict Pharisee, should be passed
over in silence by the defenders of that Judaism when
they had occasion to refer to Christianity.

In the passage before us, the subject under discus-
sion is the duty of attending on or accompanying a
man walking forth from a town; and a chance
mention of Elisha is made the excuse for introducing
a long haggadah about him, of which our passage
forms part. The story translated above is, of course,
a haggadic enlargement of the story in 2 Kings v.
of the dismissal and punishment of Gehazi for
covetousness. The curious statement that Elisha
was studying the law about the eight kinds of creep-
ing things is only a fantastic explanation of the
punishment of Gehazi. Elisha said, ¢Is this a time
to receive silver and raiment and olive-gardens.’ etc.,
mentioning eight things. And the objection is made
that Gehazi had not received all these, but only the
first two. R. Jitzhaq explains this by saying that
Elisha was studying the law about the eight creeping
things forbidden for food. The connexion is not,
however, simply the number eight. The punishment,
according to this fanciful exposition, is inflicted upon
Gehazi for having broken the law about eating the
creeping things. The absurdity of this explanation
is somewhat diminished when we remember that it
was Paul more than anyone else who repudiated the
Jewish laws of clean and unclean food. In reference
to the real Gehazi the explanation has no point, but
in reference to Paul it has a good deal.
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Significant also is the fact that Gehazi was a
renegade disciple of a great master; and although
this is, of course, found in the O.T. story, and is not
a haggadic invention, it is none the less applicable
to Paul, the disciple of Gamaliel. So, too, the
fact that Gehazi went to Damascus (not stated, but
implied in the statement that Elisha went thither
to try and bring him to repentance) has its parallel
in the fact that Paul went to Damascus, and was
there as a Christian (Acts ix. 22). The answer of
Gehazi to Elisha, that one who has sinned and caused
the multitude to sin is allowed no chance to repent,
has no meaning in reference to the real Gehazi, but
harmonizes well with the case of Paul. It should be
noticed that this answer is exactly the same as that
which, in the companion story, Jesus makes to R.
Jehoshua ben Perahjah.!

Further, the accounts of what happened afterwards
to Gehazi deserve notice. ‘Some say that he set up
a loadstone according to the sin of Jeroboam.” The
sin of Jeroboam consisted in setting up the calves in
Bethel and Dan; and Rashi, in his comment on this
passage, says that he did so by means of a loadstone
which will lift metal from the earth. What may be
the meaning of a loadstone in reference to Paul will
be seen presently ; but he so far followed the example
of Jeroboam as to establish centres of worship other
than Jerusalem. ¢Some say that he wrote the Name
upon its mouth, and it used to say “I” and « Thou

1 The words of the answer are, however, a general Rabbinical maxim, not
peculiar to this passage. The origin of the maxim is found in 1 Kings xiv.
16 ; and the Rabbinical aphorism occurs in T. Joma v. 11, b, Joma 872,
Aboth. v. 18 (in connexion with ¢ disciples of Balaam’),
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shalt not have.”” What is referred to here is again
the loadstone, and it would seem that a statue is
intended. The Name that he wrote, or carved, upon
the mouth of the figure is the name of God, the
Name which was forbidden to be pronounced. And
the words which the figure uttered are the opening
of the Ten Commandments. The meaning seems
to be that PPaul set up some figure representing a
person whom he asserted to be equal with God.
That images of Christ were to be seen in Christian
churches in the time of Paul is not to be supposed ;
but that they were well known to the Rabbis of the
time to which our passage belongs, is certain. And
considering how much the doctrine of the Deity of
Christ owes to the teaching of Paul, it would not be
unnatural for a Jew to charge him with setting up
images of Christ to be worshipped as God. Pos-
sibly the clue may be found in John xii. 32: And
I, o I be bfted wp, wil draw oll men wnto
myself.

‘ Some say that he drove our Rabbis from before
him.” This is explained by Rashi to mean that the
Rabbinical academies were crowded by the disciples
whom Gehazi drove away. Whether there is here
any reference to Paul T am not prepared to say.

As to the date of this passage, nothing can be
precisely determined. It is found only in the Baby-
lonian Gemara, and no Rabbi is mentioned as an
authority except for some small portions. R.Johanan
belongs to the third century (d. 279 a.p.), and R.
Jitzhaq was a younger contemporary. Both lived in
Palestine. The passage about Gehazi is perhaps
older than that about Jesus, as suggested above,
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P- 54, and served as the introduction to that story.
But, on the other hand, the story about Jesus had a
foundation in Palestinian tradition, as the story of
Gehazi (Paul) had. And in both cases, what we
have is a product of the Babylonian schools. Both
are probably of very late date, and though one may
have preceded the other, there seems no reason to
place any considerable interval between them.

It is curious, by the way, that in neither story is
any further reference made to that repulsion by both
hands, which each story is quoted to illustrate.!

Bex Damad AND JacoB or CHEPHAR SaMa
(SECHANJA).

(28) T. Hull, 1. 22, 23.—The case of R. EYazar ben
Damah, whom a serpent bit. There came in
Jacob, a man of Chephar Sama, to cure him
in the name of Jeshua’ ben Pandira, but R.
Ishmael did not allow it. He said, ¢ Thou art
not permitted, Ben Damah.” He said, <1 will
bring thee a proof that he may heal me.” But
he had not finished bringing a proof when he
died. R. Ishmael said, ¢ Happy art thou, Ben
Damabh, for thou hast departed in peace, and
hast not broken through the ordinances of the
wise ; for upon every one who breaks through
the fence of the wise, punishment comes at
last, as it is written [Eccl. x. 8]: Whoso
breaketh a fence a serpent shall bite him.

(29)). Shabb. 14%.—Almost word for word the same

s (28), then follows:—The serpent only bit
1 For the phrase, see Mechilta, Jithro, 58°.
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(30)

(31)
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him in order that a serpent might not bite him
in the future. And what could he [B. Damah]
have said ? (Lev. xviii. 5): Which, if @ man do,
he shall live in them [i.e. not die in them].

J- A. Zar. 409, 41*.—Same as (29), except that
after the words “came in to cure him,” is
added, «“ He said, We will speak to thee in the
name of Jeshu ban Pandira.”

b. A. Zar. 27°.—A man shall have no dealings
with the Minim, nor be cured by them, even
for the sake of an hour of life. The case of
Ben Dama, sister’s son of Rabbi Ishmael, whom
a serpent bit. There came Jacob the Min of
Chephar Sechanja to cure him ; but R. Ishmael
would not allow him. And he [B. Dama] said
to him, ‘R. Ishmael, my brother, allow him,
that I may be cured by him, and I will bring
a text from the Torah that this is permitted.’
But he had not finished his discourse when his
soul departed, and he died. R. Ishmael pro-
nounced over him, <Happy art thou, Ben
Dama, for thy body is pure and thy soul hath
departed in purity, and thou hast not trans-
gressed the words of thy companions, who have
said [Eccl. x. 8]: Whoso breaketh through a

Jence, a serpent shall bite him.” 1t is different

in regard to Minuth, which bites a man, so
that he comes to be bitten afterwards.

Commentary.—A fifth version of this story is given
in the Midrash, Qoheleth Rabba, i. 8, along with a
good deal else referring to Minuth, of which use will
be made subsequently. The story of Ben Damah
there given, however, does not add anything to what
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is contained in one or other of the four versions
already cited.

We have here to deal with an event separated by
no long interval of time from the date at which it was
first recorded. R. Ishmael was one of the most
distinguished Rabbis whose teaching is contained in
the Mishnah and Tosephta; he lived in the first half
of the second century, and there is reason to believe
that he did not die in the war of Bar Cocheba, or im-
mediately afterwards (a.n. 185), but survived it some
years [see below, p. 131 fol]. R. Ishmael spent the
greater part of his life in Chephar Aziz, a village in
the extreme south, on the borders of Idumea (M.
Qid. vi. 4, Khethub. v. 8). It is not likely that he
would there be brought into contact with a Galilean,
and Jacob of Chephar Sama (or Sechanja) was of
course a Galilean. But it is said that R. Ishmael was
present at an assembly of Rabbis at Usha, in Galilee
(b. B. Bathr. 28% *),! and although the date of that
meeting cannot be precisely determined, it seems
probable that it took place not long before the out-
break of the rebellion of Bar Cocheba, say 130. a.p.
or thereabouts. T'wo assemblies at Usha are distinctly
mentioned (b. R. ha Sh. 31?2, ?), the second being
immediately after the close of the rebellion. It is
probable, then, that the incident of Ben Damah and
Jacob of Chephar Sama (Sechanja) took place on the
occasion of the first assembly at Usha. Ben Damah
is elsewhere (b. Menah. 99°) said to have asked

1 The assembly at Usha, here mentioned, is probably the second of the
two, as that was certainly the more famous. But if R. Ishmael attended the
second, there is every reason to suppose that he also attended the first. This
is all that matters as far as his presence in Galilee is concerned.
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permission from his uncle, R. Ishmael, to study Greek
philosophy. Permission was refused by the quotation
of Josh. i. 8, Thou shalt meditate thercon [the book
of the Law) day and night, and the command,
¢Go, seek a time when it is neither day nor night,
and therein study Greek philosophy.’

Jacob of Chephar Sama or Sechanja is evidently a
Christian ; but, no less evidently, he cannot have been
a contemporary of Jesus, still less identical with James
(Jacob) the brother of Jesus, as has been suggested.
The latter was put to death somewhere about the
year 44 A.p.; and R. Ishmael was only a boy when
Jerusalem was captured in A.p. 70. Jacob was an
extremely common name, and no identification with
any known Christian is possible. The place to which
this Jacob belonged is called variously Chephar Sama
and Ch. Sechanja. The first is thought to be the
modern Khefr Sumeia, and the second the well-known
Sichnin (modern Suchnin); as these two places are
only nine miles apart, Jacob may quite well have been
associated with both. In a passage which will be
examined presently, this same Jacob is said to have
talked with R. Eliezer b. Horqgenos, in the High
Street of Sepphoris, and to have communicated to
him a saying of Jesus. [See below, p. 138 and
especially p. 143]. If we suppose that Jacob was,
roughly speaking, about the same age as R. Eliezer,
he would belong to the third generation of Christian
disciples, hardly to the second.

As to the details of the story, there is little variation
among the several versions given above. In all, the
Christian proposes to heal the sick man in the name of
Jeshu ben Pandira, 7.e. as the Palestinian Gemara (30)
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says, by pronouncing that name over the sufferer (cp.
Acts iii. 6, ix. 84; Mark xvi. 17, 18). R. Ishmael
refused to allow the cure to be performed, although
his nephew pleaded that he had scripture warrant for
it. He died while speaking; but the Palestinian
Gemara (29) supplies what he had not time to say, by
referring to Lev. xviii. 5. Ben Damah would have
argued that since a man was to live by doing the
things commanded in the Torah, he would be justified,
for the sake of them, in saving his life.

The quotation of Eccl. x. 8 is ambiguous. It
appears to have been suggested by the mere fact of
B. Damah having been bitten by a serpent. But, on
the other hand, according to the text, the bite of a
serpent was a punishment for having  broken through
a fence,” i.e. “transgressed the ordinances of the
Rabbis,” according to the Rabbinical interpretation.
Now Ben Damah had not done this, and therefore
R. Ishmael praised him ; but. he had been bitten by a
serpent. Tosephta (28) does not attempt to get over
the difficulty; the Pal. Gemara (29) explains that
the bite of the serpent, which killed Ben Damah, was
to prevent him from meeting a worse fate hereafter;
for if he had “transgressed the ordinances of the
wise,” he would have been a heretic, and in the world
to come would have suffered the fate of a heretic.
In other words, Jacob the heretic would have infected
him with the venom of heresy, if allowed to cure his
wound, and thus the literal serpent saved him from
the figurative serpent.

The word translated <heresy’ is Minath, the
abstract noun from Min; and there can be no ques-
tion but that here the heresy intended is Christianity.
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This is evident from the mention of Jacob as a dis-
ciple of Jesus, and it is important as helping to decide
the real significance of the terms Min and Minuth.
The next extract will afford evidence of a similar
kind.

THE GraANDsON OF R. JEHOsHUA BEN LEVI
AND A CHrIsTIAN Doctor

(82) ). Shabb. 14%.—The grandson [of R. Jehoshua
ben Levi] had something stuck in his throat.
There came a man and whispered to him in
the name of Jeshu Pandera, and he recovered.
When he [the doctor] came out, he [R.
Jehoshua] said to him, <What didst thou
whisper to him ¢° He said to him, ¢ A certain
word.” He said, ¢ It had been better for him
that he had died rather than thus.’ And it
happened thus to him, as it were an error that
proceedeth from the ruler (Ecc. x. 5).

j. A. Zar. 40° gives the passage in the same
words as above, this page of the treatise being,
indeed, to a considerable extent a repetition of
that in the treatise Shabbath. The story is
found also in the Midrash Qoh. rabbah, on
X. 5, in a shorter form.

Commentary.—Jehoshua ben Levi is one of the

best known of the Talmudic Rabbis. He lived and
tanght for the most part at Lud (Lydda), where he
followed his own teacher Bar Qappara, a.p. 260.
But he was in close association with the two great
teachers, Johanan and Reésh Lagqish, whose college
was in Tiberias. It is probable that it was in Tiberias
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that the incident took place which is described above.
For the grandson referred to was probably the son of
R. Joseph (son of R. Jehoshua) who had married into
the family of the Patriarch Jehudah II., and Tiberias
was the latter’s place of residence. A Christian
doctor might be met with elsewhere, as in the case of
R. Abahu, in the next extract.

The main outline of the story resembles that of
Ishmael and Ben Damah, except that in the passage
before us the Christian was not prevented from doing
what he came to do. R. Jehoshua had not been
present to interfere, but apparently only met him as
he was coming away. The meaning of the quotation
from Ecc. x. 5, I suppose to be, that the fact of the
child having been cured by a Christian was a deplor-
able evil which could not be undone, as the command
of a ruler given in error, and implicitly obeyed, may
result in mischief which cannot be afterwards put
right. This is on the lines of the explanation given
by Rashi and Aben Ezra in their commentaries on
Ecclesiastes. It is characteristic of the feeling of
Jews towards Christians in the third century in
Palestine.

That feeling is further illustrated by the following :

R. ABanu, aND JacoB THE MiIN

(83) b. A. Zar. 28°.—And yet, R. Abahu was an
eminent man, and Jacob the Min applied a
drug to his leg, and if it had not been for R.
Ami and R. Asi, who licked his leg, he would
have cut his leg off.

Commentary.—The above occurs in the midst of a
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discussion on the question whether in cases of sick-
ness the help of non-Jewish physicians might be used.
R. Johanan laid down the rule that in cases for which
the Sabbath might be profaned, z.e. in very dangerous
cases, such help might not be used, but that in slighter
cases it might; the meaning of which seems to be
that all risk was to be avoided of a man dying under
non-Jewish treatment. This rule is given immedi-
ately after the story of Ben Damabh, already discussed,
and is repeated just before the present passage re-
ferring to Abahu. The connexion is this, that an
exception might be made to Johanan’s rule if the
patient were an eminent man, “and yet, R. Abahu
was an eminent man, etc.”

Abahu lived in Cesarea at the end of the third and
the beginning of the fourth century. He had very
frequent intercourse with Christians, as will be seen
hereafter, and such intercourse was not always un-
friendly. The Gemara in recording the above inci-
dent seems to suppose that Jacob the Min intended
to kill his patient by putting poison into a wound in
his leg, and says that if Abahu’s two friends had not
licked the poison off (or rather perhaps sucked it out)
Abahu would have cut off his own leg rather than be
saved by a Christian. And the Gemara supports its
view by quoting Jud. xvi. 80, where Samson says,
« Let me die with the Philistines, to show that the
Christian was bent on killing Abahu though he should
lose his own life in consequence. But this can hardly
be the real meaning of the incident. Abahu was ¢an
eminent man,’” closely associated with the court of the
Roman governor, and would therefore be attended by
a physician of his own choice. Indeed, the whole
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point of the story, in reference to Johanan’s rule about
calling in non-Jewish physicians, implies that Abahu
must himself have called in Jacob the Min, knowing
him to be a Min. If so, he cannot have felt any such
dislike towards his physician, as would make him cut
off his own leg rather than allow the Christian remedy
to be applied. His two friends, however, appear to
have felt as R. Ishmael and R. Jehoshua felt, as de-
scribed in the preceding passages. 'They licked off,
or sucked out, the drug applied by the Christian ; and
whether they supposed it to be poison, or only dis-
liked a Christian remedy, their antipathy to the
Christian is equally apparent.

The commentary of Tosaphoth on the passage
explains, rather needlessly, that the Jacob the Min
who is mentioned here cannot have been the same as
the Jacob of Chephar Sama (Sechanja) who attended
Ben Damah. There was a period of some 170 years
between them.

In b. Hull 84* occurs a reference to a certain Jacob
the Min, who is said to have discussed a point of
Halachah with Raba, a Babylonian teacher in Mahuza,
early in the fourth century.! As far as chronology is
concerned this might be the same Jacob as the one
who attended Abahu; but I do not know what he
should be doing in Mahuza. Jacob was a very
common name, and there must have been many
Jewish Christians who were so called.

! Cp. b. Shabb. 882, where “a certain Min” has an altercation with Raba.
The ¢Jacob Minaah’ who met Raba is hardly identical with the ¢Jacob
Minaah’ who conversed with R. Jehudah (b. Meg. 23s), if this be R,
Jehudah ben Jehesq'el, since the latter died about the time (A.p. 292) when
Raba was born.
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A CoONTEST OoF MIRACLES |

(84) j. Sanh. 25%—For example, R. Lazar and R.

Jehoshua and R. Agqiba went up to bathe in a
certain public bath in Tiberias. A certain Min
(heretic) saw them. He said something, and
the arched roof held them fast. R. Lazar
said to R. Jehoshua, ¢« What ! Jehoshua ben
Hananjah, see what thou canst do.” When
that Min went forth, R. Jehoshua said some-
thing, and the door held him fast, and every
one who entered gave him a blow, and every
one who went out gave him a thrust in the
back. He said, ‘Undo what ye have done.’
They said, ‘Undo, and we will undo.” They
each did so. When they had gone forth, R.
Jehoshua said, < Well, how clever thou art!’
He said, ‘ Let us go down to the sea.” When
they had gone down to the sea, the Min said
something, and the sea was divided. He said
to them, ¢ And did not Moses your master do
thus in the sea?’ They said to him, ¢ Wilt
thou not agree with us that Moses our master
walked in the midst of it 2 He said to them,
‘Yes.” They said to him, ¢ Then do thou walk
in the midst of it.” He walked in the midst of
it. And R. Jehoshua commanded the Prince
of the Sea, and he swallowed him up.

Commentary.—The foregoing tale is given as an
illustration in a discussion upon magic and witch-
craft, arising out of the text (Exod. xxii. 18), T%ou
shalt not suffer a witch to live. 'The three Rabbis



REFERENCES TO MINIM AND MINUTH 113

mentioned are very well known characters. .R. Lazar®
is R. Elazar ben Azariah. R. Jehoshua ben
Hananiah was the contemporary, and, in a sense,
rival of R. Eliezer ben Horgenos whom we have
already met with (see above, No. 4). Aqiba has also
been frequently mentioned. All three were living
at the beginning of the second century a.n. The
Christian might, so far as chronology goes, have been
the same Jacob of Chephar Sama who came to cure
Ben Damah; but there is nothing to identify him.
The story itself needs little explanation. The Rabbis
go to a public bath and apparently enter a room with
a vaulted roof. Levy (N. H. W, ii. 822, s.v. np»)
says that what is meant is the arched recess where an
idol s5tood ; but the quotation which he gives in sup-
port of this view (b. A. Zar. 16°) does not seem to
me to show this. However, it was evidently some
small arch, under or in which a man could stand.
The Min, whom here we may safely call a Christian
(after the example of Jacob the Min, who was a dis-
ciple of Jesus), pronounced a spell, literally ¢ said what
he said,” and the arch held them fast. Jehoshua
retaliated by a spell which caused the door to hold
the Christian fast, so that he blocked the way, and
people as they tried to go in or out struck him.
After releasing each other they all went down to ¢ the
sea," t.e. the lake of Galilee. By another spell the
Christian divided the water, to show that he could
do what Moses did. He incautiously admitted that
Moses also walked in the midst of the divided water,
and he was challenged to do the same. He fell into

! Lazar is the shorter form of Eleazar, and appears in the N.T. as

Lazarus.
8
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the trap ; and when he was in the midst of the water,
Jehoshua commanded the ¢Prince of the Sea,’ the
angel or spirit in charge of the lake, and the water
swallowed him up.

This story is anonymous, and there is nothing to
indicate its age or origin. It is certainly not con-
temporary with the Rabbis who figure in it, unless
we admit that Jehoshua ben Hananiah enjoyed during
his lifetime the reputation for magical power which
was afterwards attributed to him. It should be noted
that the miracles of the Christian are admitted to be
as real as those of his opponent. There is complete
faith in miracles all through the story. I use the
term ‘miracle,” though the Talmud speaks of magic,
because it is well to remind the reader that what
the N.T. calls a miracle (at least in English,
the Greek has onpela or Svvdpes), the Talmud—
reflecting current belief—regards as magic, i.e. as the
result of superhuman agency employed by men who
know how to call it forth. Without expressing any
opinion on the reality of the alleged miracles of Jesus,
I would remark that the Jews admitted them as
genuine, no less than the acts performed by their own
Rabbis, the difference being not in the character of
the deeds, but in that of the persons who performed
them. So in the story above, the rival enchanters
perform exactly similar acts; and since the story is
told from the Jewish side, naturally the victory
remains with the Rabbi. The fate of the Christian
may perhaps contain an allusion to the story told in
the Gospels, of Peter trying to walk on the water. If
that story had its origin in Galilee, it might well
continue to be remembered on the shores of the lake.



REFERENCES TO MINIM AND MINUTH 115

On the same page in which the passage above
translated occurs are some further remarks on Jewish
and Christian miracles, which may throw light on the
probable date of the story. They would have to be
included in any collection of Talmudic references to
Christianity, but are hardly of sufficient importance
to be treated by themselves under a separate head.
They will therefore be given here.

MiracLEs BY JEwWs AND MiINIM

(85) j. Sanh. 25%—R. Jehoshua ben Hananiah
said, ‘I can take cucumbers and melons and
make them into kids and goats, and they really
are made into kids and goats.” R. Jannaj said,
¢I was walking in a certain street of Sepphoris,
and I saw a certain Min take a bird, and he
cast it up and it fell down and was made into
a calf’ But it is not so. R. Lazar said in
the name of R. José ben Zimra, ¢ If all who
come into the world were assembled together,
they would not be able to create a gnat and
put breath in it.” Let us say, not that this Min
took a bird and cast it up and it came down
and was made into a calf, but that he called to
his prince [familiar spirit] and he stole a calf
from the herd and brought it to him. R.
Hanina ben R. Hananiah said, ‘I was going
along a certain place near the gate of Sepphoris,
and I saw a Min take a skull and cast it up and
it came down and was made into a calf. And
I went and told my father. He said, < If thou
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hast eaten of it, it is a real one ; if not, it is an
illusion.’

Commentary.—R. Jannai lived in Sepphoris about
the end of the second and the beginning of the third
century. He was one of the teachers of R. Johanan,
to whom is traditionally ascribed the codification of
the Palestinian Gemara. R. Jannai's remark about
the miracle which he saw is given without the
support of any later teacher who vouched for it. It
is simply quoted by the compilers of the Gemara as a
detached saying. R. José b. Zimra was contemporary
with R. Jannai, possibly an inhabitant of the same
town. He is quoted by R. Lazar (i.e. El'azar b.
Pedath), a Babylonian who migrated to Palestine
about the middle of the third century. Apparently
the compilers of the Gemara felt some misgiving at
the assertion that animals had been produced by
magic, and they quote R. José b. Zimra in support of
the view that no human being can create even the
smallest living creature; but they do not on that
account reject the miracle. They explain it by
saying that it was done by the help of superhuman
beings, who brought what was wanted, in place of the
thing that was apparently changed. A similar doubt
as to the reality of the miracle is expressed in the
story about R. Hanina b. R. Hananiah, where his
father told him that unless he had actually eaten of
the calf which he said he had seen made, he could not
be sure it was a real one.

All these sayings and stories about magic seem to
belong to a late period, and to be merely fragments
collected by the compilers of the Gemara, by way
of illustration, rather than duly recorded tradition.
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That the real R. Jehoshua b. Hananiah, a very well-
known personage, should have said that he had the
magical power ascribed to him above, is less likely
than that such power should have been attributed to
him in later times. He had indeed the reputation of
being a great opponent of the Minim (heretics), and
that may account for the part which he played in the
contest with the Christian in the first story.

It is remarkable that nearly all the incidents men-
tioned above are located in Sepphoris, and that the
same place was the scene of a much more important
event, the meeting of R. Eliezer b. Horgenos and
Jacob of Chephar Sama. It would be very inter-
esting to know whether the Jewish Christians of
Galilee possessed an original Galilean, as distinguished
from the Judean, tradition of the ministry of Jesus.

The above passages serve to show that miracles
were accepted as genuine, whether done by Jews or
Christians, and that they were all alike regarded as
magical.

It has been impossible to avoid mentioning the
word Min?! in the above remarks, since it occurs in
the texts to be translated. And 1 have translated it
¢ Christian’ because the connexion with Jesus seemed
to be clearly shown. But I do not wish to take it for
granted that in all cases ‘Min’ denotes a Christian.
I will therefore present here several passages in which
the Talmud attempts to indicate what is a Min. And
although this will still leave something to be said by
way of general discussion of the question, after all the
Rabbinical passages referring to ¢ Minim ’ have been
given, yet a provisional definition by the Rabbis

1 Min, plural Minim ; abstract noun Minuth, the state of being a Min.
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themselves will be of much use in dealing with subse-
quent passages. I proceed to give

DEFINITIONS OF MIN, MINUTH
Tue Fate oFr THE MiNniMm HEREAFTER

(86) T. Sanh. xiii. 4, 5.—The sinners of Israel, and
the sinners of the nations of the world descend
into Gehinnom in their body, and they are
judged there twelve months. After twelve
months their soul perishes and their body is
burnt, and Gehinnom casts it out, and they
are made dust and the wind disperses them
and scatters them under the soles of the feet
of the righteous, as it is said (Mal. iv. 8), And
ye shall tread down the wicked, for they shall be
dust under the soles of the feet of the righteous,
in the day that I do -make, saith the Lord of
Hosts. But the Minim, and the apostates
and the betrayers and Epiqurésin, and those
who have lied concerning the Torah, and those
who depart from the ways of the congregation,
and those who have lied concerning the resur-
rection of the dead, and everyone who has
sinned and caused the multitude to sin, after
the manner of Jeroboam and Ahab, and those
(Ezek. xxxii. 24) who have set their fear in the
land of the living, and have stretched forth their
hand against Zé&bal, Gehinnom is shut in their
faces and they are judged there for generations
of generations, as it is said (Isa. lxvi. 24),
And they shall go forth and look wupon the
corpses of the men who sin against me, for their
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worm shall not die, nor their fire be quenched,
and they shall be an abhorring wunto all flesh.
Sheol fails, they fail not, as it is said (Ps. xlix.
14), Their beauty shall be for Sheol to con-
sume, who hath caused them to stretch forth
their hand against Zébal, as it is said (ib:d.),
that there be no Zebul for him, and Ze&bul
means nothing else but the Temple, as it is
said (1 Kings viii. 18), I have surely built
thee an house of habitation (Z&bul), a place for
thee to dwell in for ever.

Commentary.—A sharp distinction is here made
between Jewish and Gentile sinners on the one hand,
and Minim, betrayers and Epiqurdsin on the other.
The Jewish sinners remain Jews though they sin.
The Gentile sinners have not sinned against the Torah
of Israel, because they are not bound by it. They
are punished merely gud sinners; and twelve months
in Gehinnom suffices to punish their offence. Far
greater is the guilt of those who, being Jews, have
sinned against the fundamental principles of the
Jewish religion. Apostasy in some form or another
is implied in the terms ¢Minim,” ‘apostates,” ‘be-
trayers,” ¢ Epiqiirosin.” These are not interchangeable.
Reserving for the moment the first, the betrayers
(Masoroth) are explained by Rashi to mean “slan-
derers, who betray the wealth of Israel into the hands
of Gentiles.” More particularly they are Jewish
‘delators,” informers, spies, acting against Israel in
the interest of the Roman government. Epiqurosin
(plur. of Epiqurds) is plainly borrowed from the
personal name Epicurus; but it contains also a play
on the word ‘paqar’ (%pp), which means ‘to be free
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from restraint.” The name denotes, in general terms,
a freethinker, one who disregards the restraints of
traditional authority. An Epiquros was not neces-
sarily a Jew, he might be a Gentile. Thus it is said
(b. Sanh. 38%), «“They teach there [in Palestine] R.
El'azar said, < Be careful to learn Torah, and know
what thou shalt answer to an Epiqurds.” R. Johanan
said, ‘They taught not so except concerning an
Epiquros of the Gentiles.” But all the more concern-
ing a Jewish Epiqiiros, for he is more defiant ('s» p).” !
In other words the Jewish Epiquros was the more
dangerous opponent because he was an enemy within
the camp. The term does not, so far as 1 know, imply
the holding or rejecting of any specific doctrines,
but merely the assertion of liberty of thought upon
all subjects, and consequent disregard of external
authority. A Gentile Epiquros would be one who,
in controversy, did not from the first admit the
authority of Jewish tradition as upheld by the Rabbis,
a Jewish Epiquros would be one who, having formerly
acknowledged the Rabbinical authority, afterwards
rejected it. But a man is only an Epiquros, if I
rightly understand the term, when he is considered
as having relation with the Jewish religion. A Greek
philosopher, teaching in Rome or Athens, would not,
merely as such, be an Epiquros ; but if he had a con-
troversy with a Jew upon some question affecting
Judaism, then he would be a Gentile Epiquros. A
Jew became an Epiquros as soon as he showed a
disposition to despise the Rabbinical authority and
go his own way. Thus it is said (b. Sanh. 99%) that
an Epiquros is like those who say, ¢ What are these
1 See below, p. 294 fol.
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Rabbis to us?’” And on the same page they are
compared to “one who sits before his Rabbi, and
there has come to him a tradition from another place,
and he says, < Thus we teach there,” instead of saying,
‘Thus the teacher (Rabbi so-and-so) hath said.’”
Compare with this, Matthew v. 21, 22: It was said
to them of old time . . . . but I say unto you. We
may then provisionally assume that Epiquros denotes
a free-thinker in the widest sense of the word.

It will be evident that the term Min denotes some-
thing similar to Epiquros, since they are both in-
cluded in the passage before us, along with apostates
and betrayers. The various details of apostasy—
denial of the resurrection of the dead, of the Torah,
etc.—are not specified as being characteristic of one
class of apostates more than of another; and we may
take them as applying to Minim no less than to
Epiqurosin, while on the other hand there must be
some difference to account for the use of two terms
where one would have sufficed. The difference
between Min and Epiquros is much the same as the
difference between  heretic’ and ‘free-thinker.” The
heretic usually is a free-thinker; but not every free-
thinker is a heretic. From the standpoint of Judaism
a Gentile might be a free-thinker, but not a heretic ;
since, being a Gentile, he had never professed the
Jewish religion. Only a Jew could be a heretic
as regards Judaism; and he could scarcely be a
heretic without being also a free-thinker. The term
Min denotes, I believe, invariably a Jewish heretic,
t.e. one who, having been trained in the principles of
the Jewish religion, departs from them and is un-
faithful towards them, violates the covenant between
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God and Israel.! This I believe to be the root sig-
nificance of the term Min, and if so it would be
practically equivalent to Jewish Epiquros. But I
think that Min, more often than Epiquros, implies not
merely freedom of thought, but the holding or re-
jecting of specific opinions. It does not always do so;
but it does sometimes, while I believe that this is
hardly ever the case with Epiqirés. We have already
met with several instances of the word Min, and have
judged from the context that the persons referred to
were Christians. So far as I know, the Talmud
seldom, if ever speaks of a Christian as Epiquros.
And 1 infer that the term Min carried with it the
denial of certain doctrines, as the expression of the
unfaithfulness in which his heresy consisted. A Min,
as such, was not necessarily a Christian; but, as a
matter of fact, most of the heretics who came into
strained relations with Jews were Christians, and
more particularly Jewish Christians. If they had
been Gentile Christians they would probably have
been called Epiqurosin. And thus it often happens
that <Jewish- Christian’ is a correct equivalent
of <Min,’” while yet it remains true that Min does
not properly signify ¢Jewish-Christian,” but only
‘heretic.’® This, at all events, is the meaning which

1 For the probable etymology of the word Min, see below, p. 362 fol.

2 Friedlander (der Vorchristiiche jiidische Gnosticismus ; Gottingen, 1898)
attempts to prove that the Minim were in all cases Gnostics, and more
particularly of the Ophite sect. His work will be more fully noticed in the
concluding division of this book, when having the whole of the Talmudic
evidence before us, we shall be able to judge of the value of his conclusions.
His treatment of the Rabbinical authorities is far from satisfactory, if only
because he bases his theory upon a comparatively small number of passages

not always fairly presented. For a glaring omission, hardly to be ex-
cused, see below, p. 145 n.
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I provisionally adopt of the term Min. I should have
preferred, if possible, to have presented all the
passages referring to Min and Minuth before at-
tempting to fix the significance to be attached to the
words ; but in that case it would have been difficult,
if not impossible, to have given any clear idea of the
bearing of each passage upon my main subject. It
will be necessary to compare this provisional meaning
with the context in each case, and to attempt a more
precise identification of the class of persons referred to.

It remains now to remark upon the details of the
passage which has led to this discussion. It should
be noted that it is contained in the Tosephta, and is
thus not later than the end of the second or the be-
ginning of the third century. ¢ Who have lied con-
cerning the Torah.” The particular point of the
denial is not stated ; but a comparison with M. Sanh.
x. 1 makes it probable that the heretics denied that
the Torah was from heaven. It is not stated that
they denied the Torah, but that they lied concerning
it, a charge which might cover a variety of offences.
Similarly, ¢« who have lied concerning the resurrection
of the dead” does not necessarily imply that re-
surrection itself was denied, but that some falsehood
was taught concerning it ; probably, that it could not
be proved from the Torah (M. Sanh. loc. cit.).
‘ Everyone who has sinned and caused the multitude
to sin.” We have already met with this phrase in
connexion with both Jesus and Paul, (see above, pp.
51, 101), and may fairly conclude that it is here
directed against preachers of heresy, of whom, no
doubt, Christians were the most important. “ Who
have set their terror in the land of the living ” is a
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quotation from Ezek. xxxii. 24, 26, and as such, the
precise point of the present application of the words
remains doubtful. As used in Ezekiel, the words
refer to the great nations—Asshur, Elam, Tubal,
Meshech, and Edom—who had at various times op-
pressed Israel: and it is possible, especially in view
of the following clause “ Who have stretched forth
their hands against Zebul (the Temple),” that the
reference is to the Roman Empire, the oppressor
above all others. If this is so, then it must be ad-
mitted that these two last clauses do not in any way
serve to describe Minim, or heretics. But, on the
other hand, it seems forced and unnatural to pass so
suddenly from heretics to political enemies; and
further, the Talmud nowhere else, so far as I know,
threatens the Romans, or even the Roman Emperor,
with the fate here described. 'The date of the passage
forbids us to think of a time when the Roman Empire
had officially become Christian, and there is no reason
to suspect an interpolation in the text. The political
reference seems then to be excluded, and *those who
have set their fear in the land of the living,” must be
understood of some class of heretics. The explanation
of R. Hisda (b. R. ha-Sh. 17?), that the reference is
to “the steward, o»p, of the synagogue, who makes
himself too much feared by the congregation,” does
not seem adequate, in view of the severity of the
punishment which is threatened. ¢ Those who have
stretched out their hands against Zebul.” [t is ex-
plained in the Tosephta itself that Zebul (habitation)
denotes the Temple. But it does not follow that the
reference is to the destruction of the Temple by the
Romans. And since the whole passage seems to be
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directed against heresy in some form, we may perhaps
interpret this clause of those who, like the Christians,
repudiated the claim of the Temple to be the place
where alone worship could be duly and perfectly
offered. Of course the Temple ceased to exist, when
Titus destroyed it ; but this was only de facto, not de
Jure.

The sentence pronounced on all these offenders,
heretics, apostates, betrayers, free thinkers, all who in
their various ways sought to undermine the founda-
tions of Rabbinical Judaism, is punishment during
generations of generations in Gehinnom. When it is
said that Gehinnom is shut in their faces, that can
only mean that they cannot escape, though the
natural meaning of shutting a door in the face of
some one is that thereby his entrance is barred.

On the Rabbinical conception of Gehinnom, see
Weber, System der Altsynag. Theologie, p. 326,
374. His translation (p. 875) of the passage which
we have been studying is not sufficiently exact.

THE FORMULA AGAINST THE MINIM

(87) j. Ber. 9°.—Shemuel ha-Qaton went before
the Ark [to recite the prayers] He forgot
“That casteth down the proud” at the end.
He paused and tried to remember them.
They said to him, “ The wise have not framed
it thus.”

Commentary.—See the commentary on the much

fuller passage which follows.

(38) b. Ber. 28° 29%.—Our Rabbis teach: Shim’on
the - cotton-seller arranged the Eighteen
Benedictions in the presence of Rabban
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Gamliel, according to their order, in Jabneh.
Rabban Gamliel said to the Wise, “ Is there
anyone who knows how to compose a Benedic-
tion of the Minim?” Shemuel ha-Qaton
stood up and composed it. The following
year he forgot it, and sought [to recall it] for
two and even three hours, and they did not
call him up [from the pulpit] Why did they
not call him up? For Rab Jehudah said, that
Rab said, “If a man makes a mistake in all
the Benedictions, they do not call him up;
but in the Benediction of the Minim they call
him up.” They suspect that he is a Min. It
was different with Shemuel ha-Qaton, because
he had composed it, and it was thought
perhaps he would recover himself.

[The first sentence of this passage occurs in
b. Meg. 17", where follows a sort of running
commentary on the Eighteen Benedictions.
An incidental reference to the Minim occurs
(according to the reading of Rabbinowicz);
but nothing is stated beyond what is contained
in the other passage quoted in this section.]

Commentary.—This is an extremely important
passage, because it records the official condemnation
of the Minim by the Rabbis; and it will be necessary
to determine as accurately as possible the date of the
incident here narrated.

Before entering upon that investigation, I will
notice the details of the story which call for remark.
The Eighteen Benedictions®' are a series of short

1 For a full account of them, see Hamburger, Real Encykl. f. Bibel u.
Talmud, ii., s.v. Schemone-Esré.
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prayers. still to be found in the Jewish liturgy. The
word translated Benediction serves equally for male-
diction, and it is rather in that sense that it is used in
regard to the Minim. In the modern liturgy the
Benediction referred to runs thus :—npn snin 5S¢ pawomnd,
« May there be no hope for the slanderers,” where the
word for ‘slanderers’ has been put in place of the
ancient word Minim.!

These Eighteen Benedictions are said to have been
arranged in order by Shim’on the cotton-seller, at
Jabneh, in the presence of Rabban Gamliel. This
was Gamliel II., who held the position of Patriarch
(ww») after the death of Johanan ben Zaccai, some-
where about the year 80 A.p. Of Shemuel ha-Qaton
more will be said presently. He is said to have < com-
posed’ the Benediction; but perhaps it would be more
correct to say ‘ adapted,’ altered some previous formula
so as to apply to the Minim. The formula drawn up
by him was taken into use; and the following year it
fell to the lot of its author to recite it in the public
service. He forgot the words, but tried for three
hours to recall them, while the congregation waited,
and did not “call him up” from the pulpit, z.e. cause
him to leave it. The pulpit or reading-desk was
below, not above, the general level of the seats of the
congregation. According to later usage, a reader
who made a mistake in reciting this benediction would
have been made to leave the desk, because he would
be suspected of being a Min.> The reason given why
this was not done in the case of Shemuel ha-Qaton

1 The form ]’J'W5D suggests the transposition *'0 Sw, Hamburger
thinks that 251 is the original which was altered into 3D,
2 See j. Ber. 9°, which will be translated and explained below (p. 204).
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was that as he was the author of the formula he
might be expected to remember it.

It is curious that this incident is only given in
detail in the Babylonian Gemara. It is quoted there
as a Baraitha, i.e. it belongs to the stratum of Tradi-
tion contemporary with that embodied in the Mishnah
and Tosephta. So far as I know, the Mishnah does
not expressly mention the ¢ Benediction of the
Minim.” In Tosephta the story is not given, but the
Benediction is referred to in a discussion of the
question how the number eighteen is to be completed
(T. Ber. iii. 25). A similar discussion is found in the
Palestinian Gemara (. Ber. iv. 8). As these do not
throw any light on the story before us, the text of
them will be deferred till the end of the commentary
on this passage.

The incident has every appearance of being
historical ; the explanation of Rab, quoted by R.
Jehudah, plainly shows that he knew of the story,
and as he was a disciple of R. Jehudah ha-Qadosh,
the grandson of the Gamliel referred to, he is a
sufficiently good witness.

To determine the date of this incident, which is
important as marking the official breach between the
synagogue and the Minim, it is necessary to examine
carefully the chronology of the life of Shemuel ha-
Qaton. The date of his death will obviously afford
a terminus ad quem for the date of the composition
of the formula against the Minim. The death of
Shemuel ha-Qaton is mentioned in several passages
of the Talmud and Midrash, with but slight variations
in the text. These are as follows :—

(89) T. Sotah xii. 4.—Also, in the hour of his



REFERENCES TO MINIM AND MINUTH 129

death, he [Sh. ha-Q.] said, “Shim’on and
Ishmael to the sword, and their companions
to slaughter, and the rest of the people to
plunder, and many troubles will come after-
wards”; and he said this in the Aramaic
tongue.

(40) j. Sotah 24> —The same words, with the
addition, however, of the following, after ‘in
the Aramaic tongue,’ ‘“and they knew not
what he said.”

(41) b. Sotah 48>.—Same as (39).

(42) b. Sanh 11*.—Same as (39).

The question is, to whom did the dying man refer
as “Shim’'on and Ishmael”? One thinks most
naturally of Shim’on ben Gamliel and Ishmael ben
Elisha, who were executed after the capture of
Jerusalem a.p. 70. And, in spite of difficulties, I
believe that this is the right interpretation. The
detailed account in Ab. d. R. Nathan, c. 88, distinctly
implies that the two men executed were the elder
Shim’on b. Gamliel and the elder Ishmael b. Elisha.
For Ishmael there says to Shim’on, “ When thou
didst sit and teach on the Mount of the House [i.e.
the Temple), and all the multitude of Israel sat in thy
presence, ete.”

Moreover, Ishmael speaks of himself as a priest
and son of a high priest. But, if Shemuel ha-Qaton
was a member of the assembly at Jabneh over which
Rabban Gamliel presided, must not his dying words
have referred to someone whose death took place
later than the year 70? The period during which
Rn. Gamli€l presided at Jabneh is usually given as

80-110 A.p. or thereabouts, so that Shemuel could
9
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not have died before 80 A.n. It is therefore held,
amongst others, by Jost, Gritz, Weiss and Bacher,
that the Ishmael referred to was Ishmael ben Elisha
the younger, grandson of the one already mentioned
and contemporary with Aqiba. (See Jost, Gsch. d.
Jdtums., ii. p. 74; Gritz, G. d. J., iv. 175; Weiss,
G. d. ). T, ii. 102; Bacher, Ag. d. Tannaiten, i. 243).
This is also the view of Rashi, at least in so far that
ke explains the ¢ companions’ of Shim’on and Ishmael
to be “such as R. Aqiba and R. Hanina ben Teradjon”
(Rashi on b. Sanh. 11?). Of course, these two were
companions of the younger Ishmael. Moreover, it is
said (and this is the strongest evidence in favour of
this view), in Mechilta (Mishpat. c. 18, p. 95%), that
Aqiba uttered a solemn warning to his disciples after
the execution of R. Ishmael and Shim’on. This is
repeated in the late Treatise Semahoth c. 8, where,
however, it is distinctly said that the Shim’on in
question was Shim’on ben Gamliel. The passage in
Mechilta is strong evidence, because that Midrash
originated amongst the disciples of the younger
Ishmael, who may be supposed to have known the
eircumstances of his death.

Yet, in spite of the above evidence, supported as it
is by the great authority of Jost, Gritz, Weiss, and
Bacher, there is a difficulty in the way of accepting
this interpretation ; because there is evidence to show
that both the younger Ishmael and the younger
Shim’on ben Gamliel survived the persecution of
Hadrian, and died a natural death. This is un-
questionably true in the case of Shim’on ben Gamliel,
who died somewhere about A.p. 166. The historians
above mentioned see clearly that he cannot have been
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the person referred to by Shemuel ha-Qaton, and ac-
cordingly state that Ishmael was executed along with
‘“a certain Simeon,” whom they do not try to identify.
But there is reason for believing that R. Ishmael also
died a natural death, as is shown by Hamburger (R.
Encykl, ii. 526) and Frankel (Darké ha-Mishnah, p.
106). It is said (M. Nedar., ix. 10), “When [R.
Ishmael] died, the daughters of Israel raised a lament
and said, ‘ Ye daughters of Israel, weep for Rabbi
Ishmael.”” (T. Nedar., v. 6, much the same.) 1In the
Gemara (b. Nedar. 66°) it is said, * When R. Ishmael
lay dying,’ the word being ‘ shechib’ (152) not < méth’
(rn). Now the word n» used in the other passages does
not imply a violent death, while the word 2= does
imply a natural death." The R. Ishmael here referred:
to is undoubtedly R. Ishmael ben Elisha the younger,
for he is the R. Ishmael of the Mishnah and Tosephta.
And in view of the fact that a lamentation was raised
for him, compare what is said (b. Sanh. 11?), pvson px
nsbn e Sy, “ They do not make lamentation for
those slain by the kingdom ” [i.e., political prisoners
executed as rebels, and more particularly those
executed after the rebellion of Bar Cocheba]. If this
can be taken as a correct statement, then R. Ishmael
ben Elisha was not one of those executed at that
_time. Further, the view that R. Ishmael survived
the persecution, or, at all events, lived some time after
it had begun, is confirmed by what is recorded in b. B.
Bathra 60Y: « It is tradition, R. Ishmael ben Elisha
said . . . . ‘from the day when the wicked kingdom

L ADY s from the root 32¥, to lie, and it is used of persons who are
dangerously ill. Cp, b. B. Qam. 388, 47°, and especially 111°, where Raba
says, “ When T was very ill (R22'2P), etc.”
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prevailed, which decrees against us wicked and hard
ordinances, and prevents us from fulfilling Torah and
commandments, and does not allow us to assemble to
circumcise a son, ete.”” This certainly refers to the
edicts which were made by Hadrian, after the sup-
pression of the rebellion under Bar Cocheba, a.p. 185 ;
and if so, R. Ishmael must have survived at all events
the beginning of the persecution. The form of the
expression, “from the day that the wicked kingdom
prevailed,” leads to the conclusion that some time,
probably years, had elapsed since the decrees had
come into force. Finally, if there be any truth
in the extraordinary tale (b. A. Zar. 11*) that the
skull of R. Ishmael was preserved among the
Imperial treasures in Rome, that could refer quite
as well to the older Ishmael, who undoubtedly
was executed by the Romans, a.p. 70, as to the
younger Ishmael. It is, in any case, no proof that
the latter was executed.

If these considerations are well founded, then it is
clear that the dying speech of Shemuel ha-Qaton did
not refer to the younger Ishmael and Shim’on, unless
on the assumption that the words contain a prophecy
which was not fulfilled. The Talmud does not say
that they were a prophecy, and does regard them
as referring to persons who actually died a violent
death.

There seems to me to be a quite simple explanation,
which will meet all the difficulty of identifying the
Ishmael and Shim’on, and which will also throw light
upon the incident of Shemuel ha-Qaton’s mistake in
the recitation of the formula concerning the Minim.
Let us suppose that Shemuel ha-Qaton was a very
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old man at the time of his death. In that case he
would be contemporary with the elder Ishmael ben
Elisha and Shim’on ben Gamliel, who were executed
A.D. 70, and no doubt friendly with them. On his
own deathbed, his thoughts may very well have gone
back to the dreadful memories of the war, and have
recalled the tragic fate of his two old friends—
“Shim’on and Ishmael to the sword.” All that he
said found ample illustration in the slaughter and
plunder that followed the capture of Jerusalem ; and
it is not at all necessary to suppose that he prophesied
the final catastrophe of the persecution under
Hadrian.! Now if he was a very old man at the time
of his death, it is easy to understand how such a
failure of memory might have happened to him, as is
described in the incident of the Minim-formula. Such
forgetfulness is certainly much more natural to an old
man than to a young one. Now the question is, Was
he an old man at the time of his death? 1t is
generally assumed that he died young; but, as it
seems to me, the available evidence does not prove
this. If it does not, on the other hand, prove that he
reached an advanced age, it at least allows the
possibility of his having done so. A curious story is
told (j. Sanh. 18° and elsewhere) as follows:— It
happened that Rabban Gamliel said, ‘Let seven elders
meet me in the upper room,” and eight entered. He
said, * Who 1is it that has entered without leave?’
Shemuel ha-Qaton stood up upon his feet and said,
I have come without leave; 1 wanted [to know] the
halachah, and I have come to ask concerning it.’

! Observe the curious remark (j. Sotah, 24%), that the hearers did not
understand what the dying man said.
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Rabban Gamliel said to him, < O, Eldad and Medad !
[Num. xi. 26]; for all Israel know that if there are
two such [as they] I say that thou art one of them,’
etc.” The Babylonian Gemara (Sanh. 11*), which also
tells this story, says: ‘It was not Shemuel ha-Qaton
who did this [7.c. entered without leave], but another.”
And Hananel, in his commentary on the passage, says
that he did it to screen the real culprit. This is
adopted by Bacher (Ag. d. Tann,, i. p. 88 n. 3, where
the whole incident is admirably discussed). Now, if
Shemuel ha-Qaton was an old man, and held in high
esteem by Rabban Gamliel, he could rely on his age
. and position to shield the real offender much more
confidently than if he had been only a young man.
And when Gamliel says to him, “ All Israel know
that if there are two such, thou art one of them,” that
seems to imply that the character and standing of
Shemuel were well known, and thus goes to confirm
the view that he was not young. Gamliel would, so
far as we can judge from his character, as elsewhere
described, have been much less tolerant of a young
man who had disobeyed his orders. There is nothing
in the epithet ‘ha-Qaton,” “the small,” to prove
that he was young. The distinguishing feature of
his character is said to have been humility, and the
epithet ‘ha-Qaton” was supposed to have reference
to that. This virtue of humility caused a comparison
to be made between him and Hillel, so that he was
sometimes called a disciple of Hillel. To suppose,
however, that he actually had been a disciple of
Hillel, would be to stretch the hypothesis of his
advanced age beyond all probability ; for Hillel died
about A.p. 4, and if Shemuel had been his disciple, he
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could hardly have been so at less than twenty years of
age, which would make him at least ninety-six at the
time when Gamliel began to preside over the
assembly of Jabneh.!

Summing up the result of this chronological
inquiry, I recognise that there is not evidence
sufficient positively to decide the question whether
Shemuel lived to an advanced age or not. But I
submit that all the facts recorded about him, and
mentioned above, not only are consistent with, but
find their best explanation in, the hypothesis that he
was already a very old man at the time when Gamliel
began to preside at Jabneh, and I accordingly suggest
that his death, and, a fortiori, the composition of the
formula concerning the Minim, must be dated very
near the year 80 A.D.

It remains only to say a word with regard to the
formula itself. It was not exactly a malediction,
but, as Gritz (iv. 105) well says, a kind of test-
formula, for the purpose of detecting those who
might be secretly inclined to heresy. The words
ran, “ May there be no hope for the Minim.”

As already remarked, the Mishnah does not
mention the formula. The passages in Tosephta

! In j. Hor. 48¢ it is said that when the wise were assembled in the house
of Gorion, in Jericho, they heard a Bath Qol saying, ¢ There are two of you
upon whom the Holy Spirit may worthily rest, and Hillel is one of them.’
They fixed their eyes upon Shemuel ha-Qaton. In the earlier version of this
story, T. Sotah. xiii. 3, Shemuel ha-Qaton is not mentioned in connexion
with Hillel. But the next paragraph narrates how he, in like manner, was
indicated at Jabneh. The authority for connecting Shemuel with Hillel in
the same incident is R. Jehoshua ben Levi, quoted by R. Jacob bar Idi
(§. Sot. 24°). So late a witness can certainly not establish the fact of their
having been contemporaneous; but his testimony may indicate a tradition
that Shemuel was an old man when he died.
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and the Palestinian Gemara which refer to it are the
following :—

(48) T. Ber. iii. 25.—The Eighteen Benedictions
which the wise have said, corresponding to
the eighteen Invocations [mentions of the
divine Name] in [Ps. xxix.], Give unto the
Lord, O ye sons of the mighty. 'The bene-
diction concerning the Minim is included in
that concerning the seceders, and that con-
cerning strangers in that concerning elders,
and that concerning David in that concerning
Jerusalem. And if they said these on their
own account, that would be valid.

(44) ). Ber. 8&.—R. Huna said, If a man saith to
thee, They [the benedictions] are seventeen,
say to him, ¢ The Wise in Jabneh have before
now appointed that concerning the Minim.’
R. Elazar ben R. José' objected in the
presence of R. José <But it is written [Ps.
xxix. 8], The God of glory thundereth’ [i.e.
that the divine name is mentioned nineteen,
instead of eighteen, times in the Psalm]
R. José replied, But it is taught, The bene-
diction concerning the Minim and the sinners
is included in ¢casteth down the proud, and
that concerning elders and strangers in ‘the
refuge for the righteous,’ and that concerning
David in < who buildeth Jerusalem.’

I reserve for the concluding chapter the discussion

¥ R. José is R. José ben Halaphta, whose father was intimate with R.
Gamliel of Jabneh. R. Jose himself may possibly have been one of the
assembly at Jabneh ; but, as he was only ordained after a.p. 135, he would
be very young when R. Gamliel died, A.D. 110 or thereabouts.
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of the bearing of the ‘formula concerning the
Minim” upon the relations between Jesus and
heretics, only remarking here that Jewish Christians
would probably be those who would feel most of its
force as a means of detecting heresy.

R. ELIEZER ARRESTED FOR MINUTH.

(45) T. Hull. ii. 24.—The case of R. Eliezer, who
was arrested for Minuth, and they brought
him to the tribunal (nm3, Bypa) for judgment.
The governor (pmin, 7yepdv) said to him,
‘Doth an old man like thee occupy himself
with such things?’ He said to him, ¢ Faithful
is the judge concerning me.” The governor
supposed that he only said this of him, but
he was not thinking of any but his Father
who is in Heaven. He [the governor] said to
him, ¢Since I am trusted concerning thyself,
thus also I will be. T said, perhaps these
societies’ err concerning these things. Dimissus,
Behold thou art released.” And when he had
been released from the tribunal, he was troubled
because he had been arrested for Minuth. His
disciples came in to console him, but he would
not take comfort. R. Agqiba came in and
said to him, Rabbi, shall 1 say to thee why
thou art perhaps grieving? He said to him,
‘Say on.” He said to him, ¢ Perhaps one of the
Minim has said to thee a word of Minuth
and it has pleased thee.” He said, ‘By Heaven,

1 Read MW" with b. A. Zar 16b, in place of 13°D1 which makes no
sense.
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thou hast reminded me! Once I was walking
along the street of Sepphoris, and I met
Jacob of Chephar Sichnin, and he said to me
a word of Minuth in the name of Jeshu ben
Pantiri, and it pleased me. And I was
arrested for words of Minuth because 1 trans-
gressed the words of Torah (Prov. v. 8),
Keep thy way far from her, and come not
nigh the door of her house (vii. 26), for she hath
cast down many wounded’ And R. Eliezer
used to say, ¢ Ever let a man flee from what is
hateful, and from that which resembles what is
hateful”’

b. A. Zar. 16° 17>.—QOur Rabbis teach,
When R. Eliezer was arrested for Minuth
they took him up to the tribunal (ovm,
gradus) to be judged. The governor said to
him, ¢« Will an old man such as thou busy
himself about these vain things?’ He said,
¢ Faithful is the judge concerning me.’ The
governor supposed he said this in reference to
him; but he only said it in regard to his
Father in Heaven. He (the governor) said,
¢Since I am trusted concerning thee, Dimissus,
thou art released” When he came to his
house his disciples came in to comfort him,
but he would not take comfort. R. Agqiba
said to him, ¢ Rabbi, suffer me to say some-
thing of what thou hast taught me’ He
said to him, ‘Say on.’ He said to him,
¢ Rabbi, perhaps there has come Minuth into
thy hand and it has pleased thee, and on
account of that thou hast been arrested for
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Minuth.” He said to him, ¢ Aqiba, thou hast
reminded me. Once I was walking in the
upper street of Sepphoris, and I found a man
of the disciples of Jeshu the Nazarene, and
Jacob of Chephar Sechanja was his name.
He said to me, ‘It is written in your Torah,
Thou shalt not bring the hire of a harlot, etc.
[Deut. xxiii. 18], What may be done with
it ? Latrinae for the high priest [may be
built with it]” And I answered him nothing.
He said to me, ¢ Thus hath Jeshu the Nazarene
taught me, For of the hire of a harlot hath
she gathered them, and wunto the hire of a
harlot shall they return [Micah i. 7]. From
the place of filth they come, and unto the
place of filth they shall go.” And the saying
pleased me, and because of this I was arrested
for Minuth; and I transgressed against what
is written in the Torah [Prov. v. 8], Keep
thy way far from her, this is Minuth ; and
come not mygh the door of her house, this is the
Government.

[The remainder of the passage in A. Zar.
17* will be given below in another connexion.
See p. 182.]

The same story is found in the Midrash,
Qoh. Rabb. on i. 8, also in Jalq. Shim’oni on
Micah i., and Prov. v. 8. These versions add
nothing to what is contained in the above
passages, except that (47) Qoh. Rabb. gives
the dialogue between the Rabbi and Jacob
more fully, as follows :—

(47) ‘It is written in your Torah, 7%ou shalt not
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bring, etc., What of these?’ I said to him,
¢ They are forbidden.” He said to me, ¢ They
are forbidden as an offering: it is permitted
to destroy them.” I said to him, ‘If so,
what shall one do with them?’ He said to
me, ¢ He shall make with them bath-houses
and latrinae.” 1 said to him, ¢ Thou hast well
said.” And the halachah was concealed from
me for the moment. When he saw that I
agreed with his words, he said to me, ¢ Thus
hath . . . . taught me, They come from filth
and they go to filth, as is said [Miec. 1. 7],
For of the lire of a harlot, etc. They shall
make seats for the public,” and it pleased me.

For this I was arrested, etc.
Commentary.—We have to distinguish two events
in this story, the arrest of R. Eliezer and his inter-
view with Jacob the Min. First as to the arrest.
R. Eliezer lived at the end of the first and the be-
ginning of the second century of our era; but the
dates of his birth and death are not known. His
usual residence was in Liad, but he travelled about
the country. He was arrested, according to the
story, ¢for Minuth,’ i.e. on a charge of being a Min.
Rashi is certainly wrong when he says that Eliezer
was arrested by the Minim. From the context it
is clear that Minuth denotes the Christian heresy.
We have therefore to inquire whether there was in
Palestine, at a period within the lifetime of Eliezer, a
persecution of Christians, or if not a persecution, at
all events an official search for them. The so-called
persecution under Nero was probably confined to
Rome, and is besides too early in date (a.n. 64).
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R. Eliezer must have been quite a young man at
the time. But there is mentioned in Eusebius
(Ecc. Hist,, iii. 82), on the authority of Hegesippus,
a persecution of Christians in Palestine, during which
Simeon the aged bishop of Jerusalem was crucified.
This took place in the year 109, during the reign,
therefore, of Trajan. 'The charge against the bishop
was that he was of the lineage of David, and also
that he was a Christian. Probably it was his alleged
Davidic descent rather than his Christianity which
brought him under the sentence of the civil tribunal.
Because already Domitian had caused inquiry to be
made for descendants of the ancient royal line of
David, fearing presumably lest among them might
be some pretender to his own throne. It does not
appear that Simeon was the only victim, though
doubtless he was the most eminent. Eusebius says
(loc. cit.) that the Christians were persecuted, or
rather sought for, kara wo\ews, which implies a general
search throughout the country. The popular risings,
which are said to have accompanied the search,
would be the expression of Gentile rather than of
Jewish hostility to Christianity, though no doubt the
Jews might take the opportunity of assailing Chris-
tians, as they did in the case of Simeon, who is said
to have been accused by certain heretics. But, on
the whole, it was in the interest of the Jews to
keep quiet; because, to the Gentile mind, there was
too much likeness between Jews and Christians to
make it safe for the former to be conspicuous
while the latter were being persecuted.

It appears to me probable that the arrest and trial
of R. Eliezer took place during this official search
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after Christians, and is therefore to be dated a.p. 109
or thereabouts.! How he came to be arrested is not
said, because the explanation which he gives, viz.,
his former close association with a Christian, was a
fact which he himself had forgotten until his pupil
Agqiba suggested it. Yet it is possible that some
popular opinion connected him with the Christians ;
and we have already seen that his Rabbinical com-
panions, by their questions to him, seemed to have
acted on some such suspicion (see above (4) p. 46).
And it is curious to observe the embarrassment of
R. Eliezer when on his trial. One would have
thought that he could have saved himself by declaring
that he was not a Christian, whereas he only made
a skilful evasion, and owed his escape to the vanity
of his judge. It is certain from all the recorded
words of R. Eliezer, which are very numerous, that
he was by no means a Christian ; but it is none the
less possible that damaging facts might be brought
against him in court, connecting him with Chris-
tianity, so that his wisest course was to stave oft
inquiry altogether.

It is not stated where the arrest and trial took
place; but it may well have happened in Casarea,
whither Eliezer seems to have gone after his ex-
communication by the Rabbis of Jabneh.! This

! Note the fact that the judge calls him an old man. It is said
(A. d. R. N,, c. 6) that Eliezer was twenty-two years old when he ran away
from home to learn Torah under Johanan ben Zaccai in Jerusalem. He
appears, from this same story, to have become a distinguished pupil, if not
already a Rabbi, while still in Jerusalem, therefore before the war a.p. 68-70.
He must thus have been born not later than A.p. 40, probably earlier. At
the time of his arrest he would be about seventy years old.

2 He died in Cexsarea, and his body wasbrought thence to Lid.—b. Sanh,
68e,
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is to some extent borne out by the fact that the
judge is called by the title ‘hkegmon’ (jyepdv),
which wusually, I believe, implies high rank, and
in the present instance may denote the governor
of Syria.

On being dismissed from the tribunal, Eliezer
returned to his house, greatly troubled, because he
had been accused of being a Christian. His disciples
came in to console him, amongst them Aqiba. The
latter suggested, as the reason why R. Eliezer had
been arrested as a Christian, that perhaps at some
time he had come in contact with that heresy and
approved of it. R. Eliezer, thus reminded, recalled
an interview he had once had with a certain Min
called Jacob, of Chephar Sechanja, one of the
disciples of Jesus the Nazarene. Jacob had ex-
pounded to him a text from Scripture, and the
interpretation pleased him. Whereupon the Chris-
tian added that he had learnt it from Jesus the
Nazarene.

- I do not see any reason to doubt the genuineness
of this incident, at all events of its main features,
although Edersheim declares it to be plainly apocry-
phal [L. and T. of J. M., i. 587]. It may not be
true that Jesus himself gave the rather unsavoury
interpretation of Deut. xxiii. 18 and Mic. 1. 7. And
even if he did, it is certain that Jacob the Christian
did not get it direct from Jesus; because, as we have
already seen, he belonged to the second or, perhaps,
third generation of disciples (see above, p. 106). But
I do not see on what ground we can reject the
evidence of a man so well known as R. Eliezer,
especially as it tells against himself. The story
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is well authenticated ; for, if it does not appear in
the Palestinian Gemara, where we should naturally
expect to meet with it, it is given in the Tosephta,
which is not only Palestinian, but represents an older
stratum of tradition than the Gemaras (see Intro-
duction, p. 21).

We have already met with Jacob of Chephar
Sechanja, or Ch. Sama (see above, p. 106), and we
have to inquire when the interview between him and
Eliezer took place. The data are few and inade-
quate.! From the way in which R. Eliezer begins
the story, “ Once on a time [nnx oys] I was walking,
etc.,” it would seem as if the incident had taken place
some years before. At least that is always the im-
pression made on my mind by the story. Gritz
(G. d. J., iv. 47 fol.) associates the incident much
more closely with the subsequent arrest and trial.
He says that by reason of his intercourse with
Christians R. Eliezer was looked upon as a member
of the Christian community, and therefore accused
as a heretic. The only objection that I see to this
view is, that if R. Eliezer had met Jacob only a short
time previously, he would scarcely have forgotten
the incident. Also, Aqiba reminds his teacher of
what he had been told on a former occasion. Still,
these facts do not exclude the possibility of a com-

1 It is probable that the interview with Jacob the Min took place after
Eliezer had been excommunicated. Before his excommunication he appears
to have lived in Jabneh or Lid, and the interview took place in Sepphoris,
Moreover, a banished man would be more likely to venture upon intercourse
with a heretic than one who was in close fellowship with the Rabbis. From
the account of his excommunication, b. B. Mez. 59", it appears that this
took place shortly before R. Gamliel started on his voyage to Rome, there-
fore in or about the year 95 A.D.
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paratively short interval only—perhaps a few months
or a year or two—between the interview with Jacob
and the arrest of R. Eliezer. And a short interval
suits the chronology better. For we have already
seen reason to believe that this same Jacob of
Chephar Sechanja was living in Galilee aA.p. 130, thus
twenty years after the arrest of Eliezer. We cannot,
therefore, safely set back the earlier date much
beyond a.p. 110. It is possible, of course, but it is
not likely, that there were two persons each known
as Jacob of Chephar Sechanja.

As to the conversation between the Christian and
the Rabbi, the interpretation of the texts quoted has
nothing that is characteristic of Jesus as he is known
from the Gospels.! It is evidently a thoroughly
Jewish exposition, and therefore pleased the Rabbi;
there were Jewish Christians in plenty who adhered
to Rabbinical modes of thought and exposition ; and
seeing that Jacob was most certainly not a con-
temporary of Jesus, his statement, ¢thus hath Jesus
taught me,’ means no more than that ‘such is
current Christian teaching.” Whether there is any
parallel to this interpretation in any Jewish-Christian
work I do not know.

! Friedlinder (der Vorchristliche jidische Gmosticismus, p. 74) rightly
points out that there is nothing Christian in the exposition of Jacob, and
accordingly claims the fact insupport of his theory that Jacob was not a
Christian but a Gnostic. But he has most strangely ignored the words—
very inconvenient for his theory—*thus hath Jesus the Nazarene taught
me,” whereby Jacob the Min puts the fact of his Christianity beyond
dispute.  Friedlinder has much scorn for those shallow interpreters
who hold that the Minim are Jewish Christians. Until he deals with
his evidence more carefully, not to say more honestly, his scorn is

bardly justified.
10
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BOOKS OF THE MINIM

Under this head I collect all the passages I can
find in which reference is made to heretical writings,
and their treatment by Jews.

Inizia SHALOM AND A CHRISTIAN JUDGE

(48) b. Shabb. 1162, *.—Imma Shalom was the wife
of R. Eliezer and sister of Rabban Gamliel.
There was in her neighbourhood a ¢ philosoph.’
who had got a name for not taking a bribe.
They sought to make fun of him. She
[Imma Shalom] sent to him a lamp of gold.
They came before him. She said to him, ‘I
desire that they divide to me the property of
the women’s house.” He said to them,  Divide
it They said to him, ¢ For us, it is written,
“ Where there is a son, a daughter does not
inherit.” He said to them, ‘From the day
when ye were exiled from your land, the Law
of Moses has been taken away, and the law
of the Evangelion has been given, and in it
is written, “ A son and a daughter shall inherit
alike.”” 'The next day he [R. Gamliel] in his
turn sent to him a Lybian ass. He [the
judge] said to them, ‘I have looked further
to the end of the book, and in it is written,
“I am not come to take away from the
Law of Moses and I am not come to add to
the Law of Moses,” and in it [the Law of
Moses] is written, “ Where there is a son,
a daughter does not inherit.”” She said to
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him, ‘ Let your light shine as a lamp!’ R.
Gamliel said to her, ¢ The ass has come and
trodden out the lamp.’

Commentary. — This striking story only occurs,
so far as I know, in the Babylonian Gemara, and,
therefore, is open to suspicion from the want of con-
temporary evidence. On the other hand there seems
no reason to account for its being invented, if there
were no historical fact at the bottom of it. The
story may well have been told as a family anecdote
by the descendants of R. Gamliel, and have been
repeated in Babylonia by Rab, who transplanted
thither so many of the Palestinian traditions, and
whose teacher was R. Jehudah, grandson of R.
Gamliel. In the Gemara the story is tacked on to
a passage dealing with written scrolls and especi-
ally with heretical writings; but there is not a
word of introduction to say on whese authority it
was told. The preceding passage will be given
presently ; I have placed the story here, because
the incident which it records carries us back to
an earlier date than other references to heretical
scriptures.

The R. Eliezer is the same whom we have already
several times met with. Rabban Gamliel is Gamliel
of Jabneh, under whose direction the formula con-
cerning the Minim was arranged [see above, p. 127].
The incident took place, therefore, within the closing
years of the first or the opening of the second century.
The place was probably Jabneh.

As the purpose of Gamliel and his sister was to
expose the judge to ridicule, it is hardly likely that
they would appeal to him to decide a real difference.
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In a very interesting discussion of this story,' Nichol-
son argues that the Rabbi and his sister found a
pretext for their law-suit in the death of their father
Shim’on, and the consequent inheritance of his pro-
perty. This may be so; but if there were no real
dispute (and it is evident there was not), the case
might have been trumped up at any time. Nicholson
gives A.D 71-3 as the probable date; and the best
evidence for so early a date is the saying of the judge,
“ From the day that ye were exiled from your land,”
which can only refer to the confiscation of Jewish
property in A.p. 72. I do not see much force in the
contention that R. Gamliel would not have conde-
scended to such a trick as that described in the story,
after he had become president of the Sanhedrin.
That dignity was probably but little known or recog-
nised outside of Jewish circles. Still we may admit
that the conduct of R. Gamliel and his sister was
more appropriate to youth than to maturer years, and
therefore we may accept the date a.p. 71-8 as being
on the whole probable.

The judge is called a ¢philosoph,” and there is no
reason to read some form of ‘ episcopos,’ as is proposed
by Lowe (quoted by Nicholson, op. cit., p. 146).
The term * philosoph’ or ¢ philosophos’ occurs several
times in the Talmud, and seems to denote a trained
speaker. It is quite likely that in the present case
the ¢philosoph’ was a bishop ; but the term ¢philo-
soph’ has nothing ecclesiastical about it. So far as I
know, there is no attempt in the Talmud to reproduce
the term ¢ episcopos’in a Hebrew form. The judge,
whether bishop or not, was probably a Jewish not a

1 See The Gospel According to the Hebrews, by E. B. Nicholson, p. 146 n.
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Gentile Christian. That he was a Christian is beyond
question, seeing that he based his decision on a
quotation from a Gospel. R. Gamliel would not be
likely to play a trick on a Gentile judge; and a
Gentile judge would scarcely have appealed to a
Gospel in a Jewish suit. He would have decided the
case on the lines of Roman law.

Now let us examine the details of the story in
order. Imma Shalom,! the sister of R. Gamliel, and
wife of R. Eliezer, applied to the court to divide for
her ‘the property of the women’s house,” in other
words to give to her the share in her father’s property
which she ought to bring to her husband at her mar-
riage. R. Gamliel pleaded against this, that his sister
had no title to any part of her father’s property,
because he, as son, inherited it all. He supported his
plea by an appeal to the Law of Moses, though the
words which he cited do not occur in the Pentateuch.
His plea is an inference based upon Num. xxvii. 8.
The judge, mindful of the bribe he had received from
the complainant, decided against the defendant, on
the ground that the Law of Moses had been super-
seded by the law ‘of the Evangelion,’ according to
which a son and daughter inherit alike. I believe
that < of the Evangelion’ is the right reading in this
passage ; but at the same time 1 doubt whether the
judge actually used the term. We shall see presently
(p- 162) that R. Meir and R. Johanan, in the second
and third centuries, made jests on the word Evan-
gelion ; and since the story, as we have it, was written
down long after their time, it is not safe to conclude
that the term ¢ Evangelion’ was known and used as

! Iinma Shailom, i.e. Mother Salome.



150 CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

early as aA.p. 72. Jesus must have used some
Aramaic term, at least if he used any. equivalent
word at all ; and it would be natural to expect that a
Jewish Christian, in speaking to Jews, would also
have used the Aramaic term rather than the Greek
equivalent. I regard the words °of the Evangelion’
as a later gloss, though earlier than the written text
of the Talmud.

There is no passage in any known Gospel which
states that a son and daughter shall inherit alike.
Unless some text, hereafter to be discovered, shall
furnish a parallel, we can only regard the statement
as a general inference from Christian principles. It is
worth noting, by the way, that if there were such a rule
of Christian practice, the state of things described in
Actsiv. 32-37 had already ceased to exist in the year 72.

The sentence of the court having been given against
him, R. Gamliel so to speak applied for a new
trial by sending a bribe to the judge, a present
of a Lybian ass. The next day, accordingly, the
judge had reconsidered his decision. He said, ‘1
have read further in the end of the book, and therein
it is written, “1 am not come to take away from the
Law of Moses, neither to add to the Law of Moses
am I come,” and in it [the Law of Moses] it is written,
“ where there is a son, a daughter does not inherit.”’
There is an obvious parallel here with Matt. v. 17,
though the quotation is not exact. It would be too
much to infer from this that the present Gospel of
Matthew was in existence at this time. But it seems
probable that the judge had some written text, and
was not merely quoting from memory. If there had
at the time been no written text at all, it would not
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have occurred to the judge to say that he had ‘read
in the book.’ 1f he had had some collection of  Logia,’
such as that of which a fragment was published by
Rendell and Harris in 1897, he would have had as
much as the story implies. Indeed, a collection of
¢ Logia,” sayings of Jesus, would better come under
the description of a ‘new law’ than would any work
in the fuller form of one of the known Gospels. It is
evident that the book, whatever it was, did not pre-
sent the sayings of Jesus in anything like the same
order as is found in the canonical Gospel of Matthew.
For the words, I am not come to destroy but to fulfil,
occur near the beginning of the Sermon on the
Mount [Matt. v. 17], and far from the end of the
Gospel. The “Logia’ fragment, already referred to,
shows, where comparison is possible, an arrangement
differing from that of any of the canonical Gospels.
There is nothing improbable in supposing the exis-
tence of written collections of Logia in the year 72.
It has been well suggested by J. E. Odgers (Jewish
Quarterly Review, 1891, p. 16), that the first impulse
to the writing down of the sayings of Jesus was given
by the dispersion of the Christian community in
Jerusalem, owing to the siege of the city, a.n. 69-70.
The Christians did not all take refuge in Pella, as the
presence of the Christian in the story plainly shows;
and written ‘Logia’ may well-—we may almost say
must—have found their way to other places, includ-
ing Jabneh, the probable scene of the story.

The reversal of the sentence naturally disappointed
the original complainant, and she gave the judge a
significant reminder of her present in the words,
“ Let your light shine as a lamp.” Here, also, there
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seems to be a partial reference to a text now found in
Matt. v. 16,) “ Let your light shine before men.”
How the Jewess came to know the words, unless by
report, is not easy to see; as it is not very likely, on
the face of it, that she would read a Christian writing.
The retort is so apt, that we cannot suppose it to
have been merely invented, with no knowledge of the
words of Jesus. By quoting them she convicted the
judge out of his own law, as well as reminded him of
the bribe he had taken.

R. Gamliel, the successful pleader, made rejoinder
in a curious saying, which may have been a popular
proverb, but which also may have been his own
original remark, ¢ The ass has come and trodden out
the lamp.” The meaning of the retort is obvious,
and equally so its purpose in exposing the shameless
venality of the judge. But just as the retort, « Let
your light shine,” was aimed at more than the mere
fact of bribery, and had a sting for the Christian as a
Christian, so perhaps it may be in the case of the
saying about the ass and the lamp. The phrase
occurs elsewhere, and a brief study of the subject
may throw some light on a very obscure but not
unimportant point.

The phrase is found in Pesiqta de Rab Kahana
122" also in j. Joma 38° Vajigr. r. c. 21. In all
these cases the phrase is used to describe the frustra-
tion of one bribe by a larger bribe from the opposite
party in a suit. The passage in Pesiqta is more
detailed than the others, and is as follows :—* The
case of a certain woman who presented to a judge a
lamp of silver ; but her opponent went and presented

! In fact Matt. v. 15, 16, and 17 seem to underlie the story.
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to him an ass of gold. On the morrow the woman
came and found the judgment reversed. She said,
‘My lord, let justice shine before thee like a silver
lamp.” He said to her, < What shall I do for thee ?
The ass has trodden out the lamp.’”

Bacher (Ag. d. Pal. Amor., ii. 424 n.) holds that
this story is founded upon the story of Imma
Shalom and R. Gamliel. And I think he is right
in this opinion, even though the Pesiqta should be,
as it possibly is, earlier in date than the completion
of the Babylonian Gemara. At all events the
evidence of the Pesiqta places the story on
Palestinian ground. If we may conclude that the
phrase originated with Gamliel, then we are free to
inquire whether there is anything significant in the
mention of a lamp and an ass as the bribes to the
judge. It is, of course, easy to discover symbolism
where none is intended; and quite possibly the ass
and the lamp were costly gifts and nothing more.
But there is evidence elsewhere to show that there
was some obscure connexion in thought between
Jesus and an ass, so that the latter served as a kind
of symbol of the former. In the Midrash Qoh. r.
on i. 8, a passage which will be given below (see p.
211 ff.), R. Jehoshua b. Hananiah says to his nephew,
who had been led astray by the Minim of Caper-
naum and rescued from them, * Since the ass of
that wicked one is roused against thee, thou canst
no longer dwell in the land of Israel,” etc. The
plain meaning is that the young man had been
damaged in character and repute by contact with
Christianity; and this would hardly have been
described by a metaphor so peculiar unless there was
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an implied reference to Jesus in the mention of
the ass.! What may have suggested this reference
I cannot positively say. But possibly it is an
allusion to the alleged Messianic dignity of Jesus.
In Ber. r. c. 75 § 6, it is explained that the ass is
a symbol of the Messiah. And the passage just
quoted from Qoh. r. i. 8 tends to confirm this
suggestion, because the young apostate had been
made by the Christians to ride on an ass on the
Sabbath. These are nothing more than slight and
obscure hints, and there may be nothing in them;
but they are worth collecting and recording, on the
chance that their meaning may be more clearly
understood in the light of future researches.

If there really was, in contemporary thought, some
association of an ass with Jesus, then the story of
R. Gamliel and his bribe to the judge gains additional
point. The object of the whole plot was to expose
the venality of this Jewish Christian, by bribing him
to alter his own decision. The rectitude of the Jew
had been corrupted by the spirit of Christianity, the

! In this connexion may be mentioned the caricature found on a wall in
Rome, where there is shown a crucified figure having an ass’s head ; a
soldier kneels before the cross, and underneath is written, “ Alexamenos
worshipping his God.” This brutal parody of Christian belief evidently
shows that in the mind of the ‘artist’ there was an association of Jesus with
an ass, The charge of worshipping an ass was brought against the Jews, as
is shown by the well-known passages in Josephus (c. Apion, ii. 7) and
Tacitus (Hist., v. 3, 4). The Jews in their turn tried to pass it on to the
Christians. See an article by Rosch, on the Caput asininum, in the Stud. w.
Kritik., 1882, p. 523, where the origin and development of this fable are
described. Rosch makes no mention of the Rabbinical allusions, though he
refers to the Talmud for another purpose. I think the passages mentioned
in the text may fairly be connected with the fable of the ass-worship.

For another possible reference to the association of Jgsus with an ass, see
below, p. 224 n.
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light of the true religion had been extinguished by
a mischievous heresy, and the witty Rabbi expressed
both these facts by saying, “ The ass has come and
trodden out the lamp.”

How THE Bo0ooOKs o¥ THE MINIM ARE TO
BE TREATED

(49) T. Shabb. xiii. 5.—The margins® and books
of the Minim they do not save, but these are
burnt in their place, they and their ¢ memorials’
(i.e. the sacred names in the text] R. José
the Galilean says, ‘On a week-day one cuts
out the memorials and hides them and burns
the rest.” R. Tarphon said, ‘May I lose
my son! if they come into my hand 1 would
burn them and their memorials too. If the
pursuer were pursuing after me, I would
enter into a house of idolatry, and I enter
not into their houses. For the idolaters do
not acknowledge Him [z.c. God] and speak

! The word ]1"?1 means the unwritten portion of a book, the margin.  But,
as in modern books, the margins of ancient MSS. were used for annotations ;
and it is reasonable to suppose that these annotations would include texts of
Scripture, quoted as illustrations. Hence the question would arise whether,
although the corpus of the book was heretical, the marginal citations of
Seripture were to be regarded as sacred. Jost (Gsch. d. Jdtums. ii. 40 n.)
says that Iﬁ’sl (giljon) plainly denotes ‘evangelion’ in the passage before
us. No doubt the Gospels are included amongst the ¢ Books of the Minim’ ;
but I do not think it can be shown that ¢giljon’ by itself ever means a
Gospel. If that were the case, there would be the less occasion for the
plays on the word ¢ Aven-giljon’ and ¢ Avon-giljon’ which will be mentioned
below (s. p. 162). Friedlander (d. Vorchr. jid. Gnosticismus, p. 83 fol.)
identifies the ¢ giljonim’ of the Minim with the Diagramma of the Ophite
sect of the Gnostics, This may be correct ; but as the Talmud never gives
any indication of what the *giljonim’ contained beyond *‘memorials, the
guess is hazardous.
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falsely concerning Him; but these [i.e. the
Minim] do acknowledge Him and speak falsely
concerning Him. And concerning them the
Scripture says [Isa. lvii. 8), And behind the
door and the door-post thou hast set thy
memorial” R. Ishmael said, ¢ Whereas, in
order to make peace between a man and his
wife, God says [cp. Num. v. 28], Let my name
which is written in holiness be blotted out in
water, how much more the books of the
Minim, which put enmity and jealousy and
strife between Israel and their Father who is
in Heaven, should be blotted out, and their
memorials too. And concerning them the
Scripture says [Ps. exxxix. 217, Do I not hate
them, O Lord, which hate thee, and I loathe
them that rise up against thee. 1 hate them
with a perfect hatred, and they have become to
me as enemies.” And even as men do not
save them [the books] from burning, so they
do not save them from falling, nor from water,

nor from anything which destroys them.
(50) (51) No important variation. See Appendix.
Commentary. The Rabbis whose words are cited
here lived in the early part of the second century.
Tarphon® is well known as a bitter opponent of
Christianity. Ishmael is the same whom we have

1 Tarphon is often identified with Tryphon, the interlocutor in Justin
Martyr’s Dialogue. Beyond some resemblance of name, there is little, if
anything, on which to found such identification. It is possible that Justin
may have heard of, or perhaps even met, Tarphon, though certainly not in
Ephesus. But no one who knows Tarphon in the Talmud would recognise
him in the feeble Jew who serves Justin as a man of straw. Tarphon, not
Tryphon, is the proper form of the name.
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previously seen, protesting against the cure of his
nephew by a Christian doctor. It is evident then,
from their strong denunciations, that the Books of
the Minim included Christian writings. But the
phrase is indefinite, and cannot be fairly restricted to
writings explanatory of the Christian religion. We
shall see, in another passage (p. 158), that copies of
the Hebrew Scriptures were sometimes written by
Minim, in the ordinary way of business, and the
question arose whether such copies might be used
by Jews. In the present passage that question is
not directly raised : but one of the difficulties which
it suggested is mentioned, viz., the fact that in,
heretical writings the name of God often occurred,
whereby the reader was placed in the dilemma of
having either to destroy the divine Name along with
the book, or to preserve the heretical book for the
sake of the divine Name. R. José the Galilean
enjoins the quaint device of cutting out® and keeping
the divine Name wherever it occurred, and burning
the rest. What was to be done with the collected
scraps is not said. R. Tarphon and R. Ishmael
were at least consistent, in deciding that heretical
books were to be destroyed, no matter what they
contained.

Books or THE Law WRITTEN BY MINIM

(52) b. Gitt. 45">.—Rab Bodia said to Rab Ashi,
¢¢ At more than their price,” this is why “ they
do not receive them.” At their price they do

11 follow here the reading of the Vienna Codex, and the early printed
text, also Siphre, p. 6%, as against the Erfurt Codex, which has instead of
). RNP, t.e. ‘reads’ the name instead of ‘ cuts out’ the name.
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receive them.” Learn from this, that one may
read in a Book of the Law which is found in
the hand of an idolater. Ought it, perhaps, to
be concealed? Rab Nahman said, < We have
received [tradition] that a Book of the Law, if
written by a Min, is to be burnt ; if written by
an idolater, it is to be concealed.” If found in
the hand of a Min, it is to be concealed ; if
found in the hand of an idolater, some say it
is to be concealed, some say it may be read.
[In regard to] a Book of the Law written by
an idolater, one [teacher] teaches that it is to
be burnt, another [tradition] is that it is to be
concealed, and another that it may be read.

There is no contradiction.
Commentary.—Apart from the difficulties in con-
nexion with books written by Minim for their own
use, there was the difficulty of deciding whether a
book of the law might be used if written by, or found
in the possession of, some one other than a Jew. Such
a book might have been written in order to be sold to
Jews for their own use. Or, if found in the posses-
sion of a non-Jewish person, it might still have been
written by a Jew, and therefore might be lawful for a
Jew to use. The text in the Mishnah, of which the
passage before us is the commentary, says,  We do not
receive books, tephillin,’ and mezuzoth® from idolaters
at more than their price.” R. Bodia explains, what is
surely obvious, that books, etc., might be received from

1 Tephillin, phylacteries, small parchment boxes, containing certain texts,
and worn on the arm and the head.

2 Meziizoth, similar small boxes, containing texts, but fastened to the door-
post of the house. Mezuzoth may be called the ¢ tephillin’ of the house.
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idolaters, only that more than their proper price must
not be given for them. As a contemporary of R.
Ashi (the editor of the Babylonian Gemara), R.
Bodia lived at the end of the fourth century or the
beginning of the fifth. R. Nahman, whose explana-
tion is more to the purpose, is Nahman bar Jacob, a
Babylonian teacher who died a.n. 300! A clear
distinction is made between an idolater and a Min, in
deciding how to deal with books of the law whose
origin was doubtful. It should be noticed that the
Mishnah text does not say anything about Minim in
this connexion. The distinction is made against the
Min and in favour of the idolater. The Min is not in
this case necessarily a Christian, but is certainly a
Jewish heretic. Therefore a book written by a Min
was condemned outright, and must be burnt. If
found in his possession, even though it might have
been written by a Jew, it was considered as tainted
with heresy, and must be  concealed,” i.e. withdrawn
from use, treated as an Apocryphon. On the other
hand, a book if written by an idolater must be
¢ concealed’ ; but, if found in his possession, according
to some authorities it must be ¢ concealed,” according
to others it might be used.

A few lines further down on the same page of the
Talmud (b. Gitt. 45°) are two more references to
Minim. I do not translate the whole passage, because
it is chiefly taken up with technical questions having
no bearing on the subject of heresy ; and, further, it is
exceedingly difficult to render into intelligible English.
The first reference occurs in a dictum of R. Hamnuna,

1 He received several Palestinian traditions from R. J itzhaq, a disciple of
R. Johanan, who visited him in Nehardea.



160 CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

son of Raba of Parshunia. He says, ‘ Rolls of the
Law, tephillin and mezuzoth, written by a Min, a
betrayer, an idolater, a slave, a woman, a child, a
Samaritan or an apostate Israelite, are ceremonially
unfit for use’ (p5ws). This also occurs b. Men. 42°,
The second reference is merely the following :—* Con-
cerning a proselyte who reverts to his wickedness: [he
will revert] to his wickedness much more if he be a
Min.”

These references are added merely to make the list
of references to Minim as complete as possible. They
are of very late date, and add nothing new to what is
contained in other more important passages.

Tue Books or THE MINIM Do NoT DEFILE THE
Haxps

(58) T. Jad. ii. 13.—The rolls and books of the
Minim do not defile the hands.

The books of Ben Sira and all books which
have been written from that time onward do
not defile the hands.

Commentary.—There is hardly anything to be said
on this passage, which is a mere statement that the
books of the Minim are not to be regarded as sacred.
It may seem strange that such a statement should be
necessary, especially in view of such denunciations of
them as those uttered by R. Tarphon and R. Ishmael
(see above, pp. 154-5). The reason probably is, that
the books of the Minim, though heretical, made
mention of sacred names and things, and might there-
fore be supposed to be themselves holy.

It is remarkable that the Mishnah does not mention
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the books of the Minim either in the parallel passage
M. Jad. iii. 5, or, so far as I know, in any other
place. The ‘external books’ referred to in M.
Sanh. x. i. are understood by the cornmentators to be,
or to include, the books of the Minim ; but they are
not so called in the Mishnah.

On the same page of T. Jadaim, a few lines below
the passage just cited, there is an apparent reference
to Minim which ought to be noticed, if only to guard
the reader from a mistake, and myself from a charge
of omitting an important passage. Mention is there
made (ii. 16) of p»» m2bn, <halachoth concerning the
Minim ’; and for some time J was under the delusion
that the reference was to ordinances concerning
heretics, made at Jabneh. A comparison, however,
with j. Bice. iii. 6 (p. 65%) shows conclusively that
the word py» denotes here not  heretics,” but simply
‘kinds’ or ¢sorts, and the reference is to the seven
“kinds’ of fruit for which Palestine was famous. The
word v is a common noun as well as a proper noun ;
and to a non-Jewish reader it is not always easy
to distinguish between the two usages. (See below,
p. 364).

Tue Booxs oF THE BE ABIDAN (aND BE
NiTZRAPHI

(54) b. Shabb. 116*.—R. Joseph bar Hanin asked
R. Abahu: ‘Those books of the Bé Abidan,
does one save them from burning or not ?’
Yes and no; he was undecided. Rab did not
go to the Bé Abidan, much less to the Bé
Nitzraphi. Shemuel did not go to the Bea

Nitzraphi; but he did go to the Beé Abidan
11
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They said to Rab, < What is the reason thou
didst not come to the Be Abidan?’ He said
to them, * There is a certain palm tree by the
road, and it is an offence to me; if it were
uprooted, the place of it would be an offence
to me.” Mar bar Joseph said, ‘I have been
amongst them, and 1 was not respected by
them.” On one occasion he went and they
sought to endanger him. R. Meir called it
Aven giljon, R. Johanan called it Avon
giljon.

Commentary.—This passage forms part of a longer
one, of which we have already examined two portions.
It follows immediately after No. (51) and immediately
precedes (48) ; 1 have broken it up for convenience of
treatment. It obviously comes under the general
head of ‘Books of the Minim, but the portion at
present under examination is interesting on its own
account, because it mentions the Beé Abidan and the
Be Nitzraphi. These are of sufficient importance to
be treated separately. And having in the previous
sections dealt with all the passages that I know of
which refer to the Books of the Minim, I shall present
here those which mention the Bé Abidan and the Be
Nitzraphi. What these names mean is not certain,
and I shall endeavour to explain them presently.
Meanwhile I will consider the rest of the passage.

R. Abahu we have already met with (see above,
No. 10). He lived in Casarea at the end of the third
and beginning of the fourth century. This is evidence
that the question put to him referred to things in
Palestine. The printed text in the modern editions
give the name of his questioner as Joseph bar Hanin,
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and this is correct, although the Munich MS. gives
¢ Joseph bar Hama.” The latter, the father of Raba,
was a Babylonian, who, so far as I know, never came
in contact with Abahu. Joseph bar Hanin, or
Hanina, was the teacher of Abahu; his name in this
passage is vouched for by the Oxford MS. See
Rabbinowicz, ad loc. Mar bar Joseph, if the reading
be correct, would be the son of Joseph b. Hanin.
Whatever the books of the Bé Abidin may have
been, it is clear that they included books which were
heretical, and distinctly Christian. That they were
heretical is shown by the context, because the books
of the Minim have just been mentioned (see No 51).
And that they were Christian is shown unmistakably
by the concluding words, which contain plays upon the
name Evangelion. This concluding sentence is not
found in the modern editions, but is contained in the
MSS. and early editions, and 1s here given on the
authority of Rabbinowicz. Probably both witticisms
are reported by R. Abahu, who was a disciple of R.
Johanan, the author of one of them. And R. Johanan
must have been aware of the saying of R. Meir, since
his own jest is only a variation of the older one.
¢ Aven giljon’ means ‘a worthless thing of a book
[roll], or, since ¢ Aven’ in the O.T. generally has some
reference to idolatry, ‘a book of idolatry.” In
like manner Avon giljon may be rendered ‘a book
of iniquity.” R. Meir, to whom belongs the credit of
the original jew d'esprit, lived in Palestine in the latter
half of the second century. His teachers were R.
Aqiba, whom we have already met with as a fierce
opponent of Christianity, and Elisha ben Abuja, him-
self inclined to heresy, and well acquainted with the
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books of the Minim. The gibe of R. Meir is clear
proof that in his time the term Evangelion was in
common use, and we may perhaps conclude from the
passage before us that it was a generic term for the
‘Books of the Minim, or, at all events, that it in-
cluded more than one book. After referring to
‘books’ in the plural, the passage reads, ‘R. Meir
called i¢ Aven giljon.” I have already (p. 149) pointed
out that the use of the word Evangelion in the story
of R. Gamliel and the Christian judge (a passage which
forms the continuation of the one at present under
examination) is probably a later gloss. It would at
all events be unsafe to rely upon its authenticity in
that story.

Now what are the ‘Bé Abidan’ and ‘Be Nitz-
raphi’? <Bé’ is a shortened form of Béth, house.
Neither *Abidan’ nor ¢Nitzraphi’ are regular
Aramaic, still less Hebrew, words. They are hybrids,
and contain some polemic allusion. ¢Abidan’ is
apparently connected with the root ‘abad’ (sax), to
destroy, and both form and derivation may be com-
pared with ’ABa83wr (Rev. ix. 11). Nitzraphi [the
vocalization is uncertain] is almost certainly con-
nected with the word Notzri, Nazarene, while the
form suggests a niph’al from the root tzaraph (313), to
unite. It is tempting to infer for Bé Nitzraphi the
meaning ‘house where Nazarenes assemble.” And
whether or not this be the intention of the inventor
of the word, it suits the sense in the few passages
where the word occurs. These passages I will intro-
duce here, so that we may have all the available
evidence for an answer to one of the minor prob-
lems of the Talmud. In addition to the passage
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already translated, we have the following, which
I will translate successively and comment on to-
gether :—

(565) b. Shabb. 152* —Casar said to R. Jehoshua
ben Hananjah, ¢ What is the reason that thou
comest not to the Bé Abidan?’ He said to
him, ¢The mountain is covered with snow
[my head is white, I am too old], its slopes
are frozen [my beard is white], its dogs do
not bark [my voice is feeble], its grinders co
not grind [my teeth are gone].’

(56) b. A. Zar. 17°.—They said to him [El'azar
ben Perata], ¢ What is the reason that thou
comest not to the Be Abidan?’ He said to
them, ‘I have become an old man, and I am
afraid lest ye should trample me with your
feet.’

(57) b. Erub. 79" 80*.—What is an Ashérah in
general? Rab said, ‘Every [tree] which
priests guard and do not taste of its fruits.’
And Shemuel said, ‘Like those who say,
These dates are for the wine of the Beé
Nitzraphi, which they drink on the day of
their feast.’

[b. A. Zar. 48" has substantially the same.]

These are, so far as 1 know, all the passages
which mention either the <Bé Abidin’ or the ‘Beé
Nitzraphi” Whatever these places were, it is plain
that they were to be found in Palestine. This is shown
by the fact that all the Rabbis mentioned in the fore-
going passages lived in Palestine during the whole or
part ‘of their lives. The extraordinary explanation
of Hamburger (R. Encykl, ii. 95, 96) may therefore
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be dismissed, viz. that <Be Abidan’ is Bezabde, a
town on the west side of the Tigris, and ‘Be
Nitzraphi’ is Nicephorium on the Euphrates! Why
should R. Jehoshua ben Hananiah, who never was
in Babylonia in his life, be taken to task because he
had not gone to Bezabde on the Tigris? And was it
only in these two remote and little known cities that,
as Hamburger says, *theological disputations were
held between Ormuzd priests, Christians and Jews ?”

Jost (Gsch. d. Jdtums., ii. 40 n.) says that the term
¢ Be Abidan’ belongs to the Persian time, and means
place of assemblage. But why should a Persian word
be used to describe an institution which R. Jehoshua
ben Hananiah and R. Elazar ben Perata, both
Palestinians of the second century, were in a position
to attend ? Jost seems to feel some doubt of his own
assertion, for he adds the suggestion that perhaps
‘Bé Abidan’ 1s a corruption of < Bé Ebionim’ (house
of the poor). This is better, but scarcely convincing.
His suggestion that Be Nitzraphi is a corruption of
Bé Nitzranin’ (v ?ww) is  unintelligible to
me ; perhaps it involves a printer’s error.

I have not been able to discover that Gritz in his
history makes any allusion to either of the two names,
still less gives any explanation of them. Nor, so far
as I know, does Bacher explain them in his three
works on the Agada.' I have not found anything
bearing on the subject in Weiss’ G. d. j. T. Levy
(N. H. W_, 1. p. 8) suggests that j;»ax may be con-

! The only reference, so far as I know, made by Bacher, is in A. d. Pal.
Aun,, ii. 97, n. 4, where he says, that the meaning of Be Abidin has never
yet been explained, but that in any case the ‘ Books of the B. Abidan’ are
eguivalent to the ¢ Books of the Minim,’ so far as Abahn is concerned.
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nected with pv3, which is the rendering in the
Targums of the Gk. wifwv (ventriloquist, fortune-
teller). Such persons, he says, were seldom, in the
later Grecian period, absent from popular merry-
makings, and might have been conspicuous in a place
of public debate. Yet something more serious is
surely implied than this; an Emperor would hardly
ask an eminent Rabbi why he had not come to listen
to a ventriloquist ; nor would it be carefully noted
that some Rabbis did, and some did not, go to the
place where such persons were to be met with. It
should be noted also (as Levy admits) that the word
mvbwv is rendered in the Mishnah by ows (Sanh.
vii. 7).

I venture to suggest that (Bé) Abidan represents
the word ¢8etov, odeum, a species of theatre for
musical performances, frequently used as a law-court
or as a place for philosophical disputations.*  Such
buildings were erected in several of the cities of
Palestine,” as is shown by the existing ruins (see
Schiirer, G. d. J. Volkes, ii. 24, and elsewhere).
Hadrian built one in Rome, and of course the original
"Qudetov was in Athens. Now there are various
accounts in the Talmud and Midrash of disputations
between R. Jehoshua ben Hananiah, the Emperor
Hadrian, and ‘ the men of the Bé Athina,’ z.e. literally
the ‘House of Athens’ (see b. Bechor. 8°, Qoh.

1 el 3¢ phoer Tis 611 Békav obrot xal Tipds E0hpevor, éxl Tods godods ¢ABE xal Tas
cgopas 'Abwnas axoAds xal Siarpifds’ dvawéuracar Tas év Avkelw Tas év Axadnpula,
THv Sroav, 1d MaAAddiop, 70 *Nielov. (Plut. De Exil,, p. 602 B.)

2 Gritz (G. d. J., iv. 313 n.) quotes from Malala (Histor., x. p. 261) the
following words, showing that Vespasian built an Odeum in Ceesarea :—
rice yap wal év Kaigapela . . . & Tis ’lovdaxds wpaidas & alrds
Obeowaciavds ¢fdelov uéya mavy Bedrpov Exov Sidornua péya ovros kal albrob Tob
7émov mppy guvaydyns TEY [lovdaiwy.
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r. 1. 7, and elsewhere). It is not recorded that R.
Jehoshua was ever in Athens; but he visited Rome
(see below, p. 228), where there was an ’Afjvawor
founded by Hadrian. The Athen®um was not the
same as the Odeum ; but in both institutions philo-
sophical disputations were held, and a Jew would not
be likely to make any careful distinction between the
two. May not the debates between R. Jehoshus and
the men of the ‘Be Athina’ represent what really
took place in an Odeum, either in Palestine or
Alexandria? The Rabbis living in Palestine must
certainly have heard and known the name d8eiov in
the common speech of the Greek inhabitants of the
towns, where such buildings existed. Further, the
study of Greek philosophy was looked upon with
disapproval amongst the Rabbis, who regarded it as
a danger to their religion (see above, p. 106). 'There-
fore it was natural that they should not willingly
encounter Greek philosophers, though sometimes
obliged to do so. The term <Bé Abidan,’ though
only a hybrid word, may be translated < House of
Destruction’; and I suggest that it is a play on the
word ¢detov or odeum, nearly alike in sound,' though
not intended as a transliteration. I venture to think
that this explanation of ‘Bé Abidan’ meets the re-
quirements of the references to it in the passages
quoted above. An ¢8¢ctor was a place to which a Jew
might on occasion go, because it was not a heathen
temple. It was a place where philosophical disputa-

1 171'3R and #3elov seem at first sight somewhat far removed from each
other in sound. But, for the first eyllable, compare DIIPIR and dreards,
bearing in mind that 3 and Y are frequently interchanged. And, for the
termination, compare {”'D and squeior, an exact parallel.
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tions were held, such as we know that R. Jehoshua
did engage in; and it was a place where books (in-
cluding Christian books) would most naturally be
found. Finally, it was a place well known in several
Palestinian cities, and not, so far as I am aware,
familiar to the Babylonian Rabbis.

There remains to be considered the term Bé Nitz-
raphi. What this means, we can only infer from the
two passages quoted above (54), (57). It is evident
that the ¢ Be Nitzraphi’ was considered to be a worse
place to go to than the Bé Abidan; for while Rab
wculd not go to the latter, much less to the former,
Shemuel went to the latter, but would not go to the
former. Moreover, while the <Be Abidan’ is first
mentioned in connexion with R. Jehoshua and R.
Elazar (first half of the second century), the ¢Beé
Nitzraphi’ is only mentioned in connexion with Rab
and Shemuel, whose sojourn in Palestine occurred in
the beginning of the third century. It appears from
(57) that the < Bé Nitzraphi’ was a place where wine
was used for religious purposes, while at the same
time it could not have been a heathen temple, because
no Rabbi would have entered such a place or have
had any inducement to do so; and thus the fact that
he did not go there would call for no remark. More-
over, the ‘Bé Nitzraphi’ was a Palestinian institution,
although the fact of its being mentioned only in con-
nexion with Rab and Shemuel, both chiefly known
as Babylonian teachers, might suggest that it was a
Babylonian institution. This cannot indeed be said
to be impossible, owing to the scantiness of the
evidence upon which any conclusion can be based.
But it is not likely, because a comparison is made
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between the Bé Abidan, which we have seen to be
purely Palestinian, and the Be Nitzraphi; and it is
stated that Shemuel went to one but not to the other.
Evidently he could have gone to both. It appears to
me most probable that the ‘Bé Nitzraphi’ is a
synagogue or meeting-place of Christians, more
particularly Jewish Christians or Nazarenes, Notzrim.
In this case the wine which “ they drank on the
day of their feast” would be the wine of the Lord’s
Supper. While a Jew would certainly not enter a
place where Gentile Christians assembled, we know,
and shall see in passages to be quoted hereafter, that
Rabbis of undoubted orthodoxy, such as Abahu, had
close intercourse with Jewish Christians ; and not only
so, but that a Rabbi (Saphra) was actually appointed
by the Jewish Christians of Casarea to be their teacher
on the recommendation of this same Abahu. If any-
thing, this proves too much, because the ¢Be
Nitzraphi,” or Jewish Christian place of meeting,
might seem to be not such a terrible place after all.
Yet Abahu, with all his readiness to hold intercourse
with Jewish Christians, was a stout opponent of their
teaching, and had many a debate with them. T rest,
therefore, in the conclusion that ‘ Be Nitzraphi’ de-
notes a meeting-place of Jewish Christians; and I
would explain the name as a hybrid, combining a
reference to Notzrim, Nazarenes, with the notion
of assembly (root, tzaraph). 1 do not know that
Nitzraphi is the correct form; as the word is only
found in an unpointed text, it is difficult to say what
the proper vowels are.

In conclusion it should be pointed out that there
is no mention of books in connexion with the ‘Be
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Nitzraphi” That institution is only referred to
because the mention of the < Be Abidan’ suggested it.
Also, if my explanation of <Bé Abidan’ be correct,
the books referred to would not be exclusively
Christian books. But undoubtedly Christian books
would be included, perhaps even as early as the time
of R. Jehoshua, certainly in the time of Rab and
Shemuel, and afterwards. Because, by the middle of
the second century, Christian writers had composed
Apologies for their religion in answer to the argu-
ments of Gentile opponents; and the Dialogue of
Justin Martyr with Tryphon the Jew, though probably
fictitious in substance, may nevertheless represent a
fact; for the dialogue form would scarcely have been
chosen, unless such disputations were already familiar
by common usage to those who would read the book.
That a Jew, to say nothing of Tarphon, would have
spoken as Justin makes his Jew speak, is not likely ;
but in other respects the Dialogue may be taken as a
representation, from the Christian side, of what went
onin a ‘Bé Abidan.” There was no great difference,
from this point of view, between an ¢deiov and the
&vords, where Justin says that he conversed with the
Jew.

THE Nazarexe Day

(58) b. A. Zar. 6* (zb. 7°).—For R. Tahlipha bar
Abdimi said that Shemuel said: ¢ The Nazarene
day, according to the words of R. Ishmael,
is forbidden for ever.’

(59) b. Taan. 27°.—On the eve of Sabbath they
did not fast, out of respect to the Sabbath ;
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still less [did they fast] on the Sabbath itself.
Why did they not fast on the day after
Sabbath? R. Johanan says, ¢ Because of the
Nazarenes.’

Commentary.—There is little to be said upon these
two meagre references to the Christian Sunday. It
is curious that both occur in the Babylonian Gemara,
and that the Palestinian tradition does not appear to
contain any allusion to the ‘Nazarene day.” It is
true that R. Johanan was a Palestiman teacher; but
his dictum (in 59) is quoted only by a Babylonian, z.e.
by the compiler of the Gemara, presumably R. Ashi,
in the fourth century. In (58) the ‘words of R.
Ishmael’ have no reference to the Sunday, but are
a general declaration concerning heathen festivals.
Shemuel, a Babylonian (a.n. 180-250), merely asserts
that, according to the rule of R. Ishmael, the ¢ Nazar-
ene day’ is forbidden for ever. The context shows
that what is forbidden on that day is intercourse with
those who observe it as a festival. In (59) the subject
under discussion is the reason for certain fasts, kept
by the =ny» swsx, men appointed to be present and
to repeat prayers while sacrifices were offered, of
course in the time when the Temple was still in exis-
tence. In Sopherim, c. 17, § 5, the passage (59) is
referred to, and R. Johanan's explanation is given,
though without his name. Then follows his remark,
“but the sages have said that in the days of the
nvoun [the assistants at the sacrifices] men did not
pay any attention to the idolaters.” R. Johanan
transferred to the time of the Temple a feature of
the religious life of his own totally different time.
It should be observed that the word wyw, ¢ Nazarene,’
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and not the word Minim, is used to designate the
obnoxious day.

Having examined the passages which, so far as
they go, describe Minim, I proceed to give those
which attempt to define Minim and Minuth. I
am aware that in so doing I am not following the
logical order; but I trust that the reason given above
(p- 128) may be a sufficient justification.

GENTILE AND MIN (1.)

(60) 'I'. B. Mez., ii. 38.—Gentiles, and those that
keep small cattle and those that breed the
same, are neither helped out [of a pit] nor
cast into it. The Minim and the apostates
and the betrayers are cast in and not helped
out.

This passage is included and discussed in the

following.

(61)b. A. Zar. 26*, >.—R. Abahu taught, in presence
of R. Johanan, Idolaters and shepherds of
small cattle are neither helped out nor cast
in; but the Minim, and the betrayers and
the apostates (mamarim) are cast in and not
helped out. He [R. Johanan] said to him,
1 teach every lost thing of thy brother [Deut.
xxii. 8] to include the apostate, and thou hast
said, they are cast in” He [R. Joh.] excludes
the apostate. Then did he mean to teach
this both of the apostate who eats nebheloth
from desire, and of the apostate who eats
nebheloth to offend ? [Because] some suppose
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that he who eats nebhéloth to offend is a Min,
some say an apostate. Rab Aha and Rabina
are divided. One says, ‘he who eats nebhéloth
from desire is an apostate, he who eats ncbhéloth
to offend is a Min.” 'The other says, ‘ even he
who eats ncbhéloth to offend is an apostate.
Then what is a Min? He who serves false
gods [lit. gods of the stars]. It is rejoined,
“ If he eat a single flea or fly, he is an apostate.’
Now here [z.e. in R. Abahu’s dictum] it is a
case of eating to offend, and therefore he
includes the apostate: there [ic. in R.
Johanan’s dictum] he [the apostate] wished
to taste what is forbidden [and is therefore
excluded].

Commentary. — The foregoing passage is a fair
specimen, both in matter and style, of a halachic
discussion. 'To make the meaning clear, considerable
explanation of detail is necessary. “ Idolaters,”
literally, worshippers of stars, are the ordinary
heathen, Gentiles, and I have used the term Idolaters
for convenience. * Are neither helped out nor cast
in,” 7.e. out of or into a pit. Gentiles are not to be
endangered or delivered from danger. On the other
hand, Minim, betrayers and apostates, are to be
endangered and not to be delivered from danger. As
regards Minim and betrayers, z.e. political informers,
delatores, this is not disputed. The question is raised,
however, in regard to the apostate (mumar), whether
he ought to be included in the severer treatment
dealt out to Minim. R. Abahu taught that he should
be included, R. Johanan on the other hand maintained
that he should not. And the point to be settled
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accordingly is whether there is a distinction between
a Min and an Apostate. An Apostate (mamar) is
one who deliberately transgresses the ceremonial law,
especially in regard to food, by eating forbidden
things. Nebhéloth means the flesh of an animal that
has died of itself, which flesh is forbidden as food
[(Lev. vii. 24} A man who eats ncbheloth is un-
deniably a mu&mar. But, says the Gemara (in
reference to the dictum of R. Johanan, who excluded
the mamar from the severer treatment), a mamar may
eat nebhéloth either from desire, because he is hungry,
or in order to offend, i.c. from wilful defiance of God.
Does R. Johanan apply his words to both of these ?
Because some say that the latter is a Min, while some
say that he is still only a mamar. 'The discussion
between R. Johanan and R. Abahu must have taken
place not later than a.p. 279, the year of R. Johanan’s
death. The point raised was discussed by R. Aha
and Rabina, Babylonian teachers during the early
years of the fourth century. The former (R. Aha
bar Jacob) held that a mamar who ate ncbheloth from
desire was only a mamar, while one who did so to
offend was a Min. The latter (Rabina the elder)
held that a mamar in either case was only a mamar,
and that a Min was a heathen idolater. The Gemara
decides, as between R. Johanan and R. Abahu, that
even if a man eat a single flea or fly (both of which
are forbidden food), he is a mamar; but that. R.
Abahu had in view the mamar who ate in order to
offend, and therefore declared that such mimar was
to be severely dealt with, like a Min or an informer ;
on the other hand, R. Johanan had in view the mamar
who only ate because he wished to taste forbidden
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food, and therefore declared that such mamar should
be excluded from the severer treatment.

It should be observed that this whole discussion
arises upon two Baraithas, 7.c. decisions contemporary
with, but not included in, the Mishnah. One is that
already quoted at the head of this passage, from T. B.
Mez. 1. 83. The other is found in T. Horal. i. 5,
and is to the effect that everyone who eats reptiles
(>3pw) is a mamar.' 'These two passages are con-
siderably earlier than the period of R. Johanan and
R. Abahu, and yet more so than that of Aha and
Rabina. The discussion upon them may therefore
be considered as academic rather than practical, so far,
at all events, as regards the difference between a
mamar and a Min. And a comparison of the two
discussions seems to show that whereas R. Johanan
and R. Abahu knew well what a Min was, R. Aha
and Rabina did not know, except as a matter of
speculation. Rabina would not have said that a
Min was an ordinary Gentile if he had had actual
knowledge of the Minim.

So far as regards the subject of Minim, the passage
we have just studied is of very little value, being
concerned only with the subject of the mamar. It
was necessary, however, to deal with it because of
its mention of Minim, and it could not be made
intelligible without the dry and tedious explanation
just given.

It may be sufficient to refer, without translation, to
a short passage b. Hor. 11%, where the same question
concerning the mamar and the Min is discussed and
decided in the same way as in the passage just ex-

! Cod. Erfurt reads ¢ Meshummad,” 1D,
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amined. Nothing fresh is added, and the explanation
of the one passage suffices for the other.

The following extract is hardly less dry and difficult
than the foregoing ; but it must be included, since it
brings out a somewhat different aspect of the subject.

GENTILE aND MIN (iL.)
NO DEALINGS WITH THE MINIM

(62) T. Hull. 1. 20, 21.—Flesh which is found in
the hand of a Gentile (1) is allowed for use,
in the hand of a Min it is forbidden for use.
That which comes from a house of idolatry,
lo! this is the flesh of sacrifices of the dead,
because they say, ‘slaughtering by a Min is
idolatry, their bread is Samaritan bread, their
wing is wine offered [to idols], their fruits
are not tithed, their books are books of witch-
craft, and their sons are bastards. One does
not sell to them, or receive from them, or
take from them, or give to them; one does
not teach their sons trades, and one does not
obtain healing from them, either healing of
property or healing of life.’

Commentary.—The ordinary Gentile is here dis-

tinguished from the Min, and the latter is judged
more severely, presumably on the ground that the
ceremonial law in regard to food is unknown to the
former, and wilfully violated by the latter. The
argument is, ‘flesh found in the hand of a Min is
forbidden for use, because that which is slaulgghtered
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by a Min is [for] idolatry, and that which comes from
a house of idolatry is the flesh of sacrifices of the
dead’ [cp. Ps. cvi. 28] The various statements
about the Minim rest upon anonymous authority—
‘they say’-—and perhaps only represent current
opinion in the time when the Tosephta was compiled.
The context of the passage shows that the Minim
here described are, or at all events include, Jewish
Christians. The passage does not occur, so far as I
know, either in the Mishnah or the Gemaras; but in
b. Hull. 41%, ® there is a parallel to some sentences of
Tosephta preceding the portion just translated. The
Mishnah on the page just mentioned (M. Hull ii. 9.,
b. Hull 41%) says that a hole to catch the blood of
slaughtered animals is not to be made in the street,
pron apm 8Sw, ¢ that one may not imitate the Minim.’
(See also j. Kil. 82 where the same statement
occurs.) T. Hull. ii. 19 has »n nx e aon 1 e xS
pn, “ he shall not do so because he would be doing
the statutes of the Minim.” Rashi and the other
commentators explain the Minim to be idolaters,
ordinary Gentiles. If this were the meaning, it is
not evident why the usual term for a Gentile was not
used. The reference must be to heretics, possibly,
though not necessarily, Jewish Christians; but I do
not know of any heretical practice such as that
described.

Here may be added a passage which seems to show
that the distinction between Min and Gentile was
scarcely understood in the Babylonian schools.

(63) b. THull. 138" — A teacher said, ‘a thing

slaughtered by an idolater is nebkelah (see
above, p. 175) and he is suspected of being a
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Min. Rab Nahman said that Rabah bar Abuha
said there are no Minim among the idolatrous
nations. But we show that there are. Say
that the majority of idolaters are not Minim.
He [R. Nahman] thought of this that R.
Hija bar Abba said that R. Johanan said,
Foreigners outside the land are not idolaters,
but follow the custom of their fathers. R.
Joseph bar Minjomi said that Rab Nahman
said ‘there are no Minim among the idolaters.’
In reference to what? Do you say, In refer-
ence to slaughtering? Here we have ‘a thing
slaughtered by a Min’: if he be an Israelite,
it is forbidden. What if he be an idolater ?
But [if you mean] in reference to °casting-
down’ [into a pit], we have, ¢ They cast down
a Min who is an Israelite’; what if he be
an idolater ?

Commentary.—In addition to what has been said
on the preceding passages in the present group, it is
only necessary to say that the foregoing seems to be
a purely academical discussion amongst teachers who
had no practical experience of Minim. R. Nahman
bar Jacob (died 300 a.p.) taught in Nehardea till a.p.
258, then at Shechanzib till his death. He was the
son-in-law of Rabah bar Abuha, the Resh Galutha
after 250 A.0. R. Hija bar Abba was a pupil of the
Palestinian R. Johanan, he lived in the latter half
of the third century and the beginning of the fourth.
R. Joseph bar Minjomi was an otherwise unknown
pupil of R. Nahman. The purpose of the discussion
seems to be to reconcile the dictum that there are no
Minim among idolaters with the statements of the
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teacher who said that an idolater who slaughtered an
animal for sacrifice was suspected of being a Min.
From this latter it would follow that a Min was only
a particularly zealous idolater, and this is the view
generally taken by Rashi (see his comment on the
present passage, and elsewhere). The Gemara
accounts for the opinion that there are no Minim
amongst idolaters, by a reference to the saying of
R. Johanan that there is no idolatry outside the
Holy Land. This means that the worship of gods
other than the God of Israel is only idolatry, false
worship, when practised in the Holy Land, by those
who might be supposed to know the true religion.
There might therefore be, in foreign countries, persons
who in Palestine would be called Minim; but they
are not so called, because the name implies a dis-
tinction which only holds good in Palestine.! The
Gemara, however, does not accept the dictum that
there are no Minim amongst idolatrous nations, and
proves their existence by showing that it is implied in
certain ordinances referring to Minim who were of
Jewish origin. But it is quite plain that the discus-
sion does not rest upon any real knowledge of, or
personal contact with, Minim. This will be of im-
portance when we come to gather up the evidence so
as to present a general account of the use of the
term Minim.

1 Bat the same Rabbi Johanan says (b. A. Zar. 65%), ‘A proselyte who
lets twelve months go by without being circumcised is like a Min among the
idolaters’ From which may be inferred that Johanan did not hold the
opinion that there were no Minim among the idolaters ; and, further, that he
would define a Min as one who professed to hold the Jewish religion with-
out observing the ceremonial law.
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TeE JEwisH ORIGIN OF THE MINIM

(64) j. Sanh. 29°.—R. Johanan said, ‘lsrael did
not go into exile until they had been made
twenty-four sects of Minim.” What is the
reason? Son of man, I send thee to the
children of Israel, to the rebellious peoples
that have rebelled against me [Ezek. ii. 8] It
is not written here, to the rebellious people,
but to the rebellious peoples which have rebelled
against me, they and their fathers have sinned
against me, unto this day.

Commentary.—This is a little bit of haggadah,
not at all a strict exegesis of the text of Ezekiel.
So far as I know it does not occur elsewhere in the
Gemaras or the Midrashim. It forms part of a
long chapter upon that section of the Mishnah which
enumerates those persons who shall have no part in
the world to come. Amongst these, according to
R. Johanan, in a passage immediately preceding the
one before us, are to be included the followers of
Johanan ben Kareah [Jer. xliii.]. This opinion is
based upon an exposition of Hos. v. 7, not because
that text distinctly refers to the son of Kareah, but
merely because it might be applied to him. This
dictum of R. Johanan appears to serve as an excuse
for introducing the one before us, which in like
manner is only a fanciful deduction from a text in
Ezekiel. The prophet speaks of the children of
Israel as ¢ rebellious peoples’ instead of ¢ people.” And,
whether or not the Hebrew text is correct in giving
the plural form, and whatever the prophet may have
meant if he did use the plural, it is out of the
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question that he should have meant what R. Johanan
deduced from his words. Probably the Rabbi was
quite aware of this. His object was not to expound
Ezekiel, but to find a Scripture basis, however slight,
for an opinion of his own concerning heretics. He
knew the Minim, of his own day and earlier, as
heretics who disregarded the true religion of Israel
as summed up in the Torah. They were rebellious
against the God of Israel; and thus, as the word
used by Ezekiel was applicable to them, haggadic
logic inferred that the rebellion denounced by
Ezekiel was that of the Minim. The twenty-four
sects of Minim are arrived at by the simple calcu-
lation that each of twelve tribes was divided into
at least two sections. Hence twenty-four. (This,
at all events, is the explanation of the anonymous
commentator on the passage in the Palestinian
Gemara.) The only point worth noticing is that R.
Johanan’s dictum implies the Jewish origin of Minim.
They were not Gentiles, but unfaithful Jews. The
passage therefore, while entirely worthless as a com-
ment on Ezekiel, is valuable as evidence for the
historical definition of the term Minim, coming
from a contemporary authority.

HaccaDAH AGAINST MINUTH

(65) b. A. Zar. 17*.—Keep thy way far from her
[Prov. v. 8], this is Minuth; and come noa
near the door of her house, this is the Govern-
ment. Some say, Keep thy way far from her,
this is Minuth and the Government ; and come
not near the door of her house, this is harlotry.
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How near [may one come]? R. Hisda said,
Four cubits. How do our Rabbis expound
this: ¢ The price of a harlot’? According to
R. Hisda. For R. Hisda said, Every harlot
who begins by being hired ends by hiring, as it
is said [Ezek. xvi. 84), Whereas thou givest hire
and no hire is given to thee and thou art
contrary. He differs from R. Pedath, for R.
Pedath said, The Torah only forbids approach
for uncovering nakedness, as it is said [Lev.
xviii. 6], None of you shall approach to any
that is mear of kin to him to wncover their
nakedness. Ulla, when he came from the
college, used to kiss the hands of his sisters.
Some say he kissed their breasts. He [Ulla]
contradicts himself ; for Ulla said, Approach in
general is forbidden on the ground of [the
maxim], ‘ Away, away, Nazirite, they say,
approach not the fence round the vineyard.’

The horseleach hath two daughters [crying),
Give, give [Prov. xxx. 15]. What is ¢ Give,
gwe?’ Mar Uqgba said, ¢ It is the voice of two
daughters who cry from Gehinnom, saying in
this world, Give, give” And who are they?
Minuth and Government. Some say that R.
Hisda said that Mar Ugba said, The voice of
Gehinnom crying out and saying, ¢ Bring me
my two daughters who cry and say in this
world, Give, give.’” None who come to her
return, neither do they attain the paths of life
[Prov. ii. 19].  But if they do not ‘return,’
how should they ‘attain?’ Here is a diffi-
culty. If they do ‘return,’ they do not
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‘attain’ the paths of life.” 1t is to be inferred
that everyone who departs from Minuth dies.
But [there is the case of] a certain woman
who came before R. Hisda and said, that the
lightest of the lightest sins she had done was
that her youngest was begotten by her eldest
son. And he [R. Hisda] said, - Make ready
her shroud !’ But she did not die. From her
saying, ‘the lightest of the lightest sins she had
done,” presumably Minuth was still in her;
and because she had not thoroughly turned
from it she did not die. Some say [one who
turns] from Minuth dies, [one who turns] from
sin [does] not. But [there is the case of] the
woman who came before R. Hisda, and he
said, * Make a shroud for her!’ and she died.
From her saying, ‘the lightest of the lightest
sins she had done, presumably Minuth was
still in her, and she died [in parting] from
it and not from her sin. But it is tradition,
they said, concerning FEl'azar ben Dordaia
. . . .* he bowed his head between his knees
and groaned with weeping until his soul
departed. And there went forth a Bath Qol
[voice from heaven], saying, ‘Rabbi Elazar
ben Dordaia is summoned to the life of the
world to come.” Here he was in sin, and
died [in parting from it]. There [referring to
the incident omitted], so long as he clave to
the woman, it was like Minuth. Rabbi wept
and said,  One man earns heaven in how many

I Here follows an obscene story to show how a great sinner may repent
and yet die.
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years! and another in a single hour. It is not
enough for repentant sinners that they should
be received, but they must also be called
Rabbi I’

Commentary.—This passage forms the continua-
tion of No. (46), where is related the arrest of R.
Eliezer for Minuth. But whereas that famous
incident is mentioned no less than five times in the
Talmud and Midrash, the present passage (with the
exception of the first few sentences) occurs, so far as
I know, only here.

The haggadic interpretation of Prov. v. 8 would
seem to be due to R. Eliezer himself.! For he says
(see above, p. 1389), ‘I transgressed that which is
written in the Torah, Keep thy way far from her,
this is Minuth ; and go not near the door of her house,
this is the Government’ R. Eliezer’s misfortune
was due to both these evils; he had been con-
taminated with heresy, and was a prisoner in the
power of the state. The variation, according to
which the first half of the verse refers to both
Minuth and the Government, while the second
denotes harlotry, is probably much later, and seems
to belong to a time when Minuth and the Empire
were blended by the adoption of Christianity as the
state religion. That this great change did not pass
unnoticed in the Rabbinical literature we shall have
evidence later on.

R. Hisda, whose opinions are cited more than

1 According to Bacher, A. d. Tann,, ii. 310 n., the application of Prov.
v. 8 to Minuth is ascribed to R. Jehoshua ben Qorha, in “the second version
of the Aboth de R. Nathan 7b.” This reference I bave not been able to
verify. R. Eliezer was considerably earlier in date than R, Jeh. b. Qorha.
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once, was a Babylonian whom we have already
several times met with. In conjunction with R.
Huna, he presided over the college at Sura. He
was born aA.p. 217, and died A.p. 309, He was a
pupil of Rab, and also of Mar Uqgba, whose name
occurs in the present passage. R. Pedath, probably
the elder of two who bear the same name, was a
Babylonian contemporary with Rabbi in Palestine.
He is scarcely known except as the father of the
more distinguished R. El'azar ben Pedath. Ulla is
Ulla ben Ishmael, of Palestinian origin (see Bacher,
Ag. d. Bab. Amor., p. 93, n. 3), who afterwards
migrated to Babylonia. He was not liked in the
country of his adoption, a fact which perhaps may
account for the rather uncivil reference to him.

The maxim, ¢ Away, away, Nazirite, they say;
approach not the fence round the vineyard,’ is
quoted b. Shabb. 18% b. Pes. 40, b. Jeb. 46% b.
B. Mez. 92% b. A. Zar. 58°, Bamm. r. x. 8 p. 38
It means, ‘Keep away from temptation,” the
Nazirite, of course, being forbidden to taste wine.
The earliest authority for it is R. Johanan (b. A. Zar.
58° 59*), who, however, refers to it as a familiar
saying. It is indeed called a proverb (x%nn, Svpn) in
the last of the above-mentioned passages, and prob-
ably occurs elsewhere; but I have not been able to
find it.

The explanation of the text Prov. xxx. 15 is not
very clear, except to this extent, that it is interpreted
of Minuth and the Empire, as in the case of the
former text [Prov. v. 8] This interpretation appears
to be due to Mar Uqgba (see above), and to have
been handed down in more than one form, for one of
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which the authority is R. Hisda, a disciple of Mar
Ugba. It should be noted that R. Hisda was also
the authority in the Babylonian schools for the story
about the mother of Jesus (see above, No. (1), p. 36),
and for the remark about Jesus in reference to
‘burning his food’ (see above, No. (9), p. 56).
Further, in b. Ber. 12* (a passage which will be
examined hereafter, p. 808), the same R. Hisda
mentions the Minim. These facts serve to show n
what direction R. Hisda was looking when he en-
dorsed Mar Uqgba’s interpretation of the text in Prov.
xxx. 15. It is possible, and perhaps probable, that
this interpretation was of Palestinian origin; at all
events, hostility against both Minuth and the Empire
would naturally be more bitter in the west than in
the east. At the same time it must be admitted
that there does not seem to be any trace of this
particular haggadah in the Palestinian Midrash. R.
Hisda improved on Mar Ugqba’s interpretation of
the text. The earlier teacher said that the <two
daughters” who cried ‘give, give’ were Minuth
and the Empire. This left it uncertain what was
meant by the <horseleach’ whose daughters they
were. R. Hisda said that the horseleach meant
Gehinnom [Gehenna, which in this case may be
fairly rendered Hell], ‘who cries and says, Bring
me my two daughters who cry and say in this
world Give, give’; in other words, Heresy and the
Empire are the rapacious offspring of Hell, and Hell
cries out for them.

Following on this text is an interpretation of Prov.
ii. 19, on similar lines, None who come to her
return, neither do they attain the paths of life. Like
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the preceding haggadah, it is introduced without any
mention of a Rabbi as its author. But in this case
the source can be traced in the Palestinian tradition.
In the Midrash Qoh. r. {on i. 8, a long passage of
which use will be made hereafter], occurs the follow-
ing, which will be seen at once to be a close parallel
to the incident at present under consideration.

(66) Qoh. r. 1. 8.—The case of a woman who came
to R. Eliezer to become a proselyte. She said
to him, ¢ Rabbi, receive me.” He said to her,
‘Relate to me thy deeds.”’ She said, ‘My
youngest son is by my eldest son.’ He
stormed at her. She went to R. Jehoshua
and he received her. His disciples said to
him, ‘R. Eliezer drove her away and thou
receivest’! He said to them, * When her
mind was set on becoming a proselyte she
no longer lived to the world [?], as it is
written [Prov. ii. 19], None that go unto her
return again, and if they return, they do not
attain the paths of lLife.’

Commentary.—This passage occurs in the midst of

a long series of references to Minuth, all of which,
moreover, are concerned with Palestinian personages.
It is, on the face of it, much more likely that a
woman desiring to abjure Minuth—in this instance
Christian heresy—should go to a Palestinian Rabbi
rather than to a Babylonian like Hisda. At the same
time it is true that the Midrash on Qoheleth is later
than the Babylonian Gemara, and occasionally quotes
from it (see Zunz, G. Vortr., p. 265). But, in the
present instance, the Midrash gives the shorter form
of the story; and the version in the Babylonian
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Gemara, at present under consideration, is not only
longer, but appears to be introduced as merely a case
for discussion. Bacher (Ag. d. Tann.,, i. 188 n. 4,)
regards the version in Qoh. r. as the original. If so,
then this haggadic interpretation of Prov. ii. 19 is
traced back to the second century. And seeing that
the haggadah on Prov. v. 8 is due to R. Eliezer, the
contemporary of R. Jehoshua, it is at least probable
that the interpretation of Prov. xxx. 15 also dates
from the same period, and from one or other of the
two famous Rabbis already named. In that case R.
Hisda merely added his own comment upon each text
to a tradition brought from Palestine.

We resume now the discussion of the passage in the
Babylonian Gemara. The object of the argument is to
decide whether they who recant from Minuth die or not.
The Gemara says, “ It is to be inferred that they die.”
Then by way of proof to the contrary is introduced
the case of the woman who came before R. Hisda,
accusing herself of gross crimes. It is to be observed
that the Gemara does not know whether this woman
really died or not, and it attempts to prove its point
on either supposition. It seems likely that what
came before R. Hisda was not the woman herself, but
the story of the woman who had gone to R. Eliezer and
R. Jehoshua, mentioned merely as a case in point, and
submitted to him for his opinion. He gave his opinicn
(viz. that she would die) in the words,  Make ready
her shroud !’ If, as a matter of fact, she did not die,
then, says the Gemara, she was still unrepentant ; if
she did die, then she died in parting from her heresy
and not from her sin. This uncertainty as to whether
she died or not can be traced to the original story in
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Qoh. r. There R. Jehoshua, when asked why he
received her, said, ¢ When her mind was set on becom-
ing a proselyte, she no longer lived to the world’
(5w5). I have translated these words literally, but
I do not feel certain what exactly is meant by * to the
world.” The Rabbinical literature does not recognise,
so far as I know, the sharp distinction between ¢the
world’ and the spiritual life which is common
in the N.T., especially in the Fourth Gospel. So
that possibly here, as elsewhere, obw5 should be
translated ‘for ever.” But still I believe that the
sense which R. Jehoshua intended is given by the
translation ‘to the world,” 7.e. he meant that the
woman by her repentance died to her past life and
would never live in it again. 'This is the opinion of
Hamburger (Encykl., ii. 514). Apparently this was
not understood in the Babylonian schools, hence the
uncertainty as to whether or not the woman really
died.

The story about R. El'azar ben Dordaia (which I
have not transcribed or translated because it is gross
and has no bearing on the main subject) is introduced
by way of an objection to the argument that the
woman did not die because of her sin. El'azar ben
Dordaia, it is urged, sinned no less grievously, and was
forgiven, but yet he died. The objection is met by
saying that while he was in his sin it was, as it were,
Minuth to him, and he died in parting from it, not
merely in repenting of his sin. This is mere hair-
splitting, and shows that in the Babylonian school
where this discussion was carried on there was only a
vague notion of what Minuth was, and an inclination
to identify it with sexual immorality.
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Note that Elazar ben Dordaia was not, strictly
speaking, a Rabbi, but was only greeted with that
title when summoned by the divine forgiveness to
heaven. And note finally the jealousy of Rabbi, i.e.
R. Jehudah ha-Qadosh, whose epithet of  The Holy’
would lead one to expect something different.

MiniM AND CIRCUMCISION

(67) Shem. r. xix. 4, p. 36°.—Because Israelites who
are circumcised do not go down to Gehinnom.
R. Berachjah said, ¢ That the Minim and the
wicked of Israel may not say, “We are
circumcised, we shall not go down to
Gehinnom,” what does the Holy One, Blessed
be He, do? He sends an angel and effaces
their circumcision, and they go down to
Gehinnom, as it is said [Ps. 1v. 20], He hath
put forth his hand against such as be at peace
with him, he hath profaned his covenant; and
when Gehinnom sees that their circumcision
is a matter of doubt, it opens its mouth and
swallows them alive and opens its mouth with-
out measure’ [Isa. v. 14].

Commentary.—R. Berachjah was a younger con-
temporary of Abahu in the early years of the fourth
century, and, like him, lived in Palestine. There were
indeed two Rabbis of this name, of whom the elder
lived perhaps half a century earlier. The one who is
the more frequently mentioned (especially in the
Midrash) is ‘probably the younger.

The passage before us is of no great importance
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in itself, except that it implies the Jewish origin
of the Minim. Circumcision would not concern any
Gentile. The Minim are evidently Jewish heretics,
and, though not necessarily in every case Christians,
must certainly have included some. If so, then it is
important to notice that as late as the fourth century
there were Jewish Christians who were circumcised.
The conclusion is either that the practice was kept
up amongst Jewish Christian families, or else that the
Jewish Christian community received very numerous
proselytes. The former is the more likely, because
the term Minim, whatever it may denote, must at
least refer to the main body of heretics, so called,
whoever they were, and not to those who joined them
from time to time.

Tae PrincipLE oF MiNuTH : THE HoUsE oF STRAW

(68) Bamm. r. xviii. 17, p. 75°—R. Elazar said,
There was in them [i.e. Doeg and Ahithophel]
the principle of Minuth. What were they
like? Like a house filled with straw, and
there were openings in the house, and the
straw entered them. After a time that straw
which was inside those openings began to
come forth. But all knew that that had
been a house [full] of straw. So Doeg and
Ahithophel. From the beginning no Mitzvoth
[precepts of the Law] were in them ; although
they had been made Sons of the Law, they
were as in their beginning, for wickedness was
in the midst of them, within them [cp. Ps.
Iv. 11}
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Commentary. — The Midrash on Exodus dates,
according to Zunz (G. Vortr., p. 261), from the twelfth
century, but contains material that is much earlier.
The passage before us is part of such earlier material.
It is not indeed to be found in exactly the same words
in the older literature; but the substance of it is
contained in the Palestinian Gemara, and there are
traces of it in that of Babylon. In j. Sanh. 27? is
the following:—

(69) The Epiquros: R. Johanan and R. Lazar,
one said, ‘[He is] like one who says These
Scribes’!; the other said, ‘[He is] like one
who says These Rabbis’! R. Elazar and R.
Shemuel bar Nahman, one said, ‘[He is] like
an arch of stones; as soon as one stone is
loosened all are loosened.” The other said,
‘[He is] like a house full of straw. Although
you clear away the straw from it, the chaft
inside [clings to and] loosens the walls.’

This latter passage carries us back to the third
century. R. Lazar is the same as R. Elazar, and
both names denote R. El'azar ben Pedath. He was
a Babylonian who came to Palestine and taught in
Tiberias, where he died in a.p. 279, about the same
time as R. Johanan. R. Shemuel bar Nahman was a
Palestinian (see Bacher, A. d. Pal. Amor., i. 477),
contemporary with R. Johanan and R. Elazar, though
perhaps somewhat younger, as he appears to have
been living in A.p. 286 (Bacher)..

In both passages the subject of discussion is the
heretic or the freethinker (on the relation of Epiquros
to Min, see above, p. 121 fol.). A Jewish Epiquros
was practically the same as a Min. The point of

13
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comparison between the heretic and the house full
of straw is this, that the original character of each
remains unchanged in spite of changes in outward
appearance or condition. Though the straw be
removed, the chaff remains; though the heretic put
on an appearance of piety, the taint of heresy is in
him still. Thus Doeg and Ahithophel are said to
have in them the principle of Minuth, the taint of
heresy, in spite of the fact that they were made ‘sons
of the Torah,” i.e. brought up in the Jewish religion.
In b. Hag. 16 it is said of these two that there was
‘a gnawing passion in their heart’ (2153 wmv), e a
secret desire to rebel, in spite of outward conformity.
We have already seen (above, p. 70) that Doeg and
Ahithophel are treated in the Rabbinical literature as
types of heresy, and that there is probably some
covert reference to Christianity in the condemnation
of them. The present passage does not contradict,
though it does not confirm, the latter supposition.
The Gemara does not explain in what the * principle
of Minuth’ consisted, but leaves it to be inferred, or
rather takes it for granted as being generally known,
on the strength of other references to it elsewhere.
The simile of the arch of stones is used by R. Johanan,
j. M. Qat. 83°, though for a different purpose. The
simile of the house of straw is ascribed, in the second
passage above (j. Sanh. 27%), to R. Shemuel bar
Nahman, and that of the arch of stones to R. El'azar.
It is probable that these two should be interchanged,
in which case the version in Bamm. r. would be in
harmony with that in the Palestinian Gemara.
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ScrIPTURAL INDICATIONS OF MINUTH

(70) Siphri, § 115, p. 352.—dnd ye shall not walk
after your heart [Num. xv. 89], this is
Minuth, according as it is said [Ecc. vii. 26],
And I find a thing more bitter than death,
even the woman whose heart is snares and nets,
and whose hands are bands, and the hing shall
rejoice in God [Ps. 1xiii. 11.]

Commentary.—The book Siphri is almost contem-

poraneous with the Mishnah (see Zunz, G. Vortr., p.
46). It was compiled, or rather edited, somewhat
later ; but parts of its contents are older. It may be
dated about the middle of the third century. The
above passage is the earliest authority for the inter-
pretation of the phrase after your heart in the sense
of heresy. This really amounts to a definition that
Minuth consists in following the dictates of one’s
own selfish nature, as against those of the lawful
authority. The result of so doing is, indirectly, the
rejection of beliefs and practices enjoined on those
who hold the true religion. A Min, accordingly,
disregards the authority of the Rabbis as teachers of
religion and expounders of the Torah, both written
and unwritten, and also maintains doctrines and
practices which are not those of the true religion.
This dictum, that ¢ after your heart’ denotes Minuth,
became a sort of canon of exegesis in the later litera-
ture. In support of it Siphri quotes two texts, Ecc.
vil. 26 and Ps. Ixili. 11.  The first of these does not
appear to have any reference to heresy ; but the cita-
tion of it may be explained either on the ground
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of the symbolism common in the O.T., which repre-
sents religious unfaithfulness under the figure of
fornication, or on the ground of the immorality
with which heretics, and particularly Christians, were
frequently charged. The second text needs to be
given in full in order that its bearing on Minuth may
be understood. It runs: But the king shall rejoice in
God ; everyone that sweareth by him shall glory, for
the mouth of them that speak lies shall be stopped.
A verse of which the learned editor of Siphri rather
naively says that it clearly refers to Minuth.

The above passage is referred to in b. Ber. 12°,
where, however, the text cited in support of the inter-
pretation is Ps. xiv. 1, The fool hath said in his heart
there is no God' This gives at least one of the
implications of Minuth, for, if the Minim did not
theoretically deny the existence of God, it was quite
sufficient (as later Christian history abundantly shows)
that they should be heretics in order to be at once
branded as atheists. Rashi, on the passage in Ber.
12%, says :—Minuth : those who turn the sense of the
Torah into an exposition of falsehood and error.

There is a further reference to this interpretation
of the phrase ‘after your heart’ in the Midrash
Vajiq. r. as follows :—

(72) Vajiqr. r., § 28, p. 40°, % —R. Benjamin ben
Levi said they sought to withdraw the Book
Qoheleth because they found in it things that

! Cp. also (71) Siphri, § 320, p. 137° top: {Deut, xxxii. 21), I will
provoke them with a foolish mation. These are the Minim, And he said
thus [Ps. xiv. 1], The fool hath said in his heart, There is no God.

In b, Jebam. 63 the same occurs: the application of Ps. xiv. 1 is

ascribed to R. Eliezer, <.e., probably, R. Eliezer ben Horqenos in the first
century. He had already applied Prov. v. 8 to Minuth. See above, p. 139.
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lead to Minuth. They said, Ought Solomon
to have said thus? [Ecc. xi. 9], Rejoice, O
young man, in thy youth; and let thy heart
cheer thee in the days of thy youth. Moses
said [Num. xv. 89), And ye shall not walk
after your heart; and Solomon said [Ecc., ut
supral, Walk in the ways of thy heart, and in
the sight of thine eyes. But the band is loosed,
and there is no judgment and no judge. As
soon as he [Solomon, in the same verse] said,
But know, that for all these things God will
bring thee into judgment, they said, Solomon
hath spoken well.

R. Shemuel bar Nahmani said they sought
to withdraw the Book Qoheleth, because they
found in it things that lead to Minuth. They
said, Ought Solomon to have said thus ? What
profit is there to a man of his labour [Ecc. i
3], Perhaps he means even of his labour in
hearing Torah ¢ They said again, If he had
said Of all his labour, and had then been
silent, we should have said he does not say this
except in reference to his labour which does
not benefit ; but the labour of hearing Torah
does benefit.

Commentary.—Little needs to be added to what
has already been said. R. Benjamin ben Levi was a
Palestinian of the fourth century (see Bacher., Ag. d.
Pal.lAmor., iii. 661 fol.). R. Shemuel bar Nahmani
is written by mistake for R. Shemuel bar Jitzhaq (see
Bacher, as above, p. 662, n. 2), who was contemporary
with R. Abahu, and thus lived at the beginning of
the fourth century. The proposal to withdraw the
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book of Ecclesiastes, z.e. to declare it uncanonical, is
referred to in b. Shabb. 30". < 'They ’who desired to do
this are ‘the Wise,” i.e. the Rabbis. In the passage
in b. Shabbath the reason given is merely the alleged
contradiction of certain texts in the book, not any
tendency to Minuth. In the Mishnah, Jad. ii. 8,
the discussion which ended in the retention of the
book is said to have taken place ‘on the day when
R. E’lazar ben Azariah was made Nasi,” i.e. at Jabneh,
about 100 a.p. (see below, p. 886 n.). It is worth
noting that R. Gamliel II., who was temporarily
deposed in favour of R. El'azar ben Azariah, was the
same who ordered the composition of the formula
against the Minim (see above, No. 88, p. 126 fol.). 1t
is thus at least conceivable that an alleged heretical
tendency in the book of Ecclesiastes may have been
one reason in favour of declaring it uncanonical.
The fact at all events remains, that though the book
was admitted, the suspicion of its orthodoxy was not
wholly quenched, as is seen in these references and
explanations in the later literature.

The passage just translated appears in a slightly
different form in the Midrash Qoh. r., on i. 8 (p. 1°),
and also in Pesiqta 68 and Pesiqta r., § 18, p. 90®.
These add nothing of importance to what has already
been given.

(78) b. Sanh. 38°>.—R. Jehudah said that Rab said

the first man was a Min, as it is said [Gen. iii.
9], And God spake unto the man and said,
Where [urt thouw]? Whither hath thy heart
inclined ?

Commentary.—The meaning of this haggadah is
that the sin of Adam, in disobeying the command of
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God, was the same in kind as that of the heretic, who
rejects the divinely-appointed authority.

This saying does not occur, so far as I know, any-
where else, not even in Ber. r., which mentions and
comments on the text. R. Jehudah is R. Jehudah
ben Jehesq'el, a disciple of Rab, already frequently
mentioned.

Immediately following on the passage are two
other sayings, one that Adam effaced his circumcision,
the other that he denied God. Both of these may be
taken as expansions of the statement that he was a
heretic.

In Ber. r. xix. 1, p. 42% it is said that the serpent
[Gen iii.] was also a Min. The idea is the same.

In Shem. r., p. 78% 9 Moses is accused of being a
Min, because he expressed a doubt as to the resurrec-
tion of the dead. This passage will be dealt with
later (see p. 315).

SieNs oF MiNuTH; LiTUurRGICAL VARIATIONS

(74) M. Meg., iv. 8, 9.—He that saith I will not
go before the Ark in coloured garments, shall
not do so in white ones. [He that refuseth
to do so] in sandals, shall not do so even
barefoot. And he that maketh his tephillin
round, it is danger, and there is no [fulfilling
of] commandment in it. If he place it [the
tephillin] upon his forehead or upon the palm
of his hand, lo, this is the way of Minuth. If
he cover it with gold, and place it on his robe,
lo, this is the way of the Hitzonim.

If one say, ‘ The good shall bless thee, lo,



200 CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

this is the way of Minuth. [If one say],
‘Thy mercies reach to the nest of the bird,’
‘Let thy name be remembered for good,

‘We praise, we praise,” they silence him.
Commentary.—This is one of the few passages in
which the Mishnah refers directly to Minuth. Itis
also one of the most obscure. To go before the ark’
is to stand up to read the prayers in the synagogue.
The Mishnah enumerates several signs by which a
reader, who is inclined to heresy, can be detected.
The difficulty is to identify the form of heresy referred
to. Those who desire to wear white garments when
reading the prayers may be the Essenes, who are
said to have always worn a white robe. This explana-
tion, however, will not apply to those who desire to
be barefoot when they read. It is again quite uncer-
tain what heretics are censured in the reference to
those ‘who make their tephillin round.” Of those
who wear the tephillin on the forchead or on the palm
of the hand, it is said ‘this is the way of Minuth.’
It is remarkable that the Gemara, the earliest com-
mentary on the Mishnah, can give no explanation of
these allusions. It only says (b. Meg. 24°) that the
reason for the prohibition is ‘lest Minuth should be
propagated,’ a reason which is obvious in itself, and
does not throw light on the difficulty. The Gemara
is altogether silent on the last clause, ‘he who
covereth his tephillin with gold, lo, this is the way of
the Hitzonim.’! The name Hitzonim means simply
¢ gutsiders,” and whether or not it refers to the Essenes,

! In b. Gitt. 45% and b, Menah 42, the phrase, ‘ cover the tephillin with
gold,’ occurs and is understood quite literally. Nothing is there said about
the Hitzonim. Such tephillin are simply said to be not according to the
halachah.
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it is surely not, as Edersheim suggests, the origin of
that name (see L. and T. J. M., i. 333). He explains
‘cover the tephillin with gold’ as equivalent to
‘ praying at sunrise,” which is a somewhat strained in-
terpretation. 1 do not think it is possible to identify
the various forms of heresy, or even to say with
certainty that separate forms of heresy are referred
to. It is conceivable that the Mishnah only meant to
point out that certain practices were not in accordance
with the accepted usage, and therefore that those who
adopted those usages laid themselves open to sus-
picion of heresy. Yet, on the other hand, considering
how many points of ritual were, if not open questions,
at least subjects of discussion betwecn the Rabbis,
it is noteworthy that the practices referred to in
this passage are condemned without qualification ; so
that the conclusion can hardly be avoided, that the
Mishnah had some particular, and not merely general,
intention in its reference.

It is not, however, only in aberrations from pre-
scribed ritual that signs of Minuth were, according
to the Mishnah, to be detected. Certain liturgical
formule were also branded as heretical. The first
of these is, ‘ The good shall bless thee” The Baby-
lonian Gemara in Megillah does not notice this
formula. The Palestinian Gemara gives only the
brief comment, ‘two powers’ (nwwennw).  This
is a phrase of which several instances will be pre-
sented later. It denotes the heretical doctrine that
there are two divine powers in heaven ; in other words,
the denial of the unity of God. If this is the inten-
tion of the words in the Mishnah, ‘the good,” which
is plural, refers to God, and, of course, implies more
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than one. “Thee’ in this case refers to the wor-
shipper. But since, in all the other formula quoted,
it is God who is addressed, it seems likely that it is
so in this phrase as well, and that ‘the good’ are the
human beings who bless God. The heresy would
seem to consist in the implication that God is blessed
only by the good, and not by all his creatures, in-
cluding the bad. 'This is the explanation of Rashi
(ad loc.), who, however, does not say in what way
the wicked bless God. Tosaphoth accepts this, but
gives the alternative view of the Palestinian Gemara.
It is worthy of note that only in connexion with this
formula is it said, ‘lo, this is the way of Minuth.’
In connexion with the others it is said merely, * they
silence him’ [who uses them]. The next formula is,
*Thy mercies extend over the nest of the bird’ [or
extend ‘to’ the nest, etc.]. The Palestinian Gemara
explains this to imply either an expression of jealousy,
God has mercy on the birds but not on me’; or
secondly, a limitation of the mercy of God, as if it
extended only to the nest of the bird; or thirdly,
a misrepresentation of the purpose of God, by saying
that what are really the decrees of God are only acts
of mercy. The Babylonian Gemara gives the same
alternatives. (See also Mishnah Ber. v. 8, and the
two Gemaras thereupon, where these heretical
formulas are mentioned in a passage almost identical
with the one under consideration.) Of the three
alternatives, the last is probably the right explana-
tion, and the heresy consists in saying that God
acts towards his creatures not as one who com-
mands, but as one who loves. When we remember
the Pauline antithesis of Law and Grace, or, in-
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deed, the general N.T. doctrine that God is love,
it is easy to understand why such an innocent and
beautiful phrase should be deemed heretical.

The third formula is, < Let thy name be remem-
bered for good,” or ‘on account of what is good.’
This is explained by saying that a man ought to
thank God for the ill as well as for the good that
befalls him. Whether heresy or only want of piety
is condemned here, I do not know. The Gemaras
agree in the explanation.

The fourth formuls is, < We praise, we praise.’
Here the ground of objection is the repetition of
the word, as implying that there are two who are
to be praised. The Gemaras agree that the refer-
ence is to the doctrine of ‘two powers.” And the
Palestinian Gemara adds, in the name of R. Shemuel
bar Jitzhaq, the reason why those who use the
formula are to be silenced, ¢ That the mouth of those
who speak lies may be stopped,” Ps. Ixiii. 11. (For the
application of this text to Minuth, see above, p. 196.)

The formule above mentioned are heretical varia-
tions introduced into the liturgy; and they must
date back to a time when Jews and Jewish Chris-
tians worshipped together in the Synagogue, or,
at all events, to a time when the presence of such
heretics might reasonably be feared. 1 say Jewish
Christians, because they were the class of heretics
most likely to be affected by regulations concerning
the liturgy to be used in worship. No doubt other
heretics would be detected if any such were present;
but the Jewish Christians were the most important.
We may reasonably connect the censure of these
liturgical formule with the enactment of the
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‘formula concerning the Minim’ (see above, p. 125
fol.), and refer them, or rather the Mishnah enumer-
ating them, to the end of the first century. This
may account for the fact that the Gemara cannot
explain the reasons of the various censures upon
ritual, and can only partially explain those upon the
liturgical formule. When the Gemaras were com-
piled, Jewish Christians had probably ceased to
worship with Jews in the synagogues. Their
aberrations in ritual were wholly forgotten and un-
known, and only some knowledge of their aberrations
in doctrine remained.

SieNs oF MiNuTH ; LITURGICAL OMISSIONS

(75) ). Ber. 9*.—R. Aha and R. Judah ben Pazi
were sitting in a certain synagogue. There
came one and went before the Ark, and left
out one benediction. They came and asked
R. Simon. He said to him [sic], in the name
of R. Jehoshua ben Levi, “ When a servant
of the congregation omits two or three bene-
dictions, they do not make him turn back.
There exists difference of opinion.! In general,
they do not make any one turn back, except
him who has omitted ‘ that makest the dead to
live, ‘that bringest down the proud,’ ‘that
buildest Jerusalem.” I say that [such a one]
is a Min.”

Commentary.—The incident here related belongs

to the beginning of the fourth century, or possibly

1 3501 "N MOwR. “One is found teaching and differing’ I have not
found this technical phrase explained anywhere, and only give what seems
to me to be the meaning.
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the end of the third. R. Simon is R. Simon bar
Pazi, who was a disciple of R. Jehoshua ben Levi,
and younger contemporary of R. Johanan. He
owned land in the south of Palestine (j. Demai 252, "),
and lived and taught there. R. Judah ben Pazi was
his son—Pazi being the general family name, and
not that of the father alone (see Bacher, A. d. P. A,
ii. 488, n. 2]. R. Judah b. P. and R. Aha both
dwelt in Lud (Lydda) (. Sanh. 18%7), and there,
no doubt, was the synagogue referred to in the
story. In reciting the liturgy, the reader omitted
a single one of the [eighteen] benedictions. The
question arose whether he ought to be made to turn
back and recite what he had left out. R. Simon was
consulted, presumably after the service was ended,
and he gave in answer a dictum of his teacher R.
Jehoshua b. Levi, that when a servant of the con-
gregation omits two or three benedictions, he is not
to be turned back. It is not clear to me whether
what follows is part of R. Simon’s answer, or part
of R. Jehoshua’s opinion, or the opinion of the com-
pilers of the Gemara. But, whichever it be, the
opinion is clearly expressed that if a man leaves
out the benedictions referring to ‘the raising of the
dead,” ‘the casting down of the proud,’ and ¢the
building of Jerusalem,” that man is a Min. It will
be shown hereafter that the doctrine of the resurrec-
tion was one of the main points in dispute between
Jews and Minim. The words ‘that bringest down
the proud’ are the conclusion of the formula against
the Minim (). Ber. 8°, see p. 136 above). The
formula concerning the ‘building of Jerusalem’ in-
cluded the prayer for the restoration of the throne
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of David ; but it is not clear to me why the omission
of that prayer should be characteristic of a Min.
So far as I know, the point is never raised in the
polemical discussions of Jews with Minim.

It does not appear that the reader in this story
was suspected of being a Min on account of his
omissions, at least, if he were so suspected, nothing
came of the suspicion. The incident is made the
occasion for remarking that certain omissions do
point to heresy. On the whole, I am inclined to
believe that the opinion to this effect is the opinion
of R. Simon, and that his reply might be paraphrased
thus :—* R. Jehoshua’s decision does not wholly meet
the present case. As to that, there is a difference of
opinion. In general, I should say that a reader ought
not to be stopped except he leave out the three bene-
dictions specified, because in that case I say heis a
Min.” It should be observed that this does not
imply that Jews and Minim were still in the habit
of worshipping together, and therefore does not con-
tradict what was said above (p. 204). The Minim
had their own places of assembly, and did not mix
with the Jews. But, of course, it might happen,
and probably did happen from time to time, that a
Jew inclined gradually towards heresy and joined
the Minim. His heresy might show itself in the
recital of the liturgy before he finally broke with
the Synagogue. There was, accordingly, reason for
keeping up the use of the detective formula (see
above, p. 185); and it would seem that two other
prayers, of the eighteen, were made use of for the

same purpose.
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Tue KingpoMm TurNED TO MiINvuTH

(76) M. Sotah, ix. 15.—R. Eliezer the Great
says . . . . When the Messiah is at hand,
insolence will abound . . . . and the King-
dom will be turned to Minuth, etc.

[The latter phrase occurs also b. Sanh. 97Y,
Shir. r. on ii. 13, p. 17¢, and Der. eretz zuta,
c. x. In these cases it is ascribed to R.
Nehemjah. In b. Sanh. 97® it is repeated
by R. Jitzhaq.]

Commentary.—This passage forms part of a piece
of haggadah appended to the tractate Sotah in the
Mishnah. Bacher (A. d. Tann., ii. 222, n. 4) seems
to regard it as not properly belonging to the Mishnah,
an opinion which I do not venture to call in question.
The first part of the haggadic appendix contains re-
flections on the deaths of several Rabbis, ending
with that of Jehudah ha-Qadosh, the editor of the .
Mishnah. Then follows a retrospect of the religious
decline which set in after the destruction of the
Temple. By a natural transition, there follows a
forecast of the troubles that will immediately pre-
cede the coming of the Messiah." And one of the
signs of his coming will be that the Kingdom. i.c.
the Roman Empire, will be turned to Minuth. As
the text stands, the author of the saying about the
Kingdom is R. Eliezer the Great, ic. R. Eliezer
ben Horgenos, who has been already frequently

1 On the doctrine that the advent of the Messiah will be heralded by woes
and calamities, se¢ Weber, System d. Altsyn. Theologie, 336 ; Drummond,

Jewish Messiah, p. 209 fol, Matt. xxiv. is almost entirely on the lines of
current Jewish belief,
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mentioned as one of the leading teachers at the
end of the first century. No other Rabbi is named
until the passage containing the forecast of future
trouble is completed. But it is extremely doubtful
if the whole passage is from R. Eliezer. The sudden
changes of language, from Hebrew to Aramaic and
back again, seem to show that different traditions
are combined. Probably only the words in Aramaic
are his, and perhaps not even those. The reference
to the Kingdom occurs in the Hebrew part. It is
to be observed that although the remark about the
Kingdom occurs elsewhere (see references above), it
is nowhere ascribed to R. Eliezer, except in the
present instance. In all the other instances it is
given as the dictum of R. Nehemjah, who was a
disciple of R. Aqiba, in the middle or latter half of
the second century. Even as the text stands in the
Mishnabh, it is allowable to argue that the words are
not expressly ascribed to R. Eliezer, though at first
sight they seem to be. The most probable explana-
tion is that of Bacher (loc. cit.), viz., that the saying
is due to R. Nehemjah, that it, along with other
similar sayings of his, was incorporated with the
references to the destruction of the Temple (which
may have been said by R. Eliezer), and the whole
passage added to the haggadic conclusion of tractate
Sotah. That the addition is a very late one is shown
by the fact that allusion is made to the death of
Rabbi, i.e. R. Jehudah ha-Qadosh who edited the
Mishnah. Thus the passage, although included in
the received text of the Mishnah, is really, as Bacher
says, a Baraitha (see above, p. 21). It is curious that
the Palestinian Gemara does not comment on either
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the reference to the destruction of the Temple or
the forecast of the advent of the Messiah; certainly
not in connexion with the end of tractate Sotah,
and I believe not elsewhere. The same is true of
the Babylonian Gemara. ‘

As to the statement itself that the kingdom shall
be turned to Minuth, there is here no reference to
the proclamation by Constantine the Great in favour
of Christianity, a.p. 318. R. Nehemjah lived con-
siderably more than a century before that event.
There is not the slightest reason to suspect so late an
addition to the text of the Mishnah as this would
imply, nor to father it on R. Nehemjah if it had been
made. The conversion of the Empire to Minuth is
merely a way of saying that the spread of heresy and
the consequent decay of religion will be universal.
R. Jitzhaq, who also mentions the conversion of the
Empire to Minuth as a sign of the advent of the
Messiah, probably lived till the time when Constan-
tine the Great, by his successive edicts, virtually
adopted Christianity as the religion of the state.
But R. Jitzhaq, if he knew of the event, makes no
special reference to it. He merely repeats the words
as R. Nehemjah had said them. All, therefore, that
can be learned from the passage is, that Minuth was
in the second century sufficiently known and dreaded,
that-it could serve as an illustration of the calamities
which were to herald the coming of the Messiah.

1 Bacher (A. d. P. Am,, ii. 481, n. 5) gives a saying of R. Abba b. Kahana :
“ When thou seest in the land of Israel the seats in the schools filled with
Minim, then look for the feet of the Messiah,” Shir. r. on viii. 9 ; Ech. r. on
i. 13. The present texts in these places have, not * Minim ' but ¢ Babliim,’ t.e.

Babylonians. Bacher, on the authority of Perles, says that this is an ancient

gloss, and that ¢ Minim’ is the original reading. Yet he shows some hesita-
14
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Here may be added a reference to Christian
Rome.

RoME PRrReETENDING TO BE THE TRUE ISRAEL

(77) j. Nedar. 88*.—R. Aha in the name of R.
Huna: Esau the wicked will put on his
<tallith’ and sit with the righteous in Paradise
in the time to come; and the Holy One,
blessed be He, will drag him and cast him
forth from thence. What is the meaning?
Though thow mount on ligh as the eagle, and
though thy nest be set among the stars, I will
bring thee down from thence, saith the Lord
[Obad. 4]). The stars mean the righteous, as
thou sayest [Dan. xii. 8], They that turn
many to righteousness [shall shine] as the stars
Jor ever and ever.

Commentary. — The R. Huna here mentioned
was R. Huna of Sepphoris, a disciple of R. Johanan,
and must not be confounded with the earlier Baby-
lonian R. Huna, head of the college at Sura about
the middle of the third century. R. Aha lived at
Lydda in the first half of the fourth century. He
was therefore contemporary with the adoption of
Christianity as the official religion of the Roman
Empire. The above passage contains an unmistak-
able allusion to tliat event. ‘Esau the wicked’ is a
stock phrase in the Talmud to denote the Roman
Empire. That Esau should wrap himself in his
tallith (the scarf worn by a Jew when praying) means
tion ; and, indeed, it is easier in this connexion to understand a reference

to Babylonians than to Minim. I have therefore not included this passage
in my collection.
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that the Roman Empire, now become Christian,
pretended to be the true Israel, in accordance with
the doctrine laid down in Gal. iii. 7. The claim of
the Christian Church to be the true Israel must have
been very exasperating to Jews, perhaps all the more
that the first to teach it had once been a Jew himself.

I proceed now to give a series of passages which
may be grouped together under the head of

SECTION 1II. POLEMICAL DISCUSSIONS WITH
MINIM

I will take, in the first place, some passages which
mention or describe encounters between Jews and
Minim. Afterwards, passages containing discussions
of special doctrinal points.

TuE MiINIM oF CAPERNAUM AND R. HANANJAH,
NepHEW oF R. JEHOSHUA

(78) Qoh. r., i. 8, p. 4>.—Hanina, son of the brother
of R. Jehoshua, came to Chephar Nahum,
and the Minim worked a spell on him, and
set him riding on an ass on the Sabbath. He
came to Jehoshua his friend, and he put
ointment on him and he was healed. He [R.
Jehoshua] said to him, ¢ Since the ass of that
wicked one has roused itself against thee, thou
canst no longer remain in the land of Israel.’
He departed thence to Babel, and died there
in peace.

Commentary.—This story occurs in the middle of

a long passage containing abundant references to
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Minim. The story of the arrest of R. Eliezer for
Minuth (see above, p. 139 fol.), the attempted cure
of Ben Damah by a Min (p. 104 fol.), and the story of
the woman who desired to become a proselyte (p. 188
fol.), precede the present story. Those that follow
it will be given afterwards (p. 218 fol.).

The Midrash known as Qoheleth Rabbah, on the
book of Ecclesiastes, is of very late date, but never-
theless contains abundance of ancient material. The
present story I believe to be ancient, in spite of traces
of late date in the style, for two reasons. First, the
motive that suggested it was one that would lose its
force if the man of whom the story was told had been
dead for a long time. Second, the references to the
Minim of Capernaum only occur in connexion with
persons of the first or second century. At a later
time they seem to be quite unknown. If, therefore,
the story had been made up at some considerably
later date than the time of R. Jehoshua and his
nephew, it is probable that his alleged intercourse
with Minim would have had a different historical
setting. The R. Jehoshua of the story is R. Jehoshua
ben Hananjah, who has already been frequently
mentioned, and who lived at the end of the first and
the beginning of the second century. Hananjah
(not Hanina as in the text) his nephew, was a well-
known teacher, though by no means so distinguished
as his unclee. He did remove from Palestine to
Babylonia, probably before the outbreak of the war
of Bar Cocheba. And there he finally established
himself, although he once at least returned to
Palestine (b. Succ. 20°). Even in the time of R.
Gamliel 1I., before he left Palestine, Hananjah



REFERENCES TO MINIM AND MINUTH 213

appears to have been a Rabbi, and to have enjoyed
a considerable reputation as such (b. Nidd. 24°).
By his residence in Babylonia® he escaped the perse-
cution which followed upon the defeat of Bar
Cocheba ; and it would seem that he took advantage
of the confusion and weakness of the Palestinian
schools to assert the independence of his own and
other Babylonian seats of learning. After order had
been restored in Palestine, and the scattered Rabbis
had gathered under the leadership of R. Shim’on ben
Gamliel, a sharp controversy took place between the
latter and R. Hananjah. Messengers were sent to
Babylonia to demand the submission of R. Hananjah
to the authority of the Palestinian Patriarch. The
story of the dispute is given in j. Nedar. 40% j. Sanh.
19*, b. Berach. 63% ®, and is admirably discussed by
Bacher, Ag. d. Tann,, i. 390 n. 4. The date of this
dispute may be roughly given as 150 a.p., possibly
somewhat earlier.

Now it was evidently the interest of the Pales-
tinian Rabbis to depreciate the authority of R.
Hananjah if they could; and the suggestion of his
intercourse with the Minim would answer their
purpose. Here we find the motive for the story
contained in the passage translated above. Whether
true or not, it is evident that there was a reason for
telling the story. Also it would seem natural that
the story should become current at a time not long
after the dispute just mentioned, possibly even while
it was going on. It does not appear that R.

1 The name of the place where he lived was Nahar Pagod (or Nahar
Paqgor) ; see Neubauer, Geogr. d. Talm., 363 ff. Also, for the name Pagod,
cp. Schrader, Keilinschrift. d. A. T. 423 (E.T. ii. 117).
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Hananjah ever made any formal submission; but
there is no doubt that the authority of the Nasi in
Palestine was successfully asserted as against the
schools of Babylonia. R. Hananjah was left in peace,
having failed to realise his ambition. The story
before us ingeniously presents him as a man for
whom allowances had to be made. No one disputed
his learning or his eminence as a teacher, but he had
unfortunately permitted himself to be tainted with
heresy, and therefore was obliged to leave the
country. Such seems to be the intention of the
story.

In its details the story is very interesting. That
the Minim here denote Christians there can be no
possible doubt. The phrase ‘the ass of that wicked
one’ contains an unmistakable reference to Jesus.
And the mention of Chephar Nahum, z.e. Capernaum,
confirms the reference, that city having been the
headquarters, so to speak, of Jesus during the earlier
part of his public career. If Christians were to be
found anywhere in Galilee in the second century,
Capernaum was the most likely place to contain
them.!

The story represents Hananjah as having been the
victim of magic. With this may be compared the
stories given above (p. 112 ff.) of Christian miracles.
He was made to ride on an ass on the Sabbath,

1 T do not go into the question whether Capernaum is now represented
by Tell Hum or Khan Minyeh, The fact that Minim are associated, in
the story under consideration, with the city of Capernaum, goes to confirm
the theory that Khan Minyeh marks the true site. This theory seems to
me to be, on other grounds, preferable to the one which identifies Capernaum
with Tell Hum. Is it not possible that ancient Capernaum included both
sites ?
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presumably as a sort of imitation of Jesus. With
the mention of the ass in this connexion, compare
what is said above (p. 154 n). Whether the story
is based on a real incident in the life of R. Hananjah
there is not sufficient evidence to show. But the
case of R. Eliezer, discussed above (see p. 144) is a
well-authenticated instance of intercourse between
a Rabbi and a Min, and thus makes it quite possible
that R. Hananjah also had some dealings with the
Minim. If he had, then they must have taken place
before the year 130 A.D.

It should be observed that this story is not con-
tained in either the Palestinian or the Babylonian
Gemara, nor in any of the older Midrashim, although
R. Hananjah is several times referred to as a well-
known teacher. In the Midrash Qoheleth rabbah,
which is the sole authority for the story, there is
nevertheless a passage which to some extent confirms
its antiquity. It is said (on vil. 26) that R. Isi of
Cesarea (fourth century) expounded this verse in
reference to Minuth, and gave several examples of
the good who escaped, and the bad who were ensnared.
Amongst his instances are Elazar ben Damah and
Jacob of Chephar Sechanja, and also Hananjah and
the Minim of Chephar Nahum. This shows that the
story is not necessarily of late date, although it now
occurs only in an almost medizval midrash (see below,
p. 219).

Tuae MinmMm AND R. JoONATHAN

(79) Qoh. r.,, i. 8.—R. Jonathan—one of his
disciples ran away to them [i.e. the Minim].
He came and found him in subjection to
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them. The Minim sent after him, saying thus

unto him, ¢ And is it not thus written [Prov. i

14], Thou shalt cast in thy lot with us; one

purse shall there be for us all’ He fled, and

they fled after him. They said to him, ¢ Rabbi,

come and show kindness to a girl” He went

and found them . . . . with a girl. He said,

‘Is it thus that Jews act ?° They said to him,

¢ And is it not written in the Torah, Thou shalt

cast in thy lot with us; one purse, etc. He

fled and they fled after him, till he came to

the door [of his house] and shut it in their

faces. They said, ¢ Rabbi Jonathan, go, prate

to thy mother that thou hast not turned and

hast not looked upon us. For, if thou hadst
turned and looked upon us, instead of our
pursuing thee, thou wouldst have pursued us.’
Commentary.—R. Jonathan, here mentioned, is R.
Jonathan ben El'azar, a Palestinian Rabbi of the
third century, contemporary with and associate of
Johanan and Resh Laqish. He lived in Sepphoris.
The Minim with whom he had the unpleasant adven-
ture described in this passage may have been those
of Capernaum, as the present passage follows, without
a break, after the story about R. Hananjah. The
connexion is so close that the present story begins
by saying that the disciple of R. Jonathan ran away
‘to them,” suggesting that the Minim of Capernaum
are still referred to. 1 do not feel certain that this
connexion is anything more than literary. But it is
at least probable that Christians of Galilee are referred
to, and certainly possible that Capernaum is the city
where they dwelt. If not Capernaum, then Sepphoris
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is probably intended, because Jonathan, when he
escapes from the Minim, appears to take refuge in
his own house, since he shuts the door in their faces.!

As regards the details of the story little needs to
be said. It is plain that the words ¢ And is it not
written . . . . fled after him’ should be omitted, on
their first occurrence, to avoid a break in the story.
The reference to alleged immorality practised by
Christians in their secret assemblies does not need to
be enlarged upon. It should be noted that the
Rabbi, in rebuking the Minim, implies that they are
Jews, or at least of Jewish birth. The pursuit of the
Rabbi by the Minim is curious, and perhaps indicates
the dread as well as dislike felt by Jews towards the
heretics.

This story, like the preceding one, is found only in
the Midrash Qoheleth rabbah, a compilation of very
late date. Thus much, however, can be said in
support of the authenticity of the story, that R.
Jonathan is known to have had polemical discussions
with Minim, as will be shown subsequently (see
below, p. 254). Moreover, the fact that he took the
trouble to lay down a canon of interpretation of
Scripture referring to Minuth (Ber. r. 48, 6, see below,
P- 319), shows that he had had occasion to study the
subject. With the incident of the flight of a disciple
and the attempt of his teacher to bring him back,
may be compared a story quoted by Eusebius from
Clemens Alexandrinus (Euseb., Hist., iii. 23). The
conclusion of the story, however, is quite different
from that of the Jewish one.

1 See above, p. 115, on Sepphoris as the scene of several incidents in which
Minim were concerned.
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I proceed to give the conclusion of the passage in
Qoheleth rabbah, from which the three preceding
anecdotes have been taken.

THE MINIM AND R. JEHUDAH BEN NaAQOsa

(80) Qoh. r., i. 8.—R. Jehudah ben Naqdsa—the
Minim used to have dealings with him. They
questioned him and he answered ; they ques-
tioned and he answered. He said to them,
‘In vain! ye bring trifles. Come, let us agree
that whoever overcomes his opponent shall
split the brains of his opponent with a club.’
And he overcame them, and split their brains,
till they were filled with wounds. When he
returned, his disciples said to him, ‘Rabbi,
they helped thee from heaven and thou didst
overcome.” He said to them, ¢ And in vain!
Pray for this man and this sack; for it was
full of precious stones and pearls, but now it is
full of black ashes.’

Commentary.—R. Jehudah ben Naqdsa was a
younger contemporary of Rabbi (Jehudah ha-Qadosh),
and disciple of R. Jacob, and of R. Hija. Very littlc
is known of him, and the story just translated occurs,
so far as I am aware, nowhere else. That the duel
between R. Jehudah and the Minim really was of the
savage character described cannot be accepted, though
it is not clear why a polemical debate should be
described by such a violent metaphor. The remark
of the disciples to the Rabbi, and his reply, are inter-
esting. They ascribed his victory to heavenly assist-
ance. According to the commentators on the passage,
R. Jehudah had transgressed the commandment,
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* Come not near her’ (i.e. have nothing to do with
Minuth ; see above, p. 182 ff.), and thus, if he escaped,
it was owing to divine protection. The Rabbi replied
that his deliverance was in vain. ¢ Pray for thisman,’
z.e. ¢ for me,” and for ¢ this sack,” z.e. ‘my head,” which
was formerly like a sack full of jewels and now is like
a sack full of ashes. Apparently his mind had been
contaminated with heresy, and was filled with evil
thoughts in place of its former learning and piety.
The three stories which have now been given
from Qoheleth rabbah form one continuous passage,
together with the story of the arrest of R. Eliezer
for Minuth, the story of El'azar ben Dama, and that
of the woman who came to R. Eliezer and R.
Jehoshua to be received as a convert. All the six
are given as illustrations of Minuth, and form a
haggadic exposition of the words, Eccl. i. 8, A4l
things are full of weariness. Now, in this same
Midrash, on vii. 26 (p. 217) it is said
(81) “R. Isi of Cemsarea expounded this verse
(‘ whoso pleaseth God shall escape from her, but
the sinner shall be taken by her’) in reference to
Minuth. ¢The good is R. Elazar, the sinner
is Jacob of Chephar Neburaia. Or, the good
1s Elazar ben Dama, the sinner is Jacob of
Chephar Sama. Or, the good is Hananjah,
nephew of R. Jehoshua, the sinner is the Minim
of Chephar Nahum. Or, the good is Jehudah
ben Naqosa, the sinner is the Minim. Or, the
good is R. Jonathan, the sinner is his disciple.
Or, the good is R. Eliezer and R. Jehoshua,
the sinner is Elisha.””
It is evident at a glance that there is a strong
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likeness between this list of examples of Minuth and
the series of stories contained in the earlier part of
the Midrash. Placed side by side, the likeness
becomes still more apparent.

(4.) R. Isr's SERiEs

(Qoh. r. on vii. 26).

. Elazar and Jacob of Ch.
Neburaia.

. El'azar ben Dama, and Jacob
of Chephar Sama.

. Hananjah and the Minim of
Capernaum.

. Jehudah ben Naqosa and the
Minim,

. Jonathan and his disciple.

. Eliezer and Jehoshua and
Elisha.

(B.) Series oF STORIES
(Qoh. r. on i. 8),

. Eliezer’s arrest.

. EVazar ben Dama and Jacob

of Chephar Sama.

. Eliezer and Jehoshua and the

would-be convert.

. Hananjah and the Minim of

Capernaum.

. Jonathan and his disciple.
. Jehudah ben Naqosa and the

Minim.

It will be seen that four stories are common to
both lists (A 2, 8, 4, 5, and B 2,4,6,5). In A 6
Eliezer and Jehoshua are both concerned with a
heretic. So they are in B 8, though the heretic is
not the same. The only marked discrepancy is
between A 1 and B 1. It should also be observed
that neither series extends beyond the six examples,
and that the series B is given anonymously where it
occurs in the Midrash on Eccl. i. 8. Now, since the
series B is substantially the same as the series A, I
suggest that R. Isi of Caesarea is really the author of
B, and that B gives the substance of what he said
in his exposition on Minuth, while A only gives the
heads of his discourse. R. Isi lived in the fourth
century, probably about the middle of it. And
although not himself an eminent teacher, he moved
in the same circle in which Abahu had moved, and
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was thus in a position to hear much concerning the
Minim and their intercourse with Jews. The slight
discrepancies between A and B may be explained in
this way. The compiler of the Midrash preferred to
take the famous case of R. Eliezer’s arrest rather than
the obscure one of Jacob of Ch. Neburaia® (a con-
temporary of R. Isi, of whom more will be said
below). His object was not to illustrate the teaching
of R. Isi, but to expound the verse Eccl. i. 8 in
reference to Minuth; and for this purpose, R. Isi’s
series was ready to his hand. The difference between
A 6 and B 3 may rest only on a scribal error. The
opponent of Eliezer and Jehoshua is said in A 6 to
be Elisha, in B 38 the woman who desired to be
received as a convert. The latter version is probably
correct. Elisha is supposed to be Elisha ben Abujah,
who certainly did become a heretic ; but he had little
if anything to do with Eliezer and Jehoshua, being
much younger. He was contemporary with Aqiba and
Meir. Moreover, it is very unusual to speak of him
simply as Elisha. I suggest that ye»5» may be a corrup-
tion due to similarity of sound, of nwxn, ¢ the woman.

R. JenosHUA, C&A£SAR AND A MIN
GoD HAS NOT CAST OFF ISRAEL

(82) b. Hag. 5°. And I will hide my face in that
day [Deut. xxxi. 18]. Raba said, The Holy

1 Friedlander (Vorchr. jiid. Gnosticismus, p. 108), says that this is “ offenbar
Jacob von Kephar Sechanja,” an assumption for which there is no warrant.
Jacob of Ch. Neburaia was a very well known character, contemporary, or
nearly so, with R. Isi, who here mentions him (see below, p. 334 fol.).
Friedlinder does not give the text of the passage, and he leaves the reader
to suppose that the last clause contains the full name *Elisha ben Abujah.’
This is not the case, and the fact ought to have been stated.
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One, Blessed be He, saith, Though I have
hidden my face from them, yet iz a dream I
will speak with him [Num. xii. 6] R. Joseph
said His hand is stretched out over us, as it is
said [Isa. i. 16], In the shadow of my hand have
I covered thee. R. Jehoshua ben Hananjah
was standing in the house of Casar. A certain
Min' showed him [by signs] a nation whose
Lord hath turned away his face from them.
He [R. Jehoshua] showed him [by signs] His
hand stretched out over us. Casar said to
R. Jehoshua, < What did he shew thee?’ <A
people whose Lord hath turned away his face
fromthem,and I showed him His hand stretched
out over us.” They said to the Min,  What
didst thou show to him?’ <A people whose
Lord hath turned away his face from them.’
¢ And what did he show to thee?” <I do not
know.” They said, ¢ A man who does not know
what is shown him by a sign, one shows it to
him before the King.” They took him out and
slew him.

When the soul of R. Jehoshua was passing
away, our Rabbis said, - What will become of
us at the hands of the Minim ?’ He said to
them [cp. Jer. xlix. 7] ¢ Counsel hath perished
from the children, their wisdom is corrupted,’
when counsel hath perished from the children
[of Israel] the wisdom of the peoples of the
world is corrupted.

Commentary.—This is one out of several examples
to be found in the Talmud and the Midrash of con-
1 The modern texts read DYM*BN ; Rabbinowicz gives "D throughout.
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versations between R. Jehoshua ben Hananjah and a
Roman emperor, the particular emperor being
Hadrian. These stories are doubtless in some cases
overlaid with legendary matter ; but there is, beyond
reasonable question, some historical fact at the bottom
of them. Not only is it known that Hadrian was in
the habit of conversing with learned men wherever
he met them, but he actually mentions in a letter that
he conversed in Alexandria with a patriarch of
the Jews. (See the passage quoted by Gritz, Gsch.
d. J., iv. p. 450, from Vopiscus.) This patriarch of
the Jews can be no other than R. Jehoshua, who is
known to have gone to Alexandria. Gritz and
Bacher both accept the general fact of intercourse
between Hadrian and R. Jehoshua, and admit the
genuineness of this particular story. (Griitz as above
Bacher, Ag. d. Tann,, i. 176).

As related in the Talmud, in the present passage
the story is introduced to illustrate the doctrine that
although God might have hidden his face from his
children, nevertheless he had not withdrawn his
favour; he still held communion with them and still
protected them. The latter is the statement of R.
Joseph, who is presumably the authority for the story
which then immediately follows. R. Joseph was a
Babylonian, head of the school of Pumbeditha (6. 259,
d. 822 or 333). Where he got the story from is
suggested by a remark in b. Bechor. 8% in intro-
ducing a marvellous tale (also about Hadrian and R.
Jehoshua) with the words ¢ R. Jehudah said that Rab
said,’ ete. R. Jehudah (ben Jehezq’el) was the teacher
of R. Joseph (Bacher, Ag. d. Bab. Amor., p. 101).
Rab, of course, as the disciple of R. Jehudah ha-
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Qadosh (Rabbi), came in the direct line of the
Palestinian tradition. The story in Bechoroth lies
too far off the main line of my subject to justify
me in translating it.

The story before us needs little explanation. R.
Jehoshua and the Min stood in the palace, in the
presence of the emperor. The Min made a panto-
mimic sign to the Rabbi, intended to signify that
God had turned away his face from the Jews. The
Rabbi replied with another gesture implying that
God’s hand was still stretched out over his people.
The Min must evidently have been acquainted with
the O.T. scriptures, since both the sign and the
countersign are dramatized texts (Deut. xxxi. 18, and
Isa. li. 16). Probably therefore he was a Christian,
though not necessarily a Jewish Christian, as the
incident took place in Alexandria. A Jewish Christian
would scarcely have taunted a Jew with the great
disaster which had befallen the Jewish people. The
exchange of pantomimic signs between the Jew and
the Min attracted the attention of the emperor and
the other bystanders, who asked for an explanation.
The Rabbi explained both the gestures. The Min
professed ignorance of the answer which the Rabbi

1 Two allusions to Christianity have been suspected in this passage (sce
Bacher, loc. ¢tt.). One is the saying, “If the salt have lost its savour, where-
with do men salt it 2” cp. Matt. v. 13. The other is a reference to a she-mule
which bore a foal, the allusion being, presumably, to the birth of Jesus from
a virgin. As regards the first, the saying about the salt may have been a
proverb quoted by Jesusno less than by R. Jehoshua. And as regards the
second, there would be more point in it if R. Jehoshua was speaking to
Christians. His opponents in the story appear to be heathen philosophers
in Rome. Still, in view of the curious association of Jesus with an ass
(see above, p. 154), there may be something in the reference to the foal of a
mule.
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had made to his sign. They said to him that if he
had not understood it, he should be shown the
meaning in the presence of the emperor ; whereupon
they took him out and put him to death. This
appears to mean, that as he had not understood that
the Jews were protected by their God, this should be
proved to him by the imperial sentence, condemning
him to death for having insulted a Jew. Whether
Hadrian would ever have acted so is open to question.
Certainly, the incident took place before the revolt
of Bar Cocheba had broken out, at a time when
Hadrian was well disposed towards the Jews. More-
over, R. Jehoshua himself appears to have enjoyed
in a high degree the favour of the emperor, who
might on that account resent an insult offered to him,
while perhaps taking no notice of one offered to any
other Jew. Of course the story is told from the
Jewish side. It is given as an instance of the success
of R. Jehoshua in repelling the attacks of the Minim.
Accordingly, there follows a sort of obituary notice
of R. Jehoshua, regarded as a defender of the faith.
When he was dying, the Rabbis said, < What will
become of us by reason of the Minim ?’ The dying
man replied by an ingenious perversion of the text
Jer. xlix. 7, Is counsel perished from the prudent?
Is their wisdom vanished? He rendered it thus,
‘(When) counsel is perished from the ckildren, (then)
the wisdom of them [z.e. the Gentiles] is corrupt.’
The children (owa=also the prudent, the under-
standing) are of course the children of Israel. That
‘their wisdom’ means ‘the wisdom of the Gentiles’
is the Rabbi's own interpretation. His meaning

appears to be, that the power of the Gentiles to
15
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molest ceases with the power of the Jews to defend.
A somewhat roundabout way of saying that the
Jewish religion would never want a defender so long
as it was attacked.

The date of the death of R. Jehoshua is not known
with certainty ; but it must have taken place before
the outbreak of the war in 132 A.p., as he is never
mentioned in connexion with any of the incidents
of the war. He must therefore have been an old
man at the time of the above incident. And it is
probable that it was during this visit to Alexandria
that the conversation took place in which the
emperor (Hadrian) asked him why he did not visit
the Be Abidan (see above, p. 165).

R. JEHOsHUA AND A MiIxN

(83) b. Erub. 101>.—A certain Min said to R.
Jehoshua ben Hananjah, < Thou brier! for it is
written of you [Mic. vii. 4] e best of them is
a brier.” He said to him, ¢ Fool, look at the
end of the verse, for it is written [ibid.], The
upright is (from) a thorn hedge, and a fence.
What is [meant by] The best of them is a
brier ? Just as these briers are a protection to
the gap in the wall, so the good amongst us are
a protection to us. Another explanation, 7%e
best of them is a brier, because they thrust the
wicked down to Gehinnom, as it is said [Mie.
iv. 18), drise and thresh, O daughter of Zion.
For I will make thy horn iron, and I will make
thy hoofs brass. And thou shalt beat in pieces
many peoples, etc.
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Commentary.—1 give the above passage here
because it is associated with R. Jehoshua ben
Hananjah. The -classification of the numerous
passages dealing with the controversies between Jews
and Minim is not easy. On the whole it seems best
to give first those in which a discussion takes place
between a Jew and a Min, and then those in which
some text is interpreted polemically against the
Minim. The passages which describe actual dis-
cussion between opponents will be arranged, as far as
possible, in the chronological order of the Rabbis who
took part in them.

Of the present passage little need be said by way
of explanation. It is found, so far as 1 am aware,
nowhere else, and is anonymous. As the preceding
words are those of R. Jehudah (ben Jehezq'el), it is
possible that he is the authority for the story. We
have seen that other stories concerning R. Jehoshua
are due to him (see above, p. 228). There is nothing
to show when or where the incident took place.
Neither is there anything especially heretical in the
taunt of the Min. The repartee only serves to show
how the Rabbi turned aside the scornful gibe of his
opponent. The thorn hedge serves as a protection
where there is a gap in the wall, so as to prevent
intrusion. So the righteous amongst Israel serve to
defend the people against their enemies, especially
heretics. The second interpretation, which brings
in the idea of the thorns thrusting the wicked down
to Gehinnom, may be later than R. Jehoshua, as it
is more ferocious in its sentiment than his sayings
generally are.
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R. JenosHUa, R. GaMmLIEL, R. EL’AZAR BEN

AzariaH, R. AqiBa aND A MIN

(GOD KEEPS THE SABBATH

84) Shem. r., xxx. 9, p, 53%—The case of R™
( P

Gamliel, R. Jehoshua, R. El'azar ben Azariah,
and R. Aqiba, who went to Rome and preached
there that the ways of the Holy One, Blessed
be He, are not as [the ways of] flesh and
blood. For [a man] decrees a decree, and
tells others to do, and himself does nothing.
But the Holy One, Blessed be He, is not so.
A Min was there. After they had gone forth,
he said to them, ¢ Your words are nothing but
falsehood. Did ye not say, God saith and
doeth? Why does He not observe the
Sabbath?° They said to him, ‘O most
wicked ! is not a man allowed to move about
in his dwelling on the Sabbath?’ He said to
them, < Yes.” They said to him, ¢The upper
regions and the lower are the dwelling of
God, as it is said [Isa. vi. 8], The whole
earth is full of his glory. And even a man
that sins, does he not move about to the
extent of his own stature on the Sabbath ?’
He said to them, ‘Yes’ They said to him,
‘It is written [Jer. xxiii. 24}, Do I not fill
heaven and earth ? saith the Lord.’

Commentary.—The journey to Rome of the four
Rabbis here named is an incident often mentioned
in the Rabbinical literature. It took place in the
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year A.D. 95.) R™ Gamliel is Gamliel II., grandson
of the Gamliel of Acts v. 834, and president (Nasi) of
the assembly called the Sanhedrin of Jabneh (see
above, p. 127). R. Jehoshua has been mentioned
several times. R. Elazar ben Azariah was one of
the members of the assembly of Jabneh, and during
the temporary deposition of Gamliel was elected
president in his place. R. Agqiba has often been
mentioned previously (see above, p. 84).

The scene of the ¢ preaching’ of the Rabbis would
be one of the synagogues in Rome, where of course
the Min had been amongst their hearers. It is not
easy to define the form of heresy of this Min. From
the fact of his being a listener to the preaching of the
Rabbis, it would seem that he was of Jewish ex-
traction—Ilike all the Minim whom we have hitherto
met. This is borne out by the quotation of texts
from scripture, which would have no authority for a
Gentile.  On the other hand, the point of this
argument is that God does not keep the Sabbath;
and a Jewish Christian would not be likely to hold an
anti-Jewish doctrine of the Sabbath. It should, how-
ever, be borne in mind that, while the term ¢Jewish
Christian’ is usually applied to those Christians of
Jewish origin who continued to observe the Jewish
law, nevertheless the possibility always remained that
Jews, on being converted to Christianity, entirely
ceased to observe the Jewish law. Paul himself is an
example of a Jew who became a Christian but by no
means—in the technical sense—a Jewish Christian.
It is not, indeed, certain that the Min, in the passage

1 Bacher, Ag. d. Tann,, i. 84, n. 2, where will be found a useful collection
of references to the event in the Rabbinical literature.
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before us, was a Christian at all. But it is probable that
he was, since a Christian would be more likely than
a heathen to be familiar with the O.T. scriptures,
and to take an interest in the preaching of Jewish
Rabbis, especially if he himself was of Jewish origin.

The argument of the Min, that God does not him-
self observe the Sabbath though he has commanded
men to observe it, may perhaps be compared with
the thought expressed in John v. 17, My Father
worketh even wuntil now, und I work; though it
by no means follows that the Fourth Gospel was in
existence at this time. The idea that God never
ceases from working is found in Philo.!

The reply of the Rabbis is ingenious, but it only
amounts to saying that God’s ceaseless energy is no
proof that he does not keep the Sabbath. The answer
serves to refute the Min, but not to establish the
contention of the Rabbis.

It is curious that, in this story, the four Rabbis are
grouped together, and it is not said who was the
spokesman. All four preached, and apparently all
four replied to the heretic. It is impossible to
determine which of the four is especially referred to,
since Gamliel, Jehoshua and Aqiba all had contro-
versies with heretics at various times, and thus any
one of the three might have done so in the present
instance.

The abusive term, ‘O most wicked,’ is, literally,
‘wicked of the world,” z.e. < most wicked man in the
world.’

1 Philo.,de Allegor.,i. 3. wabera: y&p obdémore morav & Beds, GAN’ Gswep Brov
7d kalew mwupds xal xidvos Td Ylxew, obrw xal Oeob 1d woiely * kal ToAD ye udAAor,
8o@ xal Tois EANois Gragw Gpx ) Tob dpav doTwv.
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R. GAMLIEL AND THE MINIM

TuE RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD

(85) b. Sanh. 90°.—The Minim asked Rabban
Gamliel, ‘Whence [do ye prove] that the
Holy One, Blessed be He, revives the dead ?’
He said to them, ‘From the Torah, from the
Prophets, and from the Writings.” And they
did not accept his answer. “From the Torah,’
as it is written [Deut. xxxi. 16], Behold, thou
shalt sleep with thy fathers and arise” They
said to them [the Minim to R™ Gamliel], < But
is it not said, and this people shall arise?’ etc.

‘From the Prophets,” as it is written [Isa.
xxvi. 19), Thy dead shall lve; my dead
bodies shall arise. Awake and sing, ye that
dwell in the dust ; for thy dew is as the dew
of herbs, and the earth shall cast forth the
shades. <But are there not the dead whom
Ezekiel raised ?’ ¢ From the Writings,” as it
is written [Cant. vii. 9], and thy mouth like the
best wine, that goeth down smoothly for my
beloved, causing the lips of them that are asleep
to speak. <But, do not their lips move in this
world ¢’

Commentary.—Rabban Gamliel appears as the
representative of Judaism in several dialogues with
non-Jews. In another part of the treatise from which
the present passage is taken (b. Sanh. 89%), five such
dialogues are given, in which R. Gamliel replies to
the questions of an opponent. In the common text
this opponent is called a liar, w3 ; but Rabbinowicz
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(D. Soph. on the passage), shows that the true
reading is 7o, Caesar, an emperor; and he connects
these dialogues with that visit of Gamliel and the
other Rabbis to Rome, mentioned in the preceding
section (see above, p. 228). The reading ‘Min’ is
found, according to Hamburger, in the versions of
the stories in the Midrash and the Yalqut; but the
authority of Rabbinowicz is decisive on the point. I
therefore exclude the dialogues referred to, as having
no bearing on my subject.

In the passage under consideration there is nothing
to show when or where the dialogue took place.
But, judging from the context, where there follows
immediately a dialogue between ‘the Romans’ and
R. Jehoshua, it is not unlikely that the Minim put
their question to R. Gamliel in Rome, at the time of
the journey already mentioned, a.n. 95. This is
Bacher’s suggestion (A. Tann., i. 87, n. 4). The
doctrine of the resurrection of the dead was one of
the most frequent subjects of controversy between
Jews and Minim, as will be seen from several passages
to be presented below. Neither side disputed the
fact of resurrection. The question was whether
there was proof of the doctrine in the O.T.
scriptures. The Jews of course maintained that there
was, while the Minim maintained the contrary. The
controversy could have no interest unless both parties
were concerned with the Hebrew scriptures; so that
it is clearly Christians who are referred to as Minim,
when the doctrine of resurrection is the subject of
discussion. The Christian position was that the
resurrection of the dead was consequent on the
resurrection of Christ (cp. John xiv. 19, and 1 Cor.
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xv. 20 fol.) And that position would be weakened
if a valid proof of the doctrine could be produced
from the O.T. ; because, in that case, the resurrection
of Christ would be shown to be unnecessary, at all
events as an argument for the resurrection of men
in general.

In the passage before us the Minim challenged R.
Gamliel to give a proof from the O.T. scriptures
of the doctrine of resurrection. He replied by
quoting three texts, one from each of the three
divisions of the O.T. His opponents did not accept
his proof.

The proof from the Torah was founded on Deut.
xxxl. 16, where the Rabbi reads the text thou shalt
slecep with thy fathers and arise contrary to the plain
sense and the grammatical construction. His oppon-
ents immediately detected the fallacy and pointed it
out. The words *“ and arise” belong to the second half
of the text, and refer, not to Moses but, to this people.

The proof from the prophets was based on Isa.
xxvi. 19, where God calls on the dead to arise. The
rejoinder of the opponents was to the effect that the
prophet Ezekiel had called the dead to life by special
command from God, and that therefore the special
command did not establish the general principle.

The proof from the writings was a far-fetched
application of Cant. vii. 9, where the point is that the
lips of the dead move, thus showing that they live
after death. The Minim reply that this movement
of the lips takes place in the grave, and belongs to
this world, not to the next. The Gemara adds, in
support of the view of the Minim, the saying of R.
Johanan that the lips of the dead move in their graves
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when anyone quotes a halachah which they have
taught. ,

The Minim, it is said, did not accept these answers
as amounting to a proof. R. Gamliel therefore
strengthened his case by quoting Deut. xi. 9, the land
which the Lord sware unto your futhers to give them.
The land was to be given to ““ your fathers,” not “to
you.” Hence the < fathers’ must live after death. An-
other tradition says that R. Gamliel’s final answer
was (Deut. iv. 4), Ye that did cleave unto the Lord your
God are alive, every one of you, this day. This is
explained to mean that ‘as ye stand up, everyone of
you, this day, so ye will stand up in the world to come.’

It would appear that the Minim accepted the final
answer of the Rabbi; at least the Gemara says that
they did not accept his answer until he had quoted
his final text. On the whole, however, it cannot be
said that a strong case was made out on the Jewish
side. If the Minim did admit the force of the appeal
to Deut. xi. 9, with its reference to the patriarchs, it
1s just possible that they did so with the recollection
that Jesus himself had founded an argument for the
doctrine of resurrection upon a somewhat similar
reference to the patriarchs (Matt. xxii. 31, 32). Ido
not press this point, because the Talmud would not,
in any case, allow the Minim to be the victors in the
discussion ; therefore we cannot assume that they
really confessed themselves overcome. At most
the debate came to an end. It would not have
been difficult to have refuted even the last argument
of the Rabbi, by showing that the land promised to
the fathers was not, as a matter of fact, given to them
but to their descendants.
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R. GAMLIEL AND A MIN
Gop HAS DEPARTED rrROM ISRAEL

(86) b. Jeb. 102>.—A certain Min said to R.
Gamliel, <A people whose Lord has drawn
off [departed] in regard to them, as it is written
[Hosea v. 6], They shall go with their flocks
and with their herds, to scek the Lord, and
they shall not find Him; He hath drawn off
Jrom them.” He said to him, * Fool, is it then
written drawn off in regard to them?! 1t
is written drawn off from them. If [in the
case of] a childless widow [the phrase were]
‘the brothers draw off in regard to her,’ there
would be some ground for your argument.’

Commentary.—In the foregoing translation I have

used the phrase ‘draw off’ to represent the double
meaning of the word kalatz (ybn). This word, in
addition to its ordinary meaning of ‘depart,’ has also
a technical meaning in connexion with the law of
the deceased brother’s widow (Deut. xxv. 5-10).
If a man die leaving no children, one of his brothers
shall do the duty of a husband towards her. And if
such brother refuse, then the widow shall perform a
ceremony expressing contempt of him. She shall
publicly ‘draw off’ (halatz) his shoe from his foot,
spit in his face, and say, Thus shall it be done unto the
man that doth not build up his brother’s house. In
this case the widow ‘draws off in regard to the
brother,’ performs the ceremony in regard to him
(™ v¥%n); but she does not ‘depart from’ him; he
rejects her by refusing to do the duty required of
him. This is the technical use of halatz, and it
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requires the preposition ¢le,’ %, “in regard to.” The
non-technical use of halatz, in which the meaning
is “ depart,’ requires the preposition ‘min,” , ¢ from.’

Now the argument of the Min, and the answer of
Gamliel, will be more intelligible. The Min says, ¢ A
people whose Lord has rejected them, halatz ©in
regard to them’ (technical use), for it is said,
Hosea v. 6, he hath departed from them. R.
Gamliel at once replies that the text does not bear
out the construction put upon it. The text reads
‘halatz min,” ‘depart from,” which is neutral, and
only implies estrangement, not that God had rejected
his people. Even if, as the Min assumed, ‘halatz
min’ were equivalent to ‘halatz le,’ that would only
imply, in the text, that the people had rejected God.
For the purpose of the Min’s argument, the text
ought to read that the people ‘ haletzu lo’ (technical
term), implying that God had rejected his people. It
might be true that there was estrangement between
God and Israel; but it was not true that He had re-
jected his people, they had rather rejected him. If,
added R. Gamliel, the technical term ¢halatz le’
was used of the brothers and not of the widow, then
the argument of the Min would be valid ; because,
in that case, it would prove that God had rejected
his people.

The above explanation is, I believe, correct in sub-
stance; at all events it brings out the point of R.
Gamliel’s reply, viz., that God had not cast off his
people. As to the date and place of this dialogue,
no hint is given in the text. The alleged rejection of
Israel refers of course to the destruction of Jerusalem
and the Temple by Titus in A.p. 70. After that
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great disaster, it might well seem that God had re-
jected his people ; and we shall find that in several
controversial dialogues the non-Jewish opponent
taunts the Jew with the loss of the divine protection
(cp. the story given above, p. 222). In the present
instance there seems to be no reason for locating the
incident elsewhere than in Palestine. A knowledge
not merely of the O.T. scriptures but of the
Jewish Law is implied on the part of the Min,
to whom, otherwise, the answer of R. Gamliel would
have been unintelligible. Probably the Min was some
Christian of Jabneh, where R. Gamliel dwelt ; though
whether he was a Jewish Christian is open to question,
on the ground that one who was himself a Jew would
scarcely have taunted a Jew with the calamity that
had befallen the nation.

BERURIA AND A MiIN

(87) b. Ber. 10*.—A certain Min said to Beruria,
‘It is written [Isa. liv. 1], Sing, O barren
that didst not bear. Sing, because thou didst
not bear.” She said to him, ¢ Fool, look at the
end of the verse, for it is written [ibid.}, For
more are the children of the desolate, than the
children of the married wife, saith the Lord.
But what is meant by O, barren that didst not
bear, sing? The congregation of Israel, which
is like a woman who hath not borne children for
Gehenna, like you.’

Commentary.—Beruria was one of the famous

women of the Talmud. She was the wife of R.
Meir, and daughter of R. Hanina ben Teradjon.
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Her father was one of those who were executed
during the persecution of Hadrian after the sup-
pression of the revolt of Bar Cocheba. Her husband,
Meir, had been a disciple of Aqiba; and after his
death, during the same persecution, Meir was virtually,
though not officially, the leader of the Rabbis who
carried on the Tradition. The date of the dialogue is
therefore the middle, or the latter half, of the second
century. The place cannot be determined, except
that it was somewhere in Palestine. Meir lived at
one time near Liud (Lydda), at another near Tiberias,
perhaps also in Sepphoris. (See b. Erub. 53°, j. Sota
16°, j. Ber. 5°). Beruria, whose name is said to re-
present Valeria, was almost unique amongst Jewish
women in being learned in halachah. She might, in
fact, have been a Rabbi, if she had been a man. An
opinion which she gave, on a point of halachah, is
mentioned with approval, T. Kelim ii. 1. The
dialogue before us shows at least that she knew her
scriptures well.

The Min quoted to her part of the verse Isa. liv. 1.,
not applying it indeed to her, because she had
children, but apparently referring—as the prophet
had referred—to Zion, as representing the Jewish
people. Why, he asked, should one that was barren
sing for joy? Apparently he meant, why should the
Jewish people, crushed and decimated by persecution,
nevertheless rejoice? Beruria answered by bidding
him first look at the conclusion of the verse, where
it is said that the children of the barren are more
than the children of the married wife. Then she re-
torted by accepting his interpretation of the text and
turning it against him, ¢ You say that Israel is like
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a barren woman, and ask why then should she re-
joice? Because she does not bear children for Hell,
such as you.’ Her answer shows clearly enough
the hostility felt by Jews towards the Christians, in
the second century, at a time when the latter were
steadily increasing in numbers. R. Meir, the husband
of Beruria, was the inventor of the nickname Aven-
giljon to denote the Gospels, which is of course a
play upon the word edayyélov, (see above, p. 163).
Beruria, probably, had no thought in her mind except
abhorrence of the Minim, when she gave her rather
severe answer. 'The expression “children for Hell ”
(Gehenna) suggests a comparison with the phrase
Matt. xxiil. 15. And while it is exceedingly doubtful
whether the contents of the Gospel were known to
the Rabbis, except very imperfectly through hearing
them referred to or quoted by Christians, nevertheless
it is not unlikely that Christians should occasionally
address Jews in the terms of that terrible denuncia-
tion in Matt. xxiii. And in any case Christians
could not complain if the terms of the Gospel were
cast back at them, being as much, or as little, deserved
on the one side as on the other. Beruria probably
had never seen the passage in Matthew’s Gospel, but
she may well have heard language not unlike it from
Christians.

RagB1 (JEHUDAH HA-QADOSH) AND A MIN.

(88) b. Hull. 87>.—A certain Min said to Rabbi,
¢ He who formed the mountains did not create
the wind. And he who created the wind did
not form the mountains, as it is written [Amos
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iv. 18], For, lo, he that formeth the mountains
and [he] that createth the wind.’ He [Rabbi]
said to him, ¢Fool, look at the end of the
verse, The Lord of Hosts is his name.” He
[the Min] said to him, ‘Give me time, three
days, and I will refute you.’” Rabbi sat three
days fasting. When he was about to eat,
they said to him, ‘ The Min is standing at the
gate’” He said [Ps. Ixix. 21], They gave me
also gall for my meat. He [the Min] said to
him, ¢Rabbi, I bring thee good tidings.
Thine enemy hath not found an answer, and
hath fallen from the roof and he is dead.” He
[Rabbi] said to him, ¢Wilt thou dine with
me?’ He said ‘Yes.’” After they had eaten
and drunk, he [Rabbi] said to him, < Wilt
thou drink the cup of blessing or receive forty
gold pieces?” He said, ‘I will drink the cup
of blessing.” There went forth a Bath Qol
and said, ‘ The cup of blessing is worth forty
gold pieces.” R. Jitzhaq said, ¢ Even yet that
family exists among the great ones of Rome,

and they call it the family of Bar Livianos.’
Commentary.—This curious anecdote is introduced
by way of illustration into a halachic discussion, and
is not intended as a haggadic invention. The question
debated was suggested by the mention of an act re-
corded of R™ Gamliel 1I. On one occasion a man
had slain an animal, and before he could fulfil the
commandment to cover the blood which had been
shed [Lev. xvii. 18], another man forestalled him,
thus depriving him of the merit of fulfilling the
commandment. R™ Gamliel ordered that the second
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man should pay to the first ten pieces of gold, as
being the equivalent of a commandment. The
Gemara asks the question whether this sum is the
equivalent of a commandment or of a blessing
(benediction), and says that in the case of the “cup
of blessing” after a meal, if this be regarded as the
fulfilling of a commandment then the equivalent is
ten gold pieces; but if it be regarded as a blessing,
then the equivalent is forty gold pieces, since there
are four separate benedictions. The story is intro-
duced in order to prove that the equivalent of the
‘cup of blessing’ is forty gold pieces; and the proof
is given by the fact that Rabbi (Jehudah ha-Qadosh)
named that sum to his guest, and also by the
assertion that a Bath Qol (voice from heaven) de-
clared that sum to be the equivalent of the ‘cup
of blessing.’

That is the purpose of the story from the point of
view of the Gemara. There was no occasion for the
introduction of a Min, as the guest of the Rabbi, if
the story had been invented to solve the halachic
problem. And although the question of the Min to
Rabbi which opens the story, is the same as a question
asked of R". Gamliel by Casar (b Sanh. 894 see
above, p. 231), yet the conclusion of the story is quite
different. The Min quoted the text Amos iv. 138,
He that formeth the mountains and [he that] createth
the wind, and argued, from the use of two distinct
verbs, that two distinct creative beings were referred
to. The Rabbi answered by telling him to look at
the end of the verse, The Lord of Hosts is his name,
implying that the Creator was one and not two. The

Min was not satisfied, and asked for time in which to
16
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think of a rejoinder. The Rabbi gave him three
days, and himself spent the time in fasting, being
apparently in fear of his antagonist. At the end of
the time, however, another Min comes to his house,
bringing the ‘ good tidings’ that the Rabbi’s opponent
had destroyed himself, having been unable to think
of the rejoinder he desired. In return for his
welcome news, he was pressed to stay to dinner; and
at the end of the meal his host offered him his choice
between drinking the cup of blessing and receiving
forty gold pieces. The Rabbi supposed that being a
Min, he would not care to act as a Jew by making
the responses after the benedictions, and might prefer
to receive a reward in money. The Min, however,
chose the former, whereupon, so the story goes, a voice
from heaven proclaimed that the equivalent of the
‘cup of blessing’ was forty gold pieces.

A curious note concludes the story, to the effect
that <that family,” presumably that of the Min who
brought the ‘ good tidings,” was well known amongst
the great ones of Rome, and that it was called the
family of Bar Livianos.

The Jew in this story is R. Jehudah ha-Qadosh,
the compiler of the Mishnah, who died a.p. 220, so
that the incident belongs to the end of the second,
or the beginning of the third, century. Where it
took place, there is no evidence to show. Rabbi (as
Jehudah ha-Q. is usually called) spent the greater
part of his life in Galilee; at various times he lived
in Usha, Shefaram, Beth Shearim and Sepphoris.
The last-named city may be regarded as especially his
place of residence, since he dwelt there seventeen
years and died there. We may suppose that the
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incident of the story before us took place in Sepphoris ;
and with this agrees the fact that, as we have already
seen, many of the stories about Minim are located in
Sepphoris.

In the story itself, nothing turns upon the particular
question of the Min to Rabbi. And since this is
identical with a question addressed to R™ Gamliel
by Ceesar, it is possible that it has been borrowed
from the earlier incidents, the actual question of
Rabbi’s opponent not being known. The interest
of the story before us is contained in its dramatic
development. It is certainly surprising that a man
should commit suicide because he could not refute
the argument of an opponent. The second Min,
however, is more interesting than the first; and the
remark of R. Jitzhaq, at the end of the story, seems
to indicate that he was not an unknown man. The
words in which he delivered his message, ‘I bring
you good tidings’ (maw wav), might seem to suggest
ebayyélhov ; but the phrase is common in New Hebrew,
as the N.T. term is in Greek. We cannot therefore
infer a reference to the Gospel in the language of
the Min, though the phrase is certainly appropriate,
if he was a Christian. He must have been a
Jewish Christian, since he was evidently familiar
with the Jewish ceremonial of the benediction
after the meal, and was willing to take part in it as
if he had been a Jew. The friendliness shown
towards a Min by a Jew in this instance is in sharp
contrast to the feeling indicated in most of the stories
concerning the Minim.

The historical note about the family of this Min
is a riddle which I have not been able to solve. R.
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Jitzhaq, the authority for it, is, indirectly, the
authority for the story itself, although it is given
anonymously. He evidently knew about it, since he
knew the Min who is mentioned in it. R. Jitzhaq
was a Babylonian by birth, but spent the greater part
of his life in Palestine, chiefly in Tiberias (where he
studied under R. Johanan), and in Casarea. He
belonged therefore to the end of the third and the
beginning of the fourth century. The name ¢Bar
Livianos’ is written in most of the MSS. and early
texts, ¢Bar Lulianos’ (see Rabbinowicz on the
passage), and in one MS. ¢ Ben Ulianos.” The name
Lulianos usually represents Julianus. R. Jitzhaq
said that the family called by this name existed in
his own time, amongst the great ones of Rome,' and
that the Min was a member of it. It is not clear
how a Jewish Christian should be a member of a
great Roman house. Some light is thrown on the
question by the fact that R. Jitzhaq had a disciple
whose name was Luliani bar Tabrinai, z.e. Julianus
bar Tiberianus (see Bacher, Ag. d. Pal. Am,, ii. 210,
n. 7). This man was a Jew, since he was a Rabbi;
and his Roman name does not imply Gentile birth.
Many Rabbis had Greek or Roman names. The
remark of R. Jitzhaq may accordingly be explained
thus: the name of the Min was Julianus (or
Lulianos), a name simply borrowed from a great
Roman family. R. Jitzhaq’s disciple, Luliani, may
have been a relative of the Min in a younger genera-

1 This term, however, is sometimes applied to distinguished Romans
living in Palestine, as in b. A, Zar. 18 where “the great ones of Rome”
attended the funeral of R. José b. Qisma, probably in C:esarea, certainly in
Palestine. The Min in the story is more likely to have been associated with
a Roman family in Palestine than in Rome.
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tion, and perhaps had the vanity to assert a connexion
with the Roman family.

R. ISsHMAEL BEN JOSE AND A Min
TWO POWERS IN HEAVEN

(89) b. Sanh. 88°.—A certain Min said to R.
Ishmael ben R. José, < It is written [Gen. xix.
24], And the Lord rained upon Sodom and
Gomorrak brimstone and fire from the Lord.
It ought to have been from himself” A
certain fuller said [to R. Ishmael], < Let him
alone; I will answer him. For it is written
[(Gen. iv. 28], Adnd Lamech said to his wives,
Adak and Zillah, hear my wvoice, ye wives
of Lamech. It ought to have been my
wives. But the text reads so, and here also
the text reads so.’ He said, <« Whence did
you get that?’ <From the saying of R.
Meir.’

Commentary.—This anecdote forms part of a long
passage containing many polemical discussions
between Jews and non-Jews. These will be dealt
with, so far as they relate to Minim, in reference to
the various Rabbis who took part in the dialogue.
It would have been interesting to present the whole
passage at once ; but for convenience of explanation
it is better to break up the material into its component
parts. R. Ishmael ben José was the son of R. José
ben Halaphta, and belonged to the circle of Rabbi
(Jehudah ha-Qadosh) mentioned in the preceding
section. He lived, probably in Sepphoris, at the end
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of the second century and the beginning of the third.
This serves to fix the date of the incident within
rather wide limits indeed, but otherwise is of no
importance ; because, although the Min addressed
his question to R. Ishmael, he was answered, not by
that Rabbi, but by a bystander who heard the
question.

The Min quoted Gen. xix. 24, and drew attention
to the fact that in that text the name of the Lord
was mentioned twice, The Lord rained . . . . from
the Lord. He suggested that this implied the
existence of more than one divine being.! A fuller,
who heard the remark, asked to be allowed to answer
the Min. He quoted Gen. iv. 28, where a similar
grammatical peculiarity occurs in reference to
Lamech. The inference was that as Lamech was
only one being, so God was only one. As for the
form of the phrase, the scripture (or rather the
author of the scripture) chose to say so, in the one
text as in the other. On being asked, as it would
seem by R. Ishmael, where he learned his answer,
the fuller replied that it was from the teaching of
R. Meir. Probably R. Meir had used the argument
in a public address in the synagogue.

R. Jitzhaq (see above, p. 244), a century later,
strengthened the argument (Ber. r., § Li., p. 105% ) by
quoting 1 Kings i. 83 and Esther viii. 8 in addition
to Gen. iv. 23. He did not refer to the use of
Gen. xix. 24 by the Minim; but unless this
text were made use of by heretics, there would
have been no object in strengthening the counter
argument.

1 On the doctrine of Two divine Powers, see below, p. 261 fol.
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R. Hanina, R. HosHala, aAND A MiIN
ISRAEL AND THE GENTILES

(90) b. Pes. 87>.—R. Hoshaia said, * What is that
which is written [Judg. v. 11], Te righteousness
of his rule in Israel. 'The Holy One, Blessed
be He, did righteousness in Israel in that he
“scattered ” them amongst the nations.” And
this is what a certain Min said to R. Hanina,
‘We esteem ourselves better than you. It
is written .concerning you {1 Kings xi. 16],
He dwelt there six months, ete. This refers
to us. You have been in our midst these
many years and we do nothing to you.” He
said to him, ¢ Wilt thou allow a disciple to
join in [the discussion] with thee 2’ R. Hoshaia
joined in with him. He said to him, ‘¢ Because
ye did not know how ye might destroy us.
Not all of them [the Jews] are amongst you.
As for those that are amongst you [if ye
destroyed them] ye would be called a broken
kingdom.” He said to him, ¢ By the Temple
of Rome! we are always thinking so.’

Commentary. — R. Hoshaia belonged to the

younger generation of the disciples of Rabbi
(Jehudah ha-Qadosh), and there is some reason to
believe that the latter, and not R. Hanina, was the
one to whom the remark of the Min was addressed.
Rabbinowicz (D. Soph. on the passage) gives a
reading, ‘Jehudah Nesiah’ in place of R. Hanina.
This would naturally denote the grandson of Rabbi;
but Rabbi himselfis sometimes so called. R. Hoshaia
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is described as a disciple. This would suggest Rabbi,
rather than R. Hanina, as his teacher, and would
exclude Jehudah Nesiah. Since, however, the
question is answered by R. Hoshaia, it is of no
great importance to whom it was addressed. The
date of the incident may be placed in the first half
of the third century. The scene was probably
Casarea, where R. Hoshaia seems to have spent
most of his life.

The story occurs in the middle of a haggadah
upon the dispersion of Israel among the nations.
R. Hoshaia explained the text,.Judg. v. 11, The
righteousness of his rule in Isracl, by slightly altering
the word his rule,” pirz6no, so as to make it read as
if it were derived from the root pazar, to scatter.
Whence he drew the moral that God had shown his
righteousness, had done good to Israel by scattering
them amongst the nations. In illustration of this
striking interpretation, the. dialogue with the Min is
added, in which R. Hoshaia virtually explains his
meaning. The Min quotes the text 1 Kings xi. 16,
He dwelt there six months until he had cut off every
male in Edom. Edom, said the Min, refers to us (i.e.
the Romans, according to a very common identifii-
cation in the Talmud and the Midrash). The argu-
ment of the Min is this:—Israel showed cruelty to
Edom in the days of old; but Edom, i.e. Rome, has
done nothing to Israel, though for many years Jews
have been living in the midst of the Gentile nations
in the Roman empire. Therefore the Romans are

1 1 give this in full. The Talmud often gives only a few words of a
quotation, although the whole verse is necessary to establish the point with
a view to which the quotation was made.
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more generous than the Jews. The answer to this
challenge is given, not by the person addressed,
whether R. Hanina or Rabbi, but by R. Hoshaia.
Instead of denying, as he might well have done, the
alleged forbearance of the Romans towards the
Jews, he boldly declared that the Romans would
have killed all the Jews if they had known how.
But Israel was scattered abroad, and in that fact
lay their safety. This was the blessing of God in
scattering Israel, according to the exposition of Judg.
v. 11 already given. If, continued R. Hoshaia, the
Romans had killed the Jews who were in their midst,
their empire would be called a broken kingdom ; the
reason apparently being that the Jews were good
citizens and also numerous, so that the destruction
of them would have been a loss to the empire. The
Min admitted the justice of the retort.

There is nothing in this dialogue to distinguish the
Min from any heathen citizen of the empire, except
the fact that he was aquainted with the O.T. scrip-
tures. He could hardly have been a Jew; for, as
remarked in connexion with another anecdote (see
above, p. 224), a Jew, even though he were a Jewish
Christian, would hardly have taunted another Jew
with the misfortunes or the faults of Israel. The
Min was probably a Christian; but as opposed to
the Jew, it is remarkable that he speaks as a Roman
citizen, not as a Christian. I need hardly remind the
reader that the date of this incident must be nearly
a century earlier than the time when Christianity
became the official religion of the Roman empire.
It is impossible to identify this Christian. There is
some reason to believe that Hoshaia met and con-
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versed with Origen, who was, like himself, resident in
Cesarea. But there is nothing in the present
instance to suggest that the Min was a Christian
bishop. Whatever a layman might do, a bishop
would hardly swear by the great temple of Rome.
As Camsarea was the seat of the government, the
Min may have been some official in the city who
happened to be a Christian.

R. HANINA AND A MIN
THE REJECTION OF ISRAEL

(91) b. Joma 56°,— A certain Min said to R.
Hanina, ‘ Now are ye unclean children, for it
is written [Lam. i. 9], Her uncleanness is in
her shirts’ He said to him, ¢ Come, see what
is written concerning them [Lev. xvi. 16],
That duwelleth with them in the midst of their
uncleanness ; at the very time when they are
unclean, the Shechinah dwelleth in the midst
of them.’

Commentary. — There is very little that needs
explanation in this fragment of dialogue. We have,
as in other cases, quotation of scripture by a Min,
with an anti-Jewish purpose. The Min accordingly
was probably a Christian not of Jewish extraction.
The point of the taunt to the Jew was the apparent
abandonment of Israel on the part of God. The
previous extract (90), shows one way in which the
Jews met and refuted the insinuation. R. Hanina
in the present instance gives another. The challenge
of the Min and the answer of the Rabbi are little
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better than mere word-fencing. The incident only
serves to show how both Jews and their opponents
were conscious of the change in the national status
of Israel since the destruction of the temple by
Titus, and the final overthrow under Hadrian. The
Jews were by no means disposed to gratify either
Christian or heathen by the admission of defeat; and
though the sorrow was heavy in his heart, the Jew
would turn a proud face to the Gentile and meet
scorn with scorn.

R. Hanina has already been mentioned, not merely
in the preceding section, but earlier (see above, pp.
72, 73). He was of Babylonian origin, and only
came to Palestine comparatively late in life. He
lived in Sepphoris, and is thought to have died about
the year 232. He was more than eighty years old at
the time of his death. No doubt the interview with
the Min took place in Sepphoris, a place which has
already been very frequently mentioned in connexion
with Minim.

R. HaNiNa aAND A Min
THE LAND OF ISRAEL

(92) b. Gitt. 57®. — A certain Min said to R.
Hanina, ‘Ye speak falsely’ [in reference to
the alleged enormous population of Palestine
in former times]. He said to him, ‘4 dear
land it is written of her [Dan. xi. 41]
Whereas in the case of this deer, its skin
does not contain it, so the land of Israel while
the people lived in it was wide, and now that
they are now longer living in it, is contracted.’
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Commentary. — This can only be regarded as a
jeuw desprit of R. Hanina. It occurs in a famous
haggadah concerning the land of Israel, where
several Rabbis utter the wildest exaggerations as to
its former fertility and the population of its cities.
No Rabbi seriously believed that there were 600,000
cities on the King’s mountain, each of which con-
tained as many people as came out from Egypt,
while three cities contained each twice as many.”
A too literal Min, prototype of other Minim in later
days, was shocked at the monstrous exaggeration,
and exclaimed to R. Hanina, “ Ye lie!” The Rabbi
gave him an answer worthy of the occasion, being
only a witty play upon words. It is written, he said,
in Daniel xi. 41, a dear land.* Now the skin of this
deer, when it is stripped off, is no longer large enough
to hold the carcase of the animal; it shrivels up.
In like manner, the land of Israel was large enough
to hold all those people while they lived in it. Since
they have gone, it has shrivelled up, and is no longer
large enough. You behold it in its shrunken state.

I have expanded R. Hanina’s answer in order to
bring out the point of it; and I leave it, without
further comment, as a piece of Rabbinical wit,
genuine haggadah in its sportive mood. It would
be ridiculous to treat it seriously, and found upon it
a charge of falsehood against the Rabbis.

In b. Kethub. 112* is a reference to this same
repartee of R. Hanina, but the play upon the word

! More correctly, ‘a glorious land’ I have used the word ‘dear’ in
order to reproduce the pun. Tzebi means ‘glory,” and also ‘a gazelle’ or
deer. Thus the words quoted may be rendered either ‘a dear (glorious)
land, or ‘the land is a deer’ (gazelle).
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‘tzebi’ is expanded into a series of similes; and
although R. Hanina is mentioned, the Min only
addresses to him a remark upon the actual fertility of
Palestine. On the same page of b. Kethub. is a
remark make by a Min to R. Zera, which is found
in a somewhat different form in b. Shabb. 882

R. JannNal, R. JONATHAN, AND A MIN
THE GRAVE OF RACHEL

(93) Ber. r., § 82, p. 155*.— 4 nd Rachel died and was
buried [Gen. xxxv. 19]. Burial followed close
on death, in the way to Ephrath (the same is
Bethlehem).

R. Jannai and R. Jonathan were sitting.
There came a certain Min and asked them,
‘What is that which is written [1 Sam. x. 2],
When thou art departed from me this day [thou
shalt find two men by Rachels tomb, in the
border of Benjamin at Zelzak]? Is not
Zelzah in the border of Benjamin, and the
tomb of Rachel in the border of Judah? As
it is written [Gen. xxxv. 19), and shke was
buried on the way to Ephrath, and it is written
[(Mic. v. 2], Bethlehem Ephrathak.” R. Jannai
said to him ([Isa. iv. 1}, ¢ Take away my
reproach’! [R. Jonathan] said to him ‘[the
text means], When thou departest from me this
day by Rachels tomb, thou shalt find two men
in the border of Benjamin at Zelzah. Others
say [that the answer of R. Jannai was] ¢ When
thou departest from me this day in the border
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of Benjamin in Zelzah, thou shalt find two men
by the tomb of Rachel, and this is the correct
answer. '
Commentary.—The difficulty which prompted the
question of the Min was as to the locality of Beth-
lehem. According to Mic. v. 2 [v. 1 Hebr.] Beth-
lehem Ephrathah is in the land of Judah. According
to Gen. xxxv. 19, Rachel was buried in the way
to Ephrathah, which is Bethlehem. But it is said in
1 Sam. x. 2, Rachel's tomb in the border of Benjamin
at Zelzah. Whence it would seem that Bethlehem
Ephrathah was also ‘in the border of Benjamin.’
This contradiction is several times referred to in the
Rabbinical literature, and various solutions of it given.
Bacher [A. d. T., ii. 50, n. 5] mentions one by R. Meir,
but does not give the reference. There is also one in
T. Sot., xi. 11, where no author’s name is mentioned.
In the story before usa Min came to where R.
Jannai and R. Jonathan were sitting, and asked them
to explain the difficulty. R. Jannai apparently was
unable to do so, and turning to R. Jonathan said, in
the words of Isaiah [iv. 1], ¢ Take away my reproach,
i.e. ‘Help me out; do not let me lie under the re-
proach of being unable to answer.” (This is the inter-
pretation of the commentary ¢ Japheh Toar’ upon the
passage.) R. Jonathan accordingly explained the
verse, in one or other of two ways, both of which are
given. The point of his answer is that <in the border
of Benjamin at Zelzalk’ denotes a different place from
that where Rachel’s tomb was. Therefore, there was
nothing to prove that Bethlehem Ephrathah, the site
of the tomb, was not in the land of Judah.
The interest of the dialogue, for the purpose of this
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work, lies in the fact that a Min should come and
consult a Rabbi upon a question of interpretation of
scripture. This shows that the relations between the
Jews and the Minim were not always hostile.

R. Jannai and R. Jonathan both lived in Sepphoris,
and were contemporary with R. Hanina mentioned in
the preceding sections. R. Jonathan is the same
whom we have already met with as having an un-
pleasant adventure with the Minim (see above, p. 215).
The Min in the present instance is evidently a Jewish
Christian, since no one else (except a Jew) would be
interested in the interpretation of the texts about
Bethlehem. The importance of these texts was the
same both for Jews and for Jewish Christians, since
upon them depended the question of the birthplace
of the Messiah. The prophecy Mic. v. 1 was inter-
preted of the Messiah, as is shown by the Targum on
the passage,’ and also by the quotation in Matt. ii.
4-6. It was therefore a difficulty for Jewish Chris-
tians as well as for Jews, that the text in 1 Sam.
appeared to contradict the prophecy in Micah. That
the interpretation of R. Jonathan was contrary to the
plain meaning of the text is of small importance.

R. SiMLal AND THE MINIM
THE DOCTRINE OF TWO POWERS IN HEAVEN

(94) }- Ber., 12, 13*.—The Minim asked R. Simlai
how many gods created the world? He said
to them, Do ye ask me? Go and ask the
first man, as it is written [Deut. iv. 82], Ask

1 Targum on Mic. v. 1 :-—RM@H P18 07D 0.
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now of the former days which were before thee,
since God created man upon the earth. 1t is
not written here (they) created, but (he)
created. They said to him, It is written
[Gen. i 1], In the beginning God created.
He said to them, Is it written (¢they) created ?
It is only written (ke) created.

R. Simlai said, ¢ In every passage where the
Minim go wrong, the answer to them is close
by.

They (the Minim) returned and asked him,
‘What of that which is written [Gen. i. 26],
Let us make man in our image, after our
Likeness” He said to them, ¢ It is not written
here [2b. 27], And they created man in their
image, but And God created man in his image.’
His disciples said to him, ‘Rabbi, thou hast
driven away these men with a stick. But
what dost thou answer to us?’ He said to
them, ¢ At the first, Adam was created out of
the dust, and Eve was created out of the man.
From Adam downwards [it is said] in our
image according to our lkeness. It is im-
possible for man to exist without woman, and
it is impossible for woman to exist without
man, and it is impossible for both to exist
without the Shechinah.’

And they returned and asked him, ‘What is
that which is written [Josh. xxii. 22], God,
God the Lord, God, God the Lord, he
knoweth. He said to them, ‘It is not written
here : (they) know, but it is written (ke)
knoweth.” His disciples said to him, ¢ Rabbi,
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thou hast driven these men away with a stick.
But what dost thou answer to us?’ He said
to them, ¢ The three [names] are the name of
one, just as a man says, Basileus, Casar,
Augustus.’

They returned and asked him, ¢ What is
that which is written [Ps. 1. 1], God, God the
Lord hath spoken and he called the earth.” He
sald to them, ‘Is it written here (they) have
spoken and have called? 1t is only written,
(he) hath spoken and hath called the earth.’
His disciples said to him, ¢Rabbi, thou hast
driven these men away with a stick. But
what dost thou answer to us?’ He said to
them, ¢The three [names] are the name of
one, just as a man says, labourers, masons,
architects.’

They returned and asked him, ¢What is
that which is written [Josh. xxiv. 19], For he
is a holy God’ [where the word “holy’ is
plural]. He said to them, ¢ It is written there
not they are holy, but ke [1s holy]. (He is a
jealous God.)) His disciples said to him,
¢ Rabbi, thou hast driven these men away with
a stick. What dost thou answer to us?’ R.
Jitzhaq said, < Holy in every form of holiness.”
For R. Judan said, in the name of R. Aha,
‘The way of the holy One, Blessed be He, is
in holiness. His word is in holiness, his
sitting is in holiness, the baring of his arm
is in holiness. He is fearful and mighty in
holiness. His ways are in holiness [as it is
written, Ps. Ixxvil. 18], Thy way, O God, is

17
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in the sanctuary. His footsteps are in holiness
[Ps. Ixviii. 24]), The goings of my King, my
God, in the sanctuary. His sitting is in
holiness [Ps. xlvii. 8], God sitteth upon the
throne of his holiness. His word is in holiness
[Ps. cviii. 7], God hath spoken in his holiness.
The baring of his arm is in holiness [Isa. lii.
10}, The Lord hath made bare his holy arm.
He is fearful and mighty in holiness [Exod.
xv. 111, Who s hke thee, glorious in holiness
[ fearful in praise]?

They returned and asked him, ¢ What is
that which is written [Deut. iv. 7], For what
great nation is there that hath a God, so nigh
unto them, as the Lord our God, whensoever
we call upon him?’ He said to them, ¢ It is not
written here call upon them, but call upon kim.’
His disciples said to him, <Rabbi, thou hast
driven away these men with a stick. What
dost thou answer to us?’ He said to them,
‘He is near in every manner of nearness.’

The above passage is contained, with but
slight variations, in Ber. r., viii. 9. Parts of it
are found in Shem. r., xxix., Debar. r., 1.

Commentary.—R. Simlai, of Babylonian origin,
lived in Palestine, and for the most part in Lydda.
He spent some time, however, in Galilee, where he
became the friend and attendant of R. Jannai. He
thus belonged to the same circle as the Rabbis men-
tioned in the sections immediately preceding the
present one. The date of the story may be given as
about the middle of the third century. I am inclined
to think that R. Simlai lived in Lydda after his so-
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journ with R. Jannai in Galilee. He is referred to in
the Babylonian Gemara, A. Zar. 36%, as R. Simlai of
Lydda. It seems natural to suppose that he was
head of an academy after, and not before, being the
disciple and attendant of R. Jannai. But the data
for fixing the chronology of his life are scanty and
somewhat contradictory (see Bacher., A. d. Pal. Am.,
1. 552 fol. ; also Griitz, G. d. J., iv. 265).

The long passage translated here contains the
fullest account of the discussions between R. Simlai
and the Minim. Moreover, as it is given in the
Palestinian Gemara, it is the nearest in time to the
date when the incidents related took place; and not
only so, but R. Simlai was the associate of the Rabbis
who represent the main line of tradition embodied
in the Palestinian Gemara. We may therefore infer
that the series of dialogues here recorded contains
the substance of actual discussions between R. Simlai
and the Minim. That is to say, we may be certain
that the doctrinal question which forms the basis of
all the dialogues was really debated, that the texts
quoted were really those used by the Minim, and that
the replies of R. Simlai contain the actual arguments
used in refutation of the hereticai exegesis. It need
not be supposed that all the six dialogues took place
in immediate succession. This is unlikely, from the
fact that some of the answers are mere repetitions.
R. Simlai probably had several encounters with the
Minim at various times; and the passage before us
may be considered as a list of these, arranged accord-
ing to the texts made use of. The phrase, ‘the
Minim returned and asked,’” hardly means more than
that ¢ on another occasion they asked.”
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It will be observed that in every dialogue but the
first the disciples of R. Simlai asked him to give
them a reply other than that which he had given to
the Minim. In each case the curious phrase occurs,
‘Rabbi, thou hast driven these men away with a
stick.” This appears to mean, ‘thou hast put them
off with a mere quibble,” instead of dealing seriously
with their question. So, at all events, the disciples
seem to have intended the phrase. Yet the answers
which the Rabbi gave to the Minim were surely more
to the point than those which he gave to his disciples.
Those who argue from plural nouns are adequately
refuted with singular verbs. And it must be remem-
bered that the written text of Scripture was, for both
parties in the controversy, the final authority. The
time is, even now, not so far distant when similar
questions were decided by appeal to texts. The
intention of the disciples in asking for other explana-
tions was perhaps that they wished for an interpreta-
tion of the text without reference to its polemical use,
an indication of what it did mean rather than of what
it did not mean. R. Simlai did not always succeed
so well in positive exposition as he did in controver-
sial negation. His explanation of the words, /et us
make man, ete., is no explanation. The words were
used before the creation of Adam and Eve, and could
not gain their meaning from what was only possible
after that event. If this be dismissed as absurd, then
the alternative seems to be that R. Simlai regarded
the account of the creation in Gen. ii. as a record of
events prior to those related in Gen. i., so that Adam
and Eve were already in existence when God said,
Lect us make man, etc. I suspect that R. Simlai was
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quite unable to explain the use of the plural in let us
make man, etc., and escaped from the difficulty by a
piece of haggadah, striking but irrelevant.

His answers to the argument from the triple de-
signation of God are reasonable enough. It is
curious that the interpretation of the phrase con-
cerning the holiness of God is ascribed, not to R.
Simlai, but to R. Jitzhaq, a younger contemporary,
and not impossibly one of R. Simlai’s own disciples.
It is nowhere said indeed, so far as I know, that
there was this relationship between the older and
the younger man; but it is noteworthy that, in the
last of his explanations, R. Simlai uses the same idea
as that which R. Jitzhaq had used in reference to
‘holiness,” a fact which would seem to suggest
that R. Simlai took up the idea, on hearing his
disciple expound it, having himself been unable to
explain the text to which Jitzhaq applied it. If
this be thought to be too far-fetched, then the con-
clusion is that R. Simlai’s own explanation had been
forgotten, or that he never gave one, and that the
compilers of the Gemara inserted the later explana-
tion of R. Jitzhaq in this appropriate place.

The question, so often asked in preceding sections,
Who are the Minim referred to in the passage? is
of special importance here, because the controversy
recorded turns upon a great theological subject. It
is known, and frequently referred to in the rab-
binical literature, as the doctrine of ‘Two Powers
in Heaven.’ And as the present passage is the
longest which treats of that subject, here will be
the best place to discuss it. Other passages having
reference to this doctrine will be given later, and
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mention has already been made of it. But it will be
convenient to inquire here, once for all, what is the
doctrinal implication of the phrase, * Two Powers in
Heaven.” We shall then have a means of deciding
in other passages, as well as in the present one, Who
were the Minim who held the doctrine ?

The phrase itself, < Two Powers in Heaven,” occurs
in Siphri, § 829, p. 189>. More often it occurs in the
shorter form ‘two powers,’ as in Mechilta 66", and
elsewhere. But in every case it is implied that the
two powers are supposed to be in heaven. It is
evident, therefore, that the doctrine referred to is
not that of a dualism consisting of a good and an
evil power, hostile to one another. The doctrine of
the Two Powers cannot be that of the Persian, or
the Manichaan dualism ; because, according to those
systems, the evil power certainly did not work in
conjunction with the good power in the creation of
the world or in anything else. The Persian dualism,
comprising Ahuramazda and Ahriman, is referred to
in the Talmud, in a polemical discussion, b. Sanh.
38% and it is worth notice that the opponent of the
Jew is there called a Magus and not a Min. There
are, it is true, instances where the term Min is used,
and where a Persian is almost certainly intended
(see b. Ber. 582), but this does not ocecur in reference
to the doctrine of the Two Powers.

The various Gnostic systems maintained a dualism,
or rather a plurality, of superhuman Powers; and
the Jews of Palestine were more likely to come into
contact and collision with Gnostics than with the
adherents of the forms of religion just mentioned.
Is the doctrine of the Two Powers, then, a Gnostic
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doctrine? It was one of the main tenets of most
Gnostic systems that the world was created by the
Demiurgus, an inferior God, regarded as an emana-
tion from the supreme Deity, and far removed from
him. The Demiurgus was, by some Gnostics,
identified with the God of the Jews; and the
superiority of Christianity over Judaism was ex-
plained by saying that the latter was the religion
whose object of worship was the Demiurgus, while
the former was the revelation, through Christ, of the
supreme God. Neither Christ, nor the supreme God,
according to Gnostic teaching, had any share in
creating the world. Christ certainly not; and the
supreme God only so far as he willed it, and dele-
gated the task to the inferior being, the Demiurgus.
The whole point of the Gnostic doctrine was that
the supreme God should be thought to have no
immediate contact with the world of matter.

Now the doctrine of the Two Powers in Heaven,
which is ascribed in the Talmud and the Midrash
to the Minim, is almost always mentioned in con-
nexion with the creation of the world. And the
texts which are urged against it are such as to show
that not only did the supreme God himself create
the world, but that he did so alone, without any
associate. And the refutation is always directed
especially to the second point. The Gnostics cer-
tainly did not teach that creation was the work of
the supreme God; but equally they did not teach
that it was the work of two deities acting together.
Hence it would seem that the doctrine of the Two
Powers is not a Gnostic doctrine; and the only
exception is perhaps this, that where the two powers
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are referred to in connexion with some other subject
than the creation of the world, there may be—I do
not say there is—a reference to Gnosticism.

There remains the question whether the doctrine of
the < Two Powers in Heaven,’ associated in creation,
was a Christian doctrine? And in answering that
question it must be borne in mind that we are not
at liberty to range through all the various forms of
Christianity taught in the first three centuries, but
must confine our attention to those which may
reasonably be supposed to have been familiar to the
Christians of Palestine. Now a doctrine of two
powers in heaven, associated in creation, is clearly
" taught in the Epistle to the Hebrews. The opening
words of that epistle are (Heb. i. 1): God . . . .
hath, at the end of these days, spoken unto us in his
Son, whom he appointed heir of all things, through
whom also he made the worlds. Whatever may be
the precise meaning of ‘worlds’ (ai@vas), it certainly
includes that of the world of which God, according
to the O.T., was the creator. The relation of Christ
to God in the theology of the Epistle to the
Hebrews was quite different from that of the
Demiurgus to God, in the Gnostic systems. And
the difference consists in the fact that the Demi-
urgus was placed as far off from God as was con-
sistent with his retaining a spiritual nature, while
Christ was regarded, in the epistle, as in closest
possible union with God, short of actual identity of
person or complete equality of rank. The theology
of the Epistle to the Hebrews might, from the
Jewish point of view, be naturally described as a
doctrine of Two Powers in Heaven, or even as a
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doctrine of two Gods. The same might be said of
the purely Pauline and the Johannine theologies,
from the Jewish point of view. It is therefore
evident that the doctrine of Two Powers, which is
ascribed to the Minim in the Talmud, is a Christian
doctrine.

Of the three types of Christian theology just
mentioned, the one most likely to be found amongst
the Christians with whom the Jews of DPalestine
came into contact, is, beyond question, that of the
Epistle to the Hebrews. Whatever may be the
place of origin, or the destination of that Epistle, it
was addressed to Jewish Christians; and it is not
unreasonable to suppose that it would become
generally known amongst Jewish Christians where-
ever they might be, whether in Rome or in Palestine.
That the Epistle to the Hebrews was known, not
merely to the Jewish Christians of Palestine, but to
the Rabbis, is indicated by a polemical reference
(b. Nedar. 32%) to the priesthood of Melchizedek,
upon which is founded one of the characteristic
doctrines of the KEpistle to the Hebrews. [The
passage will be translated (139) and explained below,
see p. 338.] This polemical reference was made by
R. Ishmael, whom we have already met with several
times as an opponent of Minim [see above, pp. 105,
130, 156], and dates from the early years of the
second century.

We may, therefore, conclude that the theology of

! This is shown clearly by a passage (95) in Pesiqta. r., xxi. pp. 100, 1012,
“If the son of the harlot [7.e. Jesus] say to thee, ¢ There are two gods,’ say to
him, ‘I am He 6*"The Red Sca, I am He of Sinai’” [t.e. there are not two

gods but one]. A few lines further down, the same argument is met by
the text, ¢ God spoke’ [sing. not plur.]. See below, p. 304.
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the Epistle to the Hebrews was known to, and
accepted by, the Jewish Christians of Palestine early
in the second century, and that the doctrine of the
Two Powers in Heaven is the Jewish description of
the doctrine of that Epistle, concerning the relation
of Christ to God. Whether all Jewish Christians,
in Palestine or elsewhere, adopted the Christology
of the Epistle to the Hebrews, must remain an open
question. It is quite likely that some of them
adhered to the primitive doctrine as to the person
of Jesus, which did not in any way trench upon
the Jewish conception of the Unity of God. There
were certainly different sects or parties amongst the
Jewish Christians, as is shown by the names Ebionite
and Nazarene. And it is possible that the former
term denoted those who did not accept the Christ-
ology of the Epistle to the Hebrews. The solution
of this question I leave to New Testament scholars.

As regards the main subject of this book, it may
now be taken that the term Minim includes Jewish
Christians holding a theology similar to that of the
Epistle to the Hebrews. In the concluding division
of this work I shall endeavour to place this fact in
its proper relation to the general history of the
Jewish Christians.

R. Asanu, R. SarHrA, AND THE MiINIM.

(96) b. A. Zar. 4*+—R. Abahu commended R.
Saphra to the Minim as being a great man.
They remitted to him thirteen years’ tolls.
One day they found him. They said to him,
It is written [Amos iii. 2], You only have I
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known, of all the families of the earth, therefore
I will visit upon you all your iniquities. One
that hath anger, would he vent it against his
friend 2 He was silent, and said to them
nothing at all. They put a towel over his
head and railed at him. R. Abahu came and
found them. He said to them, ‘ Why do ye
rail at him?’ 'They said to him, ¢ And didst
not thou tell us that he was a great man?
Yet he does not know how to tell us the
explanation of this text” He said to them,
‘I said this to you of him as a Talmudist.
Did I ever say so of him as a Scripture-
teacher?’ They said to him, ¢ Why are ye
different, and know [how to explain scrip-
tures]?’ He said to them, ¢ We, who live
in your midst, give our minds to it and
examine [the scriptures] They [ic. the
Babylonians] do not examine them.” They
said to him, ‘Do thou tell us’ He said to
them, ‘I will make a parable of what the
thing is like. [It is like] a man who lends
to two men, one his friend and the other his
enemy. He recovers [payment] from his
friend little by little, but from his enemy all
at once.’

Commentary.—The date of this very curious
incident is the beginning of the fourth century. R.
Abahu, already mentioned, was the disciple of R.
Johanan, and lived in Ceasarea. R. Saphra was a
Babylonian, on a visit to Palestine, and is well known,
though not prominent, in the history of the Talmudic
tradition. No doubt was ever expressed of his entire
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loyalty to the Jewish religion. Yet here we find
him, and that, too, on the recommendation of R.
Abahu, accepted by the Minim as a teacher. From
the fact that they remitted to him thirteen years’ tolls,
it would seem that they engaged him as their teacher,
offering him at least an honorarium if not a salary.
This fact is important for the history of the Minim,
as bearing on their relation to Judaism. There is, so
far as I know, nothing in the scanty notices of R.
Saphra, to be found elsewhere in the Talmud, that
throws any light upon the incident here related. He
was held in high esteem in Babylonia, where it was
triumphantly reported (b. Gitt. 29%) that he had, in
a judicial decision, proved three ordained Rabbis of
Palestine to be in error. He was intimate with
Abahu, and it is perhaps worthy of note that it was
he who reported in Babylonia, on the authority of
Abahu, the account of the abortive schism of
Hananjah, nephew of R. Jehoshua, concerning whom
the allegation of Minuth had been made (see above,
p- 211). It does not appear, however, that R. Saphra
knew anything of the story about Hananjah’s
adventure with the Minim of Capernaum. There
is something so strange in the assertion that a Rabbi
so well known as Saphra should become a teacher
amongst the Minin, that one is inclined to suspect a
confusion between the well-known Saphra and some
obscure man of the same name. But there is no
evidence for this. Abahu speaks of Saphra as a great
man, and a Babylonian. And there is no hint of any
other being intended than the R. Saphra elsewhere
mentioned, who, moreover, is known to have been an
associate of Abahu. Thereis no ground whatever for
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dismissing the story as a fiction. The time in which
Abahu lived was not so remote but that the traditions
of his school were well known when the Babylonian
Gemara was compiled. The incident under discussion
would not be less strange even if the Rabbi concerned
were not the well-known Saphra. 'What is remarkable
is that any Rabbi should have become a teacher
amongst the Minim. And if such an occurrence had
never been known, it is not likely to have been
invented. If it had been invented, and related by
way of a jest against R. Saphra, the story would have
done more justice to the jest and not have mentioned
the alleged fact as a mere matter of course.

Bacher (A. d. Pal. Am,, ii. 96 f.) suggests that R.
Saphra was engaged by the Minim not as a teacher
but as an assistant in collecting the Imperial revenue,
which they farmed. This is on the strength of the
phrase, ¢ remitted to him thirteen years’ tolls.” But
this suggestion, even if it be deemed a fair inference
from the phrase just quoted, does not solve the
difficulty. For the Minim were annoyed with him
on account of his ignorance of Scripture, not of his
blundering in finance. If they had engaged him as
an accountant, they could not have charged Abahu
with having given a misleading recommendation,
when R. Saphra failed as an interpreter of
Scripture. It is possible that the collection of the
tolls in Casarea was in the hands of a Christian ; but
it is not clear what is meant by the remission of
‘thirteen years’ tolls.” All that can be said is that
the Minim made some sort of a present to R. Saphra,
in return for the benefit which they hoped to derive
from his services.
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I see no alternative but to accept the story as
showing that the relations between the Minim and
the Jews, at all events in the beginning of the
fourth century, were not always hostile. That the
Minim here mentioned were Jewish Christians, and
of a strongly Jewish type, is evident from the fact
that a Jewish Rabbi of unquestioned orthodoxy could
be acceptable to them. That they were heretics is
plain from Abahu’s answer to them. The story itself
needs little further explanation. The Minim were
dissatisfied with their new teacher, and asked R.
Abahu why it was that the stranger could not explain
the Scriptures, while Abahu and the Jews of Casarea
were able todo so. The answer was that the necessity
of refuting the Minim in controversy made them study
the Scriptures very closely. The Babylonian Jews,
who did not encounter Minim, had no inducement to
such close study. This is of some importance as
showing that the Minim were confined to Palestine,
or, at least, were not numerous elsewhere.

R. Abahu, at the request of the Minim, gave his
own interpretation of the text (Amos iii. 2) in the
form of a parable. The Jews, being favoured by God,
received the punishment of their sins by instalments,
so that they might not be too severely dealt with.
The other nations will receive their punishment once
for all and will suffer in proportion.

R. ABaHU AND THE EriqurosiN. EwNocH

(97) Ber. r., xxv. 1, p. 55°—The Epiqurosin asked
R. Abahu, they said to him,  We do not find
death in the case of Enoch.” He said to them,
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‘Why?’ They said to him, ‘There is men-
tion here [Gen. v. 24] of “taking,” and there
is mention elsewhere [2 Kings ii. 5], to-day the
Lord taketh away thy master from thy head.
He said to them, ‘If ye are arguing from the
idea of “taking,” there is mention here of
“taking,” and there is mention elsewhere
[Ezek. xxiv. 16], Behold, I take away from
thee the desire of thine eyes” R. Tanhuma
said, ‘R. Abahu has answered them well.’

Commentary.—The Epiqurosin, here mentioned,
are no doubt the same as the Minim. Bacher (A. d.
Pal. Am., ii. 115 n. 4) gives ‘ Minim,” but does not
mention the edition of the Ber. r. from which he
quotes.

The point of the dialogue is obvious. The Minim
seem to have wished to show that Enoch was a type
of Jesus, as regards his ascension into heaven. In
support of their contention, that the words (Gen. v.
24), and God took him, did not imply death, they
quoted 2 Kings ii. 5, where the same word is used of
Elijah on his ascent into heaven. R. Abahu refuted
the argument by giving an instance (Ezek xxiv. 16)
where the use of the word clearly implied death. It
is true that there is here no direct allusion to Jesus,
but unless such an allusion was intended there would
seem to be no reason why the Minim should contend
that Enoch did not die, nor why R. Abahu should
have refuted their contention. At the same time, it
is not easy to see why Elijah should not have served
as the type of Jesus, since even Abahu admitted the
fact that he did not die and that he did ascend to
heaven. 1 leave it to those who are familiar with
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the early Christian writings to say whether Enoch is
ever regarded as a type of Jesus in reference to his
ascension. In Ep. Hebr. xi. 5, a writing which was,
as we have seen, known to the Minim (above, p. 265),
Enoch is mentioned, but only as an instance of faith.
It is there stated, however, that Enoch did not die.
It is possible that in the dialogue before us there is
no reference to Jesus, but merely a defence of a
Christian text against a Hebrew one.

R. Tanhuma, who is reported to have approved the
answer of Abahu, lived in Palestine in the fourth
century, and had, himself, an adventure with the
Minim (see below, p. 282).

R. ABAHU AND Ao MIN. ANACHRONISM
IN SCRIPTURE

(98) b. Ber. 10°.—A certain Min said to R. Abahu,
«It is written [Ps. iil. 1], Psalm of David,
when he fled before Absalom his son. And it is
written [Ps. lvii. 1], Of David; Michtam,
when he fled before Saul, in the cave. 'Was the
incident [of Absalom] first? Yet since the
incident of Saul was first, it ought to have
been written first.” He said to him, ‘To you,
who do not interpret “contexts,” there is a
difficulty ; to us, who do interpret “ contexts,”
there is no difficulty.’

1 It is worth notice that the LXX,, in Gen. v. 24, render np‘p (took) by
weréonie, ‘translated, and that the latter word is used in Heb, xi. 5.
Both R. Abahu and the Minim understood Greek ; and thus the discussion
may have turned on the question whcther the Hebrew word was correctly
rendered in the text in the Ep. to the Hebrews.
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Commentary.— Rabbinowicz (D. Soph, ad loc.)
gives a variant according to which the question of
the Min is :omp S neyn w 0mp DdwarT nepn Dp W .
This is the reading of the Munich MS. T do not
adopt it, however, because it appears to be intended
as a gloss, in explanation of the question of the Min.
The reading of the Agadath ha-Talmud, also quoted by
Rabbinowicz, is :xema bwen noyn wb xema mn nwpn n,
which ‘seems to confirm the reading of the printed
text. The difficulty raised by the Min is obvious ;
the Psalm which refers to the earlier event comes after
that which refers to the later one. R. Abahu replied
that the difficulty was only felt by those who did not
interpret ‘contexts’” He meant that there were
reasons, apart from succession or priority in time,
why the Scripture mentions one event in connexion
with another. The Scriptures were regarded as con-
taining the whole of revealed truth, and therefore as
being much more than a mere historical record. Re-
ligious and moral lessons were taught in it, for the
sake of which historical consistency was disregarded.
The principle of deduction from °contexts,” pawp
to which R. Abahu referred, was followed in the
Rabbinical schools long before his time. R. Eliezer,
in the first century, made use of it, as did also R.
El'azar ben Azariah, his younger contemporary.
R. Agiba appears to have been the first to formulate
the principle into a canon of interpretation, in the
form nxn nvh nnmand nowo vnw npw 5, i.6. ¢ every section
is explained by the one that stands next to it.’
(Siphri, on Num. xxv. 1, § 131, p. 47*). In the third
century, R. El'azar ben Pedath gave a Scripture

proof of the principle, or at least warrant for it, from
18
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Ps. cxi. 8, They are established (v>wo) for ever and
ever, i.e, ‘The oowp are for ever and ever’; they
are eternally true. This dictum of R. Elazar ben
Pedath is mentioned in the Gemara, immediately
after the answer of R. Abahu to the Min. The
printed text wrongly ascribes it to R. Johanan.
Rabbinowicz shows, on the authority of the Munich
MS., that the true reading is ‘Elazar’ R. Abahu
did not explain to the Min how he would apply the
principle in the case of the two texts quoted. The
illustration given in the Gemara, in connexion with
the saying of R. Elazar, refers to a different pair of
texts. That the Minim did not follow this prin-
ciple in their interpretation of Scripture is evident,
not merely from R. Abahu’s statement, but from the
fact that, as he pointed out, the difficulty would not

have been felt by them if they had followed the
principle.

R. ABAHU AND A MiN. THE SoULS OF THE
DEPARTED

(99) b. Shabb. 152*.—A certain Min said to R.
Abahu, ‘Ye say that the souls of the right-
eous are stored up under the Throne of Glory.
How did the necromancer call up Samuel by
witcheraft 2° [1 Sam. xxviii. 12]. He said to
him, ¢That happened within twelve months
(from death]. For it is tradition, that during
twelve months a man’s body remains, and his
soul goes up and comes down; after twelve
months the body perishes, and his soul goes
up and does not come down again.’
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Commentary.—It will be noticed that in the pre-
ceding passage, as well as in the present one, there
is no polemical intention in the question of the
Minim to R. Abahu, but only a desire for instruction.
This helps to make clearer such a friendly attitude
of both parties to each other as is implied in the story
of R. Saphra already discussed (see above, p. 266).
On the other hand, the passage does not throw any
light upon the theology of the Min; the question is
not in itself heretical, but merely an inquiry by one
who was a heretic.

R. ABaHU AND A MIN. GoDp A JESTER;
Gop a Priesrt

(100) b. Sanh. 89%.—A certain Min said to R.
Abahu, ¢ Your God is a jester, for he said to
Ezekiel [Ezek. iv. 4], Lie upon thy left side,
and it is written [b., 6], and thou shalt lie on
thy right side’ There came a certain disciple
and said to him [ Abahu), - What is the mean-
ing of the Sabbath-year?’ He said, ‘I will
say to you a word which will answer both of
you. The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to
Israel [Exod. xxiii. 10, 11], Sow six years, and
refrain the seventh, that ye may know that
the land is mine” But they did not do so,
but sinned, and were carried away captive.
It is the custom of the world that a king of
flesh and blood, against whom a city is re-
bellious, if he is cruel will slay all the people,
if he is merciful he will slay half, and if he is
full of mercy he chastises the great ones among
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them with chastisement. Thus did the Holy
One, Blessed be He, chastise Ezekiel, that he
might wipe away the sins of Israel.’

A certain Min said to R. Abahu, ‘Your
God is a priest, for it is written [Exod. xxv.
2], That they take for me a heave-offering.
When he buried Moses, wherewith did he
purify [bathe] himself? If you say, ¢with
water,” then see what is written [Isa. x1. 12],
Who hath mcasured the waters in the hollow
of his hand’ He said to him, ¢ With fire did
he purify himself, as it is written [Isa. 1xvi.
15], For behold the Lord will come with fire’
[He said], ‘Does then purification by fire
avail?’ He said, ¢ The very essence of puri-
fication is in fire, as it is written [Num. xxxi.
28], All that abideth not the fire, thow shalt make
to pass through the water.’

Commentary.—There is little to be said upon these
two anecdotes. The questions contain nothing
characteristic of Minuth, and only serve to illustrate
the relations between R. Abahu and the Minim.
They occur in the middle of a long passage, contain-
ing many references to Minuth, and several instances
of dialogues between Jewish Rabbis and Minim.
These have been, or will be, dealt with in connexion
with the several Rabbis mentioned.

R. ABaHU AND A MiIN. TuHeE CoMING
OF THE MESSIAH

(101) b. Sanh. 99*.—And this is what a certain

Min said to R. Abahu, ¢ When will the Messiah
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come?’ He said to him, ¢ When darkness
hath covered these men [ie. covered you]’
He said, ‘ Thou art cursing me!’ He said,
‘The text is written [Isa. 1x. 2], For behold
darkness shall cover the earth and gross dark-
ness the people ; but the Lord shall arise upon
thee and his glory shall be seen upon thee.
Commentary.—The reference in the opening words
is to an anonymous parable of a cock and a bat
who were waiting for the dawn. The cock said to
the bat, I am waiting for the light, for the light is
mine ; but what have you to do with light? In other
words, none but Jews have any concern with the
coming of the Messiah. This, says the Gemara, is
the point of the answer, made by R. Abahu to a
certain Min, etc., and then follows the above passage.
The only interest in it is that it is, so far as I know,
the only passage where a Min refers to the Messiah.
If the Minim are, or include Jewish Christians, one
would naturally expect that the alleged Messiahship
of Jesus would be a subject of controversy. This,
however, is not the case ; and the fact might be used
as an argument in support of the theery that the
Minim are not Christians. In the present instance
the Min can hardly have been a Jewish Christian,
because Abahu by his answer implies that he is a
Gentile. But the incident is too slight to serve as
the foundation for any argument.

R. ABAHU AND A MIN (SAsON)

(102) b. Succ. 48".—A certain Min, whose name
was Sason, said to R. Abahu, Ye will draw
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water for me, in the world to come, for it is
written [Isa. xii. 8], With joy [sason] shall ye
draw water, etc. He said to him, ¢ If it were
written for joy, it would be as you say. But
it is written, with joy [with sason]; we shall
make a waterskin of the skin of this man [i.e.
of your skin), and draw water from it.’

Commentary.—This is only a piece of witty repartee
and needs no comment. The name Sason occurs
elsewhere ; there was a Rabbi ’Anani bar Sason,
as Bacher points out, who appears to have been a
contemporary of R. Abahu. There is nothing to
imply that Sason was a Min, beyond the mere state-
ment of the text.

This concludes the series of dialogues in which R.
Abahu was concerned. Several are of but small im-
portance, and are only given here for the sake of
completeness. It is my endeavour to present to the
reader every passage in the Talmud in which Minim
and Minuth are referred to.

R. AMi aAND A MiIN. THE RESURRECTION
OF THE DEaD

(108) b. Sanh. 91*.—A certain Min said to R.
Ami, ‘Ye say that the dead live. But, lo,
they are dust; and how shall dust live?’ He
said to him, ‘I will tell thee a parable. Unto
what is the thing like ¢ Unto a king of flesh
and blood who said to his servants, Go, build
for me a great palace in a place where there
is neither water nor dust. They went and
built it. After a time it fell. He said, Build
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it again, in a place where there is dust and
water. They said to him, We cannot. He
was angry with them, and said to them, Ye
have built it in a place where there was neither
water nor dust; how much more in a place
where there is water and dust.

‘ But, if thou dost not believe [that dust can
live], go into the valley and see the mouse,
which to-day is half flesh and half earth, and
to-morrow has crept out and is become alto-
gether flesh. And, lest thou say, This is
through length of time, go to the hill and see
that to-day there is but one snail; to-morrow
the rains have fallen, and the place is filled
with snails.’

Commentary. —R. Ami was a disciple of R.
Johanan, and thus a contemporary of R. Abahu. The
Min would seem to have been an unbeliever in resur-
rection altogether. If so, of course, he cannot have
been a Jewish Christian. The argument of the
Minim against the resurrection was usually a denial
that the doctrine could be proved from the Torah.
This appears from the passage already quoted (see
above, p. 232), where Rn. Gamliel tries to refute their
argument. The Mishnah at the head of this section
of Sanhedrin is the famous one[M. Sanh. x. 1], already
several times mentioned, which enumerates those who
have no portion in the world to come. Amongst
others, it specifies those who say that there is no
resurrection from the dead. The common text adds
the words, mwnn p, ‘according to the Torah’; but
Rabbinowicz, on the passage, shows that these words
are an iInterpolation. This is confirmed by the
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Tosephta (T. Sanh. xiii. 5), which condemns * those
who lie concerning the resurrection of the dead,” but
does not allude to a denial of scripture proof for the
doctrine. The words interpolated are probably from
the Gemara, a few lines further down (p. 90°), where
the question is raised ‘what is the proof of the
resurrection according to the Torah?’ The scripture
proof of the doctrine is merely a special branch of
the general subject. Accordingly, the Gemara, here
and elsewhere, deals with the subject, sometimes in
reference to the general, sometimes to the special
question. The Minim ask Rn. Gamliel for a proof
of the resurrection of the dead, and he gives them
texts from Scripture (see above, p. 231, No. 85). A
few lines further down, on the same page of Sanhedrin,
the ‘Romans’ ask R. Jehoshua b. Hananjah the
same question, and he also answers them by quoting
texts. Then follows a passage in which, according to
the received text, it is alleged that the < Books of the
Minim’ contain denials of the scripture proof of the
doctrine of resurrection.- But the correct reading is
not Minim, but Cuthim (Samaritans), as is shown by
the parallel passages, Siphri, p. 38, cp. 87%, also by the
MS. authority cited by Rabbinowicz. On the last
line of p. 90° of Sanhedrin is a passage in which an
Emperor (wop), puts to Rn. Gamliel the very same
question which the Min puts to R. Ami in the
passage at present under consideration. The answer
is different in the two cases, but in both it is addressed
to an opponent who denies the doctrine of resurrection
in general, not merely the scripture proof of it. The
denial is natural enough coming from a heathen
emperor (presumably Hadrian). But I do not know
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what class of heretic—Min—denied that doctrine.
In the time when R. Ami lived, the end of the third
and beginning of the fourth century, there were no
Sadducees. The denial of the resurrection of the
dead was not a Gnostic tenet’ I am inclined to
think that the opponent of R. Ami was really a
heathen, incorrectly or inadvertently called a Min in
the Gemara.

The passage is evidently introduced merely for
the sake of R. Ami’s answer. His parable of the
building of the palace is easily explained. If God
could form man out of nothing, much more could he
form again a living being out of dust. The Rabbi’s
curious illustrations from the natural history of the
mouse and the snail rest upon what in his time were
accepted facts.

GEBIHA B. PrEsisa axp A MiN. THE
RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD

(104) b. Sanh. 91*.—A certain Min said to Gebiha
ben Pesisa, - Woe to you guilty who say that
the dead live. If the living die, how shall the
dead live 2’ He said, < Woe to you guilty who
say that the dead do not live. If those who
were not, live, those who have been, live all
the more.” He said to him, ¢ Thou callest me
guilty. Suppose I prove it by kicking thee
and tearing thy scalp from thee’ He said,
‘If thou doest thus, thou shalt be called a

faithful physician, and shalt receive a great
reward.’

! The resurrection of the body, however, was denied by the Gnostics.
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Commentary.—This passage follows immediately
after the one about R. Ami, just translated. I have
included it here, because it deals with the same sub-
ject, not because it belongs chronologically to this
place. Gebiha ben Pesisa is a legendary character,
traditionally contemporary with Alexander the Great.
Two anecdotes are given on the same page of
Sanhedrin, describing how Geb. b. Pesisa acted as
advocate for the Jews before Alexander the Great.
I can throw no light upon him. The repartee about
the resurrection of the dead was connected with his
name, and for that reason presumably he is mentioned
by the compiler of the Gemara immediately after
R. Ami.

The meaning of his further answer to the threat of
violence is, that if the Min killed him, he would
confer immortality and thus prove himself a great
physician by giving life by means of death. A rather
dangerous doctrine for physicians.

R. Tanguma, CEsar AND A MIN. ALL ONE
PEOPLE

(105) b. Sanh. 839%—Casar said to R. Tanhuma,
‘Come, let us all be one people” He said,
‘So be it. But we, who circumcise ourselves,
cannot become like you. Do ye circumcise
yourselves and become like us.’” He said to
him, ‘Thou hast spoken well. Nevertheless,
everyone who prevails over a king, they cast
him into the vivarium.’ They cast him into
the vivarium, but [the beast] did not eat him.
A certain Min said to him (Casar), ¢The
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reason why [the beast] did not eat him is that
it was not hungry.” They cast him [the Min]

[into the vivarium] and [the beast] ate him.
Commentary.— R. Tanhuma lived in Palestine, in
the generation after R. Abahu, thus about the middle
of the fourth century. Bacher (A. d. Pal. Am., i
467) admits that this anecdote rests upon a historical
event, and supposes that the emperor referred to
must have been a Christian. The emperors con-
temporary with R. Tanhuma were, with one notable
exception, Christians. That exception was Julian the
Apostate (a.np. 361-363), and I suggest that the
Emperor in the story is intended for Julian, rather
than for one of the Christian emperors. It is true
that Julian is nowhere mentioned by name in the
Talmud (unless the reading xsbn pirbd, j. Ned. 874, be
preferred to the reading w pwobmt in the parallel
passage, ). Shebhu. 34%). There is, however, no a
priort reason why he should be entirely ignored, at all
events in the Babylonian Gemara. It is known that
Julian was disposed to be friendly towards the Jews,
even to the extent of offering to rebuild the Temple
in Jerusalem. His friendship was, no doubt, influ-
enced in part by his dislike of the Christians, in part,
perhaps, also by his desire to have the Jews on his side
in his contemplated war with Persia. No Christian
emperor would be described as suggesting to a Jew,
in a Triendly conference, that he and his countrymen
should forsake their religion and become one people
with their sovereign. There is extant a letter to the
Jews in which Julian speaks of his desire to see their
holy city rebuilt, and to join with them in offering
praise there to the All-Good (kai é airy 86fav Sdow
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pel dudv T@ kpeirrom, cited by Gritz, iv. n. 34).
This hope was never realised, and the projected re-
building of the Temple was abandoned. "The Jews
do not appear to have been greatly in favour of the
project, perhaps because it was due to a pagan
emperor in the interests of pagan rather than of
Jewish religion.

The story before us seems to reflect such a relation
between the emperor and the Jews. Julian actually
was in Antioch in the year 862 ; and R. Tanhuma,
though not the Nasi, was one of the few eminent
representatives of his people in Palestine. He was
therefore a likely personage for the emperor to con-
verse with if he held any intercourse with Jews, as he
certainly did. I do not mean to suggest that the
story refers to anything so definite as the project
of rebuilding the Temple, only that it describes an
incident made possible by such an intention on the
part of Julian. If this be so, then the reply of the
Rabbi would reflect the view which the Jews took of
the overtures of a heathen emperor, viz., that they
would not purchase his friendship at the cost of their
religion, even for the sake of seeing their Temple
rebuilt. The emperor would naturally be mortified
at such a rebuff; but it is in keeping with the
character of Julian, the philosopher, that he should
have admitted the force of the Rabbi’s argument,
while punishing him for his rashness in opposing the
imperial will. The story goes on to say that the
Rabbi was cast into the vivarium,' to be devoured by a

1 Vivarium ; this is evidently the equivalent of 233, although vivarium
in classical Latin does not mean a den of wild beasts, such as is clearly
implied in the story.
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wild beast, and that for some reason the beast would
not touch him. Amongst the bystanders was a
Min, who explained the reason of the Rabbi’s safety
by the suggestion that the beast was not hungry.
Whereupon he was sent to prove the worth of his
own suggestion by being himself cast into the den,
where he was immediately devoured. If the Min
were a Christian, it 1s conceivable that Julian should
have so dealt with him ; or, if not that, it is not
unnatural that the author of the story should have so
expressed his own dislike of the Christians under
cover of the known antipathy towards them of Julian.

This anecdote does not, of course, throw much
light, if any, upon the general subject of the Minim ;
but, if the suggestion made above be warranted, it is
at least interesting as affording a glimpse into a period
of Jewish history concerning which the Rabbinical
literature is almost silent.

R. Ipi AND A MiIN: METATRON

(106) b. Sanh. 88>.—R. Nahman said, ‘ He who
knows how to answer the Minim like R. Idi,
let him answer; if not, let him not answer.’
A certain Min said to R. Idi, ¢ It is written
[Exod. xxiv. 1], And he said unto Moses,
Come up unto the Lord. He ought to have
said, Come up unto me” He [R. 1di] said,
¢ This is Metatron, whose name is as the name
of his Master. For it is written [Exod. xxiii.
21), For my name is in him.’ <If so, worship
him.” It is written [¢bid.], Provoke him not
[i.e. Do not mistake him for me]’ ¢If so,
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what have I to do with [¢bid.] ke wnll not
pardon thy transgressions ’ He [R. 1di] said
to him, ¢ Be sure of this, that even as a guide
we would not receive him; for it is written
[Exod. xxxiii. 15], If thy presence go not [with
us, carry us not up hencel’

Commentary.—Rab Idi' is classed by Bacher
(A. d. P. A, iii. 704) amongst the Palestinian
Amoras of the fourth century, though without any
indication of the place where he lived. R. Nahman,
who refers to him, is R. Nahman bar Jitzhaq, a Baby-
lonian, president of the College at Pumbeditha, who
died a.p. 856. R. Idi appears to have travelled in
Babylonia, and may there have met with R. Nahman.
His dispute with the Min probably took place in
Palestine, as it is said, b. Hull. 134, that there are no
Minim amongst the Gentiles, and b. Pesah., 56,
that there are no Minim in Nehardea.

The dialogue between R. Idi and the Min belongs,
in any case, to the fourth century. Friedlinder, in his
work der Vorchristliche jidische Gnosticismus, p. 1038
fol., makes some use of the passage before us, and begins
by transferring it to the Tannaite period, thus ante-
dating it by nearly two hundred years! In accordance
with his theory, he regards the Min as a Gnostic, on
the strength of the identification which he proposes
between ¢ Metatron’ and the Gnostic < Horos * ("Opos,
Metator). But he overlooks the fact that it is the
Jew, and not the Min, who mentions Metatron.
And the Rabbi’s argument surely is that the Min is

1 ¢Idi’ is the correct reading. The form ¢Idith’ as in the text, occurs
only here, and the evidence of the authorities quoted by Rabbinowicz shows
that even here the name should be read ‘Idi.’
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wrong in hinting at a second God, because the
reference is to Metatron, and not to a second God.
If the Min was a Gnostic, and if Metatron were
identical with Horos, then the Rabbi would merely
have been playing into the hands of the Min.

The point in dispute is the doctrine of the Two
Powers in Heaven, which we have already met with
in other polemical discussions (see above, p. 262 fol.).
The Min quoted a text, which appeared to imply the
existence of more than one divine being, And /e
sard unto Moses, come up unio the Lord. 1f it were
God himself speaking, then He ought to have said,
Come up unto me. Who was it to whom Moses
was told to go up? The Jew was ready with his
answer. The reference was to Metatron, a recognised
personage in the Rabbinical theology, where he
always appears as the chief of the angels, nearest to
God but subject to God, acting as his messenger
and representative, but never regarded as being in
any sense himself God. Metatron is so far from
being identical with the Logos of the Jewish Alex-
andrine philosophy, or with the Horos of Gnosticism,
that he may be regarded as the expression of the
Rabbinical rejection of those conceptions. In other
words, the doctrine of Metatron is the reply of the
Rabbinical theology to the doctrine of the I.ogos
and to the Gnostic systems. No doubt there is
common to all three conceptions the idea of a delega-
tion of divine power; but, in the case of Metatron,
the line is sharply drawn between servant and
Master, creature and Creator. This is shown, in
a curious way, in a passage (107) [b. Hag. 15%],
which describes how Elisha ben Abujah entered
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Paradise, and there “saw Metatron, to whom was
given power to sit and write down the merits of
Israel. He [Elisha b. A.] said, ‘It is talight that on
high there is no sitting, no strife, no parting and no
joining. Can there be, heaven forbid, two powers ?’
They brought out Metatron and gave him sixty lashes
of fire” This was done, as Tosaphoth rightly
explains, to show that Metatron was not superior in
kind to the other angels, however much he might
be in degree. Friedlinder, in the work already
referred to (FPorchr. jiid. Gnosticismus, 102), quotes,
or rather paraphrases, this passage; ‘ Bei seinem
Eindringen in das Paradies sah Acher [ElL b. Abujah],
wie berichtet wird, zu seinem schrecken eine zweite
Gottheit im Himmel, den Metatron.” Friedlinder,
however, does not mention the concluding words,
translated above, which expressly contradict the
assertion that Metatron was a second God. Elisha
ben Abujah may have believed that Metatron was
such ; but the Talmud stamps that belief as a heresy.
And it is quite clear that the Rabbinical theology
recognised Metatron, while it certainly did not admit
the Gnostic conception with which Friedlinder
would identify Metatron.

I now return to the dialogue between R. Idi
and the Min. The former has explained that the
reference in the text quoted by the latter, Come up
unto the Lord, is to Metatron, for his name is as the
name of his Master, as it is written [Exod. xxiii. 21],
For my name is in Him. The Min rejoins, <Then
why do you not worship him?’ If, that is, the
name and by implication the power of God is com-
mitted to Metatron, why should he not be worshippad ?
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A question very much to the point, if the Min, as sug-
gested above (p. 265 fol.), be a Jewish Christian whose
theology was that of the Epistle to the Hebrews.
The Jew meets the argument by a rather strained
interpretation of the text: Provoke him not. The
word translated ‘provoke’ he derives from another
root, meaning ‘to change’; and he translates, ¢ Do
not mistake him for me.” His object is to emphasise,
as much as possible, the intrinsic difference between
God and the inferior being (Metatron), which was
already clearly marked in the original text. The
Min replies that if there be such a marked difference
between the two, why is it said ke will not pardon
your sins? Does not this imply that he, of whom
this is said, has power to pardon or withhold pardon ?
And if so, can he be only a subordinate, to whom
worship must not be offered ? The answer of the
Rabbi is rather obscure, ¢ Be assured of this, that
even as a guide we would not receive him, for it is
written, If thy presence go not with us, carry us not
up hence.” The connexion of this with the argument
of the Min is suggested by the remark of Rashi, in
his commentary on the verse in Exodus, that it was
not the function of the angel to pardon sins; he was
to be a guide, and nothing more. He will not
pardon your sins, because that is out of his depart-
ment. The Rabbi seems to have interpreted the words
in a similar way. Metatron was sent as a guide,
with no power to pardon sins. ‘But even as a
guide,” he goes on, ‘we would not receive him.’
The promised guide, to whom the words in Exod.
xxiil. refer, was never sent. For it appears from
Exod. xxxiii. 12-17 that Moses prayed that God
19
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himself would lead his people, and that his prayer
was granted. Thus, from the Jewish point of view,
the argument of the Min was completely met. So
far from there being, as suggested, a second God,
there was only an angel, supreme amongst angels
perhaps, but by more than a little < lower than God.’

Friedlinder makes the needless remark (op. cit.,
p- 104) that the Rabbi, driven into a corner, only
extricated himself by a violent exegesis that made
nonsense of the text. The real matter in dispute
was not a point of exegesis, but a fundamental
theological doctrine. And even if exegesis had been
in question, the Rabbi was only following the usage
of the schools in applying exegetical methods which
were haggadic and not scientific. This will already
have appeared, from the numerous examples we have
seen of Rabbinical interpretation of Scripture.

R. ABINA AND A MIN

(108) b. Sanh. 39>.—A certain Min said to R. Abina,
‘It is written [2 Sam. vii. 28], Who is like thy
people, like Israel, one nation in the earth?
What is their excellence? Ye also are
mingled with them, for it is written [Isa. xl
17], Al the nations are as nothing before
him.” He said to him, ¢ Your own [prophets]
bear witness concerning us, for it is written
[Num. xxiii. 9], It shall not be reckoned among
the nations.’

Commentary.—Abina is the name of two Rabbis,

both Palestinian, and both living in the fourth
century, though not in the same generation. Bacher
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holds that the Abina of this passage is the elder of
the two.! The passage is of little importance. The
Min sought to show that Israel had no claim to pre-
eminence over the other nations, on the ground that
all the nations were as nothing before God. The Rabbi
retorted by quoting the words of a heathen prophet,
viz., Balaam, to the effect that Israel was not to be
reckoned amongst the nations. The Min evidently
was a Gentile, and therefore probably a Christian,
since no other Gentile would be able to quote from
the O.T. scriptures. It is possible that the reference
to Balaam has something of the anti-Christian animus
noted above (p. 66 fol.). But if this were the inten-
tion, we should expect the reference to be made more
prominent.

This concludes the series of passages in which
Jewish Rabbis meet Minim in controversy. I shall
next present a further series of passages containing
polemical allusions to the Minim. To some extent I
have classified them, according to their subject matter;
but I shall have to include several in a miscellaneous
group, having little or nothing in common except the
allusion to Minim. I give, first, a group of texts
referring to the doctrine of the Unity of God and the
opposed doctrines of Two Powers in Heaven.

SECTION II1. POLEMICAL ALLUSIONS
TO THE MINIM

MAN CREATED SOLITARY

(109) M. Sanh. iv. 5.—For this reason man was
created solitary [for various reasons], and in
1 A.d. P. Amor,, iii. 539.
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order that Minim might not say there are
several Powers in Heaven.

(110) T. Sanh. viii. 7.—Man was created last.
And why was he created last? That the
Minim might not say there was a companion
with Him in the work.

Commentary.—1 have omitted from (109) a few lines,
in which are suggested several rather fantastic reasons
why man was created solitary. My object, of course,
is not to expound Haggadah, but to examine references
to Minim. It should be noticed that in (109) the
Minim are charged with believing in several Powers
in Heaven; in (110) they are charged with asserting
the existence of a being who aided God in the work
of creation. The commentators on (109) explain the
passage thus, that, if several men had been created at
once, the Minim might say one deity had created one
man, another another, and so on. It is not evident
what doctrine is aimed at in (109). At first sight it
would seem to be that af mere Gentle palythcism,
but the ordinary Gentiles are never, so far as I know,
called Minim. "The Gnostics did, it is true, believe
in ‘several Powers’ in Heaven, but not several
creators, and. the argument of the Mishnah has no
point, unless the doctrine combatted be that of
several creators. It is possible that the word
translated ‘several’ may only imply ¢ more than one,’
in which case the passage would be in harmony with
most of the others where the doctrine of the Minim
touching the creation is alluded to.

In the second passage (110) it is clear that only
two Powers are alleged. Man is said to have been
created last in order that the Minim might not say
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that He, i.e. God, had a companion in the work of
creation. That ¢ He’ refers to God and not to man
is evident from the sense of the passage, and is more-
over explicitly stated in the Gemara [b. Sanh. p. 382].
If it were in the power of the Minim to show that a
being, other than the Supreme God, had shared in
the work of creation, then that would have been a
strong argument in their favour, supposing them to
have been, as suggested above (p. 265 fol.), Jewish
Christians of the type represented by the theology of
the Epistle to the Hebrews.

The two passages (109) and (110) are reproduced
in the Babylonian Gemara (b. Sanh. 3882), but not in
that of Palestine. There is no discussion of either
passage in the Gemara. There is, however, in the
same context a further reference to the denial of the
Unity of God by the Minim. Indeed, this part of
b. Sanhedrin is full of allusions to heresy, several of
which have already been examined.

Tue Uxity or Gop. TEXTS APPEALED
TO BY THE MiINIM

(111) b. Sanh. 88>.—We teach there R. Eliezer
says, ‘Be careful to learn Torah, and know
what thou shalt answer to an Epiquros.” R.
Johanan said, ¢ They only taught this concerning
a Gentile Epiquros, but [it applies] all the more
to a Jewish Epiquros, for he is more defiant.’

R. Johanan said, ‘ In every place [i.e. text
of Scripture] which the Minim misinterpret,
the context refutes them. [Gen 1. 26], Let us
make man in our image ; [ib. 27], And God
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created [sing.] man in his image. [Gen. xi. 7],
Go to, now, let us go down and there confound
their language [ib. 5); And the Lord went
down [sing.] to sce the city and the tower.
[Gen. xxxv. 7), For there God was [plur.]
revealed to ham ; (ib. 8], unto God who answered
[sing.] me in the day of my trouble. [Deut. iv.
7], For what great nation is there that hath a
God so nigh [plur.] unto them as the Lord our
God is whensoever we call upon him [sing.).
[2 Sam. vii. 28], 4dnd what one nation in the
carth is like thy people, even like Israel, whom
God went [plur.] to redeem unto himself [sing.]
for a people. [Dan. vii. 9], Until thrones
were set, and one that was ancient of days did
stt.  What do these words mean, according to
[the theory] of R. Johanan? For R. Johanan
said, ‘The Holy One, Blessed be He, doeth
nothing except he have taken counsel with the
tamily above, as it is said [Dan. iv. 17}, T/e
sentence 1s by decree of the watchers and the
demand by the word of the holy ones. All
this may be admitted ; but what is to be said
of until thrones were sct? One for Him and
one for David; for it is tradition, ‘One for
Him and one for David; the words of R.
Aqiba.’ R. José said to him, ¢Agqiba, how
long wilt thou make the Shechinah profane ?
It is One for justice and one for righteousness.’
He [Aqiba] received it [i.e. the correction] from
him, or he did not receive it. Come and see.
For it is tradition, ‘One for justice and one
for righteousness; the words of R. Agiba.’
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R. El'azar ben Azariah said to him, ¢ Aqiba,
what hast thou to do with Haggadah? Be
off to ‘wounds’ and ‘tents.” It is ‘One for
his throne and one for his footstool. A throne
to sit on and a footstool for the support of
his feet.’

Commentary.—The first part of this passage, re-
ferring to the Epiquros, has been dealt with already
(see above, p. 120 fol., where the meaning of the term
Epiquros is examined). The advice of R. Johanan
concerning the Jewish Epiquros is usually understood
to mean that such an opponent was to be shunned
as dangerous. This is not what R. Johanan said.
He adopted the words of R. El'azar b. Arach, ¢ Know
what to answer to an Epiquros,’ and said, ¢ This was
spoken in reference to the Gentile Epiquros; but
it applies all the more to the Jewish one.’” In other
words, the Jew was to be especially careful how he
replied to a Jewish Epiquros, because he was more
dangerous. But that is not the same as saying that
the Jew was not to meet the Jewish Epiquros in
argument. And, since a Jewish Epiquros was
practically a Min, we have already met with many
examples of such polemical encounters.

The connexion between Epiquros (freethinker) and
Min (heretic) is indicated in the present passage by
the word ‘p‘qar’ (»), which means in general ‘to
be free from restraint, thence to act as a freethinker,’
and (in relation to Scripture) ¢ to interpret heretically.’
The name Epiquros, borrowed, of course, from the
Greek, was adopted for the sake of the play upon
the word ¢ p°gar.’ R. Johanan said that the Jewish
Epiquros ‘p‘gar’ more than the Gentile one; also
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that the Minim ‘pfgare’ in their interpretation of
Scripture. ,

The examples given of texts relied on by the Minim
and refuted by the context have, with the exception
of the last, been already dealt with. 'The last is Dan.
vii. 9, Until thrones were set, and one that was ancient
of days did sit. The Gemara asks what is the ex-
planation of this, according to the theory of R.
Johanan (i.e. that the context refutes the heretical
misuse of the text). The refutation is found, hardly
in the context, but so far away as Dan. iv. 17. R.
Johanan, accordingly, understood that the *thrones,’
which the heretics said were intended for, and im-
plied the existence of, more than one God, were for
the use of the ‘ family above,” the angels with whom
God was said to take counsel. It is not surprising
that this text caused some perplexity to the Rabbinical
interpreters of Scripture. In addition to the explana-
tion of R. Johanan, the Gemara gives three earlier
interpretations. R. Aqiba said that the thrones were
for God and David; whereupon R. José [ha-Galili]
rebuked him for ‘making the Shechinah profane,
in other words, associating a man with God in equality
of dignity. Possibly David stands for ‘the Son of
David,” 7.e. the Messiah; and Aqiba may have been
thinking of Ps. cx. 1., The Lord said unto my lord,
sit thou at my right hand. R. José felt the danger of
such an explanation, in admitting the possibility of
other divine beings associated with God. His own
explanation, a very forced one, was that both thrones
(assuming them to have been only two)were for the
use of God. He sat on one to dispense justice, on
the other to do righteousness, or rather to show mercy.
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R. Agqiba, according to one tradition, adopted this
explanation. Another contemporary, R. El'azar ben
Azariah, rebuked him as R. José had done (probably
on the same occasion), and in his turn suggested the
explanation that one throne was for God to sit on,
the other to serve as a footstool. This, again, was a
forced interpretation, evidently intended to guard
against the danger involved in that of R. Aqiba. It
is remarkable that R. Aqiba, who was sufficiently
alive to all danger of heresy, should not have detected
the fault in his own interpretation of the text. The
rebuke that he knew nothing of Haggadah, but only
of Halachah, was unduly severe; though it is no
doubt true that he was greater in the latter depart-
ment than in the former. The reference to ¢ wounds’
and ‘tents’ denotes the halachahs concerning injuries
and ceremonial uncleanness. R. Aqiba, as a master
of Halachah, was virtually one of the founders of
the Mishnah. His work, in beginning the codification
of the halachahs, was made use of by R. Jehudah ha-
Qadosh, to whom the completion of the Mishnah is due.

77. THE UNity oF Gop. AN OrrERING
To JHVH

(112) Siphri, § 148 p. 54*.—Shim’on ben Azai says,
Come and see: In all the offerings [mentioned]
in the Torah, it is not said, in connexion
with them, either ‘God’ or ‘thy God’ or
¢ Almighty’ or ¢ of Hosts,” but *JH,’ a singular
[not plural] name. So as not to give to the
Minim an occasion to humble us.

(118) b. Menah. 110*—Tradition: R. Shim’on



208 CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

ben Azai said, Come and see what is “written
in the chapter on offerings, viz., that it is not
said, in connexion with them, either God [El] or
‘God’ [Elohim], but JHVH, so as not to give
to the adversary an occasion to distinguish.

(114) Siphra. 4¢.—The same, in substance, as (112),

but ascribed to R. José [ben Halaphta], instead
of to Shim’on ben Azai.

The saying is also found in Jalqut Shim’oni,
§ 604.

Commentary.—Shim’'on ben Azai was a younger
contemporary of R. Aqiba, in the early years of the
second century. The point of his remark, in the
above passages, is that all offerings prescribed in the
Torah are mentioned in connexion with the individual
name of God, i.e. JHVH, and not with the generic
names for God, which are mostly plural in form.
The older texts, Siphri and Siphra, have ¢ Minim,” as
the opponent against whom Ben Azai directed his
remark. The Gemara in b. Menahoth reads merely
‘ the adversary,” and it is remarkable that Rabbinowicz
gives no variant in support of the reading ¢ Minim.’
There can, however, be no doubt that ¢« Minim’ is
the original reading, whatever may be the explana-
tion of the alteration in the Gemara. Bacher (A. d.
Tann., i. 422) says that the Minim here are the
Gnostics. This may be so, but I venture to sub-
mit that Bacher does not quite accurately represent
the argument of Ben Azai. Bacher regards the
names ‘ God,” ¢ Almighty,” < Hosts,” as being intended
to refer to the divine power, whereas the name
JHVH refers to the divine goodness. The Gnostics
held that the laws concerning offerings were given
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by the Demiurgos, who was powerful but not good.
But if this had been the argument of Ben Azai, the
Gnostics would have met it by denying that the
name JHVH implied the divine goodness. The
point is, that the name JHVH is an individual
name, which could not possibly be applied to more
than one divine being; whereas the other names
might be, and were, so interpreted. Siphri ex-
pressly says, that the name JHVH is an individual
name. And that the Gemara evidently took the
same view, is shown in the concluding words of
(118), “so as not to give the adversary an occasion
to distinguish,” i.c. to distinguish between a plurality
of divine persons. The argument is directed merely
against the doctrine of Two Powers, already familiar
from previous discussions. The term Minim, as used
here, might certainly include the Gnostics ; but there
is nothing to prove that the Minim, in this passage,
are in any way different from the Minim who have
been already considered.

In Echa. r. on i. 1, p. 10%, is a Haggadic inter-
pretation by Ben Azai, founded on the word Echa
(mw) (115) : “Israel did not go into exile until they
had denied the one only [God], the practice of
circumcision, the ten commandments and the five
books of Torah.” The Minim are not mentioned
here, but are probably intended. With the form
of the expression, cp. the saying of R. Johanan
quoted above, p. 181 fol.

Tae Unity or Gop. Two Powgrs

(116) Siphri, § 829, p. 139*.[Deut. xxxii. 39],
See now, that I, even I, am He. This is the
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answer to them that say there is no power in
heaven. He that says there are two powers in
heaven, they answer him, and say unto him
[Deut., ibid.], And there is no God with me.
And, lest [one should say], He cannot make
alive or kill, or do evil or do good, learn to
say [Deut., bid.}, I kil and I make alive.
And Scripture says [Isaiah xliv. 6], Thus saith
the Lord, the King of Isracl and his redecmer,
the Lord of Hosts, * I am the first and I am
the last, and beside me there is no God.

{117) Mechilta, p. 66°.—Scripture says [Dan. vii. 9],

I bekeld, until thrones were set, and it says
[2b. 10]), A fiery stream issued and came forth
from before him. So as not to give to the
peoples of the world an opportunity to say,
‘'These are two powers.” But I am the Lord
your God. 1 am [God] on the sea and on
the dry land, in the past and in the future,
in this world and in the world to come. As
it is said [Deut. xxxii. 89], See, now, that I,
even I, am He; [Isa. xlvi. 4), Even to old
age I am He; [ib. xliv. 6], Thus saith the
Lord, the King of Israel and his redeemer,
the Lord of Hosts, I am the first and I am
the last” And it says [7b. xli. 4], Who hath
wrought and done it, calling the generations
Jrom the beginning? I, the Lord, the first,
etc. R. Nathan says, Hence is an answer to
the Minim who say, ‘ There are two powers.’
For when the Holy One, Blessed be He, stood

up and said, ‘T am the Lord thy God,” who
stood up and protested ?
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Commentary.—For the general question of the
doctrine of Two Powers in Heaven, see above,
p- 262. These two passages belong to the stratum
of tradition contemporary with the Mishnah. The
Minim are not mentioned in (116), but are clearly in-
tended, as is shown by (117). 1In (117) ‘the peoples
of the world’ may be an error for ‘the Minim,’
caused by the fact that in the same context there
are several polemical allusions to <the peoples
of the world,” where the ordinary Gentiles are
intended.

R. Nathan was a Babylonian, settled in Palestine,
contemporary with R. Jehudah ha-Qadosh.

In Mechilta, Beshallach, § 4 p. 37", there is another
allusion to the doctrine of two powers, based on the
text [Dan. vii. 9] about the thrones. The doctrine
is ascribed to the ‘peoples of the world.’ not to the
Minim.’

Tue Uxiry or Gop. “He wHO wiLl ERR,
LET HIM ERrr”

(118) Ber. r. viii. p. 22°.—R. Shemuel bar Nahman,
in the name of R. Jonathan, said, When
Moses was writing the Torah, he wrote the
deeds of each day [of creation] When he
came to this verse, as it is written [Gen. i. 26],
And God said, let us make man in our image,
according to our likeness, he said,  Lord of the
world, how thou art giving a chance to the

Minim! 1 am astonished!’ He said to him,
‘Write ; and he who will err, let him err!’
Commentary. — R. Jonathan has already been

mentioned several times in connexion with Minim ;
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(see above, p. 216) R. Shemuel bar Nahman was
one of his disciples. (

The grim humour of the reply to Moses is some-
what spoiled by a feeble explanation added on to it.
The explanation is the same as that given by R.
Johanan (see above, p. 296), that God took counsel
with <the family above,’ i.e. the angels. In the
present passage, the explanation is contained in a
second speech, beginning, “ And the Holy One,
Blessed be He, said to Moses,” etc. 1 have ven-
tured to regard this merely as a gloss, and to leave
R. Jonathan’s daring invention untouched. It is by
far the best retort which the Rabbis made to the
Minim on this text.

Tue UNiry or Gop. Gob Has No SonN

(119) j. Shabb. 8.—{Dan. iii. 25], Like a son of
God. Reuben said, In that hour, an angel
descended and struck that wicked one [i.e.
Nebuchadnezzar] upon his mouth, and said to
him, Amend thy words: Hath He [z.e. God]
a son? He turned and said [v. 28], Blessed
be the God of Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-
nego, who—it is not written, hath sent his son,
but—hath sent his angel, and hath delivered his
servants who trusted in him.

Commentary.—This is part of a haggadic inter-

pretation of the story, in Dan. i, of the three
men cast into the furnace. The fact that, in v. 25,
Nebuchadnezzar uses the phrase ‘son of God,’ while
in v. 28 he speaks of a  messenger, not of a ‘son,’ of
God, is ingeniously turned to account as an argument
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against the Christian doctrine. There can be no
question that the polemic here is anti-Christian. Of
Reuben, the author of this haggadah, nothing is cer-
tainly known. Probably he is the same as Reuben
ben Aristobulos, who belonged to the generation after
the war of Bar Cocheba, and of whom one or two
sayings are recorded.

The Minim are not alluded to in this passage.

With this reference to Christian doctrine may be
connected another, equally unmistakable, upon the
same subject.

Tue Unity or Gop. Gobp Has No Sox

(120) Shem. r. xxix. 5, p. 51°>.— Another explanation
[Exod. xx. 2), I am the Lord thy God. R.
Abahu said, A parable of a king of flesh and
blood; he reigns, and he has a father or a
brother. The holy one, blessed be He, saith,
I am not so [Isa. xliv. 6], I am the first, 1
have no father; and I am the last, 1 have no
son, and beside me there is no God, 1 have no
brother.

Commentary.—For other anti-Christian sayings of
R. Abahu, see above, p. 266 fol. The Minim are not
mentioned. There can be no question that the
Christian doctrine is here attacked; and it is worth
noticing that the text made use of by R. Abahu [Isa.
xliv. 6] is one which we have met with already as
an argument against the Minim (see above, p. 300).
This goes to strengthen the contention that the
Minim are—eor include—Jewish Christians. But
hitherto, as will have been observed, in the passages



304 CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

where the doctrine of the two powers is ascribed to
the Minim, there has been no decisive proof that
Christians were referred to. The following passage
appears to supply that proof.

Tue Unrry oF Gop. THE SoN oF
THE HAarror

(121) Pesiq. r. xxi. p. 100°>.—R. Hija bar Abba
said, If the son of the harlot shall say to
thee, ‘ These are two Gods,’ say unto him, I
am He of the Sea; I am He of Sinai,” . . . .
[another explanation], R. Hija bar Abba
said, If the son of the harlot shall say to
thee, ‘These are two Gods,’ say unto him
[Deut. v. 4], Face to face the Lord spake

[sing. not plural] with you.
Commentary.—This is part of a haggadah on the
Ten Commandments, and more particularly on the
words, ‘1 am the Lord thy God.” In the course of
the discussion many texts are introduced which we
have already met with in connexion with the doctrine
of Two Powers. R. Hija’s remark was occasioned
by the quotation of [Dan. vii. 9], Until thrones were
set, a text which gave a good deal of trouble to
the Rabbinical interpreters (see above, p. 296 fol.).
Those who deduced from this text the doctrine of
Two Powers were the Minim. In the present
passage the doctrine of two Gods' is ascribed to the
‘son of the Harlot.” This phrase can refer to none

1 The terms ‘ Two Powers’ and ‘Two Gods’ are interchangeable, though
the former is the more usual. The Minim, who are credited with holding
the doctrine of ‘Two Powers, asked R. Simlai, ‘ How many Gods created
the world 1’ (see above, p: 265).
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other than Jesus, the story of whose birth was thus
coarsely represented in the Rabbinical tradition (see
above, p. 41 fol.). Hence the inference that the
Minim included Christians, though it does not follow
that all Minim were Christians. Friedmann, in the
edition of Pesiqta, from which I quote the above
passage, has a suggestive note (p. 101?), ““ Son of the
harlot: this is to be interpreted ‘son of Minuth.’
‘Min’ is rendered in the targum ¢zan,” see Aruch.
s.0. t.  And perhaps the reference here is to what 1s
suggested in Midrash Tillim on Psalm xxii. 1, ‘* My
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me’; i.c. the
God of the Red Sea, and the God of Sinai. The
Midrash, perhaps, had in view him who prayed, ‘ My
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me.”” ¢Minuth,’
according to this view, is closely akin to ‘zanuth’
(fornication), even etymologically. If this is correct,
it throws light on the real significance of the term
‘Min,” and shows that the fundamental idea of heresy
in the Rabbinical theology is the same as in that of
the prophets, viz., spiritual unfaithfulness symbolised
as conjugal unfaithfulness. This subject will be more
fully dealt with in the concluding section of this work.

The Midrash in Ps. xxii. 1 appears to explain the
double use of ‘my God’ by the twofold revelation
of God to his people, first at the Red Sea, second on
Sinai. The Psalmist accordingly is not appealing to
two .Gods, but to one and the same. Friedmann
adds, that the Midrash probably had in mind the
utterance of Jesus on the Cross [Matt. xxvii. 46],
which is a quotation of Ps. xxii. 1 in the Aramaic,
not in the Hebrew.

There can be no doubt that in the passage before

us, the reference is to Jesus; and this, in connexion
20
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with passages previously considered, establishes the
close association of Minuth with Christianity.

R. Hija bar Abba was a Babylonian settled in
Palestine ; he belonged to the group of disciples of
R. Johanan, and may thus be placed in the latter half
of the third century and the beginning of the fourth.

TaE Uxiry or Gop. Two PoOwegRs:
A Seconp Gob.

(122) Debar. r. ii. 83, p. 104.—{Prov. xxiv. 21],
Meddle not with them that are given to change.
Meddle not with those who say there is a
second God. R. Jehudah bar Simon said
[Zech. xiii. 8], And it shall come to pass that
in all the land, saith the Lord, two parts therein
shall be cut off and die. The mouths that
say, There are two powers, shall be cut off
and die. And who will remain in existence ?
[Zech., ibid.], And the third part therein shall
be left, these are Israel, who are called thirds,
for they are threefold, Priests, Levites, Israel-
ites, from three fathers, Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob. Another explanation, because they
praise the Holy One, Blessed be He, with
three ¢ holies —holy, holy, holy. R. Aha said,
The Holy One, Blessed be He, was angry with
Solomon, because he had said this verse [Prov.
xxiv. 21}  He said to him, ¢ In the matter of
hallowing my name, thou hast spoken in terms
of « Notariqon,”* Meddle not with them that are

1 ¢ Notariqon,” a species of cipher, or cryptogram, usually formed by

reading the initials of several words as one word. In the present instance

nothing more seems intended than a play upon the words D', two, and
D2, ‘given to change.’
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given to change’ Immediately he [Solomon]
turned and made the matter plain [by saying,
Ecc. iv. 8), There is one and there is mno
second ; he hath neither son nor brother. He
hath neither brother nor son, but [Deut. vi. 4],
Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God, the Lord
s one.

The above passage occurs, almost in the
same words, in Bamm. r. xvi. 14, p. 66°

Commentary.—It is only needful to point out that
here the doctrine of Two Powers is usefully para-
phrased as the doctrine of a second God. This con-
firms what has been said in explanation of the doctrine
under previous heads. The Minim are not mentioned,
but are clearly intended.

R. Jehudah bar Simun was a Palestinian, of the
fourth century. If the interpretation of the text in
Zechariah may be taken literally, it would show that
the Minim as compared with the Jews were in a
majority. But it is more probable that the ‘two
parts’ (lit. the ‘two mouths’) are only used to serve
as the basis for the interpretation ¢ the mouths which
say there are fwo Gods.” In like manner the word
translated ‘given to change’ (oww) is connected with
the word meaning ¢ second’ ().

In Pesiqta r., p. 98 there is a passing reference
to the doctrine of Two Powers. Moses charges
the angels with holding that doctrine, and refutes
them with the text, I am the Lord thy God
[Exod. xx. 2]
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Tuae ToraH. THE ¢ CArrING’ OF THE MINIM

(123) j. Ber. 3°—And they recited the ‘Ten
Words, < Hear [O Isracl], < And it shall be
if thou hearest, < And ke said’ R. Ami in the
name of Resh Iaqish [said], ¢ This shows that
the benedictions do not hinder.” R. Ba said,
‘That proves nothing; we do not learn any-
thing thence. For the «“Ten Words,” these
are the very essence of the Shema'.” R.
Mathnah and R. Shemuel bar Nahman both
said, ‘It was sought that they should recite
the “Ten Words” every day. And why do
they not recite them? Because of the mis-
representation of the Minim, that they might
not say, “These alone were given to Moses
on Sinal.”’

(124) b. Ber. 12*.—And they recité the ‘Ten
Words,” ‘ Hear [O Israel), < And it shall be if
thou hearest,’ « And ke said, ‘True and stead-
fast,” ¢ Service,’ and the ¢ Blessing of the Priests.’
R. Jehudah said that Shemuel said, ¢ Even in
the surrounding districts [of Jerusalem] they
sought to recite thus; but they had already
discontinued it because of the carping of the
Minim.” For it is tradition also, R. Nathan
said, ¢ In the surrounding districts they sought
to recite thus, but they had already discon-
tinued it because of the carping of the Minim.’
Rabah bar Rab Huna thought to establish it
in Sura; but R. Hisda said to him, ‘They
have already discontinued it, because of the
carping of the Minim.” Amemar thought to
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establish it in Nehardea; but R. Ashi said
to him, ‘They have already discontinued it,
because of the carping of the Minim.’

(125) b. Pesah. 56*.—Our Rabbis have taught,
How did they connect [the words of] the
Shema’? They said, ¢ Hear, O Israel, the
Lord our God the Lord is one, and they did
not divide [the words]: the words of R. Meir.
R. Jehudah said, They did divide (them), but
not so as to say, ‘ Blessed be the name of the
glory of his kingdom for ever and ever’ And
we, on what ground do we say it ? [i.e. Blessed
be the name, etc.] According to the exposi-
tion of R. Shim’'on ben Lagish. For R.
Shim'on ben Lagqish said [Gen. xlix. 1], 4nd
Jacob called together his sons, and said, Gather
yourselves together and I will declare; Jacob
sought to reveal to his sons the end of the
days, but the Shechinah departed from him.
He said, ¢ Perhaps, Heaven forbid, there has
been a defect in my marriage-bed, as there was
to Abraham, from whom proceeded Ishmael,
and to Isaac my father, from whom proceeded
Esau’ His sons said to him [Deut. vi. 4],
Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God the Lord
is one. 'They said, ¢ Even as in thy heart there
is but One, so in our heart there is but One.’
In that hour Jacob our father began to say,
‘Blessed be the name of the glory of his
kingdom for ever and ever.” Our Rabbis said,
‘How shall we act? If we say it [7.c. Blessed,
etc.], Moses our master did not say it. If we
do not say it, Jacob did say it.” They ordered
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that men should say it in a whisper. R.
Jitzhaq said (some say that one of the school
of R. Ami said), A parable of a king’s daughter
who smelt spices [and desired them]. If she
said so, she would be disgraced; if she did
not say so, she would suffer. Her servants
began to bring them to her silently. R. Abahu
said, They ordered that men should say it in a
loud voice because of the carping of the Minim ;
but in Nehardea, where there are no Minim,

they even now say it in a whisper.’
Commentary.—The three passages translated above
are connected together by their subject-matter, the
main point in them all being some peculiarity in the
recital of the daily prayers, which was said to be due
to the ‘ carping’ of the Minim. In (123) and (124)
it is explained that this was the reason why the
Decalogue was not recited every day. In (125) an
explanation is attempted of the origin and varying
method of recital of the liturgical response, * Blessed
be the name of the glory of his kingdom for ever and
ever.” The Shema’, which is mentioned in all three
passages, is the central point of the liturgy, and
consists of three groups of verses from Scripture, viz.,
Deut. vi. 4-9,:2b. xi. 13-21, and Num. xv. 87-41.
The term Shema’ is used in a stricter sense, to denote
the opening words of the first of these groups, i.c. the
words, Hear [Shema’, yov], O Isracl, the Lord thy
God, the Lord is one. The second group is referred
to, from its opening words, as, ‘dnd it shall be, and
the third, in like manner, as, ‘dnd he said.” In the
liturgy, the response, ¢ Blessed be the name, etc.,
comes immediately after < Hear, O Israel, etc., and
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is thus seen to be an interpolation into the Scripture
text. The Decalogue was intended to be recited
immediately before the Shema’!

It is clear, from the contents of the above passages,
that nothing was certainly known concerning the
omission of the Decalogue, or the addition of the
response, except the fact that both were due to the
¢carping of the Minim.” In other words, both gave
to the Minim the opportunity to misrepresent the
Jewish religion and to advance their own heretical
opinions. If the Decalogue were repeated every day,
it was thought that the Minim would say that only
the Ten Commandments [Hebr.,, the Ten Words]}
were given to Moses, and that all the rest was un-
inspired. Of more importance is the addition of the
response, * Blessed be the name,” etc. This follows
immediately after «“ Hear, O Israel, the Lord our
God, the Lord is one.” 'This text is the watchword of
the Divine Unity ; and it was in connexion with this
that the misrepresentation of the Minim was most to
be expected. In (125) it is said by one Rabbi that
in the recital of this text the words were divided by
a pause, so that presumably the meaning would be,
“The Lord is our God; the Lord is one.” By
another Rabbi it is said that the words were not
divided by a pause, and that the response was not
added. In this case the text would read, «“The Lord
our God the Lord, is one”; and perhaps this form

! In the Jewish Quarterly Review, April 1903, p. 392 ff., there is a very
interesting account of a papyrus fragment in Hebrew, containing the Deca-
logue immediately followed by the Shema’. The fragment appears to date
from the first century of our era, and the text shows slight divergencies

from the Massoretic text. The papyrus is now in the Cambridge University
Library.
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would lend itself to heretical misrepresentation, by
those who denied the Divine Unity, more than the
first form. However this may be, the addition of the
response after the word ‘one’ would be much more
likely to lead to misrepresentation, especially if, as is
stated in (125), it was originally said in a whisper.
The effect would be that, in the recital of the liturgy,
after the declaration of the Divine Unity followed a
pause during which something was whispered. The
reason why it was whispered at first is no doubt
truly indicated in the fantastic haggadah of (125),
viz., that it was an extra-biblical interpolation into a
Scripture text. But it appears that this practice of
whispering the response was misrepresented by the
Minim ; and consequently it was ordered that the
response should be said aloud, so that there might be
no uncertainty as to the words really used. Apart
from that reason, the older method of whispering the
response was preferred ; and accordingly, in places
where there were no Minim, the practice was kept
up. This is expressly stated by R. Abahu, who
explains why it was ordered that the response should
—where there were Minim—be said in a loud voice.

The attempts described in (124) of several Rabbis
to introduce in Babylonia some practice already dis-
continued owing to the Minim, refer, I think, to the
recital of the Decalogue before the Shema’, and not
to the response after it.

It remains to inquire into the date at which the
order was made in regard to the recital of the
response in a loud voice. With this object in view,
1 include here another passage, in which mention is
made of ordinances directed against the Minim.
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(126) M. Ber. ix. 5.—All who concluded benedic-
tions in the sanctuary used to say ‘from the
world’ [i.e. from of old]. After the Minim
corrupted [religion] and said that there was
only one world, they ordered that they should
say ‘from world to world’ [Ze. ‘from age to
age,’ “for ever and ever’]. And they ordered
that a man should greet his companion with
the Name, as it is said [Ruth ii. 4], 4nd,
behold, Boaz went, etc.

This passage is from the Mishnah, and thus older
than the three previous ones. Although the Minim
are here mentioned, it is doubtful whether they are
really intended. The mention of the change in the
liturgy, by the substitution of the fuller doxology
‘from world to world,” may be nothing more than an
inference from Neh. ix. 5, and the reason for it a
recollection of the Sadducees. It is true that the
Minim are said to have denied the doctrine of
Immortality ; but, as has been already shown (see
above, p. 232 fol.), what they really denied was
the Scripture proof of the doctrine. Moreover, the
liturgical alteration referred to in (126) seems a rather
feeble counterblast against a denial of Immortality.

Gritz (G. d. J., iv. 458) suggests the revolt of
Bar Cocheba, 185 aA.p., as the date when the two
ordinances referred to in (126) were made. This is
possible, and perhaps not improbable ; but I cannot
find any sufficient evidence for the suggestion. It is
remarkable that the Mishnah passes over in silence
the famous change in the liturgy made by Gamliel 11.
at Jabneh, when the ¢ formula concerning the Minim’
was drawn up (see above, p. 125 fol.), and incorpor-
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ated in the Eighteen Benedictions. If the ordinance
about greeting with the Name, z.e. the sacred name
JHVH, had any reference to the Minim, it is at
least possible that it was made at the same time as
the formula against the Minim. Liturgical precau-
tions against Minuth seem to imply a time when
Minim might be expected to be present in the syna-
gogues where the liturgy was recited. Thus the
regulations referred to in (123), (124), and (125), the
origin of which was clearly unknown to those who
recorded them, may, with some probability, be referred
to the same period. But certainty on the point is
unattainable ; and it should be noted that in regard
to (125), R. Hananel, in his ‘commentary on the
passage, appears to have read in his text of Pesahim
that the ordinance was made in Usha. If this rests
on anything historical, then the date would be that
of the famous assembly at Usha, held after the
suppression of the revolt of Bar Cocheba, say about
140 A.Dp. But in the references to the decrees of that
assembly, no mention is made of liturgical changes,
or of the Minim. The attention of the assembly
seems to have been mainly given to questions affect-
ing property and family life, in view of the disorders
resulting from the war and the subsequent persecution
by the Romans. No manuscript authority is quoted
by Rabbinowicz in favour of the reading which men-
tions Usha. On the whole, while disclaiming any
certainty, I think it is probable that the liturgical
changes referred to in the passages under considera-
tion were made by the assembly at Jabneh, in the
time of Gamliel II., say about the end of the first

century.
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For some other liturgical peculiarities deemed
heretical, see above, p. 199 fol.

IMMORTALITY

(127) Shem. r. xliv. 6, p. 73, ®.—Another explana-
tion [Exod. xxxii. 13]: Remember Abraham
[Isaac and Israel]l. Why does he mention
the three Fathers? R. Levi said, ¢ Moses
said, Lord of the world, are the dead living ?
He said to him, Moses, thou art become a
Min,’ ete.

Commentary.—This passage is of interest only as
showing that to deny the Scripture warrant for im-
mortality is a sign of Minuth. For the attitude of
the Minim to the doctrine of Immortality, see above,
pp- 232, 280. 'The rest of the passage quoted has
nothing to do with Minuth. R. Levi was a younger
contemporary of R. Johanan.

SECTION 1V. MISCELLANEOUS PASSAGES
REFERRING TO MINIM, MINUTH

THE GROUND OF DEPARTURE 6F THE MINIM

(128) T. Meg. iv. 37.—Hence R. Shim’'on ben
Elazar used to say, One man alone is not
competent to reply to a corrupting speech;
for the Minim take their ground of departure
from the answer that Aaron gave to Moses.

Commentary. — The reference is to Exod. xxxii.

22-24, in which Aaron excuses himself to Moses
for having made the golden calf. The Erfurt MS.
of Tosephta reads, < The answer which Moses gave to
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Aaron,” which is obviously an error. The ¢ground
of departure’ of the Minim would seem to be the
rejection of the authority of Moses implied in the
act of making the calf. R. Shim’on ben El'azar was
a disciple of R. Meir, in the second half of the second
century. There is nothing to identify the Minim
with Christians in this passage; what is said would
apply to all Jewish heretics.

In (129) b. Meg. 25° there is a somewhat differ-
ent version of the above passage. R. Shim'on ben
Elazar says, ‘Let a man always be careful in his
answers; for from the answer which Aaron gave to
Moses, the Minim [so acc. to the MSS.] have gone
astray ; for it is said [Exod. xxxii. 24, I cast it in the
Sire, and there came out this calf” 'The commentators
explain this to mean that the Minim inferred from
the answer of Aaron that there was some truth in
so-called false religion.

Do ~nor c¢IvE PraceE To THE MiNiM

(130) T. Par. iii. 3.—They said, in the presence of
R. Aqiba, in the name of R. Ishma’el, Cups of
stone were hung on the horns of the oxen;
when the oxen stooped to drink, the cups
were filled. He said to them, ‘Do not give
occasion to the Minim to humble you.’

Commentary.—The phrase, Do not give occasion

to the Minim to humble you,’” occurs also in the
following passages: (i) M. Par. iii. 8, where the
speaker is R. José, and the printed text has opry in
place of po; (i) T. Joma iii. 2, where the speaker
is R. Aqiba. The subject-matter in every case is



REFERENCES TO MINIM AND MINUTH 317

different. The Mishnah in Joma does not contain
the phrase; but in the Babylonian Gemara, Joma
40P, it is quoted in a Baraitha apparently from the
Tosephta. Here the printed text has opmy in place
of p»n; but the latter is the reading of the MSS.
and of the early editions, as shown by Rabbinowicz.

The literal meaning of the phrase is clear; but
the application of it is very difficult to understand.
In every instance where it occurs, the matter under
discussion is a minute detail of ritual, connected with
either the killing of the red heifer [Num. xix. 1-13]
or the casting of lots for the scape-goat [Lev. xvi. 8
fol.]. In the time of R. Agqiba (or R. José, ze.
probably R. José ben Halaphta) the ritual in question
was no longer practised, having ceased to be possible
when the Temple was destroyed. The discussion
upon them was therefore purely academic. Accord-
ingly the difficulty arises, What reason was there to
fear the Minim? From all that we have learnt
hitherto, it does not appear that the Minim took part
or interest in the discussions upon halachah in the
Rabbinical assemblies. The frequent controversies
between Minim and Jewish Rabbis turned chiefly
upon the interpretation of texts of Scripture, and
were concerned with doctrine rather than with ritual.
If the ceremonies referred to had been actually per-
formed in the time of R. Agqiba, it would be more
easy to understand that the Minim might have found
occasion to criticise, and in some way to ‘humble,’
the Jews. But the ceremonies had long been dis-
used, together with all else that depended upon the
existence of the Temple.

Since, then, the discussion related to the manner
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in which these ceremonies had once been performed,
or ought to have been performed, we may interpret
the phrase about the Minim as a suggestion that the
opinions of those to whom R. Agqiba (or R. José)
addressed the remark were heretical, or at least
would support the contentions of the Minim. I can
offer no better explanation than this, and am aware
that it is not complete. I cannot show in what way
the opinions put forward tended to favour heresy.
The commentators on the passage in b. Joma 40P,
where the discussion refers to the scape-goat, explain
that the Minim will say that Azazel, for whom the
scape-goat was intended, was a second God, and
thus will taunt the Jews with admitting the doctrine
of Two Powers. But that criticism on the part of
the Minim, if it were made at all, would be applic-
able to the original text in Lev. xvi., not merely to
one small detail of the ritual connected with the
scape-goat. And as for the reference to the ‘cups
of stone’ hung on the horns of the oxen, it is hard
to see what this has to do with Minuth, or why the
Minim should object to it more than to the whole
series of ceremonies of which it was a small part.
If it were alleged that the Minim did object to, or
rather deny the validity of, the whole procedure in
reference to the red heifer and to the scape-goat,
then it might be pointed out that these two are
mentioned in the Epistle to the Hebrews, a writing
with which we have seen reason to believe the Minim
were familiar. It is, of course, possible that such a
reference underlies the phrase we are considering,
but in itself it is quite too slight and vague to serve
as the foundation for any such conclusion.
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An alternative explanation is that the reference
is not to the Minim but to the Sadducees. This is
supported by the printed text of the Mishm[h, and
by the fact that in two other passages of b. Joma, 19°
and 53" the Sadducees are undoubtedly referred to
in a discussion upon certain matters of ritual. It
is true that the Sadducees passed out of history
along with the Temple, at least it is probable they
did so. But there might, and indeed did, remain
the tradition of Sadducean practice and theory ; and
the phrase under consideration would, in this case,
mean that the opinions against which Agqiba pro-
tested were, in his judgment, Sadducean. But there
is nothing to establish any connexion between the
opinions put forward and the teaching or practice
of the Sadducees. And if there were, it is a ques-
tion whether it would have been worth while for
R. Agiba to have referred to a virtually extinct
opponent. The Minim, whoever they were, were
by no means extinct in the time of R. Aqiba; and
although it be now impossible to explain the precise
force of his remark, there can be little doubt that he
intended it to guard against a danger which he felt
to be real.

A CanoN orF MINUTH.

(1381) Ber. r. xlviii. 6, p. 97°, ©.—R. Jonathan said,
Everywhere that < hypocrisy’ (msun) occurs in
a verse, the Scripture speaks of Minuth; and
the common element in them all is [indicated
by Isa. xxxiii. 14]), The sinners in Zion are
afraid ; trembling hath seized the hypocrites.

Commentary.—This is really only an obiter dictum
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founded on the text in Isaiah. It never was applied
as a regular canon of interpretation. It amounts to
little more than the assertion that the essence of
Minuth is “hypocrisy.” The word so translated has
the root-meaning of ‘change,” ¢substitution,” and
thence ‘pretence.” It is most frequently used in
reference to religion, and implies either the pre-
tence of being religious, or the fact of being irre-
ligious ; thus, either ¢ hypocrisy ’ or ¢ godlessness.” R.
Jonathan accordingly declared that Minuth consisted
in hypocrisy, an outward profession of religion, i.e.
the Jewish religion, together with the denial of the
substance of it. The text in Isaiah was intended
as a convenient reminder of the alleged connexion
between hypocrisy and Minuth, but probably R.
Jonathan’s remark about Minuth was suggested to
him by the occurrence of the word ‘hypocrites,’
when he was expounding the text in Isaiah.

For R. Jonathan, see above, pp. 216, 254.

A CHANCE FOR THE MiNiMm. “1 HAVE HARDENED
Puaraodn’s HEart”

(182) Shem. r. xiil. 8, p. 24*.—Another explana-
tion: For I have hardencd his heart [Exod. x.
1. R. Johanan said, ¢ Here is an ‘opening
of the mouth” for the Minim to say, It was
not in his [Pharaoh’s] power that he should
repent, as it is said, For I have hardened his
heart” R. Shim’on ben Lagqish said to him,
‘ Let the mouth of the Minim be shut! But
[Prov. iii. 84}, Surely he scorneth the scorners!
For the Holy One, Blessed be He, warns a
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man once, twice, thrice; and [if] he does not
turn, then He closes his [the man’s] heart
against repentance, so as to punish him for
the sin which he committed. Even so [of]
Pharaoh the wicked. When the Holy One,
Blessed be He, had sent to him five times,
and he had not taken heed to His words, then
the Holy One, Blessed be He, said to him,
Thou hast stiffened thy neck, and thou hast
hardened thine heart. Lo, I add to thee un-
cleanness to thy uncleanness.’
Commentary—R. Johanan and his colleague R.
Shim’on ben Laqish have been frequently mentioned.
They lived in Tiberias in the latter half of the
third century. Who are referred to as the Minim
in this passage is not clear. Bacher (A. d. P. A,
i. 258 n. 1) says that “the Minim here are Gnostics,
who held that the God of the O.T. did not desire
the good,” and therefore did not allow Pharaoh to
repent. I do not presume to say that this inter-
pretation is incorrect. Yet the argument of R.
Shim’on ben Lagish seems to show that the point
in dispute was, not the goodness or otherwise of God,
but the possibility of repentance on the part of
Pharaoh. The Minim are charged by R. Johanan
with saying, < It was not in the power of Pharaoh
to repent, because God hardened his heart’ The
rejoinder to that is that Pharaoh could have repented,
and was given five opportunities to repent, and that
only when he had neglected all these did God close
his heart against repentance, so that Pharaoh might
be justly punished for his sins. That many Gnostics

thought that the God of the O.T. did not desire the
21
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good, is perhaps true. But if the Minim are to be
identified with such Gnostics, then we should expect
that the question of the goodness of God would be
frequently debated between Minim and Jews; and
this we have not found to be the case.

An alternative interpretation is not impossible.
We have already found reason to connect with the
doctrines of the Minim the teaching of the Epistle to
the Hebrews (see above, pp. 265 fol.). Now, in that
Epistle, vi. 6, there is a remarkable saying about
repentance, It is impossible to remew them to re-
pentance. 'The writer of the epistle applies this to
those who were once enlightened . . . . and fell away.
And, of course, such a case as that of Pharaoh does
not come within the range of the principle laid down.
But that would not prevent an opponent from saying
that the Epistle to the Hebrews taught the im-
possibility of repentance. And if, further, such
impossibility was held to be not merely on the part
of man but on the part of God, then R. Johanan
might with justice say that the text which he quoted,
I have hardened his heart, bore out the doctrine
which he supposed the Minim to hold. R. Shim’on
ben Laqish agreed with him in supposing that the
Minim held such a doctrine ; but he sought to show
that the text quoted did not support it, and that if
a man did not repent, it was his own fault. God
did not prevent him from repenting, but only, after
repeated warning, accepted the fact and inflicted
punishment.

It is worth notice that this very case of Pharaoh
is mentioned in the Epistle to the Romans, ix. 17, 18,
For the Scripture saith unto Pharaok [cp. Exod. ix.
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16], < For this very purpose did I raise thee up, that
I might show in thee my power, and that my name
might be published abroad in all the earth.” So then
he hath mercy on whom he will, and whom he will he
hardeneth. That the Epistle to the Romans was
known to the Rabbis is extremely doubtful. But it
may have been known to the readers of the Epistle
to the Hebrews ; and if not that, there is at least so
much of connexion of thought between the two
epistles as to make it probable that the idea of the
unconditional sovereignty of God would be accept-
able to the readers of the Epistle to the Hebrews.

On the whole, therefore, while admitting that the
Minim in the present passage may represent Gnostics,
I think it more probable that, as elsewhere, so here
they denote Jewish Christians holding the doctrines
of the Epistle to the Hebrews.

Four Crasses or MiNid

(133) Jalq. Shim., Ps. 1x. 9 (7). — Another ex-
planation [Ps. Ix. 9], Gilead s minc. R.
Shim’on ben Lagqish said, ¢ If the Minim say to
thee that the Holy One, Blessed be He, doth
not revive the dead, say to them, Behold
Elijjah, who was of Tishbi in Gilead, testifying
that I have revived the dead by his hand. A nd
Manassch is mine. 1f they say to thee that
the Holy One, Blessed be He, doth not
receive repentance, say to them, Behold
Manasseh, testifying that I received him in
repentance, as it is said [2 Chron. xxxii. 13],
And he prayed to the Lord; and he was



324 CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

intreated of him and heard lis prayer.
Ephraim is the defence of my head. And if
they say unto thee that the Holy One, Blessed
be He, doth not visit the barren, Behold
Elkanah of whom it is written [1 Sam. 1. 1],
A son of Tohu, a son of Zoph, an Ephraimite,
testifying that I visited Hannah. Judah is my
sceptre.  And if they say unto thee that the
Holy One, Blessed be He, doth not deliver
from the fire, Behold Hananiah and his com-
panions testifying that He delivered them
from the fire; as it is said [Dan. 1. 6], Now
among them were of the childven of Judah,
Daniel, Hananiah.

Commentary.—The above passage occurs, with no
important variations, in Bamm. r. xiv. 1; and in
Tanhuma, Nissa, § 80. The author is undoubtedly
R. Shim’'on ben Laqish, as Bacher points out.

The text of Ps. 1x. 9 is not interpreted, but is
forced by sheer violence to suggest a refutation of
four heretical doctrines, which are ascribed to the
Minim. It is only indeed in connexion with the first
heresy, viz., the denial of the resurrection of the
dead, that the Minim are mentioned ; but they are
clearly intended in all four instances of alleged
heresy. Moreover, the heresy that God does not
receive a penitent is expressly ascribed to the Minim
in the passage translated above (p. 820), where the
refutation is given by R. Shim’on ben Laqish. I do
not know of any ground for ascribing, either to
Gnostics or to Jewish Christians, the doctrines that
God does not give children to the barren women,
and that he does not save men from the fire. Who,
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therefore, are meant by the Minim in these two
instances, I am unable to suggest.

WoORDS OF THE MINIM

(134) Siphri, § 48, p. 84°.—R. Shim’on ben Menasja
says [Prov. v. 15], Drink waters out of thine
own well, drink the waters of thy creator;
and do not drink foul waters, lest thou be
drawn with the words of the Minim.

Commentary. — R. Shim’on ben Menasja was a
contemporary of R. Jehudah ha-Qadosh, in the
beginning of the third century.

The application of the text in Prov. v. 15 to the
Minim is chiefly of interest because it is found in an
early Midrash. In itself it contains nothing new.
We have already seen that this chapter of Proverbs
was by other Rabbis interpreted in reference to
Minuth (see above, p. 185).

92, “THEY THAT HATE Mge.” THE MIiNiM

(185) Siphri, § 831, p. 140%.—{Deut. xxxii. 41],
I will render vengeance to mine adversaries,
these are the Cuthiim [Samaritans]; as it is
said [Ezra iv. 1], dnd the adversaries of Judah
and Benjamin heard that the children of the
captivity were building the Temple. And I will
recompense them that hate me, these are the
Minim ; and thus He [i.c God, in Scripture]
saith [Ps. exxxix. 21, 22], Do I not hate them
which hate thee, O Lord ? and am I not grieved
with those that rise up against thee? I hate
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them with a perfect hatred ; they have become
as encmies to me.

Commentary.—Observe that the Minim are here
distinguished from the Samaritans. In a few
passages the reading varies between Minim and
Cuthiim.

For the application of Ps. cxxxix. 21, 22 to the
Minim, see above, p. 156, where R. Ishmael cites the
same text in reference to the books of the Minim.

A Reprry 1o THE MiNiM. GENEALOGIES

(136) b. B. Bath. r. 91> — And R. Hanan bar
Rabba said that Rab said, The mother of
Abraham was Amathlai bath Carnebo: the
mother of Haman was Amathlai bath Orbathi ;
and thy signs are, ‘ Unclean, unclean,” ‘ Clean,
clean.” The mother of David was Nizzebath
bath Adael, the mother of Samson was Zelal-
ponith, and his sister Nesiin. To what does
this tend? To an answer to the Minim.

Commentary.—R. Hanan b. Rabba was a son-in-

law of Rab, the disciple of R. Jehudah ha-Qadosh,
who carried to Babylonia the tradition embodied in
the Mishnah. Rab is the sole authority for the
names of personages in the above list. He may
have invented them. Only one, Zelalponith, is found
in the O.T., and that, in a slightly different form,
1 Chr. iv. 3. Whether Rab intended them to serve
as an ‘answer to the Minim,” there is nothing to
show. The Gemara does not explain how they
could serve such a purpose. Rashi says, “The
Minim asks us concerning these more than concern-
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ing other women, and we reply that [the names] have
been handed down to us, orally, by the prophets.”
Why the Minim, whether Gnostics or Jewish
Christians, should have been curious on the subject,
I do not know. Possibly the reference to ‘endless
genealogies,” 1 Tim. i. 3, may have some bearing on
the point.

THe Mixim axD THE NEw MooN

(1837) M. R. ha-Sh., ii. 1.—If they do not know
him, they send another with him to vouch for
him. Formerly they used to receive evidence
as to the new moon from anyone. Since the
Minim acted perversely, they ordained that
they should not receive evidence except from
such as were known.

Commentary.—This passage is from the Mishnah,
and its extreme terseness of style requires some expan-
sion. The subject under discussion is the question
of determining the time of new moon, the time upon
which depended the date of the festivals in the suc-
ceeding month. The beginning of the month was
the day on ‘which the new moon was first seen after
conjunction with the sun. KEvidence was therefore
taken from those who had seen the new moon. Such
witnesses must of course be trustworthy; therefore
(and here our passage begins), if a witness was un-
known to those appointed to receive evidence, another
man accompanied him, in order to vouch for his
credibility. Formerly anyone might give evidence.
But from the time that the Minim introduced some
mischievous practice, it was ordered that only the
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evidence of such witnesses as were personally known
should be received. »

This is an interesting as well as an obscure passage ;
-and though both the Gemaras make some reference
to it, they do not give a complete explanation.

In the first place, there is no doubt that the read-
ing ¢ Minim’ [p»n] is the correct one. It is the read-
ing of the Mishnah, as printed separately, and of the
text of the Mishnah incorporated in the Gemaras.
(See Rabbinowicz on b. R. ha-Sh. 22".) The verse of
the Mishnah immediately following (R. ha-Sh,, i
2) mentions the Samaritans [om>], as having intro-
duced some corrupt practice. Thus the Mishnah is
aware that the Samaritans are not the same as the
Minim, and therefore the mention of the Minim is
intentional. When we turn to the Tosephta and the
Gemaras, we find a source of confusion in a story
about certain people called Baithusin [pownma] who
also introduced corrupt practices. The Tosephta
gives this story [R. ha-Sh,, i. 15}, and does not say
anything about the Minim. It says, “ Formerly they
used to receive evidence from any man. On one
occasion the Baithusin hired two witnesses to come
and deceive the Wise; because the Baithusin do
not admit that Atzereth [Pentecost] should be on
(any day] except the day after a Sabbath.” [There-
fore they sought to influence the calculation upon
which the day of the feast ultimately depended.]

The Palestinian Gemara R. ha-Sh. 579, in its com-
ments upon the alleged corrupt practices, appears to
depend upon the notice in Tosephta just mentioned.
The Minim are not referred to by name. It is stated
that the ¢ corrupt practice’ consisted in keeping Pente-
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cost on the day after a Sabbath, and assuming that
that day had been consecrated as the feast day;
whereas the right day, according to the view of the
Talmudic Rabbis, the fiftieth day from the first
Paschal day, might fall later in the week. After this
explanation has been given there follows the story
about the Baithusin and their false witnesses. It is
possible, therefore, that the explanation about the
fiftieth day being kept on a Sunday does not refer
to the Baithusin, but to the Minim.

In the Babylonian Gemara, R. ha-Sh. 22° the
printed text has the following:—(138) * Formerly
they used to receive evidence concerning the new
moon from any man. [This is the quotation of the
Mishnah.] Our Rabbis have taught: What corrupt
practice did the ¢ Baithusin’ commit? On one occa-
sion,” etc., and then follows the story about the false
witnesses. Now the correct reading in this passage is
not ¢ Baithusin,” but ¢ Minim’ (see Rabbinowicz on
R. ha-Sh. 22"). The alteration has no doubt been
made on account of the mention of the Baithusin in
the story which follows. That story, a graphically-
told anecdote, seems to me to have obscured the re-
ference to the Minim, and led to the belief that the
Mishnah, in its charge against the Minim, was really
referring to the Baithusin; accordingly the story is
quoted in explanation. Who the Baithusin were is
not certain, probably the name indicates more than
one religious party at different epochs. The story of
their false witnesses implies Jerusalem for the scene
of it, and, if historical, is thus earlier than A.p. 70.
But the ¢ corrupt practices’ which had to be guarded
against continued long after that date. In the
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Palestinian Gemara, R. ha-Sh. 579, it Is stated that
R. Nehorai once went to Usha!® to corroborate a wit-
ness for the new moon. Thereupon follows immedi-
ately the explanation already given about the day of
Pentecost being kept on a Sunday.

Now, whether the Minim are identical with the
Baithusin or not, it is quite possible that the Minim
may have had their own reasons for holding a similar
view with regard to the proper days of Passover and
Pentecost. If the Minim were Jewish Christians, it is
easy to understand that they would have an interest
in the date of Pentecost, and the corresponding
fiftieth day previous to Pentecost. The Jewish
Christians kept the Jewish feasts, but read into them
a Christian meaning, and connected with Passover
and Pentecost the death of Jesus and the gift of the
Holy Ghost. Jesus was crucified on a Friday, and,
according to the Gospels, rose again on the Sunday
following. The first Christian Pentecost was likewise
on a Sunday. Now, according to the Jewish usage,
the fourteenth day of Nisan, the day of Passover,
might fall upon any day of the week. The Jewish
Christians would naturally prefer that it should fall
on a Friday, so that the fast and feast days should
correspond with those of the original Passion-week
and the subsequent I’entecost. Since it was the
custom, according to the Mishnah, to fix the appear-
ance of the new moon by the evidence of eye-wit-
nesses, and to determine the days of the month
accordingly, Jewish Christians could give evidence as

! The Sanhedrin, or at least the Nasi and his colleagues, met at Usha
A.D. 130 circa, and again in A.D. 140 circa. Probably the visit of R. Nehorai
took place at the earlier date.
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well as others. And, whether or not they ever
attempted to influence the determination of the days
of the month, their evidence would be open to sus-
picion, because they were known to be biassed in
favour of a particular day of the week for the four-
teenth of Nisan.

If, then, according to the reading of the Mishnah,
the Minim are really referred to in connexion with
the subject of the new moon witnesses, there is some
amount of ground for identifying them with Jewish
Christians. That the Minim in this instance can be
Gnostics is out of the question. The Gnostics did
not pay any regard to the ‘set feasts’ of the Jewish
religion, and would not care what might be the day
of the week on which they fell.

THE MINIM AND ALEXANDER THE GREAT

In Vajigr. r. xii. 5, p. 19% it is related that
Alexander the Great showed honour to the High
Priest, Shim'on ha-Tzaddiq, and that the ¢ Minim’
remonstrated with him for doing so. The story
occurs in Josephus, Antiq., xi. 8, 5, and is repeated in
b. Joma 69%, and Pesiqta d. R. Kahana, Parah, p. 41
Neither of the two Hebrew texts mentions the word
¢ Minim.” The text in Joma has simply ¢ they said to
him’; the text in Pesiqta has ¢hkis courtiers said to
him.” The reading ‘Minim,” or rather ¢Minai,” in
Vajigr. r. may be explained as being, at the late date
of the compilation of this Midrash, merely a general
term for enemies of the Jews. It is sufficient to
mention this passage without going to the trouble of
translating it.
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In like manner it will be sufficient to mention,
without comment, some few passages which merely
allude to Minim, but contain nothing of importance
for the study of them. These passages are as
follows :—

MiNtM, CasuaL. REFERENCES

(i) b. Ber. 7%, Sanh. 105°, A. Zar. 4°>.—R. Jehoshua
ben Levi is annoyed by a Min, who lived
near him. The fact is mentioned on account
of the device which the Rabbi made use of,
unsuccessfully, to draw down a curse upon
his enemy.

(ii) b. Ber. 54*—The Minim say there is only one
world. See above, p. 313 fol. 'The reading
* Minim ’ is correct, yet it is possible that the
original reference was to the Sadducees.

(ii1) JIb., 56*>.—A Min asks R. Ishmael to interpret
certain dreams. There is no reference to
Minuth.

(iv) Ib. 58*.—A Min converses with R. Shesheth.
There is no reference to Minuth. Probably
the Min in this instance was a Persian, and
a fire-worshipper. If so, ‘Min’ may re-
present ¢ Mani.’

(v) b. Meg. 23*.—Jacob the Min asks a question
of R. Jehudah. There is no reference to
Minuth. Tosaphoth doubts whether Jacob
was a Min at all.

(vi) b. B. Bathra 25*.— R. Shesheth would not turn
to the east because the Minim teach con-
cerning it. Here, as in No. (iv), Minim



REFERENCES TO MINIM AND MINUTH 333

probably denotes fire-worshippers. It should
be added, however, that Rashi believes the
reference to be to  the disciples of Jesus.’

(vii) b. Sanh. 37*.—R. Kahana answers the question
of a Min concerning a woman who is am.
No reference to Minuth.

(viii) M. Jad. iv. 8—A Min of Galilee’ said
to the Pharisees, etc., see Geiger, Urschrift,
p- 146; Schiirer, G. d. J. V., ii. 818. The
Min here is a political rather than a religious
partisan. Probably a follower of Judah of
Galilee is meant. The date of the passage
is uncertain, probably not earlier than the
codification of the Mishnah by Rabbi.
Therefore it cannot be quoted as the earliest
instance of the use of the term Min. The
printed text of the Misnah reads Tzaddugqi
in place of Min; but the latter reading is
shown by Schiirer to be the right one.

As the printed texts of the Talmud are subject to
the censorship of the press, it is frequently the case
that the word Min (Minim) is struck out and re-
placed by Tzadduqi, Cuthi, Romi, or some other
innocent word. 'This defect is found in most of the
printed texts since the edition of Basle, 1578. The
comparison of manuscripts, and early editions, as
performed by Rabbinowicz,' has made it possible to
correct these mischievous errors. A few passages

! The invaluable work of Rabbinowicz, entitled Digduge Sopherim, is
unfortunately incomplete. It extends over perhaps three-fourths of the
Talmud, including the most important of the treatises.
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remain, in which the reading Tzaddugqi, or Cuthi, is
the right one. I subjoin a list of references to such
passages as I have met with where this is the case.
There are probably others. My purpose, however,
Is not to collect references to the Sadducees, or to
the Samaritans, but to give a list of the references
to the Minim as complete as I can, and also as
free as possible from the intrusion of what does not
belong to it.

In the following passages, the reading Tzadduqi is
correct, and the reference is to the Sadducees.

(A.) Mishnah (collected by Schiirer, op. cit., ii.
317 fol); Erubh. vi. 2 (uncertain); Macec. i. 6;
Parah. iii. 7; Nidd. iv. 2; Jad. iv. 6, 7, 8. (B.)
Talmud. Joma 19° 532; B. Bathr. 115°; Macec. 5°;
Nidd. 38°. (C.) Tosephta; Hagg. iii. 85.

97. JacoB oF CHEPHAR NEBURAIA

A passage has already been quoted (see above,
p- 219) from the Midrash Qoh. r. (on vii. 26,
p- 219, in which it is stated that «R. Isi of
Ceesarea expounded this verse in reference to Minuth :
The good is R. El'azar, the sinner is Jacob of Chephar
Neburaia,” etc., after which follows a list of five other
examples of contrasted saints and sinners. 'There can
be no possible doubt that the intention of R. Isi was
to pronounce Jacob of Ch. N. a Min. It is therefore
desirable to ascertain what may be known about this
Jacob. I have not included him in the list of those
Minim who had polemical discussions with Jews,
because no such controversies are ascribed to him.
Controversies he certainly had, but in the records
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of them he is not called a Min. Moreover, certain
sayings of his are mentioned with approval, and the
Babylonian Gemara does not seem to have any
suspicion of his ¢ Minuth.” T have therefore thought
it best to deal with him in a separate section, and
to put that as an appendix to the main body of
evidence collected on the subject of Minuth.

Jacob of Chephar Neburaia lived in the fourth
century, and is most frequently mentioned in con-
nexion with Tyre and Casarea. 'The site of the
village from which he took his name has not been
identified. ~He ‘targumed’ Hagg. it. 19, in the
synagogue Maradta in Casarea, and his exposition
was approved by the Rabbis (j. Bicc. iii. 8. 65% b.
Sanh. 7%, and Midr. Samuel c. 7 (6)'). He expounded
Ps. Ixv. 2 at Tyre; and his exposition is quoted in
j- Ber. 129 In b. Meg. 18 it is quoted, but is
ascribed to R. Jehudah of Chephar Neburaia. This
is the result of a confusion between Jacob of Ch. N.
and R. Jehudah bar Nahmani, who had been inter-
preter (mrnn) of R. Shim’on ben Lagish.

Further, Jacob of Ch. N. was involved in con-
troversy with R. Haggai of Tyre upon questions
of halachah. Two Instances of this are given, and
appear together in several passages in the Rabbinical
literature. The two halachic decisions which he gave
were, first, that the son of a Gentile woman might be
circumcised on the Sabbath; and second, that the
rules relating to the killing of cattle for food applied
also to fishes. For both these decisions he was called
to account by R. Haggai, who ordered him on each

! This reference is given by Bacher, A. d. P. A, iii. 710,3. I have not
the means of verifying it.
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occasion to come and be scourged for having given a
wrong decision. Jacob asked R. Haggai by what
authority he scourged him? The Rabbi quoted
texts to show that Jacob’s teaching was wrong, after
which Jacob lay down and submitted to be scourged.
The first of these two incidents is described in j.
Kidd. 644, ). Jebam. 4*. The two together are found
in Ber. r. vii. 2, Bamm. r. xix. 8, Pesiqta d. R. Kahana,
§ Parah., 35° 86% Tanhuma, Huqqath, 56°, 57°.

In b. Kethub. 65* a halachic decision by Jacob of
Ch. N. is mentioned and debated, with no hint that
any suspicion attached to him. In j. Shabb. 17°
there is the following :—Jacob of Chephar Neburaia
asked R. Haggai, ‘Is then a child that is born in
the twilight circumcised in the twilight?’ He said
to him, ¢ If thou and I were entering in at one door,
perhaps we might be able to decide the point.’ The
meaning of this plainly is, that Jacob was no longer
considered by the Rabbi to be in fellowship and thus
open to conviction on Jewish principles. It is no-
where said that Jacob was excommunicated, but it
seems reasonable to infer that in some way he was
excluded from the community of Israel and regarded
as a hereticc His question to R. Haggai may in-
dicate that he still regarded himself as being a
member of the community.

In the passage already mentioned, Qoh. r. vii. 28,
219, he is charged with Minuth, in contrast with a
certain El'azar otherwise unknown.

The above passages contain, I believe, all that is
known of Jacob of Chephar Neburaia. They are
too scanty to be of much use, and for that reason I
have not translated them. Scanty as they are, how-
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ever, they prove that Jacob of Ch. N. was a real
person, and that he became a heretic. It is there-
fore needless, and unwarranted, to say, as Friedlinder
says (Vorch. jiid. Gnosticismus, p. 108), that in the
list of contrasted saints and sinners, Qoh. r. vii. 26,
Jacob of Ch. N. is plainly Jacob of Ch. Sechanja
(see above, p. 221 n.) We may also perhaps infer
that the distinction between Jew and Min was not
regarded, from the side of the Minim, as being a
very sharp one. Here may be compared the very
curious story of R. Saphra and the Minim of Ceesarea
(see above, p. 266 fol.). There the Minim, strange as
it seems, actually engaged a Jewish Rabbi to be their
teacher. It is true he did not suit them ; but that
was owing to his defective knowledge of Scripture,
not to the fact of his being a Jew. Is it possible
that Jacob of Ch. N. stood in some similiar relation
towards the Minim, and that less staunch than R.
Saphra, he was perverted by those to whom he
ministered ? That he did become a Min is shown
not merely by the passage in Qoh. r., but also by
that in j. Shabb. 17°, where R. Haggai speaks of
himself and Jacob as not entering at the same door.
But it is worthy of note that his apostasy does not
appear to have been known outside of his own
country. He is mentioned in the Babylonian
Gemara, Kethub. 65*% and an opinion given by him
is debated without any reference to his being a Min.
Further, if I am right in supposing that the passage
j- Shabb. 17° refers to a time after he had become a
Min, then it would seem that he still kept up his
interest in halachah. If so, he might be a Jewish

Christian, but scarcely a Gnostic. There is, however,
22
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nothing to show what was the change which turned
him from a Jew into a Min. He remains a shadowy

figure, tantalising by its vagueness, the ghost of an
ancient heretic.

THE PriesTHoob oF MELCHIZEDEK

¢139) b. Nedar. 32°.—R. Zechariah said, in the
name of R. Ishmael, The Holy one, Blessed be
He, sought to cause the priesthood to go forth
from Shem. For it is said [Gen. xiv. 18], 4nd
he was priest of God Most High. As soon as
he put the blessing of Abraham before the
blessing of God, he caused it to go forth from
Abraham, as it is said [2b. 19]), Adnd ke blessed
kim and said, ¢ Blessed be Abrakam of God
Most High, possessor of heaven and earth, and
blessed be God Most High.’ Abraham said to
him, ‘Do they put the blessing of the servant
before the blessing of his owner?’ Immedi-
ately it was given to Abraham, as it is said
[Ps. ex. 1], The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit
thou at my right hand until I make thy enemies
the footstool for thy feet. And further down
it is written (ib. 4), The Lord hath sworn,
and will not repent, Thou art a priest for ever
after the order of Melchizedek, according to the
saying of Melchizedek. And this is what is
written [Gen. xiv. 18), dnd ke was priest of
God Most High. He was priest; his seed
were not priests.
Commentary.—The point of the above haggadah
B that the priesthood was taken away from
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Melchizedek and given to Abraham. God, it is
said, had at first intended that the priesthood should
‘go forth from Shem,’ ze. should be handed down
along the line of his posterity. Melchizedek is here
identified with Shem, as elsewhere in the Midrash.
The divine purpose, however, was changed, and the
priesthood was caused to descend in the line of
Abraham. Tosaphoth points out that Abraham
himself was one of the descendants of Shem, and
gives the explanation that the priesthood was taken
away from all the other descendants of Shem, and
given to Abraham and his posterity. In any case
it was taken away from Melchizedek. Now Mel-
chizedek was the subject of a great deal of specu-
lation in the early centuries of the common era.
There was a Gnostic sect who called themselves
after his name, regarding him as an incarnation of
the divine power. Also, in the Epistle to the
Hebrews, Melchizedek is represented as a type of
Christ, and the comparison is worked out in detail
[Heb. vii.]. Evidently the intention of R. Ishmael,
in his haggadah, was to destroy the foundation for
this exalted conception of Melchizedek, by showing
that the priesthood was taken away from him. This
R. Ishmael is the same whom we have already met
with several times as an opponent of Minim. It was
he who forbade the attempted cure of his nephew,
Ben Damah, by a Min who was beyond question a
Christian (see above, p. 103 fol.). It was he, also,
who severely condemned the Scriptures of the Minim
(see above, p. 156 fol.). He lived in Palestine at the
end of the first, and well on into the second century.
The depreciation of Melchizedek would serve as
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an argument against both the Gnostic sect and the
Christian readers of the Epistle to the Hebrews; but
1 see no reason to restrict the reference to the first.
The Melchizedekites do not appear to have been a
very important or very aggressive sect, certainly not
more prominent than the Jewish Christians. It has
been suggested above (p. 265) that the doctrine of
Two Powers in Heaven, ascribed to the Minim, is
the Jewish version of the Christology of the Epistle
to the Hebrews. I take the present passage to be
additional evidence in support of the view that the
teaching of that Epistle was known to the Rabbis,
and that the Minim were, or at least included, Jewish
Christians whose theology was represented in that
Epistle. It should be noticed that R. Ishmael, as
well as the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews,
made use of Ps. cx. 4 in support of his argument. The
Rabbi interpreted the words 'nvas % (Eng. version,
After the order of), to mean according to the saying
of Melchizedek. That is, Melchizedek himself, by
what he had said, forfeited the priesthood so that it
passed to Abraham. The citation of Ps. cx. may,
however, be due not to the Rabbi’s acquaintance with
the Epistle to the Hebrews, but merely to the fact
that Melchizedek is mentioned in the Psalm. That
his argument does impugn the doctrine of the Epistle
to the Hebrews there can be no question.

This completes the series of passages in which I
have found a reference to Christianity, in the person
of its Founder or of his followers. That the whole
material is exhausted I do not venture to affirm.
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The Rabbinical literature is enormous, and, moreover,
has never been indexed, so that 1 dare not claim to
have overlooked nothing. Nevertheless, I believe 1
have gathered all the important passages, and nearly
all the less important ones. A few I have in-
tentionally left out, which have been thought to
have some polemical reference, but in which I could
find no allusion, however remote, to Christianity.
Also, I have omitted passages where a mere verbal
likeness might be traced to some phrase in the New
Testament. The subject of parallel passages did not
come within the limits which I had marked out for
my work.

It remains now to collect the general results of the
mass of evidence presented in the foregoing pages;
and to this task I shall devote the concluding section
of this book.



DIVISION II
GENERAL RESULTS

I HAVE called this book by the title of ¢ Christianity
in Talmud and Midrash,” and have offered to the
reader a number of passages from the Rabbinical
literature of the first four centuries containing what
I believe to be references to Christianity, either in the
person of its Founder, or of his followers. In doing
so I have been unable to avoid giving provisional
answers to questions which cannot be fully answered
until all the evidence has been presented, and have
thus, to some extent, taken for granted what ought
to be proved. In this concluding section I shall try
to complete my case by a general review of the evi-
dence, and shall show first that Jesus is referred to in
the Rabbinical literature ; and second, that the Minim,
who are so often mentioned, are, or at all events
include, Jewish Christians. Under the first head I
shall, after proving as I hope that the historical Jesus
of Nazareth is referred to, sum up the main heads of
the traditions concerning him, and inquire into their
origin and value. Under the second head I shall in
like manner, after presenting the case for the Chris-

tianity of the Minim, collect the evidence for their
342



GENERAL RESULTS 343

theology, their relation to Judaism, and whatever else
may serve to give clearness and distinctness to the
picture. 'The problem of the Minim has often been
discussed, for it is one of the riddles of the Talmud.
The solution of that problem attempted here may
claim at least the merit of being based upon a larger
body of evidence than has, so far as I know, ever
been collected before. If the reader is dissatisfied
with that solution, he has now before him the
materials for a better.



CHAPTER 1
JEsus IN THE TarLMUD AND MIDRASH

Is the historical Jesus of Nazareth mentioned in the
Rabbinical literature? Or, to state the question
somewhat differently, are the persons variously named
Ben Stada, Ben Pandira, Jeshu, Jeshu ha-Notzri, one
and the same individual, and he, Jesus of Nazareth ?
The answer to this question is clearly given by a
comparison of parallel passages. Thus:—

(@) T. Sanh. x. 11 (see above, p. 79, No. (19)), “ And
thus they did to Ben Stada in Lud, . . . . and they
brought him to the Beth Din and stoned him.”

(b) b. Sanh. 672 (see above, p. 79, No. (21)), *“ And
they bring him to the Beth Din and stone him; and
thus they did to Ben Stada in Lud, and they hung
him on the eve of Pesah.”

(¢) b. Sanh. 43* (see above, p. 83, No. (22)), “ On
the eve of Pesah they hung Jeshu ha-Notzri.” . . .
« Jeshu ha-Natzri goeth forth to be stoned because he
hath practised magic, no's, and deceived and led astray
Israel.”

(d) b. Shabb. 104" (see above, p. 85, No. (1)), “ And
did not Ben Stada bring magic spells, oeny, from

Egypt?”
344
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There can be no reasonable doubt that Ben Stada
is here equivalent to Jeshu ha-Notzri.! Next, let us
compare Ben Pandira with Jeshu ha-Notzri. We
have

(e) T. Hull 1i. 24 (see above, p. 188, No. (45)). R.
Eliezer said, “Once I was walking in the street of
Sepphoris ; I found Jacob of Chephar Sichnin, and he
said a word of Minuth in the name of Jeshu ben
Pantiri.”

(f) b. A. Zar. 16, 17* (see above, p. 188, No. (46)).
R.Eliezer said, “ Once I was walking in the upper street
of Sepphoris, and I found a man, one of the disciples
of Jeshu ha-Notzri, and Jacob of Chephar Sechanja
was his name,” . . . . “and he said to me, Thus hath
Jeshu ha-Notzri taught me.”

The name Jeshu ben Pantiri in (e) is, on the same

1 Note that the form Jeshu ben Stada does not occur. Ben Stada is
clearly identified with Jeshu ha-Notzri; but the possibility remains that
originally they were not identical. R. Eliezer, who mentions Jeshu ben
Pandira, mentions also Ben Stada, with no indication that the two names
denote one person. I venture to suggest, as worth consideration, the hypo-
thesis that Ben Stada originally denoted “that Egyptian” [Acts xxi. 38 ;
Josephus Antiqq., xx. 8, 6; B. J,, ii. 13, 5], who gave himself out as a
prophet, led a crowd of followers to the Mount of Olives, and was routed
there by the Procurator Felix. This man is called a sorcerer ; at least he
promised that the walls of Jerusalem should fall at his approach. Now R.
Eliezer said of Ben Stada that he brought magical spells from Egypt ; and
the Rabbis, to whom he made this remark, replied that ‘ Ben Stada wasa
fool’ This verdict is more appropriate to the Jewish-Egyptian impostor
than to the much more dangerous Jeshu ha-NGtzri. In later times the
two might easily be confused together. If there is anything in this
suggestion, the name Stada, the pronunciation of which is guaranteed by
the explanation ‘Stath da, might have some connexion with &vdoraros,
¢seditious,’ or at least with some cognate form from the root ‘sta.’ It should
be observed that R. Eliezer does not say that Ben Stada was put to death at
Liad, and that according to Josephus the Egyptian himself escaped. The
execution of Ben Stada at Lid is the result of identifying Ben Stada with
Jeshu ha-Natzri.
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page a few lines higher up, given in the form Jeshua
ben Pandiri. The passages (¢) and (f') clearly prove
the identity of Jeshu ben Pandira with Jeshu ha-
Notzri.

For the identification of Ben Stada with Ben
Pandira, which indeed would logically follow from
the passages given above, we have the explicit state-
ment.

b. Shabb. 104® (see above, p. 35, No. (1)), “Ben
Stada is Ben Pandira.”

So far as the identification of the names is con-
cerned the case is clear. Do these names denote the
historical Jesus of Nazareth, the Founder of Chris-
tianity ¢ The following passages supply the answer.

() b. Sanh. 107° (see above, p. 51, No. (7)). “Jeshu
ha-Noétari practised magic and deceived and led astray
Israel.”

() b. Sanh. 43* (see above, p. 84, No. (22)), « It
was different with Jeshu ha-Notzri, for he was near to
the kingdom.”

(¢) Ibid. (see above, p. 90), «“ Jeshu [ha-Notzri] had
five disciples.”

(7) T. Hull. ii. 22, 23 (see above, p. 108, No. (28)),
“There came in Jacob a man of Chephar Sama to
cure him in the name of Jeshua ben Pandira.”

(k) j. A. Zar. 40°% 41* (see above, p. 104, No. (30)).
“He said, We will speak to thee in the name of
Jeshu ben Pandira.”

Taking all these passages together, we find that
the person named in them was one who ¢deceived
and led astray Israel,” who was tried and executed for
doing so, who had disciples, and in whose name those
disciples performed, or sought to perform, cures of
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sick persons. Finally, since the person here named is
called Jeshu ha-Notzri, the conclusion follows that he
was either the historical Jesus of Nazareth, or else
some otherwise totally unknown man of the same
name and dwelling-place. There can be no question
that the first of the iwo alternatives is the right
one.

This conclusion is arrived at strictly from the evi-
dence as given above, and takes no account of the
a priort probability that a man, so important in Jewish
history as Jesus, would be mentioned in the Talmud.
That probability certainly strengthens the conclusion.
Yet it is remarkable how very little the Talmud does
say about Jesus, although there be no longer any
room for doubt that he is referred to.

The conclusion here arrived at is sufficient to
dispose of the arguments founded on chronological
grounds, which are intended to show that there are
in the Talmud two persons called Jesus, neither of
whom is the historical Jesus of Nazareth. The earlier
of these is the one mentioned in (7) above (p. 52 fol.)
as the disciple, and therefore contemporary, of R.
Jehoshua ben Perahjah, who lived a century before
the Christian era. The second is the Ben Stada who
was put to death at Lud, and who was supposed
to be contemporary with R. Aqiba, a century after
that era began. It is quite possible that the com-
pilers of the Talmud were not aware of the identity
of these two; it is certain that chronology was not a
science in which the Rabbis excelled, or one in which
they laid stress upon accuracy.

Having now established the fact that the historical
Jesus of Nazareth is referred to in the Talmud and
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Midrash, I proceed to collect the scanty traditions
therein contained, so as to show what was the extent
of the Rabbinical knowledge or belief concerning him,
and what were the probable sources of that knowledge.

Jesus, called ha-Notzri, Ben Stada, or Ben Pandira,
was born out of wedlock (p. 43). His mother was
called Miriam [Mary], and was a dresser of women’s
hair (pp. 85, 41). Her husband was Pappus ben
Jehudah (p. 85). Her paramour was Pandira (p. 35).
She is also said to have been descended from princes
and rulers, and to have played the harlot with a
carpenter (p. 48).

Jesus had been in Egypt and brought magic thence
(pp. 85, 51). He was a magician (p. 51), and led
astray and deceived Israel (:bid. and p. 83). He
sinned and caused the multitude to sin (p. 51). He
mocked at the words of the wise (¢b2d. and p. 68), and
was excommunicated (p. 51). He was tainted with
heresy (p. 57).

[He]" called himself God, also the son of man, and
said that he would go up to heaven (p. 62). [He]!?
made himself to live by the name of God (p. 75).

He was tried in L.ud as a deceiver and as a teacher
of apostasy (p. 79). Witnesses were concealed so as
to hear his statements, and a lamp was lighted over
him, that his face might be seen. He was brought to
the Beth Din (p. 79).

He was executed in Lud, on the eve of Pesah,
which was also the eve of Sabbath (pp. 79, 88). He
was stoned (p. 79) and hung (p. 80), or crucified (p. 87).
A herald proclaimed that he was to be stoned, and

! Jesus is not mentioned by name, but is evidently referred to. See the
commentary on the passage.
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invited evidence in his favour; but none was given
(p. 83).

He [under the name of Balaam] was put to death
by Pinhas the robber [Pontius Pilatus] (p. 72), and at
the time of his death was thirty-three years old (:bid.).

He was punished in Gehinnom, by means of boil-
ing filth (p. 68).

He was a revolutionary (p. 83). He was near to
the kingdom (p. 84).

He had five disciples (p. 90).

Under the name of Balaam he is excluded from the
world to come (p. 65 fol.).

In the foregoing paragraphs we have, I believe,
all that refers to Jesus in the Rabbinical literature of
the first four centuries. The reasons for asserting the
fact of this reference will be found in the commentary
on the several passages.

It is remarkable that no mention is made of the
alleged Messiahship of Jesus, even as a reason for
putting him to death.

What are the sources of this tradition concerning
Jesus? And, especially, do they imply a knowledge
of the contents of a Gospel or Gospels ? First let us
investigate the authorities for the tradition, i.e. the
various Rabbis who made the statements containing
it, as presented in the passages successively translated
in the earlier pages of this book.

It has been explained in the Introduction that the
Talmud consists of two parts, Mishnah and Gemara,
related to each other as text and commentary. The
close of the Mishnah is usually dated at about a.p.
220. 'The Palestinian Gemara covers the period
from the close of the Mishnah down to the middle
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or end of the fourth century; while the Babylonian
Gemara was not completed till the end of the fifth,
or possibly even the beginning of the sixth, century.
Both the Gemaras, however, contain a great deal of
material handed down from the period covered by
the Mishnah. These two main periods, represented
by the Mishnah and Gemaras, are known as the
period of the Tannaim and of the Amoraim respec-
tively. To the earlier period belong, not only the
Mishnah, but the Tosephta, and the chiefly halachic
Midrashim, Siphri, Siphra and Mechilta. There are
no works holding a quite similar position in relation
to the Gemaras; but while such Midrashim as
Pesiqta, Pesiqta Rabbathi, Midrash Rabbah, are for
the most part of much later date, even extending
down to the eleventh or twelfth century, they also
contain traditions from the period of the Amoraim
and even of the Tannaim. The closing of the
Mishnah thus marks a division in the Rabbinical
literature which is of great importance. Many
traditions recorded in the Amoraite collections may
date from very early times. But traditions recorded
in works of the Tannaite period have an additional
warrant of authenticity.
Of the traditions concerning Jesus, the following are
contained in the literature of the Tannaite period :—
(A.) Mishnah: [Jesus] born out of wedlock (p. 43).
Balaam [Jesus] excluded from the world to
come (p. 65).
(B.) Tosephta: Ben Stada [ Jesus] a magician (p. 54).
[Jesus] crucified (p. 87).
Healing in the name of Jeshu ben Pandira
(p- 103).
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A word of heresy in the name of Jeshu ben
Pantiri (p. 138).

Ben Stada [Jesus] tried at Lad (p. 79).

(C.) Baraithas (i.e. traditions of the Tannaite period,
and distinguished as such in the Gemaras):
Ben Stada [Jesus] brought magic from Egypt

(p. 85).

Ben Stada tried and hung at Lid on the eve
of Pesah (p. 80).

A herald announced that Jeshu ha-Notzri was
to be stoned, and invited evidence in his
favour ; but none was given. He was hung
on the eve of Pesah [and eve of Sabbath]
(p. 83).

Jeshu had five disciples (p. 90).

The remaining traditions are found in the Gemaras,
and to a very small extent in the later Midrashim.

Considering, for the present, the traditions of the
Tannaite period, it will be noticed that the Mishnah
does not contain the names Jeshu, or Ben Stada, or
Ben Pandira. Tosephta contains all three, but not
the form Jeshu ha-Notzri. Neither Siphri, Siphra, nor
Mechilta contain, so far as I know, any allusion to
Jesus. Tosephta further contains a covert reference
to Jesus in certain questions put to, and answered by,
R. Eliezer ben Horqenos (p. 46). These scarcely add
any details to the tradition, because they are so obscure
that their meaning is very uncertain. But they help
to carry back the Tradition to an early date; and not
only so, but they lend additional probability to the
suggestion that the Tradition concerning Jesus really
started with the aforesaid R. Eliezer. It was he who
referred to Ben Stada as a magician, and said that
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he brought magic from Egypt (p. 85). It was he,
also, who said that he had conversed with a disciple
of Jeshu ben Pandira, who had repeated a saying
which the latter had taught him. And the reader
will be reminded in the following chapter that this
same R. Eliezer was arrested on a charge of Minuth,
which he ascribed to his intercourse with the disciple
of Jesus just referred to ; also, that he was the author
of two interpretations of texts bearing upon Minuth,
which were often appealed to by later Rabbis. Now
R. Eliezer was the disciple of R. Johanan ben Zaccai ;
and the latter must certainly have seen and heard
Jesus ; for he died, an old man, before a.p. 80, and his
life was mainly spent in Jerusalem. We may, there-
fore, take it as probable that R. Eliezer was the chief
original authority for the Tradition about Jesus; and,
if this be so, then it becomes easier to understand
why the series of questions (p. 46) referring to ‘a
certain person’ should have been addressed to R.
Eliezer. The answers to these questions show a
reluctance to speak openly of the person concerned,
and a similar reluctance may be discerned in the
Mishnah, which, as we have seen, does not mention
Jesus by name.

If the Tradition concerning Jesus began with R.
Eliezer, we may with much probability assign the
next stage in its development to R. Aqiba. It is
true that no recorded saying of his mentions Jesus.
But R. Aqiba was a disciple of R. Eliezer; and not
only so, but when R. Eliezer was grieving over his
having been arrested on the charge of Minuth (p.
137), R. Aqiba said to him (:bid.), < Rabbi, suffer me
to say something of what thou hast taught me. . . .
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Perhaps there has come Minuth into thy hand and
it has pleased thee.” Evidently R. Eliezer had told
R. Agiba something about Minuth, and more par-
ticularly about his encounter with Jacob the disciple
of Jeshu ha-Notzri. It is further to be observed that
Shim’on ben Azai, who discovered in Jerusalem the
book of pedigrees (p. 43), was the intimate associate
of R. Aqiba. Another disciple of R. Aqiba was
R. Meir, who told the parable about the crucified
King (p. 86).

Thus we have a well-marked line of descent of
the T'radition concerning Jesus, coming down virtually
to the end of the Tannaite period ; for the Mishnah
is chiefly based upon the work of R. Agiba and
R. Meir.

With this line of descent may be connected the
remaining references to Jesus in the Tannaite period.
R. Gamliel, who uttered the famous gibe against the
Christian judge (p. 147), “ The ass has come and
trodden out the lamp,” was the brother-in-law of R.
Eliezer. And, although this story is not found in the
Tannaite literature, but in that of the Amoraite period,
it dates, if genuine, from the first century. R. Gamliel
was the grandfather of R. Jehudah ha-Qadosh, who
completed the Mishnah. Thus we have another
line of descent from R. Eliezer down to Rabbi, who
in his turn was the source from which nearly all the
Amoraite tradition was derived.

Having now examined the Tradition concerning
Jesus as contained in the Tannaite literature, I pro-
ceed to investigate that Tradition in the Gemaras.
The Tradition at once divides into a Palestinian and

a Babylonian form. At the head of each line stands
23
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a disciple of Rabbi. The Palestinian Tradition comes
for the most part through R. Johanan, directly or
indirectly. 'The Babylonian Tradition was begun by
Rab, who founded the school at Sura.

The Palestinian Tradition, in the Amoraite period,
adds extremely little that is new concerning Jesus.
R. Abahu, a disciple of R. Johanan, uttered the
famous saying (p. 62), “If a man say, ‘I am God,
he is a liar,” etc. A saying by a Rabbi of uncertain
date, Reuben, is also recorded, ¢ God has no son,”
etc. (p. 802). Beyond these, we have only repeti-
tions of the earlier statements about Ben Stada, and
healing in the name of Jeshu ben Pandira. A second
instance of the latter is recorded in connexion with
R. Jehoshua ben Levi, a contemporary of R. Johanan
(p. 108). But, on the whole, it would seem as if
the Palestinian Rabbis, in the Amoraite period,
ceased to take any interest in the Tradition concern-
ing Jesus. We shall see, however, that this is not
the case in regard to the development of the Christian
heresy.

When we turn to the Babylonian Gemara, we
find several additions to the Tradition concerning
Jesus. And we are clearly right in placing R.
Hisda next after his teacher Rab in the line of
descent. It was R. Hisda who tried to explain the
relation of Jesus to Stada and Pandira (p. 85). His
explanation was wrong as regards the first, but right
as regards the second. Also it was R. Hisda who
quoted from R. Jeremiah bar Abba the saying that
“Jeshu ha-Notzri burned his food in public” (p. 56).
We shall see, in the next chapter, that R. Hisda
uttered several sayings about Minuth.
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The explanatory note concerning Ben Stada
(p. 35) suggests another stage in the line of descent.
R. Hisda’s theory that Stada was the husband in the
case is rejected, and the explanation is given, “ the
husband was Pappus ben Jehudah, the mother was
Stada. The mother was Miriam, the dresser of
women’s hair, as we say in Pumbeditha, such a one
hath gone aside from her husband.” Evidently this
tradition comes from Pumbeditha; and the college
at this place was founded by R. Jehudah ben Jehezq’el,
a disciple of Rab and contemporary with R. Hisda.
The successor of R. Jehudah was R. Joseph bar
Hija. Now this R. Joseph vouches for the story
about Miriam, the dresser of women’s hair, told by
R. Bibi bar Abaji, his son-in-law (p. 41). I suggest
that the remark above, “as we say in Pumbeditha,”
points to R. Joseph as the author of the explanation
that Stada was the mother, and that while her real name
was Miriam, the dresser of women’s hair, Stada was
a nickname derived from her unfaithfulness to her
husband. The explanation of the name Stada may
possibly be original to R. Joseph; but the name
¢ Miriam, the dresser of women’s hair,"—Miriam
megaddela nashaia—clearly is traditional, since it
represents the name ¢ Miriam magdalaah,’ i.e. Mary
Magdalene. 'The line of tradition here accordingly
is, Rabbi, Rab, R. Jehudah, R. Joseph.

Another addition is the statement of Ulla that
Jesus was a revolutionary and that he was ‘near to
the kingdom’ (p. 83). Ulla was a Palestinian Rabbi,
a disciple of R.Johanan; but he removed to Baby-
lonia, where "he was closely associated with R.
Jehudah and with R. Hisda. It is possible that the
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Jesus-Tradition may have reached the two Babylonian
teachers through Ulla, not through Rab.

A further trace of the descent of the Jesus-Tradi-
tion is to be seen in the saying of R. Papa (p. 47),
“She, who was descended from princes and rulers,
played the harlot with a carpenter.” R. Papa re-
ceived some of his teaching from Abaji, the disciple of
R. Joseph of Pumbeditha, already mentioned. The
remaining steps of the general Talmudic tradition,
including, of course, that relating to Jesus, are
R. Papa, R. Kahana, R. Ashi, the last being the
redactor of the Babylonian Gemara.

What remains of the Jesus-Tradition in the Gemara
is anonymous. Such are, the story of Jeshu ha-
Notzri and his excommunication by R. Jehoshua ben
Perahjah (p. 50); the story of Balaam and Jesus in
Hell (p. 67); the age of Balaam (p. 72). The story
about the birth of Jesus (p. 48)is also anonymous,
and later than the Gemara. '

Outside the Gemara, very few references to Jesus
in the Amoraite period are found. R. Hija bar Abba
refers to the “son of the harlot” (p. 804) in Pesiqta r.
This Rabbi was contemporary with R. Johanan. R.
Abahu, another disciple of R. Johanan, uttered a
parable on the subject, ¢ God has no son’ (p. 303).
But these add nothing new to the Jesus-Tradition.

We have traced, so far as the evidence allows, the
line of descent of the Jesus-Tradition during the
period covered by the Mishnah and the Gemaras.
The question remains, What were the sources of this
Tradition? Did the Rabbis, who made the several
statements concerning Jesus, base their assertions
upon oral information, derived ultimately from actual
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recollection of the career of Jesus? Or did they, to
any extent, obtain their knowledge from acquaintance
with the written Gospel, in any of its forms? 'The
latter question belongs partly to the following chapter,
where the < Books of the Minim’ will be discussed ;
but it cannot be wholly omitted here.

If the summary of the Jesus-Tradition, given above
(pp. 348-9) be examined, it will be found to contain
little, if anything, which would imply the knowledge
of a Gospel, or Gospels, on the part of the Rabbis.
The general outline of the Tradition is sufficiently
like the outline of the story in the Gospels to show
that the same person is referred to ; but the differences
are hard to explain, if a knowledge of the Gospels be
assumed. And since the Gospels themselves rest
upon an oral tradition, it is more natural to suppose
that some of that Christian tradition may have been
known and repeated in Jewish circles than that the
Rabbis should have read the written record of that
tradition. In the beginning, the Jesus-Tradition was
propagated by Jews amongst Jews; and while it was
carefully preserved amongst the disciples of Jesus,
it would not be wholly forgotten amongst those who
were hostile to him, though there would be no induce-
ment to them to remember it with accuracy. This
applies to that part of the Tradition which related
to the birth and parentage of Jesus. Of his public
career, and of his trial and death, there would naturally
be an independent Jewish tradition, however vague
and defective it might be.

In regard to the birth and parentage of Jesus,
the earliest tradition (p. 43) merely indicates that he
was born out of wedlock. This is, obviously, only a
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coarse interpretation of the statement in the Christian
tradition that Jesus was not the son of his mother’s
husband. There is a trace of this view of the origin
of Jesus in the questions to R. Eliezer (p. 45),
“ What of a « Mamzer’ (bastard) as to his inheriting 2”
Whether the name of < Miriam megaddela’ (Mary
Magdalene), as that of the mother of Jesus, passed
into the Jewish tradition at this early stage I do not
know. I am inclined to think that it did; for,
although it does not appear till the time of R. Joseph
(p- 855), in the fourth century, yet he cannot have
derived it from a Gospel, since the same Gospel
which recorded the name would have shown that
Mary of Magdala was not the mother of Jesus. If
this be allowed, then the further detail, that the
mother of Jesus mated with a carpenter (p. 47), may
be explained in the same way, i.c. as an early tradition
not recorded till a late date. The earliest tradition
knows the name Ben Pandira as an epithet of Jesus;
but the explanation that Pandira was the name of the
paramour of the mother of Jesus is not given till the
time of R. Hisda (p. 354), in the third century. It is
at least possible that the name Pandira, whatever it
may have meant, was not originally intended to de-
note the father of Jesus, and that Ben Pandira was
a descriptive epithet, like the name Boanerges, ‘sons
of thunder,” applied to James and John [Mark iii. 17].
In any case, the ascription to Jesus of the name Ben
Pandira does not imply any acquaintance with a
Gospel. 4

In regard to the tradition of the public career of
Jesus, such acquaintance with a Gospel is even less
to be assumed. The scanty and imperfect notices of
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the ministry and the death of Jesus, contained in the
Rabbinical literature, are only what one would ex-
pect in reference to a person whose deeds and whose
fate were of no immediate importance to the Rabbis,
and whom they knew only as a renegade Jew, a
troubler of Israel in former times. I think it is a
mistake to suppose that the Rabbis took much
interest in Jesus, or cared to know much about him.
And for the mere fragments of tradition which, in
connexion with legal questions, they recorded about
him, no other foundation need be looked for than
such oral communication as might have been made
by those who saw him ; communications not intended
as explicit teaching, but merely as casual remarks in
conversation. In this way most if not all of the
tradition concerning the public life and the execution
of Jesus may be reasonably accounted for. The
statements about Jesus in Hell (p. 67), and of his
‘burning his food’ (p. 56), and of his exclusion from
the world to come (p. 65), are not to be regarded as
parts of the tradition concerning him, but merely as
haggadic inventions, based on the subject-matter of
the tradition.

As to the historical value of the Jesus-Tradition in
the Rabbinical literature, little need be said. It will
have become evident, both from the consideration of
the several passages in the earlier part of the book
and from the analysis of them just made, that they
add nothing new to the authentic history of Jesus, as
contained in the Gospels. In general, though not in
detail, they serve to confirm the Christian tradition,
by giving independent, and indeed hostile, evidence
that Jesus of Nazareth really existed, a fact which
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has by some been called in question. But if, beyond
this, the Rabbinical Jesus-Tradition has no value for
the history of Christianity, it does throw some light
upon the attitude of Judaism, as represented by the
Rabbis, towards Jesus. It shows how the violent
hostility directed against him during his life left only
the vague and careless memory of a deceiver and an
apostate. Of the great personality of Jesus not a
trace remains, no sign of recognition that the *Sinner
of Israel’ had been a mighty man. His birth, which
Christian devotion had transfigured into a miracle,
Jewish contempt blackened into a disgrace; and
his death, which has been made the central point
of Christian theology, was dismissed as the mere
execution of a pernicious criminal. Judaism went on
its way, but little troubled in mind at the thought of
the man whom it had cast out. And this is natural,
because Rabbinical Judaism was in some respects so
fundamentally different from the religion of Jesus
that no real recognition of him, or assimilation of his
teaching, was possible. This is by no means to say
that Judaism stands condemned by its rejection of
Jesus. It is merely to say that Rabbinical Judaism
and the religion of Jesus stand at opposite poles of
religious thought; they are mutually exclusive, but
have equal right to exist; and each is proved, by the
witness of history during nineteen centuries, to be
capable of all the functions of a living religion.



CHAPTER II
Tue MiNnmM

IN this final chapter I shall try to collect the
general results to be obtained from the mass of
evidence already presented, in the hope of being able
to answer the questions, Who were the Minim ?
Why were they so called? What relation did they
bear to the Gnostics? What is their place in the
history of the Christian Church? In answering
these questions, some repetition is unavoidable of
what has been said in the earlier parts of this book,
in relation to separate passages. In like manner, it
was not practicable there to avoid provisional con-
clusions upon some points which can only be fully
dealt with when the whole of the material has been
collected. The very title of the book, Christianity
in Talmud and Midrash, contains such a provisional
conclusion, so far, at all events, as relates to the identi-
fication of the Minim with Christians. I wished the
title to indicate the final result obtained (if my argu-
ments are sound) from the evidence presented, not
the process by which it was obtained. I trust I have
sufficiently guarded myself against the charge of

having begged the question that I set out to answer.
361
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I proceed now to deal with the several problems
already indicated which are suggested by the study
of the Minim. '

§ L. THE NamMeE MiNn (MiNiM, MINUTH)

The word Min (p»), as the term applied to a
heretic, is derived by Levy (N. H. W, iii. 104®) from
an Arabic root, ‘man,” meaning to lie, speak falsely.
He also compares the Syriac, ‘mania,” ‘madness.’
The Syriac word, however, is plainly borrowed from
the Greek pavia, and throws no light upon the Hebrew
word. I have no knowledge of Arabic; and if it be
really necessary to go to that language for the ety-
mology of the word p», I cannot criticise Levy’s
hypothesis. But I suggest that it is not necessary
to go beyond the limits of Hebrew, or, at all events,
Aramaic. Levy’s explanation implies a similarity in
form and sound between two words derived from
different roots. I would rather explain the word in,
denoting heretic, as a special use of the ordinary and
familiar word p», denoting * sort’ or < kind.’

o oceurs frequently in the O.T., always in the
adverbial phrase wnb, Gen. i. 2, or the cognate forms;
here its meaning is ‘kind,” species,” ‘sort.” There is
also found in the O.T. another word meaning ‘kind,’
‘species,” viz. :—the word p (zan). It is found, Ps.
cxliv. 18 and 2. Chron xvi.~14. It is the same as
the Aramaic word wxx, which is used in the Targum
to translate the word pn. Thus, in Gen. 1. 2, w5 is
rendered b,

Now there is also in Hebrew the word ns (Aram.
=), which means ‘to commit fornication’; and
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although the word p, just mentioned, is probably
from the root i», it was believed to be connected
with the root nm, as is shown by the punctuation,
oyt not o, 2 Chron. xvi. 14. A curious illustration
of this supposed connexion is found in the Talmud,
b. B. Qamma 16", in a comment upon the verse in
2 Chron. The passage is as follows :—awx 33¢m3 yasem
St 9 ot o ok bk a1 oon o3 wp oon owea 8O
o 1S X3 113 mwn Yow omwa wx o w3 (In place of
aow, the Aruch has mmx, which is probably the correct
reading, as it undoubtedly expresses the correct
meaning.)

Translation.— They buried him in a bed that was
Jilled with spices and < z’nim.” What are spices and
Znim? R. Elazar said, < Different kinds [of spices].’
R. Shemuel bar Nahmani said, ¢ Spices such that he
who smelt them was tempted to fornication.’

We have then the word 1, supposed to be con-
nected with n»; and p is equivalent to . A
further step in the argument is that, according to
the well-known symbolism of the O.T., unfaithful-
ness towards the covenant-relation with the God of
Israel was represented under the figure of conjugal
infidelity. The word nx» is used both in the literal
and in the figurative sense of ‘being unfaithful’
This usage is frequent in the O.T.; in the Talmud
the literal meaning is much more common. I
suggest that as pp = p=<‘kind,” ‘species,” ‘sort,” the
association of y with ny led to an extension of the
meaning of po in the same direction; and that
whereas ny in the Talmud usually denotes literal
unfaithfulness, po referred almost exclusively to
figurative unfaithfulness, z.e. some form of apostasy
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from the national religion. That is unquestion-
ably the connotation of p»n, whatever the denota-
tion may be. The theory worked out here is based
on the suggestion of Friedmann in his note to
Pesigta 1012, quoted above, p. 304. If it is correct,
then it explains why, in several of the passages which
have been examined in the earlier part of the book,
there is a secondary reference to fornication in the
mention of the Minim and of Minuth. The inter-
pretation of Prov. v. 8, Keep thy way far from her,
and of Ece. vil. 26, the woman whose heart is snares
and nets, in reference to Minuth, lies ready to hand,
if Minuth be spiritual unfaithfulness; while, on the
other hand, the way is open for the suggestion that
Minuth led to actual immorality. This appears
plainly in the story of R. Jonathan and the Minim
(see above, p. 215). Further, this explanation of the
termm Min is in close agreement with the fact that
those to whom the name was applied were of Jewish
origin. None but a Jew could be guilty of unfaith-
fulness towards the covenant-relation between God
and Israel. Hence, if the above etymology be
correct, 2 Min must be an unfaithful Jew; and, in
examining the various instances where the term is
used, we have found that in almost every case the
Jewish origin of the Minim is either implied or not
contradicted. In a few instances the term appears to
be applied to Gentiles, in the sense of ‘enemies of
Judaism’ (see above, pp. 248-9, and elsewhere).

Finally, if the explanation here given be correct, it
accounts for the fact that the word po in the Talmud
is often used in its common and original meaning of
‘sort’ or ‘kind’ (see above, p. 161).
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Other suggested derivations of the word are—

1st. That itis contracted from poxn, a ¢ believer,” and
denotes a ‘believer in the doctrine of Two Powers.’
This is to give to the word ‘believer’ a specialised
meaning which is without warrant. No doubt the
Minim did hold this particular belief; but that is no
reason for calling them believers’ par excellence. If
the idea of ‘belief’ is introduced at all into the
meaning of the word, then there would be more reason
for approving the explanation that,

2nd. The word o is composed of the initial letters
of v w» poxn , i.c. < believer [in] Jesus the Nazarene.’
This is ingenious, but nothing more.

8rd. The derivation from the name Manes, the
founder of the Manichaan system, is merely a guess
based on some resemblance in form, and some sup-
posed resemblance between the tenets of the
Manichaans and those of the Minim. How the form
Min is to be derived from Manes is not explained.

4th. A better derivation is that from the root o,
to deny, cp. v»a from wxa. This alone has any pre-
tension to etymological soundness ; and I only reject it
because the derivation given above seems to me to be
etymologically no less sound, and more in accordance
with the usage of the word, as shown in the various
passages considered above.

§ ii. WHo WERE THE MINIM

We have seen that the term ‘Min’ denotes an
unfaithful Jew, one who was not loyal at heart to the
principles of the Jewish religion, and who either in
thought, word, or deed was false to the covenant
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between God and Israel. We have now to inquire
whether the term was applied to all Jews tainted with
heresy, or whether it was restricted to the adherents
of one particular heresy and, if so, which heresy ?

A passage has been given above (see p. 118 fol.) in
which a severe censure is passed upon four classes of
offenders, Minim, Meshummadim (apostates), Masoroth
(betrayers), and Epiqurosin (T. Sanh. xiii. 4, 5). If
Minim were a general term for all unfaithful Jews,
there would have been no need of four descriptive
names. And the construction of the sentence forbids
us to assume that Minim is the genus, of which
Meshummadim, Masoroth, and Epiqurosin are the
species. All four seem to be placed on the same
footing. The distinction between their several
meanings seems to be as follows :—* Masoroth ’ denotes
‘delators,” political betrayers. ‘Epiqurosin’ are free-
thinkers, whether Jewish or Gentile. ‘Meshum-
madim ’ are those who wilfully transgress some part
of the ceremonial law, and thereby proclaim their
apostasy from the Jewish religion. The Minim are
those who are false at heart, but who do not
necessarily proclaim their apostasy. They are the
more dangerous because more secret. They do not
withdraw from the community of Israel, but have to
be cast out. This is the end to be attained by the
various devices for the detection of Minim, which we
have met with in passages cited from the Talmud and
Midrash. These are, the Formula against the Minim
(p- 125 fol.), and the references to liturgical and ritual
variations (pp. 199, 204). We do not find any such
precautions taken against Meshummadim, Masoroth
or even Epiqurosin. The result of such a policy of
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exclusion would be that the Minim would form
communities of their own, and thus hold a position
of independence as regards Jews; but the possibility
would always remain that Minim might be found in
the Jewish synagogues. Hence, the Talmud speaks
of the Minim as a definite and distinct body or sect,
‘the Minim said, or did so-and-so.” And, in the
curious story about R. Saphra (p. 266 fol.), it clearly
appears that the Minim had a separate organisation
of their own, while at the same time they regarded
themselves as being so little different from Jews that
they could ask for, and obtain, a Jewish Rabbi of
unimpeachable orthodoxy to be their teacher.

The Minim, then, are unfaithful Jews condemned
as such, but not admitting themselves to be such.
Therefore the name applied to them was a term of
abuse, not merely a descriptive epithet such as
‘ apostate,” ‘betrayer,’ or ‘freethinker” A Min
might be an apostate, or a betrayer, and could hardly
fail to be a freethinker; but the real nature of his
offence was rather that of a moral taint than an intel-
lectual perversity. This is shown by the interpreta-
tion of Num. xv. 39, Ye shall not walk after your
heart, as a definition of Minuth (see p. 195 fol.). This
is to find in the prompting of selfish passion and lust,
and not in the dictates of reason, the ground of
departure from the true way in religion prescribed
by authority. And it should be observed that this
interpretation, which is contained in Siphri, § 115,
p- 85% is the earliest indication of the meaning of the
term Min. It is in close accordance with the ety-
mology of the word, as already explained.

The question who were the persons called Minim
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practically resolves itself into the choice between
Jewish Gnostics and Jewish Christians. That they
were Jews 1s beyond dispute. A Gentile is never
called a Min, unless in one or two instances through
ignorance or inadvertence (pp. 249, 832). A Gnostic
might, of course, be or claim to be a Christian, and
therefore the terms are not strictly exclusive ; but the
Jewish Christian, generally speaking, was sufficiently
distinct from the Gnostic to make it possible, and
therefore necessary, to ascertain whether the Minim
are to be identified with the first or the second. To
the discussion of this important question I now pro-
ceed, and I shall examine first the arguments in
favour of the theory that the Minim are Gnostics.

The latest advocate of this view is Friedlinder, in
the work already several times referred to, Der vor-
christliche judische Gmnosticismus. The conclusion
reached in this book is the definite statement (p. 68)
that the Minim are Gnostics of the Ophite sect, one
branch of which sect were further known as Catinites.
Friedlinder rejects the theory commonly held, that
the Minim are Jewish Christians, as being based upon
a merely superficial study of the Rabbinical literature,
and fortifies his own theory with abundant citations.
With the first half of his work, in which he illustrates
the subject of Gnosticism from Philo and the early
Christian Fathers, 1 have nothing to do. For any-
thing I know, his statements may be accurate, and
his conclusions sound. In the second portion he
deals with the evidences of Gnosticism in the
Rabbinical literature, and sets up his proof of the
identification of the Minim with the Gnostics.

The most ancient Gnosticism, he says, was con-
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cerned with the two main topics of Cosmology and
Theosophy ; and he has no difficulty in showing that
such speculation was well known amongst the Rabbis
of the first and second centuries. They referred to it
under the names of < Maaseh Bereshith’ and < Maaseh
Mercabah,’ 7.e. *The Work of Creation,” and ¢The
Work of the Chariot,’ the latter name being an
allusion to the vision of Ezekiel. The study of these
subjects is mentioned in the Mishnah, and the restric-
tions named under which alone it might be pursued.
The text of the Mishnah and of the Gemara upon it
are to be found in b. Hag. 11° certainly a most
instructive passage for the study of Jewish Gnosti-
cism. Further, he describes the well-known case of
Ben Zoma, a proficient in such studies, who appears
to have lost his reason in consequence. He quotes
from the Talmud a saying by R. El'azar of Mod’in
[Aboth. iii. 15], ““ He who profanes the Sabbaths, and
despises the set feasts, and makes void the covenant
of Abraham our father, and gives interpretations of
the Torah which are not according to the halachah,
even though he have Torah and good works, he has
no portion in the world to come.” Then he says
(p- 68), “When we look closer at this antinomian
Gnosticism, as it filled Palestine with its noise in the
time of Jesus, we are struck at the first glance by
its relationship to Ophitism. If we examine more
thoroughly the Talmudic passages bearing on the
subject, we soon come to the conclusion that the
heretics so often opposed by the Rabbis, the so-called
Minim, belonged to the Ophite sect.” That Fried-
linder is right in concluding that Gnosticism is

referred to in the passages about the ¢ Chariot’ and
24
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¢ Creation,’ in the story of Ben Zoma, and the saying
of R. El'azar of Mod'in, is probable enough. But if
the Minim are the Gnostics in question, it is at least
remarkable that the term Min is never used in con-
nexion with those persons who are said to have
pursued such studies. The long passage, b. Hag.
11° fol., which may be called the locus classicus for
Gnosticism in the Talmud, makes no reference to
Minim or Minuth.! Ben Zoma is never called a
Min, or even said to have been in danger of becoming
one. Ben Azai, who was another great student of
theosophy, is in like manner never even remotely
associated with Minuth; in fact, as we have seen
above (p. 297), he was the author of a haggadah
directed against the Minim. And, most striking of
all, the arch-Gnostic of the Talmud, Elisha ben
Abujah, known by the nickname of Aher, is never
once called a Min. In the case of Ben Zoma and
Ben Azai, their orthodoxy was never disputed ; but
Elisha ben Abujah did become an outcast from the
community of Judaism, and if Min was the proper
term to apply to him, as a Gnostic, it must surely
have been once at least applied to him. The most
that is said of him is that he used to read books of
Minuth. And if it be said that this at once proves
him to have been a Min, the answer is that he also
read his Bible without on that account being an
orthodox Jew. In any case the fact remains that
he is nowhere in so many words said to have been a
Min. When, therefore, Friedlander says that «“ Acher
was the Min xa7’ éfoxiv” (p. 110), the phrase is his
own, not that of the Talmud.
1 Except the statement that Elisha b. Abujah read books of Minuth.
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Having then stated his thesis that the Minim are
Gnostics, Friedlinder proceeds to support it by citing
passages where Minim are referred to; all of which
he makes use being included in the collection we
have already examined. On p. 71 fol. he gives the
story of R. Eliezer who was arrested for Minuth (see
above, p. 187 fol.). Then he says (p. 74), “ We
would ask, What is there in this passage which in the
remotest degree points to Christianity ? Nothing ;
absolutely nothing. Rather the other way. If our
Talmudists had been able to read the Talmud with
less conceit and more impartiality, they would never
have made the mistake of imagining Christianity in
this and similar passages.” No one would guess
from the foregoing extract that in the text of the
Talmud, as Friedliinder must have had it before him,
the Min says to the Rabbi, nywn we» 2mbis, «“ thus hath
Jesus the Nazarene taught me.” Friedlinder has no
right to find fault with the treatment of the Talmud
by other scholars when he himself can be guilty of
such an omission. To have given the passage in
full would have damaged his theory, but it would
have been more honest. Unfortunately, most of his
readers will not be in a position to verify his refer-
ences. The result of this correction is to show that,
whatever Minuth may be, a notorious Min was, on
his own showing, a Christian disciple. This fact
does much to weaken the force of the arguments
which Friedlinder founds upon other references to
Minim. Whatever likeness there may be between
Minuth and Gnosticism, still the fact remains that in
one instance, rightly called by Friedlinder * sehr lehr-
reich,” Minuth is expressly associated with Christianity.
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On p. 80 he quotes the passage about the “ Giljonim
and the books of the Minim” (b. Shabb. 116*; see
above, p. 160 fol. I have translated from the version
in T. Shabb. xiii. 5, which, however, is almost the
same as that in the Gemara). Friedlinder asserts
that the Giljonim (properly margins of written
scrolls) are identical with the Diagramma of the
Ophite Gnostics; and his best argument is the
application of Isa. lvii. 8, Behind the doors and the
posts thou hast set up thy memorial. The Talmud,
however, does not say what was in the Giljonim,
except nmom, sacred names, so that the identification
of them with the Diagramma is at best only con-
jectural. But Friedlinder, in his translation of the
passage, again misleads his reader by manipulating
the text. The Talmud says, comparing idolaters
with ‘Minim, pem oo pe S5m ey proo %50, de.
“These [viz. the Minim] acknowledge [God] and lie;
those [the idolaters] do not acknowledge [Him] and
lie.” Friedlinder translates “denn diese, die Minim
namlich, sind Wissende und leugnen; jene aber
leugnen aus Unwissenheit.” By using the word
‘ Wissende,” which he emphasises, Friedlinder allows
it to be thought that the Talmud uses a word corre-
sponding to ‘Gnostic.” If it did, that would be a
strong argument in support of his theory. But the
Talmud does not say anything about ‘knowing.” The
word to express that would be yyv. The word
actually used is pwp, ‘acknowledge,’ ‘recognise.’
The Minim, being Jews, acknowledged the God of
Israel while they spoke falsely. The idolaters, being
Gentiles, did not acknowledge him, and spoke falsely.
Here again it is not fair to the reader who may be
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unable to consult the original text to deal with it as
Friedlinder does, nor does it increase one’s respect
for Friedlinder himself as a reliable exponent of the
Talmud. The text of the passage is indeed printed
in a footnote; but the mistranslation is allowed to
stand, and is repeated with emphasis on p. 82. As
to the identification of the Giljonim with the Dia-
gramma there is not sufficient evidence to decide one
way or the other. Very possibly the Diagramma
was included in the condemnation pronounced upon
heretical writings in the present passage. But
¢ Giljonim > does not mean ¢tables,’ ¢ tafeln,” as Fried-
linder says it does, p. 83.

On p. 100 fol. Friedlinder deals in detail with the
case of Elisha ben Abujah (Aher) and the story of
the four men who entered Paradise. He has no
difficulty in showing that all this refers to Gnosticism.
But here again he makes changes which tell in favour
of his theory. He suppresses words in the original
text which contradict his interpretation of the pas-
sage b. Hag. 15* about Aher and Metatron, as has
been shown (see above, p. 288). And, in his discus-
sion of the doctrine of Metatron (p. 108 in Friedl.),
he says, “ Very instructive in regard to the position
ascribed to Metatron in the haggadic literature of the
first two Christian centuries, is the following dialogue,
contained in the Talmud, between R. Idi and a Min,”
etc. The reference is to b. Sanh. 88" (see above,
p. 286). Now R. Idi did not live in the second
century, but in the fourth, a fact of which Friedlinder
ought to have been aware, and which makes the
passage referred to useless as evidence in support of
his theory.
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On p. 108 (Friedl.) is another instance of misre-
presentation of the text. The passage is quoted
(Qoh. r. on vii. 26, see above, p. 219), in which R.
Isi of Casarea expounded Ecc. vii. 26 in reference to
Minuth. Six pairs of names are mentioned, of which
the first in each pair represents those who “ please God
and escape” from Minuth, the second the ‘sinners
who are caught.” The first pair is ‘R. Eliezer and
Jacob of Chephar Neburaia.” Friedlinder says that
this is plainly meant to be Jacob of Chephar Sechanja.
But Jacob of Ch. Neburaia was a well-known person,
and possibly contemporary with R. Isi, who mentions
him. The last pair, according to Friedlinder, are
“R. Elieser and R. Jehoshua, and (the sinner is)
Elisha ben Abuja.” Now the original text does not
say this. It gives the last name simply as ¢ Elisha.’
Even if this be the correct reading, the fact remains
that nowhere else does ‘Elisha’ mean ¢Elisha ben
Abujah.! That man is always referred to either by his
full name, or else by his nickname of Aher. It might
be argued that in this instance Elisha does mean E.
b. Abujah. But Friedlinder does not argue it; he
simply takes it for granted, and allows his reader to
suppose that he is supported by the original text.

Here then are no less than five instances in which
Friedlinder supports his theory by misrepresentations
of the evidence, as contained in the original texts.
A theory which rests upon such arguments cannot
look for much favour. Previous Talmud scholars,
who have held a different theory, and upon whose
ignorance and superficiality Friedlinder pours scorn,

1 Except for brevity, when he has already been mentioned previously in
the same passage. This is not the case here.
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may have been mistaken in their opinion ; but at least
they dealt fairly both with their text and with their
readers, and did not descend to such methods as
those here exposed.

Bereft of its false witnesses, the theory of Fried-
linder does not amount to much. Gnosticism, be-
yond a doubt, was known to the Talmudic Rabbis,
and Elisha ben Abujah was the chief representative
of it. In some instances the practices ascribed to
the Minim are such as are associated with Gnostics,
and especially Ophite Gnostics. And, if there were
no other evidence, it would be reasonable enough to
identify the Minim with the Gnostics. But, if we
are at liberty to assume that what is true of one Min
is true of all Minim (and Friedlinder rests his whole
argument upon this assumption), then the evidence
connecting Minuth with Jewish Christianity is suffi-
cient to disprove the alleged identity of the Minim
with the Gnostics. Neither Friedlinder nor anyone
else would propose to identify the Jewish Christians
with Gnostics, which is the only alternative. This
much, however, may be conceded as a possibility, not
as a certainty, that the Rabbis did not so sharply
distinguish between Jewish Christians and Gnostics
but that they occasionally attributed to the one what
was really to the discredit of the other. In this way
may be explained the unsavoury stories about the
Minim, and the allegations against them of immoral
conduct, of which we have met with several examples.
Finally, there is to be reckoned in favour of Fried-
linder’s theory the a priori probability that the
Gnostics, rather than the Jewish Christians, would
come into hostile relations with orthodox Jews. The
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Gnostics gave much trouble to the Christian Church
as well as to the Jewish. Whereas the Jewish
Christians, if they adhered to the ceremonial law, as
they are usually supposed to have done, and differed
from the main body of Jews only in regard to the
Messiahship of Jesus, might seem to be comparatively
harmless. This is, indeed, the strongest argument
in favour of Friedlinder’s theory; and it is to be
regretted that he did not give more attention to it,
instead of damaging his case by less respectable
attempts at proof.

The view has usually been held that the Minim
were, or included, Jewish Christians. 'That this is
the right view seems to me to be put beyond dispute
by the evidence of the passages in which the Minim
are mentioned, at all events if we are at liberty to
assume that what is said of Minim in one instance is
true of Minim in general. In many of the passages
examined there is nothing distinctive in what is said
concerning the Minim, certainly nothing definitely
Christian. But in a few of the passages a connexion
between Minuth and Christianity is so definitely
stated that it cannot be excluded from neutral
passages except on the ground of an equally definite
statement to the opposite effect. There is nowhere
to be found, so far as I know, a definite statement
connecting the Minim with some persons other than
Christians.

The evidence for the connexion of Minim with
Christians may be briefly summed up as follows:—

1st. In the passage already often referred to, b. A.
Zar. 16° fol. (see above, p. 187), it is related how R.
Eliezer was put on his trial for Minuth. He accounted
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for this, in conversation afterwards, by saying that he
had once met ‘one of the disciples of Jesus the
Nazarene, by name Jacob of Chephar Sechanja,” who
told him an exposition of a text which he said he had
learnt from Jesus. In the version in T. Hull. 1. 24,
it is said that this Jacob ‘said a word of Minuth in
the name of Jeshu ben Pantiri” Also in b. A. Zar.
27° (see p. 104) this same * Jacob of Chephar Sechanja’
i1s called ‘Jacob the Min,’ and he is described as
proposing to heal a sick man; according to the
version T. Hull. ii. 22, 23, he wished to do this ‘in
the name of “Jeshua” ben Pandira.’ This is the
locus classicus for the identification of Minim with
Christians.

2nd. In b. Shabb. 116* (see pp. 146, 156, 161)
there are mentioned in close connexion the books
of the Minim and the Evangelion.

8rd. Qoh. r. on i. 8 (see above, p. 211) gives the
story of the Minim of Capernaum and their treatment
of Hananjah, nephew of R. Jehoshua. The Rabbi
says to his nephew, ¢ Since the ass of that wicked one
has roused itself against thee,” etc. Here there is an
unmistakable allusion to Jesus. The mention of
Capernaum points in the same direction.

4th. The doctrine of Two Powers in Heaven is in
many passages ascribed to the Minim (see above, p.
262 and elsewhere). In one place, Pesiqta r. xxi. p.
100" (see above, p. 304), is the phrase, ¢ If the son of
the harlot saith to thee, there are two Gods,” etc. The
‘son of the harlot’ clearly indicates Jesus. The con-
nexion of the doctrine of Two Powers in Heaven
with Christianity is further shown by internal evi-
dence, as the doctrine in question appears to rest upon
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the Christology of the Epistle to the Hebrews (see
the discussion, p. 264 fol.).

The combined force of all these sepa.rate arguments
seems to me to be very great, and to decide the
question at issue in favour of the identification of
Minim with Jewish Christians.

A remarkable confirmation of this view is found
in a passage of Jerome (Ep. 89 ad Augustin: quoted
by Gieseler, Ecc. Hist., i. 98 n. 4, Eng. Tr.), “ Usque
hodie per totas Orientis synagogas inter Judaos
haresis est, qua dicitur Mingarum, et a Phariseis
nunc usque damnatur, quos vulgo Nazareos
nuncupant, qui credunt in Christum, filium Dei,
natum de virgine Maria, et eum dicunt esse qui sub
Pontio Pilato passus est et resurrexit ; in quem et nos
credimus, sed, dum volunt et Judei esse et Christiani,
nec Jud=i sunt nec Christiani.” I have not till now
referred to this interesting passage, because I wished
to decide the question of the identity of the Minim
from the evidence of the Rabbinical literature.
Having done so, it is fair to call in this unimpeach-
able witness who can speak of the Minim out of his
own personal knowledge. He says that they are a
sect of the Jews who profess to be both Jews and
Christians, and are, in fact, neither. This agrees
exactly with what we have already ascertained, viz.,
that the Minim are secretly unfaithful Jews, claiming
to be Christians, but yet remaining in communion
with Jews.! Hence they were objects of suspicion
and hatred to the Jews, while not acknowledged by

1 Note that, according to Jerome, the Minim are to found ‘per totas
Orientis synagogas’; they needed, therefore, to be detected by such devices
a8 the ‘formula against the Minim.’
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the great body of non-Jewish Christians. It is also
interesting that Jerome says that the Minim are
¢ commonly called Nazarei,’” the equivalent of Notazri.
This identification is not found expressly stated in
the Talmud, though it is implied.! It is worth
mentioning here that the term Ebionite (jpraw), is
nowhere used in the Rabbinical literature to designate
heretics, whether Minim or any other.

The theory that the Minim are intended to desig-
nate Jewish Christians I regard as having been now
conclusively proved. This may be otherwise ex-
pressed by saying that wherever the Talmud or the
Midrash mentions Minim, the authors of the state-
ments intend to refer to Jewish Christians. The
possibility is still open that the Rabbis attributed to
Minim opinions or actions which in fact were not
held by Christians, or that they occasionally used
the term Min as a name for enemies of Judaism,
and applied it to Gentiles. These are exceptional
cases, and do not affect the main argument.

It must, however, be admitted that the theory
which identifies Minim with Jewish Christians is not
free from difficulties, which would be serious if the
evidence in favour of the theory were less decisive.
It will have struck every reader who has gone
through the long series of polemical discussions
examined in the earlier part of the book, that the
subjects of debate are not what we should have ex-
pected in the controversies of Jews with Christians.
Most remarkable is the absence of all reference to
the alleged Messiahship of Jesus. That Gentile

1 The Notzrim are mentioned by R. Johanan (p. 171), and the Christian
Sunday is called the Nazarene day (ibid. ).
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Christians should have ignored this might be under-
stood ; but that neither Jews nor Jewish Christians
should have a word to say about it seems very
strange. Even in the passages where Jesus himself
is mentioned there is no allusion to his alleged
Messiahship, though it is perhaps implied in the
statement that he was a deceiver. And in the
passage in b. Sanh. 97-98, where a good deal is said
about the ¢ coming of the Son of David,” there is no
reference to the alleged fulfilment of the prophecy
in Jesus. I can only account for this by supposing
that the Minim were Jewish Christians whose Christ-
ology was developed beyond the point at which the
Messiahship was the chief distinction of Jesus. In
support of this view it is important to recall the
evidence of likeness between the doctrines of the
Minim and the Christology of the Epistle to the
Hebrews (see above, pp. 264, 272, 322, 340). The
identification of the Minim with Jewish Christians,
vouched for as it is by the explicit statements already
quoted, cannot claim the support of anything very
distinctive in the evidence furnished by the polemical
references. For the most part such evidence is
hardly more than neutral. It must be remembered,
however, that it was no part of the purpose of the
Talmud to supply a full description of the Minim.
They are only mentioned casually, where there was
opportunity or need for marking them off from the
faithful Jews.

I answer the question, then, ‘Who were the
Minim ¢’ by adopting the common view that they
were Jewish Christians, and add only these two
qualifications—first, that the name may occasionally
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denote other heretics, but most often refers to Jewish
Christians ; second, that the Jewish Christians desig-
nated by the name Minim held a Christology similar
to that of the Epistle to the Hebrews.!

§ iii. THE PrAcCE oF THE Minimm 1N History

This is perhaps a too ambitious title, seeing that
the notices of the Minim are so fragmentary as we
have found them to be. All that I can hope to do
is to try and bring the scanty facts recorded about
them into connexion with the history of their times,
and particularly to inquire if any light can be ob-
tained upon their relation to the Christian Church.
I repeat here what I said in the preface, that I make
no attempt to give a complete illustration of the sub-
ject from the side of the early Christian literature. If
I can provide material that may be useful to students
in that field, I shall be well content.

The first historical fact recorded in connexion with
the Minim is the composition of the formula against
them, known as the Birchath ha-Minim (see above,
p- 125 fol.). 'This liturgical addition was introduced
when R. Gamliel TI. was president of the assembly
at Jabneh, and it marks the first official recognition
of the existence of the Minim. Why was it intro-

1 This is virtually the same view as that of Gritz (G. d. J., iv. pp. 90-93,
and especially Note ii. p. 433). I am the more glad to find myself in agree-
ment with so distinguished a scholar, because I have worked out my case
independently. His book presents the solution of the Minim-problem with
admirable clearness, but with the brevity demanded by the other claims of
his vast subject. There is therefore room for a discussion of the problem
in minute detail such as I have attempted in this book.
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duced at this time, and not earlier or later? The
factors which determine the date are three, viz., the
presidency of R. Gamliel, who ordered the formula ;
the death of Shemuel ha-Qaton, who composed it,
and lived at least a year afterwards; and the de-
struction of the Temple and the desolation of
Jerusalem in A.D. 70. The first and second of these
factors are sufficient to fix the date, at all events
approximately. The third is necessary, however,
because it points to the reason why a formula against
the Minim was needed.

The chronology of the period immediately after
the fall of Jerusalem is extremely obscure in regard
to the lives of the leading Rabbis. R. Johanan ben
Zaccai made Jabneh the headquarters of Rabbinical
Judaism, having, according to tradition (b. Gitt. 56%),
obtained from Vespasian the gift of that city ¢ with
its wise men.’ KEvidently there was an assembly of
some kind at Jabneh even before the capture of
Jerusalem. R. Johanan ben Zaccai presided for a
time at Jabneh, but probably not for more than two
or three years. He was not there when he died, for
it is said that his disciples after his death went to
Jabneh. He is said to have had a school (Beth ha-
midrash) at Bertir Hail (b. Sanh. 382°), and no doubt
that is where he died. After his death R. Gamliel
I1., as chief of the descendants of Hillel, took the
lead, and was acknowledged apparently even by the
Roman government (M. Edu. vii. 7) as the official
head of the Jews. But when this took place, and
whether immediately after the death or retirement
of Johanan, cannot be determined. There is no
certain evidence which would warrant us in dating
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the beginning of Gamliel’s presidency much earlier
than a.p. 80.

The death of Shemuel ha-Qaton can hardly be
placed later than that year, if the reasons given above
(p- 129 fol.) are valid.

The bearing upon the question before us of the
destruction of the Temple is this, that to Jewish
Christians no less than to Jews the cessation of the
Temple services and all connected therewith was
an event of profound significance. As long as the
Temple yet stood, the Jewish Christians in Jerusalem
appear to have taken part in the ritual observances
equally with the non-Christian Jews, while at the
same time they formed a community to some extent
separate from the Jews. But when the Temple was
destroyed, and the ceremonial law thereby became
a dead letter, there was ground for a divergence of
opinion as to the real meaning of that event and
the practical lesson to be drawn from it. The Jews
maintained the validity de jure of the whole cere-
monial law, though de facto its operation was sus-
pended. But it was equally possible to maintain
that de jure also the ceremonial law was abrogated,
and that henceforth its meaning was to be regarded
as symbolic instead of literal. That the Jewish
Christians as a whole took this view cannot be
shown, and is indeed unlikely. But that many of
them did so can hardly be doubted. For this is
precisely the link which connects the original Jewish
Christians with the Minim. If I am right in
ascribing to the Minim a theology akin to that set
forth in the Epistle to the Hebrews, then the infer-
ence lies ready to hand that it was the symbolic
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interpretation of the ceremonial law which opened
the way for a Christology more highly developed
than that of the orginal Jewish Christians. I do not
intend to say that this change of view was the result
of the teaching of the Epistle to the Hebrews. I
would rather say that the epistle was the result of
the change, and that the real cause was the cessa-
tion of the ritual of the Temple. The epistle, wher-
ever it may have been written and to whom-
soever addressed, reflects the change by which the
original Jewish Christians became the Minim. Gritz
(G. d. J., iv. p. 483) even holds that the Epistle to the
Hebrews is a sort of declaration of independence on
the part of the Minim, by which they marked their
severance from Judaism. I would not go so far as
that ; because, as we have seen, the Minim did not
sever themselves from Judaism, but claimed to be
Jews no less than Christians.! It was their secret,
not open, disloyalty to Judaism which made them
the object of distrust and fear on the part of the
Rabbis. But that there is a very close connexion
between the Minim and the Epistle to the Hebrews
is beyond question; and it is worth observing that
Harnack (Chronologie, p. 479), arguing on quite other

1 Ipn this connexion cp. Rev. ii. 9, The blasphemy of them which say they
are Jews, and they are not, but are a synagogue of Satan. Also Rev. iii. 9,
where almost the same words occur. Vischer, in his famous monograph, in
which he shows that the Apocalypse is a Jewish work edited by a Christian,
allows that ce. i.-iii. are of Christian origin. No doubt for the most part
they are. Yet it is hard to understand why a Christian shonld blame cther
Christians for saying that they are Jews when they are not. Is it not possible
that in these phrases (and also in the references to Balaam ii. 14 and the
Nicolaitans ii. 6, 15), however they may have been interpreted by the
Christian editor, there is a trace of original Jewish hostility to the Minim ?
I can only suggest the question, and leave the solution of it to N.T. scholars.
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lines, places the date of the Epistle between a.p.
65 and 95. We cannot, therefore, be far wrong in
assigning the formula against the Minim to the year
80, or thereabouts. The formula represents the
official condemnation by the Rabbis of the spurious
Judaism which was growing secretly in their
midst, and at the same time furnished a means of
detection.

The formula against the Minim was only one out
of several liturgical phrases which served as means
of detecting heresy. These have been examined
already (see above, p. 199 fol.). When these were
first associated with Minuth cannot be exactly de-
termined. The Gemara which comments on the
Mishnah containing them throws no light on their
origin, and very little on their interpretation. This
of itself, however, implies a considerable antiquity ;
and although certainty on the point is not attainable,
it is at least a reasonable theory that they are due
to the same assembly at Jabneh which adopted the
formula against the Minim. We have also seen
(above, p. 197 fol.) that the book of Ecclesiastes
(Qoheleth) was by some deemed heretical, and that
on that account the Rabbis sought to withdraw it,
i.e. pronounce it uncanonical. The allegation of
heresy, Minuth, rests, it is true, only upon the
evidence of R. Benjamin b. Levi and R. Shemuel
b. Jitzhaq, who both lived in the fourth century.
But the Mishnah (Jad. iii. 8) states expressly that
the question of withdrawing the book was debated
in the assembly at Jabneh, and that this took place
on the day when R. Gamliel was temporarily deposed

and R. El'azar b. Azariah elected Nasi in his stead.
25
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The Mishnah does not give Minuth as the reason
why the withdrawal of Ecclesiastes was proposed,
nor is that assigned as the reason in b. Shabb. 30",
where the proposal is referred to. On that account
I do not venture positively to affirm that an alleged
tendency to Minuth was one of the reasons. But
at least the passage in the Mishnah (with the context
before and after), does show that a considerable
amount of attention was bestowed by the assembly
at Jabneh on questions affecting Scripture; and it
is certainly not improbable, still less impossible, that
the existence of Minuth, which had led to the
drawing up of the formula against the Minim should
have been one of the causes which shaped the de-
cisions of the Rabbis. The assertion that the debate
on the book of Qoheleth, and on the other points
mentioned, took place on the very day of the
deposition of R. Gamliel can hardly be accepted
literally, if only because no one day would suffice
for such a varied discussion, to say nothing of the
stormy scene which no doubt accompanied the
deposition of R. Gamliel. May we not refer the
decisions which are said to have been made ‘on
that day’ to the time during which the degradation
of R. Gamliel lasted? The year in which his
deposition took place cannot be exactly determined,
but was probably about a.n. 100.!

1 ] obtain the date suggested in the text from the following considerations.
When R. Gamliel was deposed, R. Eliezer was already excommunicated, for
his name does not occur amongst those present on the occasion (b. Ber. 27,
28%) ; and, further, the report of what was done “ on that day” was carried
to him in Lad, by one of his disciples (T. Jad. ii. 16). The excommuni-
cation of R. Eliezer took place probably in or about a.p. 95 (see above,
P. 144 n.). R, Gamliel, shortly afterwards, made his journey to Rome, and



THE MINIM 387

In the absence of more decisive evidence, it may
be taken as fairly probable that the various regula-
tions, liturgical and scriptural, concerning the Minim
were made by the assembly at Jabneh, under the
presidency of R. Gamliel, and thus dated from the
end of the first century. The alternative is that
they were made at Usha, where an assembly
(Sanhedrin) was twice held. But very little is
known of what was done at either of these assemblies,
and that little does not refer to liturgical matters;
there is, therefore, nothing beyond the bare possibility
to warrant the theory that the regulations mentioned
above were framed at Usha.

Of the practical effect of these detective formule
nothing is known. No instance is recorded of any
heretic having been discovered through their means.
We can only assume that the general result was to
widen the breach between Jews and Minim, and
make it more difficult for the latter to remain in
open association with the former. Yet, as we have
seen (above, p. 878), according to Jerome the Minim
were in his day to be found ¢per totas Orientis
synagogas.’

The consideration of the Formula against the
Minim, and the liturgical variations connected there-
with, leads naturally to the subject of the mutual
relations between Jews and Minim. I go on, there-
fore, to inquire what general conclusions may be
drawn from the evidence presented in the earlier
part of the book upon that subject. In this con-

must have been absent at least some months. I do not know of any
evidence for fixing the date of his deposition immediately after his return,
and therefore give it only approximately as A.p. 100,
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nexion the story of the arrest of R. Eliezer (see
above, p. 187 fol.) is of great importance and de-
serving of further study. It will be remembered
that R. Eliezer was arrested and tried on a charge
of Minuth, and that after his acquittal he accounted
for his having been accused on such a charge by
recalling an encounter which he had once had with
a Min, by name Jacob of Chephar Sechanja, a
disciple of Jesus. The date of the arrest I have
given as A.p. 109. That he was arrested for Minuth
is; of course, the Jewish way of describing the affair.
The Roman government knew nothing of Minim
as such, but only of adherents of Jesus, as distinct
from Jews, with whom they did not interfere. R.
Eliezer evidently felt the charge of Minuth as a
worse calamity than his arrest and trial. After his
acquittal he went home in great trouble and refused
to be comforted, a thing he certainly would not
have done merely for having escaped with his life
from a Roman tribunal. It was not merely that
he had been tried for Minuth, but that, as he was
reminded by the question of R. Agqiba, he had
actually compromised himself by intercourse with a
Min. The story shows that the existence of the
Minim was recognised by the Jews as an actual
source of danger to Judaism, and that the Minim,
however much they desired to be regarded as Jews,
were, as Christians, known as a distinct body of
people, and were regarded as such not only by Jews
but also by Gentiles. R. Eliezer himself, having
suffered through Minuth, uttered many warnings on
the subject. He interpreted Prov. v. 8, Keep thy
way far from her, and come not near the door of her
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kouse, in reference to Minuth. Also, probably,
Prov. ii. 19, None that go to her return again; and
If they return they do mot attain the paths of life
(see above, pp. 188-9). Also Ps. xiv. 1, The fool
hath said in his heart there is no God (p. 196 n.).
Also Ecc. vii. 26, For she hath cast down many
wounded (p. 188), and he used to say, “Ever let a
man flee from what is hateful, and from that which
resembles what is hateful.” It should be remembered,
in this connexion, that R. Eliezer is the original
authority for the tradition concerning Jesus (p. 851).

This attitude of hostility towards, and dread of, the
Minim finds expression in the rule laid down in T.
Hull, 11 20, 21, « Slaughtering by a Min is idolatry ;
their bread is Samaritan bread, their wine is wine
offered to idols, their fruits are not tithed, their books
are books of witchceraft, and their sons are bastards.
One does not sell to them or receive from them or take
from them or give to them. One does not teach their
sons trades, and does not obtain healing from them,
either healing of property or healing of lives ” (above,
p- 177). This is not a halachah, an authoritative legal
decision, but it represents a consensus of opinion
amounting almost to a law.  Therefore the instances
are mentioned in which it was not observed. Such
was the famous case of Ben Damah (above, p. 103),
which is recorded immediately after the passage just
quoted, in T. Hull. And it is followed by the case of
R. Eliezer’s arrest. The rule laid down about having
no intercourse with the Minim may be fairly ascribed
to the Rabbis of Jabneh, possibly owing to the mis-
fortune of R. Eliezer. In the case of Ben Damabh,
the danger which was said to threaten him, if he let
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himself be healed by Jacob the Min, was that he
would thereby transgress the words of the Wise,
i.e. the Rabbis. The reference is clearly to some
such rule as is here laid down.

Intercourse between Jews and Minim was thus
hindered as far as possible, but it could not be
altogether prevented. And one especial source of
danger was to be found in the books of the Minim,
lest they should find their way into the hands of Jews
and be read by them. So the rule just mentioned
says that the books of the Minim are books of
witcheraft. Another rule, contained in T. Jad. ii. 13,
states that ‘the Rolls (or margins) and books of the
Minim do not defile the hands,’ in other words, are
not to be regarded as sacred (see above, p. 160). It
would not have been necessary to make this rule un-
less such books contained sacred names and citations
of texts from the Hebrew scriptures. It can hardly
be doubted that amongst the books of the Minim
were included Gospels, but there is no definite state-
ment on the point. The story of Imma Shalom,
R. Gamliel, and the Christian judge (p. 146) shows
that, perhaps as early as a.p. 72 or 73, texts were
known to the Jews which are now found in one of
the canonical Gospels. But the earliest authentic
use of the term Evangelion is to be found in the
witticism of R. Meir, the date of which is the middle
of the second century (p. 162). The only evidence
that the Gospels were actually known to the Jews is
the merely negative evidence of the strong prohibition
of the books of the Minim. The strongest de-
nunciations of the books of the Minim are those of
R. Ishmael and R. Tarphon (p. 155), in the early
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part of the second century. With this reprobation
of the writings of the Minim may be associated the
doubts as to the canonicity of the book of Ecclesiastes,
on the ground that it contained words which led to
Minuth. This probably was one of the grounds on
which the proposed decanonization of the book was
based ; but it is not distinctly stated to have been so
until the fourth century (p. 197).

That the Jews, besides hating the Minim, could
not afford to disregard them, is shown by the state-
ment that certain proposed modifications of the
liturgy were not carried out because of the ‘ carping’
of the Minim, in other words, because they would
give to the Minim an opportunity to deride the
religious observances of the Jews (p. 308 fol.). With
this may be connected the counsel of R. Agqiba
(p. 316), ‘Do not give occasion to the Minim to
humble you.” The same words are also ascribed to RR.
José ben Halaphta. What the precise bearing of the
advice was I am unable to say, but it clearly points
to a fear as well as a dislike of the Minim. The
same is true of the story about the false witnesses
and the new moon (p. 327 fol.).

The Rabbinical literature nowhere gives a complete
account of the Minim. It relates many anecdotes
about Minim, and also records dialogues between a
Min and a Rabbi. Both classes of statement show
the Minim in an unfavourable light; but the former
do so much more than the latter. The anecdotes
about the Minim show them as grossly immoral in
their lives, and also as practising magical arts. Ex-
amples of such allegations are found in the stories
about the Minim of Capernaum (p. 211), and the
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adventures of R. Jonathan (p. 215) and R. Jehudah
ben Naqosa (p. 218), of which Capernaum may have
been the scene. Compare also the story of the
woman who desired to be received as a proselyte
(p- 188). We have here an echo of the charges of
immorality against which the Christian Apologists
had to defend their co-religionists. For the allegation
of magical powers the evidence is found in the stories
(pp- 112, 115), of ‘signs and wonders’ done by Minim.
And with these must certainly be classed the stories
of attempts by Minim to heal sick persons in the
name of Jesus (pp. 103, 108). The Talmud draws no
distinction between such deeds done by Minim and
similar deeds done by the Rabbis. And it is noted
that R. Jehoshua ben Hananjah was more than a
match for the Minim in respect of power to do such
deeds.

When, however, we turn to the records of dia-
logues between Jews and Minim, we find no trace
of such repulsive characteristics. The conversation
usually turns upon disputed interpretations of Scrip-
ture, often, but not always, with a hostile intention
on the part of the Min. R. Eliezer, indeed, on his
own showing, was pleased with what Jacob the Min
said to him. And in many of the dialogues which
have been presented in the earlier part of this book
there is hardly more than a civil exchange of opinion,
certainly nothing answering to the strong language
used against the Minim by R. Tarphon and R.
Ishmael. There is, however, no real contradiction
between these two representations of the Minim.
The one indicates what the Rabbis thought of the
Minim, the other what they said to them. And it
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may be further remarked that relations between Jews
and Minim were probably most hostile at the end of
the first century and the beginning of the second,
and that gradually they became more friendly as the
Minim proved to be less dangerous and less powerful.
For, in the first century, even at the close of it,
when the official condemnation of the Minim was
made, it was not evident to the Jews that the
development of the Christian Church would proceed
on Gentile lines, and would leave the Minim, :.e.
the Jewish Christians, behind. The Jewish dread
of Minuth was really dread of the Christian heresy ;
and as it gradually appeared that the Minim did not
represent the strength of the Christian movement,
the danger of Minuth became less; because there
was obviously less danger to Judaism from a mainly
Gentile Christianity than from a Jewish form of it,
connected at so many points with pure Judaism. Of
Gentile Christianity the Rabbinical literature takes
scarcely any notice at all. We have met, indeed,
with a polemical reference to Christian Rome (p. 210)
by R. Aha, who lived in or after the time of
Constantine the Great. Beyond this one instance,
I do not know of any further allusion to Gentile
Christianity.! The references to the ‘kingdom being
turned to Minuth’ (p. 207) only indicates the hos-

1 There are a few cases, noted as they occurred, where the Min was prob-
ably a Gentile, not a Jew ; but nothing turns on the Christianity of the
Min in such cases. He is merely an opponent of the Jews. When it is
said (p. 179) that there are no Minim among the Gentiles, that means that
a Gentile could not be a Min, although he might be a Christian. It does
not imply that Minim were never to be found in Gentile countries. At
least, if that were implied, it is not true, for we have met with Minim in
Rome (p. 228), Alexandria (p. 221), and probably Antioch (p. 283).
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tility to Minuth already mentioned. The increase
of that deadly heresy is not stated as a fact, but
noted as one of the signs of the future advent of
the Messiah.

It is in accordance with this view of the diminish-
ing hostility between Jews and Minim that the
curious story about R. Saphra and the Minim of
Ceasarea (p. 266) becomes intelligible. There we
find that R. Abahu, an unimpeachable Jew, re-
commended R. Saphra, another unimpeachable Jew,
to the Minim as their teacher, and that they accepted
him as such. Even if, as Bacher suggests, R. Saphra
was engaged not as a teacher but as an accountant,
the fact would still remain that a Jew entered the
service of the Minim upon the recommendation of
another Jew. That would have been impossible in
the first century, or even the second. R. Abahu
himself had frequent intercourse with the Minim.
The case of Jacob of Chephar Neburaia (p. 334 fol.)
also goes to show the diminished hostility of relations
between Jews and Minim in the fourth century.
And the general conclusion may be drawn that the
Minim, or Nazarenes, were by that time recognized
to be a comparatively harmless body, though possibly
numerous. They had no share in the vitality either
of Judaism or Christianity, being rejected by the
adherents of both religions. As Jerome says (p. 378),
“ They profess to be both Jews and Christians,
while in fact they are neither Jews nor Christians.”
They had no inherent power of progress, and appear
to have gradually died out.

Of a history of the Minim, or Nazarenes, there
can be no question, since the data are far too incom-
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plete. From the collection of passages, examined in
the earlier part of this book, we gain a number of
passing glances at them, and learn a few facts, some
of great importance, some of little or none. They
are represented as a kind of spurious Jews, vainly
claiming fellowship with the true Judaism, and re-
jected because of their connexion with Christianity.
They were in Judaism, but not of it. They fre-
quented the synagogues, where suspicion of them
found expression in liturgical devices for their de-
tection, and in the noting of various phrases and
gestures which were thought to betray their heresy.
In their theology, so far as it can be ascertained,
they departed from the strict monotheism of Judaism,
and held the doctrine of the relation between God
and Christ which is set forth in the Epistle to the
Hebrews. Apparently they did not go any further
along the line subsequently followed by Christian
theology. There is, so far as I know, only the
slightest trace of any reference to the doctrine of
the Trinity to be found in the Rabbinical allusions
to Minuth.! The Talmud knows of Gnostics and
Gnosticism ; but it does not identify these with
Minim and Minuth, although it is possible that the
line between them was not always clearly marked.
In the early days of the separation of Christianity
from Judaism, the Minim were hated and feared.

1 See above, p. 256, where the Minim ask R. Simlai to explain the three-
fold designation, ¢ God, God, the Lord’ This can hardly be other than an
allusion to the three Persons of the Trinity ; but it is remarkable that there
is no further allusion. The question most frequently debated was that of
Two Powers or One. If the Jewish doctrine of the Divine Unity were to
be maintained, it mattered nothing whether the alternative was a doctrine of
Two Powers or of three, or of several.
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This hostility gradually diminished ; and, in any case,
it was chiefly in Palestine that the existence of
Minuth was felt to be a danger. In the Babylonian
schools there was hardly more than a vague know-
ledge of what Minuth was and why it was dangerous.

I have now reached the end of my task, which was
to present, in as full detail as possible, all the refer-
ences which I could find in the Rabbinical literature
of the first four centuries to the origin and develop-
ment of Christianity. I.ooking back on the miscel-
laneous collection of extracts which we have examined,
it is interesting to observe how the two main groups
into which it is divided have but slight connexion
with each other. One group contains the evidence
for the Jesus-Tradition, the other the notices of the
Minim. These two groups stand apart not merely
because they have been dealt with separately, but by
reason of the curious fact that in the passages which
mention Minim and Minuth there is seldom any
direct mention of Jesus. There is only enough to
justify the identification of Minim with some form
of Christians. In other words, the Jesus-Tradition
was apparently handed down within the Rabbinical
schools mainly as a tradition, and received little or no
additions from the intercourse between Jews and
Minim, of which so many instances have been given.

The general result of the whole study in which we
have been engaged is to show, in two ways, how
Judaism released itself from what it considered to
be the danger of Christianity. It preserved only a
careless and contemptuous tradition about Jesus, and
resolutely resisted all attempts on the part of his
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Jewish-born disciples to come to terms with Jewish
belief and practice. Judaism fought the enemy
within her gates; of the rival outside, growing in
power with every century, she took no notice. She
went on her way, and on the line she chose for herself
worked out her own salvation through centuries of
noble and most tragic history. In like manner,
though on other lines, Christianity went on its way
and forgot its Jewish origin. In the land of its
birth, and amongst the people who furnished the first
disciples, Christianity was represented by a discredited
and dwindling sect, claiming kinship with Jews and
Christians, and disowned by both.

In the hope that this study of an obscure field of
history may be of service to scholars, in spite of the
scantiness of the harvest which has been gathered,
and that it may awaken in perhaps one or two readers
something of the same deep interest which it has
given to me during my labours upon it, I finish this
book ; and, in parting from it, take regretful leave of
what has been to me a friend and companion through
many years.
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TEXTS OF PASSAGES TRANSLATED IN THE
FOREGOING PAGES.

(1) p. 35.
b. Shabb. 104Y:— =ry"58 371 115 R XN Y2 5Y vNOnT

P2 by MDA DYMEDY DYEDD NYIWT RTOD j3 XY Bvmomd

73 RTUD 3] DYOWDI T WY PRNED PRY SN O S TN

72 OIDD 593 XD Y12 RTLO Y3 NTOM 4 MR RWT XVTD

TNRNTD RYT XD X5 BT TR RTLD AR NI ST

:(A5Par X7 nvO RAMTABIED

The passage enclosed in[ ), which occursalso in b. Sanh. 672,

is not found in the modern Editions; it is supplied from Rabhi-

nowicz, Diqduqé Sopherim, on the authority of the Munich and
Oxford Mss, and the older Editions.

(2) p. 41.
b. Hagg. 4® x53 mpod ©M 22 XMp XD on S Jon an

M2 92N 27T NT D PR VBT DD DWURT NI 0 "R vbrn
R 5 FSED SIS YR mhEr TRSD TR MhSD e AN
"PTYT RSB BB S R BT XWEY 9D XbATD B
NERTON TYD BN Y5 IR XMWY WD RSTID DB RIR TS e

$aYEEd D FIERTRY SWNT D N TN

(2a) ibid. Tosaphoth on same passage: 5% %23 MDY M
RN XRO5TAY TMBT NTIW W 3D 15 PN M1 pon Mnn
$(Tp N7) N33 XOWTD WHD DD BR NNWIT AN Wo Nl

26*
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3) p. 43.
M. Jeb. IV. 13:— rbym “nXzm WYY ja 90D 520 “on
oYpd TR NEND TWor WhD T T3 3I0DY DBETNa Pom
$YOVTY 1 M3

(4) p- 45.
b. Joma 66 R 5“x N2 BOWH WA WBE YR DN one
Brb IR VNG PO SI020 SN SIS WD NGD 5P ROR whmbxe
DRbTOR MINFT Ta MY ShEmb 3D FT020R 5Y NON UInbND &5
T DY BTH YD RUT S0 TRD AP 5y XON MInbND 8O
NON BYM3T73 ISP e &S TMap NN Tieb W) A N b
$MAY B9 Y30 P YUY RST N2% ToN 8D upn

(6) p. 47.
b. Sanh. 1062:— ‘1 1BX DO OIS XYY FOAND AT WX
T3 N30 JINRONWT VORBDY WATH YONR VRN N N

(6) p- 48.
b. Kallah 518 LYY S2% 200 (0 TSR 31 Bwp Ty
W OMR DY TN JAY TTRD I R2IWPY 37 S J2 W
nR FOD IR DPTN NE BIhapd 1MayY AYwa DT BWpr
T WHNER NN XD DR TONMD AT 0NN DR 75 9 oRn
FITF AT WRT MO RIWPY N30 TR 12 0N YD 31 Nren
San a7 5y mavd 7ab abn Rt aavwpy vanh b ym
DI SIRNTD FIRTY PN DD AR 52X Y57 CunvpR MR b mmn
WRY M27 NS DLW NR BR N2 7 MR CphoD My
"an I 0 2awn YO SRR N3 DL |D RYn UR Teaw
SR 13D AT Y T2 1D teat 133 branh e Yavd Rawpy
MY NSy NN WBY2 VBB TADY NN ST MWD oD Y
VT 5V IR TR 7Y Tnn PN N3 W33 S o
SIOR 7T TIN2 BN MY MDIRD CNI3N DR DIMSMYD N2WPY Y31
INIPY MM V0 FEY oR SRNgY
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(7) p. 50.

b. Sanb. 1070 n3pB PO M SRVY XOD D5WS AN W0
FIND 32 PWDUTY N3N0 X5 BT R b 1Rt YWhoRD 8
b 21 -2ty T TR AT UER B WA (TRA) NS enTD
YIVNUT a0 BTR 12 XS WY b RpID RN WD MR 3R
MO Mo REST R YD BMD 5P Rveobrb [voM) mnne ja
NWVTIODOR NS BTIPT MY [EAEYY] M muw j3 ot
TP AN DaTT COINT TSNS YD YSya [nnw] ovrebo
MR RIW RPN D VY RPDTIN RI(R) 5] oot Ron
TN MR MTMD Y 30 (BY) b Mo 7 NWOOR Y Tad
ROR FTNDTY TMEYD DIND YA PR PO AnR Y2 Yo
RO FD MDD RP M XD PAp MY MON e e mvapb
WS MR SIApS N30 aEpb ANN YR nvMp TP Xp M N
S MmN REONaD NPy S D T RPhn M2 N Ml
RYOMEY RV 55 7w bavpn 75 D tnn Y2 v d aon
IS DY 0 ONY FRYDN MDYS YN PPIEOBD PN DN PN

$SRTDY DR T REe

(8) p. 54.
T. Shabb. XL 15. Zva5rm 3%mg W9 eR ™ e by vonn
AR 753 XX b XD RTLD 13 RO UYNOR Y ob NaR Pup
$PWIPNE 55 PR ANy NN Tt e b

(9) p. 56.

b. Sanh, 103% "Wr NAR D SO 9 WX RTON Y ORT
1L S T5rIN2 3P XD YAN Y0 TR MWD N 209
DY DYTYETETY DYDY DNETER AN NOT MR JUhNR SIWn 8d
WShan PR ebn W j2 7O X b ThRa 2qph 2 ¥an

$AMTU YN D BN

(10) p. 62.
j- Taan. 65b:— 2rom WX 5X DX 75 TONY DX WIAN 1 A
O RVTT DVATS FHWY MRD N2 MINND D0 BN DN 12 XY
$TEYPY RO
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(11) p. 63.

Jalq. Shim. § 766, ™D TOORT N3 LW PP PSR “an
FINTY FIPNT ATTY SM2WR RN TN BHWR Oon A5 T Bwpa
FNT FIPIY JandY 7o 1A nhy pund EInnonY MoIeT
CAYLEDY MO LY DO UPIVY TRYD Ty TR JaDIR 0w
399 DO MR 5D WRYhY 9Ypa r1o jm 7o 5w ohwn s
D X5 9T DWI IR IR DIYES XOD DAY NN 0 N
YLD Y RWTY A1OM XWT SN NWID W bR arom bW
3D M RN SEYY XDY BN DASph N3Y phnon XWID o
" MR BYS2 TN DR MDD SN "D MR MORM bYn RoM
(0N 102Y STOYT DIWND IR MR NYRDD SN OTRD O

(12) p. 64.
M. Sanh. X. 2:— p5m b PR DR Y3 Bobn nobo
OAW ... STOIOY ANPIN TP DY35R MY NaT Thiyd
T SEINIINY AN TSI munTn

(13) p. 67.

b. Gitt. 560, 57 oYW FPAR 3 oYpbp N2 oipow
INT YD AN XM OYvmd MpOR TR MMRD w2 M
M 1R TR PaTNb AT SN D mox Xuby RYIN2 SR
N2bY XY W2 MAN 37 WmvanEd mven 85T PO A
DO SRS ATYRR 50 Y ORAD FNMT 9T 2NDT XDM MM
PPDDIN PATDT OND2 BYR NDI XTI NWTTT AT N 0N o
2OR MTARY O VPR M WNT mvpweph Avd voion xmn 3
NEbY XY 2ON XD 7D MR RTHR BrdaL PO v v
52 3raeY DERE DTN RS 3UN IR YPIITND G bRt BN
ST PO DT N3oTa SYM Nma RT3 RIS N SUR EYvo
L% NobY XD 2vOn SR 5UR DRVDY *IYDIED NI NPON
317 55 VIR RS DN DI BRI 54X N3 YEIRTRS o bt
FINTER 5UN MDD NN RV SO SUR VY DDAD YA OWD T3
TN 1IR3 1T DYDY Y awbyit bD an RT hnhn

(7YY Y131 BLYTT DO SRS NNy Wwoie N MR TR XD
* So the older Editions; the moderns read "»®45. The o=w3P reads 1om.
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(14) p. 70. n.
b. Sanh. 1060:— X5 59032 M35 RN M3 T SR
1N DT TR PEDDRT NRDT YT 0Y5an a3d T Ted oven

(15) p. 72.

b. Sanh. 106> ©Y53 95 Yra® 3 X3V 370 XD R SR
TONEY Y87 SEIR 2902 XOX 3905 RS ansha 5S¢ M D 2
SR DAY PPN 2 W PUE mboY PRdn M2 DY 2 8D
M0 SN2 3O SN BYSIT OPID Y5 T IS MBNp b

PIIRWOYS DD MMM S0P I3 NYMM BYSR WD Db Phbn

(16) p. 75.
b. Sanh. 106%:— 5X DB MM M MR NBRM PYD RO
(5% DLa o2 SMBY " MR 5*207 mR]
The passage in brackets was struck out by the Censor,
but is voucked for by Rabbinowicz, on the authority of Mss.
and the older Editions.

(17) p. 76.
b. B. Bathr. 14°:— :o53 nonpY e0 2nD AT
This 1is repeated, in almost the same words, in j. Sotah. 204.

(18) p. 71.
j» Ber. L 8. (3°) 1WI"M0 TBR oM 132 XY 271 Mn0 311
TR T2 P18 522 PMNAT MDY PTMP WD MNT PR Py
s 9ab BN pIN Y XD PNV RIYD Wpn JON Pp
172 XTI M2 ST N30 DD3 1M N2 SNYaw v :hhos npwd
TP PR SR YIEBY BY 553 BYhaY pha Dot PTMP TR M
TRV 20D NPT R TEW M ThRNEm 5P vamd aby arnw
VYR EESEY STNEY P2 %00 WPV BRI A N3 XM WY
$OYIMDIY BN TN TIWDY VDB WYY

(19) p. 78.
T. Sanh. X. 11. by pdvaon?! PR FMN3T DD 92N b
DYEIM STEbR W Y5 Mo’ Nb oW 2 1 Morn o PN
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WD I DR YD PRYSSEY PR RYE3 3D R MU mal
TH2 RTU0 JAb4 WY 19N VWP MR PIEIDY WMR PR e

:9bpoY S BYasm v Tvbn W 1Y wow

Cod. Wien ez 3 (C. Erfart) om. 2 (Cod. Erfurt) jonwom 1
sR~anY add S (ed. Venice 1522) =nx w=nd (C. Wien.) s9uo neab ¢
(Cod. Wien) ™1 rvzb

(20) p. 79.

j- Sanh, VIL 16. p. 25¢ 4. mam R * 2 M 7 DWEN
PR DYOY NWTD N0 OO ST PR N1 XWID 0B NS
23 oYY WO ThY Povacn Oy Bvymd S Py e coon
D a3 By mIn DR OPPYSTEY IR DY IR A Mnen
72 T 15 WY 7D VNP DN PYMIEY WM PR D

$ATBSPOY AL WTINNAMM DYRIMT LN WY ™HY WM

[The same passage is found j. Jeb, 15¢ with no material
variation.]

(21) p. 79.

b. Sanh. 67% PR FYRT DY A S WY XM
N BT NR YD PRSI YD PEIY ST R PAm by Jevasn
IR PN T WD YD PIZNIT RNAD BYIY YD PEveYsY Yeubn
O OMOR D I MO IR SN VIR RUTY BNP PR Yoy
PR PN IRYT O S NS TOIR RYTY IR NS pnbNe
oY 2WYR N2 NI DR BNASY DTAY TAYN MDA uwTR
IXRMD PIRD PYDITY DYIVI VS ADY 707 VNI X 90 TN
FTMOMT B2 NTLO A5 WY 731 W POPIDY P nad

$M3Y NP0 72 :Mop 33
(22) p. 83.

b. Sanh. 43%:— oMY 2 oS YRbn MoDR 273! NURM
DR YN NOYY ROWD Y Spotd axwtd B v Ipd Nz
Y07 Y5 AMTD X5Y 1Oy b XY par % YT v 5D e
NI PNOT4 3D M2 3 XMooMY (MSW SUR] RoD 2walt yetm
DY MRD LY ODN XDY Sonn x5 BN WA XYW WD

ST nRbed avpa?
(Cod. Monac.) add "3 2 (Cod. Flor) mop 3=y3Y N3 3aya !
(Cod. Monac.) add n™b ¢ (Cod. Mon.) add "™xwst yon 3
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(23) p. 86.
M. Sanh. V1. 4.:— £v2omm qrysha 539 37 b pbposrt b
$RYND AW DTALT ROR TR R v

(24) p- 86.
T. Sanh. IX. 7:— ndbp "5 707> 25N M "W w1 2
Sy 5y TSu o b Mv Py DYamnh DR wod vhn paba
RYIOYSS NEYD I ODRY JOT IR RMBOYSD X2y TANT 510 obvn
T5BMO 7T AR 2DY MY 5D SN 2% By na pabhe e
$5n maba pbbp v mmxs b avdx

(25) p. 90.

b. Sanh. 438 %p> w1 Yo B v ovvebn nown WD
MY MO AW D WS R oD TR TN Ny e
DR Y 2907 AN ND PR YD 1IN DWPOR NP MINTNY RN
PYIZY PN ANNDM AP WP WD BN RPD MDR 0D Tany
TN YPY ANTTY DIINONI 2MN0T AT NP PR 1D mR 3N bR
S TMBR BT VYT T M7 AW T WS oN b
TNR 2YM NI JNIpn nhOR MNRY NI AN R PR
TR AR SRTY MIDT NI 2N AN WA D an Mad
MR FTIND STDR 7903 T2 DR 00K I DT N U1a
AT AN TN PR SYR ATIND T 2SI AN TR W

$9725Y TN mAY

(26) . 95.

Abarbanel, Fyvo w490, on Dan. VIL 8:— #8n £3 0
MTUE PN XY NI 1A 5y NVWY Samn TPFT DR YO TN
D BYIR R [T Db avwon R YD WMWY Wy

3N N X

27 p. 97

b. Sotah 47%:— 7(mam M7 dxoe NN WS pan wn
1@ 3D MDY YT ma b pnTe yohhas x5 ravpn
ANDT RWT RD YTIBXR VT WA MW O EnTD S
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o %35 RS DN MINM 2 BV mp SN Jays mexn
oSt mx ompb nym ToNnpb racnn byd W Tph NoND
MY MEETY DYTTAYY MPAY MR DVANN MY YDA nnph
AOING PRRY Y ToN SWpDT NN BYTIRY 500 T b Swo
0Y WA YUT D BXR BN ANDT2 POy YOUBR SN MY
Ehh YYTRY Y2 PATN 1B DYDY DY MRD 0D S
STESDY MY SO Y37 YRR DWMIRD T DYOIR IYATWY
TOIED MDY Y R Yhm b pomn SRR TOWM
ahatpr 75 %5 MER T2 U b R Ym NOY mavona wnad
DSOYS 9T PPYEDD IR B3NN M XD RUNY Yo b Ton
BYIYW DINRTMS Y5 M5N DAND JAR MORT NDW TAY N2 FAwn
MR D PP DD MYONT NOWY PSR P2 yheym
VPR T P27 MIORT RIWT 7O ST 2DY YOI PN Sem
WTIR OR DPRN R T OB DR QWIANT N2 RN AT
PP OTITT NS NN 7T Shanm wmd ax Wpd v mhath
$M3Y TP 33 2o
[Part of this passage occurs in b. Sanh. 107 and forms
the beginning of the extract given as (7) p. 49 above. To
give the text of the version in Sanh. is needless, as it contains
nothing of any importance beyond what is contained in the
much fuller version in Sotah now before us.]

(28) p. 103.
T. Hull IL. 22, 23.:— or DL 727 12 WYSR 2 "oyy
RSY RMED J3 PPy DD IMNDYd NOD MBD O 2PN NN
LR D MR LT A WMDY ANR R D IR OSRYRDY 2 mNn
MR DO 7Y TIRY XNATD PoBTT XDY MR 7Nn TS Xuaw
S JTY DXV RS DhhOA DRI T j2 PON Sxyoeo
20 vy N DY S Bvasm ST TN Phen SO bhvoon
$OM WOTY AT PE

(29) p. 103.

j- Shabb. 149:— Almost word for word the same as (28),
then follows X35 =nyd ord wowy ROV xbx LY o 83
PRI MY DOW NI NON MEvd M M
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(30) p. 104.

J- A.Zar. 404, 413;:— Same as (29) except that after the words
DTS . ... X2 is added:— : XD 12 10Y YA Y5 AN B WwN
(31) p. 104.

b. A. Zar. 27— TIWRPND PRY PIMT 0P DIR[0 DY R
SRIRYY ‘N 5P MR 12 NVT j33 UYL SYT YRS MR D
N5Y WMINDYD  RWID MDD WA NI QWP R om whone
MWRY VAN RPN 1B T WIN SNPRT 2 SN SNy i
29T DR D PUPDR X5Y YT RWID SNNTT TR XN NOAR
TEND NTT 12 TUMON SRYVDY M DY XIP NVY NV R2D Y
TIY MAN 3T 5y pmay x5 na The) Angm WD
TEYED PINT RIDTT DNV URY TR 1IODY T PAIDY DYew

SRt Ak}
(32) p. 108.

jo Shabb. 149:— @ =3 - a’OXR 52 YO M A2 M3
WO 5UR PYDI IO DOMNY XRTMTTD DNT T 3 T onhy
nYE ST YR MY T M 34N TOp mbva SR mv mhond

$THOR WobD NI T2 1 T M 0 8h

(33) p. 109,
b. A. Zar. 282:— M3 XU MM 20N D87 WX Y31 XM
OMDT YOR N3N YR 37 XD XY TYPUR RBO AN 2Py
IPES AYpOD MYpTD

(34) p. 112,

j» Sanh. 25¢:— by X2PF M LW N UYd ‘4 NwdS
QT D /R VD I PRI MIvDT PoIRYT PR e
e OITNIR 1A YRV M1 PN0WTY D TYh R BT Pinhoem
NET AN NI Y MR NYRYD PN PYDY Y3 CTaY DN B
T D avT mm W xm 55 M mvan SR opm
TND 5 1R CFpha D 2w mNT phET JRD 5O Mpwmm
T2 OPOWY THWM PP ™D PR MY AN PmR Pnnays m
DIEY MR TSR DRT D N XS NN PTUTY R PpES
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RZY PTIONY NENT T RIS R 08’0 PInmT e xed
TS PR YD D PMER Rt 1030 TR 1Ay 3o RSY PO e
THM MY PIER PR PO MR IR AN mon e P

STTYLIY R/YT S 5Y YOI T DA TSR Avea

(35) p. 115.

j- Sanh. 258:— VP 200 W 5% UM ja YO YN
$3MWY POVR PTERY U PADY POR 5 Tas prvean
I T DI TIENIT RUMOR XTI N O WD R
Y% 32 X5Y BAY Thaynmt nme oMY Xab fD par e 2o
IR BT W3 5D P Poimn DR OXTOT 13 oW 4 swa b
N a0 XD N CTEwD A2 PAMEY IR T RINnaad b
NP mod XBR BIY TAyRWY NeTD P Nz am xvep
ST N3N RBWT AR OCEYS MR OROTPA 3B Say b oan
NI 500 VYD T ATEMY PTNENET XNEM Phwa xowm Svon
FOENY DOOR DAY RIIYMEY NOMD RWI R TR R
$NYT QWY OTNR XD RY R FTOYR MR DEOR PN Y5 N xand

(36) p. 118.

T. Sanb. XIII. 4. 5.:— DI "LIBY JD13 SxDY WD
AMRDY TTIN NOY DUE O3 PUNY DN PN jpNa B
POPN WS DITIY QNS P SBD IR 2T DY Due
0 DV SS3N MIED DD JONTERY JOW MY MY YeR
uR O BWYIE DA MBS DD MER WY D BWoN onvo
THOTIPIERT NTNDENN JITRIDBIY IR BAN (PINIT VY YO TNy
DA AYIRS TE0TY AN DR PUNIDTY SR et
PNDY ORMIRY BYIYY TIND BAINT DR NYONMY Nonw Yo b
D2 PbYav DA 51ara DRYTY PP BVMRNT PRN2 D
SWTIDTT DYONTT DD W WM T MMT D 13 P
a2 5ob PN M Maon XD oo man x5 envdin o ha
e DM e W mbab Emizt v Pha PR O mda bww
S UpLR mu3 XX Sy PRt 1b Shara 4w Siara o Wbt

;EvebhYy Traed 1op S Shar o vnhs e

The above occurs in b. R. ha. Sh. 17* almost in the same words.
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(37) p. 125.
jo Ber. 9°:— W20 MMDXY ROODN VAP WY 0PN DN
$75 OYEIm TN XD D PRBN by Jhpon M BEYea BT

{(38) p. 125.

b. Ber. 28b. 298:— 13M3 m“Y Won BIpET PR D
DY BYEORD 34N BrS MBR Man aTen By Sxvhoa jan wed
PR TIWPA SXY2® Yoy DAYER MoMa jprh YYD BN Y
WEYT KDY MYD ThSDY BN 3 RYPRNY MY OnR Mmrd
oM Y02 MYE a0 mROBTETY 39 MmN Wby 8D NN
NDD POV R POYR RWYAR Moha3 W iy W 7o
$FYY VT REOYT DI THPR YIWT PIRPIT SRYAY NRD XY )

(39) p. 128.
T. Sotah. XIIL. 4:— 7Wwnw M DYoL 0 R oW
PRVD JPYY Ni3b @Y WY Rbupb NTMamt N3amb bayoon
DR YRR by N7 oAamR P

(40) p. 129.
j- Sotah 24b, Same as (39) except that after the words
TIEN NYON b3y, there follows =N m Wy &MY

(41) p. 129. b Sotah 48P, same as (39).
(42) p. 129. b Sanh. 112 same as (39).

(43) p. 136.

T. Ber. II1. 25:— =330 Dvodm 0RD ©on3 Moy e
boa v ST 551> BWhR W3 TS SaMaT NINoTR ANy T
MER BXY BT B3 T STy owpr bwa oy bohy mhovD

IRTY Joyd BN

(44) p. 136. /

jo Ber. IV. 3. (88):— mmoy »30 2R 5 ot bR M YR
"MORYY 2 AN BYEDR Wap M35 Puva ST b MR PR
WETY BUR DWAT IO SR 3WMm oY N3 hp oW 13l
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o' oY Bvpr ST BYIT YWDY2 DWDD oY DY b b1
125D 12923 T S Db muana
(45) p. 137.

T. Hull. IL 24.:— 022 5127 52 opntw wyvdR ~a move
PIOYY JRNED TP TIRAT DI Y MR PTh mead wew by
ER RSET AT MR MO "By P PANI 15 TR W55 DAt
SIRNERY SN Y5 MR DYSDAD 1IN 733 R5R IR XY 1 RON
§557 BYN3T2 BYYYB A5 N2'TIIT DR PR T2 MR AR 7ty
TOCOW WLRXD SN ANNST T WRENDDY MHLD MR YT DYev
DN RIPY 9 00) 52P Y yamd b posy N Mt by
BN MR D MR MY SR PR RPD N2T 7UEb TmIm v
TVOTTT WX TR PIYA S 127 75 NBR JUVAN 70 NN Xow Y
MNTH MNDNT ST RMWINTWNA IO WNT ONR DYD whnom
MMNEID 3 SN DIWB DY ST M2T YMNY JU50 DD T AP
POTT N Y37 by mmavw nmve M2t by shopnn unsm
FAbDIT BY%EM BY37 D MR BB OR 27PN MY o ey
T8 MWD P I BN R DDIPD M YR ) R M

$d oM
(46) p. 138.

b. A. Zar. 16Y. 172: 29735 TSP Wb XY oEOYDD 2N
DW5pa BTATR PIWSY TRVAST TPY JVOAN IR Y MR P
IR R EY PRI N MDD PRI 5D JoNd 5 R ESn
TRARITY SWIT D AN DVADSD AR A0 AR YoN RS XY
TS SHER TMbh 0323 'NN2d 'RAWI FINR MED SYYT TSy
SAR T2 YD WU N30 PR %D mR PRImn 1oy bavp X
TIOR3 DY RDT 37 Y5 TR MR B R VRTINS My
DAR OYD MMNOTT XY D R [Mnd] nopnd by Ntm
"=hvabma) TR (3R] R et b2 Jbm pawa e nvn
EOOMIND 2902 Y5 TR YR RWWDD MDD TR IWPYN [Nz W
X5 3”25 DUoma Wt DNEYD A N MY DR whan xb
TNV OPRRT [Nz ey worth 9o %t mmR Eids b onmR
354 FIERTR BYPD IRD MRRLN DIPBD 18N RV NN T Bidp
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N3 3T ST DY MN2FT 2Ad 0D ST YTY 5P 3T R
SONDN W SN2 BND 5R 27PN SRY [uve N 7T mhyn prin
[ ] add. cod. Monac. teste Rabbnowicz.

(47) p. 139.

Qoh.r. on I. 8 p. 42:— MW POR XN XD EOEMIND 3900
1TARS PMION 137pD Y5 MBR PIIONR S5 thNBR T B 25D ey
MR PR oYY "D MR DR PPN BB OYRY 9 PMBR oY
125m Wnn RbYN PYOR FEY D YPNBR PINDD NI PINETD
[biatus in printed text] "> =BN Y275 "PIND RN 795 MYDS
TOR YV AP T PONRL D 0D WMDY ANIDY W2 ANED
DDS YhOEMY (3T MR BPY £hanb PMOTD WYY W1Yn MYy

2N Mo

(48) p. 146.

b. Shabb. 116> b: FvnmR 2rybR 37T NNaS SHT NEW
ST MIT MYPISDa REWTSYD RYWIT N WRT ONYo) jaNT
RTTT XD 775 RDVIR N3 0IMRD W3 R bapn 85T N1D
BRI M7 D YD WOENT R™Y3 D oamex mepb b
XU P2 5UR PN XD RPN3 RM2 2P 1o 2D bR 1hD
NOMTIX DWW STTT XDVYTIR OB PEYaRe Jinhhss
Sy 571 Smeb PN RTIMD RNN3Y RN M2 2N KPS
TN 3N XOBOT MENED MSNED YD IR RID RTBR VIR YD
ROV 5Y Do RSN NNR FTONT REMTNR T2 nnptnd XD NN
5 AR DN XD RPN3 RN3 BRI NS 23T NN fons

XD VLY RWAN ROR 5NWBEA 137 YR RO T D
* Cod. Oxford, Rabbinowicz.

(49) p. 155.

T. Shabb. XIIL 5. jmR o5z PR 72 SMEDY B0
512 MWW YHYENT OV ‘A FTRDTRY 37 PatpRR Y RNDD iR
FEPR TIEND 7 TBR ORDT DR OS™DY NN DM0TRT DN TP

TN BRD JTIROTRY $ DY NRw b NN BRY N3 DR
EIWT PINRD DID3 MWINY ST MTNAY Db ANCIs MR AT
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PHIDIDY AR Y00 1EhITY 13 PMPIDY MR DD PR ST Ty
0N TIMOY DRD ATTRM-RSTT MRY N 20 oy 12
MY DPET MR DR T P2 Y MoYd DR TN dxyeoe
TIRDPY MR PSheRD NN MED DY 5Y Mmnh movTpa anoin
WY D 0D PNR 5 ovaraw orhard Swnot Pa nnm
MR N TWMIDE NDT MO 2N DITORY FTENOTRY 3R
DY YD ™ RD DNNID MR hhoh pEIpnR Phowipnay
Mp XD JOM PhRE PR YD MRS UPR JMIN POORD PNe

$PTANET 37 5o ¥5Y mvan wen x5 mbpon

t Cod. Vienna, and b Shabb. 116a, 2 Cod. Vienna.

(50) p. 156. j. Shabb. 15¢ almost the same words.
(51) p. 156. b. Shabb. 1162 almost the same words.

(52) p. 157.

b. Gittin 45P:— %75 by =ny YR 205 XYTI3 21 D BN
nYD 0 yaw Tmpb JINST IR RS TIPS PRI R o
A 27 TR b XmbYT 43 Pp BYNAsY TR T NTRY
NIn) Y 0Y201D Y31 13ND PN PR NBNDD YN NED Phepd
M5 OSTONY AN D IR DYE5I T T3 Rrwd TN P
RYDY A0Y NI MR 8N AW 2000 TR MED YA PTYD

1731 RYEP XD I3 PP TR XU TR TN

(53) p. 160.
T. Jadaim II 13:— mNmwn P98 ey avwrban
PO TS NDB 13MS BMED 521 XD J3 MBS BT R
DY DN PR
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b. Shabb. 1162:— 5m7aR “M 7 "2 {E 31 AN W2
PENER PR I FPYSTT WpR JMN Pha AR "3T Meo un
Spnz) M5 19w 531 TThaR a5 SR XS 27 TR AP b P
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{55) p. 165.
b. Shabb. 1523:— &> w“z AN J2 YTV O 0P 3R
PEA KD IR0 PTDR UMD AN MR AUN jTNER b new
H R AT I SRy getn b

'36) p. 165.
h. A. Zar. 17°:— 15 BR JTAN WS DM xS »YR SR
1E3W5INT NITAN REY WX RTVREY N jpT

(57) p. 165. o

b. Erub. 79" 8$0°:— 32 27 =N SR MTION XYY TN
T THR SRYATY FDNIED RIS PR SRR PYEWD oy
$ETWR DR SN WM AENRY Y2 RS SMEn N YENS

(58) p. 171.
b. A. Zar. 6* (ib. 7b):— [BN TEYTAR N2 REWDAN 37 0BRS
PTNOR EIIPL ANYATS 3% MAtt M D™ SN1D

{59) p. 171
b. Taan. 27°:— nawn 7735 “woB JUynza 17 RS raw Anya
(SYMZTT WO! PrIY 7 BN 8D TYH RAY3 TR ATy Nara 1P

{60} p. 173.
T. B. Mez. IL 33:— X5 mvEmaey \p7 m2m2 2Wwiam oy
ROY PV PYNORMY DYTeNDAm PIven P R5Y jitye
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IR IRD JERS PRENAD SDIN RNED NS TS DY
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TR SIS MMYE JRANED MR H NIANN RFIR 3R vAvhE o
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FITOVVTOIOR UMDY N OSTAN TIND SOR AR 330N SRR
TYUMAE WD SRm MR NPT XYW DWOMST NS ONTY Mo

: NTCNT NDYT
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MER BN OSFIAT M3 MY TR 7YY RN NI IINTTI OR Pan
TAASANDY 9T 1Y IS SN0 NP OIRE 7YY 1NN mUhIT TMORD
TRT TS IO PR TITER JINRY MDY YNET IMNNECT 10aT
CROPSES OPNY R OPTIRT OPRY ED PIREYT PRY PR jmphs
PUIDET MDY ORDY VR MEMT RS §ITE PNETME PIRY R

[Note. Here follow the stories of Elazar ben Dama who
wished to be healed by Jacob of Chephar Sama, a Min, and
of R. Eliezer's arrest oun the charge of Minuth; see above
nvs 28, 45.1

(63> p. 178.
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PTATND IR PR OPAME 27 N AT A2 5T 30 MmN T
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TR NI T PR
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RV R XS AMNAYE PN MYER MERT ONIW AN XS Yoo
TRTY RO SIS T MR SUNY O RTTM 37T TP NN
NS FMAymY M3 XNT e meves 55cn mtpaw obp mnoRpan
TP L. e e . NORTTNT I N 5Y MEY N XY
S m3 ArIY AR NI Y MN022 AYM D3 A vown
ITYNAPI RO NI XA BN D 1o XWTIT 12 RYY AEw
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(66) p. 188.

Qoh. r. 1. 8:— =ry"bx ‘v brx NRAY DMR STORD TEYH
AR TUEFH DR MTND TS NBR WIAND AN D TR MRS
AR FhRPY YAy M ban mobh M A Syman vam Pupn w2
RN PN BM5 MR 2P SNRY PrENm WK N b S
oRY PIETEY XD FAND 5D 20T BB M MmN S mnss

1O IR WYY X5 e
(67) p. 191.

Shem. r. XIX. 4. p. 360:— Dy Z¥owman SNY PR
DYEIR SRNDY PN BUNAT Y RET YD TN Y N Damad
TONY MRUPE Mo DI PRI MROPR PO wRt S
Y ST MR BATNMD TN 2 Sobmy Toiey nbn mbon
DR MYER SN SRV DIMT PSY A bbm vanbwoa

1P DI FND TIYEY M DOOR POMYY M nene

(68) p. 192.

Bamm. r. XVIIL 17. p. 754:— 5o pvo DY w958 e
TN Phaa Y jan Xbn N nhad Pt v oamb jma
TN SNTE JAMNT IR SR Sy mnd oA oo jane A
75 jan ST DNEn S ST %D 55 WY XM P N
TN M3 YYD DYYN AIME MITE 3R 1N 8D SPInhNY AN

$DRNP3 BAMER NPT D M RchnD
(69) p. 193.
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(71) p. 196.
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72) p. 196.
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TS DS SN SN XS TUNY MIRT!AY 725 5TR LMY e
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$59 TN YD 95mya ban Swwrn WINT XNT TSwra

(73) p. 198.
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O OIROTIOW N5 MR DR DR DUIER 7T NMPT TN 10
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(74) p. 199.
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MY AR MAYY NN 5o Ayt RS Dwada BN jWNaRa favnn
5¥ IO MID MA WY MO0 AbMAY mbEn MY MYy XS
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(75) p. 204.
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IRYT PR IR MR ESTIY MhaY By

(76) p. 207.

M. Sotah. IX. 15:— mapsa ... .. "2 ST UYBN 27
29 mved e mzbem L.l NODY RPN RPDD
(77) p. 210.

j- Nedar. 38*:— o177 "0y =Y N7 "39 DO XAX 20
TP N5 NS 3TV P2 DWphIER BY 201 hn b
ORI RN SR RDBYT 1D DDE WO N R T3
RER TUIDTD PNY MY DRI TTMIN B Tp Y BhaD (i

PIYY E5IPS T30SO ShINT PTIREN BN NRT 7D BpY
(78) p. 211.

Qoh.r.on 1 8 p. 4b;— mvmb BIR YOI Y N 12 RIUM
RP2W3 N2 2907 70 PhYY abm it b Ayt 9 wd
APEORT 7190 SR YOONRY MR MDY 2N FhaNAn YO Shab b
PrY SRAWYT RPN MB 50 DR YD RYYDN RIRT NEn Y2

(b Jan T ba2b yBen oo
(79) p. 215.

Qoh. r. on L. § (p. 4b):— - J9235 M EEM §2 1 POy I
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WD 59BN 5N IR 290D 32 X5 MY PR PRy WIS
SMEY YRS RRBT Y SRR PO JRRY MR Y Y O
roomoR 851 mobm XET TEND 3303 DR JmY M PR PImENa
7702 MWD PSR WM J2 rSorotRY nopm bW 33
il s B bl by

(80) p. 218.
Qoh. r.on L 8:— mpoynn Jmm 91 XOWPY 12 ST M
Sy D TER C2IDMY IR PONID 2! PN DRI T ey
FTEM PIIT T2 M2 53T PN ThAYs PR Pavn PInR pPn
Y P PTEY Ji5 NI XV OIMPR FIMANT ANIYR PIE R
N30 MIEbR YD PR NONT 71927 PDID PR JIRdnnws
TIN5y AEbERM 135 a1 53N 115 (MmN nrE avawn 78 TN
SN PYHINEY 2Y2TU DR MINDR SINTR Namn SN DY oW
Djvane mnbn Mony

(81) p. 219.
- Qoh.r. VI 26 p. 21%:— n2maa [p 0P 0PI 0N 1
T 2 R“T XTI MDD TR PP AT RVIM WOR Y AT A0
T 20 RYT NBNO DD W 2PYY AT RDIM N1 J2 WYSN
72D RYT DIM PD WA BR RV YT N WIN 12 XM
T ORDITY FO3 7T 270 RYT SR BR XU RO J2 AT
IYEYOR FITORDIMY DTN N WPNBR Y AT 2 RUT 1TheSR

($2) p. 221.
b. Hagg. 50:— X37 "R W17 D12 D M0N0 00N
27 93 N3I% DR DAY WP RNoNT b by AN 72Ypn Ton
T3 OYTWIY Y TM0D Y 5231 R0w WY MDY Y10 TBR jom
WITTINT NRY N2 RWIT D IR 0% Y2 Wp B hetn
5 oY M5 IR PBY TEY 1T D IR Y0 STERS M
NIXY TN SRR MR YTNYTRINT NBY TS MR Nn youT
DMAR RT NI RO YD RN WYY eI YT XM
NODTY RD 95 MR WY e (F1OED) MR WTYYTIINT RBY M
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DU DYEN DVRY DRI SIENRD SN JUNNCADY 512 ThEN SmT

x4 . 28,

Shem. ro XXX 0. p. 53¢ di— FRamy MY SNS@) JaMa nove
IR PN D DAY YT DI NIWMY M Y 12 'Y
SIErh BYIAND IR RTY SNOTA AT XD BT NTRD MaYpe st
TEROSAR PR DD W O30 LW M2YPM 0 0w TN N
M SWIER SeAmN XD D7D NBN DDYMRT PN ERD MEN NI
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SSENRT 15N PN 55 RSr \aNID MafpR S YRR Svnme
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TEY DWNAIS A1 ST jR OnS BN T TR X7
PR SN T OMERM 2SS SNNT Je 1w S53vp 8D BN
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(86) p. 235.

b. Jebam. 102°:— 517 X1y 3“0 X3 RWIT YD neN
X3T 7T AR DPR> DY DUpDAY DIRII 20T NN A A
TR phm o SMD Phnm 2D ;AT D MR B phn Nrnt

DI D XD VM OPMIR TS wdmT meat BNy awns

(87} p. 237.

b. Ber. 10%:— #9py 929 290> RYMN2D XD XWIT 0D YoN
mmEad B WD TP TR M AT 8YT Dwn nThY XD
WD NDR 77T IR MDA A MREID NI ENRY NS AW RpS
TSN NOD MMpY mERD MmN SNNTY MO NN S 8D mpy

DOV SIS T2
(88) p. 239.

b. Hall 872:— N2 N> 27 930 0 727> X2 R 5N
NI DT T O D 20T = Y KRS B RN3D el
YD MOR TRD MINAT T NPT DT S SUYE TS YER BN
NS Y37 2N RPN TS RTTIEY MM NMOR XMW S
NIIN RP XD D TR 73 W XD SVT D XONYPA P
W WR W MM N30 D MR AN T Tnaa oy R
RPN TEN 15 NHR DY AT T2 5PN TAYIN MRNTR R RS P
NN o2 5P DY BYR MDY BISRT N 3 D MmN vhE
MR MO SW 00 Y5 NmR ST MNR OAEWT ShWANN W AT
IRV SRR MDY A5N0 5D DY SNERY Svp m3 anet ot
PPT TN YT PP ANETD OOND ST PYIY phzy  ToN

$O1NYD M2 DB ST

(89) p. 245.
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(90) p. 247.
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NI RMMI ROABNED NPYY MR BUR XTI R’MBTan RpYD
190 NaYn T2 X3 XS R S5 awos

(101) p. 276.
b. Sanh. 992:— “hmwe AR M35 RIME RWTT BURT MW
Np OV bUR YOI WMMS X:wm WS "Er b BUR mwn
TYOINS SDNYY PAR FIOOY JOIHT T 95 20D RPN b nud
SN Y YTRA0Y T omaT T

(102) p. 277.
b. Succ. 48%:— AR D PO ODT XM R DN
POY2 M BRANTY 307 RS REOYS Do %5 abanT vy
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MOD7? POV 2D XDV DBRPID POTS 2D W 54N
IRV MR PDEY RTINS PMDT NN XY

(103) p. 278.

b. Sanh. 913:— "M 12507 WMMNAR MR D R R BUN
29 AES SUR TS DITNRR BUX MM RP Y2 XTDYY XNEY M R
TYPNI BN TTERE N5 1WA 0D 120 MmNy STV W2 7o
1Y TR EFTS TEN DED SRS NPRR Y 105 MEYY B2 WD
DY O¥2 JU5I5Y UN PR D TTAR =2 MEY DT DIpna WMN
=DYY DR DY TDY ST NEYY S OPRT DpR2 TS Ny
M3IDY ARTY AYP3S RT OPMENT SIAR R SRS 12t ;rD rom by
T3 W MDY PPN MRS SENR ™I 2 "IN S
TSR ONOR 12 TOR DVAD AR WS MY MaTm oS TRk N2

STIST B RTRRY £YRDY S et mw

(104) p. 281.

b. Sanh. 913:— §125 "1 RCWE 72 ROMAA> X(e XWEI SUK
$195 W BUR VI ARMAT R VT I DD IR RN
WYD RS M WIS T T RS M ORD v PInvemERT 8vavn
TRNEPYS NITVDEY 73 RILWI RSP X D nvp xvavn bUr
15N MANT DY RPN TR REWM 1S TNY SCN OX YR M

(105) p. 282.

b. Sanh. 39%:— 7512 TS XR XVILES NS 0P M !N
TR 20D TR R RO G PR WS e SmoReys
Ro525 0T B2 W2 PMERp TMET e BUR TETID YT PYShn
R5T NPT ORI ORI SUR MSIR RS MANad T navad mved

$ITEORY T YD AT RYWT 7DD RS 907 mbon

The same story is told in Jalq. Shim. on Zeph JIL 9, with
no essential variation.

(106) p. 285.

b. Sanh. 38b:— TUvA> "TARS YTV IRT N 1AM 21 (0N
DR 300 XM RWTT MR IS XD RD WY IS pvwe Ao
W B mS oot YBR MY ‘M BN Y N mor WY Awes
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WMOPIZ NIM A 123 MW D ST 137 DYO 1Tw PwuR
b DoymEd XOY RE 1D OR 12 VAN 5R 12 R SR 2D M
2OMST SNt XD MAD RPINE WRT JT02F xPuRNT bR YD

1437 BB TNE PR DR THR R

t =X Cod. Monac. apud. Rabbez. 2 'mbe idem. 3 =773 idem.
4 mmsmbap idem.

The above is contained also in Jalg. Shim., Mishpat. § 359.

(107) p. 287. .

b. Hagg. 15%:— amvas RO 75 R2FODWS 10T XM
TRVEY RS I ORD MOPROT XM TMN SNNPNT XRSMDY 3movad
T ORI 2 DYSEY DM ONBT MBYY XEY DY RDY mn 8

$NTWT NOEIE PIONE NTIIEY IOTIRS UTIPER
(108) p. 290.

b. Sanh, 392:— 2 23"z RIVEAR NN X RWIT D 1N
WY M PIOR WIINNRM RY PRI MR YN BN e
TSP TROR TR NS MR I OPWD DWA 52 2T T

;aThm XS BTHAY Ao

{109) p. 291.
M. Saph. IV. 5: 9 &by ... ... TN BTRONTAY ONED
$SYRDA MIMDN F1ATT SN jUm

(110) p. 292.
T. Sanh. VIIL 7. mo9xa 802 mmbs mommna Xt oo
TEYBR VAY TV UMD DYTEIR 10RO RAE

(111) p. 293.

b. Sanh. 38":— IR ML pw A M R EOO ER
OIMPIDR XER T RD RN 7 MR SYMPIERE 2WNY o I
T AR DT PET U2 BN STMpRER ban £hash vty bo
Xam ppbra TR MY I JRIWR Suhen TpEY Bpr b
DIMNS T T DNDY B AN T M1 Teb2a DTN NN DYTON
WX TIPS SRS DO 1R Y5 DY Yo SR PRy YT BR
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TIDOTER WP SWER D WX 5T M Yo w o o
ST PRI IR D SRAWYD TS YEY TOR WRTP 523 wvwha
S0 PSP ™Y PIOND T 5y 55 B n17eb Db b
SO RYT T2 DRI PR PO AURT PR M2 %S mmedb
RWIOD P FMWI2 MR Y3 S0 Xhnpa Thml oURn 137
RO MM TN JNCTID T 7Y END MO RDOWY 0T ToRem
T TS TIRY D IER RWAT D IR B mRr e
XER Sum mhND DY OMON MM Y X2PY O M bR N2y
DR PN SEap RD W T mbap mpard may b
12 TTYOR 7 O5YR N N M3 mpEd IR P IR xR
SFR ROR DTHFRY DT SIR Y55 Amn BIN Y5 Mo N2y Ry

19530 TS SNERDY 1EY 2wNS ROD HNBAS IMNY Nesd

(112) p. 297.
Siphri § 143. p. 54%:-— 323 AN R12 OO ONTY 2 JOT
PIRAEY YTE R TEN RDTEISR 8D B3 10N XS TN RuRpn
$OYTRS oMb M ImnD et ROT MDY DO ORYT Y NbN

(113) p. 297.

b. Menah. 1102:— FIX™1 X712 SRIY j2 JWRD M MmN RUC
THISR X318 XD B3 amRd RST PYNATP NYARR 3D hn

$pmd 1S Syad mp jimnp I #bw oxiw

(114) p. 297.

Siphra 4¢: Same in substunce as (112), but ascribed to
R. José [ben Halaphta] instead of to R. Shim'on ben Azai.

The saying is also found in Jalg. Shim. § 604.

(115) p. 299.
Echah. r. L 1. p. 10%:— 5797 Y00 19 S8 153 80
FEEND DTS SNOYR M ETTYS Mt mhveay by bt
SN YMPD

(116) p. 299.
Siphri § 329. p. 139%:— N7 X% MR MR D A0 WN
TURT2 SIMTY WD TIINTT DYRTa WY PR STaIRd avwn
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S99% PR RDD IR NTEY BWIDN PNRY S BT WO PaNn
TN PhER R 5UYR v ’DY yanb 85 nvand 85 mvnrd
WY PIORT LR DWNIT TTOORMY SRNDY YHB 77 NBR MO e

PDWIR PR IPSIVY jrnn
(117) p. 300. -

Mechilta Jithro § 5. p. 66Y:— % =9 P I oW
00 RS0 WY YTRTP o PR T MM WD WY ™o oD
Y IR NBR P PAMDN D S Dhwn meawb b pimnp
MR X2 NS WX NAYDS UR TTTANT 5P MR DY 5Y R TR
TOPY 1Y RWT VR MR D SN NN 0D antyd NN e odwd
MRY PIONT VR DNRAZ MY DR SR 5D Y IR D NN NN
POXRT VR N R TRID DI RN TEYT SYD M3 oIy PR
T DMPT ND DMTINY PvED N3N RO W R

13D MY TRY YO TEBR Y DR oMY Matpn Soywow

(118) p. 301.

Ber. r. VIII. 8. p. 224:— =37 pwa jom "0 Swvnw “an
OYD IO ST TVINN DR 201D ST AN YT ORI
TTOY) BYTX MBRM NONND M PIODS YN 17D B B b3
TEED PN SRR o BHIPET a0 Yupb anx NeeTD wnbea BaN

ST DIYDD ST 290D Y5 TR RanR ovnveb fp

(119) p. 302.

j- Shabb. 84:— <7% [P AEAIRI J2MWMN BR PrHR 25 w7
5 w3y i PP SR b by Yo XD Yhwo Tabn
AV MDD Y M AN oY TR YT TR VA "o Tn
AXMINENT VT TIPS MDY FORSD mbw v abx N 3D MY

$uThY

(120) p. 303.
Shem. r. XXIX. 5. p. 51b:— wmap m“a TWOR 719008 RYS
M FAYPR MDR MR W 3r NS oM e BT ed pheb bve
SIP531Y 33 D PRD TINR VXY AR YD PRD PIONRT VR O WU
dE S PIND Db P
28



432 APPENDIX

(121) p. 304.
Pesiq. r. XX1. p. 100¥: same as (95) above.

{122) p. 306.

Debar. r. 11. 33. p. 104¢:— 2M0IRD 1OR DY 3NN SR 00 OY
TORTT 502 MY PMND N3 AT VR 29hN OR T atR o
T MMDN D BNEIRD DDA PN WMDY 112 N0 YD T DN
WBR MW DL BMP DTS TINY Y WNNY ot
D DYWORNDM DM OWRD POSITR DRY PENT WP SNTTS
a3 matprd Pobpn D RS 2pYM Pz DITER DR an
b by M2¢prT DYDY NAN N mpx OYIP DAVIp TYIp MoNTp
POS2 MBI DT RBY TP DB m3T DUR ST PODN Noxwd
SRR DY M2 DN DB W TR 2WhN Ox DU DYY e
NN yow XOR J2 XD AR YO PR YD PR PINY 12 B VR P

SR TTOWWIR

(123) p. 308.

j» Ber. 3e:— yww OXR v YD M2TS DYDY WNph
N2 9N MDY MIDNATT PIRD DA DNT 54N DY MR M orm
Yo SU M TP M2 MEYD BYSD YD NS RTT I PR
WP T PIIR PTER JINNR 2R JRm N3 SR M M a0
LER IR PTIP PR AR WERY BYY 553 pTMaTa ooy PP

1902 FTEES 9 WP 72 BR oMW v XD PR mvn
(124) p. 308.

b. Ber. 124:— yyaz DX S YRO MNRTH DYDY PP
SRIMD MER TTETY VUR CDWAD NOTIY OTIRYY 2NN DON VERM
nEWwAN WEr B2 NA50 XX D AP Ypa Phmia on
ROR 10 MDY wpa PISNEA3 MW D Y AR TR RWND Poven
Napapnb Map *rvaa (a0 P newhn wpn Bhbpa Mo
M0 NEYAR PN DEIPNN 9PY SYSD3 N30 XT0R 20 5N Xm0
DRWAN PR BRLI 1D MBR 27 BURONYTWITR Iapmd

(YRR =iy
* X3 2= =2 Rabbez,
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(125) p. 309.

b. Pesah. 562:— T"™MW YT NR PO ™ SO D
SORD AN M3T PPAoER MR R MR T UOR 1SRN Yo
DU TMI DI T NDD ONDR YT PPYODR MBI SINTY N30
N WD MO PTIER XRYT RD PRt 9t 2hwd miodn Ao
TPORIT TIOR3 SR PPN NP D2 and TpS 3 1w
NeY APSNON PN PR b mbad 2%y vpra Bdd T
"ER R DITINRD 0P NEN2 DY DHTY O XND AR MDY
71 ORTDY VD N2 D MR WY WD RDY PrIES IR bryno»
1252 PR 7D MR NOX 7353 PRD DDD AR IR 7T PN
WD DT T2 NRRY WAR PPN NOD MY AR IR 80X
IR RY WITDRY IEPY O RN MER I DMWY wnobn
MR DVZ BPD PRI 2PYY TIER VTR 8D 1IN Mo
o9m b Spm MR N 3T MIER PNy AN aR Wona
5 DY MmRD xS WD N> TY ORD DR YIP YPE AmnID
WD WP WIIN V3N MR ORDR2 RYIATD T3P DT wwr
NS RYTUTAY PUMRTT DTWAR PR BN 5P MR oM

IRDA2 T5 AR RPDR WY 7D
(126) p. 313.

M. Ber. IX. 5:— SWmR 1 D7p02 MRIE D10Na e b
PR IR XbR BOW PR MNP WNophpon obwn o
DX SR DR NITVO VPR DSI9N IYY CHIA j0 DYOW N

$UOY THA NI ST BRID D3 an B

(127) p. 315.
Shem. r. XLIV. 6. p. 73¢ d:— =277 7105 DITANRD 157 84S
SUm ol o oM BYIDTT PaN STom e MD R man o
Y R POy non

{128) p. 315.
T. Meg. IV. 37:— j"W "0 PSR j3 JWoD ™ 19 P
TMMRS Rt WNonY AAMY mdphpn Sy 3vmb o

DU YOP DEn
* Cod. Vienn. fond jmnn.
28#
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(129) p. 316.
b. Meg. 25b:— TR RMr BOWS MBI TIYSR j3 ©Y1 xwn
PR TP FTOBD PNOR 2O SN TINBY NON2DN WYY

SIS SAYNT RIYM DN TINONY TIND
#* So the Mss.; text has wamy=yn,

(130) p. 316.

T. Par. IIL 3:— Sxynw" Y oo 239y 2 »wpb Mox
"M DVPD PND BVNIY WP DYMEh T JaR b pow
95 eved BIpE whn bx Bhb mx mioim wbary mnod

-~ aaa ]

(131) p. 319.
Ber. r. XLVIIL 6. p. 97% ¢:— =~mn® mpwm 5o prom =“a
SURD JEI IR PI0AW 3N JNAY M2TH 20N DR RYpn2
1O FTIYN ST

(132) p. 320.

Shem. r. XIIL 3. p. 249:— 335 N n7asm DR "D K9
AU WA AT RD Tmd 7Uveb D PImnD jRon PR R
BB BNy Y5 13 T bUR 1ad MR hTach 3 D Maven
DIN3 N2 SNE PRYpITo Phby Rv oebh B atx b Yo
T2 M5 5YT MW 12 WIN WMWY DYDY ST MYERY BYD
0 YEAT AYND 70 AR REMY o WhD YD YD Mavenn
SRR 2P 5YR MMIT Sy mmwn x5 Db ‘1 MaYpn mavow
Sy mNam 75 SO Wi Tab BR PTaDm Y nYopn

B (3 3=h1-]
(133) p. 323.

Jalqut Shimoni. on Ps. LX. 9 [Hebr,; 7. Engl):— > »“3
MRYPI PIRD Juhan 95 TRy BR [MD]* ja Jnw wer b
PBRSY TWR YD) M) WhR N Bab aer B A
mYen S3pn MapR PRD TS ToRY bR aedn Y T by
S5pPM Mt MRTERD AR SRR TR O VT B DR

* Bacher corrects b into wpb. A.d.P.A. 1.372.n.
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TERY DRY YERT TWE BYMPRY AnDPR YROUM YD M 1 b
1\ 3D mpte M [end o] PPy TP madpr e 1S
SPPIND TV TR DIPDY TYD HMNER BT j3 YN 1
™RAM SR VT BRTT (D Db MAYPRT PEMD Ty B
FMTETY MID DIMAWTY MR ONT J2 DR Sww oy

LM S

(134) p. 325.

Siphri § 48. p. 84%:— B’ MY "W RO 2 TIBVY N

BY JoOM DMLY INonh X1 TNM2 Sp owap o an
{EWY M3
(135) p. 325.

Siphri § 331. p. 140%:— a3 DWHAYD YBR M2d BPd 2vVON
WIT!SY 131 59V BN ADIAT Y33 9D PhENAY ST e Woe™m
THRBIPNRY RV T TRODD 25T WM 1T 121 B dx phon

395 I ENMNMRD DMLY MeD mbon poiphr

(136) p. 326.

B. Bathr. 918:— o 37 Yox 237 N3 PR 20 o
I N3 OMONDR JOITT R WD M3 bnnx  DrToRt
[rov] 5%y N3 MAES TITT MR NTD YNTD RDD XBD TUDWY
nYRd YD RpEY B PUDY Mt nWibbbe v MR

s yven
(137) p. 327.

M. R. ha-Sh. IL 1:— =m pmboo S Phvon pw o

HOphpoD DI Sop BINN MY POapD W DR Y1Ynd
$PM0BT 0 NOR AP W xbY WpnN v

(138) p. 329.
b. R. ha-Sh. 22°:— Son wonn nvwy Jdapo i rmoea
{01 PAR BYD POIMNAR YHpbp Spbp Mo 1N Bh oY o

(139) p. 338.
b. Nedar. 32b:— ®©p'3 bxynpy 30 BYWD MMOF "3Y "o
T PEE Sud o v tmw DYDY A Maipn
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TONID DITAND SNV DR Monad DRtan nona Dvpne
TS PORY DYOR D Ty bab mman Y™ exm wNam
WP MoMAb TAY RoN PRYIPE N3Y BN 15 YR by S
R Ty WMmh 2w WIRD 1 oDNY ToNID DiTand M e
T AR DY ®5Y 1 Y30 2% ATMRAY PN DT AT
20T WM Pz voba b AT b pax wnbn vnma by obiws

$TID YT OPIRY T XY OPNOY 5D P XM
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I.—INDEX OF SUBJECTS

Angel of Death, 41,

Ark, to go before the, 59, 125,
199.

Ascension, the, of Christ, 76,
271.

Asherah, 165,

Ass, associated with Jesus, 154,
211.

worship of, 154 n,

and lamp, 146, 152 f.

Athenseum, 168,

Baithusin, $28.

Baraitha, 21.

Bath Qol, 135 n., 184, 240.

Bé Abidan, 161, 164 f,

— Athina, 167.

——— Nitzraphi, 161, 169 f.

Beth Din, 81 n.

Books of Minim, see headings
of sections.

Cocheba Bar, War of, 28, 45, 84,
94, 131, 212, 225, 288, 303,
3813.

Contexts in Scripture, 273 £.

Deity of Christ, 76, 102.

Demiurgus, 263, 299,

Deposition of R. Gamliel, 386 n.

Diagramma (Ophite), 155n,
372, 8.

Divorce, law of, 58,

Dualism, 262.

438

Ebionites, 266, 379.

Ecclesiastes, book of, 4, 197,
885, 391.

Empire, Roman, adopted Chris-
tianity, 124, 185, 209, 249,

Epiquros, 119, 295, 366.

Essenes, 200,

Evangelion, 149,
390.

163-4, 239,

Food, burns his, phrase ex-
plained, 57-60, 187.

Gehinnom, 118, 125, 187, 191,
226,

Gemara, 19, 349,

Giljonim, 155 n., 373, 390.

Gnostics, 321, 368-70, 374.

Gospel, 72, 357-9, 390.

of Matthew, 45, 150-2, 239.

Greek Language, 89.

Haggadah, 12-14, 24,

Halachah, 11-12.

Halatz, 235 f,

Healing, in the name of Jesus,
103 £, 108 f.

Hebrews, Epistle to the, 265 f,
272, 289, 293, 318, 322, 339,
378, 380-1, 395.

Horos, see Metatron, 286,

Horseleach, daughters of the,
183.

Hitzonim, 200,



INDEX

Jalqut Shim’oni, 25.
Jelam’denu (Midrash), 25.

Kingdom, near to the, 48, 89.
—— turned to Minuth, 209,

Loadstone, 101-2,
Logia, 151.

Masoroth (delatores), 119, 174,
366.

Massoreth, tradition, 8 n,

Mechilta (Mldrash), 24,

Meshummad, 366.

Metatron, 286 8, 378.

Mezuzah, 158.

Midrash, 22-5.

—— Rabbah (Rabboth), 25.

Mm, Minim, Minuth, see head-
ings of sections, and last
chapter of conclusxon, passim.

Miracles, 31-2, 114 f.

Mishnah, 17,

Mimar, 174-5.

Nazirite, proverb
the, 186,

Nebheloth, 174,

Notzri, Notzrim, 52 n,, 164, 170,
172, 844 1., 379.

concerning

Odeum,167.

Pedigrees, book of, 43,
Pentecost, 328.

439

Persecution of Christians, 94,
141.

Pesiqta (Midrash), 25,

Phil6soph, 146, 148,

Philosophy, Greek, 106, 168,

Qabbala, 8 n,
Qoheleth, see Ecclesiastes.
Rabbah, 212,

Rabbinical literature, 17-31.

Rabbinism, central idea of, 7.

Repentance, 822.

Resurrection of the dead, 232,
279, 818, 822.

Sadducees, 319, 334,
Serpent, the, a Min, 199.
Shema’, the, 8, 310.

Siphra (Midrash), 24, 850,
Siphri (Midrash), 24, 350.
Soul after death, 274.
Synagogue, the Great, 4, 6.

Talmud, 17-2}.

of Jerusalem, 20 n.

Tanhuma (Midrash), 25.

Temple, destruction of,
382-3.

rebuilding of, 283-4.

Tephillin, 158, 200,

Torah, 2-7, 15.

Tosephta, 21-2.

Tradition, 8-14.

129,

Zagoth, 2.

I.—INDEX OF PERSONS

Rabbis of the Tannaite period (see p. 350), are distinguished
thus (T.), those of the Amoraite period thus (A.) after the name.

Abahu (A)),
173, 176,
308, 310,

Abarbanel, 95,

62, 109f, 161f,
266 f, 270, 278,

Abba bar Kahana (A.), 209 n.
Abba Shaul (T.), 65.

Abina (A.), 290.

Adam, 199.
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Aha (A.), 174, 204, 210, 257,
306, 308.

Ahitophel, 60, 65, 70-1, 75,
192.

Alexander the Great, 282, 331.

Amemar (A.), 308.

Ami (A.), 109, 279, 308.

Amram, D. W, 58,

Antigonos of Socho, 2.

Agiba (T.), 10, 17, 40, 43, 45,
57, 65, 84, 112, 130, 187, 208,
228, 273, 296, 316,

Ashi (A.), 70 n., 157, 172, 309.

Asi (A.), 109.

Ba (A.), 308.

Bacher, W., 11 n., 27 n,, 64, 74,
180, 134, 158, 166 n., 185 n.,
189, 193, 197, 205, 207,
208, 209 n., 213, 223, 229 n.,
232, 254, 259, 269, 271, 283,
286, 290, 298, 321, 335 n.

Balaam, 63-78 passim, 291.

Bar Livianos (Julianos), 244.

Qappara (T.), 108.

Ben Azai, Shim'on (T.), 43f,
50, 297-9, 853, 370.

—— Damah El’azar, 103 f.

Netzer, 73 n., 95-6.

Pandira (Pantiri), 35 f,
108 £, 138, 344 f.

—— Stada, 85 f,, 55,79 f,, 344 f.

Zoma (T.), 870.

Benjamin ben Levi (A.), 196.

Berachjah (A.), 191.

Beruria (T.), 237 f,

Bibi bar Abaji (A.), 41 f., 355.

Bodia (A.), 157.

Buni, disciple of Jesus, 91 f,

Ceaesar, 165, 222, 282.

Damah, see Ben Damah.

Doeg, 60, 65 £, 701, 75, 192.

Domitian, 141.

Drummond, J., 207 n.

Edersheim, A., 47, 59 n., 95,
148, 201.

INDEX

El'azar ben Azariah (T.), 118,
228, 278, 295 f.

~—— ben José (T.), 186.

——— ben Pedath (A)), 77, 115
193, 273,

ha-Qappar (T.), 63—4.

of Mod’in (T.), 369.

Eliezer ben Horgenos (T.), 35 £,
45 £, 48, 54, 84, 106, 187 £,
140, 148, 185, 196 n., 207,
219, 273, 293, 351, 386 n.,
388.

Elisha, the prophet, 60, 96 f.

ben Abujah (T.), 163, 219,
221, 288, 870, 373,

Etheridge, J. W,, 2.

Eusebius, 141, 217.

Ezra, 4.

Frankel, Z, 131,

Friedlinder, M., 122 n., 145 n.,
155 n., 221 n,, 286 f, 337,
368-76.

Friedmann, M., 305, 364.

Gamliel 11. (T.), 84, 89, 127 f,
144 n., 147 £, 198, 212, 228 f.,
231 f,, 235 f., 240, 280, 3183,
353, 381, 885.

Gehazi, 60, 65, 71, 97 f.

Geiger, A, 333.

Gritz, H., 96, 130, 185, 144,
228, 259, 284, 313, 381 n.,
384.

Hadrian, 45, 132, 167, 223, 225.

Haggai (A.), 335 f.

Hamburger, J., 1, 126 n,, 131,
165, 190.

Hamnuna (A.), 159.

Hanan bar Rabba (A.), 326.

Hananel, 314,

Hananjah, nephew of R,
Jehoshua (T.), 211 f., 268,

Hanina bar Hama (A.), 72 f,
247 £, 250, 251 f.

bar Hananjah (A.), 116.

—— ben Teradjon (T.), 237.




INDEX

Hamack, A., 384.
Hija bar Abba (A.), 6, 179, 306,
356

Hillel (T.), 2, 6 n., 57 f,, 135,

Hisda (A.), 37, 57, 60 n., 124,
187 £., 308, 354-5.

Hitzig, 39 n.

Hoshaia (A.), 247 f.

Huna (A.), 77, 186, 210.

Idi (A.), 286 1.

Imma Shalom, 146 f.

Ishmael ben Elisha (T.), 29,
108 £, 129 f, 156 f, 172,
339.

ben José (T.), 245.

Isi of Caesarea (A.), 215, 219f,,
334,

Jacob of Chephar Sama (Sech-
anja), 106 f.,, 138 f.

the Min, 109, 111.

Jannai (A.), 115, 253, 258.

the King, 52.

Jehoshua ben Hananjah (T.),
43 £, 48, 115 £, 117, 153, 165,
188, 211 £, 221 £, 226 f,, 280.

—— ben Levi (A.), 108,332, 854.

——— ben Perahjah, 38, 52f., 97,
347,

Jehudah II. (Nesiah) (A.), 109.

ben Jehesq'el (A.), 126,

228, 227, 308, 355,

ben Naqosa (T.), 218 f.

—— ben Tabbai, 52,

bar Zebuda (A.), 77.

ha-Qadosh (Rabbi) (T.),
17, 128, 184, 208, 218, 223,
240 f,, 297, 353.

Jeremiah bar Abba (A.), 56 f.

Jerome, 378.

Jesus, 9, 837-96 passim, 102, 117,
143, 150, 214, 224 n., 234,
305, 3830, 344-60 passim;
see also heads of sections in
Division 1. A.

Jitzhaq (A.), 100, 159 n,, 209,
240, 244, 246, 261, 310.
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Johanan (A.), 20 n., 28, 47, 68,
73, 75, 98, 108, 110, 120, 149,
162, 172, 174-5, 179, 180,
186, 193, 216, 279, 315, 321,
354.

ben Zaccai (T.), 43, 84,
142 n., 352, 382.

Jonathan ben El'azar (A.), 216 f.,
254 £, 301, 319.

José bar Ban (A.), 77,

ben Halaphta (T.), 136,

245, 317.

ben Joezer, 2.

——— ben Johanan, 2.

ben Zimra (A.), 115.

José ha-Galili (T.), 155, 296.

Joseph, father of Jesus, 48.

bar Hija (A.), 421, 355,
358,

-—— bar Hanin (A.), 162.

—— bar Jehoshua ben Levi
(A, 19.

bar Minjomi (A.), 179.

Josephus, Flavius, 345 n.

Joshua, 2.

Jost, J. M., 61 n., 96, 130, 166.

Judah ben Pazi (A)), 205 f,
307.

Judan (A), 257.

Judas Iscariot, 71, 75,

Julian the Apostate, 283 f.

Justin Martyr, 85 n.,, 156 n,
171.

Kahana (A.), 833, 356.
Keim Th.,, 31, 53 n., 82, 95.

Laible, H., 35-94 passim.

Levi (A.), 315.

Levy, J., 47, 95, 118, 166, 362.
Livianos, see Bar Livianos.

Mar bar Joseph (A.), 162,

bar Rabina (A.), 70 n.
Ugba (A.), 183, 186.
Marx, G. A, 3n,77.

Mathnah (A)), 77, 308.
Matthai, disciple of Jesus, 92 f.
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Meir (T.), 86-7, 149, 1624, 238,
246, 254, 309, 353.

Melchizedek, 265, 339 f.

Miriam (Mary), 87 f., 41 £, 855,
358,

Moses, 2, 4, 5, 12, 77, 301, 307,
309, 316,

Nahman bar Jacob (A.), 158,
179.

bar Jitzhaq (A.), 286.

Nathan (T.), 301, 308.

Nebuchadnezzar, 302,

Nehemjah (T.), 208 f.

Nehorai (T.), 330.

Negqai, disciple of Jesus, 93.

Nero, 140.

Netzer, disciple of Jesus, 93.

Neubauer, A., 213 n.

Nicholson, E. B,, 148.

Odenathus, 96,

Odgers, J. E,, 151.
Ongelos bar Qaloniqos, 68.
Origen, 39 n., 250,

Pandira (Pantiri), see Ben Pan-

Papa (A.), 48, 356.

Pappos ben Jehudah, 37 f.

Paul, 10, 71, 86, 99 f., 229.

Pedath (A.), 186.

Peter, 71, 75, 114,

Pharaoh, 321.

Philo, 230 n.

Pinhas Listaah (Pontius Pilatus),
73, 87, 89.

Rab (A.), 72, 126, 162, 165, 169,
186, 198, 223, 326, 354.

Raba (A.), 111 n,, 131 n,, 221,

Rabah bar Abuha (A.), 179.

bar R, Huna (A.), 308.

Rabbinowicz, R., 52 n. and
passim.

Rabina (A.), 70 n., 174.

Rachel, 253.

Rashi, 55, 59, 70 n., 76, 109, 119,
140, 178, 180, 289, 326,

INDEX

Resh Lagish, see Shim’on ben
ish.

Reuben ben Aristobulos(T.), 303.

Résch, 154 n.

Saphra (A.), 170, 267 f, 3837,
394

Sason, 277.

Schrader, E., 213 n.

Schiirer, E,, 31, 167, 334.

Shammai (T.), 2, 57.

Shemuel (A.), 161, 169, 171,
308.

bar Jitzhaq (A.), 197, 208.

—— bar Nahmani (A.), 61 n,,
77, 198, 197, 302, 368.

ha-Qaton (T.), 128-35.

Shesheth (A.), 332.

Shim’on ben El'azar (T.), 316.

——— ben Gamliel (T.), 130 f.

—— ben Johai (T.), 28.

ben Laqish (Resh Lagish)
(A.), 75, 108, 216, 308, 309,
320, 324,

—— ben Menasja (A.), 325.

ben Shetah, 52.

Simeon, bishop of Jerusalem,
141.

the Just, 2.

Simlai (A.), 258 f.

Simon bar Pazi (A.), 205.

Solomon, 306.

Stada, see Ben Stada.

Strack (H.), 2 n.

Tabhlipha bar Abdimi (A.), 171.

Tanhuma (A.), 271, 283.

Tarphon (T.), 84, 155, 156 n,,
171,

Thodah, disciple of Jesus, 93.

Titus, 67.

Tryphon (see Tarphon).

Ulla (A,), 83, 88, 186, 355.

Vespasian, 167 n., 382.

Vischer, E., 384 n,

Weber, F., 125, 207 n.

Zacharjah (A.), 338.
Zunz (L.), 2, 25, 188.
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III.—INDEX OF PLACES

Alexandria, 51, 52,
224.

Antioch, 284.

Athens, 167-8.

168, 223,

Babylonia, 20 n., 62, 72, 147, 186,
212, 268, 326.

Berur Hail, 382.

Bethar, 28.

Bethlehem, 253.

Beth Shearim, 242.

Bezabde, 166.

Ceesarea, 62, 110, 142, 162, 215,
244, 250, 267, 269, 387.

Capernaum, see Chephar Nahum,

Chephar Aziz, 105,

Nahum, 153, 211, 214,
216, 391.

——— Neburaia, 221, 334.

Sama (Sechanja), 105, 106,

139, 148, 219.

Damascus, 98, 101.
Egypt, 36, 53, 55, 348.
Galilee, 72, 113, 333.

Jabneh, 127, 185 n., 144 n., 147,
237, 318, 382, 385.

Jericho, 135 n.

Jerusalem, 20 n., 45, 84, 106,
151,

Lad (Lydda), 37, 81, 85, 108,
140, 142 n., 144 n, 258, 351,
386 n.

Machuza, 111.
Magdala, 40,

Nahar Paqod, 218 n,
Nazareth, 52 n,

Nehardea, 159 n,, 179, 309.
Nicephorium, 166.

Palmyra, 96.
Pella, 151.
Pumbeditha, 35, 37,223,286, 355.

Rome, 29, 182, 140, 154 n., 168,
210.

journey of Rabbis to,
144 n., 229, 232, 386 n.

Sepphoris, 72, 115, 117, 138,
144 n,, 216, 242, 245, 251,
255,

Shechanzib, 179.

Shepharam, 242.

Sinai, 77, 308,

Sura, 48, 186, 210, 308, 354.

Tiberias, 108, 118, 193, 244.
Usha, 105 n., 242, 318, 330, 387.

Zelzah, 253.

IV.—INDEX OF O.T. PASSAGES REFERRED TO

Gen. i. 1 256
11 362
26, 27 256, 293, 301
iii. 9 - 198
iv. 28 245
v. 24 271

xi. 5,7 294
xiv. 18, 19 3838
xix. 24 245

xxxv. 3, 7 294
19 253
xlix. 1 309
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Exod. iv. 22, 23 91 Deut. xxxi. 16 231, 233
ix. 16 322 18 221, 224
x. 1 820 Xxxii. 21 196 n.
xv. 11 258 39 299-300
XX. 2 303, 307 xxxii, 41 325
xxii. 18 112 Josh. i8 106
xxiii. 7 90 xxii. 22 256
10-11 275 xxiv. 19 257
17 41 Jud. v. 11 247
21 285 xvi. 30 110
xxiv. 1 285 Ruth ii. 4 313
xxv, 2 276 1Sam. i1 324
xxxii. 138 315 x. 2 258
22-24 3815 xxviii. 12 274
xxxiii. 15 286 2 Sam. vii. 23 290, 294
Lev. vii. 24 175 xvi. 28 71
xi. 20, 30 98 1Kings i 88 246
xvi. 8 317 viii. 13 119
16 250 xi. 16 247
xvii. 18 240 xiv. 16 101 n
xviii, 5 104 2Kings ii. 5 271
6 183 v. 23, 26 97
Num. v. 22 156 vi. i. 98
xii. 6 222 vii. 3 98
xv. 39 195, 197 viil, 7 98
87-41 3810 1 Chron. iv. 3 326
xix. 1-18 217 2Chron. xvi. 14 362
xxiii. 9 200 xxxiii. 13 323
19 63 Ezra iv. 1 325
21-24 77 Esther viii. 8 246
xxiv. 23 64, 7 Ps. iii. 1 272
xxvii. 8 149 Xx. 8 91
xxxi. 28 276 xiv. 1 96 n.
Deut. iv. 4 234 xxii. 1 305
7 258, 294 XXixX. 136
32 255 xli. 5 90
v. 4 304 xlii. 2 90
vi. 807, 309 xlvii. 8 258
89 310 xlix. 15 119
xi. 9 234 L1 257
13-21 310 23 91
xiii. 8 83 Iv. 11 192
xxi. 28 86 lv. 20 191
xxii. 3 178 23 72, 75
xxiii. 6 7 Ivii. 1 272
18 189 Ix. 9 323
xxiv, 1 57 Ixiii. 11 195, 203
xxv. 5-10 285 Ixv. 2 3835




Ps. Ixviii. 24
Ixix. 21
Ixxvii. 18
xci. 10
c. 1
cviii. 7
ex. 1

cxi. 8
cxxxix. 21, 22
exliv. 14
Prov. i. 14
ii. 19
iii. 34
v. 8

vii. 26

xiii. 23

xxiv. 21
xxx. 15
Eccles. i.
iv.

vii.

X.

=21

xi.

Cant. vii.
Isa. iv.
V.

vi.

xi.

Xii.

xiv.

xxvi. 19
xxxiii. 14
xl. 12
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V.—INDEX OF N.T. PASSAGES REFERRED TO

Matt. i. 1
ii. 4, 6
13 f.
iv. 2
v. 18

INDEX

258
240
257
56
91
258
296, 338
338, 340
274
156, 325
60
216
183
320
138, 182
325
138, 219
41
306
183
197
307
195, 215, 219
108
103-4
197
231
253
191
228
91
278
91
231, 233
319
276

45
255
53

88
224 n.

15-17 150, 152 n.
21, 22 9, 121

Isa.

xli.
xliv.
xlvi.
li.

lid.

liv.
lvii.

Ix.
Ixvi.

Jer. xxiii.
xlix.
Lam. i

Ezek. ii.
iv.

Xvi.
XXiv,
XXXil.
Daniel i.
iii.

iv.

vii.

xi.

xii.
Hosea v.
Amos iii.
iv.

Obad.

Micah i.
iv.

v.

vii.

Zech. xiii.
Mal, iv.
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17 290
4 300
6 300, 303
4 300
16 222
10 258
1 287
8 156, 372
2 271
15 276
24 118
24 2928
7 222, 225
5 67
9 250
3 181
4, 6 275
34 183
16 271
24, 26 118
6 324
25, 28 302
17 294
9 294, 300, 304
41 251
3 210
6 235
2 266
13 240-1
4 210
7 139
13 226
2 253
4 226
8 306
3 118

Matt, vii. 28,29 9
X. 2-4 92
xxii. 31, 32 234
xxiii. 13-39 239
XXiv. 207 n.
xxvi. 55 78
69 82
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Acts ix. 22
34
xxi. 88 .
Rom. ix. 17,18
1 Cor. xv. 20 f.
Gal. iii. 7
13
Col. iv. 11
Heb. i1
vi. 6
vii.
xi. 5
Rev. 1.6, 9,
14, 15}
iii, 9
ix. 11

101
107
845 n.
822
233
211
86
37
264
322
339
272

384 n.
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VIL.—INDEX OF RABBINICAL PASSAGES
REFERRED TO

Texts transcribed and translated in full are indicated thus (*).
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Mark xxvii. 37-48
46
iii. 17
vii, 5
ix. 45, 46
ix. 49, 50
xiv. 56, 57
xv. 1
xvi. 17, 18
Luke xxii, 55
John v. 17
x. 11
xii. 32
Acts iii. 6
iv. 6
32
v. 84
Ber. v. 3
* ix. 5
*R. ha-Sh. ii. 1
*Meg. iv. 8,9
*Jeb. iv. 18
Qid. vi. 4
Kheth. v. 8
*Sotah ix. 15
Gitt. ix. 10
Nedar. ix. 10
*Sanh. iv. 5
*Ber. iii. 25
*Shabb. xi. 15
L xiii. 5
Joma iii. 2
» v. 11
R. ha-Sh. i. 15
*Meg. iv. 37
Jeb. iii. 8, 4

202
313
327
199
43

105
105
207
57

131
291

186
54

155
316
101
328
815
46

1. MisuNan

*Sanh,

»
*

Aboth

”

Hnull
Eduioth
Parah
Jad.

»

. TosePuTA

*Sotah
Nedar.
*B. Mez.
*Sanh.

*

vi. 4 85-6
vii, 7 167
x. 2 64
i1 2,6
iii. 15 369
v. 18 101 n.
ii. 9 178
vil, 7 382
ii. 3 316
iii. 8 198, 385
iv. 8 333
xiii. 4 128, 135 n.
v. 6 131
ii. 83 173
viit. 7 202
ix. 7 86
x. 11 78
xiii. 4,5 118
i 5 176



INDEX 447
Hull, ii. 19 178 *Par. iii. 3 816
* ii. 20, 21 177 *Jad. ii. 13 160
* ii. 22, 28 108 . 16 161, 386
L ii. 24 187
3. SipHRI
Num. § 112 p. 38° 280 *Deut. § 320 139> 262, 299
* . §115 85 195 *  §331 140 325
* , §131 47 278 4. S1PHRA 4¢ 298
* , §143 540 297 5. MECHILTA 37* 301
¥Deut. § 48 848 285 ” 58® 103 n.
., §56 8T 280 LI 66> 300
* | §32 187 196n. ,, 95® 130
6. TALMUD JERUSHALMI
*Ber. 8¢ 77, 808 Jebam. 42 336
” 5b 238 ’ 154 8 (Appx.)
* ., 8* 136 Kidd. 644 336
LI 9° 125,204 | Sotah. 164 238
* 129, 138 255 " 24b 129, 183 n.
Demai 253 ® 205 ’ 24¢ 185 n.
Ter. 46V 96 Nedar. 374 283
Kilaim 32° 178 LI 38* 210
Bice. 659 161, 885 . 400 213
*Shabb. gd 302 Sanh. 18¢_ 183, 205
N 184 55 . 19* 213
. 144 108 . 23¢ 52
* 144 108 * 25¢ 4 79
. 15¢ 156 * 25d 112, 115
N 17® 336 * P 193
Joma  38¢ 152 LI 2g° 181
R. ha-Sh. 571 328 Shebhu, 344 283
*Taan. 650 62 Horai.  48°¢ 185 n.
M. Qat. 83¢ 194 A. Zar. 409 412 104
Hag. 764 10n. » 404 108
" 774 52
7. TaLMup Basui
Ber. 78 332 Ber. 548, 565, 58° 332
., 104 237 " 63s, b 218
. 10° 272 Shabb. 13 186
. 128 308 » 18b, 30 4
" 120 196 " 88s 111, 253
” 17° 61 LI 104® 35, 56
. 27b, 28% 386 1168 146, 156
* 28b, 20 125 » { 161
" 340 59 LI 1528 165



*Shabb. 1520 274 Gitt. 56 382
Erubh. 53? 238 * 560, 57a 67
* 79Y, 802 165 * 578 28, 251
” 1012 226 ” 908” 40
Pesah. 40P 186 » 9ob 58
* 56 309 *Nedar. 32b 338
» 56P 286 » 66" 131
* 87b 247 *B. Qama. 16° 363
» 1182 20 n. ” 388, 474, 181
Joma.  19b 53> 319 111
’ 40° 317 » 832 89
* 56° 250 B. Mez. 59° 144 n.
* 66v 45 ’ 92 186
’ 87» 101 n. *B. Bathr. 14% 38, 76
R. ha-Sh. 172 124 " 258 332
* 22b 329 ’ 28s b 105
” 31 b 105 ” 60® 131
Suce. 200 212 * 912 326
» 278 6 Sanh. 78 885
» 27b, 288 47 " 11® 129
* 48P 277 ” 32b 382
Beza. 29* 57 » 37 333
Meg. 17v 126 * 38b { 120, 198, 245,
" 18 3385 ” 285, 293
’ 233 111,832 | * 39* 275, 282, 290
» 24b 200 * 43* 37, 48, 83, 90
* 250 316 * 670 35,37, 179
Taan. 190 92 n, ’ 682 142 n.
” 262 43 * 90b 231
* 27 171 * 914 278, 281
*Hag. 4b 41 ” 97b 207
* 5v 221 * 99* 276
’ 11 869 » 99® 120
* 152 287 * 1033 56
" 16° 194 " 105® 332
Jeb. 462 186 * 1068 47, 7
" 49 43 * 106 (69 n.), 72, 75
” 63" 196 n. * 107> 50, (99)
’ 872 101 n, *A. Zar. 42 266
* 102b 235 " 4b 332
Kethub. 517 96 * ., 62 171
’ 652 336 » 112 182
" 1122 252 LA 16, 17* 138
Qidd. 49> 55 * ., 178 182
*Sotah.  47» 51, 97 * i 165
” 48P 129 * 268, ® 173
Gitt. 29 268 * 27 104
* 45P 157 (200 n.) | * 282 109
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A. Zar. 86 259 Menah. 99* 105
. 58b, 505 186 . 110* 297
. 65* 180 n. Hull. 13+ 286
AdRN ¢ 6 142n * 18> 178
” c. 388 129 " 41 178
Soph. xvii, 5 172 " 84 111
Der.Er. Z. x. 207 * 87 239
*Kall. 51* 48 Bechor. g 223
Hor. 11* 176 Erach. 11> 43
b 160 Nidd. 24> 213
Menah. 42 { 200 n.
MiDRASHIM
8. Ber. Rab. vii. 2 p- 20° 336 12. ¥Debar. R. ii. 33 104¢
* | viii. 8 229 801 258 (306)
. 9 23 258 | 13.*Echa. R. i  10* 299
. xix. 1 42® 199 | 14. *Esther R. ix. 2 14® 87
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* . xxviii. 1 4059196 ,  §551 139
11. Bamm. R. xiv. 1 56* 324 ' § 604 30 (Ap.)
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