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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 in common.
They are almost entirely based upon the study of
Christian documents. This of course is natural, and
no investigation which should neglect those documents 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 outgrowth 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 ~ost part & few references are given to
passages in the Mishnah and the Gemaras, or 8 line
vii

viii
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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
Keirn and Schiirer does not prove very helpful, since
their readers cannot go to the sources which are
pointed out. And even Keirn and Schiirer indicate
but a small proportion of the material which is available 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
li.terature, 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 "rho 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 tlte 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 overlooked. 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 complete, 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.D., i.e., roughly
speaking, the period for which the 'l'almud is available. 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 statements whatever infonnation 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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INTRODUCTION
passages from the Talmud and other Rabbinical
works which will be considered in the following pages
are excerpts from a literature of enonnous 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' "Gottesdienstliche Vortriige der Juden," Hamburger's "ReaI-Encyklopadie- fUr Bibel ond Talmud," or, for English
readers, the "Introduction to Hebrew Literature"
THE
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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
rl'almud declares that "Moses received Torah 1 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 Synagogue. Simeon the Just was of the remnants of the
Great Synagogue. . . . Antigonos of Socho received from Simeon the Just . . . . Jose ben Joezer
of Zereda, and Jose ben Jol).anan of Jerusalem
received from them." 2 Then follow the names of
successive pairs of teachers down to Hillel and Shammai, who were contemporary with the beginning of
the. Christian era; and after these are mentioned
singly the leading Rabbis of the first two cellturies.
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 q.uoted, it expresses
clearly enough the view which the great founders
of the Rabbinical literature held concerning their
own work. I t 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 I 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 a.lso 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 Pirqe Aboth, 1882, p. 9. The Pairs of teachers
are technically known as Ziigoth (n'J'T).
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and all adopted. 'the foundation is the Decalogue~
and the metll0d is J"£radition.
"fhe foundation is the Decalogue. l\'1ore exactly,
it is the famous declaratioIl, Hear, 0 Israel, tIle
Lord our God, the Lord is One~· aT"d tltoU shalt love
the Lord thlll God witl" all thy heart, and v)itl" all
thy soul, and witll {til ll"y 'JJ~igltt (Deut. vi. 4, 5), a
declaration enshrined in tIle Jewish liturgy as tIle
very soul of Judaism. 1 "fhe Rabbinical literature is
an attempt to furnish a complete answer to the question, " Ho\v sllall a man love the I~ord llis God with all
his heart and soul and migllt?" And even those
Rabbinical ",rritings which seem to have least reference
to this Inain subject are dependent on it to this
extent, that they would not 11ave beell "\\Tritten unless
there had beell in the minds of their authors the consciousness of t}lis great fundamental principle.
The links in the cllain of development are easily distinguished, according to the Rabbinical tlleory. Upon
the Decalogue (of which the Shell1a' is the summary)
rests the I~entateuch. The Ten Commandments
were expanded iIlto greater detail; and the llistorical
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 witll the exception of the
last eight verses of Deut. (b. B. Bathr. 14 b ).2
Upon the Pentateuch rested the whole of the
1 It is known as the Shema', from its first word in Hebre\v.
The Shema',
as recited, inc] udes some other texts.
2 See the Talmudic theory of the authorship of Scripture in Traditio
Rabbinorum Veterrilua de Librorum V. Testti ordine atq. origine illustrata a
Gustavo Arrninio Marx. Theo!' licentiato. Lipsite) 1884.
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other scriptures, according to the Rabbinical theory.
That is to say, they were to be interpreted in conformity with the Pentateuch, or rather with the Torah,
or Teaching, of which the Pentateuch was the written
expression. rrhe 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 generation 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 ,veIl-known discussion as to
whether the books of Ezekiel alld 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. IS b , BOb). What may be the value of this
statement for the critical history of the o.r.r. Canon
is a question which does not arise here.
The Rabbinical theory tl1uS regarded the O.T.
scriptures as a body of instructions based upon the
Torah of l\foses; and when it is said, ill 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 r.reaching handed down
by the Prophets from Moses himself. I t 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 Rabbinism out of the 0.1'., but only of the \yiew which the
Rabbis themselves held of the connexion between
them. And that view was, that after the time of the
men of the Great Synag~gue, those whose names are
recorded as teachers taught by word of mouth the
Torah as it was now Wl·itten, together with such
interpretation of it-not written, but handed downas would serve to apply it to cases not distinctly
provided for in the scriptures. I t 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. In their religious instruction they distinguished between' halachah ' (precept)
and' haggadah' (edification), terms wllich will be more
fully explained below. For the purposes of' 11alachah '
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 }Ioses should be applied to every conceivable event, act and duty of daily life. Historically, the fouTlder of Jewish Legalism was Ezra, to
whose Inind was ever present the supreme necessity of
guarding the national religion from those corruptions
and laxities Wllich had brought about the exile, and
who saw no better protection against the recurrence of
such a danger than an authoritative code, "\vllich should
state--eitller ill speech or ,vriting--tlle divine commands Wllich tIle Jewisl1 people were to obey. If by
the" Men of the Great Synagogue" we are to understand Ezra and those who worked on his lilIes, with
him and after 11im, then ,ve call understand the saying
ascribed to that ancient asselnbly, " l\lake a lledge for
the 'l'orah" (Abotll, i. 1). TIle Torah is the divine
teaclling givell to l\Ioses and handed down by him;
and tIle hedge is the I-Jegalism, the outward form of
law alld precept, in \vhich henceforth it was to be preser\Ted. The Talmud indicates its view of the work
of Ezra, and also of the conneXiOJl betweell his work
and tllat of the Rabbis by saying (b. Suce. 27a ): "In
the beginning, when the Torah was forgotten, Ezra
,vent up from Babylon and founded it; again it
,vas forgotten and Hillel tl1e llabylollian 1 went up
and founded it; again it was forgotten and Rabbi
I:Iija and his sons went IIp 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 ,vhich the Rabbinical casuistry is founded.
But Ezra is the true founder of that Legalism, of which Talmudic Rabbinism
is the logical result. To cOlnpare Hillel ,vith Jesus on the ground of their
gentleness is to ignore the fact that Hillel did ll10re than anyone el~e had
done to organise that Tradition of the Elders which Jesus denounced. In
their conception of the f orrn 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 precept 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 tIle smallest
details and acts of life. That, in practice, such a conception of religious life might lead to hypocrisy and
formalism is undeniable, and the 'l"'almud itself is
But that it
perfectly vlell aware of the fact.
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 downwards is the emphatic denial.
The great Rabbis
whose work is preserved in the 'l'almud 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 inspiration 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
(n"oc), and less frequently Qabbala. 1 The same fact
Massl>reth, or ltfassorah, from '00 to hand over, deliver; more fully"
Tc»1' 'Il'Pft1'IJIIT~P"''' (Mark vii. 5).
QabbaJ.i, from ~~p to
receive, cp. Mark,
4, l 'Il'apJAa.JjoJl "PClT~t", whick they have received,
to hold. The term Massorah is also used in a special sense to designate the
(J/P1)(I/ratus criticu, 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 C Zohar.'
1

O'JpTM Ie, ...a.po.8ofTU
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is shown by the fonllula to be found on every page
of the Talmud, ill which a preeept is expressed,
" Rabbi A. says, in the name of Rabbi B," or, "Rabbi
A. says that Rabbi B. says that Rabbi C. says, etc."
Some authority must confirm the dictum of every
teacher, the authority, viz., of SOllIe previous tencher,
or else the authority of the 'l'orah interpreted according 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 tkent qf old time
. . .. hut 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

therrt
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one having authority and not as their scribes,.

was certainly cause sufficient that the people should
be astonished at his teachi'ng, 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 fi-om the
fact that the modest volume of the O.T. was expanded 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 doubtless true that the letter killetk but the spirit givetlt
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 teaching 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 a.ny given time have
been discelned, 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 Scriptllre, 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 unfold 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. l
He was not adding to the Torah, but showing
1 This is clearly stated in the Talmud (j. ~ag. i. 8. 76 c ) :
"Even that
which an acute disciple shall teach in the presence of his Rabbi has already
been said to Moses on Sinai. H

IN'I'RODUC1.~ION

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. 'rhus a new teaching could not but
rest upon Tradition, because it was merely the unfolding 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 de\Telopment of the original
principle.
Rabbinism never did, because it never
could, reach the logical elld of its own method; but
the complicated and minute legislation embodied in
the 'falmud, is, on the Rabbinical theory, merely the
unfolding of what was contained in the original Torah
-rendered explicit instead of implicit. ThllS it
appears that even in that department of the Rabbinical system where the principle of '!"radition was most
strictly maintained, tllere was ample room for the
expansion and adaptation of the original principle to
tIle varying needs of practical religious life. In other
departments, perhaps rather the other chief department 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
Hala.cltah and Haggadalt (or Agada, as it is often,
though perhaps less correctly, given).l The distinction 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.
Hliliicltfih (from '~it to go) denotes that which is
1 See an article by W. Bacher, "On the origin of the word Haggada
(Agada),JJ in the Je1JJi"h Quarterly Re'lJiewt 1892, p. 406 fo1.
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recognised as a valid and therefore binding law of
religious practice. rt'he connexion between this, its
undollbted meaning, and that of the root from which
it is derived, is uncertain, and has been variously
explained. The etymological question need not detain us here. Halachalt is therefore that system of
rule and precept to which the religious life of the Jew
must conform. The several rules and precepts, individually, are called HliZllchoth (plural of Halachah).
The 'forah of Moses was, first and foremost, Halachah ; 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 Rahbinism was to ascertain and detennine
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 nIl things essential that Halachah, the law of right conduct binding on every
Israelite, should he accurately defined and based
upon ample authority.
'l'he other main division of Rabbinical teaching,
known as Haggadah, differed from Halachah both in
its object and its method. Haggadah denotes illustrative teaching; and it includes all that can help to
build up religious character otherwise than by the
discipline of positive command. I t includes theological 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 direet 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 illdividual
teacher. l'his is said without forgetting the fact that
the great teachers of Haggadah were looked upon
with the deepest reverellce, and their teaching received with great deference. Moreover, the Haggadah l\"as considered to be contained in the Scripture,
and to be deducible thence by regular rules of inference. But nevertheless it is true that the teachirlg
and development of Haggadah was under no such
strict restraint as was required for Halachah. And
Haggadah served as the outlet for the creative imagination of the Rabbinical Inind, 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 Inight serve to teach some
religious lesson, and thereby develop religious character. 'The Haggadist Inade 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 Haggadist freely invented incidents and traits of character
in regard to Scripture personages, not stoppillg 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 lifehistory of the Rabbis. Anecdotes and historical
reminiscences abound in the Haggadall, ,""llich is the
chief reason \\rhy to non-Jewish readers the Haggadah
is so much more interesting thaIl the dry and difficult
Halachah. It is hard for anyone but a .Jew to
realise the direct personal concern, and therefore
intense interest, of Halachic discussions; while in
the Haggadah, the hllman interest never fails, nor tIle
charm-at least for those who have sufficient sympathy and insigllt to enter into a form of thought
widely differellt from their own.
Having thus briefly indicated what is meant by
Halachall and Hnggudah, and before going on to
describe their mutual relation in the Rabbinical
literature, I pause for a moment to draw a comparison, or ruther a contrast, between the development of Rabbinical and Christian thought. The
contrast is certainly a sharp one, yet there is a considerable likeness. Both have a Tradition of the
Elders, and rest a part of their teaching upon authority
presumed to be divine. 1."his 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 COlnpetent and accredited interpreters.
The Roman Catholic Church definitely places Tradition among the sources of the teaching which
she gives; and if Protestantism repudiates Tradition
to take her stand upon the Bible only, she nevertheless admits the authority of ancient expositions
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of Scripture and definitions of faith. Both Rabbinism 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 exponents. 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 confined 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. 'fhere is in regard to these subjects
nothing to prevent the Christian teacher from teaching 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 between 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 RabbinismMaimonides notwithstanding.
Historical Christianity 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 Christ~anity is based 'on the conception of orthodoxy, Rabbinism rests on the conception of what I venture to call orthopraxy. 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
fonn 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 I 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 I will briefly refer to the chief representative 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
\\"ork.
Bearing in mind that the main task of
Rabbinism was to ascertain and define Halachah, it
will be evident tllat in the course of years, and by
the labours of lnany contemporary and sllccessive
Rabbis, a lal'-ge number of decisions upon qtJestioDS
of Halacllah gradually accumulated. Some of these,
dating frOin far - off antiquity, ,vere lIn<lisputed;
others were su~jected to keell examination and
scrutiny before being pronounced to be really
Halachah. nut, 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 codification, attempted by Aqiba and others, was tinally
completed by Rabbi Jehudah ha-Qadosh (the Holy),
usually known as Rabbi par e:xcellence~· 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 'teaching' and 'repetition'; and the work so called professed to be the repetition, in enlarged fonn, of the
'l'orah of Moses. The Mishnah is a collection 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
(' Sedarim,' c;>r 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 reminiscences, 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 dis~~.nguish 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.D.; and though
at first it only existed as oral teaching, it appears to
have been very soon written down. From henceforth 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 tum
the subject of study, since many of its precepts
were of uncertain meaning. To mention only one
reason for this, the destruction of the 1'emple, and
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the consequent cessation of all the ritual and ceremonial of worship, reduced the precepts connected
therewith to a branch of archreology; while on the
other hand, it increased tIle need of defining, with
the utmost precisioll tIle right practice in those
matters, so that it might not be forgottell if ever the
time should come for the resulnption of tIle Temple
services. And, if some are inclined to think lightly
of the time aild thought spent upon questions which
could have no practical outcome for those who debated them, there is still a pathetic and even a 11eroic
aspect in the toil Wllich preserved a sacred memory
so that it might keep alive a no less sacred hope.
TIle l\Iishnull, tIlen, becalne in its turn the subject
of commentary, interpretation and expansion. '!'he
name given to this superadded commentary is
G~mara, which means 'conlpletion.'
But, whereas
there is Oilly one ~lisllnah, thel·e are two Gemaras.
The l\Iishnah was studied not only in the schools of
Palestine, but also in those of Babylonia. And by
the labours of these two groups of teacllers there was
developed a Palestinian Gemara and a Babylonian
Gemara. In course of tilne the saine need for
codification of the growing mass of 'l'radition begall
to be felt in regard to the Gemaras which had
previously led to the formation of the l\Iishnall.
'fhe Gelnara of Palestine was ended.-not completedt-towards the close of tIle fourtI1 century;
while it was not until tIle sixtll century that the
Gemara of Babylonia was reduced to the form ill
which we now have it. 'fhe name Tallnud is given
to the whole- corpus of ~lishnah plus Gemara; and
thus it is usual to distinguish between the Palestinian
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Talmud (otherwise known as the Talmud of Jerusalem) and the Babylonian Talmud. l
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, almost 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 Mishnah. 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 Jeruabalmi,J and cT. Babli J re8pectively. I do not know why the former is called T. Jerusbalmi j
because, of the various 8chools in which it was developed, probably none t
certainly none of any importance, had· its seat in Jerusalem. It is usually
undentood that residence in Jerusalem was forbidden tA> J ewe after the
last war, in 135 A.D. Yet it is stated (b. Pes. 1138 ) that R. JOQ&nan, one
of the founders of the Palestinian Gemara, cited a tradition" in the name
of the men of Jerusalem." On the whole, however, it seems tA> me most
probable that the Palestinian Talmud was merely called ~r 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 echooll
of the Eut ftourished for centuries..
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upon eastern and western Aramaic respectively) is
far more difficult than that of the l\fishnah, being,
as it is, concise to a degree that '.fhucydides might
have envied, and Tacitus striven in vain to imitate.
I t 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 unconnected 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 '.ralmud may serve as illustrations of
what has been said, so far as mere translations, however literal, can represent an original text so peculiar
and so bizarre; and, in presenting them apart from
their context, I 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. Y et there
are others, dating from the same centuries, which
can by no means be passed by unnoticed. I t was
stated above that the l\fishnah 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 l' os ephta, 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 smallt two compilations 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, although the one enjoys a sort of canonical authority
not recognised in the other, yet for historical purposes they are both of equal value, since both contain 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 Mishnah, 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
saine principle is dealt with in a somewhat different
manner. The generic name for works of this class is
'l\Iidrash,' i.e. exposition; and the common characteristic 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 role, it makes no reference to grammatical and
linguistic qllestions. The purpose of the l\fidrash
is to expound the Scriptures with a view to edification and instruction, from the standpoint not of the
scllolar but of the preacher. And probably the contents of the various l\lidrashim are collected extracts
from the sermons, us we migllt call them, of the
Rabbis to t]leir hearers either in the synagogues or
the schools. 'fhe general plan of a l\.fidrash 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.
'!'he 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 'fradition 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 l\fidrash is now 'fradition. 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 literature 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
J
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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 ceremoniallaw. 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 centuries. 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
1

See Zunz, "Gottesd. Vortr. d. Juden," pp. 46-48.
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Pentateuch and the five Megilloth (i.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 l'anl}.uma, 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 bibliography 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 statements 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. ...L\..nd the
con~lusion 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 tllat hasty
conclusion is refuted by the fact that the statements
referring to historical events are sOlnetilnes confirmed
by external testimony, such as the writings of nonJewish historians, and sometimes when not directly
confirmed, are still in accordance with such external
testimony. No one would dream of accepting as
true all tIle historical statements of the 'fallnud and
Midrasll; 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
llistorically false.
I t must be borne in mind that the whole of the
literature under consideration is a collection of
'fraditions. 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 inlplies that the power of melnory was
cultivated and ilnproved 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. I t 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
t
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are well known, being determined by the biographical
data of the leading Rabbis. The researches of
W. Bacher 1 have shown beyond dispute that these
biographical data are, on the whole, mutually consistent; 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. J ehoshua
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. 77b )
-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 contemporary_ Thus, when Rabbi A. says that on a certain
oc~asion he walked with Rabbi B. who told him
so and so, or again, that when he was a boy he remembered seeing Rabbi C. who did so and so, he is
presumably speaking of things well within his know1 "Agada der Tannalten," "Ag. der Palestinensischen Amor~ier," "Ag. d.
Babylonischen Amoriier." Bacher is not the only scholar who has dealt
with Rabbinical biography; but 80 far as I know, his work is much more
thorough and coJ,llplete 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 tllings in themsel\Tes very trivial, yet they
serve to extend the region of credibility. Illdeed, it
is perhaps in tllese incidental remarks that the la~:gest
harvest of historical fact is to be gathered. Because
they are usually tIle illustration, drawn fronl tIle
actual kno,vledge alld experience of the teacher who
mentions theIn, of the subject with ,vhich he is
dealing. A Rabbi, especially one who was skilflll
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. ".rhus, an event so terribly well
known as the great war, which ended with tile 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 calainity, but to dwell on the horror of it,
alld to burn it in upon the minds of the people as a
thing nev'er to be forgotten. Y et there are many
incidental remarks about the events of the war which
are free froin such exaggeration, and being in no way
improbable in tllemselves, are such as might well
have been known to the relater of them. l'he long
passage b. Gitt. 57 a-5s a contains a variety of statements about tIle wars of Nero, Vespasian, and
Hadrian; it is reported to a considerable extent by
R. Jol).anan, whose informant was R. Shim'on b.
1 Cpo what is said below, p. 252, as to Rabbinical statements concerning
the former population of Palestine.
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Jol).ai, 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 Aqiba.
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
'falmud 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 apocryphal 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 exaggeration 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 whicll all these historical references
belong) is homiletic; it aims at building up religious
and moral cllaracter by every Ineans other than the
discipline of positive precept (see above, p. 12).
Reference to historical fact was DIlly one, and by no
means the Inost important, forln of Haggadah. Since
it is in Haggadah tllat tIle Rabbinical mind found the
outlet for its instinct of speculative inquiry, and the
play of its fUI1Cy and imaginatioll, as already explailled,
it is natural to expect tllat these will be most prolninent and most abundant in Haggadic passages because
most ill accordance with the genills of Haggadah.
"'hen, accordingly, we filld in tIle midst of such
fanciful and exaggerated passages occasional statements which appear to be plain, sober matter of fact,
there is the more reason to accept tile latter as being
historically reliable (at least intellded to be so),
because the Rllthor (or narrator) might have increased
their effect as illustrations by free inventioll, and has
chosen not to do so. I say that such statelnents may
be accepted as being at least intended to be historically reliable. 'flley must be judged on their merits,
and where possible tested by such methods as would
be applied to any other statements professedly
historical. 1'lle narrator who gives them may have
been wrongly informed, or may have illcorrectly:
remelnbered; but my point is that in such statements
he intends to relate what he believes to be matter of
fact, and not to illdulge 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 literature.
Even in the works of Keirn and SchUrer,
whose scholarship is above reproach, I do not remember 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 Inuch to say that in most Christian writings
that touch upon the Rabbinical literature there is
little or no appearance of any such principles; sometimes, indeed, there is a mere reproduction of statements from previous writers, which the borrower has
not verified and not always understood.
'fhe 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. 'rhat 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
per~on concemed 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 Inore than the mere statement of the N.T. writers proves that the alleged
Iniracles of Jesus and the Apostles were actually
performed. But in the one case or in the otller, 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 sIlall find many instances of discussion
upon topics chiefly scriptural, between Jewish Rabbis
and certain persons called ~1.inim.l N ow tIle record
of such discussions Inay be, in a given case, inaccurate;
but it is proof positive of tIle belief tllat SUCll discussions had actually occurred, and indeed filay be said
to establish not merely the belief but tIle fact that
they had occurred. "-fhereforc, "rllatever Inay be tIle
amount of actual llistorical fact established by the
passages from the Rabbinical writings exalnined in
the present ',,"ork, they ,viII at least ha\"e tIle ,ralue
(and it is no sligllt one) tllut belollgs to records of
opinion and belief upon tIle subject for the illu"tration
of which they have been chosen.
'.fo 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 tIle classification of them, and the method by Wllich I 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 ?\finim will be
dealt with hereafter.
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in the order of their occurrence in the Talmudic
treatises and the several ~1idrashim. But such an
arrangement would not afford the slightest help to
the reader who wished to find what was said upon
a given subject, e.g. the Christian sc~iptures. '£he
same objection would apply to a chronological classification, according to which the passages should be
arranged under the dates of the several Rabbis
responsible for thenl.
I have thougllt it best to make a classification according 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 \\Till be given the translation of one or lnore passages, bearing upon the
particular topic, together with sufficient commentary
to explain its meaning and its connexion with the
main subject. 1"he Hebrew and Aramaic texts,
numbered consecutively to correspond with the translated passages, will be collected in an ap,pendix.
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 l."'radition concerning the l\finim.

3

PASSAGES FROM THE RABBINICAL
LITERA TURE,
ILLUSTRATING THE RISE AND DEVELOPMENT OF
CHRISTIANITY IN THE EARLY CENTURIES

DIVISION I
A.-PASSAGES RELATING TO JESlJS
BIRTH AND PARENTAGE OF JESUS

(1) b. Shabbath I04 b • (The passage in [ ] occurs
also b. Sanh. 67&.) "He who cuts upon his
flesh." I t 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 I:Iisda said,
'l'he husband was Stada, the paramour was
The husband was Pappos ben
Pandira.'
J ehudah, 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. I-The above passage occurs in a
1 I would here express generally my indebtedness to the work of
Heinrich Laible, U Jeeus Christus Un Talmud,u Berlin, 1891. In the section
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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 flesll. The words at the
beginning of the translation are the text, so to speak,
of the ~Iishnah which is discussed in what follows.
'fo 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 ,vas, 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. 1
Ben Stada, says the Gemara, is the same as Ben
Pandira. W as 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 hiB 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 o,vn
work over a wider field than that which he has so thoroughly explored, I
should not have written at all.
t In all the translations which I shall give, I shall make no attempt to
write elegant English ; I wish to keep as closely 88 possi bIe to a ,,'ord 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 8&Y8. A
flowing translation often becomes a mere paraphrase, and sometimes seriously
misrepresents the original.
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of Rab 1:Iisda,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 J ehudah. Stada must have been
not the father but the mother. But how can that be,
because the Inother was called l\firiam the dresser of
women's llair? ~Iiriam was her proper name, concludes the Gemara, and Stada a nickname, as people
say in Pumbeditha S'tiltll dll, she has gone aside, from
her husballd.
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 tllat we
sometimes meet with the full nRine '.J eshu ben
Pandira '-thus T. aull, ii. 23, "in the name of Jeshu
ben Ilandira"; and also the fact that 'Jeshu' is
sometimes found as a variant of ' Ben Stada ' in parallel
passages-thus b. Sanh. 43 a says, "On the eve of Pesal:t
(Passover) they llung Jeshu," while in the same
tractate, p. 67 a , it is said, "'rhus did they to Ben
Stada in J.Jud, they llung llim on the eve of Pesal:t.
Ben Stada is Ben Pandira, etc." l.~hen 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
'Jesllu' who is variously called Ben Stada and Ben
Pandira is the Ilistorical 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 1"estament (Col. iv.
II) there is, mention of one JeS1tS zvlto is called
Justus.
It is also true that the Jewish com-
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mentators on the Talmud try to prove that another
Jesus is refen·ed to, who is described in various
passages as lla,,"ing been contemporary with R.
J ehoshua ben Peral)jah, about a century n.c. These
passages will be dealt ,vith llereafter. 1 llut when it
is said. as in the pa&sage referred to above (T. auII,
ii. 28), and elsewllere, that certain persons professed
to be able to heal the sick in the name of ".Teshu ben
Pandira," it is ilnpossible to dOllbt t11at the reference
is to Jesus of Nazareth.
Various conjectures have been made in explanation 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'tnth drr is certainly
not the original one, for it is given as a common
phrase in use in Pumbeditllu, a Babylonian town
where there was a famous Rabbinical College. But
the epithet Ben Stada in reference to Jesus was well
known in Palestine. alld that too at a much earlier
date than the time of R. Uisdn. 'l'llis is shown by
the remark of R. Eliezer, WI10 lived at the end of the
first celltury and on into the second. 'fhe derivation
. from S'trrtll drr ,""ould be possible in Palestine no less
than in Babylonia; but it does not seem to have been
suggested ill tIle 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. 2 It is impossible to say whether
Stada originally denoted tIle mother or the father of
Jesus; we can only be sure that it implied some contempt or mockery. I attach no value to the sug1

~

See below, p. /54, No.8.
See below, p. 346, for a. possible explanation of the name B. 8tada.
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gestion 1 that Stada is made up of two Latin words,
'StSt da,' and denotes a Roman soldier, one of the
traditions being that the real fitther of Jesus was a
soldier.
Of the term Ben I>andira also explanations 11ltve
been suggested, whicll are fnr froln being satisfactory.
Pandira (also written Panderl1, or !'1111tira, or l>antiri)
may, as Stra\lSS suggested (quoted by Hitzig in
Hilgenfeld's Ztschft., as above), represent 1I'fV(}fPOt;,
meaning son-in-law; but surely there is nothing distinctive in such an epithet to account for its beillg
specially applied to Jesus, rrhe name Pandira may
also represent 1rav(JYJP (less probably 1ro,v(}1}Pa" 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. 2 Again,
Pandira may represent 1rape'VOf;, and the obvious
appropriateness of a name indicating the alleged birth
of Jesus from a virgin might make us overlook the
improbability that tIle form 1I'o,pOEvor; should be
hebraized into the forln l>andira, when th Greek
word could have been reproduced almost unchanged
in a Hebrew form. It is not clear, moreo,rer, why a
Greek word should have been chosen as an epitllet for
Q

Hitzig in Hilgenfeld's " Ztlchft.," 1866, p. 344 fo1.
I know that the name nciJl917P i. mentioned in this connexion by
Christian writers. Origen (ap. Epiphanius, Hmr. 78, cited by 'Vagenseil)
eays, OZ1fO, ~~ .. "YAp 6 rllla'~rp cla.~epb, """P""YLJI• .,.Q£ .,.oD K~lII".a. ~v
"lb, .,.oD
1

t

3,

IQl(dlS, 1"'£1(1\'1" 3. nrJ."BfJP I(tI.~OU~'''ou. baJ.l.4>tl,..po£ O~T'O' Q.wb ToD Oc&Jl87JPOJ i.".[ICAfJlI
'Y'V"'V1'4£. Origen doubtless knew that the Je\V8 called JcsUB 'Ben
Pandira); but, 88 he does not explain ho\v Jacob, the father of Joseph,
came to be called nA.,817P, he does not throw any light on the meaning of the
term 88 applied to Je8U8. And as there is no trace of 8ny such name in the

genealogy given in the Gospels, it i. at least p08lible'that the name Ben
Pandira luggested ntl..,e"p, il18tead of being luggested by it.
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Jesus. I cannot satisfy myself that any of the suggested
explanations solve the probleln; and being unable to
propose any other, I 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 J ehudah, whom the Gemara alleges
to have been the husband of the mother of Jesus,
is the nRnle 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
He was
whenever he went out (b. Gitt. 90 a ).
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 Aqiba.
Probably this mistaken opinion, together with the
tradition that Pappos ben ..Tehudah was jealous of his
wife, account for the mixing up of his name with the
story of the parentage of J eSllS.
The name Miriam (of which Mary is the equivalent) is the only one which tradition correctly preserved. 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 1; and
though, of course, Mary Magdalene was not the
mother of Jesus, her name might easily be confused
with that of the other l"lary.
The passage in the Gemara which we are examIning 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 interpretation put upon it by Jewish enemies of Jesus, viz.,
that he was born out of wedlock. ".fhe Talmud
knows that his mother was called l\Iiriam, and knows
also that Miriam C~fary) of Magdala had some connexion with the story of his life. Beyond that it
knows nothing, not even the meaning of the names
by which it refers to J eSllS. 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 MOTHElt OF JESUS

(2) b. Hag. 4 b.-When Rab Joseph came to this
verse (Exod. xxiii. 17), he wept, Tltere is that
is destroyed l1)ithout justice (Prov. xiii. 23). 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, 'If 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) 1."osaphoth.-" 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

telnple, for she ,vas the mother of a certain
person, as it is said in Sllabbatll, p. 104."
COUZ1JlCntary.-'l'}lis passage, like the precedillg
one, is centuries later than the time of .Jesus. R.
Bibi bar Abaji, as also R. Joseph, belonged to the
end of the tllird and beginning of the fourth century,
and both lived in Babylollia. R. Joseph was head of
the college at Pumbeditha, in which office A haji, tIle
father of Bibi, succeeded him. As the story is told
it involves a monstrous anachronism, wIlich is noted
by the authors of the Tosaphoth (medireval commentators on the Talmud). 'l'}le compilers of the
Gemara can scarcely have believed that Miriam, the
dresser of WOlnen's hair, was still living in the time of
R. Josepll and R. Bibi; for, as tIle preceding passage
shows, she ,vas thought to have been the mother of
Jesus. So far as I know, this is the only reference to
the l\Iirialn in question which brings down her lifetime to so late a date; and, if we do not accept the
explanation of the Tosaphoth, tllat the Angel of
Death told R. Bibi '\\rhat had happened long ago, we
may suppose that what is described is a dream of the
Rabbi's. Of tIle ~liriam who, according to the story,
was cut off by death before her time, nothing whatever is kno,\\rn. The passage merely shows that the
name of l\liriam, 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 S01JlC are cut
qlf witllo1lt jllstice. And this again forms part of a
discussion on the duty of appearing three times in
the year before the Lord. rrhis 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 Iler, my object being, as already explained, to present as complete a series as I can of Rabbinical
passages bearing upon Jesus and Christianity.
l.'here is, in j. Uag. 77 d, a reference to a certain
Miriam the daughter of 'Eli, whom, on account of
the name (~1: 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 ALI4EGED TO DE A 'MAllZER' 1

(3) M. Jeb~ iv. 18 [b. Gemara, Jeb. 49b, 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 celtain person spuriua
cst ex adultera [natus]; to confirm the words
of Rabbi J ehoshua.'
C01n'11~entaMJ.-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 Aqiba, about the end
of the first and beginning of the second century.
1'hey were both disciples of R. Jehoshua ben
Uananiah (b. Taan. 26&), of whom frequent mention
will be made in these pages. R. J ehoshua, in his
early life, had been a singer in the Temple (b. Erach.
lIb), and his teacher, R. Jo\1anan ben Zaccai, was old
1

"'CC, of spurioul birth.
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enough to have seen and remembered Jesus.! The
Rabbis mentioned here were alnongst tIle leading
Inen of their time, alld on that aCCOllnt lnust have
been much concerned with the questiollS arisillg out
of the growth of Christianity. It. ~Jelloshua is expressly mentioned as Iluving been one of tIle chief
defenders of Israel £lgainst the ~linim; and, \\Y}latever
may be the precise Sigtlificance of that terlll, it will
be shown subsequelltly that it includes Cllristians,
thOllgh it may possibly il1clude otllers also. R.
Aqiba also is said to have been a particularly zealous
0ppollent 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 ,vas 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 sOlne 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 confinn
the words of R. Jehoshua.' And R. Jelloshua had
laid it down that a bastard is one who is condemned
1 It has been 8uRgested that the John nlentioned in Acts iv. 6 is the
same as J ol)anan ben Zacca.i; but there is no evidence for this identification
except the sinlilarity of name. Since the Rabbi was a Pha.risee, 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.e. 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 Wllich he had discovered, to show that in
the case of a notorious person the penalty of a
judicial death had followed upon unlawful birth.
rl"he alleged discovery of a book of pedigrees in
Jerusalem may be historical; for the Jews were not
prohibited frOIn entering Jerusalem until the re'Tolt of
Bar Cocheba had been suppressed by Hadrian, A.D.
135, nnd ben 'Azai 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 l\fatthew
begins ,vith tIle words, Tlte book" qf· tile genealogy of
Jesus Christ. It is just possible that the book to
'\\rhich ben 'Azai referred was this Gospel, or rather an
Aramaic forerunner of it, or again it may have been
a roll COlltaining one or other of the two pedigrees
recorded in l\latthew and Luke.
COVEltT REFEREXCE '1'0 JESUS
r

(4) b. J oma. 66 d. - rhey asked R. Eliezer,

'What

of a certain pcrso'1Z, as regards the world to
come' ? He said to them, 'Y e have only
asked me concerning a certain person.' 'What
of the shepherd saving the sheep from the
lion' ? He said to them, ' Y e have only asked
1

r" n":l nn'~ '''~l'

j"J"ne'

S::l

,~,~ 1'~'i1't
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me concerning the sheep.' C What of saving
the shepherd from the lion' 1 He said. 'Ye
have only asked me conceming the shepherd.'
'What of a Mamzer, as to inheriting'1 'What
of his performing the levirate duty' 1 ' What
of his founding his house' 1 'What of his
founding his sepulchre' 1 [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.]
C01nmentary.-This passage is full of obscurities.
I record it here because of its reference to 'pelnni,' 'a
certain person,' the same phrase which occurred in
the preceding extract. R. Eliezer was a very wellknown 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, presumably Christianity (see below, p. 187). 'fhe 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 l..~osephta (T. Jeb. iii.
8, 4). Among the questions given in 'fosephta 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 b , 28&), and
from the latter passage it appears to be Eliezer's own
declaration concernillg hilnself. But it has no bearing on the 'luestions and answers trnnslated above,
unless it be this, that as Eliezer was kno,vn to have
had some connexion with Christianity, 11is questioners
tried to get at his own opinion concerniIlg 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. 'l'he particular point
of each question I am unable to explain; but one
can see an opportunity for allusioll to Jesus in the
questions as to tIle fate of ' peloni ' in the future life,
as to the '1\Iamzer' founding a house (i.c. a family),
or a sepulchre, if it were known that Jesus was not
married, and tllat he was buried in the grave of a
stranger. I can throw no light llpon the' saving the
sheep (or the shepherd) from the lion.' That this
passage contains a covert l'eferellce to Jesus is the
opinion of Levy, N.H.W., iv. 54&, S.V. ~~"c, and also of
Edersheim, L. &. 'f. of J. 1\1., ii. 193, WI10 \~entures a
comparison with John x. 11. Is it likely that the c0t:ltents of that Gospel, supposing it to ha\"e been in
exi~tence at the tilne, would be knO\Vll to Eliezer
or his questioners 1
i

THE ANCESTR\?, OF THE l\fOTHER O~.. JESUS

(5) b. Sanh.

looa.-H. Jol:tanan said [concerning

Balaam], 'In the beginning a prophet, in the
end 8 deceiver.' Rab Papa said, ' 'l"llis is that
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which they say, She was the descendant of
princes and rulers, she played the harlot with
carpenters. )
C01nl1~enta,ry.-It will be shown subsequelltly 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 354 to 874 .L\.D. Possibly it arose out of
some impelfect acquaintance with the genealogies in
the Gospels, these being regarded as giving the
ancestry of l\lary instead of that of Joseph. The
mistake might naturally arise; for if J osepll were not
tIle father of Jesus, and if Jesus were alleged to be
the son of David, or of royal descent, as the Talmud
itself (b. Sanh. 4S A ) is by some thought to admit,2 then
evidently his royal ancestry must have been on his
mother's side.
ALLEGED CONl"ESSION BY THE Mo'rHER OF JESUS

(6) b. Kallah. 51a.-Impudens: R. Eliezer dicit
spurium esse, R. Jehoshua menstrure filium,
R. Aqiba et spurium et menstrure filium.
Sedebant quondam seniores apud portam,
1. The Munich MS.. baa in the margin ':l~ instead of ":l~, i.e. the singular,
not the plural.
2 This a.t least is one interpretation of the expression n,~~o~ :1,'1') see
below, p. 89.
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prreteriernnt duo pueri quorum nnus caput
operuit, alter revelavit.
Dixit R. Eliezer,
de illo qui caput revelaverat, 'Spoons est';
R. jehoshua 'Menstrure filius'; R. Aqiba
'Spurius, et menstrure filius.' Responderunt
illi, 'Quomodo cor te inflat, ut verbis sociorum
contradixeris I' Dixit eis 'Rem confinnabo.'
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 ei ' Filius
hic tUllS, qualis est?'
Respondit' Quum
thalamum introivi menstrua eram, et separavit
a me conjux; paranymphus autem venit ad
me, quapropter hic puer et spurins est et
menstrure filius.'
Responderunt (Rabbini)
'Magnus erat R. Aqiba, quum magistros
suos refutaret.' IlIa hora dixerunt 'Benedictus
Deus Israel, qui R. Aqibre secretum suum
revelavit ! '
Com1nentary.-I 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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If, as is possible, it may have been suggested by the
story in Luke ii. 41 fo1., 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 Tofdath JeshD (ed. Huldreich,
p. 22, ed. Wagenseil, p. 12), shows that it was
pegarded as having reference to J eSllS. In the work
"J. C. inl 1 almud," 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 Shinl'on
b. 'Azai (quoted above, p. 48), which refer to a
'certain person'. as having been 'spurius et menstrum 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
peal reference was to J eSllS.
I

JESUS AND HIS TEACHER

(7) b. Sanh. l07 b.-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. J ehoshua ben Peral)jah,
who repulsed Jeshu (the Nazarene) with both
hands. Gehazi, as it is written . . . .1
1 The pauage referring to Gehazi will be dealt with UDder another head.
lee below, No. 17, p. 97 lot
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What ofR. Jehoshua ben Peral)jah? When
Jannai the king killed our .Rabbis, R. Jehoshua
ben Peral}.jah [and Jesus] fled to Alexandria of
Egypt. When there was peace, Shim'on ben
Shetal). 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!' 1 (Jesus) said to him, 'Rabbi,
she has narrow eyes.' He said, ' Wretch, dost
thou employ thyself thus 1' 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 [i.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. J eh.] said to
him, 'Return.' He replied, 'Thus I have recei,red from thee, that every one who sins and
causes the multitude to sin, they gi,re him not
the chance to repent.' And a teacher has
said, 'Jesus the Nazarene practised magic and
led astray and deceived Israel.'
Comrnentary.-The above passage occurs in almost
exactly the same words in b. Sotah. 47-, and the
incident of the escape to Alexandria and the letter
1 M')C~l't denoteS both inn and innkeeper. R.. Jeb.. uses it in the first
sense j the answering remark implies the second meani.ngt 'b08taa.J
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from Jerusalem is mentioned in j. lJag. ii. 2; j.
Sanh. vi. 9. 1 The passage j. lJag. 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 classi~' for the
second Talmudic theory as to the time when Jesus
lived. 'Jannai the king' is Alexander Jannreus, who
reigned from 104 to 78 B.C., thus a full century before
Jesus lived. Shim'on b. Shetal:t, the king's brotherin-law, and Jehoshua b. Peral)jah (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 refemng to a time so long before his
own ?! Bearing in mind that the Rabbis had
1 Where, however, the fugitive is not Jeh08hua ben Pera1)jah but Jehudah
ben Tabbai.
t The name of Jesus is found in this pueage 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 one&, the
ceD80r of the pre88 has expunged it. See Rabbinowicz V&rUe Lectionea, Sanh..
ad Zoe. Here is perhaps the best place to refer to the epithet ha-Notzri
('..~,)n) 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 writingB
10 late 88 the hymns of Qalir (A..D. 900 circa), in the form Nitzerath. Thia
is probably the correct Hebrew form j but there must have been another
form, Notzeratb, or Notzerah, to account for the adjective Notzri. Perhaps
N6tzerah was the local pronunciation in the dialect of Galilee, where the
eound 6 or ii frequently represent& the i or a of new He})rew; thus,
'D~i' for ~cp, M).",' for t~ (Jordan), Mr,,~,C for M".:IC (Magdala). With
this corresponds the fact that the Syriac gives Notzerath and Notzerojo
for the name of the town and of its inhabitants. That from Notzerath or
N6tzerah 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 connexion 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 PeraQjah, and the Gospel (Matt. ii. 13 fol.) records
a similar event in regard to J eSllS. The short Palestinian story in j. lIag. 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," i.e. with thinking whether
a woman is beautiful, may be based on a gross distortion 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 multitude to sin is allowed no chance to repent,' points
Timni from Timnah, Jehudi from Jehudah. The adjective N,,(.pAios (Acts
xxviii 22) would seem to imply an alternative form Natzara, the second i
being replaced by 0 in the Galilean dialect, as in Notzri for Nitzri. The
form Natzara. indeed is adopted by Keim as the more correct j but I do not
see how to avoid recognising both Notzerah (Nizerah) and Natzira as
equally ~timate, 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 Sanhedrin, as belonging to the subject of Gehazi. I suggest 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, presumably, was not known. The glaring anachronism, of
making Jesus contemporary with R. .J ehoshua b.
Peral:tjah, 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. 1
.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 t which makes Je8U8 contemporary with R.
Aqiba, a century after his own time, see above t p. 40.
1
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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 aD
discerning people?'
Commentary.-The extract (I) above, and the
parallel passage j. Shabb. lSd, 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
J eSllS. (See above, p. 87 fo1.) ""That is the meaning
of the statement that he brought magical charms
from Egypt concealed in an incision in his flesh 1 I
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. W e 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 b : "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. I04 b ) to the effect that the Egyptian magicians did not allow anyone to carry a'Yay 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 consideration is to some extent determined by the fact that it
is taken from the Tosephta (see above, p. 21), a collection 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 mentioned 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 anyone would be foolish who
should act as Ben Stada was said to have done. 1
JESUS 'BURNS HIS FOOD'

(9) b. Sanh. 103&.-For Rab IJisda said that Rah
Jeremiah bar Abba said, ' What is that which
is written: There shall no evil befall thee,
neitlter shall any plague C011te nigh thy dwelling
[Ps. xci. 10J. . . . . Another explanation:
There shall no evil befall thee, [means], 'that
evil dreams and evil thoughts may tempt thee
not,' and neither shall any plague C011te mgh
1

But see below, p. 345

explanation.

Il.,

for a possible alternative to the foregoing
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thy dwelling [meansJ 'that thou mayst not
have a son or a disciple who burns his food in
public like J eshu the Nazarene.'
[The concluding phrase is found in another
connexion, b. Her. 17b , see below, p. 61.J
C01nmentary.-This passage is Gemara, and the R.
aisda who cites the exposition of the Psalm is the
same as the one mentioned in (1) above. He was a
Babylonian, and lived A.D. 217-309. R. Jeremiah
bar Abba, from whom he quoted, was his contemporary, 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? I t is clear that as
applied to him, it must have a figurative meaning.
It is sometimes, however, intended quite literally.
Thus, b. Betz. 29&: "1.'he 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. l]t because he hath found in her a
sluLmeful matter. The School of Hillel say [he may
divorce her] even if she burn his food, for it is said,
and R. Aqiba says, Even if he have found another
[woman] more beautiful than she, for it is said, If
she shall not findfavour 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, especially 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 disrepllte. ' 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,l by A mram, 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 declare 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 ~Iishnah is explained, b. Gitt.
90b , 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

TM J tJUJish LaIUJ of Divorce. London, 1897t p. 33 foJ.
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literal meaning of the phrase 'bums 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 meaning. Also the fact that, whatever Hillel may have
meant, Aqiba's dictum is evidently literal,l 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 it occurs. When it is said, as in the
extract from b. Sanh. 103&, under consideration, and
also in b. Ber. 17 b , "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. 34&.
The Gemara in this place is commenting on the
following words of the Mishnah: "He who says
'TIle good shall bless thee,' 10, 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]
1 See Edersheim, U L. and T. of J. the M.,» ii. 333 nt, where he successfully 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. 1 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 bums his food' occurs in two
passages, b. Her. 17b , and b. Sanh. l03a (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' no 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 bums his food in
public like Jeshu the Nazarene. 2 Now we shall see,
1 With this figurative meaning of I salt,' denoting 'independence of
mind,' may be compared Mark ix. 49, 50, "For every one shall be salted
1J1itk fire. ••• Have salt in yourselves. .•."
2 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 Psalm. 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
b. Rer. 17 , as quoted in the Aruch (s.v. n,i') reads
thus, "bums 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 "Jeshu ha-Notzri," is the original reading; and
thi~ 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. 1
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 discipIes of R. ~isda (or, according to another tradition,
R. Shemuel b. Na~mani), when they left the lecture room. This tends
to confirm the connexion of the phrase under discussion with R. ~isda.
1 Jost, "Gescb. d. Judentums u B. Sekten," i. p. 264 n., says, speaking of
the literal interpretation of 'burns his food,' "sie wild, aber, geniigend
widerlegt durch die in jener Zeit beka.nnte Bedeutung des Wortes.
,e,~~:ln n~,i'~, b. Ber. 17b , b. Sanh. 103&, wo es geradezu in dem
Sinne: den eigenen oder des Hawes guten Ruj preisgeben, angewendet
wird,-wie schon Zipaer, Orient 1850, 8. 316 nachgewiesen hat." I do not
know on what aut!lority 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. 34&.
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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 ..T~r~'T11iah 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. Her. 34 a• He and R. IJisda were contemporaries and friends, and the latter claimed (p. 37
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 CLAIM OF JESUS DENIED

(10) j. Taanith 65 b.--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 elld people will
laugh at him; if [he says] 'I will go up to
heaven,' he saith, but shall not perform it.
Corrtmentary.-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 Cresarea, 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 J ahn,
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 rwt a 'Tnan that fte sllould lie, nor tlte son of man
that he should repent. Hath he said and shall he
not do it? or hath he spoken and shall Ite 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 ,viII be shown presently that in
tIle Talmud Balaam is regarded as a type of Jesus.
,:Ve thus have an additional reason, beside the
internal evidence furnished by the words themselves,
for regarding the saying of Abahu as an antiChristian polemic. Here may be best introduced a
passage in the Jalqut Shim'oni, in which is found an
amplification of Abahu's words. I give it according
to the Salonica edition, as it is expunged from the
later ones.
(11) Jalq. Shim. § 766.-R. EI'azar ha-Qappar
says, God gave strength to his [Balaam'sJ 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

64

CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

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 slwuld lie,
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): And he took up
his parable and said, A las, 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. El'azar ha-Qappar, who is reported to have said
all this, was earlier than Abahu, for he died about
260 A.D. Bacher (Ag. d. Tallll. ii. 506 n. 2 ) shows that
only the first clause of the passage in Jalqut is to be
ascribed to EI'azar ha-Qappar, i.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 EI'azar
ha-Qappar.
JESUS AND BALAAM

(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.-'l'he 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, perverted 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. Aqiba 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 N arne 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 dispute 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 anyone 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.
I t 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 J eSllS. 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 unaccompanied 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 tllat even in the
o. T., unfaithfulness in the covenant-relation between 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 received. 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 expanded into a comparison, to suggest the conclusion,
'What Balaam was, such also was Jesus.' The
passage is as follows : JESUS AND BALAAM IN HELL

(13) b. Gitt. 56 b , 57a.-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 ?' 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 [IJan1.
i. 5J, Her adversaries have beconze the head.
Every oppressor of Israel is made a head."
He said to him, 'What is the punishment
of this man?' [i.e. 'what is thy punishment' 1J
He replied, 'That wllich he determined for
himself. Every day they collect his ashes and
judge hirn, and burn him and scatter hinl 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? ' He replied [Dent. xxiii.. 6J, , Tho1l
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sOOZt rwt seek their peace or their prosperity
aU [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 1'
He replied, 'Israel.' "Vhat about joining
them ~ , 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.
Com1nentary.-This extract forms part of a long
Midrash chiefly concerned with the war against Vespasian and Titus, and reported by R. Jol)anan (200-279
A.D. ).
The story of Onqelos b. Qaloniqos, nephew
of 'l'itus, is introduced immediately after the description of the death of the latter. Whether Onqelos
the Proselyte, who is mentioned elsewhere in the
'.falmud, 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 Onqelos called up 'the sinners of Israel'
(plural), which is dbviously absurd. 1 The older
editions have' the sinner of Israel,' which is grammatically correct, but the reading 'Jeshu ' is vouched
for by the work that contains all the expurgated
passages of the Talmud. 2 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. 3 I shall henceforth assume this close
1 'The sinners of Israel t may, however, be the right reading in the last
line of the passage, because there the comparison is general between 'the
sinners of Israel J and ' the prophets of the heathen.)
2 I have used the one published at Konigsberg, 1860, nn(~O' C'~)li'
~n n')"Cil· The invaluable work of Rabbinowicz is unfortunately not
available for the tractate Gittin.
3 There is a suggestive remark in b. Sa.nlL l06b (immediately after
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connexion in the Rabbinical mind between Jesus
and Balaam; and if it proves a guide to the meaning 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. For the moment I return to the passage
(12), quoted above, from ~f. Sanh. x. 2, where it is
said that Balaam, Doeg, Ahitophel and Gehazi are
shut out from the world to conle. Having seen that
Balaam here denotes Jesus, it is natural to enqui~e
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 ha\re been so
severely condemned. Following immediately after
Balaam-Jeslls, 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 Rahina said to his SOD, '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,' i.e. the four men, Balaam, Doeg,
Ahitophel and Gehazi. Ra.shi, in his note on the passage, says that the
multiplying of Midrash means doing so "N))~, with malicious intention. The
BOn of Mar bar Rabina, nlentioned above, was the ·younger Rabina, contemparary 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'
(if. 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.
8omh. 47a ).
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 exrlusion 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

BALAAM (JESU~)

(15) b. Sanh. l06b.-A certain heretic said to R.

:aanina, 'Have you ever heard how old
Balaam was ?' He replied, 'There is nothing
written about it. But from what is written
(Ps. Iv. 28), Men of blood and deceit shaa 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 Pinl).as the Robber
killed him." ,
Commentary.-R. :aanina lived in Sepphoris at the
end of the second and the beginning of the third
century (died 232 A.D.). The story of this conversation with a heretic was reported in Babylonia prob..
ably by Rab, who, like :aanina, 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 Balsam, 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. :aanina knew anything about Jesus.
For he confinned the Rabbrs answer by facts known
to himself. The' Chronicle of Balaam ' probably denotes 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. aanina 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 epith~t 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. J ol)anan, 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 compare Mark. ix. 45, 46.
There remains to be noticed Pin~as the Robber, or
'Pinl)as Listaah,' who is said to have killed Balaam.
It has been suggested by Perles (Gratz, Monatsch.,
1872, p. 267, quoted by Bacher) that, assuming
Balaam to represent Jesus, Pin:Qas Listaah is a corruption of Pontius Pilatus. 1 The corruption is, it
1 OJ. the story given below (p. 87), according to which a certain person,
presumably Jesus, 'took to robbery J (listaii), and further, p. 95, where it is
suggested that the allegation of robbery in reference to Jesus is due to a confusion of him with a certain robber chieftain Ben Netzer. It is worth
noting that according to Matt. xxvi. 55, J MUS said, A'I'8 ye come out tJI
agaiut a f'obber (':'S' i ...1 Al'(1''''~'') ; Al1(1'1"~S' is in the Talmud O'~C~, 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 N urn. xxxi. 8
have transformed it into Pinl)as Listaah. 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 Pin1:las [Phinehas]
a robber, being, as he was, a highly honoured hero
of tradition. Bacher seeks to show (Jew. Quart.
Rev., iii. p. 356) 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 Pin1:las by assuming that the
heretic quoted from some apocryphal work abollt
Balaam of an anti - Israelite tendency.
But was
there such a work? W as Balaaln 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 Pin~as Listaah there lies concealed a
reference to Pontius Pilatus. 'fhe difficulty that
the heretic, if a Christian, would not call Jesus by
the name o.,f Balaam, may be met by the consideration 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. !Janina
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 Ahitol>hel 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. I06b it is said
by R. J 01).anan, 'Doeg and AhitopheI did not live
out half their days. It is thus taught (Ps. Iv. 23),

Men
days.

of

blood and deceit do not live out half their

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.
BALAAM

(JESUS)

AND THE NAME OF GOD

(16) b. Sanh. I06&.-:And he [Balaam] took up his
parable, and said, Alas, who .shall live when
God tJoeth this? R. Shim'on ben Laqish
said: ' W oe unto him who maketh himself
to live by the name of God.'
C01nmentary.-The text quoted is N urn. xxiv. 23,
and the application of it by R. Shim'on b. Laqish
is .& mere distortion of the original words.
What
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precisely is the meaning of ~~ ,~ 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 permitted themselves to make (see above, p. 13) 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, "Balsam, who
restored himself to life by the name of God, made
himself God." With 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 Laqish, often called Resh Laqish t
was the colleague and friend of R. J ol)anan already
mentioned. He died somewhere about 279 A.D.
THE CHAPTER CONCERNING BALAAM

(17) b. B. Bathr. 14b.-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
t
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Joshua. As the section about Balaamt 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 (3 ).-For Rab Mathnah and BAh
Shemuel bar Nal).man says, both say, It would
be proper that the Ten Words should be read
every day. And why are they not read 1
Because of the misrepresentation of the
Minim, that they might not say, 'These [i.e.
the Ten Words] only were given to Moses
on Sinai.' Rab Shemuel bar N al:tman in the
name of Rabbi Jehudah bar Zebuda says,
, It would be proper that the Parashah of
Bal.:lk 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 up' [Num. xxiii. 24J. Rabbi Jose
bar Rabbi Bun says, 'Because there is written
in it the going forth [out of Egypt], and
the Kingdom' [Num. xxiii. 21, 22J. Rabbi
EI'azar . says, 'Because it is written in the
Torah, the Prophets and the Writings.'
C
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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 immediately 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. Her. 12b , 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 congregation. 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.

THE TRIAL OF JESUS

(19) T. Sanh. x. 1I.-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 LfId;
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 d).-l'he 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
Liid, 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&.-['.fhe passage of which the ex~
tract No.1 above (the part enclosed in [J ),
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
C
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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 s~:"s to him,
"How shall we forsake our God w bo 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, tiring him
to the Beth Din and stone him. And thus
they did to Ben Stada in Liid, and they
hung him on the eve of Pesal)..
Comnlentary.-The legal procedure to be used in
the case of a deceiver, who has tempted others to
apostasy, is set forth in the lVlishnah 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 associated 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 Tosephta 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 tradition 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
81OOa, the witnesses brought him to the Beth Din 1
and stoned him; fourth, that this took place in Lfid
(Lydda). (21) makes the important addition that
" they hung him on the eve of Passo\?er." 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 useless; 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 hoWle of judgment, an assembly of Rabbis and their
disciples Bitting ~ a cOurt of justice. The term does not denote any special
tribUD&1.

6
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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, combi~ed perhaps with hearsay information
derived from Christians. There is no ground, as
Keirn rightly says (Jesus of Nazara, vi. 47 D., 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 traditiOft. 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 assertion that the witnesses were concealed in order to
entrap the accused. From the Talmudic point of
view the witnesses were not false, in the sellse of untruthful, 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 wit}l,o'ltt in tile 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 statement 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
fro~ 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 doubtless 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.

THE EXECUTION OF JESUS

(22) b. Sanh. 43&.-And it is tradition: On the

eve of Pesal). they hung Jeshu [the Nazarene].
And the crier went forth before him forty
days (saying), '[Jeshu tile Nazarene] goeth
forth to be stoned, because he hath practised
magic and deceived and led astray Israel.
Anyone 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 Pesal).. Ulla
says, 'Would it be supposed that [Jeshu the
Nazarene] a revolutionary, had aught in his
favour? ' He was a deceiver, and the Merciful
hath said (Dent. xiii. 8), TllOU shalt not spare,
But it was
neither shalt tll-oU conceal Jtint.
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 or 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 Liid (Lydda). It is remarkable
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 siatement that Jesus
was put to death in Lydda is probably the following:
After the destruction of Jerusalem, Lydda 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 J abneh, which had been
the seat first of Jol).anan ben Zaccai, and then of the
Patriarch Gamliel II. after the fall of Jerusalem.
Aqiba took a very active part in the insurrection
under Bar Cocheba (A.D. 132-185), and Lydda was
probably the headquarters of the insurgents. The
name" Martyrs of Lydda "(,,~ ~)"iI, b. B. Bathr. lOb),
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. 1 Now it is quite certain that in the
Talmud the insurrection of Bar Cocheba and its
tragic end is remembered with much greater clearness 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. Aqiba, 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
Aqiba's own city of Lydda. This is in the main
Laible's explanation; but I differ from him in holding
that Aqiba'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.~. Tarphon and Meir; but I do not know of any
sp,ecial 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 t Nos. (19}t (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. '.rhis is clear from the Mishnah, Sanh. vi.
1 Justin Mart., Apol. i. c. 31, IC:CI} -yap 4" 'r'rp .,v., -yt-yEII"",.IJltp 'lou3culC:r; ftoAfJl.If'
'Bcapx Ol Xfj3cU, 6 ,.ijs "Iov3C1i... cl... ocr'r'4tr.lIJs APX'I-yJT."S, XpltT'r'l.."obs ",.OIlOIlS .1$
""I£OIP£CI$ BflJl4f, .1 p.~ .p"o'i,"o 'I."croll" 'r'~J' Xpu,.,.~J' ICed /JAtI4fn1p.o1'''t 4IefA."."

a4-y.ricu.
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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.' 1
'.rhe 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 (:l'~~) 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. 'fhe inference would be
further strengthened by the application of the text,
Dent. xxi. 23, He that is hanged is accursed of God,
a text which Paul had to disarm in reference to Jesus
(Gal. iii. 13). The 'falmud 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 (Dent. 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 C1-08S. And every one who
passed to and fro said, 'It seems that the king
1 Literally a worshipper of stars and planets.
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 explanation, it is the most convenient to use.
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is crucified.' Therefore it is said, A curse of
God is he that is hung.
C01nmentaTy.-R. Meir lived in the second century, 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 J eSllS. ' One ruled over the whole world,' that is
God.
'They resembled each other' suggests He
tltat hath seen me llath seen tlte FatIter. rfhe mention of the cross (::n~~) obviously accords with the
Gospel story. "The scornful gibe of the passers-by
suggests ~fatt. xxvii. 87 and 39, and esp. 42, 48. The
curious remark that the second 'took to robbery'
(listaia) I canllot explain, but it should be noted in
connexion with what was said above (see p. 78),
about Pinl).as Listaah (Pontius Pilatus). R. :!\tleir'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 contained 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 delivered by miracle as so many had been, and she says,
n':J~ :1'rnttN' 'n~v to ," r'n~t'N N~' N:1lt~~ ~]1 Mltnlt :1'~~t " Crucify
him on a cross, for we do not find one out of his
nation who has been delivered from it." The reference 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. XXVll.
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 Synoptics. 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 ascension, 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. Jol)anan, says, '""Tould it
be thought that anything could be said in favour
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of Jesus, a revolutionary 1 He was a deceiver, and
the Merciful hath said (observe the irony of appealing to God as "the Merciful" in this case), Thou
shalt not spare nor conceal suck a one.' But, says
the compiler of the Gemara, or perhaps UUa, who
raised the question, 'It was different with Jesus,
because he was near to the kingdonl.' Is this a
reference to the supposed Davidic descent of Jesus 1
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.
83a ), 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 beell political reasons for wishing to spare him.
If this suggestion t 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 inference 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 acquaintance with the contents of the Gospel is probable;
but the frequent discussions between Jews and
Christians, of which we shall meet with many examples, 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.
'fHE DISCIPLES OF JESUS

(25) b. Sanh. 43&.-Our Rabbis have taught, Jesus

had five disciples-~latthai, N eqai, Netzer,
Buni, and Thodah. 'l'hey brought Matthai
[before the judges]. He said, '~Iust Matthai
be killed? For it is written CPs. xlii. 2J:
Matltai [=whenJ shall (I) corne and appear
before God.'
'fhey said to him, 'Yes,
Matthai must be killed, for it is written [Ps.
xli. 5J: Mathai [= whenJ shall (he) die and
his name perish.' They brought N eqai. He
said to them, 'Must Neqai be killed? For
it is written [Ex. xxiii. 7J: The Naqi [= innocent] a·nd the righteous thou shalt not slay.'
They said to him, , Yes, N eqai must be killed,
for it is written CPs. x. 8J: In secret places
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doth he slay Naqi [=the innocent].' They
brought Netzer. He said, 'Must Netzer be
killed? For it is written [Isa. xi. 1]: Netzer
[ = a branch] slzall spring 1tp .frol1~ his roots.'
They said to him, ' Yes, Netzer must be
killea.
For it is written [Isa. xiv. 19]:
Thou art cast forth out oj' thy grave like an
abo1ninable Netzer [ = branchJ.' They brought
Runi. He said to them, 'Must Runi be
killed? For it is written [Ex. iVa 22J: B'ni
[ = my son], 1ny first born, Israel.'
They said
to him, ' Yes, Runi must be killed. For it is
written [Ex. iVa 23J: Behold, I slay Bincha.
[= thy son] thy .first born.' They brought
Thodah.. He said to them, 'Must Thodah be
killed? For it is written CPs. c. I J: A Psalm
for Thodalz [= thanksgivingJ.' They said to
him, ' Yes, Thodah must be killed, for it is
written [PSI I. 23J: WllOSO sacrijiceth Thodah
[ = thanksgiving] honoureth 1ne.'
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 a of Sanhedrin, also forms part of the
·same paragraph about Jesus. Thus it would contain, 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 execution (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 t 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. rrhese 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
jeu 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 indication 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, '.fhodah,
is not unlike Thaddreus; but in Hebrew that name
would be Thaddai, not Thodah. The others, N aqi,
Netzer, and Buni,l have no parallels in the list of the
1 It is, however, worthy of note that in b. Taan. 19b , 2oa, is related a story
of Naqdimon b. Gorio», a rich citizen of Jerusalem, and it is added in a
note that his real name was not Naqdimon, but Buni. Now Naqdimon is
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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
ease 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 N aqi, the innocent, is obviously
applicable to Jesus from the Christian point of view,
and is as obviously satirical from t}-lat of the Rabbis,
as already shown. Netzer, 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.). Runi, 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,' I do not
know any connexion with Jesus; but it is possible
that the apt retort of the second text, whoso sacriequivalent to Nicodemus_ There may, therefore, be an allusion to Nicodemus, who came to Jesus by night (John iii. 1).
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ficeth Thodah ltonoureth 1ne, 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 saIne 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 .J eSllS. 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.
I~aible (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 t~king 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 (132-135 A.D.) 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
Inention them here, in the division dealing with
l'almudic references to Jesus, because the passages
where they are alluded to are more conveniently
grouped together as referring to Miniith (heresy) and
Minim (heretics)~ and will therefore be treated
separately in another main division.
I shall close this division, of which the main subject
is Jesus, by a reference to the name Ben Netzer, which
has been held by some to denote Jesus.

BEN NETZER

Levy (N. H. W., i. 240a , s.v. 1:1) says that the name
Ben Netzer (,~~ ':1) is probably an allusion to Jesus the
Nazarene. Keirn, (J. of N., ii. 15, Eng. Tr.) says
that tIle Talmudists call Jesus, Ben Netzar. 'rhis is
also the view of Edersheinl (L. and T. J. M., i. 222).
The authority for this appears to be Abarbanel, whose
work jU"~~i1 ',:)"1)0 is quoted by Buxtorf (Lexicon
rfalmudicum, ed. Fischer, s.v. ,~~) as follows: Speaking of the" little horn" in Dan. vii. 8, he says (26),
"See, yea see, how they interpret that other 'little
horn' to mean Ben Netzer, 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 b, J. Temm. 46 b , Ber. r. sec. 76)
to suggest J eSllS. 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
Gratz (G. d. J., iv. 295, and n. 28), who shows that
Ben Netzer is Odenathus, the founder of the shortlived
kingdom of Palmyra, A.D. 260 circa. Jost (G. d. J.,
ii. 145 D. 4) says that this hypothesis is without
evidence to support it; and if it were not for a reference in the same context to Gratz' work, it would
be hard to belieye that J ost had read the long note
(n. 28) in which Gratz presents the evidenee. It
appears to me clear that Gratz 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 identification with Odenathus.

B.-PASSAGES REFERRING TO MINIM AND
MINUTH
THIS 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 clearness, to sub-divide the material in this division, with
the result, as I hope, of lessening the amount of commentary upon each passage.

SECTION I.-DESCRIPTIONS AND DEFINITIONS OF
MINIM AND ~IINUTH

I place first of all what I believe to be a reference
to the most distinguished disciple of Jesus, viz., Paul.
GEHAZI (PAUL?)
(27) b. Sotah.

47 a .-Our Rabbis have taught:

Always let the left hand repel and the right
hand invite. Not like Elisha, who :r;-epulsed
Gehazi with both his hands, and not like
Jehoshua ben PeraQjah, who repulsed Jesus the
N azar~ne with both his hands. What about
Elisha? It is written (2 Kings v. 23), A.nd
Naaman said, Be content, take two talents, and
97
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it is written (ib. 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 ti1Jze to receive silver, and to receive raiment
and olive gardens and vineyards and sheep and
cattle and men-servants and 1Jzaid-servants?'
But had he indeed received all this? Silver
and raiment was what he received. R. Jitzl)aq
said, 'In that hour Elisha was occupied with
[the law concerningJ the eight [kinds of]
creeping things (Lev. xi. 29, 30J. He said to
him [GehaziJ, 'Wretch, the time has come to
receive the punishment [for, having partaken]
of the eight creeping things, and the leprosy qf
Naa1Jzan shall cleave to thee and to thy seedfor
ever.' And there were fOltr lepro1ts 1Jzen (2
Kings vii. 3), R. JOQanan said these were
Gehazi and his three sons. A nd Elisha 1.vent
to Da1JZaSC1ls (ib. viii. 7). Why did he go to
Damascus? R. J ol)anan says that he went to
turn Gehazi to repentance, and he did not
repent.
He said to him 'Repent,' and he
answered, 'Thus have I received from thee,
that everyone who has sinned and caused the
multitude to sin, they give him not the chance
to repent.' ~hat 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 \vrote the N arne
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 tlte sons of the
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prophets said to Elisha, Behold tIle place where
"lL'e sit is too strait for us, whereas up till that
time it had not been too small.
What of R. Jehoshua ben PeraJ:tjah 1· [See
the continuation (7) above, p. 50. ]
CornJJzentary.-It must be borne in mind that this
passage is continuous with that describing the excommunication of Jesus by R. Jehoshua ben Peral).jah, No.
(7) above, p. 50. The whole passage occurs in b. Sotah
47& and b. Sanll. 107b • 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 av'ailable for the treatise Sotah. rrhe
story about Gehazi is gi,ren according to the version
in Sotah, because it is sOlnewhat fuller, and omits
nothing of importance that is found in the v'ersion in'
Sanhedrin.
The conllexion of a story about Jesus with a story
about Gehazi suggests that tllcre may be, under the
figure of Gellazi, a covert reference to some person
associated with Jesus. I t ,viII 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 Allitopllel.
e have already seen reason
to beIie,re that Balaam is a type of Jesus (see above,
p. 64 fo1.), and that Doeg and Ahitophel are elsewhere said to have been heretics (~Iinim), 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. I
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

"r
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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 Judaisln, 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 discussion 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. l~he curious statement that Elisha
was studying the law about the eight kinds of creeping things is only a fantastic explallation 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. Jitzl)aq explains this by saying that
Elisha ",vas studying the law about the eight creeping
things forbidden for food. 'fIle connexion is not,
however, sinlply 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 Palll 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.'-r. 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. I t should be
noticed that this answer is exactly the same as that
which, in the companion story, Jesus makes to R.
Jehoshua ben PeraJ:tjah. 1
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 th.e 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 Narne
upon its mouth, and it used to say "I" and "'.fhou
1 The words of the answer are, however, a general Rabbinical maxim, not
peculiar to this~. The origin of the maxim is found in 1 Kings xiv.
16; and the Rabbinical aphorism occurs in T. Joma v. 11, b. Joma 87 a ,
Aboth. v. 18 (in connexion with' disciples of Balaam ').
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shalt not have.'"
What is refelTed to here is again
the loadstone, and it would seem that a statue is
intended. TIle Name that he wrote, or carved, upon
the mouth of the figure is tIle name of God, the
N arne which was forbidden to be prollounced. And
the words wllich the figure uttered are the openillg
of tIle '£en Commandlnents. l'he meanil1g seems
to be that !)aul set up some figure representing a
person wholn lle asserted to be equal with God.
rrhat images of Christ were to be seen in Cllristian
churcllcs in the time of Paul is not to be supposed;
but tllat they ""'ere ,veIl known to the Rabbis of tIle
tilne to which our passage belongs, is certain. And
considerillg how nluch tIle doctrille of the Deity of
Christ o\ves to the teaching of I~aul, it would not be
Ullnatural for a Jew to charg'e hinl with setting up
images of C·hrist to be \vorshipped as God. Possibly tIle clue may be found ill JolIn xii. 32: A 1'ld
I, if" I be ii/rell 1i}), will draIu all 11lCll 1t'/ltO
lJl/jSe{f:
, Some say that he dro've our Itabbis f1'0111 before
hiln.' l'his is explailled by }{ashi to mean t}lat the
Rabbinical academies were cro\\Jl'ded by tIle disciples
wholn (;ehazi drove away. ,,\Tlletller t]lere is here
any reference to Paul I anl not prepared to say.
As to the date of tIlis passage, notlling can be
precisely determined. I t is found only in tile Babylonian Gemara, and 110 Rabbi is Inentioned as an
authority except for SOlne snlall portions. R. J ol)anan
belongs to the third century (d. 279 A.I).), and R.
JitzQaq was a younger contemporary. Both lived in
Palestine. TIle passage about Gehazi is perhaps
older than that about Jesus, as suggested abovet
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p. 54, and served as the introduction to that story.
But, on the other halld, 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 thong}l 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. l
BEN DAl\IAH AND JACOB O:F CHEPHAR SAMA

(SECH.AN.JA).

(28) 'f. Bull, ii. 22, 23.-'l'he case.ofR. El'azar ben
Damah, whom a serpent bit. There came in
Jacob, a man of Chephar Sarna, to cure him
in the name of Jeshua' ben Pandira, but R.
Ishmael did 110t allow it. He said, 'Thou art

not permitted, Ben Damah.' He said, 'I 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
Dalnah, for thou hast departed in peace, and
hast not broken through the ordinances of the
wise; for upon everyone WI10 breaks through
the fence of the wise, punishment comes at
last, as it is written [Eccl. x. 8J: Whoso
brealfetlt a fence a serpent sllall bite him.
(29)j. Shabb. 14d.-Almost ,vord for word the same
as (28); then follows :-The serpent only bit
1

For the phrase, see Mechilta, Jithro, 58b •
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him in order that a serpent might not bite him
in the future. And what could he [B. DamahJ
have said? (Lev. xviii. 5): Which~ if a man do,
he shall live in thel1l [i.e. not die in them].
(30) j. A. Zar. 40 d , 41 a.-Same as (29), except that
after the words "came in to cure him," is
added, " He said, W e will speak to thee in the
name of Jeshu b:m Pandira."
(31) b. A. Zar. 27b.-A man shall have no dealings
with the Minim, nor be cured by them, even
for the sake of an hour of life. 1'he 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. DamaJ said
to him, 'R. Ishmael, my brother, allow him,
that I may be cured by him, and I "Till bring
a text from the Torah that this is permitted.'
But he had not finished his discourse "Then his
soul departed, and he died. R. Ishmael pronounced over him, 'Happy art thou, Ben
Dama, for thy body is pure and thy soul hath
departed in purity, and thou hast not transgressed the words of thy companions, who have
said [Eccl. x. 8]: Whoso breaketlt tltrough a
.fence, a serpent shall bite Ilim.' I t is different
in regard to Minuth, which bites a man, so
that he comes to be bitten afterwards.
Co·mmentary.-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 wllich 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 contain~d in
the Mishnah and Tosephta; he lived in tIle first half
of the second century, and there is reason to believe
that he did not die in the war of Bar Cocheba, or immediately afterwards (A.D. 135), but survi\Ted it some
years [see below, p. 131 folJ. 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 \vith a Galilean,
and Jacob of Chephar Sarna (or Sechanja) was of
course a Galilean. But it is said tllat R. Ishluael was
present at an assembly of Rabbis at U sha, in Galilee
(b. B. Bathr. 28'\ b),1 and although the date of that
meeting cannot be precisely determined, it seems
probable that it took place not long before the outbreak of the rebellion of Bar Cocheba, say 130. A.D.
or thereabouts. 'fwo assemblies at U sha are distinctly
mentioned (b. R. ha She 31 a, b), tIle second being
immediately after the close of the rebellion. It is
probable, then, that the incident of Ben Damah and
Jacob of Chepllar Sarna (Sechanja) took place on the
occasion of the first assembly at U sha. Ben Damah
is elsewhere (b. }\;lenal.t. 99b ) said to have asked
1 The assembly at Usha, here luentioned, is prollably the second of the
two, as that was cer~ainly the more faluous. But if R. Ishmael attended the
second, there is every reason to au ppose 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. Perlnission was refused by the quotation
of .Josh. i. 8, Tliou shalt l1zeditate tllercon [the book
of the Law] day a,nd night, and the command,
'Go, seek a time when it is neither day nor night,
and therein study Greek philosophy.'
Jacob of Chephar Sarna or Sechanja is evidently a
Christian; hut, no less evidently, he cannot have been
a contemporary of Jesus, still less identical with .James
(J acob) the brothel" of .J esus, as has been suggested.
'l'he latter was put to death somewllere about the
year 44 .L\" D.; and R. Ishmael was only a boy ,vhen
.Jerusaleln was captured in A.D .. 70. Jacob was an
extremely COlnlnon 11ame, and no identification with
any kno,vn Cllristian is possible. ,!'he place to which
this Jacob belonged is called variously Chepllar Sarna
and Ch. Secllanja. The first is thougllt to be the
modern Khefr Sumeia, and the second the well-known
Sichnin (modern Suchnill); as these two places are
only nine miles apart, Jacob Inay quite well have been
associated with both. In a passage which will be
examined presently, tllis same .Jacob is said to "lave
talked with R. Eliezer b. Horqenos, in the High
Street of Seppll0ris, and to llave communicated to
him a saying of Jesus. [See below, p. 138 and
especially p . 143J.. 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 \Tersions given above. In all, the
Christian proposes to heal the sick man in the name of
Jeshu ben Pandira, i.e. as the Palestinian Gemara (30)
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says, by pronouncing that name over the sufferer (cp.
Acts iii. 6, ix. 34; 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 bejustified,
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. "rosephta (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 wOllld 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 Miniith, the
abstract noun 'from Min; and there can be no question but that here the heresy intended is Christianity.
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This is evident from the mention of Jacob as a disciple 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 GRANDSON OF

R.

JEHOSHUA BEN LEVI

AND A CHRISTIAN DOCTOR

(32) j. Shabb. 14d .-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
proceedethfrO'Tll, the ruler (Ecc. x. 5).
j. A. Zar. 40d 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.-J ehoshua ben Levi is one of the
best known of the Talmudic Rabbis. He lived. and
taught for the most part at Liid (Lydda), where he
followed his own teacher Bar Qappara, A.D. 260.
But he was in close association with the two great
teachers, Jol}.anan and Resh Laqish, 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 th~ 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.
1"he 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. J ehoshua 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 deplorable 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. 'fhis is on the lines of the explanation given
by Rashi and Aben Ezra in their commentaries on
Ecclesiastes. I t is characteristic of the feeling of
Jews towards Christians in the third century in
Palestine.
That feeling is further illustrated by the following:

R.

ABAHU, AND JACOB THE MIN

b. A. Zar. 2S a.-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

(33)
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discussion on the question whether in cases of sickness the help of non-Je\\rish physicians m.ight be used.
R. J oJ:tanan laid down the rule that in cases for which
the Sabbath might be profaned, i.e. in very dangerous
cases, such help might not be used, but that in slighter
cases it might; tIle 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 immediately after the story of Ben Damah, already discussed,
and is repeated just before the present passage referring to Abahu. TIle connexion is this, that an
exception might be made to Jol).anan's rule if the
patient were an eminent man, "and yet, R. Abahu
was an eminent man, etc."
Abahu li\red in Cresarea at the end of the tilird and
the beginning of the fourth century. He had very
frequent intercourse with Christians, as will be seen
hereafter, and such intercourse was not al\vays unfriendly. The Gemara in recording the abo\Te incident seelns to suppose that Jacob the l\lill intended
to kill his patient by putting poison into a ,vound in
his leg, and says that if Abahu's two friends llad 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 tIle Gelnara supports its
view by quoting J ud. xvi. 30, where SUlnsoll says,
'Let 1ne die witlt tile Pltilistirtes,' to SllO'V that the
Christian ,""as bent on killing Abahu though lIe 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 tIle story, in reference to .Jo].lall,ul'S rule about
calling in Ilon-.J ewisll physiciul1S, ilnplies t}lut .t\bahu
must himself Ilave cal.]ed in Jacob the l\lill, kllowinghim to be a !\-iin. If so, he callnot h:tye felt any such
dislike towards his physician, as \\"ould Inake lliln cut
off his o\\"n leg ratller than allow the Cllristian relnedy
to be applied. His two friends, ]lO\\reVer, appear to
have felt as R. Ishmael and It. .T ellosllua felt, as described in tIle preceding passages. 'l'hey licked off,
or sucked out, the drug applied by the Christian; and
\\rhether they supposed it to be poison, or only disliked a Cllristian relnedy, tlleir antipatllY to tIle
Christian is equally apparent.
'l'lle commentary of 'fosapllotll Oil the passage
explains, rather needlessly, that the .Jacob tIle l\fin
who is lnentioned here canllot }lave been the same as
the Jacob of Cllepllar Sarna (Sechanja) who attellded
Ben Damah. 'l'llere "ras a period of some 170 years
bet\veen thenl.
In b. Uull 84 a occurs a reference to a certaill .Jacob
the" l\fin, ,vho is said to have discussed a point of
Halacllah ,vith Raba, a Babylonian teac)ler in ~I aQuza,
early in the fourth century.! As far as cllronology is
concerned this might be tIle same Jacob as tIle one
,\Tho attended Aballu; but I do not kll0\,T ,vhat 11e
should be doing ill ~IaQuza. Jacob \vas a very
COIVlnOll natTIe, and there lnust hav'e been many
Jewish Christians who ,""ere so called.
1 Cp. b. Shabb. 88&, where" a certain Min
has an altercation with Raba.
The 'Jacob 1tlinaah' who Inet Raba is hardly identical with the' Jacob
1tlina.ah' who con~ersed with R. Jehudah (b. ~Ieg. 23&), if this be R.
Jehudah ben Je1)esq'el, since the latter died about the time (A.D. 292) 'when
Raha was born.
J)
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CONTEST OF l\1IRACLES .

(34) j. Sanh. 25 d .-For example, It. Lazar and R.

Jehoshua and R. Aqiba went up to batlle in a
certain public bath in 'l~iberias. A certain ~Iin
(lleretic) saw them. He said something, and
tIle arched roof held tllem fast. It. Lazar
said to R. Jehoshua, '\Vhat! Jehoshua ben
Bananjah, see vlhat thou canst do.' When
that ~Ilin went forth, R. J ehoshua said something, and the door held him fast, and every
one who elltered gave him a blow, and every
one who went out gave hiln a thrust in the
back. He said, 'Undo what ye have done.'
r.rhey said, 'Undo, and we will undo.' They
each did so. "Then they had gone forth, R.
Jehoshua said, 'Well, how clever thou art 1'
He said, 'Let us go down to the sea.' When
tlley had gone down to the sea, the ~lin said
something, and the sea was divided. He said
to them, , j\.nd did not )Ioses your master do
thus in the sea?' "l~hey said to him, 'Wilt
thou not agree with us that Moses our master
,valked in the midst of it l' 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.
COl1lmentary.-The foregoing tale is given as an
illustration in a discussion upon magic and witchcraft, arising out of the text (Exod. xxii. 18), Thou
shalt not S11:fler a witch to live. The three Rabbis

REFERENCES TO MINIM AND MINUTH

113

mentioned are very well known characters.•R. I.Jazar 1
is R. El'azar ben Azariah.
R. Jehoshua ben
aananiah was the contemporary, and, in a sense,
ri\"al of R. Eliezer ben Horqenos 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.D. The
Christian might, so far as cllronology goes, have been
the same Jacob of Chephar Sarna 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. 322, s.v. i1~'~)
says that what is meant is the arched recess where an
idol stood; but the quotation which he gives in support 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 disciple 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,' i.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
1

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 notlling to
indicate its age or origin. I t is certainly not contemporary with the Rabbis who figure in it, unless
we admit that Jehoshua ben IJananiah 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 u1JfLELa or 8vvafLEL~), the 'falmudreflecting 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.
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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 JE'VS AND MINIM

(35) j. Sanh. 25 d.-R. Jehoshua ben aananiah

said, 'I can take cucumbers and melons and
make them into kids and goats, and they really
are made into kids and goats.' R. J annai 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. Jose ben Zimra, 'If all who
come into the world were asse~bled 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.
!Janina ben R. aananiah 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. Jol)anan,
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. Jose 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
magi~, and they quote R. Jose 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
5»-tory about R. Uanina b. R. Uananiah, 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. J ehoshua b. aananiah, a very wellknown 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 mentioned above are located in Sepphoris, and that the
same place ,vas the scene of a much more ilnportant
event, the meeting of R. Eliezer b. Horqenos and
Jacob of Chephar Sarna. It would be very interesting to know whether the Jewish Christians of
Galilee possessed an original Galilean, as distinguished
from the J udrean, tradition of the ministry of Jesus.
The above passag-es 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 l\1in 1 in the above remarks, since it occurs in
the texts to be translated. And I 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 subsequent passages. I proceed to give
DEFINITIONS OF MIN, MINl.JTH
THE FATE OF THE MINIM 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
nlonths 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 (l\fal. iv. 3), And
ye shall tread down the wich'ed, for they shall be
dust under the soles of the feet of the righteous,
in the day that I do .11zake, /~aitll the Lord of
Hosts.
But the Minim, and the apostates
and the betrayers and Epiqurosin, 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 resurrection 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 tlleir fear in the
land of tIle living, and have stretched forth their
hand against Zebul, Gehinnom is Shllt in their
faces and they are judged there for generations
of generations, as it is said (Isa. lxvi. 24),
A nd they shall go forth and looh" upon tke
corpses of the men who sin against 1ne, for their
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wor111 shall not die, nor their fire be quenched,
and they shall be an abhorring unto all fleslt.
Sheol fails, they fail not, as it is said (Ps. xlix.
14), Their beauty sltall be for Skeol to conSU1Jle, who hath caused them to stretch forth
their hand against Zebill, as it is said (ibid.),
that there be no Zebul for hi1JZ, and Zebu}
means nothing else but the Temple, as it is
said (1 Kings viii. 13), I llave surely built
tltee an house qf habitation (Zebul), a place for
thee to dwell in for ever.
C01Jl1Jlentary.-A sharp distinction is here made
between Jewish and Gentile sinners on the one hand,
and Minim, betrayers and Epiqurosin on the other.
The Jewish sinners remain Jews though they silL
The Gentile sinners have not sinned against the Torah
of Israel, because they are not bound by it. They
are punished merely qua 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,' 'betrayers,' , Epiqurosin.' These are not interchangeable.
Reserving for the moment the first, the betrayers
(Masoroth) are explained by Rashi to mean" slanderers, 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 Epiqiiros) is plainly borrowed from the
personal name Epicurus; but it contains also a play
on the word 'paqar' (~~), which means 'to be free
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from restraint.' '£he name denotes, in general terms,
a freethinker, one who disregards the r~straints of
traditional authority. An Epiquros was not necessarilya Jew, he might be a Gentile. Thus it is said
(b. Sanh. 3Sb ), "They teach there [in Palestine] R.
EI'azar said, 'Be careful to learn Torah, and know
,vhat thou shalt answer to an Epiquros.' R. Jol)anan
said, 'They taught not so except concerning an
Epiqiiros of the Gentiles.' But all tIle more concerning a Jewish Epiquros, for he is more defiant (;~~ 'i'~)." 1
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 I know, imply
the holding Of 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 nlan is only an EpiqUfOS, if I
rightly understand the term, when he is considered
as having relation with the Jewish religion. A Greek
philosopher, teaching in Rome or Athens, would not,
merely as such, be an Epiquros; but if he had a controversy with a Jew upon some question affecting
Judaism, 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. 99b ) that
an Epiquros is like those who say, 'What are these
1

See below, p. 294 fo1
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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 the1n qf old tinl£ . . . . hut I say unto Y01t. W e
may then provisionally assume that Epiqiiros denotes
a free-thinker in the widest sense of the word.
I t will be evident that the term Min denotes something similar to Epiquros, since they are both included in the passage before us, along with apostates
and betrayers. The various details of apostasydenial 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 freethinker 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,
i.e. one who, having been trained in the principles of
the Jewish religion, departs from them and is unfaithful towards them, violates the covenant between
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God and Israel. 1 This I believe to be the root significance 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 rejecting of specific opinions. It does not always do so;
but it does sometimes, while I believe that this is
hardly ever the case with Epiquros. 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 I infer that the term l\lin carried with it the
denial of certain doctrines, as the expression of the
unfaithfulness in which his heresy consisted. A l\Iin,
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.' 2 This, at all events, is the meaning which
For the probable etymology of the word Min, see below, p. 362 foL
Friedlander (der Vorchristliche -jUdische Gnosticism,us; 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 excused, see below, p. 145 n.
1
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I provisionally adopt of the term Min. I should have
prefelTed, if possible, to have presented all the
passages referring to Min and Minuth before attempting 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 i~
thus not later than the end of the second or the beginning of the third century. "Who have lied concerning 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 1"orah, but that they lied concerning
it, a charge "\\rhich might cover a variety of offences.
Similarly, "who have lied concerning the resurrection
of the dead" does not Ilecessarily imply that resurrection itself was denied, but that some falsehood
was taught concerning it; probably, that it could not
be proved from the Torah (IVI. Sanh. Zoe. cit.).
" Everyone who has sinned and caused the multitude
to sin." W e 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 Dlost important. " Who
have set their tenor 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 oppressed 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 admitted 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 e'ven the Roman Emperor,
with the fate here described. 'fhe date of the passage
forbids us to think of a time when the ROffi!],n Empire
had officially become Christian, and there is no reason
to suspect an interpolation in the text. The political
refepence 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. IJisda (b. R. ha-Sh. 173 ), that the reference is
to "the steward, o~,~, 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 th,eir hands against Zebul." It is explained in the 'fosephta 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 destro)Ted 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 foundations of Rabbinical Judaism, is punishment during
generatiolls 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, Systent dcr Altsynag. Th.eologie, p. 326,
874. His translation (p. 375) of the passage which
we have been studying is not sufficiently exact.
THE FORMULA AGAINST THE MINIM

(37) j. Rer. gC.-,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, " '.fhe wise have not framed
it thus."
COlll1nentary.-See the commentary on the much
fuller passage Wllich follows.
(38) b. Ber. 28 b , 29 a .-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 Benediction 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
llim IIp.'' They suspect that he is a ~Iin. It
was different with Shemuel ha-Qaton, because
he had composed it, and it was thought
perhaps he would recover himself.
[1-"he first sentence of this passage occurs in
b. IVleg. 17 b , where follows a sort of running
comnlentary on the Eighteen Benedictions.
An incidental reference to tIle l\linim occurs
(according to the reading of Rabbinowicz);
but nothing is stated beyond what is contained
in the other passage quoted in this section.]
C0l1l1ne1Zfa17j.-'fhis is an extremely ilnportant
passage, because it records the official condenlnation
of the Minim by the Rabbis; and it will be Ilecessary
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 1 are a series of short
1 For a full account of them, see Hamburger, Real Encykl. f. Bibel u.
Talmud) ii., s.v. Schemone-Esre.
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prayers. still to be found in the Jewish liturgy. The
word translated Benediction serves equally for malediction, 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 :-i1'i'n 'i1n ~N t'J'~"O~,
"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 Galnliel. This
was Gamliel II., who held the position of Patriarch
(~"~j) after the death of Jol).anan ben Zaccai, somewhere about the year 80 A.D. Of Shemuel ha-Qaton
more will be said presently. He is said to have' composed' the Benediction; but perhaps it would be more
correct to say' adapted,' altered some prev-ious formula
so as to apply to the l\linim. 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 tllem, while the congregation waited,
and did not " call him up" from the pulpit, i.e. cause
him to leave it. The pulpit or reading-desk was
below, not abo\Te, 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 lle would
be suspected of being a Min. 2 The reason given why
this was not done in the case of Shemuel ha-Qaton
1 The form t'j\~~O suggests the transposition r~J~~ ~~.
Hamburger
thinks that l"~'~~O is the original which was altered into i'~~O.
2 See j. Ber. 9 c, 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 Tradition 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. Rer. iii. 25). A similar discussion is found in the
Palestinian Gemara (j. Rer. 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 haQaton. 'l"he date of his death will obviously afford
a termin1Ls 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 : (39) 1". 80tah xiii. 4.-Also, in the hour of his
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death, he [She 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 afterwards "; and he said this in the Aramaic
tongue.
(40) j. Sotah 24 b.-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 b .-Same as (39).
(42) b. Sanh ll&.-Same as (39).
"fhe question is, to whom did the dying man refer
as "Shim'on and Ishmael"? One thinks most
naturally of Shim'on ben Ganlliel and Ishmael ben
Elisha, who were executed after the capture of
Jerusalem A.D. 70. And, in spite of difficulties, I
believe that this is the right interpretation. The
detailed account in Ab. d. R. Nathan, c. 38, 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 011 the Mount of the House [i.e.
the Temple], and all the multitude of Israel sat in thy
presence, etc."
Moreover, Ishmael speaks of himself as a priest
and son of a lligh priest. But, if Shemuel ha-Qaton
was a member of the asselnbly at J abneh over which
Rabban Gamliel presided, must not his dying words
have referred to someone whose death took place
later than the year 70? "fhe period during which
Rn. Gamliel presided at Jabneh is usually given as
80-110 A.D. or thereabouts, so that Shemuel could
9
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not have died before 80 A.D. It is therefore held,
amongst others, by Jost, Gratz, W eiss a~d 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; Gratz, G. d. J., iv. 175; Weiss,
G. d. j. T., ii. 102; Bacher, Ag. d. Tannaiten, i. 243).
This is also the view of Rashi, at least in so far that
h.e explains the' companions' of Shim'on and Ishmael
to be "such as R. Aqiba and R. I:Ianina ben Teradjon"
(Rashi on b. Sanll. 11 a ). Of course, these t\VO were
companions of the younger IshmaeL Moreov"er, it is
said (and this is the strongest evidence in favour of
this view), in ~fechilta (Mishpat. c. 18, p. 95 b ), that
Aqiba uttered a solelnn warning to his disciples after
the execution of R. Ishmael and Shim'oll. Tllis is
repeated in the late Treatise Semal).oth c. 8, where,
howe,rer, it is distinctly said that the Shim'on in
question was Shim'on ben Gamliel. The passage in
l\fechilta is strong evidence, because that l\fidrash
originated amongst the disciples of the younger
Ishmael, who may be supposed to hav'e known the
eircumstances of his death.
Yet, in spite of the above evidence, supported as it
is by the great authority of J ost, Gratz, 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 unquestionably true in the case of Shim'on ben Gamliel,
who died somewhere about A.D. 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 accordingly state that Ishmael was executed along witll
"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 (Darke ha-Mishnah, p.
106). It is said (1\1. Nedar., ix. 10), "\iVhen [R.
Ishmael] died, the daughters of Israel raised a lament
and said, ,"\Te daughters of Israel, weep for Rabbi
Ishmael.'" ('f. Nedar., v. 6, much the same.) In the
Gemara (b. N eclar. 66 b ) it is said, '''Then R. Ishlnael
lay dying,' the word being' shechib' (:)\~~) 110t 'meth '
( n~ ). Now the word n~ used in the other passages does
not imply a violent death, while tIle word :l~~~ does
imply a natural death.! 'l"he R. Ishlnael here referred:
to is undoubtedly R. Ishmael ben Elisha the younger,
for he is the R. Ishmael of the l\Iisllnah and Tosephta.
And in view of tIle fact tllat a lamentation was raised
for him, compare what is said (b. Sanh. 11 a), j~'~~O~ j'~
n~~So '~'li1 ~~, "'fhey do not tnake lalnentation 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. Ishn1ael survived
the persecution, or, at all events, lived some time after
it had begun, is confirmed by what is recorded in b. B.
Bathra 60 b : "It is tradition, R. Ishmael ben Elisha
said . . . . 'from the day when the "\vicked kingdom
1 :l~~tt' is from- the root J~~, to lie, and it is used of persons who are
dangerously ill. Cp. b. B. Qam. 38&, 47 b , and especially III b, where Raba
eays, "When I was very ill (N~:l~~t:=!), etc."
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prevailed, which decrees against us wicked and hard
ordinances, and prevents us from fulfilling 'forah and
commandments, and does not allow us to assemble to
circumcise a son, etc.'" This certainly refers to the
edicts which were made by Hadrian, after the suppression of the rebellion under Bar Cocheba, A.D. 135 ;
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 3 ) that the
skull of R. Ishmael was preserved alnong the
Imperial treasures in Rome, that could refer quite
as well to the older Ishmael, who undoubtedly
was executed by the Romans, A.D. 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. rrhe 'falmud 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.
Y--,et 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.! N ow 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 ofthe 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? I t 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. 18C 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 is it that has entered without leave?'
Shemuel ha-Qaton stood up upon his feet and said,
" I have come without leave; I wanted [to know] the
halachah, and I have come to ask concerning it.'
I Observe the curious remark (j. Sotah. 24 b ), that the bearers did not
understand what the dying man said.
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Rabban Gamliel said to him, ' 0, Eldad and )Iedad !
[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. I l a ), which also
tells this story, says: "It was not Shemuel ha-Qaton
who did this [i.e. entered without leaveJ, but another."
And ~ananel, in his commentary on the passage, says
that he did it to screen the real culprit. "fhis 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, alld 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 cllaracter and standing of
S.hemuel were well kllown, and thus goes to confirm
the view that he was not YOllng. Gamliel would, so
far as we can judge from his cllaracter, as elsewhere
described, have been Inuch 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.D. 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. 1
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 llim, 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 J abneh, and I accordingly suggest
that his death, and, a.fortiol'i, the composition of the
formula concerning the l\Iinim, must be dated very
near the year 80 A.D.
It remains only to say a word with regard to the
formula itself. I t was not exactly a malediction,
but, as Gratz (iv. 105) well says, a kind of testformula, for the purpose of detecting those who
might be secretly inclined to heresy. 'fhe words
ran, "l\;Iay there be no llope for the l\Iinim."
As already remarked, the l\iishnah does not
mention the fornlula.
'The passages in Tosephta
In j. lIar. 48 C it is said that ,vhen the wise were assembled in the house
of Gorion, in Jericho, they heard a Bath Qal saying, 'There are t,vo 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-QJ.ton is not nlentioned in connexion
\vith Hillel. But the next paragraph narrates ho\v he, in like manner, was
indicated at Jabneh. The authority for connecting Shemuel \vith Hillel in
the same incident is R. Jehoshua ben Levi, quoted by R. Jacob bar Idi
U. Sot. 24c ). So late a witness can certainly not establish the fact of their
having been contemporaneou8; but his testimony may indicate a tradition
that Shemuel was an old man when he died.
1
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and the Palestinian Gemara which refer to it are the
following : (43) 1.~. Ber. iii. 25.- The Eighteen Benedictions
which the wise have said, corresponding to
the eighteen Invocations [mentions of the
divine Name] in CPs. xxix.], Give unto the
Lord, 0 ye sons qf the 1nighty. The benediction concerning the Minim is included in
that concerning the seceders, and that concerning strangers in tllat concerning elders,
and that concerning David in that concerning
Jerusalem.
And if they said these on their
own account, that would be valid.
(44) j. Ber. S&.-R. Huna said, If a man saith to
thee, They [the benedictions] are seventeen,
say to him, 'The "rise in Jabneh Ilave before
now appointed that conceming the lVIinim.'
R. Elazar ben R. Jose 1. objected in the
presence of R. Jose 'But it is written CPs.
xxix. 3J, The God of· glory tllunderetlt' [i.e.
that the divine name is melltioned nineteen,
instead of eighteen, times in the Psalm].
R. J'ose replied, .But it is taught, The benediction 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
l' R. Jose is R. Jose ben I:Ialaphta, whose father ,\\·as intimate with R.
Gamliel of Jabneh. R. Jose himself may possibly have been one of the
asaembly at Jabneh ; but, as he was only ordained after A.D. 135, he would
he 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 AltRESTED FOR MIXIJTII.

(45) T. auli. ii. 24.-The case of R. Eliezer, who

was arrested for Minuth, and they brought
him to tile tribunal (i1C~, ~~f'a) for judgment.
r.rhe go\rernor (tU~JiI, 7]y€p.wv) said to him,
'Doth an old man like thee occupy himself
with such things? ' He said to hiln, ' 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 concernillg thyself,
thus also I will be.
I said, perhaps these
societies 1 err concerning these things. Di1JlisS1lS,
Behold thou art released.' And ,vllen 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. Aqiba came in and
said to him, Rabbi, shall I 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 ~as pleased thee.' He said, 'By Heaven,
1 Read n':1'~'i1 with b. A. Zar 16b , in place of '~"Oi1 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 l\1inuth because I transgressed the words of Torah (Prov. v. 8),
Keep thy way far .fro1Jl her, and come not
nigh the door of her house (vii. 26),for she hath
cast do7.vn 1JZany wounded.' And R. Eliezer
used to say, ' Ever let a man flee from what is
hateful, and from that which resembles what is
hateful.'
(46) b. A. Zar. 16 b , 17B.-Our Rabbis teach,
When R. Eliezer was arrested for Minuth
they took him up to the tribunal (0"'),
grad1ls) to be judged. The governor said to
him, "'Till an old man such as thou busy
himself about these vain things 1' He said,
'Faithful is the judge concerning me.' The
goverll0r supposed he said this in reference to
him; but he only said it in regard to his
Father in Heaven. He (the goverllor) said,
, Since I am trusted concerning thee, Di1nissus,
thou art released.' When he came to his
house his disciples came in to comfort him,
but he would not take cOInfort. R. Aqiba
said to him, 'Rabbi, suffer me to say something 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 ltire qf a harlot, etc.
[Deut. xxiii. I8J. 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 J eshu the Nazarene
taught me, For qf the hire of a harlot hath
she gatltered them, a'nd unto the hire qf a
ftarlot shall they return [Micah i. 7J. 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 l"Iinuth; and I transgressed against what
is written in the Torah [Prove v. 8], Keep
thy way far from her, this is Minuth; and
C01ne not nigh tIle door qf 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.]
'fhe same story is found in the Midrash,
Qoh. Rabb. on i. 8, also in Jalq. Shim'oni on
Micah i., and Prove 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'kou shalt 'IiOt
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bring, etc., What of these l' 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 1' He said to
me, 'He shall make with them bath-houses
and latrinae.' I said to him, 'Thou hast well
said.' And the halachah was concealed from
me for the mOlnent.
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 [Mic. i. 7J,
For of the ltire of a harlot, etc. They shall
make seats for the public,' and it pleased me.
For this I was arrested, etc.
COntnle·ntary.-'Ve ha,re to distinguish two events
in this story, the arrest of R. Eliezer and his interview with Jacob the Min. First as to the arrest.
R. Eliezer lived at the end of the first and the beginning of the second century of our era; but the
dates of his birth and death are not known.
His
usual residence was in Lild, 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.D. 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. 32), 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 y
therefore, of '1'rajan. 'l'he c}large 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 d~scent 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. I t 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, KaTO- 1T6X.EL~, which implies a general
search throughout the country. 'I'he 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 Christians, 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.D. 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
Aqiba suggested it. Yet it is possible that some
popular opinion connected him with the Christians;
and we have already seen that his Rabbinical companions, by their questions to him, seemed to have
acted on some such suspicion (see abo\re (4) p. 46).
And it is curious to observe the embarrassment of
R. Eliezer when on Ilis 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. I t 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 Christianity, 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 Cresarea,
whither Eliezer seems to have gone after his excommunication by the Rabbis of J abneh. 2 This
1 Note the fa.ct 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 Jol)a.nan ben Zaccai in Jerusalem. He
appears, from this same story, to have become a distinguished pupil, if not
already 8. Rabbi, while still in Jerusalem, therefore before the war A.D. 68-70.
He must thus have been bom not la.ter than A..D. 40, probably earlier. At
the tinle of his arrest he would be a.bout seventy years old.
2 He died in Cresarea, and his body was brought thence to Lud.-b. Sanh.
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is to some extent borne out by the fact that the
judge is called by the title 'hef.!;JJlOn' (Y]Y€JLWV) ,
which usually, I believe, ilnplies high rank, and
in the present instance may denote the governor
of Syria.
On being dismissed from the tribunal, Eliezer
returlled 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 ,vith that lleresy 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 Nazarelle. Jacob had expounded to him a text from Scripture, and the
interpretation pleased him. Whereupon the Christian 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 plainlyapocryphal [L. and T. of J. M., i. 537J. It may not be
true that Jesus himself gave the rather unsavoury
interpretation of Deut. xxiii. 18 and l\'1ic. i. 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 se~ 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 i8 not only Palestinian, but represents an older
stratum of tradition than the Gemaras (see Introduction, p. 21).
We have already met with Jacob of Chephar
Sechanja, or Ch. Sanla (see above, p. 106), and we
have to inquire when the interview between him and
Eliezer took place. The data are few and inadequate. 1 From the way in which R. Eliezer begins
the story, "Once on a time [nnN Cl1~ ] I was walking,
etc.," it would seem as if the incident had taken place
some years before. At least that is always the impression made on my mind by the story.
Gratz
(G. d. J. t 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 comnlunity, 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 pre\Tiously, 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 com1 It is probable that the intervie,v with Jacob the Min took place after
Eliezer had been excommunicated. Before his excommunication he appears
to have lived in J a.bneh or Liid, and the interview took pla.ce in Sepphoris.
Moreover, a banished man would be more likely to venture upon intercourse
,vith a heretic than one who was in close fellowship with the Rabbis. From
the account of his excomnlunication, b. B. ~Iez. 59b, it appears that this
took place shortly before R. Gamliel started on his voyage to Rome, therefore in or about the year 95 A.D.
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paratively short inter,ral 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 A.D. 130, thus
twenty years after the arrest of Eliezer. W e cannot,
therefore, safely set back the earlier date much
beyond A.D. 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. l 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 contenlporary 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.
1 Friedlander (der VorchristlicM jUdische Gno,tici8mw, p. 74) rightly
points out that there is nothing Christian in the expoeition of Jacob, and
accordingly claims the fact in support of his theory that Jacob was not a
Christi'an but a Gnoetic. But he has most 8trangely ignored the wordevery inconvenient for his theory-' thus hath Jesus the NaZarene taught
me,' whereby Jacob the Min puts the fact of his Christianity beyond
Friedlander has much scorn for those shallow interpreters
dispute.
who hold that the Minim are Jewish Christiana. Until he deals with
his evidence more carefully, not to say more honestly, his scorn is
hardly justified.

10
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BOOKS OF THE MINIM

U Ilder this head I collect all the passages I can
find in which reference is made to heretical writings,
and their treatment by Jews.
Il\I)IA SHAI~Ol\{ AND A CHltISTIAN JUDGE

(48) b. Sllabb. 116a , b.-Imma Shalom was the wife
of R. Eliezer and sister of Rabban GamlieL
'l'here was ill her neighbourllood a ' philosoph, '
who had got a 11ame for llot taking a bribe.
They sought to make fun of him.
She
[Imma SllalomJ sent to him a lamp of gold.
'fhey came before him. She said to him, 'I
desire tllat they divide to me tIle property of
the wOlllen'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
inllerit."
He said to them, 'From the day
when ye were exiled from your land, the Law
of l\1oses has been takell a'\Ta)T, and the law
of the Evangelion has been given, and in it
is writtel~ " A son and a daughter shall inherit
alike." , 'l'he next day he [R. GamlielJ 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
l\Ioses] is written, "Where there is a son,
She said to
a daughter does not inherit.'"

REFERENCES 1.'0 MINIM AND MINU1."H

147

him, 'Let your light shine as a lamp!' R.
Gamliel said to her, 'The nss has come alld
trodden out the lamp.'
C01/llllcntary. - 'fhis striking story OIlly occurs,
so far as I know, in the Babylonian Gemara, and,
therefore, is open to suspicion from the want of contemporary evidence. On the other hand there Seeln5J
no reason to account for its being invented, if there
were no historical fact at the bottom of it. 'fhe
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. .J ehudah, grandson of R.
Gamliel. In the Gemara the story is tacked on to
a passage dealing with written scrolls and especially 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.
Th~ R. Eliezer is the same whom we have already
several times met with. Rabban Gamliel is Gamliel
of Jabneh, under whose direction the formula concerning the Minim was arranged [see above, p. 127J.
The incident took place, therefore, within the closing
years of the first or the opening of the second century.
The place was probably J abneh.
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,! Nicholson 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 property. This may be so; but if there were no real
dispute (and it is evident there was not), the case
Inight 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.D. 72. I do not see much force in the
contention that R. Gamliel would not have condescended 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 recognised 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 t and
therefore we olay accept the date A.D. 71-3 as being
on the whole probable.
'fhe judge is called a 'philosoph,' and there is no
reason to read some form of' episcopos,' as is proposed
by Lowe (quoted by Nicholson, ope cit., p. 146).
The term 'philosoph' or 'philosophos' occurs several
times in the Talmud, and seems to qenote a trained
speaker. It is quite likely that in the present case
the 'philosoph' was a bishop; but the tenn 'philosOph' 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 fonn. The judge,
whether bishop or not, was probably a Jewish not a
1

See The GoIpel According to tM HebretD" 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 wDuJd not be
likely to playa trick on a Gentile judge; and a
Gentile judge would scarcely have appealed to a
Gospel in a Jewish suit. He would ha\Te decided the
case on the lines of Roman law.
N ow let us examine the details of the story in
order. Irnma 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 marriage. R. Gamliel pleaded against this, that Ilis sister
had no title to any part of her fatller's property,
because he, as SOD, inherited it all. He supported llis
plea by an appeal to the Law of ~·loses, though the
words which he cited do not occur in the Pentateuch.
His plea is an inference based upon N lIm. 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 l\-1oses had been superseded 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 ill this
passage; but at the same time I doubt whether the
judge actually used the term. W e shall see presently
(p. 162) that R. Meir and R. Jo~anan, in the second
and third centuries, made jests on the word Evangelion; and since the story, as we have it, was written
down long ~fter their time, it is not safe to conclude
that the tenn 'Evangelion' was known and used as
I

Ilnma Shalom, i.e. Mother Salome.

150

CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

early as A.D. 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 t~at 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
fllrnish 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
Acts iv. 32-37 had already ceased to exist in the year 72.
The selltence 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, 'I
have read further in the end of the book, and therein
it is written, " I am not come to take away from the
Law of Moses, neither to add to the Law of l\loses
aln I come," and in it [the Law of Moses] it is written,
"where there is a son, a daughter does not inherit." ,
'fhere is an obvious parallel here with 1\latt. v. 17,
though the quotation is not exact. It would be too
much to infer from this that the present Gospel of
l\latthew 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.' If he had had some collection of' Logia,'
such as that of which a fragment was published by
Rendell and HaITis in 1897, he would have had as
much as the story implies. Indeed, a collection of
'LoWa,' sayings of Jesus, would better come under
the description of a 'new law' than would any work
in the fuller fonn of one of the known Gospels. It is
evident that the book, whatever it was, did not present the sayings of Jesus in anything like the same
order as is found in the canonical Gospel of Matthew.
For the words, I aut not cmne to destroy but to fitlfil,
occur near the beginning of the Sermon on the
~fount [l\Iatt. 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.
'fhere is nothing improbable in supposing the existence of written collections of Logia in the year 72.
It has been well suggested by J. E. Odgers (Jewish
Qitarterly Revie1.v, 1891, p. 16), tllat 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.D. 69-70.
'fhe 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, including 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. 16,1 "Let your light shine before men.)'
How the J ewess 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 relninded him of
the bribe he had taken.
R. Garrlliel, the sllccessful pleader, made rejoinder
in a curious saying, which may have been a popular
proverb, but which also may have been his own
original relnark, "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
122b , also in j. Joma sse, Vajiqr. r. c. 21. In all
these cases the phrase is used to describe the frustration 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
1

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 "Fe are free to
inquire whether there is anything significant in the
mention of a lamp and an ass as the bribes to the
judge. I t 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 fI:), R. Jehoshua b. aananiah says to his nephew,
who had been led astray by the Minim of Capernaum and rescued from th·em, "Since the ass of
that wicked one is roused against thee, thou canst
no longer dwell in the land of Israel, n 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. 1 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
Inade 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 witlI Jesus, then the story of
R. Gamliel and his bribe to the judge gains additional
.point. 'fhe 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 COITupted by the spirit of Christianity, the
1 In this connexion may be mentioned the caricature found on a wall in
ROIne, \vhere there is shown a crucified figure having an ass's head; a
soldier kneels before the cross, and underneath is written, "Alexamenos
,vorshi pping his God." This brutal parody of Christian belief evidently
shows that in the mind of the ' artist) there was an association of J esU8 with
an ass. The charge of worshipping an ass was brought against the J eW8, as
is shown by the ,yell-known pas8ages 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. lL.
Kritik., 1882, p. 523, where the origin and development of this fable are
described. Rosch makes no mention of the Rabbinical all usioDS, 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 aasociation of Jesus 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, ""£he ass has come and
trodden out the lamp."

Ho,v

'rHE BOOKS OF 'fHE MINIM ARE TO
BE TREATED

(49) T. Shabb. xiii. 5.-The margins 1 and books

of tIle 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. Jose
the Galilean says, 'On a week-day one cuts
out the melnorials and hides them and burns
the rest.'
R. Tarphon said, 'l\fay I lose
my son! if they come into my hand I would
burn them and their Inemorials 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 [i.e. God] and speak
1 The word P'l~~ nleans 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
Scripture were to be regarded as sacred. J ost (Gsch. d. J dtums. ii. 40 n.)
says that r'~~) (giljon) plainly denotes 'evangelion' in the passage before
ns. No doubt the Gospels are included amongst the' Books of the ~linim' ;
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. judo Gnosticismus, p. 83 fo1.)
identifies the ' giljonim ) of the Mininl 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
J\tIinimJ do acknowledge Him and speak falsely
concerning Him. And concerning them the
Scriptllre says [Isa. Ivii. 8J, A nd behind tile
door an,d tlte door-post thou Ilast set tllY
,}Jle1Jlorial.'
R. Ishmael said, 'Whereas, in
order to make peace between a man and his
wife, God says [cp. N urn. v. 23J, Let 1ny nanle
whiclt is written i'n Iloli'llcss be blotted out i1~
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 CPs. cxxxix. 21], Do I 1l0t ltate
t!le1Jl, 0 Lord, wlticlt hate thee, and I loatlie
tllel1l tltat 'rise up against thee. I !tate tlle11l
witlt· a perfect llatred, and t!ley ltave beco1ne to
1ne as en,e17lies.'
And even as mell do not
save them [the books] from burning, so they
do not save them from falling, nor from water,
nor froIIl an)'thing which destroys them.
(50) (51 ) No important ,rariation. See Appendix.
COVl1Jl,entary. The Rabbis whose words are cited
here lived in the early part of the second century.
Tarphon 1 is well known as a bitter opponent of
Christianity. Ishmael is the same whom we have
1 Tarphon is often identified ,vith Tryphon, the interlocutor in J tlstin
Martyr's Dialogue. Beyond sonle resemblance of name, there is little, if
anything, on which to found such identific'ltion. 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
tIle Minim included Christian writings. But the
phrase is indefinite, and cannot be fairly restricted to
writillgs explanatory of the Christian religion. W e
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 N arne. R. Jose the Galilean
enjoins the quaint device of cutting out 1 and keeping
the divine N arne 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 OF THE

LA,v

WRI~rTEN BY MINIM

(52) b. Gitt. 45b .-Rab Bodia said to Rab Ashi,

, " At more than their price," this is why" they
do not receive them." At their price they do
1 I follow her,e the reading of the Vienna Codex, a.nd the eArly printed
text, also Siphre, p. 6&, as against the Erfurt Codex, which has instead of
~"P, i.e. 'reads 1 the name instead of ' cuts out J the name.

"'pt
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receive them.' I~earn from this, that one may
read in a Book of the Law which is found in
the halld of an idolater. Ought it, perhaps, to
be concealed? Rab N aDman 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, SOlne 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 Inay be read.
There is no contradiction.
C017l11zentary.-Apart from the difficulties in connexion with books written by Minim for their own
use, there was the difficulty of deciding whether a
book of the law lnight be used if,vritten 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 possession of a non-Jewish person, it might still have been
written by a Jew, and therefore migllt be lawful for a
Jew to use. The text in the Mishnah, of which the
passage before us is the commentary, says, " 'Ve do not
receive books, tephillin, l and mezuzoth 2 from idolaters
at more thall their price." R. Badia 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 Mezuzoth, silnilar small boxes, containing texts, but fastened to the doorpost of the house. Mezuzoth may be called the' teph illin , of the holl...QC.
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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 tIle
beginning of the fifth. R. N al).man, whose explanation is more to the purpose, is N aDman bar Jacob, a
Babylonian teacher who died A.D. 300. 1 A clear
distinction is made between an idolater and a ~fin, in
deciding how to deal with books of the la,v whose
origin was doubtful. It should be noticed that the
~lishnah text does not say anything about Minim in
this connexion. The distinction is made against the
Min and in favour of the idolater. The l\Iill is not in
this case necessarily a Christian, but is certainly a
Jewish heretic. '!"herefore a book written by a Min
was condemned outrigllt, and nlust 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. \\1ithdrawn
from use, treated as an Apocryphon. On the other
hand, a book if written by an idolater lllust 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. 45b ) 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.
'fhe first reference occurs in a dictuln of R. Hamnuna,
1 He received several Palestinian traditions from R. Jitzl.laq, a disciple of
R. Jol}anan, who visited him in Nehardea.
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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' (l~~'Oi:l). This also occurs b. Men. 42 b•
The secolld reference is merely the following :-" Concerning a proselyte who reverts to his wickedness: [he
will revert] to his wickedness much more if he be a
· "
M In.
'l~hese 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 otller more important passages.
'rHE BOOKS OI~' THE l\IINIM DO NOT DEFILE THE
HANDS

(~53)

'f. Jad. ii. 13.-'fhe 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.
Comrnentary.-There is hardly anything to be said
on this passage, which is a lnere statement that the
books of the Minim are not to be regarded as sacred.
I t 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 l\finim, though heretical, made
mention of sacred names and things, and might therefore be supposed to be themselves holy.
I t is remarkable that the Mishnah does not mention
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the books of the l\1inim either in the parallel passage
M. Jad. iii. 5, Of, SO far as I know, in any other
place. The' external books' referred to in M.
Sanh. x. i. are understood by the cOlnmentators to be,
or to include, the books of the Minim; but they are
not so called in the l\1:ishnah..
On the same page of rr. J adaim, 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 1'~1I0 n'::;)~i1, 'halachoth concerning the
1\1inim '; 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. Bicc. iii. 6 (p. 65d ) shows conclusively that
the word i~~1I0 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 l'O 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).
THE BOOI{S OF 'fHE B~ ABIDAN (AND

BE

NITZRAPHI

(54) b. Shabb. 116a.-R. Joseph bar IJanin asked

R. Abahu: 'Those books of the Be Abidan,
does one save them from burning or not?'
Yes and no; he was undecided. Rab did not
go t~ the Be Abi:dan, much less to the Be
Nitzraphi. Shemuel did not go to the Be
Nitzraphi; but he did go to the Be Abldan..
11
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'!'hey said to Rab, "Vhat is the reason thou
didst not come to the Be Abidan r' 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.' }\iar bar Joseph said, 'I have been
amongst them, and I was not respected by
them.' On one occasion he went and they
sought to endanger him. R. l\'Ieir called it
A ,ren giljon, R. J oQanan called it Avon
giljon.
CO'JIllnentary.-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); I have broken it up for con,renience of
treatment. I t obviously cOlnes under the general
head of 'Books of the Minim,' but the portion at
present under examination is interesting on its own
account, because it Inentions the Be Abidan and the
Be Nitzraphi. These are of sufficient importance to
be treated separately.
And ha,ring in the previous
sections dealt with all the passages tllat I know of
which refer to the Books of the l\finim, I shall present
11ere those whicll mention tile Be Abidall and the Be
Nitzraphi. What these names mean is not certain,
and I shall endeavour to explain them presently.
~feanwhile I will consider the rest of the passage.
R. Abahu we have already met with (see above,
No. 10). He lived in Cresarea at the end of the third
and beginning of the fourth century. 'fhis is evidence
that the question put to him referred to things in
Palestine. 'fhe printed text in the modern editions
give the name of his questioner as Joseph bar I:Ianin,
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and this is correct, although the IV[unich 1\18. gives
, Joseph bar IJama.' 'fhe latter, the father of Raba,
was a Babylonian, who, so far as I know, never came
in contact with Abahu.
Joseph bar IJanin, or
IJanina, was the teacher of Abahu; his name in this
passage is vouclled for by the Oxford 1\IS. See
Rabbinowicz, ad IDe. l\Iar bar Joseph, if the reading
be correct, would be the son of .J oseph b. IJanin.
\tVhatever the books of the Be A bjdan may have
been, it is clear that they included books which were
heretical, and distinctly Christian. 'l'hat they were
heretical is shown by the context, because the books
of the Minim }-ul\Te just been Inentiolled (see No 51).
And that tlley were Christian is shown unmistakably
by the concluding words, which contain plays upon the
name Evangelion. 'fhis concluding sentence is not
found ill the moderll editions, but is contained ill the
~ISS. and early editions, and is 11ere given on the
authority of Rabbinowicz. Probably both witticisms
are reported by R. Abahu, who was a disciple of R.
J ol).anan.. the author of one of tIl em. And R. J ol)anan
must have been aware of the saying of R. l\leir, since
his own jest is ollly a variation of the older one.
, A ven gilj()ll' means 'a worthless thing of a book
[roll],' Of, since' Aven' in the o.rl'. generally has some
reference to idolatry, 'a book of idolatry.' In
like manner A von giljOll may be rendered 'a book
of iniquity.' R. Meir, to whom belongs the credit of
tIle originaltjeu d'csprit, 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 Ahuja, himself inclined to heresy, and well acquainted with the
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books of the Minim. rfhe gibe of R. l\1.eir 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,' Of, at all events, that it included more than one book.
After referring to
'books' in the plural, the passage reads, 'R. Meir
called it 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 e\tents be unsafe to rely upon its allthenticity in
that story.
Now what are the 'Be Abidan' and 'Be Nitzraphi ' ? ' Be' is a shortened form of Beth, house.
Neither
Abidan ' nor 'Nitzraphi' are regular
Aramaic, still less Hebrew, words. They are hybrids,
and contain some polemic allusion. 'Abjdan' is
apparently connected with the root' abad' (,)~), to
destroy, and both form and derivation may be compared with 'A{3aSSwv (Rev. ix. 11). Nitzraphi [the
vocalization is uncertain] is almost certainly connected with the word N otzri, Nazarene, while the
form suggests a niph'al from the root tzaraph (~,~), to
unite. I t is tempting to infer for Be Nitzraphi the
meaning 'house where N azarenes 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 introQllce here, so that we may have all the available
evidence for ail answer to one of the minor problems of the Talmud.
In addition to the passage
S
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already translated, we have the following, which
I will translate successively and comment on together:(55) b. Shabb. 152&.-Cresar said to R. Jehoshua
ben I:lananjah, "\That is the reason that thou
cornest not to the Be Abidan ? ' He said to
him, 'The Inountain is co\rered witIl sno"\\?"
[my head is wllite, I am too old], its slopes
are frozen [my beard is white], its dogs do
not bark [my voice is feeble], its grinders GO
not grind [my teeth are gone].'
(56) b. A. Zar. 17b .-They said to him [El'azar
ben Perata], 'What is the reason that thou
COlnest not to the Be Abidan ?' He said to
them, 'I have become an old lllan, and I am
afraid lest ye should tralnple Ine with your
feet.'
(57) b. Erub. 79\), 80 a .-"That is an Asherah in
general?
Rab said, ' Ev"ery [tree] which
priests guard and do not taste of its fruits.'
A.lld Shemuel said, 'Like those WIlO say,
'"fhese dates are for the wine of the Be
Nitzraphi, whicll they drink on the day of
their feast.'
[b. A. Zar. 48 a has substanltially the same.]
These are, so far as I know, all the passages
which mention either tIle 'Be l-\.bidan' or the 'Be
Nitzraphi.' "Thate,rer these places '\\?"ere, it is plaill
that they were to be found ill Palestine. This is shown
by the fact that all the Rabbis Inentioned in tIle foregoing passages lived in Palestine during the \\Thole or
part 'of their lives. 'flle 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. J ehoshua ben I:Iananiah, who never was
in Babylonia in his life, be takerl 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 I:Iananiah and R. EI'azar ben Perata, both
Palestinians of tile second century, were in a position
to attend? Jost seenlS to feel some doubt of his own
assertion, for he adds the suggestion that perhaps
, Be Abidan ' is a corruption of 'Be Ebionim' (house
of the poor). This is better, but scarcely convincing.
His suggestion that Be Nitzraphi is a corruption of
, Be Nitzranin' (i~~i~j ~ p,~,~) is unintelligible to
Ine; perhaps it involves a printer's error.
I have not been able to discover that (;'ratz in his
history makes any allusion to either of the two names,
still less gives any explanation of them. N or, so far
as I know, does Bacher explain them in his three
works on the Agada. 1 I have not found anything
bearing on the sllbject in Weiss' G. d. j. T. Levy
(N. H. W., i. p. 8) suggests that j'~J~ may be con1 The only reference, so far as I know, made by Bacher, is in A. d. Pal
Aln., ii. 97, n. 4, where he says, that the meaning of Be Abidan has never
yet been explained, but that in any case the' Books of the B. Ahidan J are
equivalent to the' Books of the Miniro/ 80 far as Abahu is concerned.
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nected with t\,~:;, which is the rendering in the
Targums of the Gk. 7TV(}WV (ventriloquist, fortuneteller). Such persons, he says" were seldom, in the
later Grecian period, absent from popular merrymakings, and Inight have .been conspicuous in a place
of public debate. Yet something more seriolls is
surely implied than this; an Emperor would hardly
ask an eminent ltabbi why he had not COIne 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 lllet with. It
should be noted also (as Levy admits) that the word
7TV()CUV is rendered in the Mishnah by L:nn\~ (Sanh.
vii. 7).
I venture to suggest that (Be) Abjdan represents
the word ~8€LOV, odeum, a species of theatre for
musical penormallces, frequently used as a law-court
or as a place .for philosopltical displLtations. 1 Such
buildiJlgS were erected in several of the cities of
Palestine,~ as is shown by the existing ruins (see
Schlirer, G. d. .J. Volkes, ii. 24, and elsewhere).
Hadrian built one in Rome, and of course the original
tr2t8fLoV was in Athens. Now there are various
accounts in the '!'almud and Midrash of disputations
between R. J ehoshua ben I:Iananiah, the Emperor
Hadrian, and 'the men of the Be Athina,' i.e. literally
the 'House of Athens' (see b. Bechor. 8 b , Qoh.
1
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r. i. 7, and elsewhere). I t is not recorded that R.
Jehoshua was e,'er in Athens; but he visited Rome
(see belo,v, p. 228), where there was
'Af)7}VaLOv
founded by Hadrian. rfhe P-.thenspum \\"as not the
same as the Odeum; but in both institutions philosophical disputations were held, and a Jew would not
be likely to make any careful distinction between the
two. May not the debates between R. Jehoshua and
the Inen of the 'Be Athina' represent what really
took place in an Odeum, either in Palestine or
Alexandria? The Rabbis liVing in Palestine must
certainly ha\'"e heard and known the name dSeiov 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 t~e Rabbis, "rho regarded it as
a danger to their religion (see above, p. 106). 'I'll erefore it was natural that they should not willingly
encounter Greek philosophers, though sometimes
obliged to do so. The term' Be Abidan,' though
only a hybrid word, may be translated 'House of
Destruction'; and I suggest that it is a play on the
word qj8ELOV or odeum, nearly alike in sound,! though
not intended as a transliteration. I venture to think
that this explanation of 'Be Abidan' meets the requirements of the references to it in the passages
quoted above. An ~SeLov 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-

an

1 i":JN and ,;3EZOJl seem at first sight somewhat far removed from each
other in sound. But, for the first syllable, compare C'J'i"N and c:,ICEClJI&S,
bearing in mind that :l and , are frequently interchanged. And, for the
termination, compare jO"C and cr"".LEtOJl, an exact parallel.
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tions were held, such as we know that R. J ehoshua
did engage in; and it was a place where books (including Christian books) would most naturally be
found. Finally, it was a place well known in several
Palestinian cities, and not, so far as I aln aware,
familiar to the Babylonian Rabbis.
There remains to be considered the term Be Nitzraplli. What this means, we can only infer from the
t,vo passages quoted above (54), (57). It is e\Tidellt
that the' Be Nitzraphi' was considered to be a worse
place to go to than the Be A bidan; for while Rab
WG-.ld 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. J ehoshua and R.
El'azar (first half of the second century), the 'Be
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 'Be 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. Moreover, the 'Be Nitzraphi ' was a Palestinian institution,
although the fact of its being mentioned only in connexion with Rab and Shemuel, both chiefly known
as Babylonian teachers, Inight suggest that it was a
Babylonian institution. 'fhis cannot indeed be said
to be impossible, owing to the scantiness of the
evidence upo'n which any conclusion can be based.
But it is not likely, beCatlSe a comparison is made

between the Be 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 tIle other.
Evidently he could have gone to both. It appears to
me most probable that the 'Be Nitzraphi' is a
synagogue or meeting-place of Christians, more
particularly ltJewish Christians or Nazarenes, Notzrim.
In this case tIle wine which "they dra11k on the
day of their feast" would be the wine of the Lord's
Supper. While a Jew wOllld certainly not enter a
place where Gentile Cllristians asselnbled, we kll0W,
and shall see ill passages to be quoted hereafter, that
llabbis of undoubted orthodoxy, such as Abahu, had
close intercourse with Jewish Christians ~ and not ollly
so, but that a Rabbi (Sapllra) was actually appointed
by the.Jewish Christians of Cresarea to be their teacller
on the recommendation of this same I\bahu. If allYtl1ing, this pro\res too much, beCatlSe the 'Be
Nitzraphi~' or Jewish Cl1ristiall place of meeting,
might seem to be not SUCll a terrible place after all.
1.. .et A llahu, with all his readiness to hold intercourse
witli Jewish Christians, was a stOtlt opponent of their
teaching, and had lnany a debate with them. I rest,
therefore, in the conclusion tllat ' Be Nitzraphi ' denotes a meeting-place of Jewish Christians; and I
would explain the name as a hybrid, cOlnbinillg a
reference to N otzriln, N azarenes, with the notion
of assembly (root, tzaraph). I do not know that
Nitzraphi is the correct form; as the word is OIlly
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.'
rrhat institution is only referred to
because the mention of the' Be Abidan' suggested it.
Also, if my explanation of 'Be 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 arguments 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.
"l~hat a .Jew, to say Ilothing 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
on in a 'Be Abidan.' There was no great difference,
from this point of view, between an epSEWV and the
6Jcrro~, where Justin says that he conversed with the
Jew.
'fHE N.L~.zAllENE

DAY

(58) b. A. Zar. 6 a (ib. 7 b ).-For R. Tal)lipha bar

A.bdimi said that Shemuel said: 'The Nazarene
day, according to the words of' R. Ishmael,
is forbidden for ever.'
(59) b. Taan. 27b .-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.
-",Thy did they not fast on th~ day after
Sabbath? R. Jol).anan says, 'Because of the
N azarenes. '
Coml1lentary.-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 iliat the Palestinian tradition does not appear to
contain any allusion to the 'Nazarene day.' It is
true that R. J ol).anan was a Palestinian teacher; but
his dictum (in 59) is quoted only by a Babylonian, i.e.
by the compiler of the Gemara, presumably R. Ashi,
in the fourth century. In (58) the 'words of R.
Ishmael' ha\re no reference to the Sunday, but are
a general declaration concerning heathen festivals.
Shemuel, a Babylonian (A.D. 180-250), merely asserts
that, according to the rule of R. I shmael, the ' N azarene day' is forbidden for ever. 'fhe 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 'Ol1~ \~)N, men appointed to be present and
to repeat prayers while sacrifices were offered, of
course in the time when the 'femple was still in existence. In Sopheriln, c. 17, § 5, the passage (59) is
referred to, and R. .Jol).anan"s explanation is given,
though without his name. Then follo\\Ts his remark,
"but the sages have said that in the days of the
n"cvo [the assistants at the sacrifices] men did not
pay any attention to the idolaters." R. Jol)snan
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 ~~\), 'Nazarene,'
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and not the word Minim, is used to designate the
obnoxinus day.
Having examined the passages ~hich, 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. 123) may be a sufficient justification.

GENTILE AND MIN

(i.)

(60) '1'. B. Mez., ii. 33.-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.
(6i) b. A. Zar. 26&, b._R. Abahu taught, in presence
of R. J oQanan, Idolaters and shepherds of
small cattle are neither helped out nor cast
in; but the Minim, and the betrayers and
the apostates (miimarim) are cast in and not
helped out.
He [R. Jol).anan] said to him,
, I teach every lost thing of thy brother [Dent.
xxii. 3J to include the apostate, and thou hast
said, they are cast in.' He [R. JoJ:t.] 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
nehheloth to offend 1 [Because] some suppose
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that he who eats ncb/ielDllt to offend is a Min,
some sayan apostate. Rab AI.la ~Ild Rabina
are divided. One says, ' he who eats llcu!l.c[otlt
from desire is an apostate, 11e who eats ncbltcIDtj"
to offend is a Min.' 'l'he other says, ev'en he
who eats llCbliE!utlt to offend is an apostate.'
'l'hen what is a l\lin? He who serves false
gods [lit. gods of the stars J. I t is rejoined,
, If he eat a single flea or fly, he is an apostate.'
Now here [i.e. in R. Abahu's dictulll] it is a
case of eating to offend, and tllerefore he
illcludes the apostate: there [i.c. in R.
Jol)anan's dictum] he [the apostate] wished
to taste what is forbidden [and is therefore
excluded].
Coml1lenlary. _. The foregoing passage is a fair
specimen, both in matter and style., of a halachic
discussion. 'fo make the meaning clear, considerable
explanation of detail is necessary.
" Idolaters,"
literally, worshippers of stars, are the ordillary
heathen, Gentiles, and I have used the term Idolaters
for convenience. "Are neither helped out Jl0r cast
in," i.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, i.e. political informers,
delatores, this is not disputed. The question is raised,
however, in regard to the apostate (mU1Jlar), whether
he ought to be included in the severer treatment
dealt out to Minim. R. Abahu taught that he should
be included, R. J ol).anan on the other hand maintained
that he should not. And the point to be settled
6
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accordingly is whether there is a distinction between
a Min and an Apostate. An Apostate (1JlU1JZar) is
one who deliberately transgresses the ceremonial law,
especially in regard to food, by eating forbidden
tllings. Nebltelotll means the flesh of an animal that
lIas died of itself, which flesh is forbidden as food
[Le\T. vii. 24 J. A man who eats ·neb/wloth is undeniably a 1JlU1JlaT.
But, says the Gemara (in
reference to the dictum of R. J ol)anan, who excluded
the mUlnar from the severer treatment), a 1J11tlllar may
eat neb/wloth either from desire, because he is hungry,
or in order to offelld, i.e. from wilful defiance of God.
Does R. J ol)anan apply his words to both of these?
Because some say that the latter is a ~lin, while some
say that he is still Oilly a 11lU1Jlar. 'fIle discussion
between R. JO~lanan and R. Abahu must have taken
place not later thatl A.D. 279, the year of R. JOQanan's
death. The point raised was discussed by R. Al).a
a.nd Rabina, Babyloniall teachers during the early
years of the fourth century. The fornler (R. AI)3
bar Jacob) held that a 1JlUnlar who ate 1lCbhelotlt from
desire was only a 1JLfJ,.1nar, while one who did so to
offend was a Min.
l'he latter (Rabina the elder)
held that a 1J1JUmar in either case was only a nlulflar,
and that a Min was a heathen idolater. The Gemara
decides, as between R. Jol)anan and R. Abahu, that
even if a man eat a single flea or fly (both of which
are forbidden food), he is a 1Jzfl1Jlar; but that. R.
Abahu had in view the mlll1zar who ate in order to
offend, and therefore declared that such 11lU1nar was
to be severely dealt with, like a Mill or an informer;
on the other hand, R. J ohanan had in view the 1numar
who only ate because he wished to taste forbidden

176

CHRISTIANITY IN l.'ALMUD

food, and therefore declared that such 1nfl/nlar should
be excluded from the severer treatment.
It should be observed that this whole discussion
arises UpOIl two Baraithas, i.e. decisions contemporary
with, but 110t included in, the ~lishnah. One is tllat
already quoted at the head of this passage, from'1'. B.
l\lez. ii. 33. The other is found in T. Horai. i. 5,
and is to the effect that everyone who eats reptiles
(C41~p~) is a Jnftrnar. 1
These two passages are considerably earlier than tIle period of R. Jol).aIlan and
R. Abahll, and yet more so than that of Al).a and
I-tabina. rl"he discussion upon them may therefore
be considered as academic rather than practical, so far,
at all events, as regards the difference between a
'JJlumar and a l\Iin. And a comparison of the two
discussions seems to show that whereas R. Jol)anan
and R. Abahu knew well what a Min was, R. Al)a
and Rabina did not know, except as a matter of
speculation. Rabina would not have said that a
l\lin was an ordinary Gentile if he had had actual
knowledge of the l\finim.
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 munzar. It
was necessary, however, to deal with it because of
its nlention of l\'lininl, and it could not be made
intelligible without the dry and tedious explanation
jUit gi,"en.
It may be sufficient to refer, without translation, to
a short passage b. Hor. 11&, where the sallIe question
concerning the 11Z'urllar and the Min is discussed and
decided in the same way as in the passage just ex1

Cod. Erfurt reads' Meshummad,J
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amined. Nothing fresh is added, and th~ 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

(ii.)

NO DEALINGS 'VITH THE

MINI~f

(62) 1". l:Iull. ii. 20, 21.-Flesh which is found in

the hand of a Gentile (~')) is allowed for use,
in the hand of a Min it is forbidden for use.
That which comes from a house of idolatry,
10 I this is the flesh of sacrifices of the dead,
because they say, 'slaughtering by a Min is
idolatry, their bread is Samaritan bread, their
win~ is wine offered [to idols], their fruits
are not tithed, their books are books of witchcraft, 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 distinguished 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
fonner, and wilfully violated by the latter. The
argument i~, 'flesh found in the hand of a Min is
forbidden for use, because that which is slaughtered
I!
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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. 28J. 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. auII. 41&, b there is a parallel to some sentences of
Tosephta preceding the portion just translated. The
Mishnah on the page just mentioned (M. aulI. ii. 9.,
b. auII 41&) says that a hole to catch the blood of
slaughtered animals is not to be made in the street,
l~~~on ni'n~ ~,~,' that one may not imitate the Minim.'
(See also j. Kii. 32&, where the same statement
occurs.) T. auli. ii. 19 has ~i',n nN i1t"U~ ~~~o l~·i1~l1' N~
l~J'O, "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. '"£he 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. aulI. ISb. - A teacher said, 'a thing
slaughtered by an idolater is nebhelah (see
above. p. 175) and he is suspected of bein~ a
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Min. Rab N al).man 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. N al).man] thought of this that R.
l:Iija bar Abba said that R. Jol)anan said,
Foreigners outside the land are not idolaters,
but follow the custom of their fathers. R.
Joseph bar l\1injomi said that Rab Na~man
said 'there are no Minim among the idolaters.'
In reference to what? Do you say, In reference to slaughtering? Here we have' a thing
slaughtered by a l\fin': if he be an Israelite,
it is forbidden. What if he be an idolater?
But [if you mean] in reference to 'castingdown' [into a pit], we have, 'They cast down
a l\'lin 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. N al)man
bar Jacob (died 300 A.D.) taught in Nehardea till A.D.
258, then at Shechanzib till his death. He was the
son-in-law of Rabah bar Abuha, the Resh Galutha
after 250 A.D. R. :aija bar Abba was a pupil of the
Palestinian R. J oI).anan, 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. N al).man. 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. J ol).anan 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 distinction which only holds good in Palestine.1 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 discussion does not rest upon any real knowledge of, or
personal contact with, Minim. This will be of importance when we come to gather up the evidence so
as to present a general account of the use of the
tenn Minim.
1 But the same Rabbi JOQanan says (b. A. Zar. 66&), C A proeelyte who
lets twelve months go by without being circumcised is like a Min among the
idolaters.' From which may be inferred that J o\1anan did not hold the
opinion that there were no Minim among the idolaters; and, further, that he
wo~d define a Min as one who professed to hold the J ewiah religion without obeerviug the eeremoniallaw.
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THE JE'VISH ORIGIN OF THE MINIM

(64) j. Sanh. 29c.-R. Jol).anan said, 'Israel did

not go into exile until they had been made
twenty-four sects of Minim.' What is the
reason 1 Son qf 1nan, I send thee to the
children qf Israel, to tlte rebellious peoples
that have rebelled against 1ne [Ezek. ii. 3J. It
is not written here, to the rebellious people,
but to the rebellious peoples which have rebelled
against nl£, they and their fathers have sinned
against 1Jte, 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. I t forms part of a
long chapter upon that section of the l\lishnah which
enumerates those persons who shall have no part in
the world to come. Amongst these, according to
R. Jo~anan, in a passage immediately preceding the
one before us, are to be included the followers of
Jol:tanan 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. Jol).anan 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. Jol).anan
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 l\1inim. The twenty-four
sects of Minim are arrived at by the simple calculation 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.
Jo~anan's dictum implies the Jewish origin of Minim.
They were not Gentiles, but unfaithful Jews. The
passage therefore, while entirely worthless as a comment on Ezekiel, is valuable as evidence for the
historical definition of the term Minim, coming
from a contemporary authority.
HAGGADAH AGAINST MINUTH

(65) b. A. Zar. 17a.-Keep thy way far fronz her
[Prove v. 8J, this is Minuth; and co-me nob

near the door of her house, this is the Government. Some say, Keep Illy wayfar from her,
this is Minuth and the Government; and t'ome
not near the door of her lwuse, this is harlotry.
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How near [may one come] 1 R. IJisda said,
Four cubits. How do our Rabbis expound
this: 'The price of a harlot'? According to
R. l:Iisda. For R. IJisda said, Every harlot
who begins by being hired ends by hiring, as it
is said [Ezek. xvi. 34], Wltereas thou givest hi1·e
and no hire is given to tftee and thou art
contrary. He differs from R. Pedath, for R.
Pedath said, The l'orah only forbids approach
for uncovering nakedness, as it is said [Lev.
xviii. 6], None of you sltall approach to any
that is near of kin to him to uncover their
nakedness.
Ulla, when he came from the
college, used to kiss the hands of his sisters.
Some say he kissed their breasts. He [UIla]
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 [Prove xxx. 15]. What is 'Give,
give?' Mar Uqba 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.
lJisda said that Mar U qba 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 C011l£ to her
return, neither do they attain the paths of life
[Prove ii. 19J.
But if they do not' return,'
how should they 'attain l' Here is a diffiIf they do 'return,' they do not
culty.
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, attain ' the paths of life.' I t is to be inferred
that everyone who departs from Minuth dies.
But [there is the case of] a certain woman
who came before R. IJisda 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. lJisda] 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 ~-1inuth dies, lone who turns] from
sin [does] not. But [there is the case of] the
woman who came before R. IJisda, and he
said, 'Make a shroud for her l' 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 EI'azar ben Dordaia
• • • • 1 he bowed his head between his knees
and groaned with weeping until his soul
departed. A.nd there went forth a Bath Qol
[voice from heaven], saying, 'Rabbi El'azar
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
t Here follow. 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'
C01nmentary.-This passage forms the continuation 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
TallIlud and Midrash, the present passage (with the
exception of the first few sentences) occurs, so far as
I know, only here.
'l~he haggadic interpretation of Prove v. 8 would
seem to be due to R. Eliezer himself. 1 For he says
(see above, p. 139), '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 contaminated 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 Govemment, 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. aisda, whose opinions are cited more than
1 According to Bacher. A. d. T&DD.. it 310 n.. the application of Prov.
v. 8 to Minuth is ascribed to R. J eh08hua ben Qor\1a, in "the second version
of the Aboth de R. Nathan 7b ." Thia reference I have not been able to
verify. R. Eliezer W8I COMiderably earlier in date than R. J eh. b. Qor\la.
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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 A.D. 217, and died A.D. 309. He was a
pupil of Rab, and also of Mar U q ba, 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. EI'azar ben Pedath. Ulla is
Ulla ben Ishmael, of Palestinian origin (see Bacher,
Ag. d. Bab. Amor., p. 93, D. 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.
r.rhe maxim, 'Away, away, Nazirite, they say;
approach not the fence round the vineyard,' is
quoted b. Shabb. 13~, b. Pes. 40b , b. Jeb. 46&, b.
B. Mez. 92&, b. A. Zar. 58b , Hamm. r. x. 8 p. SSC.
It means, 'Keep away from temptation,' the
N azirite, of course, being forbidden to taste wine.
The earliest authority for it is R. Jol).anan (b. A. Zar.
58b, 59&), who, however, refers to it as a familiar
saying. It is indeed called a proverb (M'n~, ~~Q) in
the last of the above-mentioned passages, and probably occurs elsewhere; but I have not been able to
find it.
The expl~nation of the text Prove xxx. 15 is not
very clear, except to this extent, th~ it is interpreted
of Minuth and the Empire, as ill the case of the
former text [Prove v. 8]. This interpretation appears
to be due to Mar qqba (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. JIisda, a disciple of Mar
Uqba. It should be noted that R. lJisda 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. 308), the same R. IJisda
mentions the Minim. r.rhese facts serve to show in
what direction R. lJisda was looking when he endorsed Mar Uqba's interpretation of the text in Prove
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 mu~t be admitted
that there does not seem to be any trace of this
particular haggadah in the Palestinian Midrash. R.
lJisda improved on Mar U qba's interpretation of
the text. l'he earlier teacher said that the 'two
daughters ,. wIlo cried 'gi~e, give' were Minuth
and the Empire. This left it uncertain what was
meant by the 'horseleach' whose daughters they
were. R. aisda 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 Pro\r.
ii. 19, on' similar lines, None WllO conze to her
return, neitller do they attain the paills qf 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 following, which will be seen at once to be a close parallel
to the incident at present under consideration.
(66) Qoh. r. i. 8.-1'he case of a woman who came
to R. Eliezer to becolne 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 receiv'ed her.
His disciples said to
him, 'R. Eliezer drove 11er away and thou
receivest' !
He said to them, 'When her
lnind was set on becoming a proselyte she
no longer lived to the world [?], as it is
written [Prove ii. 19J, None that go unto her
return again, and if they return, they do not

attain the paths of life.'
Commenta1·y.-This passage occurs in the midst of
a long series of references to l\linuth, 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 l.Iisda. 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 tile 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 D. 4,)
regards the ,rersion in Qoh. r. as the original. If so,
then this haggadic interpretation of Prove ii. 19 is
traced back to the second century. And seeing that
the haggadah on Prove v. 8 is due to R. Eliezer, the
contemporary of R. J ehoshua, it is at least probable
that the interpretation of Prove xxx. 15 also dates
from the same period, and from one or other of the
two famous Rabbis already named. In that case R.
l:Iisda merely added his own comment upon each text
to a tradition brought from Palestine.
W e resume now the discussion of the passage in the
Babylonian Gemara. '.fhe 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. aisda,
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. aisda 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 opinion
(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 Dot 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. J ehoshua, when asked why he
received her, said, 'When her mind was set on becoming a proselyte, she no longer lived to the world'
(c~n'~). 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, c~'1" should be
translated 'for ever.' But still I believe that the
sense which R. Jehoshua intended is given by the
translation 'to the world,' i.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.
1~he story about R. EI'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 objectioll 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 hairsplitting, 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 El'azar 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. ~, p. 36 d .-Because Israelites who

are circllmcised do not go down to Gehinnom.

R. Berachjah said, "l~hat the Minim and the
wicked of Israel may not say, "Weare
circumcised, we shall not go down to
Gehinnom," what does the Holy One, Blessed
be He, do? He sends an angel and effaces
tlleir circumcision, and they go down to
Gehinnom, as it "is said CPs. Iv. 20J, He hath
put forth Itis hand against such as he 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 1Jlouth without measure' elsa. v. 14J.
C01nmentary.-R. Berachjah was a younger contemporary 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.
THE PRINCIPLE OF MINUTH: THE HOUSE OF STRAW

(68) Bamm. r. xviii. 17, p. 75d.-R. El'azar said,
There was in them [i.e. Doeg and Ahithophel]
the principle of Minuth. 'Vhat 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 tlte midst of them, within them [ Cpa Ps.
Iv. I1J.
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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, B.nd there are
traces of it in that of Babylon. In j. Sanh. 27 d is
the following:(69) The Epiquros: R. Jol)anan 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. EI'azar and R.
Shemuel bar N RQ.man, 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 chaff
inside [clings to and] loosens the walls.'
This latter passage carries us back to the third
century. R. I~azar is the same as R. El'azar, and
both names denote R. EI'azar ben Pedath. He was
a Babylonian who came to Palestine and taught in
Tiberias, where he died in A.D. 279, about the same
time as R. Jol).anan. R. Shemuel bar Nal).man was a
Palestinian (see Bacher, A. d. Pal. Amor., i. 477),
contemporary with R. Jol)anan and R. El'azar, though
perhaps somewhat younger, as he appears to have
been living in A.D. 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 l\lin. The point of
13
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comparison between the heretic and the house full
of straw is this, that the original charact~r of each
remains unchanged in spite of changes in outward
appearance or condition.
'.fhough tile straw be
removed, the chaff remains; though the heretic put
on an appearance of piety'9 the taint of heresy is in
him still. Thus Doeg and Ahithopllel are said to
have in them the principle of Minuth, the taint of
heresy, in spite of the fact that they "\\rere made 'sons
of the Torah,' i.e. brought up in the Je\\rish religion.
In b. I:Iag. 1Gb it is said of these t\\TO that there was
'a gnawing passion in their heart' (OJSJ N~'1~), i.e. a
secret desire to rebel, in spite of outward conformity.
We ha\Te already seen (above, p. 70) tllat Doeg and
Ahlthophel are treated in the Rabbillicalliterature as
types of heresy, and that there is probabl)T some
covert reference to Christianity in the condemnation
of them. "fhe present passage does not contradict,
though it does not confirm, the latter supposition.
1-'he Gemara does not explain in what the' principle
of Minuth' consisted, but leaves it to be inferred, or
ratller takes it for granted as beillg geIlerally known,
on the strength of other references to it elsewhere.
'l~he simile of the arch of stones is used by R. J ol).anan,
j. M. Qat. 8Sc, though for a different purpose. The
simile of tIle house of straw is ascribed, in the second
passage above (j. Sanh. 27d ), to R. Shemuel bar
N al).man, and that of the arch of stones to R. El'azar.
I t is probable that these two should be interchanged,
in which case the version in Hamm. r. would be in
harmony with that in the Palestinian Gemara.
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SCRIPTURAL INDICA~'IONS Of' MINUTH

(70) Siphri, § 115, p. 35 a.-ATtd ye sllall not walk
after Y01lr Ilea/rt [Num. xv. 39], this is
Minuth, according as it is said [Ecc. ,~ii. 26J,
A nd I find a tlli1zg 1JlOre bitter t!za'll death,
even tIle W01nan whose heart is snares a1zd llCl,\',
and w!lose llaTtds are ba1zlls, and the l.-"i1Zg; sllall
reJ'oice in God CPs. lxiii. II. J
COlll1JZentary.-The book Siphri is allnost contemporaneous with the l\Iishnah (see Zunz, G. ortr., p.
46). It was compiled, ,or rather edited, somewhat
later; but parts of its co'ntents are older. It may be
dated about the middle of the third century. The
above passage is the earliest autllority for tIle interpretation of tIle phrase l!/tcr YOlLr Itea,rt in tIle sense
of heresy. ~rhis really amounts to a definition that
l\linuth consists in followillg the dictates of one's
own selfisll nature, as against tllose of the lawful
authority. 'l'lle result of so doing is, indirectly, the
rejection of beliefs and practices enjoined 011 those
who hold the true religion. A l\lin, accordingly,
disregards the authority of the Rabbis as teacllers of
religion alld expounders of the Torah, both \vritten
and unwritten, and also 111aintains doctrines and
practices which are not those of the true religion.
"fhis dictum, that ' after your heart' denotes l\linuth,
became a sort of canon of exegesis in the later literature. In support of it Siphri quotes two texts, Ecc.
,rii. 26 and Ps. lxiii. II, ~rhe first of these does not
appear to have any reference to heresy; but the citation of it may be explained either on the ground
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of the symbolism common in the O.T., which represents 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 tlte king sltall1'ejoice in
God everyone tflat su'eareth by hi11l sltall glory, for
the moutlt qf thelll that speak- lies shall be stopped.
A verse of which the learned editor of Siphri rather
na·ively says that it clearly refers to Minuth.
The above passage is referred to in b. Her. 12 b ,
where, however, the text cited in support of the interpretation is Ps. xiv. 1, The fool Ilatlt said in his heart
there is no God.! This gives at least one of the
implications of l\1inuth, 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 Her.
12 b , says :-~finuth: those who turn the sense of the
Torah into an exposition of falsehood and error.
"fhere is a further reference to this interpretation
of the phrase 'after your heart' in the l\fidrash
Vajiq. r. as follows : (72) \r ajiqr. r., § 28, p. 40c , d.-_R. Benjamin ben
Levi said they sought to withdraw the Book
Qoheleth because they found in it things that
J.

1 Cpo also (71) Siphri, § 320, p. 137 b top: [Deut. xxxii. 21], I
provoke the1n with a foolish nation. These are the Minim. And he
thus [Ps. xiv. 1], The fool hath said in his heart, There is no God.
In b. Jebam.,' 63b the same occurs: the application of Pa. xiv.
ascribed to R. Eliezer, i.e., probably, R. Eliezer ben Horqenos in the
century. He had already applied Provo v. 8 to Minuth. See above, p.
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lead to Minuth. 'fhey said, Ought Solomon
to have said thus? [Ecc. xi. 9J, Rejoice, 0
young man, in tlty youth; and let thy Itea'rt
cheer thee in ihe days oj thy youtlt. Moses
said [Num. x,r. 39J, And ye sltall not walk'
after your heart; and Solomon said [Ecc., ut
SUp1"aJ, Walk in the ways oj. tlly Ilea?--t, {t1~d in
tlte siKht of tltine 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, tltat for all these tltings God will
bring thee into judgment, they said, Solomon
hath spoken well.
R. Shemuel bar N aJ:1mani said they sought
to ,,"ithdraw the Book Qoheleth, because they
found in it things that lead to 1\linuth. They
said, Ought Solomon to have said thus? What
profit is there to a man of '~is labour [Ecc. i.
3J. Perhaps he means even of his labour in
hearing Torah? They said again, If lIe had
said Of all his labou'r, 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 Le,ri \vas a
Palestinian of the fourth century (see Bacher., Ag. d.
Pal.!...t\.mor., iii. 661 fol.). R. Shemuel bar Na~mani
is written by mistake for R. Shemuel bar Jitzl)aq (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, i.e. to declare it uncanonical, is
referred to in b. Shabb. 30b • ' 'rhey , 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 l\1inuth. In the l\Iishnah, Jad. iii. 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 Inade Nasi," i.e. at Jabneh,
about 100 A.D. (see below, p. 386 n.). It is worth
noting that R. Gamliel II., who was temporarily
deposed in favour of R. El'azar ben Azariah, was the
saIne who ordered the composition of the formula
against the l\linim (see above, No. 38, p. 126 fol.). It
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 reillains, that though the book
was admitted, the suspicion of its orthodoxy was not
wholly quenched, as is seen in tllese references and
explanations in the later literature.
1~he passage just translated appears in a slightly
different form in the l\lidrash Qoh. r., on i. 3 (p. 1 C),
and also in Pesiqta 68 b and Pesiqta f., § 18, p. 90 b •
These add ~othing of importance to what has already
been given.
(73) b. Sanh. 38 b .-R. Jehudah said that Rab said
the first man was a l\'1in, as it is said [Gen. iii.
9], And God spake unto the 1nan and said,
Where [art tlt01tJ? Whither hath thy heart
inclined?
Commentary.-'rhe meaning of this haggadah is
tllat the sin of Adam, in disobeying the command of
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God, was the saIne in kind as that of the Ileretic, who
rejects the divinely-appointed authority.
This saying does not occur, so far as I know, anywhere else, not even ill Ber. f., whicl1 mentiolls and
comments on the text. R. Jehudah is R. Jelludah
ben Jel)esq'el, a disciple of Rab, already frequently
mentioned.
Immediately following OIl the passage are two
other sayings, one tl1at Adam effaced his circumcision,
the other that he denied God. Both of these may be
taken as expansions of the statelnent that he was a
heretic.
In Ber. r. xix. 1, p. 42 b , it is said that the serpent
[Gen iii.] was also a Min. rrhe idea is the same.
In Shem. r., p. 73 c , d, Moses is accused of being a
Min, because he expressed a doubt as to the resurrection of the dead. This passage will be dealt with
later (see p. 315).
SIGNS OF l\IINUTH; LITURGICAl.. VARIATIONS

(74) M. 1\leg., iVa 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, 10, this is the way of Minu~h. If
he cover it with gold, and place it on his robe,
10, this is the way of the l:Iitzonim.
If one say, 'The good shall bless thee,' 10,
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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.
Comntenta1·y.-This is one of the few passages in
\\Thich the Mishnah refers directly to Minuth. It is
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 explanation, however, will not apply to those who desire to
be barefoot when they read. It is again quite uncertain what heretics are censured in the reference to
those 'who make their tephillin round. ' Of those
who wear the tephillin on the forehead or on the palm
of the hand, it is said 'this is the way of Minuth.'
I t is remarkable that the Gemara, the earliest commentary on the Mishnah, can give no explanation of
these allusions. It only says (b. Meg. 24 b ) 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, 10, this is the way of
the l:Iitzonim.' 1 'l~he name I:Iitzonim means simply
'outsiders,' and whether or not it refers to the Essenes,
In b. Gitt. 4ti b , a.nd b. Menal) 42 b, the phrase. 'cover the tephillin with
gold,' occurs and is understood quite literally. Nothing is there said about
the ~itzonim. Such tephillin are siInply said to be not according to the
halachah.
1
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it is surely not, as Edersheim suggests, the origin of
that name (see L. and T. J. 1\'1., i. 833). He explains
'cover the tephillin with gold' as equivalent to
, praying at sunrise,' which is a somewhat strained interpretation. I 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 Mishllah only meant to
point out that certain practices were not in accordance
with the accepted usage, and therefore that those who
adopted those ilsages laid themselves open to suspicion of heresy. Yet, on the other hand, considering
how many points of ritual were, if not open questions,
at least subjects of discussion between the Rabbis,
it is noteworthy that the practices referred to in
this passage are condemned without qualification; so
ihat 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 prescribed ritual that signs of l\finuth were, accordingto the Mishnah, to be detected. Certain liturgical
formulre were also branded as heretical. The first
of these is, 'The good shall bless thee.' The Babylonian Gemara in l\:1egillah does not notice this
formula.
The Palestinian Gemara gives only the
brief comment, ' t\\"O powers' (n\',~, 'n~).
This
is a phrase of which several instances will be presented later. I t denotes the heretical doctrine that
there are two di\Tine powers in heaven; in other words,
the denial of the unity of God. If this is the intelltion of tIle words in the Mishnah, 'the good,' which
is plural, refers to God, and, of course, implies more

202

CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

thaI} one. ' 'fhee' in this case refers to the worshipper. 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 ilnplication that God is blessed
only by the good, and 110t by all his creatures, including the bad. 'fhis is the explanation of Rashi
(ad IDe.), who, however, does not say in what way
the vlicked bless God. 'fosaphoth accepts this, but
gives the alternative view of the Palestinian Gemara.
I t is worthy of note that only in connexion with this
formula is it said, '1o, this is the way of Minuth.'
In connexion with the others it is said merely, 'they
silence him' [WI10 uses them]. The next forlnula is,
"fhy mel"cies extend o,,"'er 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 lilnitation 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. 'j"he Babylonian Gelnara gives the same
alternatives. (See also l\lishnah Rer. v. 3, 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 explanation, and the heresy consists in saying that God
acts towards his creatures not as one who commands, but as one who loves. When we remember
the Paulille antithesis of Law and Grace, or, in-
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deed, the general N/"l'. doctrine that God is love,
it is easy to understand why such an innocent and
beautiful phrase should be deemed heretical.
'"fhe third formula is, 'IJet thy name be remembered 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 hiln. Whether heresy or only want of piety
is condemned llere, I do not know. 'I~he Gemaras
agree in the explanation.
The fourth formula is, 'We praise, we praisett'
Here the ground of objection is the repetition of
the word, as implying that there are two who are
to be praised. '"fhe Gemaras agree that the reference is to the doctrine of 'two powers.' And the
Palestinian Gemara adds, in the name of R. Shemuel
bar JitzQaq, the reason why those who use the
formula are to be silenced, ' That the m01ttlt of those
who speak lies 1nay be stopped,' Ps. lxiii. 11. (For the
application of this text to Minuth, see above, p. 196.)
'fhe formulre above mentioned are heretical variations introduced into the liturgy; and they must
date back to a time when Jews and Jewish Christians worshipped together in the Synagogue, or,
at all events, to a time when the presence of such
heretics might reasonably be feared. I 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 formulre 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 enumerating them, to the end of the first century. This
Inay 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 formuire. When the Gemaras were compiled, Jewish Christians had probably ceased to
worship with Jews in . the synagogues.
Their
aberrations in ritual were wholly forgotten and unknown, and only some knowledge of their aberrations
in doctrine remained.
SIGNS OF MINUTH; LITURGICAL OMISSIONS

(75) j. Ber. gc._R. Al)a 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 benedictions, they do not make him tum back.
There exists difference of opinion. 1 In general,
they do not make anyone tum 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."
Comm,entary.-The incident here related belongs
to the beginning of the fourth century, or possibly
1 l'~E)' ")n M:)rt'M.
'One is found teaching and differing.' I have not
found this technical phrase explained anywhere, and only give what eeema

to me to be the meaning.
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the end of the third. R. Simon is R. Simon bar
Pazi, ,vho was a disciple of R. J ehoshua ben Levi,
and younger contemporary of R. J ol).anan. He
owned land in the south of Palestine 0. Demai 258 , b),
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. 438, D. 2J. R. Judah b. P. and R. AI)3 both
dwelt in I..Jud (Lydda) (j. Sanh. 18C, d), 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 congregation omits t~,.o or three benedictions, he is not
to be turned back. I t 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 compilers 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 llereafter that the doctrine of the resurrection 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 (j. Ber. 8 c, see p. 136 above).
The
formula concerning the 'building of Jerusalem' included 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 characteristi~ 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 l\fin 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. I n general, I should say that a reader ought
not to be stopped except he leave out the three benedictions specified, because in that case I say lle is 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 contradict what was said above (p. 204). 'fhe l\1inim
had their own places of assembly, and did not mix
with the Je'\\~s. But, of course, it might happen,
and probably <lid happen from time to time, that a
Jew inclined gradually towards heresy and joined
tIle 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 fornlula (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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".rHE KINGDOl\l TlJRXED TO l\IINUTH

(76)

~f.

Sotah, ix. 15.-R. Eliezer the Great
says . . . . "Then the l\lessiah is at hand,
insolence ,viII abound . . . . and the Kingdom \\~ill be turned to ~Iinuth, etc.
[1."he latter phrase occurs also b. Sanh. 97 b ,
Shira r. on ii. 13, p. 17c, and Der. eretz zuta,
c. x.
In these cases it is ascribed to R.
N el)elnjah. In b. Sanh. 97 b it is repeated
by R ..Jitz1)aq.J
C01nlnenlar lJ.-'fhis passage forms part of a IJiece
of haggadah appended to the tractate Solah ill the
~lishnah. Bacher (A. d. 'fann., ii. 222, n. 4) seenlS
to regard it as 110t properly belonging'to the l\'1ishnah,
an opinion which I do not venture to call in question.
rrhe first part of the llaggadic appendix contains reflections 011 the deaths of several Rabbis, endillg
with that of Jehudah ha-Qadosh, the editor of the
l\1ishnah. rj'hen follows a retrospect of the religious
decline which set in after the destruction of the
'femple. By a natural transition, there follo\\rs a
forecast of the troubles that \\rill immediately precede the coming of the l\lessiah. 1 And one of the
signs of his coming will be that the Kingdom.. i.d.
the ~oman Empire, will be turned to 1\linuth. As
the text stands, the author of the saying about the
Kingdom is R. Eliezer the Great, i.e. R. Eliezer
ben Horqenos, who has been already frequently
t

1 On the doctrine that the advent of the ~{~iah will be heralded by woes
and calamitiest see Webert System d. AltByn. Theologie, 336 j Drummond,
Jewish Messiah, p. 209 fo1. 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. N el)emjah, who was a
disciple of R. Aqiba, in the middle or latter half of
the second century. Even as the text stands in the
l\Iishnah, 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 explanation is that of Bacher (Zoe. cit.), viz., that the saying
is due to R. N el}.emjah, that it, along with other
similar sayings of his, was incorporated with the
references to the destruction of the Temple (which
may ha\Te been said by R. Eliezer), and the whole
passage added to the haggadic conclusion of tractate
8otah. 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. J ehudah 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

REFERENCES TO MINIM AND MINUTH

209

the reference to the destruction of the Temple or
the forecast of the advent of the ~Iessiah; 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 l\'1inuth, there is here no reference to
the proclamation by Constantine the Great in favour
of Christianity, A.D. 313. R. Nel)emjah lived considerably more than a century before that ev·ent.
There is not the slightest reason to suspect so late an
addition to the text of the l\lishnah as this would
imply, nor to father it on R. Nel)emjah if it had been
made. The con,rersion 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. Jitzl)aq, 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 Constantine the Great, by his successive edicts, virtually
adopted Christianity as the religion of the state.
But R. Jitzl)aq, if he knew of the event, makes no
special reference to it. He merely repeats the words
as R. N el)emjah 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 llerald the coming of the ~Iessiah.l
1 :&cher (A. d. P. Am., ii. 481, n. 5) gives a saying of R. Abba b. Kahana:
" When thou eeest in the land of Israel the seats in the schools filled with
Minim, then look for the feet of the Messiah," Shiro r. on viii. 9; Ech. r. on
i. 13. "rhe present texts in these pla.ces have, not' Minim' but' Babliim,' t .•.
Babylonians. BaCher, on the authority of Perl~ says that this is an ancient
gloes, and that' Minim' is the original reading. Yet he shows some hesit&-
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Here may be added a reference to Christian
Rome.
ROME PRETENDING TO BE THE '!'RUE ISRAEL

(77) j. Nedar. 3S&.-R. Al)a 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 1
Though thou '11l0unt on ltigh as tlte eagle, and
though tlly nest be set a'11long the stars, I will
bring thee down fro1n thence, saith the Lord
[Obad. 4J. The stars mean the righteous, as
thou sayest [Dan. xii. 3J, Tiley tltat turn
many to righteousness [sltall s/tineJ {tS tlte stars

f01 ever and ever.
Commentary. - The R. Huna here mentioned
was R. Huna of Sepphoris, a disciple of R. J ol)anan,
.and must not be confounded with the earlier Babylonian R. Huna, head of the college at Sura about
the middle of the third century. R. Al).a 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 unmistakable allusion to tliat event. 'Esan the wicked' is a
stock phrase in the Talmud to denote the Roman
Empire. That Esau should wrap hilnself in his
tallith (the scarf worn by a Jew when praying) means
4

tion; and, indeed, it is easier in this connexion to understand a. reference
to Babylonians than 00 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 ,vhich
may be grouped together under the head of
SECTION II. 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.
THE MINIM OF CAPERNAUM AND
NEPHEW OF

R.

It.

I:IANANJAH,

JEHOSHUA

(78) Qoh. r., i. 8, p. 4 b.-IJanina, son of the brother
of R. J ehoshua, came to Chephar N aQum,

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 Pllt
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.
Commenta.ry.-This story occurs in the middle of
a long passage containing abundant references to

!12

l\linim.

CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

The story of the arrest of R. Eliezer for
~linuth (see above, p. 139 fol.), the attempted cure
of Ben Damah by a Min (p. 104 fo1.), and 'the story of
the woman who desired to become a proselyte (p. 188
fo1.), 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 nevertheless 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 Capemaum 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 alleg-ed intercourse
with Minim would have had a different historical
setting. The R. J ehoshua of the story is R. J ehoshua
ben I:Iananjah, who has already been frequently
mentioned, and who lived at the end of the first and
the beginning of the second century.
I:Iananjah
(not }Janina as in the text) his nephew, was a wellknown teacher, though by no means so distinguished
as his uncle. 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. Suce. 20 b ). Even in the time of R.
Gamliel II., before he left Palestine, aananjah
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appears to have been a Rabbi, and to have enjoyed
a considerable reputation as such (b. Nidd. 24b ).
By his residence in Babylonia 1 he escaped the persecution 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. I:Iananjah. Messengers were sent to
Babylonia to demand the subnlission of R. I:Iananjah
to the authority of the Palestinian Patriarch. The
story of the dispute is given in j. Nedar. 40&, j. Sanh.
19&, b. Berach. 63&, b, and is admirably discussed by
Bacher, Ag. d. Tann., i. 390 D. 4. The date of this
dispute may be roughly given as 150 A.D., possibly
somewhat earlier.
N ow it was evidently the interest of the Palestinian Rabbis to depreciate the authority of R.
lJananjah 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
trne 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 OD. I t does not appear that R.
1 The name of the place where he lived was Nahar Paqod (or Nahar
Paqor); see Neubauer, Geogr. d. Talm., 363 ff. Also, for the name Paqod,
ep. Schrader, Keilinschrift. d. A. T. 423 (E.T. ii. 117).
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I:Iananjah 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. I:Iananjah 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. Noone disputed
11is 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 l\linim 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, i.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. 1
The story represents l:Iananjah as having been the
victim of magic. With this may be compared the
stories given above (p. 112 fL) of Christian miracles.
He was made to ride on an ass on the Sabbath,
1 I do not go into the question whether Capernaum is now represented
by Tell ~um or Khan Minyeh. The fact that Minim are a.asociated, in
the story under consideration, with the city of Capernaum, goes to confirm
the theory that Khan Minyeh marks the true site. This theory seem8 to
me to be, on other grounds, preferable to the one which identifies Capernaum
with Tell ~um. Is it not possible that ancient Capernaum included both
Bites 1
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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. aananjah
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. l:Iananjah 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 contained in either the Palestinian or the Babylonian
Gemara, nor in any of the older Midrashim, although
R. IJananjah is several times referred to as a wellknown 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 vii. 26) that R. lsi of
Cresarea (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 EI'azar ben Damah and
Jacob of Chephar Sechanja, and also IJananjah and
the Minim of Chephar N al).um. This shows that the
story is not necessarily of late date, although it now
occurs only in an almost medireval midrash (see below,
p. 219).
THE MINIM AND

R.

JONATHAN

(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 writt~n [Prove i.
14], Thou shalt cast in tlly lot with us~· one
pU1 se shall there he 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 l' They said to him,
, And is it not written in the Torah, Thou shalt
cast in thy lot UJith 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 EI'azar, a Palestinian Rabbi of the
third century, contemporary with and associate of
Jol)anan and Resh Laqish. He lived in Sepphoris.
The Minim with whom he had the unpleasant adventure described in this passage may have been those
of Capemaum, as the present passage follows, without
a break, after the story about R. J:lananjah. 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 Capemaum
are still referred to. I 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 Capemaum is the city
where they dwelt. If not Capernaum, then Sepphoris
4
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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. 1
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. I t 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.
'fhis story, like the preceding one, is found only in
the ~Iidrash 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). Moreo~"er, the fact that he took the
trouble to lay down a canon of interpretation of
Scripture referring to Minuth (Her. 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 88 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. J EHUDAH

BEN

N AQOSA

(80) Qoh. r., i. 8.-R. Jehudah ben Naqosa-the
Minim used to have dealings with him. They
questioned him and he answered; they questioned and he answered. He said to them,
, In vain! ye bring trifles. Come, let us agree
that wll0ever overcomes his opponent shall
split the brains of his opponent with a club.'
And he overcanle 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 I
Pray for this man and this sack; for it was
full of precious stones and pearls, but now it is
full of black ashes.'
Coml1tentarlJ.-R. Jehudah ben Naqosa was a
younger contemporary of Rabbi (Jehudah ha-Qadosh),
and disciple of R. Jacob, and of R. IJija. V ery littl(
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 interesting. They ascribed his victory to heavenly assistance. 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 this man,'
i.e. 'for me,' and for' this sack,' i.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.
'fhe three stories which have now been given
froID Qoheleth rabbah form one continuous passage,
together with the story of the arrest of R. Eliezer
for Minuth, the story of EI'azar ben DalDa, 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 Milluth, and form a
haggadic exposition of the words, Eccl. i. 8, All
thirtgs are fuZl qf weariness. Now, in this same
Midrash, on vii. 26 (p. 21 d) it is said
(81) "R. lsi of Cresarea expounded this verse
(' whoso pleascth God sltall escape from Iter, hut
tlte sinlter shall be taken by her ') in reference to
Minuth. 'The good is R. EI'azar, the sinner
is Jacob of Chephar Neburaia. Or, the good
is EI'azar ben Dama, the sinner is Jacob of
Chephar Sarna. Or, the good is IJananjah,
nephew of R. Jehoshua, the sinner is the Minim
of Chephar Nal).um. 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.' "
I t 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.
(A.) R. lSI'S SERIES
(Qoh. r. on vii. 26).
1. El'azar and Jacob of Ch.
Neburaia.
2. El'azar ben Dama, and Jacob
of Chephar Sarna.
s. ~ananjah and the Minim of
Capemaum.
4. Jehudah ben Naqosa and the

(B.)

2.

8.
4.

Minim.

5. Jonathan and his disciple.

5.

6. Eliezer and Jehoshua and

6.

Elisha.

SERIES OF STORIES

(Qoh. r. on i. 8).
1. Eliezer's arrest.

Er azar

ben Dama and Jacob
of Chephar Sarna.
Eliezer and Jehoshua and the
would-be convert.
J:lananjah and the Minim of
Capemaum.
Jonathan and his disciple.
Jehudah ben Naqosa and the
Minim.

I t 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 3, 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 anonytnously 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. lsi of Cresarea 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. lsi 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 1 (a contemporary of R. lsi, of whom more will be said
below). His object was not to illustrate the teaching
of R. lsi, but to expound the verse Eccl. i. 8 in
reference to Minuth; and for this purpose, R. lsi's
series was ready to his hand. 'fhe 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 Elis}la, in B 3 the woman who desired to be
received as a convert. r.rhe latter version is probably
correct. Elis!la 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
mucll younger. He was contemporary with Aqiba and
Meir. Moreover, it is very unusual to speak of him
simply as Elisha. I suggest that v~~~t-t may be a corruption due to similarity of sound, of i1~t(il, 'the woman.

R.

JEHOSHUA, C£SAR AND A l\1IN

GOD HAS NOT CAST O:FF ISRAEL

(82) b. !Jag. 5 b• A nd I will Ilidc my face in that
day [Dent. xxxi. 18J. Raba said, The Holy
1 Friedlander (Vorchr. judo GnosticisD1US, 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. lsi, who here mentions him (see below, p. 334 fo1.).
Friedlander does not give the text of the passage) and he leaves the reader
to suppose tha't 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 in a dream I
will speak with him [Num. xii. 6J. R. Joseph
said His hand is stretched out over us, as it is
said [Isa. Ii. 16J, In the shadow of m,y hand have
I covered thee. R.. J ehoshua ben aananjah
was standing in the house of Cresar. A certain
Min 1 showed him [by signs] a nation whose
Lord hath turned away his face from them.
He [R. J ehoshua] showed him [by signs] His
hand stretched out over us. Cresar said to
R. J ehoshua, 'What did he shew thee?' 'A
people whose Lord hath turned away his face
from them, and I showed him His handstretched
out over us.' They said to the l\fin, 'What
didst thou show to him 1' '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. J ehoshua was passing
away, our Rabbis said, 'What will become of
us at the hands of the Minim?' He said to
them [cp. Jer. xlix. 7J '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.
ComrllentaTy.-1'his is one out of several examples
to be found in the Talmud and the Midrash of conI

The modern texts read

C'i'i'~~N j

Rabbinowicz gives r" C throughout.

REFERENCES TO MINIM AND MINUTH

223

versations between R. Jehoshua ben I:Iananjah and a
Roman emperor, the particular emperor being
Hadrian. rrhese stories are doubtless in SOine 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 Gratz, 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. Gratz and
Bacher both accept the general fact of intercourse
between Hadrian and R. J ehoshua, and admit the
genuineness of this particular story. (Gratz 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. 'l'he latter is the statement of R.
Joseph, who is presumably the authority for tIle story
which then immediately follows. R. Joseph was a
Babylonian, head of the school of Pumbeditha (b. 259,
d. 322 or 333). Where he got the story from is
suggested by a remark in b. Bechor. 8&, in introducing a marvellous tale (also about Hadrian and R.
Jehoshua) with the words' R. Jehudah said that Rab
said,' etc. R. Jehudah (ben Jehezq'el) was the teacher
of R. Joseph (Bacher, Ag. d. Bah. 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 nechoroth lies
too far off the main line of my subject to justify
me in translating it. 1
The story before us needs little explanation. R.
J ehoshua and the Min stood in the palace, in the
presence of the emperor. The Min made a pantomimic sign to tile 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 l\lin Inust evidently ha,te been acquainted with
the O.T. scriptures, since both the sign and the
countersign are dramatized texts (Deut. xxxi\ 18, and
Isa. Ii. 16). Probably therefore he ,vas a Christian,
though not necessarily a Jewish Christian, as the
incident took place in Alexandria. A .J ewish 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.
"rhe 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 (see
Bacher, loco cit.). One is the saying, "If the salt have IORt its savour, wherewith do men salt it ?" cpo l\fatt. 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
8 virgin.
As regards the first, the saying ahout the salt may have been a
proverb quoted by Jesus no 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 a.bove, p. 154), there may be something in the reference to the foal of a
mule.
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llad 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. l~his
appears to mean, that as he had not understood that
the Jews were protected by their God, this should be
proved to him by tIle imperial sentellce, condemning
him to death for having insulted a Jew. "Thether
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. ~-Iore
over, R. Jehoshua himself appears to have enjoyed
in a 11igh degree the favour of the emperor, who
might on that account resent an insult offered to him,
while perhaps takillg no notice of one offered to any
other Je,v. Of course the story is told from the
.Je\vish side. It is given as an instance of the success
of R. J ehosllua ill repelling the attacks of the ~Iinim.
Accordillg1y, there follows a sort of obituary 110tice
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 peris/ted from tlte prudent?
Is tlteir wisdol1l vanished? He rendered it thus,
, ('Vhen) counsel is perished from the children, (then)
the wisdom of them [i.e. the Gentiles] is corrupt.'
The children (c'j~ = also the prudent, the understanding) 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. J ehoshua is not known
with certainty; but it must have taken place before
the outbreak of the war in 132 A.D., 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 A~D A

l\1IN

(83) b. Erub. 101 &.-A certain Min said to R.

J ehoshua ben I:Iananjah, 'Thou brier! for it is
written of you [l\fic. vii. 4 J The best qf thenl is
a brier.' He said to him, ' Fool, look at the
end of the verse, for it is written [ibid.], The
uprigltt is (from) a thorn ltedge, and a fence.'
What is [meant byJ The best qf them is a
bTier ? 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, The
best qf them is a brier, because they thrust the
wicked down to Gehinnom, as it is said [Mic.
iv. 13J, Arise and thresh, 0 daughter qf Zion.
For I will make thy horn iron, and I will "'take
thy hoofs brass. A nd thou shalt beat in pieces
many peoples, etc.
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Com1Jlenta,ry.-I give the above passage here
because it is associated with R. J ehoshua ben
IJananjah.
The classification of the numeFOUS
passages dealillg with the controversies between Jews
and l\linim is not easy. On the whole it seems best
to give first those in whicll a discussion takes place
between a Jew and a Min, and then those in which
some text is interpreted polemically against the
l\linim. The passages which describe actual discussion 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 I 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. 'Ve
have seen that other stories concerning R. Jehoshua
are due to him (see above, p. 223). There is nothing
to show when or where the incident took place.
N either is there anything especially heretical in the
taunt of the IVlin. The repartee only serves to show
how the Rabbi turned aside the scornful gibe of his
opponent. The thorn heage serves as a protection
where there is a gap in the ,vall, so as to prevent
intrusion. So the righteous amongst Israel serve to
defend the people against their enelnies, 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. G.i\l\'ILIEL, R.
AZARIAH, R. AQIB.A. AND

JEHOSHUA,

EL'AZAR BEK
A MIK

GOD KEEPS THE SABBATH

(84) Shem.

f., XXX.

9, p, 53 c,d.-The case of RD.

Gamliel, R. Jehoshua, R. EI'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 ~'1in 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 ? "Thy does He not obser,re the
Sabbath? ' 'fhey said to him, '0 most
wicked! is not a man allowed to move about
in his dwelling on the Sabbath? ' He said to
them, 'Yes.' 'fhey said to him, 'The upper
regions and the lower are the dwelling of
God, as it is said [Isa. vi. 3], The whole
eart!t is full qf 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.' 'l'hey said to him,
'It is written [Jer. xxiii. 24J, Do I not jill
heaven and earth? saitlt tlte Lord.'
C01nmentary.-The journey to Rome of the four
Rabbis here named is an incident often mentioned
in the Rabbinical literature. I t took place in the
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year A.D. 95. 1 Rn. Gamliel is Gamliel II., grandson
of the Gamliel of Acts v. 34, and president (Nasi) of
the assembly called the Sanhedrin of Jabneh (see
above, p. 127). R. Jehoshua has been mentioned
several times. R. El' azar 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. Aqiba 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 extraction-like all the l\linim 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, howe\Ter, 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 himself 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 et'en u'ntil now, and 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 workinp- is found in Philo. 1
'fhe 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 aU
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 controversies with heretics at various times, and thus any
one of the three might have done so in the present
instance.
The abusive term, '0 most wicked,' is, literally,
'wicked of the world,' i.e. 'most wicked man in the
world.'
1

Philo., de Allegor., i. 3.
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GAMLIEL AND THE MINIl\f

THE RESURRECTION Of' THE DEAD

(85) b.

Sanh. 90 b.-The Minim asked Rabban
Gamliel, ' Whence [do ye prove] that the
Holy One, Blessed be He, revives the dead 1 ~
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], Bellold, tllOU
sh-alt sleep with thy fathers and arise.' They
said to them [the Minim to RD. Gamliel], 'But
is it not said, and this people shall a1ise ?' etc.
'From the Prophets,' as it is written [Isa.
xxvi. 19], TllY dead shall live~· my dead
bodies s}tall arise. A wake and Slllg, ye that
dwell in the dust~· for thy dew is as the dew
of herbs, an/d the eart!t sllaZI cast forth the
sllades. 'But are there not the dead whom
Ezekiel raised?' 'From the Writings,' as it
is written [Cant. vii. 9J, and tlly moutll like the
best wine, that goeth down sr/loothly for my
beloved, cauging tlte lips qf them t/tat are asleep
to speak-. ' But, do not their lips move in this
world? '
Commenta,ry.-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. 39 a ), five such
dialogues are given, in which R. Gamliel replies to
the questions of an opponent. In the conlffion text
this opponent is called a liar, '£)'~; but Rabbino,vicz

!3~

CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

(D. Soph. on the passage), shows that the true
reading is '0'1', Cresar, 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.D. 95. This is
Bacher's suggestion (A. "rann., 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. N either side disputed the
fact of resurrection. The question was whether
there was proof of the doctrine in the O. T.
scriptures. "fhe 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,
whetl 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.
xxxi. 16, where the Rabbi reads the text tltou sltalt
sleep with thy fathers and arise contrary to the plain
sense and the grammatical construction. His opponents immediately detected the fallacy and pointed it
out. '.rhe words " alld arise " belong to the second half
of the text, and refer, not to l\'Ioses but, to this people.
The proof from the prophets was based on Isa.
xxvi. 19, where God calls on the dead to arise. l'he
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 l\finim 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 Miniln, the saying of R.
Jol)anan that the lips of the dead move in their graves
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when anyone quotes a halachah which they have

taught.
'l"he 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 fathers to give them.
'.fhe land was to be given to "your rathel'S," not "to
you." Hence the' fathers' must live after death. Another tradition says that R. Gamliel's final answer
was (Dent. iv. 4), Ye tllat did cleave unto the Lord your
God are alive, everyone 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 l\;linim did admit the force of the appeal
to Deut. xi. 9, with its reference to the patriarchs, it
is 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). I do
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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GAMLIEL AND A MIN

GOD HAS DEPARTED I~ROM ISRAEL

(86) b. Jeb. l02 b.-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], Tltey shall go witli tll·ei'r floclt-'s
and witlt tlteir llerdfJ, to seeh~ tlte Lord, and
they shall not find Hilll~· He hath drawn qff
frolll them.' He said to him, 'Fool, is it then
written drawn qff in regard to them 1 It
is written drawn qff .from t}te11l. 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 ltalatz (r~n). 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 (Dent. 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 perfonn a
ceremony expressing contempt of him. She shall
publicly 'draw off' (l)alatz) his shoe from his foot,
spit ill his face, and say, Thus a/tall it be done unto the
man tltat doth not mlild up his brother's Muse. In
this case the widow 'draws off in regard to the
brother,' performs the ceremony in regard to him
("" r'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 I:talatz, and it
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requires the preposition' Ie,' ;, 'in regard to.' The
non-technical use of l)alatz, in which the meaning
is 'depart,' requires the preposition' min,' l~, 'from.'
Now the argument of the IVlin, and the answer of
Gamliel, will be more intelligible. The Min says, ' A
people whose Lord has rejected them,' I)alatz 'in
regard to them' (technical use), for it is said,
Hosea v. 6, 11£ Ita tit departed .from tllem. R.
(~amliel at once replies that the text does not bear
out the construction put upon it. '.fhe text reads
'l)alatz min,' 'depart from,' which is neutral, and
only implies estrangement, not that God had rejected
his people. Even if, as the Min assumed, 'l)alatz
min' were equivalent to 'I)alatz Ie,' 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' Qaletzu 10 ' (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 rejected his people, they had rather rejected him. If,
added R. Gamliel, the technical term 'l)alatz Ie'
was used of the brothers and not of the widow, then
the argument of the Min would be \ralid; because,
in that case, it would prove that God had rejected
his people.
The above explanation is, I believe, correct in substance; at all e\Tents 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 ~.D. 70. After that
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great disaster, it might well seem that God had rejected 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 J abneh, 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 MIN

(87) b. Ber. lo&.-A certain Min said to Beruria,
'It is written [Isa. !iv. IJ, Sing, 0 barren
that di~·t not bear. Sing, because thou didst
not bear.' She said to him, 'Fool, look at the
end of the verse, for it is writtell [ibid.], For
more are tlte children of the desolate, than the
children qf the married wife, saith the Lord.
But what is meant by 0, barren that didst not
bear, ~ing? 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. aanina hen '.reradjon.
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Her father was one of those who were executed
during the persecution of Hadrian aft~r the suppression of the revolt of Bar Cocheba. Her husband,
Meir, had been a disciple of Aqiba; and after his
death, during the same persecution, Meirwas 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 Lud (Lydda), at another near Tiberias,
perhaps also in Sepphoris. (See b. Erub. 5Sb , j. Sota
16b , j. Rer. 5b ). Beruria, whose name is said to represent Valeria, was almost unique amongst Jewish
women in being learned in halacllah. 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 qu.oted to her part of the verse Isa. live 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? B~ruria 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 retorted 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 rejoice? 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 A vengiljon to denote the Gospels, which is of course a
play upon the word EVa,yy€ALOV, (see above, p. 163).
Beruria, probably, had no thought in her mind except
abhorrence of the Miniln, when she gave her rather
severe answer. The expression "children for Hell"
(Gehenna) suggests a comparison with the phrase
Matt. xxiii. 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 denunciation 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.
RABBI (JEHUDAH HA-QADOSH) AND A MIN.

(88) b. aull. 87a.-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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iVa 13J, p'or, /0, he tlMIt f01~metlt tlte mountain,f;
and [lteJ lilat (~reatetll tlte z()ind.' -He [Rabbi J
said to hiln, 'Fool, look at the end of the
verse, TIle Lord of Hosts is Itis na1Jzc.' He
[the l\lin] said to him, 'Give me time, three
days, and I ,viII refllte you.' Rabbi sat three
days fasting. 'Vhen he was about to eat,
they said to him, "fhe Min is standing at the
gate.' He said CPs. lxix. 21J, Tltey gave 11lC
ako gall for rny 1Jzcat. He [the Min] said to
him, 'Rabbi, I bring thee good tidings.
Thine enem)T hath not found an answer, and
hath fallen from the roof and he is dead.' He
[Rabbi] said to him, '''Tilt thou dine ,,,,ith
me ? ' He said 'Yes.' After they had eaten
and drunk, he [Rabbi] said to him, ,,,Tilt
thou drink the cup of blessing or recei':-e 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.'
Cmn1nentary.-This cllrious 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 recorded of Rn. Gamliel II. 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. 13J, another man forestalled him,
thus depriving him of the merit of fulfilling the
commandment. Rn. 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
fulfillin~ 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. 'fhe story is introduced in order to pro,·e 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) declared 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 RD. Gamliel by Cresar (b Sanh. 39&, see
above, p. 281), yet the conclusion of the story is quite
different. The Min quoted the text Amos iv. 13,
He t/ult 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 qf Hosts is his name,
implying tha~ 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. A t' 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 ullable to think
of the rejoinder lIe desired.
In return for his
welcome news, he was pressed to stay to dinner; and
at the end of tile meal his host offered him his choice
between drinking the cup of blessing and receiving
forty gold pieces. The Rabbi supposed that being a
1\1 in, he would not care to act as a Jew by making
the responses after the benedictions, and might prefer
to recei,re a reward in money. 'fhe l\fin, however,
chose the formerll whereupon, so the story goes, a voice
fronI 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 l\fishnah, who died A.D. 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 U sha, Shefaram, Beth Shearim and Sepphoris.
l.'he last-named city may be regarded as especially his
place of residence, since he dwelt there seventeen
years and died there. W e may suppose that the
4
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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 l\fin to Rabbi. And since this is
identical with a question addressed to Ro. Gamliel
by Cresar, 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 l\1in,
however, is more interesting than the first; and the
remark of R. Jitz~aq, 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' (n':1u~ ~]c), might seem to suggest
EV4yyE'Awv; 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 ~lin 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 ha\Te not been able to solve. R.
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Jitzl)aq, 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. J itzl).aq
was a Babylonian by birth, but spent the greater part
of his life in Palestine, chiefly in Tiberias (where he
studied under R ..Jol)anan), and in Cresarea. He
belonged therefore to the end of the third and the
beginning of the fourth century. 'fhe name 'Bar
Livianos'is written in most of the MSS. and early
texts, 'Bar Lulianos' (see Rabbinowicz on the
passage), and in one 1\18. 'Ben Ulianos.' 1'he name
Lulianos usually represents Julianus.
R. Jitzl)aq
said that the family called by this name existed in
his own time, amongst the great ones of Rome,l 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. Jitzl)aq had a disciple
whose name was Luliani bar Tabrinai, i.e. Julianus
bar Tiberianus (see Bacher, Ag. d. Pal. Am., ii. 210,
D. 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. Jitzl}aq may accordingly be explained
thus: the name of the l\fin was Julianns (or
Lulianos), a name simply borrowed from a great
Roman family. R. Jitzl).aq's disciple, -Luliani, may
have been a relative of the Min in a younger general This term, ho,vever, is sometimes applied to distinguished Romans
living in Palestine,88 in b. A. Zar. 18·, where "the great ones of Rome"
attended the funeral of R. J 08e b. Qisma, probably in Cresare&, certainly in
Palestine. The Min in the story is more likely to have been &88OCiated l\"ith
a Roman faDlily in Palestine than in Rome.
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tion, and perhaps had th.e vanity to assert a connexion
with the Roman family.

R.

ISHMAEL BEN JOSE AND A MIN
TWO POWERS IN HEAVEN

(89) b. Sanh. 38 b .-A certain

l\lin said to R.
Ishmael ben R. Jose, 'It is written [Gen. xix.
24J, A nd the Lord rained upon SOd01Jl and
GOl1lorralt bril1lstone altd .fi1·e fT01Jl the Lord.
It ought to have been fro11l hi1nself.' A
certain fuller said [to R. IshmaelJ, 'Let him
alone; I will answer him. For it is written
[Gen. iv. 23J, And Lameclt said to his wives,
Adak and Zillah, llear my voice, ye wives
of Lal1lech.
It ought to ha,re been lny
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.'
Co·mmentary.-This anecdote forms part of a long
pa.~sage 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.
I t 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 Jose was the son of R. Jose
ben l:Ialap~ta, 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.
'fhe 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 rai1l£d . . . . from
the Lord. He suggested that this implied the
existence of more than one divine being. 1 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. l\feir. Probably R. Meir had used the argument
in a public address in the synagogue.
R. Jitzl)aq (see above, p. 244), a century later,
strengthened the argument (Ber. f., § li., p. 105·, b) 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. 281 fol.
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R.

}JANINA,

R.

HOSHAIA, AND A MIN

ISRAEL AND THE GENTILES

(90) b. Pes. 87 b .-R. Hoshaia said, 'What is that

which is writtell [Judg. v. 11], The righteousness
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. }Janina,
, W e esteem ourselves better than you. It
is written .concerning yOll [1 Kings xi. 16J,
He dwelt tltere six mO'Ttths, etc. This refers
to us. Y ou haYe 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?' 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 JewsJ 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.'
Cm/t1nentary. - 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. a:anina, was the
one to whom the remark of the Min was addressed.
Rabbinowicz (D. Soph. on the passage) gives a
reading, '~ehudah N esiah' in place of R. a:anina.
This would naturally denote the grandson of Rabbi;
but Rabbi himselfis sometimes so called. R. Hoshaia

cif his
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is described as a disciple. This would suggest Rabbi,
rather than R. !Janina, as his teacher, ~nd would
exclude Jeh:udah Nesiah.
Since, however, the
question is answered by R. Hosllaia, 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
Cresarea, ,vhere 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, TIle
righteousness qf Ilis 1'"Ule in Lrrrael, by slightly altering
the word' his rule,' pirzonO, so as to make it read as
if it were deriv'ed 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 illustratioll 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. 16,1
He dwelt tlte1 e six nl,onths until h,e had cut qlf every
male in Edom. Edam, said the Min, refers to us (i.e.
the Romans, according to a very common identifiication in the Talmud and the Midrash). The argument 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 I give this in full
The Talmud often gives only a few words of a
quotation, although the whole verse i. necessary to establish the point with
a view to which the quotation waa made.
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more generous than the Jews. The answer to this
challenge is given, not by the person addressed,
whether R. IJanina 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. scriptures. He could hardly have been a Jew; for, as
remarked in connexion with another anecdote (see
above, p. 224)t a Jew, even though he were a Jewish
Christian, would hardly have taunted another Jew
with the misfortllnes 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 thaQ 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
Cresarea. But there is nothing in th~ 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 Cresarea was the seat of the government, the
l\1in may have been some official in the city who
happened to be a Christian.

R.

l;IANINA AND A MIN

THE REJECTION OF ISRAEL

(91) b. Joma 56b • -A certain Min said to R.

lIanina, 'Now are ye unclean children, for it
is written [Lam. i. 9J, Her uncleanness is in
her sllirts.' He said to him, 'Come, see what
is written concerning them [Lev. xvi. 16],
Tltai divelletn with tlte11t i1~ the 1Jlidst qf their
1tncleanness; at the very time when they are
unclean, the Shechinah dwelleth in the midst
of them.'
("omntentary. - 'fhere is very little that needs
explanation in this fragment of dialogue. W e 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. aanina
in the present instance gives another. The challenge
of the l\Iin 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. 1.'he
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 Je,v
would turn a proud face to the Gentile and meet
scorn ~th scorn.
R. aanina has already been mentioned, not merely
in the preceding section, but earlier (see above, pp.
72, 78).
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 ~1inim.

R. !JANINA AND A

~1IN

THE LAND O}"' ISRAEL

(9t) b. Gitt. 57&. - A certain Min said to R.
!Janina, 'Ye speak falsely' [in reference to

the alleged enormous population of Palestine
in foriner times]. He said to him, 'A 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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This can only be regarded as a
jeu d'esprit of R. IJanina. I t 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 \\"hich contained 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. IJanina, "Ye lie!" The Rabbi
gave him an ans\\rer worthy of the occasion, being
only a witty play upon words. I t is written, he said,
in Daniel xi. 41, a deal· land. l N ow 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. Y ou behold it in its shrunken state.
I have expanded R. IJanina'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. I t 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. IJanina, but the play upon the word
C01nlJl£ntary. -

lt

1 ~:lore correctly, 'a glorious land.'
I have used the word 'dear J in
order to reproduce the pun. Tzebi means' glory,' and also' & 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. !Janina 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. 88 8 •

R. JANNAI, R.

JONATHAN, AND A MIN

THE GRAVE OF RACHEL

(93) Rer.

f.,

§ 82, p.

155 b .-And Rachel died and wa·s

mtried [Gen. xxxv. 19J. Burial followed close
on death, in the way to Eph,ratlt (the ,flame is
Betltlehem).
R. Jannai and R. Jonathan were sitting.
There came a certain ~lin and asked them,
'What is that which is written [1 Sam. x. 2J,
WIlen tl101t art departed from me this day [thou
shalt find two men by Racll£fs tornb, in the
border of Benjalll.in at ZelzahJ? Is not
Zelzah in the border of Benjamin, and the
tomb of Rachel in the border of Judah? As
it is written [Gen. xxxv. 19J, and she was
buried on the way to Ephrath, and it is written
[Mic. v. 2J, Bethleltem Ephrathah.' R. Jannai
said to him [Isa. iv. IJ, 'Take away my
reproaclt ' ! [R. Jonathan J said to him '[the
text means], When thou departest from me tllis
day by Rachels tomb, thou shalt find two men
in the border of BenjaJnin at Zelzah.' Others
say [that the answer of R. Jannai was] , When
thou departest from 1ne this dn.y in tlte border
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qf Benjamin in Zelzalt, thou shalt find two 1nen
by the tow of Rachel,' and this is the correct
answer.
C011lmentary.-The difficulty which prompted the
question of the Min was as to the locality of Bethlehem. According to Mic. v. 2 [v. 1 Hebr.] Bethlehem Ephrathah is in the land of Judah. According
to Gen. xxxv. 19, Rachel was buried in the way
to Epltrathah, wllieh is Betllieltem. But it is said in
1 Sam. x. 2, Rae/tel's t01nb i'n the border of Benjal1zin
at Zelzah. Whellce it would seem that Bethlehem
Ephrathah was also 'in the border of Benjamin.'
This contradiction is several times referred to in the
Rabbinical literatm e, and various solutions of it given.
Bacher [A. d. T., ii. 50, n. 5J mentions one by R.l\feir,
but does not give the reference. rrhere is also one in
T. Sot., xi. 11, where no author's name is mentioned.
In the story before us a l\'lin came to where R.
Jannai and R. Jonathan were sitting, and asked theln
to explain tIle difficulty. R. Jannai apparently was
unable to do so, and turning to R. Jonathan said, in
the words of Isaiah [iv. IJ, , Take away 'lily 1 eproach,'
i.e. 'Help me out; do not let me lie under the reproach of being unable to answer.' (This is the interpretation 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 'i1~ tlte border
of Benjamin at Zelzall, , 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
1l

4
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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. aanina mentioned in
the preceding sections. R. Jonathan is the same
whom we have already met with as having an \10pleasant adventure with the l\1inim (see above, p. 215).
The Min in the present instance is evidently a Jewish
Christian, since no one else (except a Jew) V\~ould 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 interpreted of the ~fessiah, as is shown by the Targum on
the passage,l and also by the quotation in Matt. ii.
4-6. It was therefore a difficulty for Jewish Christians as well as for Jews, that the text in 1 Sam.
appeared to contradict the prophecy in Micah. 'fhat
the interpretation of R. Jonathan was contrary to the
plain meaning of the text is of small importance.

R.

SIMLAI AND THE MINIM

THE DOCTRINE OF T'VO POWERS IN REAVEN

(94) j. Ber., 12d , lS a .-The l\finim 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 [Dent. iv. 32J~ ASh1

Targum on Mic. v. 1

:-~n~~

,,'D-' -'O'i' 110.
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now of lIte former days which were before thee,
since God created man upon tlte earth. It is
not written here (they) created~ but (he)
created. They said to him, I t i~ written
[Gen. i. 1], In tlte beginning God created.
He said to them, Is it written (they) created?
It is only written (he) created.
R. Simlai said, 'In every passage where the
Minim go wrong, the anS\\Ter to them is close
by.'
'fhey (the Minim) returned and asked him,
'""That of that which is written [Gen. i. 26],
Let us 1nake man in 01tr image, after our
likeness.' lie said to them, 'It is not written
here rib. 27J, And tllCy c1<teated man z·n tlteir
image, but A nd God created man in his image.'
His disciples said to him, 'Rabbi, thou hast
driven away these men with a stick. But
"That 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 likeness. It is impossible 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. 22J, God,
God tll£ Lord, God, God tlte Lord, lte
knoweth. He said to them, 'It is not written
here (they) know, but it is written (he)
knoweth,.' His disciples said to him, 'Rabbi,
I
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thou hast driven these men away with a stick.
But what clost thou answer to us?' He said
to them, 'The three [names J are the name of
one, just as a man says, Basileus, Cresar,
Augustus.'
They returned and asked him, 'What is
that which is written CPs. 1. 1 J, God, God tIle
Lor{Z liatll spa/cen a1ld Ile called the eartlt.' He
said to them, 'Is it written here (tltey) have
spOll'Cll and have called?
I t is only written,
(he) ltatl1- spolten and hath called the earth.'
His disciples said to him, 'Rabbi, thou hast
driven these men away ~vith a stick. But
what dost thou answer to us?' He said to
them, ,J'"fhe three [names] are the name of
one, just as a man says, labourers, masons,
architects. '
'fhey returned and asked him, 'What is
that "rhich is written [Josh. xxiv. 19J, For he
is a !loly God' [\\rhere the word 'Iloly' is
plural]. He said to them, 'It is written there
not tlley are Itoly, but he [l~S Iloly]. (He is a
jealous God. )' His disciples said to him,
, Rabbi, thou hast driven these men away with.
a stick. ~Tllat clost thou answer to us ?' R .
.Jitzl)aq said, ' Holy in every form of holiness.~
For R. Judan said, in the name of R. Al)a,
, rrhe ,vay of the holy One, Blessed be lIe, 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. lxxvii. 13J, Th~lj 1.vay, 0 God, is
17
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in tke sanctuary. His footsteps are in holiness
CPs. lxviii. 24], The goings qf l1ZY King, lily
God, in the sanctuary. His sitting is in
holiness [Ps, xlvii. 8J, God sitteth 1tpOn the
th1'"one of his holill~e9s. His word is in holiness
CPs. cviii. 7J, God hatll spoken in his holiness.
1.'he baring of his arm is in holiness [Isa. Iii.
10], 7fte Lord ltath made bare ltis Itoly arm.
He is fearful and mighty in holiness [Exod.
xv. 11], Who is like thee, glorious in holiness
[fear;ful in praise] ?
They returned and asked him, 'What is
that which is written [Deut. iVa 7J, For what
great nation is tltere that hatlt a God, so nigh
unto tltem, as the Lord our God', wllensoever
we call upon him? ' He said to them, ' It is not
written here call upon thenz, but call upon him.'
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. '
1'he above passage is contained, with but
slight variations, in Ber. r., viii. 9. Parts of it
are found in Sllem. r., xxix., Debar. r., ii.
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 mentioned in the sections immediately precedillg 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. J annai 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. J annai. But the data
for fixing the chronology of his life are scanty and
somewhat contradictory (see Bacher., A. d. Pal. Am.,
i. 552 fo1. ~ also Gratz, G. d. J., iVa 265).
The long passage translated here contains the
fullest account of the discussions between R. Simlai
and the ~fillim. l\Ioreov'er, as it is giv'en 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. \\T e may therefore infer
that the series of dialogues here recorded contains
the substance of actual discussions between R. Simlai
and the J\liniln. 1'hat is to say, we luay 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 ~lilliln, and that
the replies of R. Simlai contain the actual arguments
used in refutation of the hereticp..l exegesis. It need
not be supposed that all the six dialogues took place
in imlnediate 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 according 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 h~m to give
them a reply other than that which he had given to
the l\linim. In each case the curious phrase occurs,
'Rabbi, thou hast driven these men away \\yith a
stick. ' This appears to mean, 'thou hast put them
off with a lllere quibble,' instead of dealing seriously
with their question. So, at all events, the disciples
seem to have intended the phrase. Yet the answers
,vhich the Rabbi gave to the Minim were surely more
to the point than those which 11e gave to his disciples.
'fll0se who argue from plural nouns are adequately
refuted with singular verbs. And it must be remembered 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. l"he
intention of the disciples in asking for other explanations was perhaps that they wished for an interpretation 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 contro\rersial negation. His explanation of the words, let liS
make man" etc., is no explanation. The words were
used before the creation of Adam and Eve, and could
not gain their lneaning from ,vhat was only possible
after that event. If this be dislnissed 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 tllat Adaln
and Eve were already in existence when God said,
Let ltS lnah:e 111arl, etc. I suspect that R. Simlai was
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quite unable to explain the use of the plural in let 1lS
1nalce man, etc., and escaped froin the difficulty by a
pie{;e of haggadah, striking but irrelevant.
His answers to the argument from the triple designation of God are reasonable enough.
It is
curious that the interpretation of the phrase COllcerning the holiness of God is ascribed, not to R.
Simlai, but to R. Jitzl)aq, a younger contemporary,
and not impossibly one of R. Simlai's OWll disciples.
It is nowhere said indeed, so far as I know, that
there was this relationship between the older and
the younger lnan; but it is noteworthy that, in the
last of his explanatiolls, R. Simlai uses the saIne idea
as that '\\rhich R. .Jitz1)aq had used in reference to
'holiness,' a fact which would seem to suggest
that R. Simlai took up the idea, on llearing llis
disciple expound it, having himself been unable to
explain the text to which JitzQaq applied it. If
this be tIlought to be too far-fetched, tilen the conclusion is tIlat R. Simlai's own explanation had beell
forgottell, or that Ile ne,"er gave one, and tllat the
compilers of the Gemara inserted tIle later explanation of R..TitzQaq in tllis appropriate place.
'fhe question, so oftell asked in preceding sections,
Who are the l\linim referred to in the passage? is
of special importance here, because the controversy
recorded turns UpOll a great tlleological subject. It
is known, and frequerltly referred to in the rabbinical literature, as tIle doctrine of ,rrwo 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 ha,~ing
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.' W e 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, § 329, p. 189b • More often it occurs in the
shorter fonn 'two powers,' as in Mechilta 66b , and
elsewhere. But in every case it is implied that the
t1wo 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 Manichrean 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.
38b , 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. Rer. 588 ), but this does not occur 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 1 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 emanation from the supreme Deity, and far removed from
him.
'fIle Demiurgus was, by some Gnostics,
identified ,vith the God of the Jews; and the
superiority of Christianity over Judaism was explained by saying that the latter was the religion
whose o~ject of worship was the Demiurgus, while
the former ,vas 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. ellrist certainly not; and the.
supreme God only so far as he willed it, and delegated 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.
N ow the doctrine of the rrwo Ilowers in Heaven,
which is ascribed in the 'l"almud and the Midrash
to the l\linim, is almost always mentioned in connexion with the creation of the """orld. 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 certainly did not teach that creation was the work of
the supreme God; but equally they did not teach
that it was the work of two deities acting together.
Hence it would seem that the doctrine of the Two
Powers is riot 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 m,ay be-I do
not say there is-a reference to Gnosticism.
There remains the question whether the doctrine of
the' 'fwo Powers in Heaven,' associated in creation,
was a Christian doctrine? And in answering that
question it must be borne in Inind 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 falniliar to the
Christians of Palestine. N ow a doctrine of two
powers in 11eaven, associated in creation, is clearly
. taught in tIle Epistle to the Hebrews. TIle opening
words of that epistle are (Heb. i. 1): God . . . .
flath, at the end qf these days, spoh'en unto 1tS i1~ his
Son, who1n flC appointed heir of all tlti1lgs, tltrouglt
wllom ako lle made tile u'orlds. \t\Thate,rer may be
the precise meaning of 'worlds' (alwva~), it certainly
includes that of the world of which God, according
to the O.'f., ,vas the creator. 'fIle 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 Demiurgus was placed as far off from God as was consistent 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 e,ren as a
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doctrine of two Gods. The same might be said of
the purely Pauline and the J ohannine theologies,
from the Jewish point of view. It is therefore
evident that the doctrine of 'f,vo Powers, ,,"llich is
ascribed to the ~finim in the Tallnud, is a Cllristian
doctrine.!
Of the three types of Christian theology just
mentioned, the one most likely to be fOUlld amongst
the Christialls \\rith whom the J e\\'s of l:>alestine
came into cOlltact, is, bey'ond question, that of the
Epistle to the Hebrews. "rhate,,'"er lIla)' be the
place of origin, or the destillation of that Epistle, it
was addressed to Jewish Christialls; alld it is not
unreasonable to suppose tllat it \vould become
generally known amongst Jewish Christialls whereever they might be, wllether in Rome or in Palestine.
That the Epistle to tIle Hebrews was kno\vn, not
merel)T to the Jewisll ChristiallS of I~alestine, but to
the Rabbis, is indicated by a polemical reference
(b. N edar. 32b ) to the priesthood of l'Ielehizedek,
upon which is founded Olle of the characteristic
doctrines of the Epistle to the Hebre\vs. ['fhe
passage will be translated (139) alld explained below,
see p. 338. ] l"his polemical reference was made by
R. Ishmael, whom we have already met witll several
times as an opponent of l\linim [see above, pp. 105,
130, 156J, and dates froln the early years of the
second century.
We may, therefore, conclude that the theology of
1 This is sho\vn clearly by a passage (95) in Pesiqta. r., xxi. pp. l00b, lOla,
"If the son of the harlot [i.e. Jesus] say to thee, 'There are bvo gods,' say to
him, 'I am He O'Mhe Red Sea, I anI He of Sinai'" [i.e. there are not tw'O
gods but one]. A few lines further down, the same argument is met by
the text, 'God spoke [sing. not plur.]. See helow, p. 304.
j
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the Epistle to the Hebrews was known to, and
accepted by, the Jewish Christians of ~alestine 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. ""Thether all Jewish Christians,
in l~alestine 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. Tllere
were certainly different sects or parties amongst the
Jewish C~ristians, as is shown by the names Ebionite
and N aza~ene. And it is possible that the former
term denoted those who did not accept the Christology of the Epistle to the Hebrews. The solution
of this question I leave to New '£estament scholars.
As regards the main subject of tllis book, it may
now be taken that the term ~linim 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.

ABAHU,

R.

SAPHRA, AND rrHE MINIM.

(96) b. A. Zar. 4 a.-R. Abahu commended R.

Saphra to the Minim as being a great man.
'fhey remitted to him thirteen years' tolls.
One day they found him. They said to him,
'It is written [Amos iii. 2J, You only have I
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known, of all tlte families of tlte earth, therefore
I will vi3it upon you all YOU1' iniquities. One
that hath anger, would he vent it against his
friend?' He was silent, and said to them
nothing at all. 'fhey put a towel over his
head and railed at him. R. Abahu came and
found them. He said to them, "Vhy do ye
rail at him?' '!'hey 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 l'almudist.
Did I ever say so of him as a Scriptureteacher? ' 1'hey said to him, 'Why are ye
different, and know [how to explain scripturesJ ?' He said to them,
e, who Ii ve
in your midst, give our minds to it and
examine [the scriptures].
They [i.e. 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.-'rhe date of this very curious
incident is the beginning of the fourth century. R.
Abahu, already mentioned, was the disciple of R.
J 01)&080, and lived in Cresarea. R. Saphra was a
Babylonian, on a visit to Palestine, and is well known,
tllOUgh 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
hiln, and that, too, on the recommendation of R.
A hahu, accepted by the Minim as a teacher. Froln
the fact that they remitted to him thirteen years' tolls,
it would seem that they engaged him as their teacher,
offerillg him at least an honorarium if not a salary.
This fact is important for the history of the l\linim,
as bearing on their relation to Judaism. There is, so
far as I know, nothing in the scanty notices of R.
Saphra'l to be found elsewhere in tIle Tahnud, that
throws any light upon the incident here related. He
was lleld in high esteem in BabyloJlia, ""here it was
triumphantly reported (b. Gitt. 29 b ) that he had, in
a judicial decision, proved three ordained Rabbis of
l>alestine to be ill elTOf. He was intimate with
Abahll, and it is perhaps worthy of note that it was
he who reported in Babylonia, on tIle authority of
Abahu, the aCCoullt of the abortive schism of
I:Iananjah, nephew of R. Jehoshua, concerning whom
the allegation of l'linuth had been Inade (see above,
p. 211). It does not appear, however, tllat R. Saphra
101e\V
anything of the story about I:Iananjah's
adventure with the l\linim of Caperll:lUm. There
is something so strange in the assertion that a Rabbi
so well known as Saphra should become a teacher
amongst the ~finin, that one is inclined to suspect a
confusion between the well-kno,vn 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 Babyloniall. 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. .'fhere -is no ground whatever for
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dismissing the story as a fiction. The time in which
Abahu lived was not so relnote 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. "That is remarkable
is that any Rabbi should have become a teacher
amongst the l\finim. And if such an occurrence had
never been known, it is not likely to ha\re been
invented. If it pad 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 ellgaged by the ~linim 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 hiln
on account of his ignorance of Scripture, not of his
blundering in finance. I f they had engaged him as
an accountant, they could not have charged Aballu
witl1 l1aving given a misleading recommendatioIl,
when R. Saphra failed as an interpreter of
Scripture. It is possible that the collection of tile
tolls in Cresare~ 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 l\liniln made some sort of a present to R. Saphra,
in return for the benefit which they hoped to derive
from his services.
U
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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
l\linim 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. l'hat they were heretics is
plain fro In Abahu's answer to them. The story itself
needs little further explanation. 'fhe Minim were
dissatisfied with their new teacher, and asked R.
Abahu why it was that the stranger could not explain
the Scriptllres, while Abahu and the Je\vs of Cresarea
were able to do so. The answer was that the necessity
of refuting the l\linim in controversy made them study
the Scriptures very closely. The Babylonian Jews,
who did not encounter Minim, had no inducement to
such close study. 1'his 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 l\1inim, gave his
own interpretation of the text (Amos iii. 2) in the
forIn 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.
'fhe other nations will receive their punishment once
for all and will suffer in proportion.

R.

ABAHU AND THE EPIQUROSIN.

ENOCH

(97) Rer. r., xxv. 1, p. 55c.-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 mention here [Gen. v. 24J of "taking,') and there
is mention elsewhere [2 Kings ii. 5J, to-day the
Lord taketh away thy master from tlly 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'. 16J, Behold, I take away frollt
thee tIle desire of thine eyes.) R. TanQuma
said, 'R. Abahu has answered them well.'
Comme·ntary.-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 Her. r. from which he
quotes.
The point of the dialogue is obvious. The l\finim
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 all instance (Ezek xxiv. 16)
where the use of the word clearly implied death. It
is true that tllere is here no direct allusioll 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 o,f Jesus, since even Abahu admitted the
fact that he did not die and that he did ascend to
heaven. I leave it to those who are familiar with
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the early Christian writings to say whether Enoch is
e\rer 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.
I t 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. l
R. Tan}:1uma, who is reported to have approved the
answer of Abahu, lived in Palestine in the fOllrth
century, and had, himself, an adventure with the
IVlinim (see below, p. 282).

R.

ABAHU AND A MIN.

ANACHltONISM

IN SCRIPTURE

(98) b. Ber. I08.-A certain Min said to R. Abahu,

'It is written [Ps. iii. I], Psalm of Da,vid,
when he fled before A bsalom his son. And it is
written CPs. lvii. 1], Of David~· Micllta,m,
when 11£ fled before Saul, in the cave. W as the
incident [of Absalom] first 1 Y et since the
incident of Saul was first, it ought to 11ave
beell ,vritten first.' He said to him, 'To you,
who do llot 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 ni'~ (took) by
,."E"fe."lCf, 'translated,' and that the la.tter w'ord is used in Heb. xi. 5.
Both R. Abahu and the Minim understood Greek ; and thus the discussion
ma.y have turned on the question whether the Hebrew word was correctly
rendered in the text in the ElJ. to the Hebrews.
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Commentary.-Rabbinowicz (D. Soph, ad IDe.)
gives a variant according to which the question of
the Min is: C"'i' "M~' i1~ ,te C"'i' C'~~JN' i1~YO C"i' 'i1"~~ . it·
This is the reading of the Munich 1\-IS. I 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 : N~~'J "N~' itrt'Y~ nt' N~"'J i1'i1 i1~110 'i'1.
which "seems to confirlD 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 whicll 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. l'he Scriptures were regarded as containing the whole of revealed truth, and therefore as
being much more than a mere historical record. Religious and moral lessons were taught in it, for the
sake of which historical consistency was disregarded.
The principle of deduction from 'contexts,' l~:J'~C
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.
EI'azar ben Azariah, his younger contemporary.
R. Aqiba appears to have heen the first to formulate
the principle into a canon of interpretation, in the
form i1~~'M n,o; i1n.,~n; i1~\CC M'Mrt' i1rt"D c,J, i.e. ' 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.- EI'azar hen Pedath gave a Scripture
proof of the principle, or at least warrant for it, from
18
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Ps. cxi. 8, TIleY a1 e established (c~~,,~o) for ever and
ever, i.e, 'The c~:nco are for ever and ever'; they
are eternally true. This dictum of R; EI'azar ben
Pedath is mentioned in the Gemara, immediately
after the answer of R. Abahu to the Min. '1'he
printed text wrongly ascribes it to R. Jol)anan.
Rabbinowicz shows, on the authority of the l\lunich
l\fS., that the true reading is 'EI'azar.' R. Abahu
did not explain to the Min how he would apply the
principle in the case of the two texts quoted. 'fhe
illustration given in the Gemara, in connexion with
the saying of R. El'azar, refers to a different pair of
texts. 'fhat the Minim did not follow this principle 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.
4

R.

AnAHU AND A MIN.

THE SOULS 0}4' THE

DEPARTED

(99) b. Shabb. 152b .-A certain Min said to R.

Abahu, 'Ye say that the souls of the righteous are stored up under the Throne of Glory.
How did the necromancer call up Samuel by
witchcraft?' [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 preceding 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.

GOD A JESTER;

GOD A PRIEST

(100) b. Sanh. 89d .-A certain Min said to R.

Abahu, 'Your God is a jester, for he said to
Ezekiel [Ezek. iVa 4], Lie upon thy left side, .
and it is written [ib., 6J, and thou shalt lie on
thy right side.' There came a certain disciple
and said to him [Abahu], 'What is the meaning 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 mx years, and
refrain the seventlt, that ye may know that
the land is mine.' But they did not do so,
but sinned, and were carried away captive.
I t is the custom of the world that a king of
flesh and blood, against whom a city is rebellious, 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 Ez~kiel, 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 tah'e 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. xl. 12],
Who hath 1JlCaS1lred the waters in the hollow
of Itis hand.' Be said to him, 'With fire did
he purify himself, as it is written [Isa. lxvi.
15J, For be/lold tlte Lord will come with fire."
[He said.], 'Does then purification by fire
avail?' He said, 'The very essence of purification is in fire, as it is written [Nurn. xxxi.
23J, A li that abideth not the fire, thO'lt shalt make
to pass through the water.'
Commentary.-There is little to be said upon these
two anecdotes. 'j'he questions contain nothing
characteristic of Minuth, and only serve to illustrate
the relations between R. Abahu and the Minim.
1'hey occur in the middle of a long passage, containing 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 MIN.

THE COMING

OF THE MESSIAH

(101) b. Sanh. 99&.-And this is what a certain

l\fin said to R. A hahn, , When will the Messiah
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come 1' He said to him, 'When darkness
hath covered these men [i.e. covered you].'
He said, 'Thou art cursing me!' He said,
'The text is written [Isa. Ix. 2], For behold
darkness shall cover tlte eartlt and gross darkness the people~· but tlte Lord shall arzse upon
thee and his glory sltall 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. Abahll 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 ~lessiahship
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 the~y 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. Suce. 48b.-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. 8J, With joy [s~onJ shaU ye
draw water, etc. He said to him, 'If it were
written for joy, it would be as you say. But
it is written, witll 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 SisOn,
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 statement of the text.
This concludes the series of dialogues in which R.
Abahu was concerned. Several are of but small importance~ 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 l\finuth are referred to.

R. AMI

AND A ~1IN.

THE RESURRECTION

OF THE DEAD

(108) b. Sanh. 91 a.-A certain Min said to R.

Ami, 'Ye say that the dead live. But, 10,
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, W e cannot. He
was angry with them, and said to them, Y e
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 altogether 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.'
Com1nentary. - R. Ami was a disciple of R.
Jol}anan, and thus a contemporary ofR. Abahu. The
Min would seem to have been an unbeliever in resurrection 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.
Tllis 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 [:!\tl. 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, n"nn to, 'according to the Torah'; but
Rabbinowicz, on the passage, shows that these words
are an interpolation. This is confinned 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 b ), \\There
the question is raised 'what is the proof of the
resurrection according to tlte 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 gi,,"es 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. aananjah 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. 3Sb , cpa 87 a, also by the
~1S. authority cited by Rabbinowicz.
On the last
b
line of p. 90 of Sanhedrin is a passage in which an
Elnperor (jC~i')' 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-1\iin----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. l I am inclined to
think that the opponent of R. Ami was really a
heathen, incorrectly or inadvertently called a l\fin 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.

PESISA A~D A

l\rIIN.

THE

RESURRECTION OP 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?' He said, 'W oe to you guilty who
say that the dead do not live. If those who
were not, live, those who have been, li\~e 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.'
1

The resurrection of the body, however, was denied by the Gnostics.
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CO'l'l1nentary.-'!'his passage follows immediately
after the one about R. Ami, just translated. I have
included it here, because it deals with the same subject, not because it belongs chronologically to this
place. Gebiha ben Pesisa is a legendary character,
traditionally contemporary with Alexander the Great.
'£wo anecdotes are given on the same page of
Sanhedrin, describing how Geh. 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
\"iolence 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.

TAN l}:UMA, C~SAR AND A MIN.

ALL ONE

PEOPLE

(105) b. Sanh. 39a.-Cresar said to R. 'fan1).uma,

'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, "fhou 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 ( Cresar), '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.
C01nmentary.- R. 'l~anl)uma lived in Palestine, in
the generation after R. Abahu, thus about the middle
of the fourth century. Bacher (A. d. Pal. Am., iii.
467) admits that this anecdote rests upon a historical
event, and supposes that the emperor referred to
must have been a Christian. The emperors contemporary with R. Tan\1uma were, with one notable
exception, Christians. That exception was Julian the
Apostate (A.D. 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 N~~O C,)~~,~, j. Ned. 37d, be
preferred to the reading I~ O')~t:)'~i'~i in the parallel
passage, j. Shebhu. 34d ). "fhere is, however, no a
priori reason why he sllould be entirely ignored, at all
events in the Babylonian Gemara. I t 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, influenced 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 friendly 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 witlt them in offering
praise there to the All-Good (Kat EV airrfi ~O~a.v 8cdUCtJ
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cited by Gratz, iv. n. 34).
This hope was never realised, and the projected rebuilding 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.
'I'he story before us seems to reflect such a relation
between the emperor and the Jews. Julian actually
was in Antioch in the year 362; and R. Tanl).uma,
though not the Nasi, was one of the few emillent
representatives of his people in Palestine. He was
therefore a likely personage for the emperor to converse with if he lleld any intercollrse 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 tIle
Rabbi would reflect the view which the Jews took of
the overtures of a heathen elnperor, 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 mOltified
at such a rebuff; but it is in keeping with tIle
character of Julian, the philosopher, that he should
have admitted the force of the Rabbi's argumellt,
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,l to be deY'oured by a
1 Vivarium; this is evidently the equivalent of ')":\, 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 wOllld
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
wel"e a Christian, it is 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.
'fhis 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.

IDI AND A MIN: METATRON

(106) b. Sanh. 88 b.-R. Nal).man said, 'He who

knows how to answer the l\finim like R. Idi,
let him answer; if not, let him not answer.'
A certain Min said to R. Idi, 'It is written
[Exod. xxiv. 1J, And he said unto Moses,
Conze up unto the Lord. He ought to have
said, Come up unto 1/1£.' He [R. IdiJ said,
, This is Metatron, whose name is as the name
of his Master. For it is written [Exod. xxiii.
21J, For my name is in him.' 'If so, worship
him.' 'It is written [ibid.], Provoke him not
[i.e. Do not mistake him for me].' 'If so,
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what have I to do with [ibid. ] lie urill not
pardon thy transgressions?' He [R. Idi] 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 1~ot [with,
us, carry us not up ltence].'
Commentary.-Rab Idi 1 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. N abman,
who refers to him, is R. Nal).man bar JitzQaq, a Babylonian, president of the College at Pumbeditha, who
died A.D. 356. R. Idi appears to have tra,relled in
Babylonia, and may there ha,re met with R. NaQman.
His dispute with the ~lin probably took place in
Palestine, as it is said, b. auII. 13&, that there are no
Minim amongst the Gentiles, and b. Pesa\l., 56 b ,
that there are no Minim in N ehardea.
l'he dialogue between R. Idi and the ~lin belongs,
in any case, to the fourth century. Friedlander, in his
work der V01 Cltristliche ,judisclte Gnosticismus, p. 103
fol., makes sOlne use of the passage before us, and begins
by transferring it to the Tannaite period, thus antedating it by nearly two hundred years! In accordance
with his theory, he regards the l\lin as a Gnostic, on
the strength of the identification which he proposes
between ' Metatron ' and the Gnostic' Horos ' ("Opor;,
Metator). But he overlooks the fact that it is the
Jew, and not the Min, who mentions 1\1etatron.
And the Rabbi's argument surely is that the Jlin is
4

1 'Idi' is the correct read ing.
The form 'Idithi as in the text, occurs
only here, and the evidence of the authorities quoted by Rabbinowicl 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 l\lin was a Gnostic, and if Metatron were
identical with Horos, then the Rabbi would merely
have been playing into the hands of the Min.
'fhe point in dispute is the doctrine of the T\vo
Powers in Heaverl, which we have already met with
in other polemical discussions (see above, p. 262 fbl.).
The Min quoted a text, which appeared to imply the
existence of more than one divine being, A 1td Ite
said unto Moses, come up UTtto the Lord. If it were
God himself speaking, then He ought to have said,
C01ne up unto me. "Tho was it to whom Moses
was told to go up? 'I'he Jew was ready with his
answer. 'fhe reference was to l\fetatron, a recognised
personage in the Rabbinical theology, \\rhere he
always appears as the chief of tIle angels, nearest to
God but subject to God, acting as his messenger
and representative, but never regarded as being in
any sense himself God. bletatron is so far from
being identical wit}} the Logos of the .Jewish Alexandrille philosophy, or with the Horos of Gnosticisln,
that he may be regarded as the expression of the
Rabbinical rejection of those conceptions. In other
words, the doctrine of l\Ietatron is the reply of the
ltabbinical theology to the doctrine of the I.Jogos
and to the Gnostic systems. No doubt there is
common to all three conceptions the idea of a delegation of divine power; but, in the case of l\letatron,
the line is sharply drawn between ser,'ant and
Master, creature and Creator. '.I'llis is shown, in
a curious way, in a passage (107) [b. IJag. 153 J"
which describes how Elisha ben A.bujah 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 taught 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 ltim sixty lashes
qf' fire." This was done, as Tosaphoth rightl)T
explains, to show that ~letatron was not superior in
kind to the other angels, however much he might
be in degree. Friedlander, in the work already
referred to (Vorrcltr. jild. G1~osticismltS, 102), quotes,
or rather paraphrases, this passage; "Rei seinem
Eindringen in das Paradies sah Acher [EL b. Abujah],
wie berichtet wird, zu seinem schrecken eine zweite
Gottheit im Himmel, den Metatro11." Friedlander,
howe\Ter, does not mention the concluding words,
~ranslated 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 Friedlander
\vould identify l\Ietatron.
I now return to the dialogue between R. Idi
and the l\fin. The former has explained that the
reference in the text quoted by the latter, Corne up
1tnto tll.e L01·d, is to l\fetatron, for his name is as the
name of his ~Iaster, as it is written [Exod. xxiii. 21],
For my name is i1~ Him. The Min rejoins, 'Then
why do you not worship him 1 ' If, that is, the
name and by implication the power of God is committed to l\fetatron, why should he not be worshipp~d ?
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A question very much to the point, if the Min, as suggested above (p. 265 fol.), be a Jewish Christian ~"hose
theology was that of the Epistle to the Hebrews.
The Jew meets the argument by a rather strained
interpretation of the text: Provol"e IliTIl 1l0t. The
word translated 'provoke' he deri,res 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 alld the inferior being (Metatron), which was
already clearly marked in the original text. 'I'he
Min replies that if there be such a marked difference
between the two, why is it said he will not pardan
YOU1" 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 ,ve would not recei\re him, for it is
written, {f tlty presence go not witlt 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 department. The Rabbi seelns 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.
xxiii. refer, was nev"er sent.
For it appears from
Exod. xxxiii. 12-17 that Moses prayed that God
19

290

CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

himself would lead his people, and that his prayer
was granted. Thus, from the Jewish p~int 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.'
Friedlander makes the needless remark' (op. cit.,
p. 104) that the Rabbi, driven into a comer, 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. 39a .-A certain Min said to R. Abina,
, It is written [2 Sam. vii. 23J, WIw is like thy
people, like Israel, one nation in the ea1 th?
What is their excellence 1 Y e also are
4

mingled with them, for it is written [Isa. xl.
17J, A II the nations are as nothing before
him.' He said to him, 'Your own [prophets]
bear witness concerning us, for it is written
[Num. xxiii. 9J, It sltall 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 A bina of t}lis passage is the elder of
the two.! The passage is of little importance. l'he
l\'lin sought to show that Israel had no claim to preelninence 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. "fhe Min evidently
was a Gentile, and therefore probably u 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 intention, we should expect the reference to be made more
prominent.
'fhis concludes the series of passages in which
Jewish Rabbis meet l\linim in controversy. I shall
next present a further series of passages containing
polemical allusions to the Minim. '1"0 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 COlnmon except the
allusion to ~linim. I give, first, a group of texts
referring to the doctrine of the Unity of God and the
opposed doctrines of 'fwo Powers in Heav'en..
SECTION III. POLEMICAL ALLITSIONS
1.~O THE MINIM
MAN CREATED SOLITARY

(109) M. Sanh. iv. 5.-For thi.s reason man was
created solitary [for various reasons], and in
1

A. d. P. Amor., iii. 539.
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order that l\Iillim might not say there are
several Po\\rers ill Heav'en.
(110) 'r. Sanll. ,~iii. 7.-Man was created last.
And why \\tas he created last? '1" hat the
~finiln migllt not say there was a cOlnpanion
with Him in the work.
Comrnentary.-I have omitted from (109) a few lines,
in which are suggested se,~eral rather fantastic reasons
why man \\'as created solitary. l\ly object, of course t
is not to expound Haggadall, but to exarrline references
to ~'1inim. It should be lloticed t}lat ill (109) the
Minim are charged with believillg in sev'eral Powers
in Hea,"en; in (110) they are charged with asserting
the existence of a being who aided God in the \\'ork
of creation. 'fhe COffilnentators 011 (109) explain the
passage thllS, that, if several Illen had been created at
once, the Minim might say one deity had created one
mao, another another, and so on. It is not evident
\\"hat doctrine is aimed at in (109). At first sight it
would seem to be tllat u£ lllere Gentile p6lythoi~m,
but the ordinary Gentiles are never, so far as I kno"r,
called l\linim. 'fIle Gnostics did, it is true, believe
in 'several Powers' in Hea,~en, but not several
creators, and the argument of the l\lishllah has no
point, unless the doctrine combatted be that of
several creato1"S.
It is possible that tile word
translated 'several' may only imply' more than Olle,,
in which case the passage \\"ould be in harmony with
most of the others ",,,here the doctrine of the ~1inim
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 ill order t}lat the .1\finim might not say
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that He, i.e. God, llad a companion in the work of
creation. l'hat' He ' refers to God and not to ma~;
is evident from the sense of the passage, and is Inoreover explicitly stated in the Gemara [b. Sanh. p. 3SaJ.
If it were in the pO\\Ter of the l\liniln to show that a
being, other than the Supreme God, had shared in
the work of creation, then that would ha'ie been a
strong argument ill 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.
'fhe two passages (109) and (110) are reproduced
in the Babylonian Gelnara (b. Sanh. 888 ), 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
U Ility of God by the ~.finim. Indeed, this part of
b. Sanhedrin is full of allusions to heresy, several of
which have already been examined.
'fJ-IE U~ITY ()F GOD.

TEXT& APPEAI..EI)

TO BY' THE l\II~I~I

(Ill) b. Sallh. 38b .-\Ve teach there

It. Eliezer

says, 'Be careful to learn 'forah, and know
what thou shalt answer to an Epiquros.' R.
Jol).anan said, "fhey only taught this concerning
a Gentile Epiquros, but [it applies] all the more
to a Jewish Epiquros, for he is more defiant.'
R. Jo~anan said, 'In ev'ery' place [i.e. text
of Scripture] which the Minim lnisinterpret,
the context refutes them. [Gel} i .. 26J, ~et us
111all~e !Juan in Ollr irll-age~· [ib. 27J, A 'nd God
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created [sing.] man in his i1Jlage. [Gen. xi. 7],
Go to, now, let 118 go dou'n and there confound
tlleiT' language [ib. 5]; A nd the Lord went
down [sing.] to s'ee tlte city and the tower.
[Gen. xxxv. 7], For tlte1"e God was [plur.]
Tcuealed to }til1l; [ih. 3], unto God wllo a'nswered
[Sillg.] me l~n tIle day qf m]j i1·ouble. [Deut. iv.
7J, F01· wltat great nation is tllere tllat Itallt a
God 80 niglt [plur.] unto them (L~ tile Lord our
God is wltensoeveT" we call upon IliT/t [sing.].
[2 Sam. vii. 23], A nd what one nation in the
ea~rtll is liJ,:e tltY people, even li":e Lr;rael, whom
God went [plur. ] to re(lCe11l unto IlinlSe{f [sing.]
for a people. [Dan. vii. 9 J, Ulltif tltr011£S
were set, anll one fllat ,vas ancic'llt of dayt~ did
sit. V\That do these \\rords mean, according to
[the tlleoryJ of R. Jol)allan? For R. Jol)anan
said, 'The Holy One, Blessed be He, doeth
nothing except he have taken counsel with the
family above, as it is said [Dan. iv. 17], Tlte
sentence is by decree of tllc watclters a'nd tlte
de'Tlla'nd by tlte worll qf tIle Itoly ones. All
this may be admitted; but what is to be said
of un-til tltro'nes WC1~e set? One for Hinl and
one for David; for it is tradition, 'One for
Him and one for David; the words of R.
Aqiba.' R. Jose said to him, 'Aqiba, how
long wilt thou make the Shechinah profane?
I t 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, 'Olle for justice and one
for righteousness; the words of R. Aqiba. ~
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R. El'azar ben Azariah said to him, 'Aqiba,
what hast thou to do with Haggadah 1 Be
off to 'wounds' and 'tents.' I t is 'One for
his throne and one for hi~ footstool. A throne
to sit on and a footstool for the support of
his feet.'
Comntentary.-The first part of this passage, referring 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. JOQanan
concerning the .Jewish Epiquros is usually understood
to mean that such an opponent was to be shunned
as dangerous. This is not what R. J oQanan said.
He adopted the words of R. EI'azar b. Arach, , Know
what to answer to an Epiquros,' and said, 'This was
spoken in reference to the Gentile Epiqllros; but
it applies all tlte 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 l\Iin, 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~q{lr' ('i'£)), which means in general 'to
be free from restraint, thence to act as a freethinker,'
and (in relation to Scripture) 'to interpret heretically.'
'l'he name Epiquros, borrowed, of course, from the
Greek, was adopted for the sake of the play upon
the word 'p~qar.' R. Jol).anan said that the Jewish
Epiquros 'p'qar' more than the Gentile one; also
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that the )liniln 'pe qarlt ' in their interpretation of
Scripture.
,
'The exalnples gi\ren of texts relied on by the ~linim
and refuted by the context have, with the exception
of the last, been already dealt with. l"he last is Dan.
vii. 9, Until thrones tt'ere set, and 01l,e tlmt was a1lcient
l!f days did sit. The Gemara asks what is the explanation of this, according to the theory of R.
JOQanan (i.e. that the context refutes the heretical
misuse of the text). "fhe refutation is found, hardly
in the context, but so far away as Dan. iv. 17. R.
JOQanan, accordingly, understood that the' thrones,'
which the }leretics said were intended for, and implied the existence of, more than one God, were for
the use of tile' family above,' the angels with whom
God was said to take counsel. I t is not surprising
that this text caused some perplexity to the Rabbinical
interpreters of Scripture. In addition to the explanation of R. Jol)anan, the Gemara gives three earlier
interpretations. R. Aqiba said that the thrones were
for God and David; whereupon R. Jose [ha-Galili]
reb\lked him f01" 'making the Shechinah profane,'
in other words, associating a man with God in equality
of dignity. Possibly David stands for 'the Son of
David,' i.e. the l\fessiah; and Aqiba Inay have been
thinking of Ps. ex. i., 1'lle Lord said 1tnto my lord,
sit t!lOU at m,l} right lUllld. R. Jose felt the danger of
such an explanation, in admitting the possibility of
other di\'"ine beings associated with God. His own
explanation, a very forced one, was that both thrones
(assunling them to have been only two)¥lere for the
lIse 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. Aqiba·, according to one tradition, adopted this
explanation. Another contemporary, R. El'azar ben
Azariah, rebuked him as R ..J ose 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, '\vho was sufficiently'
alive to all danger of heresy, should not have detected
the fault in his own interpretation of the text. ".fhe
rebuke that he knew nothing of Haggadah, but only
of Halachah, was llnduly severe; though it is no
dOllbt true that he was greater in the latter department than in the former. "fhe reference to ' wounds'
and 'tents' denotes the halachahs concerning injuries
and ceremonial uncleanness. R. Aqiba, as a master
of Halachah, was virtually Ol1e of the founders of
the l\'1ishnah. His work, in begilllling the codification
of the halachahs, was made lIse of by R. J ehudah haQadosh, to whom the completion of the Mishnah is due.

77.

'fHE UNITY OF GOD.
TO

A~ OI~"FERING

JHVH

(112) Siphri, § 143 p. 54 a.-Shiln'on ben Azai says,

Come and see: In all the offerings [mentioned]
in the 'forah, it is not said, in connexion
with them, either 'God' or 'thy God' or
, Almighty' or ' of Hosts,' but' JH,' a singular
[not plural] nalne. So as not to give to the
Minim an occasion to hunlble us.
(113) b. Mena!). 110&.-'fradition: R. Shim'on

298

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 [EI] or
'God' [ElohimJ, but JH VH, so as not to give
to the adversary an occasion to distinguish.
(114) Siphra. 4 c.-1'he same, in substance, as (112),
but ascribed to R. Jose [ben IJalaphta], instead
of to Shim'on ben Azai.
The saying' is also found in Jalqut Shim'oni,

§ 604.
C01nl1tentary.-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, h,ave 'Minim,' as
the opponent against whom Ben Azai directed his
remark. The Gemara in b. l\1enal}.oth reads merely
'the adversary,' and it is remarkable that Rabbinowicz
gives no variant in support of the reading 'Minim.'
"fhere can, however, be no doubt that' Minim' is
the original reading, whate'ler may be the explanation 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 submit 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
JHV H 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 Bell Azai, the
Gnostics would have met it by denylllg 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 expressly 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
(113), "so as not to give the adversary an occasion
to distingltish," i.e. to distinguish bet\\"een a plurality
of di,rine 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 ~linim who have
been already considered.
In Echa. r. on i. 1, p. loa, is a Haggadic interpretatioll by Bell Azai, fOllnded on the word Echa
(n~'~) (115): "Israel did not go into exile until they
had denied the one only [God], the practice of
circumcision, the ten cOlnnlandments and the five
books of Torah." The l\1inim are not mentioned
Ilere, but are probably intended.
"Tith the form
of the expression, cp. the' saying of R. Jol}.anan
quoted above, p. 181 fol.

Two PO'\~ERS
(116) Siphri,' § 829, p.
.-[Deut. xxxii. 39],
See now, tll,at I, even I, am He. Thi~ is the
'rUE

UNITY 0}4' GOD.
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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
[De1tt., ibid.], A nd there is no God u:ith Tile.
And, lest [one should say], He cannot make
alive or kill, or do evil or do good, learn to
say [Deut., ibill.], I Il..i ll and I make alive.
And Scriptllre says [Isaiah xliv. 6]. 1 1hu-s sait}t
the L01·d, tIle Ki1tg qf· Isra-cl and his redeemer,
the LorlZ oj. Hosts, 'I am the first anti I am
tlte last, and hesille ',nc t}tere it~ no God.'
{117) l\fechilta, p. 66 b.-Scripture says [Dan. vii. 9J,
I beheld, 1tntil th1·ones were set, and it says
[ib. 10], A .fiery strea'n~ issued and carne forth
.froll! before 'li11l. So as not to give to the
peoples of the world an opportunity to say,
"l'hese are two powers.' Rut I am tIle Lord
.'10ur God. I am [God] on the sea and on
the dry land, in the past and i,n the future,
in this world and in the world to come. As
it is said [Dent. xxxii. 39], See, now, that I,
even I, am He; [Isa. xlvi. 4], Even to old
age I am He; [ib. xli,,.. 6], Tlt1lS saith the
L01·d, tlte King of Israel (tnd his redeemer,
the Lord of Hosts, 'I am tIle fiTst an,d I aln
tIle last.' And it says [ib. xli. 4J, UTI10 hath
wro'ltght and done it, calling the ge'nerations
from the beginning? I, the Lord, tile 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, 'I am the Lord thy God,' who
stood up and protested 1
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Commen,tar~ll.-For the general question of the
doctrine of rrwo Powers in Heaven, see above,
p. 262. These two passages belong to the stratum
of tradition contemporary with the Mishllah. ~"he
Minim are not mentioned in (116), but are clearly intended, as is shown by (117). In (117) 'the peoples
of the world' may be an error for 'the l\finim,,
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. 37b , there is another
allusion to the doctrine of two powers, based 011 the
text [Dan. vii. 9J about the thrones. "rhe doctrine
is ascribed to the 'peoples of the world.. ' not to 'the
Minim.'
1.'HE UNI1'Y O:F GOD.

"HE

"rHO WII~I~

ERR,

LET HI~I ERR"

(118) Rer. r. viii. p. 22 d.-R. Shemuel bar Nal}.man,

in the name of R. Jonathan, said, When
Moses was writing the "!'orah, 'he wrote the
deeds of each day [of creationJ. When he
came to this verse, as it is written [Gen. i. 26J,
A nd God said, let 'us ma/~e man in our iT/loge,
acc01 ding to OUT likeness, he said, ' Lord of the
world, how thou art giving a chance to the
Minim! I am astonished t- , He said to him,
'Write; and he "rho will err, let him err!'
Commentary. _. R. Jonathan has already been
mentioned severell times in connexion with Minim;
4
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(see above, p. 216) R. Shemuel bar Nal:lman was
one of his disciples.
.
The grim humour of the reply to Moses is somewhat spoiled by a feeble explanation added on to it.
The explanation is the same as that given by R.
.Jol}anan (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. I have ventured to regard this merely 8S a gloss, and to leave
R ..Jonathan's daring invention untouched. It is by
far the best retort which the Rabbis made to the
~Iinim on this text.
'fUE UNrT\"

O}'

GOD.

G<)D HAS NO

SON

(119) j. Shabb. 8d .-[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 [i.e. God]
a son? He tumed and said [v. 28], BleB/led

be the God of Shadraclt, Meshach all,d Abednego, who-it is not written, JUlth sent his son,
but-hath tfcnt his angel, and JUlth tklivered his
servants who tru.~ted in him.
Commentary.-This is part of a haggadic interpretation of the story, in Dan. iii., 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 tumed 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. ()f
Reuben, the author of this haggadah, nothing is certainly kno\vn. 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.
THE UNITY 0.' GOD.

GOD HAS NO SON

xxix. 5, p. 51 b.-Another explanation
[Exod. xx. 2J, I ant tlte Lord Illy 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. 6J, I am the first, I
have no father; and I am tlte last, I have no
SOD, and beside 111£ there is no God, I 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-or include-Jewish Christians.
But
hitherto, as will have been observed, in the passages
(120) Shem.

f.
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where the doctrine of the two powers is ascribed to
the l\'Iinim, there has been no decisive proof that
Christians were referred to. The follo\ving passage
appears to supply that proof.
THE UNITY OF GOD.

"fHE SON OF

THE HAltLOT

(121) Pesiq. r. xxi. p. 100b.-R. aija 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. aija bar Abba
said, If the son of the harlot shall say to
thee, "fhese are two Gods,' say unto him
[Deut. v. 4], Face to .face tIle Lord spak'c
[sing. not plural] urith you.
Commenta,ry.-This is part of a haggadah on the
Ten Commandments, and ,more particularly on the
words, 'I am the Lord thy God.' In the course of
the discussion many texts are introduced which we
have already met with in connexion ~·ith the doctrine
of Two Powers. R. aija'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 1 is ascribed to the
'son of the Harlot.' This phrase can refer to none
1 The terms' Two Powers' and 'Two Gods' are intercha.ngeable, though
the former is the more usual The Minim, who are credited with holding
the doctrine of 'Two Powers,' uked R. Simlai, 'How many Gods creared
the world 1J (see above, po 2(5).
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other than Jesus, the story of whose birth was thus
coarsely represented in the Rabbinical tradition (see
above, p. 41 fo!.). Hence the inference that the
Minim included Christians, thOllgh 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. lOla), "Son of the
harlot: this is to be illterpreted 'son of l\linuth.'
, ~Iin' is rendered in the targum 'zan,' see Aruch.
s.v. ft. And perhaps the reference here is to what is
suggested in l\Iidrash Tillim on Psalm xxii. 1,' My
God, 1JllJ God, 7i.:ll lJ llast t llou .!orsalt'en me'; i.e. the
God of the Red Sea, and the God of Sinai. The
l\Iidra"ih, perhaps, had in view him who prayed, ' l\Iy
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 tile 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 ~Iidrash 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. 'l'he 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
t
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with passages previously considered, establishes the
close association of Minuth with Christianity.
R. l:Iija bar Abba was a Babylonian settled in
Palestine; he belonged to the group of disciples of
R. Jol)anan, and may thus be placed in the latter half
of the third century and the beginning of the fourth.
THE

U NI'f\.7"
A

01·' GOD.

'.r,VO POWERS:

SECOND GOD.

(122) Debar. r. ii. 33, p. I04 c.-[Prov. xxiv. 21J,

Meddle not witlt them tllat are given to change.
l\·feddle not with those who say there is a
second God. R. J ehudah bar Simon said
CZech. xiii. 8], And it shall conte to pass that
in all the land, saitll the Lord, two pa1 ts therein
shall he cut off and die. The mouths that
say, There are two powers, shall be cut off
and die. And who will remain in existence 1
[Zech., ibid.], And the third pa.rt therein shall
be left, these are Israel, who are called thirds,
for they are threefold, Priests, Le\Tites, Israelites, 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. AI)3 said,
The Holy One, Blessed be He, was angry with
Solomon, because he had said this verse [Prove
xxiv. 21]. He said to him, 'In the matter of
hallowing my name, thou hast spoken in terms
of " N otariqon," 1 Meddle not with them that are
1

species of cipher, or cryptogram, usually formed by
In the present instance
nothing more eeems intended than a play upon the words D'~~, two, and
D'~ne', 'given to change.'
1

'Notariqon,'

8

l'e&ding the initials of several words as one word.
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given to cltange.' Immediately he [Solomon]
turned and made the matter plain [by saying,
Ecc. iVa 8J, TIlere is one and tllere is 710
second~· Ite hatlt neitlter son, nor brotlter.
He
hath neither brother nor SOD, but [Deut. vi. 4 J,
Hear, 0 Isra.el, tlte Lord OUT GOll, tile Lord
'lS one.
'The above passage occurs, almost in the
same words, in Bamm. r. xvi. 14, p.. 66°.
C01nlJlentary.-It is only needful to point out that
here the doctrine of 'fwo Powers is usefully paraphrased as the doctrine of a second God. This confirms what has been said in explanation of the doctrine
under previous heads. '.fhe l\'1inim are not melltioned,
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 tIle 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 1Jloutlzs which
say there are two Gods." In like manner the word
translated 'given to change' (c')'~) is connected with
the word meaning , second' (,~~).

In Pesiqta r.,
to the doctrine
the angels with
them with the
[Exod. xx. 2J.

p. 9S a , there is a passing reference
of Two Powers.
Moses charges
holding that doctrine, and refutes
text, I a'TJt tIle Lord tlty God
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THE 'fORAH.

'rHE' CARPING' OF THE MINIM

j. Ber. gC.-And they recited the 'Ten
Words,' 'Hea1- [0 Israel],' 'And it sltall be
if tllOU Ilearest,' , A1Zd 11£ said.' R. Ami in the
name of Resh J~aqish [said.], 'This shows that
the benedictions do not hinder.' R. Ba said,
"fhat proves nothing; we do not learn anything thence. For the" Ten Words," these
are the very essence of the Shema'.' R.
Mathnah and R. Shemuel bar Nal)rnan both
said, 'It was sought that they should recite
the "Ten
ords" every day. And why do
they not recite them? Because of the misrepresentation of the Minim, that they might
not say, "These alone were given to Moses
on Sinai.'"
(124) b. Ber. 12&.-And they recite the 'Ten
ords,' 'Hear [0 lsrael],' , A nd it shall be if
tl/ou ltearest,' 'And he said,' 'True and steadfast," Service,' and the' Blessing of the Priests. t
R. Jehudah said that Shelnuel 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
~Iinim.' For it is tradition also, R. Nathan
said, ' In the surrounding districts they sought
to recite thus, but they had already discontinued it because of the carping of the Minim.'
Rabah bar Rab Huna thought to establish it
in Sura; but R. lJisda said to hilll, 'They
have already discontinued it, because of the
carping of the Minim.' Amemar thought to
(123)

",r
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establish it in N ehardea; but R. Ashi said
to him, "fhey have already discontinued it,
because of the carping of the Minim.'
(125) b. Pesal).. 56&.-Our Rabbis have taught,
How did they connect [the words of] the
Shema' ? They said, 'Hea1 0 Lyrael, tlte
Lord our God the Lord is one,' and they did
not divide [the words]: the \\Tords of R. Meir.
R. Jehudah said, They did di\Tide (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 1 [i.e. Blessed
be the name, etc. J. According to the exposition of R. Shim'on ben J..Jaqish.
For R.
Shim'on ben Laqish said [Gen. xlix. 1J, And
Jacob called together his S01ZS, and said, Gatll-er
yourselves togetlte1· and I will decla1 e; 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 Abrahaln, from whom proceeded Ishmael,
and to Isaac my father, from \vhom proceeded
Esau.' His sons said to hiln [Dent. vi. 4 J~
Hear, 0 Israel, the L01 d OU1 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 [i.e. Blessed,
etc.], M'oses our master did not say it. If we
do not say it, Jacob did say it.' They ordered
4
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that men should say it in a whisper.
R.
Jitzl)aq 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
beg-an 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 ~Iinim ;
but in N ehardea, where there are no ~linim,
they even now say it in a whisper.'
COl1l,menia'r,lJ.-"rhe three passages translated above
are connected together by their subject-matter, the
Dlain point in them all being some peculiarity in the
recital of tJle 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." 'fhe 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.,
Dent. vi. 4-9, ib. xi. 13-21, and Num. xv. 87-41.
'!'he term Shema' is used in a stricter sense, to denote
the opening words of the first of these groups, i.e. the
"Tords, Hear [Shelna', 11O~], 0 Lf)rael, tlte Lord thy
God~ tIle LorlZ is one.
The second group is referred
to, from its opening words, as, 'A n.d it sltall he,' and
the third, in like manner, as, 'And 11£ Sltid.' In the
liturgy, the response, 'Blessed be the name,' etc.,
comes immediately after 'Hea?·, 0 Israel,' etc., and
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is thus seen to be an interpolation into the Scripture
text. l"he Decnlogue was intended to be recited
immediately before the Shema'.l
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 ~linim.' In other words, both gave
to the ~Iiniln 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 ~Iinim would say that only
the Ten Commalldments [Hebr., the Ten Words]
were given to Moses, and that all the rest was uninspired. Of more importance is the addition of the
response, "Blessed be the name," etc. This follows
immediately after" Hear, 0 L((rael, tll.e Lord 01lT
God, tI,e Lorll i.~ one." 'fhis text is the watchword of
the Divine Unity; and it was in connexion with this
that the misrepresentation of the ~f inim 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 presllmably 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 tl.!.is case the text would read, "The Lord
our God the I-"ord, is one"; and perhaps this form
1 In the Jewish Quarterly Review, April 1903, p. 392 fT., there is a. very
interesting account of a. papyrus fragment in Hebre\v, containing the Decalogue imm,ediately folkrwed by the Shema'. The fragment appears to da.te
frolll the first ~ntury 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
l\linim; 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 discontinued o\\Ting to the Minim, refer, I think, to the
recital of the Decaloglle 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,
I include here another passage, in which mention is
made of ordinances directed against the Minim.
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(126) 1\;1. Ber. ix. 5.-AII who cOllcluded benedictions in the sanctuary used to say 'from the
world' [i.e. from of old]. After the l\Iinim
corrupted [religion] and said that there was
only one world, they ordered that they should
say' from world to world' [i.e, 'froln age to
age,' 'for ev"er and ever 'J. And they ordered
that a man should greet his companion with
the N arne, as it is said [Ruth ii. 4], And,
bellold, Boa.z went, etc.
This passage is from the l\1ishnah, and tllUS older
than the three previous ones. Although the l\finim
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 N eh. ix. 5, and the reason for it a
recollection of the Sadducees. I t is true that the
Minim are said to ha,re denied the doctrine of
Immortality; but, as has been already shown (see
above, p. 232 fo!' ), what they really denied was
the Scripture proof of the doctrine. Moreo,rer, the
liturgical alteration referred to in (126) seems a rather
feeble counterblast against a denial of Immortality.
Gratz (G. d. J., iVa 458) suggests the revolt of
Bar Cocheba, 135 A.D., 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 e,ridence for the suggestion. It is
remarkable that the Mishnah passes over in silence
the famous change in the liturgy made by Gamliel II.
at J abneh, 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 N arne, i.e. the sacred name
JH'TH, 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 precautions against Minuth seem to imply a time when
~linim might be expected to be present in the synagogues 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. Uananel, in his 'colnmentary on the
passage, appears to have read in his text of Pesal).im
that the ordinance was made in Usha. If this rests
on anything historical, then the date would be that
of the falnous assembly at U sha, held after the
suppression of the revolt of Bar Cocheba, say abollt
140 A.D. But in the references to the decrees of that
assembly, no mention is made of liturgical changes,
or of the Minim. '!'he attention of the assembly
seems to have been mainly given to questions affecting 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 mentions U sha. On the whole, while disclaiming any
certainty, I think it is probable that the liturgical
changes referred to in the passages under consideration were made by the assembly at J abneh, 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 c , d.-Another explanation [Exod. xxxii. 13J: Rernember Abrallam
[Isaac and Israel].
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,' etc.
Comnlcntary.-This passage is of interest only as
showing that to deny the Scripture warrant for immortality is a sign of l\1inuth. For the attitude of
the l\linim to the doctrine of Immortality, see above,
pp. 232, 280. '£he rest of the passage quoted has
nothing to do with Minuth. R. Levi was a younger
contemporary of R. JO}.lanan.
SEC'l"ION IV. MISCELLANEOUS PASSAGES
RE~"ERRING TO MINIM, MINUTH
THE GROUND OF DEPARTURE G~'" THE MINIM

(128) T. Meg. iv. 37.-Hence R. Shim'on ben

El'azar 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 Erfun MS.
of Tosephta reads, 'The answer which Moses gave to

-816

CHRISTIANITY IN TALMUD

Aaron,' which is obviously an error. l~he' ground
of departure' of the Minim would seeln to be the
rejection of the authority of l\Ioses implied in the
act of making the calf. R. Shim'on ben EI'azar was
a disciple of R. l\leir, in the second half of the second
century. There is nothing to identify the l\liniol
with Christians in this passage; what is said would
apply to all Jewish heretics.
In (129) b. Meg. 25 b there is a somewhat difFerent version of the above passage. R. Shim'on ben
EI'azar 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 1\'IS8.] have gone
astray; for it is said [Exod. xxxii. 24], I cast it in tlte
fire, and there came out tllis 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

NOT GIVE PLACE TO THE MI~Il\I

(130) T. Par. iii. 3.-They said, in the presence of

R. Aqiba, in the name of R. Ishma'el, Cups of
stone wer.e 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 l\finim 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. 3, where the
speaker is R. Jose, and the printed text has C~i"'~ in
place of l't)~~; (ii) T. Joma iii. 2, where the speaker
is R. Aqiba. "fhe subject-Inatter in every case is
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different. The Mishnah in Joma does not contain
the phrase; but in the Babylonian Gemara, J oma
40 b, it is quoted in a Baraitha apparently from the
Tosephta. Here the printed text has C'i"'~ in place
of l~~~~; 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.J. In the time of R. Aqiba (or R. Jose, i.e.
probably R. Jose ben IJalaphta) the ritual in quc8tion
was no longer practised, having ceased to be possible
when the rremple was destroyed. The discussion
upon them ,vas therefore purely academic. Accordingly 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 performed in the time of R. Aqiba, it would be more
easy to understand that the Minim might ha,re found
occasion to criticise, and in some way to 'hulnble,'
the Jews. But the ceremonies had long been disused, together with all else that depended upon the
existence of- the Telnple.
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. Aqiba (or R. Jose)
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 eOlnmentators on the passage in b..Joma 40 b ,
where the discussion refers to the seape-goat, explain
that the l\finim will say that Azazel, for whom the
seape-goat was intended, ,"ras a second God, and
thus will taunt tIle J e'vs with admitting the doctrine
of 'l'wo Powers. But that criticism on the part of
tIle Minim, if it were made at all, would be applicable to the original text in I-Jev. x\Ti., not merely to
one sInal1 detail of the ritual conllected with the
seape-goat. And as for the reference to the 'cups
of stone' hung on tile horns of the oxen, it is hard
to see what this has to do with l\Iinuth, or why tIle
Minim should object to it Inore 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 seape-goat,
then it might be pointed out that these two are
lnentioned 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 und.erlies 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 .MishnIh, and
by the fact that in two other passages of b. J oma, 19b
and 53 b , 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 'femple, at least it is probable they
did so. But there mig-ht, 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 Aqiba protested were, in his judgment, Sadduceall. 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 question whether it would have been worth while for
R. Aqiba to have referred to a virtually extinct
opponent. 'fIle l\linim, whoever tlley were, were
by no IneallS extillct 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 \vhich he felt
to be real.

A

CANON OF MINUTH.

(131) Ber. r. xlviii. 6, p. 97b , C.-R. Jonathan said,

Everywhere that ' hypocrisy' (i1~~~i1) occurs in
verse, the Scripture speaks of Minuth; and
the common element in them all is [indicated
by Isa. xxxiii. 14], The sinners i-n ZiOll are
afraid >- trembling Itatlt seized th·e hypocrites.
Commentary.-This is really only an obiter dictUrJl
a

3~O

CHRISTIANITY IN '!'ALMUD

founded on the text in Isaiah. I t never was applied
as a regular canon of interpretation. I t amounts to
little more than the assertion that the essence of
Minuth is 'hypocrisy.' l'he 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 pretence of being religious, or the fact of being irreligious; thus, either' hypocrisy' or ' godlessness.' R.
JOllathan accordingly declared that l\finuth consisted
in hypocrisy, an outward professioll of religion, i.e.
the Jewish religion, togetller 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
hiln by the occurrence of the word 'hypocrites,'
wllen he was expounding the text in Isaiah.
For R. Jonathan, see above, pp. 216, 254.

A

CHANCE FOR THE MINIM.

"

I

HAVE HARDENED

PHAltAOH'S HEART"

(132) Shem. r. xiii. 3, p. 24b .-Another explana-

tion: For I Itave hardened /tis heart [Exod. x.
1]. R. J o~anan said, 'Here is an "opening
of the mouth" for the Minim to say, It was
not in his [l~haraoh~s] power that he should
repent, as it is said, For I have hardened his
Iz,eart.' R. Shiln'on ben Laqish said to him,
, l~et the mouth of the Minim be shut! But
[Prove iii. 34], 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 \\'icked. '\Then 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 uncleanness to thy uncleanness.'
Commentary.-R. Jo1)anan and his colleague R.
Shim'on ben Laqish have been frequently mentioned.
They lived in rfiberias 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 D. 1) says that "the l\finim 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 interpretation is incorrect.
Yet the argument of R.
Shim'on ben Laqish 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 ..lolJanan
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
he justly punished for his sins. That many Gnostics
thought that the God of the O.'f. 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 he
frequently debated between }Iinim alld Jews; and
this we have not found to be the case.
An alternative interpretation is not impossible.
W e 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 renew them to repentance. The writer of the epistle applies this to
tllose who u'ere once enlightened . . . . and fell away.
And, of course, such a case as that of Pharaoh does
110t 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 impossibility 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. J ol)anan
might with justice say that the text which he quoted,
I have hardened his Ileart, bore out the doctrine
which he supposed the l\finim 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.
I t 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 Pharaoh [cp.. Exod.. ix.
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16J, , For this very p1trpOse did I raise tflee ltp, tflat
I migllt show in tliee m.y power, a1'td tltaf 1Jl.y name
might be p1tblished llbToall ill {lll the cartlt.' ~"o tlten
he lUlth lnercy 01l u~ltom Itc will, altil u'}lon~ he zeill lte
luLrdenetll.
rrhat 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 tlle two
epistles as to Inake it probable that the idea of the
unconditional sovereignty of God would be acceptable to the readers of the Epistle to the Hebrews.
On the whole, therefore, while admitting that the
~Iinim in the present passage Inay represent (';nostics,
I think it more probable that, as elsewhere, so here
they denote .Jewish Christians holding the doctrines
of the Epistle to the Hebre\\Ts.
FC)Ult CL.ASSES OF }\IIXI:\I

(133) Jalq~ Shim., Ps. Ix. 9 (7). - Another explanation CPs. Ix. 9], Gilcflll i/.,· nl./ /le.
R.
Shim'on ben Laqish said, ' If tIle ~linim say to

t}lee that the Holy One, Blessed be He, doth
not revive the dead, say to them, Behold
Elijah, who was of l~ishbi ill Gilead, testifying
that I have re\Tived the dead by his hand. L1 nd
JlfrLnassc!t is nline. If they say to thee that
the Holy ()ne, Blessed be He, doth not
receive repentance, say to them, Behold
l\1anasseh, testifying that I received him in
repentance, as it is said [2 Chron. xxxiii. 13],
A nll lie prayed to tlte Lorl].; and !I.e was
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intreatcd qf Ili1n, {t1~d heaTd llis prayC1·.
Epll-r·ai-m is the difence of 1Jly fiend. And if
they say unto thee that the Holy' One, Blessed
be He, doth not visit the barren, Behold
Elkanah of \\;"hom it is written [1 Sam. i. 1],
A son qf ToflU, a ~a01~ qf Zoph, an Epllraimite,
testifying that I visited Hannah. Judalt is my
t~ceptre.
And if they say unto thee that the
Holy One, Blessed be He, doth IlOt deliver
from the fire~ Behold l:IanaIliah and his companions testifying that He delivered them
from the fire; as it is said [Dan. i. 6], Now
a1no1~g th,elll were oj!> tlte CllildTcn qf J'ltdah,
Daniel, Qan-a1lialt.
Cornmentary.-'fhe abov"e passage occurs, with no
illlportant variations, ill Balnm. l". xiv'. 1; and in
'j"anQunla, Nissa, § 30. The author is undoubtedly
R. Shim'on ben Laqish, as Bacher points out.
'fhe text of Ps. Ix. 9 is not interpreted, but is
fOl·ced by sheer violence to suggest a refutation of
four heretical doctrines, '\\rhich are ascribed to the
~fininl. It is only indeed in connexion with the first
heresy, v"iz., the denial of the resurrection of ttle
dead, tllat the l\finim are mentioned; but they are
clearly intended in all fOllr instances of alleged
heresy.
l\'1oreover, the heresy that God does not
recei,re a penitent is expressly ascribed to the Minim
in the passage translated above (p. 320), where the
refutation is given by R. Shim'on ben Laqish. I do
110t 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 mell from the fire. Who,
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therefore, are meant by the ~linim in these two
instances, I am unable to suggest.

"T

ORDS OF THE l\IINIM

(134) Siphri, § 48, p. 84 a.-R. Shim'on ben l\lenasja
says [Prove v. 15J, Drink u'aters out of tIline
OW1t u"ell, drink the waters of thy creator;
and do not drink foul waters, lest thou be
dra"\\Tn with the words of the l\finim.
('1onllne·nfary. - R. Shim'oIl ben l\lenasja was a
contemporary of R. J ehudah l1a-Qadosh, in the
beginning of the third century.
r.rhe application of the text in Prov'. v. 15 to the
l\Iinim is chiefly of interest because it is found in an
early ~fidrash. In itself it contains nothing new.
\\T e have already seen that this chapter of Proverbs
was by other Rabbis interpreted in reference to
Minuth (see above, p. 185).
92.

""rHE"\"" THA~" HATE

l\IE."

·rHE l\II~I:\1

(135) Siphri, § 331, p. 140a.--{De.ut. xxxii. 41 J,

I u'ill rerl(!er vengcance to lnine adversaries,
these are the Cuthiim. [Samaritans J; as it is
said [Ezra iv. 1], A 1Zll tIle adve1·sa,.ies qf J'ltdah
a1zd Benjallli1~ Ilea~rd fllat tlte ch.ildre'n qf the
captivi(1J !t'cre b1tilding tlte TeTJlplc. A nd I will
'·cconlpen,,~e tlleJJl tllat Ilate 'Inc, these are the
~Iillim; and thus He [i.e God, in Scripture]
sait}l CPs. cxxxix. 21, 22J, Do I not lIate tkel1l
Wllich Ilate illce, 0 Lord? a'll,d am I 1l,Ot grieved
witll th,ose that rise 'lip against thee? I hate
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tlteln witlt a pe1:fect ltatred the!J It{lVe become
as enc'nlies to l1le.
C01Jlmentary.-Observe that the Minim are here
distinguished from the SamaritaIls.
In a few
passages the reading varies betweell Minim and
Cuthiiln.
For the application of Ps. cxxxix. 21, 22 to the
~Iinim, see above, p. 156, ""here R. Ishmael cites the
same text in reference to the books of the Minim.
J.

A

REPIJY 'fO THE MIXIl\I.

GE~EAL()GIES

(136) b. B. Bath. r. 91 a.-And R. I:Ianan bar

Rabba said that Rab said, 'I'he mother of
Abraham was Amathlai batll Carnebo; the
mother of Haman ,vas Amathlai bath Orbathi ;
and thy signs are, ' Unclean, unclean,' 'Clean,
clean.' TIle motller of David was Nizzebath
bath Adael, the mother of Samson was Zelalponith, and his sister Nesiin. To what does
this tend? 1"0 an answer to the l\linim.
CO'1Jllllcntary.-R. B:anan b. Rabba was a son-inlaw of Rab, the disciple of R. J ehudah ha-Qadosh,
WllO carried to Babylonia the tradition embodied in
the l\Iishnah.
Rab is the sole authority for the
names of personages in the abo,"e list. He may
have invented them. Only one, Zelalponith, is found
in the O.T., and that, in a slightly different form,
1 Chr. i,". 3. 'Vhether 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] hay'e
been handed down to us, orally, by the prophets."
Why the Millim, whether Gnostics or Jewish
Christians, should have been curious on the subject,
I do not know. Possibly the reference to 'endless
genealogies,' 1 rrim. i. 3, may have some bearing on
the point.
THE IVIIXIl\'1 AND THE NE\,r l\fOON

(137) M. R. lla-Sh., ii. I.-If they do not know
him, they send another with him to ,rouch 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.
COl1zmentary.-This passage is from the l\Iishnah,
and its extreme terseness of style requires sOlne expansion. The subject under discussion is the question
of determining the time of new moon, the time upon
which depended the date of the festivals ill the succeeding month. r.rhe beginning of the month was
the day on ·which the new moon was first seen after
conjunction with the sun. Evidence was therefore
taken from those who had seen the new moon. Such
witnesses Inust of course be trustworthy; therefore
(and here our passage begins), if a witness was unknown 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 reading 'Minim ' [l'~lloJ is the correct one. It is the reading 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 b .) 'l'he verse of
the }lishnah immediately following (R. ha-Sh., ii.
2) mentions the Samaritans [c'ln,~], as having introduced some corrupt practice. l'hus the Mishnah is
aware that the Samaritans are not the same as the
l\Iinim, and therefore the mention of tile MinilD 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 [t'o,n'~:1] who
also introduced corrupt practices. 'fhe rrosephta
gives this story [R. ha-Sh., i. 15J, and does not say
anything about the Minim. I t 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." [Therefore tlley sought to influence the calculation upon
which the day of tIle feast ultimately depended.]
The Palestinian Gemara R. ha-Sh. 57 d , in its comments upon the alleged con·upt practices appears to
depend upon the notice in Tosephta just mentioned.
'l'he l\linim are not referred to by name. I t is stated
that the' corrupt practice' consisted in keeping Pentet

REFERENCES TO MINIM AND MINUTH

829

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
'falmudic 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. I t is
possible, therefore, that the explanation about the
fiftieth day being kept on a Sunday does not refer
to the Baithusin, but to the ~linim.
In the Babylonian Gemara, R. ha-Sh. 22b , 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
lVlishnah.] Our Rabbis have taught: What corrupt
practice did the 'Baithusin' commit? On one occasion," etc., and then follows the story about the false
witnesses. N ow the correct reading in this passage is
not 'Baithusin,' but ' ~linim' (see Rabbinowicz on
R. ha-Sh. 22 b ). The alteration has no doubt been
made on account of the mention of the Baithusin in
the story which follows. l'hat story, a graphicallytold anecdote, seems to me to have obscured the reference to the l\finim, and led to the belief that the
Mishnah, in its charge against the l\finim, 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.D. 70.
But the 'corrupt practices' which had to be guarded
against continued long after that date.
In the

330

CHRISTIANIT\"" IN TALMUD

Palestiniall Gemara, R. ha-Sh. 57 d , it is stated that
R. N ehorai once went to U sha 1 to corroborate a witness for the new moon. Thereupon follows immediately the explanation already gi,ten 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 prev"ious to Pentecost.
The Jewish
Christians kept the Jewish feasts, but read into them
a Christian meaning, and connected with Passo,rer
and Pentecost the death of .Jeslls 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 Pelltecost ,vas 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 tllat 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 Pentecost. Since it was the
custom, according to the l\'lishnah, to fix the appearance of the new moon by the evidence of eye-witnesses, and to determine the days of the month
accordingly, Jewish Christians could give e,ridence as
The Sanhedrin, or at least the Nasi and his colleagues, met at U aha
130 circa, and again in A.D. 140 circa.. Probably the visit of R. Nehorai
took place at the earlier date.
1

A.D.
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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 suspicion, because they were known to be biassed in
favour of a particular day of the week for the fourteenth of Nisan.
If, then, according to the reading of the l\fishnah,
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 ALEXANDElt THE GREAT

In Vajiqr. r. xiii. 5, p. 19c, it is related that
Alexander the Great showed honour to the High
Priest, Shim'on ha-Tzaddiq, and that the' Minim'
remonstrated witl1 him for doing so. The story
occurs in Josephus, Antiq., xi. 8, 5, and is repeated in
b. Joma 69d , and Pesiqta d. R. Kahana, Parah, p. 41 a •
Neither of the two Hebrew texts mentions the word
'Minim.' The text in Joma has simply' tlley said to
him'; the text in Pesiqta has 'his COltT·tie1"s said to
him.' The reading 'Minim,' or rather 'Minai,' in
Vajiqr. 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 comlnent, some few passages which merely
allude to Minim, but contain nothing of importance
for the study of them. These passages are as
follows:MI~]M, CASUAL REFERENCES

(i) b. Ber. 7'\ Sanh. I05 b , A. Zar. 4b .-R. Jehoshua
ben Levi is annoyed by a Min, who lived

near him. 'fhe 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&-'!'he Minim say there is only one
world. See above, p. 313 fo1. 'fhe reading
, MinilD ' is cOITect, yet it is possible that the
original reference was to the Sadducees.
(iii) Ib., 56b.--A Min asks R. Ishmael to interpret
certain dreams. There is no reference to
l\finuth_

(iv) Ib. 5S&.-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, '~fin' Inay represent ' Mani.'
(v) b. Meg. 2sa.-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 concerning it. Here, as in No. (iv), Minim
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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 .,,).
No reference to Minuth.
(viii) M. Jad. iv. 8.-' A Min of Galilee' said
to the Pharisees, etc., see Geiger, Urschrift,
p. 146; SchUrer, G. d. J. \r., ii. 318. 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 ~lin. The
printed text of the l\'Iisnah reads Tzadduqi
in place of Min; but the latter reading is
shown by Schlirer 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 replaced 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
perfonned by Rabbinowicz, l has made it possible to
correct these mischievous errors. A few passages
1 The invaluable ~ork of Rabbinowicz, entitled Diqduqe 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 Tzadduqi, or Cuthi, is
the right one. I subjoin a list of' re~erences 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 l\linim as complete as I can, and also as
free as possible from the intrusion of what does not
belong to it.
III the following passages, the reading "fzadduqi is
correct, and the reference is to the Sadducees.
(A.) ~Iishnah (collected by Schlirer, ope cit., ii.
317 fol.); Erubh. vi. 2 (uncertain); Mace. i. 6;
J>arah. iii. 7; Nidd. iVa 2; Jad. iVa 6, 7, 8. (lJ.)
'l"almud. Joma 19b , 53a ; B. Bathr. 115b ; l\lacc. 5 b ;
Nidd. 33b • (C.) 'fosephta; IJagg. iii. 35.
97.

JaCOB O:F CHEPHAR NEnURAIA

A passage has already been quoted (see above,
p. 219) from the Midrash Qoh. r. (on vii. 26,
p. 21 d), in which it is stated that "R. lsi of
Cresarea expounded this verse in reference to Minuth :
'I'he good is R. EI'azar, the sinner is Jacob of Chephar
Neburaia," etc., after which follows a list of five other
examples of contrasted saints and sinners. 'fhere can
be no possible doubt that the intention of R. lsi 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
l\finim 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 ~lin. ~loreover, certain
sayings of his are Inentioned ,vith approval, and the
Babylonian Gemara does not seem to have allY
suspicion of llis '~Iinuth.' I 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 tIle subject of ~Iinuth.
•Jacob of Chephar Neburaia lived in the fourth
century, and is most frequently mentioned in eonnexion witll 'I'yre and Cresarca.
'!"'he site of the
village from which he took his name has not been
identified.
He' targumed' Hagg. ii. 19, in the
synagogue ~Iaradta in Cresarea, and his exposition
was approved by the Rabbis (j. Bice. iii. 3. 65 d , b.
Sanh. 7 3 , and l\fidr. Samuel c. 7 (6) 1). He expounded
Ps. lxv. 2 at Tyre; and his exposition is quoted in
j. Ber. 12d • In b. Meg. lS a it is quoted, but is
ascribed to R. Jelludah of Chephar Neburaia. This
is the result of a confusion between Jacob of Ch. N.
and R. J ehudah bar Nal)mani, who had been interpreter (lC~.,n~) of R. Shim'on bell I~aqish.
Further, Jacob of Ch. N. was in\rolved in COlltroversy with R. l:Iaggai of Tyre upon questions
of halachah~ 'l'wo instances of this are given, and
appear together ill 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 fislles. For both these decisions he was called
to account by R. a aggai, who ordered him on each
1 This reference is given by Bacher, A. d. P. A., iii. 710, 3.
the means of verifying it.

I have not
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occasion to come and he scourged for ha\Ting given a
wrong decision. Jacob asked R. a~ggai 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. 64d , j. Jebam. 4&. The two together are found
in Rer. r. vii. 2, Bamm. r. xix. 3, Pesiqta d. R. Kahana,
§ Parah., 35 b , 86&, Tanl}.uma, Huqqath, 56 b , 57&.
In b. Kethub. 65 a a halachic decision by Jacob of
Ch. N. is mentioned and debated, with no hint that
any suspicion attached to him. In j. Shabb. 17b
there is the following :-Jacob of Chephar Neburaia
asked R. IJaggai, '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 nowhere 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 heretic. His question to R. aaggai may indicate that he still regarded himself as being a
member of the community.
In the passage already mentioned, Qoh. r. vii. 28,
21 d , he is charged with Minuth, in contrast with a
certain EI'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. I t is therefore needless, and unwarranted, to say, as Friedlander
says (Vorch. jUde 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.) W e may also perhaps illfer
that the distinction between Jew and Min was not
regarded, from the side of the Minim, as being a
\Tery sharp one. Here may be compared the very
curious story of R. Saphra and the Minim of Cresarea
(see above, p. 266 fol.). There the Minim, strange as
it seems, actually engaged a Jewish Rabbi to be their
teacher. I t 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. 17b , where R. IJaggai 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 ow~
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. 17b refers to a time after he had becolne 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 rem~ins a shadowy
figure, tantalising by its vagueness, the ghost of an
ancient heretic.
THE PltIESTHOOD OF MELCHIZEDEK

'189) b. Nedar. 32 b.------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], And
he was priest qf 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 rib. 19], And he blessed
hint and said, 'Blessed be Abrahartl of God
Most High, possessor qj. 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?' Immediately it was given to Abraham, as it is said
[Ps. ex. 1], The Lord said unto lny Lo~rd, Sit
thou at my right lwnd until I mak·e thy enemies
the footstool .for thy feet. And further down
it is written [ib. 4], The Lord !lath sworn,
and will not repent, Thou art a priest for ever
after tlte order Melchizedek, according to the
saying of Melchizedek. And this is what is
written [Gen. xiv. 18], And he was priest of
God Most High. He was priest; his seed
were not priests.
Commentary.-1'he point of the above haggadah
is that the priesthood was taken away from

qt·
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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,' i.e. should be handed down
along the line of his posterity. Melchizedek is here
identified with Shem, as elsewhere in the Midrash.
"fhe divine purpose, however, was changed, and the
priesthood was caused to descend in the line of
Abraham. 'fosaphoth points out that Abraham
himself was one of the· descendants of Shem, andgives 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 Melchizedek was the subject of a great deal of speculation 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
[Reb. 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 fo1.). I t 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
t
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an argument against both the Gnostic sect and the
Christian readers of the Epistle to the Hebrews; but
I 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,
lnade use of Ps. cx. 4 in support of his argument. The
Rabbi interpreted the words ~n':1' ~1t (Eng. version,
After tIle order oj), to mean according to th.e saying
qf Melchizedek. That is, Melchizedek himself, by
what lle had said, forfeited the priesthood so that it
passed to Abraham. The citation of Ps. cx. may,
Jlowever, 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 argulnent ·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 I dare not claim to
have overlooked nothing. Nevertheless, I believe I
have gathered all the important passages, and nearly
all the less ilnportant ones. A few I have intentionally 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 e,ridence 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 evidence, 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 Jesos
of Nazareth is referred to, sum up the main heads of
the traditions conceming him, and inquire into their
origin and value. Under the second head I shall in
like manner, after presenting the case for the Christianity of the Minim, collect the evidence for their
142

GENERAL RESULTS

845

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 I
JESUS IN THE TALMUD AND MIDRASH

Is the historical Jesus of Nazareth mentioned in the
Rabbinical literature 1 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:(a) T. Sanh. x. 11 (see above, p./79, No. (19)), "And
thus they did to Ben Stada in Liid, . . . . and they
brought him to the Beth Din and stoned him."
(b) b. Sanh. 67 a (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 Pesa!)."
(c) b. Sanh. 43& (see above, p. 83, No.. (22)), " On
the eve of Pesal). they hung Jeshu ha-Notzri." . . .
~, J eshu ha-N otzri goeth forth to be stoQed because he
hath practised magic, ~o~~, and deceived and led astray
Israel."
(d) b. Shabb. I04b (see -above, p. 35, No. (1)), "And
did not Ben Stada bring magic spells, C"£)O~, from
Egypt 1»

JESUS IN THE T ALMUn AND MIDRASH

845

There can be no reasonable doubt that Ben Stada
is here equivalent to Jeshu ha-Notzri. 1 Next, let us
compare Ben Pandira with Jeshu ha-Notzri. We
have
(e) T. aull ii. 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. 16b , 17a (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
.T eshu ha-N otzri 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-N6tzri; 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 denoud "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 followerg to the Mount of Olives, and was rou~
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 Den StAda that he brought magical spells frool ~ypt; and
the Rabb~ to whom he made this remark, replied that 'Ben Stada was &
foot' This verdict is more appropriate to the Jewish-Egyptian impostor
than to the much more dangerous Jeshu ha-N6tzri. 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 betcrT&TOS.
'seditious,' or at least with SODle cognate form from the root 'sta.' It should
be observed that R. Eliezer does not say that Ben Stada was put to death at
Liid, and that according to Josephus the Egyptian himself escaped. The
execution of Ben Slada at Llid is the result of identifying Ben Stada with
Jeshu ha-Notzri.
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page a few lines higher up, given in the form Jeshua
ben Pandiri. The passages (e) and (I) ,clearly prove
the identity of Jeshu ben Pandira with Jeshu haNotzri.
For the identification of Ben Stada with Ben
Pandira, which indeed would logically follow from
the passages given above, we have the explicit statement.
b. Shabb. I04b (see above, p. 35, No. (1))," Ben
Stada is Ben Pandira.'"
So far as the identification of the names is concerned the case is clear. Do these names denote the
historical Jesus of Nazareth, the Founder of Christianity 1 The following passages supply the answer.
(g) b. Sanh. 107b (see above, p. 51, No. (7)). "Jeshu
ha-Notzri practised magic and deceived and led astray
Israel"
(h) b. Sanh. 43& (see above, p. 84, No. (22», "It
was different with J eshu ha-N otzri, for he was near to
the kingdom."
(i) Ihid. (see above, p. 90), "Jeshu [ha-Notzri] had
five disciples."
(j) T. aulI. ii. 22, 23 (see above, p. 108, No. (28)),
"'fhere came in Jacob a man of Chephar Sama to
cure him in the name of Jeshua ben Pandira."
(k) j. A. Zar. 40d ; 41& (see above, p. 104, No. (30)).
"He said, W e 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 perfonned, or sought to perfonn, 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 two alternatives is the right
one.
This conclusion is arrived at strictly from the evidence as given above, and takes no account of the
a priori 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 Peral).jah, who lived a century before
the Christian era. The second is the Ben Stada who
was put to death at LfId, and who was supposed
to be contemporary with R. Aqiba, a century after
that era began. It is quite possible that the compilers 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 'falmud 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.
.Tesus, 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 wOlnen's
hair (pp. 35, 41).
Her husband was Pappus ben
Jehudah (p. 35). Her paramour was Pandira (p. 35).
She is also said to have been descended from princes
and rulers, and to have played the harlot ,vith a
carpenter (p. 48).
Jesus had been in Egypt and brought magic thence
(pp. 35, 51).
He was a magician (p. 51), and led
astray and deceived Israel (ibid. and p. 83). He
sinned and caused the multitude to sin (p. 51). He
mocked at the words of the wise (ibid. and p. 68), and
was excommunicated (p. 51). He was tainted with
heresy (p. 57).
[He] 1 called himself God, also the son of man, and
said that he would go up to heaven (p. 62). [ He] 1
made himself to live by the name of God (p. 75).
He was tried in Lfld 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 Liid, on the ev·e of PesaQ.,
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
1 Jesus is not mentioned by name, but is evidently referred to.
cODlmentary on the passage.

See the
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invited evidence in his favour; but none was given
(p. 83).
He [under the name of BalaamJ was put to death
by Pinbas the robber [Pontius PilatusJ (p. 72), and at
the time of his death was thirty-three years old (ibid.).
He was punished in Gehinnom, by means of boiling 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 fOllnd in the cOlnmentary
on the several passages.
It is remarkable that no mention is made of tIle
alleged l\Iessiahship of Jesus, even as a reason for
putting hiln to death.
"That are the sources of this tradition concerning
Jesus? And, especially, do they imply a knowledg'e
of the contents of a Gospel or Gospels? First let us
investigate tIle authorities for the tradition, i.e. the
v"arious Rabbis ,"Tho 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 tile
'l~almud consists of t'110 parts, l\lishnah and Gemara,
related to each other as text and conlmentary. The
close of the l\Iisllnah is usually dated at about A.D.
220. '-fhe 'Palestinian Gemara covers the period
from tIle close of the l\lishnah 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, howev~r, contain a great deal of
material handed down from the period covered by
the Mishnah. "fhese two main periods, represented
by the Mishnah and Gemaras, are known as the
period of the Tannaim and of the Amoraim respectively. To the earlier period belong, not only the
l\Iishnah, but the "rosephta, 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 rna)"
date from very early times. But traditions recorded
in works of the 1."'annaite period have an additional
warrant of authenticity.
Of the traditions conceming Jesus, the following are
contained in the literature of the Tannaite period : (A.) Mishnah: [Jesus] bom out of wedlock (p. 48).
Balaam [Jesus] excluded from the world to
come (p. 65).
(B.) Tosephta: Ben Stada [Jesus] a magician (p. 54).
[J esusJ crucified (p. 87).
Healing in the name of J eshu ben Pandira
(p. 108).
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A word of heresy in the name of J eshu ben
Pantiri (p. 138).
Ben -Stada [Jesus] tried at Lfid (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. 35).

Ben Stada tried and hung at Liid on the eve
of Pesal). (p. 80).
A herald announced that Jeshu ha-Notzri was
to be stoned, and invited evidence in his
favour; but none was given. He "ras hung
on the eve of PesaQ [and eve of Sabbath]
(p. 83).
Jeshu had five disciples (p. 90).
The remaining traditions are found in the Gemaras,
and to a very srrlall 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
J eSllS. 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 v·ery 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. 35). 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 relninded 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 l\finuth,
which were often appealed to by later Rabbis. Now
R. Eliezer ,vas the disciple ofR. Jol).anan ben Zaccai;
alld the latter must certai11ly have seen and heard
Jesus; for he died, an old man, before A.D. 80, and his
life was mainly spent in Jerusalem.. We may, therefore, take it as probable that R. Eliezer was the chief
original authority for the l'radition about Jesus; and,
if this be so, then it becomes easier to understand
\\~hy the series of questions (p.. 46) referring to 'a
certain persoll' should. have been addressed to R.
Eliezer. 'l"'he ans"\\rers to these questions show a
reluctance to speak openly of the person concerned,
and a similar reluctance may be discerned in the
]\'lishnah, ,V'hich, as we have seen, does not mention
.Jcsus by nalne..
If the 'l~radition cOllcernillg Jesus began ,vith R.
Eliezer, we lllay witl1 luuch probability assign the
next stage in its development to R. Aqiba.. It is
true tllut 110 recorded saying of his melltiorls 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 l\'linuth (p.
137), R . Aqiba said to him (ibid.), "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. Aqiba something about l\1inuth, and more particularly about his encounter with Jacob the disciple
of Jeshu hn-N6tzri. It is further to be observed that
Shim'on ben Azai, W}lO discovered in .Jerusaleln the
book of pedigrees (p. 43), was the intimate associate
of R. Aqiba. Another disciple of R. Aqiba was
R. ~feir, who told the parable about tIle crucified
King (p. 86).
'rhus we have a well-lnarked line of descent of
the 'l'radition concerning .Jesus, coming down virtually
to the end of the TanIlaite period; for the Mishnah
is chiefly based upon the work of" R. Aqiba and
R. Meir.
\J\'ith this line of descent may be connected the
remaining references to Jesus in the Tannaite period.
R. Galnliel, who uttered tIle 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
rrannaite literature, but in that of the Amoraite period,
it dates, if genuine, from the first century. R. Gamliel
was the grandfather of R. .J ehudah ha-Qadosh, who
completed the Mishnah. l'hus 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 proceed to investigate that Tradition in the Gelnaras.
The Tradition at once di""'ides into a Palestinian and
a Babylonian form. At the head of each line stands
23
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a disciple of Rabbi. '!'he Palestinian 'fradition comes
for the most part through R. J ol)allRll, directly or
indirectl)r. 'fhe IJabyloniall 'l'radition ,,~as begun by
Rab, who founded the sellool at Sura.
The Palestinian 'fraditioll, in the Amoraite period,
adds extremely little that is ne\\T concerning Jesus.
R. Abahu, a disciple of R. Jol}anan, 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 ha\re only repetitions of the earlier statements about Ben Stada, and
healing in the llRlne of.J eshu ben Pandira. A second
illstance of the latter is recorded in connexion with
R. Je]10shua ben Le,,"i, a contemporary of R. Jol).anan
(p. 108). But, OIl the \\~llole, it \\rould seem as if
the Palestinian Rabbis, in the Amoraite period,
ceased to take any interest in the 'fradition concerne shall see, ho"re,rer, that this is not
illg Jesus.
the case in regard to the deY'elopment of the Christian
lleresy.
\Vhen we turn to the Babylonian Gemara, we
find se\"eral additiollS to tIle 'fradition concerning
Jesus. And we are clearly rig11t in placing R.
Ilisda next after his teacher Rab ill the line of
descent. It \\"as R. IJisda \\Tho tried to explain the
relation of Jesus to Stada and Pandira (p. 35). His
explanation was ,\vrollg as regards the first, but right
as regards the second. Also it was R. IJisda who
quoted from R. Jeremiah bar Abba the saying tllat
"Jeshu ha-Notzri burned his food in public" (p. 56).
e shall see, in the next chapter, that R. IJisda
uttered several sayillgs about Minuth.
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The explanatory note concerning Ben Stada
(p. 35) suggests another stage in the line of descent.
R. l:Iisda'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. Uisda.
"fhe successor of R. J ehudah was R. Joseph bar
l:Iija. N ow this R. Joseph ,"ouches 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 ..Toseph 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. "!'he explanation of the llame Stada may
possibly be original to R. .Joseph; but the name
'Miriam, the dresser of women's hair,'-Miriam
megaddela 11Rshaia-clearly is traditional, since it
represents the name 'Miriam lnagdalaah,' i.e. Mary
Magdalene. 'l'he line of tradition here accordingly
is, Rabbi, Rab, R. ~Jelludah, R. Joseph.
Anotller addition is the statemeIlt of Ulia that
.Jesus was a revolutiollary and that he was 'near to
tIle kingdoln' (p. 83). Ulla "vas a l"lalestinian Rabbi,
a disciple of R ..Jol)anall; but he removed to Babylonia, where 'he was closely associated witll R.
Jehudah and with R. Bisda. It is possible that the
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JeSllS-Tradition may have reached the two Babylonian
teachers through Ulla, not through Rah.
A further trace of the descent of the .J esus- Tradition 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 received sOlne of his teaching from A haji, the disciple of
R. Joseph of Pumbeditlla, already mentioned. 'fhe
remaining steps of the general '!"almudic 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-'fradition in tIle Gemara
is anonymous. Such are, the story of Jeshu haNotzri and his excolnmunication by R. Jehoshua ben
Peral)jal). (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. 4~) is also anonymous,
and later than the Gemara.
.
Outside the Gelnara, very few references to Jesus
in the Alnoraite period are found. R. IJija bar Abba
refers to the" son of the harlot" (p. 804) in Pesiqta r.
This llabbi was contemporary with R. Jol)anan. R.
Abahu, another disciple of R. JOQanan, uttered a
parable on the subject, 'God has no son' (p. 303).
But these add nothing new to the .J esus-'!"radition.
W e ha ve traced, so far as the e'vidence allows, the
line of descent of the Jesus-'!"'radition during the
period covered by the Mishnah and the Genlaras.
'fhe q\lestion remains, What were the sources of this
"rradition? Did the Rabbis, who made the several
statements concerning .J esus, 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
witll the "\\rritten Gospel, in any of its forms? 'fhe
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-'fraditioll, gi,·eIl abo've
(pp. 348-9) be examined, it will be found to eontain
little, if anything, whicll 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 lIard 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 J esus-Tradition ,,~as
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 inducement to them to remember it with accurac)'. 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, ho\ve,~er 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, obviouslYt only a
t
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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? "
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 tilne of R. Joseph
(p. 355), 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
l\iary of l\Iagdala was not the mother of J eSllS. 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.e. as an early tradition
not recorded till a late date. The earliest tradition
kno,vs 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. Uisda (p. 354), in the third century. I t is
at least possible that the name Pandira, whatever it
may have meant, was not originally intended to denote the father of Jesus, and that Ben Pandira was
a descriptive epithet, like the nalne Boanerges, 'sons
of thunder,' applied to James and John [Mark iii. 17J.
In any case, the ascription to Jesus of the name Ben
Pandira does not imply any acquaintance with a
Gospel.
In regard to the tradition of the public career of
Jesus, such acquaintance ,vith 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 expect 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 Jeslls, or cared to know much about him.
And for the Inere 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 lnade
by those who saw hiln; communications not intended
as explicit teaching, but merely as casual relnarks 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 cOlne (p. 65), are not to be regarded as
parts of the tradition concerning him, but Inerely as
haggadic inventions, based on the subject-matter of
the tradition.
As to the historical value of the Jesus- Tra,dition in
the Rabbinical literature, little need be said. I twill
have become evident, both from the COllsideration of
the several passages in the earlier part of the book
and from the analysis of them just made, tllat they
add nothing new to the authentic history of J eSllS, as
contained in the Gospels. In general, though not in
detail, they serve to confirln the Christian traditiol},
by giving independent, and indeed hostile, evidence
that Jesus of Nazareth }·eally existed, 3 fact which
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has by some been called in question. But if, beyond
this, the Rabbinical J eSllS-Tradition ha~ 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
ha,·e 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
THE MINIM

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 anS\\Ter 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 conclusions upon some points which can only be flIlly
dealt with when the whole of the material has been
collected. The very title of the book, Christianity
in Talmud and MidrasIt, contains such a provisional
conclusion, so far, at all evellts, as relates to the identification of the Minim with Christians. I wished the
title to indicate the final result obtained (if my arguments are sound) from the evidence presented, not
the process by which it was obtained. I trust I have
sufficiently gu:arded 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.

§. i.

THE NAME MIN (MINIM, MINUTH)

".fhe word Min (l'~), as the term applied to a
heretic, is derived by Levy (N. H. W., iii. 104&) froln
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 JLaVLa, 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 etymology of the \vord 1110, I cannot criticise I...4evy'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 l'O,
denoting heretic, as a special use of the ordinary and
farniliar word 1~0, denoting . sort ' or ' kind.'
l~O occurs frequently in the O.T., always in the
adverbial phrase ,~,~~, (j.ell. i. 2, or the cognate forms;
here its meaning is 'kind,' 'species,' 'sort.' "fhere is
also found in the O.T. another word meaning' kind,'
'species,' viz. :-the word iT (zan). It is found, Ps.
cxliv. 13 and 2. Chron xvi. '"14. It is the same as
the Aramaic word N~f, which is used in the Targum
to translate the word 1"0. Thus, in Gen. i. 2, ~~ . ~~ is
rendered i1'~T'.
Now there is also in Hebrew the word i1jf (Aram.
~~f), which means 'to commit fornication'; and

THE MINIM

868

although the word tT, just mentioned, is probably
from the root pT, it was believed to be connected
with the root t1lt, as is shown by the punctuation,
c"l not C'3~, 2 Chron. xvi. 14. A curious illustration
of this supposed connexion is found in the 'falmud,
b. B. Qamma 16b , in a comment upon the verse in
2 Chron. The passage is as follows :-it'N ~~t'~:1 'in:1~rt"~
~N"~~ , ~J't 'J~r

'CN

'TV~N ':1i C\~t, C'l~rt':1

't'to C'Jn

C'O~:l M~C

: nc', ~'" N:l iil:l M"Oil ,:)~ C'O~:l iON ')on) ,:l ( 111 place of
nO"f, the Aruch has n'JT, which is probably the correct
reading, as it undoubtedly expresses the correct

meaning.)

Tran.sllltion.- They buried hil1l in a bed that was
filled "U'itll spices and 'z'·nim.' What are spices and
z'nitn ? R. El'azar said, 'Different kinds [of spicesJ.'
R. Shemuel bar NaQmani said, 'Spices such that he
who smelt them was tempted" to fornication.'
We have then the word IT, supposed to be connected with iI)f; and tt is equivalent to 1'0.
A
further step in the argument is that, according to
the well-known symbolism of the O.T., unfaithfulness towards the covenant-relation with the God of
Israel was represented under the figure of conjugal
infidelity. '.fhe word i1~t is used both in the literal
and in the figurative sense of 'being unfaithful.'
1~his usage is frequent in the O.'f. ; in the Talmud
the literal meaning is IDuch more common.
I
suggest that as l'C = If = 'kind,' 'species,' 'sort,' the
association of It with ilJT led to an extension of the
meaning of rtO in the same direction; and that
whereas i1)T in ,the Talmud usually denotes literal
unfaithfulness, l~O referred almost exclusively to
figurative unfaithfulness, i.e. some form of apostasy
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from the national religion.
"fhat is unquestionably the connotation of po, whatever the denotation may be.. rrlle theory worked out here is based
on the suggestion of Friedmann in his note to
l~esiqta 101 a, 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 tile 1\finim and of Minuth. The interpretation of Pro,'. v. 8, Keep Illy way .far from her,
and of Ecc. vii. 26, tlJe 7.VO'nlan whose !teart 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.
'j'his appears
plainly in the story of R. Jonathan and the Minim
(see above, p.. 215). Further, this explanation of the
term Min is in close agreement with the fact that
those to whom the name was applied were of Jewish
origin. N one but a Jew could be guilty of unfaithfulness tOl'rards the co\renant-reiation between God
and Israel.
Hence, if the above etymology be
correct, a Min must be an unfaithful Jew; and, in
examining the· various instances where the term is
used, we have found that in almost every case the
Jewish 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 l~O 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 are1st. That it is contracted from l-'~N~, a 'believer,' and
denotes a 'believer in the doctrine of 'fwo Powers.'
'fhis is to give to the word 'believer' a spe~ialised
meaning which is without warrant. No doubt the
~finim 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 1'0 is cOlnposed of the initial letters
of ,,~') ,~" l'~N~ , i.e. 'believer [in] Jesus the Nazarene.'
'l'his is ingenious, but nothing more.
Srd. l'he derivation from the name Manes, the
founder of the Manichrean system, is merely a guess
based on some resemblance in form, and some supposed resemblance between the tenets of the
Manichreans 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 lNO,
to deny, cp. ~'J from ~~J. This alone has any pretension 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

W e 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. ",r e have no,,' to inquire
whether the term was applied to all J e\\"s tainted with
heresy, or wllether 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, l\finim, Meshuffilnadim (apostates), Masoroth
(betrayers), and Epiqurosin ('l~. 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 l\linim is the genus, of which
Meshummadim, Masoroth, and Epiqurosin are the
.pedes. All four seem to be placed on the same
footing.
The distinction between their several
meanings seems to be as follo""s :-' Masoroth ' denotes
'delators,' political betrayers. ' Epiqurosin ' are freethinkers, whether .Jewish or Gentile. ' Meshumlnadim' are those who wilfully transgress some part
of the cerelnonial la\\p, alld thereby proclaim their
apostasy from the .Tewish religion. The Minim are
those who are false at heart, but who do not
Ilecessarily proclaim their apostasy.
rrhey are the
more dangerous because more secret. They do not
withdraw from the community of Israel, but have to
be cast out. ~l~his is the end to be attained by the
\'arious devices for the detection of l\finim, which we
have met with in passages cited from the Talmud and
Midrash. rrhese are, the }'ormula against the Minim
(p. 125 fol.), and the references to liturgical and ritual
variations (pp. 199, 204).
e do not find any such
precautions taken against Meshummadim, Masoroth
or even Epiqurosin. 1'he result of such a policy of
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exclusion would be that the l\linim would form
communities of their own, and thus hold a position
of independence as regards .Jews; but the possibility
\\Tould always relnain that l\Iinim might be found in
the Jewish synagogues. Hence, the Talmud speaks
of tIle l\1inim as a definite and distinct body or sect,
'the l\finim 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 saIne time they regarded
themselves as being so little different from ~ews that
tlley could ask for, and obtain, a .Jewish Rabbi of
unimpeachable orthodoxy to be their teacher.
l'he Minim, then, are unfaithful Jews condemned
as such, but not admitting themselv"es to be such.
Therefore the name applied to them was a term of
abuse, not merely a descripti,re 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 intellectual perversity. rfhis is shown by the interpretation of Num. xv. 39, Ye shall not walk qfter your
Iteart, 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
illterpretation, which is contained in Siphri, § 115,
p. 35 a , is the earliest indication of the meaning of the
term ~Iin. It is in close accordance with the etymology of the word, as already explained.
The question who were the persons called l\finim
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practically resolves itself into the choice between
.Jewish Gnostics and Jewish Christia~s. 'j'hat they
were Jews is beyond dispute. A Gentile is never
called a }lin, lIDless in one or two instances througll
ignorance or inadvertence (pp. 249, 332). A Gnostic
might, of course, be or claim to be a Christian, and
therefore the terrriS 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. '1'0
the discussion of this important question I now proceed, and I shall examine first the argulnents in
favour of the theory tllat the l\linim are Gnostics..
The latest advocate of this view is Friedlander, in
the work already several times referred to, Der vorchristliche jZldisclle Gnosticismus. 1'he 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 Cainites.
Friedlander 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, I have nothing to do. For anything 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.
rrhe most ancient Gnosticism, he says, was con-
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cerned with the two main topics of Cosmology and
Tl1eosophy; and he has no difficulty in showing that
such speculation was well known amongst the Rabbis
of the first and second centuries. 'fhey referred to it
under the names of' Maaseh Bereshith' and' Maaseh
Mercabah,' i.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 restrictions named under which alone it might be pursued.
The text of the l\'lishnah and of the Gemara upon it
are to be found in b. IJag. lIb, certainly a most
instructive passage for the study of Jewish Gnosticism. 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. EI'azar of l\fod'in
[Aboth. iii. 15J, " He ,"rho profanes the Sabbaths, and
despises the set feasts, and makes void the co\renant
of Abraham our father, and gives interpretations of
the Torah which are not according to the halachah,
even though he hS\9'e 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 th~
time of Jesus, we are struck at the first glance by
its r~lationship 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 Friedlander 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. EI'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 connexion with those persons who are said to have
pursued such studies. The long passage, b. lJag.
IIb fol., which may be called the locus claYsil:US for
Gnosticism in the Talmud, makes no reference to
Minim or Minuth. 1 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 Al)er, 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 lCo/r' leoxr1v" (p. 110), the phrase is his
own, not that of the Talmud.
1

Except the 8tatement that Elisha b. Abujah read books of Minuth.
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Having then stated his thesis that the Minim are
Gnostics, Friedlander 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 ~Iinuth (see
above, p. 137 fol.). Then he says (p. 74), " We
would ask, What is there in this passage which in the
remotest degree points to Christianity 1 Nothing;
absolutely nothing. Rather the other way. If our
Talmudists had been able to read the 'falmud with
less conceit and more impartiality, they would never
have made the mistake of imagining Christianity in
this and similar passages." Noone would guess
from the foregoing extract that in the text of the
'falmud, as Friedlander must have had it before him,
the Min says to the Rabbi, "Y':Ji1 ,~ ':J"o~ i~, "thus Juuh
Jesus the Na.zarene taught me." Friedlander 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 references. 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 Friedlander 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 Friedlander" sehr lehrreich," 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 hav'e translated froln the version
in T. Shabb. xiii. 5, \\Thich, however, is almost the
same as that in the Gemara). Friedlander asserts
that the Giljoniln (properly margins of written
scrolls) are identical with the Diagramma of the
Ophite Gnostics; and his best argument is the
application of Is&. lvii. 8, Behind tlte OO014S and the
posts thou hast set up thy memo1ial. 1'he Talmud,
however, does not say what was in the Giljonim,
except n,,:ntt, sacred names, so that the identification
of them with the Diagramma is at best only conjectural. But Friedlander, in his translation of the
passage, again misleads his reader by manipulating
the text. The Talmud says, comparing idolaters
with ·Minim, l~~'~' l~'~:)t) l~M '~~i1' 1~':3' i~'~~C '~~i1, i.e.
" These [viz. the Minim] acknowledge [God.] and lie;
those [the idolaters] do not acknowledge [Him] and
lie." Friedlander translates "denn diese, die Minim
namlich, sind Wiasende nod leugnen; jene aber
leugnen aus U nwissenheit." By using the word
'Wissende,' which he emphasises, Friedlander allows
it to be thought that the Talmud uses a word corresponding to 'Gnostic.' I f 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 t'V1~.
The word
actually used is l~'~~C, 'ackno,,"ledge,, '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
Friedlander does, nor does it increase one's respect
for Friedlander 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 Diagramma 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 Friedlander says it does, p. 83.
On p. 100 fol. Friedlander deals in detail with the
case of Elisha ben Abujah (AQer) 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 passage b. }Jag. 15& about Al)er and Metatron~ as has
been shown (see above, p. 288). And, in his discussion 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. 88b (see above,
p. 286). Now R. ldi did not live in the second
century, but in the fourth, a fact of which Friedlander
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 misrepresentation of the text. The pass~ge is quoted
(Qoh. r. on vii. 26, see above, p. 219), in which R.
lsi of Cresarea expounded Ecc. vii. 26 in reference to
l\finuth. 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." 1'he first pair is 'R. Eliezer and
Jacob of Chephar Neburaia.' Friedlander 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. lsi, who mentions
him. The last pair, according to Friedlander, are
"R. Elieser and R. Jehoshua, and (the sinner is)Elisha hen Ahuja." 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. 1 That man is always referred to either by his
full name, or else by his nickname of Al)er. It might
be argued that in this instance Elisha does mean E.
b. Abujah. But Friedlander does not argue it; he
siloply 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
Friedlander 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 Friedlander pours scorn,
1 Except for brevity, when he has already been luentioned previously in
the same paasage. 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 hel·e exposed.
Bereft of its false witnesses, the theory of Friedlander does not amount to much. Gnosticism, beyond a doubt, was known to the 1.'almudic 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 'Yould 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 Friedlander rests his whole
argument upon this assumption), then the evidence
connecting Minuth with Jewish Christianity is sufficient to disprove the alleged identity of the Minim
with the Gnostics. N either Friedlander nor anyone
else would propose to identify the Jewish Christians
with Gnostics, which is the only alternative. 'fhis
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 Friedlander'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 Friedlander'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.
'.fhe view has usually been held that the Minim
were, or included, Jewish Christians. '.fhat this is
the right view seems to me to be put beyond dispute
by the evidence of the passa~es 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 l\:linim, 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. 16b 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. aull. ii. 24,
it is said that this Jacob' said a word of Minuth in
the name of Jeshu ben Pantiri.' Also in b. A. Zar.
27b (see p. 104) this same' Jacob of Chephar Sechanja'
is called' Jacob the Min,' and he is described as
proposing to heal a sick man; according to the
version T. aull. ii. 22, 23, he wished to do this' in
the name of "Jeshua" ben Pandira.' 'fhis is the
locus classiC1t8 for the identification of l\linim 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 Capemaum and -their treatment
of aananjah, 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.
100b (see above, p. 804), is the phrase, , If the son of
the harlot saith to thee, there are two Gods,' etc. The
'son of the harlot' clearly indi~ates Jesus. The connexion of the doctrine of Two Powers in Heaven
with Christianity is further shown by intemal evidence, 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 separate 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 D. 4, Eng. Tr.), " Usque
hodie per totas Orientis synagogas inter J udreos
hreresis est, qure dicitur Minrearum, et a Pharisreis
nunc usque damnatur, quos vulgo Nazaneos
nuncupant, qui credunt in Christum, filium Dei~
natum de virgine Maria, et enm dicunt esse qui sub
Pontio Pilato passus est et resurrexit; in quem et nos
credimus, sed, dum volunt et J udrei 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 unimpeachable 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 ha,re already ascertained, viz.,
that the Minim are secretly unfaithful Jews, claiming
to be Christians, but yet remaining in communion
with J ews. 1 Hence they were objects of suspicion
and hatred to the Jews, while not acknowledged by
I Note tha~ according to Jerome, the Minim are to found C per totaa
Orientis synagogaa J ; they needed, therefore, to be detected by 8uch devices
88 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 Nazarrei,' the equivalent of Notzri.
This identification is not found expressly stated in
the Talmud, though it is implied. l
I t is worth
mentioning here that the term Ebionite (l'~.:JM), is
nowhere used in the Rabbinical literature to designate
heretics, whether Minim or any other.
The theory that the l\finim are intended to designate Jewish Christians I regard as having been now
conclusively proved. '.rhis may be otherwise expressed by saying that wherever the Talmud or the
Midrash mentions Minim, the authors of the statements 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
"rhich 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 expected 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. Jo1)anan (p. 171), and the Christian
Sunday is called the Nazarene day (ibid.).
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Christians should have ignored this might be understood; 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 l\finim were Jewish Christians whose Christology 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, 822, 840). The
identification of the l\linim 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 Inore than neutral. I t 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 lnarking 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 designated by the name Minim held a Christology similar
to that of the Epistle to the Hebrews. 1

§ iii.

THE PLACE O}-' THE MINIM IX 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 obtained upon their relation to the Christian Church.
I repeat here what I said in the preface, that I Inake
no attempt to give a complete illustration of the subject 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
whell R. Galnliel II. was president of the assembly
at J abneh, and it marks the first official recognition
of the existence of the Minim. Why was it intro1 This is virtually the same view as that of Gratz (G. d. J., iv. pp. 90-93,
and especially Note H. p. 433). I atu the nlore glad to find myself in agreement with 80 distinguished a scholar, because I ha.ve workf'!d out niY 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 ltherefore roonl for a discussion of the problenl
in minute detail such 88 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 destruction 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. Jol}.anan 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.' Evidently there was an assembly of
some kind at J abneh even before the capture of
Jerusalem. R. JOQanan ben Zaccai presided for a
time at J abneh, 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 hamidrash) at Berfir IJail (b. Sanh. 32 b ), and no doubt
that is where he died. After his death R. Gamliel
II., as chief of the descendants of Hillel, took the
lead, and was acknowledged apparently even by the
Roman govemment (M. Edn. vii. 7) as the official
head of the Jews. But when this took place, and
whether immediately after the death or retirement
of JOQanan, 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..D. 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
'femple 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 ceremonial law, though de facto its operation was suspended. 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 inference 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 cessation of the ritual of the Temple. The epistle, wherever it may ha,re been written and to whomsoever addressed, reflects the change by which the
original Jewish Christians became the Minim. Gratz
(G. d. J., iVA p. 433) 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 l\tlinim did not
sever themselves from J uduism, but claimed to be
Jews no less than Christians. l 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 In this connexion cpo Rev. ii. 9, The blasphemy of them whith say they
are Jews, and they are not, but are a synagogue of Satan. Also Rev. iii. 9,

where almost the same words OCCUf. Vischer, in his famous monograph, in
which he show's that the Apocalypse is a Jewish work edited by a Christian,
allows that ce. i.-iii. are of Christian origin. No doubt fOf the most part
they are. Yet it is hard to understand why a Christian should blame ether
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), ho\vever they may have been interpreted by the
Christian editor, there is a trace of original Jewish hostility to the Minim 1
I can only suggest the que.<ition, and leave the solution of it to N. T. scholars.

'l'HE MINIM

385

lines, places the date of the Epistle between A.D.
65 and 95. ,\Te 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 spuriolls
Judaism which was growing secretly in their
midst, and at the same time furnished a means of
detection.
The formula against the ~'1inim was only one out
of several liturgical phrases which served as means
of detecting heresy. These hav"e been examined
already (see abo,re, p. 199 fol.). When these were
first associated with Minuth cannot be exactly determined. The Gemara which comments on the
Mishnah containing them throws no light on their
origin, alld 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. W e have also seen
(above, p. 197 fo1.) 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, l\linuth, rests, it is true, only upon the
evidence of R. Benjamin b. Levi and R. Shemuel
b. Jitzl}aq, who both lived in the fourth century.
But tIle 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.
fl5
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The Mishnah does not give l\finuth as the reason
why the withdrawal of Ecclesiastes ~as proposed,
nor is that assigned as the reason in b. Shabb. 3ob ,
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 l\tlinuth, which had led to the
drawing up of the formula against the l\finim should
ha\Te been one of the causes which shaped the decisions 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 V\re 110t 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 ill which his
deposition took place cannot be exactly determined,
but was probably about A.D. 100. 1
1 I 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 b t
288.) ; and, further, the report of what was done" on that day" was carried
to him in Lftd, by one of his disciples (T. Jad. ii. 16). The excommunication of R. Eliezer took place probably in or about A.D. 95 (see above,
p. 144 n.). R. Gamliel, shortly after\vards, nlade his journey to RODle, and
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In the absence of more decisive evidence, it Inay
be taken as fairly probable that the various regulations, 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 U sha, where an assembly
(Sanhedrin) was twice held.
But very little is
known of what was done at either of these assemblies,
and tliat 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 U sha.
Of the practical effect of these detective formul<e
nothing is known. No instance is recorded of any
heretic having been discovered through their means.
"\i\Te 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. 378), according to Jerome the l\linim
were in his day to be found 'per totas Orientis
synagogas. '
The consideration of the Formula against the
Minim, and the liturgical variations connected therewith, leads naturally to the subject of the mutual
relations between Jews and l\linim. I go on, therefore, to inquire what general conclusions may be
drawn from the evidence presented in the earlier
part of the book upon that subject. In this CODmust have been, absent at least some months. I do not kno\v of any
evidence for fixing the date of his deposition immediately after his l'eturn,
and therefore give it only approximately 8S A.D. 100.
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nexion the story of the arrest of R. Eliezer (see
above, p. 137 fol.) is of great importance and deserving of further study. It will be' remembered
that R. Eliezer was arrested and tried on a charge
of l\'linuth, 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. l"he date of the arrest I have
given as A.D. 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. Aqiba, he had
actually compromised himself by intercourse with a
Min. "fhe story shows that the existence of the
~linim 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 l\finuth, uttered many warnings on
the subject. He interpreted Prov. v. 8, Keep thy

way.far fro'm Iter, and C01ne not near the door

of her
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house, in reference to Minuth.
Also, probably,
Prove ii. 19, ATone tltat go to Iter ret1trn again,~· and
If they return they do not attain tIle patltS qf' life
(see above, pp. 188-9). Also Ps. xiv. 1, Tile fool
ltath said i1~ his heart there is no God (p. 196 n.).
Also Ecc. vii. 26, For slle ltath cast dou,t/; 1na'ny
wounded (p. 138), and he used to say, "Ever let a
man flee from wllat is hateful, and froln tllat 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. 351).
'fhis attitude of hostility to\\Tards, and dread of, the
l\:finim finds expression in the rule laid down ill 'l~.
Uull, ii. 20, 21, " Slaughtering by a l\Iin is idolatry;
their bread is Salnaritan bread, their ,ville is wine
offered to idols, their fruits are not tithed, their books
are books of witchcraft, and their sons are bastards.
One does not sell to them or receive frOln them or take
from them or give to them. Olle does not teach their
sons trades, and does not obtain llealing from them,
either healing of property or healing of li\~es ~~ (abo\·e,
p. 177). 'l'his is not a halachah, an authoritative leg-al
decision, but it represents a consensus of opinion
amounting almost to a la\\r. "fherefore the installces
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 '1". Uull. And it is followed by the case of
R. Eliezer's arrest. l'he rule laid down about having
no intercourse with the l\:Iinim may be fairly ascribed
to the Rabbis of Jabneh, possibly owing to the misfortune of R. Eliezer. In the case of Ben Damah,
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
witchcraft. 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 UDless 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 statement on the point. The story of Imma Shalom,
R. Gamliel, and the Christian judge (p. 146) shows
that, perhaps as early as A.D. 72 or 73, texts were
known to the Jews which are now found in one of
the canonical Gospels. BIlt 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 denunciations of the books of the Minim are those of
R. Ishmael and R. Tarphon (p. ] 55), 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
~Iinuth. 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).
rrhat the Jews, besides hating the Minim, could
not afford to disregard theIn, is shown by the statement 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.). ""Tjth
this may be connected the counsel of R. Aqiba
(p. 816), 'Do not give occasion to the Minim to
humble you.' The same words are also ascribed to R .
.Jose ben I:Ialaphta. 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 l\finim. The
same is true of the story about the false witnesses
and the ne'v moon (p. 327 fo1.).
The Rabbinical literature nowhere gives a complete
account of the ~finim. It relates many anecdotes
about Minim, and also records dialogues between a
Min and a Rabbi. Both classes of statement show
the Miniln in an unfavourable light; but the former
do so much more than the latter. The anecdotes
about the l\finim show them as grossly immoral in
their lives, and also as practising magical arts. Examples 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 l\finim and
similar deeds done by the Rabbis. Alld it is noted
that R. Jehoshua ben IJananjah was more than a
match for the Minim in respect of power to do such
deeds.
When t however, we turn to the records of dialogues between Jews and Minim, we find no trace
of such repulsive characteristics. The conversation
usually turns upon disputed interpretations of Scriptilre, often, but not always, with a hostile intention
on the part of the l\1in. R. Eliezer, indeed, on his
own showing, was pleased with what Jacob the l\fin
said to him. And in many of the dialoglles which
have been presented in the earlier part of this book
there is hardly luore 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, i.e.
the Jewish Christians, behind. The Jewish dread
of Minuth was really dread of the Christian heresy;
and as it gradually appeared that the l\:linim 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. W e have met, indeed,
with a polemical reference to Christian Rome (p. 210)
by R. Al)a, 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 hos1 There are a few ca.ses, noted as they occurred, where the Min was probably a Gentile, not a Jew; but nothing turns on the Christianity of the
Min in such cases. He is merely an opponent of the J e~rs. 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. I t does
not imply that M~nim 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 diminishing hostility between Jews and Minim that the
curious story about R. Saphra and the Minim of
Cresarea (p. 266) becomes intelligible. There we
filld that R. Abahu, an unimpeachable Jew, recommended 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 l\linim 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 ~finim.
'fhe case of Jacob of Chephar Neburaia (p. 334 fo1.)
also goes to show the diminished hostility of relations
between Je\vs and Minim in the fourth century.
And the general conclusion may be drawn that the
l\linim, or N azarenes, were by that time recognized
to be a comparatively harmless body, though possibly
numerous. 'fhey had no share in the vitality eitller
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."
'.fhey had no inherent power of progress, and appear
to have gradually died out.
Of a history of the Minim, or N azarenes, 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 rejected because of their connexion with Christianity.
They were in Judaism, but not of it. They frequented the synagogues, where suspicion of them
found expression in liturgical devices for their detection, 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. 1 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.
I See above, p. 266, where the Minim ask R. Simlai to explain the threefold 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 Powen 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 8everal.
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This hostility gradually diminished; and, in any case,
it was chiefly in Palestine that the existence of
l\finuth was felt to be a danger. In the Babylonian
schools there was hardly more than a vague knowledge of what Minuth was and why it was dangerous.
I have now reached the end of my task, which ,,,,as
to present, in as full detail as possible, all the references which I could find in the Rabbinical literature
of the first four centuries to the origin and development of Christianity. I.Jooking back on the miscellaneous 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
1\linil11. 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 nlention of Jesus. There is only enough to
justify the identification of l\1inim with some form
of Christians. In other words, the J esus-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
~finim, of which so many instances have been given.
'fhe general reslllt of the whole study in which we
hAve been engaged is to show, in two ways, how
.J ud8i~m relea.c;ed itself from what it considered to
he the d8n~er 01 Christianity. It preserved only a
ell;,ele~~ and ~ontemptuous tradition about Jesus, and
,~~Jl~'Y resi~d 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 notiee. 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.

APPENDIX
CONTAINING THE ORIGINAL TEXTS TRANSLATED
AND COMMENTED ON IN THE COURSE OF
THE WORK

26

TEXTS OF PASSAGES TRANSLA'l'ED IN 1.'flE
}"OREGOING P..\ GES.
(1) p. 35.

b. Shabb. 104b : -

"T~""~ . . ~., 1M; .,~tt It-'~r1 :,.,m~ ,~ 'C"D~"

"Tl'~ ')'~ M~"'C~ C"'%-o~ c.,tc~ N'3:';' N'OC ,~ N;;" C"~~M'

,'N'

,~ N'~O ,~] c"~,mM ,~ M'N., ''''N''~~
M';' Mo,m " .,,~~
C'~I:) ;,~ ~, ... ,~~ ;,,~ It,~O
N'CM '., ,~lt N'" It.,... .,~E)

,,:1

1:1

'~.,''CN'~ .,~,;, N'm~ N":l~ C"~ "~N N'~C '~N N'M M"M'
: [:"1":1~ N, n~o N~"':1~'t~
The passage enclosed in [ ], which occurs also in b. Sanh. 67&,
is not found in the modern Editions; it is supplied from Rabbinowicz, Diqdnqe Sopherim, on the authority of t,he Munich and
Oxford Mas, and the older Editions.

(2) p.41.
b. ~agg. 4b N;:t :-r~c~ 1'" "'~:1 N'i' "btM~ .,~~ ': :'0" :1,
-0 ,~-,~ ~"

NM ,~ , ... It M"'~~T N;~ "TN' ~~"N .,~ 'tlN 'C!)m~

'n.,.,lt ,-,.,. n'M"I);

'bt:tt:I M'~~ M"~m M.,n "':1tC
',.,'''N !:TN N"m~ .".,~ N;~'tl C"'~ ."
"~N N""~~ ~"1D N"'~ C"'~ ~~N M', .,~~
:1'"

,~lt ~'tlM

"~-n, N;"~ C"tI ;'"

"~M .,~ n-', ,~bt

"

: bt~":tl; ",n-', nn'n"N'

(2a) ibid. Tosaphoth on same passage:

at""m

,'N'M n',

"~N m-r,,~

,~;-c n'~, M"~~ :-n:1

~;.,~~ C'''~~ It-o,~ 'ltM, ~~ ." "'NfO

rrc ~CtlM

r1"~M

: (tp Cl') ~m~ ~M"an~ ,~.,;m ;m .,'C~ MZ,'M, M-'M .,~" M"~:
26*

~

p

r

r

lJ P

.~ .1" .1" P
~"'A"Og

..- 11

r Il
J: rr
r
r .- ...r
n
r
n
r
r
till
r ..J:
p
,-

.-D
n ,~ n

n

r

~

flt

X

~

Z

r

~

~

ar

<

-E r

I

~
~

e
r

J]

·x
>
a
1--1
J:

..g

~

~t-)ii
~

(N
~

t'
~J:J\.

Jt"Ii

.

~::a 1t

~

""'"

r

r

p

J: 13

H

~

~

,..
J\

r

,.

nr
r

tn

~

'"-=

X
.. r
.p
"n
..

~~r~DD

~

•
'-"

"

J\.I'P"

t:J:.r:J\
OOr"

r rn p-'" r ~"
n- r A
r
~SJ rI
r ,n
. · 11
rPr:~p'-r~x·li~n~

nODI:

• J'\

,.J:1

#"'Ii

c:r n

r..:cZ. nf

~

~~

G'
"'-'"

pr

1=

J\pr~P

~

J\ n J\ "
fJ r SJ :1 J:;
~"p-.-cprJ\SJ.-J:
I: fir £ n
r "J:J:p
p
r

r

ii'-J:r~i\PJ:J\I1I1~1\

~

r

P

r

1\

r

r
oCO
.~..-

.R

t::nr-"r.nI1~p-'-1"
D .n1"
prJ"J:E
1:J\
C~
__ JJ A b " P
I: J: 11 rp::-n.

Il
Jf""I5
r

.. "

-B

..-.

n

r "
SJ~

fJ

~ fl

I

r ~ J
· :.~J:
r
r
.rp
J:~'~ p fl.J:." ~ r 11':': J:J\
~ r J: , .- SJ ~
f.f1 J1

x J\
n..,... ,

li

r

P r
r I:

r

_..

1\11 9
'So.PI1J-t;API:·
~ r 1\ ~ r r ,.. JJ
r
J: ~ r 0
r
r .. pn'-~J\rE"Q.-

r

a ...
IT

I"

AOI.

nor
.- p
o0.1\
,.

A

• f J:
SJ Q ~
r
...-""Ii
coJ: J: SJ ~r
es X • .r: .S f ~ r n
.0
1"J\J1
JJ

.-

rl-ficr
'-A.~Jl8
... l1J:nrf:.o~pr
nJ:;a..~~
p r ~
r r n fJ ~
n
~ I: D ~ pr P"
n rPl JJ:\ 1=
n. f~ r
•• P
J: #"'Ii
r
1-'r l1 l : l \ l \ r
~A'-nii-E
r

Ha

r

-£

II
I: r ft p
~pf=xrl\
J\J:~J\Q'

f~
...,

J:

I: ~
~

.1'\

DrJ\rr
J: r J: JJ J\
ri J\
J: X

1J~
r;

~
~

~

,.

J\

J: I: ~ Q
J\J:JJpn.. P
1\ ~ J: JJ n J\
~
.n r
__ r
p

J;

JJ J:

to-ol

o

rJ:nr
P r p J\

r

EP
2
SJ
J: ,-

.ppe.l'-B
n
SJ n J: ..r Q

J:

1\ ,-

~

~,

g-PJ'l\rp

.-0

~ X ii.!; SJ X ~ I; P I\-P rr.: r pI"
'-,..~PJJP~'-A.
n r
P
I'
P __ r r ..- ~ r n r .. ..
ftrD..-r..PJ\l1pJ:J\~
r
r:
~ ~ .- ~,..
n.J\
Dn"~J1.pJ;
nn-Pr

A

P

r

~J;~"xQ
~ r
c:-E ~J\
r " ~ r n ~
~ ~ r ~ ~ X
{.'I\~""-P
I\JlX.I'pr
1= £1 1\ ~ J: r

JJ Q JJ
1\
J\. J\
r
r

~

X

~-EJJpF~"

r""nn..
,-n
rJ:
~pQ,...r.-~
r~r.:'"
l'rnrr,-J:J-r - •

.•... E
. -f r ..r 1\
pp-"

J: r . P
-E",p~~J=
~
Q"~JJrS
.Ill:
r n
as 1\0
J:".t-,- n r:{',. n J:\ r r
r -r"
r r
...... J\
,J l \ r r J: r
r r
'" roo~
~
n
~
11
J: n J: P
r
1:
J:Qrl-J:
r,.
p r ... •
~
J: ~ P J\ "
~~ J:; ~ ~ J: n ~
J : , , ' - ' " f- Q ~ r SJ ... J:J\
,,-....
r'"
r
SJ
~ rJ:
co
r ..
r E
....- 2 rn .n. .f. r~ ••
It')

=

...."",

"
J: Q
P 11

b

~

o

~

(;i)pnnps'Snr

itJ:p""n
P

r- r P 1;
C ~ ,. J: J:r r J: U
r
..
r
-J\r
1:
l1J\rJ:J:~rr~n
~rJ\"r
r X . M I n n J: r.:
P
J\ 1:1 r
.r: J: 11 D £ J: J- SJn.~
D~
J:\I\Q
.-,.......,r~
z
J:
x
r.:"
J:
.... h r J : l ?
'S~n

p
~ SJ
r ....
p

J:..

rr

nCR A ~ ~
~ .iii r
r ,... H

~

i:

~

E

r"ZJ\

~Jlr

••

~flnL-J~

0

o"rr~ii..~
r: SIr Z

SJ
X

~
~

Q

Z

~

~
~

-<

J\

~O" ~-J: SJ
•
p.flr,.......,nJ:r

J-11

r

t'I'"

11~J\rrw::l,=
h
r
~ r
r ~ ~

r

~ 1\

;J\Br~~

r

p
J:

r'P

~

r

SJD ....

~
n
r
~
~
r~J\n
... '-'

J-"

,.
r: p rI if .-,.....
r
J\ .. J \ "
r
J\ n
~ ~
n 0
X 11 r
n.
s:; X n J: R r J:\
J1n~.n,.~ .. r r
(;f1r 11r nr Jr : ra ~ Jr \ PJ:

.c

~

r

.~'5

oJ;:
z a -:-'
...-t
.J-.nO

SJ Z n.~.R J:;
z
.p
n
n
.- J: r ... r 'P
LrJ:n.lJrI
J:
U
....
Q
0
SJ·..

n

Ii

r

~

rplt~J:

,.0

1:

"~f-nS
J:- r J:
X
p,,~-,,~

.

"r

"Jr :

n

~

J-

~~

,,-....

~

n

~

JJ
,-

,-

P

.-J;

J\

""

11

~ ~

Ii

..

::i
~ "
J\rJ\
J\

"

.- ,...

J:;;

" P

J\ S

""

J: rn

n
r

..1\

"fl."-"
r ~ r

rt

..

1JJ11; ~
XnrJ\
. . " J\ JI
r
J:

JJ '"
cJ\

SrrS

.c

r1 J:

..1.0
p
JI
r,

~.niir

~~
~~

~

J: P

E~
r
r

~

~

"~
0

.0.0

J:

~

.;EiJ

"

pl:rTJ:

SJ

T

r..n
~
Z

...

J\

oZ

,.A
rIJ ,-

r

f
.-

0

r.pJ:""~

r

r

~

r

r.r-psf

~

,.J::J J\
«I ~

z "r
n

riS..I\l1

J:

P1 r

r

9

n
A. P
O J : " r .r-

J\

~-£
..-4

r " ~

rlln.

Z

J: ts I~

E.. .c.~
~

"p rJ:J "
.-

P

r-

rJ\6

JJrn..

.A

r"

Q

n
;: r

J]

f

1\
rl1~J\D

n
nnJ\
r
. - J:
J: I) Q

r

1:\'n..
J\.nZrJ:;

,-r rl'S.-,... J: JJ
·.I\SJr Q~P P
C Jr \ J :_ r
p r
ro9 1\ · ,- 'S
,1; p
.;
,-11
xSJfl
1;
J1
"
~
~
orn p.. . . ,. Q J \ r
r
r
.1:.104
....
~
r"J\nP~p J: J: ....
J: ~ .r:
•
,.c
Q
J: J: J: R J:
r ., r r rJ: ~
J: ..,
~
r c ....
r·~
611
r
Il r
,-.....
f~p.prf~JJ.p t; 1J
.1' r
~
t:,
r: f\ 1\ r: x I] r I: X ~ r I: " ,.
p

e

...

n..nl1 J - , Z r r n •
r
.0
SJ
P rJJ.nL..o,-

QJ:
11
1: ii. r

P

.*",..
... ~

zr'-J\

n.f:l=\fJ:):
. - zarr r
J: ~ r . ·
r
Z J: ~A.XJ\Jl~
J : r ~rSJ\
r-.. r n ~ r
"
rn r J\B2S r nJ\~r:JJQ
r
r

f

SJ

.- n
~ r

.-

~f-n.fJ'-2r

Q2~n~f.~nz nap [;

J]

~1:0

r r
J\p
Zr~J:r
Dr~rQP~
0 J:t~pr.-~
rJ:~
,-1lJ:;J\'P
.... r
n JJ .c;
.Io4.Q,-f'----'J:~l=o-z
.c;

rr.l\rn
~ n •
~ r

J: rAJ\
r

p~r'-'-J:l.nJ;pa SI

r
o
r

~

X

J:

J:;;

<C

. ~

~E-t

~.~

n

,-....

n-P

........"

r

1\
..

P
r

o

.....

0

J:
J:
,-

"
"IIr

,-

it
0
.-;

nr

r

~

II

nJ -nnJ:~~~rJ:
p
1\ ...
_
'"_
p
..

n."_
~ r
r

r..

Q

J: J:

r

~ ~ ~ ~ ~

~ ~ ~

p p

E"IJ'-r~~"
Q n n
r r

r

.1\

~J:

p

•

~ 0 u ~ .- ,..
nr..nJ:;I"'ID

~
~

~

z

~

~
~

<

n

U Q
J: p
~ Q

r

r

.1\

~

-t'I

r

Q

n. ~ Q
'-ra
n r p

,- Q .r: x
n .1\,P

r

..

J\
~

fi
.-

J,JJ\

.1\

popn.Q~~J;!s~
r
n Pre
,... ,...
nAn
P r p ,... P
J: r r
JJ r
n .,., ,... J:

[l

1\

~

11

J: r

. 11~1l~~n~,,~
J=
r.np

J\

I:l..

JJ
n

J. ~

.. ,... J\

~

~

.

~

~

.

~~

;i'

....

......",

11

p rJ:.. ,t.. J\n
~ P r

11

11

~ .- P

~

.~

~

~

r

J\

~

n
r

~

I'

SJ

~ ~ n
opr:
n. ,- ,.:..

"
fi
"

r

J: ,'I

N

.-

E

r

J\

f

f.

r

n

r.

-,-r
'I"

r:

.1"\

n

.1'

r

!l

£1
J' " .- ~ t-~ ii r Q
J: " f- J: II n I; .R 1\
!pPFEJ\OI1F"J:1\
.1"\ r
~ r .r: ~
ii ~ * ,- ~ pJ: rr
~ H r n ~ r
r
~ r

f ~ ~ n f:
0"
..

J:
1;
r

~::

·r

~

~
..i
,P
~

p ~
z1-'J\rZSJ=='n~P~ • ~
r QJ
~
J: I~ f: ~ rJ: r r: ,- , ·0 ~ r8"'\ ~
....
£ r r ~
p - ~ r ~ ~ r
J\ J\
rep p ~ ~ r ~ ~ n • 0
.1\ .,1'\ G)

It

J:

.-

r

r

I~ P

orr

r

r

r

III

J\~O~l1r
J) .1"\

nSJ~

o Ii
o

,..

....

n;

.
J\

n...

I-Z,,~

J:;

p

JJ f.. r ·
~
r
'S r ." J'\ r
IJ r
r.nr

rr:-

r

1"'1,

I:

e

rnrg

p ,r a

r
~~"rJ: r
r:
,- P J:

4)

X ~
C
..- m
~n~
pr
J:rZ I:
n
JJ
~ ~ r
'In J\ ,.. ~ r
n p ~
SJ ..- 0c:
ce· " ~ ~
f).. . - r
P r J : ; ... r
1;:0
....
I'rf-fJ:I1·p
P"'nfJp o
"'d
~
p p
C
2
•
n
J:
~
~ r
S P
nr: ~ n rr t:\
.Q.
n. rnJ: Hrr ~ .1"\
r
J\
.... ...Q)
~ ~ r
C ~ SJ
r
~ r
n
r"l'\rtj
at)
r·
r~ ....
.... ~
'-0'0
~ ~ 2 n '"P ft ,.. n n ~ •
~ n
~
.~
rJ:prPJ:,-r
r H
~;.;:"
1:,.. n.."r t: fl':~ A: t! ~ ~
~
<0 'WI.,
~ ~ ~
IJ n J\ J:
~.r:p
J\~r
!11:".nn r r ..
~
rl\nQ
"' .... C;
1:" f 1'\ ~.'
,,-....
p " . n J:\ p X J \ n
~ n ,J: :
....

J:

,-

.1'

r

r"

~

J:

M.f'

r..

F

«.I

~oo

~

r

"·rJ\

--":1
J: J:
J:
.-

r

1- ~ ~ 1\ .1\ ,... r: p
~ P
cmp .... }1XJ:~J:~~
·J:~r""~
'FIt
n ~ ~ p ~ ~ n J:
:.c~ J:r ,J\ [;
J; I: .1\. J:\
00
,... E a r • J\ "
•
.. ~H
"J:~rSJDp....
~e-tAArl\
~· ~
J:
J:
.n ,... .1'\ .l'\J: J: "
ca .. ... J: .1\ ~..
r"
~ ~ r ,... J) D
n n r 'In
r r ~
~ ~ ~
r
~
~ X ~ ,... r .- .. p J:
~
J:J:J,,;:!-PCn,

r

(; n

fr~I1.-f;~~p~

n

n

,~D~

~rCP~J\J\DJ:r

J\"

p
r

~

25 ~
.c III ~ ~ r .'J f. ~ n J: J: rr.
J:
~ ~ ... a
I. - '
~ I; f ~
O " J - .... r~~·l'r~
pr r
:..
nrc"pr
~~: !lJ:'"P X p ~
r
r A ~ 'In P 0 ~ .n ~ r " SJ J: H
~~p ~f:~n.JJrf-~~ r 11 j~ ~ J\ ::- rn r- Q J:r J:
X r f\ n ,. fJ

'"
p -'"
"
r: .1'
P r

~r,...llI:XX-R.r
J\.Jl r
J\
rr~
C D f r n n ~ ~ f C

~QI1J\F
~
1\.....

-,

~

~

~

J: "

...."\

, 1} J]
~ t: F

~r

'-P.I:r.-B"'~2pp'
'~ F a ~ f P J\ r ..
f

n

~

no

~""Qr

Dai\

C ~ P ~ ~ PDp ~ ~

n.'-t;jl.-

J:

p 1\ ~
J: p 11
JJ r: E

"6Ef;Ii"Bp:;~~~
r

.1'\

J\ftr

r

-'.

r"-....

;;

'-'

,,'IT

P

.- J: ~

fj

r

p

r: .r: rt

JJ ,., ~:

~ J' -'''\ ..,

P

::; ~
f\

r:

~

t-

APPENDIX
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Siphra 4 C : Same in substance as (112), but ascribed to
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(129) p. 316.
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b. Meg.25b : - C,lt NM'"
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(130) p. 316.
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(132) p. 320.
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INDICES
I. INDEX OF SUBJECTS.
II. INDEX OF PERSONS.
III. INDEX OF PLACES.
IV. INDEX OF O.T. TEXTS REFERRED TO.
V. INDEX OF N.T. TEXTS REFERRED TO.
VI, INDEX OF RABBINICAL
REFERRED TO.

PASSAGES

I.-INDEX OF SUBJECTS
Ebionites, 266, 879.
Ecclesiastes, book of, 4, 197J

Angel of Death, 41.
Ark, to go before the, 59, 125,
199.
Ascension, the, of Christ, 76,

885, 891.

Empire, Roman, adopted Christianity, 124, 185, 209, 249.
Epiquros, 119, 295, 866.
Essenes, 200.
Evangelion, 149, 168-4, 289,

271.

Asherah, 165.
Ass, associated with Jesus, 154,
211.

- - worship of, 154 n.
- - and lamp, 146, 152 f.
Atheni2U1D, 168.

890.

Food, bums his, phrase
plained, 57-60, 187.

Baithusin, 828.
Baraitha, 21.
Bath Qal, 185 n., 184, 240.
Be AbidAn, 161, 164 (
- - Athina, 167.
- - Nitzraphi, 161, 169 f.
Beth Din, 81 n.
Books of Minim, see headings
of sections.

Gehinnom, 118, 125, 187. 191,
226.

Gemara, 19, 849.
Giljonim, 155 D., 378, 390.
Gnostics, 821, 868-70, 874.
Gospel, 72, 857-9, 890.
- - of Matthew, 45,150-2,289.
Greek Language, 89.

Cocheba Bar, War of, 28,45, 84,

94,

Haggadah, 12-14, 24.
Halachah, 11-12.

lSI, 212, 225, 288, 80S,

J:lalatz, 235 f.
Healing, in the name of Jesus,
108 f., 108 f.
Hebrews, Epistle to the, 265 £.

SIS.

Contexts in Scripture, 278 f.
Deity of Christ, 76, 102.
Demiurgus, 268, 299.

272, 289, 298, 818, 822, 88.9,

Deposition of R. Gamliel, 886 D.

Diagramma (Ophite),
872, 8.
Divorce, law of, 58.
Dualism, 262.

ex-

155

878, 880-1, 395.
Horos, see Metatron, 286.
Horseleach, daughters of the,

n.,

188.

, l;Iitzonim, 200.
• 38

INDEX
Jalqut Shim'oni, 25.

Persecution of Christians, 94,

Jelam'denu (Midrash), 2·5.
Kingdom, near to the, 48, 89.
- - turned to Minuth, 209.

MasOrOth (delatores), 119, 174,
866.

Massoreth, tradition, 8 D.
Mechilta (Midrash), 24.
Meshummad, 866.
Metatron, 286-8, 878.
Mezuzah, 158.
Midrash, 22-5.
Rabbah (Rabboth), 25.
Min, Minim, Minuth, see headings of sections, and last
chapter of conclusion, passim.
Miracles, 81-2, 114 f.
Mishnah, 17.
MUmar, 174-5.

concerning

Notzri, Notzrim, 52 n., 164, 170,
I 72, 844 f., 879.

Odeum, 167.
Pedigrees, book
Pentecost, 828.

141.

Peslqta (Midrash), 25.
PhilOsoph, 146, 148.
Philosophy, Greek, 106, 168.
Qabbala, 8 D.
Qoheleth, see Ecclesiastes.
- - Rabbah, 212.

Loadstone, 101-2.
Logia, 151.

Nazirite, proverb
the, 186.
Nebheloth, 174.

489

Rabbinical literature, 17-81.
Rabbinism, central idea of, 7.
Repentance, 822.
Resurrection of the dead, 282,
279, 818, 822.
Sadducees, 819, 884.
Serpent, the, a Min, 199.
Shema', the, 8, S10.
Siphra (Midrash), 24, S50.
Siphri (Midrash), 24, 350.
Soul after death, 274.
Synagogue, the Great, 4, 6.
Talmud, 17-2).
- - of Jerusalem, 20 n.
Tanl}uma (Midrash), 25.
Temple, destruction of, 129,
882-8.

- - rebuilding of, 288-4.
TephilIin, 158, 200.
Torah, 2-7,15.
Tosephta, 21-2.
Tradition, 8-14.

of~ 48.

Zl1goth, 2.

II.-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.), 62, 109 f. t 161 f.,
173, 176~ 266 f., 270, 278,
808, 810.

Abarbanel, 95.

Abba bar Kahana (A.), 209 n.
Abba Shaul (T.), 65.
Abina (A.), 290.
Adam, 199.

INDEX
~a

(A.), 174, 204, 210, 257,

S06, 398.

Ahitophel, 60, 65, 70-1, 75,
192.

Alexander the Great, 282, SSI.
Amemar (A.), 308.
Ami (A.), 109, 279, 808.
Amram, D. W., 58.
Antigonos of Socho, 2.
Aqiba (T.), 10, 1'7, 40, 48, 45,
57,65,84, 112, 130,137,208,
228, 273, 2g6, 816.
Ashi (A.), 70 D., 157, 172,- 309.
Asi (A.), 109.

Ba (A.), 308.
Bacher, W., 11 D., 27 n., 64,74,
130, 134, 158, 166 n., 185 D.,
189, 193, 197, 205, 207,
208, 20g n., 218, 223, 229 D.,
232, 254, 259, 269, 271, 283,
286, 290, 298, 321, 835 D.
Balaam, 68-78 passim, 291.
Bar Livianos (Julianos), 244.
- - Qappara (T.), 108.
Ben Azai, Shim) on (T.), 43 f.,
50, 297-9, 358, 370.
- - Damah El'azar, 103 f.
- - Netzer, 73 D., 95-6.
- - Pandira (Pantiri), 85 f.,
103 f., 138, 344 f.
- - Stada, 35 f., 55, 79 £, 344 f.
- - Zoma (T.), 370.

Benjamin ben Levi (A.), 196.
Berachjah (A.), 191.
Beruria (T.), 237 f.
Bibi bar Abaji (A.), 41 L, 355.
Bodia (A.), 157.
Buni, disciple of Jesus, 91 f.
~sar,

165, 222, 282.

Damah, see Ben Damah.
Doeg, 60, 65 f., 70-1, 75, 192.
Domitian, 141.
Drummond, J., 207 n.
Edersheim, A., 47, 59 D., 95,
148, 201.

El'azar ben Azariah (T.), 118,
228, 273, 295 f.
- - ben Jose (T.), 136.
- - ben Pedath (A.), 77, 115
193, 273.

- - ha-Qappar (T.), 63-4.
- - of Mod'in (T.), 369.
Eliezer ben Horqenos (T.), 35 f.,
45 f., 48, 54, 84, 106, 187 f.,
140, 148, 185, 196 D., 207,
219, 273. 293, 351, 386 n.,
388.
Elisha, the prophet, 60, 96 f.
- - ben Abujah (T.), 168, 219,
221, 288, 870, 873.
Etheridge, J. W., 2.
Eusebius, 141, 217.
Ezra, 4.
Frankel, Z., 131.
Friedlander, M., 122 n., 145 n.,
155 D., 221 n., 286 £, 887,
368-76.
Friedmann, M., 305, 364.

Gamliel II. (T.), 84, 89, 127 f.,

] 44 D., 147 f. J 198, 212, 228 f.~
231 f., 235 f., 240, 280, 313,
353, 381, 385.
Gehazi, 60, 65, 71, 97 f.

Geiger, A., 383.
Gritz, H., 96, 180, 185, 144,
228, 259, 284, 818, 381 n.,
384.
.
Hadrian, 45, 132, 167, 223, 225.
J:laggai (A.), 835 f.
Hamburger, J., I, 126 n., 131,
165, 190.
Hamnuna (A.), 159.
J:lanan bar Rabba (A.), 326.
l:Iananel, 314.
~ananjah,
nephew of
R.
Jehoshua (T.), 211 f., 268.
l:Ianina bar l:Iama (A. ), 72 £:,
247 f., 250, 251 f.
- - bar J:lananjah (A.), 116.
- - ben Teradjon (T.), 237.

441

INDEX
Harnack, A., 384.
Hija bar Abba (A.), 6, 179,806,
356.

Hillel (T.), 2, 6 n., 57 f:, 135.
f:lisda (A.), 37, 57, 60 n., 124,
187 f., 308, 354-5.

Hitzig, 39 D.
Hoshaia (A.), 247 f.
HUDs (A.), 77, 186,210.
Idi (A.), 286 f.
Imma Shalom, 146 f.
Ishmael ben Elisha (T.), 29,
103 f., 129 f., 156 f., 172,
389.

- - ben Jose ("E.), 245.
lsi of Cresarea (A.), 215, 219 f.,
334.

Jacob of Chephar Sarna (Sechanja), 106 f., 138 f.
- - the Min, 109, Ill.
Jannai (A.), 115, 253, 258.
- - the King, 52.
Jehoshua ben J:lananjah (T.),
43 f., 48, 115 i, 117, 153, 165,
188, 211 f., 221 f., 226 f., 280.
- - ben Levi (A.), 108, 332, 854.
-.ben PeraJ:1jah, 38, 52 f., 97,
34i.

Jehudah II. (Nesiah) (A.), 109.
- - ben Jel)esq'el (A.), 126,
223, 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., 29i, 3.'>3.
Jeremiah bar Abba (A.), 56 f.
Jerome, 378.
Jesus, 9, 37-96 passim, 102, 117,
148, 150, 214, 224
305, 330, 344-60

D.,

234,

passim;

see also heads of sections in
Division I. A.
Jitz~aq (A.), 100, 159 n., 209,
240, 244, 246, 261, 310.

JoJ.tanan (A.), 20 n., 28, 47, 68,
73, 75, 98, 108, 110, 120, 149,
162, 17~ 174-5, 179, 180,
186, 193, 216, 279, 315,321,
354.
- - ben Zaccai (T. ), 43, 84,
142 D., 352, 382.
Jonathan ben El'azar (A.), 216 f.,
254 f., 301, 319.

Jose bar Bun (A.), 77.
- - ben I:Ialaphta (T.), 136,
245, 317.
- - ben Joezer, 2.
- - ben Jo1)aDan, 2.
- - ben Zitnra (A.), 115.
Jose ha-Galili (T.), 155, 296.
Joseph, father of Jesus, 48.
- - bar l:Iija (A.), 42 f., 355,
358.
- - bar J:lanin (A.), 162.
- - bar Jehoshua ben Levi
(A.), 19.
- - bar 1t'linj0111i (A.), 179.
Josephus, Flavius, 345 n.
Joshua, 2.
Jost, J. M., 61 n., 96, 130, 166.
Judah ben Pazi (A.), 205 r.,
307.

Judan (A.), 257.
Judas Iscariot, 71, 75.
Julian the Apostate, 283 f.
Justin Martyr, 85 n., 156 n.,
171.
Kahana (A.), 333, 356.
Keirn Th., 31, 53 D., 82, 95.
Laible, H., 35-94 passim.
Levi (A.), 315.
Levy, J. 47, 95, 113, 166, 362.
Livianos, see Bar Livianos.
t

Mar bar Joseph (A.), 162.
- - bar ~bina (A.), 7011.
Uqba (A.), 183, 186.
Marx, G. A., 3 n., 77.
Mathnah (A.), 77, 308.
Matthai, disciple of Jesus, 92 f.

INDEX
Meir (T.), 86-7 t 149, 162-4, 288,
246, 254, S09, 858.
Melchizedek, 265, 889 f.
Miriam (Mary), 87 f., 41 £, 855 t
858.
Moses, 2, 4, 5, 12, 77, 801, 807,
809,816.
Na~man

bar Jacob (A.), 158,
179..
- - bar Jltlil)&q (A.), 286.
Nathan (T.)t SOl, 308.
Nebuchadnezzar, 302.
Nel}emjah (T.), 208 f.
Nehorai (T.), 880.
Neqai, disciple of Jesus, 98.
Nero, 140.
Netzer, disciple of Jesus, 93.
Neubauer, A., 218 n.
Nicholson, E. B., 148.
Odenathus, 96.
Odgers, J. E., 151.
Onqelos bar Qaloniqos,
Origen, 39 n., 250.

6s.

Pandira (Pantiri), see Ben Pandira.
Papa (A.), 48, 356.
Pappos hen Jehudah, 37 f.
Paul, 10, 71, 86, 99 f., 229.
Pedath (A.), 186.
Peter, 71, 75, 114.

Pharaoh, 321.
Philo, 230 n.
Pinl)as Listaah (Pontius Pilatus),
7S, 87, 89.

Bah (A.)J 72, 126, 162, 165, 169,
186, 198, 223, 326, 354.
Raba (A.), 111 n., 181 D., 221.
Rabah bar Abuha (A.), 179.
- - bar R. Huna (A.), 308.
Rabbinowicz, R., 52 n. and
ptusim.
Rabina (A.), 70 n., 174.
Rachel, 258.
Rashi, 55,59, 70 n., 76, 109, 119,
] 4-0, 178, 180, 289, 326.

Resh Laqish, see Shimton ben
Laqish.
Reuben benAJistobulos(T.),S03.
Rosch, 154 D.

Saphra (A.), 170, 267 £, 837,
S94"

Sison, 277.
Schrader, E., 218 n.
Schiirer, E., 31, 167, 334.
Shammai (T.), 2, 57.
Shemuel (A.), 161, 169, 17'1.
80S.

- - bar Jitz1}aq (A.), 197, 203.
- - bar Nal)mani (A.), 61 D.,
77, 198, 197, 302, 363.
- - ha-Qaton (T.), 128-35.
Shesheth (A.), 832.
Shimton ben El'azar (T.), 316.
- - ben Gamliel (T.), 130 f.
- - ben Jol}ai (T.), 28.

- - ben Laqish (Resh Laqish)
(A.), 75, 108, 216, 80S, 309,
320,824.

- - ben Menasja (A.), 325.
- - ben Shetal}, 52.
Simeon, bishop of J emsalem,
141.

- - the Just, 2.
Simlai (A.), 2.S8 f.
Simon bar Pazi (A.), 205.
Solomon, 806.
Stada, see Ben Stada.
Strack (H.), 2 n.
Tal}lipha bar Abdimi (A.), 171.
Tanl}uma (A.), 271, 2S3.
Tarphon (T.. ), S4, 155, 156 D.,
171.

Thodab, disciple of Jesus, 93.
Titus, 67.
Tryphon (see Tarphon).
VIla (A,), 83, 88, 186, 855.
Vespasian, 167 n., 382.
Vischer, E., 384 n.
Weber, F., 125, 20'; n.
Zacharjah (A.), 888.
ZUDZ (L.), 2, 25, 188.

INDEX
III.-INDEX OF PLACES
Alexandria, 51, 52,
224.
Antioch, 284.
Athens, 167-8.

168, 228.

Babylonia, 20 D., 62,72, 14;, 186,

Ldd (Lydda), 87, 81, 85, 108,
140, 142 D., 144 n., 258, 351,
886n.

Machuza, Ill.
Magdala, 40.

212, 268, 826.

Berur J:lail, 882.
Bethar, 28.
Bethlehem, 253.
Beth Shearim, 242.
Bezabde, 166.
Cmsarea, 62, 110, 142, 162, 215,
244, 250, 267, 269, 8S7.
Capemaum, see Chephar Nal}um.

Chephar Aziz, 105.
- - Nal}um, 158, 211, 214,
216, 891.
- - Neburaia, 221, S84.
- - Sarna (Sechanja), 105, 106,

Nahar Paqod, 218 n.
Nazareth, 52 D.
Nehardea, 159 n., 179, 809.
Nicephorium, 166.
Palmyra, 96.
Pella, 151.
Pumbeditha, 85, 87,223,286, 855.
Rome, 29, 182, 140, 154 D., 168,
210.

- - journey

of Rabbis

to,

144 n., 229, 232, 886 n.

Sepphoris, 72, 115, 117, 188,

139, 148, 219.

Galilee, 72, 11 S, 8S3.

144 n., 216, 242, 245, 251,
255.
Shecbanzib, 179.
Shepharam, 242.
Sinai, 77, 308.
Sura, 48, 186, 210, 308, 854.

Jabneh, 127, 135 n., 144 D., 147,

Tiberias, 108, 113, 198, 244..

Damascus, 98, 101.

Egypt, 86, 58, 55, 848.

287, 818, SM2, 8S5.
Jericho, IS5 D.
Jerusalem, 20 n., 45, 84, 106,
15] .

Usha, 105 D .., 242, 81S, 330, 887.
Zelzal}, 253.

IY.-INDEX OF O..T. PASSAGES REFERRED TO
Gen. i. 1
11
26,27

iii. 9
iv.2S
v.24

256
362
256, 293, SOl
198
245
271

xi. 5, 7
xiv. 18, 19
xix. 24
xxxv. 8, 7

19
xlix. I

294888
245
294
253
809

444

INDEX

Exoo.

iv. 22, 28
ix. 16
x. I
xv. 11
xx. 2
xxii. 18
xxiii. 7
10-11
17
21
xxiv. 1
xxv. 2
xxxii. 18
22-24
xxxiii. 15
Lev. vii. 24
xi. 29, 30
xvi. 8
16
xvii. 18
xviii. 5
6
Num. v.22
xii. 6

xv. 39

91
322
320
258
303, 807
112
90
275

41
285
285
276
315
315
286
175

98
317
250
240
104
188
156
222

I.gS, 197
37-41 310
xix. 1-13 217
xxiii. 9
290
63
19
21-24 77
xxiv. 23
64, '75
xxvii. 8
149
xxxi. 28
276
23'4
Dent. iv.4
258,294
7
32
255
v.4
304
vi. 4
307, 309
310
8,9
284
xi. 9
}3-21 310
xiii. 8
88
xxi.2S
86
xxii. 8
173
xxiii. 6
67
18
189
xxiv. I
57
xxv. 5-10 235

231, 288
Deut. xxxi. 16
221, 224
18
196 D.
xxxii. 21
299-300
39
325
xxxii. 41
106
i. 8
Josh.
256
xxii. 22
257
xxiv. 19
247
v. 11
Jud.
110
xvi. SO
313
Ruth
ii. 4
3241 Sam.
i. 1
253
x. 2
274
xxviii. 12
28am. vii. 23
290, 294xvi. 23
71
246
1 Kings i. 83
viii. 13
119
247
xi. 16
101 n
xiv. 16
271
2 Kings ii. 5
v. 23, 26 97
vi. i.
98
vii. 3
98
viii. 7
98
1 Chron. iVa 3
326
362
2 Chron. xvi. 14
323
xxxiii. 13
325
Ezra
iVa 1
246
Esther viii. 8
Ps.
272
iii. 1
x. 8
91
xiv. 1
96 D.
xxii. 1

xxix.
xli.
xlii.
xlvii.
xlix.
l.

5
2
8

15
1
23

Iv. II
Iv. 20
23
lvli. 1
Ix. 9
lxiii. 11
Ixv.2

305
136
go
go

258
119
257
91
192
191
72,75
272
323

195, 208
835

INDEX
Ps.

lxviii.
lxix.
I xxvii.
xci.
c.
cviii. 7
ex. 1

24
21

258
240

13
10
1

257
56
91
258

cxi. 8
cxxxix. 21, 22 156,
cxliv. 14
60
Provo
216
i. 14183
ii. 19
iii. 34
320
v.8
138,
15
325
vii. 26
138,
41
xiii. 23
xxiv. 21
306
xxx. 15
183
Eccles. i. 3
197
307
iv. 8
vii. 26
195,
x..5
8

xi. 9

Cant. vii. 9
Isa.
iv. 1
v.
vi.
xi.
xii.
xiv.
xxvi.
xxxiii.
xl.

lsa.

14
3
1
3
19
19
1412

17
xli. 4

290
300

xliv. 6
xlvi. 4
Ii. 16
Iii. 10
live I
lvii. 8
Ix. 2
lxvi. 15

J er. xxiii. 24xlix. 7
Lan1.

67

325

24

i. 5

9

182

250

Ezek. ii. 3
219

215, 219

108
103-4197
231
253
191
228
91
278

91
231, 233
319

276

300, 303
300
222
258
237
156, 372
271
276
118
228
222, 225

296,338
338,340
274

4

445

iv.
xvi.
xxiv.
xxxii.
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65 d
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D.

Sid

2SS

8S&

210
218
188,205
218
52

40&

ISc ...

19a
2S c
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"
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*

80

*

"
"
Succ.
"
"u

22 b
3180, b
20 b
27&
27b, 28 3
48 b

*Beza.

2ga

Meg.

17b
IS8.

274
238
165
226
186
309
286
247
20 D.
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"
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"
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S2 b

105
lSI
326

3S5
129

8S2

SSg
{ 120, 198, 245,
285,298
39&
275, 282, 290
43&
37, 48, 83, 90
67&
35,37,79
68 3
142 n.
gOb
281
91&
278,281
207
97 b
276
99a
9gb
120
10380
56
105 h
882
1061\
47,75
106b (69 n.), 72, 75
107 h
50, (99)
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" lxxvi. 6
.. " I xxxii. 9
9. *Shemoth R. xiii.

* "

...

"

"

*
*

9.*

"

22d
2S a
42b
55°

ii. 38 104°

105&, b 246
145& 154
14680 96

258 (306)
13. *Echa. R.
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