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Abstract

The “Holy Spirit” is a familiar concept in Christianity, but in its onigl Hebrew
construction aRuahha-Kodeshit also plays an active role in classical Rabbinic
literature. This dissertation surveys uses of the Ruahha-Kodeshn major texts from
the Tannaitic period through the Aggadic Midrash and the two Talmuds. Drawing on
Scriptural roots, the Rabbis identlRuahha-Kodesthas the divinely given power that
enables individuals to prophesy. While the term never loses this biblical meaning, the
Rabbis takdRuahha-Kodesturther by personifying it as a metonym for God, and more
specifically, as “the divine voice in Scripture.”

This dissertation first surveys the historical background of the term in pre-

Rabbinic ancient Judaism, and then turns to a detailed textual analysis of ds beés
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prophecy and personification in Rabbinic literature. The study notes and examines
conventional and formulaic terms associated Wittahha-KodeshFour majoiRuahha-
Kodeshtraditions are analyzed in depth over the course of their diachronic development.
There are numerous Rabbinic sources that claimRbhahha-Kodestas ended,
yet others offer advice on how to achieve it or indicate its existence in the Rabbinic
present. The solution to this paradox is fRaahha-Kodeshas not gone, but changed.
Even aRuahha-Kodeslis said to have departed from Israel in her role of inspiring the
prophets, she continues to speak actively as part of the ongoing Midrashic dialibgue wi
the Sages.
The final chapter examinéduahha-Kodeshas a metonym for God, particularly
as it contrasts and interacts with other divine metonyms of feminine gracahggnder:
the Shekhinatand theBat Kol. The ShekhinatandRuahha-Kodestare frequently
identified, but not identical. The changing roleRafahha-Kodeslexemplifies a shift in

the locus of divine communication, from prophecy to the Midrashic study of Torah.
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INTRODUCTION
The Purpose of This Study

This dissertation surveys and analyzes the development and usage of the term,
Ruahha-Kodestor “Holy Spirit,” in classical Rabbinic texts through the redaction of the
Babylonian Talmud (sixth century C.E.), against the background of its uses in other
Mediterranean literatures preceding and concurrent with Rabbinic du@aduding the
well known role of the “Holy Spirit” in the New Testament). Drawing on Sargdtroots
of the termruah as spirit, the Rabbis identiffuahha-Kodesh“holy spirit” or “spirit of
holiness? as the divinely given power that enables individuals to prophesy and to lead.
But they also introduce a new application of the term by personifying itretanym for
God, in ways which draw on Biblical and Hellenistic concepts of the hypositai zzt
Wisdom as Torah. The salient action of this personRadhha-Kodeshis speech, a
function which has not been explored in depth in previous studies. She (like the
Shekhinah, the Rabbinic term for the Divine Presence, her gender is feminine) speaks in
Scripture and speaks for God, as an active participant in the Midrashic dialogtiee Ye
termRuahha-Kodesmever loses its original meaning of prophecy, so that human beings

speak with her voice as well.

1 The construct formsnikhuj in Hebrew often functions like an adjective; thHsgirit of holiness,” can
also be “holy spirit.” Aaron Bar-Adon, personal amemication, March 30, 2009.
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Ruahha-Kodeshs presented as a remnant of the biblical past as well as the
Rabbinic present. Paradoxically, Rabbinic sources clainRihahha-Kodeshas ended,
yet they offer advice on how to achieve it. EveiRaahha-Kodeshs said to have
departed from Israel in her role of inspiring the prophets, in her persomfiadshe
continues to speak as part of the ongoing Midrashic dialogue with the Sages.

Previous studies have identified the two main Rabbinic uses of the term, as the
power of prophecy or as a metonym for God. But they do not address the problem of how
these two meanings relate to one another either developmentally or thebloglual
dissertation goes further by providing an in-depth overview of the developntnt a
nuances of the term, while highlighting the theological significance afdheection

between its two major meanings.

TECHNICAL NOTES

Translations

Translations of the Hebrew Bible (Tanakh) are from the Jewish Rtibiic
Society? with my own adjustments as noted. (If embedded in other texts, they generally
follow the style used by that translation.) The Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmiei®
Lauterbacl? and the Babylonian Talmud and Midrash Rabbah follow the Soncino
edition, with transliterations, capitalizations and style adjusted for uritforhmade
changes where needed for the sake of a more precise correlation to tbw kaedbrand

these are explained in the notes or placed in brackets. Notations of some key Hebre

2 JPS TanakhHebrew-English Edition (Philadelphia: Jewish Fegtion Society, 1999).
3 Lauterbach, Jacob 2Vjekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael-a critical editip8 vols., (Philadelphia, Jewish
Publication Society, 1961).
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words in transliteration are placed in parentheses. | have inserted parsgmejpiy for
ease of reading. For the sake of consistency, theReahha-Kodeshs generally used
untranslated within the biblical and Rabbinic texts, instead of English tiianslgauch as
“Holy Spirit” or “divine inspiration,” except where referring to otherd#rires which

use different languages, or to secondary literature which uses the Englisftierm
Yerushalmi texts from Megillah 1:1 and Sanhedrin 10:2 (28b) verbally follow Nessner’
Talmud of the Land of IsraélTranslations of other Rabbinic sources are mine. New
Testament citations follow the Revised Standard Version. TranslationsrféRabbinic

texts are those noted in the bibliography.

Transliterations

There are two main approaches to the romanization of Hebrew words:
transcription, which strives for a precise letter-for-letter and vdarelowel
correspondence; and transliteration, which approximates the sounds of the words.
Rabbinic Studies tend to follow the latter method, but there is no one single accepted
standard for Hebrew transliteration. This dissertation adopts a complktaetic
approach, with no attempt to differentiate between letters that are no thsigeguished
by contemporary native speakers, except for the khaf (kh) anetliie kvhich are still
differentiated in Israeli Sephardic pronunciation. An apostrophe signidésglstter in
the middle of a word (whether aleph or ayin). Some commonly known words and names
(Ishmael, Akiba, Moses) have been left in English form. Names of primdnlyiita
texts, as well as common terms accepted into English scholarship (e.gdéekgjgr

“Qumran”) have been left in their usual Anglicized spelling and not been italicize

4 Jacob Neusnef,almud of the Land of Israel-A Preliminary Trangat and ExplanatiorfChicago,
University of Chicago Press, 1982-1993).
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Capitalization follows English conventions. The transliteratioruah andRuahha-
Kodeshprovided some challenges. | have used the lower case when speakiaky ad
wind, and the upper case when it is translated as “Spirit,” in connection with diesity,
in RuahYHWHor Ruahha-KodesHand capitalized Holy Spirit as well). | have also
capitalized the names of other figures used as personificaBbekhinah, Bat KolThe

reader should keep in mind that there is no upper case in Hebrew.

The Textual Evidence: What is Rabbinic Literature?

Before proceeding to analyze the uses of the Ruahha-Kodeshn Rabbinic
Literature, | will first give an overview of the corpus of work that provithestextual
evidence of Rabbinic thought. “Rabbinic Literature” is sometimes understood ¢atandi
all Rabbinic works from the Second Century C.E. to the present day, including codes,
scriptural commentaries, and Responsa. A narrower definition, which | follow here
focuses on the classic or formative age of Rabbinic literature and inclutidslidoashic
and Talmudic genrés.

In the present study, | confine my survey of the usétuahha-Kodesho the
outstanding texts of that period: the major Halakhic (legal) and early Ag(aati-legal)

Midrashim, as well as the Mishnah, Tosefta, Beraitot (as quoted in the Talmudlsg¢ and t

5 An overview of the development of several importemts and current issues in the academic study of
Rabbinic Literature is provided in my Master’s Tisegulie Hilton DananBetween Earth and Heaven:
Elijah the Prophet in Rabbinic Literatur&niversity of Texas, 2000, 4-26. Some comments hee
excerpted from that work. Three introductions t® slhibject are Gunter Stemberdatroduction to the
Talmud and Midrash (Strack and Stembergeans. Markus Bockmuehl (Minneapolis: Fortress Eres
1992), Jacob Neusnerisitroduction to Rabbinic LiteraturéNew York: Doubleday, 1994), and Shmuel
Safrai, ed.The Literature of the Sages, Par(Assen/Maastricht, Netherlands: Van Gorcum/Philala:
Fortress Press, 1987). Dates and general desosjtidhis section are generally based on Stemberge
(who is now the actual author of “Strack and Stemgée” translator’s note, x).
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two Talmuds. These documents originate in Palestine under Roman rule, except for the
Babylonian Talmud. Dating of redacted texts is a serious problem in the study of
Rabbinic Literature, and in many cases only approximate dates can bé giteai| are
thought to be composed up to the seventh century C.E.. This was a time in which Judaism
had to reconstitute itself and respond creatively in the wake of the Roman titesioéic
the Temple in 70 C.E., the loss of Jewish sovereignty over the land of Israel, disastrous
defeat in the second century rebellion against Rome, and the eventual rise crtigrist
as the official religion of the Roman Empire.

These classic Rabbinic texts are knowTasah she-be’al petor Oral Law,
although they were subsequently transmitted in written form. Rabbinic traditids hol
that the Oral Torah was given to Moses by God at Sinai, together with thenMrittah.
Martin Jaffee examines the nature of Oral Torah in three manifestatitmes tefm.
“Oral Torah” may refer to the composition of Rabbinic texts, their oral-pediven
settings, or their doctrinal significanéeEarly texts acknowledge a composition method
that was both oral and written, but in later documents, there was a conscious effort to
depict Rabbinic Literature as purely oral in composition. The “written-aieliate about
the composition of Rabbinic literature goes back to the Geonic period. Jaffea takes
middle position that there was an “interpenetration of the written and orahwaki
demonstrates from close examination of formulaic characteristics. Heidescthat the

“oral” nature of Rabbinic Torah was focused on its oral-performance in thermaste

6 Neusner)ntroduction,1994, 651-656; Stembergémtroduction,46-48.
7 Martin S. JaffeeTorah in the Mouth-Writing and Oral Tradition in Ratinian Judaism, 200 BCE-400
CE (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001).
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disciple relationshi.The oral origins and performance settings of Rabbinic works are
relevant to a fuller understanding of their nature.

The language of the early Rabbinic works (most of the Mishnah, Tosefta,
Halakhic Midrashim and many Beraitot) is Mishnaic Hebrew. AramaiGaliiean form
for the Yerushalmi and Aggadic Midrashim, or Babylonian form in the Bavli
(Babylonian Talmud), takes precedence in Amoraic works, with a number of loan words

from Greekl®

HALAKHIC MIDRASHIM

Halakhic Midrashim, commonly known also as Tannaitic Midrashim, are
exegetical commentaries with a legal orientation, on the books of Exodus, Wsaitid
Deuteronomyt! In contrast to the apodictic nature of the Mishnah and Tosefta (which
will be described below), these works use Scriptural citations as jusbifisdor
halakhah. The Mishnaic and Midrashic forms competed for dominance in the Tannaitic
period. In a sense, each form “triumphed” in its own way. The Mishnah dominated by

becoming the foundational text for both the Palestinian and Bablyonian Talmuds. Yet the

8 Martin S. JaffeeTorah in the Mouth124.

9 See Chapter 1, on methodology, for more on théicgtipn of Oral-Formulaic methods to the study of
Rabbinic Literature.

10 stembergenintroduction,101-107.

11 The Tannaim are generally considered the sagé®dirst two centuries C.E., while the Amoraim are
those that followed them through the early sixthtagy. It should be noted that there is anotheamrey
for the word tanna,in the narrower sense of one who repeats legditivas orally, by heart. Some prefer
to confine use of the term to this narrow defimitedone.
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Midrashic style of justified law reemerged in the Gemara’s lengthynaentst2 The
“Halakhic” Midrashim also contain significant Aggadic material. Traditign#hey are

said to derive from the schools of Rabbi Ishmael and Rabbi Akiba, third generation
Tannaim (c. 80-110 C.E.) who each founded a different school of Biblical interpretation,

with Rabbi Ishmael considered more the literdfist.

The Mekhiltot

The Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishm&élis a halakhic Midrash on Exodus, which
nonetheless contains extensive Aggadic sectfolmsform and program, it “comprises
the first scriptural encyclopedia of Judaism” collecting numerous topichanees and
then arranging them based on exegesis of Scriptural verses. As such, équastly
imitated in later Midrashic collectiori§ Although its date has been widely argued, it is
thought that the text is Tannaitic and received its final redaction in thegdattesf the

third centuryt”

12 For an exposition of this interplay between the twajor Rabbinic genres, see David Weiss Halivni,
Midrash, Mishnah and Gemara-the Jewish PredilictionJustified Law(Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1986).

13 Although this classification has been called ip@stion, Azzan Yadin find it instructive: Yadin,
Scripture as Logos--Rabbi Ishmael and the Origihslimrash (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania,
2004), Preface, x-xii.

14 Third generation Tanna who came from a priestiyifia He is traditionally known as the author of
Thirteen Principles by which the Torah is interpet

15The Aggadic sections rarely mention Rabbi Ishraael are not strictly to be included in his “schoof”
writings. Azzan YadinScripture as Logosxii.

16 Neusner|ntroduction, 251.

17 Stembergenntroduction, 255.



The Mekhilta of Rabbi Simeon ben YoKawvas another version of the Mekhilta
from the Tannatic and early Amoraic period, which was quoted through the Middle Ages
but considered a lost work until it was reconstructed in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries from citations in other texts and from manuscript fragments. $hiiiity
complete edition was produced in 1905 by David Z. Hoffmann, and a critical edition was
produced in the mid-Zdcentury by J.N. Epstein and E.Z. Melamed, from fragments in
the Cairo Geniza and attestations in other sources such as Midrash ha-Gadatyalme
midrashic anthology? For many years, the latter was the standard scholarly edition, but
W. David Nelson criticized the work for its lack of attention to critical menpts of the
Midrash Hagadol, its choice of other textual sources, and the technical dd&cult
inherent in the utilization of its critical apparatd$\elson subsequently published a new
critical edition which included selections of the Midrash that were preserved in the
fifteenth-century Yalkut Temanti The Mehkilta of Rabbi Simeon (Shimon) ben Yohai is
considered a slightly later work than the Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, probabdygedit
during the Amoraic period (200-500 CE), and may be a “secondary redaction” from the

same midrashic traditior?s.

18 Fourth generation Tanna, a student of Rabbi AKimais described as a mystic and was traditionally
held to be the author of the Zohar, a primary Kdibtiatext now given a medieval provenance.
19 D.Z. Hoffman,Mechilta de-Rabbi Simon b. Jochai: Ein halachisched haggadischer Midrash zu
Exodus(Frankfort am Main: J. Kauffman, 1905), and J.[dstein and E.Z. Melame§jekhilta D’'Rabbi
Simon b. Joch&Jerusalem: Sumptibus Hillel Press, 1979).
20 W. David Nelson, “Critiquing a a Critical Editio@hallenges Utilizing the Mekhilta of Rabbi Shimon
Ben Yohai,”"Recent Developments in Midrash Research: Procesdifithe 2002 and 2003 SBL
Consultation on MidrasHh,ieve M. Teugels and Rivka Ulmer (eds.). Pisactawgw Jersey: Gorgias
Press, 2005: 97-155.
21w, David NelsonMekhilta de-Rabbi Shimon Bar Yol{&@hiladelphia: Jewish Publication Society,
2006).
22\W. David NelsonMekhilta de-Rabbi Shimon Bar Yohaii-xxv.
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Sifra, Sifre Numbers, Sifre Deuteronomy

Sifra, associated with the school of Rabbi Akibkers a verse-by-verse
commentary on the book of Leviticus. Mainly due to the lack of narrative in Lesjtits
focus is on halakhah and legal mate#fdt frequently appears to quote the Mishnah and
Tosefta, but may instead have been drawing on common circulating materias@dsin
their redaction. The core of the work is dated to about the same time as the avighkilt
Rabbi Ishmael, although there were apparently many later additions tatthe te

Sifre (“books”) contains early exegetical halakhic commentaries dooibles of
Numbers and Deuteronomy (Exodus was originally included, but lost after the Geonic
period). Sifre Numbers can probably be dated to after mid-third century, teth la
additions, and Sifre Deuternonomy, apparently a composite work, was probably redacted

in the late third centurg/

TALMUDIC LITERATURE

Mishnah, Tosefta and Beraitot

Legal oral traditions were circulating from the Second Temple period. In addition
to the Pharisees’ known embrace of oral law, even groups such as the Sadducees and the
Qumran sect had their own oral la¥¥sMishnah,” from the Hebrew verb meaning “to

repeat,” can be described as the individual or collected oral teachirgmayox of the

23 Stembergenntroduction,260-263.
24 Stembergenntroduction, 273.



Tannaim, the early Rabbinic authoriti@eMishnah is the foundational document of
the Talmudic genre. It consistsmishnayotollected and edited by Rabbi Judah ha-Nasi
(also known simply as Rabbi) around the year 200 C.E. in the land of Israel. It is
organized into six “Orders” dedarim each of which contains seven to twelve tractates,
or masekhtotThe Mishnah focuses on case law and covers all facets of daily life, ritual
and prayer, torts, and marital relationships as well as rulings on sacpiicig,and the
temple cult which were no longer operable after the destruction of the templeudt
giving the appearance of a legal code, it might be better describedgss sektbook or
training manual in the methods of the sages. Neusner calls it a “philosophical law
code.’26

The Tosefta, meaning “the addition,” is a commentary on the Mishnah and
collection of additional Beraitot (see belowhich follows the organization of the
Mishnah but is four times longer. Although its purpose and editorial developmexnhrem
obscure, it was probably edited some time between 300 and the fifth cent@tGsE.
often considered the earliest Talmud, although it lacks the dialectic naturdaitthe

Talmuds. Many Beraitot in the two Talmuds are selections or paraphrasefiéom

25 Hanoch Albeckntroduction to the MishnatHebrew) (Tel Aviv: Devir, 1959), chapter 1, oreth
antiquity of Oral Law; Lawrence SchiffmaRgclaiming the Dead Sea Scrqli¢ew York: Doubleday,
1995), 245-255.
26 Neusner)ntroduction,97, and Stembergentroduction,55, suggest that it might have been a teaching
manual. Abraham Goldberg terms it a “study booklalakha.” Goldberg, “The Mishna—A Study Book
of Halakha,” inShmuel Safrai, edThe Literature of the Sagegol. 1 (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987):
211-262.
27 Stembergenntroduction 158-159.
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Tosefta, often (especially in the Bavli) rephrased for the purposes of the current
argumenes

Beraitot, or “external” teachings, in the Talmud were traditionally ciemed
authentic Tannaitic sources from the same period as the Mishnah. Today, some hold that
not all Beraitot are authentically Tannaitic. Those quoted by sages ‘tiemitdle or
late Amoraic period,” which cannot be found elsewhere in the Tannaitic lite@ttine
Yerushalmi (Palestinian or Jersualem Talmud), are considered to be pdyticula
doubtful2® To be cautious, | will examine Beraitot in the context of their Amorais text

but note their traditional classification as an earlier layer of text.

The Talmuds of the Land of Israel and Babylonia

The two Talmuds are the Yerushalmi, also known as the Palestinian Talmud or
the Talmud of the Land of Israel and the Babylonian Talmud or Bavli. The fornser wa
probably redacted in Tiberias in the early fifth century, and the latteedites] in
Babylonia in the sixth and early seventh century C.E., but remained fluid, reaching a

“fixed quality” in the eighth centur§? The Bavli was largely edited by the “Stammaim,”

28 Abraham Goldberg , “The Babylonian Talmud,Tihe Literature of the Sageépl. 1 (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1987): 323-345.

29 Abraham Goldberg, “The Babylonian Talmud,” 334-3B#&ewise Jack N. Lightstone contends that
“beraitot as a class share the literary traitsastmishnaic texts.” He claims that many developethf
passages in the Tosefta, Halakhic Midrashim andidfelmi, and therefore most should be dated neeearl
than the second half of the third century. LightstdThe Rabbis’ Bible: The Canon of the Hebrewl8ib
and the Early Rabbinic GuildThe Canon Debatdee Martin McDonald and James A Sanders (eds.)
(Peabody, Mass: Hendrickson Publishers, Inc.),1.78f

30 Michael Krupp, “Manuscripts of the Babylonian Taidy” The Literature of the SageShmuel Safrai,

ed. (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987), 346.
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anonymous fifth to seventh century redactors, whose penchant for “justifiédrd
desire to include and reconcile divergent Rabbinic opinions created the disculgive sty
and complex dialectical argumentation which give the Bavli its unique cha¥acter

Each Talmud starts with the Mishnah at its core, commenting on and clarifying
the Mishnah but even more importantly (especially in the Bavli’'s caseghang into
extensive dialectic and argumentation in the search for truth, the divine will, and
principles of righteous living. The expansion on the Mishnah is known &ctimara
(learning), which is sometimes used as another word for the whole of the Talmud. Both
Talmuds follow the Mishnah’s outline but neither covers every tractate. Thrids)

particularly the Bavli, became the foundational documents of traditional Jugkaism

AGGADIC MIDRASHIM (MIDRASH AGGADAH)

The collections of Aggadic Midrashim examined in this study are those which are
associated with the Amoraic period in Palestine, and related to the PalessimarlT
Stemberger dates the final redaction of Genesis Rabbah as “approximatatypayaty
with the Palestinian Talmud, i.e. in the fifth century, and probably in its first Hdf.”
dates Leviticus Rabbah to the fifth century as w#ellhese two are generally considered
the earliest Aggadic Midrashim (although | have noted that the Mekhiltot alsairoesht

extensive aggadic components), and are closely associated in origin with ulsbaliei.

31 See David Weiss HalivnMidrash, Mishnah, and Gemarpp. 76-92; and Jeffrey Rubenstelime
Culture of the Bablyonian Talmuy@altimore, Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003)3. The term,
“Stammaim,” is Halivni’s, following the classic tarfor anonymous or unattributed Talmudic material,
“Stam ha-Talmud

32 For a description of the Bavli’s ascent to auttyain the Geonic period, see Strack and Stemberger
Introduction 214-215.

33 Stembergenntroduction pp. 279, 291. Note that some other Midrashim éefiRabbah” come from a
later period. Also, the Midrashim themselves contime later additions; see Stemberger 280, 289-290
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Genesis Rabbah is exegetical, expounding in minute detail on the book of Genesis. It
consists of one hundred chapters and focuses rhetorically on the “direction ofdhge his
of Israel, specifically its ultimate salvation at the end of tiftd.&viticus Rabbah has a
different format; it is not a verse-by-verse commentary. It has usuaiydefined as a
homiletic Midrash whose thirty-seven chapters follow the weekly Torah reaafinigs
triennial Palestinian cycle. Some have found a tight literary structure tootike while
others see it as a looser collection of sermonic matéralrton Visotsky finds no clear
unifying theme and calls Leviticus Rabbah a “miscellany, an encyclopeliéction of
traditions which are gathered around thirty-seven nodes or clusters of verses in
Leviticus.™6 Each section opens with at least peéihta (opening segment), before
turning to thegufa, or “main section.”

Other Aggadic works of Amoraic period are referenced in my study, including:
Pesikta de-Rab Kahana (Sabbath and festival homilies from fifth centustiRa)e
Pesikta Rabbati (homilies for the festivals and special Sabbaths, dateinnpertzaps
sixth to seventh century), Song of Songs Rabbah (a commentary on the Song of Songs,
mid-sixth century), Lamentations Rabbah (commentary on Lamentations, first tiee
fifth century), and Avot de-Rabbi Natan, a narrative expansion of the Pirke Avot, which
is a collection of wise sayings attributed to the Tannaitic sages and inclutted in t
Mishnah. The dating of Avot de-Rabbi Natan is uncertain, possibly asasatie fifth

centurys’

34 Neusner Introduction 360.
35 Joseph Heinemann, “Profile of a Midrash: The Ar€omposition in Leviticus Rabba,” Journal of the
American Academy of Religion 39 (1971): 141-150ubieer,Introduction 391-393, cites its “recurrent
message,” that focuses on the sanctity of Isragitarfuture salvation from subjugation to the oa$. But
cf. David Stern, “Vayikra Rabbah and My Life in Mas$h,”Prooftexts Vol, 21, 1, (Winter, 2001): 23-38.
36 Burton Visotsky,Golden Bells and Pomegranat&tudies in Midrash Leviticus Rabbah. (Tubingen,
Germany: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 23.
37 Strack and Stembergéntroduction is my source of dates for these Midrashim. A.t@an holds that
Pirke Avot was a late addition to the Mishnah, @0 8Strack and Stembergéntroduction 122).
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A NOTE ON THE TERMS “M IDRASH” AND “A GGADAH"

Discussions of Rabbinic lore and hermenautics sometimes interchange the two
concepts of “Aggadah” and “Midrash”. The two terms are not identical, but thelapver
to some degree. In broad terms, Aggadah is a genre of Rabbinic literature tiaesradl
the non-legal material found in Talmud and Midrash. The vast majority of tmegtite
was composed in Palestine, although many selections were edited and adopted into the
Babylonian Talmud® Aggadah ranges from wise sayings and epigrams to anecdotes,
folk-tales and lengthy stories, some of which are about events in the Bible amdfsom
which do not reference Scriptut®Ruahha-Kodeshas a theological concept, is
invariably referenced in aggadic passages of Rabbinic works, whether thosengorks a
classified as halakhic or aggadic.

“Midrash” has a dual meaning, as the Rabbinic method of biblical hermeneutics
and collections or exempla of such interpretation. As such, it signifies both tkeeagehr
the compilations themselvé&Midrash has a unique hermeneutical method of weaving

and comparing Biblical verses (or words, or even letters) together intenéxtual”

38 Avigdor ShinanThe World of the Aggadahf-17. Shinan extends the boundaries of Aggadah fa
beyond Rabbinic literature, encompassing otheyelvish literatures such as the Apocrypha, Jewish-
Hellenistic literature, mystical works, the DeachSeitings, and more.

39 J. HeinemannAggadah and its Developme(itebrew) (Jerusalem: Keter, 1974).

40 G, Hartman and S. Budick, edMidrash and Literature(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986),
Introduction.
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fashion to show that “Scripture is one interconnected wHale'Neusner’s phrase, the
Rabbis “write with Scripture” in creating Midrash. Fishbane decribeMttieashic uses
of Scripture in the terminology of Saussure’s structural linguisticspttice becomes the
“langue” (complete linguistic system) of each Midrashic “par¢#et or expression of
speech), so “thus is the Midrashic word inscribed within the language of Scriffture.”
Midrashic collections or texts can contain both halakhic (legal) and aggadic or lsgenda
material, but they are always referencing Scripture. If the prifioans of a Midrashic
text is aggadic (such as Genesis Rabbah or Leviticus Rabbah), it is commontydshaw
“Midrash Aggadah,” although the former example is exegetical (int@mgr8cripture
verse by verse) and the latter is homiletic (sermonic in nature). Yet\dasysly noted,
the Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, conventionally termed a “Halakhic Midrash,” also
contains large sections of aggadic material. Likewise, the Bavli contains alatkhiah
and generous selections of Aggadah. At the same time, the Bavli often employs
“midrash” or “midrashic techniques” in its hermeneutic.

| will try to clarify matters by using upper-case “Midrash” to sigraftext in the
Midrashic genre, while using lower-case “midrash,” to signal the use oashidr
hermeneutics in a given Rabbinic téxSimilarly, | will use Aggadah for the genre and

aggadah for an individual example.

41 Michael FishbaneThe Exegetical Imaginatioi3. Cf. Daniel Boyarinintertextuality and the Reading

of Midrash 11-19.

42 Michael FishbaneThe Exegetical Imaginatioi1-12.

43 Like “Halakhah” for the legal genre and “halakhédt individual laws. Judah Goldin states that three
terms are commonly used in Rabbinic texts themselwedescribe the principal components of the Oral
Torah: midrash, halakhot, aggadof{Avot deRabbi Natan, 39, cited in Judah GoldiRreedom and
Restraint of Aggadah,Midrash and Literature Hartman and Budick, eds., 57-66.) Goldin deseribe
halakhot as the apodictic traditions, not dependaritlidrash.
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THE HISTORIC STUDY OF MIDRASH AND AGGADAH

Having reviewed the major works of Rabbinic Literature, | turn to a briefwevie
of how Aggadic material has historically been treated as a subject of Begipning in
the Geonic period, Aggadah has often taken a secondary role to Halakhah in Jewish
thought#4 Judah Goldin explores the general Rabbinic principals that “one doesn't rely
(ein somkhihon Aggadah” and furthermore, “one doesn’t bring a difficuin (
makshin from the Aggadah,” and one may not derive halakhot (laws) from it, because
aggadot (legends) are a personal creation and not based on received tfadition.
According to Goldin, these are Geonic formulations, and the reluctandg tmrihe
Aggadah does not stem from the Talmuds (except for an oblique reference in the
Yerushalmi). In the two Talmuds, Halakhah and Aggadah were closely intedtvine
Tannaitic and Amoraic literature, the study of Aggadah is frequentlygataand
considered a way to leammitatio dei46 However, by the Geonic period, “Rationalism
[was] the dominant intellectual persuasitahd the post-Talmudic authorities had
already become uncomfortable with the antinomian potential inherent in théofkaeg
aggadic imagination. There ensued a development away from Aggadah, and growing
restraints put upon its use. The discomfort, indeed embarrassment of the Geonim and

subsequent commentators with the Aggadah, appears to have resulted partly from

44 See Joshua Levinson, “Literary Approaches to MildysCurrent Trends in the Study of Midragbarol
Bakhos (ed.), Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2006: 189-226.

45 Goldin, “Freedom and Restraint,” 57-61. Israel Tar@, however, points out that in the Middle Ages,
Ashkenazic commentators derived some life-and-dealtkhot related to martyrdom from aggadic
passages. Ta-Shma, Israel, 20@tudies in Medieval Rabbinic Literature in EuropeldNorth Africa
(Hebrew).Part Il,Jerusalem: Magnes Press/Hebrew University, 193 fn.

46 Goldin, “Freedom and Restraint,” 67-68.
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polemics with other sects and groups, such as the Karaites, Muslims, and Chrittans, w
made mockery of the Aggadah’s fantasy and anthropomorphism (the latter less of a
problem for medieval Christians, as Ta Shma points*®@pldin notes that a medieval
commentator such as Rabbi Abuhav" téntury author oflenorat ha-Ma’or felt a

need to apologize in the introduction for his foray into the aggadic réaimthe Middle
Ages and later, aggadot and Aggadic Midrashim were lavishly preserved inicoect
such asralkut Shim'on{attributed to Rabbi Shim'on Hadarshan™t&ntury,

Frankfort), and anthologies such as the aforementibtetrat ha-Ma’or Ein Ya’akov

(a collection of all the aggadic sections in the Bavli and some of the YerushaladpV
ben Shlomo ibn Eviv and son Levi, Salonika, 1516), or retellings inTeena Ur'enaa
popular Yiddish collection including biblical and midrashic material, Ya'akov ben
Yitshak Ashkenazi, Poland, 1590’s), but these were directed at popular audiences and
considered secondary to Halakhah, the study of the elite.

The first traditional scholar to take a systematic approach to the study alakgga
was Maimonides (outstanding rabbi, philosopher, lawyer and physician also known as the
Rambam, 1135-1204). He was challenged by the seemingly fanciful nature of the
Aggadic Midrash, in contrast to rationality and to neo-Platonic philosophy and
metaphysics. In th®loreh ha-NevukhiniThe Guide of the Perplexedylavo la-Mishnah
(Introduction to the Mishnah), and particularly his introductioReoek_Helek(Chapter

10 of Tractate Sanhedrin), Maimonides tends to approach the Aggadah and sometimes

47 Goldin, “Freedom and Restraint,” 60.
48 Ta-Shma Studies194-195.
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the biblical text itself in a symbolic fashion. He developed a new alleggrizadied
hermeneutic for the study of Aggad&t-or example, in his interpretation of the stories
of Adam and Eve, reminiscent of Philo, Maimonides says that Adam symbolizes form or
reason, while Eve represents physicality. Isaac Heinemann’s undemngtahthe
Rambam’s view of Aggadah comes from a famous presentation on the matter in
Guide of the Perplexedhe Rambam contends that there are three categories of people
who approach the Aggadah in different ways. Some accept it as literally truerejecte
it as nonsense, and some realize that is it poetic or literary expresseadisé ve-shit
The former are fools, the latter just show their own ignorance, and the third group i
correct. Rambam’s view, then, combines a notion of the creative literary qudhty of
Aggadah, along with a neo-Platonic tendency to interpret it in symbolic ways.

In fact, the recovery of Aggadah was seen as a key task \éfiisenschafthe
“scientific” and scholarly study of Judaism that began in Germany egtiyei18'
Century (the first group formed in 1819), spread to Italy, Galicia and Russia, and
ultimately created a legacy that continued into the Jewish Studies moviartieant
United States, Israel and Europe. One of the most important books produced by that
movement was Leopold Zunz's (1794-1886) treatise on the history of the Jewish sermon,
Gottesdienstlichen Vortrage der Jud@i834) which provided a history of the Jewish

sermon and midrashic literature. After Zunz, other scholars who pioneereeitaey lit

49 Goldin, ibid. I found it interesting to note thtae 18" century commentaries of the Maharsha are
customarily printed with the halakhic sectionsarge print and the aggadic sections in small print!

50 Joshua Levinson, “Literary Approaches,” 196-197.
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study of Midrash included Isaac Heinemann, Max Kadushin, and Joseph Heinemann, the
first appointed professor in Midrash at The Hebrew Univepsity.

The modern renaissance of Aggadah was furthered by poets and scholars. In
Odessa and later in Palestingyiin Nahman Bialik and Yehoshua Ravnitsky published
Sefer ha-Aggadafin installments from 1908-1911). They compiled aggadot from many
traditional sources, but smoothed out the rough edges for a modern audience, and even
composed some sections on their &&m the United States in the early™2€entury,

Louis Ginsberg (1873-1953) authored the six vollwegends of the Jeves a retelling

of the Aggadah in English, reworking the material even more than had Bialik and
Ravnitsky, in order to weave it into a smooth and continuous narrative. In both cases, the
literary qualities of aggadah were featured. For Bialik and Ravnitsky, thedalyga

became an ancient Jewish “epic” for the modern wasrld.

The first serious and systematic treatment of the Aggadah (althouglhitin rea
confined to the Midrashei Aggadah) is that of Isaac Heinemann in his ds&itei ha-
AggadahP4 He analysed the structure and purpose of the Aggadah, and built his own
system on the Maimonidean categories described above. He noted that in the modern
period, there are still those who accept Aggadah as historic (in some ways), hlbose w

reject it out of hand, and those who see it as creative expression. The first grolipecoul

51 David SternMidrash and Theory-Ancient Jewish Exegesis and €oporary Literary Studies
(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1996), 7.
52 pavid Stern, IntroductioriThe Book of Legends—Sefer ha-Aggadiihlik and Ravnitsky, trans.
William G. Braude, (New York, Schocken Books, 199&j.
53 David Stern, Introductiorthe Book of Legendsxi.
54 Heinemann, Isaa®arkhei ha-Aggadah(Jerusalem: Massada Press, Hebrew University] édition,
1974), as cited in CBoyarin’s Intertextuality and the Reading of MidhgBloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1990), 1-11.
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exemplified by bible scholars like Umberto Cassutto (1883-1951) and Benno Jacob
(1862-1945), the second by early Reform Jewish leader Abraham Geiger (1810-1874)
and the third by the historian and philosopher Nahman Krochmal, known as Ranak
(1785-1840). However, Heinemann himself prefers a fourth approach. He cites Rabbi
Yehiel Michael Sachs, who describes the Aggadah as a combination of “free iexpress
and the striving for truthtgéeruf bein yetsirahdfshit u-sh’ifa le-eme#5 In short, the
Aggadah is actually “creative historiography.” Heinemann finds the scholarly
underpinnings for his approach in the work of German romantic historiographers such as
Stefan Georgé8 The goal of such historiography is not to strive for historical accuracy in
the “objective” sense, but to get inside the world and mind of the characters of history
and to retell their stories, “not the way it was but the way it should have been.”
Furthermore, according to Heinemann, the Aggadah is a product of the Rabbis’ “organic”
thought, which is very concrete, emotional, and collective in nature, as opposed to
“scientific,” (we might say, “Western” or even “logocentric”) thoughhich valorizes
rationality, abstraction, and individualism. Furthermore, the Rabbis jettison thk Gre
approach to “Logos” in its sense of the word in its context, and feel free to tdike eac
word, phrase, or section of the Bible and detach it from its setting to find meaning that

enhances, but doesn’t destroy the plain seéhse.

55 Heinemann, Isaa®arkhei ha-Aggadahl-7.

56 Daniel Boyarin,Intertextuality and the Reading of MidragBloomington: Indiana University Press,
1990), 1-11.

57 Heinemann, Isaa®arkhei ha-Aggadah140. Up to the last phrase, this Rabbinic techniquaxdsu
amazingly like post-modern deconstructionism.
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Heinemann’s methodology, while serving as a landmark at the time of hisgyvrit
now requires updating. For example, while he described earlier and later desfetieopm
the Aggadic Midrash and compared them to Hellenistic Jewish, apocryphal andallassi
works, he did not analyze individual works. Rather, he wrote about the tendencies of
Aggadah as a genre. Since Neusner, scholars have been much more cautious about a
“synoptic” approach to Rabbinic thought which fails to note the distinct program, dating
and context of each documeéfiAlso, the concept that the Rabbis thought “organically”
and emotionally is challenged by the highly logical analysis dominatimghthlekhic
works>9 Readers have acknowledged the strong German Romantic outlook that colors
I. Heinemanns’ work, particularly his view that the Rabbis envisioned and retesate
ideal Jewish mythic pa&.Nonetheless, the foundational quality of Heinemann’s work,

as the first systematic analysis of the Aggadah, must be acknowfédged.

58 See Neusnetntroduction to Rabbinic LiteraturéNew York: Doubleday, 1994), Introduction. Critiegi
of Neusner’s approach are mentioned under “Trauiticstory,” below.
59 Of course, their “organic” thought might be lindteo Aggadic literature.
60 D. SternMidrash and Theory101 fn.
61 D. Boyarin,Intertextuality 1-11.
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Literature Review: Previous Studies orRuah ha-Kodeshn Rabbinic
Literature

The subject oRuahha-Kodestas not been widely addressed in depth in the
secondary literature on Rabbinic sources. Several scholars have noted thegtuaf usa
the term, but have failed to highlight the distinguishing features of the teoraddtess
the connection between its two major meanings. One classic monograph has deen cite
for nearly a century, while scattered articles and references seek te splaliarship on
the subject. This Literature Review will survey the pertinent works asebsashe current
state of research. As might be expected from a topic as theologically loatied‘ldsly
Spirit,” polemical agendas and apologetics have often clouded reseaocdmis'sions.

In addition, the interchange 8hekhinatandRuahha-Kodeshn some texts has led
some writers to consider the two virtually identical.

After nearly a century, Joshua Abelson’s clasBie Immanence of God in
Rabbinical Literature contains the most thorough study of the subje&uzhha-

Kodeshin Rabbinic literaturé? | am referring to him at length, because although he was
one of the earliest modern scholars to have written on the subject, his work remains the
most thorough treatment of the topic. Chapters 14-21 of this monograph deal with “The

Holy Spirit” (so | will use his choice of English term in reviewing his book)héligh

62 Joshua Abelsori;he Immanence of God in Rabbinical Literat{rendon: Macmillan and Co., 1912).
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written in 1912, the book is still referenced and quoted extensively, indicating that it
remains the authoritative volume on the subféct.

Abelson’s book gives an overview of Rabbinic descriptions of God’s immanence,
including several chapters on the Shekhinah, several on the Holy Spirit, and some
concluding chapters on Rabbinic theology and mysticism. His book shows a broad
familiarity with many Rabbinic sources as well as Hellenistic, agutnalyand Christian
works, and is surprisingly contemporary in many of its insights and observations.

Nevertheless, the book is unabashedly apologetic in tone. Abelson seeks to defend
the mystical and empirical nature of Rabbinic spirituality. Ephraim Urbas already
noted Abelson’s “apologetic purpose” which he said may well “overstep the far&.”
be more specific, Abelson contends that Classical Rabbinic literatureud@and
Midrash) contains a substantial mystical element, which he defines agaueel
experience based on empirical experience and feeling. “The mystid ssideanmunion
with God. His soul reaches out in loving yearning to embrace God. And he knows that he
has found God, because he has felt the thrill of His answering 4oecording to
Abelson, Rabbinic depictions of tlshekhinahthe Holy Spirit and other personifications
of the divine show a Rabbinic belief in God’s immanence in the world and His

availability for direct relationships with humanity in the Rabbinic preseniedisaw in the

63 Examples of citations of this book by later schelacluded in our literature survey are: Ephraim
Urbach,The Sages-Their Concepts and Beligtmns. Israel Abrahams (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1979), 41; David Flusser (whdsdalfthe most important work about the hypostatic
aspects of Rabbinic Judaism until nowJydaism and the Origins of Christianitjerusalem: Magnes
Press, 1988, 307 fn., and B. Gertel, “The ‘holygthand Judaism” (Conservative Judaism, 49, 2, New
York, 1997), 38.

64 Ephraim UrbachThe Sages}1.

65 Abelson,lmmanence5
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biblical past. Abelson stresses the empirical “evidence” of God as a conteyripend

in religious life that is parallel to the empirical evidence of a new siiceage (a
contention that would hardly be accepted today). He describes contemporaneous
Christian trends toward an emphasis on “direct experience of God” and asksafigfori
“Well...what has Rabbinical Judaism to say for itself? Must it confessdtasan from
such an inheritance? Is it shorn of the prerogative of having enjoyed the mystical
experience of union with God...®?"The answer, for Abelson, is a resounding, “no,”
which he seeks to demonstrate in the rest of the book by citing extensive Aggadic
material on the immanence of God.

Abelson explores the possible influence of Christianity on Rabbinic ustsabf
ha-KodeshHe notes the frequent identification of the te@hgkhinalandRuahha-
Kodeshin Amoraic writings, and suggests that the Rabbis may have switched to this term
in order to avoid the Christian doctrinal connotations of “Holy Spirit.” The term
Shekhinatbecame the more popular one, and “whether this is owing to the adoption of
the Holy Spirit into the theology of the N.T. and the Church Fathers, is a moot {oint.”
He also observes increased reference to the Holy Spirit in later Adgattashim,
which, he notes, originate in a time when Judaism and Christianity had become
completely separate religions, and there was no longer a danger of confusion with

Christian doctrines. However, his argument is not fully supported by the Rextbha-

66 Abelson,Jmmanencgell.
67 Abelson,mmanence379.
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Kodeshis used extensively in the Mekhilta, an early Midréfstéind also in Amoraic
Aggadic Midrashim such as the Genesis Rabbah and Leviticus Rabbah, while there
move to substitut&hekhinahn the Bavli.
The enduring popularity of this volume must stem from the fact that it remains,
after nearly a century, the most exhaustive reference to Rabbinic sdescebing
God’s immanence. The chapters on “The Holy Spirit” are extensive. In histapter
on the subject, Abelson begins with a review of the term “Spirit” in the Tanakh and the
Septuagint. He uses Biblical examples to illustrate many uses of theutgnifin the
Tanakh) opneuma(in the Septuagint), including wind, breath, human nature, the Divine
principal in human nature, and God’s Spirit, all of which he views in a kind of hierarchy
of meaning. The Divine or Holy Spirit interacts with humanity in a number of viays.
can relate to the entire nation by animating its leaders, or to individuaftebn@
“occasional, fitful inspiration” to certain prophets or “permanent, inborn endowmsnt wi
a continuous ethical significance,” as in Isaiah’s vision of the Messianic?leelson
contends that the two Biblical passages which actually use the term “piaty @salms
51:13 and Isaiah 63:10-11) have a special meaning related to the RabbinicRded of
ha-Kodeshbecause is a “deepening” of the term that connotes God’s immanence in man.
Abelson also notes the Biblical personification of divine Wisdtwkhmahin the

book of Proverbs in its role as a precursor to the Rabbinic understanding of the Holy

68 Although the dating is uncertain, Stemberger hthas the core of Mehkilta de-Rabbi Ishmael isahir
century.Introduction to the Talmud and Midrask55. W.D. Davies takes the opposite view from
Abelson, that in fact the Mekhilta has many refeemntoRuahha-Kodeshin response to its role in early
Christianity. W.D.Davies, “Reflections on the Spin the Mekilta: A Suggestion;The Journal of the
Ancient Near Eastern Society of Columbia Univerafiyl, 5 (1973): 95-105.

69 Abelson,Immanence]82-188.
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Spirit. He notes the connection between the two, while contending that neither the Bibl
nor Rabbinic literature cross the line into a full hypostatization of thesetasi€god.
Biblical Wisdom and Rabbinic “Holy Spirit,” have certain characteristics of
personification, but Abelson insists that each remainguédity belonging to God, one
of his attributes” and not, as in Christianity, representative of “any medegahgivisions
in the Godhead?™

In the following chapters, Abelson seeks to show the development of the term
“Holy Spirit” or Ruahha-KodesHrom the Bible into the Talmud and Midrashim. He
notes that it is sometimes used as a name for God, perhaps because the Rabbiy“held ve
stringent notions about the sanctity of the Divine name,” and sometimes ptéféoig
Spirit” or “Shekhinahas a substitute, therefore, “it is often a tax on one’s ingenuity to
discover whether an allusion to the Holy Spirit is a mere substitute for the Dame,
or whether it implies the deeper mystical meanings of the Divine Immanéridely
Spirit can also signify the “gift of prophecy in Israel” or the inspirationvhich Biblical
books were composed.

Abelson then turns to “materialistic conceptions of the Holy Spirit” (Chapter 16)
such as “visual and auditory phenomena” that accompany mystical experienoes. As
example, he interprets the expression, thaRiehha-KodesH nitsnetsa (was kindled

or sparked) in someone to mean a manifestation of physical light. LikewiseRifiah

70 Abelson,Immanence199-201.
71 Abelson,lmmanencg207. In Chapter 6 of my dissertation, | examime popular idea that the Rabbis
substituted metonyms for God in order to protect'&sanctity or transcendence.

26



ha-KodesHappears,” he assumes that it is in the form of a physical glow. Thisseem
be a hyper-literal reading of Rabbinic imagery and metaphor.

Abelson explores the ways in which the Rabbis used the Holy Spirit as a dramatic
personification of the Scripture, speaking or crying out. He fails to note, howvieaeits
scriptural speech is its chief distinguishing characteristic, the onectlat apart from
the Shekhinatand theBat Kol (“daughter of the voice” or divine voice, another Rabbinic
term).

His chapters on the Rabbinic view of the Holy Spirit and prophecydacl
references to Maimonides as well as classical Rabbinis. teig concluding chapters on
the Holy Spirit adumbrate the Rabbinic view that anyone could “pss#ee Holy Spirit
through living a holy life, and that the Rabbis acknowledged that norstigwophets,
such as Balaam, could also receive it under certain circumst@dénough he includes
an appendix on the interchange of the two teBhgskhinahand Ruah ha-Kodesh it
unfortunately contains some imprecisions, when Abelson contends that both the

Shekhinaktand Holy Spirit, are each at times found “speaking,” “cryitiainenting,” or
“answering.”3

Abelson’s book is an invaluable introduction to the Rabbinic concept of the
immanence of God in general, and the Holy Spirit in particular. Its durability is a
expression of its usefulness and insight. However, after nearly one hundredityis

time for an updated and less apologetic study of the subject. A more detached and

objective view is required. Moreover, methodology in the study of Rabbinic Literature

72 Abelson,mmanencg238-277.
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has changed over the past century. It is no longer considered enough to gather a
compendium on a certain term in order to produce a broad “Rabbinic” view of the
subject. Today each concept is apt to receive more careful attention to itewmiaemd
synchronic development.

Other books and articles provide additional light on the subject of Rabbinic
attitudes toward the Holy Spirit. Herbert Parzen’s 1929 article, “Thé Raakodesh in
Tannaitic Literature,” was written in the methodological style of theveith loose
attributions of opinions to “the Rabbis” as a body, and complete confidence in the
reliability of rabbinic attributiong* Parzen generally focuses on Tannaitic literature, but
also mixes in opinions from medieval commentators Rashi (1040-1105) and David Kimhi
(c. 1160-1235), as well as the Targumim. Parzen begins considering theocsniolti
which Ruahha-Kodeslttan be experienced (by saintly people, usually in the land of
Israel, during the “Biblical centurie®), and only then proceeds to a definition of the
term. What is interesting about this article is not the dated nature of the methgdmlt
the consistency of his definitions with Abelson (whom he doesn'’t cite) as weilras
later authors who identify the two main meaningRoéhha-Kodesh

The term, in Tannaitic Literature, may be said to fatbitwo chief categories.

Each category contains a distinctive singular connotation. In onBubb Ha-

Kodesh represents God. God is the active agent. He is the ceatterion. In

the other, the RuaHakodoesh denotes inspiration. And man has the centre state.

Man is the focus of attention. Man holds the important position, isd¢hse that
the Ruah Ha-Kodesh is for hiff.

73 Analysis of such examples will be found Chapteana 6.
74 Herbert Parzen. “The Ruah Ha-Kodesh in Tannaitierature,”The Jewish Quarterly Revie2d (1929-
30): 51-76.
75 Herbert Parzen, “The Ruah Ha-Kodesh,” 56
76 Herbert Parzen, “The Ruah Ha-Kodesh,” ibid.
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Moreover, the first definition dRuahha-Kodeshin which it “represents God,” is
associated with “the Spirit of Scriptur&,’and “the dramatization of Biblical verses.”
Furthermore, it is “a Representative of God—the Greek LogdRdrzen
describesfkuahha-Kodeslas the representative of God. It is the agent of God. It is a
synonym for God.™ He points out that there were many other metonyms for God that
were used both to “avoid anthropomorphism” and the overuse of the sacred
Tetragrammaton. Such common rabbinic names for God as ha-Makom (“the place,” the
Omnipresent, or “Existence” as he puts it) or “the Holy One, blessed,bardalso
included in this category. The connection that some Tannaim drew between the word
yestsival{standing, “presenting oneself’) aRdiahha-Kodeshe.g. in Mekhilta of Rabbi
Ishmael, Tractate Shirata 10) represents an important aspect of the twegchiit
describes a theophany experienced by the proRli@hha-Kodeslkcan also represent
God’s guidance, as in Sifrei Numbers 132, where the Land of Israel is divicead)dhe
tribes, “by means dRuahha-Kodeshand at the direction of the Omnipresaity ha-
Makom).” As for the second meaning Bluahha-Kodeshas divine inspiration acting
upon mortals, there are also nuances to be found. It can signify prophecy (in particular
the prediction of future events), wisdom, and poetic ability (as when the Children of

Israel sing the Song at the Sea or David composes the P8alrhsse touched biruah

77 A term which he attributes to Solomon Schechtet mith no bibliographical reference.
78 parzen, “The Ruah Ha-Kodesh,” 57
79 Parzen, “The Ruah Ha-Kodesh,” 60.
80 Parzen, “The Ruah Ha-Kodesh,” 70-72.
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ha-Kodeslexperience spiritual purity and exaltat®rParzen gathers selected texts with
Ruahha-Kodeshn a somewhat homiletic fashion to present his pictufRuathha-
Kodesh with little critical reading or attention to diachronic development. Stil, i
interesting that his overall classifications and findings—that the termitben lee a
metonym for God or refer to prophetic inspiration—are well in concert with otigiest
of the subject throughout the past century. His identificatidRuathha-Kodeshwith
Wisdom and the Logos is also important to my study of the Hellenistic rootsusfatas
a metonym.

Ruah Hakodosh in Some Early Jewish Literatgaran unpublished doctoral
dissertation by Edward Bea®#Beavin surveys uses Buahha-Kodeshn the
Apocrypha, Tannaitic Literature, and the Dead Sea Scrolls (those available in 1961). H
concludes that these early Jewish literatures all share some comma geeerings of
term. He, too, finds thdRuahha-Kodesltan be a straight “metonym” for God, or more
specifically can signify a cleansing and purifying spirit, or a sourceragsspecial
knowledge, or wisdom in geneillt can also provide prophetic inspiration or moral
strength. Of interest is Beavin’s caution to Christian scholars not to try to readrian
theology back into Apocryphal or even Pauline writings by focusing on the whether or
not they contain the definite article with “holy spirt.He demonstrates that this is of

little grammatical importance in context, and in all such cases the ternt ande&inely

81 parzen, “The Ruah Ha-Kodesh,” 73-74.
82 Edward Lee BeavirRuah Hakodesh in Some Early Jewish Literafitashville: Vanderbilt University
Doctoral Dissertation, 1961). Beavin later becam®#d Testament scholar and specialist in Dead Sea
Scrolls at Kentucky Wesleyan College, and was #iniglecturer at Harvard.
83 Edward BeavinRuah Ha-Kodesh70-71; 104-106.
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given spirit in human beings, and not a hypostatization (in the Christian Trinitarian
meaning of the term). Beavin’s section on the Tannaitic literature fomuaesy on the
Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, with a few additional references (includingeneées to
Talmudic stories quoted from an anthology.) Although he identifies and briefiyilnes
most references to the teRuahha-Kodeshn the Mehkilta and some other Tannaitic
texts, he does not do an in-depth analysis of the term or evidence much fariltarity
the original Hebrew sources. Nonetheless, this short thesis achieves its gfuakioig
that early Jewish literature made extensive use of theReahha-Kodeshn ways that
are distinct from later Christian Trinitarian theology.

Ephraim Urbach’s classithe Sagesotes a few references to well-known
passages on the subject of the Holy Spirit, which he views as synonymous with
prophecyts Urbach refers to a Tannaitic dictum that “Whoever accepts one
commandment in faith is worthy that the Holy Spirit should rest upon him.”

(Mekhilta Vayeh 6). Urbach notes that some Rabbinic texts saw the Greek period as the
end of formal prophecy, after which one must turn to the Sages, rather than the prophets,
for guidance. Finally, he refers to a saying of Hillel (noted sage who livedcbyldaa

and Palestine during the first half of the first century), in Tosefta Pesdch8nthat the
ordinary people could be counted on as a halakhic source because, “the holy spirit rests
on them. If they are not prophets, they are sons of proptedisiiach finds this

significant, and introduces the insight that:

84 Edward BeavinRuah Ha-Kodest?3.
85 Ephraim UrbachThe Sage§Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1979)
86 Urbach,The Sages399, 567, 577.
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the holy spirit had departed from individuals, but it rested on the coiityras a
whole...the holy spirit as a permanent factor ceased to exist idays of the
Second Temple, but certain situations of exaltation and joy derivarg the
performance of a Divine precept bring about its reappearance; thramethis,
however, the generation does not merit.

Urbach also states that, “There is no difference whatsoever betweshnisa’
and ‘Heavenly Voice’; they are both alternative expressions for ‘the hivlly gyat
speaks out of the language of Scriptuite.Ih fact, although the terms are related and
sometimes interchanged, tBaekhinatand theBat Kol rarely speak in Scripture, and it
is a rather large generalization to say that they are “both altereatwessions” for the
Holy Spirit.

Alan Unterman, Howard Kreisel, and Rivka Horowitz's article on “Holyi8pir
in the Encyclopedia Judaica (EJ), gives a solid general background to the 8ubject.
Unterman notes that the Holy Spirit has different uses in Rabbinic thought.digrefy
the function of prophetic inspiration, the conference of temporary prophetic ability to
exceptional individuals, a function of religious ecstasy or joy, and finally—sbiatew
problematically—as a hypostatization or synonym for God or the Shekhinah. Those are
the same basic functions, but in reversed order from the way that Parzen aind Bea
classify them.

This hypostatization is essentially the product of free play of imagery, and does
not have the connotations Rfrahha-Kodeshas an entity separate from God.

87 Urbach,The Sages77.

88 Urbach,The Sage$6. The Midrash quoted is Lev. Rabbah 6:1.

89 Alan Unterman, Alan, Howard Kreisel and Rivka Garitz, “Ru’ah Ha-Kodesh, Encyclopedia
Judaica Michael Berenbaum and Fred Skolnik (eds), Vol2'?, Edition. Detroit: Macmillan Reference
USA, 2007: 506-509. This article also appearedhéntt' Edition, except for the Kreisel section on
Maimonidies.
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Neither are there any overtonesRaf'ah ha-Kodeslsomehow forming part of the
Godhead, as it is found in the Christian concept of the Holy Ghost, which was a
translation oRu’ahha-KodeshThe problems centering around this use of the
termRu’ah ha-Kodeslare the product of its different uses shading into one
another. Sometimes it is used merely as a synonym for God, and at others it refer
to the power of prophecy through divine inspiration. In order to maintain a
perspective on the matter, the monotheistic background and the image character
of rabbinic thinking must always be kept in mi#d.

These statements raise the central issiRuahha-Kodeshn Rabbinic literature.

It is both the “power of prophecy” and a synonym for God. The article attribuses thi
vivid personification oRuahha-KodesHho the fertile Rabbinic imagination and rightly
affirms that this imagery does not contradict Jewish monotheism, but does not take the
next step to analyze the unique function and purpose of this particular hypastafat
God.

In the continuation of the EJ article, Rikva Horowitz offers an overview of the
termRuahha-Kodeshin Jewish Philosophy, including Philo (Alexandrean Jewish
philosopher and exegete, c. 20 BC to c. 50 CE). She confirms that Philo saw the Divine
Spirit as inspiration to prophecy, and that he also saw it as the divine soul that comes
from God, and identified the Spirit with Wisdom, which he elsewhere identifibstiat
Logos: “Philo’s Divine Spirit corresponds to the rabbinic Shekhifafiliis is pertinent
background for my current study, which also examines the connections of Spirit and

Wisdom.

90 Unterman, “Ru’alHa-Kodesh,” EJ. The term referred to in this peapb, “Holy Ghost,” based on the
King James edition of the Bible, was formerly a coom English translation dtuahha-Kodeshn its
Trinitarian Christian usage.
91 Horowitz, “Ru’ah Ha-Kodesh,” EJ.
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In a more contemporary work, Stuart A. Cohen highlights the political aspect of
Rabbinic descriptions of Holy Spift.According to Cohen, in order to establish their
hegemony in the Jewish community and to avoid antinomian tendencies, the Rabbis
downplayed the role of prophecy, including the rol®o&hha-Kodesheven in biblical
times and certainly in their own day. Cohen quotes numerous Rabbinic sources about the
end ofRuahha-Kodeshand prophecy, without passing judgment on whether this
cessation of divine inspiration was meant to “underscore Israel’'s unworthonesgive
prophetic pronouncements or was...to be understood as a sign that improvements in the
national character had made prophets redundaiie Rabbis wanted to establish that
normative decisions would now be made on the basis of study and debate rather than
prophetic inspiration. “The chronology of most of the sources which articulate rabbinic
views on the cessation of prophecy has led to the suggestion that they were impressed
into polemic service against third-and-fourth-century Christianity,” vétlelaims of new
prophetic revelation%' Moreover, the rabbis were also concerned with the preservation
of religious norms, as well as the establishment of their own authority in Jewistysoc
Rabbinic texts accomplished this political aim in various ways: by detlyengontinued
existence of prophecy, by minimizing its uniqueness in the Biblical setting, and by
recasting the prophets in their own rabbinic image. Although not specificallgifig on

Ruahha-Kodeshthis book has much valuable material for understanding the social and

92 Stuart A. CohenThe Three Crowns-Structures of Communal Politidgarly Rabbinic Jewry
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), Grap
93 . CohenThree Crowns67.
94 5. CohenThree Crowns68.
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political context of its use. Such aspects of the topic are often overlooked wheruthe foc
is on theology.

Other recent literature addresses the subject of Spirit in theology aridithter
dialogue. Michael E. LodahlI'Shekhinah/Spirits a Christian “process pneumotology,”
or a theological exploration of the Holy Spirit “by way of the language andceptsof
process philosophers and theologiafsl’odahl focuses on understandings of “God as
Spirit” in the context of Christian Jewish dialogue, which he prefers to call
“conversation.? In Part | of the book he explores the Jewish historical and textual roots
of his subjec®’ Part Il turns to the problem of evil as it relates to pneumatology in a post-
Holocaust world, and Part Il addresses the problem of eschatology. Throughout, Lodahl
draws upon Jewish theological concepts of God’s presence and absence, in wayd that lea
him to question traditional Trinitarian doctrine and to note the role of Christian
theological triumphalism in laying the groundwork for anti-Semiti§#l.ddahl stresses
that whether the term used in ancient Jewish texts for God’s immanenogalas
pneuma, oShekhinahit signifies a way 6f referring to God’s presence and activity,
rather than to a being or beings hypostatically distinct from’Gbi italics)?° By
“hypostatization,” however, he refers to Christian Trinitarian doctrinepdrsge persons
within the Godhead, and not to literary imagery or personification as employed by the

Rabbis.

95 Michael E. LodahIShekhinah/Spirit: Divine Presence in Jewish andigian Religion(New York:
Paulist Press, 1992), 1.
96 |_odahl,Shekhinah/Spirjt4-7.
97 Lodahl,Shekhinah/Spirjt41-57.
98 |_odahl,Shekhinah/Spirjt67-73, 107-110.
35



Lodahl's Chapter 2, on “Ruach, Pneuma, Shekhinah: The Divine Presence” (41-
78) is of particular interest to my study because of his assessment of theSpietaind
Divine Presence in biblical and Rabbinic tradition. Intriguingly, he writess thue that
the term “Holy Spirit” for the rabbis generally connoted the voice of God in the
scriptures, and ‘Shekhinah’ tended more to suggest God’s comforting and sustaining
presence particularly in the context of Jewish suffering.” The Rabbinic uanirsg of
the Holy Spirit as “the divine voice in scripture” is central to my own thesis and has not
been mentioned much in scholarly literature. However, Lodahl does not develop this
statement further or embark on an in-depth study of primary Jewish souragstsHe
most of his information on the Rabbinic literature from scholars like Abelson and
Urbach, and shares Abelson’s conclusions that Rabbinic uses of the term “Holy Spirit”
may have been scaled back over time because of its role in Christian dééttize.
book is a meaningful contribution to the field of interfaith theological dialogue, but does
not present a detailed study of the functionRaefhha-Kodeshn Rabbinic literature.

Elliot B. Gertel's article, “The ‘holy ghost’ and Judaisfii'takes a dimmer view
of interfaith dialogue and adopts a somewhat polemical tone to oppose it. Sitele Ger
identifies “Holy Spirit” almost exclusively with Christian Trinitani@octrine, he
minimizes its active role in Rabbinic sources. Although the two ideas have common
roots, they are not identical. One can appreciate the role of “SpiriRaabdha-Kodesh

in Rabbinic Literature without identifying it with Trinitarian Christitheology. But even

99 Lodahl,Shekhinah/Spirjt57.
100 |_odahl, Shekhinah/Spirjt56.
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more significantly, Gertel jumps to theological conclusions after a gusswvey of
sources from a wide variety of periods and texts.

A key to Gertel’s treatment of the subject is found in his sweeping statéméen
“The Bible does not want us to be ‘spiritual.’ It wants us to do the will of God, to respond
to God’s teachings, to do God’s commandments, and to be worthy partners of God in
Covenant.?02 Gertel upholds a traditional Jewish idea of the primacy of religious
observance when he contends that Spirit is “a vehicle of guidance that God uses
reluctantly” in the Bible, and it is referenced with decreasing frequenityeiaccounts of
the later prophet®3 1t is “at best an unpredictable emergency measure to remind Israel
that the best way to draw close to God is to follow the teachings of the T8rahése
statements do not account for the many positive reference to “spirit” iratteki and
other ancient Jewish literature or its prominent rolR@ghha-Kodeshn early Rabbinic
works such as the Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishm¥el.

For Gertel, the Rabbinic concept of the “Holy Spirit,” is a term foiSthekhinah
or Divine Presence, distinguished from the BibliRakh and he notes that “the Divine
Presence graces the community through the study of Torah and the observance of
mitzvot.” According to Gertel, it was through Hellenism that the Christiailmmaot the

Holy Spirit was developed, in contrast to the Rabbinic Jewish concept. But this may be a

101 Elliot, B. Gertel, “The ‘holy ghost’ and JudaisifConservative Judaism, 49, 2, New York, 1997): 34-
55. Even the lower case in the title carries a agss

102 Gertel, “The holy ghost,” 37.

103 Gertel, “The holy ghost,” 36-38.

104 Gertel, “The holy ghost,” 45.

1050r indeed the many medieval Jewish authorities sdumyht to experience the Holy Spirit: see Abraham
Joshua HeschdProphetic Inspiration After the Prophets-Maimonidgesl Other Medieval Authorities
(Hobokon, NJ, Ktav, 1996).
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false dichotomy. By the New Testament period, Hellenistic culture hadncéde
Palestine to the point that “Hellenism” and “Judaism” were hardly two atEpantities;
and indeed, “from about the middle of the third century BC all Judaism must really be
designated ‘Helenistic Judaism’ in the strict seri8e.”

Gertel writes that the New Testament describes the Holy Spirtirast’€ spirit,
abrogating the need for Jewish laws and boundaries between Jews and Gentiles. He
references a number of books of Christian theology of the Holy Spirit that have a
triumphalist or even an anti-Jewish tone. He concludes that the differences io the tw
faiths’ views of the subject are “deep” and “unbridgeabfé.”

Gertel footnotes Solomon Schechter’'s example of parallels between New
Testament and Rabbinic motifs related to Holy Spirit (such as the dove), butmoakes
more of it than to note that a Christian scholar rejected it. He cites the phssadfee
Tanna de-be Eliyahu, 208 that “Jew or Gentile [male or female, slave or free] God’s
spirit rests upon a person in accordance with his or her deeds,” but fails to cossider it
intriguing virtual parallel in Galatians 3:28 (and its intriguing differendgt in the
Rabbinic text the Spirit's presence is based on deeds, while in the New Testasent

found through Christ. Such a comparison would highlight a shared tradition about the

106 Martin Hengel Judaism and Hellenism, Vol ,(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974), introduciiod
107-110. See also Burton L. Visotzky, “Midrash, 8tian Exegesis, and Hellenistic Hermeneutic,”
Current Trends in the Study of Midrash, Carol Bak{ed.), (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2006), pp. 118-119,
who states that contemporary scholars, “routineuane rabbinic Judaism to have been thoroughly
Hellenized.”

107 Gertel, “The holy ghost,” 49. This viewpoint isstriking contrast to the previous book,
Shekhinah/Spirjtin which a Christian theologian learns from Jéwiseology in ways that make him
guestion Christian Trinitarian doctrine.

108 Tanna debe Eliyahu is a homiletic work of uncerdating and provenance, probably post-Talmudic.
Strack and Stembergéntroduction 340-341.
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democracy of the spirit, while noting the difference in how the two religiessribe its
acquisition. Gertel does not do much analysis of the development of Holy Spirit in
Rabbinic writings in the context of this article, and he gets most of his redsrendhe
subject from Abelson’s book. In summary, this article contained much valuable
information, but its polemical tone—against interfaith dialogue on the subject and
including several barbed references to contemporary Jewish interest ituédyi—
left it lacking as a fully objective scholarly work.

A new monograph on the subject of “Spirit” in ancient Jewish thoudttas
Spirit in First-Century Judaisrby John R. Levison. Levison examines the concept of
“Spirit” in the writings of three important first-century Hellenisiiewish thinkers: Philo
Judaeus of Alexandrea, “Pseudo-Philo” (the anonymous author loibéreAntiquarium
Biblicarum, a Hellenistic Jewish retelling of Scripture from the first centugy, @nd
Flavius Josephus (37 CE-100 CE, a Jewish general who surrendered to the Romans and
later became an important historian and apologfistle shows that these and other
ancient Jewish writers had a variety of influences in writing about the Sparieful
analysis of their work shows that they reflect ideas about the spirit éhatsarfound in
Jewish works such as the Hebrew Bible, Apocrypha, and Dead Sea Scrolls, agheell as
thought of Greco-Roman authors, particularly Cicero and Plutarch. Each of the three
authors studied by Levison wrote about “an astounding variety of effects of th's spiri
presence,” (Levison, 238) and these are further examined in my section aniétell

Jewish Literature.” Although Levison is concerned with first centurgastand only

109 John R. LevisoriThe Spirit in First-Century Judais(Boston: Brill, 2002).
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touches briefly on the topic &uahha-Kodeshn Rabbinic literature, his book provided
invaluable background material for my study.

Three additional selections focus specifically on the roRuzhha-Kodeshn
particular texts. One focused article is W.D. Davies’ “Reflections on thé fBpthe
Mekilta: A Suggestion,” imThe Journal of Ancient Near Eastern Sociéjin this article,
he asserts that the Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael is one of the most important Rabbini
sources for understanding the New Testament. He notes the pervasive impdrttrece o
Spirit” in this text, and suggests (although only “very tentatively”) thatmudd¢he
description of th&kuahha-Kodeshn the Mekhilta might have been a conscious, if
unsystematic, polemical response to early Christian theology. There aneamples of
particular interest to Davies. First, the Mekhilta is very concerned etidea that
prophetic revelation through the Holy Spirit usually takes place within the ldschef.
Therefore, the sages must go to some pains to explain how Moses and even the entire
people of Israel are able to be inspired by it outside the land (TrRis&tel). Second,
according to Davies, the Holy Spirit is presented in a “warlike” and mihtaytin
Shirata 7, as it exalts in the overthrow of the Egyptian army. Daviesézlieat each of
these key themes dtuahha-Kodeshn Mekhilta—the importance of the land of Israel
and the role of the Holy Spirit in national triumph—might be polemically responding to

early Christian ideas of the spirit as “geographically ubiquitous and nationally

110w.D.Davies, “Reflections on the Spirit in the Migki A Suggestion,The Journal of the Ancient Near
Eastern Society of Columbia Universityol, 5 (1973): 95-105. The article provides préhiary reflections
to his book;The Gospel and the Land: Early Christianity and 3w erritorial Doctring (Berkeley:
University of California, 1974.
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indifferent.”11 According to Davies, the Mehkilta depicted a Holy Spirit that was
associated with the land of Israel and with the Jewish people and its fate, tsniilcre
universalistic overtones in nascent Christianity. There is, of course, muchatieerdle
of the Holy Spirit in the Mekhilta, and in particular the “warlike” depictions irr&ai
might be seen as somewhat ironic and even humorously mocking in tone. Still, these
insights from a noted scholar of early Christianity can offer suggestiohe pbtemical
dimensions oRuahha-Kodeshn Rabbinic texts.

In his bookThe Exegetical Imagination on Jewish Thought and Theplogy
Michael Fishbane has a chapter‘bhdrashic Theologies of Messianic Suffering,” in
which he identifies what he callsRaahha-Kodestype of homily in Pesikta Rabbati.
The dating of this Palestine sermonic collection is inconclusive, but it probab$ytdate
around the seventh century of the Common!Er&ishbane draws the readers attention
to several homilies in Pesikta Rabbati 341%#pr the period of comfort after Tish’a be-
Av (the fast commemorating the desctruction of the Holy Temple in Jerual@mh w
open with commentaries on eschatological verses from the préghatdhe beginning
of each Piska, a verse from the Zachariah or Isaiah is offered, followtbe dgclaration
that it “is to be considered in the light” of what a certain Biblical figuvas inspired to

say by the holy spirit’Zo hishe-ne’emra be-Ruaia-Kodesh al yedgirhe Biblical

111 pavies, “Reflections,” 104.

112\william Braude, transPesikta Rabbati—Discources for Feasts, Fasts, qrati@l Sabbath@New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1968), 26. Accordm@tembergenntroduction 301-302, this can only be
seen as an approximation, because there are nmidioyltes in dating the text. The core of the texay
date to the third or fourth century, but its redtatimay have taken place several centuries later.

113 william Braude, transPesikta Rabbatit63-690.
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figures referenced are Isaiah (Isa.61:9), Solomon (Song of Songs 8:9), Daunis(Psal
36:10), and Jeremiah (Jeremiah 31:13), and the verses cited as inspeahbyg-
Kodeshare each said to offer messianic hope to the people of Israel. Here, works from
each of these major literary prophets are attributed to the influetigabha-Kodesh.

In contrast to Maimonides low ranking Btiahha-Kodeshn the hierarchy of prophecy
(see Chapter 3), these studies provide evidence that in some Rineleisa-Kodestwas
associated with the major prophets as well as with Kings David and Solomon. Fishbane
notes that bringing in the referenceflgahha-Kodeshadds “a prophetic and semi-
apocalyptic dimension to the various sermons” and contrasts with other Rabbinic
assertions about the end of proph&&yl he references to thieuahha-Kodeshmight be a
rhetorical or hermeneutical move: if due to Rabbinic conventions the homilist can no
longer claim to be divinely inspired, he can at least hint that his interpretstibased on
inspired words.

However, Fishbane was not the first to investigate veahha-Kodeshype” of
homily. It was also examined by Marc Bregman in his article, “Cirdataems and
Proems that begin with the Formula ‘Thus it is said by the Holy Spititwhere his
focus was on the forms of the proenpetihta. Bregman brings extensive research to
demonstrate that there are many exceptions to the commonly accepted dastdpin

homiletic proem always ends with the first verse of the periagi@)(which follows,

114 “Midrashic Theologies of Messianic Suffering,” Ma#l Fishbane, in hishe Exegetical Imagination
on Jewish Thought and Theolo@yambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998): 73-85.

115 FishbaneThe Exegetical Imagination77, 85.

116 Marc Bregman, “Circular Proems and Proems Beginriiffaus it is said by the Holy Spirit.” [Hebrew]
Studies in Aggadah, Targum and Jewish Liturgy imidey of Joseph Heinemangisher and
Petruchowsky, eds. (Jerusalem: Magnes: 1981: 34-51)
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and a high percentage of such exceptions occur in proems which begins Wtlathe
ha-KodesHormula noted abov&.” He calls proems which end with the verse they begin
with, “circular” proems. Whereas Fishbane investigates the rhatoises of the “said
with Ruahha-Kodeshform, Bregman is concerned with the dating of the various types
of proems and contends that the “circular” forms were actually a latelogewent that is
more common in the Taoma-Yalamdenu genre of teif The “said withRuahha-
KodesHh form is an unusual one and a fuller investigation of its provenance is a
desideratum. Both Fishbane and Bregmans investigate the uses of one pérhctian
of the termRuahha-Kodeshwhich highlights its function of prophetic inspiration and
touches on its connection to speech. But the possibly late dating of these Midrashic
selections may place them outside the range of my current study.

Burton Visotzky'sGolden Bells and Pomegranates: Studies in Midrash Leviticus
Rabbahjncludes the chapter, “Angels and Insects: Theology, Angelology, Prophecy,
Eschatology,” which pays special attention to the functio®uaihha-Kodeshn

Leviticus Rabbal1® He places the references to God in that document on a “continuum

from the most transcendent to the most immanent. According to Visotksy, ¢atlohg

117 Cf. Harry Fox, “The Circular Proem: Compositiorgriinology and Antecedents, Proceedings of the
American Academy for Jewish Research, Vol. 29 (}9831.

118 Marc Bregman, “Circular Proems,” 48-49. He notest Zunz (1784-1886), had already identified the
“said by the Holy Spirit” form as symptomatic okthater Aggadic forms, followed byatioch Albeck
(1890-1972), who found that some of the materighase Midrashim originated in the Bavli. Fox
considers the circular (or “envelope”) proem a Taitio form which was “rediscovered” by later edgpr
but he does not question the late dating of thal“séth Ruahha-Kodeshform. (“The Circular Proem,”

p. 28). The dating of Tamnima-Yelamdenu, a Midrash on the Pentateuch, is tipdabate. While
commonly dated as late as tHe@ntury, its core may date from around 400 (Stegeveintroduction
305-306).

119 Burton Visotzky,Golden Bells and Pomegranates: Studies in Midrasviticus Rabbah

(Tubingen, Germany: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 135-153.

43



“King” or “The Blessed Holy” fia-Kadosh barukh Huemphasizes his transcendeie.
On an “intermediate” level, God is referred toRamhha-Kodesha term used with much
more frequency thaBhekhinahn Leviticus Rabbak?! Shekhinatand “Father” are the
more intimate and immanent terms for God, suggesting a close relationship to human
beings!22 Beyond these are the retinues of the heavenly court, angels, demons, and local
spirits.

According to Leviticus RabbaRuahha-Kodeshspeaks to human beings through
scriptural verses (e.g. Leviticus Rabbah 3:5, 4:1 or Rdahha-Kodeshs also the force
that acts upon Israelite prophets when they are filled with God’s spirit and speak hi
word 123 Thus it is “a primary means of delivering prophecy and thus verses of canonized
Scripture.’24 Ruah ha-Kodeshas the power of prophecy, represented a powerful and
sometimes dangerous visionary force in the Bible; but it is a more benign phenomenan in
the rabbinic present. Visotzky notes three places wReatha-Kodeshs said to
provide Rabbis of the Tannaitic period with a certain measure of clairvoyande whic
gives them a supernatural ability to understand the domestic problems ofutentst
(Leviticus Rabbah 8:1, 9:9, 21:8). In two of these anecdotes, the issues uncovered by the

rabbis in question suggest that they were merely “privy to community goasiey’ than

120 Although in some Rabbinic texts (e.g. Bavli BeratkBa and 6a), it is used to describe an
anthropomorphic and fatherly image of God.
121 Burton Visotzky,Golden Bells and Pomegranatds6.
122 gyrton Visotzky,Golden Bells and Pomegranatds87-138. In the Bavlida-kadosh barukh Hmay
be depicted in an immanent and anthropomorphiddadie.g. Berakhot 3a, 6a, 7a).
123 Burton Visotzky,Golden Bells and Pomegranatds6-137.
124 Burton Visotzky,Golden Bells and Pomegranatest2.
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receiving supernatural inspiratié#t.Visotzky provides a focused look at the role of
Ruahha-Kodestin one major text, which still leaves room for a broader survey of how
the term develops diachronically.

This survey of literature has lead to many sources on the development of the term
Ruahha-Kodestrom the Biblical to the post-biblical and Rabbinic periods, but no in-
depth analysis of if, or how, the term continued to develop and change in Rabbinic
Literature itself. While several studies have notedRbhahha-Kodests dual function as
both prophecy and personification, there has been no explanation of the relationship
between these the two functions. Likewise, there has been little sustathdetailed
attention to thé&kuahha-Kodes's distinguishing characteristic: her speech, which is a
quality lacking in Rabbinic portrayals of tlekhinahRepeatedly, scholars have
equatedRuahha-Kodeshwith theShekhinatand failed to analyze the differences in the
two figures.Ruahha-Kodeslpersonified speaks in Scripture in certain formulaic ways,
as the divine voice in Scripture, and these formulae have not been analyzedrin earlie
studies. Having considered the works of various scholars over a century, orestdl s
need for revisiting the subject using an updated methodology. The foregoing review
demonstrates that while much data has been culled, there is nevertheless aaeed for
new, comprehensive and critical study on the topRwdhha-Kodeshn Rabbinic

literature.

125Burton Visotzky,Golden Bells and Pomegranateisi3-144. These stories are analyzed more fully
below, in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 1: Methodology: How | Approach the TextualEvidence

LITERARY STUDIES OF MIDRASH AND AGGADAH

Although the literary value of Aggadah has been recognized since the
Wissenschaftylidrash and Aggadah were studied in the Academy primarily with such
traditional tools as textual criticism, redaction criticism, history, andlolgl. These
were, and continue to be, crucial in examining a vast classical literatw@ah there is
still much to be learned about composition, redaction, and dating otiexts.

Some contemporary studies on Rabbinic literature in general, and the Aggadah in
particular, are predicated on new literary and reader-centered apmaache
understandings. They often take a literary, cultural, or anthropological approach to thei
topics. The influence of scholars of myth such as Mircea Eliade, or anthropologist
Levi Straus, has fostered an appreciation for myth’s richness in emotionaitconte
symbolism and deep spiritual and psychological meaning. Folklorists such as Dov Noy
Howard Schwartz, and Dan Ben-Amos have focused on the Aggadah’s folkloric,
legendary, and mythical compone#tsLiterary studies of the Bible by critics like

Robert Alterl28 have awakened an interest in studying the Midrash and Aggadah as

126 stemberberger, “Handling Rabbinic Texts: The Reobbf Method,” op.cit., 45-55.
127 Joseph Heineman and Dov N&tudies in Haggadah and Folklor@New York/Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1972); Howard SchwaRejmagining the Bible-The Storytelling of the RaljNiew
York/Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998). SesocaDan Ben-Amos, “Jewish Folklore Studies,”
Modern Judaism, 11:1 Review of Developments in kModewish Studiefart, 2 (February, 1991): 17-66.
128 Robert Alter,The World of Biblical Literatur¢New York: Basic Books, 1992).
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literaturel2® The study of Midrash in the context of literary theory has proven fruitful.
Contemporary studies examine Midrashic texts from the standpoint of litbesmyes
such as semiotics, dialogics and rhetorical critici&hhiterary critics have looked to
classic Midrash as an ancient antecedent of modern deconstructionist tlnetrses ta
text’'s meaning as something fluid and multival&ht.

Two examples of such contemporary literary study of Talmud are found in the
works of Jeffrey Rubenstein and David Kraemer. In his Badikudic Stories
Rubenstein approaches several well known Aggadot in the Bavli and examines them as
literary works!32 For each story, he examines its formal literary qualities, its redadti
process by the Stammaim, its deliberate placement within a hataldya(Talmudic
legal discussion), and finally, its cultural import. He finds these Aggadot to tayite
forms that respond to historic and cultural issues of importance to the Stammaim, even
when told about much earlier authorities. These issues include shame and prigeeretice
and action, or the value of Torah study versus the value of ordinary everyday litedHe s
the Aggadah as a complement to Halakhah that provides a holistic appreciation of
Rabbinic literature.

Such literary techniques, according to Kraemer, can be applied to the study of

Halakha as well as Aggadah. David KraemeR&ading the Rabhispplies a “literary”

129 For an extensive overview, see Geoffrey HartmanSamford Budick, edsMidrash and Literature
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986).
130 pavid SternMidrash and TheorgEvanston, Northwester University Pres, 1996%.He cites
examples by Daniel Boyain, Jose Faur, Steven ad&alames L. Kugel, and Michael Fishbane, as well
as his own work.
131 See David StegrVlidrash and Theoryl-13, and Dan Ben-Amos, “Jewish Folklore Stuiti&pdern
Judaism11:1 (February 2001): 17-66.
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methodology to reading halakhsagyot(plural ofsugyg.133 For Kraemer, the essence of
a literary approach to Talmud is “to comprehend the meanings of the text at thof leve
its final composition,” which he opposes to the common source-critical studiesnithat te
to “atomize” the text34 The hand of the redactors should be viewed as that of an author
or authors who “actively shapes his sources to create a composite Whélellbwing
Robert Alter’s view of “Biblical Literature36 Kraemer finds so-called textual
“problems” the very occasion forligerary appreciation of the text.

In this study, | utilize some of the general literary methods of textizdysis,
particularly those advanced by Jeffrey Rubenstein. | examine storiesditidns
involving Ruahha-Kodestfor their literary qualities, their diachronic development, and

their cultural and theological significance.

Specific Literary Methodologies to Be Used in this Dissertation

My dissertation makes use of several developments and theories in trg liter
study of Rabbinic Texts. | utilize Form Criticism and Tradition Criticigs well as

theories and methods developed in the growing field of Oral-formulaic studiies$, are

132 jeffrey Rubensteirf;almudic Stories—Narrative Art, Composition andtGu. (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1999).

133 David KraemerReading the Rabbis-The Talmud as Literatiew York/Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1996).

134 Kraemer Reading the Rabhi®.

135 Kraemer,Reading the Rabhid0. The degree to which editors shaped the Rabteirts is an area of
scholarly debate. Neusner represents one thedrptileg arguing that the documents were carefully a
deliberately shaped by a final editorial hand. ®tieer extreme can be found in the writings of Peter
Schéfer, who defines these texts as “macroformstivbnderwent continual reformulations in an almost
random and organic process over the generationgirlV& Jaffee,Oral Tradition in the Writings of
Rabbinic Oral Torah: On Theorizing Rabbinic Oralit@ral Tradition, 14/1 (1999): 3-32

136 Robert Alter The World of Biblical Literature
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more recently being applied to Rabbinic studies. Finally, | incorporate themlddeary

theory of “Intertextuality” as it applies to the study of Midrash.

Form Criticism

Form and tradition criticism are two historically established methods&vat
been important to Biblical and Rabbinic studi#g-orm Criticism has its origins in
Biblical scholarship, and has become an important methodology in literary atiquhsr
of Rabbinic literaturé38 Some exemplars of this methodology in the field of Rabbinics
include Jacob Neusner, Abraham Goldberg, Joseph Heineman, and Eliezer Di#@mond.
Form Criticism (also known as Genre Criticism) for Rabbinic texts isrdiftehan Form
Criticism of Biblical and New Testament text8.Form Criticism looks for the recurring
patterns that appear in texts regardless of their content, and also “desxibes
textual realizations of certain forms [e.g. a Midrashic homily]. It does rsatritbe what
is said in a text*!

In Biblical studies, Form Criticism is often used as a tool for uncoverang th

original, orally transmitted units which an editor or redactor used to build altextua

137 Stembergerntroduction,49.
138 See, “Is the Method of Form-criticism appropriatepplied to Rabbinic Literature?” in Wayne S.
Towner,The Rabbinic “Enumeration of Scriptureal Examples%-Study of a Rabbinic Pattern of
Discourse with Special Reference to Mekhilta D'Rriael(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1973), 27-48.
139 Jacob Neusnemtroduction to Rabbinic LiteraturNew York: Doubleday, 1994), pp. 30-51 is but
one example of Neusner’s emphasis on formal arribel characteristics of Rabbinic literature. $éso
Abraham Goldberg, “Form-Analysis of Midrashic Liture as a Method of Descriptioddurnal for
Jewish Studie86 (1985): 159-174; Joseph Heinemarrayer in the Talmud, Forms and Patterns
(Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 1977), Eliezer Dianthriwrestling The Angel of Death: Form and
Meaning in Rabbinic Tales of Death and Dyindggurnal for the Study of JudaisidXVI, 1, 1995: 76-92.
140 Stembergerintroduction,49-55.
141 Avraham Goldberg, “Form-Analysis of Midrashic Liggure,” 160, 174.
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narrative, but by the nature of Rabbinic literature such units are often @adint.
Rabbinic literature calls itself “Oral Torah” and is clearly complasfeunits of tradition
framed in conventional forms. In Rabbinic literature, Form Criticism ig oeful for
textual interpretation, rather than identification of literary uH#©ne must be cautious
in trying to reconstruct a Rabbin®itz im Leberor the origins of the formal units, both
because of the ahistorical nature of most Rabbinic narratives and the prablesuegiof
rabbinic attributions. Yet with proper care, form criticism can lead to a better
understanding of tradition history, because a tradition is gradually edited dodnal
gualities developed from one version to the riéxt.

The first generic distinction in Rabbinic Literature is between Halakhdh a
Aggadah. This dissertation explores aggadic texts, even if they are embedded i
primarily “halahkic” work. For Aggadah, the first generic distinction to be made i
between prose, which overwhelmingly dominates Rabbinic literature, and pualeici,
is fairly rare. In aggadic prose literature, three major genermgodes have been
identified. The first major generic category is narrative forms. Thegedmbiographical
tales, miracle stories, tall tales, animal fables, stories which inthedgppearance of the
Bat Kol (Divine Voice), and others. A second category is “scientific” descriptibaata
geography, medicine, and so on. A third recognized generic category in the Aggadah is
“speech” forms, which include various types of sayings, parables, proverbs, and

prayerst44

142 | indbeck,Story and Theologgforthcoming), Chapter 2.
143Wayne S. TowneiRabbinic Enumeratior84-35, 45-46.
144 stembergerintroduction,51-52.
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In this dissertation, | identify a particular type of Midrashic nareafiorm in
which Ruahha-Kodeshspeaking as the divine voice in Scripture, is pictured in
“Reciprocal Dialogue” with Israel. | then show how the same form is adiaptee Bavli

to place “the Holy One, blessed be He,” in the role formerly fille®bgh ha-Kodesh.

Tradition History

In Rabbinic as in Biblical scholarship, the identification of forms and units of text
leads to the larger study of Tradition History. The term “Tradition Hystioas two
definitions. The first is the study of topics and themes throughout Rabbiniculreegatd
culture. With that definition, this entire dissertation is really a type ddifion History”
for the traditions involvindgRuahha-Kodeshn Rabbinic Literaturé4>

The second definition of the term “Tradition History” is the study of thetyiif
parallel traditions in Rabbinic texts. There are many parallel “unitadition” that find
their way into more than one Rabbinic text, sometimes virtually unchanged and
sometimes with significant varients. Similar parallel units are found iBitile and
other ancient literature. The diachronic development of such parallel traditns is
growing area for scholarly research. The oral nature of transmissioe \way to
account for variations in traditions as they were shared in different sétting

Conversely, the variations may embody the deliberate literary and rhetbraoees of

145 Stembergenntroduction 53.
146 Shmuel Safrai, “Oral TorahThe Literature of the Sages, Part OShmuel Safrai (ed) (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1987), 80-81.
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editors and redactotg? It can be particularly fruitful to view a tradition as it emerges in a
variety of Rabbinic texts, so that changes and developments can be seen.

According to Stemberger, “the synoptic reading of these parallel textmE@
task of rabbinic research#8He affirms this while recognizing Jacob Neusner’s well-
known objection to so-called “synoptic studies”of rabbinic texts. By this Neusrattme
to oppose an unhistorical approach which does not take into account the integrity of each
text when building a case for an undifferentiated “Rabbinic view” of a given topideWhi
not all would agree with Neusner’s radical emphasis on the independence of each
Rabbinic text as a carefully “authored” and edited representation of a woslénge
rhetorical program, the rigor with which he has approached the critical atirBbbinic
texts has influenced a whole generation to avoid the sometimes naive, unhistorical
methodologies of the pak® Scholars of half a century ago might have simply collected
all references about a subject from the Bible through the Middle Ages and drawn
conclusions on the concept, without much attention to the diachronic and synchronic
development of subjects and traditidh&Now it is generally accepted that iterary and

theological explorations must be placed in the context of a historical frafewor

147 Stephen S. Fraade, “Literary Composition and Oeafd®Pmance in Early MidrashinQral Tradition,
14/1, 34.

148 Stembergerntroduction 53.

149 A summary of Neusner’s theory of texts and mettaglpis found in Neusnertroduction to

Rabbinic Literaturepp. 1-21. A critique of the insights and limitatof his approach can be found in
Martin S. Jaffe¢,Oral Tradition in the Writings of Rabbinic Oral &dr. On Theorizing Rabbinic Orality,”
Oral Tradition, 14/1 (1999): 3-32.

150 Even master scholars were not immune to this pipen“Despite its deliberately historical
orientation, even E.E.Urbach’s bodke Sages: Their Concepts and Beli¢@ambridge, MA 1987), in
many respects an eminent standard work on rabbieiclogy, does not escape the danger of an almost
entirely unhistorical description.” (Stembergtroduction,46.)
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As | examine textual traditions, | note the ongoing scholarly debate over the
historical reliability of Rabbinic attributions, which was explored in someldetaiy
Master’s thesi$%> Even those scholars whom | tend to follow in this matter, such as
David Weiss Halivni, David Kraemer, and S. Stern (i.e. those who have “demonstrated
the overall reliability of the Talmudic attributional system”) stilkkaocwledge that “those
attributed statements are oral-literary constructs,” careftdlfgerl for the purpose of
memorization and transmission,” rather than examples of “historically exac
guotation.*56 Wayne Towner notes, “Traditions which are passed on in the name of R.
Akiba or R. Judah enjoy authority in the last analysis because the consensus of the
community has granted them it, and not simply because a name is attached"#them
And yet, the named named sage often remains an important factor upon whichythat ver
consensus is based. Based on these considerations, | am more likely to refierence t
redacted text than the named authority, but | also think it is important to note which
authorities are linked to different uses of a term. The reliability of Rabbiattributions
is undermined by the fact that many sayings, or variations of the santietraalie often
assigned to different authorities in different texts, which is abundantlyrévidenany of

the more popular traditions abdriiahha-KodeshAt the same time, certain roles and

155 pananBetween Earth and Heaven: Elijah the Prophet inftaio Literature University of Texas,
2000, 24-26.

156 For an analysis of these different approaches)ag®ovner, “Pseudepigraphic Invention and
Diachronic Stratification in the Stammaitic Componef the Bavli: The Case of Sukka 28,” Hebrew
Union College Annual, Vol LXVIII, Cincinnati, 1997:1-62. The quotation here is from Rovner, fn. 1.
place this issue in the broader context of redaatiptheories for the Talmud, see Martin JaffegbBinic
Authorship as a Collective Enterpris@fie Cambridge Companion to the Talmud and Rabhitécature
Charlotte Elisheva Fonrobert and Martin Jaffee .fed€ambridge/New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2007): 17-37.

157 Towner,Rabbinic Enumerations$5s.
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characteristics are often associated with a particular sage, whitde @dnsidered a folk
or oral tradition built around his personality and chardétdrnote at least one instance
of an Amoraic sage, Rabba, who is repeatedly cast as sceptic in regard to thenappear
of Ruahha-Kodesh

In this dissertation | examine four different aggadic traditions aRoahha-
Kodeshin depth, as they appear in parallel versions in several texts, and seek to draw
some conclusions about their diachronic and synchronic change and development. | will

also take note of other traditions in the course of different types of textualianalys

Oral-Formulaic Studies

Form and Tradition History are considered established methodologies in Rabbinic
scholarship. Oral-formulaic studies compromise an important newer influence on the
methodology employed in this dissertation. Inquiry into the role of orality in tharilcis
composition of Rabbinic Literature is as old as the Geonim (Babylonian scholles of t
post-Talmudic period)3® but the academic study of Rabbinic literature as an orally-

derived literature is relatively ne® So | begin here by giving a brief overview of the

158 Kris Lindbeck,Elijah and the RabbisStory and TheologyNew York: Columbia University Press,
forthcoming), Chapter 1.

159 see for example Gaon Sherira ben Harligeret Ha-Rav Sherira Ga’ofBhowing two recensions,
manuscript and Geniza variants, Hebreé®gnjamin Menasseh Lewin (ed.) (Jerusalem: Makor219The
Igeret is a 1) Century Geonic responsum to a query about thénsrigf the Mishnah, Talmud and other
Rabbinic works. “French” and “Spanish” versiongted manuscript disagree on some key points.

160 Oral Tradition, 14/1 (1999) was devoted exclusively to the siilyRabbinic Literature as an Oral-
Traditional literature. An outline of Oral-Formidaand Folklore studies as they apply to the swfdy
Rabbinic Aggadah can be found in Kris LindbeEkjah and the RabbisStory and Theology
(forthcoming), Chapter 2.
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oral-literary quality of Rabbinic literature, and then proceed to more methackilog
guestions.

As mentioned in the opening section of this introduction, Rabbinic Literature’s
traditional name is “Oral TorahTorah she-be’al peha term which can alternately refer
to the texts’ composition, oral-performative settings, or doctrinal signifecdabbinic
Literature is distinguished by its valorization of oral transmission and peafare.
Rabbinic texts are “suffused with the dialogical language of ordfityThey are replete
with verbs and descriptions that highlight acts of speech, listening, and debatgoisadi
are conveyed as the quoted sayings of sages, passed down by word of mouth from maste
to disciple. While many ancient cultures used both oral and written approacheshto te
and transmit text, only Rabbinic culture attached a special theologic#icsigoe to
orality and claimed a divine revelation of oral teachings along with the mvdtte of
Scripturelé2 Of course, there are many different Rabbinic texts, composed over several
centuries in both Palestine and Babylonia, which may have been formulated endiffer
stages of orality and writing, though they are collectively called, “Owahh.” Even
those sources which speak of an alleged “ban” on writing Oral Torah thaijppted to
halakhictexts mention thaaggadicworks circulated in writing at a fairly early period.

Bavli Sanhedrin 57b and Bavli Temurah 14b refer to an early “Book of Aggagfarhe

161 Stephen S. Fraade, “Literary Composition and Oeafd?Pmance in Early Midrashim,” 45.

162 Elizabeth Shanks Alexander, “The Orality of Rabbiriting,” The Cambridge Companion to the
Talmud and Rabbinic Literaturei-onrobert, Charlotte Elisheva and Martin S. Jafésis.),
(Cambridge/New York: Cambridge University Pres€)20 38-57.

1630n the Temurah passage, Steven Fraade notesntinisinderstood that there was no unanimous or
uniform early Rabbinic ban on the writing of Oralr&h, but rather on performatively enacting thel Ora
Torah from a text, as the Written Torah from menio8teven D. Fraade, “Literary Composition and Oral
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hermeneutic nature of Rabbinic literature must also be borne in mind. The Oral Torah
continually quoted and commented on the written scripture, so that written and tsral tex
were continually interacting?

Nonetheless, Rabbinic texts are now received in written form, as they have been
for over a millennium. The debate about when they were put into writing continues.
There is evidence of early commission to writing in the Damascus Botuamong the
Qumran scrolls, which already includes written versions of oral lawhédBabbathé>
Shmuel Safrai asserts that even though the doctrine of Oral Torah was only fully
articulated in Amoraic literature, there are many Tannaitic tradjtemsell as the
testimony of Josephus and early Christian writers, to show that the Phansgebgir
Rabbinic inheritors preserved unwritten laws and a belief in the primacy of oral
transmission. According to Safrai, oral transmission came first, followgdater by
“reduction to writing.1%6 The writing was “only the final step concluding an extended
process of creation and redactidf’’In the case of the Mishnah, J.N. Epstein considers
the written texts to be authoritative (even though their recitation was ohélg, Saul

Lieberman contends that the oral versions were authoritative, and the wnés

Performance in Early Midrashin@tal Tradition, 14/1 (1999), 35. For more explication on oradityd
writing in Rabbinic texts, see Stemberdeatroduction 31-44.

164 Ben-Amos, Dan,“Jewish Folklore Studies,” 22-23.

165 See Garcia Martinez and Eibert J.C. Tigchelaar, Bus Dead Sea Scrolls—Study Edition
[Hebrew/English] (Grand Rapids, Michigan: William Berdmans Publishing Comparig97), Vol. 1,
615, and Gez&ermes,The Dead Sea Scrolls in Engliflourth edition), (London: Penguin Books, 1995),
109-110.

166 shmuel Safrai, “Oral TorahThe Literature of the Sages, Part Omuel Safrai (ed) (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1987):35-120.

167 Shmuel Safrai, “Oral Torah,” 72.
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originally served as mere reference nédfsYaakov Elman uses textual, historical,
linguistic, and oral-formulaic evidence to support his argument that the Babylonian
Talmud was composed and redacted in an overwhelmingly oral environment. He
contends that Palestinian society, influenced by Greco-Roman culture onasmpen to
using written texts, while the Bavli was an oral composition for a largalycatturel6®
Some contemporary scholars of Rabbinics have turned to the relatively rew fiel
of Oral Formulaic studies to highlight a different aspect of the term “TCmah”: the
oral-performativenature of their study and transmission. The issue of the orality of
Rabbinic texts is not merely a matter of their composition, but also encom plasise
role in Rabbinic culture, as “the social enactment of the words on the age.”
Martin Jaffee’sTorah in the Moutkl1is a study of the Rabbinic use of the term
Torah she-be’al pelfTorah in the mouth” or Oral Torah). Jaffee sets out to examine this
subject in both its historical development and its theological meaning as a fourldationa
doctrine of Rabbinic Judaism. After showing the earliest witnesses ofthénte
Tannaitic literature, he notes that by the time of the Yerushalmi, tharednscious

effort to depict Rabbinic literature as purely oral in composition, and to downplagéhe

168 Summarized in Elizabeth Shanks Alexander, “The i@raf Rabbinic Writing,” 48-55.

See Saul Liebermahlellenism in JewislPalestine (Second Revised Edition) (New York: Jawis
Theological Seminary of America, 1962); Epsteirl\l Jintroduction to the Text of the Mishnategbrew)
(Jerusalem: Magnes, 2000).

169 yaakov Elman, “Orality and the Redaction of théo@anian Talmud, Oral Tradition, 14/1 (1999):
3-32.

170 Elizabeth Shanks Alexander, “The Orality of RalibMriting,” 55. Oral-formulaic methods can be
used to evaluate textual composition as well gseg®rmance. Yaakov ElIman (op cit) does use Oral
Formulaic theory to demonstrate the role of orahposition in the Bavli, while Martin Jaffee usesitito
evaluate the extent of orality in the compositiéT annaitic texts. Martin S. Jaffe€prah in the Mouth--
Writing and Oral Tradition in Palestinian Judais200 BCE-400 CEOxford: Oxford University Press,
2001), 100-125.

171 Jaffee Torah in the Mouth.
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of writing. His conclusions thus contradict those of Ya’akov Elman. While preseheng
scholarly debate on whether “Oral Torah” was actually written or Oral-batel¢hat

goes all the way back to the aforementioned two rescensioggeset ha-Rav Sherira
Gaon—Jaffee takes a middle position or perhaps a new position that there is an
“interpenetration of the written and the orallaffee examines a number of Tannaitic
texts, and seeks to demonstrate that they consist of both oral and written maderial
does this through a close examination of several selections from the Yenyshalwing
which parts of the text evidence typical oral-formulaic charactesjstied which parts

are best understood to be written editorial additibdg:inally, Jaffee turns to the role of
“Torah in the Mouth” in Rabbinic culture. He looks at both Rabbinic texts and external
evidence from Greco-Roman culture to show that face-to-face discipleshigred on

the oral recitation of sacred texts in the presence of a master, was sesenéialdo the
education of the day and the formation of chardctelaffee concludes that “Torah in the
Mouth” is not simply a matter of the way in which Rabbinic literature was cordpbse
more importantly indicates its oral-performance in the context of the nthstgnie
relationship. Not only Jaffee’s conclusions, but his methodology as well, has been highly
instructive to me in pursuing my dissertation research, since he also explorgoidra
term as it develops over many generations of text. His interdisciplippro@ach—
combining historical, literary, oral-formulaic and cultural studies—has beammary

for my own study.

172 jaffee Torah in the Mouth100-125.
173 JaffeeTorah in the Mouth148-149, citing the evidence of Yerushalmi Shiekd:7 (47a).
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Similarly, Steven Fraade points out that the oral quality of Midrash lies not onl
in elements of its composition, but even more so in its transmission and perforifance.
Orality was classically considered to be an absolute category; tesdseither written or
they were oral (or possibly they developed orally and were later written, ds Safrai
contends). There is a new recognition that literary composition has a “ayimaenface”
with oral performancé’> Orality is not just a stage of composition that lies “behind” the
written text, but also can be a public performance that lies “in front” of it. Rabbinic
Literature has an “orality grounded in textuality that remains oralig.¥’6 Rabbinic
texts could be compared to “scripts [that] remain to be played, however
improvisationally, by future casts of sages and their disciples, who willnrrégast
those learned scripts of Oral Torah for subsequent cycles of oral textuahzeréer.177

In addition to formal oral recitation as part of the process of Rabbinic @sbipl
and training (as referenced by Jaffee and Fraade), there were, andgrefimavenues
for oral performance in Rabbinic culture. Traditional venues for such oral perfaroanc
sacred texts include the public chanting, translation and explication of Torah (from the
time of Ezra and continuing to its present synagogue adaptations), the preaching of
sermons and homilies, informal storytelling and folklgfEven today, a page of the

Talmud is not really “Talmud” while it remains on the printed page, but onlyiafte

174 steven D. Fraade, “Literary Composition and Oraf®eance in Early Midrashim@ral Tradition,
14/1 (1999): 33-51.
175 Cf. John Miles FoleyThe Singer of Tales in Performan@ oomington and Indianapolis: Indiana
University Press, 1995), 78-79, who writes of thd ef “the old model of the Great Divide betweeality
and literacy.”
176 steven D. Fraade, “Literary Composition and Omatimance,” 30.
177 Steven D. Fraade, “Literary Composition and Oraféenance,” 46.
178 Dan Ben-Amos, “Jewish Folk LiteratureQral Tradition, 14/1 (1999), 166-170.
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brought to life in the interactions of learners and teachers in community. Theneéni
a Rabbinic text, particularly Talmud, resides not in its inert form on the pringed pa
in the mind of a single silent reader, but mostly in the face-to-face commitaralction
of learners. Talmudic studies in yeshivot (orthodox academies for higher Radtiity)
involve loud and vigorous chanting of the text and arguing its meaning with a study
partner. To summarize, Rabbinic literature is a dynamic interaction ofritbennand the
oral, the literary and the performative. As such, one can fruitfully applthdweies and
methods of Oral-Formulaic studies to its research, and it is to that topiathatturn.
Oral-formulaic studies were born of the pioneering work of Albert B. Lord and
John Miles Foley. Lord, building on the work of his mentor, Milman Parry, researched
the oral composition techniques of traditional bards performing epic poetrgigdfi
century Balkans. He demonstrated that their performances were far fromegigagons
or memorizations, but rather involved creative and spontaneous compositions produced
in the performative moment within a set framework of oral formulae that incledesc
phrases, and meters into which the poet fit his original improvisations. Lord then applied
his findings to the study of the Homeric poems as oral epic compositfons.
Lord’s student, John Foley, turned his attention to the dynamic interaction of
orality and literacy and to the study of “oral traditional works that survivexinaé
form.” Foley writes that the exact composition process of such texts may ndudy be

recovered, but the implications of oral tradition in the “oral-derived” text should be

179 Albert B. Lord, The Singer of TalegCambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1964)
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recognized and interpreté#f.He turns his attention to the “traditional” aspect of “oral-
traditional” works by melding the study of oral-formulaic structures vghrtewer field
of Ethnography of Speaking or Ethnopoetics, to note that figures of speech in oral
performative pieces are far more than clichés (as literary famahight have it) or
even more than simply oral formulae (as earlier orality studies might yémeiin), but
rather signify a full and rich set of extra-textual cultural ideas ea@httiey are evoked
in oral performance:

The traditional phrase of scene or story-pattern has an cadleneaning vis-a-vis

the immanent tradition; each integer reaches beyond the confittesintlividual

performance or oral-derived text to a set of traditional ideash larger and
richer than any single performance or text. To varying asgteat are best
understood as representing a spectrum of signification, phraseologaative
patterns, long studied as compositional units in the narrowest sengeleenc
metonymic realities in a highly connotative pars pro toto idi#fm.

All of this has implications for the study of Rabbinic texts, which arelglaar
type of “oral derived” literature. | utilize Oral-formulaic theoriagwo ways in this
dissertation. First, | note the patterns and formulae which characterzsetiodRuah
ha-Kodeshn Rabbinic aggadot and midrashim. Repetitive formulae are characseoist
the orally-derived nature of these texts:

Oral transmission is indicated by such ...as mnemonic aids...Sgatguatterns,

standard phrases and a certain linguistic rhythm as wellresally stereotypical

iterary forms. It is also worth noting...the formation of a sgrirumerical

sayings, etc., as well as the correlation of smaller unjtsnkbans of shared
keywords, thematic connections or even common stylistic propé&ities.

180 John Miles FoleyThe Singer of Tales in Performand-79.
181 John Miles FoleyThe Singer of Tales in Performanée
182 Stembergerntroduction,38-39.
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On a meta-level, | investigate the extended meanifuahha-Kodeshn its
oral-traditional context. Oral-traditional literatures each have dveir distinctive
histories of composition, intended audiences, and “performance arenas” (Feley's t
Rabbinic aggadot were frequently conveyed orally in the context of public lectures or
sermons, often held in the synagogue, and attended by rabbinically knowledgable
audiences as well as by the common #8#Of course, Rabbinic literature cannot be
simplistically equated with oral epics or the products of other pre-btetdtures, either
in composition or performancéé Still, the idea of a traditional context for the oral-
derived text seems especially well suited to Rabbinic culture. Just adifrgeyed
dawn” or “grey-eyed Athena” signaled a whole context of traditionalcéatsons for the
listeners of a Homeric epic; so tooBat Kolwent forth and exclaimed,” oRuahha-
Kodeshcries out from heaven” would produce a set of associations, cultural context, and
narrative expectations for the listener of a Rabbinic homily. This set of expastfrom
stock figures and phrases heightens the dramatic effect when the convardions
occasionally upended, as in the famous passage in Chapter 4 of Bavli BabaiMetsia
which the Sages reject the pronouncement oBtitekoland assert their own
independence in determining the law, which is “not in heaven” (Bavli Baba Mx&ts)a

It is this rich treasury of traditional oral literary associations lthape to uncover.

183 Lindbeck,Story and Theologgforthcoming), Chapter 2.
184 Martin Jaffee’ Oral Tradition in the Writings of Rabbinic Oral Edr,” 17; and Stemberger,
Introduction, 38.
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Intertextuality

The final theoretical base that | employ in my dissertation comes fromotthe
of contemporary literary studies. As noted earlier, in the 1980’s Midrash bedacwesa
for literary theorists, who saw in it an early example of a non-logoicdr@rmeneutic:
The typical midrashic predilection for multiple interpretatioather than for a
single truth behind the text; its irresistible desire to temsethe nuances of
Scripture rather than use interpretation to close them off; and,ahal$, the way
midrashic discourse mixes text and commentary, violating the bousdarie
between them and intentionally blurring their differences, fstunig precisely in
the grayish no-man’s-land between exegesis and literatureheak features that
once had seemed (since the time of Maimonides at least) tthebanost
problematic and irrational aspects of midrash now becameast mtriguing,
fascinating qualitie8>
Such new appreciation for Midrash called for new theoretical expressiorel Dani
Boyarin takes I. Heinemann’s clas§larkhei ha-Aggadal§ as the starting point for his
own Intertextuality and the Reading of Midrak#i He asserts that each generation must
create a new version dfarkhei ha-Aggadalfor similar books) for its own times.
Boyarin suggests that his own “fourth way” of approaching the Aggadah will be the
concept of “Intertextuality.” This is a contemporary literary theoagda on the works of
literary critics such as Mikhail Bakhtin, which asserts that each and s rfncluding

novels with a single author) is not a purely original creation, but is actuallyaszd of

185 David Stern, Midrash and Theory, 3-4.
186 pescribed in my Introduction, in the “Historic 8uof Midrash and Aggadah.”
187 Daniel Boyarin Intertextualityand the Reading of MidrasBloomington: Indiana University Press,
1990. For critiques of Boyarin, see reviews by RichS. Sarason,, The Journal of Religion, Vol.Nd, 3,
(Jul., 1994): 426-427, David Blumenthal, CCAR Jalfrsummer/Fall, 1995): 81-83. For further
exposition and critique of Boyarin’s theory of Médih, see, Bruce N. FisRp You Not Remember?
Scripture, Story and Exegesis in the RewritteneBdfilPseudo-Phil¢Sheffield, England: Sheffield
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many voices (“heteroglossia”), is dependent on previous texts, and is alsallyultur
conditioned and constrainégp. Intertextuality applies tall texts, but all the more to
Rabbinic texts, which are openly composite, quoting, and collective compilations.
Boyarin proposes a working definition of Midrash as a “radical intertextading of the
canon, in which potentially every part refers to and is interpretable by eteny
part.”89 The Rabbis read the Biblical text creatively, not to recreate a myttiic a
romantic pastqual. Heinemann); but, within the constraints of their own cultural and
ideological framework, to reinterpret and find fresh meanings in Scripture.

Boyarin uses intertextual theory to gain a better understanding of howsKlidra
functions. He analyzes the use of biblical quotations in Midrash, compareshitdras
hermeneutics to modern source-critical methods of Bible study, explains tkiagvor
themashal(parable) as a midrashic method, and compares the midrashic method to
allegory, among other topics. Boyarin draws on Saussure’s linguisticegbdxyrdefining
midrashic use of biblical quotations as either paradigmatic (providinges sénielated
ideas with which to interpret a text) or syntagmatic (constructmgshalor other
narrative parable related to the biblical text). But both types of citationatdly
comprise a hermeneutical method in which verses are juxtaposed in order to draw out
their fullest meaning, not through allegory or symbolism, but through the inteatex

dialoguel? In this dissertation, | apply this method to draw attention to the intertextual

Academic Press, 2001), 89-108. Boyarin providesanoed exposition of the hermenteutical and lijerar
methods of Midrash, but their historical and idgidal contexts should be considered as well.
188 Mikhail Bakhtin, The Dialogic Imagination—Four Essays by M.M. Bakh¥ichael Holquist (ed.),
Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist (trans.). Augtimdon: University of Texas Press, 1981
189 Daniel Boyarinntertextuality 16.
190 Daniel Boyarin Intertextuality 26-38.
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features of manfRuahha-Kodeshexts. | show how Rabbinic authors used biblical
guotations creatively, sometimes relating them to them to later histemtse and the
particular effects of describing these quotations as speecRembha-KodeshThe
intertextual use of quotations articulatedRyahha-Kodesleven produced a new

aggadic form, which | term “Reciprocal Dialogue.”

An Interdisciplinary Approach to the Literary Study of Aggadah and Midrash

To summarize my method of research, | take an interdisciplinary approach to the
literary study of Midrash and Aggadah. | consider the historical developmnterary
settings, and cultural background of the term | am studying, and | do so through a close
and careful reading of texts, grounded in an awareness of Rabbinic styles, forms,
exegesis, and rhetoric. My methodologic models include the literary andatsiiudies
of Martin Jaffee, Jeffrey Rubenstein, and Daniel Boyarin, although myuydartic
emphasis here is on a theological, rather than a cultural, concept.

Like other scholars of Rabbinic literature described in this chapter, | &irread
closely and carefully, and to appreciate the literary qualities of taeted text. In doing
so, | am guided by Boyarin’s awareness of “intertextuality” agptias to Rabbinic
Midrash. Noting the oral-performative origins of many Rabbinic aggadotuksf
attention on such features as the repetition of words and narrative forms or getires. |
present study, | utilize the methods of oral formulaic studies to descrileecfdhe
conventions and formulae association with the teuahha-Kodeshand note the

formulaic uses of various words and phrases with which it is regularly linked. This w
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lead me to consideration of the rit@ahha-Kodeslplays in the context of oral-literary
tradition. Tradition history is an important part of my research, as | exgpairallel
Rabbinic traditions aboulRuah ha-Kodeshn their synchronic and diachronic
development. As | look at historical developmenRagahha-Kodestwithin Rabbinic
texts, and | also examine its function and the function of related terms (such as
WisdomHokhmal) in earlier Jewish texts and in surrounding cultures.

Finally, theology is an integral part of the interdisciplinary approacht kbbuld
be addressed only after an analysis of the literary and cultural backgrooncpiete.
The termRuahha-Kodesttlearly had theological importance to the Rabbis, but
proceeding directly to broad and comprehensive theological conclusions about its
meaning (as in Gertel’s study cited in our Literature Review)ky risnless one first
researches the historical development, literary settings, and hermehasgects of its
uses. In the words of Michael Fishbane, “Many students of Jewish thought tend to move
quickly past the exegetical phenomena to the ideational content that may be dé#uced,”
or as David Stern writes, “few steps are more difficult to take—or more pocereor—
than the move from exegesis to theoloéft. The Rabbis did not put forth a systematic
theological program or offer definitions of theological terms. Only through thbrand
careful analysis of the relevant texts in their literary, cultural aridrfgal contexts, can
one propose judgements of how theological terms are used.

In Intertextuality and the Reading of Midradbaniel Boyarin deliberately set out

to update a portion of Isaak Heinemann’s claBsickhe ha-AggadakiThe Methods of

191 FishbaneThe Exegetical Imaginatiopyeface.
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Aggadal), in order to “propose a reading of midrash which is in keeping with the
intellectual, critical, and theoretical movement of our times,” while kedpmépcus on

one document, the Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishm&8Likewise, this study sets to take up
where Abelson’S he Immanence of God in Rabbinical Literatlet off nearly a

century ago, and to look even more carefully and comprehensively at the development
and uses of one term which he explored in that book.

My methodology draws on a long tradition of the study of Rabbinic Midemnd
Talmudic Aggadah. | analyze the meaning of an importantitefR@abbinic theology and
thought only after a careful examination of its historical developnteaditional context,
hermeneutical and literary functions as expressed in primaty. féxs to that task that |

now proceed in the analysis of Rabbinic texts aBRughha-Kodesh.

192 stern Midrash and Theory73.
193 Daniel Boyarin)ntertextuality 18.
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Chapter 2: Pre-Rabbinic Literary References taRuah ha-Kodesh

Rabbinic literature is highly distinctive in style, but it did not develop in a
vacuum. Studies of Rabbinic Literature increasingly acknowledge that schulat
place their understanding of Rabbinic thought upon the background of its biblical
heritage as well as within the broader philosophical and religious milieu wh@sThis
chapter will offer a short survey of the numerous roleRuahor spirit in the
Mediterranean cultures preceding and concurrent with Rabbinic Judaisms Jus
Rabbinic literature had more than one use for the Ruahha-Kodeshso, too, other
ancient Jewish, sectarian, Hellenistic, and early Christian authorsmaageand varied
uses of the term, relating it to prophecy, to God’s creation, to conviction of wrongdoers
and to individual purity and cleansiag. There were multiple literary and philosophical
influences on Jewish thinkers at the beginning of the Commo®Aathe same time,
in moving beyond the obvious influences of the Hebrew Bible, it is important to balance
the need to seek potential influences and interactions, with an awareness otdlu# peri
assuming connections or continuity. Caution must be taken in citing intriguing

connections between literary references from different periods when onfacbay just

194 John R. LevisoriThe Spirit in First-Century Judais(Boston: Brill, 2002), 237-254.
195 John R. LevisoriThe Spirit in First-Century Judaisr@35-236.
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be looking at “parallel developments from the same presuppositi#fisrhay be best to
consider that the various sectarians, Hellenistic Jewish writers, Netanient authors,
and Rabbinic sages are all part of a common milieu of post biblical Judaism(s); and
indeed, there is a certain amount of overlap between these groups in the eafiyheart
common era?” All draw on the biblical heritage and share a certain shared universe of
discourse, while each group has its own distinctive ideologies. Certainly theiperva
biblical concept oRuahas the animating spirit of prophecy and inspiration had a great
impact on all of these different groups, although each one developed it in a diffayent
With those caveats in mind, one can fruitfully compare and contrast Rabbinicofiews
spirit with those of the Hebrew Bible, Dead Sea Scrolls, HellenisticsBeliterature,

Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, and the New Testament and Church Fathers.

RUAH IN THE BIBLE

The Tanakh is the ancient Jewish text that most openly and directly inftluence
Rabbinic thoughtRuahis an important term in the Tanakh from the first page of
Genesis, wherBuahElohim the spirit or wind of God “hovers over the face of the

water.” (Genesis 1:2P8 The word may variously signify wind, breath, or spirit (human

196 Stembergerntroduction,48-49.

197 Samuel Sandmel, “Parallelomanidgurnal of Biblical Literature81 (1962): 1-13. For more on the
topic of commonalities among Ancient Jewish seste, Wayne McCready and Adele Reinhartz (eds.),
Common Judaism: Explorations in Second-Temple 3ut@linneapolis: Fortress Press, 2008).

198 The Tanakh contains material from several majeudwents redacted in different stages, so the fact
that a term appears in the book of Genesis doesmeah that this was the earliest chronological @$ag
the Bible. For an overview of the subject, see RidlElliott FriedmanyWho Wrote the BibleSan
Francisco: Harper Collins, 1997). For conveniemcthis study, | will reference the order of the Mitic
text. For an analysis of how the teRnahdevelops over the diachronic strata of one Biblicak, see
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or divine)199 Ruahis dynamic, and is described in conjunction with many verbs, such as
“hovering” (Gen. 1:2), “filling” (Exodus 31:3), “pouring out” (Numbers 11:25, Joel 3:1-
2), “enveloping” (Judges 6:33-34), “ringing” or “pounding” (Judges 13:25), “bearing”
(King 1 18:12), “guiding” (Isaiah 63:14), and even “tormenting” (Samuel | 16:14905).
Ruahas wind, breath, or spirit, is used some 250 times in the Tanakh in conjunction with
divine activity201 These references Ruahas the Spirit of Elohim or the Spirit of
YHWH, are found in many books and are particularly prominent in Judges and the books
of Samuek%2 Some use of the terrmahis found in all books of the Bible except for
Leviticus in the Pentateuch; Obadiah, Nahum, Zephaniah in the Minor Prophets; and
Ruth, Lamentations, and Esther in the Writings.

In the book of Isaiah, the term can mean breath or wind, but is commonly used
with emotional and abstract “spiritual” connotations, particularly in Deutsi@h?203
Ruahassumes an explicit role in prophecy in the exilic petté&or the other major

prophets, the wortuahin Jeremiah most often refers to wind, while in Ezekiel it refers

Wonsuk Ma,\Until the Spirit Comes-The Spirit of God in the Bad Isaiah(Sheffield, England: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1999).

199 Brown, Driver, BriggsHebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testam&®96 edition, 924, also
James Hamilton Jr., “God With Men in the Torah,” seinster Theological Journal, 65, 2, Philadelphia
2003, 113-133.

200 Karel vanderToom, et.aDictionary, pp. 792-804. | am grateful to Rabbi Ruth Gan Kefya pointing
out a number of examples.

201 Karel vanderToorn, Bob Becking, Peter W. Vondeshads. Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the
Bible (Leiden, New York, Koln: E.J.Brill, 1995), 792.

202202 K grel vanderToorn, et. aDictionary of Deities and Demor9?2.

203 the first part of Isaiah, through chapter 3@raples include Isaiah 11:2, 32:15. Emotional or
psychological states are expressed with the Ruathin Isaiah 19:14 and 28:6. In Deutero (and Trito)
Isaiah there are many examples, including Isaiah,4®:3, 59:21, and 63:10 (which adds the word
“holy”). Deutero-Isaiah begins with Chapter 40, dnito-Isaiah (according to many scholars) begiits w
Chapter 54 or 56, according to Marc Tzvi BretlarThe Jewish Study Bib{©xford: Oxford University
Press, 2004), 782-783.
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to such diverse concepts as strength and courage, a miraculous, lifewgnanigom
God, or the spiritual power to prophe®y.

The context modifies the meaning of the tetrah, offering a range of uses,
many with positive and a few with negative connotations. In some cases thewsie of
is multivalent, and can signify wind, breath, and spirit in a single passage, as iel Ezeki
37:1-14. In this dramatic vision, Ezekiel is carriedRyahYHWHTto a valley full of dry
bones. The worduah by itself could signal a physical transportion by wind, but as the
phraseRuahYHWHIit signifies that the prophet entered a spiritual state in which he was
able to experience visions. He is told to prophesy over the dry bones anduahthe
wind (along with its other connotation of life force), so that God will bringuaé

(breath of life) to resurrect the bones and turn them back into living, breathing p&ople.

Wind

Throughout the Tanakinyah as physical wind is seen as one of God'’s tools in
controlling human destiny. Wind is an invisible yet powerful force beyond human
control.Ruahas a wind sent by God figures in many of the stories of the Pentateuch,
such as the story of Noah's Ark (Genesis 8:1), the Ten Plagues (Exodus 10:13-19), or the
parting of the Reed (or Red) Sea (Exodus 14:21). God controls the power of the wind
(Jeremiah 10:13, Psalms 147:13), yet winds can be so awe-inspiring thakthey ar

construed as divine forces in and of themselves. Elijah withesses a dramdtibuti

204 Metzger and Coogaithe Oxford Companion to the Bil{ldew York/Oxford: Oxford University Press,

1993), 287-288.

205 Moshe Greenberd;he Anchor Bible: Ezekiel 1-Z0lew York: Doubleday & Co., 1983) 62.

206 Moshe Greenberd;he Anchor Bible: Ezekiel 21-3@New York: Doubleday & Co., 1997), 741-744.
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“the Lord was not in the wind.” (Kings 1 19:11) Wind plays a role in Ezekiel's thegphan
and vision of the chariot: “And | looked, and, behold, a stormy wind came from the north,
a great cloud, and a fire flaring up, and a brightness was around it, out of its midst, as the
color of amber, out of the midst of the fire...” (Ezekiel 1:4). But later in the sameechapt
ruah has a meaning of “spirit” or “will”: “theythe figures in the chariptvent everyone
straight forward; where thepirit [Rual] would go, they went; and they turned not when

they went (Ezekiel 1:12)207

Breath

“Breath” is the least common use of the tetrah in the Tanakh, but there are
still dozens of references to it, often in association with divinity. Brisdike the wind
on a much smaller scale, and most importantly it is seen as the force tselffeGod’s
ruah or breath is different from human breath because it has the power to bestow or
destroy life. This divine breath is transferred to man, giving him life: “And_drd God
formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and
man became a living soul” (Genesis 2:7, Job 33:4). Thus is becomes the intimate “point
of contact” between God and human beiff§#\s previously mentioned, raah (both
wind and divine breath) sent by God can restore the breath of life to the dea@l(Ezeki

37:9-10). In the highly mythic and anthropomorphic imagery of passages such as Second

207 Here,ruah means “spirit” or “will” rather than wind, as evidifrom uses later in the chapter about the
“spirit of the creatures” in the divine throne. MesGreenbergfhe Anchor Bible: Ezekiel 21-3{New

York: Doubleday & Co., 1997), 45-46.

208 | gdahl,Shekhinah/Spirjt44.
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Samuel 22 or Psalm 18, “the foundation of the world were laid bare by the mighty

roaring of the Lord and the blast of the breattal) of His nostrils.”

Spirit and Inspiration

In a more abstract sensaah becomes a word to describe emotional states or
special abilities which emanate from God. In this case, “spirit” is the aboale of
English translation. A change nfah may signal a spiritual renewal of divine origin, as
in Ezekiel 36:26-27: “A new heart also will | give you, and a new spu#h) will | put
inside you; and | will take away the heart of stone from your flesh, antdiwe you a
heart of flesh. And | will put my spirit inside you, and cause you to follow mytetgt
and you shall keep my judgments, and do them.”

Charismatic leadership or talent is described by the waidin several books of
the Hebrew Bible% RuahElohimis said to fill Bezalel in his artistic creation of the
Tabernacle (Exodus 31:3). In the book of Judges, the presence of the Spirit of YHWH
can transform a person into a leader (Judges 3:10, 6:39) or give him super humé#m streng
(14:19).In | Samuel, the movement BuahYHWHis used to describe the transfer of
divine favor from Saul to David, as Saul’s spirit from God is replaced with an “evil
spirit” that also comes from God (I Samuel 16:14, 23). A “double portioRuathis
transferred from Elijah to his disciple Elisha along with a mantle of leagefisimgs I
2:9). This passage is a rare instance of someone requestingnore frequently it visits

individuals without invitation.

209 vvanderToorn et.aDictionary of Deities and Demong92.
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The spirit of GodRuahElohim) rests on individuals and grants them the wisdom
and knowledge they need to lead (Il Chronicles 15:1 and 24:20). A special spirit from
God is the essential quality of the messianic leader described by the peapdtet ‘the
spirit of the Lord RuahYHWH) shall rest upon him, the spirit of wisdom and
understanding, the spirit of counsel and might, the spirit of knowledge and of the fear of
the Lord” (Isaiah 11:2). (Note the connection of wisdom and spirit, which are often
combined in Hellenistic as well as Rabbinic thought.) It is also availablethea
children of Israel: “For | will pour water upon the thirsty land, and floods upon the dry
ground; | will pour my spirit upon your seed, and my blessing upon your offspring.”
(Isaiah 44:3). The divine spirit is indeed the most important quality that a |eastis toe
succeed: “This is the word of the Lord to Zerubbabel: not by might, nor by power, but by
my spirit—said the Lord of Hosts.” (Zechariah 4:6).

Ecstatic prophecy is another spiritual experience described with theutaim
The spirit that was upon Moses is transferred and shared with the severgyietdsts
upon them, causing them to enter an ecstatic state and to prophesy (Numbers 11:25-26).
In Samuel, ecstatic bands of prophets are described as being overcome bytthie spiri
God and prophesying (I Samuel 10), and the spirit of YHWH can speak from within a
person (Il Samuel 23:1-2).

Visionary prophesy is included in the teroah. In Trito-Isaiah,

And this shall be my covenant with them, said the Lord: My sphiith is upon

you, and the words which | have placed in your mouth, shall not be abs@nt f

your mouth, nor from the mouth of your children, nor from the mouth of your
children’s children—said the Lord—from now on, for all time. (Isaiah 59:21)
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In this verse, the spiritiah is directly linked to the prophetic words. The spiritgn
the prophet, and causes him to speak. In the book of Joel, the prophetic spirit has the
potential to rest upon the entire people: “And it shall come to pass afterwardythat |
pour out my spirit upon all flesh; and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, your
old men shall dream dreams, your young men shall see visions.” (Joel 3:1). This
connection oRuahand prophecy was well entrenched by the post-exilic period.
Nehemiah speaks of God warning the people “by your spirit through the prophets”
(Nehemiah 9:30).

Ruahin the Bible may have a negative connotation as well as a positive one.
Spirit may also signify a person’s negative or perverse mood or attitudglaasan a
“spirit of jealousy” (Number 5:14) or a hardened spirit (Deuteronomy 2:30), or the
aforementioned “tormenting” of Saul by an evil spirit from God (Samuel | 185)4-
Michael Fishbane, who contends that the mythic content of Biblical works are often
overlooked, states that many of these references to “spirit” in an ematmrekt may
have referred to heavenly beings, “spirits” from God who are sent to earth “ageltlega
agents of the divine will.” The most obvious example is in | Kings 22:21-23, in which
God sends a “lying spirit” to the mouth of prophets, in order to lead the wicked king
Ahab into disaste#10 Another example would be Job 4:15-16, in which Eliphaz says,
“Then a spirit (uah) passed before my face and the hair of my flesh stood up. It stood
still, but I could not discern its form; a shape was before my eyes, therdemag sand |

heard a voice...” The spirit here is a ghostly image with a divine message.
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Holy Spirit

The phrase “holy spirit” is found in only three verses inTtarakh Psalms 51:13
and Isaiah 63:10 and 11, and in all three cases it is as a grammatical constlwhg
a possessive pronoun, which in Hebrew becomes a suffix on the word rtfedt is
kodshekhdyour holy spirit or the spirit of your holiness)roiah kodshdhis holy spirit
or the spirit of his holiness). In Psalms 51:12-14, the psalmist is very concerned with
having the correct spirit, and prays, “Create in me a clean heart, O Gagnamda
constant spirit inside me. Do not cast me away from your presence; and do iyoutake
holy spiritfrom me. Restore to me the joy of your salvation; and uphold me with a
willing spirit.” In tritero-Isaiah, the prophet describes the people aklsfBut they
rebelled, and grievelis holy spirit therefore he was turned to be their enemy, and he
fought against them.” He then poses a question: “Then he remembered the days of old, of
Moses, and his people, saying, ‘Where is he who brought them up out of the sea with the
shepherd of his flock? Where is he who pigtholy spiritin him?™ (Isaiah 63:10-11).
Although these three examples are precursors to the Rabbinic term, the precise
expression Ruahha-Kodesli as used in Rabbinic texts, is not found in the Tanakh.

In summaryRuahin the Tanakh is already a multivalent term, signifying wind,
breath, or spirit. It is often portrayed as a divine force, coming from God todplge
with life, with special abilities, or with prophetic powers. An early connectidiuaih

with versions of the qualifidtodeshs found here as well. Thus, the many inter-related

210 Michael FishbaneThe Exegetical Imagination on Jewish Thought aneoTdgy(Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1998), 72.

76



meanings of terrRuahin the Tanakh provide an essential foundation for its uses by the

Rabbis.

SPIRIT IN THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS

The Dead Sea Scrolls present some of the earliest Jewish literatur@asthe
Biblical period. First discovered in 1947 in caves near the Qumran ruin in the Judaean
desert, the Scrolls include a wide variety of Biblical, apocryphal, andisectexts
dating from the mid-second century B.C.E. to the first century C.E. The langufabes
scrolls are Hebrew (predominantly), Aramaic, and some Greek. Herereadyalinds an
expansion of the meanings of the tdRuahin its connotation of “spirit.” Spirit and
spirits—including both angels and demons—are a frequent concern of the Qumran
scrolls, which also introduces the formulatidtuahKodesh (without the definite article
and sometimes with possessives “his” or “your”) to refer to the holy spiribdfd® even
of human beings. In the non-Biblical, Hebrew scrolls of Qumran, the reihsand
kodeshare juxtaposed more frequently than in the BibleThe absence of the definite
article difference probably has little theological significa?iédut it shows an

articulation that is distinct from that in Rabbinic sources.

211 Arthur Everett SekkiThe Meaning of Ruasit Qumran(Atlanta: Scholars Press 1989). About 18
instances oRuahkodesh(no definite article) and variations are notethimindex. As | noted above, in the
Tanakh, the terrRuahis often used isemikhuf(construct form) with the divine names YHWAAd

Elohim but only three times with a form kbdesh(as noted, in Psalm 51:11; Isaiah 53:10-11)].

212 Edward Lee BeavirRuah ha-KodesH23.
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The termRuahKodeshfinds varied uses in the scrolls, from cleansing, to
enlightenment, to the guidance of the righteous. GRdahKodeshis said to cleanse
man of sin in th&€ommunity Rul€lQS 3:7, 4:21). This text declares that the correct path
for humanity is the study of Torah and the Law of Moses, “that they may do acctwrding
all that has been revealed from age to age, and as the Prophets have revealétblyy His
Spirit.” (IQS 8:16), leading to a community founded on the “spirit of holiness according
to everlasting truth” (IQS 9:3}3

The term is also used in connection to granting wisdom and enlightenment to the
believer. Therhanksgiving Hymngraise God for “shedding hikuahKodesh upon the
believer (IQH 7:6/7), which has delighted him and opened his heart (IQH 9:32). The
“psalmist” has hearkened faithfully to God’s holy spiRughKodshekha(IQH 12:12).
These Hymns also speak of multiple spirits and link the concept of spirit with theptonc
of divine Wisdom. The “Words of the Heavenly Lights” (4Q504, 4, 5), which contains
fragments of prayers from Qumran, and thanks God for “shedding his holy Bpiak?
Kodshoon the faithful and teaching them through it.

A related use of the term relates to the guidance of the faithfuDahmascus
Documentdescribes how God “made known his holy spirit” to those he loved “by the
hand of his anointed ones, and he proclaimed the truth to them” (CD 2:12). The same text

refers to those outside the sect who routinely “defile their holy spirit” (QD)5which

213 Translations from Geza Verméhe Dead Sea Scrolls in English-Revised and ExteRdarth Edition
(London: Penguin Books, 1995). The capitalizatiareshis, as there is no upper case in Hebrew. Stue i
of capitalization has been addressed in the introlu to this paper.
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shows that the term was applied to the human spirit ag¥#dlbhn Levison points out
the parallels of wording between this passage and Leviticus 11:43 and 20:25, in which
the people are commanded not to defile thefesh(life or soul), and concludes that in
this text, “holy spirit” meant the life force itséf> The Liturgical Prayer (1Q34 6/7) also
speaks of God’s covenant with the faithful, founded on “the words of your holy spirit”
(divrei RuahKodshekha

These varied uses of Spirit in the Dead Sea Scrolls may be said to forchad ki
bridge between Tanakh and New Testament outlooks. Some scholars see the use of the
term here as more closely connected to the former, and others to the\ratier Sekki
contends that the use of God’s Holy Spirit in the Qumran literature is closelyptOld
Testament concepts, and particularly parallels the Qumran usagesitodéa, Joel 3:1-
2, and Ezekiel 36:27, 37:6 and 14, all of which speak of God putting his spirit or breath
of life into the people. He notes that “The evidence...points to Qumran as an
eschatologically oriented community which saw itself as the heir of &sdisatological
Spirit and regarded this Spirit as the basis and source of its spirit@étity.”

Compare this to David Flusser, who notes that “spirit” has many applications in
the Dead Sea Scrolls which more closely resemble its uses in the New drdstaml

that these uses heavily influenced the New Testament. Pneumatologisahitiea

214 This recalls the saying of Rabbi Eliezer in Sifbguteronomy (Piska 173): “Whoever cleaves to
impurity, a spirit of impurity rests upon him. Amehoever cleaves to the Shekhinah; it is logidah Q)
that theRuahHa-Kodeshwill rest upon him”

215 John R. LevisoriThe Spirit in First-Century Judais@®Boston: Brill, 2002), 73-76.

216 sekki,Meaning of Ruah at Qumra@21-223. An interesting tangent he notes isttatermRuahhas
a feminine gender when it refers to the human sppkersonality, and normally takes a masculine gend
when referring to angels and demons. The termedd aimost exlusively in the feminine in Rabbinic
literature, but assumes a masculine gender in @mwigritings.
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Scrolls which influenced the New Testament include “specific spirifg'eenting
“individual divine gifts to the Elect,” and the nation that the “granting of wisdoan is
function of the Holy Spirit... The Holy Spirit is the only mediator of true knowledge,
which is inaccessible to carnal ma&A”The well-known dualism of the flesh and the
spirit found in the New Testament may also partly derive from the Dead®da,sas

well. Still, no Qumran writings show the same negativity of some Greek ancuanti
Gnostic ideas toward the physical world and the Bé#liyor example, in both the
Thanksgiving Scrokind the New Testmanent, “the flesh” is not a burden, as in extreme
Greek dualism, or the realm of evil, as in Gnosticism, but rather, “the flesheda@med
human nature, steeped in sin, the spirit is the Holy Spirit which brings redemption...the
Holy Spirit makes carnal man into spiritual man212’Although in discussinguahin

the Scrolls, Sekki emphasizes connections to the Tanakh while Flusser highlights the
precursors of developments in the New Testament; both of them demonstrate the
continuity of the Scrolls’ pneumatology with its biblical roots.

Another important emphasis in the Dead Sea Scrolls is in the contrasitivepos
and negative implications of the teromah. As we saw occasionally in the Tanakh, the
word “spirit” can occasionally have a negative connotation. In the Dead 8#ks 3tis
sometimes associated with the role of devil spirits and demons. The well known notion of

“two spirits,” good/light and evil/darkness, is found in the “Community Rule” (1QS),

217F|usser Judaism and the Origins of Christiani§6,67. This use of Wisdom is found in the DST, now
classified as 1QH (The Thanksgiving Hymns). Inieresting to note that Rabbinic texts do not pyr&
dichotomy of “flesh” and “spirit”; they speak of &g and soul as different, but not as polarities.
218 Flysser,Judaism and the Origins of Christiani§0, 62
219 FlysserJudaism and the Origins of Christianit§5.
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Sections 2-4. Some Qumranic texts, such as the David Compositions (11QPsApa) and
Genesis Apocryphon (IQapGen) highlight a sectarian concern with evil spirits and
demons that may lead to sin, suffering, and danger. Prayer, recitation o$ peatim
incantations in the name of YHWH were seen as effective means of riddingf afiesel
such spirit£20 According to Hermann Lichtenbarger, it is important to understand the
role of the divine spirit in the Scrolls on the background of this concern with the
influence of spirits and demons in all aspects of life. A certain dualism ispresbe

Dead Sea Scrolls, but it must still be placed “within the parameters of Jewish
monotheism;” namely, that the powers of evil will eventually be conquered bytGoel a
eschator#?!

Lawrence Schiffmai#2 explains the dualism of the Scrolls differently. The notion
of “bad” spirits was already found in the Bible (e.g. | Samuel 18:10), but is not highly
developed in Rabbinic thought. Schiffman notes the importance of demonic spirits and
elaborates on the role of the two cosmic angels in the Dead Sea Scrolls byimgmpar
these notions to the Rabbinic concept of theyetsarim(impulses for good and evil)

competing in the human psyche. Sectarian notions took the warring powers from inside

220 Hermann Lichtenbarger, “Spirits and Demons indlead Sea ScrollsThe Holy Spirit and Christian
Origins- Essays in Honor of James D. G. DuBtgnton, Graham, Longenecker & Barton (eds.),f{Gra
Rapids, Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishingn@uany, 2004)., 12-15.

221 Hermann Lichtenbarger, “Spirits and DemonhéDead Sea Scrolls,” ibid. For a historical
perspective on the subject of dualism in pagagima its central role in Zorastrianism, as cortidswith
the lack of dualism in Israelite religion, see Yekel Kaufman,The Religion of Israel—From Its
Beginnings to the Babylonian Exileloshe Greenberg (trans. and ed.), (Chicago: Usityeof Chicago
Press, 1980), 55-58, 63-67.

222 gchiffman, LawrenceReclaiming the Dead Sea Scrolislew York: Doubleday, 1995.) 114, 115
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the human personality and made them into supernatural powers struggling for syprema
in the cosmos (although some sectarian texts see the struggle as prirteangl)#s3

Taken together, these various sources demonstrate the importance of Spirit or
Ruahin the Qumranic texts. Its uses in these Dead Sea texts bridge some of the gap
between those in the Old and New Testaments. The very wRudhKodesh”are used
in combination much more than in the Tanakh, but still without the definite article used
by the Rabbis. The ternuah has a broad range of uses in the Scrolls, from the spirit of
God to the spirit of man, or to angels and demons. When combined with a kutesif
the term can be used to speak of God’s power to cleanse, enlighten, or inspire the
righteous elect. Some amount of dualism is noted in reference to the spirit, butheot to t
degree found in Gnostic or certain Greek or Christian writings. What is of particul
interest to my study of Rabbinic associations is the role dRtfanKodeshin teaching
and granting wisdom to humanity, as noted in the selections fromh#rksgiving

Hymns.

HELLENISTIC JEWISH LITERATURE

“Hellenistic Judaism”is a term the meaning of which is debated. Magacs
defines it as “the Greek-speaking Judaism of the Diaspora” during the peftodei
and Roman dominatiof#4 She notes that the influence of Hellenism was also felt in

Judea itself. The rendition afiah aspneumameaning “breath,ivas introduced to

223 gchiffman, pp. 114-115, 365.
224 Marie IsaacsThe Concept of Spirit-A Study of Pneuma in Heltenisidaism and its Bearing on the
New Testamerftondon: Heythrop Monographs, 1976) provides a\stutthe topic of Spirit or Pneuma in
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biblical translations by Hellenistic Jewish translators of the Septyagidtlater used in
the New Testament. Following the Hebrew wasdh in the Tanakh, they uggmeumao
signify wind, air, breath, the spirit of man or God, or it may be used as a term for
supernatural beings or spirits—all dependent on context. In the Septpagumtas
also used, although less frequently, as a translatiandbrwhen it means the human
spirit or psyche. In pagan Greek use from the sixth century B.C.E., it had usually been
confined to “wind,” or “breath,” (including in medical documents), and not customarily
associated with the psyche, divinity or the spirit. By using the perenmaas the
translation foruah, including the sense of “spirit,” the Septuagint “introduced Jewish
theological ideas into pagan Greek concepfmneumd.225> According to Isaacs, it is also
significant that Philo and other Jewish authors yseaimao describe the spirit of God,
and the “image of God in man” (ibid), but never to describe “the demonic,” in comtrast t
the Dead Sea Scrolls. This emphasis on the Spirit as something divine was influentia
the emerging New Testament uses of the term.

Aristobulus was an Alexandrian Hellenistic Jewish philosopher who lived in
Ptolemaic Egypt (mid-second century B.C.E.) and wrote biblical commenthatused
Greek allegorical and philosophical methéefs Although his work exists only in

fragmentary form, some of his important ideas have been preserved. Aristobslus w

Hellenistic Jewish sources, such as Philo and\fselom of Solomondengel Judaism and Hellenism
uses the term to refer to Greek-speaking (or hiéhgJews in Judea.

225 |saacs The Concept of Spiril43.

226 Carl R. HolladayFragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors, VolumheAristobulus.Texts and
Translations Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995, 74-75.
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influenced by Ben Sira’s concept of Wisd#fand compared it to the Stoic idea of the
Logos, “the law of the world or the world-soul,” the “spiritual principle of orchet a
knowledge in the cosmos.” The biblical seven days of creation were really aahysti
“sevenfold Logos” that brought truth and order to the univ&&alisdom, knowledge
and spirit are paralled in Aristobulus’ account of creation:
From this day the first wisdom and knowledge illuminate us. Fodigime of
truth—a true light, casting no shadow, indivisibly apportioned to all—asSihirit
of the Lord for those who are sanctified through faith, occuplyiagposition of a
lamp for the purpose of obtaining knowledge of things are they realfy®are.
This typical Hellenistic-Jewish identification of Wisdom, Logos and digjpieit will be
reflected in the later Rabbinic personificatiorRafahha-Kodesh
The most important Hellenistic Jewish philosopher, Philo Judaeus of Alexandria
(c. 20 B.C.E. to 50 C.E.), was not directly referenced by the Rabbis, and his writings and
thought were more actively preserved in Christian circles. Conversedy’sPhi
familiarity with early Tannaitic teachings is questiona®fePhilo described God in
philosophical terms, as a pure immaterial intellect. Because of Phikiie die

harmonize Jewish Scriptures with the Greek Platonic and Stoic philosophers,

Logos/Wisdom was an important notion in Philo’s thought. It was for him a kind of

227 Ben Sira or Ecclesiasticus, from the early seamwtury B.C.E., is also considered a Hellenistickyo
but since it is included in the Apocrypha it wikk lexamined in the next section.
228 Martin Hengel, 1974Judaism and Hellenism (Vol. Bhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 168.
229 Aristobulus, Fragment 5829 Carl R. HolladayFragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors, Volume
I, 179.
230 Gideon Bohak, “Philo, The Oxford Dictionary of the Jewish Religjoilerblowsky, R.J. Zwi, and
Geoffrey Wigoder ( New York/Oxford: Oxford UnivetgiPress, 1997): 529-530. For possible but limited
Palestinian influences on Philo, see Samuel Sandrhéb of Alexandria (New York/Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1979), 127-134, and Bernard Bagdre“Philo and the Aggadahtiebrew Union
College AnnualVol. 48 (1977): 153-185.
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emanation from God’s own being, a hypostatization which gave the world its form,
functioned as natural law, and became manifest in virtuous?i¥eRhilo’s depiction of

the Logos/Wisdom as a kind of blueprint for the Divine architeetQpificio Mundj

chapter 4) is so strikingly similar to the opening passages of Genesis Rabbhlciin w
Torah is God'’s blueprint for the world) that some scholars have advanced the idea that
Rabbi Hoshaya took the image from his contemporary Origen, an early church father who
often praised Phil&32 Wisdom or Sophia is closely associated or even identified with the
Logos in Philo (Legum Allegoriae 1:6%) Although the two terms overlap in Philo’s
thought, Logos is understood as the male principle and Wisdom as the #&male.

Philo also emphasizes the many and varied ways in which Spirit acts on human
beings. In his exegetical and philosophical writings, Philo describes the pialyaS
inspiring ecstatic artistic experiences, using prophets as it¥@dsbannels” to convey
divine messages, facilitating mental ascent by philosophers, enabling theeexege
(including Philo himself) to write inspired work, and shaping biblical characttrs i
model rulers in the Hellenistic mode (beautiful, virtuous, and skilled in rhetoridnAs t

the Spirit overtakes individuals in a kind of “possession,” while at other times ey ar

231 evison,The Spirit in First Century Judaism. 238. Cf. James C. Vanderkahm Introduction to
Early Judaism(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans Pub. Co., 2Q[R3;142.

232 pavid WinstonLogos and Mystical Theology in Philo of Alexandi@incinnati: Hebrew Union
College Press, 1985), 25, points out earlier idieations made by Jacob Freudenthal, Wilhelm Bacher
and the nineteenth century Jewish historican HdinBraetz. Referenced in Daniel BoyaBorderlines-
The Partition of Judaeo-ChristianifyPhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pre€¥)4), 128. Of
course, this assumes that Rabbi Hoshaya is themtidtauthor of the passage attributed to him. The
reliability of Rabbinic attributions is a matter &dme scholarly debate, as | have pointed out.

233 See Marie Isaache Concept of Spiri.35, and Peter Schaf@he Mirror of His BeautyPrinceton/
Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2002), 39-57.

234 peter Schafehe Mirror of His Beauty44-45.
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able to function lucidly while under its influene®.This multivalent use of the term is
also found in Rabbinic writings, albeit with somewhat different forms and emphases.
Other Jewish authors of the Greco-Roman milieu exhibited a similarly wide
variety of uses of the term “spirit” and “holy spirit.” “Pseudo Philo” (author ofitise
centuryLiber Antiquitatum BiblicarumLAB?236) shows biblical influences when
describing the way in which “the spirit of the Lord” grants military prassesbiblical
figures such as Gideon and Kenaz (LAB 27). He writes in great detail of the pogcess
which biblical leaders, including Kenaz again and Joshua, were overtaken by the holy
spirit, which “leapt upon” them, causing emotional upheaval and an altered mat&al st
that led to prophecy (LAB 28). He thus combines typical biblical uses of the spimtdof G
as enabling prophecy and leadership with the more extravagant descriptions of
“possession by the spirit” that were found in Greco-Roman writers, spégifiieero
and Plutarci#37 Such ideas were not unknown to Rabbinic authors, who spoReaff
ha-KodesHleaping” upon Phinehas the High Priest (Yerushalmi Sanhedrin 9:7) and of
people speaking unintended words of prophecy when a “spark” of that Spirit forced them
to do so (Genesis Rabbah 85:9). But Hellenistic Jewish writers such as the au#Br of

offered much fuller and richer descriptions of overpowering episodes of “gussesy

235 evison,The Spirit,239.
236 This book was probably composed in Hebrew andtreaslated to Latin, possibly with an intermediate
Greek translation. It appears to have been writtd?alestine in the second half of the first ceptamd
shows a great deal of familiarity with biblical texalong with a knowledge of Greek and Romandiiame
(Levision, 266-269).
237 Levison,The Spirif 221-222.
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the Spirit, which included dreaming, agitation, personal transformation, memalesha
and subsequent amnesia about the €#8nt.

Josephus, too, makes many different uses of the term. He equates it with an angel
of God when recounting the story of Balaam (Antiquities 4.108), but in other texts he
adopts a more universal tone and models himself on Stoic philosophy when he describes
pneumaas the “spirit which provides cosmic unit3z?

Hellenistic Jewish writers provided an important backdrop to understanding the
Holy Spirit in Rabbinic literature. They expanded and interpreted the use of
hypostatizations such as Wisdom and Logos. They skillfully combined bibbted; e
biblical and non-Jewish influences to craft new and varied uses of the Spitit whic
presage its multivalent function in Rabbinic literature. But one can aldese@aths not
taken by Rabbinic writers, such as in the highly detailed descriptions of §samseby

the Spirit offered by some Hellenistic authors.

THE APOCRYPHA AND PSEUDEPIGRAPHA

The Apocrypha (“hidden books”) or Deuterocanonical Books to the Old
Testament, were composed between 300 B.C.E. and 200 C.E. These works were revered
in some early, especially Hellenistic, Jewish circles and included in giegg@t (and
the Vulgate) but not introduced into the Hebrew cadtbiithe Pseudepigrapha (“falsely

ascribed” writings), are defined by James Charlesworth as writioigsthat same period

238 As described in several passagekiber Antiquitatum BiblicarumLevision, The Spirif 239.
239 evison, The Spirit,240.
240 Ecclesiasticus, included in the Apocyrpha, wasmérad in the previous section.
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that are: (almost all) Jewish or Christian, “often attributed to ideal Sgartsrael’s
past...customarily claim to contain God’s word or message, [and] frequently build upon
ideas and narratives present in the Old Testaniéh&dme works are included in both
categories; and it is for that reason that | examine them togetherdrasbronology
rather than type. In general, those called Apocrypha were included ingluadat,
while the Pseudepigrapha were #3tTogether, the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha
constitute an ancient Jewish literature written by Jews and for Jews,duti¢den
Rabbinic circleg43

Many of the uses of Spirit and Holy Spirit in these extracanonical books are
similar to those in Biblical writings, but there are a few innovations whighbaa
significant. According to James Charlesworth, many apocryphal retsse¢n the Holy
Spirit appear to be from early Christian circles or later Christigonrsdand include
frankly Christological and Trinitarian referencé$Yet for the purposes of this
dissertation, the uses will be examined to determine whether they were adopted or
rejected in Rabbinic literature.

| Enoch, parts of which may date to the third century B.C.E., is a very infilenti
and popular Apocryphal work (attested, among other places, in the Dead Sea &crolls).

calls God the “Lord of Spirits” in connection with visions of a Messianic figure, and

241 James Charlesworth, edhe Old Testament PseudepigragBaols.) (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1983, Vol. I) xxi. E@dticus or the Wisdom of Ben Sirah is also considler
an apocryphal work, but | have described it inghevious section on Hellenistic Jewish literature.

242 Avigdor ShinanThe World of the Aggadafiel Aviv: MOD Books, 1990), 23-24.

243 Mishnah Sanhedrin 10:1 declares a ban on thoseredus “external” books, which may refer to the
uncanonical works.

244 CharlesworthThe Old Testament Pseudepigrapkal. 2, “Hellenistic Synagogal Prayers,” 686-688,
Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah, Vol. 2, Introtioie, 154.
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also—similar to the Scrolls—makes references to the dual nature of body and soul or
spirit.245W.D. Davies finds this selection important to early Christianity, as it joimed t
idea of Holy Spirit to Messianic aspiratiotfs.

Some Pseudepigraphal texts echo the uses of Spirit in biblical sources. For
example, indubilees?*” a second century BCE pseudepigraphic midrash and apocalypse
related to the books of Genesis and Exodus (texts of which were found among the Dead
Sea Scrolls), biblical patriarchs and matriarchs are able to blesshitdieis when gifted
with a “spirit of truth” or a prophet spirit (25:14, 31:12). This function would be echoed
in Rabbinic Aggadic MidrasPf8 The Testament of Abrahgma first century Egyptian
Jewish pseudepigraphal work about the last days of Abraham the patriach, became
popular in Medieval Christian circles. In chapter 4, God promises to send forth his holy
spirit upon Isaac, so that he sees his father’s death in a &t€ahe Psalms of Solomon
probably a first century Jewish work, include references to a Messianic kg be
“created...strong in the holy spirit” by God, a formulation which recalls the book of
Isaiah250

One text with a direct influence on Rabbinic ideas i3MmElom of Ben Sira
(Ecclesiasticus), a Hellenistic Jewish Wisdom text originallymased in Hebrew, some

time between 190 and 175 BCE. ltis included in the Roman Catholic and Eastern

2453ee | Enoch 47, Sparks, 248-249.
246\ .D. Davies, Paul in Rabbinic Judaism (London,8)9205, quoting E.F. Scofthe Spirit in the New
Testamenf(London, 1923).
247 Charlesworth, Vol. 2, 35-142.
248 These are cited by Levison, p. 246. Cf. such Rabbéxts as Gen. Rabbah 98:3.
249 Sparks, H.F.D., edThe Apocryphal Old Testame@xford: Clarendon Press, 1984), p. 402.
250 psalms of Solomon 17, SparkBhe Apocryphal Old Testamept 680.
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Orthodox biblical canon, and Hebrew manuscripts were found in the Cairo Geniza.
Although not part of the Jewish canon, the book was considered authoritative and quoted
several times in the Talm@él Ben Sira was pivotal in identifying Wisdom ldokhma

with the Torah. In Ecclesiasticus Chapter 24, Ben Sira describes Wisdom as/érsalni

law permeating the world, but links it exclusively to the Torah of Israel: d@fsshall

praise herself, and shall glory in the midst of her people...all these thinge &@ok of

the covenant of the most high God, even the law which Moses commanded for an
heritage unto the congregations of Jacob” (Ecclesiasticus 24:1,23).

Another book which links Wisdom and Spirit is &sdom of Solomgrman
Apocryphal work (c. 100 BCE) that was written by an Alexandrian Jew. ThiekGre
document introduces “Platonic, Stoic, and other forms of Hellenistic thought” to Jewish
readerskollowing the biblical Proverbs, it portrays a personified female Wisdom as
God’s agent in creating the world. Wisdom fills creation: “For Wisdom is mdiglond
all motion, and she penetrates and pervades all things by reason of her puridgniwis
of Solomon, 7:22). This usage recalls the Stoic concept of the LZ3gtrschapter 9 of
this influential work, the author advances dualistic ideas, praises Wisdom, anelparall
her to God’s holy spirit:

Now with you is Wisdom, who knows your works and was present when you

made the world.Send her forth from your holy heavens and from your glorious
throne dispatch her that she may be with me and work with me, rtiey know

251 Bavli Hagigah 13a, Ketubot 110b, Baba Batra 148dah 16b. Although at times Ben Sira is quoted as
“saying” (omer) something, like a Rabbinic sagerenoften he is referenced with a variation of “kéitar
“kativ,” similar to quotation formulas that refer Scripture.

252 Russell PregeanEngaging the New TestamédMinneapolis: Fortress Press, 1997), 29.
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what is your pleasure For what man knows God's counsel, or who can conceive
what our Lord intends?...For the corruptible body burdens the soul...

Who ever knew your counsel, except you had given Wisdom and sent your holy
spirit from on high? And thus were the paths of those on earth rradghs and

men learned what was your pleasure, and were saved by Wisdom.
(Wisdom of Soloma®:9-17)

More than any other ancient Jewish t&tsdom of Solomgfimoves Wisdom closest to
God” and introduces Spirit (pneuma) as their conneégdnhe connections between
Wisdom, Logos, and God'’s holy spirit Wisdom of Solomoare helpful in
understanding the historical and theological backgroumtitdhha-Kodeshwhich | will
explore more fully in Chapter 6. The history of Wisdom as an intermediary, agsnid|
connection to female numina is pertinent to my study of the hypostatic feattrealof
ha-KodeshFrom the time of these Apocryphal Wisdom books and throughout Rabbinic
literature, Wisdom and Torah are inextricably linked, and this is very importdré to t
development of the RabbinRuahha-Kodeshas the divine voice, the voice of wisdom
speaking in the Torah/scriptures.

TheFourth Book of Ezraa pseudepigraphal work written around 100 C.E. (with
some later Christian additions at the beginning and end of the book), is an expanded form
of the Apocryphal book of 2 Esdras. It is particularly significant for the unaelisig of

Ruahha-Kodeshlt is based on the Biblical figure of Ezra, religious leader of the Jews at

253 peter Schafehe Mirror of His Beauty34-35.
91



the period of rebuilding the Temple, but with the addition of seven apocalyptic \Agtons.
In the last original chapter (prior to the Christian concluding chapters) pEzya for
divine inspiration in the form dRuahha-Kodeshto be sent to him so that he can restore
the Scriptures for the returning people and take his place as the secondRdoses (
Ezra, 14:22)255 Rabbinic tradition, too, holds that Ezra had “the power of canonization
...the power of restoration,” and that he was a kind of second Moses who renewed
Scripture after the corrupting influence of the EX#€This description of Ezra
composing Scripture through divine inspiration will be reflected in the populaudam
concept that sacred texts were composed witlRtrehha-Kodesi#57

The Pseudepigraph@des of Solomqgrthought to be a late first century, early
Christian or Judeo-Christian hymnbook of uncertain provenance, contains both common
and exceptional uses of the term “Holy SpifR8'Ode 6.7, states, “Our spirits praise his
Holy Spirit,” and Ode 14:8, puts forth a fairly typical Jewish sentiment: “And oper®to m
the harp of your Holy Spirit, so that with every note | may praise you, O Lord.Hohe
Spirit is here related to song and psalm; it enables the singer to praise thedsofid.:©
offers the unusual metaphor of being “circumcised by [God’s] Holy Spirit,” $dhbka
singer’s “inner being” is uncovered to God'’s Ic®&0de 19:2-4 offers dramatic and

highly unusual (seemingly Christian) imagery related to the Holy Spiit God the

254 James Charlesworth, e@he Old Testament PseudepigrapWal, |, 516-559.

255 Charlesworth, Vol. 1, 554.

256 Bavli Sanhedrin 21b-22a. See David Weiss Haligshat and Derash—Plain and Applied Meaning
in Rabbinic Exegesi@New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 132-154

257 See Bavli Megillah 7a.

258 James Charlesworth, e@he Old Testament PseudepigrajfBavols.) (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1983, Vol. 2, 725-778eTOdes have been transmitted in Greek, but the
original language may have been Aramaic or evenr@oit Hebrew.
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Father, as well!) as nursing parents. It states, “The Son is the cup, and thesHaher
who was milked, and the Holy Spirit is she who milked him...the Holy Spirit opened her
bosom, and mixed the milk of the two breasts of the Father picklich imagery was
“a shock” to early 2 century scholars who studied the O#fés.

The Apochypha and Pseudepigrapha were mostly Jewish literature, wyitten b
Jews for Jews. For reasons not completely evident to us, the legitimacytaifriese
texts was rejected by the Rabbis. Some are of Christian origin and Gfilestian
theology. But as seen in this brief overview, some uses of the Holy Spirit found in these
works found affirmation and continuation in Rabbinic literature, including suchk akea

having visions, blessing someone, or composing sacred writ thRuegtha-Kodesh

THE NEW TESTAMENT

The role of Spirit and Holy Spirit (Greegneuma hagionLatin: spiritus sanctus
in particular, is extremely important in the New Testament, even beforégth®f the
Trinity became doctrine in the fourth century Nicene CPé&Many references in the
Synoptic Gospels provide a window not only into emerging Christian thought, but also
into first and early second centulgwishattitudes and beliefs. The New Testament
describes the Holy Spirit as both a power and a personification, a dual functionsvhich i

found in Rabbinic texts as well, although expressed in different ways.

259 No more unusual, perhaps, than the biblical phtastircumcise your heart” (Deut. 10:16).

260 Charlesworth, 752.

261 Charlesworth, Vol. 2, 727.

262 James H. Charlesworth, “Christians and Jews irfrtist Six Centuries,Christianity and Rabbinic
Judaism—A Parallel History of Their Origins and BabevelopmentHershel Shanks, ed. (Washington,
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In the [New Testament] imagery used in connection with the smmotgroups of
related images can be distinguished. In the one the spiritaslmiin a personal
way, either as subject or object; in the other the spirit isritbescas a power,
force or influence, either material or immaterial. The lage used is partly
derived from the biblical idiom and partly from contemporary Heltenis
material263
The activities of the Holy Spirit are abundant in the New Testament. In Matthe
1:18, 20, Mary is reported to have conceived a child by the Holy Spirit. While there is no
evident parallel to this concept in classical Rabbinic texts, other Neari@st sources
have interesting Rabbinic echoes. In Matthew 3:15-17 (paralleled in the othericynopt
gospels), Jesus is baptized by John the Baptist in the Jordan, when “the heavens were
opened and he saw the Spirit of God descending like a dove, and alighting on him; and
lo, a voice from heaven, saying, dove and alighting on him, saying, ‘This is my beloved
Son, with whom | am well pleased.” Subsequently, the Spirit leads Jesus to the
wilderness, where he will be tempted. This image of the dove would later be incedporat
into Trinitarian depictions of the Holy Spirit, and is also evidenced in Rabbinic
literature264 Later, Jesus is said to cast out demons by means of the Holy Spirit (Matthew
12:28), and he warns his followers against the unforgivable sin of blasphemy against the
Holy Spirit (ibid. 12:31-32). Jesus also utilizes a typical Rabbinic usage of the term
“Holy Spirit” by speaking of King David writing the Psalms through itpiretion (Mark

13:35).

D.C.: Biblical Archeology Society, 1992), 320-3Zke also J.N.D. Kellgarly Chrisitan Creeds(New
York: David McKay Company, 1972).

263 Karel vanderToorn, Bob Becking, Peter W. Vondeshazds. Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the
Bible (Leiden, New York, Koln: E.J.Brill, 1995), 796.

264 See Mekhilta Beshalla®and Bavli Shabbat 130a (the people of Israetanepared to a dove. In the
latter text, the dove’s protecting wings are coragao the commandments), Bavli Berakhot 3a Bae
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Another early Christian theme concerning the Holy Spirit is its role as the
“paraclete” paracletosor advocate, in the masculine gender) of the people. The Holy
Spirit is depicted (in the New Testament and in Church interpretations) asrtamnf
defender, intercessor and advocate. This is based on many references in Johmg includi
John 14:15-16, and in Romans 8:36-37 and 8:33, and it, too, finds parallels in Rabbinic
texts in whichRuah ha-Kodeshacts as an advocate for the people of Israel or for biblical
figures “in court.265 The word “paraclete” was Hebraicized to “praklit” in the Mishnah
and Talmud, but it is not specifically used to descRbahha-KodeshRather, it is the
performance of the commandments, repentance, and good deeds which are said to be a
individual’s “praklit.”266

Acts 2:2-4 describes the dramatic scene on Pentecost (Shavuoth), when “suddenly
a sound came from heaven like the rush of a mighty wind, and it filled all the house
where they [the disciples] were sitting. And there appeared to them tongufdg@s
distributed and resting on each one of them. And they were all filled with the Hoity Spi
and began to speak in other tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance.” In early
Christianity, the “pneumatic” Pentecostal experience was the path tevaOdvenant
Hermeneutic,” that “relativized, or even denigrated...the Mosaic covenanesaslaaf a

conviction of its completeness in the new age inaugurated by Jesus and thehgift of t

Kol, divine voice, speaks like a dove), Bavhdigah, 15a (Ben Zoma has a mystical vision oRbahof
God hovering over the waters “as a dove hovers bgeyoung”).

265 eviticus Rabbah 6:1, wheRuahha-Kodeshacts as Israel’'s “advocate” (sanigoria) to God} 85:12,
Bavli Makkot 23b, in whictRuahha-Kodeslhis said to appear in court.

266 Mishnah Avot 4:11 and Bavli Shabbat 32a.
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Spirit”267 The events in Acts 2:2-4 bear more resemblance to events in the Hebrew Bible
(e.g. Numbers 11:25) than to any Rabbinic narrative, but some parallels are fouasl here
well288 and will be explored further in this study. | Corintheans 12 speaks of the gifts, or
charisms, given by the Spirit, including various spiritual abilities. This fradallels in
some Rabbinic texts which mention special abilities and powers grankuaglma-
Kodestr89 However, these generally refer to Biblical events and are rarely motied i
Rabbinic present.

Shared underlying Jewish beliefs abBuahHa-Kodeshnfluenced the New
Testament and Rabbinic ideas alike. W.D. DaviRail and Rabbinic JudaishiO
devotes a chapter to “Old and New Obedience: the Lord and the Spirit.” He notes that
Rabbinic authorities spoke of the reward of faith as well as wdikde points out that
some Rabbis contend tHatiahha-Kodeshad ceased, yet they look forward to its

renewal in the future eschatology. Paul, as “a Pharisee who believed that seh\es!

267 Scot McNight, “Covenant and Spirit: The Originstbé New Covenant Hermeneutic,” in Stanton,
Graham, Bruce Longenecker & Stephan Barton (eflse,Holy Spirit and Christian Origins-Essays in
Honor of James D. G. Dun&(and Rapids, Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Pubhg Company, 2004).
268 See Song of Songs Rabbah 1:10:2, in which tongiésme dance around a sage studying Torah.
Divinely inspired speech is commonly mentioned abBinic texts, but not the specific notion of “skieg
in tongues.”

269 | eviticus Rabbah 8:2, Bavli Baba Batra 122a, GenRsibbah 98:3 and others will be examined in
Chapter 3.

270 william David DaviesPaul and Rabbinic Judaism -Some Rabbinic Elemer®auline Theology
(London: Cambridge University Press, 1948). Dagiesks to adumbrate the early Rabbinic influences on
Paul, in contrast to “Hellenistic” or “Greek” infunce, while acknowledging that the two overlapelik
many scholars of an earlier period, his citatiofRabbinic evidence ranges far and wide, to the &iicn
literature as well as the much later Bavli (althoing avoids reliance on the Yalkut literature due t
medieval provenance, Davies, 219), and he dates sagings to the quoted sages and not the redacted
text. But he still analyses their application watleritical eye. Davies sometimes relies heavilyAbelson
and his questionable assertions on such pointsedsrateriality” ofRuah ha-KodesfDavies, 184-185;
see my critiques of this view in Chapter 6). Noeéths, Davies’ cogent analysis of the issues resmain
relevant.

271 Davies notes Mekhilta Vayasa 3 (Lauterbach Vol@8) and later texts; one can add Mekhilta
Beshallah7 (Lauterbach, Vol. 1, 252, 253).
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come” would doubtless expect the fulfillment of contemporary Rabbinic expectdtains t
“the Messianic Age or the Age to Come [will be] the age of the Sgifflh addition,

Paul was influenced by Jewish concepts of the “communal” nature of the spoiinals f

in biblical passages which speak of God’s spirit being poured forth on the entire people
(e.g. Isaiah 44:3, Joel 3:1), and by some Rabbinic documents such as the Méknhilta,
which held thaRuahha-Kodeshrests upon prophets only so that they may help Israel,
allowing the entire people can experience it as a collective.

The Holy Spirit plays a pivotal role in the New Testament long prior to itsrpart
Trinitarian doctrine. There are a number of intriguing parallels and potpotrak of
interaction between New Testament references to the Holy Spirit anchRatntes;
however, there are also significant and meaningful differences.Thararisd imagery,
such as the dove or tongues of fire, and shared metaphor, such as the role of the Spirit as
“advocate.” But the same images in Rabbinic literature are used to heighten the
importance of following the commandments. Both literatures desRub&ha-Kodesh
as both a subject and a force or power, and both hold that it inspires the composition of
sacred texts. But the New Testament places emphasis on the Messianitodisneinthe
Spirit, as an agent in proclaiming the sonship of Jesus, forging a new covenant, and
granting gifts to the faithful. In Rabbinic sources, the “gifts” granteRiahha-Kodesh

whether special powers or prophetic abilities, are largely confined toltleabpast and

272 Davies,Paul and Rabbinic Judaisp216. Some of Davies’ evidence is questionabte,diting
Numbers Rabbah 15:25, based on the prophet Joetiéctions about the spiritual age to come. Thatkwo
may be dated as late as the ninth century (Sterahe84)1). Cf. the implicit idea in Tosefta Sotah3l3hat
when the age is worthy, the Holy Spirit will agaést upon individuals.
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the eschatological future, rather than the Rabbinic present—exceptmigdate in a
diminished capacity. The New Testament gives us a window to ways in which gstme F
Century Jews understood the working®Rofhha-Kodeshwhile providing us with

valuable contrasts of ways not chosen by the Rabbis.

273 Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, Tractate Pasi. (Lauterbach, Vol. 1 p. 14), and 13 (Lauterbaii. 1,
13).
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TEXTUAL ANALYSIS

Chapter 3: Conventional and Formulaic Uses of thearm
Ruah ha-Kodeshin Rabbinic Literature

Scholars have noted two main uses of the fuahha-Kodeshn classic
Rabbinic literaturé’4 First, it is used to signify a prophetic spirit or “divine inspiration”
given by God that enables a person to prophesy, or sometimes endows him or her with
other leadership abilities. This use is firmly rooted in Biblical precedeiirabbinic use,
this spirit visits not only (or even especially) the classical liygpanphets, but many
biblical characters, including females. On rare occasions it is usedreneds to sages
in the Rabbinic preset>

SecondRuahha-Kodesthis personified. This usage is a new development not
found in the BibleRuahha-Kodeshs used in the sense of a metonym (in this context,
something associated with God that stands in for God) or hypostatization (from the
Greek, “a personification of certain attributes proper to God, occupying amé&tiate
position between personalities and abstract beirfg&This should not be confused with
“hypostasis” as understood in Christian theology, where it refers to the threerigeof
the Trinity277 Due to the theological loadedness of “hypostastatization,” | prefer the term

“divine metonym.” Like other termsShekhinah, Kavod, Bat Kdhat express “divine

274 Noted in EJ, “Ruaha-Kodesh,” Alan Unterman, and other referencéberLiterature Review.
275 Unterman, EJ.
276 Helmar RinggrenWord and Wisdom: Studies in the HypostatizatioDigine Qualities and Functions
in the Ancient Near Eagtund: H. Ohlsson., 1947), 8.
277 See J.N.D. KellyChristian Creeds241.
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immanence,” it may be used as a substitute for God’s name or as an expressiareof divi
involvement with humanity?8 In some rabbinic texts, | will note thRtuahha-Kodeshs
interchanged with other such personifications. Both the uReiatiha-Kodesto mean
prophecy, andRuahha-Kodeshas divine metonym are attested, beginning in Tannaitic
literature and continuing through both Talmudic literature and Aggadic Midrash of the
Amoraic period. What changes is the specific use, emphasis, formulae or nuanees of th
uses, which I will note and examine in detail.

The central function of this personification®fiahha-Kodeshs its role as the
divine voice in the Torah. The main (and heretofore largely ignored) differetwedre
personifiedRuahha-Kodeshand theShekhinahs that the formespeaksAs prophecy,
Ruahha-Kodestis the divine spirit animating select human beings, enabling them to
articulate the word of God. As a divine metonym, the association with speettuesnt
We find Ruahha-Kodesltspeaking with certain formulaic words, such as “shouting”
(tsovatat), replying fneshival, spreading newsrevasergt or saying ¢merej. The
content of these speeches is almost always a scriptural quotation, occaswihadded
comments, and often representing “God’s perspective” on matters, as it were.

In texts subsequent to the Halakhic MidraRhahha-Kodeshs portrayed as an
active and present voice, in contrast toBla¢ Kolthat speaks formulaically in the past
tense. As | elaborate in Chapter 6, this difference highlights the digéimote ofRuah

ha-Kodeshas the “still speaking” voice of Scripture. Particularly in Genesis Rabba

278 See Joseph Abelsofihe Immanence of God in Rabbinical Literati224, HengelJudaism and
Hellenism p. 155, and Patalfhe Hebrew Goddes87-98.
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Ruahha-Kodestserves as a kind of “omniscent biblical narrator” or “voice of the
Torah,” often introducing a fine note of irony or even humor.

Sometimes a variety of usesRifiahha-Kodestare presented in the same
passage. For example, Genesis Rabbah 75:8 includes a mix of uses. The sajae passa
notes that Solomon wrote Proverbs withahha-KodesHhdivine inspiration), and
alluded to Jacob and Esau. In the same passage, we are told that Holy One, blessed be
He, blesses Jacob together with Isaac, wRilahha-Kodeshpersonified) blesses him
with Rebecca. Meanwhile Isaac sees Wtlahha-Kodeshprophecy) that his
descendents will one day be exiled.

One need not be overly concerned at some inconsistencies in the way that the
authors of Rabbinic texts view&lahha-Kodeshsince it is a given that rabbinic
theology is unsystematic and not wholly consistéfifThe literature offers an increasing
insistence that prophecRR@ahha-Kodeshncluded) hagnded even as we see a growth
in the uses of that same terRyahha-Kodeshnow personified as the living, present
voice of God speaking in Scripture, through Midrash. Finally, | will also exatheeole
of gender, specifically the connectionRdiahha-Kodesho Wisdom, the&shekhinahand
other expressions of “divine feminine” immanence.

As explained in my Methodology section, set patterns and formulaic phrases are
one of the recognized characteristics of oral-derived traditionaltlitesa Such formulae

served two functions: they were aids to memorization for the performerafyaatd

279 According to William David Davies, “Pharisaic Jusia was not concerned with theological
consistency...But Heschel has rightly warned agaiesting the Rabbis as untheological even if thesewe
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they created traditional associations in the mind of the listener. Afteduding each

type of usage foRuahha-Kodeshpower of prophecy and personification), | proceed to
identify the various typical formulae associated again and again with ezgph Eor
Ruahha-Kodeshas the power of prophecy, the expressions, “resting,” and “sparking” are
used repeatedly. For personifieRdahha-Kodeshspeech is the operative action and

there are only a few expressions for such speech.

RuAH HA-KODESH AS THEPOWER OFPROPHECY

The first function oRuahha-Kodeshn Rabbinic texts, and the one most directly
related to the term’s biblical roots, is its connection to prophecy. In theWeddiblical
tradition, the prophet has a dual role: to convey the word of God to people, and to act as
an intercessor between the people and God. The familiar Rabbinic dictum, “Since
Haggai, Zachariah, and MalakRuahha-Kodeskceasedfaska from Israel,280
essentially equatdguahha-Kodeshwith prophecy. But inspiration (that is, being filled
with ruah) is only one component of the prophetic experience—its trigger, so to speak—
for the classical Biblical prophet “must also experience a revelation diuvime
word."?81 In the Rabbinic portrayal ®iuahha-Kodeshhe two are inseparable: spirit and
word are inextricably interwoven.

Avot de-Rabbi Nathan also links prophecy &whhha-Kodesh

unsystematic.” Davies, “Reflections on the Spinithe Mekilta: A Suggestion;The Journal of the Ancient
Near Eastern Society of Columbia Universi#pl. 5, 1973, 95.
280 Tosefta Sotah 13:4 et al.
281“prophets and Prophecy,” Shalom Paul and S. D&pigtling, Encyclopedia Judaica, Second Edition,
Volume 16, 567. (Electronic Edition).
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By ten names were the prophets called, to wit: ambassador, trusted, servant,
messenger, visionary, watchman, seer, dreamer, prophet, man of God.

By ten names waRuah ha-Kodeshalled, to wit: parable, metaphor, riddle,

speech, saying, glory, command, burden, prophecy, Wsbn.

Although the “specific connotation” of the Holy Spirit “as divine inspiration is
wholly postbiblical,283 the Rabbis found ample Biblical precendent for their useuah
ha-Kodesho represent the power of prophecy. In Numbers 11, God takes “the spirit that
was upon” Moses, and shares it with the seventy elders, who immediately begin to
prophesy. In 1l Kings 2, Elisha requests a double portion of Elijah’s spirit, in arder t
inherit his mantle of prophecy. God’s spirit comes upon Bilaam (Numbers 24), and late
Saul (I Samuel 10), and Ezekiel (Ezekiel 2) and they prophesy. Moreover, thetassocia
of Spirit with prophecy was the most “pervasive” (but not exclusive) use of thertein
ancient Jewish literatu@8> The Rabbis continued to connegah and prophecy, but they
nearly always used the full terRuahha-KodeshThey perceivedRuahha-Kodesh
acting upon many Biblical characters, not only the classical prophets.

There are numerous referenceft@hha-Kodeslas the power of prophecy in
both Tannaitic and Amoraic texts. One way that the Bible describes prophecyG®that
“put his words” in the mouth of a prophet (Numbers 23:12, Jeremiah 1:9). Sifrei

Deuteronomy Piska 176 linlkuahha-Kodeshand prophecy in explaining, “I will put

282The Father According to Rabbi Nathaludah Goldin, trans., (New Haven: Yale Univer§itgss,
1955), 142. Each of the “ten names” constitutesbdidal reference. Strack and Stemberdetroduction
to the Talmud and Midrasl226-227, surmise that the “core” of Avot de-Ralbitan may date as early as
the third century, while the extant version washadaly completed between the seventh and ninth pentu
283 Unterman, “Rualma-Kodesh,” EJ.
285 evison,The Spirit in First Century Judaisr@44-248.
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My words in his mouth and he will speak to them all that | command him” (Deuteronomy
18:18): “From here they knew haRuahha-Kodestwas put in the mouths of the
prophets.”

Leviticus Rabbah mentions the prophet Elisha (10:2) and Elihu, one of Job’s
comforters (14:2) as making useRifiahha-Kodesl#8¢ It also refers tRuahha-Kodesh
in relation to the literary prophets: “Rabbi Aha said, “EfRerahha-Kodeslresting
(shorah) on the prophets does so by weight, one prophet speaking one book of prophecy
and another speaking two books.” (Leviticus Rabbah 15:2)

Ruahha-Kodeslas prophecy is not limited to males. Bavli Megillah 14a-14b
describes seven women prophets in the Bible. It specifically merRigaisha-Kodeshn
connection with Sarah: “Yiscah is Sarah; and why was she called Yiscahs8at®
discerned $aketah by means oRuahha-Kodeshas it is said, ‘In all that Sarai says to
you, hearken to her voice’ (Genesis 21:12).” (Bavli Megillah 2#Fajhe view of Sarah
as a prophetess is echoed in Genesis Rabbah 45:2, in which: “Abram hearkened to the
voice of Sarai [when she told him to father a child with her handmaid, Hagar, Genesis
16:2]. R. Jose said, “To the voice of fReahha-Kodesheven as you read [in the
Scriptural verse], ‘Now therefore hearken unto the voice of the words of the (lord

Samuel 15:1).” The voice of Sarai here is the voice oRili@ghha-Kodeshwhich is “the

286 Burton Visotzky find an allusion here to the caicahdebate over the authority and historical
legimitacy of the book of Job. Visotzk@olden Bells and Pomegranajds<i3.
287 The passage also mentions that Queen Esther Vwdlse'd inRuahha-Kodesh (referring to her
garbing herself in “royal apparelfm@alkhu), Esther 5:1).
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voice of the words of the Lord.” The Midrash implies that Sarai is speaking irs God’

voice and speaking in a prophetic mode, conveying the “words of the #&8rd.”

The “Ranking” of Ruah ha-Kodesh as Prophecy

Maimonides described eleven degrees of prophecy (with a twelfth and highest
rung attributed only to Moses), and confiriegiahha-Kodeslonly to the lowest two
degrees, which he believed included the composition of the hagiographia by Kings David
and Solomor#8® WasRuahha-Kodeslalready considered a “lower” form of inspiration
in Talmudic literature as well? While Rabbinic texts extend the influenReialfiha-
Kodeshto individuals not usually considered prophets, they certainly do not confine it
only to “lower forms” of prophecy.

Amoraic texts provide different perspectives on the relative rankiRgiali ha-
Kodeshwith other sources of divine revelation. Genesis Rabbah 45:5 comments on the
passage in which Hagar is told that she will bear a son. “Rabbi Hanina saidsheé Eie
Prophet said thus by [means Bifilahha-Kodeshit would suffice you, but she merited to
have the angel speak with her.” In Il Kings 4:16, Elisha tells the Shunamite wbatan t
she will bear a son. The implication is that if Hagar had had a similar expet®the
Shunamite woman, and had been told by a prophet thiRrughha-Kodeskthat she was

going to have a son, that would have been “good enough.” By contrasting that possibility

288 This interpretation also “removes the suspiciat thbram obeyed a woman'’s orders.” Neusner,

Genesis Rabbalvol. 11, 147.

289 Moses MaimonidesThe Guide of the Perplexetians. Shlomo Pines, Vol. Il, Chapter 45, 396-405
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with Hagar’s actual merit to receive her good news directly from gel af God,
Genesis Rabbah might be implying tRatahha-Kodeshs a secondary, mediated level
of revelation, lower than an angelic revelatfSf.

Many other passages suggest the opposite. | have noted the passages in Talmud
and Midrash Rabbah about Sarah’s prophecy, and how her voice became “the voice of
the Lord," when she spoke wiRuahha-Kodeshl also noted Leviticus Rabbah 15:2, in
which Ruahha-Kodeskhs linked with the literary prophets. The oft-repeated Rabbinic
saying, “Since Haggai, Zachariah, and Malakhiahha-Kodeshleparted from Israef9!
links Ruahha-Kodeshdirectly with the literary prophets. Pesikta Rabbati, 34-37 connects
Ruahha-Kodestwith the two of the major literary prophets, Isaiah and Jeremiah. Several
Rabbinic texts conne®uahha-Kodestwith Moses himself. Sifra (Vayikra 1:9)
mentions that Moses hears directly from the Holy One, blessed be he, and speaks wit
Ruahha-KodeshAccording to Pesikta de-Rab Kahana 1:8, at one point Moses fears that
Ruahha-Kodestas departed from him.

At the same time, the presenceéRafahha-Kodesldoes not necessarily make an
individual into anavior biblical prophet?92 | note its brief visits to lesser biblical figures
later in the chapter, as well as its association with priestly figures agelsjuaind even
with some of the Tannaim. One must bear in mind that the Rabbis who authored the

Talmudic and Midrashic literature did not compile a systematic theology diméiseof

290 ps per Maimonides, who lists angelic visions inains as the sixth degree of prophecy.
291 Tosefta Sotah 13, Yerushalmi Sotah 9:13 (24b)ustesimi Horayot 3:5 (48c), Bavli Sotah 48b, Bavli
Yoma 9b, Song of Songs Rabbah 8:13
292 Frederick E. Greenspahn, “Why Prophecy Ceashaljtnal of Biblical Literature Vol. 108, No. 1
(Spring 1989), 44-45.
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Maimonides. They clearly refer Buahha-Kodeshn connection with prophecy, but in a

general way, rather than drawing up a formal hierarchy of prophetic meslalit

COMMON USES OF THE TERM RUAH HA-KODESH IN ASSOCIATION WITH PROPHECY

Ruah ha-Kodesh'Resting”

The most common formula f&tuahha-Kodeshn connection with prophecy is
the termshorah,resting. The description &uah ha-Kodeshs a spirit of prophecy that
“rests” (shorah or occasionallypahah?®d) on individuals, or even on the entire people, is
found in several Tannaitic texts and persists into Amoraic texts. Thehget can
connote taking lodging, resting, dwelling, or in other uses soaking, steeping, or
dissolving?94 In classic Rabbinic texts, as we shall see, this does not necessarily aonve
sense that one who experienBasghha-Kodeshresting” upon him or her experiences a
mystical union with the divine, with the intendent dissolution of the ego, or in the
Hellenistic sense of an oracular possession, but it could infeRttzditha-Kodesh
permeates the one upon whom it rests.

The verb “rested’r{ahah) is used in reference ®uahin the Bible, but variants
of shorahare not. It is, however, found in one intriguing reference in Targum Onkelos to
Genesis 45:27: “And they told him all the words of Joseph, which he had said to them;
and when he saw the wagons which Joseph had sent to cartidaspjrit of Jacob their
father revived (va-teh ruah Ya’akov avihem)largum Onkelos translates this last phrase

with an Aggadic gloss asshrat ruahkudsha al Ya’akov avuhufand the Holy Spirit

293 The latter found in the Bible (Numbers 11:26, asal1:2).
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rested upon Jacob their father,” using the Aramaic form of the same Hebrewrverb fo
“rested.”295 As the Aramiac Targum Onkelos is customarily dated to the early third
century CE9¢, this could be one of the earliest references to this expression; however, the
Targumim underwent extensive reworking through the centuries, and oftensely cl
tied in to ideas in Midrashic literatu#e’

| now proceed to a chronological overview of Rabbinic texts containing the
expression oRuahha-Kodesh shorafHoly Spirit resting), beginning with selections

from the Tannaitic Literature.

“Resting” in the Mekhilta

There are numerous references toRb@hha-KodesHresting” in the Mekhilta
of Rabbi Ishmael. The link betwe&uahha-Kodeshand prophecy, using the term
shorah is made explicit in the following Mekhilta passage (Ri&h in which Barukh

ben Neriah, the scribe of Jeremiah, is found “complaining to &8d.”

| have been treated differently from the other disciples of tbphats. Joshua
ministered to Moses, anBuah ha-Kodeshrested $hartalj upon him. Elisha
ministered to Elijah, anRuahha-Kodeshrested $hartalj upon him. But I! Why
have | been differently treated from the other prophets? “I a@aryvwith my
groaning and | find no resimenulah].” [Jeremiah 45.3] “Rest” here is but a
designation for “the spirit of prophedy® as it is said: “and the spiritah]

294 jastrow, Dictionary, 1628-1629. Another meaninghefroot is “loosen” or “untie.”
295 |nterestingly, Rashi comments, “TB#ekhinahested upon him.” In Chapter 4 | will explore the
interchange oShekhinatandRuahha-Kodesh
296 5, David Sperbefargum(EJ).
297 Alexander SamelyForms of Rabbinic Literature and Thought—An Introiiton (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007), 29.
298 Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, Tractate Pis., Lauterbach, Vol. 1, 14
299 Hebrew,nevuahor simply “prophecy.” Lauterbach translates, “dpifi prophecy.”
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rested fanall upon them . . . and they prophesied in the camp” (Num. 11.26).
And again it says: “The spirit of Elijah does resalfah] on Elisha.” (Il Kings
2.15). Again is says, “And the spirit of the Lord shall resthhh] upon him”
(Isaiah 11.2).”

The answer that Barukh ben Neriah receives is that prophets, including Moses,
only merit having the spirit rest upon them, so that they may prophesy for the sake of
Israel. Since Israel is going into exile, he will have no one to receive his prophecy. T
passage clearly links tiRuahha-Kodestwith the Spirit mentioned in the Bible in
conjunction with the prophetnd parallels the Rabbinshorahto the Biblicalnahah.

The Mekhilta identifies Moses’ spirit that rested upon the seventy elderscartiein
Numbers 11, and the “spirit of Elijah” given to Elisha in Il Kings 2, withRiuahha-

Kodesh and defines it as a spirit that makes one into a prophet or grants individuals the
ability to prophesy.

According to the Mekhilta, it is not only prophets such as Elijah and Jeremiah
who haveRuahha-KodesHresting” upon them and enabling them to prophesy. It
expands the idea to include a collective experience of prophecy. The Mekhiltheescri
the entire people of Israel, as a body, receiRnghha-Kodeshat various times, most
notably when they sing the Song of the S8&8ut they are also grant&lahha-Kodesh
at the time when they “despoil” the Egyptians, who give them gifts before tpaytde
from Egypt (Exodus 12:36). The Torah states that the Lord gave thetés&tlivor”

(hen), in the eyes of the Egyptians, which The Mekhilta takes as an indicatiohdiat t

300 several Biblical passages allude to a messianimise that God’s spirit will someday be poured out
upon the entire people: Isaiah 44:3, Ezekiel 3932@) 3:1-2. This passage suggests that it alrbasat
the first redemption of the people, from Egypt.Hgas this is part of their “gifts” upon leaving gy
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all received a function&®®uahha-Kodesh“The word “favour” fen) here only means,
‘Ruahha-Kodesh’ as in the passage: ‘And | will pour upon the house of David, and
upon the inhabitants of Jerusalem, speit of grace” fen), etc. (Zachariah 12.1Gp1

What the children of Israel do with this spirit of prophecy is also notable. They
don’t become literary prophets like Jeremiah, or even obtain ecstatic expsragite
divine, like the seventy elders. Rather, they appear to be granted a kind of claievoyanc
which enables them to see that which is not visible to the eye: “R. Eliezer the son of
Jacob sayfRuahha-Kodeshested upon the Israelites. And every one of them could say
to the Egyptians: ‘Lend me your article which you have put away in such and such a
place.” The Egyptians would then bring it forth and give it to HPAThis notion that
Ruahha-Kodeslgrants ordinary individuals extraordinary powers of “seeing” things
hidden from the naked eye, at a distance, or in the future will be found in later documents
and become particularly noted in some Amoraic texts.

Finally, Ruahha-Kodeskrests upon the entire people of Israel as they sing the
Song at the Sea. This description of the episode at the sea, inRuaibha-Kodesh
inspires the entire nation, developed into an ongoing textual tradition that will be

reviewed separately in Chapter 3.

301 Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, Tractate Pash3, Lauterbach, Vol. 1, 105. It is a favored mof/@he
Mekhilta to point out that a certain word, “only ams” in ela)whatever the proof texts sets out to prove.
Another example is in Pighl, where “great thingsgédoloj only means “prophecyhevu’al).
3021 auterbach, Vol. 1, 105.
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“Resting” in Sifrei Deuteronomy

Sifrei Deuteronomy also makes use of the expression thRutileha-Kodesh
“rests” on individuals. Sifrei, Parashat Devarim, Piska 22, says thas Ruwahha-
Kodeshwhich enabled Ratv to foresee how the pursuit of the spies would proceed, and
to warn them, “Make for the hills, so that the pursuers may not come upon you. Stay
there in hiding three days, until the pursuers return; then go on your way.” (Joshua 2:15)
The text asks, “How could she know that the pursuers would return after three days?” and
concludes that this is “to teach thuahha-Kodeshested ghartg on her.” This is one
of many Rabbinic passages in which ordinary biblical characters are able to §ybphe
momentarily when thRuahha-Kodeslvisits them in some fashion. It is notable that
many, if not most of the characters so endowed are females, and sometimésisas
case, gentiles. They “prophesy” only in the limited sense of declaringstthiagwill
come to pass in the future; but not by functioning as spokesmen or women for God or
exhorting the people. But their limited moments of prophecy serve God'’s plan in the

unfolding narrative.

Other Common Uses oRuah ha-Kodeshas Prophecy

“Sparks” of Prophecy in Aggadic Midrash

In Midrash Rabbah, minor biblical characters are sometimes said t&Rbabe

ha-KodesHkindled” (nitsnetsain them, like a “spark” or prophecy that flickers
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momentarily303 In Genesis Rabbah 85:9, Tamar’s request of Judah’s “signet, cord, and
staff” are signs of such a “spark,” for these are taken (through proof texts symbols

of his future royal line

And he said, what pledge shall | give you? And she said, your signet and your
cord, and your staff that is in your haf@enesis 28:18). R. Hunia saRluahha-
Kodeshwas enkindled within helYour signetalludes to royalty, as in the verse,
Though Coniah the son of Jehoiakim king of Judah were the signet upaghly r
hand, etc. (Jeremiah 22:243nd your cord(petilekha)alludes to the Sanhedrin,

as in the verse, And that they put with the fringe of each cortieead(petil) of

blue, etc. (Numbers 15:38nd your staffalludes to the royal Messiah, as in the
verse, The staff of thy strength the Lord will send out of Zion (Psalms 110:2).

Tamar simply asks for concrete objects, Ruahha-Kodeshmpacts her choice
of objects and simultaneously moves her to allude to momentous thing beyond her ken.

For a rather piquant example, Genesis Rabbah 85:19 notes that when Jacob says
“a wild beast has devoured him” about JoseRbiahha-Kodeshis “kindled within
him,” for with a bit of divine inspiration he unwillingly refers to Potipher’s Wife
(“Beast” is a feminine noun in Hebrew.)

When Joseph’s brothers meet him in the court of Egypt and fail to recognize him,
they answer, “We are brothers,” the irony of the phrase (for they alg a#édirothers,
including the Viceroy of Egypt before them) is taken as a sigrRihahha-Kodestwas
kindled in them, for their mouths said more than they knew (Genesis Rabbah 91:7,
commenting on Genesis 42:11). An element of irony is included here, because their

words acknowledge more than they themselves recognize. These last twoesxanapl

303 5ee Marcus JastroBefer Milim 929.
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different from the “resting” on Ralv cited in Sifre. She may not recognize prophecy but
still realizes that she is making an accurate prediction. Here the “spafk®phecy are
unconscious in every respect!

A more unusual use is in Leviticus Rabbah 32:4, which stateRtiaduha-
Kodeshwas “kindled” in Moses himself early in his career. But perhaps that is the
exception that proves the rule. In most every other case, one finds characters ndto ar
known as prophets, yet with the “spark’Réiahha-Kodeshspeak prophetically on one
occasion. The midrashist often finds an allusion, irony, or heightened dimension of
meaning in their words and describes iRasihha-Kodesttkindled” or “sparking” in
them momentarily. Possibly with Moses, the “kindling” was seen as only tihenbeg
of his long prophetic career, as opposed to other Biblical characters who had just a

momentary spark of insight.

Ruah ha-Kodeshas Visionary Power in Amoraic Texts

The use oRuahha-Kodeshas a visionary power is expanded in Amoraic texts,
including the Palestinian Midrashim Genesis Rabbah and Leviticus Rabbalil, @&s we
the Babylonian Talmud. Most of the Amoraic useRoahha-Kodesho describe the
power of seeing the future are found in Genesis Rabbah and Leviticus Rabbah. In
Genesis Rabbah 37:7, one finds the notion that the biblical ancestors could name their
children for future events in those children’s lives because “they avhdetstlves of
(mishtamshim bgthe Holy Spirit” but according to this Midrash, in the present people

do not have use ®@uahha-Kodeshand thus have to name children for ancestors! In
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Genesis Rabbah 93:12, Rabbi Eleazar declares that Joseph cried when he “foresaw
(ra’ah) throughRuahha-Kodestthat two Holy Temples would be built in Benjamin’s
portion, and both would be destroyed.”

In Genesis Rabbah 13:12, the reader is told that one of the names for lightning in
the clouds is,Haziz” (Job 28:25), “so called because it achieves [awe-inspiring] sights in
the sky and caus@tuahha-Kodesho rest upon men, as you read, The visl@az¢r) of
Isaiah (Isaiah 1:1)”. This Midrashic etymology links the sense of visiorgedg the
awe-inspiring thunder clouds from God, with the ability to achieve prophetic vision, and
specifically refers to Isaiah, one of the literary prophets.

Leviticus Rabbah also has several references to the useRifididaa-Kodeshas
“seeing.” There is not just one formulaic verb used for the process, but a varerysf t
In Leviticus Rabbah 1:3, we find that one of Moses’ names was “Father of Soco,”
because he was the father of the prophets whasekRi) by means oRuahha-

Kodesh’ In Leviticus Rabbah 32:/Ruahha-Kodestbegins to stir or spark (an atypical

use of the termitsnetsa in Moses himself, when he sees an Egyptian taskmaster beating
a Hebrew slave (Exodus 2:12). The first effect of that stirring is to giveeblthe power

of seeing beyond the visible. He looked “this way and that” before striking the tas
master. According to this MidrasRuahha-Kodeslenabled Moses to see the invisible:

that the taskmaster had already lain with the slave’s wife beforengetekkill him 304

Finally, Leviticus Rabbah 9:9 finds Rabbi Meir seeitsgifg what has happened in a
domestic dispute by means of fReahha-Kodesh(This is also one of the rare instances

in which a rabbinic contemporary makes use ofRbhahha-Kodesh

304 As the Soncino Talmud commentary notes: “with miviision.”
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At least one example of such vision throdyimhha-Kodesttan be found in the
Bablyonian Talmud as well. In Bavli Berakhot 10a, it is reported that Kingiz told
Isaiah, that the reasons he did not try to have children is that he “saw for rhgg#lf |
li] by Ruahha-Kodeshthat they would not be virtuous. Isaiah chides him for looking
into the “secrets” of the Holy One in an incorrect way. This passage alsduoés a rare

notion that not all uses &uahha-Kodeshare to be approved>

Other Powers Granted by Rudma-Kodesh in Amoraic Texts

A few Amoraic texts expand the powers grantedRbghha-Kodesheyond the
ability to foresee and speak prophetic words, and extend it to providing strength and
endowing individuals with physical evidence of the indwelling of God. These hearken
back to the Biblical book of Judges, in which the spirit of God rests on various
charismatic tribal leaders such as Gideon (Judges 6:34), Jephtah (11:29), and Samson
(13:25). These Amoraic texts likewise specify that it wasRihehha-Kodeslthat
animated certain individuals.

One example is the case of Samson. Judges 14:25 states, “The spirit of the Lord
first moved [Samson] in the encampment of Dan, between Zorah and Eshtaol.”
Yerushalmi Sotah, 1:8 (17b), paralleled in Leviticus Rabbah 8:2, understands this verse
to mean thaRuahha-Kodeshs the source of Samson’s superhuman strength. According
to the Yerushalmi texRuahha-Kodesheither enables Samson to cover huge distances in

a single step or make his hair stand on end and clang so loudly that it is heard from one

305 Cf. | Kings 22:22, which speaks of a “lying spirituah sheker which Micaiah the prophet sees in a
vision of the heavenly court, coming before YHWHlanifering to be placed in the mouth of the prophet
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place to the other! Leviticus Rabbah version offers the additional possibilitgdhason
had the power to clang two mountains like stones, and the sound would be heard “from
Zorah to Eshtaol.” These are certainly unusual understandings of the pdwwexhdfa-
Kodesh They clearly interpret the Biblical “spirit” &@uahha-Kodeshbut see it in the
unusual role of giving an individual superhuman strength. (Of course, Samson the
“superman” is an atypical Biblical hero.)

Leviticus Rabbah offers more examplefRofahha-Kodestproviding biblical
leaders with special powers. In Leviticus Rabbah 1:1 and 21:12, it is stated tredtehi
the High Priest’s face “glowed like torches” and he displayed an angeliesskpm when
Ruahha-Kodeslrested ghoralh) upon him. Yerushalmi Sanhedrin 9:7 (27b) also
associated Phinehas wiRuahha-Kodeshclaiming that it “jumped” Kaftsal) upon him
and declared his election when he acted as a zealot. Here it is associatesl stétubi
rather than any special powers or qualities.

Another High Priest is depicted as gaining special powers under the inflafence
Ruahha-KodeshlIn Bavli Baba Batra 122a, Eleazar the Kohen Gadol was able to divide
the Land of Israel among the tribes, because he was directed (animated, guttied) b

Holy Spirit (haya mekhuvan be-Ru&la-Kodesh

Eleazar was wearing the Urim and Tumim, while Joshua antsrakl stood
before him. An urn [containing the names] of the [twelve] tribes, amdirn
containing descriptions] of the boundaries were placed before himmatal by
the Holy Spirit mekhuvan be-Ruaha-Kodesh he gave directions, exclaiming:
‘Zebulun’ is coming up and the boundary lines of Acco are coming up with it
[Thereupon], he shook well the urn of the tribes and Zebulun came up imbis ha

and lead the King of Israel to his defeat.
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[Likewise] he shook well the urn of the boundaries and the boundary lines of
Acco came up in his hand. Animated again Ryah ha-Kodesh he gave
directions, exclaiming: ‘Naphtali’ is coming up and the boundanesli of
Gennesar are coming up with it. [Thereupon] he shook well the urn tfillbs
and Naphtali came up in his hand.
A final example of powers with physical impact that are granteRuahha-
Kodeshis found in Genesis Rabbah 98:3, on the verse, “Assemble yourselves and hear,
you sons of Jacob” (Genesis 49:2).
Why “assemble yourselves™? “Rabbi Berekiah said, sometimései name of R.
Hiyya, and sometimes in the names of the Rabbis of Babylon:t@hifies that
they were scattered, and an angel descended and assembled them. Rabbi Tanhuma
said: This teaches that they were scattered, and he [Jasahtded them by
means oRuahha-Kodesh
It is not clear what process the Rabbis understood that Jacob used to “assemble
them by means dRuahha-Kodesli Perhaps they thought that he usathhha-Kodesh
to see where they were and send for them. The comparison between an aRyelrand
ha-Kodeshs also intriguing. It suggests that tReaahha-Kodestwas intentially

distinguished from angels (a contrast noted above in Genesis Rabbah 45:5), merhaps s

that it would not be identified as an intermediary power.

Ruah ha-KodeshDeparting from Individuals

The inspiring presence &uahha-Kodeshmay “flicker” in individuals for a
moment or remain much longer, but in any case inspiration is not genesilas a

permanent state. Several Aggadic Midrashim of the Amoraic period desduhtions in
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which Ruahha-Kodesttame and went from individuals. “Its presense is. . .a sign of
divine favor, and its departure reflects lowered staifs.”

Genesis Rabbah includes several referencBsiatha-Kodestdeparting” from
individuals. In Genesis Rabbah 65:4, Joshua ben Levi says that Esau is responsible for
Ruahha-Kodestdeparture from Isaac, because of the bitterness of spirit produced by his
heathen wives. Genesis Rabbah 91:6 says that following Joseph’s disappé&arahce,
ha-Kodeshlepartedristalkalh) from Jacob, so that his (spiritual) powers of “seeing and
hearing” were incomplete. Leviticus Rabbah 37:4 reportsRhahha-Kodestdeparted
from Phinehas the High Priest when he neglected to go to Jepthah and release him from
his rash vow to sacrifice the first thing that came through the door after tus/\hich
turned out to be his daughter). According to Pesikta de-Rab Kahana 1:8 even Moses fears
thatRuahha-Kodestas departed from him, and come to rest upon the princes who bring
their gifts to the Sanctuar3f’ Repeatedly, we see tHatiahha-Kodeshemporarily rests,
flickers, or empowers individuals, but then may leave them. It is a logigaicstee idea

thatRuahha-Kodeslktcan depart from the entire people, which is explored in Chapter 5.

The Concept that Sacred Texts are “Composed VRtah ha-KodesH

One of the most well-known Rabbinic concepts albtudahha-Kodeshs that
certain texts were “composed wiRuahha-Kodeshand are thus sacred, inspired and
ostensibly worthy of inclusion in the Biblical candime full process of how the Tanakh

was canonized is complicated and open to debate. Scholarly consensus hasaejecte

306 Frederick E. Greenspahn, “Why Prophecy Ceased,” 46
307 Braude and Kapstein, Pesikta de-Rab Kahana, 18.
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earlier popular hypothesis that the Rabbinic sages completely formulatetltba!

canon at their council ifavneh(Jamnia) around the year 90 C.E. The Rabbinic sages of
that period may have simply debated the status of a few B&dRse of the main
differences between ancient Greek and Rabbinic ideas of authorship is #lasQueces
recognized individual human authors, while Jewish tradition found sanctity in those
books which claimed to have been written by prophetic figures with divine inspi#étion.
According to Sid Leiman, “canonical” (his term for “authorative”) andginsd,” were

not identical categories to the Tannaim. To be included in Scripture, a book had to belong
in both categories, authoritative and inspired. A book could be considered authoritative,
but if lacking the inspiration dRuahha-Kodeshwould not be included in the Tanakh.

For example, Ben Sirah and 2 Maccabees were considered authoritative bookglihat

be privately taught and quoted by the sages, but they were not held to be divinedginspi

by Ruahha-Kodesh?311

308 See Sid LeimariThe Canonization of Hebrew Scripture: The Talmudtid Midrashic Influence
(Hamdon, Conn., Archon Books, 1976); Lawrence Hiffoan, Reclaiming the Dead Sea Scroll$4-
180; Jack P. Lewis, “Jamnia Revisitedfie Canon Debatél. McDonald, and James a Sanders (eds.),
(Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson Publishers, 2002):168 and Jack N. Lightstone, “The Rabbis’ Bible:
The Canon of the Hebrew Bible and the Early Ralsh@uild,” The Canon Debatel 63-184.

309 Jed Wyrick,The Ascension of Authorship: Attribution and Cafenmation in Jewish, Hellenistic, and
Christian Traditions (Cambridge, Mass./London: Harvard University Br&904), p.2; Elias Bickerman,
The Jews in the Greek A¢@ambridge, Mass.:Harvard University Press, 1988).-203.

311Sid Leiman,The Canonization of Hebrew Scripture: The Talmuatid Midrashic EvidencéHamdon,
Conn: Archon Books, 1976), 127. See also Jed WyTibk Ascension of Authorship88-190. Ezra, as a
“second Moses,” may have been seen as the endfposacred books; that is, even authoritative lsook
after his time are no longer included in Holy Stuip, Jack Lightstone, “The Rabbis’ Bibldhe Canon
Debate 182-184. Below | will note an example of a sctblit was considered “inspired” but not
“canonical” by the Yerushalmi.

119



Mishnah Yadayim 3:5 and Mishnah Eduyot 5:3 (considered one of the earliest
tractates)2 record Tannaitic arguments about the status of certain biblical testes.ore
first encounters the distinctive terrmétamei yadayithor making the hands ritually
impure, to identify a text as sacred. Sacred books require special “ligriizause they
are divinely composed and contain the word of God. There are some books in the canon,
particularly in the Writings, whose content made their sanctity questionableas
Ecclesiastesohele) and Song of Songs. Ecclesiastes seems to display a lack of belief
in the meaning of life, and of divine reward and punishment. It also seems self-
contradictory, as is the book of Proverbs (Bavli Shabbat 30b). Song of Songs deals with
erotic love between the sexes. The passage in Eduyot states that the hodsk btiHil
not the house of Shammai, held that Kohelet “defiled the hands,” while the Yadayim
passage also includes the Song of Songs, championed by Rabbi Akiba, who proclaimed it
“the Holy of Holies.” While these Mishnaic traditions do not cite inspiratioRbghha-
Kodeshas the justification for a book being considered sacred or canonical, Tosefta
Yadayim 2:6 directly links the two: “Rabbi Simeon ben Menasia says: The Song of
Songs defiles the hands because it was composed [lit. “said”’Ruahha-Kodesh

Ecclesiastes does not defile the hands because it is only the wisdom of Soiimon.”

312 R J.Zwi Werblowsky and Geoffrey Wigoder, edge Oxford Dictionary of the Jewish Religifitew
York/Oxford: Oxford University Yerushalmi.

312R.J.Zwi Werblowsky and Press, 1997), 215-216.

313 Marc Hirshman concurs that traditions about thgpssed reluctance to accept Ecclesiastes into the
Canon are probably Amoraic or later, with this lgeiihe only mildly negative comment about it that ca
reliably be dated to the Tannaitic period. “Kohal&®eception, Interpretation in Early Rabbinic
Literature,”Studies in Ancient Midrasldames Kugel, ed. (Cambridge: Harvard Universgnt€r for
Jewish Studies, 2001): 87-99.
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The idea of sacred texts being composed Ritahha-Kodesttontinues in the
Talmuds. Whether the book of Esther is divinely inspired and thus “defiles the hands” is
the subject of a long discussion in Bavli Megillah 7a. The book of Esther deals with
secular subjects including sex and violence, and it fails to mention the name of God, so
some justification is sought for its sacred status. Part of this argumenaghbno as a
Beraita, considered to be an older tradition from the Tannaitic period (and thpaftret

it is taken from Tosefta Yadayim 2:6):

Rab Judah said in the name of Samuel: “[The scroll] of Estherrditenake the
hands unclean3?4 Are we to infer from this that Samuel was of opinion that
Esther was not composed under the inspiratidRuathha-KodesR How can this
be, seeing that Samuel has said that Esther was composedhenithsptration of
Ruahha-KodesH It was composed to be recited [by heart], but not to be written.

The following objection was raised: R. Meir says that [thelsof] Kohelet
[Ecclesiastes] does not render the hands unclean, and that abouwnthefS
Songs there is a difference of opinion. R. Jose says that the S8oggs renders

the hands unclean, and about Kohelet there is a difference of opiniom&arSi
says that Kohelet is one of those matters in regard to whichSetimmai were
more lenient and Beth Hillel more stringent, but Ruth and the SongngfsSand
Esther [certainly] make the hands unclean! — Samuel concurred with R. Joshua.

It has been taught [in a Beraita]: R. Simeon b. Menasia 4&afhelet does not
render the hands unclean because it contains only the wisdom of Solomon . . .”

It has been taught [in a Beraita]: R. Eleazar said, “Esther wasosauh [literally,
“said” ne’emrd under the inspiration dRuahha-Kodeshas it says, ‘And Haman
said in his heart.” (Esther 6:6)” R. Akiba says: “Esther w@asiposed under the
inspiration ofRuahha-Kodeshas it says, ‘And Esther obtained favor in the eyes
of all that looked upon her.” (Esther 2:15)” R. Meir says: “Esthas wsomposed
under the inspiration oRuah ha-Kodesh as it says, ‘And the thing became
known to Mordecai.’ (Esther 2:22)” R. Jose b. Durmaskith said: “Estlaer

314j.e. it is not a holy book and not to be includedhe biblical canon.
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composed under the inspiration Rfiahha-Kodeshas it says, ‘But on the spoil
they laid not their hands.’(Esther 9:15f

Said Samuel, “Had | been there, | would have given a proof superiall, to
namely, that it says, ‘They confirmed and took upon them,’ (Esther, §u#7ich
means] they confirmed above what they took upon themselves below.” Réba sa
“All the proofs can be confuted except that of Samuel, which cdrenobnfuted.
[Thus,] against that of R. Eleazar it may be objected th& reasonable to
suppose that Haman would think so, because there was no one who was so high in
the esteem of the king as he was, and that when he spoke at kengths only
expressing the thought concerning himself. Against the proof of RaAkimay

be objected that perhaps the fact is as stated by R. Eledrarsaid that these
words show that to every man she appeared to belong to his own najenstA

R. Meir it may be objected that perhaps the fact is as dtgtéd Hyya b. Abba
who said that Bigthan and Teresh were two men from Tars&naigthe proof of

R. Jose b. Durmaskith it may be objected that perhaps they sesemgers.”
Against the proof of Samuel certainly no decisive objection can be brought.

Said Rabina,“This bears out the popular saying, ‘Better is oca@ gf sharp
pepper than a basket full of pumpkins.” R. Joseph said: “It can be ¢foma
here: ‘And these days of Purim shall not fail from among thesJéiasther
9:28).” R. Nahman b. Isaac said, “From here: ‘Nor the memorial of {herish
from their seed.’(ibid.)316

This passage recreates a debate among the Tannaitic Sages as todhg bbli

several books in the Writings, and then focuses on the book of Esther with the

introduction of the Beraita. (The opinion attributed here to Rabbi Jose is the revesse of hi

statement in Mishnah Yadayim 3:5, where he says that Ecclesiastes doesl@otre

hands unclean, but there is a dispute about the Song of Songs.) The Sages hold that

Esther was “composed under the inspiratioRo&hha-KodesH This is not understood

as a poetic abstraction, but very specifically to mean that the author of thepb&ekrs

315 All of these are verses from the book of Estheictvipresumably could only be known through powers
of vision or knowledge granted by tReiahha-Kodesh
316 Bavli Megillah 7a
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a prophetic voice, foreseeing the future or knowing hidden facts that could only be
divined throughRuahha-Kodesh
Various proofs are offered in the Beraita in Bavli Megillah 7a to show that the
author of the scroll of Esther had to have been imbuedRu#hha-Kodeshn order to
know these hidden facts, but most of these proofs are rejected by the Raba (third
generation Bablyonian Amora). Finally, the satisfactory proof (offere8dmuel, an
outstanding first generation Babylonian Amora) is accepted: that the hofiayim
was “confirmed” in Heaven and on earth. Rabbi Joseph (third generation Babylonian
Amora) and Rabbi Nahman bar Isaac (fourth generation Babylonian Amora) add the
additional prooftexts that the Jewish people and their descendents still obseryssthe da
of Purim, as the scroll predicted. The scroll is thus prophetic and represents the divine
word because it successfully predicts the formation of a new Jewish holyldely,was
surely approved in heaven. The fact that the holiday is still observed by the people and
that the Sages are still studying the book of Esther is the ultimate prooholintsss.
Elsewhere in the Bavli, the book of Psalms, also part of the Ketisviattributed
to the function oRuahha-Kodeshnspiring King David. In Bavli Berachot 4b one finds:
R. Johanan says: “Why is there no lettanin Ashre [Psalm 145]? Because the
fall of ‘Israel's enemies’ begins with3t? For it is written: ‘Fallen is the virgin of
Israel, she shall no more rise.” (Amos 5:2). (In the West §fiak] this verse is
thus interpreted: She is fallen, but she shall no more fall. Riseg(D of Israel.”
R. Nahman bar Isaac says: “Even so, David refers to it by atgpir(-smakhan

be-Ruahha-Kodesh and promises them an uplifting. For it is written [in the
following verse]: ‘The Lord upholds all that fall.””

317 The Hebrew word for fallemafla, begins with the lettemun.“Israel’s enemies” is a Rabbinic
euphemism for Israel itself, when speaking of IEsgaunishmentSoncino Talmudomments.: “David
knew by inspiration that Amos was going to prophtteydownfall of Israel, and he refers to that geaad
prophesies their being raised up again, though tlweinfall is not mentioned by David.”

123



This follows the Soncino translation; however, let me offer the following
alternative: “David lifted them up¢smakhahby means of [citingRuahha-KodesHin
the next verse of the Psalm]. For it is written: The Lord uphasloismékh Adonaiall that
fall.” 318 Read this wayRuahha-KodesHunctions more as a hypostatization, because it is
paralleled to the verse about the Lord. Or the passage could have a double entendre;
David sees byRuahha-Kodeslhhat the LordRuahha-Kodestwill lift up the fallen
virgin of Israel. The two ways in which the passage can be read emphasizeapsin w
which the termRuahha-Kodeshs employed in Rabbinic literatur@uahha-Kodesfcan
mean David’s prophetic power in composing the Psalms, even as it furagians
metonym for God. Indeed, prophetic power ultimately comes from God.

Yerushalmi Megillah 1:1 (70a) covers some of the same issues in a differngnt
It is determined that the scroll of Esther is similar to a Torah scroll. Bast Torah
scroll, it must be written according to tradition, with the lines etched in thbmart,
and just the the Torah it can be interpreted and explicati (ehidaresh The sages
go on to consider the status of another scroll:

R. Jeremiah in the name of R. Samuel bar R. Isaac: “The gwblsamuel gave

over to David is available for/subject to exegesith@h lehidaresh” What is the

scriptural basis for the view? “All this that the Lord had madeunderstand by

His hand on me, | give you in writing—the plan of all the work€ljronicles

28:19, David speaking to Solomon about the design of the Temple)."Hi&lirt

writing,” refers to the traditionnfasore}; “from the Lord,” refers taRuah ha-

Kodesh “which He made me understand” proves that it is availailexegesis
(she-nitna lehidaregh

318 There are slight variants in different Talmudicrmscripts. Oxford Opp. Add. Folio 23 hsamkhahe
lifted her up.”
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R. Jeremiah asked, “And why do we not interpret, ‘And the plan diatlhe had
by the spirit’ pe-ruah | Chronicles 28:12) [to also allude Ruahha-KodesR]
Because, said R. Mana, “What is the meanin@pesfuah[in this other verse]?
[Here] it means ‘in the breath of his moutbhetruahpiv).”

This passage from the Yerushalmi suggests that other, non-canonical books (such
as the “scroll” imagined by the rabbis here being given from Samuel to Daed{d
Solomon) could be inspired Ruahha-Kodeshlt also suggests that books composed
with Ruahha-Kodesthave fundamentally different characteristics than other works.
They must be carefully copied and interpreted. Books that are prophetic aneldspi
God necessitate divinely ordained methods of Midrashic exegesis. The Rabadhicy
of | Chronicles 28:19 encapsulates three characteristics of holy books: Thpglar s
with Ruahha-Kodeshtransmitted through faithful copyingh@soret tradition), and are
then subject to divinely sanctioned Rabbinic interpretation in the form of Midrash (as
illustrated by the phraseaitnah lehidarest). Correct interpretation will reveal that
books on seemingly secular topics (prevalent in the Writings) contain divirrengsc

It is interesting that while the rabbis chose to interpret | Chronicles 28:19 a
referring toRuahha-Kodeshthe actual worduah in | Chronicles 28:12 is taken to mean
simple human breath (the breath of his mouihh piv). This shows that the word
“ruah” alone is not enough to establish the presen¢tuahha-Kodeshbut that the
Rabbis seek other indications that something is divinely inspired, such as tbegef®
the Lord in verse 19. In addition, this interpretation reinforces the notion thatRufzdm

ha-Kodeslspeaks, it is not one’s own opinion being spoken, but the divine breath

speaking through one’s mouth, as it were (as in the aforementioned passage is Genesi
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Rabbah 45:2, in which the words of Sarah are the wRuddhha-Kodeshthat isof the
Lord).
The composition of biblical books through divine inspiration is is also mentioned
in Amoraic Midrash. In Genesis Rabbah 85:2, R. Huna states in the name _af fRafh
a sequence of events is out of order in the book of Daniel, “so that it might not be said
that the narrative is mere fiction, and that all might know that is was compabeRuah
ha-KodeshThe Rabbis said: In order to unite the whole book [of Daniel] as one written
[lit. “said”] with Ruahha-Kodesli31° This may relate to the idea encountered in
Yerushalmi Megillah 1:1 (70a) that sacred texts are “available for"ulnjést to”
exegesis. Only through proper exegesis can the book of Daniel be correctstamdler
Song of Songs Rabbah 1:7 states that Solomon composed his b8akhas-
Kodeshrested ghartah) upon him, although it does not explicitly connect this fact to
their fitness for inclusion in the biblical canon:
So the heart of Solomon was full of wisdom but no one knew whatrwabut
whenRuahha-Kodeshrested g¢hartah) on him and he composed [lit. “said:] three
books, all knew his wisdom . . .because he discoursed on the Torah in peblic,

earned the privilege th®uahha-Kodeshrested on him and he composed three
books, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and The Song of Songs.

It is also interesting to note that all these texts introduce the idea thatdoaddtde
composed wittRuahha-Kodeshand yet the term used is “said” (formsamhar The
idea of oral composition and the words “in the mouth” are paramount in Rabbinic
thought, although for the Bible they are to be transmitted in writing. As | noted

previously in the passage from Yerushalmi Megillah 1:1, sacred textsadlse or
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composed witliRuahha-Kodeshand then written down. As Jed Wyrick has
demonstated, Rabbinic texts typically refer to composition of biblical booksagmy”
(using a form of the verman), and this “saying” is seen as separate from the subsequent
process of transcription or textualization (using a form of the verb fongykatay).321
Moreover, wherRuahha-Kodeshs personified, she is portrayed as speaking, sometimes
engaged in acts of midrashic interpretation (more on this below). Speech, undarntsta
and interpretation are integral to the functiorRoahha-Kodesh

Since the concept of “texts composed viRillmhha-Kodeshis fairly well known,
it is puzzling that there are not more discussions of the subject in relation to otioad bibl
books. It is almost always brought up in reference to the Ketuvim or Writingigsrset
the tri-partite Tanakh. Among the Prophets, only the book of Ezekiel, although divinely
inspired, was in danger of being “hidden away” since some of it contradicts fimstsuc
in the Torah (Bavli Shabbat 13b). This may be simply because the status of the Ketuvim
was under dispute while the Torah and prophets had already been accepted as
authoritative322 Or it may be because of the aforementioned problematic subject matter
of some of its books. However, this repeated associatiBuafiha-Kodestwith the
Writings on this particular issue—while books in the Nevi'im are unquestionably

designated “prophetic’—may have led to the lower “rankingRoéhha-Kodeshn

319 jastrow, 1022.

321 Jed Wyrick,The Ascension of Authorship,21-F& notes the discussion of “authorship” of bidlica
books in Bavli Baba Batra 14a-15b as part of thdence, noting that “writing” here appears to mean
“textualization.”

322 Marc Zvi Brettler, “Kethuvim, The Jewish Study Bihl&dele Berlin and Marc Zvi Brettler (eds.),
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004): 1275-12A8.indication of their late provenance and
guestionable credentials is found the the variétyrders of these texts in early manuscripts and
“canonicial lists” (1275).
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some medieval Jewish thoudg®?.This is somewhat ironic, for most of the texts noted
here seem to say equate “said viRillahha-Kodeshwith being said in a state of
prophecy.

In summary, the influence &uahha-Kodeshs offered as an explanation of the
sanctity of certain books in the Ketuvim (Writings) portion of the Tanakh. Atthist
seems to simply be a term indicating that are canonical, but the cotyplietkie
canonical process resists a simple correlation, while the passage in Yarigegillah
1:1 implies that there can be books composed Rithhha-Kodeshwhich did not enter
into the canon. Several selections suggest that books that are “composedatitia-
KodesH are prophetic works, spoken by human agents through the “breath” of God.
They are sacred texts that must be handled with care and transmittetirectmr
tradition, while their authoritative meaning is sometimes hidden in sestggct matter
and requires Rabbinic exegesis for full understanding. Books composeduaitina-
Kodeshessentially have divine authorship, even though they are transmitted by human
beings. Here again the idea is reinforced Rwhha-Kodesths the divine voice in

scripture.

“Said With Ruah ha-Kodesh”(zo hi she-ne’emra be-Ruatha-Kodesh)

An extension of texts being composed or said Ritlahha-Kodeshs a particular

Midrashic formula: “that which was said wiRuahha-Kodesh(zo hishe-ne’emra be-

323 E.g. MaimonidesThe Guide of the Perplexe@hapter 45, or Radak’s (c.1160-1235) interpretadif
the reference tRuahha-Kodestin the passage in | Chronicles 28 as a sign ofltveer” nature of King
David’s prophecy. See David Rothstein’s commeniBhia Jewish Study Bihl&762. See my section
above on “The ‘Ranking’ of Ruah ha-Kodesh.”
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Ruahha-Kodesh al yedgito quote some biblical figure, whether prophet or mongtch.
Such quotation forms can be found in Genesis Rabbah 75:8 (referring to Solomon), 91:5
(to David) and 97 (to Job) and are particularly prevalent in in Pesikta Rabliskin

6:2:

Thus all the work...was finished. R. Tamha Barabbi began his discourse as

follows: These words are to be considered in the light of W@t ha-Kodesh

said through Solomorz¢ hishe-amra Rualha-Kodesh al yede&hlomg: “See a

man skilled in his work?—He shall attend upon kings; He shall natdcatipon

obscure men.” (Proverbs 22:29)

Several other examples of this formula are also found in Pesikta Rabbati. See
Pesikta Rabbati 20:2Ruahha-Kodeslspoke through Solomon, king of Israel, saying,
‘His cheeks are like beds of spices, banks of perfume. His lips are ks thiey drip
flowing myrrh. (Song of Songs 5:13); or Pesikta Rabbati 30:1: ‘Comfort ye, coyefort
my people’ (Isaiah 40:1). These words are to be considered in the light of wdidthy s
Ruahha-KodesHze hu she-ne’emar be-Rubl-Kodesh ‘Shall mortal man act more
justly than God?’ (Said by one of Job’s comforters, Job 4:17)” This latteeneferis an
unusual example of the formula, as it does not attribute inspiratiBuslyha-Kodesto
an identified intermediary figur> Thus it is closer to the formulae that | will describe
for personifiedRuahha-Kodeslkspeech, but in the passive voice.

More typical examples are in all the proems of Messianic comfort in Pesikta

Rabbati 34-37, in which the opening prophetic verse of each proem is followed by the

324 This form was introduced in my Literature Reviewtsn above. Works cited are Michael Fishbane’s
The Exegetical Imagination on Jewish Thought anebldyy 73-85, and Marc Bregman'’s “Circular
Proems and Proems Beginning: ‘Thus it is said leyHbly Spirit.” [Hebrew]Studies in Aggadal34-51.

In addition to the Pesikta Rabbati examples disais&re, Bregman has identified some manuscript
fragments of other Midrashim with this form, whikhve yet to be published (41-42, fn.)
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words,“This is to be considered in the light of what Isaiah was inspir&lalha-
Kodeshto say,”(Pesikta Rabbati 34:1), “This is to be considered in the light of what
Solomon was inspired dguahha-Kodestto say [in a verse from Song of Songs],”
(Pesikta Rabbati 35:1), “This is to be considered in the light of what David king eff Isra
was inspired byRuahha-Kodestio say [in a verse from Psalms],” and (Pesikta Rabbati
36:1), “This is to be considered in the light of what Jeremiah was inspifeddiha-
Kodeshto say” (Pesikta Rabbati 37:1). A homily then follows, which closes in “circular”
fashion with the verse attributed to inspirationRiyahha-Kodesl$26 Except for the
exceptional example in Pesikta Rabbati 20:1, the formulae do not perRoaifya-
Kodesh but they do indicate that both the prophets and the writings were viewed as
works written with divine inspiration. Thus this formula, like the term “composed with
Ruahha-Kodesli repeatedly emphasizes the same divine authority behind texts in the

writings as well as the prophets, and uses the same wording of texts beiri§?*said

Summary of Common Usages foRuah ha-Kodeshas Prophecy

The use oRuahha-Kodeshas the power of prophecy assumes several different
common forms, most of them reflecting an adaptation of biblical udReaii Various

citations show the connection Rtiahha-Kodesho prophets and prophecy in a number

325Braude Pesikta Rabbati571, translates as “what Scripture says elsewhggehe indexes the page as
a reference to “Holy Spirit.”

326 Bregman notes that the majority of the proems Wwiiention inspiration bRuah ha-Kodesthave the
“circular” form, “Circular Proems,” 43.
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of Rabbinic texts. But it is seen to affect other biblical figures, too, not only kimasen

as prophets. The most common use of the Ruathha-Kodeshs “resting” ghoral)

upon an individual or even the entire people of Israel, enabling them to prophesy in the
sense of seeing at a distance, foreseeing the future, or singing inspidsd @ibrer

usages of the term haRuahha-Kodestkindled” (nitsnetsa briefly in a biblical

character who is not usually a prophet, and enabling her or him to say something
prophetic, even unwittingly. In Amoraic tex®uahha-Kodeshncreasingly refers to an
ability to have visions or foresee the future or something unknown or at distance. In some
texts,Ruahha-Kodeslgrants other superhuman powers to its recipient. Finally, certain
canonical texts were seen to have been “said” thrugthha-Kodestacting upon later
biblical figures like King Solomon. Those texts are accepted as holy writ anof part

sacred scripture.

327 Cf. Harry Fox, “The Circular Proem,” 30-31. Notlpthe attribution tdRuahha-Kodeshbut the
interpretation of various parts of scripture thrbwgrses from other sections gives credence t@tigngs
as integral to Scripture.
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PERSONIFIED RUAH HA-KODESH: FORMS OF SPEECH

In its second functiorRuahha-Kodeshs personified. At times it stands in for
God and gives the “divine perspective” in a Biblical drama, while elsewhsgems to
be another name for the Torah. The salient feature of this second type dRuabhs-
Kodesls portrayal as apeakingentity. For overwhelmingly (and differing from the
Shekhinah)Ruahha-Kodestcommunicated28

Ruahha-Kodeshs variously depicted as “responding” (various forms of the verb
heshival), “saying” or “stating” merej, “proclaiming,” (mevasergt and “crying out”
(tsovalat). The frequency of the terms varies in the different texts and differenatext
types. In Halakhic Midrash, most of the references are versions of “resporvdnmilg,in
Lamentations Rabbah, “crying out” predomina®she Aggadic Midrash offers several
examples of “stating” or “saying.” The Yerushalmi contains exampléstating” and
“proclaiming,” while the Bavli has both “responding” and “proclaiming.” Byedal
reading of each type of speech, | have striven to uncover both conventions of use and
patterns of meaning.

WhenRuahha-Kodestspeaks, it speaks in Script@#f@ Sometimes the words

that are highlighted @&@uahha-Kodests “lines” are simply part of the dialogue under

328 |t should be noted that the setting for virtuallyai these examples is in Midrashic expositionshef
scripturesRuahha-Kodeskhis not described as communicating with these féamin the Rabbinic present.
329 Which makes sense, given the subject matter dnudéisn of Jerusalem and the exile.

330 Burton Visotzky calls it the “primary means for ikeking prophecy and thus verses of canonized
Scripture” in Leviticus Rabbah. Visotzkgolden Bells and Pomegranatdsi2. Peter Schafer terRsiah
ha-Kodeshnot God, but “the mode through which God revéaisself,” Die Vorstellung vom hieligen
Geist in der rabbinischen Literat§boctoral Thesis) (Munich: Kdsel-Verlag, 1972), 6R2ed in Schafer,
The Mirror of His Beauty263, fn.
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exposition. By attributing a certain word or phrase in a narratiRitdhha-Kodesha
dimension of irony or an omniscent viewpoint may be highlighted. At other tRued)
ha-Kodeshs introduced into the Midrashic presentation of a text, quoting another verse
from elsewhere in Scripture that highlights the drama or sharpens the mefathiag
primary passage, in what might be termed an intertextual fashion. Allli@erof speech
are available to use with these two options. On rare occasions some words rtéxpla
are added to the quotatidRuahha-Kodeshusually uses words from the Prophets and
Writings, but occasionally from the Torah itself, and rarely uses origioasathat are

not in the Bible. Therefore, one might think tRatahha-Kodeshs simply being used a
substitute word for Scripture or ToraHowever, the sometimes dramatic depictions and
the active verbs used for describiRgahha-Kodesls communication give it a

dimension of personification that distinguish it from other, more passive ways in which
the Sages generally choose to quote Scripture, e.g. with expressions suahias “as
stated” Ehe-ne’emaror “as it is written” ka-katuy.

Ruahha-Kodeslhs not the only personification of Scripture in Rabbinic sources.
Azzan Yadin points out that Halakhic Midrashim from the school of Rabbi Ishmael
“personify” Scripture to some degree with the tetragorahandha-katuy which he
takes care to distinguish from one anof&éHa-torahis sometimes used with the verbs
“said,” (amra) or “spoke” @libra), although these are not paired with scriptural quotations

but indicate generally accepted (from the Rabbinic viewpoint) teachings pfuserHa-
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katuy, by contrastis cited the present tense and is often used with terms related to
pedagogy (such as “comes to teach”) and is used to express the Bible’ssgitiive
role. These formulae are different from those paired Ritahha-Kodeshbut they, too,
produce a type of “personification” of Scriptit#é.SoRuahha-Kodeshs not unique as a
way to quote Scripture in a personified way. What makes it distinctive iR tiadt ha-
Kodeshprovides elements like pathos, irony and drama to the process of citation.

One of the more challenging aspects of interpreting these texts is to conzeptual
exactly who is speaking when we are told Raahha-KodesHh'says” (or cries, or
responds). Did the Rabbis imagine a supernatural auditory phenomena taking place? D
they conceive of the speaker as God, a prophet or other character, or scridt@re its
Various Midrashic texts suggest different possibilities about “who is speakingimes,
it appears to be “the voice of God” addressing a biblical character, atitimea
dramatic way of quoting scripture, and it times it is the voice of a divinelyretspi
individual. Taken together, | would characteriz@ahha-Kodeshas “the divine voice in

scripture.”

331 Azzan YadinScripture As Logos—Rabbi Ishmael and the Origindidfash (Philadelphia: University
of Pennsylvania Press, 2004). He does not incluel&hirata as part of the Rabbi Ishmael textuditiom
in Mekhilta (preface, xii).

332 A, Yadin, Scripture as Logqsl 74-175.
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Various formulae and usages oRuah Ha-Kodeshspeaking

RespondsHeshivah) In Tannaitic Texts

The earliest uses &uahha-Kodeslspeaking are found in Halakhic Midrashim
with variations on the wordheshivah(responded). In the Mekhilta Shirata 7 there is a
remarkable use dfeshivalthat contains rather broad humor. Pharoah boasts that he will
pursue, overtake and massacre the Israelites (Exodus Ra&@)ha-Kodesltresponds
(heshivah with further verses from the Song of the Sea that indicate that God will
triumph against Pharaoh. ThRuahha-Kodeshmocks Pharoah (with another verb
mela’eget alayand says, “You blew with your wind,” using the same verse (Exodus
15:10) that was used in seriousness to speak of God’s triumph against the Egyptian army,
but here to mean something like “you’re full of hot air, Pharoah,” with the addition of
another proof text to emphasize the insult as well as the paraRelabiha-Kodeshand
the Lord: “Behold, they belch out with their mouth...But You, Lord, laugh at them, you
mock til'ag) all the nations.” (Psalms 59:8-933 While W.D. Davies found these
passages to be militant and to reflect a kind of “holy w&rthey could also be seen to

put an ironic and humorous gloss on a biblical poem which celebrates a violent ¥Actory.

333| auterbachMekilta, Vol. 2, 57-58.

334 Davies, “Reflections,” 103-104.

335 Judah Goldin writes that the biblical “Song of Bea” itself is “strongly polemical and mocking in
flavor and purpose,” literary qualities not lostthie Tannaitic composers of Mekilte&hirata Judah
Goldin, The Song at the Séslew Haven: Yale University Press, 1971), 57-58.
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Additional references tRuahha-Kodeslresponding (with some form of
heshival occur in other Halakhic Midrashifi® In Sifra, Shemini 37, Moses is
distressed lest he made improper use of the anointing oil when anointing Aaron to be
High Priest, siRuahha-Kodeshresponds to him with the verse from Psalms 133:
“Behold how good it is and how pleasant it is for brothers to dwell in in unity! It is like
the precious ointment upon the head, that runs down upon the beard, Aaron’s beard, that
runs down to the hem of his garmem¥. The selection of a verse from Psalms to
ameliorate Moses’s dilemma highlights the unity of Scripture. David Stern paihtbat
this is typical of Midrash, which uses “intertextual” interpretation to show the
“omnisignificance” as well as the “essential unity” of Scripture. TReftem Sifra is a
perfect example of what he describes as the “typical midrashic habit ohgidve Bible
atemporally, of explaining scripture through scripture, and of connecting the most
disparate and seemingly unrelated verses in order to create new andningra@zuses
of meaning.338 Often, as herdRuahha-Kodeshs the agent of this intertextual
juxtaposition.

A most unusual example is found in Sifrei Deuteronomy Nitsavim Piska 2, where
Ruahha-Kodeshrespondsriieshivé39), “Give a translatornheturgemajto Joshua, and
he will ask and interpret and teach instructions during your lifetime, so that wben y

pass on, Israel will not say, during the life of your Rav you didn’t speak, and now you

336 See Sifra Behukotai 6:3, Sifrei Deuteronomy Va#tthn Piska 6, and Sifrei Deuteronomy Nitsavim-
Vayelech Piska 2.
337 The same example is repeated in Leviticus Rabi&here it uses both terms, “responds” and
“Says_”
338 David SternMidrash and Theory29.
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speak.” It is quite rare if not unique fBuahha-Kodesto make an original speech. Such
original speeches are usually assigned to the “Holy One, Blessed bsoHefeRuah
ha-Kodestseems like a substitution for the Holy One.

The term heshivat6 (she responded to him) is used wiRbhlahha-Kodeshn
Tosefta Sotah 6:4. This text provides an aggadic perspective on Moses’ complaints t
God about the insatiable Israelites and their cravings for meat. Thealaselers the
Biblical line, “And the Lord answered Moses, ‘Is there a limit to the Lord’squ@Wou
shall soon see whether what | have said happens to you or not,” (Numbers 11:23) as
“Ruahha-Kodeslresponded to him, ‘Now you will see whether what | have said happens
to you or not!”” Again,Ruahha-Kodeshs used here as a metonym for God. There may
even be a connection drawn here to the next episode in Numbers 11:26, in which the

Ruahof YHWH comes upon Eldad and Medad, enabling them to prophesy.

Ruah ha-Kodesh “Says” or “States”@meret) in Amoraic Midrash

Most texts in whiclRuahha-Kodeslstates or say®inerej contain some degree
of irony. Ruah ha-Kodeshfunctions as the omniscent narrator, as it were, pointing out
dimensions of the story unknown to the characters involved. Severakefahefound in
Genesis Rabbah. Our first selection is from Genesis Rabbah 63:1doracetns Jacob,

Esau and the birthright:

339 Almost all verbs used witRuahha-Kodestare in the feminine gender, but occasionally acumlése
verb or mixed genders are found. | discuss thesis§gender in some detail in Chapter 6.
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And Jacob gave Esau bread and pottage of lentils (Genesis 24:34)ei{8 &
wheel-shaped, so is the world like a wheel. As a lentil has no mowhmsarner
has no mouth, for a mourner does not speak. As a lentil symbolizes moysting,
also joy, so here too there was mourning—because of Abrahantis aledjoy—
because Jacob received the birthright.
“And he ate and drank.” He [Esau] brought in with him a band of ruffiams
said: ‘We will eat his dishes and mock at him.” ARdah ha-Kodeshstates,
“They prepare the table” (Isaiah 21:5)—i.e. they set the febbaed; “They light
the lamps . . . [They say] Rise up, you princes”—this means MiemakeGabriel;
[and they say] “Anoint the shield’—make a record that the bgthrbelongs to
Jacob.
Bar Kappara taught: And just as they were laughing/mockimg,Holy One,
blessed be He, “agreed,” laughed [right back] at them and ebktblithe
birthright for Jacob. As it is written,” Thus says the Lordaét is My son, My
firstborn” (Exodus 4:22340
This passage includes a strong sense of irony. Esau’s “band of ruffians” (a
midrashic invention not found in the text) decides to make fun of Jacob while they eat the
pottage with Esau. However, the joke is on thRoahha-Kodeshspeaks and describes
their rude behavior with a verse from Isaiah that may refer to thed@aays’ “night
revelry suddenly brought to an abrupt end by a peremptory call to &hEie image of
the enemies of Israel cavorting but really doomed, is brought in to heightearth@fr
this Midrash about Esau’s behavior in rejecting his birthright. Note also in the las
paragraph (my paragraph divisions), that the Holy One, blessed be He, idquhtalle
Ruahha-Kodeshn the previous paragraphs, in His role of mocking Esau and his band.

In other cases, it seems thRufahha-Kodestsays”is simply a way to say, “the

narrative voice of the Torah says.” In Genesis Rabbah 80:8, Rabimaxgbonders if the

340| have slightly revised the translation of theafiparagraph from the Soncino version, for greater
clarity.
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sons of Jacob really dealt deceitfully with Shekhem. He explains their behavior by
saying, ‘Ruahha-Kodestsays, ‘Because he had defiled Dinah their sigtérAnd they
said to them, ‘We cannot do this thing, to give our sister to one who is uncircumcised; for
that would be a reproach to us™ (Genesis 34:13-Rdahha-Kodeshs like a narrator,
providing some necessary information, beyond a mere description of events in sequence,
not understood by all the players in the drama. It is like an omniscient narrator, and in
that sense fits in well with its definition as “the divine voice in Scripturacbh’s sons
are tricking_Hhmor and Shekhem; their words are, if not ironic, certainly not what they
seem to the listeners to be, and the narrator, idenitifed by RabimadahithRuahha-
Kodeshboth reminds the readers why they are being deceitful and justifies toeii. de
TheRuahha-Kodestspeech here is a kind of aside, an explanation of behavior not
understood by all the players in the drama. Jacob’s sons are trickmgrtand
Shekhem, their words are certainly not what they seem to the listeners to be, and the
rabbis see this explanatory interpolation in the verse as the vdtieabha-Kodesh
noting that irony or double message.

Genesis Rabbah 84:12 provides a somewhat hypostatic Rsalofia-Kodesh
“His [Joseph’s] brothers envied him, but Fasherkept the saying in mindkamar et
ha-dava). (Gen. 37:11)...R. Wya interpreted: And his brothers envied him, Rugh

ha-Kodeshade him ¢meret loJit. “says to him”]: ‘keep the saying in mindsljemor et

341 Freedman and Simon, Soncino Midrash Rabbah CD-ncago: Davka, 2001), fn. to cited passage.
342y scriptural reference: “Jacob’s sons answ&ieechem and his father Hamor—speaking with guile

because he had defiled their sister Dinah—andtsatiem, “We cannot do this thing, to give ouresigb
a man who is uncircumcised, for that is a disgaweng us.” (Genesis 34:13-14, JPS translation).
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ha-devarim—the matter will be fulfilled.343 SinceRuahha-Kodeshalmost never says
words that are not Scriptural quotations, it probably makes sense to read this asethe voic
of Rabbi_Hyya explaining hislerash Or it could be that Rabbiif/a describedRuah
ha-Kodeshas itself adding the extra phrase in order to fortell the future, to give the
implications of the verse. It would then function as here again as the divine narrative
voice of the Torah, providing a foreshadowing of future events. The passage is gently
ironic in the sense th&uahha-Kodestprovides a viewpoint unknown to Joseph’s
brothers.
Another example of gentle irony is found in Genesis Rabbah 92:ih)sags

to his brothers (after saying that he will retain one of them in prison),

“But as for you get up and go in peace to your father.”tBey answered:

“Can he enjoy peace when he is forsaken of all!” Reih ha-Kodesh

says, “Great peace have they that love your law, and thagesaimbling

for them.”(Psalms 119:165)
Although the sons think their father is forsak&uah ha-Kodeshprovides a broader
perspective, by quoting a verse from the Writings.

Leviticus Rabbat4 contains an additional exampleRfiahha-Kodesh'saying,”
which also involves a kind of chorus of characters along Ritihha-Kodeshlt uses
the wordomeretfor the speeches all of the characters. Leviticus Rabbah 28:6 (end of

parasha) pictures Mordechai beginning to sing Psalm 30 as he rides througketiseoét

Shushan on the King's horse. Again, the intertextuality of Midrash createsaamnoorg

343| have slightly changed the Soncino translationiciv added in the words, “his heavenly father,t [ino
the Hebrew), making the parallel of God ddlahha-Kodeshkeven more explicit.
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whole, woven of verses from diverse scriptural books. Each character from the book of
Estherin turn says part of the Psalm. FindRyahha-Kodeshn the role of Biblical

narrator concludes the Psalm.

Proclaims Good News to ThemMevaseret (Tannaitic and Amoraic)

An aggadic passage in Mishnah Sotah 9:6 and Tosefta Sotah 9:6, carried through
to the Yerushalmi Sotah 9:6 (23b) and the Bavli Sotah 46a uses the expression,
mevasartarwhich means proclaims, announces, or informs good news to them. (The
word always has the connotation of giving goaavs in the Bible). The passage is about
theegla arufaor the absolution ritual performed when a corpse was found outside the
city limits (Deut. 21:1-9). The ritual involved breaking the neck of a young heiter a
wild river and having the elders of the city deny responsibility (indirectrdeow to the
Mishnah) for the death. The Mishnah assigns each phrase of the Biblical cgtemon
different participants in the ritual. It then concludes that the final Bibkoads, “the
blood is forgiven them,” at the end of the passage were not integral to the’ gpesich,
but in fact were spoken by tiRuahha-Kodeshwho announces to theimévasartaj
when you act thus, the blood is forgiven you.”

Then the priests exclaim, “Forgive, YHWH, your people Israel, wiyom have

redeemed, and suffer not innocent blood to remain in the midst of yoptepe
Israel.” There is no need for them to say, “and the blood shatirgevén them,”

344 M. Margulies, critical edition of Leviticus Rabhat®60, based on the British Museum edtion Add. MS
27169 (Catalogue Number 340) as included in Bar Liarary. The reference ®Ruahha-Kodeshs
missing from many printed editions.
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but Ruah ha-Kodeshannounces to themmgvasartajp When you act thus, the
blood is forgiven youi4s

The phrase is read as the voice of the narrator, the voice of the Torahess it w
But it is also the voice of God (although not stated so explicitly), because only Gdd coul
know or say that the people were forgiven. Why did the Sages find it necessssigio a
that phrase t®Ruahha-Kodeshas the voice of God speaking through the Torah? Perhaps
this mishnah wants to emphasize that the ritual oétft@ arufawas not intended as a
kind of magic ritual with automatic results, but instead awaited accepigir@ed.
Although this Mishnaic narrative is carried over into the Tosefta, Yerushalththa
Bavli as part of the Mishnaic foundation of those texts, the partRuthha-Kodesh
does not undergo any type of transformation or elaboration over time. Apparently, this
shows that it was valued and preserved, but did not capture the aggadic imagination as
much as some other textual traditions which | will explore in the next chapter.

The concept dRuahHa-Kodeshas “Biblical Narrator” does not end in the
classic Rabbinic period. Rashi (France, 1040-1105), commenting on Ezekiel 1sl, state
that, “ThereforeRuahha-Kodeshnterrupted [Ezekiel’s] words in the following two
verses [Ezekiel 1:2-3] to teach who the prophet was and to teach from wehhedeas
counting.” He is basically asserting that another party had to be involbd i

composition of the book of Ezekiel, and thaRisahha-Kodesthtself, since the

345 Mishnah Sotah 9:6 (Bavli Sotah 46a). | have slightodernized the translation of the Biblical
guotations, but more importantly, removed the Samé¢ext's quotation marks around the messadeuaih
ha-Kodeshwhich | see as an explanationrRiiahha-Kodests Scriptural words and not a quotation put in
the mouth oRuah ha-KodeshAlso, Soncino translates, “the blood is forgiyemw,” but the Mishnah has
ha-dam mitkaper lahepnithe blood is forgiven/atoned féihem” which is actually a paraphrase from the
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background information is stated in the third person. In regard to the verse from
Deuteronomy 21:8 discussed above, Rashi writes, “Scripture proclaihento t
(mevasramthat since they did thus, the sin is forgiven them.” He has thus substituted
“Scripture” for the Mishnah’s use &uahha-Kodeshbecause he sees the two terms as

overlapping.

Cries out—'sovahat

Another typical formula for the speechR@iahha-Kodeshs with the verb
tsovalat, “cries out” (or “calls aloud,” “calls out,” depending on context). This form
usually refers t®Ruahha-Kodestcrying out against injustice or evil. The sources of the
tsovalat quotations usually seem appropriately somber or serious. They often derive
from certain darker selections from the Prophets (Jeremiah or Isai@binothe
Writings, particularly wisdom literature, dirges or petitions such as tioosel fin
Lamentations, Psalms, Proverbs, or Ecclesiastes. Although most of the exaimples
tsovalat are Amoraic, there is one important example in the Mekhilta Shirata 3 at the
Song of the Se#.’ This passage is one example of “Reciprocal Dialogue” between the
people and God, through the hypostatizatioRwdhha-KodeshAs Israel proclaims
words of praise to the Lor&Ruahha-Kodesttalls out from heavenqovalat min
hashamayimwith parallel verses of praise for Israel. The Mehkilta text isrdjsished

from the Amoraic examples to follow because it lacks their dark or lamentifityglra

biblical verse (Deut. 21:9)e-nikaper la-hem ha-damand thus suggests that the entire final phraseant
as an explanation &uah ha-Kodesh message to the people, rather than a directaitjont
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this case, it means “cried out” with more a positive connotation. Every nationspaaide
is helped by God, but the Mekhilta emphasizes the special and reciprocal reiptions
between God and Israel: “Israel says, “Hear of Israel! The Laydri§&sod, the Lord is
One” (Deuteronomy 6:4). AnRuahha-Kodesttalls aloud from heavemspvatat min
ha-shamayimand says, “And who is like you people Israel, a nation one in the earth ((I
Chronicles 17:21)....” This text gives a powerful example of hypostatizatiBuaiiha-
Kodeshcalling aloud from on high. This particular type of Midrash with reciprocal
dialogue will be examined in further detail in the next section of this chapter.

Another and very different example of the usésokatat occurs in Genesis
Rabbah 63:11:

And Jacob cooked pottage (Gen. 25:29). “What is the purpose of this pottage?” he

[Esau] asked him. “I made it because that old man [Abraham] leak” die

replied. “Judgment has overtaken that righteous man!” exclaimefEse];

“then there is neither reward nor resurrection.”

But Ruahha-Kodesltries out {sovalat], “Weep not for the dead, neither bemoan

him” (Jeremiah 12:10). “Weep not for the dead,” applies to Abraham weep

bitterly for him that goes away,” applies to Esau.

Here a mournful passage from Jeremiah is quotdeiuagphha-Kodestwith the
word tsovatat. An intertext from a later book of the Bible is introduced to heighten the
drama of Jacob and Esau’s story. However, one can also say that the coraaid,iasr
with the earlier examples with the word saysieret Esau is mourning for Abraham; but

in truth, it is he who should be wept over. This recalls the aforementioned passage in

Genesis Rabbah 92:9, in which the sons of Jacob feel sorry for him dRdajéta-

347 auterbach, Vol. 2, 23.
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Kodeshsays that he will be blessed with peace. In that passage, no cursadgeexte
the sons, as there is here for Esau, a character generally vilified inicaddirces4s At
least here Esau is portrayed as mourning for Abraham.

Most uses ofsovatat, however, have a very different form. The formula is
commonly brought in several times in a midrashic passage, punctuated by thedrepea
“cries” of Ruahha-KodeshLeviticus Rabbah 4:1 is a particularly long and well
developed passage that speakRudhha-Kodeskcrying out and sayinfisovatat ve-
omere}.349 This is thePetiita, or opening section, of a long homily on Leviticus 4:2:
“If anyone [any soul] shall sin through error, in any of the things which the lhas
commanded not to be done.” As is typical of Leviticus Rabbah, the skilled homilist
creatively links the opening verse of a Torah reading to another, seeminglyadrela
biblical verse, in this case to Ecclesiastes 3:16: “And moreover | saw undanthe the
place of justice, that wickedness was there; and in the place of righteousaess, t
wickedness was therés® The entire “literary homily” (to use Joseph Heinemann’s
ternmp51), focuses on the nature of the soul and its propensity to sin despite its lofty
origins. In each case, various sages take the verse from Edelesiad interpret it as
referring to a variety of scriptural contexts that speak of the propengityntdn beings

to fall into sin. | cite thé”etihta in full to note its rich word play and rhythmic texture:

348 Esau became a symbol of Rome in Rabbinic writiags, of Christian regimes oppressive to Jews in
medieval Jewish commentary. Shalom Pual, “Esau¢’ @kford Dictionary of the Jewish Religion, R.J.
Zwi Werblowsky and Geoffrey Wigoder (eds.) (New Ktdxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), 232.
349 There is a parallel tradition in Ecclesiastes Rdib®:19.
350 JPS translation: “Alongside justice there is wikess, alongside righteousness there is wickedness.
351 3. Heinemann, “The Art of Composition in Midraskviticus Rabbah” (Hebrewia-Sifrut2 (1971):
808-834, as cited in David Stejdrash and Theory
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R. Eliezer and R. Joshua [gave expositions]. R. Eliezer said: glEHoe where
the Great Sanhedrin had sat and decided the lawsuits of Isheek Was the
wickedness, there, ‘All the princes of the king of Babylon camanid sat in the
middle gate’ (Jeremiah 39:3), i.e. in the [very] place where they used to tleeide
law.” (The proverb says: “Where the master hangs up his arnhere the
shepherd hangs up his pitcher.”)

And Ruahha-Kodeslcries out {sovaha}, saying, “In the place of righteousness,
there was wickedness committed. In the place of which itwigten,
‘Righteousness lodged in her, But now murderers’ (Isaiahl:21), theye the
perpetrate murders; there they slew Zechariah and Uriah.”

R. Joshua said: “In the place of justice there was the condiemnizt the place
where the divine Attribute of JusticBlidat ha-dir) displayed itself in the episode
of the Golden Calf, of which it is said, ‘Go to and fro, from gatgat®’ (Exodus
32:27), There was punishment execu®&dthere the Lord smote the people,
because they had made the calf.”

And Ruahha-Kodestcries out, saying, “In the place of righteousness, there was
the wickedness,’ the place where | attributed to them rightesss and called
them god-like: 1 said: ‘You are god-like beings, and all of gbidren of the
Most High’ (Psalms 132:6), There was wickedness: there they agtkedly by
making the Golden Calf, and prostrating themselves to it.”

Another interpretationdevar ater): “In the place of justice,” etc., speaks of the
generation of the flood. In the place of justice, in the placeravhiee divine
Attribute of Justice acted against the generation of the floother&l was
punishment executed,” there He blotted out every living substance {&&rks),
as we have learned in the Mishnah: “The generation of the flawe no share in
the World to Come, and they will not appear for judgment” (Mishnah $ainhe
10:3).

And Ruahha-Kodeslcries out, saying: “In the place of righteousness, there was
wickedness; in the place where | treated them as righteoudsasritten, ‘Their
houses are safe, without fear,” etc. (Job 21:9), There was wickedagss is
written], Yet they said unto God: ‘Depart from us,” etc. (ibid. 14).

Another interpretation: “In the place of justice,” etc., speakshef Sodomites.
The place where the Divine Attribute of Justice acted agtiastodomites, [as it
is said], “Then the Lord caused to rain upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah
brimstone and fire” (Genesis 19: 24), There was the condemnatiore hawe

353 Reading the key word in the versehasshe’a found them guilty/executed punishment, instead of
haresha the evildoing (Sonsino note).
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learned in the Mishnah: “The men of Sodom have no share in The World to
Come, but they will appear for judgment.”

And Ruahha-Kodeslcries out, saying: “In the place of righteousness, there was
wickedness: in the place where | treated them as righteoud)asie land | have
written, ‘As for the earth, out of it comes bread, and undernegthutned up as

if by fire; the stones thereof are the place of sapphiresjtdrab dust of gold’
(Job 28,:5); (They say that when one went to a gardener [in Sodomaidni s
him: ‘Give me anissars-worth of vegetables,” and having obtained them shook
them, one found gold in the earth clinging to them, thus bearing ouvhict is
said of it, ‘It has dust of gold.”) There was the wickedness” fodted], there
they said: ‘Let us deliberately cause the law of hospitatithe forgotten from
among us!’ [as it is said of Sodom], ‘She did not strengthen the hathe @oor
and needy’ (Ezekiel 16: 49).”

R. Judah b. Simon explained the verse as referring to Shittinthélrplace of
justice,” in the place where the Attribute of Justice actedemain Shittim, as it
is said, “Take the chiefs of the people, and hang them up” (Nur@bedy, There
was punishment executed—there, “Those that died by the plaguewesaty aind
four thousand” (ibid. 9).

And Ruahha-Kodeslcries out, saying: “In the place of righteousness, there was
the wickedness. In the place where | turned the curse of Bakam blessing, as

it is written, ‘The Lord thy God turned the curse into a blessiPguteronomy
23:6), There was the wickedness [as it is said], ‘And Israel abo8kittim, and

the people began to commit harlotry with the daughters of Midian’ (Nisnbe
25:1).”

In each example, the tertsovalat refers toRuahha-Kodesltrying out with

sorrow or anger at wickedness and injustice, as the divine voice of scripture. 8he wai

like a mourning chorus at the mention of each place in which people went astray and

returned wickedness for righteousness. More®tethha-Kodesh{uncharacteristically)

speaks some words outside of a scriptural quotation: FRuhha-Kodesltries out,

saying (sovalat ve-omerét ‘In the place of righteousness, there was the wickedness,’

the place where | attributed to them righteousness, and called them gadHikeas it is

said, | said: ‘You are godlike beings, and all of you children of the Most KiRgalms
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132:6.” Ruahha-Kodeshs the voice of Scripture but adds the first person divine
perspective as interpretation.

The effect of this midrash is that of a choral reading with poetic refrawhich
Ruahha-Kodeslechoes the words of the Sages. They continually quote the first half of
Ecclesiastes 3:16, whiRuahha-Kodeslguotes the second, parallel half in response.
This forms a “chain of circles” in which the proem continually comments on andsetur
to the same versé4 In each part of the homily, Sages speak, presenting another example
and anotherdavar ater), saying that such and such a place was the place described in
Ecclesiastes. They may add Tannaitic teachings or even familiar proVedrRRuahha-
Kodeshexpounds on what they are saying and answers them with another scriptural
selection to bolster their example. The Sages give a concrete exampleldlioal bi
narrative in which people did a sin or evil, and were punished, Rhiddnha-Kodesh
begins with citing a divine reward, benefit, or blessing, and ends with an exaimple
human sin. Furthermore, the Sages deliver their examples more or less cliigtaksi
“interpreting” and “explaining,” whild&Ruahha-Kodestcries out emotionally, adding
pathos to an otherwise intellectual interchange. The tgondalat conveys a sense of
urgency and emotion.

There are five examples overall in thetiita, and they come from all parts of the
Tanakh. The first of the Sages’ examples comes from the Prophets, and ther lxsifi
the TorahRuahha-Kodeshresponds to them with verses from the Prophets, Writings,

and finally the Torah. In all the paf&iahha-Kodeskgoes beyond quoting diverse

354 A Midrashic form described by Harry Fox, “The Gitar Proem,” 7.
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scriptures and proclaims God's perspective on the episode, in the first persen. In t
second through fourth exampl&yahha-Kodestsays the refrain: “the place that |
called them/treated them as righteousyakom she-tsidagtipand then speaks in words
of scripture. In the seconBuahha-KodesHollows that phrase with the term, “I called,”
(karati) and a quotation from Psalms, and in the third and fourth sections, “and | wrote
about them,” {e-khatavti aleihejnand quotations from Job. The fifth speeciRmah
ha-Kodeshrefers to “the place where | turned the curse of Balamm into a blesaidy,”
this is followed by a proof text from Deuteronoomy. This choral reading, aset we
becomes a round in which Scripture provides a verse, the Sages expound on it with
verses from Scripture, and thBaahha-Kodeshjoins in again, enlarging the the
examples with a divine perspective (“I called, | wrote, | blessed”). @gtris a kind of
rhythmic dialogue between Sages &tthhha-KodeshThe listener to this homily waits
to hear whaRuahha-Kodestwill say next. It is an overtly dialogic and intertextual
exchange. In each castyahha-Kodeshs speaking for God and speaking with
Scripture, the divine voice in scripture, and the answering Rabbis are also spétking
Scripture. As it were, this is a way for the Rabbinic authors to bring God in amearpar
in the Midrashic dialogue.

The examples of the formulzovalat or tzovalat ve-omereare among the most
powerful uses of the personified figureRifiahha-Kodestas divine voice in the Torah.
Whether repeating a refrain during a reciprocal dialogue (detailed inxheewtion),

responding with the same timeless phrase of scripture to apply its paradignmno a
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historical reality, or bringing in a variety of quotations to answer those of tke,sags
formula forRuahha-Kodests speech always contributes a powerful sense of pathos and
immediacy. Midrash operates as a hermenautic literature based on atgptiation,
and such quotation not only creates new interpretive meanings, but often casts the
original quoted verse in a new lige Attributing some of the quotations Ruahha-
Kodeshadds an additional dimension to the discourse. The midrashist could have simply
said, “as it is written,” or some other more impersonal stock phrase for quoting
scriptures. He is creating a dialogue by introducing another voice, tte afbtuahHa-
Kodesh.The choice of Ruahha-Kodesh tsovatt,” particularly as it is usually repeated
several times in a literary unit, adds a strong emotional dimension to a text by
introducing the active divine voice in scripture into the narrative or homily at hand.

In a literary sense, these examples represent a particular typerpfetive move.
Dan Ben-Amos outlines three major midrashic techniques by which the Oral Torah
responds to the written: the “interpretive” (explaining lacunae in the Hibdixg, the
“expansive” (weaving imaginative aggadot around a biblical core story)hand t
“associative,” which weaves together “remote biblical verses to one anfiimeing
models and drawing analogies between individuals, places, times, and attdine”
examples that | have shownRéiahha-Kodeshcrying out” and bringing in a number of
verses from different parts of the bible, might be included in his category of the

associative.

355 Daniel Boyarin/ntertextuality and Midrash22-38.
356 Dan Ben-Amos, “Jewish Folk LiteratureQral Tradition, 14/1 (1999), 153-155.
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Another way to understand this midrashic technique is through the lens of
“intertextuality,” already noted in some of the simpler examples aboteoudh all texts
theoretically involve some elements of “intertextuality,” since thegaaitain a plethora
of voices in interaction, the interaction of different voices and texts idiaytarly open
process in the Midrash. The exchange of quoted text from many divergent pladoes i
Tanakh (and beyond it) reveals new shades of meaning and understanding for each verse:

The verses of the Bible function for the rabbis much as do wordsdinaoy

speech. They are a repertoire of semiotic elements that ceectmmbined into

new discourse, just as words are recombined constantly into new discdust
as in a lexicon words are placed into juxtaposition revealing r#ergamilarities

and differences, so in the midrashic text, semantic simiiarand differences
between texts are revealed via new juxtapositions. Just as dius wf any
language can be placed into new syntagmatic paradigms, sbecaearses of the

Bible 357

In the Midrashic examples under discussi®Ruahha-Kodeshs described as the
intertextual agent, introducing various biblical quotations in order to juxtapasentie
others from the sages, thus revealing new meanings in familiar words. TheRusshof
ha-Kodeshn this context adds a special dimension to the intertextual process, by turning
it into a virtual dialogue between the sages and the divine voice in the Torah.
Lamentations Rabbah (1:45-1:50) stretches the intertextual nature of Midrash even
further, as it recounts several post-biblical heroic tales of martyrdom dbhariRaman

occupation of Judea. Each tragic account concludes with the phrase, in chorus-like

fashion, “andRuahha-Kodestltries out” ye-Ruahha-Kodeshsovalat ve-omerggse:

357 Daniel Boyarin Intertextuality 28.
358 The Soncino translation reads, “Then the HolyiBpired out.”
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“for these things | weep,” quoting the biblical book of Lamentations 1:16. Het@ar
pertinent selections:

“For these things | weep:” Vespasian filled three ships$ witninent men of
Jerusalem to place them in Roman brothels. They stood up and saidndts i
enough that we have provoked Him to anger in His Sanctuary, thetialledo so
also outside the Holy Land [by consenting to immoral practitesind they
threw themselves into the sea.

And Ruahha-Kodesttries out, “For these things | weep.”

Hadrian the accursed set up three garrisons...He said, “Whoevempittéo
escape from one of them will be captured in another and vice'VElsalso sent
out heralds to announce, “Wherever there is a Jew, let him canie hecause
the king wishes to give him an assurance [of safety].” The heralds predidms
to them and so captured the Jews....He surrounded [those still in hadihdis
legions and slaughtered them, so that their blood streamed [toco#st and
stained the sea] as far as Cyprus.

And Ruahha-Kodesttries out, “For these things | weep.”

[There follows a story of cannibalism, which is missing themmation byRuah
ha-Kodest#59

... Trajan surrounded [the Jewish men] with his legions and skwgghthem. He

said to the women, “Yield yourselves to my troops, or | will dodo what | did

to the men.” They replied to him, “Do to the inferiors what you didtie

superiors.” He forthwith surrounded them with his legions and slawghtbem,

so that their blood mingled with that of the men, and streamed [tootst and

stained the sea] as far as Cyprus. Ruihha-Kodesltries out, “For these things

| weep.”

This is followed by a similar episode in Lamentations Rabbah 1:46, in which two
siblings, children of the High Priest, are enslaved by the Romans and giver lipdbe

rather than be forced to marry one another. Again, the phrase folRuahha-Kodesh

cries out, ‘For these things | weep.” In the continuation of the Midrash, in hiatens
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1:50, the story of the persecutions continues with Miriam baturanhllowing her
seven sons to be martyred rather than worship Roman idols. “After a few dayentha w
became demented and fell from a roof and died, to fulfill what is said, ‘She who has
borne seven languishes’ (Jeremiah 15:9BaA Kol issues forth and proclaimgatset
ve’'omere}, 'A joyful mother of children’ (Psalms 113:9); aRiiahha-Kodesttried out
(tzovatat ve-omeregt ‘For these things | weef%0

This Midrash, which also displays a “chain of circles” form that redbate
returns to the same ver¥eé might be read with thRuahha-Kodeshas a kind oBat Kol
(heavenly voice) making itself heard at the end of each scene of martyrdoevéfpw
the use of the actuBlat Kolin the last example (with its usual formula, “went forth and
said,” but atypically in present participle) suggests another interpretation. The
introduction ofRuahha-Kodeshas commentator decontextualizes the biblical
Lamentations and suggests that its verses can also provide a commentary on other
episodes of Jewish martyrdoRuahha-Kodeshthe divine voice in the Torah, addresses
not only the siege of Jerusalem by the Bablyonians in 586 and 587 B.C.E., but later
events during the Hadrianic persecutions and the Roman conquest of Jerusalent. The tex
thus becomes a more timeless commentary on the eternal paradigms of exile and
conquest in Jewish history. It is also interesting thaB#tekol utters a positive, spiritual

message, that Miriam bat Tamh, now presumably reunited in heaven with her seven

359 Since the text continued to be freely edited andraded into the middle ages (Stemberger,
Introduction 286), one might speculate that this section diffebecause it was a later addition.
360| have changed the translation to note thaRhahha-Kodeskcries out in present tense, and the Bat
Kol (uncharacteristically) does so as well. (Moretenses in Chaper 5.) This is similar to theystdr
“Hannah” (named in later texts) and her seven smasAntiochus Epiphanes, in 2 Maccabees.
361 Harry Fox, “The Circular Proem,” 7.
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sons, is a “joyful mother of children,” while the anthropathBtiahha-Kodesltries out

with force and mourns her tragic martyrdéf.

Reciprocal Dialogue betweeiRuah ha-Kodeshand Israel: A Midrashic

Form

The previous examples show one way in whRetahha-Kodeshs depicted as a
dialogue partner with human beings. | now turn to a specific form of this dialoguey whi
emphasizes the reciprocal nature of the covenantal relationship. A wide fange o
Rabbinic texts contain examples in whRbhahha-Kodesttlearly stands in for God or
the divine voice in Torah, when speaking in a way that demonstrates the reciptol na
of God'’s relationship with Israel. In each case, a Biblical personaggroup speaks in
scriptural verses and is answeredRuahha-Kodeshn another verse, sometimes from
the same passage and sometimes from an entirely different part of theaBidneng
together a vibrant example of Midrashic intertextuality. This “Reciprdabgue”
pattern contains so many typical elements that it can be considered a roittrashi

Mehkilta Shirata 3 (Lauterbach, Vol. 2, p. 23) was quoted in a previous section of
this chapter to illustrate the use of the term criestsavélat). | will now examine it as
an example of reciprocal praise dialogue between God and Israel, whiehbsginning
of a tradition of such exchanges. In this selection, each time the people prais&@&dd, “
ha-Kodesttalls aloud from heaventdovatat min ha-shamayijrand offers a parallel

verse praising Israel. The Song at the Sea is transformed in the Midraagication

362\Welcoming martyrs into the World to Come is a tgpifunction of the Bat Kol, Kris LindbecElijah
and the Rabbigforthcoming). This example is unusual becauseBteKol quotes scripture, thus
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from a one-way encomium to a mutual give-and-take between God and the Children of
Israel. Although using a different verb, the imagery here recalls thetrooadivine
inspiration in Isaiah 40:6, with its heavenly voices responding to one another, “a voice
rings out: ‘Proclaim!” Another asks, ‘What shall | proclaim?™ But in thase the voices
are those of Israel and tReiahha-Kodeshn strophe and antistrophe. It evokes a Hallel
or responsive song in the synagogue, suggesting the perhaps that litarigcal
provided the genesis of the image.
Israel says, “Hear of Israel! The Lord is our God, the Lord is obetteronomy
6:4) And Ruahha-Kodestcries aloud from heavemsfvatat min ha-shamayim)
and says, “And who is like your people Israel, a nation one in thil?&g(l
Chronicles 17:21)
Israel says, “Who is like unto You, O Lord, among the mighty?’b(tes 15:11)
And Ruahha-Kodestralls aloud from heaven and says, “Happy are you, O Israel;
who is like unto you?” (Deuteronomy 33:29)
Israel says: “As the Lord our God is whenever we call upon Hipetuteronomy
4:7). And Ruah ha-Kodeshcries aloud from heaven and says, “And what great
nation is there, that has statutes and ordinances so rightea@ugD&iteronomy
4:8).
Israel says, “For You are the glory of their strength.” %18). AndRuahha-

Kodeshcalls aloud from heaven and says, “Israel in whom | will beifgddt”
(Isaiah 49:3¥63

This Midrash paints a remarkable and audacious picture in which not only does
Israel praise God in the well known Song at the Sea, but God sings praises baek to Isra
as well, using verses from Torah, Prophets and Writings. The anthropomorphism is

tempered by inserting the intermediary personificatioRudhha-Kodestbetween God

heightening her juxtaposition wifRuahha-Kodesh
363 Lauterbach, Vol 2, 23-24.
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and Israel. The quotation of verses from later in the bible shows the tinmtessxtual
nature of Midrash. Each and every part of the bible has the potential to be taken out of
context in order to comment on and draw new meanings from the other. | Chronicles
17:21 is from a prayer to God by David, and now it becomes part of the praises of God to
Israel! Taking the verses back (or forward) to their original location in ithle,Bne also
finds Deuteronomy 33:29 sums up the the last blessing of Moses to the people. Here it is
used as one of the divine praises of Israel. Deuteronomy 4, adjoining verses 7 and 8, both
from Moses’s address to the people beyond the Jordan, are here put into the mouths of
both Israel and dRuahha-Kodeshspeaking for God. The psalmist and prophet speak to
one another as Israel and God in the last exchange. (Of course, the prophetagigs al
speaking “for God,” and so the interplay of dialogue is rendered even more complex.)
A variation of the same reciprocal praise tradition is found in the Mekhilta of
Rabbi Simeon ben Yohai, Tractate Shirata 6. In this version, inste&liahha-Kodesh
cries aloud from heaventdovatat min ha-shamayimthe phrase repeated throughout
the passage is, “the Holy Spirit brings good tidings to tPfémsaying,” Ruahha-Kodesh
mevaseret al yadan ve-omeretnd additional praise passages are included:
For behold, the nations of the world sing the pleasure and praise of He who spoke,
and the world came into being. But mine are pleasing before Hsnit gays in
Scripture, “The favorite of the songs of Israel,” etc. (Il 8ah23.1). He made me
special ésa’ani imrg and | also made him special. He made me special: “And the
Lord has affirmed” (this day that you are...His treasured ped@seteronomy
26:18). And | also made him special: “You have affirmed this da¥yit (tme Lord
is your God, Deuteronomy 26:17).

Israel says, “Who is like You, O Lord, among the mighty” (Exodus 1)5:And
Ruahha-Kodeshbrings good tidings to them, saying, “Oh happy Israel!” (Who is

364 Sonsino. Perhaps a better translation would bepdrallel,” or “in response.”
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like you, etc., Deuteronomy 33:29). Israel says, “Who...is like thel borr God

when we call upon Him” (Deuteronomy 4:7). ARiiahha-Kodeshbrings good

tidings to them, saying, “Or what great nation” (has laws rales as perfect as

all this Teaching that | set before you this day, etc., Deuteronomy 4:8).

Israel says, “Hear, Of Israel! The Lord is our God, (the Loode&).” (Deut. 6:4).

And Ruahha-Kodeslbrings good tidings to them, saying, “And who is like Your

people, Israel,” etc. (I Chronicles 17:21). Israel says, “Likeygple tree among

the trees of the forest, so is my beloved,” etc. (Song of SP1&). AndRuahha-

Kodeshbrings good tidings to them, saying, “Like a lily among (thornsjg¢.

(Song of Songs 2:2). Israel says, “This is my God (and |glaltify him),” etc.

(Exodus 15:2). AndRuah ha-Kodeshbrings good tidings to them, saying, “The

people | formed for Myself,” etc. (Isaiah 43:21). Israel say®sy “fou are their

strength in which they glory” (Isaiah 89:18). ARiahha-Kodeshbrings good

tidings to them, saying, “Israel in whom | glory” (Isaiah 4938%).

Here the mutual words of praise are even more expansive and include verses from
Song of Songs, the bible’s love poetry, traditionally seen as an allegory of Geel'®t
Israel. Here they become words of—not just a praise song—but a love song at the Sea, a
mutual love song between Israel and God. There may be a polemical overtorse here a
well. “Bearing good tidings’rhevasergtrecalls the annunciatory role of the Holy Spirit
(speaking through Elizabeth) in Luke 1:41-42, as well as the angels who carnmg be
the good news of the birth of Jesus with the phrase, “Glory to God in the highest and on
earth peace among men with whom he is pleased” (Luke 2:14). But here the glad tiding
announce and affirm the chosenness of Israel.

Another Tannaitic varient of this tradition of mutual praise between God and
Israel is in Sifre Deuteronomy Piska 355. It is similar to both of the exammpies,aand

contains most of the same exchanges from Mekhilta of Rabbi Simeon ben Yohai, but

now Ruahha-KodesHresponds/says” (omeret).

365W. David Nelson, 129 (textual source is Add. t8aMs. New York)
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‘There is none like God, O Jeshurun!” (Deuteronomy 33:26). Isras| S&lyere

is none like God,” andRuahha-Kodeshsays ¢merej, “except Jeshurun!” Israel
says, “Who is like you, O Lord, among the mighty? (Exodus 15:11Raiatiha-
Kodeshsays, “Happy are you, O Israel, who is like you?” (Deuteronomy 33:29)
Israel says, “Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God, the Lord is dbelt; 6:4), and
Ruahha-Kodeshsays, “And who is like your people Israel, a nation one in the
earth” (I Chronicles 17:21). Israel says, “As an apple tree arttengees of the
wood,” (so is my Beloved, Song of Songs 2:3), Budihha-Kodeslsays, “As a

lily among thorns,” (so is my love, Song of Songs 2:2). Israel, sayss is my
God, and | will praise Him” (Exodus 15:2), aRtiahha-Kodeshresponds, “The
people which | formed for myself’ (shall recount My praise,dbad3:21). Israel
says, “For you are the glory of their strength” (Psalms®9:andRuah ha-
Kodeshsays, “Israel, in whom | will be glorified” (Isaiah 493¥.

According to Fishbane, this Sifre text “subverts” the Deuteronomistiseptai

God: “There is none like God, O JeshuruBl Jeshurun) by rereading the same phrase

as, “exceptél[a]) Jeshurun,” or more daringlg| Jeshurun (“Jeshurun is [like] God). |

would favor the first rereading, but either way the form of reciprocal dialagused

here creates a sense of equal praise, of give and take between the covemiaatsl pa

Fishbane writes:

In either case, the utter incomparability of God as enunciatectript@e is
effaced by the Midrash, and a theological correlation of God arakllss
celebrated. Remarkably, the new voice who authority subverts Mose&idloal
claim is none other than the Holy Spirit its#if.

Another text in this tradition of reciprocal praise between God and Isrimind

in Bavli Berakhot 6a, which speaks of God’s “tefillin” containing verses pi@gilsirael,

just as Israelite tefillin contains verses praising God. The Berakh@geakas several

366 Sifre Deuteronomy Piska 355, as translated by ketFisbane, who provides an indepth analysis of
the entire Piska as “The Measure and Glory of Gofiricient Midrash,” in hig€xegetical Imagination on
Jewish Thought and Theolof@ambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998), 56+ Have changed his
“responds” to “says” to match the Hebréwneretmore exactly.
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parallels and some identical texts to both Mekhilta examples, but it now subsftithee

Holy One, blessed be hefig-Kadosh barukh Hun place oRuahha-Kodesh.
R. Nahman b. Isaac said to R. Hiyya b. Abin: “What is written in the tefillinef t
Lord of the Universe?” He replied to him: “And who is like Youppke Israel, a
nation one in the earth?” (I Chronicles 17:21) Does, then, the Holyllresed
be He, sing the praises of Israel? Yes, for it is writt®ou have affirmed the
Lord this day . . . and the Lord has affirmed you this day.” (Deul7268) The
Holy One, blessed be be, sammar) to Israel: “You have made me a unique
entity in the world, and | shall make you a unique entity in the w¥idd. have
made me a unique entity in the world, as it is said: ‘Hearsr@el, the Lord our
God, the Lord is one.” (Deuteronomy 6:4) And | shall make you a uniujity &

the world, as it is said: ‘And who is like Your people Israghasion one in the
earth.” (I Chronicles 17:21)

Although these various manifestations of one textual tradition of recipraiaépr
between Israel and God have much in common, there are also significanhdétere
between them. First, the Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael uses the dramaticssrprecalls
aloud from heaven't¢ovalat min ha-shamayiinThe depiction oRuahha-Kodeshs
more abstract and less personified in the other two Tannaitic examples. Mekhilta
Rabbi Simeon ben Yohai has, “the Holy Spirit brings good tidings [in response] to them,
saying,” Ruahha-Kodesh mevaseret al yadan ve-omevéhile Sifre Deuteronomy
simply uses “says,"omerej. As noted, the Bavli substitutes another expression of
divinity for Ruahha-Kodeshlt is now in the masculine, “The Holy One, blessed be He”
(Hakadosh barukh Hybut it seems to be an adaptation of the same tradition.

In addition, the literary and hermeneutical contexts vary from text to tegttwo
different Mekhilta texts contain a straightforward account of mutual “exatyisand

praise. Mekhilta of Rabbi Simeon ben Yohai seems to have polemical overtones. The

367 FishbaneExegetical Imaginations0. 159



Sifre, as noted above, may be more daring in its rereading of the texts to emfasiz
mutual nature of the covenantal partnership. By contrast, the tradition in Baglcépl
in a dialectic exchange and asks the rhetorical question, “Does, then, the Holy One,
blessed be he, sing the praises of Israel?” Note as well, the shift fromtgcepast tense
in the Holy One’s speech in this Amoraic version. It creates a sense of reoravhe
speech, as something that happened in the Biblical past. Perhaps this was more
comfortable to the redactors of the Bavli, which often makes substitutes othes figure
traditions which earlier featurdRiuahha-Kodesh

A different use of reciprocity betwe®&uahha-Kodeskand human beings is
found in the Bavli, Pesachim 117a. It is presented in the form of a Beraita, suggesti
earlier tradition. God speaks throughahha-Kodeshn a reciprocal Hallel exchange
with various Biblical characters. Unlike some other Bavli passages, tmsamnaithe
figure of Ruahha-Kodeshrather than substituting another personification for God (a
reason might be th&uahha-Kodeslspeaks here, and t&&ekhinahs silent):

Our Rabbis taught: “Who uttered this Hallel? [which we sayhat Passover

Seder]” R. Eleazar said: “Moses and Israel uttered it when they stobe [fiyed]

Sea. They exclaimed, ‘Not unto us, not unto us,” (but to your name bring glor

Psalms 115:1).” Respon@uahha-Kodesh[who] said, “For mine own sake, for

mine own sake, will | do it.” (Isaiah 48:11). R. Judah said: “Joshdalsmel

uttered it when the kings of Canaan attacked them. They excldiMatdinto us”

(etc.) andRuahha-Kodeshresponds, saying. .368

R. Eleazar the Modiite said: “Deborah and Barak uttered it \8sera attacked

them. They exclaimed, ‘Not unto us [etc.].” aRdahha-Kodeshresponds, ‘For
Mine own sake, for Mine own sake, will | do it.”

368 | have amended the translation to reflect theazhand tense of verbs used wWRhahha-Kodesh.
(More on this in Chapter 5)
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R. Eleazar b. ‘Azariah said: “Hezekiah and his companions uttéredhdn
Sennacherib attacked them. They exclaimed, ‘Not unto us’ (etc.Raal ha-
Kodeshresponds, saying etc.” R. Akiba said: “Hananiah, Mishael andigkear
uttered it when the wicked Nebuchadnezzar rose against them. Atlayred,
‘Not unto us, etc.,Ruahha-Kodeshresponds, saying, etc”. R. Jose the Galilean
said: Mordecai and Esther uttered it when the wicked Haman resesathem.
They supplicated, ‘Not unto us, etc.’, dRdahha-Kodeslresponds, saying, etc.”
But the Sages maintain: “The prophets among them enacted thardbétds
should recite at every epoch and at every trouble — may it not tmthem! —
and when they are redeemed, they recite it [in thankfulness] for their delivery
In this exampleRuahHa-Kodeshspeaks with the formulaeshivah ve-omeret
“responds, saying” (except in the first instance, where it combines tensagiby,
“meshivah Ruaka-Kodesh ve-amrg’369 This formula is a combination of two that |
have noted before, the Tannaitic uséedhivahwith the Amoraic use aimeret
Although a Beraita is traditionally considered a Tannaitic text includadater
document, the one quoted here URaahha-Kodeslwith present participle verb, which
is more consistent with later texts. This makes the voi€uahha-Kodesta timeless
one that speaks from the mouth of Isaiah the prophet to address events that happened
long before and after his lifetime. Both the human characters amlutieha-Kodesh
respond to one another with Scripture, in a process of Midrashic dialogue. Yet this
example of the “Reciprocal Dialogue” form is distinguished in several vilygaves a
story by giving examples of Israel’'s redemption in various biblicalespdffered in

chronological order. It is not simply a call and response of praise, butfardadlip and

salvation from biblical leaders who ask God to assist them, not for their sake biig f

369 This mix of tenses is found in early manuscrigtsvell, and in Vatican 134 is found twice (befdre t
verbomeretis then abbreviated). This minor exception mayblitle importance to the meaning of the
passage: “Fuzziness of tense is notorious in kaibliebrew, but it is also attested, albeit to ade®xtent,
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(using a quotation from Psalm&uahha-Kodesltlearly speaks for God, as the divine
voice of Torah, using a quotation from God in Isaiah, in which God promises to assist
them “for my own sake.” The “intertextual” request from the Psalms apdmes from
Isaiah are applied to biblical scenes from different historical penmodsier to

emphasize the timelessness of God’s help; and indeed: “the Israelites ruitel [this
Hallel] at every epoch and at every trouble.”

Another example of reciprocity is found in Genesis Rabbah 75:8, in which every
blessing that Isaac gives to Jacob is echoed by a blessing from the Holy Gseq ble
heha-Kadosh barukh HuBut the one that his mother Rebecca offers him is echoed or
responded bjRuahha-KodeshThis passage presents an interesting consideration of the
role of gender in the choice of metonyms used here for God, lgnKadosh barukh Hu
is used for Isaac’s counterpdriiahha-KodesHor Rebecca’s. (Admittedly, this
construction is unique, but it is intriguing). When Rebecca blesses Isaac in monds f
the Psalms, thRuahha-Kodestechoes her and speaks for God: “His mother Rebecca
too blessed him in like fashion, as it says, ‘O thou that dwellest in the covert of the most
high,” etc. (Psalms 91:1)1, ‘For He will give His angels charge over thee to keep the
all thy ways’ (Psalms 91:11), while tkeiahha-KodesHalso] blessed hidt% ‘He shall
call upon Me, and | will answer him’ (Psalms 91:15).” Psalm 91 becomes a kind of duet

of blessing between Rebecca &ubhhha-Kodesh

in early rabbinic Hebrew,” Sacha Stefrime and Process in Ancient Judai@ortland, Oregon:
Oxford/The Littman Library of Jewish Civilizatio2003), 44.

370 The Soncino translates, “the Divine Spirit answldrer” but the Hebrew issérakhto Rualna-
Kodesh" and no form of the verheshivis used.
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Summary of the Uses of PersonifieRuah ha-Kodesh

Ruahha-Kodeshspeaks with different formulae in Midrashic literature.
Categorizing these formulaic terms and expressions and finding the common
characteristics of each is the first step in seeking out their nuahoe=aning. FORuah
ha-Kodesidoesn't just talk. She makes ironic statements, cries out, responds, and
proclaims. Hers is the voice of divinity in the Torah, showing a lgggespective,
protesting injustice, comforting those in distress. She speaks to people, speaks through
people, speaks and is spoken to by other aspects of the Divine.

RuahHa-Kodeshalmost always speaks with Scripture (from any of the three
sections of the Hebrew Bible: Torah, Prophets, or Writifgsahha-Kodeshalso adds
occasional words that are not in Scripture, but these words interpret the Scrigtare. W
extra words are added to clarify the meaning that the Sages wish to highliglairehe
usually from the perspective of God and include the first person pronoun.

As J. Abelson has already noted:

Holy Spirit is another name for Holy Writ aite-versa and where we get the

phrase ‘Holy Spirit says,’ the meaning is equivalent to ‘Hblyt says.” But what

is so very interesting is the ways in which the Holy Spirit is personified such
passages,” crying and weeping, rejoicing and comforting, etc.hato ‘fThe
explanation is this: Holy Scripture is the Holy Spirit; the H&8pirit is God.

Hence all this pleading, crying exhorting, blaming, punishing, comfgrétc., on

the part of the Holy Spirit is a graphic attempt on the patbh@fRabbins [sic] to

show the abiding presence of God by the side of ¥ffan.

PersonifiedRuahha-Kodeshmight thus be termed “the divine voice in scripture”

(while in her role of prophetic inspiration, she is the divine voice speaking through me

371 Abelson,immanence of God@25.
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and women.) As a participant in Midrashic dialogue, she either speaks direatigrise

of God quoted in the Torah, or says words of the text that offer the divine perspective, the
bigger pictureRuahha-Kodeshs clearly much more than a convenient device to use

when the Sages want to quote scripture. Other quotation terms are more usual, such as
“as it is said” §he-ne’emgror “as it is written” ka-katuy. In the longest Midrashic

selection examined here, Leviticus Rabbah 4:1, Sages speak, echoed irRuahbg-

Kodesh who enhances and elevates their teachings with her replies, which speak for God.
She interjects the element of divine pathos into the intellectual explanatidressaiges.

The Sages’ speech is an attempt to understand and interpret Scripture, taagengé

of Ruahha-KodeshWith their teaching of words of Torah, the words of Sages and the
words ofRuahha-Kodeshwhich are all the words of God, become an interactive

dialogue with the divine. If Midrash is “a kind of conversation the Rabbis invented in
order to enable God to speak to them from between the lines of Scrifztttesh this
conversation becomes all the more animated and explicit when introducing theofigure

Ruahha-Kodeshnto the conversation.

372 pavid SternMidrash and Theory31.
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Chapter 4: Case Studies oRuah ha-KodeshTraditions

As explained in the Introduction, the study of Tradition History, examining
similar units of tradition in different texts is a valuable method of contempoeaearch
into Rabbinic literature. One can learn more about a concept by examininglisodia
and synchronic development within the confines of a textual tradition. In this gHapte
will examine four well-developed textual traditions abRuahha-Kodeshthe Song at
the Sea, Miriam’s prophecy, the Saint’s Progress, and the traditidRuahha-Kodesh

appears in court.

THE SONG AT THE SEA

In the previous chapter, | noted that “restingfidral) is the primary verb used to
describeRuahha-Kodeshacting as the spirit of prophecy. According to the Mekhilta,
Ruah rests upon the entire people of Israel most significantly at the crosdimg lRed
Sea. There, it enables them remarkable powers of expression, as they sBunthef
the Sea” Ehirat ha-yam On the verse, “Stand biifyatsvy and witness the deliverance
which the Lord will work for you today...” (Exodus 14:3), the Mekhilta comments:
The Israelites asked him “When?” Moses said to them: “Td&laghha-Kodesh
rests upon you.” For the expression “standinggtgival) everywhere suggests the
presence oRuah as in the passages: “I saw the Lord standing beside thé altar
(Amos 9.1). “And the Lord came, and stood, and called as at other times:

‘Samuel, Samuel” (I Samuel 3.10). And it also says: “Call Josinghstand in
the tent of meeting that | may give him a charge” (Deuteronomy 3%73.4).

373 Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, Tractate BeshalBHh.auterbach, Vol. 1, 210. Mehkilta de Rabbi Simeon
ben YohaiW. David Nelson, 52.
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This passage combines the use of the RRuahha-Kodesto signify a spirit of
prophecy or inspiration which is about to descend upon the people at the Sea. Each of the
proof texts describes a prophetic encounter with God. There is also a measure of
hypostatization in the choice of proof texts that par&leihha-Kodestwith God:
“Standing’ everywhere suggests the presendeuahha-Kodesli and the proof text is
“The Lord (YHWH) came, and stood.”

The effect oRuahha-KodesHresting” upon the children of Israel is that they are
able to sing the Song of the Sea.

As a reward for the faith with which Israel believed in GBRdiah ha-Kodesh

rested upon them and they uttered the song; as it is said: “And they befi¢ked i

Lord...Then sang Moses and the children of Israel” (Exodus 14.3;15.1). R.

Nehemiah says: “Whence can you prove that whosoever accepts eveinglae s

commandment with true faith is deserving of havitigah ha-Kodeshrest upon

him? We find this to have been the case with our fathers. Foreagaad for the
faith with which they believed, they were considered worthy ofritaRiuahha-

Kodeshrest upon them, so that they could utter the song, as it is said:th®y

believed in the Lord...Then sang Moses and the children of Isfgél.”

The Mekhilta describes the receiptRiiahha-Kodestas a reward for faith in
God and for performing God’s command with true faith. At tinkesgahha-Kodeshs
“earned” in such a way, while at others it appears spontaneously. The Paulimeedoctr
that Christians partake of the Holy Spirit through faith seems at first blustnfiaved
from Rabbinic thought, which frequently emphasized the arduous ethical praatioeg

to its attainment’> Yet here in the Mehkilta of Rabbi Ishmael, one finds the idea that

Ruahha-Kodestcan be gained through faith alone. Of course, this text describes Biblical

374 Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, Tractate BeshallahLauterbach, Vol. 1, 252, 253.
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events and might not have been viewed as a guide to achiewaitha-Kodeshn the
Rabbinic present. Perhaps faith was enough for biblical times, but geéfatées would
be required of later generations.
What is less clear from the text is exactly what the children ofl isexe enabled
to do througiRuahha-KodeshDid it grant them the ability to sing ecstatically about
God, in the manner of prophets? To be more explicit, did it make them into prophets? Or
did it give them a more limited ability: simply to know the lyrics to the Song without
rehearsal, as it were? A clue to this can be found in another passage in Mehkilta:
R. Nehemiah saysRuahha-Kodeshrested upon Israel and they uttered the song
in the manner in which people recite the Shema.” R. Akiba sd&sal ha-
Kodeshrested upon Israel and they uttered the song in the manner in which
people recite the Hallel.” Rabbi Eliezer the son of Taddaifidari“Moses would
first begin with the opening words. Israel would then repeat hiterand finish
the verse with him. Moses began, saying: ‘I will sing unto thed lfor He is
highly exalted.” And Israel repeated after him and finishetth Wwim: ‘I will sing
unto the Lord, for He is highly exalted. The horse and the ridér Hatthrown
into the sea.?76
This passage suggests tRaiahha-Kodestwas not granting the Israelites a
special gift to compose the song of praise on their own, but only the miraculous
knowledge of what to say when joining in chorus after Moses. But further in the
Mekhilta, there is a hint that the children of Israel composed the song themselves,

through the influence dRuahha-KodeshFor regarding the verse, “the foe said, | will

pursue,” (Exodus 15:9), the Mekhilta asks, “But how did the Israelites know what

375| Corinthians 12, cf. Mishnah Sotah 9:15, Yerustighabbat 1:3 (3c), Bavli Avodah Zara 20b. Cf.
W.D.Davies, “Reflections on the Spirit in the Me&il'in which he contends that the Mekhilta wasngy
to present a Rabbinic view Bfuahha-Kodeshin contradistinction to Christian ideas.

376 Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, Tractate Shirata 1, tealbach, Vol. 2, 7-8.

This tradition is carried over with few changeittie Yerushalmi, Sotah 5:4 (20c)

167



Pharaoh had planned against them when he was still in Egypt? It was simply through
Ruahha-Kodestthat restedghartg upon them that they knew what Pharaoh had
planned against them while he was still in Egypt” (and thus added that verse to the
song)37’

Another Tannaitic text, Tosefta Sotah contains the same tradition ab&udahe
ha-Kodeshresting upon the people at the sea, and further speculates on its effects:

Rabbi Akiba interpreted: “At the time that Israel went up frira Sea, they
requested to sing a SonBuah ha-Kodeshrested upon them and they sang a
Song. How did they sing the Song? Like a grown person who leads lletiria

the synagogue, and [the congregation] responds after him...” RabberElre

son of Rabbi Yose the Galilean says, “Like a minor who recitedHdikel in
school and they say every single word after him...” Rabbi Ne&ltesays, “Like
people who read the Shema in the synagogue, as it is saidriju&], ‘Then

sang Moses,’” and so forth. The Torah doesn’t have to specify [the word], ‘saying,’
so why does it do so? This teaches that Moses would open withdaofvpraise,

and Israel would answer after him and finish with h#t§.”

Each rabbi presents a different idea about Rehha-Kodeshacts upon the
children of Israel and enables them to sing. There is one addition from the version in the
Mehkilta de-Rabbi Ishmael: Rabbi Eliezer the son of Rabbi Yose the Galileantsugges
that the people repeated each word of the Song (presumably after Mosedissthg it
Rabbi Yose the Galilean continues that when Israel emerged from the spih8esaw
their enemies lying dead on the shore, “they wanted to say a Soriguahida-Kodesh
rested upon them and they said the Song.” He adds that when they belS#ldkhi@ah
even nursing infants and fetuses in the womb were able to sin&hEkéinaland the
Ruahha-Kodestare both present in this text, and yet remain distinct. Both inspire song,

the Shekhinaltby its presence, and tReiahha-Kodeslby “resting” on the people.

377 Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, Tractate Shirata 7, tealiach, Vol. 2, 55.
378 T Sotah 6.1
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Finally, the textual tradition of the Song at the Sea is carried over with fe
changes into the Yerushalmi, Sotah 5:4 (2@ath the addition that, “even the smallest in
Israel would sing the song like Moses. As it is written (Isaiah 63:10), “Then they
remembered the ancient days [and] Him, who pulled His people out of [of the water].
‘Where is He who brought them up from the Sea? It is not written here, ‘his shepherd,’
but rather, his ‘shepherd¥? This teaches that He made them all into ‘shepherds.” In
this later, Amoraic adaptation of the Tannaitic tradition, the experience ofgfanah
ha-Kodeshresting on the people does more than give them an ability to know the words;
it momentarily raises them to the level of Moses, as it were, making th&shepherds”
of Israel. Notably, the continuation of the proof verse from Isaiah is one of the fae i
Tanakh that uses the temmh kodsho “Where is he who put into their midst his holy
spirit?” When the people as a whole experidRuahha-Kodeshthey become leaders,
singers, and prophets, if only momentarily.

The Midrashic tradition of the Song at the Sea conveys the idea that the entire
people of Israel could experienReiahha-KodesHresting” upon them and thus be
inspired to sing an exalted work of poetic praise. What develops over time is the
speculation about exactly what eff€atahha-Kodeshhad upon them and how they were
able to sing the Song. Tannaitic texts seem to limit the effe®safha-Kodeshupon
the entire people; they are able to sing but not in a completely original wayhegrat e
perhaps able to prophesy as a group, but only in a limited fashion. The example from the
Yerushalmi, however, suggests that the entire people could be briefly mibedstatus

of prophets, even to the level of Moses, through the actioRsafiha-Kodesh

379 The verse continues: “...Along with the shepherdsisflock?” Some manuscripts and ancient
versions have “shepherd” in the singular; the Masotext has “ro’ei” in plural. (JPS fn., p. 992).
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MIRIAM 'S PROPHECY

One of the most developed traditions alf®uahha-Kodeshs a story involving
Miriam, the sister of Moses. Miriam is called a “prophetess” in the Torabd{sx
15:20), without any specific reference to the content of her prophecy. According to
persistent Rabbinic traditions, as a young girl she prophesied the birth of iner brot
Moses. Genesis Rabbah 45:2 alludes to the story of Miram’s prophecy, by pointing out
that she was actually the Hebrew midwife, “Pu‘ah,” because she used to (ug‘abt
ve-omerétthroughRuahha-Kodesh“My mother will give birth to a son who will be the
savior of Israel.” TypicallyRuahha-Kodeshs linked to speech, but atypically, the
speech, while brief, is not a biblical quotation but part of the Midrashic story.

An intertextual Midrashic tradition about Miriam’s prophecy first appaars
Mekhilta and is carried forward with a few variations into the YerushalnahSbO
(17b), the Bavli Sotah 11a, and to a slightly later Rabbinic text, Exodus Rabbah 1:22.
Ruahha-KodesHigures prominently in most versions, except that in the Bauvli, it is

interchanged with th8hekhinah

Here is the story as it continues in the Mekhiltah of Rabbi Ishmael:

And Miriam the Prophetess...todkut where do we find that Miriam prophesied?

It is merely this: Miriam had said to her father: “You desstined to beget a son
who will arise and save Israel from the hands of the Egyptidmsiiediately,
“There went a man of the house of Levi and took to wife...and the womarabor
son...And when she could no longer hide him,” etc. (Exodus 2.1-3) Then her
father reproached her. He said to her: “Miriam! What of your prediction?$Be
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still held on t&80 her prophecy, as it is said: “And his sister stood afartoff,
know what would be done to him” (ibid. v.4). For the expression “standing”
(yetsivah sugges®¥! the presence dRuahha-Kodesl?#82 as in the passage: “I
saw the Lord standing beside the altar” (Amos 9.1). And it algs: $And the
Lord came and stood” (I Samuel 3.10). And it also says: “Call Josttuatand,”

etc. (Deuteronomy 31:14).

Afar Off. The expression: “afar off nje-ralok) everywhere suggests the presence

of Ruahha-Kodeshas in the passage: “From afarg-ratok) the Lord appeared

to me.” (Jeremiah 31.2).

To Know.“Knowledge” {de’ah) everywhere suggests the presenc&koéh ha-

Kodesh as in the passage: “For the earth shall be full of the knowlefitfee

Lord” (Isaiah11.0). And it also says: “For the earth shall iledf with the

knowledge of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea (Habakuk 2.14)

What Would be Done to HinThe expression “doing”’aiyal) suggests the

presence oRuahha-Kodeshas it is said: “For the Lord will do nothing, unless

He reveals His counsel to His servants the prophets” (Amos$8.7).

This midrashic vignette was so popular that it persisted in slightly ditfesems
over at least six centuries of texts. Each word in Exodus 2:4: “And his sister stood afa
off, to know what would be done to him” (which speaks of young Miriam watching over
baby Moses) is taken to referRuahha-KodeshThis verbal formula, “everywhere
suggests’din . . .ela is common in the Mekhilta. The passage identReahha-

Kodeshwith Miriam’s ability to prophesy, specifically to foresee and foretadIfuture.

Early printed editions of the Mekhilta substituted the word “prophecyRt@hha-

380 Mithazeket could also be translated, “encouraged by.”

38145 nothing but” €in ...el3, for all the phrases translated here as “suggélités same Hebrew
expression is translated by Lauterbach as bothgtsstg” and “everywhere suggests.”

382 Early printed editions substitute the word, “prepyi’ (nevu’alj. Lauterbach, vol. 2, 81But
manuscripts of Mekhilta of Rabbi Simeon ben YohlsRuahha-Kodesteven more emphatically. “In
every instance, ‘standing oneself’ only means thé/I$pirit,” (ein kol yetsiva be-khol makom ela Ruah
ha-Kodesl, Nelson, 157.

383 Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, Tractate Shirata 1Gdzhon Lauterbach, Vol. 2, 81-82.
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Kodesh?84One can only speculate whether that was an editorial change, made to avoid
an association with Christian Trinitarian concepts. The proof texts areyrfrostl

prophetic books of the Tanakah and relate to prophetic encounters with the Lord. They
suggest that Miriam is standing there in a prophetic state. More intrigusngte each

text refers to “the Lord,” the Midrash gives a hint that not only young Mirsapnesent

at the river, but that the Lord is standing there with her. Thus there may be a shade of
hypostatization already introduced in the text, as we noted above when some of the very
same proof texts were used to describe the prophetic “stance” of the peopdelcdtisr

the Sea.

The version in the Bavli (Bavli Sotah 11a) makes a major change, substituting the
Shekhinalfor Ruahha-Kodeslt¥88 It also adds more proof texts so that each and every
word in the verse is linked to a verse involving God or prophecy:

And his sister stood afar off. R. Isaac said: The whole of this verse (Exodis 2:4)

spoken with reference to tt&hekhinah“and stood,” as it is written: “And the

Lord came and stood etc.” (I Samuel 3:10) “His sister”: aswritten: “Say unto

wisdom, thou art my Sister.” (Proverbs 7:4) “Afar off,” assitvritten: “The Lord

appeared from afar unto me.” (Jeremiah 31:3) “To know,” as it igenri“For

the Lord is a God of knowledge.”(I Samuel 2:3) “What,” as it igtem: “What

doth the Lord require of thee?” (Deuteronomy 10:12) “Done”, as itrigew:

“Surely the Lord God will do nothing [without revealing his sexr&d his

servants the prophets.]” (Amos 3:7) “To him,” as it is writtesnd called it [*to

him”] Lord is peace.”(Judges 6:24).

The substitution of Shekhinah fRuahha-Kodeshs a common phenomenon in

the Bavli. The change froRuahha-Kodesto may serve to emphasize the presence of

384 Sypra., note 381.
388 This change of wording is found in the Vilna edfitiand also in the Munich, Oxford and Vatican
Manuscripts, as collected in the Saul Liebermatitliie Talmudic text databank.
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God yet de-emphasize the role of prophecy that emanates from God. Convecsely, i
be seen as a merging of the two figures. Or it could be an indication of differences
between Palestinian and Babylonian theology, sitwe#hha-Kodeshs referenced more
freely in Palestinian Midrashim such as Genesis Rabbah and Leviticus Rahbah the
Bavli. This phenomenon will be examined in more detail in Chapter 6.
Both the Yerushalmi and the Bavli’s version include a proof text for the words
“his sister”: “Say to Wisdom, you are my sister.” (Proverbs 7:4). Thequs\proof
texts all refer to the Lord, but here the referent is Wisdom. Thus, Wisdmemalleled to
the Lord which is connected Ruah ha-KodeshAs described in Chapter 8 of Proverbs,
Wisdom, orHokhmalh is a feminine character personified as God’s first creation, and
very important as a hypostatization in Hellenistic Jewish thought, whichesasas a
precursor to the Rabbinic personificatiorRafahha-KodeshWisdom was usually
identified with the Torah in Rabbinic texd@.However, Peter Schafer contends that:
Proverbs 7:4 is a brilliant proof text because it relates Miriam, Mos&ster,” to
the divine Wisdom, who is the “sister” of all human beings. Just ad®i in the
biblical prooftext is clearly perceived as female, so also dhé/ logical
conclusion seems to be that, among the many manifestations of Godkesien
female form (and this conclusion suggests itself all the niaree considers the
biblical and post-biblical Wisdom tradition). But this is precisalgt what
happens. In hiding Wisdom in a sequence of verses that all speak obrthe L
God, the author of our Midrash makes it absolutlely clear that herbesven
ponder the notion of a female aspect of God. Presumably, he could not find
another biblical verse that mentions “sister” together with sigdation for

“God.” Hence he takes the risk of equating “God” with “Wisdom”—without
making the necessary next step and speculating about the naturesdbfivw

389 Martin Hengel Judaism and HellenisigPhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1974), 154-155;11740
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Our Midrash contains a distant echo of the older Wisdom tradition, louniyit
reinforces the conclusion that the Rabbis have moved far away f#&m it.
It is not quite self-evident to me that the Midrashist is merely “hidingsd®in
here in the proof-texts. The earlier versions of the tradition did not include dlofstpkt,
which appears to be an Amoraic addition. Both the Yerushalmi, which parallels the verse
to the workings oRuah ha-Kodeshand the Bavli, which substitutes t8aekhinahadd
the reference to Wisdom (which is then brought forward into the later Exodus Rabbah)
True, the Midrash doesn’t take the “next step” of carrying this daring udfteeef, but
then again, the entire tradition is of the genre that Ben Amos terms “das®3aia@her
than “expansive” in its function. It is a subtle reference, not a bold speculation.fhe ve
fact that it adds the figure of Wisdom to the series shows that the “distant e¢he” of

term as a feminine numina continues to reverberate in associatioRwelkiha-Kodesh

THE SAINT 'SPROGRESS

The most well-known Rabbinic tradition on how to atfaimhha-Kodesh
through merit is often known as the “Saint’s Progrégsit is anelemtg a passage of
comfort, attributed to Pirds (Phineas) ben Yair, a fifth generation Tanna known for his

saintliness$9? |t was added to the end of Mishnah Sotah, and carried forward into the

390 peter Schafeihe Mirror of His Beauty93. In fn. 51 he notes the Soncino translatioicwiescribes
Wisdom as “an emanation from God,” which he sayw®isa solution that the author of the Midrash wloul
have accepted.
391 Soncino Talmud, CD-Rom edition, end of Sotah, B&e
392Who’s Who in the Talmu&@hulamis Frieman (Northvale, NJ: Aronson, 19938-240.
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Yerushalmi in tractates Shabbat 1:3 (3c) and Shekalim 3:3 (47c) as well as\Raidh
Zara 20b, and Song of Songs Rabbah 1:9:
Rabbi Phineas ben Yair used to say: Heedfulness leads tar@sankleanliness
leads to purity; purity leads to abstinence; abstinence lealdsliteess; holiness
leads to humility; humility leads to fear of sin; fear of ssads to saintliness;
saintliness leads to (the possessiomRoedhha-KodeshRuahha-KodesHeads to
the resurrection of the dead; and the resurrection of the dead ttomegh Elijah
of blessed memory, Ames3
There are slight variations on this tradition in different texts. The Ydmsha
Shekalim 3:3 is similar to the version included in Mishnah Sotah, but Yerushalmi
Shabbat 1:3 changes the order and “demdResihha-Kodestto a rung lower than
saintlinessifassiduj, the highest quality that leads to the resurrection of the dead, which
leads to the coming of Elijah. Yerushalmi Shekalim includes proof texts for eality.qu
Bavli Avodah Zarah 20b brings this tradition in a Beraita (similar in cortipndb the
one in Yerushalmi Shabbat). The Bavli version adds “Torah” as a prereqoisalg f
leaves out Elijah, and (although it doesn’t “rank” saintliness “higher” haahha-
Kodeshin the list as in Yerushalmi Shabbat) declares in the end that, “saintliness
(hassiduj is greater than any of these, for Scripture says, ‘Then You did speak in vision
to your saintly ones.’(Psalms 89:20)” But in the same passage, R. Joshua b. Levy
counters: “Meeknessfiaval) is the greatest of them all, for Scripture says, The spirit of

the Lord God is upon me, because the Lord hath anointed me to bring good tidings unto

the meek.” (Isaiah 61:3%

393 Mishnah Sotah, 9:15.
394 Ephraim E. Urbach offers a full comparison ofvatsions of the saying in various texts and
manuscripts: Urbaci,he Sage948-949, note 20. He concludes that in the YealmshShabbat, “it is
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How is it that Ruahha-KodesHeads to the resurrection of the dead”? The
connection could be derived from the book of Ezekiel, Chapter 37, in which the God tells
the prophet to prophesy to theah (wind, breath or spirit), which will fill and revive the
“dry bones” of the peopl&> Thus the prophet, inspired RRuahha-Kodeshis able to
bring about resurrection, which actualized by divine breathah. But whatever the
precise order or hierarchy of virtues proposed, the main focus of the traditiontiscah e
development. In fact many centuries later, ttelemtawas taken as the basis for one of
Judaism’s most well-known ethical treatiS&s.

It seems significant that in later versions of the tradition, the goal afiatiai
Ruahha-Kodeshs made secondary to qualities such as saintliness and humility.
Moreover, the Amoraic versions focus less on the the messianic implications of the
passage and more on debating which of the ethical qualities mentioned is mosnimpor
In the versions that are found in later texts, ethics and character developmtakeove
Ruahha-Kodeshand its messianic potential. (Still, in the Bavli, the superior quality of
meekness is supported by two proof texts that both speak of prophecy, which is

implicitely connected witlRuahha-KodeshH This textual tradition, in contrast to the

possible that two ancient traditions, which wertyqrarallels, were combined; the one read, ‘Feaiof
leads to (the gift of) the holy spirit,” and thénet stated, ‘saintliness leads to the holy sgirit.’

395 (For more on this biblical passage, see my sectiptRuahin the Bible,” above.) This Tannaitic
tradition, even as it speaks of the resurrectiothefdead and Elijah, omits any reference to thedia.
The reason may be historic. “The Judaism withouigiianity portrayed in the Mishnah did not presant
richly developed doctrine of the Messiaiddaism and Christianity in the Age of ConstantimeJacob
Neusner (Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1987

396 The eighteenth century ethical woNtessilat Yesharirhy Moshe Hayyim Luzatto: Moshe Hayyam
Luzatto,The Path of the Upright-Mesillat YeshariMordecai M. Kaplan, trans. (Northvale, NJ: Jason
Aronson, 1995).
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“Rejoicing at the Water Drawing” selection discussed atfdgand indeed in contrast to
most Biblical accounts of the prophetic experience), suggests that obfairahpa-
Kodeshis hard work and entails a long, slow progression toward saintliness. According
to N. Glatzer,

In the Talmudic literature, the resting of the holy spirit upoman means no

sudden experience of revelation, overwhelming him by its newness and

immediateness...It becomes the result of the preparation achigveuidy and
good deeds, in contradistinction to Scriptural prophecy, where God'socihlé
prophet marked the beginning of a proc#ss.

The “Saint’s Progress” tradition hints that anyone, including a contemporary
individual, who follows this path of ethical development, can merit to re¢aradha-
Kodesh but it is not explicit about who can actually do so. Leaving that detail open
democratizes the opportunity. The text does not say, for example, that theatlass
prophets or other Biblical figures followed this path to achieve prophecy. In the Mjshna
this nelemtacomes at the end of tractate Sotah, where the Mishnah enumerates all the
losses that Israel suffered when the Temple was destroyed. It offersiabperhe of the
spiritual gifts of the past have not been permanently lost, and indeed seems tbaugges
way for people in the Rabbinic present to attain the goBuahHa-KodeshYet

paradoxically, this tradition (especially in its later manifestatibngs that this may not

be the highest goal of the ethical individual.

397 Yerusashalmi Sukkah 5:1 (55a), Genesis RabbaaritDPesikta Rabbati 1:2
398 N.N. Glatzer, “A Study of the Talmudic Interpretat of Prophecy, Review of Religionl0 (1946),
123-124, as quoted in S. Cohdinree Crowns70.
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RUAH HA-KODESH IN COURT

The idea thaRuahha-Kodeshs present in court is another Rabbinic tradition that
develops over several texts. These “court scenes” not only show divine metonyms
interacting, but also being interchanged in different verses of the santierrgabt only
in different texts, but in different manuscripts of the same text of GendsimRa | will
examine this tradition in two Palestinian texts and then in the Bavli. Thifdragiserts
Ruahha-Kodeshand other hypostatizations) into three biblical “court scenes” or better,
“trial scenes”: “in the court of Shem, in the court of Samuel, and in the court of
Solomon.” The Rabbis anachronistically describe the three trial or accuse¢nes as
taking place in “court”l§eit din). In the first scene (Genesis 38), Judah has accused
Tamar of harlotry, and she has tactfully demonstrated that he himself ishttredBher
unborn child. In the second scene (I Samuel 12), Samuel calls all the people to witness
that he is righteous and did not exploit the people who are now calling for a king to be
appointed in his place. Finally, in the third scene, Solomon decides which woman gets to
keep a disputed infant (I Kings 3).

In Genesis Rabbah 85:12, the Holy One, blessed be He who “appeared in court”
on three occasions in the Bible. In each biblical “appearance,”’howeveRuaitha-
Kodeshwho does the speaking, at times on behalf of God and at times on behalf of an
individual. Thus, the two terms are paralleled as metonyms for God.

And Judah acknowledged themtc. (Genesis 38:26). R. Jeremiah said in the

name of R. Samuel b. R. Isaac: “The Holy One, blessed be he, tealeelf
(hofia) in three places: in the courts of Shem, Samuel, and Solomon.”
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In the court of Shem: “And Judah acknowledged them, and said, she @ mor
righteous than I’ himmen), which R. Jeremiah interpreted in the name of R.
Samuel b. R. Isaac: “It wa&uahha-Kodeshhat saic®® ‘Through me fnimmenj

did these things occur.”

At the Court of Samuel: “And he said unto them: ‘The Lord is wgnsgainst
you, and his anointed is witness this day [that you have not found anythimg
hand.’] And he said: ‘He is witness.”

(I Samuel 12:5). Who saidHe is witnes®40%R. Jeremiah in the name of R.
Samuel b. R. Isaac said: “It wRsiahha-Kodestwho said, He is witness’

At the court of Solomon: “Give her the living child, and do not slaghe is the
mother” (I Kings 3:27). Who said [these last words]? Said Rendiah in the
name of R. Samuel b. R. Isaac: “It wasah ha-Kodeshthat said, ‘She is the
mother.01
The Holy One, blessed be he, appears in court, buRitakha-Kodestwho

offers the speeches from Scripture. Also of note is that the first exadiimpilee court of

Shem,” showfRuahHa-Kodeslspeaking a scriptural quotatiommmeni(“from me402)

and then adding two wordsmyu ha-devaring“did this things occur’)Ruahha-Kodesh

399|n the Theodor-Albeck text, the Hebrew word foait¥ or “says” is abbreviated throughout this story
so | can't make a judgement which was intended.

400 There is a textual anomaly here, as the biblizaygeads, “and he said,” where it should have rea
“and they said,” as all the gathered people ackadgd Samuel’s righteousness.

401 This translation is based on H. Freedman tramsiaif Midrash Rabbah (Soncino), which translates
from the text in the critical edition of GenesisbiRah, edited by J. Theodor and Chanoch Albeck, misic
primarily based on the Codex Add.. 27169 of thdigriMuseum. The same version was used by Jacob
Neusner in hilNew American Translatioaf Genesis Rabbah, 215. The Vilna edition of Gieneabbah
contains a different version of the story, in whiRtiah ha-KodesHhappears,” while the Holy One, blessed
be he, speaks in the first court scene andBtte<olin the second two courts. Theodor/Albeck’s critica
text notes that numerous variations of the textapjn early manuscripts. The Vatican manuscriphiB
30) version reads, “The Holy One, blessed be hesazhhis spirit to manifesthofi ah h'g’b’h ruho. (The
Soncino CD-Rom of Midrash Rabbah contains the V@daion for the Hebrew text, but Freedman and
Simon translate according to the Theodor-Albeclsiogr, so that the translation does not match the
Hebrew.) | was unable to find this section in Sokid Geniza Fragments

402 Freedman and Simon capitalize “through Me” to easire that God is doing the speaking, which
makes sense from the context.
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does not always stick verbatim to the Scriptural script. Her rare additionds \aoe
usually interpretations that identiBuahha-Kodestwith God'’s divine perspective.
In the biblical story, Judah says, “she was more righteous tinaimef) (Genesis
38:26), but the Midrash creatively reads the verse as “frormiitedn);” that is, it all
came about through God'’s direction. God wanted events to unfold in a certain way and
they did, no matter what human beings had planned.

In the second court sceriRahha-Kodesktonfirms that the Lord was Samuel’'s
witness in his “court.” So unlike the first exampgRyahha-Kodeslspeaks about God in
the third person rather than the first. Finally, in the third exarRalahha-Kodesh
provides the information, known only to God, about which is the real mother of the baby.
In all three cases, the words which the Midrash describes as being saidliya-
Kodeshare said in Scripture by human characters. Judah says, “from me.” Accarding t
most translations, the people say to Samuel, “He is witness.” However, the egrfious
“said” is in the singular, thus inviting the Midrashic pf&yin the third scene, Solomon
is the speaker in the plain sense. So how should one read the interpol&iahbé-
Kodeshinto the text? One could imagine God manifesting in each scene and speaking the
words attributed t®Ruahha-Kodesl#%4 But it is more evocative to conceive of a person

or people speaking, as the plain text would have it, Rithhha-Kodeslspeaking

403 A related example is found in Gen. Rabbah 97r(@eedman, Soncirdidrash Rabbalvol. Il
according to Vatican Manuscript Codex 30), in whie@ Midrash discusses Genesis 48:2, “One told to
Jacob” that Joseph was coming with his sons tavedss blessing. “Who told him?” asks the Midrash.
“Some say it was Benjamin, while there are those sdy it wasRuah ha-Kodesh.Like the passage in
Samuel, the identification of the speaker is migsieaving the Midrashist to fill in the blanks bgying
that it wasRuahha-Kodeshspeaking.

404 As we will see below, in Bavli Makkot 23b, in whitheBat Kol makes divine pronouncements in
another version of this courtroom drama.

180



through them, giving them prophetic powers of discernment. The voice of people is
merged with the divine voice, as with the earlier example of “the voice of 'Saslly
being “the voice of the Lord.”

On a formal basis, this tradition could be classified by the pattern of a ‘fRabbi
enumeration of scriptural example8¥’Such enumerations stemmed from “list science”
in the ancient Near East, and many were included in the Hebrew Bible. Thegare
frequently found in Rabbinic literatuf& W. Sibley Towner divides these enumeration
forms into six categories, each of which displays a growing degreeméheutical
sophisticion, from simple analysis of a text to more complex lexical, siggh&nd
legal analogies. The “Court Scenes” possess some characteristissetond category,
“hermeneutical analogy,” a simple form in which the enumerated exaimgplesa loose
thematic connectioff” Some of these also open with a verbal formula similar to our
example, e.g., “In three places God warned the Israelites not to return tg’ Egypt
(Mekhilta Beshallah 3:118). In the present case, the unifying theme is thecene.
However, in other ways these Court scenes exemplify a more sophisticateaf form
enumeration, which Towner calls the “technical exegetical analoggssacbmmon type
of enumeration which provides technical information that is used to help solve textual
problems!8 Indeed, in each of the three cases given, the appearaRoalttia-Kodesh

is suggested to solve a potential interpretive problem of determining who provided the

405Wayne S. TownefThe Rabbinic “Enumeration of Scriptural Examples”-SAidy of a Rabbinic
Pattern of Discourse with Special Reference to Mekb'R. Ishmael(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1973).

406 \Wayne S. TowneiRabbinic Enumeratiarpp. 1-13. A similar study of such examples in kebrew
Bible is found in W. M. W. RothNumerical Sayings in the Old Testament: A Formi€xitStudy (Leiden:
E.J. Brill, 1965).

407Wayne S. TowneRabbinic Enumeratignl 20.

181



information in question. Only in “Samuel’s Court” is there a true difficultyhantext
itself (a singular pronoun where there should be a plural), but the mysteriesroitpate
and maternity do provide puzzles in the first and third cases. In all thregtbases
problem is “solved” by bringing iRuahha-Kodesho “testify” in court as the divine
voice in scripture. Taken together, | think that the “court” traditions represainted
form with elements of both hermeneutical analogy and technical exagetaiogy.

Another version of the “court” tradition appears in the slightly later Bais
text Ecclesiastes Rabbah 10%2¥There are a few differences to be noted here. The
tradition is brought in the name of a different sage, R. Samuel_lm&alfa well known
second and third generation Amora in Palestine, who was considered a master of
Aggadah), in place of R. Jeremiah (third and fourth generation Amora who moved from
Babylonia to Palestine in his youth). It may be that the two rabbis named Saeneel
confused (for R. Jeremiah transmits in the name of a different Rabbi Samuah. In t
version, it is “the Attribute of JusticeMidat ha-Din) which “cries out” {sovalat, rather
than “appears”) in court on the three occasions, but thRuakha-Kodestctontinues as
in the Genesis Rabbah version. The only major difference is that in the firsscene,
she “cries out and says” rather than simply declaring.

A parallel and slightly fuller version of the MidrashRtfahha-Kodeshn Court”

traditions occurs in Bavli Makkot 23b:

408 \Wayne S. TowneiRabbinic Enumeratiqrnl98-212.
409 Ecclesiastes Rabbah has been dated fronthe &' centuries in Palestine (although dating is
uncertain) making it probably a later redacted thah Genesis Rabbah. (Strack and Stemberger,
Introduction 318).
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R. Eleazar said:Ruah ha-Kodeshmanifested itself{ofi'ah) in three places; at
the court et din of Shem, at the court of Samuel of Ramah, and at the court of
Solomon.”

At the Tribunal of Shem, as it is written, “And Judah acknogaeidhem, and he
said, She is right, it is from menjmen].” How did he know [for certain]?
Maybe, just as he had come to [consort with] her, some other marohelto
[consort with] her? [But] it was Bat Kol that came forth and said, “She is right,
from Me [mimen] issued these secret things.”

“At the Tribunal of Samuel,” — as it is written, “Here | amitness against me
before the Lord and before His anointed, whose ox have | taken, oe @bg?. . .

and they said, You have not defrauded us nor oppressed us, neither have you
taken aught of any man's hand.” And he said to them, ‘The Lordnssgi against

you and His anointed is witness this day that you have found nothing in my hand,’
and He said, [He is] witness.” “And He said”; should it not be “Almely said”?

[But] it was aBat Kol that came forth and said, “I am witness in this matter.”

At the Tribunal of Solomon, — as it is said, “And the king answaredl said,
‘Give her the living child, and in no wise slay it; she is hishmgt ‘She is his
mother’; whence knew he [for certain]? Maybe, she had been actiftgyer
[But] it was aBat Kol that came forth and said, “She is his mother.”

Said Raba: “How [can we be sure of this?] Maybe Judah hkdnett the days
and months [since he slept with her] and found them to coincide, —hfatr we
see we may presume; but we presume not, what we see not. 8gainel may
have taken all Israel collectively, using the singular expvaspierb], as it is
written [elsewhere]: ‘O Israel, you are saved by the Loith \an everlasting
salvation; You shall not be ashamed'? And Solomon likewise, becausavhe s
one woman was compassionate and the other was not compassionate!”
Only [of course], these [interpretations] are points of traditidoa¢ (€la
gemarg.
This version of the tradition speaks &Uahha-Kodeshmanifesting,” using the
same Hebrew word used for the Holy One, blessed be He, appearing in court in the
Genesis Rabbah versiddofi'ah is a term used in Biblical Hebrew and in Talmudic

Aramaic to signify an “appearance of the Deity” (Jastrow). It is fobrekttimes in the
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Bible (Deuteronomy 33:2, Psalms 562and 94:1), in each case connected to the
manifestation of Elohim or YHWH. Here in the story abBuihha-Kodesthin court in
each case the “manifestation” is that words in each scriptural stogttebuted to a
heavenly voiceBat Kol) that speaks as a divine witness in the “courtroom drama” taking
place in the narrativé&! Ruahha-Kodeshthrough the instrument of a divine voice,
speaks for God in each story, whether speaking in words of Scripture alonh sligtit
embellishment (as in the first example). At least one early manuscripsdlzam, Yad
HaRav Herzog 1) has the variant readimgkimah(agreed, affirmed), rather than
hofi’ah: “In three placefRuahha-Kodeshagreed/affirmed in court.” The choice of
“agreed” instead of “manifested” has the effect of lesseRimghha-Kodesls
identification with divinity, even as it lessens the sense of God’s dimeaiivement in
the case. It paints a picture that is more verbal than theophanic. The sainiskiarhis
found in another reference Ruahha-Kodeshn Yerushalmi Horayot 3:5 (48b) in which
the sages are “happy that their opinion matched (to) the opinRuoaitha-Kodesh
(she-hiskimah da’atan le-da’at Ru&la-Kodeshin the matter of identifying sages
worthy of receivingRuahha-Kodesh

Here in the Bavli's version of this tradition, the same Raba who doubted the
proofs for the book oEstherbeing written withRuahha-Kodeshn Bavli Megillah 7a

also expresses sceptism about the attribution of the three Biblical speeatmst” to a

410 1n which God judges and “arraigns” Israel, a sqeehaps at the root of some of these Midrashic
“Court” traditions.
411 For more on the relationship and contrasRofihha-Kodestand theBat Kol, see Chapter 6.
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heavenly voicél2 He contends that perhaps it was just the use of logic that let the
individuals in question know what to say in each case. The only “proof” of these
heavenly appearances is an appeal to traditional lore.

It is interesting thaRuahha-Kodeshmaintains a place in this tradition when it is
found in the Bavli, because the Shekhinah often takes its place in the Bavli. However, at
the same time one notes that Bat Kol fulfills the role thatRuahha-Kodeshad filled
in the Palestinian versions of the tradition, that of the main speakeRuétitha-Kodesh
the figure now manifesting without words. It seems like a direct substituticaw$ethe
Bat Kol even uses a formula of speech more characterisRaafiha-KodeshThis may
be part of the Babylonian trend to downplay the ufeuathha-KodeshAt the same
time, the “Holy One, blessed be He” might have been removed in the presumably lat
versions of the tradition in Ecclesiastes Rabbah and the Bavli, becausa#asline and
tends to be seen as more of a straight synonym for God, and thus makes God appear too
anthropomorphic. In each case, the hypostatizations present the divine viewpoint in the
story. The variations in these three versions of the same tradition show thatetentiff
metonyms for God were somewhat fluid over time.

Abelson translatdsofi’ah (appeared) as “shone forth” and interprets these texts to
mean that, “Here, obviously, the Holy Spirit is materialized as a luminous bitkdgtigh

acknowledging that “the passage is capable of being interpreted in tiee imtgllectual

412n the Introduction to this dissertation, | notée bngoing scholarly controversy about the relighbif
attributions in Rabbinic literature. This exampdea small illustration that there is at least thisreome
consistency to be found in the characterizatiodifférent sages and whkind of attitudes and approaches
are assigned to them in the Talmud and Midrash.
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sense of enlightenment, or in any religious or ethical sense implying @widance.*13
This contention of a material appearancéiophha-Kodestwas so startling that it
really focused my attention on the question of what the Rabbis meant when they said that
theRuahha-Kodeshappeared.” Did the Rabbis indeed picture a mysterious apparition
of Ruahha-Kodeshn some quasi-physical form? The texts can also be understood to
mean that divine inspiration guided the words of the human players in the “court” scenes.
| think that it is more true to the presentation in the Bavli passage to say that the
imagined each scene as involving an auditory experience with the words of a yWeavenl
voice intervening as a “witness,” providing a divine perspective on events that people
might not be able to ascertain for themselves.

Contrasting the Bavli version of the tradition to the version in Midrash Rabbah, it
seems clear that the Bavli version, although offered as a Baraita, an léssurrent
form appears to be a later development of the story. It embroiders the franoéweek
existing tradition by inserting explanations of why the true verdict or utateliag is
elusive in each of the three cases, and then tops it off by adding Raba’s obptdtiens
end. In both versions in the Midrash Rabbah, whether the Holy One or the quality of
Justice Midat ha-Din) appears in court, it is the voiceRfiahha-Kodesltthat offers the
divine speech, which may well be interpreted as God speaking through human beings o
granting them special powers of discernment. By contrast, the pasage iwlihe Ba
stretches the imagination by introducing the Bat Kol as a kinigw$ ex machint

solve the mystery in the “court scenes.” Yet is also seems somewHat,@aythe sages

413 Abelson, 216.
186



acknowledge that Raba may be right. Perhaps no heavenly voice was needed foy the stor

to make sense, but “it is a traditionéld gemara
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Chapter 5: The Transition of Ruah ha-Kodesh from Paver of
Prophecy to Personification

| have noted thaRuahha-Kodestas two major uses. As the power of prophecy
it is the divine voice speaking through men and women. As a personification or
hypostatization it presents the divine voice of the Torah interacting not only Wiitebi
figures, but with the sages themselves in midrashic dialogue. The emphasisedwthes
uses subtly shifts from the first role to the second over time. It is ndRtiadtha-Kodesh
as prophecy is absent from Amoraic texts. It is natural for the firstidunict continue
and even flourish in the biblical retellings of the Aggadic Midrash. But even a&sisham
increasing insistence over time tfRatahha-Kodestas left Israel (once in the Tosefta
and several times in the Talmuds and Amoraic Midrd@bahha-Kodestbecomes a
more present figure in Midrash in her personified form, speaking with andcimera
with the Sages.

One of the best known Rabbinic claims ableuahha-Kodeshs that it was a
thing of the past, and perhaps the messianic future, but not of the gtesentl.
examine some conflicting texts to try and ascertain if certain Rabbiglgatbaon that
Ruahha-Kodestwas available to their own contemporaries in the Rabbinic present. The

idea thaRuahha-Kodeshdeparts fromndividualsis distinctive of the Aggadic Midrash,

415 For a detailed argument about whether prophecseckafter the First Temple period, including
Rabbinic views of the matter, see Benjamin D. Somfiiid Prophecy Cease? Evaluating a
Reevaluation,Journal of Biblical Literaturel15, No. 1 (1996): 31-47. Cf. Frederick E. Greatsp “Why
Prophecy CeasedJournal of Biblical Literature 108, No. 1 (Spring 1989): 37-49, on the views of
different early Jewish groups about the continuiitglity of prophecy in the Second Temple period an
beyond.
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while the idea thaRuahha-Kodestas departed from all of Israel is first encountered in
the Tosefta and continues in both Talmudic and Midrashic texts. Conversely, the idea tha
Ruahha-Kodeshmight still be actualized to a limited degree in contemporary society is

found in the same texts.

WHY DID RUAH HA-KODESH AS PROPHECY CEASE?

A number of reasons—historical, theological and political--have been proffered
for the cessation of prophecy as a phenomenon in the ancient Jewish world. Itafygener
agreed that biblical prophecy, as a historical phenomena, declined during thenizatby
exile and ceased in the Second Temple péfiodhere were several reasons for this
transition. First, the monarchy had ended, and with it, the connection between prophet
and royal court (with which some but not all prophets were associated), as el
religious belief that the monarchy allowed for a direct metaphysacedexction between
heaven and earth. Another historical factor was the destruction of the First Tesmpte
was believed to be “the central nexus between heaven and8arth.”

Shaye J.D. Cohen documents the gradual shift away from classical prophecy,
which he says began in the Persian period. He points out that the prophet Haggai still

wrote in the classical prophetic style, claiming to represent the dicedtot God, but

416 Benjamin D. Sommer, “Did Prophecy Cease? EvaluatiRgevaluation,Journal of Biblical
Literature,Volume 115, Issue 1 (Spring, 1996), 31. Cf. Shakaul and S. David Sperling, “Prophets and
Prophecy,"Encyclopaedia Judai¢cé&econd Edition, Michael Berenbaum and Fred Skdkis.), Volume
16: 66-586.

417 Sommer, 45, 46.
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Zechariah was said to have spoken and interpreted through an angel. According to

Cohen,

[the period around the middle of the second century B.C.E.] witnessed the shift in
the focus of apocalypse from cosmology to theodicy and eschatology...and the
canonization of the prophetic books. The same period also provides the first
explicit testimony (in | Maccabees 4:46, 14:41) that many Jews belieaed t
prophecy had ceased...prophecy became apocalypse, and prophets became
apocalyptic seers. Other heirs of the prophetic tradition were ‘holy memagtleir
workers, ‘charismatic’ healers, foretellers of the future, and mysfics.

It is not the phenomena of prophecy as a religious institpgoise but rather
Rabbinic assessment of its vitality, which is my focus in this work. This changsents
several Rabbinic texts which speak of the enBwdhha-Kodeshas prophecy. Even
whenRuahha-Kodestwas seen as a force in the Rabbinic present, its functions were
domesticated and far removed from classical prophecy.

To what can we attribute this minimization of what was seen as such a powerful
spiritual force? Theological and political considerations were importahetRabbis’
insistence that prophecy had ended. Stuart Cohen explains that prophecy was lang know
for its antinomian tendencies:

Considering themselves to be the only authentic interpreters of @oadds the

early rabbis were bound to regard as suspect any person who cépiomaneous

access to God independent of the rabbinic structure which they tiargang to

establish...The pronouncement that ‘From the day the [first] Tempgls w

destroyed, prophecy was taken from the prophets and given to the[Bagkes

Baba Batra 12a] accurately summarized the political philosoghghwunderlay
the conception#19

418 Shaye J.D. Cohefrrom Maccabees to MishngRhiladelphia, Westminster Press, 1987), 199-200.
419 Cohen,The Three Crowns$9-70.
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In Cohen’s view, it was natural that the Rabbis wanted to place powerful IRealof
ha-Kodeshas prophecy firmly in the past, or relegated to a Messianic future, while
claiming that their generations were not “worthy” of its possession.

Frederick Greenspahn concurs: “The Rabbis sensed that their time \wesndliff
from the biblical period. Their need to cite scripture itself attestsdelmf) that the age
of revelation had passeék® He notes texts such as Seder Olam Rabbah, 30:5, which
states that prior to the time of Alexander the Great “prophets prophesied withlyhe

Spirit; hereatfter, ‘incline your ears and obey the sages’ words.’ (Po22:17),”

Mishnah Avot 1:1 which lists the prophets as just one stage in the chain of tradition, and

Bavli Bata Batra 12b, with the statement that “since the destruction of thedéfem
prophecy has been given to fools and to children.” In other words, prophets might still
exist, but authority had now been given to the S&§dske Stuart Cohen, he sees the

Rabbinic diminution of prophecy primarily in sociological terms:

As one of several groups vying for religious leadership, the rabbis would have had

little sympathy for their competition. As a class of exegetes whondieied
God'’s will through interpretation, they were unlikely to view more pneumatic

figures charitably. . .In sociological terms, institutions and the kinds of routinized
leadership they require are rarely tolerant of charisma, even though their own
legitimacy is derived from such figures. By accepting prophetic Ielaigesis one
state in Jewish history, the rabbis relegate it to the past. Canonizing prophecy
protected them from its contemporary practitiorfé¢s.

In summary, there were historical circumstances that led to the end of preyghec

a religious phenomena in ancient Judaism. There were also socio-poiibehtions for

420 Greenspahn, “Why Prophecy Ceased,” 43.
421 Greenspahn, “Why Prophecy Ceased,” 47.
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Rabbinic attitudes on the subject. Given that historical and sociological background, |
now examine various Rabbinic traditions about the departiReafha-KodesHrom

Israel.

THE RABBINIC TRADITION THAT RUAH HA-KODESH HAS CEASED

Tosefta Sotah 12:5 states that “until Elijah [the prophet] was ‘hidden awayy’ ther
was abundarfRuahha-Kodeshn Israel,” but after his ascension, its presence departed
(nistalka).According to Yerushalmi Ta’anit 2:1 (65a), Bavli Yoma 21b and Bavli Baba

Batra 12aRuahha-Kodestlexisted in full force only during the First Temple period:

R. Samuel b. Inia said: “What is the meaning of the scripturabvéAnd | will

take pleasure in it and | will be glorifiedreekabed’? (Haggai 1:8). The
traditional reading isve-ekabedahthen why is the [letter]he omitted [in the
text]? To indicate that in five things the first Sanctudiffered from the second:

in the ark, the ark-cover, the Cherubim, the fire,ShekhinahRuahha-Kodesh,
and theurim ve-tuminfthe Oracle Plate].” — Some say, “They were present, but
they were not as helpful [as beforé}>

Alternately, there is a tradition in Rabbinic texts tRathha-Kodeshas the
prophetic spirit, ended with the latter prophets: “Since Haggai, Zachariah, aakhMal
Ruahha-Kodeslteased (paska) from Israel.” God continues to communicate in more
indirect ways, through theBat Kol’ (lit. “daughter of a voice,” “echo” or “heavenly

voice”) with the implication being that thgat Kolis a method of communication of

422 Greenspahn, “Why Prophecy Ceased,” 48. Prophasoy‘pbsed a severe threat to the existing social
order” and threatened Roman support for Rabbirtlccaity.

423 Bavli Yoma 21b. The letter “he” is equal to fivegematria, or Hebrew numerology. Seven items are
listed, but the first three are considered togetisenne item, according to Rashi (France, 10401 1%
also comments th&uahha-Kodeshwas not “among the prophets from the second yeBadus’

(reign).” The Soncino Edition translatesnri, “some say” asmari“l will tell you,” but my translation
follows Steinsatlz.
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lower stature than that &uahha-Kodest24 This tradition is first found in Tannaitic
literature, in Tosefta Sotah 13:4, and is preserved in Amoraic texts: in MalrsusSotah

9:13 (24b) and in Yerushalmi Horayot 3:5 (48c) and Bavli Sotah 48b and Bavli
Sandhedrin 11a (where the Shekhinah is substituted), Bavli Yoma 9b and Song of Songs
Rabbah 8:13. In most versions, the early Tannaitic Sages are gathered in an upper
chamber, and Bat Kolannounces that one or two of them are worthy to re¢tinad
ha-Kodeshbut that the generation is unworthy of it.

When the last prophets died: Haggai, Zechariah and MalRecfaih ha-Kodesh
departedgaskg from Israel; nevertheless they would hear the pronouncements of
theBat Kol

On one occasidi® Sages were sitting in the upper chamber of Ben Gurya's house
in Jericho; aBat Kol came forth which said to them, “There is in your midst one
man who is deserving ®Ruahha-Kodeshbut his generation is unworthy of it.”
They all looked at Hillel the elder; and when he died, they fa@teover him,
“Alas, the humble man! Alas, the saintly man! Disciple of Ezra!”

On another occasion they were sitting in an upper chamber in YavBeait;kol
came forth and said to them: “There is in your midst one man wdeserving of
Ruahha-Kodeshbut his generation is unworthy of it.” They all looked at Hillel
the elder, and when he died, they lamented over him, “Alas, the hunasie
Alas, the pious man! Disciple of Ezra!”

Another time they were sitting in Yavneh and they heardBhe Kol saying,

“There is here a man who is deservingRafahha-Kodeshbut his generation is
unworthy of it'. They all looked at Samuel the Small, and whermlibd, they

lamented over him, ‘Alas, the humble man! Alas, the pious man! Désapl
Hillel the Elder!” (Tosefta Sotah 13:4)

424 Rashi (on Job 4:16) described the Bat Kol as o dike “the sound heard at distance when a min hi
a hard surface with a hammer.” Although it usuadiferred to a distant, heavenly voice, the Bat Kol
occasionally referred to some overheard commenttha thought to have significance and contain a
message from God. (Cited in Hescli&lpphetic Inspiration After the Prophe-3 fn).

425 Hebrew:Ma’aseh introducing a story, event, or case.
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This passage is included in a description of the many losses that dsetbfter
the destruction of the two Temples. These stories speRuaitha-Kodeshbut they are
dark and pessimistic in tone. In latter two cases, the Sages are meetawypeh)Ythe
town where they met to preserve the holy books after the destruction of the Second
Temple. In each case, they hear a heavenly pronouncement that one of thetmyi@fvort
Ruahha-Kodeshbut the generation is not worthy. Everyone knows who is being pointed
out. But there is no actualization of the possibilityRolahha-KodeshInstead, the very
next phrase about Hillel the Elder (outstanding first century Pa®raa Samuel the
Small (second generation Tanna in Palestine, who died after the destruction of the
Temple) takes us straight to his death and the community’s mourning for him. The
continuation of this passage in the Tosefta includes references to mourning and
martyrdom under the RomarRBuahha-Kodeshand prophecy are clearly relegated to the
past and “worthier” generations. Admittedly, this is somewhat paradoginag the
Biblical prophets were sent to admonghful generations. The generation of Jeremiah
seems no more righteous than that of Hillel, so why was the “worthinessppdisidato
Hillel's generation? It seems more of a rationalization for the ttessaf prophecy.

In the version in Yerushalmi Horayot 3:5 (48c), there is a slight variatioheAs t
sages sit in an attic in Yavneh: ‘Bat Kolcame out and said to then, ‘There are among
you two who are worthy dRuahha-Kodeshand Samuel the Small is one of them.” They

looked at Eliezer ben Hyrkanos, and they were happy that their opinion matched the

426Described here as a “disciple of Ezra,” who we dat@s known in pseudepigraphal literature as one
inspired byRuah ha-Kodesh
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opinion ofRuahha-Kodesti Here Ruahha-Kodeshs used to signify both the spirit of
prophecy that Eliezer ben Hyrkanos is worthy of receiving and in the next isepten
personification (the sages want their opinion to match hers).

Compare this Rabbinic text to the passage in the New Testament, Matthew 3:15-
17, in which the Spirit of God descends in the form of a dove and calls out in a heavenly
voice that proclaims that Jesus is God’s beloved son. The dove image is also asisociate
some Rabbinic texts with the divinity and in particular with botrBaeKolandRuah
ha-KodeshlIn Bavli Berakhot 3a, Rabbi Jose says, that he “heard a divine Bate [
Kol], cooing like a dove, and saying: Woe to the children, on account of whose sins |
destroyed my house and burnt my temple and exiled them among the nations of the
world!” Second, thd3at Kol or heavenly voice has many connectionRt@hha-Kodesh
in Rabbinic writings, and is sometimes exchanged with it, although our textstimapiy
is a hypostatization of lesser rank. In Bavli Hagigah 15a, we find, “And the [§ual]
of God hovered over the face of the waters (Gen.1:2) — like a dove which hovers over
her young without touching [them].” In the previously quoted text in Tosefta Sotah 13,
Hillel, who is contemporary and parallel in some ways to J&sisdepicted as being
“‘chosen” by a heavenly voice. But the differences are significant. The HalyiSpi
referenced, but not actually present on the sceneB@hKol, or heavenly voice, points
out the election of Hillel adeservingof Ruahha-Kodeshbut his generation doesn’t

merit it. The listener or reader is then immediately pitched forward mttnilillel’s
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death and the mourning for him. The story is placed in a section recalling the defline t
followed the destruction of the Temple. The parallels and contrasts to the Wlatthe
passage are striking, although one cannot be certain that they were tielibkénaugh it

is impossible to say for sure if the traditions about Hillel andRilighha-Kodeshwere a
direct response to the Christian texts, they may well have been (among otgg) ¢hi
polemical response to ideas about the Holy Spirit in third-and fourth-century

Christianity428

The Potential to ReclaimRuah ha-Kodesh

Despite Rabbinic pronouncements about the efbahha-Kodeshor stories
relegating it to very limited uses, there are also suggestions in Ralgbitsi¢hitatRuah
ha-Kodeshmight still be available to their contemporaries. Several of these suggest that
one could “earnRuahha-Kodestthrough individual merit or effort. Such suggestions
are found scattered throughout Rabbinic texts, with a particular tradition in thefform
the “Saint’s Progress” preserved in Talmudic traditions (examined in thieyse
chapter)*29 This did not necessarily mean that a return to Biblical prophecy was
considered possible. It may be that a weaker or more diffuse experidRoaldfa-

Kodeshwas intended when referring to the Rabbinic presént.

427 See David Flusser, “I Am In the Midst of Them,”Jndaism and the Origins of Christianity
(Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1988), and Jacob Neudsdaism in the Beginnings of Christianity
(Phildelphia: Fortress Press, 1984), 64.

428 Stuart A. CoheriThe Three Crowns-Structures of Communal PolitidSarly Rabbinic Jewry
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 68.

429 End of Mishnah Sotah, Yerushalmi Shabbat 1:3 (8ejushalmi Shekalim 3:3 (47c), Bavli Avodah
Zara 20b, Song of Songs Rabbah 1:9.

430 william David Davies, “Reflections on the Spinit ihe Mekilta: A Suggestion” ifthe Journal of the
Ancient Near Eastern Society of Columbia Univer@itgw York, Vol 5, 1973), 95, 98.
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The Rabbinic outlook contrasts with the New Testament idea that ecstatic
prophecy is available to contemporary individuals by means of the Holy Spirit. One
might compare Rabbinic recommendations about obtaRuahha-Kodesho Acts 2:2-

4, with its depiction of the scene on Pentecost when the Holy Spirit descends
dramatically in tongues of fire and enables the disciples to prophesynBgsto

Rabbinic literature is devoid of such dramatic and sudden appeararftgshbia-
Kodeshin the Rabbinic present, and the “Saint’s Progress” charts a lengthy and
methodical course toward its attainmétit.In a similar vein, Yerushalmi Sanhedrin 10:2
(28b) establishes learning and becoming a sages as the prerequisitefongec

prophet and receivinBuahha-Kodeshi{more on this text in Chapter 6).

Ruah ha-Kodesh and Individual Merit or Effort

Despite the tradition of declarations tRatahha-Kodeshas ceased, there are a
number of Rabbinic suggestions about the possibility of obtaining it through individual
merit, some of which | have already noted. These texts hold out the intrgasspility
that one can somehow still earn the experiendeuaihha-KodeshMekhilta Beshallaty
states, “Whoever accepts one single mitzvah with true faith is worthiR tizdtha-
Kodeshwill rest upon him.” While this commented on the Israelites at the sea, it appear

to extrapolate the possibility of such merit to anyone who observes a sitmtamwith

431 |nterestingly, there are Rabbinic texts that asgedhe appearance of fire with the teaching awicgji
of Torah. For example, in Song of Songs Rabbah:2; Ben Azzai is teaching Torah when a fire dances
around him. He claims that it is not because hedshing a mystical subject, but just because tirelsvof
Torah, Prophets and Writings are so delighted tedneen together midrashically that they recreagefite
that appeared on Sinai with the revelation of tktea Tommandments.
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perfect faith. (Of course, worthiness alone may not be enough, as seen in the greviousl|
cited passages on Hillel being worthyRifah ha-Kodeshin Sifrei Deuteronomy, Piska
173, Rabbi Eliezer comments on a verse that describes the the sinful Canaanites:
Woe unto us Haval aleny: Just as whoever cleaves to impurity, a spirit of
impurity rests upon him, so, too, whoever cleaves tdStinekhinahit is logical
(din hu thatRuahha-Kodeshwill rest upon him. And who caused [the Shechinah
to depart]: “But your iniquities have been a barrier between you amiGaod.”
(Isaiah 59:2%32
Rabbi Eliezer thus holds out the possibility of earriRughha-Kodeshout
simultaneously suggests that it is not currently attainable due to Isiasl’'s s
Leviticus Rabbah 35:7 warns against learning Torah without practicing its
teachings, and then continues:
Rabbi Ala said: “He who learns with the intention of practicing will be
privileged to receiv&kuahha-Kodesli What is his reason? Because it says,
“That you may observe faithfully all that is written [in the Torah]; onlynthkall
you prosper in all your undertakings and only then will have have wistsiil(
Joshua 1:8),” anthskil cannot but allude tRuahha-Kodeshas may be inferred
from the textMaskil of Ethan the Ezrahite (Psalms 89483.
Finally, in Song of Songs Rabbah 1:8, one finds Rabbi Yudan’s teaching:
“whoever teaches the Torah publicly merits tRathha-Kodeskshould rest on him. For
so did Solomon; he taught, aRdiahha-Kodeslrested on him, and he composed three

books, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and The Song of Songs.” (as noted in the discussion of

texts composed under the influencdrofahha-Kodesh)

432\ .D.Davies, comments, “a sinful nation is not leng suitable environment for the Holy
Spirit."Davies,Paul and Rabbinic Judaisri206. In addition Ephraim Urbach notes that sora@umscripts
read, “Shekhinah,” for Holy Spirit. Urbaclhhe Sages3.

433f Joshua follows the Torah, he will be “maskiWige) like the composer of Psalm 89, who was imbued
with Ruahha-Kodesltin his poetic expression.
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Although the examples given in these Midrashim are of biblical figures, the
wording of these texts leaves open the possibility that the authors proposed that
contemporary figures might be worthy of receiving Rw@hha-KodeshNevertheless, as
already noted, that does not mean that they would actually receive it, due to énecperc
lack of merit of later generations. Or even if they did receive it, like thediac Rabbis
described below, its uses might be severely limited.

One Rabbinic tradition describes obtainRgahha-Kodeshn an active way. In
Yerushalmi Sukkah 5:1 (55a), Genesis Rabbah 70, and Pesikta Rabbati 1:2, Israelite
pilgrims are described as “drawing foRuahha-Kodeshin Jerusalem during the
Simkhat Beit ha-Sho’evdi-estival of the Rejoicing at the Place of the Water-Drawing,”
to cleanse the temple altar at Sukkot). In the Yerushalmi version, Rabbi Joshuaiben Le
explains, “It's called th&imkhat Beit ha-Sho’evdiecause that's where they drew out
theRuahHa-Kodeshas it is written, “draw forth water in joy from the wellsprings of
redemption.”

In Genesis Rabbah 70, there is a long discussion of the verses:

And he looked, and saw a well in the field, and, lo, there were tluees of

sheep lying by it; for from that well they watered the kljcand a great stone was

upon the well’'s mouth. And there were all the flocks gathered; agdahied the

stone from the well’'s mouth, and watered the sheep, and put the stone@Ewa
the well’'s mouth in his place. (Genesis 29:2-3)

Many different and varied interpretations of these seemingly straiglatfdrverses and
each of their components are offered in the name of different authorities. Ahsongst

one discussinfuahha-Kodesh
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“And behold a well in the field,” symbolizes Zion; “and lo, thriéecks of
sheep’—the three Festivals; “For out of that well they watdredlocks™—from
there they imbibed [lit. drew ousha’avy Ruahha-Kodesh“And the stone was

great” —this alludes to the rejoicing of the place of the watawing. R.

Hoshaya said: “Why was it called the rejoicing of the plaicdrawing [water]?

Because from there they imbibBdiahha-Kodesh ‘And there were all the flocks

gathered’—they all came, ‘From the entrance of Hamath unto tbekBof

Egypt’ (I Kings 8:66). ‘And they rolled the stone from the wel'®uth, and

watered the sheep’; from there they imbilbachhha-Kodesh‘And put the stone

back upon the well's mouth in its place’: it was left lying fbe next Festival.

(Genesis Rabbah 70:8)

This passage draws a picture in which all of Israel, making the pilgrimmage t
Jerusalem, could partake Rtiahha-KodeshMoreover, that they played an active role in
obtaining the spirit through their efforts to “draw it forth.” This inspiratiors &een as
the source of joy in the festival. The version of this tradition in Yerushalmi Sukkah 5:1,
adds the opinion of Rabbi Jonah that the Biblical prophet Jonah ben Amitai was among
the pilgrims who attendeSimkhat Beit ha-Sho’evaturing the festival, anBuahha-
Kodeshrested upon him there, “to teach you tRathha-Kodeslonly rests upon one
with a happy heart#34 (An atypical instance in which a Rabbinic texts suggests the
actual process of how a Biblical prophet obtaiReihha-Kodest) The passage
presents a distinctive vision Buahha-Kodeshas readily available and connected with
celebration and joy.

Ephraim Urbach points out that t8enkhat Beit ha-Sho’evaias a Second

Temple ritual. Therefore, this text contradicts the sentiment noted in otheniRabkis

that theRuahha-Kodestwas not present during the second Temple Period. Urbach’s

434 Cf. Bavli Pesaim 117a: “This teaches you that the Shechinah faptsn man] neither in indolence nor
in gloom nor in frivolity nor in levity, nor in vai pursuits, but only in rejoicing connected witheligious
act.”
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solution is that “certain situations of exaltation and joy deriving from the peafoce of
a Divine precept bring about its reappearance; more than this, however tregigener
does not merit.*35> Some Rabbinic sages may have believed that only a weaker and more
“diluted” form of theRuahha-Kodestwas still available after the close of prophecy. It is
also possible that this repeated tradition alsmnkhat Beit ha-Sho’evakpresents an
alternative viewpoint that holds thatiahha-Kodestwas still operable during the
Second Temple.
In summary, there are a number of Rabbinic traditions across a wideofange
texts, about the cessation or departurBudhha-KodeshSeveral Midrashic selections
offer specific guidelines for how to achieReahha-Kodeshwhile failing to make it
clear if the information is merely symbolic, or actually consideredtioed. Still other
texts, such as the Tannaitic and Amoraic tradition about the selection of &sBelt that
“the generation is not worthy” of its receipt. There is only one narrative (imgpHillel
in the Tosefta, see below) in whiBluahha-Kodeshs cited in connection with
determining a halakhah, but that role is downplayed in later versions of the saamedtex
is found to have halakhic relevance only in regard to custom and not law. Taken together,
it seems that the majority of Rabbinic texts make a point of relegatingtite a
involvement ofRuahha-Kodesho past generations, probably for the sociological and
political reasons that they did not want to open a door to an antinomian outlook.
And yet the sages are reluctant to completely rule out the possibiRyahha-

Kodeshin post-biblical times. The Amoraic tradition ab&imkhat Beit ha-Sho’evah

435 Ephraim UrbachThe Sages77.
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suggests that even in the Second Temple peRodhha-Kodeshmight have been freely
available as a component of religious celebration. | now turn to several Antents, in
which Ruahha-Kodeshs said to be available for use by some of the outstanding sages of

the Tannaitic period.

Examples ofRuah ha-Kodests limited role in the Rabbinic present

Although | have cited several texts abBuiahha-Kodesh’'sleparture with the
end of prophecy, there are also a handful of Rabbinic references to the existenah of
ha-Kodeshn their own contemporary society, in the Rabbinic pre€éfthe only
Tannaitic text that refers to the contemporary use oRtrehha-Kodeshs found in
Tosefta Pesaim 4:11. There, the people inquire of Hillel the Elder whether it is permitted
to bring the Paschal offering on the Sabbath. He answers in the affirmativg ocié
good justification after another, including hermeneutical proofs (both lingugsizera
shavahand a fortiorikal va-tomel), and an appeal to received traditi@alfalalh). But
he only prevails when he points out that the ordinary people confidently make the
sacrifice: “Leave it to themRuahha-Kodeslrests upon them; if they are not prophets,
they are the children of prophets.” Sure enough, the people have cleverlyctteche
sacrificial knives to the wool or the horns of their sheep and goats, in order to be able to

to carry them on Shabbat and perform the Paschal offering. Hillel is imielgdia

436 And not only in the Talmudic period, but in the Mid Ages many prominent rabbis sought to receive
prophetic inspiration. Abraham Joshua HeschelaAam Joshu&rophetic Inspiration After the
Prophets-Maimonides and Other Medieval Authorittens. from German and Hebrew by David
Silverman,(Hobokon, New Jersey: Ktav, 1996), 1-23.
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appointed thélasi The same story is carried forward into the Yerushalmi_Resi
(33a) and the Bavli Pesiain 66a, where the order of events is slightly different. There
Hillel himself has forgotten precisely what to do if someone forgets thdisiatknife
on the Sabbath, and is reminded oftléakhahby watching the behavior of the people,
who are the “children of prophets.” More significantly, the two Talmuds relatstding
and have Hillel call the children of Israel, “children of prophets,” but completetpve
the provocative phrase that “tReiahha-Kodeshrests upon thent37

This intriguing passage appears to be the one story in Talmudic ligeratwhich
ahalakhahis decided on the basis Rtiahha-Kodeshin addition, the ordinary people
are said to possess it and to be able to determirreathakhahfor themselves.
Furthermore, this passage contradicts the idea (in Tosefta Sotah, Chapterdl3:that
HilleI's generation was not worthy &uah ha-Kodestor all these reasons, this text
should draw our attention. But as Benjamin D. Sommer points out, the people don’t
behave at all like Biblical prophets. In point of fact, Hillel has actuallgdtttat they are
not prophets. Their actions “are not visionary or inspired; rather, the people finegta clev
legal loophole that allows them to offer a Passover sacrifice on the Sabbaltterin ot
words, the people of whom Hillel speaks act like rabbinic sages rather than like
prophets.?38 The fact that the people acclaim Hillel the Nasi after his pronouncement
about their use dRuahha-Kodeshmight hint that they were flattered with his assessment
of them. But the passage has no revolutionary content; it does not open theRiaah to

ha-Kodeshas a new means to determine halakhah. Moreover, the later, Amoriac versions

437 Noted by Rabbi Louis Reiser, personal communicatkugust, 2003.
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of this tradition completely remove the phrase albBtuahha-Kodesliresting” on the
common people. The fact that this reference is found only in one, earlier version of the
tradition, may show a reluctance to allow any influencRudhha-Kodeshwith its
antinomian potential into the halakhic realm. Therefore, this single [Reabfha-
Kodeshas a determinant of halakhah must remain an anomaly in classic rabbinic
literature43?

The rest of the referencesRoahha-Kodeshn the Rabbinic present are
Amoraic, but describe sages of the Tannaitic period. As noted in my Mastesis, The
stories of miraculous deeds and wonders are generally “projected back aeto earl
Rabbinic figures who were viewed as legendary, saintly ancestéia.Bavli Erubin
64b, Rabban Gamliel divine#iyen throughRuahha-Kodeshbut just in order to know
the name of a heathen who he is meeting for the first time! In other texts usaieiah
ha-Kodesho see what is going on in people’s domestic lives and to prashetem
bayit (domestic harmony). In Yerushalmi Sotah 1:4 (16d) and in Levitcus Rabbah 9:9,
Rabbi Meir seed¢afg by means oRuahha-Kodeslthat a woman’s husband has
forbidden her to return home before spitting in the Rabbi’'s eye, because her agemtdan
his lectures has made her late in arriving home. Rabbi Meir concocts a tuse tleads
a woman to spit in his eye as a cure, thus bringing about her reconciliation with her

spouse. In Leviticus Rabbah 21:8, Rabbi Akiba sees by me&hsbha-Kodeslthat

438 Benjamin Sommer, “Did Prophecy Cease? EvaluatiRgevaluation,” (JBL, 115/1, 1996, 31-47), 45.
439 This textual tradition was given some halakhiadigance in the realm ahinhagor custom. It is
considered the origin of the common halakhic dictegardingminhagim “go out and see what the people
are doing” puk razi mai ama davér Rabbi Baruch Gigi, “The Obligation to Observentdagim,”Yeshivat
Har Etzion Weekly on-line Shiur in Halakhic Topidgtp://www.vbm-torah.org/archive/
halak63/11minhag.rifDecember 22, 2001).
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Rabbi_Hanina ben ldkinai's daughter is ready to be married, so he should end his lengthy
stay with Rabbi Akiba and return home to marry her off. In each of these textthizom
Amoraic period, noted sages of the Tannaitic period are described as beiiy wd#
Ruahha-KodesHor purposes that promote peace and harmony in the domestic or
communal sphere, but that are hardly comparable to the powers of Biblical prophets
Burton Visotzky goes so far as to attribute the domestic usRsaidtha-Kodeshn
Leviticus Rabbah to rabbis being “privy to community gosstpl’prefer to say that
these uses dRuahha-Kodeshmight have been attributed to their intuition or their
pastoral sensitivity to their disciples’ domestic needs. Their intuition angénsemal
skills may be so well-honed that it seemed almost supernatural to theirediscipl

In the Pesaim tradition, as well as the references to sages possédsaita-
Kodesh one can see that the idea tRatihha-Kodeshwas available in the Rabbinic
present was not completely discounted. However, its uses and applications seémed qui
limited. These few references to the us®oahha-Kodeshn the Rabbinic present
might seem to downgrade or trivialize its functions. On the other hand, they coufg signi
a shift in focus in later Rabbinic culture, in which the locus of spirituality is no tdoge
be found on a grand national scale, but is now focused on the particulars of everyday life.
The Pesaim passage might suggest that a measuRuahha-Kodestwas thought to
inspire the actions of the people in their customs, and the examples about the shges mig

suggest that the Rabbis found profound meaning in the “ordinary” and significance in the

440, DananBetween Earth and Heavei41.
441visotzky, Golden Bells and Pomegranafest3.
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smallest domestic deed. There are parallels here to what | found in rtgr'’slabesis
research on Aggadic representations of the figure of Elijah the Prophet. By ¢haf tine
Bavli, the Messianic associations of Elijah’s role began to recede, Wwhiléalk” stories

of his small and personal deeds multiplied. These seemed to reflect a shifisim Jew
concerns, from grand apocalyptic expectations to an emphasis on ethical beh&eor in t

domestic and interpersonal sphéte.

Ruah ha-Kodeshis Not Gone, but Changed

Shortly after some Rabbis declare tRathha-Kodestas departed from Israel,
another change occurs. In Amoraic texts in particular, the teri®eatf ha-Kodesh
speech shifts from past to present. This is a process already begun inamnfeati®
texts, such as the tetmevasartann the Mishnah Sotah 9:6, the tetsovalat in the two
versions of the Mekhilta Shirata aatheretin their parallel version in Sifre (reviewed
under “Reciprocal Dialogue”). However, variationsheshivahn past tense prevail in
Tannaitic texts. That is to say, at roughly the same juncture when thedialsages (of
Tosefta and the two Talmuds) begin to insist Bwa&hha-Kodestad departed from
Israel with the last of the prophets, the Aggadic Midrash increasinglgtddyar
speaking in present tense.

By contrast, other divine metonyms in Rabbinic literature tend to speak in the past
tense, if they speak at all. | have noted that the Holy One, blessed beal e &at Kol
almost always speak in the past tense, whilé&tiekhinalremains largely silent. Lest

this seem like a picayune distinction, note Azzan Yadseispture as Loggsn which he

442 julie Hilton DananBetween Earth and Heav@®6-156.



points out that in the Rabbi Ishmael traditions, the “Torah” speaks in the pastbignse
“ha-Katuv” (Scripture) speaks in the present tense, and these are clues teetimeydiff
hermeneutical functions of the two words.

Tempting as it is to base conclusions on the basis of grammatical shéi al
caution must be exercised. While in Modern HebRavah ha-Kodesh tsovahve-
omeretcan be translatedRuahha-Kodestcries out and says,” in early Rabbinic Hebrew
it might reflect a past tense situation that occurs in parallel to anditineian: “Ruah
ha-Kodestwas crying out saying,” or “[meanwhil&®uahha-Kodeshs crying out and
saying.”44 Vagueness of tenses is common in both Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew, so a
sense of past or present often depends more on context than gf>foherefore it is
equally if not more important to note tHamahha-Kodests present tensmle blossoms
dramatically in texts such as the “crying out” examples in Midrash kesgitRabbah 4:1
and Lamentations Rabbah 1:45-1:50. In these tBxishha-Kodeshas hardly
“departed.” She is portrayed in a dynamic role of ongoing communicatitime aévine
voice of Torah interacting with the sages in midrashic dialogue.

The present and active nature of personiledhha-Kodeshs most striking

when viewed in contrast to ttBat Kol which was supposed to “replace” her. Classically,

443 Azzan Yadin Scripture as Logqs31.

444 As in the biblical Ye-ruah Elohim merahefet al pnei hamayimwhich meratefetmeans “hovers,”
but is understood as “and the spirit of God ‘wagdnimg’ over the face of the waters.” Esther Rajzen
personal communication, October 12, 2008. Note thiab“In early Rabbinic Hebrew, the perfect is
generally used for the past, but the active pgtids usedothfor the present and the future.” Sacha
Stern,Time and Process in Ancient Judajsi-45.

445 Avraham Zilkha, personal communication, Februar2@?9. We might call this a “narrative present.”
For a biblical example, see Genesis 18:1, in whigtaham “is sitting”"ve-hu yoshefsy the door of his
tent,” which clearly refers to a past tense sitratiSoRuahha-Kodeshwhile using the very same word
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theBat Kolis presented as giving each utterance once in the past and it was ddae (“a
Kol came forth and saidjatstah Bat Kol ve-amjaEach pronouncement is articulated as
a discrete and completed event. By contrast, there is a timeless, ongdihgtquhe
utterances oRuahha-Kodeshwho not only speaks in the active participle but is
increasingly depicted in active exchanges with the sages. She tactoinsthe past, and
sometimes she crosses the boundaries of time by quoting one biblical book iwturdérte
fashion to comment on another book, or even to comment on post-biblical events, as is
the case in Lamentations RabbRlnahha-Kodeshas indeed not gone, but has changed
and evolved from the voice of prophecy alone, to the interactive voice of Scripture

participating in the ongoing dialectic of Midrash.

omeret may be “saying” something in one text as a b#blicarrator of past actions, in another as if a
current participant in a discussion in the Beit Htdnash.
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Chapter 6: Divine Metonyms

THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF “HYPOSTATIZATION ”

Ruah Ha-Kodesls but one of a number of personifications or metonyms
(hypostatizations) of divinity found in Rabbinic writings. In Rabbinic litergtdiénity
is referred to in various new ways that were not found explicitely in the Bibkaddition
to RuahHa-Kodeshthere are th&hekhinal{Divine Presence), thigat Kol, and the
Memra(in the Targumic literature).

While many depictions of God in the Tanakh show a deity interacting and
speaking with human beings, Rabbinic writings take the matter further and inttbduce
The Holy One, blessed be Hedgkadosh barukh HuThis title is more than just a
substitute name for YHWH; rather in some texts it is a strikingly antmopphized,
often fatherly characterization of Gétf.Since this is one personification which is in
masculine gender, it has almost been seen as depicting the “essence” ofaderd i
Jewish tradition. However, as a literary personification of fatherly gesmlitiat humanize
God's transcendent divinity, it too could be understood as a met#iym.

Even the Torah itself is sometimes personified as “a figurative tropeofibr.G

simultaneously identical and not identical,” as exemplified in the openingsedti

446 At least in the Bavli, noted in my Master’s the§lstween Earth and Heaveh50. By contrast, Burton
Visotsky points out that in Leviticus Rabbah, tlsene represents God'’s transcende@aden Bells138.
447|n the Amoraic period, this name gradually repthtiea-Makom” (lit. “The Place”) an earlier Rabbinic
epithet for God which emphasized his nearnessranthnence. Urbach attributes this to a desire tadavo
Gnostic identifications of “ha-Makom” with “the widt” Ephraim UrbachThe Sagesr5-76.
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Genesis Rabbatt® Each of these figures might be termed a divine metonym. They may
offer the function of speaking of the ineffable deity in a more personal and imtivag
without impinging on God'’s holiness or transcendence. They show a Rabbinic tendency
toward the anthropomorphism and “anthropathetism” (attributing human-like emotions)
of God. “The rabbinic God not only acts but feels, reacts, and remembers with much
pathos. In short, this God also has a personality and his personality is tied te tife fa
Israel.™49 At times these divine metonyms all seem to be different ways of reifegenc
God, but at other times, they seem to evolve into separate characters of their own,
characters that interact and address one another in Midrashic acébunts.

During the Babylonian exile, the use of God’s name YHWH was increasingly
limited, probably to emphasize His distinctive holiness and to avoid implicatiorth¢hat
Hebrew Deity was on the same level as the many pagan gods encounteredkigdhe e
Judeans. From the time of Darius | in the the Persian period {laenéury B.C.E.), the
name YHWH disappears from correspondence between the Jewish authorities in
Jerusalem and the Persian court. From then on the “proper” name of God was
increasingly limited in use, and eventually confined to the Temple service and the
pronunciation of oaths (and after the destruction of the temple, its pronunciation became
completely taboo, Mishnah Sanhedrin 10:1). Instead, various substitutes were introduced

in the Persian and Hellenistic periods, such as “Lord,” “Most High,” or “God of

448 David SternMidrash and Theory31.

449 Michael FishbaneThe Exegetical Imaginatio®7.

450 E g. Leviticus Rabbah 6:1, Pesikta Rabbati 3etaborate on the interactions of hypostatizationiser
in this chapter.
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Heaven.*51 This introduction of substitute names for God seems the first step in
“hypostatization.” God is not being called by a name, but by an adjective oiptigscr
phrase. Meanwhile, as God was perceived as more distant and transcendent, “middle-
beings” were depicted to fill in the perceived gap between heaven and earth. Thes
“divine mediators” may include, but were not limited to, metonyms for God. In post-
biblical Jewish tradition, as found in the apocrypha, and the Dead Sea Scrollsntleey ca
to include angels, spirits, the Memra (divine word or Logos, mentioned often the
Targumim), and even personifications of é%flThe Targumim, Aramaic translations of
the Bible, are especially “well-known for their various cirumlocuationsifemame of
God,” which in addition to the Memra also include the Glory of God and the Presence

(Shekhinah) of God#33

Wisdom as a Mediating Figure

Among the mediating figureBlokhmahor Wisdom is of particular interest here
because of its eventual connectiorRizahha-KodeshWisdom is already found vividly
personified in the Tanakh, in the book of Proverbs (Chapter 8, et.al.) and Job 28, both
from the early Hellenistic period, where she is presented as God'sdiasionn and
constant companion. Although it has been popular to attribute this to Greek influence,

this personification oHokhmahalready appears in Jewish and other Semitic settings in

451 Elias BickermanThe Jews in the Greek Aq262-264.
452 Martin Hengel Judaism and HellenisiiPhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1975), 153-175
453 peter Schafefhe Mirror of His Beauty100.
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the pre-Hellenistic periotP? | noted the connection of Wisdom, Logos and divine spirit
in the apocryphal Wisdom of Solomon, Chapter 9. Other influences on the development
of this hypostatization may have included the depiction of Wisdom in the book of Ahikar
from Elephantine, the model of Maat/Isis, an Egyptian goddess of truth and, jostice
Anatyahu, a goddess known as plaehedrogcontinual companion) of YHWH by the
Jews of Elaphantin®s
In Pharisaic and Rabbinic Judaism, wisdom became identified exclusively with
the Torah*>6 This identification was promulgated by thésdom of Ben Sir@Chapter
24) in the second century B.C.E., became a commonplace in Pharisaic and later in
Rabbinic thought, and is fully developed in such works as Genesis Rabbah, in the
opening pericope:
The Torah declares: “I was the working tool of the Holy Onesdald be He.” In
human practice, when a mortal king builds a palace, he builds it titohisiown
skill but with the skill of an architect. The architect morea@es not build it out
of his head, but employs plans and diagrams to know how to arrange the
chambers and the doors.” Thus God consulted the Torah and created the world,
while the Torah declares, “In [or with] the beginnirme{eishit) God created,”
Reishit referring to the Torah, as in the verse, “The Lord made mehas t
beginning of His way” [Proverbs 7:22-originally a referencelé&hmah]45”

The identification of Torah with Wisdom gave the Torah three new associations:

its preexistence to the world (Sifre on Deut. 11:10, based on Proverbs 8:22), its

454 Hengel,Judaism and Hellenismp, 154. He adds that Sophia as fully personifiethd wisdom was
actually a “relatively later” Greek invention undgnostic influence.
4550n the former, see Schéaf@he Mirror of His Beauty26-27; on the latter see Hengiidaism and
Hellenism,p. 154, citing G. Holscher. The subject of YHWH/img a consort is beyond the scope of this
study.
456 Exemplified in Jewish liturgy as the Torah is @ddn the ark and the congregation chants, “She is
tree of life to those that hold fast to her.” Thes®ds originally referred tBlokhmain Proverbs 3:18. For
more on how the Rabbis identified Wisdom with Torséde Schéafeilhe Mirror of His Beauty78-83.
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connection to creation (Pirke Avot 3:23), and the idea that the “world is claimed to be
created for the sake of the Torah” (Genesis Rabbah 42 RY. identifying universal
Wisdom with the Torah, Rabbinic Judaism “gave cosmic significance to myaatit
gave also to cosmic speculation a sobriety which otherwise it might hekesl [45°

It is not far from here to recognizing the personificatioRae&h ha-Kodeshs a
new, if more subtle, manifestation of the feminine numina Wisdom in the form of Torah.
As | have notedRuahha-Kodeshalmost always speaks in words of Scripture and is seen
as the divine voice in the Torah, and thus can be seen as another representation of Torah,
which had become the particularly Rabbinic symbol for Wisdom. In the Methodology
section of my dissertation, | described Foley’s concept of oral-traditiiteralture, in
which repeated verbal formulae connote complex traditional concepts to thalbultur
attuned listener (or the informed reader, as the oral-derived works were data and
transformed into a kind of “libretti”)82 The very mention oRuahha-Kodes's actions
of inspiration and speech could awaken in the Rabbinic listener a body of traditional
associations that included prophecy, Wisdom, and the Torah. In ad&tiahha-
Kodeshstill carried all its rich biblical connotations of inspiration, electamqg

animation.

457 Genesis Rabbah 1:1.
458\V. D. DaviesPaul and Rabbinic Judaism-Some Rabbinic Elemerfairdine Theologylondon:
Cambridge University Press, 1948), 170-171.
459 Davies,Paul, 171.
462 Foley, The Singer of Tales in Performané®-98.
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Essence or Imagery

It is not difficult to see the many-layered meaningRathha-Kodeshn the
realm of metaphor and imagery, but the theological weight of the various mettoryms
God remains a subject of scholarly debate. Joseph Abelson calls metonyms like
ShekhinatandRuahha-Kodestexpressions of “Divine Immanence,” viewing them as
examples of a mystical Rabbinic theology of God’s nearness to humanity ttre set
foundation for later Kabbalistic ideg$3Were all these hypostatizations and
intermediary figures seen as actual divine beings, or just as figusesech? Are they
essencerimagery? Some scholars take a minimalist approach, contending that these are
simply names interposed to protect the sanctity of the Divine Name. &tteace a

maximalist approach which holds that the images were understood moik litera

Minimalist Approaches to Understanding Divine Metonyms

Since Maimonides’ rejection of a literal approach to anthropomorphism,
numerous Jewish scholars have explained the employment of such intermerhary ter
simply “as a means of avoiding anthropomorphisms in speaking of God, and thus
defending a notion of his incorporeality¥84 For example, Ephraim Urbach sought to
demonstrate that in Rabbinic literature the term “Shekhinah” is no more thansteruns
expression of God’s nearness or presence, lacking in hypostasis (in the broadef &ense

guasi-independent being like the Christian Holy Spirit), or in mythical or rab$éc

463 Joseph Abelsorf,he Immanence of God in Rabbinical Literature

464 Daniel BoyarinBorderlines(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pres€40117, quoting
Robert Hayward.
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qualities (such as lighf> Urbach specifically sites Abelson and disagrees with his
description of these various personifications as indicators of early Rabtysiicism.

For Urbach, the personifications or anthropomorphic descriptions of God in Rabbinic
Literature are a theological tool used by the Rabbis to bridge the gap beteeen t
concept of a transcendent God and God'’s interactions with humanity. They are always
“an expression and reflection of God, but not God Himself, not separate
personalitites #66 Likewise, George Foot Moore denies the hypostasis of either Memra
(Logos) orShekhinalwhich he attributes to a “misdirected search for Christian dogmas

in Jewish guises?®7

Maximalist Approaches to Understanding Divine Metonyms

By contrast, several contemporary scholars emphasize the importance of
hypostatic personification in certain early Jewish texts. Michael Fighdaims that
since the time of the Geonim and Maimonides, Jewish scholars have failed taa@prec
the rich mythic content of both Biblical and Midrashic texts. Rabbinic myths ¢end t
focus on the pathos of God and “His” (or “Her” we might say in relatidhtekhinalor
Ruahha-Kodeshparticipation in the suffering of the peogf Azzan Yadin explores

personifications of Scripture in the Midrashim of the Rabbi Ishmael “school,” adsl fi

465%E . UrbachThe Sages37-65.
466 E, UrbachThe Sages39.
467 G.F. Moore Judaism in the First Centuries of the Christiara ECambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1927, 1970).
468 Michael FishbaneThe Exegetical Imagination on Jewish Thought angoldgy(Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1998Introduction and 134and Biblical Myth and Rabbinic Mythmakin@xford:
Oxford University Press, 2003).
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potential connections to the literature of Qumran, Wisdom literature and sdgne ea
Church figures. He argues that, “Rabbi Ishmael’s conception of the persomifiptl&
may be linked to Ben Sira’s identification of Torah and Wisdom,” and makes a positive
comparison between the Torah as a mediator and Clement and Justin Martgref “rol
Nomos as a medium of revelatiot?

Daniel Boyarin goes even further in his explorations oMleenra “Word” of
God or Logos, which is also identified as Sophia or Wisdom (and thus potentially related
to personifiedRuahha-Kodeshalthough Boyarin does not specify thaf9.Boyarin
departs from the scholarly consensus that the various hypostases servesl tagpegto
distance the anthropomorphic actions from the transcendent God, and holds instead that
they should correctly be taken at face value, to represent an early &imftar of
Judaism in non-Rabbinic circlé$l He claims that many Jews, together with early
Christians, believed in a “second divine entity, God’s Word (Logos) or God’s Wisdom,
who mediates between the fully transcendent God and the material worldrdAarto
Boyarin, the recognition of an intermediary power, the Logos or Memrayaatipsted
in the Palestinian Targumim (but absent from Talmudic traditions), was catbsioler
many non-Rabbinic Jews a valid Jewish doctrine before there were clear besindari
between Judaism and Christianity as religions, or even a clear definiticgligioin” as a
separate category. By the fourth century, such dualism was seen as a heresy

(binitarianism, called the “worship of two powers” in Rabbinic writings) in Brdand a

469 Azzan YadinScripture as Logos-Rabbi Ishmael and the OriginMlinfrash (Philadelphia: University
of Pennsylvania Press, 2004), 174-175.
470 Daniel BoyarinBorder Lines112-127.
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defining doctrine of Christianity, and helped to define the “border lines” batthestwo
young religious tradition4/2 Boyarin finds evidence that some leading Tannaitic Rabbis
were attracted to the idea of Logos Theology, but that other Rabbis strgegtgdet as
a binatarian heresy, and that the latter became the dominant Rabbinic viewiimetog
the Babylonian Talmuéi3

J. Abelson had already addressed the Targumic prominence of the Mérea in
Immanence of Ggoand like Boyarin had concluded that the Fourth Gospel was
“thoroughly saturated with the Jewish Apocalyptic as well as the PalestinnmiRa
teachings in the first century A.D.” Furthermore he notes that the gesi¢val
commentator Nahanides insisted on the mystical importance of the Memra as much
more than a substitute term for God, but obscured its significance as a secie¢ doctr
known only to the cognosceritr As previously noted, Hellenistic Jewish writings often
drew parallels between Sophia and Lo§6®lIthough | do not find evidence thRuah
ha-Kodeshwas viewed as an intermediary power in Rabbinic literature, it clearlygscho
elements of Wisdom/Sophia, the active feminine numina identified with the Torah in

early Jewish thought.

471 Daniel BoyarinBorder Lines ibid.
472 Daniel BoyarinBorder Lines112-127. But see critique by Stuart Miller, whgealts that Boyarin
“recreates the rabbis in the image of the churttefs,” as “theologians who expend most of thdwr&d
struggling with complex issues such as ‘two povietseaven,” or as he calls the larger issue, ‘Logos
theology.” Miller argues that practice, rathertheomplex theology, engaged the rabbis. Stuartiferiyi
“Roman Imperialism, Jewish Self-Definition, and Ratic Society: Blayche'sudaea-Palaestina
Schwartz’'simperialism and Jewish Socieand Boyarin’Border LinesReconsidered,AJS Reviev81:2
(2007), 351-362. Quotations from page 360.
473 Daniel BoyarinBorder Lines 128-147. He finds hints of binatarian theologyoa Tannaim such as
Rabbi Akiba in such texts as .g. Baviagiga 14a and 15a.
474 Abelson Immanence of Go@hapter 8. He is not cited by Boyarin.
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A Third Possibility: Divine Metonyms as Literary Devices

By focusing exclusively on the Rabbis’ theological aims, though, scholars have
perhaps missed thiterary qualities of the metonyms for God. Michael Lodahl
(following Abelson) writes, “Shekhinah was a literary device, not unlike other
appellatives for, or attributes of, God which could be literarily personified érg not to
be ontologically hypostatisized”™ While acknowledging the attraction of theological
speculations based on Midrash and Aggadah, David Stern prefers to focus on the “literary
characterization” of God in Rabbinic teXfs.In referring to the&shekhinal{and one
could just as well extend this Ruahha-Kodesh Stern contends that “the Shekhinah
is...an inherently anthropomorphic figur&® Stern suggests that the question we might
ask is how the Rabbis characterize God, what type of “personalities” theyucohsit
him in various texts. The humanistic, anthropomorphic model was “the only model the
Rabbis found complex enough to portray God’s character-to communicate the full

complexity of His nature. 479

Since the Rabbis never articulated a systematic theology, we may nevef know i
they took their personifications of God literally. Like the ancient Greeks, tiodaply

combined a sense of credulity with some level of understanding that theer poet

475 Examples are found in the Wisdom of Solomon aedbiblical allegories of Philo. See Hengel,
Judaism and Hellenisni,70-171, Samuel Sandm@hilo of Alexandria(New York/Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1979), 94-101, Peter Schdfke, Mirror of His Beauty39-57.
476 Michael Lodahl Shekhinah/Spirjt52.
477 Stern Midrash and Theory-Ancient Jewish Exegesis anutéoporary Literary Studie¢Evanston,
lllinois: Northwestern University Press, 1996), 4h73-93.
478 Stern,Midrash and Theoryp. 81. This is very remniscent of Abelson’s deation, that “the immanent
God of Philo is a philosophical principle. The immeat God in Judaism is a person.” Abelson, 72.
479 Stern, ibid., 79.

218



descriptions of God were essentially literary in nature. Midrash Aggadakadieat
mythical sense of time and space (perhaps encompassing biblical tughttine
destruction of the Temple), in which such anthropomorphic depictions of God were
acceptabléso Here we may be informed by another Bakhtinian concept, the
“chronotope,” or “time-space” matrix, which includes the idea that concepta®find
space vary in different literary genres. For example, depictions of timgpacd have
different values in an ancient Greek adventure novel than in a chivalric roffance.
Midrash Aggadah creates a literary realm outside of ordinary spaegdirealm in
which the Bible is “eternally contemporary,” where the sages ibdlda-midrash
(study house) engage in dialogue with Ba Kol or Ruahha-Kodesh

In the words of Peter Schafer, “The Rabbis like to play with metaphors, and
sometimes it is difficult to decide how far they wish to go—in the degree atitdgiof
their metaphors as well as the degree to which these metaphors blur the lin@ betwee
image and reality#82 While a full evaluation of the myriad theories on hypostases is
beyond the scope of this work, it is clear that personifications of God and of God’s divine
gualities are an integral part of early Judaism and the surrounding religious and
philosophical traditions with which it interfaced. Clearly, too, Rabbinic Judaism did not
makeRuahha-Kodesha part of the Godhead, as it became in the Christian Trinity. In
Christianity,Ruahha-Kodestor Holy Spirit becomes part of God’s essence. In Judaism,

there is always a separation between the metonyms or qualities of God whichea#yer

480 Stern, ibid., 93-95.
481 Mikhail M. Bakhtin, The Dialogic Imagination84-151.
482 peter Schafefhe Mirror of His Beauty83.
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“become” God, so to spedk Given the overall Rabbinic emphasis on strict
monotheism, | am convinced that the Rabbis maintatethha-Kodeshasimageryfor
the divine, rather than assencef divinity. But that doesn’t mean that there is nothing
to be learned from the imagery itself. After all, there were many othebfggsys to
cite Scripture than to put it in the mouth of a feminine, personified force thabithal
source of prophetic inspiration. Through the particular choice and lgabha-Kodesh
as the divine voice in the Torah, the Rabbis emphasized the Torah’s inspirational, ironic,
dramatic, or emotional content.

The study of Aggadah is an intersection of literature, hermeneutics and theology
The literary techniques of the Rabbis have the potential to offer us insight into their
unarticulated theology. From a literary point of view, one can ask, “What is théfunct
of each divine personality in our texts?” and this question may lead to theological
understanding. | would suggest that the fatherly, caring, humanistic “Holyt(®@ssed
be He,” of the Rabb#84 answers the question “Does God care about us?” The Shekhinah,
who is described repeatedly as going to exile and suffering with the peoplaedf Is
might address the concern, “Is God still present with Bsf#hha-Kodeshand in other
ways, the Bat Kol) might be filling the need to know if God is still speaking to us,

inspiring, or guiding us. Its personified use in Rabbinic texts implies thagdnéte is.

483 Helmar RinggrenWord and Wisdoni92. SchafterThe Mirror of His Beauty263, fn. 17.
484 This “fatherly” image is found more in the Badijpra fn. 445.
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“Materiality”

Assertations of the “materiality” dRuahha-Kodeshare prominent in some
secondary sourcé8> What actually impressed me the the most about the
“personification” ofRuahha-Kodeshs thelack of imagery with which it is associated
(cf. the figure of Wisdom in ProverbsRuahha-Kodeshs personified, but
overwhelmingly through the faculty of speech. She (more on her gender beloes to
life, but as the divine voice of Torah.

| have already noted that the “appearances” in court (Bavli Makkot 23a ektal.) a
focused on textual quotations attributedRioahha-Kodeshso one need not imagine a
literal appearance. The notion that because people “saRumfiha-Kodesht was a
kind of light seems unfoundég Likewise the many selections we have reviewed where
Ruahha-Kodestwas kindled ifitsnetsa in an individual need not mean a literal spark.
Abelson suggests for Leviticus Rabbah 1:1, that vikweahha-Kodeshrested upon
Phinehas...his face glowed (lit. burn&d,arot) like torches” suggests that a literal light
shown from him. But in the context of the passage it seems simply that Rabbi Simon is
trying to creatively justify the use of the word “mal’akh” (messehgaich can also
mean “angel,” by saying that Phinehas had an angelic appearance.

In Leviticus Rabbah 8:2, the comments on Samson’s hair’s clanging togkéher i
a bell have the quality of a tall tale. Whether the Rabbinic authorities tooktthese

literally (which seems very unlikely), it does not imply that they supposedihRugh

485 Abelson, 212-223, cited extensively in W.D.Davieaul and Rabbinic Judaisnm84-185, although
Davies doesn't find all the references “convincing.
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ha-Kodeshtself made a sound. When Ben Zoma says (Baatjighh 15a) that the
“Spirit of God was hovering over the face of the wétera dove hovers over her
young,” that is the language of metaphonm@sha) not a claim that it literally takes the
form of a dove (in contrast to Matthew 3:15). The texts on “drawing fontisham
sha’avy Ruahha-KodesHrom the Temple &imlat Beit ha-Sho’evare using a play on
words to indicate that the Temple provided the source of inspiration for the people, not
saying that th&kuahha-Kodestwas a physical substance to be pulled out of a well.
Finally, Leviticus Rabbah 15:2, tiiuahha-Kodeslrests on each prophe¢-mishkal
“by weight,” (better: by measure), need not insinuate that we can put gecaleaand
weigh it. In all cases, the imagery associated Rithhha-Kodeshmakes more sense in
a metaphorical way than insisting that it refers to a concrete “méietial

Nonetheless, such images as light, sparks, water, or doves can have import and
meaning as literary motifs or metaphors for the nature of Spirit. What shoulddakeimot
the examples above is not a literal materialism in Rabbinic thought, but rather the
imagery that they chose to use in association Rithhha-Kodeshlt enlightens, it helps
a person “see” the bigger picture, it can be the “spark” or a moment or make a person
glow with enthusiasm. It is life-giving and plentiful as water, but sonwetafiust be
made to draw it forth, and so on. Many of these are similar to metaphors used for the
Torah, thus strengthening the Wisdom-ToRtmhha-Kodeskconnection. This is not to

say that no one in the Rabbinic or Medieval period took Aggadot literally (we have

486 See Abelson’s comment on Bavli Megillah 14a, Lievs Rabbah 9:9, etc. Abelson, 215-216.
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Maimonides testimony that many did), but overall the us&uahha-Kodestdo not

point in the direction of literalism or materialism.

The Role of Gender

The Hebrew Bible depicts YHWH as a “male” G¥dnd | have noted the
fatherly qualities and masculine gender of the Rabbinic descriptions of the Crely
blessed be he.” In subsequent traditional Jewish usage, such as the liturgy, God i

addressed in the masculine gender.

Ruahis one of the rare Hebrew words that can have both masculine and feminine
gender, but in Rabbinic use it is overwhelmingly in the feminine gei¢iénterestingly,
this is recognized in Ecclesiastes Rabbah 7:40:
“Behold, this | have found,” says Kohelet (Ecclesiastes 7:2He Merb “says”
(amra) is feminine] whereas in another passage it is masculindéf@miah said:
“It alludes to Ruah ha-Kodesh which is sometimes used as masculine and
sometimes as feminine.”
Despite this assertioRuahha-Kodeshs used almost exclusively with feminine verbs in

Rabbinic texts, and so | have followed suit by using feminine pronouns for “her.” By

contrast, the Christian Holy Spirit came to have masculine associ®Rimmasnan Greek

487 Richard Elliott Friedman\Who Wrote th@&ible, p. 35. Raphael Patdihe Hebrew Goddesshird
Enlarged Edition, (Detroit;: Wayne State Universtess, 1990), 28-30.

489Ithough modern Hebrew dictionaries list the wostb@th masculine and feminine (eBantam-
Megiddo Hebrew-English Dictionant975), it is rarely used in masculine form ie Bible, Brown,

Driver, Briggs,Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testam&896 edition, 924, and always feminine
in Rabbinic Hebrew, Marcus Jastro8gfer Milim Judaica Treasury, 1971, 2004, 1498.
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is neuter, but is used with masculine pronouns in the New Testament and Christian
Trinitarian theology#%0

Grammatical gender, however, is not the same as imagery or persmmificat
Ruahha-Kodeshloes not attain the same feminine personification attributed to Wisdom
in Proverbs or to th8hekhinahn later Medieval Kabbalah. However, | have noted its
connection to theWisdom/Hbkhmalfi traditions and will shortly explore its frequent
interchange with the Shekhinah in Babylonian texts. There is at least amneveit
femininity for Ruahha-Kodesh

Indeed, many divine metonyms or terms for the “immanence” of God in Rabbinic
literature are in the feminin&hekhinah, Ruaha-Kodesh, Bat KoRaphael Patai
contends that this is no coincidence, for the Goddess worship of ancient Isréet was
historical foundation for later Rabbinic and Kabbalistic ideas about the Shekkitta a
feminine, immanent Divine Presence, so that “contrary to the generally beidtkie
religion of the Hebrew and the Jews was never without at least a hint of the feiminine
its God-concept ...[although] At times...the female element in the deity wasiedlg
pushed into the backgrountf? In addition to the&shekhinahhe notes many other

important “feminine numina,”Bat Kol, Torah, Zion, etc.) with the most prominent

490 According to Susan Ashbrook Harvey, Holy Spiritsarmost often understood to be feminine in early
Syriac literature (prior to 400 CE). “It was refedrto as “She,” because the Syriac noun for spirdita —
related to the Hebrewah — is grammatically feminine....In Syriac literatuthe grammatical gender of
the nounruha led to a feminine identification of the Holy Spirenhanced by various images used to
describe Her activity that were clearly feminindtifluenced by evolving Church theology, around €I
the usages changed to masculine. S.A. Harvey, ‘ffamilmagery for the Divine: The Holy Spirit, the
Odes of Solomon, and Early Syriac Tradition,” Siadimir’'s Theological Quarterly 37 (1993), 111-139.
492 Raphael Patallhe Hebrew Goddess, Third Enlarged Edit{@etroit, Wayne State University Press,
1990), 279.
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among thenRuahha-Kodesh?24Other scholars, however, see a discontinuity between the
goddesses of old and the Kabbalistic Shekhinah as the “female aspect of GodirhEphr
Urbach stresses that the Rabbinic Shekhinah utterly lacks the femingeryni@aund in

the Biblical Wisdom or the Kabbal&Pe Peter Schafer notes that while the term is in the
feminine gender, it is conspicuously devoid of female personifications sudawaghter”

or “sister,” which in Rabbinic literature are far more likely to belaited to the people

of Israel or to Ziort?6 The term Shekhinahis continuous and always in feminine

gender, but the associations of the concept continued to evolve and change over time.
Although the path from biblical Wisdom to Kabbalistic Shekhinah remains a subject of
debate#97 | think that the feminine gender Buah ha-Kodeshnd theShekhinaldo hold
some significance in Rabbinic literature. The fact that YHWH igmedeto exclusively

in the masculine gender has perpetuated a masculine identity which led to botiidRabbi
images of a fatherly “Holy One” as well as the Christian “God thledfd Meanwhile,

the words for God’s Spirit and Presence are given exclusively femiamdegin

Rabbinic writingst?8 Even thought the feminity ®duahha-KodestandShekhinatwere

not fully articulated here, the consistant feminine terminology held the foataer

494 patai,The Hebrew Goddes86-111, 277. Patai might agree with Urbach’s tusions about the lack
of personification of the Shekhinah in the earsigata of Rabbinic literature; however, he fetittthe
gender-specific and personified attributes of thekiinah became stronger in later Rabbinic texts.
Examples include Pesikta Rabbati 139a
495 Ephraim UrbachThe Sages64-65.
496 peter Schafefhe Mirror of His Beauty83-86.
497 peter Schafefhe Mirror of His Beautycontends that the concept of the Shekhinah inBhhiric
Kabbalah was influenced by"1Zentury Catholic Marianism, as opposed to GersBaholem, who
stressed Gnostic influences [Scholdnajor Trends in Jewish Mysticis(hew York: Schoken, 1995)].
498 The Rabbis, unlike Philo did not “assign masctyimd one, and femininity to the other, aspecthef t
godhead,” [referring to Logos and Wisdom, respetyivbut the different grammatical genders thaythe
used “inevitably pointed in the direction of a sakdifferentiation” which remained “latent” in Talrdic
Judaism but emerged in the Kabbalah. Raphael FémiHebrew Goddes$11.
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developments, and the increasing association of the two terms (more on this below)
contributed to their personification and to their mutually reinforcing #stsmas with

Wisdom and divinity.

Divine Metonyms Interacting

Throughout my review of texts, | have noted passages in which more than one
divine metonyms appear in the same story, including the “court scenesbddscr
previously. Here | offer some additional and particularly well-developed @rarof
this phenomenon.

Yerushalmi Sanhedrin 10:2 (28b) discusses the “wicked” kings of Israel
(including those who “have no portion in the world to come”), It describes King Ahaz as
wanting to starve the people of Israel of 8feekhinahn their midst by closing the
synagogues and schools. He plots:

If there are no children [learning in school], there will be narfled] adults, if

there are no adults, there will be no sages, if there are ns, shgee will be no

prophets; if there are no prophets, there will bé&knahha-Kodeshif there is no

Ruahha-Kodeshthere will be no synagogues and schoolhouses—as it were...in

that case as it were, the Holy One, blessed be he, will nbisi&hekhinahrest

upon Israel.

This passage is interesting because it includes three different divinegymston
Ruahha-Kodeshere represents the power of prophecy. It is interesting that the prophets
are the precondition fdRuahha-Kodeshand not the opposite. This aggadah gives the
impression that one must be learned and trained to be a prophet before rétealing

ha-KodeshRuahha-KodesHeads to synagoguelsdtei knesiygtand school houses or

houses of studyb@tei midrashgt These lead to the Holy One, blessed be He causing his
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presence, thBhekhinahto rest, upon Israel. The verb for “causing to resiighrehis
related to shorah or “resting,” which is often used \Wtlahha-Kodeshn other
passages. HeRuahha-Kodeshs presented as means of bringing $trekhinah.

Leviticus Rabbah 6:1, comments on Levicitus 5:1, “If a person incurs guilt—
when he has heard a public imprecation and—although able to testify as ne who has
either seen of learned of the matter—he does not give information, so he is subject to
punishment.” This passage offers the striking imageuzthha-Kodeshas the defense
attorney for Israel, speaking to the people and “the Holy One, blessed be Heri each i
turn.

[The same is indicated by the verse:] “Be not a witnesssiggour neighbour
without cause,” etc. (Proverbs 24:28). “Be not a witness... without ceefees to
Israel, even as it is said, “You are My witnesses, saysdn@, and | am God”
(Isaiah 43:12). “Against your friend” means the Holy One, blessddiebas it is
said, “Your own friend, and your father's friend, forsake not” (Proverbs 27:10). . .

R. Aha said: “That [Scriptural passage] repres&uahha-Kodeshas [Israel's]
defender ganigorig), addressing an appeal first to one and then to another. It says
to Israel, ‘Be not a witness... without cause [would you mislead wathr
speech?’ (Proverbs 24:28)], and afterwards it says to the Holy One, blessed be He
‘Say not: | will do to him as he has done to Me [l will pay thannwhat he
deserves.” (Proverbs 24:29)]. . .

Reuben knew some evidence in favour of Sinfé&®aid Simeon to him: “Will

you come and give this evidence for me?” He answered: “Yebénthe went
before the Judge, Reuben withdrew. To the latter desh ha-Kodeshsay:
“Deceive not with your lips”; after you beguiled him with your lipsid let him

go to court, you withdrew. On the morrow there arises occasion fago®iro

give evidence on behalf of Reuben. Should Simeon do as Reuben had done to
him? [To thisRuahha-Kodesheplies]: “Say not: | will do to him as he hath done

to me; | will render to the man according to his deed.”

499 Reuben and Simeon are names used to illustrapéchtycases, like “John Doe.”
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In this particular “courtroom drama” passaBeahha-Kodeshs personified, but
not strictly a metonym for God, because it is represented as separateddym
independently addressing the Holy One, blessed be He and Israel in turn, as if.in cour
Burton Visotzky clarifies that the original term was the Griggtus saneggra Roman
official who mediated fiscal disputes between the emporer and the geeasairy. He
notes that the prophet, possesseRudhha-Kodeshwould classically mediate between
the God and the peopt® The Midrashic passage here represBuighha-Kodestas a
mediator between God and the people, while quoting a verse from the Writings. The
verses from Proverbs refer to relationships between human peers, and in fact tsa Midra
here calls the Holy One Israel’s “friend.” The continuation of the passagjaysiRuah
ha-Kodeshthe divine voice in scripture, speaking the very same verses to two human
participants as it did to the Holy One and Israel.

This recalls the New Testament concept of Holy Spirit as “paraclete’vocatd
(John 14:15-16, Romans 8:36-37 and 8:33), although another Greek-derived word,
“sanegorid is used here. Elsewhere, in—perhaps polemical—contrast to the New
Testament, Rabbinic texts also show a person’s good deeds or repetestmoeai
advocating aspraklit” (paraclete) on his behalf; e.g. Mishnah Avot 4:11, Bavli Shabbat
32a, Bavli Baba Batra 10a. That choice of deeds and repentance as “advoce¢ssadipla
emphasis on the saving power of deeds over faith.

Also in Leviticus Rabbah, 27:2, three examples of hypostatization inté€feet:

Holy One, blessed be He, tBat Kol,andRuahha-KodeshTheir interaction is placed in

500 Burton Visotzky Golden Bells137 and fn: “The Greek phradiscus sanegolis abbreviated a#
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a typical homiletic form, which begins with one verse and weaves its way back to a
starting verse (which in this case is the last verse in this excerpt).:

R. Tanluma began his discourse with the text, “Who has a claim on me from
before, that | should repay him? Whatever is under the whole heaw@nas
[Mi hikdimani va-ashalem? Tahkol ha-shamayim li hiJob 41:3)].

This applies to a bachelor who lives in a province and gives wagesibes and
teachers. Of him the Holy One, blessed be He, says: “It iSIéoto pay him his
recompense and reward and to give him a male child.” R. JereorabfR.
Eleazar observed: “Aat Kol will in the future cry aloud [burst fortHjhiyot
mefotsets¢on the top of the mountains and say: ‘Whoever has done with God let
him come and receive his rewaéf@®'hence it is written, “Now it will be said to
Jacob and to Israel: ‘(Look) What God has done!” (Numbers 23:23)

Ruahha-Kodeslsays2 “Who has a claim on me? And yet | shall repay him!”
[meaning:] “Who offered praise to Me before | gave him breath? WHorpesd
circumcision in My name before | gave him a male child? Wiaolena parapet
for My sake before | gave him a roof? Who made a mezuzahymake before |
gave him a house? Who made a sukkah for My sake before | gavednn?
Who prepared a lulav for My sake before | gave him money? Who friages
for My sake before | gave him a tallit? Who set apatah [unharvested corners
for the poor] for My sake before | gave him a field? Who settapanmah
[offerings for the priests] for My sake before | gave him asthireg-floor? Who
set asiddnallah [the dough offering] for My sake before | gave him dough? Who
set aside an offering for me before | gave him cattle?icdet is written, “When
a bullock, or a sheep, or a goat is born, then...from the eighth dapravatd it
may be accepted for an offering. (Leviticus 22:27)”

Again, there are three divine figures speaking in this passage, although not
speaking directly to one another as in other selections. Each offers a diésponse to

Rabbi Tanlhma’s opening verse from Job. The Holy One, blessed be He, speaks in

sanegor and garbled in the manuscript variants and pelsall

501Based on Isaiah 40:9 (Soncino note). Burton Vispt@olden Bells and Pomegranatd=i2: “Who

has labored with God? All who labored with God, @oamd receive reward,” and points out that thés is
Midrashic pun. The verse in Numbers ermdah pa’al El(what God has labored), which the Midrash reads
imaginatively asni pa’alim El, “Who has labored with God?”

502 Reading the same proof text slightly differentlixie Soncino translation offers, “Or is it the Holy
Spirit that says?”
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original words, giving a rather humanistic, personal interpretation textenheBat Kol
is charged with delivering a powerful heavenly message at some futur@nmessie.
(I explore the distinctive features of the various personifications in more itetfad next
section.)Ruahha-Kodesmow enters the conversation, not only quoting Scriptures, but
expounding on them rather extensively and uncharacteristically. Or adigrfrat is
more likely that the homilist himself here interprets the meaning dRtlaé ha-Kodesh
scriptural speech. He speaks in the first person, speaking from God’s vievgibint a
were. On the surface, this is merely further exposition of the verse. Yaifke
abundance of examples, so passionately delivered, can be read as the hokiigstipic
whereRuahha-KodesHeft off, and himself taking on the voice of the divine in the
dialogic process. She inspires him to speak for God, much as she inspired the biblical
prophets.

Another example of hypostatizations interacting can be found in Pesikta Rabbati
3:4. There is a long discussion of The Holy One, blessed be He, removing andgestorin
Ruahha-Kodesto Jacob. At first, it is clear that the first sens®o&hha-Kodestas the
spirit of prophecy is meant. But th®uahha-Kodeslassumes the status of a
hypostatization, in an interpretation attributed to Rabbi (Judah ha-Nasi): “Thé&Hely
blessed be he, said Ruahha-Kodesh‘baragil, baragil’ even when you stand on your
feet, go and instruct Jacob to give the birthright to Ephraim.” The same passage off
creative reading of the unusual constructiam-anokhi tirgalti le-Efraim (Hosea 11:3,

translated in the JPS as, “I have pampered Ephraim”), as “| f&wgakha-Kodesho

503 And as the Soncino translation reads by insettimganing” in brackets.
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‘foot it’ (riggalti) back to Jacob [from whom it had departed] so that he could bless
Ephraim.”04 A parallel tradition, is found in Genesis Rabbah 97, with Rabbi Samuel bar
Nahman as the tradep>

Visotsky contends that the different names for God “refledbbirac
concretizations of the concepts of God’s immanence and transceriéi&rieach of the
hypostatizations has its own distinct features, and they aretismsenterchanged for

one another, as | will explain in the next two sections of this chapter.

Distinctive Features ofRuah ha-Kodeshin Comparison to Other Feminine Figures

Ruahha-Kodeshis sometimes interchanged with the te8hekhinahespecially
in the Bavli (and more rarely with the “Holy One, blessed be He,” anBah&oP07).
We have already seen the B@&t Kolwas described as a “replacement” wRerahha-
Kodesh‘departed.” But the divine metonyms are not completely identical. Here | note
the characteristics which distinguiRuahha-Kodestrom other feminine divine

metonyms, particularly her method of speech.

504 Braude, Pesikta Rabbati, 78-79, who finds theafistoot it speedily” in early manuscripts.

505 There are different versions of this section iifedént editions of Genesis Rabbah. According to
Freedman (Soncino Midrash Rabbabh), this chapfeuisd in the Vatican Manuscript Codex 30.

506 Burton Visotzky,Golden Bells138.

507 E.g. in the various “courtroom scenes” in the oas chapter.
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Ruah ha-Kodesh and Bat Kol

TheBat Koltends to make short declarations which only occasionally incorporate
Scriptural quotations. Its most common roles are proclaiming the merits atimals or
declaring that someone has a place in the world to cdfghese are usually introduced
by the formula (almost never used Rwahha-Kodes)pll, “a heavenly voice went forth
and said” yatstah Bat Kol ve-amrait12 The case in which thgat Kol “cries out”(and
not in a scriptural quotation) was already noted in Genesis Rabbah 85:12, in a story in
which it is interchanged fdRuahha-KodeshTheBat Kol usually seems distant,
detached, and lacking tivespirationalquality of Ruahha-Kodeshlt is the divine voice
without the animating breath that is integraRiwahha-KodeshA characteristic contrast
of the two terms was noted in the discussion of Lamentations Rabbah 1:50, after an
account of a Miriam bat Tanim, a woman who let her seven sons be killed as martyrs in
Roman times. At her death, ‘Bat Kol goes forth and proclaims, ‘A joyful mother of
children’ (Psalms 13:9); arlluahHa-Kodestcries out, ‘For these things | weep.” (The
Bat Koldoes speak in scripture in this instance, but for the limited purpose of declaring
Miriam bat Tankim’s merit.)

The differences betwedtuahha-Kodeshand theBat Kolthen, are readily

apparent:

510 E g. Bavli Shabbat 61b, Eruvin 13b, Mo’ed Katan 9a
511 Except in later Midrashim such as Numbers Rablyah. 1

512Kris Lindbeck, Doctoral DissertatioBtory and Theology: Elijah’s Appearences in the\Batian
Talmud Jewish Theological Seminary, 1999, 137-142.
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Ru'ah ha-Kodesh must...be distinguished from the bat kol, or heavenly voice.
Both are, in some sense, a revelation of the divine, but their maalgtionh and
relative importance differ. The bat kol is an artificial elem@ictured literally as
a heavenly voice, and not always accepted as halakhically detevaifseee BM
59a, where the pronouncements of a bat kol are rejected). Rarbdesh, on
the other hand, works through man as divine inspiration, and is theologically
incontrovertible.’s13
TheBat Kolis not described as “proclaiming good newsjévasergt a term
unique toRuahha-Kodeshlin several instances, tBat Kol speaks in formulae parallel
to theRuahha-KodeslH(recalling the view of Urbach, above), but these are so rare as to
be the exception that proves the rule. In all of these cases, we find Batkiof) ke
Ruahha-Kodeshas it were, because of the preponderance of such references to the latter
personification. For example, there are nearly a hundred refereriRealiba-Kodesh
“crying out” (tsovalat) across Rabbinic literature (including the Mekhilta of Rabbi
Ishmael, the Yerushalmi and all Aggadic Midrash), but just a handful of instances in
which other personifications cry ous¢valat) as well: theBat Kol, Midat ha-Din(the
divine quality of Judgment)sedakat{Justice, and everGehennal{hell) 514 Ruahha-
Kodeshis the model, establishing the formula which the others follow.
The Bat Kol also “responds” on the modeRafahha-Kodeshforms of

heshival on a very few occasions: in Bavli Pesal®4a and Bavli ldgigah 13a (and

repeated in the Yalkut Shim‘oni on Isaiah) to Nebuchadnezzar:

513alan Unterman, Ruahha-Kodestt EJ. The last sentence could be true in theohgmspeaking of the
classical prophets, but is not really a salieneaspfRuahha-Kodeshn Rabbinic Aggadah.

5141n some cases quoting Scripture, but generalllg witginal words: see Justideledakatin Gen.

Rabbah 43:3 and Yalkut Shim’oni Parashat Lekh-Leki@Bat Kolin Gen. Rabbah 85:12 (as explored in
the previous chapteridat ha-Dinin Eccl. Rabbah 10:TGehennatin Tantuma Parashat Metsora 1:1.
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It is taught: R. Johanan b. Zakkai said: What answer di@#hé<ol give to that
wicked one, when he said: | will ascend above the heights ofdbhds;l1 will be
like the Most High? ABat Kolwent forth and said to him: “O wicked man, son of
a wicked man, grandson of Nimrod, the wicked, who stirred the wholel werl
rebellion against Me by his rule. How many are the years aof?r&@venty, for it
is said: The days of our years are threescore years and &reroby reason of
strength fourscore years. But the distance from the earthetéirmament is a
journey of five hundred years, and the thickness of the firmamerjpigrzey of
five hundred years, and likewise [the distance] between one firntaane the
other. . .”

TheBat Kol continues with a lengthy and detailed description of the celestial realm and

its inhabitants. This is a strikingly un-characteristic speech fdahéol, as it is very

long and mixes original speech with more than one Biblical quotation. It is docate

pericope about mystical teachings such as the “Word of the Chariot,aaftaming not

to occupy oneself with lofty secrets of the universe. The only other time tHaat el

is said to “respond” is in Esther Rabbah 9:2 after Haman prepares the gallowenids i

for Mordechai:
A Bat Kol responded to him: “For you is the tree fitting: the treelbeen made
ready for you from the six days of creation.” The teachersablyl®n say: “How
do we know about Haman from the Torah? Because it Blaysjin ha’ets—have

you...from the tree” (Genesis 3:11), which is interpreteldasan ha’et{Haman
the tree).

Here theBat Kol does not quote the Torah, although a proof text follows. | noted
in the previous chapter that “responds” (variationseshival are found in abundance
for Ruahha-Kodesls communications in Tannaitic texts, so the verb’s limited uses for
theBat Kolin later texts may be modeled on the former.

There are other rare occasions thatBheKol spoke &mra) with a scriptural

guotation, e.g. Bavli Erubin 21b, Bavli Rosh Hashanah 21b and Bavli Yoma 22b. It
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seems significant that these are all in the Bavli, in which the Reratmha-Kodeshs
sometimes put aside f&@hekhinahor here foBat Kol This may possibly be a deliberate
editorial move to downplay the role Buahha-KodeshHowever, the overwhelming
majority of Bat Kol references are not Scriptural quotations. Furthermore, it is not too
fine a distinction to note that the Bat Kol “spokair(ra) while Ruahha-Kodeshalmost
always “is speaking"dmeret) This might suggest that tiBat Kols pronouncements are
located in the past (or rarely the messianic future, as in Levitcus Rabbafti2at & to
say, they are conceived of taking place as discrete events in linear bhileeywards of

the Ruahha-Kodeshthe words of scripture, are “eternally contemporary.” True, the past
tense heshivah(responded) was noted in certain exampléRu@Ehha-Kodeslspeaking

in Tannaitic literature. But there is also a move in the Amoraic liter&durame the
statements of thRuahha-Kodesheven though depicted in their Biblical settings, in the
active participle, as if to say that the words of Scripture are ever présesitoperative

in the contemporary Rabbinic world.

Ruah ha-Kodeshandthe Shekhinah

Some scholars completely equate $trekhinalandRuahha-KodeshPatai
writes that theShekhinatandRuahha-Kodeshwere used synonymously in the
Talmudic Period. When, therefore a Talmudic teacher speaks of the Holy Spirity he ma
as well have used the term Shekhingh.Similarly, Urbach held that there is “no

difference whatsoever between ‘Shekhina’ and ‘Heavenly Voice’; they are both

515 patai,The Hebrew Goddes&05.
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alternative expressions for ‘the holy spirit’ that speaks out of the language of
Scripture.?16 | question these broad contentions.

The Shekhinah, which functions most liReahha-Kodeshand is most
interchanged with it, is largely a silent presence. At times, Rabbkignete that the
Shekhinah “spoke” (repeatedly with Moses, or rarely with the rest of sramit they
do notquotethe Shekhinah actively as speaking except in rare insta¥$dss for
“speaking,” there is one reference: in Mishnah Sanhedrin 6:5 (carried forwattient
Bavli Sanhedrin 46a and Yerushalmi 6:23/48a, also in Baadji¢thh 14b), Rabbi Meir
asks, “When a person is distress, what words does the Presence 8hékiairfahsay
(mah lashon omerg As it were Ki-ve-yakha): ‘My head is in pain, my arm is in pain.”
The phrasing “what words does she say” and especially the phrase “as ifalboeigh
removed in the Bavli and Yerushalmi) suggests that Rabbi Meir is simphgshg
Shekhinaltieels for the suffering individual, rather than suggesting actual speech on her
part.

There is one case of tihekhinatflamenting” (meyaleleXin Bavli Sotah 5a

(echoed in the later Yalkut Shimo’ni on Psalms), R. Eleazar is quoted ag, S&yer

516 Urbach,The Sages4. He then brings the passage from Lev. RabbiamévhichRuahha-Kodesh
acts as defense attorney for Israel as a rathelipgzroof text, since it doesn’t mention the Shiekah.
517 Bavli Shabbat 87a. And this is a biblical refemnuot referring to the figure &hekhinatin the
Rabbinic present, but using it as a substitute fernGod or the Lord. An unusual example is in Bav
Bekhorot 8a: “All animals copulate with their facsgainst the back [of the female], except threeciwvh
copulate face to face, and these are a fish, rmgha@erpent. And why are these three different®/hen
R. Dimi came [from Palestine] he said: In the Westlestine] it was said: Because the Divine Presenc
(Shekhinhahspoke with them [in the Bible].” This seems tothe substitution oc§hekhinalor God,
perhaps out of a sense of delicacy because ofithject matter.

518 As mentioned in the Literature Review, Abelson fgapdix, 377-378) contends that both Ruah Ha-
Kodesh and the Shekhinah are said to communicatsayjng, crying, lamenting, and answering.” Intfac
Ruah ha-quodesh is not used with “lamenting&yalelet nor theShekhinatwith “crying” (tsovatat) or
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every man in whom is haughtiness of spirit 8reekhinaHaments iheyalele); as it is
said 6he-ne’emar. But the haughty He knows from afar.” (Psalms 138:6). The term
meyaleleicry or howl) is not used witRuahHa-Kodeshfurthermore, the biblical
guotation here is not put in ti&hekhinals mouth, but a standard midrashic form for
guoting Scripture is used. Thus, the passage paints a pictureSifekieinalcrying and
mourning, but not necessarily speaking words. An unusual case in which the Shekhinah
speaks words of farewell to the Temple (not scriptural verses) is found entaions
Rabbah, Prologue 25, in which RabbiagAéays, “When the Shechinah went forth from
the Temple, [she] returned and embraced and kissed its walls and pillars, and was
weeping and sayind¢khah ve-omergt'O be in peace, my Temple, O be in peace, my
royal residence, O be in peace, my beloved house! O peace, from now onward let there
be peace!”” This may well be the “exception that proves the rule” for verbassipns
by the Shekhinah, but it does not have the tygRealhha-Kodestunction of speaking
in scripture21® These limited examples of the Shekhinah speaking are from the Bavli or
Amoraic Midrash. As the Shekhinah begins to be substituteRiufahha-Kodeshsee
below), she takes on some of the characteristi€uahha-Kodeshincluding
personification and even—although rarely—speech.

Unlike the Shekhinah or thgat Kol, Ruahha-Kodestspeaks overwhelmingly in
scripture, with sometimes a word of explanation to guide the reader to how fteracri

guotation is to be interpreted. At the same time Rwethha-Kodeshmay be

answeringheshival,” and the examples of the Shekhinah “sayirgghére} something or lamenting
(meyalelex are explained here as falling short of full-fledgspoken communications, except in one case.
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interchanged for Scripture or Torah, it retains its quality as a hypositatifar God, and
never loses its connotations of “prophecy” and “divine inspiration.” The definition, “the

divine voice in scripture,” captures all three of these elements.

The Interchangeof Ruah ha-Kodeshand the Shekhinah

As described in the Literature Review, scholars have long noted thénarigec
of Ruahha-Kodeslwith theShekhinahn a number of texts. George Foot Moore writes:
In Jewish literature also the “holy spirit” frequently o in connections in
which ‘the Presence’ (shekhinah) is elsewhere employed, withnyugjparent
difference in meaning; but the fact that within a certaingeathe terms are
interchangeable is far from warranting the inference thdthshah and ruh[sic]
ha-Kodesh were identified in conception. In the Jewish thought of timitec]
time, the specific function of the holy spirit was the inspiratioprophecy or of
Scripture, differing in this respect from the Old Testamentwa$f as from
Christian usagé22
| would agree thaRuahha-Kodeshand theShekhinalare oftendentified,but not
identical | will now examine several examples of this interchange and consiteref t
are any further conclusions to be drawn about its significance.
It is in the Bavli that one finds a tendency to substituteStiekhinatfor previous
uses oRuahHa-Kodeslor for formulae elsewhere used wRtnahha-Kodesh.

Nevertheless, the Bavli does not endowS$hekhinalwith Ruahha-Kodesls scripture-

guoting forumulae. Th8hekhinahs now said to “rest” (shorah) on individuals, and

519 The Shekhinah does speak more in later, Medievaiadhim, such as Midrash Mishle 47a.Quoted by
Patai,The Hebrew Goddes$06.
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advice is given for how to merit this experience. “Biekhinalrests only on a wise
man, a strong man, a wealthy man, and a tall man” (Bavli Shabbat 92a), or “the
Shekhinahlriests [upon man] neither in indolence nor in gloom nor in frivolity nor in
levity, nor in vain pursuits, but on in rejoicing connected with a religious act...” (Bavli
Pesaim 117a). Sometimes the two terms are combined with this new use: “The
ShekhinatandRuahha-Kodeshare not with you” (Bavli Berachot 31b), or “No priest
would be asked to inquire of the Urim and Thumim unless he spok&wéthha-
Kodeshand theShekhinalrested on him” (Bavli Yoma 73b). Note that in the latter
example, both figures must be presentRuidhha-Kodeshs the speaking partner.

The Shekhinahs said to “depart’r{istalkal) from Jacob in Bavli Pesah 56a,
just as (and using the same teRujahha-Kodeshs said to depart from him in the
Aggadic Midrash. The entire “Miriam’s Prophecy” is brought down in Bavli Sotah 11a,
but the expressioRuahha-Kodeshs changed t&hekhinahit is now theShekhina and
not Ruahha-Kodestwho is beating before Samson like a bell (Bavli Sotah 9b), in a
comment to Judges 13:25, which referRt@hYHWH stirring or “beating” within him
(lefa’amg. (And as noted previously, the four occasions wBanKol quotes scripture in
Ruahha-KodesHashion are in the Bavli as well.)

Bavli Pesalm 117a is an excellent example of the interchange and combination
of different figures. First, King David writes psalms when$&ekhinalirests” shorah
upon him, and “this teaches you that 8teekhinahiests [upon man] neither in indolence

nor in gloom nor in frivoloity nor in levity, nor in vain pursuits, but on in rejoicing

522 George Foot Mooregludaism in the First Centuries of the Christian Ef&ihe Age of the Tannaim
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connected with a religious act...” (reminiscent of Yerushalmi Sukkah 5:1 and the
Simkhat Beit ha-Sho’evatraditions of receivindqRuahha-Kodestas the result of

religious joy or the traditions that Solomon composed the writings under the irflaénc
Ruahha-Kodesh This tradition is brought in the Bavli as a Beraitah, but the interchange
of Shekhinahor Ruahha-Kodeslsuggests a later dating, concurrent with other
substitutions oShekhinalior Ruahha-KodeshLater on the same page of Talmud (and
also as a BeraitaljuahHa-Kodeshreturns and participates in the “reciprocal” Hallel
(noted in Chapter 3) featuring various Biblical characters, who each ask God to save
them using the biblical verse, “not unto us, not unto us, (Psalms 115:1)"RulaleHa-
Kodeshresponds with another verse, “for mine own sake, for mine own sake, will | do it”
(Isaiah 48:11)

There seem to be too many examples of this sort to attribute the change to
“copyist errors.323There appears to be a deliberate move in the text of the Bavli from
RuahHa-Kodesho Shekhinahn many (although not all) instances. Shekhinah adopts
many of the characteristics Biahha-Kodesh-except for her key marker of speech.

She is present with people, rests upon them, even inspires them, but does not (usually)
speak.

There may be polemical reasons underlying the substitution. Since veerdlrarf

with many of the earlier versions of the same traditions and forms, we mightatpe

(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 199B5), 437.

523 Alan Unterman,“Ru’alHa-Kodesh,” (EJ) notes: “There are a number afstéxwhich the two terms
Ru’ahha-Kodesh and Shekhinah are found interchangddferent versions. . .This interchange may be
due to the fact that though Ru’ah-Kodesh and Shekhinah are conceptually distiney; are identical
over a certain range and are both sometimes us&daéght synonyms for God. G. F. Moore, however,
considers the exchange of terms to be mainly theltref copyists' errors.”
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that the editorial switch frorRuahha-Kodesto Shekhinalsignals a desire to de-
emphasize the role of prophecy, while maintaining other aspeRisabfha-Kodeshn
the guise of the Shekhinah and her silent presence. | have earlier noted tlzafitise B
known for statements that minimize the role of prophecy, such as “From the day the
[first] Temple was destroyed prophecy was taken from the prophets and gitien to t
Sages...from the time the Temple was destroyed prophecy was taken frompthetpr
and given to fools and children” (Bavli Baba Batra 12a-b). Note also the fanooysft
“Aknai’'s Oven” (Bavli Baba Metsia 58b-60b), in which the divine intervention oBidue
Kol is openly rejected and Rabbi Eliezer’'s attempts to use miracles tiststaalakhah
end with his excommunicatidd® This suggests that the editors of the Bavli may have
wished to downplay the role &uahHa-Kodeshthe divine inspiration that leads to
prophecy, and to insert the more static and silent presence represente8igktinaah.
God would still be present, resting upon worthy individuals, but not inspiring (potentially
antinomian) new revelations. In addition, if we are to accept Boyarin’s hypetihat
the rejection of “Logos Theology” played an important part in the separatiorbbirika
Judaism from Christianit§gé that adds an additional motivation for minimizing the role
of a mediating Wisdom/Logos figure suchRisahHa-Kodesh.

The prevelance of the terfRuahHa-Kodeshand the rate at which it is exchanged
with other terms may also be related to its growing role in ChristiamiglcAlthough

Ruahha-Kodeshs frequently referenced throughout classical Rabbinic literature, iher

5255ee S. CohefThe Three Crownsp. 69-70, and D. Boyarigorderlines 170.
526 Boyarin,Borderlines 128-147.
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a preponderance in the Mehkilta of Rabbi Ishraael the later Aggadic Midrashiv?
but a move to substitute the Shekhinah and other terms in theeBaMbielson attributes
this to a Rabbinic desire to avoid a term that came to be charged with Christramatioc
significance?30 Paradoxically, according to W.D. Davies, the lessening fRuathha-
Kodeshin later sources—for example, when one compares how similar Exodus passages
are treated in the Mehkilta of Rabbi Ishmael versus the later Exodus Rabiald
actually indicate a situation in which the Rabbis were less occupied with thetsubje
because as time went by, “Judaism and Christianity were more remoreddoh
other.’ss31

| think that the choice of terms represents regional differencegé&etw
Palestinian and Babylonian thought, since in Amoraic tiRieshha-Kodeshs
referenced more freely in Palestinian Amoraic Midrashim such as Gdaisbah and
Leviticus Rabbah (where as noted, it is cited much more frequentlyiidan t
Shekinhabs?), but finds more substitutions in the Bavli. In the region and the era in
which Christianity became official religion of the Roman Empire, the Bailes sages

may have felt more of a need to answer the polemics of Christianity througlrsMitisa

528 yjilliam David Davies, “Reflections on the Spinit the Mekilta,” 95-105, and J. Abelsdmmanence
of God Appendix I, 377-379.
5291 also noted some printed editions of the Mehkiltéimes interchang@uahha-Kodestwith Shekhina
(e.g. Ba-lodesh 4:21: Lauterbach, p. 222, Baekhinahas does the Horowitz-Rabin edition, while
Soncino, Judaic Classics CD-RoRyahha-Kodeshand thus it was cited by Herbert Parzen in “ThalR
ha-Kodesh in Tannaitic Literature.” Unfortunately tioes not state what edition he used). In anctes,
the substitute term is “prophecyévu’ah(Shirata 10:65 as noted in Lauterbach, Vol. Bpfn.).
530 Abelson,lmmanence379.
531\W.D.Davies, “Reflections on the Spirit in the Miékj” 104-105
532 Burton Visotzky,Golden Bells and Pomegranatds’6
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giving different and distinctively Jewish meanings to the tRimhha-Kodest?33 The
editors of the Bavli, by contrast, may have been more concerned with migrtha role

of prophecy and bolstering the hegemony of the Sages within their own community, as
noted in Chapter 5.

There are thus probably sociological, theological, and historical roots to fthe shi
from Ruahha-Kodesho theShekhinahn some texts. Yet conversely, this phenonmenon
could be seen as a merging of the two figures, which enhances the meaning of ®th term
with shades of the other. If there was an attempt to downplay the active Rulaldia-
Kodeshby substituting th&hekhind, | suspect that it backfired. These two feminine-
gender personifications of divinity now become identified and interchangeable to a
degree. As noted in Chapter 4 regarding the tradition of Miriam’s Propbetty:

Talmudic versions, Yerushalmi Sotah 1:9 (17b) and Bavli Sotah 11a, parallel Moses’
“sister” Miriam to divine Wisdom, even though the former referRuahha-Kodeshand

the latter to th&hekhinah If anything, this interchange seems to have led to enhanced
and active personification of the Shekhinah in Amoraic and Medieval Midrashint) whic
may have helped to set the stage for later, more active uses of the terrsimndgstical
thought. Neither Wisdom nor the Shekhinah is fully personified as a distinctlyefemal

being in Rabbinic literature, and the full bloom of Shekhinah as feminine divinityesivai

533 Neusner,Judaism and Christianity in the Age of Constantifel2. Peter Schéfer also sees regional
differences, but follows Abraham Goldberg in spatinf that Babylonian sages found a particular
connection between tt&ghekhinats presence in thfirst) Holy Temple and the activities Buahha-
Kodesh(Bavli Yoma 9b, 21b). Therefore, they were mokelly to view identification of the two figures as
self-evident. Peter Schafdrhe Mirror of His Beauty93-102.
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the Kabbalahk35 But the identification of the two terms in the Bavli may have been one
step in personification and development of @inekhinahwhile the same time, the

interchange lent more numinous power to the teuahha-Kodesh

535Where Gershom Scholem saw Gnostic influence irkdigbalistic Shekhinah [Gershom Scholem, On
the Mystical Shape of the Godhead: Basic Concepise Kabbalal{New York: Schocken Books, 1991),
pp. 140-196], Schéafer contends that twelfth cen@inyistian Marianism was a primary influence on its
development (Schéfer, 147-172).
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Conclusions

| began this analysis of texts with the puzzle of Ruwahha-Kodeshs both
viewed as both prophecy and personified as the divine voice in Scripture. In evaduating
theological topic in the Aggadah, one should be careful to speak about the preservati
traditions (sometimes contradictory ones) rather than attempting to défiaekat
“Rabbinic” belief. Yet there are certain trends that proceed throughouajbetory of
Rabbinic literatureRuahha-Kodesls association with prophecy, as well as its
personification and speaking, are found in early as well as later texts. Hos@we
uses change and expand.

The term, $horaH (rests) is found extensively in Halakhic Midrash, and also
comes up in later texts, although | noted that in the Bauvli it is increasingbfeéreed to
the ShekhinahThe use of vision or seeing the future throRgiahha-Kodeshs found in
the Tannaitic literature, but expands greatly in two Amoraic texts. Suldly &bsee with
Ruahha-Kodeston the part of contemporary Rabbis is found only in the Bavli and
Leviticus Rabbah. (This is so even though the Bavli sometimes substitugsetkt@nah
for Ruahha-KodeshThe two treatments are not necessarily contradictory, for the role of
Ruahha-Kodeshin the Rabbinic present is relegated to domestic matters). The
personification oRuahHa-Kodeshand its speech is found briefly in Tannaitic texts
(particularly the Halakhic Midrash) but greatly expanded in Amoraie tgsrticularly

the Aggadic Midrash).
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Certain traditions are carried along in Rabbinic texts from the Mishnah and
Tosefta forward: the “Saint’s Progress,” the Aggadic retelling oégteh arufahritual
(in whichRuahha-Kodeshsays the last words), the tradition tRatahha-Kodeshas
ended after the latter prophets, or Hillel's declaration that the people aat fifophets,
then children of prophets.” The Passage in Mekhilta about young Miriam’s vigil isfone
the most persistent traditions. Others are found in several different Amexacduch as
the traditions about the Rejoicing at the Water Drawityghha-Kodesls appearances
in court, or the discussions of texts being written WtlahHa-KodeshThese traditions
must have been preserved for lengthy periods in different versions because they
represented popular ideas abButahha-Kodeshparticularly in its association with
famous figures like Miriam or Hillel, or because they offered ways to aéuezhha-
Kodesh through the joy of a mitzvah or through the painstaking path of saintliness.

| described in some detail how the Bavli maintains some udegsaifha-Kodesh
but increasingly substitutes the Shekhinah in its place. AlthBugihha-Kodeshs
found in various Talmudic tractates, it is interesting that some of the most@etrsi
traditions are found in Tractate Sotah. This may be because Tractatedgatsfon
various unusual rituals conducted when the Temple stood, and this leads to Rabbinic
reflection on the themes of what has been lost (includumhha-Kodeshwith the
Temple’s destruction and if there is any chance to regain it. Other reagaihsurther
study.

| noted different and sometimes contradictory traditions about the nature and

availability of Ruahha-Kodeshin the Rabbinic present. The contention fRaahha-
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Kodeshin its role as prophetic inspiration has ceased or been suspended develops at
around the same time that the usage of a “hypostaticRedhha-Kodestgrows and
develops in the Aggadic Midrashim. This divine metonym is much more than a “free play
of imagery,” but it is hardly a materialistic conception or a demiurge to be wordhippe
Rather Ruahha-Kodeshagain takes the form ofspeakeras it once spoke through the
prophets, but now personified as the divine voice in Scripture.

Ruahha-Kodeshin time past (and eschatological future) the voice of prophecy,
slowly emerges as the divine voice of Torah. Moreover, if “Torah is a figuratipe for
God” and Midrash is a “kind of conversation the Rabbis invented in order to enable God
to speak to them from between the lines of scriptua®gtien the Aggadic figure of
Ruahha-Kodestpersonified, participating in the Midrashic dialogue along with the
Rabbis of the Oral Torah, seems to indicate that prophecy itself has now been
transformed into Midrash as the ongoing means of divine communicatioBart fel—
which is all that is said to remain of prophecy—qgives distinct announcements intthe pas
tense. And yet, through the active declarationRudhha-KodeshGod is still
understood to be speaking to mankind, in the eternal present of Aggadic time and
space3” WhenRuahha-Kodeshs quoted, whether as an authority in Pesikta Rabbati 34-
37, a passionate lamenter in Lamentations Rabbah 1:45-50, or as a participant in the
Midrashic dialectic in Lev. Rabbah 4:1, the Midrashist in effect says that Goidl is s
speaking with us. The historical phenomen&oé&hha-Kodeshmay have been

suspended until Messianic times, or been tamed to the small domestic sphietaout

536 Stern,Midrash and Theory30.
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ha-Kodeslpersonified as the divine voice of Torah never stops talking and interacting
with human beings.

This personification oRuahha-Kodestas some gendered significance. Ancient
numinous Wisdom was already identified with Torah in Hellenistic documents, and is
now revived as the feminine voice Rtiahha-Kodeshalbeit in a subtle way. Particularly
in the Bavli and later texts, she is gradually identified and merged withiehinahthe
more silent and passive feminine divine presence. Her voice is alteroatghassionate,
demanding, clairvoyant, or humorous. Many useRudhha-Kodestloffering irony,
moral lessons, or just the “bigger picture” in Scripture may reconnect it with SaowWi
tradition of ProverbsRuahha-Kodeshs not the fully developed feminine figure of the
Kabbalistic Shekhinah, but she nonetheless presents the divine feminine in arobtive r
an echo of biblical Wisdom, communicating with the Sages and evoking their responses.

In the course of my inquiry, | encountered many questions for further study. |
have ranged broadly, and many topics beckon for deeper analysis. | have touched on the
possible influence of Christian doctrine on the useRuathha-KodeshThe substitution
of ShekhinalHor Ruahha-Kodeshn the Bavli (and their occasional exchange in various
editions of other rabbinic texts) is certainly an area for further redseldnave looked in a
general way at the Wisdom/LogBsfahha-Kodesttonnection, but this, too, would
welcome a more thorough investigation. A possible connection to the Targumic Memra

has only been hinted at and could also be explored in more depth.

537 Stern,Midrash and Theory93.
248



Another topic for further study is the use of various forms and conventions of
speech which were reviewed in general terms. For example, the fornsitevalat min
ha-shamayingcries out from heaven) was found to carry over to other personifications,
including theBat KolandTsedakahlt would be very interesting to analyze the contexts,
and the literary and rhetorical purposes for which such all such formulatensed.

The “reciprocal” genre or formrRuahha-Kodeshor the Holy One, blessed be He,
responding in a “duet” or “hallel” like style to human beings) is a powerful aggawmhc f
that could well be explored and analyzed in greater detail. What are the andinses
of this form throughout Rabbinic Literature? These and many more questions await
further study.

One thing has become clear in the course of this study. According to some
Rabbinic authordRuahha-Kodeshas virtually ceased in the Biblical form of prophecy,
and yet it has never really been silenced. It has just taken on new forms, intwhich i
continues to communicate and interact with and through human bRungjsha-Kodesh
is the divine voice of the Torah which speaks to and through human beings. To use the
imagery of the Aggadah itself, the wellRéiahha-Kodeshas not run dry, but continues

flowing abundantly for all who merit to draw from it in joy.
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