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You Will Have Treasure in Heaven

Gary A. Anderson

If giving alms is something like a bank deposit to an account in heaven, then one might wonder how to maximize one's capital.  One option is to follow the example of Tobit and make regular contributions so that a generous nest egg might accumulate.  For if one's treasure is a hedge against an uncertain future, then there would be very good reasons to keep your bottom line growing.  And there is another advantage to regular donations to this account, the more regularly one contributes, the easier and more natural each donation will become. In this way one will be able to fulfill the commandment:  "Do not let your eye begrudge the gift when you make it" (Tobit 4:7; cf. Deut 15:7b-8, 10a). It may be that St. Paul recalled this advice when he wrote, in his famous address on love, "If I give away all my possessions […] but do not have love, I gain nothing" (I Cor 13:3).

Prudential Almsgiving

As any wise investment officer would advise, one must make prudent investment choices. After all, if almsgiving is to make a difference, it must be done responsibly.  On the one hand, this requires careful scrutiny of the recipients.  "To all those who practice righteousness," Tobit declares, "gives alms from your possessions" (4:6-7).  On the other hand, it is also important to give in proportion to one's means:   "If you have many possessions, make your gift from then in proportion; if few, do not be afraid to give according to the little you have" (4:8).  Should one give too much there would be in danger of cutting into the principal.  If that is done too often, one will eventually become destitute and in need of alms oneself.   It is this sort of prudential judgment that led the Rabbis to codify the principle that one should give no more than one-fifth of one's principle at first and afterwards only one-fifth of the interest earned on that principle.
  Such stewardship nearly guarantees that one can keep giving alms year in and year out without becoming destitute oneself.    

Almsgiving and Sacrifice 

Though almsgiving requires a certain fiscal responsibility, this was not the only way of conceiving the matter.  Because almsgiving was a way of depositing money directly into a heavenly treasury, it also intersected with another means of shipping goods directly to God and that was sacrifice.
  For one of the major purposes of the altar in ancient Israel was to convey the sacrifices made by an individual to God in Heaven.  For this reason the altar was thought to be the most holy of structures (qodesh-qodashim; cf. Exod 40:10), a degree of holiness it shared with the inner-sanctum of the Temple where God was thought to dwell.  A particularly important biblical verse for the development of this theme was Proverbs 19:17,  "He who is generous to the downtrodden (honen dal) makes a loan to the Lord; He will repay him his due."
  This surprising text suggests that when one deposits coins in the hand of a poor person they are simultaneously transferred to God heaven. This idea became something of a common place in Rabbinic Palestine for there beggars would greet potential donors with the words:  zeki bi, "acquire a merit (zekut) [in heaven] through me."
  Just as in Proverbs 19:17, the hand of the poor person was imagined to be something like an ATM– while one person was dispensed cash the other found the means to wire funds to his personal treasury.  The almsgiver becomes the holder of a bond that has been "signed" by God himself.  If ordinary investors are partial to U.S treasury notes because the United States government stands behind them, then what about the security one ought to feel if the Holy One of Israel is the borrower?
 

The Christian theologian Irenaeus of Lyons (second century C.E.) saw in Proverbs 19:17 a dramatic act of loving condescension on the part of God.  Though He does not need our sacrifices or our money, he uses the altar and the waiting hand of the poor person as the means by which he may be approached.
 

Now we make offerings to Him [at the Temple], not as though He stood in need of it […]. And even [though] God does not need our possessions, […]  we need to offer something to God; as Solomon says: "He who is generous to the downtrodden, makes a loan to the Lord" (Prov. 19:17). For God, who stands in need of nothing, takes our good works to Himself for this purpose, that He may grant us a recompense of His own good things, as our Lord says: "Come, ye blessed of My Father, receive the kingdom prepared for you. For I was an hungered, and ye gave Me to eat: I was thirsty, and ye gave Me drink: I was a stranger, and ye took Me in: naked, and ye clothed Me; sick, and ye visited Me; in prison, and ye came to Me" (Matt 25:34-36). 

As, therefore, He does not stand in need of these [services], yet does desire that we should render them for our own benefit, lest we be unfruitful; so did the Word give to the people that very precept as to the making of oblations, although He stood in no need of them, that they might learn to serve God: thus is it, therefore, also His will that we, too, should offer a gift at the altar, frequently and without intermission.
 
In this text, Irenaeus links together (1) sacrificial oblation (2) almsgiving as a loan to God  (Proverbs 19:17) and (3) the depiction of the last judgment in Matthew 25:31-46.
  According to Matthew, we will be judged on the basis of our generosity to Christ who is present in the poor.
  Proverbs 19:17 serves as an Old Testament proof-text for the picture Christ draws in Matthew 25.  In giving alms to the poor we are making a loan to the God-man, Jesus Christ.
  But it is important to note that Irenaeus does not think of this "loan" as a financial manner but as a liturgical act.   Putting money in the hands of a poor person is like placing an offering on the altar.  Just as God did not need the sacrifice of animals in the Temple but desired that we give them to Him for our own benefit, so God does not need the alms we give but demands them from us in order that we might have some concrete means of displaying reverence.

But if the giving of alms was akin to making a sacrificial donation, then one must wonder whether Tobit's advice about prudent stewardship is the only way to calculate the level of one's contribution. For some sacrificial laws there is a clearly constructed gradient as to what one must give and the crucial variable is the wealth of the donor.
  Some must offer an expensive animal, others a pair of birds, and still others can make due with just grain.  But in non-obligatory sacrificial contexts, such as sacrifices that are vowed or freely given, the door is open for giving much more.   In this vein, one is reminded of the prophet Micah's sliding scale of values regarding sacrifice.  He begins his oracle on this issue with a rhetorical question:

With what shall I approach the Lord

Do homage to God on high?  

And to this question he provides three options:

Shall I approach Him with burnt offerings 

With calves a year old?  

Would the Lord be pleased with thousands of rams 

With myriads of streams of oil?  

Shall I give my first-born for my transgression

The fruit of my body for my sins?" (6:6-7).   

It is fine and good, Micah reasons, to offer a few animals as a burnt offering; even better would be thousands of rams, but the supreme sacrifice would be a first-born son.  As Abraham knew so well, that would be the most difficult thing to part with.  No doubt for this very reason, some rabbinic texts could see the sacrifice of Isaac as the founding moment of the daily liturgy of the Temple.
  

A similar logic held true for the giving of alms.  If almsgiving was analogous to an offering on the altar then even a modest donation could have its effect.
  Yet among the truly devout there would certainly be some who would wish to go beyond the bare minimum.  

The  Rich Young Man and Jesus

There is no better example of this principle than the story of the rich young man found in the Synoptic Gospels.
  I would like to discuss the version of the story found in the Gospel of Mark (10:17-31; cf Matt 19:16-30, Luke 18:18-30).  But before looking at the story, it is important to consider its literary placement.   The discourse occurs at the very center of the Gospel (8:27-10:52), a section that deals with Jesus' journey toward Jerusalem where he will spend his last week.  As such, it marks the crucial transition from Jesus' early ministry in the Galilee (1:1 – 8:26) to his last week in Jerusalem (11:1-16:8).  This critical portion of the book is marked by three separate predictions of the passion, one near the beginning (8:31-33) one in the middle (9:30-32) and one at the end (10:32-34).   

In all three of these predictions the disciples react in utter shock at what Jesus declares about the way his life will end.  After the first prediction, Peter takes Jesus aside and tries to correct him.  For this he is severely rebuked ("Get behind me, Satan!").  After the next two predictions, the disciples are still puzzled but wisely keep silence ("But they did not understand what he was saying and were afraid to ask him" [9:32].) The disciples clearly presumed that the Messiah of Israel would never have to suffer such a death.  The cost of being the beloved son of God was to come as a complete surprise to them.
  But there is an additional irony here.  Jesus adds that what is true for him will also hold true for those who wish to be his disciples:  "If any want to become my followers, let them deny themselves and take up their cross and follow me.  For those who want to save their life will lose it, and those who lose their life for my sake, and for the sake of the gospel will save it" (Mark 8:34-35).  Following Jesus means following him on the way of the cross.

Sandwiched inbetween the second and third predictions is Jesus' encounter with the young man; indeed it occurs immediately before the third and final prediction.   As the great patristic commentator Origen (third century C.E.) already saw, this literary juxtaposition was hardly accidental.
  The giving up of all one's wealth was construed to be one way of losing one's life on behalf of the Gospel.
  Just as the inner core of disciples found the crucifixion to be shocking, so the young man finds the giving up of all his wealth to be a sacrifice beyond calculation.

The story opens when a young runs up to Jesus, kneels before him, and asks him what he must do to inherit eternal life.  Jesus redirects the man's attention to the Ten Commandments that Israel had heard back at Mt. Sinai:

19. You know the commandments:  "you shall not murder; You shall not commit adultery; You shall not steal; You shall not bear false witness; You shall not defraud; Honor your father and mother."  20. He said to him, "Teacher, I have kept all these since my youth."  21. Jesus looking at him, loved him and said, "You lack one thing; go, sell what you own, and give the money to the poor, and you will have treasure in heaven; then come, follow me."  22.  When he heard this, he was shocked and went away grieving, for he had many possessions.  (Mark 10:19-22)

Though the interaction with this man has now come to an end, the overall narrative does not.  For the disciples are understandably shocked at the implications of what Jesus has said.  If this is what is required, they reason, then what hope does man have?  Jesus seems to be demanding the ultimate sacrifice of everyone.  In response to their anxious query Jesus says,

27.  "For mortals it is impossible [to do this], but not for God; for God all things are possible."  28.  Peter began to say to him, "Look we have left everything and followed you."  29.  Jesus said, "Truly I tell you, there is no one who has left house or brothers or sisters or mother or father or children or fields, for my sake and for the sake of the good news,  30.  who will not receive a hundredfold now in this age – houses, brothers and sisters, mothers and children and fields,  with persecutions – and in the age to come eternal life.  (Mark 10:27-30)

There are three things in this story that demand our attention:  

(1)   First is the selection that Jesus makes from what is often known as the "second table" of the Ten Commandments.
  The list begins with the sixth commandment ("you shall not murder") continues in serial order to the tenth ("you shall not defraud") but then it doubles back at the end and appends the fifth commandment ("honor father and mother").
    One obvious feature of these particular commandments is that they pertain to interpersonal matters rather than the relationship of man to God.  The emphasis is decidedly horizontal rather than vertical.  

(2)  Second, is the young man's declaration that he has kept those six commandments since his youth.  Does the young man believe that he has fulfilled these obligations?  If so, Jesus confounds his expectation.  He tells the man that he still lacks one thing:  he must sell all that he has, give it to the poor, and follow him.   What are we to make of this interchange?  Why has Jesus added another condition?
 

 (3)  The third and final point to observe is the motivation that Jesus provides the young man.  He is not asked simply to part with his goods; rather he is encouraged to acquire "a treasury in heaven."   What is striking about this treasury is that it is not presented as an alternative to enjoying the goods of this world.   Jesus seems to suggest that one can have one's cake and eat it too.  This is because the economy of the Kingdom of Heaven is not a zero-sum affair.  Jesus closes this literary unit by providing the disciples with an "insider tip" on how the heavenly stock exchange works.  The way to make a fortune in this market is to sacrifice all that one has.  Although the initial risk is considerable, the reward is beyond imagining ("you will receive a hundredfold now in this age … and in the age to come, eternal life"). 

The Kingdom of Heaven runs by its own unique set of rules.  What is given benefits both donor and recipient.  And here again we see a  confluence between almsgiving and sacrifice.  For just as the Patriarchs stood to make a tremendous gain by being willing to part with their sons, so for those who transfer their wealth directly to heaven.
  In this way, the story of the rich young man conforms to the overall pattern of the Gospel:  he who would save his life must first lose it.

Mishnah Peah:  There is no Limit to Alms

Let me begin by a brief description of the three Rabbinic texts that I would like to examine in some detail.  The first source is the Mishna, a compilation of Jewish law whose final redaction took place in the late second or early third century C.E.  According to tradition, it contains laws that were passed on orally that go all the way back to Moses himself.   Modern scholars are quite dubious about the historicity of that claim;  a more reasonable supposition is that some of the laws (which ones in particular is a subject of great scholarly debate) go back to the turn of the common era, and some perhaps to a century or two before that.  Alongside the Mishna is the Tosephta.   The word itself means "supplement" and the traditional view has been that it provides laws that were contemporary with those of the Mishna but for some reason did not find their way into the Mishna itself.  We might compare them to a filmmaker's "outtakes,"  that is footage that was shot during the making of the film but was not employed in the movie itself.  In this sense the Tosephta is a collection of cuttings that were left on the floor.
  The third source I will employ is the Jerusalem Talmud.  Like its Babylonian counterpart, it is a commentary on the Mishnah and to a degree on the Tosephta as well.  It was redacted in the land of Israel and dates to the 5th century C. E. 

In tractate Peah of the Mishna we find a discussion of the various Biblical laws that have to do with donations to the poor.
  It is titled Peah because one way of making a donation to the poor in biblical times was to leave a corner, i.e. "peah," unharvested:   "When you reap the harvest of your land, you shall not reap to the very edges (peah) of your field, or gather the gleanings of your harvest" (Lev 19:9).  But the opening section of the tractate is very unusual, for it does not open with a consideration of peah per se as we might expect.  Rather its interest is in a formal feature that is shared by five commandments:  "These are matters that have no specified amount: peah, first fruits, the festival offering, charitable deeds, and Torah-study."

The order of the commandments that have "no specified measure" is not random.  I would outline them as follows:

(. Peah – donation for the poor


(.  First fruits – Temple


('.  Festival offering –  Temple

('.  Charitable actions – donation for the poor

(. Torah-study.

The first and fourth items, which are provisions for the poor, constitute something of an outer frame for the inner two commandments which concern the Temple.  The only item that does not fit is Torah-study and that may be one of the reasons why the Mishna describes it as "equal in value to all the rest."
  It stands as a sort of counterbalance to the first four.

The fact that gifts to the poor (peah, charity) provide an outer frame for two types of donations to the Temple (first fruits, festival offering) recalls the valuation of alms in Ben Sirah. In Ben Sira 35:2 almsgiving is explicitly compared to a thank-offering.  In 7:29-32 the sage urges his reader to honor priests and God through donations to the Temple and the poor with alms so that "your blessing may be complete."  For Ben Sirah, giving to God, priest, and the poor are homologous activities.  In the book of Tobit the evidence is more subtle.  The work opens with a reference to Tobit's many acts of charity that he performed over the course of his life (1:4).  And as soon as Tobit arrives in Mesopotamia, we see him acting on this principle (1:16).  Sandwiched inbetween is an account of Tobit's religious fervor while he resides in the land of Israel.  There he is distinguished by his alacrity and zeal to bring sacrifices to the Temple (1:5-9).  The  point seems to be that almsgiving in the diaspora replaces revenue for the Temple in Israel.  And just as his acts of charity are done against the backdrop of a less than obedient set of Jewish peers (his neighbors mock him for tending to Israel's dead [2:9]; and eventually his wife does as well [2:14]), so for his devotion to the Temple in the land of Israel ("I alone went often to Jerusalem for the festivals…" 1:6).   The point seems clear:  what the sacrifices signified in the land of Israel has now been assumed by almsgiving and other acts of charity.
  

In sum, then, we can say that for Ben Sirah, Tobit and Mishna Peah gifts to the poor and sacrifice are understand as commensurate items.  It is for this reason that the Mishnah has peah and charity serve as an outside frame around two types of temple donations.  Even while the temple was still standing, the giving of alms was considered a legitimate way of serving God. 

There is yet an additional feature of this mishna which we must attend to.  The opening line of the tractate states that these commandments are distinguished by the fact that even the slightest level of observance will suffice to fulfill one's obligation for them.  But why was this so noteworthy that the Mishnah would make it the subject of its opening sentence?  Saul Lieberman glossed this line "the more one does, the more commandments one would be credited with having fulfilled."
  In other words, for these commandments there is the possibility of making an exceptional display of one's piety, what Catholics would call works of supererogation.  The more one does of any of them, the more merits (zekuyot) one accrues.  Hanokh Albeck says nearly the same with his annotation, "the more one does, the more praiseworthy he becomes."
   The feature that distinguishes these commandments is the fact that they provide an individual the opportunity to demonstrate a very deep devotion to God.  If we take the sacrificial paradigm seriously, then the truly devout Jew will not be interested in making a minimal donation to charity.  He may wish to imitate the sacrificial donation of Abraham and give away all that he holds dear.  If there is no limit to almsgiving, and every coin I give adds to my merit, why not go all the way and donate everything to the poor?

It should be noted, however, that all commentators – whether traditional or modern – close the door immediately on such a notion.   One can take the Mishna at face value only for charity that is interpersonal such as burying the dead, tending the sick, or visiting those in prison.   But when it comes to parting with money strict limits are put in place.  One must act prudently so as not to become destitute oneself.

Palestinian Talmud:  A Limit to the Giving of Alms?

Commentators on the Mishna derive these prudential concerns from the Palestinian Talmud.  Yet, as we shall see, the Talmudic  discussion also reveals that some Jews took this Mishna straight-up and did not qualify its simple sense.  In regard to the Mishna's opening line that deeds of charity are subject to no limit, the Talmud says:

A. This concerns actions done with one's body (such as visiting the sick or burying the dead).  With respect to the use of money (i.e. giving alms) there are limits.  

B.  This view accords with what R. Shimon b. Laqish said in the name of R. Yehudah b. Hanina:  "At Usha they ruled that one may separate one-fifth of his possessions for alms-giving (mitsvot). […]
 

C. R. Gamliel b. Ininya inquired of R. Mana:  If one separates a fifth for every year, then after five years he will lose everything!  R. Mana answered:  At first one uses the principle but afterwards just the interest that accrues. […]

The initial comment in unit A sets up a distinction between general acts of charity (gemilut hasadim) and almsgiving proper (sedakah).  Though the distinction is an important conceptual matter, the parceling out of the two different notions to these two words is somewhat artificial and most likely was not honored in conventional, everyday speech. The second Talmudic qualification (unit B)  has more bite as it possesses the requisite legal teeth.   In the mind of R.  Shimon, the rabbinic law-court at Usha (mid-second century) was worried that individuals might read the Mishna as an invitation to give away all their goods and so the strict limit of a one-time gift of 20 per cent followed by much smaller gifts of what had accrued as interest.  No doubt this ruling would be an effective deterrent to over-ambitious generosity.  Like the manager of any charitable endowment,  R. Shimon knows that it is very dangerous to spend down the principal recklessly – eventually you will have nothing for yourself or others.  

The ruling of the rabbinic court at Usha would seem to have solved the puzzle once and for all.  Any possibility of heroic almsgiving has been ruled out tout court.   Yet the next two units of the Talmud immediately qualify what had seemed to be a hard and fast conclusion.

D. It happened one day that R. Yeshebab (80-120 C.E.)  decided to distribute all of his  possessions to the poor.  R. Gamliel sent a message to him:  "Hasn't it been said: 'One-fifth of one's possessions can be given for alms?'"  But did not R. Gamliel preceed the council at Usha?  R. Jose, b. R. Bun in the name of R. Levi said:  "Such was the law that was once in their possession.  But they forgot it and when a second generation arose, they framed the matter in accord with the opinion of the earlier generation." […]

In this story we learn that Rabbi Yeshebab one day up and decided to give away all his goods.  R. Gamliel was shocked to hear this and immediately sent a message of rebuke.  But the Talmudic editor expresses puzzlement:  how could Gamliel have known of this ruling given the fact that he lived prior to the council at Usha?  R. Josi explains that the law itself had predated Usha but had been forgotten.  The ruling at Usha was simply the restoration of a lost legal tradition.  It is hard to know whether this is historically true or just a means of accounting for the actions of R. Yeshebab.  But the answer to that question need not detain us.  For whatever the explanation, we can see from R. Yeshebab's actions that some Jews living in Palestine in the late first and early second century took the simple sense of our mishna as a mandate for giving away all their goods.  And the later ruling about giving no more than 20 per cent clearly reflects the danger the Rabbis felt that more would be inclined to do the same.  

But the story does not end here.  Having accounted for R. Yeshebab's aberrant behavior, the Talmud turns to consider another law-breaker but this time without any sort of qualification whatsoever.  Rather his deeds win him the highest praise.

E.  Munbaz the king (of Abiabene) one day decided to distribute all of his possessions to the poor.  Some friends sent word to him and said:  Your fathers added to their wealth and that of their fathers but you have distributed what was yours and your fathers.  He said to them:  So much the more [that it be this way].  My fathers stored up [wealth] on earth and I stored up [wealth] in heaven.  For scripture says:  "Truth springs up from the earth, but almsgiving peers down from heaven" (Ps 85:12).  My fathers stored up [wealth] in treasuries that produce no fruit, I stored [alms] in treasuries that produce fruit.  For scripture says, "Almsgiving and justice are the very foundation of his throne." (Ps 89:15).  My fathers gathered money but I gathered souls.  For scripture says:  "The fruit of a charitable man is a tree of life; the wise man acquires souls" (Prov 11:30) .  My fathers gathered for others, but I gathered for myself.  For scripture says, "Almsgiving shall belong to you [before the Lord your God]" (Deut 24:13)  My fathers gathered in this world, but I gather for the world to come.  For scripture says:  "Almsgiving delivers one from death" (Prov. 10:2).  Death here refers not to mortal death but death in the world to come.  

Not only is Munbaz's behavior subject to no rebuke whatsoever but as soon as the story is over, the Talmud takes this occasion as the place to summarize its position and to speak to the importance of almsgiving in general.
  

F.  [And so one may conclude:] Almsgiving and acts of loving kindness are equal to all of the commandments in the Torah.  But almsgiving is customarily done to the living while acts of loving kindness are customary for both the living and the dead.  But almsgiving is customary for the poor while acts of loving kindness is customary for both the poor and the rich.  But almsgiving is customarily done with money while acts of loving kindness are customarily done with both one's money and body.  

It is surely striking that Munbaz's generosity provides the occasion for announcing that almsgiving and acts of loving kindness are equal to all the commandments.
  Indeed, if we read unit F as a commentary on E, we will find that absolutely nothing has been said to qualify the radical act of generosity that Munbaz has displayed.  There is no hint here of any of the concerns with which this literary unit of the Talmud opened (Unit A).  The Talmud comes not to disparage this virtuous king but to praise him.

Almsgiving is the Commandment

It should be added that the Talmud's declaration that almsgiving is equal to all the other commandments in the Torah is a motif that is wide-spread in every corner of Rabbinic literature.  Indeed, this claim is part and parcel of contemporary Hebrew and Aramaic idiom.  Saul Lieberman, the leading Talmudist of the 20th century, pointed out that the Hebrew and Aramaic term for commandment, mitzvah, can often mean simply almsgiving.
  What does it mean to keep the commandment – give alms!
  Indeed, in Aramaic, the phrase bar mitsvetah does not mean "a son of the commandment" or "a commandment keeper" but rather, "a generous person," that is, one who is in the habit of giving alms.  This is nicely exemplified in Leviticus Rabbah (3:1),

Better is he who goes and works and gives charity of that which is his own, than he who goes and robs and takes by violence and gives charity of that belonging to others … it is his desire to be called a man of charity (bar mitsvetâ).
It is striking that the usage of "commandment" as a cipher for almsgiving is also attested outside the Rabbinic corpus.  There is a tradition in the Testament of Asher (2:8) that is a very close parallel to our text from Leviticus Rabbah and shows us that the tradition itself could go back to the Second Temple period itself:  "And by the power of his wealth he ruins many; and out of [the wealth he secured through] his excessive wickedness, he gives alms."
  The last phrase of this text reads literally in Greek, "he does the commandments."  But this would make little sense.  Lieberman is surely right when he observes that the term "commandment" in the Testament of Asher must be a cipher for the giving of alms.  

Even the book of Tobit is worth rereading with this concept in mind for it can hardly be accidental that when Tobit provides his son with what he thinks will be his last instruction in Torah, he puts special emphasis on the value of almsgiving (4:5-11).  And later in the tale, when Raphael gives his own instruction to Tobit, he summarizes the Torah in the command to give alms (12:8-10). At the end of the book, Tobias closes his death-bed address with the command to give alms (14:8-11).  For the book of Tobit, almsgiving is the commandment.

To Charity Belongs both Principal and Interest

I would like to say one more thing before closing this section on Peah.   The mishnah is not only claims that alms can be given without measure but that to the category of charitable giving belongs both "principal and interest."  The text in question reads:  "Regarding the following matters, a man may enjoy their fruit in this world and his principle will remain for him in the next: honoring father and mother, charitable deeds, establishing peace between a man and his friend, Torah-study is equal to all of them."   Strikingly the parallel text in the Tosephta gives us a similar picture for the way in which certain sins are evaluated:  "For the following matters, payment is extracted from a person in this world, while the principle remains for him in the next:  idolatry, incest, murder, and for gossip which is worse than all of them put together." In order to appreciate the nature of this claim we need to know something about the principle of a zero-sum economy that stands behind certain Rabbinic texts.  

In his recent work on the subject, Eliezer Diamond has shown that any number of Rabbinic figures are quite reluctant to enjoy the fruits of their merits in this world for fear that they will forfeit those merits in the age to come.
   And so he understands the following story from the Babylonian Talmud.

R. Yannai would check [a ferry to ensure that it was seaworthy] before crossing [in it].  R. Yannai [acted] in accordance with his own reasoning, for he said:  One should never put oneself in a dangerous situation, saying that a miracle will be performed for him, lest the miracle not be performed.  And if the miracle is performed, they will deduct it from his merits [i.e. they will lessen his reward in this world or in the next].  R. Hanan said:  What is the scriptural source for the above?  [The patriarch Jacob's declaration:] "I am unworthy of all the kindness that you have so steadfastly shown your servant" (Gen 32:11). (Shabbat 32a)

Diamond, rightly in my mind, believes that this presumption of a zero-sum economy is what sets up the dramatic contrast that is on view in Mishna Peah.
  For the acts of honoring one's father, acting charitably, bringing peace to disputants and studying torah one need not worry about benefiting from them in the present age.  By doing so, one is only taking payment on the interest;  the principal, on the other hand, will retain its full value in the world to come.  This provides a perfect contrast to the four heinous sins listed in the Tosephta: idolatry, improper sexual relations, murder, and gossip.
  For those sins God will demand repayment both in this world and in the world to come.  In other words the currency that one raises by suffering will not be deducted from what one owes – that principal will remain untouched.  After death, payment God can still require its full repayment.  The striking feature for our purposes is the way in which almsgiving is treated as an sui generis item in normal economy of sins (debits) and virtues (credits).  The credit that it creates behaves in a quite unexpected way.  Though it has been securely deposited in a heavenly bank, it will nevertheless provide continue to provide benefits in this world without harming the principal.

Though his imagery is slightly different, Ephrem also marveled at the way in which the display of charity stood outside the framework of normal spiritual commerce.   In commenting on the charity shown by an early Syriac saint, Abraham Kidunaya, he wrote,

Your alms and prayers are like loans;  in every location they enrich those who take them, while to you belongs the capital and interest.  What you offer as a loan returns to you.

The alms of the giver are like a loan that the Just give.  For it is in the full possession of both the borrower and the loaner.  For it returns to him with interest.  (Hymns on Abraham Kidunaya 1:7-8)

Ephrem uses the same economic idiom we find in Rabbinic literature but for him the giving of alms breaks the conventional rules of a zero-sum economy in a different way.  Normally what one exchanges in a sale is conceived of a loss for the seller and a gain for the buyer.  But in the case of almsgiving,  Ephrem argues, both sides stand to gain.  Both the borrower and the loaner are in possession of the goods that have been exchanged.  But even more striking is the way in which the donor stands to gain more than the receiver.  As Ephrem understands the matter, the giver of alms retains both the principal and the interest.  So if one has a hundred dollars at one's disposal one and gives it to a needy person, that person is now richer by a hundred dollars but the donor by a hundred dollars plus the interest that will accrue.  The more rational economic decision is to be profligate in one's generosity.  In any event, it is striking that both Ephrem and the Rabbis, who are beholden to thinking of sin as a debt and virtue as a credit, take special care to outline the unique characteristics of the giving of alms in identical financial terms.

The Gospel of Mark in Light of Tractate Peah

If the simple sense of the opening line of tractate Peah is that one can distinguish oneself by the amount of alms one gives, then one would naturally expect that a Jew like Jesus might advise a prospective disciple to do just that. Indeed, if we return to our Gospel text in light of what we have learned from Second Temple Jewish texts and tractate Peah,  I believe that all of our previous questions should come into better focus.  

(1)  First of all, we noted that the majority of New Testament scholars have viewed the commandments that Jesus lists as well as almsgiving as being on a horizontal rather than a vertical plane.  They concern what takes place between human beings rather than between human beings and  God.  But as we have shown such a characterization does not fit the way almsgiving was viewed in contemporary Jewish material.  To give alms to a poor person was just like bringing a gift to the Temple.  Just as the altar was a direct conduit of sacrificial donations to heaven, so for the role of the poor person who receives another's coins.  I would suggest that Jesus' injunction to give alms was meant to turn the young man's earthly focus heavenward through the agency of the poor.  This would be in keeping with the contextual placement of this story amid three predictions of the passion.  Just as the crucifixion would constitute the supreme sacrifice of Christ on behalf of his allegiance to his divine Father so for the distribution of all of one's goods to the poor.

(2) Our second question concerned why Jesus felt the need to add another commandment to the six he drew from the ten commandments in order to see whether the young man was truly worthy of the Kingdom of God.  To answer this question we must recall the opening line of Mishnah Peah,  which we can paraphrase:  "These are the commandments that have no fixed level of observance."  If one of the distinctive features of the giving of alms is that one can distinguish himself by his generosity, then one it should not surprise one that  Jesus would  advise a prospective disciple to do just that.  As the text recounts, the young man was able to keep the "second table" of the ten commandments with seemingly little effort.  After all it is not that difficult to abstain from murder, adultery, theft and fraud.  What Jesus was looking for was an additional command that would allow the man's true love for God to surface.  The fact that almsgiving was viewed both as the commandment and as the commandment that allowed one to demonstrate one's true ardor for God would make it a natural fit.
  Precisely because there is no minimal or maximal level to this commandment; the more one gives the more merit one will receive (to recall Lieberman and Albeck).

(3) And finally the third query we raised about the teaching of Jesus on alms was his promise that what was given to the poor would be returned to the donor a hundredfold in this world and still more in the next.  This fits hand-in-glove with the tradition we have followed in Peah.  Indeed, the single feature of charitable activity that the Tosephta wishes to highlight is the way in which it stands in a singular position over against all the other commandments in the Torah.  Though every act of Torah obedience will yield a merit (zekut), the uniqueness of almsgiving is that it does not participate in a zero-sum economy; what one gives one does not lose.  It provides both principle and interest to donor (a  point not lost on the Rabbis or Ephrem). 

Heroic Almsgiving in Judaism and Christianity


As we have seen, the simple sense of the opening sentence of the Mishna informs us that five commandments share a common feature:  they have no specified measure.  One can give as little or much as one wants and still fulfill the basic obligation.   By framing the matter this way, the Mishna throws open the possibility that certain persons may wish to distinguish themselves by a prodigious generosity.  Indeed the simple sense of tractate Peah could and did lead straight to the conclusion that we find in the teaching of Jesus.  And an appeal to the Gospel is of value to the scholar of Rabbinic Judaism for it illumines how this mishna might have been understood in first century Palestine.  No doubt it was precisely this fact that led the framers of the halakha to hedge in the simple sense of this mishnah as best they could.  

Yet the history of the Jewish people in the Mishnaic and Talmudic periods complicates the picture considerably.  As Ephraim Urbach has noted, the ruling at Usha – in spite of the importance it had for the editors of the Talmud – "did not prevent individuals from parting with a large percentage of their property."
  Why, then, was the council so dedicated to putting a stop to a practice which seemed to have been rather popular?  Urbach suggests that one reason may be that by the second century the practice of heroic almsgiving had become so popular among Christians that its Jewish origins were no longer so obvious.  On this reading, the rabbis issued their ruling in order to make clear the boundary line between church and synagogue.  Such a supposition would be supported by a recent essay of Daniel Schwartz who shows how the Christian adaptation of certain legal positions that were once held by a particular circle of Jews would often lead to their rejection by later Rabbinic figures.
  

Be that as it may, it would seem to me that another explanation is equally valid.  It is striking that the New Testament story about the rich young man deals with a group of single men.  Neither Jesus, the young man, nor any of the disciples are compromised by competing obligations to serve wife and children.  They have literally left everything to follow Jesus.  In the early church, the practice of heroic almsgiving was most common among those who were single. Because of this,  giving away all one's property did not have negative consequences on family.  But Rabbinic Judaism had no place for such a lifestyle.  Indeed in some texts, the choice to live a celibate existence was conceived to be analogous to murder, for one was willfully preventing new life from appearing in the world.
   

Eliezer Diamond has recently argued that Rabbinic stories about heroic almsgiving frequently involve tensions that appear within the family.  One such example concerns a second century hasid or holy man by the name of Eleazar of Birta.
  

When the charity wardens saw Eleazar of Birta they would hide from him, because whatever he had he would give to them.  One day he went to the market place to acquire a dowry for his daughter.  The charity wardens saw him and hid from him.  He ran after them and said to them, "I abjure you, [to tell me] with what are you concerned at present?"  

They answered, "We are collecting money for the marriage of two orphans to each other."

He replied, "By the Temple service, they come before my daughter."  He took all that he had and gave it to them.  One zuz remained; with it he bought some wheat, returned home and threw it in the storage room.  

His wife came home and asked her daughter, "What did your father bring you?"  

The daughter replied, "Whatever he brought he threw in the storeroom."  She went to open the door of the storeroom and found that it was full of wheat, that the wheat was pouring out of the door's hinge-socket and that the volume of the wheat made it impossible to open the door.

His daughter went to the study-house and said to her father, "See what the One who loves you has done for you!"

He replied, "By the Temple service, the wheat is consecrated in relation to you;  you may benefit from the wheat no more than one of the poor in the Israel."

This story is illuminating on several grounds.  It is obvious that Eleazar has a reputation for outlandish giving and as a result, the charity wardens are quite reluctant to take his money.  They believe that his funds would be of more use to his family.  When  Eleazar sets out to purchase a dowry for his daughter he learns of even greater need.   Accordingly, he gives nearly everything he has to this cause.  When he returns home and tosses the single coin that remains into the storehouse, the hand of heaven intervenes and exchanges that small coin for a room that literally bursts open with grain.  What better illustration could one find that almsgiving has both principal and interest?  By giving away his money to the poor, he taps into a heavenly power that knows no bounds.  God, it seems, has chosen to ignore the ruling at Usha.   And had the story ended with the observation of the daughter, "See what the One who loves you has done for you," the reader could only stand in awe of this prodigious deed.  Eleazar, to quote Jesus, had been repaid a hundred-fold in this world and had stored up principle in the world to come to boot.  

But the ending of our tale takes the reader by surprise and casts a dark pall over the story.  Rather than sharing with his own daughter the proceeds of God's largesse, he declares that all the grain is hereby consecrated by which we can presume he has vowed it all to the poor.   As  Diamond notes, the only other time in the Talmud when a father forbids his property from a child was when the child was considered unworthy.  This story obviously does not want to make that point, but the Talmudic parallel does underscore the dramatic and drastic nature of Eleazar's actions.  By acting in this way, Diamond argues, R.  Eleazar "refuses to allow her to be the beneficiary of her relationship with him.  She is not the daughter of Eleazar of Birta who has been blessed by God with great wealth; she is simply one of the poor in Israel."

This rabbinic tale should allow us to read the story of the rich young man in a new light.  When Jesus was making his way through the Galilee, he had in his company a band of followers who had left their families to follow him.  The radical demands of the kingdom for this inner circle precluded, at least for a time, any involvement with family.  When the Christian movement expands in the second and third centuries, this form of heroic almsgiving was assumed to be the domain of the holy men and women who were also leaving family behind in pursuit of the Kingdom of God. Christianity was able to preserve the sort of heroic almsgiving that we find in the Gospel of Mark because it had a social context that was appropriate to its demands.  (Though the Reformation would make the interpretation of this story a very complicated task; comparable in many regards to the Talmud's reception of Mishnah Peah.  For a similar point was at issue:  should the church give special honor to those who gave away all they had?  And should the church extol the life of celibacy where such behavior was most naturally located?  Like the Talmud, the Reformers expended considerable efforts to hem in the natural implication of what Jesus taught.)  Such was not the case with Rabbinic Judaism, yet it is a testimony to the power of the simple sense of our Mishna that the Talmud contains several tales of Rabbinic figures who continued to follow its inner logic.  

� See the Jerusalem Talmud on Peah 1:1 and any of the traditional commentaries on the Mishna.  Clement of Alexandria (late second century, C. E) in his work, "Can the Rich Man be Saved?" also recognizes the need for prudence in regard to how much money ordinary lay people would be expected to part with.   But also note that Cyprian (third century C.E. from North Africa), in his treatise on almsgiving believes that God is sufficiently generous that one can be assured that however much one might wish to give, one will be sustained and rewarded in return (See Cyprian "Works and Almsgiving," chapters 8-13 in St. Cyprian, Treaties (Fathers of the Church, trans by. R. Deferrari;  New York:  Fathers of the Church, 1958).  As we shall discuss at the end of this essay, early Christianity proved a more hospitable environment for lavish acts of self-impoverishment.


� The books of Ben Sira and Tobit are quite clear on this fact (see our discussion below) and thus they anticipate the Talmud (see BT Sukkah 49b, "almsgiving is better than sacrifice). 


� An exceedingly important text in the early Church from the Syriac East to the Latin West.  It also appears in the Sybelline Oracles ( though it is hard to know whether this represents a Second Temple Jewish usage or a later Christian addition).  "Whoever gives alms knows that he is lending to God.  Mercy [perhaps better:  "charity"] saves from death when judgement comes."  The citation is from J. Charlesworth, Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, 1: 347.


� The phrase is frequent in the Jerusalem Talmud's commentary on Peah and in Leviticus Rabbah.  The various dictionaries also list many examples under the entry "zakah."


�On the trustworthiness of God in relation to almsgiving see our discussion below.


� St. Ephrem takes a comparable position on the role of almsgiving in the Divine Economy.  See my article in Letter and Spirit (forthcoming).


� Against Heresies, Book IV:18, quotation is taken from ANF I:486.


� The linkage of Proverbs 19:17 and Matthew 25:31-46 becomes standard for almost all commentators after Irenaeus (PROVIDE SOME EXAMPLES).


� As Urbach already noted ("Religious and Sociological Tendencies Regarding the Rabbinic Understanding of Almsgiving," in The World of the Sages:  Collected  Studies [Hebrew] (Jerusalem:  Magnes Press, 2002) XXX), this tradition is very close to a tradition found in the Midrash on Psalms (CITE SOURCE).


� A POINT TO DEVELOP:  THIS SORT OF EXEGESIS REQUIRES A HIGH-CHRISTOLOGY FOR MATT 25:31FF, I.E. JESUS MUST BE GOD FOR THE INNER-LOGIC TO WORK. NOT NOTICED BY NT SCHOLARS.


� So the graded sin or purification offering in Leviticus 5.


� Note that one of the mosaics found on a synagogue floor in Sepphoris has the story of Aaron's first offering of the Tamid or daily offering (Lev 9) in its top register and the sacrifice of Isaac at the bottom (INSERT REF).   This should be compared to the midrash which says that every time Israel offers the Tamid, God directs his attention to the binding of Isaac (INSERT REF).  On this reading, it is the sacrifice of Isaac that grounds the temple cult.  


� INSERT MIDRASHIC REF


� He is only called the rich young man in the Gospel of Matthew, in Mark he is simply a rich man.  But given how popular this title is for the story, I will continue to use it for the Markan version as well.


� On the close nexus between the beloved son and a sacrificial death in the Bible see J. Levenson,  Death and Resurrection of the Beloved Son (New Haven:  Yale University Press, 1993).


� INSERT REF


� See our discussion of I Cor 13:1-3 in n. 2 above.


� See Philo, De Dec. 121:  "'the second set' of commandments refers to 'the actions prohibited by our duty to fellow-men' whereas the other 'set of five … is more concerned with the divine.'"  (As cited in D. Allison, and W.D. Davies, The Gospel According to Matthew [ICC;  Edinburgh, 1997] III: 43 n. 32.)


� As Joel Markus has shown (forthcoming in his second volume on Mark in AB) there is ample legal evidence in Rabbinic sources that indicate that the command " not to covet one's neighbors goods,"  was frequently understand as  "do not defraud."


� One way to explain this conundrum is to presume that the man was not completely honest with Jesus about his integrity in keeping the law.  Many New Testament commentators have been suspicious of his claim.   The eminent British scholar of a generation back, C. E. B. Cranfield, wrote (The Gospel According to Mark (The Cambridge Greek Testament Commentary; Cambridge:  Cambridge University  Press, 1959), 329),  "the man's naïve reply makes it clear that he has not understood the Commandments nor ever really taken them seriously.  But he was no more mistaken about the law's real seriousness than were his Jewish contemporaries generally." It is clear that Cranfield has not come upon this position innocently.  His skepticism about the man's honesty is a result of a specifically Pauline construal of the law. In Paul's mind, it was one thing to know what the law required and another thing to do it.  "For we know that the law is spiritual;" Paul avers, "but I am of the flesh, sold into slavery under sin.  I do not understand my own actions.  For I do not do what I want, but I do the very thing I hate. […] For I know that nothing good dwells within me, that is, in my flesh.  I can will what is right, but I cannot do it.  For I do not do the good I want, but the evil I do not want is what I do.  Now if I do what I do not want, it is no longer I that do it, but sin that dwells in me"  (Romans 7:14-20).  If we begin with the presumption of Paul that keeping the law is an impossibility, then there is really no option but to doubt the veracity of young man.  But surely J. Fitzmyer gets it right when he says (in regard to Luke's version of the tale), "Jesus has not denied that the magistrate has actually observed the commandments; he takes the man's answer for what it is and tries to draw him on still further" (The Gospel According to Luke X-XXIV, (Anchor Bible 28a; New York:  Doubleday, 1985) 1197).


�  [FILL THIS OUT MORE] In the case of Isaac, the entire covenant is re-founded on the obedience of Abraham.  Isaac emerges from the story as a man ready for marriage.  A similar test is encountered by Jacob who must hand over his own beloved son, Benjamin, to his sons who have not proved altogether trustworthy.  But by taking this risk, Jacob receives back not just Benjamin, but Simeon and Joseph as well.  The return on his "investment" was staggering.  For the comparison of Jacob's sacrifice to that of Abraham, see Levenson, Death and Resurrection, XXX


� Recently, however, Shamma Friedman ("The Primacy of Tosefta to Mishnah in Synoptic Parallels," in Introducing Tosefta (Hoboken, NJ: KTAV, 1999) 99-122; Tosefta Atiqa [Hebrew] (Ramat Gan:  Bar Ilan University Press, 2002)) and Judith Hauptman (Rereading the Mishnah: A New Approach to Ancient Jewish Texts (Tübingen:  Mohr Siebeck, 2005)) have argued that we must modify this view. They have suggested that portions of the Tosephta were not so much a collection of supplementary material but probably constituted an earlier form of the Mishnah.   If this is the case, then a careful comparison of the Tosephta to the Mishnah can show us how the editors of the Mishnah handled their source material.


� The texts that form the backbone of this document are (fill in,  Lev 19 about leaving a corner of the field for the poor).


� The full form of the opening mishna in tractate Peah is:  "These are matters that have no specified amount: peah, first fruits, the festival offering, charitable deeds, and Torah-study. Regarding the following matters, a man may enjoy their fruit in this world and his principle will remain for him in the next: honoring father and mother, charitable deeds, establishing peace between a man and his friend, Torah-study is equal to all of them."


� Urbach ("Religious and Sociological Tendencies" p. XX) argues that part of the reason that poverty was so extreme in the land of Israel in the early second century C.E. is that the Temple infrastructure had disappeared and another had not yet arisen to  replace it.  A similar sort of poverty must have been the case in the diaspora in Tobit's day.  If so, the transfer of money taken to Jerusalem (including the tithe for the poor) to the giving of alms would have been quite logical and natural.


� Tosephta Ki-Pshuta (XXX)


� INSERT REF


� I have edited out a short aside about how little one might give and have it still count as fulfilling one's obligation.


� There follows a long aside about how much one might spend on other commandments.


� There follows another long aside on the status of a law that is so diligently pursued.


� In parallel traditions in the Babylonian Talmud (Baba Bathra 10a) and Tosephta (4:19) his generosity is occasioned by a famine.  Some commentators explain the presence of this unit in the Yerushalmi on the grounds that his actions were necessitated by these extreme social conditions in which case the Talmudic dictum about giving only 20 per cent might be bracketed.  But it is surely significant that this version eliminates detail.  And presumably it knew of it because it of its familiarity with the Tosephta.


� One may object that the tractate concludes on the halakhic note with which it began, that is, a distinction between charitable activity in general and the giving of alms in particular.  But one should observe two things.  First, the distinctions made in this unit are purely formal in nature, that is, charity is better because it is more inclusive not because it preserves capital.  This formal criterion is quite different than the pragmatic issue that opened this  Talmudic unit (see Unit A).  Indeed, according to this unit (F), charity includes almsgiving ("acts of loving kindness are customarily done with both one's money and body").


� "Two Lexicographical Notes," JBL 65 (1946) 67-72, esp., 69-72.


� This is an excellent argument for seeing the Tosephta's belief that almsgiving is equal to all the commandments is older than the Mishnah's counter-claim for the Torah.  Nowhere, that I am aware of, is Torah-study described as the commandment.  Rabbinic semantics confirms the picture we have seen in Tobit, Ben Sirah and the Gospels.


� Surprisingly, Lieberman's suggestion was not known by H. C. Kee in his translation for  in J. Charlesworth's edition (The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (New York: Doubleday, 1983)1:817).  The result is an unintelligible translation:  "Someone else commits adultery and is sexually promiscuous, yet is abstemious in his eating.  While fasting, he is committing evil deeds.  Through the power of his wealth he ravages many, and yet in spite of his excessive evil, he performs the commandments." Since we are dealing with a list of self-contradictory behaviors, Lieberman's suggestion remains much more sensible:  He cheats and steals and then uses what he has gained to give alms.   For the Greek text, see M. de Jonge, The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs:  A Critical Edition of the Greek Text (Leiden:  Brill, 1978) 137.


� Eliezer Diamond, Holy Men and Hunger Artists:  Fasting and Asceticism in Rabbinic Culture (New York:  Oxford University Press, 2004).  Especially valuable is his second chapter titled "'The Principle Remains for the Next World':  Delayed Gratification and Avoidance of Pleasure in Rabbinic Thought," which concerns Mishnah Peah 1:1.


� Perhaps this motif could be compared to the story of the rich man and Lazarus in the Gospel of Luke (16:19-31).


� Holy Men and Hunger Artists, 70.


� INSERT NOTE TO M. HIRSHMAN'S ARTICLE.  ALSO NOTE THAT IMPROPER SEXUAL RELATIONS IS "THE" TRANSGRESSION AND STANDS IN PARALLEL TO CHARITY WHICH IS "THE" COMMANDMENT.


� The text in from E. Beck, Des Heiligen Ephraem des Syrers. Hymnen auf Abraham Kidunaya und Julianos Saba, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium 322-323 (Louvain:  Imprimerie Orientalishce, 1955).


� It is also striking that a goodly number of exegetes view the command to give alms as subordinate in importance to the act of following Jesus.  Vincent Taylor (The Gospel According to St. Mark, 429) speaks for the majority when he writes, "In saying to the man, 'One thing thou lackest', Jesus does not mean that there is just one act to perform in order that he may inherit eternal life, for after the command to sell all that he has He adds 'come and follow me'.  It is this 'following' which leads to life; the renunciation of riches and gifts to the poor are actions which in his case following entails." Taylor is clearly uncomfortable with the notion that one would be rewarded for a specific deed – that would appear too Pharisaic – rather the command to follow indicates that the most important thing is faith. Yet Taylor undermines this declaration in part when he later cites with approval the observation that "Jesus Himself appears to have chosen a life of poverty; He wanders to and fro without a settled home (1:39, Lk 9:58), His disciples are hungry (2:23, 8:14), women provide for His needs (Lk 8:3) and His disciples can say, 'behold we have left everything and have followed you' (10:28)" (Taylor, 429). But there is nothing intrinsic to the Christian tradition that demands such a low-appraisal of the deed itself.  Indeed, it seems quite obvious in this story that the entire possibility of following Jesus turns on the desire to perform the deed.  Faith and works are inseparable in this story.





� There is no need to turn to Paul and try to explain the man's claim that he kept the five commandments Jesus enumerates as disingenuous as Cranfield did. On the specifically Protestant sources of Cranfield's position, see the excellent exposition of U. Luz, Matthew 8-20 (Minneapolis:  Fortress Press, 2001) 521-22. As E. P. Sanders has noted, Jesus may have opposed certain legalistic excesses within the Rabbinic movement, but in general he "objects to the Pharisees because they are not righteous enough" (Jesus and Judaism, 277).  Strikingly in this narrative about the rich man,  Jesus is demanding a strict adherence to the legal logic of the Mishnah


� "Religious and Sociological Tendencies," pp. XX.


� "From Priests at their Right to Christians at their Left?  On the Interpretation and Development of a Mishnaic Story (m. Rosh HaShanah 2:8-9),"  Tarbiz 74 (2005) 21-42.  


� Compare Gen Rab 34:14, Ben ‘Azzai lectured: He who refrains from procreation is as though he shed blood and impaired [God's] likeness. What is the proof from scripture? "Whoever sheds human blood…"  Why is this a proof? [For scripture first says:] "God made man in his image," and then adds, "be fruitful and multiply."


� I have followed closely the translation of Diamond, but have changed a number of details.  The text is from the Babylonian Talmud, Taanit 24a.


� Diamond, "Hunger Artists and Householders," Union Seminary Quarterly Review 49 (1994) 33.





