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ABSTRACT

The reincarnation of Adam in Joseph, the fallen angels (‘Azza and ‘Azza’el) and Joseph’s
brothers, a possible Christian polemic concerning Metatron and Jesus, the mystery of
“divine physiognomy,” the “book of Rabbi Kruspedai,” and the meeting with his mother
on the day of R. Kruspedai’s death—are all included in some Zoharic passages printed
in Tikkunei haZohar, at the end of Tikkun 770 (134b-136a), which is the focal text of this
article. The main purpose of this article is to discuss the multifaceted linkage between
Metatron and Jesus as part of the hidden Zoharic polemics against Christianity.
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In some Zoharic passages at the end of Tikkun 7o (134b—136a), printed in
Tikkunei haZohar (TZ), the later stratum of the classic Castilian Kabbalistic
work known as Sefer ha-Zohar (thirteenth—fourteenth centuries)," a num-
ber of textual traditions are combined together: the reincarnation of Adam
in Joseph, the fallen angels ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el and Joseph’s brothers, a link-
age between the archangel Metatron and Jesus, the mystery of “divine phys-
iognomy,” the “book of Rabbi Kruspedai,” and the meeting with his mother
on the day of R. Kruspedai’s death. The main themes that connect all of
these depictions are the figure of Metatron, the question of incarnation,
and complex hidden polemics against Christianity.

The figure of the archangel Metatron and his ambivalent and complex
affinities with Jesus are a central theme of this article.? A number of textual
traditions that appear at the end of Tikkun 70 in TZ are all linked to the
figure of Metatron, his reincarnation in Joseph, his ties with the figure of
R. Kruspedai, and even his association with “divine physiognomy”+ and
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the question of incarnation. The main goal of this article is to emphasize
the multifaceted linkage between Metatron and Jesus as part of the hidden
Zoharic polemics against Christianity.

“THE BOOK OF GENERATIONS” AND THE MYSTERY OF REINCARNATION

The text discussed in this article appears in several Byzantine manuscripts,
which make up a unique group of old Zoharic manuscripts (fourteenth—
fifteenth centuries), and in the Cremona printed edition of the Zohar
(sixteenth century), with the following opening: “(Gen. 5:1) “This is the
book of generations of Adam (toledot adam),” ‘This is’—as there are a few
books: the book of Rav Hamnuna Sava, the book of Rav Kruspedai, the
book of Enoch the youth, about whom it is stated: (idem, 24) ‘Enoch walked
with God; then he was no more, because God took him.” And why did they
call it ‘generations of Adam’? But here is the mystery of reincarnation.”s
This passage begins with a homily on the opening words of Genesis 5:1:
“This is the book of generations of Adam. When God created humankind,
he made them in the likeness of God” (NRSV; with some corrections of
mine). The current homily focuses on the initial clause, building on its
literal meaning, “This is the book of generations of Adam.”® The hom-
ilist states that the phrase “book of generations of Adam” is modified by
the demonstrative pronoun this to hint at the unique nature of the book,”
which is unlike others in the “celestial library,” which includes the book
of Rav Hamnuna Sava, the book of Rav Kruspedai, and the book of Enoch
the youth.®

This passage probably alludes to a similar passage in the writings of
R. Eleazar of Worms (twelfth—thirteenth centuries), who deals with the
book of generations of Adam:

The image of the soul is above. (Gen. 5:1) “This is the book of gen-
erations of Adam.” “This”—as there is another [book]. There is the
book of Chronicles and the book of Josippon which started from
Adam. “This is the book of generations of Adam,” And there is a
book of above, which all the angels that have the images of all future
human beings are written in it, as (Zechariah 3:1): “Then he showed
me the high priest Joshua standing before the angel of the Lord,” and
as (Gen. 32:25—32) the image of the angel that Jacob saw, as seeing
the face of God. And there are all the images of the face of man that
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Daniel saw. And the image of man that is in charge on the lower
[worlds] as (Daniel 77:13) “I saw one like a son of man coming with
the clouds of heaven” and as the image of man that is in charge on
the upper [worlds]: (Ezekiel 1:26): “and seated above the likeness of
a throne was something that seemed like a human form” and it is
written: (Daniel 7:13): “And he came to the Ancient of Days and was
presented before him.” And when the angel that is in charge of preg-
nancy needs to form the face of the fetus, he looks at the book of
images after which zodiac sign and which angels [image] were writ-
ten for this child. . . . As it was written in the days of Genesis, as it is
said: (Gen. 5:1) “This is the book of generations of Adam. When God
created Adam he made him in the likeness of God.”®

The “book of generations” is described here as the “book of images” that
form the faces of all humankind in the likeness of the images of God
described in Ezekiel and Daniel. This text probably also influenced the for-
mation of the Zoharic composition known as the Raza deRazin (lit. “Secret
of Secrets”),” which deals with the science of physiognomy, also opening
with the Genesis 5:1 verse.”

The homilist in TZ then asks why the book is named “the generations
of Adam.” He answers that the word generations in the title hints at the
“mystery of reincarnation” (x>5x1 x1) concealed within this book.” Before
discussing the rest of the homily in depth, it should be noted that two of the
books mentioned here, the book of Rav Kruspedai and the book of Enoch
the youth, appear nowhere else in Zoharic literature (which does have
many references to “the book of Enoch”).*

It should be noted further that the homily quoted above appears in other
manuscripts and early printed editions in a different version. In that ver-
sion, the reference to the book of Rav Kruspedai is followed by the story of
the visit of Rabbi Kruspedai’s mother on the day of his death. Furthermore,
the reference to the book of Enoch the youth appears as a separate homily,
after the story about R. Kruspedai. In it, “the book of the generations of
Adam” is identified with the book of Enoch the youth: “Another word, (Gen.
5:1) ‘this is the book of the generations of Adam’—This is the Book of Enoch
the youth, about whom it is stated (idem, 24) ‘Enoch walked with God; then
he was no more, because God took him,” and why is it called ‘generations of
Adam’? But here is the mystery of reincarnation.”” This additional homily
on the opening words of Genesis 5:1 is important because of the identifi-
cation of “the book of the generations of Adam” with the book of Enoch



120 Journal of Medieval Religious Cultures

the youth. Therefore, the question: Why is the book named “the generations
of Adam”? refers not to the book mentioned in the verse but, rather, to the
book of Enoch the youth. In this version, the question is actually: Why is the
book of Enoch the youth named “the generations of Adam”?

Although it cannot be determined unequivocally, it is my opinion that
the version in the Byzantine manuscripts and the Cremona edition is later.”
The story about the death of R. Kruspedai (and the transformation of the
reference to the book of Enoch the youth into an additional homily on the
verse from Genesis) is probably a later reworking of the prior version found
in the Byzantine manuscripts.”

In all versions, the homily continues by explicitly identifying the book of
Enoch the youth with “the book of the generations of Adam” and raising the
question of why the book of Enoch the youth is known by the latter name:

And why did they call it [the book of Enoch the youth] (Gen. 5:1) “The
generations of Adam”? . . . [F]or it is from him [Adam)] that he [Enoch]
emerged, and he [Enoch] was an offspring of him [Adam]. And why
is he (Enoch) called “Youth”? But here is the mystery [of] (Job 33:25)
“. .. he shall return to the days of his youth,” as he was before. After
which, he descended into him [Joseph] of whom it is stated: (Gen.
37:2)" “and the lad [Heb. na‘ar, also translated as “servant”] was with
the sons of Bilhah and Zilpah, his father’s wives; and Joseph brought
unto his father their evil report.” (TZ 1377b)

On the surface, this version is more consistent with the later identification
between the book of Enoch the youth and the book of the generations of
Adam, which may be why a later editor made the identification into a sepa-
rate homily. Here it is clear that the words ““The generations of Adam,’ as
he came forth from him” should be understood as referring to the image
of Enoch the youth, the hero of the book of Enoch the youth, also known
as Metatron “the youth” (as described in the Third Book of Enoch),?® who is
described as a “descendant” and reincarnation of Adam. Indeed, the next
question is why Enoch is named “youth.” The answer hints that Enoch,
who “returned to the days of his youthful vigor” (Job 33:25), returns to his
first incarnation as Adam, hence identifying Adam with Metatron.>

“The book of Enoch the youth” is a distinctive Zoharic phrase and
clearly hints at the Third Book of Enoch, which tells how the human Enoch,
son of Jared, became the archangel Metatron, whose many epithets in the
book include “Youth.”>> The Zoharic description here tells how the soul of
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Primordial Adam (“Adam Kadmon”) was reincarnated as Enoch and then
transformed into the Youth-Metatron, returning to “the days of his youthful
vigor,” namely, his first incarnation as the soul of Adam. This description of
the reincarnation of Adam’s soul as Enoch and then Metatron is also found
in the Zohar, in the section dealing with the light that was lost to Adam
after he sinned and the transfer of that light from Adam to Enoch. The
homilies in TZ, which are the focal point of the present article, are closely
connected to this segment and to an additional source in the Zohar that
describes a similar process of the reincarnation of Adam’s soul (described
as “the bright soul of the upper speculum”—x>p>1 xM5paoRT X171 RNNWI)
in Enoch.? From what has been demonstrated thus far, a significant asso-
ciation can be found between the image of God and the figures of Adam,
Enoch, Metatron, Rav Hamnuna Sava, and Rav Kruspedai.

HOMILIES ON THE “BOOK OF GENERATIONS OF ADAM” IN TZ AND
IN RAZA DERAZIN

The homily under consideration continues by describing the reincarnation
of Adam as another youth, namely, Joseph, about whom Genesis (37:2)
says, “He was a helper/servant [Heb. na‘ar, also translated as “youth”] to
the sons of Bilhah and Zilpah” (TZ 135b). This is followed by a dialogue
between Rabbi Shimon Bar Yochai and his son, Rabbi Elazar, that formu-
lates the identity of the soul shared by the three youths or na‘arim: Adam,
Metatron, and Joseph.* This section is actually the continuation of a dia-
logue that begins in the printed editions (sixteenth century) shortly after
the beginning of Tikkun 7o:

(Gen. 5:1) “This is the book of generations of Adam.” R. Shimon
opened and said: I raise my hands to the One Who created the world,
Who shall reveal to us higher sealed secreted concealed mysteries [pr
Mo Praa o RO, [in order] to utter [them] before Shekhinah. . ..
He opened and said: “This is the book of generations of Adam.” . ..
“This” certainly [alludes to] the four faces of the Lion; four faces of the
Ox; four faces of the Eagle. Through which are made known the faces
of people. . . . (Exod. 18:21) “And you shall behold from all the people.”
By the hair. . . . By the forehead. . . . By the ears. . . . By the eyes. . ..
By the nose. . . . By the mouth. ... By the hands . . . by the colors of the
hair: White hair is of those able men [>n nwix] for it is stated upon them:
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(Daniel 77:9) “and the Ancient of Days was sitting, His garment white
like snow, and the hair of His head like pure clean wool.” (Tikkun 70,
121a—122)

It should be noted that although the section under consideration begins
with this text in all of the versions available to us, in the Byzantine man-
uscripts it is also the beginning of the entire Tikkun, which is numbered
“Tikkun 61,” rather than “Tikkun 70.”2¢ Both Tikkun 7o (in the printed edi-
tions) and Tikkun 61 (in the Byzantine manuscripts) begin with a homily on
Genesis 5:1: “This is the book of the generations of Adam.” Furthermore,
the entire passage (Tikkun 7o, 121a—138D) is very similar to the Zoharic
composition known as the Raza deRazin,” which begins with a section
stylistically akin to the first part of Tikkun 61 in the Byzantine manuscripts:

“And you shall behold from all the people” (Exodus 18:21). This is the
book of generations of Adam [toledot adam] [or of Human Features]
(Gen. 5:1)—this is one of the concealed and profound books.

Rabbi Shimon said: “I raised my hands in prayer to the One who
created the world; for even though concealed, ancient, and exalted
matters are revealed in this verse, one must examine and gaze into
the secrets of this ancient book, from which the hidden Book of King
Solomon was derived.

“This—on which everything depends. . . . This is the book—
to understand concealed, deep knowledge that was transmitted to
Primal Adam concerning the features of human beings. This lore
was conveyed to King Solomon; it was bequeathed to him and he
wrote it down in his book.

“We have learned that Moses was perplexed by this [wisdom] until
Shekhinah arrived and instructed him. She viewed and selected all
the men with distinctive visages. It was there that Moses learned this
wisdom, entering into it, as is written: ‘And you shall behold from all
the people’ (Exodus 18:21). . . . And you, you shall behold and examine
this—you, and no other, to know and to gaze upon sixty myriads. ‘Six
characteristics to examine in people’s faces, to fathom the wisdom
clearly: by the hair, eyes, nose, lips, face, and hands.””2?

Both of these passages comment on the same verse, Genesis 5:1, and this
homily of Raza deRazin has much in common with the one in TZ; both deal
with the science of physiognomy hinted at in this verse (Gen. 5:1): since the
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human being is created “in the image of God,” every physical feature con-
veys profound meaning.?® In both, the “book of the generations of Adam”
is tied to other “concealed books,” and the list continues with “the hid-
den Book of King Solomon,” which is closely related to the book of Rav
Hamnuna Sava.3°

Moreover, in the opening passages of both Tikkun 61 (Byzantine mss.)
and Raza deRazin, R. Shimon Bar Yochai is described as raising his hands
in prayer to the Creator that the concealed Torah be revealed to him. The
main “mysteries of Torah” referenced in these selections relate to the sci-
ence of physiognomy; both of them interpret Exodus 18:21—“And you shall
behold from all the people”—as referring, in this context, to Moses’s knowl-
edge of this wisdom. For the current discussion, it should be noted that the
physiognomy in Tikkun 61 (Byzantine mss.) is closely related to both the
four visages of the upper chariot and the visages of the Greater and Lesser
Countenances (Arikh Anpin and Ze‘eir Anpin). In the print editions, this
section opens with an editor’s gloss that consists primarily of a severe warn-
ing lest the reader err in understanding the anthropomorphic descriptions
of God and relating this to the warning given by R. Shimon at the beginning
of Idra Rabbah, which also deals with homilies concerned mainly with tikkun
(“repair” or “rectify”) of the Greater and Lesser Countenances of God (see
Mantua, 120a-b).3" In this subsection, it has been demonstrated that the
homilies on the “book of generations of Adam” in both TZ and Raza deR-
azin create a linkage between the science of physiognomy and the image of
God—and in TZ even to the visages of the Greater and Lesser Countenances
(Arikh Anpin and Ze‘eir Anpin)—as referring to the “divine physiognomy.”

THE ANGELS’ QUARREL AGAINST ADAM (AND ENOCH-METATRON)—
TRANSFORMED INTO THE SIN OF SELLING JOSEPH

Returning to the mystery of the incarnations of Adam-Metatron-Joseph,
as described in the main passage under consideration, the passage draws
parallels between the tradition concerning the angelic objections to the cre-
ation of Adam and the tradition concerning the fallen angels’ objection to
the cult of Metatron,’* which is connected to the quarrel between Joseph
and his brothers:

After which, he descended into him [Joseph] of whom it is stated:
(Gen. 377:2) “and the lad [Heb. na‘ar, also translated as “servant”] was
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with the sons of Bilhah and Zilpah, his father’s wives; and Joseph
brought unto his father their evil report.” What is meant by “their
evil report”? But they were of the stock of those who said: (Psalms
8:4—5)» “what are human beings that you are mindful of them, mor-
tals that you care for them? Yet you have made them a little lower than
God,”—for You have given him all the treasure of heaven, and all of
its keys are in his hand, and the governance of all is his, like the king
who said to Joseph: (Gen. 41:40) “only the throne shall I make greater
than you.”

He [R. Elazar] said to him [R. Shimon]: And yet ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el
were these! He [R. Shimon] said to him: And yet others were gath-
ered with him. R. Elazar said to him: And yet, the Blessed Holy One,
before He took counsel with His hosts (i.e. Angeles) had not made
Adam, for He said: (Gen. 1:26) “Let us make a human [Adam] in our
image, according to our likeness.” He [R. Shimon)] said to him: in
order to teach humankind a lesson on how Greater took counsel from
the lesser [m wprm nyy x2111 S o11]. And moreover, there is another
mystery here: [it is compared] to a king who had a faithful messen-
ger, to whom he wanted to give his reward. He [the king] said to his
hosts: I wish to make this my messenger a ruler over you, because he
is faithful. Whoever knows something else about him should speak.
When there was not found anyone who denounced him, He said:
(Gen. 1:26) “Let us make a human [Heb. Adam)].” . .. This is Metatron
corresponding to Joseph below. But there were others who hated him,
and they said: (Psalms 8:4) “what are human beings that you are
mindful of them,” and because of this: (Gen. 37:2—4) “and Joseph
brought unto his father their evil report . . . they hated him, and could
not speak peaceably unto him.” And not that these were ‘Azza and
‘Azza’el, but these were others who gathered [were included] with
them. (Tikkun 7o, 137b—-138a)

Immediately after describing the incarnation of the “youth’s” (na‘ar) soul of
Adam-Metatron into Joseph, the passage draws a parallel between Joseph’s
brothers and those who said, “What are human beings that you are mindful
of them?” (Ps. 8:4). Conversely, God gives Adam-Metatron “all treasures
of heaven and all his keys” (a description clearly identified with Metatron
in many places in the Zohar),* which is similar to the authority granted
to Joseph. Here the question arises: Who asked, “What are human beings
that you are mindful of them?”? Who was “the stock” from which Joseph’s
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brothers emerged? R. Elazar responds to R. Shimon’s homily (indicating
that the entire opening homily under consideration is attributed to
R. Shimon Bar Yochai) and contends that his father is certainly referring
to the fallen angels ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el.» However, R. Shimon retorts that
he was not referring to the fallen angels ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el but, rather, two
other angels who opposed Adam.

Concealed within these two positions are hints at two early, apocalyptic
traditions: one related to Enoch and the other related to Adam.*® Each of
these recounts a tradition of a human apotheosis to a near-divine status.
However, in later stages of development, these two apocalyptic traditions
sometimes merged into descriptions of the ties between Adam and Enoch.
The description exerting the strongest influence on this Zoharic homily
seems to be the description of the angels who opposed the transforma-
tion of Enoch-Metatron into an archangel and the chief angel in the king-
dom of heaven, as described in 3 Enoch, known in Jewish tradition as Sefer
Hekhalot (seventh—eighth centuries):3”

R. Ishmael said: Then I questioned the angel Metatron, Prince of the
Divine Presence. I said to him, “What is your name?” He answered,
“I have seventy names . . . however, my King calls me ‘Youth’ [Na‘ar].”
R. Ishmael said: I said to Metatron, “Why are you called by the name
of your Creator with seventy names? You are greater than all the
princes, more exalted than all the angels, more beloved than all the
ministers, more honored than all the hosts, and elevated over all
potentates in sovereignty, greatness, and glory; why, then, do they call
you ‘Youth’ in the heavenly heights?” He answered: Because I am
Enoch, the son of Jared. When the generation of the Flood sinned
and turned to evil deeds, and said to God, (Job 21:14) “Go away! We do
not choose to learn your ways,” . . . [ttherefore the Holy One, blessed
be he, brought me up in their lifetime, before their very eyes, to the
heavenly height, to be a witness against them to future generations.
And the Holy One, blessed be he, appointed me in the height as a
prince and a ruler among the ministering angels. Then three of the
ministering angels, ‘Uzza, ‘Azza and ‘Aza’el came and laid charges
against me in the heavenly height. They said before the Holy One,
blessed be He: “Lord of the Universe, did not the primeval ones give
you good advice when they said, Do not create man!” The Holy One,
blessed be he, replied: “I have made and will sustain him; I will carry
and deliver him.” When they saw me they said before him, “Lord
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of the Universe, what right has this one to ascend to the height of
heights? Is he not descended from those who perished in the waters
of the Flood? What right has he to be in heaven?” Again, the Holy
One, blessed be He, replied and said to them, “What right have you
to interrupt me? I have chosen this one in preference to all of you,
to be a prince and a ruler over you in the heavenly heights.” At once
they all arose and went to meet me and prostrated themselves before
me, saying, “Happy are you, and happy your parents, because your
Creator has favored you.” Because I am young in their company and
a mere youth among them in days and months and years—therefore
they call me “Youth” [Na‘ar].3®

The descriptions here incorporate two elements important for the current
discussion. First is the description of Enoch-Metatron’s transformation into
a divine being, called by the name of God and becoming the chief angel;
second is the reason for the designation na‘ar. In the context of Enoch-
Metatron becoming the chief angel, it is also mentioned that three of the
ministering angels, Uzza, ‘Azza, and ‘Azza’el, objected to that transforma-
tion. One argument that supports their claim is the mention of the “first
ones” who objected to the creation of Adam, showing that as early as 3
Enoch there is a connection between Enoch-Metatron and Adam. The
description of the “first” angels in 3 Enoch (“Said not the First Ones rightly
before you”) is in fact a quotation from the words of the angels quoted
in the Babylonian Talmud (BT) Sanhedrin 38b, where they object to the
creation of Adam and quote the verse also cited in TZ, “What are human
beings that you are mindful of them?” (Ps. 8:4).39

Finally, the citation from 3 Enoch explains why Enoch-Metatron is called
na‘ar. This name was given to him because he was the youngest of the
angels to ascend in rank, beginning as a human known from the scriptures
as “Enoch ben Jared” and only recently becoming the angel Metatron. In
my opinion, this description is the main proof that “The book of Enoch the
youth” referred to in TZ is indeed 3 Enoch (Sefer Hekhalot), because this is
the primary source that makes a connection between the designation na‘ar
and the transformation of Enoch ben Jared into the angel Metatron, who is
elevated to the rank of an archangel and becomes godlike.

Another interesting reference to the fallen angels Azza and ‘Azza’el,
who are mentioned together with Metatron, appears on a Aramaic incanta-
tion bowl (third—seventh centuries): “All of them are brought to an end and
annulled by the command of the jealous and avenging God, the one who
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sent Azza, Azzael and Metatron, the great prince of his Throne.”+ This
incantation bowl was used as a magical amulet for protection from differ-
ent demonic forces, identified here with Azza and Azzael, and successfully
vanquishing them. This was done by using the power of the “avenging
God” and “Metatron, the great prince of his Throne.”

Furthermore, the description of the angels Uzza, ‘Azza, and ‘Azza’el
in 3 Enoch is very familiar in the tradition of Enochic literature, and they
stand in direct relationship with the fallen angels Shemhazai and Azazel,
who had sexual relations with human females and fathered the giants, as
described in 1 Enoch.# However, it seems that the principal sources that
influenced the descriptions of ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el in the Zohar are 3 Enoch
and the “Midrash of Shemhazai and ‘Azza’el” described in Midrash Bereishit
Rabbati (Moshe haDarshan, eleventh century), which is clearly a reworking
of motifs from 1 Enoch and 3 Enoch.# This midrash describes the objection
of the fallen angels Shemhazai and Azazel to the creation of Adam (again
citing the verse “What [is Adam)] that you are mindful of him?”) and also
refers to Metatron as God’s messenger to Shemhazai, who informs him of
the future destruction that will be brought upon the world.

It indeed seems that the description of the angels ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el in
the Zohar was influenced by the description of the three fallen angels Uzza,
‘Azza, and Azza'el in 3 Enoch (who objected to the ascension of Enoch-
Metatron) and the two fallen angels in the midrash of Shemhazai and
Azazel (who objected to the creation of Adam). However, the description
in TZ, particularly R. Shimon Bar Yochai’s objection to counting ‘Azza and
‘Azza’el among the angels who objected to the creation of Adam, is also
influenced by the account of the ministering angels in BT Sanhedrin 38b.

It is apparent that the discussion in TZ developed from two important
passages in the Zohar dealing with similar incidents. The first is printed
in the Zohar on Parashat Balak,s while the other, which is actually part
of TZ, is printed in the Zohar on Parashat Bereishit.¢ In addition, there
are various passages in Zoharic literature dealing with the fallen angels
‘Azza and ‘Azza’el.# In the first passage, from Zohar Balak, R. Shimon Bar
Yochai expounds the verse Psalm 8:4—“What are human beings that you
are mindful of them?”—and describes the Holy Blessed One’s consultation
with the angels when He wanted to create Adam.#® After several groups of
higher angels objected to the creation of Adam and were burned, the final
group goes before the Holy Blessed One, poses the question “What are
human beings that you are mindful of them?” and inquires as to Adam’s
nature. God replies that Adam will be created in the image of the higher
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beings (angels) and will exceed them in wisdom. Finally, after Adam is cre-
ated and sins, ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el go before God to denounce him, where-
upon God banishes them from heaven. This is similar to the description in
3 Enoch of Uzza, ‘Azza, and ‘Azza’el objecting to the ascension of Enoch-
Metatron to the top of the angelic hierarchy and quoting the (“first”) min-
istering angels who objected to the creation of Adam by asking the same
question from Psalm 8:4. In this context, it is interesting to note that the
Zohar also describes the removal of Adam’s “light”/soul (zihara ‘ila’ah) and
its transfer to Enoch as occurring after Adam sins.+

In this description, which is influenced by various discussions in rab-
binic literature, there are hints of the superiority of Adam over the angels,
but there is no explicit reference to him becoming the object of a cult and
ruler over the heavenly kingdom. Furthermore, although there are hints
at a connection between Adam and Enoch-Metatron, they are implicit,
and most of the emphasis is on the image of Adam, as described in BT
Sanhedrin 38b and Bereishit Rabbati.

However, in the second description in TZ, which is printed in Zohar
Bereishit,*® there is an addition that is very important: when God created
Adam, He wanted to make him “the leader superior to all the higher
ones,” who would be subordinate to him, like Joseph. The remainder of
the description is very similar to that of the fallen angels Shemhazai and
Azazel in Bereishit Rabbati.

The mention of Joseph in connection to the superiority of Adam also
appears in the homily from TZ under consideration, and it seems that it is
unique to the TZ strata. However, even in the descriptions in the printed
Zohar Bereishit, where there is no explicit mention of Enoch-Metatron,
there is surely a strong hint in the description of Adam’s superiority and
control, which is similar to the description of Enoch-Metatron in 3 Enoch
where he becomes the “chief of angels” and their superior (“I delight in this
one more than in all of you, and hence he shall be a prince and a ruler over
you in the high heavens”).4

It seems that the most explicit description of Enoch-Metatron and his
connection to Adam is in the passage in TZ under discussion. Most likely,
this is the reason that R. Shimon Bar Yochai insisted (unlike in his homily
in TZ printed in Zohar Bereishit) that it was not ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el to whom
3 Enoch refers (and Bereishit Rabbati hints) but, rather, other angels, appar-
ently the ministering angels mentioned in BT Sanhedrin 38b, who were rein-
carnated as Joseph'’s ten brothers. R. Elazar represents the prevailing Zoharic
tradition (in both Zohar Balak and TZ printed in Zohar Bereishit) that these
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angels were indeed ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el, while God consulted and created
Adam with the ministering angels, following the interpretative tradition for
understanding Genesis 1:26: “Let us make man [Heb. Adam].”s° R. Shimon
Bar Yochai, however, reinforces the “Adamic template” and emphasizes
that the consultation was solely in order to give His “emissary” (i.e., Adam)
power over them, and when no one was found to object, Adam was created.

In terms of the homily’s form, it appears that the author of TZ wants to
maintain the tension between Adam and Enoch, since BT Sanhedrin 38b
makes no mention at all of fallen angels. This author was apparently influ-
enced by the Adamic tradition, as the homily later hints at Adam’s divinity.s
By contrast, ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el are clearly identified with Enoch-Metatron
in 3 Enoch. Precisely because of the many hints at 3 Enoch (including the
distinctive Zoharic phrase “The book of Enoch the youth”), and the empha-
sis on the reincarnation of Adam as Metatron the na‘ar (who is then rein-
carnated as Joseph), it was important for the author of TZ to also preserve
the Adamic tradition that was originally unrelated to the fallen angels ‘Azza
and ‘Azza’el.

RABBI JOSEPH ANGELET ON METATRON THE NA‘AR, JOSEPH THE KING,
AND JOSEPH’S SALE BY HIS TEN BROTHERS

The unique tradition in this text, which identifies the angels who opposed
Adam/Enoch-Metatron with Joseph’s brothers, still requires clarification.
Is this tradition also related to the unwillingness of R. Shimon Bar Yochai
to identify the angels with ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el?

One way to answer this question is to identify the possible source of
the homily in TZ. There is a close connection between the homily and the
writings of R. Joseph Angelet, who uses several motifs that are very similar
to those in TZ. I would like to emphasize that I do not believe that it can be
determined with any certainty that Angelet authored the homily; he might
have only edited it. Another possibility is that the similar motifs in both the
homily under consideration and Angelet’s writings indicate only that this
homily (or similar ones unknown to us) influenced Angelet. In this case,
however, one can see him as an interpreter, writing his commentary or
reworking the text shortly after its composition and in very close proximity
to the authorship of TZ.5

The closest parallels to the homily under consideration are found in
the same Byzantine manuscripts of the Zohar where it appears as Tikkun
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61. This text is not included in printed versions of the Zohar and is not
part of TZ in these manuscripts; rather, it appears in the Byzantine man-
uscripts as Zohar on Vayeshev.3 Ronit Meroz was the first to publish these
passages and note their close connection to the writings of R. Joseph
Angelet in his books Kupat Harokhlin and Livnat haSapir.s+ This text
also includes clear hints as to the identification of Metatron and Joseph,
using the designation na‘ar for both; and an adjacent text even deals with
the mystery of the sin Joseph’s ten brothers committed by selling him.
These homilies are also based on the verse quoted in our homily: “and
[Joseph] the lad [Heb. na‘ar, also translated as “servant”] . . . brought unto
his father their evil report” (Gen. 37:2).5 Joseph, the “king,” is described
as a na‘ar in the time of exile and is then transformed from nahar (lit.
“river”) to na‘ar, which is a clear reference to Metatron, who is described
in several places as the ruler during exile, often derived from Ecclesiastes
10:16, “Alas for you, O land, when your king is a servant [na‘ar],” which
is also cited here.

This is followed by the concept, well known from the hekhalot literature
and liturgical poems, of the sin of Joseph'’s ten brothers being reincarnated
in the ten rabbis martyred by the Romans.5® In this context, note also the
close connection of Metatron to the mystery of “the human sacrifice” and
the death of martyrs.”

Further support for the association between this homily in TZ and the
writings of Rabbi Joseph Angelet is found in the aforementioned simi-
larity between Raza deRazin and the main sections of Tikkun 61 (in the
Byzantine mss.)—which contains the dialogue between R. Shimon Bar
Yochai and his son on the mysteries of physiognomy. Indeed, Meroz
contends that Angelet authored this passage.’® Interestingly, in order to
substantiate her claim, Meroz points to characteristic signs of Angelet’s
literary style found in Raza deRazin, even though they are not quanti-
tatively sufficient to make a definite claim. These include references to
books from the celestial library: Sifra deAdam Kama’'a, Sifra deShlomo
Malka, Sifra deHanokh (Angelet also refers to Sifra deRav Hamuna Sava
on several occasions).’® Similarly, there is the important parallel to the
idea that Adam’s soul was reincarnated in Enoch and Metatron (the na‘ar)
as described in Zohar Hadash Terumah,°® and Meroz claims that it is a
“nearly certain assumption” that most of Zohar Hadash Terumah belongs
to Rabbi Joseph Angelet.*"

Yet, despite all of the above, the connection between Joseph'’s brothers
and the angels who objected to the creation of Adam is found nowhere in
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the writings of R. Angelet; to the best of my knowledge, it does not appear
in any other kabbalistic text from this period. I would like to propose that
the legend of the ten martyrs rectifying the souls of the brothers (men-
tioned in the closest parallel to our homily found in the Byzantine man-
uscripts of the Zohar) is a key to understanding the idea that the angels,
on account of their sin, were reincarnated in Joseph’s brothers. In order
to clarify this claim, it is necessary to understand the possible Christian
influence in linking Joseph’s brothers to the ten martyrs. In the process,
I will also reveal the possibility that our homily is, inter alia, an anti-Chris-
tian polemic.

THE ANTI-CHRISTIAN POLEMIC IN THE MYSTERY OF THE
REINCARNATIONS OF ADAM, ENOCH, METATRON,
AND JOSEPH (AND JESUS)

As Yehuda Liebes (and others) points out, the story of the ten martyrs that
appears in the hekhalot literature was apparently influenced by patristic
Christian commentators.®* In these commentaries the sale of Joseph by
his brothers is paralleled to Jesus’s Jewish brethren handing him over for
crucifixion;® this interpretation was also used as the proof text for Israel
being exiled for the sin of killing Jesus.® This influence is indeed evident
in the writings of Rabbi Joseph Angelet and the Zoharic literature, which
both interpret the same verse used by the church fathers in this context,
Amos 2:6: “Thus says the Lord: For three transgressions of Israel, and for
four, I will not revoke the punishment; because they sell the righteous for
money.”% There is a strong chance that Castilian kabbalists were famil-
iar with patristic literature, from both direct and indirect sources, includ-
ing anti-Christian Jewish polemics. One of the important sources for the
matter at hand, from which we also learn about the Christian interpreta-
tion of the sin of Joseph’s brothers, is the anti-Jewish polemic of Raymond
Martini, Pugio Fidei, written in Catalonia during the thirteenth century,
which was known to both Rabbi Moses ben Nahman Girondi (known as
“Nahmanides” or “Ramban”) and Rabbi Shlomo ben Aderet (known as
“Rashba”) and was very likely known to Castilian kabbalists as well.®® Pugio
Fidei includes a clear reference to the verse from Amos that links the sale
of Joseph—*“the fourth crime” in Martini’s terminology (intimated by the
phrase “quod justum argento mercati sunt” [selling a righteous man for
money|)—and the handing over of Jesus to his death.®” This verse is also
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interpreted in a parallel homily in TZ (preserved in the printed edition of
Livnat haSapir) and in the Byzantine manuscripts presented above, imme-
diately after the description of the ten martyrs as a rectification for the sin
of selling Joseph,®® and is cited in parallel passages in Angelet and Zohar
Hadash on Vayeshev that postulate the sin of selling Joseph as the cause of
all exiles imposed on the Jewish people.® It is also interesting to note that
as early as the hekhalot literature (second—eighth centuries), it is Sama’el,
the angel of Esau, frequently identified with Christianity, who is responsi-
ble for implementing the decree against the ten martyrs.”> Moreover, Rabbi
Ishmael is informed of the decree by none other than “Suriel Prince of the
Divine Presence” (Sar haPanim), who is described as “Metatron Prince of
the Divine Presence” (Sar haPanim) in other versions.”

In my opinion, the homily in TZ was written with full consciousness
of both the idea that the death of the ten martyrs was a rectification for
the sin of selling Joseph and the Christian interpretation offered by the
church fathers. For the former, the sin of selling Joseph was the origin
of all exiles, a clear response to the patristic interpretation that sees the
sin as a representation of the Jews’ guilt for sending the Messiah to his
death. It now remains to be clarified how the sin of the brothers relates to
the angelic argument against Adam/Metatron and R. Shimon bar Yochai’s
insistence that these angels are not ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el, although elsewhere
in the Zohar they are named explicitly so.

First, the description of ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el as the angels who opposed
the ascension of Metatron to near-divine status can apparently be a mirror
image to the Christian depiction of the Jews opposing the deification of
Jesus (closely related to Enoch-Metatron).” Moreover, in the Zohar ‘Azza
and ‘Azza’el are perceived as having a close connection to Jesus,” because
they are considered the sources of magic and sorcery (and idolatry) in the
world;7# from them, Balaam learned the science of sorcery,”s and it is known
that anti-Christian polemics often describe Jesus as a sorcerer and identify
him typologically as Balaam.”

Moreover, in TZ, Tikkun 66,7 there is a rare explicit reference to Jesus
in one of the uncensored recensions of this text:

R. Shimon said: “Woe to those who abstain from the study of the
Torah, which is said on her: (Gen. 3:22) “and take also from the tree of
life,” and from her laws, which are the fruits of the tree [of life], which
is said on her: “and eat, and live forever,” and they follow instead
the ones who seduce them from the side of the primordial serpent
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... to be “like God, knowing good and evil” . . . and that is why God
ordered Adam: )Gen. 2:17): “but of the tree of the knowledge of good
and evil you shall not eat.” And Jesus [in the censored printed edition:
Balaam)] the sinner was engaged in this . . . and the Blessed Holy One
uproots them from this world and from the world to come. And this
is: (Idem): “for in the day that you eat of it you shall die.” (Tikkun 69,
9743; italics added)”®

Jesus is identified here as one of the forces “from the side of the primor-
dial serpent” who lures victims to refrain from the study of the Torah and
from obeying its laws. According to this TZ passage Jesus, the same as the
primordial serpent, seduces people to eat from the tree of the knowledge
of good and evil. This description is also adequate for describing ‘Azza
and ‘Azza’el, who are further described as fallen angels who came down
to earth in order to seduce men and women to sin.” The fact that this text
appears in some versions of TZ close to a passage that might belong to the
same TZ texts discussed in this article is another hint at the possibility that
our text in describing ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el deals with a hidden anti-Christian
polemic.

Furthermore, ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el are also identified with the mythi-
cal character “Azazel,” to whom the scapegoat is sacrificed on the Day of
Atonement. The Zohar probably understands “Az-El,” bx-1y (which can be
read also as 5x-1, “the Goat of God”), as being closely connected to Jesus,
the agnus dei (lamb of God), a connection that is beyond the scope of the
present article.®

In essence, the descriptions of the angels ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el’s arguments
against the deification of Metatron and Adam are also a polemical account
refuting Christian depictions of Jesus as a “second Adam”® and even
Christian descriptions of the angels’ opposition to Jesus.32 On the other
hand, there is a Christian tradition interpreting Genesis 1:26 depicting Jesus
as the one God consulted with when creating Adam. This Christian reading
is even mentioned in the Jewish anti-Christian polemic Nizzahon Vetus:
“‘Let us make man/Adam’ [Gen. 1:206], and they interpret it as meaning that
the father told the son [Jesus], ‘Let the two of us make man.”” As mentioned
above, there is a known Zoharic tradition that the angels with whom God
consulted were the ministering angels ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el, following the
interpretative tradition of Genesis 1:26.% Therefore, it seems very plausible
that the description of the angels’ opposition to the deification of Adam/
Metatron and his transformation into “supreme ruler” of all worlds is an
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inversion of the Christian reading: Jesus, the archsorcerer, becomes in the
Zohar ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el, the fallen angels who were incarnated in human
form after their fall; while the image of the Jewish Messiah, the true “Son
of God,” becomes identified with Adam and Enoch-Metatron (and Joseph
the “righteous”), who represent the reverse—a human who is transformed
into a near-divine angel.®

It seems that the author of the homily wanted to maintain its internal
tension, as well as its proximity to anti-Christian polemic. For R. Shimon
bar Yochai, Joseph’s brothers are not ‘Azza and ‘Azza’el (whom he appar-
ently identifies with Jesus) but, rather, ministering angels who did indeed
sin and cause a major disruption, which led to the exile of the Jewish peo-
ple; but their sin would also be rectified in the future by the ten martyrs,®
whose martyrdom is described as being characterized by great messianic
fervor.

On this point, it should be noted that in Emeq ha-Melekh, the work of the
seventeenth-century kabbalist Naftali Hertz Bakhrakh (born in Frankfurt
am Main), appears a passage that deals with the idea of the reincarnation
of Adam’s soul in Enoch and Metatron (based on some Zoharic sources).
Bakhrakh’s interpretation deals extensively with the process of purifying
Adam’s soul of the impurities that have attached to it, principally those of
Jesus of Nazareth (whom he defines as “the last excrement”). The rectifica-
tion and purification, as described there, are accomplished by martyrs who
were killed to sanctify God and by hurling Christianity down “the ladder of
Metatron” while they hold onto it.#¢ Likewise, the foundation of the homily
in TZ is a fierce struggle against Christianity, waged by adopting and invert-
ing Christian interpretations. Possibly, the words of Martini in Pugio Fidei
influenced the authors of the Zohar when selecting their polemical mes-
sage: “What would be more joyous for a Christian,” asked Martini, “than if
he could most easily twist the sword of his enemy from his hand and then
cut off the head of the infidel with his own blade?” 8 The authors of the
Zohar, who considered language their sword, use the power of the homily,
which is based on the Christian homily, to combat the competing religion
using its own interpretation.®®

This is a struggle over the messianic character of Joseph, using a homily
on the mystery of the soul of Adam-Enoch-Metatron and its reincarnation
in Joseph, who becomes the symbol of the “righteous” Messiah,® saving
Israel through his struggle against the Christian Messiah9°—a struggle
that is apparently also reflected in the messianic self-consciousness of the
authors of the Zohar and TZ."
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SIFRA DE-RAV KRUSPEDAI AND THE “UPPER TZADIK":
MYTHOPOEIC ASPECTS

Let us return to the list of books in the celestial library quoted at the
beginning of the passage and to their linkage with the “book of the gener-
ations of Adam.”9> Above I suggested that “The book of Enoch the youth”
can be identified as 3 Enoch, but what is Sifra de-Rav Kruspedai, which
appears nowhere else in the Zoharic literature? Answering this question
requires us to first ask, Who was R. Kruspedai? This Zoharic personal-
ity is influenced by descriptions of R. Kruspedai in the Palestinian and
Babylonian Talmuds, where he is depicted as a third-generation amora
of the Land of Israel. One of his better-known statements appears in
the Babylonian Talmud tractate Rosh Hashanah 16b: “R. Kruspedai said
in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: Three books are opened on the New
Year: One for the wholly wicked, one for the wholly righteous, and one
for those between.” A paraphrase of this statement in the Zohar devel-
ops a connection between the “book of the generations of Adam” and
the book of the “wholly righteous,” further identifying Adam with the
Tzadik (lit. “Righteous”).” In another version, printed in close proximity
to our homily, R. Shimon bar Yochai expounds on the verse “this is the
book of the generations of Adam” by dividing it into two segments: “this
is the book”—this is the ever-living righteous man, and “the genera-
tions [Toledot] of Adam”—who produces offspring (Toladot) (see Tikkun
70, 138a).

In Zoharic literature, especially in Midrash haNe‘elam, R. Kruspedai is
described without any mythical connotations,% similar to the characters of
the Sava (the Old Man) and Yanuka (the Child Prodigy) in the midrash.%
The first important appearance of this character is in Midrash Ruth, which
tells the story of the death (or near-death experience) and resurrection (or
coming back to life) of R. Kruspedai.?® This is the first literary rework-
ing of the character, and the author of our homily in TZ was doubtless
aware of it. Midrash Ruth is apparently one of the earliest texts in the “inter-
mediary stratum,” between the main strata of the Zohar (Guf haZohar)
and the later TZ and Ra‘ya Meheimna. Many of the stories included in
this intermediate stratum are the first to present a richer and more myth-
ically complex literary adaptation of the early Midrash haNe‘elam’s sto-
ries.%” In this story, the character is known as “R. Kruspedai Sava,” Tzadik
(Righteous), and “Light of Torah,”9® similar to the epithet of Rav Hamnuna
Sava.” Indeed, it seems to me that the character of R. Kruspedai had the
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same potential as Rav Hamnuna Sava to become a central, mythical figure
in Zoharic literature, though the latter was eventually chosen. I believe
that Sifra de-Rav Kruspedai and especially his character as identified with
Adam—as divine Anthropos—are realized in the character of the Tzadik,
the Yesod (the ninth sefirah), and even the Lesser Countenance. Likewise,
Rav Hamnuna Sava is sometimes named in TZ and Ra‘ya Meheimna the
“Primordial Adam.”**°

The identification of R. Kruspedai with Yesod is even more apparent in
the unit called Rav Metivta, which belongs to the same intermediary stra-
tum, where the death of R. Kruspedai is mentioned (in a clear allusion to
the story in Midrash Ruth) and explicitly identified with the upper Tzadik
(the supernal Righteous One):

The Head of the Academy saw it, and engraved on it above was
this verse: The name of YHVH is a tower of strength; the righteous one
runs into it and is secure (Proverbs 18:10). The Head of the Academy
explained this verse. The name of YHVH—Assembly of Israel. The
righteous one y1v [yaruts], runs, into it—mmyn [re’uteih], the desire of,
the righteous one is always for it. Therefore, it is secure—that tower, so
that it will never fall, as it did.

“Rabbi Kruspedai, desired by the heart, explained this verse before
he passed away, explaining it well. A tower of strength: the n>n [tei-
vah], pulpit, and the Torah scroll, which is strength, to be placed on it
and taken out of the 5> [heikhal], ark—image of the inner heikhal,
from which emerges Torah. That tower is the name of YHVH and His
image, and it must have six steps.

“The righteous one runs into it. Into what: into the tower or in the
Torah scroll? Well, he expounded the verse both ways. When he inter-
preted it as ‘into the tower,” then this righteous one must be the h’Azzan
of the synagogue—truly righteous, image of the supernal Righteous
One. When he interpreted it as referring to the Torah scroll, the one
reading must be righteous, and is called righteous.

“Of all of them, who is called righteous? The sixth one ascending
among those seven.”

Rabbi Shimon said, “Surely, for all his life he ascended only sixth
among those ascending. The righteous one runs in it—in the Torah
scroll run the words of this righteous one.

“And is secure—from what? From fear of the Angel of Death, for he
lived a long life. And is secure—never to be harmed.”™
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It is beyond the scope of the current article to elaborate on the meaning
of the story in Rav Metivta, which describes the journey of R. Shimon bar
Yochai and his companions in the upper worlds and has a close connection
to the midrash Seder Gan Eden.°* Inter alia it describes the (martyred) son
of the Messiah as the “supernal Righteous One” in the tower (also known
as Kan Tzipor—the “Bird’s Nest”). This mythic portrait was developed,
primarily in TZ, into the Righteous One, who protects the Shekhina by
fighting the Serpent (which symbolizes, among other things, Christianity)
coiled around the tower in which the Shekhina resides.™s

One of the verses at the heart of this story is Proverbs 18:10: “The name
of YHVH is a tower of strength; the righteous one runs into it and is secure.”
Among the homilies quoted in Rav Metivta on this verse is that given by
R. Kruspedai before his death. R. Kruspedai is here named “desired by the
heart” (x251mn), a clear reference to a trait of a righteous man who desires
only the Shekhina (n pr1y1 mmiyn ma). His homily identifies the Tower
of Torah as a symbol of the Shekhina, thereby revealing sensitivity to the
distinction between the mythic and the concrete and asking “to where” the
righteous desires—in the language of the verse, “To where does he run?”
Is it to the tower where the Shekhina resides or to the reading of the actual
Torah scroll in the synagogue? He answers that the verse refers to both
forms of the Shekhina, the one ensconced in the mythic “tower” and the
actual Torah scroll. When the reference is to the tower, the righteous is “the
Supreme Righteous”; when it is to the ritual of reading the Torah scroll on
the Sabbath, the righteous is the person called to recite the blessings (or
the H’Azzan of the synagogue). The person called for the sixth section of
the reading is considered the most righteous, because this section corre-
sponds to the Yesod, which is identified with the Supreme Righteous One.
Immediately, R. Shimon bar Yochai appears and testifies that R. Kruspedai
is indeed the Righteous One for whom the most righteous sixth portion is
always saved.™* Because of this honor, he merited long life and was saved
from the angel of death as told in the Midrash Ruth story.

Surely the Sifra de-Rav Kruspedai—which appears in the homily regard-
ing the character of the messianic na‘ar, Joseph (as an instantiation of
the mythic Righteous One) and Metatron (as a reincarnation of the soul
of Primordial Adam)—is closely connected to the image of R. Kruspedai
here. This is the same R. Kruspedai, “desired by the heart,” who gives the
homily about the tower and the righteous before his death and is described
by R. Shimon bar Yochai as a person for whom the sixth Torah portion is
reserved because he is the most righteous of all. All of these points appear
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in the story of Rav Metivta, which is concerned solely with describing the
Messiah as the Righteous One, who is closely associated with Gadiel the
youth (na‘ar)— obviously tied to Metatron the youth (na ‘ar)—the martyred
Messiah who died to sanctify God’s name hosted in the mythic-messianic
tower of Kan Tzipor (Bird’s Nest).'s

Regarding R. Kruspedai’s connection to Metatron, in one of the Ta
Hazei passages (which Scholem identified as later than the main strata
of the Zohar and claimed were written in the early fourteenth century),™®
R. Kruspedai’s statement is described as the highest human achievement
of divine “light,” which is the light that “comes from behind the Pargod [lit.
“screen”],” the “light of the great intellect that is formed from the bright-
ness of His Glory.”” This is a clear reference to Metatron, who is fre-
quently identified with the “Active Intellect,” who stands behind the Pargod
(as described in the story of the ten martyrs), and whose light is formed
from the brightness of God’s glory."®

In some manuscripts and printed editions, a seemingly later addition is
inserted after the reference to Sifra de-Rav Kruspedai. 1t tells a remarkable
story about the nocturnal meeting of the sages (as yet unidentified) with
R. Kruspedai’s mother (Tikkun 70, 136a-b),"* who lights their way with
a seven-branched candelabrum and gives them her son’s book. The story
stresses that this occurred on the night of the Shavuot holiday, the night of
tikkunei hakallah. When the sages read the book, the entire heavenly host
descended and surrounded them, as if they were surrounding the bride and
groom under the wedding canopy. Furthermore, the soul of R. Kruspedai’s
father descended together with the Holy Blessed One to hear the words of
his son.

From there the text continues with the description of another noctur-
nal encounter with R. Kruspedai’s mother on the day of his death, but
stressing that his mother did not yet know that he had died. She wonders
why words of Torah are not being spoken in her home. The sages, who
dread revealing the bad news, deliver a homily that deals entirely with the
soul and its departure. In the end the mother looks at the candle she had
previously lit in honor of the sages—which represents a real candle and is
simultaneously also the allegorical representation of her son’s soul—and
sees that it has been extinguished. She goes outside and makes a dove
swear to find out whether her son is living or dead.”™ When the dove
returns to her, it ruffles its feathers and digs with its beak; Kruspedai’s
mother then refuses to be comforted; she cries out, and her soul, too,
departs. The text continues with the story of R. Shimon bar Yochai and
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his companions walking on their way and expounding the journeys of
the soul.

The passage ends when Rabbi Elazar asks R. Shimon why the early
generations lived for so long but the human life span became increasingly
shorter beginning with Abraham. R. Shimon responds that the long life
spans were derived from the Greater Countenance while shorter life spans
are derived from the Lesser Countenance (Tikkun 7o, 138b). In this context,
it should again be stressed that nearly all of Tikkun 61 in the Byzantine
manuscripts deals with “divine physiognomy,” making close connections
to the divinity of the Greater Countenance and the Lesser Countenance,™
and concludes with the homily on which this article focuses, concerning
the reincarnation of Adam-Enoch-Metatron-Joseph.

The reference to the “book of R. Kruspedai” is closely related to all these.
In fact all of the books in the celestial library that are listed at the begin-
ning of the passage are interconnected: Sefer Toldot Adam, Sifra de-Rav
Hamnuna Sava, Sifra de-Rav Kruspedai, and “The book of Enoch the youth.”
The characters on whom these books focus—Adam, Hamnuna Sava,
R. Kruspedai, Enoch, and Metatron—all have strong connections to the
higher Divine Countenances. Just as Rav Hamnuna Sava is closely tied to
the Greater Countenance (and Enoch), so R. Kruspedai is tied to the Lesser
Countenance (and Metatron); he also plays the role of the “son,” the messi-
anic “son of God” (as the story here describes him as the deceased “son” of
his mother, similar to the character of the Yanuka in the printed versions of
Zohar on Balak, who is closely connected to Metatron).™

If R. Kruspedai Sava is indeed linked to Adam, who is sometimes iden-
tified with Tiferet, or the Lesser Countenance, then his mother (like that of
the Yanuka of the Zohar on Balak) is also tied to the Shekhina (or Binah).™
My main argument regarding R. Kruspedai is that he is an instantiation
of the Supreme Righteous One, who is incarnated in the narrative figure
of R. Kruspedai, just as the “Ancient Holy One” (or Greater Countenance)
is incarnated in the narrative figure of Rav Hamnuna Sava and the Lesser
Countenance is incarnated in the form of his son (the Yanuka). In other
words, Sifra de-Rav Kruspedai is actually the book of the “upper Tzadik”
(the Supreme Righteous One), identified also with Sefer Toldot Adam (the
book of generations of Adam or, as in Raza deRazin, the book of Divine
Physiognomy).

In summary, the late editing of TZ, combining the different textual tra-
ditions printed at the end of Tikkun 7o (134b—136a), emphasizes their hid-
den ambivalence toward Christianity and especially toward the possibility
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of Divine incarnation. The figure of Metatron, who is deeply linked to
R. Kruspedai, becomes the focal concern of these textual traditions. The
main goal of this article is to show how the combined depictions printed at
the end of Tikkun 70 make up yet another example of the complex linkage
between Metatron and Jesus and of the hidden Zoharic polemics against
Christianity, as a discourse that both borrows from and refutes its Christian
opponents.

NOTES

This article was first presented at the “Zohar—East and West” International Matanel
Conference, Ben-Gurion University, Beersheba, and the Ben Zvi Institute, Jerusalem, 20715,
and also at the 49th Association for Jewish Studies Annual Conference, Washington, D.C.,
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