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DIGEST OF CO~lTC~lTS 

deal t witt : he ::p1~:tior. -issume :c exi~!.. '!'he rredcmi nan: -.rie~s 2r e 
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the r.a ture .;:' the r'$:..a ::c:-.s!-.ip I as .\(~.:_: .as the r.a b r e c f the ai.;ti:c.:- :,~ 

!faobar, , ?}: - 1 nur..ber c f sub- :.ext s :'rox i:.1 s <.:~,!-.e ::-e - !1 Genesi! Rabb.ir. 

w•~:.ch C.:>!'"!!.::ir. rela t-:: -:l me':.~rhl. P.~ !-.~s 1 a:.j 01.:t t!.e Genesis Rabbab 

,,:;..t,ni•i~1 .an.1 ':.b: i:-an:1cl t ex : s :'r?.t. t~c :'~!"t.sh'lL-:i :;:de by s :.de ::;c 

~a ., .n~d ~r~d ~or;c ... i<- :h►~~-, Tr.e a.1 y:-_,, .. c:~ " cretis Rabtat , :;. rii ghly 

c r ca!_~,, ... l"' 1 i : t.!:-s:-:,• ,..ii;are , .., ,. i li::.ed ::~r ;.,r eser .. Y,;rusr.1..!J!!:. as a 

~na j or :;-:..r:::e c.: r a,, :-a • -·rial : er his expns:. .. .:.onal :r.idra : }, en Genesis . 



Sometimes he used the material as he found it, In addition, he si fted 

through , gathered, absorbed, assimilated , expandad , edited, and 

rewrote older raw material , creating in the proc~ss somet~ing ne., 

something showing the indelible mark of his own cr eative personality, 

iii 
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CHAPTER l 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this study is to determine the nature o~ the 

r elationship, if in fact one exists , between the Talmud Yer ushalmi 

and Genesis Rabbah. Tbe study is limited to the fi r st five chapters 

of Genesis Rabbah. Any materi al within these five chapt ers which is 

paralleled in the Yerushalmi is reproduced here along~ide its 

parallel texts . The parallel material is analyzed and discussed 

in an attempt t o explore and to clarify the relationship. If a 

relationship does manifest itself, thi s writer believes that he would 

then be justified in drawing wider conclusions based upon the specific 

evidence produced in this limited study. 

Scholars have differed greaUy over the question of the rel a tion­

ship between Genesis Rabbah and the Talmud Yer ushalmi. Strack claims 

that no conclusive demonstration can be made for the hypothesis that 

the Palesti nian Talmud was utilized in t he compilation of Genesis 

Rabbah.1 However , he stands vi rtually alone among critical scholars 

who have dealt with this problem. In general, the scholars agree that 

some type of relationship exists , .but they differ ~s to the natur e 

of that r elationship. 

Zunz and Frankel feel it is clear that the Yerushal.nd was the 

source for Genesis Rabbah , that many haggadot from the Yer ushalmi are 

found in Midrash Rabbah , and especially in Genesi s RabbAh. 2 Frankel 

1 Str ack , H.L., Introduction J:-2 ~Talmud~ Midrash , p. 218 . 

,•• p~n , &.:l n'••-c .,,n~ n,nn■Dl ~ ,,,~n ,py2~a2 

1 

.66 ff ",a12D• 



sees the author or compiler of Genesis Rabbah as having altered the 

fol"lll and arrangement of haggadot from the Yerushalmi1 changing, 

correcting, and adding explanaU!>nS and additional co111111entary. ffa 

brings several examples to demonst rate his contention that many changes 

have been ma.de in h.aggadot f r om the Yerushalmi before they are 

introduced into Genesis Rabbah , changes which are !or the most part 

expansions and explanations . J 

Albeck shows the untenabl e nature of Frankel ' s position. For, just 

as Fr ankel can cite instances where Genesis Rabbah appears to be an 

expansion of the Yerushalmi text , other examples can be cited where 

the opposite i s tr-..ie . Albeck places a Genesis Rabbah text alongside 

a parallel Yerushalmi text which is more than three times as extensive 

to prove his point. He adds that from these two texts it would 

likewise be impossible to assume that the Yeru.shalmi used Genesis Rabbah 

as a source and added additional commentary, or that the compiler of 

Genesis Rabba.h shortened the Yerushal.Jni t ext or drew upon another 

source. Compilers both lengthen and shorten material which they draw 

upon. Hence conclusions as to the evolution or development of these 

writings can not be arrived at from considerations of style alone. 

Never theless, those stylistic considerations of Frankel which support 

the case for a clear relationship between Genesis Rabbab and the 

4 
Yerushalmi are certainly noteworthy. 

Jrbid. 
4lbid., PP• 66-6?. 
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Lerner disagrees with the approach pursued by Frankel . 5 He didn1t 

want to ascribe changes and even falsifications of the Yerushalmi 

text to the author of Genesis Rabbah. To get around the obvious 

differences i.n parallel material , Lerner postulates an earlier Talmud 

Yerushalmi, a proto- Yel'Ushalmi. Albeck r efers to it as the Talmud 

~ Yisrae1.6 Genesis Rabbab is dated somewhere between the Talmud 

~ Yisrael and our own Yerushal.mi text . Hence the view of a 

compiler of Genesis Rabbah who merely copied from an earlier source can 

be maintained in spite of differences in parallel material between 

our pr esent Genesis Rabbah and Yerushalmi texts . 

Albeck seems uncertain as to his own position with regard to the 

question or a proto-Yerushalmi. He does , following Lerner, hypothesize 

that two different Yerushalmi texts existed. He refers to the earlier 

one as the Talmud~ Yisrael , and he assumes that this hypothesis 

explains the variances we now see between our Yerushalmi and Genesis 

Rabbab, since the author of Genesis Rabbah used the earlier version. 

Yet he str esses emphatically that what he is doing is based upon the 

present Yerushalmi text, the only one we have. 7 

Theodor dates the compilation of Genesis Rabba.h slightly later 

than that of the Talmud Yerushalmi.
8 

Lauterbach shares this view, 

5Ibid., P• 67. Also see note #4 on P• 73. 

6 ~., P• 67. 

7Ibid., PP• 67 and 71 . 

8 Theodor , J. , "Bereshit Rabbah , • in ~ Jewish Encyclopedia, 
Vol. III, P• 64. 



adding that the conjectll!'e that Genesis Rabbah was not edited ur.til 

the end of the seventh , or even the beginning of the second half of 

the eighth century , ca~.not be maintained. 9 St~ack also rej ects this 

10 
late dating, ascribing it to s. }1aybaUJT1. Zunz places t.~e compilation 

of the Talmud Yerushalmi in the first half of the fo~rth century, 

a~guing that no focndation exists to the clail'I t!l&t R. Yohanan was 

the compiler.
11 

Zunz dates Ge~esis Rabbah in the sixth century,
12 

Albeck dates the earlier Yerushalmi , the Talmud Eretz Yisrael , at the 

13 
beginning of the fifth century, 

Hence there appears to be unity in the scholar ly view that the 

Yerushalm preceded Genesis Rabbah, However, the writer of this 

paper does not take for granted the precedence of the Yerushalmi , but 

rather he will allo;., the evidence of the study to speak for itself. In 

orde~ to muster evidence with regard to this question , and with regard 

to the general question of the relationship between Genesis Rabbah and 

the Talmud Yerushalmi , this ~Titer has l ocated as much material as he 

could in the Yerushalrni which is paralleled in the first five chapter s 

of Genesis Rabbah , and he has laid out these parallel texts side by 

side , s o that a comparative study mignt be pursued which would throw new 

a 
"'Theodor , J ., "Midrash Haggadah," in The Jewish Encyclopecia, 

Vol , VIII, P• 557. 
10 

Strack, ~ • ill• , P• 218 , The Maybaum ci ta tfon , found in Strack 
on p , 339, note 19, is~ altesten Phas en ~ der Entwickl ung der j ud . 
Predigt , I (aerlin, 1901J , 4J • 

• 29 ~s ,~•~••~ n,.,,M ,.~.• ,,,,s11 

12Ibid., p . 77. 

13Albeck, ,22, cit . , " Introduction , .. p. 71. 



light on the questi-on. The or.tler of Genesis Rabbah passages was not 

touched• Whenever rearrangements or omissions of material. were 

necessary to produce a parallel text, the Yerushalmi text was 

5 

reordered. Any reordering is indicated in the parallel texts. To make 

line by line compa?"isons easier• the author bas numbered the correspond• 

ing lines down the right margin of the text. Whenever a nmnber is seen 

within the Hebrew text enclosed by parentheses• that number .refers to 

the line in the Theodor edition of Genesis Rabbah or the Krotoshin edi• 

tion of the Yerushalmi. Page numbers referring to the Theodo.r edition 

of Genesis Rabbah are found in the right margin of Genesis Rabbah texts. 

The line numbers in parentheses within the texts from the Yerushalmi. 

will help to indicate rearrangements of material. In addition, when 

material has been Olllitted or a rearrangement has taken place, this 

will be indicated by a leader (three dots) . 

The texts are numbered in Roman numerals according to the order 

of their appearance in the first five chapters of Genesis Rabbah. 

After the Roman numeral, a "Y" or a "G" is written t o indicate 

Yerushalmi or Genesis Rabbah. A small "a" or "b" may occasionally 

follow the Roman numeral; these letters indicate a sub- text related 

in some way to the main text but found elsewhere t~an in the first 

five chapters of Genesis Rabbah. In the discussions of the texts, 

these abbreviations are used i n referring to the various texts. 

Whenever translations of Biblical texts are called for, the 

translation provided in the 1956 Jewish Publication Society edi~ion 

of!!!!:, Holy Scriptures has been .followed. 



The manuscripts f r om which variant readings in the Genesis 
Rabbah texts ha,,e been taken are indiea ted beneath the 
texts by t hese symbols from the Theodor-Albeck edition . 

ccw nat •n"10"1"".:,',:,0 m~o., m .. , 'm ,Add. 27169 T-2\" ~ ~ l"ffl"' c ', 

.(n"WC 'l -', •n'N i11N mc,pm· c. •::, uo•c emu ti, rn:n) me., 

~ rv,ic J1"ll -, num'l'l = :I 
i'WN 0~, '1¥'110 r::,11 i'1M'X'l"1 

.•,ix,~ C'lli.i Vl'10 n•::i', 

,10\'IMr rntltl/1 jl1V = , 
~,c,1 ""::il ''l lN ,,,v::i N'O ''l = "; 
.wn,v:,::i 'l'i'l'l\,v ,v::i N'J;,1t1 ,,,v 
',i, ••::, 10, n•wtci:1 w1,•£1 = 1 ,l 

,:'Ul111Dl ~0l1'"11!:l C'r!N/1 • 

Vli0l "VI' 01'tl'01 ',•>,i "D = 1 • , 

.147 ''Ir i,00pac ..., ] 

(It') 'lll,1 '°IC DV JJ'll).)C'W ',•lit 'Wl~ = ., 
~i'C ~ 10Dil 011"lllfl 'l'J ,V 
.,-::,It' '¥'l'1 ~ 'lt'ii0l I l l'WK'I cvo 
,','lit "'W')'Dl i •J ',v 'l'W/1 'Wl"l'C = 1:1 
, 1•::,111 i'IM'¥'l'11 •i ' ll).)011,1 tllj>,- = • 

,t)'Dn 11·,cc ,, 
tt•n 7.n',~ i ·o, , = 1, 

.wo, ::i·n , 1·0, 
,l'lin J'm ,, i'I"~) .,,,ci'I 01r',• = 0 
,, •',1110 ,0',n ll'Wt)~ ,, c.,;,n 
'C:,l ( 6 7 'Ir ").11) ::i•c,n 0',lt'\,-

111'10"U "' ,'WV .,:, , 1·n c'tl,p',:, 
.(BarL 6704 fllj) cuevno 

.am•, = "> 
lit i'l~O\, •x,',i, n::i•n., )0'0 = ~ 

.. ,-'VTW,11,1 

aun'l \M ,nae ~ ~ n,-ui, = °', 
Jl''.ll (imt ,mi) N'l:I c~ 1'1010 

, ,co:, J)lll lit "'Joi 

.. ,.., i'!IC'Tl'1 ., •·ov s,-,,c., 'Olei = "T 

.:a-iv ttn,x,v,ry ,-o, mo = 1, 

.149 fll' D"W-, = 11 
,,., IMC0.i ,no 30 r::i;, '0n w::, = 

.(50 ,ri 2611 ''YI)~ 
c,., • ., cn,:n n= ~ ('llrj)) = " 

.au'm r,,n, .., 
nc...,,) H7 y::i;, T10Cplt "' = 'at l 

,{V"!l"l 
''VI) 2336 r■n;, ,,ccp,t -, = 'at M 

.(38 11 

32 'l)JJ"lt r::i;, ~ -, = J 
(169 11 "VI) 

.(50 11 "'1) 97 r:i;, )»~ -, = :, 
,111::1111,10 '"') 16406 Tll' i,,m -, = J 
l)VCl ,.,,, rc::i p, tl •n~m 

.(&Mlt m=;,m 
J"'lf>l_,,"'1atfffllt •i C,.,'Jl:)'11-, = n 

(328 11 ''VI) 
ni.iarp,10 m-n,n EMnat fti = t 
,(309 'D ''VI) ~ 1101,,W 

11•~x: o•'lc~.,, .ao~I\I ,, c,,,0:i r.~l"I '?'''" 'i"P n1• (1 ,s:i at ,a,) rr,,nn Jl".l::I ffl'l"Nffl 

',.::,;i ;m,~ "11100 ',, l"M:l 0•~0:i, ,l"l"C' l"lll'J'l'\ '1 1'"1'11» C""®Ml Clll'ffl ',p <= 2 a => 'C'Jln 

•n,.:rmc, , .. :i " J 'nM '"" C•'l!!O •ll:)•I) Y1U ·= "'1 i:;,',• C"VIII W::1 "11; Cl 110"90 r,...::, 'lllJ' a,= 
0 ni::i 1c;, p.:ini:, 10•1) "Jn ,~::i •n•:i; r,...::i 'IJ er c•0•.::,::,0 'l:ll c;,"'1 c"lrUffl w::i ~:i c.in , ( m:i n"III >1n> 

1\'l;/l 0''11'111 .. .::,::i C'U'CI en Cit ljlll U .. :!, l"l'll'I Till •NC,., rt, r,...::i "l CQ7 l".C,1)1) C1lnD'ffl "• ~ 
c•v,M:-: w::i ,. "O\Din '"IIJI "J;i w1,::i1 ,....::,0 r,11:).f., •M,:,1,-, CII\ , :,111, z,l)YW tl'tl m=o,11DC,, ,.:i '\)I 09',,i 
'W ,,,l/,,~1 C"'1'UIM w::i ',.::, Cl! • • ;,i.::, 10•;,n nit •z,',o.::,:i, .n,,.:i • m:i JOi' ~ 10'0 IZ,'l'J 'I:)\~"'"'"" 
cnu•i:i:,1 ,10~ C1I:' •~!I 'l::11 c•in11:, "'::t ',.::, ''l ::t*l ll'l"IC' C'Cll'ffl "l 'l'll'ffl c•»::i r,...::, "l '1VUn CIII\ ,t,.,.:, 
',., n',0 ,. (,zrnm,:, JUJD:i) c.::,n c::i:i ,cuc c..::,ni, c;,zn n'IVl , 0 11 rl,i:, v» ,...» 'IICltla' D"'1'DM 

01',i,i,::i C'll&' l1\MD0 CJ/ M">II C'Cill il:'II "IClll'I IIU=I - .l'TU r-,;c 'l'Ulll) n~ rfrd, ll'UVID 
,c,i;,.:, •n-n:i.vi ~I) l)Ci,Q ',;, tll)'n, ~ NW\ ',p 1),1 NnaQ ~,.. nmnMn m:incn 

-------- -
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I Y. 

(a•• 21••> ~,awD np1»J ,,n nD 1DD na•~• n,•a (19) u an,,,~ •2, 1 

.n1,noJ2 po,,~ t•• tJ12nn nn•w,1n• (20) nD2 ,,pnn na 2 
.,,. (21) •n•• DJD~•- ,a. 2, l 

1JnJ• nJn1 ,a,a na, na, 1,,•n• (22) ••• 1pnn•• .1,,•n• yw-..n• 4 
,aa na, nD, yw,nn• (21) ••• a•D1~• (23) D•D~•D 5 

.,,,an 1,1111•• (23) ••• '111 n■ a• •D 1•~• (22) •n ,n,, 6 
a~,,~• 1p•,s (24) ~, n1~~,,n .,n, p•,s ~, n,-u,-rn 7 

a,nw nt 1121 n1a13 .1•n1•uo p•nyn• a•u, 8 
n•wa,2 nw,D2 w,,, •Ja ,01~ na1nD 9 

.n,2a, •~• (26) 11•a1 n,1a, a,nw ,12D 10 

1•• ,,,2n 11~~ ,2,naa., nJ•Jn 12 •a1• ,•a 11 

.,,. ~, •~ a•a~1,n •n ,12,2 u,nn., .a2n a~1,~ (27) ,~n ,~ 12 

.,•a•,•~ nJ•s ,n 121a 2, na n•,ia (28) 2•n, na 13 
••• :121• 2, na, ,~ •n• ~• 14 

•~• ,, w,, n•n •~ 12, ,,,~ •2, ~•• (61) 15 
a•2•2 D1pD2 1•e~• nJ2W (64) ,~D~ 16 

,,n 1••~•n ,01a1 a2 (65) a1n• •a .n1•,o a1po2 n1■n a1pa2 17 
a,n n1•,o (66) a1pa2 a,n n1•n a1po2 a,n 1•2•2 a1pa2 18 

~01• a1n• •a,, .a11 ■ 1J•a 19 

.a11• n, •,n a•a2 (67) a•D a~,,n n•n n~•nn2 20 

(68) ,,~, 1•21 ~, n•1J2 n••~,, ,~a~• 1o•n•~ 24 

:,1•~ -~ ~2• r•sn~ 25 

8 



I G. 

•a Jn9 ac, D'R"'D 

, <•" a'I D"'li1n) 'u 1 ,pw "n•w ;ua'lan nm, 11ti!lp ~ DD •1 lit •, 3 2 

11nJa nJn, ,aa na, na 1"" 1~,•n• ,ypnnn 1•,nna (7) ,~,•• 4 
,aa na, n» , .. n 1w,nna (8) , (, t'I n,wa,2) D"D1'1a D"D'laD 5 

,1Y1DW, 1,nnn ,( ... , DlDW) D'I"• a1W'I 'ID,. 6 

D'ID'l1Y '1ft , .. ,s "' (DW DW D'l'l'lnn) pny (1) , .. ,s 'n n1-a1,a 7 l 

','12•2 ,anana (aw aw) n1a12 ,1,n1,,2D P"1'YDW a,412, 8 

,n .. n,2 DW7D2 w,,, "J• ,aa'l1 n1a1m'I (2) 9 

,anDna ,,12, ',y nt2D ,anana {awn) ,121 10 

l"• ,,,2n 11'lp2 ,~na., ',~ aJ'ln .,,.2 "D1" •, (J) , •• , 11 

,a.,Dna na,1 (4) nD~ nn• ',y n•2pn ,,~2 ,a:m a'l1y', p'ln 1'1 12 

(, a'I aw), ... ,,.,, n1•s ,.,. 121• 2, na , .. ,na 2"n~ na1 1l 

,µ1• 2, nD2 (5) 1'1 "D" 'la ,Da 2, 14 

1"2'2:1 D1PD2 l'•"· i1l12 a,1 ,r., 1'1D a'l1r.1 li11l2 16 

1, t'•'I• -m1'1 a,2,.• {6) "D 'I, ,n1,., .. on1 n■wara1 17 

n,,.,,.an, n■nn1 t"2"2n a1pa2 i1"1l2 18 

,D1'I (7) D a1n• "D 'I,,, ,anDna a11■ 11,a 19 

,a.,Dna a11• 11,a 1•1n1 1n21 1nn 11nD a-aJ n,n a'l1yn 20 

,wea '• 'n:, 412,n (8) ""'"'• a,•p ,2 an a11n •, 21 
,tn TD r,a., na1 D'Dlffl na a,n',a au 1,D1a'I 22 

:•111 1nn (9) nn"n y..a.a, lD 23 

1~,■A' (8} 6-(7) 4 I • 1, 1pnn•" 1•-mn'I ,,,■a' (7-6) 4 
I ,1, Jpnn•" (8) 6 " a'la ••• a•,:, 1•-mn" ••• a•-r:a 

11a, u 'lg •412 (3) 11 I Dl -ma~ (2) 9) n 1a n1u1,n (1) 7 
19 .,,, .. on D1pD:1 'I •••• ,,a2 , n■-., D1PD21 (5) 17 

('1 a1pD2) D1pD21 (6} 18 .. , a2 &li1W (6) 17 'I n, .. ,an a1pD2 
,., n,,,an (" a1pD2) a1pa21 n■waa 



r, 

I Y. and I G. 

Both passages are in the conteAt of a body of material which warns 

against speculation in the realm of esoteric philosophy. The major 

portion of Hagigah II, 1 presents this point of view, as does Genesis 

Rabbah, Chapter I. Because many of our Yerushalmi parallel texts are 

found in Hagigah ll, 1, this writer will present at the end of this 

chapter a more detailed disenssion of that halakah and the several texts 

which he has taken .from it. There, be will discuss more .fully the 

ideological and philosophical relationship between Hagigah II, 1 and the 

Genesis Rabbah texts with which this paper deals. 

The authorities cited in texts I Y. and I G. pose us some difficulties. 

In the Genesis Rabbah passage we read, "Rav Huna in the name of Bar 

Kappara," According to Frankel, Bar Kappara was a memb(lr of the first 

generation of Palestinian Amoraim and Rav Buna was a second generation 

Babylonian Amora. 1 According to Mielziner, Bar Kappara was one of the 

most distinguished disciples of R. Judah Hanasi, who died in about 
2 

200 C.E, R. Huna, born in 212 C.E,, was a disciple of Rab, who was 

president of the academy in Sura.3 It seems strange that Rav Huna, the 

principal pupil of Rab, would be citing the Palestinian, Bar Kappara. 

In fact, in all of Genesis Rabbah, Rav Huna cites Bar Kappara only the 

.,•1 u ,"D'lw,,,., !la.! ,n""'0f ,'17-pJau 1 

2Mielziner, Moses, Int roduction to!!!!_ Talmud, P• J7. 

)Ibid., P• 46. 



two times which appear here in our text.4 Because of the petikta form 

used in Genesis Rabbah, the passage was ascribed to Rav Huna in the name 

of Bar Kappa.ra because theirs are the names which complete the proem, 

the seemingly extraneous quotation from Psalms which is made to lead 

into our Genesis text. Similar examples of ascription of passages can be 

seen on page J, line 10 ( an• f 1D•o ,::i n·nn~ .-, ) , 

and page 5, line 5 ( nn• aD1nln .. , ) • 

The Yerushalmi passage is introduced as a saying of Rab. In line 

11 of both texts, Rabbi Jose ben Hanina, a second generation Palestinian 

Amora, is cited. Frankel suggests in his discussion of Rab that Rabbi 

Jose was often a spokesman for Rab in Palestine.5 ilbeck's ulhdex to 

Names" does not bear out this relationship in Genesis Rabbah.6 In line 

14 of l G., we do find Rab ei ted. In I Y., Rabbi Eleaz.ar presents the 

parable which begins in line 16, whereas in I G. the parable is &nof\YIIOUS• 

Both texts use Scriptures equally, citing the same proof-texts for 

the same purposes. In I G., Scriptural quotations are twice int?oduced 

with the phrase ,Da na, .ID i•n (lines 4 a:nd 5), a commonly used 

phrase, 7 whereas the Yerushalmi uses the phrase -aDa na, nD:, 

(lines 4 and 5) . 

,'2 p~n ,s.:! n•••-a:i •~,n~ n1nn■n1 !.l.aA ,1tln ,p~2~• 4 

.52 ,s , ... nunD ,n,nn■D 

5Frankel, 2£• ill•, P• 123 a. 

6 Albeck, .2£• cit., PP• 48-80. 
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With regard to structure, Genesis Rabbah is an expositional homily. 

Each section begins with a petikta, the proem. which invariably occurs in 

rabbinic sermons. The proem is a seemingly extraneous verse, generally 

.from the Writings section of Scriptures. The author plays aroUlld with 

his verse, expounding and interpreting, but ultimately leading into the 

main verse which he is discussing. This structure is tight, highly 

organized, following a plan of logical development. 

The structure of our Yerushalmi te~ is highly diffuse and 

unsystematic. To _find what now appears to be a parall.el text, in this 

instance and in many of the others, the writer of the present paper had 

to search through the entire Yerushalmi halakah in question to locate 

corresponding sentences and paragraphs and then piece the puzzle together. 

As can be seen from an examination of I Y., half of line 21 follows tha 

first word of line 2J, and we skip from line 28 to line 6J. Al.Jnost all of 

Yerushalmi Hagigah II, 1 deals vith the Mishnaic prohibition against 

expounding the Ma'asab Bereshitb before two and the Ma•aseh Herkabah 

before one.8 Yet although the central idea, the prohibition, is 

generally present in some fol"lll, the i.ndividual expositions, illustrations. 

and so on are often only loosely related. 

With regard to the question of linguistics, the following chart. 

as well as the parallel texts themselves, will aid in making a linguistic 

comparison. In addition to linguistic differences, this writer has 

included in the chart other significant differences as well. 



I Y. 

,iaa 
:a, 

1pnn•" 1p,•n" 1•,nn" 
,u na, aza:, 

a'I,, 'I• 1p•-rs 

,D1'1 na1nD a1n• 

ilJ'IJft 1:1 "'". , .. 
u:,nD., 

D" D 111 :,n "n ,, :i:a:i ,:a,nDn 
1:,• 11, a'I 

n•,n:a ::l"n!I :ID 

••• 'lfl'I .,. 
i:an, :i, flD!I 

n•n a'I i:a, ,,,., '1:l"I 11•a . .,. ,, .,, 
1'1D'I 

n•:i•:i a1pD:a t••'I• ;u:a• 

n1•,a a1pD:a n, ••• O\pD:a 
"ID1a1 lt:1 It 1 i1W 'ID 

U:1 pw,',n 

a,n l "2 •:a D1pD:a ., ... n1••• D1pD:a 
a·a:1 n,.,,a DlpD:a 

,n,a a1i1W 'ID 1!1 

a'1":1 :, 'I:, :,', "nn:a 
D• D:a a•D 

011 ■ :n 'l,:t 

.J 

•• 
.1 

.s 

.11 

.12 

. 13 

.14 

.15 

.16 

.17 

.18 

.19 

.20 

lJ 

I G. 

nn• ., 
an• a,ap ,:a an aJUI •-, 

1pnnn JW"IIHIII 1,, ... •• "IDa na, aD ,.,n 

D'ID'JI\J 'I■ ,~ff .1 

(D•DJ■ n:a ,:a na:a :1111,.,) mu,na .a 
,Da'Jl1 n1a1n:a'I 11•:an 

a1,ln .. ,.,:a "D1" •, ,aa,.11 
U!IJIDn 1,:, 

n":apn ,,:a:a:a.12 
nD>, nD:a nna 1,, 

• •• "ff" 11a ,Da :a,. 14 
1:1 ,., :a, na:a 

a,, ,w:a ,..,D a'l1,n 1n11:a.r6 
1":a•:an D1pD:a 1•1''1■ :111:1 

D1•,'ID:S\ n■WD1.17 
,a,'1 D a1nw 'ID',:, 

n """• 
t•:a'l:a:I D1pD:a :J'I\J:a.18 

n•wa:11 n, .,.,an, 

11nD auJ n,n a'Jl,:,;,.20 
1•1n1 1n:a1 1:in 

a.lDna Dl,. u 'I. 
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In I G., line J, the word nA• is used, where.11s in I Y., ,D1t is 

used.. nn• is part of the technical language which characterizes Genesis 

Rabbah. The -proem (nn•n•) , an introduction to the exposition of the 

Scriptural lesson proper, leads into the lesson by interpreting one or 

more extraneous texts, often in the name of a particular rabbi. Such a 

proem will generally begin1 nn• •11'111 .. , , or 

The phrase "IDlt n1t, no i•:a , the forlllUla in 11.nes 4 and 5 of 

I G. which introduces the exegetical material being used in the proem, 

is also common to Genesis Rabbah. This formula is often used to 

introduce Scriptural passages.10 In I Y., the corresponding formula is 

,D1t na, nD~ • This formula appears a few times in the Lorden 

manuscript of Genesis Rabbah.11 

In I G,, line 7, deity is referred to as 

whereas in I Y. the designation used is D'11J ',w 1p•,:s • Perhaps 

the difference is incidental, but these two terms may hint at a 

difference in theological emphasis, This author senses that the 

designation D•D''1:, ~n p•,s is somehow more grand, touching upon 

a concept more profound. In line 12, I Y. uses the designation 

a•a'11:, ~n , whereas I G. uses n":apn. 

The word llnDna appears in line 8 of I G, The same word appea.rs 

twice in line 10, a.nd once in lines 12, 19, and 20. This word, showing 

exclamation or surprise, is found throughout Genesis Rabbah, Some 

9.ubeck, .21?• ill•, Part I, "Introduction," P• 40. 

lOib.d 2 
~•• P• 7. 



scholars believe that the word renects the hand of the author of 

Genesis Rabbah.12 

In line 12 of both texts! the hermeneutic argument of inference 

f%"om minor to major is found. In I Y., the technical language is 

In lines 1J of both texts, the technical formula ::a 9 n:::, is used to 

introduce exegetical material. A technical term is also found in Ir., 

line 15, a line which is totally lacking in I G. The word .,,. 
although not paralleled here, is coJIDllonly found in Genesis Rabbah.1J 

Stylistic differences are reflected in the comparison chart. For 

example, the word ',:, appears in lines 11, 17, and 19 of I G., but not 

in I Y., The parable which appears in lines 16-20 of both texts is 

introduced in I G. with the phrase 

and in I Y. by 1111,'I • a',i:,:, 1:s1 >::a is used often 1n the Londor. 

manuscript of Genesis Rabbah. In the other manuscripts, D1'1,:ie 1:t1J2 

is commonly used, and this form appears twice in our manuscript.14 

I G. appears to represent a more polished literary style., For 

example, lines 16-18 of both texts say the same thing. Yet I G. is less 

wordy, less repetitious. In lines 16-18, I Y. uses the word D1J'D2 

six ' times, whereas I G. uses the word only twice. 

12
ilbeck, lbid., P• 2J 

lJibid., P• 26. 

14lb·d 3 __ i_., P• 7. 



I Y ,a •• 

•••f,a ~'I, a,a D9 9 9 JD 5 

••• n,~o (19) u an,,,., ,3, (18) 6 

••• ,1pnn aD '11awD np1D, • •• 8 

••• y,n i1D izn, ::wa~'I• ••• 9 

fl13NI nn~w,1n• (20) DD3 ••• 11 

• n,,noJ:a poy ,., P• 12 

16 
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I G. ••• 

(, :I 21••> -,, •JD nu,• na,n a•n a-m (9) 1 

a'l1,':w ,n~~,2 a,•p n~n ffD u,,~ n,,an 2 

nna '12• 3 

• ., • • ,,,'I ,.,, (1) ,., 1•• • 
,(,:, :n~a) ,,. •'I, a,a a•• •JD 5 

(,z,a) n,•o u •a92 ,,,11 •, 6 

,.,,,n '12 1DD '11,12 1 
,,1pnn '12 ,u ,1a2 8 

,,,a '12 ,atD a'la1»2 9 

, (} .. 11 '12 1DD DD1:»D~ 10 

,1J1211n nn••,1~• nD2 11 

a(a:. 1 n,•a 12 DD:»n) n1,naJ2 pa, 1'1 1•• 12 

I u,• c,> 1 I 

57 

SI 



Text I G.-. • found on pages 57 and 58 of Genesis !tabbah, is 

included here because it parallels some of the material presented in 

8 

I Y., material which is taken from Hagigah II, 1. In addition, I G.a. 

parallels some additional material 1'rom Hagigah n, 1 which is not 

found in I Y. I Y.a. has been arranged so as to present all of the 

material parallel to I G,a. which thi.s author has found in Hagigah II,1. 

It is no accident that the quotation from Ecclesiasticus )1 21 baa 

found its way into Chapter Vlll of Genesis Rabbah. On the C'lntrary, 

the material on pages 57 and 58 of Genesis Rabbah provide evidence 

that the author did not merely string material together, but rather he 

worked with ah overall plan and certain basic themes which run throughout 

the work. For example, in Chapter vm, he returns to the theme first 

introduced at the very beginning of Genesis R&bbah, the exposition of 

Proverbs VllI, JO, which he takes to mean that Torah was by the Lord 

as a nursling before Creation. Ben Sira is cited to emphasize the 

sentiment against speculating in esoteric or hidden matters. 'l'he 

figure of God creating with the advice of an .. architect"' is also 

repeated here in Chapter vm. 

A chart showing significant differences between I Y.a. and I G.a. 

follows. It is important to note in particular the di1'ferences in 

technical language. Whereas in line 1, I G.a. introduces the Scriptural 

quotation with the formula atn llT.I , I Y.a. uses the formula 

A stylistic difference can be seen in lines 8 and 9. where I G.a. uses 

the negative1,2 and I Y.a. uses the interrogative -aa. In line 1, 

Genesis Rabbah contains an error, since in Scriptures nn,,• 

is correctly written u,• • 
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I Y.a . I G.a. 

29n, ~1', -a"• 1 .9,1 a-rn 1 

... 3 nn• l 

,1pnn DD .,, •• D np1DY 8 -a1pnn ',2 1DD pu1:a 8 

y,n :ID 1DD :,a9'1• 9 y,n ',2 1DD a'1■1D2 9 
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II Y. 

10-4 n,,,. •a 1"1 ~•s n~•l.11 

an a:a .. , (5) .a,1n n••a,:i iJWJ D:l a', 1 1 

'1a,D•• •~ DU a•n n:a•p, .. ,, i1"11i1' :a, 2 

u n,, .. •,, DD JD eD"D 1J'1 J'IP"11"f (6) 3 

D•D a'11,n i1•n (7) .s'1•nn:i .,, :a•n• . ,. .. 
.'1a,n•• •,:, n,'1n :nna a-.n .a•D:a 5 

a'1,,n n•n n'l•nn:i .,. ,:a n,1, ., (8) .,, 6 

n•n,D a•n',a n1,1 (9) SDJ9 :ID .a•D:a a•D 7 
(10) 19 '1WD 1'1• , .. ,, ,,n .a•Dn •J• -,, 8 ,.,. , .. ,, "Ifft .(y, TDp a•'1•nn) a•n••~ ,n,p 9 

.r,a •m "'IDK' ~~-~ •~ 10 
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II G. 

1n•9,2 n~9nnD f1D90 'u n,,n~ •, ,Da (1) 1 • 

(2) '10, '111 anp•D, ~~1 a,n a~,~~• 2 

,wn~• a~, D9D9n na D9n~• au n•wau 3 

,(2~ D n~yw•) D9DW p1-o ne1Jn t~n~ wn•• 1~•• 4 

t~n~ wn~• ,,•a ,wn•• a~, ,,a aa, (3) 5 

(1 ,~ 219•> •,~, y,- ~,u ,m~ ~~-~ w, 6 



• 
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II G.a. 

,D1a ,,,,~-. ,, ,w1n• ',1 ,,,•~• ,, (8) 1 109 

,a•Dlm TD 1n••~ D9 DW2 .,. nD ~~ (9) 2 

•~n TD n~ •n••D1 r,an TD 1n••,2 r,a2 ••• nD ~~ l 
(a nDp a•~nn) '111 a•Dwn TD••• na 1~1nl (1) • 110 

,w,n• ,, ,(, a• aw) '111 r,an lD •• • na ,~~n 5 
1n••,~ 1•• r,a21 a•Dn• nD ~~ ,D1a (2) 6 

•~n lD n~ •n••a, D'Dlm }D -~- 7 
,(, ,~ 21••> ,,~, r,a ~,~ (3) ,z,a, ~~-~ ~, 8 

1n••~ t•• (~2a) r,a2 1n••11n• ••~,•• 2~• nD 9 

r,a21 D•Dn ••• na <•> ~~ ,~ D•Dtm lD -~- 10 

D'Dlffl lD •~• 1n••~ t•• 11 



2) 

II Y. and II G. 

'!be only ac·tual parallel which occurs in the main texts, Il Y. ~ 

ll G., as well as the sub-text, ll G,a,, is the proof-text from 

Job XXXVII, 6. In each ease, this Scriptural verse is understood to 

represent divinely entrusted information concerning the heretofore 

hidden ~and unknown facts of Creation. 

The context of II Y. is the Mishnaic prohibition against exposition 

of the Ma'aseh Bereshith before two, that is, a prohibition against 

unbridled speculation into esoteric matters. flle question of the 

predominant attitude towards philosophical speculation will be taken up 

more fully at the end of this chapter, where Hagigah II, 1 is dealt 

with as a unit. Suffice it to say at this point that Il Y. ignores the 

Mishnaie prohibition, following instead the position of R. Ishmael, vho 

objected to &JV interdiction on the public discussion of esoteric .. tters. 

R. Judah b. Pazzi is here represented as delivering a public discourse 

on the Ma'aseh Bereshith, beginning with the words, "In the beginning-

the world was water in water," an allusion to the question of prinal 

elements. God then made snow from the water and earth from the snow. 

n G. attempts to discourage esoteric speculation by pointing out 

that from the eommencelllent of the world's creation God has revealed the 

deep things to his prophets. The implication seems to be that one need 

only search the Scriptures to learn of Creation. 'lwo examples of this 

method o( inquiry are presented, the second of which presents Job 

xxxvn, 6 a.s a source of information on Creation. 
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In II G,a., the Job passage is presented to i:.upport the case of 

R. Joshua, who argued that everyth.ing in heaven and on earth was created 

:from naught but heaven. Just as the snow is created out of heaver,, 

though its existence is on the earth, so everything that is 1n heaven 

and on earth was created from naught but heaven. Hence here also the 

Job passage becomes a source of information on the Creation, although 

these three texts are not in complete agreement as to the exact 

nature of the information illlparted. 

Because the only parallel passage which is found in all three of 

these texts is Job XXXVII, 6 ( line 10 in II Y., line 6 in n G., and 

line 8 in II G.a. ) , an exact linguistic comparison of the texts 1s 

not possible . Yet it is important to present a linguistic c011p&rison 

chart, so that the di:fferences 1n style, usage, and technical 

language will be visible at a glance. Therefore, a linguistic 

comparison chart for these three texts follows. 
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ll G. II Y. 

,Da 1 DU 2 

:a•m, 2 prn, J 

w,•• a'11 '.3 rn 4 

1'1n'1 .,, • ., r=-•• ◄ •••:, n:,',n n,aa a,n 5 ., ... ..,, 5 .,, 6 
l ',n', ., .. t:>•a 5 llDY■ nD 7 

•1n 6 ~,n 10 

ll G.a. 

,a,a 1 

••• nD ',:, 2 

••• nD ',:, J 

aan lD a:a'I •n~•Dl J 

••• W nD ',:, 6 

a:,n JD a', 9ft99D1 7 

:nn 8 

i:, ... DD 10-9 

W•W ffD ',:, 10 



First of all. it is interesting to note that the one parallel 

verse , Job XXXVII, 6, differs in all three texts . n Y. and II G. both 

misspell a,n , putting instead •1n. II G. a . errs with the 

spelling n,:a • 

With regard to technical language, II G. contains the root ,Da 

once and the root e,a four times . II G .a. contains the root ,Da 

twice. II Y. contains the root e,, three times. 

II G. introduces Scr iptural quotations once with the formula 2•n:1, 

and twice with t'1n', e,•a t:l•a • II G. a . twice introduces 

Scriptures with the phrase M:»n 1 D n'I • nu D1 • n Y. introduces 

a Scr iptural passage with azay• nza. 

With regard to liter ary styl e, it is significant to note the 

frequency with which the author of Genesis Rabbah uses the word ',:,. 

In TI G . a. , he uses the phrase • • • • nD ',:, four times , and three of 

the four t imes the phrase is ••• nD ',:, • 



III Y • 

• a~1,n (42) a-Ul n••22 ,,~ r, an DJ1 9 ,, (41) 1 

.'nnl ,sD n1n•1 ,.,,s ~,D D1DD ·••2 nD 2 

t•D~ na1 l~YD~ nD .,,,~ (43) .,.~ ,~ J•• 1:1 3 

••. ,,n.~ aD1 ••>•~ DD 4 

a,•p (40) -U tJD (39) 5 

2•10 D ,, an aJ1• •2, (32) 9 

.1•1•~ (33) 1•n ,.. a,,, •• , a•D•~ aJ ~ .. ,, 10 

••••au DW7D~ a,1p ~1~• 11 

.r,an ~7 a-ra (34) a•n~• au, •• a1•n JD~ ~•n 12 

.a•J1•a, ~•n .,~••1 •-D ~,~• 13 

.• .. a 1•,•D~ 11a ,,n •••a (35) 21n~n n2•,• ,~a 14 

.n•••-u •D• ... D a1n• "ffl1 9 D ... DD 15 

.• .. 2 as1•, a1n• na •~• •~ a•2D ann •~ na ,a (36) 16 

.a•Dwn JD n~,a~ DD (37) ,,•~ ~,~• 17 

.a,nnn JD naa~ na1 18 

.a•a•n nsp ,,, (38) a•awn nspa~, ~•n 19 

•~,•D 12~, w,~, na a~1,n a-u, •~• ,y •~• 20 

,~,n ,~1p1 ,~,n n• •~1,n &UJWD (39) 21 

••• 1•1a ,,, a~1,n ,,aa 22 

,,. -u n,,, .,,, a•na (40) 23 
.a,ap ,2, aT.1, 24 

27 
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III G. 

[p,n~• a,:a a,va,:a) 
'22 a~,,fl a,21 flD~ ,,~ •, an nJ1' •, 1 I 

Pl•~D n1n•1 , .,-nsD (8) a,no n, •2 na 2 

n•a~ na, n~,D~ nD .,,,~ n,n ,~ J"• µ 3 

,,1na~ flD1 D•Ja~ DD • 

••1, •• , D•D•~ aJ ~-- .,, ,Da .,., (9) u 5 

(2~, a•u,) a1•n JD~ 1•1•~ 1•n wa 6 

D"D" 1au1• (10) a1•n JD~ 7 

,J,"D a•1•~ .,,, nn• J••1 .,,, na 8 

(a•••> D"Dr.1 nsp u, a•Dr.a aspa 19 

,J~•D a•1•~ ,p,n nn• 1••1 ,,,n (1) nn• 20 9 

A••·"Q D9'D~ •t• l3 n,1n• ., .,, 23 

•• ,., -a, n,n~ 2• 

I 1aa, ,.,,,s ~~D (8) 2 I 1a n••u (7) 1 
"I ,p1n1 .,,, (1) 20 11 a, nspa~, (10) 19 



IIIY. and IIIG. 

The underlying concern of these two texts is the Mishnaic 

interdiction against public discussion of the Ma'aseh Bereshith and 

the Ma'aseh Merkabah. The ideological and philosophical content of the 

texts will be discussed at the end of this chapter, where the writer 

of this paper deals with Hagigah n, 1, especially as it relates to 

Genesis Rabbah. At this point, it is only necessary to mention that 

III G. , as can be seen from the texts, is a much abbreviated rendition 

of m Y., where the argument is given in considerably greater detail. 

In fact, it is almost necessary to have read Hagigah n, 1 to 

' understand the full implications of III G., tor the text provides only 

a skeletal framework .for the argument. What we do have in m G., 

' however, is tightly organi.zed, whereas the Hagigah halakah, as found 

in the Yerushalmi, is much looser, The order has been consi~erably 

rearranged to correspond with III G. 

The following chart will present a more detailed linguistic 

comparison. 
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llI Y. Ill G. 

D'11YD au.J n• ":l:t 1 --u D'11Ji1 au.J na'I 1 

1=> ••• ;u, 2 ,:a •• • :aa 2 
.,,,., 3 .,,,1, 3 

1 DD'1 11D1 J'IJD'I ;JD a•a'I na1 n'l,a'I :SD 

.,., u ".J• 5 ,aa . .,., u 5 
.,,, nna pa, .,,, na 8 

2" n::, 9 

',•n ••• '11:::, 9 19-17 , 13 , 12-11 ,. ••• na 16-15 

aan a'I na 16 
.,,, na 20 ,p1n ana 20 

1'11:a -21 
.,,. ,:a :a,, • ,:s,, a•n• 23 ., f. 1:a il"T1i11' .. ., .,, 23 

n"••u nQa:a 
a,ap u, a-r.c 24 a,., u, arm::, 24 
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Line one of the chart illustrates the type of stylistic differences 

which sometimes occur. Whereas llI Y. makes the simple declarative 

statenaent that D'117n 1n:u n" ":1:1 , the author of Genesis Rabbah, 

more literary in his approach to the material, asks the rhetorical 

question "22 a',, yn •.,:u nD'I • The rhetorical question, posed 

with the word nD'I, is a frequenUy used stylistic device in Genesis 

Rabbah.15 

Another stylistic difference which appears in this chart is the 

frequent use in III Y. of n• (see the three examples of this in lines 

16, 20, and 21) for n•• • llI G. uses nn• twice (lines 8 and 20) 

and na once (line 8). 

F.qually s ignificant are the similarities in technical language 

which appear in the chart. For example, in line 2 of both texts ve 

find i:, •. • na • This use of ;na is common to Genesis R&bbah, 

as is the use of ,a • • • :,a which is found in lines 15-16 of m y. 16 

In line ), both texts use the infinitive w,,,., . In III G., the root 

w,, also appears twice in line 8 and once in line 2). In III Y •, the 

verb .,,, , also appears in line 20. 

In line 5, m G. reads ,aa .,11p "'12 , whereas III Y. reads 

• This is not a significant difference, since Baraitot 

are often introduced in Genesis Rabbah with the technical term • Jft • 

15Al.beck, 2E• cit., Part I, "Introduction, " P• )4. 

16Ibid., P• 35. 



Furthermore, the phrase a'"111p '"1:l • 1n occurs a numl::er of times in 

Genesis Rabbah.17 

The technical term :a• 10 , '!!Sed in line 9 of III Y • to 

;2 

introduce a Scriptural verse, is col1111lonly used for this purpose in 

Genesis Rabbah.18 The form ',•n ••• ..,,,,. , found three times in III Y., 

also appears in Genesis Rabbah •19 The verb •• na , used in line 23 of 

III Y., is a key structural term in this Talmudic dissertation, the 

discussion continuing beyond m Y. In line 23 of m G. we find the 

term w,, • However, the term •~• , as well as other forms of the 

r oot, does appear in Genesis Rabbah.20 In II G.a., we twice came 

across the phrase •:t:1 l D n', •n·n111 • 

1 ?Ibid., P• 4J. 

18
Ibid., P• J2. 

19Ibid., P• J1 . 

ZOibid. , P• 23. 



IVY. 

n1D~1, •n• 1auJ n1•n1a •nn 1Jn1• •, an 1n2a •, (50) 1 
••• ll2n a~1,n1 ntn (51) a~1,n 2 

• n,u 11•~2 S1RW n••:a:a DD~1 •• , (46) 3 

.n,,,a 11•~ a,nw ,~••2 a~, (47) ◄ 

n••22 (◄8) •~• •D~,, na a,12 •J•a a,n ,,-a w1,p:1 ,Da 5 

,,,D,a a~,,., •n ~, ,n, •~• 6 

.n,,,a 11•~2 (49) a-aJ1. ,1DY~ ~1,, a~1,n ia•n 7 

.,,D,, (50) •~1a1 n~u 11•~2 n"•22 1n1a a,12 •J•,n •~• 8 

•a~, a~1,n au1• (44) a1•a •~• (◄3) 11 

1n~ na,D a,n, iau •a n••2~ 1•,D1a 12 

•l~~D~• nt ,D1a1 (45) n,1pJ2 13 

1•,n•~• n,1pJ2 1n~ na,D a,n, .tD• nDt 14 

.,aw 11,a .,aw •n ,D1a1 (46) 15 

JJ 



IV G. 

,n~u 11•'1 a1n• •:a:a SUJ DD'I •• , l 
,n,~,a (3) 11•'12 a1nw 'D a'I nD'l1 • 

'&2 a', :ID'I a•., 5 

,D1'I a•J•D'I n• 11nn• 1n•'I a'I• 6 

,n,,,a 11•'1:a (4) auJ a1:a1 ,1D7'1 '11,, a'l1,n i••n 7 

,,1D,•• •11'1n1 n,u 11•'1:a 1a,1:a •J•,n n•2pn ,Da a'la a 
n'IYD'I ,na a•sp1, ':a 1', •• (5) DI ':a DD ':a2 DD'I •• , 9 

, ,,na'I -ma 1 1 o 

an'I na,D a1n1 ,,a,12 •D ,., a•,D1a 12 

,•JSU n'l,D'IW n, ,D1• ,n'l,D'I• (6) ,s,,,:a 13 

,,,na'I• 1sp1,:a an'I na,D a1n1 ,1D• DD1 1• 
I 1DW 'n 15 

a:an a~1,:11 nn, 
I •· • n••:a:a 

I •11a, 
11 au,, iau I 

D'l1'n a•D'l1, (2) 1 I •1a n••:a:a (1) 
(2) 3 J •1aJ a2n ••• a'l1,n n1D'l1, 
,,,. a,1~ <•> 8 I ~1a, ,•'la2 (2) • 
~ • n••:a'I (5) 12 I ,, ,1DJ' <•> 8 

19, 1DW ••• ,D1S1 (6) 15 



IVY.a. 

)DnJ u ',a1n• •,1111•• •''•J ,,,, •, (60) 5 

2,n:,, t•, 1DD 6 

·••>•11 ,,11,, 1DW n•2 n12,,2 221,'I (61) 1'11D 7 

111• n,2 ',y nJ1Dn 1>•aw (62) a1pn1 a1pD ,, '>, 1'> 1•• ',•a 8 

(51) n1D'>1y •n• 1a,2J n1•n1a •n•2 )Jn1, •, an 1n2a r, (50) 14 
,1••2 ,na1 •"n2 ,na .a2., a'>1,n1 ntn D'l11n 15 

.a•n'>,, ,,s 'n n•2 •~ aDJa nD 16 

a"UJ nt •• ,,,,,, 11a ,,., (52) 17 

.,1••2 (53) a,21 ann n, ••1 a•n2 18 

y,a.,1 a•nn n1,',1n n11a 2,10, nD JD a11a 20 

.a•n2 a,2J n,n a'>11n •1n .aa,~ a•m (54) .aa-a.,2 21 

.,1••2 au1 a2., a'I,,~, 22 

t•D'>D n1n• •"n nD (55) 23 
• '11aw', 1,,,,, tn• a'>,, ••2 '12', tD, 2◄ 

.p',11 1n p,,,, 1n• ffJWD • l'>7D'1D D"r1J'l ,., ., a"n (56) nD 25 
.a21•n •'112 '12', an• nn1• 1=> .,s '1:>D n1na (57) a"n DD 26 ,, ... nD 27 

-1••1•:, a'>,,n •aa ',:, 1•:a• ~ (58) ,,.2 28 

.Jlp~•', D•J• ',~ 1,9nJ1 29 
.r,,n,a •n•2 D'lp11 'l•nn., 12 ,,, (59) na,. 11•2 lO 

.•n •• (60) na 1'>'>n rn ,,2, 1','ln 11,1','ln 31 

J5 



r-1 G.a. 

The f ollowing sentence, found i n Genesis Rabbah, Chapter I , 

swmnarizes a text f ound in Genesis Rabbah, Chapter Ill. 

.a,D'71, 9JW Tn• ,,,,,n, •2~ DD? 

3• Y,!l c, D"lfll~ 

,aa,:a a.12 JJD1' •, (10) an 1n2a •, ara.,2 (9) 

a•1n 1l'• n, s.11 11w'ln 1"w•1n n1 9n1an ,, n, a aa 
,a,,, na n•2pa a'"D u•1•21 ,a,2 a,,, (1) T1•'1n na 

J6 

( 1) 

1 

2 

J 

: (aw aw) 19'J a,aw ,2,1 (1 1'1 a,',nn) ••• '"DU a'la 
,JDnJ -u ,a,aw •,; 'law na•wJ ,,,., •, (2) 

,na n,1a ,,2 nnaw ,.,,, "DYD .. 'J■D 1'1 ,aa 
, (n na aw) ,aw :,,2 n12,,2 2,,.,, 1'110 (J) 

,,w <•> D"2 ,, Dl1DD 1', ,,.w a1pa1 D1PD ,, ,.,. 17 ,aa 
,n,w n,2 .,, DJ1DD Dl",D2 01,,,1. 

, n,w D"~ ,, n21aa n2,,a2 a•o2 a21a 10 

• 
5 

6 

1 

8 

9 

,1DW D"2 1DW D't2 n• 2pn ,,a,,,,w D"2 .,, DJ1DD (5) "D ,, 11 

,,,,a (6) •,; n,,aw ,7,n,nwa a,, 1,,2,a, ,,a ,aa 12 

(, 1, n,,w,) a,a,,, ,,s , • ., n•2 .,, a'la ,,, ,aa a,, 13 

, 
107 

108 

, ,a,,, na (1) n"2pn au ,-,,_. n1•n1a •nn 1<4- 109 

a,~2 ntn a,,,n aa ,,,,,., 1Ja 1•• 17 

,,,,2 a , ~J a2n a,,,n aa a.,2 18 _ 

tJn, , •, (2) an 1n2a •, ,aa, naa, 19 

1ea'ID n1n•1 ,,,,s ,,a a,na n, am na, 23 
,.,, . .,, ,,,.,,, a..,nan ,,., ,a, (3) 2<4-

,n,,,; 7,,a,, Jnw ,a, n'lya',w :nn ,s,,,, 25 

,n21wn 97127 YD-, (4) ffD )DW ;nn 11,n:n 26 
:n ,,., na, , ,, ,2 a,:u IUJI a'l,,n, 27 

n■ 1•, 1na1p a,,rm 1n ,, n■1■, 1na1p 28 

D '1 , , ru,', n,,,,pa Dn9l■1 (5) 29 

(,, 2 aw) •111 a,a a1n21 ""' , •nn JO 

1(a9 aw aw) ,,n, -,.,,, ..,,,an, ,a,a 1nD 11 
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J.V Y. and IVG. 

, By looking at the variant readings, one recognizes the relationship 

between IV G., line 1, and J.V Y. , lines 1 and 2. Yet even this 

comparison does not indicate the extent of the relationship, for lines 

1 and 2 of IVY. are taken out of the context of a passage which extends 

f'rom lines 4)-62. 'ftle rest of this Hagigah passage is parall.eled in 

Genesis Rabbah, Chapter m, P• 107. This writer bas also reproduced 

here the Genesis Rabbah passage from Chapter Xll with its Yerusha.lmi 

parallel (see J.V G.a. and IV Y,a.) so that the extent of the relationship 

of this material can be better appreciated. The authorities cited here 

in IV Y., line 1 , are paralleled in line 1 of IV G .a. 

The ideas represented in IVG. and IVY. are identical, although 

nWllerous differences occur in the wording. The ideas will be discussed 

by the writer of this paper in the section at the end of this chapter 

devoted to Hagigah n, 1. The l.i.nguistic differences will be examined 

in the chart below. Except for line 1 of IV Y., no authority is cited 

in either of our main texts. Also, Scriptures are not quoted. 

The Genesis Rabbah passage seems nicely un.if'ied in the presentation 

and development of the central theme-the reasons for the use of the 

letter beth to begin the Torah. To make the Hagigah passage parallel 

that of Genesis Rabbab, lines 46-50 were placed before lines 4)-46. 



J.V y • IV G, 

pn1" .. , an ,n::aa .. , 1 
•n• 1au1 n1 9 n1a •nn •1• 1n• ,,,.,,n'J •n :ID'I 1 

a'l,,n, n,n a'l,,n n1D'11, 2 a'l,,n, n,n a'11,n) , .... .,,, 
a:a., (au 

n••::a::a na',i 3 .. :a:a &Ul DD'I l 

,., •• :a • ., , 4 .. a:a a'J na'n 4 

.-. , :i 'tJ't& a,n ,,,:a w,,pn -.aa 5 '•:a • ., DD'J a•, 5 
n••::a::a a',a 'tD',1J II& 

a'1,,n ••:a '1:» ,:1 't • .,. 6 D" > 9 D'1 n• 11nn• fJl't', •'I• 6 
t,.-ia,a ,a,'1 

au11 7 au, a,n, 1 

•J 't'"ID • .,. 8 't l ,.,_ n•:apn ,Da a'la • n••::a::a ,n,a a,,:a ,.,,:a 
,,a,• ,.,,., ,1DJ'tW •11 1nn 

n"•::a'J p,D1a ... :a.,, 12-11 ,., D 9 ,D1a 12 
iau •D 12 1a-i1:a •D 

1n'I a'I 

n,,,1:1 13 n'IJD'lw 1sp1y:1 13 
l'IJD'JW ;n ,D1a1 'tJSU :l'IJD'JW ;n ,D1& 

1.1'1 14 m'I 14 
:a,1p1::a ,sp,,:a 

• 1DW l 1,a • 1DW ' :I ,Dia 1 15 1DW .,:a 15 



39 

The sentence in lines 1 and 2 of the chart under r.v Y. does not 

really belong where this writer has placed it in the text, as can be 

seen by its relationship to the material which follows. 'Ibis sentence 

begins the haggadah that the world was created with wo letters, 

representing this world and the world to come. That haggadah 

continues for the next eight lines in the Yerushalmi (see r.v I.a., 

lines 14-29), but ~ the f'irst sentence has been transposed here. 

Line 3 of r.v Y. continues with the haggadah which relates the creation 

of the world with the letter~• Yet lines 1 and 2 bav9 been included 

here because , when the variant reading is added to line 1 of r.v G. 

(as has been done in the chart), a relationship between these two 

verses is apparent. Also related is line 14 of r.v G.a., 

1D'l1Y aa n•::apn au 1'1',n n1•111a •nr.a , the statement which 

introduces the Genesis Rabbah version of the haggadah that the world was 

created with two letters. 

Certain stylistic characteristics can be noted fr0111 the chart. 

For example, na,', is found in lines 1, J, 4, and 5 of IV G., but only in 

line J of IVY. The characteristic use of the rhetorical question, 

introduced by na'I, vas noted with regard to III G. also. 

In line 5 of r.v Y., the form a'la • • • t•• ,ppears. Although this 

form is not paralleled in IV G., it is often used in Genesis Rabbah.21 

In lines 6-8 of both texts, the form a ',a•• • a'I• appears• 

The differences found in line 6 may be significant. Tbe rather 

general statement a,,D,a a',,,n ,a::a ',:, ,n, a'I• is paralleled by 

21Albeck, -2£• .ill•, "Introduction," P• 21. 
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the much more specific reference ,zn'I D•J•D'I n• t1n11• 111•'1 •"-• 

nus writer feels that the use of ;a 11ana in IV G. conveys a greater 

sense of anxiety. Perhaps this is because the~• a designation 

vhioh ·generally applies to the Jevisb..Qiristians,22 had ll&de more 

inroads or posed a greater threat than at the time of IVY. 

It is noteworthy that IVY. ends words more frequently with a final 

ID!!!• In line 12, I 1Y I. has t•,D11l whereas IV G. has a•-aa,a. In 

lines 12 and 14, 1.1'1 appears in IV Y. where 1111'11s found in IV G. In 

line 1J, n'IJD'lw appears twice in IV G. , whereas t'l,a'I• is found in 

IV Y. In line 6 or IV Y., p,D,a appears also. 

Tbe subtexts IVY.a. and IVG.a. have been included because 

IV Y.a., containing lines 5~J of colUIIIJ'l three, is continuous with 

IV Y., which is lines 4J-51, in Hagigah II, 1. Although IV G. is 

found in Chapter I of Genesis Rabbah, and IVG.a. does not appear 

until Chapter XII, the content of the material, as well as the fact that 

it is found as a single block in Hagigah, indicates that a relationship 

does exist. '!he philosophical and ideological significance of these 

texts will be discussed at the end of this chapter in the section dealing 

with Hagigah II, 1. 

The following chart presents a linguistic comparison of these 

two texts. 

22Jastrow, Harcus, Di.ctionar;r. P• 776. 



IVY.a. 

•,1, 'In •''•J 1,1, *-, 5 
tDnJ ,:a 'la1D• 

a'11,2• n,:a 'I, DJ1DD 'D1 11 
1DW n• 9:1 

1 JD1 9 '"1 DW2 1i12a •-, .. 14 
,nw 1a,:aJ Al'n,a ,nw:a 15-14 

a'11,n1 ntn a'7,,n n1D'117 
a::an 

aD,• na 16 

1,,,1, 17 
auJ :n ,a 

r,an, a•Dr.a n,,.,,n n'la 21-20 
D&"a:12 

.J'17D'1D n,1p1 ,, •' a"n na 25 
. 7•'111 1n 1•,,1, 1n• n,wa 

'ff '1:aD n1n• a•n nn 26 
n21wn •'1,:a '1:a, an• nn1• i:a 
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IVG~. 

- tJn1 9 .. , an 1n:aa •, 1 

12 ••• nD 3-2 

.. ,., 'In na9 WJ 1,1• •, 5 
)DnJ U '1&1U 

1•'1, 'UD .. 'J•D 1'1 ,U 6 
1nD n,ia 11,2 nn•• 

1D'117'1W ff92 1,, ffl1~~ 9D 12 11 
, .. n•:a 

n":apa au 1'1'1D A1•n1a ,aw:a 14 
1D'11, U 

py,1• 17 
ltUJ :n:1 0'11,:1 •• 

a,21 a:a., a'7,,a aa 18 

DW2 ,n:aa .. , ,Da, DDD1 19 
11a1• .. ., 

aaun2 21 

,,,,s '1,D D1AD nt an DD1 23 
1•D'7D n1n•1 

n'1,n'1w :nn ·, :1»p1,, 25 
n1',y', J 9 ,D1J 1:IW ta, 

'fffl }DW fftD 11'1M1 26 
n21•n •'172'1 ta, 
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IV y • •• IVG.•• 

n•-1•:, 1nD1p n, ,1• :un 28-27 

n•1•:, tnD1p a•,ran 1n ,, 28 

. a2~ ,.,.,~ n1,•,pa 11:1•J•1 29 

~•nnn y:, ,1, na,w 11~>~30 .. , •121 a,a n,n:u m,1 ,"nn 30 
.•1•n1a •nn a~,~ (t• 2 aw) 

na ,~~n ~n •,2, 1~~n n•1~~n 31 
.•n a• 

~•~:, a•~•~an1 "ID1a 1na 31 
i(a• aw aw)~~•• 



on lo Geno:i1s bbbah, 23 is found 

1a also f ound in line 6 of IVY.a., 

In line 16 of I.VY. a . , 

o::;::or. to Genos1!; Rabbah , aD71' :ID , is used 

;:1,n:,, no TD is found in line 20 of 

:,· T · • . , 1 r !!o) to T Jft, • •, an 1:12• •, ,aa, nDD1 which is 

:r. r; G .a ., ~o f or:s i:, • • • nD is employed in lines 2- J and 

:r. _ '/ ! •• ., i:, ••• nD appears in line 26 and lines 27-28. 

1n U\OU : oxt.s, ve find a final ~ employed many times. In line 17 

o' ho·.n lox~:; , t..½e woJ"'d l ,7,1 • appears: in line 2:3, t•D'ID ; in 24• 

p,,,' 1 in 25, 1:1• • In line 25 of IV G.a., 1'"11J1, appears; 

111 I !.a., p'J17 1n p,,,. • Yet also in line 25 of IV G.a., 

n'J7D'>• appears . In line 28, IV G. a. uses 1:1 and yu,p ; IV Y.a. 

uses 1 '1, a:, • 

!n l ines 24 and 28 of IV Y.a., the term a',17 •a2 appears, 

paralleled in r:v G.a . by a•eD:1 in line 24 and a•yw-,.., in line 28. 

np17 , found in line 25 of IV G.a., as well as lines 1J and 14 of IV G., 

ccrrespcnds lo n,1pJ in the same lines of IVY.a. and IVY. 

24Ib.d 
-2....•• 

25Ibid., 



Line 29 of IVG.a. relates that their faces became blackened 

(presumably with shame), whereas in IV Y .a., the faces paled. In 

line 29 of IVG.a., the Messianic future is mentioned. 

The two texts end in lines JO and .31 with totally unrelated 

proof-texts, IVG.a. citing two passages from Isaiah while IVY.a. 

quotes from the Hallel (Psalm 10J). 



VY. 

1,Da w,n 12 n,nD ,, DWD 1 

.1••s1D 1nD .,1,oD (35) n•D~ n,~n i••sJD 2 

,, a•~ n,D,, ', 3 

,~ ,1,pnM• (36) DD pns, ~, ~-1DW 4 

:1,•1s 1'~'• 1,1,s t•D .a,•isn 5 
a,D,n 101,1 •~• (37) ,,,10 01,~ ~D 6 

1',Da n1p1l 9 nn 10l,J1 ,,1n n,2~ 7 
.~w2,, .~, a,,11 a,2 (38) ,,2,1 1,n,a 8 

111 J1J o"D o•n ~,n,, t ' , 1nD l',D• 9 
,DSDD ,., ,., n"» M"• ,•,s (39) ,•,s 10 

,,,s~ ,,,sD )Dal~ fDSlD ,DaD~ 11 

,,~ n•~pn ~• 1,, ,,D .n•~ ~•D (40) 12 

D'D,n (41) 1n1a 1D''D1 .nvD ~• ,,, 13 

,, 11,na .a,~1,1 a,a ,12 1~,, ,,D,, 14 

.11nJ'D 111n (42) ,v,n, ,2,1 ,,,,~ 15 



.. , 

VG • 

... P'l!> a~, n"l'IC"U 

,1', l!l 71'1:'1" .. , D"2 (2) J1D9D •, 

,"l"DD n•n'I n:,',:, i••sJD 

.. , D"2 n, D-,9 .. , 
11 9pn.,., nD a:aa ,:i •" "n 

,a,a1:1 (l} 
D"D:,n 1DJ:)l a'n .,.,,10 a1 "!I iil"n aw,D 

1"1D1l n1pU911 OW 1 "n 1 ,,, 1n JU!l~ 

,D't91:l!l (4) p1DJJ1 ,a,:a 
lU 1 U DD DD !1'910 ar• nD 1,aa 

,DaDD ,:, ,, n• :,• ,,a:1 ,,as 

p94t:l'J p9,:ID (5) JDaJ', lDSJD ,aaa', 
,,', n•:ipn',w, ,,., ,:,D ,:,', ,:)D .na'I n•D 

1n1a UI' "Dl , nD'I• ,,., 

D9"1D1S .,, , 'la,•":t a,',1,1 ( 6) D' D:)ft 'l,DJ1 

1:1, "' 1a,p ,,,n n:a,,, •,, ,.,n, .. ,, ,,,,., 
(a,:, , 'l•D ) "' 111 ,,1 (7) ,:,Jn' 1,',',JD!l Dl 

19, D'991:lo1 (3) 5 
••• •"• ,•,s ,•,s 

1 10 

2 

) 

4 

5 

6 

1 
8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
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VY. and VG. 

Both t exts are relating the same haggadah. and hence they both 

express the s ame ideas , but not in the names of the same authorities . 

The authority cited in line 1 of VY. is R. Mathia ber. Charash, who 

bel onged to the third generation of Tannaim (120-139 C.E. ) . 26 The 

corresponding author itie~ in line 1 of VG. ar e R. Simon in the name of 

R. Joshua ben Levi. R. Simon was a student of R. Joshua ben Levi , a 

legal authori ty of the first generation of Palestinian Amoraim 

(219-279 C,E.).27 

R. Jeremiah , a third generation Amor a ()20- )59 C.E.) ,28 is cited 

in line J of both texts . L~ VY., he speaks in the name of cne of bis 

teachers , R. Samuel b . Isaac. In VG. , he speaks in the name cf 

R. Hiyah bar Abba, a fellow student, with R. Si~on , of R. Joshua ben Levi , 

&nd also a contemporary to R. Samuel b . Isaac. 

Line 15 of V Y. suggests t.½at perhaps the children included 

R. Eliezer and R. Joshua. Line 15 of VG. adds the ~ame of R. Akiba , 

which is a t least open t o question , since he began bis s tudies at a 

somewhat advanced age under the t utelage of R. Eliezer and R. Joshua. 

VG. then closes with a proof- text , "Even a child is known by his 

doings • ••• " (Pr overbs XX, 11 ) 

26Mielziner , ~ • cit. , P• JO. 

27Ibid. , P• 4J. 

28lbid., P• 48. 



Both pa.ssages are structured identically• 'l'here is a close line 

by line, and even word by word, correspondence• V Y • did hot have to 

be reordered in any way to parallel VG. 

The only dif'ferences lie in the area of linguistics. 'l'he 

following chart presents a detailed comparison. 
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V Y. 

1,D• w,n l:l :1 9 DD '"'I aWD 1 

,••sJD 1.1D 2 

'1a1DW '41 an i1'9 D"'l'9 ., 4-J 
pn:s• 2, 

p■n p'I•• 1u 9 a l•D 5 

DW7D 6 

l'9"'1Da n1pU'9M 1DJ:»J1 7 

.,,,, D'9:l , .. 2,> 1,n,.• 8 .,.2.... ..,, 

1•1n• ,.:a,,,,,,.-,,, 11,n• 15-14 
• JU1l9D 111:W 
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V G. 

,., ..... ,, an J1D•D ,, 1 
.. ,1, 1:a 

. .. .. n •, an n,.D,,. •, 4-3 
ua u 

"'IJJ'9', '"'I D'9"'1D1• W'91 15-14 
1•n n:a .. ,, ,,, ,.,n .. •,, 

19',',JD:l Dl Ji1 9 '1J 1•,p 16-15 
(•,.:, 9',WD) ' 111 ,,J "DJD• 
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In line 2 of V Y., the technical term UHi appes.rs. In line 9, 

the formula 2"11:n p, UID is found. Both usages appear in 

Genesis Rabbab,29 although not in V G. In line 9 of V G., the formula 

2"D:I DY• na, appears. ■"-aana •"1 in line 14 of V G. is 

paralleled by l , ,z,a in V Y. The r ormula 

in line 15 of VG. 

111•'1, ,a,p appears 

A considerable Aramaic influence upon VY. is evident. In line 5, 

an Aramaic passage appears, t"•n p',•a yu•a JaD • In lines 

7 and 9, the Aramaic form t •-az,a is found. Line 8 reads 

',e:an a'I, a-on 11"2 ,.,2yJ tln"• • In line 9, the 

Aramaicism :a•n:n is paralleled by :a•n:, in V G. In lines 14 and 15, 

l uu "a, l nza . • • • l 1-az,a in V Y • is paralleled by the Hebrew 

l't:t ••• a•-,z,,a ... , in VG. 

29Albeclc, ~• ill•• "Introduction," P• 35. 



VI Y. 
68 n,,. 'J ,., D"9 n,~"D 51 

•l1DD•, n•Dnl 1 

n>• 0•n•1 D•,•1 •~•,, •2, na •a'• 2 

-1••1Y 9 D l'JI,, ,,, •• 1••12•, D9 Dl1 a•n• (69) ,,a~, 3 

.a,•n ,,n~• 'n na (70) 2•n~, 1nn a,n DD~•• 4 

:1n,1n na, ,n,a ~•• 5 

•J1DDY n•DnJ 1 

n1• (62) a•n•1 a•,w:, n2•py •, n• •D•• 2 

.1••11•D 1•p,1 1•,a .1••12•, 1•a1 a•na ,a,a n•n a1n 3 

.,a,11 a,•n i•n~• 'n na 2•n,, 1•, 1nD ~•• (63) 4 
.,n,,n na, 1n1a ~•• 5 

•5 n,,w '3 ,•e ••9 n••• 
.a,a a1n ,, -u, •~ ,, aJD •2, ,D, ••, •••na1 6 

112 1•,•1• ana 1••• na~ a,a ,, (%) a1n aa, 7 
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VIG. 

'• YI!> u, n,wa'"D 

,~ ,Da n2•p, ,, n• ~ .. ~-,••• ,, (j,an na, D'DR m](6) 1 12 
DJW 2•, ,, Dl ••• D1DJ (7) na nnwD, .. ~•2n 2 

,a,,12•, D•Dl a•na ,a,•1Y•D a,,, a,,. l 
,Dal,~-- n•~ (8) ,D. ,1DD n,n 2•10, JI& 1-m • 

n,n,~• T,•1 a•D• ,a a•,D1a 11,,n ,,., a•D• a•n~a au D•wau 5 

(tD 2~ a,,~,) a,D a,n ,, u, •~ (9) ., 1~ ,Da 6 

,.,,,~ a•,,,, an• 1'•• a,D a,n p, aa, 7 
,n,~tD\ a,2,1, n12~, nnn D12,~ (10) D•DWD na •~• 8 

•l"" 111 a,an, n,1~•• n,2,~ r,M n•1 9 

I• 1a, 1'81J•D 1•p,1 1,,a (7) l I, a•n•1 a•," (7) 2 
,• a•y1• ana •n ;un I, DD~ (9) 7 ,, 1••12, t•D11 t•D• 

nyn a,,,n a,n •nD•• a,,,n a,n ,, 12 a,,,1, ••• •- ;un 
, 12 ,,,,1, ana• 
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VIG.a. 

1', "1D• :12"P' .. , n• 'la• 'la,DIP" ,, (!•~ na] (3) 1 206 

n1• 2•, (4) 11 a1 •"• a1n1 na nn•D"WW ""292 2 

,1""12""1 D'tDJ D9 n 9 a ,a ... ,, .. D a .. ,,, a .. ,. 3 

"1DaJ '""• n"" ,u ,1nD a,n 2,.n,, n• 4 

, ... ,. na a'I• m,p ,2Ta1 n 9 n ,..,. •"• (5) 9 n 9 JP 5 

(,n 2', a,.,~,) a,D a,a ,, u, a',,., n"', ,aa 6 

,.,,,,'I p,,,,. an• l"•• a,D a,n ,, aa1 7 

,a,. lD n1n1 nD,aD au1 a,a uyw', ,..,. na a'la I 
(1,. Jl'tWa'U) 1J'tD1D,, lJ'tD',s2 ,1, ... , 1, .. D 9 

zn1,.,w a'l2 an"J• a',, ,•"• a',2 n•• a', ,nn a'l2 •"• a'I 10 

I xs, 1,.,,, 19 ,a (4) 3 I ~~a, n1• a9 n•1 D".,., <•> 2 
I ~ l"•1Y9 D l"P"11 l",a 1""129 "1 t•DJ t•n• I•• 1"•,,•a 



~J pig a~, n7 WK"D 

,~ ,n• n2•p1 ,, na ~•• ~a,n•• •~ •,~, ,,ln rm a,n~• ,n•i (1} 1 S14 

nJ• 2•2 1t Dl •'• a1nJ na (2) nn•n• .. ~•2n 2 

a•,,2,, a•n1 a•n• ,a,.,,,n a•p,1 a•2a 3 

,naJ ,~,. n•~ (3) ,a ,,nn acn 2•10, na 4 

,,yJn na •~• mrp ,2-m n,n ,y1n a•n~• •n•1 5 

(tD 2~ a,-u,) a~D a,n ,, -u, •~ •2 n•~ ,na 6 

,.,,,~ ,,,,,, nna l'•• a,n a,n p, aa, 7 

a,n,2 •J21 ,,~n1, ,,,nn1 a,n ,,Jn na •~• 8 

,,,,, t•2a (2) 31 ~~,, n1• a•n•1 a,w, (2) 2 

I
,.,,,n ,,,,, ,,,. a ,,,,2, a•n11 a•na ,,.,,,n 
1 n2n (2) •IDB ,,,,2,, (D t•D11) t'Dl t•n• 
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a n,1,~• anso,n 
na ••2~~ 'D1a a2•p1 •, -u, 'Dl~ •;n nD •D• ;,2 

1m1,;a•~ •~ a2•p1 •,• ,:iu •~• 1n2 n,,,. aaD1• 1••• a•,11n . 
••• anJD ,D~ ,,. 1••11•Dl 1••12, .,,, D•n ;;,, .,., ;» 

a;a 1n} n,,1• naD1D t••• a,;,n na ••2.1~ •D1a tnJ •,,,DJ 
.,,, n•a ~-7DW' ,,. n2nD~ a,;,,., nD ,; ••• D2WDD2 

1 

11n ,n •■l 1a ;;,, e,■ 1 ;;, .,,, n•n1 1••11•D1 1••12,, 
;~,, e,■1 ;;, ;;, a,a naD1e2 11• •,,a;;~ aD• ,2, ;,2 

aDe• , •• 1naD1e ;,2 'D1a a1nw, •,■n 1•,, •~• ,, nna •• 
;;,, e,■1 ;;, ,a; n,Da 11wa,n ;;,2 ;~, 1a ;;,, ,,n :a 

n1•,1 ■D D1JD9 .,,.D .,.n DD,~ ,D,; n■:a ,.,, -~- ,, nna •• 

11,n ,,,, n•n n21,D1 a•;n, ,,,, a•~Dl ,,, as• D,1nn tD 

•••• n,11m JD n1w,1■D t••• n1••• 



,.,, •sn'I • 1•,n• •• ,,~.,,•a~ n•~ 1p■D, ••1n 11n~1 • •• 
',■an n• 1,w2 n•D 1n~ ap■l 1n~ aJD ,,1, na1n n1,~11 •D,~1 

n•DnJ n~ •,Da, •110D1n J1JDW ••1n,~ •• ,, •~ n• ,, •• , ,,n'I 

i•n~• 'n na~ 1•1nw 111:, n,110• o•n• '1, w,1, n•n •110D1n 
1n•'11 an nD •w,w o•n• ~, •, 1•,•D~n ,1, 1,Da n•• a,•n 

m,•,■n '11 ,:,w '12pa •1• ,, nw•,,n ff,,. •n'l2,- am an'I,.. 
D•D,a •,•D'ln n,~,'1 a,•n i•n'la •n n• ra,1 ,•, cw -o 



n,,,l. n~OD '7ll 1lD7n 
•"' ,·~ ,.,,. p,s 
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,,.,., ~•n sa~, ,,n,~ ,, •'• ~,,n ll'K ,Dia ,a,ow, ,~, 
1n:a 1••• n2e:11 n,,n 1n:a •'• 0,,2, •'I• •'It'• 2 9 an'I ,a 

a•n■W2 am'I ,2wn ,:, .. 1 1• ,D,'I ,1D'ln l''JD n211n1 u,n 
a,a:a ••:a,, •• ',:,'I ,D,~ ,1D'ln l'lD -c,w'I a:an'I • .,. ,., t•• 
a:in'I 2,-,;a', t• ,,.,., ,D,a 'la,aw, ,, a:a,,, ,, ,-a, a,1:in 

n2an tn:a •'• a,,2, •'I••~ 1'• 1:, aa a:a,p, ,:a,,., ,Da 
21n:,n •12•,D ,., ,Da J'lD •:aen1 n,,n a.,:a t'•• a,-u, n,,., 

, • ., 'l•ap ,, •• 1:,'I 21,on n2,, 1:,'I :a1n:,n n:a,, aa ,., ,oa 

t:i a•11n1 ,:a, ~- wa, .. 'la,Dw, ,., 11n,, , ... .,., .. , ,.,., 
.. \ ~•1 , •••• ,., 'l'l:,:a n'n:, n,1nn ',:, na .,,, D'ffW n1pn 

:unw ,, Dl .,. a1n1 na wn, .. a2,,, ,:a, . .,., ',',:,:i . .,,, 
n:a,, .,,, 9DJ , .. ,. a,,D, n:a•-u n'l1:, n,,n., ',:, n• . .,,, 

•:, •■J 1& a•Jn, ,.1,•Dt ,,12,, w,-,-,, &2tpJ ,:a, •aD 1'Y'D1 
n:a,,, ,,a a,a:a ••:a• ,wa ',:,'I eJ•D :a,an', ,a y,n', n2,, y2wn 

a,,n •ant •'l•D ~:, n2,, n:a,, ,an ~~n n2,, n:a,,1 •J'D1 n2,, 
••:i'I ,:awn,:, ••J , •• ,., ',',:, .,,, .,.,D., ,~, ntSD ,:a, W'D 

'1'1~1 ,,n a,am ••:a• ,wa ',:,'I a,■ :a,s,', 1• y,n'I ',',:, a•n•n 
a:an'I w,1 ■D a,■n DD .,■n 1•,~ •'I• 1, nn• ,a',~:,,.,.,',',:, 

n,,., 1n:a t••• a,,:a, 1'1••• ,,,n,a'I a'l'I:, •1na a:a.,'I ',:, ,. 
n,,., 1n:a •'• a,-u, 1'1••• ••1,a'I aa,■ •Jna 10.,'I n2an1 

-u,w'I n:aan1 



VI Y. and VI G. 

These preceding pages with their nine texts, three or them f r om 

Genesis Rabbah , provide us with a great deal of interesting material • 

• The passage from Ber akoth or that f r om Sotah , combined with the passage 

from Peah , seem. to pr ovide us with the skeletal framework for a type of 

argument which is found three times in Genesis Rabbah 1 on pages 12, 

2o6 , and 574. The framework is always the same: the details of the 

specific passage being expounded are inserted within the f.t-amework , 

lines 1- 3 and 6-7, which in turn correspond with the same lines in the 

Yer ushalmi passages. The variant r eadings found with the Genesis Ra.bbah 

texts bring them even closer to the Yorushalmi passages. 

If t he same type of argument is posed three different til'les in 

Genesis Rabbah, this author believes it is safe to assume that the issue 

in question transcends any one specific text being expounded. Therefore 

we must attempt to penetrate to the real pr oblem. 

One of the r easons that R. Aki ba is so significant in Jewish history 

is because he created a new system by which halakot might be derived from 

Scriptures . According to the thr ee Genesis Ra.bbah texts reproduced 

here , as well as the text from Shebu' oth in the Babylonian Talmud and the 

text from Tosefta Shebu' oth, R. Akiba l earned from his teacher , NahUl'll of 

Gimzo, the exegetical principles of inclusion a.nd exclusion. Using these 

principles , he was able to find a Biblical basis for most of the 

provisions in the oral law. It is said of Akiba that he was able 
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.,to discover things that -were even unknoW!l to Moses • .,JO 

It is evident that traditionalists might be somewhat disturbed by 

R. Akiba' s ~ethodology and its implicit assumptions. For his method 

assumes that nothing in the Torah- not a sentence, word, syllable, or 

even letter-is without meaning. R. Ishmael, for example , stood in 

strong opposition to what he cons idered to be R. Akiba ' s artificial 

manner of interpreting the Law. R. I shmael held that the Torah was 

written in the language of men and hence was susceptible to interpreta­

tion in keeping with the plain sense . The two Shebu ' oth passages, one 

from the Babylonian Talmud and one from the Tosefta , as well as the 

three Genesis Rabbah passages , probably represent the controversy 

between R. Ishmael and R. Akiba with regard to basic methodology. It 

does seem rather strange , though, that the Genesis Rabbah texts 

include no rebuttal by R. Ishmael . 

The Yerushalmi passages frQm Berakoth and Sotah , as well as the 

Babli passage from Pesahim, present an i~te~esting p~oblem: who was 

Nehemiah Irosoni , or Nehemiah the Imsoni? In addit ion, the passage from 

Pesahim mentions Shimon the Imsoni. 

A R. Nehemiah belonged \o the fourth generation ,:,f Tanaim and was 

among the last disciples of R. Akiba. 31 Since the Yerushalmi passages 

from Berakoth and Sotah tell us that Nehemiah "sorved" R. Akiba , this 

'.30Ginzberg, Louis, "Akiba ben Joseph, " in 1'h! Jewish Encyclopedia , 
Vol. I . , p. ~06. 

J1Mielztner, -2.e• ill•• p. J5. 



seems to be the logical person. The Hebrew word for ''serve 0 can also 

imply "to study under," since disciples often gave personal service 

to their teachers . 

60 

Yet the designation °Imsoni" still has to be explained. One 

possibility is that posed by Jastrow in his dictionary: it means he is 

f r om Amasia , in Pontus . Perhaps I however , an ~ has become confused 

with a gimmel 1 and the correct readirt_.g is Nehemiah the Girrlsoni , or 

Nahwn of Gimzo. 32 Ev-en t.~is hypothesis does not solve all vur problems, 

however , for there i s much confusion and contradiction in the mater ial 

we can gather concerning Nahwn of Gimzo, or Nehemiah Imsoni . In our two 

Yerushaltni passages , Nehero.iab Imsoni "served" R. Akiba. In our three 

Genesis Rabbah passages , as well as the passage from Shebu' oth in the 

Babli, R. Akiba "served" NahUJ11 of Gimzo. In the Tosefta Shebu' oth 

passage , R. Akiba expounded the exegetical principles of inclusion and 

exclusion which he lear ned from Nahum of Gimzo. In the passage from 

Pesahim in the Babli, Shimon the Imsoni- others state , Nehemiah the 

Imsoni--interpreted every 2!h i n the Tor ah as an extending particle. 

In the Babylonian Talmud, Ber akoth 22 a . 1 we learnr "Our Rabbis 

taught, a ba ' al ~ on whom nine ~ of water have been thrown is 

clean. Nahum a man of Gimzo whispered it t o R. Akiba I and R. A..lciba 

whispered it to Ben Azzai • • •" The implication seems t o be that 

Nahum was the teacher of Aki ba . 

32
1.auterbach, J .z . • "Nahum of Gimzo1 " in The Jewish Encyclopedia, 

Vol . IX , P• 148. 



Nahum is also mentioned in the Babli , Ta' anit 21 a. , but this 

material adds nothing which will help us to clarify our present 

problem. I t does provide another explanation for his name NahUlll , the 

man of Gam-Zu. Whenever anything would happen to hi.rn he would say: 

~ ~ Le-Tobah ( this also is for good) . We also learn there of 

his deplorable physical state and his explanation for his blindness , 

cr ippled ha.Y1ds , crusheci legs , and sores. 
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It is not possible to reach aey conclusions with regard to this 

material. However, it is signi ficant to note that of all these passages, 

the two Yerushal mi passages alone present Nehemiah as a disciple of 

R. Akiba. Yet :.his would seero most plausibl e, since it appears s 1!.range 

that a teacher who taught R. Akiba his methodology, as the Babli, 

Genesis Rabbah, and the Tosefta cl aim for Nahwn, would be so relatively 

unknown , so seldom mentioned in the literatUTe of the period. Perhaps 

the Yerushalmi tradition of Akiba as the teacher is original, and it 

later became switched. It is also significant to make mention of the 

fact t hat Genesis Rabbah agTees with the t radition found in the 

Babylonian Talmud, that is , that R. Akiba studied under Nahum. 

Cer tainly from this agr eement we have no proof of a direct relationship 

between Genesis Rabbah and the Babli, but the possibility ~f rela tionship 

or inf1uence is at least SUggested. 

Another consideration in the question of the relationship between 

Nahum of Gimzo and R. Akiba is the rabbinic sentiment that he who learns 

from another 9Ven a single verse or expression or letter raay call another 
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"his teaeher. "33 Hence Nahum might have taught Akiba one verse and 

still have merited the honor due a teacher. In the light of this 

sentiment, both versions could in .fact be describing the same 

relationship, since Nahum the pupil might have taught Akiba the teacher 

something, or visa versa . 

The main diff'erences in the "framework lines" between our 

Yerushalmi and Genesis Rabbah texts lie in line 6. The Peah F9.Ssage , 

which contains some Aramaic words, means "and if it (a word of Law, 

or the word of the L3w) appears void (of meaning) it is your fault , 

because you do not toil to study it." This is also the implicit 

meaning of lines 6 and 7 in each of the three Genesis Rabbah passages. 

Line 7 of the first Genesis Rabbah passage r eads "if you find it empty, 

it i s you:r fault , because you are unable tc interpret it." Yet a 

variant reading suggests , like the Yerushalrni passage, that it is found 

empty only because sufficient toil is not expended. 

We learn much here by comparing the three Genesis Rabbah texts 

among t hemselves . We can assume that if the author of Genesis Rabbah 

,,,, 1a ,,na p10• 1• ,nn• n,~n ,a ,,na ,,. ,~nD ,n1)n~31 
,~D ,,,, 11•s» 1,• ,,1,, 12 1n2~ i•,s ,Ma n,a 1)••• 1• ,,.. 

1)••• 1,, ,a,p ,,,~, a•~, •1• •~• ~a,n•naD ,D~ •~• ,~•,.• 
~Pa,,,, a)n1 ,y,1•n1 1~••• ,,,y, w11a nna, ,,a2w ,1y,•Dt 

a,,,, •1• •~• ~•1n•naD u~ •~• ,)a,w• ,~D ,,, nD1 ,,D1n1 
,nn• n,~n ,a ,,na p,a ,,,nD ,D1~n ,1y,,D1 1~••• ,,, ,.,, ,,,)2 

nD,1 nD, nn• ~, nna n1a ,~••• 1• ,,na ,,~, 1a ,,na p10• 1a 
,,. ,n,,a ,,,.) ••••• n,,n •~• ,,~, 1••1 ,,,~, 12 1n1~ ,,,sw 

(•••~• p1D• ,'WW 
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was copying directly from an earlier source , he would have used the 

same source for lines 1- J , 6, and 7 in each of these three passages. 

Therefore these five lines should be ~ctly alike. Yet they are not. 

The differences are in some cases as great as those we find in comparing 

Yerushalmi passages with Genesis Rabbah passages . This gives us cause 

to question the theory of an aut hor who merely strung together material 

from earlier sources . The following chart will demonstrate~ point. 
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VI G.b. VI G.a. VI G. 

D''1:l9 -, l l''1:a,, l a••1:a•, l 

:a,ia, na • :a~n:,, na • ::a,n,, JIil 1-rn • 
1:"ID a:,n 1:ID a:,n lflD n:,n 

;a,', ,. 6 .,,-, ,z,a 6 '" ,. 6 

.,,,,'I 1,,,,, 1 ,.,,,., p,,, • 7 .,,,'I a,,,,, 7 



In truth , the same point could be made with regard to our 

Yerushalmi manuscript. Upon compar ison of the passage from Ber akoth 

with that of Sotah , we see a nUl!lber of minor linguistic differences. 

Actually, both of these texts are par t of a much larger block of 

parallel mater ial which tells of R. Akiba ' s martyrdom a..~d of his 

discovery through death of tne full meaning of the Shema. Linguistic 

differences in these two parallel blocks of mater ial are common. 
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Such differences could not exist if the material we have was copied 

carefully from an earlier common source, perhaps a proto- Yerushalmi. 

Some other explanation for the duplication of the material must be 

found . Conceivably the explanation might be var ious scribal t r aditions. 



VII Y. 
68 n,,. '~ T"J ~"g n~,~n 

.r,ai1 :::,"na n'1,.nn 1a,2J D"D• '1a ••2 
.D"Dlr.'I :::,"na, n'1 ,.nn aa,~l r,an a,.,D,a (69) n"~, 

.1n, ,2,'1 a,e 1'•"2D 1'1•a1 1n•,~,', (70) a,a l"•'2D 1'1,a 

.r,an na, a,z,wn n• o,n',a (71) a,2 n,wa,~ • "2, 11DJD i1D 
.1'1• ,,,, . .. ,. nw, (72) 1a•,~~ .aa:::, nw,• 1'1D'1 

.•'71, a,,n r,an, •aa:::, a,z,wn 
.D"D•1 r,a a,n',a •n n,w, a,,~ n"2, y1z,1e (73) nz, 

nw, D"1 1nnnn n• i1l2WD l"D'1• (74) ""· 1'1D'7 

1 

2 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

.a,z,w nnn,e 1l"D"1 r,a (1 •,) n,a, , ,,. ,. a,1,,'7,n na 9 

(2) '1'7n n,~', n,,,az, a,, ,,. ,~ n,,, ,"a 10 

.a,z,w ,,,, n•1D1 n,a, y,an a,Ja'1 11 

1n,,2,', a,e l'•'2D "•D· (3) n,2. •,pDD i1l"lff , • • 12 

.11'1 l'P'7DD n"~ DWD 13 

n• a,n'7• a,2 n,n,~ (4) •"2, 'n,e ,an 14 

.11'7 l"P'7DD n"2 DWD .y,an na, D'tDr.t 15 
.~n,n ,2:::, .nn,n r,a.,1 (5) 16 

.,D,p (6) D'tDW n,,,,~'7 Dlt a,z,:::,n DW2 11n,, ., 17 
.nD,p r,an '11'1:::,w', aa, 18 

.•111 a,n',a a,2 (7) n•W1t'U ,z,,p a,nw a,,,,3'1 aa 19 
••• a,nw1 (8) r,• o,n',a 'n n,w, a,,2 nz,,p r,an '11'1:::,w', a• 20 

a'117i1 n12• 1p'1n1 ,a,n "lit n•nn '"'" 12 w", ,aa (16) 21 
,n,a "l•• a'11,n n,,.,,2 (17) -,, 22 

.n,,a,,:::,, i1tn aa'7:::, •'7• 1a,21 a'7 r,a, D"D• 23 
(1, na n,,.,).a,n• nnD"D "l'D"1 r,a n,a, ,,, ,. an,e nn (18) 24 

a2a ,aaw 11n n,,:::, aa w•, , 2 (19) ,,,'7 ,"a 25 
. r,a'1 (20) D"D• D",PD a1n• a,n,■ 26 

.a,nw'1 r,a a•,pD a1n• D'DJ• 27 
:n1:::, i11 a,'7,p• (21) 1n,1n ,z,'7n •'7• 28 
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Vll G. 

(•a p,a) 1 ~,,w 13 1% c, D9 Wa"D 

,n,,nn ,aul a•n•n •n,a ,,aw n,:a (r,an na, a,nwn na) 1 13 

''D• n,:a, 1,n,n,, ~, 4 

,~. 1,,,.,a,•n ,, ,na, aa, ,~ n•1• ,~D~ 5 

,(a 10 n,,.,) •111 ,~1, a1T.1 r,an, ,ao, a,nwn (3) :a,n,, 6 

~~n n,:a, 11n,n,, ~, 7 

n11:a n•nnn nJ:awn (4) ,l'•~• nJ:a• ,~D~ 8 
(, :a n,•a,:a) a,aw, r,a a,n~• ,., n1w, a,,:a :a,n,, a,~,n 9 

~~n n,:a~ .,,,oa n,n ,a,~• •,:a n,,n, (5) •, ,aa 10 

,(,, :ap a,~nn) (6) a,nw ,,,,,-,a,,, ,na, n,a, r,an a,i•~ 1~ 

,aw n•:a~ ,,,an .,,an• DlpDD l'l■ •, ,aa 12 

1n1• l'P~DD "~" n,2, DWD 13 

,nn,n u, (:a a n•wau) nn,n r,an, (7) 16 

,a,p D'D• n•,u~ a,a,n ••a 11n,, •, 17 

,•,e 'J•a• nia na,nJn •, ,na ,na,p (8) ,,an~,~,.~, 18 

,•,11 a,n~• au n,wa,:a 1D,p a,aw na•u~ 19 

,a,aw, r,a a,n~• ,., niw, a,,:a na,p r,an (9) ~,~,,.~, 20 
a~1,n (1) n,:aa 1p'1nJ ,,n ,1a n,Dn 11,D• •, ,Da 21 1• 

nt uu 
n,,a,,, c•~,., an,1• •~• ,a,:u •'1• 

, (l, nn n,,.,) (2) ,,n, ,,a,, an,~• ,1a a,1p 

n:a• inn u,, aa 11,a• •u ,,,~a•, ,Da 

D9 DW~ ,,. a,,,a a,n D'D7■ DD~ 

,,,.', D'DW1 (3) 

In ~1, D'Dr.1 ,, ,na1 (2) 2 I a ,,an,~ ,na, (1) 1 
an,,:a,~ DJD 1,a,:aD ,~a, an,,:a,~ a,• 1,a,:aD ,~a (2) 3 
1,1• 1,,,., •• (2) 5 ( •1a, aw, ,aw,wa1 (2)5 I n11a, 

(6) 12 I 9 a,1,,~,n (4) 9 I •a a•11nnn., (4) 8 
,an1, 1:a 11,D• •, (9) 21 In, an (7) 17 I• ,aD• 

,,. (2) 26 I n~11as a~a ,a,:a1 •~ (1) 23 I n ,, ,, r,.~ D'D• (, a,,pD .,nw) D'DJ■l D'D•~ 
~1ai n,, n, (3) 28 I • ,,a a,,pa a,a,a, a,aw 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 
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~ 

VIl G.a • 

... yl!> at:i, n"tra,:i 

ol:lll ,z,aw J1JT.1 Dll 117DW .,U ,,,..,. .., ,na (2) 1 

a,~,.., r-.a D""IPD a1n D'DJ• ;az,', 2 

,r,a'7 D'DWl (3) J 

:olt:1 :n D" '11 pw Dff" JWW ,z,'1a . .,. • 
2,,,.., (4) pn:s, 1 pn:s,', anua D'"IPD a1n DlpD '1::t2 5 

(:iz, 1::t a,p•1) •111 :ip,, ,n,,:i n• •n-a::t11 ,z,1a ,na a1pn21 7 

:n,:i n, 1''11pw 1n•'lww ,,1z, 8 

1-ma', nWD D'"IPD DlpD 7::t2 9 

(1::t 1 n1z,w) nwn1 1-m• a1n ,z,1a ,na a1pz,:i1 10 

:a,',1pW DD'J"" (6) ,.,lD 11 

2'1::t', J91n• D'"IPD DlpD '1::t:i 12 

,w1n•1 (7) •11pn n1•• 12 2'1::t ,n',2 ,z:,111 ,na a1pn21 14 

, a,',1pw an,2.-. ,,~z, (2• 2'1 u,n:1) ·15 

a• '112'::t', :ia '11:19 :::t D'"IPD D\pD '1::t:i 16 

(1 D' a,p,,) 1•:ia1 1z,a •'• ,n1a ~8) ,na a1pn21 18 

:n,2 a, a,',1p• a.,,l.,. ,,1z, 19 

14 



VII M.a. 

(1,:a,-ie,,,a,a:1 n,1-mD) ~-,~•' ,~,, an~,~~ 

D'Dlffl (13) n• o,n~a a,:a n,•au ,D,a nn• n1:a as,,~ (12) 1 1 

a,,p a1n a,pD:a a,,pn 1,~ 'la YD1• .(a n,n,:a) y,am na1 2 

D'D•1 y,a D'n~a ~,, n1-,y a,,:a ,D,a a1n1D (14) .:ww,n:a 3 

.nt~ n1 ,na, (15) 1'~1p• an,1ww ,,1D (, :a aw) • 

,:a~a a:n:aa ,:a~• ,,:aa ,:a1Ja ,~1• ,Da,, ,D1a nu u,:a as,,, 5 

,:a,:a a,,pn 1,~ ,1a yn1• (1 1 n1Dw) :a,,, ,n1,a1 pns, (16) 6 

,., :apy, ,n,u na ,n~11 ,n1a (17) a1n1D .,unD :a,wn a,n 7 

1nw1, .. ,,1D (:aD ,, a,p,1) an,:aa ,n,u ,a, pns, ,n,u 8 

~~ (11) 'la YD1W 1-w1a 1,a1 nwD 1,a •• , (10) •••• ~ l'~,,. 9 

ne, 1,.,a a,n ,Du~ a1n1D :IW'YD:a a,,, a1o1 a,pD:a a,1pn ·, JO 

•••• o11, n, l'~1P• an,lww ,,1D (12) (1, 1 n1nw) 11 

n11•, 1:a :a~,, 111 1:a Y•1n,1 (4) ,D1a nna u,:a as,,~ (3) 12 ~2 

nw,n:a (5) a,1p a1n a,pD:a a,,pn ~~ ,1,n1• (1 ,, u,D:a) '111 13 

(:a, :a~ aw) 111 1:a ,w,n, , n11a, 1:a :a1,~ ,n1,11 1,•n 1• 

•• • • nna, a,1,1p• a.,,1 .. ,,in 15 

(:a, :a, n1Dw) (2) 1D• na1 ,,:aa na ,:a~ ,D,a nu u,:a as,,, 16 

nw,D:a a,,p a1n a,pD:a a,,pn 1,~ ,1a yn1• 17 

(1 •' a,p,1) 1a,,n ,,:aa1 1na (l) •'• ,Dia a1n1D 18 

.n,, n1 l'~'P• an,1n ,,1a 19 
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t 
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VII Y111 and VII G11 

The content of both these passageio is virtually the same!> On the 

surface@ they present an argument between the schools of Hillel and 

Shammai over the prior cx•eation of heaven 01• earth"' Yet this auth.0:1:~ 

suspects that much more is at stake here than the mere determirmtion of 

priority of oreatione Ratherf we have here the clash of two very 

s:l.gnifica:nt po:i.nts of view o Hillel is ccmtending that law should be 

adjusted to the needs and wishes of sooietyi s:i.nce society was firsti, 

and Shammai is asserting the primacy of law in the shap:i.ng of society 0 

Hence ou:r passage in a sense represents a dialectic between heaven 

and earth,, 

The passages present some difficulty with regard to ai;utho:ri ties 

c:i.ted,. In line 10 of VII Go., tl1<ire is a statement from It/> Judah 

b@ Re Ilais In VII Yof the same statement is presented in tho name of 

R® 1Judah bar Pazzi"' R., Judah ben Ilai, a fourth generation Tanna, 
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was a disci.ple of R" Akiba"'.34 H.., Judah bar Pa~zi was a fourth generation 

Palestinian Amora 0 3.5 

The Ra Hanin mentioned in line 12 of VII G. and R,. Ifanina of VII y,, 

are probably identicalm Likewise~ in line 17 of both texts R"' Yohana:n 

is citado Line 18 of VII G@ cites R,. Tanhu.maw but he is not mentioned 

in VII Y.. In line 21, VII G"' eib,s Re Shimon and VII Y .. cites H.,. Shimon 

Jl-i.Mielzine:r·, 2.P.() 5E:!0, p"' JJ" 

35F1•iu1kel, ~• ill.", p® .5li, b°' 



VII Y. has a tendency to use Scriptures more frequently than does 

Vll G. For example, in lines 4 and 7 Talmud supports the argument ot 

each school with a proor-text. '!be proof-texts aren't used in 

Vll G. to support the arguments. 

In line 8, both texts begin a parable. In line 9 of VII I., 

Isaiah XLVm, 1J is cited as a proof-text, whereas in VII G. 

Genesis II, 4 is cited. '!be Genesis passage vas used in line 7 of 
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VII Y. In lines 14 and 15, VII Y. presents another proof-text vhich is 

absent in VII G. In lines 17, 19, 20, and 24, both passages use 

Scriptural proof-texts in the same way. 

Structurally both passages are the same. However, VII Y. bas a 

tendency to elaborate points more completely. Yet if' ve check the 

variant readings, ve find that some of the other Genesis Rabbah 

manuscripts do contain much of' the material in Vll Y. which is lacking 

in our Genesis Rabbah manuscript. 

Linguistically both passages are similar. Both contain one 

Greek word and a few Aranaic words and endings. '!be chart which 

follows will present a 11.ng-.rl.stic compari son. 



VII Y. 

•u n,wa,:i ••2, 11D:,a nD .4 
r,an na, a9 DWn na a•n'la 

aa:, DQW 1'1D'1 .5 1,,,., •• 

n,-, a,,2 n":i, J1D:,a nD .7 
D'tDW1 T,a a•n',a 'n 

n-,w .8 
nwy a•J 1n11na .na .. ni:an:- · 

n,o • .. ,, ,a a,1,,',:,n na .9 
D"DW nn■a 1l 9 D't1 f,a 

.,,. ,2 n,, • ,"a .10 
n:, ••a» .,, 

••• :IWJD1 n,o• .11 

"•D• n•2• D1PDD nl"ln ,"a .12 
n"2 DWD 1n,,:i,'1 a:,e 1••":aD 

• p ', pp'IDD 
11'1 l"P'IDD n":a DWD .15 

;'l't .,,.,2'1 .17 

'11'1:,w', aa, .18 

• ., .. , .. 2'1 aa .19 

',, ',:,9', Dll .20 

•Ja i1"Dn ,n,• J:a w•, ,oa .21 
,a,n 

,o,. •1•• a'71:,n """"t"!l "' .22 

r,a, D"DW .23 
;t't 'ID't:,:,1 :nn a■',:, •'I• 

ao:,e no .24 

,,,., ,"a .25 
•2• 

f,a'I a•o• a•,pD a1:i• Q'tDJ■ .26 
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VII G. 

99 DW n,:i, T Hl•n:,, ',:, .4 

aa:, , ', aQW 1'1D'J .5 
n,na na,1 ,a) p,,.,.,. 

(p,,., •• 

:a,10., • 6 

'1'1n n,:a, 11n,n:,, 'Ii, .1 

DJ:&W •• nJ1:i n•nnn nJ2WD 

'n n,w, a,,:i :a•n:,, ft't ',:,:, .9 
(, :a 'au) D'tDW1 r,a a•n'la 

'tQ',a .. ,:i :n,n• .. , 41Dll .10 
&J't'tDD D"fn 

••• 'tWJD1 i> ,na, n,a., .11 

.,,on• D1pDD l"Jn '-, ,Da .12 
n,:i, DWD 'DW n•:a', '""DD 

1n1a 19 p'1DD 'l',n 

na,u'I .17 

'JP• '1 •a nJa I ', 1 ',:,9', 1 .18 

na,,:a', .19 

', 1 '1:, ., • ., 1 .20 

,.,:i •Ja D'tl)ft 11:,ow '-, ,Da .21 

n,na no,1 ,a) n, uu .22 
( r,a, D"DW n• 9 -,:i ',:, 

n 't 1 D "31 aa'l•a:, an•1• a'la .23 

an•'I• •1• a,,p .24 

.,,,.,. .. , ,Da .25 
n:ia 

r,a a,,pD a,n D'tDJ■ DD'J .26 
D•DW'I 



?J 

Line J of' Vll Y. spells out the structure of the arguaent which 

will follow, with each school pres~pting its reasoning. The line reads 

as follows, tn.,,~,., a,• l"•":U» ,.,,.., tn",~.,., a•• pa 9 2D '""•• 

Al.though this line is not paralleled in our Genesi.s Rabbah manuscript, 

it is to be found in the variant readings. 

The root a,e , so significant here in line J, is used throughout 

vn Y. In lines 4 and 7, the technical phrase ... , ,,,,, ... 
Jin line 14, 

; in line 24, ••• nD • This root appears only 

once in vn GeJ in line 18 •,., .. J 9 H nJa is found. However, the 

root appears of'ten in Genesis Rabbab in such phrases as DY9 na , 

n•D,. ••D • aD,. .... • n•DY• DD .~ 

Some of the technical language found in vn G. differs fr011 that 

used in Vll Y. In lines 4 and 7, the phrase 

appears. In lines 6 and 9, 2"n:!).,. is used. The formula "J• a,,p 

Dn"'I• appears in line 24. Yet i::imiJarities also are found. In line 5 

of both texts, a parable is introduced with ,.,D., • Line 10 of Vll G. 

contains a,naD :,,n : In Vll Y., the spelling is n,naD a,,. 
The phrase f1', pp',aD n•2 DWD appears in lines 12_and 15 of 

Vll Y. The parallel in line 12 of VII Ge reads ',',n ,..,~, DWD 

JnUt pp',aD • In line 21, VII G. contains ,,.:a "l• :a•Dn , 

whereas in Vll Ye is found ,.,.., "la :'l"DD • 

J6Albeck, .2£• ill•, "Introduction," P• JO. 



VII G. and VII G.a. reflect the hand of the author ot Genesis Rabbah. 

In line 26 of Vll G., he uses the device of a rhetorical question. 

Much more important, the writer of this paper believes that the 

material in VII G.a., lines .5-19, originated with the author of Genesis 

Rabbah, and thus bears witness to his creativity. 

Lines 1-4 of VII G.a., which are also lines 25-28 in VII G., 

parallel lines 25-28 in VII Y. VII Y. , a passage from Hagigah II, 1, 

deals, as 111entioned above, with the question of whether or not Genesis 

I, 1 can be taken as proof that the creation of the heavens preceded the 

earth. In line 25 of VII Y. and its parallel, VII G., R. Elazar poses 

the question of why some Scriptural passages present the vord D•D• 

before ,,a , and in other passages the opposite is true. The answer 

given in lines 28 of VII Y. and VII G. is that since both words are 

at times found to precede in Scriptures, this prove~ that precedence 

in citation is irrelevant. This ends the Hagigah n, 1 discussion. 

The author of Genesis Rabbah, however, expands the argument, as 

can be seen in lines 5-19 of VII G.a. In lines 5-8, he shows that 

precedence in citation does not reflect any precedence in st-.atus with 

regard to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. In lines 9-11, be uses the same 

approach to show the equality of Moses and Aaron: in lines 12-15, 

Joshua and Caleb; in lines 16-19, one's mother and father. 

One might argue that the passage from the beginning of the 

Mekilta De-Rabbi Ishmael, Parasha !!,2, which is here reproduced as 

VII M.a., is the original source of this material. It is the consensus 

of scholarly opinion (Zunz, Weiss, Friedmann, Hoffmann, Bacher, 



Lauterbach, Ginsburg, J.N. Epstein, Finkelstein) that the Melcilta 

or R. Ishmael renects the second century tannaitic halakah.37 

The discussion of the date of Genesis Rabbah presented in Chapter I 

of this paper concludes that Genesis Rabbah was probably written 

within the century following the completion of the Yerushalini in 425.38 

Hence, according to the prevailjng view, the Mekilta is older. 
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Without going into the whole question of the dating of the Hekilta, 

an argument extraneous to this paper, suffice it to say at t.'rl.s point 

that Wacholder convincingly argues that the Mekilta should be dated in 

the late eighth century.J9 Furthermore, as will be demor.strated later 

in this chapter, where the whole question of Hagigah II, 1 is taken up, 

Chapter I of Genesis Rabbah seems to be dependent upon Hagigah II, 1. 

If in fact lines 1-28 of vn G. are dependent upon VII Y., it would 

seem probable that the continuation of VII G. found in VII G.a., lines 

5-19, would represent an expansion of VII Y. This does not definitely 

establish Genesis Rabbah as the source of Vll M.a. Leviticus Rabbah 

XXXVI, 1, Mid.rash Samuel, Chapter V (beginning), and Tosefta Keritoth 

(end) are also related.40 In addition, it is possible that Mish.nab 

41 
Keritoth VI, 9 (end)is related, Although the relationship is at best 

J7wacholder, Ben Zion, "The Date of the Mekilta De-Rabbi I s hmael,• 
in l'!!!, Hebrew~ College Annual, 1968. 

38
see PP• >4 of this paper and PP• 93-96 0£ the Albeck 

Introduction, .2£• ill• 

39wacholder, ~• ill• 

41 

,.D2 •,an~~-, n1•Dn 1•2• Dn•n ~,• ,.,~ ,1,12s1•140 
.58 ,s ,,,. nwp Jill •z,D ~ 

Ibid., PP• 57-60. 



slight, and the authenticity of this Mishnah is itself' subject to 

question.42 Wacholder correctly cautions that the llUltiplicity o£ 

possible sources an:i the distinctness of the Mekilta's style make the 

tracing of the source of VII M.a. to VII G.e.. only probable.43 

nrl.s does not, however, alter the opinion stated by the writer of this 

paper that VII G.a. renects the creative ham or the author of Genesis 

Rabbah. 

4
2wacholder, ~• ill• 

4Jlbid. 



VIII Y. 

63 a,,.•• t•y ~•s a~'ll 

1,11, a2 an11 121 ,,,2 (64) ,~nD n~n• ,w,n• •, •2 n97D 21• 1 

.,2,wn a~, 1Dl~n ~ .. 2 

.an,, 12 1•'•~1 1••an (65) 1~ ,. 3 

1••1 (1 •2) n,_u n-,n2 ,n,,n ~,non 1~ ,. 6 

D9 llnDM D•D~ D9 ll•~,n D•D 1•2 7 

.,1n•, 1c ,aa1 (2) .n•• •n1• a~D, •~• I 

(a• 2~ a•,~,).,n,• (3) 1•~111 ~7 11•p ,•7• w1, 1~n~ -ma11 9 

e711l 1l 9 S1 7111 l~ff~ rJW ,1n•, DD 10 

.7111 11••1 (4) 7111 1a, ••1• ,1n•, ,. 11 

.r1n2D aD11 12 •,n ,,,,,~n~ 7w1n~ ~•• 12 

.aD1t 12 ,••1• ~ a•~p (5) a•a• 1•n •~1 13 
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vm a. 

,12•r.i a~, a••n,a1 a,• 1n1}r.a ~-- 2 

an,, 12 11 nn ,~ ,na ,n1~•n22 (6) 12•wn n•••}n 3 

,~, •1• ,,,n 1~ ,na ,~, l''•D •~ ,~ ,na ,a,~1,n t''•D 4 

,a,~1,., l''•D •J,,,1n•,, ,.,,D '' 'J'•• ,,., (7) ■•D• 5 

.n,,111 1••1 n,,111 10 

,an,, 12 ,~ 1}n a,,,D~n~ ,u1 ,w,n, •, 1•n1 12 

,a~1,2 &Dlf 121 a•~p a,n, 1n• •~1 (2) 13 

0
) '2, -~- (8) 8 ) ~1.l, 

:i,n,"D n,~111 (1) 10 I 1a 
I ,s, ,,,,D~n~ (1) 12 

1a 1J•a an,, 121 

a•J1nnnn a•a~ (8) 7 
1Jp ~, ,,.J,1 (1) 9 
I , ,n,, ,,~,11 ~, 

I ,~ ,,n .~, <2> 13 



VIII Y. and vm G. 

The basic haggadah contained in both passages is the same, 

although significant differences are fot!i--rl in the wording. Ben Zoaa, 
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a scholar with an aff'inity for esoteric speculation, is here attempting 

to determine the space between the upper and 10\ler waters. 

The context in Hagigah II, 1 is the prohibition against exposition 

of the Ma'aseh Bereshith before two or the Ha' aseh Merlcabah before one, 

unless he be wise and u.nd.erstams it by himself . The context, as well 

as the place of this passage in it, will be discussed at the end of 

this chapter in t he section devoted to Hagigah II, 1. 

The context in Genesis Rabbah is the exposition of Genesis I, 2. 

The immediate connection i:. the phrase "and the Spirit of God hovered 

over the face of the waters " •••• Ben Zoma contended that two or three 

fingerbreadths separate the lower and upper waters , since the verb 

"hovered" implies that the Spirit of God resembled. "a bird flying and 

flapping with its wings, its wings barely touching (the nest o~r 

which it hovers) .44 Yet the wider context would include all of the 

material in Chapter I of Genesis Rabbah w~ch deals with the interdict 

against exposition of the Ha• aseb Beres hi th and Ma• aseh ~~rkabah • 

Whereas the commentators interpret R. Joshua' s question ("what means 

this, Ben Zoma ? Where are the feet?" ) in many ways, this writer accepts 

44The words in parentheses are found in a variant reading. 



Theodor's theory that the question really has to do witn esoteric 

philosophy.45 
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Structurally the passages are silnilar, although they differ 

considerably in their wording. They also differ in their use of 

Scriptures. In VIII G. line 8 the phrase from Genesis I, 2 dealing 

with the Spirit of Gcx:l is quoted. VIII Y. line 9 quotes Deuterono• 

XXXll, 111 " ••. As an eagle that stirreth up her nest, hovering over 

her young••••" In line 8, the Genesis I, 2 phrase is merely interred. 

Yet all of these passages are usable to make the same point, since they 

all contain the Hebrew word for "hover." 

The Hebrew in both passages is stylistically the same. No Aramaic 

or Greek words are used. However, the passages differ considerably in 

their wording, as can be seen from the comparison chart which follows. 

Even when the variant readings are taken into account, significant 

differences in wording , although not in ideological content, remain. 

4
5Thecx:lor edition of Genesis Rabbah. See the critical notes on 

page 17. 



VIII Y. 

7W1nt .. , '2 DQD 31W 1 
,,,2 1'>nD n•n• 

1,11~ a2 &D1t J~1 

1l'P ,,,, ,.1~ t'>n'I ,Da11 9 .,n,, 1t'n u .,, 
t'>n'I •1• ,1n,, DD 10 
.,1,1 11••1 ,1,1 

J',n', •1• ••• DD 11-10 
ta~ .. Dal•••• 'IS 

1•1:1• ,"a 12 
1•,•D'ID'I 

r1n2D an,, 12 ,,n 
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VIII G. 

aD,, 12 111D• n•n -a~ 1 
,D1111 ,D1J 

1•1n• .. , -a, 

••• 

n1a2sa •11 •:a, 8 
2,n~ J'• n:aw1n o•n'la n1,1 

n•n,D a'la 1a, 

1'Dl,3 ,,_,D1 n,1•• ~1y, 9 
1••1:n 

n,1111 ,,a, n11111 10 

,na1 1•1n• .. , 1•1 12 
a,,,D,n'I 

SD11 J3 1'1 1'>.a 

a'>,,2 aD,, 121 13 
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As the cha~t indicates, these two texts relate tt:e same haggadah, 

but in somewhat different words . In line 1 , VIII Y. is termed a 

ma' aseh , a tale. Although the ma' aseh for m is not paralleled here , it 

appear s commonly in Genesis Rabbah!6 The opening phrase of vm G. , 

n•n -,:a:, , does not appear elsewher e in Genesis Rabbah , although "1:::l:I 

appear s several times in conjunction with other words .47The principal 

dramatis personae in both texts are the same , although in line 1 , ben 

Zoma of vm Y • beC01!18S Shimon ben Zoma. in VI II Go 

I t i s not necessary to recount the differences line by line. The 

chart , and the parall el texts themselves , do this for us . It is almost 

as if the saJ11e story wer e told by two people, and each related it in his 

own words . For example , the few words in line J of VIII Y. ar e expanded 

into J lines , lines J-5 , in VIII G. A perfect gezera ~ is found in 

VIII Y., lines 8- 111 t'n,'1 .. J• ••• :ID •• • t'Jn'J -,z,,u 1 • • • t•:a ,D«J 

••• • l'he pur pose of t.¾e gez.era ~ is to clarify 

the meaning of the r oot ,n, as used in Genesis I , 2 by ascertaining its 

meaning in Deuteronomy XXXII, 11 , where it is more clearly defined. 

The author of Genesis Rabbah , however , apparently assumes that his 

r eaders understand the root ,n., with no problem, for he does not 

include a gezera ~ • 

In line 12, both texts relate how R. Joshua told his disciples that 

ber. Zona, by imlllersing himsel!' for toe lcng in esoteric speculation, was 

<46 
, ':a p~n ,m n•wa,~ w,,n> n1nnan1 E1~D , 111n , ,~~~• 

.92-81 a•,s ,a,,1a•an nnan , '2 n,:ann ", n1•01n1 n1nnaa• 

47Toid., Part I , "I...,troduction,,. P• Jt • 



no l onger for this world. 

said T1ft::ID un t:i .. ,;, 

In VIII Y., R. Joshua is reported to have 

I in VIII G. , azn' y::a ·. ,., ,.,n . In 

relating ben Zoma's death, vm ·G. r eads a'111::a anu 1::a , whereas 

VITI Y. reads aDn t:::i .... J. 
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Yet it is interesting to note that two lines, 6 and 7, parallel 

each other exactly if the first variant reading is taken into account . 

Tf the differ ences could be attributable to the fact that these texts 

represent two instances of the same story being related, the perfect 

parallelism of these two lines seems strange. This writer believes that 

another explanation for the differences must be sought. 



ll Y. 
1 ~,,w r~ ~n, •"~ n,~-u 

: ,,,., 1n1••· ,, ,1n ,, l'~UD l'• 1 
,n~• •2,, n•,~ a,,,,•~, w,, 2 

21D •~ ,,an n• n,n,a (3) a,,, 3 

••• siwnn (4) 1•21 ,,an 1•2 n•n,a ,,2,1 ,, ,aa1 ; 4 

.,, ,,,,2n ,D. (6) l1D'D r, '2 n,,n, ,2, (5) 5 

.••• ,2, ,,n,, a,p,,s; ,,,,~n ,,,Da 1•12,1 6 

a,,, ,,,,1 •1• ,.,, ,, n•~u ,2, ,Da (4) 8 

... :,a,, n,,2a a,n,a ,,~,, •'P' 12 J1JDW (5) •~,, 11n,, •~, 9 

tJW ,, ''"• ,,D; nD1, ,2-r., nD, ,.D (7) 11WD (6) 10 
p 1 ,1,,aa•a 11 

.a1•~ WDWD •1• ,D1a n,1 a,,~ •n•n •2• (8) ,n,a n, 13 

.,D1nn an• a1•n •111■ ,, (9) ,na, 11wa,, a,p 14 

.,n,nn (10) -.,, n,,,n •21,■ 1, ,na, •1w, a,p 15 
.,n, 11 a,, ,,a, a,n,a a,p,, 2•n~, a,n a,n 16 

1n1nn a.,, a,,n ,; ,Da (11) ,,., 17 

:in,nn a.,, n,,,n ,; ,na 1n,1 18 

2,,a, n"2pn ,; ,na• a,n 11n,, •~, ,na (12) 19 

,,,2 n•1s 1'D'DM 20 

.u»1pn ,nwn ..,,, (13) 21 

:Tlll l~'• (14) n•wa,~ 'D' nww ,,. ,. lD1pD n, ,. n,,, 22 

,,a ,z,, aDJD n•,n• a1a an1n1n •~, ,na 23 

a,,w nw,, 1•n (15) a,,~, 24 
: 1n•1•~ a,,w nw,, as•wn 25 



lX G. 

,,an na a,n~• a,•1 (4) 

1,,a,p2 w,, ,n2a •,, n,,2 a,,,, •, 
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1 

2 

,-y ,2n (5) ~y 1•,uD 1'•• l'JD 
,~,:a,, a,,, a:m JD,,,,.~ ,n,a•• 

,,~ ,~,,~n ,aa 1,a,a •-a a,,n, •, 
,a,::i~ ,,n,~ a,p,-n~ (6) ,~•,:in •aa lJ:a, 

,1J2~ nw,,»n1 n•• nJD ,~ n•nw ,~a~ 
a~,, (7) •~1,1 •J• 1w,, ,, n,,u •, ,aa 

,waa n~,2• ~u,, ••p~ 12 ,,,aw •,1 tJn1• •, 
•2• ,~ ,,nw ,~a~ 10 

-,na1 a,,2 .,~w (8) ,na 1•1,a,eo~• 11 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

22 

,~, ay nt y,2,,,a 1n•2w ,,n, ,n~,~::i ••~w 12 

,a,,2 .~,. •2• ,a,a a,1 (9) a,,2 .,~•• ,2a ,a,a nt 13 

1a1nn a.,, a,, 'J1~• ,~ ,aa, 1,wa,~ ,~ .. a,p 1• 
,,,,a,nn a, D~'~ ,2,~• (1) ,~ ,aa 'J•w~, 15 2J 

a,,,,.~ a•n~• a,,,, 16 

1a1nn a.,, a,, ,~ ,aa 17 

,1a1nn an• n~•~ ,~ ,aa n~•~ (2) a,p iwn~, 18 
2,,.~ ,a,a n•::ipnw a,n 11n,, •, ,aa 19 

,a.,ana (2• n~ 21••> (3) ,p2 n•1s ,,a•u 20 

,anan• (aw aw) ,a,pa ,nw nn,,,n •~• 21 

,a.,ana (4) ,a,pa a,n nt ,. ,n,•n:, 
,,. ,:s,, .,., •a•• a2a aa,n1n •, ,aa 

(, na n,,w,) a,~w nw,, i•n a,,::i, 
: 'ji1' 2 ,:a a,~w nws (5) ,auwa 

) 1 lt"1 ~WD ( 7 ) 1 0 I '!> 
~,1K9 n,,, (3) 21 I n 
I ~, ... n, '• , 9 1a1pa 

1,,aa I 'B 1•12, (5) 6 
,~ •a•1 ,1w~ a,p (9) 15 
n,,. l, n,,,n (3) 22 

n 1• n,,aa (4) 23 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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ll Y. and ll G. 

Tbe halakah presented in these texts is found in Mishnah Beralcoth, 

816. ffle entire halakah readss "No Ben~iction may be said over the 

lamp or the spices of gentiles , or over a luip or spices used for the 

dead, or over a lamp or spices used for idolatry. No Benediction may 

be said over a lamp until one can enjoy its light • .,4B 

It is interesting to note that, whereas the Yerushal.Jli pascage 

corresponds rather closely to the Genesis Rabbah passage, ~e discussion 

on the same halakah in the Babylonian Talmud, Berakoth 5J b., does not 

include any parallel material. It therefore seems to be a reasonably safe 

asswnption, since the halakic format is not indigenous to our axpositional 

midrash on Genesis,49 that the Yerushalmi vas the source for this 

Genesis Rabbah passage. 

We c~ assume that the halakic format is not indigenous to 

Genesis Rabbah because of the nature of the book of Genesis itself. 

The tannaitic midrashim ~o the other books of the Pentateuch, Mekilta, 

Sifra, and so on, collected the halakic collllllents as a major purpose, 

if not the major purpose, and hence are halakic-haggadic midrashu. 

Genesis, on the contrary, contaibs only a small portion of legal matter. 

Therefore it is most unlikely that a corresponding halakic-haggadic 

'-0 midrash to Genesis ever existed. 

4'R.. "Herbert Danby translation of the Mishnah, p, 9. 

49Altbough it is significant to note that in the third volume of 
i:.be Theodor-Albeck edition of Genesis R&bbah, part II, Albeck lists on 
pages 78-79 over ninety halakot found in Genesis Rabbah. 

5°'Ibeodor, Julius , "Midrash Haggadah , " in .TI!!, Jewish &cyclopedia, 
Vol. VIIl, P• 557. 
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In content our texts correspond quite closely. A ff!M 

rearrangements in the order of the Yerushalmi passage were necessary to 

make it parallel 1X G. Likewise, the same authorities are cited, and the 

same Scriptural quotations are used. 1X Y. is lacking the parable 

which ve find in IX G. , line 7. Both passages contain the same parable 

beginning in line 10, but it is More complete in 1X G. 

The context or IX G. is the exposition of Genesis I, 4-51 

"And God saw the l ight, that it was good; and God divided the light; 

!':.-om the darkness. And God called the light Day, and the darkness He 

called Night. " Both of these verses are woven into this exposition. 

'lhe passage is fitting for Genesis Rabbah because it presents a nice 

exposition of two verses. And the two verses happen to be included in 

a Talmudic Halakah because they are the proof- texts which establish the 

veracity of the Mishnah's instructions concerning the order of procedure 

to be followed with regard to the Bavdal ah cern1oey • 

Linguistically the passages are quite similar. Both contain the 

same Greek word in line 11 and a few Aramaic forms, with the 

predominant Hebrew seeming to be stylistically the same. The following 

chart will present a detailed linguistic comparison. 
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IX y • 1X G, 

. .,, 2 l''1D 9 p:a .,, 2 

10n lZ> (4) ••• l'JD J 

l''1Da p J:a'1t 6 ... tJ:a, 6 

n•, :uz, ,., a,:iw 1'1D'I 7 
1 J:a., :iw,, .. , 

, . .,, 8 1m 8 

,.,, n'rca a•n',a '7-r:a•1 9 •DD a'raa 'r12•1 9 

:tD1"r '1!1 T.'I n D ', 'l•D 1'l•D 10 ••• 1'1D'I 10 
••• 1'1D'I 

l 'l. 1t'11t·t1t• 11 a,,:1 •'"• ,na 1•1•1t'11tD•• 11 
1 9 D1 ,:i',,',:a .,.,. ,.., 

:n DY :n l'J""ID l:'l'J• 

••• WDWD ••• •D•D 13 ••• . .,,. ••• .,., .. 13 . .,, 1-4 1'1Dn &'1p 14 
a,,n •J1'1• D1' •J1'19 

n',,',n 15 n',,', 15 

:i•n::a, au, a'r.1 16 ,:a 15 

,., ,z,a .,, • ., 17 , " ,Da 17 ,., '1DIC 1n'l1 18 t'I ,z,ac n 'I , ', a,p in', 1 18 
1D1nn .. ,, n'I, ',:a 1z,1nn aa, :a',,', 

:a,, • ., n":ipn ,,, ,D1t• a 1n 19 :l, , • ., ,n 11t n":apn• a,n 19 

,,,:1 20 aaDna ,,:a 20 

a:u,na ••• . .,. 21 

,,1t 'I• 1D1pD nt ,. ny,, 22 1D1pD a,n nt ,. 1ny,1n 22 
llll ll'a n,wa,:a 'D' nWIP aanna 

az,,e n,,na llJll 23 .. ,. ~D•a aJa 2.3 
(n,na nD,1) n•,u 

nw17 az••n 25 n" 1a,:an 25 
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The first four lines of these t wo texts contain the same material, 

but in a different order. The first line of IX Y. is the halakah under 

consideration. Then R. Ze'ira, the son of R. Abbahu, expounds Genesis 

I, 4, proving that from this verse it is known tilat one 1111St actually 

benefit from the light before he may pronounce the blessing of the 

Havdalah ceremony. The verse relates that He saw, that is, enjoyed 

the light, a,•, ; then He made the Havdalah, 'l,:i •, • Hence the 

verse substantiates the halakah. The first line of IX G. is the verse 

to be expounded, Genesis I, 4. The passage goes on to expl--.in that 

R. Ze'ira, the son of R. Abbahu, expounded in Caesarea that this verse 

is the source of the mishnah am halakah which states that one should 

not recite a blessing over a lamp until he can enjoy its light. Hence 

line 1 in IX Y. is paralleled by line J and part of line 4 in IX G. 

The second lines are parallel, with the exception of the first word of 

IX Y •, • .,, , which is at the end of line 2 in IX G., followed by the 

word t • ,o • p2 • Line 3 of II Y. parallels line 1 of IX G. Line 4 o_f 

IX Y. parallels the second half of line 4 in IX G. 

The technical phrase in line 6 of IX Y., p,Da 191:i, , is 

found also in the variant readings of IX G. Line 8 of both texts 

con~ins ,Da and ,.,, i:, • Line 10 of IX Y. begins a parable with 

the formula ••• • Although the 

parable is introduced. in IX G. with the word 1'1D'1 alone, as is seen 

also in line 7, the entire formula as found in IX Y. appears elsewhere 

in Genesis Rabbah.51 

5 1Albeck , 2.£• ill•• "Introduction," P• J7. 
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The formula ~,n:,, a,:, lt'Te'I introduces a Scriptural ver s e in 

line 16 of IX Y. • whereas the parallel in IX G. is i=> • However, this 

f or mula is commonly used in Genesjs Rabbah . 52 The technical term a.,nn• 

appears in lines 20 , 21 , and 22 of IX G. If the variant readings are 

taken into acccunt, the formula an,a n,,na aJa appears in line 23 of 

both texts . 

In line 11 . both texts cont ain the l oan word f r om the Gr eek which 

means 11chiefs of guards ."53 The author of Genesis Rabbah , however , 

adds that one was i n coll'llltanc by day , and the other by ni ght , and that 

t~ey used to quarrel with each other . In line 1J, both texts relate 

the c;··~r rel. However , it is interesting to note that the chiefs of 

guards in IX G. wish "to rule" by day (•'I•) , whereas i.~ IX Y. they 

wish " t o serve" (wnw). 

In lines 14, 15 1 and 18, a stylistic differ ence is evident. The 

l<.ords D1",i1','t', ,:,',,', in IX G. are paralleled by a,-..,, i1'1't'1i1 1 

i1'1• '1i1 in IX Y. Also, in l ine 20, ,,~ in IX G. is spelled 

IX Y. The Genesis Rabbah spelling coincides with the one f ound in 

Scriptur es. 

In line 22, the t wo t exts intenc different meanings . Although 

the meaning of ,n,,1i1 i.'l IX G. is unclear to this writor, and Theodor 

gives numerous variant readings , ~hich further complicate the question , 

this wrlter believes t ~e general intent of the verse to be that God has 

52Ibid., p . 26. 

53Jastrcw , Mar cus , ~ Dictionary , p . 92. 
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appointed a place for day, that is, clearly defined limits as to when 

it should operate. Line 22 of IX Y. asks whether you know that the 

limits of light are the six days of Creation, when it was hidden. This 

probably refers to the primeval light, a meaning clearly not intended 

in IX G. 

The differences in line 25 JJJ&Y be theologically significant. In 

IX G., the meaning seems to be that when light and darkness were created, 

they fought among themselves over the question of dominion, so God C&Jll.3 

and made a separation between them, thus establishing peace on high. 

The significant word is ,a,:awz,, although this writer prefers the 

variant reading ,a4CJ1'D , which then gives us •a,'1• nw,y" ,auJWD 

1n•1•:a • In IX, the para.llel word is as••D , when He went forth , 

or per haps , l ess literally, when He appeared. The implication seems to 

be that God' s presence can bring harmony between opposing forces . The 

harmony was not imposed at Creation, as in IX G. 



X Y. 

112 ,"a (66) 1 
.,11n2 ,,,, ,n, .o,D., 11n2 ,,,, ,n, 4 

.,.,, tJW21 1, .. ,., D1'2 (68) D'DW ,,n o,n; ,D. 2, 7 
.,,,-m p,n, ,,,, ,n, ,Da 2, 8 

.,,,,., nnD' ,,,-m ;,1, .,,,-m .,,, (69) 9 

.,,,,., °"1•D l'D, nw,t 9 1• 12 .(70) n,1, ,2, ,Da 10 

'"• n• (71) ,,,,,,,Dana, nn i•n 11 

I •D111 2-,tn 12 
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X G. 

,., p,s a, n"••~ 
--n• l'l~, [:u, ,.,,, "i1" D"n'I• ,na"] (1) 1 26 

2P" ,, Dftl"• ,., ,.l"ln ,, Dw:I n', 2 

nyw:a }Dnl U 'la1DW ,, DW2 (2) 112 'U l 
~,'11 a.,n., 1n2 ,.,,., "n" n•2pn ,an 4 

'DW1 D"J1nnnn D'tDW 1W,J1 n"YSDIUI n•"• 5 

,a.,11,'J,n D'D• 6 

11np ,1,w:11 D"IPYD 1•n a,n', ,na >, 7 
,,,p-,., (4) p,n., ,,,, ,:,, 8 

,.,,,'I n'l•n nw,, ,na f1D'O 'u n,1n, ,, 10 

""• na ,,,,,, ,na na, nD ,,n 11 

(1 •'I n1nw) '111 :m,n (5) 12 



• 

X Y. a . 
8 ",,w '1 f"Y ~n9 n~,~a 

:an::a:, l'l••-u 1,. ( 12) 6 

D'D' 'IJIW :IQ 7 

•T,a., aw,n ,w,~n (13) ... 1., n••, n,,'7,n 1"71 8 

D'D" '1 JW 19' :a"::a:, 'I Jl"2 D'DW 9 

.n,,,an ,n, .. ,,::a,::a , ... '1., 'lW 111,'11n ( 14) 1"71 10 

D'D' D'lW :IQ (15) .·1,'7:.. a,2~ 'IW'1'7"2 D' 11 
• >" ••• a,a,n (16) 1s,w, ,w,an::a ,,,2,1 ,w,'7• n1,'11n nwy1 12 

•"» 11wa,:l D'DW (8) 17 

D'D" 'l i1"7 18 

,w,'1w1 (9) "lW1 11••, n,,~,n 1w,1 19 

(10) ••• n1,1aa ,n, ,y,2,2 20 

D'D' 'l (11) :IQ 25 
.,w,an, ,,,::a,1 ,.,-,. n,,'7,n nQ1 26 

T,a:a as1n1 'WW::l 27 



X G. a. 
95 

~ ~• ~,p,s K~, n,wa,:a 

D'D' (11) nww ,, 1'"'• •'• n,DnJ •, .,, 
~, na, a,n nl!JT,am na, D'D•n n• ,., nQ 

1n 1n ,~~n a,,~, n•~• (a,, n1Dw)(!2 ,n 
n•~• n•~•a ,nw, a~,,~. ,n,,u ,,,, (12) 

,n,,~,n •~• •~•D ,a,s1n1 a,a, 
~~,n n,2, (1) 11•au ,,am 

,.,~., 'l'W' 11Wa, D'D' •1 n:IW1 

1 100 

2 

3 

-4 

5 
6 101 

1 
1,, 11, a,aw,1 n,,~,a n,,~,n •1 na,s1n, 8 

,,,2,1 ,.,~. 'JW D'D' 'l a.,w1 'l'92 (2) ,,p, 9 

,n,~tD1 n12~, nzm n,,~,n •1 a,s1n1 10 

'W'Dft1 ,,,~, ,.,~. D'D' (J) '1 ,nw1 ,.,~92 D'D' 11 

,1n,,~, a,1,1 n1■1, n,,~,n •1 1a,s1n1 12 

n1Q a,,2 (4) •~• ,12 ,aa •~ n,,,, •,, 13 

,,,, 1n 1n a,,2, •1• a,aw1 y,a a,n~• ,., 14 

(5) a,a, •1 1n•1 a~,,~. ,n,,u 15 

,,,,2u tn,a~D n,a1J1 16 

,'DW. n,2, 11nu a,aw 17 

,,w,~W1 'l'W 11wa, D'D' 'l 1nW1 18 

,,,,2u tn,a~D (6) n,Dlll 19 

a~,,~. ,,,a,n 1n• n1,1aD ,1n,a~D ,a1 1na1 20 

(7) ,,,u a,n~• an1• 1n,1 •1• 21 

,(,, a n,wau) a,awn 22 

y,a., as1n1 ~J• ~n,,u ,,,, '•'~92 y,an 23 

(■ aw aw) n92,n (8) na,n1 (2, a• aw) 2-4 

,,w,an1 ,,,2, ,.,~. a,a, •1 n.1•1 25 

,,992 nn,a~a n,D111 26 

,nn,a~D (9) ,D1 1na1 27 

,,~ ,nau n,~, a,a1 ,,. ,n,w, ,,,a a,a 28 
(2, nD n,,.,) En,,s ans~,, D'D• 1•1 ,,, 29 



X G. and X Y. 

Texts X G. and X Y. represent another attempt to determine more 

concretely what happened during the Six rays of Creation. The context 

of X G. i s the exposition of the Scriptural verse "And God saids I.et 

there be a fi.rmanient in the midst of the 'l."aters (Genesis It 6) • Our 

passage attempts to translate this v_!J.gue statement into a more precise 

account of the event. X Y. is also an exposition of the Genesis 

passage. The immediate context in th.e Yerusha.J.mi is an attempt ,o deter­

mine the breadth of heaven. The issue supposedly under discussion• i:f' 

we can use the Mishna.h as an indication, is the proper time for the 

recitation of the evening Shema. However , the Yerushalmi chapter is 

very loosely organized. 

The authorities cited in the two passages pose some problems. 

X G. begins , "Our Rabbis said the following in the name of R. Hanina, 

while R. Phinehas and R. Jacob b. R. Bun said it ·in the name of 

R. Samuel b . Nahman ••••" X Y. cites only R. Bun. In line 7, both 

texts cite Rab. In line 10, both cite R. J'udah ben Simon ben Pazzi. 

However , X Y. refers t o him as R. Judah ben Pazzi, whereas X G. cites 

R. Judah b. R. ~imon. 

The following chart will be of aid in comparing these two texts . 
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X Y, X G, 

1 ,:a , •• 
,a1•1n •, an n~ 'u 1•1:a, 3-1 

3 11:a •u :a,,, •, Dn1•• ·, 
1an1 u ~•,a• •, ar.a 

a•n., 11n:a ,,,, •n• 
,,,n:a ,,,, •:a• 

4' ,,,, •n• n•:apn ,aa• n,r.a ._l 
a•i,., 11n:a 

,,a a•n~ ,aa :a, 7 
,w,p •Jn1 11n,n 01•:a a•a• 

,aa :a, 8 
,,,,., ptn• ,,,, •n• 

, ,p,n ~,1, .,,,,n .,,, 9 
.,,,,n nna• 

•t• 1:a n,,, •:a, ,aa 10 
, 'p,:a •1'~ea 1 • a:, nwy, 

,aa na, na i•n 12-11 
•n• na ,,,,,, 

:'a111 :an1n 

1w,11 n•,sDa:1 n••• n,~1 6-4 
a•a• •aw, a•J1MM a•a• 

a•11•~,n 

,,n a•n~ ,aa :a~ 
1w,p 9J9F.l1 D'QD 

7 

8 

,aa 11a•a '-u n,,n, ,, 10 
,,,,~ n~•D nwy, 

,aa na, na i•n 12-11 
•n• n• ,,,,, , 

(1 •~ n,aw) •,1, :an1n 



The framework in both of these passages is the same. The material 

is presented in the same order, and many of the phrases parallel each 

other exacUy. Yet in addition to the differences in authorities cited, 

which have been discussed above, nwnerous differences can readily be 

seen in the wording. 

Lines 1-J contain the citation of authorities. In X Y •• the 

formula used is,••r i n X G., 'Dll p1~,. In lines?, 8, and 10, 

X Y. also contains the formula "IDll , as does X G. in lines ? and 10. 

In line 11, both texts contain the formula ,na 11a, nD ,~n . 
Within lines 4, 7, 8, and 12, perfectly parallel material is found. 

The second part of lines? and 10 in X G. are close to the corresponding 

material in X Y., but not exactly parallel. The material in lines 1, 2 , 

most of 3, 5, and 6 which appears in X G. is lacking in X Y. X G. 

lacks the material found in line 9 0£ X Y. 

The style of Heb:irew in both of these passages is the same. 

The writer of this paper has included sub-texts X Y.a. and X G.a. 

because they also represent an attempt to determine the nature of the 

events which took place during the Six Days of Creation. Furthermore , 

X Y. a . is taken from Hagigab II, 1, and contains material which in the 

Yerushalmi appears between lines 20 and 21 in text VII Y. The 

controversy between the schools of Hillel and Shanur.ai over the prior 

creation of heaven or earth is continued in these texts. However , the 

ideological and philosophical implications of the Hagigah text vill not 
. 

be discussed in depth until the end of this chapter, where Hagigah II, 1 

will be examined as a unit. A comparison chart follows. 



X Y.a. 

• 9 1•1 11••-i n,,,,n ,.,, 8 
f "1at:1 aw,n """ ;w,:i 

"•"""' "l• n,,,,n ,.,, 10 
.n1,1aD ,n, .,,.,:au 

',',n D't:l~ 'tW't',~ D't 11 
D'tD't D"J1' ;11pi, 

.,,.,:a,, """'" n,,,,n nw,1 12 
D"D"n ,1, • ., """Dn:a 

••• 
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X G.a. 

1n 1n ,,,n a.,,~, n•'I• 4-3 
a,,,-,. ,n.,.,u ,,.,, 

D"D" 'l na91 7 
"W"7W1 "l"W1 l1Wa"1 

n,,,,n ' 1 na.,s1n1 8 
l411' ll1 a 9 an, ~,11,,a 

a,a, 'l an•1 'tJ'tlf2 ,,,, 9 

D'tD't 

'tW'tDn1 .,,.,:a, """"" 

n,,,,n '1 a,s,n, 10 
n,,,a, :u:a,, nan 

'l ,nw, 9 W9 '79:a D 'f-D't 11 
"W"Dftl .,, ":a, .,., ..,. 

n,,'7,n '1 ,a.,s1n1 12 
1n9 1'11 a,1,1 n1•11 

-ip 9 y l" 1n a 9 -i:a, "J• 14 
a'7,,;., 1nuu 

91 9 :l-C 1n:,a',a n"1Dll1 20-19 
tn:»a'7D -ia1 ,:1a1 

a;,,;., ,,,o.,n tn• n1,1aa 

·1• 21 

""""~ r,an 23 
'Jlf nn• 9 U ,ptJ 
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X.. Y.a . X G.a. 

D9D9 '1 nw, 25 D9D9 •1 nn•1 25 

9y92•n 91J9?1' n,,,,n nwy1 26 , 91179 Dn 1 9J9~, 9W,9?W 
91P9DM1 

9W9:l 27 91J'W2 nn~•~D n,Dll1 26 

,nn:nt'1D ,a1 1:"ID 1 27 

r,a., as,111 ••• r,a 9n9Q ~:ua a,a 28 
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The relationship between these two texts is somewhat complex. X Y.a. 

gives us the order of Creation as envisioned by the school of Hillel , with 

earth preceding heaven. In addition, on the third day, two days after 

the earth was created, God coll'IJNlnded that the earth bring forth grass, 

and on the fourth day, two days after the heavens were created, God 

commanded that the luminaries come into being. 'lbe order of Creation 

as envisioned by the school of Shammai follows in X Y.a., lines 17-27, 

which this writer has so ordered as to parallel X G.a. In Hagigah, 

however, Shammai's view precedes Hillel ' s. The school of Sbammai 

thought that heaven was created before earth. Then, on the fourth 

day , three days after heaven was created, God commanded the luminaries 

to come into being. On the sixth day, three days after the earth was 

created, God ordered the earth to bring forth living creatures after 

their kind. This, of course, included the creation of man. 

X G.a. contains the ideas refiected in X Y.a. In line 6, the 

position taken by the school of Hillel is presented, and in line 17, 

the position of the school of Sbammai. Yet the Hillel-Shammai 

controversy bas become subordinate to another argument, this one between 

R. Nehemiah of Siknin and R. Azariah. 

The context of X G.a. is the exposition of Genesis n, 41 

"These are the generations of the heaven and of the earth when they were 

created, in the day that the Eternal God made the earth and the heaven. " 

Clearly there is a difficulty here , for the text seems to imply that the 

generations, or productions, of heaven and earth were created on the 

first day, when God created heaven and earth (Rashi) . Perhaps this is the 

reason that X G.a. stresses those creations which took place on the 



fourt.li, fifth, and sixth days. X Y.a. also refers to the s!x 

generations which correspond to the Six Days of Creation. 

The main controversy in X G.a. is ovP.1· what constitutes the 

fundamental elements of Creation. R. Nehemiah, citing Exodus XX, 11, 

argues that they are heaven, earth, the sea and all that is therein. 

102 

He claims that the earth was on the first day, and here he supports 

himself with the position of the Hillelites. The firmament, which he 

apparently takes to be synonymous with the he~vens, came into beir..g on 

the second day. The connection between the firmament and the heavens 

can be understood in the light of X Y. and X G., which explain that the 

firmament emerged in the midst of the waters when the middle layer of 

water solidified, resulting in the formation of the nether heavens and 

upper heavens• The sea came into being on the third day• 

R. A.Eariah disagreed, maintaining that our verse, Genesis Il, 4, 

clearly teaches that Eart."Li and Heaven are the two fundaMentals of 

Creation. Both passages agree that the Creation was completed when 

man was brought into being, but X Y.a. cites Genesis I, 24 as a 

proof-text, whereas X G.a. cites Isaiah XLV, 12. 

It would appear that the author of Genesis Rabbah has made use 

of the argwnent and almost all of the material in X Y.a., although he 

generally uses different words. In addition, he has superimposed 

another argument and a considerable amount of new material upon the 

Yerushalmi passage, reworking the whole creatively into a very nice 

literary unit. 



XI Y. 

48 n,,~ '~ '~ K"B n,~-n 
an ~1n, n,,, ,,~ •~•n ,,, '~n•1 1 

.n1• a~•~an ,~na ,,,, ~• 1•21, (•9) ~,,, ,, 2 

a,,~ ~~a a•,~,• (50) ,~nD •111•2 a,a 3 

n1• (51) D'WDn ,~nD ,,,,~ n,011 DDMW ,, • 

,a,a 'aZDl ~•D n,2,a ,~nD a,a 5 
.a,,~ n,-,D ,na (52) ,,,, ~• ,~2,,• 6 

DlW GtWtDft 1~MD Jtp, ~- 1•21,w D~~1 7 

n1• a••Dn ,~na a,~n ~• 1•21,, r,a ~• n•~,, ,~ (53) 8 

r,a., 1,n ~, 2•1•n a,e na, (5•) 9 

.,~nn• '•a• 11n1 '•n~, 10 

(t~ ft t~WD} .a1nn· tJ• ~, 11D 1P1ff2 2 9 101 (55) 11 

i n1• n,,,1~ 11n 11n 12 
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XI G. 

r,a~• (5) n•21,, (•) 7 29 
,.,,.,. 1•21, ,, 8 

(2, D n•,w,) r~im 11n 'I, 2•1•n 9 

(,• 2, 21•a} ,~nn• a•D• 11n1 10 

n1• n,•,1'1 11n (6) 11n 12 
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XI Y. and XI G. 

XI G., like X G. , is an exposition of Genesis I, 61 "And God 

saids Let there be a finlwnent in the midst of the "l'&ters." XI G. 

determines that the thickness of the firmament equals that of the earth. 

XI Y. arrives at the same conclusion, but the steps by which that 

conclusion was reached are spelled out in much greater detail. The 

context of the Yerushalmi passage is the Mishnah dealing with the 

proper moment for recitation of the Shema in the evening. The Mishnah's 

connection with the ideas included in XI Y. , as in X Y., is at best 

tangential. In general, the Yerushalmi material dealing with this 

opening mishnah appear• quite loose and unstructured, 

No authority is cited in XI G. II Y. mentions R. Hiya and R. Judah. 

XI Y. contains one more Scriptural citation (Proverbs VllI, 27) than does 

XI G. Both texts arrive at their conclusion using the hel"ffl8neutic 

argument from analogy, the gezera ~. 

The Hebrew style of both passages is quite similar. XI G. appears 

to be a brief form of XI Y. The following chart will aid in making a 

comparison. 



1o6 

XI Y. XI G. 

• • • an •1n, ••• ., ••n• 1 

,D11l 5 

1::, ••• • DIP:>1 8-7 1::, • •• ::, 8-7 

f"1an 11n ',y :nP1'i1 DY9 i1D1 9 

1'111n, ••aw l 1ft1 ••n:11 10 

a,nn , :u ',y 11n 1p1n:a :a•n::,1 11 
( 1::, n ''11'D) 

i111' n,,,1', 1,n 11n 12 

XI G. lacks any technical language. However, the technical 

language which appears in XI Y. can all be f ound elsewhere in Genesis 

Rabbah. In line 1, ••n• and•Jn are found;54 in line 5, ,a,a ;.5.5 

in line 9, a,• nD ;56 and in lines 10 and 11, :a•n::, .5? 

5 \ibeck, .2J?.. ill• , "Int r oducti on, " pp. 2 J , 4 J • 

.5 ~id. , p . 21 • 

.56rbid., P• JO • 

.5 
7
lbid., P• J2 . 



XII Y • 

• '11,1:, a,:, n, a,asu,n :,z,,n 'la 4 

a~as1D 1DW (25) .,,J DD~, 5 

astw D'DY• ~JW ,1J, 6 

.ni~•n ,,u -ma, w1Ja ,,,2 (26) ,na 7 
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XII G, 

,11 a~i,n n~~,3 n~~nnD ,ty'I ,, ,na (9) 1 ,, 

a~nr.w nnnn a~nn 11p9 ,na1 (10) n•2pn 2 
h,• :Ja,n D1n,) D9n 9D'I a,1pn nn'I •111 l 

D~Dya •3 6 

n1'l•n ,1~3 ~n•1 •1>• (11) ,,u,.. 7 



109 

Ill Y. and XII G. 

Xll G. is an exposition on the divine decree, "Let the waters under 

the heaven be gathered together unto one plaos." (Genesis I, 9) 

How then could the book of Amos twice present the contradictory idea 

(Amos V, 8; IX, 6): "That calleth for the waters of the sea, and 

poureth them out upon the face of the earth "7 The answer given is 

that water was poured upon the earth only at two specific occasions, 

one during the generation of Enosh, and one during the generation of 

the builders of the Tower of Babel. 

The context of Xll Y. has nothing to do with the exposition of 

Genesis I, 9. This author has included this text because it shows · 

the existence of parallel material in unrelated contexts. The texts 

do not agree in terms of authorities cited or the tendency to use 

Scriptures. Structurally .they are unrelated. Linguistically, however, 

they are similar. One significant linguistic similarity can be seen 

i n the fact that both texts use the device of the rhetorical 

questi on introduced by nat'I. 



XIIIY, 
21-15 n111w .. :a r":J ~uD .□ "~'?:::) 

7'"r? U'Jl'.:l:ll (21). "'l TMl ... , 'll<t:-,» l'l:'tJ':lK1 (20) .2 

01,1,,p~ ,~1, n,2,l'l:1 3 

• Y'lil:U'lJ ( 1 5) rn17,p.n:i ~~,, 7:, r.nn ( 14) 9 
-,z,~ o,,\V' il:l 7'l p ... , 10 

on"':Lp·n ','tl) i,n,,,n ?37 iill,:ayw ,.,, ,, 11 

:$?''11 'f y,·,n.:i :'J,'tU:S, l'l:Wi Y"i!Rl"I l'l:IV"rn 12 

,,~n l-1:?in, (17) l'l:',l'l: rnnw, ~, Rin, 14 

o1nl,~? 1ilT V'ilT~ 2w, RWi 15 

•i}',0 l.ll?l:tt 1'9 

oT,~D n~'?pnl (19) ~W1 ~i',w ,3 7,,, .. ,, ~,ny, ,, 20 

oT,l-1:n -~'?pnl n~, on:i~g .. ,, n,n,, ,, 21 

oPl''~ 1~, ~1'2 ~,; ,~l'l:i 'tl7l't~~ (20) 22 
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xm G. 
n p,g 3" n,,w 38 ,i •~, n,wau 

'111 T,am ann a•n~a ,aa,1 
1-,~ 1DJ:ll 'l tnl ,, D~ •Jn 

,a,2,,,na •, 1as•1 

ana, ,,am n~p~pn11 G•,~ 1a1~1J n21 n1n1 a,a (4) 
(,, 1 n,wa,2) na,an n,1,a 

111 

1 

2 

3 

• 
5 

111:, a,,1,a a•,2, 1~ (5) n~,a ann• 

,~Dl 1~ n~,n, , a•212,1 •••1,,■1 a••1n• 
,na1n 12 (6) •' a1n ,. na~,1a pnz• •, ,aa 

,n~p~pn1 .1a~, 

,aa 01~• •,2 n,1n• •, 
n•2pn ,aa 1:a• ,,,,sn ~, n,2,w 

G,• r,) '111 (7) r,an n,n 
,~:,a2 an• fJn ,. ~:,a2 ,,an na 

,,an as1n1 •~• l~ nw, •~ a,n1 14 

6 

1 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

'111 ,,,,a (8) 297 aw, 15 

, ~=-•2 r,n 1••1 ~=-•1 ,,an o,■ n•11 TJY 16 
,,1,sn ~, na•a1n ,a,a an1•• •, 17 

)8 

nw1, TJ ,na,12 11s, n1w,~ (1) n:,aa 18 39 

, n1,,■ 1w, p,o •l~'• 1~••• ,,. 19 

,an,1 n,1n• •,, n,n,, ~, 20 

,n~~pnl na~ on1'• •,, n,n,, (2) ~, 21 

:pl''• 1,~n, n,,2 e,,~ ,aa, w2,a:, •~• 22 

, 1as• •,, , ■1 n,2,a ,as,, (3) 3 
na,a., (4) 5 I ~ l',~ 102:,1 (4) 4 

I 2a,, n~~pn1 (6) 9 I a,, ,,,2,2 

I 1» ,,. " <1> 12 I• ~ J1n,,, (6> 10 
1 ,,. nw1, r,1 (8) 16 J ,a, nnw, (7) 14 

a1 01~• 2a u n,1n, (1) 20 
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XIII Y. and XIlI G. 

XIII G, is an exposition on Genesis I, 11, "And God saids 

Let the Karth put forth grass, herb yielding seed, and fruit-tree 

bearing fruit after its kind •• ••" The question posed and answered 

in this passage is the reason that the grourd was cursed in Genesis 

III, 17 if in fact it did bring forth. The context of our passage is 

the running exposition of Genesis I, 9-1J. 

The context of XIlI Y. is a Mishnaic halakah which states that 

"o~e kind of tree may not be grafted on to another kind, nor one kind 

of vegetable on to a tree. R. Judah permits (the grafting ot) a 

vegetable on to a tree." (Kilaim I, 7) 

The immed1ate context is a teaching in the name of R. Ela~ar 

that a gentile is permitted to SCIII and to vear "diverse kinds," but 

not to cause di verse beasts to copulate or to graft diverse trees. 

Why then, the Talmud asks, if grasses are not included in this prohibition, 

was the earth cursed 1 This leads into line 9 of XIII Y. The order has 

been transposed to correspond vi th XIII G. , but in the original text 

lines 2-5 follow line 22. 

Within the passages themselves the same ideas are presented, 

although in much more complete form in XIII G. , whi ch fills in many of 

the details. The authorities cited agree, with the exception of 
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R. Isaac of Magdala, who i s mentioned only in xm G., line 8. In 

comparing lines 10 and 20 of the two texts , one discovers a difference 

!n the spelling of R. Judah ' s name. 

Linguistically the passages are quite similar. 'nle following 

chart will aid in making a comparison. 



XIII Y. 

tnJ •, ,,~ a,na, 2 
l '-,', 1DJ~l •1 

,,n,,,,1 .,, nu,•,., • .,, 11 
i1•:apn '1• 

'a Dnl t9 •, 17 
n••D1n, n,1,•s:a nnD• 

a1'1• ,:a 1,,, •,, n,117, .,, 20 
.r,a., n'1'1pnJ n•• 

DDJ'• ,,, il•ny, '11 21 
f'"UL"1 n'1'1pn1 nD'I 

,Da, WJ'•~ 22 
pl•'• 1~, a,,:a e,', 
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xrn G. 

lDl •, Dw:l 'lD 2 
l 9 ,'1 1DJ:U 'l 

,,,,sn .,, n,:a,w 11 
;oa•:apn ,aa ,~• 

,a • • • DB 13 

,D,a on1,• •, 17 
,,,,sn "' ;1•,a1n 

DnJ•• •,, n•ny, .,, 21 
n'1 '1pn1 ilD'I 

,Da, WJtlQ a',a 22 
pJ 9 ta 7,:,n, iltt:a e•t', 
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No technical language appears in either of these texts which 

is characteristic of that body of material alone. In line 2 , •Jn appears 

in Xm G. , whereas a• na is used in XllI Y,. However, the Aramaic 

verb a•na appears elsewhere in Genesis Rabbab. 58 The root ._. 

appears in lines 8 , 10, and 17 of XIII G. , and lines 10 and 17 of 

XIII Y. The phrase ••• 4T n•n,"T 'I, appe11r s in lines 20 and 21 of 

both texts. 

The texts are stylistically quite similar. Both use the 

rhetorical question introduced by nr,', in lines 9 and 21. Both 

contain a sprinkling of Aramaic for111S. In addition to • • • , n•n,, 

mentioned above, lines 22 of both texts are entirely in Aramaic. 

XIII Y. contains ••na in line 2 and t•'l'l1pr, in line J; XIII G., 

an" l in line 20. 

XIII G. contains the word •11•sn in lines 11 and 17. xm Y. 

parallels this with 1 "n,," u in line 11 • However , this writer 

assumes that in this context the roots ,tJ and ;ns form synoJ'\Y!ftS , for 

in line 17, n•11•s:a appears • 

.58Albeck , .21?• ill• , "Introduction," p. 2J. 
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Hagigah TI, 1 

Nine of the Yerushalmi parallel texts which have teen included in 

this study colll8 .from Hagigah TI, 1 . Six of these are t'll3.in texts ; three 

of them are related, or sub- texts . Together they constitute a 

significant portion of Hagigah n, 1 , as well as a significant part or 

this study. Therefore the writer of this paper will here present a 

synopsis of Hagigah II, 1 so that the Yerushalllli t exts can be understood 

in context. The parallel materia from Genesis Rabbah ~ill also be 

~iscussed. In addition, this section will deal with the predominant 

philosophical and theological mot.ifs f ound in Hagigah II, 1 and in the 

parallel mater ial from Genesis Rabbah. 

The Mishnah being expounded is as follows: 

The f orbidden degrees Gr marriagv may not be expounded before 
three persons , nor the Story of Creation before two , nor (the 
chapter of) the Chari ot before one alone , unless he is a Sage 
that understa.l'?ds of his own knowledee. Whosoever gives his mind 
to four things it were better f or hi.Ill if he had not come into lhe 
~orld- what is above? what is beneath? what was befor etime? 
anrl what wi.11 be hereafter? And whosoever takes no thought for 
the honour of his mafer , it were better for him if he had not 
come into the world. 

The n:a.terial of interest t o us begir.s in line four , Ch.apter II, i 

(p. 77 a . , colUJ!ln one in the Krotoshin edition) , where the Mishnaic 

prohibitio~ against exposition of the Ma 'aseh Bereshith is taken up. 

Talmud explains that t he Mishnaic prohibition represer.ts the view 

held by R. Akiba . However, the halaka.h follows R. Ish111ael , who penu.itt.ed 

s uch exposition. R. Judah bar Pazzi began his discourse on the Ma ' aseb 

1 Or.;iby, Herbert, translation of The Mishnah, Hagigah II, 1 , p. 21 J . 
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Bereshith with the words, "In the beginning the world was water in water," 

an apparent reference to the whole question of primal elements. Such an 

exposition was possible because the halakah followed the view of R. 

Ishmael, disregarding the Mishnah. Judah bar Pazzi bases his belief in 

the precedence of water on the proof- text Genesis I, 2 . '!1lat snow was 

made from the water is supported by the proof-text Psalm CXLVII, 1?. 

That the snow was in turn made into land is proved by Job XXXVll, 6. 

Psalm CXXXVI, 6 proves that the earth stands on water, and Psalm CIV, 6 

proves that the waters stand on the mountains . Amos IV, 1J proves that 

the mountains stand on the wind . Psalm CXLVIII, 8 and Deuteronomy XXXIII , 

2? complete this series of proof-texts which are presented to divulge 

information on the Ma'aseh Beresbith. 

One might ask whether this series of proof- texts was presented to 

support or to oppose the halakah which permits exposition. It could be 

argued that these verses represent Scriptural exposition of the Ha'aseh 

Bereshith, One might also argue that the implication of the Talmud 

seems to be that esoteric specul.a.tion is unnecessary , since all truth 

is included in Scriptures, 1.f one would only search it out. It is the 

opinion of this writer that the compiler s of the Talmud have here 

sidestepped the question of whether t.his material represents speculation 

or warns against it. The Scriptural quotations are merely presented as a 

series of facts. 

The next block of material f ound i.?t the Talmud represents a 

digression, The only connection with the previous material is that the 

Amos IY, 1J proof-text mentioned above introduces this discussion of 

six Scriptural passages concerning God's judgment and God's method of 
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dealing with the world. The six texts , each of which caused Rabbi to cry, 

are Amos IT, 1J: Zephaniah II, J: Amos V, 15: Lamentations Ill, 29; 

Ecclesiastes XII, 14; I Samuel xxvm, 15. The day of judgment and the 

heavenly ledger are also considered. 

In the next block of material, R. Judah bar Pazzi relates in the 

name of R. Jose the son of R. Judah that Hadrian asked Aquila the 

proselyte whether those who say that the world stands upon the wind 

speak the truth. Aquila answered affirmatively, and the remainder of 

the section presents Aquila's response to Hadrian' s request for proof. 

The text now moves on to an exposition of the next part of the 

Mishnah: "nor (the chapter of) the Chariot before one alone." This 

represents the position of R. Akiba, and the Mishnah points out that the 

purpose of t his prohibition was so th.at man might know to take thought 

of the honour of God. Akiba feared that unregulated speculations into 

the Chariot and other prophetic descriptions of divine manifestations, as 

well as the Story of Creation, might endanger God's glory in the eyes of 

men. He believed that such esoteric knowledge should be imparted only 

to a select few. Talmud relates that the teacher could read the 

headings of the chapters. Then, if the teacher approved, the pupil 

might read to the end of the chapter. 

The decision to roam the realms of esoteric thought is likened to 

a choice between two pa tbs r one of fire and one of snow. W'i th its 

heat, the first path kills those who travel it: with its cold, the 

second kills . He who would survive should take t he middle way. 
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Our Hagigah chapter next relates a h.aggadic passage concer ning 

R. Yohanan ben Zaccai and R. Eleazar ben Arak, his pupil. Yobanan wa.s 

riding along on a donkey, and Eleazar was walking behind. Eleazar asked 

his rabbi to teach him one chapter on the Chariot. R. Yohanan pointed out 

that the Sages did not so teach, and that one could not teach concerning 

the Chariot unless the pupil were a sage who understands of his own 

knowledge. Eleazar requested permission to say something, and it was 

granted. He began expounding on the Chariot, and R. Yohanan dismounted 

from his donkey, since he didn' t consider it fitting to ride during an 

exposition on God' s glory. The two of them sat down under a tree, fire 

came down from heaven and surrounded them, ministering angels were leaping 

with joy before them, like wedding guests before the groom. One angel 

even announced from the midst of the fire that the Ma'aseh Merkabah were 

as Eleazar said. Immediately the trees of the forest began to sing. 

When Eleazar finished , R. Yohanan kissed him and praised him, proclaiming 

ti1at some men know how to expound but don't act in accordance with their 

words. Others act in accordance with their words, but don' t expound well. 

Eleazar does both t 

When Jose the Priest and Simeon ben Nathanel , also disciples of 

Yohanan ben Zaccai, heard, they also began expounding the Ma.'aseh 

Merkabah. One day there was a quaking of the earth and the Holy One 

Blessed Be He appeared in a cloud. A~ !21 announced to them, the 

place is free to you and the dining couch is spread for you (i.e. your 

reward in the hereafter is prepared for you) . You and your students a.re 

invited to the third division (i. e . to sit among the wisest of the three 

groups vhich sit before the Shekinah studying hidden matters). 
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The material which appears next in the Hagigah ch.apter constitutes 

vm y • in our parallel texts , and 1s paralleled in Genesis Rabbah by 

VIII G. This haggadic tale concerns Ben Zoma, a scholar with an affinity 

for esoteric speculation, who here is attempting to determine the space 

between the upper and lower waters. He immersed himself' for too long in 

esoteric philosophy, lost his grounding in this world, and died. Both 

texts echo this dire warning. 

R. Judah bar Pazzi in th& name of R. Jose the son of R. Judah 

relates that three presented esoteric discourses before their rabbis, 

R. Joshua before R. Yohanan ben Zaccai, R. Akiba before R. Joshua, and 

Ha.nania ben Hanina before R. Akiba. From this time on! their minds were 

no longer pure, which the commentator interprets to mean that they were 

no longer able to understand clearly matters concerning their Creator. 

The passage continues by relating the haggadah concerning four men 

who entered the pardes, vbicr. here means, not pleasure garden, but rather 

realm or esoteric philosophy. One, ben Zoma, looked and died. Ben Azai 

looked and was smitten. Elisha ben Abu.ya looked aoo mutilated the shoots 

of the garden or religion, or, less literally, became irreligious . It 

is said of him that he killed the majority of the Torah. R. Akiba 

entered and left in peace , perhaps because only he understood the need 

f or restraint, for limits to esoteric p.lrl.losophy whic~ might otherwise 

threaten the very roots of belief. 

The Talmud passage continues with some haggadic material concerning 

Elisha hen Abuya . In his earlier years, Elisha had been an accepted 

member of the Palesti nian rabbinic coramunity. Yet he became deeply 
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involved in dualistic philosophical speculations , and so infuriated 

the rabbis with his heretical ideas that they refused even t o pronounce 

his name, referring to him instead by the title Aher , "the other . "
2 

In 

one of the tales related here , Elisha rode his horse past the acadeiv in 

Tiberias on the Sabbath. In another, he overstepped the tehum, the limits 

to permitted Sabbath travel. Once , riding on his horse, he passed the 

s i te of the destroyed Temple on a Yom Kippur which fell on the Sabbath. 

A~ !.2!, came forth f rom the site of the "Holy of Holies" and said, 

"return, 0 children, except for Elisha ben Abuya , for he knew my power 

and he r ebelled against me. 

Material concerning Elisha, and also his pupil R. Heir , continues 

until column three, line 18. With the exception of two lines, 29 am 

30, the entire remainder of this third colwm of Hagigah II, 1 is 

included in our parallel texts and sub-texts . The same is true of the 

first twenty-one lines of column four , down to the end of th.is halakah. 

The following chart might best demonstr ate how the material in the 

remainder of the halakah is broken downs 

Column three (page 7? b. in the Krotoshin ed.ition) 

I Y. 
I Y. a. 
IlI Y. 
IVY. 
IV Y .a. 
VII Y. 

- l ines 19- 28, 63-68 
- lines 31 , 18-20 
- lines 32-4 3 
- l ines 43-51 
- lines 50-63 
- lines 68-74 

2Gin1iberg I Louis , "Elisha ben Abuyah," in !!!!, Jewish Encyclopedia, 
Vol. V, P• 138. 



Column four (pa.ge 77 b . ) 

VII Y. - lines 1-8 , 16-21 
X Y. a . - lines 8-16 
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Since the order of the main texts (indicated by the Roman numerals) 

corresponds to the order of appearance of their parallels in Genesis 

Rabbah, it is evident f r om the chart that most of the mater ial 

constituting the main texts appears in the same order in Genesis Rabbah 

and the Yerushalmi. The only exception is lines 6J-68 in I Y. Al.so , 

just as texts ITI Y. and IV Y. are contiguous in the Yerusha.l.mi , texts 

ITI G. and IVG. are contiguous in Genesis Rabbab. 

Text I Y. begins with a passage from Eccl esiasticus m, 21 which 

denounces study of secret or esoteric philosophic doctrines. I t is 

interesting to note that here and in I G. a . , Ben Sira is cited as if he 

were one of the Rabbis . The entire Ecclesiasticus passage, which is 

only partially represented in I Y • , and is found in more complete form in 

I G.a. , lines 7-12 , reads, "Seek not out the things that are too hard for 

thee, neither search the things that are above thy strength. But what 

is commanded thee , think thereupon with rever ence; for it is not needful 

for thee to see with thine eyes the things that are in secret. "J I Y. 

and I G. , as well as their sub- texts I Y. a . and I G.a ., follow the 

opinion of R. Akiba as set forth in the Mishnah. Psalm DOCI, 19, 

Genesis XXXVII, 7, and Exodus IV, 11 are all interpreted so as to prove 

that those who discourse publically on esoteric mysterie.s should be 

3a:tram, A. , .,Ma ' aseh Bereshit: Ma'aseh Merkabah" in The Jewish 
Encyclopedia , Vol. VIII, P• 235. 



silenced, since such expositions run counter to the divine will and 

degrade God's glory. 
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The next pair of parallel texts found in Ragiga.h II, 1, m Y. and 

m G. , broaden the scope of the argument by presenting both sides . 

The Genesis Rabbah argument begins by citing Rabbi Jonah in the name ot 

Rabbi Levi. R. Levi argues in favor of the Mishnaic restriction, 

claiming that the world was created with a ''beth" (the wcrd "Bereshitb• 

int roduces the Torah) because, "just as the ' beth' is closed at the s \ des 

but ~pen in f r ont, so you are not permitted to investigate what is 

above and what is below, what is before and what is behind." R. Levi 

has even echoed the Mishnah's wording of the interdicti~n, for in the 

Mishnah we read, "Whosoever gives his mind to four things it were better 

for him if he had not come into the world--what is above 1 what is 

below 7 what was beforetime 1 and what will be hereafter ?" 

Genesis Rabbah then counters with the view of Bar Kappara, who 

cites Deuteronomy IV , )21 "For ask now of the days past, which were 

before thee , since the day •• • • " This means, you may speculate on 

esoteric matters f rom the day when days were created , but you may not 

speculate on what was before that. Then the text adds that you may 

investigate from one end of heaven unto the other, but you may not 

investigate what was before this. Finally, we learn that R. Judah 

b . Pazzi lectured on the Cr eation story, in accordance with Bar Kappara's 

interpretation which permits such public discourses . 

The discussion in Hagigah is much more involved . This writer will 

present it in the order found in the text, rather than the rearranged 

order necessary to make it parallel to the Genesis Rabbah text. 



R. Levi cites Job XX, 4: 

man was placed upon earth " •••• 
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"Knowest thou not this of old time, sineo 

The problem is that man was placed upon 

earth on the sixth day of Creation. R. Jonah in the name of R. Bah 

cites Deuteronomy IV, .32, as did Bar Kappara in Genesis Rabbah. However, 

in Hagigah the text is used differently. "For ask now of the days past, 

which were before thee . " Could this mean before the Ma'aseh Bereshith? 

But our text continues, ''since the day that God created man upon the 

earth." Could this mean from the sixth day and thereafter ? But 

Scriptures say, "For ask now of U1e days past." OUr authority finally 

seems to decide that the meaning of the Scriptural text is "from the sixth 

day and thereafter," and thus he interprets it to agree with the Mishnah. 

The Ma ' aseh Bereshith should not be expounded before two. It is 

possible to know what is above the heavens and below the depths, for 

Scriptures say "from one end of the heavens -unto the other end of the 

heavens" {Deuter onomy IV , )2) . You can interpret that which was 

before Creation in your heart, but with regard to that which took place 

after Creation you can expound freely. 

At this point, Bar Kappara's interpretation of the text which 

permits public speculations "from the day when days were created" is 

introduced. We learn that R. Judah bar Pazzi followed the opinion of 

Bar Kappara . Then we com,e to R. Levi •s interpretation of the use of 

"beth" to begin the Torah. R. Levi seeJ'llS to be supporting the Mishnaic 

interdiction. But, according to the first few lines of the Talmud 

text , the halak,ah is according to the more lenient view of R. I shmael. 

Both parallel texts probably e~ho R. Ishmael ' s sentiment when they 

state in lines 23-24 that R. Judah ben Fazzi expounded the Ma'aseh 
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Bereshith in the manner of Bar Kappara. Nevertheless, the Talmud 

passage as it appears in the Yerushal.mi closes by echoing the Mishnaic 

interdiction as represented by R. Levi• s interpretation of the 

"beth" in "Bereshith.• 

Texts IVY. and IVG. are digressions, related to the material 

which precedes only becausa they contain additional commentaries on the 

use of ~• to begin the Torah. The •~" informs us of the existence 

of two worlds, since it has the numerical value of two. It also tells 

us that blessing (berakah) l ies at the basis of the world, not the 

curse (arur), which would have been the case had the world been 

created with "alet." The reference to heretics who might have 

questioned the durability or permanence of the world had it been created 

with "!!!!" may well be a veiled attack against dualists. It is known, 

for- example, that Elisha ben Abuya, mentioned prominently above, was 

familiar with Gnostic literature and that fundamental doctrin.e of the 

Gnostics which represented deity as a dual being.4 

IVY. and IVG. close by explaining that "£!!:h" was used to 

create the world because it has cme point which projects upward tOlfard 

the Creator, while a second point projects backward toward the alef, 

indicating God's name. Neither of these texts has contributed any 

further understanding to our main question-the permissibility of 

expounding esoteric philosophy publicly. And our sub-texts, IV I.a. 

and IVG.a., digress further, explaining why it is known that the 

world was created with the two letters yod and~. 

4
Graetz , Heinrich, History 2£. ~ ~. Vol. II, P• J77. 



126 

Impli~it in texts VII Y. and VII G. is the asswnption that the 

earl.iest Tanaim permitted, in fact encouraged, speculation into the 

Ma'aseh Bereshith. These texts present the controversy between the 

schools of Hillel and Shammai over the prior creation of heaven or 

earth . The schools of Hillel and Sbammai are dated during the first 

generation of Tanaim (from 10-80 C.E.);5 R. Akiba, champion of the 

Mishnaic prohibition, is conside~•ed a member of the third generation 
6 

of Tanaim (120-139 c.E.). 

A number of explanations are possible for the change in attitude 

represented by the Hillel - Shammai controversy and the Mishnaic 

prohibition. The most obvious explanation is that R. Akiba's view 

r epresents one ma.n's opinion, and that opposition to the interdict 

remained strong. Another possible explanation can be seen in a 

tradition which exists that R. Yohanan ben Zaccai, who was mentioned 

above in relation to a haggadah concerning him and R. Eleazar ben Arak, 

was the founder of the doctrine of Ma 'aseh Merblbah. 7 This might 

explain why his pupil , Eleazar, asked him to teach one chapter on the 

Chariot. Since Yohanan was a first generation Tanna, one of the 
8 

youngest disciples of Hillel, opposition to his ideas may have ~rown 

slowly, reaching full fruition only with R. Akiba , who recognized the 

true danger inherent in such speculation. 

SMj_elziner , Moses, Introduction to the Talmud, P• 24-. 
6 Ibid., P• 28. 

7Biram, ££• ill•, p. 2)6. 

Bm.elziner, ~• ill•, PP• 24-25. 



It seems 1'airly certain, however, that R. Yohanan himself -:..as 

aware of an interdict against the teaching of esoteric philosophy 

publicly, ror he pointed out in response to Eleazar's request for 

esoteric knowledge of the Cha.riot that the Sages did not so teach, 
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and that one could not teach concerning the Cha.riot unless the pupil 

were a sage who understands of his own knowledge. Hence the likelihood 

is great that the interdict prredates R. Yohli.nan, perhaps being 

directed against a doctrine which existed within the philosophical 

currents outside of the mainstream of Judaism, but seen as an 

increasing threat to Judaism. Since the interdict, predating R. Yoha.nan, 

would also therefore predate Christianity, the suggestion of those who 

claim that Gnosticism is the target of Kishnah Hagigah II, 1 , as well 

as the considerable material in the Yerushalmi halakah and Genesis 

Rabbah which opposes speculation, is certainly attractive. 9 Later, 

during the growth of early Christianity, Judaism ma.y have also felt 

threatened by its daughter religion and therefore extended the 

interdict. However , such determinations are outside the scope of 

the present work. 

X Y.a. and X G.a. finish the controversy between the schools of 

Hillel and Shammai over the precise order of Creation. In add~tion to 

the question of priority of heaven or earth , the question of grass , 

luminaries , and living creatures is taken up. Another controversy 

included here concerns the determination of the fundamentals of 

%1au, Ludwig, "Gnosttcism," in !!!!, Jewish Encyclopedia, Vol. V, , 
P• 681 . See also Graetz , .2£• ill•• Vol . Il, pp, J74-J77, J80-J8J. 
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Creation. R. Nehemiah argues for heaven, earth, the sea and all that is 

therein. R. Azariah argues for earth and heaven. The significance 0£ 

these texts is that they clearly speculate on the Ma' aseh Bereshith. 

One can see from this brief synopsis of Hagigah II, 1 that positions 

for and against public exposition of the Ma' aseh Bereshith and Ma'aseh 

Merkabah are both represented. 'lbe general view put forth seems to be 

that , contrary to the Mishnah and R. A;ciba, but in accordance with 

R. Ishmael , exposition is permitted, but such exposition is attended 

by great risk. 

It is interesting to note that the chapter s of Genesis Rabbah 

under consideration lack much of the material which shows the unfortunate 

results of esoteric speculation. The decision to roam the realms of 

esoteric thought is not likened to a choice between a path of fire and 

one of snow• The three who presented esoteric discourses before their 

rabbis are not mentioned. 'lbe haggadah r-agarding the four who 

entered the pardes is not included. All of the material concerning 

Elisha ben Abuya is lacking. It is impossible to determine with aey 

degree of certainty why specific material was not included, but i t is 

possible to determine that it was not. For whatever reason the 

negative material was excluded, its absence makes the emphasis in the 

two texts different. 'lbe Yerushal.mi appears to express considerably 

more anxiety over t.lie threat posed by public discourses on esoteric 

philosophical themes. 
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From the careful analysis of these parallel texts , it becomes 

possible to draw certain conclusions regarding the nature of the 

rolat.ionship between the Yerushal.llli and the first five chapters of 

Genesis Rabbah. The writer of this paper will utilize this chapter to 

bring together and summari~e the findings from the individual analyses 

of the parallel texts, drawing general conclusions wherever warranted. 

In Chapter I, the scholarly agreement as to the earlier dating of 

the Yerushalmi vas noted. However , the writer of this paper wishes to 

take nothing for granted . Hence, basad upon his own findings , he will 

relate his conclusions concerning the chronological relationship of the 

Yer ushalmi and Genesis Rabbah. 

The material examined in this paper f r om both sources covers the 

same time- span. The oldest material is that represented by the 

controversies between the schools of Hillel and Sha111111ai . These two schools 

1 
are dated within the first generation of Tanaim, from 10-SO C.E. The 

la test authority cited is R. Jtoemiah , in V Y. and V G. Be was a third 

gener ation Palestinian Amora, and hence is dated during the period from 
2 

J20- J59 C.E. Judah ben Simeon ben Pazzi , mentioned r.umerous times in 

our texts, was also a Palestinian Amora who can be dated at the 

beginning of the fourth century. J Taking into account the fact that 

1Mielziner, Moses, Introduction to~ Talmud , p . 24. 

2lbid., P• 48. 

Jr.auterbach , J .Z., "Judah ben Simeon ban Pazzi," in flle Jewish 
Encyclopedia , Vol . vn, p . J,58 . 
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our texts represent only a tir\t fragment of the total material in 

either source , our time span nevertheless seems t o correspond reasonably 

well with th.at which the schoJ.¥s postulate. Miel ziner places the 

compilation of the Palestinian Talmud around the time of the third 

. 4 5 generation of Amoraim. Albeck places the date at 425. Either of 

these dates is consi stent with our finding that R. Jeremiah represents 

the latest authority mentioned in our parallel texts . 

Now we must deal with the question of how to date Genesis Rabbab 

relative to the Yerusbalmi. This is most difficult. Our par allel 

texts have provided us with nwnerous instances of stylistic differences 

between the two sources . Yet this writer does not feel sufficiently 

qualified to attempt the dating of these works based on considerations 

of style. Such considerations would be highly subjective and 

uncertain. If changes have taken place in the Hebrew of the Rabbis 

from the til'lle of the completion of the Mishnah to the end of the first 

millennium, such changes are too subtle for this writer to recognize. 

In addition, both sources contain the same sprinkling of Greek words . 

And whereas the Yerushalmi reflects a slightly increased tendency to 

use Aramaic , the substitution of the final !E!l fort.he final!!!!!. might 

well have taken place at the hands of scribes . Furthermore , since­

Aramaic was a living tongue for Tanaim and Amoraim,6 t.~e presence of 

4Mielziner, .2E• cit. , p . 48. 

• ,a12n• ,~a p~n ,!2.:1 n•nu w,,n~ n1nn■n1 .!Ja.2 ,111n ,,,2~•' 
.95 ,:a 

6wacholder, Ben Zion, "The Date of the Mekilta De-Rabbi Ishmael,~ 
in The Hebrew Union College Annual , 1968. 
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a few more or less Aramaic words tells us little. 

Let us look, tben, to the technical language of our parallel 

texts for possible clues. Here this writer made an interesting 

discovery. He examined all of the technical language in each of our 

parallel texts to determine whether the usage fou.~d in the one source 

would appear also in the other. When a particular term - or phrase in 

the Yerushalmi did not appear in the Genesis Rabbah parallel , he also 

checked the Albeck "Introduction"? to determine whether that term or 

phrase appeared elsewhere in Genesis Rabbah. The conclusion he arrived 

at was that the author of Genesis Rabbah was familiar with all of the 

t echnical language which appeared in the parallel Yerushal.mi texts . He 

also was familiar with the same midrashic methodology. In addition, 

however , he utilizes a technical lang-~age which does not appear in the 

Yerushalmi. The use of the verb nna, for example , to cite an 

authority, i s characteristic of the petikt a form found in Genesis 

Rabbah. A petikta, the proem which invari~bly occurs in rabbinic 

sermons, introduces these expositional. homilies . The proems are 

seemingly extraneous verses , generally from the Writings secti on of 

Scriptures. The author plays around with his verse, expounding and 

interpreting, but ultimately leading into the main verse which he is 

discussi ng . This structure is tight, highly organized, f ollowing a 

plan of logical development . Such structure is in sharp contrast with 

the highly diffuse and unsystematic nature of our Yerushalmi texts , 

The petikta structure , with its simple or composite proems , its 

7.~.lbeck, .2.E• ill• , "Int roduction," pp. 20-44. 
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embellishment of the parashiyot with many artistic additions , shot":s the 

band of the cr eative author • 

.,Another ex.ample of technical l anguage found. in Genesis Rabbah but 

not in the parallel Yerushalmi texts is the term a.,nn• • This term 

appears many times , generally ~.ndicating surprise , wonder, curiosity . 

I t can also serve as an excl amation mark. Some scholar s contend that 
8 

this term renects the hand of the author of Genesis Rabbah. 

The term w,■ appears four times in text II G. The f orm of the 

argwnent isz • • • 1'ln'I e"'I•■ 1,•• ,e,•• •'11 • •• • This argumental 

structure appears twice in II G. , but the term •"'I■ does not appear 

anywhere in the Yerushalmi par allel material examined in this paper. 

If the findings of this limited study are true, namely , that the 

author of Genesis Ra.bbah knew of the technical language used in the 

Yerushalmi, but the com.pilers of the Yerushalllli were not familiar with 

all of the technical l~age f r om Genesis Rabbah, one might then use 

this argument to support the position that Genesis Rabbah is to be 

dated later than the Yerushalmi. Such an argument by itself is not 

conclusive, however, for the compilers of the Ye1-ushalmi might merely 

have omitted certain technical language through choice, although this 

writer finds such an explanation rather unlikely, 

Texts IX Y. and IX G. provide another reason for thinking that the 

Yerushalmi predates Genesis Ra.bbah , The di.scussions of Mishnah 

Berakoth 8 :6 which appear in these two texts correspond rather closely. 



The discussion of this same Hishnah in the Babylonian Talmud , 

Berakoth 53 b., does not include any parallel material . Since the 

halakic format is not indigenous to Genesis Rabbah, an expositional 

midrash on Genesis, the likelihood is great t!-1:lt the · rerushalmi was 

the source f or this Genesis Rabbah passage. Hence these two texts 

indicate, not only the precedence of the Yerushalmi, but also the 

dependence of Genesis Rabbah upon the Yerushalmi. 

In his discussion of t exts Vll Y. and VII G., this writer gave 

1JJ 

the reasons why he believes that the argument in lines 25- 28 of VII Y. , 

which proves that precedence in citation is irrel evant in determin.ing 

status , has been expanded by the author of Genesis Rabbah into the 

block oi material which constitutes text Vll G.a , If in fact the ma.in 

idea in the Genesis Rabbah material did der i ve from the Yerushalmi, 

these texts also illustrate the precedence of the Yerushalmi , as well 

as the dependence of Genesis Ra.bbah upon the Yerushalmi. 

Having determined that the Yerushalmi precedes Ger.esis Ra.bbah , this 

writer will now turn more fully to the question of relationship. The 

section in Chapter II of this paper entitled Hagigah II, 1 further 

demonstrates the dependence of Ger1esis Ra.bbah upon the Yerushalmi. 

Nine texts from Genesis Ra.bbah which are paralleled in Hagigah II, 1 

have been discussed in that section. Surely it is no coincidence that 

out of the entire Yerushalmi so much of our parallel material comes 

from one page of Talmud, Likewise , direct relationship best explains 

the fact that so much of the mater ial which constitutes our main texts 

appear s in the same order in Genesis Rabbah and the Yerushalmi. 
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The examination of Hagigah n, 1 which is presented in Chapter II 

provides certain insights into the method employed by the author of 

Genesis Rabbah. Such a large percentage of our total texts is 

concentrated in this one Talmudic discourse because the question 

involved, the correctness of expounding esoteric philosophical 

doctrines publ icl y, is of major interest to the, author of Genesis 

Rabbah. Therefore he has sought out material which will shed light 

upon this compelling subject of dispute. However, it is significant 

t o note that whereas the parallel material presented in Genesis 

Rabbah ~eflects the ideological content of the corresponding Yerushalmi 

passages, the material in Hag~gah II, 1 which was not selected for 

inclusion in Genesis Rabbah shows esoter ic speculat ion in a far l ess 

flattering light than does the mater ial used. Clearly, then, the 

author of Genesi s Rabbab invoked some criter ion of selectivity which 

served his own interest. He was not a mere mechanical gather er of 

haggadot. On the contrary, the lack of unity or coherence il'l the 

Yerushalmi is all the more noticeable against the backdrop of the 

highly unified and coherent parallel material seen in Genesis Rabbah. 

The section in Chapter II on Hagigah II, 1 has shown to what a 

great extent Genesis Rabbah is dependent upon this Talmudic halakah. 

If the r eader accepts the contention of this writer that lines 25-28 

of VII Y. are the basis f or the original and creativa expansion 

carried out by t he author of Genesis Rabbah and found in vn G. a., 

a full thirty per cent of Chapter I il'l Genesis Rabbah is found to be 

dependent upon Hagigat II, 1 . An additional nine percent of Chapter I 

is dependent upon parallel material which this hTiter has found else­

where in the Yerushalmi. Therefore the parallel Yerushalmi texts 
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presented in this paper account for thirty-nine percent of the material 

in Chapter I of Genesis Rabbah. It is possible that more such texts 

exist whi ch this writer dirl r.ot locate in the Yerushalmi. 

One might well questi on the contention of this writer that our 

"parallel" texts lead one to assume the existence of a direct rel ation­

ship between the two bodies of mater ial. After all , the comparison 

charts do point up differences in style , use of technical language, 

and even occasional differences in authorities cited. If Genesis 

Rabbah did in fact "take" material from the Yerushalmi, would not the 

texts coincide exactly when the variant readings are taken into 

consideration? 

Such an argument reflects the type of thinking about the relation­

ship which characterizes the view put forth by one of the schol ars . 

Strack claims that no conclusive demonstr ation can be made for the 

hypothesis that the Palestinian Talmud was utilized in the compila­

tion of Genesis Rabbah. 9 However , most of t,'1e scholars do maintain 

that a relationship exists , but they are hard pressed to expls.in the 

existence o_f the type of dif.ferences between the two bodies of material 

which appear in our parall el texts. 

Frankel explains the di_fferences by claiming that the author or 

compiler of Genesis Rabbah altered the form and ar rangement of 

haggadot from the Yerushalmi, changing, correcting, and adding 

explanations and additional connnentary. He contends t.Jiat most of the 

9strack, H. L. , Introduction !2 ~ Talmud !!E. Midrash., p. 218. 



1J6 

changes r epresent expansions and explanations.
10 

Albeck shows the 

untenable nature of Frankel's position. For, just as Frankel can cite 

instances where Genesis Rabbah appears to be ~'1 expansion of the 

Yerusba.lmi text, Al.beck can cite other examples where the Yerusbalmi is 

far more extensive than is the Genesis Rabbab parallel. Al.beck pl.aces 

a Genesis Rabbab text alongside a parallel Yerushal.mi text which is 

more than three times as extensive to prove his point. He adds that 

from these two texts it would likewise be ilnpossible to assume that the 

Yerushalmi used Genesis Rabbah as a source and added additional 

co11llllentary, or that the compiler of Genesis Rabbah shortened the 

Yerushalmi text or drew upon another source. Compilers both lengthen 

and shorten material which th.ey draw upon. Hence conclusions as to the 

evolution or development of these writingE can not be arrived at f rom 

considerations of style alone. Nevertheless , those stylistic 

considera tions of Frankel which support the case for a clear relationship 

between Genesis Rabbah and the Yerushalmi are certainly noteworthy. 11 

12 
Lerner disagrees with the approach pursued by Frankel. He didn't 

want to ascribe changes and even falsifications of the Yerushal..ai text 

to the author of Genesis Ra.bbah. To g9t around the obvious differences 

in parallel material, IA3rner postulates an earlier Ta..lmud Yerushalmi, 

••• p~n ,Jel n~n,~ w,,D~ nJnp■D1 a,~D ,11lft ,PY~~-10 

.66 "TS ,•a,~D• 
11~ ., PP• 66../:,7. 

12Ibid., P• 67. Also see note# 4 on p. 73. 
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a proto-Yerushalmi. Albeck refers to it as the Talmud ~ Yisrae1.1J 

Genesis Rabbah is dated somewhere between the Talmud~ Yisrael 

and our own Ye-rushal..mi text. Hence the view of a compiler of Genesis 

Rabbah vho merely copied f rom an earlier source can be maintained in 

spite of differences in parallel material between our present Genesis 

Rabbah and Yerushalmi texts. 

Al.beck seems uncer tain as to his own position vith regard to the 

question of a proto- Yerushalmi. He does , foilowing Lerner , hypothesize 

that ';wo different Yerushalmi texts existed. He r efers to the earlier 

one as the Talmud~ Yisrael , and he assumes that this hypothesis 

explains the variances we now see between our Yerushalmi and Genesis 

Rabbah , since the author of Genesis Rabbah used the earlier ver sion. 

Yet he stresses emphatically that what he is doing is based upon the 

present Yerushalmi text, the only one we have .14 

The parallel texts r eproduced in this paper substantiate Al.beck's 

criticism of Fr ankel ' s position. They demonstrate that sometimes the 

Genesis Rabbah passage is more extensive than its Yerushalmi counter­

part. However , in a few instances , the Yerushalmi text pr oves to be 

more extensive. In five cases , t his writer j udged the amount of 

parallel material in both texts to be approximately the same. In seven 

cases, the Genesis Rabbah t ext was s l ightly more ex.tansi ve , and in three 

cases , considerably more extensive. Two t imes the Yerush.almi text 

proved to be considerably more extensive. Hence , although in the 

lJlbid., P• 67. 

14lbid., P• 67 and 71 . 
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majority of cases the Genesis Rabbah texts are more extensive, those 

texts which are the same plus those cases in which Genesis Rabbah is 

only slightly more extensive constitute by far the greatest number of 

our texts (seventy percent). In only five out of seventeen comparisons 

are the differences in extensiveness considerable. The following chart 

will give the details of the comparisons 

Same 

I Y. and I G. 
IVY. and IVG. 
VY.andVG. 
IX Y. and IX G. 
XII Y. and XII G. 

Slightly More Extensive 

I G.a. 
IVG .a . 
VIG. 
VIG.a. 
VIG.a. 
VIII G. 

Considerably More Extensive 

mY. 
VII G. plus VII G.a. 
X G. a . 
XI Y. 
xm G. 

The texts not included in the compar ison are not directly related to 

each other. Fl"om the chart , it is evident that the author of Genesis 

Rabbah expanded and commented upon the material . However , he also 

abridged and summarized. 

The present findings also cast doubt upon the need to hypothesize 

a proto- Yerushalmi from which our present Genesis Rabbah was derived, 

but which differed from our present Yerushalmi mant:script . Such a 

hypothesis may indeed be necessary if the traditional view of the 

compiler is maintainedt a man who strung together, on every verse or 

part of a verse, a number of rambling comments, adding longer or 

shorter haggadic passages , stories , and so on, which show some 

connection with the exposition of the text . Such a man , according to 

Lerner , would never willfully change the text, and so the differences 

between parallel material in our Yerushalmi and Genesis Rabbah texts can 
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only be explained. by the hypothesis of a proto-Yerusha.lmi. However, the 

writer of this paper, in his disc1tssion of the three Genesis Rabbah 

passages found under VIG. of Chapter II, noted that if the author of 

Genesis Ra.bbab was in fact slavishly copying from an earlier sour~e, 

be would ha.ve utilized the same source for lines 1-J, 6, and 7 in each 

of these three Genesis Ra.bbah passages, and hence these five lines 

should be exactly alike. They are not. The differences are in some 

cases as great as those discovered in comparing Yerushalmi passages 

with paral lel Genesis Ra.bbah passages. 

The explanation of these differences is not so ~ifficult if a 

different view of the author of Genesis Ra.bbah is introduced. Ir.stead 

of seeing him as a 111.ere compiler and copyist, it is possible to view him 

as a creative literary figure . Indeed, the first five chapters of 

Genesis P.abbah certainly do not seem misrepresented if refer red to as 

part of a literary work. For e.xample , Chapter I of Genesis Ra.bbah r eads 

like the introduction to a book . Within the framework of word by word 

and line by line Scriptural exegesis , we find la.rger themes which 

transcend t.~e individual haggadot arid clearly show the presence of 

a shapins mind directing the mater ial. The haggadot and expositions 

are not haphazardly introduced. Rather , they are presented vi h the 

intention of achieving literary and ideological unity. The unity of 

Genesis Rabbah stands in sharp opposi tion to the loose and disunified 

form of the Yerushalnrl.. 

The c?-eativity of the author of Genesis Rabbah becomes evident 

f'rom an examination of contexts in the Yeru.shalm.i from which certain 

material was selected 1 while other material was rejected. Our most 



notable example is presented in the section of Chapter II on Hagigah II,1. 

Whatever his reasons , the author of Genesis Rabbah showed purpose and 

method in his selectivity. The results of his work al so demonstrate a 

literary sensitivity. 

In addition to the literary unity , literary sensitivity is seen 

in the realm of style. In some places, the author of Genesis Rabbah has 

placed his unique stylistic imprint upon the mater ial. In I G., the word 

',:::, appears in 1.ines 11 , 17 , and 19. In Il G.a . , W9W nD ',:::, appears 

three times and •• • • nD ',:::, appears once. This use of ',:::, is not .found 

in the Yerushalmi parallels . In I Y., lines 16- 18, the style is wordy, 

repeating the word D1pD:a sue times . In I G., the corresponding lines 

are more precise and renect a more polished literary style. The word 

D1pD:a appears only twice. Also in I G., a pa.rable is introduced by 

the formula a,, -.w:a i'ID a'l,,n 1nu:a , whereas in I Y. the 

term i'ID'7 is used . In VIl, both texts use i'ID'I . In I G .a., 

l ines 8 and 9 , the negative 'l:a is used in place of the interrogative 

11D in IY,a . 

In III G., a tendency to use nn1t instead of the form nit found 

in the Yerushalmi is seen. In IV G., the rhetorical question 

introduced by nD'I appears four times; in IV Y. , once. In VTI G., 

the rhetorical question also appears. Once in XII and tw:ice in XIII both 

texts utilize the rhetorical question introduced by nD'I. gence this 

device appears twice as o:"ten in our Genesis Rabbah texts . 

In IV Y. , the masculine plural is indicated by a final ~ ending 

five times • In IV Y. a. , the final ~ ending appears four times; 
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in rJ G.a., three times . It appears that the Yerushalmi shol'rs a 

gr eater t endency to use the final~ ending. One explanation of the 

differences might be t hat the author of Genesis Rabbah favored the 

final ~ ending. However, t he final~ endings might well be 

scribal in origin. 

Reading VIII Y. and vm G., one might well feel that he is 

confronted by the -same story r elated by two people . The essent ial 

ideas are the same , but the wording differs considerably. For example, 

line 3 of VIII Y. has been expanded into lines 3-5 in VIII G. VTII Y. , 

l ines 8- 11 , contains a perfect gezera ~ . lacking in VITI G. 

Dif f erences in wording often appear to be of the type best ascribed to 

the author's l iterary style. In VIII, lino 12 , the Yerushalmi reads 

Tlft:ID llDU t:a •,n Genesis Rabbah r eads DU t:a l'I i'ln. 

In line 13, the Yerushalmi reads llDU t:a , •• J and Genesis Rabbah 

reads D '7 1 ,:a llD n t :a • Yet at the same ti.me , lines 6 and 7 

parallel each other exactly if the variant readings are taken into 

account. If the differences in these bio texts are explained by 

claiming that they represent two instances of the same story being 

r elated, the ·perfect parallelism cf lines 6 and 7 seems strange. It 

does not seem strange , however, if we assUJT1e that the author of 

Genesis Rabbah was a literary figure who wrote some mater ial, edited 

other material, sometimes also rewriting it and sometimes using it 

exactly as found. Occasionally, he eliminated words , as in Vll, where 

the Yerushalmi uses the root o,w six times , and Genesis Rabbah 

employs it only once. In IX G., he eliminated the definite article he 

which i s found twice in IX Y. on the noun n'I•', and once on ■1 • • 



In line 6 of X G.a., he adds the definite article E!_ to the word y,ac 

found in X Y .a. Occasionally he r ewrote phrases ; p'7'71pD ,as• n,2.,•1 

in line J of XIll Y. becomes D • :i u 1 n D • , , as• , in xm G. Sometillles 

he introduced subtle theological changes, as in I , line 7 and IX, 

line 25. 

In X G.a., he car r ied out a major reworking of X Y. a . He has 

subordinated the Hillel-Shammai controversy of X Y. a . to a controversy 

between R. Nehemiah of Skinin and R. Azariah. While utilizing the 

entire argument and almost all of the material in X Y. a., although 

generally in different words , he has superilllposed another argument and a 

considerable amount of new material upon the Yerushalini passage , 

reworking the whole creatively into a very nice literary unit. 

Our parallel texts provide many other exar.iples of changes ill 

wording which might well be attributed to the literary tastes of the 

writer of Genesis Rabbah. For example, in m r; the form '1"11 • •·• '11~• 

appears, but in III G • it does not• In IV Y. , a'la • • • t •• is used. 

In VI Y., the Aramaic phrase aJD •:i, .,D, ~,.~ ••,.n•1 appears . In 

both texts X, perfectly parallel material is found in lines 4, 7, 8, and 

12. The second part of lines 7 and 10 in X G0 are close to the 

corresponding material in X Y., but not exactly parallel. The material 

in lines 1, 2, most of J , 5, and 6 of X G. is lacking in X Y. Line 9 

of X Y. is lacking in X G. 

Many elel!lents of style, or literary devices , are common to both 

texts . For example , in line 2 of bot h Ill Y. and III G. the form 

1::t • •. ilD appears . In IV of both texts, the form •'7• • • • •'I• 



is used as well as 1=> • • • nD • Tu lines 20 and 21 of Xm Y • an::i 

XIII G. , the phrase • • • , ;, , n,, "' appears . The next line of both 

texts , line 22, is entirely in Aramaic . 

Even though , as was mentioned earlier• all of the technical 

language found in the Yerushalmi appears to have been known to the 

author of Genesis Rabbah, he sometimes substituted other similar 

phrases, again a function of his own stylistic tastes . For example , 

twice in I Y. is f ound the formula ,Da na, nn::, in I G., 

,na na"f :'ID ,,., • Also in I , the Yerushalmi indicates the 

hermeneutic argument from minor to major with the phrase 1:nr ~:, a~ ; 

Genesis Rabbah uses nn:, 1 nn:, nn• "' • !1' IQ in I Y . a . is paralleled 

by a,n a,n in I G.a . -,na and • .,, in m G. are paralleled by 

•Jn and a,na in ill Y. :i,n:,"T 1', 1nD in IVY.a. has been 

shortened to 1i1D in IV G .a. :i •n:,, 1,, 1i1D in V Y. is paralleled by 

!1 'n:, DYtt :1D in V G. Sometimes changes are slight: the phrase 

l 1'J pp'IDD n":i DWD in VII Y. has become pp'IDD ',',n n•:i, OWD 

1n1• in vn G. 11,na jn v Y. has become o,,n,a •' 1 in v G. 

In other instances the changes are much greater . -,:i'Ti1 :in', 'Jwa 1',wa 

1'la'I na1, in lX Y. has become simply 1'1D'I in IX G. :1•n:,, a,n a-m 

in IX Y. has been changed to 1=> in IX G. u:, a,na, in xm Y. 

corresponds with aw:i • Jft in XIII G. Our comparison charts renect 

nuroerous additional changes of this nature--differences existing in 

mater ial which is nevertheless parallel. This writer ex:plain·s such 

differences by ascribing them to the creative literary hand of ~~e 

author of Genesis Rabbah . 
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As our comparison charts have indicated, the names of authorii..ies 

cited in the parallel texts sometimes disagree, although they agree 

much more often. This writer has gone through all of the parallel 

texts to determine the extent of agreement or disagreement. He has 

included in the tally only those paired texts where one might reasonably 

expect agreement. If, for example, texts unrelated contextually or 

stylistically have been included in this paper because a certain 

idea, legend, or bit of haggadah appears in both, they were excluded 

from this compar ison. The texts which contributed to our findings were: 

I Y. at'.d I G., I Y.a . and I G.a., III Y. and III G., IVY. and IVG., 

IV Y. a . and IV G.a. , V Y. and V G. , VII Y. and VII G., IX Y. and IX G., 

X Y. and X G., X Y.a. and X G.a., XI Y. and XI G. Twenty-two instances 

of agreement were found, and thirteen instances of disagreement. Of 

those termed "disagreements ," seven are not contradictions but rather 

represent instances when the specific block of material within the text 

is only f ound in cne or the other of the parallel texts. This is the 

case in I Y., lines 1 and 15; Ill Y., line 9; IVG., line 12: IT G.a., 

lines 1 and 19; X G.a., lines 1 and 1J ; XI Y., lines 1- 2 . The disagree­

ment in IVY. , line 1 is explainable in that the material is not 

precisely parallel; two related but not identical haggadot are being 

compared. In X, line 2, the disagreement stems from the fact that 

X G. cites many more authorities than does X Y. Bot.'1 texts agree , 

however , in the citation of R. Bun. The authority cited in line 1 of 

I Y.a. , R. Levi, has been dropped altogether in I G.a . Hence, in all of 

our texts , the actual number of contradictions is only four . One of 

these , found in lines J and 21 of I G. 1 can be explained by the 
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petil<ta format used in Genesis Rabbah. The authority cited is R. Huna 

in the name of Bar Kappara. This writer can offer no explanation for 

the two contradictions in V, one in line 1 and one in line J, as well 

as the contradiction in li.ne 10 of VII. However, he feels that the 

small nUJ'llber of contradictions is a most significant f ind which once 

again points up the relationship of these two bodies of material . 

The writer of this paper concludes that the view traditionally 

held regarding the author of Genesis Rabbah does him a great injustice, 

for it fails to recognize his true gr eatness. Although as a compiler 

he i s alr eady worthy of praise , his real contribution is that , sifting 

... "1.rough, gathering, absorbing, assimilat ing, expanding , editing, and 

rewriting older r aw material , he was able to create something new, 

somet hing showing the indelible mar k of his own creative personality. 

A significant portion of bis literary ore was mined from the pages of 

the Jerusalem Talmud , but the gem that r esulted was of his own making. 



:•a12n• ,'• p~n .a2, n,wa,~ .,,D~ n1nn•n1 a12n .,,2~• 11Jn 
:'• n,2nn ,•n1nnan" ,'2 p?n .a•s,n ,n,n,pam nas,n ,t•?u 

,•n1•a1n1 n1nnnn• ,'2 p~n .2~s,n ,n•n,pa., nas,n ,t•~u 
.,•s,n ,,,,,~,., •• D nas,n ,t•~-a :~2 n-ann 

,~1~ ,,,D y21p) •an?,n.11 nJwn., 1•2• on•n ?y• .1,,~sJ•1 •1~ 
.n"•n ,,,w nwn ,,,~, n,,, nas,n ,,,,,_,,J .(,,w n•n 

, •pa11apsa•• w,•n •2s nas,n ,t•?,2 .a2, n•••~ .,a,Qa n,1n• 
.2•-.,n 
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