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Sometimes he used the material as he found it, In addition, he sifted
through, gathered, abscrbed, assimilated, expanded, edited, and
rewrote older raw material, creating in the process something new,

something showing the indelible mark of his cwn creative personality.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to determine the nature of the
relationship, if in fact one exists, between the Talmud Yerushalmi
and Genesis Rabbah, The study is limited to the first five chapters
of Genesis Rabbah, Any material within these five chapters which is
paralleled in the Yerushalmi is reproduced here alongside its
parallel texts., The parallel material is analyzed and discussed
in an attempt to explore and to clarify the relationship, If a
relationship does manifest itself, this writer believes that he would
then be justified in drawing wider conclusicns based upon the specific

evidence produced in this limited study.

Scholars have differed greatly over the question of the relation=
ship between Genesis Rabbah and the Talmud Yerushalmi, Strack claims
that no conclusive demonstration can be made for the hypothesis that
the Palestinian Talmud was utilized in the compilation of Genesis
Rabbah.1 However, he stands virtually alone among critical scholars
who have dealt with this problem. 1In general, the scholars agree that
some type of relationship exists, but they differ ns to the nature

of that relationship.

Zunz and Frankel feel it is clear that the Yerushalmi was the

source for Genesis Rabbah, that many haggadot from the Yerushalmi are

found in Midrash Rabbah, and especially in Genesis Rabbah.2 Frankel

1Strack. H.L,, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash, p. 218,

» "% pYn ,x37 prerIa PIIDY nINneDY R1AD  L,7N3IN ,n:‘uz
«66 7Tx " x122"



sees the author or compiler of Genesis Rabbah as having altered the
form and arrangement of haggadot from the Yerushalmi, changing,
correcting, and adding explanations and additional commentary. Ha
brings several examples to demonstrate his contention that many changes
have been made in haggadot from the Yerushalmi before they are
introduced into Genesis Rabbah, changes which are for the most part

expansions and explanations.3

Albeck shows the untenable nature of Frankel's position. For, just
as Frankel can cite instances where Genesis Rabbah appears to be an
expansion of the Yerushalmi text, other examples can be cited where
the opposite is true, 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 Yerushalmi used Genesis Rabbah
as a source and added additional commentary, or that the compiler of
Genesis Rabbzh shortened the Yerushalmi text 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;
Nevertheless, those stylistic considerations of Frankel which support
the case for a clear relationship between Genesis Rabbah and the

Yerushalmi are certainly noteworthy.h

31bid,
b1bid., pp. 66-67.
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Lerner disagrees with the approach pursued by Frlnkel.s He didn't
want to ascribe changes and even falsifications of the Yerushalmi
text to the author of Genesis Rabbah, To get around the obvious
differences in parallel material, Lerner postulates an earlier Talmud
Yerushalmi, a proto-Yerushalmi, Albeck refers to it as the Talmud
Eretz Yisrael.6 Genesis Rabbah is dated somewhere between the Talmud

Eretz Yisrael and our own Yerushalmi 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 present Genesis Rabbah and Yerushalmi texts,

Albeck seems uncertain as to his own position with regard to the
question of a proto-Yerushalmi, He does, following Lerner, hypothesize
that twe different Yerushalmi texts existed., He refers to the earlier
one as the Talmud Eretz 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 version.
Yet he stresses emphatically that what he is doing is based upon the

present Yerushalmi text, the only cne we hava.7

Theodor dates the compilation of Genesis Rabbah slightly later
than that of the Talmud Ierushalmi.8 Lauterbach shares this view,

5Tbid., pe 67. Also see note # on Pe 73
61bid., p. 67.
71bid,, ppe 67 and 71,

8Theodor, J., "Bereshit Rabbah," in The Jewish Encyclopedia,
Vel, III. Fe 61‘-
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adding that the conjecture that Genesis Rabbah was not edited until

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

the eighth century, cannot be maintained.g Strack also rejects this
late dating, ascribing it to S, Haybaum.lo Zunz places the compilation
of the Talmud Yerushalmi in the first half of the fourth century,
arguing that ﬁc foundation exists to the claim that R, Yohanan was

the c:,::,:npi'!.':rn'.‘L1 Zunz dates Genesis Rabbah in the sixth cantury.lz
Albeck dates the earlier Yerushalmi, the Talmud Eretz Yisrael, at the

1
beginning of the fifth century, 3

Hence there appears to be unity in the scholarly view that the
Yerushalmi preceded Genesis Rabbah, However, the writer of this
paper dees not take for granted the precedence of the Yerushalmi, but
rather he will allow the evidence of the study to speak for itself, In
order 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 writer has located as much material as he
could in the Yerushalmi which is paralleled in the first five chapters
of Genesis Rabbah, and he has 1laid out these parallel texts side by

side, so that a comparative study might be pursued which would throw new

9Theodor, Jde, "Midrash Haggadah," in The Jewish Encyclopedia,
Vol, VIII, p. 557,

103track, ops cit,, p. 218, The Maybaum citation, found in Strack
on p. 339, nnte~§9. is Die altesten Phasen in der Entwicklung der Jud,
Predigt, I (Berlin, 1901, L3,

.29 X ,YRWr3 niwaTa L.V, ,rn:"

12104d., p. 77.

3M1beck, op. cit., "Introduction,” p, 71,



light on the question, The order of Genesis Rabbah passages was not
touched, Whenever rearrangements or omissions of material were
necessary to produce a parallel text, the Yerushalmi text was

reordered, Any reordering is indicated in the parallel texts, To make
line by line comparisons easier, the author has numbered the correspond=
ing lines down the right margin of the text, Whenever a number 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 edie
tion of the Yerushalmi, Page numbers referring to the Theodor edition
cf Genesis Rabbzh 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 omitted 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 to indicate
Yerushalmi or Genesis Rabbah, A small “a" or “b" may occasionally
follow the Roman numeral; these letters indicate a subetext related
in some way to the main text but found elsewhere than in the first
five chapters of Genesis Rabbah, In the discussions of the texts,
these abbreviations are used in referring to the various texts,

Whenever translations of Biblical texts are called for, the
translation provided in the 1956 Jewish Publication Society edition
of The Holy Scriptures has been followed,
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CHAPTER II
PARALLEL TEXTS
GENESIS RABBAH = PALESTINTAN TALMUD
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IY, and IG.

Both passages are in the context 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 II, 1, this writer will present at the end of this
chapter a more detailed discussion of that halakah and the several texts
which he has taken from it. There, he 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 member of the first
generation of Palestinian Amoraim and Rav Huna 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

200 C.E.2 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

<11 72 ,30%w17'a x13p Aot L Yypazs 1

ZMielziner, Moses, Introduction te the Talmud, p. 37.

BIbid., p. 46,



two times which appear here in our text,* Because of the petikta form
used in Genesis Rabbah, the passage was ascribed to Rav Huna in the name
of Bar Kappara 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 3, line 10 ( mn» 7i2% 73 amar "1 ),

and page 5, line 5 ( mna =2In3m "7 ).

The Yerushalmi passage is introduced as a saying of Rab, In line
H 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,” Albeck's "Index to
Names" does not bear out this relationship in Genesis Ra.bbah.6 In line
14 of I G,, we do find Rab cited, In I Y., Rabbi Eleazar presents the

parable which begins in line 16, whereas in I G, the parable is anonymous,

Both texts use Scriptures equally, citing the same proof-texts for
the same purposes. In I G., Scriptural quotations are twice introduced
with the phrase <ok nkv ap 7*a (lines 4 and 5), a commonly used
phrase,” whereas the Yerushalmi uses the phrase bR NXT apd

(1ines 4 and 5),.

y "3 PPn ,X37 NYPRIZ PITEY NINNDDY X132 , 7130 L, pyadx b
.52 7% ,“x nman» ,ninned

SFrankel, op. cit., p. 123 a,
6Albeck, op. eit., pp. 48-80.

s "% pPn ,x37 nYex7a ¥ITDY ninnBnY X13p L, Y130 ,pyavx f
«27 72 ,x13D



-
N

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 extranecus verse, generally
from the Writings section of Scriptures, The author plays around 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 text is highly diffuse and
unsystematic, To find what now appears to be a parallel 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 gquestion 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 thes
first word of line 23, and we skip from line 28 to line 63, Almost all of
Yerushalmi Hagigah IT, 1 deals with the Mishnaic prohibition against
expounding the Ma'aseh Bereshith before two and the Ma"aseh Merkabah

before one.8 Yet although the central idea, the prohibition, is
generally present in some form, the individual 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.

8
«"® ,%® pIB ,N2%iN NO0D LTPID 170 ,mawd
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In I G,, line 3, the word nn® is used, whereas in I Y,, 9ok is
used, MN® is part of the technical language which characterizes Genesis
Rabbah, The proem (nn®n®) , an introduction to the exposition of the
Seriptural 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 begini nmn® *21%8 "9 y or

nno *31%n "1 owa v11bm '1.9

The phrase TBK NKT A0 7*7 , the formula in lines 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 Seriptural passages.io In I Y., the corresponding formula is
7Dk nrY 722 . This formula appears a few times in the London

manusceript of Genesis l’tal::bal'l.11

In I G,y line 7, deity is referred to as @©Ya%1y 'n prix ¢
whereas in I Y, the designation used is a%'y Yw p*7x . Perhaps
the difference is incidental, but these two terms may hint at a
difference in theological emphasis., This author senses that the
designation @©Y2%1y *n p¥Ix is iomehow more grand, touching upon
a concept more profound, In line 12, I Y, uses the designation

p*2%1y *n , whereas I G. uses a"apn.

The word RiIDN® appears in line 8 of I G, The same word appears
twice in line 10, and once in lines 12, 19, and 20, This word, showing

exclamation or surprise, is found throughout Genesis Rabbah, Some

Mlbeck, op. cit., Part I, "Introduction,” p, 40.

10
Tbid., p. 27. 1144,



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

Genesis Rabbah,l?

In line 12 of both texts. the hermeneutic argument of infercnce
from minor to major is found, In I Y., the technical language is

9% %5 x%; in I G.,, @22Y 7DD nnx Yy,

In lines 13 of both texts, the technical formula a*nd 3is used to
introduce exegetical material, A technical term is also found in I Y,,
line 15, a line which is totally lacking in I G. The word W®wI7T,

although not paralleled here, is commonly found in Genesis R.al::bah.13

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 T Y, The parable which appears in lines 16-20 of both texts is
introduced in I G, with the phrase 071 wa %2 obiyn aavaa
and in I Y, by %2% . oYIyn 323133 is used often in the London
manuscript of Genesis Rabbah, In the other manuscripts, ©Y1%av anvaa

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

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 ®Yp2a
six times, whereas I G, uses the word only twice,

1ZJItlt:oeck. Ibid., p. 23

Bmpid., pe 26.

14
Ibid., p. 37,
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Text I Geos, found on pages 57 and 58 of Genesis Rabbah, is
included here because it parallels some of the material presented in
I Y., material which is taken from Hagigah II, 1, In addition, I G.a.
parallels some additional material from Hagigah II, 1 which is not
found in T Y, I Y.a. has been arranged so as to present all of the
material parallel to I G.a, which this author has found in Hagigah II,1,

Tt is no accident that the quotation from Ecclesiasticus 3: 21 has
found its way into Chapter VIII of Genesis Rabbah, On the contrary,
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 an overall plan and certain basic themes which run throughout
the work, For example, in Chapter VIII, he returns to the theme first
introduced at the very beginning of Genesis Rabbah, the exposition of
Proverbs VIII, 30, 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, The
figure of God creating with the advice of an "architect" is also
repeated here in Chapter VIII,

A chart showing significant differences between I Y,a, and I G.a,
follows, It is important to note in particular the differences in
technical language, Whereas in line 1, I G.a, introduces the Scriptural
quotation with the formula ='n ®=™a , I Y.a, uses the formula 2a%hd |
A stylistic difference can be seen in lines 8 and 9, where I G.a. uses
the negative%=m and I Y.a. uses the interrogative @B, In line 1,
Genesis Rabbah contains an error, since in Seriptures nnyTY

is corrsctly written nyTY,
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IT Y, and II G,

The only actual parallel which occurs in the main texts, IT Y, and
II G,, as well as the sub-text, II G.a., is the proof-text from
Job XXXVII, 6, In each case, this Scriptural verse is understood to
represent divinely entrusted information concerning the heretofore

hiddsntpnd 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. The 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 II Y, ignores the
‘Mishnaic prohibition, following instead the position of R, Ishmael, who
objected to any interdiction on the public discussion of esoteric matters,
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 primal

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

II G, attempts to discourage esoteric speculation by pointing out
that from the commencement 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. Two examples of this
method of inquiry are presented, the second of which presents Job

XXXVII, 6 as a source of information on Creation,




2k

In II G.a., the Job passage is presented to support the case of
R. Joshua, who argued that everything in heaven and on earth was created
from naught but heaven. Just as the snow is created out of heaven,
though its existence is on the earth, so everything that is in 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 imparted.

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 II G,, and
line 8 in IT G.a.), an exact linguistic comparison of the texts is
not possible., Yet it is important to present a linguistic comparison
chart, so that the differences in style, usage, and technical
language will be visible at a glance, Therefore, a linguistic
ccmparison chart for these three texts follows,
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First of all, it is interesting to note that the one parallel
verse, Job XXXVII, 6, differs in all three texts. II Y, and II G. both
misspell ®¥A , putting instead "3 . II G.2a. errs with the

spelling #1a .

With regard to technical language, II G. contains the root <R
once and the root w98 four times, II G,a. contains the rocot +am

twice, II Y, contains the root waT three times,

IT G, introduces Scriptural quotations once with the formula 2YR2Y
and twice with 17a% wavys po'x, II G.a. twice introduces
Scriptures with the phrase %21 12 A% vpve'py . II Y, introduces

a Scriptural passage with xaye np.

With regard to literary style, it is significant to note the
frequency with which the author of Genesis Rabbah uses the word %3,
In II G.,a., he uses the phrase ... @ 7120 93 four times, and three of

the four times the phrase is w'®w ap %3,
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IITI Y, and III G.

The underlying concern of these two texts is the Mishnaie
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 II, 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 III Y,, where the argument is given in considerably greater detail,
In fact, it is almost necessary to have read Hagigah II, 1 to
understand the full implications of III G., for the text provides only
a skeletal framework for the argument, What we do have in III G,,
however, is tightly organized, whereas the Hagigah halakah, as l‘ouml
in the Yerushalmi, is much looser. The order has been considerably

rearranged to correspond with IIT G, e

The following chart will present a more detailed linguistic

couparis on,
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Line one of the chart illustrates the type of stylistie differences
which sometimes occur, Whereas III Y, makes the simple declarative
statement that o%1yn %323 n"raa , the author of Genesis Rabbah,
more literary in his approach to the material, asks the rhetorical
question “aa o%1yn ®932 adY . The rhetorical question, posed
with the word ainY, is a frequently used stylistic device in Genesis
Rabbah,15 |

Another stylistic difference which appears in this chart is the
frequent use in IIT Y, of nr (see the three examples of this in lines
16, 20, and 21) for anmx . III G. uses ANk twice (lines 8 and 20)

and n& once (line 8).

Equally significant are the similarities in technical language
which appear in the chart, For example, in line 2 of both texts we
find 93 eee 9@ . This use of A2 is common to Genesis Rabbah,
as is the use of 3x ..., Ap which is found in lines 15-16 of III 1'.16
In line 3, both texts use the infinitive wyYY%, In IIT G,, the root
PI7 also appears twice in line 8 and once in line 23, In III Y., the

verb WwI17T also appears in line 20,

In line 5, III G, reads DR RIBPp M2 |, whereas IIT Y, reads
X79p M2 van « This is not a significant difference, since Baraitot
are often introduced in Genesis Rabbah with the technical term van .

15A1back, op. cit,, Part I, "Introduction,” p, ¥4,
16:&’,_ id., p. 35.
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Furthermore, the phrase xapp 73 %3n occurs a number of times in

Genesis Rabbah,l?

The technical term awmd , used in line 9 of IIT Y, to
introduce a Scriptural verse, is commonly used for this purpose in
Genesis Rabbah.,l® The form Y*n ... %13 , found three times in III Y.,
also appears in Genesis Rabbah,!? The verb mvnx » used in line 23 of
ITI Y., is a key structural term in this Talmudic dissertation, the
discussion continuing beyond IIT Y, In line 23 of III G, we find the
term w97 , However, the term ®vnax , as well as other forms of the
root, does appear in Genesis Rabbah.zo In IT G.a., we twice came

across the phrase ®aa 12 a% n¥y .,

171bid., p. 43.

1BIbid. s P 32.

191bid., p. 3.

zolhido » Pe 230
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IV G.a. ¥
The following sentence, found in Genesis Rabbah, Chapter I,

summarizes a text found in Genesis Rabbah, Chapter XII,
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IV Y. and IV G.

. By looking at the variant readings, one recognizes the relationship
between IV G., line 1, and IV Y., lines 1 and 2, Yet even this
comparison does not indicate the extent of the relationship, for lines
1 and 2 of IV Y, are taken out of the context of a passage which extends
from lines 43-62, The rest of this Hagigah passage is paralleled in
Genesis Rabbah, Chapter XII, p. 107, This writer has also reproduced
here the Genesis Rabbah passage from Chapter XII with its Yerushalmi
parallel (see IV 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 IV G, and IV Y, are identical, although
numerous 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 II, i. The linguistic 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 unified 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 Rabbah, lines 46-50 were placed before lines 4346,



v Y.

13n1* "7 pwa 1A 1
*NY 1X733 NI'NIR ‘nwa
pYiyny @ita oYaiya nmiavay 2
xaa

n"saa an%y 3
3%"xa Y1 4

X912 Y3%E RID 1M WITpa Wk 5
n%"»a3 x%x 2%y nx

pYiya yxa %> wa* w0 6
30K

x123y T

w21 2z 8
na"*a3a InIx x712
Tiny?* *HIixa

n"*a% praIpwx 'xavy 12-11
=M 2 12
Y

a71paa 13
17y2%w ar wIky

1a% 14
aT1paa

L1290 J1IXR L0 ‘a3 ok 15

v G,

3w (av y*7Iiab ‘aa anb
oY1yay arwa aYiya) ,e'avy
(zan

“aa x7a3 anY

‘=3 2% an?

‘xa x% an% x"9v

B*3'2% A 1IN 1Ry xYW
Wwy

X733 2y

"33 a¥apa ok wYx
®MN2

Ti1Dy'R "1 vany

1”? pripwx

%713 "2

oa?®

aYyohw 1xpI¥2
*3x72 aYyobw ar Ik

oaY
1IIpIya

we “a

12

13

14

15




39

The sentence in lines 1 and 2 of the chart under IV 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, This sentence
begins the haggadah that the world was created with two letters,
representing this world and the world to come, That haggadah
continues for the next eight lines in the Yerushalmi (see IV Y.a.,
lines 14=29), but only the first sentence has been transposed here,

Line 3 of IV Y, continues with the haggadah which relates the creation
of the world with the letter beth., Yet lines 1 and 2 have been included
here because, when the variant reading is added to line 1 of IV G,

(as has been done in the chart), a relationship between these two
verses is apparent, Also related is line 14 of IV G.a,,

w1y nx a“apa x13 1Y¥Ya myvmax Yawa y 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 from the chart,
For example, 2% is found in lines 1, 3, 4, and 5 of IV G., but only in
line 3 of IV Y. The characteristic use of the rhetorical question,
introduced by 2%, was noted with regard to III G, also.

In line 5 of IV Y., the form ®YR ... ]°®% Jppears, Although this
form is not paralleled in IV G,, it is often used in Genesis Rabbah.m
In lines 6-8 of both texts, the form®Y®... %Y® appears,

The differences found in line 6 may be significant, The rather

general statement gvapIx pYiya '®a Y3 W xYY is paralleled by

2lp1beck, op. cit., "Introduction,” p, 21,



Lo

the much more specific reference <W1% ©v3%2% s 1wnne vy xYw,
This writer feels that the use of #® ywAnN® in IV G, conveys a greater
sense of anxiety. Perhaps this is because the Minim, a designation
which generally applies to the JewishChristians,?? had made more
inroads or posed a greater threat than at the time of IV Y,

It is noteworthy that IV Y, ends words more frequently with a final
nun, In line 12, IV Y, has 7¥ K whereas IV G, has 0" IR, In
lines 12 and 14, 1aY appears in IV Y, where ba% is found in IV G, In
line 13, nYy2Y® appears twice in IV G., whereas 1%92%® is found in
IV Y, In line 6 of IV Y., 7%IDIR appears also,

The subtexts IV Y.,a, and IV G.a, have been included because
IV Y.a., containing lines 50«63 of column three, is continuous with
IV Y,, which is lines 43-51, in Hagigah II, 1, Although IV G. is
found in Chapter I of Genesis Rabbah, and IV G.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. The philosophical and ideclogical 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,

22Jast.rw. Marcus, Dicti s Pe 7764
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e tecksizal ter= YAD , rommon L0 Ganasis Rnbbah.23 is found
1n line 4 of botn texts, 2IYAIY 1s also found in line 6 of IV Y.a.,
and Lt appears frequently in enesis R.tbi.lh.?b In line 16 of IV Y.a.,
arcties teshnical phrase common to Genesis Rabbah, =oy® a2 is used
to irtroduce ::r;;~1ug-nz."5' asnat ap 12 is found in line 20 of

T T.s., arallel te TIMIY Y7 owd YoaR ‘9 "2RT ADDY which is

in line 19 of IV G.s,

- -

Irn IV G.tey the for= Y3 ... a0 1is employed in lines 2=3 and

(7mzf, In IV Yiaey Y3 ees B0 appears in line 26 and lines 27=28,

In these texts, we find a final nun employed many times, In line 17
5f both texts, the word 1°¥71" appears; in line 23, 17(®2YD ; in 24,
1*vn in 25, 1@ o In line 25 of IV G.a., 1Y721y appears;
in IV Y.a,, 1°9%% 13 71*vM* , Yet alsc in line 25 of IV G.a.,
aYyoYe® oappears, In line 28, IV G.a, uses a1 and thARYP ; IV Y.a.

uses 102183 .

In lines 24 and 28 of IV Y.a,, the term @%1y %3 appears,
paralleled in IV G.a. by p*A2a in line 24 and BYY®PIA in line 28,
13p1y , found in line 25 of IV G.a., as well as lines 13 and 14 of IV G.,

correspcnds to O7TI1P3 in the same lines of IV Y.a, and IV Y,

23Mlbeck, ope Cite, “Introduction,” p. 35.
241bid., pe 32
25Ibidey pe 30s



Line 29 of IV G.aes relates that their faces became blackened
(presumably with shame ), whereas in IV Y.a., the faces paled, In
line 29 of IV G.a., the Messianie future is mentioned.

The two texts end in lines 30 and 31 with totally unrelated
proof=texts, IV G.a, citing two passages from Isaiah while IV Y,a,
quotes from the Hallel (Psalm 103),
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Both texts are relating the same haggadah, and hence they both
express the same ideas, but not in the names of the same authorities,
The authority cited in line 1 of V Y, is R, Mathia ben Charash, who
belonged to the third generation of Tannaim (120-139 C.E.).%° mhe
corresponding authorities in line 1 of V G. are R, Simon in the name of
R. Joshua ben Levi, R. Simon was a student of R, Joshua ben Levi, a
legal authority of the first generation of Palestinian Amoraim

(219-279 C.E.).27

R. Jeremiah, a third generation Amora (320-359 C.E.),28 is cited
in line 3 of both texts, In V Y,, he speaks in the name of one of his
teachers, R, Samuel b, Isaac, In V G,, he speaks in the name cf
R. Hiyah bar Abba, a fellow student, with R, Simon, of R, Joshua ben Levi,

and alsc a centemperary to R. Samuel b, Isaac,

Line 15 of V Y, suggests that perhaps the children included
R. Eliezer and R, Joshua, Line 15 of V G, adds the name of R. Akiba,
which is at least cpen to question, since he began his studies at a
somewhat advanced age under the tutelage of R, Eliezer and R, Joshua,
V Go then closes with a proof-text, "Even a child is known by his

doings esee” (Proverbs XX, 11)

2pielziner, ops cit., p. 30.
2?Ibi-d. » P !"3.
281p3d., p. b8,



Both passages are structured identically, There is a close line
by line, and even word by word, correspondence, V Y, did not have to
be reordered in any way to parallel V G,

The only differences lie in the area of linguistics, The
following chart presents a detailed comparison,
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In 1ine 2 of V Y,, the technical term a2 appears, In line 9,
the formula 2A%NOT 1Y vad is found, Both usages appear in
Genesis Ra.bbah,29 although not in VG, In line 9 of V G,, the formula
a'nd oy® a2 appears, BYIDIR VY in line 14 of V G, is
paralleled by 71w& in VY, The formula 7Ja'%y 1XIp appears
in 1line 15 of V G,

A considerable Aramaic influence upon V Y. is evident, In line 5,
an Aramaic passage appears: 1913 19X 713K I®® . In lines
7 and 9, the Aramaic form 7*W& is found, Line 8 reads
Yoare 2% XTPIV nYa TPayl jInex e« In line 9, the
Aramaicism 23'nOY is paralleled by 23°n3 in V G. In lines 14 and 15,
T3 1YV ... 71TDK in V Y, is paralleled by the Hebrew

17 .o D?DIR WYY inV G,

29\Ibeck, op. cite, “Introduction,” p. 35.
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VI Y. and VI G,

These preceding pages with their nine texts, three of them from
Genesis Rabbah, provide us with a great deal of interesting material,
Tﬁe passage from Berakoth or that from Sotah, combined with the passage
from Peah, seem to provide us with the skeletal framework for a type of
argument which is found three times in Genesis Rabbah: on pages 12,
206, and 574, The framework is always the same; the details of the
specific passage being expounded are inserted within the framework,
lines 1=3 and 6=7, which in turn correspond with the same lines in the
Yerushalmi passages. The variant readings found with the Genesis Rabbah

texts bring them even closer to the Yerushalmi passages,

If the same type of argument is posed three different times 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 problem,

One of the reasons that R, Akiba is so significant in Jewish history
is because he created a new system by which halakot might be derived from
Sceriptures, According to the three Genesis Rabbah texts reproduced
here, as well as the text from Shebu'oth in the Babylonian Talmud and the
text from Tosefta Shebu'oth, R. Akiba learned from his teacher, Nahum of
Gimzo, the exegetical prineiples of inclusion and 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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Q
Yto discover things that were even unknown teo Moses.“‘o

It is evident that traditionalists might be somewhat disturbed by
R. Akiba's methodology 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 cpposition to what he considered to be R, Akiba's artificial
manner of interpreting the Law, R, Ishmael 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 methodeology., It
dees seem rather strange, though, that the Genesis Rabbah texts

include no rebuttal by R, Ishmael,

The Yerushalmi passages from Berakoth and Sctah, as well as the
Babli passage from Pesahim, present an interesting problem: who was
Nehemiah Imsoni, or Nehemiah the Imsoni? In addition, the passage from

Pesahim mentions Shimon the Imsoni,

A R, Nehemizh belonged to 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 “served" R, Akiba, this

BOGinzbagg. Louis, "Akiba ben Joseph," in The Jewish Encyclopedia,
VO].. Ig. Pe ,? .

lyselziner, ops cit., pe 35.
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seems to be the logical person, The Hebrew word for "serve" can alsa
imply “to study under," since disciples often gave personal service

to their teachers,

Yet the designation "Imsoni" still has to be explained, One
possibility is that posed by Jastrow in his dictionary: it means he is
from Amasia, in Pontus, Perhaps, however, an ayin has become confused
with a gimmel, and the correct reading is Nehemiah the Gimsoni, or
Nahum of Gimzo.32 Even this hypothesis does not solve all our problems,
however, for there is much confusion and contradiction in the material
we can gather concerning Nahum of Gimze, or Nehemiah Imsoni, In our two
Yerushalmi passages, Nehemiah Imsoni "served" R, Akiba, In our three
Genesis Rabbah passages, as well as the passage from Shebu®oth in the
Babli, R, Akiba "served" Nahum of Gimzo, In the Tosefta Shebu'oth
passage, R, Akiba expounded the exegetical principles of inclusion and
exclusion which he learned from Nahum of Gimzo, In the passage from
Pesahim in the Bsbli, Shimon the Imsoni=--others state, Nehemiah the

Imsoni-~interpreted every eth in the Torah as an extending particle.

In the Babylonian Talmud, Berakoth 22 a,, we learn: "Our Rabbis
taught: a ba'al keri on whom nine kabs of water have been thrown is
clean, Nahum a man of Gimzc whispered it to R, Akiba, and R, Akiba
whispered it tc Ben Azzai ,.." The implication seems %o be that

Nahum was the teacher of Akiba,

FLauterbach, J.Z., "Nahum of Gimzo," in The Jewish Encyclopedia,
VOI. H' pl 1‘!;8.
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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, It does provide another explanation for his name Nahum, the
man of Gam-Zu, Whenever anything would happen to him he would say:
Gam Zu Le-Tobah (this also is for good). We also learn there of

his deplorable physical state and his explanation for his blindness,

cerippled hands, crushed legs, and sores,

IL is not possible to reach any conclusions with regard to this
material, However, it is significant o note that of all these passages,
the two Yerushalmi passages alone present Nehemiah as a disciple of
R, Akiba, Yet this would seem most plausible, since it appears strange
that a teacher who taught R. Akiba his methodology, as the Babli,

Genesis Rabbsh, and the Tosefta claim for Nahum, would be so relatively
unknown, so seldom mentioned in the literature 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 that Genesis Rabbah agrees with the tradition found in the
Babylonian Talmud, that is, that R, Akiba studied under Nahum,

Certainly from this agreement we have no proof of a direct relationship
between Genesis Rabbah and the Babli, but the pessibility of relationship

or influence 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 even a single verse or expression or letter may call ancther
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"his teacher,"-> 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 differences in the "framework lines" between our
Yerushalmi and Genesis Rabbah texts lie in line 6. The Peah passage,
which contains some Aramaic words, means "and if it (a word of law,
or the word of the law) 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 reads "if you find it empty,
it is your fault, because you are unable tc interpret it," Yet a
variant reading suggests, like the Yerushalmi 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 themselves, We can assume that if the author of Genesis Rabbah

737 IR ,WR PIOD IX ,nRR A3%a IR L,INR PAD YMAND 1n153'33
772 F172 139D 1IP L7132 12 AA3Y JYIX L, nnx DIk 1YYER Ik MR
17ex 127 IRIP LT3V 0YIAT IR VR Y:InvoRD YOV RYP ,Yxver
Yp D727 x%A1 YPTIDY IVIBR IDWD WIIR ANKY L,IDRIV L, 1PTYDY
0937 Yaw xYx YmInvax2 @Y xYp ,Yxwr Y2 MIT Aoy ,a1m
SANR 73%0 1k L,INR PAB 173AD I2IYA L 19TDY 1YIBX 137 1RWP ,Tava
N3 ADD nnx Yy nNX NIX 1YYBX WK L,INK 12T IK L,INK PIOD 1IN
PIB ,NIAK YPIB) ",... AN XYX TIAD 7RI L,TIAD 13 amaY Jrazw
(*w*%w pioa ,vew
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was copying directly from an earlier source, he would have used the

same source for lines 1-3, 6, and 7 in each of these three passages,
Therefore these five lines should be axactly 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 author who merely strung together material

from earlier sources, The following chart will demonstrate my point,
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In truth, the same point could be made with regard to our
Yerushalmi manuscript. Upon comparison of the passage from Berakoth
with that of Sotzh, we see a number of minor linguistic differences.
Actually, both of these texts are part of a much larger block of
parallel material which tells of R, Akiba's martyrdom and of his
discovery through death cof the full meaning of the Shema. Linguistic
differences in these two parallel blocks of material are common,

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 various scribal traditions,
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VIT ¥, and VII G,

The content of both these passages is virtually the same, On the
surface, they present an argument betwsen the schools of Hillel and
Shammai over the prior crestion of heaven or earth, Yet this author
suspects thalt much more is at stake here than the mere determination of
priority of creation. Rather, we have here the clash of two very
significant points of view, Hillel is @ont@nding‘that law should be
adjusted to the rieads and wishes of socisty, since society was first,
and Shammai 1s asserting the primacy of law in the shaping of society,
Hence our passage in a sense represents a dialectic between heaven

and earth,

The passages present some difficulty with regard to authorities
citeds In line 10 of VII G,, there is a statement from R, Judah
be Re Ilaie In VII Yo, the same statement is presented in the name éf'
Re Judah bar Pazzi. R. Judah ben Ilai, a fourth generation Tanna,
was a discipls of R Akibaaag Ro Judah bar Pazzi was a fourth generation

Palsstinian AmoraoB5

The R, Hanin mentioned in line 12 of VII G. and R, Hanina of VIT Y,
are probably identical, Likewise, in line 17 of both texts R, Yohanan
is citedo Iine 18 of VII G, cites R, Tanhuma, but he is not mentioned
in VIT Y. In line 21, VIT G, cites R, Shimon and VII Y, ecites Re Shimon
ben Yochal, another instance of agreement, In line 25, VII G, eites

Re Elazar b, Shimons VII ¥, refers to him as R, L'azar be Re Shimmn;

34Mie].%in@m OPe %Ee@ Pe 336

35Framk@lg 9pe €itey pe 54 ba




VII Y. has a tendency to use Scriptures more frequently than does
VII G, For example, in lines 4 and 7 Talmud supports the argument of
each school with a proof=text, The proof-texts aren®t used in

VII G, to support the arguments,

In line 8, both texts begin a parable, In line 9 of VII Y,,
Isaiah XIVIIT, 13 is cited as a proof=text, whereas in VII G,
Genesis II, 4 is cited, The Genesis passage was used in line 7 of
VII Y, In lines 14 and 15, VII Y, presents another proof=text which is
absent in VII G, In lines 17, 19, 20, and 24, both passages use

Sceriptural proof=texts in the same way,

Structurally both passages are the same, However, VII Y, has a
tendency to elaborate points more completely, Yet if we check the
variant readings, we find that some of the other Genesis Rabbah
manuseripts do contain much of the material in VII Y, which is lacking
in our Genesis Rabbah manuscript,

Linguistically both passages are similar, Both contain one
Greek word and a few Aramaic words and endings, The chart which
follows will present a linguistic comparison,
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Line 3 of VII Y, spells out the structure of the argument which
will follow, with each school presenting its reasoning, The line reads
as follows: 77177377 Dy® 1°X*22 17'X) 177727y opb 1'RY3D VYK,
Although this line is not paralleled in our Genesis Rabbah manuscript,
it is to be found in the variant readings.

The root Dy® , so significant here in line 3, is used throughout
VII Y. In lines 4 and 7, the technical phrase ese T J12¥® NID
appears, In line 12 is found 71°7277 DY® °X*AD  ; in line 14,

ess T “Dy® 2  ; in line 24, =moyv ad . This root appears only
once in VII Ge; in line 18 “yo “3°2k f3® is found, However, the
root appears often in Genesis Rabbah in such phrases as 0¥® ad ,

AYDY® YED XDYD KD » nvoy®e NId .%

Some of the technical language found in VII G, differs from that
used in VII Y, In lines 4 and 7, the phrase <es T 7¥°NY7T V¥
appears, In lines 6 and 9, 3°n2>Y is used, The formula *3ax XVIp
pn*Y® appears in line 24, Yet similarities also are found, In line 5
of both texts, a parable is introduced with 1?8% , Line 10 of VII G.
contains my**on a1 ; In VII Y., the spelling is nyvron mT1.

The phrase 71% 7*pY0n a"2 pwd appears in lines 12 and 15 of
VII Y, The parallel in line 12 of VII G, reads %%a mn*av own
jhix pvpYon ., In line 21, VII G, contains 9*a vax a'on ,

whereas in VII Y, is found 9=®®n *ax a*an .,

3plbeck, ops cite, "Introduction,” p. 30.
9Pe E1L p
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VII G, and VII G.a. reflect the hand of the author of Genesis Rabbah,
In line 26 of VII 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 tc his creativity,

Lines 1-4 of VII G.,a.,, which are alsc lines 25=-28 in VII G.,
parallel lines 25-28 in VII Y, VII Y., a passage from Hagigah IT, 1,
deals, as menticned 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 word wmvaw
before yIk , and in other passages the opposite is true., The answer
given in lines 28 of VII Y, 2nd VII G, is that since both words are
at times found to precede in Scriptures, this proves that precedence

in citation is irrelevant, This ends the Hagigah II, 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 status with
regard to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, In lines 9=11, he 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 Bo, 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,
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Lauterbach, Ginsburg, J.N. Epstein, Finkelstein) that the Mekilta

of R, Ishmael reflects the second century tannaitic halakah,3?

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 Yerushalmi in 425,38

Hence, according to the prevailing view, the Mekilta is older.

Without going into the whole question of the dating of the Mekilta,
an argument extraneous to this paper, suffice it to say at this point
that Wacholder convincingly argues that the Mekilta should be dated in
the late eighth century,3? Furthermore, as will be demonstrated 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 VII 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 VII M,a, Leviticus Rabbah
XXXVI, 1, Midrash Samuel, Chapter V (beginning), and Tosefta Keritoth
(end) are also rela’c.ed.“'0 In addition, it is possible that Mishnah
Keritoth VI, 9 (end)is rsla.’c.e«:!,M Although the relationship is at best

3™acholder, Ben Zion, "The Date of the Mekilta De-Rabbi Ishmael,®
in The Hebrew Union College Annual, 1968,

Bsee pps 3=% of this paper and pp., 93-9 of the Albeck
Introduction, op. cit.

39?!3.1::}101:.’(31". op. cit,

W03 ",xnY2nY A3vdn 1vaw onva Yy 1Y ,amaxava %0
- «58 73 ,Iv aws 121 *PID YAIP

M 1mid,, pp. 57-60.



slight, and the authenticity of this Mishnah is itself subject to
ques‘t.ion.J""2 Wacholder correctly cautions that the multiplicity of
possible sources and the distinctness of the Mekilta's style make the
tracing of the source of VII M,a, to VII G.2, only probahle.%

This does not, however, alter the opinion stated by the writer of this
paper that VII Ge.a, reflects the creative hand of the author of Genesis
Rabbah,

uZWacholder. ope cite
“Impia,
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VIII Y. and VIII G.

The basic haggadah contained in both passages is the same,
although significant differences are found in the wording, Ben Zoma,
a scholar with an affinity for esoteric speculation, is here attempting
to determine the space between the upper and lower waters.

The context in Hagigah II, 1 is the prohibition against exposition

of the Ma'aseh Bereshith before two or the Ma'aseh Merkabah before one,

unless he be wise and understands 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 the section devoted to Hagigah II, 1.

The context in Genesis Rabbah is the exposition of Genesis I, 2,
The immediate connection is the phrase "and the Spirit of God hovered
over the face of the waters s.s." 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 over
which it hovers).”* Yet the wider context would include all of the
material in Chapter I of Genesis Rabbah which deals with the interdict
against exposition of the Ma'aseh Bereshith and Ma'aseh Psrklhah;

Whereas the commentators interpret R, Joshua's question (“what means

this, Ben Zoma ? Where are the feet?") in many ways, this writer accepts

Y e words in parentheses are found in a variant reading,.
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Theodor's theory that the question really has to do with esoteric
ph:’llosophy-l’s

Structurally the passages are similar, 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 God is quoted. VIII Y, line 9 quotes Deuteronomy
XXXII, 11: " .ee As an eagle that stirreth up her nest, hovering over
her young seee” In line 8, the Genesis I, 2 phrase is merely inferred,
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,

’1*5meodor edition of Genesis Rabbah, See the critical notes on
page 17,
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As the chart indicates, these twe texts relate the same hagpadah,
but in somewhat different words, In line 1, VIII Y. is termed a
ma'aseh, a tale, Although the ma‘aseh form is not paralleled here, it
appears commonly in Genesis Ra‘nbalhf6 The opening phrase of VIII G.,
% 233, does not appear elscwhere in Genesis Rabbah, although 9733
appears several times in conjunction with other words 7 The principal
dramatis personae in both texts are the same, although in line 1, ben

Zoma of VIII Y. becomes Shimon ben Zoma in VIII G,

It is not necessary to recount the differences line by line, The
chart, and the parallel texts themselves, do this for us, It is almost
as if the same story were told by two people, and each related it in his
ovn words, For example, the few words in line 3 of VIII Y, are expanded
into 3 lines, lines 3=5, in VIII G, A perfect gezerz shava is found in
VIIT Y,, lines 8=11: 1%a% “3v ... 12 ... 17a% WK1 ... %D DRI
IR “DRIP ... UK .oe o The purpose of the gezera shava is to clarify
the meaning of the root ®|N7 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
readers understand the root M7 with no problem, for he does not

include a gezera shava,

In line 12, both texts relate how R, Joshua told his disciples that

ber Zoma, by immersing himself for toc long in esoteric speculation, was

, 32 pYn ,X37 NYPXI2 PIIDY RINNBDY XI3D L7130 ,pr:b:46

«92-81 o¥1x ,0°718%03 nned , 3 niana ",nIP0IAY ninnen®

“7Ibid., Part I, "Introduction,” p. 31,
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no longer for this world., In VIII Y., R. Joshua is reported to have
said ywnap 23t 13 YW ; in VIII G.,%23T 132°.1% Y& o In
relating ben Zoma's death, VIIT G. reads 0%1y3 ®2%Y j]a , whereas

VIII Y. reads =%XDIT 72 T893,

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 differences 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.
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The halakah presented in these texts is found in Mishnah Berakoth,
816, The entire halakah reads: "No Benediction may be said over the
lamp or the spices of gentiles, or over a lamp 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 li.ghlt'..."“'a

It is interesting to note that, whereas the Yerushalmi pascage
corresponds rather closely to the Genesis Rabbah passage, the discussion
on the same halakah in the Babylonian Talmud, Berakoth 53 b,, does not
include any parallel material, It therefore seems to be a reasonably safe
assumption, since the halakic format is not indigenous to our expositional
midrash on Genesis ’ug that the Yerushalmi was the source for this

Genesis Rabbah passage.

We czn assume that the halakic format is not indigenous to
Genesis Rabbah because of the nature of the book of Genesis itself,
The tannaitic midrashim 15.0 the other books of the Pentateuch, Mekilta,
Sifra, and so on, collected the halakic comments as a major purpose,
if not the major purpose, and herce are halakic-haggadic midrashim,
Genesis, on the contrary, contaifis only a small portion of legal matter,
Therefore it is most unlikely that a corresponding halakic-haggadic

xidrash to Genssis ever existed.

4erbert Danby translation of the Mishnah, pi 9.

“Ip1though it is significant to note that in the third volume of
the Theodor-Albeck edition of Genesis Rabbah, part II, Albeck lists on
pages 78=79 over ninety halakot found in Genesis Rabbah,

5°rheodor. Julius, "Midrash Haggadah," in The Jewish Encyclopedia,
Vol., VIII, p. 557.
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In content our texts correspond quite closely, A few
rearrangements in the order of the Yerushalmi passage were necessary to
make it parallel IX G, Likewise, the same authorities are cited, and the
same Scriptural quotations are used., IX Y, is lacking the parable
which we find in IX G,, line 7, Both passages contain the same parable

beginning in line 10, but it is more complete in IX G.

The context of IX G, is the exposition of Genesis I, 4=5:
"And God saw the light, that it was good; and God divided the light
from the darkness. And God called the light Day, and the darkness He
called Night," Both of these verses are woven into this exposition,
The 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 Havdalah cermony.

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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The first four lines of these two 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 that one must 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, =9vy ; then He made the Havdalah, Y1a*1 ., 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 explain that
R. Ze'ira, the son of R. Abbahu, expounded in Caesarea that this verse
js the source of the mishnah and 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 3 and part of line 4 in IX G,
The second lines are parallel, with the exception of the first word of
IX Y., w7 , which is at the end of line 2 in IX G., followed by the
word  yva0vpa . Line 3 of IX Y, parallels line 1 of IX G. Line 4 of
IX Y, parallels the second half of line 4 in IX G.

The technical phrase in line € of IX Y,, 170K 1%330 , is
found also in the variant readings of IX G. Line 8 of toth texts
contains <waxand Y997 Y2 . Line 10 of IX Y, begins a parable with
the formula ,,, 7%2% @11 737w ad% Ywn 1Yed , Although the
parable is introduced in IX G. with the word 11Y2¥ alone, as is seen

also in line 7, the entire formula as found in IX Y, appears elsewhere
in Genesis Rabbah.st

Slibeck, ops cit., "Introduction,” p. 37.



The formula 3'N2T X171 ®IA introduces a Seriptural verse in
1ine 16 of IX Y., whereas the parallel in IX G, is 99 . However, this

52 The techniczl term EADAR

formula is commonly used in Genesis Rabbah.
appears in lines 20, 21, and 22 of IX G, If the variant readings are
taken into account, the formula ®Dy® N*IDR RI® appears in line 23 of

both texts.

In line 11, both texts contain the loan word from the Greek which
means "chiefs of guards."53 The author of Genesis Rabbah, however,
adds that one was in command by day, and the other by night, and that
they used to guarrel with each other. In line 13, both texts relate
the garrel, However, it is interesting tc note that the chiefs of
guards in IX G, wish "to rule” by day (®Yw) , whereas in IX Y, they

wish "to serve" (vow).

In lines 14, 15, and 1B, a stylistic difference is evident. The
words DYY,Aa%%% ,a%'% in IX G, sre paralleled by BY'a, a¥vva,
aYYYa in IX Y, Also, in line 20, W3 in IX G, is spelled P2 in
IX Y. The Genesis Rabbah spelling coincides with the orne found in

Scriptures,

In 1line 22, the two texts intend different meanings. Although
the meaning of In®TIA in IX G. is unclear to this writer, and Thecdor
gives numerous variant readings, which further complicate the guestion,

this writer believes the general intent of the verse to be that God has

521hid., p. 26.

53Jastrcw, Marcus, A Dictionary, p. 92,



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 may 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 dominiocn, so God cama
and made a separation between them, thus establishing peace on high,
The significant word is w&7awa, although this writer prefers the
variant reading Y®72239¥d , which then gives us "p1Y® awy”™ ma2a3wd
tv3va . In IX, the parallel word is ®X'Y®d , when He went forth,
or perhaps, less 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,
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Texts X Go and X Y, represent another attempt to determine more
concretely what happened during the Six Days of Creation., The context
of X G, is the exposition of the Scriptural verse "And God said: Let
there be a firmament in the midst of the waters (Genesis I, 6), Our
passage attempts tec translate this vague statement intec 2 more precise
account of the event, X Y, is also an exposition of the Genesis
passages The immediate context in the Yerushalmi is an attempt to deter=
mine the breadth of heaven, The issue supposedly under discussion, if
we can use the Mishnah 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, Re Bun said it in the name of
Re Samuel b, Nahman ..ee" X Y. cites only R. Bun., In line 7, both
texts cite Rabs In line 10, both cite R, Judah ben Simon ben Pazzi,
However, X Y. refers to him as R, Judah ben Pazzi, whereas X G, cites
R, Judah b, R, Simon,

The following chart will be of aid in comparing these two texts,
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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 exactly. Yet in addition to the differences in authorities cited,
which have been discussed above, numerocus differences can readily be

seen in the wording.

Lines 1-3 contain the citation of authorities, In X Y,, the
formula used is 9"®; in X G., “»x 7*3372. In lines 7, 8, and 10,
X Y, also contains the formula 9% , as does X G, in lines 7 and 10,

In line 11, both texts contain the formula <X nRT ap va.

Within lines 4, 7, 8, and 12, perfectly parallel material is found,
The second part of lines 7 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 of X Y,
The style of Hebrew 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 tc determine the nature of the
events which took place during the Six Days of Creation, IFurthernore.
X Y,a, is taken from Hagigah IT, 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 Shammai over the prior
creation of heaven or earth is continued in these texts, However, the
ideological and philosophical implications of the Hagigah text will 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,
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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 commanded 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., The 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 Shammai
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 reflected 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 Shammai, Yet the Hillel-Shammai
controversy has 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 II, 4
"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



fourth, fifth, and sixth days, X Y,a. also refers to the six

generations which correspond to the Six Days of Creation,

The main controversy in X G.a. is over 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.
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 heavens, came into beirg on

the second day. The connection between the firmament and the heavens
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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, Azariah disagreed, maintaining that our verse, Genesis II, 4,
clearly teaches that Earth 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 argument 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.
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XI G,, like X G., is an exposition of Genesis I, 6; "And God
saids Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters," XI G,
determines that the thickness of the firmament equals that of the earth,
XI Y, arrives at the same conclusion, but the stéps 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 appears quite loose and unstructured,

No authority is cited in XI G, XI Y, mentions R, Hiya and R, Judah,
XI Y, contains one more Scriptural citation (Proverbs VIII, 27) than does
XI G. Both texts arrive at their conclusion using the hermeneutic

argument from analogy, the gezera shava,

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,
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XI G. lacks any technical language., However, the technical
language which appears in XI Y, can all be found elsewhere in Genesis
Rabbah, In line 1, ®%nRk and%3n are found; % in line 5, w1k ;5

in line 9, Oy® 21D ;56 and in lines 10 and 11, a'n3 .5?

5'ﬁ1beck, op. ¢it,, "Introduction," pp. 23, 43.
5 5bid., p. 21.
56mbid,, p. 30.

5?’Ibid.., Pe 32,
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XII Y. and XII G.

XIT G, is an exposition on the divine decree, "Let the waters under
the heaven be gathered together unto one placs," (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 "? The answer given is
that water was poured upon the earth only at two specific occasionss
one during the generation of Enosh, and one during the generation of

the builders of the Tower of Babel,

The context of XII 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
Seriptures. Structurally they are unrelated, Linguistically, however,
they are similar, One significant linguistic similarity can be seen
in the fact that both texts use the device of the rhetorical

question introduced by ninY%,.



XIIry.
21~15 N17I0 3 TUD X"H poexyd

7949% yoana (21) “a yna 4 ¥ xenxy (20)
oTYRRIPD INRXY HYIING

0o IRV OTRNT ATMIAR

Lyomm (15) m%Ypns aab 9 oxy (14)
qpR DIbe 7@ 7T 9

JMapnm bw yvnyaera by maayw e by
PUF YYD AWY RWT YIRD RWIN

paxm &30y (17) s%x onwy RY R
IMITDY FIT YOITD AWY RWT

anrormy mry123a (18) mmow R ohase ‘9

P PIAVIN

o¥arE n¥Ypna (19) moe midw w3 9917 97 AvnyT by
JYIRM MPYpna mn% bnasy "7 ornyT by

oP 3TN JDY RTYI Y arT wicxn (20)

5

9
10
11
12

14
15

17

19
20
21
22

110




XITI G.
@ P 3 7P 38 X X337 NYEKTM

331 7YWa RWIn p¥abr DK

€

1*7% 103133 ‘2 In3 ‘7 owa van

,0%2%% 10 “7Y XM

papy yawxa avpypnay (7% 10333) wriy sy ok (4)
(v* 2 nvexqa) aoIEa AN

71232 o119 ov1a7 1y (5) avyos xane

,¥02 1Y a%ymy , 0Y3IATY OYWIPIDY DYDY

, %37 13 (6) w» x1a jx axYTan pnx» ‘7 WK
»aAYPYPNI N2

Tpx 01%® ‘73 amwar 1

a"apn DR PP 138 Yy aMaye

Gas v3) "1 (7) v xen

»7OK3 XNY YYA % YOK3 'IEa Ad

TORa XXy ®YR 1D nwy xY RY)

‘321 y*112 (8) awy =wv

(=Y
O 0NV AW N - o

- ok ok
N - O

13
14
15

,ya%3 yya 7'x1 Yaxa vama (Pam awwy yyd) 16

311737 %y ADYDIA IDIK ORAYE ‘1

aviy vy ,axMa 7137 mwy? (1) nooo
,N171?D 1Py pI0 viVIx 17YER B

yXAY3 ATIAY "7 AvhyT Yy

,%%pn3 ap% onive ‘71 avnyt (2) Yy
IPITIR TTIOAT AT BYYY IDRT WITRD XIK

| 7 wxy "1y, @y ayaawx axzny (3) 3
noea (4) 5 | Y 7109v w0323 (4) 4

2x11 avypn3 (6) 9 | =31 maya

B >wyy (7) 12 | x 2 [rwan (6) 10
1 v away vvy (8) 16 | *®x1 aney (7) 14
%1 owve 2x ma amwar (1) 20

17
18
9
20
21
22

39



112

XITI Y. and XIITI G.

XIIT G. is an exposition on Genesis I, 11: "And God said:
Let the Earth put forth grass, herb yielding seed, and fruit-iree
bearing fruit after its kind ...." The question posed and answered
in this passage is the reason that the ground was cursed in Genesis
IIT, 17 if in fact it did bring forth, The context of our passage is

the running exposition of Genesis I, 9-13,

The context of XIII Y, is a Mishnaic halakah which states that
"pne 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 of) a
vegetable on to a tree," (Kilaim I, 7)

The immediate context is a teaching in the name of R, Elazar
that a gentile is permitted to sew and to wear "diverse kinds," but
not to cause diverse 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 ? This leads into line 9 of XIII Y, The order has
been transposed to correspond with XIIT G,, but in the original text
lines 2-5 follow line 22,

Within the passages themselves the same ideas are preseated,
although in much more complete form in XIII G,, which fills in many of

the details, The authorities cited agree, with the exception of
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R. Isaac of Magdala, who is mentioned only in XIIT G,, line 8, In
comparing lines 10 and 20 of the two texts, one discovers a difference

in the spelling of R. Judah's nanme,

Linguistically the passages are quite similar, The following
chart will aid in making a comparison,
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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, Y3n appears
in XIII G.,, whereas ®YhAR is used in XIII Y, However, the Aramaic
verb ®YNR appears elsewhere in Genesis Rabbah..s8 The reot BR
appears in lines 8, 10, and 17 of XIII G., and lines 10 and 17 of
XIII Y. The phrase ses 7T AYNYT %y appears in lines 20 and 21 of
both texts.

The texts are stylistically quite similar, Both use the
rhetorical question introduced by ni2% in lines 9 and 21, Both
contain a sprinkling of Aramaic forms, In addition to ... 7 T1"NyYY
mentioned above, lines 22 of both texts are entirely in Aramaiec, ‘
XIII Y. contains ®¥A® in line 2 and 7v%%1pd in line 3; XIII G.,

®#n*3 in line 20,

XITI G, contains the word 317371 in lines 11 and 17, XIII Y.
parallels this with 1*R¥9*12 in line 11, However, this writer
assumes that in this context the rocts 913 and a3% form synonyms, for

in line 17, Mf1v11v%2 appears,

5Bplbeck, op. cit., "Introduction,” p. 23.
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Hagigah II, 1

Nine of the Yerushalmi parallel texts which have been included in
this study come from Hagigah II, 1, Six of these are main texts; three
of them are related, or sub-texts, Together they constitute a
significant portion of Hagigah II, 1, as well as a significant part of
this study. Therefore the writer of this paper will here present a
synopsis of Hagigah TI, 1 so that the Yerushalmi texts can be understood
in context, The parallel material from Genesis Rabbah will also be
discussed, In addition, this section will deal with the predominant
philosophical and theological motifs found in Hagigah IT, 1 and in the

parallel material from Genesis Rabbah,
The Mishnah being expounded is as follows:

The forbidden degrees (pf marriage) may not be expounded before
three persons, nor the Story of Creation before two, nor (the
chapter of) the Chariot before one alone, unless he is a Sage
that understands of his own knowledge, Whosoever gives his mind
to four things it were better for him if he had not come into the
world=-what is above? what is beneath? what was beforetime?

and what will be hereafter? And whosoever takes no thought for
the honour of his maker, it were better for him if he had not
come into the world,

The material of interest to us begins in line four, Chapter II, 1
(pe 77 2« column one in the Krotoshin edition), where the Mishnaic
prohibition against exposition of the Ma'aseh Bereshith is taken up.
Talrmud explains that the Mishnaic prohibition represernts the view

held by R. Akiba, However, the halakah follows R, Yshmael, who permitted

such exposition, R, Judah bar Pazzi began his discourse on the Ma'aseh

1Danby. Herbert, translation of The Mishnah, Hagigah II, 1, p, 213,
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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., That snow was
made from the water is supported by the proof-text Psalm CXLVII, 17,

That the snow was in turn made into land is proved by Job XXXVII, 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, 13 proves that
the mountains stand on the wind, Psalm CXLVIII, 8 and Deuteronomy XXXIIT,
27 complete this series of proof-texts which are presented to divulge

information on the Ma'aseh Bereshith,

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 Seriptural expesition of the Ma'aseh
Bereshith, One might also argue that the implication of the Talmud
seems to be that esoteric speculation is unnecessary, since all truth
is included in Scriptures, if one would only search it out, It is the
opinion of this writer that the compilers of the Talmud have here
sidestepped the question of whether this material represents speculation
or warns against it, The Scriptural quotations are merely presented as a

series of facts.

The next block of material found in the Talmud represents a
digression, The only comnection with the previous material is that the
Amos IV, 13 proof-text mentioned above introduces this discussion of

six Seriptural 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 IV, 13; Zephaniah II, 3; Amos V, 15; Lamentations III, 29;
Ecclesiastes XIT, 14; I Samuel XXVIIXI, 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 ocut that the
purpose of this prohibition was so that 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 cf esoteric thought is likened to
a choice between two paths:t one of fire and one of snow, With its
heat, the first path kills those who travel it; with its cold, the

second kills, He who would survive should take the middle way,
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Our Hagigah chapter next relates a haggadic passage concerning
R, Yohanan ben Zaccai and R. Eleazar ben Arak, his pupil, Yohanan was
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 anmounced 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
that 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 dces both !

When Jose the Priest and Simeon ben Nathanel, alsc 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 Bat Kol 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 are
invited to the third division (i.e. to sit among the wisest of the three

groups which sit before the Shekinah studying hidden matters),
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The material which appears next in the Hagigah chapter constitutes
VIIT Y, in our parallel texts, and is 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 philoscphy, lost his grounding in this world, and died, Both
texts echo this dire warning,.

R, Judah bar Pazzi in the name of R, Jose the son of R, Judah
relates that three presented esoteric discourses before their rabbis:
R, Joshua before R, Yohanan ben Zaceai, R, Akiba before R, Joshua, and
Hanania 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
whe entered the pardes, which here means, not pleasure garden, but rather
realm of esoteric philosophy. One, ben Zoma, loocked and died, Ben Azai
looked and was smitten, Elisha ben Abuya looked and mutilated the shoots
of the garden of religion, or, less literally, became irreligiocus. 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
for restraint, for limits to esoteric philosophy which might otherwise
threaten the very roots of belief,

The Talmud passage continues with some haggadic material concerning
Elisha ben Abuya, In his earlier years, Elisha had been an accepted
member of the Palestinian rabbinic community, Yet he became deeply
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involved in dualistic philosophical speculations, ard so infuriated

the rabbis with his heretical ideas that they refused even to pronounce

2

his name, referring to him instead by the title Aher, "the other,"” 1In

one of the tales related here, Elisha rode his horse past the academy 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
site of the destroyed Temple on a Yom Kippur which fell on the Sabbath.
A bat kol came forth from the site of the "Holy of Holies" and said,

"return, O children, except for Elisha ben Abuya, for he knew my power

and he rebelled against me,

Material concerning Elisha, and also his pupil R, Meir, continues
until column three, line 18, With the exception of two lines, 29 and
30, the entire remainder of this third column 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 tc the end cf this halakah,

The following chart might best demonstrate how the material in the

remainder of the halakah is broken down:

Column three (page 77 b. in the Krotoshin edition)
g - lines 19-28, 63-68

IY.,a, =~ lines 31, 18-20
IIT Y, = lines 32-43
IvVY, = lines 43-51
IV Y,a, - lines 50-63
VII Y, - lines 68-74

%Ginzberg, Louis, "Elisha ben Abuyah,” in The Jewish Encyclopedia,
v01. V. Pe 13’80



Column four (page 77 bs)

VII Y, - lines 1-8, 1621
X I.a. - lines 8-16

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 from the chart that most of the material
constituting the main texts appears in the same order in Genesis Rabbah
and the Yerushalmi, The only exception is lines 63-68 in I Y, Also,
Jjust as texts IIT Y, and IV Y, are contiguous in the Yerushalmi, texts

IIT G, and IV G, are contiguous in Genesis Rabbah,

Text I Y, begins with a passage from Ecclesiasticus III, 21 which
denounces study of secret or esoteric philosophic doctrines, It 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.asy 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 reverence; for it is not needful
for thee to see with thine eyes the things that are in secret..“3 1Y,
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 XXXI, 19,

Genesis XXXVII, 7, and Exodus IV, 11 are all interpreted so as to prove

that those who discourse publically on esoteric mysteries should be

3Bira.m. A,, "Ma'aseh Bereshit; Ma'aseh Merkabah" in The Jewish
Encyclopedia, Vel, VIII, p, 235.
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silenced, since such expositions run counter to the divine will and

degrade God's glory.

The next pair of parallel texts found in Hagigah II, 1, III Y, and
ITI G., broaden the scope of the argument by presenting both sides,
The Genesis Rabbah argument begins by citing Rabbi Jonah in the name of
Rabbi Levi. R, Levi argues in favor of the Mishnaic restriction,
claiming that the world was created with a "beth" (the wcrd "Bereshith”
introduces the Torah) because, "just as the "beth' is closed at the sides
but spen in front, so you are not permitted to investigate what is
above and what is below, what is before and what is behipd." R, Levi
has even aschoed the Mishnah's wording of the interdiction, 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 7 what is

below 7 what was beforetime 7 and what will be hereafter "

Genesis Rabbah then counters with the view of Bar Kappara, who
cites Deuteronomy IV, 321 "For ask now of the days past, which were
before thee, since the day ,..." This means, you may speculate on
esoteric matters from 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 Creation 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,
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R, Levi cites Job XX, 4: "Knowest thou not this of old time, since
man was placed upon earth ...." 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 Hegigah the text is used differently. "For ask now of the days past,

which were before thee," Could this mean before the Ma'aseh Bereshith 7

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 the days past." Our authority finally
seems to decide that the meaning of the Seriptural 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" (Deuteronomy IV, 32). 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 come to R. Levi's interpretation of the use of
"beth" to begin the Torah. R. Levi seems to be supporting the Mishnaic
interdiction, But, according to the first few lines of the Talmud
text, the halakah is according to the more lenient view of R. Ishmael,
Both parallel texts probably echo R. Ishmael's sentiment when they

state in lines 23-24 that R, Judah ben Pazzi expounded the Ma'aseh
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Bereshith in the manner of Bar Kappara. Nevertheless, the Talmud
passage as it appears in the Yerushalmi closes by echoing the Mishnaic
interdiction as represented by R, Levi's interpretation of the

"beth" in “Bereshith,"

Texts IV Y, and IV G, are digressions, related to the material
which precedes only because they contain additional commentaries on the
use of "beth"™ to begin the Torah, The "beth" informs us of the existence
of twe worlds, since it has the numerical value of two, It also tells
us that blessing (berakah) lies at the basis of the world, not the
curse (arur), which would have been the case had the world been
created with “alef,"” The reference to heretics who might have
questioned the durability or permanence of the world had it been created
with "alef" 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 doctrine of the

Gnostics which represented deity as a dual l:mimgi.'!L

IV Y, and IV G, close by explaining that "beth" was used to
create the world because it has cne point which projects upward toward
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=ethe parmis-sibility of
expounding esoteric philosophy publicly, And our sub=texts, IV Y.a.
and IV G.a., digress further, explaining why it is known that the
world was created with the two letters yod and he,

“Graetz, Heinrich, History of the Jews, Vols II, pe 377
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Implicit in texts VII Y, and VII G. is the assumption that the
earliest 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 Shammai are dated during the first
generation of Tanaim (from 10-80 C.E.):5 R. Akiba, champion of the
Mishnaic prohibition, is considered a member of the third generation

6
of Tanaim (120-13Q 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
represents one man's opinion, and that cpposition 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 Harknbah.? 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
youngest disciples of Hillel,8 opposition to his ideas may have grown
slowly, reaching full fruition only with R, Akiba, who recognized the
true danger inherent in such speculation,

SMielziner, Moses, Introduction to the Talmud, p. 2L,
6

Tbid., p. 28,

?Biram| SOPe E}_Eo' Pe 2360

BMielziner, op. cit., pp. 24=25.
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Tt seems fairly certain, however, that R. Yohanan himself was
aware of an interdict against the teaching of esoteric philosophy
publicly, for he pointed out in response to Eleazar's request for
esoteric knowledge of the Chariot 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., Hence the likelihood
is great that the interdict predates R, Yohanan, perhaps being
directed against a doctrine which existed within the philosophical
currents outside of the mainstream of Judaism, but seen as a;
increasing threat to Judaism, Since the interdict, predating R, Yohanan,
would also therefore predate Christianity, the suggestion of those who
claim that Gnosticism is the target of Mishnah 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 may 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 addition to
the question of priority of heaven or earth, the question of grass,
luminaries, and 1living creatures is taken up, Another controversy

included here concerns the determination of the fundamentals of

9Blau, Ludwig, "Gnosticism," in The Jewish Encyclopedia, Vol, Veu
p. 681, See also Graetz, op. cit., Vol. II, pp. 374-377, 380-383.
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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 of
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, The general view put forth seems to be
that, contrary to the Mishnah and R, A<iba, but in accordance with
R, Ishmael, exposition is permitted, but such exposition is attended

by great risk,

It is interesting to note that the chapters of Genesis Rabbah
under consideration lack much of the material which shows the unfortunate
results of esoteric speculation, The decision to rocam 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, The haggadah regarding the four who
entered the pardes is not included, A1l of the material concerning
Elisha ben Abuya is lacking, It is impossible to determine with any
degree of certainty why specific material was not included, but it 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, The Yerushalmi appears to express considerably
more anxiety over the threat posed by public discourses on esoteric

philosophical themes,
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CHAPTER III
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

From the careful analysis of these parallel texts, it becomes
possible to draw certain conclusions regarding the nature of the
relationship between the Yerushalmi and the first five chapters of
Genesis Rabbah, The writer of this paper will utilize this chapter to
bring together and summarize 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 was noted. -However. the writer of this paper wishes to
take nothing for granted, Hence, based upon his own findings, he will
relate his conclusiocns concerning the chronological relationship of the

Yerushalmi and Genesls Rabbah,

The material examined in this paper from both sources covers the
same time-span, The oldest material is that represented by the
controversies between the schools of Hillel and Shammai, These two schools
are dated within the first generation of Tanaim, from 10-80 C.E.1 The
latest authority cited is R, J#remish, in VY, and V G, He was a third
generation Palestinian Amora, and hence is dated during the pericd from
320-359 C.E.2 Judah ben Simeon ben Pazzi, mentioned numerous times in
our texts, was also a Palestinian Amora who can be dated at the

beginning of the fourth century.3 Taking into account the fact that

1Hielziner, Moses, Intrcduction tc the Talmud, p. 24,

2Thid., p. 48,

3Lautarbach, J.2., "Judah ben Simeon ben Pazzi," in The Jewish
&12!010&ia| VD].. VII| Pe 3581
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our texts represent only 2 tiny fragment of the total material in
either source, our time span nevertheless seems to correspond reasonably
well with that which the scholMrs postulate. Mielziner places the
compilation of the Pnlestiniaanalmud around the time of the third
generation of Amoraim.h Albeck places the date at h25.5 Either of
these dates is consistent with our finding that R, Jaremiah represents

the latest authority mentioned in our parallel texts,

Now we must deal with the question of how to date Genesis Rabbah
relative to the Yerushalmi, This is most difficult., Our parallel
texts have provided us with numerous 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 time 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 nun for the final mem might
well have taken place at the hands of scribes, Furthermore, since

Aramaic was a living tongue for Tanaim and Amoraim,G the presence of

“Mielziner, op. cit., p. 8.
",%132" ,°x pYn ,X37 NYPERI PITRY RINNED) X13D ,7130 ,pyaved
95 Tz

6H‘acholder. 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,

ILet us look, then, 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 found 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
technical language which appeared in the parallel Yerushalmi texts, He
also was familiar with the same midrashic methodology. In addition,
however, he utilizes a technical langnage which does not appear in the
Yerushalmi, The use of the verb nn»s, for example, to cite an
authority, is characteristic of the petikta form found in Genesis
Rabbah, A petikta, the proem which invarizbly occurs in rabbinic
sermons, introduces these expositional homilies, The proems are
seemingly extraneous verses, generally from the Writings secticn of
Seriptures. The author plays around 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, 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

7Albeck, op. cit., "Introduction,” pp, 20,
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embellishment of the parashiyot with many artistic additions, shows the

hand of the creative author,

Another example of technical language found in Genesis Rabbah but
not in the parallel Yerushalmi texts is the term =®nbn&k , This term
appears many times, generally indicating surprise, wonder, curiosity.
Tt can also serve as an exclamation mark, Some scholars contend that

: 8
this term reflects the hand of the author of Genesis Rabbah,

The term wam appears four times in text II G. The form of the
argument ist cee 19017 W'D (2K ,W7D YY) ceeo This argumental
structure appears twice in II G,, but the term W@ does not appear

anywhere in the Yerushalmi parallel material examined in this paper.

If the findings of this limited study are true, namely, that the
author of Genesis Rabbah knew of the technical language used in the
Yerushalmi, but the compilers of the Yerushalmi were not familiar with
all of the technical language from 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 Yerushalmi 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 Rabbah, The discussions of Mishnah

Berakoth 8:6 which appear in these two texts correspond rather closely,

81bid., pe 23.
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The discussion of this same Mishnah 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 that the Yerushalmi was
the source for 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 texts VII Y, and VII G,, this writer gave
the reasons why he believes that the argument in lines 25-28 of VII Y.,
which proves that precedence in citation is irrelevant in determining
status, has been expanded by the author of Genesis Rabbah inteo the
block of material which constitutes text VII G.a. If in fact the main
idea in the Genesis Rabbah material did derive from the Yerushalmi,
these texts also illustrate the precedence of the Yerushalmi, as well

as the dependence of Genesis Rabbah upon the Yerushalmi,

Having determined that the Yerushalmi precedes Geresis Rabbah, this
writer will now turn more fully to the question of relationship, The
section in Chapter IT of this paper entitled Hagigah II, 1 further
demonstrates the dependence of Genesis Rabbah upon the Yerushalmi,

Nine texts from Genesis Rabbah 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 material which constitutes our main texts

appears in the same order in Genesis Rabbah and the Yerushalmi,
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The examination of Hagigah II, 1 which is presented in Chapter IT
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 esoteriec philosophical
doetrines publicly, 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
to note that whereas the parallel material presented in Genesis ‘
Rabbah reflects the ideclogical content of the corresponding Yerushalmi
passages, the material in Hagigah II, 1 which was not selected for
inclusion in Genesis Rabbah shows esoteric speculation in a far less
flattering light than does the material used, Clearly, then, the
author of Genesis Rabbah invoked some criterion of selectivity which
served his own interest, He was not a mere mechanical gatherer of
haggadot. On the contrary, the lack of unity or coherence in 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 reader accepts the contention of this writer that lines 25-28
of VII Y, are the basis for the original and creativa expansion
carried out by the author of Genesis Rabbah and found in VII Gada,

a full thirty percent of Chapter I in Genesis Rabbab is found to be
dependent upon Hagigak II, 1. An additional nine percent of Chapter I
is dependent upon parallel material which this writer has found else=-

where in the Yerushalmi, Therefore the parallel Yerushalmi texts
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presented in this paper account for thirtyenine percent of the material
in Chapter I of Genesis Rabbah, It is possible that more such texts
exist which this writer did rot locate in the Yerushalmi,

One might well question the contention of this writer that our
"parallel® texts lead one to assume the existence of a direci relation-
ship between the two bodies of material, After all, the comparison
charts do point up differences in style, use of technical language,
and even occasional differences in aunthorities cited, If Genesis
Rabbah did in fact "take" material from the Yerushalmi, would nct the
texts coincide exactly when the variant readings are taken into

consideration 7

Such an argument reflects the type cf thinking about the relation=
ship which characterizes the view put forth by one of the scholars,
Strack claims that no conclusive demonstration can be made for the
hypothesis that the Palestinian Talmud was utilized in the compila=-
tion of Genesis Ra'bbah.9 However, most of the scholars do maintain
that a relationship exists, but they are hard pressed to explain the
existence of the type of differences batween the two bodies of material

which appear in our parallel texts,

Frankel explains the differences by claiming that the author or
compiler of Genesis Rabbah altered the form and arrangement of
haggadot from the Yerushalmi, changing, correcting, and adding
explanations and additional commentary, He contends that most of the

strack, H.L., Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash, p., 218,
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changes represent expansions and explanations.io Albeck shows the
untensble nature of Frarkel®s position. For, Jjust as Frankel can cite
jnstances where Genesis Rabbah appears to be an expansion of the
Yerushalmi text, Albeck can cite other examples where the Yerushalmi is
far more extensive than is the Genesis Rabbah parallel, 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
Yerushalmi used Genesis Rabbah as a source and added additional
commentary, or that the compiler of Genesis Rabbah shortened the
Yerushalmi text 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, Nevertheless, those stylistic
considerations of Frankel which support the case for a clear relationship

between Genesis Rabbah and the Yerushalmi are certainly noteworthy.il

Lerner disagrees with the approach pursuved by Frankel.12 He didn't

want to ascribe changes and even falsifications of the Yerushalai text
to the author of Genesis Rabbah, To get around the obvious differences

in parallel material, lerner postulates an earlier Talmud Yerushalmi,

, ‘% PYn ,%X37 nYPXII PATDY NIANGDY XI12D ,NaN ,py:bu’o
.66 ¥z ,"x122"

11134, ppe 6667,

121bid,, pe 67+ Also see note # 4 on p. 73.
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a proto-Yerushalmi, Albeck refers to it as the Talmud Eretz Yisrael.13

Genesis Rabbah is dated somewhere between the Talmud Eretz Yisrael

and our own Yerushalmi 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 present Genesis

Rabbah and Yerushalmi texts,

Albeck seems uncertain as to his own position with regard to the
question of a proto-Yerushalmi, He does, following Lerner, hypothesize
that iwo different Yerushalmi texts existed., He refers {o the earlier

one as the Talmud Eretz 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 version.
Yet he stresses emphatically that what he is doing is based upon the

present Yerushalmi text, the only one we have.lh

The parallel texts reproduced in this paper substantiate Albeck's
eriticism of Frankel'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 proves to be
more extensive., In five cases, this writer judged the amount of
parallel material in both texts to be approximately the same, In seven
cases, the Genesis Rabbah text was slightly more extensive, and in three
cases, considerably more extensive. Two Limes the Yerushalmi text

proved to be considerably more extensive, Hence, although in the

D31bid., p. 67.

Whid,, 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 comparison:

Same Slightly More Extensive Considerably lMore Extensive
IY, and IG, I G.a. TIL T,
IV Y, and IV G, IV G.a. VII G, plus VII G.a,
VY, and V G, ¥YI G X G.a,
X ¥, and IX G, VI G.a. XIY,
XII Y, and XII G, VI G,a. XI1I G.
VIII G.

The texts not included in the comparison are not directly related to
each other, From 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 manvscript, Such a
hypothesis may indeed be necessary if the traditional view of the
compiler is maintained: a man who strung together, on every verse or
part of a verse, a2 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-~Yerushalmi, However, the
writer of this paper, in his discussion of the three Genesis Rabbah
passages found under VI G, of Chapter TI, noted that if the author of
Genesis Rabbah was in fact slavishly copying from an earlier source,

he would have utilized the same source for lines 1-3, 6, and 7 in each
of these three Genesis Rabbah 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 parallel Genesis Rabbah passages,

The explanation of these differences is not so difficult if a
different view of the author of Genesis Rabbah is introduced, Instead
of seeing him as 2 mere compiler and copyist, it is possible to view him
as a creative literary figure, Indeed, the first five chapters of
Genesis Rabbah certainly do not seem misrepresented if referred to as
part of a literary work, For example, Chapter I of Genesis Rabbah reads
1like the introduction to a bosk., Within the framework of word by word
and line by line Scriptural exegesis, we find larger themes which
transcend the individual haggadot and clearly show the presence of
a shaping mind directing the material, The hagpadot and expositions
are not haphazardly introduced, Rather, they are presented with the
intention of achieving literary and ideological unity. The unity of
Genesis Rabbah stands in sharp opposition to the loose and disunified
form of the Yerushalmi,

The creativity of the author of Genesis Rabbah becomes evident
from an examination of contexts in the Yerushalmi from which certain

material was selected, while other material was rejected. Our most
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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 also 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 material, In I G,, the word
%> appears in lines 11, 17, and 19, In IT G.,2., ®® 71D YD appears
three times and..., ¥ 312 92 appears once, This use of %3 is not found
in the Yerushalmi parallels., In I Y., lines 16-18, the style is wordy,
repeating the word @1pD3 six times, In I G,, the corresponding lines
are more precise and reflect a more polished literary style. The word
0Ipbda  appears enly twice. Alsc in I G., a parable is introduced by
the formula o7y wa %> oY ya an133 |, whereas in I Y, the
term qY2% is used. In VII, both texts use 9%2% . In I G.a.,
lines 8 and 9, the negative %a 1is used in place of the interrogative

A inIY.a,

In III G., a tendency to use 7INK instead of the form AR found
in the Yerushalmi is seen, In IV G,, the rhetorical question
introduced by aBY appears four times; in IV Y,, once, In VII G,,
the rhetorical question alsc appears, Once in XII and twice in XIIT both
texts utilize the rhetorical question introduced by #BY , Hence this

device appears twice as o”"ten in our Genesis Rabbah texts.

In IV Y., the masculine plural is indicated by a final nun ending

five times, In IV Y.a., the final nun ending appears four times;
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in IV G,a,, three times, It appears that the Yerushalmi shows a
greater tendency to use the final nun ending. One explanation of the
differences might be that the author of Genesis Rabbah favored the
final mem ending, However, the final nun endings might well be

seribal in origin.

Reading VIII Y, and VITY G,, one might well feel that he is
confronted by the same story related by two people. The essential
ideas are the same, but the wording differs considerably., For example,
line 3 of VIII Y, has been expanded intec lines 3-5 in VIIT G, VIII Y.,
lines 8~11, contains a perfect gezera shava, lacking in VIII G,
Differences in wording often appear to be of the type best asecribed to
the author®s literary style., In VIII, line 12, the 'I.'erushalmi reads
YIN3D X2VY 73 YW1 ; Genesis Rabbah reads ®BVY 73 1% ¥,

In line 13, the Yerushalmi reads ®DIt J3 B2 and Genesis Rabbah
reads 0%192 ®D1Y 33 . Yet at the same time, lines 6 and 7
parallel each other exactly if the variant readings are taken into
account, TIf the differences in these two texts are explained by
claiming that they represernt two instances of the same story being
related, the perfect parallelism cf lines 6 and 7 seems strange. It
does not seem strange, however, if we assume that the author of
Genesis Rabbah was a literary figure who wrote some material, edited
other material, sometimes also rewriting it and sometimes using it
exactly as found, Occasionally, he eliminated words, as in VIT, where
the Yerushalmi uses the root BY® six times, and Genecis Rabbah
employs it only once, In IX G,, he eliminated the definite article he

which is found twice in I Y. on the noun a%*% and once on ®YY ,



In line 6 of X G.a., he adds the definite article he to the word YK
found in X Y.a, Occasionally he rewrote phrases; 1*%%1p2 IRZ* nyank)y
in line 3 of XITI Y, becomes @%a**In2 “7T IRXYY in XIIT G, Sometimes
he introduced subtle theological changes, as in I, line 7 and IX,

line 25.

In X G.a., he carried 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 superimposed another argument and a
considerable amount of new material upon the Yerushalmi passage,

reworking the whole creatively into a very nice literary unit,

Our parallel texts provide many other examples of changes in
wording which might well be attributed to the literary tastes of the
writer of Genesis Rabbah, For example, in III Y, the form 9™RA ... Y12°
appears, but in IIT G, it does not, In IV Y., ®YR ... 1°%® is used,
In VI Y,, the Aramaic phrase K32 %37 DT ¥’ RY'DRY 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 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 of X G, is lacking in X Y, Line ¢
of X Y, is lacking in X G,

Many elerments of style, or literary devices, are common to both
texts, For example, in line 2 of both IIT Y, and IIT G, the form

72 eve D  appears, In IV of both texts, the form RYR ... ®”Y®
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is used as well as 99 ... 1D, In lines 20 and 21 of XIII Y, and
XIIT G,, the phrase ... T 71°Nny7 %y appears, The next line of beth

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 te 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 found the formula =Dk nr<YT i ; in I G.,

TMWR NRT ap A « Also in I, the Yerushalmi indicates the
hermeneutic argument from minor to major with the phrase jo® %2 &Y ;
Genesis Rabbah uses #Ap2Y 712D nak %y , 3a'nd in I Y,a, is paralleled
by ®*n ®ma in I G,a, bRk and w97 in III G, are paralleled by

*3n and ok in IIT Y, 2aYnd% 3% W2 in IV Y,a, has been
shortened to Y2 in IV G.a. a'adY 1°Y e in V Y, is paralleled by
a'n> oyv A2 in V G, Sometimes changes are slight; the phrase

1Y 1°pYon a"a own  in VII Y, has become jyvpYon %Yn nvav own
tha® in VII G, 7Y¥R in V Y, has become D*MIDIK WYY in V G,

In other instances the changes are much greater, =T adY Ywn Yyen
92y apyv in IX Y, has become simply 91¥2% in IX G, 3vadT R R
in IX Y, has been changed to 99 in IX G, **2 ®'nRY in XIIT Y,
corresponds with owa Yan in XIII G, Our comparison charts reflect
numerous additional changes of this nature-—differences existing in
material which is nevertheless parallel, This writer explains such
differences by ascribing them to the creative literary hand of the
author of Genesis Rabbah, s
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As our compariscn charts have indicated, the names of authoriilies
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 comparison, The texts which contributed to our findings were:
IY,and I Gey IY.as and I G.8sy III Y, and III G,, IV Y, and IV G,,
IV Yea, and IV G,a4, V Y, and V Go, VIT Y, and VII G,y IX Y, and IX G.,
XY, and X Gey X Y.a, and X Geaey 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 found in cne or the other of the parallel texts, This is the
case in I Y., lines 1 and 15; III Y,, line 9; IV G., line 12; IV G.a.,
lines 1 and 19; X G.a.y lines 1 and 13; XI Y., lines 1-2, The disagree=
ment in IV Y,, 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 G4 cites many more authorities than does X Y, Both texts agree,
however, in the citation of R, Bun, The authority cited in line 1 of
I Yea.y 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 3 and 21 of I G,, can be explained by the
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petikta 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 3, as well
as the contradiction in line 10 of VII., However, he feels that the
small number of contradictions is a most significant find 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 greatness, Although as a compiler
he is already worthy of praise, his real contribution is that, sifting
*hrough, gathering, absorbing, assimilating, expanding, editing, and
rewriting older raw material, he was able to cra;te something new,
something showing the indelible mark of his own creative personality,
A significant portion of his literary ore was mined from the pages of

the Jerusalem Talmud, but the gem that resulted was of his own making,
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N*72y1 0?72KDY 0Y80
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