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PREPACE

Before beginning this thesis, there are two
points which require explanation. Firstly, a brief
definition of the uses of the terms "Midrash," "Midrash,"
"midrash," and "aggadah" is in order. "Midrash" refers
to the entire corpus of that literature. A "Midrash"
is one specific book, while & "midrash" denotes a
particular passage within a larger work. The word
"aggadah" is used synonymously with "midrash." Secondly,
the system of transliteration follows no particular
"scientific" pattern, but is intended merely for
phonetic clarity. Thus, > symbolizes the N and !
represents the /. The h is denoted by "h," ? by "k,"
and D by "k" and "ch."

In addition, there are a number of people to whom
acknowledgements are due. I wish to thank Professor
Leonard S. Kravitz for his invaluable guidance and
instruction; the library staff of the Hebrew Union
College~Jdewish Inetitute of Religion in New York, for
their perseverance and assistance in locating several
sources; and Mrs. Margaret Taeler for her aid in the
typing of this work. Most importantly, all the
gratitude and admiration that a husband can give go
to my wife Barbara. Her patience, understanding,
encouragement, as well as her typing, were truly =
labor of love.

Brooklyn, New York
February 21, 1975

Benjamin B. Lefkowitz
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In the course of reading various l{idrashim, it can
be observed that a great many passasges have parallels
which appear in widely divergent sources. The object of
this thesis is to discover the cause of these parallels,
Due to the vastness of the material involved, the original
sources for this work were restricted to the aggadot
found in Tanbuma C, Bereshit Rabbah, and {idrash Haggadol
dealing with seder bereshit (Genesis 1:1-6:8). A cursory
preliminary investigation led to the bLelief that there

might have been an Urtext--an originel lidrash from which
the above books, as well as all other works, had been
derived, This hynothesis was based on the following
observations:

1) in all three sources the same agzadot seem to always
be linked to the same scriptural verse;

2) in all three sources the same verse in the Frophets or
Hagiographa seems to be used as the basis for expounding
the identical verse from the Torah;

3) in each of the three sources, there is material which
is unique to that work, giving the imnression that the
various compilers and redactors had at their disposal one
basic text from which they culled selections as they
desired.

This theory was, to some cxtent, reinforced by two
articles by Louis Pinkelstein. In one® he traces the
origins of the Tannaitic Midrashim back to an "Aggadic
idrash I" end "Aggedic lMidrash II." In the other,® he
claims that sections from Sifre and llidrash Haggadol
which correspond in substance but not in textual reading
are derived from a common source. Farthermore, lidrash

Harradol contains numerous passazes for which there are no
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parallels anywhere in Rabbinic literature; llargaliot
refers to them by saying, "Its source has disappeared.“3
However, further research demonstrated that an Ur-
fext was not the solution to the problem. Firstly, the
sheer volunme of the material that would have to have been
included in such a cornus would militate against the
likelihood of its existence, Secondly, any extensive
reading in the various Midrashim shows that in every
extant work there are whole series of gtatements, either
anonymous or ascribed to various rabbis. These quotations
may be directly linked according to the subject matter
with which they deal, or they may all be utterances by
the same person. They may have in common a key word,
phrase, or biblical verse, or they mey merely be stru=zr
together in a sort of "stream-of-consciousness." The
various rabbis are not quoted in any particular order--
H there is no progression from older io younger or vice
l versa. The net effect resembles either a distant cousin
of 3artleti's Familiar Quotations or 2 poorly written
research paper in which the author seems to be quoting

anyone and everyone on any given topic without care for
organization or the avoidance of extraneous material.
Thus, even if there had at one point been some magnum
opus, it could not have been the original source of the
lidrashim extant today, for if these anthologies were
copied from it, that corpus itself must of necessity
have been one massive compendium of tragitions, a
collection of all the sources which existed previous to ii.
These findings brought about a new “Wypothesis,
namely, a multipliecity of early written sources. Since
the oldest of the primary texts, Bereshit Rabbah, wes

compiled no earlier than late Amoraic times, research was

orisinally restricted to that pericd. However, material
in both primary and secondary sources indicated that there
had indeed been written books of lMidrashim, lknown as




sifre d'aggadta, as early as the first Amoraic generation
and perhaps even earlier,

At this point, two questions arose:
1) what did these books contain?
2) is there any evidence of such written sources in the
Tannaitic period?
The answer to the first question led to the belief that
the answer to the second question was "yes."

The collected evidence indicates that there may have
been as many as six different types of "agegadah-books:"
1) mfeseh-books containing anecdotes and stories about
various personages and evenis;
2) written records of the discussions in the academies;
3) commentaries on the various books of the Bible (per-
haps the Habakkuk pesher from the Qumran scrolls?);
4) written collections of sermons similar to the Fesiktot
extant today;
5) collections of common proverbs and aphorismsj
6) compilations of sayings by individual rabbis (on which
the final chapter of this thesis will concentrate).

The idea in New Testament scholarshiv of the Quelle,
n collection of the sayings of Jesus, which would have
been writien in early Tannaitic times, led to the conclusion
that other such collections were coeval with it.
Undoubtedly, the sections in Avot beginning with "he used
4o say" were culled from such books, which would datie
this type of source to before Hillel, that is, to before
the beginning ot the Common Era. But the fact that Ben 3Sira
is ouoted in Bereshit Rebbah as if he were 2 rabbi, gives

rise to the belief that even his book is a form of sifra
d'aggadta. If such is the case, then the whole concent
of written midrashic sources must be traced back to the
ilellenistic neriod.

However, to prove all this is beyond the scope of
this thesis. The object here is partially o explore




the methodology of comparing texts, and partially to
determine the nature of some of the sifre d'aggadta.
The first step in this inquiry will be to examine the
opinions of »nrevious scholars in relation to the
backgrounds of the original sources in question.
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CHAPTER II
THE BACKGROUFKDS OF THE SOURCES

Before beginning any detailed exposition of the
evidence, both explicit and implicit, for the existence of
the sifre d'aggedta, it will be useful to briefly summarize
some of the scholarly opinions concerning the backgrounds
of the orimary sources under consideration: Bereshit
Habbah, llidrash Hazgadol, and Tanhuma C. They will be
dealt with in the order given. However, the discussion of

snecific views concerning the sources of these works will
be postponed until Chenter VIII.

In any examination of Zereshit Rabbah, three of the
csalient points are the origin of the title of the work,
its suthorship, and the date of its compilation. These
three factors are closely intertwined, and will be reviewed
by exanining the views of the several authorities as they
oresent them, rather than topically. In Dor Dor Vedorshav,
I. Weiss maintains that like the vasi majority of the
liidrashim extant today, Bereshit Rabbah dates from the
Faonic period, although & great deegl of older material is

conteined in it.4 As for the tradition ascribing the
authorship to the first-generaiion Amora Rabbi Osheyz,
Weiss feels it is highly probable that he began the work
of collecting and editing the azwdot. As evidence, Veiss
cites the statement in Jullin 14la that R. Oshaya was known
to be 2 collector of mishnayot, ané that his work was
considered to be authoritative, UGince R. Ushaya was a
compiler of halachot, argues VWeiss, why not of agggdot?5
Obviously, this is not & very convincing argument, The
coapiling of helachot proves nothing concerning aggadot.
In addition, the text in fullin never mentions writing.

“oore states that while the date of Bereshit Rabbah
is difficult to determine, it shows merked parallels in




both style and material to Talmud Yerushalmi, and therefore
its compilation took place at approxiaately the same time,
although it does contain material deting from the second

and third centuries.’ As for the name of the book, in the
HYiddle Ages it was known 2s Bereshit de Rabbi Oshaya

because of the first words "rabbi oshaya [rabbah) patah,"
but that the appellation "rabbah" ["the great," "the large')
did not come from the epithet of R, Oshaya. ’ather, Koore
feels that it was called "rabbah" to distirs..isl it from
other collections of midrashim based on Genes;u.T Freedman
states unequivocally that the title Bereshit Rabbah cannot
be, as some scholars believe, & contraction of Bereshit de
Rabbi Oshaye Rabbeh because the preferred manuscript reading
is merely "rabbi oshaya patah."  In agreement with Zunz and
loore, Freedman dates the original redaction of Bereshit
Rabbah as being roughly contemporary with Talmud Yerushalm:;,9
with further accretions during and after the sixth century.lo
strack maintaine that Bereshit Rabbah can be no more recent
than Talmud Yerushalmi because it cannot be demonstrated
that Bereshit Rebbah used Yerushelmi as =z source.l1 Also,
he proposes that the title "rabbal" was <given to it to 4if-

ferentiate it from a smaller, older collection which does
- 12
7o back to R, Oshaya.
Theodor isc of wenerally the saze opinion regerding the

date of composition of Jeresihit labbah. That is, he places

it in approximaztely the same veriod as the Yerushalmi, He
stetes that while a2 zreat ceal of its material is
Tannaitic, the preponderance of the material was redacted
in Amoraic and post-ismoraic times, in the sixth ceniury =ané
later.13 However, he says, the tradition escribing the au-
thorshin of DBereshit Rabbah to R. Oshays ma)y indicate

that thaet Amora besgan the work of redaction,l4
position that the book took the title "rabbah" from him is
Antenable.lﬁ Theodor sursests two possible origins for the

elthousgh the

aopellation, The first is that it was called "rabbah" to



distinguish it from other, smaller collections.15 The second

is that since one fourth (the first twenty-nine parshiyot)
of Bereshit Rebbah deal with only the first sidrah of
Genesis (1:1-6:8), there may have been & Midrash on (enesis,
perhaps incomplete, which was called “"rabbash," and that while
aggadot from other, smaller collections were added on, %he
total work derived its title from that major "rabbah" source.
derr is of the opinion that any ascription of the au-
thorship or redactorship of Bereshit Rabbah to R. Ushaya is_
erroneous, due to the inclusion of so much later material.lt
As for its title, he feels that it comes either from a contrac-
tion of Bereshit de R. Oshaya Rabbah, or that the term "rabbah"
was used to distinguish this llidrash from the biblical book
of C‘:enesis.l9 In so far as the date of its compilation is
concerned, Herr places it earlier than the authorities men-
tioned above. Noting the similarities in style and languaze
to Talmud Yeruahalmi,2
the fourth to fifth centuriea,21 verheps even as early as
425.22 #irkin concurs with Herr in this, also placing the
nmajor redaction somewhere between 426 and 500,23
several possibilities for the authorship and origins of the
title of Bereshit Hebbah. He maintains that the theory thet
the appellation was a contraction from Sereshit de R, Oshaya

17

0 he gives an avproximate dating in

and he gives

Rabbah is evidence for the likelihood ihat although 2. Oshays
wag not the final redactor, he commenced the work, and col-
lected the first essentiala.24 e suggests that Bereshit
Rabbeh could be Bereshit Beba,’’ from Sereshit 2. Abba.

R, Abba was known &s 2 hasid, and much of Bereshit Rabbah
deals with oraises of Fod, snaething withk which this parti-
cular sage would be more than likely to occupy himnelf.26

llowever, the person he feels was most likely the primary com-
piler of Bereshit Rabbah was a different Oshaya, nanely,

Abba Oshaya Tsh Tiriyah, an Anora of the fourth generation.
This Abba Ushaya was & fuller, ancé Sereshit Rabbah shows
great familiarity with clothing. Also, Abba Oshaya was




inmown &8s one of the great scholars and aggadists of his day.
Therefore, says Mirkin, Abba Oshaya Ish Tiriyah was probably
the first redactor, and that the work was completed cz. 426~
500 in Tiriyah, near Nazareth in Lower Galilee.27

These theories, however, are zuesses, and some of them
are bad ones. The various attempts at determining the redac-
torship and/or origin of the title of Zereshit Rabbah from
possible copyists' errors are at best poor hypotheses, with
no real evidence, For instance, how does Kirkin choose out
Abba Oshaya when there were also R. Oshaya Rabbah, Rav
Oshaya (an Amora of the third generation who emigrated from
Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael), and R, Oshayz ben Shammzi (an
Amora of the fifth generation), any one of whom could have
pefun collecting the aggadot? R. Oshaya Rabbah was known as
a compiler of mishnayot, and R, Oshaya ben R. Shammai lived
much closer to even Xirkin's dating of the redaction than
Abba Oshaya Ish Tiriyah. In addition, to assume that a
showing of expertise in & specific field is evidence of &n
author's or compiler's identity is a highly suanect nmethod-

ology, especially since Bereshii Rabbah displays expertise in

so many occupations. Nor is 2 fuller the only trade in which
femiliarity with clothing is nossible; what about a tailor?
Purthermore, to be able to pinpoint one single city in whick
such & highly composite work was put torether, especiclly

an out-of-the-way town like Tiriyah, is most unlikely. The
nroblem is, in fact, that because Herechit Hebbah 1is SO

diverse, it is almost impossible to nick any sapecific dete

or compiler. The best that can be done is {9 sift the various
strzta and try to see how they fit info vossible historical
settings, and then to see if, when all the »arts are fitted
together, they 2im at a common theme or ere enprovriate %o

2 common historicel situation. Even then the best that can

be done is to determine an approximate ierminus ad guem or

terminus post cuer znd/or several nossible suthors, redectors,

and compilers, DBut it would seem that definitive datings or



identifications of coapilers of works (individual meamarim
are another matter entirely) are impossible. lany theo=-
ries are good possibilities. Mor instance, there is Herr's
idea that the title "rabbah" is meant to distinguish the
Midrash from the biblical Genesis, hut even here there can
bs not certainty. The most probable statements at this
point are that Bereshit Rabbah was called "the greai" to
distinguish it from other collections, and that while it
contains material both o0ld and new, its similarities in
language and style with Talmud Yerushalmi would point to
a date of compilation sometime in the fifth to sixth
centuries,

A great deal has been, and is yet to be, written about
Sereshit Raboah. In contrast, Midrash Haggadol has not
vet undergone such extensive scrutiny. There are probably
three reasons for this. Pirstly, it came to lizht only
within the past century, and the full text became available
only within the past three decades. Secondly, it is known
%0 be & relatively late collection of numerous earlier
sources, although it does contain some material authored
by the compiler himself. Thirdly, because its probeble
date and author are more easily identified, there is very

little need or desire to margue sbout it, for, as the maxim
zoes, the volume of writing sboul any specific author or
literary work is in inverse proportion tec the amount of
solid knowledge concerning that author or work. The gzen-
erel concensus as to the origin of Lidrash Hagpadol is thet
it is & Yemenite work of the thirteenth century. I% cannoi

have been compiled earlier than that, because [faimonides
is quoted frequently.28 fisch gives its date as the

thirteenth century, ané sums un the general opinion that
the compiler was one David ben Amram Adani.zg flthough
some scholars, notably Saul Liebermann, feel that Yemen was

not a creative community, and that liidrash Hagzadol is an

Lryptien work, perhaps even the product of ilaimonides' son
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abraham,30 this attribution is no longer seen 2s having
any merit.

Finally, there is Tanbuma; more specifically, the
so-celled Tanhuma ¢, 3ut it is impossible to give the
beckground of this Llidrash without mentioning Tanbume A
("Buber Tanhuma") end Tanhuma 5 (the lost Yelammedenu).
Tanhuma C is vperhavs the hardest book to date because it
ouotes so extensively and verbatim from other sources such
as llekilta and Sheiltot. In addition, similar types of
homilies in Shemot Rabbah and Devarim Rabbah, plus the
multiplicity of Tanbumas, only serve to complicate the
situation. Furthermore, in certain places where Rashi cites
the Yelammedenu, the guote can be found in Tanhume C,
while some of his Tanhuma citations can not. DNor is
anyone really sure whether all these Yidrashim were ori-
ginally one, or if there were two, or even three or more.
There is still 2 great dezl to be learned about this subject.

The names Yelammedenu and Tanhuma are generally con-
sidered by scholars to have the following derivations.
Yelammedenu comes from that {ype of homily (which occurs
frequently in the Tanbuma literature) in which an halechic
nuestion is reised and then answered, the homily beins

introduced by the formule "yelammedenu rabbenu'--"may our
mester teach us." “Tanjuma" is supposed to be cderived from
the fact that so many homilies are attributed to R, Tanhume
bar Abba, and begin with: "“rabbi ianpums bar abba patah"--
"R. Tenhums bar Abba began the discourse....!3i— This natuar-
2lly leads to the possibility that R. Tanhuna was ihe com-
piler of the collectiion bearing thet name.32

Buber is of the opinion that there were originally
three separate ilidrashim: Yelammedenu, Tanhuma C, and his
own version (TZanbume 4).3° As for the date of Tanbuma C,
it iz extremely difficult to determine, It is certainly
later than the Talmud, because it quotes the Gemars ex-
34 and it seems to copy from Firke de R, Eliezer.

35

tensively,




But as for the various parts of Tanhuma C which are citations
from Sheiltot, Saadia, end (according to Buber) Maimonides'
[lishneh Torah, they are later accretions.36 I. Weiss
maintaine that Tanhuma C is later than Bereshit Rabbah,>!
but, like Buber, he gives no definite date, merely the
approximete terminus post guem. However, he seems to
contradiet himseif when trying to determine how many
Tanbumas there actually were. At one point he maintains
there were three senarate collections,38 but later on states
that Tanhume A and Tanhuma C have a common source in snite

of ell the differences in content and style; verhape that
source is the lost Yelammedenu.39 The confusion over the
origins of the several Tanhumas ie pointed out by Zunz.

As was mentioned above, where Rashi cites the Yelammedenu,
the nassage ig often found in ng%uma C, whereas sections

he attributes to Tanhuma are not. But 4n Yalkut Shimoni,
citations from the Yelammedenu do not correspond to anything
in Tanbuma C, while whenever Tanhuma is given as a source,

it is the same as in Tanhuma C. COCbviously, confusion reigms,
although it is evident that there were ai least two sources
in circulntion.41
the names of the collections do not follow 2 consistent

The problem remz2ins, however, as to why

vattern. Perhaps the material in both of them wes so
similar that the titles were viewed as intcrchangesaule,

or oerhaps the identical sources had their names reversed
in different geogranhic areas and under sepsrate traditions.
Bacher feels that the various Tanbumas all derive from an
Urtext, the comvilation of which wae bepgun by R. Tanjuma
bar Abba, who drew from numerous collections of sermons
based on the weekly Torah readinsgs and the lections for

42 On the other hend,
Ginzberg maintains that the Yelammedenu was a distinet
compilation consisting only of halachic-aggadic homilies,
some of which were borrowed and ineluded in the ngguma.43
Zunz concludes that there weres iwo sources Tor Tanhume C.

snecial sabbaths and festivals,

11
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Une was the Yelammedenu, the other, that comvendium attrib-
uted to R. Tenhuma bar Abba.t’

Theodor holds a view opposite to that of Bacher,
maintaining that the several Tanhumas, Yelammedenu, &and
Deuteronomy Rabbah are not different revisions or extracts
from an "original" Yelammedenu, but are 211 separate
compilations. For such a Yelammedenu to have been the source
for so many collections it would have to have been vast and
heterogeneous, and this is highly unlikely. It is more
probable either that the "Yelammedenu" pattern (halachic
introduction, nroem, exposition) was the model for a whole
group of Tanhumeas, or that there was a Yelammedenu collec-

tion which underwent various additions and/or subtractions
45

of material at the hands of various redactors. In so far
as the date of Tanhuma C is concerned, Theodor follows
5rull's ergument which maintains that it wes compiled in
the eighth century, and was recomized 2s authoritative

and was copied by Ahai Zeon when he wrote the Sheiltot,

es well as by saadia, Thus, he says, Tanhuma C was com-
piled somewhere between 650 and 720.46 Lauterbath holds
that R. Tanhuma bar ALAbba may have nreserved his owvm hom-
ilies, and that his collection was used by later redactors.
fanhuma C, he feels, is later than A and 5, and while it
contains a great deal of original material, it draws ex-
tensively from suber's version, Yelammedenu, @nd the
ralmud.?” Strack's nposition, like those of Bacher and
Lauterbach, is that R. Tanhume bar Abba probably made a
comvilation of midrashim, but that the verious Ifanhume

a7

collections were all derived and selected from one major
"Ya.lammedenu" document, with additions from other sources.4(
Herr writes that there is as yet no definite proof one way
or the other, and that it is still unsure as to whether

gsuch disrarate works as the two Tanhumas, Yelammedenu,

Shemot Rabbah, and Devarim Rabbah are all derived from

one gsource, or merely a group of collections based on a
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particular model.>Y Herr is of the opinion, mentioned
earlier, that the terms "Yelemmedenu" and "Tanhuma" are
probably synonymous, and are references to a specific lit-
erary genre rather than individual booka.51 Summarizing the
work of previous scholars, he vnoints out that Zunz, Buber,
spstein, 3acher, Ginzberg, Mann, Albeck, Liebermann, ancd
vthers have sought an Urtext for the entire Tanbume
literature, but none of them was successful, and that

the chances are that there was a multiplicity of collections.
This position seems to be the most logiezl, if only because,
as Theodor says, the vastness and variety of the Tanpuma
literature would demand an Urtext of immense proportions

52

and homogeneity. The existence of such a docwnent would
seex anlikely., With regard to the date of Tanhume C, Herr
maintains that the Yelammedenu form (rhetorieal halachic

question followed by azgadic discourse) was 2 relatively
late vhenomenon. In addition, due to the presence of
anti-Karaite polemics, Tanbuma C cannot be earlier than the
ninth centur?.53 However, as has been shown, dating is

a risky business ai best, especially in a work such as
Tanhuma C where there are so many recommizable auotes from
other sources and accretions from later periods. Therefore,
ng with other texts, the date of this work is yet to be
determined., 411 that czn be sugrested is that the constent
theme of eventusl messianic redemption would indicate

that these homilies were written andi/or specially chosen
for compiletion during a period of breakdown, instability,
hardship, and persecution, 3Beyond this there are no solid
clues, and a sreat deal of work will have tc be done before
any dating of Tanhuma C, or any other iXidrash, can be
satisfactorily established.

The uncertainty and lack of factual information
concerninz the !'idrash is of greet significauce., It
reveals how little is really imown. If such besic and
essential facts as the date, the identity of the compiler
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(or compilers), or even (and this seems to be such & simple
question to answer) the derivation and meaning of the name
of a Midrash cannot be conclusively established, then all
that exists is a series of anthologies of aggadot, useful
only fragmentarily as homilies or possible sources of his-
tory. This thesis is an attempt to explore comparison of
texts as a2 methodology for plumbing the as yet unfathomed
depths of the Hidrash.

This chapter has briefly surveyed the background of
the sources under discussion. The following chapters will
present a comparison of the common points, parallel pas-
sages, and differences of the texts, in order to determine
the czuse for those correspondences,



CHAPTER III

A COMPARISOR OF THE PARALLELS BETWEEN
BERESHIT RABBAH AND TANHUMA C

In this chapter there will be an inquiry into the
parallels between Tanhuma C°“ and Bereshit Rabbah,>>
in order to examine the evidence for the existence
of numerous sifre 4'aggadta as sources for the
Midrashim. For the convenience of the reader, most
of the examples cited are provided in the original
Hebrew at the end of the chapter, and will therefore be
referred to in the body of the text as Lxample 1, Example 2
etc.

In Example 1 is found the famous aggadah stating that
the Torah existed before the creation of the universe.
There are a number of interesting dissimilarities between
the two versions. While both Midrashim quote Proverbs 8:30
as the basis of their interpretations, and both have the
metaphor of the Toral as being God's uman or Jumenet--the
model upon which He relies while constructing the universe--
BR includes the parable of a king calling on an architect
to build a palace for him, while T contains several
interpolations., There is an important difference in
vocabulary as well. 7T reads “"nityaletz,"” which implies
a cooperative venture in which both God and the Torash
are active partners; BR uses the verb "mabit"--the Torah
is passive, On the other hand, it is BR which depicts the
Torah as saying: "I was the working-tool of the Holy One,
Praised be He." In addition, BR links the Torah with
the word "bere’shit" by quoting Proverbs 8:22, while T
assumes the reader knows that the Torah is identified
with hochmah ("Wisdom"). In general, the differences
in style, as well as the fact that BR seems much more com-
plete, leave little likelihood that one copied from the
other. Rather, different source texts were used, and they

15



presented somewhat different traditions of intervretation.
Both of the selections in Lxample 2 are built around
the themes of the letter bet as signifying “"lashon berachah"
and the creation of two worlds--thie world and the next.
But the styles are obviously quite different, and the order
of the two ideas is reversed, In addition, an anonymous
statement in T is attributed in BR to R, Judah ben razi
in agreeaent with an oninion of Bar Kavera. This problem
of parallel statements being anonymous in one source but
attributed to a2 particular authority in another is an
interestinz one., The general rule is that the anonymous
statement will be found in a work of later compilation.
This is normally acceptable if it can be proven that a
direct relationshin exisis between the two texts, or when
the comparison is between a homiletic Kidrash like Tanjhume
(in which ascerintions will be omitted because the formet

is one of sermon notes and the name of an author is sec-
ondary to the ideas expressed) end an exeseticzal work
like Sereshit Rabbah (which is an acczdeay-centered work

in which the name of the teacher will be of somewhat more
importance). However, so much of T, especially its earlier
passages, is &t such variance with ER while the similarities
increase in the later sections, it is a strong possibility
that the cosapiler of T did not have at his disposal any-
thing like the B3R extant today, but rather worked froa

a different text in which specific ma’amarim were anonynous
rather than of knuwn authorshin. Naturally, the reverse

is equally true., That is, the compiler of B5R sometimes
worked from a soarce in which a citation was anonymous
whereas those used by T named the zutheor. Tleither compiler
had any reason to name some authors but omit others,

either selectively or at random. In this case, as in
others, the differences in style plus the variance in the
attributions of ma’amarim tend to show that different
sources were being used by the two compilers,
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In T7 and BR 1X5, there is a common tradition that
Hiram, king of Tyre, attempted to have himself worshipped
as & god, and in both versions the proof-text employed
is Ezekiel 28:13., But while BR refers to Kebuchadnezzar
25 having done the same thing, T speaks of Hadrian
(= Titus), and is much more extensive in its development
of the theme. It is clear that these two versions repre-
sent different interpretations which came either from a
common source which was abbreviated or changed to fit
the views and circumstances of the individual compiler,
or from two variant traditions. JSimilarly, there is
evidence of multiple texts when the parallels in T6 and
BR XI2 are observed., T gives a list of six things which
were taken from Adam when he sinned, one of them being
ziv panav. BR mentions the same thing, and like T,
quotes Job 14:20., But while BR ascribes this idea to
rabbanan, T cites R. Berechiah and R. Helbo in the name
of 2. Samuel bar Jehmen as the authors, and 3R XII6 (see
below) views the ma'amar as that of R. Judan in the name of
He Abin. These differences as to the authorship of the
statement strongly indicate that the compilers were
working with 2 variety of sources which did not always
agree on details. Indeed, the collector (collectors?) of

56

Jereshit Rabban was also employing divergent texts, as is
indicated by the example just miven.’! (This will be
discussed further in Chavter VII.)

Looking at =Zxample 3, it can be seen that in both
7 and BR,.the rule is expressed that on the Sabbath one
must change his clothing, or at least let the garments
down,58 and in both versions R. Johanan ané R. Huna ("Rav"
in T is probably a scribal or even typesetters' error)
are cited., 3ut in T, R. Johanen is quoted only as
referrins to his zarb as "his honor" and R. Huna says,
":ie who can should chanse [his clothin{J, ané if not, he
should let them down,” while in BR R. Hiyya cuotes R.
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Johanan as being of the ovinion that one must add an
extra sarment on the Sabbath, and R. Huna's statement
mentions only the changing of clothing; the rule re-
gardinz "letting down" is attributed in BR to Abin bar
ljasdai, Here too, the divergent traditions as to who said
what would indicate that T and 33 were pieced together
from different, variant sources,

The central theme of the vpassapges in Lxample 4 is:
"Why did God create the world with imperfections?" In T,
the discussion centers around the existence of the
yetzer hara'; in BR, the focus is the need for milah.

While both versions state that various roods such as
mustard-seed and vetch need to be processed in order to
become nalatable, and although the basic outlines are
the same in each case, the details differ. urthermore,
as can be seen, the passage in T is anonymous and is in
no specific context, whereas, BR portrays a disoute be-
tween a "philosopher" and R. Oshaya. All this is another
indication of the likelihooé that the two works derived
Trom multiple sources.

Example 5 is an instance in which the literary styles
are extrenmely similar and the main ideas identiczl, yet
at the same time there are 2 nunber of osutetanding
dissimilarities. There are a few minor differences--for
instence, the phrase "umipne mah Jinum gaserin" in BR,
vhich is probably only an interpclation by a compiler--
but these are of little conseaquence for the vpurposes nf
this discussion., However, other varistions are of greater
sipificance, BR attributes the beginning of the passage
to R. Samuel ber Hehman while T cites his traditionaries
2, Jerechiazh and R. Helbo in his name, This discrepancy
is best explained by the existence of two different texts
havins been available to the compilers of the two works.,
This iz 211 the more likely in view of the fact that the
continuation of the section is attributed in B3R to R. Judan
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in the name of R, Abin, while T cites R. Judah Halevi
bar Shalom. Both versions mention thet the vav is present
in the word toledot only twice, but is missing elsewhere,
however, the styles, vocabularies and sentence orders are
markxedly different. The cause of such = divergence is not
any modification by the compilers of the Kidrashim. If
one were copying directly from the other, or if both were
copied from the same origimal source, and in either case,
if the intent and outlook of the copies were the same as
that of the original, there would be no reason to make
any changes. The only explanation for these variations is
that there was more than one textual tradition. Wor is
1t possible that these differences were merely the result
of the vagaries of citation by memory from a common oral
tradition; it is known that the compilers, and the rabbis
themselves for that matter, had aggadah-books. (See
Chapter VIII.)

There is a problem as to whether the 1ist of the
six things God took away from Adam is the same in both
versions. It would seem that BR does not include banish-
ment from the Garden of Eden., However, there is the
statement "verabbanan ‘amri bemotza'ei shabbat natel zivo
mimenu uterado migen ‘eden.” It is @s if this was originally
part of the list of six, but was later absorbed into the
general body of the passage and had to be replaced by
counting peri halaretz and perot ha’ilan as two separate
items, It might be true that T (or its sources) believecd
the two references to "fruit" were actually one, and
added the banishment from iden in order to complete the
ligt of six. But the greater likelihood is that it was
somehow lost from the source of BR, especially since BR
cites Genesis 3:24 as the proof-text for the expulsion,
just as does T, and BR uses only CZenesis 3:17 as the proof-
text for the two perot in the same way that T uses it for
its one mentioning of "fruit." Alonz with this observation




— p——— ——

goes the fact that the positions of komato and payyav
are reversed in the two works. This is further evidence
that these Lidrashim were comniled from different written
sources.

The two passages in Example 5 contain additionel
evidence for the existence of numerous written sources.
T has no proof-text for hayyav, and cites Fsalm 139:% in
support of komato, whereas 3R cuotes Genesis 3:5, and in
S0 doing assumee the reader knows the tradition that Adam
was originaelly as larze as the entire world, but shrank
when he sinned. ¥Xost striking is the difference between
3R and T when explainins how the me)orot were taken away.
T simply quotes Isaiah 13:10, .&, however, has a long

5 C

exnosition attributed tc R. Simeon bar Judah Ish Kefar Acco””

in the name of R, Neir, The originsl use of this statement
in 3R LI2 is in a discussion concerning the neans by
which God blessed the Sabbath., (3ee Chapter VII.) lere
it is more than obvious that the compiler of BH had &
number of documentis in front of him, and d4id not hesitate
to commingle them, quoting lons passazes out of context
when he felt they would be zporopriate elsewhere., At the
same time, it is clear that the compiler of T did not
possess the same documents es 3R, tnt ueed a shorier, more
concise and unified statement of the same aggadic tradition.
T did not copy this vassage from 3%, not only because of
the comparative brevity of the former, but also because
there is no nallusion whatsoever to the mzterial in the
lons discourse in HR.

At this point, 3R contains an interestinsgs nhrase:
“rabbi berechiah beshem rabbi shemu’el ber nabman Zamar
Jaf al pi shenivre)u hadevarim fzl meli’atan....” There
is an importent difficulty here. It might be necesszary

to repeat the original ascriotion of the passage, due to

the confusion over its authorship caused by the interpolation

of the orevious section, but why is R. ijelbo's name omitted
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here? Either ii{ was an oversizht by the compiler or a
copyist, or,it mey have been that this whole aggadah of
six items having been taken away but destined to be re-
turned is a patchwork of two serarate traditions. But the
fact that the attribution had to be repeated indicates
that the compiler was informing the reader of a return
to an original train of thought--to his originsl source.
This idea is further reinforced by the fact that BR has to
repeat the entire list, as well as reiterate and clarify
the meaning of the verse from Ruth 4:18 dealing with the
descendants of reretz. T does not do this; the compiler
is working from only one source, but it is certainly dif-
ferent from that used by BR, since the proof-texts cited
by T in order to illustrate how the six things will be
restored to mankinéd are different from those employed in
3R. It might be suggested thet T substituted Isaiah 61:¢C
es 2 proof-text for ziv panav because Judges 5:31 was
"required" for the messianic conclusion of the vpassage,
and therefore there was one original text from which both
T and BR derived, with the former making a necessary
ad justment, But the variant nroof-texts throughout the
concluding sceiions cf both these passages are additionsl
evidence that the two works drew from different sources,
The same is true of the digressions concerning the meanings
of the word "komemiyut" and the verse from Zzekiel 47:12.
In BR XiX4 and T8, there eare comments on the =sntke's
conversation with Eve. In T the rabbis discuss the concept
of lashon haral; in BR, a malamar attributed to R. Joshua
of Siehnin in the name of R. Levi alsc refers to the serpent
as speaking maliciously. The real voint of contzet, however,
is the use in both versions of the proverb, "ivery artisan
hetes his competitors." BSut while T gives it in Hebrew
("kol ’‘uman sone bene Jumanuto"), #H is in Aramaic ("ko)
dingsh velinesh sane bar ’umanuteh”). This is another
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instance in which there may have been 2 common tradition
of applying this specific maxim in connection with Cenesis
3:5, but the divergent treatment, ascriptions, and
language indicate that T and BR were using separate sources.
In Exemple 6 it can age’n be seen that the essentials
are the same but the details vary. In the first place,
the sequence in which aggadot are given is reversed. 1In
3%, the interpretation that the place of Abel's sacrifice
was the site of the Temple follows the view that Cain and
Abel were contesting the ownership and occupation of real
estate and movable property; in T, the order is the
opposite. This is a clear demonstration that the two
compilers were working from multivle sources which they
spliced together accordinz to their separate outlooks and
ideas. There would be no reason for one to simply reverse
the order. Also, both of these stories appear in T in a
much less graphic way, and the reader is expected to know
the interpretation that the place in which the two brothers
offered their sacrifices was the location of the Temple,
namely, i‘t. Zion: "makom korbanche...tzion sadeh teharesh."

In both aggadot, SR depicts more of a dialogue between Abel
and Cain, and presents the matter of oroverty division

in much more technicgl lanmaage then T. B uses the words
"rarkelot" and "metmltelin," as opposed to "tzo’n" and
"Jadamah" in . These dissimilarities within 2 context

cf basic agreement ere a furitner indication that the two
¥idrasnim came not from modifications of one oririnsl
source, but from & nmultiplicity of documents.

Additional evidence of the varvins uses or‘nimeroas
textual ingredients ie to be found in the continuation of
the Cain and Abel narretive (.xamnle 7). Asice from the
¢ifferences in style in the iwo explications of "vayakom
kayin," there is the use of the statement by Cein that he
and Abel ere the only ones in the worid, ané thzt one of

"

L
thex would surely be asked to zceount for the otheér's
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whereabouts. In BR, Cain employs it to deceive Abel,

while in T, it is his reason for running away from his
varents, "she’eyn mevakshin ’oto ’ela’ mimeni." The
explanation of how Abel was slain by Cain is a further
illustration. In 5R, there is a2 compendium of opinions

by R. Simeon ben Gamliel, the rabbis, R. Azariah end

R. Nathan bar Haggai in the name of R, Isaac, the last of
them assuming the reader's knowledzge of the aggadah that
Adam offered & sacrifice. T seems to heve selected only

the opinion of rabbanan, and omits any reference to Adam's
sacrifice by meintaining that Cain eventually came to strike
Abel in the neck by a2 process of triel and error. Whether
or not the compiler of T had BR in front of him, it is

clear that both works are comnosites of a number of »revious
sources, That is (and this is especizlly true in the

case of BR), a passeage like the one under discussion was
compiled from & collection of independent books of aggadot,
some of which listed the sayings of a particular rabbi.

(This hypothesis will be discussed at greater lenzth in
Chanter IX.)

There is an unattributed statement in 710 in which
Cain is depicted as being shown how to bury Abel by two
clean fowl, one of whom kills and then inters the other.
As a reward, the birds are sgiven the merit of having their
blood covered with dust affter being slaughtered. A
similar malamer in BR XXII8, ascribed to R. Elazar ben
Fedat, states that the birds and the clean animels tozether
buried Abel, and therefore merited two blessings: one, the
covering of the blocod for the birds, the other, the
benediction over ritual slaughtering. Heither of these
two passages is a direct copy or modification of the other,
These are not minor differences in grammar or vocabulary,
nor can the anonymity of the version in T as opposed to
the ascription in 3R be discounted as evidence. Once
arein the inference is that the two compilers were
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working from separate texts which revresented separzte
traditions, There is a subtle, implicit difference in
the view of Cain's character, for T at least credits him
with burying his brother. Also, R. Elazar's linking of
the blessing over shepitah to burial seems artificial.

Aside from the use of Isaiah 46:4 in T, the two
short citations in Example 8 seem to touch at all points,
and they certeinly agree on their basic inieroretation of
senesis 4:13, namely, that Cain is asking if his sin is
too great to be forgiven. In view of this agreement,
there vwould have been no need for a compiler to make any
alterations, and the best explanation for the differences
in style, vocabulary, and the use of Isaiah 46:4 is that
the two collectors had different texts, or selected one
they nreferred from amonc several possibilities.

In Example 9, T includes 2 picture of the animals
rmathering around Cain in an attempnt to take revense on him
for the death of Abel, and Cain's nathetic cry to God., 1In
BR, however, R. Judah's statement is similar. Here too,
the animals gather together to avenze sbel's death, but
the difference is that God gave Cain & sign in order to
nrevent such an occurrence, Desniie the fact that there
are certein points of contact, such as the use of the
identical woréd "nitkansu"-"mitkansot" and the motif of
the animals seeking to zvenge Abel, the different uses to
which they are put indicate the existence of multiple
eggadic source traditions.

A clear denonsiration of the fact that the compilers
of T and BR drew from collectors of individual soirces ias
found in Example 10, In T are presented two possible
exvlicetions of the Yot God placed upon C, and both bear
the ambiguous attribution of “"yesh %omrim." The first,
wnich mentions the Sabbath, has no parallel in BR. The
other, the idea that God placed a horn in Cain's forehead,
is the same a2s that of Abba Jose ben Kesari in BR, but
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otherwise there are simply two lists of interpretations,
each of which was culled from a series of documents. They
cannot 211 have come from one unified source; it would have
been too vast (as was mentioned in Chavter II). Rather,
each collector had documents at his disposal which he pieced
together as he wished. A further indication of this fact

is that in BR two statements by Rav are interruptedé by

an opinion ascribed to Abba Jose ben Kesari. This could
only occur if the person compiling the anthology were
including statements from various sources and putting

them together (28 was stated in Chanter I) merely as he came
apon them, Or it may be that in this case, the compiler
had two somewhat disparate statements, both attributed to
Rav, and felt consirained to separate them in some way.

In txample 11, the two versions of the story cf
Lemech are another display of the comnosite nature of the
Midrashim. BR shows no familiarity with the tradition
that Lemech slew Cain and Tubal-Cain. As a result, Adah
and Zillah refuse to have intercourse with him, not out
of grief or out of fear that their children would suffer
divine retribution, but out of the knowledge that the
Mood was coming; i.e., they refused to bring children
into & world faced with &n imrending all-embracing doomn,
whereas in T they fear a much more uersogal and immediate
tragedy. As in previous instances, the literary style and
vocabulary of these parallel passapzes are quite different,
although in both BR andéd T, Zillah and idah do rot want ¢o
be "molidot limlerah," and they will address Adam with the
same proverb: "Jasya’® ase pigretach." Both T and BR view
Lemech's cryptic "ki ’ish harapgti lepitz'i..." as being a
nouestion--ag 2 statement of innocence--but whereas in BR

Lemech says it to his wives, in T it is his pnlea before
Adam's court. These differences show thot BR and T, glthouch
containing many conversgent elements, were dravn from

separaete sources., Indeed, the parenthetical insertion of
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statements by Rabbi, R. Jacob bar Idi, and R. Johanan
is clear evidence of a patchwork culled from a multi-
plicity of sources and traditions. In contrast to the
rest of the passage, their utterances display an aware-
ness that Lemech killed someone. Why else would God have
to collect on "shtar hove?" They inquire concerning the
repetition of Yish and yeled in Lemech's counlet, ancd
their tone distinetly reveals that they are cuestioning
es to whether one or two peonle were slain, Their
aueries could only fit in with a tradition in which Lemech
was understood to have teken a life. The question they
ask makes no sense unless there were at least one deaad
person under discussion., This is a2 very concrete
exemple of 2 mixing of sources and traditions.

Some evidence of multionle sources can be found in
a comparison of BR XXV2 with Tll. In T, iogh brings rest
"mima€asenu umi-fitzavon yadenu® because before his birth
the ecroovs would spring up only as thorns and thistles,
nor were there any tools whatsoever, but after his entry

into the world, whatever the farmer sowed he would reav,
and Nogh himself invented nlows, axes, mattocks, end other
implements. In contrast to this, in BR, R. Johanan holds
that the problem was neither with the crops nor with the
fect that 211 tasks had to be done barchanded. Rather,
it was the animals that gave trouble, After man sinned,
they would no longer obey him, and it was only subsequent
to Noah's birth that they became tame and useful once
egain, In fact, R. Johanan either held a different view
from that of the author of the passage in T, or else he
did not know the aggadic tradition which held that before
Noah there were no tools. He states that the ox would
not obey the plowmen, and for him to say this indicated
that he obviously had to believe that the nlow already
existed.

Finally, in Exanple 12, it can again be seen that
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the compilers of the two Midrashim were using collections
of sources which, although showing awareness of common
traditions, differed in their style, vocabulary, attri-
butions of authorship, and even outlooks. T ascribes to
the rabbis the opinion that "zimzh" brings an "?androlomosya’"
(universal execution), while in BR, R. Simlai svpeaks of
"zenut." R. Azariah's ma’amar in T that God forgives

all sins except lewdness is attributed in BR to R. Azariah
and R. Judah ben 3imon in the name of R. Joshua ben Levi,
There is no reason for the compiler of T to have included
only R. Azariah's name while eliminating the others; BR
obviously had a different tradition. Lastly, there zre
the two varying treatments of the Sodom theme, The main
idea in both cases is clearly the same, but in BR the
statement is attributed to RE. Joshua ben Levi in the name
of Bar Pedayah, and the disperity in treatment is plainly
seen., In T, the events are merely touched on, while in BR,
Lot is vortrayed as being forbidden to further defend the
people among whom he dwells. The language in T is briefer
and depicts only the greatness of the sin of Sodom. A4s

in all the cases mentioned and explained mabove, these
differences between BR and T could only have come zbout

if the compilers were working from varied, multiple grouvs
of sources.

This chapter has presented the case for the existence
of multiple cources in so far es BR and T can orovide any
evidence. The next chapter will deal with the parmllels
between T and Midrash hagpadol.
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CHAPTER IV

PARALLELS BETWEEN TANHUMA C
AND MIDRASH HAGGADOL

Midrash Haggadolso is an excellent tool for working

in comparative liidrash. As was discussed in Chapter III,

there is little likelihood that the compiler would make

modifications of his originals., Margaliot,61 Pisch.ez

and Rabinowitzs3 point out that MH is extremely faithful

to its sources, Thus, it provides a2 compendium of numerous

reliable, variant readings from older iidrashim, and is
therefore a most useful work despite ite relatively late
composition. 1In this chapter, 3H will be compared with 7

in order to examine the available evidence for the existence

of sifre diaggadta.
In Exampnle 1 are two passzages which demonstrate the

presence of multiple traditions. 3Soth show Zo0dé as having
"nityaletz batorah" before creating the world. T, however,

says "ucheshebara’ hakadosh baruch gg?," implying that He

4

used the Torah during the act of creation, whereas IH
reads, "vechevan shefalah bedafzto livrot f‘olamo." <here

is an important distinction beitween the two versions,
especially when the statement by the Torah in “H is taken
into account. .he implication there is that Cod crezted
the world because the Torah advised Him that it would be
to His advantage. The point of T ist: +the Torzh was God's
continual adviser as he formed the world step by slen.
This difference is a clear indication of multiple sources,
for 2s can be seen from the fact that there are two
rekiltot (of #. Ishmael and of B, 5imeon ben Yohei), each
"nhilosophical-theological" school within the perameters
of rabbinic thought authored its own, different version of
the same basic aggadot, and wrote them down in a manner
conforming to its own particular system.

In addition, the passage from ! in Example 1
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provides evidence for the opinion that Midreshim are
composed of several independent sources. At the beginning
of the selection, it is said of the Torak: "sheshemah
tushiyah," and the mashal follows. Then comes what is
almost a repetition of the first sentence: "?amreh

torah bi nityaletz hakadosh baruch hu’ livrot et folamo
shene’emar...." This is similar to the point made in T,
and differs from that of the parable., Obviously, there is
a combining of two similar, but not identical texts.

Heither of them is the same as T, in spite of the common
use of Proverbs 18:14 as a proof-text. The end result is
that there are three texts which were emnloyed herc--two
in MH, and one in T.

The selections in Example 2 clearly demonstrate
that the various lidreshim were culled from separate texts.
T begins its exposition with IFroverbs 10:6, and the styles
are dissimilar--T is much more expansive. Purihermore,
there is a subtle difference in the meanings c¢f the two
passages. MH reads “Bgn’i vafemod"--"perhavs [the worlé]
will Ebe able to] stend up (i.e., remain in existence),"
whereas in T, God states, "devra’ ’et ha‘olam bileshon
paruch umah keshenivra’ bileshon baruch bene ’adam
mach€sin leyotzram bileshon Jarur (2l ’aciat kemah vechanah"--
"T will ereate the world with the lancuage of blessing,
for if when it is created with the language of blessing
men anger their Creator, [if it were created] with %he
language of cursingz, so much the more sol" In T, God is

trying to put some 7Zood into the world., In MH, the very
existence of the world is at stake. There are two distinct
points of view involved, They could only have been peasged
on in the form of separate literary traditions,

There were two versions in BR and T of the famous
aggedah concerning the six things taken from Adam when he
sinned; the same is trae of WH &nd [ (-xamvle 3). Although
most of the two texts z2re identical (excent for minor
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discrepancies which are due either to copyists' mistakes

or to the addition of short explanations by the compiler
of MH and are therefore inconsequential), there are a

few interesting dissimilarities, PFor instance, the
introduction to the theme in MH is considerably longer,

and tazkes paine to exnlain the imvert of the entire passaze.
T assumes the reader is aware of the fact that Peretz is
the ancestor of the Messiahj; I does not. It is most
fascinating to note that both versions cite R. Juda (Judah)
Halevi bar Shalom, but there is & vast difference in the
iwo supposed "direct cuotations." A continuing examination
of the material shows that in the two selections, the

order of komato and hayyav is reversed; MH has a oroof-
text for payyav while T does not; and the oproof-texts

for komato and the melorot are not identical,

Similarly, the sections dealing with the eventuzal
restoration of man's radiance, heicht, life, etc., reveal
the varient origins of the two versions. In MH, the
oroof-text for the return of man's radiance is Judges 5:31,
but in T it is Isaiah £1:¢. The statements concerning
kommemiyut are of particular simificance. MH reads
", ..kishte komot ba’adam hari‘shon." but T guotes R. Simeon
ben Jose as determining that kommemiyut means that every
Jew will zZrow 10 & height of two hundred cubits, while an
anonymous view holds that they will be one hundred cubits
tall, This little explication appears to be a2 disression.
It wes probably added to the original aggadah from & differ-
ent text which dealt with the exegesis of the book of
Leviticus, but which some compiler deemed appronriate
to insert at this point. The same is undoubtedly true
of "mahu shekol hodesh vehodesh..." in T, where the proof-
texi for perot ha?aretz is Ezekiel 47:12 instead of
Lechariah 8:12, as in iMH. This, and other similarities
(such as the variant vroof-texts for gan €eden), are
clear demonstrations of the existence of multiple textual
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sources for the lidrashinm,

In Example 4, the selections do not zppear to corres-
pond at all--T ascribes the statement to raebbanan, KH to
R. Joshua of Sichnin. HNor do the writing styles or vocab-
ularies resemble each other. However, both passages carry
the same message: GCod forbids Adam and Eve to eat from the
tree, says the serpvent, in order to prevent them from
competing with Him. This fact clearly indicates that while

certain basic ideas were known to many authors and comnilers,

they were written down and preserved in nuamerous forms.
This is equally true of the variants concerning the nature
of Cain's sacrifice (Example 5), in which it is stated
that he offered to God either flax seed and/or the left-
overs from his meal. Here zgain the styles and vocabularies
vpoint to the same idez having been vpassed dovn in more
than one version.

Iin generzl, the story of Cain and Abel as nresented
in T and MH provides evidence for the existence of
multinle sources. The selections in Example 6 annear to
be identical, but there are two distinct dissimilarities.
Firstly, while T reads "ho’il velzsite teshuvah," in MH
the statement reeds "holil vehodeta velasitz teshuvah."
There is a subtle difference involved--MH makes it clear

that confession is interral =nd nLecessary to the process
of reventance., Jecondly, MH containe a reference to
Job 22:13 which is not found in T. This allusion may very
well have been part of the original aggedah in a scarce
other than T. Or, since the two nassages are =o alike,
the comoiler of MH may have had z slightly diverse version
of T. However, the guestion would still remein as to
how such discrepancies arose.

Example 7 is another good illustration of the fact
that the comvilers of the various Midrashim worked from a
aultipnlicity of sources. Both of these selections
interpret renesis 4:17 to mean that the ot God gave to
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Cain was the Sabbath, which is likewise referred to as

an 20t in Exodus 31:17. However, it is clearly seen that
there are two important differences between these passages.
In T, God "naal" the Sabbath before Cain; MH casts the
sabbath in a more active (and independent) role: "shabbat
(amdah lefanav," as if it interceded for Cain of its »wn
accord. In addition, there is the statement in T, “keshem
shelimed shabbat zechut (al ’adam hari?shon kach limed ‘al
kayin." This second dissimilarity is noteworthy not only
because it is not found in the narallel in MH, but because
no aggadah concerning the saving of Adam by the Sabbath

ig found in T at all! This demonstrates that not only did
T and MH derive from separate sources, but that T itself
is a composite as well., Indeed, the comviler of T assumes

the reader's close acquaintance with certain traditions,
so that those traditions merely have to be hinted at.
Hany authors in world literature meke allusions which they
expect the reader to understand. They could do so only if
there were other books to which to allude. Similerly,
the references in midrashic literature to other "well-known"
legends presunpose the availebility or knowledze of other
books extant at that time.

Further evidence for a multipnlicity of sources is
to be found in the passages in Examvple 8, Firstly, there
is the discrepancy between the cryptic “"kevar n-t-l-o(u)
pelko" in T and the somewhat more easily understood "kevar
natel jelko min ha€clam” in MH. Is the version in T a
scribzal error, 2 misvrint, or a haplography? Is the version
in MH merely an illustration of the rule that the simpler
reading is only a later reworking of an original, difficult
text? Or did the two compnilers have two separate sources
with two distinect readings? JSecondly, MH gives the reason-
ing behind Lemech's conclusion that retribution for his sin
will be vostponed for seventy-seven zenerations.. He feels
his punishment will be delayed because he slew "bishgagah."
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This excerpt, which is lacking in T, would once again
indicate that the compilers of the two ifiidrashim were
working with different sources., Furthermore, there are
significant dissimilarities in the two depictions of

Lemech and his wives arguing before Adam's “"court." In

T, Adah and Zillzh mention only that Lemech slew Cain.

In MH, Tubal-Cein is included. In T, only Adam and the

two women participate in the discussion while Lemech is
merely an onlooker, In MH, Lemech takes an active role,

In T appears the sentence "Ji ziknenu lefi tumo herago,"

the speaker and meaning of which are not clear. PFurther
comparison show that the two portrayals are quite different,
although both do cite the same proverb: "?asyas’ ’ase (yat)
Bigretach." But while the closing sentences of the two
passages are identical linguistically, MH concludes with
Genesis 4:25 as the proof-text, whereas T cites Genesis 5:3.
All this points to the variant readings in these Kidrashim
as having been culled from divergent sources.

There is one notable variation in the two texts in
Example §. An anonymous statement in T, "kodem shenolad
noab...," is attributed to Rav jjisda in MH. From the
surrounding material, it would zppear that MH was copying
either directly from T, or from the same source as T--the
two versions ere almest identical. ZSut, aside from the
fect that & statement by a Babylonian Amoraza seems t0 be

out of place in T (which is generally considered to be =z
ralestinian work), why is the citation ascribed to e
particular teacher in one version but not in the other?

It is not likely that T is abridged and omites ascriptions.

As has been stated in Chapter III, there are nlaces where

BR contains znonymous meteriesl which in T is ascribed to =a
specific teacher, and the same ie true of MH vis 2 vis T.
This difference of "anonymous" vs "atiributed" could

nrobably occur only if MH and T were usines different sources.
'he same explanation may be given for the variations in

40
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the use of Genesis 5:2C as a proof-text at the end of
the passages.

The final evidence to be cited in this chapter is
found in Example 10. In these two passages, exactly the
same idea is expressed, and even the same Greek loan-word--
"Jdandralomosya’ "-- is used, althoush in MH it is written
corruptly as "2andromosyeh." However, the two versions
have variant ascriptions: T reads "shanu rabbotenu," while
MH attributes the quotation to R. 5imlei., In addition,
their vocabularies are markedly different. MH states,

"kol makom she’atah motze? zenut ’andromosyah ba’ah la€olam

vehoreg det hayafim velet haralim;" T reads, "mivne zimah
dandralomosya’ ba’ah la‘olam vesafah hatovim vehara(im."
There is a difference between "zenut" and "zimah." "Zenut"
refers to nrostitution and/or nromiscuity, but "gimah"

is general and total obscenity and sexual license. These

dissimilarities, like all those mentioned in this chapter,
are evidence that the literature of the Midrash was com-
2iled from 2 multiplicity of sources.

The next stev in this inquiry will be to compare
and contrast selected passages from MH and BR, and to
examine the evidence to be found therein.
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CHAPTER V

PARALLELS BETWEEN MIDRASH HAGGADOL
AND BERESHIT RABBAH

When comparing BR and ¥H, two things are immediately
noticeable., Firstly, some materiel in parallel passages
is given in a different sequence. Secondly, even within
their overall frameworks, the twe Midrashim do nod follow
the same order. Similar aggadot are associzted with
different verses, and even material connected with the
same verse is presented in a variant arrangement. For
instance, MH IV7 contains material from botk BR XX7 and
and XXII6; MH IV17 from BR XIX8 and XXV1; MH II3 from
BR XI9 and Il3; MH I17 from BR VI7 and XIIIl3. Conversely,
sections of MH IIC and II1I7 are together in BR XV7, and
varts of ki 116 end II7 are a2 single passage in BR XIIIl2.
In fact, numerous aggadot related in KH II6, are all to
pe found in BR XIII, but in a very different sequence.

Thus, the question that arises is: "What is the orig-
inal order in which these pessages are found?" That
cuestion immedistely gives rise to another: "Did the
compiler of MH rearrange material from BR as he saw fit?
Did he have e version of BR different from the one extant
today? Or, did he not have BR at ell, but rather many of
the seme 'aggadah-books' which served as sources for BR7"
AS will be shown below, the fact that so much of the
materizl in MH is dissimilzr to the perallels in BR,
sugrests that the compiler of MH included midrashim in
an order which he preferred. He probably worked from a
text of BR that ie different from ours, or not from BR at
all, but from a perallel compilation (or compilations).

In Exemnle 1, both BR and MH give the same explanation
of the name "Jel shaddei." However, BR cites R. Nathaen in
the neme of R. Ahe and R. 3erechish in the name of R. Isa=ac,
while in MH, Rav Judah ouotes Rav, and Resh Lakish repeats
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the formula, "Jani %el shaddei shelamarti lafolam dai."”

In addition, BR simply states that God told heeven and

earth "Enoughl" because "?ilmale ken hayu motepim veholechim
(24 achshev." MH is more graphic, and orovides & verse
from Jcb to prove that God scolded the world and forbade

it to exvpand any further, The presence of these dis-
crepancies, even though the basic voint of the passages is
the same, could only occur if senarate sources were being

used by the two compilers., This is especially true in
this instance, where both selections are ascribed to
different authorities. If one version were ascribed
and the other anonymous, it mizht be armued that the
anonymous one is a later adaptation, or that the nzme of
a teacher has been omitted by mistake. 1In the aggadot
under examination, the attributions are not only definite,
but refer to two different scheools altogether. The
rabbis mentioned in BR are all Palestinian, while MH
seems to be combining two traditions: Babylonian (Rav
Judah and HRav) and Palestinien (Resh lakish). This
clearly demonstrates the existence of multiple sources.
farther evidence is provicded by the midrashim in
~xamvnle 2. The vassage in 31 is a famous one, listing
the thinss which were brought into beins hefore Creation.
MH contains 2 ditferent list, BR speaks of the Patriarchs
and the people of Isrzel as having & form of "pre-existence,"
but makes no mention of gan ¢eden or gehinnom, as does MH,
The proof-texts for those things which both lists have 1in
common are the same. In BR, however, teshuvah is an addi-
tion by R. Abbahu pen R. Zeira, while in MH, it is in-
cluded in the "original" group of seven wiih no mention
of R. Abbahu. The orders in which the items are mentioned
are dissimilar. ilost importantly, BR differentiates he-
tween those which were "nivrelu," and those "shefalu
bemehashavah lehibarlot.”" MH makes no such distinction,
ané only says, "mivre’u (ad shelo®nivra’ hafolam." In




view of the discrepancies, both in detail and in theology,
these two passages could only have derived from variant
source traditions.

There are several noteworthy differences between the
selections in Example 3. In MH, the aggadah is associated
with Genesis 1:3: "And the wind (ruah) of God hovered...,"
while in BR, it is connected with Genesis 5:1: "This is
the book of the generations of adam." Although the idea
expressed in both passzges is identical, the styles are
not. Hut the divergent ascriptions are most significant.
BR cites R. Auna, a Palestinian Amora of the fourth

:eneration;s5

[lH quotes R. Joshua ben Karha, a Tanna who
vas 2 contemporary of R. Meir, Jince HX. Joshua ben karja
lived one hundred years before R. Huna, it appears that
MH is quoting & text which is not only different from,
but considerably older than the one used by the compiler of
BR.

in Example 4, two versions of the identical
narrative appear. However, ithe dissimilar literary
styles indicate that the incident is being related by
different authors, There is little likelihooé that the
compiler of MH would modify his source, esnecially since
ne is expressing the same idea, The MH version is
longer, which might imply that the source of ¥H is olcer
than BR and was conied ané revised by the comniler of BR,
rHowever, the compiler of BR would have no more reason to
sake modifications than the compiler of IH.

axample 5 illustrates two distinct delineations
of the six things teken from Adam when he sinned, which
will be returned to =mpankind once the Messiah comes. At
the outset, there is a variance in the ascriptions. BR
cites R. samuel bar sahmeny MH cuotes R. Berechiah and
R. Helbo in the name of it. Samuel bar Nehmen, MH feels
it necessary to exvlein the symbolisz of Ruth 4:18, while
BR does not. 1In BR, R. Jucdzmn states ounly that six things
were taken from Adam, but in MH, R. Judah Halevi ben
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R. shalom points out that the items taken away had
originally been created specifically for Adam's benefit.
wven the lists are different. BR does not include gan
‘eden. However, the reference to Genesis 3:24 in the
section dealing with the me’orot anpears to indicate
that gan (eden was orizinally included in the list but
was somehow "lost" or absorbed irto another vart of the
text. In addition, when BR repeats the meaning of the
vassage, R, Serechiah speaks in the name of R, Samuel
bar fNahman, but R. Felbo is never mentioned! The
renetition of the point of the Midrash and the exclusion
of R. Helbo, could only have iaken place if the compiler
had internolated 2 sepzrate document into his anthology,
and were then informing the reader of 2 return to his
original source. A second tangentizl statement found in
BR but not MH, is in the section mentionings the return
of hayyav: R. Simeon ben Yohai's statement that €Cetz
means Torah. VWhen both Midrashim treat the restoration
of komato, MH includes only & short exnlication of the
word kommemiyut in Leviticus 26:13, while BR includes
madamarim by R. Simeon, R. Hiyya, et z2lia. Finelly, there
is the comment by MH at the very end of the nassage
stating that all ithese itemt will be returned to mankind
“beyom havosh 2adonai Jet shever ‘amo umahatz makato

yirpa’ ." The effect of all these discrepancies is to
demonstrate that the Midrashim extant today were
collections of 2 multivnlicity of documents from which
the various compilers drew their material.

In Example 6 is found the well-known aggadah
concerning God's futile attempt to find the prover peri
of Adam's body from which to construct woman so that she
will have no faults. Here too, there are notable
divergences, MH attributes the passage to rabbanan, while
BR cites R. Joshua of Sichnin in the name of R. Levi.

MH mentions that if Eve is created "min hatzava)r tehe’
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gavhanit," whereas BR does not isnclude that vossibility.
The styles of writing differ, and the proof-texts in the
two selections are divergent in spite of the fact that
the message being conveyed is the same., This obviously
indicates the existence of different versions of the
identical aggadah which were transmitted independently.
As in Chapnters III and IV, the story of Cain and
Abel provides sdditional evidence that the Midrashim
are collections drawn from divergent sources. It can
be immediately seen that the selections in Examnle 7
are written in different styles. In BR, one of the
causes of the quarrel is due to tne dispute over the
division of property. It is vresented in highly
technical language at length, &s ovposed to the abre-
viated version in MH, in which only the angry words
"halosh" and "proah" remain, Another explanation
of the origins of the violence between vain and Abel
18 each one's coveting the site of the Temple as part
of his own landholding. 35ut here too the styles are
dissimilar. BR attrivutes the ma’amar to R. Joshua of
Sichnin in R. Levi's name, and MH identifies the site of
Abel's and Cain's offerinzs with Mt, Zion. VWhile both
versions contain references to the vossibility thet
the fight was over a women, in MH, . Zadox speaks of
nbel's twin sister, whereas in BR, H. Huna mentions
Apel's twin and R. Aibo slludes to & "havvah ri?shonzh."
Finally, there are the statements in =xample 5

which incuire as to why noah did not sire children until
he vas five hundred years old. Once again the styles of
writing are quite dissimilar, and in MH the midrash is
anonymous while in BR it is attributed to R. Judan and

.. Fehemiah in the name of K. Eliezer, the son of R. Jose
the Galilean. Furthermore, the two aggadot are not
identicel in meaning. MH states only that God withheld
chiléren from Noek in order to svare him grief, should

51
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they turn out to be evil and, as & result, be destiroyed
in the Flood. In BR, however, not only does 5od want
to avoid that possibility, but He also does not want
Noah to have too many children lest he be forced to
build many arks. The malamar of R. Nehemiah adds that
by vpreventing Noah from having children until reaching
the age of five hundred, God kent them from being liable
to punishment, since the Flood came before any of then
was & century old. C(Clearly, these discrenancies could
occur only if the material in MH was culled from 2
gzroun of variant sources.

7o complete the evidence for the existence of
sifre d'aggadta implicit in the various Midrashim, the

next two chapters will deal with mazterial common to
all three works under consideration, and will then exesmine
some interestin~ duvlications within BR itself.
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CHAPTER V EXAMPLES
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CHAPTER VI

PARALLELS IN BERESHIT RABBAH, TANHUMA C,
AND MIDRASH HAGGADOL

Thus far, it hac been demonstrated that the parallel
passages in the varicus Midrashim were derived from &
aultiplicity of documents. Hitherto, this has been done
by contrasting two works; now it will oprove useful to
compare the material common tc all three,

In Example 1 are three exvlanations as to why the
bet is the first letter in the Torah, and hence the first
letter used in Creation, even though the Hebrew a&lphabet
begins with aleph. In 211 cases, the text sees alevh as
connoting "cursing" ("Jarirah") or "accursed" ("’arur"),
as opposed to bet, which implies "blessins" ("berachah").
Within this framework are three distinct styles of narration
ané three somewhat different meaninzs. In MH, God's
statement implies that He will create the world with the
bet, since the use of the aleph would condemn the world
to destruction even before it comes into existence. In
BR too, God states, "vehaleva’i yafamod." However, it
forms part of an additional interpretation of the
"plessed-cursed" cichotomy, and is expressly portrayed

as a refutation of an "Epicurean" doctrine. In T, the
egzadah begins with the text from Proverbs 10:6, which
is not found in the other two. In addition, God utters
the words "umah keshenivra)’ bileshon baruch bene ’adam
mach€isin leyotzram bileshon ’arur ‘al ’apat kamah
vechamnah." These differences could only have resulted
from the Midrashim having been culled from separate sources.
In T and BR, but not MH, is the opinion (expressed in
variant styles) that the bet symbolizes the creation

of two worlds--this world and the next. This is espe-
cially noteworthy because in BR the mention of the "two
worlds" precedes the discussion of aleph versus bet,
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whereas in T, those items appear in the ovposite order.
such a reversal of sequence is probably due to the
compilation of each Midrash from 2 number of independent
sources which were arranged according to the desires of
the individual compilers.

Example 2 exhibits three versions of the famous
aggadah which discusses the six things taken from Adam
when he sinned, but which will be returned to mankind in
the Kessianic Aze., In this cz2se, it would appear that
MH is almost a verbatim copy of T, with BR being
derived from a variant text. In T and MH, the opening
ascription mentions R. Berechiah and R. Helbo in the name
of R. Samuel bar Rahman, while only R. Samuel bar Nahman
aopears in BR. The "equation" of the word "toledot" in
renesis 2:4 with the same word in Ruth 4:18 is in Hebrew
in MH and T, but in Aramaiec in BR. In addition, BR
containg a2 long passage not found in the other sources,

which discusses the "cursing" of the luminaries, idam's
fear of the nabash, etc. All these discrepancies have
previously been nointed out at length in the preceding
three chepters; it is not necessary to reiterate themn
here, However, it is important to take note of the fact
that MH and T not only differ from sk, but from esch

other as well. 7he 1list of the six items is not in the
same order. MH seems to be following BR reather than T,
except that gan Ceden is included in the enumeration.

MH also smploys the same proof-text @s BR in connection
with the "confiscation" of jayyav. When sveaking of the
removal of the me’orot, MH cites Ezekiel 32:7, while T
cuotes Isaish 31:10. Hone of the three versions exactly
matches either of the others, It might be arrsued that

MH is a composite of what is found in BR and T, but there
are difficulties involved. Por instance, no two of these
works read exactly the same when dealing with the restora-
tion of komato, or with the meaning of the word kommemiyut.
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T cites R. Simeon ben Jose as stating that kommemiyut
implies man will attain a height of two hundred cubits,

as ovposed to an anonymous interpretation that it will

be only one hundred cubits. MH merely states, "kishte
komot ba’adam hari’sihon. with no assizned numerical value.
In BR, however, an almost identical opinion appears as

a ma’amar by R. Judan: "me?ah ’amah ka’adam hari’shon,"
but it is part of a series of utterances. As has been
shown before, a variant ascription is more than likely

the result of the use of different texts. Thus, what

is involved in this case isc not an &ttemnti by the compiler
of MH to combine the versions in T and BR. Rather, it

is the use of a separate text, just as tne compiler of

T anc YR used indevendent versions.

-

Purther evidence that all three lidrashim are com=-
nosites culled from numerous independent sources is founc
in their diversified treatments of the snake's conversaiion
with Eve. They a2ll portray the sernent as stating that
Jod's jealousy is the cause of the commandment given %o
4dam and Eve not to eat the fruit of the Tree of :nowledre,
However, as can be seen in the selections in Example 3,

no two of these variastions are alike., "H sianly stiates

that God's injunction is due to "fayin ratah." accuses

the serpent of speaking "lashon harst ," eand in 2 staiement
attributed to rabbanan there is the vroverb, "vechol Juman
sone’ bene Jumenuto.” In BR, R. Joshua of Sichnin says the
identical thing in R. Levi's name, but there, the maxim is
in Aramaic, not Hebrew! There is no reason for the

compiler of one of these works to have purposely translated

the phrase, especially since everything else in both
cases is in Hebrew. Discrepancies such as this are, with-
out doubt, the outcome of the three [Midrashim having been
taken from three independent series of aggadah-books.

One of the first thinss which becomes zapparent
when contrasting the selections in Exampie 4 is that the
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passages in SR are spread out over four different sections
and do not form one continous narrstive, but =re
"interrupted" by the aggadot (not given here) in BR XXII9-10.
Furthermore, as in Example 2, even though MH and T are
evtremely alike, they are not identicel. The discrenancies
between them--such as variations in writing style and

the fact that MH refers te Abel's twin, while T does
not-~have already been elaborated. Once zgain, it is
apparent that there are a number of separate sources
invelved. The real question which arises when there 2re
parallel versions of the same aggadot is, "which is the
earliest form of the midrash involved?" 1In this case, is
it the unbroken narrative of T, the one in MH (which
contains some material omitted here), or the more
fragmented BR? In connection with Example 2, it has been
stated thet althoush MH may anppear to be 2 compendium

of the msterial in T and BR, this is not necessarily

the case., llor do the dates of compilation of the three
lidrashim provide any help, since direct dependence by

one text on another cannot be nroven. Rather, such
denendence is often easily disproved. It is entirely
possible for T, which is consgidered to have been compiled
later than BR, to contain earlier material, While it is
true that anonymous aggzadot are sgenerally viewed as

having been committed to writing later than ascribed
parallels, MH and T include statements which are not

found in BR (or each other, see below), and which thereiore
may have been authored contemporeneously with or nreviously
to sections of BR. Those parts of MH for which ¥argalioi
could find no parallels at all (the passages labelled "mekoro
ne€eland) certainly fell withia such a catesory. The
nroblem of dating the authorshivn or orisins of materiesl

iz one of the areas in the field of !idrash study which
renains to be thorouchly investigated. One of the

purposes of this thesis is 1o cell attention to such
questions.
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In line with the difficulty of proving or dis-
proving literary interdependence, Example 5 contains
evidence to the effect that althousgh MH often appears to
be a2 collection of "the best aggadot from BR and T,"
it often contains material not to be found in either of
the others. Por instance, in this particular selection,
MH includes & midrash which states thet the 2ot put on
Cain by God was one of the lettere of the Tetragrammaton:
it is an aggadah of which BR and T are seemingly unaware.
In addition, the material in BR is not only widely
scetterd, as opnosed to being a united whole in T, but
is in an order opposite to that of the midrashim in T
and MH. These, nlus other discrepancies, are clear
indications of the divergent sources and origins of the
passages involved,

The same is true of the meterial in Exampnle 6,
where once again it is obvious that BR comes from a
totally independent source. In BR, there is no mention
of Lemech having killed anyone, and the story of his
taking Adah and Zillah to court is attributed to R,

Jose ben R. Hanina. Nor does BR scen to know the
midrashim depicting the death of Cain or the destruciion
of the 2arba’ mishpahot which arc given in MH and T.

On the other hand, although T zad [l do appear to be
identical in terms of material and style, there are
discrepancies between them. The incident in which
ijlanoch, Erad, lehuyael and iletushael are swallowed up
vy the earth is explained fully in T, whereas MH merely
says, "shekevar nigzar ¢al kayin lefakor lo ?arba€
mishpahot." Close examinetion reveals thai the dispu-
tetion before Adam is "reported" differently in the

two versions. While the ideas expresscé are the same,
the styles in which they zre presented are not. In MH,
lemech is an active particinant; in T, he is a mosi
intereste! obseyver, Since compilers are unlikely to



have made modifications in the language of aggadot when

they were in agreement with the vhilosophy expressed,

such variations are undoubtedly attributable to the

use of numerous diverse sources by the various comnilers.
One final demonstration thet MH, BR, and T are

composites of separate sifre d'agradta is based on

Example 7. Although all three passeses deal with

’androlomosiy’?eh as the punishment for society-wide

sexual immorality, here too dissimilarities occur.

MH is an almost literal repetition of BR, but BR contzins

en additional statement by R. Azariah end R. Judah ben

R. Simon in the name of R. Joshua ben Levi to the effect

that Zod will be patient with zny crime except zenut.

T read similarly, bul is not identical., T cites only

R. Azariah, and there his opinion is that God will
forzive ("mevater") any sin except illicit sexuality.

#To forgzive" is not the same as "to have patience”
("ma’arich 3z2v0"). Turthermore, in T, the malamar

about Jandrolomosiy’ah is anonymous, and &s was dis-
cussed in Chapter III, there is a considersble difference
between "zenut" and "gimah," Dissimilarities of this

nature, namely, varianti ascrivtions and voczbulary, or

the presence of matericl in one or two texts but not

all three, can only bLc ihe result of the use of separate,

multiple texts by the compilers of the various Midrashim.
The next part ot this inquiry will ciscuse sonme

of the evidence availeble solely within BR. It conitains

renetitions and indications of its composite nature

which should be examined.
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CHAPTER VI EXAMPLES
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CHAPTER VII
REPETITIONS IN BERESHIT RABBAH

This chapter briefly examines a sempling of the
repetitions of material in BR. These duplicetions

nrovide strong evidence for the faci that BR is an

anthology of numerous documents. The same statements

apnear verbatim in different contexts. TFrom this

it can be inferred that the compiler (or compilers)

worked from a multiplicity of sources which he combined

as he saw fit, not hesitating to re-use materizl he

felt wes anpropriaste to more than one discussion.

"he textual dissimilarities which occur would indicate

that BR was composed not by one person, but over a

span of time by & number ~f people who nossessed

variant versions of the same azgadot, ané that while

there may have bDeen one final "antholozizer," there

vas in no sense any attempt to reconcile or edit out

iiserepancies in the text.66
For instance, there are the cdissimilarities

between the two selections in Example 1. In XII6,

Z. Simeon bazr Judah speaks in R. Meir'e name; in XIZ,

he is the traditionary of R, Simeon. In XI2, it is

2. Ami who disagrees with rebbanan; in XI16, it is

~. Jose, XI6 conteins the phrase: "verablbaznen Ze=ri

lan kevodo €imo umotzale shabbat...," which is not

“ound in XII6. Conversely, XII16 guotes renesis 3:24

25 well as Job 14:20 %o prove that Adam was banished
Trom the Zarden of lden, while XI2 cites only the versc
Trom Joo. In eddition, the statements attributed io

H. Judeh ben R. 3Simon and R. Levi in the name of

2y Jiezira are given as suapposedly direct cquotetions,
rat they differ widely in style znd content. XII¢
meavions "kevan Bhegata) >adam haridshon;" XI2 does not.
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In both selections, starting from the words "meshaneh
penav vateshalbhehu" (Job 14:20), and continuing %hrough
“kevan sheshak®a hapamah be-motza’e shebbat hithil
hahoshech memashmesh uva’," identiczl opinions ascribed
to iLhe same rabbis are presented in greatly divergent
styles and vocabularies. All these discrepancies—-
enéd there are others--clearly indicate that this is not
2 case of the same midrash beinz quoted in two different
contexts, but two distinct versions of that agggdah.s?
In Example 2, there are no textual discrepancies of
note, Rather, what seems to Le 2 unified passege in
XXIV6 appears as two separate ggmadot in XXIII6 n~nd XXII,
where they are comments on different verses. In this
instence, the problem is determining which context is
the original, The question asked of Abba Cohen Bar
Dala in XXIII6 is much more sppropriate for renesis 4:2€
("aleshet gam hu’ yulad ben") than for Genesis 5:1
("zeh sefer toledot 2alam"). The same appears %o be
true of R. Simon's statement in XXII; it is more
logical to apoly it to Genesis 3:21. Therefore, the
original forms of the aggadot in auestion are apparentily

those in XXII and XX{III6. These midrashim were sub-
sequently teken by a later writer and applisd to Genesis
5:1., In other words, iwo separate traditions and
documente were joined together to form "one" discourse,
There are passazes in BR which not only are reveated
verbatim in separate contexts, but which are ascribed to
different authors as well, PFor inatance, both selections
in Zxamnle 3 contain the phrase "batehilah bera’sh lo
veradah Jotah mele’gh ririn vedam...," etc. However,
in XVII7, the statement is attributed to R. Jose,
whereas in XVIII4, R. Judeh ber 1abbi is cited, This

clearly indicates that there were two independeni variant

traditions concernins the authorship of the statement,

both of which were ironically included in the same h'.idrash.s8

|

.
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The material presented in Example 4 provides
excellent proof that the llidrashim are culleé from a
maltiplicity of sources, The malamar in IX12 is found
almost word for word in conjunction with an entire
series of other statements, but in a comnletely different
context, in VIII5. The former vassage is a commentary
on Genesis 1:31, the latter an exposition of Genesis 1:26.
It could be argued that the omission of the phrase "hinun
Jotiyot deden hinun ’ot;xot deden" in VIIIS indicates
two divergeal sources conteining the same statement, but
the discrepancy could just as easily be due to =z scribal
error, ‘lather, the selections in Example 4 clearly in-

dicate that BR is an antholozy of sources, The a=-adol

in those sources were collected and arransed by various
compilers, who cited the midrashim whenever they felt they
were appropriate, not hesitating Lo use a specific state-
nent more than once.

The final two selections in the chapter (nxample 5)
further illustrate {he ase of identical aygadot in more
shan one context., Tn XXII?, the opinions of R, Elazar
ben Azariah and R. Joshua ben Yarha are cited together
as expositions of CGenesis 4:1, 1Tn XXIV7, R, Elagzar's
view is conbined with the statements of Ben Azzai and
R. Akiba t0 explain senesig 5:1., This situation could
occur only if a meries of different texts were commingled.
it is true thet XXIV7 reads, "hada’ mesaye'a’ lehahi’
éz)emar raboi el azar ben ‘azaryah,” which would seen
to infer that the compiler is merely lending support to
a previously statel opinion. However, since R. Llazar's
mad amar is not separated from the other citetions in XIIV7
by the words "davar 2aber," it can be assumed that it is
intended to be an integral part of the discussion endé not
+ separate interpretation. Therefore, it cen be concluded
that {112 and L{IVT are the results of the interweaving
of at least two separate sources. In fact, there were




probably three documents used--one containing R, Joshua's
statement, one in which R. Flazar's opinion was originally
found, and one which included what is clearly a conversation
between Ben Azzai and R. Akiba.

The number of examples presented in the chapter wes
kept to a minimum in order to avoid the unnecessary repe-
tition of arguments. Nevertheless, the anzlysis of the
passages discussed has demonstrated that evidence for the
existence of gifre d'agzadte can be found not only by
comparing two or three separate !lidrashim, but by con-
trasting repetitions of material within one liidrash,

In this case, BR was the work denlt with, but the method-
ological princinles involved would z2nply with eoual validity
to any other iiidrash. Chapter VIII will be an examination
of other forms of evidence for the composite nature of the
Yidrash literature and the existence of aggadah-books.

This includes indirect proof, thet is, inferences which can
be dravn from both individuasl passages and the views of
other scholars, and direct proof, namely, explicit ref-
erences to sifre d'aggedta in the Talmud and idrash,

79
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CHATPTER VIII

FURTHER WVIDENCE FOR THE ZXISTENCE
OF SIFRL D'AGGADTA

Thus far the evidence oresented demonstrating that
the various [idrashim are all compilations of sifre
d'eggadta has been derived by comparing varallel eggedot.
However, another method of analysis can provide additional
proof, namely, the dissection of individual vassages which
are of a distinctly comvnosite nature. In view of the
maltinlicity of instances in which such "comnositeness"
can be clearly discerned, such as BR III6 (see the four
preceding chapters), only a few examples will be mentioned.

The most common indication that the individual aggadot
are themselves anthologies is that many of them contain
lists of sayings by various rabbis who lived in differeat
generations. For instance, DR IV6 includes ma’amerim
by R. Johanan in the name of R. Jose ben R, JJelafta,

R. Hanina, R. Samuel bar Nahmaa, R. Tievi in the neame of

R. Tanhum bar Hanieli (Hanilai?), and others. R. Johanan
iz en Amora of the second generation:Gg R. Hanine an Amora
of the first generation; R. "amuel bar ahman of the second
and third generations; 2, Levi of the third, In addition,
there is a story of R. Jose (ben Halafta) sand r Poman
metron, and R. Jose is & fourth-generation Tanna! These
various pessages could only have been brought togetler
from a collection of different sources, OSimilarly, in

BR XXII1l2 there are two discussions between i, Judan and
R. Nehemiah, who are Tennaim of the fourth senerztion.

One dialogue is "interrupted" by = statement by H. Levi,

2 third-generation Amora. The other exchange of ideas

is followed by two ma’emarim of Zav (341),7° which in turn
are scparated by an opinion ascribed to Abba Jose ben
Kesari (date unknown). These interjections obviously
result from a combination of seversl sources, 7The
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inclusion of statements by R. Hanin (A3) and R. Levi (A3)

in the name of R. I imeon ben Lakish (A2) in the passage,

is further evidence of the composite nzture of the materiasl.
In addition, the wide span of generations clearly demonstrates
that the passege is not the record of a round-teble dis-
cussion among all the rabbis involved,

Two additional examples of this genre will be suf-
ficient to prove the comnosite nature of the Midrashim.Tl
BR XIV3 appears to be a unified discussion of the nature
of man. 3But a closer inspection shows that it is actually
a combination of two widely divergent sources. The first
rebbis named are R, Joshua (Ta2) in the name of R, [enaniah
("22) and rabbanan in the name of R, ilazar (Ta2), whereas
the second half of the passage is attributed to R, Tifdai
in the name of . Aha, who are A5 and A4, respectively.
Ubviously, the latter two could never have held any dis-
course with the first teachers cited. Rather, R, Tifdei's
statement is used to solve & problem which is raised by
the compiler himself, In 3R XXI5, an exchange between
R, Yavppias (782) and R, Akiba (Ta2) is followed by the
opinions of R. Judah ben R. Simon (A4), Resh Lakish (aA2),
and R. Berechiah (4A4) in the name of 7. HYenan, Not only
aid the authorities cited live in widely éivergent eras,
bat their opinions are hardily Jiven in chronological order,
This arrangement is not thematicelly haphazard; each opninion
is a valid sequitur to the one preceding. However, the
chronolozy clearly shows that these statements could
neither have all been made in a common discussion, nor,
since Resh Lakish is & predecessor of 1, Judah ben R. Simon,
were they originally intended by their authors as comments
on the malamarim which occur »reviously. a«s it stands, the
passage can only be an antholosy of statements culled from
2 maltviplicity of sources, which the compiler felt to be
anpropriate to the central idea he wished 10 express.

Another sslient characteristic of the "idrash is
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the presence in meny passages of sections which are ap-
parently out of context. TFor example, BR XIII9 contains

a story in which R, Joshua and R. Zliezer demonstrate to
Hadrien how the ocean can continuously receive additional
waicyr but never overflow. Yei this tale seems to have no
conmection with the rest of the passage, which explains

how the earth obtained moisture before the creation of
rain, The first portion is early Tannaitic, while the second
haif is a dialogsue between the late Tannaim R, Judah

and R. Nehemiah, This passage is, therefore, an obvious
composite of several sources. The same is true of 3R XXIVE.
As was pointed out in the previous chapier, this midrash

is a combination of BR XX11 and XXIII6, which were originally
varts of two separate and distinct sources. Lastly, 3RIVT
is basically a series of opinions concerains the identity
of the "forbidden fruit." However, included therein is a
disazreement between 3. liehemiah and rabbanan over the
proper form of the blessing for breald, and 2 discussion

of the meaning of the word 1efet.72 which is eaten with
bread., While this digression is tangentially anpnrorriate

to the paessege, since it immediately follows the ovinion
that the fruit eaten by Adam and Lve was wheat, it has

no real relationship to the overall theme of the passage,

It was no doubt teken from another source and inserted

by the compiler specifically because the mention of wheat
seemed to vrovide him with a good opvortunity to include
this discourse on the blessing for bresad,

While the conclusions in this thesis have bLeen arrived
at independently, research shows that other scholars have
observed the composite nature of the llidrashim and the
existence of sifre d'aggadta. Loore remarks that 3R is

clearly compiled from previous collections.73 Fischmen

points out that the Tikkune ha-Zohar contains a reference
to Weishty sifre &'erzadta,"
and Jerome as referring to aggadah-books.

and Strack mentions Origen
15




In his lievo Letalmudim, Albeck maintains that paral-
lel nessages in the Talmud which are not nerfeectly iden-

tical due to contradictions, omissions, or additions, re-
76

veel the existence of different sources. As he states
eloevwhere, the same is true of BR, the sources of which
included "Targums and sermons, and also mishnayot, baraitot,
gayings of Amoraim and the collections thet were composed
of them" (his italics), namely, sifre d'aggedte. ' Simi-
larly, Theodor writes that all aggadic Hidrashim are the
regults of collections and revisions of contents which
70 Both Tenhuma Bereshit and LR
display such characteristics. I. Weiss posits that the many

origineted much earlier. g

variates lectiones in parallel sources come not from mistakes
in oral transmission, but from the use of different written
texta.al The aggadot in the llidrashim are derived from the
Talmuds "and some of them are cleerly statements chosen

from the aggada-books which already existed in the days

of the Amoraim.“82
events in the story in Tanjuma Lech Lechz involving

RHe Eliegzer and Agrippe could not have taken place, However,
in Pesikta Rabbati (piske 23), the same episode is related

of X, Eliezer and Aquilas, Tanpuma copied the mistake from
83

For example, Veiss writes that the

some other source.
In tems of the anticuity of the sifre d'aggadta,

1. Weiss traces them back to the Tannaitic period. He holds

that every Tanne had a midrash collection from which he

took sermons and lessoas for his diseciples., These con-
pilations were later used as the bases for the Tannaitic
Uidrashim extanti today.a4 Albeck sttributes some of the
narallels amonz BR, Josephus, and the apochryphal litersture
to sifre d'gggadta,ﬁs
least a Tannaitic, if not pre-Tannsitic, date. Theodor

which clearly essigns to them at

4 - : g 8é
mainteins there were written sources 2t an early veriod,
Ao Weiss also is of the opinion that aggadah-books existed

in the first and second centuries C.L.“T Finkelstein, too,

88
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argues for the early existence of gifre d'aggadta, 3y

means of textual comparisons, he demonstrates that the
repetition of the same passage almost verbatim (but with

some varietions) in Mekilta Beshallach and jlekilta Bo <
snuws that the compiler of the work quoted senarate sources.5:
His view is that the Tannaitic llidrashim are "composed c¢f
different compilations which were broughi tocether in sone
instances rather erbitrarily....Some of the compilations...
were definitely put into writzen form before they were in-
cluded in the present wor‘e:s."o9 The very fact that Tennaitic
material is included in the Jidrash indicates the existence
of sifre d'agrzadta from that period.

To nrove the existence of separate, multinle sources,
Pinkelstein contrasts texts. 1. VWeiss takes a different
tack. He indicates 2 number of instances in the Tealmud
(hakkot 24a, Kiddushin 30b, Taanit fa among them) where
there are allusions to stories of rabbis, but the teales
are not recounted in toto. He infers from this that
there were sources vhich were "collections of events
(mafasiyot)," from which the whole event was copied if
it was not well-lmowm, and only referreda to if it was
famous.go similarly, there are numerous instances in the
ilidrash where references are made to interoretetions which
are given elsewhere, or not at all., For exaaple, 3R XX5H
assumes the reader's familiarity with gaggadot concerning
Cain, Korah, Doeg, Balaan, Gehazi, Absalom, &and others.

BR ZXII3 presupvnoses & knowledse of the legend that Adam
sgceyrificed a heifer to Zod. In 3R 16, mention is made of
the "yeme?avelut shel metushelalh,” although the midrash
on which this phrase is based is not found anywhere in BR.
Clearly, the compiler of 3R is alluding to another source,
one which he believes is =0 commonly known thzt he feels
no compulsion to elaborate on his reference..

sufficient evidence has been presented to demonstrate

that the Ilidrashim ere works compiled from numerous,
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and often variant, sources. However, all that has
been proven is the existence of such sources. It has
been tacitly assumed that these sources were written,
and not oral. Theodor maintains that there must have
been documents because the sheer volume of aggadic
material could not all have been preserved orallye91
Still, definite confirmation if needed to nrove
conclusively that such sifre d'aggadte actually existed.
The Telmud and Midrash themsel.ee provide the
presceribed evidence, There is a plenitude of specific
references to aggadeh-books. In & legal case which is
mentioned thrice in the Talmud, % Rava decides that
some orphans must return to the original owner an
aggadah-book which was "customary to lend ané hire out.”
Obviously, these sgeferim were vnopular and widely
circulated. In fact, they must have been so popular
that they cut into attendance at Sabbath sermons, for
in Sofrim 16:2 and Tglmud Yerushalmi Shabbat 16:15c,
the great darshan R. Josbua ben Levi proclaims tha

wnoever commits the aggadak to writing has no nart in
the world to come.93 R. Joshua, eccordines to his own
testimony, refused to even look at the sifre d'aggmedizs,

save for one instance. As he seid, "I have never looked
into a book of agzadeh except once, when I looked and
found written therein that the 175 sections of the Torah
in which occurs any expression of speaking, ¢ ying, or
commanding, correspond to the nuuber of years of our
father Abraham...."g4

Some rabbis considered the sifre d'aggadta tu be

valuable as resource and learning materials. R. Jacob
bar Aha is reported to have consulted one,95 and R.
Johanen stated, "A covenani has been made: whoever

learns the aggadah from a book will not soon forget it."95
On the other hand, there were those who strenuously
opposed the writing down of aggedic material, R. Zeira
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called the aggadah-books "books of aorcery."gT The
majority, however, apparently favored them. R. Jeremish
instructed R. Zerika to go look in his "mekilta."g8
R. Hisda told R. Tahlifa ben Abina, "Go write down the
words for 'hunter' and ‘archer' in your aggadah (book)
end explein them.,... Write the word for''overlord' in
your aggadah and explain it.“gg R. Hiyya was once so
ebsorbed in reading a sifra d'aggadta based on the Psclms,
that he failed to aclnowledge the presence of Rabbi.loo
The use of aggadah-books was not restricted to Eretz Israel;
they were to be found in Babylonia &s well. Rav Papa
and Reav Huna bar Joshua are known to have read them.101
There are two more important facts which must be
related. PFirstly, those who wrote and/or employed the
sifre d'agradta were sensitive to the objections raised

against them. Therefore, even though Resh Lakish and

R. Johanan did not hesitate to read such books even on
the Sebbeth, they justified their actions by meintaining
that it was better to transgress & vrshibition--nemely,
that against writing down the oral tradition--than to
allow the Torah to be forrotten.lo2
sifre d'aggadta were considercd to be sifre kodesh.

R, Johanan and R. llahmen bar Jacob would not carry them

Secondly, the

into a privy, but would leave them with their students
inltead.lo3 Because the zgradah-books were considered to
have a stetus of sanctity, the later compilers were not
likely to malke changes in their texts. JSources would
be copied verbatim because they were holy. Therefore,
divergent readings are due not to modificztions made by
compilers, but to varient texts.

Tais chapter hss presented conclugive proof for the
existence of gifre d'aszegadta. The nature and contente of

some of these aggadah-books will be diecussed in the
concluding chapter.
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CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSION

In this thesis, the existence of sifre d'asszadta

as sources of the !'idrash has been established beyond
ihe shadow of a doubt. What has not been determined is
the contents of those books, Theodor wrote, "It is
impossible to determine what traces they [the sifre
d'agradia) left in the old Midrash literature."
However, it is possible to discern the nature of these
books.los Firstly, some of them are mentioned in the
Talmud, and their very names indicate their contents.
Among them are, "The Book of (reation" (Sefer Yetzirsh),
"The Book of Dream Interpretations" (Sefer Yitron Halomot),
the "Scroll of Relations" (Megillet Yupasin), °° the
"Seroll of 'Secrets' of the School of R. Hiyya" (ilegillat
Setarim Be Rabbi ;l__iu_a),log

llarriege Prohibitions (sheniyot) of lier the son of
110
n

106

107

and the "Second de;ree

Rabina. In addition, the Midrash itscl{ provides

clues to the various types of sifre d'aszadta that were
313

in circulation.
One class of agpgedah-books uncoubitedly consisted of
vwritten versions of the scrmons which were based on the
weekly Torah portions and on the readingss for special
Sabbaths and holy days. JSuch homilies are now found in
collections like the Tanhumes and resiktot. some other

sefarim were probably records of the discussions in the
vavrious ecadenmies. For example, in BR XIXS is found
the phrase, "debe rabbi yenna?i Jdamri," "they of the
school of R. Jannai say." PFurthermore, rabbinic
literature contains & plethera of references to "the
scncol of Shammai" and "the school of Hillel .™

As wag discussed in Chapter VIII, the fact that
in the Talmud some episodes in ihe lives of the rabbis
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are told in full, while others are merely alluded to,
leads I. Weiss to believe that there were collections
of events, "ma‘aaehsbooks."llz Confirmation of tlis
theory is to be found in MH Genesis 1122. The text
reads, "me‘aseh berabbi yehudah bi-rabbi el¢ali...
shuv mafaseh berabbi yehuda bi-rabbi ’ellal’i.” These

ere clearly two narratives drawn from & consecutive

ligting of evenis.
Another probable type of aggadah-book is the
personal notebook meintained by each rabbi. In Shabbat 12b,
R. Hathan relates that R. Ishmael wrote in his "pinkas,"
"I, Ishmael ben Elisha, read and tilted a 1amp11§ on
the Savbbath." These pinkasim appear to have been widely
used, ancd were known as "aggadta." R. [lisda is revorted
to have said to R. Tahlifa bar Abinz, "Go write down

the words for 'hunter' and 'archer' in your aggada and

explain them.... Write the word for 'overlord' in your

wll4 These personal journals

asgada and explain it.
thus served a2s mnemonic aids, "textbooks," and "exercise
books," while also containing notes for use in lectures
and sermons. I. Weiss dates the existence of such
documents as early as the Tannaitic period.115

The books which now constitute the Avpochryvha and
Peeudepigrapha, as well as others which have been lost,
were a iorm of sifre d'aggadiz. Geza Vermes points out
the midrashic nature of Jubilees,l16
which is easily confirmed. For example, Jublilees 12:9-14
is an aggadic explanation of the death of Abram's
brother Haran. Ile dies be=ur, a pun on "in [ the city of)
Ur,” and "in fire." This pun is parzlleled in BR XXXVIII13.
Furthermore, Strack maintains thet the oldest extant
midresh is in IV Esdras 7:132-139."117 His dating may
not be correct, but the asgzadic nature of the passage

an observation

is unguestionable:
I know, sir, that the Most High is now called
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merciful, because He has mercy on those who
have not yet come into the world, and
cracious, because He is gracious to those who
turn to His law, and long-suffering, because
He is long-suffering to those who have sinned
as His creatures, and bountiful, because He
had rather give than exact, and of greafla
mercy, because He multiplies mercies...

This is obviously an exegesis of Exodus 34:6-7:

The Lord, the Lord, God, merciful and
gracious, long-suffering, and abundant in
goodness and truth; keeping mercy unto
the thousandth generation...

In addition, Ben Sira ie quoted in BR VIII2, and sevcral
other times in BR. Kohelet Rabbah 12:13 mentions a gefer
ben tagla’ which is no longer extant., 4ll these non-
canonical works undoubtedly served as sources for some

of the Midrashim.

Books of biblical commentary and exegesis must
also have been widely circulated. R. Jiyya is depicted
as reading an aggadah-book based on Psalmn,llg and the
sifra d'agpgaita consulted by R. Joshuza ben Lev1120 (see
Chapter VIII) seeuns to have becn = biblical commentery.
As was mentioned in Chepter II, Theodor points out that
the section on parshat Bereshit in BR constitutes over
one fourth of that Midrash. "This portion nay have been

taken from another and a larser horcradic vork ¢ Genesis..."

121

In other words, some of the sources of BR were written
commentaries on the Bible. lor can the Dead Sea Scrolls,
such as the Genesis Apochryphon and the commentaries on
Psalm 37, Issiah, Micah, Hosea, Nahum, and Habakkuk be
discounted as examples of sifre d'aggpdta.lzz

Finally, there is a tremendous amount of evidence
to show that there must have been numerous collections
of sayings by individual teachers. Albeck refers to
tham,123 and A. Weiss maintains that they were extant in
Tannaitic timea.124 Weiss' deting is given credence by
the series of maldamarim in Pirke Avoti which are introduced
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by "he used to say." They clearly apvear to have been
selectively drawn from lists of aphorisms,

Tart of Jew Testament scholarshin can indirecily
sunvort the theory of collections of statements as
sifre d'aggadta, especially since the Gospels (particularly
satthew) were compiled in the same cultural milieu.
Schleiermacher conjectures that the sources of the
jospels include 2 collection of the sayings of Jesus,

and most modern scholars agree thet Matthew &nd Luke
126

125

drew upon such a compilation, called the Quelle,
This Quelle is used by Luke and Matthew in different
ways and in different contexts, but it azccounts for
meny of {the exact parallels in those two Gospels.127
The likelihood that the Quelle is actually one
example of a common form of sifre d'aggadta is
sirengthened both by the setting in which the Quelle
was composed, and by certain characteristics of the
tiidrash itself., PFirstly, as has been discussed, the

didrash uses identical aggadot in different contexis.
Secondly, Ben Sira is guoted thusly: "Rabbi Elazar
g2jid in the name of Ben Sira.“lzEs It is as though

Ben Uira were looked upon &8s & rabbi, =nd the book
bearing his name is, of course, 2 collection of his
sayings. Thirdly, the way in which the »assarses in ihe
i/idrash are constructed definitcly indicates That they
are anthologies of statements of individual rabhis culled
from verious sources, Often, two malamarim attiributed
t0 the same rabbi will be given consecutively, yet the
ascription will be revezted. This occurs with iwo
statements by R. Judah ben R. Simon in BR XIX4, Rav in
BR XXIIl2, R. Huna in BR XXIV4, R. Aibo in BR XXV1, and
R. Judah ben El'ai in BR XXVI6. The only reason for
such a duplication is that the compiler is copying the
aphorisms word for word from a list. TFositive evidence
to support this thesis is i. Yerushalmi Berachot 5:9a:




26

R. Johanan said, "A covenant is established.
He who studies his talmud in the synagozue
will not soon forget it." R. Johanan...
said, "A covenant is established. He who
studies his telmud in private will not soon
forzet it." "R. Johanen said, "A covenant

Fram & Book will ok 998 Sree it
These statements, linked by the common phreses "a
covenant is established" and "will not soon forget it,"
are obviously derived from a sifra d'aggadta consisting
of the collected sayings of R. Johanan. 3Such a sefer
was undoubtedly only one of a whole series of books,
widely circulated, which were records of the ma’amarim
of the various rabbis.

In conclusion, this thesis has attempted to prove
several noints. Comparison of parallel texts has brought
to light variations in theological outlook, styles and
vocabularies, details, and attributions of statcments.
These dissimilarities have been shown to be due not to
modifications made by the ccuvilers of verious Midrashim,
but to the use of different texts as sources. These
sourcecs, called sifre d'agzadta, were widely disseminated

as early as the Tannaitic period and, in view of the
fact that some may have been books »f {the Apcclirypha,
even earlier. Various itypes of sach gifre d'aggadte
have been discerneé: biblical commentaries, nersonal

notebooks, records of academy discussions, transcrinis

of sermons, and collcctions of seyiangs by various rabbis.
Jndoubtedly there were other tynes of sefarim, anc this
sreat variety of documents indicates a wide and active
literary aggedic creativity. Simultaneously, it hes

been demonstrated that Comparative Midrash can prove %o

be a valuable tool for the analysis of the sources and
persvnectives of the authors and compilers of the midrashic
literature, and perhavs even the dates of compilation of
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the Midrashim. For example, why & compiler chooses one
version of a specific aggadah over another, may often
be the clue to his historical setting. There is much
about the Midrash which is still to be learned and
explained. The object of this thesis has been to
stimulate the use of a hitherto totally underused
methodology——comparative Midrash--in order to answer
gsome of those questions. It is hoped that that goal
has been at least partially attained.
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