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PREFACE 

Before beginning this thesis, there are two 
points which require explanation. Firatl7, a brief 
definition of the ueea of the terms "Midrash," "Midraeh," 
"mid.rash," and "agg&dah" is in order. "Kidraeh" refers 
to the en.iire corpus of that 11 terature. A "Mid.rash'' 
is one specific book, whi1e a "aiclra8h• denotes a 
particular passage within a larger work. The word 
"aggadah" is used &1JlODJDlOW1l7 with "midraah. 11 Secondly, 
the •7ste• of transliteration follows no particular 
"scientific" pattern, but is intended merely for 
phonetic clarity. '?hua, > spbolizes the lt and t 

represents the .l/ • The h is de.noted b7 ·~," j> b}' •k," 
and :J b7 •k• and "ch." 

In addition, there are a number of people to whom 
acknowledgements are due. I wi•h to thank Professor 
Leonard S. Kravitz for his invaluable guidance and 
instruction ; the library •t•ff of the Hebrew Union 
College-.Tewish Institute of Rel i gion in New York, for 
their perseverance and assistance in locating several 
sources; and Mrs. Margaret Taeler for her a i d in the 
t7Ping of this work. Most importantly, all the 
gratitude and admiration that a huaband O&h give go 
to my wife Barbara. Her patience, understanding, 
encouragement, as well as her typing, were truly a 

labor of love. 

Brooklyn, New York 
February 21, 1975 

Benjamin B. Lefkowi tz 
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CHAPTER I 

I NTRODUCTI ON 

In the couxse of reading various :lidr ashi..m , it can 
be observed that a great many passages have paral lels 
which appear in wi dely dive r gent sour ces. The object of 

t his thesis is to discover the cause of these parallels . 
Due to the vastness of the material involved , the orig i nal 
sources for this work were restricted to the a ggadot 

found in Taaj:luma C, Bereshit Rabbah , and 1lidrash Ha gga dol 
dealing with seder bereshit (Genesis 1:1-6 : 8 ) . A cursory 

preliminary invest i gation led to the ~elie f that there 
mi ght have been an Urtext-an original :H drash f rom which 
the above books , as well as all other works, had b een 
derived. This hypothesi s was based on the following 
observations : 
1) in all three sources the same a ggadot se em to aluays 

be linked to the same scriptural verse; 

2) in all three so1trces the same v erse i n the Prophets or 
Hagiographa seems to be used as the basis f or expound i n r 

the identical verse from the Torah ; 
3) in each of the three sources , there is material whi ch 
is unique to that wo r k, ~iving the impr ession t hat t he 

vari ous compilers and redactors had at their disposal one 

basic text f rom which t hey culled selections as they 

desired . 
This theory was, to some extent , reinforced by two 

a rticles by Louis Finkelstein . In one1 he traces the 

origins of the Tannaitic Midrash i m back to an "Aggadic 
.iiidrasb I " and "Aggadic tilidrash II . " In the other, 2 he 

claims that sections from Sifr e and Aidrash Ha gga.dol 
which correspond in su botance but not i n textual reading 
a r e deri ved from a common source . E'uTthermore , ~idrash 

HaG1;adol contains numerous pas s ag es for which there a re no 



parallels anywher e in Rabbinic literatur e ; Margaliot 
refers to them by sayiu~ , "Its source has disappeared ." 3 

However , further r esearch demonstrated that an Ur
text was not the solution to the pr oblem. Fi rstly , the 
sheer volune of the mat erial that would have to have been 
included in such a cor~us would militate a gains t the 
likel ihood of its existence. Secondly , any extensive 
r eading in the various Midrashi m ahows that i n ever y 
extant work there ar e whol e series of s tatements , either 
anonymous or ascr ibed to various rabbis. These quotations 
may be directl y linken according to the subject matter 
with which they deal , or they may all be · u tterances by 
the same per son. They may have in coia.rnon a key word , 
phrase , or biblical ver se , or t hey may :nerely be etl"ll.!:g 

to gether in a sor t of "stream- of- conaci ousness ." The 

various rabbis are not q_uoted in any particular order-
t her t: is no progress ion from older to youn!jer or :::..i£.! 
ver sa . The net effect resembles eit her a diatant co~sin 
of 3artlett•a Familia r Quota~l!!. or a ooor ly written 
research paper in whi ch the author s eems to be quoting 
anyone and everyone on any given topic without care fo r 
or ganiza tion or the avoidance of ext raneous material . 
Thus , even i f there had at one point been some macnum 
opus, it coul.d not have been the original. source of the 
7.fidraehim extant today , for if theae anthologies were 
copied f r om i t , t hat corpus i tself must of necessi ty 
have been one massive compendium of tra..i'.itions , a 
collection of all the sources which exis t ed previous t o it . 

These finding& brough't about a new h.vpothes ie , 
namel y , a mul tiplicity of earl y written s our ces. Since 
the ol dest of the pr imar y texts, Bereuhit Rabbab , was 
compiled no earlier than late Amoraic times, research wae 
origi nally r estricted to that period . However , materi al 
in both pr imary and seconda ry s ources indjcated that there 
had indeed been written books of Mi drashim , known as 
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sifre d'aggadta, as early ae the first Amoraic generation 

and perhaps even earlier. 
At this po int, 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 q~estion 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 s ix different types of 11 a ggadah-boolcs:" 
1 ) mEle..seh-books containing anecdotes and stories about 

various personages and events; 
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 Qum.ran scrolls? ) ; 

4) written collectiond of sermons similar to the Pesiktot 

extant today; 
5) coll ecti ons of common proverbs and aphorisms ; 
6) compilations of s ayings by i ndividual rabbis (on which 
t he final chapter of this thesis will concentrate ) . 

The idea in New Testament scholarshi~ of the Quel le , 

a collection of t he sayings of Jesus , which ~ould have 
been written in early Tannaitic t imes , led to the conclus ion 

t hat other su ch collections wer e coeval with it . 
Undoubtedl y , t he sections in~ beginni ng with "he used 
to say" wer e cul led f ro!Il such books , which would dat e 
t his type of source t o before Hillel, t hat is , to be f or e 
the beginning of the Common Er a . But the fact that Ben Sira 
is ~uoted in Bereshit Rabbah as if he we~e a rabbi , gi ves 
rise t o the bel ief that even his book is a f orm of sifr a 
d ' aggadta . If such is the case , then the whol e conce!)t 
of written mi dr ashic sources must be t roced back to the 

Hellenistic peri od . 
However, t o prove a l l this is beyond the s cope of 

this t h esis . The object here is partially to explore 

3 



the methodology o f comparing texts, and part i ally to 
determine the nature of some of the sifre d ' agga.dt a. 
The first step in t his inquiry will be to examine the 

opi nions of previous scholars in relation to the 
ba ckgrounds of the origi nal sources i n question . 

4 
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CHAPTER II 

THE BACKGROUNDS OF THE SOURCES 

Befor e beginning any detailed exposition of t he 
evidence, both explicit and implicit , for the existence of 
the sifre d' a ggailt a , i t T"1ill be useful to briefly stu:lr.lar ize 

some of the scholarl y opinions concerning the backgrounds 
of the primary sources under considerat ion: Bereshit 

Rabbah, IJidrash Ha gga.dol, and Tanlfuma c. They 'ffill be 
nealt with i n the order Bi ven. Ho~ever, t he discussi on of 

specific views concerning t he sources of these "orke '17i ll 
be post~oned until Chapter VIII . 

In any examination of oereshi t Rabbah , thr ee o f the 
s alien t points a re t he origin of the title of t he work , 

i ts authorship, and the dat e of its coQpilation. These 
three factors are closely intert"ined , and will be revi e"ed 
by exa~ining the v iews of t he s everal authori t ies as they 
~resent t hea , rather than topically. In Dor Dor Vedorshav, 
I . Weisa maint ains t hat like t he \·ast majority of t he 

Ll idrashim extant today, Bereshit Rabbah dates f rom the 
:Ja onic period , although a great dee.l of older material is 
contained i n it . 4 As for the t radition ascribing the 

authorship to the first-generation Amora Rabbi Osh"'!"e. , 

We i ss feels it is highly pr obable t hat he be38-n the wor k 
of collecting and edi tin& t he a Pj,r;ndot. As eviden ce, Weiss 

cites the statement in ijullin 14la that R. Oshaya was knoTf!l 
to be a col lector of oisllnayot, anc that his "ork was 
considered t o be authoritati ve . Since R. Oshaya nas a 
compiler of halachot, a r gues Weiss , why not of aggadot?5 

Obviousl y , this is not a very convincing a r g-..unent . The 
co~piling of he.lachot pr oves nothing concerning a&,tta.dot. 
In addition, the text i n ijullin never mentions writing . 

U.oor e sta tes that while the date of Berealti t Ra bbah 
is difficult to deterr.iine . i t shows mar ked parallels in 
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both •tyle and material to Talmud Yeru.ahalmt , and therefore 
i ts coapilation took place at approxird&tely the aame time, 
although it doea contain aater ial dating from the second 
and thi r d cent~ries. 6 As for the name of the book , in the 
1-H ddle Ag•• it was knomi a• Bereahi t de Rabbi Oahaya 

because of the fi ra t "orda "rabbi oahaya [rabb~l .!?,!tab," 
but that the appellation "rabbah" ["the great," "the lar ge•i) 

did not come from t he epithet of R. Oahaya . ~ather, ~oore 

feels that it wa• called "rabbah 11 to diatir.P,l-.1.s}~ it from 
other collections of midrashim based on G enes~~ . 7 Preedma.n 

states unequivocally that the title Btreshit Rabbah cannot 
be, as some scholars believe, a contract ion of Bereshit de 
Rabbi Oahaya Rabbah because t he pref erred manuscript reading 

i s merely "rabbi os haya patal;l. 11 8 In a greement with Zunz end 
~loo re, Fr eedman dates t he orig inal redaction of Bereshi t 

c 
Rnbbah as being roughly contemporary with Talmud Yerushalm.i, ' 
with further accretions during and after t he s ixth century .lo 

~t rack mai ntains that Bereshit Rabbah can be no mor e recent 
than Talmud Yer~shalmi because it cannot be demonst rat ed 
tha t Bereshit Rabbah ':.\Seti Yer...tsh.elmi as a source. 11 i-.lso , 
he pr oposes that the title 11 rabbah " ~as . ~ven to it to d i f 

fere~tiate it from a s~aller , older collection which coes 
12 

~o back to J . l~hcyn . 

'.i'heodcr i ... v~ ~enerally the Sa!::C on inion re""erd i'1 ~ the 
date of co~position of J ereshit ~abbah. ~hat is , he nlaces 
it i~ approxii.na t c ly the saIJe l>eriod :is t::ie Yerusb.all!.i. ~c 

otates that v;hil e a ·:r eet deal of its material is 
1an.~aitic , the pre~onderance of the mater ial r a s re~acted 

in f>.Ilo raic and post- :..::ioraic times , in the s ixth century a.nc 
later . 1 3 However , he says , t he t r adition ascribin~ the a~
thorshin of Jereshit ~abbah to R. Os haye mar indicate 
that t hat Amora bet;an the wor k of reaaction ,14 althouP,h the 
nosition t hat the book took the title "r abbab '' f r om h im is 
.i.ntenable . 1? Theodor s~~~ests two possible or i gins fo r t he 

a")pellation . !he fi r st is t hat 1t was called "rabbah" to 
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distinguish it from other, smaller collectiona.16 The second 

is that since one fourth (the fi rst twenty- nine parshiyot) 
of Bereshi t Rabbah deal with only the firet sidr ah of 

7 

Genesis (1:1- 6:8) , there may have been a ~idrash on Genesis, 
per haps incomplete , which was called 0 rabbah," and that while 
aggadot f rom other, smaller collections were added on , ~he 

total work derived its title f r om that major "rabbah" sou.rce . 17 

~err is of the opinion that any ascription of the au
thorship or redactor ship of Bereshit Rabbah to ~ . Oshaya is 
erroneous , due to the inclusion of so much l a ter material . 1~ 
: s fo r its title, he feels that it comes either f r om a contr ac
tion of Bereshit de R. Oshaya Rabbe.h. , or that the ter.n "rabbah" 
was used to d istinguish this L~ idrash f r om the biblical book 
of J enesis .1 9 In so far as the date of its compilation is 

concerned , Herr pl aces it earlier t han the authorities men
tioned above . Noting the similar ities in style and langua~e 
to Talmud Yerus halmi , 20 he e;ives an a ppr oximate dating in 
the fourth to fifth centuries , 21 perhaps even ea early as 

425 . 22 .. :irkin concurs with Herr in this , also placinc; the 
major redaction somewhe re between 426 and 500 , 23 and he g ives 
several possibilities for the authorship and origins of t he 
title of Bereshit Rebbe..h. He ~aintains that the t heory thet 
the appellation wa s a contraction fro~ ~ ereshit de ~ . Oshaya 
Rabbah is evidence fo r the l:kelihooc tha t althou~~ 1 . 0$hay~ 

Y~dLJ not the final redactor, he co!!llD.enced the work. and col
lected the first easentia.lo. 24 ile suggests that .deres hit 
Rabbah could be 1:3ereshit Raba, 25 fro:n i3ereshit a. Abba. 

R. Abba was kno1'J'l as a lf-asicl , and milch of Bercnhit Rabbah 
deals with pr aises of ·..rotl , so:aethint; Tfi tl: which this 9ar ti
cular sage would be more than likely to occl.lpy hilllselt. 26 

Ho"ever, the person he feels was moot liltely the pr imarJ com
piler of Bereshit Rabbah was a dif ferent Oshaya, nA.::nely , 
Abba Osh2.ya I eh Tiriyah , an A:lora of the fourth generation . 

~~\is Abba Osheya was a fuller , ano !3 ereshi t Rabbah s hows 

3reat fami:inrit~· ~ith clothine . Also , Abba Os haya was 
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known as one of the great scholars and aggadiata ot hi• 4aJ. 
Therefore, BB.7S Mirkin, Abba Oshaya I•h Tiri7&h was probably 
the first redactor, and that the work was completed ca. 426-
500 in Tiriyah , near Naza reth i n Lower G~lilee. 27 

Theee theoriea, however, are BUesaes, and eoae of them 
are bad ones. The various attempts at determining the redac

torship and/or orig in of the title of Bereshit Rabbah from 
possible copyists' errors are at best poor hypotheses, with 
no real evidence . Por instance, how does V.irkin choose out 
Abba Oshaya when there were also R. Oshaya Rabbah, Rav 

Oshaya (an Amora of the third generati on who emigrated f r om 
Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael), and R. Oshaya ben Shammai (an 

Amora of the fifth generation) , any one of whom could have 
oeeun col lecting the aggadot? R. Oshaya Rabbah was knoV1?1 as 
a compiler of mis hnayot , and R. Oshaya ben R. Shaxnmai l i ved 
~uch closer to even Yirkin's datinG of the redaction than 
Abba Oshaya I s h Tiriyah . In addition , to assume that a 
shoTring of expertise in a specific field is evidence of en 

author'n or compiler's identity is a highly sus pect methoo
ology, especially since Bereshii Rabbah displays expertise in 

so many occupations . Nor is a fuller the only t r ade i :i which 
familiarity with clothing is possible; what a bout a tailo r ? 

Purthermore , to be able to pi npoint one sin~le city in which 
such a hiGhJ.y composite work was put t or ether , e~peci~lly 

an out-of-the-wa~· lovm like £iriyah, is mos t .mlikel y . 'i'he 
problem is, i n fact , that beca..u;e ~ereshi~ ~aboah is so 

diverse , i t is almost impossible to nic}: any specific date 

8 

or compiler. ~he best thct can be don~ is to s ift the vario~s 
strata and t r y to see how the~r fit i nto .!)O~sible historical 
settings, and then to see if, when all the pa r ts are f itteo 

toGetner , they eim at a cor:t::lon theme or ~re aupro~riate t o 
a common historical situation . E~6n then the best that can 

be done is to determine an anproximate terminus ad ~ or 
tel"!!linus oost oue~ and/or several ~ossible author3 , r edactors , 
~~---~---- ----
and com-;> ilers . flut it woJ..ld s ee:n that d e:fi n i t ive datin~s or 



identifications of co:o.p iler s ef works ( ind ividual maamarim 
a r e another matter entirely) are impossible . Many theo

r ies are good possibilities. Jor instance, there is Herr'c 

idea t hat the title "rabbah" is meant to distinguis h the 
itidrash f rom the biblical Genesis, 111it even here there can 

be not certainty. The most pr obable statements at t his 
point are that Bereahit Rabbah .,as called "the great" to 
disting~ish it f rom other collections, and that whi le it 

contains material both old and new , itA simila rities in 
language and at7le with Talmud Yerushalmi wou.ld point to 
a da~e of compilation sometime in the fi fth to sixth 
centuries. 

A great deal baa been, and is yet to be , written abo·..1. t 

3ereshit Ra.bbah. In contraat, llidrash Haggaclol ha• no t 
yet under gone such ext en11ive s crutiny. 'i'here are probably 
three rea sons for this . Piratly, it came t o light only 
~ithin the past century, and t he f ·.U.1 text became available 

only within t he past three decades. Secondly , it is knomi 
to be a relatively late collection of nwaeroue earlier 
sourc es , altho~gh it does contain some material authored 

by the compiler himaelf. Thir dly , because its pr obable 
tlate and author are more easily identif ied, there is very 

little need or desire to Plrgu.e about it , for, as the maxim 
goes , the voluoe of writing abo~~ &.r..y specific author or 
literar y t1or:.C is in inverse -pr opor tion tc the amount of 
a olid knowledge concerning t~at author or work. The gen

eral concensus as to the ori t,i n of ~idrash Ha Gr;adol i s th~t 

it ic c Ye:neni te work of t he thirteenth century . !t cannot 

have been compi led earlier than tha t , because f~aimonid es 

is quoted f r equently . 28 ? isch ~ives its da~e es the 

t hirteenth c entury , and. sums up t he general opinion that 
the co.mpiler was on e David ben Am.ram ,~dani . 2S !ll though 

s oAe s cholars , no tably ~au.l Li eber~ann , feel that Yeraen was 
not e creat ive connuni ty , anc tbat l~ idrash na~gaool is an 

_ '-:·-:> ie~ wnrk , per haps even t!1e product of 1 :a uoni cies ' so:i 
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.\ braham , 30 this attribution is no longer seen as havin~ 
any merit . 

~inally , ther e i s ~anp.uma ; more s pecifically, the 
so-ca~led Tanljlwna ~ . 3u t it is i.:npossible to give t he 
background of this ~idrash without mentioning Taaj;lu::ta A 
("Buber Tanl}wna" ) and Tan}J.uma ti (the l ost Yel&tmeden~ ) . 

Tan.\;tuma C is per haps the har dest book to date because it 
quotes so extensively and ver batim f r om other sour ces such 
a s L:ekilt e. and S!'l.ei ltot . In add ition , s i.1nilar t ypes of 

homi l ies in ~hemot Rabbah and Devar i m Re.bbah , pl~s t~e 

mult i plicity of Tan.bu.mas , only serve t o complicate the 
s ituation. r v.rthermore, in certain places where Rashi cites 
the Yele.mmedenu , t he quote can be found in Tan.p.uma C, 
while s ome of hi s ~anhuma c i t ations can not . :2or is 

anyone r eally sur e whether all these !..idr a s him wer e or i 
p,inally one, or i f there wer e t wo , or even three or o or e . 
Ther e is still a ~reat deal to b e learned about this s ubject . 

The names Yelammedenu and ranbuma a r e ~enerally con
sider ed by scholars t o have t he fo l lowing derivations . 
Yelamocd enu comes from that ty1ie of hooily (which occur s 

f requent l y i n t he Tanbwna l it eratur e ) i:1 v·hich an halacnic 
~uest ion i s r aised anc then answer ed , the ho~ilJ beinr 

introducec1 by the formulc. "yela!llID.edenu rabbenu ~·-- 11may our 
me.ster t eech us . " "TB-i.~.lm0. 11 i s s u:ppos ed to be derived f r om 
t he fa ct ~hat so many homi l ies are attribute~ to ~ . ?anhu:n.e 
bar Abba , anci beg i n with : "rabbi tanguo.a bar ~ "Da t ag"--

11] . ?~uma bar .\bba. berct.11 the discour s e •• •• '!3l ~his natur

a lly l eaus t o the possi bility t ha t R. Tenhw::i.a was the com

piler of the col l ection bearin~ t hat na.:me . 32 

Buber is of the opini on t hat t here wer e original ly 
t!lree se"Darate :.:i d r a s hi..'11 : Yel2.Jl:ledenu , Te.n!)uoa c, and his 

own vers~on { Tanhum.e i.) . 33 As fo r the da t e of ?e.nbuma ~ , 

10 

i t i s extreccl:t diffic1il t t o determine . I t is certainl:r 

later t han t he Taloud , because it quotes the Gemare. ex
tensively , 34 mid it seems to copy from Fi r ke de R. El iezer . 35 



But as for the vari ous par ts of Tanbuma C which are ci tations 
f rom Sheil tot, Saadia , and (according to Buber ) ;.~e.imonides ' 

r.:ishneh Torah , t hey are le.ter e.ccr etions. 36 I. Weiss 
maintains that Tapguma C is l ater than Bereshi t Rabbah,37 
but , like Buber, he gives no definite date , merely the 
approximate terminus ~ ~· However , he seems to 
co~tradict hi:ase~ f ~hen tryin& to determine how many 

Tan)J.umas ther e actually were . J.t one point he maintai ns 
there wer e three separate collections ,38 but later on s tates 
that Ta,nbuma A end Tan}J.uma C have a common source in s pit e 
of e.11 the dif ferences in content and style ; perha~)s that 

sou.rce is the lost Yelammedenu .39 The conf~sion over the 
ori~ins of t he several TanJtwnas is nointed out by Zunz . 
As was ment ioned above , where Ra ehi cites t he ~a?m.Qedenu , 

the passa~c is often found in T:nluma c, whereas sections 
he attri butes t o Tanguna are not. O But in Yal.kut Shinoni, 
citations f rom t!le Yelammedenu do not correspond to anything 
i n Tanpuma C, while whenever Tan.bwna is given as a source, 
i t is the same as in Tan.Q_uma C. Obviously , confusion r e igns , 
E.J.thour)l it is evident that there were at least two sources 
in eircul.ation. 41 The problem r emains , lowever , as to wh · 

the na!lles of the collecti ons do not follow a consistent 
uattern . Perhaps the material in bot h of t !1em '\W.s so 
si:nilar that t he titles wer e Y1eweo as i tc r ci1.n·1ru&. ulc , 
or l)erhaps the identi cal sources had t heir na=nes r cver seci 
i~ di ffer ent geographic areas and under s e par ate t r aditions . 
Bacher feels th.at the vari ous Tru::Yfumas all der i ve f rom an 

Urtext , t he comnilation of \1hich was begun by R. Tan.JJ.u.ma 

be.r Abba , who dre\a f ro.n numerous coll ections of sermons 
based on the weekly ~orah readin~s and t he lectionn for 
s~c cial sabbat hs and fcstivals . 42 On t he other hand , 

Gi nzber g maintains that the Yel ammcdenu. was a distinct 
compilation consistin~ only of helachic- aggadic homil i es , 
some of which wer e borr owed end included i n the TanJtuma . 43 
i unz concludes tha-.; t'lerc -;:er~ two s o..irces fo r Tanltuma C. 
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One was the Yelammedenu , the other, that compendium attr ib
uted to R. _anhuma bar Abba. 44 

, 

12 

Theodor holds a view opposite t o that of Bacher, 
maintaining that the several Tanlfumas, Yel am:medenu , end 
Deuteronomy Rabbah a re not different r evis ions or extracts 

froo an "or i ginel" Yelammedenu , b..it a re all separate 
conpilations . Por such a Yelammedenu t o have beeL the source 
f or co many collections it would have to have been vast a nd 

hetero1;eneous , a."'ld this is highly unlikely . It is more 
nrobable either t hat the 11Yelammedenu 11 pat t ern ( halachic 
intr oducti on , ~roem, exposition ) yras t he model fo r a whole 

~roup of Tangumas , or that ther e was a Yelammedenu collec
t i on which underwent various additionc: and/or subtractions 
of oater i e l at t~e nands of va rious redac~ors. 45 In so far 

as the date of Tanl}.uma C is concerned , r heodor f ollor.s 

drll.ll • s ar~..unent which mnintains t hat it ~as coopilcd i n 
the eichth century , and was recoenized as aut ho r itative 

and was copied by hhai }aon when he wro~ e the ~heiltot , 

as ~ell a s by Jaadia . ~hus , he s a •s , ~a.n.guma ~ was coo

piled somewh ere between 650 and 720 . 46 Lauterbach holds 
that R. Tanl;luoa bar Abba may have ~reserved his ov.-n ho~

ilies , and that h is collect ion wa s used by later redact o r s . 47 

'i'an>11U.m.a c, h e feel s , is later than ! and ~' and while i t 

contains n ~rcat deal of ori~inal raaterial , i t dra~s ex-
t en ively from ~uber's ver sion t Yelammed cnY, and t he 
1al.mud . 48 ->track ' s posi tion , l i ke t hos e o f Bacher an d 

~auterbach , is that R. Ta nl,lwna bar Abba nr obably ma d e a 

comuilation of :nidranhim., but t hat the var i ous r anQu..":la 

col lect ions were all deri ved ar.d s elected f r oo one :na·or 
"Yelammedenu " document , '17i t h a dditions f r o:n other s ou r ces . 4r 

Jierr writes that t here i s as yet no definite p r oo f one r.ay 

or t he other, and that i t is s t i l l unsur e as t o r.hether 
cu ch dis-rarat e \':arks as t he t r.o Tanbumas , Yelammedenu, 

Sne~ot flabbah , and ~evari.m ?.abbah a r e a l l d e r ived f rom 

~ne jO ~rce . or merel y a g r oup of collections based on a 

-
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particular mode1 . 50 Herr is of the opinion, mentioned 
earlier, that t he tenns "Yele.mmedenu" and "Tanguma" are 

probably synonymous , and are references to a s pecific lit
erary genre rather than individual books . 51 Summarizi ng the 
wor k of previous scholars , he point s out tha t Zunz , Buber, 
Bpst ein, 3acher , Ginzber g , Mann , Albeck , Li ebermann , and 

vthers have sought an urtext for t he entire T~uma 
literature , but none of t hem was successful, and t hat 

13 

t he chances a re that t here was a multiplicity of collect ions. 52 

This po s ition seems to be the most lo6'"ical , if only because, 
as Theodor s ays, the vastness and variety of t he ~anguma 
literat~re wo ul d de~and an Ur t ext of immense pr opor t ions 

ant:. '.'l.omogenei ty . The existence of such a t..ocu.;:;ent \voul~ 

sec:l .ml ikely . 'h ith regard t o the dat e of Tan.Ou.me. ~ . Eerr 
:na.intains that t he Yelammedenu form (rhet or i cal halachic 

question followe~ by a~~adic disco ~rse) was a r elatively 
l ate phenomenon . I n addition , due t o t he nresence of 

ant i - Ka raite pol emics , Can.Q....t:n.a C cannot oe earl ier t han t he 
ninth cent·.lr/ . 5 3 However , as has been s hown, dat ir.,; i s 

a ris ky business ~t bc~t , especially in a work s uch a~ 
?a.nlluna C where th~re ar e so many recos;niza bl e o~otes !ro~ 
other Ro:.irce& and accretions from later periods . ':'hereforG , 
'=.!1 Y7ith other texts , the date , f this wor k i s y et t o be 
determined. ~11 t hat can be sug~eated i s that t~e constant 

the~e of eve~t~al mess i anic redemption wou l d indicate 
that these hom.i.lies were r;ritte~ and/or s ,eci ally chosen 
f or compi l ation darin~ a oeri od of breakdown , inetabilit~ i 

hardshi p . and pers ecution . Beyond this t here are no s ol id 

clues, e..nd a ~eat deal o f work will have to be done be fo re 
any dat i ng of Tan}J,U!!ta c, or an~· other ~idr&.sh , can be 

s a t iafactorily established . 
The uncertainty a.no l ack of f actual informat i on 

c oncerning the !-i d ro.s h i s of great sif;'li:i cauce . 1t 

reveals ~ow little is really ~:nown . If such bas i c a!ld 

essen~ ial facts as the da~e , t he i 5 en~ity of ~he compiler 
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(or compilers }, or even (and this seems to be such a simple 
question to answer) the derivation and meaning of the name 
of a Midrash cannot be conclusively established, then all 
t hat exists is a series of anthologies of a ggadot, us efUl 
only f r agmentar ily as homilies or possible sources of his
tory . This thes is is an attempt to explore comparison of 
t exts as a methodology fo r pl umbing t he as ye t unfathomed 
depths of the ~idrash. 

This chapter has briefly surveyed the background of 
t he sources under discussion. The followi ng chapters r.ill 
pres ent a comparison of the common points , parall el pas
zages, and di fferences of the t exts, in order to determine 
t he cause for those correspondences • 

14 
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CHAPTER III 

A COMPARISON OF THE PARALLELS BETWEEN 
BERESHIT BABBAH AND TAiqlUMA C 

In this chapter there will be an inquiry into the 
parallels between T&n4uma c54 and Bereshit Babbah, 55 
in order to examine the evidence for the existence 
of numerous s i fre d'~ta as sources for the 
Midrashi.m. Por the convenience of the reader, most 
of the exam.plea 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 Exaople l, Example 2 

etc. 
In Example 1 is found the famous agga.dah stating that 

the Torah existed before the creation of the universe. 
There are a number of interesting dissimilarities between 
the two versions. While both MidrashiJn quote Proverbs 8: 30 
as the bas i s of their interpretations, and both have .the 
metaphor of the T~rah as being God' s >~or >umenet--the 
model upon which He relies while con.stl"llcting the universe-
BR includes the parable of a king calling on an architect 
to build a pal.ace for him, while T contains several 
interpolat i ons. There is an important difference in 
vocabulary e.a well. T reads nnitya<etz, " which implies 
a cooperative venture in which both God and the Torah 
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 . 11 In addition, BR links the Torah wi th 
the word 11 bere>sbit" by quoting Proverbs 8 :22, while T 
assumes the reader knows that the Torah is identified 
with gochmah ("Wisdom"). In general, the differences 
in style, ae well as the fact that BR seems much more com
plete t l eave little likelihood that one copied from the 
other . Rather, different source texts were used , and they 
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pr esented somewhat aifferent traditions of interpretat i on . 
Both of the selections i~ Lxampl e 2 a re built a r ound 

the themes of the letter bet as signifying "laahon berachah" 

and t he creation of t wo worlds--this world and the next . 

Eut t he styles are obviously quite different , and the or der 
of the two i deas is reven:ed . In add i tion , an en on_vmous 

statement in T is attrib~ted in BR t o R. Judah ben : azi 

in aere euient r.i th an op inion of 3ar r:apara. This :p r oble:n 

of parallel s tatements being anonymous in one s ource but 
attr ibuted to a par ticular authority in another i s an 

i nteres t ing one . The general ~Ille ie that the anonymous 

statement will be f ound in a work of l~ tPr compilation . 

~his is normally a cceptabl e if i t can be proven t hat a 

direct relationshi~ exists between the t wo t exts, or ~hen 

the comparison is between a homiletic ~idrash l i ke TanQ.u..~e 

(in which ascript ions will be omitted because the format 
is on e of sermon notes and the name of an author is sec

ondar y to t he ideas expressed) end an exe ~etical wor~ 

l ike oereshit nabbah (which is an a cede.lY- ce:-it e rea wor k 

in which the name of the tea cher wi ll be of somewhat !'lor e 
importance). However, so much of : , especially it s earlie r 

passages, is et s l ch variance with BR while the s ioilarities 

increase in t he later s ections , i t is a stron~ ~ossibility 

t~1at t he c., n!J .i 1er o!' 'l' did not have a t hie d isposal any

thinG like t h e .d1t extant tod?.y , rHt r ather worked fro:n 

a different t ext in which s pecific ma> amarim were ano~yt~o~s 

rat~er than of knuwn authorship . Naturally , the r~ ern~ 

is equally t r 1.1.e . 1'hat is, the compi ler Of Sa SOJletimec 

wor ke tl fro ·n a so..irce in which a ci tatioo r.as anonymous 

whereas those used by T named the a tthor . · :~i ther co1Upiler 

had any r eason to name some a uthors but omit others, 

either s el ect i vely or at random. In this case, a s i n 

others , the differences in s tyle ulua the va r l a.nce in the 

attribution• of ma1 amarim tend t o show that di f ferent 

so .tree: .. nere being used by t he two compilers . 
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In T7 and BR IX5 , ther e is a common tradition that 
Hiram, k ing of Tyre, attempted to have himself worshipped 
as e. god , and in both version• the proof-text empl oyed 
is Ezekiel 28 :1 ) . Bu t while BR refers to Nebuchadnezzar 
::.• having done the aame thing , T speaks of Hadrian 
( = Titus) , and i• much more extensive in its development 
of the theme . It is clear that theae two veraions r epr e
sent different interpretatio!18 which came either f r om a 

common source which was abbrevia ted or changed to f it 
t he views and circumstances of the indivi dual compiler , 56 

or f rom two variant t radit ion.a. ~imilarly , there is 

evidence of multiple t exts when t he para!lels in T6 and 
~R XI2 are observed . T gives a lie t of six things which 
wer e taken from Adam when he sinned , one of them being 
ziv Danav. BR ment ions the same thing , and like T, 
quotes J ob 14: 20 . But while BR ascr i bes this idea to 
rabbanan, T cites R. Berechie.h and R. ~elbo in the name 
of ?. . Samuel ba r ~ai).me.n as the author s, and 3R XI I 6 ( see 
below ) views the sa >amar as t hat of R. Judan in the name o= 
R. Abi n . These di fferences a s t o the authorship of the 
s t at .. eAt str onrly indicate tnet the compiler s were 
working with a variety of sources which did not always 
agre e on details . I ndeed , the collector (collectors? ) of 
~ereshi t Rabb~ was also employing d iver~ent texts , a s is 
indicated by t he exar.iple ju~t given . 57 ( 'rni s will be 
discusseQ further in Chapter VII . ) 

Look inr, at LXa.:nple 3, it can be s een that in bot h 
~ and a~ , the rule is expressed that o~ t he Sabbath one 
oust change his clothi ng , or at leant let the garments 
ciol'm. , 58 and in both v ersions ~ . Joqana"l anc R. Huna ( "~" 
i~ T is probabl y a scri bal or even tyjesetters ' error ) 

a re cited . Jut i ::t ~ , R. J o~ana!l is q:J.oted onl;; as 

refer r in"" to his ~arb as "his honor " a~d R. Huna s ays , 
11 :!e "'?.o can should chan1•e [his clothi !lcJ , a:ic if not , he 
oho...J.<! let t heo down , " while i:l o'1 ::l . tjiyye quotes !l . 
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J ol:anan as being of the opinion t hat one rmist add an 

extra s;arment on the Sabbath, and R. Huna ' s state~ent 

mentions only the changing of clothi ne ; the rule re
t;ardin ~ "lettine down" is attr ibuted in BR to A bin bar 
l.{a s dai. Her e too , the diver gent t raditions e.s to v1ho said 
what would indicate that T and Brl were p ieced togethe~ 
f r om different , variant sources . 

The central t heme of the uassa~es in Example 4 is : 
11 \7hy did God create the world wi t h imuerfectio:is ? " In T, 
the discussion centers around t he existence of t he 
yetzer hara< ; in BR , the focus is t he need for milah . 
·'/hile both versions state that various 1ood::; Duch as 
mustard- seed and vetch need to be processed in order t o 

become ualatable , and al thOUf?.h the basic O'J.t lines are 
t he same in each case , the details differ. ?urthermore , 
as can be s een , the passa~e in T is anonymous a~d is i~ 
no s pecific context , ~hereas , BR portrays a dis~ute be

tween a "philosopher" and R. Oehaya . All this ie another 
in<iica t ion of t hi: l i !:elihooo t~t the 'two works derived 
f roc cultiple s ources . 

~Xam?l e 5 i s an i nst ance i n ~hich the literar y s t yles 
are ext reoel y similar and th£ ~ain i neas i denti cal, yet 
a t the sa"lle t ime thore are ? nn·,hr-r '.l ~ "lUt s tandin,.. 

ai.ssirlila ri t i e a . Ther a a1•e a few minor di ffer enc es- ·-f or 
i nstance, tbe 11hras e "wnipne ~ >i nun uaserin 11 in .BR, 
which is pr obably only an interpolation by a compi ler --
but thesP. a re of lit tl e conseauence for the uurpoa es ~f 
t his discus sion . However, ot her variations are of r;rea t er 
s ignifi cance . BR a t tri bu t es t he beP,in."ling of the passage 
t o R. ::>amuel bar ; ;~qunan while T cites his tradi tionari es 
.~ . 3ere chiah and :i . !jel bo in his nai:ie . This cii scre, 2.!lc:v 
i s best expl ained by the exis tence of t wo different t exts 
havin~ been available to t he coopilers of the two works. 
'l:h is is all t he more likely in v iew of the f a ct that the 
cont inuat ion of the sect ion i s at t r ibut ed in BR to R. Judan 
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in the name of R. Abin, while T cites a. Judah Halevi 

bar Shalom. Both versions mention t hat the Y.!! i s present 
in the word };oledot only twice, but is mis sing elsewhere, 
however, the styles, vocabularies and sentence orders are 

mar kedly different . The cause of s uch a divergence is not 
any modification by the compilers of the V. idrashim. I f 
one were copying directly from the other , or if both were 
copied f rom the sara.e original source, and i n either case, 
if the intent and outlook of th~ copies were the same as 

that of the original, there would be no reason to make 
any changes . The only explanat ion f or these va r iations is 

t hat there was more than one textual tro.ei ti on . ~far is 
it poss ible that these differences were merely the result 
of the vagaries of citation by memory from a common oral 
tradition; it is known that t!le compilers , and the rabbis 
themselves fo r that matter, had aggadah-books. (See 
Chapter VIII . ) 

There i s a probl em as to whether the list of the 
six things God t~ok sway from Adam is the same in both 
versions. It would seem that BR doe• not include bani sh

ment f rom the Garden of Eden. However, there i e the 
statemen t "verabbanan J~ bemot za>e1 s habbat natal z ivo 
m.i.I:1enu uterado miga.n <eden . " It is a !! :if this was originally 

par t of the list of s ix, but was late~ absorbed i nto the 
Bener al body of the passag e and had to be repla·ced by 
counting peri ha >aret z and nerot ha'ilan as two separate 

items . I t might be true that T (or i ts s ourcea) believec 

the two r eferences to "frl.ti t '' were a ctually one , and 
added the banishment f rom Eden in or der to complete the 
l iot of six. But the greater likelihood is that it was 

somehow lost f rom the source of BR , especially since BR 
cites Genesis ) : 24 a s the proo f - text for t he expulsion, 

just as does T, and BR uses only Genes is 3:17 as the proof
t ext fo r t he two nerot i n t he same \78.Y that ? uses it fo r 

its one cientioning of " frui t . " Al ong with this observation 
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goes the fac t t hat the positions of komato and UayYav 

are r eversed in the t wo works. This i s fUrther evidence 
that thes e :lidrashim wer e compile<i f rom different written 
sourc es . 

? he t wo passages in Example 5 contain addi tional 
e?idence fo r the exi stence of numer ous wri tten sour ceb . 

T has no proo f - t ext f or ~ayYav , and cites Psalm 139 : 5 in 
supnort of kometo , wher eas JR o~ot es Genesis 3 : 8 , and i~ 
so doing ass umes the reader knows the t r adition that Adam 
~as or iginally a s lar~e as the entire world , but shrank 
when he s inned . !fost str iki:ig is the differ ence between 
!3R and T when explainint; how the me>or ot we:-e taken away . 
T simply ouotes Isaiah 13 :10 . J3 , however, has a lon~ 

~c 
exr>0si tion a ttributed to R. ~imeon bar Judah I sh r.efar A cco ~ J 

in the name of R. ?.:eir . ?he ori p;inal use of this s tate::ient 

in .3R .<I2 i s in a discussion concerning the :1ea11s by 
which God blessed the cia bbath. (5ee Chapter VII . ) Here 
it is mor e than obvious that the compiler of !3R had a 
number of documente ir. f r ont of hi m, and did not hesitate 

to commi~gle them, quoting l onr, passa~es out of context 
when he felt they would be appr opriate elsewhere . At the 
same t i~e . it is c l ea r that the co~piler of ~ did not 
nosse!)s the sa:ne docU!llents rs .:>".l , l~n + ~ ::ct a shorter . :nore 
con cise and unified statemen t of the sa~e a~Radic tradition . 
': ti.id not copy this passa i;e f rom .tm , not only beca'..lse of 
the compar ative brev·i ty of the former , but also because 
there is no Rllusion whatsoever to the mater ial in the 

lon~ discourse in 3R. 
At this point , Jn contains an interestin~ phrase: 

11 rabbi ber echiah beshem r abbi shemu>e1 bar najunan )-™.!: 
)af <a1 ui sheni vr e> u hadevar i:n ' al meli' a tan • •• • " Ther e - -- -
i s an impor tant di f ficulty here. It ~i~ht be ~eceseary 

to repeat the or i ginal ascription of the passa~e , due to 
the confUs i on over its authorship caused by the interpolation 

of the urcvious s ect ion , but why is R. ~elbo ' s name omitted 
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here? Either it Ti'as an oversi~ht by the co~piler or a 
copyist, or,it ~ay have been that this whole asgadah of 
six items having been taken away but destined to be re
t urned i s a patchwork of two separate traditions . But the 
fact that the attribut ion bad to be re!)eated indica·~es 

that the compiler ;ra.s informing the r eader of a return 
t o an ori~inal train of thought--to his original source. 
This idea is further reinfor ced by the fact that SR hae to 
repeat the entire list , as well as rei t erate end clarify 
the meanin~ of the verse from Ruth 4:18 dealing with the 
descendants of ? eretz . T do es not do this ; t he compiler 

is workin~ f rom only one sou,rce, but it is certainly dif
ferent from that used by Ba , since the proof -texts cited 
by T i n order to illustrate how the eix thin~s will be 
restored to ~an.~ind are di fferent from those employed in 
J R. It might be s uggested thet T substitut ed Isaiah 61 : 9 
es a proof-text for ziv panav becau~e Judges 5 : 31 was 

"required" fo r t !1e messianic conclusion of the nassaee , 
and therefo re ther e ~as one original text f rom which both 
T and BR der ived , with the for:ner maki nh B necessary 
adjustment . 8ut the variant proof-texts throur;hout t i1e 
concladinr s ections of both these passages e r e add i~io:i::U 

nvid ence th~t the t r.= works dr ew f r om different eo~rces . 

The same is t r 11e of the digressions concerning the ::ieanin:;s 
of t he word "ko:nemiyut" and the vers e f r om Zzekiel 47 :12. 

In BR .. I ~4 and T8 , there ere comments on t he s:t~l:e • s 
co::iver s:a. t io.1 with Eve . I n T the rabbis discuss the concept 
of lasbon hara<; in HR , a ma' amar attributed to R. J oshua 

of ~ich.~in in the name of R. Levi also refers to the seT!lent 
as speaking malicioasly . The real no i nt of cont a ct , however, 
i s the use in both versions of the prove r b , " l.very artisan 
hetes l.is compet itors . " But while T ~ives it in Hebre"' 
( "kol >U!Jl.8n sone bene >umanat o 11

) d·~ is in Aramaic ( "koi - - ----- ' -
1i ne.sh ve1 ines h ~ bar >umanuteh " ) . This is another 
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i nsta nce in which there may have been a common tradition 
of applying this specific maxi~ in connection with Genesis 
3 : 5, b1J.t the di vergent t reatment, a scriptions, and 
languag e indicate that T and BR were u.aing aeparate s ources. 

In Ex.ample 6 i t can aga: n be seen t hat the eaeentiala 
are the s ame bu t t he <l et~ils va ry. I n t he first place, 
the sequence in wh i ch aggadot are given i• reversed. I n 
3?. , the interpr etation that the place of Abel'• sacri fice 
was t he a i t e of the Temple follo v,rs t he view t hat Ca i n and 
Abel were contesting t he ownership and occupation of rea l 
es tat e and movable property; in T, the order is the 
opposi t e . This is a clear demonstration that the t wo 
compilers were working f rom mult i nle sources which they 
s pl iced together according to t heir separ a t e out l ooks and 

ideas . There would be no r ea s on fo r one to simply r everse 
t he or der. Also, bot h of these s t or ies appear in T in a 

much l es s graphic way , a.~d the reader is ex~ected to know 
the i nteJ'1)retation that the ;ilace in rrhich t he tll'o br others 
offer ed the i r sacr i fic es was the l ocat i on of t he Temple, 
namely , ~t . Zion : "makom kor banche. ••• t z ion s ad eh t eq,a r esh." 
In both agga.dot , 5~ a epi cts more o f a dialo~~e between Abel 
and Cain , a.~d pr esents the matter of ~ro per~y c i vi s ion 
in ~~en ~ore techn ical l an u aGe tnan : . n~ uses the r.or cs 
"ka r ka <ot " ~.,,. 11 :ietc ltc: l in , 11 as opposeo t o 11 tzo >n 11 anc 
11 Ja da:nah 11 i n - · :!tese diss imilar i t i es 'f'Tithin a coni;ext 
o: basic a~ee:Jen;; a r e a fur ther indicati on tha t the t'\\'O 

~idrasni~ caz:ie no~ f r ou ~odifica~iona of one ori ~inPJ 

s ource , but fro~ a ~uli;ipl icity of do cu;nen i; s . 
~aditional evioence of t he var:.•in ~ u s es of . ~:..u;;ero~3 

text :l.2.l ingr edients i s t o be foand in t~e coni;i~uation of 
t he 0ai~ a nd hbel narra~i~e (_xa:ip: e 7 ) . ~side f r o= the 

C.1:'fe r e:lc es in styl e i n ;;ne trio ex ,::>l ica"t; i o :ls o~ 11 va:vako~ 

£ayi.n , " -.:he r e i s "t;'h.e ·..ls e o f the s-ate::i:en -; by Ca i:l ~hat h e 

:i::C . o el are t h e or_lv ones :.r: t!-.e v;o rld , a.:1C that o::ie o f 
::~ "' = ro ti.lC. u..lre!.;; b e a s £eC. to ac ~~-..m ~ :er ~?".e ot !i t: r' s 
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wher eabouts . In BR , Cain employs it to deceive Abel , 
while in T, it i s his reason fo r running away from his 
parents, "she >eyn mevakshin >oto >e1a) mimeni." The 

explanation of how Abel was slain by Cain is a fur ther 
illustrati on. In BR , ther e is a compendium of opinions 
by R. ~imeon ben Gamliel, the rabbi s , R. Azariah e.nd 
R. Nathan bar Haggai in the name of R. Isaac , the last of 
them assuming t he r eader ' s knowledge of the agga.dah that 
Adam offered a sacrif ice . T seems to have selected only 

the opinion of rabbanan, and omits any reference to hdam' s 
sacr ifice by mai nta ining that Cain eventually came to str ike 
Abel i n the neck by a pr ocess of trial and err or . Whether 
or not the compiler of T had BR in front of him , it is 

clear t hat both works are composites of a number of pr evious 
sour ces . That is (and this is especially tr~e i n the 
case of BR) , a passage like the one under di scussion was 

compiled f r om a collection o f independent books of aegadot, 
some of which l isted the sayin gs of a uarticular rabb i . 
(This hypothesis will be d iscussec at g reater l en ath i~ 
Chapter I X. ) 

There i s an unattr ibuted s tat ement i n Tl O i~ ~hich 

Ca in is depict ed as being shown how to b~ry xbel by two 
clean fowl, one of whom kills and then inter s the other. 
As ~ reward , the b i r as are ~iven t he ~erit of having their 
blood covered with dust a f t er bein~ sla~ghtered . A 
similar ma >amer in BR XXII8 , a~cribed t o R. El azar ben 
Pedat , states that the birds and t he clean animals ~ogether 

bur ied Abel , and ther e f ore merited two blessings : one , the 
covering of t !le blo od for the birds, the other , the 
bened iction over ritual slaughtering . Neither of thes e 
two passa~es i s a direct copy or modification of t he other, 
These are not minor differences in grammar or vocabulary , 
nor can the anonymity of t he version in T as opposed t o 
t he ascription i n 3H be discounted as evidence . Once 
a~r-in t he inference is tha~ the two compilers were 
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working from separa t e texts which repres ented separate 
traditions . There is a s ubtlet implicit difference in 
the view of Cain's character , fo r Tat least credits him 
with burying his br other. Also, R. Elazar•s linking of 
t~P blessi ng over sheaitah to burial s eems a r t ifi cial. 

Aside f rom the use of Isaiah 46 : 4 in T , the two 

short citat ions i n Exampl e 8 seem t o touch a~ all points , 

a~d t hey certainly agree on their basic in~erpretation of 
; enesis 4: 13 , namely , that Ca i n is aski~g if bis s in i s 
too ~reat to be fo r~i ven . In vieY1 of t his a~eement , 

there would have b~en no need f or a compiler to make any 
al t erat ionD , anci t he ·oest explanation f or t he differ ences 
in s tyle , vocabulary , and the use of Isaiah 46 : 4 i s that 
the two collectors had different texts, or sel ected one 
they "'lreferred fron:. a:non~ sever al possibi lit ies . 

In ~x8.Llple 9, T includ es a pictur e of t he ani~als 
~atherintl around Cai n i n an attempt to take ~evenre on him 
for the d e~t~ oi Abel , and Cain ' s na~heti c Cr'J to ~od . I~ 

BR , however, R. J udah's statement is similar . Here too, 
the animals ~ather toi;e ther to aven3e ;.bel ' s death , but 
t !1e di ffe rence is that God ~ve Cain a sirn in or der t o 
prevent s uch an occa r r ence . Desnite the fact t hat t here 
a r e csrtain points of 1.:ort t a ct , s uch as the U$e of the 

ident i cal ~ore '' n i t ka.nsu11
-

11 c i tkansot" and the motif of 
the animals s eeking to ave~~e Abel , t he di fferent uses to 
which they are put i ndi cat e t he existP>nce o~ multipl e 

eggadic sour ce traditions . 
A clear demonstration of the feet that the co~pilers 

of T and BR drew f rom collecto rs of individual solr ces io 

found i n Example 1 0 . In T a re presented two possible 
eX"Olicat ions of the )ot God placed upon O, and both bear 

t he ambiguou..s attribution of "yeah >om.rill." The fi r st , 

\i'h ich mentions the Sabbath, haa no paral lel in BR. The 

other, t he id ea that God placed a horn in Cain's forehead , 
i• the aa::ne aa t~at of Abba J ose ben Kesari in BR , but 

-
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otherwise there are •imply two li•t• of i nter pretations, 
each of whi ch was culled f rom a aeries of documents. They 
cannot all have come from one unified source; it would have 
been too vast {as was mentioned in Chapter II) . Rather, 
each collector had documents at his disposal which he pieced 
together a s he wished . A f\lrther indication of this fact 
is that in BR two statements by Rav are inter rupted by 

an opinion ascr ibed to Abba Jose ben Kesari. Thie could 
only occur if the person compiling the anthology were 

including statements from various sources and puttin~ 
them to gether (as was stated in Chapter I) merely as he came 

upon them. Or it may be that in this cas e, the compiler 
had two s omewhat disparate statements, both attr ibuted to 
~av , and felt constrained to separate them i n some ~ay . 

In ~xample 11, the two versions of the story of 
Lemech a.re another display of the composite nature of the 
Midrashim. BR shows no familiarity r.ith the trad i t ion 
that Le.mech slew Cain and Tubal- Cain. As a r esult , Adah 

and l illah refus e to have intercourse with him. not out 
of grief or ou t oi t'ear ths 't their children woulo suff er 
divine retribution, bat out of the knov.1led~e t hat t he 

' lood was comin~ i i . e . , t hey refused to br ing chi ldren 
into a world faced ~ith an im~enaing all-eDbra~in ~ doom, 
whereas i n T they fear a c t ch ~o re , ~rsoual and immediat e 
tra~edy . As in previous i nstances , the literary otyle and 
vocabulary of thes e narallel nassa ~es a re quite differe~t , 

al t nough in both BR and T, Zilla:1 and Miah do r0t Trant t n 

be 11 :nolidot li.Jn >er ah , 11 and t hey will addr ess Adam with t !te 

same pr overb: " >asya) ~ gi grei;ach . 11 Both T and BR vieti 

l ·e:nech • s cryptic "ki >ish haragt i lepi tz" i. .. 11 a s be in"' a 
ouestion--as a statement of innocence--but wherea s in BR 
Lemech says it to his wives, in T it is ~is nlea before 
Adam ' s cou r t . These d i ffe r ences s nm'i th~t BR and T, e.l t hou .... l: 

containing many convergent elements , were dr avm f rom 
separat e ~0·1rC"'" . Indeed, t he parent hetical inser t i on of 
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statements by Rabbi, R. Jacob bar Idi , and R. J ohanan 
• 

is clear evidence o f a patchwor k culled from a multi-
plicit y of sources and t rad i tions . In contrast to t h e 

rest of the passage, their ut t erances display an aware

ness that Lemech killed someone . Wh.v else would God have 
t o collect on "shtar O,ovo?" They i nquire concerning the 

r epetition of >ish and yeled i n Lemech 's couplet , e.ne 
their tone distinctly r eveals that they are ouestionint 

as to whether one or two people were slain . Their 

oueries could o:'lly f it i n with a tradition in w~ich Lemech 

was understood to have taken a li fe . The question they 

ask makes no sense u...itless there wer e at least one dead 
person under discuss ion. ~his is a very concrete 

exe.mple of a mixin~ of sources and t r aditions . 

Some evidenc e of mul t iple sour ces can be found in 
a comparison of BR X:XV2 with Tll. In T, ·:oe.h br inp:e r est 

"mima<asenu umi-'itzavon yadenu" because before his bir t h 

the crops would spring up only as tho rns anc thistle3 , 

nor were there any t ools whatsoever, but after his ent?7 
· .,to the world , whatever tile farme r sowed ile would reaµ , 

end Noah himsel f invent ed olows, axes, mattoc~s , e.nd other 
implements . In contrast to t his , in BR, R. J o}/ane.n holds 

that the pr oblem \";as neither v.-ith t;he crops nor with the 

feet that all t asks had t o be done:: bar1..::ianded . Ra ther , 

it was the animals that ~ave t r ouble . Afte r man si:med , 

t hey would no lon~er obey him, and it was only subsequent 

to ~oah' s birt!-1 that the ~; becaw.e tame and useful once 
again . Iu fact , !L Jol}anan either h e lei a different ·::.cw 

fro~ that of the author of t he pasaaGe i n T, or else he 
did not know the aggadic tradition which h eld that before 

Koah t here were no tools . ~e states that t~e ox would 

not obey the plowman , a nd f or hi.:n t o say this indi cated 

t hat he obviously ha d to believe t hat t he nl ot1 a l ready 

existed • 
. inall!' , in E:~emplc 12 , it can arain be seen that 
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the compi lers of the two Midr ashim were using col lections 
of sources which , although showing awareness of corunon 
t raditions, differ ed in their style , vocabulary , a ttr i 
butiona of authorship , and even outlooks. T ascribes to 
the rabbis t he opinion that "zimah 11 br i ngs an 11 >androlomosya'" 
(univer sal execiltion), while in BR, R. Simla i speal:s of 
"zenu t ." R. Azari ah's ma>am.ar in T that God fo r gives 
all sins except lewdness is attributed in BR to R. Azar iah 
and R. Judah ben Simon in the ne.me of R. J oshua ben Levi. 
Ther e is no reason for the compiler of T t o have included 
only R. Azar iah's name whi le elimi nating the other s; BR 
obviously had a diff erent t radit ion . Lastly , the r e e re 
the t wo varying treatments of the Sodom t h eme. The main 
idea in both cases i e clearly the aame , but in BR t he 
statement i s att r ibuted to R. J oshua ben Levi in the name 
of Bar Pedayah, and the dis parity in t reatment i s plainly 
s een . tn T, the events a r e merely touched on , while in BR , 
Lot is port rayed as being forbidden to further defend the 
people among whom he dwells . The langu.a~e in T i s br i efe r 
and depi cts only the greatness of t he sin of Sodom. As 
in all the cases mentioned and ex~lained above , these 
differences between BR and T could only have co~e about 
if the compil ers were workin r froc varied , mult iple f;ro:it>s 

of sour ce:. . 
r his chapter has pr esented the case fo r t he existence 

of multiple cources i~ so far as BR and T can ur ovide a~y 
evidence. The next chapter will deal with the p&r~11 ~1~ 
bet\Veen T and Midr ash haggadol . 
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CHAPTER IV 

PARALLELS BETWEEN TANijUKA 0 
AND MIDRASH HAGGADOL 

Midra.sh Haggado160 i s an excellent tool for wor k i ng 
in comparati\'e ?l idr ash . As was discussed in Chapter III , 
there is l ittle likelihood that the comniler would make 
modifications of h i s or i gina ls . Ma r galiot , 61 Fisch, 62 

and Rabinowitz63 point out that MH i s extremel y faithful 
to its sour ces . Thus , i t prov i des a compendi um of numerous 
reliable, variant readings f r om older !l:i drashim , and is 
ther efore a most useful work despite it~ relat ively lete 
composit i on . Iu this chapter, jJi will be compared with ? 

in order t o examine the avail able evidence fo r the existe!'lce 
of s i f r e d•aggadta . 

In Example 1 a re two passages which demo!'lstr a t e the 
pr esence of multiple tradi tions . 3oth sho~ ; od a s havin ~ 
"nitya ' etz batorah" befor e creating the worl d . T, however , 
says "ucheshebara> bakadosh ber ach hu' ," icplyi n,g that ~e 
used t he Torah d~rin~ the act of creation , whereas !P. 

r eads , "vechevan she< a.lah bedaCato l ivr ot 'olamo ." '..i'he r e 
is an important d ist i nction ·oetween the two ver sions , 
especially ,.,hen the s tatement by the '!or ah in ·5f i s taken 
into account . _he implicat i on there is that l} od created 
the \vorld beca~e the '!'or ah aevised ?.im that it would be 
t o His advantage . The lJOint of T is : the Tor ah l'las -3- od ' s 
continual a<iviser as he formed the world step by st.et> . 
This di ffere~ce is a clear indication of multiple sources , 
for as can be seen f r om the fac t t hat there a r e two 
~.:ekil tot ( of it . Ishmael and of R • ..l imeon ben Yo~ai) , each 
"uhilosophical- theologi cal" school within the per ameters 
of r abbinic thought authored i t s Olin , diffe r ent ver sion of 
the saoe basi c a&gadot, and wrote them down in a manner 
conforming to i t s own particular system. 

I n addition , the nas sage f rom :JI in Example 1 
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pr ovides evidence fo r the opinion that t.iidre.ehim are 
composed of severa l independent sources. At the beginning 
of the selection, i t is said of the Torah: "sheshemah 
tushiyah, " and the mashal follows . Then comes what is 
al mos t a repetit ion of the first sentence: 11 ,amreh 
torah bi nitya <etz hakadosh baruch hu> livrot >et Cola.mo 
shene>emar ••• . 11 This is similar to the point made in T, 

' and differs from that of the parable . Obviously . ther e is 
a combi ning of two similar, but not i6entical texts . 
Jeither of them is the same as T, in spite of the co1!l!llon 
~se of Proverbs 18 :14 a s a pro of-text. The end rea~lt i s 
that there a re three texts whi ch were employed her:::--tl";o 
in MH, and one in T. 

The s election• in Example 2 clear ly demonstrate 
that the various Midreshim wer e cul l ed f rom separate texts . 
T be~ins its exposition with ! r overbs 10 : 6 , a~d t he styl es 
a r e dissimi lar--T is ~uch mo re expansive . ~~rthernore , 

t here i s a s ubt le d ifference in the o eaninr;s c f t he t T.'O 

passas;es . MH reads 11uia> i va c P!!lOd u--""Derhaps [ the l':o r l cU 
will [be able to] stand up (i.e ., remain i n existence ) , 11 

whereas in T, God states , "' evra > '.tl hac olam biles hon 
bar~ch umah keshenivra' bi leshon bar~ch bene >a dam 
mach <1sin leyotzr am bileshon J~ Cal ')~ ke3a!°' vechc.:iah"
"I v1ill er Gat e the worl d wit h the lm1 r;a~~e of ·ol essinr , 

fo r if whe~ it is created \Tith t he lan~~ar.e of blessin~ 
men anGer t heir Cr eator, ( if i t wer e crc~~ecJ r.ith ~h~ 
lanr;ua1.re of cars in~ , so much t he "'lor e so ~ " In T, 1od i:; 

t r ; i nrr to nut s ome ~ooo int o the world . In MH, t he ver y 
exis tence of t he wor ld is at stake . 1here are two distinct 
points of view i nvolved . They coul d only have been ue.seed 
on in the f orm of separate l itera ry t r nditions . 

There were ~wo v ers io~s i n BR and T o f the f amous 

a,c;;redah concern1nP- the s ix thin-:s taken f r om .;da:n when he 
sinned; the same i s tr~e of I.Ji anc 1 ( xa~nle 3) . Although 
~oat of the two t exts are ident ical ( cxcent f or minor 
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discrepancies which a r e due either to copyists ' mistakes 
or to the addition of s hcrt explanations by the compiler 
of MH and are therefore inconsequential), there a re a 
f ew inter esting dissimilarities . Por instance , t he 
introduction to the theme in MH is considerably longer, 
and takes pains to explain the import of the entire passage . 
~ ass umes the reader is awa re of the fact that Peretz i s 
t he ancestor of the Messiah; fDi does not . I t is most 
fascinating to note that both versions cite R. Juda (Judah) 
Halevi bar Shalom, but ther e is a vast difference i n the 
t t"10 supposed "direct ouotations . 11 A continuin;; examination 

of the ~~terial shows that in the two selections , the 
or der of komat o and }J.ayyav is reversed ; MH has a pr oof
text for b,ayyav r.hile T does not ; a~d the nroof-texts 
fo~ komato and the me >orot are not ide:ltical . 

Similarly , the sections dealin~ r.ith the eve:lt~al 

r es t oration of ~an ' s radi ance, hei~ht , l i fe , etc . , r eveal 
the var iant ori~ins of t he t wo versi ons . In MH, the 
pr oof- t ext for t he return of man ' s r adiance i s Judges 5 : 31 , 
but in T it i s I sai ah 61 : 9 . ~he statements conc ernin~ 
kommemiyut a r e of particular s ir.,ni fi cance . MH reads 
" •• • kishte komot ba> adam ha r i> sho:i , 11 but T ouotes a . .:iimeon 

ben Jose as eetermining that kommemiyut :neans tha~ every 
J ew r.ill :;roz.- to a h t: :tf'"..ht of t f;o hundr ed cubits , while an 
anonymous v i ew holds that they will be one hundr ed cubits 
tall . ~his little eX';>l ication appears t o be a di."n"ession . 
It was pr obably added t o the ori~inal aggaaah f r o:n a differ
ent t ext which dealt wi t h the exegesis of the book of 
Leviticus , but "hich some compiler deemed appr opr i at e 
to ins er t at t his point . The same is undoubtedly true 
of "mahu s hekol ~odesh vegodeeh • •• 11 in T, wher e the nro of 
text for oer ot ha ' aretz is Ezekiel 47 :12 ins tead of 
t echariah 8 :12 , as in ;.IB . This , and other similar ities 
{such as t he var iant proof- texts for~ <eden ) , are 
clear demonstrations of the existence of multiple t extual 
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sources fo r the llidrashi.m. 

In Example 4 , the selections do not appear to corres
pond at all-- T ascribes the statement to rabbanan, it!H to 
R. Joshua of Sichnin . Nor do the writing s tyles or vocab
ulari es resemble eech other. However, both pass ages carry 
the same message: God forbi ds Adam and Eve t o eat from the 
tree , says t he serpent , in order to prevent them from 
competin~ with ~im. This fact clearly indicates that while 

certain basic idea s were known to many author s and comnilers, 
they ~ere writt en down and preserved i.~ nll!:le r ous forms . 
This is equally t r ue of the variants concernin~ the nature 

of Cain' s sacrifice (Example 5) , in which it i s stat ed 
t hat he offe red to God either flax seed and/or t he left
overs f rom h is meal . Her e again the s t yl es and vocabular ies 
point to the same idea he.ving been ~assed down i~ more 

than one vers ion . 
In general, the story of Cai.~ and Abel as ~resented 

in T and MH provides evidence for the existence of 
multinle so~rces . The s elections L~ Examole 6 apnear t o 
be ident i cal , but there ar e t o di s tinct dissimilar ities . 
Firstly , while T r eads 11 :io >i1 ve<a.sita teshuve.h," i n MH 
the statement ree.<is "ho > il vehocieta ve < asi ta t eshuvah . " 

There is a subtl e ciffer ence involvo~--MH makes it clear 
that confeosion is i ntetTal ..... :.d .• e~ essary i:o the Pr ocess 

of reoentance . Jecondl y , MH contai~s a reference to 
Job 22 :13 which i s not found in T. Thi.a allusion may v ery 
well have been par t of t!l.e original aggadah in e. sc..l r ce 

other ~ban T. Or , since the two ~assagea a r e so ali ke , 
the compiler of MH 02.y have had a slightly diver se version 
of T . However, t he question wou1d still r emain a s t o 

how such discrepancies a r ose . 
~xample 7 i s anot~er good illustration of the fact 

that 'the comnilerG of t he var ious Midraahim workeci f r om a 
~u.l.tiplici 'ty of sour ces . Bott of t hese selections 

inter pr et rPnesis 4:1~ to mean thet the >ot Goe gave to 
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Cain was the Sabbath, which is like,.rise r eferred to as 
an >ot in Exodus 31 :17 . However, it is cl early seen that 

there are t wo important differences between these pass~es. 

I n T, God "na<a1 11 the Sabbath before Cain; MH cast s the 

S~bbath in a more active (and independent ) role: "sha bbat 
'amdah lefane.v, 11 as i f it i nterceded fo r Cain of its '>WD. 

accord . In addition, there is the statement in T, 11keshem 
shelimed s habbat zechut Cal >~ hari 'shon kach l imed <ai 

kayin." Thi s s econd dissimilarity is notewort~y not only 
because it is not fou.nd in the parallel in MH, but because 
no aggadah concerning the saving o f Adam by the Sabbath 

is fou11d in T at all ~ This demonstrates tha t not o:-ily did 
T and MH derive f r om separate sources, but that T itself 
is a composite as well . Indeed , the comniler of T assumes 
the reader 's close a cquaintance with certain t r aditions , 
so tnat those tradit ions merely have to be hint ed at. 
~..any authors in wor l d literature oake allusions which they 
expect the reader to understand . They could do so on1y if 

t!J.e r e were other books to which t o allude. Similarly , 

the re f erences in midra.shic l iter atur e to other 11well- known 11 

legends pr esuppose the availability or knowledge of other 
books extant at that tit:le. 

Further evidence for a multinl icity of sources is 

to be found i.!l the pasuaGes i n Example 8 . Fi r stly , ther e 
is t he dis crepancy be t ween the cryptic "kevar n-t-1-o( u. ) 
belko" in T and the somewha t mor e easi l y understood "kevar 
nat al }lelko min !ta <o1a111 11 in MH . Is the version in T ti 

s crib2l error, a mis pr int, or a haplography? Io t he ver sion 
in MH merely an i llustration of t he r ule that the simpler 
reading is onl y a later rewor king of an or i gi nal , difficult 

text? Or did the t wo compi l ers have two s eparate s ources 
with two distinct r ea dings? Secondl y , MH gives the r eason

ing behind Lemech's conclus ion that retribution fo r hie s in 
wi ll be postponed fo r seventy- seven ~enerations .. He feels 

his pwiishmen~ will be delayed because he slew "bishgagab." 
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This excerpt, which is lacking in T, •1ould once again 

indicate that the compiler s of the two Midrashim were 
working with different sources . Furthermore, there a r e 
significant dissimilar ities in the two depictions of 
Lemech and his wives arguing befor e Adam's "court. " In 

T, Adah and Zillah mention only that Lemech slew Cain. 
I n MH, Tubal- Cain is included. In T, only Adam and the 
t wo women participate in the discuss i on while Lemech is 
merely an onlooker. In MH , Lemech takes an active role . 

In T .a ppears the s entence "'.! ziknenu lefi tumo harago • " 
the speaker and meaning of which are not cl~ar. Further 

comparison show that the two port rayals are qui te different , 
although both do cite the same pr over b: " ' asya> ,~ (yat ) 

bigretach." But while the closing sentences of the t wo 
passages are i dent ical linguistically , MH concludes with 

Genesis 4 : 25 as the pr oof- text , whereas T cites Gen~sis 5 : 3 . 
All this points to the var iant readings in these ~idrashim 
a s having been culled f r om di v ergent s ources . 

~here is one notable variation in the t wo tex~s in 

l:. xBlilpl e S. An a."lonymou_s s t atement in T, "kodem sbenolad 
noap • •. ," is attribut ed t o P.av }jisda in MIL Prom the 
surrounding :na ter ial, it would aµ:p ear t hat MH \78. S co pyin~ 

ei ther directl y from T, or froo t he sa:ne sour ce as T--t he 
two ver sions erD al~c-t identical . 3at , aside ~rom the 
f act that a s tat ement by a Babyl onian knor a seems to be 
out of place in T (r.hich i s generally co~side red to be a 
~alestinian \o:ork ) , r.hy i s the citation ascribed to P 

oarti.cular t ea cher in one ver sion but not in the othc:r? 
I t is not likely that T is abrid~ed and o~its ascriptions . 

As has been stated i n 0hapter I II , t here e re places where 
BR contains anonymous material which i n T is ascr ibed to a 

s pecific teacher , a~d the same is t r ue of M.H vis ~vis T. 

This diffe ren ce of "anonymous" vs "att ributed 11 could 
pr obably occur only if MH and T wer e ~sin ~ differ ent sour ces • 

• he s arae explc:.nation may be t?:iven fo r the variations in 

40 



fC 

• 

·t· 

-

t he use of Genesis 5 : 29 as a pr oof- text at th~ 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 expr essed , and even the same Greek loa~-word--
11 >andralomosya>11-- is used , although in MH it is written 
corruptly as 11 >andr omosyeh . 11 However, the t""o ver sion::> 
have var iant ascriptions: T reads "shanu r abbotenu, 11 ••hile 
MH attributes the quotat i on t o R. Si:nlai . In adnition, 
their vocabularies a r e markedly different . MH states, 
"kol makom she >atah motze> zenut >andromosyah ba >ah la <ola.m 
vehoreg >et hayafim ve> et hara ' im ; 11 T reaC.s , ":ni one zimab 
>andralo1nosya> ba, ah la'olam vesafah hatov1:11 vehara< im . " 
There i s a difference between "zenut " and "zimah . 11 "Zenut " 
refers to nrostitution and/or nroJa.iscuity, but "zim&h" 
is gener al and total obsceni~y and sexual license . :he~e 

dissimilarities , like all those mentioned in thio chapter, 
a r e evidence that the literature of the Midrash ""8.S com-
1iled f rom a multiplicity of s ources. 

The ,1ext steu in this inquiry will be to comnare 
and cont r a s t selected passa~es fro~ MH and BR, ar.d to 
examine the evidence to be found therein . 

41 



r 

• 

_J • 
:.. .,,. :J 
tJ g IJ 
J ..r Ju 

" 1: 
·J 
II 

:. 
1i 

..r_ 
q cg 

v 
0 u 
v 
~ x 
:J ::i 

u - · 
r: 

~ 
:; :i 
~ 

:.': :1 
·..I" -! 
7. _, 
:.. Y. 

J 
'~ j 
~r Y. II 

~ 7. .. 
v . I 
u f: 

H ..... -'d 

.J 

..... -

t':l 

~ 
~ 
~ 
t':l 

I\) 

42 ~ 

a 
~ 
I'd 

~ 
8 

~ 
H 

~ < 
trj 

ti:l 

~ 
:. 

~ i 
.;. 
' I 
!!. 

~ 
trj 
Ul 

• 1 
<: ~ 
~ H ..... 

'd 

G 
..... ..... 

~ 
0\ 
I 
I\) 

~ ......, 



fj . I<"! : 1-:;- I~ (j-J n D 0 " """::"": :J • , ,.. 43 
~= ·1 g ii ,; t1 _: ~j t~ :1 ~ n 0 U 1t-: "= 
d ~:.i :l !? ;, i:f~ •:~ti :qf;; ... -:1 iJ ti 
(! :J . , ..J ~ • :J , , '.'J v CJ J -

, 'l. ~ • • 5 ::i - ~ -::!""=! ':t: "(j e r. :? "' .._,~v. ?:-ul! Z-trc;:'? -)_..J 
•.r. - '-' ~ c:: t! - u · -1 1 ..1 -Y • :i ""n 

.. - ~ 1 :! ~; ~ :J • j ::> • ! :.t ~ -:I J ti ~ l! 
:i<:J:J~..-. G 11-1-:!.-.' ·'f:.D:JU u ~ ..-- '- u .. r ,, .,. •• .._, z ... • .... :J j ,..,. 
~ G" ~ ~-J '! Cj _, • -' ~\,i :J ;i. u 'l. ..} 
~ :J LI .; '..! t..,: r1 I J : I - ; - - :j .._... ~ -' - :J 

D so! .. ,., - • • r: .J ?: ' .. ..-. J J :.t 1 
:~ i-! ~ ....;, \.# ~ • - u u , .. \.,: :.. ~ 0 c;: ;; LJ 
'<: n 'l. u '"' • d .r :: _ · _ 11 ~ - ~ ='-' _, -:: ....; - ... - (';: ~ '• ., F1 (J ..... - • • - -
.,.u . i{ J ....... :J IJ c; J , : IJ - ~ - J :J :J 
.t: ..... 3 o J G s ... ,..~-a~ •i _~ :r-:; ~::: 6 ,, 

0 ' (j •-'"; :J • • ~ I J .J - :! U • J ?. - :J ... - -:: !I! ~ - - 1 ... """ -..: LJ • )'; ~ :.s .. ~ ;;·..., .,..- . , ......... c: --::. -:: . - 5 
o:?~~~~a~u~~~~ ~ 5=-~ 
~:.. _, - ?. , ---.:i~ .... 2"'- !!~,c-' 
a~~u~~~~u~g~~~2~-- rl 

G-Q - t: ·~ - -:-1 'J'- t.1 ~. r:~ g .i 'l. 

"O. Li J ~ f4 ~ ~ ~.! ii •J G r: ~~ ~ i'; if g ~ 
~ ~ . i; :J c.: .~ ~ , J - ~ ~ ~ -- - J • ~ 
..; tj :! 0.:.. J ~ .J "ti ~ g ~ ,, ~ .:: u :: ti 
l "'I 0 - # .. , 0 ....r: :J ..; J 'C! 0 _, - :J 
~ ~ ~ ~ t; ~_, - l] ·-c: t!-~ l.I :;-_ ~ ~-i! u 
• J U . I j U ;; ~ ·1 ::> , - :J ~~ 8 • "'1:1 - :5 - I') (j ...... ti .,. J 
:r. u - c: <:: Cl -: iJ "· :I ..J :r. 7. :r. °' I:'.> ,"C_ f! • '"''l.. -J:J:J 
~ u u ~A 5 g t.-u ....r~ --; :i ~ ~ -:1; ~ ~ - -

u 'J ~- - - :J ..,...., J ,, :J - Cl !:' •n I') 

5 ~ -. - ~ ~ 7.,.. ~ u ~ ...,.. .... =! ~ ~ · ! J , ; 
·0 :r~ ~ - :; ~ ~ .. , -~ '-' --;~ ~ 3 - (,: _, lf~:: 

3,_;i~., ~ ··Jhc..: t,; v.· J•J - . :.J 
~--.;:.J·,:r.::.i - :r._ u 11 0 ?.~'l.11_ 
:1 ..a ~ - · ...Hf;..... .. v ·J ....J :j -' . ~ . 2 ~ G . ' ( 1 , , ....r " I -' ', •• u '-' &.I ...,.. _, 
- J ~ ~ t! '! ~n rJ ~ .,, ~ ... _. - ~-::~ ..J ~ 
!~,,A~q -~~ ~~..J~Q-U:J 
:J ._.. lj u ~ ~ x .:.:: •• J ~ "i t• :>: 0 :1 G - ~ c; :J :r. •! • u R " ~ :i :J -::tJ-ov-._...,_:.i:.1 - 9 ..., . 
• :! ~ u ; ;-f ~ \:i ·~:::. :J !! . 0 ~ z 
a-~ - U Z ~ IJ " ti J (!- •1 C;i 
:;, u ~ ~"' u ~li~ ;;,!!. Ci J ~ ~ i:; ~ 

~ 
:J :J ~ :.i n - (J ..J ;, ..... , ~ . _. 7. d :J 7. n ..r t"-4 
7. fJ cl ...J " ::i 

, 
" J "<:: '!" (J '-!" :i il (J :'.i ci ::;: t".l 

::i l-: 7. u n 0 - :r. v 7. :;.; _;- i'1 ll ("; ~ 
_, 

Cl 7. fj r: :.i :.i II ;, _, :.J .. ('J :.i :1 ..J w 
If :; :J 

Cl :J ;? ..r j :i =? j ~ 
Cj :J Ci 

~ ~ :i :J J u :t 
.~ ,-_; :r n - ::r 'I u cl [1 ::i :J j u ~ .; :iil ~ r'i l:J _. 

" 
g 7. ..r ?. , 

ti -u 'I .. : ;, 
~ 

::i -' ~ -• J-
::J ::r f1 -<: iJ 7. 1'1 

_, n 
::J fi .. - u .r ar: G ~ :J •J :J :J u -' (J c.: q 'i g rJ q :l ri ;; ..r :J :r. ..r 5 7. ::r n " ~ J '!' .J " i. :r. _ r Li r r.J B 

tJ 

~ l 'J u :J 

"'" 
rj '<: :.i " .... 7. Cl ::1 v ~ 

..J u 3 1 u ..J 
:J a 

cl 
0 c.: ~ G :J u 

::! . rl r: tj J J :r ~ II =" :i ,r ..r .. ... ::! -· x :.J J a q :J 0 .; :J 0 r1 '!!' :r. :i H :r. :/. .. rl :7 :.J cl ..r ::i •. ! :J . , ..r u .... '<.: -r ., 
.j - 1 

7. 5 '!!' :r :i ::! H 
~ 7. C: ::! "'.... ": 1; ~ 

?; ~ •! fi .J -. :J :..i 7. x 
If IJ 3 f! '<: n ~ 

~ v '. ll -' IJ l / 7. ?1 .... 
..!.: t; . <i .!! :J :1 v ~ =-! Ci lt x ri u _, 

~ :.i :I - J 
~ ::J ~ :;;; -u ..r v 

1 n -· -: 
--! 

': r1 u 'd 5 :J 0 -' ,j ~ ri J u ~ :.J h ( ~ d .r u .. :r J t! :.t l:J 
3 

J . u ::! -:; :r. u IJ 7. 7. •: J ::J s t! (i .;l i : 1 c u ~ ;! :J IJ J fJ 7. ::1 J Q .... - :J .. : ii :J J .J- j 
"' :r. <:! ri ~· 

~ :J :r. 
ri v [f :J 1:1 7. Cl ...,. 

.1 -.:; J :i -:; ~ J j ~ iJ -Ir ::r :J . fl {l :> ..J 7. fJ l 'I 0 7. :.i .... .... CJ =! . \J 7. \J 
_, [J \:; IJ -· :t : .i rt u 

q ~ .... .. d <i 7, ~j J ~ d ..J •i :i J 
~ '! q r_; ~ d :J . u 11 -v v G I J 

" fJ v. n fl 0 7. : • r: -:i ~ :J :1 II :.i IJ 
~ 

.... 
~ :j II -· :J n ..:: ~~ rl 

.. Cf <i -- :::i l\J 
:J 0 ri _I , ri -' "! -. l,,.J 

7. :-1 .. ::J 7. 7. 
_. 

rJ J 7. - 1 t i :; q I 

~ 
<:i ; :J . r G " {J :r. , r : i :, 5 :. 

~ 
~ u 7. :J .. . n -0 u . cl -' , 7. -u (j .... rj '.J r: :J ::f fl 

~ ::] :a -l rJ 
.. 

fJ ~ y, u-.s ($ l'i 2. :J Ci .. ::1 :r :1 r; (S .(-5 0 v 3 ~ :1 fi 7. ..J 
~ . _, -· :J :.J ~ -J rJ ii :: ij 0 .... u i1 ~ .r u .. 0 '. 

~ -j u 2 j J 
, •: CJ :; _, 

0 7. J fJ :i ..r u u v :, fJ . r . r u 7. 0 J -; u ,, ~ CJ 
rl -' ..... - ~ 

::J ::J 7. " ~ :J J :i J j- :""r :.J v-
:J 0 7. Ci " ii ": , r:• 

j -;- ~ r; ~r n :J 7. ::J g :J 
,, 

:i ri ~ .... , 7- :-< ,,.. :i :; Cl i !J ~ 
.... 

~ - u .. :J ~~ ~ :J I\) 
"<:: -;- :J ~ ;; ~ ~ 

......,: •J . I\) 0 " :r .... " " c: J 7. :f 5 fj v 
5 7. x '<::: r.i ~ ii tJ r4 ~ :.J ;, -' I.'] r ; :1 :::i --: J ::J . f 1'1 J :J ~ '. :.i ~! J ::1 " J 7. :J [j .; 7. cl ~ fJ :1 ~ ~ r: IJ :.1 ,, 

7. 0 "'' fJ '.:!' ,.r II 
=:! 5 ' ' (§ " ' . ...r .... II J 

Ci ~ ~ -u ti :J " ·~ :J 0 c:: :.; (J ~ j C1 :J ?'.': u 

II 



1 ~ 
Y. u 
II J 

• 
..... 
\.0 
I 

"d 
x u 
~ 

I-' 

., 
:J 

• j 
11 .,. 
, , 
:J 

'"l · ,, 
i1 

I J 7. 
~· ,; 
:i ::! 
...r 
:i : 1 
u 
u 
j 

-J 

:-! 
H 
< 
w 

N 
I 

w -

\J1 ~ 
u 

" ·'.. ., 
~ 
n 
v 
~ 
u 

n 
.... ,-
~ 
;? 
_I 
LI ...r 
~r :i 
IJ :i 
5 •.I' 

5- g 
Cj :; 

7. J ...r IJ x ,.. 

~ 

'1-
j 
0 
fj 

" 

H 
H 
H 
\..'1 

......,. 
"d . 
-I 
~ 
I-' 
I-' 

I-' 
0\ 
I 
N 
o · ....... 

44 



H 
< 
f\) 
~ 
I 
N 
U1 

. 
-4 
l..J 

-.J 

a . 
~ · 
-.; 
...r 
'T. 
:J 

:J 
- ~ 

~ _, 
l.l 

,-d 
- -

H 
< ..... 
V1 -'d 

I\) 

I 
~ -

45 



n 
cJ 
:i 
~ .] 

J rl 
~ 7, 

7. v. 
0 

< 
\,,o.J 
I\) 

I-' 
0 
I 
I-' 
I\) -

< 
I\) 
\.0 

\JI -

46 



CHAPTER V 

PARALLELS BETWEEN lllDRASH HAGGADOL 
AJfD BERESHIT RABBAH 

When comparing BR and MH, two things are immediately 

noticeable . Firstly, some material in parallel passages 

is given in a different sequence. Secondly, even within 
their overall frameworks, the two Midrashim do nut follow 
the same order. Similar a ggadot are associated with 
different verses, and even material connected with the 

same verse is presented in a variant arrangement . For 

inst a nce , MH IV? contains mat erial from botr. BR Y:X7 and 
and XXII6; MH IV17 from BR XIX8 and ·XXVl; MH II3 from 

BR Xl9 and !13; MH I l 7 from BR VI7 and XIII13 . Conversely , 

sections of MH II9 and III? e re together in BR XV7, and 
uarts of MH II6 and II7 are a single ~assage in 3R XII!l2 . 

In fact, numerous aggadot r elated i n MH II6 , are all to 

be found in BR XI I I , bu t in a very different sequence. 
'i'hus, t h e queet5on that arises is: "Whai: ia t he or i g

inal order in which thes·e pe.ssa~es a r e found?" That 
question immediatel r r;ives r ise t o another: "Did the 
co~piler of MH rearranr,e material f rom BR e s he saw fit ? 

Did he have a vers ion of BR different f r ora t he one extant 
t oday? Or , d id he not have BR a t ell , but rather many of 

"the same •a ggadah-books ' which serveci as s ources for BR? " 

As will be shown bel ow, the fact that so much of t he 
material in MH is dissimil ar t o the perallels in BR, 

s uggests that the compiler of MH included midrash~ i n 
an order which he pre f erred. He probabl y worked from a 

text of BR that i s d ifferent from aura, or not from BR at 
e l l , but from a par a llel compilation (or com~ilations). 

In Example 1 , both BR and MB ~ive t he same explanat i on 

of the name 11 >.tl_ shaddai. " However, BR cites R. Nathan i n 

the ne.me of R. A~a and R. 3 erechiab in the name of R. Isaac, 

while in MH , Rav Judah ouotes Rav, and Resh Lak~sh repeats 
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the formula, " >ani >el shaddai she >amarti la <olam dai . " - - --
I n addition, BR simply states that God told heaven and 
earth "Enough~ 11 because 11 > ilmale ~ ~ motebim veholechim 
<ad c a chshav." MH is more graphic, and !)rovides a verse 
f::-om .T c h to prove that God scolded the world and fo r bade 
it to expand any fur ther. Th.e presence of these dis

crepancies, even t hough the bas ic point of the passages is 
the s ame . could only occur if s epar ate sources were be ing 
used b y the two compiler s . This is especially tr~e in 
t~is instance , where both selections ar e ascr ibed to 
different authorities . If one ver sion were asc~ibed 
and t he other anonymous, it might be arF:ued that the 
anony:nous one is a later adaptation , or that the name of 

a teacher has been omitted by mistake . In the arigacot 
under exa!llination, the attr ibutions are not only definit e , 
but re fe r to two different schools altogether . The 
r a bbis ment ioned i~ BR a r e all Palestinian , ~hile MH 
see~s to be combinin~ two traditions : Babylonia~ (Rav 
Judah and Rav ) and Palestinian (~esh Lakish) . This 
clearly aeconstrates the existence of multiple sources . 

Further evidence is pr ovi ded by the midreshim in 
~xamul e 2. The uassage in BR ie a fa.!:lo~s one, l istin~ 

the thinr,s which were bro~ght into bein~ befor e Creation . 
ldH contains a d i1 f erent list . BR sneaks of the Patriarchs 
and the people of Isr ael as having a fora of 11 pr e-exi stence , " 
out makes no mention of ~ <eden or gehinnom, as does MH . 
The proof-texts f or thos e t!lings which both lists have in 
common are the s ame . In BR , however, teshuvah j~ a:i addi
tion by R. Abbahu ben R. Zeira , while in MH, i t is in-
cluded in the "original" group of seven vd t h no mention 
of R. Abbahu. Phe orders in which the items a re mentioned 
a re di ss imilar. ~ost importantl y . BR differentiates be
t ween those which were "nivre> u, •• and those "she< alu 
bemapaahavah lehibar>ot ." MH m.a.kes :io s uch dist inction , 
2.nc o:ily says , 11 n ivre>u Ca.a shelo> n ivra) ha <01aa." In 
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view of the discrepancies, both in detail and in theolo,zy, 

these two passages could only have derived from variant 
source traditions . 

There are several noteworthy differences between the 
selections in Example J. In MH, the aggadah is associated 

with Genesis 1:3: "And the wind (rua}J. ) of God hovered. ••• , " 

whi l e in BR, i t is connected with ·J enesis 5:1 : "This is 

the book of t h e generations of ndam. 11 Although the idea 

expressed in both passa~es is i dent i cal, the styles are 
~ot . out the diver~ent ascriptions are most significant . 

BR ci~es R. nuna, a Pales tinian Amor a of t he fourt h 

r eneration; 65 1~~ quotes R. Joshua ben Kar~a , a Tanna who 
was e. contemporary of R. Meir . !'i ince R. Joshua ben [ar~a 
lived one h·.l!ldred years before R. Huna , i t a ppears that 

MH is q~otinG a text wh ich is not only differe~t from, 

out considera bly older than the one used by the coznil er of 
BR . 

l n Example 4, t wo ve rsions of t he ident i cal 
narrative a pnear . However, t he dissimilar literary 

~tyles indica'te t hat the incident is bein~ rela"teci by 

different authors . There is little likelihooc that the 
co~uiler o f MH would mooi fy his so~rce, especially since 

he i s expressin~ the s ame irlea. ~he MH ver sion is 

lon~er, which mi~ht imply "that the Rourcn o f ..!!1 ib olcer 

than BR a."ld was coy ied and revised by the co~~iler of BR . 
il o~ever, the compiler of BR would hav<> no :nore r eason to 

:iake :noa ifj cations than the comi>iler of rfili . 
~xampl e 5 illust rates t wo dis~ inc~ delinea"tions 

of the six t hings te.ken from AC.am whe:1 he sinned , tlhich 

rill b e r eturn ea to :nmtl:i-'10. once the Mes siah comes . At 

~he out set , there i s a va riance i n the ascriptions . BR 
c i tes R • .:lamuel bar 1~aQ.ma:i ; MR a.totes R. Ber echiah ar:c 

R. :7e1 bo in t he name of .l. Sa::i:.tel b2. r Nal:lman . llii feels 

:i. t necessary to exl:lei. t '.1 c s:mbolis:i of ]Ut h 4 : 18, while 

BR does not . In BR , R. ~,; :a:r states unly thut six things 

wer e taken from Jida.m , bllt :..::1 MH , R. Judah .ralevi bcn 
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R • .:>hal om points out that the items taken away had 
originally been creat ed specifically fo r Adam' s benefit . 
~ven the l i sts a r e different . BR does not i nclude ~ 
' eden . However, the reference t o Genesi s 3 : 24 in the 
section dealing with the me>or ot appear s to indicate 

that gan <eden was ori:sinally i ncluded in the l i st but 
was somehow ''lost 11 or absorbed :i.r.to another pa.r t of the 
text . In addition , when BR r epeat s the meaning of the 
uassage , R. Ber echi ah speaks i n the name of R. Samuel 
bar 1~alµlan , bu t :t . ljelbo i s never mentioned ~ 'Ihe 
reneti t ion of the p~int of the Midrash and the exclusion 
o f R. ?elbo , could only have taken place if the compiler 
had i nter polated a separate document into hi s ant holocy, 
and were then informing the reader of a r eturn to his 
or i ginal sour ce . A second tangential statement f o\;.lld i n 
BR but not MH , i s in t he s ection mentioning the return 
of gayyav: R • .:)imeon ben Yo~ai ' s stateraent that Cetz 
means Torah. \'/hen both ltidrashim treat t he res t oration 
of }tomato , MH includes only a short expl i cat i on of the 
word kor:unemiyut in Levit icus 26 :13, while BR includes 
ma>amar im by R. Simeon , n . ~iyya , et a l i a . Final ly , there 
is the comment by MH at t he very end of the passa~e 
stating that all t hes e item~ t.ill be returned t o mankind 
11 beyom })avosh >adonai >et shever ' amo uma}!):atz makato 
yi r pa" • " The effect of all these discrepancies is t o 
de:nonstrate that the Midrashi.m extant today were 
coll ec t ions of a multi9licity of docwnents f r om which 
the var ious compilers dr ew thei r material. 

In Example 6 is founci the well- !tnown a~gadah 
concerning God ' s f ut ile attempt t o find t he proper per~ 

of Adam ' s body f r om which to cons t r uct woman s o that she 
will have no f aults. Her e too , ther e a r e notable 
divergences . MH a ttr ibutes the pas sage to r abbanan , while 
BR cites R. J oshua of Sichni n in t he name of R. Levi . 
MH mentions that if Eve i s createci "min hatzava> r tehe> 
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gavhanit, 11 wher eas BR does not i nclilde that nos sibility. 
The s t yles of writ i ng differ, and t he proo f - texts i n t he 
two selections a r e diver gent in s pite of the fact that 
t he mes sage being conveyed i s the s ame. This obviously 
indicates the ex i s t ence of diffe rent versions of the 

i dent i cal aggada h which wer e transmitted independently. 

As in Chapter s I I I and I V, the story of Cain and 
Abel pr ovides ~aJitional evidence t hat t he Midrash im 
are col l ections dr awn from diver gent soi r ces . It can 

b e immedi atel y s een t het t he selections in Example 7 

a re 'vritten in different styles . In BR, one of t he 
ca..is es of the quarrel is due to tne dis pute over the 

di vision of property . It is nresented in hi~hly 

technical l anguage at l ength , as opposed to ~~e abre

viated version in MH , i n which only the an~ry wor ds 
"qalosh" and "nr oab" r emain . Another explana tion 

of t he or i g ins of the violence between ~ain a nd Abel 
is each one' s coveting the s ite of t he Templ e a s part 

of his c-:m landholding . B~t he r e too the s t yles a r e 

a1ssimilar . BR attrio~tes the ma>amar t o R. J os hua of 
~ichnin in R . Levi's name , and blli i dentifi es t he site of 
itbel ' s and ~ain 1 s offerin.;s with Mt . ~ ion . \'thile both 

ve rsions contain r e:er ences t o the uos sibility i; hut 
the f i ght was over a T1ome.n, :.~ MH , iL ::.e.ao~ speaks of 

ibel ' s t win s isi;er, wnerees i n B~ , R. ~una c entions 

Aoel ' s twin and R . Aibo alludes t o b 111(.avvah r i >shonah . " 
Finally , there are t he stct emen~s in ~xe.mple 5 

rhich i nquire as t o \7hy .1oah di d :'lot sire childr en until 

h e vras five hundred year s old . Cnce a gain the s tyles of 

wr iting a r e quit e dissi milar , and in MH the midrash is 
'lnon;r.nous whil e in BR i t is attributed to R. Jude.n and 
P. . Nehemiah i n the name of H. Eliezer, the son of ~ . J ose 

the Ga l i l ean . rurt~er:nore , the t t 10 a g.gadot a r e nc-t 
iden~ica.l i n meaninp: . MH s i;ates only t hat God Yl i thheld 

chilcr e .1 f r om Noe.!: in order i;o S'Oa r e him Rrief , should 
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they turn out t o be evil and , as a result , be dest r oyed 
in the ?lood . In BR, however, not only does God want 

to avoid that possibility , but He also does no t want 
:ioah to have too many childr~n lest he be forced to 

build many arks . The ma>amar of R. : ehemiah adds that 
by nreventing Noah from having children until r eaching 

the a ~e of five hundr ed, ~od kept them f rom being liable 
to punishment, since the Flood ca:ne before any of theo 

was a c e~tury old . Clearly , these discrepancies could 
occur only if the materiel in MH r.an ~ull ed f r ow a 

~rouu of variant sources. 
~o co~plete the evidence fo r the existe~ce of 

sifr e d 1 ~ggadta i~nlicit in the various Midraeh im , ~he 

~ext t wo chapter5 ~ill deal with material common to 

all ~hree worl:s under consideration , and will then exaoi~e 
so~e interestin r dunlications ~~thin BR i t self. 
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CHAPTER VI 

PARALLELS IN BERESHIT RABBAH, TANlfIJMA C, 
AND MIDRASH HAGGADOL 

Thus far, it ha~ been demonst rated that the parallel 

passages in the various Midr ashi.m were derived from e 

multiplicity of documents. Hitherto, this has been done 
by contrasting two Ylorks; now it will nrove \lsef11l to 

compare the material common to all thr ee. 

In Example 1 are three explanations as to why t he 
bet is t he fi r s t letter in the 'l'or ah , and hence the fi r st 
lette r useo in Creation , even t~ough t he ~Pbrew alphabe~ 

be~ins with alenh . I n all cases , t he t exi; sees alenh as 
connotin~ " curs in~" ( 11 >a rirah" ) or "accursed" ( " >!.!:!!.!:11

) , 

a s opposed to~. which implies 11 blessinr:" ( "berachah 11
) . 

i i t h i n this frameT1ork are three d isT. i n ct styles of narr a t ion 
anc three some~hat different meanin ~s. I n MH, J Od ' s 
statement i mplies that He will create t he v10rld vd th i;he 

bet , since the us e of the alenh would conde::nn the worl 6 
to oestr~ction even before it co~es int o existe~ce . I n 
BR too , ;,od sta tes , 11 vehaleva >i. ya <a:nod . 11 However, i t 

fo~ part of nn addi tional i nt erpretation of the 
"bl essed-curs ed " c ichoto:ny, and i s expr essly nort r aye C'. 

as a ref1.2tation of an 11 J:;nicurean 11 doct r i ne . I n T, t he 
agga dah be~ins wit h t he text f r om Prover bs ~0 : 6 , which 

is not f ound in the other two . In addition , God utters 
the words "umah keshenivra> bileshon baruch bene >adwn - -
mach<isin l eyotzr am bileshon >~ <a1 >~ kamah 
vechamah . '' These d ifferences could only have r esulted 
f rom the Midrashim having been culled f rom separate sources . 

:n T end BR, but not MH , is the opinion ( expressed in 

var iant styles ) that the ~ symbolizes t he creation 
of two worlds--this world and the next . This is espe

cial l y not evrn rtny because in BR t he mention of the "t wo 
Ytorlos" nr ecedes the d iscussion of alenh vers ..is bet , 
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Ylhereas in T, those i te::is a ppear i n the opposit e order . 
~uch a reversal of sequence is pr obably due t o t he 

compilation of ea ch Midrash from a number ot independent 
sources which were arranged according t o the desires of 
tr:~ individu.al compilers . 

Example 2 exhibits three versions of the famous 
aggadah which discusses the six things taken f rom Adam 
when he sinned , but which will be r eturned to manki nd in 
the ~essianic ABe. I n this case, it would appear that 
MH is almo s t a verbatim copy of T, with BR being 
derived f rom a var i ant text . In T and MH, the openine 
ascri p tion mentiona R. Berechiah and R. ~ elbo i n t he name 
of R. Samuel bar Nal)lnan , while only R. Samuel bar Na}fman 
appears i n BR. The "equat i on " of t ne word "tolec ot " i r. 

; encs is 2:4 with t he s ame word in Ruth 4 :18 is in Hebr ew 
in MH and T, but i n Aramaic in BR. In adcit ion , BR 
contains a lonr; passa~e not found i n the other so·.u-ces , 
which discus ses t he "cursing " of the luminar ies , j,ciam' s 
f ea r of t he na~ash , et c. All these discrepan ci es have 
pr eviously been point ed out at length i n the precedin~ 
thr e e chapters; i t is not nec es sary to r eiterate ~hem 
her e . However, it is important to take no~e of the fact 
that MH and 1' :-iot only differ from ::>H , b~t fro::i ea ch 

other es nel l . ,he list oi ~he six items is not in the 
same or der. MH s eems t o be fol l owing BR rather than T, 
except that gan 'eden i s inclueed i n the enumera~ion . 

MH als o a~nloys the 3ane nr oo f - t cxt as BR in connection 
with t he "confiscat i on" of >;l-ayyav . When S"Oea kint; of the 
r emoval of t he me>orot, MH cites Ezekiel 32:7 , r.hile T 
(!Uot es Isaiah )1 :10. .\o~e of the three versions exactly 
~atchee either of t he ot her s . It ~ight be ar "Ued that 
MH i s a co~posite of what is f ound in BR and T, but ther e 
are diff iculties involved . Por ins~a~ce, no t wo of these 
"'or ks r ead exactly the same when deal i n,<:?: l\'i t h t he r esto ra
tio~ of komato , or wi t h t he meanin~ of the word kolll!lemiyu-: . 
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T cit es R. Simeon ben J ose as s t a ting t hat kommemiyut 

implies man wil l at t a in a height of two hundred cubits , 
as ou~osed to a n anonyt::1.ous int erpr et ation tha t it wi l l 

be only one hundr ed cubi ts . MH merely si;a tes , "kishte 
komot ba >adam !lari ' shon ; with no assit;ned numer i cal value . 

I n BR , h owever , an almos t i dentical opi ni on ap~ears a s 
a ma>a.oa r by R. Judan : "me>ah )amah m>adam hari>shon, II 

but it is pa r t of a s eries of utterances . As has been 

shown bE>fore, a var iant ascr iption i s mo r e than l i kely 
the r esult of the us e of differ ent t ex ts . Thus, what 
is involved in t h i s case iG ~ot an attempt by the compiler 

o f MH t o combine the ver sions in T a..nd BR . Rather , it 

is the ~se of a separate text , just as tn~ coopiler of 

~ ana J~ ~sed i ndependent ver sions . 
Fur t he r evidence that all thr e,.. 1,:i dr ashim are co:n

~osi tes culled f r om numerou~ i~depe~d ent sou~ces is fo·..uic 

in their diversified treat~ents of the s nake ' s conv~rsation 

with I;ve . They a ll por t r ay tile ser rient as stating that 

; oo ' s jealousy is t he cause of the co:::t..-ian~ent r,ivcn ~o 

~dam and Eve not to e~t t he fr~i t oi the Tree of ,~,owlca-e . 

Hov;ever, a s can be aeen i n the selections i:l l:xa:nnle 3, 
'10 two of t he se var iations a r e alikP . ·'J: si..::rnlv states 

that God• s i njunct ion is due to " Caii:i ra< nh ." 7 accu~~s 
the serpent oi speaki ng "lashof! har ac , " ano in a statement 

attr ibut ed to rabbanan t her e is the '!)r overb , "vechol '~ 

s on e> bene >umanuto . " In DR, R. J oshua of Sichnin says the 
i dentical t hing in R. Levi' s name , but ther e , the maxim is 

in Ar amaic, not Hebrew! Ther e is no r eason fo r the 
compiler of one of t hese wor ks to have purposely t r anslated 

the phr ase , es pecia l ly since eve rythin~ else in both 
cases is in Hebr ew. Discre1lancies such as this a r e r.i th

out doubt , the outcome of the thr ee lt i draehio having been 

taken f r om t hr ee independent series of a5gadah- books . 
One of the fi r st thi~ ~s ~hich becomes anpar ent 

when contrast ing the selectio"l3 in Exaru,µ J.e 4 is that the 
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passages in 3R a r e spread out over four different sections 
and do not form one continous narret i ve , but are 

"interrupted" by the a ggadot (not given here) in BR .iXI I 9- 10. 
Fur thermor e , as in Example 2 , even though MH and T a r e 

eyt.remel y alike , they a r e not i dentical . The discrepancies 
between them--such as variatio!1s in writing style and 

the fact that !,ffi refers to Abel ' s twin , while T does 

not- - have already been elaborated. Once a gain , it is 

upparent that there a re a number of separ ate sources 

involved . The r eal question which arises whe~ there are 

par allel ver sions of the sa-ne agr~adot is , "which is the 
earliest foro of the mi dr ash involved? " In this cas e , is 

it the i.Ulbroken narrative of T, the one i:i. MR (\7hich 
contains some ~aterial omitted h ere ) , or the more 

fragmented BR? In connection with Example 2 , it has bee~ 

stated that alt~o~bh MH may appear t o be a eom~endi~l.'.j'l 

of the material in T and 3R , this is not necessaril: 
the case . Wor do the dates of compilation of the three 

•• i dr ashim provide any help , since direct de~e~dence by 

one text on 2.l'lother cannot be ~roven . Rather , such 
denendence is often easily disproved . It ls entirely 
possible f or f , which is considered to have been com~iled 

l a ter than BR, to contal11 earlier material . While it i s 

true that ano~y-uo~s aggauo~ a re ~enerally viewed as 
havinr; been committed to wri"tin .t; la+er than ascribec 
.!Jarallels , MB and T incl ude state;nents which a re not 
found in BR (or each other, see belo'7 ) , and which the1·efore 

may have been authored conte:nporaneously with or prcvio:.tsly 

to sections of BR . ·:hose parts of MH for whi ch ~.·arviliot 

co.tld find no parallels at all (the passages la.belled "mekoro 

na < elwxt') cer tainly fe.11 wi thi:t suc'l a cater.;ory . 7be 

problem of datin .. the authorshi'l or or i ,...ins of oaterie.l 
is one of the a reas in the fiel d of I ' idrash study which 

r e taina to be thorou~hly investicateu . One of the 
purpos es of this t hesis is to ce.11 attent ion t o s .ich 

1• l~"tions • 
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In lin e with the difficulty of pr ovinG or dis 

proving literary interdependen ce , Example 5 cont a i ns 
evidence to t he eff ect t hat a lthoaVi MH often appear s t o 

be a coll ect i on of "the beat agt~aaot f r o.!:l BR and T, 11 

it often contains mat erial not t o be found in either o f 
the other s . For ins tance , in t his par t i cular sel e ction , 

MH incl~des a mi dr a sb which states that the ' .21 put on 
Cain by God was one o f t he l etters of t he Tetragrammaton; 
it is .in a {{gadah o f which BR and T ar e s e emingly unawa re . 

I n ~ddition , the material L~ BR i s not only widely 
s ce.t t e r d , as O!)!'Os ed to beinr; a united whol e in T, b~t 

i s i u an order opposit e t o tha t of th~ mi dr ashim in T 

a116 MJl . 'l'hes e , pllt.S ot ... 1er dis~repancies , are clear 
ind i cations of t he diverP.ent sources an11 or igins of the 

!le-s sa.ges involved . 
The same is t rue of the ::::i.e terial irl EX(l it:r>le 6 , 

wher e once a eain i t is obviou~ that BR cooes from a 

total ly independent ~ource . In BR, t,he r e i s no ~entior. 

of ::.emech havin~ killed anyone , l.!lO t he story of' 1'!.h~ 

takin~ Adah and Zillah to co~rt i s attr ibut ed to R. 

Jose ben R. ijan ina. Nor does BR seeL to know the 
midrashim depicting the 1enti1 of C?...J.'l or t he d~st ruction 

of the >a.rba< mishpa£ot which arc g iven in MH and T. 
On the other han d a l tnou~h T ~~d · ;· c o a'npt!a:r to bt 

identical in terms of mat er ial a11c1 st:•J e , there are 
discrepancies between t hem . ?he inci1ient in v:hi ch 

.Janoch , Erad , · 1e};1uyael a."1d uetuahacl e re sw?.lloweci .ip 
oy the earth i s explained fully in T, ,.,. 1 1~ :re e.s 7dH merely 

says, "shekeva r nigzar '!!!. kayin la<akor lo >arba< 
:nis hpa{lot . 11 Close exar:iination r eveal s that t ·1e dispu

tetio1 bef ore Adam i s " repor ted II c ifferentl: i l thl' 
tY10 versions . While the i dcn.s express<'c a re t he se.me , 

the stylea in v;hi ch the~i a r e presented a re =iot . In t.ffi , 

I e'1.e ch i 2 t''-"l a ctive pa r tici..,ant ; in T, he is a nost 

interes-~ obse1~er . Si nce comTiilers are ...tnlikely to 
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have made modifications in the language of aggadot when 
they were in agreement with the philosophy expressed , 
such variations are undoubtedly attr ibutable to the 

use of numer ous d iverse sourc es by the various compilers . 
One final de~onstration that MB, BR , and T are 

composites of separate sifre d 1 aggadta is baaed on 
:xample 7 . Although all three passae es deal with 
)andr olomosiy>eh as the puni shment fo r society- wide 

sexual i mmorality , here too dissimilarities occur. 

MR is an almost literal repetition of BR , but BR contains 

an addit ional statement by R. Azariah and R. Jutlah ben 
R. Simon in the name of R. Joshua ben Levi to t he effect 

t hnt Jod will be patient with any crine excc~t zen~t . 

T read similar ly , but is not identical . T c ites only 

R. Aza riah, and there his opinion is that God will 

fo r give ( "mevater" ) any sin except i llicit Fexuality . 
"To f or .i:;ive " is not the sane as "to have patience" 

("ma>aric~ l~11 ) . 7ur thermore , in T , the I1Lll1 amar 
about l andr olomosiv>ah is anol\,T~ous, and as was dis
cussed in Chapter I I I , t here i s a consider~.bl.e differen c e 
C)etween "zenUt II and 11 Zi.m8h. n Dissimilarities of this 

nat~re, namely , va riant a s criptions and voc~bulary , or 
the presence of materie.l in one or tv·o t exts b•it not 

all thr ee , cnn ~n~:; l:~ t :1e ..L es Ult of the use of se!)srate , 

::n.ll tiple texts by the compilers of the vario·lls Mi d r ashim. 

'l'he next :pa rt ot this inquiry wil l C: iscu.s!;; sorr1e 

of the evidence avail a bl~ solely VTi thin BR . It cont ains 

reQetitions and ind icntions of its composite nat ur e 

which should be examined . 
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CHAPTER VII 

REPETITIONS I N BERESHIT RABBAH 

Th i s chapter br i efly examines a s arrplL-ig of the 
r e9etitions of material i n BR. These dupl ications 

~rovide str ong evidence fo~ the fact that BR is an 

anthology of numer ous aocuments. The same stateoents 

a ppear verbatim in different contexts . Fro~ this 

it can be inferred that the comp i ler ( or compiler~ ) 

v•orked from a multiplicity of sources which he combined 

as he saw fi t , not hesitatL~£ to re- use mater ial he 

felt wa.s 2.!>propriate to mo re than one discuss ion . 
':'i1e text.ial dissbila.ri ties which occ'.l.r wo:..tlci 1ndica t e 

that BR was composed not by on e per son , but over a 

s:r>an of tioe by a nur:ibc r -.f !:Jeople r1ho !lOSsessed 

variruit ver sions of the same a ,:;gadot , antS. t hat while 

the r e may !lave been one final "ant!loloi;izer , 11 t:ie r e 

v:as in =io sense any attempt to reconcile or edit out 

~iscre!lancies in the text. 66 

?or instance , there are t he eiss imil 2rities 
o etween the two selections in Exa~ple 1 . In XI I6, 
~ . ~i:Jeon bar Judah speaks in R. Me~r ' s name; in XI2 , 

he is t h e t r a ditionar y of ~ . Simeon. In XI2 , it is 
: . ~~i who disagrees with rabbanan ; i n XII6 , it i s 

Jos e . i.:16 contai..""!S the phrase : "verabba:ue.n >a::u- i 

l a.:1 !!evodo <~ u.motza>e shabbat •.• , " \\"hich i~ not 
:ound i n XII6 . ~onversely . XII 6 quotes ~ enesis 3: 24 
;;.s well as J ob 14 : 20 t o pr o·1e that ~C.ao r.as ba=iisheO. 

::ro:i i;he ~ard.e:::i of : den , •·h ile XI2 cites only t~e ·.-cr::c 

~ro~ Job . In addit i on , the statements attributed to 
R. J~dah ben R. Si mon a..~ci R. : evi in t he ~aoe of 

-. a r :iczir a a r e given as s .l.:Jnosedly direct q_u.ote t i o:ie , 

~.i i:; i:;hey differ wid ely in s tyle ~me. co!1te:-it . XIIc 

:ne!lt ions " kevan shegata l )adam hariJ snon; 11 XI 2 does not . 
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In both selections, star ting from the words "meshaneh 

pe.nav vateshalbehu" (Job 14:20) , and continuing ·i;hrough 

"kevan sheshak<a P.a.baJDah be-motza >e shabbat hitpi l 

hajloshech mem.asbmesh uva)," ident ic2l op inions a scribed 

to Lhe same r abbis a r e presented. in ~reatly diverg ent 

styles and vocabularies . All these discrepancies--

and there a re others--clearly indicate that this is not 

e case of the same midrash being quoted in t wo differ ent 

contexts , but two distinct vers ions of that a s gadah. 67 
In Example 2 , ther e are n o text ual discrepancies of 

note . nather, what seems to b e e unified passa~e in 
X:XIV6 appears as two separate a.';at~adot i n X.XI:LI6 ~nd X:XII, 

i":l:ere i;hey are comments on different vE>rs es . In t his 

instance, the problem is determining \'>hich context is 

the oricinal . The question ask ed of Abba Cohen Bar 

Dala in X:XIII6 is much more a ppropriate for ¥enesis 4 : 26 
( "uleshet .&!!!! hu> yulad ben° ) t han for Genesis 5 :1 

( "zeh sefer toledot >~11 ) . ':'he sa:ne appears to b e 

t r u.e of R • .:> imon • 8 stc:t emont ili XXII ; i t i s .:nore 

lo~ical to ap~ly it to Gen esis 3 : 21 . ?herefo re, t~e 

ori ginal for;ns of the ag,~dot in o~estion a re annar ently 

those i n XXII and .1~I II 6 . These midrashim were s;ib

seq.iently tr:.ke:1 by a lc.t er writer end c>p:pl:.:-~ to Genesis 

5 :1 . In other v:o::-ds , two s&pal"ate traditions and 

c! ocuments wer e jo i ned t og ether to form "0 ~1e " discou r se . 

'!'here a r c passarcs in BR \'"hich not only al'e r eYlen.-te-ci 

ve r batim i :1 sepnrate contexts • but v:hich are a.sc r i be d to 

n ifferent authors as well . For inata.~ce , both selectiooc 

in .xrunule 3 contein the phr a se '' batebilah bera) ah lo 

ver a.) ah >otah mele >e.h !'~ vedam ••• , 11 e tc . However, 

ir1 XVII7, the statement is attributed to R. Jose , 

w· ereas in XVIII4, R. J ade.h ber '1abb:. is cited . '.i'?lis 

clearly indicates that ther e we r e too indeI>endent va riant 

t radi t o 1s concerninr, the ~uthorship of the statement , 

oth of ~:hi ch were iro Heally i ncl..i.ded in the Sa?'.:le 1..idrash . 68 
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The material presented in Example 4 provides 

excellent proof that the ~idrashim are culled f r om a 

mult iplicity of soLl.rces. The ma)amar in In2 is found 

al.Jllost word for word in conjwiction with an entire 

se~iPg of other statements , but in a completely different 

context, in VIII5. The former 9assag e i s a commentary 

on Genesis 1 :31, t he latter an exposit ion of Genesis 1 : 26. 
It could be a r gued that the omission of the phrase "hinun 
> otiyot d eden hin:m 'otiyot d eden'' in \TIII5 indicai;es 

two diver~e.:it so !rces co:it e.ining the same s tatement , but 

the discr epancy could just as easily be due to a scribnl 

error. ~ather, tlle sel ections i n l::xa.:;rple 4 c:!.P"'rl:' i:1-

dicate that BR is an anthology of sources . 'l'l1e air 9Rl:o ·~ 

in those sources we r e collect c•l and arra.nt";eci by various 

compiler s , who cite d the :11idras h i it whenever t hey felt they 

wer e appropr iate , not hesitatin~ ~o use a speci fic s tate

~ent more than on ce . 

The fine.l two sel<>ct ions i'l ti1e c~1n.9t o.r ( r.xamnle 5) 
fur ther i llustrate t'.-1e 11se of idP.ntical agga dot in 1lore 

;h.an o!le context . 1n XXII" , t he opinions of R. Elazar 

ben Azariah and ft •• Toshua ben ·~a rt1a a re Cited together 

as expositions of venesis 4 :1 . Tn XX.IV? , R. Elazar's 

view is co.1iJi.l~L: with the stR teuents of Ben Av~ai and 

R. Akiba t o explain ~ encsis :_:i : l . ~~in r:iiit.·!"\.on co .tlli 

occur only if a :Je r ien of differ ent texta were commingled. 

It is t r1.1e that ll.IV7 reo.ds , "hada' mesayel a> lehahi' 

ea> emar r abbi >e1< 2.zar ~ <az.aryab , !' whic h \7ould see::i 

t o infer tha t the compiler is merP.l y l endi n(J' Sllpport to 

a ~reviously s tateL opinion . However , since n. Elazar' s 

cal amar is not separ ated from the other ci tetio:ls in :cu 7 

by the words "davar >aber, 11 i t can be assumed t hat i t is 

i'lt ende d to be an i n teg ral par t of t he 1hscussio._ e..ric not 

= separate interpretat ion . Therefore, it can be concluded 

that -~~!12 and .-:1\7 a r e the r cs'.ll ts of the i nt er'\ .. eeving 

of at least t wo sepe.rBtc sources . In fact , there were 
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probably three documents used--one containing R. Joshua ' s 
statement, one in which R. El azar•s opinion rras originally 
found, and one which included what is clear ly a conversat io~ 

between Ben Azzai and R. Akiba . 
The number of examples presented in the chapter i;,"&s 

kept t o a mi nimum in or der to avoid t he unnecessary r epe
t ition of a r guments . l~evertheless , the antlysis of the 
passa c es discussed has demoDstrated t hat evitl ence f or the 
exist ence of sifre d ' aggadte can be found not o!l.ly by 

compari ng t wo or three separ at e :·idras him , but by con
tre.sting r epetitions of nater ial withi n one : idras h . 
In t his case , BR was the work d e ri.l t with , bu+ the metnod
ological principles involved would anpl y with eq~al validi~y 
to a.rcy other ~idrash. Chapter I II! will be an exa.~i~ation 

of other forms of evidence fo r the composite nat~rc of the 
~iurash l iterature and the existence of aggadah- books . 
':'his includes indi rect pr oof, that is , i nferences which can 
be dr ann from both i ndividual passages and the vi ews of 

other s cholar s , and d~rect proof , n~ely , expl i ci t ref
er ences to sifre d ' a g gadta in tj~e ~all:ud e.nd 1i 6.rH.sh . 
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CHA?Ti..R VIII 

PURTHL:R 1.V'ID!.HCE FOR THL I~XIS1'ENCI 

OP SIFRE D' AGGADTA 

Thus far the evidence "Oresented demonstrati ng tha t 
i;he various U:i drashim e r e all compilations of sifr e 
d ' a~gadta has been derived by comparing paral lel eggadot . 
However , another method of analys is can pr ovi de additional 
? roof , na:nely , the dissection of individual ~asseees ~hich 
a r e of a distinctly com~osite nature . In view of the 
multiplicity of instances in which such 11 com!Jositeness 11 

can be clear l y discerned , such as SR XII6 ( s ee the fo~r 
preceding chapter s ) , only a few examples will be mentioned . 

The mos t common indication t hat the indi--idual argadot 
a r e themselves ant hologies is t ha t many of them contain 
lists of sayings by var ious rabbis who lived i n ciffere~t 
generations . For i nstance, 3R IV6 incl udes :na >ame.r i.!n 
by R. Jo.QB.nan i n the name of rt . Jose ben R. tiale.fta , 
R. J_ia.nina , R. Sarauel bar :\a}J.:nan , ?. . J,evi in the ne.:ne of 
R. Tan.ti·..un bar ~anieli (ijanilai?) , and others . P. . J o};lana!:l 
is an Amor e. of the second gener ation ; 69 R. ljanina an Amora 
of the first gener ation; R. amuel bar ;~aJ;1r1a."1 of the cc cond 

anc third generations ; 2 . Levi of the thir d . In addition , 
ther e is a s t ory of n. Jose (ben t;rnlafta) P"".ld e ?o::iau 

matr on , and R. Jose is a fourth- generation Tanna ~ Theso 
various passages could only have been brou~ht t ogether 
from a collection of different sources . Similarly , in 
BR ..OCII12 ther e a re tt10 discusnions betwe en !L Ju6.nh and 
R. ·;ehemiah , who are Tann.a im of the fo . .ir t h ~enere.tion . 

One dialogue is "inte rrupteci. 11 by c. state.:nent by R. . Levi , 
a thi rd- generation Amara . n}le o·;;her excnange of i deas 
is followed by two ma' ama.r i.m of .{a\· (:.Al) , 70 which i n tur n 
are separated by en opinion ascr ibed to Abba Jose be~ 

Kesar i (date unknown ) . ~nc~c interjections obviously 
result f r om a coubi nation o~ eeveral so~rces . 7he 
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inclusion of stateraents by R. ija.nin (. 3) and R. Levi (A3) 
in the name of R. ;. i.meon ben Lakish (A2) in the pa ssage, 

86 

is further evidence of the composite natur e of t he material . 
In addit ion , the wide span of generations cl ear ly demonst rates 
t hat the passage is not t he r ecord of a round- table di s
cussion among all t he r abbis involved . 

Two additional examples of this genre will be suf
f icient to pr ove the comr>osi te nature of the J,.idrashim. 7l 
B?. .nv 3 appear s to be a uni f i ed discus :::: ion of the natur e 
of man . But a closer ins~ect ion shows that it is actually 
a combination of two widely diver gent sources. ?he fi r st 
rabLJis named are R. Joshua (Ta2) in the name of ~ . ~ananiah 

(Te.2) and rabbanan in the name of R. Llazar (Ta2) , whereas 
the second half of the passage is attr ibuted to R. Tifdai 
in the name of :1 • .'4a , who are A5 and A4 , r espectively . 
Obvi ously , the letter two could never have held any di s
course ~ith the fi r st teacher s cited . ~ather , R. T i~dai ' s 

statement is useQ to sol ve a pr oblem ~hich is r aised oy 
t:ie compiler himself . In .dR z.:u5 , o.n exchane;e between 
.Et . 1 appias ( '.i'.'a.2) and R. Aki ba ( ~a2 ) i s :follo\"ed by the 
opinions of ~ . JuQah ben ft . Ji.Don ("4) , nes!l Lakish (A.2) , 
and R. Berechiab (A4) in the na:ne of ~ . !jana:i . Not only 
nid the authorities ci tf>d live in \>:idely c i vergent eras , 

but their opinions ~ :r e hare~- ~.i.ven in cnr-oz:olo ~ical order . 
:'his arrangement is not thematically haphazar d; each opinion 
is a val id sequitur to the one pr eceaing . However , t he 
chronology clear ly shows th.nt thes e statements could 
neither have all been made in a common discussion, nor , 
since iiesh Lakish i s a nr edecessor of :! . Judah ben R. Simon , 
were they or i r; inall y intended by their authors e.s comcents 
on tile ma> a.me.rim which occur -previo:.tsl;r . ,.~s i t stands , the 

naasage can only be an anthol o:cr of statement:::: culled fro~ 
a oult inlicity of sol.trees , which the compil.c. r felt t o be 
a1pr opriate to the central idea he wished to expr ess . 

Lr1other s al ient characteristic of t he .. i<irash is 



the pr esence in many passaBes of sections which are ap-

9ar ently out of conteA-t . For exampl e , BR XIII9 contains 
a story in which ~ . J oshua and R. 3liezer demons trate to 
Hadrian how t he ocean can continuously receive additional 
wc:.tc1· but never overflow. Yet this tale see:ns to he.ve no 
conn~ ction with the rest of the passage , which explains 
how the earth obtained moistur e before the crea tion of 
r ein . Th~ first ·portion is early Tannaitic 1 while t he second 
h~~f is a dialogue between the late Tanneim R. Judah 

and R. Nehemiah . This passa.1e il't , t her efore, an obvious 
composite of several sour~es . The sarae is t rue of 3R :(.G'/6 . 

As vre.s pointed out in tho pr evious chapter, t his midra.sh 
is a combina t ion of BR AX.11 and XAI II6 , which ~ere ori~inally 

~arts of two separat e and distinct sources . Lastly , a.RXV7 

is basi cally a series of opinions conc~r,inr the icient ity 
of t !le " fo r bidden fruit . " However , included therein is a 

disagreement betT1een ) . ·;ehemiah and rebba.nan over the 
proner fo rr:i of t he olessin~ for brc~~ . nnd a d iscussion 
of the meaning of th~ word lefet , 72 which is eaten with 
br ea d . Whi le this ciigression is tans e::itinll:'" n!'!'l'o~r· .-.";e 

GO the passe~e , since it i.J:Imediately foll ows ~he o~L~ion 

that the frait eeten by Adam 8.!ld '"'ve was wheat , it has 
no r eal relat ion.ship to the overall theme of trP '"assn'"'e . 
It was no doubt te..ke~ 1r~1 ~~other source and inserted 
by the compiler specifica..11 becauoc the mentiO!l of wheat 
seemed to pr ovi de him ~ith a good op~ortunity to include 
t his diar;otlrse on t he blessing fo r br ead . 

While the conclusions in this t~1esis have been a rrived 
at incie:oendently , rPs earch shows that othor sc iolars :mve 
observed the composite nat u r e of the :.:idrashi11 and the 
existence o·l' sifr e d ' arigadta . J.oore remar ks th.at SR is 
clear ly compiled from pr evio1s collections . 73 Fiscbm.e.n 
points out that the Tikkune ha- Zohar cont ains a reference 
to nei~hty s:i.fre ~gadta , .. 1 4 and St r ack nentions Origen 
and Jerome as r eferring to aggadah-books. 75 
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In his !Asvo Letalmudi m, Albeck maint ains t hat paral
lel 9assages in the Talmud which are not per fectly iden
tical due to contradictions , omissions , or additions , re
v eal the existence of differ ent sources . 76 As he sta·tes 
elc~\":: ere, the same is true of BR , the sources of which 

included "Targums and s ermons. , and also mishnayot , barai ~' 
sayings of iJ.noraim and the collections that were comnosed 
of them" (his i talics ) , namely , sifre d ' agsadta. 77 Simi
larly , Theodor writes that all a!!'.;8-dic Midr ashilll are thP 
results of collect ions and revisions of contents which 
or igj.nated mach earlier . 78 Both Te.n}J.uma Bercshit and JBoO 
displ ay such characteristics . I . Weiss posits that the meny 
variates lectionee in parallel sour ces co~e not from mistakes 
in oral t r ansmission, but f r om the use of diffe r ent v:rit tcn 
texts . 81 The aggadot in the LHdrashim are der ived f'rom the 
Talmu.ds "and some of them ar e clear ly s t ate:nents chosen 
from the aggada- books which already existed in the days 

of the Amorai m. 11 8 2 For example , \'leiss \vri tes t'.'lat the 
eve::its in the story in Ta.nl:Luma Lech Leche involvin£ -
R. Eliezer anu Agrippa could not have taken place . However , 
in r esikta Rabbati (niska 23) , the same epi sode is r elated 
of R. Eliezer and nouilas . Taaj.lumc. copied the mistake from 
some other 30urce . 83 

In ter~s of ~he airtioui ty of the sifre d ' a~ffadta , 

I. 'ifeiss t races them back to the Tannaitic period . tte holds 

that every Tanna he.a a midr nsh collection f roo v.hich be 
took sermons e.n<i lessons f or his disciples . These co~
nilations were l ater used e.s the be.sea for the Tannaitic 
; idrashim extant today . 8" .~lbeck attrib:.ites s ome of the 

parallels amon3 B3. , Josephus , and the a.pochryphal l iterature 
to sifre d 'agga <ita , 85 which clearly assigns to them at 
least a Tannaitic , if not pre- Tannaitic , date . Theodor 
maintains there were writ ten sour ces et an eer ly neriod . 86 

\ • .,eiss also is of the opinion that aggadah- books existed 
i n 'tr.e f irst and se co~d centuri ~s C. E. 7 .Finkelstein , too, 
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a r gues f or the early existenc e of sifr e d ' a~Gadta . 3y 

means of textual comparisons, he demonstrates the.t the 
r epetition of the same passa0c almost verbatim (but with 
some variations ) in Mekilta Besballach and ~ekilta Bo 

89 

snows that the compiler of the work quoted se1mrate--;-ources.':>: 

His vi er. is that the Tannai tic i.:idreshim a r e "composed c·f 

diff erent compilations which \;ere b rought to['ether i n so:ie 
instances r ather e r bitrarily •••. Some of t he comnilations ••• 
were definitely put into written form before t hey wer e in
cluded i n the pr esent r?Orks . 1189 The very fact that re..!lJlaitic 
mater i al is included in the .•. id.rash indicates t he existenc e 
of sifrc d ' a F,gadt a f rou t hat p eriod . 

'fo prove t he exist unce of senar ate , multi"'1le sour ces , 
? inkelstein contrasts texts . I . ':ieiss takes a different 
tack . He indicat es a nwnber of in~stances in the Te.lm·1d 
(f1lakkot 24a , Kiddushin 30b , Ta o.nit ea amonG t!lem) wliere 
ther e are allusions to stories of rabbis, but the tales 

are not r ecoW1ted in .12.12.• He infers f r om thi s that 
ther e wer e sources whj.c}'l nere "collections of evc;nts 
(m.a <asi yot ) ," f rom r.hich the wjole event ~es copied if 

it \'7aS not well- l:!loVl:l , a~d only r eferr en to if it TTa$ 

famous . 90 ::iimilerly , t here are 11umerous instanc~s in the 
~idrash '"here r eferenc es a r e r..ade t o internretetions r'~n.ch 

a r e given else~herc , o:r not nt ull . For er.~ple , JP X .• :~ 

assumes the r eader' s faoiliar i ty with a.n;sadot con cernin'"; 
Cai n , hOrah , J ocG, 3a~ac.::i , ~ehnzi , ~bseloc , and others. 
BR X:GI<3 'Q r esunposes a knO\"ledr.e of the leRcnd that Ad.Ellll 
sacrificed a heifer to }od . In 3R 16 , mentio~ is made of 
the "yeme ' avelut s hel oetushe~," al thout;h ti1e mid.rash 
on which this phr ase io based is not f oW1d ari~here in BR . 
Cl early , t he compi ler of ,:3!l is alludine to o.nother soi.t r ee , 
one which he believes is s o commonly known that he feels 
no coopu.1.s i on to elaborate on his refe r ence . 

~'ufficient eviden ce has been nresented t o demonstrate 
t.b.at the Li drashim are \?or ks con:piled from numerous , 



and often variant, sources . However, all that has 
been proven is the existence of such sources. It has 

been tacitly asswned that these sources were written, 
and not oral . Theodor maintains that there must have 
been uocumeuts because the sheer volume of aggadic 
material could not all have been pr eserved orally e9l 
Still , definite confirmation if needed to prov e 
conclusively th.at such sif re d 1 aggadta actual l y existed . 

The Talmud and Midrash themsel'. es provide the 

prescribed evi dence. There i s a plenjtude of s pecific 
references to aggadah-books . In a l e58l case which is 
mentioned thr ice in the Talmud , 92 Rava decides that 
s ome orphans must return to t he original owner an 

aggadah- book which was "customary to lend and hire out. " 
Obviously , thes e sefari.m wer e popular and widely 
circulated . In fact, they must have been so popular 
that they cut into attendance at Sabbath sermons , fo r 
in Sofrim 16 : 2 and Talmud Yer ushalmi Shabbe.t 16 :15c , 
t he great dar shan R. Joqb.ua ben Levi pr oclaims th~t 
v;noever commits the aggadah to writing has no p~rt in 

t he world to come. 93 R. Joshua. , a ccord in~ to h i s o'm 
testimony , r ef:iscd to even look at the sifre d ' a;me.dta , 
save for one instance . As he said , "I have never lookcu 
i nto a book of aggadah exce9t once , when I looked and 
found written t herein the.t the 175 section3 of the '-ora.h 
in which occurs any expression of epeakin.a;, f .vinr , or 
commanding , correspond to the nu.:nber of years of our 

f a the r Abraham • ••• "94 

Some rabbis considered the siire d ' a r.gadta tv be 
valuable as r esource and learn.in~ mater ials . R. Jacob 
bar~ is r eported to have consulted one, 95 and R. 
Jo~an stated, "A covenant hP.s been n.ade : whoever 
learns the aggadah fron: a book will not soon forget it . 1196 

On the other hand, t here were those who strenuously 
opposed t he writing down of aggadi c material. R. Zeira 
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called the aggadah-books "books of sorcery . "97 The 

majority, however, apparently favored the:n . R. Jeremiah 
i nstructed R. Zerika to go look in his "mekilta. 11 98 

R. ~isda told R. TaJ:µifa ben Abina, "Go write down the 
words fvr ' hunter• and •archer' i n your aggadah (book ) 

e.nd explein them.. . . Write the word for ' •overlord' 1n 

your aggadah and explain it."99 R. ~iyya was once so 
absorbed in r eadinP. a sifra d 'agsadta based on the ~selms, 
that he failed t o acknowledge the presence of Rabbi . lOO 
The use of aggadah- books was not r estr icted to Eretz Israel ; 
they wer e to be found in Babylonia as well. Rav Papa 
and Rav Huna bar Joshua are known to have read them.101 

Ther e are two more i mportant facts which must be 
related. Piratly, t hose who wrote and/or employed the 
sifre d ' aggadta were sensitive to the objections raised 
against them. Therefore, even though Resh Lakish and 
R. Jo>;tanan did not hesitate to r ead s u ch books even on 
the Sabbath, they just i fied their not i ons by maintaining 
t hat it was better t o trPnsgrPs s a ~~~hibition~namely , 

that against writinr down the oral t radition--than to 
allow the Torah to be fo r rotten . 102 Secondly , the 
sifr e d •aggadta were consider~<i to be s i fre kodesh. 
R. Jol;lanan encl R . .a~n bar Jacob '70uld not car ry• t hem 

into n privy, but would leave t h em \7i t h the i r stttdents 
inatead. l03 Because the a gredah-bool~ ~ere consider ed to 
have a ste.tus of sanctity , t he l a ter compilers were not 
l ikely to ~a_~e cbnnFes in their texts . Sources ~ould 
be copied veruatim because they were holy . Ther efore , 
diver gent r eaa ings are due not to modifications mad e by 

compilers, but to va r iant texts . 
T:iis chapter has p r esented conclusive proof t or the 

existence of sifre d 'a~gadta . The nature and contents of 
s ome of these aggadah-books will be discussed i n the 
concluding chapter. 
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CHAPTER I X 

CONCLUSION 

In this thesis , the existence of s ifre d' aggadta 
as sources of the :ridr ash has been established beyond 
the shadow of a doubt. Wnat hes not been determined is 
the contents of those books. Theodor wrote, "It i s 
i=:npossible to determine what traces they (the sifre 
d ' ag~dtaJ l eft in the old ~idrash literature."164 
nO\VeVer , it is possible to discern the nature Of these 

books . l05 Firstly , some of theo a r e mentioned in the 
~al.mud , and their ver y names indicate their contents. 
Among the:n a r e , "'1he Book of Cr eation" (Se fe r Yetzirah ) , 1 06 

"The Book of Dream Interpr etations " (Sefer l' itron flalomot), l07 

the 11 .J c r oll of Rel ations '' (Megillat Y$.s i n) , lOB the 
":Jcroll of ' Secrets ' of the ;:;~hool of R. diyye. 0 (:,;er,illc.t 

Setarim Be Rabbi Bina) , l09 a.:id the "Second de;:re.e 
::arria.ge Prohibitions (sheniyot) of i·!! r the s on of 
Rabi na ."llO In addition , the Midres h itself provi<ies 

clues to the various types of sifre d ' ara0adta that were 
in circ:llation. 111 

One class of acgedah- books unuoubtedly consist ed of 
wri t ten versions of t h e s e rmons which \-.;ere ·oased on t '1e 

neekly Torah portions and on the r cadi.nP.S f or special 
Sabbaths and holy days . Such homilies a re now found L'l 

collections like the Tan.Q.umas and iesiktot. 6ome other 
sefarim '7ere probably records of the die cussious i n thf' 

va~ious academies . For example , in BR XIX5 is f ound 
the phrase , "debe r abbi yanna> i l amri ," " t hey of the 
school of R. J annai say . 11 Furthermore , rabbinic 

literatur e contains a plethora of r eferences to "the 
sc!<col of ::>hemmai" and " t he s chool of Hillel . '1 

As \"las discussed in Chuµtcr VIII , the f act that 
in the Talmud s ome episodes i n tl.e lives of ~he rebbis 
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2.re told in full , while others e.re mer ely alluded to, 
leads I. Weiss to believe that there were collections 
of events , "ma'aseh-books ."112 Confirmation of tl·is 
theory is t o be found in MH Genesis II22 . The text 
reads , "ma' aseh berabbi yehudah bi-rabbi >e1<a)i •.• 
~ ma <aseh berabbi yehuda bi-rabbi >e1<a>i.n These 
ere clearly two narratives drawn f rom a consecutive 
listin£ of events. 

Another probable type of aggadah-book is the 
~ersonal notebook maintained by each r abbi . In Shabbat 12b, 
R. !-lathan r elates that R. Ishmael wrote in his "pinkas, 11 

" I , Ishmael ben Elisha , read and tilted a l amp113 on 
the Saboath . 11 These pin.kasim appear to have been \VidelY 
used , and were known as "aggadta." R. flisda is r eported 
to have said to R . Ta~ ifa bar Abina , "Go write down 
the ~ords for ' hunter' and ' archer ' in your aggada and 
explain the~ •• • • Write the word for ' over lord' in your 
aggada and explain it . "Jl4 These per sonal journals 
thus served as mnemonic aids, "textbooks , " and "exercise 
books , " while also containing notes for use in lectures 
and sermons . I. Weiss dates the existence of s uch 
documents as early as the Tannaitic period . 115 

The books which now constitute t he A:poch~11>ha end 

Pseudepigrapha, as well as others which have been lost, 
were a t orm of s ifre d ' a ggadta. Geza Vennes points out 
the midrashic nature of Jubilees,116 an observation 
~hich is eas ily confirmed. For example , Jublilees 12 : 9-14 
is an a ggadic explanation of the death of Acr am' s 
brother Haran . He dies be-'u.r, a pun on 11 in [ the city of) 
Or," and " in fire. " This pun is paralleled in BR XXXVIII13. 
furthermore, Strack maintains that the oldest eA.-tant 
midrash is in IV Esdras 7:132- 139 . 11117 His dat L11g may 
not be correct , but the a ~1~dic nature of the passag e 
is unquestionable: 

I know, s i r, that the Most Hi~h is now celled 
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merciful , because He has mercy on t hose who 
have not yet come into t he world , and 
gra cious , becau.e e He is gra ci ous t o thos e who 
turn t o His l aw, and lon.g- su£f er ine, b ecause 
He i s l ong- su£f er i ng to t hose who have s inned 
as His cr eatures , and bountiful , because He 
had r ather g ive than exact , and of grea~ 
mer cy , because He cu.ltiplies mercies ••• 118 

This is obviously an exegesis of Exodus 34:6-7 : 
The Lor d , the Lor d , God , mer ciful and 
gra cious , lon~-suffering , and abundant in 
goodness and trath; keeping mercy unto 
the thousandth generation ••• 

I n audition , Ben Sirs is quoted in BR VII I2 , and sev~ral 
other times in BR. Kohel et Rabbeh 12 :13 mentions a se f er 
be~ tagla> which is ~o l oneer extant . Al l t hese ~c~
canonical wor ks undoubtedly served as sources for some 
of the Midrashim. 

Books of bi blical com.uentar:; at,d exeges i s must 
also i1av e bee:i -::idely c i r c..U.ated . R. :j i yya is depicted 
as r eadinG a.~ ab~adah-bo ok ba sed on Psalms, 119 and t he 
sifra d ' aaaauta consulted by R. Joshu.e. ben ~evi120 ( s ee 
Chapter VIII ) see~e to have oe~!. a bibl i cal coomentary . 
As rras mentioned in Cne.ptf!r II, Theodor poi nts out th.a.t 

the s ection on llarshat Bereshit in BR constitutes over 
one f ourth of that Mi d rash . nr:'lh:i s port ion '."1t:: ' '1;,ve been 

taken f rom another an<i a larrPr ;1"' r-adi c \ ..1 :-k c l Genesis ••. 11121 

In other words , s ome of the sour ces of BR wer e written 
commentar ies on the Bible . ·.or can the Dead ..>ea Sc~olls , 

such as the Genesi s Apo chry-phon and t he commentaries on 
Psalm 37 , I saiah, Micah, Hosea , Hahum, ~d Habakkuk ~e 
discounted as exampl es of sifr e d'aggadta.1 22 

Finally, t her e i s a tremendous amount of evi dence 
to show that t here must have been numerous collecti ons 
of sayin~s by i ndividual teacher s . Albeck refers to 
them, 123 and A. We iss ma intains that t h ey wer e ext ant i n 
Tannaitic times .124 Weiss' da t ing is given credence by 

the aeries of ma>amar im i n Pirke Avot which are introduced 
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by "he used to say ." They clearly apuear to have been 

selectiveiy dravm f rom l ists of aphorisms . 

I'art of :~ew Testament scholarshi:r> can indirect l y 

s . .mport the t heory of collections of statements as 

aifr e n ' agga.dt~, especially since the Gospels (nar ticularly 

:.:etthe\7) wer e comv:i.led in the same cultural mi l i eu . 

Schleiermacher conjectures that the sou rces o f the 

J osnels include a collect i on of the sayi..~gs of Jes~s , 125 
and most modern scholar s agree that Mat thew end Luke 

drew upon su~b a compilat i on , called the ~uelle . 126 

This Quelle is us ed by Luke and Matthew in dif~erent 

wa~rs and i n different contexts , but it accounts fo r 
many of the exact parallels i n t hose two Gospels . 127 

The likelihood that the ~uelle is act~ally on e 

ex~ple of a common form of sifre d ' aggadta is 
strengthened both by the setting i n v·n ich the Quelle 

was composed , and by certain cha r acteristics of the 

1.:icirash its elf. Firstl~r , as h~s been discussed , the 

~idrash uses identical agP,adot in differ ent contexts . 

Secondly , Ben .:i ira is Q.\.loted thusly : ''Ra bbi Elaze.r 

S:lid i n the name of Ben Sira. 11128 It is as though 
Bea J i r a were l ooked upon as a rabbi, end t he book 

betlrini:; his name i~ , o1 co· tr se, a co) i ect i<'"'l C'> f his 
sayin,ss . Thirdly , th r way in w!1 ich +he ~essP. " e!l i:t ::?·c 

Li drash a re constructed definitely indicates that they 
are antholoF,ies of statements of i ndivi dual r &bbis culled 

f rom var ious sources . Often, tv;o ma>e.m.arim at t rib1.1ted 

to the sa..~e r abb i will be ~iven consecutively , yet the 
a s cription will b e r eµeateu . ~his occurs with two 

statements by R. Ju dah ben R . :::amon i n BR XIX4, Rav i n 

BR XXI I12 , R. Huna in BR XXIV4 , H. J ibo in BR XXVl , and 
R. Judah ben El ' ai in BR XXVI6. The only r eason for 

such a dur>lication i s that the compi ler is copying the 
a phor is:ns word fo r ~ord f r o:n a lis t . : osi tive r.v i dence 

to supnort this thesis is L. Yerushalmi Berachot 5 :9a: 

95 



R. Jo:Q.anan said , "A covenant is established. 
He who studies his talmud i n the synagoe;ue 
will not soon forget it." R. JoQa.nan • • • 
said, "A covenant is est ablished . He who 
studies his tel.mud in private will not soon 
forBet it." h. Jo~e.n said , "A covenant 
is established . He who learns agga.dah 
from a bo ok will not soon forget it. 11 

These statements, linked by the common pllr e.ses "a 

covenant is established" and "will not s oon fo r get it , '' 

are obviously derived f rom a s i f ra d ' aggadt a consisting 

of the collected sayin~s of R. Jo~an. ~uch a sefer 
rra.a undoubtedly only one of a whole series of books, 
widely circulated, which were r ecords of the ma>amar im 

of the various rabbis . 

I n conclusion , t his thesis has atte~pt ed to prove 

several ~oints . Comparison of parallel texts has brought 

to light variations in t heolo,;ical outlook , styles and 
vo cabularies , details , and attributions of statc~ents . 

~hese dissi:nilarities have been shown to be due not to 

modifications nade by the cv~~i~ers of various Midrashim , 
but to t he use of differ ent texts as sources . Thes e 

source s , called s ifre d'aggadta , were wi dely disseminated 
as early a.a t he Tanna.it ic period and , i 11 vie\": of tile 

fact that some may heve been books l)f the Ap~ c~:r.r;;:ia , 

even earlier . Various t ypes of s~cb oifr e d ' a~gacta 

have been d iscerned : biblical commenta r ies , ":>e r sonal 

notebooks , r ecor ds of acadeil\.V discussions , t r anscrillts 

of sermons , and coll ections of sey:i:J.~s by various rabbiG . 
undot:.btedly ther e were other types of sefar im, anci this 
;rc~t var iety of documents indicates a wide and active 

literary aggadic cr eativity. Simultaneously , it has 

been demonstrated that Com:;>arative Midrash can prove to 

be a valuable tool for the analysis of the sources and 
pcr s!)ectives of the authors and coopilers of the mi dr ashic 

1 i tera.t·.J.re , and per hapA E>ven thP. dates of comoilation of 
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the Midrashim. Por example, why a compiler chooses one 
version of a specific aggadah over another, may oft en 
be the clue to his hietori cal 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 
some of those questions. It is hoped that that goal 
has been at least partially attained. 
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