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Digest

This thesis takes up various aspects of three homiletical mid-
rashim: Vayikra Rabbah, Pesikta d'Rav Kahana and Pesikta Rabbati.
The first two are similar in chapter structure, language and prove-
nance. The two Pesiktas are both organized around the annual cycle
of festivals and special Sabbaths.

The first three chapters congist of a review of the scholarly
literatufe in English and Hebrew pertaining to Vayikra Rabbah, Pesikta

d'Rav Kahana and Pesikta Rabbati. This survey covers the research

from Zunz to the present (1976) on the name, contents, provenance,

manuscripts, editions, sermon structure, homiletical methods and

! basic themes of each of these midrashim. The second chapter, which
concerns Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, also contains a section on the check-
ered history of this important collection.

The issue of parallel passages occupies Chapter Four, in which
reagsons for their existence are discussed and their derivations are
traced. "

Chapter Five offers a comparison of Chapter Three in Pesikta

‘ d'Rav Kahana with Chapter Twelve of Pesikta Rabbati, both of which

are based on Parashat Zachor. The chapters are first compared with
each other. Then each is analyzed according to medels derived from

the work of Margulies and Heinemann on Vayikra Rabbah, and Goldberg

on Pesikta d'Rav Kahana., The purpose of these analyses 1s to determine
the utility and value of the models. Margulies' and Heinemann's models

prove to be quite useful, but Goldberg's is imprecise and limited in

its applicability.




Brief evaluations of the work of nine scholars, who are cited

at length in this thesis, are offered in Chapter Six. The thesis

concludes with some observations regarding the transmission of the

oral tradition after the tannaitic period.
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Preface
A critical understanding of the rabbinic tradition has been
slow in developing. Studies in Bible, Jewish history and Jewish
philosophy have proceeded rapidly and far, but the era of Zunz in

rabbinic scholarship lasted for over a hundred years. Much was done

in that time to prepare the ground for the work that is now being
| done., Because we inevitably stand on the shoulders of those who

preceded ug and build on thelr achievements, we must first come to

know what those achievements are. With regard to three midrashim,

I have tried to set forth the base upon which future research will

Despite my best efforts, some inconsistencies of punctuation,

spelling and terminology remain. They are minor, however, and should
not be too vexing to the reader.
i I would like to thank a number of people without whom this work

would have been impossible. Dr. Edward Goldman suggested the topic

build.

and gave sound guidance in digesting the material and setting the
results down on paper. Dr. Lewils Barth, my first teacher in midrash,
inspired me by his profound scholarship and his infectious love for
the subject. Dr. Stephen Passamaneck taught me two basic principles:
a) Trust the text; and b) Treat the text as the author's answer, for
which you must find the question. All the members of the HUC-JIR
faculty under whom I have studied have imparted knowledge upon which
I have drawn, often unconsciously, in writing this paper. I am

grateful for my education.

ii




My parents have supported me in many ways since I decided, ten
vears ago, that I wanted to become a rabbi. I am warmed by thelr
wisdom, love and pride. My loving and lovely wife, Dalya, has
sacrificed much and worked very hard with and for me. Her moral
support and her assistance in typing and editing the paper have
been invaluable-—-an exemplary labor of love. I am a lucky man.

2 July 1976

L Tammuz 5736
Erev Shabbat Korah
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CHAPTER I
VAYIKRA RABBAH

Name

A number of similar names have been recorded for Vayikra
Rabbah. Zunz mentioned KIp%y NTIN0 .l Albeck pointed tb the usage
8997 7737 by R. Hail Gaon, who was the first scholar to cite the
midrash by name, and by R. Nissim. R. Hanan'el called it 7738
M9 899977, and this name also appears at the end of MS % (London).
MS 7 (Rome) used the name 127 89P"717 BNTIR, and according to another
gaonic source it was 8P 2 71738, R. Nathan of Rome was the first
to call it 27 ¥99PY1, as did Rashi, and this name also appears at
the beginning of MS 7.2

Vayikra Rabbah means "the long (or large) midrash on Leviticus,"
but it would appear that the designation "Rabbah" gained currency
only during the 11lth century, when there were aggadic midrashim on
almost all the bookg of the Torah and the five megillot.3 Given the
importance of these Biblical books in liturgical usage and the
lengthy sum of the aggadic midrashim based on them, we may assume
that the whole came to be considered as one "Midrash Rabbah,'" with
each constituent part also called "Rabbah," no matter what its
length.

Theodor suggested that the name "Rabbah" was first attached

to the exegetical midrash on Bereshit, and '"was then applied to the




_different from the "triennial cycle' known to us from other sources."

midrashim to the other books of the Pentateuch." These midrashim
were copied together and called Midrash Rabbot, which Theodor ex-
plained as "Midrash of the Rabbot,” with the midrashim on the five
megillot added later. He described the title "Midrash Rabbah' as

L

"inexact and misleading."

Contents

All scholars agree that Vayikra Rabbah contains thirty-seven
chapters based on weekly readings from Leviticus in the Palestinian
triennial cycle. Heinemann suggested that not all of the chapters
are authentic, i.e., part of the midrash as it was originally edited,
because Vayikra Rabbah "reflects a division of pericopes somewhat
P
In particular, Heinemann addressed himself to three questions:
a) Why, in this midrash, is Leviticus divided into 37 pericopes, when
all other sources give only 20-25 readings? (Not all lists are the
same; therefore 27 distinct readings have been isolated from the
various sources.) Db) Why are there three pairs of chapters (1 and 2,
4 and 5, and 20 and 21), each member of which is based on the same
pericope? And ¢) Why are there five chapters which are identical in
Vayikra Rabbah and Pesikta d4'Rav Kahana?6 Because the same chapters
occur in all manuscripts and many of them are indicated in the
genizah fragments, it is apparent that the midrash has consigted of
the same 37 chapters from a very early date and, therefore, any
additions to the original midrash must date from the period just after

7

its composition.




We would expect to find at least 21 verses allotted to each
pericope indicated in Vayikra Rabbah, but between the first verses
of some consecutive pericopes there are as few as twelve, elght, or

even five (!) verses. Albeck observed that the indicated Torah

1 "

portions do not always correspond to those of "our" tradition., Some
of these readings, otherwise unknown, appear also in Tanhuma, and a
different and earlier minhag may be indicated. For those pericopes
which are very short, Albeck suggested that in actual practice it was
permissibie to add to them verses from the next Torah portion, thus
removing the problem of their brevity.9

According to Heinemann, it is likely that the chapters based on
previously unknown pericopes are original, and correspond to the
@gggg§~of dividing Leviticus which was observed by the author of the
midrash., After the original author completed his work, another author
who observed a different minhag composed homilies for.the "missing"
pericopes,.with the intention of "completing" the midrash; On this
basis Heinemann doubted the authenticity of Chapters 4, 8, 14, 19, 31,

0.10 1n a 1later article, he indicates the inauthen-

379 and possibly 1
ticity of Chapter 10 in a chart, but he does not mention it in a note
on that chart in which there is a list of all "doubtful" chapters of
. . 10a
Vayikra Rabbah.
0f the five chapters shared by Vayikra Rabhah and Pesikta,
Heinemann assigned Chapters 20, 29 and 30 of the former to Pesikta,

leaving Chapters 27 and 28 as original sections of Vayikra Rabbah;ll

In a later article, he reassigned Chapter 27, this time to Pesiktaul2

The last remaining issue is that of the pairs of chapters bhased

on the same pericope. One of these, Chapters 20 and 21, has already




peen broken down by assigning Chapter o0 to Pesikta. Chapter 5 was
originally associated by copylsts with the same pericope on which
Chapter 4 is based, but Chapter 5 is actually pased on a previously
unknown reading beginning with Lev. 4:13. Chapter L, based on a
recognized pericope, is less authentic.l3 FTinally, Chapter 2 1s less
authentic than Chapter 1, because its composition is not up to the
typical high standard of this midrash. Tt is also abtypical in its
inclusion of material which is repeated elsewhere in Véyikra Rabbah.lu

To sum up: the "chapters of doubtful authenticity" in Vayikra
Rabbah ere Chapters 2, 4, 8, 14, 19, 20, 27, 29, 30, 31, 37 and pos-
gibly 10--a total of eleven or twelve chapters. This hypothesis re-
flects a more ample distribution of pericopes by the original author
of the midrash. Most of these dubious chapters are of a literary
guality inferior to that of the rest of the midrash, and these exci-
sions eliminate all but one brief instance of repetition of material
among the éhapters of Vayikra Rabbah, circumstances which support
Heinemann's evaluation of its literary merits.15

No question exists as to the arrangement of homilies within the
midrash, for they occur in sequential order according to the verses
in Leviticus upon which they are based.

Most scholars have believed that Vayikra Raebbah--and the other
homiletical midrashim~-consist of complete sermons on one VeIrse,
usually the first, of the appropriate Torah reading for a given day,
and that the sermons are set down in the midrash as they were actually
delivered in the synagogue.l6 Margulies agreed that each chapter is
"on address on a definite theme which the preacher tries to present

from all sides, wholeheartedly and with all his powers of e:xpression."l7




However, Margulies also found within some chapters problems of
thematic unity, of extensive digression, and of the insufficiency
of one verse as the basig for an entire sermon. Despite these diffi-
culties, "it is clear that the intention of the editor of the midrash
was to compose a collection of sermons on definite themes, and not
merely an anthology of explanations of selected verses."l8

From the two preceding statements, separated only by a single
page, one can see that Margulies could not decide whether to regard
the chapters of Vayikra Rabbah as transcriptions of actual sermons or
ag literary creations. Did the editor choose and compile from among
the complete sermons available to him the best and most thematically
coherent, or did he compose the sermons themselves? Heinemann main-—
+ tained that the sermons of Vayikra Rabbah were never préached from a
pulpit in their entirety; rather, the various sections of each chapter
were almost certainly parts of sermons which were handed down to the
author of the midrash by means of oral tradition. The fusing of these
disparate parts into a larger organic whole is the product of the
author's own talent. Heinemann credited the author/editor of Vayikra
Rabbah with the creation of a new form: the literary homily.19 The
same clagsification may also apply to the chapters of Pesikta d'Rav
Kahana and Pesikta Rabbati. When it 1§ said, in the chapters of this
thesis about the two latter midrashim, that a given chapter "is for"
a certain occagion, the reader will understand that the chapter is
appropriate to, but not necessarily preached in its entirety upon,

that occasion.




me’ T

Date of Composition

The age of Vayikra Rabbah hag usually been estimated by com-

paring it with other aggadic works, particularly Bereshit Rabbah,
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, Tanhuma and portions of the Palestinian Talmud.
Zunz established the pattern for this type of investigation by con-

trasting the regular structure of Vayikra Rabbah's chapters based on

a mere 37 texts with Bereshit Rabbah's freer exegesis of an entire
book. The greater sophistication displayed by Vayikra Rabbah points
to its later compilation in the middle of the seventh dentury.go

Albeck cited passages in Vayikra Rabbah which were quoted from

Sifra, the Palestinian Talmud, Bereshit Rabbah and from baraitot.

Despite parallel passages in Mechilta, Sifre Bamidbar and Sifre

D'varim, Albeck could not conclude with certainty that the editor drew

on any halachic midrash other than Sifra.gl Those midrashim which

used Vayikra Rabbah include Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, Pesikta Rabbati,

Tanhuma and Echah Rabbati. Albeck concluded that Vayikra Rabbah was

compiled shortly after Bereshit Rabbah, and suggested the end of the
: ] . 22
fifth century or the sixth.

Margulies made extensive comparisons between Vaylkra Rabbah and
three other midrashim. In matters other than form and structure,
Vayikra Rabbah and Bereshit Rabbah are much alike, particularly in
the use of the same Aramaic dialect, usage and mixture of Aramaic and

Hebrew, frequency of Greek expressions, midrashic terminology, use

| of the same sources and the method of citing them. Parallel passages

| are attributed to the same tannaim and amoraim in both. Where a
series of rabbis is quoted in parallel passages, the same rabbil speaks

first in each midrash. Sages rarely cited in one are rarely cited in




the other. From these shared traits, Margulies concluded that these
two midrashim belong to the same creative circle, although they are
independent of each other. "It is possible to say that the two of
them came out of one study-house, if not from one editorial hand."23
The two midrashim share much of theilr content, but shaped within
each work to the appropriate editorial purposes. Margulies found no
evidence for agsigning Bereshit Rabbah an earlier date than Vayikra
Rabbah. Although they may have borrowed from each other, they may
also have drawn from a common source in older aggadic books.2h
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana is the closest in its characteristics to
Vaylkra Rabbah of all midrashic works. There are similarities of
structure, form, language and style. Among the large amount of shared
material, five entire chapters occur in both. The discussion among
scholars as to which of these works was compiled first merely illus-
trates thelr similarity. Margulies called Vayikra Rabbah and Pesikta
d'Rav Kahana "twin brothers who came out of the very same study—héuse,"
and declared it "reasonable" that one person arranged and edited both
with full kndwledge of the parallel passages and chapters.2
Midrashim of the Yelammedenu~Tanhuma family, however, are quite
dissimilar to Vayikra Rabbah and Pesikta. The Tanhuma midrashim
employ different terminology; use Hebrew more extensively (including
translations of the Aramaic in Bereshit Rabbah and Vayikra Rabbah);
enlarge, elaborate, divide and combine homilies from their sources;
use oratorical devices and embellishments which sometimes lead to mis-
construction of the text; and delete the names of the rabbis associ-

ated with various homilies, giving these passages anonymously or with

an introductory 73°0729 18,  According to Margulies, these character-




istics, and especially those which show a weakening concern with
the chain of tradition, point to the relative lateness of the
Yelammedenu-Tanhuma midrashim.26

Although Albeck, in his introduction to the critical edition
of Bereshit Rabbah, proposed the linguistic and stylistic analysis
of midrashic literature in order to determine dates of composition
and stages of development, he did not attempt the task. Margulies,
however, used Wilhelm Bacher's list of midrashic technical terms from
the totality of rabbinic literature in order to demonstrate the differ-
ences between Vayikra Rabbah and Tanhuma, and the similarities of the
former to Bereshit Rabbah and Pesikta.2!

Margulies also posited an ancient aggadic source or sources,
\drawn uvpon by Vayikra. Rabbah, Bereshit Rabbah, Pesikta and the Pales-
tinian Talmud. This theory contradicts the commonly held view that
the Palestinian Talmud served as an aggadic source for these three
midrashim. However,

. It is reasonable that the Palestinian Talmud

was only filled with aggada at_the time of its

editing from these . . . /older/ midrashic collections,
for at the beginning, before the Palestinian Talmud
was written down and it was transmitted only in an
oral version, it was shorter and principally contained
halacha. . . .The Palestinian Talmuyd is not a gource
for midrash, rather the opposite.2

Margulies' evidence is drawn from parallel passages in Vayikra Rabbah
and the Palestinian Talmud, most of which are Jdistinguished by a larger
amount of material in the midrashic text than in the talmudic. The
inference 1s that the midrash could not have drawn from the Talmud
material which the Talmud itself does not contain. Margulies also

cited a passage in Sanhedrin X, p. 27d, parallel to Vayikra Rabbah 36:3




and 36:6, which contains a proem with a typical proemic conclusion,
and a A0 . These midrashic forms are out of place in a talmudic
text. Margulies suggested that the Palestinian Talmud copied this
material--and the other parallels--from an earlier midragh on Levit-
icus, which one might think of as a first edition of Vayikra Rabbah.
While it is possible that the midrashic editors were acquainted with
the Palestinian Talmud and quoted some passages from 1t, most of the
aggadic material in the midrashim and in the Palestinian Talmud de-
rives from midrashic sources which predate them all.29

Other sources for Vayikra Rabbah include the Mishna, the
Tosefta, collections of homilies and sayings ascribed to R. -Ishmael
and R. Hiyya, Mechilta d'Milu'im, baraltot, Ben Sira and Targumv
‘Aqilas. Since all these are also guoted in Bereshit Rabbah, and most
of them in Pesikta, one could say that they were also quoted in the
(hypothetical) ancient midrashim. Other midrashim used Vayikra Rabbah
as a source, e.g., Echah Rabbati, Shir ha-Shirim Rabbah, Kohelet
Rabbah, and the Yelammedenu-Tanhuma midrashim. Margulies also en-
larged upon tﬁe parallels to Vayikra Rabbah in the piyyutim of Yannai.
According to Margulies, this payyetan lived in sixth-century Palestine.
Sefer v'Hizhir, a Palestinian collection of she'iltot, copied many
pages from Vayikra Rabbah, although it altered its source considerably.
R. Ahai Gaocn was apparently the first Babylonian to use this midrash,
but its appearance in Babylonian literature is limited. R. Nathan of
Rome was the first of a long line of FEuropean scholars who recognized
the importance of Vayikra Rabbah.BO

In arriving at a specific date for the composition of Vayikra

Rabbah, Margulies also relied on the great degree of commonality in
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the citation of rabbinic authorities in this midrash, Bereshit Rabbah
and Pesikta, and the parallelism in thelr appearance in these three
works. The last of these sages lived at the beginning of the fifth
century. He also consgidered the shift to the new mode of composition
reflected in the Yelammedenu~Tanhuma midrashim. Because echoes of
this style penetrated into the Babylonian Talmud without influencing
the Palestinian, Margulies assumed that this mode of composition began
in the middle of the fifth century. He therefore concluded that the
(hypothetical) older version of Vayikra Rabbah was in exisfence by the
end of the fourth century.31 Alfhough Margulies gave no specific date
for the current version of Vayikra Rabbah, ca. 425 C.E. would certain-
1ly be in accord with the datg he supplied.

Heinemann agreed with Margulies to the extent of calling Vayikra
Rabbah a fifth century work.32 However, Heinemann believed that Bere~
shit Rabbah wag compiled two or three generations before Vayikra‘Rabbah,
and that fhe author of Pesikta may have been a "younger contemporary"

of the author of Vayikra Rabbah.33

Place of Composition
Albeck stated that the pericopes of Vayilkra Rabbah reflect the
Palegtinian practice of reading the Torah on a triennial cycle.3lL He
also refuted the coﬁtention of I. H. Weiss, that Vayikra Rabbah shows
signs of Babylonian influence, particularly in its use of the technical
terms 8DI3 and 7327 330. As used in the Babylonian Talmud, ¥D13 means
that that which was mentioned above incidentally now becomes the main

subject. Albeck, however, explained that when BE11 appears in Vayikra

Rabbah, it indicates that the body of the sermon, as opposed to the
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proems, is about to begin. Although the London and Rome manuscripts
do not have ¥8713 in the places which Weisg indicated, the term does
appear at other points in the lLondon MS, always after the proems.35
Fither a) the word 8913 was used in every chapter by the original
editor, but not included by subsequent coPyists; or b) it is a later
addition. In any case, it does not indicate Babylonian influence,
Nor does 1327 130 appear in all manuscripts, even in parallel pas-
sages. Where it occurs, it was probably added later.36

Margulies found a great deal of evidence to prove that Vayikra
Rabbah originated in Palestine. a) The great majority of sages quoted
were Palestinian. The only Babylonian sages who appear are of the first
generations of Amoraim (e.g., Rav, Samuel, Huna, etc.). b) Many sages
©are named with the cities they lived in, and these cities are all in
Palestine, mostly in Judea and Galilee. The same or similar place names
appear in the various aggadot. c¢) There is méntion made of situations,
problems and festival customs peculiar to Palestine. All laws and customs
parallel those described in the Palestinian Talmud. d) Although isolated
passages of the Babylonian Talmud may appear from time to time, the occur-
rence of such a passage in any given manuscript is never paralleled in
any of the others. All such guotations are later additions. e) Both the
Hebrew and the Aramgic of Vayikra Rabbah are Galilean, as they are known
from the Palestinian Talmud and from other midrashim. The usage of
Greek corresponds with that in all Palestinian rabbinic literature, as
does the technical terminology employed. No correspondence is found
with the terminology of the Babylonian Talmud. For all these reasons, Mar-

n3T

gulies called Vayikra Rabbah "an exemplary Palestinian creation.
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Even beyond this general determination, Margulies believed
that Vayikra Rabbah was edited in T4berius. The language and the
place names favor this hypothesis, but even stronger is the refer-
ence to Tiberius itself as BIT, "here."38 Margulies extended this
theory to include Bereshit Rabbah, Pesikta d'Rav Kahans and the

Palestinian Talmud.

Manuscripts and Fragments

Margulies described seven manuscripts of Vayikra Rabbah and
17 groups of genizah fragments. The London MS, which is in the
British Museum as Add. 27169 No. 340, contains both Bereshit Rabbah
and Vayikra Rabbah. Theodor and Albeck used this manuscript as the
.basic text for their critical edition of Bereshit Rabbah, and it also
served as the basic text for Margulies' critical edition of Vayikra
Rabbah. Its age has not been determined,ho but it was apparently
copied from a manuscript which dates from before 1000 C.E. On the
whole, its readings are superior to those of all other manuscripts.
The scribe left out some blocks of material, but he also provided, in
the place of these omissions, references to parallel passages in
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, Shir ha-Shirim Rabbah, Kohelet Rabbah and Mid-
rash Sh'muel. Margulies filled in these missing passages from other
manuscripts, and indicated this in his notes. In the variant readings,
this manuscript is assigned the letter 7.hl Albeck noted that this
manuscript contains two names for the midrash, 129 8997 at the
beginning of the text and 127 RBPYIT TTIR at the end. It would be

of interest to know whether the scripts are identical in both cases.
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The Rome MS is also known as Vatican Ebraico 32, and a photo-
reproduction, used by Margulies, is deposited at the Israel National
Library, Phot. 36. This manuscript seems to have been written in the
eleventh century. Some pages are missing at the beginning, and at
two points in the middle of this document. Most of its readings are
like those in M8 2, and all passages which are shortened in or missing
from MS ? received the same treatment in this manuscript as well, proof
that both of these MSS derive from the same earlier éopy. Margulies
symbolized the Rome MS by the letter W;MB Of MSS 7 and 7, Albeck
observed that the proems‘begin directly with the extraneous verses,
and not with 8'"™, the text-verse, and fTWT or T'S77 as in the printed
editions. The Torah-~verses are lacking even at the beginnings Qf the
chapters.hu

The Paris MS is No. 149 in the National Library of Paris.

Written 1in 1291 in Arlady,h5 it also contains Bereshit Rabbah and the
firgst five chapters of Bamidbar Rabbah. Although this manuscript is
latér than and inferidr to MSS 7 and 7,'Margulies designated these
three MSS as one manuscript family on the basis of their common textual
tradition. The Paris MS, whose symbol is B, repeats most of the
"errors" which occur in MSS 7 and ?. MS D seems to be more dependent
on MS 7, but other‘copies of the midragh were made between them, on

"errors." At the ends

the basis of which MS D corrects some of the
of Chapters 1, 2, 3, and T, there are additions from Seder Eliayahu
Rabbah. A large gap exists in Chapter 22; apparently the copy from
which this MS was made was missing a page, and the copyist paid no

L6

attention.
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The three manuscripts of the second manuscript family all
contain the five Rabbot to the Torah., MS ¥ is in the Bodleian
Library of Oxford University, Weubauer 147, It is written on paper
in a late Sephardic hand, probably of the 16th century. Despite its
lateness, it has many original readings, but it also includes many
errors. There are additions in thig manuscript from the Palestinian
and Babylonian Talmuds, Tanhuma, and the writings of Rabbenu Bapya,h7

MS 2 is also in the Bodleian Library, Neubauer 2335. Its script
and textual édditions are similar to those in MS 8, but apparently
the copyist also used a manuscript similar to M3 B, from which he
copied in several places,h

The National Library of Israel owns one manuscript of the
entire Midrash Rabbah, Heb. 8° 515, designated by Margulies with the
letter . Many pages are missing from it, including parts of Vayikra
Rabbah. This manuscript developed from the same earlier copy as
MSS ¥ and 1. Each of the three MSS ¥, 2 and ¥ contains some good
readings which do not occur in the other two members of the family.
Although these mahuscripts are more recent than those of the first
division (MSS 1, 7 and D), some of their readings were helpful to
Margulies in determining the original version of the midrash,h9

The single member. of the third manuscript division is identi-
fied only as Munich 117, and it is symbolized by the letter D. Al-
though it was written relatively recently, in I Adar 1433, it is
important because of its hundreds of original readings, often corres-
ponding to genizah fragments and to MSS 8, -2 and W. However, the
originality of MS J is impaired by signs of elaboration, many addi-

tions from the Babylonian Talmud, completion of Scriptural citations
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und the tendency to omit the names of rabbinic authorities. MS 2
corresponds to M8 7 from the beginning of the midrash and continuing
through part of Chapter 9. This circumstance led Margulies to be-
lieve thnt MS 2 was copied from two different manuseripts of Vayikrs
Rabbah.so
The LO pages of genizah fragments which Margulies described
exhibit differences in size, ape, calligraphy and orthography.51
Their readings are often better and more original than those in the
manusceripts. Parallel readings in the fragments differ from those in
other fragments and in the various manuscripts and printed editions.
Some fragments have readings which can be traced to the Palestinian
Talmud, other midrashim, the Aruch, et al., Some material has been
added, deleted, rearranged, stylistically altered, or presented witn-
cut the traditional citation of rabbinical suthority. Apparently
the various copyists took great liberties with the text. Margulies
believed that these changes came about in the few centuries immedi-

52 Details of the

ately following the composition of Vayikra Rabbah.
genizah fragments follow:
1) ¥rom Oxford's Bodleian Library, MS. Heb. C. 18. F. 17-22

is the largest and most important group of fragments. This iz tke
oldect genlzah material from Vuyikra Rabbah., It consists of three
pairs of consecutlive pages, in a ninth century script, including vo-
calizatinn and punctuation. Notes between the lines and in all four
marging indicate corrections uand supplementary materinl of various

kinds. In gsome places g letver, a word. or even a whole line has

been erased and a different text subrtituted.)S Because the text
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and the notes seem to be in the same hand, we may infer that the
seribe was using two copies of the midrush.sh

?2) Five non-consecutive pages. The first and third are in the
Cambridge University Library, T-S Box € 2.162; the second page, alsc
at Cambridge, is T-8 Box C 2.52. The fourth and fifth are in the
Adler Collection of the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York City.
This manuscript was written carelessly and contains many errors due
to the confusion of homonymous words.

3) Four small pages. The first and fourth are in the Taylor-
Schechter Collection at Cambridge. The second and third, which are
consecutive, are deposited in three different places at Oxford, where
the handwriting is variously characterized as Sefardic or Syrian.

L) Three non-consecutive pages, the first of which is heavily
damng=d. They are deposited in the Klosterneubury Library in Austria,
but Margulies found photo-reproductions at the Institute for the
Praparation of o Complete Israeli Talmud in Jerusalem.

5) Three non-consecutive pages in the Tayvlor-Schechter Col-
lection., The second is not deposited with the other two.

6) Two consecutive pages in the Cambridge University Librery.
Despite the carelessness and mistakes in the copy, original versions
may be discerned here.

1) ™o consecutive papes in the Bodleian Library, Oxford.

Their oriinal readings are sometimes unique.

#) Two non-consecutive pages in the Taylor-8chechter Collection.

Seriptural verses are usually shortened t¢ wnly three vocalized words.

Any material nlresdy copied is indiceied with a ®4) and not repeated.
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Q) One page in the Adler Collection whose readings correspond
to a passaze in the Palestinian Talmud, but not to any variant
readings in the M38 of Vayikra Rabbah.

10) One page in the Taylor-Schechter Collection whose readings
*orrespond to passages in other midrashim, but not to any variant
readings in the M85 of Vayikra Rabbah.

11) Another single page in the Taylor-Schechiter Collecticn,

12) Two non-consecutive pages in the library of Westminster
College, Cambridge, This is a more recent fragment, for it contains
an wuddition from Seder Fliyahu,

13) Two damaged, consecutive pages in the Adler Collection.

1h) One page in the Adler Collection,

15) Two congecutive pages in the library of Dropsie College,
Philadelphia.

16) Two non-gonzecut lve pages in the Taylor-Schechter Collection.

17) One page in the Badleinn Library, Oxford.

Margul ies assigned the rfollowing letters in the variant readinge
to the genizah fragments: P to 1); 3 to the last page of U); and 5
to the first three pages of 2), the irst nnd third pages of 5), ind
nlso 7), @), 11), the first page of 12), and L3). 'The remaining
pnges from groups 2)=10) did not reach Margulies in time for inclusion

In his edlition, and they were published in Vol. 5.55 Margulies found

[ 4
nothing unusual in groups 14)-17), and he did not print them.’
In addition to the manuseripts and genizah fragments of Vayikren
Rabbah, Margulies referred to otner works in the variant readings.

Both Yalkut Shim'oni and Yalkut Machiri quote from Vayikra Rabbah

in o version similar to M8 B, und they are cited with the letters
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0 and N, respectively. R, Nathan of Rome used at least three manu-
seripts of Vayikra Rabbah in compiling the Aruch, although his pri-
mary source was a copy similar to MS 5, The Aruch is assigned the

¥
letter Y in the variants,?!

Editions

The first two editions of Vaylkrn Rabbah were printed in
Istanbul (1512) and in Venice (1545). Margulies referred to them
in the variant readings by the symbolsu 17 und 21 respectively.
Where these two edltions agree, Margulles merely wsed the letter 7
Later printed editions have no specinl importance.sﬁ

The wdivors of the {iret printed edition used several manu-
scripta, among which was one similar to M8 B. 'The extranecus rddi-
tions to the ends of tie first three chapterz were explicitly de-
ser'bed as such (e.g., N MM 4102 RN K3V 83) and placed
at the end of the first egition, The editors added many original
readings, as well us material from the Babylonisn Talmid and Tanhums.
They al=o inserted some commentary by one R. Meir with the caveat
T80 10 13K, 79

Margulies chose M5 7 as the basic text for nis critical »~dition
because it combines age with the best preservation of Palestinian
orthography. Using the other manuscripts and the first editions, he
Filled in omissions nnd corrcveted erroras, indicating hia emendations
with the symbol * in the variant readings. "In this manner T com-
pleted frapgmentary words and the like, where tliere wis no doubt about

nin

the completions, At the beginnings of chapters, Margulies

udded the verses of Leviticus on which the homilies are based, accord-
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ing to the printed editions and some Qf the manuscripts. However,
this was not done in Chapters 13 and 32—37.61 "T 3id not insert into
the text the readings which seemed original to me which I found in

the remaining versions and in the genizah fragments, except in extra-
ordinary circumstances when I thought that the reading lﬁh,NB 27-Was

in error. 1 made notes about those readings which are acceptable to
me, and let him who wishes make a cholce. I saw my duty in the pres-
ervation of all the traditions of all the versions, so that no origi-
nal reading would be lost."62

In the variant readings Margulies gquoted from all the other manu-
scripts, including genizah fragments, as well as the first two printed
editions, Yalkut Shim'oni, Yalkut ha-Machiri and the Aruch. However,
parallel passages and quotations from Vayikra Rabbah in other works
appear in the notes. Margulies avoided gquoting too extensively, in
order not to sacrifice clarity or lose the flow of the discussion.
Tnstead, he tried only to note the main points of correspondence and
difference. The last volume of Margulies' edition concludes with
seven pages of supplementary and corrective material, indices to
Seriptural verses and to the names of tannaim and amoraim, and a gen-
eral index.

Margulies maintained that it is a practical impossibility to
restore the original form of Vayikra Rabbah, nor did he want to pro-
duce an eclectic text. He only claimed "to transmit one of the
oldest editions of Vayikra Rabbah, which ig MS ?, edited in a pre-

n63

cise manner and compared with all the other vergions.
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Structure and Methods

The discussion of structure and methodology Im Vayikra Rabbah
generally falls irto two sections: a) Heinemann's work ard b) that
of all other scholars. Heincmann has explored aspects of this mid-
ragn which have not, so far, been touched in other works. Hiz methoda
and coneclusions thus have a ginpular importance. We turn first,
however, to the earlier scholarship.

Zunz concerned himself only with the most superficial features
of Vayikra Rabbah, He identified three phrases with which chapters
open: a) 2XND7 M1 BTN in 21 chaptersy b) 2300 WRY Ot in eight
chapters; and ¢) Y70 ‘9 MND {n eight chapters. He also matched to
each chapter of the midarash the Biblical book from which its first
proem-verse comes. Having commented thnt the chapters =0 Vayikra
Rabbsh are constructed like mosaics, Zunz bhriefly discassed the com-
forting standard conclusions of the chapters, most of which speak of
future redempi.ion.Elh

Albeck was more cmphatic than 2unz in pointing to the sermonic
nature of the chapters of Vayikre Raboah. Albeck alaa listed three
inetances In which a verse ig expounded other than the first verse
of the pericope; these are identieal with the three "double chnpters"
whose authenticity wa: discussed by Ileinemunn.ﬁ5 Albeck's only
comment on sermon structure relates to the proem(s) with which each
chapter begins, moat of which (the proems) are complex rather than
simple. He identified 126 proems in Vayikra Rabbmh, and gave the
source of each proem-verse, showing that all but 20 ¢f them come from
the Wrxtings.66

Margulies explained the bazie structure of the chapters of
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Vayikra Rabbah. Each chapter begins with one or several proems,
continues with homiles on the first verse(s) of the pericope, and
ends with a hat.mah, "a short conclusion with words of blessing and
comfort." A chapter's dominant theme is alwaye drawn from tne peric-
¢pe on which it is based. CSometimes the theme is literally related
to the tirst Torah-verse(s), or the Torah-verse may be used in a
midrashic or associative way in constructing a theme. In some cases,
a chaprer iz based on the mere mention of a name.BT

Agreeing with Albeck on the meaning of the term NP1 as used

in Veyikra Rabbah,®®

Margul fes said without misgiving that 911
ocecurred in every chapter of the midrush. He based his opinion on
genlzah fragments which Albeck had not seen. Margulies explained
that later copyists, unable Lo apply the term in its Talmudic sense,
omitted it as n mistake, Neverthelesse, it has "survived" it various
points in some manuscript: and printed editinna.69

The author of Vayikra Rabbal also used certain technical phrases
to Introduce quotationg from various sources., Passages feom the
Mishnah are usually preceded by the words 7130 120 or Just 1330
various baraitot are guoted in the names of their speakers with ihe
formula YII¥D ‘97 Y3IN, among which n collection attributed to K. Hiyya
gtands out. R. Ishmael's comments on Leviticus are quoted either
with the formula PRYDYY 9 Y30 or anonymously; the Tosefta nnd Mechil-
ta d'Milu'im are alzo quoted annnyuouﬂly.70

Albeck equuted the methodologies of Vayikra Rabbah and Tanhuma,
egspecinlly with repard to the ~itation of a preceding pericope with

the phrase 7VY3VP0 10 TWNY dNs M. - Margulies objected that Albeck

generalized on the basis of only one or two instances, and without
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reference to manuseripta, 1If Albeck had consulted texts other than
the printad editions, which were themselves influenced by Tanhumn ,
he would not havs come ta the same conu:*lusim'us.1’E

According to Marpgulies, the typical chapter of Vayikra Rabbah
focuses on the first verse of the pericope, which ig bound to a certain
theme. 1In this way, the chapter as a whole is an address on a definite
t‘.hemf:..r3 However, Margulies found that not every chapter of Vayikra
Rabbah is a complete thematic sermon, and he noted a number of devia-
tions from the pormal pattern, Sometimes other material must be intro-
duced into the chapter to supplement a Toran-verse which is insufficient
for conatructing a sermon. 'The first verae of the pericope is ocea-
gisnally expounded In many waye and with many different and wide-ranging
themes. Even in a sermon with a single theme there may be many digres-
sions and incidental homilies., A series of complex proems in which the
Torah-verze [¢ thematlicaliv expounded only at the énd may take up m
consideratle part of the chapter. The body of the sermon may also con-
tain digressions from the thome.T

Thege irrepularities are all tne more apparent in a midrash
which iz distinguished for its structure and siyle., Heinemann a° -
tempted to deal with these problems by treating Vayikra Rabbab ns o
literary creation.

Until the composition of Vayikra Rabbah, all the extart mid-
rashim were exegetical, proceeding from verse to Sceriptural verse
with commenturies. Althouph the imprint of the editoriai hand may be
seen in them, they remain diffuse and disconnected, held together as
literary creations only by the zequence of the 'ext on which they are
bused. Az such, they reveal the influence of the study-house rather

than of the synngopue. Bereshit Rabbnb, vhe first aggadic midrash,
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askows the use of homilétical devices, particulsrly the proem.
But Vayikra Rabbah, for the first time, definitely beurs the mark
of the pulpit, fo~ it is based on the Book of Leviticus as read in
ite weekly sectione in the synagogue. More precisely, as mentioned
abcve, the chapters of this midrash are based on only the first verse(s)
of the weekly portions. With this limitation, each chapter can tske
up "one clearly defined, specific subject” and develop it through
an entire discourse. 'The material can be shaped to fit the sermonic
structure which was pointed out by Hnrgulies.TB as though it were a
sermon. The various component parts of each chapter were almost
certainly excerpts of netual germoas which came down to the author
through the oral tradition. However, the fusing of these disparate
parts into a larger organic whole iz Lhe product of the nuthor's own
talent. Helnemann credits him with the creation of a new form which
later authors copied: the "literary homily."Th
Heinemann cluimed thut "ediving can, . . be a creative art,"
producing no mere collection or anthology, but a work of discernment
und purpose, born of the desire tu create an inner unity and a dis-
tinerive personal flavor. He proposed to uncover and investigute
averything that testifies of an independence Of choice and arrange-
ment, and the goal of uttaining u perlect composition. For this pur-
pose, each chapter must be analyzed as to the details of its structure
and method of compocition. Heinemann 2et out to clarify the editor/
author's concept of a complete sermoa, how he creatoed one, and the

essential differepces tetween a public oral sermon and its literary

enunnerpart.r{
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Let us look more closely at the development of the homilies
in Vayikra Rabbah. Bach section of each chapter in this midrash is
itselfl composed cof separate aggadot, each one of which represents
a single but complete point of view, These aggadic units were
created mainly by sages in their schools as they expounded the Bible
to their students. Although contemporary preachers created new
aggadot of their own, their principal contribution to the develop-
ment of midrash was the use In their Sabbath and festival sermouns of
the aggadic units created in the sgchoolg, reshaped stylistically
according to their homiletical needs, and combined into larger blocks
of material of more or less unified content and of "excellent struc-
ture and well-considered form." Thus was the exegesis of the study-
house transformed into the sermon of the synagcgue.Ts

This process engendered an oral scrmonle tradition whose ele-
ments were transmitted only in short summaticna. The publie sermons
themselves had limits of scope and time imposed by the congregations'
patience and power of concentration.

The midrashie editor:s, however, were not content with the merc
repoatition of sermons. They wanted to give their readere somelhing

"richer in content and more varied in ideas." In the absence of
conatraints imposed by synagopue worship, the reader of the "liter-
ary =ermon" ecnn return to the text at will, and devote as much effort
a3 he pleases to understanding it. The editors, therefore, drew into
single chapters homilies from many sermons, with the zondition that
the materials used share thematic relationships. The editors' pri-
mary tusk was selection and arrangement, not the creation of new

aggadot.Tq



25

Much evidence existe to support the theory that individual
midrashic chapters were derived from many sermons. a) It is highly
unlikely that an sctusal sermon in the synagogue would begin, as
many chapters in the homiletiecal midrashim do, with multiple proems.

A preacher's use of more than one proem would destroy the intended
suspense and resolution inherent in the fonm.ao To be successful,
such a device can only be used once in a sermon. b) Given aggadic
units may be repeaced within a chapter, as if they were variants of
the came tradition. These variants are likely to be embedded in
larger aggadic blocks, anu the editora were probably quite punctilious
in quoting the various available traditions. "If variants like these
are common within one chupter, we must acknowledpge, despite ourselves,
that tnis chapter is also composed of blocks" which were tuken from
the addresses of different preachers. Like Zunz, Heinemana compared
the result of Joining these blocks to a mosaic. ¢) Most of the longer
proems contain much macerial whiech bears no relation to the themes

of the echapters which include them. OSuch proems appear only for the
sake of a Tew concluding lines which beir on the subject of the mid-
rashic discourse. The mere volume of such "irrelevant" material
indicates the origin of guch proems in sermons on other ahemen.bl

The edltor of Vaylkra Rabbah wag bound by a set of restric-
tions, one of which ¢an be deduced from the large amount of "irrele-
vant" material referred to above, namely, his strict adherence to
tradition as he received Lt.Bz This theory is supported by the
editor's refusal to use certain material from the Mishnih and the

halachic midrashim, which were certainly known to him and appropriate

to his themer. Apparently, the editor did not permit himself to
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insert stray bits of material into the homiletical blocks as he re-
ceived them.83 He wag alaso restricted (Heinemann would say that he
restricted himself) by the external structure of the chapters:
proem(s), body and comforting NN, although the body itself had no
defiped or unified structure, Finally, the editor must have felt him-
self subject to the division of pericopes current in his own time and
place.

Offsetting these strictures was the freedom of the editor to
choose the themes of his literary sermons, a choice that was possible
because of the great amount and variety of material at his disposal
through the tradition. He freed himself from having to deal with the
subject of the pericope itself--no lipght task when working with Leviti-
cug--by focusing only on its first verse, or even phrages or single

B5 t¢ it is true that “the editor of Vayikra Rubbah

words in the verse.
was the one vho created /[the structure/ of the literary sermon," this
invention wns accomplistied primarily to overcome the difficulties of
the nmterinl.86 Thus the strict form of the chapter of Vayikra Rabbah
wegd and remained a literating tool in the hands of its creaLor.BT
"It is reasonable that this /new/ form, which was designed to make
pussible the concentration of discussion on the first verse of the
pericope and un a theme which arises from it, . ., . snould of itself
draw after it the uze of n great number of proems in each chapter,
shie'y thus deml, by their verv nature, precisely with the beginning of
the pericope, and elso coneclude with its rirse uords.“aﬂ The proem was
part of the oral homiletical tradition inherited by the editor of

Vayikra Rabbah, "ereated for and used in the live sermon. ."89
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The success ot the proem depends on tension and its release,
ag the preacher works from a verse extraneous to the day's Torah
reading to tne first verse of that reading. Several techniques are
used to make the necessary connections: a) the verbal tally, 1in
which a werd in the (extraneous) proem-verse or its sequel is the
same as a word in the first Torah-verse; b) the sequel to the proem-
verse provides the connection to the Torah-verse and also, perhaps,
to the theme of the sermon; c¢) the proem-verse is applied to a rumber
of subjects all of the same class, e.g., Biblical personalities, the
last of which provides the conuection with the Torah-verse. Beyond
the practical nims of establishing a link with the Torah-verse and of
holding the congregation's—-and reader's--attention, the proem-verce
is also meant to shed new light on the Torah-verse and its perilope,
to provoke n new chain of ideas and ansociations.go

The usual citation of the Torah-verse at the beglnning of the
proem is not according to tae original form. In the synagogue, citn-
tion of the Torah-verse nt the beginuing of the proem would have been
nnnecessary, for the congregation would already have been familiar
with it. To nguote the Torah-verse at the outset would also have de-
stroyed the possibility of huilding tension or excitement in the con-
gregation. The preachers would therefore have begun their sermons
directly with the proem-verse, hut later editors or copyists added
the Torah-verse at the beginning of a series of proems to indicate
the commencement of a chapter or perlcope.gl

Heinemann identified several compositional methods used by the
editor/nuthor of Vayikran Rabbah, Chief among them is the "dialectical

nppronch,' in whieh the sublect of a chapter is presented in contrast-



Ing aspects, with all the contradietions which arise from various
points of view. For example, Chapter 3 explores and halances positive
and negative impressions of the priesthood. Paradox, where it occurs,
is emphasized, Even where a given theme could have been presented
unequivocally and in a uniform light, the editor seems to have delib-
erately gone out of his way tc present it with all its aspects and
connotations, This dialectical approach deepens the various facets
of an issue. "Often the emphasis on contrasts and opposites is firast
and foremost a stylistic device for knitting together more closely the
different uggadot making u; the constituent parts of the homily."92
Secondary themes sare often employed to increase suspense and to
create an unexpected climax. Contrasts, e.g., between Israel and "the
nations of the world," are used to make a point. Digressiens end in
a return to the main theme. Two themes may be interwoven, ur a second-
ury theme may both open and close a chapter, providing a "frame" for
the primary theme., The coneluding fm™nn 12 not an artificial addi-
tion, but is almost always an organic growth out of the themes of the
entire chnpter.93
Aside from thematie considerations, the editor used severnl
arrangements of material, Sometimes, as in Chapter 1, the aggundot
are in a "rising order" so as to create a climnx. There are occasionnl
surprising twists and impressive conclusions. The sequential order of
Torah verses may be ignored, as in Chapter 12, in favor of arrangement
by subject.gg

Heinemann attempted Lo assess the degree of editorfal success

or failure in each chapter, using the category of "integration" as his
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principanl criterion: To what degree is m chapter a solid, integrated

unit? This criterion can be satisfied by thematic unity throughout

the chapter or by the consistent illumination of the primary theme

by the secondary theme; by a logical, or at least assoclative, pro-

gression from point to polnty and by the purposeful and effective

arrangement of material. In Heinemann's opinion, the degree of the

editor's success depended upon his adherence to these specifications.
In the following chart,95 Heinemann classified each chapter of

Vayikra Rabbah asccording to the degree of success he believed the

editor had auchieved. 'The chart is in two parts, "Homogeneous Material"

and "Heterogeneous Material," which iz more easily understood as "one

primary theme' and "more than one theme,"

respectively. Chapters of
either Lype are susceptible of three degrees of editorisl success.
"Homogereous" chapters may be 1) mere compilations, 2) integrated or
3) rully ingegrated. "Heterogeneous" chapters, by nature, may attain
only to U) partiasl Integration, but with less success there may be
only 5) a weak connection nmong the agpgadot, or 6) no integration at
#ll. HNumbers in parentheses indicate those chapters whose authentic-

ity is in doubt.96

A aquestion marl after a number indicstes Heinemann's
uncertainty that s given chapter actually belongs in its current
clasgification.

MEMPR ANTER RS MDY mwrten o

) 4 (5p) ,(v"2p) ,(1"B) ,(2"D) KT gty 1 amin on
(3) 2 'I"'.‘!J J'eD R'D TPEXMLIR 2
(13) 15 "D 1B L(17R) YD AYD MERMBLIR 3
J"3p A"on avab kY25 ,(37D) .'IR5Q
a“be 1Y 2¢bp 3"bp nvap
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The numbers with no parentheses at the ends of the rows repre-—
zent the total number of chapters of Vayikra Rabbah in each of the
six success-classifieations. The numbers within parentheses similar-
Ly refer to the total number of authentic chapters in Lhose classes.

Heinemann commented that the 27 chapters which display some
measure of integration (i.e., those in Classes 2, 3, and L) offer
sufficient proof that the editor of Vayikrn Rabbah was striving "to
creute complete and crystnllized chapters."gT However, this inter-
pretation of the data is a little wide of the mark. Of the 27 inte-
prated chapters, four have been designated inauthentic. The more
important recsult of this tabulation is the complete absence of authen=-
tic chapters frea Clarses 1 and 63 all authentie chapters exhibit, at
the very least (Class 5) an attempt at integration, whntever the
degi=e af success,

Insisting that the chapters of lesser quality uare, nevertheless,
works of craftamancship, Heinemann cautioned against faulting the
editor, who was pot always able to find an inner relationship among
the various agpadot in a chapter. GOeveral explanations for such
"failurc" are possible: a) Some of the aggadot were of such great
importance in themselves that the editor felt they could and =2l ould
stand alone. b) The editor had material connected to the pericope
which wa: too good to omit. ) A verse which is distant from the
beginning of the pericope was necessary for thematic development or
a climax, d) The preacher cited the previcus pericope with the logi-
cal expectation that his nuditors remembered the previous week's

lesson. o) Finally, some "irrelevant" passages were included because
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98 Theszse

of the editor's reluctance to lose any of Lhe tradition.
explanations mecomplish three purposes. First, they account for
those few authentic chapters which are classed aa editorial failurea.
Second, they mccount for the chapters of "doubtful authenticity" in
the event that they are proved to be authentie. Most impourtantly,
however, Lhese explanations constitute a reply to the difficulties
raised by Margulies.qg
A further consideration is the editor's choice of material.

There can be little doubt that the editor tended to bias the case
in favor of the lesson he wished to convey, despite his dinlectienl
approach. For examplie, he chose only aggadot which speak highly of
Moses for Chaupter 1, #ven though unfavorable traditions were availa-
ple, 100

Additlonsl proor of the editor's care in selecting hlg meterials
romes Trom his treatment of legal meatters, which is cursory, at best.
In Chapters 14=19, which deal with distinctly unpleasant subjlects,
these topies are circumvented and, ir possible, "beuutified."lOI

Another characteristic of Vayikra Rabbah is the insertion of

popular stories and legends, adding to the frezhness and vitality
of the whole midrash as well ag entertalning, encouraging and tesching,
They serve to exemplify the Intellectual and traditional doctrines of
the midrash. It wae part of the editor's intention to present his
midrash in s popular and attractive way, so he included such stories
whoeraver poasible.lq?

Helnemann sugpested that when we find the name of an amors asgoci-

uted with u proem, it may only be to honor the rabbi, and nol to report
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what he actually said. He is not certain whether the names were
agsigned to the proems in the oral tradition, or by the editors of

thiz and other midrashim.103

However, consistency would demand such
assignment by tie oral tradition, for Heinemann has degeribed the
reverence for tradition by the editor of Vayikra Rabbah.

The question of structure and method in Vayikra Rabbah goes
beyond the individual chapter and into the midrash as a whole, Why,
for example, are agpadot which would be appropriate to two chapters
quoted only in one of those chapters? Heinemann belleved that the
editor may have taken proems nand aggadot from their original pericopes
and placed them with othera, or fashioned proems out of originally
non-proemial material. Whatever the exact procedures, the editor had
tne freedom to establish the contents of each chapter and to apportion
his material among the chapters according to the demandes of conceptual
structure and form. We enan even nttempt to understand the motives of
the editor in placing certnin aggadot in particular positions.mIl The
distribution of similar material sometimes results in thematic rela-
tionships among chapters, for instance, the portrait of the ideal priaest
in Chapter 3 is gqualified by the negative deaeriptions in Chapter 5.105

Basiec Themes

Helnemann detected a number of themeg which run all the way
through Vaylikra Rabbah, making their appearance in several chapters,
tne of thege is a strain of anti-Roman and anti-Christian polemic,
with the exhortetion to observe a'l the mitzvot despite derision

106

and persecution, Other recurrent themes Iin Vayikra Rabbah cover

ulmost nll areas of religious thought, and Lry to guide the Palestinian
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Jewish community through confusion and doubt by teaching the con-
temporary relevance of Torah. This is especially important with
regard to the lmpoagibility of sacrifieial atonement in Jerusalem,
nnd the paradox of Jewish suffering despite Cod'e love for Isranl.lOT

Other topics are conspicuocus by their very absence, toples which
were common matters of conjlecture and debste in the 2nd-Lth centuries,
and which are treated at length in Pesikta d'Bav Kahana.loa One of
these 1s speculation about the time of the coming of the Messiah, and
how to hasten it. The editor of Vayikrn Rabbah refused to name any
single mitzvah which wou’ld bring the End ecloser, Just as he would name
no single sin which was responaible for the destruction of the Temple
and the Exile. However, one {inds indirect testimony to the great
longing tor redemption, although the editor did not want Lo encourage
vain hupes.

Nor did the editor wish to encouruge vizlons of the restoration
af n Jewish monarchy, or of [ndependence achieved through military
aetion or rebellion. He did not even enlarge on or glorify military
heroizm in the past; prather, he sought other explanaticng for mili-
tary victory.lng The combination of passivity vis-a-vis Lhe ruling
powerz and the reluctance to speculate in practical terms nbout tne

advent of the Messiah indicate s theological-political stance which

bears further astudy.
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CHAPTER 11
PESIKTA D'RAV KAHANA

lame

Zunz explained the vord "Pesikta'" as having the same meaninug
ng POB or MYID . Originally, the word BPOYD or NIPYDD
applied only to each Individual chapter, az we see In the Aruch,
but it eventually came Lo signify the whole collection. It is
likely that later writers used the name "Pesikta d'Rav Kahaua" to
refer to the collectlon consisting of or including the twelve
haftarot of retribution, comfort and repentance. The first of
these, YWTHT Y% , begins with the worda M® N30 == NaR ~ ,

30 that the name of the entire collection is a shortening or
corruption of thla namm"

Buber thought that the name "Pesikta" was used because the
various midrashim are based on different portions of many Biblical
hooks, rather than on any one complete boock, as if to say:
DYFOD3Y BYTOBI 2YWYAT 3 Yet he agreed with Zunz that it has
the same meéaning ns 7@an. Buber also mentioned the interesting,
although totally incorreet, thecry of Solomon Judah LSb Rapoport,
that the name "Pesiktu" is used because most of the sermons are
based on sections of the Torah or Prophets with which the liturgieal

Seripturnl reading :oneluded. °
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It seems o have been clear to early medieval writers that
u Rabbi Kahana redacted this midrash. The first mention of R. Kahana
in connection with the Pesikta appears in a responsum of Rabbenu
Meshullam b. Moshe, Buber identified R. Kahana as the finest disciple
of Rav. In the time of R. Hiyya, he migrated Trom Babylonia to Pales-
tine to study with R. fohanan, where he edited a collection of
Palestinian aggadot. Buber repeated the reference to "R. Kahana" in
IR YT, with the added information that this chapter beglins one
of the manuscripte with which he worked. MHowever, he stated the re-
lationship between VDT Y27 and the name of the midrasn without
sonviction.> Jtrsct nald that this theory ln "hardly Justlrtud."h
and Theodor ealled the aseription of the midrash to R, Kahann
"erroneous.””

Mandelbnum considered the argument {rom 3RYY YT unlikely,
but He alzo found that in twe of the manusceripte he used in his
eritical edition of the Pevikta, the chapter for Rosh ha-Shennh be-
ginsg by eiting K. Kahann. Although borh vhess eftations are unclear,
the signifirant fact (&8 the mere reference to R, Knhana "in the

apening words of the chapter on Rosh llnshanah in two mnusr'ript.:*.."

This discovery obviates the dependence on a shortensd or corrupt
form of the name NIIZ 70 N28 M as it appears at the beginning uf
IPDN YMWT. In line with iz theory that in ite original form,
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana bhegan with the homily for Rosh ha-Shanah,
Mundelbnut assumed that thisz pame "was based on a version which
rade its first reference to Lhis second generation amora, Rav

Kahana, in 1&# opening lines."? Braude was convinced that the
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midrash was compiled by a R. Kahana, without knowing which one. T
We will defer comment on the names given to the midrash in
medieval writings, until we come to examine the "disappearance"

of the whole collection.

Contents

While all agree that the homilies in Pesikta d'Rav Kahana
are related to the annual cyecle of Secriptural readings for festivals
and special Sapbaths, there is much dispute over other aspects of
the collection's contents. These include n) the number of chapters,
b) the original and authentic order of their arrangement within
the midrash, c) the occasions they serve, and d4) lacunae and appen-
aices. We will take up these subjects in order.

In researching the Aruch, Zunz feund thirty different names
used with the word wnpYps . Two of these refer to the same chap-
ter, ooV onnpYiand  aoso. Therefore Zunz fixed the number of
chapters at 29-8

While there are 3l entries in Buber's table of contents,
there is some ineconsistency in Buber's reasons [or placing them
tnere. Chapter 24 ( WAT) appeared only in the Carmoly manuscript
and in T&nl;]uma, but not in the other three manuserints which Buber
uged, nor in the .ﬂ.ruch.9 Buber also listed separately an alternate
chapter for Sukkot, (No. 29), found only in the "Luzzatto" (Safed)
manuscript, with parts of it appearing also in the Bebylonian
Talmud, in the Yalkut, and in other medieval sources. Buber himselfl
aaid that "the style of its language testifies about it that it is

now. "0
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However, there are two items which do not appear in the
table of contents, although they are both deslgnated as "other"
(nenM), and their footnotes are numbered independently of the
chapters whieh precede them. The first of these is DO KpPob
NN AT, pp. 14Bb-149bL, which Buber found in the Carmoly and
Parma manuscripts He printed the Carmoly text, and noted variant
readings from Parmn.]'l The other is NTXY 34N 073 NPOBED NOMK RO,
pp. 194b-195b, which Buber copied from the only Oxford manuseript

which was available to him.12

The chapter for Sh'mini Atzeret
which is printed on pp. 189b-194a follows the "other version" in
this Oxford manuscript.

Why were these two latter items not glven full independent
status in the table of contents? If one objects that their openings
are irregular, one need only look at the beginning of REOYSNR KpoD
NI2907 to find an irrezular ueginning.13 Buber offered no expla-
nation. If, however, one deletes Nos. 24 and 29 from Buber's table
of contents, one is leflt with 29 entries, the same number--and the
same homilies--that Zunz predicted from his researches.

The two manuscripts described by Friedmann contain a great
deal of material not previously associated with Pesikta d'Rav Kahana.
This circumstance led him to deny the posaibility of establishing
the exact number ot chapnters in the midrash.lh

When Albeck listed the contents of Buber's edition, he showed
Buber's No 29 (2307 R0 gppg)as a sub-item of No. 28 (onnpyy

0/ oov ), thus reducing Buber's numbering to 30 i’c.ern.‘z..l:j Mandel-

baum would have reverted to Zunz's originsl count of 29 chapters, but



he could not accept 12720 NN8TY as part of the authentic annual
Palestinian cycle of special Scriptural resﬂings.lﬁ Therefore, he
printed it as an apnendix, and the number of authentic chapters in
Pesikta d'Rav Knhana now astands at 28.

The task of discovering the eriginal and authentic order of
the chapters of Peaiktn d'Rav Kahana has aroused more confusion
and debate than any other problem connected with this midrash,
nDoldberg called it "the central question in all discussion about
the Pesikta."'T The primary complicating factor is the lack of
complete cougruence in the order of contents between any two of the
seven known manuscripts. The overrialng concern has been to e=stablish
which homily came first.

Jpeculation on this issue was begun by Zunz, vho had not seen
any manuscript of the midrash, not to mention a printed edition.18
Working from references in tle Aruch to the haftarot read between
17 Tammuz and Suxkot, Zunz concluded that the order of the Pesikta
corresponds to the order of the Scriptural readings for festivals
and special Sabbathz.lg In addition, 2unz found that the homily
for Rosh ha-Shanah was designated as MIFOD WNY, and declded that this
chapter is the first "piska" of the Pesikta.?’ The remainder of his
list appears in Table 1.

The assignment of the various chapters to their places in
this reconstruction of the contents is, of course, dependent on
Zunz's judgment as to the cecasions they served. Thus, for example,
while he believed thet WD N MW was read on the second duy of Pesah

a8 well as on the first day of Sukkot, he placed it with the latter
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because the holiday's muin theme is sacrifices, while that of
Pesall is redempt ion, 21

Buber pregented his arrangement of the contents of Pesikta
d'Rav Kahana without commenting on it in his introduction.?? How-
ever, it is clear that he wished to follow the order of the manu-
geript which he obtalned from the library of 8. D, Luzzatto. Many
chapters were miasing from that manuseript, and Buber filled in the
rest of the homilies from the Carmoly manusceript, sccording to his
conception of the accnsions which they serve., For the most part,
the manuseripts confirm Zunz's assumption that the order of the
Pesikta follows the order of the cycle of festivals and special
Sabbaths through the year. Buber chose to begin with the chapter for
Hanukkah, lurgely because that is the atarting point of his basic
text, thr Luzzatto manuscrint. Other than thiaz, certain Aifferences
may be nuted between Zunz's arrangement. and Buber's: a) Buber added
TWITL b) Buber placed oW before pymyo; ¢) he placed =apn Y8 M
among the homilies for Peaab, rather than among those for Sukkot;
and d) he placed =upn =y before sprsen wrma-

Friedmann, after setting down the order of the chaptera in
the manuscripts used by Buber (§,5,p, and X in Table II),‘?3 A=
seribed two more manuscripts made available to him by Solomon
Schechter (2R and p), with the order of thelr chaphers.2h Becauae
there is no consiatency of arrangement among them, Friedmann con-
cluded that thers is no definite overall arder in the midrash. Albeck
concurred in this wvaluation.2” Furthermore, he commented that
WAT , although it occurs only in the Carmoly and Oxford manuseripts,

comes after BOUN W, and not after “yyaes wm. where Buber placed [t.26
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The nctual dimensions of the problem becume apparent only
through Mandelbaum's efforts. He was the first scholar to publish
«n fcecount of the actual contents of all the known menuscripts of
Fesikta d'Rav Knhana, based on a personal exuminantion of these docu-
ments.©1 It became clear that Albeck's descriptions of the manuscrijts'
contents were actunlly reconstructions, i.e., he set down what he
thought the manuscripts would have contained had they been complete.
Friedmann did the same thing with his Oxford manurceript, but
he misrepresented Lo nan even greater degree the manuscript which he
called Hacohen, and which Mandelbaum called Casanatense (P). The
latter containa a table of contents which Friedmann reported, but
Mandelbnum made {t ¢lear that the last eight or nine ehaplers are
miﬁhina.ga
Mandelbaum himeelf introduced a third Oxford manuscript (IN}.
the only one which begins with Rosh hu-Shanah.?? The contents of the
seven known manugeripts of the midrash are shown in Table 1T, The
arrangement of cach iz compared againat the order of the chapters
in Mandelbaum's edition. The numbers within each rolumn indieate
the arrangement of homilies within each manusceript. The Hebrew=letter
gymbels Cor the manugeripts are those used by Mandelbaum in hi:
eritical edition of the midrash.
Even though Mandelbaum included 202 IR M and 20O Y
among the homilies for Pazah, he says that they "reflect n less
suthentie Falestinian origin"” ns they appear in manuscripts 8
nnd ¥, Manuzeripts N, ?H nnd 2 are more corrcct in having Y
290 9%, WA NN, TP YT Y and YUYV WM as an uninter-

rupted unit, 30
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Table IIb. Non-Authentic Portions of Pesikta d'HRav Kahana
in Various Manuscripts.
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Mandelbaum's reconstruction of the order of Pesikta differs
from Buber's in the following ways: a) it begins, like Zunz's
reconstruction, with Rosh ha-Shanahi b) Mandelbaum removed MW7
and 712730 8T ; and ¢) he placed “WYN WY before NV Y.

However, Maundelbaum retained Buber's arrangement of MW before
MMY0, and of 22 IR MY after WY NIND.

What were Mandelbaum's reasons for placing Rosh ha-Shanah
at the beginning of the midrash? He first alluded to Zunz's deduer-
tion that Rosh ha-Shanah begins the cyele on the evidence of the
Aruch, which twice refers to Rosh ha=Shanah as the "beginning of the

1 i
n31 Mandelbaum nlso cited three items of "ndditional evi-

chapters.
dence.”" The first of these is a twelfth-century genizal fragment
from Babylonia, copled by Solomon Jchechter. Tt contnins a list of
books in the poscession of n icholnr ar pook dealer. Each book is
referred Lo by a4 nquotation from the opening line of its text. One
of these quotations correcponds to the opening words of the chapter
on Rosh ha-Shanah: Y29 @02 530 ‘P2383 0T MOV NN NN
DYIVN BN23 YIVRI M oYewa AR, "A book that begins as fol-
lows: 'Forever, O lord, Thy word standeth rast in heaven.' It was
taught. in the name of Ravbi Eliezer, the world wna created on the
twenty-rifih day of Elul." In thia quotation, found as it is

among, other "first lines," Mandelbaum found support for the thesis
that Pesikta d'Rav Knhana begine wilh Rosh ha-Shanah, as Zunz

had prvdlctﬂﬂ.zp

The second additional piece of evidence is the citation of

R. Kuhana at the beginning of the chapters for Rosh ha-Chanah in the
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manusceripts N and 2“.33 It is interesting to note that B, which
served as Mandelbaum's basic text, begins with the chapter for
Hanukkah; while in manuscript N, the only manuscript which actually
begins with Rosh ha-Shannh, K. Kahana is not mentioned in the first
lines.

Finally, Mendelbaum mentioned BT NNPY0D, a collection of
homilies on the festivals which went through a similar change in the
order aof chapters. Although its chupters are known in the order
Pesal;, Shavuot, Sukkot, Hanukkah, Purim, Rosh ha-8hanah and Yom
Kippur, Ssul Liebeéerman proved that the original order began with
Rosh hn~Shanah.3h

Mandelbaum believed that manusceript 8 best reflected the
originul order of the Pesikta, and not only becnuse it bepins with
Rosh ha-Shanah. Zunz assigned @VN0O =W to the second day of Shavuot
and 712727 O8TY to Simhat Torah., Mandelbaum pointed out that these
days were not obuerved in Paleztine. While theze two chapters appear
in 13, Lhey appenr at its end, out of any logicaul sequence, Mandel-
baum copncluded thnt the scribe copied from a manuscript which ended
rroperly with UNUN @7, but that Lie founa the two non-Palestinlian
chapters, "didn't know what to do with them, and tacked them on
the end." Other manuscripts of Peslkta and other sources indicate
that this proctice was not unusua1.35

Starting from the assumption that Pesikta d'Rav Kahana
reflects the Palestinian minhag with regard to the eyczle of Scriptural
readings, Goldberpg helleved thaut manuseript N, Mandelbsum's basic

Eext, preserves the original Palestinian order of readings to a
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greater degree than any other manuscript. Its first pages are
missing, but a small portion at the end of MM NIV o993 Yy

(for Hanukkah) remains, followed immediately by DV?PM.  Goldberg

. thought that the very authenticity of this manuscript argues against
Mandelbaum's determination of the original order of chapters as that
which Zunz theorized, viz., beginning with Rosh ha—Shanah.36

Pesikta should rather be viewed as beginning with Shabbat
Eanukkah. At the time of its composition, the Jews of Palestine
read the Torah according to a triennial cycle, with an annual cycle
of readings for holidays and special Sabbaths. Shabbat Hanukkah
was the first Sabbath of the year which had a special reading associ-
ated with it, and it is therefore the most likely chapter to begin .
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana.3(

Furthermore, Géldberg weakened Mandelbaum's argument from the
quotation in the genizah booklist. Besides the ﬁfirst lines of
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana," the list also includes Chapter 10 of Pesahim
and Chapter 3 ofNYoma as independent units. If manuscripts of dis-
enbodied chapters from the Talmud were available, it is altogether
likely that separate chapters of Pesikta were available as well.38

Additional evidence for the reliability of the sequence of
manuscript ¥ comes from “WWYD WY . While Mandelbaum assigned it to
the second day of Pesah, E. Fleischer proved that that passage was
read twice during the year in Palestine: on Shabbat Hol ha-Moed
Pesah and on Shabbat Hol ha-Moed Sukkot.3? Tn 8 and P it is in its
proper position between WD ¥ MW (first day of Pesah) and Hown 957
(seventh day of Pesa@), the first time it occurs in an annual cycle

of special Sabbaths beginning with Hanukkah. If the cycle began
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with Rosh ha-Shanah, pyh =@y would surely appear among the homilies
for Sukkot."0

The only argument. ror Rosh ha-Shanah as the first chapter
of Pealkta which Goldberg could not refute is Rabbi Nathan's
reference in the Aruch to Rosh he-Shanah as "the first of the
piskas" (Noxon T and Topon Jw ).%1 The Aruch was completed
ea. 1100, almost 200 years before manuscript 8, the oldest known
complete copy of Pesikta.

While Goldberg did not discuss Mandelbaum's point about the
MO BNpPYbe , one couwd say that the proof of its true beginning
is not conclusive for Pesikta d'Rav Kahana. Another pesikta-cycle,
Pesikta Rabbati, begins with Rosh Hodesh, and then turns to Hanukkah
and the reast of the liturgical year In unbroken sequeice.

Two manuscripts, 28 and D, begin with PRI Y727 and its
sequence of homilies for the Sabbaths between 17 Tammuz and Sukkot;
the latter manuscript only includes that group of homilies, A
third manuzeript, =, nlthougn missing its first 17 folios.hg
probably began also with 1D Y727, However, this cannot be the
authentic beginning of the midrash for two ressons: u) tonese chapters
are based on prophetic passapges and not on the Torah; mnd b) this
group does not come ot Lhe beginning of a Jewish calendar year,
neither that beginning in Nisan nor in Tishri.h3

Holdberg maintained that the redactor of Pesikta d4'Rav
Kahana viewed the f'lnal portion of DAY YI"AT D92, homily on
Hum. 29:39, "as & kind of conclusion for the book of the Pesikta
as o whule.“hh Therefore, becauss the redactor wanted to end with
Sh'minl Atzeret, he had no cholece but to begin with I_-Immklm.h.l"-i

In a I'inal note on the order of Pesikta, Goldberg gquestioned
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tlie position of MNP DI¥D for the second day of Pesah in Mandel-
baun's edition., Goldberg favored aWD IR =MW over TYPN Y¥M Y3
as the authentic Palestinian reading for the first day of Pesa@.hs
MW should therefore follow 22 IR MNW. However, if "¥M Yy
v en iz actually an {ntegral part of the midrash, then mi¥p
maIYn appears in its proper place,d7

Braude noted that the first and last chapters of Pesikta
(for Hanukkah and Sh'min{ Atzeret) both conclude with perorations
based on Deut, L:L, emphasizing Israel's survival., "The people of
Israel are thus possessed of strength, kb (20 + 8 = 28) a word whose
letters represent the numerical value of the 28 Plskaz in /Pesikta
d'Rav Kahangy. The disguised cipher for the number 28 may also be
taken as the signature for the final Piska in the work."ha While
this interesting theory nthtempts to lend some literary coherence
to the midrash as a whole, it is nol zupported by the texts, in
which the wora 2 does not appear.

Mandelbaum appended to his edition of Pesikta seven selec-
tions from various manuscripte which are not, in hia opinion, authen-
tic portions of the midrash. They appear more for the sake of
satisfying zenolarly interest in the contents of the manuscripts,
as well az presenting eritical texts of 397 and 710930 NNYY, which
were thought by Buber and Zunz to be integral parts of the collection.
Braude, howe'er, said thal these supplements were added hecause of
their "general connections with the themes of the body of the
work. . . . The seven supplements . . . despite their loose connec-
tion with the main body of the /Pesikta A'Rav Kahana/, form a

fitting finale to the Midrush."hq
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We turn now to the occasions for which the homilies of Pesikta
d'Bav Kahana were composed, discussing them in the order of their
appearance in Mandelbsum's edition. OSources will be given only
where there is extended discussion or a difference of opinion.

1) Mn M2 0Y1Ya YN is generally acknowledged to be for the
Sabbath during Hanukkah. 2) BN Y ie for Shabbat Sh'kalim, the
first of four special Sabbaths before and after Purim (NY°2MD Y2N).
Zunz said that thiz is the last Sabbath in Sh'vat.so 3) MY is
for Chabbat Zachor, the Sabbath before Purim and the second of the
four special Sabbaths. U, fMITN T® is for Shabbat Parah, the third
of the NYYYNB YIW. 5) a1 YT is for Shabbat ha-Hodesh, the fourth
of those Sabbaths. Zunz said that this was the last Sabbath in Adar,51
and Braude added that it could nlso fall on Rosh Eodesh Nisan.ﬁ?

f) Yon? Y327 PR is for Rosh Hodesh. GColdberg said that its brevity
may indicate a reading for a weekday. Further support for this theory
may be inferred from Pesikta Rabbati, which contains o chapter for
Rosh Hodesh when it falls on Shabbat.qa

T) 2% %M VMY s generally thought to be for the first
dny of Pesah. However, Braude noted, "According to Professor Joseph
Heinemann, Ezra fleischer found svidence that in some localities ln
the Land of lsrael, Exod. 12:21-51 was read on /Shabbat ha-Gado.lj."r)h
Goldberg suspected the authenticity of this chapter because it does
not appear in manuscript ¥, Mandelbaum's basic text. Besides this,
there are already four olher chapters for Pesah in Pesikta.55 Also,

this chapter shows many structural irregularities--a matter which

we shall deal wita later--that indicate a later author. In addition
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to these factors, because P9 Y¥mM Yy is found almost word
for word in Pesikta Rabbati, it was apparent to Goldberg that it
waz transferred fron that midrash to Pesikts d'Rav Kahana.56

8) =myn m¥n is for the second day of Pesah, on which the
counting of the Omer begina. As with Ypn% S33np nn, ite brevity
may indicate a weckday reading.?’ 9) As mentioned above, Zunz
ansociated 22 I8 T primarily with the first day of Sukkot, but
he also thought that it was read on the second day of Pesah. Buber
and Lraude simply assigned thig chapter to Pesah, as did Mandelbaum,
although he felt that it reflects "a lesas authentic Palestinian
origin."sa Goldberg disagreed, sayiag that it ig indeed authentic,
and r2flects the Torah reading for the first day of Pesa@.59

According to Zunz, =twn =@y is for the secound day of Shavuot,60
although "sometimes ZFL igf'alao for the eighth duy of Pesah or
Sh'mini Atzeret."Sl Buber was more specific, suying that this chap-
ter is for the second day of Shavuot when it falls on a Sabbath.62
Mandelbaum questioned these statements, because only one day of
Shavuot would have been celebrated In the Palestinian tradition. As
with 23 98 mw, he doubted whether it wac authentienlly Palestinian.
Goldberg was certain of the authentieity of =upn =y, simply because

6l Furthermore, it conforms strict-

it appears in all the manuscripts.
ly to the pattern of s Pealkta homily set forth by foldberg. As

ment ioned above, he cited Fleischer's proof that Deut. 14:22 rf, was
read on both Shabbat @ol ha-Moed Pean§ and Shabbat Hcl ha-Moed Sukkot.
Braude added that this wes the custom in Palestine, but that in other
places the passage "is read on the eighth dny of Passover as well as

on the second day of [Ehuvuq£7 when the day falls on the Sabbath, "6
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This explanation covers most of the traditions associated with
wyn Wy,

11) T2 %Y is ussociated with the seventh day of Pesah.
Zunz saw 8 manuscript of thls chapter, and described its history
and ownership.66 Goldberg pointed to a body of material in the
middle of this chapter (paragraphs 1L-2L in Mandelbaum's edition,
pp. 189, 1.6 - 200, 1.11) which, after an introduction dealing
with martyrdom, relates storles of R. Shim'on b. Yohai and his son,
R. Elazar. Soldberg agreed with Theodor that these stories are a
later addition to the chapter. FPos_ibly, they were placed here
because of the connection between Lag ba-Omer (the "festival" be-
tween Pesah and Shavuot) and k. Shim'on.GT 12) Swhuem ez
ig universally agreed to be for Shavaot,

13) WD YT g the first of a bloek of 10-12 homilies
based on haftarot read after 17 Tammuz. The number of chapters
{neluded in thls series varies according to the individual scholar's
evaluation, Zunz believed there were twelve, because he found many
medieval sources whilch used the mnemonic W' P'™w Y"1 n'wy
to refer to them. This mnemonic conszists of the first letlers of
the names of the twelve homilies. OSome of these medieval seholars

broke down the list, for exmmple, Mosesn of Coucy in Sefer Mitzvot

ha-Gadol, who wrote: '"We read three haftarot of retribution before
Ticha b'Av . . . and after Tisha b'Av scven iﬁhftnrogf of consola-

u68 The

tion and two of repentance, and thue it is in the Pesikta.
theory that the name of the midrash was derived from the citation
of K. Abba b. Kahane in its opening lines was supported by the

appearance of these homlilies at the beginning of several manuscripts,
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ag noted above., Indeed, the Parma manuscript only contains eleven
of these chanters, and waz catalogued by de Rossi as D105 m.69
Mandelbaum leaned toward the view that the original unit had only
the first ten chupters, ending with UNUN MW, leaving out AT,
and placing MW among the homilies for the DYRTMI O'DY, These
were his reasons: a) Despite his quotations from medieval sources,
Zunz's reconstruction of the unit--and the entire midrash--ends with
UPN WU and this 's confirmed by "the best manuscripts," 8, N,
and ¥, b) Putting the final &'™ with thiz block makes it overlap
Rosh ha=Shanah, as in MSS ,JN' and 3. ¢) The Y39 y1yyn (sie), which
are based on the Torah reasdings and haftarot us found in Palestine,
refer to the "“hree of retribution" and the "seven of consolation,"
but not to @™, 70 Althouph Mandelbaum did not use it as support,
it ia interesting that M5 D excludes YWY from the series. Taking
M uwway from the sequence har the d!sadvantuge of making it the
only chapter outaide of tne cyecle of haftarah-homilies which iz not
based on the Torah. foldberg merely sald that there are eleven
chapters based on lmftarot, of which Yo YTy ia the first.n
L) WM is for the second hafturah of retribution. 15) Al-
though the mnemonic letter for the third haftarah of retribution
is M, after YW 3TN (Tsa. 1:1-27), the haftarah for odv9T NN »
the operative phrase in the homily based upon it is Yy v N
(13a. 1:21). Thus, the homily is more properly referred to as ;13\“.7?
fioldberyg noted that the uze of proof-texts of tnis chapter is zome=

what strange in that five our of its six proems are based on th=

wnrd T8 as it is used in Lamentations 1:1 T3 mun N The
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sixth puragraph concludes with both Isa, 1:2]1 and Lam. 1:1, and
the homilies that follow expound Isa, 1:21-26. Of Isa. 1:21,
Goldberg said that "it is not impossible . ., . that the haftarah
began at one time with thls verse."T3 Wnile it is not mentioned
in the sourcez, the chronological proximity of reading YWmyEh 1m
on the Sabbath before Tisha b'Av and reading Lamentations within a
week after may account for their Juxtaposition in the chapter.

16) 3, for the first Sabbath after Tisha b'Av, also
corresponds to the {irst haftarah of consolation. 17) 1% DN
is for the second haftarah of consolation; 18) nwio myay iz for
the third; 19) Y338 23R is for the fourth; 20) A% Y11 for the
firth; 21) YMN Y"MP for the zixth; and 22) N N is for the
seventh,

23) The text for Rosh ha-Shanah Is sysqunm ym (Lev. 23:24).
2h) While all agree that "R2W i: the haftarah for the Sabbath be-
twveen Rosh ha-Shanah and Yom Xippur, there ls disagreement about its
place in the structure of the Pesikta, as outlined above. ZunzTh
and Buber!? agreed that it is the last of the cyele of twelve homilies
based on haftarot. Mandelbaum excluded it from that block of materisl
on the basis of maunuseript traditions and calundation.T6 Goldberg,
without committing himselfl to a formal grouping of homilies, said
that M2 is the last of the eleven chapters which are connected
With the haftarah, ([

25) Althoughmm»o appears in all lists of the authentic

78 there is some hesitancy about

content of Pesikts d'REav Kehana,
agsigning this homily to any particular aate. Zunz said that it is

appropriate to the duys of repentance which begin on the Sunday before
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Rosh ha-Shanah and continue until Yom Kippur. A secondary name,

o DS | jndicates n connection with the Torah reading for fast

days (Ex. 32:11 rf.), and especially for the Fast of Cedaliah.
"logether with this it is suitable for the eleventh Sabbath out

of the eycle . ., . of twelve haftarot, whose haftarah (WNT) is

also the haftarah for the fast day. This Sabbath usually falls

Just before the Sunday of the week in which the days of S'lihot
begin."T? Buber believed that DYMYD vas not an independent unit,

but that it was actually a part of WST, for the Fast of Gedaliah.ﬂo
Mandelbaum pointed out that DAMY0 appears only in MSE B, 1N and ¥,
the three manuscripts which he believed reflect the Palestinian
tradition most rnithfully.al Goldberg noted that in some manuscripts,
DIMY0 appears as o part of or as an appendix to M. However,
Mandelbaum was correct in presenting it as an independent chapter,

as it appears in M5 Ny M2 is based on a proplietic reading and
DIMY0 on & reading from the Torah (Nm. LL:18-20), and the two
ghiould not be Juxtaposed. This chapter seems to have been neant

rfor the Fast of Gedalinh, or perhaps for another fast, or even for
Lhe days when the Torah is reand between Rosh ha-Shanah and Yom

82

Kippur. Once again, Goldberg said that the brevity of the nhomily

may indicate a weekday rnnding.83
26) DI YW corresponds to Yom Kippur; 27) RO? o™
to Sukkoti and 28) NTEY YIODUA 0172 to Sh'mini Atzeret.
We turn now to an examination of material which is comprised
in various mapuseripts, but whicl, was not Ipeluded in the main body

of Mandelbaum's edition., In pursuit of this topic, we will follow

the order of chapters and fragments in Table ITb.
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All agree that 127310 DO8TY is & homily for Simhat Torah.
However, because Zunz and Buber did not distinguish between the
customs of Palestine and those of other places, they included this
chapter as an authentic part of this midrash on annual Seriptural
reaaings. It has since been established that a complete reading of
the Torah waus completed in Palestine every three or three-and-a-
half years. At any rate, because Simhat Torah was not observed
annually, 2700 ORYY cannot be an authentic part of Pesikta d'Rav
Kahana.e'h In sddition, the structure of 2NN N¥YY is 5o dissimilar
to Goldberg's archetypnl pattern for a Pesikta homily, that he
rejected out of hand its claim to nuthent.icit.y.gs

of (MIDT) N ®, Mandelbsum said that it i 1ikely that

86

it was composed for the gecond day of Sukkot which wuas not nb-

served as a festival in Pnlestine, ﬁ'm ‘l!ﬁ‘lP‘?_?, appearing only
in M8 2, wne collected from various midrashim and inserted into

m.BT The fragment of =pyn M was 4 later addition to that

chapter in MS 18.88 IR M, appearing ae indicated in Table ITb,
win ndded from a later midrash whose chapters usually began with
the phrase WIPT MM 23020 DRY 1;11'.89 The additional =zections of
UMEN PN occur in the manuzeripts indicated.

WNT wae repgarded by Buber as the authentic homily for the
Fagt of Gedalish, even though "it is missing from the Luzzatto ; %/,
Oxford / 8/ #nd Parma / 5/ manuscripts. Also, it is not quoted in
tiiee Aruch nor in the Yalkut., But I found it in the Carmoly MS and
T copied 1t from theie; T also found it complete in Tanguma Ha'azinu,

Wl

in the gection YD DY TINH - It apprears also in M3 o R



Chapters 12-15 of M3 P are the same ns those of the same
names in Pesikta Rabhati.gl substituted for WOV WM,  Also,
339397 in the same mapuseript is as it appears in Pesikta Rabhati.2®

The same applies to DWW WA apg T OK TP M, 93 he
latter reflects a non-Palestinian tradition in which Gen. 21 is
read on the first day of Rosh ha-Shanah, and Gen. 22 DT YAMR Y
is read on the second day.gh Buber sald that the homily on Gen. 22
was taken from Firke d'Rabbi Eliezer.gs

The mlternative chapter for Sukkot in M5 N is nlso a later
addition, according to Bube -, who supgested that it derives from
the Babylonian Talmud. It may have been taken from Midrash Harniou. 20
Unique to M2 I, DY <703 M2V tegins with legal materinl on the
wnter-drowing ceremony during Sukkot, and contlnues with eeectionsg
on unrelacved gubjecta. Bube:s felt that this ehapter is a conpilation
from the Babylonian Talmud and Avot d'Ruabbi ﬂuthan.QT The section
of MS 3 which mandelbaum identified ns No. 23, HMT DO M
N33 9, seems to be identlesl, according to Buber's deseriptlon,
with No. 22 in MZ X. Buber found its source in B, Avodah Zarah
2n ff., with portions of it quoted in the Yalkut and in other
medieval ur)rks.qa

Finally, Mandelbaum included in his edition (pp. 213-22h) =
section of YWNPAT UM which derives from Tanhuma Yitro.?? Although
these pagea are found in Mandelbaum's basie text, MS N, and in
M3 ¥, it {8 so obvious that they sare a later addition that one
wonders why he dld not place them among the appendices. Coldlerg

rejected Theodor's theory that this bloek of material wae like a

chapter on the Ten Commandments, and that it serves as an alternate



homily for Shavuot.loo

Date of Composition

Zunz's estimate of the date of Pesikta d'Rav Kahana's com-
position was ca. TOO. BSeveral factors entered into this theory:
the choice of chapters from the Rabbot to the Torah; the use of
a halachic proem for a haggadic chapter, a pattern found only in
later midrashim; the establishment of haftarot contrary to the
Babylonian Talmud; and the attention given to Simhat Torah.lOl
Without going into any detaill, Buber assumed that the re-
daction of Pesikta was contemporaneous with the editing of the
Palestinian Talmud, which he placed in the second half of the
fourth century.lo2 The only evidence adduced for thisAconclusion
arises from parallel passages in Pesikta and the Babylonian Talmud.
In the Bavli, these are quoted with the formula ?7D¥ ¥2TWN1. By
the same token, the Pesikta contains no homilies of the Babylonian
sages. Therefore, Pesikta was apparently edited before the Bavli.lo3
Tn establishing the date of Pesikta, Albeck stressed its
dependence on Vayikra Rabbah. Having estimated the date of the
latter at the end of the fifth century or the beginning of the
Sixth,th Albeck said that Pesikta d'Rav Kahana cannot predate the
seventh cen‘tury.lo5
Margulies spoke of Vayikra Rabbah and Pesikta d'Rav Kahana
as "twin brothers who came out of the very same bet—midrash,"106
and which are therefore contemporaneous. Because he dated Vayikra

Rabbah to the beginning of the fifth century,lo7 the same date

applies to Pesikta.




Coldberg objected that Margulies only succeeded in con-

108 and that Albeck was correct in positing

fusing the issue,
Pesikta's dependence on Vayikra Rabbah. Pesikta is baged on an
annual cycle of readings, which must be a later development than

109 1, aadition,

Vayikra Rabbah's foundation on a triennial cycle.
fioldberg proposed the determination of the relative dates of the
carly midrashim by the degree of their adherence to the typical
structural pettern of Fesikta homilies. This pattern is dependent
upon the proportion of proems to homiliea.l10
Braude zgread with Margulies in assigning Pesikta d'Rav
Kahana to the fifth century on the strength of the absence of
citations of rabbis who lived after that time. Recently discovered
liturgical compositions by Yannai (probably cixth century) which

are unmistakably based on Pesikta add welght to this theory.lll



Place of Composition

Pulestine is acknowledged by all to have been the place
where Pesik<a d'Rav Kehana was composed, and most scholars have
given similar reasons. Even Zunz, without having seen a copy of
the midrash, said that the language, style, tone and content of
Pesikta mark it as Palestinian.!!'® Buber pointed to R. Kahana's
emigration from Babylonia to Palestine, and to the parallels to
Pesikta in the Babylonien Tulmud with the formula S=n8 H:1v1:.113
Mandelbaum emphasized the names of the rabbis cited and their
cities of residence, as well as the large amount of Palestinian

Aramaic in the text.llh

Goldiberg mentioned the absence of an
authentic homily for Jimhat Torah, which was not an unnual event
in Palestine.ll5

Transmission, Disappearance and Rediscovery

We shall now trace the story of the transmission, “disappear-
ance" aud rediscovery of Fesikta d'Rav Kahana. For several cen-
turies, Pesikta d'Rav Kanana seemed to have no physical existence.
Although references to It abounded, no one knew where to find a
manuseript. No edition hud been printed.

The primary means of transmission of any literary material
is, of course, through manuscripts end printed editions, and we
shall deal with those below. However, becnuse by the 19th century
the Pesikta was "unknown or forgotten," and its existence attested
only by scholars before the 16th cent.ury.116 thege scholarly
references conatituted the only means by which the Pesikta was

transmitted for several centuries. Zunz found signs that the mid-

56



rash was known to the authors of the She'eltot, Halachot G'dolot,
Midrash Shir ha-Shirim, and Pesikta Rabbati, Aas well as to Kalir
and rabbis of the 11th century. However, Rabbi Nathan of Rome
wag the first authority to mention Pesikta d'Rav Kahana by name,
queting from it 274 times in the Aruch in order to explain un-

117

familiar words. The Yalkut cited Peslkts as its source over

200 times.?™ Thus the Aruch and the Yalkut were for & long time
the chief vources of knowledge about Pesikta.

Buber provided an exhaustive llst of scholars who quoted
Pesikta, wirh the loeaticns of thelr quotations.llg These are
arranged in chronological order; the first authority mentioned is
Snadic Caon. Of Rabbi Hathan, Buber said that he was most diligent
in explaining strange words which appear in Pesikta, and ne quoted
many passages from it even when he could have quoted parallel
passages from other midrachim or from the Palestinian Talmud.
Huber found all the pazsapes guoted by Rabbi Nathan, except flor
two, "present without defeet" in the manuscripts of Pesikta which

120

he used, and he included a chart listing all the entrles in the

ST

Aruch, in alphabetienl order, in which reference is made to Fesikta.

Next to each entry is the name of the chapter in which the quota-
tion appears.]2l A similar chart is included with references to
Pesikta in the Yalkut.122 Huber also listed sources--most of them
from the rabbinic period, although some are medieval--which quote
portions of Pesikta d'Rav Kahana without citing it by name , 123

The "disappearance" of Pesikta d'Rav Kahana seems to have

occurred largely because it was confused with two other midrashim.



124 the name of Rav Kahana was also

Buber said that in later times
linked with Pesikia Rahbati, with the idea that the word "Pesikta"
actually referred to thrt midrash. Although this ascription dia
not appear in the first printed edition of Pesikta Rabbati (1653),
it appeared in later ones, whose title was given as Pesikta Rabbati
o'Rav Kahana.125

Our Pesikta wns al=o confused with Midrash Lekah Tov, ascribed
to R. Tuvya b. Eliezer and edited between 1096 and 1240, It con-
tains commentary on the Torah drawn from the Babylonian Talmud,
Sifra, Sifre, Tanhuma et al., R. Tuvya put his name to every chapter,
in that each beging with a Biblieal versc including the word 2.
In order %o identify these verses, there appeurs before each the
abbreviation ‘OB, which stands for PI0B. Buber conjectured thnat
when the midrash was printed in Venice in 1546, the printer under-
stood the abbreviation to mean KOPY0B. Because he already knew
of another Pesikta, the "Rabbati," and this midrash was smaller,

lllt?ﬁ The

he gave it the name Pesikta Yutratu, "the small Pesikta,
arror wag compounded by other scholars, among whom Buber gave
special prominence to Rubbi M. Kunitz. Generally, the name Lekah
Tov was forgotten by scholars after 1500, the name Pesikta Zutrats
was substituted, and that midrash was then ascribed to Rav Kahann,
resulting in the title Pesikta (Zutratn) d'Rav Kahana. Buber gove
examples of works which cited Pesikta d'Rav Kahana ss a source,
but which actually nquote from Pesikta Zut1ata, 127

Further confuslon resu'ted from seribal or printers' errors

in works such as the Yalkut, in which eitation: of Pesikta d'Rav
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+ghara actually appear in Pesikta Rabbati, and vice versa. Buber
sald that the absence from Pesikta Rabbati of some of the quotations
aseribed to it is dus to the loss of chapters from Pesikta Rabbati
which were still available to the compiler of the Yalkut.128 Alveck,
an the other hand, thought it was reasonable that some chapters of
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana vanished, but only after having been quoted
by other uriters.129

The overall result of this inexactitude was deseribed by
Pruud=: "During the latter haif of the sixteenth century, . . .
deapite the existence of manuseripts dating from about this time,
the L?Esiktg?‘5eems to have been lost sight of, and except for
quotations from it embedded in earlier writings, it remained unknown

until 1832, 130

[r that year Zunz published Die gottesdienstlichen Vortrage

der Juden historisch enlwickelt, the eleventh chapter or' which

contained the remparkable Fruit of his painstaking labor to establish
the very exlotence of Pesikta d'hav Kahana., A diligent consider-
ation of the evidence led Zunz to conclude that the Pesilkta is
neither "Rabbati" nor "Zutrats:" a) the various designationsz for
Peaikta In R. Nathan's numerous citations (e.g., BT, ™IOT, ete.)
apparently indicate different paris of the same midrash; b) many
of R. Nathan's quotntions from Pegikta appear also in sections of
the Yaulkut mscribed Lo Pesikta, indieating that the two suthors
drew from the same rource; ¢) although some of the Yalkut's guota-—
tions from Pesikta nopear in Pesikts Rabbati, many do no., and thus
the two works cantot be identicel; d) even the editor of the Yalkut

cited both Pesikta and Pesikta Rabbati; e) it is even less probable
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that Pesikta is Pesikta Zutrata, which draws mainly from Sifra

and. Sifre, and contains almost none of the passages ascribed to

Pesikta by R. Nathan;-f) R. Tuvya, who compiled Pesikta Zutrata,

was o contemporary of Rashi and R. Nathan; and g) R. Nathan always

distinguished between Pesikta and all other midrashim, and repeat-

edly designated Pegikta as the source of passages in common with

1
other midrashim.l3

vunz still had to establish that there is one unified midrash

called "Pesikta," and not many smaller but independent pesiktot as

cited by R. Nathan. He reached this conclusion for the following

reasons: a) even though the Yalkut quotes many of the same passages

as the Aruch, it uses only the name "Pesikta' with no qualification;

b) most writers after Rachi and R. Nathan used only the nanme

"pegikta" when referring to this midrash; ¢) the designations of

bagic

various pesiktot in the Aruch parallel the beginnings or the

Seriptural verses of passages in the Yalkut, to the point that we

gsee them as chapter titles; and d) many chapters of Pesikta Rabbati

ames and contents to those of Pegikta d'Rav

132
Kahana which are named and excerpted in other works.

are equivalent in their n

Having thus established Pesikta d'Rav Kahana as an actual,

independent midrash, Zunz then attempted to reconstruct its con-

tents. He was guided in this task by R. Nathan's citations and

those of other rabbis, by comparisons with Pesikta Rabbati, and by

the content and placement of quoted material within the Yalkut.

With each chapter, Zunz included a 1ist of references in other rabbin-

ic and medieval works. These references were broken down into nine

categories, the first four of which are connected with sctual Pesikta
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passages, while the rest cover parallel passages. These categories
are as follows: 1) eitations which mention Pesikta by name;

?) passages from Pescikta in the Yalkut; 3) other guotations from
Pesikta; h) chapters and passages identical with portions of
Pesikta Rabbati; 5) supplements and parallels in the Targum, in
early midrashic works, and in halachah, in addition to the Babylo-
nian Gemara; 6) the Paleatinian Talmud; T7) early haggadah; 8) later
133

aggadic literature; and Q) rabbinie, i.e., medieval, works.

Manuscripts and Fragments

This compelllng reconstruction ot a midrash which apparently
had not been seen for centuries spurred an intensive search for
manuscripta. Seven have been fowd to date, as well as an equal
number of genizah Tragments, all of whieh are described velow.

A complete list of the contents of cach manuscript and their order
within the manuscripts appears in Tables ITa and 11Ib.

Of three manuseripts of Peciktr d'Rav Kahaunu in the posseczion
of Oxford University, one was used by Buber as an auxiliary text
in the preparation of his edition. Mandelbaum used the same manu-
seript as the basic text for his own eritical edition, Tts desipg-
nation in the Bodleian Library is Neubsuer 151(1), but Mandelbaum

H.l3h A eolophon nt the ernd of

in his edition referred to it as
the manuscript identifies Vehotzaduk b. Elhanan as the copyist, who
compicted hiz work on Friday, 29 Adar 5051 (1291 C.E.).135 Moses
Lutskl gald that the handwriting reflects a German influence.lBé

This is the oldest extant complete manuacript of Pesikta. There

are two homilies for Sukkot; Mandelbaum listed them as "24. OnPY"
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and "25. T20T W 13T pyper combined them into one chapter,
gs in MS 2 and Leviticus Ravba, and Mandelbaum did the same.
The second part of the chapter beginz with the words DO% ipP?1 R'™
Y89 119R33 W 1 .138  Buber also believed that two versions
of NTY I D12 NPOD were copied together in this manuscript,ug
and he reproduced the vercsion unique to ME B as a DTN Hnm:.l"“
Mandelbaum, however, left out this seetion.
With the marvelous clarity of hindsight, we now know that
Zunz was tantalizingly cleose to seeing for himself a manuscript of
Fesikta d'Rav Kahana. In his comments on M73 he wrote, "This piska,
as far as we know, is the only one which has been preserved--but only
in mnuscrtpt.."ll‘l He went into greater detail in a note on this
sentence:
The copy of Pesikta B'shalah which is in my hands,
was made by order of /Solomon Judah LSQ,T Rapoyort
from & copy which R. Isasc Samuel Heggio of Goritz
it-‘l'ow Gorizig sent him. Dr. Samuel Vita della Yolta
prepared Lhia _Z_Iatteg_/— capy in Mantua in 1820 from a
minuscript eollectlon in his library which was written
_)_"i-.e. . complotegj on Tuesduny, 19 Av, 5325 LY‘S&S C.E._}‘-
by Moses Animon L-"i_g? in Egypt for R. Isasc Sarog,
and after thiz it came into the pogsession of R. Israel
Sarog, and finelly in 1706 it belonged to R. Semson
Coben Modon. Among the di“ferent compositions which
are included in this collection there is however this
iska from the Pegikta; whether the whole Teszikta is

there 12 not known to me. The aforesaid Animon says
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at the end of the collectlon: "Conecluded are the
Pesiktot /sic/ of Rav Kahana which were found in
Safed the holy city, may it be rebuilt and re-
established speedily in our days." It is possible
that this note was copied from an older and more com—
plete copy ﬁ;f Pesiktg?. Perhaps zghyyfm Joseph
Davii?lnzulai had a page from this source. In
order to elarlfy satisfactorily the matter of tne
"Pegikta d'Rav Kahana" it would be necessary to
examine the actual manuscripts in Sa!‘ed.lhe

The "manuscript collection" owned by della Volta und deseribed
by Zunz turned out to be a fairly complete copy of Peslkta d'Rav
Kahana. 2Zunz's deseription corresponds in almost every particular

143 1hh

to the manuseript described by Buber and Mandelbaum. It was
sent to Buber by famuel David Luzzatts, into whose possession it
had passed, and it became Buber's basic text for hils edition of
the midrash. Buber published Its first chapter with notes and

k
LUiha Both Buber and Mandelbaum pave the name

corrections in 1800.
of the scoribe as Agiman und not Anipon. Furthermore, Mandelbaum
gave thie date of dellu Volta's copy of MAU2 as 7 Elul, 1830, not
1820, as stnted by Zunz. This copy, & single folio, is Oxford
MS 2222(2}.1h5 The manus eript itself, which Mandelbaum designated
ags ¥, now belongs to the Bibliothdque de 1'Alliance in Paris.lhs
A third manuscript was found in the collection of Giovanni
Bernardo de Rossi, wno Lived in Parma.l%T Mundelbaum designated it

with the Letter B.Iha [t includes eleven homilies based on har-

tarot, and carried the name DTWERT WD in de Rossi's library.
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The manuscript is part of a volume which also contains Midrash
Tanpuma and Echah Rabbati. The ® in NYWONT indicates that the
seribe's original copy wns of Oriental origin, although the writing
iz German or North I[talian of the 13th or lith century. The scribe's
name is unknown.

Part of the Tanhuma, in the same script, tmkes up the entire
first column of the firat folio on which DYTLBRT YT appears.
Here the seribe stated that he waz writing for one R. Isanc, who
also owneu the Pesikta MS., However, at the end of the last folio
appear several lines of Echah Rabbati in a different hand. Of the
two colophons at the end of Pesikta, the Tirst was probably copied
from the scribe's original, while the second is of German origin.
A later owner anlso signed his name at this point: D0 OT0O8 Y
TTYINYD . The headings of the first five chapters were originally
left blank, but the Tirst four were filled in by n later Spanish
band. In the Catalogue De-Kossi, M3 B is No. 261.1hq

Buber obtained & fourth manuscript from Eliakim Carmoly, which
was written in Fez. Buber inferred that it bepan with the chapters
based on haftarot, because the first IT folios were apparently torn
out and are mizsling, and the firet of the rempaining folios, numbered
'™, btegins in the middle of the seventh chapter of the series,
o038 Y238, 190 fhe writing is w North African rabbinic seript, with
headings in the top margin, marginal comments, corrections and
omissions by a later North African hand. Some uf these correctiona
have been set into the text itself, after the erasare of the original
writing. GCuch confidence indicates that the corrector(s) drew on

either a better manuscript ol the midrash, on original sources such
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as the Palestinian Talmud, or on parallels in the Yalkut. An index

S ESANNEES

3

to the chapters was added on the first folio, probably by Carmoly.
151

B ot
-

The identity of the original scribe is unknown.
The script is characteristic of North Africa in the late 15th

or early 16th century. However there is some question as to the
date given in the colophon: P'9% 21Nmy nat!, which Buber inter-
preted as 5047 (1287 C.E.). Therefore he believed this manuscript
to be the oldest.l52 Mandelbsum, however, thought that the colo-
phon was inserted by a later writer, probably in 5kk7 (1687 C.E.),
because dates are sometimes written in North Africa with neither the
; f1of the hundreds nor the %1 of the thousands. Furthermore:

The missing part of the last page might have contained

a colophon with a date, but some owner purposely tore

it off to give the impression that the year 2'"i?

is 50L47. . . . The line of the tear does not look natural;

it dbes not form a straight line and the person who

tore it off tried not to touch the inscription with

the date1153
Mandelbaum's designation for the Carmoly manuscript is D,
It is now owned by the University of Cambridge, Manuscript Add.
#1497,

Two more manuscripts were described by Friedmann. One of

them is now called "Casanatense,"lSh after the library in which
it reposes. This is the adjectival form of the word "Casanata,"
by which name Mandelbaum originally calléd this manuscript, desig-

. 155
nating it by the letter P. Solomon Schechter procured the

manuscript for Friedmenn from Dr. Abraham Hacohen of London.




Friedmann noted that there are corrections in the margins, and
that some of the words have been pointed where they are uncommon
or even slightly illegible. Also, where a word could have been in
eicher 4 MON or o RYR form and it appears =oOIT in the text, it has
been pointed to simplify rea.ding.l56
This manuseript includes a table of contents of 138 pviph,

157 but which,

which Friedmann said ocecurs "at the end of the book,
according to Mandelbaum, iz the second page.158 A later hand pagi-
nated the manuseript and added the page numbers to the table of
contents. By this time, many pages were missing from the end of the
manuseript, and "the foliator drew a line in the table of contents
after 1"P ¥07 und rdded 7T T 2003 Y w0 W."1%? An inscription
on the cover page identifies the scribe ss one Abraham, writing in
Warbonue in 1387. Lutsk! sugpested that this entire pege was

added later, and backdated in order Lo raise the value of the manu-
seript. The seript I+ in Spanish rabbinic characters of the early
17th century with Italian influence. The scribe's name was nctually
Moses, for there are "numerous places in the manuscript where the

w160

name MWD is decorated on the margin, The Biblioteca Cnsana-

tense is located {n Rome, and MS p is listed therein as MS lNo. 333h.161
Friedmann began the publication of this manuseript in Bet Talmud,
which suspended publication before the entire work was preseuted.162
MZ P also contning some chapters of Pesikte Rabbati.

Friedmann also deseribed a secend Oxford manuscript, in which
most of the chapters are much shorter than those in Bubor's edition,

and remarked that it is, In general, most like M3 2, although the

two MSS differ in the order of their cnapters.163 Mandelbaum agreed
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with thie evaluation, to the point of saying that this manuseript

16h
is actually an abridgement of M5 2.
Mandelbaum originally designated this manuscript 33,165 but
changed this to read B in his eritical u*.w:lit.icm.166 The scribe

2

was Nissim Ibn Rosh, who wrote in a Spanish rabbinie hand and com-

pleted his work on the 37th day of the Omer, 523k (147h C.E.). The

manuscript is listed as Neubauer 152 in the Oxford library.lm

A third Oxford manuscript was described rfor the first time
b Mandelbaum, who was at first inclined to uze it as the basic

text for nis critlecal edi.ion, degignating It MS 13.168 It has

two unique features: a) Like Zunz's recongtruction, it begins
with Rosh ha-Ghanah and ends with 2YUN PN, not counting the two

69

chapters "tacked on" at the end;l and b} A previous owner of MS

1“ correlated the order of its chapters with another manuscript
resembling M8 ¥ or M5 X by making marginal notations. Hence, in
the margin or M M?D 27%1 Y, fifth in M8 1“. appears the
number ¥, ™ese marginal notations appear in parentheses in
Pables 1Ta und LIb. The numbers B and B'™ are missing ss are the
chapters W2 IN MW ppq WYD WY | to which, given the combined
evidence of M3S N and ¥, they would probubly correspond, respect-

¥l
1o Noz. B'™ - 2" ape alse missing., "UYD WY is presented

lvely.l
al the end of the munuseripr only in part. M8 lH Is written in
a 16th century fpanish rabbinic seript, and 12 deposited in the
Oxford library as ilcubnuer 23313(111.”1

Mandelbaum ulso described and used seven sets of genizah
fragments, dating from the 9th century through the lhith, in his

172
edition of Peslkia d'Rav Kahana, The only subsequent comments
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apout them came from Goldberg, who differed with Mandelbaum over
details of provenance, library numbering, and inclusion of passages
in the critical apparatus.lTB
From all the variunts of content and arrangement among the
manuscripts of Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, there arises a need to ex-
plain these differences. Friedmann concluded that small compilations
of homilies were made by different editors, some for the four
apecial Sabbaths on either side of Purim or for the twelve Sabbaths
of retribution, comfort and repentance, some for Pesah and Shavuot
or for the festivals of Tishri. In order that theze compilations
not be loslh, various copyists cellected and arranged them, each
man ordering his manuscript in whatever way seemed appropriate Lo
him.lTh
More recent scholarship, however, ecxplains the variety in terms
of a more or less accurate reflection of Palestinisan tradition. Man-
delbaum divided the midrasl Into Tive seotione.lTG and graded the
manuscriptsz on thelr conformity to Palestinian obeervance, taking
into account the possibility that some chapters may have been lost
from any given manuseript in the course of transmigsion. He sum-
marized the results in a chart.176 in the top half of which appear
the manuscripts which are "closer to early Palestinian tradition"
in any given section of Pegikta, and in the bottom half of which
appear manuscripts which show the "influence o! later Palestine or

diaspora." Most importantly, in every section MS lH appsars in the

ton half of the chart. TFor this reason, Mandelbaum declared that

M5 N has "greater authentisity" than any manuseript of Pesikta,”T

nt least with regard to structure, showing signs of an independent

and early tradition.lTB
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Goldberg, on the other hand, argued that M5 N preserves the
original Palestinian order of readings better than any other
manuseript. He presented three reasons for this belief: a) The
aingle chapter for Roshn ha-Shanah is based on the Torsh passage
decreed by the Mishnah, and not on the diaspora readings; b) There
is no homily for Simhet Torah, which vas not observed annually;
and ¢) WYN WY {5 in its proper position, after WD IK ‘11@.179

Mandelbaum distinguished between two "familes" of Pesikta
manuscripts. The first, which includes M35 W, |N and ¥, is closer
to the early Palestinian tradition. They seem to have their roots
in Italy and France, a conclusion supported by the Aruch and the
Yalkut, which quote passages found only in these M55. The other
family, consisting of M5S 88, 3, B and P, reflects a later dinspora
tradition. The "family resemblance" includes the arrangement of
material within individual chapters and versions of the text,
except for M8 P which iz closer to Family T in these aspeets.lao

The wide variety of extraneous material in the manuseripts
indicates the proctice of taking midrashim from many sources and
copying them with other chapters which are related in content,

Az a reguit, MS D containz O'IN 7103 MV, MO ¥ has sectionz
from Zefer Romi and Sefer Lombardia, and MS P includes chapters

from Pesikta Rabbati, particularly the WD AR homilies, '°!

Edition=s
Three editionsz ol Pealkta d'Rav Kanana have been printed:
Buber's in 1868, Mandelbaum's in 1962, and Braude and Kaps.ein'.

translation in 1975.18?
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Buber outlined the scope of his work at the outset. Besides
gathering the manuscripts and writing copious notes to the midrash,
he also provided references to both Talmuds and other midrashim;
made corrections in his basic text based on these books and on
the other three manuscripts at his disposal ("Three witnesses
establish a fact."); explained difficult passages and uncommon
words; corrected passages and words in the Palestinian Talmud and
various midrashimi and introduced chapter headinga.la3 Az mentioned
above, Buber used MS ¥ as his basic text, listing varlants from
the other three manuscripts in his notes. When there were gaps in
the text or missing chapters, he filled them in from MS D_IBh That
iz how, for example, Piska WHAT eame into his edition, although none
of the other known manuscripts included it.las

Mandelbaum credited Buber with "an important contribution
toward making the Pesikta available as a book," but objected to
Buber's editorial methodology as not conducive to the understanding
of the midrash, whether as a whole or in many of itz difficult
passages. Specifically, Mandelbaum claimed that Buber chose MSE X
a8 his busic text simply because it was the (irst manuscript to
reach him. Furthermore, Buber was "rather irregular und unsys-
tematic" in supplying missing pussages and in his treatment of
variant readings. Buber did not always note when he inserted
these directly into the body of the text, nor was he consistent in
making such irsertions. Sometimes variants and supplemental
material were merely quoted in the notes.186 Althoush Goldberg
agreed with Mandelbaum in these particulara, he added his opinion

187

that it would be dirficult to improve on Fuber's commentary.



In editing nis own critical edition of Pesikta, Mandelbaum
himself faced the choice of a basictext. He favored MS 1N for
its authentically Palestinian structure and its excellent readings
which shed light on the neaning of many passages. However, these
factors were not enough to "Jjustify itz use as the basic text for
this new edition," for it is relatively recent (16th century) and
was apparently copied quickly and carelessly, as it contains many
errors and omissions. Mandelbaum turned instead to MS W, which is
not only the oldest known manuscript of Pesikta, but which is the
most complete in its chapters and has the best readings for individ
ual words, reflecting the older Palestinian Aramaic.laa

Despite Mandelbaum's belief that Pesikta d'Rav Kahana origi-
nally began with Rosh hn-Bhanuh, he began his edition with Hanukkah

in order to follow MS N as closely as possible. The second volume

of the edition begins with Resh ha-Shanah, muking it easier for
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the reader to study it first and thus approximate the original form

of the midragh, 189

Mandelbaum corrected errors Iin MEN on the basis of the other

manuscripts only when he was certain of the actuality of the error.
He also filled out abbreviations and acronyms, and assigned numbers
to the proems and homilies within chuptcrs.lgo
Goldberg's overall appraisal of Mandelbaum's edition is
favorable. He praised Mandelbaum for hia good judgement in not

repenting the work that Buber had already done so well in quoting

parallel versions from other sources and in giving extended com-

mentary. His translations of Aramaic ure good, but his rendering of

Greek is even better, owing toe the pddance of Saul Liaberman.191
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Textual emendations are few and simple.lg2
Az mentioned above, Goldberg favored M3 B as the most authen-
tic, and he therefore apnroved of Mandelbaum's use of it as the
busic text, nlthough Mandelbaum may not have turned to it with
enough confidence or enthusiasm. Where Mandelbaum added his own
commentary, it wus pgood but often too brief, necessitating the use
of Buber's Pesikta or Friedmann's Pesikta Rabbati for comparison
and fuller explanation.lg3
Mandelbaum's numbering of proemg and homilies made it easier
to study the relative amounts of each within the r:l*uz;:d;ers:.wli a
atudy whlich Goldberpg puraued.lgﬁ However, Goldberg indicated passages
which should have been differentiatea further, or which belong to
dit'ferent units from those in which Mandelbaum placed them.lgé
Some problems remain, as well, in regard to editing, arrange-
ment, and the relationship of Pesikta to other midms;hitu.19‘r
Braude based his translation on MS B, "eicept where variants
in other manuseripte or in parallel sources have supplied more

: ' 198
precise or ampler meuning." There are extensive comments on

199
the problems of midrasiiic trunslation. Comments on this work

nppear in Chapter Dix.
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Structure and Methods

On the basis of his research in secondary sources, Zunz identi-
fied three proem-openings used in Pesikta d'Rav Kahana: a) M Ynva
in at least four, and possibly seven, chapters; b) 3WO0 MKW 7Y in at
least seven, and possibly nine, chapters; and ¢) 13%27 13MY  in
Oy Y30 01Y2.  Zunz was not certain of the openings of the other
chapters which he had identified.200 Albeck commented that Zunz's
assignment of chapter openings did not match those in Buber's edition
in every cune.QOl Albeck's own categorization of openings included
proems which identify a particular rabbi, those which speak in the name
of the Amoraim generally, and those which do not transmit the name of
any authority. The halachic opening which Zunz identified is not an
authentic part of the original Feaikta.202

Buber's observations on the nature of Pesikta homilies may ve
inferred from hiz comparisons with Pesikta Rabbati, particularly the
absenre of halachic proems and the wide use of M"al.l'mlic.:m"a

Mandelbaum's edition reflects a more advanced scholarship,
in which it is recognized that there are usually more than one proem
in eash chapter, and that it may be misleading to characterize the
whole chapter by commenting only on the first of them. foldberg
Lrazed the development of the proem from its originz in the hala-
chic midrashim, where it is very short and simple, through its
Increasing complexity and prevalence in the exegetical midrashim,
te its rull complexity and near-predominance in the homiletical
midrashim, e.g., Pesikta d'Rav Knhnnu.QOh According to Coldberg,
two types of proems exist., ‘he better-known of them beging with

A Seriptural verse which 1s not from that day's established reading,
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nor is it connected with a concept from the reading, yet the proem
concludes with the first verse of the reading The other type,
which also begins with an extraneous verse, focuses on the concept
of the first verse of the established reading, or on the central
idea of the entire reading. This second type seems to be a kind of
homily.205

Goldberg also distinguished between two types of homilies.
One revolves around the principal subject of the beginning of the
Seripturnl reading, and one might almost understand It ag another
kind of proem. 'The other type of homily is exegetvicnl, expounding
the first verse(s) of the reading. Within any given chapter, there
are ususlly far more verse-homilies than subJect.-homilles.aos We
shall reserve Judgement as to whether the verse-homilies are more
distant from the subject of the chapter than the subject-homilies.
The main differences between subject-homilles, on the one hand,
and verse-homilies and proems, on the other, 2eem to be structural.
Unlike a proem, when a sublject-homily beging with an extruanecus
verse, it does net conclude with o verse from the established
reading, and often does not inelude such a verse at all. Unlike a
verse=homily, a subject-homily does not begin with a verce from the
reading.

Braude saw the proem nnd the homily in terms of their differ-
ent but complementary functions within the chapter, ". . .The
[B}oemgf stres. general ideas, themes, or concepts nas guides to the

understanding of the Piska as a whole; the exegetical commentary

that follows the [;roem§7.cleur; up the particulurs that, if left
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unexamined, would weaken the force of the [E}oemgﬁ-and the signi-
ticance of the Piska as a whole."20T Pperhaps Braude has over-

stated his case in relegating the homilies to such a subordinate
role. They are, after all, a large and significant part of "the

' and upon close examination will be seen to

Fiska as a whole,'
advance the theme(s) of the chapter, and not merely "elear up
particulurs."

According te Goldberg, a typical chapter begine with its
proems, which are followed by the subject-homilies (if any), and

on8

then the verse-homilles. However, he clted one chapter, "WIYN,

in which the veraze-homily follows the subject-homily, in order to

<09 Sometimes there is a literary

end the chapter more pleasantly.
transition from the proems to the verse-homilies. This is sometimes
necomplished by omitting the first words of the verse to he ex-
pounded by the homily. These words have Just been used to conelude
the proem, and thus they serve the added funection of beginning the

240 mme formula TPYIVIT B TWDY DRSO is only ured at the

homily.
beginning of a series of homilies, and serves as a Lransition from
the proeme. Leading from the preceding verse{(s) of Torah to tir
first verse of the reading, it sometimes introduces a subject-
homily.211 Related to this is the formula M2 2YN2 MM which,
when it appears, anlways comes at the end of the vroems, and leads
from the verses preceding the reading into the reading itselr.212
The structure of a chapter can be used as a eriterion in

evaluating its vuthenticity =as part of the origina? Pesikta. 1In

this way, N2 Y3 VMY comes uuder further suapicion,213 because
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of itz structural irregularities. 'The chapter begins with four
proems, but the last of them has no connection with the first
verse of the Torah reading. Two subject-homilies follow, preceding
four verse-homilies. llowever, the chapter concludes with three
more subject-homilies, the last of them ending on a pleasant note.
These factors point to a later authorahip than the rest of the
midrash, and strengthen the assumption that the chapter was taken
from Pesikta.Rubbnti.alh
Gioldberg proposed the use of the numerical relation between
proems and homilies as a test of a chapter's authenticity. For
this purpose, he compiled a table showing the numbers of proems

215 IInfor-

and homilies in each chapter of Pesikta d'Rav Kahana.
tunately, Mandelbaum's numbering ot sections within the chapters
does not always match the actual division of the material., Where
Mandelbaum included several cuort homilles in one section, (Gold-
berg usually counted the whole as one homily. But where there

were aeveral long homilles within one section, or where there were
homilies based on differepnt parts of one verse, Goldberg counted
them separately. According to the table, the number of proems in
moat chapters is greater than or equal to the number of homilies.
Even wnere there are more homilies than proems, especially in the
chapters based on haftarot, tle actual relationship is not reflected
by the numbers, because the proems are usually long and the homilies
short. We may :xpect, therefore, that a preponderance of proemial
over exeretical material indicates a ehapter wnich was a part of
tne original Pesiktn. By Lhis criterion TWMO <Y, with eight proems

nnd two homilies, is certninly authentic, snpd TYYPH Y¥N3 Y,



with four proems and nine homilies, is not. IO ORTY, with only

three proems and 17 homilies, has no claim Lo authenticity, nor

iz it in M8 B, I one counts subject-homilies as proems, as

Golcberg suggested, then DOV MNNP?Y almost conforms to the pattern,

as do all other chapters connected with festivsls.216
The numerical relationship under discussion might also aid

in estimating the ape of a given chapter, for we have nlready nroted

that there were Tew proemg in the earliest midrashim, and more

verse-by-verse commentary. Therefore, the fewer the proems and

the more the consecutive rxegesis, the greater the age of the

chapter.217 This is, of course, only a rough guide to the age of

a midrashic text, nrd must be applied with great care and in com-

bination with other eriteria.

Basic Themes
Little work has been dune on this facet of Pesikta d'Rav
Kahana. Z2unz commented Lhat the ends of chapters usually deal with
redempt.ion,?lﬂ but the came applles to most of the homiletical
midrashim.
Braude argued that Pesikta possesses n "basic narrative . . .
-=the theme »f man's, particularly Israel's, spiritual Journey from

nelo This is n generali-

the creation to the cominpg of the Messinh.
zation so broad as to be useless, for the same cnn be said of all

midrashic literature. The welter of examples of Judaism's reiigious
and =thical doetrines, although druwn {'rom Pesikta, roflect nothing

220

peculiar to this milrash. braude's only contributinn in this

urea is the opinion that expectation of the Messiai is voiced "with
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greater yearning" than in Vayikra Rabbah, though not as strongly

as in Pesiktn Rabbati. Also, he asserted that Pesikta d'Rav

Kahana and Vayikra Rabbah "scem more philosophical" in tone than
Pesikta Rabbati, "more aware of the complexity and irony of the
human condition," with less use of "purables, homely folk materinls,

and cther s#imple rhetorical means of nppeal.“221
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CHAPTER 111
PESIKTA RABBATI

Name

Having discussed the meaning of the word ROPYDD in his chapter
on Pesikts d'Rav Kuhana, Zunz did not dwell on the subject when
discussing Pesikta Rabbati. He did, however, 1ist the various
names assigned to the midrach by medieval writers. These include
Pesikta Rabbati, Pesikta, Yelammedenu, and Midrnsh.l (The third of
these is quit. reasonable in the light of the large amount of
muterial which Pesikta Rabbati shares with, and probably borrowed
from, the Yelammedenu-Tanhume midrashim. Furthermore, over half of
the chapters in Pesikta Rabbati begiu with the phrase ¥3%27 YIMM.)
This multiplicity of names caused confusion amonp later writers,
particularly because separate chapters were nlso known as Pesikta,
Midrush, or Parashah.

Friedmann went into some detail on the words Y27 NOPY0B, 1t
was not clear to thooe who first printed the midrash just how its
title should be written or read, as evidenced by variant spellings
in the firast edition. Friedmann pointed out that the word M7
{s feminine singular, and szhould be pointed in this manner: “F?j,
meaning "the large."

Ostensibliy, there is ro grammatical difficulty in the ti‘le,

for the word RNPY0D is also feminine singular. However, in the
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titles of other works, the word 27 is used with 019297 (femi-

nine plural), and with 728 (masculine singular). Friedmann decided

that another word was to be inferred in all three titles: nan .,
The title of our midrash would now be 9029 ¥OPY0D DD,

Now we turn to the word 8OP0D, Coming from the root 0D ,

"o cut" or "decide," and pointed as it is usually pronounced,
HQE’?%, the word with its definite infix (D) refers to a particular
act of cutting or decision. But what we have in our midrash is not

a RPY0D, a cutting, but a ¥POYD, that which has been cut, a section

of a piece; developed from this is the signification "a part of a

book." TIn gaonic usage, its plural is NQE?”?, and it is this
plural which, according to Friedmann, was in the original title:

’QQQ,H?EP? n;@b. Misspelled in early manuscripts with the hireq

and sheva transposed, the title has now taken on its incorrect

pronunciation beyond recall.2

Theodor said that the word "Rabbati" means "the larger"

"to distinguish it from the carlier Pesikta," namely, Pesikta d'Rav

Kahana.3

Braude claimed that the word "8P0YD" originally referred to

any Biblical passage which served as the lesson for a festival or

special Sabbath. Eventually, the word came Lo mean "Rabbinic dis-

course on the Biblical lesson." Braude argued that the correct

plural is 89@”9?, and that the name given to the whole annual cycle
¥

of such discourses was either that or NQB”P@.M

]

Citing Rashi's comment on Isaiah 51:12 and on Genesis 10:9 as

the first occurrences of the name Pesikta Rabbati, Braude gave other

names used by medieval commentators, and by Rashi himself: Pesikta
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Rabb'ta, Pesikta G'dolah, Pesikta ha-G'dolah, Pesikta, Midrash,
and Haggadat Amoraim. Sources are cited for each of these namea.5

Against the theories of both Friedmann and Braude a&s to the
word BDPY0D is the work of William B. Stevenson., Braude proposcd
the singular form RE?‘?--the ’> ig not necessary according to
Stevenson--but Braude stated the plural incorrectly, giving it as
nggﬁq?. The plural form of HE?*? would be HQE?‘?; HQE‘Q? is a
plural, but its singular form is Hg‘p?.

Priedmann was obviously working from a better knowledge of
Palestinian Aramaic. His declensions of NE?*? and N?‘p? are
correct, but hiz theory of the transposed vowels is unnecessary.
The definite form--Stevenson called it the emphatic form--of
ﬂ??? is Hg???, and the definite form of KE‘?? is Hﬂ?“??.s These
two definite forms differ only by a “%, and the difference in pro-
nunciation iz so slight as to cause uncertainty as to whether it
was originally there. The instances of error and editorial license
on the part of copyisats ure 0 numerous as to make the exact original
apelling impossible to determine. But though we may fault Braude
on his knowledge of Aramaic grammar, we may agree with him on one
of his pointa: that BOPYDD refers to the whole annual cycle of
germong for festivals and special Sapbathe. Theodor's comment makes

even better sense now: Pesikta Rabbati in its totality is a larger

cycle than Pesikta d'Rav Kahana.

Contents
All writers agree that Pesikta Rabbati contains homilies for

the annual cycle of holy days andi special Sabbathe, and there is gen-
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eral agrecment on the chapters' Biblical bases and their arrange-
ment within the midrash. However, there is some uncertainty about
the occasions they serve, and also about the number, wnd numbering,
of the chapters.

We will first examine the number of chapters. Before Zunz's
vork of 1832, there had been three printed editions: Prague, 1654
or 1656 (see below); Shklov, 1806; and Breslau, 1831. FEach of these
had U7 chapters. ZYunz, however, said that there are L8 t:hapt.er-s;.'il
and he listed them by name and page according to the Prapgue ed!tic‘m.a
The discrepancy in numbers is accounted for by Zunz's division of
Chapter 23 into two chapters, the first (Breslau 23.1-9) dealing
with the fourth of the Ten Commandments, and the zecond (Breslau
23.10=11), Zunz's Chapter 24, dealing with the fifth Commandment.

Frieamann, in his edition, followed the numbering of the
Breslau edition, which was the first Lo nssign numbers to the chapters
and to sections within the chapters. Although the chapters In the
body of his edition are numberea up to U7, Friedmann followed Zunz's
lead in breaking up chapters and assigning them different numbers
when he fell that the themes of sections of the chapters were
"different nnd distinet."”

In this manner, Friedmann added four chapters Lo the original
47: n) Breslau 23.10-11, which was also differentinted by Zunz,
is rriedmann's Chapter 23-2«; b; Breslau 27.5-C, ic Friedmann's
Chapter 27-28 (WYX %0 %01 ); ¢) Breslau 29.4=5, iz Friedmann's
Chapter 29-30 (M8); and d) Breslan 29.6-9, is Friedmunn's Chapter
20-30-30 (WIM3).

To these 51 chapters, Friedminn added yot another four which
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10
were sont to him by Solomon Buber. Buber obtained this group
from a transcription of the manusceript Parma 1240, owned by S. D.

Luzzatto.ll

Friedmann considered these additional chapters to be
authentic, and placed them in the first appendix of his edition,
numbering them 1-h. The second of these previously unpublished
homilies has the same Scriptural basis as Chapter 17 (Exodus 12:29,
Sp? Y3237 NR), and the third shores its text with Chapter Lk
(Hosea LL:2, MW). These chapters apparently have not been widely
accepted, as Theodor, Strack and Eperber fall to mention them.
Friedmane's second appendix contains a fragment from Genesis
Rabbati, sent to him by Adolph Jellinek. This brief pacsage has
much in common with a passage in Chapter 20, TN 1M, and was
included only for that reason. Had Friedmann considered it Lo be
en authentic part of Pesikta Rabbati, he would have said that the
total number of chapters is 56. Instead, he put the total at 55.12
Friedmann, as he deseribed each chapter separately, tried to
state hov many homilies were comprised in each. Usually, he deter-
mined this figure by the number of proems in each chapter. In most
cases, he puve an exact determination, like "one" or "two." Some-

times he was not su sure, as with Chapter 5, "many;" or Chapter 10,

"at least five." 3

Theodor seems to have been uncertain as to how to handle this
accumulation of data. He wrote, "In Friedmann's edition . . .
Lf"esikta RahbaL}j contains, in forty-seven numbers, about fifty-one
wlk

homilies, part of which are combinations of smaller ones. . .

Although he mentioned Friedmann's appendices ha did not accord them

15
authentic atatus.
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Braude's table of contents includes 58 ltems.16 Among these
are the 56 sections of Friedmann's edition (body and two appen-
dices), some of which are renumbered. Thus: while Friedmann's
Chapter 29-30 remains Braude's Piskn 29/30, Friedmann's Chapter
29-30-30 has become 29/30B. The chapters in the appendices have
also received new numbers: Appendix I:1 is now /LB87; T:2 is /h97;
1:3 is /50/; I:k is Eg?’. and Appendix II is /53/.

Two previously unpublished chapters are also ineluded, both
derived from Ms. Parma 17L(, Piska 20/30A precedes Piska 29/30B
in the manuscript,lT and both are based, along vith Piska 30, on
Isaiah h0:1, YONI, /Piska 51/ precedes /Pigka 52/ in the manu-
script.lﬂ

Tt isz difficult to understand what ataus Brauwde accorded to
his [Piska 53/. While he concurred in Friedmann's statement that
Genesis Rabbati was its nource,lg he nevertheles: deseribed it as

tLhe “fiuaje,"20

and thus an integral part, of the whole collection.
Sperber described Friedmann's edition as having W7 seetions
but a greater number of homilies, "as zome sections consist of
(parts of) several homilies (e.g., section 10}.“21 Theodor's and
Sperber's atress on the compound construction of the chapters
points beyond Fricedmann's and Braude's work to a degree of complexity
in the editing of Pesiktu Rabbati which hus not yet received
aufficient acholarly attentlon.
The names of the gections of the midrash and the Scriptural
texts which support them are not a matter of dispute, and may be

found without trouble in nny edition. The same sequence of chapters

ie followed in ull editions, with the exception of Braude's inser-



tions, and eveu they are correct according to the Parma manuseript.
This sequence generally follows the course of the Jewish year,
beginning after Sh'mini Atzeret and, if one includes /72/, DI
D¥Y Y3, ending with it. Some anomalies exist in the opinions
of various scholars as to the specific ocecasions for whieh ecertain
chapters were composed. We will rely mainly on Zunz, Friedmann,
Strack and Braudej; Theodor and Sperber pay little attention teo this
problem. It will be easiest to consider the chapters as they occur
in blocks, each block corresponding to one holiday or one group of
special Sabbaths.

The first chapter, WIN YM MM, is definitely linked to
Shabbat Rosh Hodesh. Zunz tried to deducz which Rosh Hodesh was
involved, from the position of this chapter in the midrash "between"
Yom Kippur and Hanukkah, He settled on the first Sabbath in Heshvan,
Shabbat Bereshit, when the ecycle of Torah reading begins ane-\..r.z2 an
event which would certainly distinpguish thiz Sabbatl., Otrack apgreed
with this opinion.?3

Albeck, however, objected on the grounds that Zunz based himself
on the annual eycle of Torah readinge which we use today, and not on
the triennial cycle used in Palestine at the tim= when Pesikta
Rabbati was composed.2h Furthermore, there is no evidence to link
the Blessing of the New Month to theSabbath hefore Rosh Hodesh at
the time when Perikta Rabbati wanc composed. Albeck coneluded that
the chapter in question was meant For Rosh Hodesh when it falls on

ar
25

of
a Sabbath. Braude roncurred in this second t.heory.“6
Friedmann nlone myintuined that the first chapter is for

Shabbat Rosh Hodesh, without qualifying his statement.?T
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Chapters 2-8 are universally agreed to apply to ﬁanukkah.
Friedmann and Braude included Chapter 9 as well. Theodor and
Sperber were not certain of this, perhaps because Zunz was not sure
whether Chapter 9 applies to Hanukkah or to the Fagt of 10 Tevet.28
Braude provided a detalled schedule of homilies: for the first day
of Hanukkah, Chapter T; for the Sabbath in Hanukkah, Chapters 4, 5
and 8; for the second Sabbath, Chapter 6; for the last day, Chapters
3 and 9; and for any day of the holiday, Chapter 2.29 These specifics
Weré derived from Friedmann's notes within his text, from David Luria,
and from contemporary sources.

Chapters 10-15 are assigned to the four special Torah readings
on either side of Purim: Chapters 10-11 for NN Y2 /DY2RW; Chapters
12-13 for 1127 Chapter 14 for 1B ; and Chapter 15 for #T¥nT.

No consensus of opinion exists on Chapter 16, YAM? Y127p DN.
Zunz assigned it to Rosh ﬂodesh;3o Friedmann called it "a fifth
ZE@ecial? Sabbath;"Bl Strack applied it to Pesab;32 Braude to the
Sabbath in the first week of Nisan, saying that he follows Fried-
mann;33 and Sperber vaguely agreed, saying that it belongs to the
Sabbaths before Pesah.

Again, all agree that Chapters 17-19 belong to Pesa@.35 Zunz36
and BJ{'ELude?T go farther, assigning Chapter 17 to the first day,
Chapter 18 to the second, and Chapter 19 to the seventh.

In the next group of seven chapters, our numbering begins to
go awry, as explained above. The first six chapters of this block
comprise a midrash on the Ten Commandments, which is connected with

Shavuot. Zunz gave the number 26 to the last chapter, WD Y,

saying that it is for the second day of Shavuot.38 We know that this
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39 Lo

ia unlijkely in a Palestinian context. Friedmann”" and Braude,
who call it Chapter 25, say that the Torah-verse was read when
Shavuot fell ona Sabbath. Theodor seemed to include it iu the
Shavuot homilies,hl while Strack and Sperber did not mention it.

The next block includes homilies for the Dabbaths of mourn-
ing and consolation surrounding Tisha Ub'Av. Zunz assigned his
Chapters 27-28 to the Sabbaths of mourning, and Chapters 29-30 to
Tisha b'Av. Amonz Chapters 31-38, 35-36 (782 Y21 ang I S19)
are designated for the fifth Sabbath of consolution.h2 Strack
agrees with this view, without g.ving details.h3

Friedmann's Chapters 26-37 cover the same material, but he
divided two of these chapters into smaller parts: Chapter 27 has
two parts, numbered 27 and 27-28; and Chapter 29 has three, num-
bered 20, 29-3L, and 29-30-30 (sic). Chapters 20 and P0-30 are for
mourning, and Chapter 29-30-30 is for consolation. '"Thus thie section
(Chapters 26-37) inciudes a total of 15 chapters. In his introduc-
tion, Friedmann implied that Chapter 37, UPUN IO, {5 one of the
consoling homilies.hh but in his first note to the chapter he seid
that this homily is for Shabbat Vayelech when Rosh ha-Shanal falls
on & Monday or Tuenday.hs Braude followed Friedmann in this also.hﬁ
but as mentioned above, he added yet another chapter to this seection
from the Parma manuseript. Sperber followed Friedmann's numbering
here, without diatinguishing among the specific ocecaainns for the
homilies. 7

The last ten chapters of Pesikta Rabbati, as generally accepted,

focus on the Yamim Nora'im. The first alx of these homilirs are for

Rosh ha-Shmnah, the seventh for Shabbat Shuvah.
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Some difference of opinion exists over the lust three chapters,
Zunz said that the first of these (JWD YW YWM) is either for
Yom Kippur or for the Ten Days of Repentance; the second ("sSnoin")
ig elther for those Ten Days or for the Fast of Gedaliah; und the

last (MNP YY) is for Yom Kippur.h8

(Noticing the absence of
homilies for Sukkot, which appear in Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, Zunz
theorized that either Pesikta Rabbati was never completed, or that
the r'inal chapters were 1ost.hg Similarly, Theodor claimed that
Pesikta Rabbati is "doubtless defective" in its current verslon.so)
Friedmann 2aid that the fi-st and third are for Yom Kippur, but the
gecond ig a later addition on various subJecta.51 Strack said only
that thece chapters "lead up to" Yom Kippur.52 Braude leaned toward
the theory that the next-to-last chapter ic ror Rosh ha~Shunnh.53
Sperber merely said that Chapters 38-L8 are for the Yamim Nura'im,
but hig numbering is imvossible:)h Zunz numbered this section 39-48,
and Friedmann, 38-47,

Friedmann did not discusz the probable occeasicns for the homi-
lies in his rirst appendix, but he could hardly have migced the asso-
eiation of the second with the first day of Pesah; the third with
Shabbat Shuvah; and the fourth with Sh'mini Atzeret. Braude under-
ztood for which occasions these homilies were designated, and went on
to aseribe the first appended homily, W2 I MW, to the first day
of Peaap.55 More than this, he designated Friedmann's second nppen-
dix for Shabbat Bereshit.56 As we noted above, Braude wns aware

of the origin of thls passage; his reasons for seeking tc integrate

it Into Pesikta Rabbati are obscure,
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Braude detailed the arrangement of the contents in Parma
Ms. 12L0 as follows: Chapters 1-18 (WMYA, for the second day of
Pesab); Shir ha=Shirim Habbah (reasonable in light of the role
of the Sonp of Songs in Pesah observance); /L8-49/ (WD I¥ W and
TTPYPM XM 1YY, both aseribed by Braude to the first day of Pesah);
25 (wyn WY, for Shavuot), 19 (M3 M, for the seventh day of
Pesah); 20-2h (Shavuot); 29/30A-L3 (eonsolation and Rosh ha-Shanah);
/507 and b4 ()3 45 and 47 (Yom Kippur); /51-527 (Sukkot and
Eh'mini Atzeret); nine other midrashim; 27 (second Sabbath of
mourning); 26 (first Sabbath of mourning); 28 (9 Av); und Lamenta-

tions Rabbah.°!

Thic order indicates zome problems within the
accepted arrangement of the midrash. If /W8-L9/ are for the first
day of Pesah, why do they appear after the homily for the second
day? Why does Chapter 2% appear among the Pesah homilies; ror what
occasion did the editor or copyist intend it? Why do the homilies
of mourning and Lamentations Rubbah appear at the end of the manu-
seript and in slight dizorder, rather than in their usual place?

In an interestirpg sidelight, Zunz commented on pussages miss-
ing from our version of Pesikta Rabbati, which were guoted in
various medieval works, and stated that some chapters of Midrush

Shir ha=-S8hirim uzsed to be in Pesiktn Rubbn.t.i.58

Albeck eited A.
Fpctein and Solomon Buber to the effect that 1) there may have been
twe midrashim on the Dong of Songs, one of which was a Pesikta; or
2) a midrash on the Song of Songs may have been joined in some way
to Pesikta Rabbati, as In the Parma manuscript. Also, several

chapters now Joined to Midrash Zuta mmy once have Leen part of

Fegsikta Rabbabti. Albeck checked the medieval citations, but was
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unwilling to go along with either of the theories outlined above.
Instead, he said only that at the time of the Yalkut there may have
been homilies in Pesikta Rabbati which are no longer there, and
that perhapas Midrash Shir ha-Shirim was also in a different form
from that which we now posaeas.59 More recent scholars have not

elaborated on these theories,

Date of Composition

Thisz is perhaps the most complicated problem in Pesikta
Rubbati scholarship. PBraude offered a generally accurate summation
of several pointa of view, along with a critique; we will follow
this, for the sake of the ennvenience of having so much material in
aone place.

Mueh controversy revolves around a passage in the first chapter
(Friedmann 1b-2a), which Braude translated as follows:

Behold how long & time since Lhe llouse of our life

was destroyed! It is already a week of years,

already a cycle of seven weeks of years, anlready

seven hundred nnd seventv-seven years. (And at

this writing it 12 one thousand one hundred and

fifty-one years.) Oh, when again shall 1 come and

see the face of Gnd?ﬁo
Zunz nccepted the reference to 777 years since the destruction of
the lemple as nmuthentir, but repgarded the reference to 1151 elapsed
years as a later gloss. He therefore concluded that Pesikta Rabbati
was composed after 845 C.E. Zunz also found influences of other
wors in Pezikia Rabbati: Pesilitn d'Rav Kahana, which he dated
¢. 100 C.E.; She'eltot, c. 75) C.E.; and Soferim, c. BOO C.E.; aus
well as parnllel: of content rnd usage with other post-Talmudic

61

wid gaonie works.
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V. Aptowitzer agreed with Zunz on the date of Pesikta Rabbati,
and found further confirmation in passages from Hilchot G'dolot
(¢c. 760 C.E.), and a "specific reference" to Yehudal Gaon of Sura
(760-764 c.1.).%2

Braude objected that the post-Talmudic and gaonic passages
cited by Zunz and Aptowitzer may be later interpolations into
Pesikta Rabbati, or these passages may have originated earlier than
these scholars supposed. If one accepts, for example, the theories
of Mandelbaum and Margulies that Pesikta d'Rav Kahana is a fifth
century work, then Pesikta Rabbati need not have been composed sO
late. If anything, the She'iltot copied from Pesikta Rabbati, and
not vice versa.63

Friedmann found several indications of the antiquity of
Pegikta Rabbati: in its use of the Rabbot to Leviticus, Numbers
(1, and.Ecclesiastes; in its Biblical gquotation according to the
Targum; in the cycle of Torah pericopes and haftarot which is
different from our own. On the other hand, there is material in
Pesikta Rabbati which was not composed before the gaonic period,
e.g., Chapters 20 ({7770 jn») and L6 (anDjh).6u

But Friedmann's main focus 1s the passage in Chapter 1, quoted
above. He contends that the reference is to the number of years
elapsed since the destruction of the first Temple, not the second.
He thus concludes that Pesikta Rabbati was composed c. 355 C.E.,
with the second number referring to c. T30 C.E.65 As support for
this theory, Friedmann points to Chapters 34-37, which he says are

of Tannaitic origin, and the oldest in the midrash.66 One could

therefore say that the two Pesiktas influenced each other or had
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f common origin.GT

Braude said that Friedmann's date is supported by internal
evidence, in that the cited Amoraim lived in Palestine in the third
and fourtn centuries. This dating is further supported by "the
bold polemics in the Pesikta Rabbati against Christianity," for at
that time Christianity could still be challenged openly. However,
Chapters 34-37 are more likely of post-Amoraic origin, perhaps from
the seventh contury.se

Jacob Mann, on the basis of a reference to the Avele Zion
in Chapter 34 (Friedmann 1°Ba), also accepted the date of 845 C.E.,
and suggested that the redasctor was an Italian haggadist who
settled in Jerusalem in the first half of the ninth century, and
Joined the Avele Zion.69

Chapters 34=37, singl:d out by Friedminn and mentioned by Mann,
became the focus of attention or Bambarper in a cignificant article, 0
Calling these four chupters "a distinet and aistinetive document."Tl
he tried to establish the date of their composition. Theories of
their extreme earliness, e.g., Friedmann's, or lateness are relected,
Furthermore, even if the date of BUS C.E. is accepted for the re-
daction of Pesiktn Rabbati, it has no necessary connection with the
dates at which its various components origlnatad.Te

Bamberger concentrated on a passage on page 162a of Fried-
mann's edition, in which Perasia, Arabia and Edom (Rome or Byzan-
tium) are mentioned as world powerz. This passage must have heen
written between 632, when the Islamic armies emerged as » major
force, and 637, when Persia was eclipsed by Islam as a result of the

Battle of Kadislya. In its details, it 15 not a statement of fact,
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only a predictlion of the future in a time of npheava1.73 Stylis-
tic, thematlie and historical considerations led Bamberger to set
the geventli ~entury as "the only possible date that fits the language
of the text."T!
While Braude found some evidence in support of this theory,
he relected it because the events described on page 162a did not
eoincide with historical reality. He interpreted the passage to
conform with events of the fifth and sixth centuries, shifting the
date of itos compogition backward, accordingly, However, since
there is no availuble evidence placing the Avele Zior (mentioned
in Chapter 3k, nt the beginning of this document) in Jerusalem at
that time, Braude again found himself in difficulty. If we were to
date these chapters to the eighth or ninth centuries, when we do
find references to the Avele Zion in Jerusalem, we would expect some
reference to Arap rule, which began in the seventh century; but
there is no sueh reference In these rnnptera.75
The argument between Bamberpger and Braude turns on the follow-
ing worde: RY27) P02 7D 02 PR, Bamberger translated this
as "The King of Persia will war with the King of Arabia. . ."
Braude, however, favored "The King of Persia will make war against

a king of Arabia. . ."76

Bamberger interpreted the passage as an
observation on the current international situntion, and a prediction
of its ruture course and ultimate result. Braude felt that the text
had tc conform to the historicul facts, and according to these

facts, "Arabia" was the aggreszor, not Persin. HNevertheless, braude’s

contention is not on the same plane as Barberger's, and cannot Je

rogarded as a valld refutation. 11 one interprets the passage as a
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predietion and not as a chronicle, the aggressor's identity does
not matter; the only pertinent Tracis are the actual oeccurrence
and date of the battle. If we have evidence of the Avele Zion in
Jerusalem in the eighth century, it ic eertainly possible that
they were there in the geventh. Bamberger's reasoning is sound,
and his theory, plauaible.

Braude himself, based on the citation of third and fourth
century Amoraim, and the weight of the evidence against compilation
of Pesikta Rabbatl in the elghth ar ninth centuries, favored the
seventh century as the most likely date of rednction.?T

Theodor commented that "there are no grounda for regarding
the date iBhS 0.8;7 az a gloss."?a Strack mentioned the work of
Levi, Bacher and Friedmann, but agreed with 7unz. 17 Albeck reasoned
that the date BUS C.E. is evidence only for the redaction of the
Yelammedenu-Tannume, stratum, since Pesikta Rubbati may have had
geveral perlods of editing.au According to Sperber, the other date,
1219, is clearly a later gloss, perhaps by Eleazar of Worms, who
made much use of the midrash. Modern scholarly opinion views
Pesikta Rabbati "as a Palestinian work of the sixth or seventh
century. nB1

Ve shall presently refer to the Yelammedenu-Tanhums midrashim,
with whish large parts of Peslkta Rabbati have an affinity. Moshe
David !lerr acknowledged this relationship, and commented that "even
the earliest of the ext.nt texts was not edited before BOO C.E."82

Finnlly, we ghall se~ that scholars have distinguished tive

Lypes of homilies In Pegikra Rabbatli. Although these have not been

aasociated with particular dates, it i3 possible that they are the
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key to understanding the progressive compilation of the midragh.

Place of Compogition

vanz assumed that the Jewish community in Palestine in the
eighth and ninth centuries did not possess enough intellectual
vitality to produce a work such as Pesikta Rabbati. For this
reason, he placed the compiler of the midrash in Burope. However,
because of its absence from the Aruch of Rabbi Nathan of Rome
(1035-1106), Zunz also assumed that it could not have been compiled
in Italy. Therefore, he said that Pesikta Rabbatil was compiléd in
Greece.
Strack mentioned a theory of Israel Levi and Wilhelm Bacher,
that Pesikta Rabbati was composed in Italy, specifically in Bari.
This is on the basis of the word / W2/ on page 135b of Friedmann's
edition.
Braude believed fhat the midrash originated in Palestine for
the following reasons: the spelling and language follow Palestinian
usage; there is only one sermon for Shavuot, and none for Simhat
Torsh; and the teachers cited are Palestinian, without exception.
Against Zunz, Braude argued that the Palestinian Jewish community was
indeed intellectually active during the eighth and ninth centuries.
Furthermore, the lack of citations of Pesikta Rabbati in the Aruch
may have no significance at all. If the midrash was composed in
Palestine, it may simply not have reached Réme by the time R. Nathan

compiléd his lexicon.
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Manuscripts

The only manuscript of Pesikta Rabbati known to Zunz was
described by de Rossi as No. 1240 in his catalogue. Without actually
having seen the manuscript, Zunz repeated the former deacription.aﬁ

Braude, however, both saw and used this manuscript, also
known as Parma 12L0, Pe went to some lengths to verify its authen-
ticity and date, concluding that it was transcribed by Menehem b.
Jacob, somewhere in the Rhineland, about 1268.aT While the order
of its contents has been mentioned above, [t is interesting to note
that Parma 1240 does not contain Chapter 1.2 (including the passage
about the number of years elapsed since Lhe destruction of the
Temple), Chapter 10.15, or Chapters 29, 29/30, and L6. On the other
hand, aside from the material added by Friedmann and Braude to the
standard contents of the midrash, and al)ready mentioned above, the
manugeript 4lso contains the "preamlle" to Chapter 15 and a few
paragraphs at the beginning of Chapter 18, none of which appeared in
the editio princeps of 1654 (?).88

There is a second manuscript, Casanata 3324, which contains
chapters from both Pesiktas. It was transcribed by Isaac Abraham
Abigedor in the 1Tth century, whose script was Spanish, with Ttalian

89 Furthermore, the Jewish Theological Seminary owns a

influence.,
copy of the Prague edition, with two sets of marginal notes, one
of which has readings drawn from Parmn 1240, and the other consisting

of a "very brief commentary." TIsaiah Sonne identified the two seripts

an northern ITtalian, and from the second half of the 18th ceutury.go
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Unfortunately, the portions of Casanata 3324 which contain
material from Pesikta Rabbati have not been treated sufficiently,
in Fnrlish or Hebrew, to allow of a comparison with Parma 1240.
All evaluations of authenticity must be deferred until this work
has been done. It is regrettable, also, that only one manusciipt

of Pesikta Rabbatl exiaste 1'rom before the age of printing.

Fditions
Seven editions of Peslikta Rabbati have been printed, and a
critieal edition of one chapter., The [irst edition was printed
without indication of date or place. 2Zunz deduced, however, that

it appeared in Prague, 1656.91

Moshe Sanders, however, on the basis
of an ingcription In his copy of the Prague edition, established
its date as "no later than SW1h /16537."97

The second cdition, printed at Shklov, 1806, contained a short
list of difficult words at the end of the book.?? The third edition
came out in Breslau in 1831y the name of itz editor is variously

h

reported: by Zunz, as Wolfl b. Israel Isser;g by Friedmann, a=a
Rabbi Ze'ev Wolf Meir of Vilna;?? and by Braude, as Ze'ev Wolf
Einhorn.?6 “Zunz said that Rabbi Wolf corrected the text from a
manuscript belonging to Rabbi Abraham, son of the Gaon Elijah of
Vilna. Friedmann did not mention that, saying only that Rabbi Wolf
added to his edition several features, the most important of which
was n commentary. On these first three editions, Zunz commented
thnt ene may find mistakes in them through use of readings in the

Yalkut.?! A fourth edition, published in Lemberg in 1853, contaired

fun commentaries by Rabbi Ephraim Zalman Margaliot.93



98

Friedmann's was the first attempt at a critical edition
(Vienna, 1880), nlthough it does not have all the apparatus
usually associated with =uch a work, and Friedmann had no ref-
areénce Lo manuseripts. He used the Breslau edition as his basic
text.?9 However, besides adding his own commentary to those found
in previous editions and expanding the references to parallel
passages in rabblaic literature,loo Friedmann also tried to correct
the text, often duplicating readings in the Parma and Casanatsa
manuacripts.]01 He included indices to the Biblical verses on
which the chapters are based; “iblical verses referred to in
Pegikta Rabbatl and the pageg on which they oceur; all Tannaitie
and Amoraic preachers whe appear in the midrash; and all sages
who "open" discourses. OSuch indexing for Pesikta Rabbati was
original witu Friedmann. This cdition closes with notes on forcign
words (mostly Greek and latin), by Moritz Gudemann.

The sixth enition (Warsaw, 1803) was published with an added
commentary by David Luriu.lug Almost 70 years later, Braude puo-
lished a erltical text, with variant readings and notes, of Chapter
26 (wsm o mpem sy), 103

Braude's translation and notes are based on an eclectic text
made up of the Parma and Casanata manuszeripts and the Prague
edition, with emendations suggested by the commentators. Braude
tended to rely mminly on Friedmann, sometimes using his readings
even when they were not supported by the manuscripcb.lnh This
edition also includes four indices: a) Biblical and rabbinic
passages, b) authorities, ¢) subjects and names, and d) plays on

word:;.m5



At this writing, a critical edition of some chapters of
Pesikta Rebbati is being prepared by Rabbi Norman Cohen, of Hebrew
Union College-lewish Institute of Religion, New York Clty. It is
to be hoped that the application of modern metheds to the extant
manuscripts will shed new light on the many puzzling problems con-

nected with this midrash.

Structure and Methods

There is some consistency, but no uniformity, among the
chapters of Pesikta Rabbatl, in thelr atructures and standard
exegetical devices. Most of the homilies have the same format
common to many homileticul midrashim, i.e., one or more proems
followed by commentary on the first verse(s) of the day's Scrip-
tural reading, and closing in all but eleven cases (by Braude's
countlos) with a promise of Israel’'s restoration. As mentioned
above, the chapters can be classified into several grouirs, which
may indicate different dates of compositon nnd/or redaction. We
shall discuas the progressive development of the classification up
to the work of Albeck nud Braude, when we shall turn to a consider-
aticu ol each group, in turn.

Zun. ldentified 28 chapters that drew from the Yelammedenu-

107 Thelr outstanding characteristic,

Tanbura family of midrashim.
for Zunz, was the phrase 1339 12T?Y and a proem based on a hala-
chic question st the begunning of the chapter. The transition to
the aggndic material iz made by means of the words 3% M2 2
NDITAN in all but one of these chepters (No. 30, MR MY ON;

in Friedmann, Ho. 38, 939300 ¥9M).  All other chapters lack this

99
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type of opening.lOS 7unz also pointed to two chapters which
have no opening at all, Chapter 27 (I8¥7 fmnow hvj 919 ) and
Chapter W7 (DY9ER DM man; in Friedmann, No. 46, 8npoIn);
without giving a reason, he believed that the latter was of the
Yelammedenu type.lo9 Some of the opening portions of these chapters
appear in the She'eltot and in Midrash Tan@ﬁma; the rest Zunz
aseribed to "the ancient Yelammedenu."llo
Friedmann was in essential agreement with Zunz that the
"Yelsmmedenu chapters" comprised a distinct grouping, to which he
added Appendix T:1 (A I8 ) and T2 (72990 8m2 w1 ),
and excepted Chapter 45 (WD W3 WK ). He also noted that the
ascription of the proem to Rabbi Tanhuma is sometimes joined with
the phrése jwn:n plalyiH ﬂf or WP ITY1D SN nfa after which is set
the proemyversenlll Friedmann noted that other chapters begin
immediately with a Biblical verse, with n”mf, with p”njjj SRt nf,
or with othef phrases, each unique to its chapterqllg
The introduction of a new homily within a chapter may be
indicated by thé following phrases: 37?9 ‘1 1B, R 97,
173V 1 PYn? 2no ), H"WT, et al. At times, a new homily will
begin with only its Scriptural text, and no introduction. Al
though Friedmann found the introductofy jﬁnD only twice, he inser-
ted it in several places.113 |
More than this, Friedmann recognized that not all of Pesikta
Rabbati was composed at one time, or in the same style. Many of
the preachers mentioned in the midrash appear also in other mid-

rashim and in the Palestinian Talmud, but the chapters which were

composed latest of all include names from the Babylonian Talmud.
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"The very oldest are anonymous, according to the nature of all
early pussages which are {n the baraitot, e.g., Sifra, Sifre, and
others like them."'™ Friedmann pointed to Chapters 21-24 as an
{ndependent midrash on the Ten Commundments, and to Chapters 26-28
and 34-37 as possessing different styles. As for Chapter k6, it is
not even a legitimate part of Pesikta Rabbati.ll

Albeck proposed trive groupings of the chapters of Pesikta
Rabbati by structural form, with a view towards {solating their
sources. The first group is the same ns that identified by Zunz
and Friedmann: the chapters whict begin with the phrase 13T
13727, and whose principal source iz the Tanhuma-Yelammedenu
midrashim. Opening with "a problem of religious principle or

nllb oy chapter continues with its solution, followed

practice,
by a "discourse' bearing on the problem, introduced by the formula
me Y3198 ‘1. According to Braude, the authors of these discourses
were Amoraim of the tnird and fourth centuries. The most prolific
author among them was Rabb! Canbiuma, whom Braude, follwoing Fried-
mann, called "one of the grentest of all men of Midrnsh."ll?
Albeck expressed the more nccepted opinion, that az n general rule,
fmoraim are not named as the anthors of the proema. The expression
8Man ‘Y e 90 only indicates the proems' source in the Tanhumn
midrashim, and not the name of the actusl author. The same proems
nay arpear anonymously in other midrashim. There are even places
in Pesikta Rabbati where a passage ascribed to Rabbi Tanhuma is not
n proem at nll, or where a proem is inserted in a structurally

inapproprinte place.“rj
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The second group includes Chapters 15 18, 32 (iMoo mNay)
and the appended WY 3" D172, to which Braude added his
/Piska 5;? (oY ornphy ), newly drawn from Parma 12Lk0. [n these
chapters, the opening EBiblical quotation is set alongside another
Biblieal gquotation which is related in wording or thought ., and is
subsequently used to deepen the reader's understanding of the
original gquotation. The commentary following the citation is intro-
duced by the phrase, "Wabbi X taught," "said," ete. The commen-
tary in these chapters ia a "fairly unified" exposition of s single
theme.llq Albeck said that t.e names of Amoraim are given in these
chupters without the further qualification of father's name or
place of residence. He also called attention to the placement of
these chapters in Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, saying that they came into

1.120 Braude dia not

Pesikta Rabuati from the latters (see Chapter ks
make this connection al this point in his work. (It {s interesting
that neither Albeck nor Brrude added Chapter 14 to this group,
the major portion of which is nlso in Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, although
in Pesikta Rabbati it begins with two halachie Yelammedenu-proems
and a proem ascribed to Rabbi Tanhuma. )

Ot the third group, Chopters 20<2h 0 Albeck said that it is
n midrash on the Ten Commundments. Chapter 20 is different in style
and may have come from another LollectiOn.lzl Braude referred to
Mopdecnl Margulies' oplnlon that these chapters date back to the
period of the Yerushalmi. In addition, Braude included Chapter 25
fn ) within this group. 22

A dirferent type of formulaic opening distinguishes the fourth

group, which includes Chapters 208, 30, 34=37, and the appended
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version of MM@W. The Zormula is as follows: WP M1 TR B Y

TIID NOR TN R? O R0V . . . MR MW TIID. . LT WL . . which

Braude translated in this way: "These words are to be considered
in the light of what _ was insplired by the holy spirit to say:
[ proem-verse_/. What did _____ have in mind when he uttered this
verse? He had in mind . . . "123 qnig gtyle is found in Zgghuma.IZM

The last group is a miscellany, in which Albeck included Chap-
ters 26, 27, 29 and 30, saying that they are fragmnentary; and Chapter
L6, a (later) nddition.l?® Leaving out Chapter 29, Braude udded
Chapters 27/28, 20/30, 29/30A and 29/30B to this group, saying that
they show unified exposition, but different structure from chapters
in the other four groups.lzc

Bruade added a note on style, caying that the phrases D,
N2 TRY WY, 1390927 3 and AN 2T are to be undevstood as
rhetorical signals of units within a homily. Within any given unit,
the statement of a rabbi introduced by TN is not to be translated
merely by "Rabbi X said," but "As Rubbi X said," in illustration of
the point belng made. In his own time and place, the author of the
midrash could expect his contemporaries to be familiar with this
material, and therefore he omitted uwirective and transitional words
and phrases.lz?

Because Pesikta Rabbatl 1s seen to derive from many different
sources, there can be no question o any basic, underlying point of
view or theology throughout the whole collection. Indeed, except tor

Barberger's treatment of Chapters 3W-37, no such investigation has

beer. carried cul with reference to any of the parts.
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CHAPTER 1V

PARALLEL PASGSAGES

The study of passages common to any two, or even all three,
of the midrashim discussed in this paper presents the most com-
plex of problems, and not in this paper alone; parallelism in
midrashic literature is a vast puzzle whose pieces are 50 numerous,
g0 similar in their differences and so different in their similari-
ties, that the dedicated student might ensily despair of fitting
them all together in the course of a lifetime. Indeed, there zeeme
to be teoo little information, caused by the lack of anclent notes,
the falling of traditions into undeserved oblivion, and the loss of
manuseripts, all of whiclh might have provided clues to the large and
small alterations in nggadot from one midrash to another.

With regard to the three midrashim discussed in this paper,
aeveral acholars have advanced theories which claim to answer the
question: Wiy is there identical or similar material in thnese
midrashim? How did sueh duplications arise? The answer ic usually
given in the form: Midrash A wuas edited before Midrash B, and
Midrash B ipcorporated material from Midrasn A. Let us turn to an
examination of these theories in general outline.

Braude gave a concise summary of scholarly opinion regarding
the parallel passages in Vayikra Rabbah and Pesikta d'Kav Kakhana.l

Zunz, Weiss, Albeck and Goldberg all balieved that Vayikra Rabbah
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was prior to Pesikta, and that all parallel passages were copied

by the editor of Pesikta from Vayikra Rnnhuh.2 Goldberg stated

that the snnual cycle on which Pegikta is based was a later develop-
ment than the triennial cycle on which Vaylkra Rabbah is based.
Therefore it is only natural that the editing of Pesikta began when
there was already a mldrashic collection based on the triennial
cycle.3 The oppozite view, that Vaylkra Habbah followed and copied
from Pesikta, was held by Buber, Theodore, Streck, Abraham Epstein,
and I"‘re-idmann.h A third opinion was rendered by Margulies, who
believed that the two midrashim shared an early and identical prove-
nance, and might even have been edited by the same person, who knowing-
ly used materials common to each.5 Heinemann stopped short of com-—
plete agreement with Margulies, saying that the editor of Pesikta

may have been the "younger contemporary” of the editor of Vayikra
Hubbnh.6 and that, zoon after their compilation, other editnrs trans-
posed parts cf each to &uch.T Clearly, then, toe weignt of scholarly
opinion, particularly in recent times, favors the precedence of
Vayikra Rabbuh over Pesikta d'Rav Kahana,

Albeek was Lhe only scholar to comment at length on the parallel
passuges in Vayikra Rabbal. and Pesiktan Rabbati. He found no evidence
nt all which indiecated thaet the editor of Vayikra Rabbah used Pesikta
fnbbati, but there iz much evidenes Lo suggest the opposite conelusion.8
Where Pesikta Kabbati in~ludes a passage common to Veyikra Rabbah and
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, Pesikta Rabbati may have used either as a
source.”

Finully, it i2 unanimously agreed timt Pesikta d'Rav Kahana

was edited pefore Pesikla Rabbati, and that Pesikta Rabbati derived
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much of its material from the older midrash. Zunz sald that the
editor of Pesikta Rabbati drew whole chapters and other large sections
from Pesikta d'Rav Kahann, to the point that Pesikta Rabbati might
elmost be consldered a reworking of Pesikta d4'Rav Kahana.lo Buber
was certain that the editcr of Pesikta Rabbati used Pesiktn d'Rav
Kahana and altered its style, sometimes basing a new sermon on &
Torah reading common to both of them, butl different in style and
broader in scope, with the name of R. "anhuma placed at the beginning.
Buber noted instances in which a proem in Pesikta d'Rav Knhara beging
with the words RO Y31%D ‘9, and a similar proem in Pesikta Rabbati
begins with the words MM® “3I%9 ‘9 D3 ¥2IMIN ‘7. When entire
chapters of the two midrashim correspond word for word, it is becmuse
a copyist discerned a gap in the crder of the text, which he filled
from FPesikta d'Rav Kahnna.ll Sperber agreed that Pesikta d'Rav Kahana
was one of two major sources for Pegikta Rabbati, the other being the
Yelammedenu-Tanhuma Iitoruture.l?

Let us now turn to some specific examples of parsllel passages.
One of the largest blocks of material which appears in two of our
midraszhim is composed of Chapters 20 und 27-30 in Vayikra Rabbah,
which correspond to Chapters 26, 9, 8, 23 and 2713 in Pesiktn d'Rav
Kabana, respectively. Buber claimed that these chapters "were copied
word for word" from Pesikta d'Rav Kahana into Vayikra Rabbah.lll
Albeck disagreed, a d ssked, "How iz it possible that the editor of
Vayikra Rabbsh, with ail his many sources, did not have for just
these chapters any other homilies but those which are in Pesikta d4'Rav

Yahann?" On the contrary, the editor of Pesikt.: d'Ruv Kahana needed

romplete sermons based on certain festival Teorah rendings, and he



107

Arew these five sermons from Vayikra Rabbah where theae pericopes
were ulready expounded, and included them in his own collection.
The only changes made by the editor of Pesikta were the abridge-
ment of Vaylkra Rabbah 20:3, and the omission of a part of 28:2.15
Margulies objected to Albeck's argument on the grounds that it
could Just as easily be reversed in favor of Pesikta. Instead,
Margulies postulated the identical provenance of the two midrashim,
a3 mentioned abuve.

Heinemann suggested that neither midrash originally contained
this block of material in its totzlity, for both editors possessed
creativity to a dagree that would have made a resort to such "borrow-
ing" anthinkable. It is more likely that some of these clapters
originated in Vayikra Rabbah, and some in Pesikta, and that later
copyists transferred whole chapters from one midrash to the other.
Such transfers were possible bhecause of the similarities in composi-
tion and seope of these two midrashim.

Specifically, Chapters 20, 29 and 30 of Vayikra Rabbah came
originally from Pesikta. Instead of Chapter 20 there ls niready
nnother, Chapter 21, based on the same pericope. Neither Chapter 2%
nor Chapter 20 corresponds to any pericope in any ancient llst of
synagogue readings from Leviticus; therefore, these chapters are
guperfluous in Vayikrs Rabbah. Furthermore, only 1k verses in
Leviticus separate the beginning of the pericope on which Chapter 28
iz based and that o! Chapter 29, althouph ore would expect & minimum
of 21 verses., There is au equal distance between the pericopes of

Chapters 29 and 30. Chapterz 27 and 28 were both original sectionz
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of Vaylkra Rabbah, based on well-established pericopes, neither

of which was read on a Palestinian festival day. Therefors, these
two chapters mre superfluous in Pesikta d'Rav Kuhana.16 Hedinemann
later retracted hiz appraisal of Chepter 27 (WD W MMW) on the basia
of' a genizah fragment found at Oxford University by Kzra Flelscher.
This document indicatcs that 2590 “¥m i1y was the Torah pericope
for 3habbat ha-Gadol, and nol for the first day of Pesah. This may
also have been the custom observed by the author of Pesikta, who
would then have based a homily for the first day of Pesah on =

o .17

The last four sections of Chapter 30 of Vayikra Rabbah (2Drp?
DD? ) consist of two proems and two homilies. Only the lart of
these sections appears in Peaikta d'Rav Kahana, although they all
uppear, rearranged, in MS J of Tesikta. Albeck noted this, nnd
referred Lo gaps in the text of Pesikta Chapter 27 where Vayikra
Rabbah 30:5-6 should have been. However, two manuscripts of Pesikta
include the missing equivalent of 30:5 in the midst of a proem.
Albeck coneluded that the sectionsg of this chapter of Pesikta were
in a state of flux, and that thi. chapter cannot be an original part
of fesikta.

Vuyikra Rabbuh 10:1-3 is paralleled by Pesikta 16:L and by
Pesikta Rabbati 33 (Friedmann pp. 15Ca-151a), all of which are based
on Psaim U5:8. In Vayikra Rabbah, the verse ig applied Lo Abraham,
Isaiah, and Aaron, in turn, In Pesiktn d'Rav Kuhara, the portion
about. Aurcn 1s omitted. In Albeek's cpinion, the editor wanted to
end this homily with Isaiah, but he also refused to distort his

source by rearranging it, and thus he preserved its integrity. The
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editor of Pesikta Rabbati also wanted to end with Isaiah, but he
rearranged the Biblical examples in the order Abraham, Aaron and
Isaac. Albeck suggested that the editor of Pesikta Rabbati was not
so much indebted to any written source here, but that the applica-
tions of Psalm 45:8 to these three personalities were well known
and widely used by contemporary preachers. Therefore, the editor

19

of Pesikta Rabbati was bound to no order. If this is true, it is
hard to understand why Pegikta Rabbati includes Abraham and Aaron
at all. It would have been simpler to exclude the irrelevant homilies.
Rather, the contents of this parallel reveal a knowledge and concern
with the preservation of the written tradition on the part of Pesikta
Rabbati's editor, but his editorial principles were probably less
stringent than those used in Pesikta d'Rav Kahana.
However, Albeck also recorded at least one parallel in which
the editor of Pesikta was not scrupulously faithful to tradition.
Vayikra Rabbah 8:1 is in the name of R. Levi; its parallel in
Pesikta 2:4 is in the name of R. Jonah. Albeck believed that the
name was changed in Pesikta to mateh the name ascribed to another
aggadah which immediately follows it and relates to the Torah-verse,
thus attributing the entire proem to one rabbi and not two.20
Vayikra Rabbah 21:6, 9 and 11 are paralleled by Pesikta Rabbatil
47 (Friedmann 19la-b), which shortened the material from Vayikra
Rabbah, and supplemented it with a passage from Pesikta d'Rav Kahana
ol (ﬂjﬁW).gl Similarly, Albeck noted Vayikra Rabbah 34:16, paral-
leled by Pesikta Rabbati 25 (Friedmann 126b). The latter passage
22

is a Hebrew abridgement of the Aramaic original in Vayikra Rabbah.

In the same way, Vayikra Rabbah 29:3, 7, 6 and 8 have been altered
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and the amornic names omitted in Pesikta Rabbati (Friedmann 168,
169a, 171b and 172a).23

Friedmann argued that Pesikta Rabbati was the source of a
number of passages common to it and to Vayikra Rabbah; Albeck refuted
these ecleims. For example, nn anonymous passage in Vayikra Rabbah
17:4 bears the name of R. Hama bar Janina in Pesikta Rabbati 17
(Friedmann 88b), an outward indication of the latter midrash's
greater proximity to the sources. However, R. Hama's name appears
at this point in all manuscripts of Vayikra Rabbah, although it was
omitted in the editions which had been printed prior to Albeck's
article.? A printer's error was also responsible for the "confusion"
which Friedmann noted in Vayikra Rabbah 6:3,25 which parallels
Pesikta Rabbnti 22 (Friedmann 113b-1lh4a). Albeck explained that a
passage from the same chapter of Pesikta Rabbati (Friedmann 113a)
was added to the printed editions of Vayikra Rabbah, but this passage
does not appear in the manuscripts. There is thus no "confusion,"
and Vayikra Rabbah is the original source of the parallel.26

Without listing all the parallel passeges in Vayikra Rabbah,
Pesikta d'Ruv Kahana and Pesikta Rabbalbi, we have neverthelesa
accounted for the basie theories which geek to explain their exis-
tence. We have also discussed all the types of reasoning used to
explain specific occurrences of parallelism. All other explanationa

are merely variutions on these.2 T
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CHAPTER V

A Textual Comparison

We turn now to a textusl comparison of Chapter 3 in Pesikta
d'Rav Kahana and Chapter 12 in Pesikta Rabbuti. Both of these chapters
are based on Deut. 25:17-19, hereafter referred to as "Zachor," which
la the first word of the passuge. They will be compared against each
other, and they will alao be compared individually against models
drawn f'rom the work of Margulies, Goldherpg and Heinemann.

Zachor is the maftir for the second Subbath in the month of Adar,
which Is the Sabbath before Purim. In its three verses, Jeows are
communded to remember (zachor) the cowardly attack by the tribe of
Amalek on the Israellte atragglers at Retidim, which is =ecounted in
this passage and in Exodus 17. Jews are slso eommanded to "blot out
the memory of Amalek from under heaven.' The two midrashic chapters
under consideration expoand Lhe pastsges in Deuteronomy and Exodus,
a3 woil as other passages in which Amulek's ancestors nnd descendants
are mentioned. One of theae is T Samuel 15:32-33, a part of the
haftareh for Shabbat Zachor which describes the execution of Agag,
the Amalekite king, These passages are read in anticipation of Purim
because of the villainous role played in the Book »f Esther by Haman
"Lhe Agagite."

Before turaing to n comparisnn of the midrashim on Zachor, let

us note the sources of parnllel passages in other midrashic collextions.
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Those listed most often by Mandelbaum include Bereshit Rabbah,

Mechilta d'Rabbi Ishmael, Sh'mot Rabbah, Echah Rabbafi, Pirke d'Rabbi
Eliezer, Yalkut Shimoni, Tanhuma, Midrash ha-Gadol, the Babylonian
Talmud and of course, Pesikta Rabbati. Out of this 1ist, only

Bereshit Rabbah, Mechilta, and Echah Rabbatl are generally considered
prior to or roughly contemporary with Pesikta d'Rav Kahana. Friedmann
referred in his notes to the same midrashim except for Midrash ha-Gadol,
which héd only recently become known in the West, and with the obvious

aubstitution of Pesikta d'Rav Kahana for Pesikta Rabbati. Ancther

interesting aspect of this list is the absence of parallels in Vayikra

Rabbah, a circumstance which, if repeated in many other chapters of
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, would support Margulies' theory about the author-

ship of the two midrashim.

In comparing our two chapters against each other and against

the scholarly models, we will ignore the five paragraphs printed on

op. 35-36 of Mandelbaum's edition of Pesikta d'Rav Kahana. These

appear only in MS ¥, and are not to be considered an authentic part

of the midrash. The paragraphing introduced by Mandelbaum is retained

for the convenience of citation, as is the paragraphing introduced

into the Breslau edition of Pesikta Rabbati (1831) and preserved in

Braude's translation,l

As noted above,2 it is widely assumed that Pesikta Rabbati de-

rived much of its material from Pesikta d'Rav Kahana. A close exami-
nation of the texts reveals that they rarely correspond word-for-word,
and that they often differ on significant details. The following exam-
ples are not exhaustive; they are only meant to show the wvarious types

of differences which exist.
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Pesikta d'Ruv Kahana 3:1 and Pesikta Rabbati> 12:L are mostly
taken up with the enumeration of Esnu's sins. (Esau enters the dis-
cussion for two reasons: 8) He was the grandfather of Amalek according
to Gen. 36:4, 12; ) He was equated with Edom in Gen. 36:1, 8,
"Edom" wnz commonly used by the Rabbis to denote any nation which
attacked, oppressed or otherwise victimized the Jews; the term is
usually understood as referring to Rome. Thus, preachers and writers
had a deceptively innocent way of airing political grievances and pro-
tests against Homan rule and devout wighes fopr the overthrow of the
Empire--statements which would have been punisned by torture and even
death, had their meaning been understood by the authorities.) Both
of these pascages are proems based on Pa, 109:14, whose first word,
TCTY , comes from the same root as the chapter title, Zachor. However,
the pivotal words for this proem are IMEN 1W (the inlquity of his
fathers) and YON OROO (the 20in of hls mother). In Kahann, the first
of thzse phrases is quickly reinterpreted ns "the sin he committed

against his fathers,” namely, Tonne nnd Abraham.  Actunlly, four gins
are involved. The first was the rape of a woman betrothed to another
man; the second was murder. These led to a third, the "theft" of five
yearg from Abraham's life, for flod, in order to keep Hiz promise vo
Abraham of a good 0ld age, had to prevent Abraham from knowing of his
grandaon's eyil ways. ‘Therefore, Abrahnm lived only 175 years, and
not the 1480 that laase enjoycd. Esau's fourth sin waa In causing
Isaac's blindness, the effect of an evil 2tuaent on his righteous
Leacher.

What about the =zin of--i.e., against-=his mother? Tradition

here records a difference of opinion. R. Judah cleimed that in his
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animoeity toward Jacob, Esau tore Rebecca's womb as he was born., R,
Nehemiah said that Esau thereby prevented Rebeeca from bearing the
twelve tribal ancestors, un honor of which she was worthy. And the
rabbie stated Lhat Esau's wickedness prevented a public burial for
Rebecen, lest the mourners curse her for having borne him. Her death
fe not even recorded in the Biblz, This interpretation coincides with
the grammatical structure of the proem-verse: (W is singular and
yYYMmR ig plural; therefore tradition records one asin by Esau directly
ngainst each of his forebears: Abraham's premnture death and Isanc's
blindness. However, both DS and YR are singular, and for this
reason only one sin may be aseribed to Eaau here, nlthough opinions
vary 4s to the nature of that sin.

Rabbati 12:4 (Friedmann g, 4Th, line 9--p, LBb, line 13) concurs
with Kahana in the interpretation of R DROM, but its interpretation
of MM=28 MR W O ean be readered, "Let Esau's zin(s) be remem-
bered, from those against his fathers to those agninst the Lord."

This apens the way for inclusive recitution of Esau's sing against God,
Larael, Jacob, lsanc and Auvraham. These include burning the Torah and
the Tewple, purning, killing and exiling Jews, plotting to kill Jacob,
denying the resurrcetion of the dead and spurning his birthright, in
nddition to the sins mentioned in Kahana. Ismnc's blindness is attri-
buted to the smoke of EBaau's idolatrous sacrifices,

In a digression, Kahana expounds the phrase D122 1PN (Gen. 35:8),
un sgegadic unit which is absent from Rabbati. Xubhana also quotes the
continuation of the proem-verse, Pe, 10C9:15, before concluding with
Deut. 25:17, the Torah-verse. Rabbati does not conclude with the

panlm, bhut adds Deut, 25:19 to the original Terah-verse. Both endings
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are eqaally sppropriate, and illustrative of the variety of treatments
possible for n zingle homiletical tradition.

Kahana 3:5 parallels the first part of Rabbati 12:5 (friedmann
p. WBb, line lh==p. W9a, line 3), both of which aure proems based on
Ps. 9:6. However, there are striking differences in the application
of the first part of the proem-verse, focusing on the words D32
(nations) and yun (wicked). In Kahana, DY) is equated with Amalek,
and Numbers 2L:20b iz adduced as support: PPy DVI3 mwwy (First of
all the aations was Amalek, but his end shall be utter destruction).
The word Y is applied to Esau;<ddom, as in Mulachi 1:4b: off? IR
e Y3 (They shall be called a realm of wickedness, a people whom
the Lord has cursed torever).

Accordiag to Rabbati, however, the D%31 are the DTN, the natlons
who conspire sgainst Israel, and whose plans God confecund2. Not Esau
but Haman la the Y. Deagpite these differences, both proems end in
exactly the sume way, Yy quoting the second part of Ps. 9:6, "You have
blotted out (M¥mM) their name for ever and ever," lmmediately foilowed
by Deut. 25:19, "You shall blot out (FMPN) the memory of Amalel from
under heaven."

Both Kahans 3:6 and Rabbati 12:13 quote a tradition ascribed to
. Isaac and based on I Samuel 1%:33, that Agug's execution was by
castration, the same method used by Romans against Jews. However, each
volves a different concluzion, Kahuna (Mandelbuum p. 45, lines 7-10)
says that Moses had already hinted at this iprcident in the Torah, by
apesking of a wife who wids her husband in a fight (Deut. 25:11-12).
"What is written after thie? 'Remember what Amalek did t» you'"

(Deut, 25:17). Thus the merest reference to the rcugh handling of
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the genitals is made to assume a causml relationship to the command-
ment. Lo remember. Rabbatl (Friedmann p. 52b, lines 3-4) however,
gives an imaginary continuntion of Samuel's statement to Agag, "Just
as you did to Isranel in Egypt, so 1 have done to you--castrating them
nnd placing their wives in & state of dubiocus marriage."

Both Kahana 3:9 and Rabbati 12:12 (Friedmann p. 52a, lines T=1k)
conclude that the Amaleklte attack at Refidim was a punishment for
lsrael's doubt and ungratefulness toward God (Exodus 17:7). Both illus-
trate this point with a parable about a dog who guards the king's proper-
ty and bites an intruder, but there is & curious divergence in details.
1n Kahana the property is a fenced vineyard, the thier is the king's
own son, and the king luater reminds his son of the latter's transgrezsion,
But in Rabbati the property is a garden, the prowler is a son or the
king's friend, and the king Inter instructs Lis own son in the words to
use when reminding his friend's son of his crime.

Parts of Kataus 3:19 correspond to sections of Rabbati 12:5 in
comparing the characters and activities of Joseph and Esau. The tru-
dition conecludes that they each bequesthed a rertnin moral heritage to
their descendants, which rendered Joshun, Jozeph's scion, able to defent
daaun's prandson Amalek. However, each midrash expresses this conclusion
in a differeat way. For exampie, both midrashim agree that Esnu grew
up among righteous people, lzaae and Hebecea, and that Joseph grew up
among wicked people, Fotifar and Pharaoh, yet neither was affected vy
hia environment., The oxpression of this idea proves again that
Rabbalti iz nat o direct copy of Kahana, for Kabana (Mandelbanm p, 51,

Lines h=5) says DIPWYNRD MY BYY (he did not aet secording to their
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deeds). Rabbati (Friedmann p. WOb, lines L-6) states DMIYDD T? NN
(he @id not learn from their deeds). Further, Kahana sdds the refrain
v T2 VI A R (let this one come and fall by the hand of that
one), while Rabbati aseribes the stotement to God: "Let Joseph come. .
and eyact punishment from Esau."

Kahana 3:15 and Rabbati 12:9 are both concerned with reconciling
contradictory verses. In both passages, one of the verses is Deut.
25:19, in which lsrael iz commanded to "blot out the memory of Amslek."
The other verse, in Kahana, 1s Exodus 17:14b in which God says that He
Himself will biot out (7TMN iWM) the memory of Amslek. But in Rabbati
(Friedmann p. Sla, lines 8-13) the other verse is Exodus 17:16, in
which God swears to make war on Amalek (PPY2 MM MN™). Both
midrashim resolve the confliet in the same way, by saying that God wus
moved to action only after Amalek attacked His throne. In Kahana,

Jer., 3:17 lg then used bte prove that God's throne is Jerusalem: IRPY
T RED obtn T (they shall eall Jerusalem the throne of the Lord).
Rabbati equates Jerusalem with the throne before reconciling the con-
tradictory verses.

Thess examples arce typical of the variants in the content of
tradition belween Pesikta d'Rav Kahana and Pesikta Rabbati. A large
amount of the material in our two chapters is identieal, but it is
important to prove that one iz not a mere copy of the other.

Other differences botween our chapters arise when one has more
material on a given subject than the other. For example, Kenana 3:%
is not content with merely identifying Esau as the wicked »ne. It
continues (Mandelbaum p. U3, lines 11-12) by countering the charge that

the wickedness of Jacob's degcendants is also proven by Malachi 1:h,
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since the Blble uses the aingular YUO, not the plural DYY@M, Rabbatl
does not record this contention.

Both Kahana 3:17 and Rabbati 12:13 (Friedmann p. 52b, lfine 10--
p. 53a, line 2) expound the word D23 in Deut. 25:18. Each gives
the same four interpretations, the last of which is "whispering" or
"eomplaining." Rabbati stops there, bul Kahasna goes on Lo speculate

" and supports its speculation by

about the content of the "whispers,
quoting from the Psalms,

Kahann 3:14% and Rabbati 12:13 (Friedmann p, 53n, lines 11-18)
agree on the three things which lor el was commanded to do upon entering
the Land, the last of which was to hlot out the memory of Amalek.

#ahana stops here, but habbati goes on to lurnel's argument with God
that they are temporal und iHe is eternnl; therefore God should take
this reaponsibility. However, in an answer which is moat appropriate
to Shabbat Zuchor, God en)oins lorael to read the Chapter of Amalek
cvery year, for whiech tod will credit them with wiping out Amalek's
memory. In contrast, Kahunu Implles the physical, forceful destruclion
of Amalek by [srael,

It hns been said that the homilies of” Pealkta Rabbati tend to b
more elaborated than thosze of Pesiktn 4'Rav Kabana, but evidence for
this conciurion does not exist in Znehor. In these two chapters, more
detaile and exposzition are provided sometimes in one work, and sonetimes
il, the other.

Many of the numbercd sectionsz in Kuhana 3 and Rabbati 12 are com-
posed of smaller units, the arcrangement of which differs in the porallel
texts., For example, Kahane 3:6 may be divided into two sub-sections,

ench containing three units,  The first sub-section (Mandelbaum p. Mk,
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lines 1-8) speaks of "the nations'" crimes against Tsrael in this
order: a) mockery of circumcision, h) destruction of the Torah, and

c) destruction of the Temple, The parallel in Rabbati 12:10 (Friedmann
p. 5la, line 20--p. Slb, line 10) reverses the order: a) destruction
of the Temple, b) burning of the Torah, nnd ¢) mockery of circumcision.

The second sub-section of lahana 3:6 (Mandelbaum p. hb, line B--
f. 45) speculates on the way in which OSamuel executed Agag: a) cutting
small pleces of flesh from his body, b) spread-eagling, or ¢) castration.
The parallel in Habbati 12:13 (Friedmann, p. 52b, lines 2-8) uses the
following arrangement: a) eastration, b) cutting pieces of flesh, nnd
¢) spread-eagling.

This phenomenon, common within parallel sections of the chapters,
looms 48 4 major contrast between Lhe chapters ns a whole., ‘Tahle T11
shows each pair of parallel passages opposite each other. All page and
line number: are according to Mandelbaum's sdition of Pesikta d'Ray
Kubnnn nnd Friedmann's edition of Pesikta Rabbati, A dash indicates
that there fs no parallel within the chapter to the passage on the same
line, The sectlions of Kahann 3 are given in consecutive order, and
the neetions of Rabbrti 12 sre given ns consecutively as possible,
There lmz been no attempt to break the chapters down completely inta
all their aggadie unlus, nor to show all permutations of the type dia-
cussed with reference Lo Knhuna 3:6,

Evon o quick glance nt able TIT will show that the editors of
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana and Peslkts Rabbatl did not follow the same homi-
letical path in their treatments of Zachor. Rabbati 12:13 is partic

ularly copspicuous in Lhnt it contning parnllels to portions of seven
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sections of Kahana 3, as well as materinl which doeg not occur in
ahunn 3. The comparative arrangements of these chapters may be under-
stood in ull their complexity by means of the study of page and line
numbers.,

TABLE 111. Parallelism in Kahana 3 and Rabbati 12,

PESTKTA D'RAV KAHANA PESIKTA RABBATI

-— l. p. W6b, line 13-p. UTa, line 12
1. p. 37, line 1-p. Li, lina 4 L, p. Wb, line 9-p, LBb, line 13

i 2, p. WTa, lines 1319

2, p. b1, lines 5-11 p. Wra, lines 19-2%
3. p. 42, lines 1-3 .
p. 42, lines 3-8 i. p. WTn, line 26-p. 4Tb, Lline A
he po B2, line 9-p. L3, Lipe 3 ——
5. p. W3, lines <=1k 5. p. W8h, Lline Lh-p. LOa, line 3

e p. 4%, lines 3-16
S p. 49, line 21-p. 4%p, line 4
] p. 49b, lines T7-25
S . p. bhab, line 27-p. 500, line h
s T. p. %0a, line bhep. 50b, line B

S— 8. p. 50b, line B=p. Sla, line

-— 10, p. 5la, lines 18-20
. p. W, lines 1-8 p. Sla, line 20-p. 51b, line 10
Lk 11. p. 51b, line ll-p. 52a, line 6
p. Wb, 1ine 8-p. U5 13. p. 52b, lines 2-8
T. p. Wb, lines 1-2 p. 53a, lines 1L-18

p. b6, lines 2-8 =
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(TABLE 111, Continued)

PESIKTA D'RAV KAHANA PESIETA RABBATI

8. p. b6, line 9-p. 47, line 3 s
9. p. 4T, lines 4-1l0 12. p. 52a, lines T-14
10. p. k8 13, p. 52a, lines 1h4-2h
11. p. b9, lines 1-3 p. 92a, line 2k-p. 52b, line 1
p. 49, lines L-6 sy
12, p. W9, line T=-p. 50, line 2 | 13. p. 52b, line 10-p. S3a, line 2
p. 0, lines 2-9 s
13, p. 50, line 10 ——
p. 50, line 1l-p. 51, line 2| 5. p. bun, lines 16-18
13 -
p. 51, lines 2-3 5. p. hoa, lines 10.2%
13. p. %3a, lines 2-6
p. 51, lines k-5 5. p. 49b, lines L-o
13, p. 53, lines 6=7
p. 51, lines 5-6 e
p. 51, lines 6=T 5. p. hdb, lines 29-20
13. p. 5m, linoa 10=11
Lh. p. 51, lines 8-11 13, p. 53, lines 11-1h
15 po 52, 1ines l=6 9. p. S, llnes Be13
L. p. 952, lines T-11 pe Hla, llnes 2-5
pe 92, line Ll-p. 53, ling 9 a2
p. 53, lines hH-7 po fla, Llines 5-8
pe 93, lines T-11 p. Sla, linea 13-17
= 13. p. 52b, lines 8210
—— p. 53a, lines 8-9
- p. 93n, lines 18-22
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Kahuna 3 and Rabbati 12 are nlaso distinguished from one another
Linguistically. The former often uses Aramafe, but the latter rarely
employs it. This is particularly evident in technical terminology.
llowever, parallel passages occur in which, although the content is
thie same, Rabhati's text resembles n Hebrew "translation" of Kahana's
Aramaic "original."

Kahana 3:1 (Mandelpoum p. W1, lines 1-3) says that all those whom
Eaau wronged should requite him evil for evil. This passage is in
Aramaic: 1Y% 1WAB . . . A0, . LMAW. . LR LU MY VWY YN
Eh2 MY DY RIN MR, WP 7. The same thought in Rabbati 12:4
(Friedmann p. b8b, lines 10-12) is expressed in Hebrew: 3% OV 12N
YAUYS Yo OWm YIN. . VYL L L APT. . LA,V NS

Another example is found in Kahana 3:10 (Mandelbaum p. L8, lines
3=6) which describes how Amalek took advantage of the Israelites by
callirg their names from beyond the cloads of glory. Amnlek's prepara-
tions are narrated in hHebrew, but hie nctunl epeech to the lTsraelites
is given in Armmajc: JIZDWW RYODINE T2V Y2 KINT 7B N3N IO
(I am your brother; come out, for ! want to transact business with
you). In Revbat! 12:13 (Friedmann p, 520, lines 13-18), the entire
incident lz rendered in Hebrew, including Amalek's speech: 12 Y1I%B
M0 T MIEYT P2 IR KY Y0IPB (John Doe, come out, for 1 want io
trade with you).

It. iz impossible to reach valld conclusions about the comparative
usage of technienl terminology in Pesikta d'Rav Kahana and Pesikta
Rabbati on the baaie of only ore chapter from each midrash., Howerer,
some gignificant facts do emerge from i study of the technical vocabulary

in Kahann 3 nnd Rabbati 1J.
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Although some terms are identical in both chapters, and others
nre unique to one chaptér or the other, several Aramalc expressions
used in Kahana appear in Hebrew translation in Rabbati. Thus, 2snov
M2 in Kahana corresponds to 712 2N in Rabbati; and Kahana's
N2 N2 T appears in Rabbati as Y9 D0 M.

The frequency with wlich some expressions are used is also worthy
of attention. The most commonly used terms are N, "N and PR
(YN in Rabbatl), which appear 36 times in Kahana 3 and 38 times in
Rabbati 12 when rabbinicnl authorities are cited, In Rabhbati 12, n
rabbi's pame stands without a verb indicating speech only onre, In
Kahana 3, rabbis' names appear without such verbs in nine instances,
This would seem to indicate the oral nature of the tradition by assoc-
fating forms of "W as well acs @Y7, M7 and Mo with the namez af
ranbbinienl authoritiecs.

Large diz:repanciez exist in these chapters' use of other terms.,
Habbati 12 uses the phrase S8 937 to introduce new aggadic units no
less than 27 times:; Kalmna 3 uses iL only twice. Rabbati 12 indicates
the ecitation of a Seriptural verae LU times with =pMyw;: Kahana 3 uses
this expregsion also only twice. On the other hand, Kahana i eémploys
the phrage 20T BT 8T five times to indicate a Biblical passage,
but Rabbati 12 uses it only once. DBuch differences, if found Lo be
ccasistent throughout large portions of these midrashim, might be of
help in determining the upproximate time of their redaction.

There is surp. isingly little homogeneity in the exegetical termi-
nology of either chapter, A full 62%) of the technicul formulae used
in Kahana 3 are unique to the sections in which they occur. For

sxample, MY PTM appears twice in Kshana 3:1, but {t does not occur
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again in Kahana 3. In Rabbati 12, the figure is 59%. 'This may
indicate that both editors were serupulous in preserving, Just as

they recelved them, the traditions which they incorporated into their
midrashim.h Also, the lack of correspondence of technical terms in
parallel passages, as well as the other variants discussed above, may
indicate that the editor of Pesikta Rabbati was more independent of
Pesikta d'Rav Kahsna than has previously been believed, FPuture studies
in Pesikta Rabbati's terminology should include the Yelammedenu-
Tanhuma midrashim, with which the former may have more in common.

No consistency is found in the ecitation of rabbinical authorities
when Kahana 3 and Rabbati 12 are compared. "The results of such &
comparison range rom total correspondence to complete inconsistency,
a2 shown in the following examples,

Kahana 3:1%, n brief passage, and its perallel in Rabbati 12:173,
although not identical, are exceptionally close. They both cite the
same three rabbis In the same order, tne only d.fferences being in
spelling (Kabbati has MM for Kaluns's TTTIY, and PPN for YY)
and Rapbati's additlon of a conjunetive =3, The 1ist in Kahana's
version is as follows: R, Azariah, R. Judah bar R. Simon in the name
of R, Judah bur R. Ilai, Kahana 3:11 (Mandelbaum p. 49, lines 1-3)
und its parallel in Habbati 12:13 correspond in thelr anonymity.

The rame: recorded in Kahana 3:16 and Rebbati 12:9 are In only
par.ial rorrespondence.  Where Kabana has R, Eliezcer, Rabbati is mors
complete, with R, Eliezer b, Jacob, This situation is later reversed
when Kahana guotes R. Berechia ip the name of R. Abba b. Kahana, and
Habbati cites only the latter., Othier citation: in these parallels

correspond with only minor variantsz in spelling.



In comparison with Kahana 3:1, Rabbati 12:k omitg‘many names
and changes others., Rabbatl alse here follows a patbtern which is
repeated throughoutbthe midrash; the opening of Kahana 3:1 is anony-
mous, but its parallel in Rabbati 12:4 begins, "Thus R. Tanhuma
Berabbi opened his discourse. . ." This addition of R, Tanhuma occurs
also in the parallel to Kahana 3:2, in which R. Tanhum b, Hanilai is
cited. Rabbati 12:2 cites R. Tanhuma b. Abba in the name of R. Tanhum
b.vI;Ianilai,5

Kahana‘3:6 may be divided into two parts according to thelr con-
tents, the first of which~-t0 be designated Kahana 3:6a--has its
parallel in Rabbati 12:10, while Kahana 3:6b is paralleled in Rebbati
12:13, It is remarkable that these two sets of parallels exhibit
different degrees of consistency in rabbinical citation. The differences
between Kahana 3:6b and Rabbati 12:13 are only partial; Rabbati substi-
tutes R, Levi for Kahana's "the Rabbis." (R. Levi does appear at the
very end of Kahana 3:6b, in a passage without a parallel in Rabbati 12.)
Howevér, the inconsistency between Kahana 3:6a and Rabbati 12:10 is
almost total. ﬁhere Kahana cites "the Rabbis," Rabbati cites R. Judah;
and instead.of R. Joshua b. Levi, Rabbati guotes R. Ne@emiahu In
Kahana, the remaining aggadah in this set is divided into two parts,
thé first of which is‘ascribed to R. Judah b. Gurya, and the second to
R. Hanana (sic) b, Shalka, R. Joshua of Sichnin and R. Levi in the name
of R, Johanan. Rabbati ascribes this aggadah to the following series
of rabbis, which bears some similarity to the list in Kahana: R. Hanina

b. Shallum and R. Joshua of Sichnin in the name of R. Joshua b. Levi,

The differences in rabbinical citations in Kahana 3:6 and its
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parallels, as well as their differences in arrvangement mentioned above,
lead to two conclusions. The firet is that the editor of Pesikta d'Rav
Kahana received the two sections of Kahana 3:6 as independent aggadot,
which he placed side by side. The other is that the editor of Pesikta
Rabbati did not take these two aggadot from Pesikta d'Rev Kahana;
rather, he nlso received them as independent traditions and used them
in a different way from the former editor.

The independence of these editors' sources is reflected also by
the rabbinical citations in Kahana 3:9 and Rabbati 12:12, whose textual
variants have already been discusced., In Kahana the parable is ascribed
to R. Levi, and in Raboati to R. Berechiah.

fahane 3:10 and it parallel in Habbati 12:13 differ in an unusual
wvay. In these passages, the rabbis and the order in which they are
cited are identlcal: R, Judah, R, Neheminh, "our Fabbis," and R, Huna,.
However, what Il said in Kahana by R. Judah ieg asc¢ribed in Rabbati to
R. Nepeminh, nnd vice versa. Agaln, this phenomenon demonstrates
Rabbati's independence of Katana, and its (Rabbati'r) use of a different
souree,

The dirferences in the contents of Kahana 3:5 and Rabbati 12:5
vere desceribed above, Tn Kahana thie proem is aseribed to R, Levi, but
in Rabbati it i3 anonymous. However, the structure of both proems in
taelr use of the proem-verse ig precisely the same,

Certain rnbbis nre often cited together in these two chapters.

For example, the .equence of R. Judah, R. Nehemish nnd "our Rabbis"
s common. R. Berechiah often appears in ronjunction with R. Levij
at other times R, Berechiah transmits R, Levi's teachings. As noted

above, this panir is split in Kahana 3:9, give. in the name of R. Levi,
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and Rabbati 12:12, in the name of R. Berechiah Berebi. R. Abba b.
Kahana is often cited in the same sections in which R. Levi and R.
Berechiah appear,

It i impurtant to note that some passages in Kahana 3, although
they are unparalleled in Rabbati 12, do have parallels elsewhere in
Pesikta Rabbati, Similariy, parallels to Rabbati 12 occur in parts
of Peslkta d'Rav Kuhana other than Kahana 3.

We turn pow to the comparison of Kahana 3 and Rabbati 12 with
three models for midersshic chapters. [t must be borne in mind that
Margulies and Heinemann studied Vayikra Habbah, and that Goldberg
studied Pesikta d'Rav Kahana. Therefore, except for Kahana 3 as com-
pared with Goldberg's model, the conclusions reached below are based
only on inference and extrapolation., Because most scholars agree that
the homilies of Vayikra Rabbuh ard Pesikta d'Rav Kahana have & common
structure and style, snd that these two midrashim are roughly contem-
poraneous, it iz tu ve expected that our three models will correspond
more closely to Kapana 31 than to Rabbati 12,

Margulies' modes is basicnlly structural in nature. Although it

was explained above "

it bears repetition here. Each chapter beging
with oneé or more proems, continues with homilies baszed on the first
verse(s) of the pericope, and cloges with a patimah--words of blessing,
comtort and hope. The thematic component of thic model arises from
Margalies' observation that each chapter's dominant theme is druwn in
some way from the pericope upon which it is based.

Kahana 3 follows this pattern with great consistency, opening with

aix proems. Four of them conclude with the firast verse of Zachor,

Deut. 25:17, and the other two (Lhe second ana fifth proems) conclude
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with its third and lust verse, Deut. 25:19. Although strict regular-
ity would dictate that all proems be bssed on the first verse of the
pericope, it is not 50 unusual for the second or third verse to serve
this function as well.
Usually, only the first few versea of a pericope are expounded
in a chapter, The brevity of Yachor, which includes only three verses,
does not signal a change in this procedure. All three verses are there-
fore expounded, tne firat in Kehana 3:7-9, the second in Kahana 3:10-13,
and the last in Kahana 3:14-15, Mandelbnum made a separate division
at the end of the chpater, Kahana 3:.6, for s homily based on Ex. 17:16,
which is the last verse of the original account of the battle with
Amalek, This section ends witi the customary hatimah, which is based
on Ps. 9:7-8,
Goldberg believed that Kahana 3:16 should have Leen presented in
Ltwo separate sections, each expounding its half of Ex. 17216.( He also
tried to explain the presence in ¥ahane 3 of a homily besed on a pericope
other than Zachor, adducing three reaaons:a
. . .the first is that also by the reading in Exodus [17]
one may fulfill his obligation; the second: bhecause in
the preceding section, together with the pericope from
Deuteronomy, the reading from Exodus is expounded; and
the third s that the preacher wanted, by mentioning
Mordechai and Esther, the generation of the Messish and
“he completed Throne (mentioned in the last homily based
on "Zachor" in Exodus), to conclude on a positive note.
From a different perspective, the designation of a 16th section
is unnecessary, creating more proulems that it settles; it is more
fractical to view it as a part of Kahana 3:1%. There are at least two

arguments for this Lheory: a) Kahana 3:15 Involves the reconciliation

cf Deut. 25:10 with Ex. 17:Lh. It appears that, in sccordance with
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common practice, the edltor merely continued with the exposition of
the Exodus passage. L) Almost every aggadah in Kahana 3:15-16, with
the exception of the pluy on words between 37T M (Deut. 25:19) and
AT, is paralleled in Rabbati 12:9, although these aggadot are
rearranged in the latter midrash. Thus we know of another source in
which these aggadot appear as u single unit, They accur slde-by-side
in Kahana; why should they be separated?

The thematic reguiremunt of Margulies' model is surely satisfied
by Kahana 2, in that each of its sections explores the meanings and
ramificatlions of the verses which _onatitute Zachor.

One would expeect that, for a large number of chapters of Pesiktn
Rabbati, Margulies' model could be adapted merely by adding a halachie
Yelammedenu-proem at its beginning. However, thiz sxpectation will
have to be testea on chapters other than Rabbati 12, which is quite
irregular in structure, and whose dlvision into sectlong should he done
in & more precise manner.,

Rabbati 12 does ipdeed begin with a Yelammedenu-proem, and can-
tinues with four more proems; Rabbati 12:2-3 conelude with Deut. 25:17,
section b with both Deut. 25:17 and Deut. 25:19, and section % with
Deut., 25:19. This last proem is followed, in the same section, by Lwo
homilies. The first ic a phrase-hy-phrase exposition of Ex. 17:9,
and the second is based on Deut. 25:10b, Therefore, Rabbati 12:5 would
mare properly be desigoated Rabbati 12:[5-1].9 Rabbati 12:6 is not
based on either the Deuteronomy or the Exodus reading; rather, it
continues the theme of Lhe second homily in Rabbati 12:5%, and should
pe agsimilated to it. Thus, in our theoretical restructuring of the

chapter, it would becoms part of Rabbati 12:[7].
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Rabbati 12:7 expounds a phrase in Ex. 17:15, and would become
Rabbati 12:[8]., Rabbati 12:8 offers a phrase-by-phrase exposition
of Ex. 17:12, and concludes with a brief remark based on Ex. 1T7:13.
Although this last remark is not based on the same text as the rest
of the aggadot in its section, according to customary practice it is
too short to merit designation as a separate section, The whole sec-
tion would thus become Rabbati 12:[9]. Rabbati 12:9 is based on
Ex. 17:16, but it refers back to Deut, 25:19 vefore closing, like
Kahsna 3, with a hatimah based on Pz, 9:7-8., It would become Rabbatl
12: [10].

The order of the Seriptural verses on which the homilies are
based, only one of which 1g rrom Zachor, isg worthy of note: Ex. 17:9,
Deut, 25:18, Ex. 1T7:15%, Ex. 17:12-13, and Ex. 17:16., It is more common
to find Scriptural verses expounded in the order in which they oceur in
the Bible. These homilles sre also unusual in that most of them are
not based on Zachor, Jhict is the chapter's reason for existence,

The hatimub in Rabbati 12:9 !¢ unusual in that It is not the end
of Lhe chapter, which continues with two more proems, Rabbati 12:10-11,
In our reconstruction, these would become Rabbati 12:|ll-12|. Both
of these proems conclude with Deut, 25:17. Rabbati 12:12, n homily
also baged on Deut., 25:17, would become Rabbati 12:[13]., HRabbati 12:13
continues with two series of homilies, the first of which s based on
Deut.. 25:18, and the second on Deut. 25:19. These would become
Rabbati 12:[14-15]. Rabbati 12:13 concludes with a batimah with is
unugunl in that it carries no overt expression ot hone for future
redemption. Citing Judges 5:14, it refers to an event which had al-

ready occurred: Ssul's conflict with Agag. More than this, Judges 5:1h
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15 the verse upon which Rabbati 13 is based. Therefore, the second
hatimah of Rabbati 12 actually functions as a transition to the next
chapter.

With the exception of the irregular use of the hatimah, the
four or [five] sections of Rabbati 12:10-13 (Friedmann p. 5la, line
18--p. 53a) comprise a short but orderly and regular chapter based on
Zachor. Rabbati 12, therefore, seems to be composed of two separate
chapters; the firat ends regularly, and the second is joined to it with
no “ransition. TIts function as a bridge to Rabbati 13 seems almost to
Justify its appearance In the midrash. (Rabbati 13 i’ also a discourse
related to Purim.)

The only direct parallels between the two parts of Rabbati 12
oceur in Rabbati 12:5 and 12:13, which contrast Esau's evil with
Joseph's goodness.lo Even in these three brief passagus, there are two
differences: &) When one passage mentions Esau first and Joseph second,
itz parallel uses the opposite arrangement; nnd b) The proof-texts which
demonstrate that Joseph was (BP are different--Gen. 37:3 in Rabbati 12:5,
and Gen. 37:2 in Rabbati 12:13. One might think that the erditor of
Pezikta Rabbati would have harmonized these differences, or ecven deleted
the repetitions, However, the endurance of the variants and the
structure of Rabbati 12 us 1 wnole lead to the conclusion that both
Rabbati 12:1-9 and 12:10-13 were once complete snd self-sufficient
units.,

(ioldberg's primary contribution to the study of midrashie strue~
ture is statistical in nature. According to him the model Pesikta
chapter contains at least as many proems as homilies, if not more

1l

11
proems. By Goldberg's count, Kahana 3 has aix proems and eleven
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homilies, and therefore it is irregular.12 Although Goldberg used
the ratio of proems to homilies as a criterion of a chapter's authen~
ticity, he was not willing to assert that Kahana 3 is inauthentic.
The number of proems and homllies may mnot be an accurate re-
flection of ‘the actual amount of material in the proemial and homi-
letical sections of a chapter. In order to solve this problem, Gold~
berg proposed counting the number of limes devoted to each type of
material, in the expectation that the proems will take up more space

13 Such is indeed the case with Kahana 3, which has

than the homilies.
87 lines of proems and only 84 lines of homilies. Thus Kahana 3 is a
regular chapter.

Goldberg's model also contains a structural component, which en-
larges on Margulies' model by differentiating among types of proems and

1k

homilies. However, these digtinctions cannot be applied to the sec-
tions of Kahana 3, which are homogeneous . by Goldberg's definitions.

As a guide to distiﬁguishing the proems from the homilies, Gold-
berg‘pointed to the phrase (YY3IVIT N TAN? 290D M which occurs at the
beginning of a ;eries of homilies, and the complementary 290D M

15

e at the conclusion of the proems., The latter phrase ig used four
times in Kahana 3. In its first and last occurrences, in Kahana 3:4

and 3:16 (Mandelbaum p. 43, line 1 and p. 53, line 10), it is usged to
move from one extraneous verse to the next, TIn its second and third
occurrences, in Kahana 3:4 and 3:6 (Mandelbaum p. 43, line 7 and p. 45,
line 9), it is indeed used to move from the theme of the proem to the
Torah~verse by way of the preceding pericope., Goldberg himself men-

16

tioned the third occurrence, However, only one of these sections,

i.e., Kahana 3:6, can mark the end of the proems. Therefore, either




132

ioldberg erred as to the function of MM 202 NN, or the presence
of Kahana 3:5-6 indicates that at least two editorisl strata are to
pe found in this chapter.

The results of applylng Goldberg's stutistical model to Rabbati
L2 are problematic, especially in view of the structural analysis of
Lhe chapter offered nbove, Taken as & whole and with its ~urrent
divigion into sections, Rabbati 12 has seven proems and six homilies,
which cover 162 and 102 lines, respectively. This is quite regular
according to Goldberg, and would indicate the applicability of his
model to the chapters of Pesikta Rabbati. However, when the contents
of Rabbati 12 are analyzed as [seven] proems and [eight] homilies,
the numbers of lines become [115] and [149], reversing the ratio.

The same conclusion is reached when Rabbati 12 is broken down
into two portions., If we say that Rabbati 12:1-9 has five proems and
rfour homilies, then we would count 137 and 50 lines, respectively, thus
confirming the model. lHowever, analyzing Lhe contents of this section
a3 [five] proems and [five] nomilies yields 90 and 27 linea. This ia
not so far from the norm as to be unacceptable.

Whether Rubbatl 12:10-13 iz interpreted as having two homilies
or three, ite two proems cover only 25 lines, while the homlilies take
up 52 lines. This ig totally irregular and cannot be reconciled with
Goldlerg's model. However, because Lhe structural ergumerts already
ndvanced will be bolstered by compositional evidence.lT it seems
preferable to gquestio.a the applicability of the model to Rabbati 12,
ruther than the legitimacy of my suggested divisions.

The homilies based cn Ex. 17 in Rabbati 12:95-9 are also perplex-

lng. According to Goldberg's typology, these are sublect-homilies, and



133

should be arranged between the proems and the verse-homilies., However,
only one verse-homily is found in Rabbati 12:1-9, the second homily

in Rabbati 12:5, which is based on Deut., 25:18, All the other homi-
lies are based on Ex. 1V, Ourely this situation was not anticipated

by Goldberg, and it lessens the viability of his mecdel in relation to
Pesikta Rabbati.

Heinemann's model encompasses the compositional aspects of a mid-
rashic chapter; the chapter which conforms to this model is described as
"integrated." Although the aspects of Heipemann's analysis of Vaylkra
Rabbah have already been describ:-*,lB it will be worthwhile to review
them briefly here. Integration is achieved when the following three
criterin are met: n) thema*ic upity throughout the chapter, or the
consistent illumination of the primary theme by a secondary theme:

b) a logical or associative progre:sion (rom point to point; and c) the
purpozeful and effective srrangement of material. Heinemann assumed

the basic structure i elucidated by Margulies; he also assumed the
editor's unwillingness to alter the traditlon as he received (t. There-
fore, the editor's success in integration lay in the judicious cholee
and artistic arrangement of his materisls. Heinemann identiried various
literary devices and techniques used in the proems, the homilles and

the chapter as a whole. The stylistic hallmark of Vaylkra Rubbah is

the dialectical approach, a searching exumination of conrlicting points
of view about the theme of the chapter,

In analyzing Kahana 3 and Rabbati 12 wccording to Heinemann's
criteria, it will be peceasary to discuss all sections of the chapter
neparately, in order to discover how they contribute to the unity of

thie whole. At those points where the gtructursal analysis offered above
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differs from the published division of the chapters into sections, an
effort will be made to decide the issue on the basis of literary cri-
teria.

Kahana 3:1 is a proem based on Ps. 109:1k, "Let the iniquity of
his fathers (190798 1) be brought to remembrance (9o97y ) unto the
Lord; and let not the sin of his mother (ynK ORim ) e blotted out
(rmn)." The preacher intends to speak about Esau, to whom he refers
without introduction. Surely neither Egau's fathers, Isaac and Abraham,
nor his mother, Rebecca, are guilty of sin! Therefore, the verse must
refer to Esau's sins against his fathers and his mother, which the
preacher lists, adducing proof-texts for each.

There are two digressions. The first establishes that an evil
student can cause his teacher to become blind, an affliction which
Jeroboam brought upon Ahiyah, just as the evil Esau caused Isaac's
blindness. The other digression elaborates on Rebecca's death and
the manner in which Jacob received news of it.

The éection closes with God's statement that all those against
whom Esau sinned are to requite him, including "you" (the Jewish people)
and "I" (God), The Jews will mention his name on earth, and God will
blot out his name in heaven. Ps, 109:;15, which follows the proem-
verse, is adduced as an affirmation: '"Let lﬁﬁs sin§7'be before the
Lord continually, that He may cut off the memory of them (DWDT) from
the earth," The proem ends with Deut. 25:17, the first verse of the
pericope: "Remember (7107) what Amalek did to you. . ."

As mentioned above, the names of Esau and his descendants function

as euphemisms for "Rome" and all the oppression, destruction and death
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it brought upon the Jewish people. The import of this proem, there-
fore, is to 1dentify Rome with all the oppressors of the Jewish people
throughout their history. The proem also assures the Jews that a con-
tinuing sense of outrage, symbolized by the reading of Zachor, will
result in divine retribution against Rome.

Kahana 3:2 iz a proem based on Job 13:12, "Your memorials
(O2Y3707) are like ashes (MON), your eminences like eminences of clay
(o) ," which opens this section. God enjoins Israel to be punctil-
ious in remembering two verses of Tornh: a) Deut. 25:16, "You will blot
out (7T¥X1) the memory of (727) Amalek," snd b) Ex. 17:1k, ". . .for I
will utterly blot out (FTMN M) the memory of Amalek." These two
verses seem to contradict ench other in identifying those responzible
for blotting out Amalek's memory. A reconciliation of these verses is
actileved in Kahana 3:15,17 but thelr trestment in this proem is of n
different. nuture, nrd b is not fully developed. God encourages
Israel to be worthy 1!lke Abraham, whe compared himself to "dust and
ashes (MBRY)" (Gen. 18:27); but if they are not worthy, they will be
returned to alavery in Egyot, where they did hard labor with clay
(13 Ex. 1:14).  Ashes nre also a symbol of mourning and repentance,
Therefore, Israel 1: peminded in thizg proem to ukilize the remembrages
of whnt Amalek/Rome did to them as a path to repentance for the sins
whirh wore punished by szuech dreadful chastisements,. Repentance puri-
fiea the people; thus Israel will agaln become strong enough to blot
out Amulek. The proem e ds without the ecitation of an Torah-verse, and
in jdentiriable ar n proem only by the early use of the word D and

the explicution of a verse [rom the Writings.
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Tne polint of this proem seems to be that both the Jews and God
are to do their parts in blotting out Amalek's memory, but that the
Jews are to remain humble and penitent, and are not to exalt themselves
overmuch., The final dlspositicn of Amalek's fate 1s in God's hands,
and Jewish arrogance will have drastic consequences.

The third proem is based on Ps. 32:9, "Do not be like the horse
or mule which have no understanding, whose mouth must be held in (Dy%a%)
with bit and bridle, lest he come near you.”" After listing a number
of the horse's unsavory tralts, the proem offera detalls of the way in
which the horse repays pood with evil, kicking (D?11) its master.

Jews, however, are enjoined to repay good with good, and evil with evil.
Thuz, on the basis of Deut, 23:3, Jews should not ebhor their brother
Edomites ncy tue Egyptiang in whose land the Jews lived for so many
years, llowever, returning to the Tornh-verse {Deut, 25:17), they
should remember what Amalek did to them and blot out hig memory.

Although the lesson of Jjust requital is clear, the differentistion
of Edom and Amalek is problematical, Up to this point, they have been
equeted as cymbolg for Rome, Mandelbaum tried to solve this problem by
saying that only the second part of Deut. 23:8 ls applicable, i.e,,

". . .do not abhor an Egyptlan, because you were a stranger in his
iund." However, this explanation alone i not saticfactory, becuuse
the distinction between Edom and Amalek is alaborated in the parallel
oroer, Rabbati 12:3. This question must be set aside for the present.

Kahonn 3:4 contains two verses which desl with the sin of using
fulse weighte and measurecs, Prov. L1:l and Micah 6:11. Although
Prov. 1l:1 ls the proem-verse, either verse could zerve in this capacity.

Both verses use some of the same voesbulary which appears in
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Deut, 25:13-16, four verues which comprise laws of fair trade, Be-
ecause Lthis Deuteronomic passage immediately precedes Zachor, the
preacher implies that the destruction coused by Amalek is the same
punishment which is meted out to those who break the laws of fair
weights and measures. One may conclude that the sufferings of lsrael
are not entirely unmerited, that they are God's response to the collec-
tive slns of the people., However, the agent of GCod's chastisements,
Amalek, is irredeemably evil ard destined for destruction.

We Lave already witnessed several times the use of "verbal tally,”
a technique in which a word in the proem-verse or its sequel is the
same as 4 word in the Torah-verse. Kelmna 3:5, n proem, depends entire-
1y upon "verbal tally." Its proem-verse is Ps. 9:6, "You have rebuked
the nations (D"311), You have destroyed the wicked (Ywn), You have
blotted out (O"M) their nawe for ever and ever," 'The preacher finds
verses which identify "the nationsg" and "the wiched." "The nations"

"

refers to Amalek: . . JAmalek was the flrst of the nations (ovya),

but its fate iz to perish forever" (Nuwm. 26:20). "The wicked" rerersa
to Fsau: ". . .iﬁdom? shall ke called 'the border of wickedness'
WY ), and "the people whom the Lord execrates forever'" (Mal, 1:4).
Jacob (l.e., lsrael, Esau's brotber) le lmmune to the charge that “the
wicked" applies to thuem, because Y 1a cingular and not plural,

. « JYou have blotted out"™ tallies with leut, 2%:149, ", . .vou zhall

tlot out (TMD) tue remembrance of Amalek. o

The simple message
of this proem is that Amalek and Essu (1.e., Home) are evii and will
be destroyed, mut the Jewist peaple will survive them,

The iset proem, dabana 3:6, 1o based on Pz, T4:12, "Render unto

our neighbors sevenfold (DMWY into their bosom (DpYM) their
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reproach, with which they have reproached You, O Lord.," Three types
of ".eproach" sre named. The first is the amputation and further
shameful maltreatment of the circumcised organ, which is set into a
man's middle (3pPN3; 1it. bosom). No Seriptural verse is associated
with this act. The second i3 an unspecified act against the Torah.zg
of which it is written, "The words of the Lord are , . .seven times
(pvrwaw) refined" (Ps. 12:7). The third is the destruction of the
Temple, of whose altar it is written, "And from the bottom (pyrmy)
on the ground to the lower ledge--two cubitz" (Ezek, L3:1k),

Samuel iz zald Lo have requited these "reproaches" by cutting
Agag into pieces at Gilgal (1 Sam. 15:33). Three methods of execution
are sugeested: a) cutting out small pleces of Agag's flesh, b) spread-
eagling, and c¢) castration. The latter iy ascociated witn Deut, 25:11-
12, with the implication that Roman functionaries did to Jewich anles
what the wife in Deut. 25:11 did to help her husband. For this reason,
Lthe Jews are commanded several verses later to "remember what Amalek
did to you" (Deut. 2%:17), "Two minor digressions add little to the
proem.

This proem suggests that the punishment be made to it rthe crime.
Certainly Jewa of this period derived some viearious triumph over their
oppressors in expanding upon Samuel':s execution of the Amslekite king.

Having completed the proems, let us summarize the flow of the
chapter up to thiz point. The Jewish people have u role to play in
requiting Amalek (Kahana 3:1), but they should remain humble and repen-
tant. (3:2) and should not allow thelr vepgefulness to extend unfairly
to other peoples (3:3). Indeed, because of their sins the Jewish

people have brought God'sz echastisements upon themselves, but His agent
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is destined for total destruction (3:4). Returning to the opening

statement, we note that the Jews will survive oppression and particie

- pate in Amalek's extinction (3:5), which will be carried out in an

appropriately gruesome and reproachful manner (3:6).

With Kahana 3:7 begin the homilies which expound various words
and phrases in Zachor. In this section, the commandment to remember
(9997; Deut. 25:17) is turned back upon God. Mere mortals are forget-
ful, but God does not forget, and--what is more important—~Iarael’s
enemies offended Him, too.  "Remember (997), O Lord, against the
children of Edom the day of Jerusalem--they who said 'Raze it, raze
it (79 TW) even to its foundation'" (Ps. 137:7), This much is
sufficient for the theme of the chapter, However, the section con-
tinues with two explanations of the word 9y, each with its proof-text.

Thus the chapter has taken on a new dimension. God not only
dispenses justice; He is also-~if it were possible~-an "njured" party.

In Kahana 3:8, Amalek (p?ny; Deut, 25:17) is first described as
8 swiftly moving "locust people" (pv ), and then as a "licking
people" (P? ﬁV);leager to lap up Israel'ls blood like a dog or a fly.
Finally, Amalek is said to have traveled 400 parasangs (over 1500
miles) to make war upon Israel at Refidim. The function of this
section, therefore, is to add bloodthirstiness to the list of Amalek's
evil traits.

Kahana 3:9 is brief, but it has three distinet parts. Expounding
the words "on the road when you came out of BEgypt'" (Deut. 25:17), the
preacher first compares the Amalekites with bandits. A parable follows,

in which a king protects his vineyard with a fence and a watchdog.
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When the king's own son bresnks through the fence, he is bitten by

the dog. Later, the king reminds the son of his transgression by
saying, "Remember (M2TY) how the dog bit you." 1In this parable Cod

is the king, Israel is His son, and Amalek is the dog and the agent
of God's chastisement. Israel has become, in effect, the bandit.

The symbolic value of the vineyard, however, is unclear in the context
of the pericope, thus rendering the exact nature of Israel's sin un-
clear, as well.

In the final part of Kahana 3:9, Israel's sins are shown to be
doubt and ingratitude. "'I=z the Lord ameng us, or not?' Then came
Amalek" (Ex. 17:7-8). This, however, is not banditry. Except for
the first line of this section, which seems Lo continue the approach
of Kahana 3:8, the concept expressed is Israel's chastisement at
Refidim. God puniches Israel by cending Amalek agninst them, ana
thereby proves that lHe is indeed present with His people, even though
He temporarily declines to protect them. This dramatic intervention
in Israel's Jouruey expresses the paradoxical, bittersweet nature of a
rabbinic concept, chastisements out of love (T8 Y2 1YMDN).

Thus we return to an idea expressed in Kahana 3:4, that Israel brought
thelr guffering upon themselves.

A parable of lsrael's ingratitude le rendered more aptly at the
beginning of Kahana 3 as given in MC ¥ (Mandelbaum p. 35, lines 6-1k)
and in Rabbati 13:6 (Friedmann p. 5%, line 15--p. 55b, line 6). A man
carrlied hiz son op his shoulders through the marketplace, and bought
for the boy whatever he wanted. The son asked 2 passer-by, "Have you

socn my father?"; whereupon the father chided hiec son for his
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ingratitude and threw him to the ground, where a dog bit him. In the
same way, when Israel left Egypt, they vere enfolded in clouds of
glory and all their needy and wants were proviued, yet they questioned
God's presence among them (Ex. 17:7). God then caused a "dog" to
"bite" them: "Then came Amalck. . ." "Therefore it is said: 'Remem-
ber (M2T)'" (Deut. 25:17).

This parable explains only the last portion of Kahana 3:9., How,
then, did the parable of the vineyard come to be included? The answer
is provided by a parallel passage in Rabbati 13:7 (Friedmann p. 55b,
lines 6-13). It ig not so significant that the details of the parable
are different here. The important uaspect of the passage is the reason
given for the parable, "Sod did not have to say if'ﬁememher what
Amalek did to you.'/ Rather, He could have said, 'Remember what you
did at Refidim.' . . .Why, then, did He say 'Remember what Amalek d4id?’
He made them aware i;f their mishehuvlog? indirectly." 7Tt is apparent,
therefore, thst the preclse details of the parable in Knhana 3:9 are
not as important as the indirectness with which Ood reproved His
people. We may now summarize Kahana 3:9 as follows: By their ingrati-
tude, Isracl brought Cod's chastisement upon themselves, but His tender-
nesg and conzideration for lis people sre revealed in the indirect way
in which He reminds them of their misconduct.

Kahana 3:10 orfers three interpretations of the word T ("he
met you:" Deut. 25:13) The basic interpretatiou of this word would

' which carries a conno-

agsociate it with the root TP, "to encounter,'
tation of mere chance that the rabbis could not aceept, Certainly,

everything that bnppened to lerael wae divinely ordained! Therefore,
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TW 5 nssociated in this section with three different words. The
first of thesc, YW, is derived from MTW: Amalek "made you unclean"
by foreing you to commit pederesty. The second is N9p: Amalek "read"
your names from genealogical lists and "ecalled" you out from within
the clouds of glory, and then he killed you. The last is Sp: Amalek
"cooled your Tearsome reputation" by entering into battle with you,
even though he was "scalded" in the process. In this section, there-
fore, the theme of Amalek's sins againct Israel iz further elaborated,

In interpreting the words 73 231vy ("he struck at your rear;"
Deut. 25:18) ipn Kahana 3:11, the preacher usgain mentions the mockery
of ¢circumcicion by the Amalekites. He goes on to say Lthat Amalek
taught Israel sowe sort of grossly sacrilegious act whieh he had
learned from Esau. The nature of this act is not clear, and various
commentators differ about its speecifics. Alternately, the preacher
suggests that Esnu coughed up phlegm and exhibited his member as signs
of contempt for God. This |s yet another instmnce of Amalek's wicked-
ness, It e surprising that Israel is not castigated for learning
rom Amalek.

Kahana 3:12 expounds the phrase "all who were enfeebled (ovhwman)
nt your rear" (Deut., 25:18). 1In this section, it is interesting to
note the names of those Lo whom the agrgadot are ascribed. R. Judab
divides the word OYPUNI into N3 and 2, saying that everyone who
M3 was cast out (PEM3) from the clouds of glory, und thus exposed
to Amalek's attack. Various commentators differ about the meaning of
MAY3. Mandelbrum said that MZY3 means that they deliberately dis-

ruopted or enused errora in divinely ordauined observence of rest.
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Braude claimed that MI3%] means "hung back feebly from obeying

/ God's commands/." However, R. Judah may only have meant "everyone
whom the cloud caused to remain in his place," with no reason given
for the coming punishment. This last suggestion is parallel in form
with the ipterpretation of R. Nehemiah, who explained DYPUMN) as if
it were spelled DYWMNI: "Everyone whom the cloud expelled was cast

out."eoa

The rabbis added that the cloud expelled the tribe of Dan
because they worshipped idols,

A uiflerent interpretation of DY2WN) was offered by R. Isaac,
who transposed the letters of the root VN, and explained the word
as "whisperers" (DUM?D). Again we encountwer R. Judah, K. Nehemiah
and the rabbis, each with a different account of the content of the
whispering. It is somewhat confusing that, within a single midrashie
unit, R. Judah and R. Nehemiah are cited as the authors of contradic-
tory interpretations of the very same word. Thus, Kahana 3:12 expands
the Lheme of Israel's sins, which exposed them to God'a chastisement
through Amalek.

Kahange 3:13 begins with & brief comment on the phrase, "wnen
you were faint (MY) and weary (WI¥1)" (Deut. 25:18). The occurrence
ol two synonyms must be explained, because they seem to be needlessly
redundant. Yet the Rabbls assume absolute economy of Scriptural
language, which means that all seeming redundancies are advised and
convey additional meaning. Therefore the explanation is given, "faint
because of vhirst and weary because of the hardships of travel."

The section continues by expounding the phrase, "and he (Amalek)
did not fear God (DYTPR W VYY) (peut. 25:18). The preacher begins

by saying that Esau's descendants will only fall at the hands of
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youngest (VYY) of the flock shall drag lﬁﬁog?naway." Rachel's

gsong were the youngest of Jacob's children. This comment leads into
a series of four comparisons between Esau and Jogeph, Rachel's elder
son--comparigons which are always favorable to Joseph. The last of

these returns to the Torah-verse by demonstrating that Esau/Amalek

"did not fear God" (Deut. 25:;18), but Joseph said, "I fear God

(89 938 Doyosa-n8)" (Gen, L42:18), The last threé comparisons end
with the refrain, "Let this one (Amalek) fall at the hand of that one
(Joseph)."

The first brief aggadah, based on the words "faint" and "weary,"
doeg not contribute to the thematic development of the chapter. How-
ever, the second part of the section expands on the theme of Israel's
ultimate triumph over their oppressors, despite Israel's weakness and
its persecutors'-~especially Rome'sg~-strength. There -is no evidence
to suggest that the virtue of Joseph as demonstrated in the comparisons
conceals a reference to the eschatological Messiah ben Joseph. Rather,
the figure of Jo;eph points to Joshua, his degcendant, who repulsed
the Amalekite attack.

Kahana 3:1L is a comment on Deut. 25:19 in its entirety, "There~
fore, when. the Lord your God grants you safety from all your enemles
around you, in the land that the Lord your God is giving you as a
hereditary portion, youw shall blot out the memory of Amalek from under
heaven. Do not forget!" The preacher lists three commandments which
Israel were to fulfill upon their entry into Canaan, the last of which
ig Deut. 25:19, the physical destruction of Amalek. The other two are

the appointment of a king, and the building of a Temple, To a Palestinian
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Jewish audience living under Roman oppression, this would have been

a tremendoucly moving statement. Suffering under Roman rule, they
would ind~ed wish to appoint their own king.zl Still mourning the
destroyed Temple, and discouraged by broken Roman promises of its
reconstruction, Lhey would wiash to see it reestablished. And most of
all, they would wish to banish all remembrance of their persecution

by the Caesars. Indeed, they did not and would not forget. This sec-
tion carries unspoken messianie implleations; nlthough it is the
shortest in the ehapter (less than four lines), it is one of the most
povwerful.

Kahana 3:1% neals with the reconciliation of two aeemingly con-
tradictory verses. The rirst of these is Dout, 25:19, "You shall blot
out (men) tre memory of Amalek.' The other ipg Bx. 17:14, ". . .for |
will utterly blot out (mn am) the memory of Amalek." The resoiution
of this rcontradiction is quite different from that in Kahnna 3:2.
pefore Amalek moved against God's throne, the Jews were commanded to
blot nut his memory; afrerwardas, Ood himself took on the responsibility.
How, then, can a mere mortal present any danger to God's throne? Be-
cause "they shall cull Jerusalem "the throne of the Loed (MM No2)'"
(Jer. 3:17), and Jerusalem hos been attacked by many "Amaleks." Chiof
awong them, of course, is Romp, Thersfore, "I will utterly blot out
the name of Amalek.” fod nppeursz ngain as the "injured" party, nnod
iz prervogative to dispoze of Amalek's fate ie reaffirmed,

Mandelbaum indicated s cpctionnl division at this point, but
reazons have already been affered for believiag that such a ivision
ifi not nppropriut».ﬁz Anot her consideration may now be ndded. Kahana

3115 foensed on the motir of God's throne; the same motif beging and
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ends Mandelbaum's 16th section., Thus, Kahana 3;15-16 are related
thematically, and should not hav~ heen separasted in the rritical edi-
tion. However, because Mandelbaum's work huas set a standard for dis-
course, we will continue to refer to the remaining portion of the chapter
as Kahana 3:16,

This final passage begins by quoting Fx. 17:16, "[Moses] said,
'"Hand upon the throne of the Lord (1" 8D Y TV )! The Lord will have
war with Amalek, ., . .'" Moses' utterance iz commonly understood as an
oath, and the preacher depicts God as cwearing not to naccept Amalekite
prosalytes. God's vow is an eiaboration of Moses' statement, "By My
right hand and again by My right Im,nd..?-i by My throne and again by My
throne (YRDD YROD Ya™2 "I ). . . ." An exumple is given of David's
execution of this poliey of non-acceptance (11 Sam. 1:13-16), with a
short digression on the incident.

The section continues with an exposition of the concluding words
of Ex. 17:16, "rrom generation to generation (97 9m)." The incomplete
spelling of 77 allows the preacher to treat the two words as one--
TYM--with the meaning, "I will roll afver (teack down) [Amalek] from
generation to generation." Three rabbis define the "generations™ which
are referred to, each of which beging and enda with victors over Amalek:
a) from Moses to Samuel, b) from Samuel tn Mordecai and Eether, and
o) from Mordecaj nnd Esther to the mesaianic king. Another digression
apeks to estublish that only three penerations are involved.

Now that the mergianie implieations of the end of the chapter have
bren rendered explicit, the preacher concludes with a kind of double
"coda," whose parts share the same formula: "“As long as Amalek's

descendunts exist in the world. . .when Amalek's descendnnts are



1h7

expunged (7aR) from the world. . .," a messianic expectation. The
first example says that--if it were possible--it is as if Ged's coun-
tenance were hidden by n wing (n3n) as long as Amalek exists. This
concept is based on Isa, 30:20, "Your Teacher shall not conceal Himself
(m32Y ) any more, bul" when Amalek has perished, "your eyes shall see
your Teacher."

The conclusion of the chapter returns to the theme of God's
throne and to the oath in Ex. 17:16, "Hand upon the throne (p2) of
the Lord (M)! The Lord will have war with Amalek . . ." Two words
nre abbreviated in this verse--DC instead of RDO2, and T instead of
“1n“--leading the preaclier to say that God's name and throne will not
be complete until Amalek's descendant: are destroyed. Thia remarkable
statement is buttreszed by the citation of Ps, 9:7-8, "O enemy! The
waste pluces have come to sn end forever) and the elties which you
uprooted--their very memcry has perished (2727 Ta8). But the Lord
(MM ) ic enthroned forever: He hae established His throne (Sxoz)
for Judgment."

Much needs to be sald abont this conclusion. 1) In Pe. 9:8, the
words for "throne" and "Lord" appear in their complete form, which
fMalfills the preacher's pomiletical intent. 2) The use of Pa. 9:7-H
at the ond of the chapter represent2 an artistic choice on the part
of the editor. Ps. 9:6 is the basiz of Lhe proem in Kahana 3:5, and
the uste of the two succeeding verses us a patimah helps to unify the
antire ehnpter.  3) The batim.hk heightens the themes already discussed.
The fight againat AmaleZ ir not just another instance of God redeeming
larael. God is 5o committed to the well-being of His people ana to

the wdveapt o the Meszinh that He places lis very name apa throne in
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the balance against the attainment of these goals. God fought for
[srael against Amalek and Haman; He will fight against Rome, as well.

Let us now summarize the progression of the entire chapter.
Although the proems stated God's decisive role in requiting Amalek,
the focus was on Israel's attitudes and actions, with an emphasis on
humility, repentance and justice. PEven in Kahana 3:6, in which Israel
calls on God to punish "our neighbors" for having offended Him, the
actual punishment ismeted out by Samuel to Apag, with no hint of
divine asgistance. However, God iz quickly ealled upon again to punish
Edom's descendants for their destruction of Jerusalea (3:7), and the
editor returns to the task of building the case against Amalek (3:8,
10=11). An important part of thizg ecase (¢ the hueble realization that
Israel strays from the right path and is Jeservgng of chastisement
(3:9, 12); despite thiz, God shows tenderness and compassion for His
people even in the act of punishing them (3:9).

The remaining asections of the chapter have .n fnecreasingly militant
and messianic tone, Despite his strength, Amalek--i.e., Rome--will fall
at the hands of lsrael (3:13), who will then reestablish national auton-
omy, rebuild the Temple and wipe out all traces of Roman dominance
(3:14). God will nid israel in accomplishing these goals, which are
nlso Hiz goalay for He remembers "the day of Jerusalem" (Pa. 137:7),
which iz His throne (3:15). 0God swears upon His throne--i.e., upon
Jerusalem—--to fighe Amal=k. The »uccessful conclusion of thia battle
will not only reatore the fortunes of Tsrael, it will complete the
still-=if one may say it--imperfect Throne and Name (3:"16"),

Kahana 3 admirably meets all of Heinemann's criteria for an
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integrated chapter. The themes of the chapter are homogeneous and

unified in a way which is appropriate to the occasion, Shabbat Zachor.

Every section deals in some way with the theme of Amalek's (Rome's)

evil and the fight against him., Thus there is always at least an

associative progression from point to point, This is combined with

a prayerful attitude, as if to say that Israel is not intent on pleading

its own merits but on ridding the world of Amalek's evil, a goal which

fod will pursue not only for Tarael's sake, but for His own. However,

the speed with which Amalek will be uprooted ig conditioned by Israel's

return to righteousness. Amalek will remain in the world as long as

Cod needs a rod to chastise His errant people. Finally, Kahana 3 exhi-

bits a purposeful and effective arrangement of material in what Heine~
mann would call a "rising order." The opening sections of the chapter

focus on the earthly conflict of Israel and Amalek; the case against

Amalek is fully developed; and the chapter ends with a series of con-

tinually heightening messianic climaxes.

"In his juxtapositions of Israel's misconduct a) with Amalek's evil,

and b) with Israel's ultimate triumph and redemption (N.B.; The battle

with Amalek occurred shortly after Israel was redeemed from Egyptian
slavery), the editor employed the dialectical approach which Heinemann

saw as the stylistic hallmark of Vayikra Rabbah. This i1s not surpris-

ing ih the light of those theories which place the editing of Pesikta

d'Rav Kahana near in time and place to that of Vayikra Rabbah. We may

also note that the hatimah not only refers back to a verse used in a

proem, but it also develops organically out of the motifs of remem-

brance and God's throne. All things considered, this chapter is a fine

example of the editor's art.
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We turn now to the compositional analysis of Rabbati 12, bear-
ing in mind that neither Margulies' nor (oldberg's model applies
adequately to this chapter. Tt ie impossible to know, without de-
tailed study of Pesikta Rabbati as a1 whole, whether these discrepan-
cies are limited to Rabbati 12. TInevitably, some of the points made
in the analysis of Kahana 3 will be repeated here. However, because
of variants in style and arrangement, and poeeibly also in intent,
Rabbati 12 must be ms painstakingly analyzed as its cousin in Pesikta
d'Rav Kahana,

Rabbati 12:1 begins with a Yelammo lenu-proem on the guestion of
the proper bleseing to be said when walking through a cemetery. This
blessing is pglven as, "Blessed is He whi keepe teack of each of you."
Thus, the theme of remembrance is indirectly introduced. The blessing'=s
unusual direct addres: to the supposedly uncomprehending dead is support-
ed by Lhe statement that the power of speech ig theonly difference he—
tween the ﬁ;ﬁnhtcoug? dead and tne living.

A second halachic guestion follows: When a man walks through a
cemetery knowing that u rightecus man is buried there--if he mentiona
the man, is he aloo required to mention hia deeda? The implied anawer
is pogitive, because Derlpture is adduced Lo prove that when fGod men-
tions a righteous man, like Abrabam or Moges, He also immediately men-
tions his good deeda. By rhe same token, when God mentions a wicked
man, he alao mentions hia wicked deede. One of these was Amalek, whose
attack God commanded Moses to record. When Mases remonstrated with
God for remembering the decds of the wicked, fiod explained that the
righteons and their deeds are remembered so ns to give them their

f'uture reward; but the wicked and their deeds dare remembered so as ta
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punish them and to blot out their name. The preacher concludes this
proem by referring Lo Zachor, "Remember (9127) what Amalek 1id to

you" (Deut. 25:17); . . ."You shall btlot out (M) the remembrance
of Amalek" (Deut. 25:1%). The halachic proem in this chapter func-
tions in the same way ns a regular proem, by teasing the congregation
or reader into attentive waiting to ¢ee how such an extraneous issue
will be brought to hear apon the day's Seriptural lesson. The connec-
tion is easily made in this proem. From speaking to the righteous dead
and remembering their deeds it s only a short step to speaking of the
wicked dead, and thence to Amalel (Kome). The message of this proem
is that God will remember Amalek in order to blot out hig memory, and
that the Jews are to do the same,

Rabbati 12:2 {2 a proem based on Joh 13:12, "Your memorials
(oov370Y) are 1'ke ashes (qBR), your eminences like eminences of clay
(qy1)." The first part of this section, in whick the proem-verse is
explained as Jar's rebuke to his friende for their hypvoertsy, has no
thematic connection <lth the chapter., 1In the other part of the proem,
the verse is appiled to Israel, to whom God smid, "I command that you
make mentlon of two remembrapces IO, f.e., two verses containing
worda derived from the root 92Y ):  'Remember (s3o%) what Amalek did
to you'" (Deut. 25:17), nnd "'You shall blot out the remembrance (sop)
of nmalek " (Deur. 29:19). Furthermore, i Israe. does not remember
und rend these commandments every year, God will ecaure them to return
to working with clay (W) in Egypt. In other words, Israel's failure
to remember what Amalek did, or their acquliescence in what Rome does,

will nullify God's redemptive ncta.
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Unlike Kahann 3:2, no mention is made here of Israel's worthi-
ness, nor is there any allusion to mourning or repentance. Only the
commandment remains, to read annually the verses of Zachor. The
absence of the analogy with Abranam and the implied admonition to
repent may stem from the faulty transmission of this aggadah, part of
it having been lost. One might 21l20 find a cause for the alteration
in the resigparion of a community, battered for centuries, which has
found repentance to be oOf no avail against the oppressor. The rathin,
in their wiasdom, decreed that Zachor shall be read, but one senses Lhe
community's hopelesspness coupled with the fear of the consequences of
disobedience to the tradition.

The third proem, Rabbati 12:3, is based cn Ps. 32:9, "Do not he
like the horse or mule which have no understanding, whose mouth muct
be held in with bit and bridle, lest he come near you." As in Kahann
3:3, the Israelites rre enjoined, when they cnter their land, to requite
good with goed and evil with evil, Therefore, in accordance with
Deut.. 23:8, they ure not to abhnor their hrother Edomites nor the
Fgyptlans in whose land then lived for so many years. However, "Remem-
ber what Amalelk did to you. ., ." Thiz proem makes the same unuszunl
digstinetion between rdom and Amalek ag does fts parallel. The reason
for this distinerion is simply not apparent from its context in lhe
proem or the chapter. However, the lesszon of Just requital ir the
game 8% In Lhe parallel.

Rabbati 12:4 is n pooem based on Ps. 109314, "Let the iniquity
of his fathers (YN T1y) ne brought Lo remembrance (m5yy) unto the
Lord; and let not the sin of kis mother (YpR oMty ) be blotred out

o )." As in Kahaon 3:1, the pbrases yypyaR 1y and D8 DNvn are
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taken to mean "the iniquity against his fathers" and "the sin against
his mother," respectively, However, in Rabbati 12:4 the preacher
extends the connotation of the word "fathers'" to include not only
Abraham and Isaac, but God, the Jewish people, and Jacob, as well.
The sins against Abraham, Isaac, and Rebecca are essentially the same
as those listed in Kahana 3:1; but the sins against the others have a
marked religio-political tone: a) against God-~burning the Torah and
the Temple; b) against Israel--~burning, killing, and exile; and c)
against Jacon-murderous threats which forced him into exile, All
those against whom Esau sinned are to requite him, including "you"
(the Jewish people) and "I" (God). TFinally, the Jews are exhorted
with two verses to blot out his name from the earth: "Rémember (7o7)
.+ " (Deut. 25:17) and "You shall blot out (TmN)" (Deut. 25:19).
By his descent from Esau, Amalek/Rome is identified with all the Jews'
oppressors throughout history. In this proem, it is Esau himself who
is responsible for the excesses of the victorious Empire, Assurance
is given that Cod will join the Jews in "repaying" Esau's evil,

Rabbati 12:5 begins as a proem baged on Ps. 9:6, "You have rebuked
the nations (0'13), You have destroyed the wicked (V¥1), You have
blotted out (1M ) their name for ever and ever." As in Kahana 3:5,
the three parts of the verse are interpreted separately, but the tech=-
nique of "verbal tally" is used only at the end. Thus, the 0771 are
the nations IMIVT) which make evil plans against Israel, only to be
forestalled by God.  The YW is Haman, a surviving descendant of

"

Amalek, who sought to exterminate Israel. The only tally is "¢ . .You

have blotted out (D))" with Deut, 25:19, ", . .you shall blot out
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(fMX) the remembrance of Amelek." The implications of this proem
are more general than those of its parallel in Kahana 3:5. There,
by reference to Amalek and Esau, a direct but veiled statement was
made about the longed-for overtnrow of Rome. Here, we find references
only to "the nations" and to Haman, who is depieted as a survivor.
Clearly, this proem reflects a politiceal reality unlike that which may
be inferred from Kahana 4. "The nations" may refer to the successive
barbarien invasions which crippled the Roman Empire, ard from which
the Jews aluso suffered. Haman's status as a survivor may indicate
Rome's weakened condition., Certainly, Lhe figure of flaman never
carried the terrifying connotations traditionally aseribed to Amalek,
Following the proem, Rabbati 12:% assumea the form of a homily.
As mentioned above,zh there are two distinet homilies in this section.
The first of these, which | have designated Rabbati 12:[6], begins
with the restatement of Deut, 25:17, "Remembér what Amalek did to

you. . " This is immediately followed by Ex. 17:9, "Mozes said to

Joshua, 'Choose men for us,' ete. Braude apresd with Priedmann

that Deut. 25:17 wae originally linked with Ex. 17:8, "Amalek came and

w3 Furthermore, Friedmann thought that

fought with larael at kelidim,
thie editor cited Deut. 25117 nt thiz point "in order to return to
the basie story ﬁEr the Ammlekite uttuoﬁ7 which (s in M2 e,
expounding ull the verues theres until be concludes with the verses

"?0 mhis eonclusion

rrom Psalme with which he opened his discourse,
occurs at the end of Kabbati 12:0 with the citation of Ps, 0:7-8.
One may infer that "riedmann also rejected the established division

of Ravba*{ 12 into sections, and viewed Rabbati _2:5-U asg one long

section, "Becau-~ *1is section begine with a proem," Friedmann might



155

say, "it should not be surprising that two proems follow it, Rabbati
12:10-11."

Let us return to the analysis of Rabbati 12:[€], which has been
identified ns a homily. Based on Ex. 17:9, it comments on almost
every word of the verse., BSome of this commentary is irrelevant to
the theme of the chapter, e.g., the rirst comment, which concerng the
etiquette of the master-disciple relationship.

The preacher next inquires inte the type of men whom Joshua wag
to choose. DOne comment favors rightecus: men as exempliCied by Elaad
and Meded (Num. 11:26), whose modesty was legendary. 'The other comment.
merely says, "Valiant men (DVT123 oIR)." Apparently, both nualitics
were deemed desirable in the contemporary Jewish community, but the
cursory ureatment given Lo bravery may ipdicate that rebellion was not
encouraged .

Fx. 17:9 econtinues, ". . .and go out, fight with Amalek tomorrows

[ wilt etand on the tap of the hill, . . ." Moses' stance on top af
the hill reealls u paravl » g which n widow's son, rather than joining
the loeal garrigson to repel bapdits, stands on the roof of lhis housc
to watch the battle. The preacher falls to interpret the parable,
Braude clnimed Lhnt the widow's son represents Moases, enfecbled by
Tsrael's Inck of fuith (Ex. 17:7) and therafore unable to part icipate
in the battle, Broude further stated that tie absence of an interpre-
tation of the parable is deliberate, because the rabbis were “"aghast
at the idea of spelline out in t'ull the ifmpliecations. . . M1 pried-
mann quobted an older commentary, Zern Efeaim, which o similar to
Broude's interpretation in that it (Zera Efaim) also imputes weakness

tw Mosesn, In this ecase, Moses is snid to bhe afraid. Friedmanr himself
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thought that "T will wateh (71®1¥)" is an error, and that "I will ery
out (PIX)" is the correct reading. MThus, Moses stood on the hill in
order to pray in Israel's bnhalf.28

It is difficult to understand why the =dilor would choose to
include an aggadah to which he reacted with horror or repulsion.
Friedmann's interpretatlion, even though it involves a textual emen-
dation, fits 1nto the context of the tnllowing passage; Moses pleads
for Israel by invoking the merits of the Torah (purticularly the Ten
Commandments ), the legal decisions based upon the Torah, the Patriarchs,
the Matriarche, and hiz own miracle-working staff, The preacher
comments that the merit of the starf la decisive, for althoupgh Amnlek
can also claim the merit of the same Patriarchs, Abraham and [snac,
he does not possess the staff, and never has.

Another interpretation of the parable of the widow's son is
suggested by the politiral situation. ''ne decaylng Roman Empire was
involved in wars with barbarians and Persians. Althcough Jewish commu-
nities enlisted At varicus times on one aide or the nther, they were not
nlways allowed to Tight, nand they suffered the depredations of all
parties. They were nowerless to do tdnything but--fo borrow the meta-
phor-—c limb onto the root and watch--and pray, Thuz, Moses' stance on
Lhe hill becomes a poignant zymbol of the =orry state of the Palestiniun
Jewish community.

flow thnt Moses' instructions to Joshua (Ex. 17:9) have heen
sxpounded, the proncher asks why Moszes spoke with Joshus, and not with
someone elge., The answer given i Lhat Jdoshua wag descended from
Rachel, Immcdiately thereafter, Deut. 25:18 is quoted in full, but

only for the sake of itz last three words, ". . .and he (Amalek) did
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not fear God (Dyi9s ¥ KYy)." The preacher tnan launches upon &
geries of uine comparisons of Joseph and Esau. These are always
favorable to Joseph, and all but the last end either with Esau's
fall at Joseph's hands or with Joseph's exaction of punishment from
Esau. By means of these comparisons, Joseph and FEsau become role
models for Isracl and Rome. They stand in opposition to each otler;
the first is a paradigm of righteousness and the other is irredeem-
ably evil. 'The final comparison opposes Ezau's irreverence--"and he
did not fear Bod" (Deut. 25:138)--to Jozeph's piety: "I fear God"
(Gen, k2:18).

Bven though thic homily arises from Ex. 17:9, it is appropriate
to assign it independent status as Rabbati 12:[7]. The guestion it
sesks to answer grows out of the context of Ex, 17:9, not its rontent,
Tt ig more securave to 2ay that it ig baged on Deut., 25:18. Ite subject
is the merit of Jeseph (handed down to Joshua), not the prayer of Moses,
as in Rabbati 12:[6]. Tt= method nnd formulae set {t apart from the
preceding homily.

Having mentioned the fear of God, and also having mentioned (in
the courae of the comparisonz) Joseph's brothers, the question nrises:
Why did Meses enll upon a descendant of Rachel? Why did ne nev eall
upon a dezeendnnt of one of Joseph's older brothera? In Rabbmti 12:6,
the unswer to this question is given by means of an imsginary debate
in "heaven." MNone af the heavenly eounteprparts of the tribal fathers
ig corthy to prevail in debnte over Bzsau's counterpart; to each, Eaau
can pame hisz unexpinted sin. Only beafore Joseph's counterpart does
Eaau full, having no rebuttel ngninst an unblemished character.

Joseph will destroy Reau like a fire burning stubble (Obad. 1:18),



The heavenly counterparts of Joseph and Esau, along with the original
Biblieal personalities, serve as symbols of the conflict between
Israel and Rome. Joseph is a model to which Israel must aspire and
a goul to attain, before Esau can be blotted out.

Because Rabbeti 12:6 1s not based on one of the verses from
Exodus or Deuteronomy dealing with Amalek, it is not in keeping with
established practice to set it off asg an independent section. However,
it does continue Lhe theme of the merit of Joseph; therefore, it should
be nssimilated to Rabbuti 12:[7]. This homily retains the tone of
Rabbati 12:[6]. 'The heavenly debate ls far off in the future as
Joseph's life in the past. Action by contemporary Jews will not avall
against Esau. It remains only to walt for the Measiah.

Rabbati 12:[8], which is Rabbati 12:7 in the Breslsu edition,
interprets Ex. 17:1% as the conclusion of the battle with Amalek, which
is recounted in Ex. 17:9-1k, 'The name of Moses' altar, O3 M, is
taken as A& comment on the preceding verses. Four interpretations of
this name are given: a) "My miracles ("®3) are the Lord's, "i.e.,
the Lord performed miracles for Hiz own sake; b) "“The Lord is my
(Moses') wanner, and T am You. children's banneri" o) "The Lord has

made of me (lsrnel) a banner," raised high like n ship's flag; and

i) "0 Lord, /perform/ a miracle for me!" This last interpretation ies
illuscrated by n parable In whieh a king, although he ig angry with
his wite, poes to a goldsmith and orders a piece of Jewelry for her,
how m:~h more will he do for his wife if she doea his will! 1In the

same way, Ood performed miracles for Ierael, even though they angered

Him with their rdoubt (Ex. 17:7). How much more will He do for Israel.
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The implications of this parable for the contemporary Jewish
community are clear. God's miraculous intervention is the only means
of improving their pitiable state. By doing God's will, the Jews can
improve the chances for a greater miracle to occur more quickly.

Rabbati 12:[9], formerly Rabbati 12:8, contains a phrase-by-
phrase expoisition of Ex. 17:12. The topics covered include the heavi~
ness of Moses' hands, Moses'! gharing of Israel's troubles, and the
meaning of Aaron's and Hur's standing on either side of Moses,

The last interpretation of Ex, 17:12 is based on the words,

?'. . .his hands were steady (FI3I08) until the sun set (8a)." Amalek
fell because of the merit of Moses' hands and'ﬁhépain which Moses
suffered. EREven so, Amalek's sun did not set; some of his descendants
survived the battle. Only in the future, when Esther comes, who was
brought up (I™8) to have trust (71378) in God (Esther 2:7), will Amalek
be eradicated. By inference, when Moses raised his hands all that day,
he was "bringing up" Israel to trust in God, Even so, and despite
Joshua's overwhelming (?mMY) victory, Amalek was not wiped out. They
were greatly Weaﬁened, but they survived (5ranowmy wearT; Ex. 17:13),

The implications are clear: if Israel has faith, the weakened remnant
of the Roman Empire will be uprooted from the earth.,

Rabbati 12:[10] (or Rabbati 12:9) offers four interpretations of

Ex. 17:16, "1ﬁbsg§7'said, '"Hand upon the throne of the Lord (o> ¥y T

" )1' The Lord will have war with Amalek from generation to generation,"

In the first comment, God swears by His throne (1800 yaws ) not to
accept any proselyte from among Amalek's descendants, and David executes
this policy (and the Amalekite messenger). Without the verbal tally

employed in Kahana 3:16, the second comment explains the incomplete
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spelling of the divine name (M) as the result of Amalek's continued
mxistence in the world. It is--if it were pcssible--as if the divinpe
countenance were covered, but when Amalek is uprooted frcm the world,
it will be uncovered. In & third comment, the nand (T ) upon God's
throne ig said to be Amalek's (Rome's) hand stretched out agauinst Jeru-
selem, which is called "the throne of the Lord (mim roo)" (Jer. 3:17).
Before Amalek attacked Jerusalem, Iarael was commanded to blot out
Amalek's memory (Deut. 259:19); but after Amalek's attack, God involved
Himself directly in the struggle. The last interpretavion takes up
the incomplete spelling of "the throne of the Lord (jm ©2)," saying that
until Amalek iz uprooted from the world, it is--if one may say lt--as
iff God's throne and name are incomplete. They will become complete when
Amalek perishes, 'The section--and, according to vur structural analysis,
the firast of the two component chaptera of Rabbati l2--concludes with
a proof-text from Ps. 9:7-8, "O enemy! The waste places have come Lo
an end forever; and the cities which yocu uprooted--their very memory hae
perished, But the Lord (M3 ) is enthroned forever; He has establiched
His throne (ANDD) for judgment." In these verses, the words for "throne"
and "Lord" are given in their full spellings. The four aggadot in this
section all comment on Ex. 17:16, but they do not =eem to reflect any
purpogeful arrangement. 'The last three aggadot all speax in eschatolog-
ical terms of God's involvement in the war aganinst Amalek., No role in
this struggle is nssigned to Tsrael.

The reneated use i these final verses of the word "forever
(o7Y?. . . WIV)" establishes the messianic tone appropriate to a

-

butimah. As if to complete and unify the chapter, the use of . G:7-8

refers back to Pa. 0:6, the procm vorse of Rabbati 12:%5. Another
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argument for the conclusion that Rabbati 12:1-9 comprises a separate
chapter may be derived from its use of Torah-verses. All of the proems
are baged on Torah-verses from Zachor, but the only one out of five
homilies to be so based is Rabbati 12:[7]. All the others are based

on Ex. 17:9—16, which recounts the battle with Amalek. This alteration
in mid~chapter of the bagic passage is most unusual. However, ag if

to anchor the chapter to Zachor, each of Zachor's three verses occurs

in the chapter, and each is in its proper order. Deut. 25:17 is cited
at the very 5eginning of the homilies, Rabbati 12:[6]. Deut. 25:18 is
the bagis for Rabbati 12:[7}. TFinally, Deut. 25:19 is cited in

Rabbati 12:[10]. Thus, the editor seems to have been consciousg of the
need to preserve order. In the remainder of Rabbati 12, the three verses
of Zachor, in order, are the sole hases of two proems and three homilies.
If the chapter as a whole were one unified work, it would be most unusu-~
al to start another complete cycle of citations of Zachor, instead of
interweaving the sections in order to present an integrated sequence.

(We have already remarked on the strangeness of finding two proems

which follow upoﬁ a patimah.zg)

Let us summarize Rabbati 12 up to this poiﬁt. God and Israel
remember Amalek's wickedness (12:;1). Israel's failure to remember
would nullify God's redemptive acts (12:2), but Israel must obey the
rule of justice, and not recall for evil any who have done them good
(12:3). BEsau's sins against God and Israel are described; both will
join in requiting Esau (12:4). However, the preacher turns to God for
redemption from Israel's oppressors, a weakened Rome and an increasingly
strong group of other powers (12:5)., Israel's role in its pitiable

state is the raising up of righteous men like Abraham, Moses (12:[6])
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and Joseph (12:[7]), who, by doing God's will and trusting Him, might

hasten Israel's redemption and Rome's final downfall (l2:[8~9]), But

all concrete action i1s in God's hands; it is He Who must redress

Israel's grievances and His own (12:[10]).
Although thls sermon is integrated to a degree, it is not as

successful as Kahana 3. Rabbati 12:1-[10] exhibits thematic unity,

in that each section 1s related to the theme of Amalek's downfall by
means of Israel's piety and God's power. However, the progression

from point to point ig often retarded by lrrelevant and discursive

material; this may indicate the editor's desire to preserve intact the W‘ f‘i

rabbinic traditions about the verses which are discussed. The impact

of the last section 1s weakened by the atmosphere of helplessness and I

plaintive longing for the messianic future which broods over all the il i

|

il
homilies., Although the hatimah develops organically out of the theme 'f"}y
of the sermon, there 1s no trace here of the dlalectical approach which ‘

contributed to the vitality and appeal of Kahana 3, | ;{H

We must still examine the remaining portion of Rabbati 12. Rabbati

‘12:[11], formeriy designated Rabbati 12:10, is a proem based on
Ps. 79:12, "Render unto our neighbors sevenfold (DYOYaW) into their

bosom (0pvr1) their reproach, with which they have reproached You (71897,

0 Lord." This verse is brought into opposition with Lam. 3:6L, "Give

them, O Lord, their deserts according to their deeds (DmMTY M) ,"
The preacher must now resolve the issue of how severe the punishment is

to be. Two sages agree that sins against Tsrael are only to be requited

meagure for measure (DFYTY MWNMAD), but sins against God are to be pun-

ished sevenfold (DYOY2M). However, the sages differ as to the nature

.of the sin against God. One says that it was the destruction of the
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Temple, of whose altar it is written, "And from the bottom (prrm)

on the ground to the lower ledge--two cubits" (Ezek. 43:1k). The

other says that it was burning the Torah, of which it is written,

"The words of the Lord are. . .seven times (pvpyat) refined" (Ps. 12:7).
The words "into their bosom (0P 17) their reproach" are identified with
the amputation and further shameful maltreatment of the circumcised
organ, which is set into a man's middle (Pm). This outrage is assoc-
iated with Deut. 25:11, several verses before Zachor, with the impli-
cation that Israel's enemies did to them what the wife in Deut. 25:11
did to help her husband. This "reproach" is what Israel should "remeﬂm
per" (Deut. 25:17).

Although this proem states some of "our neighbors'" sins against
God and Israel, it is unusual in that the neighbors are not named. No
mention is made of Esau, Edom, Amalek or Haman. Retribution is clearly
for God, not»Israel to carry out.

Rabbati 12:[12] (Rabbati 12:11 in the Breslau edition) is a proem
based on a slightly altered version of Isa. 48:8, "Did you not know?
Did you not hear, nor was your ear opened long ago? For I knew that you
are most treacherous, and that you were called (17 xjp) a transgressor
from birth." The preacher explains that this verse is addressed to
Amalek and to Haman, his progeny. Proofs are adduced from Scripture
and combined with words from the proem-verse to show that the Egyptians
and L;i&7'the peoples know about God, and about the miracles which he
performed for Israel. Only Amalek stubbornly refuses to recognize the
truth. Therefore, God will send somecne (Mordecai) to teach Amalek a
lesson. Playing on the words T? 8P, the preacher depicts God as

promising to hang Haman from a beam (TP 50 cubits high; 50 is the
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sum of the numerical values of the letters » (30) and 5 (20). There-
fore, Deut. 25:17 is also addressed to Haman: "Remember what Amalek
made~-fifty~-for you (49%)." In this proem, for the first time, the
hereditary wickedness of Amalek is associated directly with the Book

of Esther. Although both Amalek and Haman are addressed at the begin-
ning of the proem, at its end--given the detail of the 50-cubit gallows-—-

"as in

only Heman remains. He is again in the role of the "survivor,'
the first part of Rabbati 12, although this is not explicitly stated.
In the same way, the surviving Roman authorities stubbornly refuse to
recognize the special relationship between God and Israel. God will also
prepare for them an appropriate punishment.

In Rabbati 12:[13], formerly Rabbati 12:12, the preacher recounts
a parable of a king, his garden, and his watchdog, When the son of the
king's friend broke into the garden, the dog bit him. The king chose
an indirect way of reminding the would-be thief of his crime, telling
his (the king's) son to say to the thief, "Remember what that dog did
to you." In the same way, when Israel sinned at Refidim by questioning
God's presence ;mong them, God sent Amalek, like a dog, to attack them.
God reminds Israel of their sin in an indirect way, by saying, "Remember
what Amalek did to you" (Deut. 25:17). The point of this parable is
that, even though Israel sins, God shows them loving consideration even
in the act of chastising them. As in Kahana 3:9, the theme of this
section is God's chastisements of loﬁes The punishment ig carried out
for Israel's good, not for their harm.

Rabbati 12:[1k], which is the first part of Rabbati 12:13, con-
sists of a phrase-by-phrase exposition of Deut. 25:18, .The preacher

first discusses the words "how he met you (y9p <@)." To the rabbinic
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mind, it was impossible that Amalek could have merely "encountered
(7p)" Israel; whatever befalls Israel is in God's bands. Therefore,
the word “qp is explained as if it derived from three other roots.

The first is ¥9p: Amalek called to the Israelites by name, and killed
each one as he emerged from the clouds of glory. The second is 7P,
which is derived from iTW: Amalek "made you unclean" by forcing you

to commit pederasty. The last is W: Awmalek "cooled your fearsome
reputationﬁ in the eyes of the nations. Although Israel should remember
these sing as & stimulus to blot out Amalek's memory, they should also
remember that these events did not occur by accident.

The words "he struck at your rear (72 23™1)" are explained as a
euphemism for castration., This is also the inferred meaning of I Sam.
15:33, "Samuel hewed (FIOU7) Agag in pieces." The preacher regards
Samuel 's treatment of Agag, the Amalekite king, as just requital for
the same crime which Amalek committed against Israel. With some digres-
sion, two other explanations of FOMNY are offered., In this aggadah,
another entry is made in the catalogue of Amalek's sins, and the prin-
ciple of just requital is upheld. Contemporary readers and listeners
must also have derived some viecarious satisfaction from this gory tale
of a Jew's revenge upon an Amalekite (Roman).

In the next part of this section, the preacher expounds upon the
words, "all who were enfeebled (DY2HN35T) at your rear.'" According to
one authority, the DY7UMI were those whom the clouds of glory left
behind (1M3IN, from the root M3) and cawsed to fall away (V?OUMY, from
the root 7W3I). Another rabbi said that the cloud discharged them
violently. A third opinion states that the M7MI were the Tribe of

Dan, which merited this fate because they were idol-worshippers. The
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last interpretation identifies the DY?UNTI with those who complained,
"Ig the Lord among us or not?" In sum, those Israelites whom Amalek
attacked had, in some way, deserved to be punished.

The concluding part of Rabbati 12:[1L4] is based on the descrip-
tion of Amalek, that "he did not fear God (DYT2R BT K29 )." Five reasons
are given for the appropriateness of Joshua, a descendant of Joseph,
doing battle with Amalek, a descendant of Esau. These reasons arise
out of comparisons between Joseph's 1life and attitudes, and Esau's;
their lives could have been parallel, but instead they were diametri-
cally opposite. Joseph was righteous, and Esau was wicked. Here again,
as in Rabbati 12:[7], we find the archetypal representatives of Israel
and Rome. In the lagt example, Joseph declares with reverence, "I
fear God (8TY IR DYVTPRI-O8 )" (Gen. 42:18), but of Amalek it is said,
"he did not fear God (D178 87Y K27 )" (Deut. 25:18). Apparently,
Joshua inherited Joseph's merit, and thus was able to defeat Amalek.
Contemporary Jews should be encouraged, believing that the merit of
thelr fathers will help them to defeat Rome.

Rabbati 12:[15], the second part of Rabbati 12:13, is a commen-
tary on Deut. 25:19, "Therefore, when the Lord your God grants you
safety from all your enemies around you, in the land that the Lord your
God is giving you as a hereditary portion, you shall blot out the
memory of Amalek. . . ." The preacher named three commandments which
were Iincumbent upon the Israelites when they entered the Land: es-
tablishing the monarchy, building the Temple, and blotting out Amalek's
memory. To contempoary Jews, fulfillment of these commandments would
signify the restoration of Jewish 1life as it was before the Caesars.

Then the Jews were autonomous; they worshipped in the Temple and had
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no memories of Roman oppression. Thus, this aggadah calls for the
dissolution of Roman domination of Palestine.

As for the commandment to "blot out the memory of Amalek," the
Jews in the aggadah turn it back to God, "zggﬂremember, Yourself!

We are mortal flesh and blood, but You are eternal." In other words,
blotting out Amalek is something which God may realistically be called
upon to accomplish., God replies that the annual reading of H#t"B
PoY (mx. 17:8-16) will be enough to fulfill the commandment. Thus,
Jews have é share in the destruction of Amalek/Rome, albeit a share
which is currently of humble human proportions, and realistically
achievable in their historical context.

In the hatimah of Rabbati 12, the preacher states that Joshua
tried to Dlot ou£ Amalek's memory, but with only partial success. Some
remnants of Amalek remain even until now (WY ), and King Saul
will, in the future (TW), arise from the tribe of Benjamin (Rachel's
other son)‘and uproot the last traces of Amalek. The Scriptural proof
comes from Judg. 5:1h4, "Out of Efraim came Zﬁbshug7'who Lgbuld havé7
uprooted them.bf,Amalek; after you, ijshua, came Saul o£7"Benjamin,
with your multitudes."

This aggadah is identifiable as a hatimah largely on the basis
of the explicit opposition of "nmow (VW)™ and "in the future (TVIW).M
However, two details are unusual. Saul 1s not commonly referred to
as a messianic figure; and the concluding verse, more likely by design
than by accident, is the basis of the next chapter of the midrash,
Rabbati 13. Each of these anomalies, in its own way, renders the hatimah
somewhat unsatisfactory. a) The reference to Saul is mysterious and,

therefore, unsettling. Saul is an unlikely choice for the ultimate




168

victor over Amalek, in view of his refusal to heed the divine command-
ment of utter ruthlessness in battle with Agag. 1) The deliberate
structual forging of continuity between Rabbati 12 and Rabbati 13 makes
the former chapter dependent on the latter. The implication of the
hatimah, however, is clear: A time will come when the Jews, with God's
help, will regain military power and throw off the Roman yoke.

In summarizing the second part of Rabbati 12, we note that it
begins with the idea that retribution, in whatever measure, is for God
to undertake (12:[11]). When God punishes Amalek/Rome, He will punish
them in an appropriate manner, such that they will recognize the nature
of the special relationship between God and Israel. God performs mira-—
cles for Israel (12:[12]), and even when Israel sins and God punishes
them, yet He punishes them out of love, This love is evident both in
the indirectness of the reminder, and in the form of the reminder as
a commandment. By giving Israel a path to follow, a commandment to
obey, God opens to Israel an opportunity to return His love, The case
against Amalek 1s built up, even though his victims were deserving of
punishment. wA difference emerges, here, in the identity of Israel's
avenger against Amalek. Retribution comes not from God directly but,
with God's help, from Samuel and from Joshua, Joseph's descendant, even
though both are mefely mortal., Thus, hope arises that the merit of
their ancestors will aid Israel in their fight against Rome (12:[1h4]),
a hope which is buoyed by the memory of a Jewish-controlled Palestine
before the Caesars. Now the Jews lack the-strength to challenge Rome,
but in the time to come they will drive the oppressor from their Land
(12:[15]).

The tone of Rabbati 12:[11-15] is one of sublimated hostility, of
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anticipation of the imminent resurgence of Israel, This iz far dif-
ferent. from the stmosphere of pitiful resignation which characterizes
Rabbati 12:1-[10]. Thias difference In outlook iz a further reazon for
aeparating Rabbati 12 into two partd. One can only speculate as to the
reason for which they were placed together. Perhaps one was meant to
balance the other.

Although Rabbnti 12:[11-15] is brief, it is successfully inte-
grated. This chapter shows thematic unity, in that it focuses on the
punishment of Amslek. 'There is at least an associative propresaion from
point to point. The material is arranged effectively and with purpose,
but the Tlow of concepts headz in an unusual lirection: from God to man,
nnd not the reverse. Traces of the dialectical approach arée found, par-
ticularly in the concept of lsrael's puaighment with consideration, as
ngainst the ruthleas treatment of Amalelk,

Both parts of Rabbati 12 share a slmilar point of view, that phys-
jeal action against Lhe oppressor ig not currently appropriace. Amalek
will be crushed in a Lime wnich o anfopsecable and messianie. The
aditor of Kahanu, however, believed tint Israel's return to righteous-
ness and power could be fmminent. It was still possible for him to
envision Izrael's repurgence as an autonomous pation, living in holiness
and free of the tyrant's yoke,

It is5 clear that Heinemann's model mny be successfully applied to
theae excerpts from Pesikta d4'Rav Kahant and Pesikta Rabbati. Further
study may roveal that, the model cap be modified by the addition of
ather characteristic midrashic tecnhniques, but as it stands, it is a

most useful tool in the atudy of the homiletical midrashim.
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CHAPTFR V1

Conclusions

Having reviewed the secondary llterature about Vayikra Rabbah,
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, and Pesikta Rabbati, and having applied some of
the scholars' opinions to metual textrs, we are now ready to evaluate
their work. These uppraisals will be hrief, and we shall try to
avoid presumption. Our task is rendered easier in that we have cited
passages in whieh these acholars have sometimes supported and some-—
times disagreed with each other. We will execlude from this discusslion
all authors who were consulted only in pasecing, as well as those who
entered the hihliography only as authors of encyclopedia articles.
We will nlao exclude Strack, who mainly quoted the conclusions of
other reaearchers, nnd Bamberger, whosze contribution to the under-
standing of Pesiktn Rabbatl waa evaluated abo\re.l

The importance of Zunz's work in the field of midrash is hard ta

overestimate. 1In 1832, when he published Die gottesdienstlichen

"
Vortrage der Juden historisch entwickelt.2 he wag practically alone in

applying modern principles of literary eriticism apnd rescearch to the
study of rabbinie literature, Such an undertaking required, in those
daye, independence of spirit, as well as a considerable breadth of
knowiedge. To these quulities Zune added, especially in his work on
Pesiktn d'Rav Kanhana, imagination and profound diligence. This work

wag, of course, conditioned by the luck of manuscripts and editions,
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nand today we may rind fault with Zunz’s conclusions throughout his

book. Fasy as it is to criticize, we must remember that Zunz'a methods
were not yet developed to the degree to which we have become accustomed.
Therefore, we cannot expect of him opinlons whieh follow from more
sophisticated analysia.

The most important guestion te msk nbout s scholar's work is not
whether he was right or wrong, but whether and how much he contributed
to the advance of knowledge and understanding in his field. By tnese
eriteria, Zunz merited the prentest respect, He pointed the way for
penerations of scholars who lived after him, and hiz influence continues
even roday. One enn find only a few '20ues dincussed in this paper
which Zunz did not disecuss or sugpgest. All modern midrashists inevitably
look back to him, and their metllods and concerns are usually improvements
or elaborations upon hia.

Following Zun.'s hypothetical reconstruction of Pesikta d'Rav
Kahana, Buber was the firast to make an edition of this midrash avalilable.
Using four manuseripte, he procecded nccording to the most modern prin-
ciples of his dauy. The ponl was not, asz It la now, the transmission or
the oldest or most authentic manuscript, with textual variants noted
below. Instead, Buber, like his contemporaries, tried ro choose the
best and most complete readings from among the various manuscripts nnd
parallels, although one manusceript served ag the basic text against
which ail the others were checked. 1In this way, scholars believed that
thes could reproduce the original and authentic text of the midrash
whicn no single manucceript preserved in its entirety.

The defects of this method, and of Buber's way of applying it, nave

iwlready been notnd.3 Nevertheless, Buber's attention to detail snd the
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breadth of his reading are revealed in his introduction and commentary;
the latter is =still very useful, even though we now possess a more
sophistieated eritical edition. Tronically, the Oxford manuscript af
Fesikta which Buber uged came to him only when his work was in a very
advanced stage, and he did not use it as well as he might have. 'This
manuscript, almost 100 years late-, became the basis of Mandelbaum's
edition of Pesikta.

Friedmann's scholarship is of the same era as Buber's. In de-
seribing two additional manuscripts of Pesikta d'Rav Kahana whiech he
had examined, he was not content to state their contents as he found
them. Rather, he attempted to fill in the lacunge and present them as
he thought they must have been. His edition of Pesikta Rabbati iz not
based on nuny manuscript, but on the Breslau edition (1831). Friedmann
frequently suggented cmepdations in thie text, many of which proved to
be correct when checked apgainst the manuseripts. Although his extensive
commentaries nre sound, detailed and clearly written, he orcasionnlly
made large errors, 2.g., hiz opinion on the date of Pe=ikta Habbuti.h
He introduced the practice of indexing all references to Biblieal verses
und rabbinic authorities, apparatus which has become standard In the
editing of rabbinie texts, In sum, despite its deficiencies, Friedmann's
waork advanced botih understanding of those midrashim which we have dis-
cussed, ard the methodology of midrashiec studies, in general.

Albeek's work shows signs of progrees ap compared with the methods
of previous scholars. He ‘mproved on Zunz's work, diligently examining
deteils which Zunz bnd glossed over, He explored the problems »f tech-
nical language in great detail., However, in some ways hic scholarship

<ag n product. of the preceding generations. Like others before him,
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Albeck tried to reconstruct the original order of incomplete Pesikta
manuscripts, without stating that his conclusions represented hypo-
thetieal re-creations. In his comparisons of parallel texts in our
three midrashim, Albeck had insufficient reference to manuscripts;
his reliance on printed editions with corrupt texts occasionally
marred his conclusions. Nevertheless, because of Albeck's habitual
carefulness and his great familiarity with the sources, his opinions
are not to be regarded lightly.

In his introduction to Vayikra Rabbah, Margulies' sifting of
evidence is generally quite sound, particularly in regard to homiletical
methods, terminology nnd midrashie structures. His conclusions about
the latter gave rine, as we have seen, to a model which is of great value
in the analysis of midrashic chapters, His descriptionz of genizah
fragments which are found in widely separated libraries bear witness to
the prninstaking labor required in their claseificatlon. s comparative
uidrashic studies, baced on manuscripts and fragments, are generally
careful , competent and discerning.

One would have thought that Marpulies would pay more attention to
pileography. He assigned dates to only a few of the manuscripts and

> In

frogments, and some of these dates seem to be excessively early.
nddition, a study of the variant readings on random pages of Margulies'
edition of Vayikra Rabbah will reveal that textual emendations, indi-
cated by asterisks, are frequent. Margulies must have been well aware
of the fine line between responsibility nnd recklessness in the task of
editing the midrash, but he remained confident that he hnd emended the

text only in pluces where errors o* omissions in MS ? were oovious.6

The most striking conclusion reached by Margulies regards Lhe
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provenance of Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, Agide from Goldberg's objections,

which are not fully elaborated,8 Margulies! theory is open to further
challenge. If Vayikra Rabbah and Pesikta came from the same school,

or even from the same editor, how is it that Vayilkra Rabbah is unique

among midrashim in its use of the term 8973? If Margulies was correct,

one would expect Pesikta to use ¥PW1in an identical manner. Further-

more, Margulies did not account for textual variance between the two

midrashim. Would not the same editor have written the same aggadah

identically in both midrasghim? Certainly, the ancient rabbis! reverence
for tradition would dictate the practice of textual conservatism, Al-
though Margulies' work as a whole is excellent, his opinion about the
authorship of Pesikta ig certainly open to gquestion.

The first clear account of the actual contents of the Pesikta

manuscripts was given by Mandelbaum, and his conclusions regarding their

relationships are useful. However, we have noted occasional inconsis—

tencies in his descriptive writing about the midrash. Furthermore, his

arguments for Rosh ha-Shanah as the first chapter of the midrash, except

for the citation of this chapter in the Aruch, have proven to be less

than compellingng

Mandelbaumn did very well in his editing of Pesikta. The variant
readings and lists df parallels are complete, detailed and easy to use.

This is also the first edition of this midrash in which the chapters

are divided into numbered sections, rendering the study of Pesikta wmore

convenient. However, Mandelbaum's sectioning is not always optimal, as

noted aboveolo The major deficiency of Mandelbaum's work is the brevity

of his commentary. Granted that Buber's commentary is excellent, further

elaboration based on more recent scholarship would have been welcome.




175

Goldberg's classification of proems and homilies and his sta-
tistical model for a chapter of homiletical midrash are the products
of an analytical mind. If Vayikra habbah and Pesikta d'Rav Kahana
are contemporaneous (or nearly so), then Margulies' contention that the
homiletical proems are¢ fundamental in this literature offers indirect
support for Goldberg's ratio between proems and homilies. Even so,
the statistical model must be refined. The definitions of the different
Lypes of proems and homilies are too ambiguous, and the length of a
nomily, sufficient to warrant conslderation of it as an independent
unit, has yet to be eatablished. Because it ie tied to numbers, Gold-
berg's model is inflexible; in the course of his article, Goldberg had
time and again to explain away phenomena which did not coincide with his
theory. The statistical model is ultimately dependent on the total
amounts of proemial nnd homiletical materinl, which may he easily differ-
entiated from ons another.

Braude's {introductions to his translations must be aupproached with
caution. His descriptions of Pesikta d'Rav Kansana and Pesikta Rabbati
are largely dependent upon Mapdelbaum and Friedmann, respectively. All
‘0o often, however, when Braude made an independent decision or evalua-
tLion, littles or no support could be found for it. Likewise, the trans-
lutions themselves ure based on eclectic Lexts, following no single
manuseript or editiony nor 4'd Praude always indicate which text he
wai translating avt any given time. In a way, Braude's goal was the same
ar Buber's and Friedmann’s: to praduce the fallest and most precise
text, regardless of the primacy of apy one source.

Two things must be caid in Braude's defenza.  a) Hls works are

nat. eritical editions tur zeholars, but transiations for laymen. Never-
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theless, a stricter adherence to the norms of sound scholarship would
result in tne interested layman's initlation into the problems of
understanding and working with rabbinic texts. b©) Braude is not a
professional scholar; until recently, he was a full-time pulpit rabbi.

It is very much to his credit that he has devoted the time and effort

to the preparation of these and other translations, and to other scholar-
ly pursuits. THowever, Braude's introductions and notes lead one to the
conclusion tnat his readers would fare hetter if he entrusted the
scholarly underpinnings to more competent hands.

Helnemann wes the [firat scholar to consider the midrash In purely
literary terms, and hiz reaszons for doing so make sense. His work in
full of pood, origionnl thinking and insights which might almost be
described as revelatory, Occasionally, in his enthusiasm, he seemed

"auceesstul"

too ready to fit variour chapters of Yayikra Rabbah into
categories, or to alter his conclusions on the hagis of single genizah
fragments, such na thogse found by Ezra Fleischer.

The eriteris for integration advanced hy Heinemann could well
apply to literary crentions of many kinds, but with reference to the
homiletical midreshim, the compositional model and the theories which
support it are mest useful in underatanding this genre—-for one is
wlmost compel led to aeknowledge these creations as nodistinet literary
type. Applicution of the model to individual chapters of midrash
necescitntes deep atudy, and results in inecreased comprehension and
apprecintion. Althoug one may ind fault with some of Heinemann's
conclusions, the broad sweep of his research into midrash deserves
cerious atteption and reupect.

We hnve already discussed the riddle of parallel passages in
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Chapter Four. This puzzle would be easily solved if only all parallels
were exact coples of one another. Of couree, this is not the case.
A way must be found Lo explain not only the phenomenon of parallelism,
but also the existence of variants emong parallels. Certainly, many
variants arose from the inadvertent errors of scribes., Letters, words,
lines and even entire pages may have been transposed or skipped. We
know that different spelling traditions prevajled in various times and
places. Some copyiete were more careful with and faithful to their
texts than other copyists; some had more legible handwriting. A careless
nnd inferior scribe introduces corruptions into a text; & meticulous
geribe with a legible hand preserves them, At the same time, we must
keep in mind the reverence for tradition which militated against the
alteration of any part of it,
Albeck was typical of scholars who brsed their explanations on
the written word, For Lim, tracing the original source of an aggadnh
became a matter of establishing the dates of compngition of the midrashim
relative to onpe another, Opee tnese dates are known, Wwe will also know
which editor copied from which midrash. Such a solution is acceptabhle
only in casers of exact correspondence between parsllels. Certainly,
many instanees of direct copying are known, but significant textunl
variants mny he found even in thogse chapters which Vayikra Hanbah and
Pegiktn d'Bnv Kabann nre said to 3hare.11 Even Buber, who also tried to
vatabl ish dates for the midrashim, admitted that the editor of Pesiktna
Rabbati a’tercd and expanded the material which he borrowed from
Pesikta d'Rav Kahana.12
Minkelstein suggested that aggadot, baraitot et al. were trangs-

mitted orally by meansz of catehwords, "ecertain phrases in ecch tradition,
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which served a: pegs on which the unformulated portion depended."13

Later, these catchwords were written down as shorthand notes, in which
form they preserved Lhe tannaitic tredition until it was completely
edited and written down. The variant forms which exist--and Finkelstein
provided several sets of examples--indicate that the eatchwords were
strietly adhered to, but the remainder of the tradition was recon-
structed from memory, producing a certain "fluidity" in the tradition.
Flaborations and differences in dotuil are, therefore, common, Failure
of memory on the part of a transmitter could (and often did) result in
the loss of n tradition. Finkelstein's concept refers mainly to oral
tradition; the shorthand notes were never intended for publie use.
This theory also appliee only to the tannaitic literature and the two
Talmuds, although Finkelstein included a few examples from amﬁrai?
midrashic strata,.

Neither Finkelstein's theory nor Albeck's offers, by itself, an
adenquate solution to our problem:  How can we account for parallels
with variance after the time when it became common practice Lo commit
the oral tradition to writing? We muat rememier that the process of
oral transmission did not cease when written transmission becams scoept-
able, The wral tradition is still alive even today, and will remain
nlive as long as rabbis teach and oreach, BEvery rabbi recounts tra-
ditions whicl have been passed down for centuries; often these traditions
are precerved o much the same vay that Finkelstein deseribed. Certain
catehwords, in both content and style, are essentinl 1o the tradition,
and the rest is supplied by the transmitter in his own style. In this
respect, nothing has changed since before the midrashim were compiled.

The homiletical midrashim, especially, bear the rhetorical stamp
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of oral transmission as 1t was practiced in the synagogue. Despite

the collection and composition of midrashim, the oral tradition lost
none of its authority. It remained the established medium for the
preservation of rabbinic concepts and lore. In the period of time under
discussion, the midrashic editor gleaned his material from the rabbis'
sermons, and he seems to have had recourse to earlier compilations only
when relevant and contemporary sermons were either lacking or unsatis-
factory. Because the same tradition will be expressed in different ways
as the time and place vary, it should not be surprising that parallel
texts exhibit variance. Thus, the midrashic literature may be under-
stood as a record of the progress of the oral tradition, a record

which is mediated by the sensitivities and concerns of the editor and
his community. No aggadah, just becuase it appears in writing, may

be said to have achieved its unchanging form for all time. Rather, each
aggadah 1s a potential part of a living homiletical and pedagogical
vocabulary, whose usage and style are modified according to the pref-
erences of the transmitter. Although every aggadah is adaptable to
occasion and mood, it retains a central core which justifies and

enables its preservation.

Much respect and admiration is due the scholars whose studies and
opinions I have reported. Nevertheless, I feel the responsibility,
imposed by the insights T have gained through the description and
evaluation of previous research, to suggest my own tentative explana~
tion of parallelism with variance.

The acceptability of written records of the tradition caused an
increased complexity in the process of transmission. Previously, there
had been only two parties to the act of transmission: the transmitter

and the listener/re-transmitter. TFinkelstein's theory, founded on the

f})‘:;“

gl
! ‘:\

it
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spoken word, and ‘leinemann's, founded on the precise transcription of
the pulpit discourse to the written word, are aids in understanding
thie relationship. HBoth men emplinsized the reverence for tradition,
which was apparent in the arfort to retain every word (or alL least
the core) of every nggadah without alteration. Both of these theories
are to be modified by the concept of a living, growing and changing
aggadic vocabulary--a concept which ls developed Jjust above.

The sanction of wreitten transmission introduced a third party
to the processa: the editor. Finkelstein's conceptlon becomes insuffi-
cient at this Juncture. Albeck's theory, even when it is condltioned
by seribal errors and traditions, depicts the editor as a mere copylat,
Nor daes Helpemann's editorial scennrio give the editor full eredit for
big personulity, which ia inevitabtly--alvelt unintentionally--imponed
upon his work. Heinemann's concept of the editor's role--zelecting,
arranging, forging a unified structurs--ne matter how artfully that
role is ful”illed, overlooks the possibility that the editor, himself,
15 potentinlly a creative source of textual variance., Burely, reverence
for tradition was the norm, but editors throughout the ages have wielded
their blue persilsz.  Becauge the midrasihic editor was engaged in i LO1Yy
task, he muy have carried respect for the text to the extent of maklng
Lhe text "respectable” according to his own views und those of hLis
community .,

nlbeck, Finkelstein and Helnewann were ill correct as far as
they went, but I respectfully suggeat toat none of them wvent far enough.
The transmission of tradition 1 4 complicated aftfnir, which each of

theew seholars treated perhaps too simply. None ol these theories can
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e proven, but mine hag the advantage of taking Into aceount the human

factor in the editorial enterprise.
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century MSE N and ¥ borrow nothing from the later midrash.

1
126. Ibid., pp. vii-viil.

127. Ibid., pp. ix-x,

128. 1bid., pp. xxiii-xxiv, note 22,
124, Zunz-Albeck, p. 106,

130, Braude, PRK, p. xIvi.

131. Zunz-Albeck, pp, 81-82,

132, 1Ibld., p. 82.

133. Ibid., p. 87.

12h, Mandelbaum, Proceedings, p. 45 and note 10 thercto. Mandelbaum's

decignation for the manuscript in Proceedings is AN
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135. Ibid., p. 44 and Buber, p. xlv.

136. Mandelbaum, Proceedings, p. 4b and the unnumbered note thereto.
Mr. Lutski was consulted on paleographic details in all the MSS.

137. Ibid., p« US.

138, Buber, p. xlv; cf. also p, 181b, and note 60 thereto.

139. Ibid., p. xiv.

140, Ibid., pp. 194b-195b.

1hi. Zunz-Albeck, p. 98.

142, TIbid., p. 358, note 160. Azulai, the great bibliographer,

described in his Va'ad la-Hachamim a sheet of parchment which

seemed to be the last page of a manuscript of Pesikta, for the
text proclaims it to be the conelusion of both =270 DR
and of Pesikta d'Rav Kahana. Cf. Irsac Benjacob, Otzar
ha-8'farim, p. 4B9, entry No. 9T1. Zunz also elluded (p. 100)
to the prescrvation of YY?UM PAN2, but be did not indiecate
where iL might be found, nor the source of his information.

143, Buber, pp. xliv-xlv,

14k, Mandelbaum, Proceedings, pp. l3-hl.

14hs,  Buber, p. xliv

1%5. Mandelbaum, Proceediags, p. b, note 7.

146, 1bid., with note 8 thercto.

147. Buber, p. xlix.

148, Mandelbaum, Proceedings, p. 48.

149, TIbhid., pp. b6-LT,

150. Buber, pp. xlv-xlvi,

131, Mandelbaum, Proceedings, p. AhS.
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152. Buber, p. xlv. :

153. Mandelbaum, Procéedings, p. L6,

154. Mandelbaum, PRK, p. xiii. :mﬂ
7
155. Mandelbaum, Proceedings, pp. 48-49. W

| i
156. Triedmann, Bet Talmud, p. 2. I

157. Ibid., p. 3.

158. Mandelbaum, Proceedings, p. 48. | |
159. Ibid. i
160. Ibid., pp. 48-49. Braude sald that the scribe was Isaac Tj
Abraham Abigedor. See below, p. 96. |
161. Ibid., p. 49, note 1h. M
162. TFriedmann, Bet Talmud, pp. 46-53, 78-90, 108-11k, 168-172, ' ?; ‘
and 197-206. i

163. Ibid., P. 4-6.

164. Mandelbaum, PRK, p. xiii.
165. Mandelbaum, Proceedings, p. 49.

166. Mandelbaum, PRK, p. xiii.

167. Mandelbaum, Proceedings, p. 49. ‘wi

168. Ibid., p. 50. _ ’ﬁj

169. Ibid., pp. 57-58. ?%

]

170. Ibid., p. 50. Here Mandelbaum gave the distinct impression that :’w
both these chapters occur in both MSS ¥ and ¥ in the ninth

and eleventh positions. Given the lists of contents presented j;if

on pp. 4h-45, this is simply irresponsible.

171. Ibid., pp. 50-51.
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172, Mandelbaum, Proceedings, pp. %1-52; and Mandelbaum, PRK,
ps xiii. These fragments are not listed in the same order

in the two sources; the two lists may be correlated as

follows: Proceedings PRK
13 d
21 o
33 "
3 b
- r
¥ &

173. Goldberg, p. Tl, and note 1 thereto.

17h. Friedmann, Bet Talmud, p. 6.

175, 1) 17 Tamnmuz-8habbat Shuva, 2) Rosh ha-Shansh-Yom Kippur,

3) Hanukkeh-Rosh Hodesh Nisan, ) FPesah-Shevuot, J) Sukkot,

176, Mandelbaum, PRK, p. xvi.

177. Mandelbaum, Proceedings, v. 58.

178. Mandelbaum, PRK, p. 0O'9,

179. Goldberg, pp. (1=72,

180, Mandelbaum, PRK, pp. N"S- 'y,

181. Mandelbaum, Froceedings, p. 58.

182. Kapstein, a professor at Brown University, was concerned malnly
with mutters of Enplish style. Because it was Braude who did
the scholarly cpadevork and, apparently, the basie translation,
Kapstein is not referred to in the notee to th's chapter.

183. Buber, p. i.
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184, Ibid., pp. xliv-xlv.

185. Ibid., p. xlvi.

186. Mandelbaum, Proceedings, pp. 42-h3, and notes 4 and 5 thereto.
1687. Goldberg, p. 69.

188, Mandelbaum, PRK, p. xix.

189, Ibid.

190. Ibid., p. 0"

191. Additional notes by Lieberman appear on pp. 473-476,
192. Goldberg, pp. 6G9=T0.

193. Ibid.

194, Ibid., p. 7Th.

195, ©B8ee below, pp. TE=TT.

196. Goldberg, p. Th, MKy 2, MO7 ot paszim.

197. Ibid., p. T9.

198. Praude, PRK, pp. li-lil, note 59,

199, Ibid., pp., 1li=lvi.

200. Zunz-Albeck, p. 85, and p. 350, notes 65=67.
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Ibid., p. 350, note 67,

202. [Ibid., p. 107

203%. Buber, pp. v=vl.

20k, Goldberg, pp. T3=Th.

205, 1Ibid., p. e,

206. Ibid., p. 79. In the chart on p. 78, Goldberg indicated ounly
four chapters of unquestioned nuthenticity in which subject-
homilies appear. The number of verse-homilieg is greater than

thot of the subject-homllies in twe of these chapters (4-1 and

6-2), the same in one chapter (1-1), and less in the remaining
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chaptér (3~6). One might say that the 23 chapters with no ’E
subject-homilies bear silent witness to the predominance of ﬁ
the verse-homily. 'L
207. Braude, PRK, p. xxxvii. f
208. Goldberg, p. T9. ﬁ
209. Ibid., p. T5.
210. Ibid., p. T6. '
211. Ibid., p. 7%. |
212, Ibid., note 1L.
213. See above, p. LU6. “j
o1Lh. Goldberg, p. T75. :
215. Ibid., p. 78.
216. Ibid., pp. T8=T9.
217. Ibid., p. T9. |
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218. Zunz-Albeck, p. 85. n
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219. Bréude, D. XV. ¥§
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22.
23.
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Notes. Chapter ITIT.

Zunz=-Albeck, p. 118,

Friedmann, PR, pp. 25-26,

Theodor, p. 561.

Braude, PR, pp. 1-2,

Ibid., pp. 20-21.

Stevenson, pp. 3U4=35.

Zunz-~Albeck, p. 117.

Ibid., pp. 376-371, uote 2.

Braude, PR, p. 02, note 1 &t passim.

Friedmann, PR, p. 3.

Ibid., #nd Braude, PR, p. 28, note k1,

Friedmann, PR, p. 3.
Ibid., pp. 3-7.
Theodor, p. 561. Itelies added.
Ibia., p. 562.

Braude, PR, pp. vii-xi.
Tbid., note on p. 570.
Ibid., note on p. 852.
Ibid., p. 08, note 41.
Ibid., P« 16.

Sperber, p. 33%.
Zunz-Albe~k, p. 117.

Strack, p. ?213.

199

Ci. Helnemann's conclusions in JJS XIX:h1-48, that the triennial

cycle ag observed in the FiIfth ano sixth centuries actuslly lasted

about three and a half years; Lherefore the date of Shabbat
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Bereshit world vary throughout the calendar, not necessarily
falling between Yom Kippur ard Hanukkah.

25. Zunz-Albeck, p. 478, note 6.

26. Braude, PR, p. 12 et passim.

27. PFriedmann, PR, p. 3.

28. Zunz-Albeck, p. 117.

29. Braude, PR, p. 900.

30. Zunz-Albeck, pp. 117, 97.

31, Friedmann, p. k.

32, Strack, p. 213.

33. Braude, PR, p. 343, note 1.

34. BSperber, p. 335.

35. BSperber does not mention Chapter 10,

360. Zunz-Albeck, pp. 97-98.

37. Braude, PR, p. 900,

38. Zunz-Albeck, pp. 117, 100,

39. Friednann, PR, 126a.

40. Braude, PR, p. 512.

41, Thecdor, p. 561.

k2. Zunz-Albeck, pp. 117, 10k,

43. Strack, p. 213,

Wi, ¥Friedmsnn, PR, p. 6.

45. Ibid., p. 1€2b.

46. Braude, PR, p. G684

7. ZSperber, p. 335.



' 201

Notes. Chapter ITT. (Continued)

48, Zunz-Albeck, p. 11T.

49. Ipid., p. 118.

50. Theodor, p. 561.

51. TFriedmann, PR, p. 6.
52. Strack, p. 213.

53. Braude, PR, p. 15.
54, Sperber, p. 335.

55, Braude, PR, p. 811.

56. Ibid., p. 910.

57. Ibid., p. 31, note L3.

58. Zunz-Albeck, p. 119.

59. Ibid., pp. 384-385, note 39.

60. Braude, PR, p. 39.

1. Ibid., p. 21.

62. Ibid., pp. 21-22. Cf. V. Aptowitzer, "Untersuchungen zur
Gaonaeischen Literatur," HUCA, 8/9 (1931-32), pp. 383-L10.

63. Ibid., p. 25.

64, Friedmann, PR, p. 2k.

65. Ibid., p. 25.

66. Ibid., p. 2h.

67. Ibid., p. 25.

68. Braude, PR, pp. 22-23.

69. Ibid., p. 22.

70. Bernard J. Bamberger, "A Messianic Document of the Seventh

Century," HUCA 15 (19L0), pp. L25-L31.
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1.

2.
T3.
Th.
5.

e
78,
T9.
80.
81.
82.

Ibid., p. 425. Actually the passage under discussion extends
only through Friedmann 163k, line 3.

Ibid., pp. L2s5-k27,

Ibid., pp. h27-h28,

Ibid., p. h29.

Braude, PR, pp. 23-25.
Ibid., p. 23, note 28.
Ibid., p. 26.

Theodor, p. 561,

Strack, p. 213.
Zunz-Albeck, pp. 120-121.
Sperber, p. 335.

Moshe David Herr, "Tanhume Yelrmmedenu," Encyclopedia Judaice,

15:794k=-796, Kever Publishing Co., Jerusalem, 107L.
Zunz=-Alteck, p. 118.

Strack, p. 213,

Braude, PR, pp. 25-26.

Zunz-Alback, pp. 382-383, note 3k,

Braude, Proceedings, pp. 1-6.

Braude, PR, p. 27, note 37.

Ibld,; ps 31,

Ibid., s#nd note UG thereto.

Zunz-Albeck, p. 376, note 1.

Moshe Sanders, "Peslkta Rabbati, First Printing," 'Areshet

3 (1971), pp. 99-101.
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03. Zunz-Albeck, p. 376, note 1; and Friedmann, PR, p. 1.
94. Zunz-Albeck, p. 376, note 1.

95. Frledmann, PR, p. 1.

96. Braude, PR, p. 27, note 36.

97. Zunz-Albeck, p. 119.

98. Friedmann, PR, p. 2.

99. Ibid.

100, Ibid.

101. Braude, PR, p. 28.

102. Ibid., p. 27, note 36.

103. Braude, Proceedings, pp. 7-35.
10k, Braude, PR, pp. 27-28.

105. Ibid., pp. 911-995,

106, Ibid., p. 16, no'e 18.

10T, Nos. 1-1h, 10, 26, 30, 32, 34, 30-k6, u8.
108.  Zunz-Albeck, p. 118,

109, Ibid., p. 378, note 8.

110. Ibid., p. 118.

111. Friecdmano, PR, p. 23.

112, Ibi
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J1b, Tbid., p. 24,

—

115, id.y p. To

116. Braude, PR, p. 3.

110, Teidss P K.

118, Zurz-Albeck, pp. 119-120.
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1i9. Braude, PR, p. k.

120, Zunz-Albeck, p. 120,
121. Ibid.

122, Braude, PR, pp. 4=5.
123, Ibid., p. 677 et passim.
12hk. Zunz-Albeck, p. 120.
125. Ibia.

126. Bruude, PR, p. 5.

127. 1Ibid., pp. 28-30. Cf. William Braude, "Overlooked Mennings

of Certain BEditorial Terms in the Pesikta Rabbati," JQR 52
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16.
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23.
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NOTES. CHAPTER IV.

Braude, PRK, pp. xlix-1.

Cf. Albeck, p. 37.

Goldberg, p. T73.

¢f. Buber, p. xxxviii and Strack, p. 211.
See above, p. T.

See above, p. 10.

Brauae, PRK, p. 1.

Albeck, p. LO.

Ibid.

Zunz-Albeck, p. 118.

Buber, p. v.

Sperber, p. 335.

In Mandelbaum's edition, which will be used for all further
citations from Pesikta d'Rav Kahana, unless specified otherwise.
Buber, p. xxxviii.

Albeck, ﬁ} 36.

Heinemann, Tarbitz, pp. 343-34k.
Heinemann, ha~Sifrut, p. 820, note 47.
Albeck, p. 39.

Ibid., p. 38.

Ibid., p. 37.

Ibid., p. Ll.

Ibid., p. kLo.

Ibid., pp. 41-ke.

Ibid., p. L40.
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25. Friedmann, PR, p. 1lhn, note 79.
26. Albeck, p. uil.
27. ore complete information on paralleéls may be found in Albeck,

pp. 36-k2, whose account is the most complete.
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12

13.

ih,

16,

Notes.

Chapter V.

Friedmann omitted the paragraph number® because he felt that they

did not adequately reflect the style of the homilies. Friedmann,

PR, p: 2.

Pp. 105-106.

Hereafter abbrevinted as "Kahana" and "Rabbati,"

In Pesikta Rabbati, pending further study, this statement upplies

only to those chapters which begin with 13729 3™,

Various complements to the name of R. Tanhuma are used in Pesikia

Rabbati. "Berebi," an honorific, coexists with "bar Abba," n

patronymic. It is likely that the zame person is being referred to

throughout.
Pp. 20-21,
Goldberg, p. Th.

[bid.

Throughout Lhe remainder of

thiz chapter, =section numbers of Rabbati

12 which uppear in brackets indicate the author's reatructuring of

Lhe chapter  'I'esc numbers do not correspond to those in any

printed editionn,

See Table [11.

Jee ubove, p. 76,
Goldberg, p. Th.
Ibid., v. T8.

See above, pp. T3=Th.

See above, p. 5.

Goldberg, p. Th, note 11,
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17.
18.
19.

20.

204

21.
22.

230

2k,
25,
26.
27.
28.

29.

See below, pp. 161, 168-169.

See above, pp. 27-28.

See below, p. 1b5.

Rabbati 12:10 and Ta'anit L4:6 say that the Torah was burned,

The transposition of 7 and 7 is a common exegetical device,

Cf. Deut., 17:15.

See above, pp. 127-128.

A rabbinic dictum says that the word "hand" (T4) always refers to
the right hand. Zevahim 2ha,

P, 128.

Braude, PR, p. 225, note 30, and Friedmann, PR, p. 49a, note 27.
Friedmann, p. 49a, note 26,

Braude, PR, p. 226, note 35.

Friedmann, PR, p. 49a, note 32.

See above, p. 129.
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PP . 93‘91‘ -

Ireluded in the bibliography of this paper as Ha-D'rashot

b'Yisrael ete.

See above, p. T0.

See above, p. Yl.

Conversation with Dr, 1. O. Lehman, April, 1976. Dr. Lebman i=
curator of rare books and menuscripts for the HUC-JIR Library,
Cincinnati campus.

See above, pp. 18-19.

aee above, p. T.

See above, p. 695.

See above, pp. hl=klk,

P T2,

These variants do not seriously affec' the intent of the
midrashim. However, enough manuzeripts of ench midrash are
known to eatablish that one ¢ not a cimple copy of the other.
See nbove, p. 106.

Finkelatein, p. 115.
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