P ’

Chapter t I mroducnon

“L }acobN eusner, Dmlopmnt ty" wLegmsL Smdtes oﬂthz Traditions Comm
wgg Ib!_m_m Yen: Zakhai - (Leidens Brillyap70); idem, The Rabbinic: Traditions
about the Pharisees befiwe 70, 3-vols:(Leiden:-Brill; 1o71); idem, Eliezer bea: Hyrea-
pus: The Tradition. and the Man: (Leiden: Brill; 1673). Williamy Scotr ' Green’s
“What's:in 4 Name? - The Problematic of Rabbinic: Biography;” Approsches
to-Ancieny Judaism: Theory-and Pragtice,; cd: William' Scott Green: (Missoula,
Mont.: Scholars. Press, 1978), 77965 cleatly-articalates the me&odokogxcal s
- sues:Many scholars priot. to Neasner rejected:the: historical accuracy of a'given
storyand récognized fictional aspects:of stories-in general. However, Newsner
was-the first.torejéit the eritire methot: For sumvimanj-and criticismiof previovs
histotians, sec Neitsner; :“Ehé: Rabbinic Traditions:about the: Pharisces before:
70 m Madem His:onograph},” i Metkad aﬂdﬁ&anﬂ@ i Anczam‘ ]ndazfm,'
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are commion. These should be considered a separate genre and may b thore
reliable historically.

4. See Charles W. Fornara, The Nature of History in Ancient Greece and Roine

{Berkeley: University of California Press, 1983}, or14t. T, P Wiseman, Clio’s
Cosmetics { London: Leicester University Press, 1979}, 23, observes, “The idea
of creating history out of next to nothing was well known to the Greeks . . .
and some of their techniques were borrowed by Roman historians.” Concern-
ing the Roman historian Antias, Wiseman'notes, “When he wanted documen-
tary evidence, he invented it” (ibid.). In “Lying Historians: Seven Types of
Mendacity,” Lies and Fictions in the Ancient World, ed. C. Gill and T. P. Wiseman
{(Exeter: University of Exeter Press, ¥993), 12246, Wiseman explores various
types of lies, falsification, and fabrications that characterize ancient historiogra-
. phy. This characterization apphies even to Thucydides. See J. L. Moles, “Truth
and Untruth in Herodotus and Thucydides,” in Gill and Wiseman, ibid.,
88-121. _

5. The Jewish historians-of the ninereenth and early twentieth cénituries
were no more anachronistic than their colleagues. They simply applied the
dominant modes and assumpuons of Wcstcm hJStoriogmphy to Iersh
sourees,

6. Thus the oﬁf-quoted statément of Piutarch (Alaxnﬂdzr Lz): “Wc aré ot
witing history but lives.” Se¢ Atnoldo Momigliano, The Developwrent of Greek
Biogwaphy (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971), —7; Patricia Cox; B
agraphy s Late:Antiguity (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1983}, 12-16;
Latin Biggraphy, éd. T A: Dorey: (London: Routledge 8 Kegar Paul, 1967},
=65 §1~54: Roman imperial historians: tended to include a great deal of biogra-
phy in their histories, which only.made their writings more fictional. See Forn-
ara; The Natvre of History in-Antient Greece-omd Rome, 180-93, who -calls this
process a “degeneration of history” atrd “intellectual debasement” (189).

. m:See the articles collecred in Henry Fischel; ed., Essays in Greco- .Roman
and Reluted Tulmudic Literatnye (Now York: Ktav, 1977); and especially the pro-
legomenon aind the “Selected Annofated Bibliography: Monographs; Articles,
and:Chapters on Greco-Roman Philosophical -and Rhetorical thcratim: and

: Talmud;c—Midrasb,\c Whitings, 18501075, xiii-Toxii: - e

8. Henry Fischel, “Story-and Histoty:: ‘Observations on Grcco—Roman
Rhctont: and Pharisatsto;™in Essays ia (}mo Roman and. Rcbzted Talmudw Liter-
mma {New York: Ktav, 1077) 4.4.9 SRR - D g

‘;f Ibld 4.4_9-—51 - e . .
10 See the story Of EhSha b Ab“}'a aﬂa[vzsd in Chap 34 and r.he SOty of

R Eleazar: b, Ri-Shimon; ‘bBM:83b-85a: While neither of these: resefnbles a.
classical:bios; they do rcscmblc -SOMIe: of the shorter lives of Diogenes Lacrtcs
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See Fischel, “Story and. Fhstory,” 445-46; Moses Hadas, “Rabbinic Parallels
to Scriptores Historine Angustae,” Classical Philology 24 (1029}, 258-62. :

it, Fischel, “Story and History,” 451 and 0. 42; idem, Rabbinic Literature
and Greco-Roman Philosophy {Leiden: Brill, 1973), 12 and n. to1; Cox, Bingraphy
in Late Antigmity, 38-63; Elizabeth Haight, The Romsn Use of Anecdates in Cizers,
Livy and the.Sannm (New York: Longmans, Green, 1940), 33—78.- A second
important difference is that-ancient biographies are the product of one author,
while rabbinic stories; like the documents in which they ave found, are the
product of a group. However, biographers relentlessly copied, excerpted,-and
anthologized catlier works, and drew on anthologies and handbooks -of un-
known provenance. Thus ancient biographies, in many respects, are also com-
munal efforts. . . e ‘ :

iz. Cox, Biggraphy in Late Antigiity, xi-xvi, 45-65. Sometimes. the stan-
dards were less rigorous. See Wiseman, “Lying Historians,” 137: “Cicero’s Arti-
cus.usect a similar phrase—it’s your choice’ (tuo arbitrats). “Write what you
want; said the Clty Prefect to the imperial biographer; ‘youcan safely say what--
ever you hike’” (from. Ciceroy Brutus, 42). - :

13. Wiseman,. “Lying Historians,” 145. So- Mormghano Devzlopmmr of
Greek Biggraphy, 1oz:. “Even historians like Xenophon with a philosophic edi-
cation forgot about truth when they came to write encomia andadealized bio-
graphies,” See-also Wiseman, Clir’s Cosmetics, 38: “In pursuit of the same edu-
cative ideal .as Cicero, Livy and Tacitus; Valerius produced. a-collection. of
schernatic. caricatures-in-which - historical accuracy is entirely subordinated to.
rhetorical- ‘point™ On legendary: elements in biographies of philosophers. see
Anton Priessnig; “Die literarische Form der spatannkcn Phdosophcnromanc,
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 30 (1929);, 2330,

14: Fisthel; “Story and History,” 450~56; idem, Rebbmzc Lttemtma smd
Greco-Roman Plfzfmaphy ‘Dan Ben-Amos, “Naerative-Forms. in the Haggada:-
Seructural Analysis™ (Ph.D. diss., Indiana University; 1067), 160-70; @arh_c’fiﬁé
HMezser, "Die Verweridung der hellenistischén Gattung Chrie-im friitien Chris -
tentumn und Judentaim,” J§F 27 (1096); 371-439, with coOpious references; For-
rabbinic: use. of other Greco-Roman genres scc-As Marmerstein, “The Bagk- .-
ground of the Haggadah,” HUCA 6 (1929); 183204 (on diatribe); E: Bi{e)k< -
erman; “La Chaine deda tradition pharisenne,” Revue Bibligne so (1952),44-54., :
Pavid: Bavbe,:*Alexandrian Methods -of Interpretation and the:Rabbis,™ in
Festsehrifi-Hans Lewald (Basel! Helbing & Lichrenhahn, 1953), 27-44; s ,Stém, :
“The Inflaence of Symposia Literature. on'the Literary Form.of the Pesaly Hag: -
gadahi” JJS 8 (3657),13-44; Shaye Colien, *Patriarchs and Scholarchs ”PA&]R
48 (xpsl), 57-86;and sec Fischel’s bibliography; above;n. 7.+ s :

.:154°See Momighanoy Development of Greek Biggraphy, 7173+ On thc nse of
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chvine {and other anthologics) in classical cducaFién, see ]ol?anar‘ns;I“;: 12;\«'
Gnomologium: With Some Remarks on Gnomic Anthologies (I)~( :),

. vtevly 4445 (1950-51), 13637, =19, . R |
o %ﬁisdiﬁ:?tor; and History,” 46063, H(?wcvct, in Rﬂbb‘ms; Literature,
85, Fischel notes that “the use ofa particular_ly htf.:rar‘y form, evena sterotn:i
fsic] such as a Sage anecdote, does not yet by xtse_lf indicate fiction. A tr!clie iv:m
can be described by means of a literazy conxfenFlon. .Oﬂ ic .other hand, # :
be argued that no author would wish to invite dxsibehc.f m a t:;uc story t ::,l
writing it in a literary genre that serves to transmft d%dac_uc-'legen ary matert
and is knowiy as such.” Fischel wavers on this point in his various Wrtings. .

v7. Stanley F. Bonner, Education in Ancient Rome (Berkeley: Univer?:ty ot
California Press, 1977), 256—59- Similarly, Szllcfl_ents were called upon to mven
i ches, and other rhetorical forms. - _ -
St‘m:: ?ili?c,lf Eg::udics in Cynicism and the Ancic.nt Near East: Thf: Transf:;—l
- mation of a Chria,” in Religions in Antiguity, rf:mys :;Mcﬂmy afEmn Rams
4, ed. Jacob Neusner (Leiden: B ill, 1968), 374 . B
Gm‘i::fngs::hcl, {‘Story and History,” 461-62, and “Studies i Cymcnsnjx anei.
the Ancient Near East,” 375-76. Classicists heatedly -Fiebated_and ‘cont'mu
10 debate — the historical worth of much of ancient blf)graphy an_:l tustom:ﬂg;a};
phy despite the growing awarencss of literary conventions. Sce W 1sc.m;r}1:. ) zii -
Cosmetits, 52-53, on continuing mistakes and gullibility among classic histo: |
ans. Neusner’s criticism of earlier rabbinic histoﬁans.as Cfedulous and_ primitive
is therefore exaggerated. They were no;:l far behmdrcﬁ:assmaé cs:i;ol:rs_m comlr:1g
: i oblems of historical reconstiucttons. -5 .
® t c;?s;:;ﬂ:htehzfgicmemioned studics-of Fischel and the articles he collected
inn Essays in Greco-Roman and Relared Tulmuidic Literature, and-sct-: the numerous
works of A. A. Halevi, including ‘Olama shel hﬂ’aggad:; (Tel Aviv: Devir, 1972)
’nj Babistovit-biografit (Tel Aviv: WNiv, 1975 s : ]
e iﬂ ggcgagizchcl, Rﬂbbinﬁ L;tﬂamm, 114; idern, “Story iaﬂcj'Htscgry, 461,
Hezser, “Die Verwendung der hellenistischen Ga@g C”hne,' :.4.-36-—3?._.: e
22, See Fhsan Yarshater, “Iranian National fotory,' .?he.&mbndgai .1:
tory of Tram, vol. 3, The Selzmid,-Parthz’mT,' asd Sasaznian Perviods; (:(:Sh(s’a;is :;i
hatéer (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983)-,.366—69. ‘{ca1] o thme
tion was: made between the factual, the legendazy, and thf: mythical. s :
are blended in a unified whole,” prcsentéd. 82 continuons narr’;t:‘:c of

events. . . . Applying the principles of ‘E‘!cste.rn_ h’:sto_ncal criticism, Wwhi h m{;

the product of a different environment and different mtcllectu;l cor%cer;:s;t:rﬁm

be little help in‘achieving an appreciation of the trae Rurpqrt o Eramaitlh s

ography. . . . History was not conceived as a ‘dlsczphng’ tf):sansf}_r ; i o

fact, nor were its methods atuned to such 2 purpose. History had primarity
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an edifying aim; in the hierarchical, conventional and conservative world of
the Sasanian establishment, the purpose of history was to maintain and pro-
mote the national and moral ideals of the state . . . Thus the historiographer,
far from being an impartial investigator of facts, was an upholder and promoter
of the social, polivical and moral values cherished by the Sasanian elite.” More-
over, much of Persia was influenced by Roman-Hellenistic culture. See ibid.,
12~17, 82134, 86674, 102954, E . S
-23. 1 am trying to avoid crude distinctions such-as “historiograply” as
opposed to “literatrure.” Al historiography is obviously not only literature but
narrative, and it need not be devoid of literary features. Fiction generally dis-
plays a greater concentration of these techniques, and poetry still greater. Tam
using these categories in an imprecise manner to illustrate general differences.
See Linda Orr, “The Revenge of Literature: A History of History,” New Liter-
ary History 18 (1986), 1-22. R :
- 24. Jonah Fraenkel, Darkhei baaygovia vebaniidvash (Masada: Yad Letalmud,
1991). See the following note and the bibliography for references to-his articles.
25. Jonah Fraenkel, “Paronomasia in Aggadic Narratives,” Scripta. Hiergso-
Iymitanz 27 (1978) 27—51; “Bible Verses Quoted in Tales of the Sages,” Scripia
Hizrosolysnitana 23 (1971), 80~99; “The-Structure of Talmaudic Legends,” Folk-
love Research Center Studies 7 (1983); 45—07 (Hebrew); Darkiei ht'aggada veha-
midrash, 26073, . .o ST L A
26. His programmatic article, “Hermeneutic Problenis in the Study of the
Aggadic Narrative,” Tarbiz 47-(1978), 130-72 {Hebrew), comprises a powerful.
assault on the historical analyses of rabbinic stories and a prolegomenon for
his subsequent studies. : - I 4 : :
27. Darkbei ba’aggadn vebamidrash, 24043, ST
28. The classification of genres in terms of drama, lyric and. epic derives
from Aristotle. But Fracnkel uses the genres as theoretical constrocts, not as
types of ancient literature. On the misinterpretation of Aristotie’s classification,
see Giérard Genette, The Architext; trans. Jane E. Lewin (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1993) B TR TR L PR
29. Fraenkel, “The Structure of Talmudic Legends;™ 45—a7; Darklici bha'ag-
Joda vehainigrash; 26168, . B el g e ET :

30. “Hermeneutic: Pmblcms,”iﬁ?-—ég;' Darkbei—-h&’hg’gﬂdﬂ veharnidsash,

237 BE0-63. T en L

31. “Tnternal closure is a distinct litérary-artistic phenomenon. Tts meaning

is-that-every detail of the story-is connected to-the nekt {detail]; every part-is’
planned in light of the entire story, the:beginning:reflécis-the end and the end
is-understood from the beginning™ (“Hermenetitic Prablems,” 159): - -

« . 32 Fraenkel identifies hiraself with the “hermencutic-approaches® to litef'—: .7

N
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ary criticism that descended from phenomenology; in the notes to the intro-
duction of “Hermeneutic Problems” {above, n. 26} he refers 1o the work of
Wilhelm Dilthey, Emilio Betti, and E. D. Hirsch. While his assumptions per-
haps. derive from phenomenology or hermeneutics, his practice.is essentially
that of the New Criticism. Fraenkel takes from hermeneutic criticism the prin-
ciple that the text is-a stable artifact, that the interpreter, with appropriate cau-
tion, can avoid anachronism, weed out his biases, and arrive at an “objective”
understanding. He then deploys techniques of the New Criticism to analyze
the meaning of the story. Unlike some practitioners of hermeneutic criticism,
Fraenkel docs not discuss “prejudice” (in the Gadamerian sense), “forestruc-
tures,” “horizon of expectations,” “hermeneutics of suspicion,” and other
prohlematic aspects-of the method:One could say that Fracnkel invokes.one
trend among hermeneutical methods to provide a type of philosophical undes-
pinning for New Critical readings. On the similarity between phenomenology
and New Criticism sce Terry Eagleton, Literary Theory: An Introduction, 2d ed.
{Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996}, 49-50..

33. Tt is interesting to.note. that both Fraenkel-and the. New Critics were
reacting to historicizing. heresies, albeit of different types. The New. Critics
reacted to the prior overemphasis among literary critics of the historical back-
ground as sufficient cxplanat:on of a literary artiface. Fracnkel’s insistence.on
the “closure” of rabbinic stories was a reaction to the method of recovering
history by reconciling and harmonizing contradictory sources. While the New

. Critics treated- the historical background as:basicatly itrelevant, Fraenkel found
tlyat it is nonexistent, But this aspect-of closure should be applied to the histori-
cal period of the characters of the stories, not the historical context of the story:
tellers. The events referred to in stoties may be fictions, but the historical con-
text.of the stotytellers may be important for interpretation. Fraenkel, it seems
to:me;, allowed his. reaction: agamqt the former t© spzﬂ over into his. approat,h
to the latter.- : R - :

‘34 However, even Fracnkcl 1 one: of his smches 'u_'gucs that thrcc stoties
.about R. Yehoshua ben Levi must be understood in light of each other; sec
“The Image of Rabbi Joshua ben Leyi.in.the Stories of the Babylonian Tal-

mud;” Proceedings of the Sisth World Congress of Jewish Sturties—1973, {Jerusalem,.

1977)y'3:403-17,:80 in-rare cases, at least; there are strong intertextaal markers,

In “Outer Forms and Inner Valves,” in Michtam Le-David: Rabli David Ochs-

Memorial Volume; ed.. Y. Gilat-and B. Stern- (Ramat-Gan:: Bar-Tan University

Press, 1978), 12036 (Hebrew);-Fraenkel recognizes the existence: and unpor-' -

‘tance of literary topoi and explores several iy brilliant fashion. foen

. 35.. Fraenkel’s. categorization. of stories as- “dramatic” is. conﬁxsmg, sitce

drama, at Jeast according to.Aristotle {whonx Fraeukci mvokes), copsists-gxch-
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sively of dialogue, whereas stories typically. involve a nartator: Thus T prefer-
the term: “dramatic narrative.” It should also be nioted:that FraenkePs distinc- -
tion between *history” —a better term would be “historiography” —and: “lit-
erature” or “literary creation” is overstated. See . 23. And see Wiseman, Cli
Cosmetics, on-the blarring of history, rhetoric, and. poetry in practzcc., even df
the genres were theoretical!y distinct: - : :
36. See, e.g., Robert Hodge, Literature as Dmaum* Tmual .Stmtsgm e
English and History (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Umvctsxtv Press, 1990, 23375
Meir Sternberg, The Poetice qf Biblical Nﬂrmtm (Bloommgton ‘Ihdiana Umvcr—
sity Press); 722! -
* 37. Se¢Stanley Fish, Ie T?am w Tmm Thss Clas:? ’I?aeAmimmy Qﬂ’nmprmw g
Commurities(Cambridge: Harvard Tdiversity Press, 1086), 2841 ¢ '
38. I these. cases Praenkel considers-thie’ episode an: mdﬁp&ﬂdcnt source
which later compilers-used for their-own purposes. However, in Darkbei 119:&’33-'. :
Zada vehanmidrash, 45556 Fraenkel does observe that the-BT-editors occasions :
ally-incorporated. aggadic sources into-a larger: fratnework. T particular, they .
constructed. intreductions and conclusions-toanits-of uzggadi:éf;i'natefi'al,;z%o
while Fraenkel is fiot oblivious to the redactional process; hianalysis generally
removes the story from its framework. Fraenkel is also-quick to-treat-partiofia
story as alater acéretion or eorruption; aresuit of the editing: proccss and not’
as a.part-of ‘the “originai™ story. But these: purportcd later aceretions are’some~-
times problematic only in that they violate what Fraenkel has identified as'the”
ideal structure-of the-story.See-his.. “Rematkable: Phenomena i the - Texts
History of the Aggadic Stories;> Proceedings of the Sevenths World Congress of Jews
ishy Studies=to77 (Jeiusalem; 1981); 3:45-69-(Flebiew). For further discussion of
Fraenkel's mettiod: see the ‘reviews:of Menahiént Hirshman; “On Midash s -
an ‘Art Fogm: Tts:Creators and Jis Forais; Mad'ei Qd_'}'fabadﬂf 32 (19'9.2),' 83291
(Hebrew);-and’ Richiard: Kalininy:“The Modetn Study of-Ancient Rabbinic
Literature: Yonah: Fracnkcls D;zrkhzz BLY tggm vebimidrash,”. Prooﬁm:s" o
(1994)1 180-204. 2
597 Tmcases:whete Fraenkei has no choxce biit:
he proceeds wmh great hcsstatxon or: bu;xes the cr

_outsxd(: souices.

Unfémately,.mel £s wntmgs to. date havé_ ‘hot ™ad
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the field of taludic-midrashic studies. This neglect may be ducto the unfortu:
nate reluctance of many rabbinists to cross disciplinary boundaries. Meir came
to rabbinics somewhat from the outside, training in the disciplines of folklore

and Hebrew literature and: publishing primarily in journals devoted to those

ficlds. On the importance of the redactional context see too Jacob Neusner,
Judaism: The Classical, Statement. The Evidence qf the Bavli (Chzcago Umvcr31ty
of Chicago Press; 1986}, 124-29. :

. 41.“The Acting Characters in the Stories of thc Talmud and the Midrash”
(PhD diss., Hebrew University, 1977) (Hebrew). Sec also her “The ‘Changing
Character” and the ‘Charactcr Dlsctoscd’ in Rabbinic Stories,” ]SHL 6 (1984),
6177 {Hebrew). :

42. Ofra Meir, “The Narrator in the Storics of the Talmud :md the Mid-
rash,” Fabula 22 (1981), 79-83; “Hasipur “al nahshon — dingan vesemel basipur
hadarshani® Sinai-00 (1986),. 227373 “The. Story as a Hermeneutic Dcv:ce,
AJSR 7-8 (1982.—83), 2362

43. Ofra Meir, “The Literary- Conr.ext of the Sages’ Aggadlc Stones as
Anslogous to Changing Storytelling Situations~-The Story of the Hasid and
the Spirits in-the Ocmetcry,” ]emmlem Smdm in Helbvew Falkltm 13-14 (1992),
8108 (Hebrew). . . '

44 Ibid.; 00,.92. She also suggests that the text of the story i the Talmud
siay not be the “origmnal” formulation, although she c:onccclcs that there is no
way to reconstruct that ariginal version (90)- -

. 45.Tn this study and the'studies cited below, Meiralso offers'an anaiysls of
the story as an “isolated text.” This aspcct of her method resembles Fracnkcl’
decontextualized readings.

. 46..Ofa Meir; “Hashpd'at ma‘abe ha. ankha ‘al hashqafat ha‘olam shel si-
purei ha aggada » Tira:3 {1994), 67-84; “The Story. of Hezekial’s- Athment in-
the Legends of- chrew Homiletical Literature,” Hasifrut 30" (1981), 109-30
(Hebrew); “The Story of Rabbr’s: Death: A Study of Modes of Tradmons Re-
dacuon » JSHL. 12 (19903, 14777 ‘{Hebréw).

-47. Meir, “Hashpa‘at nia‘ase ha' arikha™; bKet 62b; LevR-21:8: (484-—86) A
thu:d version of the story” appeazs in GenR 95 (1232.) .

48, Meir, “Hashpa‘at ma‘ase ha‘arikha;? 81

g Berkciey, Universityof California Press, 1093,

50, Bovyarin; Crrwal Isvnel; 15-36; 5ee his analysis Gf :hc stoxy found HX bBM
83b-85a. Sec also Eliezer Dxamond “Wrestlmg the Angel of* Death ”]S] b7 3
(1995), 692

7-¢1. See Christine I—Iaycs, ‘Between thz Bubyfonmn ;md Palm”mmn Talmyds
(Ncw York: Osxford University Tress, 1097), 2324 for'a sitnilar approach::Meir

Sternberg; Poevics of Biblical Navrative, 16, makes'a related” observation-of the’

-

Nogesto Pages1e-17 308
Bible: “Whext all-is said and done, the independent knowledge we possess of
the _‘;cal world’ behind the Biblk remains absurdly meager, almost non-existent
when compared with the plenty available to, say, Joyceans or even Shakespeari-
ansIfPor betier or-for worse, most of our information-is culled from the Bible
itself™
- §2.8ee: the mtroducnons 1o qutﬁmesmt (Tci Avw Dcwr :md Ierusa- :
iem. Jewish-Theological Seminary, 1968-94); vol.'5 (Shabbat} and-vol: 5 (Bava
_Qm':m)', and his Enghsh book;MédmslgMisbnah,aﬁd-G&mam:-Theij Predi-
lemon ﬁrrjumﬁed Law (Cambridge: Hatvard University Press, 1086), 76-104."
Hativni first articulated his: theory. in- the second-volumie of Megirot-awmesover
(m_l fractates . Yoma-Hagiga); published in 1975-(r~12)- He added refinements
and details in the introduction 1o vol. 3, published :in.1982. This.is-not meant
wbea comprehensive history of scholarship e the compasition and redaction
of the BT or-of the precursors of Halivni-and Friedman: For 4 detailed treat-
ment see David Goodblatt, “The Babylonian: Talnaud;”™.in The Study BfAmwm
Judnism, ed. Jacob Neusner (New York: Ktav; 1981); 14481+
R While several schokiss realized the distinet character’ of thcse §trata, no
one proposed a history of the talmudlc texton that basis. Sct: Goedbiatt “Bab-
yioman Talmoad, > 177-8x, : ’ P
54 Megoror; 31910, (emphasm n thc ongmal) See: mMegmt A9 N ol In
a survcy of-the:entire Lalrnud David Kraciner: found umy thrty -thrée cases
of explicit argumentationy from the fiest four Amoraic generations”y“The Be-
ginning of the Preservation of Argumentatior in Atmoraic Babylonia,” in New
Pérspectives on Ancient Judnism, vol. 4,ed; Alan. }.\ Avery»Pcck (Lanham Mdi
University Press.of America, 1089); 37461 : '
5. Flalivai claims thatin somc cases the Stama:m mhcntcd proto mgyot
from the' Amoraic period. Evenin. these. casés:the Staminaim:had. torrecon-
SEUGL: complete; and integrate the material; and-$o st be: cons;dcﬂ.d the
creatots of the sy see Niidvash,:Misimal; ang. (zmm, 7 e
=56 Megorot,: 301 I Megorot,: §: 15105 Hahvm deﬁneb thrcgz.catcgones of
Stamma:m rr:pf:a:crs, ‘editors; and combmcrs Hc algo: descnbcs J:helr;’” esof
-acm':tymgxeatgrdctad. L T
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60. Ibid., 301-6. Fricdman built on the work of Hyman Klein, “Gemara
and Sebara,” JOR 38 (1947), 67-o1; “Gemara Quotations in the Scbara,” JOR
43 (1053), 341-62; “Some General Results of the Scparation of Gemara from
Sebara in the Babylonian Tatmud,” Journal of Seanitic Studies 3 (1958}, 363-72. -

61 Avraham Weiss first defined the sugye as a litcrary unit and began re-
search jnto its serucrure and composition. Sce Habavli behithavit hasifrutst, vol.
2 (Warsaw, 1939); Hithavut hatalmud bishleimuto (New York: Alexander Kohut
Memorial Foundation, 1943); ‘Al heyetsive hasifrutit shel ba'amoraim (New
York: Horeb, 1962); Mebqarini batalmud (Jerusalem: Mosad Haray Kook,
1975). On Weiss’s contribution see Shammai Kanter, “Abraham Weiss: The
Search for Literary Forms,” in The Formntion of the Babylonian Talmud, ed.
J. Neusner { Leiden: Brill, 1970}, 95-103.

62. “Pereq ha'isha rabba babavii,” 315-19; Shamma Friedman, “Some
Structural Patterns of Tatmudic Swugior,” Proceedings of the Sixtlh World Congvess
of Jewish Studies-1973 (Jerusalem, 1977), 3:391-96 {Hebrew).

63. “Pereq ha'isha rabba babavii,” 326~27.

-64., The literal meaning of savera’im is “thinkers” or “réagorers.”

65.-In his early work Halivni considered the Stammaim to be the main
authors of talmudic sugyer and limited their activity to the years between 427
G.E. (the death of Rav Ashi, one of the last Amoraim) and sor or 520 C.E.;
Megorot, 311627, especially n. 37, and Midyash, Mishnak, and Gemara, 76-77,
83~84, 99—1o0 and 140.0. 1. More recently, Halivni has given up the distinction
berween Stammaim and Saboraim-and considers the two equivalent (Lecture
delivered at Tel Aviv University, Dec. 22, 1997). Friedman docs not use the
terms “stam” or “Stammaim” to refer to the sages of a distinct age but to de-
scribe a type.of literature. Nor does he date the compositional and redactional

activity precisely. A rough terminus ante guem is the fixing of the base text of

the Talmud in the mid to late seventh century C.E.-(“Pereq ha'isha rabba ba-
bavli,” 283). On the question of Stammaim and Saboraim, sec too Richard
Kalmin, The Redaction of the Babylonian Tabmud: Amoraic ov Saboraic? (Cincin-
nati: HUCA Press, 1089), 1-11, 89-94, and Yaakov Sussmani, “YVeshuv lirus-
halmi nezigin,” 102-6 and n. 192. The current conscnsus. essentially identifies
the Stammaim with the Saboraim who flourished in the late fifth, sixth, and
seventh centuries. This coheres with the early critical work of Hyman Kiein,
Avraham Weiss, and Julius Kaplan that gave the Saboraim a major role-in re-

dacting the Talmud. On the dating of the Saboraic age see Yaakov Ephrati, The
Severeic Peviod and sts Litermture (Jerusalem: Dror, 1973), 33-62, 74-81- (He-

brew). And sce Hayes, Between the Babylonian and Palestinian Talmiuls, 20-22.
- 66. This is cssentially the position of Neusner, who gives the final. redac-
tors full responsibility for the talmudic text. Sec below, n. or. oo
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67. The followitig discussion builds directly on Friedman: see “Pereq
hia’isha rabba babavli,” 309-13, and Talmard ‘arnkh: pereq basokher ‘et ha'omanin
(Jerusalem: Jewish Theological Seminary, 1990-96), 2:8-23. See also Birger
Gerhardsson, Memory and Manuscript: Oral Tradition and Written Transmission-
iz Rabbinic fudaism and Early Christianity, trans. E. 1, Sharpe (Lund: Gleerup,
1961), 13648,

68. Shamima Friedman, “Habaraitot shebaraimud habavit véyihasan lato-
sefta” (forthcoming). See too Yaakov Elman, Autherity and Tradition: Tossftan
Basaitot in Talmudic Babylonia (Hoboken, N.J.: Ktav, 1094), 44-46, 14564,

69. Let me emphasize that this is only a presumption. In some cases it can
be demonstrated that a bawaita is a late, redactional creation, not an authentic
Tannaitic source. See the discussion of “pscudo-barmitot” in Chap. 3.

70. On the reliability of Amoraic atwibutons, see David Kraemier, “On
the Reliability of Attributions in the Babylonian Talmud,” HUCA so (1980),
175~96, and Richard Katmin, Sages, Steries, Authors and Editors in Rabbinic Baby-
lonin (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1994). Jacob Neusner takes an extremely skepti-
cal view of the reliability of attributions. See his Judaism: The Evidence of the

Mishun, 14~22, and Green, “What's in a Name?” 77-96. .

1. Friedman, Thlmud ‘arihh, 2:90-12; Halivr, Megoror; 5:14~21, and Mrd-
rash, Mishnal, and Gemara, 77. Haltvni considers the Stammaitic intervention
miost pronounced in the fragmentary argumentative statements that survived
from the Amoraic periods, as opposed to apodictic faw, which survived more
intact: The Hcebrew of the BT Amoraim differs. slightly from ‘lanmaitic He-
brew: sce Yohanan Breuer, “On the Hebrew Dialect of the Amoraim in the,
Babvionian Talmud,” Mebgerei lnshors 2—3 (1987), 127-52 (Hebrew),

7 See Menahem Kahane, “Intimation of Intention and Compulsion of
Divorce: Towards the Transmission of Contradictory Tradigons. in Late Tad-
mudic Passages,” Tarbiz 62 (1993), 230-31, 248-50, 260-62 (Hebrew); Halivni,

Megorot, 5:18-19;, Hayes, Beoween tie Babylonian and Palestinian. Talmunds, 14-15.

73. Taled ‘arukh, 2:16-17, : .

- 74. Louis Jacobs, “The Sugya on Sufferings in B. Berakhot sa,b,” i Studies
in:Aggadab, Targum and Jewish Lituvgy in Memory of Joseph Heinesnann, ed. J. 1.
Peruchowski anid E. Fleischer (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1981}, 32—44. See also his
Styuctuve and Form in the Babylonian Talmud (Cambiidge: Cambridge Umver-
sity: Press;1991), especially 100106 Jacobs observes thatthe “editors/authors”
of the BF:-substantially reworked their sources for dramatic €ffect. S

-25. PAAJR 57 (1990-91), 35-67. See too Ebman,“The Suffering of the Righ-
teois:in Palestinian and Babylonian Sources,” JOR 8o {(1990),:315-40; Michael
Satlow, “Wasted Sced;. The History of a Rabbinic idea,” 1 UCA 65 (1994);
137—76; David Kraemer, “Composition and Meaning in the Bavhi,” Proofiaxts 8.
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(1988), 271-91; idem, Responses o Suffering in Classical Rabbinic Literature (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1995), 184~210; idem, Reading the Rabbis: the
Tatmid ws Literature (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996); Eliczer Se-
gal, The Babylonian Esther Midrash: A Critical Comsmentary (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1994). : . :

76. Shamma Friedman; “Laaggada hahistorit betalmud bavl,” in Sad
Ficherman Memorial Volusme, ed. Shamma Priedman (New York: Jewish Theo-
logical Seminary, 1993), 119-63. An abbreviated English translation appears as
“Devclopment and Historicity in the Aggadic Narrative of the Babylonian Tal-
mud— A Study Based upon B.M. 83b-86a,” Community and Culture: Esays in
Jewish Studiesin Honor of the Ningtiesh Anmiversary of the founding of Gratz College,
ed. N. M. Waldman ( Philadelphia: Gratz College, 1987}, 67-80. -

7. “La’aggada hahistorit,” 127-31.

+8. However, Friedman seems to be-more sanguiiie about-the histotical
reliability of the earliest versions of stories, which Neusner treated with skepti-
cism. See “La’aggada hahistorit,” 162.

79. Friedman’s study also suggests that much of the reworking occurred
specifically during Stammaitic times and not during the Amoraic period or in
earlicr stages of oral transmission, for the-reworkings postdate the Palestinian
version of the fifth century.Sce also Sussmann, “Veshuv lirushalmi nezigin,™
To0—toL, n. 186, discussing the character of the aggada of the BT "It-scems.to
me that here too [scholars] have not taken into account sufficiently the long
span of time; and it seems that one should not necessarily make a firm, funda-
mental or essential distinction between halakha and aggada in this respect. The
original Amoraic material {Palestinian and Babylonian — in this literary frame
or another) continued 1o live, to change and to develop throughout a very
lengthy period in Babylonia.” : e

0. Midrash, Mishnah, and Gemara, 77.-Se¢ also Louis Jacobs, The Talmidic
Argument: A Study. in Tabmudic Reasoning asid- Methodology (London: .Cam-~
bridge University Piess, 1984), 2122, 211-12: “Their main it was. purely aca-
demic. They evidently wished to provide argument and debate as an intéllec-
rual exercise, precisely becausc . . . the study of Torah was by-this time the
established and acknowiedged supreme way of worship.” ‘And see. David
Kracmer, The Mind of the Talmud (New York: Oxford University Press; 1990)
This is ot to-deny that the Stammaim were also interested iftexegesis- and
practical law. Sce Jay Rovner, “Rhetorical Stratcgy and Dialectical Necessity in
the Babylonian Tilmud:. The Case of Kiddushin 34a-35a,”-FIUCA-65:(1994),

18487, 220-22,-and Menahem Kahane, “Intimation of Intention and Compul-’

sion of Divorce.” S . e
. gt Y am not claimirig that these devices are unique to the BT or to the
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Staminaim. They are found, to 2 certain extent, 1 folktales and stories
throughout the world, and are especially prominent in oral titerature, My point
is that Stammaitic composition consciously and intentionally employs such
miethods, hence they contribute significantly to the overall meaning,

82, In this I agree with Fraenkel (see the section on Literary Analysis),.
although I hesitate to speak for all rabbinic stories and all rabbis. The Stammai-
tic Babylonian academy differed from earlier situations of Torah study (sec
below). On narrative situations. and the role of the reader (sometimes called
the “implied reader”) see Shlomith Rimmon-Kenan, Narmtive Fiction: Contem-
porary Poetics (London: Roudedge, 1983), 117—29. See also David Kraemer,
“The Intended Reader as a Key to Interpreting the Baviy,” Preoftexts 13 (1993),
F25—40. ) : : :

83. David Goodblai, Rubbinic Instvsction in Sasanian Babylowia (Leiden:
Brill, 1975). o

84. Ibid., 7. . S : :

35. Isalah Gafoi, “Yeshiva and Metivia,” Zion' 43 (1978); 12~37 (Hebrew).

-86. For examiple, Gafni’s reference to the phrase “metipta in heaven” (bBM
86a} as solid evidence of an Amoraic academy is not probative, for the passage
appears in a story of late provenance (25, 29; and sec Friedman, “La’aggada
hahistorit,” 139 n. 106). . . _

87. Goodblarr publishied his Rabéinic nstrviction in' 1975, and Gafni’s article
appeared in 1978. But the research and writing was obviously done earlier. Ha-
livni first articulated his theory of the Stammaim i the intreduction to the
second volume of his Megoret smesoror published in 1975, Friedman’s “Pereq
ha’isha rabba. babavli” appeared in 1977, Goaodblatt refers once to Friedman’s
study i1 his response to Gafni (“New Developments in the Study of the Baby-
lonian Yeshivet,” Zion 46 {1981], 1438 [Hebrew])..Goodblattargues that some:
references. to- institutions derive from - Jater-copyists, and occasionally distin-
guishes between the. Amoraic statement and-a later gloss; see, €.g., 274. Gafni
also recognizes that some references to mefivia or.beit midvash appear in Ara-
maic glosses to- Amoraic statements. Sce,. e.g.,_'.the discussion of bSor 7b, 29,
and bShab 1144; 32. These are clearly Stammaitic additions that reflect a tater
historical period: And sec the following note. . . : N

-88, Goodblatt distinguishes “anonymous-anecdotes™ abour biblical. per-
sonages; Tannaim, Palestiriian Amoraim and Babylonian Amoraim from “tradi-
tions attributed™ to Palestinian and Babyloman Amoraim, but focuses more
on the Palestinian/Babyloniasdistinction than the anonymous/attributed divi-
sion. For example, in his analysis of instances of be midvasha he concludes that.
the anonymous anecdotes -mention Palestinians sixty. tunes .and Babylonians
only cight, and therefore these terms. do. not characterize. Babylonian instiru-
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tional life (97, 105). Perhaps more significant is that there are sixty anonymonus
anccdotes as opposed to just seventcen asrributed raditions. T shall return to
this issue in Chap. 8, “The Academy.”

89. Sec Jack N. Liglitstone, The Rhesoric of the Bubylonian Talmud, Its Social
Meaning and Context (Waterloo, Ont.;: Wilfred Laurier University Press, 1994},
especially 264-81. Lightstone argues that the rhetorical traits of the BT shed
light on the institational and social setting of the editors, and also legitimate
the newly emerged academies of the fifth and sixth centuries.

0. Because BT storics have been reworked by the Stammain, there is no’
guarantee that their narrative art matches that of other rabbinic documents.
Before we write a synthetic account of the poetics of the rabbinic story, the
poetics of the stories in cach rabbinic work must be studied independentdy.

or. Jacob Neusner has champioried the method of redaction-criticism in
his numerous studies of the Babylonian Tatmud and other rabbinic works. Sec
The Bavli’s One Voice: Types and Forms of Anatytical Disconrse and Thetr Fixed Or-
dev of Appesrance (Adlanta: Scholars Press, 1901), and Seurces and Tradttions:
Tipes of Compositions in the Talmud of Babylonia (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992).
However, Neusner argues that the sources have been reworked to such an
cxtent that they can no longer be distinguished. For criticism of Neusner’s
position sec Danicl Boyarin, “On the Status of the Tannaitic Midrashim,” Jour-
nal of the American Oviental Socicty 152 (1993), 45564, and Eliczer Segal, “An-
thological Dimensions of the Babylonian Talmud,” Progflexss 17 (1997}, 35-37.

gz. For an interesting example, see Friedman, Talmad ‘arubbh, 1152, In thig
casc the story is short, and actually cited in a type of outline form. Lengthier
stories generally have an intrinsic.conpection to their halakhic context.

93. Jacob Neusner argues that the fedactors composed large-scale passages
by applying logical rules, and thercfore the Talmud is a work of purposive
compilation. Sce The Rorles of Composition of the Tilenud of Babylonia: The Cogency
of the Bavli’s Composite (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991}, and The Bavl’s Massive
Miscellanies: The Problem of Anglutinative Discourse in the Trlmud of Babylonia
{Atlanta: Scholars Prcss 1902). Neusner claims that only a few talmudic pas-
sages are “miscellanies” devoid of systematic and principled organization.

04. On the viability of source-criticism —the fack of homogenization of
sources—see Kalmin, Sages, Stories, Authors, and the references pmv:ded on

a-1. n. 5 and 10-11, nn. 30-31; Hayes, Between the Babylonian and Palestinian
Talpmuds, o—17.

9s. Sec Hayes, Between the Rabylonian and Palestinian Talmuds, n-14, for
further discussion and documentation.

96, “La'aggada hahistorit.” He concludes the English version {“Literary
Development and Historicity in the Aggadic Narrative™): “Much of the narra-
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tive Aggadah in the BT 15 of Palestinian origin. The literary sources used by
the BT have generally not survived, but many parallels exist in the PT and
Midrashim . .. The resemblance of these extended passages in content and
structure . . . enables us to gain insight on the sources used by the BT ” (75).

Sec also his Formulation in Talmud Grukl, 7150 “The two extant Talmuds draw’
from the same carlier trad;t:ons which the version of the PT resembles more
closely in the majority of cases.”

o7. A. Karhin, Diprei sefer (el Aviv: Mahberot lLSlfrut igsz}; Neusner,
Dievelopwment of o Legend and The Rabbinic Traditions about the Phavisees before 70;
Zipporah Kagan, “Divergent Tendencies and Their Literary Moulding in the
Aggadah,” Scrspta: Hievosolymitana 22 (1971), 15H70; David Goodbtatt, “The
Beruriah Traditions,” J7§ 26 {1975), 6883, and “The Story of the Plot against
R. Sitneon B, Gamalicl IL” Zion 49 (1984), 349-74 (Hebrew); Joshua Efron,
“Bar-Kochva in the Light of the Palestinian and Babylonian Talmudic Tradi-
tions.” in. The Bar-Kochva Revolt: A New Approach, od. A, Oppenheimer and U.
Rappaport (Jerusalem: Yad Izhaq Ben Zwvi, 1984), 47-108 {Hebrew); Louis Ja-
cobs, “The Story of R. Phinchas ben Yair and his Donkey in b. hullin 7a-h”
in A Tribute 1o Geza Vermes, od. T Davies and R. White (Shefficld: Sheffield.
Academic Press, 1990}, 193-206; Pinhas Mandel, “Hasipur bemidrash “eikha:

nusah vesignon” (master’s thesis, Hebrew University, 1993), 1:192-93; Ofra’
‘Meir, “The Story of Rabbi’s Death,” and “Hateruma hahistorit shel "aggadot

hazal,” Mabanayim 7 (1994), 8—25; Tal Han, “The Historical Beruriah, Rachel,
and Imma Shalom,” AJSR 22 (1997), 1-17; Catherine Hezser, Form, Function
and Histovical Significance of the Rabbinic Story in Yerushalmi Nezigin (Tibingen::
J. C. B. Mobr, 1903}, 340-50. 3

98. While it is generally agreed that the BT did not know the PT in is
extant form, it is also clear that many PT waditions and cven entire sugyot
reached Babylonia in substantially the same state as they appear i the PT.
Martin Jaffee, “The Babylonian Appropriation of the Talmud Yerushalmi: Re-
dactional Studies in the Horayot Tractates,” in New Perspectives on Ancient Juda-.
#sm, vol. 4, ed. Alan J. Avery-Peck (Lanham, Md.: University Press of America,
1980), 23—24, observes: “The comespondences between Bavh and Yerushalini
Horayot suggest that the post-Amoraic editors of the former had something
much like the extant version of the latter before them and reflecred upon the
logic of its construction as they composed their own commentary.” Yaakov
Sussmann, “Veshuv lirushalmi nezigin,” g8-99, obscrves that the BT and PT

typically share the same Amoraic material. The unattributed stratum of the PT,

however, is very thin, while that of the BT is highly developed. This again
suggests that the Staminaim knew the PT in something close to its final state.
Sce the careful formulation by Christine Hayes, Between the Babylonian and
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Palestivitan Tilmsds, 2333 and mm. 46-48, with which I am in -complete
agreement. Hayes applies the comparative method to halakhic material, com-
paring pacallel PT and BT legal sugyot in order to determine the changes mtro-
duced by Babylonian sages to the core Palestinian tradition. See also the survey
of scholarship in Hezser, Rabbinic Story in Terushaimi Nezigin, 345-48.

99. Sce Robert Alser, The At of Biblical Navrative (New York: Basic Bouks,
1981), 131-54; Meir Sternberg, Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 13-14.

100. For a clkear example of an intermat contradiction resulting from two
disparate sources, sce Fricdman, “La’aggada hahistorit,” 136.

to1. For an excellent discussion and evaluation of the constraines that lim-
ited. the redactors, sce Flayes, Between the Babylonian and Palestinian Talmuds,
1517,

102. At of Biblical Nayrative; 12-13.

103. A literary device may ocour in any genrce of literature, including histo-
tiography, chronography, and legal drafting. Indeed, some would avoid the
term “literary device” so as vot to imply that other genres are not literature or
be suspected of a false dichotomy between the writing of history {objective,
accurate) and poetry or literature (fictional, artistic); sce Sternberg, Poeties of
Biblical Navrative, 39-40. Nevertheless, 1 chink the term is uscful at Jeast fora
study of this sort. What usually distinguishes poetry, drama, and some forms
of narrative. from historiography is the density of literary devices. The concen-
tration of numerous lirerary devices in a small amount of text is part of the
“Jiterariness” of the rabbinic story, what makes it'an artistic creation for didactc
purposes, not an attempt mimetically fo represent the past. Sce n. 23,

104 Gérard Genette, Narrative Disconrse; An Essay on Method, trans. Jane
E. Lewin (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1972); idem, Narrative Discourse
Revisited, trans. Jane E. Lewin (Ithaca: Comeil University Press, 1988); Micke
Bal, Narrasology: Introduction-to the Theory of Nawative, trans. C. van Boheemen:
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 198s); idem, On Storytelling: Essays i
Nawvatolygy, cd. D. Jobling (Sonoma, Calif.: Polebridge Press, 1991); Rimmon-
Kenan, Narrative Fiction.

105. Although 1 contend that literary analysis must be conmbined with
source- and redaction-criticism, it is difficalt to present the methods together.
I generally present the literary analysis first, on the grounds that it is more
interesting and less taxing to the reader, and tackle source-critical evidenee and
redaction-critical questions thereafter. However, I intraduce source-critical is-
sues in the course of the literary analysis when necessary, and sometimes adum-
brate issues addressed more fully in later sections. The approaches constantly
inforined one another throughout the interpretive process, hence the results
are more interdependent than they might appear. The “hermeneutic circle™ of
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interpretation moves nof only from the parts of the text to the whole i a
dialectical process, but from the text to context and context to text.

106. Sce Robert Scholes and Rabert Kcllogg, The Natuve of Naviative
{New York: Oxford University Press, 1066), 27.

107. Ibid., s1. “In order to discover the formulaic character of a nartarive’s

diction or the conventional nature of its structure and theme, the critic must

-consulr a body of narrative large enough to embody norms and to serve.as at

feast a fragment of a “tradition”™
108, There results a certain degree of circularity in that the intertexts, in-

cluding other stories, also must be studied in terms of their general context.

So other storics provide the general cultural context for a given story, while
the given. story is part of the general cultural context of the other stories. But

since the text of the Talmud is the only entrance o its culawre, there s 1o

-escape from this circle.

100. Certainly there is an-element of subjectivity in the privileging of some
stories over others. But the importance of these texts results not only from
subjective considerations, but from the citbture transmirted over the centuries,
which derives, to-a certain exrent, from the texts themselves. On the matter of
sclecting texts and their representative value, see Stephen Greenblatt, Renais-
samce-Self-Fashioning: From Move to Shakespeare (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1980), 6-3.

110. Shamma Friedmian has begun the task. See lis “Le’ilan hayuhiasiy shel
nushei bava metsia — pereq beheqer nusah habavli,” in Mehgarim besifvus batoi-
mudit (Jerusalem: Isracl Academy of Scienices, 1983}, 93-147; “On the Origin of
Textual Variants in the Babylonian Talmud,” Sidva 7 (1991), 67-102 {Hebrew);
Talmnd ‘avukh, 2:26-s55. See also the references inthe following notes.

1. Fricdman, Tabmud ‘arukh, 2:26-55. ?

112 This sitiration is stimilar, i some wavs, to cuieit thinkiig about text-
types among literary critics -of the Bible. Biblical literary critics consider the
texts represented by the Masoretic text, the Sepruaging, and the Samaritan Pen-
tateuch to requirc independent analysis. They should not be harmonized to
create a synthetic version becausce the literary pecubiacities of cach text-type pro-
duce different meanings. See, for example, Yair Zakovitch’s masterful analysis
of the story of Ahab and of the significance of the divergences between the
Masoretic text and the Septuagine (“The Tale of Naboth’s Vineyard,” in Metr
Weiss, The Bibie from Within {Jerusalem: Magnes, 1984}, 370-405.) On the
other hand, Meir Sternberg aptly warns against attempting to make seose of

blatant errors (Poctics of Biblical Narrative, 14).

13. See Katmin’s criticism of Fraenkel on diis point, “The Modern Smdy

‘of Ancient Rabbinic Litcrature,” 196-97.
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114 See Genette, Navyative Discourse, 25-32.
115. Sce Sternberg, Poeties of Biblical Narvative, 187-90.

116. At least not in practice. On this point see Fish, Is Therea Text tn This

Class? 1315, 318-37. Hypothetically, perhaps, no objective standards exist. But
in reality, as Fish argues, we all exist within “interpretive communities,” and.
therefore “thie fear-of solipsism, of the imposition by the unconstrained self of
its own prejudices, is-unfounded because the self does not exist apart from the
communal or conventional categories of thought that enable its operations
(of thinking, seeing, reading)” (335). Consequently “meanings will be- neither
subjective nor objective. . . . they will not be objective because they will always
have been the product of a point of view rather than having been simply ‘read.
off”; and they will not be subjective because that point of view will abways be

social or institutional. Or by the same reasoning one could say that they are .

both subjective and objective: they are subjective because they- inherein-a pamc—
ular-point of view and therefore not universal; and they are objective becatise
the point of view that delivers-them is public and conventional rather tham
individual or unique” (336). Clearly my readings hold only for certain interpre-
tive communities and.-not for others (e.g., medieval Jewish mystlcs) because of
-the difference in standards, assumptions, methods, etc.

177. See Micke Bal, Lethal Love: Feminist Literavy Readings-of szlmzi Love
Stories {Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1987), 12-15, and. On Storyeell-
ing: Essays in Narratology. See also Fish, Is There a Text This Class? 34171

- 118. See Fish on “Demonstration vs, Persuasion,™ 356—71: “It has beenrmy
strategy in these lectures to demonstrate how little we lose by acknowledging
that it is persuasion and not demonstration that we-practice. We have every-
thing that we always. had — texts, standards, norms, criteria of judgment, criti-

cal histories, and so on. We can convince others that they arc wrong, argue -

that onc interpretation is betrer than another, cite evidence in support of the

interpretations we prefer; it is just that we do all those things within a set.of

institutional assumptions that can themselves become the objects of dispute.”

Thus I have disputed Fraenkel’s New Crmcal assumptions and argucd in favor '

of my own.

Chapter o Torah Shame, and * The Ouen cf Akhnar (Baua Metsm 59a-59b)

1. T name a few (m aiphabcncai ordcr) B Bcrko“qtz Not in Hewm #m

‘Neture and Function of Halgkbe (New. York: Ktav, 1983), 47-50; -Daniek Bo-

yarin, Intevtextuality and the Reading of Midrash-(Bloomington:: “Indiana Uni-
versity Press, 1990), 34-36; Menahem Elon, Jewish Law: History; Sources, Priv-
¢iples, trans. B. Auerbach and M. Sykes (Philadelphia: Jewish® Publication
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Society, 1994, 26i-65; Judah Goldin, “On the Account.of the Barining of R.
Eliezer ben Hyrqanws,” Jewrnal of the Ancient Neav Egstern Soctety 16-17 (1984~
85}, 85-97; Danicl Gordis, Ged Was-Not in the Five: The Search for a Spivitual
Judaism - (New York: Scribner, 1995), 15759, 108-202; Alexander. Ghsttman,
“The Significance of Miracles for Talmudic Tudaism,” HUCA 20 {1947), 363;
David Weiss Halivni, Peshat and Derash (New York: Oxford University Press,
1907), 107-8; Susan Handleman, The Slayers of Moses: the Re-emeygence of Rab-
binic Interpreiation in Modern Literary Theory (Albany: SUNY Press, 1082},
40-41; David Hartman, 4 Living Covenant (WNew York: Free Press, 1085),32-33,
46~438; Yizhaq Heinemann, Darkhei ha'aggada {Jerusalem: Magnes, 1970}, 11;
Abrabam Joshua Heschel, Torab min hashamayim be'aspuglaria shel badovor
(London: Shontsin, 1962~1990), 1:23; Bernard Jackson, “Religious Law in Ju-
daisim,” ANRW [Lig.1 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1979}, 46—47;° Louis Jacobs;, A Tree
of Lift (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1984), 27-28; Joel Roth, The Halakbic
Pracess: A Systemic Analysis (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary, 1086},
123-27; Jonathan Sacks, “Creativity and Innovation-in Halakhah,” in Rabbinic:
Authority and Peysonal Autonomy, ed. M. Sokol (Northvale, N.J.: Jason Aron-
s0n, 1992), 127-30; Moshie. Silberg, Talmudic Law and the Modern State, ed.
M. Wiener, trans. B. Z. Bokser (New. York: Burning Press, 1961), 63~66. This
list is by no means complete.

- 2. Brich-Bromn, Psychoanalysis and Rengum (hcw Havcn' 1ak: University
_Press, 1950), s4—<7; Walter Kaufinann, Critigue of Religion and Philssophy (New-
York: Harper & Brothers, 19¢8), 238-40; Suzanne Last Stonc,,“ln'i’ursuit of
the Counter-Text: The Turn to the Jewish Legal Model in Contemporary
American-Legal Theory,” Harvard Law Review 106 (1993), 313-94; Edmond
Cahn,“Authority and Responsibility™ Columbin University Law Review- 51
{(1951), 838—39; Ronald Garer, “Nataral Law :and Creation Stories,” in Nowmzos
XXX: Religion, Morality and-the.Law, ed:J R.-Pennock and J. W, Chapman
{New. York: New York. University Press, 1988), 225-26. =

~3:Izhaq Englard, “Majority Decision vs. Individual Truth: The Interprcta—
tions-of the‘Oven .of AchnaiAggadah,”. Tradition 15 (1975), 13752 = “The
‘Oven of- Aklifai®: Various Interpretations ofan.Aggada,” Annnal of the Institnre
fov Research in Jewish Law 't {rg:nf-), 4557 . {chrcw), Stone, “In Pursuit of the
Counter-Text,” 84147, 834-065. :

- 4 Acofew of the studies. ment:oned abova {nn 1—3} cons:der parts of the
contifiiration. of the: story. Stone’s-review article-criticizes others for: fallmg 1o
apprccxatc*thc entire story and-its conrext-{855-57):: e

» 38 Blon;Hasimbolizatsia shel-markive ha‘ahia bas:pur hataimud:” fe=
Thc Symbolization of the:Components of thc Plet in the Taimudjc Story]

~{pndster’s: thes:s, Hebrew Umvc:r&tyx 1982}
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6. Many of these sources use the abbreviated “wronging” (‘ona’a) for the
full “wronging in words” (ona’at devarim).

7. So Elon, Symbelization, 15. This is noted by Stone, “In Pursuit of the
Counter-Text,” 857+ “In the Babylonian Talmud the story is sitated within
the larger theme of hurting another through words. The talmudic discussion
emphasizes the wrong done to Rabbi Eliczer” .

8. On the superiority of the reading of ms Munich o5 see Elon, Symboliza-
tion; 3-35, and the variants to section I (the words “new month”) in Appen-
dix 2. __

9. While there are numerous repetitions of words, represented by the
usiderlined portions in the translation, these do not create mjor structural
divisions. Nor do the groupings of miiracles and disasters structure the whole
story, and both could be grouped with a fourth part (Cr, H). _

10. Eliezer acts in every scene but the third, but there Rabban Gamaliel
mentions him as the canse of the wave (H). ) .

11. These connections vary in the mss. Some mss do not read “after that
event” in section 1 (see the variants in Appendix 2), thus losing this connection.
‘Others begin the third scene with “on that day,” which also opens the second
seene. .

12. See yMQ 311, S1c-d; which cites fiKel 5910, and Mishna mannscripts
of the Palestinian tradition such as Kaufmann and Cambridge. See also the
notes to the translation in Appendix 2.

13. Cf. the story of the sages and R. Dosa b. Harkinas, bYev 162, cred
below. The sages began to “surround him with laws (mesavevin ‘ot babialakhor)
until they reached [the question of | the daughter’s co-wife.” Here the sages
cunningly attemps to ascertain Dosa’s ruling on this question without his real-
izing that this is the purposc of their interview. _

14. The pronomial object can also be translated “surrourided it,” i.c., the
‘oven, although I am not clear what it means to surround an oven with words..
Even #f the pronoun primarily refers to the oven, the ambiguity remains. In
light of the burning of Eliezecs puritics in E we might also find a double mean-
ing in the second phrase, “they ruled bim impure,” referring to Eliezer as well

as the oven,

15. Elon, Symbolizatiosn, 17.

16. Boyatin, Tntertextusbity, 30. - .

17. Sec Boyarin, Tmtertextuality, 35-36. Deut 30:11-12 reads in ¢ontext,

“Siirely the instraction which I enjoin upon you this day is not too baffling

for you, nor is it beyond reach. It is not in heaven, that you should say, “Who
among us can go up to heaven and get it for us and impart it to us, that we
may observe it?”” Exod 23:2 reads, “You shall neither side with the multitude to
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do wrong — you shall riot give perverse testimony in a dispite so-as to'pervert it
in favor of the majority.”

18. That is, the narrator docs not répost the event in his own voice (At
thar point the Holy One laughed™) nor attribute it to Elijah alone (“Elijah
said that the Holy One laughed™), but reports what Elijah told R. Natan that
God did.

19. bPes 1r9a. The prooftext is Ps 106:23, an allusion to Moses convincing
God not to destroy the people.

20. Rashi, s.v. kol toharot, explains that the sages burned the foods that
provoked the question. about this particular oven: pure foods had been pre-
pared upon this type of oven mto which an unclean objeet had previously
fallen. R. Eliezer declared those foods clean, and after the confrontation the
sages burned them, I think this is reading oo much into the text. The sages
burned “all the purities” of R. Eliezer, i.e., all the objects he had declared pure,
not specific foods that are never mentioned in the text.

21. There is no indication that the sages deem Eliczer a “rebellious elder,”
a sage who rejects the authority of the court and is punished with 2 ban (mSanh
1:1-2}. The debate takes place in the academy, not in court. Nor is there reason
to burn the objects Eliezer declared pure. The sages conld simply rule them
impure. The ban and burning are retributive.

22. His innocent question, “Why is this day different from other days?”
shows that he was not expecting a batr and presumably had done nothing ex-
traordinary to provoke his colleagues.

23. This has been noted by Isaak Halevi, Dovat havishoniza; ed. S, Bam-
berger{ Frankfurt: Louis Golden, 1018), 3:374.

24. Dress: bShab 1i4a; yKet 12:3, 352. Shoes: yMQ 3:5, 82d;. bM{J 20b;
bl r3a.

25. Rabbinic sources associate wearing black with imminént judgment and
mmpending doom. See bYom 39b; yRH 1:3, 57b.

26. I thank Dr. Joshua Levinson for this obsetvation.

27. There is no explicir law in the BT to remain four cubits away from one
whao 15 bapned. Some post-talmudic authorities deduce this prohibiton from
Akiba’s action here and from bSanh 68a, a related story of sages who visit
Eliezer but remain at a distance of four cubits. See Beit Yosef to Tz, Tore Dea
33412, and the authonties cited there.,

28. bKet 262 {=bB() 114h) refates that people separated from a priest

‘eating tithes, forbidden to non-priests. The term isalso used of sacrifices (bMe

3a), teimple-property (bPes 6a), corpses (bHul 83a), and idolatry (bBes 392).
29. The BT raises the question of whether one under a ban is prohibited.
tfrom wearing shoes but offers no condlusion. See bMQ 15b, bMQ 213, and bTa
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132. Some comimientaries suggest that our story--settles the issite: See Tosafot;
bBM s0b s.v. pegare and bMQ 1sbsv o

20. See e.g. bMQ r7a: “What is the ban. (shamm)’ There is dcath therc
{sham mitw).” Akiba’s mourtiing also. anticipates: Gamaliel's death

31. See the discussion of the “Literary and-Halakhic Context.™

32. See the ms variants in Appendn; 2. Some mss begin the scene with “At
that moment” (G1). - .

43. It becomes clearin G a.nd H that God is. rcspons1bic for the dcstruc—
tion, not Eliezer's mastery of nature or supernatural powers. For inG Gamaliel
petitions God to stop the wave and in H Eliczer is not aware that his prayers
caused GamalicPs death.For a similar case where God both brings and stops
the destruction, apparently due o an insultto.a sage, sec bBM 86a and:Mahar-

sha, ad loc., s:v., babi.

34.. The swelling of "dough means that “u; d1d pot tise in its normal manper -

buit swelled as if it had been kneaded withour Jeaven (Rabcnu Hananel in
Shita Megqubetser ad Joc.). -

35. See-the section on “The PT Story and BT Composmonal chhmque
for source-critical reasons why Gamaliel rather than Yehoshua is mentioned.

- 36. Rashi, ad loc., comments that Rabban Gamaliel authorized the ban.
bMQ 162 rulés that one who is banned by the Patriarchis: banned to all Israel,
but one who is banned to all Isracl is not: banned to the Patriarch. By this
cultural logic Gamaliel must have banned Eliezer (if the wave justly attacks
hiri). And bMQ 17a states that if one knows. that he has been banned, but does

" not know who placed the ban; the Patriarch has the power to.TemOye. it ;

37. Shmuel Safiai, “Tales of the Sages in. the Palestinian Tradition and the

Babylonian Talmud,” Serspta Fievasolymitana 22 (197K), 209; has noted thatJan-
- ship ties between sages is a BT theme. "The BT considers sages to be related:

even when the PT mekes no such-claim, See also Yan, “The Historical Bera-

- rizh, Rachel, and ITmma Shalom,” 9~10, 16-17.-
38. See Elon, Symbolization, 108-9. Lo
-30. Elon, Symbolization, 3239,. dcmonstratcs that “fal!mv oh the face” isa

' typc of spontaneous; private prayer, not the tabanun praycr specxﬁcaﬂy See,'

¢.g., the story of R. Shimi bar Ashi, cited below..

. 40. Elon, Symbolization, $4-81, 11516, refers 1o and 813, bShab xséb bEet:
67b bMQ 282, and by mxphcatlon bTa ng Scc too.bNed 50a. a.nd ARNA.V :

§38 (57b)

4L Elon, Symbolmtwﬁ, 117, pomts out that mentmn of r.hc DEw: month_
funct:ons 10 illustrate the dichotomy between the outside world and the.inside:

of Eliezer’s house. Outside times-change and a new. month begins. Inside all is
static as Ima Shalom day in and day out prevents her husband from. pmymg

O the Toseftan rradicion; the- dxscoursc i

also an abbreviated vession of the: story in'bBer 10a; mrrespcndmg t0-scctions. . ..
" Ar, Azyand’E. This seerits o be
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When the beggar stinds at the door; the liminal space between inside and out-
side, itmarks the intrasion of the outmde World into the inside. and the coHapse
of the delicate situation. TR D TR 2

42. bMQ 28a and bQid 81a. Howcvcr n bK:t 67b thc sages prowdc money
and in bShab 156b. Akiba’s s daughter gives:a: “portion™ of the wedding meal. .

- 43: 1 bracket this link because it is not exphcxtly mennoned

© 44, Flon, Symba[zzﬂwn B2-103: BRI
45.-See bKet rra=bMeg 294, bMQ 27b, Sée also Alcxander Shubcr, “Has-
hofir betekes ‘hagevura,? Sinai 20.(1951),:85. o
- 46. bAZ a0a and s7b. See too bGit soband Nensner, Hz:m}g 4 97—98 V8.
Eion, Symbolization, 96=97. . :

- 47. That is-the-reading Hims: Vancan HE Prmtmgs omit “hc took out hm
shofar Sce also bMQ 182 and 37b, bShev 362, bHul 105b, bSanh 7b (in mss;
the parallel at yHag 2:2, 77d does not mention the: shofar) And see Sol Fine-
singer, “The Shofap,” HUCA &-9. (1931~32), 223——25 :

e bQ;d 702, bMQ 162, BMQ 170b. R i -

© 49: ‘See: Louis- Jacobs, “The Device of uddzbakhz ;ust thcn,”’ in Stm::mre :
zmd Fovop in the Babylonian Talnid, 95-99, : : e

."s0.-See Genetre, Namtwel)moume, 525 19597, “But thcre 18 anothc.r type
of gap,ofa fess strictly temporakkind;created not by the efision of & diachronic
section-but by the -omission.of ot of-the Constituent: clements ofa station; .
4 pcnocl that the narrative does generally-cover. . . . the. narrative does not;
skip-over:a moment of time, as-in an: ellipsis, but it ndmr:ps agiven element;.’
This:kind-of. lateral-ellipsis we will call; confomnng T et}srnoiogy and not: ex-
czsswcly straining thetorical usage; a paralipsis7:

. st There are alsorseyeral verbal:links o the first scene. At the oitset thc
sagcs ‘do-niot-accept or “receive” {gibln).the argiments of Eliczer; andiin.the
end Ima Shalomikaows that her brother h ;dledrbecause of the- a‘admen she :

“received” {megublani). The. heavcnlyvoxcé‘ ent.out” ji:d '
when Eliezer falls on his face the shofar blast “went: onts Natan “found” Ehlah '
who. seported, God's Taughing, When: Fma: Shajom,“found” Eliczer-falléniin .
prayer, isignaled: her. brother’s d _' el

5mSes Eion, Symbplization;: 106,

53 Inother- words, while the fabuia of‘ both _-ersxo - r'base
: BT.guotes it ditectly. ‘There:is’

) i rprrmnﬂwﬁaﬁstcry'Ithtanunmm C

in Berakhot adduce :part of the,; oy in-the discussion’ of thatters relatmg to: '

the-ban. {On the-termis ﬁ;bulara‘ndd HTSE SEE: the cnd of Chap. & ) o
. 54 See Nessner; Elm:ef bew Hmm, 1 425-47 R o
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ss.-Aniother possible order is e-dz-a-b-f-g-i-h. But I think it mote likely
that R. Yirmiah’s reference to “that day” (fr) refers to the burning of the puri-
ties (dz), not the miracle with the carob (b). Fliezer's anger at the burning
produced the destruction.

56. The only exceptions arc that Az provides a proleptic summary of the
sages’ actions before the description in B2-C3, and D takes place in the time
of Natan, who lived after Eliezer and Yehoshua. That encounter is really the
last event in the fabula. '

57. Several of these differences were noted by Alexander Guttman, “The
Significance of Miracles for Talmudic Judaism,” HUCA 20 (1947), 379-81. Sce
also Neusner, Fliezer ben Hyreanus, 1:426-27, fot additional comparisons. -

58, This was poted by Louis Ginzburg, Perwushim vehidushiv bivushalmi
(New York: Jewish Theological Seminary, 194148}, 3:198.

$9. See Chap. 6, . §8.

60: See.n. 7. .

61. There arc also a few changes in the norinarrative comments. Compare:
the questions asked in Cs (BT) versus ¢ and di (PT). (The question in C3
connects the statements of Yehoshua and R. Yirmiah which appear in different
places in the PT)

62 Sec the ms variants regarding “surrounded with taws/words” in Ap-
pendix 2. Sec. too bQid szb = bNaz 49b: “Let not R. Meir’s disciples enter
here because they-are argumentative and they do not come to learn Torah but
to overwhelm me (legapheini) with laws.”

63. Text cited according to ms Munich 5. See Rashi, ad loc. s.v. shebigra.
They permitted water to be drawn from the cistern on a festival. .

64. For a related cxample see the story about Bar Qasha, bShib 1roa. He
was bitten by a snake, and when all medicinal means to curc him fail, Abaye
concludes that he was bitten by “the snake of the rabbis that has no cure, as it
says, He who breaches a fence will be bitten by a snake (Qob 10:8).” That is, he vio-
fated a rabbinic “fence” or prohibition and was punished. See also tHul z:22-23

and the parallels. While the “snake” is niot a proper name here, it is reminiscent
of the snake-oven.

65. Sec the manuscript vitiants to the translation. Some mianuseripts read
i tivkhem in Yehoshua’s rebuke.and ma lakbesm in God’s. Others read #ma lnk-
hem in both places. The force of the question is identical,

66. This passage is analyzed in Chap. 3.

67. That is, they do not occur in classical rabbinic works, although they

appear in medicval midrashim that postdate the BT.
68. God also calls Eliezer “my son” in the PT herc (g) and in ms Vi of the

BT {Ci).
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&g. bBei-7a, bTa.16b, bSanh 7b, bMak roa, bHul i334. The plirdse occurs
infrequently in Palestinian sources.

70. yahriv [ mabriv et kol ha‘olam: bErav 13a(=bSot 20a), bBB 16a, 5§ eut
§343 (398), Midlan 203.

71, Some mss read #itaref and sone #ithgsa, which both mean “cover”
This variant occurs regularly. Compare bMQ 172 and bQid 40a,

~ 72. mMid 5:4; tHag 2:9 (=tSanh 7:1); yRH 1:3, 57b; bQid 40a (=bMQ
17a, bHag 16a).

73. bedilin s (s V1 réads muvdalim): bKer 262 (=bBQ 114b); bPes 87b,
bBer sa; yShab 1:2, 3a. The phrase “it seems to me” 15 also quite common, and -
see below on section H.

74. zalgu ‘cinav dema‘dt: mSot 7:8; tYad 2:16; tSanh o%; ySheq 312, 40a;
yHor 3:7, 48b; bPes 118a; bMen 18a, cic.

75. SifNum: §115 (129) = bMen 4.44a; bPes 312 (in mss); bMen 32b.

76. See too bYev 121a. This has been noted by Peter Schiffer, “Rabbi Aqiva
and Bar Kochba,” in Approaches to Ancient Judaism IT, ed. William Scott Green
(Ann Arbor, Mich.: McNaoghton & Gunn, 1980), 115, and n. 7. Only occasion-
-ally do we find other rabbis on a ship without Gamaliel (bYev 1153, bYev 121,
‘bBB.-74b). In one case where the PT tells of Akibz and Eleazar b. Azariah-on a
ship, the BT verston telis of Akiba and Gamaliel (yEruv 1:7, 10b = ySuk 2:4,
s2d versus bSuk 23a)}

77. Because the passage appears in Hebrew, it loolks kike a baraita. In this
case the passage s not mtroduced by technical terminology such as “our sages
said” that typically introduce rwitot. But one can readily sce how a pscudo-

‘baraita could be created by 2 scribe or memorizer inadvertently adding the
terminology. This indeed has occurred in Gr, Gs = fi, f2. In the I'T the Amora
R. Yirmtah mentions the destructive gaze and decimation of crops. In the BT
the corresponding passages are. introduced as barnitor with the introductory
term tanna. This phenomenon js well attested in the BL. See Hanokb Albeck,
Mavo latalmudim (Tel Aviv: Devir, 1969}; 47-50, who understates the case. For
further discussion, sce Chap. 8, “Pseudo-baraitet.”

78. Some of these parallels read “agamst them” and some omit “to drown
him.” See too yBer o3, 13h.

79 Texts vary both here and in the parallels betwecit kemedume ‘ani and
bemedume I,

80. Sce ms variants,

81. For other mentions of "‘di'sagrccmcnts'mu.ltip'licd in Israel” in Tannaitic
sources see tHag 2:9, tSot 14:9, tSanh 7:1.

82. A similar phrase appears in bBM 86a: “the storm (z&%af&) subsided.”
The phrase ultimdtely derives from Jon 1:16.
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83. So s Vaticait 108. ms. M reads “thé sister of Rabban Shimon b. Gama-
fiel.” A similar style appears in bAZ 18a: “Berutiab, tht: wife of R Mc;r, was
the daughter of R, Hanania b, Teradyon.”

84. Inthe Sifie Eliczer answers the sages, not his wife (and he says, “This
1 have received ‘a tradition from my-masters™). See also:-the. minor vanants m
nyt 1:2, 43¢ (=yShev 6:1; 35¢); LevR §20:6 (459); PRK 2617 (393}

. 85. See also Ofta: Meir, “The Story of Hezekial’s Allment, 7 23
{Hebrew). - i

86. Se¢Chap. 1, “Composition and Redaction of the Babyioman Talmud

87: Nor was the shofar used in Palestine as a means of banning.-

88. In the BT Elijah regularly speaks with or visits rabbis. See B Kosovsky,
Sitsar basheinor batabmud bavl- (Jerusalem, 1976), 1:167-68" (about forty in-
stances.) In the PT there are only three such CRCOUNLELS: yBer 8z z, 13¢; yKil

2b Ket 12:3, 3585 ¥Ier 460, 8:10.
= ;9 See}:Safrm ‘EI‘alcs 3f the Sages,” 220=32: Sec also Adnc! Schremer; “Kin-
shxp Terminology and Endogamous-Marriage in the Mlshnauc and Talmumc
Periads,” Zion 60-{1995), 535 (Hebrew). e ,

. go: Note that the two endings are consistent w1th the hajor dlﬂ'ercncc m
the order noted above: In the PT the sages contain the burning and destruction
perpetrated by Eliczer by insisting: “it is not.in heaven” (f-g). In the BT the
destruction follews this statement (Cr) and the ban (F), whxch {éads into-the
firther calamides in =L - - S

ot1.-Cf. Friedman; Talmud ‘wrukk, 2134 and 1.7 :

92, The term-used is Agpid, which involves anget; irritation; and annoy-
ance. In-the PT the destruction follows Eliczer’s anger. It seems to be caused:

cither by his mastery of nature or by God because he supports Eliezer's legal

position. At any rate, it does noet. COMmES. 48 pumshmcnt for causmg pam 1o

B, Eliczer.
- 93. Cf.the brief rcfcrenceto the story in bBer rga. Herc thc ‘COntest s the

ban, as'in the PT, so the BT only cites thc relevant. pomons and:-omits the-'

whole issue of- verbal wrongmg

04. bEruv 13b. - . : . : 5 R

95, Lev 25137, wh:ch rcfcrs to “verbal wrongs, commands &o not wrong
 one another; but fear. your God.” Lev 25:14, which refers to business wmngs
does not say “you shail fear God™ o

96. Friedman, “Leilan hayuhasm shei nushex bava mﬂtsiﬂ, 93~L4-7, and
Tolmud ‘avukh, 2:25-49: -+ R .. sl e
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.- Chapter 5- Ebsha ben Abuya Torah and the Smful Sn'ge (Hagiga 1541—-15!;)

L Alrcadv B. Gunon ““Erekh *Aher,* Hﬂgm 7 (1912), 81, tealized that
the rabbinic traditions are “an attempt to-create a figure of religions opposi-
‘tion” and a symboi: of heresy, apostasy; and rejection. For the: (rejconstruc-
tions of schiolars sec H. Graetz, Grosticismus und Judenthum (Krotoschin:
B. L.-Monasch; 1846), 62~71, and Geshichte der Juden; ed. F. Rosenthal (Leipzig:

“Qskar Leiner, 1803), 49304, 158--61; L. Finkelsteins, Akiba: Scholar,: Saint and

Martyr (Cleveland: Meridian; 1962); 163645 253565 Aharon Hyman, Toledot
tannaim ve'amoyaim. (Jerusalem, 1964 [London, 19101), 155-57. For other refec-
cnces sce Louis Ginzberg, “Elisha ben-Abuyah,” The Jewish Encyclopedia. (New
York: Fimk 8 Wagnalls, ro12}, 5:138-30 and the bibliography there. For editi-
cismyof the distoreed reconstructions of early scholars see B Smolenskin, “‘Am
‘Olam,” Hashahar 3 (1876),-644-47; Who recognized that later sages having no
first-hand knowledge of Elisha attributed to him all sorts of sins, ..

2. Several scholars have recognizéd that the talmudic traditions: Have bttie
historical -basis.: See -Alon ‘Goshen-Gottstein;-“Four:Enjered: Paradise Revis-
1tcd,”HHt 881995}, 11419, 126-20;-and Fischel, ‘Rabbini Literature; 11314
David J--Halperin rejects-the historicity of the PT accoubt and cofisiders: the
BT -a later reworking of the Palestinian material, a view with which T agree
completely. See:The Faces of the Chariot: Early Jewish Respanses to Ezekiel’s Vision
(Tibingen: J. €. B: Mohy, 1088), 35-36, arid:-The. Merkaval in Rabbinic Literd-
ture (New Haven: American Oriental Society, r980); 168271 Ginzberg, “Blisha
ben Abuyah,” realized that the beginning of the BT tradition has nio historical

“worth, but he -insists. that thetraditiofis in. the PT: “are ‘no doubt based on

reliable tradition.” I. ‘H. Weiss, Doy dor vedirshav (Vilna, 1o11); 22127420, noted

‘that rabbintc-traditions ¢tbellish Elisha’s sing i tinrealistic- wavs and present
: ¥ P

contradictoty and ifreconcilable images of the sage.(He nonetheless proceeds

- to discern thé Ftrie™ sins of Elisha on the! basw of those Same tradmons } Thére

is'a great deal more litérature on this point: S
3" The-only substantive prior discussionof the ; i

“Yehuda- Licbes; Fer'o shel ‘elisha, 2q ed: (Ferusaleny: -Beadernion; 1990 wWhﬂc
Liebes’s study is full of valuable'insights, bothhis method and ovierall interpre:
" tatjonare flawed: For:criticist of Liebess iéading sée my-article; “Elisha: ben
Abuya: Torah and the Sinful Sage;> ]’uumal of Jewishy Thoughtt: and: Philasophy 7
{1008); s1i=2awhich forms. the basis £ordhis chaptc After T-submitted that

article for publication; ¥ leatned-that Alon:GoshenGottsteifi was worlqng of

a-book about thie Elisha traditions: He shired a drafe with'te and we were
‘both striick by the similarity i our methods;intetpretations; and conclusions,
‘Our common findings should inspire-confidence. in-the fiterary analysis Of rab-
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binic stoties: there is something “objective” or replicable about-a close reading,
at least by academic conventions. Goshen-Gotstein also provides comprehen-
sive treatment of secondary literature-and textual variants, which-T have dealt
with briefly. Interested readers will benefit from Goshen-Gottstein’s forthcom--
ing book and by comparing our: m;my pomts of agrcement, as well as occa-

sional disagreements. -
4. Translation from Goshen- Gottstcm, “Four Entered Paradise Rcv:sn:e

7677, although 1 have substitited the JPS translations.of bxbhcal verses, For
textual vadants.and notes see Halperin, Merkgvah, 66-67. -

5. First trend: Gershom: Scholem, Jewish Gnosticism; Mevkabih Myma.s‘m
and Talmudic Tradition (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary, 1965), 14-19.
Second trend: Ephraim: Urbach, “Hamesorot ‘al torat hasod bitequfat hatan-
na'im,” in Studies in Mysticiom anid Reljgion Presented to Gershom G. -Scholem,-ed.
E. Urbach; B }' Z. Wcrblowsky and C. erszubskl (]cmsalcm Magncs
1967), 1—28. o oo R

6. A play.on the name ‘Hber whlch means: “other, anotbcr” SR

~ . Literally, “judged.” However, the term “judged” also means: pumsh—
fment. See-Saul Lieberitias, “On Sins and their Punishment,” in T dnd Stud--
des (New York: I(tav, 1974.), 32—33 and i 31 See also mSanh ¥oiz dind bSanh
108a. i

8. 'The éontext conceris :hc fate of the mcked mati. R
" 9: Provaa:ryand Py gsur-contradict-Mal 2:7. The solunon i§ that A& mifior
should not leara from 3 ssmier, but an. aduit is: abic to distmgmsh the: Torah
from the deeds. N ; . ‘
1o, sl Heepally; “rot: poﬂ, stmk *
- 11. Thus Godcites 2 Mishnz that contdins 4 tradmon of Mei RO
y2: For -other cxamplcs of: rabbinié’ stories with chilastic Struttures, ste-
Nc:man } Cohcn “Stmcmral Analysla of _Taimud:c Story: Ioseph Wh@- :

of R Shcﬁa,” Tarbiz 4 40 (19 ; 7l
Aggadic Warrative, it Chiastinis in:Antighity: Smm;m, Amdyses, Evdcgaﬂs, ed.:
Iohn W Welch (H;Idcshexmi Gcrstenbcrg 981); 183-97; idem, “The Structure.

< g Thcﬁwords gazed_an
* havé consulted: Both the:PT and ::Hag

reading of the:BT redactors.ft < StOry. .
- Metatron.”. (In-cutrént: printings- the- readmg his beenchangcd to: ‘“Nhat is

this He saw Merateon.”The. mam;scnpts ares consxstent_

. wmalakh. The identity of the malabh as God-or a God-is. therefore-a plausible

sec LevR 16:5(359); QobR 5:5; bKet sa: For Swork-of the hands” mcamng Torah :

3. verse; sce: bSanhgsb-pﬁa

- site of “wnun‘g” thi: mcnﬁs of Ismzl
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- 15. bHag 14b. mentions only that “Aher cur the'shoots.” The pzsqa (Mssh--
Taic citation) on 152 adds:the verse.

16. On the source of Elisha’s tradmon, see. thc section: on ‘”I‘he PT Story
of Elisha and the Comparative Evidence.”

17. The confusion of theangetand God may dcvoive fmm the strange shift
in-the verse from “do notsay. before thie mulakh” to “clse. God may be angered.”
One would expect the subject to remain the-same: “do-not say before the angel

.. else he (or-‘the-angel’) be angered™ or “do not say before God ;- else God
be angered:” The-Septuagint and Peshitta indeed read “God™ here instead of

interpretation of the verse itself. This interpretive possibilityperhaps provides
additional background for the dualistic vision, which the BT then- deveiops in
more. eiaborare fashion.. -

18. Seey¢igsy Gen 37:15-18. Thc rabbxs 1dcnt1fy “the man” whom ]oscph
eneounters:as the angel Gavriel.: o

-.19.The punishment of Metatton by. iashes Ay aiso denve from the dausc
‘.‘icad wou into:sind {lahas’ ‘ot besarekba); which can be translated “bring punish-
ment upon your:body” {so-Robetit Gordis, Kobeleth — The Man and His Warld; ' E
3d-ed {New Yorik::Schocken Books;; 1978], F64 ) Elisha’s mouth brought pun~ :
ishment upon Metatron’s body. - s

+ .20+ For:“workiof:the: hands” mcanmg cemmandmnts (or thcn' ment), _

L

see LerR 165 (358); QphR sis and of. bTagh..« .. i =
~21,-Sec:Goshen-Gottstein; fFour Enteted: Paradm& Rev;sxtcd,?’ 127 For an:
'ot:her exampleiofa’complex story construtted: completely thmugh Qxcgesxs af ' '.

-2z Insome: ;nanuscnpts;Mctarren “uproom the mems of sAhsr, thch :
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2. ‘The form of Metatron’s revenge may be a funiction of his activity. He -
appears to be limited to wntmg down and remowng merit; and thus takes his
revenge-in this way... - . -

28. Ms Munich 95 lacks “oa the. Sabbath” (aec the textztal notes-in the
Appendix). But then it is difficult to-make:sénse of the scene. -

29..Cf. bBer 1ga: “The School -of Ri:Ishmacl taught: “If you: mtncsscd a
disciple of the sages sin at night; do not suspect him during the day, for perhaps
he-repented? How can you say perhiaps’? Riathes, he certiinly vepented.” The itali--
cized words.are an Aramaic Stammaitic'comment to:the. chrcw source. The
comment assumes that sages repent inunediately. - g :

=30, Of course-one aust acccpt the plausib;izty of a sage sccmg Mctatron '

and the-ensuing heavenly saga: . :
. 31. Moreover, Meir’s mtcrpret:atlon vwlatcs thc contcxtnal mcamng of thc '

verse and dilutes its force. The full verse-reads: “In a time of good-formmne cn-
joy the good fortne; and in a time of misforrune; reflect: The onenoless than
the other was God’s. doing; ‘consequiently; man may.find nio-fault with.him.”; :
"(The last-clause is particularly- obscure and: there is 1o consensus- as 0. its’
meaning)- Elisha’s explanation accepts this theology:and-applies ie-to- the next -
world: Meir avoids-potentiaily problematic: nnphcauans With his-trivial-inter:
prctanon B
.32 Some:mss make this more: dear by add:ng “ckay vesseis that have no
' substance Cein bahem mammash ). See.the. Appendix. SR :
. 33. This interchange is prcscnted a§d bavaita. Tt is mtroduced by thc term
“oursiges taught ™ and appedrs inHebrew. (The previous two intérchanges. are .
in Aramaie.). Howcvcr, itsecmsito bea pscuda—iwmm ‘Firsty-tio-parallels are
knowirifi any Tanpaitic collection, Second;the PT story’s parallel scencisin Ara~
rogicItds unlikely that thie PT-would rewerite:and revise a Hebréw devasta into.
Aramaic. Rathiegthe’ BT prabably constructed & pseudo-éaxazm onthe basisof
 thie PT-Aramaic story. The BT.commonly: fepresents. Palestinian-parrative tradi-
tions as baraisot and translatesthe ‘Asariiaic into Hlebrew: Sc¢ Aibcck,/Maw datal:
' i, i ..59. It is: also p@ssxbic that the Babyioman Amor&xm ot Stammaxm,
' : birew:and fater scnbcs ermnconsly added -
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- mountaifs, hills, scas, and’ rivers appears i mEul 2:8'and itv 2 BT baraita,

bHul 40a = bAZ 42b (the cotresponding baraita in tHul 2:18 licks the series).
So the redactofs have borrowed this phrase from other’ read '-madc sources.
{See also bAZ 43b = bRI 24b.)

* 36. Fracokel analyzes this scefie iy Darlehei hzz’aggtzdx vzbamadrmh 263—66
In my opinion e misinterprets it because of his methodological principle of
ignoring the literary context. Fraenkel considers this scene ani independent and
self-contained story with no connection to the preceding and following scenes.

’ Accordingly he suggests that Aher’s fiding is.2 “desecration ‘of the Sabbath in

public which comes té provoke or'insult, and theréfore it:is no wonder that
there can-be no-atonement or.even repentance for this violation.” Fracnkel
then suggests that Aher habirnally rode on ‘the Sabbath, and for-this reason he
knows that he caniiot repent. 'HOWevegr;ész'-Fi‘aeﬁkel himiself notes (620 1. 20Y,
riding on the Sabbath from a “formal point of view” is not a serious violation:
Nor does Fraenkel providé comipelling evidence that riding on the Sabbath is -
associated with provocation or insult Rathier, as we know from the larger con-
text; Alier’ tidés for the same reason that hie visits ‘the prosntute “he Ras o
redson to obcy the Taw ‘becdtise ‘of the heaveniy voice, and jtis less tiring 1o
viderdhidn walk: (Nor is-thiere eviderice that the scene takes place.in ‘public; the
W’ may be walkmtr ity secluded areas) Tn any case, thie réason Alier knows he

‘cihnet rcpent is thiat He Heard the heavénly voice after the Metatron bisiness

insection’ L Bqdmg on the Sabbath wds hot the caise of the voice, as Fraenkel -
would havé i it, but the consequence of it: Fracnkel also claims that ‘the réason

- Aher courits the’ pacesof thie horse'is to-know preciseli when he will’ v:oiate :
, and becadse this washis o

thie Sabbatly boundary, because he is-ea

truc purposc in ndmg the horse:' “I,cawng t‘ne bounda:y i5a compietc abaﬁ ;
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.39 See the variants in'the Appendix. It is possible that the shorter reading
is original, and attempts were: made fater to-tone down the brutal act. Then.
again, it is possible that the BT originally had Elisha threaten to kil the.child,
and a marginal gloss based on the PT latér entered the text. See also bBB 21b,
“Some say be [Yoav] killed him, and somc say he did not kill him.” _

_ -40. For another example. of Palestinian material corrupting the BT text,
see Jonah Fraenkel, “Remarkable Phenomena in the Text-Hxsmry -of the Ag-
gadic Stories,” 3:57—59. (Hebrew). :

41. This stands:in some tension. Wlth section I and the; clann of thc hea\ra
cniy voice. The angels seem to assume that Elisha still has merit. -

-42. Cf. bHag 12b (from the preceding sugya’); “Resh. Laq1sh sa:d ‘Who-
ever engages.in Torah in this world, which is compared to night, the Holy
One draws upen ‘him-a thread of mcrcy in the pext world, wmch is comparcd _
to-day™-

A3 That Ehsha dcscrves sympathy was- aiready recogmzed by Abraham
Zacuto (b. 1504), Sefer yuhasin hashalep,; ed: H: Filipowski. (London, 1857),
2223 “Althongh. the master: (Maimonides) said that he should not be-aumn-
bered:among the-rest {of the sagcs) ‘because of whathappened -« As for-me,
1y hands-are. open, to-accep him:. '.:Most important; this. man never caused
his students to sin, but rather, mught thcm Torahieven after hewent oyt to-evil
‘courses; and -he wanted to éarn meit: for. them,-asthe: said -to: R, Meix; -“thy
Sabbattylimit. is ap-cohiis-point) But ke did not :,rcp‘cntr-_ﬁ;liy::bec'ause ‘he was -
confised by the heavenly yoice, ‘Retam rebellious children—except for Elisha;
for'he knew. my. power-and rebelled against me? Because he-thought thar they
would not accept-his: repentance; he:tried to: carni, mrit for:others:” See also
“the: tradmon favorabie to-Elisha presewcd in: RuthR: 6:3; (2 174.) (at least. i
- -mer’&note ¥ 6!)

_ e, hvcd Wi gen;raﬁons aftcr Rabb1 Yehuda HaNas: From a .
e~critical: pcrspectwc the hrgnological- ariomaly: devolves fromithe fact :
th PT {or 1 souxce), g E whlch :Mcar

(bSanh 86&, chv ;

that. mtei*m{ats r-t!m narratwe-ﬁow
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sidered Rabbi to be Meir's:disciple and prime transmitter of his traditions. See
too H. L. Strack-and-G. Stembetger, Intvoduition. to the Talmud and Midrash,
trans. M.- Bockmuehl (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1092); 14041, 147.

i 4%, Again the Jarger biblical passage -is pertinent. The preceding verses
state, “All menton of him: vamishes from- the earth; he has no name abroad.
Heis thrust from light-to-darkness, driven from the world.” The lack of “men--
tion™ and “name” suits the term Aher, “Other,” and vanishing from the earth
‘without a name is exactly what imppcned when he died. ~ - ' .

» 46. See the manuscript variants in the Appendiy. .. e e
7- This idea probably draws on the fact that the: B’I‘ cons:ders Tmmamc,-
'tradlt:ons attributed to TOthers™ as the opinton of Meir-(bHor 13b; see Chap.
6).- Thits. Meir; like ‘Aher, is called “Other,” a sign:that-he too was. re;cctcd at
ont point by God. And se¢ Tosafot; bSotaza)sv. wherim: .
- 48: See'bY¥ev 97a (=bBekh: 21b): “The lips of every sage, mn whose tiaine a
tradition issaid-id- this world; move-in the grave.”
49 Thetermifor “Sinis” hc:c is: mmb hteraﬂ,y
vcgetable andlogy. =
" soqWithdut thc voice. Torah and i1 shouid not coexist: becausc: the sage
should ¢ither repent oz rejéct. his Torahs In. Ehshas -case Torahl and sin stablv
coexist because he canior repent s :
- 51 See Rubenstein; “Elishaben buya Torah anuth:: Sm.ﬁn Sagc, L4T~73,
w.730: BecanseRabbah bar Rav Sheila; a fourth generation:Amors; is 4 characs

mt, spml,” whxch ﬁts thc

ter-in the final’scene; the: story must: postdate this: time. The-attdibutionsite

relatively Jate: Babylonian Amoraim: ifi these sections (¢.5.;-Rava; Rav. Dimi) .
suggest: thatvihe'core: of thie- PT story-was. transmitted to Babylonia in the
Amoraic-period. For arguments.that. the BT reworked a version similar to the -

“coreof the PT; see: Rubenstem "Ehsha ben Abuvn Tsrah and the Smful
-Saﬂ,’*zﬂo—zog : - i

w430 Fora detauca cxplanatwn, se8 Rubenste:m, ibid; ;s :

s4Senmrcescriticistt of the PT story: suggests thi seéction C Was. mdcpcn
dens ofxgmaﬁyez‘}‘hts section s intfodiiced by an - dnonymons Aramaic question.
and Mt::r_appears JB and D:but.not: (}

'-theB’i' remsed-, ¢ Paicstfman story: byaddmg-stbehietatfo -mcxdcnt (sea oA
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above). Reference to thie “guard of the gate” of Gehenom'is dlso a Babylonian
motif, See Isriel Ben-Shalom; “Torah Study for All or for the Elite Alone,” in-
Synagogues in Antiguity; ed. A, Kasher et al. (Jerusalem: Yad Izhaq ben Zviy
1987}, 1415 (Hebrew). Ben-Shalom notes that a “guard of the gate” is men-
tioned. thrice in the BT, here and.in two stories referring to the “guardof the .
gate . of the acadenty, bBer 28a and b¥om 3sb. The Palcsnman parallcl to bBer
28a at yBer 4:1, 7d lacks the motif. - : :
56, Secdon IIE seems to. preserve: authcntxc Amon:alc tradmons Yet thc'
role of the redactors is prominent. They transferred the dictum. of Rabbah bar .
bar Hannah from bMQ 17a. There. Rabba: bar bar Hannah is a-character in a-
story and he-reports a tradition.of R. Yohanan in response to-a-direct query.
(“Thus. said R. Yohanan.:: .? The query is whether a sage: “whose behavior
is suspect can be barned gonsuicnng thiart thic rabbis. require. his Torab.: The
connection to our story is patent:) The redactors have therefore astributed the
~ dictum to “Rabbab bar bar'Hannah in the name.of R..Yohanan? here, The-
redactors then cite three: Palestinian Amoraic statements.to resolvé thic.contra-
diction berween this chctum arwt Meir's actions. The three Amcraun, thercfore,.
- originally were not- responding: to-the contradiction. generated by: Rabba bar-
bar Hannah:/ Yohanan’s statémeiit; although they must have been: respondm :
to some such objection, for their remarks address.thesassue dxrccﬂ}n These Paks,
estinian Statemerits, are not:found in. the PT, bt 1 canl think:of no reason. that
they: would - be fabricated: Seill-the: likelilicod that the traditiong are: authentlc,.
does not helpus date the: extant. SEOLY: Allwe can say is:ehat ﬁchmoraun kncW:
a story inwhich Mcu fearncd:-from a sinning sage.- : :
. 57 As voted: by thc Tosafot, bHag zsa, 5w skum and Halpcrm Me;ﬂk&

58, Thi§ issue-can: he seent in’ terms; of some: mtcrpretauons of. Aristotic
theory of tragedy:. Asis well known, some. mrerpret Aristotle to haye raught:
that the best- tragedy rcqmrcs heroic protagonist who. has: aflaw. I the herc
has: noﬁaw ﬁ:cﬁ"wc are.on gcd at has--faze If hc has.t00 m:my Haws; then he:

Nores o Pajges o194 31,

for-measure), and thert understandably went otit to.sin. So we are.neither out-
raged at:his-fate nor do we feel he deserves it (although we understand why_
Jit-happened)..... S ST :
50, See n. §4. T . . Sl e .
-:60.:We noted in the. htcrarv nqa!vsas thaf the- BT rcdac:tors probably drcw
on an earlier source to construct that exegesis. Another: siabtle-difference: in
the PT Elisha asks Meir what verse he was expoundinig in:the: Tibertan: acad-

‘emy, for the story begins with Elisha passing by outside while Meir expounds
~within. The BT:drops the mention ofithe Tiberian dcademy«a point of geo-

graphical interest mamiy to I’aicst;mans——- and has Eixsha quxz Meir about-the -

_ verses-directly, -

561 This 18/ thc readmg in most mss. Thcrc are Numerens: paralicis mcludmg
ngDm §305 (32.5) The- p rase “whose. daughtcr are ycm’ derives. a.nmatcly

T from-Genaaizz, ¢

.62 This ﬂashfom'ard 15 presented w1thm the d;rcct dxscoursc chn' tells _
hls interlocutors ' what will: happen (but. the story:does Tiot-narrate. it actually

_happcmng) Some call this:a ﬂashforward of the seconidt dcgtce 2 Sec Bal Nar-
-mmlugy. 57 i i sl

=63, Gmctte, Namrm Dzswzme, 48566:7 5 L Tl

. 64 Thie point’is that the BT fails 1o mdicatc that the Yohanan adcount is
a DabﬂfoW,ard {or that:the. episode: with: Rabbi-and, Elisha’s. daughtcrs is a-
fashback relative:to that account). The-audience: ealizes the anachréiny Based
onits-knowledge of Yohanan's fife; The P, by contrast, siguals that the. fash-
backs’ tale: place:in: the past: and- the ﬂashfarwmd pecS Mcxr sand:the ~worid to :
come will take: place in the fature. B e

-, 65. The final sections: of the: BI' 'CcontiniE thc pnmary Harkative tithe by )

'settlmg Meu“s ultimate fate several generdtions after:his death in the time of -
_ Rabbah bar Rav Shexla 'Ihxssccne tao:r:_ in 1ts-prope£ tempoml sequence fol=

Forﬁ;u dlsmssmﬂ &Mmah Luz J“Ocnom' _ ..and I’;\lmudlc An.ec;im:e Q L
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JST 23 (1992), 7580 and n. 63. The sense of “come 1ip,” according to Luz, is to

emerge from the vat in a uniform color. He quotes examples from Hellenistic -

literature in which dyeing in a vat serves as an allegory for humans absorbmg
different moral traits.

72. Sce the mss variants: Most mss omit, “He-said to him . . .~ Aiid noms
attributes the words “What about Aher?” to an Amora. .

#3. But what is the harm of Greek song (or poetry)? See the commentaries,
who have difficulty. with this question.. -

74, Indeed, these explanatons conflict withi‘the accotint of his sin in I-—II
And the image of Aher as Hellenophile or heretic does: not square well with
his image as master of Torah and teacher of Meir in TII-V. Of course we can
harmonize the images by.explaining that prior to his-vision of Metatron Aher
read too many heretical books and sang too many Greek songs, and this led
him to make the faral mistake, But this is clearly forced: in T he makes the
exror because his vision conflicts with a rabbinic tradition about the behavior
of angels in-heaveni: He then sins because he has nothing to losc, not because
he desires to imitate Hellenistic ways or to apostasize.

»s. That the BT redactors possessed disparate traditions about Ahcr is-clear
from bQid 39b = bHul 142a, the traditions relating to-theodicy. See- the syhop-
tic charts. above. Yet another tradition about Aher is found in RuthR 6:3; see
n, 43. Evidently a variety of traditions about him circufated among the sages.

76:The text is cited according to ms F}orencc 0. 'I'he manuscnpt variants
arenot sigpificant for our-purposes: . °

“, The: interpretation-plays- o the altcmatc spcllmg of Doegs ‘naine.
“Doeg” means’ ‘%vorry and’ the speilmg “Doycg -contains the word “alas™
within:it. :

28 la’ savrei sbmatm 'S{‘he meamng of this expressxon is not comptetely
clear.: - *
79, It is mtcrcstmg that hcre God presses for Doc:g s rcward and % human

bcmg advocates. punishiment. Tn.the story: humsns struggle agamst God for

Ehsha s salvation‘and the-rehabilitation of: Meir’s nainé

.80 bSanh 1o4b—-1o5ar God even;informs. thelarigels: thatrxf Dav:d protcsts

Docg’s veward; he:will: recoricile the twosand make theo friends.

4 Ror: addmonal discussion of somie of d;ese igsues; see Elman, ‘?I‘he. _

Suffcnng of the Righteous;”'3
5‘—67, especiatly 6364
- 82. Cf."the conimentiry ‘Iyyuw ’Iit‘izkav

claims ‘that:the opinion“Totah protécts foreveris 1mprcclse since: sometimes ;

s:igs:s die"young.~That phenomenion’is: mexphcabic accordmg 10 thcsc assers
tions’of the protective’ ‘power.of Torah. - S S g
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~ 83. bBer s8a (mis M) tells a story of a.min bar bei rav, a “hezetic from the
house of the master,” that is, from the disciple-circie of a sage. The heretic had

© been 2 sage or student.

34. On the significarice of mistakel in the Mishna and its rcIanonsinp to
thie Tosefta, see Goshen-Gottstein, “Four Entered Paradise Revisited,” 8o-81.

- - 8. bBer 63b and paraliels. The story of Rav Kahama, msgatis mutanidi, who
hid under his master’s bed at night to observe him make love to his wife, also
comes to mind (bBer 62a). He explained:his motivation as, “Tt is Torah and I
must fearn it.” Ben Azai followed his master Akxba into a bathroom for the
same reason {ibid.).

86. Sce the section on “The PT Stomy of Elisha and the Compamuvc Evi-
dence.” On'the lack of integration of the PT stories with the body of the sugya,
see Karlin, Divrei seftr; 73, and discussions-of the PT term X171 in the stan-
dard dictionaries. For other ':xa’mplcs of the BF-redactors creating contextual
Tinks that are Jacking in the: I’T version see Hezser, Rabbzmc Smy . Temshalmz
Ngzzqm, 35042, TR :

Chapter 4 Toratrand rheMundane ere. The Education of R Sh:mon har tha;
: (Shabbm 33!9—34a) .

- w H UGA 49-{1978), 14-3--85 Repr:nted in chrcw ' Cathedra 2% (1982.),
y-42.-See also the fine arialysis of Mordecha; Piron, T}'m Icgemis of' the Sagar
{ Tef Aviv: Dan; 1970}, tog9—10:(Hebrew). - e

- Ofia Meir, “The Story of R. Shunon bir Yohm angd- Hls Son iinthe
Cave-—-I—hstory or- Literature?™ i The Possics of Rabbinic- Stovies -(Tel-Aviv:
Sifrivat Po‘alim, 1903): 11~;s (chrew) Or:gmally publlshed in Alei siah 26
(1989), 145-60.

"3, Reference to- scholarsiﬁp prior chmc Whlth accepted the story as
historically - accurate 10-a’ grear cxtent,‘cary’ be found in: Tsrael- Ben-Shaiom,
“Rabbi Judali'B. Tlafs- Attitude: tnward Romc,” Zzan 4.9 (1984), 104 3 (He-
brcw), and int Leviné’s notes: 3

s-a The first sct of veny commandmcnts rcads “Rcmcmbcr (zdkha‘r) thee’ Sab-

' battr" (ond -20% s)s the second reads “@bservc (_rbamw) thc Sabbarh (Deut

5 12)

s f:terﬁlly, “He en;:ampcd beforc the-ity™ But thxs SECHIS O com:radlet‘

- the first half-of the verde; which says, “And Jacob' came whole-at the city of -

Shekhern in the farid: of Canadiy, upon-arriving from Padun Aram,” iinplying

that hie had already entered the city. The midrashic exegésis solves this difficuley:
6 Onvthe identification of the s as lupine; see Yehirda Feliks, Talmmi

yemshahm “masekhet shevitit (Jerusiletn: Reuven-Moss; 1979); 2:118-20. -




