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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS. 

"THERE was once a dense forest into which no one ven-
tured to enter, for it was impossible to secure a safe journey 
back. One man, however, who had long been brooding over 
the difficulty resolved at last to make an attempt to overcome 
it. Accordingly, he began by gradually cutting away the trees, 
until he succeeded in forming a road, by means of which he 
could penetrate into the heart of the forest, without fear of 
going astray. The great obstacle was now removed, for it 
lay in the power of every comer to enter and return along 
the path thus cleared by the original traveller."1 

Even such a forest is presented to us by the multitude 
of Midrashim and Hagadoth; and I have availed myself of 
the path indicated by the profound scholar Zunz, who first 
succeeded in arriving at clear statements and definite con-
clusions with respect to the origin and arrangement of this 
branch of our Wise Men's labours. The present investigation 
is based on the following passages of "Die gottesdienstlichen 
Vorträge der Juden":2 

"The so-called Midrash Rabbah is by no means the work 
of one author. The expression Midrash Rabbah was unknown 
to the older writers, who invariably cite the different books, 
each by its own special name; it came first into use when 
the Hagadoth on the Pentateuch and on the Five Megilloth 
were arranged together and joined to one body". "The three 
Hagadoth, Bereshith Rabbah, Echah Rabbah, and Vayikra 
Rabbah, are the oldest of all." "Bereshith Rabbah was pro-
bably composed in the sixth, and Vayikra Rabbah about the 

1 Midrash Bereshith Rabbah, ch. XII. 
* Pp. 179—181, and end of ch. X. 



middle of the seventh century. The next place1 with respect 
to priority must be assignéd to the Hagadah on the Lament-
ations. This Hagadfeh & usually called Midrash Echah Bab-
bathi; and in the work of Rabbi Nathan, by whom it is first 
mentioned, it bears the name of Megillath Echah. The intro-
duction to this Midrash forms a prefatory Hagadah consisting 
of thirty-three sections (not numbered), all of which — except 
the last — begin with the words nns . . . 'O*). They contain 
discourses which are connected with the contents of the La-
mentations though based on extraneous texts, and which tend 
to awaken mournful reflections on the downfall of our national 
independence: As a rule, each discourse ends with the first 
words of that book.® The introduction is followed by the 
Hagadah to the book itself arranged and divided into sections 
according to the verses of the text. It is interspersed with 
tales and -legends describing the unhappy lot of the Jews, 
with instances of the talents and the genius of the Israelites 
(including ten narratives in which natives of Jerusalem and 
of Athens are introduced), with accounts of the persecutions 
by the Romans, and with a description of the manner in 
which the Jews were ridiculed in the Roman comedies. The 
work is full of extracts from the Talmud Terushalmi8 and 
from the Bereshith Rabbah; and since the incident of the 
Mother of the Maccabees is related as having taken place in 
the time of the emperors, it seems that the author of Echah 
Rabbah did not know the Books of the Maccabees. One pas-
sage appears to hint at the Arabian rule.4 The Hagadah on 
the first chapter is as large as that on the remaining four 
chapters together, although the latter contain many repetitions; 
and in the fifth chapter the Midrash is reduced to a minimum. 
This leads to the conclusion that the last four chapters are 
all later additions; and the completion of the whole work 

1 After the Bereshith Rabbah. 
a WK or TO itW* W K / 
* I wish is to be particularly noticed that no evidence is ad-

duced by Zunz in support of this assertion. 
4 Ch. I, sec. 42. n w ppD ÏWID OHK1 Wp 

nnnD 7KVÖBH. "The Grecian rule was severe, but £dom's sway 
was mild Macedonia's, severe, but Arabia's, mild." 



cannot be fixed at a date prior to the second half of the seventh 
century, although the authorities quoted by name1 are not 
later than the Talmud Terushalmi. Echah Rabbah was compiled 
in the same country as Bereshith Rabbah,* and it is worthy of 
remark, that a complete Latin phrase'occurs therein. In our 
text we find,many interpolations, explanatory notes and corrupt 
passages. After Rabbi Nathan, Rashi makes the first distinct 
use of this Midrash". 

In the eleventh chapter of the same work, Zunz shows 
that, besides the two Midrashim known by the name of Pe-
sikta4 — Pesikta Rabbathi and Pesikta Zutarta — there must 
have existed a third Pesikta, different from the other two both 
as regards its form and its age. It was not a Midrash on 
the Torah ,6 but on twelve Haphtaroth ,6 and on the portions 
of the Law read on the Festivals, Shabbath Hanucah, and the 
four distinguished Sabbaths viz., Shekalim, Zachor, Parah, 
and Hachodesh; it contained twenty nine Piskoth, and was 
composed about 700 c. E. Zunz thus discovered the lost Pe-
sikta7 solely by the aid of bis careful researches, and by the 
power of his penetrating intellect; his results have since been 
verified in a most remarkable manner. Thirty-six years after 
these conclusions had been published8 Salomon Buber edited 
the "Pesikta derab Kahana",9 with a learned introduction and 

1 The italics are Zunz's. 
a i. e. Palestine. 
* "Vive domine imperator". -|ltD?BK nND XT!) Ch. I, sec. 31. 
4 I shall have occasion to explain the signification of the 

words Pesikta, Piska, and Piskoth, when I treat of the relation 
between Midrash Echah and the Pesikta derab Kahana. 

6 As Azulai asserts. Comp. Gottesdienstl. Vortrage, p. 194, 
note a. 

0 :tpb "idk™ nam :rm< xwtsr n n :naw : w n 
ww :mpy : D D D M O *on :.TWD rvn 
W>WX> Gottesdienstl! Vortr., pp. 203 , 204, 220, 221, 222, 222, 223, 
224, 224, 225, 225, 225, respectively. 

7 Rapoport first called attention to the Pesikta quoted by the 
Aruch, but it was reserved for Zunz to describe its charateristic 
features, and thus to effect its restoration. Comp. Gottesd. Vortr., 
p. 199. 

8 In 1868 (Lyck). 
9 This name was not unknown to Zunz, who says that it 

probably refers to the Hagadoth on the twelve Haphtaroth. Comp. 
Gottesdienstl. Vortr., p. 193. 



instructive notes, under the auspices of the society "Mekitse 
Nirdamim". This work is printed from a MS. which was found 
in Zafed and copied in Egypt;1 and it corresponds almost 
completely with the third Pesikta described by Zunz* In the 
introduction the editor observes that many of the Midrashim, 
and among them Echah Kabbah,8 frequently quoted this Pesikta 
anonymously. 

It remains to be noticed that according to Frankel 
("Mebo Hayerushalmi", p. 53), Echah Rabbah quotes freely 
from Talmud Terushalmi, with explanations and additions of 
its own.4 According to Rapoport ("Erech Millin", p. 253), 
the accounts of the Midrash and Talmud Babli respecting the 
Wise Men of Athens, are both drawn from the same source, 
and the narrative in our Midrash is much older than that in 
the Talmud. 

To sum up: the opinion no\jr generally in vogue is, that 
the Midrash Echah Rabbah is the work of one author; that 
it was composed in Palestine; and that its principal sources 
are the Talmud Yerushalmi, the Midrash Bereshith Rabbah, 
and the Pesikta derab Kahana. The number of introductory 
Piskoth is thirty-three in Zunz's opinion, and in the ordinary 
printed texts thirty-four. 

The present investigation is an attempt to prove that 
all these propositions can only be received with qualification; 
because — 

I. The Midrash Echah Rabbah, in its present form, is 
the work of at least two authors or compilers, the latter 
of whom was thoroughly acquainted with the Talmud Babli. 

1 The editor had three other MSS. before him — Oxford, 
Parma, Fez; he faithfully records the variations in the readings 
of the four MSS. in his D^lpm nilVH • In his opinion the Pesikta 
was composed towards the end of the fourth century. 

* The differences between the real Pesikta and the one re-
produced by Zunz, are enumerated by Buber iu the Hebrew perio-
dical "Haschaehar", (edited by P. Smolensky, Vienna,) 1871, pp. 
49-66. 

* No proof is adduced for this statement; the reader is re-
ferred to the notes, where the variations in the readings of Echah 
Rabbah and the the Pesikta are carefully given. 

4 Three passages are brought in support of this view, all of 
which will be fully discussed in due order. 



Not only has he cited whole passages from that Talmud, but 
in some instances he has altered the language of the original 
Midrash into that of the Babli. The first recension of Mi-
drash Echah was composed in Palestine, and the second in 
Babylon. 

II. So far from the assertion that the Talmud Yeru-
shalmi is one of the chief sources of the Midrash Echah 
being self-evident, the latter, in its original form, was com-

« pletely independent of the Talmud Yerushalmi. 
III. Buber's view concerning the relation between Echah 

Babbah and the Pesikta derab Eahana can be strengthened 
in such a manner as to defy a direct refutation. Nevertheless, 
the counter-hypothesis viz., that the Pesikta is dependent on 
the Midrash, it at least equally tenable. The introduction con-
sists of thirly-eight Piskoth. 

IV. With respect to the Bereshith Babbah, I am at one 
with the general opinion in as far as it is regarded as a source 
of Midrash Echah: and the latter is older than the Vayikra 
Babbah. 

Of the earlier works which have been handed down to 
us, the author of the first recension can only have been ac-
quainted with the Mishnah, Mechilta, Sifra, and Sifri, and Bere-
shith Babbah; he must, however, have known various collections 
of Hagadoth similar to; perhaps the same as, those which 
provided the matter for a large portion of the Talmud Ye-
rushalmi. In the second recension traces of both the Talmud 
Babli and the Yerushalmi may by noticed. Accordingly, the 
first edition of Midrash Echah was completed before the end 
of the fourth, and the second after the sixth century.1 The 

1 Gomp. Gottesd. Vortr., pp 53 , 54. Wiesner is of opinion 
that the Talmud Yerushalmi was composed much later than the 
Babli, between the years 760—900. (See Gibath Yerushalaim, p. 52). 
Although this view is an isolated one, it is still interesting to enquire 
how it would affect my conclusions respecting the compilation of 
Echah Rabbah. According to this hypothesis, it is impossible for 
us to find an adequate and sufficiently definite epoch before which 
the completion of the first recension of our Midrash can be fixed; 
we must content ourselves by saying that it took place after the 
final revision of the Mishnah, Mechilta, Sifra, and Sifri, i. e. after the 
beginning of the fourth century. The period at which the second 
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view which I take of the composition of this Midrash would 
go to support the opinion expressed by R. Hirsch Chajes,1 

that the Hagadoth of the Terusbalmi are considerably later 
than the Halachoth. The Targum on the Book of Lamenta-
tions is universally admitted to be a late production; it cannot 
therefore be regarded as a source of the Midrash. Nor need 
I take account of Targum Onkelos, since there are only very 
few passages which bear any resemblance whatever to sections 
of our Midrash.2 It is not within the province of the present 
essay to investigate whether that Targum was really written 
by Onkelos; or whether it is a mere translation from the 
Greek version of Akylas, Onkelos being identical with Akylas, 
— as maintained by Prof. Graetz.8 The former theory is 
defended by R. Hirsch Chajes4 who explains the fact that 
Onkelos is not mentioned by the authors of Midrash Rabbah,6 

by the assumption that his commentary was so well known 
as to require no special reference. 

In holding Midrash Echah to be an earlier work than the 
Talmud Terushalmi and, at the same time, later than the Be-
reshith Rabbah, I tacitly affirm that the latter is also older 
than the Yerushalmi — a relation which I am not warranted 
in •assuming, it may be urged. I am willing to admit that, 
should a conclusion legitimately drawn from my views be 
directly opposed to any fact firmly* established beyond the 
shadow of a doubt, the insufficiency of my reasoning would 
be proved, and my theory must fall. But I venture to ques-
tion whether the proposition, that the Bereshith Rabbah is 
dependent on the Terushalmi, rests on so sure a footing. It 

recension was finished , would remain unaltered by Wiesner's view, 
if we supposed — and that supposition, as such, were not improbable 
— that the compilers of the Midrash and the Yerushalmi both used 
the same or similar sources. The former would then be, even in 
its present form, entirely independent of the latter. 

1 "Igereth Bikoreth" (edited by Brüll), p. 35 b, note. 
a Comp "Gottesd. Vortr.», p. 93, note f. 
8 "Geschichte der Juden", vol. IV, note 13, pp. 435-437. 
4 "Igereth Bikoreth", p. 40b, (edit by Brüll). Dr. Adler (in 

the Introduction to W «TO) writes: K"n XniH m i W11Ü2 Q¿ ÍOT 
D m n-Dtn DD-RIB&N i r o ] D ^ V © H M I HDD 6 Except: TOD (lntrod. W HITU). 
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is not for me to consider this point; it has been lately dis-
cussed by another. There has recently appeared in the wMa-
gazin ffir die Wissenschaft des Judenthums" a series of ar-
ticles , by Dr. Lerner, entitled "Anlage des Bereschith Babba 
und seine Quellen", in which the author seeks to show, that 
this Midrash, in its original form, is independent of the Tal-
mud. Whether the arguments there adduced be answerable 
or not, there is one thing certain, they must be met by the 
supporters of the opposite view, and the task will prove, I 
think, no easy one. 

In all critical investigations it is of paramount importance 
to know, whether the subject-matter at our disposal is trust-
worthy or not. We have seen that Zunz regards the ordinary 
text of Midrash Echah as corrupt; but this is a point which 
requires the utmost care. If too much stress be laid upon 
mistakes and interpolations of the copyist or the printer, there 
is an end to all true research. Any proposition may be 
proved by pronouncing as corrupt every passage that might 
appear to contradict such a proposition. Therefore, while 
making due allowance for interpolations, explanatory notes 
and corrupted passages, in the long run, the critical judge, 
like the civil one, can only decide according to the evidence 
he has before him. Vrotn w p p no xbx pK. 

There is another consideration of great moment. The 
language of the Hagadoth, the names occuring therein, the 
expressions by which biblical verses are introduced, the manner 
in which single passages are suited to the general context, 
these are the principal criterions which led Zunz to his con-
clusions. But he does not give any fixed rules by which the 
relation of the several Midrashim to each othe* could be 
established. Muller in the Hebrew periodical "Haschachar" 
(1870, p. 389), — in an article entitled "Bikkoreth Hap-
pesikta", — lays down the following three canons. 

1. "If similar passages occur in different Midrashim, we 
must first ascertain which of the latter is their source, their 
original place. In this endeavour we shall succeed, if we 

1 Niddah, 20b, 
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carefully study the sections themselves, if we seek to discover 
upon what foundations they rest, and how they are suited to 
the context in each Hagadah. Any additions to the original 
words can then be easily detected." 

2. "If in one Midrash a strange and unusual expression 
is found, instead of which in another Midrash a more fami-
liar and common one is used, the latter is the later of the 
two works. But particular care is indispensable to the correct 
application of this rule." 

3. "As a rule the legends of all countries were at first 
short and concise both in substance and form; the national 
hards and poets enlarged them in the course of time. Even 
so is the case in regard to most Midrashim; the earlier 
Hagadoth are short, the later contain additions, both in the 
substance of the narratives, and in the quotations from 
Scripture." 

" Muller proceeds to apply these canons to the problem 
before him — how is the Pesikta related to Bereshith Rabbah 
on the one hand, and to Vayikra Babbah on the other hand. 
He comes to the conclusion that the true order of succession 
is — Bereshith Kabbah, Pesikta, and Vayikra Kabbah. 

. In the next annual issue of the periodical "Haschachar" 
there appears an article by Buber entitled "Sanguria" in 
which the writer says: "In my introduction to the Pesikta 
and also in my notes, I have frequently called attention to 
what Muller calls his third law. Nevertheless these laws 
are not sure guides by which we can determine for certain 
which Midrashim are earlier and which later." He argues 
as follows.1 Miiller's first proof is that, of the Piska W 
3tfcO IN — which occurs in all three Hagadoth, — Bereshith 
Rabbah must be regarded as the source, for the principal 
"Derash" is constructed on the verse2 'im nJ m O'rfrtf W i ; 
the compilers of Vayikra Rabbah and Pesikta introduced it 
afterwards into their works. But we can with equal positi-
veness aver the contrary — that the original place is in 

1 See pp. 47, 48. 
* Gen. Viri, 1. 
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VayikraKabbah; and who shall decide? The whole passage 
in question is an exposition on a verse neither of Genesis nor 
of Leviticus but of Psalms,1 im in nirD which text 
is just as applicable to* 'im nynw as to 'lSi W i . 
Therefore this rule affords us no sufficient criterion. Nor are 
the second and third laws to be depended upon. Although 
Mflller quotes instances showing that Bereshith Rabbah con-
tains short and difficult sections; yetkseveral Hagadoth are 
rendered in that Midrash with numerous details and with clear 
and familiar expressions, whereas in the Pesikta these same 
Hagadoth occur in a considerably abbreviated form, and couched 
in anything but easy language. If the correctness of Rules 
H and i n be admitted, we are landed in a gross absurdity; 
for Bereshith Babbah, inasmuch as on the one hand, it con-
tains passages more concise than the corresponding sections 
in the Pesikta, — those adduced by Muller, — and on the 
other hand passages more, detailed, — those brought forward 
by Buber, — must be, at one and the same time, both an 
earlier and a later compilation than the Pesikta. 

I acknowledge that I am at a loss to comprehend the force 
of the first argument. We are told, that the most careful study 
of similar passages occurring in different Midrashim does 
not guide us in fixing their relative dates of composition, 
because in the case of the Piska nfcO IN we are unable 
to discover in which Midrash it first appeared. That Rule 
I is not universally applicable, Buber has certainly proved; 
but its intrinsic sufficiency he has not examined. In other 
words; in answer to the question, is a certain law valid, he 
asserts, a given instance is no case of that law. This looks 
very much like an example of Ignoratio Elenchi. 

Since he is of opinion, that Bereshith Rabbah, in its 
present form, is the work of one author, Buber is perfectly 
justified in his criticism on the second and third of Mfiller's 
canons: for they culminate in a difficulty which is really 
insurmountable. But it has been recently shown, to my mind 

1 Ps XXXVI, 7. 
a Lev. XXII, 27. 



conclusively, that this Midrash contains indubitable marks 
of the hand of a second redactor;1 further, that nearly every 
one of the passages cited by Buber belongs to an epoch 
later than that of the original Midrash, or is at least of an 
uncertain character.2 Viewed in this light, the apparently 
formidable dilemma breaks down, or at all events, one of its 
horns is blunt. The truth is, the Bereshith Babbah does 
contain some sections which are older, and others which are 
later than the Pesikta. 

Notwithstanding the failure of Buber's reasoning to re-
fute the three canons, it does not follow that they are cor-
rect To the third, as stated above, I would give no assent 
Let us examine the following cases, taken at random, and 
which could be easily increased a hundredfold: — Midrash 
Shochar Tob, Ps. XVII, 'rai mnw urn 'Hnv p pyow 'i pas: 
Midrash Tanchuma, Par. Shelach Lecha, n"npn D."6 1DW) 
"D1 onon dtik: Yalkut, Bereshith* 'm vbx 'n nm Pirn: and 
the corresponding passages in Bereshith Babbah, ch. LXXIX: 

Echah Babbah, ch. I: and Bereshith Babbah, ch. XLIV, re-
spectively. The accounts in the former works are more con-
cise than those in the latter; and if the rule in question be 
accepted, the Shochar Tob, Tanchuma, and Yalkut must be-
long to the older Midrashim, and the Bereshith Babbah and 
Echah Babbah to the later, — propositions which every 
critic, including Mftller, would pronounce to be absurd. In-
deed it is surprising that Mfiller should have failed to ap-
preciate such instances as those just adduced; but his omis-
sion can easily be accounted for. In his praiseworthy eagerness 
to simplify the subject, and to fix definite laws, which shall 
be always valid, he has overlooked one of the plainest truths, 
viz., that while a writer often dilates on his predecessors' 
compositions, yet he not unfrequently, for the sake of con-
venience or clearness, shortens and condenses them. The 
mere circumstance, then, that one account of a Derash is 
longer and more detailed than another, proves absolutely 
nothing. 

1 "Anlage des Bereshith Rabba und seine Quellln." 
» Ibid. Appendix 0. 
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We have now arrived at a rather unsatisfactory stage. 
Rule m is insufficient, Rule II is precarious, as the author 
himself indicates in the final clause, and Rule I cannot always 
be brought to bear, as Buber proves. Nor is it an easy task 
to suggest a means of extrication from this difficulty. Owing 
to the countless differences in the readings of the Midrashim, 
the great variety in their modes of expression, and the endless 
considerations which must be taken into account, the parti-
cular instances are far too numerous and too complicated to 
admit of dogmatical generalization. If these three laws were 
our sole guides, we should be assailed on every side by the 
most conflicting opinions deduced from the same premises; 
for, as Buber so ably expresses it, "every man would judge 
according to his taste,"1 DJ/tD D W i t̂ N 

Thus the critic must be guided chiefly by circumstances 
in conducting his enquiries. Nevertheless there are two fun-
damental considerations (based on Mullers observations) that 
are well worthy of the student's notice, and that might afford 
him great assistance, — 

When similar passages occur in different Midrashim, we 
should examine them carefully, and look well into the context 
by this means the original can often be detected. 

If one account of a Derash is shorter than another the 
relation between the two works containing those narratives 
cannot be determined by that fact alone. Should the longer 
(B) however, assume the form of a commentary on the more 
abbreviated version (A); or should it be perfectly clear, that 
the author of B used systematically a different mode of ex-
pression, and different language from that in which A is 
written; we are entitled to infer that A is independent of B. 
But that B is dependent on A we are not warranted in con-
cluding: there remains the hypothesis that both B and A 
obtained their matter from the same source. 

Yet another word of explanation. I commenced the 
present essay under the influence of the general opinion that 

1 "Haschachar", 1871, p. 47. 
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the Terushalmi is one of the chief sources of Echah Bab bah. 
After a time I discovered that this assumption is open to 
serious objections. I therefore cast all prejudice aside, and 
applied myself to the solution of this problem, — we have 
before us two works, is the relation between them one of 
dependence? 

Let us now proceed to investigate the relation of Echah 
Babbah 1) to Talmud Babli, 2) to Talmud Yerushalmi, 3) to 
Pesikta derab Kahana. 



I. TALMUD BABLI. 

IT will be necessary, in the first instance, to establish 
the fact, that one of the revisers of Echah Babbah was ac-
quainted with the Talmud Babli. This point, as the sequel 
will show, constitutes the chief corner-stone on which the 
whole construction of the views here set forth rests: it is 
most unaccountably ignored by Zunz, and no critic has yet 
recognized its due significance. 

Let us compare 1) Echah Babbah ch. IV, sec. 18, and 
Maccoth, 24 a—b. The author of the Miclrash very appro-
priately connects this narrative with the text 'iDl in *?]) ) 
since the second half turns on this verse. And yet the origi-
nal place for the whole account is in the Babli. It is there 
related that Bab says he trembles when he reads the verse 
MWK MJlN rfcw, but Mar Zutra seeks to remove his 
fears by reminding him that the verb need not ne-
cessarily signify "to consume entirely", it may also denote 
"eating as of herbs etc.", i. e. where only a part is destroyed, 
and the remainder is untouched; and in order to strengthen 
this exposition the narrative in question is adduced. Hence it 
is introduced by the words irn "DDI. Whereas in E. B. 
these words are quite inexplicable, unless we assume them to 
be a quotation. For how else can any one begin a paragraph 
rpn TMi p n w \ n in by? E.B. bearing in mind what follows, 
specializes the general expression "pin pr&nD into pom, 
The usual reading of the next word is, in the Babli, nt̂ SD* 
In a marginal note the reading Dl̂ tDSD is given, and probably 
the author of E. B. had this second reading before him, since 
he writes Dl̂ LDIBQ. [In the opinion of the author of the 
commentary Mattenoth Kehunah it is the name of a place.] 
The second half of the narrative appears in E. B. in a more 

2 
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developed form: e. g. wty nftfift nnx D îyi? arrpj? and OKI 
'Ol )htSl\ The author of E. R. has slightly altered the end 
of the passage so as to make it more suitable to his purpose, 
and it is worthy of remark that he does not give the re-
duplication 'm Kl̂ py Ijn&nj Nippy. We shall have occasion 
to notice other similar omissions in the course of these remarks 

2) E. R., ch. I, sec. 20, and Menachoth, 53 b. The 
Midrash renders the whole narrative more lively and 
powerful by considerably enlarging the Babli text. Thus 
on \yn is much more forcible than 'pD'J/ *?]} 
TiiO; and D'pHV jHl vn Kb is a more reasonable question 
than iNton Ultta NEW. Again, how could Abraham for one 
moment suppose that the Holy One Blessed be He, the same 
Merciful Father who would have spared Sodom and Go-
morrah had He found ten righteous men there, that that 
God would have driven His children into exile for the sake 
of a small minority that had sinned ? The author of E. R. 
fully appreciating this consideration writes PPn 
araw Doiton for i«ton JDIjra W , He adds the explana-
tory phrase nn USD "pi: and, since he regards as"foreign 
to his context the consolatory conclusion of the Babli, he 
omits i t 

8) E. R., ch. I, sec. 24. 'tti m t I'K, and Sanhedrin, 
104b. A glance at this passage is sufficient to convince us 
that E. R. must have used the Babli text. The Midrash 
adds JTWWi p (wa princely son" in the opinion of some, 
according to others ua son of her old age"), and also explains 
the immediate cause ofRabban GamlieFs weeping, viz., the 
remembrance of the destruction af the Temple. 

4) E. R., ch. H, sec. 14; and Nedarim, 65 a, from OJl 
•rarDW "l̂ Dl till oriTinnD D*"D wnvv. The version in the 
Midrash looks more like a commentary on the Babli account 
than a reproduction of the corresponding passage. It will be 
observed that not a single incident of material importance is 
added, the leading ideas and the gist of the whole narrative 
remain the same in both works. The phrase ljrilVT\ PID31 
'fin nnrDl ID** Rnn W 'i may have been suggested to 
the author by the Pesikta derab Kahana, Pis. 27, p. 168 b. 



— 19 — 

5) E.B., ch. I, sec. 3, and Sanhedrin, 104a, njD^itt ilTPn 
'131: The Midrash explains distinctly that the Derash is 
derived from the prefixed and the following words are the 
same in both works. 

6) E. R., ch. I, sec. 19, and Erubin, 53b. Of the six 
anecdotes cited here by the author of the Midrash only three 
occur in Babli. The second and sixth appear to be de-
veloped forms of the Babli accounts. E. B., anticipating the 
child's answer, renders R. Joshua's question nmip "fn 1PN 

instead of yyh f n HPlo: and adds also Kin nna 
'"Dl Mn: further on ntPyDl suggests a quotation from another 
work, whereas in the Babli B. Joshua speaks in the first 
person; we may notice also the complement ntDJPDW fTD 
M n pD'lJQ. With respect to the first narrative I am in-
clined to think that E. R. obtained it from the same source 
which supplied the other three. For the Babli explains distinctly 
why B. Joshua deserved the rebuke riWM "plM O'tDDV. 
The counter-assumption that Babli is dependent on the Mi-
drash, and that the original text was purposely condensed for 
convenience' sake, is refuted by the considerations respecting 
anecdotes 2 and 6. It likewise fails to account for the fact, 
that the most striking of all the incidents — the fifth — 
is omitted. 

7) E. R., ch. I, sec. 45, and Gittin, 57 b '-D HtfJiD 
'lDV DH^ m#D. This passage occurs in the Babli among 
others depicting the sorrowful events which followed the down-
fall of our national independence. In the Midrash, grown up 
persons take the place of children, and the tyrant is men-
tioned by name (Vespasian). The * division of the martyrs 
into three classes, the heroic fortitude they displayed by 
breathing their last with texts on their lips, and the mourn-
ing of the p"nn are incidents added by the author of the 
Midrash. 

8) E. B., ch. II, sec. 20, and Sanhedrin, 104b. These 
words occur again in Ch. Ill, sec. £). Inasmuch as the author 
of the Midrash wishes to describe the sin of the whole 
community, he renders the statement more general by omitting 
the word D^riD. 

2* 
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9) E. R., ch. IV., sec. 3, and Gittin, 55 b—56a. This 
section affords an excellent illustration of the manner in which 
a later writer works out and developes the text he has be-
fore him, E. R. adds DTniRii p It^l ty also H"ttDnK; 
and substitutes WW for the more difficult expression 
Kim. The Midrash explains the significance of the words 
jpnw *HnH) bwn by writing ytt^an hn. The author of E. 
R. makes Bar Kamza offer — 1) to pay for what he con-
sumes1; 2) under the same circumstances to abstain from en-
joying anythiñg; 8) to defray the expenses of the whole ban-
quet. According to the Babli he is willing to pay for what 
he enjoys, then for half, lastly for the whole of the feast. The 
Midrash tells us distinctly that R. Zechariah ben Abkylas 
was present at the banquet and could have interfered, but re-
mained silent, — thus rendering more intelligible the remark: 
"The modesty of Zechariah ben Abkylas was the cause of the 
burning of the Temple." In the Babli, this observation refers 
to R. Zechariah's excessive zeal in guarding against every-
thing which could be considered as a violation of the Law. 
The Midrash is careful to supply details the absence of which 
renders the account in the Babli very improbable, - a Ro-
man officer accompanied Bar Eamza, but the latter succeeded 
in eluding his vigilance. The Babli stops short at the end 
of the narrative; it leads us to infer that the offering was 
not brought, and that Bar Kamza was not slain, owing to 
B. Zechariah's objections. The Midrash causes the priest to 
change the offerings as his natural resource; it is therefore 
unnecessary to inform the reader that Bar Kamza inflicted 
such a blemish on the "animal "as rendered it unfit for a 
sacrifice according to the Jewish Law, but perfectly suitable 
to the altar according to the heathen regulations." E. R. 
explains exactly how the matter ended. 

10) E. R. ch. I, sec. 46, and Gittin, 58 a. In spite of 

1 xnTiyDl cannot mean the expenses pf the whole ban-
quet, for there would be no climax according to this translation, 
and besides, in order to express "the whole feast" the Midrash 
writes xmiyD "pil (See "Mattenoth Kehunah") 
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the similarity between these two narratives, they are inde-
pendent of one another. The language of E. R. is not that 
of the Babli, but Palestinian Syriac; and the whole narra-
tive — leaving the introduction out of account — beginning 
with the words nWN fW belongs to the original Mi-
drash. The first author could not have used the Yerusbalmi, 
for this passage does not occur there. He either composed 
it himself, or reproduced it from some collection of Ha-
gadoth. 

The first nine instances — six of which are taken from 
chapters I and II — are sufficient to prove, that one of the 
revisers of E. R. thought fit to insert passages written in the 
language of the Talmud Babli. These sections have all been 
shown to be of a later date than the corresponding passages 
in the Talmud; and we are naturally led to conclude, that 
the latter furnished the reviser with his matter. The only 
hypothesis which can be suggested against it is, that the 
author of E. R. had at his disposal a collection of Hagadoth 
similar to those occurring in Babli. This gratuitous assumption 
— which should never be proposed except as a last resource 
— is, in the present instance, repugnant to all philosophical 
reasoning. For "the most important maxim in regulation 
of philosophical procedure when it is necessary to resort to 
an hypothesis" — says Sir W. Hamilton1 — is the "Law of 
Parcimony", which implies that "neither more nor more onerous 
causes are to be assumed than are necessary to account for 
the pbaenomena". And the signification of the expression 
"more onerous", for the particular question of Causality is4: 
"that the explanation of an effect by a cause of which the 
very existence is hypothetical, is more onerous than its hy-
pothetical explanation by a cause otherwise known to exist" 
Applying this rule to our case, it would be inconsistent with 
the true method of philosophical enquiry to assume, without 
the slightest reason, the existence of a collection of Haga-

1 Appendix to Discussions, pp. 628—631. 
• "Examination of Sir W. Hamilton's Philosophy" by J. S. Mill, 

p. 469 (First edition). 


