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In the course of my research on the talmudic texts covered in the present section I frequently encountered material and new interpretations relating to Volume 1. However I refrained from introducing new changes into the text of the earlier volume which I reluctantly declared to be complete as of Spring 1992.

The perceptive reader might also note some more substantial changes in the manner in which I organized my presentation. The body of the commentary was in most cases devoted exclusively to the elucidation and literary analysis of the Esther-Midrash itself. Most discussions relating to parallel versions and the development of the aggadic traditions were placed in the notes where they are less likely to interrupt or confuse the main argument.


The Commentary1

As in the previous volume, this segment of my commentary on the Babylonian Esther-Midrash will include the following components:

1. Presentation of text in translation:

The translation, given in indented paragraphs, will consist of a literal rendering with full punctuation. Though existing translations have been consulted,2 the present one is my own. The text is based on the Yemenite manuscript Columbia University X893 T141 (designated as “MS Y”), which generally preserves the most faithful readings of any of the complete witnesses to the tractate.3

The following conventions will be adopted in the presentation of the text:

• All biblical verses are printed in italics. Since it is well-known that scriptural citations in midrashic texts are often abbreviated, I usually opt for the fullest citation that is preserved among the available witnesses, whether or not the verse is actually found in this way in MS Columbia.4 The translations, where appropriate, follow the King James (Authorized Revised) version, which usually preserves faithfully the Hebrew word order and produces an impression of archaism that is analogous to the effect created when biblical Hebrew passages are quoted in rabbinic texts. All chapter and verse references to the Bible are given in full and without abbreviation. Except for those few instances where they affect the understanding of the text, I did not record variant readings of biblical verses.

• In those instances where the differences between textual traditions are too great to be conveyed as “variant readings” in the footnotes, the traditions are recorded in parallel columns. The witness which forms the basis of the main text will be identified at the beginning of the column, and the distribution of the other witnesses will be indicated in the notes.

• In those instances where it is clear that MS Columbia has absorbed extraneous material that is not part of the Talmudic text (usually from Midrash Panim aherim B), the addition will be indicated with a vertical line to its left.

• Square brackets indicate additions and emendations that are found in the textual witness. Parentheses indicate a deletion in the text. Braces ({}) normally designate explanatory phrases added in the translation.

• Following a useful convention employed in the Soncino translations of the Babylonian Talmud, answers to questions or objections are usually preceded by a dash (—).

• The Hebrew הקדוש ברוך היא, which should literally be translated as the cumbersome “the Holy One Blessed Be He,” will be rendered simply as “the Holy One,” more in keeping with the naturalness of the phrase in Hebrew or Aramaic.

• Proper names which appear in the Bible are usually given in their standard English forms, except where a more precise transliteration is required for word-plays etc.

• The title “Rabbi” is normally abbreviated as “R.” in those places where the equivalent abbreviation (‘ר) is employed in MS Columbia.

• In a departure from the conventions adopted in most translations of rabbinic texts, the word אמר, used to introduce rabbinic dicta, is treated as an Aramaic participle rather than a Hebrew perfect, and translated accordingly as a present-tense verb ("says‘’), following the prevailing norms of the Mishnah and other Tannaitic works.5

2. Variant readings:

The variant readings accompanying the text are not intended to constitute a proper critical edition, which would at any rate be an absurdity in a translated text. They are expected to provide an idea of the variety that exists in the textual witnesses, insofar as this variety can be reflected in English translation. The listings do not record all the textual information. For example, one cannot know from this apparatus whether the omission of a witness from the listing of variants indicates that its reading agrees with MS Columbia or that there is a gap in the manuscript.6

The following conventions are adopted for the presentation of the variant readings.

• Variants are listed in footnotes. As a rule, I have tried never to mix textual variants and other information in the same paragraph, and usually not in the same footnote. The information in the footnote relates to the text preceding the footnote reference (in the case of variants) as defined in the lemma, or (in the case of additions) to the place where the footnote reference is inserted.

• The textual information is provided in complete English sentences, rather than in technical notation.7 Accordingly, both the lemma and the variant reading are placed in quotation-marks, separated by a dash (—). The variant readings are understood to replace everything in the lemma.

• Variants to a single lemma are separated by semi-colons (;). Separate lemmas are separated by periods (.).

• In cases where lemmas are abbreviated (with a “..."), I have tried to remove any ambiguity about the extent of the citation. Where the opening word or phrase of the abbreviated lemma appears more than once in the passage, the reference may be presumed to be to the last occurrence.

• The tilde (~) indicates that the content of the lemma is missing in the designated witness or witnesses.

• I have not identified the Genizah fragments, which are referred to generically in the apparatus; nor can it be assumed that two reference to Genizah fragments in the same passage refer to the same fragment.8 (Hence, the words “Genizah fragment” do not appear in bold typeface like the rest of the sigla.)

The listing of sigla normally follows the following order:

1. Variants themselves are listed according to what I felt to be a logical order.9

2. The witnesses to each reading are listed according to the following order: (1) complete manuscripts; (2) partial texts (including aggadic compendia in manuscript and print); (3) printings; (4) fragments.10

3. Within each of these classes the witnesses are listed according to textual type: Oriental, Spanish, Ashkenazi. Where possible the readings are grouped into “families” (see below).

3. Transliteration:

The transliteration system used here for Hebrew and Aramaic is, for the most part, standard. The following idiosyncrasies should be noted, most of which reflect my use of “Sepharadic” pronunciation:

ו is normally rendered v (not w), as is undotted ב.

Left-dotted ש is not distinguished from ס, both of which are rendered s.

No distinctions were made between long, short or “half” (hataf) vowels. Similarly, sheva mobile (nac) is indicated simply by an e.

No distinctions were made between dotted and undotted ד ,ג, or η, which are rendered indiscriminately as g, d and t respectively.

Right-dotted ש is represented as sh, and undotted כ as kh. Where the transliteration is referring to two separate consonants, they are separated by a hyphen (s-h, k-h).

Following current bibliographical conventions, a less precise transliteration system is employed for modern Hebrew (mostly in titles of books and articles). In such references, the definite article is rendered as “ha-” with hyphen and no doubling of the following consonant; and צ is transliterated as tz rather than s as in classical texts. א at the beginning of a word is not indicated.

Where a European-language translation is provided in a Hebrew book or article (in an alternative title-page or table of contents, etc.), I refer to it by that title rather than by a transliteration.

4. The Textual witnesses and their sigla:

The following witnesses to the text of the Esther-Midrash are cited in the apparatus:11

Oriental types:

Manuscripts:







	Y

	MS Columbia University X893 T141





Partial texts and fragments:







	N

	MS New York (JTS.ENA) 84




	AgE

	Aggadat esther (ed. S. Buber)




	MhG

	Midrash haggadol to the Pentateuch, cited according to the Mossad Harav Kook editions (no page references are supplied)




	Genizah

	[see above] fragment





Spanish types:

Manuscripts:







	O

	MS Oxford Bodlean 366 (Oppenheim fol. 23)




	G

	MS Göttingen 13




	G

	MS Munich 140





Partial texts:







	E Y

	R. Jacob Ibn Ḥabib’s cEin yacaqov, cited from editio princeps, Salonika 1516-22




	HgT

	Haggadot hattalmud. The following two versions were consulted. Where no superscript is supplied their readings may be presumed to be identical:




	HgT1

	MS Parma 3010




	HgT2

	Constantinople 1511 printing




	P

	MS Parma 427





Ashkenazic types:

Manuscripts:







	L

	MS London (British Library) 400 (Harl. 5508)




	M

	MS Munich 95




	R

	MS Vatican 134





Partial texts:







	W

	MS Warsaw (Jewish Historical Institute) 260




	Mf

	MS London Montefiore 88




	V

	MS Vatican 49/2




	YS

	Yalqut shimconi, cited according to MS Oxford (Neubauer 2637) and editio princeps. Passages from Genesis and Exodus were compared as well to the Mossad Harav Kook editions]. Precise references are not provided.





Printed editions:







	Printings

	Pesaro (c. 1510) and Venice (Bomberg, 1521) printings of the Babylonian Talmud.




	 

	In those few places where variants exist between these two texts, they are indicated in the apparatus; otherwise they may be presumed to be identical.





In order to simplify the presentation of the textual data, readings common to certain groups were recorded as “families” according to the following criteria:

• “Yemenite family”: Where there was agreement between MS Y, AgE and MhG (or MS G, which has close affinities with this family).

• “Spanish family”: The special readings of this tradition are very distinctive, consisting largely of explanatory glosses and expansions. The grouping was used to designate agreement among any three of the following witnesses: O, [B], EY, HgT, P.

• “Ashkenazic family”: This tradition is less consistent. I grouped the readings as a family only when there was agreement among all three complete manuscripts: L, M and R.

Square brackets ([]) around either a reading or a siglum indicate that the reading in question is found in an emendation or gloss to that witness.

Notes

1 The following section is copied with only minor changes from the introduction to Volume 1.

2 Principally that of M. Simon, ed., The Tractate Megillah, Mo‘ed:4, The Soncino Talmud (London: Soncino Press, 1948).

3 See E. Segal, “The Textual Traditions of Ms. Columbia University to TB Megillah,” Tarbiz 53 (1 1983), 41-69.

4 Though it should be noted that MS Y does normally give full citations of biblical passages.

5 That this is the proper translation was proven by Hyman Klein, “Gemara and Sebara.” JQR 38 (1 1947), 87 [reprinted in Abraham Goldberg, ed. Collected Talmudic Scientific Writings of Hyman Klein (Jerusalem: Akademon, 1979), 841, who notes how it appears in parallel with בעי, which is unquestionably a participle. Shamma Friedman, [“ A Critical Study of Yevamot X with a Methodological Introduction,” in Texts and Studies, Analecta Judaica, ed. H. Z. Dimitrovsky, 275-442 (New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1977), 37, n. 1101 notes further that the plural in these contexts is usually “אמרי."

6 I have generally tried to minimize the size of the listings. Thus if only one or two witnesses preserve a certain reading, it will be recorded as “Thus only in X and Y; all other witnesses read: ‘...’,” without identifying all the witnesses which support the majority reading.

7 As such there is some flexibility in the syntax. E.g., the sigla may appear before the readings (followed by a colon) or after them (preceded by a dash or the word “in” etc.).

8 For a description of the Genizah fragments to TB Megillah see Eliezer Segal, “The Textual Traditions of Tractate Megillah in the Babylonian Talmud,” Ph. D., Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1981, 254-69.

9 E.g., if there were two primary traditions the order would be: (1) tradition #1 (that most similar to MS Columbia), (2) tradition #2, (3) conflations of the two traditions and, lastly, (4) witnesses which omit the text in question. For reasons of space, I have not usually commented on the significance or history of each reading, though the interested reader will be able to draw conclusions from the manner in which I record the material.

10 Only actual manuscripts are designated as such ("MS’” or “MSS") in the apparatus.

11 Fuller descriptions may be found in “The Textual Traditions of Tractate Megillah in the Babylonian Talmud.”


Chapter Seven

Mordecai

Gathering the Virgins

[12b] “And let the king appoint officers in all the provinces of his kingdom, that they may gather together all the fair young virgins” (Esther 2:3).

Says Rav Nahman:1 Says2 Rav:3 4 What is it which is written “Every prudent man dealeth with knowledge, but a fool layeth open his folly”5 (Proverbs 13:16)?

“Every prudent man dealeth with knowledge”—This is6 David,7 as it is written: “Wherefore his servants said unto him, Let there he sought for my lord the king a young virgin” (1 Kings 1:2)8

Everyone who9 had a daughter10 took her out.11

“But a fool layeth open his folly”—This is Ahasuerus, as it is written: “And let the king appoint officers in all the provinces of his kingdom, That they may gather together all the fair young virgins”

Everyone who12 had a13 daughter concealed14 her.15

This neatly fashioned midrashic unit, which makes use of a verse from Proverbs in order to illustrate a contrast between wise and foolish biblical kings from the books of Kings and Esther, shows all the earmarks of a properly constructed petihta, though it is hard to determine which lection it was meant to introduce. The comparison between David and Ahasuerus is suggested naturally by the virtually identical phrasing of verse 2 “Let there be sought for the king, etc.”16

No parallel versions of this passage have been preserved in the known rabbinic corpus17 to help us clarify its origins or interpretation. The most widely accepted explanation is the one proposed by Rashi, who stresses the contrast between David’s announcement that only a single maiden would be selected, and Ahasuerus’ intention of herding together a large group of women out of which one would be appointed queen, though the others would presumably remain in the royal harem.18

All of Them Refer to Him

[12b] “Now in Shushan the palace there was a certain Jew whose name was Mordecai, the son of J air, the son of Shimei, the son of Kish, a Benjaminite” (Esther 2:5).

How would you have it?19 If it is coming20 to trace his ancestry, then let it go21 on tracing22 his ancestry until Benjamin!23 Rather,24 what is special about these?25

—A baraita teaches: All of them refer to him:26

“Mordecai,27 the son of Jair”—because he enlightened [he’ir] the eyes of Israel with his28 prayer.29

“The son of ShimeT—the son30 whose prayer God31 heard [shama’]

“The son of Kish”—the son who knocked [hiqqish]32 upon the portals33 of mercy and they34 opened for him.

The Talmud is assuming here that the four generations enumerated by the biblical narrator could not have been intended as a serious attempt to trace Mordecai’s genealogy.35 Two alternative ways will be proposed to account for the list of names.36 The current one, embodied in an anonymous baraita,37 treats the “names” as a series of midrashic name-etymologies38 all of which refer to Mordecai himself as the one who successfully prayed to God on behalf of his imperiled coreligionists. As such, they are in keeping with the rabbis’ general tendency to minimize the importance of Mordecai’s intrigues as the factor which effected the Jews’ salvation, in favor of emphasizing the religious virtues of faith and prayer—themes which fit better into homiletical contexts. Similar name-midrashim are adduced in other rabbinic works39 with relatively minor variations.40

Benjamin or Judah?



	MS Y

With variants from AgE and MS B

	EY

With variants from other witnesses




	[12b]”A Benjaminite [‘ish yemini”—from the seed of those who go to the right [maiminim] and to the left.41

	42It calls him a “Jew” and it calls him a “Benjaminite”:43

It calls44 him a “Jew”45 46 — implying that he comes from Judah.

And it calls47 him a “Ben-jaminite”48—implying that he comes from Benjamin!





The Talmud’s objection here does not constitute a very formidable difficulty, as was recognized by most critical commentators to Esther, since the term “Jew” or “Judean” had by the time of these events, with the loss of the northern kingdom and the confusion of the tribal distinctions, become a general national and religious designation for the entire community in Judea and the diaspora.49 The Talmud and midrash,50 as we shall observe below, will find in this anomaly a convenient vehicle for the introduction of both midrashic etymologies and thematic association with the story of Saul and Agag.

Crowned with Nobility

—Says Rav Nahman:51 Mordecai was crowned with his52 nobility, in the manner of53 54 Rava bar Rav Huna55 and Rava bar Rav Huna was superior to him.56







	MS Y

with variants from MS B, AgE and Genizah fragments

	All other witnesses




	57It calls him “a Jew”—imply-ingthat he comes from Judah.58

And it calls him a “Benjaminite”—implying that he comes from Benjamin!59

	 





Says60 R. Joshua ben Levi:61 His mother was from Judah and his father from Benjamin.62

Rav Naḥman’s interpretation seems to assume that “Jew” is to be read not as a national or religious affiliation, but as a complementary epithet signifying exemplary piety.63 The approach will be encountered again below.

In spite of the apparent confusion that seems to emerge from the proliferation of textual versions, there can little doubt that the Yemenite MS Columbia (Y), followed in our translation, does preserve the authentic reading, which is attested as well in the following responsum of R. Sherira Ga’on:64

...And as to your question regarding the correct interpretation of what they said “Says Rav Naḥman: Mordecai was crowned with his con-duct in the manner (בעדי) of Rabbah bar Rav Huna, and Rabbah bar Rav Huna was superior to him”—

Rabbah bar Rav Huna was bound by ornaments (בעדי) of Torah and piety, and was especially beloved by virtue of his humility. And Mordecai in his conduct was bound to him by a crown and ornament, through the conduct of Jewish custom. And the humility of Rabbah bar Rav Huna was superior to Mordecai’s.

The reading assumed by the Ga’on and his questioners is identical to that of MS Columbia and its companions, and the explanation as well is substantially the same, except that it grasps the word כעדי in the sense of “like an ornament65 (or garment),” following an analogous Biblical Hebrew noun that is, however, quite rare in rabbinic literature.66

The current textual muddle probably originated in the commentators’ inability to decipher the rare dialectical form כעדי (=“in the manner of; such as”),67 whose translation was unknown to early authorities. Most of them, including Rashi,68 divided the sentence into two separate statements, with Rabbah bar Rav Huna69 as an additional tradent of the second statement by R. Joshua ben Levi; thus: (1) “Mordecai was crowned with nobility70 etc.”; (2) “Said Rabbah bar [bar Hana] in the name of R. Joshua ben Levi: His mother was from Judah and his father was from Benjamin, etc.”71 The problematic “כעדי” is generally ignored or deleted entirely in the manuscript traditions, or subjected to farfetched interpretations.72

Appended to Rav Naḥman’s dictum73 is a surprising comparison in which Mordecai, a prominent biblical exemplar of religious virtue, is branded as inferior to a talmudic sage!74 Rav Sherira’s interpretation, which exerted an influence upon several of the textual traditions, focuses on the passage in TB Moced qaṭan 28a in which Rava extols the humility of Rabbah bar Rav Huna as a personal quality that was so highly developed as to defy emulation.75 This assessment of Rabbah bar Rav Huna’s personality might be referring to his general character, but it may also be referring to some specific event in his life, such as the occasion when, following the death of his father Rav Huna, he was passed over in the succession for the leadership of the Sura academy in favor of Rav Ḥisda.76

No less remarkable than the exaggerated praise of Rabbah bar Rav Huna is the implied criticism of Mordecai for which no suitable justification is here supplied. This turn of thought strikes us as all the more strange when we consider that the primary purpose of the passage in all other respects is to celebrate Mordecai’s piety. Notwithstanding the midrash’s frequent readiness to acknowledge the failings of its protagonists, and the fact that there are some passages in the Esther-Midrash which seem to direct criticisms at Mordecai,77 it is impossible to discern any reason why such criticism should have been inspired by the current discussion. It therefore seems very unlikely that the Talmud here was seeking to actively disparage Mordecai, but merely to exalt Rabbah bar Rav Huna. Whatever implied deprecation might have consequently attached itself to Mordecai was incidental to its main purpose.

A fundamental question which underlies the divergent textual traditions relates to the literary and hermeneutical functions of Rav Naḥman’s dictum within the structure of the pericope. The reading preserved in MS Columbia and other oriental texts supposes that Rav Nahman is offering an explanation of the word “Jew” (i.e., Judean) in Esther 2:5, or an observation based on the preceding baraita that expounded the various names in Mordecai’s genealogy without relating to any specific contradiction or objection in the biblical passage; while R. Joshua ben Levi’s statement is an attempt to resolve the question of whether Mordecai was descended from Benjamin or Judah. The alternative tradition, which inserts the Judah-Benjamin objection before Rav Naḥman’s dictum, makes that dictum into a solution to that objection. (Ultimately however these distinctions take on a very academic tenor, since any midrashic interpretation of “Jew” will implicitly become a solution to the Judah-Benjamin contradiction.)78 It would appear at any rate that the utilization of Rava’s dictum as a solution to the problem reflects a later stage in the arrangement of the pericope’s text, and hence the oriental tradition preserved in the Yemenite texts, MS B and the Genizah fragments79 is likely to be a more authentic one.

“Two Families Provoke Each Other”

[12b] And the rabbis80 say: Two81 families82 provoke83 each other.

The family84 of Judah says: I caused Mordecai to come,85 because David did not execute Shimei ben Gera.

And the family of Benjamin says: I caused it.86 He came from me.

Rava says:87 The Congregation of Israel88 89 says90 it in the opposite direction:91 Behold what a Jew has done to me and what a Benjaminite has repaid me!92

“What a Jew has done to me”—[13a] That David did not execute Shimei93 ben Gera.94 For if David had executed Shimei ben Gera,95

96 Mordecai would not have been born,97 of whom Haman became jealous98 and caused grief to Israel.99

“And what100 a Benjaminite has repaid me!”—That Saul did not execute Agag.101 For if Saul102 had executed Agag, then Haman would not have been bom103 who provoked Israel.104

Contrary to the previous set of interpretations which construe the list of Mordecai’s ancestors as symbolic descriptions of Mordecai himself, the present passage accepts the names as actual progenitors.105

In spite of the fact that the Talmud presents this pericope as a solution to the “Judah-Benjamin” discrepancy in Esther 2:5, it is impossible to state with complete certainty whether the allusions to the episodes of Saul and Shimei ben Gera originated in response to the mention of Mordecai’s Benjaminite origins or to the specific references to Shimei and Kish (Saul’s father) in the genealogy. True to form, the rabbis’ interest in these historical episodes was not of an antiquarian sort.106 but as a means of discerning unchanging thematic links that persisted over the generations between religious archetypes. The association with the story of Shimei’s cursing of David in 2 Samuel 16:5-14 is clearly evoked when we compare the words of our verse with the phraseology there (verse 11): “...How much more now may this Benjaminite do it?” where the Shimei’s tribal affiliation is expressed in Hebrew by the identical 107.איש הימיני

Other than furnishing a channel through which Mordecai’s descent can be traced back to Saul, there is no obvious thematic affinity between the two incidents. Accordingly, rather than interpreting Mordecai’s personality or deeds in light of Shimei’s, the midrashic tradition takes the reverse course of reading the actions of David in sparing Shimei as a precursor to the birth of Shimei’s illustrious scion.108 What strikes us most powerfully in the Talmud’s formulations is the way in which Mordecai is presented not as the the righteous hero of the story, but in a very negative light,109 as the occasion through which Israel came to grief.110 While it is possible to interpret this as saying that God merely chose Mordecai as an instrument through which he would provoke chastisement for the Jews’ transgressions,111 there remains a strong suggestion that some guilt is being ascribed to Mordecai for igniting Haman’s jealousy.112 This attitude is not reflected in any of the other rabbinic discussions which speak of the connection between Shimei and Mordecai;113 they all regard Mordecai as Israel’s savior, not as the source of their troubles. This unusual approach was likely dictated by the homiletical theme of Rava’s exposition: namely, that misplaced compassion can ultimately lead to dire consequences.114 Accordingly, the logic of the homily demanded that it point to the negative aspects of Mordecai’s conduct.115

As for the link to Saul son of Kish and his failure to execute Agag as he had been commanded by Samuel, this of course is a central theme in the midrashic reading of Esther, and most biblical commentators would agree that by tracing the ancestries of Mordecai and Haman to Saul and Agag respectively, the author or Esther expected his readers to make precisely that connection and to interpret the drama in Shushan as a playing-out of the fundamental war between Israel and Amalek.116

Everyone Who Repudiates Idolatry Is Called a “Jew”

[13a] R.117 Joḥanan says: Indeed118 he comes from Benjamin. And119 why does it call him a “Jew”? —By virtue of the fact that he repudiated idolatry, since120 everyone who repudiates idolatry is called a “Jew,” as it says:121 “There are certain Jews whom thou hast set over the affairs of the province of Babylon, Shadrach, Meshach and Abednego... they serve not thy gods, nor worship the golden image which thou hast set up” (Daniel 3:12).

The notion that “Yehudi” functions as a designation of religiosity has been mentioned above.122 It is hardly likely that the cited verse from Daniel functioned as either a source or a corroboration of that claim.123 That idea may have emerged from the actual usage in rabbinic discourse where the term had lost its original tribal or political significations and referred solely to the Jewish religion.124 This could of course serve a homiletical purpose of reminding the congregation that their Judaism was not merely an accident of birth but also a profession of faith and morality.125

All Your Words Are One

[13a] 126R. Simon ben Pazi,127 when he128 would open a lection in Chronicles, he would say as follows:129 All your words are one,130 and we know how to expound them.131

The following lengthy excursus on 1 Chronicles 4:18 is inserted into the Talmud at this point on account of a single statement that appears therein in which the name Jehudijah is associated with the rejection of idolatry.132

This elaborate opening to a public discourse is not found in precisely this form anywhere else in the rabbinic corpus although a similar exposition is included in Leviticus rabbah 1:3.133 The introduction to that section, which contains (as we shall observe below) much material that is common with our current pericope, is decidedly less flamboyant:

R. Simon in the name of R. Joshua ben Levi and R. Hama the father of Rabbi Hoshcaiah in the name of R.: The Book of Chronicles was given only to be expounded. “And his wife.. .”’134

Since R. Simon of the Palestinian sources is of course one and the same as the Babylonian Talmud’s R. Simon ben Pazi,135 it appears likely that we have before us two variants of the same original source. The lively formulation of the Babylonian version imbues it with a strong stamp of authenticity. In either form it remains difficult to reconstruct the occasion upon which the discourse would have been delivered. Since the Book of Chronicles was never read publicly in the synagogue we must presume that we are dealing with a remnant of a petiḥta to a lection elsewhere, probably to the Pentateuch. The story of Pharaoh’s daughter (Exodus 2:5 ff.) does not appear in close enough proximity to the start of a lection136 for it to have served as the culmination of the proem.

A similar discourse on Chronicles is however preserved in Ruth rabbah 2:1,137 introduced by precisely the same formulas as in Leviticus rabbah, except that the exposition there focuses on 1 Chronicles 4:21. The Ruth rabbah passage interprets the assorted names of Judah’s descendants as references to the spies who were concealed by Rahab in Joshua 2. In light of the proximity of the expounded verses and their thematic affinity,138 it would not be unreasonable to argue that Leviticus rabbah and Ruth rabbah each preserves a different portion of what was originally a single proem to Numbers 13:1,139 and that the original proem included comparisons between the respective reconnaissance missions that were sent out by Moses and Joshua. This linkage of the two stories is virtually inevitable when we bear in mind that Joshua 2 was the designated Prophetic reading for the Pentateuchal lection of Numbers 13.140

R. Simon’s remarks as they appear in the Babylonian Talmud emphasize the incoherence of the detailed genealogical lists that make up the early chapters of 1 Chronicles,141 suggesting that the names that are mentioned there must be expounded—as in fact they are—as references to better-known biblical figures (“All your words are one”).142 The Palestinian tradition expresses a similar idea: that Chronicles cannot be studied as an independent historical work, but must be read as a commentary to other portions of Scripture.143

[13a] “And his wife Jehudijah bare Jered the father of Gedor, and Heber the father of Socho, and Jekuthiel the father ofZanoah. And these are the sons of Bithiah the daughter of Pharaoh, which Mered took” (1 Chronicles 4:18).

“Jehudijah”144”But was not Bithiah145 her name?146 And147 why does it call her148 “Jehudijah”?149

—By virtue of the fact that she repudiated idolatry, as it says:150 “And the daughter of Pharaoh came down to wash herself at the river” (Exodus 2:5).

Says151 R. Joḥanan in the name of R. Simeon ben Yohai:152 153 That154 she went down to cleanse155 herself from the idols of her father’s house.156 157

The midrashic tradition according to which Caleb married the Pharaoh’s daughter who had brought up Moses was derived from the confusing list of names and relationships of 1 Chronicles 4, though the verses in question, taken on their own, can hardly be regarded as real confirmation of this interpretation.158 The exegesis presupposes, among other things, that the antecedent of “his wife” in verse 18 is Caleb who was mentioned back in verse 15; that Bithiah the daughter of Pharaoh, mentioned as Mered’s wife at the end of verse 18, is the same as Jehudijah at the beginning of the verse159—an identification which would lead to the conclusion that Mered is another name for Caleb; and that Bithiah was the same Pharaoh’s daughter who had drawn Moses from the waters.160

The dictum of R. Joḥanan in the name of R. Simeon ben Yohai is also cited in TB Soṭah 12b161 as part of a long midrash on Exodus 1-2 that connects to the reference in Mishnah Sotah 1:9 to Miriam’s waiting for the child Moses.162 It is likely that the redactor of the Megillah163 pericope is making use of material that he found there.164

[13a] “... Bare165.. .”







	MSS Y, G, B, W, V, AgE

	MSO

(with variants from other witnesses)




	 

	166But did she not raise him?!

—Rather:167 in order to tell you that168 everyone who raises an orphan169 in his home, Scripture esteems him as if he bore him.170





This comment might have originated in a sermon devoted to the virtues of caring for orphans.171

[13a] “...Jered”— 172173

“Jered’174—This is Moses. And why is his name called Jered?175 176

—Because there177 came down178 [yarad] for Israel mannah179 in his days.180

This interpretation is thematically inconsistent with the rest of the name-etymologies in the pericope, all of which revolve around Moses’ role as an intermediary between God and Israel, particularly as the one who persuaded God to forgive them their sins.
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	[13a] But did she not raise him?!

—Rather:181 in order to tell you that182 everyone who raises an orphan183in his home, Scripture esteems him as if he184 bore him.

	 





“185Gedor’—Because he fenced in [gadar] the breaches of Israel.186 187

“Heber”—Because he united [ḥibber] Israel188 to their Father in Heaven.189

“Socho”—Because he became like a shelter [sukkah] for Israel.190

“Jekuthier—Because Israel191 longed for [qivvu el] God192 in his days.193

“194Zanoah”—Because he caused the sins of Israel to be cast off [hizniaḥ].195

“The father of.. The father of... the father of...”196—Father in Torah,197 father198 in wisdom,199 father in prophecy.200 201

The threefold classification of religious knowledge into Torah, Prophecy and Wisdom is found elsewhere in rabbinic literature and basically corresponds to the traditional Jewish division of the Bible.202 By ascribing all three to Moses, our midrash is emphasizing that they are all parts of a single truth.203

[13a] “And these are the sons of Bithiah the daughter of Pharaoh, which Mered took”—But did Mered take her?204 Did not Caleb take her?!205

And why was his name called Mered? —Because he rebelled [marad] against the counsel of the spies.206

Said207 the Holy One:208 Let Mered,209 who rebelled against the counsel of210 the spies, come and marry211 Bithiah the daughter of Pharaoh212 who rebelled against the idols213 of her father’s house.214

Similar word-plays expounding the various names from 1 Chronicles which were midrashically identified with Moses and Caleb are given in assorted rabbinic passages, particularly the aforementioned pericope in Leviticus rabbah.215

Aside from the specific exegetical basis for the interpretations of each name, the pericope does succeed in achieving a powerful thematic point by linking together two biblical figures whose religious personalities were distinguished by their courageous rejection of environmental influences. Understood in that way, Caleb and Bithiah could serve as useful “role models” for Jews who had to struggle to maintain their own religious standards in the face of negative influences from the Jewish community or the gentile society, a phenomenon which must have been addressed frequently in rabbinic homilies.

“Carried Away from Jerusalem”

[13a] “Who had been carried away from Jerusalem with the captivity...” (Esther 2:6).

Says Rava:216 That he carried himself away.217

Whether viewed from an exegetical or homiletical perspective, the point of this comment is not quite clear .

As regards the the textual features which might have stimulated Rava to make his observation, or which served as a justification for his interpretation, Rashi218 focuses on the use of a verb “had been carried away” which, although a passive form, nevertheless carries with it a certain dynamic sense which need not have been introduced unless the author had intended to indicate Mordecai’s active decision to go into exile.219 Maharsha on the other hand considers the “had been carried away” to be perfectly normal, but feels that the additional phrase “with the captivity which had been carried away, etc.” to be redundant, and hence available to serve as support for Rava’s comment. The fact that two such different interpretations could have been suggested for the same comment illustrates just how problematic the issue really is.220

When we try to reconstruct the homiletical point that Rava was trying to make, the commentators present us with a clearer consensus, at least up to a certain point. As usual it was Rashi who set the tone for all subsequent discussion, by means of the comparison which he draws between Mordecai and Jeremiah. The allusion is apparently to the aggadic tradition221 (based on a reading of Jeremiah Chapter 40) that Jeremiah was permitted by the Babylonians to remain in Palestine, but he elected to go to Babylonia to participate in the sufferings of his countrymen. At its simplest level, Rava’s comment reiterates Mordecai’s noble standing: He was not a mere commoner or victim of circumstances, as might otherwise be suggested by the scriptural description, but remained throughout in active control of the events.222

Concluding Remarks

Following Rav’s223 comment on Esther 2:2, which might have originated as a proem to 1 Kings 1:1 or (in a slightly different form) to the complete book of Esther, most of the material in the present chapter relates to Esther 2:5 where Mordecai was introduced. This verse stood at the beginning of a seder in the Masoretic division,224 and similar concentrations of exegetical and homiletical material are found here in other midrashic collections on Esther as well. Even once we have made allowances for the textual variants in the names of the authors and tradents of the comments, it is clear that the material found in this section represents the full range of talmudic sources, including baraitas225 and the dicta of both Palestinian226 and Babylonian227 Amora’im. A large section was devoted to R. Simon ben Pazi’s discourse on 1 Chronicles 4:18,228 a Palestinian homily which was attached here only because of an associative similarity.229 The Palestinian material to Esther proper is limited to 2:5, whereas the Babylonian Amora’im deal with several other verses. This should probably be regarded as further evidence of the fact that the Babylonian Esther-Midrash was academic in nature, and not a reflection of homiletical sermons.

As regards the themes dealt with in this portion of the Esther-Midrash, the most pronounced feature was clearly its tendency to portray Mordecai not as an individual who lived and acted at a particular time in history, but as a manifestation of a kind of archetypal essence that hearkens back to Benjamin, Saul and Shimei ben Gera and others of a line that would in each generation lead the battle against the Amalek and its descendants. This way of looking at the righteous and wicked persons of the Bible is of course typical of midrashic hermeneutics, and was stimulated230 here by the detailing of Mordecai’s ancestry in Esther 2:5. Related to this idea was the repeated emphasis231 on prayer, rather than political acumen, as Mordecai’s principal weapon in the struggle, a further instance of the midrash’s dressing the biblical story in the garb of rabbinic value-concepts.

Notes

1 “Says Rav Naḥman” —~ in HgT and MS B (before emendation). MS R adds: “bar Isaac.”

2 “Says”—MS B: “And says.”

3 “Says Rav”—EY: “Says Rava”; YS: “Says R. Judah”; ~ in MSS M, R, YS.

4 “Rav Naḥman: Says Rav”—Printings: “Rabbi.”

5 “‘Every., folly’”—~in MSS G, O, HgT, YS.

6 Genizah fragment adds: “King.”

7 Spanish family adds: “king of Israel.”

8 “‘Wherefore...virgin’””AgE: “’So they sought for a fair damsel throughout all the coasts of Isreal (1 Kings 1:3)”; YS: ‘“a fair damsel.”’

9 “Everyone who”—MS G, HgT1: “And whoever”; MS O, EY: “And everyone who”; Ashkenazic family, HgT2: “Whoever.”

10 “daughter” (in Aramaic)—MS B: “a beautiful daughter” (in Hebrew).

11 “took her out”—only in MS T and AgE; MS G: “showed her’; MSS G*, M, R*: “brought her”; Spanish family, MS L, Printings: “brought her to him”; MS W: “indeed brought her”; MS Mf: “brings them to him”; Genizah fragment: “brings {}”; YS: “brings her with him.”

12 “Everyone who”—MSS G, B, L, M, Mf, YS: “Whoever”; HgT2, Genizah fragment: “And everyone who”; Spanish family: “That whoever”; MS R: “He who.”

13 MS B* adds: “beautiful” (in Aramaic).

14 “concealed”—YS “conceals.”

15 All witnesses except MS Y and AgE add: “from him.”

16 Although the appropriate verse from Esther (2:2) is not actually quoted in any of the witnesses. See Maharsha cited below.

17 Note however Panim aḥerim B, 62 [in: Salomon Buher, ed., Sifre de-aggadeta al megillat ester (Vilna: Romm, 1886); see also Zvi Meir Rabinovitz Ginzé midrash, (Tel-Aviv: Chaim Rosenberg School for Jewish Studies, Tel-Aviv University, 1976), 176]: ‘And how many people would pay money to conceal their daughters...” See also the remarks of Burton L. Visotzky, ed., Midrash Mishle (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1990), 103 (to 1. 25).

18 Rashi’s interpretation is treated as adequate by Maharsha, and is incorporated into the paraphrase in Louis Ginzberg, The legends of the Jews, translated by H. Szold (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1909-39), 4:380 (see also 6:458, n. 53). Maharsha nonetheless proposes an additional explanation, namely that the Talmud might have been distinguishing between the Kings episode, in which the king’s role remained completely passive, as against Esther, where Ahasuerus is advised to take personal charge of the search for his new queen. This approach, says Maharsha, might account for the Talmud’s citation of Esther 2:3 instead of the more appropriate 2:2 (see above).

19 “How...it?”—Printings: “What is it saying?”; MS M : ~ and added in gloss.

20 “is coming”—EY: “came.”

21 “go”—MSS B, L, R: “come.”

22 “go on tracing”—AgE: “calculate and enumerate.”

23 “Benjamin”—Spanish family add: “son of Jacob.”

24 “Rather” -MSS W and R: “And if it is not coming to trace his ancestry.”

25 “these”—MS P and EY: “these three and no more.”

26 “Rather...to him”—~in Genizah fragment.

27 “‘Mordecai”—only in MS Y and Genizah fragment. Genizah fragment adds: “‘Mordecai’ was so named with reference to his deeds.”

28 “his”—~ in MS M and YS.

29 “with his prayer” MS G and (apparently) in Genizah fragment: “in the halakhah”; ~ in MS L. G. Friedlander, Pirke de rabbi eliezer, 4th ed. (New York: Sepher-Hermon Press, 1981), (396, n. 8) calls our attention to the passage in Mishnah Sheqalim 5:1: “Petahḥiah is Mordecai, because God opened to him the gates of prayer.” I have been unable to find such a citation in any text of the Mishnah or TP Sheqalim (48d); cf. B. Ratner, A haw at h zion we-jeruscholaim, reprint ed. (Jerusalem: 1967), Sheqalim, 29-30; J. N. Epstein, Mavo’ lenosaḥ ha-mishnah (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1948); and the exhaustive discussion of the passage in J. Sussman, “Mesoret-limmud umesoret-nosaḥ shel ha-talmud ha-yerushalmi,” in Researches in Talmudic Literature: A Study Conference in Honour of the Eightieth Birthday of Shaul Lieberman, 12-76 (Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Sciences, 1983), especially 267-8, nn. 95-96.

30 “the son”—~in YS.

31 “God””-HgT2and YS: “he.”

32 “hiqqish thus in MSS Y, Printings, AgE: HgT: “qishqesh”; MS Y* (as “alternative reading”) and all other witnesses: “naqash”

33 “portals”—MS M and Printings: “gates.”

34 MSS B, W, L, R, Mf, Printings add: were.”

35 In this they are in agreement with modern biblical scholars; see the observations ad loc in Carey A. Moore, ed., Esther, The Anchor Bible (Garden City: Doubleday, 1971); L. B. Paton, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Esther, International Critical Commentary, ed. S. R. Driver, A. Plummer, and C. A. Briggs (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1964), 167.

36 The second way, which will be pursued later on in our midrash, reads the names as a selection of the more significant links in a longer family-tree.

37 E. Z. Melammed, Halachic Midrashim of the Tannaim in the Babylonian Talmud, second ed. (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1988), 518.

38 For a general overview of this midrashic mode see my remarks and notes at the beginning of Chapter 3. See also Lester L. Grabbe, Etymology in Early Jewish Interpretation: The Hebrew Names in Philo, Brown Judaic Studies, ed. Jacob Neusner et al. (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988).

39 Panini aḥerim B, 62; Pirqei derabbi elicezer, Ch. 50 [trans] Friedlander, 397; Higger, Michael, “Pirqei rabbi elicezer,” Horeb 8-10 (1944-8): 242].

40 Thus, Pirqei derabbi elicezer also offers a symbolic derivation of the name Mordecai (his prayers arose like pure myrrh). The implication would appear to be that this name is no less a descriptive epithet than all the others (and possibly not his real name at all). The “pure myrrh” association is of course known to the Babylonian Esther-Midrash (see Megillah 10b and our discussion on Proem #2 in Chapter 2 above; TB Ḥullin 139b), but is not employed as a full-fledged etymology. [But cf. the wording of the Genizah fragment: “‘Mordecai’ was so named with reference to his deeds”.] See also AgE (ed. Buber, 17), where the Pirqei derabbi elicezer derivation is cited alongside an additional etymology (“just as the scent of myrrh is fine and its taste bitter, thus was Mordecai good for Israel but bad for Haman and his sons”) for which Buber (n. 10) is unable to find a source. Note how in keeping with the thematic requirements of the current context, the myrrh is used as an analogy not for Mordecai’s righteousness, but for his efficacious prayers. The Talmud’s interpretation of “Jair” is found in similar wordings in all the parallels, though the versions (including textual readings of the individual sources) differ precisely on how it connects to the theme of Mordecai’s prayers. Whereas Panim aḥerim B, like the Babylonian Esther-Midrash, speaks of Mordecai enlightening the eyes of Israel “with his prayers,” Pirqei derabbi elicezer reads “in the halakhah” a reading which is attested as well in some texts of our talmu-die pericope. It is hard to avoid the suspicion that all these texts have been influenced by the well-known etymology of Rabbi Meir’s name (TB cEruvin 13b; cf. TB Shabbat 147b). The explanation of “Shimei” is identical in the Talmud, Pirqei derabbi elicezer and Panim aḥerim B; cf. Leviticus rabbah 1:3 [Mordecai Margulies, ed., Midrash wayyikra rabbah (Jerusalem: Wahrmann, 1972), 11-2] where the a similar etymology is furnished for the name Shemaiah (identified there with Moses) in 1 Chronicles 24:6: “Because Jah heard his prayer.” The Kish etymology is missing from Friedlander’s and Higger’s manuscripts but appears in the printed editions, as it does in Panim aḥerim B in a form substantially identical to ours (a different etymology is cited in AgE, 18, for which Buber, n. 14, is unable to cite a source). [The “gates of mercy” are not explicitly mentioned in Panim aḥerim.]

41 “‘ Benjaminite’...to the left”—~in MS B.

This passage was probably inserted into the Yemenite texts on the basis of Pirqei derabbi elicezer Ch. 50 (ed. Friedlander, 397; ed. Higger, 242. It does not appear in the standard printings. Friedlander refers us to the identical Hebrew phraseology employed in the description of David’s warriors in 1 Chronicles 12:2: “They were armed with bows, and could use both the right and the left in hurling stones and shooting arrows out of a bow, even of Saul’s brethren of Benjamin”). The dictum is linked there to Psalms 78:9-10. Cf. Song of Songs rabbah 1:47 (to 1:9; with reference to Exodus 14:29); TB Shabbat 63a (with reference to Proverbs 3:16). It is possible that earlier versions of this midrash played on the association with the story of Shimei ben Gera in 2 Samuel 16, where we are told (verse 6) that Shimei “cast stones at David, and at all the servants of king David: and all the people and all the mighty men were on his right hand and on his left.”

See also Song of Songs rabbah, 1:2:5 [S. Dunsky, ed., Midrash shir hashirim: midrash hazita (Jerusalem and Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1980), 1:16 (pp. 16-7); Exodus rabbah, 37:1, both of which sources interpret the aforementioned 1 Chronicles verse in connection with the study of Torah.

42 MS (), HgT1 and Genizah fragment add: “‘A Jew’”; A second Genizah fragment adds: “Alternative version: ‘A Jew.’”

43 “It calls him a ‘Jew’...’Benjaminite’”—only in MSS R, P, EY, HgT2, YS, Genizah fragment; ~ in all other witnesses.

44 “it calls”—MSS G, W: “they call.”

45”a ‘Jew’”—~in MS O.

46 “It calls him a ‘Jew’”—~in MS P.

47 “it calls”—MSS G, W: “they call.”

48 “‘A Benjaminite”‘— ~ in MS R.

49 This approach is taken, for example, by Rashi and Ibn Ezra in their commentaries to Esther 2:5, as well as by Moore and Paton ad loc. R. Elijah ben Solomon, the Vilna Ga’ on [Elijah ben Solomon Zalman, Ḥamesh megillot cim perush ha-gr”a (Jerusalem: 1987); also cited in the cEs yosef to the EY] reads that explanation into our text, in the sense that Mordecai wore two crowns: as a prince of Benjamin before the exile, and as a leader of the Jews afterwards.

50 The alleged contradiction is nonetheless raised in many midrashim to the verse; e.g., Esther rdbbah, 6:2; Panim aḥerim B, 62; Jellinek’s Midrash aḥer, 20; etc.

51 “Says Rav Nahman”—MS M: “Says R. Joshua ben Levi”; Genizah fragment: “The sages said.”

52 “his”— thus in MS Y, EY, Printings and Genizah fragment; ~ in all other witnesses.

53 “in the manner of—thus only in MSS Y, B, L, R, AgE, Genizah fragments; MS G: “Says Rabbah: Three things I asked from Heaven. Two they granted me and one they did not grant me. The wisdom of Rabbah bar Rav Huna and the wealth of Rav Ḥisda—and they granted me. And the humility of Rabbah bar bar Ḥana, and they did not grant me. And all of them were found in Mordecai; ~ in Spanish family, MSS M, W, Printings, YS.

54 “Says Rav Naḥman...manner of” -— in MS Mf.

55 “of Rava bar Rav Huna”—AgE: “of Rabbah bar Rav Huna”; ~ in MSS G, M, P, HgT, Printings; Genizah fragments: “Rabbah bar Rav Ḥunah,” “and Rabbah bar bar Ḥana”; MS B*: [And Rabbah bar Rav Huna is superior to him]”; MSS O, Mf, EY: “Rabbah bar Rav Huna”; MS W: “And Rabbah bar Rav Huna”; MS L: “Rabbah bar bar Ḥanah”; MS R: “Rabbah bar Rav Hun’, as Rava said: Three things I asked from Heaven. They granted him two and one they did not grant him. The wisdom of Rav Huna and the wealth of Rav Ḥisda they granted him. The humility of Rabbah bar Rav Hun’ they did not grant him”; YS: “Says Rabbah the son of Rava bar Rav Huna”; MS V:” {} Rabbah barb {}.”

56 “And Rava...them” -MSS G, R: “And Rabbah bar bar Ḥanah”; Genizah fragments: “{}and Rabbah bar {},” “And Rabbah bar bar Ḥanah is superior to him”; MS B: “Says Rabbah bar bar Ḥanah”; MS O: “And Rabbah bar Rav Huna, and superior to him. Says Rabbah bar Rav Ḥanah”; EY: “And Rabbah bar bar anah”; MS P: “Rabbah bar Hana”; HgT and Printings: “Says Rabbah bar bar Hanah”; MS W: “As Rabbah bar Rav Huna said: Three things I asked from Heaven. Two they granted me and one they did not grant me. The wisdom of Rav Huna and the wealth of Rav Ḥisda they granted me, and the humility of Rabbah bar Ḥanah they did not grant me. And all of them were found in Mordecai”; MS L: “And Rabbah bar Rav Huna;” YS: “says A Jew’ that there is no one superior to him. And Rabbah bar bar Ḥanah”; MS Mf: “And Rabbah bar bar Ḥanah”; ~ in MS M.

57 MS B adds: “’...A Jew’—.”

58 “implying...Judah”—~ in Genizah fragment.

59 “implying...Benjamin”—~in Genizah fragment.

60 “Says”— MSS G, B, W, R, YS: “And if you should say”; MS P, EY: “in the name of.”

61 “Says...Levi”—Genizah fragment: “Our rabbis said.”

62 “mother...Benjamin”—thus in MS Y, AgE and Genizah fragment; in all other witnesses: “father from Benjamin and his mother was from Judah.” Genizah fragment adds: “Another interpretation: ‘Jew’ by virtue of the fact that he repudiated idolatry, in accordance with what it says: ‘There are certain Jews’ (Daniel 3:12). Another explanation: Because he was from Jerusalem, as it is written: ‘that we went into the province [medinta] of Judea’ (Ezra 5:8).”

63 This interpretation is widespread; see Ginzberg, Legends, 6:485, n. 60. We should note that following the epithet which appears in standard editions of Pirqei derabbi elicezer as “of noble descent” Higger’s manuscript reads אבםינאם, which might be a corruption of אבנוםוס ([image: ]) which could be a rough equivalent of Rav Naḥman’s comment (cf. Mishnah Yoma 1:5, 3:11 et al.). In Panim aḥerim B, 62 “Jew” is rendered “one who fears transgression.” Cf. M. Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, Dictionaries of Talmud, Midrash and Targum (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1990), 33. See other sources in Ginzberg; Bernard Grossfeld, The Two Targums of Esther, Vol. 18, The Aramaic Bible: The Targums, ed. Martin McNamara et al. (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1991), 41, 133-4. [Subsequent references to Grossfeld will be to this more recent and comprehensive edition, rather than to his earlier The First Targum to Esther: According to MS Paris Hebrew 110 of the Bibliotheque Nationale (New York: Sepher-Hermon Press, 1983).]

64 B. Mousafia, ed., Teshuvot ha-ge’onim (Lyck: 1864), #17.

65 The rendering of cadi as “ornament,” which is suggested naturally by the juxtaposition to “crowned.” is widespread, and is found in the “Rid” [Ditrani, Isaiah, Tosefot rid, reprint ed. (Jerusalem: 1974)] (cited below); M. Blau, ed., Perush al masekhet megillah lerabbi avraham min hehar (New York: 1975).

66 See TB cAvodah zarah 24b; Esther rabbah, 9:1; and dictionaries.

67 As was understood correctly by the author of the gloss to Rashi in EY; see in detail J. N. Epstein, A Grammar of Babylonian Aramaic (Jerusalem and Tel-Aviv: Magnes Press and Dvir, 1960), 24-5, which cites ample evidence of עדי as a dialectical equivalent of הדין / האי (=this), or of הני (=these); Alexander Kohut, Aruch Completum (Vienna-New York: 1878-92), 6:170.

68 According to the printed text of Rashi, “We do not read נעריי’ [Rashi in EY: בעדי; MS Munich 216 of Rashi’s commentary seems to also have נערי, whereas MS New York JTS Rab. 382 (formerly Porges 37) reads בערי. On these manuscripts see A. Darmsteter and D. S. Blondheim, Les Glosses Françaises dans les Commentaires Talmiidiques de Raschi (Paris: 1929-37), vii-lxix]. Instead we read: ‘Rabbah bar bar Hanah says in the name of Rabbi Joshua ben Levi etc.”

A clever—but nonetheless wrong-headed—interpretation based on the printed text of Rashi’s gloss, is found in the responsa collection by Samuel b. Elkanah, She’elot uteshuvot meqom shemu’el (Altona: 1736), cited also in the glosses of Z. H. Chajes and the notes to Buber’s edition of AgE [Solomon Buber, ed., Aggadat Bereshit (Cracow: Fischer, 1902), [8], according to which the obscure word should be read as a mnemonic siman for the names of the subsequent sages cited by the Talmud: Rav Naḥman, R. Joshuac [ben Levi), Rava, the Rabbis and R. Joḥanan. Not only is this explanation based on a reading that has no basis in the manuscript tradition, but it would require the ר to serve double duty for Rava and the Rabbis. Nor does the word siman appear in any of the manuscripts or medieval citations of the pericope. See J. Brüll, Doresh leṣiyyun (Vienna: 1864), 28.

69 Most witnesses read “Rabbah bar bar Ḥana,” possibly because it was a more familiar name, as can be readily ascertained by a comparison of the respective entries in Biniamin Kosowsky, ed., Thesaurus Nominum Quae in Talmude Babylonico Reperiuntur (Jerusalem: The Ministry of Education and Culture, Government of Israel and the Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1976-83), vol. 4, where the references to Rabbah bar bar Ḥana extend almost ten pages (1452-61), but Rabba bar Rav Huna’s barely five (1446-41). The two sages were contemporaries.

70 We have rendered the Hebrew nimmus according to the usual talmudic usages (from Greek [image: ], “custom”). We should however note that several commentators appear to have derived it from the Latin nomen or Greek [image: ] (=“name”), as evidenced by the following interpretation appended to Rashi’s commentary in the EY, brought “in the name of my teacher”: “And there are those who read: ‘in the manner of (כעדי) Rabbah bar bar Hanah who was crowned with nobility, as they would name him ‘bar bar’ on account of his honor. ‘כעדי’ is like ‘כהדי’ just as עד”“יי is the same as הדא אםרד .” While the author of the interpretation was mistaken in his explanation of “bar bar,” his rendering of כעדי was quite correct. A variation of this approach is found in a “Tosafot” cited only in EY:

There are manuscripts which read “‘Now in Shushan the palace there was a certain Jew’—Says Rav Naḥman: He was crowned in his nimmus”—

This means that he had beautiful and fitting names, as it expounds, that all the names refer to him.

There are other manuscripts which read: “It calls him...implying that he comes from Benjamin. Says Rav Naḥman: Mordecai was crowned with his nimmus” meaning that he was crowned with fine names and worthy deeds, as well as a royal demeanor (и׳״и), for which reason he was named in honor of Judah who was the foremost of the tribes, the ancestor of royalty.

Cf. A. Schreiber and Shlomo Sofer, eds., Tosfoth Hachmei Anglia (Glossaries by Anglo Jewish Scholars) on Tractates Betzah, Megilah, Kidushin (Jerusalem: 1970), which reads כעדי. The “Rid” also understands “nimmus” as “name”: “...He was crowned in nimmus; i.e., in his name, בעדי, even as a person prides himself on his ornaments, so did Mordecai take pride in his names, for it calls him ‘Benjaminite’ and ‘Jew’—He really came from Benjamin, but on account of his importance they used to call him ‘Yehudi’ which has the connotation of importance...” The latter explanation (based on a text which is missing the clause “and Rabbah bar Rav Huna was superior to him”) seems to combine the two connotations of “names” and “noble demeanor.”

The extensive philological literature on nimmus and nomas in rabbinic texts is exhaustively summarized by D. Sperber in A Dictionary of Greek and Latin Legal Terms in Rabbinic Literature, Dictionaries of Talmud, Midrash and Targum (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1984), 113-7, which includes a discussion of our current passage. Sperber, basing himself primarily on papyrological evidence, prefers to render Rav Naḥman’s dictum as “adorned with religion,” (taking כעדי as “ornament”) although he acknowledges that “The word is extremely common in later Rabb. Heb...in sense of habit, good manners, etc.” Cf. M. Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, 349. See also W. Bacher, Die Agada der babylonischen Arnoräer (Frankfurt a/M: 1913), 82, n. 8.

71 To briefly reconstruct the probable evolution of the respective textual traditions: The original text is preserved in the Yemenite manuscripts (Y and AgE) and Genizah fragments, as corroborated by the responsum of Rav Sherira Ga’on. All the other witnesses have been subjected to some sort of emendations or glosses. The next closest approximation of the original reading is that of MS O [roughly equivalent to MS B after emendation], which is missing only the word כעדי, but otherwise preserves all the components of the original pericope. On the other hand MS G contains a conflation of two different traditions; the main dictum roughly follows the emendation of Rashi: “...was crowned with nobility. And Rabbah bar bar Ḥanah, and if you should say: R. Joshua ben Levi...” [In current editions of Rashi, the connection is “Says Rabbah b. b. Hanah: Says R. Joshua b. Levi,” however there may have existed differing versions of Rashi’s text. At any rate, the “and if you should say” version is also attested in MSS W, B and YS.] To this emended text was appended the dictum of Rabbah from TB Moced Qatan, probably on the basis of R. Ḥananel’s commentary. A similar development occurred in MS W, except that the addition was inserted by mistake after the words “And Rabbah bar Rav Huna.” So too in MS R, which however kept the word “בעידי.” It is interesting to observe that MSS G and W include similar explanatory glosses: “And all of them were found in Mordecai.”

All the other witnesses testify to some degree to the influence of Rashi’s textual pronouncements, including the deletion of “כעדי” (from MS B, Spanish family, Printings, YS) and “was superior to him” (from MS L, Spanish family, Printings, YS). MS L preserves the “בעדי” but not the “superior to him,” suggesting an ambiguous stance vis à vis Rashi’s readings.

72 E.g., the explanation of R. Ḥananel, also cited in the cArukh (ed. Kohut, 5:346): “Mordecai was crowned with nobility like cAdi’ —This means that he was distinguished in the laws of the entire Torah like cAdi, who was a known figure in his generation and punctilious in the observance of the commandments. Rabbah bar Rav Huna was superior to him in his humility...” R. Ḥananel thus took cAdi to be a proper name (of a figure otherwise unmentioned in the Talmud!).

73 The allusion to Rabbah bar Rav Huna is probably not part of Rav Naḥman’s ipsis-sima verba, since it is unlikely (though not entirely inconceivable) that a sage would offer such unbounded praise of a younger rabbi. Rav Naḥman was a colleague of Rav Huna; see Ch. Albeck, Introduction to the Talmud, Babli and Yeruskalmi (Tel-Aviv: Dvir, 1969), 300.

74 Though undoubtedly a distinguished rabbi, Rabbah bar Rav Huna can hardly be ranked in the first line of talmudic sages, even among the Babylonian Amoraim.

75 It is pertinent to note the comment of my late friend Chaim Orenstein, that in Rava’s very denial of having achieved his third goal we might discern the most persuasive evidence to his self-effacement! On some Greco-Roman parallels to Rava’s dictum see E. E. Hallevy, Aggadot ha-amora’im (Tel-Aviv: Dvir, 1977), 175-6.

76 The current tradition might thus have played some part in the propaganda generated by the competition over the office. For a summary of biographical information see the entry in Ch. Albeck, Introduction to the Talmud, 306; M. Margalioth, ed., Encyclopedia of Talmudic and Geonic Literature, Vol. 2 (Tel-Aviv: J. Chechick, 1970), 775-7; B. M. Lewin, ed., Iggeret rav sherira ga’on, Mittequfat ha-ge’onim (Jerusalem: Makor, 1972), 85-7; I. H. Weiss, Dor dor vedoreshav [Zur Geschichte der jüdischen Tradition] (Vienna-Pressburg: 1891-1871), 3:172; W. Bacher, Die Agada der babylonischen Amoräer, 62-3; E. Urbach, The Sages: Their Concepts and Beliefs, translated by I. Abrahams (Cambridge, Mass. and London, England: Harvard University Press, 1987), 282. In TB Giṭṭin 43a, Rabbah bar Rav Huna publicly announces that he has erred in a halakhic decision.

77 E. g., the comments on 16b below concering the diminishment of Mordecai’s scholarly abilities, based on exegesis of E£sther 10:3, Ezra 2:2 and Nehemiah 7:7. That passage presumably emerged out of the rabbis’ own hesitations over the relative demands of scholarship and public activity, as will be argued in the appropriate place below. There is nothing in the present pericope that would justify such criticism of Mordecai.

78 The exegetical implications of the two traditions are dealt with explicitly in the Tosafot in EY which has been cited above. In their view, one tradition would have Rav Naḥman continuing the “genealogical” midrash of the foregoing baraita (with the possible assumption that none of the names, even Benjamin and Judah, are to be viewed literally as indications of Mordecai’s ancestry), whereas the other interprets “Judean” as an attribute of greatness rather than a genealogical designation. The Rid also seems to be aware of the two traditions, though his explanation supposes that both Rav Naḥman and R. Joshua ben Levi are responding to the Benjamin-Judah incongruity. An intelligent discussion of the hermeneutical implications of the two traditions (based on the aforementioned Tosafot) can be found in R. Josiah Pinto’s “Rif commenary to EY.

79 Which can claim the advantages of a “lectio difficilior.”

80 MS R adds: “of Caesarea.”

81 “Two”—only in MSS Y, B, AgE, Genizah fragment; ~ in all other witnesses.

82 “families”—Cìenizah fragment: “tribes.”

83 “provoke”—MS P: “are angry with.”

84 “family”—Genizah fragment: “families.”

85 “ to come”—MS (): “to sit”; Printings: “to be born”; MS P: “the matter.”

86 “I caused it”—only in MS Y and AgE; ~ in all other witnesses. AgE adds: “since.”

87 “Rava says”—MSS G, W, L, M, Mf: “And Rava says”; MS R, YS: “Rabbah says”; MS V: “Says Rabbah.”

88 “of Israel”—~in MS G.

89 On the term “Congregation of Israel” see Urbach, The Sages, 646-7, 988.

90 “The Congregation...says”—thus in MSS Y, Printings, AgE; all other witnesses: “It is the Congregation of Israel who says.”

91 “in...direction”—Spanish family: “in that direction and in that direction”; ~ in MS G. MS Mf adds: “and says.”

92 “Behold...repaid me”—MS Mf: “A Jew has done to me.”

93 “ben Gera. And the family...Shimei”—~in MS B and filled in in B*.

94 “ben Gera”—~in MSS V, P, Printings, YS.

95 “ben Gera”—~in MS V, Printings, YS.

96 “For if...Gera”—~in MS B, and filled in in B*; MS P, EY: “For if Shimei ben Gera had not existed and David (not) executed him.”

97 “ben Gera. For if David...have been born”—Printings: “through whom Mordecai was born.”

98 “of whom...jealous”—MSS G, L, R, Mf, V, YS: “who becomes jealous of Haman”; MS B: “who became jealous of Haman”; MS M: “who became aware of Haman.”

99 “of whom Haman...to Israel”—in Genizah fragment.

100 MS L adds: “the son of.”

101 “That Saul...Agag”—~in MSS G, W, R, V, YS.

102 “Saul”— ~ in MS G, and apparently filled in in margin.

103 “For if...been born”—Printings: “through whom Haman was born.”

104 “who provoked Israel”—only in MS Y; MS G: “who becomes jealous of Mordecai”; Genizah fragment: “who became jealous of Mordecai”; Spanish family: “who becomes jealous of Mordecai [“of Mordecai” ~ in EY] and caused suffering to Israel; MS V, Printings: “who causes grief to Israel”; AgE: “and caused sorrow to Israel”; ~ in MS W, Ashkenazic family, Genizah fragment.

105 See in particular Moore’s commentary ad loc., where it is argued that this was the original purpose of the biblical author, to stress the Amalek-Haman connection by mentioning a few “distant well-known ancestors.” Unlike the rabbis, Moore finds no thematic relevance in the mention of Shimei, which he therefore regards as evidence for the historicity of the genealogical tradition. See also Paton, 167. Josephus also remarks glibly that Mordecai and Esther were of royal lineage, presumably through Saul; see Ralph Marcus, ed., Josephus with an English Translation, Vol. 6, The Loeb Classical Library (London and Cambridge [Mass.]: William Heineman and Harvard University Press, 1966), 402-3, n. e (Antiquities 11:6:1/185) and 408-9 (11:6:2/198).

106 Some Jewish sources do attempt to fill in the full family tree as far back as Jacob; see Second Targum to 2:5, Panim aḥerim B, 62-3, “Midrash aher” in A. Jellineck’s Bet ha-Midrasch, 1:23; the addendum to the Targum to 1 Kings 2:36..

107 Cf. 1 Kings 2:8: “And behold, thou hast with thee Shimei the son of Gera, a Benjaminite...” where the Hebrew phrase is בן הימיני

108 Ginzberg assembles the related materials in Legends, 4:381-2; 6:458, n. 57. See also B. Grossfeld, ed.. The Two Tar gums to Esther, 41, 134.

109 This was recognized clearly in Rashi’s explanation that when the Congregation of Israel is speaking “in the opposite direction” it is as an “outcry, not as praise.” Maharsha, obviously troubled by these implications, tries to mitigate the difficulties by interpreting that the advent of Mordecai was in reward for David’s self-restraint in not executing Shimei, an interpretation which blatantly ignores the plain meaning of the passage. See also R. Jacob Reischer’s cIyyun yacaqov.

110 We should note as well the remarkable literary formulation of the plaint that is attributed to the Congregation of Israel, which sounds like a snippet of biblical poetry, complete with parallelism! I can think of no analogous instance. Cf. S. K. Mirsky, “Maḥtzavtan shel tzurot ha-piyyuṭ,” Yedi‘ot ha-makhon leḥeqer ha-shirah ha-‘ivrit hirushalayim 7 (1958): 1-129. ”

111 See our discussions in Chapters 2 and 5 above on the question of the Jews’ responsibility for their fate.

112 This difficulty is greatly exacerbated in those texts which speak of Mordecai being jealous of Haman! In spite of the wide distribution of that tradition, and the fact that it could recommend itself as a lectio difficilior, I do not believe that it is authentic. Cf. Esther rabbah, 6:2 [=Panim aḥerim, 82], where the midrash goes out of its way to show that Mordecai was not seeking quarrels or intentionally disobeying the king.

113 E.g., Panim aḥerim B, 62; both Targums to Esther 2:5; “Midrash aḥer” in Jellineck, 1:23. These sources praise David for saving Shimei’s life (at least temporarily) because David prophetically anticipated that one of Shimei’s descendants was destined to deliver the Jewish people from peril. According to these sources, the eventual death of Shimei at the hands of Solomon and Benaiah was authorized only after it was ascertained that Shimei would not beget any more offspring.

114 This theme was explored in various places in rabbinic literature. E. g., Ecclesiastes rabbah to 7:16 (“Be not righteous overmuch, etc.”) cites the story of Saul and the Amalek, and contains the dictum of R. Simeon ben Laqish “Anyone who acts compassionately where he ought to be merciless will eventually act mercilessly where he should show compassion.” See also M. Friedmann, ed., Pesikta rabbati (Vienna: 1880), 44 (p. 183a-b); [W. G. Braude, transl., Pesikta Rabbati, Yale Judaica Series (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1968), 772-3]. It is not unlikely that this motif would have furnished a frequent topic for homilies on Shabbat Zakhor or Purim.

115 In light of the above observations I see no reason for discerning here a distinctively “Diaspora” attitude of greater universalism, or even of not antagonizing the gentiles. The claim that such attitudes typify Babylonian aggadah was argued most cogently by Joseph Heinemann, Aggadah and its Development, Sifriyyat Keter 4: Hagut veha-lakhah, ed. Joseph Dan (Jerusalem: Keter, 1974), 175-9. See our discussion of Proem #3 in Chapter 2 above.

116 Thus P. Haupt, “Critical Notes on Esther,” American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literature 24 (1907-8): 115 [in C. A. Moore, ed., Studies in the Book of Esther, The Library of Biblical Studies (New York: Ktav, 1982), 19]; Moore’s commentary, 19-20, 35-6: Paton, 167-8, 194-5; etc. This association is of course central to the liturgical function of the Megillah-reading, which is invariably linked to the Amalek passages in the Pentateuch,

117 “R.”MSS G, L, M, Mf, W, Spanish family: And R.”

118”Indeed” - ~ in MSS M, R.

119 “And”—~in MS G and Ashkenazic family; MS L: “Rather.”

120 “since”YS: “and.”

121 “says”thus in MSS Y, L, Mf, EY, Genizah fragment; all other witnesses: “is written.”

122 See also sources assembled by B. Grossfeld, The Two Targums to Esther, 91. The relevant renderings of “Yehudi” that appear in rabbinic literature can be itemized as follows: Righteous (Pirqei derabbi elicezer); “Unifying God’s name” (Esther rabbah, 6:2; Panim aḥerim B, 62); “feared sin” (Panim aḥerim B, ibid.). See E. Ben-Yehudah, Thesaurus Totius Hebraicœ et Veteris et recentioris, Complete International Centennial ed. (New York and London: Thomas Yoseloff, 1960), 4:1984.

123 Cf. Maharsha: “...And even though they were actually from the tribe of Judah, as spelled out in the Book of Daniel, at any rate it need not have referred to them here as Jews...” He also makes reference to the Tosafot where it is argued that according to a dictum of R. Samuel b. Naḥman in Sanhedrin 93b Hananiah Mishael and Azariah were not from Judah.

124 We should however keep in mind that unlike the usage in Greek, Yehudi is rarely used in rabbinic Hebrew, in which Jews are almost invariably identified as “ישראל” and “Yehudi” appears usually in the speech of gentiles or in certain fixed phrases like “dat yehudit” [e.g., Mishnah Ketubbot 7:6], etc.

125 Note the words of Dio Casius [Historia Romana, 37:16:5-17:1; Earnest Cary, ed., Dio’s Roman History, The Loeb Classical Library (London and Cambridge, Mass.: William Heineman and Harvard University Press, 1954), 126-7]:

They have also another name that they have acquired: the country has been named Judaea, and the people themselves Jews. I do not know how this title came to be given them, but it applies also to the rest of mankind, although of alien race, who affect their customs. This class exists even among the Romans...

See Menahem Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism, Vol. 2, Publications of the Israel Academy of Sciences: Section of Humanities (Jerusalem: The Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1980), 349-51, 353 [On the “fearers of heaven” see Stern, ibid., 103-7, 379-84).

126 MSS B, P add: ‘And such as”; MS O adds: “for”; MSS R, V add: “and.”

127 EY add: “[Another version: R.S’ ben Pazi when he opened a lection in Chronicles said] that.”

128 “he”—MS B: “(R. Sime’ ben Laqish)”; MS O: “Pazi says Father”; HgT1 : “Pazi Father”; MS P: “Father Pazi.”

129 “as follows”—EY: “that when Father Pazi would open a lection in Chronicles he said.”

130 “one”—YS: “puzzling.”

131 MS L adds: “as it says.”

132 Thus in Rashi. Cf. A. Weiss, Studies in the Literature of the Amoraim (New York: 1962), 284, n. 37.

133 Ed. Margulies, 7-13..

134 An interesting version of the Leviticus rabbah passage is contained in Ephraim E. Urbach, ed., Sefer Pitron Torah: A Collection of Midrashim and interpretations (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1978), 2-4.

135 W. Bacher, Die Agada der palästinensischen Amoräer (Strassburg: 1892-99), 2:437.

136 According to Jacob Mann, The Bible as Read and Preached in the Old Synagogue, Vol. 1 (Cincinnati: The Author, 1940), 358-69, lections commenced at Exodus 1:1 and 3:1.

137 See Myron Bialik Lerner, “The Book of Ruth in Aggadic Literature and Midrash Ruth Rabba,” Ph.D., The Hebrew University, 1971, 42-5.

138 Both deal with spies, and both involve women who (according to midrashic tradition) converted to Judaism and married righteous Israelites. [See Z. W. Einhorn’s commentary (Maharzu) to Ruth rabbah, where he suggests that there existed a midrashic tradition according to which Shelah the son of Judah married Rahab.]

139 According to the article in the Encyclopedia Judaica 15:1386-9 triennial lections began on Numbers 13:1 and 14:1; see Zvi Meir Rabinovitz, ed., The Liturgical Poems of Rabbi Yannai According to the Triennial Cycle of the Pentateuch and the Holidays: Critical Edition with Introduction and Commentary (Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik and Tel-Aviv University, 1985-7), 1:48-51.

140 See the EJ entry cited above.

The full Ruth rabbah pericope is actually a complex petiḥta in which 1 Chronicles 4:21 is applied in turn to Rahab and David (producing a connection to Ruth); and subsequently verse 22 is applied to Moses (connecting to Exodus 34:1) and to Elimelech (connecting to the beginning of Ruth). As is common in complex proems of this sort, it is probable that the redactor of Ruth rabbah was using that structure as a means for assembling interpretations of the “petiḥta verse” that had originated in separate and unrelated discourses, and only the last item in the series was needed to introduce the lection. Thus there is no reason to suppose that the Rahab interpretation originated in connection with Ruth.

The possibilities are more ambivalent in the case of the Leviticus rabbah passage. There, as in our pericope, 1 Chronicles 4:18 is applied to Pharaoh’s daughter, and the proem adroitly concludes with the lection of Leviticus 1:1 by paralleling it (“And the Lord called unto Moses”) with Exodus 2:10 (“And she called his name Moses”) [The transition is accomplished differently in Pitron torah, 3, where the midrash leads from Jered’s bringing down the Shekhinah to the completion of the Tabernacle]. There is no compelling reason to rule out the possibility that this reflects the original context of our exposition. However the connection to Numbers 13:1 and its hafṭara strikes me as stronger, as explained above. Cf. The Liturgical Poems of Rabbi Yannai, ed. Rabinovitz, 1:367-70.

141 Maharzu to Ruth rabbah limits the scope of Rabbi Simon’s rule to the opening chapters of Chronicles.

On the obscurity of the un-expounded verse in Chronicles see: E. L. Curtis and A. A. Madsen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Chronicles, The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1910), 110-2.

142 Rashi: “He was adressing the book: All your words, Chronicles, are one. You mention many names...but they all refer to the same person...and even though you obscure them, we make the effort until we succeed in expounding them.”

143 This is consistent with the fact that Chronicles is not read formally in the synagogue. The status that is thereby being assigned to Chronicles is thus made analogous to that of the Song of Songs; see Daniel Boyarin, Intertextuality and the Reading of Midrash, Indiana Studies in Biblical Literature (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990). Cf. Solomon Buber, ed., Midrash sekhel tov by R. Menahem b. Solomon (Berlin: 1900-01), Exodus, 16: “For this reason our rabbis have stated that the book of Chronicles was written only in order to expound matters from the Torah.” See Glosses of Rabbi Z. Chajes, who observes that, unlike other biblical books which may be expounded, in Chronicles one need not give primacy to the peshat. He cites evidence that a great deal of midrashic material on Chronicles was known to the rabbis, but has not survived.

144 “Jehudijah”—thus in MS Y and AgE; all other witnesses: “But was her name Jehudijah [MSS B, O: “Judith”]?”

145 MS O adds: “the daughter of Pharaoh.”

146 “‘Jehudijah’... name”—~in Printings.

147 “And”—MS O: “Rather: And.”

148 “why does it call her”—MS B: “why is her name called”; MS B: “is her name not called.”

149 “Jehudijah”—MSS B, (), Venice Printing (but not Pesaro Printing): “Judith.”

150 “says”—thus only in MS Y; all other witnesses: “is written.”

151 “Says”—Spanish family, Printings, YS: “And says.”

152 “Says R....Yohai”MhG: “R. Simeon says”; ~ in MS Mf.

153 “in the name...Yoḥai”—~in Printings.

154 “That”—MSS M, R, W, V, Spanish family, YS, Genizah fragment: “This teaches that.”

155 “cleanse”—MSS R, Mf, HgT2: “immerse.”

156 “father’s house”—MSS B (before emendation), M, V: “father.”

157 MS W adds: “Here it is written: to wash,’ and there it is written: ‘When the Lord shall have washed away the filth of the daughters of Zion (Isaiah 4:4).”

158 Cf. Buber, Sekhel ṭov. Exodus, 15-6: “And we find this explicitly in Chronicles....”

159 These assumptions are spelled out by Rashi, who also states (in keeping with the tenor of our pericope) that Bithiah was her real name, whereas the title “Jehudijah” was an honorific that was bestowed upon her after her conversion. R. Joshua of Sikhnin in Leviticus rabbah, 1:3 interprets that “Bithiah” is in itself an epithet expressing God’s affection for her. According to Leviticus rabbah Jehudijah and the daughter of Pharaoh are not the same person, the former being identified with Moses’ mother Jochebed. All the names of the offspring are expounded there with reference to Moses whether by his natural or adoptive mother. This interpretation follows easily from the previous verse (4:17) which states that “...she bare Miriam and Sharnmai, etc.” Nevertheless Margulies finds the Jehudijah-Jochebed identification so unique among midrashic traditions that he suggests that the comment might be misplaced and intended to apply only to 4:17. Rashi himself does not adopt the midrashic identifications in his commentary to Chronicles, where he asserts that the sons of the Jehudijah are the founders of towns mentioned in Joshua, and that Jejudijah and Pharaoh’s daughter are two different wives of Caleb. Thus also in Qimhi and Mesuddat david.

160 This identification was not universally accepted, particularly in non-rabbinic Jewish texts. For alternative traditions see Ginzberg, Legends, 2:266; 5:398-9, n. 48; Avigdor Shinan, ed., Midrash Shemot Rabbah Chapters I-XIV (Jerusalem and Tel-Aviv: Dvir, 1984), notes on p. 75; Avigdor Shinan, “‘The Chronicle of Moses’: The Genre, Time, Sources and Literary Nature of a Medieval Hebrew Story,” Ha-sifrat/Literature 7 (24 1970), 105.

161 Abraham Liss, ed.. The Babylonian Talmud with Variant Readings...: Tractate Sotah, Vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Institute for the Complete Israeli Talmud, 1977), 176.

162 On the history and halakhic rationales for the defilement of idolatry and its relationship to the immersion of converts to Judaism see: A. Büchler, “The Levitical Impurity of the Gentile in Palestine before the Year 70,” JQR 17 (1 1926-7): 1-81; B. Bamberger, Proselytism in the Talmudic Period (New York: Ktav, 1968), 43-4; Gedalyahu Alon, “The Levitical Uncleanness of Gentiles,” in Jews, Judaism and the Classical World (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1977), 190-234; Lawrence H. Schiffman, Who Was a Jew? Rabbinic and Halakhic Perspectives on the Jewish Christian Schism (Hoboken, New Jersey: Ktav, 1985), 25-30. See also the discussions of halakhic issues raised by our pericope in Arieh b. Asher, Turei Even, Megillah (Vilna: 1836); Z. Chajes’ glosses here; cAnaf yosef to E Y here.

163 In Megillah the passage forms part of an incidental interruption to the main course of the Esther-midrash. The dictum appears anonymously in Exodus rabbah, 1:23 (ed. Shinan, 75); and in Tanḥuma Shemot, 7 in the name of “Our rabbis of blessed memory.” Regarding the many reasons suggested for why Pharaoh’s daughter went to bathe that day see Ginzberg, Legends, and Shinan ibid.: Menahem Kasher, Torah shelemah (Complete Torah): Encyclopedia of the Pentateuch (New York: American Biblical Encyclopedia Society, Inc., 1927-81), Vol. 8, Tome 9 [Exodus], 62-3.

164 This is also the opinion of Abraham Weiss, Studies in the Literature of the Amoraim, 284, n. 37. He remains doubtful with regard to the original location of the dictum (also found in Sanhedrin 19b) about “everyone who raises an orphan in his home.”

165 MSS L, M add: “‘Jered the father of Gedor.’”

166 MSS L, M adds: “‘bare’!”

167 “Rather”—~in MS M, Mf, Printings, YS, Genizah fragment.

168 “that”—~ in MSS L, R.

169 “an orphan” MS L, YS (MS Oxford): “a male or female orphan”; MSS M, R, Mf, Printings, YS: “male and female orphans.”

170”him”—MS Mf: “them.”

171 This is the principal theme of the proem to Esther 2:3 (beginning with Psalms 106:3) in Esther rabbah, 6:1.

172 “Jered”—~in MSS O, R, Mf, EY, HgT, Printings.

173 “Bare Jered’—~in MS P, AgE.

174”Jered’—~in MS W.

175”Jered”—~in MS Mf.

176 “And why...Jered?”~ in MS B (and filled in in B*).

177 “there”—MSS G, O, W, Mf, V, Ashkenazic family, YS, Genizah fragment: “mannah.”

178 “there came down”-—YS: “he caused to descend.”

179 “mannah”—~in MSS G, O, W, Mf, V, Ashkenazic family, YS, Genizah fragment.

180 MS P and E Y add: “and for his sake.” HgT adds: “And if you wish, say: That he descended from Mount Sinai with two tablets.”

181 “Rather”—~in MSS G, B (before emendation), R, V, AgE.

182 “that”—~in MSS G, W.

183 “an orphan”—MSS G, B, W, R: “male and female orphans.”

184”he”—AgE:”she.”

185 MSS B*, M, V, HgT2 add: ‘“The father of:’”

186 MSS L, M and YS add: “in his days.”

187 “‘Gedor’...Israel”-~ in MS Mf.

188 “‘Heber’...Israel”—~in MS B (and filled in in B*).

189 MS Mf adds: “in his days. ‘The father of Gedor’—Because he fenced in the breaches of Israel.”

190 “for Israel”— ~ in MS O. MSS G, M, Mf, W, E Y add: “in his days.”

191 “Israel”—~in MSS G, B (and filled in in B*), W.

192 “God”—MS (): “their Father”; EY: “their Father in Heaven.”

193 Cf. Leviticus rabbah, 1:3; Pirqei derabbi elicezer, 48 [trans]. Friedlander, 378 and n. 8; ed. Higger, 237]; Saul Lieberman, “Ḥazanut yannai,” Sinai 4 (1939):234-5 [=Studies in Palestinian Talmudic Literature, 136-7); Z. M. Rabinovitz, The Liturgical Poems of Rabbi Yannai, 268-9; Clement of Alexandria’s Stromateus, 23:153 [Caster, Marcel and Claude Mondésert, ed., Clément d’Alexandrie: Les Stromates, Vol. 1. Sources Chretiennes (Peris: Editions du Cerf, 1951), 1551.

194 MSS M, V, EY add: “‘The father ofr

195 MSS P, V and Genizah fragment add: “in his days.”

196 “The father of (last instance)—~in MSS O, W, Pesaro Printing, YS.

197 “Torah”—MSS O, P, Mf, EY: “wisdom.”

198 “father”—in MS P.

199 “wisdom”—MS O: “prophecy”; MSS P, Mf, EY: “Torah.”

200 “in prophecy”—MSS G, B, W: “among the prophets”; MS O: “in Torah.”

201 MS P, EY add: “father in piety.” MS Mf adds: “In a haraita it teaches: Father to the wise, father to the prophets, father to the generations.”

202 E.g., TB Megillah 31a, Bava batra 13b, 14b-15a, etc. On the history of the division of the Bible into Torah, Prophets and Hagiographa see: Solomon Zeitlin, A Historical Study of the Canonization of the Hebrew Scriptures (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1933); M. Z. Segal, Mavo’ lia-miqra, sixth ed., Vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Kiryat Sefer, 1964), 5-6, who records the earliest reference as being in the Translator’s Prologue to the Greek Ben-Sira; G. W. Anderson, “Canonical and Non-Canonical,” in The Cambridge History of the Bible, ed. P. R. Ackroyd and C. F. Evans, 113-59, 1: From the Beginnings to Jerome (Cambridge, London, New York and Melbourne: Cambridge University Press, 1970), 135-9; James Barr, Holy Scripture: Canon, Authority, Criticism (Philadelphia: Westminister Press, 1983), 54-5; Peter C. Craigie, The Old Testament: Its background, Growth, and Content (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1986), 23-4.

The triad “Torah-Prophet-Wisdom” appears in standard editions of TP Makkot 2:7 (31d) [but cf. the text in S. Wiedder, “A Fragment of Jerushalmi from Geniza Fragments in Budapest,” Tarbiz 17 (3-4 1946): 133, which adds “they asked David etc.”; S. Z. Halberstam and D. Kaufmann, eds., Perush sefer yesirah 1er. yehudah barseloni (Berlin: Mekize Nirdamim, 1885), 6 reads “qabbalah” (tradition) instead of “Prophecy”; discussed by Saul Liebermann in his edition of Midrash Debarim Rabbah, third ed. (Jerusalem: Wahrmann, 1974), xvi; Idem., Shkiin (Jerusalem: Wahrman, 1970), 76; Idem., Hilkhoth ha-yerushalmi (The Laws of the Palestinian Talmud), Vol. 13, Texts and Studies of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America (New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1947), 67, n. 7) and Pesiqta derav kahana, 24:7 [Bernard Mandelbaum, ed., Pesikta de Rav Kahana (New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1962), 355; trans]. W. G. Braude and I. J. Kapstein, Pesikta de-Rab Kahana (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1975), 369], in the dictum by R. Phineas about how each in turn is asked “What is the punishment for sinners?” On the passage see E. Urbach, The Sages, 463־ 892 ,4 n. 70. N. Krochmal [“Qadmoniyyot qodesh vehavanatan, hecarot arbac,” Kerem hemed 5 (51 1841): 79; “More Nebuche ha-seman,” in The Writings of Nachman Krochmal, ed. S. Rawidowicz, 1-334, 2nd ed. (Waltham: Ararat Publishing Society, 1961), 139] argued that the Torah-Prophets-Wisdom triad represents the oldest classification of the Bible [cited in Sid Z. Leiman, The Canonization of Hebrew Scriptures: The Talmudic and Midrashic Evidence, Vol. 47, Transactions of the Connecticut Academy of Arts and Sciences (Hamden, Conn.: Archon Books, 1976), 71-2; 173, n. 317. See the whole of Chapter 2 there].

203 Though Moses is explicitly identified with the Torah and with prophecy, his association with wisdom (a quality usually associated with figures such as Solomon) is less obvious. Maharsha tries (not very satisfactorily) to find specific semantic connections to the names in the Chronicles passage.

204 “But...her?”—thus only in MS Y, AgE and Genizah fragment; all other witnesses: “But is his name Mered?”

205 “Did...her?”—thus only in MS Y, AgE and Genizah fragment; all other witnesses: “Was not his name Caleb?”

206 “And why...spies”—only in MS Y and AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

207 “Said” -MSS B, L, M, Mf, YS: “ Rather, said.”

208 “the Holy One”— MS M: “he.”

209 “Mered”—only in MS Y; all other witnesses: “Caleb.”

210 “the counsel of’—~in YS.

211 “and marry”—~in MS R (and filled in in R*).

212 MS P adds” “‘which Mered took:’”

213 MS P adds: “of Egypt.”

214 “father’s house”—MSS B (before emendation), M, R: “father.”

Cf. Rashi: “Thus do we read: ‘...and marry Bithiah the daughter of Pharaoh who rebelled against the idols of her father’s (house [בית]).’ And for this reason her name was changed as part of that marriage.” It is possible that Rashi wants to underscore the fact that the name “Bithiah” has to be read in this passage (unlike the reading in MSS B, M and R), since the whole point of the homily is based on the fact that “he changed his wife’s name and his own” [to use the phraseology of the Leqaḥ ṭov [S. Buber, ed., Midrash leqah tov (Vilna: 1884)] to Exodus, p. 9 and Sekhel ṭov (ed. Buber, to Exodus, p. 16). Alternatively, he might be insisting for similar reasons that the full phrase “her father’s house” be read, rather than merely “her father.”

215An excellent overview of the relevant texts can be pieced together from Margulies’ notes to Leviticus rabbah. The following table summarizes the principal interpretations of the names in the verse that were identified with Moses:

[image: ]

[image: ]

216 “Rava”MS M: “Rav”; MS P: “R. Abba.”

217 “carried”—~in MS B (and filled in in B*).

218 So too in R. Josiah Pinto’s commentary (Rif) to EY.

219 Otherwise the fact would presumably have been expressed as an active sentence [e.g., “whom Nebuchandnezzar had taken captive”]. Tosafot imply that the unvocalized verb can be read as an active form (thus according to Strashun’s glosses).

220 The Ga’on of Vilna (in his commentary to Esther) focuses on the threefold repetition of the root GLH which indicates that Mordecai kept returning to the Land of Israel, and had to be exiled four times, owing to his fondness for the Holy Land. This is similar in spirit to Panim aḥerim B, 63, cited below. See also the notes to M. Simon, ed., The Tractate Megillah, Vol. 2:4, The Soncino Talmud (London: Soncino Press, 1948).

221 Lamentations rabbah [Salomon Buber, ed., Midrasch Echa Rabbati (Wilna: Wittwe & Gebrüder Romm, 1899)], Proems, 34; Pesiqta derav kahana, 13:9 (ed. Mandelbaum, 213-2; trans]. Braude and Kapstein, 258-9); Pesiqta rabbati 29 (ed. Friedmann, 137a; trans]. Braude, 564). On the episode see Ginzberg, Legends, 4:310-2; 6:399-403, n. 42.

Aggadic tradition knows a number of interpretations according to which Mordecai underwent multiple “exiles.” In particular, Panim aḥerim B, 63 reports that he

was exiled with the captivity of Jeconiah and then returned to Jerusalem, and subsequently Nebuchadnezzar exiled him again with the latter captivity. For this reason it states twice “who had been carried away.”

[YS combines this passage with Rava’s dictum from TB.] A similar tradition is inCluded in the Second Targum to Esther 2:6. Leqaḥ ṭov, 94 [cited in Alkabetz] states explicitly: “‘That he carried himself away’—just as Jehoiachin carried himself away.” See the discussion about these and other related sources in Ginzberg, Legends, 4:383; 6:459, n. 65. On the captivity of Jeconiah according to Jewish sources see Ginzberg, 4:286-7; 6:379-80, nn. 131-4. See also Michael V. Fox, Character and Ideology in the Book of Esther, Studies on Personalities of the Old Testament, ed. James L. Crenshaw (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 1991), 30.

222 This point is emphasized by Alkabetz and the Ga’on of Vilna. It also seems to be the approach taken by Ginzberg. Traditional commentators suggest a variety of other reasons for Mordecai’s self-exile: e.g., clyyun yacaqov: “In order to chastise them and shield them”; R. Josiah Pinto explains the midrash in accordance with the tradition that Jeconiah’s captivity included the Sanhedrin, from which Mordecai did not wish to become separated.

223 See the variant readings listed above.

224 On the complex puzzles raised by the the division of non-Pentateuchal books into sedarim, see Joseph Offer, “The Masoretic Divisions (Sedarim) in the Books of the Prophets and Hagiographa,” Tarbiz 58 (2 1989): 155-89, especially 165-6. According to Offer’s conclusions, the “five megillot” were not included in the fixed cycles for the public reading of the complete Prophets and Hagiographa, though they were (according to the testimony of Soferim 14:18 and other sources) read on Saturday nights. In the case of Esther, it would be read in two portions on the Saturday nights between the beginning of Adar and Purim.

225 E.g., on 12b (to Esther 2:7). We should however be cautious in our acknowledgment of the baraitot as authentically tannaitic. Ch. Albeck [Meḥqarim bivrayta vetosefta veyahasan lattalmud, 2nd ed. (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1969), 12; Introduction to the Talmud, 46-50] argues that those exegetical comments introduced as “tana” are not of the same cloth as those which interpret other tannaitic texts, and may well be Amoraic in origin.

226 E. g. R. Joḥanan on 13a (to 2:5). Much of the material has parallels in the Palestinian midrashic collections.

227 E.g., Rav Nahman and Rav (12b; to Esther 2:3); Rav Nahman and Rava (to 2:5).; Rava (13a; to Esther 2:6). This last-mentioned passage seems to have an exegetical, rather than homiletical, purpose. It might however have originated in one of the many derashot that dwell on the connections between Esther and the fate of the Temples.

228 13a. It also contains a tradition of R. Joḥanan in the name of R. Simeon ben Yohai., which may have been cited from TB Soṭah 12b.

229 This heterogeneity is noted by A. Weiss (Studies in the Literature of the Amor aim, 285), who adds that “there is almost no exegetical midrash in the narrow sense [?]. They have the essential character of ordinary aggadic midrash.” The phraseology is obscure, but I take it that he means that the material is homiletical in nature.

230 It is generally acknowledged that this was the original intention of the author of the Book of Esther.

231 This idea is found in other midrashic works as well. It finds some support in passages like Esther 4:1.


Chapter Eight

Esther

“Hadassah, That Is, Esther”

[13a] “And he brought up Hadassah, that is, Esther, his uncle’s daughter” (Esther 2:7).

It calls her “Hadassah” and it calls her “Esther!1

Mnemonic: MDNZ”Q.2 3

It was taught [in a baraita]: R. Meir4 says:5 father is her name. And why is her name called “Hadassah” [=myrtle]? —In honor of the righteous.6 7

And thus it says:8 9 “And he stood among the myrtle trees that were in the bottom” (Zeehari ah 1:8).10

R. Judah says:11 12Hadassah is her name. And13 why is her name called “Esther”? —Because she used to conceal14 [masteret] her information.15

As it says:16 “Esther had not yet shewed her kindred nor her people; as Mordecai had charged her” (Esther 2:20).

R.17 Nehemiah18 says: Hadassah is her name. And why is her name called “Esther”?19 —Because the nations of the world used to call her20 21 Istahar.22 23

24Ben Azzai25 says: Esther26 27—She was28 not short and not tall.29 but average, like a myrtle.

R.30 Joshua31 ben Qorḥah32 says: Esther was greenish, 33 but34 a thread of grace was drawn35 over her.

Responding to the verse’s statement that the heroine bore two different names,36 the current baraita37 assembles a series of midrashic etymologies to the names Hadassah and Esther.38 All the Tanna’im mentioned here belong to the generation of Usha39 with the exception of the Yavnean Ben Azzai40 whose comment might have been inserted here because of its similarity to that of R. Joshua ben Qorḥah.41 All but one of the explanations follow the familiar model of assuming that one of the names is the real one and the other one an epithet alluding to her personality or to the events of the story.42

• R. Meir’s interpretation, as it appears in the Talmud, is based on a simple gezerah shavah.43 The name-midrash is an exceptional one in that it does not refer directly either to Esther herself or to the circumstances of the Book of Esther.44 Moreover, the assumption that the myrtles in Zechariah’s vision refer to the righteous is not a straightforward one.45 Its use in our pericope seems to presuppose the midrashic exegesis that is applied to it in TB Sanhedrin 93a where Zechariah’s vision is understood with reference to the story of Hananiah, Mishael and Azariah.46 The text there reads as follows:

...The Holy One wished to transform the entire world into blood. When he beheld Hananiah, Mishael and Azariah his wrath abated, as it is written “And he stood among the myrtle trees that were in the bottom.” And “myrtles” means none other than the righteous, as it says: “And he brought up Hadassah, that is, Esther, his uncle’s daughter”’...

Thus we find that for the Sanhedrin passage the meaning of Zechariah’s “myrtles” is ascertained from the verse in Esther, even as in Megillah the meaning of “Hadassah” is learned from Zechanah! Moreover, the midrash in Sanhedrin is ascribed to the Amora R. Joḥanan,47 though it is apparently being alluded to in Megillah by the Tanna R. Meir. All these factors indicate that the two passages have been tampered with in the later stages of their redaction. In particular, it is likely that the allusion to Esther was not an original part of the Sanhedrin pericope. Moreover, on the basis of parallel materials in other rabbinic texts there are strong grounds for suspecting that the allusion to Zechariah was not part of R. Meir’s original statement in Megillah. If that is so, then it might be that he based his observation on a different verse altogether,48 or that the association with righteousness was created not through a gezerah shavah, but through an analogy with the characteristics of the myrtle tree.49

• R. Judah’s explanation is less problematic. It interprets the name “Esther” in terms of her role in the story,50 though no verbal similarity is adduced.51

• R. Nehemiah’s observation that the name “Esther” was a foreign one (probably one with religious connotations) is supported by most critical commentators to Esther. There is however no scholarly consensus when it comes to precisely identifying the foreign name to which either the Bible or R. Nehemiah were alluding, nor do we know how familiar this Palestinian Tanna was with the Persian background of Esther.52 Suggestions that have been put forth include: the moon,53 the sun,54 Venus (the morning-star),55 the goddess Ishtar,56 and myrtle.57

• Ben Azzai learns from the name “Hadassah” that Esther was of average size.58 This is apparently meant to be an attribute of perfection.59 The notion that true beauty is inconsistent with extremes of size was widely held among the ancients.60

• Virtually all commentators are in agreement that R. Joshua ben Qorḥah means to say that Esther’s greenishness is a repulsive feature.61 Hence the miraculous character of her ultimate selection as queen is greatly enhanced: She was not chosen for her natural or objective charms,62 but because God was tampering with the perceptions of her observers (the “thread of charm”).63 As we shall note below, several of the interpretations in our midrash employ similar means of increasing the divine participation in the unraveling of the plot.64 As in Ben Azzai’s interpretation above, the exegetical basis for the midrashic comment lies in the physical appearance of the myrtle plant.65

“For She Had Neither Father Nor Mother”

[13a] 66”For she had neither father nor mother.. .” (Esther 2:7).

And it is written:67 “whom Mordecai, when her father and mother were dead, took for his own daughter” (Esther 2:7).

Why do we need68 any more?69

—Says Rav Ḥisda:70 Her mother71 conceived her—72 her father died; she73 gave birth to her—74 she75 died.

Rav Ḥisda observes that the Bible’s repetition of the fact that Esther’s parents were dead is meant to further intensify that fact: Not only was she an orphan at the time of the events of the story, but she had actually never known her parents since being orphaned at birth.76 The comment seems to derive from exegetical considerations rather than serving any particular homiletical purpose,77 though it does add to the pathos and drama of the story, and sets in clearer relief Esther’s rise to success.

“For His Own Daughter”

[13a] “When her father and mother were dead, [Mordecai] took for his own daughter” (Esther 2:7).

{A baraita} teaches78 in the name79 of R. Meir:80 81 Do not read “for his own daughter” [levat], but “as a home” [levayit].

And thus does it say: “But the poor man had nothing, save one little ewe lamb, which he had bought and nourished up: and it grew up together with him, and with his children; it did drink of his own meat, and drank of his own cup, and lay in his bosom, and was unto him as a daughter” (2 Samuel 12:3).








	MS Y

and most witnesses

	EY

(with variants from MS P, HgT, Printings)

	MS B, AgE




	Do not read “as a daughter”82 [kevat]83

	Because “it did eat of his own meat”84 85— “it was unto him as a daughter”!

	“As a daughter” do you imagine?





Rather:86 “as a home”87 [kevayit].88 So89 too—90 “as a home.”

It does not seem that R. Meir was attempting to solve any particular exegetical difficulty in the verse, though attempts to identify such a supposed difficulty appear in several commentators,91 and underlie the various expansions that were introduced into the textual traditions. There is however no compelling reason not to take the Talmud at its word when it bases R. Meir’s conclusions on a comparison with the similar phrase in 2 Samuel 12:3: Just as there, the poor man and his lamb in Nathan’s parable are meant to represent the relationship between Uriah and his wife Bathsheba—and yet the phrase “as a daughter” is employed—so too in Esther we are justified in midrashically altering the meaning.92 Mordechai Friedman93 has demonstrated that R. Meir is consistent here with a position which he expresses on several occasions: that daughters are not a source of joy or blessing.

Nevertheless the reading “as a home” finds independent corroboration in ancient versions of Esther, especially the Greek94 which reads here [image: ] (as a wife) instead of the expected [image: ] epa” (as a daughter).95 Paul Haupt96 has astutely suggested that underlying the Greek text is the same variation between לבת and לבית that forms the basis of our current pericope.97 Rabbi Meir, a scribe98 renowned for his expertise in the minutiae of the biblical text, would presumably have been familiar with the existence of such a variant, even if it could be used only for homiletical purposes.99

Within the rabbinic corpus the tradition that Mordecai and Esther were married to each other seems to be unique to the Babylonian Esther-Midrash and works deriving from it.100 Nonetheless the ascription of this idea to a baraita101 and the corroboration from the Greek versions indicate strongly that we are dealing with an ancient exegetical position.102 As I have argued elsewhere,103 it seems most likely that the assertion that Mordecai married Esther developed alongside the interpretation that Esther was Mordecai’s niece104 as a way of creating a biblical precedent for the controversial Pharisaic practice of niece-marriage.105

“And Seven Maidens”

[13a] “...And seven maidens, which were meet to be given her, out of the king’s house” (Esther 2:9).

Says Rava:106 This teaches107 that by means of them she used to count the108 days of the week109 [lit.: “sabbath”].

Rava’s comment is one of several in the midrash which speculate on the ways in which Esther would have succeeded in observing Jewish law while living incognito in Ahasuerus’ palace—a question with which the bare biblical story demonstrates no evident concern. The implication is of course that it was necessary for Esther to count the days110 in order to avoid violating the Sabbath.111 The exegetical stimulus to the comment is easy to understand: For one thing, the detail itself seems superfluous to the requirements of the story-line.112 Furthermore, for a Jewish reader the number seven inevitably evokes associations with the seven days of the week.113

“The Best”

[13a) “And he preferred her and her maids unto the best of the house of the women” (Esther 2:9).114

-—Says Rav:115 That he fed her116 Jewish food.

And Samuel says: Necks [qodlei]117 118 of pigs.119 120

R. Jonathan121 says:122 Pulse.

And so it says: “Thus Melzar took away the portion of their meat, and the wine that they should drink; and gave them pulse” (Daniel 1:16).123

This dispute among first-generation Amora’im is also concerned with placing the events of the story into a halakhic framework. The passage focuses on the vague expression “the best of the house” which is taken to refer to the food124 which Esther was served, prompting the question: What sort of food would Esther have eaten in Ahasuerus’ palace while maintaining her determination not to divulge her nationality?125

Of the three answers that are proposed here Rav’s is the most ob-scure.126 “Jewish food” could be either an ethnic-culinary or a religious-ritual designation. In either case, it might refer to an attempt on behalf of the king or his retinue to trick Esther into divulging her origins.127 If the allusion is to halakhically fit food, then Rav is probably implying that Esther’s food had been miraculously become kosher.128

Samuel’s interpretation is more straightforward.129 According to him Esther, in view of the gravity of the peril which she was trying to avert,130 allowed the need to conceal her identity to override the various ritual prohibitions131 that were thereby encountered.132

R. Joḥanan learns from the analogous case of Daniel in the court of Nebuchadnezzar that Esther limited her diet to pulse, a food which was not identifiably Jewish, and not subject to ritual unfitness.133 He presumes that Esther would have behaved the same as Daniel under equivalent circumstances.134

The comments assembled here strike us as more concerned with matters of academic exegesis than with making a homiletical point, though in such brief quotes one can never be completely certain.

“Oil of Myrrh “

[13a] “Six months with oil of myrrh” (Esther 2:12).

What is “oil of myrrh”?

—Rav Huna135 bar Ḥiyya136 says:137 Oozing oil [στατκή)138 [An alternative reading: Satemet].139

140 R. 141 Jeremiah bar Abba142 says:143 144 Olive145 oil which has not grown to a third.

It was taught {in a baraita}: R. Judah says: Unripe [image: ],146 olive oil which has not grown to a third.147

And why do they anoint them with it?148 149 —Because it removes hair and softens the flesh.

This simple discussion is concerned with the identification of the “oil of myrrh” mentioned in the verse.150 It is doubtful that the comments originated as interpretations of Esther. The components of the pericope are found in a number of different contexts scattered through the Babylonian Talmud. These passages include:

• Pesaḥim 42b-43a: The Mishnah’s (Pesaḥim 3:1) prohibition of women’s ornaments is applied by the Talmud to cosmetics.151 A dictum of [Rav Judah in the name of]152 Rav speaks of how fine flour was employed as a depilatory by poor girls and “oil of myrrh” by the wealthy. Rav’s dictum is supported by a citation from Esther 2:12. To the anonymous question “What is ‘oil of myrrh’?” the Talmud responds by quoting the dicta of Rav Huna bar [Ḥiyya]153 and R. Jeremiah bar Abba, and the baraita of R. Judah.

• Moced qatan 9b: All the elements of the Pesaḥim pericope are brought in associative connection with a discussion about the permissibility of applying depilatories on the intermediate days of festivals, as mentioned by R. Judah in 1:7 and an explanatory baraita.

• Shabbat 80b: All the elements are brought in associative connection with the Mishnah’s (8:4) definition of the minimum amount of lime whose carrying would be punishable on the Sabbath as “enough to apply to the smallest girl.”

• Menahot 86a discusses a contradiction between the Mishnah (8:3) which invalidates even de facto the use of [image: ] for meal offerings, and a baraita which allows it. À propos the discussion the Talmud cites Esther 2:12 with R. Huna bar Ḥiyya’s comment, which is followed by the baraita of R. Judah, producing a pericope which is identical to the one in Megillah.

It is difficult to state with certainty in which tractate the pericope originated. Most likely, individual dicta and baraita were at first placed in different pericopes and afterwards transferred, singly or as part of composite units, to other locations. The dictum of R. Huna bar Ḥiyya— in spite of its having the form of a midrashic comment on Esther— probably originated in Menahot, where [image: ] is mentioned in the Mishnah.154 The remaining items which relate to hair-removal fit well into any of the contexts in which they are found.

Rav Jeremiah bar Abba’s identification is at first blush a surprising one. Myrrh is after all a well-known product whose definition was not subject to doubt.155 The first-century pharmacologist Dioscorides Padanius however reports explicitly that anphakinon was used in the preparation of myrrh lotions.156

As we noted above, it is improbable that the comments contained here were originally intended as elucidations of the Esther story,157 though some of them did cite our verse as a proof-text.

Ahasurerus‘Praise

[13a] “In the evening she went, and on the morrow she returned into the second house of the women” (Esther 2:14).

Says R. Joḥanan: From that wicked man’s disparagement we have learned158 his praise,159 that he did not have sexual relations by day 160 161

A slightly different version of this tradition is preserved in Palestinian midrashic literature.162 Unlike our pericope which contains nothing more than the comment on the pertinent verse in Esther, the Palestinian versions string together a series of different proof-texts, thereby preserving more of the flavor of the literary structures of the oral homilies from which the dictum probably originated.163

The halakhah in general discourages participating in sexual relations by day.164 R. Joḥanan’s165 comment here reflects a widespread admiration which the rabbis166 expressed for the propriety and modesty of the Persians.167 All this is said notwithstanding the basic immorality that inheres in the king’s position as he proceeds to “try out” a large number of women in the hope that one will eventually prove pleasing to him.168

“In the Sight of All...”

[13a] “And Esther obtained favor in the sight of all them that looked upon her” (Esther 2:15).

Says R. Eleazar:169 170 That she appeared to each and every one171 like one of his nation.

R. Eleazar’s comment is one of many which are designed to emphasize the divine workings behind the unfolding of the plot.172 Thus it was not Esther’s actual charms that won her the throne, but rather God’s supernatural manipulation of the perceptions of her beholders produced an effect that would have been impossible otherwise.173

This interpretation was prompted by a very literal reading of the verse: She pleased “all who looked upon her”174— even though (coming from one hundred and twenty-seven provinces) they could not possibly have had identical tastes.175

“In the Tenth Month”

[13a] “So Esther was taken unto king Ahasuerus into his house royal in the tenth month, which is the month Tebeth, in the seventh year of his reign” (Esther 2:16).

Says Rav Ḥisda:176 The month when a body takes pleasure from a body.

Rav Ḥisda is seeking to discern more traces of divine workings in what would otherwise be an insignificant detail of the story.177 Because Esther’s visit to the palace was scheduled for the middle of winter, Ahasuerus longed all the more for a warm female body,178 and hence was more receptive to Esther’s selection.

The Women and the Virgins

[13a] “And the king loved Esther above all the women, and she obtained grace and favor in his sight more than all the virgins” (Esther 2:17).179

Says Rava:180 {If} he wished to taste the taste of a virgin, and181 he tasted;182 183 the taste of a non-virgin, and184 he tasted.185

Rava is responding here to the peculiar language of the verse which (in a possible attempt to achieve poetic parallelism)186 speaks of Esther’s excelling in her beauty both among the “women” and the “virgins.” From a midrashic perspective it is unacceptable that Scripture should waste its words on mere synonyms. Hence the two terms must designate separate categories.187 Since the signification of “virgin” is unambiguous, “women” must mean its opposite.188 The resulting conclusion fits neatly into the spirit of the other expositions in which Esther’s appeal to Ahasuerus was not the natural effect of her charm and appearance, but the consequence of divine intervention. Only the hand of God could produce such mutually contradictory reactions.

“Esther’s Feast”

[13a] “Then the king made a great feast unto all his princes and his servants, even Esther’s feast” (Esther 2:18).

He made189 a feast190 but she did not reveal it to him.191

“And he made a release to the provinces”192—that he also abolished193 the poll-tax, and she did not reveal it to him.194

“And gave gifts, according to the state of the king”195— He also196 sent gifts,197 but she did not reveal it to him.198

“And when the virgins were gathered together a second time, then Mordecai sat in the king’s gate” (Esther 2:19).199
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	He200 took counsel from Mordecai.





He said:201 A woman only becomes jealous of another woman’s thigh.202

And even so,203 204 “Esther had not yet shewed her kindred nor her people, as Mordecai had charged her” (Esther 2:20).

The purpose of the additional feast now convened by Ahasuerus is not spelled out explicitly in the biblical account, though from the context it seems evident that it was a celebration in honor of the appointment of his new queen. By reading the details of the feast and the king’s other acts205 from the perspective of Ahasuerus’ supposed obsession with revealing Esther’s origins,206 the anonymous authors of this Talmudic passage have cleverly transformed the entire purpose of the feast, and of the other accompanying acts of royal generosity,207 to striking dramatic effect.208

The last section of the passage, in which Mordecai advises Ahasuerus how to uncover Esther’s mystery, is founded on the juxtaposition of three ostensibly unrelated facts: (1) The second gathering of virgins;209 (2) the mention of Mordecai’s sitting in the king’s gate; (3) the repetition of Mordecai’s charge to Esther not to communicate her origins.210 Adroitly putting together all these details, the preacher created a scenario in which Mordecai211 advised Ahasuerus how to use other women as a way of inciting Esther into divulging her confidence.212

The Modesty of Rachel and Saul

[13a] Says R. Eleazar:213 Says R. Ḥanina:214 215 216 What is it which is written [13b] “He withdrew not his eyes from the righteous: but with kings are they on the throne; yea, he doth establish them for ever, and they are exalted” (Job 36:7).

—Because of217 the modesty that inhered in Rachel, she was deemed worthy that Saul was descended from her.

218Because of219 the modesty that inhered in Saul, he was deemed worthy that Esther was descended from him.

The above tradition appears in a somewhat different form in the Palestinian midrashic tradition. Thus we find in Genesis rabbah, 71:5:220

Says R. Levi: “He withdrew not his eyes from the righteous”221— his own image.222

Leah took up the distaff223 of thanksgiving [or: “acknowledgment,” “praise” (הודיה)], and all her descendants arose as masters of thanksgiving.224

Judah—“And Judah acknowledged” (Genesis 28:26).225

David—”O give thants [הודו] unto the Lord, for he is good: for his mercy endureth forever” (Psalms 107:1 etc.).

Daniel—“I thank thee, and praise [מהוד] thee, O thou God of my fathers” (Daniel 2:23). 226

Rachel took up the distaff of silence, and all her descendants arose as masters of mystery.227

Benjamin—”Jasper”228 [yesh peh]; he knows about the selling of Joseph but he does not divulge it.229

Saul—”But of the matter of the kingdom...he told him not” (1 Samuel 10:16).

Esther—”Esther had not yet showed her kindred nor her people.”

In spite of the many differences between the two traditions230 it is evident that we are essentially dealing with variations upon a single original source, almost certainly a proem to Esther.231 Both traditions build upon the archetypal relationship between Esther and her ancestors Rachel, Benjamin and Saul—a relationship which (at least in part) was suggested by the biblical author through his selective outlining of Mordecai’s genealogy in 2:5 above.232 The Babylonian tradition develops only the “Rachelite” line of Esther’s descent,233 which ties in directly to Esther and to our current verse.234 It is possible that an earlier version of the homily also elaborated upon the “Judean” spiritual prototypes of “Mordecai the Jew.”235

Rachel’s Silence

[13a] 236What was the modesty that inhered237 in Rachel?

—It is written:238 “And Jacob told Rachel that he was her father’s brotfier, and that he was Rebecca’s son” (29:12).

But was he “her father s brother”‘?239 Was he not her father’s sister’s240 son!

—Rather, when he241 told her: I am242 Rebecca’s son,243 244 he said to her:245 246 Marry me. She said to him: Yes, I shall marry you,247 however Father is a deceiver, and you cannot overcome248 him.249

He said to her: “I am his brother in deception.”

She said to him:250 And is it permissible for the righteous to act thus?251

He said to her:252 253 As it is written:254 “With the pure thou wilt shew thyself pure; and with thefroward thou wilt show thyself unsavory” (2 Samuel 22:27).255 256

And257 what is his deception?258 259

She said to him:260 I261 have a sister who is older than me, whom he will262 bring in <to you>.263 264 265

He handed over to her266 signs.

At that moment,267 when268 he269 brought in Leah,270 Rachel271 had consideration272 now for the humiliation of her sister.273 274 She handed over to her those signs.275 276 277

And this is what is written: “And it came to pass, that in the morning, behold it was Leah” (Genesis 29:25).

Why? Because278 until that moment279 it was not Leah?280

—Rather, from those281 signs282 which Jacob handed over to Rachel, and Rachel283 handed them over to Leah,284 he did not recognize her until that moment.285 286

For this reason287 she was deemed worthy that Saul was descended from her.288

Other than in later sources which are dependent on the Babylonian Talmud,289 rabbinic literature knows no full equivalent to the elaborate fabricated dialogue that forms the basis of this anonymous passage. There are however some partial parallels in Palestinian midrashic literature. Most notably, Genesis rabbah, 70:13290 contains the following passage which bears some similarity to the beginning of our pericope:

“And Jacob told Rachel that he was her father’s brother, and that he was Rebecca’s son.”

If for deception—”that he was her father’s brother.”291

If for righteousness—“that he was Rebecca’s son.”

The comment, which attempts to account midrashically for a perceived difficulty in the biblical text,292 goes farther than our talmudic pericope in offering interpretations for both parts of Genesis 29:12.293 As regards their interpretations of the verse’s first part, the two traditions are in essential agreement that “father’s brother’ is to be grasped here not as a description of their family relationship, but as a character description; i.e., Jacob is capable of being as deceptive as Laban himself when the circumstances demand it. In contrast to Genesis rahbah’s suecinct allusion to the two sides of Jacob’s character, the Babylonian Esther-Midrash contains a lengthy conversation in which Jacob justifies himself by quoting 1 Samuel 22:27.294

As to the major part of our midrash which contains the precise details of how Rachel deceived Jacob by passing on her identifying “signs”295 to her sister, there is little elaboration on this passage in Genesis rabbah.296 A more substantial parallel is preserved in an addition297 to Lamentations rabbah, Proem 24,298 in which the matriarch Rachel pleads with God to save the Temple, citing her meritorious deeds in silently helping her sister marry Jacob so as not to expose her to public humiliation. As regards the narrative details of the episode, the Lamentations rabbah passage is virtually identical to our passage, including the episode of the “signs.”299 However almost every aspect of the presentation is different. It is told in Hebrew (as distinct from the Aramaic formulation of the Esther-Midrash) as a first-person memoir by Rachel, and without the exegetical connection to Genesis 29:25. It is much more long-winded in spelling-out of the motivations of the protagonists, and even adds a detail that is not mentioned explicitly in the other versions: the story of how Rachel hid under the marriage-bed that night so that she could speak instead of Leah.300

Ultimately however, there is no need to posit that R. Ḥanina, in referring to Rachel’s “modesty,”301 had in mind any particular midrashic retelling of the episode. Purely on the basis of the information supplied by the Genesis narrative it is reasonable to suppose that Rachel was in some sort of collusion with her father and sister, though her motive is not spelled out there.

Among all the assorted versions that have come down to us of the tale of the switching of Jacob’s brides, that of the Babylonian Esther-Midrash seems to be the most polished in its integration of hermeneutical and narrative techniques to uncover the deeper literary, psychological and moral meanings of the biblical narrative. It anchors its reading in creative exegesis of Genesis 29:12 and 25, which it combines with a lively conversation between Rachel and Jacob. Through the agile use of these modes of expression, the Talmud succeeds in bringing to the surface several narrative themes which were subtly suggested in the original story,302 most notably the connection between Laban’s deception of Jacob and Jacob’s own deception of his father when he took Isaac’s birthright.303 Central to the concern of the midrashic exegetes is the question of Rachel’s position throughout the episode.304 The rabbis presume that the plot could not have succeeded without her consent, and they try to reconstruct what were the thoughts and emotions that persuaded her to grant it. As well as sensitively speculating upon the bonds between the two sisters, the midrash directs the narrative elements towards an instructive homiletical moral about the extremes to which one should go in order to avoid humiliating people.305

Saul’s Silence

The Esther-Midrash now proceeds to discuss the second example of modest behavior by one of Esther’s ancestors, as mentioned in the dictum of R. Eleazar in the name of R. Ḥanina:

[13a] And306 what modesty inhered in307 Saul?

—As it is written: “And Saul said unto his uncle, He told us plainly that the asses were found. But of the matter of the kingdom, whereof Samuel spake, he told him not” (1 Samuel 10:16). For this reason308 he was deemed worthy that Esther was descended from him.309

Esther—310 As it is written: “Esther had not yet shewed her kindred nor her people, etc.” (Esther 2:20).311

The importance of Saul’s humility in determining his fitness as Israel’s first monarch was emphasized in several rabbinic sources312 which focus on different deeds from his early career.313 The present passage sees Saul’s humility at the root of his refusal to disclose to his uncle the fact that Samuel had anointed him as king of Israel.314 Most of the texts from Palestinian midrashic works cite different verses, usually 1 Samuel 9:5 or 10:22,315 which deal more explicitly with the attributes of modesty and humility.316 Genesis rabbah, 71:5 and Esther rabbah, 6:12317 quote 1 Samuel 10:16 as an illustration of Saul’s silence, discretion and secrecy which are paralleled there—as in our current pericope—with those of his descendant Esther. The author of our passage has thus equated these two attributes.

The Holy One Apportions Greatness

[13b] Says318 R. Eleazar: Says R. Ḥaninah:319 When the Holy One apportions greatness to a person,320 he apportions to him and to his son321 and to his son’s son322 323 until the end of all generations, as it says: “He withdraweth not his eyes from the righteous: but with kings are they on the throne; yea, he doth establish them for ever, and they are exalted” (Job 36:7).

But if he acts haughtily, the Holy One brings him down, as it says; “And if they be bound in fetters, and be holden in cords of affliction” (Job 36:8).”

It is likely that the original dictum formed the basis of a proem. As is typical of proems that are based on verses from Wisdom books,324 the theme (i.e., that God rewards the righteous by bestowing eternal greatness325 upon their descendants,326 but that this greatness can be forfeited if it leads its possessor to excessive arrogance)327 can be applied to a variety of different episodes in biblical history.328

Other than a secondary citation in TB Zevaḥim 102a,329 the dicta are not found in this formulation anywhere else in the rabbinic corpus. And though the verse from Job is cited in several midrashic passages that deal with the rewards of the righteous, only one of these330 goes on to expound the conclusion of the verse, about how the resultant arrogance of power can undo the benefits of the blessing.

“The Commandment of Mordecai”

[13b] “For Esther did the commandment of Mordecai, etc.” (Esther 2:20).

Says R.331 Jeremiah332 bar Abba:333 334 That she used to show335 blood to the sage.336

This is one of many midrashic comments to Esther whose principal purpose is to place the events of the book into the sort of halakhic framework in which the rabbis themselves operated. As the biblical text ignored questions of dietary and menstrual regulations, etc. which ought to have complicated the life of an observant Jewish woman, the rabbis had to supply such references in their determination to show that the religious values and institutions of Esther’s time were substantially identical to their own. In the present instance R. Jeremiah bar Abba achieves the purpose by linking into an otherwise obscure mention of an undefined “commandment337 of Mordecai.338יי This naturally prompts the question: What exactly did Mordecai command Esther? And for a talmudic rabbi the answer that most readily suggests itself is: to take care in her observance of religious precepts.339

From Ahasuerus to Mordecai

[13b] “Like as when she was brought up with him” (Esther 2:20).

Says Rava340 bar Lema:341 342 She stands up343 from344 the bosom of Ahasuerus and goes345 and immerses herself,346 and sits347 down in the bosom of Mordecai.

Rava bar Lema’s348 comment remains enigmatic with regard to both its meaning and its relationship to the biblical verse. Most commentators understand it in a sexual sense, as alluding to R. Meir’s dictum above that Mordecai had married Esther. Rava bar Lema now details the awkward domestic arrangement in which Esther would move from bed to bed while cleansing herself in between. While this interpretation seems to fit the context and the phraseology of the text,349 it raises many halakhic difficulties,350 and ultimately does not connect in any obvious midrashic manner with the wording of Esther 2:20.351

Some of these difficulties can be mitigated if we read out pericope in conjunction with TB Y evamot 108a. There the Talmud is dealing with the law of the “mema enet,” a minor orphan who can be given in a quasi-marriage which she is free to terminate at will.352 The Mishnah there (13:2) records the rationale of R. Eliezer, that “the act of a minor has no effect whatsoever. If she was an Israelite married to a priest she may not eat the heave-offering (terumah); but if she was a priestess married to an Israelite she may continue to eat heave-offering.”353 With respect to this Mishnah the Talmud says:

Says Rav Judah: Says Samuel: I have reviewed all the perspectives of the sages, and I have not found a person who is as consistent in his standards with respect to a minor as Rabbi Eliezer.354 For Rabbi Eliezer treated her as one who is strolling with him in the yard, and she stands up from his bosom, immerses herself, and then may eat of the heave-offering in the evening.

The similarities in the formulation are so striking as to leave little room for doubt that Rava bar Lema was making a conscious allusion to Samuel’s dictum. If indeed that is the case,355 then what precisely may we learn from this? In Yevamot we are dealing with a case in which a girl of priestly family, though ostensibly living in a state of marriage to a non-priest, is in fact (according to R. Eliezer) to be treated as completely unattached and hence entitled to the priestly prerogative of eating heave-offering without resorting to any legal formalities vis à vis her Israelite “husband.” The only halakhic impediments that remain are in the realm of ritual purity: As with any priest, she must immerse herself and wait until evening356 in order to be considered fit to consume holy foodstuffs.357

As applied to Esther’s situation, Rava bar Lema seems to be saying simply that there is no halakhic impediment preventing her from living with both Mordecai and Ahasuerus since the marriage with the heathen Ahasuerus is no more legally binding than that of the mema enet in the Mishnah. No legal act is therefore required to dissolve that union, and Esther need pay attention only to ritual questions like her state of menstrual purity.358

The hermeneutical connection to the biblical quotation remains obscure. It is possible that we are to emphasize the phrase “with him”—and not with Ahasuerus; in the sense that Mordecai was her only true spouse.

“The King’s Chamberlains”

[13b] “in those days, while Mordecai sat in the king’s gate, two of the king’s chamberlains, Bigthan and Teresh, of those which kept the door, were wroth, and sought to lay liand on the king Ahasuerus י (Esther 2:21).

Says R.359 Ḥiyya 360 bar Abba:361 Says R. Joḥanan: 362
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	The Holy One incited the anger of a king363 against his364 servants365 to366 do the will of {lit.: “for”}367 a righteous man.368

And who was this?369—Joseph.370

He incited372 servants against their373 masters374 375

to do the will378 of {lit.: “for”}379 a righteous man.380 And who was this? —Mordecai.

A king against his servants: “And Pharaoh was wroth with his servants” (Genesis 41:10).

386Servants against their mas-ters”:387 388 “Two of the king’s chamberlains, Bigthan and Teresh, of those which kept the door, were wroth” (Esther 2:21) 389 390

	The Holy One incited the anger of a king against his servants to do the will of a righteous man.

Servants against their masters to do the will of a righteous man.371

“A king against his servants”—As it is written:376 “And Pharaoh was wroth with his servants” (Genesis 41:10)377

“To do the will of a righteous man”—And who was this?381 —Joseph, as it is written:382 “And there was there with us a young man, an Hebrew, servant etc.” (Genesis 41:12).383

“Servants against their masters”— as it is written:384 “Two of the king’s chamberlains, Bigthan and Teresh, of those which kept the door, were wroth” (Esther 2:21).385

“To do the will of a righteous man”—And who was this?— Mordecai, as it is written:391 392





In an elaborately structured dictum which consists of a general statement followed by specific explanations,393 R. Joḥanan is calling our attention to one of many significant parallels394 between the plot structures of Esther and the Joseph cycle in Genesis. In the present instance, he is noting how the favorable outcome of both stories hinges upon an unexplained anger flaring up between the respective kings and their servants. Just as the imprisonment of Pharaoh’s butler and baker in Genesis 40 served eventually as the means through which Joseph secured his release from prison and an opportunity to interpret Pharaoh’s dreams, so did Mordecai’s uncovering of Bigthan and Teresh’s conspiracy eventually (in Chapter 6) provide an occasion for hastening Haman’s undoing.395 In both respects—the allusions to the Joseph story and to the divine manipulation of the characters’ temper— R. Joḥanan’s comment displays an astute sensitivity to the actual intentions of the biblical author.396

Bigthan and Teresh

[13b] “And the thing was known to Mordecai, who told it unto Esther the queen; and Esther certified the king thereof in Mordecai’s name” (Esther 2:22).

Says R. Ḥiyya397 bar Abba:398 Says R. Joḥanan:399 Bigthana400 and Teresh were two Tarsians,401 402 and403 they used to converse in the Tarsian language, and404 405 say to one another: Since the day that this one406 came407 we have not seen408 sleep in our eyes.409

Come let us put410 poison411 into the cup,412 so that he413 will die414415

And they did416 not know that Mordecai was among those who sat in the Chamber of Hewn Stone,417 and418 was proficient in seventy languages 419 420

He said to him: But my watch and your421 watch are not equal.422 [Another reading:423 My watch does not resemble your watch.]424

He said to him: I will guard mine and yours.425 426

And this is what is written: “And when inquisition was made of the matter, it was found out; therefore they were both hanged on a tree” (Esther 2:23).—That he was427 not found at his watch-post.

The current pericope assembles a number of separate interpretations to the episode of Bigthan and Teresh, which are best dealt with individually.

R. Joḥanan’s comments seem to be responding to two exegetical questions: (1) How did Mordecai come to know about the conspiracy?; and (2) what connection is there between the conspiracy and Esther’s recent appointment as queen?428

To the first question the answer that is given429 is that Bigthan and Teresh were speaking in a foreign tongue,430 and they assumed that Mordecai could not understand them.431 This answer makes midrashic sense on its own terms, but it also has the additional advantage of providing a convenient link to a midrashic tradition which singles out Mordecai’s mastery of foreign languages.432

To the second question the Talmud offers the quaint answer that the coming of an attractive new queen was keeping the king busier than before, thereby adding to their workload.433

The final segment of the passage relates to the scriptural assertion that Mordecai’s accusations were later corroborated by an inquiry into the matter. Presumably the homilist434 was trying to devise a situation in which the investigators could establish not only that the crime had been attempted,435 but also that the attempt could be linked to Bigthan and Teresh.436 In the present description, because their shifts did not overlap at any point,437 one of the plotters had to “cover” for the other’s absence while the latter was making preparation, and therefore it would have been obvious that something suspicious was afoot.438

Concluding Remarks

A disproportionate amount of the material included in this chapter was connected to Esther 2:7. This verse was probably treated in the ancient synagogue as a single unit with 2:5-6, which marked the opening of a Masoretic division of the book.439 As was true of the material discussed in our preceding chapter, we find here traditions from all possible sources,440 whether baraitot441 or the dicta of Palestinian442 and Babylonian443 Amoraim.444 Although almost all the midrashic comments are of an exegetical character, grappling with the words and events of the biblical story, it is significant that the two units which appear to preserve intact parts of literary homilies (proems) are both cited in the names of Palestinian rabbis.445

The content of the midrash is in large measure dictated by the biblical narrative itself, as the rabbis strove to imagine—in a way that the biblical author did not—all the problems that would arise for a religiously observant Jewish woman living in a heathen court and trying to keep her nationality a secret. Accordingly, the midrash introduces such factors as the Sabbath, dietary laws and sexual and menstrual regulations. A distinctive midrashic addition to the story was the need to emphasize that Esther’s selection as queen was not a natural process, but quite the contrary, it was achieved against all natural likelihood446 only by enhancing her charms in the perceptions of her beholders.
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1 “‘Hadassah’..‘Esther’” -MSS B, P, EY: “‘Esther’..‘Hadassah.’” [See Alkabetz.]

2 “Mnemonic: MDNZ”Q”—MS Mf, AgE: “MDNZ” Q: Mnemonic’”; MS R: “MNOZ’ Q {?}: Mnemonic.”
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4 “Meir” ~ in MS (), YS.

5 “R. Meir says”MS W: “Says R. Meir.”

6 “the righteous”—EY: “her righteous deeds among the righteous ”

7 MS B and Venice Printing add: “who are called ‘myrtles.’”

8 “And thus it says”MSS B, L: “As it says.”

9 “Esther is her name...and thus it says”— ~ in MS P.

10 MS B adds: “And what is ‘the bottom”? —Torah, as it is written: ‘Ho, every one that thirsts, come ye to the waters’ (Isaiah 55:1).”

11 “says”—Printings, Genizah fragment: “said.”

12 HgT2 adds: “If.”

13”And”—in HgT2.

14 “used to conceal”—MSS O, P, Mf (before emendation), AgE: “conceals.”

15 “information”— MS M: “(self) information.”

16 “As it says”—thus only in MS Y and Venice Printing; all other witnesses: “And thus does it say.”

17 “R”— MSS G, W: “And R.”

18 “R. Nehemiah”—MS R: “Rav Nahman”; MS P: “R. Nahmani.”

19 “Because she used to conceal...’Esther’”—~in Pesaro Printing.

20 MSS R, Mf, HgT2, YS add: “the planet Venus.”

21 All witnesses except MSS Y, M, Mf, AgE and Genizah fragment add: “in the name of.”

22 “Istahar”MS P: “crescent [sahar].”

23 MSS B*, O, P add: “the sun.”

24 MS W adds: “And.”

25 “Azzai”MS (): “Azzah.”

26 “Esther”—~in MSS L, R, W, HgT2, YS.

27 MS P and EY add: “is her name, and why is her name called ‘Hadassah”? Because she was [EY adds: “average”].”

28 “She was”—only in MS Y and AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

29 “short...tall”- -thus only in MS Y; in all other witnesses: “tall...short.”

30 “R.”—MS W: “And R.”

31 “Joshua”— MSS M, R, YS: “Simeon.”

32 “ben Qorḥah”—~in MS W, Genizah fragment.

33 MS P adds: “like a myrtle.”

34 “but”—thus only in MS Y and AgE; all other witnesses: “and.”

35 “drawn”—MS Mf (before emendation): “stretched.”

36 Alkabetz: “They saw that one of the names listed was the proper name of this woman, whereas the other is descriptive, and accordingly there was some doubt as to whether the proper name was Hadassah and the description Esther...or the other one was the proper name...” Of course we may be certain that the rabbis would not have hesitated to propose such etymologies even if she had only a single name. For critical explanations of the two names see notes below, in connection with R. Nehemiah’s interpretation; Paton, 88 and 170; Haupt, 115-6/19-20; Moore’s commentary, li and 20.

37 See E. Z. Melammed, Halachic Midrashim of the Tannaim in the Babylonian Talmud, 518.

38 See also Grossfeld, The Two Targums to Esther, 42, 135.

39 Hanoch Albeck, Introduction to the Mishna (Jerusalem and Tel-Aviv: Bialik Institute and Dvir, 1967), 228-30.

40 Albeck, op. cit., 227; Wilhelm Bacher, Die Agada der Tannaiten, Vol. 1 (Strasbourg: Trübner, 1903), 406-22.

41 I.e., both their interpretations minimize Esther’s beauty.

42 But cf. the Ga’on of Vilna’s commentary to the verse.

43 The word hadas appears in only three places in the Bible other than Zechariah 1. Of these Isaiah 55:13 has also been expounded in connection with Esther; see Chapter 2 above, comments to Proem #2.

44 However cf. R. Ḥananel: “She was called Hadassah because she was righteous, since the righteous are called ‘myrtles.’” This difficulty was perceived by the author of the explanatory gloss found in the text of the EY.

45 Cf. Esther rabbah, 9:2: “The myrtle tree said: I will volunteer myself [to hang Haman], since Israel were compared to me...”

46 An expanded version of R. Meir’s interpretation is cited anonymously (as an “alternate explanation”) in Panim aḥerim B, 63 and (probably from there) to the Second Targum. It seems that these sources derive from TB.

47 The reading is confirmed by all the witnesses cited by R. N. N. Rabbinowicz, Diqduqé Soferim, Varice Lectio nes in Mishnam et in Talmud Babylonicum (New York: M.P. Press, Reprint: 1976). Although it is possible that it is only the first explanation that is being attributed to R. Joḥanan, the interpretations of the various segments of the verse demonstrate a unity of style that strongly favors their being regarded as a single unit.

48 If we assume that R. Meir did have a specific verse in mind, then none of the other biblical references to myrtle is as appropriate as Zechariah 1:8. Note however the wording of the Second Targum to Esther 2:7: “And why was she called Hadassah? —Because the righteous are compared to the myrtle, concerning which the prophet Isaiah prophesied ‘...and instead of the brier shall come up the myrtle tree’ (Isaiah 55:13).” This interpretation is brought as a completely separate one from “And she was called Hadassah in honor of the righteous; and thus it says concerning Hananiah, Mishael and Azariah: ‘And he stood among the myrtle trees, etc.’” It is possible that the first interpretation of the Targum originated in an expansion of our TB Megillah pericope, and the last one was based on Sanhedrin.

49 A comment along these lines is found in Panim aḥerim B, 63: “Just as the scent of the myrtle is pleasant, so were her deeds pleasing” [also paraphrased in the Second Targum]. See also Midrash on Psalms [S. Buber, ed., Midrash tehillim (Vilna: Romm, 1891); trans]. W. G. Braude, The Midrash on Psalms, 3rd ed., Yale Judaica Series (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1976), 299] 22:3: “Hadassah...on account of her righteousness. Mordecai was called “myrtle” on account of ‘And he stood among the myrtle trees, etc.’...” Cf. Alkabetz; Ginzberg, Legends, 4:383-4; 6:459, n. 67.

50 See Maharsha.

51 Cf. TB Ḥullin 139b where Deuteronomy 31:18 (‘I will surely hide [astir] my face”) is cited in connection with Esther. In Midrash on Psalms, 22:3 we read: “Esther was called Hadassah because she stood in the utmost secrecy [sitrei setarim] until she was needed to bring light to Israel.”

52 So little is known about the biographical details of R. Nehemiah, who appears frequently in aggadic debates with R. Judah, that it has been suggested that the two might have been Amora’im, not identical with the Tanna’ im whose opinions are recorded in halakhic contexts—a theory which is refuted by our current passage in which an aggadic debate between the two is presented as a baraita. On these questions see the valuable discussion in Wilhelm Bacher, Die Agada der Tannaiten, 2:225-37 (especially 225, n. 1); and his comments on our current dictum, 267.

53 This interpretation, which is found in the ‘Arukh [ed. Kohut, 6:280 (and see Maharsha)] and Rashi (as a representation of Esther’s loveliness), is based on a Hebrew-Aramaic etymology tracing it to the root SHR (=crescent moon). It has found its way into the text of MS P. It appears unlikely that the Persians would have called her by a Semitic name, though this interpretation is favored by B. Geiger in his notes to S. Krauss, ed., Addiiamenta ad Librum Aruch Completum (reprint ed., Jerusalem: Makor, 1969), 50.

54 Thus in a gloss found in manuscripts of the Spanish family. I do not know what the basis is for this explanation.

55 From the Persian “stara”. Thus in the Second Targum to Esther 2:7; see A. S. Yahuda, “The Meaning of the Name Esther,” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society (1946), 174-8 [reprinted in Moore’s Studies, 268-72], n. 1; In an inscription from Beit-Shecarim discussed by M. Schwabe, “Greek Inscriptions from Beth Shecarim,” Bulletin of the Jewish Palestine Exploration Society 5 (3 1937), 94-5, the name [image: ] (Esther the radiant) appears. S. Löwenstamm, “Esther,” in Entziklopediah miqra’it, ed. M. D. Cassuto, 492-3, 1 (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1950) observes that the name appears in ancient Jewish inscriptions in the transliteration Aστήρ, reflecting such an interpretation. The identification of Psalm 22 with Esther in several rabbinic texts [see TB Megillah 15a; TB Yoma 29a; Midrash on Psalms, 22 (trans1. Braude, 1:297-326); Ginzberg, Legends, 4:365; 6:451, n. 1] is evidently linked to this interpretation. The word “istahar” appears in some texts of the Targum to Job 31:26 for the Hebrew “אור”; see Céline Mangan, The Targum of Job, Vol. 15, The Aramaic Bible: The Targums, ed. M. Maher, K. Cathcart, M. McNamara (Collegeville, Minnesota: The Liturgical Press, 1991), 71 and n. 17; see also Emden’s glosses and Aruch Completum, ed. Kohut, 1:204. B. Geiger rejects the Persian etymology on philological grounds (inability to account for the ה). See also E. Brown, S. R. Driver and C. A. Briggs, The New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew and English Lexicon (Lafayette: Associated Publishers and Authors, Inc., 1980), 64; cEs yosef to E Y here .

56 This identification with the Babylonian goddess of love was first introduced by Peter Jensen, “Elamitische Eigennamen. Ein Beitrag zur Erklärung der elamitischen Inschriften,” Weiner Zeitschrift für die Kunde des Morgenlandes 6 (1892), 70, 209-26; see Paul Haupt, “The Name Istar,” American Journal of Semitic Languages 28 (1907), 112; Julius Lewy, “The Feast of the 14th Day of Adar,” HUCA 14 (1939) [reprinted in Moore’s Studies in the Book of Esther, 16-84]: 127-51; Michael V. Fox, Character and Ideology in the Book of Esther, 275. Proponents of this theory generally couple it with a reinterpretation of “Hadassah” as the Babylonian or Akkadian “hadassatu” (“bride”) which is a common designation of the goddess in question. The etymologies were marshaled by critics (the position is argued most avidly by J. Lewy) who wished to prove that underlying the Bible’s Judaized Purim was an original Persian festival that commemorated a victory of the Mardukians against the Mithraists.

57 Yahuda, op. cit., attempts to show that “Esther” derives from the (unattested) Medic “astra” which would be derived from the Old Persian “as,” “myrtle.” Accordingly, the Persian name would be a mere translation of the Hebrew, with no bothersome religious implications. Jehuda Feliks, Plant World of the Bible (Ramat-Gan: Massada, 1968) quotes Pliny to the effect that than in Greek folklore the myrtle, like marriage, was under the protection of Aphrodite.

58 “The myrtle is not a particularly tall bush” (Jehuda Feliks, Plant World of the Bible, 99).

59 As suggested by Maharsha, who alludes to the interpretation given (TB Berakhot 31b) by Rav Dimi to Hannah’s prayer in 1 Samuel 1:11 “‘...a man child’”—neither too tall nor too short.”

60 E. g., Aristotle, Poetics 7 (1450):

To be beautiful, a living creature, and every whole made up of parts, must not only present a certain order in its arrangement of parts, but also be of a certain definite magnitude. Beauty is a matter of size and order, and therefore impossible either (1) in a very minute creature, since our perception becomes indistinct as it approaches instantaneity; or (2) in a creature of vast size—one, say, 1,000 miles long- as in that case, instead of the object being seen all at once, the unity and wholeness of it is lost to the beholder...

[Translation by Ingram Bywater, “De Poetica,” in The Works of Aristotle Translated into English, ed. W. D. Ross, 11 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1966).] Compare the very similar phraseology in Alkabetz.

61 The single exception that I know of to this consensus is in Yahudah’s article cited above where he makes the interesting observation (268, n. 2) that greenish skin “conforms perfectly with the Persian conception of the highest degree of grace and beauty,” confirmed by observation of the women themselves and in the artistic tradition, where it is customary to depict beauties with greenish skin-tone. As original as the suggestion might be, it does not explain satisfactorily what role is played by the “thread of grace.” (Note however that the second clause is introduced by “but” only in the Yemenite texts, though it is supplied in the commentaries of Rashi, cEs yosef etc.) Yahudah seems unaware of the Talmud’s explicit statement below (14b) that if one accepts that Esther was “greenish,” then she must be stricken from the list of “the four beautiful women.” At any rate, variants of the word yeraqraq are used in the Bible largely in negative contexts such as plagues (e.g., Leviticus 13:49; 14:37; cf. Mishnah NegaHm 3:8; 11:4) “Yeraqon” (1 Kings 8:37; Amos 4:9; Mishnah Tacanit 3:5, etc.) denotes mildew; and the expression הוריקו פניו in rabbinic literature invariably denotes sickliness or under nourishment [See Mishnah Sotah 3:4; Ruth rabbah, 3:6 (ed. Lerner, 94-5), Ecclesiastes rabbah, 9:1:8; etc.). In TB Berakhot 57b the “Tractate on Dreams” states that seeing the color tekhelet is not a favorable sign, to which Rashi comments that the green quality of tekhelet recalls the sickly quality of a greenish face.

62 The Ga’on of Vilna (cited also in the cEs yosef) raises the obvious question of how to square R. Joshua ben Qorḥah’s comment with the explicit statement that Esther was “fair and beautiful” (The question was already implied in Ibn Ezra’s commentary to the verse.) He claims that Esther was miraculously made ugly at the time of the pageant. It would be simpler to say that she was “fair and beautifuF only in the eyes of her beholders. Ultimately, then, R. Joshua ben Qorḥah is probably basing his interpretation on a very narrow reading of verse 2:15: “And Esther obtained favor in the sight of all them that looked upon her”—It was only in their sight that she appeared gracious, but not in reality.

63 Rashi insists that the “thread of grace” refers to divine assistance (cf. Rabbi Z. H. Chajes’s glosses, who adds that “ḥen” normally means undeserved favor). He is probably trying to rule out the possibility that R. Joshua ben Qorḥah is to be understood in a naturalistic manner, as stating that it was Esther’s grace, rather than her good looks, which aroused the admiration of her beholders. While Rashi’s explanation strikes me as more likely, the alternative is by no means impossible.

The expression “thread of charm” (ḥuṭ shel ḥesed) appears in several other places in rabbinic literature. Only one of these (15b below) has to do with Esther. Most of the others are versions of R. Simeon ben Laqish’s dictum which speaks of God drawing such a thread over those who have studied Torah by night, or in this world. See TB Ḥagigah 12b; TB cAvodah zarah 3b; TB MeHlah 28a; Tanḥuma Mishpaṭim, 7; Seder eliahu zuṭa, 17 (ed. Friedmann, 22).

64 A similar purpose is served by the midrashic discussions that set Esther’s age at forty, seventy or seventy-five years. See Genesis rabbah, 39:13 [J. Theodor and Ch. Albeck, ed., Midrasch Bereschit Rabbah (Berlin: 1903-36), 378]; Abba gorion, 18 [Rabinovitz, Ginzé midrash, 163]; Panim aḥerim B, 63, which is combined in YS with our midrash. [Paton, 170, claims that purely on the basis of the chronological details supplied in the biblical story Esther’s age can be calculated as having been “at least 50 or 60.”]

65 Several midrashic observations are based on the characteristics of the myrtle; e.g., the fact that it remains fresh all year (Panim aḥerim B, 63, Second Targum); its scent is sweet but its taste is bitter (Esther rabbah, 6:5; Midrash on Psalms, 22:3 [trans]. Braude, 299]); etc. See also Ginzberg, Legends, 4:383-4.

Chajes derives the midrash from the meaning of the Hebrew word “ḥen.” which normally refers to undeserved affection; thus Esther would not have merited admiration had it not been for the thread of Grace.

66 MS Mf, HgT2, YS add: “It is written.”

67 “And it is written”—~in MSS G, B (and filled in in B*), O, W, P, Mf, Ashkenazic family, HgT1, Printings, Genizah fragment.

68 “Why do we need”—~in MSS B, G, P.

69 “any more”—~in MSS G, B, O, W, L, R, P, EY, Printings, YS.

70 “Ḥisda”—Printings: “Aha”; ~ in MS R.

71 “Her mother”—Printings and Genizah fragment: “She.”

72 MSS M, P, HgT add: “and.”

73 “she”—MSS G, B, W, L, Mf, EY, HgT: “her mother.”

74 MSS M, HgT add: “and.”

75 “she”—MSS G, O, P, Mf, Ashkenazic family, EY, Printings, AgE, YS, Genizah fragment: “her mother.”

76 See Rashi, Pinto. Esther rabbah, 6:5 approaches the question somewhat differently: To say merely that “she had neither father nor mother” would imply that she was an abandoned child who did not know who her parents were (shetuqi). Hence the second part of the verse was required to tell us that her parents were deceased, not unknown. See also J. Preuss, Julius Preuss’ Biblical and Talmudic Medicine, 2nd ed., translated by Fred Rosner (New York: Hebrew Publishing Company, 1978), 431; Grossfeld, The Two Tar gums to Esther, 42-3, 136.

77 But cf. Abba gorion, 18 [Rabinovitz, Ginzé midrash, 163]; Esther rabbah 6:7: “Rabbi Berakhiah in the name of R. Levi: The Holy One said to Israel: You wept saying ‘We are orphans and fatherless” (Lamentations 5:3). By your lives! The redeemer whom I shall establish for you in Media will also have no father or mother. This is what is written: ‘For she had neither father nor mother.’”

78 “{A baraita} teaches”MS R: “It is taught.”

79 “in the name”—EY: “of the school.”

80 “Meir’—~in MS Mf

81 Genizah fragment adds: “says.”

82 “Do not read ‘as a daughter’”— MS R: “Just as there, it is ‘as a home.’”; ~ in MSS O, R.

83 “kevat”—MSS W, M, HgT: “levat.”

84 “it did drink of his own meat”—Printings: “and lay in his bosom.”

85 HgT adds: “etc.”

86 “Rather”— ~ in MS R.

87 “Rather: ‘as a home’”—~in MS R.

88 “kevayit”—MSS B, W, M, HgT, Printings: “levayit.”

89 “so”—thus only in Ms Y; all other witnesses: “here.”

90 MSS L, R add: “‘as a daughter.’”

91 The commentators are not very persuasive in their attempts to suggest features in the wording of the verse which might have prompted R. Meir’s comment. See “Rif” to EY; cEs yosef argues that the root “LQḤ” was understood here in its sense of acquiring a wife (and that the formulation was left intentionally ambiguous in order that Ahasuerus not find out!). Paton (171) notes that according to the simple meaning of Esther 2:7 Esther was Mordecai’s cousin, and hence the two should have been of similar ages, making it somewhat unlikely that their relationship should have been a father-daughter one. It is also possible that R. Meir regarded it as redundant that the verse should have to inform us both that Mordecai had “brought up Hadassah” and “took her for his daughter.” (This objection seems to be implied in Alsheikh’s commentary to Esther).

92 This is implied in Rashi’s comments. Saul Lieberman [“Quotations in the Light of Their Sources,” in Studies in Memory of Moses Schorr, ed. Louis Ginzberg and Abraham Weiss, 183-8 (New York: The Professor Moses Schorr Memorial Committee, 1944); reprinted in his Studies in Palestinian Talmudic Literature (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1991), 110-115] reconstructed a similar homily in which R. Meir employed reasoning analogous to the “and thus does it say” formula encountered here in order to construct an interpretation of Genesis 24:1 that is actually based on a midrashic exposition of a similar verse in Job 42:12-3. See also Saul Lieberman, Tosefta ki-fshuṭah. Vol. 8 (New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1973), 984-5. The homily in question was pieced together from fragmentary citations in Tosefta Qiddushin 5:17 [S. Lieberman, ed., The Tosefta, Nashim: Sotah-Kiddushin (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1973), 298-9]; TP Ḥagigah 2:1 (77b); Genesis rabbah, 59:7 (p. 635); TB Bava batra 16b, 141a; Ecclesiastes zuṭa, 7:8 [S. Buber, ed., Midrash Zuṭa, Berlin: 1894), 134] and other texts. See the discussion in Mordechai A. Friedman, “Studies in the Midrashic Exegesis of R. Meir,” in Studies in Judaica, ed. Mordecai A. Friedman and Moshe Gil, 79-92, 4 (Tel-Aviv: Tel-Aviv University Publishing Projects, 1986).

93 Op. cit.

94 Robert Hanhart, ed., Esther, Vol. VIII, 3. Septuaginta Vetus Testamentum Graecum Auctoritate Academiae Litterarum Gottingensis editum (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966), 144 (the reading is not so in all MSS). For overviews of the history of the Greek Esther texts see Henry Barclay Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, second ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1914), 25, 257-9; Paton, 29-34; Hanhart’s “Einleitung” to his edition; Elias J. Bickerman, “Notes on the Greek Book of Esther,” PAAJR 20 (1951), 101-33 [reprinted in: Elias Bickerman, Studies in Jewish and Christian History, Vol. 1, Arbeiten zur Geschichte des antiken Judentums und des Urchristentums, ed. O. Michel and M. Hengel (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1976), 246-751; Sidney Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968), 294-5.

95 Josephus [Antiquities, 11:2 (204)] writes that Mordecai loved Esther “as his daughter” [image: ]

96 P. 116; cited in Moore’s commentary, 21.

97 The identification of “wife” and “home” is of course a commonplace in rabbinic discourse; for examples and literature see Lerner, “The Book of Ruth in Aggadic Literature and Midrash Ruth Rabba,” 3:18-9; Mordechai Friedman, op. cit., 80-1, n. 8.

98 Wilhelm Bacher, Die Agada der Tannaiten, 2:10; M. Margalioth, ed., Encyclopedia of Talmudic and Geonic Literature, 2:625.

99 All these considerations are meticulously argued by Mordechai Friedman in his aforecited article, 81.

100 See Ginzberg, Legends, 6:460, nn. 79-80; Grossfeld, The Two Targums to Esther, 43-4. Whereas I have not yet found allusions to that tradition in any of the standard midrashim on Esther, including the two Targums, the assumption of their marriage figures prominently in the Babylonian Esther-Midrash. Cf. Tosafot to TB Sanhedrin 74a, where they note that the Talmud there does not deal directly with the halakhic questions that relate to Esther’s possible commission of adultery, but only to her marrying a pagan. This tradition might be alluded to as well in the closing sentences of Josephus, Ant. 11:8 (296) according to which Mordecai [image: ][image: ].

101 See E. Z. Melammed, Halachic Midrashim of the Tannaim in the Babylonian Talmud, 518.

102 We should nonetheless note that the interpretation is not necessarily implied in R. Meir’s statement. He could merely be saying that Mordecai brought her “into his household” [an interpretation which could also fit Nathan’s parable]. Such is appar ently the intention of the Targum here when it says: “And Mordecai took her into his house and called her his daughter.”

103 “In my article “Sarah and Iscah: Method and Message in Midrashic Tradition,” JQR 84 (1992); see my discussion on the Sarah passage on 14a below.

104 The simple interpretation of Esther 2:7 would make them cousins. Nonetheless the Jewish sources are quite consistent in making her his niece. The Old Latin text of Esther, considered an important witness of the Greek, and Jerome’s Latin text have “filia fratris ejus” (Bickerman, 111; Paton, 172; Moore’s commentary, 15, n. d. On the significance of the Latin versions see Paton, 24-8, 40 1; Bickerman, 103-13; Moore, LXIV). See also Grossfeld, The Two Tar gums to Esther, 42, 136.

105 According to Sarah Kamin (-Rozik), “‘Double Causality’ in Rashi’s Commentary on the Book of Esther,” Isac Leo Seeligman Volume. Essays on the Bible and the Ancient World, ed. Alexander Rote and Yair Zakovitch (Jerusalem: Rubinstein, 1983), 556-8 [=Sarah Kamin, Jews and Christians Interpret the Bible (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1991), 10-12], the introduction of Esther’s marriage to Mordecai comes to remove Esther’s role from its “naturalness”; i.e., “If the divine redemption evolved from a ‘righteous adulteress,’ then it could not have been a mere coincidence.”

106 “Rava’—MS P: “Rav”; MS Mf: “Rabbah.”

107 “This teaches”—~ in MSS G, B, Mf, W, Ashkenazic family, Printings, YS, AgE.

108 MS P, E Y add: “seven.”

109 “days of the week”—HgT1: “sabbath.”

110 I am not aware of the seven-day “week” functioning as a measure of time in ancient Persia nor, for that matter, in any ancient culture other than among the Jews; see E. Bickerman, “Time-Reckoning,” in The Cambridge History of Iran, ed. Ehsan Yarshater, 778-91, 3 (2) (Cambridge etc.: Cambridge University Press, 1983); J. Tigay, “Shavuac,” in Encyclopedia Biblica, U. Cassuto E. Sukenik et al.., eds., 468-79, 7 (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1976); Idem., “Notes on the Development of the Jewish Week,” Eretz-Israel 14 (1978), 111*-21*.

111 Precisely how Esther used the maidens for this purpose is not spelled out in our pericope. Most commentators accept Rashi’s suggestion that she named each one after a different day, a position which is described in detail (including the names of each girl) in the First Targum (see Maharsha). The Targum adds that the maidens were “righteous” (see also Maharsha to the following pericope) and fit to serve her food— perhaps to avoid the problems of ritual unfitness that might arise from having the food handled by heathens. See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:387; 6:460, n. 77. Alkabetz objects that Esther could hardly have needed any additional reminders of the date if she was being constantly visited by Mordecai.

112 Panim aḥerim B, 64 [Rabinovitz, Ginzé midrash, 163 and n. 8] states that each candidate would choose seven [see Buber’s notes] maidens who would help to highlight their own strengths; Ginzberg, Legends, 4:386; 6:460, n. 75; Grossfeld, The Two Tar gums to Esther, 44.

113 Note the unique addition in MS R (cited in the textual apparatus below) which creates a connection with the sabbath by means of a gezerah shavah from the end of the verse to Psalms 92:2. The traditional commentators suggest some additional associations that merit consideration. E.g., cIyyun yacaqov. Esther’s behavior presents a dramatic contrast to the midrash about how Vashti had forced the daughters of Israel to labor on the sabbath. Maharsha and “Rif” to EY: Rav might have been basing his statement on a very close reading of the phrase “which were meet to be given her.”

114 MSS B, L, M, P, Spanish family, add: “What is ‘unto the best’ [ṭov]?” MS R adds: “‘Best’ [ṭov]—This is the Sabbath, as it is written: ‘It is a good thing [ṭov] to give thanks unto the Lord etc.’ (Psalms 92:2).”

115 “Says Rav”—MS G, EY: “Says Rava”; MSS B, W: “Rav says”; MS M: “Says.”

116 “he fed her”—MS O: “he fed them”; MS M, YS: “they fed her”; MS R: “she fed him”; MS Mf: “she fed them.”

117 “qodalei”—MSS O, HgT2, YS: “kotlei”; MS L (apparently): “patlei”; MS M: “ṭatlei.”

118 On this word see Kohut, Aruch Completum, 7:66; S. Abramson, “Min ‘kitab alḥawi’ (’sefer hamme’assef) lerav hai ga’on,” Leshonenu 41 (2 1977), 108-16; Saul Lieberman, “His Neck Cut, His Neck Broken, His Throat Cut,” Tarbiz 47 (1 1978), 15-19 [reprinted in Studies in Palestinian Talmudic Literature, 516-20); M. Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, 474-5.

The reading of the Spanish texts “qetalei” or “qotlei” is supported by the principal reading of the cArukh (ed. Kohut, 7:228) who interprets it as bacon. He cites an “alternate interpretation by a Ga’on: fat cuts of swine-meat which is prepared with coarse and fine flour, which is called qtl or in Arabic ktl.” [The passage is also cited in B. M. Lewin, ed., Otzar Hageonim (Haifa and Jerusalem: 1928-43), 5 (Megillah), 76. I am not as certain as Lewin was that the entire passage is being cited in the name of the ga’on.]

119 MS P adds: “A different version: qotlei of pigs.”

120 Some commentators, upset by the halakhic implications of the comment (see below) have suggested alternative translations of the phrase here; in particular as “lettuce” (hazeret) [thus in cArukh, ed. Kohut 7:228-9: “...And there are those who read in the Megillah passage ‘qodlei dehazirei,’ which they render: the back of the neck—i.e., the head—of lettuce”] or “apples” [thus in the cAnaf yosef to EY]. While it is true that the form “hazor” does mean “apple” (See M. Sokoloff, op. cit., 193; Kohut, 3:365, and other dictionaries), the combination “qedalei dehazirei” can have no other meaning than bacon, and is employed in TB Ḥullin 17a as a classic example of a non-kosher food. Nevertheless, according to the opinion cited in the cArukh the two pericopes actually have different readings and the phrases are therefore not to be equated. [This point does not appear to have been understood by Kohut. 1 This strikes me as a farfetched attempt to get around the aspersions on Esther’s behavior.

On the Arabic form “kotlei meaning “lump,” “compact piece” or “portion,” see the Supplement to Edward William Lane, An Arabic-English Lexicon (London and Edinburgh: Williams and Norgate, 1893), 8:2998.

121 “Jonathan”—thus only in MS Y; all other witnesses: “Joḥanan.”

122 Spanish family adds: “That he fed her.”

123 MS W adds: “And it is written: ‘And at the end often days their countenances appeared fairer and fatter in flesh” (Daniel 1:15).”

124 This approach is not taken by the King James translators. Paton (175-8) or Moore (Commentary, 16), all of whom understand the word in a spatial sense, in keeping with the reference to “of the house of the women” at the conclusion of the verse. See Grossfeld, The Two Tar gums to Esther, 45, 137.

125 Paton (p. 174) and Moore (22, 28) in their commentaries note the clear contrast between the policy of Esther and those of Daniel and Judith with regard to their respective readiness to consume unclean foodstuffs.

126 Maharsha observes that Rav is likely basing his interpretation on a careful reading of the words “and he preferred, etc.”

127 Cf. Panim aḥerim B, 64:

...And he bestowed upon her gifts even as her ancestor Benjamin had received a mess greater than those of his brothers [See Genesis 43:34; 45:22]. So was she given preference, as it says: “and he preferred her and her maids unto the best of the house of the women”— Just as Hananiah, Mishael and Azariah had not eaten of the meat of king Nebuchadnezzar” (Daniel 1:5-16).

See R. Benjamin b. Japheth’s dictum on folio 16b below.

128 But cf. Rabinovitz, Ginzé midrash, 164 (and n. 20): “...that he did not compel her to eat food prepared by gentiles.”

129 Maharsha observes that according to Samuel the “preferred” in the verse is interpreted in the sense that Esther was nonetheless given the choicest cuts.

130 Rashi: “Since she acted out of compulsion she incurred no punishment.” Albeit that Haman and his plot have not been introduced yet, the midrash would nonetheless assume that Mordecai and Esther’s actions thus far were all carried out in prophetic anticipation of the subsequent developments. Cf. Panim aḥerim B, 64: “...until the king found Esther hiding from the eunuchs, and the Holy One said to her: You are hiding yourself! None shall ascend to the throne except you!” Nonetheless, farther down on the same page the midrash proposes some reasons for the secrecy which do not presuppose any foreknowledge on the side of the protagonists: (1) Mordecai wished to avoid public office; (2) to prevent Esther from being endangered through her connection to Mordecai. See the extensive discussion of the question in Ibn Ezra’s commentary to Esther 2:9; Moore’s commentary, 28. In light of the material contained in this pericope, some reconsideration should be given to the thesis proposed by H. Lazarus-Yafeh [“Queen Esther—One of the Marranos?,” Tarbiz 57 (4 1988), 121-2] that Ibn Ezra’s allusion to Esther’s clandestine observance of Jewish dietary regulations (as mentioned in his commentary to Esther 2:10) is a reaction to contemporary phenomena.

131 But cf. cIyyun yacaqov who cites TB Hullin 17a, where Deuteronomy 6:11 (“And houses full of good things”) is interpreted by Rav as implying that at the time of the Israelite conquest even “necks of pigs” were permitted—a law which (Reischer contends) might have been applied to Esther’s situation!

132 Most of the Jewish commentators try to mitigate the implications of Samuel’s comment, either by changing the identification of the food in question to something less objectionable (as discussed above), or by insisting that she never ate it. As early as the “Greek additions” to Esther concern was expressed for what the Hebrew version left unexplained. Thus in Esther’s prayer in Addition C (verse 28) Esther counts to her credit that “Your maid has not dined at Haman’s table, not have I extolled a royal party nor drunk the wine of libations” [Carey A. Moore, Daniel, Esther and Jeremiah: The Additions, The Anchor Bible (Apocrypha), ed. J. Greenfeld et al. (Garden City: Doubleday & Co., 1977), 209, 212]. According to the Second Targum she gave the non-kosher food “to the mouths of the gentile maidens because Esther herself did not taste of the palace wine” [According to R. Josiah Pinto there was no reason for the verse to mention the maidens in this context unless to suggest such an interpretation.] Pirqei derabbi elicezer (50; ed. Higger, 242; transl. Friedlander, 397) states that Mordecai stationed himself at the king’s gate in order to supervise that neither Esther not her maidens be defiled by forbidden food. This concern for Esther’s halakhic integrity was understandably shared by the traditional Jewish commentators. The Tosafot protest “God forbid! She never ate it!” [cf. R. Josiah Pinto’s observation (a similar statement is made by Alkabetz) that Samuel’s dictum is the only one among the three which does not contain the verb “he fed her” This is actually true in the Spanish texts only, not in the others where it is missing from R. Joḥanan’s interpretation as well].

133 For the identification of the food, which is described as the staple of Daniel’s diet in Daniel 1:12, see James A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The Book of Daniel, The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1927), 135; L. F. Hartmann and A. De Lella, eds., The Book of Daniel, Vol. 23, The Anchor Bible (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, 1978), 133. The term, from the root meaning “seeds,” might refer to any edible vegetable or vegetable substance. On the scope of the talmudic expression see S. Krauss, Qadmoniyyot hatalmud (Berlin, Vienna, Tel-Aviv: 1924-45), 2:1, 229-33 (and references on 230, n. 1), who associates זרעונים chiefly with legumes. Additional motives for eating these foodstuffs (e.g., to produce bad breath and thereby discourage sexual advances!) are discussed by Alkabetz.

134 The significant difference between the two cases is of course that Daniel had no need to conceal his Jewishness.

135 “Rav Huna”—~ in MS P (and filled in in P*).

136 “Rav Huna bar Ḥiyya” MSS G, W: “R. Huna bar Ḥama”; Printings, YS: “R. Ḥiyya bar Abba.”

137 “Rav Huna...says”MS G: “Says Rav Huna...”

138 “στατκή”MS B: “nosekhef (?); MS R: “matekher (?); MS P: “sagoret” (?).

On the etymology see Samuel Krauss, Griechische und lateinische Lehnwörter im Talmud, Midrasch und Targum (Berlin: 1899), 379; M. Sokoloff, Dictionary, 372. The term appears in the Greek Ben-Sirah 24:15. The Septuagint use it to render צרי.

139 “An alternate...saterner—thus only in MS Y*; ~ in all other witnesses.

I am unable to explain the reading “satemet” except as a corruption of “στατκή.יי

140 MSS G, W, R, P, EY. YS add: “And.”

141 “R.”—MSS B, Spanish family, M, R, Printings, YS, AgE: “Rav.”

142 “Jeremiah bar Abba”—Printings: “Huna.”

143”says”—~in MS Mf.

144 “R. Jeremiah...says”MS B (before emendation): “Says R....”

145 “Olive” -MS L: “Pure olive.”

146 See Krauss, Lehnwörter, 74-5.

147 MSS R, P add: “It was taught {in a baraita}: R. Judah says: Unripe [[image: ]], olive oil which has not grown to a third.”

148 “with it”—thus only in MS Y and AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

149 “do they anoint them with it”—MS P: “is it called.”

150 See also Grossfeld, The Two Tar gums to Esther, 45.

151 See David Halivni (Weiss), Sources and Traditions: A Source Critical Commentary on the Talmud, Tractates Erubin and Pesaḥim (Jerusalem: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1982), 396-7.

152 The full attribution is not found here, but in parallel passages; see Diqduqé soferim to the respective pericopes brought below.

153 See Diqduqé soferim there, n. ר.

154 This is also the view of Abraham Weiss, Studies in the Literature of the Amoraim, 284-5, n. 38, who also observes: “...It is impossible to determine the original place of the parallel.”

155 See Paton, 180; I. Low, Die Flora der Juden (Vienna and Leipzig: 1928), 1:305-11 [He deals with our passage on 310-11); G. Wissowa, ed., Paulys Real-Encyclopädie der Classischen Alterumswissenschaft, Vol. 31:1134-46 (Stuttgart: J. B. Metzlerscher Verlag, 1933) [which also contains a discussion of the fragrant myrrh, the στατκή); M. Zohari, s.v. “Mor” in Encyclopedia Biblica, 5:439-40; G. E. Post, “Myrrh,” in A Dictionary of the Bible, ed. James Hastings, 464-5, 3 (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1900); Jehuda Feliks, Plant World of the Bible, 252-4. All agree that we are dealing with a resin. Feliks observes that myrrh came in liquid and solid forms, of which στατκή referred to the liquid.

156 Cited by Low, 311; Feliks, op. cit., 254.

157 Both explanations are however incorporated into the paraphrase of the verse in the First Targum.

158 “we have learned”—MS L: “learn.”

159 “praise”—MS L, Spanish family: “modesty”; MS M: “(praise) [modesty]”; MS P: “modesty in his modesty.”

160“by day”—MS G: “except at night.”

161 MS W, Spanish family add: “but rather by night.”

162 Thus we find in Genesis rabbah, 64:5:

...And did not R. Joḥanan say: He who has sexual relations by day is deplorable; for R. Joḥanan says: Sexual relations are only by night: “In the evening she went.’”

Job cursed the day of his birth and the night of his conception. This is what is written: “Let the day perish wherein I was born, and the night in which it was said, There was a man child conceived” (Job 3:3)...

Jeremiah curses the day of his birth and the day of his conception, as it is written: “Cursed be the day wherein I was born: let not the day wherein my mother bare me be blessed” (Jeremiah 20:14)...And is it possible that Hilkiah, who was a righteous man, could have done such a thing? —Rather: Because Jezebel was murdering the prophets, he came, had sex by day, and fled.

Ruth rabbah, 2:17 (p. 2:70-1) cites Ruth 1:12 (“If I should have a husband also tonight, etc.” to which R. Joḥanan observes: “The Torah has taught you proper behavior, that sexual relations are only at night.” The midrash adduces further proof from Genesis 30:16 and our verse in Esther. Cf. Grossfeld, The Two Tar gums to Esther, 46.

163 See Wayne Sibley Towner, The Rabbinic “Enumeration of Scriptural Examples”: A Study of a Rabbinic Pattern of Discourse with Special Reference to Mekhilta D’R. Ishmael, Studia Post-Biblica, ed. J. C. H. Lebram (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1973), especially p. 246-7; Anthony J. Saldarini, Scholastic Rabbinism: A Literary Study of the Fathers According to Rabbi Nathan, Brown Judaic Studies, ed. J. Neusner et al. (Chico: Scholars Press, 1982), 109-20; Zvi Meir Rabinovitz, ed., The Liturgical Poems of Rabbi Yannai, 16 and n. 16; Avigdor Shinan, The Embroidered Targum: The Aggadah in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan of the Pentateuch, Publications of the Perry Foundation for Biblical Research in the Hebrew University of Jerusalem (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1992), 60-71.

164 As taught by Rav Huna: “Israel are holy and do not have sexual relations by day,” TB Shabbat 86a; Ketubbot 65b; Niddah 17a. Additional sources are listed in Moshe Hershler, ed., The Babylonian Talmud with Variant Readings.. Tractate Ketuboth, Vol. 2 (Jerusalem: Institute for the Complete Israeli Talmud, 1977), 104 (to TB Ketubbot 65b). See also TB Nedarim 2()a-b.

E. E. Hallevy, cOlamah shel ha-’aggadah (Tel-Aviv: Dvir, 1972), 70, quotes a similar sentiment from Plutarch’s Moralia (18) in which the Homer, by telling us that the licentious Paris made love to Helen by day, was (according to Plutarch) indicating thereby the distasteful nature of the practice. Hallevy cites a similar idea from Pausanius.

165 A similar comment is brought in the name of R. Levy in Panim aḥerim B, 64.

166 Perhaps this was more pronounced among those who lived in Palestine, at a safe distance from Persia. I: was natural that Persia should take on an idealized representation in contrast to the absolute evil which was personified for Jews in the Roman empire. See Samuel Krauss, Paras veromi batalmud uvamidrashim (Jerusalem: 1948), 30-3.

167 Similar comments were applied to the Medians, and specifically to Ahasuerus. Cf. Berakhot 8b: “Said Rabban Gamaliel: For three things I admire the Persians. They are modest when they eat; they are modest at the toilet; and they are modest in ‘something else’ [i.e., sex]”; Esther rabbah, 1:15: “Says R. Samuel bar Imi: There were four good qualities in that man...And he waited four years until he found a suitable wife”; Estlier rabbah, 1:18: “Why do they call it ‘Media’—Because they acknowledge [modaya] the Holy One. Says R. Ḥiyya bar Abba: The Median kings were unblemished, and the Holy One has no objection to them other than the idolatry which their ancestors handed down to them.” Cf. Genesis rabbah, 70:12 (p. 812); Ginzberg, Legends, 5:295.

168 See Rashi. Maharsha adds his certainty that Scripture could not possibly have any real interest in praising Ahasuerus.

169 “Eleazar”—~ in HgT2.

170 MSS G, B, W, Spanish family, Ashkenazic family, Printings, YS add: “this teaches.”

171 MS P and E Y add: “of those who saw her.”

172 See cIyyun yacaqov.

173 Cf. Esther rabbah, 6:9; Abba gorion, 18: “R. Nehemiah says: He placed Median women to one side of her and Persian women on the other side, and Esther was fairer than them all.” Esther rabbah also supplies a parable to a work of art which can be admired by a thousand different people. The implications of this parable (since artistic beauty does not normally require celestial intervention) would seem to preclude the supernatural interpretation that is contained in R. Eleazar’s comment (Cf. Mattenot kehunnah). See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:385; 6:460, nn. 70, 74.

174 A similar observation by R. Levi appears in Abba gorion, 18; Panim aḥerim B, 64, in which the exegesis seems to be prompted by the drawing of a contrast between Esther 2:17 (“and she obtained grace and favor”) and the more modest claim of Genesis 39:21: “But the Lord...gave [Joseph] favor [but not grace] in the sight of the keeper of the prison.”

175 R. Josiah Pinto raises the question of why we must presume that each man was attracted only to women of his own nation. The solutions which he proposes are not persuasive. The cIyyun yacaqov suggests more simply that R. Eleazar was pinning his comment on the superfluous “all.” He also observes that this would provide us with another rationale for Esther’s not revealing her nationality, so that all would consider her one of their own people. We might add that this detail serves as a counterbalance to the midrashic account of Ahasuerus’ feast as described above, in which the call for Vashti originated in a disagreement among the participants over which nation’s women were most beautiful.

176 “Ḥisda”—MS Mf: “Ashi.”

177 See Rashi’s Bible commentary. Cf. S. Kamin, “‘Double Causality’ in Rashi’s Commentary on the Book of Esther,” 552/6: “God arranged it to fall during a cold season in order to increase his fondness for her.” Panim aḥerim B, 65 offers a different justification for the date. See also leqaḥ ṭov, 96.

178 See Preuss’ Biblical and Talmudic Medicine, 460. On the Talmud’s phraseology see Solomon Luria, Yam shel shelomo cal masekhet yevamot (1862); cited in David M. Feldman, Marital Relations, Birth Control, and Abortion in Jewish Law (New York: Schocken, 1974), 104, n. 108 [the reference in n. 107 there should be corrected accordingly]. Cf. Meleager’s quip that “Love burns hot even on cold sabbaths”! (Anthologia Graeca, 5:160 [A.S.F. Gow and D.L. Page, eds., The Greek Anthology: Hellenistic Epigrams, Vol. 1. The Loeb Classical Library (London and Cambridge, Mass.: William Heineman and Harvard University Press, 1965), 223; cited in Menahem Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism, Vol. 1, Publications of the Israel Academy of Sciences: Section of Humanities (Jerusalem: The Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1974), 140]. E. E. Hallevy, cErkhei ha-ag-gadah veha-halakhah (Tel-Aviv: Dvir, 1979-82), 2:153-4, 4:251, cites some pertinent material from classical authors concerning a preference for winter months as an ideal time for weddings (January was known as “gamelion,” the wedding month). E.g., Aristotle, Politics, 1335a:35 [ed. H. Rackham, The Loeb Classical Library (London and Cambridge (Mass.): William Heineman Ltd. and Harvard University Press, 1950), 620-1]: “...most people...have decided...to practice marital cohabitation in winter.” Similar reports are found in Diogenes Laertes [R. D. Hicks, ed., Diogenes Laertes: Lives of Eminent Philosophers, The Loeb Classical Library (London and Cambridge (Mass.): William Heineman and Harvard University Press, 1965), 2:328-30] and Diodoras of Sicily [ed. C. H. Oldfather, The Loeb Classical Library (London and Cambridge (Mass.): William Heineman and Harvard University Press, 1956), 10:9:3, pp. 66-7]. But cf. Aristotle, Problems [ed. W. S. Hett, The Loeb Classical Library (London and Cambridge [Mass.]: William Heineman and Harvard University Press, 1961), 879a, pp. 1:126-7; see also 880a, pp. 130-1]: “Why are men less capable of sexual intercourse in summer, but women more so?...” This practice, appropriate perhaps for mild mediterranean climates, contrasts with the Persian custom described by Strabo [Horace Leonard Jones, ed., The Geography of Strabo, The Loeb Classical Library (London and Cambridge [Mass.]: Heineman and Harvard University Press, 1961), 15:3:17, pp. 178-9] of marrying at the vernal equinox.

179 Spanish family adds: “It calls her a ‘woman’ and it calls her a ‘virgin’!”; MS W adds: “It calls him (!) ‘women’ and it calls him ‘virgins’!”

180 “Rava”—MSS G,W: “Rav”; MS B, EY: “Rav Ḥisda”; MSS L, M, Mf: “Rabbah”; ~ in MS P.

181 “and”—thus only in MS Y and AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

182 “tasted”MSS G, B, W, M, Mf, Spanish family, YS: “tastes.”

183 MS R adds: “He wished to taste.”

184 “and”—thus only in MS Y and AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

185 “tasted”—MSS G, B, W, M, Mf, Spanish family, YS: “tastes.”

186 Cf. Moore’s commentary, 16, 24-5; Paton, 184.

187 See Rashi. A comment by Rabbi Ḥalabo brought in Esther rabbah, 6:11, Abba gorion, 19 and Panim aḥerim B, 65, builds upon the same textual phenomena but reaches a somewhat different conclusion, namely that Ahasuerus was so immoral as to have married women as well as virgins brought before him.

188 אשה“” in Hebrew means “wife” as well as “woman.”

189 HgT2 adds: “He made.”

190 MS R adds: “He made it.”

191 MS B adds: “‘And gave gifts, according to the state of the king’—He sent a gift to the governors [פרדשכי] (?), but she did not reveal it to him.”

192 “And...provinces”—~in MSS G, W, Mf, Ashkenazic family, Printings, YS.

193 “also abolished”—thus only in MS Y; all other witnesses: “remitted.”

194 A similar exposition is found in Rabinovitz, Ginzé midrash, 166. The editor (n. 47) observes that there is no other source for this tradition.

195 “And gave...king”—~in MSS G, W, Mf, Ashkenazic family, Printings, AgE, YS.

196 “also”—thus only in MS Y and AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

197 On the etymology of this Pahlavi word see Kohut, 6:413; B. Geigers notes in S. Krauss, ed., Additamenta ad Librum Aruch Completum, 337; Henrik Nyberg, A Manual of Pahlavi, Vol. 2: Glossary (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1974), 155.

198 “to him”—~in MS O, YS.

199 MS B adds: “He repeated (שני) going to him, to take counsel from him.”

200 Spanish family, Printings add: “went and.”

201 MSS G, B, W, Mf, Spanish family, Ashkenazic family, YS add: “to him.”

202 “thigh”—MSS O, P: “hands.”

203 “so”—~in MS Mf.

204 MS B, Printings add: “she did not reveal it to him.”

205 By attaching ulterior motives to Ahasuerus’ apparent beneficence the Midrash is indirectly contributing to its general policy of portraying him as a villain.

206 The unadorned text of Esther offers no indications that the king was particularly curious about the matter. After the mention of her reticence in 2:10 and 20 the issue is not raised again. It is natural that the midrash should expand upon the laconic biblical narrative and wonder how Ahasuerus and Esther would have dealt with maintaining such a fundamental secret between them. See also Hava Lazarus-Yafeh, “Queen Esther—One of the Marranos?,” Tarbiz 57, 121-2.

Speculation about Ahasuerus’ attempts to divulge Esther’s secret also forms the basis for an elaborate dialogue between the two brought by R. Judah b. Simon in the name of R. Joshua b. Levi in Abba gorion, 19 [Ginzé midrash, 167; on the precise names in the attribution see Buber’s n. 41]. There the conversation is developed in such a way that it leads into the episode of Bigthan and Teresh (See Ginzberg, 4:390-1; 6:461, n.87). See also Grossfeld, The Two Targums to Esther, 48, 138-9. The Yosef leqah commentary to Esther points out that the lack of a conjunction at the beginning of verse 20 turns it into the syntactical conclusion of verses 18-9, a fact which might well underlie the Talmud’s reading. The idea that the king’s favors were directed towards revealing Esther’s secret is not, to the best of my knowledge, found outside the Babylonian Esther-Midrash. E. E. Hallevy, cErkhei ha-aggadah veha-halakhah, 1:154, cites a passage from Pausanius (9:3:1) where a similar ploy is employed by Zeus in order to incite Hera to action.

207 A version of this midrash is found in the Second Targum to Esther 2:18; see Ginzberg, Legends, 4:389; 6:460, n. 84. The cIyyun yacaqov objects that it is not very obvious why Ahasuerus expected Esther’s tongue to be loosened by a series of benefits that were directed to the entire empire. He suggests that the king supposed that Esther would want to claim credit for the popular measures. Alternatively, we might suggest that Esther was expected to make some special effort to ensure that her people would benefit from the gifts.

The widespread concern of the midrashic rabbis with questions of taxes and customs duties has already been encountered and discussed at several junctures in the Esther Midrash. On the Keraga see: J. Newman, The Agricultural Life of the Jews of Babylonia Between the Years 200 and 500 C.E. (London: Oxford University Press, 1932), 160-86; Geo Widengren, “The Status of the Jews in the Sassanian Empire,” Iranica Antiqua 1 (1961), 153; Moshe Beer, “Were the Babylonian Amoraim Exempt from Taxes and Customs?,” Tarbiz 33 (1964), 247-58; Idem., The Babylonian Exilarchate in the Arsacid and Sassanian Periods, Vol. 8, Bar-Ilan University Series of Research Monographs in Memory of...Pinchas Churgin (Tel-Aviv: Dvir, 1970), 215-23; D. M. Goodblatt, “The Poll Tax in Sassanian Babylonia: The Talmudic Evidence,” Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 22 (3 1979), 233-95; Isaiah M. Gafni, The Jews in Babylonia in the Talmudic Era: A Social and Cultural History, Monographs in Jewish History, ed. A. Grossman et al. (Jerusalem: Zalman Shazar Center, 1990), 117-9.

208 The traditional commentators disagree about the precise textual features that prompted the Talmud’s expansion. Rashi ascribes it to the juxtaposition of verses 18 and 20 [He treats verses 19 and 20 as a single unit), the latter mentioning Esther’s charge not to reveal her people. While his observation that no feast was convened in honor of any of the other candidates is not particularly convincing (after all, none of the others were chosen to be queen), one can argue in favor of Rashi’s explanation that the placement of verse 20 here is somewhat unusual. Maharsha takes a different approach: From the context it so obvious that this feast was in celebration of Esther that there must be some additional significance to the author’s explicit assertion that it was “Esther’s feast,” and therefore all the activities described in the latter part of verse 18 must relate specifically to her.

209 “Verse 19 is one of the most difficult verses in all of Esther” (Moore, 29). Paton (186-8) presents us with a long lists of attempts by modern commentators to account for the second gathering and explain its mention at this particular juncture. See also Haupt, 121/25; Arnold B. Ehrlich, Randglossen zur Hebräischen Bibel, Vol. 7 (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1914), 114; Robert Cordis, “Studies in the Esther Narrative,” JBL 95 (1976), 47 [Moore’s Studies in the Book of Esther, 412]. The difficulties do indeed invite midrashic explanation.

210 Cf. Alsheikh’s commentary to the verse.

211 See Tosfoth Hachmei Anglia: “And these three biblical texts...are juxtaposed, implying that the king did all those things in order to get her to divulge her nationality.” The interpretation does succeed in accounting for the above-mentioned juxtaposition of disparate facts, but it does this at the cost of a fundamental difficulty, as was clearly articulated by R. Josiah Pinto: “Seeing how it was Mordecai who ordered her not to tell him, and such was his wish, how could he counsel the king to arouse her envy, etc. to reveal her secret?!” Very likely it was this objection which inspired the Yemenite scribes to erase the reference to Mordecai from their manuscripts. Unfortunately this emendation fails to explain why verse 19 is quoted here (See also the gloss of R. Bezalel Ha-kohen in the Vilna editions of the Talmud). In the version of this midrash that is contained in Panim aḥerim B, 65, Mordecai is not mentioned in this connection; rather it is Ahasuerus’ own idea to bring in more maidens to arouse Esther’s fears. In the Second Targum (2:19) it is the king’s princes (שליםין) who advise him “If you want Esther to reveal her people and her kindred, arouse her jealousy by means of other women, etc.” See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:389; 6:460-1, n. 85.

212 The coarse cynicism that is embodied in Mordecai’s alleged advice shows all the marks of a popular proverb. Rabbinic literature contains several variations on the theme that people only despise or envy those who are similar to themselves [e.g.: Genesis rabbah, 19:4 (p. 173); 32:2 (289); TB cAvodah zarah 55a; Tanḥuma Bereshit, 8, etc.]. E. E. Hallevy, cOlamah shel ha-aggadah, 148-51, assembles a wealth of parallel material from Greek and Latin sources expressing the same sentiment. Closer to our passage are these words of the Chorus in Euripides’ Andromache (1:181-2) cited by Hallevy in cErkhei ha-aggadah velia-halakhah, 1:154:

[image: ]

There is some inborn jealousy in a female’s heart

and it is always bitterest with two rival wives.

[From Arthur S. Way, ed., Euripides with an English Translation, Vol. 2. The Loeb Classical Library (London and Cambridge [Mass.]: William Heineman and Harvard University Press, 1965), 430-1.]

213 “Eleazar”—MS R: “Jsaac.”

214 “Ḥaninah”—MS R: “Joḥanan.”

215 “Says R. Ḥaninah”—~in MSS G, W, Printings.

216 “Eleazar: Says R. Ḥanina”—EY: “Ḥama.”

217 “Because of”—thus only in MSS Y, R, Mf, AgE and MhG; all other witnesses: “as a reward for.”

218 MSS G, B, W, Spanish family, Ashkenazic family, Printings, YS add: “and.”

219 “Because of—thus only in MSS Y, Mf, AgE and MhG; all other witnesses: “as a reward for”; MS R: “through the merit of.”

220 Pp. 828-9. The same homily is found in the Midrash on Samuel, 28:1 [Buber, S., ed., Midrasch Samuel (Cracow: Josef Fischer, 1893), 1301; Esther rabbah, 6:12. A paraphrase is included in Tanḥuma Vayyese, 6.

221 The verse from Job is expounded in a similar spirit in connection with other biblical personalities in Numbers rabbah, 6:2; Tanḥuma Pequdei, 11 (see also Tanḥuma Matot, 4 [cf. Solomon Buber, ed., Midrash Tanḥuma (Vilna: 1885), Matot, 6 (p. 159)]; Numbers rabbah, 22:5.

222The interpretation is based on a reading of the word עיניו (“his eyes”) in the sense of “in his likeness.” See W. Bacher, Die Agada der palästinensischen Amoräer, 2:402, n.l; Sokoloff’s Dictionary, 145. On the difficult addition found in Midrash on Samuel and printings of Genesis rabbah, see Bacher; Albeck’s notes to 828, line 1; and Buber’s notes to Midrasch Samuel (130, n. 3). Maharsha incorporates Genesis rabha’s interpretation of עיניו into his commentary on the Babylonian Esther-Midrash (without explicitly referring to Genesis rabbah; see Strashun’s gloss). Rashi on the other hand, in the absence of any explicit statement that the Talmud understands “his eyes” as “in the likeness,” explains the verse in its simple sense: that God continues to “keep his eye” on the descendants of the righteous (as spelled out in the conclusion of the verse: “yea, he doth establish them for ever, and they are exalted”). See also Numbers rabbah, 6:2.

223 Cf. Proverbs 31:19; Kohut, 6:346; cf. M. Margulies, ed., Midrash haggadol on the Pentateuch: Genesis (Jerusalem: Mosad Haraw Kook, 1967), 625.

224 Tanḥuma adds: “She said: ‘Now will I praise the Lord (Genesis 29:35).”

225 Midrash on Samuel and Tanḥuma cite instead Genesis 49:8.

226 Midrash on Samuel and Tanḥuma cite instead Daniel 6:11.

227 The word “mystery” [see Krauss, Lehnwörter, 346; Sokoloff’s Dictionary, 306] is unique to Genesis rabbah, with all the other parallels (see also Genesis rabbah, 73:4 [847]) using “silence.” Cf. Genesis rabbah, 50:9 (524).

Esther rabbah and Tanḥuma add: “She saw her wedding gifts in her sister’s hand, but she remained silent.”

228 According to midrashic tradition this was Benjamin’s stone in the High Priest’s breastplate. See also Joshua Trachtenberg, Jewish Magic and Superstition, first Atheneum ed. (New York: Temple Books, 1970), 138, 267.

229 On Benjamin’s reticence see Ginzberg, Legends, 1:98; 5:351-2, n. 252.

230 In addition to those points which have already been mentioned, we may note: the different attributions of the dictum; that the Palestinian texts speak of Rachel’s “secrecy” or “silence,” and the Babylonian Esther-Midrash of “modesty”; in the Esther-Midrash Saul appears in an active role as Esther’s ancestor, whereas in the Palestinian midrashim he and Esther are both presented as descendants of Rachel.

231 As with all the proems to passages beyond the opening verses of the book, we do not know how, if it all, such “proems” would have functioned in relation to the synagogue lection. Esther 2:5 began one of the five Masoretic “seder” divisions found in old manuscripts [Amos Hakham, “Esther,” in Hamesh megillot (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1973), 3], and it does at any rate function as a proem-unit in Esther rah-bah (6:1), and according to our thematic reconstruction (see below) this is where the homily would likely have been attached, if it was not somehow adapted to the requirements of a general introduction to the book. It is less probable that the proem would have introduced Genesis 30:22, but cf. the sermon for this lection reconstructed by Jacob Mann, The Bible as Read and preached in the Old Synagogue, 1:246-51. There remains a faint possibility that the homily in question was designed for Genesis 29:31 (see Mann, 1:237-41). Note in particular the piyyut of Yannai [Z. M. Rabinovitz, The Liturgical Poems of Rabbi Yannai, etc., 1:171-5] to that lection, which deals with the theme of Leah’s being (unjustly) despised for deceiving Jacob, and her eventual reward in seeing six sons whose names were represented on the High Priest’s breastplate.

232 See our discussions of the pertinent midrashic passages. Rashi is somewhat skeptical about whether the Talmud was justified in taking for granted that Esther was descended from Saul, appealing to the genealogy supplied by the Targum to Esther 2:5. According to Maharsha, by tracing Mordecai’s lineage through Shimei ben Gera the Talmudic tradition is effectively by-passing Saul and linking Mordecai directly to Kish.

233 Also skipping over the person of Benjamin, who does not figure in any of the Babylonian expositions on Esther.

234 This is also true of Esther rabbah. Louis Ginzberg, “Ma’amar cal ha-yelamme-denu.” in Genizah Studies in Memory of Doctor Solomon Schechter, ed. Louis Ginzberg, 449-513, 1 (New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1928) states that “it is clear to me that the statement ‘Leah took up thanksgiving [etc.]’ is a later interpolation [in the Tanḥuma] from Genesis rabbah, 75 [read: 71 [:5, because here they are dealing with silence, Rachel’s skill which was taken up by her children, and not with thanksgiving, which was Leah’s skill.” This position was refuted by Mann, op. cit., 1:246-7. R. Jacob Reischer (cIyyun yacaqov) raises the interesting question of why the Talmud [and this also holds true for the midrashic texts] chooses to focus on verse 20, when Esther’s silence was already mentioned in verse 10. His proposed solution is forced, and we probably should not attach too much weight to the choice anyway, since the verses are virtually indistinguishable and we cannot be totally certain which is being quoted. At any rate, the Talmud was expounding verse 20 in connection with the previous pericope and it was convenient to insert the comment at this point.

235 Such a homily would probably have emphasized the combination of typological qualities embodied in the two heroes of the Purim story: Mordecai, whose chief weapon was prayer; and Esther, whose chief weapon was silence. The idea that Mordecai brought salvation through his powers of prayer was strongly emphasized in many of the expositions of Esther 2:5 (see above). In the present instance it is likely that the theme was midrashically tied in to the name-etymology “Yehudi” in the sense of “one who acknowledges or thanks God.”

236 MSS G, B, W, L, R, P, Mf, EY, Printings, YS add: “And.”

237 “modesty that inhered”—Spanish family phrase this in Aramaic; all other witnesses in Hebrew.

238 “It is written”—thus only in MS Y; ~ in AgE and MhG; all other witnesses: “As it is written.”

239 “But...‘...brother’?” -MS G: “But was he [‘Rebecca’s son’? [‘He was her father’s brother’]”; MS B: “but (I am) was he [‘Rebecca’s son”? She said to him: Why have you come? He said to her: Marry me]”; MS W: “But was he ‘Rebecca’s son? For it is written: ‘herfather’s brother”‘; MS R: “But was he ‘Rebecca’s son’?”; ~ in MS Mf, YS.

240 “her father’s sister’s”—MS L: “Rebecca’s.”

241 Spanish family adds: “came and.”

242 “I am”MS M: “he was.”

243 “when he...Rebecca’s son”—~in Printings, YS.

244 Spanish family adds: “she said to him: Why have you come?”

245 “he said to her”—~in MS P.

246 “I am...to her”—~in MS B.

247 “I shall marry you”—~in Printings, YS, MhG.

248 “cannot overcome”—Spanish family: “will not be able to stand up to him.”

249 YS adds: “He said to her: (And) what is his deception? He said to him: I have a sister who is older than me, and he will not let me marry before her.”

250 “She said to him”~ in HgT, MhG.

251 “to act thus”—thus only in MSS Y, P, HgT; MS Mf, EY, Printings, YS, AgE, MhG: “to act deceitfully”; other witnesses: “to practice deception.”

252 “He said to her”—~ m MSS O, P, HgT, YS.

253 All witnesses except MS Y add: “Yes.”

254 “As it is written”—~ m Printings.

255 “With the pure...unsavory”—MS Mf: “‘With the merciful thou wilt shew thyself merciful, and with the upright man thou wilt shew thyself upright’” (2 Samuel 22:26).

256 MS B and Printings add: “He said to her.”

257 “And”—~in AgE and MhG.

258 “is his deception”— MS M: “deception does he have?”

259 MSS O, L, YS add: “at any rate.” MhG adds: “What does he do with it?”

260 “She said to him”—~in MSS L, Mf (before emendation), HgT1, YS.

261 i “—MSS G, B, O, W, L, HgT, YS: “that I.”

262 “whom he will bring”—MSS G, B, W, Mf Ashkenazic family, YS: “and he will bring her in.”

263 “whom...<to you>“—Spanish family: “When that day arrives he will [MS O adds: “try to”] bring her in to you” [“you”—MS O: “be married”; MS P: “the canopy]; Printings: “and he will not allow me to be married before her”; AgE and MhG: “Perhaps he will bring her in to you.”

264 “to you”—emended from the meaningless ניהלך to מה לך, supported by most other witnesses.

265 MS P, EY add: “What did Jacob do?”

266 Spanish family adds: “Jacob to [“Jacob to”— ~ in MS P and EY[ Rachel.”

267 “At that moment”— thus only in Yemenite family; Spanish family (except MS P): “When that day arrived”; ~ in all other witnesses.

268 “when”—thus only in Yemenite family and Printings; all other witnesses: “and.”

269 “he”—AgE and MhG: “they.”

270 “when... Leah”—MS Mf and Printings: “when night arrived”; ~ in MS P.

271 “Rachel”—~in MSS G, B (and filled in in B*), P, Mf, W, HgT, Ashkenazic family, Printings.

272 “had consideration” (or “reasoned”) -Spanish family, Printings: “said”; AgE and MhG: “worried.”

273 “for the humiliation of her sister” thus only in Yemenite family; MS B: “Now my sister will be embarrassed and she will be humiliated”; all other witnesses: “Now my sister will be humiliated.”

274 MS B* adds: “She determined to” [(?) גמרה].

275 “signs”—MS B: “signs to Leah [her sister].”

276 “those signs”—AgE and MhG: “that sign”; ~ in Printings, YS.

277 “She handed...signs”—Spanish family: “[MS P adds: “And”] It teaches {in a baraita} [“It teaches” EY: “immediately”]: The same signs which Jacob had handed over [“handed over”EY: “gave”] to Rachel, Rachel handed them over to Leah.”

278 “Why? Because”—thus only in Yemenite family; all other witnesses: “Implying that.”

279 “that moment”—MS Mf, Ashkenazic family, YS: “now.”

280 “it was not Leah”—MS L: “he did not know that it was Leah”; MS M, AgE: “he did not know that it was not Leah.”

281 “from those”—thus only in Yemenite family; all other witnesses: “because of the.”

282 “signs”—AgE: “sign.”

283 “Rachel”—AgE and MhG: “she.”

284 MSS W, Mf add: “and.”

285 “until that moment”—thus in Yemenite family, YS; EY and Printings: “until this moment”; ~ in all other witnesses.

286 “he did not...moment”—~in MS P.

287 “For this reason” ~ in MSS G, O, W, P, Ashkenazic family, HgT1, AgE, MhG.

288 “she was deemed... from her”—~in AgE and MhG.

289 An identical passage is cited in TB Bava batra 123a. There it is introduced following a discussion between Rabbis Ḥalabo and Samuel bar Nahmani, where a dictum of R. Jonathan is cited as saying “The birthright ought to have come from Rachel...except that Leah anticipated her with her prayers for mercy. And owing to the modesty that inhered in Rachel the Holy One returned it to her.” As in Megillah the Talmud there asks: “And what modesty inhered in Rachel?” and goes on to bring the dialogue as found in our pericope. I can think of no criterion for determining in which of the tractates (if either) the story originated. The story is quoted (clearly from TB) in Kallah rabbati [in: Michael Higger, ed., Masekhtot kallah 3:14 (New York: Moinester Publishing Co., 1936), 236-7] as an illustration of the rule “Overrule your own will in favor of that of your fellow, for thus did Rachel for Leah and David for Saul.”

290 P. 812. See Albeck’s notes.

291 Cf. Moshe Garsiel, Biblical Names: A Literary Study of Midrashic Derivations and Puns, translated by P. Hackett (Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1991), 53-4.

292 Cf. Midrash haggadol to the verse, where it is stated simply that a cousin can be loosely referred to as a father’s brother. [The source for this comment, which the editor was unable to identify, is Ruth rabbah, 6:3, where it is applied to Ruth 4:3.] Most modern translators agree that “אח” here should be rendered “relative.” Cf. John Skinner, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Genesis, second ed., The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1912), 382. The first interpretation in the “Jonathan” Targum to Genesis 30:12 understands that Jacob is telling Rachel that “he came in order to become related to Rachel’s father.” See also Arieh b. Asher, Turei Even, Vol. Megillah, (Vilna: 1836); Miṣpeh eitan.

293 S. Buber, ed., Midrash aggadah cal ḥamish-shah ḥumshei torah (Vienna: Abraham Panto, 1894), 75, combines the two traditions, including the dialogue about whether Jacob can stand up to Laban’s trickery, with the proviso “If he is a righteous son, then I am a righteous son” [ישר P].It also has Jacob handing over the “signs” to Rachel (thus also on pp. 76-7).

294 A version of this dialogue is contained in the “Jonathan” Targum to Genesis 29:12:

Rachel replied saying: You cannot stay with him because he is a deceitful man, Jacob said to her: I am more deceitful and clever than he, and he has no permission to hurt me because the word of God is my support.

295 This addition to the story is left tantalizingly undefined. The commentaries of Maharsha, cIyyun yacaqov and R. Josiah Pinto to TB Bava batra 123b contains thoughtful discussions about why the Talmud was compelled to introduce this element into its version of the story. For medieval attempts to fill in the details see the sources cited by Kasher, Torah shelemah 5:11171-2; Ginzberg, Legends, 1:360-1; 5:294-5, n. 164.

296 See 70:19 (818-9). In that version neither Rachel nor Leah participates very actively in the deception, which is executed by the members of Laban’s household. Of relevance to our passage are the concluding lines: “All that night he would call her ‘Rachel’ and she would answer him. In the morning: ‘behold it was Leah: He said to her: Deceiver daughter of a deceiver. She said to him: Is there a scribe who has no pupils? Did your father not call you ‘Esau’ and you answered him? Even so did you call me and I answered you.” Similarly, in Tanḥuma (Buber) Vayyeṣe, 11, the whole incident is telescoped into the brief sentence “All that night she impersonated Rachel, and when he awoke in the morning ‘behold it was Leak” etc.” [The closing exchange in which Rachel equates her deception with that of Jacob is also found in the Tanḥuma (Buber) passage.]

297 All in all the passage has all the typical characteristics of a midrash of the “Tanḥuma-Yelammedenu” genre in its smooth Hebrew synthesis of what appear in earlier traditions as separate comments and interpretations. Buber (25, n. 15) observes that the passage is missing in MS British Museum 27089 (see also his Introduction, 73-4). This is also the view of L. Zunz, Die gottesdienstlichen Vorträge der Juden historisch Entwickelt (Hadderashot beyisrael), translated by Ch. Albeck (Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik, 1974), 342, n. 92. The unit opens with the formula “This is what was said through the Holy Spirit”; on the significance of this phraseology see Marc Bregman, “Circular Proems and Proems Beginning with the Formula ‘Zo hi shene’emra beruaḥ haq-qodesh’,” in Studies in Aggadah, Targum and Jewish Liturgy in Memory of Joseph Heinemann, ed. J. Petuchowski and E. Fleischer, 34-51 [Heb. section] (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, Hebrew Union College Press, 1981).

298 Salomon Buber, ed., Midrasch Echa Rabbati (Vilna: Wittwe & Gebrüder Romm, 1899), 28.

299 The word appears there alternately in singular and plural. The detail is also included in expansion of the “Jonathan” Targum to Genesis 30:25: “Because all that night he had thought that it was Rachel because Rachel had given her all the words [םליא] that Jacob had given her.” In keeping with the ambiguity of the Aramaic term, the reference might be to either physical tokens or to some sort of identifying password.

300 As noted by Buber (n. 25), this detail is probably an expansion of the Genesis rabbah tradition that it was Rachel who answered Jacob all that night. Under the bed was the most likely place for her to hide.

301 R. S. Strashun observes that the Talmud is contradicting itself when it says on the one hand that Rachel acted out of humility, and on the other hand that it was to avoid embarrassing Leah. He concludes (basing himself on Genesis rabbah) that “ṣenicut” is not being used here in its normal sense of “modesty,” but rather as “discretion” or “silence.”

302 On the function of the Aggadah as a supplier of motivations for the biblical characters see Isaac Heinemann, Darkhei ha aggadah (Jerusalem and Tel-Aviv: Magnes and Masadah, 1970), 143-5.

303 That Jacob’s misfortunes in Laban’s household serve as a “nemesis” for his earlier misdeeds is recognized by most modern commentators; e.g.: Gerhard Von Rad, Genesis: A Commentary, translated by John H. Marks, The Old Testament Library, ed. G. E. Wright et al. (London: SCM Press, 1963), 286; J. H. Hertz, ed., The Pentateuch and Haftorahs, Vol. 1: Genesis (Oxford and London: Oxford University Press and Humphrey Milford, 1929), 249; Nehama Leibowitz, cIyyunim besefer bereshit (Jerusalem: World Zionist Federation, 1967), 185-9; Nahum N. Sarna, Genesis; The Traditional Hebrew Text with the New JPS Translation, The JPS Torah Commentary, ed. Nahum M. Sarna (Philadelphia, New York and Jerusalem: The Jewish Publication Society, 1989), 205 [“Obverse nemesis at work”].

304 It is a point which has surprisingly elicited little interest among modem commentators. Cf. Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1981), 186: “Until this point [Genesis 30:11, we have been told absolutely nothing of Rachel’s feelings...as her father set her aside to make Leah Jacob’s first wife... Now...the narrator at last gives us access to Rachel’s feelings and tells us that she was jealous of her sister”; Zvi Jagendorf, ‘“In the morning, behold, it was Leah’: Genesis and the reversal of sexual knowledge,” Proof texts 4 (2 1984), 187-92; Sharon Pace Jeansonne, The Women of Genesis: From Sarah to Potiphar (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990), 72-3.

305 For additional references to this basic rabbinic value-concept see the entry “Halbanat panim” in: S. J. Zevin, ed., Talmudic Encyclopedia, Vol. 9 (Jerusalem: Talmudic Encyclopedia Publishing Ltd., 1959), 207-14”.

306 “And”—~in HgT.

307 “And what modesty inhered in”— ~ in AgE and MhG; MS P, EY, HgT “And [“And”—~in HgT] what was the modesty of Saul?”

308 “For this reason”thus in MSS Y, G, P, EY; ~ in all other witnesses.

309 “he was deemed...from him”—~ in AgE and MhG.

310 “Esther”—thus only in Yemenite family; Spanish family: “And ‘Esther’ [“And ‘Esther’—~in HgT]—What is this?”; ~ in all other witnesses.

311 “Esther—As it... ‘her people, etc.’”—~in Printings.

312 In addition to sources cited below see: Pesiqta derav kahana, 5:3 [ed. Mandelbaum, 82; transl. Braude-Kapstein, 94]; Numbers rabbah, 11:3; Midrash on Psalms, 7:2 [transl. Braude, 101-2].

313 See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:65-6; 6:231-2, nn. 51-3. According to some sources, what was a virtue in the young king became a liability later on. See e.g., TB Yoma 22b: “Says Rav Judah: Says Rav: Why was Saul punished? —Because of his readiness to forego the honor that was due to him.”

314 Judah Kil, Sefer shemu’el [Torah, nevi’im ukhetuvim cim perush “dacat miqra,” ed. E. Elliner et al. (Jerusalem: Mosad Harav Kook, 1981), 93, n. 79] observes that Samuel had never enjoined any secrecy upon Saul. Cf. P. Kyle McCarter Jr., I Samuel, The Anchor Bible, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Freedman (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1980), 184: “What reason Saul had for his secrecy is not immediately apparent...”; cf. 187-8, 196. For Josephus [Antiquities, 6:4:3 (59); transl. Thackeray and Marcus, vol. 5, 194-7] it is evident that Saul was afraid of arousing envy and distrust among his household. See H. P. Smith, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Samuel, International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1899), 73; Lyle M. Eslinger, Kingship of God in Crisis, Bible and Literature Series, ed. David M. Gunn (Decatur, GA: Almond, 1985), 347-8.

315 Interestingly, not a single rabbinic source cites 1 Samuel 9:21 in this context: “And Saul answered and said, Am I not a Benjaminite, of the smallest of the tribes of Israel? And my family the least of all the families of the tribe of Benjamin, etc.” [Thus according to the listings of Aaron and Arthur Hyman, Torah hakethubah vehamessurah, second revised edition (Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1979), 2:41 (the reference to Tanḥuma (Buber) Vayyeṣe, 20, does not relate to our topic]. It does however figure prominently in the account in Josephus’ Antiquities, 6:4:1 (51) [transl. Thackeray and Marcus, vol. 5, pp. 190-3].

316 One such interpretation is recorded from the generation of Yavneh in a discussion between R. Ṭarfon and his disciples concerning the ideal qualities of a Jewish king (The discussion might have been inspired by the recent events of the “Great Rebellion,” or by current tensions between the sages and the Patriarch). In the course of the exchange R. Ṭarfon stated:

Saul as well was found worthy of reigning only by virtue of his humility, as it says: “lest my father leave caring for the asses and take thought for us” (1 Samuel 8:5)—He valued his slave as much as himself.

But Samuel did not say so, but: “Lo, thy father hath left the care of the asses, and taketh thought for you, saying, What shall I do for my son” (l Samuel 10:2).

When he was fleeing from authority, what does it say? “...{he hath hid himself among the stuff]” (1 Samuel 10:22)...

[Tosefta Berakhot 4:18; ed. Lieberman, p. 24. It is Lieberman’s opinion that this segment of the Tosefta is a direct continuation of the conversation between R. Ṭarfon and his students in the previous halakhah; see Tosefta Ki-fshuṭah, ZeraHim, Part 1, 70 (to I. 79)].

1 Samuel 10:22 is also cited (with significant expansions of the biblical narrative) in Tanḥuma (Buber) Vayyiqra, 4 (p. 4) as an illustration of the principle that “All who flee authority will in the end be pursued by it” [see also TB cEruvin 13b; TP Hagigah 2:2 (77d)]. Aboth de Rabi Nathan [ed. Solomon Schechter, newly corrected ed. (New York: Feldheim, 1967)] A: 10 and B:20 (p. 43) use the same verse as a basis for underscoring the contrast between the earlier and later periods of Saul’s life: As reluctant as he was to accept the throne initially, he (and this holds true of most people who exercise authority) was even more loath to surrender it [See Judah Goldin, The Fathers According to Rabbi Nathan, Yale Judaica Series, ed. J. Obermann (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1955), 59; 187-8; Anthony J. Saldarini, The Fathers According to Rabbi Nathan (Abot de Rabbi Nathan) Version B, Studies in Judaism in Late Antiquity, ed. Jacob Neusner (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975), 128-9; TP Pesaḥim 6:1 (33a); Saul Liebermann, Hayerushalmi kiphshuṭo, 468-9; Tosefta Ki-fshuṭah, ibid.; TB Menahot 109b]. E. E. Hallevy (‘Olamah shel ha-aggadah, 141) observes that in its original context Saul hid himself on account of his shame at being a mere peasant. Hallevy (141-5) cites several sources from Greek and Roman writers (including Plato, Aristotle, Demosthenes, Isocrates and others) to the effect that the best leaders are those who have nothing to gain personally from public office, and such people are usually the ones who try to avoid accepting political positions, and must often serve under coercion or a sense of civic duty. Some writers regarded it as a disgrace to actively seek authority, recommending that leaders wait to be appointed by others. The classical authors tended to ascribe such disinterested motivations to figures from their past, in contrast to the self-serving politicians of their own times.

317 Also in Midrash on Samuel, 28:1; Tanḥuma Vayye$e, 6.

318 “Says”—MSS G, W: “And says.”

319 For additional instances of this chain of citation see W. Bacher, Tradition und Tradenten (Leipzig: Gustav Fock, 1914), 380 and 422-3.

320 “to a person”—MSS G, B, W, L, R, Mf, HgT2: “to a righteous man”; ~ in MS P.

321 “his son” MS L, M, Mf, P, EY, HgT1, Printings: “his sons”; HgT2: “them.”

322 “son’s son”—MS B: “seed”; MS L, M, Mf, EY, Printings: “sons’ sons”; HgT2: “and to their sons”; ~ in MS O.

323 “and to his son and to his son’s son”—MSS G, W, R: “and to his seed.”

324 Heinemann, Joseph, “The Proem in the Aggadic Midrashim: A Form-Critical Study,” Scripta Hierosolymitana 22 (1971), 109.

325 See Rashi. The verse speaks explicitly of royalty, but the idea can be extended to any kind of greatness.

326 This is derived most easily according to the widespread interpretation that “his eyes” refers to the children who will follow in their ancestor’s footsteps. Numbers rabbah, 22:5 [=Tanḥuma Maṭot, 4 (ed. Buber, 6)] and Tanḥuma Pequdei, 11 understand it in the sense that God will always grant them (immediately) what their eyes wish to see. At any rate, even without the midrashic explanation of “his eyes” it is possible to reach a similar explanation by stressing the phrase “forever.” Cf. Solomon Buber, ed., Aggadat Bereshit (Cracow: Fischer, 1902) 70:1, 136 (to Genesis 42:1).

327 Verse 8 is being read as the consequence of the “exaltedness” achieved in verse 7, as explained by Rashi. Maharsha suggests that according to Rashi’s interpretation R. Ḥanina is reading “asurim” (bound) as if it were derived from “yissurim” (afflictions) or “issurim” ([transgressing] prohibitions); but his objections are unwarranted, since “bound in fetters” can easily be read in a figurative sense.

328 Some obvious examples that suggest themselves include: Saul and David. Numbers rabbah, 6:2 applies the verse to the firstborns, who were originally destined to conduct the divine service until they were replaced by the Levites following the incident of the golden calf. Tanḥuma Pequdei, 11 applies the verse to Abraham’s being succeeded by Isaac, and Jacob by Joseph, referring only to a single generation. Similarly in Bereshit rabbati [Ch. Albeck, ed., Midrash bereshit rabbati (Jerusalem: 1940)], 57-8 (to Genesis 5:25) the rule is applied to the begetting of single generations of righteous offspring (Adam and Abel; Enoch and Methuselah).

329 The tradition is cited there in the context of a discussion about the bequeathing of kingship to one’s descendants. From the manner in which it is introduced there, as part of a set of related dicta by the same tradents, it is probable that it is being cited there from our pericope in Megillah.

330 Numbers rabbah, 6:2. This section is for the most part a late midrashic adaptation; see Zunz-Albeck, Ha-derashot beyisra’el, 125-7.

331 “R.”—MSS G, B, W, R, HgT2: “Rav.”

332 “Jeremiah”—Spanish family: “Ḥanina.”

333 “bar Abba”—~in Printings.

334 MSS R*, Mf, Spanish family add: “This teaches.”

335 HgT2 and Printings add: “menstrual.”

336 “sage”—thus only in MSS Y, P, Pesaro Printing, AgE; all other witnesses: “sages.”

337 The midrash is evidently conscious that the verse is employing the root ’MR in the sense of “command,” as in Arabic. See BDB, 56 (meaning #4).

338 This obscurity seems to have troubled the Greek translators as well, prompting them to insert an object into the clause that is very similar to the one in our midrash: [image: ]

See Paton, 188-9; Moore’s commentary, 30.

339 Maharsha and the clyyun yacaqov note that menstrual laws are used here merely as an example in which a woman would have call to consult a halakhic authority [according to Reischer, the point was that she did not hesitate to personally soil her royal hands; see also Leqaḥ ṭov, 96]. Maharsha refers us to the words of the Targum to Esther 2:20:

For Esther did the commandment of Mordecai—-She observed the sabbaths and festivals, she was careful of her days of separation, she would not taste the cooked food or wine of gentiles, and all the commands which are incumbent upon a Jewish woman she would keep by Mordecai’s command...

Interestingly, it is exactly the same law that is singled out by the author of Esther rabbah, 6:8: “‘And Mordecai walked every day before the court of the women’s house’ (Esther 2:11)—to ask concerning her stains and her menstruation...” Thus also in Rabinovitz, Ginzé midrash, 164 (and n. 25). In Pirqei derabbi elicezer, 50 (transl. Friedlander, 397) on the other hand, Mordecai’s sitting at the king’s gate (in 2:21) is said to be “in order to see that Esther and her maidens should not become defiled by any kind of unclean food.” All the above sources share a determination to find “rabbinic” justifications for those verses which mention Mordecai’s presence in the royal court. However cf. the commentaries of R. David Luria, Maharzu and Yefeh canaf to Esther rabbah, 6:8, all of whom try to detect a verbal midrashic link between “the court of the women’s house” in Esther 2:11 and specifically feminine halakhic concerns (extending the imagery of Mishnah Niddah 2:5-7; Chaps. 8-9).

For an overview of the halakhic areas of menstrual blood and stains see Joseph Kafih, ed., Rabbenu avraham ben david (ha-ra” avad): Bacalei ha-nefesh (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1964), especially 56-66; P. Rubinfeld and S. Weiss, eds., Hilkhot niddah la-ramba”n ha-shalem (Jerusalem: Wagschal, 1986), 3:3-5 (pp. 33-5); Tirzah Zechurah Meacham, “Tractate Niddah with Introduction: A Critical Edition with Notes and Variants, Commentary, Redaction and Chapters in Legal History and Realia,” Ph.D., The Hebrew University, 1989, 176-81. See also J. Preuss,” Julius Preuss Biblical and Talmudic Medicine, 2nd ed., translated by Fred Rosner (New York: Hebrew Publishing Company, 1978), 126-8.

340 “Says Rava” [in MS Y: ראבא]—-MSS B, L, P, EY: “Says R. Abba”; MSS M, Mf, Printings, Genizah fragment: “Says Rabbah”; ~ in MSS W, R.

341 “Lema”” MSS G, HgT2: “Livaf; MS L: “Lahma.”

342 Spanish family adds: “This teaches that.” Printings add: “in the name of Rav.”

343 “stands”- thus only in MS Y; MS M: “used to sit”; all other witnesses: “used to stand.”

344 “from” - MSS O, M and EY: “in.”

345 “and goes”—thus only in MS Y; ~ in all other witnesses.

346 “immerses herself- MS Mf: “goes down.”

347 “sits” - -MS W: “lies.”

348 No rabbi bearing this name is enumerated in either Albeck’s introduction to the Talmud or Margolioth’s Encyclopedia of Talmudic and Geonic Literature. Both these works however list a Rabbah bar Livai (Albeck, 377; Margolioth, 2:788) [See the reading in MSS G, HgT2] who was a contemporary of Rava; i.e., a fourth-generation Babylonian Amora. Strashun remarks that in TB Rosh hash-shanah 4a there appears another exegetical dictum by Rabbah (or “Rava”; see Diqduqé soferim there, n. R) bar Lema in the name of Rav (see the reading of the Printings here), on the basis of which R. Halpern [Atlas cEts-Ḥayyim, Vol. 4 (Tel-Aviv: 1980), 291] locates him tentatively in the second Amoraic generation. In Zakut’s Sefer yuḥasin [Z. Fillipowsky, ed., Yuhasin (Hashalem) by R. Abraham Zakut (Frankfon a/M: 1925)] he is recorded as citing Rava. No additional references are brought in Kosowsky’s Thesaurus Nominum, 4:1462. See also A. Weiss, Studies in the Literature of the Amoraim, 285, n. 41.

349 The Hebrew word “ḥeg” meaning “bosom” is often employed in the Bible in sexual contexts; e.g., Genesis 16:5; Deuteronomy 13:7; 28:54, 56; 1 Kings 1:2; Micah 7:5; Proverbs 5:20 [See also Ben-Yehudah’s Thesaurus, 3:1537-8; BDB, 300-1]. Note that it also figures in the parable of the ewe-lamb in 2 Samuel 12:3 which formed the basis for R. Meir’s exegesis of Esther 2:6.

350 Rashi already observes that the “immersion” mentioned here between Esther’s two “husbands” could not have performed its usual function of purifying a woman after menstrual or other impurities, and must therefore have been merely for purposes of hygiene and beautification. Maharsha objects to Rashi that in Talmudic parlance ṬBL invariably has a ritual connotation, whereas bathing for cleanliness would be expressed by RḤṢ.

The Tosafot make the point that according to accepted halakhah a woman must wait three months between husbands in order to verify paternity. While in the present instance (where Esther is essentially regarded as a rape victim; see TB Sanliedrin 74b; Maharsha) of course Ahasuerus could not be expected to observe such a waiting period, but Mordecai would presumably have had to forego marital relations during the period in question. The Tosafot are somewhat glib in their assertion that Esther must have employed birth control (a mokh), and hence the problem did not arise. See also Tosefot harosh [S. Wilman, ed., Tosefot ha-rosh ha-shalem (Tel-Aviv: 1971)]; Tosfoth Hachmei Anglia: and the glosses of R. Jacob Emden.

The severe halakhic and exegetical problems created by R. Meir’s comment are aptly expressed by Alkabetz (to 2:7):

Indeed for several days and years I sat dumfounded and quaking that the sages should have said such a thing, and that they ordained, and took upon them in all places, to the point that even after she had been taken into the royal palace and the king had taken her as his wife and set her to reign in Vashti’s stead, they still maintained that she would go out from Ahasuerus’ bosom, immerse herself and sit in Mordecai’s, as we shall see below... Now all this is very strange, and there are many distinguished Jews who have chosen to ignore it, and some who go so far as to deny it. And the “most meticulous of the meticulous” have claimed that she had been betrothed to Mordecai...but had not actually been married when she was taken to the royal palace...

351 This difficulty is cogently put by Maharsha, who is forced to conclude that the comment is not attached to the end of verse 2:20, but to its beginning, such that it is essentially a continuation of R. Jeremiah bar Abba’s dictum which adds that even though Esther tried to be meticulous in her observance of menstrual regulations, ultimately she could not avoid transgressing the fundamental prohibition in her relations with Ahasuerus. She would at any rate have observed these rules before sleeping with Mordecai. According to R. Josiah Pinto this is precisely the point of Rava bar Lema’s comment: Esther continued to have sexual relations with Mordecai just as she had done before being taken into Ahasuerus’ household.

Were it not for the mention of immersion, there would have been good reason to interpret Rava bar Lema’s statement in a completely the opposite direction: The expression “as when she was brought up with him” could suggest a parental-filial association, such as had characterized the relationship between Mordecai and his niece [hearkening back to Esther 2:6 where the same root ’MN is employed]. According to Rava bar Lema this same relationship continued to exist even between Ahasuerus and Esther, as expressed in the classic image of her sitting like a child in the bosoms or laps of both.

This connotation of “heq” is at least as prominent in biblical Hebrew as the male-female one. See Numbers 11:12; 1 Kings 3:20; 17:19; Lamentations 2:12 (See Ben-Yehudah ibid.). This usage is also common in the Talmud; e.g., TB Moced qatan 26b [see Chaim Josua Kasowski, Thesaurus Talmudis: Concordantiae Verborurn (Jerusalem: Ministry of Education and Culture, Government of Israel and Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1954-89), 13:390]. This is true particularly of the phrases “standing/sitting from the bosom of.” See TB Yevamot 77a [Abraham Liss, ed., The Babylonian Talmud with Variant Readings: Tractate Yebamoth (Jerusalem: Institute for the Complete Israeli Talmud, 1983-9), 151 and nn. 44*-5]: “...This teaches that Rehoboam was sitting in David’s bosom, etc.” (Rehoboam was David’s grandson); Qiddushin 72a-b, where “sitting in the bosom of our father Abraham” is used as a euphemism for dying [apparently—see Rashi, Tosafot and commentators).

352 On this institution see Mishnah Yevamot 13:1-5; Louis M. Epstein, Marriage Laws in the Bible and the Talmud, Harvard Semitic Series, ed. H. A. Wolfson et al. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1942), 278; Mordechai Akiva Friedman, Jewish Marriage in Palestine: A Cairo Geniza Study (Tel-Aviv and New York: Tel-Aviv University and the Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1980), 228, n. 29; Yedidia Dinari, “The History of Meyyun,” Dine Israel 10-11 (1981-3), 319-45.

353 Cf. Mishnah Gittin 5:5.

354 Cf. TP Yevamot 13:2 (13c).

355 I remain hesitant in making this assertion, since I have yet to find a commentator, traditional or modern, who cites Yevamot in connection with our pericope.

356 Leviticus 22:7. Cf. Louis Ginzberg, A Commentary on the Palestinian Talmud, Texts and Studies of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America (New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1941-61), 7; J. N. Epstein, Mavo’ lenosah ha-mishnah (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1948), 1013, n. 1; Ch. Albeck, ed., Shis hah sidrei mishnah, third ed. (Bialik Institute and Dvir: Jerusalem and Tel-Aviv, 1969), 1:325-6.

357 See also TP Yevamot 7:4 and 7:5 (8b): “...as R. Ḥiyya teaches {in a baraita): The wife of a deaf-mute or of an insane man immerses herself from her husband’s bosom and eats.” The commentators explain that the baraita speaks of a priestess who married an Israelite, ruling that the marriage has no legal effect and the woman is still considered a priestess for purposes of eating heave-offering. Once again, the immersion is merely the normal preparation for eating sacred foodstuffs (assuming that she has had sexual relations with her spouse).

358 The mention of immersion is more integral to the Yevamot situation, where it is the very fact of her sexual relation with her “husband” that generates the impurity that prevents her from eating terumah (see Rashi to Yevamot). In Esther’s case whatever defilement she may have contracted is incidental to the story, and was probably only introduced here as a consequence of the dependence on the Yevamot passage. Cf. Rashi’s position cited above.

359“R.”—Genizah fragment: “Bar.”

360 “Ḥiyya”—E Y and HgT: “Aha.”

361 “Says R. Ḥiyya bar Abba”—~in MS P

362 “Says R. Joḥanan”—Genizah fragment: “Says R. Jonathan”; ~ in MhG.

363 “a king”—-MSS B, L, R, YS: “masters”; Printings: “master.”

364 “his”—~in MSS B, L, HgT2, YS.

365 “his servants”—MS M: “a people.”

366 “to”—AgE: “in order to.”

367 “{for}”—thus only in Yemenite family; all other witnesses: “of.”

368 MS O adds: “a king upon his servants to fulfill the desire of a righteous man”; MS P and Genizah fragment add: “servants upon their masters to fulfill the desire of a righteous man.”

369 AgE adds; “This is.”

370 MS B* and Printings add: “as it is written [“is written—Printings: “says”]: ‘And there was there with us a young man, an Hebrew, servant etc.’ (Genesis 41:12).” MS Mf, HgT2, YS, MhG add: “as it is written: ‘And Pharaoh was wroth with his servants’ (Genesis 41:10).”

371 “Servants upon...righteous man”—~in MS O.

372 “He incited”—MS G “And the Holy One incited”; MS W, AgE, MhG: “And he incited”; MS L: “The Holy One incited”; HgT2: “And”; ~ in MSS M, Mf, Printings, YS.

373 “their”—~in MS B, YS.

374 “their masters”—AgE, MhG: “ a king.”

375 MS B* adds: “[Bigthan and Teresh].” AgE and MhG add: “in order.”

376 “As it is written”—~in HgT1, Genizah fragment.

377”As it is written: ‘...servants’”—~in MS O.

378 “do the will”—Printings: “perform a miracle.”

379 “{for}”thus only in Yemenite family and Printings; all other witnesses: “of.”

380 “And who was this? —Joseph...a righteous man”— ~ in MS R.

381 “of a righteous...was this”—MS P.

382 “And who was this...written”—Genizah fragment: “They did not teach ילא (?)”

383 “as it is written...‘servant etc.’”—~in MS P.

384 “as it is written”—~in MS (), HgT1.

385 ‘“Two of the king’s...were wroth”’MS P: “Bigthan and Teresh.”

386 HgT2 adds: “And.”

387 “masters”—AgE: “a king.”

388 “A king against...masters”—MS Mf, HgT2, MhG: “as it is written.”

389 “A king against his servants...‘...were wroth’”—~in MSS G, B, W, L, M, R, Printings, YS.

390 MS B adds: “as it says;” MSS L, R, Printings, YS add: “as it is written.”

391 ‘“To fulfill...written”—MS P: “To do the will of Mordecai.”

392 Genizah fragment adds: “to do the will of Mordecai (?).”

393 As can be appreciated from the above presentation of the translation in two columns, R. Joḥanan’s dictum has come down to us in two principal versions which differ in their arrangement, but not in their content. One version is attested in the Spanish family of witnesses (with the single exception of the printed Haggadot hattal-mud) and the other one in all the remaining texts. The Spanish tradition recommends itself by its logic and symmetry. It states the entire rule at the beginning, and afterwards goes through it line by line to identify each reference or proof-text in the order that they were mentioned in the general formulation. The prevalent textual tradition, by contrast, follows a more awkward order: Not only does it lack the opening statement of the general rule (a common sort of omission which usually results from ho-moioteleuton, or from the copyists’ perception that there is an unjustifiable redundancy), but its identification of the references does not follow the appropriate order. As regards the latter phenomenon, the only explanation which would appear to account for the unusual arrangement would be the author’s (or redactor’s) determination to conclude with the citation of the verse, thereby turning R. Joḥanan’s dictum into a kind of proem.

It is hard to imagine the passage in its present form functioning as a standard petiḥta, since neither Esther 2:21 nor Genesis 40:10 constitute beginnings of sedarim. It is nevertheless conceivable that it could have been attached to Genesis 41:1. See Mann, The Bible as Read and Preached, 1:309-13, where several of the homilies cited would be appropriate settings for R. Joḥanan’s dictum. Similarly, the piyyuṭ to this lection in Rabinovitz, The Liturgical Poems of Rabbi Yannai, 1:230-6 makes reference to the episode of the butler and the baker (p. 232,11. 223-6).

The Talmud’s version of R. Joḥanan’s comment does not furnish us with a “petiḥta verse,” but several appropriate candidates (dealing with such general themes as release from darkness or danger, the virtues of faithful work, trusting in God etc.) are mentioned by Mann, ibid. I consider it unlikely that the Genesis and Esther verses served as petiḥta verses for each other. Esther rabbah, 6:13 and Genesis rabbah, 88:3 (1079 [see also Rabinovitz, Ginzé midrash, 167-8]) contain a simpler version of our passage complete with petiḥta verse:

R. Berakhiah in the name of R. Levi says: “Come, and see the works of God: he is terrible in his doing toward the children of men” (Psalms 46:8)—

The Holy One provoked the anger of servants against their masters in order to bestow greatness on the righteous. This is what is written: “.. Bigthan and Teresh...were wroth.” —in order to bestow greatness on Mordecai.

He provokes the anger of masters against their servants in order to bestow greatness on Joseph. This is what is written: “And Pharaoh was wroth with his servants.”

Surprisingly, the version of this passage found in Genesis rabbah [attributed to R. Judah bar Simon and R. Ḥanin in the name of R. Joḥanan; see Albeck’s notes) has the order of the clauses reversed so that it culminates in the Esther verse, which it goes on to expound. A widespread textual variant in Genesis rabbah introduces the exposition with Psalms 46:8: “Come, behold the works of the Lord, what desolations he hath made in the earth” (Psalms 46:8).

394 On the tendency of the aggadah to point out such comparisons see Heinemann, Darkhei ha-aggadah, 61; Jonah, Fraenkel, Darkhei ha-’aggadah veha-midrash, Yad Ha-Talmud, ed. E. E. Urbach (Givatayim: Massadah, 1991), 1:163-70.

395 See also cEṣ yosef.

396 I have dealt with this issue in greater detail in my “Human Anger and Divine Intervention in Esther,” Prooftexts 9 (1989), 247-56, which contains additional studies of the narrative roles of anger and its abatement in both Esther and Genesis, and bibliographical references to the vast scholarly literature dealing with the literary affinities between Esther and the Joseph cycle. It is noted there that R. Joḥanan makes a similar observation with respect to Ahasuerus’ furious reaction to Vashti’s disobedience (Esther rabbah, 3:15; Abba gorion, 16) which (he states) did not abate until Haman was impaled. In the aforementioned Palestinian sources R. Ḥanina [or R. Joḥanan; see Buber’s note to Abba gorion] graphically depicts the divine incitement of the courtiers as the sending out of the angel “Ḥemah.” R. Ḥanina was the teacher of R. Joḥanan (Albeck, Introduction to the Talmud, 155-7.)

397 “Ḥiyya” MS R: “Zera.”

398 “Says R. Ḥiyya bar Abba”— ~ in Printings.

399 “Says R. Joḥanan”—MS G: “Says R.”; ~ in MSS O, P, Mf, EY, HgT1, Ashkenazic family, Genizah fragment.

400 “Bigthana”—thus only in MS Y; all other witnesses: “Bigthan.”

401 “Tarsians”—MS O: “royal eunuchs”; HgT2: “eunuchs.”

402 “were two Tarsians”— ~ in MS P.

403 “and”—~in MS P.

404 “and”—~in MS Mf, YS, AgE.

405 MSS L, M add: “used to.”

406 “this one”—MS B: “Esther”; ~ in MS Mf.

407 MSS B, M, Mf add: “to here”; MS W adds: “to this one (m.)”; YS adds: “to our hands.”

408 “seen”—AgE: “tasted.”

409 MSS M, L, Mf add: “Rather.”

410 “put” {lit.: “put for him”}—”for him” ~ in MSS G, W, L, P, Mf, EY, Printings, AgE.

411 MS P and EY add: “of a lethal drug.”

412 MS B and Spanish family add: “of water.”

413 “he”—Genizah fragment: “the king.”

414 “so that he will die”—AgE: “and we shall kill him.”

415 MS L adds: “she and he.”

416 “did” {lit.: “do”}MS Mf, Spanish family, Printings, AgE: “did.”

417 On this site of the great Sanhedrin of seventy-one judges see Mishnah cEduyyot 7:4; Sanhedrin 11:2; Middot 5:4, Peah 2:6, etc.; Hugo Mantel, Studies in the History of the Sanhedrin (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1961), 82-5. I have employed the conventional English rendering, although Schürer [Geza Vermes, Fergus Millar, and Matthew Black, eds., The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 B.C.-A.D. 135) by Emil Schürer, new English revised ed. (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1979), 222] has already remarked that the reference is presumably to the “Xystus,” a polished-stone gymnasium used for public speeches, which was situated outside the Temple proper and connected to it by a bridge, as described by Josephus, Wars, 5:4:2 (144) [H. St. J. Thackeray, ed., Josephus with an English Translation...The Jewish War, The Loeb Classical Library (London and New York: William Heineman and G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1928), 242-3 and nn. d-e] as being joined to the “council-chamber” ([image: ]) [see also Wars 6:6:3 (354), pp. 478-9]. Presuming (as seems virtually certain) that Josephus’ council-chamber is the same one in which rabbinic tradition housed the Sanhedrin, Schürer argues that it would be more correct to translate the Hebrew “lishkat haggazit” as the “Chamber beside the Xystus” [the Greek employs a to render a in Amos 5:11 and 1 Chronicles 22:2]. For further information on the Xystus see Thackeray’s note b to Wars, 2:16:3 (344) [pp. 2:456-7]; Antiquities, 20:8:11 (189-91).

418 “and”—MSS G, W: “that he.”

419 “And they...seventy languages”—~in Genizah fragment.

420 MS B adds “As the Master said: No one is allowed to sit on the Sanhedrin unless they are men of wisdom, men of stature, men of appearance, men of age, men of magic, so that the Sanhedrin should not have to hear from the mouth of an interpreter.”

421 “my watch and your”—YS: “your watch and my.”

422 “my watch...equal”—MS R: “your watch”; ~ in AgE.

423 “Another reading”—thus only in MS Y; ~ in all other witnesses.

424 “My watch does not resemble your watch”—thus only in AgE.

425 “mine and yours”—MSS G, B, W, P, Mf, Ashkenazic family, EY, HgT, Printing, YS, Genizah fragment: “my watch and yours”; MS O: “your watch and you shall guard my watch.”

426 Genizah fragment adds: “And they did not know that Mordecai was among those who sat in the Chamber of Hewn Stone, and was proficient in seventy tongues.”

427 “he was”—MS G emended to: “they were”; MS B: “each one was”; MSS R, Mf, HgT2, YS: “one was.”

428 See the cIyyun yacaqov to the previous passage. That such a connection exists is of course not open to doubt for the midrashic exegete, since there is always significance to the ordering of events in the Bible. See Heinemann, Darkhei ha-aggadah, 99; Fraenkel, Darkhei ha-aggadah veha-midrash, 1:183-5.

429 Panim aḥerim B, 65 and Second Targum (see Grossfeld, 140) offer an additional explanation, that the plot was revealed to Mordecai through the Holy Spirit. See the further explanation in Panim aḥerim B there.

430 Evidently Tarsus was chosen here as an example of a far-off city. There is no evidence that Tarsians during R. Joḥanan’s time would have spoken anything but Greek, the city having been thoroughly hellenized as far back as the Persian period. According to A. H. M. Jones, The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1937), 192-6, that region of Cilicia was dominated by Greek tribes as early as the Trojan war [though its origins were Semitic; see M. Gough, “Tarsus,” in The Princeton Encyclopedia of Classical Sites, ed. Richard Stillwell, 883-4 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976)], and the Greek element was further reinforced at the time of major Greek colonial expansion. Cf. however C. Bradford Welles, Alexander and the Hellenistic World (Toronto: A. M. Hakkert, 1970), 157; Ruge’s extensive entry in G. Wissowa, ed., Paulys Real-Encyclopädie der Classischen Alterumswissenschaft, Vol. 2:8, 2413-39. The only other language that would have been likely to be known in the region was Syriac/Aramaic [see T. R. Glover, Paul of Tarsus (London: Student Christian Movement, 1927); cf. Hugh J. Schonfield, The Jew of Tarsus: An Unorthodox Portrait of Paul (London: Macdonald, 1946), 13-4], but this would not be esoteric enough to make the plotters expect to escape detection

Dio Cassius {Thirty-Fourth Discourse: 9-11) reports that the Tarsians had acquired a reputation (not entirely justified, he diplomatically assures his Tarsian audience) as individuals who were unwilling to submit to authority [J. W. Cohoon and H. Lamar Crosby, ed., Dio Chrysostom, second ed., The Loeb Classical Library (London and Cambridge (Mass.): William Heineman and Harvard University Press, 1951), 344-7]. Dio feels called upon to berate the Tarsians for their cultivation of “the vices of envy, greed, contentiousness, the striving in each case to promote one’s own welfare at the expense of both one’s native land and the common weal” (ibid., 19; pp. 354-5); see Jones, 208; David Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor: To the End of the Third Century after Christ (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1950), 601. Evidently it is just such a national stereotype that underlies R. Joḥanan’s decision to identify the conspirators as Tarsians. Cf. Tosefot harosh.

431 pirqei derabbi elicezer, 50 (transl. Friedlander, 397 and n. 6; ed. Higger, 242) has the plotters speaking in “Chaldean” (בלשון כשדים) Their language is identified as “Tarsian” also in the First Targum. I am not aware of any other midrashic traditions which identify the language.

432 Mordecai’s reputation for mastery’ of languages (the tradition, including the referenee to Mordecai’s membership in the Sanhedrin, also appears in Panim aḥerim B, 65) appears to have been derived from Ezra 2:2 where among the exiles returning with Zcrubbabel are listed Mordecai and Bilshan. A rabbinic traditions read “Bilshan” as an epithet for Mordecai (presumed to be the same one as in Esther), deriving it from the word “lashon” meaning “tongue.” It should however be emphasized that the “Mordecai-Bilshan” derivation appears explicitly only in the late Pirqei derabbi elicezer (50; transl. Friedlander, 397 and n. 4; ed. Higger, 241), albeit cited in the name of R. Simeon (presumably: ben Yoḥai, the Tanna]. Ezra 2:2 is however cited in connection with Mordecai below 16b. An Aramaic embellishment of a baraita in TB Menaḥot 64b-65a tells of a Mordecai who cleverly deciphered a series of encoded messages. The Talmud itself however identifies these episodes with events from the siege of Jerusalem during the days of Hyrcanos and Aristobulus [as described by Josephus in the Antiquities, 14:2 (26-8)] and goes on to identify this Mordecai with the Petahiah who is mentioned in Mishnah Sheqalim 5:1 as being in charge of “nests,” remarking that he was called Petahiah because he could “open” [poteah] words and expound them “and he knew seventy languages” (Mordecai was of course a Benjaminite, not a priest). [The passage is in fact not an authentic part of the Mishnah; see our remarks to Megillah 12b above, and the literature cited there.] The Talmud (like MS B of our pericope) goes on to cite R. Joḥanan’s dictum (TB Sanhedrin 17a) about how members of the Sanhedrin were expected to be competent in seventy languages so as not to be dependent upon interpreters. Although Rashi in his commentary to Menaḥot states that the Talmud is referring to the Mordecai who “lived during the days of Ahasuerus,” the Tosafot there recognize that this is a chronological impossibility and suggest that “Mordecai” was employed as an honorific title for clever Temple officials. It is more likely that the redactor of the TB Menahot pericope has simply confused the chronology. See also TP Sheqalim 5:1 (48c); TP Yoma 3 (41b); Isaac Halevy, Doroth Harischonim: the Geschichte und Literatur Israels (Frankfurt a. M.: Louis Golde, 1901-18), 1:53; J. N. Epstein, Introduction to Tannaitic Literature: Mishna, Tosephta and Halakhic Midrashim (Tel Aviv and Jerusalem: The Magnes Press and Dvir, 1957), 25; Ch. Albeck, Shishah sidrei mishnah, 2:462; S. Lieberman, Tosefta Ki-fshutah, 4 (Order Moced), 691. Whatever its origin and connection with the “seventy languages” motif, the tradition that Mordecai sat on the Sanhedrin seems to have independent corroboration in such passages as TB Megillah 16b that speaks of part of the Sanhedrin withdrawing from Mordecai, and the Targum, which speaks of Esther setting up a Sanhedrin for Mordecai at the palace gate (see Grossfeld, The Two Targums, 48-9).

433 assumption seems to be that, as “sarisim” (literally: eunuchs) they were attached to the harem. Rashi understands that they were butlers and that Ahasuerus active sex life made him unusually thirsty (Rashi’s words are incorporated into Ginzberg’s paraphrase, Legends, 6:461; cf. Grossfeld, The Two Targums to Esther, 49-50, 140). He apparently deduces this from the fact that they have the opportunity to poison his drink. Maharsha tries to support Rashi’s interpretation by suggesting that “shomerei hassaf” (“of those who keep the door”) has an additional secondary meaning of “cup” as in Exodus 12:22 (“basin”; but cf. Mekhilta Pisḥa 11 [H. S. Horovitz and I. A. Rabin, ed., Mechilta d’rabbi ismaeL 2nd ed. (Jerusalem: Wahrmann, 1970), 37; Jacob Z. Lauterbach, ed., Mekilta de-rabbi ishmael, paper ed., Jewish Classics (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1961), 84; see also Ben-Yehudah’s Thesaurus, 8:4141]; 1 Kings 7:50; Jeremiah 52:19; Zechariah 12:2. This interpretation is implied in the Second Targum’s rendering “guardians of the vessels” (םניא), as remarked by A. Sulzbach, Targum Scheni zum Buch Esther (Frankfurt am/M: J. Kauffmann Verlag, 1920), 50, n. ** (cited by Grossfeld, op. cit., 140). Maharsha argues that this word might be etymologically related to “sefeT; on Rashi’s utilization of this sort of etymology see Jonah Fraenkel, Rashi’s Methodology in his Exegesis of the Babylonian Talmud (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1975), 106-13. Genesis rabbah, 88:2, Panim aḥerim B, 65 and the Second Targum relate what is more or less the same story, but have them hiding a serpent in Ahasuerus’ cup instead. The First Targum (alone, apparently; see Grossfeld, The First Targum, 108) sees the conspiracy as being directed also against Esther. Genesis rabbah [see also Rabinovitz, Ginzé midrash, 168 and nn. 61-51 cites the opinion of Rav that the conspirators approached Ahasuerus with daggers hidden in their shoes, an opinion which is also included in the First Targum. [The use of hidden daggers for political assassinations (usually hidden in the sleeves or bosoms of the perpetrators’ robes) was a familiar part of ancient political life, as evidenced by the Jewish Sicarii, as well as by the assassins of Julius Caesar and Domitian.)

The identification of the offices held by Bigthan and Teresh according to the midrashic versions has been the source of considerable confusion, much of which is due to difficulties in reconstructing the meanings of various texts, particularly the unusual קלוסנםרין in Abba gorion, 20 and קלםריקין in Esther rabbah, 6:13 and the Targum to Esther 2:21. See the exhaustive analysis of the problem in Sperber, A Dictionary of Greek and Latin Legal Terms, 189-91. It should be noted that Jastrow’s [p. 1373] identification of the word as [image: ] “jester,” a rendering which was accepted by Grossfeld, appears completely unfounded in the face of the lexicographical and contextual considerations.

The above explanation of the chamberlain’s grievance is found only in the Babylonian Esther-Midrash. Other midrashic works are also concerned with finding a reason for the conspiracy (as against the above view which regards their anger as an act of God that does not necessarily require explanation). The most commonly expressed position is that, at Esther’s request, Bigthan and Teresh had lost their positions to Mordecai. See Targum; Esther rabbah, 6:13; Abba gorion, 20; Panim aḥerim B, 65 (and see in detail on 66). In the latter source their purpose is not so much out of malice to the king, but merely to prove their own indispensability when Mordecai fails to adequately protect him. See additional sources (including non-Rabbinic materials) in Ginzberg, Legends, 4:390-1; 6:461, n. 88.

434 It is not obvious that we are still relating the words of R. Joḥanan.

435 I. e., discovering the poison in the cup, or (if we accept one of the other versions of the plot) the weapons in the assassins’ shoes, etc.

436 This is spelled out clearly in R. Jacob Emden ’s gloss.

437 Thus in R. Hananel’s commentary: “He told him: I shall watch during my own shift, at the beginning of the night, for our designated period. And I shall continue to stand watch more than you after midnight during your watch, etc.”

Rashi explained that the conspirators were not guards whose watches were at different times, but that they had altogether different jobs (See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:392; 6:462, n. 90). Maharsha objects that Rashi’s explanation is not consistent with the wording of the verse which designates both of them as “shomerei hassaf” (however one chooses to understand the term; see above) and concludes: “I know not his way.” R. Josiah Pinto adds that this seems to conflict with Rashi’s explanation above that they went sleepless because of the king’s sex-induced thirst, which presupposes that they were both cup bearers. Nonetheless he suggests that Rashi rejected the plain meaning of the passage because if one chamberlain had filled in for the other, then it was not strictly true “that he was not found at his watch-post,” but that he was found at the other s watch-post. Rashi might have also felt that according to the simple understanding of the episode there was really no reason why they should have gotten caught. Hence he preferred an explanation in which the plotters were required to be found simultaneously in two different places.

438 Ultimately, according to R. Hananel, the first guard was caught by being awake after his shift, when he should have been sleeping. Thus approximately in Maharsha and Pinto.

439 See our discussion of the implications of this fact at the end of the previous chapter.

440 See the discussion in A. Weiss, Studies in the Literature of the Amoraim, 285.

441 Note in particular the long baraita about Esther’s name, and R. Meir’s tradition about Mordecai’s marriage to Esther. Both deal with Esther 2:7.

442 R. Joḥanan (or Jonathan; to 2:9); R. Joḥanan (to 2:14). R. Eleazar (to 2:15); R. Eleazar in the name of R. Ḥanina (to 2:20); R. Ḥiyya bar Abba and R. Joḥanan (to 2:21 and 2:22-3).

443 Rav Ḥisda (to Esther 2:7 and 2:16); Rava (to 2:9 and 2:17); Rav and Samuel (to 2:9); Rava bar Lema (to 2:20).

444 It is noteworthy that here, as in subsequent sections of the Esther-Midrash, there are some long Aramaic sections which appear to be unattributed (setam); e.g., the account of Ahasuerus’ efforts to persuade Esther to divulge her origins (2:18-20), and the story of Rachel and Leah (which does not appear to be part of the dictum of R. Eleazar in the name of R. Ḥanina which it comes to illustrate).

445 A proem by R. Eleazar in the name of R. Ḥanina based on Job 36:7 and one by R. Ḥiyya bar Abba in the name of R. Joḥanan (to Esther 2:22-3, or to the Joseph story in Genesis).

446 Esther was after all “greenish.”


Chapter Nine

Haman

Preventative Medicine

[13b] “After these things did king Ahasuerus promote Haman the son of Hammedatha the Agagite, and advanced him” (Esther 3: l).1

“After” what?2

It is a common midrashic premise that phrases like “after these things’” come to indicate a causal connection between the events described, not merely a chronological one.3 Therefore Rava tries to discern such a relationship between the introduction of Haman now and the developments in the previous chapter.4

[13b] —Says Rava:5 After6 the Holy One had created 7 8a remedy for the wound.9

Says Resh Laqish:10 The Holy One never inflicts a wound upon Israel unless11 he has created12 for them13 a remedy14 beforehand;15 16 as it says: “When I healed Israel,17 then the iniquity of Ephraim was discovered18 and the wickedness of Samaria” (Hosea 7:1).

But for19 the nations of the world it is20 not so. Rather,21 he inflicts the wound22 and afterwards he creates for them the remedy;23

as it says: “And the Lord shall smite Egypt: he shall smite and heal it” (Isaiah 19:22).24

Resh Laqish’s dictum is based on a meticulous comparison of the respective word orders of the passages in Hosea and Isaiah. When speaking of the chastisement and subsequent healing of Israel, it is the healing that is mentioned first—even though this constitutes a reversal of the order of events.25 In Isaiah’s oracle about Egypt the order is the opposite. This is taken by Resh Laqish as an indication of God’s special concern for his people; he will not begin to inflict a punishment on them until after he has made preparations for their healing. In the case of the heathen peoples—even though the eventual cure might also be assured26—no such affection is expressed and the healing is left, as it were, in temporary suspense.27

Rava’s use of the term “remedy” makes it likely that he was actually alluding to Resh Laqish’s dictum.28 The reassuring idea expressed therein might also have been put to a variety of homiletical uses,29 not necessarily with respect to Purim.30

Mordecai and the People of Mordecai

[13b] “And he thought scorn to lay hands on Mordecai alone; for they had shewed him the people of Mordecai: wherefore Haman sought to destroy all the Jews that were throughout the whole kingdom of Ahasuerus, even the people of Mordecai” (Esther 3:6).

Says31 Rava:32 33 First to “Mordecai,”34 and in the end35 to “the people of Mordecai.” And who are they? —The rabbis. And in the end36 all the Jews (see Esther 3:13).

The verse mentions three different objects of Haman’s outrage: (1) Mordecai; (2) “the people of Mordecai” and (3) “all the Jews that were throughout the kingdom”“ Although, understood simply, (3) is merely intended as an identification of (2),37 the midrash here follows its normal methods of reading scripture, according to which such apparent redundancy must be exploited in order to discover additional religious insights. In this vein Rava deduces that Haman is directing his wrath against a separate class of victims which was in more immediate proximity to Mordecai,38 namely his fellow rabbinic scholars.39 Our midrash thereby joins the company of several others whose purpose is to cast Mordecai in the role of a typical talmudic sage and demonstrate thereby that the rabbis and their institutions were alive and active throughout the story.

Choosing a Date

[13b] “They cast Pur, that is, the lot, before Haman from day to day, and from month to month, to the twelfth month, that is, the month of Adar” (Esther 3:7).

It was taught40 {in a baraita] :41 When the lot fell for him upon42 Adar, he rejoiced43 a great44 rejoicing. He said: The lot45 has fallen for me upon the month in which Moses their master46 died.

But he did not know that on the seventh of Adar he47 died48 and49 on the seventh of Adar he50 was born.

Midrashic hermeneutics will naturally search for homiletical symbolism in all the dates that are mentioned in Scripture. For the Jewish homilist, therefore, the date of Purim—i.e., the day chosen by Haman for the execution of his plot against the Jews—strikes us as singularly meager in religious or historical associations, containing as it does not a single festival or major event in the annals of the nation. On further reflection however, that which creates disappointment for the Jewish reader would have been regarded as wonderfully auspicious for the Jew-baiter Haman.51 This type of reasoning presupposes of course that Israel’s pagan enemies were as erudite in Jewish lore as the rabbis themselves—but that is a common assumption of midrashic exegesis.52

In the end the baraita was able to find one historical event that was associated with the month of Adar: the death of Moses on the seventh of that month. This date is not given in the Bible, but is found in Tannaitic tradition.53

Haman’s Slanders

Haman’s argument, even without midrashic embellishment, sue-cinctly encapsulate the most frequent arguments that have standardly been voiced against Jews,54 as a minority stubbornly adhering to its own religious rituals and legal system55 and rejecting the gods of the majority,56 including the refusal to acknowledge the majority religion, to eat the food of their pagan neighbors57 or to intermarry with them, as well as lazily refraining from productive labor on account of their superstitious holy days. In the present instance the homilist has rendered Haman’s denunciation more vivid by transforming it into a dialogue with Ahasuerus, such that each argument is read as if it were the refutation of an unstated objection of the king’s.58 As with Haman’s original accusations, the midrashic version seems insidious not so much because it contains out-and-out fabrications, but because of the negative light in which it presents the facts or half-truths.59

[13b] “And Haman said unto king Ahasuerus, There is one people scattered abroad and dispersed among the people in all the provinces of thy kingdom; and their laws are diverse from all people; neither keep they the king’s laws: therefore it is not for the king’s profit to suffer them” (Esther 3:8).

Says Rava:60







	MSY

(with variants from MS P and AgE)

	MSG

(with variants from all other witnesses)




	Anyone who61 does not know how to speak slander like Haman should not speak

	There is no one62 who knows how to speak63 slander like64 Haman.





He65 said to him:66 Come, let us annihilate67 them.68



	MSY

(with variants from other witnesses)

	Spanish family




	He said to him: I am fearful of their God,69 lest he do to “that man”70 as he did to the previous ones.

	I am afraid because everyone who provokes them, their God exacts judgment from him.





As in many previous instances, Ahasuerus is presumed to be familiar with the details of Jewish history and to acknowledge (at least as a possibility which must be taken into account) the divine workings in that history.71

[13b) He said to them: “There is” [yeshno]72—They have fallen asleep73 [yashenu] from the commandments.74 75

A word play between the consonants of the Hebrew “yeshno” (there is) and the verb “yashenu” (they slept)76 provides the homilist with an opportunity to ascribe the Jews’ peril to their own laxity in the observance of the Torah. This would carry obvious implications to the preachers’ contemporary audiences, as if to say: Now, as then, your fortunes as a people can be gauged in direct proportion to the level of your religious observance. The midrashically rewritten Esther has thus integrated the Purim story into the central value-concepts of rabbinic Judaism.77

[13b] He said to him:78 79 There are among them the rabbis.80 81

—He said to him:82 They are “one people.”

Ahasuerus’ acknowledgment of the spiritual authority of the rabbis is of course taken for granted by the midrash. Haman’s retort, that all Jews suffer the consequences of the shortcomings of a segment of their nation, is a well-known rabbinic moral principle,83 which would be conveniently evoked by preachers who were trying to jar their communities out of complacency and urging them to aggressively raise their religious standards.84

[13b] And85 should you say: You are86 creating87 a void in your88 kingdom—89 “scattered”90—They are scattered among the nations.91 92

It is not obvious from the biblical narrative why the Jews’ being scattered should have been perceived by Haman as grounds for eliminating them.93 The indeterminacy of the verse would thus have furnished an occasion for midrashic expansion even had the homilist not already been committed to reading the verse as a series of arguments and refutations. In the present interpretation the adjective functions not so much as a charge against the Jews, but as a refutation of Ahasuerus’ fear of the “ecological” damage94 that would be caused by destroying a complete province. To this Haman responds that since the Jews are not concentrated into a single geographical region they would not be severely missed, making them easily expendable.95

[13b] And96 should you say:97 There is a benefit98 99 from them100

101 102—103“and dispersed” [meorad]—like this104 mule [peredah];105 as if to say that it cannot reproduce.106 107

The charge that Jews, unlike other peoples, did not produce any important benefit for society, was a common theme in ancient anti-Jewish polemics.108 In the present case the argument is linked to the verse by means of a midrashic word-play.109

[13b] And110 should you say:111







	MS Y and AgE

	MSO

(with variants from the Spanish family)




	There exists one town of them; there is one province of them—

	There is one112 province of them, or one asgarta113 of them—114

“among the people”

And115 should you say that they are outside your kingdom and you hold no authority I over116 them117—118





“In all the provinces of thy kingdom” (Esther 3:8).

According to the readings of most texts (other than the Spanish family), the argument here seems to be a repetition of Ahasuerus’ fear of creating a void in the kingdom, as derived above from the word “scattered “119 The Spanish witnesses suggest a different rationale, the fear that if the Jews were concentrated into a single political unit—especially one that was beyond the control of the empire—then they could effectively counter any threat against their co-religionists.

[13b] “And their laws are diverse from all people” (Esther 3:8).

That they do not eat with120 us, and121 122 they do not drink with123 us, 124 125 and they do not marry126 from among127 us,128 and they do not get married129 to130 us.131

In the verse Haman assails the Jews for the fact that all their laws are different from those of the surrounding peoples.132 The midrashic version focuses only on those laws which enforced Jewish separation from the heathens.133

From this point onwards, the midrash has abandoned its method of reading Haman’s arguments as refutations of Ahasuerus’ objections.

[13b] “Neither keep they the king’s laws” (Esther 3:8).

That134 they pass the135 year in fiddle-faddle.136

The midrash construes Haman as arguing that the Jewish religious calendar—chock-full as it is with days on which labor is prohibited, 137 or the people are occupied in synagogue prayers and festive meals, etc.—inevitably provides Jews with convenient excuses for remaining indolent,138 to the detriment of the imperial treasury.139 Hence what would otherwise have been an unobjectionable matter of legitimate religious observance is treated here as if it were an intolerable instance of unpatriotic behavior.

[13b] “Therefore it is not for the king’s profit to suffer them” (Esther 3:8).

That they eat and drink and are satisfied140 and go out141 142 and {sit}143 144 and belittle the king in the marketplace.145

Unlike the previous clauses, in which Haman’s arguments were fundamentally accurate, though colored by his invective, innuendo and one-sided selection, the present argument seems to be entirely fabricated, at least in the form in which it appears in the Yemenite and Spanish texts that speak of belittling the king “in the marketplace. If we delete this problematic phrase, then the accusation might refer to any of the passages in the Bible or liturgy which feature condemnations of the “Kingdom of Wickedness” or express hopes for the speedy end of the exile and the restoration of Jewish independence under the messianic king.146

[13b] 147Another version:148 “Therefore it is not for the king’s profit to suffer them”—That even if a fly falls into the cup of one of them, he tosses it away149 and drinks it, however if150 my lord the king touches the cup of one of them he thrusts it to the earth.151 152

In this interpretation the Talmud provides us with an excellent example of how the selective juxtaposition of two unrelated rules, taken out of their proper contexts, can create an impression that is as convincing as it is misleading. Thus, the stringencies that govern the handling of wine by gentiles have their basis in the fear that they might have been used for idolatrous libations,153 a normal occurrence in antiquity. There exists no such concern with regard to contact with insects.154 By comparing these two unconnected halakhot, Haman is made to suggest that Ahasuerus—or Gentiles in general—were perceived by Jews as being inferior to flies.155 It is easy to imagine that, then as now, such pseudo-arguments would be employed regularly by malicious adversaries who had acquired just enough familiarity with the details of Jewish laws to uncover their supposed negative implications, but not enough erudition or good will to examine the statements on their own terms.

The exegetical link to the Bible is a loose one. The mention of the king at this point in the verse suggests that he is in some way being personally insulted by the Jews and their religion.156

Shekels for Shekels

[13b] “If it please the king, let it be written that they may be destrayed: and I will pay ten thousand shekels of silver to the hands of those, that have the charge of the business, to bring it into the king’s treasuries” (Esther 3:9).157

Says Resh Laqish:158 It was clear and evident before him who spoke and the world came into being159 that the160 wicked161 Haman was fated to weigh shekels for Israel. For this reason the Holy One162 advanced their shekels before his163 shekels.

And this is what164 we have taught {in the Mishnah}: On the first of Adar an announcement is made regarding the sheqalim.165

Resh Laqish’s dictum might be a continuation of his earlier statement about how God does not punish without preparing a remedy in advance.166 Here the principle is homiletically illustrated through the Jewish ritual calendar, in which the announcement to prepare the mandatory “sheqalim,” which made up the fund for the purchase of public offerings in the Temple, commences on the first of Adar, two weeks before Purim. In reality this juxtaposition is scarcely more than a coincidence, since the dates for the bringing of the sheqalim are determined by proximity to the beginning of Nisan,167 without any intentional reference to Purim. Nonetheless, the concept of ארבע פרשיות (the four special Torah lections which reflected the respective preparations for Purim and Passover)168 came to be thought of as a single unit, and there is at any rate nothing inherently unacceptable in the premise that God could have manipulated the results of Haman’s lottery in order to achieve an appropriate symbolic sequence.169

The King’s Ring







	MS Y

(with variants from AgE)

	All other witnesses




	[13b] “And the king took his ring from his hand and gave it unto Haman” (Esther 3:10).

Says R. Abba bar Kahana: Greater was the removal of the ring than the forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses who prophesied for Israel;170 171 because the forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses did not cause them172 to reform for the better, but the removal of the ring did cause them173 to reform for the better.

	 





In R. Abba bar Kahana’s174 sardonic observation we might be justified in discerning some of the frustrations felt by a preacher or religious leader whose experience has taught him how fruitless his own efforts are to improve the religious standards in his community, when compared with the more immediate results that are produced by confrontations with calamities and dangers.175 This interpretation of the issues involved in the story of Esther can claim little support from the biblical text itself, where the events are not connected to moral and religious questions.176 It is however fully consistent with the midrashic retelling of the story.

The Ditch and the Mound

[13b] “And the king said unto Haman, The silver is given to thee, the people also, to do with them as it seemeth good to thee” (Esther 3:11).

Says R. Abba177 bar Kahana:178 [14a] The analogy of Ahasuerus and Haman,179 what does it180 resemble? —Two men, one of whom had181 a mound182 in his field183 and one had184 a ditch185 in his field.186 The owner of the mound says:187 188 189 Who would give190 me191 this192 ditch!193 194 And195 the owner of the ditch196 says:197 Who would give me this198 mound!199 200

A few days later they201 chanced upon each other.202 The owner of the trench said to the owner of the mound: Sell203 me204 your205 mound.206

He said to him:207 208 Take it209 210 for free, and let it be so!211

The meaning of this parable is relatively transparent:212 As in the story of the ditch and the mound,213 thus did Haman wish to “purchase”214 the Jews in order to massacre them. Ahasuerus was so eager to rid himself of them215 that he was willing to let Haman have them for free.216

In the present instance the function of the parable seems to be illustrative and not intended to generate a novel interpretation.217 That is to say, although it presupposes an understanding of Ahasuerus’ role in the story, that understanding did not originate with the author of the parable.218







	MS Y and AgE

	MSG

with variants from all other witnesses




	 

	[14a] “And the king took his ring from his hand” (Esther 3:10).

Says R. Abba bar Kahana: Greater219 was the220 removal of the ring221 222 than the forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses who prophesied for Israel because all of them223 did not cause them224 to reform for the better, but225 the226 removal227 of the ring did cause them to reform for the better.228





The unique reading of the Yemenite textual family located R. Abba bar Kahana’s dictum above, thereby preserving the correct order of the biblical verses, as distinct from the remainder of the witnesses which read the exposition of verse 10 after that of verse 11. However the order in the Yemenite texts creates an interruption between R. Abba bar Kahana’s mention of the “forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses” and the pericope which discusses it.

Concluding Remarks

The material included in this chapter dealt primarily with Esther 3:7-8. Esther 3:8 opened a new seder in the triennial cycle,229 a verse which attracted a large concentration of midrashic activity in the Targums and Palestinian midrashim on Esther.230 In the Babylonian Esther-Midrash the main component231 was Rava’s232 expansion of Haman’s charges against the Jews, an expansion which bears strong affinities to the parallel material in the other sources, including such ancient works as the “letter of Ahasuerus” included among the Additions to the Greek Esther and several rabbinic midrashim.233 Rava’s version no less than the others provides us with a vivid reflection of the mixtures of truth, slanders, half-truth and innuendo which made up the arsenal of the Jew-haters of antiquity. Employing the hermeneutical methods of midrash, all these sources succeed in eliciting from between the lines and letters of Haman’s accusations as transcribed in Esther 3:8 allusions to anti-Jewish defamations that were current in their own times.

As has been observed by several scholars234 this section of the Esther-Midrash—like much of the midrash as a whole—is dominated by the comments of Rava, who is represented here by interpretations of verses 1, 6 and 8 of Esther Chapter 3. There is also one baraita,235 in connection with Esther 3:7, as well as several dicta attributed to Palestinian Amoraim, particularly R. Abba bar Kahana.236

Notes

1 See Rashi: “(This is the correct reading:) [The words in parentheses are missing in MS New York JTS Rab. 382 of Rashi’s commentary] ‘After these things did king Ahasuerus promote Haman, etc.’ This verse comes after the episode of Bigthan and Teresh. [Addition in MS New York: “And the Talmud is asking: After what? Scripture has informed us that he was not promoted until after that incident.”] Apparently there were texts known to Rashi which mistakenly read Esther 2:1 here instead of 3:1. No such reading is attested in any of the extant witnesses.

2 “After what?”—MSS P, M, HgT2, YS: “What is ‘after’?”; MS W: “‘After”—What is ‘After’?”

3 See Genesis rabbah, 44:5 (428): “R. Judan and R. Huna, both in the name of R. Yosé: R. Judan says: Everywhere where it says אחרי is connected; אחר is separated. R. Huna says: Everywhere where it says אחר is connected; אחרי is separated.” See also Esther rabbah, 5:2. Maharsha discusses whether our pericope can be harmonized even with R. Judan’s view that אחר disconnects the current verse from the previous one (see below).

In many midrashic passages the word “הדברים” is also expounded in its basic sense of “words,” assuming that prior to the current verse there took place a conversation which the Bible did not report but which the midrash reconstructs. [This exegesis is founded on a word-play between aḥar haddevarim and hirhurei devarim; as explained by Maharzu in his comments to the instances from Midrash rabbah enumerated below.] See e.g., Genesis rabbah, ibid, (to Genesis 15:1; [=Song of Songs rabbah, 1:61; cf. Aggadat bereshit, 13:1 (ed. Buber, 28)]); 55:4 (578; to Genesis 22:1 [=Tanḥuma Vayyera, 18]); 87:4 (1063-4; to Genesis 39:7). See also Seder eliahu rabbah, 8 [L. M. Friedmann, ed., Seder Eliahu rabba und Seder Eliahu zuta (Tanna d’be Eliahu) (Vienna: Achiasaf, 1902), 45]; 23 (ed. Friedmann, 128). Esther rabbah, 7:4, to our current verse, applies the rule in the following manner:

“After these things did king Ahasuerus promote Haman etc.” There

were ponderings of words (הרהורי דברים) there. And who was it who pondered? —R. Judah says: Haman pondered. He said: If Esther is Jewish, then she is my relation through my ancestor Esau...And if she is a gentile, then all the nations are related to each other.

The assumption seems to be that Haman used this argument to justify his request for promotion (see commentators; Ginzberg, Legends, 4:394; 6:463, n. 99). A similar ex-egetical assumption seems to underlie the Targum to our verse, which supplies a conversation between the “Standard of Judgment” and God that serves as a prelude to Haman’s magnification. Cf. Paton, 194; Moore’s commentary, 35.

4 See I. Heinemann, Darkhei ha-’aggadah, 141-3. Identically formulated questions (“‘After’ what?”) are cited in several other places in the Babylonian Talmud. See e.g., Sanhedrin 89b (expounding Genesis 22:1; the answer is supplied by R. Joḥanan in the name of R. Yosé ben Zimra); 94b (expounding 2 Chronicles 32:1; answer supplied by Ravina); 102b (expounding 1 Kings 13:33; answer supplied by R. Abba). Sanhedrin 89b is cited by Maharsha (see his more extensive comments on that passage) who refers us to the interesting observation in R. Elijah Mizraḥi’s commentary to Genesis that the Talmud there does not simply connect the verse to the immediately preceding section. A full discussion of Rashi’s approach to these passages in his Bible commentaries is found in Sarah Kamin, Rashi’s Exegetical Categorization In Respect to the Distinction Between Peshat and Derash, Publications of the Perry Foundation for Biblical Research in the Hebrew University of Jerusalem (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1986), 231-47.

5 “Says Rava”—HgT: “Says Rav”; Genizah fragment: “Says Rabbah”; ~ in MSS G, B, O, W, R, P, Mf, E Y

6 “After”MS O: “‘After’—This teaches that.”

7 “created”—MSS L, M, AgE: “prepared.”

8 MS P and EY add: “and prepared.”

9 “the wound”—MS B: “the righteous, and for the wound of Israel.”

10 “Says Resh Laqish” -MSS G, W: “Says R. Simeon ben Levi”; MS B, Mf, EY, HgT2, Genizah fragment: “As R. Simeon ben Laqish says”; MSS O, P, HgT1, Ashkenazic family, Venice Printing, YS, AgE: “As Resh Laqish says”; ~ in Pesaro Printing.

11 “unless”—MSS G, W: “until.”

12 “has created”—MSS B, Ashkenazic family, YS, AgE: “creates”; MS O: “has prepared”; MS P: “prepares and creates” [or: “previously creates”]; EY, Genizah fragment: “prepares”; HgT: “prepared and created” [or: “previously created”); Printings: “the Holy One creates.”

13 “for them”—~in HgT2, Genizah fragment (before emendation).

14 HgT1, Genizah fragment add: “for the wound.”

15 “beforehand”—~ in HgT1, Pesaro Printing, AgE, Genizah fragment.

16 MSS G, W add: “for the wound.”

17 Spanish family adds: “And afterwards.”

18 MS G adds: “And afterwards: ‘then the iniquity of Ephraim was discovered.’”

19 “for”—supplied for purposes of translation, but actually found only in MSS W and R

20 “for the nations...is”HgT2: “the nations of the world are.”

21 “Rather”—MS M: “He creates (for them the remedy first)”; ~ in MSS G, B (but filled in in B*), W, Ashkenazic family, Printings, AgE.

22 MS Mf adds: “first.”

23 “creates for them the remedy” Spanish family, Genizah fragment: “heals them [“them”~ in MS O].”

24 Spanish family, Genizah fragment add: “At first: ‘he shall smite’ and afterwards: ‘heal it’.”

25 More precisely: His careful attention to the order of the words causes him to utterly invert the contextual meaning of the verse, which says—according to all the traditional and critical commentators—that because of the iniquity of Ephraim God was unable to heal Israel (e.g., Targum, Lamentations rabbah, 2:3, Rashi, Qimḥi, Meṣuddat david; William Rainey Harper, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Amos and Hosea, The International Critical Commentary, ed. S. R. Driver et al. (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1905), 292; Peter C. Craigie, Twelve Prophets, Vol. 1, The Daily Study Bible, ed. John C. L. Gibson (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1984), 53. Note in particular Ibn Ezra’s observation that Hosea 7:1 serves as a refutation of the people’s claim in 6:1 that “lie liath torn, and he will heal us [Observe the order!—E. S.]; he hath smitten, and he will bind us up.” [See Abe Lipshitz, , The Commentary of Rabbi Abraham Ibn Ezra on Hosea (New York: Sepher-Hermon Press, 1988), 72, 75 (English); 21 (Hebrew)]. But cf. Francis I. Andersen and David Noel Freedman, Hosea, The Anchor Bible, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Freedman (Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday, 1980), 444: “...the repentance of the people seems to be the result— not the precondition—of divine restoration. ...The question of sequence remains, since the order of the clauses is not necessarily chronological.” For a similar midrashic reversal of a disheartening scriptural passage see James Kugel, “Two Introductions to Midrash,” in Midrash and Literature, ed. Geoffrey H. Hartman and Sanford Budick, 77-103 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986), 77-80.

26 See cAnaf yosef (citing Or kesalmah). This point was particularly bothersome to the traditional commentators who were not satisfied that Resh Laqish’s delineation of the difference between Israel and the nations is substantial enough to be meaningful. Thus, Maharsha explains that the tribulations of Israel are designed to atone for their sins and hence the eventual cure is unconditional, whereas those of the gentiles are perceived as punitive so that the restoration is made conditional upon their repentance (which is mentioned in the continuation of the verse). See also cIyyun yacaqov and commentaries quoted in Ge’on yacaqov to EY. It would appear at any rate that all these commentators (except for the Anaf yosef) are being overly literal and missing the touching and reassuring psychological point of the midrash, for whom it is the attitude, and not the execution, that is of the essence. [See also Yad yosef: “If the blow had preceded the creation of the remedy, then it would have been too heavy for them to suffer.”]

27 Rava’s interpretation is cited in substantially the same form in Panim aḥerim A, 45, alongside the dictum of R. Simeon ben Laqish. Rava’s comment is cited there anonymously (as it is in several witnesses to our pericope). Resh Laqish’s dictum is ascribed there simply to “R. Simeon.” Buber (n. 10) is certain that it should be emended according to TB. The Panim aḥerim version makes the connection more explicit by adding a concluding sentence: “Which remedy did he create for them? —‘In those days, while Mordecai sat in the king’s gate’ (Esther 2:21).” Otherwise the connection might have been construed as being to Esther’s accession to the throne, which is in fact more essential to the happy conclusion of the plot than Mordecai’s uncovering of the plot against the king, v/ithout which the Jews would still have been saved. The ixqah tov, 97, nevertheless interprets the “remedy” as a reference to the fact “that Haman’s nemesis [Esther] had been taken into Ahasuerus’ household.” See also Lamentations rabbah, 1:22-23 in which an elaborate literary homily is fashioned around the premise that “for all the difficult prophesies which were uttered by Jeremiah about Israel, Isaiah had already anticipated their remedies.” The passage goes on to enumerate an instance for each letter of the Hebrew alphabet in which the subject-matter of a verse from Lamentation is paralleled by a consolation from the book of Isaiah.

28 See Zwi Moshe Dor, The Teachings of Eretz Israel in Babylon (Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1971).

29 E.g., it would fit nicely into a homily for “Shahbat Sheqalim,” on the theme of how the precept of sheqalim counteracted Haman’s plot (as found below on the current page of the Talmud).

30 E.g., in the context of a sermon on the Exodus or Passover, the preacher might have developed the theme of how the Israelites’ redemption had been promised to Abraham; and cited the present instance as one of a series of corroborating examples. The corollary of such a derashah would of course be that the current state of exile should be viewed from the same perspective, and that God has long ago prepared the redemption.

31 “Says”—Genizah fragment: “את (?).”

32 “Rava” (in MS Y:’ראבדל”)—MS G: “Rabbah”; AgE: “R. Abba.”

33 “Says Rava”—in MS P.

34 MSS B, W, L, R, P, Mf, HgT, Genizah fragment add: “‘alone:’”

35 “in the end”—MSS O, EY, Genizah fragment: “afterwards.”

36 Spanish family and Genizah fragment add: “‘to destroy, to kill, to cause to perish, all Jews” (Esther 3:13).

37 We should note that additional justification for Rava’s exegesis is furnished by the unnecessary repetition of the phrase “the people of Mordecai” within the verse. Cf. Haupt’s “Critical Notes,” 125/29 [where he observes that the Septuagint omits all the references to “the people of Mordecai”]. Cf. Josephus, Antiquities 10:6:5 (211) [pp. 416-7] which seems to be expounding the duplication as a hint that Haman’s hostility to Mordecai hearkens back to the archetypal hatred of the Amalekites to the Israelites, an approach which is also found in the Targum (where the emphasis is placed on Esau, not Amalek, as the pertinent ancestors; see Grossfeld, The Two Targums, 52). See Ginzberg, legends, 4:397; 6: 464, n. 104.

38 See Maharsha. He suggests that Rava is also alluding to a play on the word עמית (companion; alluding to TB Shevu’ot 30a where the occurrence of עמיתך in Leviticus 19:15 is expounded midrashically as עס שאתך בחייה ימצרת him who is with you in the Torah and commandments”), but this strikes me as farfetched. More likely is an allusion to the etymologically related “cim,” “[those who are] with”; an emendation which is preferred by several recent commentators (see Moore’s commentary, 37, citing Gunkel).

39 The “rabbanan” have already been mentioned by that name in the Esther-Midrash on 12b (to Esther 1:13); and will be referred to later on the current folio (“There are among them the rabbis”); and below 16a (where Mordecai teaches them the laws of “qemisah”).

40 “was taught”—MSS G, B, W, M, R, Spanish family. Printings, AgE: “It teaches”; YS: “Says R. Ḥana bar Ḥanina: It teaches.”

41 See Melamed, Halachic Midrashim of the Tannaim, etc., 518.

42 All other witnesses add: “the month of.”

43 MS Y (only) has here erased: “(and he).”

44 “great”—~in MS Mf.

45”the lot”—AgE: “It.”

46 “their master”—~in MS P, Printings.

47 “he”—all witnesses except MSS Y, B, Printings: “Moses.”

48 “seventh...died”—MS B: “seventh on which he died he also died—on the seventh of Adar he died.”

49 “on the seventh of Adar he died and”—~in MS P.

50 “he”—MSS G, O, W, L, R, Mf, HgT1, YS, AgE,: “Moses”; EY: “Moses our master.”

51 However it is not self-evident that the commemoration of a righteous person’s death should constitute an evil omen, rather than a favorable one. See the discussion in R. Jacob Reischer’s cIyyun yacaqov.

Other sources also build in different ways on the apparent insignificance of Adar. Thus, Esther rabbah, 7:11, Abba gorion, 24-6, Panim aḥerim A, 46, Panim aḥerim B, 67-8, the Second Targum and AgE, 29-30 have Haman rejecting in turn all the days of the week [thereby accounting for the scriptural mention of “from day to day,” which is not expounded in the Esther-Midrash; cf. Haupt, 128/32: “...they did not try every single day of the year until they finally hit on the 13th day of the 12th month...”] and all the other months with their corresponding astrological signs, because they all contain some meritorious allusions for the Jews. Ultimately, even Adar is regarded as favorable to the Jews. [According to the Second Targum and AgE this is in accordance with Genesis 48:16; all the other sources explain that fish can swallow other fish as well as be devoured themselves). However, as in our pericope, Haman had misread the reference as favorable to his purposes. See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:399-402; 6:464-5, nn. 107-11.

52 See I. Heinemann, Darkhei ha-aggadah, 40-3. Maharsha takes this idea one step further. He argues that Haman was familiar with the traditional date of Moses’ death, which can be calculated from data supplied by the Bible (see below), but he did not know that this was also Moses’ birthday, since that fact was only derived through rabbinic midrashic exegesis!

53 The earliest datable source for this tradition appears to be Seder ‘olam rabbah, 10 [Ratner, B., ed., Midrash seder olam, S.K. Mirsky ed. (New York: Moznaim, 1988), 42; Chaim Minkowsky, “Seder Olam: A Rabbinic Chronology,” Ph. D., Yale University, 1981, 272-4, 477; also cited in TB Qiddushin 38a and Tanḥuma Va’ ethannan, 5 (end), and paraphrased by Rashi to our pericope]:

“And he said to them, I am a hundred and twenty years old today” (Deuteronomy 31:2). There is no need for Scripture to say “today”; why does Scripture say “today”? —This teaches that on the seventh of Adar Moses was born and on the seventh of Adar he died.

Seder colam goes on to calculate the date by counting backwards from Joshua 4:19 which speaks of the people crossing the Jordan “on the tenth day of the first month.” Based on the information supplied in Deuteronomy 34:5-8 (about the thirty-day mourning period) and Joshua 1:10-11 (giving three days until the crossing of the Jordan, assuming that the count began immediately after the thirty days) it was reckoned that thirty-three days had elapsed between Moses’ death and the tenth of Nisan, bringing us to the tenth of Nisan. See also Leviticus rabbah, 11:6 (228); Song of Songs rabbah, 1:44 (ed. Dunsky, 37); Midrash on Psalms, 18:22 (transl. Braude, 1:253); Midrash peṭirat mosheh rahhenu (Jellinek, Bet ha-Midrasch, 1:122). [But cf. Tosafot to TB Qiddushin. ibid.] Josephus, on the other hand [Antiquities 4:8:49 (3278), pp. 632-3] states that Moses died on the “day of the new moon” of Adar. Ps. Hippolytus [A. Cleveland Coxe, ed., Fathers of the Third Century: Hippolytus. Cyprian, Caius, Novatian, Appendix, reprint ed., Vol. 5. The Anti-Nicene Fathers (Edinburgh and Grand Rapids: T & T Clark and Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1990), 199! writes: “Moses died on a certain day, at the third hour of the day, on the seventh day of the second month, which is the month Iyyar.” Eshtori Happarṭi [A. M. Luncz, ed., Caftor va-pherach par Estori ha-Parchi (Jerusalem: by Editor, 1899), Ch. 47, p. 640! reports that Moses was born on the sixth of Adar at the third hour, on a Tuesday. Luncz (n. 7) finds it unimaginable that he should disagree with the talmudic consensus and emends the text to “seventh of Adar.” See Ginzberg, Legends, 5:397, n. 44.

54 I would like to take this occasion to extend my thanks to James Keegstra, that aspiring contemporary Haman, for providing me with valuable insights into the mind of a classic Jew-hater. Much of my familiarity with the twisted world of pre-modem antisémites emerged from research connected with my role as expert witness in the trial of “Regina vs. Keegstra” in Spring of 1992, in which the defendant was convicted of the crime of “inciting hatred against an identifiable group, namely the Jews.”

55 See, e.g., I. Heinemann, “Antisemitismus,” in Pauly’s Realencyclopädie der Classischen Alterumswissenschaft, ed. W. Kroll, 4-43, Supplementband 5 (Stuttgart: J. B. Metzlersche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1931); Idem., “The Attitude of the Ancients Toward Judaism,” Zion 4 (1939), 269-93; Léon Poliakov, The History of Anti-Semitism, Vol. 1, translated by R. Howard, The Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, ed. David Goldstein, Louis Jacobs, and Lionel Kochan (London: Routledge, Kegan Paul, 1965), 3-16. Particular attention is devoted to midrashic versions of Esther 3:8 in Moshe David Herr, “Anti-Semitism in Imperial Rome in the Light of Rabbinic Literature,” in Benjamin De Vries Memorial Volume, ed. E. Z. Meiamed, 149-59 (Jerusalem: Tel Aviv University Research Authority and Stichting Fronika Sanders Fonds, 1968).

As has been noted by several scholars, some of the arguments which appear in the midrashic retelling of Haman’s arguments also appear in “Addition B” to the Greek Esther which presents a full text of the edict circulated by Ahasuerus at Haman’s instigation. [Versions of this letter are appended to several midrashim; notably Abba gorion, 29-31.] See C. Moore’s edition of Daniel, Esther and Jeremiah: The Additions, 190; Paton, 210). Among the claims which appear in this passage are that the Jews “continually set aside the commandments of kings, so that the union... cannot be established” (verse 4); “this nation is continually in opposition to all men, following by their laws an alien life, and evil-affected to our state, working all the mischief they can, that our kingdom may not be fully established” (verse 5). See Moore’s eharacterization on 195-9, where he notes the remarkable similarity to the letter ascribed to Ptolemy Philopator in 3 Maccabees 3:12-29 [Moses Hadas, ed., The Third and Fourth Books of Maccabees, Dropsie College Edition, Jewish Apocryphal Literature (New York: Harper [for Dropsie College], 1953), 50-53] (see especially verses 19, 22-24). Hecataeus of Abdera, writing around 300 B.C.E., already records that

neither the slander of their neighbors and of foreign visitors, to which as a nation they are exposed, nor the frequent outrages of Persian kings and satraps can shake their determination [to observe the laws of the Torah].

[Brought in Josephus, Against Apion, 1:191; Menahem Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism, 1:36, 38, and Stern’s comments on p. 42; Yehoshua Gutman, The Beginnings of Jewish-Hellenistic Literature, Vol. 2 (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1969), 39-73; Joḥanan Hans Levy, Studies in Jewish Hellenism, translated by J. Amir (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1969), 44-59 (especially 51-3)]; David Rokeah, Jews, Pagans and Christians in Conflict, Studia Post-Biblica, ed. J. С. H. Lebram (Leiden and Jerusalem: Brill and Magnes, 1982). Some of Haman’s arguments also echo the letter sent to Ahasuerus (Artaxerxes) by the Samaritan opposition, as related in Ezra 4:7-16 [see especially v. 13: “ ...they will not pay tribute, custom, or toll and in the end it will endamage the king”]. We have had frequent occasions to observe how crucial that incident was in shaping the rabbinic portrayal of Ahasuerus’ role in the story.

56 This was termed “atheism” by the pagans; see Stern, 1:155, 2:380, 513, 528, 545, etc.

57 The Greeks and Romans thought the Jewish dietary laws, in particular their alleged abstinence from flesh, to be the height of superstition. See the words of Strabo’s Geographica, 16:2:37, brought by Stern, 1:295, 300; Idem., “Divre strabon cal hayehudim,” in Essays in Jewish History and Philology in Memory of Gedaliahu Alon, ed. S. Safrai, M. Stern, M. Dorman, 169-91 (Tel-Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 1970), especially 173-5; Schürer (1986) 3:152.

58 Rashi: “From Haman’s responses we can deduce Ahasuerus’ objections.” This way of reading biblical passages is encountered frequently in aggadic homilies; see I. Heinemann, Darkhei ha-aggadah, 132-3.

59 Paton, 203, suggests that Haman’s words were meant to echo Deuteronomy 4:5-8 (“...for this is your wisdom and your understanding in the sight of all the nations, which shall hear all these statutes, and say, Surely this great nation is a wise and understanding people...”): “What there is the boast of the Jew, Haman here uses as a reproach.” Moore (39): “Like other minorities in the Persian empire...the Jewish customs were different. That fact...would not have been damning in and of itself. Intending to malign and slander the Jews, Haman had, thus far, accurately described them.”

60 “Rava” (in MS Y only: ראבא)—AgE: “R. Abba”; ~ in HgT2.

61 MS P adds: “knows how to speak slander should speak; and if he.”

62 “one”—MSS W, L, M, YS: “person.”

63 “to speak”—~in EY, Printings.

64 MSS W, L add: “the wicked.”

65 “He”—AgE: “Haman.”

66 “him”—MS P and AgE: “Ahasuerus.”

67 “annihilate”—Spanish family: “provoke.”

68 MS B* adds: “[among us].”

69 MS G adds: “because everyone who provokes them, their God exacts judgment from him.”

70 “that man”—MSS W, Mf, Printings, AgE: “me.”

71 Similar conversations between Ahasuerus and Haman in which the monarch expresses his trepidations over the fates of previous kings who tried to oppress the Jews (all of them more elaborate than the vague allusion in the present paragraph) appear in Esther rabbah, 7:13; Abba gorion, 27; Panim aḥerim A, 46; Panim aḥerim B, 68-9.

72 “‘There is”“ —~in MSS P, Mf, YS.

73 MS W adds: “They have fallen asleep.”

74 “He said to them: ‘There is’...from the commandments”—~in HgT1.

75 MS P adds: “which they are lacking.”

76 Maharsha argues that the midrash is based on the use of the declined form “yeshno” rather than the shorter, but adequate, “yesh” [The form is attested in only four places in the Bible, and its vocalization has been challenged by several scholars, who prefer “yeshennu;” a form much closer to the midrashic “yashenu”; see E. Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, second English ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1976), 296, n. 2; Haupt, 129/33; Moore’s commentary, 38.] Aside from the fact that “yesh” would sound unnatural in the present verse, it should be noted that the idea of Israel being “asleep” with respect to the observance of the commandments [either the commandments in general, or those which cannot be observed without a Temple, or certain specific ones] or other religious values [e.g., anticipation of the messianic “End”] is found in several other rabbinic sources, most of them built on Song of Songs 5:2 “I sleep, but my heart waketh.” The plea of the “Congregation of Israel” (the attribution is made explicitly in several of the sources) that she has “fallen asleep” from the commandments is also found in Exodus rabbah, 2:5 (ed. Shinan, 110-11); 33:3; Song of Songs rabbah, 5:2 (ed. Dunsky, 127-8); Tanḥuma (Buber) Toledot, 18; Pesiqta rabbati, 15:6 (ed. Friedmann, 70a-b; transl. Braude, 312-3); Pesiqta derav kahana, 5:6 (ed. Mandelbaum, 87-8; transl. Braude and Kapstein, 98). Esther rabbah, 7:12 uses similar exegesis in the opposite direction: Haman argues that God is asleep to the Jews’ fate, to which God replies ironically citing Psalms 121:5. In light of all this material there is certainly no warrant for Maharsha’s suggestion that the midrash is deriving the word from the root שנה, “change.”

77 See our discussion of this phenomenon in the Concluding Remarks to Chapter Two (#2: Ideological Themes).

78 “He said to him”— ~ in MSS M, Mf.

79 MSS B, O, W add: “Perhaps”; MS P adds: “Behold.”

80 “rabbis”—MS G: “righteous.”

81 MSS G, B, W and Spanish family add: “who will ask for mercy.” Spanish family adds: “for them.”

82 “He said to him”—~ in MS Mf, YS, AgE.

83 On the rabbinic idea of the interdependence and mutual responsibility of all segments of the Jewish people, and the sociological background to the theory, see Urbach, The Sages, 644-7. For the principle that “all Israel are guarantors for one another” see TB Shevu’ot 39a; Sanhedrin 27b; Isaac Lampronti, Paḥad yiṣḥaq (Reggio: Tipografia Della Societa, 1813), 3:77b.

84 According to Maharsha, the word “one” is being read by the midrash as superfluous, which strikes me as likely. Less persuasive is his explanation that the rabbis of that generation are being placed on the same level of religious observance as the laity. It seems far simpler to understand that (according to Haman) the rabbis are being held responsible for the sins of their communities. Cf. Josephus’ paraphrase in Antiquities, 11:6:5 (212): [image: ] (“there was a certain wicked nation”). Cf. Esther rabbah, 7:13; Abba gorion, 29, 31; Panim aḥerim B, 69.

85 “and”—~in MSS G, W, M, R, Mf, Printings, YS, AgE.

86 “You are” MSS G, O, HgT, L, R, Mf, Printings, YS, AgE: “I am.”

87”You are creating”E Y: “I shall create”; MS P: “you shall create.”

88 “your”—EY: “the”; MSS L, R: “my”; AgE: “his.”

89 MSS L and Mf add: “Hence it states explicitly” (תלמוד לומר).

90 MS P and EY add: “‘and dispersed’.”

91 “They are...nations”—~ in AgE.

92 Cf. the charges made by Strabo of Amesia [cited in Josephus’ Antiquities, 14:115]: “This people has already made its way into every city, and it is not easy to find any place in the habitable world which has not received this nation and in which it has not made its power felt” (See Stern, 1:277-8, 280). According to Josephus’ report in Against Apion, 2:125 (Stern, 1:414) Apion cited Jewish statelessness as evidence of the inferiority of their laws and religion.

93 The Greek uses only one word, [image: ] to translate both “scattered” and “dispersed.” Moore (39) regards this as an intentional emendation by someone who saw the two terms as synonymous and hence redundant. Most commentators regard the first as referring to the Jews’ being scattered, and the second to their religious separateness; see Moore, ibid.; Paton, 203. The first Targum seems to understand that in spite of their being scattered, they remain separate and unassimilated. See Grossfeld, The Two Targums, 54. The Esther-Midrash offers separate expositions of “scattered’ and “among the people,” necessitating different interpretations of the respective phrases.

94 See Rashi. To judge from the midrash’s statements on similar occasions, Ahasuerus’ concerns were probably fiscal; i.e., the fear of losing tax revenues. Maharsha: “A single province which has been laid waste and destroyed will cause damage to other provinces as well, on account of the desolation that is in their midst.”

95 A similar argument is related in Panim aḥerim B, 68, in which Haman explains that the scattered Jews do not constitute a threat to him. There Ahasuerus retorts that (since they are found in so many places) there is even more reason to fear that they would find and harm him. Cf. cIyyun yacaqov, who has Ahasuerus suggesting that the scattering of the Jews might be a beneficial phenomenon, essential to the welfare of the world!

96 And”—~in MSS G, B, O, L, M*, R, HgT, Printings, YS.

97 “And should you say”—all witnesses word this in Hebrew except MS O and HgT1, which word it in Aramaic.

98 “is a benefit”—EY: “are fruits.”

99 AgE adds: “to the king.”

100 “a benefit from them”—all witnesses word this in Aramaic except YS and AgE, which word it in Hebrew.

101 MS G adds: “to the kingdom.”

102 Maharsha: “Perhaps people derive some benefit from them, and it is good that they should be scattered in order that they might do some good for the public.”

103 MSS M, HgT2 add: “Hence it states explicitly” (תלמוד לומר).

104 “this”—MSS B, W, P: “a.”

105 The mule, a notorious exception to the normal laws of biological reproduction, was a source of fascination to the talmudic rabbis, and R. Nehemiah included it among those beings that were created at twilight on the sixth day. See Sifré on Deuteronomy 355 [Louis Finkelstein, ed., Siphre ad Deuteronomium, Corpus Tannaiticum (Berlin: Abteilung Verlag, 1939), 418; transl. R. Hammer, Sifre: The Tannaitic Commentary on the Book of Deuteronomy, Vol. 24. Yale Judaica Series (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986), 372]; Avot derabbi natan B, 37 (ed. Schechter, 95; transl. Saldarini, 217, and Appendix II, 306-10); Mekhilta derabbi shimcon ben yoḥai [J. N. Epstein and E. Z. Melamed, ed., Mekhilta d’rabbi simcon b.jochai (Jerusalem: Mekize Nirdamim, 1955), 115; TB Pesahim 54a; Avraham Joseph Wertheimer and Shlomoh Aharon Wertheimer, eds., Batei Midrashot (Jerusalem: Mosad Harav Cook Publishing, 1950), 1:26. Cf. Mishnah Avot 5:6. See also L. Lewysohn, Die Zoologie des Talmuds (Frankfurt a\M: by author, 1858), 144-6; Yehuda Feliks, Mixed Sowing Breeding and Grafting: Kil’ayium I-II, Mishna, Tosephta and Jerusalem Talmud, a Study of the Halachic Topics and Their Botanical-Agricultural Background, Bar-Ilan University Series of Research Monographs in Memory of...Pinkhos Churgin (Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1967), 117, 128-9 for a discussion of the permissibility of using mules in the light of the prohibitions of Leviticus 22:24; idem., Ha-ḥai ba-mishnah (Jerusalem: Institute for Mishna Research, 1972), 128. Lieberman, Tosefta ki-fshuṭah, 1:99 and n. 83, cites Aristotle and Pliny on the reported existence of “half-asses,” mule-like animals that were able to breed. In several places in the midrash, Abraham is said to be taunted for being “a barren mule that does not give birth” [e.g., Genesis rabbah, 11:1 (354); 40 (41):5 (392); 53:10 (565)].

I am unable to figure out the reason why M. Simon (p. 79) chose to translate “like an isolated bough.”

106 “As if to say...reproduce”only in MS Y (and cf. YS); ~ in all other witnesses.

107 “And should you say: You are creating a void...reproduce”—~ in MS Mf.

108 Thus Apollonius Molon (cited in Against Apion, 2:148; Stern, 1:155) writes that the Jews “are the most witless of all barbarians, and are consequently the only people who have contributed no useful invention ([image: ]) to civilization.” The same accusation is attributed to Apion (Against Apion, 2:135; Stern, 1:414-5); see also Celsus (cited in Contra Celsum, 3:31; Stern, 2:249, 279, 300); Julian the Apostate (Stern, 2:523, 539).

In Panim aḥerim B, 68 the argument is formulated as follows: “Just as a mule does not become fertilized, even so none of them ever becomes fertilized to the benefit of the nations of the world, for thus did Moses their master instruct them in the Torah: ‘You shall not intermarry with them’ (Deuteronomy 7:3).”

109 Maharsha (consistent with his approach throughout the pericope) adds that the word is redundant. Presumably he felt that some further justification was required for such far-fetched word-plays.

110 “And”—~in MSS B, O, W, Mf, Ashkenazic family, EY, HgT, Printings.

111 “should you say”—all witnesses word this in Hebrew except MS O and HgT1, which word it in Aramaic.

112 “one”—Printings, “a.”

113 This word, which does not appear in the printed editions of the Talmud, was not explained in any of the talmudic dictionaries I consulted. Below on Megillah 16a we find what is apparently the same term spelled “disqarta,” mentioned alongside “nahara” as an geographic administrative unit. Rashi there explains the word as “a small village” [see also TB Giṭṭin 40a and Feldblum’s reference [M. S. Feldblum Dikduke Sopherim Tractate Gittin (New York: Horeb, Yeshiva University, 1966)] to R. Isaiah Ditrani; cf. Liss A., ed., Piskei Harid...Piskei Hariaz, Vol. 5-6 (Jerusalem: Institute for the Complete Israeli Talmud, 1977), 108. Several commentators regard this word as one and the same with the place-name “Disqarta” which is mentioned several times in the Talmud [see A. Neubauer, La Géographie du Talmud (Paris: Michel Lévy Frères, 1888), 389-90; Jacob Obermeyer, Die Landschaft Babylonien, Schriften der Gesellschaft zur Förderung der Wissenschaft des Judentums (Frankfurt a\M: I. Kauffman Verlag, 1929), 146 (and n. 1), 147; Pinchas Neaman, Encyclopedia of Talmudic Geography (Tel-Aviv: Joshua Chachik, 1972), 345-6; Jacob Neusner, A History of the Jews in Babylonia, 2nd ed. (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1965-1970), 2:246; Ben-Zion Eshel, Jewish Settlements in Babylonia During Talmudic Times (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1979), 96, 98-9]. Obermeyer explains it as a combination of the Persian “dast” meaning “district” and the Aramaic “qarta,” town. In TB cEruvin 59a reference is made to the “disqarta of the Exilarch,” as an example of a privately owned town (Neubauer, Jastrow, 303; Neaman). Neubauer writes that a distinction should be made between the proper name of the Sassanian city Dastagerd and the generic Dios + Qarta. Eshel, citing N. V. Pigulevskaya, observes that the name appears in Pahlavi inscriptions under the ideogram “Yad kard” with reference to fortified towns or buildings, or military camps. See also Second Targum to 6:10; J. Levy, Neuhebräisches und Chaldäisches Wörterbuch über the Targum (Leipzig: Baumgartners Buchhandlung, 1867), 1:182 (and Fleischer’s “Nachträglisches,” 423); Grossfeld, The Two Targums, 172; J. Perles, Etymologische Studien (Breslau: 1871), 83; Kohut, 3:104; S. Krauss, Qadmoniyyot ha-talmud (Berlin, Vienna, Tel-Aviv: 1924-45), 1:1:38. B. Geiger (in his note in Additamenta ad.. Aruch Completum, 146) confidently identifies the word with Middle-Persian “dastkart” (land, estate), an expression which occurs frequently with that sense in Sassanian royal documents.

Another less likely identification might be with the Syriac “ashkar” or “ashkarta” meaning “a yoke of land=about two-thirds of an acre; a field, a piece of land, a farm” [R. and J. Payne Smith, A Compendious Syriac Dictionary, reprint ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1967), 435, 311. [Cf. Drower and Macuch, A Mandate Dictionary, where “ashkarta,” in the phrase “pum bit ashkarta d-aith Iris sura” (=“Pumbedita, the Academy, situated at the end of Sura”) in the Haran Gawaita, is included in the entry “ashkarta” from the Persian for “maid-servant,” and hence declared to be “miswritten.”]

114 HgT2 adds: ‘Hence it states.”

115 “And”— EY: “Or”; ~ in MS B.

116 “hold no authority over”—MS B, EY, HgT: “cannot overcome.”

117 “or one asqarta... over them”—only in Spanish family; ~ in all other witnesses.

118 MSS G, B, L, M, Mf, EY, HgT, Printings, YS add: “Hence it states.”

119 Rashi appears to be responding to this difficulty when he explains that the province referred to here is a smaller unit than in the previous segment. Maharsha rejects Rashi’s interpretation as unlikely, and proposes instead that Haman is countering a suggestion that the Jews be gathered into a single territory, thereby remedying the evils of their being scattered; against this Haman points out that they are so widely dispersed as to make such a solution impossible. Maharsha’s interpretation seems much more forced than Rashi’s.

120 “with”—MSS G, W, Mf, Ashkenazic family, Printings: “from.”

121 “and”—~in MS R.

122 MS B adds: “that.”

123 “with” -MSS G, B, W, Mf, Ashkenazic family, Printings: “from.”

124 “and they do not drink with us”—~ in First Venice Printing.

125 See the First Targum (Grossfeld, The Two Targums, 54).

126 “marry”- MSS O, W, L, M, P, HgT: “get married.”

127 “from among”—HgT1: “with”; MS R: “to.”

128”us” —MS W: “them.”

129 “they do not get married”—MS B: “we do not marry.”

130 “to us” thus only in MS Y and Printings; MS O and EY: “to us from them”; MS R and YS: “from us”; all other witnesses: “from them.”

131 “they do not get married to us”—MS P: “and also we do not.”

132 This is undoubtedly how it was understood by Esther rabbah, 7:12, which speaks of the non-observance of the Kalendes and Saturnalia. See Herr, “Antisemitism in Imperial Rome etc.,” 152.

Josephus (Against Apion, 2:79) complains of authors like Posidonius and Apollonius who charge the Jews with “not worshipping the gods as other people” (Stern, 1:145-6, 152-3, 409-10); and especially Apion (Against Apion, 2:65) who argues “why, then, if they are citizens, do they not worship the same Gods as the Alexandrians?” (Stern, 1:408-9). Similarly, Tacitus (Historiae, 5:4:1): “Moses introduced new religious practices, quite opposed to those of all other peoples. The Jews regard as profane all that we hold sacred; on the other hand, they permit all that we abhor” (Stern, 2:18, 25, 36; see Levy, Studies in Jewish Hellenism, 115-96). Contrast the above with the words of Celsus, brought in Stern, 2:254-7, 284-6. See Schürer (1986), 3:132.

133 The arguments ascribed here to Haman bear an uncanny resemblance to the words of Tacitus (Historiae, 5:5:2; Stern, Greek and Latin Authors, 2:19, 26, 39-41; Herr, “Anti-Semitism in Imperial Rome etc.,” 151):

They sit apart at meals and they sleep apart, and although as a race, they are prone to lust, they abstain from intercourse with foreign women...

The accusation that Judaism promoted the hatred of all gentiles was a staple of Greek and Roman depictions of Jews since the earliest encounters (see also Abba gorion, 29-30). Thus Hecataeus of Abdera [cited in Diodorus Siculus’ Bibliotheca Historica, 40:3] relates that Moses “introduced an unsocial and intolerant mode of life” ([image: ]). See Stern, 1:26-8; on the Greek concern for barbarian [image: ] see Stern’s remarks on p. 30. Similarly, Apollonius Molon charged the Jews with being “atheists and misanthropes” (Against Apion, 2:148; Stern, 1:155); Pompeius Trogus states that Moses ordered his people “to have no communication with strangers” (Stern, 1:335-8); Apion (Against Apion, 2:121; Stern, 1:413-4) describes a solemn religious oath sworn by all Jews “to show no good-will to a single alien, above all to Greeks.” Thus also in Tacitus (Historiae, 5:5:1; Stern 2:19, 26, 39); Juvenal (Satires, 14:96-106; Stern, 2:102-3, 107); Philostratus (“...a race that has made its own life apart and irreconcilable, that cannot share with the rest of mankind in the pleasures of the table nor join in their libations or prayers or sacrifices” [Stern, 2:341]; see Herr, 155-7). Perhaps the most complete collection of such charges is recorded by Diodorus, Bibliotheca Historica, 34-5:2-4 [Stern, 1:182-5], who is describing the advice given to Antiochos Epiphanes by his friends:

[The Israelites following the Exodus] had made their hatred of mankind into a tradition, and on this account had introduced utterly outlandish laws: not to break bread with any other race, nor to show them any good will at all. ...Moses...had ordained for the Jews their misanthropic and lawless customs. And since Epiphanes was shocked by such hatred directed against all mankind, he had set himself to break down their traditional practices. ...He ordered that their holy books, containing the xenophobic laws, should be sprinkled with the broth of the meat...

Others object not so much to the content of Jewish law, but to the fact that they are exempted from the laws of the land. Thus Strabo (Josephus, Antiquities, 14:116-17, Stern, 1:277-82). For a different perspective see Diororus 1:94:2 (Sterm, 1:171-2) where the law of Moses is characterized as a conception which would help humanity.” See also Sterm, 1:513 (Quintillian); 2:220 (Aelius Aristides); Schürer (1986), 3:152-3.

The First Targum (see Grossfeld, The Two Targums, 54) gives a list that includes both types of Jewish observances, those which involve separation and those in which Jews are simply different. This holds true as well for the Second Targum, including such clauses as ‘They gather the warm waters during Tebeth and relax in the cold baths during Tammuz” alongside “They do not give us their daughters, etc.” Maharsha is unconvincing in his explanation that the midrash is reacting to the fact that it would have been more natural to have written “their laws are diverse from all other laws.” He is however quite accurate in his awareness of where the midrash has diverged from the original meaning of the verse.

An unstated implication of this passage is that it was precisely because of their observance of the laws of the Torah that the Jews were made vulnerable to Haman’s charges [as against the approach encountered elsewhere that attributed the Jews’ danger to their laxity (“sleeping”) in observing the commandments]. Some midrashim to the verse {Abba gorion, 27, attributed to R. Levi; Esther rabbah, 7:12) have the angel Michael voice this protest before God, eliciting a divine guarantee that the Jews will not really be abandoned. These sources likely express the real frustrations that were felt by Jews who, by accepting the limits to socialization that were assured by the halakhic restrictions, were made to look more hostile to their neighbors than they actually were. This frustration is expressed with much greater bitterness in passages like Lamentations rabbah, 1:56, where Israel is described as boldly placing the blame for the destruction of the Temple upon God:

“Did you not write in your Torah “Neither shalt thou make marriages with them; thy daughter thou shalt not give unto his son, nor his daughter shalt thou take unto thy son” (Deuteronomy 7:3)! If we had lent things to them and taken them in marriage and given ourselves to them in marriage, and had his daughter been with us or mine with him, would they not have accepted me? Hence: “As thou hast done unto me” (Lamentations 1:22)!

In the context of Lamentations, where there was no “happy ending,” there is of course no room for the consoling assurances that we found in the midrashim to Esther.

134 “That”—MS R:”And.”

135 MS B and Printings add: “whole.”

136 MSS G, L, M, Mf, Spanish family add: “and they do not pay the poll-tax I MSS L, Mf, EY add: “to the king”].”

The translation presented here (thus also in Ginzberg, Legends, 4:405-6: “tomfoolery and fiddle-faddle”) is in disagreement with the widespread rendering found in Rashi’s commentary, which reads טיהי פיהי or שהי פהי as an abbreviation for “shabbat hayyom, pesaḥ hayyom”: (“today is sabbath; today is Passover,” implying that Jews appear to outsiders to be constantly using their festivals as an excuse to take time off from productive work); an explanation which was probably inspired by a passage in Esther rabbah, 7:12: “...They eat and drink and say ‘the pleasure of the sabbath,’ ‘the pleasure of the festival,’ such that they create a gap in the world’s finances...” [but cf. the wording in Panim aḥerim B, 68, and the variants of the Cambridge and London MSS listed by Buber in n. 99; R. Isaac Behak’s glosses to Buber’s AgE, 30]. See Jacob Levy, Wörterbuch über the Talmudim und Midraschim, reprint ed., Vol. 4 (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1963), 11, 515. H. Yalon, “A Contribution to Hebrew Lexicography,” Melilah 3-4 (1950), 118 [reprinted in his Studies in the Hebrew Language (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1971), 161-2] observes that the convention of presenting the words as abbreviations is found only in the printed texts, under the influence of Rashi’s exegesis. He further states that שהי is derived from the Hebrew root for delay or procrastination, whereas פהי is related to the Syriac PH’, which indicates “to roam, rove, wander about” [Payne Smith, A Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 435]. See the review of earlier lexicographic literature, as well as a fascinating review of the use of the phrase in subsequent Hebrew and vernacular literature, in Dov Sadan, “Shehi Fehi,” Leshonenu lacam 20 (5-6 1969), 147-55. The phrase is also used in the equivalent dialogue which is incorporated into the Second Targum to Esther 3:8, covering the entire calendar- and life- cycles of Jewish observance (See Grossfeld, The Two Targums, 145, n. 25). More recently Ze’ev Ben-Ḥayyim, [“Word Studies,” in Henoch Yalon Memorial Volume, ed. E. Y. Kutscher, Saul Lieberman, and Menahem Zevi Kaddari, 46-58 (Ramat-Gan and Jerusalem: Bar-Ilan University and Kiryat Sepher, 1974), 56-8] has assembled some enlightening parallels to our usage from Mandaic texts. In all of the examples cited by Ben-Ḥayyim, the expression refers to the withering of plants, from which it came to be used metaphorically in the sense of corruption or feebleness [cf. Payne-Smith, 561: “worn out...weak and languid”]. See E. S. Drower and R. Macuch, A Mandaic Dictionary (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1963), “’Sahata’: ...exhaustion, weakness, wasting away, languishing.”

We might note that almost all the midrashic expansions of this verse include lengthy reviews of the Jewish calendar cycle, though there is no consensus about how that review should be attached to the verse. For example, the Second Targum, like the Babylonian Esther-Midrash, seems to connect the festivals to the phrase “Neither do they keep the king’s laws” though they are presented there not only as occasions for idleness, but also as times when the king was actively abused. On the other hand, the First Targum, AgE, 30 [Buber remarks in n. 28 that there is no exact parallel to this interpretation which generally resembles the Second Targum] and Abba gorion, 26 simply mention the festivals among the laws which are “diverse from all other peoples” [AgE also concludes by quoting “Therefore it is not for the king’s profit to suffer them”]. Esther rabbah, 7:12 and Panim aḥerim A, 50, link the idea to the verse by means of a word-play on “yeshno”—deriving it midrashically from “shanah” (year) in the sense of “full years” of unproductive feasting. Panim aḥerim B (68) mentions only Passover as an instance of “mule-like” fruitlessness, as derived from “meporad” (see above).

137 Cf. Maharsha: “They do not do the king’s labor throughout the year, as if it were Sabbath...or Passover, when they were set free and are exempt from the king’s labor.”

138 The perception that refraining from all work on holy days was a foolish (and occasionally dangerous) superstition goes back as far as Agatharchides of Cnidus (2nd century B.C.E.; cited in Josephus, Contra Apionem, 209-11 and Antiquities, 12:5-6). See Stern, Greek and Latin Authors, 1:106-9; see also Stern, 1:324-6 (from Horace’s Sermones); 1:549 (Plutarch); 2:349-50 (Dio Cassius). The most cogent statement of this position is probably Seneca’s condemnation of the Jewish sabbath in his De Superstitione (Stern, 1:431), as reported by Augustine:

He declares that their practice is inexpedient, because by introducing one day of rest in every seven they lose in idleness almost a seventh of their life, and by failing to act in times of urgency they often suffer loss...

Tacitus (Historiae, 5:4:3; Stern, 2:18, 25, 37-8) wrote in a similar vein that both the weekly sabbath and the sabbatical year exemplify Jewish “indolence” and “inactivity.” Thus also in Juvenal (Satires, 14:105-6; Stern, 2:102-3, 107). On the general recognition of Saturday as a day on which Jews would not conduct any business, see Stern, 1:510-11 (Frontinus), etc. For an entirely different perspective, note Plutarch’s Quaestiones Conviviales, 4:4:6:1-2 (Stern, 1:553-62), Tacitus, Historiae, 5:5:5 (Stern, 2:19, 26, 43) and Cornelius Labeo (Stern, 2:411-2) in which the position is argued that the sabbath and other Jewish holy days are of Dionysian origin! On this phenomenon (and its echoes in rabbinic literature) see Herr, “Anti-Semitism in Imperial Rome etc.,” 153-5. See also Schürer (1986) 3:150-1.

139 On these arguments see Herr, “Anti-Semitism in Imperial Rome etc.,” 152-3.

140 “and are satisfied”—~in MS O, M, Printings; corrupted in MS R (ורד -» ודוד).

141 “and go out”—~in MSS O, L, M, Mf, Printings.

142 MS B* adds: “[in the marketplace].”

143 “and {sit}”—MS Y has the meaningless “ויהבין” (“and give), which I have emended to “ויתבין” in accordance with the other witnesses; ~ in MSS G, B, L, M, Mf, Printings, YS.

144 Spanish family add: “in the marketplace.”

145 “in the marketplace” — thus only in MS Y; ~ in all other witnesses.

146 Second Targum [Grossfeld, The Two Targums, 145-7; partial parallels are contained in AgE, 30-1: Abba gorion, 26; Panim aḥerim B, 68] reviews the courses of the Jewish day and year, inserting as a refrain that the Jews at every occasion curse the king and revile the rulers. In all these examples it is obvious that Haman is simply inventing fictitious charges. Other midrashic collections identify actual passages in the Jewish liturgy; e.g., Panim aḥerim B, ibid, [the passage is also found in the Cambridge MS to Abba gorion, ibid. (Buber, n. 103)] speaks of the recitation of the Shemac (i.e., the acceptance of the “yoke of Heaven” rather than that of earthly monarchs; Mishnah Berakhot, 1:4) and the Birkat hamminim and the blessing for the “restoration of judges” in the daily cAmidah. Rashi (apparently on the basis of Esther rabbah, 7:13 or Abba gorion, 30) identifies the offending text as Psalms 10:16, which is incorporated into the “Yehi kevod” segment of the daily morning prayers. The midrashim also mention Psalms 149:7, included as well in the daily “Pesuqei dezimrah.” On the function of these passages within the service (they are found in the Tractate Soferim 18:2 and in the sedarim of R. Amram and R. Saadiah) see I. Jacobson, Netiv Binah (Tel-Aviv: Sinai, 1968), 1:200-2, 215-6.

147 MSS L, M add: “And yet.”

148 “Another version”—~ in MSS W. R, Printings, AgE.

149 “tosses it away”AgE: “takes it.”

150 “however”— thus only in MS Y and AgE; all other witnesses read: “and if.”

151 “to the earth”—~in MS O.

152 MS B, L, Spanish family, Printings add: “and does not drink it.”

153 On the prohibition of Gentile wine (which is already presupposed in Daniel 1:8 and Judith 10:5; 12:1-2; see Mishnah cAvodah zarah 4:8-5:11) see Albeck, Shishah sidrei mishnah, 4:321; R. Simḥah of Dessau (in his glosses printed in the back of Vilna editions of the Talmud) notes that the prohibition in question is ascribed (Mishnah Shabbat 1:4; TB Shabbat 17b) to the “eighteen decrees” of the Houses of Shammai and Hillel, which were not enacted until the end of the Second Temple era. On these de-crées see Abraham Goldberg, Commentary to the Mishnah Shahbat (Jerusalem: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1976); Z. Steinfeld, “‘Devarim shel goyim ha’asurim veha-mutarim be’akhilah,” Sinai 86 (1980), 163-6.

It is of course possible that the midrash also had in mind the defilement that was produced by Gentiles. See Schürer (1986), 2:83-4; Gedalyahu Alon, “The Levitical Uncleanness of Gentiles,” in Jews, Judaism and the Classical World, 190-234.

154On the halakhic definitions of the “creeping things” that transmit uncleanness (according to Leviticus 11:29-31) see Sifra Shemini [I H. Weiss, ed., Sifra (Vienna: Jacob Scholossberg, 1862)], Par.5 and Chap. 7; TB Hullin 122a-b, 126b-127a; M. Kasher, Torah Shelemah, 28:130-5. [There is thus no basis for the “fly-impurity” that is mentioned so frequently in E. P. Sanders, Jewish Law from Jesus to the Mishnah; Five Studies (London and Philadelphia: SCM Press and Trinity Press International, 1990).] The fly is of course forbidden to be eaten according to the definition of permissible insects in Leviticus 11:22.

The phraseology here appears to have been influenced by the wording of R. Meir’s observations [TP Soṭah 1:7 (17a); see also Numbers rabbah, 9:12] about the different degrees of fastidiousness when confronted with a fly in their cup (an analogy to the different ways in which men can react to their wives’ suspected adultery): “There is a person who, when a fly falls into his cup, he takes it, discards it and drinks it... Woe to the man who, when a fly merely hovers over his cup, takes it and spills it out without tasting it...” Flies in food are cited as examples of distasteful nuisances in Genesis rabbah, 88:2 (1078); TB Berakhot 10b; Yoma 21a[=Avot derabbi natan A, 35 (ed. Schechter, 105; transl. Golden, 145); B, 39 (ed. Schechter, 105; transl. Saldarini, 233)]; TB Gittin 6b; etc.

155 Cf. Second Targum: “When they see us they spit on the ground and consider us as something defiled, etc.” Abba gorion, 31: “Even our king is considered in their eyes like a menstruating woman.”

156 See Maharsha. Rashi’s comment (ראיחשש) is obscure. He seems to understand Haman’s argument as saying that while there exist positive justifications for urging the murder of the Jews, no worthwhile purpose would be served by saving them. The ritual prohibition mentioned by Haman would of course have applied equally to any pagan, but his argument was deliberately formulated in such a manner as to single out the king.

157 MS G adds: “Now I do not know how many they were. When they went out from Egypt they were six hundred thousand, and for each one of them I gave (?) a hundred gold denars.” Cf. Panim aḥerim B, 69.

158 “Resh Laqish”—MSS B, O, W, M, HgT: “R. Simeon ben Laqish”; MS Mf: “R. Simeon.”

159 “him who...into being”—MSS B, W, R, Mf, YS: “the Holy One.”

160 “the”—MSS O, M, P, EY: “this.”

161 “wicked”— in MS M, Printings.

162 “the Holy One”—MSS B, W, Spanish family, Printings, YS: “he.”

163 “his”—MS P, EY: “Haman’s.”

164 “And this is what”- - ~ in MS P.

165 All witnesses except MSS Y, P, YS add: “and mixed seeds.”

166 Tosefta Sheqalim 1:6 [ed. Lieberman, 201-2] contains a passage which probably exerted an influence on the formulation of the present dictum:

They distrained on Israel for their shekels so that they could be used for the purchase of the communal offerings. This is analogous to an individual who developed a wound on his leg, and the physician would tie him down and cut from the flesh in order to heal him. Even so did the Holy One say to Israel: Distrain upon Israel for their shekels, so that the communal offerings can be offered from them, because the communal offerings bring reconciliation and atonement between Israel and their father in Heaven.

And thus do we find with regard to the levy of sheqalim which was offered in the wilderness: “And thou shalt take the atonement money of the children of Israel...” (Exodus 30:16).

See Lieberman’s commentary ad loc. (661). As he observes, the point of this passage is to underscore that the shekel offering must come in the name of the entire community, and hence must be collected even against the will of donors who do not realize that in the long-term it is for their own benefit. The sheqalim are at any rate perceived there as a “remedy” [This is of course suggested quite explicitly in the biblical passage itself; see Exodus 30:12: “that there be no plague among them etc.”; 2 Samuel 24:1; 1 Chronicles 21:1; see Ginzberg, Legends, 4:111-3; 6:270, n. 119] without any necessary reference to subsequent events.

The chronological placement of Etxodus 30 has long been the subject of dispute among Jewish commentators, with many midrashic and medieval authorities asserting that the levy and the construction of the Tabernacle were not commanded until after the episode of the Golden Calf, as a means of atonement or reconciliation. See S. Buber, ed., Midrash leqaḥ ṭov (Vilna: 1884), 210:

...and the Holy One did them a favor and first gave them a balm for their blow, and commanded Moses to admonish them concerning the Tabernacle and all its vessels in order to atone for the affair of the Golden Calf. Let ‘And let them make me a sanctuary’ (Exodus 25:8) come and atone for ‘Up, make us gods’ (Exodus 32:1), etc.

In accordance with this view R. Bahya [to Exodus 25:6; Ch. Chavell, ed., Rabbenu bahya cal ha-torah (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1967), 265] observes that the Bible’s reason for deviating from the historical sequence was because “such is the way of the Holy One Blessed be He to prepare the antidote before the disease. Our Sages referred to this when they expounded: The Holy One...first creates for Israel the antidote and only then delivers the blow...” [cited by Nehama Leibowitz Studies in Shemot, Vol. 2, translated by Aryeh Newman (Jerusalem: World Zionist Organization, Department for Torah Education and Culture in the Diaspora, 1976), 466. Leibowitz, 459-70, presents a penetrating analysis of the various opinions and issues involved]. See also Kasher, Torah shelemah, 20:17-18 (n. 72).

167 The homily refers to the advanced proclamation, not to the actual deadline for the bringing of the shekels. See Maharsha. Note however that in TP Megillah 1:7 (70d) and 3:5 (74a) we read a virtually identical version of R. Simeon ben Laqish’s dictum [there it is cited in his name by R. Levi] except that the conclusion there is:

He [i.e., the Holy One] said: Better that my children’s money should precede the money of that wicked one. For this reason we anticipate and read the section on the sheqalim.

See Albeck, Shishah sidrei mishnah, 2:183 for an overview of the evolution of this practice from what apparently originated as the one-time collection described in Exodus 3:11-16, to what was construed as an annual tax from the time of Jehoash (2 Kings 12:5-17; 2 Chronicles 24:14) and afterwards [e.g., Josephus, Antiquities, 16:6:3 (166) [transl. Marcus, 8:274-5]; Urbach, Efraim E., Ha-halakhah: meqoroteha ve-hit-pattehutah (Givatayim: Yad Ha-Talmud, 1984), 40-2).

168 On the relevant halakhic regulations see Talmudic Encyclopedia 2:164-7.

169 Tosafot to 16a present a calculation according to which the ten thousand pieces of silver offered by Haman amount to one half shekel for each of the 600,000 Israelites who left Egypt. See Maharsha to our pericope. The calculation seems to be based on Panim aḥerim B, 69:

He said to him: I will make a deal with you as to the sum. When they left Egypt sixty myriads gave “a bekah for every man” (Exodus 38:26). And behold, a bekah for every man comes to ten thousand shekels of silver. And I am weighing you in the shekels which they weigh for the Holy One Blessed be He (!)...

See also Tosefot harosh to our pericope; the summation in Sirkes’ Hagahot ha-ba” ḥ to Megillah 16a; Ginzberg, Legends, 4:412; 6:467, n. 116.

170 “who prophesied for Israel”—~ in AgE:

171 The reference to the “forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses” provides the link to the subsequent excursus (Chapter 10) which deals principally with the subject of the seven prophetesses. The topic will be dealt with in greater detail in the next chapter. Ratner’s edition of Seder colam (Ch. 21, p. 90) contains a reference to the “forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses who prophesied for Israel and were recorded in the Scriptures,” but Ratner himself observes (n. 7) that this reading is not supported by other texts and that the tradition about forty-eight prophets seems to be unique to the Babylonian Talmud and works based upon it, while unknown to Palestinian sources. According to the text-critical apparatus in Chaim Milikowsky, “Seder Olam: A Rabbinic Chronology,” Ph. D., Yale University, 1981, the numbers are found only in MSS Milan and Parma and the Mantua printing. According to his stemmatic classification (40-2, 76-82, 52-3) these witnesses all make up an identifiable Italian textual family that is characterized, among other features, by the frequency of interpolations (see also 183-4). On 150 and 175 (n. 85) our passage is listed by Milikowsky among the “additions from other rabbinic works interpolated into the text of SO.”

172 “them”- - AgE: “Israel.”

173 “them”- AgE: “Israel.”

174 A similar dictum is cited in Lamentations rabbah, 4:25 (ed. Buber, 154) in the name of R. Simeon ben Laqish:

Better was the removal of Ahasuerus’ ring for Israel in Media than the sixty myriads of prophets who prophesied in the days of Elijah. Why? —Because in this there was redemption, and in this there was no redemption.

In spite of the surface resemblance, the respective messages of the two passages are really quite different. Whereas the Esther-Midrash emphasizes that Ahasuerus’ decree inspired general repentance, thereby turning this act of repentance into its main homiletical theme, the Lamentations rabbah text by-passes the stage of repentance altogether (whether or not it might be implied as part of the logical course of the events), suggesting that there is a direct correlation between the danger itself and the redemption. It is clearly the latter element which is of concern to the homilist. That this was the intention of the redactor of the Lamentations rabbah pericope can be deduced from the dicta to which it is juxtaposed there. Preceding it we find:

R. Ḥalabo in the name of R. Joḥanan says: Better was the removal of Pharaoh’s ring in Egypt than the forty years that Moses prophesied to them. —Because in this there was redemption, and in this there was no redemption.

As noted by the commentators there (see especially Maharzu), it is very unlikely that R. Ḥalabo was crediting the Israelites of Moses’ generation with having repented (an assessment which is refuted by numerous statements to the contrary throughout the book of Deuteronomy). Yefeh canaf emends the text in order to avoid the apparent implication that Moses’ forty years of prophesy preceded the Israelites’ “redemption” (i.e., the Exodus) in a manner analogous to the other instances there (from Esther and Jeremiah), where the (unheeded) prophesying preceded the respective redemptions. R. Ḥalabo however was not positing such a chronological progression, but merely an ironic contrast between two similar situations, and hence there is no need to alter the text. [On the reference to the “removal of Pharaoh’s ring” Maharzu remarks that there is no biblical source for such an act, and that the image is inspired by the wording in Esther. Maharsha and Yefeh canaf claim that R. Abba bar Kahana’s intention in our pericope was to evoke the associations with Ahasuerus’ extreme and frightening hatred that were midrashically discerned in this act in Esther rabbah, 7:20, Abba gorion, 29.1

In the subsequent segment in Lamentations rabbah “the Rabbis” speak of a similar relationship between the futile preaching of Jeremiah before the destruction of the Temple and the sorrow and suffering that the prophet expressed in the book of Lamentations, which finally succeeded in settling the accounts between God and Israel. Here too there is no suggestion that repentance is perceived by the homilist as the decisive factor (nor does the word “redemption” appear). Cf. Panim aḥerim B, 69: “And the Holy One cried out to Israel and said to them: Your sins have now been repaid etc.” (See Genesis rabbah, 41 (42):3 (407), etc.; on [image: ] see Krauss, Lehnwörter, 2:100; Sperber, Greek and Latin Legal Terms, 51-2; M. Sokoloff, Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, 69.] According to this passage and Esther rabbah, 7:25, the events of the Purim story are perceived as the settling of the collective accounts for the sale of Joseph (see Yefeh canaf to Esther rabbah).

175 A different understanding of the purpose of this dictum can be found in Urbach, The Sages, 562-3. Urbach cites our pericope in his discussion of the rabbis’ tendency to reprove prophets for being overly critical of Israel:

The criticism of these Amoraim was directed against the all-embracing denunciation and arraignment of the Congregation of Israel, which they regarded as an act of denigration on the part of the prophets in view of its ineffectiveness. However, it is clear that their purpose was not to criticize the prophets, but to point the moral for their own conduct.

See also Idem., “The Repentance of the People of Nineveh and the Discussions between Jews and Christians,” Tarbiz 20 (1949), 118-22 [=The World of the Sages, 556-60].

176 The narrative in Esther does not describe any actual change in the Jews’ behavior. Rashi observes allusions to a general repentance in the “fasting and weeping and wailing” of Esther 4:3.

177 “R. Abba”—MSS B, W: “Rabbah.”

178 “bar Kahana”— ~ in Printings.

179 “Ahasuerus”—AgE: “two wicked men.”

180 “it” -MSS G, B, W, M, R, Spanish family, Printings: “the matter.”

181 “had”—thus only in MS Y and Printings; all other witnesses: “has.”

182 “mound”—MS L, AgE: “ditch.”

183 “in his field”—~in HgT2.

184 “had”—thus only in MS Y and Printings; all other witnesses: “has.”

185 “ditch”—MS L, AgE: “mound;”

186 “and one...field”—~in MS M (and filled in in M*).

187 “The owner...says”—MS P, EY: “Said the owner of the mound.”

188 “says”—MSS G, Printings: “said”; HgT: “would say.”

189 E Y adds: “to the owner of the ditch”; MS M adds: “to him.”

190 “give”—MS Mf: “take from.”

191 “me”—in MS M.

192 “this”—MS R, AgE: “the.”

193 “ditch”—MD L, Printings, AgE: “mound.”

194 MSS G, Mf, L, M, Mf, Printings, YS add: “for money”; MS P and EY add: “in my field.”

195 “And”—~in MS Mf, Printings.

196 “ditch”—MSS L, M (and changed in M*), Printings, AgE: “mound.”

197 “says”—HgT: “used to say”; Printings: “said.”

198 “this”—YS, AgE: “the,”

199 “mound”—MSS B, L, M (and changed in M*), Mf, Printings, AgE: “ditch.”

200 MSS G, B, W, Mf, Ashkenazic family, Printings, YS add: “for money.” MS P, EY add: “in my field.” MS O adds: “And the owner of the trench says: Who would give me this mound!”

201 “they”—Spanish family: “the two of them.”

202 AgE adds: “and.”

203 “Sell”—AgE: “Give.”

204 MSS G, L, R, Mf, HgT2 add: “this.”

205 “your”—MS B: “the same”; MSS O, P: “this”; ~ in MS M.

206 MSS L, M, AgE add: “for money.”

207 “He said to him”—MS B: “And the owner of the mound said;” MS P: “or.”

208 EY adds: “Let it be so!”

209 “Take it”—~in MS Mf.

210 “it“—~in MSS (G, W, L, M, Printings, AgE.

211 “and let it be so”—MS B: “and would that you removed it!”; ~ in MS Mf, EY.

212 The correspondences are summarized by Maharsha: “Ahasuerus is depicted as the owner of the mound, which is analogous to the Jews, since he had no need for them. And Haman is represented by the owner of the ditch or pit, who wants the mound only in order to throw it into the pit; thereby fulfilling ‘He that diggeth a pit shall fall into it...’ (Ecclesiastes 10:8)” [and cf. Ecclesiastes rabbah, 10:8:1 where the last-cited verse is applied to Haman]. On the agricultural realia of mounds and ditches in antiquity see the wealth of rabbinic sources and lexicographical information provided by S. Krauss, Talmudische Archalogie (Leipzig: 1910-2), 2:162 and 545, n. 108. On the tel see also J. N. Epstein, ed., The Gaonic Commentary on the Order Toharot Attributed to rav Hay Gaon (Jerusalem and Tel-Aviv: Dvir and Magnes Press, 1982), 91, nn. 13-15.

213 Unlike most rabbinic parables, the current mashal was not formulated so as to speak of a king [see David Flusser, “Mishlei yeshu veha-meshalim besifrut haza”l,” in Jewish Sources in Early Christianity: Studies and Essays, ed. H. Safrai, 150-209, 2nd ed. (Tel-Aviv: Sifriyyat Po’alim, 1979); Stern, Parables in Midrash: Narrative Exegesis in Rabbinic Literature (Cambridge, Mass. and London, England: Harvard University Press, 1991), 19-21], since it does not illustrate the relationships between God and his creatures [though one of the characters represents a mortal king].

214 This is probably an implied allusion to Esther 7:4 where the heroine tells Ahasuerus that “we are sold, / and my people, to be destroyed, etc.” The thematic link between that verse and Deuteronomy 26:68 served as the basis for Rav’s “proem” on 11a above and the opening petiḥta of Esther rabbah (see our analysis in Chapter 2 above).

215 R. Abba bar Kahana is most likely thinking of Ahasuerus’ stubborn hostility to the rebuilding of the Temple, which has often been presented as the justification for the rabbis’ portraying him as “that evil king.”

216 The weak link in the metaphor is the identification of the “ditch,” which can represent whatever motivation we elect to ascribe to Haman’s malice. On these kinds of unexplained acts and gaps in the plots of the rabbinic mashal (especially with respect to the motivations of the characters) see Stern, Parables in Midrash: Narrative Exegesis in Rabbinic Literature, 78-9.

217 On these literary distinctions see David Stern, op. cit., 40-5, 48-9, 63-74 and elsewhere [note also his discussion of “mashals of blame” on 54-51; Jonah Fraenkel, Darkhei ha-’aggadah veha-midrash, 329-30. Fraenkel also cites the valuable study of Paul Ricoeur, “Biblical Hermeneutics,” Semeia 4 (1975), 27-148 (see especially 89-103).

218 To the modern or critical reader of Esther there is some ambiguity in the intention underlying Ahasuerus’ reply to Haman “The silver is given to you”, however there is a virtual consensus among the traditional translators and commentators that the king was returning the money. Thus already in the Greek Esther ([image: ] see Moore, 40, who adduces an interesting parallel in Herodotus, 7:27-9), Josephus [Antiquities, 11:6:6 (215), pp. 418-9: [image: ] and accepted in most midrashic works and commentaries (see Paton, 206-7). Thus, Abba gorion, 29; Esther rabbah, 12:20; Second Targum here [see Grossfeld, The Two Tar gums, 148 and n. 37) all observe that Ahasuerus’ actions do not impress one as good business sense and deduce that “Ahasuerus hated Israel more than Haman.” Some modern commentators [e.g., Haupt (130/34) and Moore (34, 40, translating “Well, it’s your money”] argue on the other hand that Ahasuerus did in the end keep the money. A version of our parable was included in Panim aḥerim A, 46, where it was abbreviated by the scribe.

219 “Greater”—MS B: “better.”

220 “the”—MS O: “this” (possibly intended to apply to “ring”).

221 MS B adds: “for Israel.”

222 MS L adds: “of that wicked man.”

223 “all of them”—MSS (), Ashkenazic family, EY: “the [“the”—MSS L, M: “those” (possibly to be translated as “whereas”)] forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses which prophesied [“prophesied”—MS (), HgT: “arose”] for Israel”; MS P: “those prophets.”

224 “them”—MSS O, P, EY, YS: “Israel.”

225 “but”—MSS B, P: “and.”

226 “the”—MSS B, O: “this.”.

227 “removal”—MS P: “giving.”

228 “for the better”—~ in YS.

229 See J. Offer, “The Masoretic Divisions (Sedarim) in the Books of the Prophets and Hagiographa,” 158, 166

230 By contrast, the Babylonian Esther-Midrash preserves only a comparatively faint echo of the elaborate homiletical retellings of 3:7 found in the other collections, in which Haman proceeds through the Jewish calendar searching for a portentous date for the execution of his plot.

231 In addition to the predominant theme we find an assortment of standard midrashic concerns; e.g., the emphasis on the divine plan guiding the events of the story, and the stress on the presence of the rabbis as protagonists hovering close to the central arena of the events.

232 His name is given at the beginning of the talmudic passage and no other rabbis are mentioned afterwards, hence we presume that this unusually long segment, or at least most of it, is being ascribed to him.

233 It would therefore be incorrect to characterize Rava’s comments as expressing the situation or perceptions of Jews in a state of exile. As we noted in our analysis of the passage, similar arguments appear in works dating from the early Second Commonwealth, as well as in contemporary Palestinian midrashic literature.

234 W. Bacher, Die Agada der babylonischen Amoräer, 119, and n. 27; A. Weiss, Studies in the Literature of the Amoraim, 286.

235 The text in question is anonymous, and introduced as “tana.” Hence we should regard its authenticity as suspect, in line with Albeck’s reservations outlined at the end of the previous chapter.

236 To verses 10 and 11. The two comments by R. Simeon ben Laqish, which are in fact variations on a single tradition, are not actually interpretations of Esther.


Chapter Ten

Prophets and Prophetesses

How Many Prophets?

In the course of R. Abba bar Kahana’s comment about the effects of the removal of Ahasuerus’ ring, mention was made of forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses who prophesied for Israel. In a lengthy digression the Talmud now explores the sources for that tradition, with special reference to the numbers that were used.

[14a] Our rabbis taught {in a baraita}: Forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses1 prophesied for Israel, and2 they3 did not diminish4 from5 the Torah nor did they add to what is written in the Torah6 7 even a single letter,8 9 except for the reading of the Megillah.

The current baraita is not attested outside the Babylonian Talmud.10 Taken by itself, its primary purpose is to underscore the centrality of the commandments revealed in the Torah, which will never be amended, augmented or rescinded by any subsequent revelation.11 Accordingly, the baraita asserts that in all the recorded prophecies of the Bible not a single one claimed to introduce permanent changes in the original Mosaic legislation. An argument of this sort very likely should be read against the background of Jewish-Christian polemics.12

[14a] What did they expound?13 14—Says R. Ḥiyya bar Abba [Alternate reading: Abun;15 16 and if you should say:17 R. Joshua ben Qorḥah]:18 It is an a minori argument:19 20 21 Just as from slavery to freedom we recite song—from death to life should we not all the more so!

Although the baraita regards the institution of Purim as a unique exception to its rule, R. Ḥiyya bar Abba / Abun’s interpretation in effect eliminates that uniqueness, turning the “prophetic commandment” into “just another” rabbinic midrash on the Torah.22

If so, then one23 should recite Hallel also!24

—Says R. Isaac:25 Because26 one does not recite song27 over a miracle28 that is performed29 outside the Land (of Israel).

After deriving that “song” should be recited in commemoration of the deliverance on Purim, the Talmud tries to apply the analogy with greater consistency: Just as the Exodus came to be celebrated through the recitation of Hallel on Passover, should the recitation of Hallel not have been ordained on Purim as well?

The answer proposed by R. Isaac to this question contains within itself the seeds of its own contradiction: If the obligation of reciting Hallel on Purim is derived initially from the Song of Moses, then:30

Rav Nahman bar Isaac31 objects to him:32 And33 is there not34 the Exodus from Egypt, which was a miracle35 performed36 outside the Land37 {and}38 we recite!39

—There40 it is like {...?} this reason, as it is taught {in a baraita}:41 As long as they42 had not come into the Land, all lands were considered fit43 for reciting song. Once they44 had come into the Land, all the lands45 were not considered fit for reciting song.46 47

—Rav Nahman48 says: Its49 recitation constitutes its Hallel.

Rava50 objects to him:51 52 It is well53 there: “Praise, O ye servants of the Lord’ (Psalms 113:1)—and not the servants of Pharaoh. Rather,54 here, are we to say55 “Praise, O ye servants of the Lord“— and not the servants of Ahasuerus? We56 are still the servants of Ahasuerus!57 58

In his incisive analysis of this passage David Halivni59 demonstrates a number of significant anomalies.60 Among the points which he raises are the following:

• If Rabbi Isaac’s purpose was to justify the dictum of R. Ḥiyya bar Abba, who derives the obligation of reciting the Megillah by means of an a minori deduction from the Egyptian Exodus, then it hardly makes sense for him to rule out the recitation of Hallel outside the Land of Israel.

• Rabbi Isaac lived a generation earlier than R. Ḥiyya bar Abba.61

To Halivni’s arguments we might add some peculiar textual phenomena that troubled the traditional commentators.62 In particular, Rashi insisted that Rava’s comment should be introduced simply as “Says Rava, etc.,” acknowledging that it functions in its present context not as an objection, but as an answer to the question: “If so, then one should recite the Hallel also!”63 The actual reading that Rashi is rejecting, which is upheld by most witnesses, formulates Rava’s words as an objection, not as a solution or explanation.

The solution to the above difficulties, according to Halivni, lies in the fact that R. Isaac himself never intended to resolve the dictum of R. Ḥiyya bar Abba, but merely to offer an explanation of why Hallel is not recited on Purim. It was that question which formed the topic of the pericope in TB cArakhin 10b, where R. Isaac’s dictum was challenged by R. Nahman bar Isaac (“And is there not the Exodus...’) and then resolved by the anonymous Talmud on the basis of the baraita. All these components thus belong properly to the cArakhin passage, not to Megillah where the original pericope dealt with the legal foundations for the recitation of the Megillah, as derived by R. Ḥiyya bar Abba.64

It would appear also that the reading “Rava objects to it” preserves the pristine form of the Megillah pericope.65 In its older form this was a brief sugya that was built upon the exposition of R. Ḥiyya bar Abba / R. Joshua ben Qorhah which had been cited in connection with the baraita about the forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses. It was with respect to this midrashic exposition, which derived the obligation of reading the Megillah from the Exodus, that Rava raised the objection “It is well there, etc.”66 All the intervening discussion was transferred to Megillah from the passage in TB cArakhin 10b, which contains the principal pericope about the basis for the non-recitation of Hallel on Purim.67

[14a] 68Both according to Rava69 and according to Rav Nahman:70 71 Is it not72 taught {in a baraita}:73 Since they74 came into the Land,75 all the76 lands were not77 declared fit for reciting song.

—Once they were exiled, they returned to their original78 state of fitness.79

Halivni claims that this unit does not fit into the Megillah context, though his argumentation is somewhat obscure.80 At any rate it would appear that the objection belongs to the later redactional strata, after the Megillah and cArakhin sugyot had been combined. The Talmud is most likely directing its question at R. Ḥiyya bar Abba and R. Joshua ben Qorhah who link the reading of the Megillah to the recitation of the Hallel, and what it has in mind in naming Rava and Rav Nahman here is as if to say: “Whichever of these interpretation we accept, the following difficulty can be raised.”

Having dealt with the question of the rights of prophets to introduce new precepts, the Talmud proceeds to discuss the numbers that have been put forward as representing the total number of prophets in the Bible. We will recall that the numbers mentioned in the previously cited sources were: forty-eight male prophets and seven female. The Talmud goes on to discuss an apparent contradiction between several sources which speak of greater numbers of prophets than those mentioned in our initial baraita.

[14a] And are there no more? And is it not81 written:82 “Now there was a certain man of Ramataim-ṣofim, of Mount Ephraim, etc.” (1 Samuel 1:1).

And83 Rabbi Abbahu says: One84 man85 who comes86 from two hundred seers [matayim ṣofim]87 who prophesied for Israel!

Firstly, Rabbi Abbahu’s comment on 1 Samuel 1:188 expounds the name of Elkanah’s home and Samuel’s birth-place Ramataim-ṣofim (a locale which is not mentioned elsewhere in the Bible)89 as if it were derived from the Hebrew “matayim ṣofim” meaning “two hundred seers.”90

[14a]—Yes,91 indeed there were many,92 93 94 as95 it was taught {in a baraita}: Many96 prophets prophesied for Israel like97 those who went out of Egypt. And some say it: double98 those who went out of Egypt!99

This second source derives from Seder colam Chapter 21.100 In Seder colam the principal concern of the passage is to assemble references to unnamed prophets or “sons of prophets” that indicate (often with the aid of midrashic interpretations) both their vast numbers and the caliber of their prophetic powers. The discussion there concludes by quoting 2 Kings 2:2-7 which mentions the “sons of the prophets” in the company of Elijah and Elisha, leading to the homiletical conclusion “This comes to teach you that there was not a single town in the Land of Israel which did not contain prophets...” The purpose of Seder colam was likely to contrast the profusion of the Holy Spirit101 in Israel with the total absence of prophetic inspiration among the pagan nations after the days of Moses.102

The Seder colam baraita is also included in several Palestinian Amoraic midrashic collections. In all of them it is put to homiletical use in a manner that is strikingly different from our Babylonian midrash. Thus, Ruth rabbah, 1:2,103 Song of Songs rabbah, 4:22104 and Ecclesiastes zuṭa, 2:8105 all read:

R. Jeremiah in the name of R. Samuel b. R. Isaac:106 Sixty myriads of prophets arose for Israel in the days of Elijah.107

R. Jacob bar Idon108 says in the name of R. Johanan: One hundred and twenty myriads...109

All the Palestinian versions110 conclude with a “messianic peroration”:

...But in the future times the Holy One will bring them and publicly reveal their prophecy. This is what is written: “And the Lord my God hall come, and all the holy ones with thee” (Zechariah 14:15).111

As in previous instances which have been noted in the course of this study, the Babylonian Esther-Midrash has confined itself to the “academic” task of interpreting the content of its sources and resolving whatever difficulties or contradictions it might encounter. It has little interest in applying the material to the kind of literary homiletical structures which are the essence of the Palestinian aggadah.

[14a] — Rather,112 113 prophecy which was required for subsequent generations was written down.114 115 That116 which was not required for subsequent generations117 was not written down.118

The Talmud’s solution is supported by a citation from a baraita which is found in the Seder colam in a virtually identical formulation.119

[14a] R. Samuel bar Nahmani120 says:121 “of Ramatami-sofim”122—A person123 who comes124 from two125 heights [ramot] which126 overlook [sofot] and behold127 one another.128

Most commentators take R. Samuel bar Naḥmani’s explanation to be an attempt at literal interpretation, without any homiletical purport. It accounts for the unusual dual form of the name by asserting that Ramataim-sofim consisted of two facing mountains.129

[14a] Says130 Rav131 Hanin:132 Says Rabbi:133 134 A person135 who comes from two136 persons who stand137 at the height [rumo] of the world. And who are they? —The children of Korah, as it is written: “Notwithstanding, the children died not” (Numbers 26:11).

And it was taught138 {in a baraita}: In the name of Rabbi they said:139 140 A place was fenced in for them in Gehenna141 upon which they sat.142
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	And they say: Moses and his Torah are true,143 and we144 are falsifiers.





This alternative explanation of the name “Ramatayim”145 follows the familiar methods of midrashic “etymology” in treating the expression not as a name, but as a description or epithet for Elkanah. That Elkanah belonged to the Levitical family of the sons of Korah146 is stated explicitly in 1 Chronicles 6:22.147 The baraita about the sons of Korah is not integral to the argument of the current pericope and was probably copied from Sanhedrin 110a by virtue of an incidental association.

The Seven Prophetesses

[14a] “Seven prophetesses”148—Who149 are they?150 151

152Sarah, Miriam, Deborah,153 Hannah,154 Abigail,155 Huldah,156 Esther.

The Talmud’s list of seven prophetesses is evidently based on a passage in Seder colam.157 Though Seder colam is content with simply quoting a verse to justify the inclusion of each name, the Esther-Midrash fashions a complete aggadic pericope around each figure, the principal purpose of which is to demonstrate their prophetic abilities. However the midrash also strings together related materials in an associative manner.

1. Sarah 158

[14a] 159Sarah—as it is written: “the daughter of Haran, the father of Milcah, and the father of Iscah” (Genesis 11:29).

And160 says R. Isaac: Iscah is Sarah.161 162 And why is her name called Iscah? —Because she sees163 [sokhah] with the Holy Spirit.

And thus it says:164 “In all that Sarah hath said unto thee, hearken unto her voice” (Genesis 21:12).165

Another matter [דבר אחר]’ “Iscah”166—because all gaze upon her beauty.

And this is what is written:167 “The princes also of Pharaoh saw her and commended her before Pharaoh; and the woman was taken into Pharaoh’s house” (Genesis 12:15).168 169 170

The standard printings of Seder colam171 Chapter 21 contain a passage that is identical in its substance to the one in the Babylonian Esther-Midrash:

Concerning Sarah it is written: “the father of Milcah, and the father of Iscah...”

However Milikowsky’s text172 begins with a passage that is missing in the standard printings:

From where do we know that all the patriarchs and matriarchs were called “prophets”? —As it says: “Wandering from nation to nation, from one kingdom to another people, he allowed no one to oppress them; he rebuked kings on their account, saying Touch not my anointed ones, do my prophets no harm” (Psalms 105:13-15173.

It seems quite clear from here that Seder colam meant to count all the matriarchs, not just Sarah, among the ranks of the prophetesses. This being so, it would have had to allow for at least ten of them (when we add three more matriarchs to the existing list) if it were concerned with specifying a number.174

The main Tannaitic source for the identification of Iscah with Sarah is Sifré Numbers 99:175

And thus it says: “[And the name of Nahor’s wife, Milcah, the daughter of Haran], the father of Milcah, and the father of Iscah” (Genesis 11:29).

<(For)176 it need not have taught “Iscah”>.177 Rather (it thereby teaches} that everyone gazes [sakhin] at her beauty; as it is written, “and the princes of Pharaoh saw her and praised her to Pharaoh” (Genesis 12:15).

The conclusions of this anonymous passage appear to have been derived through the application of several familiar midrashic hermeneutical premises, including the following:

1. The “retreat from anonymity”:178 That is: the midrashic antipathy towards minor figures in the Bible who make no obvious contribution to the plot or religious themes.179 The usual response to such instances is to equate the obscure name with a better known figure. This is normally done in conjunction with an etymology, as discussed below.

2. Names have meanings: As we have often observed, the rabbis “saw all names...as given by God, and names of individuals as telling about their lives and characters.”180 In cases where two or more figures have been equated it is usually presumed that one name is the actual one given by his\her parents, whereas the others are descriptive.

In the current example the exegetical logic might be reconstructed approximately as follows: The darshan first noted that the narrator of Genesis took the trouble of relating that Abraham’s brother Haran had a daughter named Iscah who is never again referred to.181 Since Scripture does not normally waste words on minor characters it follows that there must be some importance to this mention. The significance is not implicit in Iscah’s deeds (none of which are recorded). Hence we must presume that Iscah is really an alternate name for a better known figure. There is in fact only one woman in that heathen generation who is of any interest to us, and that is Abraham’s wife Sarah. Ergo: Iscah = Sarah.

In accordance with the familiar process of midrashic etymology as outlined above, we must determine which of the two names was the real one and which the descriptive epithet. In the present instance it is unlikely (though by no means inconceivable) that “Sarah” would not be the real name, so that it remains to explain how “Iscah” would function as a description of Sarah. The Sifré Numbers solves this problem in a straightforward manner by playing on the root סכי or ישכי which forms the basis of Iscah’s name, and has the sense of “seeing.”182 This would naturally call to mind Genesis 12:15, which speaks of Pharaoh’s princes seeing Sarah and admiring her beauty.183 Hence the name “Iscah” is turned into an elliptical reference to Sarah’s great beauty.184

R. Isaac’s185 interpretation in our talmudic pericope also begins with premises that the name “Iscah” is a description of Sarah, and that the description has something to do with seeing. However according to his explanation, the seeing alludes not to the matriarch’s beauty but to her prophetic visions. As regards its technical use of hermeneutical methods, this midrash is not quite as satisfying as the Sifré’s. It is unable to cite a convincing prooftext (other than the name Iscah itself) which speaks of Sarah “seeing” prophetically.186 Nor can we be certain that R. Isaac’s explanation reflects the original purpose of Seder colam’s author.187 As to the homiletical point, if there is one, we are again left to speculate on how this exegetical comment might have been utilized in a derashah.188

All the above reconstructions of how the respective interpretations could have been derived by means of normal midrashic hermeneutical methods are called into question when we compare the treatment of the subject in Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities,189 a source that predates all those we have been citing so far.190 In his paraphrase of Genesis 11, Josephus reports that

Nachor married his niece Melcha and Abraham his niece Sarra.

Josephus does not offer any justification for this departure from the simple sense of the biblical text. The general character of the Antiquities is by no means homiletical, and (apart from some conventional moralizing) he tends to adhere very closely to the plain meaning of the verses. At any rate, his presentation here shows no indication that he is bothered by the kinds of hermeneutical difficulties that underlay the rabbinic comments,191 as they were explained above.192

All this suggests that the roots of the Sarah-Iscah midrash antedate the Tannaitic period, and should be sought in the sectarian controversies of the Second Temple era. Seen in this light, the most promising and likely explanation for the origin of the tradition is as part of an attempt to find scriptural support for the Pharisaic practice of niece-marriage, an institution which was biblically questionable (to say the least), and occasioned much controversy during the pre-rabbinic period.193

The combined testimonies of a broad spectrum of Second Temple writings194 coalesce to provide us with a clear idea of how crucial it was for the Pharisees and rabbinic sages195 to find scriptural support for niece-marriage. The legal restrictions of Leviticus 18 left little room for suitable midrashic manipulation—the rabbis had their work cut out for them to show how these restrictions did not constitute an irrefutable argument against their view. If positive support was to be adduced, it was more likely to be found in the narrative sections of the Bible, by unearthing historical precedents for the marriages between uncle and niece. The stories of Sarah and Esther were found to be amenable to such interpretation.

In the light of these facts, it seems far more likely that the identification of Sarah and Iscah did not originate in the application of midrashic hermeneutic technique to the biblical text,196 but rather out of a polemical determination to find Pentateuchal support for the practice of niece-marriage.197

With the end of the of the Second Commonwealth and the ascendancy of Pharisaism to the status of the unchallenged leadership of Palestinian Jewry, the original circumstances that had given rise to the Sarah/Iscah identification appear to have been forgotten, and none of the rabbinic passages that cite the tradition link it to the issue of niece-marriage. Removed from the arena of sectarian polemics,198 the tradition becomes just another of the many details added in the midrashic retelling of the Bible, to be dealt with according to the normal rules governing aggadic exegesis: Names and redundancies must be explained and suitable moral or religious lessons should be derived from this exegesis.

2. Miriam

[14a] Miriam199—As it is written: “And Miriam the Prophetess, the sister of Aaron, took a timbrel in her hand” (Exodus 15:20)—“the sister of Aaron”200 and not “the sister of Moses.”

Miriam also appears in the list of prophetesses in Seder colam 21201 with the same prooftext. No other justification is provided (or required) for her inclusion in the list. The additional material brought below in the Babylonian Esther-Midrash attempts to demonstrate that Miriam did actually foretell the future. The need for such a demonstration is expressed explicitly in the Mekhiltas 202 which pose the question: “And where have we found that Miriam was a prophetess?”

[14a] Says Rav Amram: Says Rav: And some say it:203 Says Rav Nahman:204 Says Rav:205 206 207 This teaches that208 while she was “the sister of Aaron” she used to prophesy209 and say:210 Mother211 is destined to give birth to a son who will deliver Israel.212

There exist several Tannaitic parallels to our pericope about Miriam’s prophecy213 which include most of the same components. This particular comment of Rav’s,214 does not however appear in any of them.215 The motif of Moses’ birth being foretold (by Miriam or others) is found in several sources, including some from outside the rabbinic corpus.216

[14a] When217 Moses218 219 was born, the house was filled [entirely]220 with light.

This detail is found in the Mekhiltas and other midrashic accounts.221 From an exegetical perspective, it was presumably inspired by Exodus 2:2: “And the woman saw him that be was good” which suggested that Moses was born with some visible indication of his specialness.222 As a narrative motif however, legends about miraculous illuminations accompanying the births of great heroes were not uncommon in ancient literatures.223

[14a] 224Her father stood and kissed her on her225 head226 and227 he said: My daughter, your prophecy has been fulfilled.228

229When they cast him into the river230 her mother231 stood and slapped her on232 her head and233 said:234 235 My daughter,236 this237 is your prophecy?!238

This vivid expansion of the biblical narrative, which is found in similar formulations239 in all the parallel traditions,240 goes beyond anything that would he warranted by purely hermeneutical considerations, and appears to have developed out of an autonomous narrative logic, rather than from careful exegesis.

[14a] And241 this is what is written:242 “And his sister stood afar off, to learn what would he done to him” (Exodus 2:4}—to learn243 what would be at the outcome244 of her prophecy.

It is unlikely that the darshan was bothered by any difficulty or contradiction in the verse, which makes satisfactory sense in its original context, as Miriam keeps track of Moses’ fate, remaining on the sidelines so that it will not be obvious what her connection is to the infant. Rather, in light of the additional plot elements which the midrash has introduced into the story, revolving around Miriam’s prophetic oracle that her brother was destined to deliver his people, the words of the verse were being injected with additional implications: Miriam’s interest in Moses’ fate was motivated not only by sisterly concern, but also by a determination to ascertain the truth of her prophecy.245

The “Miriam” pericope as a whole hangs between two scriptural axes, Exodus 15:20 and 2:4. The former, as we have noted, responds to an actual textual difficulty and leads the homilist to the midrashically justified conclusion that Miriam had prophesied before Moses was born. From there it followed naturally that the content of the prophesy had to do with the birth of Moses and his role as savior of the enslaved Hebrews. The exposition of the latter verse at best makes the same point, though with less exegetical warrant.246 If we say that Miriam was watching Moses in order to find out the outcome of her prophecy, then we have of necessity already accepted the premise that she had such a prophecy. Thus both verse-interpretations seem directed towards proving the same narrative point, raising the suspicion that the tradition about Miriam’s predictions had an independent existence prior to its midrashic justification—a premise which was corroborated by the evidence of non-rabbinic texts.

3. Deborah

[14a] Deborah247—As it is written: “And Deborah, a prophetess, the wife of Lapidoth [lit.: lamps]” (Judges 4:4).

Deborah is also counted among the prophetesses in the Seder colarn passage which serves as the basis for the present pericope. The fact that Judges 4:4 calls her a prophetess is sufficient for the purposes of Seder colam. The Esther-Midrash, consistent with its treatment of the other prophetesses, assembles several comments to the cited verse (and the following one), though there does not seem to be any attempt to show that Deborah had uttered predictions.248

[14a] What is “the wife of Lapidoth”?249

—Says Rav:250 251 That she used to fashion wicks [petilot] for the sanctuary at Shiloh.252

We have here a typical midrashic name-etymology in which the Bible’s identification of Deborah’s husband is treated as a description of Deborah herself.253 If the intention was to produce a word-play on the sounds of lapidot and petilot, then the sounds bear only the vaguest of similarities. The same point might have been made more directly and effectively had it been based on the plain meaning of the word “lapidot” (namely: torches or lamps), rather than “petilot”254

[14a] “And she dwelt under the palm tree of Deborah” (Judges 4:5).

What is special about “under the palm tree”?255

—Says R. Simeon ben Absalom:256 “Under”—257 On account of intimacy. 258 259 260

“The palm tree”—261 Just as with the palm tree, its shadow is slight, so too the rabbinic scholars262 263 in that generation were few.

Another comment:264 265 266 Just as the palm tree has only267 one heart,268 so do269 Israel270 have only one heart for their father in Heaven.

The Bible’s mention of Deborah’s palm-tree271 is just the sort of unessential detail that invites midrashic interpretation.272 The Talmud has assembled three explanations, one of which is functional and the others symbolic in nature.

R. Simeon ben Absalom273 finds a halakhic-moral reason for Deborah’s sitting beneath the palm-tree: to prevent her from being secluded with men, which would be considered an unacceptable impropriety—”yiḥud” in halakhic terminology. 274

The second explanation, like the first, is founded on the fact that the palm-tree, having no branches, produces less shade than most trees. Here however the fact is treated allegorically.275 The tradition of widespread ignorance in Deborah’s generation does not appear elsewhere,276 and may have “been intended to justify the phenomenon of a woman judge. 277

The last explanation, based on the same physical trait278 as the others, turns the palm into a symbol of praise for Israel’s unswerving faith. It is impossible to discern any thematic connection to the Deborah story, hence it appears that the exposition was transferred here from a different context, probably from TB Sukkah 45b. 279

4. Hannah

[14a] Hannah280—as it is written: “And Hannah prayed, and said, My heart rejoices in the U>rd, mine horn is exalted in the Lord etc.” (1 Samuel 2:1).

Seder colam’s argument for identifying Hannah as a prophetess281 is limited to the fact of her prayer having been recorded in the Bible, and not—as for the Esther-Midrash—the contents of that prayer.282

[14a] “Mine horn is exalted”283—but my jar284 is not exalted.285 286 287 288

David and Solomon who289 were290 anointed from291 the horn, their reign lasted. Saul and Jehu,292 who293 were294 anointed from295 the jar, their reign did not last.296

The midrash does not explain why Hannah should have been speaking about the reigns of these particular kings.297 Presumably it ties in with the fact that Samuel was destined to be the one delegated to anoint the first two Hebrew kings.298

The interpretation is built upon a comparison of the following verses:

• 1 Samuel 16:13: “Then Samuel took the horn of oil and anointed him [David]...”

• 1 Kings 1:39: “There Zadok the priest took the hom of oil from the tent, and anointed Solomon...”

• 1 Samuel 10:1: “Then Samuel took a vial [pakh] of oil and poured it on his [i.e., Saul’s] head...”

• 2 Kings 9:1-6: “And Elisha the prophet called one of the sons of the prophets and said to him, Gird up your loins, and take this flask [pakh] of oil in your hand and go to Ramot-gilead... Then take the flask of oil and pour it on his head... ”

Most of the commentators discern symbolic significance in the choices of respective vessels, in that horns have permanence whereas clay jars are easily shattered.299

[14a] “There is none holy as the Lord: for there is none beside thee: neither is there any rock like our God” (1 Samuel 2:2).

Says Rav Judah bar300 Manasseh:301 Do not read302 “303beside thee” [biltekha], but “304who can wear you out” [baloteklia].

Come and see305 that unlike the standard of the Holy One is the standard of flesh and blood.306 By the standard of flesh and blood307 his creatures308 wear him out. But309 the Holy One310 wears out the creatures of his hands.311

312”Neither is there any rock [ṣur] like our God’ (1 Samuel 2:2).

Says R.313 Judah bar314 Manasseh:315 316 317 318 Neither is there any craftsman [ṣayyar]319 like our God.

Come and see,320 that unlike the standard of the Holy One is the standard of flesh and blood.321 By the {standard}322 of flesh and blood,323 one324 fashions a figure upon a wall, and is unable to put into it spirit and325 soul,326 innards327 and bowels.328 But329 the Holy One330 fashions a figure inside a figure, and places in331 it a spirit and soul,332 innards and bowels.

These interpretations are probably brought here only because the material happened to be available;333 they have no apparent bearing on the question of Hannah’s inclusion in the list of seven prophetesses. Both comments are built on the playful identification of words which, though similar in appearance, are essentially different in meaning.334 In both instances the homilist has succeeded in eliciting stimulating possibilities from biblical phrases which are either obscure or innocuous.335

5. Abigail

In Seder colam we read as follows: “And Abigail prophesied to David, and thus did David say to her: ‘Blessed be your discretion, and blessed he you...’ (1 Samuel 25:33)”—which is perceived as a confirmation that the future-tense statements made by Abigail in verses 28-31336 were actually acknowledged by David as prophecies.337

[14a] Abigail—as it is written: “And it was so, as she rode on the ass, that she came down by the covert of the hill” (1 Samuel 25:20).

“By the covert of the hill” (beseter hahar]—338 “From the hill” it should have said!

—Says Rava339 bar Samuel:340 341 Concerning matters of blood which comes from the covert place [beit hassetarim].342 343 She took344 blood from her bosom345 and showed it to David.346 347

Rabbah bar Samuel’s348 midrash is based on what he perceives as an unusual usage of the expression בסתר, which normally carries an implication of secrecy or shelter,349 neither of which senses seems particularly pertinent to the present context.350 He therefore interprets the expression according to a common usage in rabbinic Hebrew, as part of the term “beit hassetarim”351 which refers to internal parts or orifices of the body, including the female genitalia.352 Applied to the biblical narrative,353 Abigail is thus described as consulting David (here depicted in the role of a rabbinic judge)354 on a halakhic question related to menstrual purity prohibitions.355

[14a] He said to her: Do we see356 blood at night?357 358

The prohibition against ruling on menstrual blood at night is not stated explicitly in the Talmud, though the nature of the process and the comparison with similar procedures in other halakhic areas make such a restriction appear reasonable.359

[14a] She said to him: “And do we try capital cases at night?”

The prohibition against adjudicating capital cases by night is stated clearly in the Mishnah.360

[14a] He said to her: This man361 is a rebel against the throne and his judgement has already been completed362 and363 there is364 no need to try him.365 366

The argument that Uriah was guilty of treason367 probably originated in a rabbinic attempt to rescue David’s righteousness in the face of what would otherwise be grave capital crime.368

[14b] She said to him: Saul is still369 alive, and your coin370 is371 not current in the world.

The incident between David, Nabal and Abigail occurred after David had been privately anointed by Samuel to replace Saul (1 Samuel 16:13), but prior to the public accession and re-anointing which did not take place until after Saul’s death (2 Samuel 2:4). Although David is acting in many respects like a king, it would be premature to treat his opponents as traitors.372

[14b] 373He said to her:374 “And blessed be thy advice, and blessed be thou, which liast kept me this day from coming to (shed) blood [lit.: “bloods”], and from avenging myself with mine own hand” (1 Samuel 26:33).

What is375 “from coming to376 blood’?377 378 379 380 381 —Menstrual blood and382 the blood of383 bloodshed.384 385 386

As mentioned above, it was this verse which was quoted in Seder colam in support of Abigail’s claim to prophecy. There its purpose was probably to confirm that the blessings which she bestowed upon David, which included a prediction that he would eventually prevail over his foes, would indeed come to pass.387 However the pericope has not yet arrived at the climax of the story, where her prophetic status is demonstrated and the verse is midrashically interpreted in connection with the foregoing narrative expansions. The focus here is on the use of the plural damim, “bloods,” which contains an implied allusion to an additional blood (other than the bloodshed of Naba’s execution).388

At this juncture the connections between the individual units become obscure. This is in large measure a consequence of the fact that the pericope has assembled a number of separate exegetical traditions. These difficulties have caused the words of the passage to be carefully scrutinized by the traditional commentators, a fact which contributed to the proliferation of textual variants. We shall attempt here to outline briefly the major options and their textual ramifications.

According to a reading rejected by the Tosafot,389 but preserved in some witnesses, the comment “she uncovered her leg, etc.” is introduced as an “’ikka de’ amerei” (“There are some who say”),390 making it a separate interpretation unconnected to the previous explanation of David’s averted “blood-guiltiness.” If this reading is correct, then the former explanation cannot refer to David’s supposed intention to lie with Abigail during her impurity, which has not yet been introduced. This leads to one of the following conclusions:

1) The allusion to “menstrual blood” must be deleted from here391 and the reference to two “bloods” understood as referring, not to David’s transgression, but to the above dialogue between Abigail and David concerning the legality of adjudicating these two kinds of cases at night.

2) The words “menstrual blood” can be left in, but interpreted as referring to David’s refraining from illegally ruling on the stain,392 and not to a sexual liaison.393

Alternatively: If we choose to delete the “’ikka de’amerei “394 then the ensuing comment about David’s being attracted by Abigail’s bared leg should be read as the explanation of the second “blood,”395 implying that he wanted to lie with her during her uncleanness. This approach is problematic, since the conclusion of the midrash understands the issue to be one of adultery,396 not of menstrual prohibitions.

Taking into account all the above considerations, the “‘ikka de’amerei” seems to be the preferred reading. According to this reading, the second interpretation disagrees with the first in that it applies the second “blood” not to the matter of judging menstrual questions by by night, but to David’s close brush with adultery.

[14b] She uncovered her leg and
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	its light went397

	he398 went to its light





three parsangs.399

This detail does not seem to have been stimulated by any particular feature or difficulty in the biblical text.400 It seems to have been introduced in order to serve as a prelude for Abigail’s remarks below in which she succeeds in fending off David’s advances and foretelling his involvement with Bathsheba.401

[14b] He said to her: Yield to me.402

She said to him: “That this shall he no grief unto thee, nor offence of heart etc.” (1 Samuel 25:31).

“This”403 - implying that there is another.404 405

Yes 406 there is also407 the episode of408 Bathsheba.

Rashi explains the midrashic exegesis as follows: “Since she said to him ‘That this shall be no grief unto thee,’ we may deduce that she had prophesied to him that he was fated to stumble in another sexual affair.409 And what was it? —Bathsheba.” The careful midrashic reading of the verse thus places special stress on the demonstrative “this,” reading it in the sense of “only this.” As we shall observe below, the midrash apparently regards this observation as an inspired prophetic utterance.
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	And how410 was411 the outcome?

	He said to her: And will I be saved from it?




	 

	She said to him:412 Yes, as it is written:413





—”But the soul of my lord shall be bound in the bundle of life with the Lord thy God; and the souls of thine enemies, them shall he sling out, as out of the middle of a sling” (1 Samuel 25:29).414

In the versions cited above, the Talmud appears to be retreating a bit from the forbidding substance of Abigail’s oracle. The stimulus probably came from the determination to conclude with a “happy ending,” though the assurance that David would be “bound in the bundle of life with the Lord thy God” is quite explicit in Abigail’s words, even though that verse (29) appears prior to the more negative prediction that was read into verse 31, and deals with a different context. The Talmud understands that whatever sins David may commit, they will not be of such gravity as to completely deny him his place in the ṣeror haḥayyim.415

[14b] “But when the Lord shall have dealt well with my lord, then remember thine handmaid” (1 Samuel 25:31)—

Says Rav Naḥman:416 417 This is what people say:418 Alongside the chatter419 there is also the distaff. 420

Or also:421 The duck lowers itself as it walks, but its eyes are turning all around. 422 423

These two aphorisms424 were inspired by a cynical reading of verse 31 in which Abigail’s request that she be remembered in subsequent days is perceived as masking her romantic interest in David. In its original context she is probably assuring him that he will one day come to realize with gratitude the wisdom of the advice that she is now offering him.425

Both proverbs present images of someone who seems to be going innocently about their own business, when in reality their thoughts and intentions are elsewhere. In the first instance,426 the image is of women who are capable of keeping up a conversation while involved in spinning thread.427 The second comment428 speaks of the duck’s peculiar manner429 of keeping its neck bent downward as it walks, to all appearances confining its gaze to the path before it, while its eyes are actually wandering afar.430

The current passage represents a sardonic view of women which is distinctive to Rav Naḥman, and which will be encountered again below.

6. Huldah

[14b] Huldah431—as it is written: “So Hilkiah the priest, and Ahikam, and Achbor, and Shaphan, and Asahiah, went unto Huldah the prophetess, the wife of Shallum the son of Tikvah, the son of Har has, keeper of the wardrobe; now she dwelt in Jerusalem in the college; and they communed with hef” (2 Kings 22:14).

Seder colam cites the same verse, without further elaboration, as an explicit proof that Huldah was a prophetess. The discussion in the Esther-Midrash is concerned with expounding the relevant verses and issues related to Huldah’s prophetic career, but does not attempt to specify a prediction that she made.432

[14b] And433 434 in a place where Jeremiah is found435 how could she436 prophesy?

This question, which did not trouble the biblical author, is considered an obvious difficulty by the talmudic rabbis.437

[14b] —They say in the house of Rav438 in the name of Rav: Huldah439 was a relation of Jeremiah, and he did not take offence.

The premise of Rav’s solution, that Jeremiah and Huldah were related through their descent from Rahab,440 is based on a rabbinic tradition whose sources will be dealt with in detail later on in our pericope.

[14b] And Josiah himself, how did he ignore Jeremiah and send for her?441 442

Whereas the previous discussion is framed from Huldah’s perspective, explaining why she was not worried about insulting Jeremiah,443 the latter question assumes that from Josiah’s point of view it still should have been preferable to approach Jeremiah rather than Huldah.

[14b] —They say in the house of R. Shela:444 Because445 women are compassionate.446

The discovery of the book in the Temple brought with it the realization that the people had been remiss in their observance of many of the commandments of the Torah, so that there was particular concern that God treat the offences mercifully.447 The association between women and mercy is probably inspired by the fact that the Hebrew root for mercy, RḤM is the same as that for womb.448

[14b] And449 R. Joḥanan450 says:451 Jeremiah452 was not there453 because454 he had gone to return the ten tribes.455

And456 whence do we know that they returned?457 —Because it is written: “For the seller shall not return to that which is sold, although they were yet alive, etc.” (Ezekiel 7:13). Is it possible that the Jubilee has been abolished and a prophet458 is prophesying about it that it will be abolished?!459 —Rather, this teaches that he460 returned them and Josiah461 the son of Amon462 ailed over them.

The tradition that the Jubilee had been abolished at the time of the first exile of the northern tribes under Sennacherib is found in Tannaitic sources,463 and is consistent with the historical fact that it does not appear to have been observed during the Second Temple era.464

[14b] And465 whence {do we know this)?466—As it is written:467 “Then he said, What title is that that I see? And the men of the city told him, it is the sepulchre of the man of God, which came from Judah, and proclaimed these things that thou hast done against the altar of Beth-El (2 Kings 23:17).

And what connection did Josiah have to468 Beth-EI? And did not Beth-El belong to the ten tribes?!469

—Rather, this teaches470 that Jeremiah returned them and471 Josiah472 reigned over them.

This interpretation473 is not found outside the Babylonian Talmud. Other commentators, traditional and modern, were not troubled by the fact that “Josiah carried his reform measures into the territory of the former kingdom of Israel...”474

[14b] Rav Nahman bar Isaac475 says: From here: “Also, O Judah, he hath set an harvest for thee, when I returned the captivity of my people” (Hosea 6: 11).476

There is considerable disagreement among the commentators as to how this verse, more than the scores of others which speak of the future restoration of Israel, constitutes proof of a restoration of the northern kingdom under Josiah.477 The most persuasive explanation, to my mind, is that of Maharsha who observes that the cited verse should be interpreted in light of the previous one, “In the house of Israel I have seen a horrible thing; There harlotry is found in Ephraim. Israel is defiled.” Accordingly, it is understood to be speaking about the Judean Josiah appointing a harvest for the Ephraimites who had returned from the captivity.

The tradition about the ten tribes being regathered under the leadership of Jeremiah and Josiah is not found anywhere in rabbinic literature other than our current pericope and its parallel in TB cArakhin 33a.478 The proof-text from Ezekiel does indeed echo the terminology of the Jubilee regulations in Leviticus 25, but cannot be accepted as proof that the Jubilee was in effect at the time.479

7. Esther

[14b] Esther480—as it is written:481 “Now it came to pass on the third day, that Esther put on royalty” (Esther 5:1).

“Royalty”?482—“Royal apparel” it should have said!

—483 Says R. Eleazar: Says R. Ḥaninah:484 This teaches485 that the Holy Spirit clothed her:486 It is written here:487 “Now it came to pass on the third day, that Esther put on royalty.” And it is written there: “Then the spirit clothed Amasai, who was the chief of the captains etc. (1 Chronicles 12:19).488

The prooftext in Seder colam is Esther 9:29: “And Queen Esther, the daughter of Ahihail, and Mordecai the Jew gave full written authority...” It was this letter that established the celebration of Purim as an annual festival (9:31-2). Presumably the authority for such an enactment—which included the acceptance of the Book of Esther into the canon—must have been divinely inspired; i.e., prophetic.489 The Esther-Midrash has chosen to cite the gezerah shavah of R. Eleazar in the name of R. Ḥanina (found below 15a) which is more complex in its hermeneutical foundation,490 but more straightforward in its conception of prophetic inspiration.

Neither of the prooftexts insists that Esther had uttered predictions of future events.

Pride Is Not Becoming for Women

Following its exposition of Seder colam’s list of seven prophetesses, the Talmud has arranged a kind of appendix of miscellaneous comments that relate in a more general manner to the themes of the pericope: women and prophets.

[14b] 491Says Rav Nahman: Honor492 is not becoming for women.

Among women493 there were two494 who were proud, and their names were strange.495 496

One’s name497 was “bee,”498 499 and one’s name was “weasel.”500

501”Bee”—as502 it is written concerning her: “And she sent and called Barak the son ofAbinoarn out of Kedesh-naftali” (Judges 4:6). Whereas she did not go to him.

503”Weasel”504—505it is written concerning her:506 “And she said unto them, Thus saith the Lord God of Israel, Tell the man that sent you to me etc.” (2 Kings 22:15). And she did not say to them507 “Say508 to the king.”509 510

We have already made a previous acquaintance with Rav Naḥman’s511 disparaging insinuations about Abigail’s relations with David. The present comment512 is made in a similar spirit, suggesting that even though God has seen fit to appoint certain women to the positions of judges and prophets, this does not justify their lording it over513 their male “betters.’514 Evidence of the fact that these women were looked upon with some degree of disfavor515 is the fact that they were named516 after unclean creatures.517

Huldah’s Ancestry

The Talmud now brings a further remark about the prophetess Huldah.518

[14b] Says Rav Naḥman: Says Rav: Huldah519 was among the descendants of Joshua son of Nun.520

It is written here: “the wife of Shallum the son of Tikvah, the son of Harhas” (2 Kings 22:4).

And it is written there: “And they buried him in the border of his inheritance in Timnath-serah in the mount of Ephraim” (Judges 2:9).

And it is written:521 522 “in Timnath523-heres.”524

The midrash is clearly contrived, going through the formalities of the gezerah shavah in order to produce a farfetched comparison. In fact, Harhas is not Huldah’s ancestor, but rather her husband Shallum’s,525 even as Timnath-heres is not a person at all, but a place.526
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	[14b] Says R. Eleazar: At first like527 a shard [ḥeres], and in the end its fruits528 are ripe529 [masriḥin].





This midrashic comment on the varying forms of the name “Timnath-serah” and “Timnath-heres” in Joshua and Judges is native to Bava hatra 122b, and was copied in some texts of Megillah because of the citation of the pertinent verse.530

[14b] Rav cEyna the Elder531 objected532 to Rav Nahman: And some say: Rav cOna533 the Elder to Rav Naḥman:534 Eight prophets, who were also535 priests,536 were descended from Rahab the harlot.537

And538 they are as follows:539 Baruch the son of Neriah,540 {Neriah}541 542 Seraiah543 544 Mahseyah, Jeremiah,545 Hilkiah,546 Hanamel,547 548 Shallum.549 R. Judah says: Also Huldah550 was among the descendants of Rahab.551

It is written here: “the wife of Shallum the son of Tikvah” (2 Kings 22:14).

And it is written there:552 553 “Thou shalt hind this line [tiqvat] of scarlet thread in the window which thou didst let us down by, etc.” (Joshua 2:18).

Like the earlier “Harhas-Heres” comparison, the current gezerah shavah should be viewed as a playful and contrived rhetorical device rather than a sincere attempt to trace family lineage. The truth being revealed by the midrash is homiletical, rather than exegetical.554

Rav Naḥman’s original “proof” that Huldah was a descendant of Joshua is challenged on the basis of a bardita555 which relates that she was descended from Rahab. As we might already sense, the two claims are not mutually contradictory.

[14b] He said:556 cAnya557 the Elder and some say:558 Patia Okama [=“Black Pot’]:559 From me and from you the tradition560 can be verified: That561 562 Rahab563 converted and married Joshua.

Thus, out of two conflicting traditions about Huldah’s ancestry we have constructed a third synthetic one that speaks of a marriage between Joshua and Rahab.564 This midrashic “fact” is not related anywhere else in rabbinic literature.565

[14b] And did Joshua have any offspring?566 567 But is it not written: “Non his son, Jehoshua his son” (1 Chronicles 7:27)?

The proof is from the fact that the genealogy, unlike most of those found in that part of 1 Chronicles, is broken off here and not continued.568

[14b]—Sons he did not have.569 Daughters he did have.

It is true that the genealogies of Chronicles do not standardly enumerate daughters,570 hence the fact that no mention is made of Joshua’s progeny tells us nothing about possible female offspring.

[15a] It is fine that they are stated explicitly. However from where do we know their fathers?

The baraita about Rahab’s descendants who were both priests and prophets was quoted previously as an objection against Rav Naḥman. After resolving that objection to its satisfaction, the Talmud proceeds to examine the baraita on its own terms.571

Of the eight priestly prophets listed in the baraita—Baruch, Neriah, Seraiah, Mahseyah, Jeremiah, Hilkiah, Hanamel and Shallum— Jeremiah is the only one whose prophetic credentials are spelled out in any obvious manner in the Bible. Both Jeremiah and his father Hilkiah were “of the priests that were in Anathoth” (Jeremiah 1:1). Shallum was Jeremiah’s uncle and Hanamel was the latter’s son (Jeremiah 32:7 8), such that it is reasonable to suppose that they too were priests, though it remains to determine that they were also prophets. As regard the remaining figures, it must be established both that they were priests and that they were prophets. Since they were all related,572 it can be assumed that if one was a priest then so were all the others. This last-mentioned claim is never actually proven by the Talmud.573

On the basis of circumstantial evidence it is possible to include a number of additional names who were involved in quasi-prophetic activities. These include Baruch574 and his brother Seraiah,575 who were given similar missions of reading Jeremiah’s prophecies before the king.576 Hanamel’s approaching Jeremiah to offer his estate for sale “according to the word of the Lord577 could also have been perceived as an act of prophetic inspiration.578 Hence it remains only to deal with Jeremiah’s father and grandfather (Hilkiah and Mahseyah), Haname’s father (Shallum) and Baruch’s father (Neriah).579 All these can be included on the basis of the following dictum of cUlla, according to which the forefathers of all prophets, whenever they are enumerated by Scripture, can be assumed to have been prophets in their own right.580

[15a] —From that of cUlla, for581 cUlla says:582 In the case of everyone whose name and the name of his father are583 in prophecy,584 it is known that he is a prophet son of a prophet.585

His586 name587 and not his father’s name—it is known that he is a prophet but not the son of a prophet 588

And589 everyone590 whose name591 and the name of his town is specified,592 it is known that he is593 from that same town.

His name594 and not the name of his town, it is certain that he is595 from Jerusalem.

To cUlla’s dictum the Talmud appends a baraita596 in a similar vein:597

[15a] In a baraita it taught: Everyone whose deeds are unspecified598 and the deeds of his fathers are unspecified, and599 Scripture specified600 for you one of them601 for praise, such as: “The word of the Lord which came unto Zephaniah the son of Cushi, the son of Gedaliah, the son of Amariah, the son of Hizkiah, etc.” (Zephaniah 1:1 >~—it is known that he is a righteous man the son of a righteous man.

The choice of this verse was inspired by the fact that it provides the lengthiest genealogy of any of the prophets.602

[15a] And603 everyone whose deeds are unspecified and the deeds of his fathers are unspecified,604 and Scripture specified for you one of them for censure, such as “Now it came to pass in the seventh month, that ishmael the son of Nethaniah the son of Elishama, of the seed royal, and the princes of the king...” (Jeremiah 41:1)—that he gave of his seed unto Molech605- it is known that he is a wicked man the son of a wicked man.

Note the brief midrashic comment that has been attached to the verse citation. It reinterprets the phrase “of the seed royal” [mizzerac hammalkhut] as if it were “mizzarco lammolekh” [his seed to Molech].606 The comment607 was undoubtedly intended to further vilify Ishmael the son of Nethaniah, in keeping with the prevailing rabbinic attitude towards the assassination of the righteous608 Gedaliah.

The hermeneutical principles cited here appear to be part of a compendium of such rules609 whose purpose was to discern some consistency610 in the amount of biographical detail which the Bible provides concerning different personages, especially prophets.611

The nature of the above discussion, with its structure of scholarly debate and resolution of conflicting sources, makes it quite clear that it was created in the beit midrash, not in the synagogue. Perhaps it is precisely this fact which rendered the baraita so troublesome to the talmudic rabbis. The original stimulus for speaking of the eight priestly prophets emerged not from exegetical considerations, but from homiletical ones, namely the desire to contrast Rahab shameful degradation before her conversion with the glory and honor that awaited her afterwards.612 As in previous instances, the Talmud has ignored the homiletical rhetorical flavor of the source and elected to treat it as a series of historical claims.

Who was Malachi?

[15a] Says Rav:613 Malachi is Mordecai. And why is his name called Malachi? —Because he was the second to the king [melekh].

This dictum was probably inserted here because of the bearing it has on the traditions concerning the total number of biblical prophets. If the identification was learned from the gezerah shavah, then it is entirely unjustified, since the name Malachi (written in Hebrew with an alef after the lamed) is clearly related not to “melekh”614 but to “mal’akh” “messenger.”615 There is no support for this identification outside our current pericope.

(15a] They object: Baruch the son of Neriah and Seraiah the son of Mahseyah and Jeremiah the son of Hilkiah616 and Daniel “a man greatly beloved’617 (Daniel 10:11) and Mordecai, Bilshan618 and619 Haggai,620 Zechariah and Malachi all prophesied in the second year of Darius.

The Talmud challenges Rav’s dictum by citing a baraita from Seder colam621 in which Mordecai and Malachi are listed separately. In the absence of any Tannaitic support for Rav’s tradition, the conclusion is drawn:

[15a] It counts Mordecai and it counts Malachi.622 This is a refu-tation.623

It was taught {in a baraita}: R. Joshua ben Qorhah says:624 Malachi is Ezra.

And the rabbis625 say: Malachi is his name.

R. Joshua ben Qorhah’s identification of Malachi with Ezra626 is supported by several other early traditions, including some texts of Targum to Malachi 1:1.627

[15a] Says628 Rav Naḥman bar Isaac:629 It stands to reason according to the one who says Malachi630 is631 Ezra, since it is written in the prophecy of Malachi:632 “Judah hath dealt treaclierously, and an abomination is committed in Israel and in Jerusalem; for Judah hath profaned the holiness of the Lord which he loved, and hath married the daughter of a strange god.. And this have ye done again, covering the altar of the Lord with tears...Yet ye say, Wherefore? Because the Lord hath been witness between thee and the wife of thy youth, against whom thou hast dealt treacherously, etc.” (Malachi 2:11, 13, 14).

And633 who634 separated foreign women from Israel?635 —Ezra,636 as it is written:637 “And Shechaniah the son of Jehiel, one of the sons of Elam, answered and said unto Ezra, We have trespassed against our God, and have taken strange wives of the people of the land: yet now there is hope in Israel concerning this thing” (Ezra 10:2).

Following the normal midrashic approach to such phenomena, R. Naḥman bar Isaac reasons here that the two prophets who lived during the same historical era, and preached alike against intermarriage,638 must be the same individual, namely Ezra.639

Four Beautiful Women

[15a] Our rabbis taught: There were640 four beautiful women in the world, and641 they are as follows:642 643 Sarah,644 645 Rahab,646 Abigail647 and648 Esther.649

This baraita650 was appended to the previous discussion about the seven prophetesses because it also contains a list of biblical women,651 all of whom appeared in the previous passage.652 There is a certain arbitrary quality to the selection; whatever criterion was employed to single out these particular four women could have been applied as well to several other women in the Bible.653

[15a] And654 according to the one who says Esther655 was greenish, he takes656 out Esther and puts657 in Vashti.

This editorial gloss takes into account R. Joshua ben Qorhah’s assertion (13a above) that Esther was in reality ugly-looking, and therefore proposes a simple substitution:658 Vashti.659

Inspiring Passion

[15a] Our rabbis taught:660 Rahab inspired passion661 by means of her name. Jael by means of her voice. Abigail by means of her memory.662 663 Michal the daughter of Saul664 by means of her appearance.

This baraita resembles the previous one, except that here women are rated not for their general beauty, but for their ability to arouse sexual desire.665 The list here includes women whose roles in the scriptural narrative are linked to their sexual attractiveness: Rahab was of course a harlot (although her profession does not have an obvious bearing on her function in the biblical story); Jael666 entices Sisera to her tent in order to assassinate him; we have already observed the attraction that Abigail held for David; only with reference to Michal is the characterization difficult to support from scriptural evidence.667

As to the specific manner in which each of the women was able to arouse men’s desire, these appear to have been derived from the biblical texts. The baraita seems to have originated as a comment on Joshua 2:1—”a harlot [zonah]’s house named Rahab”—from which the homilist inferred that it was by means of her name that Rahab acted the harlot.668 If this explanation is correct, then the other women might have been mentioned for purposes of comparison, in order to demonstrate that their allure669 was not as far-reaching as hers.670

It is difficult to surmise what the purpose of this baraita would have been. Possibly it was concerned primarily with showing that Rahab was more voluptuous than any of the other women on the list. This observation might have fit into a homily on proselytes which pointed out the sharp contrast between Rahab’s original sinfulness and her ultimate virtue.

[15a] Says Rav671 Isaac: Everyone who says672 “Rahab! Rahab!”673 immediately ejaculates.

Says to him674 Rav Nahman: But lo!675 I can say it several times676 “Rahab! Rahab!” and it does not affect me.677

He says to him: I meant678 in the case of one who knows her and is familiar with her.679

This brief exchange between R. Isaac and Rav Nahman functions here as a sort of commentary on the foregoing baraita 680 and may well be based on the same exegetical foundation.681 It is more likely however that it originated in TB Tacanit 5b682 where it is one of several such exchanges between the two rabbis on assorted aggadic interpretations.683

Concluding Remarks

The current chapter constitutes a discrete literary unit that was introduced into the Esther-Midrash by virtue of the mention of forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses in R. Abba bar Kahana’s comment to Esther 3:10.684 The Talmud deals with several aspects of the tradition—including a very technical halakhic discussion about the uniqueness of the institution of Purim as a post-Pentateuchal precept and a comparison of different sources that speak of the total number of Hebrew prophets—and eventually focuses on its principal topic, the list of seven female prophetesses. This list is undoubtedly based on the passage at the beginning of Seder colam Chapter 21, though there are significant differences between that passage and the Talmud’s treatment.

Two of these differences are particularly noteworthy. The first is the simple fact that Seder colam does not furnish a number for either the male or female prophets. The numbers forty-eight and seven appear first in the baraita about the institution of the reading of the Megillah, and in R. Abba bar Kahana’s dictum685 on the basis of the names mentioned in Seder colam.686 In the case of the seven prophetesses it is evident that the names listed there were not perceived as a total number, since the prooftext cited in connection with Sarah was intended to apply to all the matriarchs and patriarchs.687

The more significant difference between Seder colam and the Babylonian pericope lies in the conceptions of prophecy which emerge from their respective selection of prooftexts. Seder colam cites a diverse assortment of biblical verses in support of its ascriptions of prophetic inspiration to each of the seven women. The verses themselves relate to different kinds of inspired expression, or to the Bible’s explicit designation of the women as prophets. For the Esther-Midrash such general designations are not usually sufficient, and it operates with a much more specific definition of prophecy; namely, the ability to predict the future. Thus, wherever possible688 the Talmud endeavors to demonstrate—usually basing itself on midrashic enhancements to the biblical narrative—that the woman in question was able to foretell at least one future event. In several of the instances this difference of perspective was associated with the citation of a different prooftext.689

Since the material contained in this chapter is not integral to the commentary on Esther, there is little interest in detailing the sources contained therein in the way that we did for previous chapters. In general, the basic framework of the “seven prophetesses” pericope (i.e., those portions concerned with the adducing of evidence that each woman on the list was a prophet) was presented anonymously. Attached to the basic structure were a variety of individual comments and interpretations that were connected directly or indirectly to the cited verses.690 In these comments were represented a full cross-section of Palestinian and Babylonian rabbis. Especially conspicuous were the contributions of Rav Naḥman in the “appendices” to the main pericope, many of which expressed his negative opinions of the female gender.
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12 On the anti-Christian implications of this and similar rabbinic discussions dealing with the nature of prophecy, its continuity and its relationship vis à vis the laws of the Torah and the role of the rabbis, see E. E. Urbach, “When did Prophecy Cease?,” Tarbiz 17 (1946), 1-11; and especially Idem., “Halakha and Prophecy,” Tarbiz 18 (1947), 1-27 [which includes a discussion of our baraita on 8, n. 63; both these articles are reprinted in Urbach’s, The World of the Sages: Collected Studies (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1988)); Idem., The Sages, 302-14; Bernard J. Bamberger, “Revelations of Torah After Sinai: An Aggadic Study,” HUCA 16 (1941), 97-113; E. E. Hallevy, cErkhei ha-’aggadah veha-halakhah (Tel-Aviv: Dvir, 1979-82), 2:92.
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20 “and if you...Qorḥah”—~in MS R (and filled in in R*).

21 MS L adds: “from slavery to freedom”

22 Viewed from such a perspective we could presumably add hundreds of later enactments that were derived from exegesis of the Torah. See Maharsha, Strashun, Chajes, etc.

23 “one”—YS: “they.”

24”If so...also”—in MS Mf.

25 “Says R. Isaac”—~in Printings.
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34 “Rav Naḥman...not”— ~ in Printings.

35 “a miracle”—MS P*, EY: “miracles.”

36 “performed”thus only in MSS Y, B, O; ~ in all other witnesses.

37 “Rav Nahman...Land”—~ in MS P (and filled in in P*).

38 “(and)” — ~ in MS Y, AgE; Printings: “how do”; ~ in all other witnesses.
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89 Maharsha notes that the dual form (as distinct from the normal “Ramah” which is often identified as the abode of Samuel) invites interpretation. The town might be identical with the Ephraimite “Pαθαμιν/Ramathaim” mentioned in 1 Maccabees 11:34 and the Arimathea of the New Testament (Matthew 27:47; John 19:38). See Jonathan A. Goldstein, ed., I Maccabees, The Anchor Bible (Garden City: Doubleday, 1976), 268-9; O. Odelain and R. Séguineau, Dictionary of Proper Names and Places in the Bible, 1st paperback ed., translated by Mathew J. O’Connell (London: Robert Hale, 1991), 313-4.

90 Forms of the word “ṣafah” are applied to prophets in several places in rabbinic literature; e.g., Avot derabbi natan A:34 (ed. Schechter, 102; transl. Goldin, 142), TB Shabbat 104a; Megillah 3a. For ṢPY in the sense of “foresee” see Ben-Yehudah 11:5579-80, 5583-4 [but cf. Urbach, The Sages, 257-8].

For rabbinic sources which ascribe prophetic powers to Elkanah see Ratner’s notes to Seder colam Chapter 20 (p. 84); Ginzberg, Legends, 6:215, n. 1.

91 “Yes”—~in MSS B (and filled in in B*), W, M, Mf, Printings, YS, AgE.

92 “there were many”—Spanish family: “many prophesied.”

93 “Yes...many”— ~ in MhG.

94 “indeed there were many”MS B: “(indeed) there (were) [prophesied] many.”

95 “as”—MhG: “and.”

96 “Many”—~in YS.

97 “like”— HgT: “more than.”

98 “Yes, indeed...double”—~in MS R (and filled in in R*).

R. Jacob Emden discerns here an allusion to the aggadic traditions which describe the generation of the Exodus—who joined in the inspired Song of Moses and experienced God’s revelation at Mount Sinai—as prophets.

99 “And some...Egypt”—~in MSS M, Mf.

100 Ed. Ratner, 90; ed. Minkowsky, 356, 510.

101 For overviews of rabbinic ideas on the Holy Spirit see A. Marmorstein, “The Holy Spirit in Rabbinic Legend,” in Studies in Jewish Theology: Arthur Marmorstein Memorial Volume, ed. J. Rabbinowitz and M. S. Lew, 72-105 (London, New York, Toronto: Geoffrey Cumberlege, Oxford University Press, 1950).

102 See the end of Chapter 21 there.

103 Ed. Lerner, 2:10-11. The cited passage is incorporated there into a proem based on Proverbs 19:15 which leads to 1 Kings 17:1.

104 To verse 4:11; ed. Dunsky, 118-9.

105 Ed. Buber, 117; ed. Greenberg [S. Greenberg, “Midrash Koheleth Zuta,” in Alexander Marx Jubilee Volume, ed. Saul Lieberman, 103-14 (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1950)], 113-4.

106 Thus in Lerner’s edition of Ruth rabbah. There are several discrepancies in the attribution; see the notes to the respective editions.

107 Cf. Maharsha to our pericope, who explains that the two hundred prophets lived only in one generation.

108 (?) See readings in the editions.

109 All the versions include a proof by R. Joḥanan for his claim. We shall discuss this passage below.

110 Ecclesiastes rabbah 1:11 contains only the basic outline of the homily: “How many prophets arose for Israel whose names were not divulged. But in future times the Holy One will come and...”

111 Song of Songs rabbah alone attaches an additional homiletical conclusion:

R. Berakhiah in the name of R. Ḥalabo says: Just as there arose for Israel sixty myriads of prophets, so did there arise for them sixty myriads of prophetesses, and Solomon came and revealed them publicly, as it says: “Thy lips, O my bride, drop as the honeycomb” (Song of Songs 4:11).

The Yefeh qol commentary there opines “Solomon came and revealed them publicly because it is beneath God’s dignity to deal with the prophecies of women...” Several commentators (see Maharzu, Yefeh qol, etc.) explain that the midrash is built upon a word-play between the word “hiṭṭif‘ which can have the meaning of either “drip” as in the current verse, or “prophesy” (as in Ezekiel 21:2, 7; Amos 7:16: Micah 2:6, etc.). This exegesis probably originated as an elaboration of Seder colam, which concludes: “And concerning them [i.e., the unpublished prophets] it is stated explicitly in the Song of Songs “Howfair is thy love, my sister, my bride... Thy lips, O my bride, drop as the honeycomb.” However in Seder colam there is no indication whatsoever that the intention was to refer to female prophets in particular. It is far more likely that it was focusing on the expression “honey and milk are under your tongue” which suggests guarded secrecy, or a word-play on “ṣuf” (honeycomb) and “ṣofim” in the sense of “prophets” (see above).

112 “Rather”—~in MSS L, M, YS, AgE.

113 MSS O, P, E Y add: “however.”

114 “which was...not written down”—MS R: “(which was written down for subsequent generations was required) [which was required for subsequent generations was written down. A prophecy which was not (written) required for subsequent generations was not written down].”

115 MS P*, Mf, Printings add: “And.”

116 “That”—MS R*, AgE: “Prophecy.”

117 “for subsequent generations”—~in Printings.

118 YS adds: “and.”

119 In Seder colam the two segments are not contiguous. Nor is the tradition about “double the number of those who went out of Egypt” attested there (nor is it recorded in Ratner’s or Minkowsky’s apparatuses). It is however found in all the aforecited Palestinian aggadic compendia as the issue of a dispute between the Amora’im R. Samuel bar Isaac and R. Joḥanan. In those midrashim R. Joḥanan defends his position by citing 2 Kings 2:2-5, the same verses which are adduced in Seder colam itself among the instances of unnamed prophets. R. Joḥanan, combining those verses wàth a tradition that speaks of the existence of 600,000 towns in Judea, deduces that if even Bethel and Jericho, the least of those towns, have at least two prophets (plural forms are used in the respective verses), then so did each of the greater towns. [On the phrase “from Gevat to Antipatris” see (in addition to the sources discussed here) TP Tacanit 4:5 (69a); TP Megillah 1:2 (70a; =Lamentations rabbah, 2:4, ed. Buber, 107; in this version the least of the towns is identified as Beth-shemesh, referring to 1 Samuel 6:19); Song of Songs rabbah 1:66 (to 1:16; ed. Dunsky, 50); Ecclesiastes rabbah, 11:5:1; TB Yevamot 62b; TB Sanhedrin 94b; cf. Samuel Klein, ed., Sefer ha-yishuv, reprint ed., Vol. I (Jerusalem: Yad Yitzhak ben Zevi, 1977), 27; Lerner, 3:4.] It seems virtually impossible that R. Joḥanan’s sophisticated exegesis reflects the original intent of Seder colarn’s author. It is therefore of especial interest to observe how the Babylonian Talmud (or its source) has interpolated his comment into the text of the original baraita. Ratner (90, n. 8) is of the opinion that R. Joḥanan had a different reading in Seder colam.

In Tosefta Soṭah 12:5 [ed. Lieberman, 227] we encounter the same verses from 2 Kings being quoted in order to demonstrate that “Until Elijah was ‘hidden’ [on this expression see Tosefta ki-fshutah, 731] there was much of the Holy Spirit in Israel.” Minkowsky [“Seder ‘Olam and the Tosefta,” Tarbiz 49 (3-4 1980), 256-9] has observed that “what differentiates these two texts is far greater than what they hold in common.” He points out that the element that is contained in both works is actually inappropriate to the Tosefta context. Although it is virtually impossible to argue that the Tosefta is citing Seder colam, it does not follow necessarily that the reverse is the case, especially if we keep in mind that Seder colam also displays signs of having been stitched together from a variety of sources. According to Minkowsky a lost third source might well have been utilized by one or both works. E. E. Hallevy, cErkhei ha’aggadah veha-halakhah, 2:93-4 cites a similar sentiment in Polybius’ characterization of historians.

120 “bar Naḥmani”—~in MS L, HgT1.

121 MS O adds: “R. Abba.” MS P, E Y add: “What is.”

122 Ramataim-ṣofim”‘—~in MSS G, B, O, Mf, Ashkenazic family, HgT, Printings, YS.

123 “a person”—MS W: “a man”; ~ in MS P, EY, HgT1, AgE.

124 “who comes”— ~ in AgE.

125 EY adds: “great families.” MS MF, Spanish family add: “great.”

126 “which”—MS P: “as if they.”

127 “and behold”—~in B (and filled in in B*), Printings.

128 MS M adds: “and behold one another.”

129 This is also the probable meaning of Midrash on Samuel, 1:16 (ed. Buber, 44): “R. Eleazar says: There were two heights—one of his own [i.e., Elkanah’s; translating according to Buber’s emendation] and one of Samuel’s.” This explanation accounts for the fact that although Ramataim-ṣofim does not appear other than in the present verse, elsewhere in the Bible we find both Samuel and Elkanah living in places called “Ramah” (Samuel: 1 Samuel 7:17; 8:4; 15:34; 16:13, etc.; Elkanah: 1 Samuel 1:19; 2:11). Thus each of them inhabited one of the two heights (Thus in Qimhi’s and Abravanel’s commentaries to 1 Samuel 1:1). See also Judah Kil, Sefer shemu’el, 1-2; Ch. N. Rabinowitz, Sefer shemu’el, 3rd ed., Dacat soferim (Jerusalem: 1974), 3, 13; Avrom Saltman, ed., Pseudo-Jerome: Quaestiones on the Book of Samuel (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975), 3.

130 “Says”— MS M, MhG: “And says”; ~ in MSS G, B, O, R, P, EY, HgT2, Printings, YS.

131 “Rav “—MSS G, P, Mf, Ashkenazic family, EY, HgT1, Printings, YS, AgE: “R.”

132 “Ḥanin”—MSS B, O, W, M, Mf, YS: “Ḥanan”; EY: “Joḥanan”; HgT1: “Abba”; HgT2: “Ḥan’.”

133 “Rabbi”—MSS O, P, EY: “R. Abba”; ~ in MS G, B, R, HgT2, Printings, YS.

134 “Says Rabbi”—in MSS L, M (and filled in in M*), HgT1, MhG.

135 “a person”—MS P, EY: “one man”; MS W: “a man”; ~ in MS B (and filled in in B*)

136 “two»—~in Printings; YS, AgE, MhG.

In view of the fact that all rabbinic traditions are in agreement that there were three sons of Korah (as stated in Exodus 6:24; see below), there is no accounting for the reading “two” here, other than by the improbable suggestion that we have before us remnants of an earlier stage in the development of the pericope, in which the persons alluded to were persons other than the sons of Korah. While this accounts better for the grammatically dual form of “ramatayim” I am unable to propose a suitable pair of alternative candidates. One explanation that might merit consideration is that the midrash was referring to Samuel, not Elkanah, and noting that both his parents were prophets.

137 “stand”—MS B: “sit”; EY: “are.”

138 “was taught”—thus only in MSS Y, G, L; all other witnesses: “teaches.”

139 “In the name...said”—~in MS B (and filled in in B*).

140 “they said”—~in MS W, Printings.

141 “in Gehenna”—~in MS M.

142 MSS W, Mf YS: “and recited song.”

This addition, which strengthens the connection between the “sons of Korah” traditions and the Psalms ascribed to them, is found in the printed editions of TB Sanhedrin 110a, but is missing from several other witnesses. See Diqduqé soferim there, n. к.

143 “and his Torah are true”—MS Mf: “is true and his Torah is true.”

144 “we”—MS W, Mf: “they.”

145 Curiously, the comment does not offer an explanation of any sort for the word “sofim.” Cf. Gersonides’ explanation of the verse (cited by Abravanel):

It thereby informs us of the nobility of his family and place, and that “Ramatayim” should be read as “Ramatiyyim”...as if to say that he was one of the “Ramatites” who dwelt on the height who were “sofim”; i.e., prophets. For the residents of the height were called “Ramatiyyim”... It informed us thereby that Samuel belonged to a family that was descended from prophets since he was from the sons of Korah...

146 Rabbinic traditions wove an elaborate fabric of legend around the laconic report of Numbers 26:11 that “Notwithstanding, the children of Korah died not” For a synopsis of the relevant sources see Ginzberg, Legends, 3:302-3; 6:104, n. 90. The Babylonian material on all matters related to Korah is concentrated around TB Sanhedrin 110a [see also Numbers rabbah, 18:16; Tanḥuma Qoraḥ, 11], from which our Megillah pericope is probably quoting.

The belief that the sons of Korah were endowed with prophetic powers was probably derived from the content of several of the Psalms which are attributed to them (These include Psalms 44-9, 85, 87-8). See Seder colam Chapter 20 (ed. Ratner, 83, nn.16-7): “And the sons of Korah...prophesied in the wilderness.” (Ratner brings additional sources for the tradition.) Midrash on Psalms, 45:5 derives it from Psalms 45:1 in which the phrase “upon die shoshanim” is somehow identified with prophecy.

The story of their being suspended aloft in the pit where the conspirators met their doom could have been derived from imaginative reading of texts like Psalm 88, whose author cries out that “I am counted with them that go down into the pit ...(5); Thou hast laid me in the lowest pit, in the darkness, in the deeps (7); etc.” Midrash on Psalms, 1:15 [ed. Buber, 15; transl. Braude, 1:21-2] and 46:3 [ed. Buber, 273; transl. Braude, 1:457] learn this detail from Numbers 26:10: “And they became a nes” (ARV: “warning”) which is midrashically identified with a ship’s mast, evoking the picture of Korah’s sons being supported on poles reaching up from the bowels of Hell. [On nes see S. Krauss, Qadmoniyyot ha-talmud, 1:1, 195; Daniel Sperber, Nautica Talmudica Bar-Ilan Studies in Near Eastern Languages and Culture (Ramat-Gan and Leiden: Bar-Ilan University Press and E. J. Brill, 1986), 23.] However the above midrashim strike me as too elaborate and farfetched, and the connection to Psalm 88 seems a more natural inspiration for the story. Rashi renders נתבצר as “elevated.” See Ginzberg, Legends, 6:104, n. 590, where he cites sources that tell of the sons of Korah flying in the air.

A remarkable parallel to the “sons of Korah” legend is contained in Ecclesiastes rabbah, 7:2:4, in a passage (possibly from a eulogy) which tells about Job’s three companions. According to this account the three comforters, by virtue of their presence in a house of mourning, were delivered from Gehenna (as derived from a midrashic reading of Job 2:11) and visited by the Holy Spirit (deduced from Job 4:1; 8:1). The confluence of these elements raises some interesting questions about possible mutual influences in the shaping of the respective stories about the sons of Korah and Job’s companions.

147 See Maharsha.

148 MS O, HgT, add: “who arose for Israel”; MS P, EY add: “prophesied for Israel.”

149 “Who”MSS G, B, R, P, Mf: “What.”

150 “Who are they?”—~ m MS W.

151 “Seven...they?”—AgE and MhG: “Who are the seven prophetesses?”

152 MSS R, Mf add: “SHMRN GLS: a mnemonic.”

153 MS G adds: “and.”

154 MS G adds: “and.”

155 MSS G, Mf add: “and.”

156 MSS G, B, W, Ashkenazic family, Mf, Printings add: “and.”

157 Chapter 21 (ed. Ratner, 89-90: ed. Minkowsky, 355, 510). The whole of Chapter 20 there consists of an enumeration of those male biblical prophets who are identified by name, and the beginning of Chapter 21 lists the female prophets. As I noted at the end of the previous chapter, the Seder colam itself (in reliable texts) does not supply totals.

158 Much of the material in this section has been published in an expanded form as “Sarah and Iscah: Method and Message in Midrashic Tradition,” JQR 82 (3-4 1992), 417-29.

159 EY adds: “and.”

160 “And”—~in MSS B, O, W, L, R, Mf.

161 “Iscah”—Genizah fragment: “Sarah.”

162 “And says...Sarah”—~in MS P.

163 “sees”- HgT2: “סמכה”; MSS R, Mf (apparently), Printings: “saw.”

164 “And thus it says”—thus only in Yemenite family; MSS B, W, Mf, Spanish family, Ashkenazic family: “And this is what is written”; ~ in Printings.

165 “Iscah is Sarah...‘...her voice’”— Genizah fragment: “oscah is Sarah. Why is her name called Sarah? <> her beauty.”

166 “Iscah”—~in HgT1.

167 “And this...written”—MSS L, M, Mf: “As it is written”; MS R, AgE, MhG, Genizah fragment: “And thus does it say.”

168 “And this is what...Pharaoh’s house’”—~ in Printings.

169 “Iscah is Sarah...‘... .Pharaoh’s house’”— MS G: “‘Iscah’—because all gaze upon her beauty. And thus does it say: ‘The princes also of Pharaoh saw her.’ And says R. Isaac: Iscah is Sarah. And why is her name called Iscah? —Because she sees with the Holy Spirit. And this is what is written: ‘In all that Sarah hath said unto thee, hearken unto her voice.’”

170 Genizah fragment adds: “And if you wish, say: From here: ‘In all that <>. ”’

171 Including Ratner’s edition (89).

172 355, 509-10,

173 The verses were understood to allude to the lives of the patriarchs, probably because few of the other prophets can be said to have wandered from “kingdom to kingdom.” This interpretation of the verse underlies Midrash on Psalms 105:4 (Braude, 181-2):

...Here Scripture alludes to Abraham and Sarah, for it is said “and there was a famine in the land; and Abraham went down into Egypt to sojourn there” (Genesis 12:10)... “Mine anointed ones” — according to R. Berakhiah—are the patriarchs... And “my prophets”... are the matriarchs who were prophets...

This tradition is also reflected in Genesis rabbah, which points to texts that prove that both Rebecca [67:9 (765)] and Rachel [72:6 (843)] were prophets. Interestingly, Genesis rabbah knows of no separate source for including Sarah among the prophets though she is the only one of the four matriarchs who is included in the Talmud’s list.

174 See also the glosses of R. Z. Chajes,

175 H. S. Horovitz, ed., Siphre D’Be Rab: Siphre ad Numeros adjecto Siphre zutta, 2nd ed. (Jerusalem: Wahrmann, 1966), 98; J. Neusner, Sifré to Numbers: An American Translation and Explanation (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), 2:117.

176 “For”—~in some witnesses, including MS Vatican 32.

177 The precise reading is uncertain. See Horovitz’s critical apparatus to line 17. On the shortcomings of this edition see M. Kahana, “Prolegomena to a New Editions of the Sifre on Numbers,” Ph. D., Hebrew University, Jerusalem, 1982, 277-94.

178 Por a discussion of this phenomenon, citing parallels from classical and folk literatures, see I. Heinemann, Darkhei ha-’aggadah, 28-9 (and 21-2; the phrase is found there). Heinemann includes the Sarah-Iscah identification among his examples; see also 207, n. 30. The difficulty is particularly conspicuous in the rare cases of women who are listed in genealogies: Why should an otherwise unknown woman be mentioned when genealogies are normally an exclusively male preserve? It appears that a disproportionate number of his examples involve women, and the list could of course be expanded considerably; e.g., Lamech’s daughter Naamah (Genesis 4:22) becomes Noah’s wife (sources cited by Ginzberg, Legends, 5:147, n. 45); and Vashti becomes a descendant of Nebuchadnezzar. The redundancy in Genesis 11:29 was recognized not only to the midrashic sages; cf. E. A. Speiser, Genesis, The Anchor Bible, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Freedman (Garden City: Doubleday, 1964), 78-9.

179 As phrased by Naḥmanides in his commentary to Exodus 6:23 (cited by Heinemann, ibid.): “What reason is there to mention a person if we do not know who he is?”

180 Heinemann, Darkhei ha-’ aggadah, 111.

181 In contrast to Milcah, who does reappear in Genesis 22:20, 23.

182 while not common in the biblical lexicon, the root appears frequently in various Aramaic dialects, including the Targums. See M. Sokoloff, Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic etc., 377, where several of the examples have future-oriented senses of “expect, wait, hope” (see below); cf. the standard talmudic dictionaries.

183 Cf. Midrash haggadol to the verse: “And they praise her to Pharaoh; this teaches that everyone gazes at her beauty.”

184 As an aggadic exposition, we should note that the interpretation has stopped short of turning the exegesis to homiletical advantage. In its current form there is no obvious religious or moral lesson being derived from all this midrashic ingenuity. At best it serves to enhance the praises of the nation’s matriarch—which can be a sufficient justification for midrashic embellishment, though not a particularly profound one [e.g., a derashah extolling the praises of Sarah could be appropriate for a lection beginning with Genesis 23:1. See Mann, The Bible as Read and Preached, etc., 1:183-4. This verse however does not appear to have introduced a lection according to the triennial cycle; see I. Joel, “A Bible Manuscript Written in 1260,” Kirjath Sepher 38 (1962-3), 128, 130]. This reconstruction of the purpose of the comment would appear to be supported by the context in which it appears in the Sifré, where it is appended to a comment on the episode of Moses’ Ethiopian wife. According to Horovitz’s commentary (98), the Hebrew kiishit, “Ethiopian,” is apparently being expounded from the same root כי, “see,” in order to make the point that “all who beheld her would acknowledge her beauty.” [The passage is obscure; cf. the comments in M. Friedmann, ed., Sifré debé Rah (Vienna: [by Author], 1864), 27a; and Neusner’s translation.) Sarah’s beauty is frequently extolled in rabbinic literature; e.g., Ginzberg, Legends, 7:417, and especially 5:220, n. 67. This type of exposition is of course fully consistent with the midrashic practice of glorifying its heroes (and vilifying the villains) in clear black-and-white strokes; on this tendency see Heinemann, Darkhei ha-’aggadah, 44-53.

Alternatively, it might have functioned as part of a larger homiletical unit; e.g., in connection with an exposition of Genesis 12:15 where Abraham declares “Behold now, I know that thou art a fair woman to look upon” and the midrash [Rava in TB Bava hatra 16a] observes that Abraham was so modest that he had never before noticed Sarah’s beauty. Such an observation could have been pan of a sermon on the themes of personal modesty and sexual restraint.

The emphasis on Sarah’s comeliness might also have played a part in an attempt to justify Abraham’s apparent mendacity in misrepresenting his wife as his sister, by pointing out that the more attractive she was, the greater the danger of her being taken unless they lied about the nature of their relationship. A similar treatment of the subject is found in the Qumran Genesis Apocryphon where Abraham’s trepidations over Sarah’s fate at the hands of the Egyptians (column 19) are followed by a lengthy limb-by-limb celebration of her charms by the Egyptian princes (column 20), resulting in her seizure by Pharaoh [Nahman Avigad and Yigael Yadin, eds., A Genesis Apocryphon (Jerusalem: Magnes Press and Heikhal Ha-Sefer, 1956), 35-6 [Heb.], 41-3 [Eng.]; Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave I: A Commentary, 2nd ed., Biblica et Orientalia (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1971), 60-3, 116-24]. The suggestion that Sarah was Abraham’s niece could also have arisen out of an attempt to soften the problematic wording of Genesis 20:12 where the patriarch tells Abimelech “She is, in truth, my father’s daughter, though not my mother’s; and she became my wife.” See the sources cited in Theodor’s notes to Genesis rabbah, 52 (551-2); and Speiser’s comments to Genesis 11:29 (pp. 78-9) and 20:12 (149-50).

At any rate, the absence of a homiletical point need not of itself be considered a flaw in the interpretation, since we have no evidence that the passage was intended as a homily or that it originated as part of a public discourse. It does after all appear in a “halakhic” midrashic collection. The fragmentary- character of midrashic literature does not really allow us more than speculation on the question.

185 R. Isaac Nappaha was a third-generation Palestinian Amora. See Albeck, Introduction to the Talmud, 252-3.

186 evidence from Genesis 21:12 (which may or may not have been adduced by R. Isaac himself) might be an acceptable enough proof (by midrashic standards) of the fact that Sarah had foreseen, where Abraham had not, that Isaac’s line would be more important than Ishmael’s; however it lacks the formal tie-in with seeing that we found in the S if re’s, interpretation.

This particular shortcoming might have been softened by means of the insertion of an additional “transitional” prooftext of the type: “And ’seeing’ refers to none other than prophecy, as it is written...” to be completed with any of the dozens of verses that speak of prophetic visions.

187 See my comments above on the proofs adduced by other midrashic sources to prove that Sarah (alongside the other matriarchs) had prophetic inspiration. We will note below that in contrast to the premise which seems to underlie our pericope, not all rabbis presumed that prophecy implied prediction.

188 The current context in the Esther-Midrash ties it in with R. Abba bar Kahana’s sardonic comment about the limited effectiveness of prophetic preaching. The broader context of Seder colam is dealing with the Israelite monopoly on the Holy Spirit. Exodus rabbah, 1:1 (ed. Shinan, 35-6) suggests yet another context, as part of a sermon extolling the importance of properly disciplining one’s children, a discourse which alludes to Sarah’s perceptive disowning of Ishmael, and makes the observation that “You can learn from this that Abraham was inferior to Sarah as regards Prophetic power.” [On this passage see Avigdor Shinan, “The Opening Section of Midrash Exodus Rabbah,” in Studies in Aggadah, Targum and Jewish Liturgy in Memory of Joseph Heinemann, ed. Jacob J. Petuchowski and Ezra Fleischer, 175-83 [Hebrew section) (Jerusalem: Magnes Press and Hebrew Union College Press, 1981).] Alternatively, the passage might have been incorporated into a homily for the first day of Rosh ha-Shanah, based on the designated reading of Genesis 21 [TB Megillah 31a; TB Rosh hash-shanah 10b; Pesiqta rabbati, 40; etc.].

189 1:6:5 (151): ed. Thackeray, 74-5, and n. c.

190 On Josephus and rabbinic midrash see the excellent review of literature in Louis H. Feldman, “A Selective Critical Bibliography of Josephus,” in Josephus, the Bible, and History, ed. Louis H. Feldman and Gohei Hata, 330-448 (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1989) [especially 355-66, 400-29]. Though we possess impressive examples of the homiletical sophistication of Josephus’ contemporaries at Yavneh, we must keep in mind that at this point in history we have yet to experience the flowering of midrashic activity associated with Rabbis Akiva and Ishmael, let alone the classical midrashic compilations of the third to fifth centuries.

191 It is of course conceivable that Josephus had preserved the conclusions of a contemporary “rabbinic” discourse that he had heard in the synagogue, one that was basically identical with one of the reconstructions I have proposed. We should note however that his version of the tradition places the emphasis neither on Sarah’s beauty nor on her prophetic gifts. What is important for Josephus is the family relationship between Abraham and his wife: They are uncle and niece as well as husband and wife.

192 We encounter a similar phenomenon in his treatment of the Esther story [11:6:2 (195); ed. Marcus, 408-9 and n. d. See also 11:6:4 (207); ed. Marcus, 414-5], where he relates that Esther was raised by her uncle Mordecai, contrary to the apparent meaning of the Hebrew, which states that Eisther was Mordecai’s uncle’s daughter, i.e., Mordecai’s cousin. While Josephus does not say explicitly that Mordecai was married to Esther, he is likely to have been familiar with the Septuagint reading of Esther 2:7 according to which Mordecai took Esther “for his wife” instead of “for his daughter.” See our discussion above, to Megillah 13a.

193 On the phenomenon see the concise but thorough bibliography in M. A. Friedman, Jewish Marriage in Palestine, 1:47-8, n. 112. The only significant study missing from Friedman’s list is S. Krauss, “Die Ehe zwischen Onkel und Nichte,” in Studies in Jewish Literature Issued in Honor of Prof. Kaufmann Kohler, ed. D. Philipson, D. Neumark and J. Morgenstern, 165-75 (Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1913). This pioneering article served as the principal basis for the pertinent chapter in Louis M. Epstein, Marriage Laws in the Bible and the Talmud, 250-4.

From the talmudic sources, niece-marriage comes across as a fundamental institution of rabbinic law that was presupposed in several areas of the halakhah (e.g., several passages in the tractate Yevamot in the Mishnah, Tosefta and the Talmuds revolve around the complications created when a man finds himself subject to a levirate marriage with his own daughter]. While these sources do not single out niece-marriage as a source of sectarian controversy, discoveries over the last century have supplied ample proof that the Pharisees were subjected to constant attacks for their consistent espousal of such unions. Much of the scholarly literature on the subject is slanted by the authors’ determination to find close resemblances between the “Zadokite Work” and the pharisaic-rabbinic halakhah. This is true of Chaim Rabin, ed., The Zadokite Documents, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1958) [see pp. 18-9]; Idem.,, Qumran Studies (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1957), 91-2; Epstein, Marriage Laws, etc., 250-4. Louis Ginzberg [An Unknown Jewish Sect, Moreshet Series: Studies in Jewish History, Literature and Thought (New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1976), see index, s.v. “Marriage with Niece”] finds this law particularly troublesome to his thesis that the document is of proto-pharisaic provenance. In the end he vacillates between the possibilities that the document represents an ancient halakhic tradition preserved by a conservative stream within the Pharisaic movement, or that the passage in question is an interpolation and nor part of the original document. M. A. Friedman, Jewish Marriage in Palestine, 1:47-8, n. 112, also accepts the premise that the prohibition of niece-marriage was part of ancient halakhah.

194 The inconsistency in the Pharisaic position (see below) was readily pointed out by their opponents who could not see how one could reasonably distinguish between the Torah’s prohibition of marrying an aunt (Leviticus 18:3) and the Pharisaic encouragement of marrying one’s niece. Thus in the Damascus Document (the “Zadokite Work”) 5:7-11 we read:

And they marry each man the daughter of his brother and the daughter of his sister, though Moses said “Thou shalt not approach to thy mother’s sister; she is thy mother’s kin” (Leviticus 18:13), and the laws of incest are written with reference to males and apply equally to women; hence, if the brother’s daughter uncover the nakedness of her father’s brother, she is [also his] kin.

The Temple Scroll (column 66) also includes this prohibition, incorporated without an explanation into the incest prohibitions of Leviticus 18. Y. Yadin [The Temple Scroll (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, Institute of Archaeology of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Shrine of the Book, 1983), 1:371-2] observes that “the text in the Damascus Document is identical to that of the scroll and may be founded upon it.” The truth is, of course, just the opposite: If the prohibition against niece-marriage were an explicit part of the Damascus Document’s scripture, there would have been no need to draw a lengthy analogy from the prohibition of the mother’s sister. Cf. Ben Zion Wacholder, The Dawn of Qumran: The Sectarian Torah and the Teacher of Righteousness (Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, 1983), 126: “The citation from Moses...makes it evident that the reference is to the canonical Torah which is accepted by the opponents of the sectaries.” See Ginzberg, Op. cit., 195.

195 The Pharisees’ position on this question was probably another instance of their tendency to bestow religious sanction upon widespread popular practices. In this case, the custom probably arose out of the attitude that a man would feel a particular protectiveness for the daughter of his sibling. This is reflected in later halakhic sources, where concern is expressed that the husband in such a marriage might be overly ready to cover up for his wife’s marital infidelities. See TP Giṭṭin 4:3 (4c); TB Gittin 17a; TB Yevamot 31b, 62b; Sanhedrin 76b, etc. Cf. Ginzberg, An Unknown Jewish Sect, 23, n. 55; E. S. Rosenthal, “Rav ben-aḥi r. ḥiyyah gam ben-ahoto?,” in Sefer ḥanokh yalon, ed. S. Lieberman, S. Abramson, Y. Kutscher and S. Esh, 281-337 (Jerusalem: Kiryat Sepher, 1963), 295. In sanctioning these marriages the Pharisees were committing themselves to an anomalous interpretation of the incest prohibitions in Leviticus 18. In blatant contrast to their normal tendency to expand the list of forbidden relationships beyond those mentioned explicitly by Scripture [as exemplified in the halakhic category of sheniyyot (secondary; i.e, rabbinically ordained, degrees of consanguinity); see Mishnah Yevamot 2:4, 9:3, etc. This is also a venerable Pharisaic institution whose details and implications are argued by the Houses of Shammai and Hillel], here they were artificially reading the verses in the narrowest possible sense.

196 Viewed from this new perspective, the function of the midrashic hermeneutics becomes problematic: When the Sarah/Iscah identification was first proposed, was its proposer already sensitive to the sorts of etymological explanations that we encountered in the rabbinic sources? Was the rule of the “retreat from anonymity” already an acknowledged premise of biblical exegesis? Even in the later talmudic texts, when the rule was obviously being employed with greater frequency, it was used only tacitly as in the texts that we have been examining here. It does not appear as a distinct hermeneutical mode in the various lists of such modes.

Unfortunately our knowledge of the state of aggadic midrash at that early period does not allow us to reconstruct these important details with any degree of certainty.

197 To the best of my knowledge the only scholar to suggest the possibility of such a connection was Ginzberg, Die Haggadah bei den Kirchenvätern (Amsterdam: 1899); and An Unknown Jewish Sect, 342, n. 7. I am not aware of any discussion of the Mordecai/Esther traditions from this perspective.

The fact that the polemical origins of the tradition are not mentioned explicitly anywhere in the rabbinic sources need not trouble us, since this seems to be the rule rather than the exception in midrashic passages to which modern scholarship has ascribed polemical connotations. In this specific instance it is likely that the polemical considerations had been long since forgotten by the time the texts were redacted.

198 while several groups continued to reject niece-marrige, these groups had by now been defined as lying outside the bounds of the Jewish fold which the rabbis felt they needed to address.

199 Genizah fragment adds: “from where?”

200 “‘the sister of Aaron’”—~in MSS B, EY, HgT, Printings, AgE.

201 Ed. Ratner, 89; ed. Milikowsky, 355, 510.

202 Mekhilta Shirata, 10 (ed. Horovitz-Rabin, 151; ed. Lauterbach, 2:81-2); Mekhilta derabbi shimcon ben yoḥai, 100: “Where did Miriam prophesy?” Midrash on Proverbs (ed. Visotsky, 109) poses the question as follows: “Says R. Huna: What prophecy did Miriam prophesy?”

203 “Says Rav Amram...say it”—~in MSS M, P (and filled in in P*), EY.

204 Genizah fragment: “Amram.”

205 “Says Rav”—~in MS Mf.

206 “And some...Rav”—MS M: “Says Rav Naḥman”; ~ in MSS L, R.

207 MS B* adds: “[Miriam is Puah. And why is her name called Puah? Because she used to make utterances [po’ah] through the Holy Spirit].”

208 “This teaches that”— ~ in MSS G, P, Printings.

209 “while she was...‘...of Aaron’”—thus only in Yemenite family; MS G: “when Miriam prophesied she was ‘the sister of Aaron,’ because Moses had not yet been born”; MSS B, W: “Miriam used to prophesy while she was ‘the sister of Aaron’”; MS R: “Miriam used to prophesy [while she was] ‘the sister of Aaron’”; MS (), HgT1: “Miriam is Puah. And why is her name called Puah? Because she used to make utterances [po‘ah] through the Holy Spirit”; MS P: “Miriam is Puah, because she used to make utterances with the Holy Spirit”; MSS L, M, Mf, EY, HgT2, Printings: “she used to prophesy while she was ‘the sister of Aaron”; Genizah fragment: “‘oter of Aaron she used to prophesy.”

210 “say”—MSS L, M, Mf, HgT2, YS: “and said.”

211 “Mother”—MSS G, L, P, AgE: “her mother (אימה?)”; MS B, W, M, Mf, HgT, Printings, YS: “My mother”; EY: “Their mother.”

212 HgT2 adds: “Miriam is Puah. And why is her name called Puah? —Because she would make utterances with the Holy Spirit and say: My mother is destined to give birth to a son who will deliver Israel.” In this collection the discussion of Miriam’s prophecy appears in the context of a pericope (attached to Proverbs 14:1) dealing with how each of Jochebed’s three children served Israel.

213 These include the two Mekhiltas cited above. As noted, Seder colam does not contain any aggadic elaboration. In the Mekhilta Miriam addresses her father, not her mother, saying “In the end you shall beget a son who will deliver Israel from the hand of the Egyptians.” The cIyyun yacaqov observes that Miriam’s celebration at the Red Sea was over the final fulfilment of the prophecies that she had uttered before Moses’ birth.

214 Rav’s initial objection is indeed justified, and is not a mere midrashic artifice. It is very difficult to account for why the author should identify Miriam at this particular point in the story as Aaron’s sister. The Mekhiltas (see below) expound the problematic phrase in different ways.

215 Variations on Rav’s midrash are found in some later compendia; e.g., H. G. Enelow, ed., The Mishnah of R. Eliezer; or the Midrash of Thirty-Two Hermeneutical Rules (New York: Bloch, 1933), 17; Z. W. Einhorn, ed., Baraita dishloshim ushtayim middot derabbi elicezer beno shel rabbi yose haggelili (Vilna: Romm, 1925), 20-1; Midrash aggadah, ed. Buber, 147. It is also found in TB Soṭah 12a (ed. Liss, 1:187-8). In Exodus rabbah 1:22 (ed. Shinan, 74) it is placed in such a manner so as to interrupt the flow of the presentation; see Shinan’s comments.

216 The tradition appears in substantially the same form in the Mekhiltas, Exodus rabbah and Midrash on Proverbs. Josephus, Antiquities, 2:9:2 (205-6; ed. Thackeray, 252-3) relates that “one of the sacred teachers ([image: ]) had announced that an Israelite would be born “who would abase the sovereignty of the Egyptians and exalt the Israelites,” a prediction which was the occasion for Pharaoh’s decree against the Israelite male children. [See also ibid., 2:9:3 (216; p. 256-7) where Amram is told in a dream that “...he shall deliver the Hebrew race from the bondage in Egypt.”] A version of Miriam’s prophecy is found in the “Biblical Antiquities” of Pseudo-Philo [9:10; M. R. James, The Biblical Antiquities of Philo, reprint of 1917 ed., The Library of Biblical Studies, ed. Harry M. Orlinsky (New York: Ktav, 1971), 102; Guido Kisch, ed., Pseudo-Philo’s Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum, Publications in Medieval Studies, The University of Notre Dame (Notre Dame, Indiana: 1949), 139; James A. Charlesworth, ed., The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (Garden City: Doubleday, 1985), 315-6]:

And the spirit of God came upon Miriam one night and she saw a dream and told it to her parents in the morning...behold a man in a linen garment (cf. Ezekiel 9:2) stood and said to me, “Go and say to your parents, ‘Behold he who will be born to you will be cast forth into the water... And I will work signs through him and save my people, and he will exercise leadership always.’”

The “Biblical Antiquities” are generally believed to have been composed in Hebrew in Palestine shortly after the destruction of the Second Temple; see Leopold Cohn, “An Apocryphal Work Ascribed to Philo of Alexandria,” JQR (old series) 10 (1898), 277-332; James, 28-33; Kisch, 15-8; Abram Spiro, “Samaritans, Tobiads and Judahites in Pseudo-Philo,” PAAJR 20 (1951), 279-355; L. H. Feldman’s “Prolegomenon” to the Ktav reprint of James, xxiii-xxxi; George W. E. Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature between the Bible and the Mishnah (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1981), 265-75; Daniel J. Harrington, “A Decade of Research on Pseudo Philo’s ‘Biblical Antiquities’,” Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha 2 (1988), 3-12. The story also appears in M. Gaster, ed., The Chronicles of Jerahmeel, reprint of 1899 ed. (New York: Ktav, 1971), 42:8 (pp. 105-6). See also the discussion of these motifs in E. E. Hallevy, Parshiyyot ba-’aggadah (Tel-Aviv: Armoni and Haifa University, 1973), 169-73. Hallevy (169-70 and n. 3) notes that stories about predictions and omens anticipating the births of important figures were a common motif among ancient authors. He cites Suetonius’ account of the events preceding Augustus’ birth, and Julian’s ridicule of such claims. As several scholars have observed, a classic example of this phenomenon is the birth narrative in Matthew; see Paul Winter, “Jewish Folklore in the Matthaean Birth Story,” Hibbert Journal 53 (1954-5), 34-42; Raymond E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1977), 116, n. 45 (cited by Visotsky), who suggests that the Christian traditions were influenced by the Jewish Moses legends. Hallevy also remarks that the portents revealed to pagans (in both Jewish and non-Jewish sources) tend to be vague and cryptic, as against the unambiguous prophecies vouchsafed to Jews.

217 “When”MSS G, B, W, Mf, Ashkenazic family; Printings, YS: “At the time that”; Genizah fragment: “On that very day.”

218”Moses”—~in MS R.

219 MS Mf adds: “our master.”

220 “the house was filled [entirely]” - MSS G, O, M, HgT: “the house was filled entirely”; MSS B, W, L, R, P, EY, Printings, YS, AgE: “the entire house was filled.”

221 E.g., Exodus rabbah. See Ginzberg, Legends, 5:397, n. 42.

222 Thus in TB Sotah 12a, which builds a gezerah shavah from Genesis 1:4. See Kasher, Torah shelemah, 8(9):56, n. 16.

223 Hallevy, op. cit. 170, calls our attention to the similar account in the Book of Enoch in the description of Noah’s birth [106:2; R. H. Charles, ed., The Book of Enoch (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1912), 264]. See also T. J. Milik, ed.. The Books of Enoch, Aramaic Fragments of Qumran Cave 4 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1976), 207 [also: Idem., “The Dead Sea Scrolls Fragment of the Book of Enoch,” Biblica 32 (1951), 393-400; D. Barthélmy and J. T. Milik, Qumran Cave 1, Vol. 1, Discoveries in the Judaean Desert (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1955), 85]: “And when he opened his eyes, he lighted up the whole house like the sun, and the whole house was very bright.” See also the Genesis Apocryphon, ed. Avigad and Yadin, 17; ed. Fitzmyer, 78-9, 187-90.

224 Genizah fragment adds: “And.”

225 “on her”— ~ in MS G.

226 “on her head”—~in MS P.

227 “and”—~in MSS G, O, W, M, R, P, Mf, EY, HgT, Printings, YS, AgE, Genizah fragment.

228 MS M adds: “And this is what is written: (‘And his sister stood afar off’ (Exodus 2:4)).”

229 MS P, EY, HgT, Printings add: “And.”

230 “river”—MSS G, L, Genizah fragment: “sea.”

231 “mother”—MS W, Printings: “father.”

In both Megillah and Soṭah 12b [See Liss’ edition, 1:189, n. 19] the textual witnesses disagree over whether it was Miriam’s mother or her father who responded so angrily. Here in Megillah the principal tradition reads “mother” and in Soṭah “father.” In both Mekhiltas it is her father who reproaches her. In Exodus rabbah it is her mother, and so too, apparently, in Midrash on Proverbs (thus in Buber’s edition, 75, and in Visotziky’s critical apparatus; his main text is ambiguous), as well as in Sekhel tov to Exodus 2:4. Maharsha to Soṭah suggests that according to the tradition that reads “mother” Miriam never revealed her prophecy to Jochebed. The cIyyun yacaqov explains that “fathers normally rejoice more for their sons... whereas mothers grieve more for the loss of their sons.” The cEs yosef states that Amram was firmly convinced by the miraculous light that accompanied Moses’ birth, but Jochebed, being a “light-headed” woman, had her trust shaken by the subsequent dangers. Shinan observes that “the reason for the change is not clear... Perhaps it is intended to improve the image of Amram, who comes across in the Babylonian version [assuming that “father” is the original reading in the Bavli—E. S.] as a man of little faith. On the other hand it is conceivable that the Bavli emended the tradition in order to maintain a literary symmetry.” Kasher in his notes to Torah shelemah to Exodus 2:4 [8 (9):61, n. 34] brings the comment of the Tosafot [Rabboteinu bacalei hattosafot cal ḥamish-shah ḥumshei torah (Warsaw: Schriftgisser, 1874)] to Numbers 12:14 who interpret that verse (“... If her father had but spit in her face...”) as an allusion to the incident described in our pericope where her father reproached her. Kasher discerns an allusion to such exegesis in the unique reading of Midrash on Proverbs, 31:17 (ed. Buber, 111; the passage, actually from Midrash eshet ḥayil is not included in Visotzky’s edition), according to which Amram not only slapped her on the head, but also “stood and spit in her face.”

In spite of all the above exegetical issues, I am inclined to view the divergent traditions as arising from textual, rather than exegetical considerations. The un-vocalized Hebrew word וספחה can designate both “he slapped her” and “she slapped.” It seems likely that a copyist misread the former for the latter (it is after all Amram, rather than his wife, who is the active protagonist in all the narrative traditions of this episode), and then switched the gender of the parent in order to fit that reading. אביה and אמה are so graphically similar as to be easily confused—and facilely “emended”—in η manuscripts.

232 “her on“—~in MSS B, W, EY, Printings, Genizah fragment.

233 “and”—~in MS B, W, L, M, P, EY.

234 “and said”—~in MS R

235 MS B, L, M, PEY, HgT, Printings, YS, AgE, Genizah fragment add: “to her.”

236 “my daughter”—~in MS G (and filled in in G*), B, EY, HgT2, YS, Genizah fragment.

237 “this”—thus only in MS Y; all other witnesses: “Where.”

238 “’When they cast...prophecy”—~in MSS O, Mf.

239 The Mekhiltas do not contain the first pan of the story in which Miriam is praised, though that segment is found in Exodus rabbah. Instead of slapping Miriam on the head, Mekhilta merely speaks of reprimand (נזף) and in Mekhilta derabbi shimcon ben yoḥai [the reading in ed. Epstein-Melamed is doubtful] and Midrash on Proverbs there is no derogatory action other than the actual content of the remark See also Midrasch Mischlé, ed. Buber (Vilna, 1893), 111 (to Proverbs 31:17.

240 See Mekhiltas, Exodus rabbah, Midrash on Proverbs [but cf. Numbers rabbah, 13:19]; Kasher, Torah shelemah, 8(9):61-2, n. 34. In the Biblical Antiquities as well: “When Miriam told of her dream, her parents did not believe her.” In the midrashic accounts Miriam’s prediction is linked to her arguments against her father’s decision to separate from her mother in order to avoid begetting children who would be doomed by Pharaoh’s decree. However in Pseudo-Philo [and Jerahmeel] it is Amram himself who argues against the view of his contemporaries to trust in God and continue having children.

241 “And”—~ in MSS E, R, P, EY, YS.

242 “And this is what is written”Genizah fragment: “Thus does it say.”

243 “to learn“— ~ in MSS O, M, P, EY, HgT.

244 MS Y adds: “at the outcome,” apparently a dittography.

245 The midrash does not make it clear whether the anxiety that she feels is for the hastening of the Exodus: or merely to have her veracity upheld. The wording in the Mekhiltas and Midrash on Proverbs suggests that it is the latter, since the verse is introduced with the sentence “She continues to hold to her prophecy.”

246 Unlike our pericope, the Mekhiltas build their homiletical exegesis on the basis of gezerah shavah, showing that several of the key words in the verse (“standing,” “afar off,” “knowing,” “doing”) have connotations that are related to prophecy and the Holy Spirit. Exodus rabbah and Midrash on Proverbs (which have a slightly different set of prooftexts) show that even the word “sister” can be associated with the Holy Spirit (see Shinan’s note, 74-5). It is hard to imagine the current exposition holding up without supplementary support of this sort.

247 Genizah fragment adds: “from where?”

248 This inconsistency is probably being hinted at by Maharsha, who comments that “by virtue of her preparing wicks for the Sanctuary she was deemed worthy of prophecy and the light of Torah through which she judged Israel.” This interpretation was incorporated into the paraphrase in Ginzberg, Legends, 4:35. The assertion that Deborah’s song had prophetic content is underscored by the Targum to 5:3, 7. Verses 14 ff. do speak of future events. See Leivy Smolar and Moses Aberbach, Studies in Targum Jonathan to the Prophets, 87, for alleged allusions to the Greek and I Hadrianic persecutions.

249 “What is...‘...Lapidoth‘?”—~in MSS B, Spanish family.

250 “Rav”—MS G, MhG: “R. Isaac of the house of R. Ami”; MS L: “R. Isaac [: They say] of the house of R. Ami”; MS M: “What is ‘the wife of Lapidath’?—Says R. Isaac of the house of R. Ami”; MS P: “R. Isaac of the house of R. Meir”; MS Mf: “R. Isaac bar Ami”; Genizah fragment: “Rav Isaac of the house of {}mi”; ~ in Printings.

251 MS L, Spanish family add: “This teaches that.”

252 “sanctuary at Shiloh”—thus only in Yemenite family, MS M, Genizah fragment; E Y, HgT2: “sanctuary”; all other witnesses: “for the Temple.”

253 Maharsha (unnecessarily, it would seem) seeks a reason why the midrash is not satisfied with the plain sense of the verse, noting that it is common for the Bible to identify women by their husbands. He suggests that this case is exceptional because the wife is better-known than the husband. Seder eliahu Chapter 10 [ed. Friedmann, 48; transl. William G. (Gershon Zev) Braude and Israel J. Kapstein, Tanna Debe Eliyyahu: The Lore of the School of Elijah (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society of America, 1981), 152-3] is probably responding to this difficulty when it makes the ignorant Lapidoth (identified there with Barak)—not Deborah—the fashioner of the wicks, and relates that Deborah was rewarded by God for her wise and pious advice to her spouse (Maharsha may have been alluding to this statement). The reward that is mentioned was not however a gift of the Holy Spirit, but a pledge that she would be “multiplied through Israel, etc.” Seder eliahu does ascribe Holy Spirit to Lapidoth in what seems to be a paraphrase of Galatians 3:28; see also E. E. Hallevy, Parshiyyot ba-’aggadah (Tel-Aviv: Armoni and Haifa University, 1973), 294] [Braude and Kapstein translate “enhanced,” but the word is more likely “multiplied,” a promise of many children.]

254 This difficulty is overcome by Seder eliahu, which speaks of “thick wicks,” implying that they shone as brightly as torches. It is at any rate not clear that a word-play was intended. See Emden’s glosses.

The biblical lapid was made of wooden branches, and did not use wicks; see E. Stern’s entry in the Encyclopaedia Biblica, 4:528-9 (where it is also noted that lapid often serves as a poetic parallel for baraq). Some sources related to the supplying of wicks in the Temple include: Mishnah Sukkah 5:3; Sheqalim 5:1; TP Sheqalim 5:1 (48d); TB Shabbat 21a; Yoma 23a. Although I know of no sources that speak of the wicks as items that were customarily donated to the Temple, it is conceivable that the idea would be incorporated into homilies to encourage the donation of lamps to the synagogue (the ancient equivalent of underwriting the electric bill). Thus in TB cArakhin 6b it is related that “Shecazraq the Arab” donated a lamp (sheraga) to Rav Judah’s synagogue (in Pumbedita) [My thanks to Profs. A. and N. Oppenheimer for this reference; see the discussion in Aharon Oppenheimer, Babylonia Judaica in the Talmudic Period, Beihefte zum Tübinger Atlas des vorderen Orients, ed. Heinz Gaube and Wolfgang Röllig (Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichart Verlag, 1983), 357, 366-7). See also Lee I. Levine, “From Community Center to “Lesser Sanctuary”: The Furnishings and Interior of the Ancient Synagogue,” Cathedra 60 (1991): 36-84.

In the “mi shebberakh” blessing recited after the Sabbath morning Torah reading [first attested in S. Hurwitz, ed., Machsor Vitry (Nürnberg: J. Bulka, 1923), 173], thanks are extended to those who donate “lamps for light” to the synagogue. On this passage see A. Yaari, “The Mi shebberakh-Prayers; History and Texts,” Kirjath Sepher 33 (1957-8), 120-1; 240 (#20 there is an Italian blessing for women who “...prepare candles in honor of the Torah”]; I. Jacobson, Netiv binah, 2:232-4. Queen Helene of Adiabene is credited with donating a chandelier to the Jerusalem Temple (Mishnah Yoma 3:10). Recent studies have noted the remarkable affinities that exist between the medieval “mi shebberakh” formulas and the dedicatory inscriptions of ancient Palestinian synagogues. See Gideon Foerster, “Synagogue Inscriptions and Their Relation to Liturgical Versions,” Cathedra 19 (1981): 11-40; Avi Horowitz, “Synagogue Inscriptions—Linguistic Aspects,” Cathedra 19 (1981): 41-3; Yosef Yahalom, “Prayers for the Community in Synagogue Inscriptions,” Cathedra 19 (1981): 44-6.

For some interesting attempts by commentators to deal with the exegetical connections between petilot and lapidot see cEs yosef, citing Alsheikh (who offers both a fanciful gimatria and the more credible suggestions (ascribed to the “Ziqquqin”) that the wicks were as thick as torches or that the intention was to play on the similar sounds of the consonants of the two words).

On wicks in talmudic literature see Krauss, Qadmoniyyot ha-talmud, 2:1:62-4; Yehoshua Brand, Klei haheres besifrut hatalmud (Ceramics in Talmudic Literature) (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1953), 365-70.

255 “What is... ‘...tree’”—~ in YS, AgE.

256 “R. Simeon ben Absalom”—Genizah fragment: “Isaac of the house of Rav Ami.”

257 “Under”—thus only in Yemenite family; ~ in all other witnesses.

258 “intimacy”—MS G: “suspicion.”

259 All witnesses except Yemenite family and MSS R, P (but filled in in R*) add: “Another comment:.”

260 ‘“Under... intimacy”—~in YS, Genizah fragment.

261 “‘The palm tree’”—thus only in MSS Y, O, MhG; ~ in all other witnesses.

262 “rabbinic scholars”—MS W: “Israel”; MS M, Genizah fragment: “the righteous.”

263 MS G adds: “who were.”

264 “Another comment”—in AgE, MhG.

265 “Just as...Another comment”—~in MSS M (but filled in in M*), P, EY, Printings.

266 MS M adds: “‘Under the palm tree.’”

267 “only”—MS M: “not.”

268 HgT2 adds: “for their father in heaven.”

269 “do”—MS P, HgT1, Printings: “did.”

270 Spanish family, Printings, AgE add: “in that generation.”

271 On palm-trees in Jewish literature see I. Low, Die Flora der Juden, 2:302-62; Yehudah Feliks, Simhiyyat ha-mishnah; Mar’ot ha-mishnah (Jerusalem: Midrash Benei Tzion, 1967), 35 and 157.

272 Maharsha remarks that it could hardly serve as a useful identifying mark, hence it must have some additional significance.

273 The sparse information about this rabbi is discussed by Albeck, Introduction to the Talmud, 615-6. The available data does not permit us to determine when he lived. His patronymic raised problems for the medievals, especially the Tosafot, in view of their convictions that names of wicked individuals were forbidden for use, and hence it appears frequently under the variant form “Avishalom.” See the literature cited in Hershler’s edition of TB Ketubbot, 2:465, n. 4.

274 The main talmudic discussion about this prohibition is in Qiddushin 80b; see the halakhic summary in Maimonides, Hilkhot issurei bi’ah Chapter 22. Rashi explains that the date-palm is most appropriate for such meetings [Tosafot: when litigants would come before her for judgement] because it does not have branches that could provide concealment or privacy. See the cIyyun yacaqov for a discussion of the circumstances that might have led to yiḥud.

275 The metaphor seems to be comparing the Torah to the palm and the scholars to its shade. On symbolic references to date-palms in rabbinic texts see J. Feliks, Plant World of the Bible, 46.

276 See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:35; 6:195-6, nn. 73-4.

277 That Israel’s military security was directly proportional to their zeal in studying Torah is inserted by the Targum into its paraphrase of Judges 5:9 etc. [transl. Harrington and Saldarini, 66-7; see Harrington, “The Prophecy of Deborah etc.,” 433, 440-1].

278 Rashi: “It has sap like a nut tree, but not in its branches, only in its trunk extending throughout its entire length.”

279 In Sukkah the Talmud cites the metaphor in the name of R. Levi in order to explain the opinion of R. Joḥanan b. Baroqa that the seventh day of Tabernacles was celebrated with palm-fronds rather than willows. This physical characteristic also forms the basis for the assertion that “one who sees a lulav in a dream has only one heart for his father in heaven” in the “Tractate on Dreams” in TB Berakhot 57a.

280 Genizah fragment adds: “from where?”

281 Cf. Midrash on Samuel, 4:3 (ed. Buber, 14): “There are ten horns...The horn of prophecy, as it says ‘My horn is exalted...’”

282 See Rashi: “‘My strength is exalted...’—This was her prophecy, that she prophesied concerning Saul and Jehu that their reigns would not last...” It should be noted however that the Talmud itself does not look for a prediction, and that the structure of the Hannah segment is substantially identical to that of the Deborah passage, in which the cited verse was expounded for its own sake without any apparent determination to find a prediction. Tosafot draw our attention to the Targum [see transl. Harrington and Saldarini, 105-6] which renders the entire prayer as an oracle recounting Israelite history from the days of Samuel through to the destruction of Rome. The prayer is introduced there with the words “And Hannah prayed in the spirit of prophecy,” though none of the interpretations found in our pericope appear there. On the Targum see Daniel J. Harrington, “The Prophecy of Deborah: Interpretive Homiletics in Targum Jonathan of Judges 5,” CBQ 48 (1986), 432-42.

283 “Mine horn is exalted”—~ in Printings, AgE.

284 “jar”—MS Mf: “(hand) [jar]” (פך ־־> כף).

285 “exalted”—~in MS R.

286 “but my...exalted”—MS P: “but he did not say (?).”

287 Genizah fragment adds: “Rather, this is what it is saying:.”

288 In Lamentations rabbah, 2:6 this verse is cited as proof that “horn” refers to prophecy.

289 “who“—~ in MS R, AgE, MhG, Genizah fragment.

290 “were”—~in Genizah fragment.

291 “from”- thus only in Yemenite family; all other witnesses: “by.”

292 MS P adds: “the son of Nimshi” (see 2 Kings 9:2).

293 “who”—~in MS R, AgE, MhG, Genizah fragment.

294 “were”—~in Genizah fragment.

295 “from”—thus only in Yemenite family; all other witnesses: “by.”

296 “did not last”—MS W: “was not pennanent.”

297 The interpretation is of Tannaitic origin, appearing in Tosefta Sanhedrin 4:11 (ed. Zuckermandel, 423), as well as in TP Sheqalim 1:1 (49d). In the Tosefta the distinction [made in connection with a normative ruling that “kings can be anointed only from a horn”] is between reigns which were “destined to be broken” [לישבר] and those which were “eternal” [שמלכותן מלכות עולמים). The wording of TP is closer to that of our passage, speaking of reigns which are “transitory” [עוברת] or “permanent” [קיימת].

298 This point is not emphasized in the Targum to our verse.

299 Thus Maharsha. cIyyun yacaqov cites appropriate verses like Psalms 124:7 (“the pakh is broken”)’, Joshua 6:5 (where the sound of horns causes the walls of Jericho to tumble); Deuteronomy 33:17 (where Joseph metaphorically “pushes the peoples” with his horns). For details on the structure and uses of the pakh (a ceramic vessel always used to hold oil) see J. N. Epstein, The Gaonic Commentary on the Order Toharot, 9 (to Kelim 3:2); Brand, Ceramics in Talmudic Literature, 429-37. Our passage is discussed there on 436, where he cites the “permanence-transitoriness” interpretations, and adds that “the horn symbolizes plenty, eternity and glory.”

300 “bar”—MSS W, L: “ben.”

301 “Manasseh”—MS M, P, EY: “Menashia”; Genizah fragment: “Manishi.”

302 On this formula in aggadic hermeneutics see Wilhelm Bacher, Die Exegetische Terminologie der Jüdischen Traditionsliteratur (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1905), 1:176-7; Heinemann, Darkhei 12a-’aggadah, 128-9.

303 MSS B*, W add: “there is none.”

304 MSS B*, W, L add: “there is none who.”

305 Come and see”—~in MSS G, Mf, Ashkenazic family, Printings, YS.

306 “unlike... blood” —Genizah fragment: “the standard of the Holy One is not like the standard of flesh and blood.”

307 “By the...blood”—~in MS R, HgT1.

308 “his creatures”- thus only in MS Y, HgT, AgE; in all other witnesses: “the creatures of his hands.”

309 “But”—~in MS G, Genizah fragment.

310 MSS W, M add: “ is not so. [MS W adds: “Rather”] He.”

311 “creatures of his hands”—MSS G, L, M, Spanish family, YS, AgE: “his creatures.”

312 MS Mf adds: “What is.”

313 “R.”MSS B, W, R, Mf, EY: “Rav.”

314“bar” — MS M, YS: “ben.”

315 “Manaseh”—MS R: “Menashia”; Genizah fragment: “Manishi.”

316 “Says...Manasseh”—~in MSS B (and filled in in B*), P, HgT.

317 Spanish family and Genizah fragment add: “Do not read ‘Neither is there any rock [sur],’ but.”

318 On this rabbi see Albeck, Introduction to the Talmud, 245.

319 God is compared to a mortal artist or craftsman in several places in rabbinic literature, often with reference to occurrences of the Hebrew word ṣ
ur in the expounded verse; e.g., Pesiqta rabbati, 24:2 (ed. Friedmann, 125a; transl. Braude, 1:507-1 [attached to Deuteronomy 32:181); Ecclesiastes rabbah, 2:12:1 [interpreting Genesis 2:7]; Midrash on Psalms, 18:26 [to Psalms 18:32]; Genesis rabbah, 1:9 (8). On rabbinic ideas of God as a craftsman in the creation of Man see Urbach, The Sages, 226-7, where a contrast is drawn to the view of Philo for whom God has little role in the creation of the physical body. Cf. Genesis rabbah, 1:2 (2) and Urbach, op. cit., 198-202.

320 “Come and see”- -thus only in MSS Y, B, AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

321 “Come and see...flesh and blood”—HgT”1: “‘Neither is there any rock like our God’”; ~ in Spanish family, Printings.

322 “{standard)”—MS Y actually reads מדם, (instead of מדת), which I have emended according to logic and the other witnesses.

323 «5y the...blood,”—Spanish family: “In the normal course of the world.”

324 “one”—MSS B, R, Spanish family: “a person.”

325 “spirit and”—in MS M.

326 MSS B, W add: “and.”

327 “innards”—~ in MS R.

328 “and bowels”—~in MSS B (and filled in in B*), R.

329 “But”—~in MS G.

330 MS W adds: “is not so, for he.”

331 “in”—YS: “into.”

332 MSS B, W add: “and.”

333 Similar expositions are found in a number of aggadic works. Note in particular Leviticus rabbah, 19:2 (423); Midrash on Samuel, 5:1 (16) [and see Buber’s n. 8 on how the passage fits into the broader context of the midrash). In these sources the interpretation (ascribed to R. Abba bar Kahana) is attached to Psalms 102:27: “They will perish, but thou dost endure; they will all wear out like a garment. Thou changest them like a raiment, and they pass away”; with our verse cited only as a supplementary proof-text. Tanḥuma Tazriac, 2 includes several additional contrasts between the divine and human artists, as does Midrash on Psalms, 18:26 (to the similarly worded Psalms 18:32; ed. Buber, 154; transl. Braude, 1:257). Both these traditions incorporate elements from Mekhilta Shirata, 8 (ed. Horovitz-Rabin, 144; ed. Lauterbach, 2:64-5). The immediate source of our pericope is most likely TB Berakhot 10a where the first exposition is given in the course of an exchange between Rav Shimi bar cUqba [or Mar cUqba) and R. Simon ben Pazi, in connection with Psalms 103:1.

334 In the case of biltekha, the form may in fact of have originated in the same root BLY in its sense of “failure” (this is the view of BDB, 116). The noun ṣur, “rock,” is derived from YRR, while ṣayyar is from ṢWR (perhaps originally from YṢR׳, see Torczyner’s note to Ben-Yehudah, 11:5433). The exegesis was probably facilitated by the facts that the negative use of bilti is not found in rabbinic Hebrew, and the forms “sayyar” and the picel conjugation of SWR are not native to biblical Hebrew.

335 The aggadic formula “Unlike the standard [or measure] of the Holy One is the standard of flesh and blood” takes us a decisive step beyond the familiar “king parable,” not merely assuming that God is the king of the universe, but adding that he is infinitely greater than any earthly monarch. Dozens of comparisons following this model are distributed throughout the Tannaitic midrashim, Babylonian Talmud, the Tanḥuma-Yelammedenu literature and other rabbinic works. It is therefore quite remarkable that, insofar as I have been able to discover, they are entirely absent from the Palestinian Talmud and the classical Palestinian Midrashic collections (Genesis rabbah, Leviticus rabbah, Pesiqta derav kahana [the authentic portions], or the “rabbah” compendia on the “Five Scrolls”). I am unable to account for the phenomenon.

336 According to the plain sense of the verses Abigail was merely expressing her confidence, hope and blessings for David’s ultimate success. See Kil’s commentary to Samuel (258-60); P. Kyle McCarter, I Samuel, The Anchor Bible, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Friedman (Garden City: Doubleday, 1980), 401. Cf. the Targum to verse 33 (Harrington and Saldarini, 151): “blessed be your knowledge.”

337 TB expounds the verse later on, but apparently not as evidence of Abigail’s prophecy. According to Rashi the actual prophecy was Abigail’s assurance that David would sin with Bathsheba, but in the end would be forgiven. Maharsha sees the proof in verse 33 when David acknowledges her words. In essence, both these interpretations arrive at an understanding that is close to that of Seder colam, such that the intervening material is to be regarded as parenthetical (and perhaps extraneous) to the principal thread of the argument.

Similar expansions of the biblical episode are found in TP Sanhedrin 2:3 (20b) and Midrash on Samuel, 25:25. Comparisons with these Palestinian traditions will be adduced in subsequent notes.

338 “‘By the covert of the hill’” —~ in MSS B, P, HgT, YS, MhG.

339 “Rava”—MSS L, R, Mf, Printings, AgE: “Rabbah”; MhG and Genizah fragment: “ראבה.”

340 “Rava bar Samuel”—MS P: “Rav: Says Samuel.”

341 EY adds: “This teaches that she came.”

342 “from the covert place”—~in MS R (and filled in in R*).

343 Spanish family and Genizah fragment add: “This teaches that.”

344 “took”—-HgT1: “took out.”

345 “from her bosom”—~in Printings.

346 “David”—thus only in MS Y, HgT, AgE; MS R: “you”; in all other witnesses: “him.”

347 MS G adds: “She said to him: See this blood for me.”

348 He was a third-generation Babylonian; see Albeck, Introduction to the Talmud, 309.

349 See BDB, 711-2. Cf. H. P. Smith’s (ICC) commentary to Samuel, 226: “In the shade of the mountain does not seem satisfactory... but we have no trace of a Hebrew word סתר in this sense.” Note however Song of Songs 2:14.

350 The midrash does not seem to account for the word “mountain.” See cIyyun yacaqov who suggests that there is a word-play on har (=mountain) and hora’ah (=halakhic instruction), or that the rabbinic sages are being referred to metaphorically as mountains. More persuasive is R. Josiah Pinto’s explanation that the word הראתה (she showed) contains a pun on har.

351 See Mishnah Miqva’ot 8:5; 9:2-3; Tosefta Miqva’ot 6:8; Sifra Mesorac (Zavim) Chapter 6:9; TB Ḥullin 72b, 129a; Niddah 41b, 42b, 66b.

352 Though whether this classification is technically correct is the topic of a talmudic discussion.

353 This piece of midrashic exegesis, which seems so crucial to the Babylonian retelling of the episode, is not found in TP or Midrash on Samuel.

354 In the TP tradition Abigail’s purpose is not only to save the life of her husband, but also to fend off David’s sexual advances. Note also the additional rhetorical nourishes of Abigail’s plea: “She said to him: Master David! What have I done?! What have my beasts done?!”

355 The ability to distinguish between various vaginal secretions (usually on the basis of the stained undergarments), some of which were considered to be actual blood and hence defiling and some not, was considered one of the more specialized areas of halakhic expertise. We have already seen above 13b how the midrash—without there being any explicit textual mention of blood—assumed that Esther was addressing similar questions to Mordecai.

356 “see”—Printings: “show.”

357 In TP she adds: ‘Should your ears not hear what your mouth has spoken!”

358 Rashi shows on the basis of 1 Samuel 25:22 (“...if I leave of all that pertaineth to him by the morning light...”) that the incident took place at night [though it could be argued that he means “tomorrow morning”]. See Maharsha (and his comments to TB Pesahim 3b).

359 In pre-modern times there was of course no form of artificial illumination that could compete with sunlight for clarity and steadiness. Rashi reasons “Do we not require light in order to be able to discern its appearance...?” The cIyyun yacaqov refers us to TB Niddah 20b where various cases and opinions are adduced, including some that seem to assume that it is permissible to adjudicate bloodstains by night. Maimonides, Issurei hi’ah 5:14 rules according to the view that the examination must be by sunlight. Moreover, the case of stains is analogous to Mishnah NegaHm 2:2 (TB Moced qatan 8a). According to a baraita of R. Meir in TB Sanhedrin 34b and Niddah 50a, the rule for capital cases is ultimately derived from that of negacim. See the discussion in Azulai’s Petah ceinayim.

360 Rashi cites Jeremiah 21:12 and Numbers 25:4, neither of which, taken by themselves, is really pertinent to the issue at hand. The latter verse is however expounded in this sense in TB Sanhedrin 34b-35a in support of the ruling in the Mishnah there (4:1) that “capital cases are adjudicated and concluded by day.”

361 “This man”—thus only in MS O, Yemenite family, HgT; in all other witnesses: “He.”

362 “and his judgement has already been completed”—thus only in MS P and Yemenite family; MSS B*, O: “and his judgement was completed by day”; ~ in all other witnesses.

363 “and”—MS B, EY: “so.”

364 “is”—MS W, EY: “was.”

365 “and there...try him”—~in MS P, AgE, MhG.

366 EY adds: “and his judgement has already been completed.” Genizah fragment has: “<> and let us kill him.”

367 The Yemenite family has evidently conflated two different textual traditions which reflect opposing halakhic positions on the judicial status of treason cases. According to one view (which appears to have the claims to the status of lectio difficilior) such cases need not be given the benefit of due process. The other tradition has it that Nabal had already been tried and found guilty, implying that even an accused traitor is guarantied the formalities of proper court procedure. The Tosafot to our pericope accurately summarize the halakhic issues at stake here, and it is likely that the readings which speak of Uriah having been duly tried and condemned previously by daylight reflect their conclusions. At any rate that tradition is in keeping with the Palestinian traditions of both TP Sanhedrin and Midrash on Samuel, both of which state clearly that “his trial was completed by day ”

There are strong indications that we have reflected here a fundamental divergence of attitudes between the Babylonian and Palestinian rabbis on the place of treason within the judicial process.

For a thorough discussion of the talmudic traditions on treason see Gerald J. Blidstein, Political Concepts in Maimonidean Halakha (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1983), 182-96. See also: J. D. Eisenstein, “Treason,” in The Jewish Encyclopedia, ed. I. Singer and others (New York and London: Funk and Wagnalls, 1906), 12:237-8: Z. Falk, Mavo’ ledinei yisra’el bimei ha-bayit ha-sheni (Tel-Aviv: Mifcal ha-shikhpui, 1969), 64, 162; Moshe Greenberg, “Rabbinic Reflections on Defying Illegal Orders: Amesa and Joab,” Judaism 19 (1 1970), 30-37 [=Menachem Marc Kellner, Contemporary Jewish Ethics, Sanhedrin Jewish Studies (New York: Sanhedrin Press, 1978), 211-20]; Shmuel Shilo, Dina de-Malkhuta Dina: The Law of the State is Law (Jerusalem: Jerusalem Academic Press, 1974), 39-40.

The talmudic references to the laws of treason are all embedded in discussions of biblical narrative episodes, most of which are of an aggadic, rather than halakhic character. None of these discussions states as law that traitors (as distinct from other capital criminals) can be tried at night.

The earliest attestation of the expression “rebel against the throne” [mored bammalkhut] is in Tosefta Terumot 7:20 (ed. Lieberman, 149) with reference to Sheba the son of Bichri, where it states that “anyone who rebels against the House of David is deserving of death.” [See also TP Sanhedrin 8:10 (46b), Genesis rabbah, 94:9 (1184).] In that case the circumstances relate to an actual act of rebellion, though we are provided with no discussion of the “judicial process” that was involved. In the story Sheba was executed by the townspeople of Abel of Beth-maacah, and never made it to trial. In the TP Sanhedrin version of the story, David’s charge is that Nabal “cursed the house of David.”

In the Babylonian Talmud (Sanhedrin 49a) Joshua 1:18 is adduced as the basis for the classification of treason as a capital offense. In that passage the people agree to accept Joshua’s leadership and “Whosoever he be that rebel against thy commandments, and shall not hearken unto thy words in all that thou cornmandest him, he shall be put to death.” No indication is provided here of how the accused should be tried. [See the comments of R. Menahem Ha-me’iri (Abraham Sofer, ed.), Beit ha-beḥirah cal masekhet sanhedrin, 2nd (reprint) ed. (Jerusalem: Kedem, 1971), 204: “And there are many reasons why the king is authorized to put him to death even though he is not subject to a conviction in court.”] Moreover the talmudic discussion of the cases of Amasa and Uriah makes it clear that the definition of the crime includes any act of disobedience or disrespect for the throne [See Maimonides, Hilkhot melakhim, 3:8-10; Sefer hammiṣvot, casin #173.] In TB Shabbat 56a (and Qiddushin 43a) we encounter an interesting discussion in which some rabbis attempt to clear David’s name with respect to both the murder of Uriah and the adultery with Bathsheba. In an exposition attached to 2 Samuel 12 and 11:11 it is deduced there that Uriah was a rebel against the king. On the precise definition of the treasonous act see Tosafot to both passages and to our own. Rashi discerns it in the fact that Uriah referred to “my lord Joab” (2 Samuel 11:11) while in David’s presence. According to an explanation cited in the name of Rashi’s son-in-law R. Meir (the father of Rashbam and R. Tarn), it was the refusal to go home as long as the campaign was not concluded (ibid.; this act is depicted in the Bible as one of patriotism and nobility). R. Tarn attributes it to Uriah’s mentioning Joab’s name before David’s. [See Blidstein, 184-5, n. 85; Cf. Leviticus rabbah, 26:2 (593).]

Both these factors—that even trivial demonstrations of disrespect are treasonous, and that the culprit is deprived of the procedural formalities of a normal trial— appear to be unique to the Babylonian sources. The difference might reflect the unconstrained absolutism that typified the Persian monarchy. See, e.g., R. N. Frye, “The Political History of Iran under the Sasanians,” in The Cambridge History of Iran, ed. Ehsan Yarshater, 116-80, 3 (1) (Cambridge etc.: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 133.

368 On the rabbinic tendency to gloss over the imperfections of biblical heroes see Heinemann, Darkhei ha-’aggadah, 8, 44-55, 154-5, etc. See our discussion above of the apologetic tenor of TB Shabbat 56a and Qiddushin 43a.

369 “still”—~in Spanish family.

370 The issuing of coinage (moneta) was one of the most powerful means of asserting one’s claim to political power in antiquity. See Genesis rabbah, 36:7 (341); Exodus rabbah, 16:27; Esther rabbah, 10:12; Aggadat bereshit, 7:1; see I. Ziegler, Die Königsgleichnisse, 19; S. Krauss, Paras veromi, 65.

371 MS Mf adds: “still.”

372 This point is made with greater clarity in the TP Sanhedrin and Midrash on Samuel versions, as Abigail asks David “And are you king?” to which David responds “And did not Samuel anoint me?” In Midrash on Samuel Abigail repeats the point in her response: “[Even though Samuel has anointed you) Saul’s coinage [מטבעו] is still in circulation etc.”

373 MS L adds: “This is what.”

374 “He said to her”—Genizah fragment: “If so.”

375 “What is”—~in MSS G, B.

376 “from coming to”—~in MS M.

377 “What is ‘from coming to blood’?”—~in EY.

378 MSS G, R add: “‘Trom coming to blood (sing.)’ it ought to say! Two”; MS B: “to two bloods.”

379 MSS B, O, EY, HgT add: “Says Rav.”

380 MSS O, L, P, EY, HgT add: “two bloods”;

381 MS B adds: “to.”

382 MS B adds: “to.”

383 “the blood of—~ in MSS G, W, Ashkenazic family,

384 What is...bloodshed”—Printings: “‘bloods’— has a double meaning”; Genizah fragment: “A double meaning: One is this, and the other: When he would come <>”; ~ in YS.

385 “Menstrual...bloodshed”—~in AgE, MhG.

386 MS B adds: “As the master says”; HgT2 adds: “And there are those who say:”; MS W adds: “and”; MS L adds: “And there are those who say: This teaches that”; MSS M, Mf, YS add: “This teaches that”; MS R adds: “[There are some who say): This teaches that”; Printings add: “Rather, this teaches that.”

387 It is also conceivable that Seder colam perceived the allusion as being to Abigail’s role in dissuading David from committing an unnecessary and sinful act of bloodshed. Such warnings are at least as much a function of biblical prophecy as predicting the future.

388 Maharsha objects that the plural usage is really normal in Hebrew, and therefore seeks a different hermeneutical justification. This however is unnecessary in aggadic exegesis of this kind. I do not understand the point of his complaint that the Talmud did not object to the similar expression in verse 26 (cf. Pinto). In Abraham Sofer, ed., Tosefot ḥakhmei angliyyah ‘al masekhet megillah (Jerusalem: 1970) the reading is: “It should have said ‘to blood [sing.].’ And why ‘to bloods’?...”

389 Tosafot: “The correct reading is: ‘What is “from coming to bloods”? - Menstrual blood and bloodshed. This teaches that she uncovered her leg...” See Maharsha: “It would appear to be implied from their words that they understand by “menstrual, blood” that because she uncovered her leg he started to lust after her and asked her to yield to him during her menstrual period...” (See the full discussion there).

390 MSS L, R* and HgT2

391 Certain texts (AgE, MhG, YS) delete these explanatory words, but do not delete the “‘ikka de’amerei.” According to this reading the second “blood” refers to the capital crime of adultery, not to a transgression of menstrual prohibitions. This would resolve the objection raised by Maharsha and Pinto as to why the Talmud ignores the greater sin. This appears to be the point of Maharsha’s preference for the reading which isolates the word “bloods” over that which expounds “coming unto blood”—which would imply that David had been prevented from committing a capital offense, rather than just judging one. Pinto makes the legalistic point that once Nabal had been executed, then David’s relations with Abigail would not strictly speaking be adulterous. From the wording in Rashi’s commentary it appears that this midrash was not found in his manuscripts, since he must take the trouble to spell it out: “‘Two bloods’—menstrual blood and bloodshed.”

392 Maharsha: “...that he refrained from seeing her blood at night, and also that she prevented him from shedding blood.”

393 However it appears that Abigail did not intend to pose a real halakhic question, but was merely setting David up to make her point about the impropriety of sitting in judgment at night. For this she did not require a real stain; nor, for that matter, can we be certain that even a real stain would have been declared unclean.

Perhaps the passage can be read as follows: “By means of the blood [that you showed me) you kept me from bloodshed.”

It should be observed that most of the components of our pericope are also found in the TP Sanhedrin and Midrash on Samuel parallels, though in a somewhat different order. Of particular interest is the fact that David’s advances to Abigail precede the incident of the stains, which is more in keeping with the explanations of Rashi and Tosafot here. However the Palestinian versions are no clearer than our Babylonian pericope about the precise meaning of the passage “from coming to bloods, etc.” [Note the comments of the Shiarei qorban commentary to TP: “...that she had saved him from a liaision that was forbidden on account of blood.” See also Midrash on Psalms, Ch. 53.]

394 Following Rashi, Tosafot and most witnesses.

395 Tosafot: “...Only now does it explain what were the two bloods.”

396 Hence the contrast with the Bathsheba episode.

397 “its light went”- -Genizah fragment: “its light <>“ [clearly not “to its light”).

398 “he”—Spanish family: “David” [MS P: “blood” (דמים <- דוד)!; MS Mf: “and they.”

399 “parsangs”—~in MS R (and filled in in R*).

400 It might have been derived from a very literal reading of the Scriptural expression “coming to blood..”

401 This comment also became the focus of textual activity among the commentators and scribes. At the root of the problem lies the following observation of the Tosafot:

“That she uncovered her leg and David went to its light three parsangs”—It is difficult to understand how that righteous woman could have uncovered her leg before David. It is further difficult, because it sounds like an exaggeration to say that he went to its light three parsangs.

To this one can answer that in precise manuscripts the word is vocalized “le’urah”; i.e., to her fire, meaning that David desired her and was transported three parsangs by the fire of his desire.

My translation reflects the understanding of most commentators that the Tosafot are referring to the vocalization “’ur”; see the glosses of R. Jacob Emden, Maharsha, etc. Note however the interesting suggestion of R. Moses b. Abraham (printed in the back of the Vilna editions of the Talmud) that the dot mentioned by the Tosafot was not intended to change “’or” to “’ur,” as much as to erase the ה at the end of le’or(ah) allowing it to be read as לאורי an abbreviation for לאדרו, “to his [heat].”

The Tosafot’s reading salvages Abigail’s modesty by suggesting that David’s attraction to her was not the result of her revealing her leg, intentionally or otherwise. [They do not seem bothered by the implications this produces with respect to David’s libido which, aside from being well-attested feature of his personality, was not caused by any voluntary activity on his behalf.] Although they do not discuss it explicitly, they appear to assume that the vocalization will also affect our understanding of how David was drawn to Abigail: The reading “light” produces an exaggerated picture in which her unclothed legs cast perceptible beams of light that extended across long distances. The Tosafot’s version speaks only of David being enflamed by the fires of passion. See TB Berakhot 24a: “Says Rav Ḥisda: A woman’s leg is indecent c[cervah], as it says: ‘Uncover the thigh [shoq], pass over the rivers’ (Isaiah 47:2). And it is written: ‘Thy nakedness shall be uncovered, yea, thy shame shall be seen (3).”

On the precise identification of the limb termed shoq in Hebrew see Preuss-Rosner, 56: “It is uncertain whether or not the term shok has a precise anatomical meaning. It could refer to the whole leg, or only the upper or lower leg.”

The textual issue thus pivots on the distinction between exaggeration and metaphorical imagery. This was perceived with considerable sensitivity by R. Judah Barceloni [S. Z. Halberstam and D. Kaufmann, ed., Perush sefer yeṣirah ler. yehudah barṣeloni (Berlin: Mekize Nirdamim, 1885), 40], which bears translation in its entirety:

...As regards exaggeration, in the manner of what the rabbis...say in the first chapter of Megillah: Our rabbis taught: There were four beautiful women in the world...with reference to Abigail: “This teaches that she uncovered her leg and he went to its light three parsangs. Many scholars view this as an instance of exaggeration and hyperbole. In our own humble opinion however it seems that this was intended as a reasonable description [בקירוב] and not as a hyperbole, because no one would wish to interpret that David went three parsangs by the light of Abigail’s leg in the sense of actually travelling on the way to her light, by the power of the beauty that illuminated everything along the way so that David could see. For if that were so, it would imply that she had the power of light or fire. Rather, this is the correct interpretation: That David and those who were with him were able to see Abigail’s leg from a distance of three parsangs owing to the beauty and loveliness of her flesh. However they were unable to see anything else along the way, but they went like a man who advances in the darkness of night unable to see anything. All they saw for three parsangs was Abigail alone like a signal, owing to her immense beauty and fairness of countenance. Thus, when we said that she uncovered her leg, it was because the leg is greater than the face and can be seen more clearly from a distance, and the rest of her body was covered in clothing...

See also the Responsa of R. Jacob Ibn Ḥabib (folio 133): cIyyun yacaqov.

The wording in the parallel pericopes in the Palestinian Talmud [Sanhedrin 2:3 (20b)] and Midrash on Samuel (23) offers some support for the Tosafot’s version which connects the אור to sexual desire: “‘And it was so, as she rode on the ass...’ (1 Samuel 25:20)—She uncovered her leg and they went to its light. “‘And she met them’—They all had ejaculations.” [The TP version cites only the end of the verse, “And she met them,” suggesting that there is some connection between that phrase and the midrashic comments that follow. Failing to discern any such connection, I strongly prefer the reading in the Midrash on Samuel with its implication that Abigail’s leg became uncovered as a result of her riding the ass down the hill. Such an explanation would of course solve the problem which irked the Tosafot. Cf. Midrash on Psalms, 53; Ginzberg, Legends, 6:275; and the gloss of the Ga’on of Vilna.]

The reading preserved in MS Columbia and the Genizah fragment, which speaks of the light travelling three parsangs, was probably intended to minimize the challenge to David’s own modesty, while lessening some of the exaggeration of the other version. Similarly, the specification of David as the subject of the verb in the Spanish witnesses may have been intended to explicitly reject such an interpretation.

402 “Yield to me” MSS G, B, O, P, Mf, Ashkenazic family, HgT, Genizah fragment: “Let me hear.”

403 “This”— ~ in MS M, Genizah fragment.

404 MS G, Ashkenazic family add: “matter.”

405 MS G adds: “[R. Solomon’s reading (גרש?): And what is it? —The episode of Bathsheba. And the outcome was like this:]”; MS P, HgT add: “She said to him”: MS B adds: “What is it?”: Printings: “And what are they?”

406 “Yes“—~in MSS B, M, Printings, YS.

407 “there is also”— MSS G, O, L, P, Mf, EY, MhG, Genizah fragment: “there is”: MS W: “and what is it?”; MS M: “that there is”; YS: “like that”; AgE: “there is also (Yes)”; ~ in MS B, Printings.

408 “episode of’— ~ in EY.

409 A similarly exegesis of “this” is employed in TB Ta’anit 8b (expounding Ezra 8:23) in order to prove that one should pray for only one thing at a time.

410 “how”— EY, W, L, HgT2, Printings: “thus”; AgE: “here.”

411 “was”—MS R, AgE: “is.”

412 “She said to him”—Genizah fragment: “She prophesied by the Holy Spirit a<>d.”

413 “as it is written”—~ in MS B.

414 MS B adds: “And how was the outcome? She said to him: ‘But the soul of my lord shall be bound in the bundle of life.’ [When she was going she said to him]”; MS O adds: “When she said to him”; MSS W, P, Printings add: “As she was taking her leave from him she said to him”; MS M adds: “And it is written”; EY, HgT add: “When he was [HgT1 adds: “standing and”] going she said to him”; MS L adds: “And it is written: ‘That this shall be no grief unto thee, nor offence of heart, either that thou hast shed blood causeless, or that my lord hath avenged himself (l Samuel 25:31).”

Maharsha notes that in the Bible the verse actually appears before David’s reply.

415 Jewish tradition has injected the phrase with other-worldly connotations, however the verse probably originally referred to David’s earthly successes against his enemies. See H. P. Smith’s ICC commentary, 225-6.

Rashi carefully determines what he believes is the correct reading in this passage:

This is the correct reading: “‘This”“—implying that there is another. And what is it? —the incident of Bathsheba [Following the text of MS New York JTS Rab. 382 of Rashi’s commentary]. And thus was the outcome.”

“And such was the outcome.”—In the end that was precisely what befell him. This proves that she was a prophetess, since her prediction was fulfilled.

Rashi was thereby rejecting the reading “And how was the outcome?” to which the subsequent citation from 25:29 would be the answer. [The difference in the Hebrew is the barely discernible yod that distinguishes between הכי and היפי. No equivalent expressions are used anywhere else in the Babylonian Talmud—This appears to be the only occurrence of the word םסקנא in this sense in the entire work.] Rashi’s main concern was probably to make it thoroughly clear that this sentence is the conclusion of the pericope, providing as it does an answer to the original (unstated) question “What was Abigail’s prophecy.” Moreover, continuing the pericope with a citation of verse 29 might have given the impression that Abigail’s prophecy—that David would one day suffer “grief” or “offense of heart”“—had not been completely realized, thereby undermining the credibility of Abigail’s claims to prophecy. Hence according to Rashi’s emendation the clause “and thus was the outcome” clearly refers back to “the incident of Bathsheba,” while “But the soul of my lord shall be hound,, etc.” (if Rashi does not intend to delete it entirely, which strikes me as quite probable, since it would otherwise remain without any talmudic exposition) constitutes a new and separate unit. [“How” is the reading in Tosefot hakhmei angliyyah (see n. 166 to Sofer’s edition).] Admittedly, even according to Rashi’s reading we may also understand that, in spite of his sin, David had not totally lost his place in “the bundle of life.” This perception is spelled out in the tradition of MSS G [See textual notes above, where G* cites Rashi’s emendation], B and the Genizah fragment (a tradition with which Rashi was presumably not familiar), in which Abigail tells David both that he will transgress and that he will ultimately be forgiven.

416 “Nahman’—MS W: “Hisda.”

417 MS Mf, HgT, Genizah fragment add: “bar Isaac.”

418 MSS G*, B, W, L, M, P, Mf, HgT2, Printings, AgE add: “A woman.”

419 “chatter”—MS M: “permission” (רשות (ד)שותא).

420 MS Y* adds: “[Another reading: פלקא].”

421 “Or also”—MS G: “As people say”; MSS B, M, Mf, Printings: “There are those who say”; MSS W, R, HgT: “And there are those who say”; MS L: “There are those who say: This is what people say”; ~ in YS.

422 MS W adds: “on the ground”; EY adds: “to the ground.”

423 Dio Cassio, Thirty-third discourse (transl. Cohoon and Crosby, 3:318-9, describing carefully veiled Tarsian women): “While they have their faces covered as they walk, they have their soul uncovered and its doors thrown wide open. For that reason they, like surveyors, can see more keenly with but one of their eyes.”

424 On the use of proverbs and aphorisms in aggadic literature see J. D. Eisenstein, “Mashal,” in Ozar Yisrael: An Encyclopedia, ed. J. D. Eisenstein, 312-7, 6 (New York: Pardes and Author, 1951); Fraenkel, Darkhei ha-’ aggadah veha-midrash, 395, 410-4.

425 See H. P. Smith’s commentary to Samuel, 226; S. Goldman, Samuel, Soncino Books of the Bible, ed. A. Cohen (London and Bournemouth: The Soncino Press, 1951), 155.

426 In Midrash on Samuel, 23:12 (ed. Buber, 74) Rabbi Isaac illustrates the verse with a similar saying whose translation is probably something like “Cease your spinning and stop your chatter,” adding that “because she cast her eye upon him while she was still married, therefore Scripture made her ‘defective’; the second occurrence of Abigail [(?) actually the first in verse 32, see Buber’s note] is written ‘Abigal.’” The form “םחליך,” rendered by Jastrow (740) as “yarn,” is difficult, and Sokoloff, Dictionary, 294, lists its meaning as “uncertain.” Perhaps it conceals a form [whether textually corrupted or with an unpronounced guttural] of the root cZL meaning “spinning,” which would make it virtually identical to Rav Naḥman’s saying. On the root <ZL in Jewish Aramaic dialects (especially the Targums) see Z. Talmon, “Linguistic Aspects of the Aramaic Proverbs in the Babylonian Talmud,” Ph. D., Hebrew University, 1984, 36-7; see also Payne-Smith 409, 258. [In a personal conversation, Dr. Sokoloff has agreed that my suggestion is plausible]. It is generally agreed that שרתא (“chatter”) in our saying is etymologically identical to שועוזא in Midrash on Samuel. See Kohut, 8: 180; Talmon, 37-8, etc. H. Ehrentren, “Sprachliches und Sachliches zum Talmud,” Magazin für the Wissenschaft des Judentums 20 (1893), 220, suggests that there might be an intended word play with the Hebrew שהי (“warp”). See also Midrash on Psalms, 53:1 (ed. Buber, 287-8; transl. Braude, 1:484-5).

427 See Rashi. In antiquity spinning was universally recognized as an exclusive domain of women, such that for a man to indulge in the occupation was considered effeminate. See the sources listed by E. E. Hallevy, ‘Erkhei ha-’aggadah veha-halakhah, Vol. 1 (Tel-Aviv: Dvir, 1979), 153. In his Parshiyyot ha-’aggadah, 449-50 he adduces many sources to demonstrate that among Jews and gentiles of the ancient world a woman’s diligence at her spinning was regarded as a guarantee of her modesty and chastity. Additional sources on spinning and its implements may be found in S. Krauss, Qadmoniyyot ha-talmud, 2:2:108-10.

Ehrentren, 220 prefers to read פלכא (without a yod) as a verb in the sense of “casts her net,” a rendering which is favored by S. Krauss, Qadmoniyyot ha-talmud, ibid., 110, n. 1. A similar interpretation was apparently arrived at independently by Talmon, 36 (he does not refer to Ehrentren or Krauss), who proposes that פלכא makes better sense as a verb meaning “spins.” Talmon (37) also suggests [in accordance with the texts which read פלכא as a noun] that the woman is being compared to the distaff, which is both quick and crooked (devious?). On the syntax of the saying see Talmon, 111.

On this saying see Bacher, Die Agada der babylonischen Amoraer, 82 (and n. 17).

428 The saying is also found in connection with the same verse in TB Bava qamma 92b, where it is spoken by Rabbah bar Mari [see Albeck, Introduction to the Talmud, 377-8] to Rava. This fact would appear to imply that its inclusion in our pericope in Megillah is the result of editorial borrowing from Bava qamrna, and that there was no intention to ascribe it to Rav Naḥman.

429 This behavior is described in detail (in connection with our pericope) by Lewysohn, Die Zoologie des Talmuds, 193.

430 The precise etymology of םטייפי is not altogether certain. Most commentators seem to derive the Aramaic םוף related to the Hebrew צפה (look, gaze) and its cognates. See Rashi, Kohut 4:57 and dictionaries. Shiṭṭah mequbheṣet to Bava qamma cites an interesting explanation from an unidentified “Ga’on”: “...and its eyes gaze in all directions to see if there is any food. Even so is a person who acts like a blind man... yet his heart and eyes are watching and understanding.” In TB Berakhot 59b the residents of Maḥoza are said to have “wandering eyes” (denayyedei ceynayhu) because they dwell in dark houses.

431 Genizah fragment adds: “from where?”

432 The biblical narrative (2 Kings 22:16-20) is at any rate quite clear about Huldah’s foretelling that the people would be punished for forsaking God, but that Josiah himself would the peacefully. On the whole episode see Ginzberg, 4:282; 6:377, n. 117.

433 “And”—~in MS W, AgE, MhG, Genizah fragment.

434 MS P adds: “she was.”

435 “in a place...is found”-—thus only in Yemenite family and MS P (before emendation); MSS W, B (before emendation), Genizah fragment: “in the place of Jeremiah”; all other witnesses (including MSS B*, P*): “in a place where Jeremiah stands.”

436 “she”—AgE, MhG, Genizah fragment: “Huldah.”

437 The question does not appear to be prompted by Huldah’s being a woman—the entire pericope is after all dealing with female prophets—so much as by the fact that Jeremiah “outranked” her as a major religious figure. The same query is addressed by non-traditional Bible commentators, who propose a variety of solutions. See the commentaries to 2 Kings by Cogan and Tadmor (AB), 283-4; Montgomery (ICC), 527; etc. Rashi (see also Maharsha) notes that Jeremiah (1:1) began his prophetic career “in the days of Josiah the son of Anion, king of Judah, in the thirteenth year of his reign.” The events surrounding the discovery of the book in the Temple occurred “in the eighteenth year of king Josiah” (2 Kings 22:3).

438 “Rav”—HgT2: “Rav Bebai.”

439 “Huldah”—Genizah fragment: “She.”

440 Cf. Maharsha. The connection to Joshua (based on a tradition which is not attested before Rav Nahman; see our discussion below) is not crucial to the current argument.

441 “her”— Spanish family, AgE, MhG: “Huldah.”

442 “And Josiah...to her”—~ in Genizah fragment.

443 And why Jeremiah did not object. The question in all likelihood reflects the hierarchical relations among rabbinic scholars, where it was strictly prohibited for disciples to issue legal decisions in the presence of their seniors. See TB Berakhot 31b, 34b; cEruvin 63a; Hagigah 16b; Sanhedrin 17a; Makkot 5b, etc.

444 “They say...Shela”—Genizah fragment: “In the house of R. Shela they say.”

445 “Because”—~in Genizah fragment.

446 MS N adds: “[in order that] they might ask more for greater mercy for the community.”

447 Jeremiah was characterized by the rabbis as being zealous for both God’s honor and the Jewish people’s. See Urbach, The Sages, 558-9 (and sources listed there, 940, nn. 41-2).

448 The etymological connection is probably correct; see BDB, 933. This produces a striking contrast with European languages, where the equivalent abstraction (from the Greek word for “womb”) is “hysteria.”

449 “And”—~in MS R, EY, Printings, YS, AgE, Genizah fragment.

450 “R. Joḥanan”—MS B: “Rav” (and emended to”Rab[bi Joḥanan)”].

451 Genizah fragment adds: “On that day.”

452 “Jeremiah”—MSS G, B, W, M, R, P, Mf, EY, HgT, YS: “It was Jeremiah who”; MS O: “It was Jeremiah and he,”

453 “there”—all witnesses use the normal Babylonian Aramaic form התם, except for Spanish family and Pesaro printing which have the Palestinian חמן.

454 “because”—MSS (), HgT1: “and”; Genizah fragment: “Where had he gone?”

455 MS L adds: “[and he returned them].”

456 “And”—~in MS G,

457 “And whence...returned”—~in AgE, Genizah fragment.

458 “a prophet”—MS L: “he.”

459 “it will be abolished”—MS R: “he abolished.”

460 “he”—thus only in MS Y; in all other witnesses: “Jeremiah.”

461 “and Josiah”- MS L: “(and Joash) [and Josiah]”; Genizah fragment: “[and] Josiah.”

462 “son of Amon”—MSS O, HgT: “son of Amoz”; ~ in MS M, EY.

463 The principal text is Sifra Behar, Chap. 2:3 (ed. Weiss, 107a):

“...Unto all the inhabitants thereof’—At the time when its inhabitants are upon it, and not at the time when they have been exiled from it... You thereby conclude that once the tribes of Reuben, Gad and half the tribe of Manasseh were exiled, the Jubilees were abolished.

The baraita appears in similar formulation, attributed to R. Meir, in TP SlieviHt 10:3 (39c) and Giṭṭin 4:3 (45c) [On the passage see Yehuda Feliks, The Jerusalem Talmud: Talmud Yerushalmi Tractate Shevicit Critically Edited, Part Two (Jerusalem: Rubin Mass, 1986), 310-121; TB cArakhin 32b. Additional allusions to the abolition of the Jubilee are found in TP Ketuhbot 9:1; TB Giṭṭin 48a and 65a; Qiddushin 69a; Bava mesica 79a; cArakhin 29a.

464 On the history of the Jubilee and its observance see: Rashi to Ezekiel 1:2; S. Schlesinger, ed., Sepher Hayashar by Rabbenu Tam (Jerusalem: Kiryat Sefer, 1959), #123, pp. 91-2; Ch. Borenstein, “ḥeshbon shemiṭṭim veyovelot,” Ha-tequfah 11 (1921), 230-60; Asher Gulack, Leḥeqer toledot ha-mishpat ha-civri bitqufat ha-talmud: dinei qarqacot (Jerusalem: 1929), 35-42; S. Safrai, “Yovel,” in Encyclopaedia Hebraica, ed. M. and B. Peli, 19:281-3 (Jerusalem and Tel-Aviv: Encyclopaedia Publishing Co., 1968); E. E. Urbach, “The Laws Regarding Slavery As a Source for Social History of the Period of the Second Temple, the Mishnah and Talmud,” in Papers of the Institute of Jewish Studies, London, ed. J. G. Weiss, 1 (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1964), 5-8. The Talmuds as well as the historians have remarked that Hillel’s decree facilitating the redemption of houses in walled cities supposes that the Jubilee was in force in some form or other during his time. Similarly, Seder colam Ch. 24 speaks of it during Josiah’s reign (see Ratner, 107, n. 13; Introduction, 66-7). See the above works for discussions of the problem.

465 “And”—thus only in MS Y; ~ in all other witnesses.

466 “And whence {...this}”— ~ in MS P, Printings, AgE, Genizah fragment.

467 “As it is written”—MS M: “As it says”; ~ in Genizah fragment.

468 MSS G, B*, O, P, HgT, Printings add: “the altar in.”

469 “And did not...tribes”—thus only in MS Y and Age; ~ in all other witnesses.

470 “this teaches”—~in MS B (and filled in in B*).

471“Jeremiah returned them and”— ~ in MSS G, R, Mf, Printings, AgE.

472 MSS G, N, B, W, R, Genizah fragment add: “the son of Amon”; MS O adds: “the son of Amoz.”

473 See also J. N. Epstein, “Collectanea from Sefer hammafteah of Rabbenu Nissim,” Tarbiz 2 (1 1930), 23-4 [=Studies in Talmudic Literature and Semitic Languages, 2:1:639-40); Shraga Abramson, R. Nissim Gaon: Libelli Quinque (Jerusalem: Mekize Nirdamim, 1965),13, n. 12.

474 Cogan and Tadmor, II Kings, 299-300. Maharsha observes that the point would ostensibly have been made more effectively had the citation been from 23:15. Perhaps verse 17 was selected because it makes it clear that the site was now inhabited. R. Jacob Emden sees proof for the Talmud’s assertion in such verses as 2 Chronicles 34:6-8, which speaks of Josiah’s jurisdiction extending to “the cities of Manasseh and Ephraim and Simeon, even unto Naphtali,” and 2 Chronicles 35:18 which tells of how “all Judah and Israel” participated in the Passover celebrations during Josiah’s reign.

475 “bar Isaac”—~in Printings.

476 “Rav Nahman....‘...people”“—~in HgT, Genizah fragments.

477 Rashi to cArakhin writes that qaṣir (harvest) should be read as if it were qaṣin (prince), which would supposedly refer to a Judean prince reigning over the returned captivity. Here Rashi alludes to places in the Bible (e.g., Job 14:9) where qaṣir means “boughs” or “branches,” which symbolize the blossoming of Israel’s redemption (as in Psalms 80:12).

478 See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:283; 6:378, n. 120.

479 See Moshe Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20, The Anchor Bible, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Freedman (Garden City: Doubleday, 1983), 150:

The idiom is borrowed directly from the jubilee laws (cf. Lev. 25:28) from which fact an unwarranted deduction has been drawn that the law was practiced in Ezekiel’s time; all that may be deduced is that Ezekiel knew the idiom of the law. No more is said here than that the seller will never see his property, even if he and the buyer will remain alive...

480 Genizah fragment adds: “from where?”

481 “as it is written”—~ in MS P.

482 “‘Royalty”—~in MSS W, M, R, Mf, Printings, AgE, MhG.

483 MSS W, L, Printings add: “Rather.”

484 “Says R. Eileazar...Ḥaninah”— ~ in Printings.

485 “this teaches”—~ in MSS G, B, Ashkenazic family, Printings.

486 “This teaches...clothed her”—~ in HgT2.

487 “here”—~ in MS L (and filled in in L*).

488 HgT2 adds: “This teaches that the Holy Spirit clothed her.”

489 The status of Esther as inspired scripture, including its claims to be incorporated into the canon and to be expounded midrashically after the manner of the Pentateuch, is discussed in TP Megillah 1:1 (70a); TB Megillah 7a; etc.

490 The Talmud seems to be combining two separate and independent proofs, one of which focuses on the word “royalty” and the other on “put on.” The former is not actually explained, but implies that “royalty” in this verse does not refer to physical garments, but is as an allusion to inspiration from the supreme king. Cf. Esther rabbah, 3:10 and parallels: “Rabbi Judan and Rabbi Levi in the name of R. Joḥanan: Every place in this scroll where it says ‘to the king Ahasuerus’ Scripture is speaking of king Ahasuerus, but everywhere in which it says “to the king” without a name, it can be either a sacred or profane usage.” cIyyun yacaqov to 15a tries to argue that the words are free for aggadic expansions because they are redundant, for we would never have imagined that Esther would have dressed otherwise for an audience with the king!

Ratner (Seder colam, p. 89, n. 6) observes that the TB proof appears unlikely when we consider that Amasai does not appear in the list of forty-eight prophets (an objection which was previously voiced by Maharsha). This does not seem to present a substantial difficulty since both the Talmud and Seder colam acknowledge that there were many prophets whose words were not considered worthy of perpetuation in the Bible. At any rate the innocuous song uttered by Amasai in verse 18 was spoken in God’s name and shows affinities with the style of prophetic poetry—though it contains no predictions. See Jacob M. Myers, I Chronicles, The Anchor Bible, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Freedman (Garden City: Doubleday, 1965).

491 MSS B, P, EY add: “And.”

492 “Honor” (יקארא)—thus only in MS Y; in all other witnesses: “Pride” (יוהרא etc.).

493 “among women”- thus only in MS Y and AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

494 EY adds: “prophetesses”; MS L, Printings add: “women.”

495 “strange”—MSS N, B, E Y, M, R, HgT, Printings, Genizah fragment: “repulsive.”

496 “and their names were strange”—~in AgE.

497 “One’s name”—-MS N: “One.”

498 “bee”—Genizah fragment: “weasel.”

499 Genizah fragment adds: “(Deborahl.”

500 “weasel”—Genizah fragment: “bee.”

501 Spanish family adds: “concerning.” MS W adds: “One’s name was.”

502 “as”—~in MSS G, N, B, R, Spanish family, Printings, AgE.

503 MSS N, P, EY, HgT add: “Concerning.”

504 Genizah fragment adds: “[Huldah].”

505 MSS B, M, YS add: “as.”

506 “it is written concerning her”—~in MS R.

507 “to them”—~in Printings.

508 “Say”—MSS B, W: “Thus shall you say”; ~ in MS O.

509 MS W adds: “‘that sent you to me.’”

510 “And she...”...the king’”-MS M: “However ‘to the king’ she did not say to them.”

511 As has been observed by W. Bacher, Die Agada der babylonischen Amoräer, 82, n. 16, Rav Naḥman’s comment takes on additional relevance if we view it in terms of his biographical details. He himself was married to the aristocratic Yalta, apparently the daughter of the Exilarch [but cf. Neusner, A History of the Jews in Babylonia, 3:58-75], a woman of strong personality and sharp wit and temper. In the episodes described in TB Qiddushin 7()a-b and Berakhot 51b Yalta can be said to have shown less respect for the scholars with whom she was dealing than either of the prophetesses mentioned in R. Naḥman’s dictum. In one she tells her husband “Get rid of [Rav Ḥisda] lest he make you look like an ignoramus.” In the other she says of cUlla: “From peddlers come words, from rags come lice.” Nonetheless her name presumably an Aramaic form of the Hebrew yacel (ibex)—is not necessarily an “ugly” one. The animal is after all ritually permissible and is used in the Bible as a symbol of beauty and grace (Proverbs 5:19: “A lovely hind, a graceful doe. let her affection fill you at all times with delight.”) On the ibex in Jewish sources see Lewysohn, Zoologie, 115; Yehuda Feliks, Mixed Sowing Breeding and Grafting: Kil’ayim I-II, Mishna, Tosephta and Jerusalem Talmud, a Study of the Halachic Topics and Their Botanical-Agricultural Background, Bar-Ilan University Series of Research Monographs in Memory of...Pinkhos Churgin (Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1967), 115; Idem., Ha-hai ha-mishnah, 74-5; Encyclopedia Jidaica, 8:1150-1.

Bacher, ibid., points out that Rav Nahman had a special propensity for expounding proper names.

512 The comment is not paralleled elsewhere in the literature.

513 Vergil, Aeneid 1:26-7, alludes to Juno’s “alta mente.”

It is not entirely clear whether Rav Naḥman’s accusation against Deborah is based on the fact that, as a woman, she should have been more respectful towards the male Barak; or if she is being contrasted to the normal practice of (male) prophets who visit the rulers to whom they are delivering their prophecies, rather than calling for them. Cf. the cIyyun yacaqov: “‘Haughtiness is unbecoming to women’—i.e., even to women who are prophets, and similarly to men...as we find in Berakhot [10a] that Isaiah ordered Hezekiah to come to him. And even so, women should not act in this manner...” The pericope in Berakhot [and its parallel in TP Sanhedrin 10:2 (28b)] consists of a fictitious debate between the prophet Isaiah and king Hezekiah over who is obligated to approach the other. Each side is able to cite biblical precedents to justify his position. See also Ibn Ḥabib’s commentary (Hakkotev) in E Y to Berakhot there; Ginzberg, Legends, 4:273; 6:366-7, nn. 73, 75. The arguments placed in the mouths of biblical protagonists might reflect contemporary disagreements over the respective honors due to the rabbis and exilarchs, an issue which would have been of especial relevance to Rav Naḥman, as a sage who was employed by the Exilarch as well as married into his family (see above).

514 On ancient attitudes towards women in leadership roles see E. E. Hallevy, cErkhei ha-’ aggadah vehe ha-halakhah, 1:153; 4:202-4; Parshiyyot ba-’ aggadah, 46-7, 294. Among the apt parallels collected by Hallevy from classical authors we might note the following: Euripides, Andromache 213-4, writes that “a wife, though low-born be her lord, must yet content her, without wrangling arrogance.” Philo, Hypothetica, 11:1 [ed. Colson, 9:442-3] ascribes Essene celibacy to the fact that women are “filled with the spirit of arrogance and bold speaking, etc.” A particular affinity to Rav Naḥman’s criticisms of Deborah and Huldah is discernible in Juvenal’s lampoon of the lady who is

rushing boldly about the entire city, attending men’s meetings, talking with unflinching face and hard breasts to Generals in their military cloaks, with her husband looking on! This same woman knows what is going on all over the world...

[Satire #6:398-402; G. G. Ramsay, ed., Juvenal and Persius, revised ed., The Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge [Mass.] and London: Harvard University Press and William Heineman, 1965), 116-7].

The Talmud in several places espouses the ideal of “The princess is decked in her chamber” (Psalms 45:14); see TB Yevamot 77a: Ketubbot 15a; Bava batra, 139b; etc.

515 See also Ginzberg, Legends, 4:36; 6:196, nn. 75-6.

516 We have had previous occasion to observe that for the authors of midrashic etymologies of this sort, names of biblical figures are not deemed to have been bestowed by the parents but, as it were, by the Bible itself (see Heinemann, Darkhei ha-’aggadah, 110-2). This problem apparently underlies Maharsha’s assertion that the detestable names were not a punishment for their bearers’ haughtiness (they were after all given to them as infants’), but should have served as an incentive to imitate the humility of those lowly creatures. The interpretation is of course unnecessary.

517 Both creatures are ritually prohibited, though the honey produced by the bee is permissible. For identifications and descriptions of the karkoshta see: Lewysohn, Zoologie, 91-3 [he identifies it as a weasel]; E. Billik’s entry in the Encyclopedia Biblica, 3:140-2; Feliks, Ha-hai ba-mishnah [he claims it refers to a rat]; James A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Kings (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1960), 527; David Talshir, “The Nomenclature of the Fauna in the Samaritan Targum,” Ph. D., Hebrew University, 1981; Kohut, 4:328. “Karkoshta” appears in Targum “Jonathan” to Leviticus 11:29 for the Hebrew “חלדי”; see E. G. Clarke, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan of the Pentateuch: Text and Concordance (Hoboken: Ktav, 1984), 130; M. Ginsburger, Pseudo-Jonathan (Thargum Jonathan ben Usiël zum Pentateuch) (Berlin: S. Calvary, 1903), 191. This also seems to be the reading underlying the text of the Neophyti Targum [Alejandro Diez Macho, Neophyti 1 : Targum Palestinense MS de la Biblioteca Vaticana, Vol. III: Levitico, Textos y Estudios: (Madrid-Barcelona: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1971), 68-9].

On the bee see Lewysohn, 301-2; Feliks, Ha-hai ba-mishnah, 30-1; Kohut, 3:267; George Foote Moore. A Critical and Exegetical Commentary to Judges (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1895), 114.

518 The current dictum was not brought in the previous discussion about Huldah because it did not connect directly to the verses adduced there.

519 MS G, Spanish family adds: “the prophetess.”

520 “son of Nun”—thus only in MSS Y, G, AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

521 Printings add: “there.”

522 MS B adds: “‘heres’ and it is written.”

523 MS L adds: “and it is written ‘heres’.”

524 The textual situation is quite remarkable, since virtually all the witnesses, representing the full range of geographical “families,” appear to have transposed the names “Timnath-serah” and “Timnath-heres,” reading the former in Judges 2:9 against the testimony of the Biblical text. The only exceptions are the Genizah fragment, which cites all the verses correctly, and the Printings which do not mention Timnath-serah at all. The name appears in Joshua (19:50; 24:30) as “Timnath-serah.”

525 This is remarked by Rashi. Maharsha attempts to justify the usage by noting that when other women in the Bible are identified by their husbands (e.g. Jael, Abigail, etc.) the ancestry of the husband is not delineated. Hence the genealogical list is to be read midrashically as applying to Huldah herself.

526 It might have been the combination of the two names, Heres-Serah, that suggested the gezerah shavah with “Harhas.” This would explain why “Timnat serah” is mentioned even in texts which do not contain the midrash from Bava batra 122b (see below). Cf. Rabbinowicz n. r. “The ’serah’ verse is superfluous.”

For some non-midrashic attempts to account for the discrepancy in the names, cf. Roland G. Boling, Judges, The Anchor Bible, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Freedman (Garden City: Doubleday, 1975), 72; J. Elitzur, Sefer shofeṭim, Dacat miqra (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1976), 29, n. 1.

527 “like”—MS W: “its fruits resemble.”

528 “its fruits”—MS W: “they.”

529 MS W adds: “on account of the great volume of their oil. And in the end they are overripe on account of the great volume of their oil. There are some who say: At first its fruits are overripe and in the end they resemble a shard.”

530 In Bava hatra (in a pericope that deals with the subject of Joshua’s inheritance) there is also found an altenate version [’ikka de’amerei] according to which the fruits were first overripe and in the end (satisfactorily) dry. This addition is found in MS W here.

531 A second-generation Babylonian Amora; see Albeck, Introduction to the Talmud, 206; Hyman, Toledot, 3:981-2. According to TB Sanhedrin 17b he and Rav Judah were known as “sabei defumbedita.”

532 “objected”—YS: “objects.”

533 “cOna”–MS G, Genizah fragment (apparently): “cAnia”; MSS B, R: ‘“cEyna”; EY, HgT: “<Avira”; MS L: “Yeiva”; MS P: “Rav. And some say: Rav cEyna”; AgE: ‘cAnana.”

534 “And some...Rav Naḥman”—~in MSS O, W, M, Mf, Printings, YS.

535 MS W adds: “high.”

536 “prophets...priests”—Genizah fragment: “priests, who were also prophets.”

537 MS G adds: “BNS”M THSh: a mnemonic”; MS W adds: “A mnemonic:RKS.—

538 “And”—in MS Mf.

539 MS Mf adds: “son of BNShSR HWSh: a mnemonic.”

540 “Baruch the son of Neriah”—MS G: “Baruch, Neriah”; MSS B, O, L, Mf, HgT, YS, AgE: “Baruch and Neriah”; EY, Printings: “Neriah, Baruch”; Genizah fragment: “Baruch son of Neriah and Neriah.”

541 I have emended MS Y on the basis of the unanimous testimony of the other witnesses, and the requirements of the pericope.

542 MSS O, M, Printings, YS, Genizah fragment add: “and.”

543 “Seraiah”—MS W: “Sarit the son of.”

544 MSS O, L, M, P, HgT, Genizah fragment add: “and.”

545 MSS G, L, Mf add: “and.” MSS W, R add: “the son of.”

546 “Hilkiah”—YS: “Eliakim.”

547 “Hanamel”—MS G: “Ha[nalmel”; MS O, HgT1: “Hananel.”

548 MSS G, B, L, Mf, Spanish family. Printings, YS add: “and”; MSS W, R add: “the son of.”

549 MS W adds: “And.”

550 MSS G, O, P, HgT, Printings, YS add: “the prophetess.”

551 All witnesses except MSS Y and P add: “the harlot.”

552 “there”—~in MSS M, AgE.

553 “here...there”—~in HgT1.

554 The form tiqvah in this sense is at all events a hapax legomenon and it is understandable that the midrash should seek a reason for its use here. For some different as-sociations see Judah Kil, Sefer yehoshuac, Dacat miqra’, ed. A. Mirsky, F. Meltzer and J. Kil (Jerusalem: Mosad Harav Kook, 1970), 16 and nn. 74-5.

555The tradition about the eight prophets/priests who were descended from Rahab is found with slight variations in Sifre on Numbers, 78 (ed. Horovitz, 74, in the name of R. Eliezer, with R. Judah adding Huldah); Sifre zuta (ed. Horowitz, 263, in the name of R. Simeon, with Huldah added by a “Yesh ’omerim”). Similar traditions are found in later Amoraic works such as Numbers rabbah, 8:9; Seder eliahu zuta, 22 (ed. Friedmann, 37); Pesiqta rabbati, 40 (ed. Friedmann, 167b). The exegetical foundations of the traditions will be examined by the Talmud below; see our commentary there.

556 “He said”—MS M: “Some say:.”

557 “‘Anya”—MS B: “Rav (Naḥman) cEyna”; MSS O, M, P, Mf, EY, HgT1, Printings: “cEyna”; MS L: “Rav Naḥman (cAnya).”

558 “cAnya...some say”—~in YS.

559 The expression also appears in TB Pesahim 88a in precisely the same format (in a conversation between Rav Naḥman and R. cEyna); Berakhot 50b (Rava to Rafram bar Pappa); and cAvodah zarah 16b (Rav Asi to R. Zera). Our translation is based on the Geonic explanation which appears in Louis Ginzberg, Geonica (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1909), 2:318 in a responsum which collects fifty brief explanations to TB Shabbat. See Ginzberg’s description, 293, and his discussion of our passage on 295:

“Patia Okama” is a bucket (טפיח), as it says (TB Bekhorot 45b: “A black man should not marry a black woman, lest their children turn out like a bucket.” ...And why did they call him “Patia Okama” —Because he was short and black...

The explanation was also incorporated into the Gaonic Commentary on the Order Toharot (to Mishnah Kelim 2:3; ed. Epstein, 10; see the Introduction, 71) and the cArukh (ed. Kohut, 6:464). According to the manuscript of “Liqquṭei ge’onim” (appended to Otzar Hageonim, Berakhot, Commentaries: 114) the reference is to באםיה, a pitcher used for holding fine wine—which would make the epithet read as a compliment. [The Liqqutei ge’onim was originally published by S. A. Wertheimer as Sacadia Gaon’s Commentary to Berakhot: subsequently reprinted in: Solomon Aaron and Abraham Joseph Wertheimer, The Genizah Fragments “Ginzei Jerusalem,” (Jerusalem: Ktav Yad V’sefer and Rubin Mass, 1981), 1:205-44. The attribution to Saadia was rejected by Lewin (op. cit., 103-4) who reprinted the full manuscript.]

See Ginzberg, ibid., 295; Epstein and Lewin’s notes. Rashi to cAvodah zarah 16b writes: “Blackened by hard work; i.e., You are accustomed to frequent study of Torah...” (cf. Maharsha).

On the ṭafiaḥ, see also A. Harkavy, Studien und Mitteilungen aus der Kaiserlichen Oeffentlichen Bibliothek zu St. Petersburg, Vol. 4: Responsen der Geonim (Berlin: H. Itzkowisky, 1887), 104.

Kohut derived patia from a Persian word patu (a clay vessel), an etymology which was accepted by W. Bacher, “Anziegen [review of Aruch Completum],” ZDMG 47 (1893), 504, but rejected by B. Geiger in the Additamenta...ad Aruch Completum, 347. See also R. Hananel’s commentary to Shabbat 157a; Brand, Kelei haheres be-sifrut ha-talmud, 189-91, 445-6. According to Brand a patia was fashioned out of unbaked clay. He suggests that the epithet might refer to the fact that the questions were inappropriate just as the bucket does not always align itself precisely when being filled from the well. See also Krauss, Qadmoniyyot, 2:1:112.

560 “tradition”—MSS B, O, W, P: “traditions”; MS M: “(matter) tradition.”

561 “That”—~in MSS B, L, M, Spanish family, AgE, Genizah fragment.

562 MS B, Spanish family add: “indeed.”

563 “Rahab”—thus only in MS Y, AgE and Genizah fragment; ~ (“she”) in all other witnesses.

564 Although stimulated by the need to resolve the apparent discrepancy, the newly created “Joshua-Rahab” tradition fulfils some standard midrashic functions; e.g., it ties up some loose ends, since we would otherwise know nothing about the spouses of either figure; and it lends itself to homiletical treatment in discourses about proselytes (see below).

The Tosafot to our pericope and to Sotah 35b, etc. [see also Qimhi’s commentary to Joshua 6:25], raise the serious halakhic objection that according to TB Yevamot 76a it is forbidden for an Israelite to marry women from the seven Canaanite nations even if they convert! cAnaf yosef confirms that the Sifre on Numbers (see above) is quite explicit about the fact that Rahab was from the seven nations and under order of extermination. See also Shiarei qorban to TP Qiddushin 4:1; Ṭurei even, Azulai’s Petaḥ ceinayim; Ginzberg, Legends, 6:174-5, n. 22.

565 Cf. Ginzberg, Legends, 4:5; 6:173, n. 19.

566 “offspring”—MSS B, Spanish family, YS: “sons.”

567 “And did...offspring”—~in MS R (and filled in in R*).

568 See Rashi. In TB cEruvin 63b the same verse is adduced to prove Joshua’s childlessness, in support of R. Levi’s dictum that the punishment of those who give ha-lakhic rulings in the presence of their teachers is that they the without offspring. In the view of R. Abba bar Pappa there Joshua was being chastised for preventing the Israelites from procreation. In Pesaḥim 119b it is observed that Joshua will not take up the “cup of blessing” in the Next World on account of his childlessness. The point does not seem to have been discussed outside the Babylonian Talmud. See Ginzberg, Legends, 6:95, n. 526.

569 MSS G, M, Spanish family add: “But.”

570 They mention women in the capacity of wives and mothers.

571 The above situation has all the hallmarks of the type of pericope that would normally be introduced by “gufa” or “amar mar”: “...Where the earlier scholars mentioned a tradition briefly, and afterwards when they wished to deal with it more fully they went on to say ‘gufa’ and discuss its contents” [S. Abramson, ed., Rabbi Shmuel B. Chofni Liber Prooemium Talmudis (Jerusalem: Mekize Nirdamim, 1990), 169]. See also Abraham Weiss, Leqorot hit-havvut ha-bavli (reprint: Jerusalem, 1970 ed., Publications of the Institute of Jewish Studies in Warsaw, Warsaw: Institute of Jewish Studies in Poland, 1929).

572 Baruch was the son of Neriah, the son of Mahseyah (Jeremiah 32:12). Seraiah was Baruch’s brother (Jeremiah 51:59).

573 Maharsha notes not only that there is no scriptural basis for identifying Baruch and his family as priests, but also that Rahab is equated [Sifré on Numbers, 78; Ruth rabbah, 2:1] with “the families of the house of them that wrought fine linen” in 1 Chronicles 4:21, which is a Judahite family! A “Seraiah the chief priest” is mentioned in Jeremiah 52:24; cf. 2 Kings 25:18; Jeremiah 52:24; 1 Chronicles 5:39-41. This Seraiah is clearly not the same as Baruch’s brother, but it might have served as an indication that the name was current in priestly families (see also Nehemiah 10:3; 12:1).

574 Jeremiah 36:1-17. Baruch was of course a popular hero of apocalypses.

575 Jeremiah 51:59-64.

576 See Rashi who argues that at any rate disciples of prophets, like Joshua and Elisha, can be presumed to have been prophets themselves. He was probably reluctant to dilute the definition of “prophet” to embrace even those who pronounced the revelations of others [A similar reservation is voiced by Maharsha]. On Baruch as a prophet see Ginzberg, Legends, 4:322; 6:411, n. 65. Ratner (nn. 49, 52 to Seder colam, 87, which counts Baruch and Seraiah among the prophets) also notes that the Tannaitic sources are in disagreement about whether Baruch should be classified as a prophet. On the family relations see Ginzberg, 6:171, n. 12.

577 Jeremiah 32:8. This had been foretold to Jeremiah in verse 7.

578 Thus Rashi.

579 Cf. Halakhot gedolot (ed. Warsaw, 286; ed. Berlin, 633; ed. Jerusalem, 3:375-6): “Baruch the son of Neriah and Seraiah the son of Mahseyah and Mordecai Bilshan and Hanamel and Shallum prophesied for the needs of the hour.” The author is evidently trying to explain why the contents of their messages were not recorded in Scripture.

580 Maharsha: “If an individual was mentioned as a prophet, then he was himself famous, and it would have been unnecessary to identify him by his ancestry were it not that the father was also important, “being himself a prophet.”

581 “for”—~in MS N.

582 “for cUlla says”—~in MS P.

583 “in”—MSS B*, O: “stated explicitly.”

584 “in prophecy”—MSS W, L, HgT2, YS, AgE: “among prophets”; ~ in MS O.

585 “It is fine...the son of a prophet”—-HgT1: “Says cUllah.”

586 “His”—MSS B*, O: “And everyone whose.”

587 MSS B*, O add: “is stated explicitly.”

588 “son of a prophet”—MS L: “(?) his father.”

589 “And”—thus in MSS Y, N, W, Pesaro Printing, AgE: ~ in all other witnesses.

590 “everyone”—AgE: “he.”

591 “And everyone whose name”—Venice Printing: “His name.”

592 “is specified”—~in MS W.

593 MSS G, B, O, W, P, EY add: “a prophet.”

594 “his name”—Genizah fragment: “And everyone whose name is specified.”

595 MS G and Spanish family add: “a prophet.”

596 See Melamed, Halachi Midrashim of the Tannaim in the Babylonian Talmud. Melamed attaches the baraita to Numbers 27:1 in accordance with Sifre on Numbers 133 (ed. Horowitz, 176):

“...Zelophehad the son of Hep her, son of Gilead...”—- Scripture informs us that just as Zelophehad was a firstborn so were they all firstborns. And it comes to teach you that they were all righteous women the daughters of a righteous man. Because everyone whose deeds are specified and the deeds of his fathers are unspecified and Scripture ascribes him [מייחסו] for praise, lo! he is a righteous man the son of a righteous man...

Cf. Sifre zuta. 316-7.

However cf. Albeck, Meḥqarim bivrayta vetosefta, 48-53; Introduction to the Talmud, 44-5, who argues that sources introduced by the formula “bematnita tana” were not treated as authentic baraitas.

597 But cf. Strashun who discerns an essential dispute in the fact that cUlla speaks of prophets whereas the baraita speaks of the righteous in general.

598 “are unspecified”—~ in MS W, Printings, Genizah fragment.

599 “and”—MS M: “[and].”

600 “specified”MSS B, R: “stated explicitly.”

601 On this hermeneutical formula see Wilhelm Bacher, Die Exegetische Terminologie der Jüdischen Traditionsliteratur (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1905), 1:80, 152-3. In Tannaitic midrashim the phraseology is characteristic of the School of R. Ishmael, as becomes evident in a perusal of Biniamin Kosovsky, Otzar Leshon Hatanna’im: Thesaurus Sifrei” Concordantiae Verborum que in “Sifre” Numeri et Deuteronomium reperiuntur (Jerusalem: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1973), 4:1583.

602 See A. Cohen, The Twelve Prophets, Soncino Books of the Bible, ed. A. Cohen (London: Soncino Press, 1948), 234:

Of all the genealogies of the prophets this is the most detailed. Eight... are without any family history, and of six others...only the name of the father is given. In the case of Zechariah, both his father and grandfather are mentioned, but Zephaniah is traced back two more generations.

603 “And”—~ in MS M.

604 “And everyone...unspecified”—~in Printings.

605 “that he gave...Molech”—~ in Printings.

606 Echoing the wording of Leviticus 20:2 with a mere change of the verb tense. In several witnesses the wording is so reminiscent of biblical style that it was mistakenly understood that the midrashic addition was being cited as a reading of the verse in Jeremiah (see Diqduqé soferim, n. ע). Taken at face value, the scriptural allusion to his descent from the legitimate Davidic line could be construed as a justification for his deed. See Ginzberg, legends, 6:406-7, n. 53.

607 It appears to have no parallels in midrashic literature. Other than our current pericope, there are no references to the verse in Flyman’s Torah hakethuhah vehamessurah.

608 See Rashi. On the different interpretations attached to the Molech prohibition (including the view that it refers to the prohibition against intermarriage) see Geza Vermes, “Leviticus 18:21 in Ancient Jewish Bible Exegesis,” in Studies in Aggadah, Targum and Jewish Liturgy in Memory of Joseph Heinemann, ed. Jakob J. Petuchowski and Ezra Fleischer, 108-24 (Jerusalem: Magnes and Hebrew Union College Press, 1981).

609 The segment about the towns is found in aggadic compendia. In Numbers rabbah 10:5 it is connected to Judges 13:2 [This section of Numbers rabbah is a very late work; see Zunz-Albeck, Hadderashot beyisrael, 126-7]; in Lamentations rabbah Petiḥta 24 (ed. Buber, 23) it is cited in the name of R. Joḥanan in connection with Isaiah 22:1.

610 Strashun points out that at least one glaring contradiction to the rule about the wicked and their ancestors is found in Numbers 16:1 (Korah).

611 On the “town” segment see Maharsha, who sees in it a homiletical point, as a way of underscoring the spiritual superiority of Jerusalem.

612 In Sifre on Numbers, Sifre Zuṭa, and Numbers rabbah the tradition is linked to the story of Jethro-Hobab, himself an archetypical midrashic model of a sincere proselyte, as part of a discourse in praise of converts to Judaism. In all those texts the idea of the proselyte’s marrying into the Jewish priesthood is mentioned in connection with Jethro.

613 “Ray”—Printings: “R. Joḥanan.”

614 Maharsha tries to gloss over this difficulty by explaining that “he was as important as an angel.”

615 One should however bear in mind the widespread opinion among commentators that “Malachi” is not a proper name at all, but an epithet for an anonymous prophet designated “my messenger” (3:1). See John Merlin Powis Smith, “A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Malachi,” in A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Haggai, Zechariah Malachi and Jonah (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1912), 9-10, 18-9. This view appears already in the Greek rendering of verse 1:1 ([image: ]) and in the tradition found below which identifies him with Ezra. No such name is found elsewhere in the Bible, and no information is supplied regarding his ancestry or town (see above). Smith cites our pericope as evidence for the theory. A succinct review of all the approaches may be found in Mordecai Zer-Kavod, Sefer malakhi, Dacat miqra’, ed. A. Mirsky et al. (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1976), 7-8. See also Beth Glazier-MacDonald, Malachi: The Divine Messenger, Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Series, ed. J. J. M. Roberts (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987), 27-9.

616 “and Jeremiah...Hilkiah”—thus only in MSS Y, G, B, AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

617 “‘a man...beloved’”—~in MS M, Printings.

618MS W adds: “the Jew.”

619”and”—~in MSS O, L, M, P.

620 MSS G, B, W add: “and.”

621 Chapter 20, ed. Ratner, 87; ed. Minkowsky, 353, 509. Minkowsky’s text is almost identical to the talmudic one, enumerating Baruch, Seraiah, Daniel, Mordecai the Jew, Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi as prophesying in the “second year of Darius” (Compare the variant readings in our pericope). Ratner, on the other hand, has two separate lists: Baruch, Seraiah and Daniel in the days of Nebuchadnezzar, and Mordecai, Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi in Darius’ second year. Ratner (n. 52) notes that Halakhot gedolot (ed. Warsaw, 286; ed. Berlin, 633; ed. Jerusalem, 3:375-6; and parallels cited there) presents a different arrangement: “Ezekiel and Daniel in the land of the Chaldeans; Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi in the second year of Darius ...Baruch the son of Neriah and Seraiah the son of Mahseyah and Mordecai Bilshan and Hanamel and Shallum prophesied for the needs of the hour.” See also Ratner’s Introduction, 27, 63. On the question of Daniel’s inclusion among the ranks of the prophets see our discussion above, Chapter 4.

Ratner (88, n. 55) points out that Zechariah’s 7:1 is explicitly dated “in the fourth year of king Darius.” He chooses to emend the texts of both Seder colam and TB accordingly, in spite of the fact that all witnesses in both works plainly read “the second year.”

622 “It counts Mordecai...Malachi”—~ in Printings.

623 “This is a refutation”—~ in MS ().

624 “R. Joshua b. Qorhah says”—MS P, HgT2: “R. Simeon ben Qorhah says”; MS M: “Said R. Joshua”; MS Mf, Printings: “Said R. Joshua ben Qorhah.”

625 “the rabbis”-—thus only in MS Y and AgE; MS B: “there are those who”; all other witnesses: “the sages.”

626 Maharsha notes that in the present case, unlike the previous one, no attempt is made to justify the name “Malachi”; apparently the sense of “God’s messenger” was considered adequate.

627 According to Alexander Sperber, ed., The Bible in Aramaic, Vol. 3 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1962) the identification is found in the Reuchlin codex as well as the editio princeps. See also Kenneth J. Cathcart and Robert P. Gordon, The Targum of the Minor Prophets, The Aramaic Bible: The Targums, ed. Martin McNamara et al., (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1989), 229, n. 2. The tradition was also known to Jerome (Introduction to his commentary on Malachi), Cyril of Alexandria and Augustine; see Ginzberg, Legends, 6:432, n. 5; 441, n. 33; 442-3, n. 38; Zer-Kavod, 7, n. 25. This tradition also presupposes that “Malachi” is an epithet, not a proper name; see above. Israel Lévi, “Notes sur Malachie,” REJ 23 (1891), 194-5, tries to reconstruct the reasoning of R. Joshua ben Qorḥah. In addition to the standard midrashic eschewal of unknown persons, and the opposition to intermarriage and the critique of the priesthood, Levi suggests that the first-person formulation of 2:10 (“Have we not all one father, etc.” would have suggested that the author was himself like Ezra—a priest.

628 “Says”—~in MS R.

629 “bar Isaac”—~in MSS L, Mf, Printings.

630 “is his name...Malachi” —~ in MS P (and filled in in P*).

631 “Ezra. And the Rabbis...Malachi is”—~ in Genizah fragment (and filled in).

632 “the prophecy of Malachi”HgT2: “his prophecy.”

633 “And”—~ in MS M, HgT.

634 “And who”—~in MS R (and filled in in R*), Genizah fragment.

635 “from Israel”— ~ in Printings, Genizah fragment.

636 “Ezra”—~in MS M.

637 HgT2 adds: “in his prophesy.”

638 Zer-Kavod (7, n. 24) suggests that the criticism of the priesthood that is common to both books might also have influenced an identification of Malachi and Ezra.

639 Not all commentators would agree that the cited verses are referring to intermarriage. Certainly verse 2:14 is speaking figuratively in the common prophetic idiom which depicts Israel’s lapses into idolatry as an adulterous betrayal of “the wife of thy youth,” God. See Smith”s ICC commentary, 48-54. However most scholars would seem to accept the Talmud’s understanding. See John Bright, A History of Israel, 2nd ed. (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1972), 380; Zer-Kavod, 9; Glazier-McDonald, Malachi: The Divine Messenger, 91-3. See also TB Sanhedrin 82a (cited here by Maharsha), where the verse is expounded in connection with several different transgression, including intermarriage; Genesis rabbah, 85:1 (1029) [and Tanḥuma (ed. Buber), Vayyeshev, 9], where the verse is used as a petiḥta for Genesis 38:1 which describes Judah’s liaison with the Canaanite woman Shuah.

A valuable insight on our passage is provided by the following remarks by Yehezkel Kaufmann [History of the Religion of Israel, Vol. 4: From the Babylonian Captivity to the End of Prophecy, translated by C. W. Efroymson (New York, Jerusalem and Dallas: Ktav, Hebrew University and institute for Jewish Studies, 1977), 439]:

The censure of [Malachi] 2:10-16 is unique. In vv. 10-12 the prophet rebukes his contemporaries for mixed marriages, “For Judah hath profaned ...” This is the sole instance in all the prophetic writings in which there is a reference to mixed marriages. Haggai and Zechariah know nothing of them: the issue comes to the fore only in the age of Ezra and Nehemiah...

Thus, not only does there exist an affinity between Malachi and Ezra, but Malachi is the only prophet in the Hebrew canon who shares Ezra’s particularistic view on the issue. This makes it much less surprising that some of the rabbis should have tried to equate the two personalities.

640 “were”MS M: “are.”

641 “and”—~in MSS M, Mf.

642 “and they are as follows” — ~ in MSS G, B, R, Printings.

643 MS G adds: “SRGS: a mnemonic”; MS W adds: “ShRG”S.”

644 “Sarah”—~in MS P.

645 MS G, AgE add: “and.”

646 MSS G, Mf add: “and.”

647 “Rahab, Abigail”........- Printings: “and Abigail, Rahab.”

648 “and”—~in MSS W, M, Genizah fragment.

649 MS P adds: “and Michal.”

650 It does not appear in any other collection; see Ginzberg, Legends, 6:273, n. 132.

651 It is not altogether clear why the rabbis would have gone to the trouble of compii-ing such a catalog. Reischer in the cIyyun yacaqov contrasts our text with the sentiments of Proverbs 31:30 (“Favor is deceitful, and beauty is vain”) but acknowledges that beauty is praiseworthy when it accompanies piety, a view which does appear to fit the rabbinic approach to the question. With regard to the tradition which includes Vashti, hardly a model of a Godfearing woman, Reischer ascribes it to the Talmud’s wish to set in miraculous relief Esther’s election as queen. Reischer also suggests that appreciation of female beauty can be seen as one way of recognizing the wonders of nature. Cf. the description 0F Asenath in “Joseph and Asenath” 1:5 (8) [transl. С. Burchard, in Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigraptia, 2:203; see n. i]: “she was tall as Sarah and handsome as Rebecca and beautiful as Rachel.”

652 Melamed, Halachic Midrashim of the Tannaim etc., 518, attaches the baraita to Esther 2:7: “the maiden was of beautiful form and fair to look on”

653 This point is argued cogently by Maharsha: “They cannot have derived this from the fact that Scripture refers to them as beautiful, seeing how with regards to Rachel and several other women we have found that they were ‘beautiful and well-favored’ (Genesis 29:17). Furthermore, Rahab, who is included in the present list, is not described in those ternis. Rather, they possessed a tradition that these four women were unsurpassed in their beauty... “ Azulai (Petaḥ ce1nayim) cites a similar discussion in the name of R. Bezalel Ashkenazi. R. Elhanan in Tosafot notes that this baraita contradicts R. Bana’ah’s report in TB Bava batra 58a that Sarah looked like an ape when compared to Eve. [Their curious solution to the contradiction is that our list only deals with women who were themselves born of woman!]

A cursory concordance check reveals that the following biblical women are described as “yefat to’ ar” “yefat mar eh” and similar expressions: Sarah (Genesis 12:11, 14); Rachel; Abigail (1 Samuel 25:3); Tamar (David’s daughter, 2 Samuel 13:1); Tamar (Absalom’s daughter, 2 Samuel 14:27); Abishag (2 Kings 1:2-4); the daughters of Job (Job 42:15); Esther (Esther 2:7); and Vashti (see below).

654”And”—~in MS M.

655 “Esther”—MS O: “she.”

656 “he takes”—MSS M, P, EY, Genizah fragment: “take.”

657 “puts”—MSS P, Ashkenazic family, EY, Genizah fragment: “put.”

658 R. Bezalel Ashkenazi (cited by Azulai) expresses some dissatisfaction with what appears to be an arbitrary substitution, which the Talmud does not take the trouble to justify.

659 According to Esther 1:11: “... for she was fair to look on.”

660 MS Mf adds: “(There were four women beautiful (!) in the world: They are: Sarah Rahab).”

661 “inspired passion”—~in MS R.

662 “Abigail by means of her memory”—~in MS Mf.

663 Genizah fragment adds: “And.”

664 “the daughter of Saul”—~in Genizah fragment.

665 R. Bezalel Ashkenazi (cited in Azulai’s Petaḥ ceinayim) observes that sexual attractiveness can be achieved even where beauty is lacking.

666 Judges 4:17-21. The biblical story does not make it clear whether her invitation had sexual overtones. No such suggestion is made in G. F. Moore’s ICC commentary to Judges (122-4), R. Boling’s Anchor Bible commentary thereto (97-100), or Yehezkel Kaufmann, Sefer shofeṭim (Jerusalem: Kiryat Sepher, 1968), 127; however Lillian R. Klein, The Triumph of Irony in the Book of Judges, Journal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series: Bible and Literature Series, ed. D. J. A. Clines, P. R. Davies, D. M. Gunn, and others (Sheffield: Almond Press, 1988), 42, 47 understands that “Jael is devious with her sexuality.”

The view that Jael seduced Sisera appears at any rate to be the dominant one in ancient Jewish sources, and it finds some support in the words of Deborah’s song (Judges 5:27): “Between her legs he bowed, he fell, he lay down etc.,” which talmudic sources regard as a euphemism [TB Yevamot 103a]. R. Joḥanan declares [TB Horayot 10b, Nazir 23b] that “that wicked one performed seven acts of intercourse with her on that day” [the number is derived by counting the instances of “bowed,” “fell” and “lay” in the verse. According to Rashi, Jael did this intentionally in order to exhaust Sisera]. Thus in Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical Antiquities, 31:3 [transl. Harrington in Charlesworth edition of the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, 344] “Jael...adorned herself and went out to meet him; now the woman was very beautiful in appearance ...And Sisera went in, and when he saw roses scattered on the bed... he said...Jael will be my wife.” Leviticus rabbah, 23:10 (542-3) makes a point of assuring us that Sisera did not actually touch her carnally, presuming that that had been his intention. See additional materials cited by Ginzberg, Legends, 4:37-8; 6:198, n. 85.

667 David initially marries her only on the rebound, after he is denied Saul’s older daughter Merab (1 Samuel 18:17-28), and David’s interest as described there is clearly in becoming Saul’s son-in-law (verses 18, 23, 26, 27) not in the particular women. Michal is described (verse 28) as being in love with David, but not the reverse; and David’s zeal in reclaiming Michal from Paltiel the son of Laish (2 Samuel 3:13-16) is a political act, not a romantic one. See below.

668 This explanation was proposed by Maharsha who cautiously stated “it would appear that they are subtly hinted at in the Bible.” Melamed (Halachic Midrashim, etc., 481) also attaches the baraita to Joshua 2:1.

669 Maharsha’s explanation provides the only convincing explanation for the unusual use of the Hebrew word “zinnetah” which would normally indicate that the women were actively guilty of immoral behavior. Rashi interprets that it is referring here to the arousal in men of unchaste thoughts, irrespective of the woman’s intentions. Rashi’s explanation fits the present context, and I have adopted it in my translation. The unconventional wording was undoubtedly dictated by the wording of Joshua 2:1, as stated above.

670 Maharsha finds similar midrashic foundations for the inclusion of the other women in the list: Jael enticed Sisera to come to her tent by calling to him “...and she said unto him: Turn in, my lord, turn in to me, etc.” (Judges 4:18). Abigail aroused desire when she was remembered, as in 1 Samuel 25:31: “...then remember thy handmaid,” which was interpreted above as a sexual proposition. Once again, it is the case of Michal which is hardest to account for. Maharsha suggests that it was learned from 2 Samuel 6:16, 20 which tells of Michal remaining in the house and gazing through a window to watch as the ark was brought to the city of David. In Maharsha’s view, this could indicate that Michal’s appearance was too provocative for her to display herself publicly.

On the sexual attraction of the female voice see TB Berakhot 24a: “Says Samuel: A woman’s voice is enticing (cervah), as it says ‘for sweet is thy voice and thy countenance is comely’ (Song of Songs 2:14).” Cf. ibid., 57b, where the Talmud lists “sound” [qol] among those things which calm a person’s mind [meshivim dacato sheladam], to which Rashi comments that qol refers here to “the sound of music or a woman’s beautiful voice ”

671 “Rav”—thus only in MS Y; all other witnesses: “R.” or “Rabbi.”

672 “Everyone who says”—MS G: “[One who says].”

673 MS B adds: “two times.”

674 “to him”—in HgT, Genizah fragment.

675 “But lo!”—thus only in MS Y and AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

676 “Several times”—thus only in MS Y and AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

677 “it does not affect me”—MS M: “I do not ejaculate”; MS P, EY: “I do not ejaculate and it does not affect me.”

678 “I meant”—~in MSS G, B.

679 MSS L, M, Mf add: “and mentions her name.”

680 Maharsha observes that the Amoraic discussion goes beyond the baraita in that the latter speaks only in general terms of arousing desire.

681 See above.

682 Henry Malter, ed., The Treatise Tacanit of the Babylonian Talmud, Publications of the American Academy for Jewish Research (New York: American Academy for Jewish Research, 1930), 15.

683 This specific passage is found in a series of “table-talk” dialogues which follow a consistent pattern: R. Isaac surprises R. Nahman with an outrageous statement and when Rav Naḥman challenges the truth of the statement, R. Isaac interprets it in a more acceptable formulation.

Pseudo-Rashi to Tacanit seems to be of the opinion that “knowing” and “being familiar” are synonymous terms [the wording is somewhat obscure 1, whereas the Tosafot there suggest that “knowing” here is understood in the biblical sense of carnal experience, while “being familiar” means having beheld her. A variant on that explanation is proposed by Maharsha: Once one has experienced her, then one has achieved sufficient familiarity with her to be affected by the mere mention of her name.

684 The fact that Esther herself appears in the list (on the strength of an interpretation which appears below 15a) is merely coincidental, and is not the justification for the pencope’s inclusion here.

685 Neither source has a parallel outside the Babylonian Talmud, and it is not impossible that the numbers were added in later stages of transmission or redaction. However the mere removal of the numbers from either source (replacing them with a non-committal expression like “all the prophets and prophetesses”) would detract somewhat from the literary power of the formulations.

686 The precise enumeration is provided in the Ge’onic traditions of Halakhot gedolot (cited by Rashi and other commentators).

687 The passage was evidently understood that way in the Palestinian midrashic collections.

688 The exceptions are Deborah and Esther, presumably because no appropriate predictions could be found. In the case of Huldah there was presumably no need to identify what is explicit in the scriptural narrative.

689 The differences between the respective presentations of Seder colam and the Babylonian Esther-Midrash are summarized in the following table:

[image: ]

690 Much of this material seemed to have been copied from other tractates.


Chapter Eleven

Fighting Back

Higher Than the King

[15a] “When Mordecai perceived all tliat was done, Mordecai rent his clothes...and cried with a great and bitter cry” (Esther 4:1).







	MS Y

(with variants from MSS G, W, L, M, R, Venice Printing, YS, AgE, Genizah fragments)

	MS O

(with variants from Spanish family, MS Mf, Pesaro Printing)




	What did he say?1

	What “was done”?2 34





Says Rava {Rav}:5 Haman6 has risen higher than the king7 Ahasuerus.8

Rav9 Shimi bar Hiyya10 11 12 says: The supreme king has risen higher than13 the lower king.14

The confusion of the textual traditions15 reflects the difficulties confronted by the medieval students and copyists in attaching Rava’s / Rav’s dictum to the verse.16 Undoubtedly the original reading did not include any question. At any rate it appears that the real textual stimulus to the comments was the phrase “a great17 and bitter cry.” Taken as a mere description of the cry, the word “great” is too general and unspecified to satisfy a midrashic reader; hence both talmudic interpretations read it as an allusion to its content: Mordecai was complaining that somebody had become too great.18

The first reconstruction of Mordecai’s plaint seems to presume that Ahasuerus was more sympathetic, or less dangerous, than Haman, and that the Jews would have been in a more favorable position had not Haman been allowed to issue orders to Ahasuerus, reversing the natural hierarchy of political authority.19 This premise contradicts the many midrashic sources20 which depict Ahasuerus as a most willing accomplice whose hostility to the Jews and their religious sancta was as vicious as Haman’s.21

According to the view of Rashi, which is accepted by most of the other commentators,22 R. Shimi bar Ḥiyya’s explanation is worded here euphemistically and should be read as an insolent plaint, bom of great despair and desperation,23 that Ahasuerus’s plans are prevailing over the divine will.24

“Exceedingly Grieved”

[15a] “So Esther’s maids and her chamberlains came and told it to her. Then was the queen exceedingly grieved” (Esther 4:4).25

Says Rav:26 That27 she began to menstruate.28

R.29 Jeremiah bar Abba30 31 says: She had a bowel movement.







	MS Y

with variants from AgE, YS)

	All other witnesses




	And there are some who saythat32 she was pregnant and miscarried.33

	 





The rare Hebrew word34 used to describe Esther’s shocked reaction to the news about Mordecai’s mourning practices— vattithalhal—invites a more vivid graphic concretization of either the word or the scene.35 The comments appear to be entirely exegetical, without any homiletical elements.

Hatach is Daniel

[15a] “Then called Esther for Hatach, one of the king’s chamberlains, whom he had appointed to attend upon her, and gave him a commandment” (Esther 4:5).

Says Rav:36 Hatach is Daniel. And37 why was his name called Hatach? —Because they cut him down [ḥatekhuhu]38 from his greatness.

39There are those who say:40 Because all41 matters of state42 are decided [neḥtakhin] according to him.43

We encounter here yet another illustration of the rabbis’ aversion to ephemeral minor characters.44 As in previous instances,45 the midrash chooses here to identify the otherwise unknown courtier with Daniel, one of the few major biblical personalities who might (with some liberties) be located in Ahasuerus’ palace.46 The identification is cemented by a pair of typical midrashic name-etymologies47 in which “Hatach” is shown to he a descriptive epithet rather than a true proper name.

The reference to Daniel’s being “cut off” from his greatness alludes to a tradition cited in TB Bava batra 4a:48

...And did not Rav Judah say: Says Rav [And if you should say: R. Joshua ben Levi]: Why was Daniel punished? —Because he offered counsel to Nebuchadnezzar...

The pericope there is unable to identify a specific allusion to Daniel’s punishment other than by citing Rav’s dictum from Megillah. We must presume that the tradition was derived by means of a contrast between the lofty positions that were bestowed on Daniel under Belshazzar and his successors, as described in the book of Daniel,49 and his menial functioning in Esther as a deliverer of messages between Mordecai and Esther.50 The second explanation51 is more favorable to Daniel and implies that he continued to occupy a position of power even during Ahasuerus’ reign.52

“What It Was, and Why It Was”

[15a] “And she gave him a commandment to Mordecai, to know what this was, and why this was” [mah zeh vecal mah zeh) (Esther 4:5).

Says R. Isaac53 Nappaḥa:54 She sent55 to him: Perhaps Israel have transgressed the five books of the Torah, as56 it is written:57 “on this side and on this [mizzeh umizzeh) were they written” (Exodus 32:16).

This simple comment effectively integrates hermeneutical and thematic components. The technical exegetical connection to the verse is created by a sensitive gezerah shavah between the double appearance of the word “zeh” (=this) in Esther’s inquiry regarding the grounds for Mordecai’s distress,58 and the similar wording which is found in the description of the tablets of the law.59 The predictable midrashic deduction from this phraseological affinity is that Esther’s concern was really for the level of the Jews’ religious observance. R. Isaac’s prevailing assumption is of course that the likelihood of their being rescued from their tribulation was proportionate to their scrupulousness in carrying out the divine commandments. This idea, which is entirely absent from the unexpounded narrative of Esther,60 provides the homilist with a relevant lesson for his own community, and thereby fulfils some of the central functions of midrashic sermonizing.

“They Told to Mordecai”

[15a] “Again Esther spake unto Hatach and gave him commandment unto Mordecai (Esther 4:10)

And it is written:61 “And they told to Mordecai Esther’s words” (Esther 4:12)!

Whereas he himself62 did not go!63 64

—Says R. Abba:65 66 67 From this [we learn] that one does not report back a report of an impropriety.

R. Abba is attempting to account for a glaring inconsistency in the narrative: Although it was Hatach who was instructed by Esther in verse 10 to deliver her reply to Mordecai, in the end (verse 12) that message is said to have been conveyed by unnamed agents, designated in the plural.68 Hence R. Abba’s conclusion that Hatach himself decided against returning the negative reply and turned his assignment over to others.69

Hatach’s withdrawing from the scene when Esther voices her reluctance to comply with Mordecai’s request and intervene before the king70 reflects a familiar reluctance to be a bearer of unpleasant news, a sentiment which is found frequently in ancient literature.71

“Not According to the Law”

[15a] “Go, gather together all the Jews that are present in Shushan, and fast ye for me, and neither eat nor drink three days, night or day; I also and my maidens will fast likewise; and so will I go in unto the king, which is not according to the law: and if I perish, I perish” (Esther 4:16).

What is72 “which is not according to the law”?

Says R. Abba bar Kahana:73 74 Which is not according to the law of every day.75 76 For77 on78 79 80 every day81 82 it is by compulsion, but today83 it is done willingly.84

According to its simple sense the verse is undoubtedly referring to a violation of the prohibition against approaching the king without an invitation, an infraction which carried with it a certain death penalty, as Esther explained in verse 11 above.85 The midrashic interpretation gives an entirely new meaning to the words, namely that by approaching Ahasuerus voluntarily, Esther will now be giving herself willingly to him and will no longer be subject to the halakhic exemptions which attach to a married woman who is raped.86 The reason why this interpretation was imposed on the biblical text is not obvious,87 though it may have been inspired by the use of the word “dat” to designate law,88 a word which in rabbinic idiom came to be equated with Jewish law, i.e., the halakhah.89

“And If I Perish, I Perish”

[15a] “And if I perish, I perish” (Esther 4:16).

Just as90 I have perished from my family, so shall91 I perish from you.

The Hebrew root ’BD, translated in the verse as “perish,” also conveys the sense of “lose”; thus Esther is understood as saying that after approaching Ahasuerus willingly she will be considered an adulteress in the eyes of the Torah and hence lost—forbidden—to her husband Mordecai from that point onward.92

“Mordecai Passed”

[15a] “So Mordecai passed on [vayacavor], and did according to all that Estlier had commanded him” (Esther 4:17).

Says Rav:93 94 That95 he passed [hecevir]96 the first festival day of Passover in a fast.97

And Samuel says: That he passed a stream of water.







	MSS Y,B*,0, AgE

	All other witnesses




	on Passover day.98

	 





The significance of the verb vayyacavor in the verse is obscure,99 and the rabbis therefore attempt to give it more concrete and defined meanings. Rav treats it midrashically100 in one of its secondary senses as “transgressed.” The comment is based on the premise that the events described in the preceding verses occurred in rapid and economical succession. Thus Haman’s edicts were issued on the thirteenth of Nisan (Esther 3:12) and the fast began immediately forthwith.101 This narrative “fact” might have been incorporated into ahomiletical discourse which discussed how the sanctity of human life takes priority over ritual prohibitions.102

Samuel’s explanation also affixes a more specific meaning to “vayyacavor”: Mordecai passed over a particular object—a body of water103—in order to travel from one place to the other.104 The Spanish and Yemenite traditions which add that this happened on Passover understand the point of Samuel’s comment to be similar to that of Rav’s. It is however very unlikely that this reading is authentic.105 According to the majority reading the purpose of the comment could be purely philological, concerned only with explaining how the word “vayyacavor” would be appropriate here;106 it may not have had any more far-reaching exegetical or homiletical motive.107

The Sayings of R. Eleazar in the Name of R. Ḥanina

At this point the Talmud inserts a series of midrashic dicta by R. Eleazar108 in the name of R. Ḥanina.109 As frequently occurs, the list is brought here by virtue of a single one of its units which bears directly on the topic of the pericope. In the present example, the first dictum is a midrashic comment on Esther 5:1.110 Like many such lists, the present one contains seven items111 and is introduced in many witnesses by a mnemonic “siman.”112

[15a] He donned a blessing like water in the name of the righteous man; this is a crown: A mnemonic.113

I. Donning Royalty

[15a] “Now it came to pass on the third day, that Esther put on [vattilbash] royalty” (Esther 5:1).

“Royalty’114 “Royal garments” it should have said!115

—Says R. Eleazar:116 says R. Ḥaninah:117 This teaches118 that the Holy Spirit clothed her [laveshatah].119

It120 is written here: “that Esther put on royalty Г

And it is written there: “Then the spirit clothed [lavash] Amasai, who was the chief of the captains” (1 Chronicles 12:18).121 122

This dictum was cited by the Talmud as the basis for its inclusion of Esther among the seven prophetesses. See our discussion in the preceding chapter.

2. The Blessing of a Commoner

[15a] And says R. Eleazar: says R. Ḥaninah: Never123 let the blessing of a commoner seem trivial in your eyes.124 For two commoners blessed the two greatest men of the generation, and the blessing125 was fulfilled in them.

And126 who were they? —David and Daniel.127

—David, for128 Araunah129 blessed him;130 as it is written:131 “And Araunah said unto the king, The Lord thy God accept thee” (2 Samuel 24:23).132

—Daniel,133 for Darius blessed him;134 as it is written:135 “Thy God whom thou servest continually, he will deliver thee” (Daniel 6:17).136

The passage appears quite straightforward. Two instances are adduced of righteous men who were blessed by “commoners,”137 in this case gentiles with no known claims to special holiness—a reversal of the expected pattern according to which it is the righteous who possess the spiritual authority to effectively invoke blessings upon others. In a remarkable and ironic assertion of Jewish religious values it is two monarchs—whom the world at large regards as the antithesis of “commoners”—that Rabbi Ḥanina designates “hedioṭot.”138 In each case it is assumed that the blessing139 did come to fruition.140

Aside from a citation from our pericope in TB Berakhot 7a,141 there exists no parallel to this dictum elsewhere in rabbinic literature.142 Nor can we determine with any certainty the context in which it would have originated.143







	Most witnesses

	MSB

(with variants from Printings)




	 

	[15a] And says R. Eleazar: says R. Ḥanina: Do not let the curse[of a commoner]144 seem trivial in your eyes.




	 

	For Abimelech cursed Sarah; as it is written:145 “Behold he is to thee a covering of the eyes” (Genesis 20:16).




	 

	And it was fulfilled in her seed; as it is written:146 “And it came to pass, that when Isaac was old, and his eyes were dim, so that he could not see” (Genesis 27:1).





This segment is not part of our pericope,147 and was transferred here in two witnesses, because of the obvious similarity in subject-matter, from 28a below or Bava qamma 93a, where it is ascribed to R. Isaac.148

3. Water in the Pot

[15a] And149 says R. Eleazar: says R. Ḥaninah: Come and see,150 that the measure of the Holy One is not like the measure of flesh and blood.

According the measure of flesh and blood,151 a person152 sets the153 pot on the fire and afterwards puts154 water155 into it.156

However,157 the Holy One puts158 water159 and afterwards160 sets the pot161 on the fire;162 as it says:163 “At the sound of his giving a multitude of waters in the heavens”; and it continues:164 “and he с am et h the vapors to ascend from the ends of the earth; he make t h lightnings with rain, and bringeth forth the wind out of his treasures” (Jeremiah 10:13).165

This segment of Jeremiah’s prophecy is devoted to painting a sharp contrast between the impotence of idols and their creators, when compared with God’s mastery over the mighty powers of nature. Here the midrash concentrates carefully on both the choice of scriptural expressions and their order, noting that the prophet speaks first of God’s “giving a multitude of waters in the heavens”—suspending them without requiring a receptacle—and only afterwards of making “lightnings”—analogous to the stove-fire—”with the rain.”166 R. Ḥanina’s midrashic reading of verse 13 adds a new dimension to the contrast: It is not only that God is more powerful than his creatures, but that he operates according to a completely different set of laws in his ability to suspend water in the air without the need for a vessel to contain them.167

A number of alternative possibilities exist as to a likely homiletical context for R. Ḥanina’s dictum.168 Among the most likely would be a discourse on the creation story (Genesis 1) or one related to prayers for rain, whether in connection with Tabernacles or on a public fast during a drought.169

4. Quoting One’s Sources

[15a] And170 says R. Eleazar: says R. Ḥaninah:171 Everyone who says a thing in the name of its author brings redemption to the world; as it says: “And Esther certified the king thereof in Mordecai’s name” (Esther 2:22).

The faithful transmission of oral traditions across the generations is of course crucial to the institutions of rabbinic Judaism, particularly in the domain of the halakhah, where the identity of a saying’s author is frequently the main criterion for deciding between conflicting opinions.172 It is quite likely that such requirements of legal citation underlie R. IJanina’s statement, though it may have been meant in a more general sense to encourage faithful acknowledgment of one’s sources.173 A precedent for this virtue174 is found in Esther’s behavior in reporting the conspiracy of Bigthan and Teresh.175 She was careful to credit the source of her information. In the end, the king’s recollection that he owed a favor to Mordecai would turn out to be an important factor in assuring the redemption of the Jews from Haman’s intrigues and in bringing the story to its happy conclusion.176

5. The Loss of the Righteous

[15a] And177 says R. Eleazar: says R. Ḥaninah: When a righteous man perishes, it is to his generation that he perishes.

This178 is analogous to a person who lost a jewel.179 Every180 place where it goes181 it is called a jewel. But it was lost only to its182 owner.

This intriguing parable183 probably originated in a funeral eulogy.184 Its message seems to be that the death of a righteous person is more painful for the survivors, who must suffer his absence, than for the deceased himself, whose virtue has not been diminished.185 Most commentators186 have acknowledged that the dictum contains a tacit assurance of life beyond the grave.187

6. “Yet All This Availeth Me Nothing”

[15a] And188 says R. Eleazar: says R. Ḥaninah:189 What is it that is written “Yet all this availeth me nothing” (Esther 5:13)?190

—This teaches that all191 the treasures192 of that wicked man193 were engraved upon his heart. And194 whenever he195 would196

“see Mordecai197 sitting at the king’s gate,”198 he would say “Yet all this availeth me nothing”199 200

The basis for this comment appears to be the common midrashic assumption that demonstrative pronouns (“this,” etc.) must refer to specific objects, as if the speaker were pointing a finger at them. In the present instance, according to the plain sense of the biblical passage Haman is obviously referring to those things about which he has just been boasting to his wife and comrades: his wealth, his power and his invitation to Esther’s exclusive banquet (verses 11-12). However the midrash expects the antecedent of “this” to be in a form that can be pointed to tangibly.201 Hence the odd image of Haman’s engraving all his wealth on his heart, which is probably to be understood literally, as if to say that Haman kept a picture or inventory of his possessions embroidered on the breast of his garment202 so that he could demonstrate the immensity of his wealth by pointing to his heart.







	MSS Y, O, L, P, Mf, EY, Printings, AgE, Genizah fragment
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	[15a] And203 because he would “see Mordecai sitting at the king’s gate” he would say204 “Yet all this availeth me





—205Like that of Rav Ḥisda, for206 Rav Ḥisda says: This one comes with his proshol207 and this one comes [15b] with a preshuté.208 209 210 211

The significance of Rav Ḥisda’s comment, the meanings of the words which appear in it, and its connection to the midrash all constitute difficult puzzles whose obscurity has exerted a decisive influence on the textual history of our pericope.

The manner in which the Talmud cites Rav Ḥisda implies that his dictum was not originally formulated as a comment to Esther, but is being brought from somewhere else. A similar dictum is found in TB Giṭṭin 36b-37a, as an explanation of the halakhic institution of proshol:

What is “proshol”?

—Says Rav Ḥisda: Pros, hide and buté.

“Bulé” are the wealthy, as it is written “And I will break the pride of your power” (Leviticus 26:19).

And Rav Joseph taught (in a baraita): These are the councils [boula’ot) that were in Judæa.212

“buté” are the poor, as it is written “thou shalt surely lend him [hacabet tacabiṭenu] sufficiently for his need” (Deuteronomy 15:8).

It is not altogether certain whether Rav Ḥisda’s dictum in our pericope should be regarded as a separate tradition, or as an adaptation of his “etymology” in Giṭṭin for purposes of the Megillah context. As noted, the wording of the citation favors the latter possibility. Whatever one may think of the merits of Rav Ḥisda’s understanding of the words in question,213 we have his own testimony that he understood them to mean “rich” and “poor.” Accordingly we may understand the Talmud to be saying that just as in the case of the prosbol, the wealthy one [i.e., the creditor] will wish to make use of the institution because it allows him to collect his debts on the sabbatical year and the poor one [i.e., the debtor] will take advantage of the fact that it grants him credit—so too, the wealthy one [Haman, who has been boasting of his many possessions] and the poor one [Mordecai, reduced to sackcloth, ashes and fasting] were both hoping for the success of their respective plans. In other words, the worldly Haman was coming from a position of strength and the pious Mordecai from a position of weakness.

A different way of explaining the pericope is suggested by the following passage in Panim aḥerim B, 55:

...When they came to build the Temple, the wicked Haman arose against them...And from there he went down as a representative [prozhutis] against him—Mordecai went down so that the Temple would be rebuilt. Israel said: Mordecai was from the tribe of Benjamin, concerning whom it is written “The beloved of the Lord shall dwell in safety by him, etc.” (Deuteronomy 33:12). For this reason he went down as a representative against him. Mordecai went down in order that the Temple would be rebuilt in his days, and Haman went down so that the construction of the Temple would be cancelled...

The context—which speaks of the Jews chosing Mordecai as their delegate—makes it evident that the underlying Greek word is indeed [image: ] (delegate, envoy)214 and this in a situation that is comparable to the one in our own pericope.215

The above considerations strongly suggest that what was originally found in the Esther-Midrash was a dictum that was roughly similar to that in Panim aḥerim, which would have read something like “This one came as a [image: ] and this one came as a [image: ]”216 and the talmudic redactors or copyists erroneously equated it with the ostensibly similar wording of Rav Ḥisda’s proshol etymology. Within the context of the Esther-Midrash, the comment would have furnished an explanation for Haman’s uncontrolable and irrational antipathy to the mere sight of Mordecai (5:13), which—as the midrash informs us—was rooted in the opposing positions that the two antagonists personified vis à vis the rebuilding of the Temple.217

It should be emphasized that the above reconstruction is purely conjectural and does not reflect any extant text.218 In spite of the diverse evidence of the textual witnesses, all traditions contain substantially identical versions of Rav Ḥisda’s words.
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	Once220 the king issued money to them221 and dispatched them as222 the heads of armies223 in order to conquer the province 224 225 226

227Haman228 took half of the229 money and consumed it, and there did not remain anything230 from it.231 232 And233 when he came to spend it234 on the soldiers he did not have anything at hand.235

He approached Mordecai because the money was intact in his hand just as the king had issued it to him.236

237Haman said to iMordecai:238 Lend me from239 this240 money which is in your hand.241

He said to him: I will not lend to you242 unless243 you sell yourself to me as a slave.

He accepted this upon himself244 and he made him the loan,245 and246 he wrote for247 him248 as follows249 in the deed:250 251

Haman the slave of Mordecai252 253 has sold himself254 255 to Mordecai256 for a loaf of bread.
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	And258 this is what Mordecai says to Haman:259 260 {In the case of} a slave who acquires property—to whom does the slave belong? To whom does the property belong?261 262
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	“Bole263—the wealthy, as it is written:264 “And I will break the pride of your power” (Leviticus 26:19).

And Rav Joseph teaches 265{in a baraita}: These are the councils [boula’ot] that were in Judæa.

“Bouté”—these are the poor,266as it is written:267 “and shalt surely lend him [hacabet tacabitenu] sufficient for his need’ (Deuteronomy 15:8).268
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	And269 Rav Pappa says:270 And271 they called him “the slave who is purchased272 for a loaf of bread.”





There can be little doubt that this remarkable story of how Haman sold himself to Mordecai the military commander is not native to the Babylonian Talmud,273 but was interpolated there from elsewhere.274 Beyond this observation there is little that can be stated with any degree of certainty about how and why it entered the Talmud texts.275

A similar and closely related question appertains to the sentence which is appended to some of the witnesses: “(And Rav Pappa says): And they called him the slave who is purchased for a loaf of bread.’” It is difficult to determine whether this sentence is an original part of the Talmud, a part of the Haman and Mordecai story, or a separate extraneous addition. If the last-mentioned possibility is true, then the question remains of its relationship to the other components. Should we regard it as a separate and independent textual tradition from that which incorporated the Haman and Mordecai story, or was it inserted here as an appendix to that story? Or might it have been attached directly to the Rav Ḥisda’s dictum about the prosbolé and preshute276 and then the tale of Haman and Mordecai was subsequently brought to clarify its allusions?277 I find it difficult to answer all these questions with complete certainty. The only assertion that I feel justified in making with any degree of assurance is that the sentence “and they called him, etc.” is not an authentic talmudic source,278 let alone a memra of Rav Pappa’s.279 It is highly probable that it is being cited from the Targum.280

7. A Crown on the Head of the Righteous

[15b) And281 says R. Eleazar: says R. Ḥaninah: The Holy One will one day fashion282 a crown on the head of each and every righteous person, as it says: “In that day shall the Lord of hosts be for a crown of glory , and for a diadem of beauty, unto the residue of his people, And for a spirit of judgment to him that sitteth judgment, and for strength for them that turn the battle to the gate” (Isaiah 28:5-6).

This last of the seven statements of R. Eleazar in the name of R. Ḥanina283 resonates with the spirit of a homiletical peroration of consolation and messianic hope.284 If we assume that only the initial comment is actually being ascribed to R. Eleazar and R. Ḥanina, then that dictum does not advance us very far beyond what is explicit in the verse,285 a factor which increases the likelihood that its primary function was homiletical, rather than exegetical. If on the other hand we choose to view all the explanatory comments as comprising a unified discourse,286 then the novelty of the exegesis lies in its proofs that the verses refer only to the righteous, and specifically to the rabbis who sit in judgment according to the laws of the Torah.287

[15b] What is “for a crown of glory [cateret sevi), and for a diadem of beauty” [sefirat tif arah]!288 —For those who do his will [sivyono]289 and for those who await [mesappim]290 his glory.

The midrash here is built on a series of typical rabbinic wordplays:

The biblical Hebrew ṢBY (beauty, glory) is here expounded in its common rabbinic sense of “desire” or “will.”291 such that the crown is not just one “of glory” but also midrashically “for those who fulfil God’s desires.” Similarly, the unusual word sefirah, “diadem,”292 is expounded as if it were derived from the root ṢPY,293 “await,” “hope.” By means of both these word-plays the rewards promised in Isaiah’s prophecy are made dependent upon faith in God and the performance of acts of moral and religious virtue, a fact which is not spelled out clearly in the verse.

[15b] You might think: For everyone! —Hence it states: “unto the residue [lish’ar] of his people”294—for the one who makes295 himself as a residue [sheyarim).

As noted above, Isaiah is referring to the “residue”296 of the survivors of the threatened catastrophe that was destined to overtake the northern Kingdom, which he depicts so graphically in verses 2-4. Consistent with the midrashic reading which universalizes the prophetic message by removing it from a defined historical context, she’arcammo is homiletically expounded to represent a moral quality, not merely physical or political survival. In the current context the midrash is making the rather audacious claim that even for the ostensibly righteous who “do his will and await his glory,”297 as stipulated in the previous comment, the promised rewards will not apply as long as there remains an element of pride.298

[15b] “And for a spirit of judgment”299—This is the one who coerces300 his inclination every day.301

Unlike the previous explanations, this one does not seem to be based on a pun or word-play. Rather, it reads the expression “spirit of judgment” in the sense of “one who judges302 (i.e., polices, coerces) his spirit.303 Thus, the divine crown awaits those who keep their passions304 under control.

[15b] “To him that sitteth in judgment”—This is the one305 who306 judges a case to its ultimate truth.

This comment remains faithful to the intention of the verse which was presumably directed at honest and competent judges.307

[15b] “Andfor strength [gevurah)—This is the one who overcomes [mitgabber] his inclination every day.308

The exegesis here plays on the root GBR, strength, which is understood here in the context of an internal combat against one’s sinful urges.309 The resultant interpretation reinforces the previous ones by underscoring the importance of this struggle.310

[15b] “For them that turn the battle”311—who wrangle312 in the war of Torah.

Consistent with its previous comments and with the normal attitudes of rabbinic exegesis, our midrash takes Isaiah’s words about Israel’s military defenders313 and applies them to the sages of the Torah who wage spiritual warfare.314

[15b] “To the gate”—who come315 in the early morning and late evening to316 the synagogues and to317 the houses of study.

This comment continues along the same course, interpreting the “gates” of the verse318 as if they were the portals319 of the synagogues and academies,320 enabling the rabbis to apply Isaiah’s words to religious institutions that were familiar to their contemporary communities.

[15b] Said the Standard of Justice before the Holy One: Master of the Universe, how are these different from these?

He said to her:321 “But they also have erred through wine, and through strong drink are out of the way; the priest and the prophet have erred through strong drink, they are swallowed up of wine, they are out of the way through strong drink; they err in vision, they stumble [paqu] in judgment [pelileha]” (Isaiah 28:7).

This last section appears to be concerned principally with explaining the logical connection between verses 5-6, which promise blessings to those who stalwartly retain their commitment to God and the Torah, and verse 7, which seems to be accusing the same people of an assortment of moral and religious failings.322 The midrash resolves this problem in characteristic fashion by inserting an unstated question between the two sections. Thus, verse 7 becomes a reply to the challenge posed by the “Standard of Justice”:323 In what consequential way is the favored remnant of verses 5-6 different from the ill-fated sinners324 whose destruction was heralded in 1-4? To this, verse 7 replies with its list of the moral failings of the latter group.325

115b] And “stumbling” [puqah]326 is nothing other than Gehenna,327 as it says: “That this shall be no grief [puqah] unto thee, nor offense of heart” (1 Samuel 25:31).

And “judgment” [pelilelia]328 is nothing other than justice,329 as it says: “and he shall pay as the judges [pelilim] determine” (Exodus 21:22).330

These last two comments—if they have a homiletical purpose and are not mere lexicographic asides331—are most likely intended to furnish additional confirmation for the above interpretations, by discerning in the wording of the verse allusions to the themes under discussion.

The first comment, consisting of a gezerah shavah332 to 1 Samuel 25:31, is quite puzzling, since the point which it strives to prove—the allusion to Gehenna—does not seem to be any more explicit there than here. Presumably the midrash had in mind not only the word, but also the narrative context in which it appears in 1 Samuel, where Abigail prevented David from “stumbling” into a mortal sin333 which would have resulted in his being consigned to Gehenna.

The second comment seems to presuppose the first; taken together, the biblical expression can be read as “the judges334 will go to Gehenna.” This reading is evoked by means of an allusion to the Exodus verse in which the same word does seem to refer to judges.335

Concluding Remarks

There is however an intriguing connection to Esther in a version of Panim aḥerim B published by Z. M. Rabinovitz in his Ginzé midrash, 164:

Says R. Simeon ben Halfuta: A matrona does not enjoy true praise unless she is acknowledged by her enemies. Jethro: “Blessed be the Lord’ (Exodus 18:10); Araunah to David: “The U)rd thy God accept thee”; The queen of Sheba...; Naaman... Nebuchadnezzar...; Darius: “Thy God whom thou servest continually...”

Rabinovitz (n. 18) observes that there is no other known source for this exposition, while noting also its resemblance to our pericope in the Esther-Midrash. The passage there is linked to Esther 2:9 through a word-play on vayyeshanneha (“he preferred her”), which it reads midrashically as “vayyesanneha” from the root for “enemy.” [See Rabinovitz’s n. 11 on the difficulties in understanding this obscure text.) This example gives strong support to the hypothesis that the entire collection of R. Ḥanina’s dicta originated in a midrash on Esther.

See also the unknown Palestinian midrash on Esther published in Ginzé midrash, 158. This passage is part of a pericope connected to Esther 6:13 where Zeresh tells Haman that “If Mordecai be of the seed of the Jews, before whom thou hast begun to fall, thou shalt not prevail against him, but shalt surely fall before him.” In the course of its exposition of this verse (see above) we find the following in Rabinovitz’s fragment:

...Says R. Simeon ben Laqish: Israel were likened to fire {and the nations of the world were likened to water}.

Israel were likened to fire—”And the House of Jacob shall be a fire, etc.” (Obadiah 1:18).

And the nations of the world were likened to water: “Woe to the multitude of many people, which make a noise like the noise of the seas; and to the rushing of the water, that make a rushing like the rushing of mighty water” (Isaiah 17:12).

It is the way of fire to rise upwards, whereas water descends downwards. Thus, if he begins raising them, he raises them...

The midrash in the fragment is of course very different from R. Eleazars dictum in the Babylonian Esther-Midrash, as are the biblical proof-texts which it cites. Nevertheless the similarities of phraseology and content between the verses in the two passages are quite striking, and raise the suspicion that in an early, undocumented stage in the in the fluid oral transmission of the aggadic traditions, our dictum was attached to a passage very much like R. Simeon ben Laqish’s, which is clearly devised as a discourse about Esther.

When we combine these two cases with the explicit citation of verses from Esther in several of the other dicta in this series, it begins to appear much more likely that the entire collection evolved out of a homily to Esther, and is not simply a sequence of disparate traditions by a single author. Aside from teaching us something about the fortuitous nature of manuscript finds, this assessment might also raise significant questions with respect to such issues as the nature of “lists of dicta” in general, and the incorporation of extraneous materials into the Babylonian Talmud. These questions will be dealt with in the Overview at the conclusion of this commentary.

Notes

1 “say”- MS L: “know.”

2 “was done’”— MS B:“(is ’a loud and bitter cry’) [‘was done ’]?”, MS Mf: “did he cry.”

3 ‘What “was done’”—~in MS P.

4 HgT1 adds: “[Rashi’s reading: ‘What did he say’; meaning: in his cry].”

5 “Says Rava”—Thus only in MS Y and Genizah fragment; MS B, Printings, YS: “Rav says”; Genizah fragment: “Says Rav Naḥman”; ~ in MS R; all other witnesses: “Says Rav.”

The reading “Rav” is corroborated not only by the majority of witnesses, but by chronological considerations. Rav Shimi bar Ḥiyya, identified as Rav’s grandson in TB Ḥullin 111b, was a student of his grandfather’s who appears frequently in disputes with him in addition to transmitting his traditions. See Hyman, Toldoth tannaim vé amor aim, 3:1115; Albeck, Introduction to the Talmud, 209.

6 “Haman”—EY: “The heart of Haman”; MS P: “That the heart of Haman.”

7 “the king”—thus only in MS Y and AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

8 MS P and EY add: “There are those who say: over Ahasuerus.”

9 “Rav”— MSS W, Mf, YS: “and Rav.”

10 “Rav...Ḥiyya”—Printings: “And Samuel.”

11 “Ḥiyya”—AgE: “Ashi.”

12 “bar Ḥiyya”—MS R: “from Nehardea.”

13 “risen higher than”—Printings, AgE: “prevailed over.”

This probably reflects a graphic mis-copying of גבר <— גבה; but it is possible that גבה is really an accurate representation of the Babylonian Aramaic pronunciation of the word גבר. On the tendency of ר to be omitted at the ends of words see J. N. Epstein, A Grammar of Babylonian Aramaic, 19, 57-8.

14 Spanish family adds: “who does not do justice.”

15 The confusion was already known to Rashi, who took the trouble to determine that the correct reading, in his view, is “What did he say?” which he explains as meaning: “when he cried with a loud and bitter cry, what was he saying in his cry?” There is not really much difference between the readings “what did he cry” and “what did he say.” [I am unable to appreciate the rationale behind R. Jacob Reischer’s objection in his cIyyun yacaqov, that there is nothing in the verse that would warrant the question “what did he say?” Apparently he felt that the question could only be asked where the word “said” actually appeared in the verse.) As to the tradition “what was done,” which probably owes its origins to a text which quoted only the beginning of the verse, it goes farther than the other readings in its straightforward implication that Mordecai was describing a situation, and not only expressing his distress. It is understandable that Rashi would have been concerned to reject such a reading in a pericope which in any case verges perilously close to blasphemy (see below). R. Josiah Pinto comments that the simple sense of the biblical account provides ample grounds for Mordecai’s distress, what with the public decree being issued against the Jews and distributed throughout the empire, as described in Esther 3:12-15. He therefore suggests that the midrash was focusing on the otherwise superfluous word “all” in “all that was done,” which suggests a knowledge beyond the obvious, as well as that Haman had exceeded the mandate that had been given him by Ahasuerus (which had simple told him to do to the Jews “as it seemeth good to thee” [3:12]).

16 The complication would be compounded by the scribal convention of writing out only the beginning of a verse when the intention was to refer to its end.

17 ARV: “loud.”

18 Thus Maharsha: “...It means that he cried with a bitter cry about the greatness which Ahasuerus had bestowed upon him; as it is written ‘...did king Ahasuerus promote [giddel] Haman’; i.e, he elevated him higher than his own self.” The interpretation is also favored by Pinto. The cEṣ yosef on the other hand offers the interesting (but not quite persuasive) suggestion that the midrash is built on a word-play on the word “marah” (bitter), reading it as if it were derived from the root MRY, in the sense of “rebellion.” Accordingly, “Mordecai cried out words of defiance and insubordination before the king...in order to shock the king into rescinding the decree.” The cEs yosef goes on to explain that the dispute between the Amora’im hinges on the question of which king Mordecai was addressing, the celestial or terrestrial one.

19 Cf. cIyyun yacaqov: “He was distressed lest the counsel of Haman... pre vail even if Ahasuerus should retract his decree.”

20 However it conforms more closely to the image of Ahasuerus as portrayed in the unexpounded Esther story.

21 Rashi apparently anticipated such a difficulty, and therefore explained not that Haman had actually usurped greater authority than the king (a detail for which there is no real scriptural support), but that he had been more outspoken in giving expression to ideas which had not occurred to the king. The implication is that once the plot had been proposed, the king became an eager collaborator in carrying it to its completion. Rashi’s explanation exerted an influence on the texts of EY and MS P, which speak of “the heart of Haman” prevailing over that of Ahasuerus; i.e., that he took the initiative in offering proposals which would not otherwise have entered the heart of the king. Pinto observes that if the Talmud were referring only to matters of intention, then this would not be an appropriate response to the question “what was done?”

22 But not all. Maharsha expresses his reservations because the ensuing interpretation involves something too close to blasphemy. He therefore prefers to read the sentence as it stands as a prayer or prophecy, in which Mordecai cries that the supreme King will humble Haman who was promoted by an earthly king. This interpretation cannot be supported by the grammatical form of the verb. This is also true of the fanciful proposal in the cIyyun yacaqov that Mordecai had been informed in a dream that God would destroy the terrestrial kings, which he mistakenly [or intentionally; see Reischer’s full remarks) understood to refer to the Jewish sages, rather than to Ahasuerus.

Maharsha and other commentators (see cIyyun yacaqov, cEs yosef, etc.) allude to several places in the Talmud where individuals are condemned for voicing similar attitudes, what the rabbis termed “haṭaḥat devarim kelappei macalah [roughly: slinging verbal mud at God]. See e.g. TB Tacanit 25a [ed. Malter, 115; see also TB Megillah 22a] where the Amora Levi was punished for saying the following when praying for rain during a severe drought: “Master of the universe! You have gone up and seated yourself above, and do not pay heed to your children.” This prompted R. Eleazar to conclude that “a person should never speak insolently to the Almighty”

[לעילם אל יסיח אדם דברים כלפי מעלה). Cf. TP Tacanit 3:8 (66d). In TB Berakhot 31b-32a analogous charges are levelled by R. Eleazar against a series of respectable biblical personalities, including Moses, Hannah and Elijah; and in Genesis rabbah, 53:13 [=Exodus rabbah, 3:2; Tanḥuma Vayyeṣe, 5), R. Berakhiah ascribes a like attitude to Hagar. In all the aforecited examples a person who is praying for release from suffering casts upon God at least part of the blame for the tribulations of the individual or community on behalf of whom they are addressing the prayer. The cEs yosef cites the lyyei hayyam, who determines that the present instance does not constitute a true case of hatahat devarim, since Mordecai’s motive was not to accuse God, but only to shock him into counteracting Haman’s decree lest people come to believe that God did not have the power to oppose Ahasuerus. Cf. Esther’s prayer in Addition C to the Greek Esther, 22: “O Lord, give not thy sceptre unto those that do not exist, and let them not laugh at our fall...”; the theme is introduced into Mordecai’s prayer by the author of the Yosippon, 4 [David Flusser, ed.. The Josippon (Joseph Gorionides), Vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik, 1979-81), 50 and note to 1. 44]; Chronicle ofJerahmeeL 80:1 (ed. Gaster, 238).

23 The audacity was likely read into the word “bitter” in the verse.

24 See Addition C to the Greek Esther, 7: “I [i.e., Mordecai] did this [i.e., refuse to bow to Haman] that I might not place the glory of man above the glory of God.” Cf. Esther rabbah, 8:7.

The contentious tone of Mordecai’s complaint, as supplied by our midrash, is similar to the version of his cry found in the Septuagint and Old Latin renderings of our verse: “... An innocent people is condemned to death”—a cry which, like the ones in our midrash, can be understood as being directed against either God or Ahasuerus. See Paton, 214; Moore, 45. In Pirqei derabbi elicezer, 50 [transl. Friedlander, 400 and n. 6) Mordecai accuses God of reneging on his promise to the patriarchs to multiply the seed of Israel. Panim aḥerim B, 70 has Mordecai reproaching Isaac for bestowing a blessing upon Esau in response to the hitter’s “great and bitter cry” (Genesis 27:34); see also Panim aḥerim A, 51: “Says R. Ḥanina the Great: Woe to the king who does injustice [בייא] to the wretched [On ßia=injustice see Isaac Wartsky, Leshon ha-midrashim (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1970), 190-210; D. Sperber, A Dictionary of Greek and Latin Legal Terms, 68-9; Sokoloff, Dictionary, 95). The contentiousness is lacking in the addition to the Second Targum 4:1 (ed. Grossfeld, 151-4). See also Ginzberg, Legends, 4:418; 6:469, nn. 24-5.

25 MSS G, W, Printings add: “What is ‘exceedingly grieved’?”; Genizah fragment adds: “What is ‘Then was the queen exceedingly grieved”?”

26 “Says Rav”—MS Mf, HgT2: “Says Rabbah”; YS: “Rav says.”

27 “That”MS M: “This teaches that.”

28 “to menstruate”— ~ in MS Mf [only “‘שפירס”).

29“R.”—MS G, Ashkenazic family, AgE, Genizah fragment: “Rav”; MS W: “And Rav”; Pesaro printing: “And Rabbi”; YS: “And R.”

30 “R. Jeremiah bar Abba”—Spanish family: “And [“And”—~ in EY) Samuel.”

31 “bar Abba”— ~ in Printings,

32 “that”— ~ in YS.

33 This midrash is taken from Abba gorion, 35 and Panim aḥerim B, 70, where it concludes: [“And do not be amazed, saying: Was she a mere child of twelve that she should be so ‘grieved’? Behold, Isaiah was the mightiest man on earth (?), yet he was ‘grieved’—The preceding is found only in Panim aḥerim] And thus it says: ‘Therefore my loins are filled with anguish [ḥalḥalah]; pangs have seized me, like the pangs of a woman in travail (Isaiah 21:3).” Esther rabbah, 8:3 and Panim aḥerim A, 51 collate the two traditions: “The rabbis of ‘there’ [i.e., Babylonia] say: She began to menstruate. And the rabbis of ‘here’ [i.e., Palestine] say that she had a miscarriage, and from the time of that miscarriage she did not bear children. R. Judah b. R. Simon says: She used a cloth [to prevent conception; see Tosafot to 13b]. R. Judah b. R. Simon says: The latter Darius was pure on his mother’s side but impure on his father’s side.” On the last statement see Leviticus rabbah, 13:5 (290, and Margulies’ notes). Pirqei derabbi elicezer, 50 [transl. Friedlander, 400, and n. 8] is alone in explaining the word as “her strength failed her” (תשש כחה; this is perhaps an attempt to employ a neutral term which agrees with all the other traditions) See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:419; 6:469, n. 127.

34 BDB (296-7) derive it from ḤWL (in the sense of “whirl, dance, writhe”) rendering our verse “and she writhed in anxiety” [see also Isaiah 31:3; Nahum 2:11; Ezekiel 30:4, 9]. According to Gesenius-Kautsch, 152-3 the form can be a reflexive, or an expression of “rapidly repeated movement”; Moore, 48: “The Hithpalpal of ḥil occurs in the OT only here; possibly it should be translated as ‘perplexed’ since the Greek translation for it is etarachthe, the verb used to translate ndboka in iii 15 and nibcat in vii 6.” Cf. Paton, 217-8; Ibn Ezra to the verse. Rashi understand the midrash as deriving the word from the word “halal,” alluding to a flux in a “bodily cavity.” Maharsha elaborates: Such an explanation would account for the use of the duplicated form of the Hebrew word rather than the simpler “ḥil” (as in Exodus 15:14 etc.). See also TB Berakhot 59a where Rav Ashi explains that lightning is caused when clouds “become hollow” [ḥalḥolei meḥalḥelei] and a wind comes and blows in its mouth like a wind on the mouth of a jug” (see Mesoret hash-sha”s). We might add that the nouns based on this root (ḥil and ḥalḥalah) often refer to the loins and bowels, as in the combinations “pain [ḥil] as of a woman in travail” (Jeremiah 6:24; 22:23; 50:43; Micah 4:9; Psalms 48:7), and verses like Isaiah 31:3, Nahum 2:11, etc.). It is also likely that the reduplicated form suggested associations with the root LḤḤ, “moist” which appears in forms like “liḥluaḥ” and liḥluḥit,” etc.

35 Preuss, Biblical and Talmudic Medicine, 125, confirms that sudden fright can bring on menstrual bleeding (see also cEs yosef). In TB Niddah 71a the Talmud cites Rav’s comment as a possible explanation of the opinion of the House of Shammai in the Mishnah (10:4) that women are presumed to the in a state of menstrual impurity (i.e., the sudden fright caused by the “angel of death” would have brought on menses). See Tosefta Niddah 1:4 (ed. Zuckermandel, 641): “Which is by compulsion?—If she was ill and then saw [blood], if she jumped and then saw, if her husband struck her and then she saw, if she carried a heavy load and then she saw—this is considered to be by compulsion.” See also TB Niddah 39a; 71a. This is true as well of defecation (Preuss, 576). The cEs yosef citing R. M. Elmosnino, finds the exegetical stimulus of the midrash in the word “exceedingly” which implies something beyond normal fear or anxiety.

36 “Says Rav“—YS: “Rav says”; ~ in MS W.

37 “And”—~in MSS M, Mf.

38 “ḥatekhuhu”—MS P, HgT2: “hetikhuhu [they melted him down (?)]”

39MSS R, W, EY, Printings add: “And”; MS B adds: “And if.”

40 “There...say”—EY, Printings: “And Samuel says”; HgT2: “Says R. Simeon ben Laqish.”

41 “all——~in HgT2.

42 “state” -HgT1: “his state”; HgT2: “Torah”; MS B: “(Torah) [state].”

43 “according to him”—HgT1: “in his hand.”

44 The motivation underlying the comment thus appears to arise from textual and exegetical considerations. It is however not inconceivable that the tradition might have originated in order to serve a homiletical purpose, in a discourse devoted to the evils of providing counsel, or other assistance, to the wicked.

45 See our discussion of 12b (to Esther 1:16) above; Ginzberg, Legends, 4:477; 6:456, n. 41.

46 Maharsha argues that the circumstances of the narrative make it necessary that Hatach must have been a Jew. His proof, based on the specifically Jewish religious content which the midrash reads into Esther 4:5 below, is unconvincing, though we might rephrase the argument by noting that the very fact that Hatach was made privy to the concealed family relationship between Esther and Mordecai would argue in favor of his being a fellow-Jew.

47 Both explanations are based on the root HTK and not HTK as found in the actual name (see Maharsha). This of course is not uncommon, since the two consonants were equated in several Aramaic and Hebrew dialects (e.g., TB Megillah 27b and parallels), E. Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll (I Q Isaa), English ed., Vol. 6, Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah, ed. J. Van der Ploeg (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1974), 57 ff., 505-11, writes that the weakening of the gutturals and pharyngals is common to all the western dialects of middle Aramaic, as it is in Eastern Aramaic (Babylonian and Mandaic). He accounts for both phenomena by positing the influence of a second language (Greek, Akkadian). With respect to mishnaic Hebrew, Kutscher [A History of the Hebrew Language (Jerusalem and Leiden: Magnes and E. J. Brill, 1982), 96, 120-1] writes that the breakdown of the gutturals was widespread only in Galilean cities with large Greek-speaking populations [Cf. his Studies in Galilean Aramaic, Bar-Ilan Studies in Near Eastern Languages and Culture (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1976), 67]. On the situation in Babylonian Aramaic see the many examples assembled by Epstein, A Grammar of Babylonian Aramaic, 17-8.

48 See Shraga Abramson, Masekhet bava batra, Talmud bavli cim targum civri uferush hadash, ed. J. N. Epstein (Jerusalem: Dvir and Massada, 1958).

49 In this connection Rashi cites Daniel 5:7 (where Belshazzar appoints him “one of three in the kingdom”): 6:3 (that he served as a satrap under “Darius the Mede”; and 6:29 (Daniel “prospered...in the reign of Cyrus the Persian”). There is no record of him holding any such office during the reign of Ahasuerus where he appears as a mere personal aide to Esther without any political power. See also Tosfoth Hachmei Anglia. Maharsha to Bava batra 4a adds that the offices which Daniel held under Belshazzar, Darius and Cyrus were all inferior to what is described in Daniel 2:48 which tells how Nebuchadnezzar “made him to rule over the whole province of Babylon, and to be chief prefect over all the wise men of Babylon.” Accordingly, the fall from glory occurred after the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. On Daniel’s survival into Ahasuerus’ times see Yefeh canaf to Esther rabbah, 8:4.

50 Rav’s opinions probably derive from a more general interest in lessening the authority of the Book of Daniel and the apocalyptic ideas that it embodied, especially in light of the pivotal place that it occupied in Christian apologetics. These phenomena have been encountered and discussed elsewhere in the present work. The Daniel-Hatach identification [according to the second of the etymologies in out pericope] also appears in the Targum to Esther 4:5 (ed. Grossfeld, 58, and n. 12). In Esther rabbah, 8:4 the two explanations in our pericope are cited respectively as those of the rabbis of “there” and of “here.”

51 The use of hatakh to indicate legal decisions [usually in the expression

חתך את הדין] occurs frequently in rabbinic Hebrew (but not in the Bible). See e.g., Leviticus rabbah, 4:1 (75) (R. Eliezer); TP Sanhedrin 4:2 (22a) (R. Yannai); TB Sanhedrin 7b (Resh Laqish); Tanḥuma Shofeṭim, 7. The use of this root whose basic meaning refers to “cutting” in the sense of legislation and judicial decision-making is analogous to that of words such as GZR, HQQ,PSQ and others. See also Saul Lieberman, Greek in Jewish Palestine (New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1942), 72-5; Ben-Yehuda, Thesaurus, 4:1822.

52 This raises some thorny—but not insurmountable—exegetical difficulties, such as: How did Daniel manage to avoid the wrath that was directed against his coreligionist Mordecai? And how did he come to be employed doing errands for Esther?

53 MSS B, W add: “bar.”

54 “Nappaha”— ~ in MS M, Printings.

55 “sent”—AgE: “said.”

56 “as”—MS Mf, Spanish family, Printings: “concerning which.”

57 “it is written”—MS B: “says.”

58 Other rabbinic traditions relate in different ways to the unusual wording of the verse. The Targum [transl. Grossfeld, 58, and n. 13) defines two separate questions: (a) why Mordecai was weeping, and (b) why he did not accept the royal garments she had sent him [see Paton, 217]. Esther rabbah, 8:4 suggests an additional gezerah shavah to Exodus 15:2, ‘This is my God and I will praise him,” implying that Esther feared that her people had abandoned their faith. See also Ginzberg, Legends, 4:419: 6:469, n. 129.

59 Perhaps the midrash grasped that only the most extreme of transgressions, such as the total rejection of God or the Torah, could justify such a despairing posture on Mordecai’s behalf. Maharsha emphasizes that the duplication of the word is in itself perceived as a reference to the two tablets, which contain the core of the Mosaic legislation and function as a covenantal symbol. On the place of the Decalogue and its tablets in classical Jewish thought see Ephraim E. Urbach, “The Place of the Ten Commandments in Ritual and Prayer,” in The Ten Commandments As Reflected in Tradition and Literature Throughout the Ages, ed. Ben-Zion Segal, 127-45 (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1985).

60 See my discussion in the “Concluding Remarks” to Chapter Two, above.

61 “Again...’... written’ — only in MS Y: ~ in all other witnesses.

62 “he himself—AgE: Hatach; ~ in MS R (and filled in in R*).

63 “go”—AgE: “tell him.”

64 MS L, EY, Printings add: “to him.”

65 “R. Abba”—MS M: “Rav”; MS P: “Rava.”

66 “Says R. Abba”— ~ in Printings.

67 All other witnesses except MS P add: “bar Kahana.”

68 On the basis of this difficulty several modern commentators prefer to emend the verb in verse 12 to a singular form, an emendation for which precedent can be found in the Greek and Syriac versions. See Haupt (136/40, citing Buhl), Paton (222, 224), Moore 46, 50) and others. [Josephus, Antiquities, 11:6:7 (224-7; pp. 6:424-5) seems to presume that it is the same eunuch who delivers the whole communication.] The discrepancy was of course dealt with in many rabbinic sources. Thus, Abba gorion, 36, Panim aḥerim B, 70, Pirqei derabbi elicezer, 50 [trans. Friedlander, 400-1, and n. 11] and both Targums (the First to 4:12 and the Second to 4:11) relate how Haman was overcome by his anger upon seeing Hatach’s regular attendance on Esther, and he killed him. [In Panim aḥerim this was done by kicking him]. Abba gorion and Panim aḥerim speak of God assigning the “Holy Spirit” to take over the mission, whereas the versions cited in AgE, 44 tell of either God himself or Esther [so too in Pirqei derabbi elicezer) continuing the communication. In the view of the Second Targum to verse 12 this was done in writing. The First Targum has it that Hatach’s mission was completed by the angel Michael [in some MSS: accompanied by Gabriel]. See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:421; 6:470, nn. 137-8. Grossfeid, 60 (and n. 25); 155 (and n. 16); Paton, 221-2. cIyyun yacaqov proposes that verse 12 is not referring to the delivery of Esther’s message, but to external corroboration of her claims about the impossibility of approaching the throne without an invitation.

69 Thus Rashi. Maharsha questions why, according to this interpretation, the substitute couriers were not constrained by the same considerations as Hatach; and indeed why there was need for two of them. His solution to the latter objection, that the two were not actually sent by Esther’s explicit command, but merely happened to overhear Esther’s conversation with Hatach, is unacceptable. Tosfoth Hachmei Anglia justify Esther’s behavior here on the basis of the passage above where she expressed her trepidations that the Jews had not been observing the Torah.

70 The expression “one does not report back a report of an impropriety” is employed in a similar context (apparently cited from our current sugya) in TB Yoma 77a, in connection with Gabriel’s reporting (as read into Ezekiel 9:11) that he had fulfilled a punitive mission of destruction against Jerusalem. In TB cAvodah zarah 10b it serves as the basis for R. Ḥanina bar Hama’s reluctance to report to Antoninus his discovery of a slain slave.

The phraseology of R. Abba’s comment was in all likelihood influenced by the following passage in Tosefta Megillah 3 (4):37 [ed. Lieberman, 2:363]:

“The second account of the [golden] calf is recited but not translated” [Mishnah Megillah 4:11].

Which [verses] constitute the second account of the calf? —From “And Moses said unto Aaron: What did this people unto thee” (Exodus 32:21) until “And when Moses saw that the people were naked” (verse 25). And it is written further: “...the calf which Aaron made” (verse 35).

From this did R. Simeon ben Eleazar say: A person ought never to bring back a report of an impropriety [ein adam rashai lehashiv cal haqqalqalah], because from the reply which Aaron gave, the heretics separated (pareshu hamminim). [See also TB Megillah 25b.]

Lieberman (Tosefta ki-fshutah ad loc., 1218-9) understands R. Simeon ben Eleazar’s statement to mean that “a person is not permitted to reply at all when asked about an unseemly deed [qalqalah[, and it is preferable for him to remain completely silent, just as one does not deliver a message regarding an impropriety.” [The last part of his explanation seems to be an allusion to our current pericope.[In the case of the golden calf incident, because Aaron was overly ready to report the Israelites’ misbehavior to Moses, the sin came to be ascribed to him. Lieberman argues that the heresy that allegedly resulted from Aaron’s report alludes to a midrashic tradition that the calf did not have to be fashioned, but was magically created by itself (by looking at the image of the ox in the celestial chariot). The fact that Aaron related this fact—even though it was true—was still considered improper, and it caused people to believe that the calf was truly a god. For a discussion of the religious (anti-Gnostic) setting of R. Simeon ben Eleazar’s statement, see Saul Lieberman, “How Much Greek in Jewish Palestine?,” in Biblical and Other Studies, ed. A. Altmann (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1962), 140-1 [reprinted in: Saul Liebennan, Texts and Studies (New York: Ktav, 1974), 233-4]. Lieberman also calls our attention to the reading in MSS Erfurt and London in the Tosefta: “a ‘yaḥid’ [i.e., an authoritative sage] ought never to bring back an improper report,” which limits the application of the rule considerably (and possibly presupposes the identification of Hatach with Daniel).

The Hebrew “qalqalah” covers a broad spectrum of meanings, and probably carries graver implications than are conveyed by my translation. The word, which appears as a standard antithesis to “taqqanah,” frequently carries connotations of shameful behavior and moral corruption, often of a sexual nature. See e.g.: Mishnah Avot 4:18: “Try not to see your fellow at the time of his qalqalah”: Horayot 3:7 (referring to sexual degradation; see Albeck’s commentary, 4:401); Tosefta Berakhot 7:17 [ed. Lieberman, 1:38]. See the many examples assembled by Levy, Wörterbuch über the Talmudim und Midraschim, 4:321; Kohut, 7:92; Jastrow, 1382; Ben-Yehuda, 12:5977-8. See also Alkabetz.

71 E.g., Aeschylus, The Persians, 1. 253 [Herbert Weir Smyth, ed., Aeschylus, Vol. 1, The Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge [Mass.] and London: Harvard University Press and William Heineman, 1973), 130-1): [image: ] [image: ] see also Sophocles, Antigone, 1: 277 [Richard C. Jebb and E. S. Shuckburgh, ed., The Antigone of Sophocles (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1908), 12): [image: ] see also 1. 243 [pp. 11, 89).

72 “What is”— ~ in Pesaro Printing [i.e., it contains only the explanation without a question).

73 “R. Abba bar Kahana”—MS (): “Rabbah bar Jeremiah”; Printings: “R. Abba;” all other witnesses: “R. Jeremiah bar Abba.”

74 “What is...Kahana”—~in MS L.

75 “of every day”-— in MSS L, M, Genizah fragment; MS R: “and according to the halakhah.”

76 “Which is not...day”—Printings: “It was not according to the law”; ~ in MS B.

77 “For”—~in MS R.

78 “For on”— AgE: “For whereas”; ~ in MS W

79 “Which is not...for on”—~in MS W.

80 “Says R. Abba...day”—~in YS.

81 “For on every day”—~in MS G [and filled in in G*].

82 Printings add: “until now.”

83 “today”—thus only in MS Y; all other witnesses: “now ”

84 HgT adds: “And an Israelite woman who has sex under compulsion is permitted.”

85 This understanding is assumed in Panim aḥerim B, 70-1. See also Second Targum to 4:16 [transl. Grossfeld, 158 and n. 32).

86 This is Rashi’s understanding which was accepted, to the best of my awareness, by all other commentators (see e.g. Tosfoth Hachmei Anglia). It should however be noted that the phraseology could in theory lend itself to a non-sexual interpretation, though I am unable to think of one that would better fit the context. Tosafot raise the reasonable objection that the technical halakhic problems could have been removed if Mordecai had simply divorced her—a consideration which one would have expected the Talmud to mention! See the discussion in Maharsha. The halakhic categories employed here presuppose the discussion in TB Sanhedrin 74b in which Esther’s passive situation (“like a mere piece of earth” according to Abaye) is said to exempt her from the requirement of martyrdom. See the traditional commentators there.

87Tosafot. The paraphrase of the Me’iri [ed. Sofer, 277] is instructive: “...And if you should object from Esther [who should have martyred herself rather than allow herself to be raped by Ahasuerus]—she was taken against her will, whereas we are referring only to a woman who is told ‘go on your own power to be violated by X, or else we shall kill you.’ But this does not apply to one who is taken against her will, and is not required to offer up her life. In my view, this is the meaning of the dictum that she was ‘like mere earth’...”

87 S. Kamin, “‘Double Causality’ in Rashi’s Commentary on the Book of Esther,” 557/11, suggests that the midrash was reading the expression “go [literally: come] before the king” in 4:16 in its widespread rabbinic sense of “have sexual intercourse with.” The midrash has demonstrated throughout an interest in the sexual aspects of Esther’s relationship with Ahasuerus, an aspect of the story which the biblical narrative leaves obscure. It is of course typical of the rabbis to approach all topics from a halakhic perspective.

88 This point is argued cogently by Maharsha, who points to the similar exegesis of the phrase “kaddat” in 1:8 (“according to the law of the Torah”) on 12a above. See our discussion of that pericope in Chapter Five. Maharsha adds correctly that the current comment should be read together with the following one which speaks of Esther’s being prohibited to Mordecai. The latter comment is unattributed, and is probably a direct continuation of the present one. For this reason it seems proper to understand the problem as one of adultery (based on the premise that Esther was married to Mordecai), as understood by the commentators, rather than of her having relations with a heathen, an interpretation which would have been possible if the present dictum were removed from its current context.

89 See my discussion in connection with 12a above.

90 “Just as”—MS B, AgE: “‘And if”: MS M: “She said: Just as.”

91 “so shall”—~ in MS B, HgT2

92 The reference to Esther being lost to her father’s house is not clear and is not discussed in any depth by the classical commentators. On the surface it would appear to allude to her having lost her parents (as related above 2:7), and now her spouse. Adin Steinsaltz [Masekhet megillah min talmud bavli, Vol. 11 (Jerusalem: Israel Institute for Talmudic Publications, 1983), 631 understands this as a simple allusion to her isolation from other Jews while she remained in the palace. We should however not forget that Esther is responding to Mordecai’s threat in verse 14 that if she does not consent to intercede on behalf of her people, “then will relief and deliverance arise to the Jews from another place, but thou and thy father’s house will perish” [to’vedu]. Accordingly, Esther might be retorting that just as she, having no parents, no longer needs to fear the destruction of her father’s house, so will she be ready to risk the loss of Mordecai.

The commentators have been at a loss to explain the reference to the perishing of Esther’s “father’s house” in the verse. See Paton, 223; Moore’s commentary, 50. Thus, Josephus [Antiquities, 11:6:7 (227; pp. 424-5)] has it that Esther will be killed by “those [Jews] whom she now despised” and refrained from assisting, while most commentators [including passages like Esther rabbah, 8:6) understand the verse to allude to a divine punishment. It is highly likely that this exegetical difficulty impelled the rabbis to seek a non-literal interpretation for the “perishing” mentioned in verse 16.

The treatment of the problem in First Targum to 4:16 [transl. Grossfeld, 61-2 and n. 36], AgE (44) and Leqaḥ ṭov (103) is different, ascribing to Esther a most remarkable declaration: Just as I was lost to you since I was taken to the palace, so shall I now sacrifice my very soul for the sake of my people.

Note however the tradition contained in the following passage from the Second Targum to verse 4:1 1 [transl. Grossfeld, 155; the reference in Ginzberg, Legends, 6:470, n. 134 should be corrected accordingly):

And I [i.e.. Father] have been praying these thirty days that the king should not want me and cause me to sin. For when I was brought up with you you used to tell me that any woman of the daughters of Israel who would go and lie with gentiles of their free volition has no portion or inheritance among the tribes of Israel.

Accordingly, Esther might be understood to be saying something like: I [and my children from Ahasuerus, though they will be considered Jewish in the eyes of the halakhah; cf. Grossfeld, n. 15) will be lost not only to my people (as one who chooses to have relations with a gentile), but also to my husband (as an adulteress). I have found no source or parallel for the Targum’s formulation of the prohibition. See Mishnah Ketuhbot 2:9; TB Sanhedrin 57b; cAvodah zarah 36b; Ketubbot 52b; etc. On the halakhic issues involved see Gerald I. Blidstein, “The Personal Status of Apostate and Ransomed Women in Medieval Jewish Law,” Shenaton Ha-Mishpat Ha-Ivri (Annual of the Institute for Research in Jewish Law) 3-4 (1976-1977), 35-116.

93 “Rav”—YS: “R. Eliezer.”

94 MSS W, Mf add: “This teaches.”

95 “That” —EY: “When.”

96 “hecevir’—Spanish family: “cavar cal” [“transgressed”?).

97 “the first...fast” MS P: “19 [(?) It seems to have understood י“ם as a number] (days). ’So Mordecai passed.’ Says Rav: That he passed that of [sic] Passover in a fast.”

98 These words are also found in the cArukh (Kohut, 6:276).

99 See the review of opinion in Paton’s commentary, 226, where he remarks that “Most recent comm. assume that this means no more than ‘proceeded.’” See also cIyyun yacaqov.

100 This sort of midrashic word-play does not mean that the rabbis “erroneously understood” the word, as claimed by Moore, 51.

101 Rashi seems to understand that the fast extended from the fourteenth through to the sixteenth. The biblical story itself does not specify the chronology, but it would appear that the events described, including Mordecai’s putting on sackcloth and ashes (4:1), the distribution of the edict throughout the empire (4:3) and the repeated communications between Mordecai and Esther conducted through intermediaries, would have required a much longer lapse of time. [“There is nothing ... to show that Esther’s fast began on the same day on which the scribes began to write” (Paton, 226).] Rashi assumes that Haman was hanged by the sixteenth of the month, the day of the bringing of the comer offering, since on Ahasuerus’ “sleepless night” (6:1) Mordecai was studying the regulations concerning qemiṣah ostensibly because of their application on that day [see Rashi there, .v.v. hilkhot qemiṣah]. The additional parameters supplied by the biblical story are as follows:

(1) Esther approaches the king “on the third day” (5:1), which would normally be understood as being the third day since the start of the fast (see 4:16). She invites Ahasuerus and Haman to a first banquet on the same day (5:4).

(2) She convenes a second banquet for the following day (5:8).

(3) “On that night” (6:1), apparently the night following the first banquet, the king recalls Mordecai. It appears to be on the following day that the reward was meted out and Mordecai rcxle atop the royal steed, etc.

(4) The second banquet took place later that day or night. It culminated in Haman’s being hanged on the spot (7:10).

If we accept (as Rashi does) the midrashic premises that Mordecai’s reward and hence also the second feast—took place on the sixteenth of Nisan (the day of the comer offering), and that he was still within his three-day fasting period, then it follows necessarily that the fast had begun on the fourteenth. This does not harmonize well with Rav’s dictum here that seems to imply that only the first day of Passover— and not the subsequent days—was observed as a fast (see Luria to Pirqei derabbi elicezer, 50).

This chronology however creates difficulties with respect to the timing of Esther’s activities. If we accept that the scriptural order of the events follows their correct chronological order, then Esther’s “third day” was a day earlier than Mordecai’s (culminating in her approaching the throne and the first banquet, at which she could hardly have maintained a fast). The count must therefore have also begun a day earlier, on the thirteenth of Nisan, immediately following the promulgation of the edict. If Mordecai’s fast was intended specifically to assure the success of Esther’s meeting with Ahasuerus (as is stated quite explicitly in 4:16), then it makes little sense that it should have continued after the event. [But see Strashun (who argues that the Talmud can be understood as stating that Mordecai continued fasting beyond the third day); Ginzberg, Legends, 6:471, n. 141, for different explanations of the purpose of the fast.] At any rate, allowing Rashi’s assumption that Esther approached the king on the first day of Passover (the fifteenth of Nisan), then the events described in Chapter 5 would have occurred on the day of the sixteenth, following those of Chapter 6, which began on the night previous to the sixteenth. Similarly, if we accept that scriptural order according to which the second banquet followed directly upon Mordecai’s procession, then both events must be pushed to the sixteenth (the day of the comer offering), with Haman being hanged later that day, or on the following night. The latter premise is considered satisfactory by Maharsha, in light of the midrashic principle that Scripture does not always maintain correct chronological order. See also Luria to Pirqei derabbi elicezer 50. Panim aḥerim B, 71 also has it that Mordecai’s fast extended from the fourteenth to the sixteenth of Nisan.

The order of events according to Rashi is summarized in the following table:

[image: ]

This timetable, which is perhaps the only one possible in light of the information contained in the Babylonian Esther-Midrash, conflicts with several other rabbinic traditions. Thus Seder colam, 29 (ed. Ratner 132; ed. Minkowsky 431, 542) states:

On the thirteenth of Nisan Haman wrote the letters “to destroy, to kill, to cause to perish, all Jews” (Esther 3:13).

[On the fifteenth of Nisan Esther came before the king—This line is missing in MS Antonin; see Minkowsky’s textual apparatus and our discussion in Chapter Four above.]

On the sixteenth of Nisan they hanged Haman on the gallows [See Ratner’s n. 18].

A similar time scheme is followed by Esther rabbah, 8:7 and Pirqei derabbi eli’ezer, 50 [transl. Friedlander, 401 and nn. 3-4] which date Mordecai’s fast from the thirteenth to the fifteenth, when the first banquet was held [cf. Friedlander’s n. 9). The textual tradition of Pirqei derabbi elicezer is uncertain whether the second banquet took place on the sixteenth or seventeenth; see Friedlander, 406, n. 1. The First Targum to Esther 5:1 [transl. Grossberg, 62 and n. 11 identifies the “third day” of that verse with the third day of Passover, the seventeenth of Nisan, implying of course that the fast had commenced on the first day of the festival (the tradition is also adopted in Leqah tov, 103). Midrash on Psalms, 22:5 (ed. Buber, 182; transl. Braude, 1:301) does not specify the dates, but claims that the fast was subject to interruptions [To do otherwise would be physically impossible; cf. TB Yevamot 121b; Isaac ben Sheshet, She’elot ut-shuvot bar sheshet (Vilna: Judah Leib Metz, 1878), #416 (p. 266)]. See also David Ibn Zimra, She’elot utshuvot haradba”z, Vol. 2 (Warsaw: 1882), #819, p. 74 [cited by Ratner] who dates Esther 7:1 on the third night of Passover; Strashun’s glosses; Ginzberg, Legends, 4:423, 6:471-2, n. 142.

102 In several midrashic collections Esther berates Mordecai for his initial short-sighted hesitancy to violate the Passover in spite of the peril facing his people. See Panim aḥerim B, 71; Seder eliahu rabbah, 1 (p. 3); Pirqei derabbi elicezer, 50 [Friedlander, 4011; Ginzberg, Legends, 4:423; 6:, n. 141.

103 The word corqama [or “carqoma”] is attested only in Babylonian Aramaic. Kohut (6:276) renders it “deep water, pond” which he derives from the Persian carqab, a suggestion which is rejected entirely by Geiger [Addimentata, 317]. Geiger himself suggests a derivation from the Hebrew root cMQ, meaning “deep.” J. Levy [Talmudim und Midraschim, 3:706] cites Fleischer’s identification with the colloquial Arabic “carqub” or “curqub” [Thus, I presume, should Levy’s entry be corrected; see Lane’s Arabic-English Lexicon, 1:5:2022]: “Achilles tendon,” “knee-bend,” and by extension: any curved formation, whether a mountain range, the course of a river or a road, etc. This explanation is rejected by Krauss [Qadmoniyyot ha-talmud, 1:1:145-6] on the grounds that the word indicates a lake or pond. None of the occurrences of the word in the Talmud (see TB Yoma 78a; Megillah 28b; Qiddushin 71b) seem to demand such a translation [taken from Rashi]; quite the contrary, they all refer to a watery obstruction to a road that can be walked through with difficulty, a description which is more appropriate to a stream than to a pool. Jastrow, 1059, proposes a similar explanation, connecting it to the Hebrew <QM, “bend, twist,” a theory which was rejected [without explanation] by Geiger. Nevertheless it is precisely this possibility which strikes me as most likely, that the word refers to a knee-like bend in a river. As such it would be related to the homonymous term denoting the hough or knee of an animal (see TB Ḥullin 76a; Bekhorot 40b), which is also very probably related to the Mishnaic Hebrew “carquv” (Bekhorot 6:11; Tamid 4:2 [see A. Brody, Der MiSna-Traktat Tamid (Uppsala: Almqvst & Wiksell, 1936), 66-7; 128, n. 21], which several scholars relate in turn to “‘arkubbah” See also Kohut, 6:275-6; Krauss, Talmudische Archäologie, 2:323; 668, n. 56; Esra Tsion Melamed, Dictionnaire Arameen-Hebreu (Jerusalem: Fondation Samuel et Odette Levy, 1992), 340; Preuss, Biblical and Talmudic Medicine, 132-3; Payne-Smith, A Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 430.

104 Rashi adds that Mordecai’s purpose in crossing the stream was to gather together Jews to join in the supplications. As Maharsha correctly points out, there is nothing in Samuel’s comment itself that suggests this detail, and what Rashi was doing was incorporating the comment into a simple contextual reading of the scriptural passage, where Mordecai is carrying out Esther’s order to “Go, gather togetfier all the Jews that are present in Shushan, etc.” (Esther 4:16). Otherwise Samuel’s explanation sounds uncomfortably pointless.

Cf. Paton, 227: “It is a fact that the Acropolis of Susa was separated from the city by the river Choaspes, the As. Uknu and the modern ab-Kharkha, and to this fact the author of Est, may allude in the expression crossed over” [Similar statements appear in Moore, 51; A. Hakham’s commentary, 34; etc.]. The source for this information [not brought in any of the above-mentioned works] is Strabo’s Geography, 15:3:4 (C728-9) [transl. Jones, 7:158-61, and notes]. See Oppenheimer, Babylonia Judaica in the Talmudic Period, 422-32. Similarly, several medieval chronicles describe how the Jewish quarter of Susa was cut off from the palace by a river. Benjamin of Tudela [see Marcus Nathan Adler, ed., The Itinerary of Benjamin of Tudela (London: Henry Frowde, Oxford University Press, Amen Corner, E. C, 1907), 49 (Heb.), 52 (Eng.); ed. A. Asher, (New York: Hakesheth, n. d.), 74 (Heb), 118 (Eng.), 152-3 (notes)] writes concerning Susa: “The river Tigris divides the city, and the bridge connects the two parts. On the one side where the Jews dwell is the sepulchre of Daniel...” See also the report of Petachia of Ratisbon in Elkan Nathan Adler, ed., Jewish Travellers, second ed. (New York: Hermon Press, 1966), 79-80. Jacob Obermeyer [Die Landschaft Babylonien, Schriften der Gesellschaft zur Förderung der Wissenschaft des Judentums (Frankfurt a/M: I. Kauffman Verlag, 1929), 214] surmises that this geographic reality underlies Samuel’s description of Mordecai’s actions, since Mordecai would have to cross the river [“richtig Kleinen Tigris=Dugaìl=Karun”l to reach his fellow Jews. Against this attractive theory (which was also favored in the notes to Simon ’s translation of the tractate) we should recall [1] that Obermeyer s explanation presupposes Rashi’s interpretation of Samuel’s dictum which, though reasonable, is less than certain, and [2] (a more serious objection) that all instances of the word “carqoma” refer to a mere temporary or seasonal, and relatively shallow, overflow (see above), and not to an actual river. See also Eshel, Jewish Settlements in Babylonia During Talmudic Times, 238-9.

105 Barring the unlikely eventuality of a purely accidental deletion in several different textual families (including the only Genizah fragment to the passage), and under circumstances where it could not be blamed on a homoioteleuton, it is inconceivable that a student would have erased a phrase which, if authentic, furnishes the only rationale for the dictum. On the other hand, if we presume that the phrase was not in the original text then it is easy to understand why someone would have felt the need to add it to Samuel’s laconic dictum. The phrase was contained in the text of the cArukh, but not in those of Rashi or R. Ḥananel. This last fact is significant because very few of the cArukh’s citations from TB Megillah are not based on R. Hananel’s commentary. See E. Segal, “The Textual Traditions of Ms. Columbia University to TB Megillah,” Tarbiz 53 (1 1983), 60, n. 51.

106 As compared with more common verbs like “vayyelekh or “vayyeṣe”

107 Samuel might be intentionally rejecting Rav’s view that the events took place on Passover.

108 R. Eleazar (ben Pedat) was a third-century Palestinian Amora (of Babylonian origin). See Albeck, Introduction to the Talmud, 224-7; Bacher, Tradition und Tradenten, 329. He cites many traditions in R. Ḥanina’s name in both Talmuds, a fact which makes one wonder why these in particular should have been assembled together. In any case, to judge from the listings in B. Kosowsky’s Thesaurus Nominum etc., 1:231, the present list contains the majority of the aggadic traditions transmitted in their names in the Babylonian Talmud. [To be sure, several others are found in TP and the Palestinian midrashic collections; see references in Albeck and Bacher. The only other examples in TB are: “Scholars increase peace in the world” (Berakhot 64a and parallels) and the dictum on 13b above (-Zevaḥim 102a); the exegetical remark on Zevaḥim 101b should probably be treated as halakhic.]

109 On the first-generation Palestinian Amora R. Ḥanina (bar Ḥama), also of Babylonian origin, see Albeck, 155-7; 1. H. Weiss, Dor dor vedoreshav [Zur Geschichte der jüdischen Tradition] (Vienna-Pressburg: 1891-1871), 3:40-8; Bacher, Die Agada der Palästinensischen Amoräer, 1:1 -22 (on R. Eleazar as a transmitter of his teachings see p. 7).

110 Two of the other units cite verses from Esther, 2:22 and 5:13. The location of the unit makes it clear that it was the comment to 5:1 that determined its placement within the pericope. It is conceivable that in their original context the other units also were connected to a midrash on Esther. See however the “Concluding Remarks” at the end of this chapter. See A. Weiss, Introduction to the Literature of the Amoraim, 287.

111 See A. Weiss, op. cit., 232 ff.; Shamma Friedman, “Some Structural Patterns of Talmudic Sugiot,” in Sixth World Congress of Jewish Studies in Jerusalem, edited by A. Shinan, World Union of Jewish Studies, 396-402 (our current list is adduced as an example on 399).

112 See E. Segal, “The Textual Traditions of Ms. Columbia University to TB Megillah,” 67 and n. 73. The explanation of the siman is as follows: (1) “He donned”: The Holy Spirit clothed Esther and Amasai; (2) “A blessing”: The blessing of a commoner; (3) “Like water”: The Holy One puts water and afterwards sets the pot on the fire; (4) “In the name”: “Everyone who says a thing in the name of its author”; (5) “Of the righteous man”: “When a righteous man perishes”; (6) “This”: “Yet all this availeth me nought’”: (7) “a crown”: “The Holy One will be a crown, etc.” From the siman, as well as from the need for a sevenfold structure, we learn that the dictum about the “curse of a commoner” is not original. Bacher (op. cit.) 1:10, n. 1 has already taken note that the dictum was copied here from elsewhere where it was ascribed to R. Isaac. See below.

113 “He donned...mnemonic”—thus only in MS Y and MS Oxford of AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

114 “‘Royalty”—~in MSS W, M, R, P, Mf, EY, HgT1, Printings, AgE, YS.

115 MS Mf adds: “He donned a blessing like water in the name; and the righteous man—this is a crown: A mnemonic.”

116 “Eleazar”—Venice Printing: “Eliezer.”

117 “Says R. Eleazar: Says R. Ḥaninah”—~in MS P.

118 “This teaches”—~ in MSS G, B, W, L, M, Mf, YS, Genizah fragment.

119 “the Holy Spirit clothed her”—MSS L, M, P: “she put on [laveshah] the Holy Spirit.”

120”It”—MS O: “For it.”

121 MSS G, L, Genizah fragment add: “He donned a blessing like water in the name of a righteous man [”of a righteous man”—~in MS G]; this is a crown: A mnemonic.”

122 See Bacher, Tannaiten, 1:27.

123 “Never”—MS R: “Do not.”

124 The structure “Let not X seem trivial in your eyes” is found frequently in rabbinic texts, usually in connection with institutions, etc. which were so simple and commonplace that they were likely to have been regarded as unimportant. See for example TP Ḥagigah 2:2 (77d) and TB Ḥagigah 16b (about rabbinic “shevut” prohibitions); TP Sotah 7:2 (21c) and Genesis rabbah, 74:14 (871, about the Aramaic language); TB Keritut 5a (about gezerah shavah exegesis); Leviticus rabbah, 6:3 (130; about false oaths); Leviticus rabbah, 28:6 (659), Pesiqta derav kahana, 8:4 (ed. Mandelbaum, 141; transl. Braude-Kapstein, 160) and Pesiqta rahhati, 18:3 (ed. Friedmann, 92b; transl. Braude, 1:387; about the comer); Leviticus rabbah, 34:11 (about charity); Song of Songs rabbah, 1:8 (ed. Dunsky, 6; about parables); Lamentations rabbah, 2:14 (about vows); TanḤuma Qedoshim, 6 (about reciting the Shemac).

125 “the blessing”—thus only in MS Y; in all other witnesses: “it.”

126 “And”—~in MSS W, R, Mf, Genizah fragment.

127 “And who...Daniel”—~in AgE, MhG.

128 “for”—~in HgT2.

129 MSR adds: “the Jebusite.”

130”David...him”—AgE, MhG: “Araunah who blessed David.”

131 “as it is written”—MhG: “as it says”; ~ in AgE.

132 MhG adds: “And thus it came to pass.”

133 “Daniel”—MSS L, M, Mf, YS, Genizah fragment: “And Daniel.”

134 “Daniel...blessed him”—MhG, AgE: “Darius blessed Daniel.”

135 “as it is written”—MhG: “as it says”; ~ in AgE.

136 MSS G, Mf add: “from the mouth of the lions” [(!) cf. Daniel 6:23]. MhG adds: “And thus it came to pass.”

137 This use of the word “hediot” is unusual. The term normally designates a contrast to royalty or to the (high) priesthood, whereas here—in keeping with the premise that piety and righteousness are far more significant standards than worldly dominion—the hediot is defined by his not excelling in righteousness. See Krauss, Lehnwörter, 2:220-1; Sokoloff, Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, 158.

138 Darius was obviously a king. As for Araunah, see 2 Samuel 24:23: “All these things did Araunah, as a king, give unto the king” The commentators disagree about the significance of the title. Rashi, Qimḥi and others acknowledge that Araunah was a Jebusite prince, whereas Ibn Janaḥ [Michael Wilensky, ed., Sefer hariqmah lerabbi yonah ibn jannaḥ, second ed., Texts and Studies of the Academy for the Hebrew Language (Jerusalem: The Academy for the Hebrew Language, 1964), 270 and n. 12) renders that he was merely the ‘’servant of the king.” See Kil’s commentary to 2 Samuel, 562; P. Kyle McCarter Jr., // Samuel, The Anchor Bible, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Freedman (Garden City: Doubleday, 1984), 512.

139 In the case of Darius’ statement not all commentators agree that it was intended as a blessing. See L. F. Hartmann and A. De Leila, eds., The Book of Daniel, The Anchor Bible (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, 1978), 195 where preference is given to the rendering “It is the God whom you serve so constantly who must come to your rescue.” J. Montgomery [A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The Book of Daniel, The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1927), 275] reads it as an expression of assurance that Daniel’s God would in the end deliver him from the danger.

140 Maharsha explains simply that Araunah’s blessing had its fulfilment in the staying of the plague in verse 25. The interpretation is nevertheless very questionable. David was told by the prophet Gad (24:18) that he could fend off the pestilence from among the people if he would erect an altar in the threshing-floor of Araunah. Thus, the staying of the plague (verse 25) was the consequence of David’s actions, not of the blessing. Most commentators understood that Araunah’s blessing was for the successful acceptance of David’s sacrifice (Thus in Smith’s ICC commentary, 392; McCarter, 508; Kil, 562; etc.).

With respect to Darius’ blessing, Maharsha does object that Daniel might well have been rescued on his own merits (as stated explicitly in verse 24)! Both Maharsha and cIyyun yacaqov solve the problem in a similar manner, as formulated by the latter:

Even though in all these instances we could have argued that the outcomes would have occurred irrespective of the blessings or the curses, at any rate the fact that Scripture took the trouble to record their blessings and curses clearly comes to teach us that you should not regard them as trivial matters.

Cf. a different, less persuasive explanation in the cEṣ yosef.

141 The Talmud there is commenting on a baraita in which “Akatriel Yah the Lord of Hosts” asks R. Ishmael to bless him. The Aramaic introductory formula (qa mashmac lan) shows that the sentence is not part of the baraita, but presumably an allusion to the dictum here.

142 Note however the passage from Rabinovìtz’s Ginzé midrash brought in the “Concluding Remarks” to this chapter.

143 It seems virtually impossible that the comment onginated as part of a discourse on either of the verses cited. Daniel is of course not read at all in the synagogue, and 2 Samuel 24 is not known to have functioned as a hafṭarah in any rite known to me (see J. Offer, “The Masoretic Divisions etc.,” 176-85). It might have been incorporated into a derashah in connection with a similar theme in the Pentateuch, such as Genesis 12:3 (where God tells Abraham “I will bless them that bless thee”); 14:19 (in which Melchizedek blesses Abraham (though the latter is not located near the start of a lection); Numbers 23-4 (the blessings of Balaam); Ruth 2:20 (Ruth blesses Boaz; see Ruth rabbah, 6:2, ed. Lerner, 2:160-1; Ruth zuṭa, 4:13, ed. Buber, 55); Ruth 4:14 (the women bless Naomi; see Ruth rabbah, 7:15, pp. 204-5); etc.).

A more promising possibility is that the dictum was once part of an “afṭarta,” or “netilat reshut,” i.e., a discourse in praise of one’s host prior to taking leave. For examples see TP Sotah 1:7 (17a); TB Berakhot 17a; Tacanit 5b; Genesis rabbah, 60:7 (647, and Theodor’s notes); 69:8 (798-9); Leviticus rabbah, 17:5 (383) [Margulies in his notes argues against equating the oftarta and the netilat reshut]; Numbers rabbah, 4:20; Ecclesiastes rabbah, 7:6; Song of Songs rabbah, 2:16 (ed. Dunsky, 60-3). See also TB Berakhot 63b; Tanḥuma Bereshit, 13; Bacher, Die Exegetische Terminologie., 2:14-5; Idem., the Agada der Palästinensischen Amoräer, 3:651.

144 “of a commoner”—thus also in Printings.

145 “as it is written”—~in Printings.

146 “as it is written”—~in Printings.

147 See our introductory comments to the current collection.

148 The Bava qamma context, in which the dictum appears as part of a set of statements by R. Isaac, and which includes additional explanatory material, is clearly the primary one. In Megillah 28a it is cited by the Talmud as an objection against a dictum of R. Eleazar.

On the tradition itself see Genesis rabbah, 52:12 (551-2; and Theodor’s notes); Kasher, Torah Shelemah, 3:2:833 (to Genesis 20:16); Ginzberg, Legends, 5:281-2, n. 74.

149 “And”—~in MS R, YS, Genizah fragment.

150 “see”—Genizah fragment: “and I shall show” [(?) ואראה].

151 “According...blood”—~in MSS O, R, HgT1.

152 “a person”—MSS G, W, M, Mf, EY, HgT, YS: “one.”

153 “the”—in MSS B, O, HgT, Ashkenazic family, Printings, YS, AgE, Genizah fragment: “a.”

154 “puts”—MS P: “pours.”

155 “water”—MS L: “meat.”

156 “water into it”—MS P: “the water.”

157 “However”—~in MSS B, W, Mf, EY, YS, Genizah fragment.

158 “puts”—MS O: “is not so. He puts”; MS P: “pours the.”

159 MS Mf adds: “into the pot.”

160 “puts water into it...afterwards”—~ in MS R [and filled in in R*].

161 “the pot”—MS Mf, YS: “it”; MSS B, O, R, AgE: “a pot.”

162 “and afterwards puts water...on the fire”—in MS P [and filled in in P*].

163 “as it says”—MSS O, P, EY, Printings: “in order to fulfil what it says”; MS W: “It is written.”

164 “and it continues”YS: “and afterwards”; ~ [or: “etc.”] in all other witnesses.

165 EY adds: “And says R. Eleazar: says R. Ḥanina: When a righteous person perishes, it is for his generation that he perishes. This is analogous to a person who has lost a jewel. Wherever it goes it is a jewel, but it is lost only to its owner.”

166 All the commentators to our pericope (see Maharsha, cIyyun yacaqov, etc.) are in agreement that the midrash interprets the Hebrew “nesi’im” [“vapors”] as corresponding to a sort of vessel or container, analagous to the pot in the metaphor. This perception is not shared by any of the commentators to the biblical verse, all of whom render the word as “cloud” or “vapor,” presumably referring to the form taken by the water itself. See Targum, Rashi, Qimḥi, William McKane, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary to Jeremiah, International Critical Commentary, ed. J. A. Emerton and C. E. B. Cranfield (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1986), 226; J. Bright, Jeremiah, 77; BDB, 672; and other dictionaries.

It would therefore appear much more reasonable to understand that R. Ḥanina’s analogy is not focusing on the word “nesi im” at all, but on the expressions which I singled out in my explanation. The allusion to the pot in the analogy was introduced only incidentally, since for mortals that is the normal means for placing water on a pot, though the verse was not understood to allude to it directly. M. Bolah [Sefer yirmiyahu, Dacat Miqra, ed. E. Eliner et al. (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1983), 137] makes the intetesting observation (founded on Qimḥi’s commentary to the verse) that the sequence of the phenomena in the verse is actually an inversion of their natural order, beginning with the thunderstorm and concluding with the developing winds. This anomaly may have played a role in inspiring the midrashic exegesis. In TB Berakhot 59a the same verse is used to demonstrate the theory that the sound of thunder is caused by the pouring of water from one cloud to another. Cf. Genesis rabbah, 5:4 (35). That lightning was composed of fire was the view of Aristotle and most other ancient scientists. See H. D. P. Lee, ed., Aristotle’s Meteorologica, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge (Mass.) and London: Harvard University Press and William Heineman, 1978), 2:9 (369b-70a; pp. 224-31). Other topics relevant to our passage are discussed there in 1:9 (346b-7a; pp. 68-71) [rain]; 2:4 (359b-61b; pp. 162-73) [rain, wind and water vapor]; 2:9 (369a-b; pp. 222-24) [thunder].

167 Many details about the pot (qederah) and its uses in antiquity and in rabbinic literature are assembled by J. Brand, Ceramics in Talmudic Literature, 471-88. Of particular relevance to the issue at hand are the passages on 479, n. 114, where R. Ḥanina’s dictum is interpreted in connection with the convention of finishing a pot only at the time of its first use on the fire by the purchaser [see Tosefta Shabbat 11:5 (ed. Lieberman, 46-7), and Tosefta ki-fshuṭah, 171; note especially Lieberman’s reference to Ṣafenat pacaneaḥ to Hilkhot shabbat, 9:4); TB Besah 34b); and on 486-7 where other metaphorical allusions to the qederah are listed. See also Krauss, Talmudische Archäologie, 1:122-4; 506-7; Idem., Qadmoniyyot ha-talmud, 2:1:267-9.

168 See “Concluding Remarks” below.

169 On the institution see Albeck’s Shishah sidrei mishnah, 2:328-9 (introduction to Ta‘anit);; Mishnah Ta𔃏anit, passim.

170 “And”—in MSS G, R, Genizah fragment.

171 “says R. Ḥaninah”—~in HgT2.

172 See e.g. TB cEruvin 46b; Malachi ben Jacob Hakkohen, Yad malakhi (Berlin: 1866), 20b-27a; Talmudic Encyclopedia, s.v. “Halakhah,” 9:241-333; Efraim E. Urbach, Ha-halakhah: meqoroteha ve-hit-patteḥutah (Givatayim: Yad Ha-Talmud, 1984), 91-2; Hanina Ben-Menahem, Neil Hecht and Shai Wosner, ed., Controversy and Dialogue in Halakhic Sources, Vol. One (Boston and Jerusalem: The Institute of Jewish Law, Boston University School of Law and the Israel Diaspora Institute, 1991), especially 112-6, 185-95. See also Mishnah cEduyyot 1:3 (and literature mentioned in Albeck’s commentary, 4:475).

173 Maharsha, Bacher [Die Agada der palästinensischen Amoräer, 1:12] and others have observed that a similar tradition is contained in Avot 6:6, (it is actually a baraita appended to the Mishnah tractate; see Albeck’s Hebrew commentary, 4:351, 381; J. N. Epstein, Mavo lenosah ha-mishnah, 978), with the same prooftext from Esther. See also Sifré Deuteronomy, 157 (ed. Horovitz, 213):

“And Eleazar the priest said unto the men of war which went to the battle, This is the ordinance of the law which the Lord commanded Moses” (Numbers 31:21) ...R. Josiah says that he would say things in the name of their author; in the manner which it says “And Esther certified the king thereof in Mordecai’s name.”

[R. David Pardo, Perush sifré devei rav (Jerusalem: Makhon “Lev Sameah,” 1990), 2:368 (citing Rashi and Mizraḥi to the verse), explains that the Bible’s attribution of Eleazar’s words to Moses would otherwise be superfluous, since we normally presume that all the teachings of the Torah were taught by Moses. Hence the midrash understands that the Torah intended thereby to teach a general principle, which was learned by Esther.]

It is not clear whether R. Josiah should be viewed as the author of the dictum, of if he is merely citing an existing tradition. Either way, there is no little irony in the fact that the baraita in Avot should bring this particular statement without identifying its author, and that our talmudic pericope should in turn present it as an Amoraic memra without referring to the baraita. As regards the latter fact, Maharsha reminds us that according to the assumptions of talmudic discourse the Amora’im are not expected to be familiar with the all baraitas. A. Weiss, Studies in the Literature of the Anwraim, 287, n. 47, observes that the baraita or memra (it appears without the author’s name) is cited in the discussion of the “anonymous Talmud” on TB Ḥullin 104b and Niddah 19b, but that those quotations are late and derivative. The thematic and exegetical issues are well explained in the following passage from Tanḥuma, Bemidbar, 22 (ed. Buber, 27; p. 21):

Says R. Hezekiah: says R. Tanḥuma bar Abba in the name of R. Joḥanan: Whoever does not say a thing in the name of its author, regarding him does Scripture say “Rob not the poor, because he is poor” (Proverbs 22:22). And a person who has heard a tradition must ascribe it to its author even to the third [tradent], a halakhah which was taught by our rabbis [Mishnah Pe’ ah 2:6]: Says R. Nahum the librarius: I possess a tradition from Rabbi Miasha, who received it from the [...] elders, a halakhah to Moses from Sinai. And whoever does not cite a matter of Torah in the name of its author, concerning such a one is it written: “Rob not the poor, because he is poor.” And whoever does report a dictum in the name of its author is worthy that Israel should be redeemed for his sake. From whom do you learn this? —From Esther who heard the thing from Mordecai, and thereby was found worthy that Israel were redeemed on her account. Therefore: If you have heard something, cite it in the name of its author.

174 E. E. Hallevy, cErkhei ha-’aggadah veha-halakhah, 1:137, cites a similar sentiment from St. Basilius, Letter II as advice for the improvement of one’s conversation [Roy J. Deferrarri, ed., Saint Basil: The Letters, The Loeb Classical Library (London and Cambridge [Mass.]: William Heineman and Harverd University Press, 1972) p. 18-9] that: “if one has learned something from another, one should not conceal the fact, as degraded wives practise concealment when they palm off bastard children as their own, but one should candidly acknowledge the father of his idea.”

175 cIyyun yacaqov suggests that Mordecai intentionally refrained from reporting the conspiracy himself in order to teach this rule. Cf. Pardo’s explanation of the Sifré Numbers, above. cEs yosef seeks a thematic link (not just a textual one) between crediting one’s sources and redemption; he cites Alkabetz’s statement that by refraining from taking undeserved credit Esther was demonstrating the quality of humility, which is associated elsewhere (e.g., Zechariah 9:9) with messianic redemption.

176 R. Josiah Pinto is missing the point of the homily when he objects that the unique circumstances surrounding Esther’s report cannot properly be turned into the basis for a general rule of conduct.

177 “And”—~ in Genizah fragment.

178 “This”—MS W: “Like that of Rav Ḥisda, for Rav Ḥisda said: This”; HgT1: “Like that of Rav Ḥisda: This”

179 MS M adds: “inside his house.”

On the Hebrew margalit (which also has the narrower sense of “pearl”) see Krauss, Lehnwörter 1:350-1; Sokoloff, Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, 327-8; Daniel Sperber, “Gilgulei avanim,” in Studies in Rabbinic Literature, Bible and Jewish History, ed. Y. D. Gilat, Ch. Levine, and Z. M. Rabinowitz, 261-7 (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1982).

180 “Every”—MSS B, L, M, Mf: “In every.”

181 “where it goes”—~ in MS B.

182 “its”—MS Mf: “the.”

183 See Bacher, Die Agada der palästinischen Amoräer, 1:30. The image of a lost jewel was a standard one in rabbinic parables and metaphors, and could be applied to an assortment of themes. Thus in Genesis rabbah 39:10 (373); Ruth rabbah, 8:1 (ed. Lerner, 212-3); Tanḥuma Vayyeshev, 1, the parable of a king who loses a jewel and whose attendants only succeed in locating it after repeatedly sifting the earth serves as an illustration of the Bible’s need to list the generations of Abraham’s and David’s pagan ancestors. The following proem from Aggadat bereshit, 68 (ed. Buber, 133) bears a more striking similarity to R. Ḥanina’s image:

Says R. [Levi]... According to the way of the world, when a person owned a jewel but has lost it, where does he search for it? Not in the place where he lost it? Even so, the Holy One lost Israel in the wilderness, as it says “In this wilderness they shall be consumed, and there they shall die” (Numbers 14:35). And there he goes to search for it “The voice of him that crieth in the wilderness” (Isaiah 40:3).

In TB Ḥagigah 3a and Bava batra 123b being deprived of a teaching of Torah is expressed figuratively as losing a precious gem. On this type of “stereotyping” parables for different homiletical and exegetical purposes see Stern, Parables in Midrash, 21-34.

184 See the wording in cIyyun yacaqov. However it might also have accompanied a biblical lection which spoke of the death of a righteous individual.

185 If not applied to the case of the righteous, the statement is almost tautological, saying merely that absence [the term works better here than “loss”] can only really exist for an Other, and that no one can ever be absent from one’s own perspective.

186 See Maharsha and cIyyun yacaqov, who explain the dictum in terms of the rabbinic belief that the righteous serve as a defense for their generation. The latter adds that jewels were chosen as an example precisely because they do not perish or decompose. On the “legend” of the righteous who serve as guardians of the world see Rudolph Mach, Der Zaddik in Talmud und Midrasch (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1957); Moshe Beer, “Regarding the Sources of the Number of the 36 Zaddiqim,” Bar-Ilan Annual 1 (1963), 172-6.; Urbach, The Sages, 487-92.

187 That may be the point of the statement, or it might be a presupposition that does not require justification.

188 “And”—in MS B, YS; Printings: ‘“Yet all this availeth me nothing.’”

189 “says R. Ḥaninah”—~in HgT2.

190 “What is that...‘...nothing’”— ~ in Printings. Pesaro Printing adds: “Like that of Rav Ḥisda, for Rav Ḥisda says: This one comes with his prosbole and this one comes with his prosbute.”

191 “all”—~in AgE.

192 “treasures”—MSS G, B, L, YS, Genizah fragment: “treasure-house.”

193 “that wicked man”—AgE: “Haman”; MSS G, L, R, YS, Genizah fragment: “the wicked Haman.”

194 “This teaches...And”— ~ in Venice Printing.

195 “he”—Venice Printing: “Haman.”

196 “he would”—MS B: “(I) [he would].”

197 MS L, AgE add: “the Jew.”

198 “sitting at the king’s gate”—in MSS (Î, B, O, R, P, HgT, YS.

199”This teaches... ‘nothing”’—~in MS M.

200 “he would say...’...nothing’”—MS B: “[He would say: ‘Yer all this] availeth me [nothing]’; ‘all this‘—‘as long as I see Mordecai sitting at the king’s gate.”‘

201 Thus in Maharsha. See Harry Fox, “‘As If with a Finger’—The Text History of an Expression Avoiding Anthropomorphism,” Tarbiz 49 (1980), 278-91 [reprinted in: Avigdor Shinan, ed., Likkutei Tarbiz 4: The Aggadic Literature—A Reader, 136-49].

202 See Tosfoth Hachmei Anglia: “He would carry with him a precious stone, or a piece of silver or gold opposite his heart on which was depicted the location of his treasures.” In principle the phrase could be understood figuratively as a way of expressing the idea that Haman was so obsessed with his wealth that it never departed from his consciousness. However a comparison with similar phrases in rabbinic literature strongly suggests that the expression is meant literally, referring to the engraving of words or pictures on a garment or ornament worn on the chest (“heart”).

I am familiar with the following passages in rabbinic literature which feature the phrase “engraved on the heart” in various permutations:

• Song of songs rabbah, 4:7 (ed. Dunsky, 106): It is written “And he [i.e., Goliath] fell upon his face to the earth” (1 Samuel 17:49). Why did he “fall upon his face”! ...—Says Rav Huna: Because Dagon his god was engraved upon his heart; in order to fulfil that which it says “And I will...cast your carcases upon the carcases of your idols” (Leviticus 26:30).

• Ecclesiastes rabbah, 7:2; 7:3 [=Midrash on Samuel, 23:3 (ed. Buber, 69)]: ...But [Aaron’s] service is not a proper service, and he would have been declared guilty were it not for the fact that the names of the tribes were engraved upon his heart [cf. Buber’s notes to Midrash on Samuel, n. 6], as it is written: “And Aaron shall bear the names of die. children of Israel in the breastplate of judgment upon his heart” (Exodus 28:29).

• Midrash on Psalms, 17:3 (ed. Buber, 125; transl. Braude, 205): Says R. Levi: What is “for my name is in him” (Exodus 23:21)? —A tablet of the Holy One is engraved on the hearts of the angels... [See Buber’s note 10; Pesiqta derav kahana, 12:22 (ed. Mandelbaum, 221; transl. Braude-Kapstein, 245); Pesiqta rabbati, 21:9 (ed. Friedmann, 104b; transl. Braude, 1:431); Deuteronomy rabbah, ed. Lieberman, 28; Exodus rabbah, 29:2 (and Mattenot kehunnah commentary); Tanḥuma (ed. Buber), Yitro, 14 (77-8, and n. 86). See also G. Baer, ed., Seder cavodat yisra’el (Rödelheim: J. Lehrberger, 1868), 763; Efraim E. Urbach, ed., Sefer Arugat Habosem Auctore R. Abraham b. R. Azriel (Jerusalem: Mikize Nirdamim, 1939-63), 1:205.]

Although this last tradition is open to both literal and figurative interpretations, the previous ones seem to better support a literal understanding in which the respective items were physically engraved upon the heart (breast, chest). Accordingly, Haman in our current pericope is depicted perhaps as having etched an inventory of his possessions on a locket or on his cloak. The phraseology also calls to mind the legend of “Joseph who honored the Sabbath” on TB Shabbat 119a in which Joseph’s gentile neighbor exchanges his entire fortune for a jewel which he places in a garment. A similar idea is evoked elsewhere through the image of person keeping a key to his treasure chest chained to his neck. See TP Tacanit 2:6 (65d); and the discussion on pp. 28-9, n. 14, of Lieberman’s edition of Deuteronomy rabbah.

Cf. the aggadic tradition which speaks of Haman having an idolatrous image “embroidered on his garment above his heart” [Estlier rabbah, 7:5; Panim aḥerim A, 46 (see n. 12); Pirqei derabbi elicezer, 50 [the phrase “above his heart” appears in Friedlander’s text (399)]; Targum 3:2 (ed. Grossfeld, 51 and n. 6); cf. TB Megillah 10b]. In Esther rabbah, 6:2 Haman is said to have “engraved [haqaq] an idol on his heart.” See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:394-5; 6:463, n. 100.

203 “And”—~in MSS B, M.

204 “he would say”—~in MS B.

205 MS B adds: “Rather”; EY adds: “yes”; Genizah fragment adds: “Perhaps.”

206 “Like that...for”EY: “Like that which.”

207 “his prosbol”— MS B, HgT, Genizah fragment: “a presbolé”; MSS O, L, M, EY: “aprosbolé”; Printings, YS: “a prozbolé.”

208 “presbuté”—MSS O, L, M, Mf, EY: “prosbuṭé”; Printings, YS: “prozbuṭé”

209 “Like that or Rav Ḥisda...preshute”—~in Pesaro Printing.

210 “and this...preshuté”— ~ in HgT2.

211 Venice Printing adds: “Says Rav Pappa: And they call him ‘the slave who was purchased for a loaf.’ ‘Yet all this availeth me nothing’—This teaches that all the treasures of that wicked man were engraved upon his heart and whenever he would see Mordecai ’sitting at the king’s gate’ he said ‘Yet all this availeth me nothing.’”

212 This passage and related sources have attracted much scholarly attention, particularly among historians. See e.g.: N. Brüll , “Die Talmudischen Tractate über Trauer um Verstorbene ,” Jahrbücher für Jüdische Geschichte und Literatur 1 (1874), ‘141-2, n. 89 (and additional note on 240); Adolph Büchler, The Economic Conditions of Judaea after the Destruction of the Second Temple (London: Publications of Jews’ College, 1912), 28-9, n. 2; S. Krauss, “Priests and Worship in the Last Decade of the Temple at Jerusalem,” JQR (o.s.) 8 (1896), 669; S. Klein, “Arbacah vecesrim bula’ot shebbihudah,” in Abhandlungen zur Erinnerung an Hirsch Perez Chajes, ed. V. Aptowitzer and A. Schwarz, 279-301 [Heb.] (Vienna: The Alexander Kohut Memorial Foundation, 1933).

213 For purposes of proper evaluation of the midrash we must distinguish between the philologically correct etymologies and those acepted by Rav Ḥisda and the talmudic redactors, a distinction which was not always maintained by lexicographers. [An exception is Michael Sachs, Beitraege zur Sprach- und Alterhumsforschung Aus jïdischen Quellen (Berlin: Veit, 1852-4), 2:70, who accepts that the talmudic interpretations are mere folk-etymologies which reflect no familiarity with Greek. Although the Babylonian Amora’im understood the words boulé and bouṭé to mean rich and poor, as described above, underlying this etymology is the Greek legal phrase [image: ] [image: ]“before the council of the elders.”] In addition to the works cited below see: Kohut, 2:39; I. B. Gilat, “On the Development of the Prosbol Enactment,” in Baruch Kurzweil Memorial Volume, ed. M. Z. Kaddari and others, 93-113 (Tel-Aviv and Ramat-Gan: Schocken and Bar Ban University, 1975), 94, n. 4 [reprinted in his Studies in the Development of the Halakha (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1992), 218]; M. Elon, Jewish Law, 419; Sperber, Greek and Latin Legal Terms, 154-6.

As regards the original meaning of the word prosbol most scholars would appear to accept the theory of L. Blau [“Prosbol im Lichte der Griechischen Papyri und der Rechtsgeschichte,” in Festschrift zum 50jährigen Bestehen der Franz-Josef-[Landesrabbinerschule in Budapest, ed. Ludwig Blau, 96-151 (Budapest: 1927), especially 110-2; see also Lieberman, Tosefta ki-fshutah, 1:589, n. 30; however cf. Albeck, Shishah sidrei mishnah, 1:383] that it derives from the Greek [image: ] a term which is employed in legal papyri to designate a court authorization issued to a creditor to distrain upon a debtor’s possessions and to treat them de jure as if already collected. This derivation is clearly not reflected in the discussions of the Babylonian Talmud.

Following is a brief overview of the major theories that have been proposed by lexicographers in order to explain Rav Ḥisda’s words. In the absence of an acceptable Greek cognate for buṭé, all of them regard it as an elliptical contraction of prosbuṭé or presbuṭé.

• Kohut, 6:417: Mordecai came with a [image: ] claim and Haman came with a [image: ] claim, [[image: ] normally refers to a charge made by a plaintiff, whereas [image: ] can also denote a defense argument; see Lidell and Scott.]

• Krauss [Lehnwörter, 2:138, 140 and especially 482-3]: “The one (Haman) came with a lawsuit ([image: ]), while the other (Mordecai) came [to oppose him] as a messenger ([image: ]) [of God].”

• Levy [Talmudim und Midraschim, 4:105]: “The one (Mordecai) came by virtue of his seniority ([image: ]), and the other (Haman) came with submissiveness (approximately: [image: ]).

• H. L. Fleischer’s [”Nachträge” to Levy’s Wörterbuch, 4:228]: [image: ] does not mean “submissiveness” at all [see the entry in Lidell and Scott] but on the contrary, like [image: ], it denotes aggression, offensive, or the submission of a legal action. In our midrash it would therefore have the sense of a pauper intruding himself aggressively, impudently.

• Jastrow: See below.

214A similar idea underlies the entry in Jastrow, 1218: “The one (Haman) had come to court as a member of the boulé (senate, [image: ]), and the other (Mordecai) as one of the legates ([image: ] plural: [image: ]) to plead for the building of the Temple).” This explanation is one of the few which tries to view our passage in the light of Panim aḥerim (cited by Jastrow from YS).

On the existence of a dialectical form [image: ] in Greek sources see Daniel Sperber, “Greek and Latin Words in Rabbinic Literature,” Bar-Ilan Annual 16-17 (1979), 23 (reprinted in his Essays on Greek and Latin in the Mishna, Talmud and Midrashic Literature, 25). Note however that several witnesses do not include the vav, reflecting a vocalization with either a or e [MS Y is vocalized a; however the Yemenites employed a Babylonian vocalization that did not distinguish between short a and e].

215 Similarly, the version of the legend about Haman’s enslavement to Mordecai that is preserved in Aggadat esther, 55 (on this source see below) commences with an account of how, when the controversy erupted over the building of the Temple in the days of Ezra, each of the sides selected a representative to plead its case before the king, in the course of which Mordecai purchased Haman for the loaf of bread. Though neither the word [image: ] nor any other term denoting a delegate or representative appears in the Aggadat esther tradition, the essential identity between it and the Panim aḥerim passage is nonetheless noteworthy.

216 Jastrow, as quoted above, tries to account in a similar manner (but not very persuasively) for the word prosholé. I see no necessity to do so.

217 See also Ginzberg, Legends, 4:393; 6:463, n. 95.

218 However according to our explanation, a text of this sort would have stood before the author of the Aggadat esther passage discussed above.

219 Presented as “explanation” [פירוש].

220 “Once”—MS G: “Rather, once.”

221 “to them”—~in YS.

222 “as”—MSG, YS: “at.”

223 “once...armies”—HgT2: “Ahasuerus sent Mordecai and Haman and his forces.”

224 “the province”—MSS G, HgT2, Genizah fragment: “a certain province”; MS P: “a province.”

225 HgT2 adds; “and he issued them much money to expend on his forces.”

226 “And”—only in MS G; ~ in all other witnesses.

227 MS G adds: “And.”

228 “Haman”—MS G: “he.”

229 “half of the”—MS G: “this”; MS R, YS: “his.”

230 “anything”—YS: “money.”

231 “from it”—MS R, YS, [Genizah fragment]: “to him”; MS P: “to him from it.”

232 “consumed...from it”—MS G: “spent it”; HgT2: “and he became proud to spend much, and he consumed it.”

233 “And”—~in MSS G, R, YS, Genizah fragment.

234 “it“—~in MSS L, P.

235 HgT2 adds: “And the princes cried out about him.”

236 “He approached...him”—MS G: “But Mordecai was wealthy. He approached Mordecai”; HgT2: “and the money which Ahasuerus had given him was still found in Mordecai’s hand. He approached Mordecai”; MS R: “But Mordecai was a possessor of money, and it was intact just as the king had issued it. Haman came to Mordecai”; MS P: “He approached Mordecai because the money was intact in his hands just as the king had issued it to him”; YS: “But Mordecai had half the money in his hand. Haman approached Mordecai”; [Genizah fragment]: “But Mordecai was a possessor of money, and it was intact just as the king had issued it to him. Haman came.”

237 MS R adds: “And.”

238“Haman...Mordecai”—thus only in MS L; in all other witnesses: “he said to him.”

239 “from”—~in MSS G, YS.

240 “this”— MSS G, P, HgT2: “the.”

241HgT2adds: “for I possess nothing for the soldiers.”

242 HgT2 adds: “anything.”

243 “unless” —MS G: “until.”

244“He accepted...himself”—HgT2: “Immediately Haman accepted.”

245 “and he made him the loan”—~in HgT2.

246 “and”—~in MSS R, P.

247 “for”- HgT2: -upon.”

248 ‘for him”—~in MSR.

249 “as follows”—~—~in HgT2.

250 “as follows in the deed”—~in YS.

251 HgT2 adds: “And he lent him what he needed, and thus is it written.”

252 “Haman the slave of Mordecai”—MS R: “[Haman] the slave.”

253 “the slave of Mordecai”—~in MS G.

254 “Haman...himself’—HgT2: “I have sold myself.”

255 “has sold himself‘—~in MS R (and filled in in R*).

256 MS G adds: “as a slave.”

257 Presented as “explanation” [פירוט].

258 “And”— ~ in YS.

259 “And this...Haman”—MS Mf: “that they called him.”

260 “Haman”— MSS G: “him.”

261 “to whom does the slave belong? To whom does the property belong?” -MS P: “whose is he?”

262 MS G adds: “And this is what Rav Ḥisda says: For Rav Ḥisda says: This one comes with his prosbolé and this one comes with his prosheuté” MS P adds: “Like that of Rav Ḥisda {?}. Yes, like that of Rav Ḥisda, for Rav Ḥisda says: This one with his prosbolé and this one with his pros beuté.” HgT2 adds: “Behold the deed that he was purchased for a loaf of bread. For this reason Haman used to say ‘so long as I see Mordecai.’”

263 Spanish family adds: “These are.”

264 “as it is written”—MS B: “and thus does [it] say.”

265 “And Rav Joseph teaches”—~in MS B (and filled in in B*).

266 “‘Bouté”—these are the poor”—MS P: “The Bacoté” of the poor” [?].

267 “as it is written”—MSS O, P, HgT: “as it says”; EY: “and thus does it say.”

268 MS B adds: “These are the poor.”

269 “And”- -in EY.

270 “And Rav Pappa says”—~in MSS B, Mf.

271 “And”—MS B: “that.”

272 “who is purchased”—MS Mf: “of one who sold [דמן תבין «— דםזדבן] himself.”

273 Unlike many of the additions which have found there way into the manuscript traditions of the Esther-Midrash, the tale of Haman’s enslavement to Mordecai was not copied from any of the early Palestinian midrashim to Esther, nor does it have a firm exegetical foundation in the language of the biblical text. The anonymous Hebrew formulations and the casting of Mordecai as a military figure are indeed uncharacteristic of classical midrashic style, and give the impression of being invented after the fact with a view to explaining Rav Pappa’s cryptic allusion. The more prevalent tendency in midrash is to downplay military qualities in favor of more spiritual brands of religious piety, or to allegorize them as allusions to the “war of Torah.” See the discussion in I. Heinemann, Darkhei ha-’aggadah, 91-2 (but cf. ibid., 49).

The story demonstrates many of the typical qualities of the Alexandrian Hellenistic-Jewish romances, as described by Y. Gutman, The Beginnings of Jewish-Hellenistic Literature. A fascinating parallel to our story is contained in Artapanus’ account of the exploits of Moses as commander of the Ethiopian army; on this tradition, and its evolutions through Greek, Aramaic and Hebrew sources, see Avigdor Shinan, “Moses and the Ethiopian Woman: Sources of a Story in The Chronicles of Moses,” Scripta Hierosolymitana 27 (1978), 66-78. [and see his comments on 77-8 about the reluctance of the Targum to depict Moses as a military man]; Idem., “‘The Chronicle of Moses’: The Genre, Time, Sources and Literary Nature of a Medieval Hebrew Story,” Ha-sifrut/Literature 7 (24 1970), 100-16; Tessa Rajak, “Moses in Ethiopia: Legend and Literature,” JJS 29 (1978), 111-22; M. Braun, History and Romance in Gracco Oriental Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1938); Eli Yassif, “Traces of Folk Traditions of the Second Temple Period in Rabbinic Literature,” JJS 39 (1988), 212-33; Louis H. Feldman, “Josephus’ Portrait of Moses: Part Two,” JQR 83 (1-2:1993), 15-20.

Other than the unexplained allusions to Haman’s selling himself “for a loaf of bread,” the story is not found in the main body of most witnesses to the Targums, presumably [though not necessarily] because these are even later than the Targums themselves, which are generally believed to date from well after the talmudic era [See the review of scholarly opinion in Grossfeld, The Two Targums, 19-24; Yehuda Komlosh, The Bible in the Light of the Aramaic Translations, Bar-Ilan University Series of Research Monographs in Memory of...Pinchas Churgin (Ramat-Gan and Tel-Aviv: Bar Ilan University and Dvir, 1973), 93-7].

On the other hand, the vocabulary and grammar of the Aramaic in the Targum addition shows every sign of being authentically Galilean. I am not sure what this teaches us about the dating of these sections.

My intuitive impression is that the “author” has made use of an existing story, possibly from an Arabic original, which he adapted to his needs. See Edward B. Eastwick, transl., The Anvaki Suhaili or: The Lights of Conopus (Kalilah and Damnah) (Hartford: Stephen Austin, 1854), 74-8.

An excellent study of the expanded Bible stories which make up much of medieval Hebrew prose may be found in Joseph Dan, The Hebrew Story in the Middle Ages, Sifriyyat Keter (Jerusalem: Keter, 1974); see especially 5-7 (on the use of Hebrew), 133-41 (on the treatment of Bible narratives). It is significant that the story did not find its way into such works as Yosippon, Jerahmeel, Sefer hayyashar or any of the other medieval collections which normally thrive on legends of this sort. On the question of whether the Ge’onim had had access to “lost” sources from the talmudic era in filling in puzzling allusions see Eliezer Segal, Case Citation in the Babylonian Talmud: The Evidence of Tractate Neziqin, Brown Judaic Studies, ed. E.S. Frerichs (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), 155-6.

274 There is a substantial uniformity to the versions of the story that have found their way into the texts and margins of the Talmud manuscripts. Alternative formulations of the story that are found elsewhere contain a number of major departures.

In the “Tosefta” to the Targum cited by Alkabetz, which appears under the headings “Jerusalem Targum” and “The Deed of Sale of Haman” in MS Paris Heb. 10 of the Targum (on Esther 3:2) [included in Grossfeld, The First Targum to Esther, 14-6 (Hebrew text), 49-51 (English translation), 114-7 (notes, including previous scholarly literature)] and MS Escurial G. Pluteo I, N. 5 [transcribed by Grossfeld, op. cit., 197; many additional details are supplied which are not found in any of the texts appended to the Talmud. E.g., it is spelled out that the three-year [or: -month] military campaign had begun in the second year of Ahasuerus’ reign, and took the form of a siege against “the city named ‘India’” [hindeqa, possibly: Ethiopia; see Grossfeld, 116]; there is a lengthy and detailed description of the evasive bargaining that led up to the agreement, which Mordecai only agreed to under threats from Haman’s soldiers, and which was recorded in painstaking specifics on Mordecai’s knee-cap (?) [teraqlui; on the different identifications (legging, dung, etc.) that have been proposed for the word see Grossfeld, 116-7]. Interestingly, the version of the story of Moses’ military campaign (see above) given by the Palaea Historica locates it in India, not Ethiopia; see David Flusser, “Palaea Historica, An Unknown Source of Rabbinic Legend,” Scripta Hierosolymitana 22 (1971), 67-8.

A substantially different tradition is contained in Aggadat esther, 55 (see our remarks above), for which Buber (n. 64) is unable to find a source. In that version Mordecai and Haman are not army commanders, but spokesmen on the way to plead their respective cases for and against building the Second Temple. Haman uses up his own rations by eating immoderately and the frugal Mordecai insists on Haman’s selling himself and writing the deed on the sole his shoe, which he later displays whenever Haman passes by the king’s gate, arousing Haman’s intense fury. The account, entirely anonymous and without a trace of Aramaic, strikes me as a clever medieval attempt at tying together the disparate components of our pericope with the obscure allusion in Rashi’s commentary to Haman’s having sold himself to Mordecai a long time prevously. [The author assumes that Rav Ḥisda’s comment refers to Haman and Mordecai as “delegates”; see supra.] See Ginzberg, Legends, 4:397-8; 6:464, n. 105.

275 It is very likely that this tradition evolved out of the Targumic expansion which applies 1 Samuel 2:5 to Haman’s impoverished sons who will have to toil for their bread. See our discussion of this fascinating passage below, in connection with the midrash to Eisther 5:11.

276 According to the assumption that Rav Ḥisda was alluding to the wealthy Mordecai and the impoverished Haman.

277 It is possible, for that matter, that the Haman and Mordecai episode was originally intended to constitute a completely separate exposition of Esther 5:13 (though this admittedly is not the way in which the sources are connected in the textual witnesses).

Another possibility which might be considered is that the sentence “and they called him, etc.” was originally part of the same source which contained the story, but at some point became “dislodged” (possibly as the result of the insertion of other foreign bodies into the text). Alternatively, it could be argued that the original story, like the targumic Toseftas, had once contained two similar references to Haman’s having “sold himself to Mordecai for a loaf of bread,” one of them in the narrative and one in text of the deed of sale. While this possibility (and the creation of a subsequent ho-moioteleuton) should not be ruled entirely out of hand, I find it significant that, with a single exception [MS G], none of the witnesses reads the sentence in both contexts.

278 The considerations which militate against its authenticity include the following:

• It is attested in only five witnesses, and not necessarily the most reliable of them. The sentence is not contained in the only Genizah fragment to the passage [TS FII (2) 73], which is generally a superior text (although the story of Haman’s enslavement is found in its margins).

• The location of the sentence varies among the repective witnesses. Wandering of passages (often a consequence of their being copied from the margins) is frequently an indicator of their lateness. See Shamma Friedman, “A Critical Study of Yevamot X with a Methodological Introduction,” in Texts and Studies, Analecta Judaica, ed. H. Z. Dimitrovsky, 275-442, 1 (New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1977), 305-6.

• The ascription to Rav Pappa is missing in two of the five witnesses which contain the dictum.

• R. Hananel does not comment on it. Even allowing for the dearth of aggadic exegesis in his commentary, I think that in this case it should be viewed as evidence that the sentence was not found in his manuscripts.

• If it were authentic, it is extremely unlikely that so many copyists would have deleted an attributed memra, no matter how difficult it was to understand.

On the other hand, considerations which support its authenticity include the following:

• In several texts the dictum does after all appear to be attributed to a Babylonian Amora.

• It is not attested anywhere else in the Talmud, so that it cannot have been copied from another pericope.

• Rashi comments on it.

However this last factor can also be turned in the opposite direction to diminish the weight of the testimonies of the witnesses that contain the dictum, since it is virtually certain that at least some of these traditions incorporated it precisely in order to make their texts conform to Rashi’s. [On the tendency of certain textual families, especially the Ashkenazic, to incorporate Rashi’s readings see E. Segal, The Textual Traditions of the Tractate Megillah, 127-212.] In the present instance the likelihood of this having happened is enhanced by the fact that the inclusion of Rav Pappa’s dictum crosses “family” lines; e.g., EY’s divergence from the rest of the Spanish family here suggests that its author filled in the passage from the printed Talmuds. [See Segal, op. cit., 215-6 on EY’s tendencies to accept the readings of Rashi and Tosafot, and its occasional borrowing from the Pesaro printings of the Talmud.] The fact that it is found in the Venice printing, but not in the Pesaro, raises similar questions as to the reliability of that tradition.

279 I have no suitable explanation of how his name became attached to to the sentence, nor can I imagine it dropping out if it were an authentic talmudic source.

280 Allusions to the sale of Haman “for a loaf of bread,” in phraseology that is identical to that in our pericope, are found in three different places in the First Targum to Esther:

3:2 [transl. Grossfeld, 52]: “...And Mordecai would not bow down to the statue, nor would he prostrate himself before Haman, because he was his working slave and had been sold to him for a loaf of bread.”

3:5: [Grossfeld, ibid.] “...Because {Mordecai} had told them that he would not bow down to Haman because he was his slave who had been sold to him for a loaf of bread.”

5:9: [Grossfeld, 66] “And Mordecai...stretched out his right leg and showed him the deed of sale in which he had been sold to him for a loaf of bread on the legging opposite his ankle. Immediately he was overcome by anger...”

No less than our talmudic pericope, these passages consist of tantalizing allusions to a complete story that are not fleshed out in the body of the Targum. The amount of information they supply is only slightly greater than in the Esther-Midrash. We learn from them that the sale took place some time prior to the events of Esther 3:2, that the deed was written on Mordecai’s leg and that he used to taunt Haman with that fact. Like our midrash, the Targum does not describe the circumstances of the sale (other than that Haman had to do it for “a loaf of bread”), nor does it explain why it was documented on Mordecai’s leg. The answers provided in the talmudic additions, the “Toseftas” to the Targum, and in Aggadat esther are undoubtedly reasonable ones. but I see no assurance that they are in reality the traditions to which either the Talmud or the Targum were alluding.

Ultimately, the question of the relationship between the First Targum’s allusions and the explicit stories in the targumic “Toseftas” provides a close methodological parallel to the questions raised in our talmudic pericope. In that connection, it should be remarked that the “Indian campaign” story as recorded in both the Paris MS and Alkabetz does not contain the expression “the slave who was sold for a loaf of bread” in either the narrative or in the text of the deed. On the other hand, the Hebrew “two delegates” tradition of Aggadat estlier (which might well be based on an Aramaic original) emphasizes twice that Haman sold himself literally for a single loaf of bread.

The language of our passage provides us with an additional basis for our claim that its provenance is the Targum rather than the Babylonian Talmud. The Aramaic word TLMY, used here to denote a loaf of bread, appears to be a hapax legomenon in TB. Kasowski’s concordance (15:119) lists no other instance of this word. Although some scholars have understood that the cArukh (Kohut, 3:310; see Levy, cited below) might preserve an additional instance in TB Giṭṭin 7a, this seems most unlikely and finds no support in the witnesses cited in Feldblum’s critical edition of that tractate. [The word is however attested in Mandaic (Drower-Macuch, A Mandaic Dictionary, 177), as well as in Syriac (Payne-Smith, 169). A similar word, probably borrowed, is found in Arabic; see S. Frankel, Die aramäischen Fremdwörter im klassischen Arabisch, reprint ed. (Hildesheim: Georg Olm, 1886), 35.] Rashi notes correctly that the word appears in the Targum to 2 Kings 4:42 [Alexander Sperber, ed., The Bible in Aramaic, Vol. 2: The Former Prophets (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1959), 2811, and J. Levy, [Chaldäisches Wörterbuch über the Targum (Leipzig: Baumgartner’s Buchhandlung, 1867), 1:305] cites additional examples from the Targums to Samuel, Chronicles and Job, aside from the three parallels in Targum Eisther. The word does not seem to occur in the TP or the Palestinian midrashim [There is no certainty that the “Menaḥem ṭalmay” or “ṭalma “mentioned in Ecclesiastes rabbah, 5:1:10 and TP Sanhedrin 2:1 (20c) was in actuality a baker. Sokoloff, 25, lists the word’s meaning as “unclear.”] See also Krauss, Talmudische Archäologie, 1:93 and 443, n. 227; Qadmoniyyot hatalmud, 2:1:154, n. 6; Kohut, 4:34.

281ו “And”- ~ in MSS B, O, W, YS.

282 “fashion”MSS Y*, G, B, W, Ashkenazic family, Mf, Printings, YS, Genizah fragment: “be”; Spanish family: “place.”

283 See Bacher, Tannaiten, 1:34. The passage is found in a similar formulation in TB Sanhedrin 111b. The connection to the pericope there is not obvious, and it seems to be on account of a general similarity to the subject matter discussed there, namely the days of the Messiah. The Megillah context is most probably the original one.

A similar homily, also transmitted by R. Eleazar in the name of R. Ḥaninah, is found in TP Megillah 2:3 (73b); Mo’edqatan 3:7 (83b); Leviticus rabbah, 11:9 (240-2); Song of Songs rabbah, 1:23; (ed. Dunsky, 24); 7:21 (152); Ecclesiastes rabbah, 1:11; Midrash on Psalms, 48:5 (ed. Buber, 276-7; transl. Braude, 1:463) [cf. TB Tacanit 31a (ed. Malter, 147)]:

Rabbi Berakhiah: R. Ḥalabo: cUlla Biraya: R. Eleazar in the name of Rabbi Ḥaninah: The Holy one will one day become a dance-master for the righteous in the future times. Wherefore? —”Consider her palaces [לחילה[.” The text actually reads “לחולה.” And the righteous point to him with their finger and say “For this God is our God for ever and ever: he will be our guide even unto death [י(עלמות (ibid., 14). עלמות—i.e., with עלימות, youth. עלמות, with vigor, עלמות, like those young maidens [עלמות[etc.

Like our own pericope, this image depicts in boldly physical terms the relationship between God and his righteous. Lieberman (Hayerushalmi kipkshuto, ix) following Bacher (Palästinensischen Amoräer, 1:33) has demonstrated that the imagery is borrowed from the realia of a Roman banquet in which the participants would point to the [image: ] who led the dancing (see also E. E. Hallevy, cErkhei ha-aggadah veha-halakhah, 1:74-5). It would therefore be appropriate to interpret the image of the crowns or wreaths in our pericope as being taken as well from the context of the ancient festive banquet.

284 To the best of my knowledge this chapter did not serve as a haftarah in any known nte. Other than the parallel passage in TB Sanhedrin 11 lb, these verses do not seem to have been expounded anywhere else in talmudic or midrashic literature.

285 The verse in its original context is probably referring to times after the fall of Samaria (see Rashi, Qimḥi and Meṣuddat david to the verse), not to the indefinite messianic future as understood by R. Ḥanina. On the ambiguity of “that say” see Otto Kaiser, Isaiah 13-39: A Commentary, translated by R. A. Wilson, The Old Testament Library, ed. Peter Ackroyd et al. (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1974), 241-2. Eschatological understandings of biblical prophecies are so standard in midrash that they could hardly have been treated as original exegesis. As mentioned above, the imagery of God being a crown for the remnant, with its implication that God will somehow subordinate his glory to mortal interests, is extremely radical if taken at face value, a fact which probably caused scribes to substitute the less shocking “fashion” and “place,” in spite of the explicit phraseology of the verse. Maharsha (to Sanhedrin) makes the phrase refer to the Shekhinah. According to Amos Hakham [Sefer yeshacyahu: 1-31, Dacat Miqra, ed. Meir Madan et al. (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1984), 285-6 (and n. 7)1 the metaphor expresses the permanence of the new glory. Cf. Kaiser, ibid.

286 No other rabbis are named in the passage, which is formulated entirely in Hebrew.

287 This limitation is not explicit in the verse which speaks of those who survive God’s punishment of Ephraim for whatever reasons.

288 “and for a diadem of beauty”—~in MS P.

289 “sivyono”—Thus in all witnesses, including Y*; only in MS Y: “resono.” E Y adds: “and for a diadem of beauty.”

290 “mesappim”—Y* and AgE: “mehakkim”‘, MS M: “maspir.”

291 The respective usages represent semantic nuances of the same root meaning. Though the root appears frequently in Aramaic dialects, the noun ṣivyon (as distinct from its more common synonym rason) does not seem to have been part of the active vocabulary of rabbinic Hebrew and is employed almost invariably when required for purposes of a midrashic word-play on a biblical verse. See TB Rosh hash-shanah 1 la, Hullin 60a, [cf. Genesis rabbah, 10:5 (78); in connection with ṣeva’am in Genesis 2:1]; TB Ketubbot 111a (ed. Hershler, 2:643; in connection with ṣevi in Ezekiel 26:20); TB Sanhedrin 94a (in connection with ṣevi in Isaiah 24:16); Genesis rabbah, 10:5 (in connection with ṣeva’i in Job 14:14); Exodus rabbah, 1:17 (ed. Shinan, 68; in connection with haṣṣovevah in 1 Chronicles 4:8); Exodus rabbah, 25:2 and Aggadat bereshit, 53:2 (ed. Buber, 106; in connection with ṣeva ot in Hosea 12:6); Song of Songs rabbah, 2:18 (ed. Dunsky, 63; in connection with seva ot in Song of Songs 2:7); Midrash on Psalms, 73:1 (ed. Buber, 334; transl. Braude, 2:2; in connection with harsubbot in Psalms 73:4); 148:1 (ed. Buber, 538; transl. Braude, 2:375; in connection with ṣeva’ot in Psalms 148:2).

Apparent exceptions, in which ṣivyon is employed where there is no scriptural word-play, include Genesis rabbah, 12:16 (113; but the exposition might originally have been based on Genesis 2:1); Deuteronomy rabbah, 11 (Zot habberakhah):10.

292 See commentators to the verse: BDB, 862.

293 MS M alone does not change the lexical root of the verb. Rabbinowicz (Diqdué soferim, n. h) defends this reading, which he relates to the Aramaic root denoting morning or light. He cites a similar interpretation from Qimḥi’s commentary to Judges 7:3. Similar understandings seem to underly the use of the root in some of the piyyutim quoted by Ben-Yehuda, 11:5605-6. Perhaps the usage is analogous to that of ShHR, which can mean both “dawn” and “hope.” See Ben-Yehuda, 14:7033, and Torczyner’s note.

294 Spanish family adds: “What is ‘unto the residue of his people’?”

295 “the one who makes”—HgT1 “those who make.”

296 In rabbinic parlance the term “shirayim” or “shiyarim” is employed primarily as a halakhic category designating the portions of a substance that have been left over after a precept has been performed with part of that substance. The most common instances, but by no means the only ones, are those of sacrificial blood, after the main part has been thrown or sprinkled on the altar (e.g., Mishnah Zevaḥim 5:1-2, etc.; see Rashi to Leviticus 4:25) or the remains of the meal-offerings after the qomeṣ has been burned on the altar (Mishnah Menaḥot 2:1, 3:3, 6:1, etc.). A more general concept is that of shiyarei miṣvah to designate a procedure whose omission does not invalidate the performance of the precept (e.g., Menaḥot 9:8, see Albeck’s commentary, 5:89; Ch. Y. Kasowsky, Thesaurus Mishnae, 4:1689-90; Lampronti’s Paḥad yiṣḥaq, 12:189b). It thereby carries the connotation of something that is subordinate and of lesser importance. Hence in non-legal homiletical contexts it can be an image of humility, of one who sees himself as superfluous and inferior to others. Another aggadic extention of the term, also inspired by a scriptural word-play, is found in Numbers rabbah, 19:32 and Tanḥuma Ḥuqqat, 25 [cf. ed. Buber, 55 (4:130)1: “Said the Holy One (to Moses)... Do not be afraid of {Og}. For there has never arisen a warrior more formidable than he... And yet here he treats him like shirayim, as it says: ‘who remained [nish’ar) of the remnant of the giants.‘” Cf. TB Rosh hash-shanah 16b; Ruth rabbah, 2:10 (ed. Lerner, 64-5).

297 See the Hiddushei ge’onim commentary to E Y Sanhedrin (citing Keli paz).

298 See Rashi in Sanhedrin. Maharsha there supplies references to biblical verses in which God is said to be close to the meek and humble. R. Ḥanina attached especial importance to the link between humility and redemption. See e.g. TB Sanhedrin 98a [and Diqduqé soferim, n. s]: “Says Zeciri: says R. Ḥanina: The Son of David will not come until the haughty of spirit are eliminated from Israel, as it says ‘For then will I take away out of the midst of thee them that rejoice in thy pride’; and it is written ‘I will also leave in the midst of thee an afflicted and poor people, and they shall trust in the name of the Lord’ (Zephaniah 3:11-2).” See also Leviticus rabbah, 11:8 (239) [cf. Ecclesiastes rabbah, 1:11]: “R. Bebai and R. Reuben in the name of R. Ḥaninah: The Holy One will one day appoint for himself an assembly of his own elders, etc.” On the possible polemical implications of this last source see Bacher, Palästinensischen Amoräer, 1:33, n. 7. Pp. 32-4 contain a collection of R. Ḥanina’s eschatological dicta. Similarly formulated statements on the rewards awaiting the righteous in the messianic future are found in TB Pesaḥim 119b: Sanhedrin 100a [the wording here bears a strong resemblance to our pericope, and may have influenced the emendations]; Leviticus rabbah, 25:2 (570); Pesiqta rabbati, 31:4 (ed. Friedman, 155a; transl. Braude, 2:609-10).

299 MSS G, B, O, L, P, EY add: “to him that sitteth in judgment, and for strength for them that turn the battle to the gate’ {The length of the citation from the vere varies) ‘For a spirit of judgment.’”

300 “coerces”—thus only in MSS Y, G, B, YS, AgE; in all other witnesses: “judges.”

301 “every day” -thus only in MSS Y, B; ~ in all other witnesses.

302 The reading רודה has a less obvious connection to the word משפם in the verse than does דן, which appears in the majority of witnesses. This in itself serves to recommend the minority tradition as a lectio difficilior.

303 Thus Rashi in Sanhedrin. The simple sense of the verse (see Qimhi and others) is that God will become a spirit of judgment to assist his followers. The midrash turns this around and makes it say that those who judge their spirit are counted among the recipients of the divine crown.

304 Rashi (here and in Sanhedrin) understands this in the sense of compelling oneself to repent by resisting the sinful urges of the evil inclination. On the rabbis’ perception of the two inclinations in man see Maharsha to Sanhedrin: F. С. Porter, “The Yeçer Mara: A Study in the Jewish Doctrine of Sin,” in Biblical and Semitic Studies (New York: Scribners, 1901), 93-156; Solomon Schechter, Some Aspects of Rabbinic Theology (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1909), 242-92; Urbach, The Sages, 471-83.

305 “one”—MSS B, Mf, YS, AgE: “judge.”

306 “coerces...who” - ~ in Printings.

307 For the phraseology see Mishnah Pe ah 8:9 (and Albeck’s commentary, 1:66. The passage הדן את הדין אמת לאמתה is not an original part of the Mishnah; see Epstein, Mavo lenosah ha-mishnah, 975-6); Avot derabbi natan A, 12 (ed Schechter, 49; transl. Goldin, 64); TB Shabbat 10a; cEruvin 54b; Ḥagigah 14a; Bava batra 8b; Sanhedrin 7a; Tanḥuma, Mishpaṭim, 6; Shemini, 9; Shofeṭim, 8. See also Tosafot here.

308 “every day”—thus only in MS Y, AgE; ~ in all other witnesses.

309 As previously, in the verse it is God who is spoken of as becoming a source of strength for the faithful. For the midrash, the expression is made to describe those who are worthy of receiving God’s rewards.

310 The traditional commentators were not comfortable with the apparent repetition of the same message in two phrases of the verse. Rashi to Sanhedrin understands that “coercion” is a mere fending off of the evil inclination, a lesser achievement than the active “overcoming” of evil by marshalling the resources of one’s good inclination. In Megillah, where he reads “judges” rather than “coerces” in the former clause, he interprets the passage in the opposite direction: “Judging” brings about true and definite repentance, whereas simple “overcoming” consists of nothing more than a passive refraining from transgression. See cEs yosef to Megillah. It is not clear whether this kind of discrepancy can be adduced in evidence of the claim that the commentary to Sanhedrin Chapter Eleven that is attributed to Rashi was actually composed by a different author. On this question see J. N. Epstein, “The Commentaries of R. Jehuda ben Nathan and the Commentaries of Worms,” Tarbiz 4 (1 1932), 20-4 [=Studies in Talmudic Literature and Semitic Languages, 3:20-4); Jonah Fraenkel, Rashi’s Methodology in his Exegesis of the Babylonian Talmud, 304-35 [on 326 and n. 86 he states (without explaining why) that our example does not constitute a contradiction].

311 MSS B, O add: “to the gate:”

312 “who wrangle”—Spanish family: “these are the ones who wrangle”; MSS B: “this is the one who wrangles”; MSS L, Mf, Genizah fragment: “these are the disciples of the wise who wrangle.”

313 To the best of my knowledge all modern commentators understand the verse literally. See Kaiser, 242, Hakham, 286 and n. 8; I. W. Slotski, Isaiah, Soncino Books of the Bible, ed. A. Cohen (London: The Soncino Press, 1949), 127; etc.

314 For additional references to the “war of Torah” see listings in the concordance to TB, 21:692; Seder colam, 25 (ed. Ratner, 112-3; ed. Minkowsky, 396-7, 526) Numbers rabbah, 13:10; Ruth rabbah, 4:3 (ed. Lerner, 2:100-1); Lamentations rabbah, 2:4; Tanḥuma, Noaḥ, 3; Vezot habberakhah, 5.

315 “who come”—MSS G, Mf, HgT1, YS: “these are the ones who come”; MSS W, L, M, Spanish family, Genizah fragment: “these are the disciples of the wise who come”; MS R: “this is the one who come [sic].”

316 “to”—MS R, Printings: “in.”

317 “to”~MS R, Printings: “in.”

318 For similar interpretations of “gates” see TB Berakhot 8a and Midrash on Psalms, 87:1 (ed. Buber, 375-6 and n. 1; transl. Braude, 2:74) [in connection with Psalms 87:3 “The Lord loves the gates of Zion, etc.”]; Sanhedrin 103a (expounding Jeremiah 39:3 “the middle gate”); Deuteronomy rabbbah, 8:3 (“and ‘gate’ means nothing other than the Sanhedrin,” based on an interpretation of Proverbs 24:7 “Wisdom is too high for a fool: he openeth not his mouth in the gate”); Ruth zuta, 4:1 (“the gate is none other than the bet-hammidrash,” based on Ruth 4:1, Deuteronomy 25:7, Isaiah 26:6); etc.

319 According to Rashi the idea of early and late attendance was suggested by the association with gate-keepers, who would normally be the first to arrive and the last to de-part. [This idea is completely absent from his (?) commentary to Sanhedrin, where “gate” is seen as a straightforward allusion to the synagogue.] See Maharsha in Sanhedrin and cEs yosef here.

320 Similar interpretations dealing with the ideal of dawn-till-night attendance at prayer and religious study are found in Genesis rabbah, 98:3 (1252) [in connection with the recitation of the Shemac]; TB Berakhot 8a; cEruvin 22a and Pirqei derabbi elicezer, 42 (transl. Friedlander, 240; ed. Higger, 225) [to the synagogue]; Numbers rabbah, 21:14 [to the house of study]; Song of songs rabbah, 5:7 (ed. Dunsky, 131) and Pirqei derabbi elicezer, 42 (transl. Friedlander, 337 and n. 11, 340; ed. Higger, 224) [for words of Torah]. The expression is particularly common in Seder eliahu rabbah in connection with its constant reiteration of the ideal that even the ignorant should make a habit of frequenting the synagogue or the bet hammidrash. See e.g., 2 (ed. Friedmann, 13; transl. Braude-Kapstein, 66); 11 (52/160); 18 (93/247); 19 (112/284); etc.

321 “He said to her”—MSS O, R, EY: “He said to them”; HgT: “He said”; YS: “As it says”; ~ in MS M, Printings.

322 The exegetical problem is a legitimate one. See John D. W. Watts, Isaiah 1-33, Word Biblical Commentary, ed. David A. Hubbard et al., (Waco, Texas: Word Books, 1985), 358-9, 362-3, who arrives at a remarkably similar solution by dividing up the chapter among several different speakers. Qimḥi [thus also in Meṣuddat david] and Rashi read verse 7 in the sense of “the Judeans [or in Rashi’s case: those who sit in judgment and “turn the battle to the gate”] are no less guilty of the above crimes than the Ephraimites,” an explanation that is strongly suggested by the word “also” in the verse. A. Hakham, on the other hand (286), explains that the prophet was addressing different audiences, and that verses 7 sq. are responding to the premature delight taken by the Judeans upon hearing of the impending collapse of Ephraim.

323 “Standard of Justice” is functioning here as a prosecutor whose role is to remind God of all Israel’s shortcomings. On the evolution of the imagery of Justice and Mercy see A. Marmorstein, The Old Rabbinic Doctrine of God, Vol. 1: The Names and Attributes of God, Jews’ College Publications (London: Oxford University Press, Humphrey Milford, 1927), 181-96; Urbach, The Sages, 448-61. Urbach demonstrates how the two “standards” originated as two modes through which the supreme judge could relate to his creatures’ failings; and eventually became divine attributes; and ultimately, as in our passage:

the attribute assumes the character of an independent and separate power... the Attribute of Justice becomes a prosecuting angel... the attribute of Justice strives to maintain its position unimpaired. Its aim is to prevent the scales from being unjustly inclined towards mercy, and the Lord answers its arguments, [p. 460]

Urbach’s discussion of this phenomenon focuses primarily on TB Shabbat 55a [=Tanḥuma, Mishpaṭim, 7] where R. Aḥa b. Ḥanina [in Tanḥuma: Rav] expounds upon Ezekiel 9:4 which tells of how the prophet was instructed to mark off the righteous from the wicked. To this the Standard of Justice raised the same objection as in our pericope: “Master of the universe, how are these different from the others?” In Shabbat the homily evolves into a discussion on the need for the righteous to protest the evils around them. Ultimately God must concede to the objection. Urbach (890, n. 61) observes that the version in Tanḥuma, Tazriac, 9 [and ed. Buber, 13 (41)], reads “Kategoria” instead of “middat haddin.” This is indicative of the fact that the aggadah has adopted (as was the case with much of the imagery in rabbinic parables) the institutions of the Roman courtroom and its adversarial system, a system which did not exist in Jewish law (see Mishnah Avot 1:8 and literature cited by Sperber, Legal Terms, 65, 126-30, 178-81). The latter imagery most likely had its origins in the liturgy and homiletics of the Jewish New Years, in which God is depicted as standing in judgment over humankind.

On the addition found only in later printings (beginning with the Frankfort a/M [1720-2] edition) “The Holy One said to them: Israel occupied themselves with the Torah, the Gentile nations did not occupy themselves with the Torah,” see Urbach, 890, n. 62. Rabbinowicz (n.t) was unable to find a source for the interpolation, and noted correctly how radically it affected the meaning of the pericope by shifting the contrast to one between Israel and the foreign nations, rather than between the righteous and the wicked.

324 As we have observed, the midrash treats the passage eschatologically, as dealing with the respective fates of the wicked and the righteous, not in any historical or geographical context.

325 It is not entirely clear from Rashi’s comments whether the sentence is (as I have explained it) a defense of the surviving remnant, in which their behavior is being contrasted with the injustices of the doomed wicked, or an acknowledgment that there exists no real difference between the two groups. Maharsha to Sanhedrin reads Rashi’s interpretation of the talmudic pericope in light of his commentary to Isaiah (see above) where he explained verse 7 as an indictment of the surviving remnant. Maharsha’s position is justified by the fact that in the biblical commentary Rashi does incorporate the Talmud’s exegesis. It is likely that some such consideration lies behind the emendation introduced into the Frankfurt printings (see above). Cf. CEs yosef here. My own reading of Rashi in Sanhedrin is that God is excusing one group of judges because their sins were not committed out of malicious or blasphemous motives, but only because of their drunkenness. This understanding is however difficult to uphold since verses 1 and 3 above label the condemned group as drunkards as well.

326 “stumbling”—MSS G, B, L, M, W, Mf, EY, Printings: “‘they stumbled:’”

327 On the significance of the term see Samuel Klein, “Ha- ‘nahotei’ ve-rabbah bar bar hana cal cinyanei eretz-yisra’el,” Me’assef Zion 5 (1933), 1-13. On the vocalizations of this word in various traditions of Hebrew and Aramaic see E. Y. Kutscher, Words and Their History (Jerusalem: Kiryath Sepher, 1965), 66-7; Malachi Beit-Arieh, “Niqqudo shel mahzor q”q vermaiza,” Leshonenu 29 (1965), 102 and n. 118 [=Bar-Asher, Moshe, ed., Qovetz ma’amarim bil’shon ḥaza”L 2nd ed., Vol. 1 (Jerusalem: [Akademon], 1972), 344].

328 “pelileha”—MSS O, L, R: “peliah.”

329 “justice”—Printings, YS: “judges”: MS Mf: “(law) judges.”

330 Genizah fragment adds: “{} Abraham our father ‘Then on the third day Abraham lifted up, etc.’ (Genesis 22:4) {} the tribes ‘And he put them all together into ward’ (Genesis 42:17). ‘And Jonah was in the belly of the fish three days’ (Jonah 1:17). And the dead will live only after three days, as it says: ‘After two days will he revive us; in the third day’ (Hoseah 6:2).”

This midrash to Esther 5:1 is found in Esther rabbah, 9:2; Genesis rabbah, 56:1 (595) and 91:7 (1129-30): Midrash on Psalms, 22:5 (ed. Buber, 183; transl. Braude, 1:301-2).

331 See below.

332 The respective words are actually from the same lexical root, PWQ meaning ”’reel, totter” (BDB, 807).

333 The murder of Nabal, or an illicit liaison with Abigail; see our discussion of Megillah 14a-b in the previous chapter. The association with Gehenna is of course not crucial to the Talmud’s argument.

334 And not merely “judgment” as the simple sense of the verse would have it. See BDB, 813.

335 See Mekhilta, Neziqin, 8 (ed. Horovitz-Rabin, 276; ed. Lauterbach, 3:66):

“According as the woman’s husband will lay upon him” From this I understand whatever he demands. —Therefore it states: “and he shall pay as the judges determine.” This implies that he only pays in acordance with the judges, since it says “and he shall pay as the judges [pelilim] determine.” And pelilim means nothing other than judges, as it says: “even our enemies themselves being judges (pelilim]” (Deuteronomy 32:31), and it is written: “If one man sin against another, the judge shall judge him [pillelo]”. (1 Samuel 2:25).

A different formulation of the same idea appears in Mekhilta derabbi shimcon ben yohai, 176, inlcuding the terse statement “‘and he shall pay as the judges determine:—the judges (בדיינים).” The passage is taken from Midrash haggadol to Exodus (ed. Margulies, 479), and is not found in a manuscript, though it does have a decided ring of authenticity [cf. D. Hoffmann, Mechilta de-Rabbi Simon b. Jochai (Frankfurt a. M.: J. Kauffman, 1905), 130]. See also Sifré Deuteronomy, 323 (ed. Finkelstein, 373; transl. Hammer, 335); Midrash tannai’im (ed. Hoffman, 200); Numbers rabbah, 20:26; Tanḥuma (ed. Buber), Balaq, 30 (p. 4:149); Pirqei derabbi elicezer, 47 (transl. Friedlander, 370 and n. 8); Kasher, Torah Shelemah, 17:121-2 (n. 426.

In all the above passages the root meaning of the unusual PLL is treated as a question which requires a solution on the basis of lexicographical comparison. Although I am familiar with no sources that deal in an equivalent manner with PWQ (probably because no words from that root happen to appear in the Pentateuch), it is conceivable that midrashic sources did exist which explained the word (in Isaiah 28:7 or elsewhere) with reference to 1 Samuel 25:31. It is thus possible that our midrash is simply citing these available comments without meaning to incorporate them into its homiletical argument. The difficulties involved in fitting these comments into the flow of the pericope are reflected in the inconsistencies between Rashi’s commentaries here and to Sanhedrin 111b. Here he explains the reference to “judges” in the sense that the wicked are judged (i.e., sentenced) to go to Gehenna, whereas in Sanhedrin it is seen as an allusion to the corrupt judges who will be sentenced to Gehenna.
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Foerster, G. 181

Fox, H. 279

Fox, M. 35, 44

Fraenkel, J. 95, 98, 100, 141, 205, 302

Frankel, D. 198, 223

Freedman, D. 108

Friedlander, G. 3, 6

Friedman, M. A. 50, 51, 90, 170

Friedman, S. 266, 294

Friedmann, M. 166

Frontinus 129

Frye, R. 193

Gafni I. 68

Ge’on yacaqov 109

Ge’onic Responsa ed. Harkavy 222

Geiger, B. 44, 123, 222, 263

Genesis Apocryphon 166, 176

Gersonides 160

Gesenius-Kautsch 248

Gilat, I. 282

Ginzberg, L. 2, 36, 91, 100, 102, 128, 170, 171, 172, 222, 223, 225, 232, 261

Glazier-MacDonald, B. 230, 233

Glover, T. 98

Goldberg, A. 131

Goldman, S. 205

Goodblatt, D. 68

Cordis, R. 69

Gordon, R. 232

Gough, M. 98

Grabbe, L. 4

Greenberg, M. 193, 213

Grossfeld, B. 9, 19, 21, 41, 48, 51, 52, 53, 55, 58, 60, 67, 99, 100, 110, 119, 123, 125, 126, 128, 131, 141, 259, 291, 292

Gulack, A. 211

Gutman, Y. 114, 291

Hakham, A. 72, 263, 297, 303, 304

Halakhot gedolot (by Rabbi Simeon Qayyara) 145, 226, 231

Halevy, I. 99

Halivni, D. 58, 150, 151, 152

Hallevy, E. 14, 62, 64, 67, 69, 146 157, 175, 176, 181, 206, 216, 274

Halpern, R. 88

Hananel 13, 42, 102, 222, 265, 294

Hanhart, R. 50

Harper, W. 108

Harrington, D. 175, 184, 185

Hartmann, L. 57, 269

Haupt, P. 41, 44, 51, 69, 110, 117, 141, 254

Hecataeus of Abdera 114, 126

Hecht, N. 274

Heinemann, I. 80, 95, 98, 106, 113, 114, 115, 165, 166, 193, 217, 291

Heinemann, J. 84

Henokh Zundel b. Joseph: See cAnaf yosef, CEs yosef.

Herodotus 141

Herr, M. 114, 126, 129

Hershler, M. 62

Hertz, J. 80

Homer 62

Horace 129

Horovitz, S. 166

Horowitz, A. 181

Ibn Ezra, A. 7, 56, 108, 248

Ibn Habib, J. 11, 200, 216

Ibn Janah, J. 269

Ibn Zimra, D. 261

Isaac ben Sheshet 261

Ishbili, Yom-tov (Riṭva) 151

Issachar Ber b. Naftali Cohen: See Mattenot kehunnah.

Iyyei hayyam 246

cIyyun yacaqov (by Rabbi Jacob Reischer) 36, 53, 56, 63, 68, 78, 86, 98, 109, 112, 120, 174, 177, 184, 187, 191, 192, 200, 214, 216, 234, 245, 246, 254, 269, 273, 276, 277, 278

Jacobson, I. 131, 148, 181

Jaffe, Samuel: See Yefeh canaf, Yefeh qol.

Jagendorf, Z. 81

Jastrow, M. 100, 123, 263, 282, 284, 285

Jeansonne, S. 81

Jellicoe, S. 50

Jensen, P. 44

Jerome 232

Jerusalem Targum to Esther 292

Joel, I. 166

Jones, A. H. M 98

Josephus 169

Julian the Apostate 123, 175

Julius Caesar 100

Juvenal 126, 129, 217

Kaiser, O. 297, 303

Kalilah wa-Damnah 291

Kamin, S. 52, 64, 106, 258

Kasher, M. 78, 177, 307

Kaufmann, Y. 233, 236

Keli paz 3(X)

Kil, J. 82, 158, 190, 221, 269

Klein, L. 236

Klein, S. 157, 282, 306

Kohut, A. 123, 207, 222, 263, 282

Komlosh, Y. 291

Krauss, S. 57, 62, 123, 140, 170, 181, 195, 206, 222, 263, 273, 282

Krochmal, N. 30

Kugel, J. 108

Kutscher, E. 250, 306

Lampronti, I. 118, 299

Lazarus-Yafeh, H. 56, 67

Leibowitz, N. 80, 134

Leiman, S. 30

Lerner, M. 51, 157

Levi, I. 232

Levine, L. 181

Levy, J. 123, 128, 263, 282

Levy,J.H. 114, 126

Lewin, B. 222

Lewy, J. 44

Lewysohn, L. 122, 207, 216, 217

Lieberman, S. 30, 50, 54, 83, 99, 122, 134, 150, 157, 255, 273, 282

Lipshitz, A. 108

Liss, A. 89

Low, I. 60, 183

Lowenstamm, S. 44

Luria, D. (Radal) 86, 150, 261

Luna, S. 64

Mach, R. 278

Machsor Vitry 181

Madsen, A. 24

Magie, D. 98

Maharsha (Rabbi Solomon Eidels) 2, 21, 31, 35, 43, 45, 53, 55, 56, 62, 70, 72, 78, 86, 88, 89, 100, 102, 105, 106, 109, 113, 117, 119, 120, 122, 123, 125, 126, 129, 133, 135, 137, 140, 146, 147, 154, 155, 161, 177, 180, 181, 183, 187, 190, 192, 197, 198, 200, 203, 208, 212, 214, 217, 219, 222, 225, 226, 229, 230, 232, 233, 235, 237, 238, 239, 245, 246, 248, 250, 251, 253, 254, 257, 258, 261, 263, 269, 273, 274, 278, 279, 297, 300, 303, 306

Maharzu (Rabbi Z. W. Einhorn) 23, 24, 86, 105, 137, 156

Maimomdes 184, 192, 193

Malachi Hakkohen (Yad malakhi) 274

Mann, J. 23, 72, 94, 166

Mantel, H. 97

Margulies, M. 26, 248, 270

Marmorstein, A. 155, 305

Mattenot kehunnah (by Issachar Ber b. Naftali Hakkohen) 63, 279

McCarter Jr., P. 82, 190, 269

McKane, W. 273

Me’iri, M. 193

Meacham, T. 86

Meir (father of Rashbam and R. Tarn) 193

Meir Jonah 150

Melamed, E. 41, 112, 227, 235, 237

Meleager 64

Mesuddat david 26, 108, 297, 304

Midrash eshet hayil 177

Minkowsky, Ch. 157

Mirsky, S. 19

Mispeh eitan 77

Mizrahi, E. 106

Montgomery, J. 57, 208, 217, 269

Moore, C. 7, 17, 41, 52, 55, 56, 65, 69, 86, 105, 114, 116, 117, 119, 141, 247, 248, 254, 259, 260, 263

Moore, G. 217, 236

Moses b. Abraham 200

Moses ben Naḥman: See Naḥmanides.

Myers, J. 214

Naḥmanides (Moses ben Nahman, Ramban) 86, 165

Nathan ben Jehiel (cArukh) 54, 222, 265

Neaman, P. 123

Neubauer, A. 123

Neusner, J. 123, 166, 216

Newman, J. 68

Nickelsburg, G. 175

Nissim (of Geronda) 150

Nissim Ga’on 212

Obermeyer, J. 123, 263

Offer, J. 36, 143, 270

Oppenheimer, A. 181, 263

Orenstem, Ch. 14

Palaea Historica 292

Pardo, D. 276

Paton, L. 7, 17, 47, 49, 52, 55, 60, 65, 69, 86, 105, 116, 119, 141, 247, 248, 252, 254, 259, 261, 263

Pausanius 62, 67

Perles, J. 123

Petachia of Ratisbon 263

Philo 188

Philostratus 126

Pigulevskaya, N. 123

Pinto, Josiah ("Rif” to CEi n yacaqov)16, 36, 48, 49, 53, 56, 63, 69, 78, 89, 102, 191, 197, 198, 245, 276

Pliny 44

Plutarch 62, 129

Poliakov, L. 114

Polybius 157

Pompeius Trogus 126

Porter, F. 301

Posidonius 126

Post, G. 60

Preuss, J. 48, 64, 86, 200, 249

Pseudo-Hippolytus 113

Pseudo-Jerome 158

Pseudo-Rashi (to Tacanit) 239

Pythagoras 64

Qayyara, Simeon: See Halakhot gedolot.

Qimhi, D. 26, 108, 158, 269, 273, 297, 299, 301, 304

Quintillian 126

Rabbinowicz, R. 219, 228, 299, 305

Rabin, Ch. 170

Rabinovitz, Z. 2, 23, 24, 30, 53, 61, 66, 99, 270, 274

Rajak, T. 291

Rambam: See Maimonides.

Ramban: See Nahmanides.

Rashbam (Rabbi Samuel ben Me’ir) 148

Rashi (Rabbi Solomon ben Isaac) 2, 7, 11, 12, 24, 26, 35, 45, 46, 48, 53, 56, 62, 64, 65, 68, 70, 72, 84, 88, 89, 91, 99, 100, 102, 105, 108, 113, 115, 120, 123, 125, 128, 131, 133, 138, 145, 146, 148, 150, 184, 185, 190, 192, 193, 198, 199, 202, 206, 207, 208, 211, 212, 219, 222, 224, 225, 226, 229, 236, 237, 245, 246, 248, 251, 254, 257, 261, 263, 265, 269, 273, 294, 297, 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 306, 307

Ratner, B. 145, 157, 211, 214, 225, 231, 261

Reischer, Jacob: See 4 cIyyun yacaqov

Ricoeur, P. 141

Ritva: See Ishbili, Yom-Tov.

Rokeah, D. 114

Rosenthal, F. 171

Ruge, W. 98

Saadiah 131, 222

Sachs, M. 282

Sadan, D. 128

Safenat pacaneah 273

Safrai, S. 211

Saldarini, A. 61, 122

Samuel b. Elkanah 11

Samuel ben Hofni 224

Samuel ben Me’ir; See Rashbam.

Sanders, E. 132

Sarna, N. 80

Schechter, S. 301

Schiffman, L. 27

Schonfield, H. 98

Schürer, E. 97, 115, 126, 129, 131

Schwabe, M. 44

Sefer hayyashar 291

Segal, E. 39, 51, 95 162 265, 266, 291, 294

Segal. M. 30

Seneca 129

Sherira Ga‘on 10, 13

Shilo, S. 193

Shinan, A. 61, 168, 175, 177, 180, 291

Simḥah of Dessau 131

Simon, M. 35, 122, 263

Sirkes, J. 135

Skinner, J. 77

Slotski, 1, 303

Smith, H. 82, 191, 204, 205, 269

Smith, J. 230, 233

Smolar, L. 180

Sokoloff, M. 54, 205

Solomon ben Isaac: See Rashi.

Sophocles 255

Speiser, E. 165, 166

Sperber. A. 232

Sperber, D. 11, 100, 137, 277, 282, 284, 305

Spiro, A. 175

Steinfeld, Z. 131

Steisaltz, A. 259

Stern, D. 141, 277

Stern, E. 181

Stern, M. 21, 64, 114, 115, 119, 123, 126, 129

Strabo 64, 115, 119, 126, 263

Strashun, S. 35, 70, 80, 88, 147, 227, 229, 261

Suetonius 175

Sulzbach, A. 100

Sussman, J. 3

Swete, H. 50

Tacitus 126, 129

Tadmor, H. 208, 212

Talmon, Z. 205, 206

Talshir, D. 217

Tarn, Jacob 193, 211

Temple Scroll 170

Thackeray, H. 97

Theodor, J. 270

Tigay, J. 53

Torczyner, I. 190

Tosafot 11, 16, 21, 35, 51, 56, 88, 89, 99, 113, 135, 177, 184, 193, 197, 198, 199, 223, 239, 248, 257, 302

Tosefot harosh 88, 99, 135

Tosefot ḥakhmei angliyyah 11, 197

Tosfoth Hachmei Anglia 69, 88, 251, 254, 257, 279

Towner, W. 61

Trachtenberg, J. 71

Urbach, E. 14, 16, 30, 118, 135, 138, 146, 154, 188, 209, 211, 253, 274, 278, 305

Vergil 216

Vermes, G 229

Visotzky, B. 2

Von Rad, G. 80

Wacholder, B. 170

Wartsky, I. 247

Watts, J. 304

Weiss, A. 22, 27, 37, 88, 102, 144, 224, 266

Weiss, 1, 14, 265

Welles, C. 98

Wertheimer, S. 222

Widengren, G. 68

Winter, P. 175

Wosner, S. 274

Yaari, A. 181

Yad malakhi: See Malachi hakkohen.

Yad yosef 109

Yadin, Y. 170

Yahalom, Y. 181

Yahuda, A. 44, 45

Yalon, H. 128

Yannai 30, 72, 94

Yassif, E. 291

Yefeh canaf (by Rabbi Samuel Jaffe) 86, 137, 251

Yefeh qol (by Rabbi Samuel Jaffe) 156

Yosef leqah 67

Yosippon 246, 291

Zakut, A. 88

Zeitlin, S. 30

Zer-Kavod, M. 230, 232, 233

Ziegler, I. 195

Zohari, M. 60

Zunz, L. 85

Subjects

a minori 147, 150

Adar 111, 112, 113 seventh of 112, 113

adultery 198, 199

anonymous passages 103

Antiochos Epiphanes 126

Antoninus 255

aphorisms 205

Aphrodite 44

Arimathea 154

atheism 115

Augustus Caeasar 175

bees 215, 217

Beit-Shecarim 44

Beth-El 211

Birkat hamminim 131

blood 191, 196

menstrual 192, 196, 197, 198, 199

bloodshed 196

βख़υλή 97

capital cases 193, 198

Chaldean 99

Chamber of Hewn Stone 97

Chronicles 22, 24

Cilicia 98

coinage 195

Congregation of Israel 16, 19

creeping things 132

Damascus Document 170

Daniel 251

Decalogue 253

ditches 140

ducks 205, 206

eighteen decrees 131

etymology 160, 166, 181, 216, 217 eulogies 277

Exilarch 216

Exodus 148, 150, 151

Gabriel 254

Ge’onim 291

Gehenna 159, 306, 307

Gentiles

defilement by 131

Hadrianic persecutions 180

Hallel 147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 152, 153

Helene queen of Adiabene 181

Holy Spirit 162,213

horn 186, 187

houses of study 303

humility 10

Hyrcanos and Aristobulus 99

Hanukkah 146

ibex 216

idolatry 20, 22, 25

defilement by 27

India 292

Ishtar 44

Jerusalem 229

Jesus

Matthaean birth legend 175

Jew 7, 9, 15, 16, 20

Jewish-Christian polemics 146

Jubilee 210, 211,213 Judith 55

Keegstra, J. 114

Keraga 68

Land of Israel 35

Latin versions of Esther 52

Levirate marriage 170

mannah 29

matriarchs 164

Megillah 145, 149, 150, 151, 153

mema‘enet 90, 91

menstrual bleeding 249

messiah 131

messianic perorations 156, 297

Michael 254

miracles 147, 148

Molech 228

moneta 195

mounds 140

myrrh 5, 57, 58, 59, 60

myrtle 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 47

name-etymologies 4, 5, 7, 29, 41, 42, 250

niece-marriage 52, 170, 172

comer 261

palm-trees 182, 183, 184

parables 63, 140, 141, 277

Passover 148, 260, 265

patriarchs 164

Persian absolutism 193

Persians 62

Petahiah 3, 99

Pharisees 170, 171, 172

poll-tax 66

prayer 3, 4, 38, 73, 76

proems 2, 22, 23, 24, 36, 72, 84, 94, 103, 233

complex 24

prophecy 30, 149

prophetesses 136, 142, 145, 151, 161, 162, 164, 185, 189, 196, 204, 207, 208, 215, 234, 267

prophets 136, 142, 145, 151, 153, 154, 155, 162, 164, 220, 224, 225, 226, 229, 230, 233

prosbol 281, 283

proselytes 223, 229, 230, 238

proverbs 69

Ptolemy Philopator 114

pulse 54, 57

Purim 147, 148, 151, 152, 214

rabbinic scholars 183

rabbis 111,118 Ramah 154, 158

Ramatami- sofim 153

retreat from anonymity 165

sabbath 52, 53

Sanhedrin 36, 97, 99

seven Canaanite nations 223

sheqalim 135

Shiloh 181

Shushan 263

Sicarii 100

simanim 11, 39, 220, 221

spinning 206

Standard of Justice 304, 305

Sura 14

synagogues 303

farsian 96, 98, 99

Tarsus 98

Tebeth 64

Temple 37, 79, 135, 141, 181, 284,285

ten tribes 210, 211,213

Timnath-heres 219, 220

Timnath-serah 218, 219, 220

Torah 6, 30, 145

Torah, Prophecy and Wisdom 30

treason 193

triennial cycle 23, 166

Usha41 Venus 44

weasels 215, 217

week 53

wicks 181

wine

Gentile 131

wisdom 30

women 207, 208, 215, 216, 224, 236, 237

Xystus 97

Yavneh 83

Note that references to material contained in the footnotes are to the numbers of the pages on which the references appear in the main text, even in cases where the notes extend over two or more pages.

Notes

1 According to page numbers in Epstein Melamed edition.

2 According to page numbers in 11. S. Horovitz’s edition.

3 Listed alphabetically by title.

4 According to page numbers in S. Buber’s edition.

5 According to page numbers in S. Buber’s edition.

6 According to page numbers in S. Buber’s edition.

7 According to page numbers in S. Buber’s edition.

8 According to page numbers in S. Buber’s edition.

9 According to page numbers in Ch. Albeck’s edition

10 According to page numbers in H. Erbach’s edition.
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