In my doctoral dissertation, I discuss depictions of God weeping in rabbinic literature, addressing, among other things, the evolution of this theme over time. Most of these descriptions are found in passages discussing the destruction of the Temple, though a few describe divine weeping in response to the general suffering of Israel. A unique series of homilies are dedicated to descriptions of God’s weeping after the death of Moses – the only figure in rabbinic literature to merit divine tears. While other homilies record God delivering eulogies for the deceased, only Moses’ death elicits tears. In the interest of time, I will limit my discussion to two homilies, along with their later parallels. I will use these examples to characterize broader trends which characterize the evolution of the motif of divine weeping in rabbinic literature.
The earliest rabbinic description of God weeping over Moses’ death appears in Sifrei Devarim with a parallel in Midrash Tannaim on Devarim. Despite the complexity and difficulty of dating the homilies appearing in Sifrei Devarim it appears to be Tannaitic in origin. In this homily, God asks Joshua not to mourn for Moses:

When Moses died, Joshua wept and cried out and mourned him bitterly, saying, “My father, my father! My master, my master! My father who raised me, my master who taught me Torah!” and he mourned him for several days, until the Holy One, blessed be He, said to him, “Joshua, how long will you go on mourning? Are you the only one who has lost Moses? Am I not the only one who has lost him? For since the day he died it has been a great source of grief to Me, as it says, ‘And the LORD God called on that day for weeping and eulogizing…,’ However, Moses will surely merit the World to Come, as it says, ‘And the LORD said to Moses, You will lie with your fathers and rise up.’”
Midrash Tannaim:
Joshua too was pained over Moses. When the pillar of cloud descended and ceased [to dwell in their] midst, he cried out, saying, “Set me as a seal upon your heart. Many waters cannot quench love.” And when it disappeared, he stood and wept profusely, and tore his clothes, saying, “My father, my father! Oh, Israel’s chariots and horsemen! From where will wisdom be found?” The Holy One, blessed be He, said to him, “Joshua, how long will you mourn the loss of Moses? You have not lost Moses. Only I have lost Moses, My servant.”
In these homilies, God seeks to keep Joshua from weeping over Moses’ death by arguing that He was closer to Moses than Joshua, and that His own grief over Moses’ passing is more substantial than that of Joshua. God’s grief is presented as personal, a consequence of his intimate relationship with Moses. In Sifrei, although the homily concludes with the promise that Moses will merit the World to Come – a promise intended to assuage Joshua’s grief – the most striking feature remains the debate between Joshua and God over who is closer to Moses, and whose mourning is consequently greater. God gives an unequivocal answer: Are you the only one who has lost Moses? Am I not the only one who has lost him? For since the day he died it has been a great source of grief to Me. God mourns for Moses as a man mourns for his deceased relative. Not only does God’s statement here intimately capture his relationship with Moses, it is also a clear anthropomorphism.
This homily has a later parallel, in Avot deRabbi Natan, where it appears in an abbreviated form with a notable shift in focus:
Joshua too was pained over Moses and wept and mourned, saying, “My father, my father! My master, my master, who raised me from my youth until this day! My master, who taught me Torah!” until the Holy One, blessed be He, said to him, “Joshua, why are you pained for Moses your master? Moses will surely merit the World to Come, as it says, ‘And the LORD said, etc.,’ and not just Moses’ soul but the souls of all the righteous ones are hidden away beneath the Throne of Glory, as it is said, ‘the soul of my master will be bound up in the bonds of life.’ May the LORD your God grant your rest under the Throne of Glory.”	Comment by ALE: Not clear on the flow here.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Here too God puts a stop to Joshua’s mourning, but in this homily God’s own mourning is not described. The focus here is on God’s promise that Moses will inherit the World to Come, and the conclusion we are to draw from this is that mourning him is unnecessary. 
The claim that there is no reason to mourn Moses because he is destined for the World to Come already appears in Sifrei. There, however, it follows the claim that God’s grief is greater than Joshua’s, and that God himself mourns for Moses. In Avot deRabbi Natan, however, the statement that only God has suffered a loss is omitted, and God’s personal grief goes unmentioned. This homily actually makes the opposite claim: there is no reason to mourn Moses at all.
The conclusion of the homily is that not only Moses is bound for eternal life but all of the righteous are as well; this conclusion effectively transforms Moses into a paragon of righteousness, thereby removing the uniqueness of God’s grief over his passing. The homily thus makes the precisely opposite point than that made in the phrase “only I have lost Moses,” which expresses a unique and personal connection between God and Moses.
The second example I will cite today describes the angel Metatron’s attempt to stop God from weeping over Moses’ death. This homily is dated much later than the previous one; the earliest version of it is found in Tanhuma on Deuteronomy, and is dated to the eighth or ninth century:
Upon Moses’ death, the Holy One, blessed be He, said, “Who will take My part against evil men? Who will stand for Israel in the hour of My anger, and who will join the wars of My children? Who will request mercy upon them when their sins come before Me?” Metatron came and prostrated himself, saying to Him, “Master of the Universe, while alive Moses was Yours, and in his death he is Yours.” The Holy One, blessed be He, said, “I will tell you a parable. Imagine a king who had a son, and every day the king would become angry at him and seek to kill him for not giving proper honor to his father. His mother would save him from the king’s hand. When his mother died, the king wept. His servants said to him, ‘Our lord king, why do you weep?’ He said to them, ‘I weep not only for my wife, but also for my son, for many times did I grow angry at him and seek to kill him, and she saved him from my hand.’” Likewise did the Holy One, blessed be He, say to Metatron, “I mourn not only for Moses, but for him and for Israel, for many times they angered Me and he stood in the breach, to turn away My anger and stop Me from destroying them.”
In this homily, the roles are reversed. While in the Tannaitic homily in Sifrei Devarim, God tries to stop Joshua’s mourning, in this case Metatron tries to stop God’s mourning. There is no way of knowing whether this homily was written as a response or as an internal polemic directed against Sifrei. Regardless, we can see the different understanding of divine grief after Moses’ death presented in this homily, as opposed to that presented in Sifrei.
This homily opposes the possibility of seeing God as mourning personally for Moses like a person mourning a lost relative. According to this homily, such mourning is impossible; Moses belongs to God in death as well as in life. Death makes no difference to God, who lacks nothing.
God’s answer in the second example proposes a different explanation of divine weeping. God does not weep out of a sense of personal loss, but rather for the loss suffered by Israel; they no longer have Moses to save them. Here the claim made in Sifrei is reversed: God’s mourning is for Israel’s loss.
Nevertheless, it is worth noting the precise language of the homily: “I mourn not only for Moses, but for him and for Israel”; God’s weeping is not entirely disconnected from his pain over Moses’ death; rather it occurs within the context of His grief for Israel. His mourning is for Moses and for the orphaned Israel.
A somewhat later parallel to this homily appears in Midrash Mishlei, dated around the ninth or tenth century. Here, God’s mourning is portrayed as being for Israel alone, with no mention at all of His personal grief.
When the Holy One, blessed be He, reconciled himself to [Moses’] death, He gave this eulogy, saying, “Who will take My part against evil men? Who will stand up for Me against wrongdoers? Who will join the wars of My children when they sin before Me?” Michael came and prostrated himself before God, saying to Him, “Master of the Universe, while alive Moses was Yours, and in his death he is Yours.” God said to Michael, “I say this not for Moses, but for Israel, for many times they angered Me and Moses stood in prayer and turned away My anger from them,” as it is said, ‘He intended to destroy them, had not Moses His chosen one stood in the breach, to turn aside His destructive anger.’	Comment by ALE: I assume it is God who is accepting Moses’ death, correct?
The salient changes in this homily are the omission of the parable and the statement that God mourns not for Moses but only for Israel.
These two changes remove any personal element from God’s mourning, which is now reserved for the nation of Israel alone. While such a concept does appear in Tanhuma, there it includes a more nuanced description: God weeps both for Himself (as a man who has lost his wife) and for His nation (as a father weeping for his son, who is left without an advocate). Midrash Mishlei minimizes the personifications of God’s weeping, leaving a God who weeps only for Israel.
This shift is consistent with what we know of Midrash Mishlei, which was created within the context of the Karaite polemic against the Sages and their tendency to anthropomorphize God. It represented a concomitant attempt within rabbinic circles to expurgate all such descriptions, which left them open to attacks by the Karaites. 
God’s emotional response to Moses’ death as described in the Midrash has no counterpart in rabbinic literature. Over time, this dramatic scene underwent significant changes: the anthropomorphization of God, in which He weeps personally over Moses’ death, was replaced by a description of generic grief for Israel alone.
A similar development occurred in descriptions of the weeping God in rabbinic literature in general. As I mentioned above, most of the homilies describing God’s weeping appear in the context of the destruction of the Temple. Through a diachronic analysis of these homilies, we see that early midrashim of the Land of Israel depict God’s grief over the Temple’s destruction as an act of personal weeping over the loss of His house or His children. However, later midrashim, most of them composed outside the Land of Israel, minimized such descriptions and presented them as testimonies of God’s sharing in the suffering of his people – not as personal grief. We can see this in the following diagram. I cannot elaborate in this lecture on the entire trend nor analyze the possible reasons for it. At this point I wish only to point out that this phenomenon exists and note its parallel appearances in descriptions of God’s weeping over the destruction of the Temple as well as Moses’ death.	Comment by ALE: Or empathizing 
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Descriptions of divine weeping and grief over Moses’ death personalize the image of God appearing in the biblical text. In these homilies, God is transformed from a distant, even alien, heavenly figure to a personal and paternal one. The description of divine weeping in these homilies thus serves a similar function to its role in the homilies on the destruction of the Temple. In both cases a tragic end of an era in the history of Israel is described: the death of Moses, representing the end of God’s personal guidance of His people, and the destruction of the Temple, representing the end of the direct connection between God and His people. In both cases, the biblical passages lack any expression of mercy or empathic suffering. The midrashic descriptions of God weeping change the image of God, presenting Him as a figure who possesses feelings of tenderness and love, despite the fact that He was responsible for Moses’ death and the destruction of the Temple. In the rabbinic depiction, these two events left behind a lonely, grief-stricken, and forlorn God.
 
