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Memories of the HurbanDestruction: Between Priests and SagesRabbis
	Comment by autore: Would you like us to translate “hurban”?	Comment by רבקה נריה-בן שחר: yes	Comment by autore: Or, alternatively: Where Priests and Sages Diverge	Comment by רבקה נריה-בן שחר: no
Shortly after the destruction of the Second Temple in Jerusalem at the hands of the Romans (referred to in what follows by its common Hebrew term, hurban), a member of the Jewish priestly class, Flavius Josephus of Jerusalem, settled in Rome and began to write the history of the war that occasioned this event. Given his status as an eyewitness, Josephus’ personal recollections are an important element in the story of that war. He was not alone in recording them. Josephus himself mentions another Jew named Justus of Tiberias who also wrote a history of the war. Apparently, several high Roman officials penned memoirs on the topic as well.[footnoteRef:2] Naturally, each writer, particularly if he had been present at the battles, recounted matters from his own point of view and as befitting his past and present cultural and conceptual milieu. What about the rest of the Jews? Did they, too, try to remember and retell the hurban? [2:  יוספוס מציין שבעת שהוא כתב את ספרו על מלחמת היהודים ברומאים כבר היו חיבורים נוספים על מלחמה זו (מלח' א 9-7). יוספוס עצמו מתייחס במפורש רק לחיבורו של יהודי בשם יוסטוס מטבריה, שמתח ביקורת קשה על ניהול המלחמה בגליל על ידי יוספוס. בידינו נותרו רק דבריו של יוספוס נגד יוסטוס, ראו חיי יוסף 367-336. על פרשה זו ראו Pnina STERN, “Josephus And Justus: The Place of Chapter 65 (336–367) In Life, The Autobiography of Flavius Josephus”, in: Menahem MOR, Pnina STERN, Jack PASTOR (ed.), Flavius Josephus: Interpretation and History (JSJ.S, 146), Leiden, Brill, 2011, 381-396. חשוב לציין שהיסטוריונים יווניים ורומיים שכתבו אף הם על המרד הגדול ובהם טקיטוס, אפיאנוס, סווטוניוס לא עשו ככל הנראה שום שימוש בספרו של יוספוס ואולי אף לא ידעו על קיומו. אם כך, הרי שהם נסמכו על מקורות אחרים, קרוב לוודאי זיכרונות ודיווחים של המפקדים הרומיים שנטלו חלק בקרבות. ידוע לנו בוודאות קרובה על מקור אחד שכזה מרקוס אנטוניוס יוליאנוס היה הנציב הרומי ביהודה עם תום המרד וכתב ספר על המלחמה. החיבור עצמו אבד וקיומו ידוע לנו רק דרך אזכור של אב הכנסיה Minucius Felix, Oct. 33.2-4. יש הסבורים שחיבור זה שימש את טקיטוס, ראו הביבליוגרפיה שמביא Menahem STERN, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism II. From Tacitus to Simplicius, Jerusalem, The Israel Academy of Science and Humanities, 1980, 3-4, n. 4. יש מי שסבור שחיבור של יוליאנוס היה ההיסטוריה 'הרשמית' והיא התבססה על יומניהם של אספסיאנוס וטיטוס ראו Fausto PARENTE, “The Impotence of Titus, or Flavius Josephus's Bellum Judaicum as an Example of ‘Pathetic’ Historiography’”, in: Joseph SIEVERS, Gaia LEMBI (ed.), Josephus and Jewish History in Flavian Rome and Beyond (JSJ.S, 104), Leiden, Brill, 2005, 45-69, 47-48. ] 

In this article, I investigate the Jewish recollections memories of the war as they are preserved in one rather lengthy rabbinic text, a passage that is part of a work known as Avot de-Rabbi Nathan (The fathers according to Rabbi Nathan, hereinafter: ARN). As we knowIndeed, the use of this literature as a historical source has been frowned questioned upon in recent decades.[footnoteRef:3] Within this constraint, my intention is not to try to reconstruct the events as they were but to deal with memory—what some Jews the Sages  chose, and especially how they chose, to retell and remember the destruction. I wish to show that the passages in ARN addressing the destruction, although told in uninterrupted sequence, actually accommodate different recollections and different if not clashing ways of perceiving this event.	Comment by autore: Or, better “Jewish memory”	Comment by רבקה נריה-בן שחר: yes	Comment by autore: Does this reflect your intention? [3: שאלת המהימנות ההיסטורית של ספרות חז"ל נידונה בבמות רבות בשנים האחרונות. סיכום טוב של הדיון ישנו בספרו של Amram D. TROPPER, Rewriting Ancient Jewish History: The History of the Jews in Roman Times and the New Historical Method, London, Routledge, 2016. ] 

a. Avot de-Rabbi Nathan: Separating the Later from the Earlier and the Even-Earlier	Comment by autore: This is a little colloquial. Does it mach your intention?	Comment by רבקה נריה-בן שחר: yes
The works of the Sages Rabbis are very different from Josephus’ books and from the Greco-Roman literary tradition. In the Classical world, each book has one an author and receives this author’s vigor and powers. The work is meant to express the author’s worldview, his ideas, and, of course, the message that he wishes to impart to his readers. The most salient characteristic of rabbinic literature, in contrast, is the absence of an author. Not only does no author’s name appear on the cover, but the various works are not even the products of one person’s mind. The rabbinic work is an accumulation of sayings, stories, and homilies that jelled over a long period of time, sometimes centuries, and underwent subsequent redaction and development.[footnoteRef:4] In principle, one can discern three layers in rabbinic works: [4:    על הבחנה זו ראו Vered NOAM, Shifting Images of the Hasmoneans:
Second Temple Legends and Their Reception in Josephus and Rabbinic Literature, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2018, 8-9 and n. 32. על האנונימיות של העורך בספרות חז"ל ראו Steven D. FRAADE, “Anonymity and Redaction in Legal Midrash: A Preliminary Probe”, in: Aaron AMIT, Aharon SHEMESH (ed.), in: Melekhet Mahshevet: Studies in the Redaction and Development of Talmudic Literature, Ramat-Gan, Bar-Ilan University Press, 2011, 9*-29*, 10*-14*. לתיאור מפורט של המודל הספרותי הרבני ראו Rina DRORY, Models and Contacts: Arabic Literature and Its Impact on Medieval Jewish Culture, Leiden, Brill, 2000, 130-135.] 

1. “Raw material”—sayings, stories, exegetic or homiletic passages, and more, of ancient provenance, each transmitted through different channels without any necessary connection with other sayings in the work.;
2. Redaction/compilation—a redactor or group of redactors who combine the various sayings and stories into a single work within defined limits.;
3. Transmission—after redaction, the work is passed on in written or oral form. In this stage, of course, it may change in minor or major ways. Errors, copying mistakes, or even deliberate proofing changes, additions, and deletions may significantly change the form and even the content of the work.
The first two of these levels of treatment are the concern of “Higher Criticism”; the third is dealt with in “Lower Criticism.” Although these remarks are valid in regard to every work in the rabbinic corpus, they are particularly important in reference to ARN, the work at issue in the discussion that follows.[footnoteRef:5] ARN is a quasi-Talmudic composition on the Mishnaic tractate Avot.[footnoteRef:6] Much of it presents the passages sayings of Mishnah Avot in sequence and presents an abundance of stories and sayings on each saying within it. It has come down to us in two versions, known as version A and version B. These versions are similar in many respects but very different in others. Over the years, scholars have disagreed on how to date the work. Menahem Kister has shown convincingly that both versions in our possession acquired their basic form in the late Byzantine era, around the seventh century CE. Both versions, however, are derivatives of an even earlier, ancient version. On the basis of internal evidence in the text as it has come down to us, Kister dates it to the third original and earlier version to the third century CE, making ARN the oldest post-tannaic work in existence.[footnoteRef:7] No less important, the earliest core of ARN, like all rabbinic literature, is composed of sayings and stories that are themselves even older. [5:   הבחנות יסודיות אלו מופיעות בפתח ספרו של Jacob Nahum EPSTEIN, Introduction to the Mishnaic text I, Jerusalem Magnes Press, 1948, 7. ואולם כפי שציין S. FRAADE, “Anonymity and Redaction”, 16 [Heb.], ההבחנה בין שכבת העריכה לבין המימרא הקדומה עשויה להתגלות כבעייתית ביותר. שאלת מעורבותו של העורך בחומר הקדום ששימש אותו נידונה בלהט רב בשנים האחרונות ביחס לתלמוד הבבלי, המשנה וחיבורים נוספים. לסיכום טוב של הבעיות המתודולוגיות ראו Günter STEMBERGER, “Dating Rabbinic Traditions”, in: Reimund BIERINGER, Florentino García MARTÍNEZ, Didier POLLEFEYT, Peter TOMSON (ed.), The New Testament and Rabbinic Literature (JSJ.S, 136), Leiden, Brill, 2009, 79-96. על ההשלכות של שאלות העריכה להכרת ההיסטוריה של התקופה ראו Isaiah M. GAFNI, “Rethinking Talmudic History: The Challenge of Literary Criticism and Redaction”, Jewish History 25 (2011) 355-375.]  [6:   מנחם קיסטר עסק באופן אינטנסיבי בעריכתו ובמסירתו של אבות דרבי נתן והדיונים להלן מבוססים על התשתית שהוא הניח, ראו Menahem KISTER, Studies in Avot de-Rabbi Nathan: Text, Redaction and Interpretation, Jerusalem, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Dep. of Talmud, 1998 [Heb.].]  [7:   M. KISTER, Studies, 217-221] 

Therefore, the first stratum of ARN is composed ofare memories that took shape in the immediate aftermath of the hurbandestruction. They are the oldest sayings and stories that those who experienced the event passed on to their offspring and their intimate acquaintances. These recollections were transmitted from generation to generation for nearly 200 years until they coalesced in the earliest version of ARN. Did these reminiscences jell into a cohesive and unalteratble narrative tradition, and, if so, when? Were these memories, or some of them, written down, and thereby expressed more rigidly and immutably? As important as these questions are, they are largely unanswerable. These memories first appear in rabbinic literature within the framework of the early ARN[footnoteRef:8]—the second stratum. This work, whether created for oral transmission or committed to writing at the time, contains various stories that were likely selected and shaped by a redactor. This is the second stage of the coalescence of the cycle of hurban the destruction stories. In the third stage, the work was transmitted until the two versions that we possess took shape. Reconstructing the older ARN is a complex task, but one within the realm of possibility; the more successfully it is done, the closer we can approach the ancient memories that are embedded in the original work. [8:   בספרות חז"ל ישנן ארבע גרסות לסיפור החורבן השני, אדר"נ נו"א, אדר"נ נו"ב, איכה רבה א, ב, עמ' 69-65, בבלי, גיטין נה ע"ב-נז ע"א. במחקר ישנן דעות שונות בשאלה מה הוא הנוסח הקדום ביותר. עדיאל שרמר סקר בקצרה את הגישות השונות אגב דיונו בגרסת התלמוד הבבלי Adiel SCHREMER, “Stammaitic Historiography”, Jeffrey L. RUBENSTEIN (ed.), Creation and Composition: The Contribution of the Bavli Redactors (Stammaim) to the Aggada, Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2005, pp. 219-235, 228-231/. לסקירה מפורטת של המחקר ראו Sara ZFATMAN, From Talmudic Times to the Middle Ages: The Establishment of Leadership in Jewish Literature ,Jerusalem, Magnes Press, 106-107  [Heb.].] 

b. The Cycle of Hurban the destruction Stories: Two Plots and a Lamentation
Both versions of ARN recount the destruction of the Second Temple, the hurban. This redundancy is the best evidence of the existence of this story in the earlier version as well. As a rule, insofar as a story or saying appears in both versions and in similar wording, the more probable it is that it is part of the earlier ARN. The presence of a saying or story in one version only, in contrast, raises suspicions that it was added or inserted only in a late transmission stage and did not exist in the earlier ARN.[footnoteRef:9] In both versions, three main sections of the destruction narrative are easily discernible. The first two are differentiated foremost at the textual level. Both begin similarly: “When Vespasian came to destroy Jerusalem [...]” in ARN-A and “When Vespasian came and encircled Jerusalem” in ARN- B. The double prolegomenon that denotes Vespasian’s arrival in Jerusalem twice [!] disrupts the narrative continuum and, in effect, disregards everything stated and recounted previously, as though starting a new story. The first part, which we will call the Yohanan b. Zakkai plot (hereinafter for brevity: YP), presents Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s views on the Jewish revolt and recounts his departure from Jerusalem. It ends with his prophecy to Vespasian (ARN-A) or the granting of the town of Yavne (ARN-B). The siege plot (hereinafter: SP) deals with Vespasian’s conquest of Jerusalem and ends with the destruction of the city and the Temple. The distinction between the plots comes through clearly in that they appear in different chapters.[footnoteRef:10] In ARN-B, YP is retold in Chapter 6 and SP occurs in Chapter 7. In ARN-A, the difference is even more conspicuous: Wedged between YP in Chapter 4 and SP in Chapter 6 is an additional chapter that has nothing to do with the destruction.[footnoteRef:11] The best evidence of the separate nature of the two plots is that one can read each plot independently of the other. The third passage is the a lamentation, which is not a natural continuation of SP because it entails a retreat in time: “Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai used to sit and observe across from the rampart of Jerusalem.” This unit presupposes the existence of both plots: it “knows” that Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai has left Jerusalem and that the Temple has been destroyed. As I demonstrate below, the composition and nature of this passage lamentation are much different from that of the two plots. The differentiation of plots relates not only to the specific content of each but to their literary-linguistic and ideological contents.	Comment by autore: Of the destruction narrative? [9:   Menahem KISTER, “Prolegomenon to Avoth de- Rabbi Nathan Solomon Schechter Edition”, in: Solomon SCHECHTER (ed.) Aboth de-Rabbi Nathan (corrected reprint, with an introduction by Menahem Kister), New York and Jerusalem, Jewish Theological Seminary, 1997, 7-41, 8.]  [10:   למיטב ידיעתי עד היום לא ניתנה תשומת לב להבחנה בין העלילות השונות בתוך אדר"נ, והן נקראו ברצף אחד. קרוב לוודאי שהעובדה ששתי העלילות משולבות זו בזו היטב במקבילות בבבלי ובאיכ"ר טשטשה את ההבחנה בין שתי העלילות באדר"נ. מנחם קיסטר שהתמקד באבות דרבי נתן רמז שיש מקום להבחנה בין סיפור המצור לסיפורו של ריב"ז, ואולם מדבריו משתמע ששני קווי העלילה האלו היו שלובים זה בזה במקור קדום יותר, ראו Menahem KISTER, “Legends of the Destruction of the Second Temple in Avot De-Rabbi Nathan”, Tarbiz 67 (1998) 483-529, 486 .]  [11:   אין ספק שהצדק עם ,M. KISTER, “Legends”, 485  ולפיו נו"א מייצג נוסח משני, ובמקור אכן היה רצף בין העלילות כפי שהדבר בנו"ב. ואולם, העובדה שבנו"א נתחבה יחידה נוספת בדיוק בתפר שבין העלילות, מלמדת שגם הקוראים הקדומים הרגישו בהבדל בין שתי העלילות. ] 

1.	Story vs. Chronicle
One can explain the contentual differences between the stories , of course, by defining the texts as different episodes in the history of the siege and the hurban. In the first episode, which I call the Yohanan b. Zakkai plot (YP), the initial stage of the siege is described, including negotiations between the rebels and the Romans and an intra-Jewish dispute over the value and logic of the war. In the second episode, which I call the siege plot (SP), the description ostensibly concerns the next stage, in which the Romans and the rebels engage each other militarily.[footnoteRef:12] A literary and linguistic examination of the two plots, however, reveals discrepancies and differences not only in content but also in literary and linguistic form.	Comment by autore: Would you like us to use these acronyms?	Comment by רבקה נריה-בן שחר: yes [12:   כך משתמע מדברי M. KISTER, “Legends”, 486. ] 

The plots are differentiated in the way each progresses. YP is propelled largely by declarative and expressive verbs that are placed in the heroes’ mouths. Vespasian and the rebels confront each other via exchanges of words. Vespasian makes himself known to Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai through a written message from spies. Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai speaks to (“tells”) the rebels two or three times; they reject his message. Pursuant to this, he “urges his students.” He accepts Yavne through Vespasian’s statement, “Here, it is given to you,” and assures the Roman generalissimo that the empire will be his by asking, “Would you like me to tell you something?” The function of these rhetorical verbs is to reveal the protagonists’ considerations and explain their motives. The siege plot, in contrast, abounds with action verbs: surrounded, gathered, burned, weighed, went out and did, and so on. The only speech-act in the story is Vespasian’s. His statement, however, neither pushes the storyline forward nor has any discernable effect. His soldiers’ fighting does not improve; his remarks may as well not have been made. In addition, even though SP tracks the stages of the siege with exactitude, it does not establish a causal relationship between the events except for the successive nature of their occurrence. The Conversely, SYP is noteworthy for realistic descriptions that find expression in the relative profusion of technical terms, as I show below. Finally, SP seems to be divorced from the Sages’ Rabbis’ cultural world. Whereas in the YPsiege plot the sage takes action and is accompanied by two students, SP features no rabbinic personality whatsoever. One may, it is true, attribute this absence to the internal logic of the narrative flow of the narrative, i.e., once Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai has left, no sages or Torah students remain in Jerusalem. The estrangement of SP from the sages’ rabbinic world, however, is also manifested in the complete absence of biblical verses. In both the Yohanan b. Zakkai plot and in Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s lamentation, the text makes use of biblical verses and their interpretation, and there is an awareness of the observance of the Torah and the commandments. In SP, biblical allusion is absent and the Torah and the commandments are not referred to, with the exception of the Temple service.	Comment by autore: Do you mean the Yohanan b. Zakkai plot?
This set of differences, particularly the first one, concerning the progresses of the plot, is evidence not only of different plots but also of different literary genres. YP meets the accepted definitions of rabbinic hagiography. It centers on a sage who, under dire circumstances, applies his wisdom and, particularly, his Torah erudition, to save the rabbinic culture and succeeds in to acting within a given reality, as is revealed in the end. The literary characteristics of SP, in contrast, are a good fit for the chronicle. Chronography is comprised of short and laconic sentences that merely offer reportage of events. It establishes causal relations by arraying the events on a timeline, and in no other way.[footnoteRef:13] Indeed, the chronicle genre was common in the East and in Greco-Roman culture; it was also familiar to the Jewish world of the late Second Temple period.[footnoteRef:14] [13:   להגדרת מאפייני הכרוניקה ראו Richard W. BURGESS and Michael KULIKOWSKI, “The History and Origins of the Latin Chronicle Tradition”, The Medieval Chronicle 6 (2009) 153-178, 156, לדיון נרחב יותר ראו בספרם Richard W. BURGESS and Michael KULIKOWSKI, Mosaics of Time. The Latin Chronicle Traditions from the First Century BC to the Sixth Century AD. I. A Historical Introduction to the Chronicle Genre from its Origins to the High Middle Ages, Turnhout, Brepols Publishers, 2013, 20-35.]  [14:   דוגמאות לכרונוגרפיה יהודית יש ביהדות אלכסנדריה, ובמדרש סדר עולם, ראו  Chaim MILIKOWSKY, “Seder 'Olam and Jewish Chronography in the Hellenistic and Roman Periods”, PAAJR 52 (1985) 115-139, וראו לאחרונה במבואו למדרש סדר עולםChaim MILIKOWSKY, Seder Olam: Critical Edition, Commentary and Introduction I. Introduction and Critical Edition, Jerusalem, Yad Ben-Zvi Press, 2013, 5-17 [Heb.].] 

2.	To Rebel or Not to Rebel? Two Plots and Two Ideologies
The Yohanan b. Zakkai plot and the siege plot are not only different literary types; they present contrasting outlooks on the Jewish revolt. YP clearly draws the ideological battle lines. Vespasian reaches Jerusalem and besieges it. At this point, ARN-B is more sensitive to the course of events as reported by Josephus and which are familiar from the Roman doctrine of warfare. ARN-A begins as follows: “When Vespasian came to destroy Jerusalem […].” The narrator presumes that it was Vespasian’s ultimate goal to lay waste to the city. In ARN-B, however, we find: “When Vespasian came and encircled [heqif] Jerusalem […].” Thus, only Vespasian’s act of besieging the city is described. The word heqif is simply a translation of the Latin verb circumvallo, which denotes “surrounding with a wall” and signifies the onset of a siege.[footnoteRef:15] According to Roman military doctrine, an effort must be made to avoid siege warfare—a protracted and costly form of combat lacking glory and resulting in many casualties.[footnoteRef:16] Therefore, in the first stage of imposing a siege, the Romans preferred to offer the besieged an opportunity to surrender. Indeed, Vespasian’s surrender proposal reaches those trapped in Jerusalem: “Why do you seek to burn down the holy house? After all, what am I asking of you? I merely ask that you relinquish unto me each man his bow and arrow, and I will depart from you” (ARN-A). This account squares with Josephus’ account of the Roman siege of Jerusalem, which began in the middle of the month of Nisan (Wars 5.99, 302). Josephus, it is true, does not state that Vespasian has already issued a surrender offer at so early a stage, but about ten days after the second wall falls, on the eleventh of the month of Iyar (ibid., 302), Josephus is sent to the rebels in order to persuade them to surrender (ibid., 361). Josephus, like Vespasian in the midrash, warns the rebels against dooming the city and the Temple to destruction: “[…] “Take pity of your country already going to ruin; return from your wicked ways, and have regard to the excellency of that city which you are going to betray, to that excellent temple […]” (ibid., 416). In the same breath, Josephus assures the rebels that surrendering to the Romans now means not suffering and enslavement but merely the restoration of the status quo. [15:   Duncan B. CAMPBELL, Besieged: Siege Warfare in the Ancient World, Oxford, Osprey, 2006, 50-53; Josh LEVITHAN, Roman Siege Warfare, Ann Arbor, University of Michigan Press, 2013, 63-65, 126-127. על הקשר בין המונח הלטיני לפועל העברי ראו Aharon OPPENHEIMER, “The Bar Kokhba Revolt – Its Uniqueness and Research”, in: Aharon OPPENHEIMER (ed.), The Bar Kokhva Revolt, Jerusalem, The Zalman Shazar Center, 1980, 18.]  [16:   J. LEVITHAN, Roman Siege, 49-52.] 

The rebels categorically reject the surrender offer: “Just as we went out against two [Roman generals] before him and killed them, so too will we go out against [you] and kill [you].” The rebels’ argument—they have already defeated two generals—is also rooted in the events of the revolt. Some scholars believe that it relates to the destruction of Metilius’ garrison force and subsequently to Cestius Gallus’ panicky retreat.[footnoteRef:17] For our purposes, the rejection of the surrender bid is more important than the reliability of the claim. At this point, Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai intervenes and turns to the rebels: “Why are you destroying this city and wish to burn the Temple? All he asks of you is one bow or one arrow and he will go away” (ARN-A). That Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai adopts Vespasian’s words is no coincidence. For our purposes, it matters not whether and what Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai told the rebels; what counts is that the narrator places Vespasian and Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai on the same side. Both men have the same intent. Both wish to salvage the Temple and the city and both insist that the rebels surrender. Their relationship is clearly expressed in the following passage: “Vespasian’s spies [qatolin, σκουλκάτωρ?][footnoteRef:18] were massed at the walls of Jerusalem, and each and every word they heard was written on an arrow and the arrow was thrown over the wall, meaning that Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai was a friend of the Emperor” (ARN-A). Vespasian’s spies advised the Emperor that Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai was indeed in Jerusalem but was one of the “friends of the Emperor.” This immensely important epithet is evidently a translation of amicus caesaris, a person who is bound to the ruler in a client–patron relationship that assures the client the Emperor’s protection and various emoluments in return for political support.[footnoteRef:19] Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai not only foresees the bitter outcomes of the revolt; he adopts the Roman general’s stance as his own. Consequently, his exit from Jerusalem takes on an additional dimension. If it is merely an attempt to flee the doomed city, why does he approach Vespasian? By leaving Jerusalem, Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai reveals his principled stance against the revolt and his siding with the Roman military commander. In return for his loyalty, Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai receives Yavne so that he may learn and teach Torah and fully observe its commandments there. This is the gist of the story in ARN-A. In ARN-B, Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s “prophecy” of Vespasian’s coronation as Emperor does not appear until the two have their encounter, giving the impression that the sage received Yavne as a reward for supporting Vespasian’s ascension to the imperial throne.[footnoteRef:20] Either way, the quid pro quo is similar in both versions: Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai does not believe in the revolt and attempts to persuade its protagonists to stop it. Failing at this, he abandons the city and openly sides with Vespasian. [17:   ראו הביבליוגרפיה הרשומה אצל M. KISTER, “Legends”, 506, n. 134]  [18:   המילה במדרש היא 'קטולין', והיא חסרת פשר. קיסטר הציע שזהו שיבוש של המילה σκουλκάτωρ, שמשמעו 'מרגל', על מילה זו  והמקבילה המאוחרת בנו"ב ראו M. KISTER, “Legends”, 499.]  [19:   על ריב"ז כ- amicus caesarisראו Amram D. TROPPER, “Yohanan ben Zakkai, Amicus Caesaris: A Jewish Hero in Rabbinic Eyes”, JSIJ 4 (2005) 133-149, 133, n. * .]  [20:   על זרותה של הנבואה ותחיבתה לנו"ב ראו S. ZFATMAN, From Talmudic Times, 120-123; Meir BEN SHAHAR, “The Prophecies of Rabban Yohanan Ben Zakkai and Josephus on Vespasian’s Ascension to the Throne”, in: Tal ILAN and Vered NOAM in collaboration with Meir BEN SHAHAR, Daphne BARATZ and Yael FISCH, Josephus and the Rabbis II. Tales About the Destruction of the Temple, Yad Ben Zvi Press, Jerusalem, 604-664, 651-655 [Heb.]] 

Throughout YP, not an ill word is said about Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai, unless one interprets amicus caesaris in that manner.[footnoteRef:21] On the contrary: the plot, which at this stage does not even mention the future destruction, presents Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai as having had the good sense to extricate himself from Jerusalem and assure continued Jewish existence in the absence of a temple. His “prophecy” to Vespasian lends his actions and decisions a religious justification, of course. YP sees the revolt as a preordained failure and praises the sage who tries to thwart the destruction and manages to sustain Jewish life in its aftermath. [21:   כמובן שעל רקע של שנאה ועויינות כלפי רומא אדם שמוגדר כ'אוהב הקיסר', ייתפס כדמות שלילית, וראו ZFATMAN, From Talmudic Times, 121-122.] 

SP The siege plot presents a different, if not opposite, outlook on the risks of the revolt, the reason for the hurbandestruction, and the persona of Vespasian. The plot begins with the besieging of Jerusalem. Unlike YP, which quotes Vespasian’ offer of surrender and thus depicts him as an even-handed, moderate military leader if not a friend of the Temple and Jerusalem, in SP Vespasian is depicted as interested in demolishing the city from the beginning and is averse to negotiations. Afterwards, the burning of the food stores is described. This occurrence is also well known due to Josephus’ description of it (Wars 5.21–26) and Tacitus’ brief remarks on the topic (Tacitus, His. 5, 12). It appears that this suffices to establish the credibility of the event and, more important, the stark impression that it left on the generation that experienced the hurbandestruction. Indeed, Josephus traces the destruction of Jerusalem to the famine that gripped the city, which otherwise could have held out for much longer (Wars 5.26).[footnoteRef:22] For Josephus and Tacitus, this event also represents the climax of the rebel factions’ internecine war. This leads Josephus to state that Jerusalem fell not due to the Roman siege but as a direct consequence of the civil war that raged within its confines (ibid).[footnoteRef:23] Thus, the theological rationale for the hurbandestrcution—the sin of civil war—and the rational historical explanation, the famine, become one.[footnoteRef:24] [22:   אצל יוספוס הרעב הקשה משרת גם מטרה נוספת. הרעב גורם למורדים להפעיל אלימות אכזרית כלפי אנשי ירושלים בחיפושיהם אחר אוכל, ועל ידי כך הוא מאשים אותם גם בשחיתות מוסרית. שיאו של הרעב הוא בסיפור האם שאכלה את בנה. סיפור זה, לפי יוספוס הוא ששיכנע את טיטוס להחריב את ירושלים (מלח' ו 219-215).]  [23:   לפי יוספוס וטקיטוס שריפת האוצרות קדמה למצור, וככל הנראה הצדק איתם. לפי אדר"נ המצור לכאורה קדם לשריפת האוצרות, וכך נוצר קשר הדוק בין הרעב לשריפה, ואולם ככל הנראה עלילת המצור נפתחת בהגעת אספסיאנוס לירושלים בקיץ שנת 68 (ראו להלן), ואילו אוצרות המזון נשרפו ככל הנראה רק במהלך חורף או אביב שנת 69, לתיארוך שריפת האוצרות ראו. Meir BEN SHAHAR, “The Burning of the Food Supplies”, in: Tal ILAN and Vered NOAM in collaboration with Meir BEN SHAHAR, Daphne BARATZ and Yael FISCH, Josephus and the Rabbis II. Tales About the Destruction of the Temple, Yad Ben Zvi Press, Jerusalem, 679-693, 681-684.]  [24:   יוספוס מציין שלפי נבואה או מסורת קדומה, מלחמת האחים היא שתביא את החורבן (מלח' ד 388).] 

A close reading of SP, however, shows that the famine did not diminish the Jerusalemites’ capacity for making war. In fact, it almost forced Vespasian to abandon the siege. According to the account in ARN, the people of Jerusalem did experience severe hunger but lost none of their fighting fitness on that account: “The men of Jerusalem would weigh out grain and drink its waters and go out and make war with them and kill [among them].” In fact, when Vespasian discovered the source of the Jewish warriors’ nourishment, he gathered his soldiers “and told them, Come and see [hungry] and thirsty people who go out and make war against you and kill among you. Were they fed and their thirst quenched, all the more so” (ARN-B). In ARN-A, hunger becomes an impetus: “He said, bring me five dates and I will go down and take five heads. They gave him five dates. He went down and took five heads from Vespasian.” The famine not only fails to dent the rebels but enhances their fighting ability. For our purposes, the historical reliability of these accounts is immaterial. What matters is that SP subtly rejects the claim that Jerusalem fell due to famine or as the result of the fraternal strife that caused the reserves to be burned. According to this plot, insofar as the fighting depended solely on the rebels’ fighting capacity, Jerusalem and the Temple would have continued to stand.
If so, what caused the hurbandestruction? SP describes the stages of the siege in detail and with relative accuracy. Although the siege machines did manage to breach the wall, the struggle was not decided on that account. The denouement arrived after the warfare transitioned from the physical to the metaphysical plane. In the second stage of the siege, Vespasian engages neither in hand-to-hand combat with the rebels nor in breaching the array of fortifications behind the wall. Instead, he loads an artillery piece with a swine’s head in order to render the altar ritually impure. When this happens, the Temple service ceases and the city collapses immediately. The hurban destruction is in no way the rebels’ fault. On the contrary: the burning of the food stores, perceived by Josephus as a socio-religious sin and a cause of the destructionhurban, serves as a stimulus and a source of encouragement. The Jews’ fighting prowess drives the Roman warriors to the brink of despair. The fault for the destruction hurban lies with Vespasian, who in his villainy launches a religious attack on the Temple in order to mask his military failure.
Thus, the two plots take contrasting stances on Vespasian, the rebels, and the reason for the destructionhurban. YP stresses Vespasian’s mild nature, conciliatory offer of surrender, and commitment to the future of (rabbinic) Judaism. The fault for the destruction hurban belongs to the rebels’ short-sightedness and conceit, as Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai himself says. In SP, in contrast, Vespasian is a villain who exploits the sanctity of the Temple to bring the city down  whereasdown whereas the rebels are war heroes who under ordinary conditions could have polished off the Roman army despite, if not because of, their hunger. Vespasian’s religious odium justifies the revolt as well, of course. While YP offers no explanation for the revolt—in view of Vespasian’s generous surrender offer, it appears to be an inexplicable act of madness—at the end of SP the reason for rising against Rome is very clear: The Roman authorities are fundamentally hostile to everything that Israel considers sacred. Hence the war against Vespasian is a milhemet qodesh, a justified holy war. 
Now that the discrepancies and the differences between the plots are revealed, we can consider the possibility that the ideological differences originate in different social circles that differently, if not contrarily, told the story of the destruction hurban and its causes.
3.	Narrative, Remembrance, History 
The literary, linguistic, and ideological differences between the plots in ARN come into focus when they are compared. Examining the attitudes toward the historical information about the revolt, we again find a perceptible difference between the plots. YP concerns itself with a sage whose name we know solely from rabbinic literature. The plot does provide some historical information. Above I noted Vespasian’s offer of surrender, which in principle resembles Titus’ offer to the rebels as cited by Josephus. The debate within Jerusalem between the rebels and the opponents of the uprising, too, is certainly based on the war that these groups conducted in the course of 68 CE, until the assassination of Hanan b. Hanan and Yehoshua b. Gamla effectively ended the overt struggle between proponents and opponents of the uprising. Apart from this general information, however, YP offers no details that might shed greater light on what transpired. SP, in contrast, abounds, relatively speaking, with such details.
The plot begins as follows: “When Vespasian came and surrounded Jerusalem, he moved against [Jerusalem] from the east.” This report—that Vespasian attacked the city from the east and established his headquarters there—clashes with what we know about the final siege of Jerusalem, which Titus mounted in 70 CE. Titus reached the city from the north and encamped first on Mount Scopus and afterwards in the northwest sector of the city (Wars 5.106–108).[footnoteRef:25] Painstaking examination of Vespasian’s campaign in the spring and summer of 68, however, yields an interesting picture. When winter ended, Vespasian set out from Caesarea and conquered the Judean foothills and Samaria (Wars 4.443–449). From Shekhem (Nablus), he headed southeast and captured Jericho on the third day of the month of Sivan (ibid., 449–450). Then he headed toward Jerusalem and encircled it (ibid., 490).[footnoteRef:26] Several weeks later, however, he was back in Caesarea, where he was advised of Nero’s death (ibid., 491).[footnoteRef:27] The opening sentence in ARN-B does contain a reliable historical note: Vespasian ascended to Jerusalem from the east and began to besiege it. If so, then the account of the burning of the reserves immediately afterward is chronologically sound. By comparing Josephus’ account with that of Tacitus, we find that the reserves were destroyed in autumn 69 or, at the latest, winter 70.[footnoteRef:28] ARN also specifies exactly who committed this act. According to Vespasian, “The zealots wished to burn all this bounty in flame.” In the rabbinic literature, the term “zealots” (qena’im) is reserved for those whose zeal adheres to God and who are willing to assault transgressors on these grounds. This is the first only time in the rabbinic literature that the term is used as Josephus uses it: to denote one of the rebel groups, irrespective of observance of the Torah and the commandments.[footnoteRef:29] [25:   למיקום מפקדתו של טיטוס ראו  Magen BROSHI, “The Serpents' Pool and Herod's Monument: A Reconsideration”, Maarav 8 (1992), 213-222. קשה לקבל את דברי KISTER, “Legends”, 506, שהכינוי 'מזרחה של ירושלם' רומז למחנהו של טיטוס בהר הצופים ובהר הזיתים. בהר הצופים טיטוס שהה ימים בודדים בלבד, והעתיק את מחנהו לצפון מערב העיר. בהר הזיתים היה מחנה של הלגיון העשירי (מלח' ה 70, 135), אבל היה זה אחד משלושת המחנות שהקיפו את ירושלים.]  [26:   ., Leiden, Brill, 1992, 259, סבור שהצבא הרומי לא היה קרוב לירושלים, אבל במקום אחר הוא מסכים שהכיבוש של השטחים סביב ירושלים עשוי היה להראות בעיני חכמים כמצור (שם, עמ' 267). נראה שישנו ביטוי ארכיאולוגי להגעת הצבא הרומי לסביבת ירושלים. Naftali ISAAC and Benjamin HAR-EVEN, “Khirbet al-Biyar”, Qadmoniot 142 (2011), 78-83, חשפו באזור בית חנינא, כשבעה ק"מ צפונית מירושלים, כפר יהודי שננטש במהלך המרד. הם מציינים (שם, עמ' 82) שנמצא מטבע משנת ב' למרד, שנת 68, המעיד אולי על תאריך נטישת הכפר. הכפר שוכן על הדרך המובילה מחדיד ליריחו ומסתבר שנטישתו קשורה בהגעת הצבא הרומי לאזור, כמסופר אצל יוספוס.]  [27:   לוח הזמנים של אספסיאנוס בתקופה זו אינו ידוע בוודאות. יריחו נכבשה בג' בסיון (מלח' ד 450) שחל באותה שנה ב-25 במאי (Barbara LEVICK, Vespasian, London, Routledge Press, 1999, 40), והידיעות על מות נירון שהתאבד ב – 9 ליוני מצאו את אספסיאנוס בקיסריה (מלח' ד 491). אם נניח שהידיעות על מות נירון הגיעו בתוך כשבועיים עד ארבעה שבועות אזי אספסיאנוס שהה בקיסריה כבר בסוף יוני. לוח זמנים זה מותיר לאספסיאנוס כחודש ימים לביצוע פעולות שונות הקשורות במצור בירושלים. לא ברור מה גרם לאספסיאנוס לנטוש את המצור על ירושלים, ייתכן שהוא הבין שרומא נמצאת על סף אנרכיה וקיצו של נירון קרוב והעדיף לשמור את צבאו, ולא להסתבך במצור ממושך.]  [28:   ראו לעיל, הערה שגיאה! הסימניה אינה מוגדרת..]  [29:    בנו"ב הם מכונים 'סיקרון', והכוונה לסיקריים. הללו אכן נודעו לגנאי, אבל יש לזכור שלפי יוספוס קבוצה זו פרשה מהמרד כבר בתחילתו והתיישבה במצדה (מלח' ב 447, ד 400). קרוב לוודאי שהמונח היה 'קנאים', אך במהלך המסירה נשתנה שמם ל'סיקריים' לאור היחס השלילי של חכמים לקבוצה זו, לעומת המטען החיובי שקשור במונח 'קנאים', וראו M. BEN SHAHAR, “The Burning”, 684-685.] 

Although the versions offer different hypotheses on how the people of Jerusalem coped with the famine, both describe these people as “blanching grain and drinking its waters.” Josephus provides a strongly similar detail: “The very leather which belonged to their shields they pulled off and gnawed: the very wisps of old hay became food to some; and some gathered up fibres, and sold a very small weight of them for four Attic [drachmae]” (Wars 6.197–198). In ARN-A, another detail in the account of the famine is preserved in very problematic wording: “What did the men of Jerusalem do? They brought the ‘agalim and raked them with rakes and covered them with mud.” The word ‘agalim should be construed according to its ancient meaning: gelalim, droppings.[footnoteRef:30] Thus, according to Kister’s proposed emendation, the men of Jerusalem “combed the droppings with rakes and covered them with mud.”[footnoteRef:31] The besieged crumbled the droppings in order to extricate bits of food from them, Josephus reports: “Some persons were driven to that terrible distress as to search the common sewers and old dunghills of cattle, and to eat the dung which they got there” (Wars 5.571). [30:   Henoch YALON, Studies in the Hebrew Language, Jerusalem, Bialik Institute, 1971, 125-128, followed by M. KISTER, “Legends”, 490-491.]  [31:   M. KISTER, “Legends”, 490] 

In the next passage, the progression of the Roman siege is described in minute detail: “They brought him shavings of wood, made of a masbikh, of a kalonos, made of two pagoshot.” The recurrence of the verb ‘ayin-shin-heh, “made,” apparently denotes the presence of two siege engines: (1) a kalonos and (2) two pagoshot. We first treat the more familiar machine. Pagoshot denotes sling stones[footnoteRef:32] and is an excellent fit for the description that follows: “They hurled them at the wall until it was breached.” The machine in question is almost certainly a ballista, which launched large stones. Josephus describes the special procedure that the defenders on the wall used to cope with the ballista stones that were hurled at them (Wars 5.269–273).  [32:    'בית הפגושות' (משנה, כלים טז, ח) לפי ההקשר מדובר באבני קלע ובית הפגושות הוא הנרתיק שלתוכו הוכנסו, ראו M. KISTER, “Legends”, 497, n. 75] 

What siege engine is described as “made of a masbikh, made of a kalonos”? The incomprehensible word masbikh, emended as mesokhekh per manuscript Parma 327, apparently denotes a wooden structure that shelters something.[footnoteRef:33] A kalones is merely a post or a beam; the term occurs often in rabbinic language.[footnoteRef:34] Thus, the term probably refers to a machine composed of an awning and a beam. This account fits Tacitus’ remarks that due to the city’s topography and walls, Titus decided to fight by means of aggeribus vineisqua—“siege-works and penthouse shelters” (Tacitus, Hist. 5, 13:4). The siege-works (agger) are very familiar and are apparently not mentioned here. The vinea are shelters—in the context of war, large shelters under which soldiers who held the battering ram congregated as they approached a wall,[footnoteRef:35] for protection against defenders of the wall who rained stones, barbs, Greek fire, and other ammunition on them. Sometimes the battering ram was part of the siege tower; soldiers stood atop the tower and engaged the defenders in order to keep them from damaging the battering ram below.[footnoteRef:36] Josephus reports the doings of the battering ram that approached the third and outermost wall: “[…] The wall already gave way to the Nico, for by that name did the Jews themselves call the greatest of their engines, because it conquered all things” (Wars 5.299). Indeed, the Jews had despaired of defending the third wall. Thus, on the seventh of the month of Iyar, “[…]The Romans mounted the breach, where Nico had made one, and all the Jews left the guarding that wall, and retreated to the second wall […]” (Wars, 5.301). This account closely parallels its midrashic counterpart. The shelter protected the kalones, the wooden pole that served as a battering ram. The mention of the battering ram and the ballistic stones attests to the bold impression that they left in the witnesses’ memory: “They hurled them at the wall until it was breached.”[footnoteRef:37] [33:   כך הציע M. KISTER, “Legends”, 497, n. 75 בהיסוס רב.]  [34:    השוו: 'כלונסאות של ארז ארוכין' (משנה, ראש השנה ב, ג), וראו Samuel KRAUSS, Antiquities of the Talmud, vol. I, part II, Leipzig, Benjamin Harz Publisher, 1924, 298]  [35:   על ה-vinea  ראו D. CAMPBELL, Besieged, 132]  [36:   על הפעלת איל הנגח בלחימה ראו התיאור של יוספוס מלח' ג 217-213, וראו הסקירה המקיפה של J. LEVITHAN, Roman Siege, 72-77.]  [37:   בחינה מדוקדקת של דברי יוספוס מלמדת שביתר המקרים של פריצת ביצורים, מהלך הפריצה היה מורכב יותר ותרומת איל הנגח והבליסטות למערכה היתה חשובה אבל לא בלעדית. החומה השניה נפרצה בי"ב באיר (מלח' ה 319-318, 329), אבל הרומאים נהדפו ממנה (שם, 342), והחומה נכבשה בקרב פנים אל פנים ארבעה ימים לאחר שנפרצה (שם, 347). אילי נגח הופעלו גם לשם כיבוש מצודת האנטוניה בתחילת חודש תמוז (מלח' ו 25-23), אך יוספוס מציין במפורש שהם לא הצליחו לפרוץ את החומה (שם 26), והיה צורך בעקירת האבנים בידיים לשם ערעור החומה והבקעתה (שם, 28-27).] 

The last sentence describes how the Romans placed the head of a swine atop “an arch of a zir […] and they were mafqi’in be-mekhni and lowered it until it rose and settled on the limbs that were upon the altar and defiled it.” Again a Roman siege engine is mentioned. The expression “arch of a zir,” Kister has shown, is Hebrew term for a Roman artillery piece, possibly the catapult, a device that fired lances and was operated by energy released from the twisting of tendons wound around two axes. The word zir signifies a tightly twisted object, consistent with the action of the catapult.[footnoteRef:38] The expression mafqi’in be-mekhni also comes from Roman siege warfare. The root peh-qof-‘ayin denotes hurling or throwing.[footnoteRef:39] Mekhni is simply μηχανή, a machine or an engine.[footnoteRef:40] The use of the general expression mekhni for artillery pieces is common in Josephus, who sometimes notes only μηχάνημα, μηχανή (engine), ἀφετήριοι ὄργανα (“engine for throwing”) (Wars 3.211, 285), or ἀφετήριοι μηχαναί (ibid., 3.166).[footnoteRef:41] For our purposes, there is no need to determine whether the Romans actually did catapult a swine’s head onto the altar. What matters is that the entire account is bracketed in various details of the Roman siege of Jerusalem as it evidently happened.[footnoteRef:42]  [38:   על ההיבטים הלשוניים ראו M. KISTER, “Legends”, 495-496]  [39:   השוו  לאברים שהיו 'פוקעים' מעל גבי המזבח (משנה, זבחים ט, ו). איברים שעקב השריפה היו נורים כביכול מהמזבח. ושמא ה'ממונה על הפקיע' (משנה, שקלים ה, א), היה אחראי על הטיפול בהם?]  [40:   M. KISTER, “Legends”, 495.]  [41:   שצמן, מונחים צבאיים, עמ' 637-636. Israel SHATZMAN, “Appendix VI: Military terms in Josephus's Works”, in: Lisa ULLMAN (trans.), Israel SHATZMAN (ed.), Jonathan PRICE (introd.), Yosef Ben Matityahu / (Titus) Flavius Josephus, History of the Jewish War against the Romans, Jerusalem, Carmel, 2009, 624-638, 636-637 [Heb.]]  [42:   לא למותר לציין שהטלת פגרי חיות לתוך העיר הנצורה היתה מעשה מקובל בלוחמת המצור בעת העתיקה (Adrienne MAYOR, Greek Fire, Poison Arrows & Scorpion Bombs: Biological and Chemical Warfare in the Ancient World, Woodstock NY., Overlook Duckworth, 2004, 119-123). כמו כן כל לוחמה ובפרט לוחמת מצור היתה מלווה גם בלוחמה פסיכולוגית שנועדה להחליש את רוחו של הצד שכנגד. התיעוב שחשו היהודים כלפי החזיר היה ידוע היטב בעולם העתיק (Jordan D. ROSENBLUM, “‘Why Do You Refuse to Eat Pork?’: Jews, Food, and Identity in Roman Palestine”, JQR 100 [2010)] 95-110), כמו גם הקדושה שהיהודים ייחסו למקדש. ולכן לא מן הנמנע שלאחר שלשה חודשים של מצור מתיש בחום הקיץ, היו יחידות ארטיליריה רומיות ששיגרו איברי חזיר לעבר המקדש, ורמז לכך כבר M. KISTER, “Legends”, 506.] 

In sum, SP and YP are also differentiated in the way they relate to the minutiae of the Roman siege as reported by Josephus. YP is patterned after the familiar foundational story.[footnoteRef:43] It stresses the sage’s vitality, sagacity, and success under the circumstances. Although it takes place at a time of which we know quite a bit, it is hard to corroborate. In contrast, the large majority of details in SP are confirmed by other historical sources. Importantly, my argument here is not that SP is more “correct” than its counterpart, but that it is better anchored in the realia of its era. [43:   הגדרתו של סיפור יציאת ריב"ז בגרסותיו השונות כסיפור ייסוד רווחת למדי בספרות המחקר. בשנים האחרונות התחדדה ההכרה שגירסת אדר"נ היא הקרובה ביותר למאפיינים של 'סיפור ייסוד', ראו במיוחד S. ZFATMAN, From Talmudic Times, 105-129, ראו גם דברי TROPPER, Rewriting, 155] 

c. Remembering the Hurban: Where Priests and Sages Rabbis Diverge	Comment by autore: Or, alternatively: Where Priests and Sages Diverge

The differences between YP and SP inhere to all possible strata of the narrative act. From the formal perspective, YP focuses on the heroes’ thoughts and motives and progresses by means of exchanges of words among them. SP, in contrast, is framed in a continuum of action verbs that describe the historical players’ doings without rhetorical linkages and causal descriptions. The plots also clash at the ideological level in assessing the revolt and determining the attitude toward Vespasian. YP stresses Vespasian’s moderacy, his generous surrender offer, his regard for Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai and, pursuant to it, his willingness to help to re-establish the Torah world. Concurrently, it stresses the hopelessness and foolishness of the revolt and even insinuates that the rebels act in contravention of God’s will. SP, in contrast, lauds the rebels’ heroism and their exemplary coping with the famine; conversely, it describes Vespasian as a scoundrel and an evil-doer who failed on the battlefield. Jerusalem is conquered not due to the warriors’ weakness but in the aftermath of a piece of religious mischief that defiled the altar and brought the Temple service to a halt. These differences suffice to broach the possibility that these two plots originate in different social circles, each phrasing its story on the basis of its own literary rules and ideological principles.	Comment by autore: re-establish?
The last passage in ARN is helpful in identifying the social circles behind each of the plots. YP, as stated, follows the pattern of the foundational story. Narratives of this type come about in the second and third generations after the foundational event and are produced by the founders’ offspring and their associates. These elements are indeed found in YP. It is R. Yehoshua and R. Eliezer, Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s most eminent students and heads of the rabbinic center at Yavne, who carry their rabbi away and save his life. There is no need to thrust them into the plot; furthermore, they “disappear” from it in a somewhat odd way. Their presence, however, is instructive of the circles in which YP was produced: those of students of R. Eliezer and R. Yehoshua. YP, unlike SP, is sparse on concrete details. Befitting a foundational story, it stresses the special characteristics of the founder and his feats and not the precise historical circumstances. The inattention to historical detail also probably reflects the retreat of the events into the past. Still, the story attests to the existence of the dispute that split Jewish society: to rebel or not. Admittedly, the intensity of the debate as Josephus describes it is not manifested here. The rebels’ cruelty toward the pro-surrender forces does not find expression; even Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai addresses the rebels as “my sons.” This somewhat conciliatory tendency may be traced to the time that passed, but an additional factor may be at work. In a highly influential article, Shaye Cohen claims that the sages rabbis after the destruction hurban were interested in placing the residues of the past behind them so that Judaism and Jewish society in the Land of Israel could be revitalized.[footnoteRef:44] The placatory tone toward the rebels may be an echo of this intent. [44:  Shaye J. D. COHEN, “The Significance of Yavneh: Pharisees, Rabbis and the End of Jewish Sectarianism”, HUCA 55 (1984) 27-53  ] 

Above I described SP as a chronicle. An allusion to the identity of those behind this chronicle may be found in the way the destruction hurban is reported. The rabbinic tradition that persists to this day dates this event to the ninth of Av (Mishna Ta’anit 4:6), the day the Roman soldiers entered the Temple and began to set it ablaze.[footnoteRef:45] Prevalent along with this tradition, however, is another one that sets the event on the day the tamid sacrifice was cancelled, Tammuz 17 (Wars 6.94). In Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum (Book of Biblical Antiquities), evidently composed in the second century CE,[footnoteRef:46] there is interesting evidence of the importance and centrality of Tammuz 17. This work, which rewrites Scripture from Genesis to the era of Saul, presents an expanded version of the prophecy given to Moses before his death: “I will show you a place where they will serve Me [locum, in quo mihi servient] for 740 years.[footnoteRef:47] Afterwards, it will be placed in the hands of their enemies and they will destroy it and strangers will encircle it. That day, according with the day on which you shattered the Tablets of the Covenant that I prepared for you at Horev […]is the seventeenth day of the fourth month” (Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum 19, 7). Here the destruction of the Temple—the place where God is served—takes place on Tammuz 17. The prophecy ostensibly pertains to the destruction of the First Temple; this date, however, is meaningless in the context of the events surrounding that event.[footnoteRef:48] It stands to reason that the author of Liber Antiquitatum, who produced the work decades after the destruction of the Second Temple, considered the cessation of the tamid sacrifice on Tammuz 17 the destruction hurban itself.[footnoteRef:49] Even though the Temple proper was captured by the Romans and set ablaze three weeks later, on Av 9, it is easy to understand Liber Antiquitatum’s perspective. The very crux of the Temple is the sacrificial service. In the eyes of many Jews in the Second Temple era, this service literally sustained the world and established a line that connected heaven to earth. In tractate Avot, a saying is given in the name of Simon the Just, evidently a High Priest who served in the late third century BCE: “The world stands on three things: Torah, the service of God, and acts of kindness” (Mishna Avot 1:2). The main pillar is the service, i.e., the Temple service.[footnoteRef:50] [45:  אמנם יוספוס קובע את יום החורבן לי' באב (מלח' ו 250), אבל ככל הנראה המסורת היהודית היא ששימרה את תאריך החורבן השני, ראו Meir BEN SHAHAR, “When was the Second Temple Destroyed? Chronology and Ideology in Josephus”, JSJ 46 (2015) 547-573]  [46:  למהדורה ביקורתית ומבוא מקיף ראו Howard JACOBSON, A Commentary on Pseudo-Philo's Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum: With Latin Text and English Translation, 2 vols., Leiden, Brill, 1996. ג'ייקובסון מוכיח באופן משכנע שהספר חובר לאחר החורבן השני (ibid, I, 204-206).]  [47:  יש שהציעו שהמספר צריך להיות 850 שנה, על מנת שיתאים לזמן שעבר מהכניסה לארץ ועד לחורבן הראשון. H. JACOBSON, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum I, 604 מתקן את הטקסט ל-440 שנה, קירוב מתקבל על הדעת למשך הזמן של בית ראשון.]  [48:  בי"ז בתמוז בטלה עבודת התמיד במקדש כך על פי יוספוס מלח' ו 94. תאריך זה נשתמר גם בספרות חז"ל (משנה, תענית ד, ו). עם זאת ישנן מספר בעיות במסורת המשנה, ראו	Meir BEN SHAHAR, “Ninth of Av: Chronology and Ideology in Fixing the Dates of the first and the second Destructions in Rabbinic Literature”, Zion 81 (2016) 5-30, 15-17 [Heb.]]  [49: H. JACOBSON, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum I, 204
והצעה דומה אצל Shmuel SAFRAI, Ze’ev SAFRAI, Chana SAFRAI, Mishnat Eretz Israel:Tractate Ta’anit-Megila (Moed E), Jerusalem, The E. M. Lipshitz Publishing House College, 2010, 154]  [50:   על התשתית הרעיונית למרכזיות המקדש בתקופת בית שני ראו Jonathan KLAWANS, Purity, Sacrifice, and the Temple: Symbolism and Supersessionism in the Study of Ancient Judaism, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2007, 109-144.] 

SP concurs, directly connecting the cessation of the Temple service with the destructionhurban. After the Romans successfully hurl the swine’s organs onto the altar and defile it, SP concludes by stating “That yearhour, Jerusalem was captured.”[footnoteRef:51] The plot does not explain why the desecration of the altar results in the capture of the city, but the underlying theological stance is not hard to conjecture: It is the performance of the sacrifices in due sequence that assures the city’s safety and that of the nation. The cessation of this service, irrespective of the reason, snaps the link between heaven and earth and ends God’s watch over and concern for His people and His city. Now we can easily surmise, too, which group adopted such an ideology. Positioning the Temple and, particularly, its service as a constitutive fundament of Jewish national life and well-being was a quintessential interest of the priesthood. Eyal Regev elaborates at length on the Sadducee worldview, which stresses the importance and ritual purity of the Temple.[footnoteRef:52] This is not the place for expanded discussion of the halakhic issues that surround the ritual purity of the Temple; I settle for one example pursuant to Regev. The gravest defilement, of course, is brought about by contact with a corpse, and purity in such a case is restored by sprinkling water in which ashes of a red heifer have been placed. The Sadducees and the Pharisees disagreed about the requisite level of purity of the priest who burns the heifer. According to the Sadducees, the highest level of purity is needed. That is, insofar as the priest sustains any form of mild defilement during the day, he must immerse himself, wait until sunset, and only afterwards burn the heifer. For the Pharisees, in contrast, immersion alone suffices (Mishna Para 3:7). Behind the specific dispute, Regev explains, lurks a material one: Can anything less than the highest level of purity suffice? The Pharisees answered in the affirmative; the Sadducees demurred.[footnoteRef:53] Continuing, Regev shows that the high priests of the late Second Temple era applied the Sadducees’ Temple ideology in diverse ways, inter alia by taking strong and inflexible action toward any group or individual caught offending or deriding this sanctity.[footnoteRef:54] Importantly, Josephus himself expresses this ideology. At the end of Antiquities, he states that the crime that ultimately brought down the Temple was the Levites’ wish to wear clothing similar to the priestly garb (Ant 20:216–218). Thus, it was an offense against the orders of the Temple and, particularly, contempt and affront to the priests’ status, that precipitated the destructionhurban, in the opinion of Joseph b. Matityahu the priest! [51:   מילים אלו נמצאות רק בנו"א, והן מהוות סיום ברור לעלילת המצור. בנו"ב לעומת זאת נוסף סיפור מפותח על כניסת טיטוס לקדש הקדשים. אין ספק שחלקים משמעותיים מסיפור זה הם תוספת ממקור אמוראי כפי שכתב כבר M. KISTER, “Legends”, 487. מסתבר שהתוספת הייחודית לנו"ב מתחילה כבר במילים 'חרבו את כל ירושלם'. כיוון שנוספו דברים אלו לא היה עוד מקום לחתימה שבנו"א, המדגישה את כיבוש העיר.]  [52:   אייל רגב עסק באידיאולוגיית המקדש הצדוקית בהרחבה בספרו Eyal REGEV, The Sadducees and their Halakhah: Religion and Society in the Second Temple Period, Jerusalem, Yad Ben Zvi Press, 2005 [Heb.]. חלק מהסוגיות ההלכתיות נידונו במאמרו  Eyal REGEV, “The Sadducees, the Pharisees, and the Sacred: Meaning and Ideology in the Halakhic Controversies between the Sadducees and Pharisees”, Review of Rabbinic Judaism 9 (2006) 126-140.]  [53:   REGEV, The Sadducees, 172-181; REGEV, “The Sadducees, the Pharisees”, 130  ]  [54:   REGEV, The Sadducees, 331-347; Eyal Regev, “Temple Concerns and High-Priestly Prosecutions from Peter to James: Between Narrative and History”, NTS 56 (2010) 64-89] 

Thus, the chronicle that describes the siege and places the Temple service in its center seems to originate in priestly circles. Josephus does insinuate that the high priests headed the moderate camp, which apparently wished to open a dialogue with the Romans.[footnoteRef:55] In contrast to the implication of his remarks, however, there appears to have been a rather sizable group of priests, including members of high priestly families, who supported the uprising. Indeed, the revolt began when Elazar b. Hananya, governor of the Temple and son of the High Priest, ceased to accept sacrifices with which to pay the Emperor (Wars 2.409). This decision was supported, as Josephus notes, by those doing the divine service, presumably young priests and Levites who worked in the Temple. Although Josephus does not specify the priests’ attitude as a social class toward the revolt, between the lines one may infer that no few of them favored it.[footnoteRef:56] This support persisted almost to the end of the uprising. Josephus describes several waves of departure from the city during the revolt, of which the last followed the cessation of the tamid sacrifice on Tammuz 17, 70 CE (Wars 6.94). Among those leaving were former high priests, members of their families, and many others of lofty lineage (Wars 6.114). Titus received them and sent them to Gophna, his rear base and a detention camp for war prisoners, where they were to wait out the war. Josephus, it is true, claims that all these escapees left the city due to his own reproachful speech, which he describes as of “influence” (ibid. 113). It is more probable, however, that if they had remained in the city until then and had not been harmed by the rebels, it is because they were among the supporters of the revolt.[footnoteRef:57] On Tammuz 17, when the tamid daily sacrifice and the priestly service were terminated, they realized that God was no longer protecting the Temple and that it would be best for them to leave townJerusaelm.[footnoteRef:58]  [55:    לכל אורך הספר יוספוס אינו מביא שום ראיה לנסיונות של הכוהנים הגדולים להידבר עם הרומאים, ואדרבא הוא שם בפי יהושע בן גמלא דברי הכחשה נמרצים (מלח' ד 257-251, 269-268). ואולם יוספוס טוען שחנן היה יודע בבוא העת להידבר עם הרומאים ולמנוע את החורבן (שם, 321-320). באוטוביוגרפיה שלו טוען יוספוס שלמעשה עם תחילת המרד הוא והכוהנים הגדולים הצטרפו למרד רק למראית עין על מנת שיוכלו להביא בסופו של דבר לשכך את זעם הציבור ולפוגג את המרד (חיי יוסף 23-20, 29-28).]  [56:   J. PRICE, Jerusalem under Siege, 40-43]  [57:   זו דוגמא נוספת לכך שיוספוס מטעה כאשר הוא מתאר את המורדים כשוליים חברתיים שאינם נהנים מתמיכת האריסטוקרטיה, ראוMeir BEN SHAHAR, “The Rejection of the Sacrifice for the Caesar”, in:Tal ILAN and Vered NOAM in collaboration with Meir BEN SHAHAR, Daphne BARATZ and Yael FISCH, Josephus and the Rabbis II. Tales About the Destruction of the Temple, Yad Ben Zvi Press, Jerusalem, 2017, 566-596, 586-587 [Heb.], והספרות הרשומה שם, הערה 92.]  [58:   J. PRICE, Jerusalem under Siege, 166-167] 

In sum, the many differences between YP and SP originate in the different social circles that produced them. SP is in effect a priestly chronicle, probably written either by one of the priests or by a supporter of the priestly Zealot faction. Its close tethering to the realia of the revolt and the siege, its use of unique expressions such as “arch of a zir,” and its familiarity with “the Zealots” as a social group that acted at the time of the uprising suggest that it was created at a time very close to the destructionhurban. The fact that the plot does not fault the rebels and presents Vespasian as a religious scoundrel is unsurprising. The treatment of the burning of the food reserves and its outcome, the famine, may even have been meant to clarify that the Temple did not fall on account of these events. On the contrary, YP, as its own contents indicate, is a foundational story created by second-generation disciples of Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai. Its crux is neither the destruction hurban nor the reasons for that event but Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s sagacity and audacity. The side-by-side positioning of these narratives, which contrast one another in ideological conception and literary style, forces us to give thought to the redaction of the cycle of hurban the destruction stories and to the redactor who saw fit to present the different recollections of the destruction hurban era.
d. Lamentation and Remembrance
The cycle of destruction hurban stories concludes with the lamentation of Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai and his students. Here Versions A and B of ARN differ in many ways; in fact, as the homiletic lamentation progresses, the distance between the versions grows. This indicates, foremost, that this passage was rather flexible and loose weak in the early ARN and that those who presented ARN felt free to add to and subtract from it. The first section is the most stable:	Comment by autore: Or “unstable”
Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai sat and watched across from the wall of Jerusalem in order to know what would be, as in the manner of Eli, of whom it is said, “Now when he came, there was Eli, sitting on a seat by the wayside, watching […] (I Sam 4:13). When Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai saw that the Temple had been destroyed and the sanctuary had been burned, he rose to his feet, rent his clothing, took off his tefillin, and sat down and wept, his students with him.
The opening statement describes Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai awaiting the expected destruction of Jerusalem. The imagery used is validated by the likening of this sage to Eli the priest. Eli, too, knew from the time God had spoken to Samuel that his line was to be terminated (I Sam 3:11–18). When his sons set out for war against the Philistines as the leaders of their nation, bearing the Ark with them, Eli feared that the prophecy was about to come to pass. Therefore, the first sentence of the lament in ARN acknowledges Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s prophecy and anticipates the city’s imminent devastation. The second sentence, describing the destruction of the city and the Temple, is of course based on the end of the siege plot. This passage summarizes and concludes both accounts of the destruction of Jerusalem. It also expresses a slight change in the assessment of the revolt and the heroes of the two preceding plots. The very fact that Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai sits and waits for Jerusalem to fall and then rends his clothing and bemoans the burning of the Temple softens the image of the Jewish sage who left Jerusalem because he opposed the revolt and its protagonists. His lament over the destruction hurban distances him from the image of the amicus caesaris and strengthens his affiliation with the Jewish public at large, which bemoaned the destruction hurban and the failure of the uprising. Eschewing Schadenfreude, Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai does not exploit the actualization of his prediction to reproach the rebels and their supporters; instead, he and his students mourn the loss of the Temple. Such imagery surely did not emanate from the circle of Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s students who described his close relationship with Vespasian. On the contrary: the continuation warranted by YP is the building of Yavne even as the Temple goes up in flames. The presence of Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai and his students near Jerusalem is an attempt to blur the distance between the sage, who left Jerusalem, and the rebels, who did not. Conversely, the lament refrains from explicitly naming the party at fault for the destructionhurban; it does not blame the rebels but does not exonerate Vespasian either. What matters is the loss as such, irrespective of who caused it.[footnoteRef:59] [59:   ההשוואה לסיפור עלי עשויה לרמוז לכך שהעורך מטיל את האשם בחורבן בחטאים החברתיים-מוסריים שקדמו לחורבן. עוולות חברתיות מצד משפחות הכהונה הגדולה הוזכרו הן אצל יוספוס (קדמ' כ 181-179, 207-205, 214-213) והן אצל חכמים Yael FISCH, “The Corruption of the High Priests”, in: Tal ILAN and Vered NOAM in collaboration with Meir BEN SHAHAR, Daphne BARATZ and Yael FISCH, Josephus and the Rabbis I. The Lost Tales of the Second Temple Period, Yad Ben Zvi Press, Jerusalem, 526-543 [Heb.]. אכן, בשום מקום בספרות חז"ל לא מועלית במפורש הטענה שהעוולות החברתיות של הכוהנים הגדולים הם הם שהביאו לחורבן. עם זאת ראוי לשים לב שבהמשך הקינה מובא בנו"ב סיפור על הכוהנים שהתאבדו עם שריפת ההיכל תוך שהם קוראים: 'לא היינו גזברים נאמנים...'. ייתכן שהאשמה עצמית זו היא הד להאשמות של חכמים כלפי הכוהנים הגדולים.] 

Thus, the lamentation passage internalizes both destruction hurban narratives and leads them to their terminus. The encounter of the two plots attenuates the conceptual differences and the ideological gaps between the social groups that created them. Here too, perhaps, is the key to understanding the redaction that produced the cycle of destruction hurban stories in ARN. Active in the Jewish society immediately preceding the destruction hurban were groups that had strong self-awareness and coherent creedal outlooks. It suffices to mention the bounteous literary harvest of the Qumran group. Presumably the priests, the Pharisees, and other groups also worked to formulate and express their beliefs and outlooks in various fields.[footnoteRef:60] It stands to reason that just as Josephus and Justus felt it necessary to recount the destructionhurban, so did other Jews in different social circles. It is also probable that the disagreements among the groups, especially between the opponents and proponents of the revolt, persisted in the generations closely following the destructionhurban. These points and counterpoints are strongly reflected in the attitudes toward the uprising and toward Vespasian in SP and YP. Admittedly, no manifestation of this dispute seems to have survived in the tannaitic literature. On the contrary: as noted, this literature hardly mentions the destructionhurban, let alone its precipitants. Here it is worth returning to Shaye Cohen’s remarks about Yavne and its sages. Cohen claims that a decision of principle was made in Yavne to put aside the sectarian disagreements that had fragmented Jewish society and produce a “grand coalition” of sages rabbis in order to make the revitalization of Jewish life possible. If this was indeed the post- destruction hurban trend of thought in the Jewish streetsociety, one may easily understand why the tannaitic literature skirts the topic of the destructionhurban.[footnoteRef:61] Still, as stated above, the diverse groups definitely produced cycles of recollections of those days and passed them on to their affiliates. The redactor of the early ARN plied his craft some 200 years after the destructionhurban, by which time the disputes had run out of steam. From this temporal distance, it became possible to go back and take up the destructionhurban. However, when the redactor of ARN came upon the topic, he did not find an agreed-upon canonical narrative because no such narrative existed. Instead, he found collections of stories that reflected the various groups’ memories. Two of the most literate groups in Jewish society on the eve of the destruction hurban were the priests, who also had a distinct class consciousness, and the Pharisaic sages. There is no way to know whether these are the only sets of recollections that found their way to the redactor or whether he chose them among others. Either way, he placed them side-by-side. I tend to hypothesize that the story of Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s departure originally did not include the opening sentence about Vespasian’s arrival, instead focusing on the confrontation with the rebels and the sage’s rescue. The redactor of ARN chose, for understandable chronological reasons, to position Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s exit before the account of the destruction hurban itself. To set YP within a clear historical context, however, he had to mention the advent of Vespasian. To do so, he doubled the opening sentence of SP, thus producing the double introduction. The very juxtaposition of the stories makes a statement of principle: Both groups are legitimate and their memories deserve to be mentioned and told. In this way, the redactor took a first step toward reconciliation and peace-making between the rival narratives. The second step occurred in Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s lamentation. Now Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai, like Jeremiah in his own time, is not only a prophet of rage and destruction, but also a deliverer of consolation and lament to the nation after the destruction of its temple.[footnoteRef:62] [60:   על קיומה של ספרות שכזו אנו יכולים רק לשער לאור קיומם של טקסטים רבים שחוברו על ידי קבוצות שוליות יחסית, כמו הקבוצה שישבה בקומראן. אחת המסקנות החשובות שעולה מבדיקת השוואתן של המקבילות בין יוספוס לחכמים היא שאכן היתה פעילות ספרותית מצד הכוהנים והפרושים, ראו דברי המפולשים של Vered NOAM, “Lost Historical Traditions: between Josephus and the Rabbis”, in: Joel BADEN, Hindy NAJMAN, Eibert TIGCHELAAR (ed.), Sybils, Scriptures, and Scrolls: John Collins at Seventy II, Leiden, Brill, 2017, 991-1017. מסקנותיה מבוססות על פרוייקט מקיף שבחן את כל הסיפורים ההיסטוריים על ימי בית השני, המקבילים בין יוספוס לחכמים, ראו Tal ILAN and Vered NOAM in collaboration with Meir BEN SHAHAR, Daphne BARATZ and Yael FISCH, Josephus and the Rabbis I-II, Yad Ben Zvi Press, Jerusalem, 2017.]  [61:   ראו לעיל, ליד הערה שגיאה! הסימניה אינה מוגדרת.. במקום אחר כהן מתלבט בנוגע לשתיקתה של הספרות התנאית כלפי החורבן, ורומז לכך שחכמים העדיפו להתרכז בשיקום היהדות על פני עיסוק בעבר, Shaye J. D. COHEN, “The Destruction: from Scripture to Midrash”, Prooftexts 2 (1982) 18-39, 18-19]  [62:  על הזיקה בין ירמיהו וריב"ז עמדו רבים ראו לדוגמא A. TROPPER, “Yohanan ben Zakkai”, 143-149] 

e. Conclusion
The destruction of the Second Temple—the hurban— was the greatest of disasters for the Jews who experienced it. The loss of this centuries-old structure occurred in connection with a cruel civil war that left its imprints on Jewish and non-Jewish authors alike. Consequently, various Jewish groups must have told themselves difference stories about it and shaped diverse recollections about its sequence of events and causes. In this article, I attempted to trace these memories by studying the cycle of hurban the destruction stories in Avot de-Rabbi Nathan. Undoubtedly, the attempt to raise ancient memories from a later work, especially a problematic one such as Avot de-Rabbi Nathan, poses many challenges. Much caution is needed when one deals with the early strata of this work. Conversely, one should be wary of the common tendency to focus on the redacted stratum only. Finally, we should assume that different redactors of ancient works worked in different ways. Some probably regarded the ancient stories and sayings as non-obligatory grist—as an infrastructure—for the creation of their own stories. They must have deleted, added, and revised the original contents in accordance with their culture and values, treating them indeed “like clay in the potter’s hands,” as Amram Tropper maintains.[footnoteRef:63] Other redactors, however, must have taken a more refined and less intervening approach.[footnoteRef:64] The literary, linguistic, and narrative differences between the siege plot and the Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai plot show that the redactor of ARN was not inclined to meddle with the stories before him and did not impose his beliefs, values, and language on them. This is why we are able to trace the memories, and not necessarily the historical truth, back to the period proximate to the destructionhurban. YP is the product of the second generation of students of Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai. Its gist is the account of the sage’s departure from Jerusalem and the establishment of a new center. The story, however, does not settle for this alone. Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s trenchant confrontation with the rebels and the narrator’s willingness to call him an amicus caesaris clearly echo the intra-Jewish standoffs between the proponents of the revolt and its opponents. As stated above, tannaitic literature refrained from dealing with the destructionhurban, perhaps in order to avoid a confrontation with the accusations and counter-accusations. This story may have preserved something of the remembrance that the sagesrabbis, or some of them, chose to recount in their internal circles. Contrastingly, the siege plot is evidently based on a priestly chronicle that was produced shortly after the destructionhurban. In this chronicle, the fault-finding exhibited by Josephus and probably shared by others—that the fratricidal war and the torching of the food reserves caused famine and brought on the destruction—is rejected. For them, the only culprit is Vespasian’s act of desecration. [63:   ראו במיוחד בספרו Amram D. TROPPER, Like Clay in the Hands of the Potter: Sage Stories in Rabbinic Literature, Jerusalem, The Zalman Shazar Center, 2011 .]  [64:   דוגמא טובה לכך יש בסיפור הקרע עם הפרושים, שמופיע בתלמוד הבבלי, קידושין סו ע"א. בסיפור זה התלמוד הבבלי שמר על הניסוחים המקוריים של הסיפור הפרושי, שנוצר עוד בעיצומם של ימי הבית, כפי שהראתה Vered NOAM, “The Story of King Jannaeus (b. Qiddušin 66a): A Pharisaic Reply to Sectarian Polemic”, HTR 107 (2014) 31-58.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]The redactor of Avot de-Rabbi Nathan did not favor either of the versions; instead, he laid them side-by-side in reasonable chronological order. By making them appear to be part of one story, he attenuated their contrasts. I am almost inclined to say that this was his goal. Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai’s lamentation, which concludes the cycle of hurban the destruction stories, again positions Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai next to Jerusalem. When the Temple is destroyed, he neither condemns the rebels nor praises Vespasian and his actions; instead, together with his students, bemoans the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple. ThusThus, the redactor of ARN bridges the gulf between the rivaling memories and the contrasting narratives one last time.
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