
The Post Classical Midrashim: Continuity and Innovation
Scholars of Midrash and aggadah who study the editorial development of these works tend to eschew assigning definitive dates. It is more commonplace to state which work came first, or which work was familiar with or borrowed from others: the tannaitic halakhic Midrashim were compiled following the completion of the Mishna, but prior to the completion of the Palestinian Talmud. The amoraic aggadic Midrashim were compiled following the completion of the Palestinian Talmud but before the Muslim conquest. The term “Classical Aggadic Midrashim,” coined by Yonah Frankel, became associated with those early amoraitic aggadic Midrashim, compiled (I will mention a date) during the 5th and 6th centuries CE: Bereishit Rabba, Vayikra Rabba, Pesikta d’rav Kahana, and Eikhah Rabba. In the present lecture, I shall discuss aggadic Midrashim which were compiled shortly after this group, either near the end of the 6th century, or during the 7th century, though impact of the Muslim conquest is not yet recognizable. I will focus primarily on two midrashic works, Shir Hashirim Rabba and Kohelet Rabba. My aim is to demonstrate which aspects of these works constitute a continuation midrashic literature preceding them, and which evince signs of incipient changes which were only fully expressed later. I will present an examination of the history of the literature, its aims, and the development of its various genres. The desire to draw attention to the aims and developmental processes of a phenomenon tends to result in generalizations and broad statements. With that said, I believe that such a panoramic view has its place in academic research, and that such a perspective may contribute to our understanding of this era and the events that took place over its duration, as well as furthering interdisciplinary discussion, as testified to by this conference.	Comment by i a: Is this the preferable spelling and formatting?	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: perhaps add "for example,"	Comment by i a: I am basing this term on Shemuel Safrai
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Language, Characteristic Dialects, and Rabbinic Names	Comment by i a: What is the intended distinction between שפה and לשון?
The Palestinian character of Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba is evidenced by the extensive knowledge displayed in discussions of realia, the geography of Palestine in general, that of the Galilee in particular, as well the names of Sages, and halakhot, customs, and circumstances permeating them. 	Comment by i a: Is this the desired translation for ארץ ישראל?
Language, style, and dialect are some of the prominent characteristics enabling us to determine the changes taking place in Palestine in the era under discussion. The linguistic style of Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba resembles that of the classical amoraitic aggadic Midrashim; they make extensive use of Palestinian Aramaic, as well as Latin loanwords, indicating that the editor of these Midrashim still maintained a command of these languages. In later works, such as Pirkei d’rabbi eliezer, as well as the later strata of the Tanhuma literature, Aramaic is almost entirely absent, aside from parables and folk sayings, and loan words are for the most part corrupted.
In addition, the names of the Sages which appear in Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba are well known. In contrast to the later strata of the Tanhuma Midrashim, no new rabbinic figures appear in Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba, nor do any of them bear descriptive titles or honorifics: HaKohen, HaLevi, BiRabbi, Haver.
Taken together, these features clearly assign Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba to the category of classical amoraitic aggadic Midrashim, and clearly distinguishes them from the Tanhuma-Yelamdenu literature on the one hand, and from Pirkei d’rabbi eliezer on the other hand.
The Books of the Bible Accompanied by Midrashim
It is worth noting which books of the Bible are accompanied by Midrashim. Midrashim on all books of the Pentatuech, aside from Genesis, were compiled during the tannaitic period, while Bereishit rabba and Vayikra rabba were among the first works compiled during the amoraitic period. In addition, the Tanhuma literature is centered on the five books of the Torah alone, and not on any other biblical works. This phenomenon is indicative of the prominent place occupied by the Pentateuch, both in study and prayer.	Comment by i a: Does this contradict the previous sentence, which stated that every book of the Torah aside from Bereishit rabbi was edited during the tannaitic period?
The exclusive concentration on the Pentateuch undergoes a slight shift in Pesikta d’rav kahana, a midrashic work compiled at the conclusion of the period of classical aggadic Midrashim. This work is built around a calendrical structure, containing sections pertaining to significant times of the year (in the public readings of the Torah), as well as sections relating to the special haftarah readings from the Prophets for the three sabbaths of calamity and the seven sabbaths of consolation. This notable deviation may be understood in light of this work’s close affinity to the cycle of public readings from the Torah and Prophets practiced in Palestine.
The subsequent collection of works, compiled from the end of the 6th century and onwards, are the Midrashim of the five Megillot. Why did these books merit to be accompanied by Midrashim, and why were Midrashim not compiled for other books of the Bible? In light of the common denominator among the early books mentioned above, and Pesikta d’rav kahana in particular, it may be proposed that the compilation of Midrashim for all five Megillot during the 6th and 7th century indirectly indicates that it was common practice to publicly read them in the synagogue. It is true that, aside from Esther, we do not have any clear indications that these books were publicly read in the synagogue in ancient times—the first explicit mention of this practice appears in tractate Sofrim. However, taken together in light of the historical development of midrashic literature, this proposal appears sound. 	Comment by i a: Is there a better term?	Comment by i a: I tweaked these sentences in order to increase clarity
Explanatory Midrash and Exegetical Midrash
Already from the time of Zunz, it was commonplace, on the basis of their editorial character, to divide the Midrashim into two primary groups, namely explanatory Midrash and exegetical Midrash. 
The tannaitic Halakhic Midrashim follow the structure of the explanatory Midrash. The first amoraitic aggadic Midrash to be compiled in the 5th century, Bereishit rabba, continues this convention, presenting aggadic material in an orderly fashion, verse after verse. 
A change takes place over the course of the 6th century. Two important works compiled during this period, Vayikra rabba and Pesikta d’rav kahana, are structured as exegetical Midrashim. The vast majority of each section is taken up by lengthy complex proems (petikhtaot). Most verses in each section are left uninterpreted, and each section is organized around an opening verse and a certain topic mentioned within in it. There were scholars who claimed that the shift from explanatory to exegetical Midrash was not a matter of choice, but rather of necessity. The need to compile an aggadic Midrash on Leviticus, which consists primarily of laws and ordinances, led to the development of a new editorial style. Even if the style of Vayikra rabba was born of necessity, this structure of exegetical Midrash was cherished by the midrashic editors. Pesikta d’rav kahana is structured according the same model, despite containing only five sections pertaining to Leviticus. Even the Tanhuma literature, accompanying all five books of the Torah, is structured as exegetical Midrash.	Comment by i a: I am quite certain this is the proper term for petikhta
There was a return to the structure of explanatory Midrash at the end of the 6th century. Eikha rabba, Ruth rabba, Shir hashirim rabba, Kohelet rabba, and the first—and oldest—section of Esther rabba are structured according the old model of explanatory Midrash. It must be emphasized that these works bear an even closer affinity to this model than their predecessors. For comparison, Ofra Meir writes that Bereishit rabba, an explanatory Midrash, skips over 383 verses from Genesis, such that 25% of the verses of the book are not subject to interpretation. In contrast, Shir hashirim rabba, also an explanatory Midrash, offers interpretation on nearly every verse, failing to interpret only five verses, four of which are repetitions of verses subject to interpretation elsewhere.
Alongside the return to explanatory Midrash, one should note that the Tanhuma literature, developing in parallel in its own style, preserves the structure of exegetical Midrash for the entire duration of its development. I am therefore of the opinion that one may not assign the earliest strata of the Tanhuma literature a date prior to the compilation of Vayikra rabba. From that point onwards, one may classify the explanatory and exegetical Midrashim as two coexisting sub-genres; as one model begins to dominate, the other is not entirely eliminated.
Having illustrated the general structure of these works, I would now like to turn inwards and draw attention to those exegetical forms which became obsolete during this period, and those other forms which flourished.
Obsolete Exegetical Forms—The Proem
The proem (in Aramaic the petikhta) is a literary form widespread in the classical aggadic Midrashim. The proem is absent from the tannaitic Midrashim, and appears abruptly, fully formed, in the classical aggadic Midrashim. Albeck tallies 246 proems in Bereishit rabba, and 126 proems in Vayikra rabba. The proem flourished in the 5th and 6th century. In comparison to Bereishit rabbi, the proems of Vayikra rabba and Pesikta d’rav kahana are both lengthier and more complex. The importance ascribed to the proems by the editors of the works is evident; they comprise the lion’s share of the work, generally 50% of the text and at times more.
Despite this notable growth, the proem has a weaker, reduced presence in the Midrashim of the five Megillot. This development has hardly received any scholarly attention, and I would like to shed further light upon it. The proem is entirely absent from the main texts of Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba, while Eikhah rabba and Ruth rabba contain isolated proems within the main text. It is more common in that period to find a group of proems appearing together primarily at the beginning of a work, such as the 36 proems at the beginning of Eikhah rabba. That being said, various scholars have demonstrated that these proems, whether gathered together at the beginning of a collection or scattered throughout it, are later additions to the works. For example, I have demonstrated that the five proems at the beginning of Shir hashirim rabba postdate the main text of the work. The situation is much the same in Kohelet rabba. Hirshman and Kiperwasser are of the opinion that the proem at the beginning of Kohelet rabba postdates the work and is characteristic of Midrash yelammedenu.
Despite its near absence in the Midrashim of the five Megillot, the proem perseveres and continues to develop and adapt new forms and styles in the Tanhuma yelammedenu literature. The opening verse is at times exchanged for a halakhic question, the proposal changes, and the proem may conclude in a variety of ways. In the Sheiltot literature, which we will hear about in the next panel, this trend continues. Mark Bergman writes that these changes testify to a shift in artistic taste in later generations. An explanation for this phenomenon still requires further elucidation; however there is no doubt that these changes cannot be ignored.
Preferred Exegetical Forms—The Pitrah	Comment by i a: I do not know of an English analogue for this term
Alongside dwindling exegetical forms, there are also other exegetical forms which came to be fully developed, such as the pitrah. The petirah, or pitrah, is an ancient midrashic technique. At times, it commences with the title: “Rabbi So-and-so solved the verse with…,” meaning: a certain Sage elucidated the biblical verse under discussion in a particular manner. The explicator elucidates or deciphers the verse, clause by clause, all the while deriving a teaching relating to a different subject, biblical story, or other event. In comparison to other exegetical approaches, the petirah is unique;  the explicator deciphers every clause of the verse according to a single subject; every link supports its predecessor and strengthens the explicator’s solution.
Scattered Petirot may be identified already in the tannaitic literature. Classical Midrashim, such as Bereishit rabba, Vayikra rabba, and Pesikta d’rav kahana, make extensive use of the petirah, largely within the framework of the proem. Use of the petirah reaches its zenith in Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba. Wilhelm Bacher has already noted this phenomenon, writing, “The characteristic expression of Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba is the phrase “solved the verse with…” I systematically examined the text of Shir hashirim rabba, and 85% of the verses are explicated using the petirah technique. The petirot are lengthy and well-developed, at times extending over several verses. At other times, more than eight different solutions are offered for a single collection of verses. We have noted that the plurality of the petirot of Vayikra rabba and Pesikta d’rav kahana are primarily interwoven within the proems. As such, it must be emphasized that the petirah developed into a full-fledged and prominent exegetical technique despite the weakening of the proem in Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba. 	Comment by i a: This is the לועזי name of בנימין זאב בכר
Forms of Piyyut (English sentence to be inserted by author)
The various examples collected by Mirsky demonstrate an increased use of forms of piyyut in Shir hashirim rabba in comparison to earlier midrashic works.
Familiarity with the Babylonian Talmud and its Traditions
The classical amoraitic Midrashim offer no indication of familiarity with the Babylonian Talmud as a fully-formed and edited work. Such is the case with Shir hashirim rabba. Zunz was indeed of the opinion that the editor of Shir hashirim rabba was familiar with the Babylonian Talmud, but his arguments were primarily derived from the printed text and have since been disproven in light of manuscript variants and Geniza fragments.
The relationship between Kohelet rabba and the Babylonian Talmud is more complicated and has long been subject to scholarly dispute. According to Reuven Kiperwasser, Kohelet rabba contains clear evidence of use of Babylonian traditions, but they are brief and fragmented, offering no indication of familiarity with the Babylonian Talmud as a complete work. In his opinion, the compilation of Kohelet rabba is indicative of the inroads made by Babylonian teachings within Palestine at the beginning of the 7th century.	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: Perhaps: of Babylonian influences
On the other hand, Hirshman claims that Kohelet rabba is not based on the Babylonian Talmud. The many explications of verses of Ecclesiastes within the Babylonian Talmud do not appear in Kohelet rabba despite the anthological nature of the work. To him, this is a clear indication that the Babylonian Talmud was not known to the editors of the Midrash. One does indeed find tales of rabbinic activities in Kohelet rabba that have parallel versions in the Babylonian Talmud, but they generally follow the structure of the Palestinian Talmud and other Palestinian sources. According to Hirshman, these hybrid texts indicate the opposite of Kiperwasser’s hypothesis. Kohelet rabba reflects a transitional stage for Palestinian traditions that eventually reached full development in Babylon, and not the reverse. 	Comment by i a: Would “derash(ot)” be preferable?
The state of affairs in Ruth rabba is also of interest. Lerner notes that the earliest strata of this work offer no indication of familiarity with the Babylonian Talmud. Despite this, the later strata, which Lerner dates to the end of the 8th century (or perhaps slightly earlier) clearly makes use of the Babylonian Talmud. It follows that familiarity with the Babylonian constitutes a decisive factor in dating these works, and it is obvious why this question occupies a central place in discussions concerning Midrashim compiled around the 7th and 8th centuries.
I would now like to discuss a number of characteristics pertaining to the editorial formation of the Midrash.
An Anthological or Encyclopedic Character
The method of rabbinic literature can be described, in Albeck’s words, as “emptying of material from one receptacle to another.” Every work makes use of its precursor. Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba also contain many lines derived from earlier works, but in this case the adaptions are impressive in their length. In the introduction to his edition of Kohelet rabba, Hirshman determines that more than half of the verses of Ecclesiastes are interpreted in earlier midrashic works. The situation in Shir hashirim rabba is much the same. It should be noted that the editors borrowed primarily from works compiled shortly before their own period, such as Pesikta d’rav kahana, Vayikra rabba, Bereishit rabba, and the Palestinian Talmud. It is difficult to indicate any definite reliance on tannaitic Midrashim. Sources from the Mishna or Tosefta, if cited, are generally brief, while amoraic sources are very long, at times extending over several pages.
Similarly, one may identify an editorial tendency to preserve the early literary style of the sources. The editor makes no effort to disguise his use of earlier sources, and includes the connecting links of the original explication in his citation. This phenomenon contributes to what is referred to in the scholarly literature as the “anthropological character” of the work. In addition to this anthologizing tendency, one may also identify a broadening of the original discussion, as additional passages relating to the same subject are interwoven into the text. This phenomenon has already been identified in Vayikra rabba. Joseph Heinemann termed this “thematic unity.” Other scholars expressed reservation about this unity, and Visotzky prefers to designate the phenomenon as a collection of “miscellany.”
The tendency to collect material pertaining to a particular topic is intensified in Kohelet rabba and Shir hashirim rabba. In Hirshman’s opinion, Kohelet rabba is organized as a an encyclopedia of sorts, cataloging and concetrating information from various disciplines around the verses of Ecclesiastes. According to him, the editor aims to provide the students of the study hall with important knowledge, ranging from theology to physics. He compares this pedagogical method with the prevalent model of Greco-Roman education, in which the teachers presented a discussion centered around a literary work (such as the writings of Homer or Virgil). After the students came to understand the selection, they would proceed to a secondary stage of textual analysis, known as the ennaratio, during which there ensued a broader discussion of those topics which arose in the initial reading of the text. In this manner, students would acquire a general education and extensive knowledge of worldly matters through the study of classical texts. In Hirshman’s opinion, Kohelet rabba may have served as a structured educational tool enabling students to obtain an education and engage in a diverse range of intellectual topics. In contrast to the Greco-Roman education, the Sages centered the study around the Bible and its verses, using midrashic tools.
An Absence of Internal Division
The extensive collection of material, producing an anthological or encyclopedic character, is closely connected to an additional phenomenon: the absence of an internal division within the work.
Classical aggadic Midrashim are distinguished by their distinct division into sections, a phenomenon noted already by Zunz and Theodor. Each section opens up with a proem, or series of proems, followed by the main section, and at times finishes with a conclusion pertaining to redemption. This general structure is characteristic of both explanatory and exegetical Midrashim; the division has been noted already in the manuscript versions of Bereishit rabba, Vayikra rabba, and Pesikta d’rav kahana, and may also be identified in Eikhah rabba. In contrast, there is no such clear division in Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba. The division according to the chapters of the Megillah found in print editions is a later addition not present in early manuscripts. The expression “Part Two” [sidra tinyana] appears in one place in Shir hashirim rabba, but it does not appear in Geniza fragments. It is difficult to determine an internal division from the content of the work. One may attribute the lack of internal division to the dearth of proems in the main text of the work, but it is unclear whether that is a result, or rather the cause itself. 
Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba contain a wealth of midrashic material that cannot be encompassed within a single continuous reading. The citation of extensive material on every verse—without any distinguishable stopping points—accentuates the anthological or encyclopedic character of the material, while also highlighting the importance of the broader framework, namely the beginning and conclusion. This brings me to the final characteristic of the editorial process: the awareness of the editor that he was producing a closed work.
The Awareness of Editor that he was Producing a Closed Work	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: Perhaps a more simple title: “Self Awareness”
The beginning and conclusion of Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba are easily noted, defining the works as distinct literary creations featuring a beginning, middle, and end. The editors did not view themselves as mere collectors, but rather understood that they were producing a new, complete literary corpus.
In Shir hashirim rabba, for example, the Midrashim accompanying the first two verses constitute an impressive introduction to the work, and serve as a key to understanding the rest of the book. They address fundamental questions pertaining to the proper approach to reading Song of Songs: In what setting was the book authored? Who was the author? What distinguishes the work in comparison to other biblical songs? They also address the status of Solomon as the book’s author, as well as its place among the other books of the Bible. The fact that the editor of Shir hashirim rabba seemingly produced a distinct introduction to the work rendered the need for other proems unnecessary.
Like its consolidated introduction, the end of Shir hashirim rabba also bears signs of editing and intentional design. The conclusion conveys the encouraging message that the nations of the world will be punished and the awaited redemption will come to pass, perhaps even before its due arrival. As such, the work ends on an optimistic note.	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: מגובש
Unlike the Tanhuma literature and Avot d’rabbi natan—which underwent a constant process of development, layer by layer, until they eventually acquired their defining character—Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba did not develop as an “open” anthology, free for anyone to contribute additional material. The editor in no uncertain terms “sealed” the work on both ends.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The editor sought to determine which materials belonged to this corpus, and which did not. For example, Shir hashirim rabba contains a tannaitic dispute, appearing in the context of a discussion of the sin of the golden calf, addressing the fundamental question of whether the verses of Song of Songs may be explicated in critique of the Jewish people, or whether they may only be interpreted in a complimentary manner. The editor of Shir hashirim rabba was well aware of this dispute, citing it on several occasions throughout the work. Lieberman, in his paper “Mishnat shir hashirim,” presents sources from pseudo-Sa’adyah, the Targum, Lekah tov, and elsewhere testifying to the fact there were in fact verses from Song of Songs explicated in reference to the sin of the golden calf. However, none of these passages were included in Shir hashirim rabba, aside from the dispute mentioned above, where strident opposition to this approach appears. According to Lieberman, the absence of these explications from Shir hashirim rabba is not incidental, as the editor of Shir hashirim rabba consciously filtered the material. He concludes, “Midrash shir hashirim is refined and purified to a greater degree than other Midrashim.”
The findings shared here present a picture of an engaged editor who compiled a finalized work of strictly selected and carefully edited material, not to be shortened or lengthened in any way.
This careful filtering of material signifies the growing editorial awareness of the compilers of these works, and their involvement in determining their character. This objective is more apparent in the later works, such as Pirkei d’rabbi eliezer, medieval Midrashi, and Seder eliyahu rabba.
To conclude, in this lecture I have drawn attention to those aspects of Shir hashirim rabba and Kohelet rabba which follow in the footsteps of the earlier midrashic literature, as well as those ways in which these works signal the onset of changes which find full expression later on. An investigation of the history of the literature reveals clear objectives relating to the organization of the material and preferences for certain exegetical forms, as well as climaxes and nadirs in the development of the various genres. This mapping process may aide in the research of the works belonging to this period, as well as contribute towards further discussion of the unanswered questions alluded to in my lecture. For example: when did the Tanhuma literature begin to develop, were the Megillot read publicly in the synagogue, and more. From the picture which I have presented here, it emerges that the scholarship concerning the editorial processes must also address questions pertaining to the opening and closing of a given work, the self-awareness of the editor as a book’s creator, and his presence within the work. It is my hope that drawing attention to such characteristics will contribute towards further interdisciplinary discussion, as well as a broader understanding of the period and the events that took place during it.

