Abstract

Chapter One – Introduction
The topic of this thesis is a midrash entitled Shir HaShirim Zutta. The text was extant only in manuscript until the end of the nineteenth century when it was first printed (1894). Two additional printed editions, also copied from the original manuscript, were published that same year. These three editions constitute the principal studies on Shir HaShirim Zutta to date. 
 
In 1894, Solomon Buber published a book of midrashim on four out of the five Megillot (Song of Songs, Ruth, Lamentations and Ecclesiastes). The midrashim were hand copied for Buber at the Biblioteca Palatina in Parma, Italy. Buber named this collection Midrash Zuttah, to distinguish it from the works referred to as the Midrash Rabba. In his introduction, Buber explains that he employed editorial practices similar to those applied in his previous editions of midrashim: he proofread the manuscript, corrected spelling and grammatical errors, added an introduction, and wrote a commentary and footnotes. The first midrash in Buber’s Midrash Zutta is Shir HaShirim Zutta. Buber’s edition was reprinted numerous times, including in recent years. 
Between 1894-1896, Solomon Schechter published a serialized edition of the handwritten original manuscript of the midrash on Shir HaShirim in JQR. In 1896, the segments were consolidated and published in book form. In his edition, which he named Agaddat Shir HaShirim, Schechter included notes (in English), corrections and references to parallel passages. Schechter also attempted to date the composition of the original text, and mentions an additional manuscript, also from Parma.
 
In 1895 and 1896, Schechter published two articles in which he vehemently criticized Buber’s Midrash Zutta, particularly Shir HaShirim Zutta from which he drew examples. While Schechter’s claims were scholastically pertinent, the personal tone in both articles suggested a personal attack on Buber. In a letter, which I discovered in the Buber Archive at the National Library of Israel, Buber responds to Schechter’s contentions; however, considering that the identity of the addressee is unknown, it is not clear whether Schechter ever received it. 

In 1977, Rabinowitz published an article which includes an additional manuscript of the midrash: six folia from the St. Petersburg Genizah, approximately one third of the entire midrash. He offers alternative versions to the Parma manuscripts, citing an additional manuscript of the midrash located at the Jewish Theological Seminary of New York, adding his commentary, references to parallels and a bibliography of relevant studies. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: שם פרטי?

In 1990, Lerner published an article containing four sections from a fourth manuscript, MS Cambridge, including commentary, elucidations and references to parallels. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: שוב, שם פרטי ?

These are the extant editions of the midrash. I was unable to locate studies focusing on the midrash in its entirety—only some references in encyclopedias and introductions to midrashic literature. While there are studies addressing certain aspects of the midrash, these do not relate to the text itself. 

To date, and to the best of my knowledge, there is no extensive study on Shir HaShirim Zuttah. The existing editions address portions of the midrash, and do not comply with contemporary standards of research. This thesis offers an unprecedented, comprehensive study of the midrash in its entirety (using the title given to it by Buber). 	

Like Song of Songs, the midrash contains eight chapters. Parashah 1 is exceptionally long, constituting half of the midrash, while the other parashot are relatively short (with several longer sections); the simanim vary in length – siman 1 and siman 15 are lengthy, accounting for half of the text’s volume. Simanim 1 and 15 are also distinctively homiletical as opposed to the other “interpretative” simanim. 	Comment by a k: I have used numbers to number both parshiot and simanim. This is better than letters or spelling out the Hebrew letters. 

To reveal the midrash’s original homiletical and relatively concise form, as well as meanings ‘hidden’ beneath textual layering, I propose extracting simanim 1 and 15 from the text. Facilitating interpretation of most Song of Songs verses in chronological order, while divulging their characteristics and themes, this extraction sustains the premise that these simanim are not part of the original midrash. Therefore, this study investigates the midrash without simanim 1 and 15,   and they are omitted from this edition (see appendix 1 and 2 for original version). 

Chapter Two – Editions 
Chapter Two focuses on edited versions of the midrash. I offer a complete edition of the text, using all extant manuscripts: two from Parma, one from St. Petersburg, the Cambridge edition, and a hitherto published version of the manuscript located at JTS (mentioned by Rabinowitz). 

I have created a synoptic version of the text in which the editions are color coded, and set line under line. Although extensive, this layout provides readers with a comprehensive view of the midrash. I did not rely on existing editions of the manuscripts, but rather copied them myself. The editions are labeled and appear in the following in order: נ=MS New York, Theological Seminary 5043 (1681 RAB); פ2= MS Parma, Palatina 1/2851, catalogue De Rossi 616; פ1=MS Parma, Palatina 5/2342, catalogue De Rossi 541; Genizah portions: ק=MS Cambridge, University T-S, C 1.62; 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: כדאי לבדוק את האיות בעברית – לדעתי, זה דה רוסי ולא ד. רוסי כפי שמופיע בגרסה העברית כעת
ס=MS St. Petersburg, the Russian State Library, Antonin Collection 927-928. 

At the beginning of each parasha, I note the manuscripts used (page numbers are indicated in manuscripts נ, פ1, and פ2; in manuscripts ק and ס, I refer to Rabinowitz and Lerner’s editions,). The colors used to mark the manuscripts in each edition are as follows: נ-black; פ2-green; פ1-red; ק-blue; ס-light blue. 

My reconstruction of the midrash adheres to the original sources; however, minor changes were made for more accessible reading, including dividing the text into simanim; adding quotation marks at the beginning and end of each cited verse; adding references to biblical verses; completing partial verse citations; and marking obscure vocabulary with asterisks. In certain instances a paragraph appears in in one manuscript earlier or later than in others. In such instances, I relocated the passage to its place in other manuscripts, coloring it purple. Footnotes regarding technical issues in the manuscripts appear at the bottom of each page. 

Four later additions were incorporated into the midrash: 1-2. Simanim 1:1; and 1:15. 3. An addition unique to פ2, preceding simanim 4:9 copied from Shir HaShirim Rabbah; and 4. the section which begins with the words “these aggadot were removed from it” that appears at the end of manuscripts נ and פ2, and is not part of the midrash sequence. (See appendix 3 and 4). 	Comment by a k: אני מניח שזאת הכוונה של "נפחתו" בהקשר זה

Chapter Three – the Axes 
The third chapter focuses on the midrash’s content and tendencies. Like most midrashim on Song of Songs, Shir HaShirim Zutta does not read the text literally, but rather allegorically. Numerous themes are intertwined throughout the midrash. To examine them individually, I separated various traditions, and identified the midrashim carrying a specific theme. I refer to these themes as axes, which I examined first in isolation, and then together to reveal the full extent of the midrash’s content and the messages it seeks to transmit. 

I discovered four axes in Shir HaShirim Zutta: 
1. The historical axis/the ‘past’ axis. This is one of two prominent axes. It deals with key events in biblical history from its beginning (the creation), to its end (King Cyrus). In my opinion, this is an attempt to encompass biblical history, motivated by a particular objective. 
2. The eschatological axis/the ‘future’ axis. As the second prominent axis, the eschatological axis is the opposite of the historical, ‘past’ axis in that it is concerned with expected future at the end of days. As in other midrashim on Song of Songs, our midrash focuses on the exodus from Egypt, the revelation at Sinai, the Tabernacle and Temple, and future redemption. 	Comment by a k: מתן תורה
3. The ‘present’ axis. This axis is unique to Shir HaShirim Zutta in that it links the historical and eschatological axes to constitute a sequence of past-present-future. The ‘present’ axis focuses on the history of the Second Temple and the period following its destruction, Torah and the commandments, the people of Israel, life amongst non-Jews, reflections on the nature of man, and practical guidelines. 
4. The mystical axis. This is the shortest axis – an attribute which, in my opinion, is not coincidental considering that this is not a principle topic in the midrash, and that the text’s key messages are conveyed through the historical axes. (I assume, however, that if analyzed, I will find that this axis contains messages similar to those in the historical axes). 

Analysis of the axes shows that the principle themes are embedded in the ‘present’ axis. This axis includes a distinct guidance for the Jewish people to accept the situation in which they are governed by non-Jews, not to revolt against them, and to avoid attempts to expedite the coming of the end of days by taking action, which, as they know from past experiences, may exacerbate the situation. They must accept the present circumstance as justified punishment from above. Still, the midrash also encourages Israel by stating that it is the best of nations, and worthy in the eyes of God who therefore, will not allow its annihilation by other nations, and by stressing the value of studying and abiding by the Torah. 

Notwithstanding directives for passivity, the midrash addresses the expectation for redemption. The eschatological axis includes a powerful description of events in the future: redemption, the World to Come, the Messiah and Elijah, the resurrection of the dead, Gog and Magog, the punishments that will be inflicted upon the kingdoms (and in turn, their acceptance of God and Israel), the ingathering of exiles, the return of Shekhinah, and the rebuilding of Jerusalem and the Temple. While the message is that these promises will be realized, it is at the same time clear that this realization deferred to some unspecified future time. 

The midrash provides assurances for these prospects. By pointing (on the historical axis) to the manifestations of the providence bestowed upon the chosen people of Israel—such as ancestral merit, and historical events verifying the existence of a plan and leader—the midrash stresses that history is not arbitrary, but rather preconceived in accordance with God’s will. 

In the midrash, emphases on the enslavement in Egypt, the exodus from Egypt, and the parting of the Red Sea function as proof that having experienced hardships in the past from which they were redeemed by God, the people of Israel will be redeemed again in the future. This concept, according to which the exodus from Egypt is a paradigm for future redemption, is discernable in classic rabbinic literature, and is accentuated repeatedly in Shir HaShirim Zutta. 

The midrash seeks to teach the Jewish people a specific way of life by illustrating the bitter consequences of lifestyles to be avoided. However, here too, these severe messages are mitigated by reassurances regarding the present, and expressions of hope for the future. 

Analysis of the axes elicits the character of the midrash’s redactor, revealing in turn, that while Shir HaShirim Zutta is essentially interpretative, the redactor applied methods similar those employed by homiletical, midrashic redactors. The redactor not only compiled midrashim on verses from Song of Songs, but reworked and edited the material to comply with his objectives and the messages he wished communicate. Hence, the redactor plays a decisive role in shaping the character of the midrash, and cannot be disregarded.

Chapter Four – Literary Forms
Chapter Four deals with the three prominent literary forms in the midrash: petirah, parable and tales:
1. Petirah: The petirah (biblical inter-textual exegesis) is the most common homiletical form in the midrash (albeit the verb p.t.r. does not appear as in other midrashim). The petirah passages in my edition are indicated with one of two titles: milot petirah or mishpatei petirah. I found that the midrash contains an abundance of petirah passages (including those without these identifying titles). An analysis of petirah passages in this midrash indicates that the petirah words employed are closer to those employed in tannaitic literature, as opposed to those used in amoraic literature. While this may support assumptions that the midrash was written during the tannaitic period, or in the period in which tannaitic texts were being edited, it is also possible that it is a later text, ‘disguised’ as an earlier, tannaitic text.	Comment by a k: I thought this needed to be explained. 
 
2. Parables: The midrash includes six parables, four of which appear in section A. Based on the assumption that each parable and moral constitute an independent unit, rather than parts of the entire text, I isolated them from surrounding midrashim, and analyzed each one separately. Only later, did I address their location within the text. The parables are divided according to my modified line division and format, with the name of the manuscript in which they appear indicated at the top, and alternative versions indicated at the bottom (as a ‘diplomatic’ edition, with נ indicating an ‘internal version’). I analyzed each parable and moral on various levels including the meanings of words, linkages between words, literary forms, the reality reflected in the texts, parallels in classic rabbinic literature (if any exist), the contexts in which they are situated, their orientations, and their messages. 

Although they seem to be “king parables,” I propose that this resemblance is only superficial, and that in fact, they are unlike the classic “king parables” of rabbinic literature. While in their classic form, the parable and moral must be precisely compatible, in Shir HaShirim Zutta there are discrepancies between the two, particularly in instances in which the moral is extremely short (sometimes a mere citation of the verse). 

It appears that the redactor puts more emphasis on meaning than on form, which he appears treat as less obligating. While the structure and formulaic guidelines are not maintained, the meanings are communicated effectively – the leniency exercised in terms of form does not entail a leniency in terms of content. Thus, it can be concluded that this midrash was written after classic rabbinic midrashim, at a time when compliance with strict frameworks was moderated by the temporal distancing from conventional terms and devices. 

3. Tales. There are four tales in the midrash, two of which are part of a single edited portion that includes three additional parts (of an ‘extended biblical story’). In my analysis, I employed the methodology applied to the parables. Notable for its relatively late authorship (as opposed to earlier versions), evidenced in its modified form, the message in the first tale (“The Gates of Nikanor”) is easily discernable. The second story (“The Pit of the Palm Tree”) remains obscure even after analysis in that it is difficult to identify its intentions and concealed messages (it does not have any parallels). The third and fourth stories are part of a compilation of five that concludes the midrash. This is a redacted compilation, molded to convey a unified message throughout except for a “surprise ending” that concludes the entire midrash with a crescendo containing a sharp, severe message. In this portion of the text, neither form nor content are abbreviated, and the stories seem compatible with those in early, classic midrashim. 	Comment by a k: בור התמרה

Two literary forms do not appear in Shir HaShirim Zutta: 
1. Petiha passages (epigraphs): I assume petihah passages are not employed in this midrash due to stylistic modifications over time. Given that in ancient midrashim guidelines for the inclusion of this device were strict, their absence in this midrash is yet another indication of its later date of composition. 

2. A positive epilogue (ending a passage with a positive message): It appears to me that the editor intended to maintain the effect of the severe message at the end of the stories, and therefore relinquished the traditional use of positive epilogues. This too points to the later date of the midrash in which conventions are not treated as binding, and the redactor acts as he sees fit. 


Chapter Five – When and Where the Midrash was Redacted 
Several scholars have addressed the dating of the midrash; however, it seems that this topic requires further inquiry considering that studies so far have dealt with the text while including the two lengthy simanim – 1:1 and 1:9. As mentioned, it is my belief that these simanim were not part of the original text, and therefore obstructed these scholars’ view of the midrash as it was intended, leading them in turn, to inaccurate conclusions. Some scholars argued that this was a tannaitic text; others claimed that it belonged to the redactor of the Midrash Tanhuma; but, based on what I demonstrate in this chapter, both claims are untenable. Regarding the place in where the midrash was redacted, scholars agree that it was in Palestine. 	Comment by a k: Or: Land of Israel 

This chapter includes two sections that can help determine the date of authorship: 
1. Names of Sages. Most of the names are, or can be, considered tannaitic; however, there are also names that do not appear in classic rabbinic literature. This suggests that to render his later text valuable and valid, the editor not only employed tannaitic literary features, but also included the names of the greatest and most popular tannaitic sages. The less familiar names, however, may suggest that the text is dated even further from the tannaitic period; only from such a distance in time could names be corrupted and even invented without consequence.

2. Tannaitic Sources. This section includes an interesting discovery that can link the midrash to the period in which Arabic was the commonly spoken language in the region. Our midrash is written entirely in Hebrew, and the few words Greek and Aramaic words are characteristic of classic rabbinic literature The transition from mixed Hebrew and Aramaic, to pure Hebrew is a characteristic of later midrashim, written after the Islamic conquest of Palestine; it therefore seems that the midrash’s redaction can be dated to the Early Islamic era (634-1099 C.E.). During this time, many Palestinian midrashim were redacted.. Resembling amoraic midrashim written in the Byzantine era, both in content and in form, they exemplify how stylistic imitation can hinder attempts to determine the time and place of authorship. 

I endeavored to examine the possibility of situating the midrash within a more limited time frame in this era. From analysis of the legends and stories, I found that the midrash is not influenced by the Babylonian Talmud, and that its conventions are unique to Palestine. Scholars agree that during the ninth century, a transition from Palestinian to Babylonian traditions occurred, a process that accelerated during the tenth century. Accordingly, Shir HaShirim Zutta can be dated no later than the beginning of the tenth century, before the dissemination of Babylonian influences in Palestine. 

It is possible, although only hypothetically, to narrow this range further. The Early Islamic era in Eretz Israel is divided into three parts: from the conquest to the end of the Umayyad Caliphate (634-750 C.E.); the Abbasid Caliphate (750-969 C.E.); and the Fatimid Caliphate (969-1099 C.E.). The first period was the most advantageous for the Jews in Palestine, particularly in terms of religious creativity. 

It may be that the key message in our midrash—the call for passivity—constituted a response to historical events. At the end of the Byzantine era, the Persians conquered Palestine. The Byzantines re-conquered the region for a short period until it was finally conquered by the Islamic empire. These vicissitudes evoked Messianic aspirations amongst the Jews. In addition, because Jews cooperated with the Persians, and even attacked Christians,, with the return of the Byzantine Emperor Heraclitus, they were retaliated against, and many were slaughtered. It is possible that these harrowing events instigated the transition from a perception of reality as heralding redemption and motivating a proactive orientation, to a perception in which redemption is deferred to an unknown time in the far future. From this viewpoint, Shir HaShirim Zutta can be aligned, in various ways, with both ancient and later midrashim; an indication of its composition during a transitional period, when old conventions had yet to disappear and the new had yet to spread. If so, in my opinion Shir HaShirim Zutta can be dated sometime during the Islamic Conquest. But again, this is only conjecture. 

There is no way of knowing why the midrash disappeared or why it was not printed until the end of the nineteenth century. One should keep in mind that many midrashim were lost, and as opposed to them, this midrash did eventually merit publication. Buber and Schechter redeemed this forgotten midrash; and Rabinowitz and Lerner added commentary that contributed to its recognition. This thesis does not address all the topics warranting investigation regarding this midrash; it constitutes a base-study of sorts, and it is my hope that it will contribute to the proliferation of rabbinic aggadic literature. 
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